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Much of the recent literature in mentoring centers on the effectiveness of 

volunteers who donate their time to relationships with children in need of a positive adult 

role model (DuBois & Karcher, 2005). Because mentors generally take on a great deal of 

responsibility with youth who are often at-risk either personally or academically 

(Commonwealth Fund, 1998; McLearn, Colasanto & Schoen, 1998; McLearn et al., 

1999), researchers want to identify those variables and practices that increase the chance 

of a successful and beneficial relationship (Nakkula & Harris, 2005). This study 

examined the benefits of adult-child mentoring and looked for connections between the 

mentees’ growth in social competence and the relationship length, match quality, and 

specific mentoring strategies employed. The mentors’ perceptions of sufficiency about 

the match, the mentee’s additional resources, and their own abilities were also examined. 

A survey was distributed electronically to 890 Austin, Texas mentors about their 

relationships, and a separate school level survey was distributed to the 90 mentor contacts 

located in each school that utilizes mentors. School demographic data was also collected 

from the Texas Education Agency. The results indicate that longer and more high-quality 

matches, an increased importance placed on getting the mentee to care more about others, 

and spending more time with the mentee’s teachers all predict higher levels of growth in 
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specific social competencies. The strength of the match was also a positive predictor of 

the mentors’ sense of sufficiency about themselves and about the impact of mentoring 

with their mentee. The results suggest a need for increased training in the specific caring 

and teacher-involvement mentor strategies, and for more discussion with mentors about 

the importance of committing to long-term, high-quality matches.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This study concerned the effectiveness of volunteer mentors who donate their 

time to children in need of positive adult role models. Since mentors generally take on a 

great deal of responsibility with youth who are often at-risk either personally or 

academically, there is a desire to identify those variables and practices that increase the 

chance of a successful and beneficial relationship. The goal of this study was to 

contribute to the literature on successful mentorship, and to show that analytic techniques 

may be used to learn more about the connections between students, school resources, and 

mentors. 

Mentoring is commonly defined as the pairing of an individual who lacks 

particular skills or experience with one who has them, with a goal of increasing the 

missing pieces in the less knowledgeable person. Mentoring occurs both formally as the 

result of arranged relationships, or informally through the natural development of a 

supportive relationship. Mentoring is found at work among colleagues, in universities and 

colleges as support between professors and/or students, in primary and secondary schools 

as a resource for children who demonstrate a need, and in the community at large.  It is 

assumed to provide a nurturing and positive relationship, and as a consequence mentoring 

is generally considered a strong approach to providing extra support.  

Mentoring is not always beneficial (Rhodes, 2002), however, and it can be 

difficult to determine whether individual matches between mentors and mentees are 

actually successful. Part of the problem lies in the inability to pinpoint exactly what the 

desired outcome of each specific relationship may be. Different people enter into 

mentoring matches for different reasons, and the typical goal of a mentoring pair is 
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something far more nebulous and difficult to measure than simple test scores or 

promotions at work. Children may be recommended to school mentoring programs, for 

example, because they exhibit one or more of a large variety of problems considered 

damaging to their development. These difficulties may include disruptive behavior in 

classrooms, extreme shyness, poor social skills, or low academic performance. It may be 

immediately apparent why the students exhibit these traits – problems in the family 

background, for example – but sometimes the source of a child’s problems are unclear. 

Some children in mentoring programs may demonstrate an overwhelming combination of 

difficulties, and teasing out the impact of mentoring alone is challenging because of all 

the other possible factors that are involved in an individual’s life. 

In some cases mentoring may be powerful but still insufficient to solve the 

problems faced by the mentee. Similarly, while the presence of a supportive and stable 

mentor may improve the mentee along some or all of the scales on which they seek help, 

the lack of sufficient time or the presence of additional obstacles may slow or even 

negate the progress. Although our society tends to view mentoring as a positive and 

uplifting activity, it is not always the case. Many of the mentoring studies conducted to 

date have shown only marginally positive effects of mentoring, and mentoring alone is 

unlikely to help children improve along multiple and various measures. 

What then makes some mentoring experiences so successful, and why is this not 

always the case? Although the body of literature on mentoring is barely two decades old, 

there are already numerous studies on the factors that drive successful matches. 

Researchers can identify many of the actions and behaviors of successful mentors, have 

carefully delineated the lifecycle of the average mentoring match according to 



 
 

3 
 

developmental theories, and have shown that mentoring – when done haphazardly or 

abandoned prematurely – can actually cause mentees harm. What the mentoring literature 

lacks, however, is a school-based examination of the nuanced relationship between 

mentoring success, background mentee challenges, and the presence of additional 

resources in a child’s life. Furthermore the benefits of coordinating, facilitating, or 

linking these additional resources to the mentor is unknown.  

Although detailed examinations are made into these concepts later in the paper, 

there are two terms that require brief definition here before the presentation of associated 

hypotheses. The term “high-quality mentoring” is crucial to the conducted research, and 

references those mentoring relationships that have high levels of the positive attributes 

most noted in the research. These include a strong and trusting bond between mentor and 

mentee (Karcher, Nakkula &Harris, 2005; DuBois, Holloway, Valentine & Cooper, 

2002; Rhodes, 2005; Israelashvilli & Wegman-Rozi, 2005; Rhodes, Reddy, Roffman & 

Grossman, 2005; Rhodes, Bogat, Roffman, Edelman & Galasso, 2002), commonalities 

between the mentor and mentee (Buckely & Zimmerman, 2003; Herrera, Sipe & 

McClanahan, 2000), a long and durable match (Grossman & Johnson, 1999; Grossman & 

Rhodes, 2002; Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & Jucovy, 2007; McLearn, 

Colasanto, Schoem & Shapiro, 1999), and specific mentor attributes including flexibility 

and creativity (Israelashvilli & Wegman-Rozi, 2005), empathy (Rhodes, 2002), and 

reflection (Johnson & Sullivan, 1995). 

The second term that is referenced in the following hypotheses is mentee social 

competence, which refers broadly to the ways in which a child interacts with the world at 

large. Rhodes (2002) writes that mentoring can positively impact social skills and 
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emotional well-being, and many mentors indirectly model good conversational skills, 

help their mentees work through difficult situations successfully, and demonstrate 

appropriate behaviors. This idea is explored further in the following chapter, and an 

instrument used to gauge mentee social competence is introduced and discussed in 

Chapter 3. 

The purpose of this study was originally to determine if there is a difference in the 

degree of success found within mentoring relationships based on the number of at-risk 

signs faced by the mentee, and whether the presence of additional resources – possibly 

even linked through the mentor – may aid in the success of the match, particularly in 

those cases where the mentee faces extreme challenges. The resulting research questions 

were therefore designed to investigate whether there are student impacts to be expected 

from high-quality mentoring as defined in the literature, what additional activities may 

also positively impact students in similar ways, and whether varying degrees of 

developmental issues faced by children require varying combinations of mentoring and 

additional activities to provide significant positive impacts. The three research questions 

that guided the study are: 

1) Are mentoring relationship quality, a child’s developmental assets, and mentoring 

duration uniquely related to the perceived change (by mentors) in mentee social 

competence? 

2) Can other activities such as sports teams and afterschool programs also impact 

mentee social competence in conjunction with high-quality mentoring? 

3) How much interaction is there between the number of problems faced by a child 

and the number and type of resources needed for a significant positive impact? 
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The Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression models that were proposed to help 

answer the first two research questions yielded little relevant or helpful information, and 

the hierarchical model associated with the final question was unfortunately impossible to 

run based on both the survey response rate and the high number of mentors who knew 

much less than expected about their mentee’s additional activities outside of mentoring. 

As a result, a more exploratory approach was utilized, and the findings, while related to 

the original hypotheses, are not perfectly in line with them. 

When the concept of change in mentee social competence was expanded to include 

individual measures of social competencies instead of just an average score across 

multiple items, the author found that the length of the relationship and two mentor 

strategies that included talking more with the mentee’s teachers and placing a high 

importance on getting the mentee to care more about others were predictors of a mentee’s 

positive development along many of the social competencies. Furthermore, the internal 

strength of the match was found to positively predict the level of a mentee’s change along 

the specific competencies of appropriately initiating interactions and being able to handle 

disagreements in a positive way. 

Although mentoring is utilized in various environments, this study was specifically 

focused on the type of formal, on-site mentoring that occurs within primary and 

secondary public schools. The subjects considered are adult volunteers in the community 

and the children recommended for mentoring by their teachers, parents, coaches, or own 

selves. Meetings are typically conducted once a week during short time periods such as 

the lunch hour, and take place on the school grounds. While the volunteer mentors are 

asked to make a one year commitment to their students, some of the examined 
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relationships will likely last less than one full school year, and some will be ongoing for 

multiple years as the student progresses through the school system.   

The primary limitations faced by this study were time and the uncontrollable factors 

influencing the children’s lives. An ideal examination of these issues would happen over 

years and involve the careful and in-depth description of each match over the course of 

its lifetime. In addition, the ability to measure each student’s level of personal challenges 

prior to entering a mentoring match would aid the research. Although the researcher may 

use the results of the study discussed here to initiate such a long term and detailed project 

in the future, this research utilized the available mentoring resources in Austin as they 

exist currently with the constraints of a one year project. The local school system works 

closely with the nonprofit Austin Partners in Education (APIE) organization to facilitate 

all in-school mentoring, and their 890 existing mentors were surveyed, regardless of the 

length of their matches. Clearly future research would benefit from pre- and post-match 

measures, but in order to utilize the data from established and long-term matches, this 

study used what is available currently.  

Surveys that collect information at the mentoring match level about mentors, 

mentees, and their relationships were distributed electronically to 890 Austin mentors. At 

the school level surveys were distributed electronically to the 90 mentor contacts each 

located in a separate Austin school that utilizes mentors. School level information was 

also collected from the Texas Education Agency’s online data portal. It is hoped that this 

study will contribute both to the literature on successful mentorship and to a greater 

understanding of the analytic techniques that may be used to learn more about mentors, 

mentees, and effective strategies for their relationships. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

Formal mentoring research is relatively new (DuBois & Karcher, 2005), with 

much of the recent attention aimed at developing a definition of the mentoring 

relationship, outlining the potential benefits and negative consequences, and learning 

more about the contexts under which mentoring is most useful and effective. Allen and 

Eby (2008) attempt to solidify mentoring as its own field, and to move to a description 

and understanding of mentoring within its own context instead of in relationship to other 

areas. Because mentoring is so pervasive in American society – in 2002 Rhodes counted 

4000 mentoring groups touching 2.5 million children - DuBois and Karcher (2005) point 

to an “imbalance between research and practice” (p. 10) that requires more intense 

investigation as programs spread and affect additional children. 

This chapter separates the discussion of existing research into five sections that 

each investigate an important question regarding the field of mentoring: 1) What is 

mentoring?; 2) Why is mentoring used?; 3) What makes mentoring work?; 4) What else 

besides the mentor/mentee impacts the match?, and; 5) How is mentoring related to what 

happens at school? 

What is Mentoring? 

The following section examines the common ways mentoring is defined, looks at 

mentoring themes and contexts discussed in the literature, and investigates the various 

roles that mentors may attempt to fill in the lives of their mentees. 

The definition of mentoring. What exactly is referenced when scholars discuss 

mentoring? Mentoring is defined as many things (DuBois & Karcher, 2005); as a way to 

nurture people’s skills (Allen & Eby, 2008), to fill in developmental and academic gaps 
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in social and school settings, to provide role models (Eby, Rhodes & Allen, 2008), and to 

ensure at least one positive adult relationship for every child. Some researchers insist that 

mentors must be older than their mentees (Karcher, Nakkula & Harris, 2005), or at least 

more skilled (Roberts, Liabo, Lucas, DuBois & Sheldon, 2004), although this is not 

consistent throughout the literature.  

In a 1989 study of college students, Hamilton & Darling (1989) found that 82% of 

surveyed youths claimed there was a non-parental adult who made a difference in their 

lives, and the words they used to describe these individuals were most commonly teacher, 

role model, and challenger. To help categorize the possible roles, Buckley & Zimmerman 

(2003) dichotomize mentoring programs into those that provide instrumental versus 

psychosocial mentoring. The former concerns more specific, goal-oriented activities such 

as tutoring and advising, while the latter is more concerned with the mentee’s 

development as a whole person. Others define mentoring not through the individuals or 

outcomes themselves, but as a process (Roberts, 2000) through which both mentors and 

mentees develop together. 

There is a mystique to mentoring, including an embellishment of its ease, cost, 

and effect which is both referenced (Grossman, 1999) and questioned throughout the 

recent literature (Cavell & Smith, 2005; Freedman, 1993; Rhodes, 2002). People feel 

positively about mentoring as a way to help disadvantaged or underdeveloped youth 

(Baker & Maguire, 2005; Rhodes, 2002; Rhodes, 2005), and therefore tend to expect it to 

consistently lead to positive results. These expectations come from anecdotal stories 

spread about mentors as the one person who helped lift someone out of poverty (Williams 

& Kornblum, 1985), crime, or other difficult situations. As a result, our culture 
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mythologizes the mentor and their ability to perform heroic tasks. Mentoring is not 

always beneficial, however, and in some studies negative effects were found while in 

others it fell far short of providing the benefits intended. While there is evidence that 

high- and low-quality mentoring have different effects on the degree of positive outcomes 

possible, researchers acknowledge that some children face too many problems for 

mentoring to provide significant benefit (Baker & Maguire, 2005; Freedman, 1993).  

Types of mentoring found in the literature. The greatest dichotomy in the 

mentoring field is between natural mentoring, which is unplanned and develops 

organically over time between people who interact with one another, and formal 

mentoring, which is structured and where matches are formed based on a pool of 

available mentors and potential mentees. Although this study focuses on formal 

mentoring matches managed through a central mentoring organization, studies of natural 

mentoring are still beneficial to an understanding of mentoring in general. Because the 

overall goals of these two types of relationships are similar – to provide some sort of 

stable, nurturing, or instructional relationship – the literature on the qualities and 

outcomes of effective natural mentoring are valuable to this review. Furthermore, studies 

into natural mentors provide additional evidence into the power of mentoring in general. 

Zimmerman, Bingenheimer & Notaro, for example, found in their 2002 study of 770 

urban Midwestern adolescents that 52% reported having natural mentors, indicating that 

mentors are sought out or appreciated by many youths. Those that did have mentors were 

less likely to smoke marijuana and be involved in nonviolent delinquency, and were more 

inclined to have a positive attitude towards school. The presence of these mentors, 

however, did not help alleviate anxiety or depression. 
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The formal mentoring literature is segregated into three different contexts for the 

mentor-mentee relationship: the professional workplace, higher education, and school-

aged children. Mentoring emerged as an academic field due to the study of career-based 

mentoring, in which an employee is matched formally or informally with a superior or 

more experienced colleague who guides them at work (Kram, 1998). Higher education 

mentoring can take place between two professors, professors and students, or within 

student pairs as a means of support through the world of formal education. Mentoring 

that occurs with public school-aged children is often designed to help make up for 

deficiencies in a child’s life, or to provide a strong adult relationship where one would be 

beneficial.  

Buckley & Zimmerman (2003) describe five types of mentoring that are not 

completely constrained by context: youth-to-youth, intergenerational, group, online, and 

telementoring. Karcher (2005) also discusses youth-to-youth mentoring, which is also 

referred to as peer or cross-age mentoring. The common design is to pair older 

adolescents with younger students under the assumption that both individuals will 

develop and grow through the relationship. Because the mentor and mentee come from 

within the same context, there is the hope that the older student will have more of an 

impact on their younger peer than would an outside adult. 

One further separation in the literature concerns whether mentoring is site-based 

and always takes place in a particular location – a school or program office – or 

community-based, where there is flexibility for the mentor and mentee to hold their 

meetings wherever each activity suits them. The latter may be conducted in any number 

of community locations including parks, restaurants, bowling alleys, or the movies. One 
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of the most well-known mentoring programs in America, Big Brothers Big Sisters 

(BBBS), is considered community-based. After an extensive screening process, mentors 

are matched with “Littles” usually of the same gender and allowed to arrange their own 

meeting times and locations as they see fit.  While they are advised to ensure a certain 

minimum amount of time together each month, mentors and their mentees are responsible 

for setting the schedules and activities.  

The mentoring program studied as a part of this paper – Austin Partners in 

Education (APIE) – runs site-based mentoring in Austin, Texas public schools. All of the 

time spent in matches takes place at the elementary, middle, or high school campuses, 

These matches typically last between a half hour to an hour each week, and it is up to 

school officials to determine what times during the day it is appropriate to remove the 

student from normal classroom activities.  

The many roles of a mentor. Depending on the degree of challenges faced by the 

mentee when entering a match, mentors may feel responsible for filling in all of the 

missing holes in the child’s life. These roles may include those of parent, friend, therapist 

or teacher. Researchers find that mentors can provide some of the same functions as 

parents, and some mentees may create bonds with their mentors that mirror traditional 

parental attachments (Ainsworth, 1989). While the constant nurture provided by parents 

usually makes the greatest contribution to a child’s development of trust, studies show 

that other adults outside of parents may be able to substitute appropriately (Werner, 

1995).  

Mentoring is different than friendship. The degree to which this is the case 

depends in part to the context in which it takes place. A natural mentoring relationship is 
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one that develops because two people choose to spend time together, and as a 

consequence there is a greater chance that the bond could mimic those formed by friends. 

Formal mentoring matches, however, are based on artificial and contrived matches 

established by a third party (Buckley & Zimmerman, 2003). There is no guarantee that 

the two individuals will find the commonalities and forge the communication necessary 

to maintain a friendship. For most mentoring relationships, however, the goals differ 

from those of friendship.  Most definitions of mentoring involve the intention that the 

mentee will develop or grow as part of the relationship (Buckley & Zimmerman, 2003). 

This asymmetry in the relationship is unlike most friendships, where the two partners are 

assumed to be equal pairs. The imbalance in ages between mentors and mentees further 

enhances this. Darling, Hamilton, Toyokawa & Matsuda (2002) surveyed youths in both 

the United States and Japan, and found similar patterns in who children considered as 

their natural mentors. In both countries they were more likely to see adults as mentors 

instead of peers, reinforcing the concept that mentors are considered older, wiser, or more 

experienced in some way. 

Rhodes (2002) writes that the role of a mentor actually overlaps in many ways 

with that of a therapist. The main distinction is that therapists are professionally trained 

and monetarily compensated for their work, although mentors are faced with many of the 

same issues and needs in the children with whom they participate. Rhodes describes the 

mentoring relationship as actually more intense than therapy given that the mentor is 

generally working with one mentee and far more invested than a therapist can be in their 

multiple clients. Spencer & Rhodes (2005) expand this to suggest that the mentor actually 

provides much more than therapy because the relationship also includes elements of 



 
 

13 
 

friendship and partnership. They write that the field of mentoring can gain much from the 

research concerning counseling and psychotherapy, and that these studies may help build 

an understanding of what makes a powerful and successful mentoring pair. 

Why is Mentoring Used? 

In order to understand why mentoring is widely used and often well regarded, the 

following section investigates when and why mentoring is applied, the developmental 

assets and deficits children bring into their mentoring relationships, the benefits of 

mentoring, how mentoring relates to what is known in the field of relationship theory, 

and the use of mentoring as a strategy to help specific populations.  

When and why mentoring is applied. Children and adolescents become involved 

in mentoring programs for a variety of reasons. Mentoring is often applied as a solution 

for children who demonstrate problems thought to be alleviated or eased through the 

presence of a positive adult, or with a strong, reliable relationship. At times children 

request to be placed with a mentor on their own, and they can also be recommended by 

teachers, school administrators, counselors and coaches who feel there is a deficit that 

would benefit from a match. Darling (2005) listed four categories of adolescents who can 

be considered ready for mentoring and demonstrated the breadth of individuals thought 

appropriate for these types of relationships: those with emotional or behavioral problems, 

the developmentally vulnerable, those not at risk but of average abilities, and gifted 

children.  

Thornberg, Hoffman & Remeika (1991) conclude that there are three primary 

causes of risk to young people and society as a whole: poverty, a lack of family guidance 

and support, and negative peer pressure. Research indicates that 80% of the students 
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placed with a mentor are considered to be “at risk” (McLearn, Colasanto & Schoen, 

1998; McLearn, Colasanto, Schoen & Shapiro 1999). The definition of “at-risk” varies 

remarkably across the literature and the contexts range from academics to behaviors. 

Most explanations involve a long term view of risk, and acknowledge that the 

identification does not mean a child is guaranteed to have difficulties. “At risk” is as it 

sounds – a fear based on prior information that an individual faces a heightened chance of 

problems in the future. Resnick & Burt (1996) write that negative behaviors are what 

usually mark a student as being at risk, but that sometimes the damaging outcomes are 

already evident and help aid the diagnosis. Moore (2006) adds that certain characteristics 

that are associated with long term problems including previous abuse, poor self-esteem 

and disability may also be used to determine that a child is at risk.  

There is evidence that children who have experienced disturbances in their lives 

will still develop along the same trajectory as non-disturbed children, but they will do so 

at a slower rate (Gurucharri, Phelps & Selman, 1984). Deficiencies do not alter the path 

of development, just slow it. A mentor may need to be aware of and alert to warning 

signs and important factors in a child’s growth, but it is not necessary to relearn the 

expected stages of development.  

Children may be recommended for and benefit from mentoring programs if they 

demonstrate difficulty with academics, or are consistently behind in their studies (LaRose 

& Tarabulsy, 2005). When teachers and school administrators recognize problems, these 

academically at-risk students are often placed in school-based programs (Portwood & 

Ayers, 2005). Although tutoring and schoolwork related activities may be included in the 

mentoring relationship, even without them mentoring may indirectly improve academic 
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problems by targeting other issues at the root of poor school performance (LaRose & 

Tarabulsy, 2005). These external problems include difficulty managing time, balancing 

work, and general feelings of incompetence in the school setting. LaRose & Tarabulsy 

(2005) write that mentoring is most effective with academically at-risk students if their 

academic issues are the only major problem and they do not bring additional background 

challenges into the match. 

Developmental assets and deficits. The Search Institute, an organization dedicated 

to finding the features that help children succeed, developed four age-appropriate lists of 

the 40 most important developmental assets in children’s lives, each separated into 20 

external and 20 internal assets (Leffert, Benson, Scales, Sharma, Drake & Blyth, 1998). 

In 2003 they surveyed over 140,000 children across the country and found that the forty 

attributes were directly related to the promotion of good behaviors and attitudes, and 

protection against high-risk activities.  

Table 2 shows that the more assets a child had, the more likely they were to 

exhibit leadership, maintain good health, value diversity, and succeed in school. 

 

Table 1 

Association Between Developmental Assets and Positive Behaviors 
 Child’s number of developmental assets 
Percentage of children participating  
in the following positive behaviors: 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-41 

Exhibits leadership 48% 66% 78% 87% 
Maintains good health 27% 48% 69% 88% 
Values diversity 39% 60% 76% 89% 
Succeeds in school 9% 19% 34% 54% 
Source: Adapted from http://www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower 
 
 

http://www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower�
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Table 2 demonstrates the reverse: the fewer assets found, the more likely they 

were to see children engage in problematic alcohol use, violence, illicit drug use, and 

sexual activity.  

 

Table 2 

Association Between Developmental Assets and Negative Behaviors 
 Child’s number of developmental assets 
Percentage of children participating  
in the following positive behaviors: 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-41 

Problem alcohol use 45% 26% 11% 3% 
Violence 62% 38% 18% 6% 
Illicit drug use 38% 18% 6% 1% 
Sexual activity 34% 23% 11% 3% 
Source: Adapted from http://www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower 
 

On all four lists of external assets it is indicated that a child needs support from 

several non-parental adults in addition to a solid relationship with their parents. Their 

findings also point to the importance not just of non-parental adults, but to the need for a 

rich host of supportive resources in children’s lives. While this supports mentoring, it 

emphasizes that it may be a small part of what children need to succeed. A subsequent 

book by Kristie Probst (2006), Mentoring for Meaningful Results, was published by the 

Search Institute and used the 40 Developmental Assets as the foundation for building 

strong mentoring programs focused on increasing the number of assets in mentees’ lives. 

Probst used the assets to develop activities mentors could use to highlight and reinforce 

important concepts, and emphasize actions and choices outside the match that might 

benefit the mentee. 

 Rhodes (2002) cites the assets connected with role models and support as 

potential parts of mentoring, and there are other assets that also seem appropriate for 

http://www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower�
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mentors to target: planning and decision making, reading for pleasure, and cultural 

competence. There are some assets, however, over which formal, school-based mentors 

can have little impact. These include family support, positive family communication, a 

caring neighborhood, parent involvement in schooling, and time spent constructively at 

home. What is unknown but may be of interest, however, is whether a mentor’s 

knowledge of all the assets present in their mentee’s life is in any way predictive of or 

related to the successfulness of the match. 

Despite even the best intentions, it is clear from the literature that mentoring is not 

always successful, and that even when the mentor follows proven strategies and works 

hard to create a strong relationship, it may not be enough to overcome the challenges 

faced by at-risk children and adolescents (Freedman, 1993; Blinn-Pike, 2008). Some 

mentoring scholars believe that there are children too damaged by previous neglect or 

abuse, or with too many other family or behavioral issues to benefit significantly from 

mentoring (Freedman, 1993). If these populations are included in mentoring programs it 

is advised that at the very least they begin early in a child’s life (Freedman, 1993). 

Throughout the literature researchers advocate for an early start to mentoring in order to 

curb the problems that magnify and develop as children age. Israelashvilli & Wegman-

Rozi (2005), who strongly agree with this suggestion, conducted a study of mentoring 

with four year olds already identified as at-risk in preschool after noticing that children 

bring significant problems to school as early as first grade. They found positive results 

from mentors who were paid for their service, but also determined that the act of 

mentoring required flexibility and creativity on the part of the mentor as the process was 

neither straightforward nor uniform from child to child.  
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In their 1998 paper on resilience and competence Masten and Coatsworth found 

that mentoring could help foster resilience and minimize risk, but research indicates it is 

vital to create a strong foundation early in development. They referred to the “cascading 

effects” of both good and bad in children’s lives. Morison and Masten (1991) assert that 

it is possible early on to detect those children who are likely to have certain difficulties 

later in life. Their study of peer reputation in elementary classrooms found that children 

were able at a very young age to classify their peers into negative and positive roles, 

where the negative designation was highly predictive that an individual would show 

significant problems in adolescence.  

The benefits of mentoring. Research indicates that the presence of a supportive 

nonparental adult, regardless of whether this is a formal or natural mentor, can be very 

beneficial in a child’s life (Beam, Chen & Greenberger, 2002). These individuals – who 

may or may not be a relative of the child – can provide both support and also something 

unique to what is found in relationships with peers or parents. Masten & Coatsworth 

(1998) found that children and adolescents who exhibited the attributes of resiliency often 

had “bonds to prosocial adults outside the family.” (p. 212) 

When a parent like this is not available in a child’s life, competence is often 

linked to a surrogate care giving figure who serves a mentoring role. When 

adversity is high and no effective adult is connected to a child, risk for 

maladaptation is high. The development of competence requires the involvement 

of caring, competent adults in a child’s life; ensuring that every child has this 

fundamental protective system is a policy imperative. (p. 215) 
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Rhodes (2002) lists three reasons she believes mentors positively impact their 

mentees: “by enhancing social skills and emotional well-being”, “by improving cognitive 

skills through dialogue and listening”, and “by service as a role model and advocate” (p. 

35). She adds that the more of these that a mentor can provide, the deeper the impact will 

be on the mentee. 

Rhodes (2002) warns that when there is an absence of positive adults in a child’s 

life, they will instead turn for support and bonding to other friends or peers. This can be 

very risky given the activities prevalent among adolescents. An adult who has made it 

through their own youth and demonstrated better choices is obviously a better role model 

and foundational support system than a group of contemporaries who are still struggling 

with the same environmental temptations and issues. Furthermore, Rhodes & Jason 

(1988) find that youths who experienced a lack of support from parents had increased risk 

of problems because they were actually more likely to form friendships with peers also 

suffering from problems at home. 

Formal mentoring is a structured response to the lack of supportive figures in 

children’s lives, or to deficits in the degree of support available. And although there are 

countless programs constructed for at-risk children or children who do not have the 

necessary resources at home, there is evidence that one-on-one relationships are more 

effective than the support provided by group mentoring sessions. Sipe (1999) separated 

mentoring into four categories ranging from one-on-one to group relationships and found 

that the number of benefits found with high-quality mentoring increased as the ratio of 

adults to youths got smaller. The largest benefits were found in one-on-one matches. The 

connection to others is powerful regardless, and all forms of mentoring can increase 



 
 

20 
 

children’s overall health since a lack of participation in social relationships was actually 

found to decrease one’s physical well-being (House, Landis & Umberson, 1988).   

One of the primary benefits of mentoring is that it reduces or counterbalances the 

risk factors in a child’s life (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998) by increasing one’s resilience 

to these risks (Rutter, 1987).  Similarly, there is evidence that mentoring increases the 

protective attributes considered necessary for children to function productively in the face 

of difficult situations. Rutter (1987) writes that such protective measures are actually 

more important when the individual is faced with more risk, as there is more against 

which one should inoculate one’s self.  

Mentoring and relationship theory. The effectiveness of mentoring in the face of 

challenging situations is explained in part by general theories about all relationships. 

Miller (1993) writes that the way individuals interact is based on what they are 

accustomed to, and explains that learning about relationships occurs as individuals are 

exposed to new models of interaction. Expectations are adjusted upon exposure to new 

ideas. He adds a caveat, however, that prior history can be extensive enough to be 

difficult to overcome, despite the presence of newer and more positive models. If past 

history in particular is connected with feelings of anxiety, expectations can be even more 

deeply entrenched and challenging to change. 

Downey & Feldman (1996) and Miller (1993) also explore how damaging 

previous experiences can be on relationships. If people are used to negative treatment or 

rejection, they are likely to expect it. Ambiguity will also be interpreted negatively as 

prior experiences fills in the blanks during vague interactions. Furthermore, Downey & 

Feldman write that negative expectations can lead to overreactions in the face of 
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presumed rejection. For children this risk is quite problematic in social situations, 

especially with peers who are not yet adept at appropriately delivering their emotions and 

prone towards more ambiguous, less socially sensitive expressions.  

Despite the power of the past, Bartholomew (1993) emphasizes the overall benefit 

of positive relationships that differ from those in one’s experience. For children who 

grow up in dysfunctional homes with poor parental models, mentoring can take the form 

of a strong and enlightening positive relationship that challenges the expectations of 

failure. If successful, they can break negative patterns and demonstrate the potential for 

trust and support in a long-term relationship. Indeed, Bartholmew writes that “although 

attachment patterns are expected to have some traitlike stability, they are also expected to 

be sensitive to changes in the social environment” (p. 61).  

Keller (2008) applies these same relationship theories specifically to mentoring 

and writes of its enormous potential to rewire one’s relationship knowledge. Although he 

presents several perspectives from which mentoring may be viewed, his relational 

perspective is most enlightening in this context. Under this perspective the first goal of 

mentoring is to form a trusting relationship. Once this is established, the mentor and 

mentee will have the foundation needed to strengthen the mentee’s expectations with a 

more positive interpretation of interactions. And one good relationship may help lead to 

others in their lives. This modified set of relationship beliefs will help them throughout 

their lives with peers, other adults, parents, partners, and their own children. 

Social development research is also connected to mentoring through its emphasis 

on the importance of strong and positive attachments in children’s development. 

Attachments are the bonds formed between people, and in children’s early lives they are 
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considered crucial for appropriate development (Bowlby, 1969). Researchers know that 

childhood attachments are vital to the growth of characteristics associated with more 

stability and competence (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987; Rutter, 1987). Despite the 

prevalence of parents in these roles, Ainsworth (1989) found that mentors have the 

potential to be strong attachment figures that can possibly equal the role of a good parent. 

Rhodes (2005) echoes this and writes that mentors have the potential to provide the kind 

of attachment that aids in the development of appropriate skills when such attachments 

are missing at home. Furthermore, some of the self-esteem problems that develop as a 

result of poor parenting can be provided by the social support at the foundation of 

mentoring (Barrera Jr. & Bonds, 2005). By giving the child the impression that the 

mentor thinks highly of them, the child’s sense of self is boosted and they may believe 

there is reason for them to think highly of themselves as well (Rhodes, 2002). 

Mentoring and targeted populations. There are also specific populations for 

whom mentoring is used to target particular problems. Blechman & Bopp (2005), for 

example, looked across previous literature for ways that mentoring can prevent 

recidivism in juvenile delinquents and found it is most effective in redirecting the 

mentee’s interests towards more positive activities. These youth improve when indirect 

attributes that promote positive growth, including the development of attachments, are 

increased. In addition, the mentors provide an additional watchful eye that helps other 

adults monitor and control the mentee’s behavior. While these positive effects are all 

beneficial, Blechman & Bopp saw that skills training produced more positive outcomes 

than mentoring, and there were actually types of mentoring – specifically more 

formalized versions delivered by social workers – that were actually associated with 
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harm. They hypothesized that the harm caused by some programs could be due to the 

exposure some services give mentees to other similarly troubled adolescents, which could 

theoretically increase the temptation for additional illegal activity.   

Teenage parents are another specific adolescent population targeted by particular 

mentoring programs, although there is little research available about the outcomes (Blinn-

Pike, 2005). The goals of these services are to help increase the ability of young parents 

to appropriately raise their children, and to balance new responsibilities with their own 

continued development. While there is much potential for mentoring in this area, it takes 

mentors with more specialized skills and information. Most of these programs hope to 

prepare pregnant adolescents for healthy births, and to promote good parenting skills. As 

a consequence mentors must be well-versed and knowledgeable in the appropriate areas 

in order to effectively model and teach their mentees these particular techniques (Blinn-

Pike, 2005). 

Neglected or abused youth are another group specifically targeted by some 

mentoring programs. Again there is little research specifically about mentoring these 

children, but Britner & Kraimer–Rickaby (2005) write about its risks. Since the mentee is 

accustomed to and expects negative attention from adults, there is a lot at stake if the 

relationship fails. Mentors must be careful not to engage in the process if they are not 

prepared to be involved for a long period of time or to invest heavily in a high-quality 

relationship. Britner & Kraimer-Rickaby suggest that there is much potential for 

mentoring in this area and suggest that in order to suppress “support overload” on fragile 

children, mentoring should be integrated with other programs and services aimed at the 

same population. 



 
 

24 
 

Aggressive children are also the focus of some mentoring programs, although 

Cavell & Hughes (2000) found that there was little difference between the effect of 

unfocused mentoring and a program that used college students to specifically target 

elementary school aggression. Their findings indicate that the benefits of a positive 

mentoring relationship were essentially the same as one that focused on the needs of the 

specific group. Similarly, modest benefits were found by McDonald, Balcazar & Keys 

(2005) in their study of mentoring programs for youth with disabilities. They did see the 

general benefits of working with this population, but specifically found it helps the 

mentee talk more about their goals and provides support to the parents. As is seen in the 

research on neglected and abused youth, McDonald, Balcazar & Keys recommend 

considering mentoring as a part of a larger suite of services since “it may be unrealistic to 

assume that a mentor alone can address the variety of needs faced by these youth” (p. 

504). Indeed, in their own meta-analysis Roberts, Liabo, Lucas, Dubois & Sheldon 

(2004) looked at mentoring that targeted antisocial behavior and found no evidence that 

mentoring could work to prevent or reduce truancy or other antisocial behaviors. 

McDonald, Balcazar & Keys (2005) found that some of the largest benefits of 

mentoring are seen after support through transitions, and this too is a focus of some 

programs. There are organizations that specifically help adolescents exit foster care into 

adulthood (Mech, Pryde & Rycraft, 1995), and some that target the transition from high 

school to college.  In 1999 Grossman & Johnson evaluated the Philadelphia Future’s 

Sponsor-a-Scholar program (SAS) which provides high school students with support and 

mentoring for a minimum of five years. These adolescents start as ninth graders and if 

they continue with the program and make it to college receive 6000 dollars to aid with 
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tuition.  Grossman & Johnson found the program successful and note that the more 

positive the relationship – in particular with more contact by phone – the more beneficial 

the program was to the students. 

Others suggest the inclusion of typical transition periods as part of general 

mentoring programs in order to soften the confusion children feel as the move from one 

school to another (Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & Jucovy, 2007). 

Research suggests that even commonplace transitions such as elementary to middle 

school can be challenging for all children (Zeedyk, Gallacher, Henderson, Hope, 

Husband & Lindsay, 2003), in part since children change their focus at this point from 

parents and adults to peer groups (Lynch & Cicchett, 1997). Although these changes are a 

normal part of adolescence, it is still important for children to maintain positive 

relationships with non-peers throughout their development (Lynch & Cicchett, 1997). 

As mentioned previously, mentoring is sometimes targeted at children with 

academic problems, although there is some debate in the literature about how extensively 

it should be used for school achievement purposes. It is clear that some students are 

placed in mentoring programs because they have specific issues with their school work, 

but not everyone agrees that the roles of a tutor and a mentor are similar or should 

overlap. Tying the mentoring relationship to academic outcomes can cause pressure or 

frustration and decrease the trust and bond felt between the mentee and mentor since the 

focus is on something to which the mentee feels a sense of failure. On the other hand, 

school-based mentoring that includes an indirect focus on academics may indirectly 

improve performance by improving other personal attributes such as self-esteem. 
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What Makes Mentoring Work? 

Much of the recent research into mentoring is a search for the elements of 

effective relationships. Although mentoring is typically viewed positively in our culture, 

scholars want to determine if varying levels of mentoring quality, and the particular 

contexts in which it takes place, have an effect on the degrees of success. In addition they 

hope to identify what outcomes can be expected and determine if there are any negative 

effects of involvement in a mentoring match. The following section looks at the models 

and classifications of successful mentorship as well as the components and characteristics 

of high-quality mentoring, including the concepts of the mentoring bond and trust, how 

mentor/mentee commonalities add to the relationship, the effects of relationship duration 

on the match, and the specific attributes of the mentor that contribute to the partnership. 

Models and classifications of successful mentorship. There is evidence in the 

literature that mentoring can be successful across a wide range of possible outcomes 

(Grossman, 1999). Grossman & Johnson (1999) looked at Big Brothers/Big Sisters 

(BBBS) and a high school to college mentoring program and found that both raised 

grades or GPA, and that BBBS also decreased absenteeism. Grossman & Tierney (1998) 

compared students in the BBBS program with those who were stuck on a waiting list for 

mentoring and found that the BBBS program had positive effects with respect to drug 

use, academic competence, grades, and interactions with peers and parents. These 

students also reported more confidence about their academics than did their waitlisted 

peers. In their analysis of a 4th grade program designed to target relationships, self-

esteem, goals, and academics, King, Vidourek, Davis & McClellan (2002) found that 

students who received a mentor had significant increases in their self-esteem and 
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connectedness to peers, school and family. These students were also at a decreased risk of 

depression, and were less likely to be engaged in violence or bullying.  

Mentors surveyed about their effect report a sense that mentoring has had a 

positive impact on the students with whom they work. McLearn, Colasanto, Schoem & 

Shapiro (1999) found that the majority of mentors thought they were “instrumental” in at 

least one significant problem in their mentee’s lives. Those that felt they were successful 

credited long-term relationships and the utilization of a wide variety of activities for their 

success. Indeed, more goals were apparently reached by those mentors who said they 

were involved in many varied activities and felt they gave advice to their mentee. An 

overwhelming 97% of mentors reported that their mentoring was “somewhat or very 

positive”, while 73% said it had been “very positive”.  

Despite these outcomes, in their meta-analysis of 55 program evaluations DuBois, 

Holloway, Valentine & Cooper (2002) find that for most youth mentoring had moderate 

or small effects. Rhodes (2005) echoes these sentiments and wonders whether the youth 

that self-select into mentoring are inherently more likely to benefit. DuBois et al.’s 

analysis notes that mentoring is actually most effective with children from more troubled 

backgrounds. Mentoring is not necessarily beneficial or successful for every student, and 

this can be dependent on a wide variety of factors including the student’s personal 

background and issues, the quality of mentoring, the strength of the bond, the level of 

commonality between the mentor and the mentee, and the environment in which the 

mentoring takes place. Furthermore, over the last few years several mentoring studies 

have shown that mentoring can actually have a detrimental effect on children (Grossman 

& Rhodes, 2002). 
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High-quality mentoring. Although every mentoring relationship is different, it is 

possible to use varying combinations of common mentor and match attributes to 

categorize mentoring quality. Nakkula and Harris (2005), for example, developed the 

Match Characteristics Questionnaire to assess the strength of mentoring relationships by 

collapsing these attributes into two concepts: closeness and perceived support. Closeness 

and its precursors encompass trust, empathy, respect and a feeling of connectedness 

between mentor and mentee. Perceived support refers to both the mentor and the 

mentee’s satisfaction with the relationship, its focus, and potential benefits. For both 

closeness and perceived support, higher quality is indicated by increasing values – the 

stronger the senses of both closeness and perceived support in the relationship, the better 

the quality.  

Nakkula and Harris’s (2005) survey is included later in this study as a way to 

assess quality across collected match data, and the phrase “high-quality” in this paper 

broadly references relationships that have high levels of the most noted mentoring 

attributes. While these include those discussed by Nakkula and Harris, it is also is open to 

the addition of alternative, potentially beneficial characteristics that include 

commonalities between mentor and mentee and specific characteristics of the mentors 

themselves. 

The mentoring bond and trust. A strong bond between the mentor and mentee is 

the attribute most commonly associated with effective mentoring in the literature. While 

researchers caution that the development of quality relationships is slow (Buckley & 

Zimmerman, 2003; Liang & Rhodes, 2007; Rhodes, 2005), the evolution of a close 

connection is considered vital to the success of the relationship and this becomes the 
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foundation for the ability to trust. In DuBois, Holloway, Valentine & Cooper’s (2002) 

meta-analysis of 55 mentoring program evaluations they find that the positive effects of 

mentoring increase if a strong bond is developed between mentor and mentee.  

The process involved in forming this bond is the same as with any friendship: 

individuals must learn how to communicate together and create a common language that 

both parties understand (Duck, 1983; Duck, 1994). This allows the pair to experience and 

react to situations together, and it gives them a chance to address difficult topics and 

issues. For this reason Liang & Rhodes (2007) recommend that problems in the match 

should be dealt with immediately:  

Mentoring relationships, like other types of relationships, are constantly at risk for 

misunderstanding, conflict, and various types of communication breakdowns, 

particularly in the early, vulnerable stages of the relationship. (p. 105) 

Trust is also commonly discussed in the literature, and it is considered vital to the 

solidification of the bond between mentor and mentee (Rhodes, 2005; Israelashvilli & 

Wegman-Rozi, 2005; Rhodes, Reddy, Roffman & Grossman, 2005; Rhodes, Bogat, 

Roffman, Edelman & Galasso, 2002). In their study of early matches Karcher, Nakkula & 

Harris (2005) found that the “most important predictor of relationship quality was the 

mentors interpretation of their mentee’s openness to seeking out the mentor’s support 

regarding family, school, and personal concerns” (p. 106). In addition to trust, Rhodes, 

Reddy, Roffman & Grossman (2005) cited closeness as a requirement for a strong 

relationship, and found that overall quality of the mentoring relationship had a huge 

impact on the level of success within the match. They used a 74 item survey called the 

Youth-Mentor Relationship Questionnaire with adolescent mentees in Big Brothers Big 
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Sisters and found that the better the youth felt about the relationship, specifically that the 

mentor had not made them unhappy, the more they valued school. The better the quality 

of the relationship, the more likely they were to see positive increases in the mentee with 

respect to academic competence and a sense of global self-worth. Interestingly the 

researchers also found that those successful relationships were more defined by the 

absence of negative attributes than the presence of positive ones. They noted from 

general relationship theory that negative aspects can outweigh positive ones in an 

interaction, and that it requires multiple positive interactions to compensate for one 

negative one. An example of a negative interaction cited within the mentoring context 

was when a mentee felt that their mentor “let them down”. Indeed, they found that the 

greater the youth felt that this hadn’t happened, the greater the increase in their 

competence in school. 

Commonalities between mentors and mentees. Much of the mentoring research 

also highlights the helpfulness of commonalities between the mentee and mentor 

(Buckely & Zimmerman, 2003), and mentoring scholars often recommend that these are 

used to form matches (Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000). Throughout the literature it is 

noted that similarities are helpful in establishing the relationship, in cementing the bond 

between the pair, and in helping to keep the interest between the two high. This is echoed 

in the study of relationships in general, and Duck (1973) refers to it as the reciprocity of 

liking. Human beings like those who like the same things as they do, and this helps 

facilitate communication. Having things in common with someone also helps aid 

understanding between individuals, provides validation that one’s own preferences are 
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acceptable, and eventually can lead to increased and strengthened connections (Duck, 

1994).  

One obvious area of demographic commonality is gender, and most studies report 

that mentoring programs match same sex pairs of mentors and mentees in the majority of 

cases. Research into natural mentoring finds that adolescents tend to see individuals of 

the same sex as mentors rather than those of the opposite gender (Darling, Hamilton, 

Toyokawa & Matsuda, 2002). It is also expected to be safer and easier to match 

individuals of the same sex in more formalized programs.  

An area of great controversy in mentoring is whether mentors and mentees should 

be matched by race. Rhodes (2002) addresses the various arguments for and against 

cross-race matching and notes that in same race pairs mentees will benefit from learning 

about their own background through their mentors. More importantly, she writes of the 

concern that minority mentees might shy away from truly revealing themselves to white 

mentors for fear that they will be judged according to stereotypes. Indeed, Ensher & 

Murphy (1997) found this in their evaluation of a jobs training program that utilized 

mentoring as a component of the program. When looking at race, mentees were more 

likely to interact with their mentors and felt better about their matches if they sensed that 

they were like their mentors. The program, however, was a short eight weeks during the 

summer and it is unclear whether there would have been a difference if all matches were 

allowed to mature over a year or more. It is possible that the quick time period disguised 

more significant cross-race connections and bonds that would have occurred with time. 

Many researchers note both the pros and cons of matching by race. Freedman 

(1993) writes that it is powerful to feel connected by race or ethnicity to one’s mentor, 
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but perhaps is just as important to experience other cultures through a mentor. While 

Rhodes (2002) addresses the various reasons to match by race, she also wonders if there 

are many thousands – or even millions – of children waiting to be mentored, should they 

have to wait longer to find a match of the appropriate race?  

Length of the match. Then length of a mentoring relationship also has a profound 

effect on the success of a match. In their evaluation of Big Brothers Big Sisters and 

Philadelphia Futures’ Sponsor-A-Scholar (SAS) Grossman & Johnson (1999) found that 

the number of benefits from mentoring increased with the time of the relationship. They 

also found that increased contact in the relationship – as demonstrated by increased time 

spent together on the phone outside of meetings – led to increased benefits for the 

mentee. Grossman & Rhodes (2002) also conducted a program evaluation of a BBBS 

program where increased length of relationships led to increased benefits. 

Grossman & Johnson (1999) and Grossman & Rhodes (2002) both found that 

relationships that terminated early, for the former in under three months and for the later 

in under six months, actually had a negative effect on a youth’s sense of academic 

confidence and self-worth, or decreases in functioning, respectively. Herrera, Grossman, 

Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & Jucovy (2007), also found that the longer the relationship 

the deeper the impact and suggested that in a school-based context less than one year was 

insufficient.  They also report the benefit of continuing school mentoring over the 

summer in between grades instead of taking a relationship hiatus between the end and 

beginning of school years.  

McLearn, Colasanto, Schoem & Shapiro (1999) surveyed mentors to see how 

they felt about their matches and found that in the matches where mentors had the 



 
 

33 
 

greatest sense of success the length of the relationship had a serious impact. They found 

that relationships lasting longer than two years led more often to a mentor’s sense of a 

positive influence than those that lasted less than two years. They also note that when the 

outcome was a mentor’s success in handling mentee behavior difficulties, there was no 

difference between matches that lasted five or more years than those that lasted two to 

four. What is unknown, however, is whether mentees had declines in the outcomes after 

leaving their matches, and therefore whether sustaining the relationship for additional 

years was at the very least beneficial for preventing decreases in success. 

There is evidence that as with varying lengths, different degrees of relationships 

may develop between mentors and mentees. Freedman (1993) identifies three types of 

mentoring relationships along a continuum of commitment and intensity: primary, 

secondary, and those where the relationship never makes it far enough to be considered. 

Secondary relationships are most often found in mentoring programs, where the 

commitment between mentor and mentee is perhaps not for the long term, but where a 

relationship certainly exists and is nurtured. Less common are the primary relationships, 

where the bond is so strong that that mentor and mentee operate as though they are 

actually family. These relationships go past the limitations of the programs under which 

they were initiated, and are not expected in most cases. 

Specific attributes of the mentor. When mentoring relationships are examined 

successful mentors show several specific attributes that include their ability to exercise 

flexibility and creativity (Israelashvilli & Wegman-Rozi, 2005), express empathy 

(Rhodes, 2002), be reflective (Johnson & Sullivan, 1995) and feel efficacious about their 

mentoring (Karcher, Nakkula & Harris, 2005). Flexibility allows the mentor to change as 
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the mentee develops, to react to differences between what the mentor expects and what 

the mentee exhibits, and to handle problems as they arise. Rhodes (2005) writes that what 

is required or needed by a mentee may differ based on age, so mentors who intend to be 

involved in long-term relationships will need to grow and develop alongside their mentee 

(Keller, 2008). 

Johnson & Sullivan (1995) write that “Experience in the Sponsor-A-Scholar 

program has shown that the most successful mentors are those who are willing to reflect 

on their roles and on their own expectations, biases, and limitations” (p. 50). In a study 

designed to see why some matches terminate and to try to preserve as many as possible, 

Karcher, Nakkula & Harris (2005) used a series of mentor and mentee surveys to study 

the way that mentors think about their motivations and efficacy. They found that the 

motivations of mentors were important only early within the relationship, but not as they 

develop. Initially those mentors who said they mentored for the purpose of their own self-

enhancement rated their relationships less positive, but after six months this difference 

was gone. They also found that the higher a mentor’s motivation was to have a good 

experience as a mentor, the higher they reported feeling effective in their roles, but the 

lower their perceptions of the quality of the relationship. The presence of mentor self-

efficacy, paired with strong relationships, increased the probability that the relationship 

would last. Based on their results, they recommended that mentoring programs should 

spend more time increasing the self-efficacy of their mentors. 

Israelashvilli & Wegman-Rozi (2005) note the importance of mentor resilience. 

As with all relationships, there are both good and bad times to be expected in mentoring 

(Duck, 1994; Johnson & Sullivan, 1995), and more than likely mentors are going to face 
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difficult situations and conversations with their mentee. Liang & Rhodes (2007) echo 

these sentiments and encourage mentors not to give up. They also suggest that mentors 

must be reminded that good relationships do not happen overnight, and they should stick 

with mentoring even without an immediate bond. Effectiveness, they write, will require 

tolerance in the face of uncertainty. Rhodes (2002) captures this well when she refers to 

mentoring as “small wins that emerge sporadically over time” (p. 32).  

What Else Besides the Mentor and the Mentee Impacts the Match? 

Although most of the mentoring relationship is directly the work of the mentor 

and mentee alone, these two people are not the only ones involved in the success of the 

match. To examine these concepts further, the following section looks at the role of 

parents in mentoring, the importance of the coordinating mentoring organization, and the 

phenomenon of failed mentoring relationships. 

The role of parents. There is evidence that parental involvement and support of 

mentoring also impacts its level of success, although it can be difficult for mentors to find 

the appropriate balance (Buckley & Zimmerman, 2003). In their study of the natural 

mentors of the children of alcoholic parents Cavell, Meehan, Heffer & Holladay (2002) 

found that the mentor’s knowledge of the parental situation – if not closeness with the 

parents themselves – led to a better mentoring relationship. It is not clear, however, if this 

is because knowledge of the parents was correlated with greater time and involvement 

with the mentee, or because the mentor had information that could be used to help aid 

communication about the parent’s situation. Regardless of the uncertainty, they suggest 

that mentoring programs focused on prevention should think about incorporating the 

mentee’s parents in order to facilitate the relationship. 



 
 

36 
 

Keller (2005) also notes the importance of parents, but as part of a system of 

people who support and enrich the mentoring relationship outside the pair. Because he 

conducted his study within a prevention context, a case worker was also tied to the 

effectiveness of the relationship, and he writes that all parties have to contribute to the 

success of the mentoring. When Sipe (1999) created a list of effective versus less 

effective mentors she wrote that more effective mentors were familiar with, but not too 

connected to, the mentee’s family. Rhodes (2005) questioned whether successful 

mentoring requires children to already have a good relationship with their parents, as 

these youths can more easily feel connected to adults based on previous positive 

experiences at home. 

The importance of the mentoring organization. There is evidence that the quality 

of the mentoring program overseeing each match also has a significant impact on the 

quality of mentoring that occurs within it (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine & Cooper, 2002; 

Grossman & Tierney, 1998). Those organizations that are poorly run can have a negative 

impact on the quality of mentoring within them (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine & Cooper, 

2002). Researchers recommend that organizations follow best practices that include 

careful attention to the matches made, significant training for mentors both before and 

during their mentoring, and constant monitoring and support of matches throughout their 

duration.  

Buckley & Zimmerman (2003) find that good mentoring programs make 

significant efforts to carefully pair together their mentors and mentees. For programs that 

target specific goals, this means the mentors must show they have the ability to 

specifically pursue these goals with their mentee. Liang & Rhodes (2007) list ensuring 
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that matches are a good fit as one of their six suggestion for promoting quality mentoring, 

and Sipe (1999) writes that attention to matches is an important element of effective 

mentoring programs. 

Along with many other scholars, Sipe (1999) also considers training for mentors 

as a hallmark of effective programs and this is echoed throughout the literature 

(McLearn, Colasanto & Schoen, 1998; Liang & Rhodes, 2007; Buckley & Zimmerman, 

2003; Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000). In addition to recommendations for strategies 

and activities, Buckley & Zimmerman (2003) suggest that trainings should provide 

warnings about the difficulties that occur during mentoring and try and provide enough 

information that mentors do not feel disappointment or a lack of efficacy when problems 

arise.  

Alongside proper training mentoring programs should provide continued support 

and monitoring of the mentor throughout the life of the relationship (Sipe, 1999; 

McLearn, Colasanto & Schoen, 1998; Liang & Rhodes, 2007; Buckley & Zimmerman, 

2003; Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000). Researchers agree that initial training is 

important, but that mentors should not be released into their matches without a supportive 

organization behind them at all times (Freedman, 1994). To ensure they feel supported, 

continued training is recommended (Liang & Rhodes, 2007). In order to ensure that the 

relationship is still on a strong and positive track, Rhodes (2002) recommends that 

mentees periodically be given a short list of questions about the mentoring in which they 

participate. 

When mentoring matches fail. As with relationships, not all matches lead to strong 

mentoring bonds and lasting pairs. Karcher, Nakkula & Harris (2005) studied matches 
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during their first two months and found that many terminated early on in the relationship. 

Freedman (1993) writes that relationships can fail when children expect to be let down by 

adults, and if an adult does something even slightly negative it will reinforce their 

expectations. These types of disappointments can lead to difficulties in the establishment 

of trust, and this in turn can keep a match from proceeding past its initial stages.  

Although mentors may feel responsible for failed matches, Rhodes (2005) 

reminds them that the relationship is impacted by many things besides the two 

individuals. These include the mentee’s previous experience, ability to relate to others, 

degree of development, and parents, as well as the length of time the relationship lasted, 

the program in which the mentoring took place, and the context or neighborhood in 

which the relationship took place. These can positively affect the mentoring relationship 

but they can also serve as constraints on the ability to form a lasting and successful 

connection.  Despite all the research into quality matches, Rhodes (2002) writes “there 

will always be some degree of mystery in determining what makes two people click.” (p. 

104) 

How is Mentoring Related to What Happens in School? 

 As mentioned previously, there is a difference between mentoring that is 

conducted on-site at schools, and community mentoring that takes place as arranged by 

the mentor and mentee. The focus of this study is school-based mentoring, which 

receives less attention in the research than its community-based counterpart. There are 

many reasons to focus on school-based programs, however, and to encourage this 

mentoring structure. To examine these reasons further, the following section discusses 
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the research into school-based mentoring, as well as other school-related programs that 

can impact students.  

School-based mentoring studies. School-based mentoring is easier to implement 

and less expensive than community-based mentoring, which means more children can be 

served through these programs (Herrera, Sipe, McClanahan, 2000). Because there are 

adults available to serve as liaisons already at the schools, school-based mentoring also 

requires fewer staff members employed full time by a mentoring organization (Herrera, 

Sipe, McClanahan, 2000). 

It is also easier to recruit mentors into school-based programs because the 

commitment, costs, and risks are all reduced (Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000). As a 

result, school-based mentoring attracts volunteers who otherwise would not donate their 

time (Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & Jucovy, 2007). Less screening is 

also required for volunteers since the mentoring will take place under the watch of school 

officials. The time commitment is also reduced, as children can only be removed from 

their classes for a limited amount of time each week. Additionally, the activities in which 

school-based matches participate take place on the campus grounds and mentors will 

likely spend less money on their interactions. Interacting on a playground is a great deal 

less expensive than going to movies or restaurants (Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000).  

As a result of all of these factors, Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan (2000) find that the age 

range of mentors is much larger in school-based programs as compared to community-

based versions, indicating increased willingness to volunteer in this context.  

School-based mentoring tends to have a more academically-minded focus than 

community-based mentoring since children are seen in an academic setting. At times they 
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are specifically recommended into the program because of issues with their school 

performance and behavior (Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000; Portwood & Ayers, 

2005). Indeed, in a comparison of the two types of mentoring Herrera, Sipe and 

McClanahan (2000) find that school-based mentors interact more with teachers and feel 

they have more of an impact on their mentee’s educational performance, while 

community-based mentors feel more connected to the mentee’s parents and believe they 

have more of an impact on their mentee’s behavior in social settings. 

Research shows that one of the most important protective factors a child can 

exhibit is a sense of connectedness to the school community, and another benefit of 

school-based mentoring is its ability to promote this. In their survey of adolescent 

students, Simons-Morton, Crump, Haynie & Saylor (1999) found that “school bonding, 

perceived school climate and school adjustment were positively associated” and “each of 

these variables was negatively associated with problem behavior” (103). They concluded 

that “findings are consistent with the hypothesis that positive attitudes toward school may 

be protective against problem behavior” (103).  The presence of a caring adult who helps 

integrate the student into the campus environment can therefore be a very enriching 

experience and help strengthen the student’s bond to their peers and teachers (Portwood 

& Ayers, 2005). The U.S. Surgeon General’s Report on Youth Violence (2001) found 

that the only two protective measures that prevent youths from risk factors leading to 

violence are an intolerance for deviance, and a commitment to school. They also found 

that school-based preventative programs that target individuals and their attitudes are 

generally less successful than those programs that target the social environment of the 

youth. 
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The effect of mentoring on school connectedness outcomes is demonstrated in 

several studies. Rhodes, Reddy, Roffman & Grossman (2005), for example, show that 

even in community-based mentoring it is possible to impact this outcome and they find 

that the more mentees reported that a mentor did not make them unhappy the greater they 

valued school. In their study of YouthFriends, a school-based mentoring program that 

serves 4th-12th

Big Brothers Big Sisters recently expanded to include school-based mentoring 

programs and research indicates that there are significant benefits (Herrera, Grossman, 

Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & Jucovy, 2007). Teachers report that mentees show 

improvements in academic quality and performance, the amount of assignments that are 

submitted, and decreased school infractions. The mentees report that they feel better at 

school, skip less school, and feel that there is a significant supportive adult in their lives. 

There were not positive results shown, however, in outcomes external to school such as 

drug use and delinquency. The authors of the study recommend that some children may 

 graders with roughly hourly mentoring each week in either groups, pairs, 

or one-on-one, Portwood, Ayers, Kinnison, Waris & Wise (2005) found a statistically 

significant increase in initially low scoring students’ sense of community connectedness. 

They used a control group to compare school connectedness, and saw a higher sense of 

this in the mentored children. For some of the mentored students they also saw other 

improvements in the ways they thought about themselves, other adults, their families and 

the future. For students who started out with lower grades they also saw increased school 

performance, although unfortunately they did not see a change in the discipline levels of 

the mentored youth. 
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require community-based mentoring for particular deficiencies – such as the lack of a 

role model – that school-based mentoring may not be as capable of providing. 

One additional benefit of school-based mentoring is its proximity to other adults 

in the child’s life. The mentor is able, if they so choose, to interact with the teachers, 

counselors and administrators who observe the student throughout the week. There is a 

resulting potential to be involved in a common plan to target the difficulties faced by the 

child (Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000; Portwood & Ayers, 2005). On the other hand, 

teachers may see the presence of a mentor as a cure-all for the student, and perhaps 

reduce the amount of attention they apply if they think the issues are being addressed by 

the mentor. 

There are, however, significant limitations to the use of school-based mentoring 

over their community-based counterparts, including a reduction in the time allowed for 

each meeting since mentors have to work around existing academic schedules. In many 

cases the children with whom they work have multiple deficits that include academic 

performance, so teachers are reluctant to remove them from additional classroom time. 

The correct balance between the severity of academic and social needs is not easy to 

determine. 

The reduction in required mentor commitment in school-based mentoring may 

also result in a reduction in the possibility of impact. Much of the research into mentoring 

finds that increased time and attention from a mentor leads to increases in benefits. 

Indeed, Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan (2000) found that more community-based mentors 

felt “very close” to their mentees than did school-based mentors, although over 90% of 

both groups said they felt “close”.  They also found that school-based mentors donated 
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only half of the time to their mentees as did their community-based counterparts. Despite 

the differences and potential for increased benefits from community-based mentoring, it 

is still important to raise the numbers of volunteers involved in mentoring programs. 

Given the extensive waiting lists of hopeful mentees, it makes sense to increase the 

numbers involved in any type of mentoring as much as possible. In order to get the most 

out of school-based mentoring, Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & Jucovy 

(2007) recommend that matches continue if possible over the summer when school is not 

in session and that relationships last longer than a year. They also suggest that these 

relationships start early in life in order to provide help with transitions between 

elementary and middle, or middle and high school.   

One factor that increases the effectiveness of school-based mentoring programs is 

the presence of a supportive school (Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, McMaken & 

Jucovy, 2007; Herrera, Sipe & McClanahan, 2000; Portwood & Ayers, 2005). Since one 

of the hopeful outcomes of the mentoring relationship is a greater sense of connectedness 

to the school community, it seems likely that the support of the campus is connected with 

the mentor’s success on this measure. If the adults on campus provide a truly supportive 

environment for the mentor, it will help facilitate activities and training that draw the 

mentee closer to their academic community.  

Other school related programs that impact students. Although there are a wide 

variety of external programs and organizations that can positively influence students’ 

lives including churches, summer camps, etc., this study will focus on those that can be 

more easily measured through the school and therefore also linked with the mentor. The 

types of programs targeted for investigation are youth development programs, which 



 
 

44 
 

cover a huge range of topics and activities and which are geared towards many of the 

same outcomes as mentoring itself. Roth & Brooks-Gunn (2003) provide an overview of 

these organizations as a connected movement and write that they are part of what helps 

appropriately guide young people towards healthy and non-compromised development. 

Of the programs that they examined, 82% had life skills training and 80% had social 

skills training. They also noted that the “defining characteristics of the youth 

development program [are] program goals, atmosphere, and activities” (p. 94). Like 

mentoring, Roth, Brooks-Gunn, Murray & Foster (1998) found that the most effective 

programs are those that involve children for a longer period time. In the U.S. Surgeon 

General’s Report on Youth Violence (2001) the most successful programs identified were 

those that target the child’s social environment and that include parents, social context, 

and school as part of their components.  

Although some researchers study how individual mentoring matches may 

successfully and flexibly integrate additional resources as needed for the mentee, there is 

only limited research available about the benefits of additional resources that include 

mentoring components as part of their services (Kuperminic, Emshoff, Reiner, Secreset, 

Niolon & Foster, 2005). Hamilton & Hamilton (2005) write about integrating mentoring 

into work and service-learning and note that mentoring is a powerful way to enhance 

programs’ effects because it adds third party support for the work already being done by 

the development organization. As a result, it creates additional reinforcement for the 

initial goals. Hirsch & Wong (2005) similarly write that mentoring can enhance after-

school programs when staff take on the added role of mentors to the participating youth.   
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To address the overall integration of mentoring into youth development programs 

Kuperminic et. al. (2005) looked at the reasons it might increase the benefits to 

participating youth. They write that the potential is to enhance the mentee/participant all 

around on many dimensions at the same time. They believe that adding mentoring causes 

three effects: it directly increases the efficacy of the programs themselves to reach their 

goals, indirectly increases the efficacy of the program by improving other outcomes that 

eventually affect the goals of the program, and multiplies the efficacy of the program by 

supporting it through mentoring. The involvement of a mentor also sustains interest in the 

program, and keeps children involved who might otherwise be inclined to drop out.  

Kuperminic et. al. (2005) worry that one of the problems possible when 

integrating mentoring into youth development programs could be an eventual watering 

down of goals and activities, and the potential to shift mentoring out of focus. An 

alternative approach would be to use mentors as the lynchpin between each mentee’s 

individual collection of youth development programs. If the mentor was a case manager 

for the child’s various activities, they could work with adults involved in the youth’s 

resources, coordinate the need for additional help, and see if there are missing pieces that 

should be included. McDonald, Balcazar & Keys (2005) suggest that for youths with 

disabilities in particular, mentoring is not sufficient and they recommend including many 

additional resources to supplement the needs and increase the success of mentoring. 

Being flexible to the varying needs of one’s mentee indeed is recommended throughout 

the literature. Rhodes, Bogat, Roffman, Edelman & Galasso (2002) agree and write that 

some children bring special issues that require specific attention, although it is never clear 

when entering a mentoring relationship what it is that will be of value to the relationship. 
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Summary 

Two works referenced in the above literature review were instrumental to the 

development of the proposed hypotheses because they contribute to both the realism 

surrounding the potential impact of most mentoring, and hope for ways to enhance it. 

While Freedman (1993) expresses more skepticism about the ability of mentoring to 

change lives, as evidenced in the title of his chapter “Making the most of mentoring”, 

Rhodes (2002) agrees with some of the limitations but suggests that mentoring should be 

part of a larger system to help children: 

Although it is tempting to argue for a more caring society that would render 

contrived mentoring relationships unnecessary, it is a mistake to be anything less 

than vigilant in supporting a full array of resources for caring relationships with 

adults.… Different youth derive benefits from different resources, and mentoring 

and other youth programs can protect them against negative choices and support 

their healthy development. (p. 122) 

Research Question Associated with Hypothesis One: Are mentoring relationship quality, 

a child’s developmental assets, and mentoring duration uniquely related to the perceived 

change (by mentors) in mentee social competence? 

The research indicates that mentoring impacts various subcategories of what 

could be considered social competence, which references the ways in which a child 

interacts with the world at large. Mentoring models methods for successful conversations, 

interactions, and behaviors with other adults and peers, and through difficult situations. 

Researchers in the field cite the mechanisms that occur during long, successful 

relationships and find that trust, empathy, and duration are what make a match survive. 
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We can assume that what is imparted to the mentee during these intense matches is a 

better sense of how to interact in a healthy manner with those around them. Rhodes 

(2002) writes that mentoring can enhance social skills and emotional well-being, and 

improve cognitive skills, and that the more impacted the better. Combined these benefits 

will help mentees analyze the situations they face each day, and learn to react in positive 

ways. 

Research Question Associated with Hypothesis Two: If mentoring is not enough, can 

other activities such as sports teams and afterschool programs also impact mentee social 

competence in conjunction with high-quality mentoring? 

Sometimes, mentoring just isn’t enough, especially in the face of challenges such 

as extreme poverty (Freedman, 1993). Freedman writes that as much as we want to 

glorify mentoring, and certainly there are benefits and improvements seen, “[i]n practice, 

few lives are transformed” (p. 87). For all children who enter mentoring without the 

appropriate, proper amount of guidance and support at home it is hard to imagine that 

mentoring appointments that last at most a few hours a week will be able to suffice for 

what the individual lacks. As noted elsewhere in the literature, mentoring is found most 

effective when it lasts longer, includes more time per visit or increased number of touch 

points throughout the week, and when it is comprehensive. It therefore seems reasonable 

to hypothesize that increasing the number of components involved with mentoring, or 

linking additional resources through mentoring, will help increase its efficacy.  These 

additional services may be sports teams, counseling programs, or after-school activities 

such as Girl or Boy Scouts. Like mentoring, these activities involve interactions with 

caring adults, but also include the presence of peers and therefore the possibility for 
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increased social learning. While school itself certainly exposes students to these 

conditions, the focus is on academics and this brings a whole host of other anxieties and 

deficits that may cancel out the potential for growth on social competence measures. 

Outside programs that are designed around increasing interaction, teamwork, and 

communication with adults, and which are conducted in a fun context offer more 

opportunities for growth specifically along these measures. 

Research Question Associated with Hypothesis Three: How much interaction is there 

between the number of problems faced by a child and the number of resources needed for 

a significant positive impact? 

It seems probable based on the literature about mentoring, relationship theory and 

social development that there is a connection between the degree of problems faced by 

the mentee and the number or level of additional resources needed to overcome the 

presented risks. If Rhodes (2002) is correct that “No one institution – whether families, 

schools, church, or after-school programs – can completely compensate for the social 

isolation that many children and adolescents experience” (p. 122), then mentoring 

belongs among a collection of services that can be used to aid a student’s development.  

What was hypothesized in this study was that mentoring is actually most successful when 

the individual needs that mentors must address in their mentees are expanded to include 

attention towards additional resources. For example, instead of seeing that there is a need 

for increased social activity and trying to solve it in one hour meetings together as a pair, 

the mentor would see this gap and try to incorporate their mentee onto a sports team or 

get them involved in a group activity after school. While there are likely countless 

mentors that take these steps with their mentees each year, there is no formal 
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documentation in the literature about transitioning the mentor into this type of case 

worker and training them how to do so through the sponsoring mentoring organization. A 

school-based mentor’s role, however, exposes them to information and contexts that 

make them particularly prepared to take on this type of position. Because of their 

proximity to teachers, counselors, and the overall school context, mentors are in a unique 

position to both advocate for their one child, and to facilitate the inclusion of services to 

fill in that child’s developmental gaps. 

 

 

 

  



 
 

50 
 

Chapter Three: Methods 

This chapter examines the participants, procedures, and measures used in the 

study, the methodology literature that formed the backbone of the proposed methodology, 

and the intended hierarchical linear models that could not be applied based on the scope 

of collected data. Attempts were made, however, to constrain various elements of the 

proposed equations in order to create a viable model, and these efforts are discussed. 

Hypotheses 

The initial hypothesis that increased student challenges lead to an increased need for 

additional services beyond high-quality mentoring required that a wide range of data be 

gathered. These included information about the mentoring relationship, the school at 

which the mentoring takes place, and the mentor’s knowledge of additional resources 

involved in their mentee’s life. Furthermore, to demonstrate that a multilevel statistical 

model can provide unique answers to the associated research questions, it was proposed 

that investigations be made into the exceptional contributions of both hierarchical linear 

modeling (HLM) and multiple regression techniques. The following three research 

questions guided this study: 

1) Are mentoring relationship quality, a child’s developmental assets, and mentoring 

duration uniquely related to the perceived change (by mentors) in mentee social 

competence? 

2) Can other activities such as sports teams and afterschool programs also impact 

mentee social competence in conjunction with high-quality mentoring? 

3) How much interaction is there between the number of problems faced by a child 

and the number of resources needed for a significant positive impact? 
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Participants 

Mentors. One hundred and seventy-one of 890 volunteer mentors who work in the 

Austin Independent School District (AISD) completed the survey. All of the mentors 

asked to participate were placed in an Austin public school at the level – elementary, 

middle or high – of their choosing, and are facilitated through the Austin Partners in 

Education (APIE) nonprofit organization. Mentors are recruited to APIE through a 

variety of means including public advertisements and word of mouth, and range in age 

from young adults to senior citizens.  

Mentor contacts. Sixty-one of the 90 mentor contacts who serve as liaisons 

between APIE, the mentors, and the schools completed the survey. Many serve in a part 

or full time capacity as the campus counselor or parent specialist. Because of their 

proximity to the matches, these coordinators have the most detailed information about the 

mentoring that occurs at their school, as well as the additional programs available to and 

utilized by students in the mentoring program. These individuals are responsible for 

answering mentor’s questions about the school, coordinating the schedules for when 

mentees may meet with their mentors, and many times provide an on-campus resource 

for solving problems that develop during matches.  

Procedure 

Two online surveys were distributed – one to all APIE mentors, and one to all 

APIE mentor contacts - through the APIE staff person assigned full time in support of 

mentors. This individual is responsible for answering questions to the organization, 

finding necessary resources, and developing training for all APIE mentors, and was in a 

position to emphasize the importance of this study with her volunteers. Eleven gift 

certificates were collected through donations to APIE and used as incentives through a 
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raffle system to encourage an increased sample size.1

 

 The survey collection process took 

place over several weeks in Austin, and included reminder emails at several points. The 

end date was pushed back several times to accommodate additional participants.  

The design proposed for this study intended to examine variation at two levels: 

level one would analyze data at the mentor-mentee match level, while level two would 

look across schools. Level one matches were nested within the level two schools, so it 

was necessary to collect survey results from as many of the 90 mentor coordinators as 

possible in order to include additional schools. After the initial window for taking the 

survey closed, preliminary results indicated that a large number of the mentor participants 

came from 32 schools where the mentor contact had not participated. Phone calls and 

emails were used to explain the situation to these contacts, and 21 of the 32 responded by 

completing the survey. Lastly, a final push was made to contact mentors at three specific 

schools where APIE had a secondary mentor facilitator who handled specific school and 

church groups of mentors. While this effort did yield a small handful of additional 

participants, the overall effect was minimal. 

Table 3 illustrates the final tallies of how participant mentors were nested within 

the schools of participant mentor contacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 Please see Appendices A and B for a complete list of the raffle prizes offered. 
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Table 3 

Total Number of Participating Mentors and Contacts 
 Mentors Mentor Contacts 

(e.g. school level) 
Individuals who started the survey 267 72  
Individuals who completed the survey 171 67 
Number of participants who could be connected to 
someone at the other level (e.g. complete sets - the 
contact participated along with at least one mentor from 
that school) 

157 52 

 

There were many participants, specifically at the mentor level, who started but did 

not finish the survey. Most of these individuals did not progress very far with the 

questions. As noted above, there is a total of 51 schools where the mentor contact 

completed the survey along with at least one mentor. Although the final dataset of 

“completers” includes 157 mentors distributed across 52 schools, there are 17 individuals 

who answered “I Don’t Know” to all of the sub-variables within at least one important 

sub-instrument, and therefore for whom at least one aggregate subscore could not be 

calculated. In order to keep the population described in the following chapters as 

consistent as possible, only those 140 individuals who completed the survey and can be 

included in all analyses will be included from here forward. When the 17 mentors for 

whom aggregate scores could not be calculated were removed, 51 schools remained in 

the sample. Participants who completed the instrument but answered “I Don’t Know” to 

some questions are still considered “completers” as long as it is possible to calculate 

aggregate variables for all of the major sub-instruments included in the analyses.  

The following table outlines how many mentors completed the survey at each of 

these 51 schools. 
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Table 4 

Final Sample of 140 Mentors at 51 Schools 

 Connectable completers with sufficient non-“I 
Don’t Know” responses to aggregate their data 

Number of mentors at the 
school who completed the 

survey (“completers”) 

Number of schools 
w/this number 

completers 

Total number mentors at 
schools with this number 

of completers 
1 15 15 
2 18 36 
3 8 24 
4 2 8 
5 3 15 
6 1 6 
7 1 7 
8 1 8 
9 1 9 
12 1 12 

Totals 51 
(Schools) 

140 
(Mentors)  

 

Most of the respondents are mentors at the elementary level, and Table 5 shows 

how the sample is distributed by grade level. 

 

Table 5 

Final Sample by School Level 
 Elementary Middle School High School 

Total Schools 35 9 7 
Grade Levels PreK K 1 2 3 4 5 62 6  7 8 9 10 11 12 

Number of mentors 
at each grade level 0 6 9 18 22 19 28 1 10 8 5 6 2 1 5 

Total Mentors 103 23 14 
 

 
                                                           
2 Most of the AISD elementary schools are structured with grades K-5, but one mentor in the sample works 
with a 6th grader at Maplewood Elementary, which is a K-6 campus. 
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The Mentor Survey  

The mentor survey collected information about the mentee, the mentor, and the 

match. Because of the challenges presented by directly asking mentees about potential 

problems in their background – including both the administrative difficulty in collecting 

survey data from children electronically as well as the psychological impact and privacy 

concerns about having mentors ask mentees questions about home and psychological 

difficulties – all data about mentees was collected directly through the perception of the 

mentor. There is an important result of this level of data collection, however, since “I 

Don’t Know” options were available for all questions and the level of a mentor’s 

knowledge of their mentee was therefore included in the analysis.  

The mentor survey (Appendix C) specifically gathered information about the 

mentee’s current social competence and change in social competence over the course of 

mentoring (Appendix C, Part 2), the mentee’s number of present developmental assets 

(Appendix C, Part 3), the match quality (Appendix C, Parts 4-7), the mentor’s knowledge 

of additional resources in the mentee’s life (Appendix C, Part 1), and basic characteristics 

about the mentee, mentor, and match including its length to date (Appendix C, Parts 1 

and 8). 

Mentee social competence. In order to measure the mentee’s social competence, 

which is considered one of the most commonly impacted student variables within a 

mentoring context, the Teacher Social Competence Report (Conduct Problems 

Prevention Research Group, 1995) was used to gauge both current levels (items 32a-43a) 

and changes (items 32b-43b) over the course of mentoring. Originally developed for use 

by classroom teachers, this survey was easily adaptable for use by mentors who see and 
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can rate many of the same attributes in their mentees. The behaviors this survey addresses 

are not just those observed between mentor and mentee, however, and generally concern 

interactions between the mentee and all children and adults. It is assumed that over the 

course of the match a mentor is exposed to exchanges between the mentee and friends, 

peers, and teachers that will help them answer these questions.  

Although the entire survey is composed of 17 items across three areas – prosocial 

skills, emotional regulation skills, and academic skills – only the 12 questions in the 

prosocial skills and emotional regulation skills subscales were relevant, as mentors may 

be unaware of their mentee’s academic skills. In addition, the original survey was 

designed to report the 12 questions on the prosocial and emotional regulation subscales as 

a combined score, so removing the academic section did not harm the ability to score it 

effectively. For all 12 questions mentors were asked to relate frequency of demonstrated 

behaviors along a Likert scale (0 = Almost Never to 5 = Almost Always), then for the 

same 12 items they determined how much the behavior has changed since the start of 

their mentoring relationship (0= Much Worse to 6 = Much Improved).  The average 

change in social competence score was between No Change and Much Improved (M = 

3.7, SD = .8), although a study of the responses indicated that very few people responded 

below “No Change” on each of the individual items in this instrument. This indicates that 

most mentors felt there was either no change or some degree of positive change on each 

measure over the course of the relationship. This average across all 12 items is introduced 

later as a regression model outcome variable, and the subsequent results and findings take 
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into account that what the models measure is not whether there was change, but the 

degree to which it was perceived over time.3

Match relationship quality. Match quality was measured using the Match 

Characteristics Questionnaire (Nakkula & Harris, 2005) which measures the quality of 

the mentoring relationship along three subscales: internal relationship quality (items 84-

105), the focus of mentoring (items 111-130), and external relationship quality (items 

131-157). There were 75 questions with Likert responses, and four that required mentors 

to brainstorm and rank by importance their mentoring activities and the focus of their 

relationship. On the internal relationship scale the average score was calculated along a 

scale from 0-100

 

Since some of the questions pertained to behaviors that are outside of a mentor’s 

realm of knowledge, an “I Don’t Know” option was added, and adjustments were made 

in the analysis to account for the addition. In the calculation of average change in social 

competence, the “I Don’t Know” option was considered missing data, and was not 

included in either numerators or denominators that calculated the average score. As a 

result, the participants’ scores were not lowered by questions that they did not feel they 

could appropriately answer. 

4

                                                           
3 The current social competence average could not be used, as it was determined after the survey 
administration that the negative direction of three of the 12 questions likely skewed the responses. These 
three items were clustered towards the end of the sub-instrument and had, along with the positive item that 
directly followed them, volatile responses that were not consistent with the rest of the items on the sub-
instrument. 
4 The 0-100 scale was used because this is how Nakkula and Harris calculate scores on their instrument, 
and the author promised to share results with them in exchange for the items. 

, where higher scores indicate higher quality relationships (M = 61.0, 

SD = 15.1). The other subscales were not averaged, but some of the individual items were 

included later in the analysis to measure the importance that mentors placed on particular 

strategies. 
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Mentee developmental assets. In order to determine the number of developmental 

assets present in the mentee’s life, mentors were asked to identify the extent to which 

they believed each of The Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets (Leffert, Benson, 

Scales, Sharma, Drake & Blyth, 1998) are present (items 44-83). A Likert scale was used 

to gauge the degree to which an asset is available to a student from Not at All Present (0) 

to Very Present (2), and mentors were able to answer “I Don’t Know” if the question was 

outside the scope of their knowledge. The average asset was calculated across all 

questions to which the mentor did not answer “I Don’t Know”, and the mean asset score 

fell between Somewhat (1) and Very Present (M = 1.2, SD = .42). An overall number of 

known assets by mentor was also calculated and used in several analyses (M = 23.4, SD = 

8.5) when it was realized that there were large numbers of “I Don’t Know” asset answers, 

and a great deal of variation in the number of questions known by each mentor. The issue 

of high “I Don’t Know” responses is addressed at the beginning of Chapter 4, and 

includes detailed information about the number of mentors who struggled in particular 

with specific developmental asset items. 

Match and additional resource information. Lastly, mentors were asked basic 

information about their relationship including but not limited to the duration of the match, 

their predictions for how long it will last, the grade, gender and race of their mentee, their 

own age, gender and race, the frequency and length of their meetings, if they ever felt 

their mentee needed therapy and whether they communicated this to someone with 

authority, how sufficient they feel mentoring is to address the needs of their mentee, and 

in what additional resources they believed their mentees are involved.  
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Most of the respondents were female mentors (71% female, 29% male), and 55% 

of the mentees with whom the mentors work are female. Exactly half of the mentors were 

parents themselves, and 75% work either full or part time5

 

. Thirty-five percent of the 

mentors felt that they were mentored in some capacity themselves in their lives, either 

through a formal mentoring program like APIE or elsewhere. Forty-seven of the 140 

mentors have thought at some point that their mentee needs therapy, 30 have told 

someone about this feeling, and 17 of the 30 know for sure that the mentee did indeed 

receive therapy. The following table shows the mean responses to the general questions 

mentors answered about themselves and their mentees. 

 

Table 6 

Means of General Mentor and Mentee Variables 
 M SD 

Mentor: 
Age 42.2 15.5 

Education Level (0=High 
School, 2 = Professional/PhD) 

1.2 .6 

Mentee: 

Age 10.2 2.7 

Total sports .5 .9 
Total afterschool activities .9 1.0 

 

The average mentor in this sample sees their mentor just under once a week (M = 

3.75, SD = 1.0), and the average length of their meetings is just under 45 minutes (M = 

.71 hours, SD = .25). The average length of the included matches is 15 months although 

there is a great deal of variation in the sample (M = 15.1, SD = 17.7), and the longest 

mentoring match included is exactly 8 ½ years. Table 7 shows the breakdown of length 

                                                           
5 The author learned during the survey collection that this question was phrased in a potentially confusing 
manner. At least one individual believed he was supposed to select between the two options, instead of 
confirm with a yes/no that it was true or false. 
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of time together, as reported in months but aggregated into more understandable 

categories to get a sense of the distribution. 

 

Table 7 

Distribution of the Final Sample by Length of Relationship 
 Number 

of 
mentors 

Percent 
of 140 
sample 

Under 6 months 61 43.6% 
6 -11 months 17 12.1% 
12-23 months 29 20.7% 
24-35 months 11 7.9% 
36-47 months 15 10.7% 
48-59 months 1 0.7% 
60-71 months 2 1.4% 
72-83 months 1 0.7% 
84-95 months 3 2.1% 
 

Mentors were also asked about the frequency of additional methods they use to 

communicate with their mentees including by phone or internet, how much they interact 

with both the mentor contact and APIE, and whether they solicit advice about their match 

and to what extent. Mentors were asked whether these events occurred Never (0), Once a 

Year (1), Once a Month (9), Once a Week (36), or Twice or More Weekly (72). The 

results are presented as yearly rates and calculated on the assumption that the school year 

is approximately 9 months long. Many of these measures were highly variable across the 

sample, as is shown in the results presented in Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Mean Frequency of Mentor Communication 
  M SD 
Yearly 
frequency of 
communication:  

With mentor contact to discuss the 
relationship 

7.1 10.8 

With one or more of mentee’s 
teachers 

15.8 16.3 

With someone other than the contact 
for advice about mentoring  

4.7 10.0 

With mentee by phone 1.9 8.2 
With mentee by email 1.0 6.4 
With mentee by text 1.5 8.0 
With mentee by regular mail .1 .2 

Yearly number of APIE mentoring events attended .8 2.2 
 

The Mentor Contact Survey  

The mentor contact survey (Appendix D) was distributed to mentor contacts and 

was designed to gather their perceptions of the school community (Appendix D, Part 1) 

as well as information about the mentoring environment at the school (Appendix D, Part 

2). This latter section includes the number of mentors at the school and their overall 

degree of involvement, and the mentor contact’s assessment of the adequacy of additional 

resources available at the campus.  

School and community partnerships. The Measure of School, Family, and 

Community Partnerships (Epstein, Salinas, Sanders, Davis, & Douglas, 1999) was used 

to determine how open the school is to additional resources and whether they have 

collaborations with organizations such as local businesses, libraries, parks and museums 

(items 2-10). This assessment is one part of a six-part survey administered to measure the 

overall engagement of schools within social and community contexts and was 

particularly applicable for this study because it addressed the involvement of multiple 

agencies in creating programs that work after-school, in counseling, through recreation, 
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or with job training to enhance the lives of students and their families. There were eight 

Likert scale questions on a scale from Not Occurring (0) to Extensively (4) and one area 

to fill in information about additional activities in which the school participates. An 

average across the items was calculated to create a mean score for each respondent (M = 

2.5, SD = .9).  

Mentoring environment at the school. Seventy-four percent of the mentor contacts 

responded that their school provided them with the time they needed to be a mentor 

contact, and 91% claimed they received APIE training in how to match mentors and 

mentees. Seventy-three percent meet with the mentors before matching them with a 

student, and 77% said they have a formal matching process in place. Seventy-three 

percent of the contacts responded that they have a dedicated space that mentors can use to 

meet with their mentees. When asked about their facilitation of the first meeting between 

mentees and mentors, the average was between Sometimes (2) and Usually (3) on a 4-

point scale (M = 2.3, SD = 1.0). Mentor coordinators were also asked to provide 

information about the mentoring climate at their school, including the number of mentors 

on campus, and assess the degree to which they believe mentoring contributes to overall 

school success. Questions were also included that measured their overall engagement 

with all the mentors they oversee, as well as their perception of the overall level of 

mentor interaction with teachers. Lastly they were asked the degree to which they feel 

mentors are prepared to address the issues faced by students at their particular school.  

All of the following measures had four options in the form of a Likert scale, and 

the for all of the scales 1 was the lowest score (either Very Unsupportive, Very 

Unprepared, Not at All Engaged, Not at All Important, Not at All, Very Insufficient, 
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Very Problematic, or No Time), and 4 was the highest score (Very Supportive, Very 

Prepared, Very Engaged, Very Important, Very Strongly, Very Sufficient, Excellent, or 

More than 30 Minutes, respectively).  

 

Table 9 

Means of Mentor Contact Variables  
 M SD 
School supportiveness of mentoring 2.4 1.1 
Average preparation of mentors to deal with issues faced by mentees at school 2.4 .7 
Average engagement level of mentors with their mentees’ teachers 1.8 .6 
Average engagement level of mentors with contact 2.3 .8 
Average engagement level of parents at the school with the school community 2.0 .6 
Importance contact feels mentoring is to the success of students on campus 2.8 .4 
How strongly contact believes that the collective mentoring efforts at the 
school affect the school climate 

2.7 .6 

Overall how sufficient the school resources are to aid students facing problems 
at home 

2.2 .7 

Overall how sufficient the school resources are to aid students facing problems 
at school 

2.5 .6 

Characterization of climate at school (1=Very Problematic, 4=Excellent) 2.2 .7 
Amount of time spent on average monthly with each mentor (1= No Time, 2 =  
Less than 15 minutes, 3= 15-20 minutes, 4 = More than 30 minutes) 

1.3 .9 

 

As shown in Table 9 above, the average mentor contact spends between no time 

and less than 15 minutes with each of the mentors monthly, which means that there is 

very little contact between these individuals and the volunteers that they supervise. 

Contacts were also asked about the number of mentors on campus, and the average 

percent of APIE mentors at the 51 schools was 5.9%, although the standard deviation of 

6.6 on this variable indicates great variation in the sample. 
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Cronbach α for All Multi-item Sub-instruments in the Surveys 

 The following table highlights the means, standard deviations, numbers of items, 

and Cronbach α measures of reliability for each of the multi-item sub-instruments within 

either survey. 

 

Table 10 

Cronbach α for Multi-item Instruments 
 
 

Number 
of items α M SD 

Mentor Scales 
     Developmental Assets 
     Internal Mentor Relationship Quality 
     Change in Mentee Social Competence 
 
Contact Scales 
     School and Community Partnerships 

 
40 
20 
12 

 
 

8 

 
.97 
.60 
.94 

 
 

.89 

 
1.25 

60.95 
3.68 

 
 

2.64 

 
.42 

15.11 
.75 

 
 

.80 
 

Additional Information Collected 

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) website (www.tea.state.tx.us) provided a 

2008-09 state performance rating, enrollment count, and number of students who 

participate in the Free or Reduced Lunch Program for each campus. The rating 

categorizes schools into four groups based on their performance across grades and 

subjects on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test and ranges from 

Academically Unacceptable (1) to Exemplary (4). Almost all investigations into the 

effects of mentoring suggest that academic performance should not be analyzed alone to 

determine success, but this simple rating provided an independent variable about the 

overall performance level of each school. It also served as a quick aggregate assessment 

to see if there were relationships with other variables that effect mentoring at the school 

level. 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/�
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 The 51 schools for which both mentor and contact surveys were collected fell into 

the following categories based on economic disadvantage, as measured by the percent of 

students receiving Free or Reduced Price Lunch, and TEA rating. 

 

Table 11 

Distribution of 51 Schools by TEA Rating and Percent Receiving Free/Reduced Price 
Lunch 
 Percent of students at school on  

Free/Reduced Priced Lunch 
TEA Rating 0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 
Exemplary 3 2 2  2 
Recognized 1 1 3 11 
Academically Acceptable 2 4 3 12 
Academically Unacceptable 0 0 1  4 
 

Methodology Literature 

Evaluations of mentoring success are challenging, and it is considered difficult to 

determine if mentoring is solely responsible for a particular outcome (Johnson & 

Sullivan, 1995). Johnson & Sullivan note that it is also difficult to know if the time period 

of a study will catch all of the effects of mentoring on a student, or if some of the latent 

benefits will be hidden for years until they emerge later in life. In order to remove the 

ambiguity, they recommend using well-established and understandable measures like 

graduation or school academic levels as the outcomes for measure. Unfortunately their 

recommendation is not consistent with much of the mentoring literature findings that 

these types of variables are not the main ones impacted by high-quality mentoring. 

Multiple informants are also recommended when examining the effect of a 

mentoring program (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). Grossman & Johnson (1999) also 

caution that research should start with a careful analysis of what the outcomes of the 
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mentoring program are supposed to be and gather the appropriate information tied to 

those outcomes, then lastly find an appropriate methodology for analysis. Multiple 

regression is also suggested in order to study multiple outcomes at once, and it is highly 

encouraged that mentoring studies use both control groups and as much longitudinal 

information as possible (Johnson & Sullivan, 1995).   

What types of methodologies were used in the past? There is little discussion in 

the mentoring field of the appropriate statistical models to be applied to the collected 

data, although one of the closest areas from which to borrow previous literature is that of 

student achievement. As with mentoring, measuring student achievement can be difficult 

because it involves various outcomes and can be related to many different independent 

variables. Researchers debate the best methodology to specifically measure student 

achievement and in the last two decades hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) has become 

one of the most utilized forms of analysis (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1988; Raudenbush, 

1988; Raudenbush & Bryk, 1986; Burchinal, Nelson & Poe, 2006). In 1980 Burstein 

found that multilevel data should be used in education research to address the various 

levels within education systems, and Raudenbush & Bryk (1986) explained that a two-

level hierarchical linear model allows researchers to tease out the school factors that lead 

to within-group variation. Some researchers have found modeling growth through HLM 

to be an acceptable and even preferable substitute for traditional multivariate repeated 

measures models (Fang, 1996; Maas & Snijders, 2003).   

A hierarchical model seemed like a good fit for this study because, similar to 

student achievement, the collected data are composed of mentoring matches nested 

within schools. Although variables that identify a student’s individual resources are at 
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level one – the match level – the inclusion of level two school information allows for an 

analysis of the school context. A level two school variable was proposed at level 2 to 

capture the engagement of the school in community partnerships and organizations. HLM 

should provide nuanced and helpful information about the variance both within and 

between schools with respect to their ability to deliver sufficient resources to students. 

Only one study was found that specifically utilized hierarchical linear modeling in 

a mentoring context, and unfortunately little attention was given to discussing the 

strengths of the selected analysis technique. It suggests, however, that this technique can 

yield useful information using mentoring surveys, and points as well to the hypotheses 

about the strength of additional resources for students. In something of a reverse of what 

was proposed for this study, Karcher (2008) used HLM to determine whether adding 

mentoring on top of other supportive services would be beneficial and found that it had a 

small but positive main effect on self-reported connectedness to peers, self-esteem, and 

social support from friends, but not on grades or social skills. He used a randomized 

study within 19 schools, and used school data at level two to look at the success of 

mentoring by age level and gender. 

It is important to note, however, that of the 528 students that Karcher surveyed 

across elementary, middle, and high school, only half of those students received a 

mentor, a high number of mentors quit shortly after starting the program, and the average 

number of mentoring meetings held was only eight. He admits too that the Communities 

in Schools (CIS) program he studied had a slow start up that yielded matches of low 

intensity by the time of his data collection. Furthermore, his study randomly placed 

students recommended to or interested in the CIS resource into either supportive services 



 
 

68 
 

alone or supportive services plus mentoring, so none of the matches studied had lasted 

longer than the time period allotted for research. 

How survey data is best used to measure educational variables. As with 

Karcher’s project, a large component of this study includes the use of survey data as 

measures of mentor quality and school involvement, and it is therefore important to 

establish the previous research concerning, and limitations of, survey materials in similar 

studies. Some of the most fundamental issues in the use of survey research are the facts 

that self-reported data are more volatile, cannot be considered true measures of practice, 

and are highly susceptible to the length of the survey and the ways the questions are 

written, ordered, and to which they are responded (Bradburn, Rips, & Shevell, 1987; 

Couper, Tourangeau, Conrad & Crawford, 2004; Cannell, Oksenberg, & Converse, 1977; 

Schwartz, 1999).  

An additional concern with survey data is the inconsistent ability that participants 

have to remember the events about which they are asked to report (Bradburn, Rips, & 

Shevell, 1987). Participants are also likely to display great variation in the ways they 

interpret the same question, and average scores may inevitably be useless measures of 

what the survey creators intended to discuss. This result is discussed in survey research in 

general, but also specifically in education, where teachers are known to bring their own 

cognitive processes for teaching into the interpretations of questions about their teaching 

(Peterson & Clark, 1978).6

Previous research also indicates that some people simply misinterpret their own 

actions, and introduce personal bias into the interpretation of their behaviors (Ross, 

  

                                                           
6 Unfortunately no information is available specifically about mentors and survey responses, although the 
research on teachers may provide some overlap given that the context in both cases involves students. 
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1989). In contrast, Daniel P. Mayer (1999) found it was possible to trust educators on 

their self-reports of behaviors on an algebra survey, although he cautioned that it is 

hardest to determine the degree of quality with which they implement particular 

practices.  He also indicated unreliable reports by teachers about the time they spent with 

each practice (Mayer, 1999).  For all of the above reasons, the surveys included here are 

used as measures of perceptions, and perceived changes in behaviors, instead of static 

gauges of actual mentoring practices.   

Proposed Hierarchical Linear Models  

As discussed earlier, problems resulted when the proposed HLM model was 

analyzed with the collected data. This section will briefly revisit the proposed model and 

the reasons for its proposal, and briefly provide the results that indicated it would no 

longer be feasible.  

The hierarchical model was proposed to test the third research question 

concerning the interplay between a child’s developmental assets and their need for 

additional services in conjunction with high-quality mentoring. This hypothesis stated 

that high-quality mentoring relationships are necessary but insufficient in the face of 

severe developmental deficits, and that the more difficulties a child brings into the match, 

the larger the number of additional activities that will be needed in addition to mentoring 

in order to impact the mentee’s social competence. HLM provided a format in which to 

test this hypothesis because it can capture both the mentoring relationship-level 

information as well as variation across the school level.  

The level one equation was to regress the average change in mentee social 

competence on the internal MRQ score (XMRQ), the average mentee developmental asset 
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score (XAssets), the number of sports in which the mentee participated (XSports), the 

number of afterschool activities in which the mentee participated (XActivities), and the 

duration of the match in months (XDuration). 

Level One:  
Y∆MSC = β0 + β1XMRQ + β2 XAssets + β3 XSports + β4 XActivities + β5 XDuration + r 

At level two, a series of school-level equations were to be run where the 

dependent variables were the β weights from the level one equation. These weights were 

to be regressed on independent variables that capture information about the schools: 

percent of the students at the school with an APIE mentor (X%mentored), the percent of 

students receiving free or reduced price lunch (X F/RPLunch), the mentor contact’s rating of 

the school’s partnerships with the community (XSchComm ), and the overall school 

performance rating from TEA (XRating) as indicated from 1-4 where 4 represents the 

highest rating.  

Level Two:  
β0 = γ00 + γ01 X%mentor+ γ02 X F/RPLunch + γ03 XRating + γ04 XSchComm +u0  
β1 = γ10 + γ11 X%mentor+ γ12 X F/RPLunch + γ13 XRating + γ14 XSchComm + u1 
β2 = γ20 + γ21 X%mentor+ γ22 X F/RPLunch + γ23 XRating + γ24 XSchComm + u2  
β3 = γ30 + γ31 X%mentor+ γ32 X F/RPLunch + γ33 XRating + γ34 XSchComm + u3  
β4 = γ40 + γ41 X%mentor+ γ42 X F/RPLunch + γ43 XRating + γ44 XSchComm + u4  
β5 = γ50 + γ51 X%mentor+ γ52 X F/RPLunch + γ53 XRating + γ54 XSchComm + u5  

 
To test the hypothesis associated with the third research question, three-way 

interactions between the number of developmental assets, the quality of the mentoring 

relationship (MRQ) and the degree of additional activities in the mentee’s life were to be 

developed and run using the model presented above as a starting point. The interactions 

that were expected are illustrated below. In the first chart, the initial interaction between 

the developmental assets is shown.  
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Figure 1  

Expected Interaction from the Original Proposal Between Developmental Assets and 
Relationship Quality 

 
 

To further demonstrate the complexity of the expected interaction, the following 

two charts use the above two-way interaction as a starting point, but break it into a 

version for students with low numbers of additional outside activities, and a version for 

students with high numbers of additional outside activities. 

 

Figure 2 

Expected Interaction from the Original Proposal Between Developmental Assets, 
Relationship Quality, and a Low Number of Outside Activities 
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Figure 3 

Expected Interaction from the Original Proposal Between Developmental Assets, 
Relationship Quality, and a High Number of Outside Activities 

 
 

The HLM model for the interactions modeled above was to look as follows: 

Level One: Y∆MSC = β0 + β1XMRQ + β2 XAssets + β3 XSports + β4 XActivities + 
β5Duration  

+ β6(XAssets*XMRQ) 
+ β7(XAssets* XActivities) 
+ β8(XMRQ* XActivities)  
+ β9(XAssets*XMRQ*     XActivities)  
+  r 

  
Level Two:  
β0 = γ00 + γ01 X%mentor+ γ02 X F/RPLunch + γ03 XRating + γ04 XSchComm +u0  
β1 = γ10 + γ11 X%mentor+ γ12 X F/RPLunch + γ13 XRating + γ14 XSchComm + u1 
β2 = γ20 + γ21 X%mentor+ γ22 X F/RPLunch + γ23 XRating + γ24 XSchComm + u2  
β3 = γ30 + γ31 X%mentor+ γ32 X F/RPLunch + γ33 XRating + γ34 XSchComm + u3  
β4 = γ40 + γ41 X%mentor+ γ42 X F/RPLunch + γ43 XRating + γ44 XSchComm + u4  
β5 = γ50 + γ51 X%mentor+ γ52 X F/RPLunch + γ53 XRating + γ54 XSchComm + u5  
β6 = γ60 + u6  
β7 = γ70 + u7  
β8 = γ80 + u8  
β9 = γ90 + u9  
 

The interaction terms in level one were not going to be constructed to vary across 

schools in level two in order to prevent the estimation of four-way interactions.  
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 Although many researchers use the HLM software to run hierarchical models, the 

PROC MIXED function in the Statistical Analysis Systems (SAS) software program 

provides similar estimation procedures and is easier to use if the rest of the analyses were 

also produced in SAS (Singer, 1998). For this reason, the researcher opted to keep the 

coding and analysis process completely in the SAS software.  

 After the data were collected, the small number of mentors nested within each of 

the 51 participating mentor contacts’ schools raised concern that hierarchical models 

might not be feasible. The researcher initially believed that an intercept-only model that 

constrained all level two equations except for the intercept might be possible, but power 

calculations that considered the same number of independent variables in a multiple 

linear regression indicated that powerful hierarchical models would not be feasible given 

the sample size.7  

                                                           
7 More observations are required in HLM to reach the same level of power as calculated for similar 
multiple regression models, and with 9 controls in level one and an anticipated R2 of approximately .15 
based on initial tests, the required number of observations in Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) alone was over 
500 to achieve power above. 

 The researcher next ran a fully unconditional model without any controls to see if 

there was in fact variation at the second level, and found that roughly 4% of the variation 

in overall change in mentee social competence was explained by the school level.  
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Table 12 

Outcome variable 

Fully Unconditional Hierarchical Models 
Pooled within  
class variance  

σ

School level 
variance  

τ2 

Intra class 
correlation 

τ00 00/ (τ00 + σ2) 
Change in mentee social competence 
(0-6 averaged across 12 variables) 

0.5465 0.0299 .04  
(4% explained 

by school level) 
  

 The author attempted to build the hierarchical model slowly by adding one 

independent variable at a time, but the inclusion of additional information made the 

calculation of a positive definite matrix impossible, and the school variance was 

artificially set to zero to maximize likelihood. Unfortunately even the marginally more 

complex models were not feasible, likely because of the small numbers of mentors within 

each of the 51 surveyed schools. Over half of the mentors came from schools where only 

1-3 mentors completed the survey (please see Table 4), and within-school variance in 

such small populations was obviously impossible or difficult to calculate. Because of the 

problems with the hierarchical models and the small sample size, this type of 

methodology was abandoned. The following chapter presents the results of the first two 

OLS equations run in connection with the first two proposed hypotheses, and goes on to 

explain the exploratory research the author conducted as a result of the insufficiency of 

the hierarchical designs. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

Since the intended hierarchical models were not possible given the scope of 

collected data, revisions were required to the methodology used to examine the data. 

Furthermore, the proposed multiple regression models did not yield as much information 

as expected, and it was necessary to adopt a more exploratory approach to building the 

analysis. The researcher returned to the individual items within the survey and conducted 

a ground-up investigation into the types of information available, and which might help 

address some of the issues originally proposed.  

The results section is split into five sections: 1) a discussion of the overwhelming 

use of “I Don’t Know” options by participants throughout the survey, 2) the original 

multiple regression models proposed to answer the first two hypotheses, 3) a discussion 

of the rationale behind and specifics within six categories that were subsequently created 

from the collected data – mentee characteristics, mentor characteristics, school 

characteristics, mentor commitment as measured with time-related variables, mentor 

strategies within the relationship, and strength of the relationship; 4) the methods used to 

examine each of these six areas and the subsequent results, and finally; 5) a qualitative 

investigation into the types of strategies, foci, and activities used by those who gave high 

importance to the significant predictor of getting their mentees to care more about others. 

“I Don’t Know” Responses 

One of the more revealing lessons learned from the data collection process was 

how much less mentors knew about their mentees than expected. The areas where this 

was most notable were in the number of activities in which the mentee participated 

outside of school, and on the asset items related to their mentee’s neighborhood and 

home life. The average number of asset items the mentors could answer was 23.4 of 40. 
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 Some of the asset areas where mentors opted in large numbers for an “I Don’t 

Know” option were surprising. Although the author anticipated high levels of missing 

information with respect to the mentee’s family background, more than half of the 140 

mentors included did not know if their mentees consistently told the truth, whether they 

placed a high value on healing others, and whether they take personal responsibility for 

their actions. The following figure shows the number of mentors who were able to 

answer each of the 40 asset items. 
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Figure 4 

Number of Mentors Who Could Answer Each of the Developmental Asset Items 
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0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Youth is motivated and strives to do well in school.

Youth is actively engaged in learning.

Youth reports doing at least one hour of homework every school day.

Youth cares about her or his school.

Youth reads for pleasure three or more hours per week.

Youth places high value on healing other people.

Youth places high value on promoting equality and reducing hunger and poverty.

Youth acts on convictions and stands up for her or his beliefs. 

Youth “tells the truth even when it is not easy.” 

Youth accepts and takes personal responsibility. 

Youth believes it is important not to be sexually active or to use alcohol or other drugs.

Youth knows how to plan ahead and make choices. 

Youth has empathy, sensitivity, and friendship skills. 

Youth has knowledge of/comfort w/people of different cultural/racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

Youth can resist negative peer pressure and dangerous situations. 

Youth seeks to resolve conflict nonviolently.

Youth feels he or she has control over “things that happen to me.”

Youth reports have a high self-esteem.

Youth reports that “my life has a purpose.”

Youth is optimistic about her or his personal future.

Family life provides high levels of love and support.

Youth and parent(s) communicate positively, and young person is willing to seek advice …

Youth receives support from three or more nonparent adults.

Youth experiences caring neighbors.

School provides a caring, encouraging environment.

Parent(s) are actively involved in helping the child succeed in school.

Youth perceives that adults in the community value youth.

Youth are given useful roles in the community.

Youth serves in the community one hour or more per week. 

Youth feels safe at home, school, and in the neighborhood.

Family has clear rules and consequences and monitors the young person’s whereabouts.

School provides clear rules and consequences. 

Neighbors take responsibility for monitoring young people’s behavior.

Parent(s) and other adults positive, responsible behavior.

Youth’s best friends model responsible behavior.

Both parent(s) and teachers encourage the young person to do well.

Youth spends 3+ hrs. per wk. in lessons or practice in music, theater, or other arts.

Youth spends 3+ hrs. per wk. in sports, clubs, or orgs. at school and/or in community.

Youth spends one hour or more per week in activities in a religious institution.

Youth is out with friends “with nothing special to do” two/fewer nights per wk.

Number of mentors 

Developmental Asset Items: 
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The number of asset questions a mentor could answer was positively related to the 

length of the match (r = .27, p = .001), although the following table shows that the pattern 

is not completely straightforward as time progresses. 

 

Table 13 

Number of Asset Questions Mentor Could Answer Based on Length of Relationship 
 Number of 

assets mentor 
could answer 

 

Length of the match at time of survey administration: M SD  n 
Less than one year 21.2 7.9 78 
One to <two years 27.0 7.5 29 
Two to <four years 23.5 9.4 26 
Four to <six years 29.0 11.0 3 
Six to <eight years 33.8 4.5 4 

 

Unfortunately the mentors also had difficulty answering questions about the 

number of outside activities in which their mentees’ participated. Most of these questions 

included the option to select “I Don’t Know”, and the following figure shows how many 

mentors were able to answer each of the questions regarding activities.  
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Figure 5 

Number of Mentors Who Could Answer Questions About Mentee Activities 

 
 
 

The “I Don’t Know” responses for the above activities calls into suspicion the 

numbers that were collected on two items about sports participation where there was no 

“I Don’t Know” option available. One hundred and eleven mentors answered that their 

mentee participated on zero non-school sponsored sports teams in the school year, and 

116 responded that the mentee participated in zero school-sponsored teams. Since 91 

mentors selected “I Don’t Know” as to whether their mentee was involved in summer 

sports programs, and given what is seen in Figure 5 above for other outside activities, it 

seems wise to assume that many of the zero responses for school year sports participation 

would have been “I Don’t Knows” if offered. 

In addition, an abundance of “I Don’t Know” responses also occurred in the 

section concerning changes in mentee social competence. Although there were high rates 

of responses to current mentee social competence measures, the questions where mentors 

were asked to rate the change in social competence factors over the course of the match 
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had higher percentages of “I Don’t Know” responses. While none of the 140 participants 

answered “I Don’t Know” to all of the questions, there were 13 individuals who 

answered “No Change” to all 12 questions. When these “No Change” responses were 

examined more carefully, 11 of these individuals had been with their mentees for six 

months or less. In general most of the responses to these items were on the upper half of 

the change scale, indicating positive growth over the course of the match. 

Multiple Regression 

For the first two research questions the author proposed using multiple regression 

models, and both of the proposed models were run as intended. To test the first research 

question, a mentor’s perception of their mentee’s change in social competence (Y∆MSC) 

was regressed on their score from the Match Characteristics Questionnaire - which 

measured mentoring relationship quality (XMRQ) - along with two other independent 

variables that describe the match and its context: the mentee’s average developmental 

asset score (XAssets) and the length of the mentoring match (XDuration). The following 

represents the first regression equation: 

Y∆MSC = a + β1XMRQ + β2 XAssets + β3 XDuration +  e 

The results of this analysis were surprising: only the length of the match significantly 

predicted a mentee’s change in their overall social competencies, and the model itself did 

not predict much of the variation in the outcome variable (R2 = .08, β’s = .22, .16, 07, and 

p’s = .008, .08, .44 respectively.) 
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Table 14 

Multiple Regression Model for Overall Change in Mentee Social Competence – 
Hypothesis One (n =140) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship .01 .00 .22** .08 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .00 .16  
Average developmental asset level .12 .16 .07  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

The second research question concerned the possibility of additional services that also 

positively affect social competence, and to investigate possible additional services three 

additional independent variables were added to the above model: the number of sports 

teams on which the mentee participates yearly (XSports), the number of additional 

activities in which they participate outside mentoring (XActivities), and the mentor contact’s 

rating of the school with respect to community partnerships (XSchComm). The variable that 

reflects school and community partnerships was hypothesized to be related to the number 

of additional resources because it provides a measure of the engagement of the school 

with the surrounding community. The questions asked of the mentor contact on this 

instrument concern the degree to which they work outside the campus to create and 

include services for their students. It was assumed that the more engaged a school is, the 

more likely it is that mentees will have access to and utilize resources outside of 

mentoring, and the more likely adults on the campus will be attuned to the need to match 

student deficits with enhanced opportunities.  

After adding these three independent variables the resulting regression equation was: 

Y∆MSC = a + β1XMRQ + β2 XAssets + β3 XSports + β4 XActivities + β5 XDuration +  

β6 XSchComm +  e 
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Again the only significant predictor of a mentee’s overall change in social competence 

was the length of time in the relationship, but a test of fit indicated that this model was 

not well-suited for the data , F(6,90) = 1.26, p = .29.  

 

Table 15 

Multiple Regression Model for Overall Change in Mentee Social Competence – 
Hypothesis Two (n =97) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship  .01  .00  .21* .08 
Internal Match Relationship Quality  .01 .01  .16  
Average developmental asset level  .03 .20  .02  
Mentee’s total sports teams -.04 .09 -.05  
Mentee’s total afterschool activities  .00 .09  .01  
Average School and Community Partnerships score  .13 .09  .15  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Additional Research and the Development of Six Research Categories 

Since the proposed hierarchical models were unsuccessful, since the first 

proposed regression model only showed relationship duration as a predictor of mentee 

growth in social competence, and since the results from the second model are not useful 

given the problems with the general fit, it was clear to the author that additional forms of 

research were required. A return was made to the surveys with a more exploratory eye to 

look for what could be learned from the collected information. The original intent of this 

study was to see what factors impacted changes in mentee social competence, but many 

of the proposed factors were not sufficient predictors of growth.  

First the larger sub-instruments within the survey were separated into their 

component items and relationships between these and the growth in mentee social skills 

were examined. As with the contributing factors, the thinking behind the outcome 
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variable that measured change in mentee social competence was also expanded, and the 

outcomes under investigation expanded to include – in addition to overall change in 

mentee social competence – changes on each of the 12 individual items within these two 

subscales. Mentors rated each of these 12 items on a seven point scale from “Much 

worse” (0) to “Much “Improved” (6). An “I Don’t Know” option was also offered as 

described earlier. 

In addition, the three sufficiency scales used to measure how mentors feel; 1) 

about the sufficiency of mentoring in general to aid their mentees; 2) the sufficiency of 

additional activities outside of mentoring to aid their mentees, and; 3) the sufficiency of 

themselves as mentors were added to the analysis as outcome variables. Mentors 

answered each of these items on a four point scale from “Very insufficient” (0) to “Very 

sufficient” (3). There were no “I Don’t Know” options available. 

The full list of change in social competency and mentor sufficiency outcome 

variables with which the survey results were examined for significant correlations is 

listed below. 

 

Table 16 

The Outcomes of Mentee Social Competence and Mentor Sufficiency Issues 
Change in mentee social competence variables 
 Overall change score 

• MSC - Average change in mentee social competence 
 
Change subscores – numbers refer to item number in the mentor survey (Appendix C) 

• 32b – Show empathy and compassion for others’ feelings 
• 33b – Provide help, share materials, and act cooperatively with others 
• 34b – Take turns, play fair, and follow the rules of the game 
• 35b – Listen carefully to others 
• 36b – Initiate interactions and join in with others in an appropriate and positive 

manner 
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• 37b – Stop and calm down with excited or upset 
• 38b – Recognize and label his/her feelings and those of others appropriately 
• 39b – Handle disagreements in a positive way 
• 40b – Get angry when provoked by other children 
• 41b – Easily get irritated when he/she has trouble with some task 
• 42b – Show verbal or physical aggression to other persons 
• 43b – Obey rules and directions 

Perceptions of sufficiency variables 
 Sufficiency of mentoring to handle the issues faced by mentee 

Sufficiency of additional resources outside of mentoring to satisfy mentee’s needs 
Sufficiency of self as a mentor 

 

Once this broader group of outcome variables was determined, the next step was 

to solidify the factors with which to look for relationships. The questions asked on both 

the mentor and mentor contact surveys subsequently fit into six categories: mentee 

characteristics, mentor characteristics, school characteristics, mentor commitment in 

length/frequency of the match, mentor strategies, and the strength of the relationship. The 

following table shows the information that was collected within each of these categories. 

 

Table 17 

The Six Categories of Survey Information 
Mentee 

Characteristics 
Mentor 

Characteristics 
Mentor 

Commitment 
in Time 

Mentor 
Strategies 

Strength of 
the 

Relationship 

School 
Characteristics 

-Age, grade 
-Average 
developmental asset 
-Gender 
-Is gender same as 
mentor? 
-Is race same as 
mentor? 
- Total number of 
sports teams on 
which mentee 
participates 
- Total number of 
afterschool activities 
in which mentee 
participates 

-Age 
-Employment 
-Education 
-Gender 
-Children 
-Ever mentored? 

-Months in match 
-Frequency of 
visits 
-Length of each 
visit 
-Only in it for a 
year? 
-Only in it for 
elementary school 
years? 
- How many more 
months are 
expected in the 
match? 

-How much is 
known about the 
mentees’ assets 
-How often mentor 
talks on the phone, 
texts, emails, or 
uses regular email 
to communicate 
with mentee 
-How often mentor 
communicates with 
the mentees’ 
teachers 
-How highly 
mentor ranks the 
importance of 
specific activities 
with the mentee 
(111-130) 

-Overall internal 
MRQ 
-Scores on each 
of the 22 internal 
MRQ items (84-
105) 
 

-Percent 
free/reduced lunch 
-TEA rating 
-Percent of students 
with mentors 
- -School and 
Community 
Partnerships overall 
score and scores on 
individual items  
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Mentee characteristics. The correlations between mentee characteristics and the 

outcome variables of mentee social competency growth and mentor perceptions of 

sufficiency showed few relationships. In particular, the average developmental asset 

score was not related to either the average change in mentee social competence, or to any 

of the individual change in mentee social competence items. This finding is reassuring for 

mentors, as it indicates the possibility that developmental difficulties will not 

significantly repress the potential for growth on these scales.8

    

  

 

Table 18 

Relationships Between Mentee Characteristics and Changes in Social Competence 
Variables 

    Avg. 
MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 

Grade -.13 -.02 -,01 -.21* -.13 -.10 -.07 
Age -.13 -.05 -.00 -.22 -.13 -.10 -.08 
Total sports teams -.01  .02 -.00 -.04 -.01  .04 -.04 
Total afterschool activities  .03  .01 -.09 -.04 -.04 -.07  .08 
Whether mentor has ever thought 
therapy was needed (1 = yes) -.03    .21* -.02  .02  .05  .06  .18 
Gender -.03  .06 -.03 -.02 -.03 -.01  .08 
Average mentee developmental asset 
score  .10  .00  .09  .02  .00  .11 -.16 
Are mentee and mentor the same gender 
(1=yes)? -.10  .01 -.13 -.11 -.14 -.11 -.10 
Are mentee and mentor the same race 
(1=yes)?  .12  .06  .02  .07  .15  .12  .06 
  

                                                           
8 In order to see if the assets had a similar pattern of no relationships with the current measure of mentee 
social competences that they did with growth in these areas, the average developmental asset score was 
correlated with each of the 12 items measuring current social competence. At this point, there were many 
positive relationships, indicating perhaps that while levels of growth on these measures are not related to 
the assets, current levels of the social competency measures are. Furthermore, when the average 
developmental asset score was correlated with both the overall internal MRQ score as well as the individual 
internal MRQ measures (items 84-105 from the mentor survey) – in order to see how they related to the 
relationship quality functions – there were again many positive relationships.  The results are presented in 
Tables E-1 and E-2 in Appendix E. 
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    Variables 
    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b 43b 
Grade -.02 -.14 -.08 -.10 -.05 -.10 
Age -.04 -.12 -.10 -.10 -.07 -.09 
Total sports teams -.02 -.03  .04  .08  .10  .01 
Total afterschool activities  .07  .03  .20  .14  .02 -.05 
Whether mentor has ever thought 
therapy was needed (1 = yes)  .13 -.09 -.05  .02  .07 -.05 
Gender  .05  .06 -.01 -.09 -.02 -.12 
Average mentee developmental asset 
score -.01  .16  .15  .11 -.05  .06 
Are mentee and mentor the same gender 
(1=yes)? -.07 -.09 -.08 -.18 -.16 -.13 
Are mentee and mentor the same race 
(1=yes)?  .04  .13  .18 -.00  .02 -.06 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

 The mentee average developmental asset score was, however, positively related to 

two of the three variables regarding the mentor’s perceptions of sufficiency: whether the 

mentor felt mentoring was sufficient to handle the mentee’s issues, and whether the 

mentor felt that a mentee’s outside activities, in combination with mentoring, were 

sufficient to handle the mentee’s issues. As can be seen in the table below, the strongest 

relationship is between the average asset score and the perception that the mentee’s 

additional activities were sufficient to handle the problems they faced. The average asset 

score was not related significantly to whether the mentor felt sufficient as a mentor, 

indicating that decreased developmental assets were not related to decreases in mentors’ 

self-confidence in their mentoring abilities.  
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Table 19 

Relationships Between Mentee Characteristics and Mentor Perceptions of Sufficiency 

  Variable 

Measure 

Sufficiency of 
mentoring to 

handle 
mentees' issues 

Sufficiency of 
outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' needs 

Sufficiency of 
respondent as 

a mentor 
Grade  .04  .06 -.15 
Age  .08  .06 -.11 
Total sports teams -.08  .11  .01 
Total afterschool activities  .12  .23* -.07 
Whether mentor has ever thought therapy 
was needed (1 = yes) -.17* -.21* -.08 
Gender -.05 -.08 -.17* 
Average developmental asset score  .23**   .40**  .07 
Are mentee and mentor the same gender 
(1=yes)? -.09 -.04 -.20* 
Are mentee and mentor the same race 
(1=yes)?  .07  .18* -.05 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

This pattern was repeated when the 40 individual mentee assets were each 

correlated with the sufficiency variables. Twenty-nine of the 40 items were related 

positively to whether the mentor felt that a mentee’s outside activities, in combination 

with mentoring, were sufficient to handle the mentee’s issues, and 19 of 40 items were 

positively related to whether the mentor felt mentoring was sufficient to handle issues. In 

only 5 of the 40 items were the mentee’s developmental assets positively related to 

whether the mentor themselves felt sufficient as a mentor. The table with these results is 

available in Table E-3 in Appendix E. 

Although some of the previous literature indicates a preference for matching 

mentors and mentees based on racial and gender similarities, the results of this study did 

not show any relationship between whether a match was same-gender or same-race and 
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either the average change in mentee social competence or the individual change 

measures. There was, however, a positive correlation between the race-same variable 

(Racial similarities = 1, No racial similarities = 0) and whether the mentor felt that the 

mentee’s outside activities were sufficient to handle their personal issues. There was also 

a negative relationship between the gender-same variable (Same gender = 1, Different 

gender = 0) and whether the mentor felt sufficient as a mentor. This last result is 

particularly interesting, and may be important to point out to mentoring programs that 

want to more carefully match mentors who are prone to self-confidence issues. 

To explore the same-gender relationship further, Table 20 shows the mean sense 

of sufficiency as a mentor for the same gender and different gender mentoring matches, 

and the results of a t-test that showed that the difference between these two means was 

significant. 

 

Table 20 

Sufficiency Felt as a Mentor Based on Whether Matches Were Between Same Gendered 
Mentor and Mentee 
 Sufficiency felt as a 

mentor (0-3) 
 

 M SD n t 
Same gender matches 2.09 .75 117 2.4* 
Different gender matches 2.48 .51 23 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

It is important to note, however, that all of the mixed gender matches had female 

mentors and male mentees. While this might point to the possibility that females feel 

more sufficient as mentors, when this variable is examined by mentor gender, males have 

slightly higher average feelings of their sufficiency (female mentors: M = 2.14, SD = .79, 



 
 

89 
 

n = 100, male mentors: M = 2.18, SD = .55, n = 40). There is also greater variation in the 

female’s feelings of sufficiency, indicating a wider range of sufficiency perceptions 

among women who mentor. 

Mentor characteristics. The only mentor characteristic that was related to a 

change in mentee social competence measure was the mentor’s age, which was positively 

associated with the mentee’s change in their ability to show empathy and compassion for 

others’ feelings (r = .18, p = .04). There were no relationships between the mentor’s age 

and other mentee social competence measures, or between any of these measures and the 

mentor’s gender, education level, employment status, or whether they had children.  

Some of the mentor characteristics were related, however, to their sufficiency 

perceptions. Both a mentors’ employment status (1 = Yes, 0 = No) and their education 

level (High school = 0, College = 1, Master’s Degree/Professional Degree/PhD = 2) were 

negatively related to whether they believed mentoring was sufficient to handle the 

problems faced by their mentee. This increased pessimism may be due to the increased 

exposure that comes with employment or more education, and an enhanced awareness of 

the limitations of mentoring. The results are presented in Table 21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

90 
 

Table 21 

Relationships Between Mentor Characteristics and Mentor Perceptions of Sufficiency 

  Variable 

Measure 

Sufficiency of 
mentoring to 

handle 
mentees' issues 

Sufficiency of 
outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' needs 

Sufficiency of 
respondent as 

a mentor 

Mentor age .02 -.06 -.02 
Mentor employment status -.17* -.10 -.11 
Mentor education level -.19*  .10  .00 
Is mentor a parent? (1=yes) .03  .09  .05 
Was the mentor ever mentored? -.06 -.10 -.05 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

School characteristics. Several school demographic and performance variables 

were correlated with changes in mentee social competence measures, as was the average 

school and community partnerships score. The demographic variables examined were the 

percent of students receiving Free and/or Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL), the percent of 

students who had an APIE mentor, and TEA school performance rating from 

Academically Unacceptable (1) Exemplary (4). There were several correlations between 

these variables and some of the change in mentee social competence items, which may 

indicate that overall levels of disadvantage or performance at a school impact the degree 

to which a mentee can improve on these types of measures. This may also be related, 

however, to the levels of difficulties faced by the children at these schools, or to the level 

of difficulties seen in the types of children selected for mentoring programs there.  

 

 

 

 



 
 

91 
 

Table 22 

Relationships Between School Characteristics and Changes in Social Competence 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    Avg. 

MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 
Percent of students on FRPL -.02 -.20* -.08 -.01 -.06 -.11 -.12 
Percent of students with an APIE 
mentor  .07 -.23**  .04  .07 -.01  .07 -.08 
TEA Rating  .20*  .22*  .13  .17  .14  .20*  .24* 
 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b 43b 
Percent of students on FRPL -.12 .03 -.02 -.04  .09 .11 
Percent of students with an APIE mentor -.02 .14  .11  .08  .18 .19 
TEA Rating  .16 .20*  .12  .16  .11 .13 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

None of the demographic or performance variables were associated with any of 

the sufficiency variables, and the average school and community partnerships measure 

was unrelated to any of the mentee social competence or sufficiency variables. 

While the results from the three categories of mentee, mentor and school 

characteristics are certainly interesting and help inform the recommendations made later 

in the discussion chapter, these areas were not the author’s primary interest for further 

analysis. Obviously many factors within these three categories make an impact on how a 

mentee improves along the social competency scales, but they are not immediately under 

the control of the mentor or mentoring organization. As a result, the more complex 

regression models primarily included independent variables from the three categories 

where recommendations could yield more immediate results from both volunteers and 

their sponsoring organizations: mentor commitment, mentor strategies, and strength of 

the relationship. Those mentor or mentee characteristics that were associated with 
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changes in mentee social competence, however, were included in some of the OLS 

models to see if they could help predict change. 

Mentor commitment in frequency and length of the match. Three measures of the 

commitment of the match were examined: the length of the match in months, the number 

of meetings between mentor and mentee monthly, and the length of time of each meeting 

in hours. While there were a few relationships between the frequency and length of each 

meeting, the greatest number of associations was found between the changes in mentee 

social competency and the length of the match in months. 

 

Table 23 

Relationships Between Time Commitment and Changes in Social Competence 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    Avg. 

MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 
Months in relationship  .20*  .33***  .26**  .21*  .14  .28**  .24* 
Frequency of meetings  -.20* -.16 -.13 -.14 -.10 -.00 -.10 
Length of each meeting  .07  .03  .20*  .07  .16  .15  .05 
 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b 43b 
Months in relationship  .31***  .12 -.06 -.03  .04 -.20 
Frequency of meetings  -.19* -.08 -.10 -.13 -.03 -.23* 
Length of each meeting  .00  .10  .09  .10  .10  .05 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

None of the three mentor commitment variables were associated significantly 

with any of the sufficiency variables.  

Because relationship length was related to so many of the individual mentee 

social competency gains, relationships were also investigated between the length of the 

match and the current state of mentee social competency. Two of the 12 individual 
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current social competency measures were significantly and negatively related to length of 

time in the relationship, which was unexpected. 

 

Table 24 

Relationships Between Time Commitment and Current Social Competence 
    Current Social Competence Variables 
    Avg. 

MSC 32a 33a 34a 35a 36a 37a 
Months in relationship .20* -.11 -.02 -.08 -.21* -.16 .12 
 
    Current Social Competence Variables 
    38a 39a 40a 41a 42a 43a 
Months in relationship .00 -.16 -.19 -.11 -.10 -.19* 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

 The two items which were negative and significant concerned whether the child 

listens carefully to others (item 35a in Appendix C) and whether the child obeys rules and 

directions (item 43a in Appendix C). The longer a child is in a match, the longer the 

possibility that the child falls into a teenage age group where these issues are naturally 

more problematic. When the same two correlations were rerun separately for elementary 

students versus middle or high school students, none of the relationships remained 

significant for the elementary students, and the variable that measured how well the 

student obeyed rules and directions was no longer significant at the middle/high school 

level either.  
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Table 25 

Relationships By School Level 
    Current Social Competence 

Variables 
    35a 43a 
 

Elem. 
Middle/ 

High Elem. 
Middle/ 

High 
Months in relationship -.11 -.48** -.12 -.31 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Given the finding about the importance of relationship duration on mentee social 

competence growth, and the effect that being a teenager has on current mentee social 

competence, the author also ran correlations between the length of the relationship and 

each of the internal MRQ items (Table E-4) and MRQ items related to external things 

that affect the match (Table E-5). The internal MRQ items measured the strength of the 

relationship with statements such as “My mentee asks for my opinion or advice” and “My 

mentee does things to push me away”, and the items that measured external things that 

affected the match looked at issues like “My mentee needs more from me than I can 

give” and “My mentee is so busy that it is hard to schedule with him/her”.  

 The average internal MRQ was not related to the length of the match, but four of 

the individual internal MRQ items (mentor survey items 84-105) were correlated 

negatively as they were with the two current mentee social competence measures. In this 

case, the longer the match, the lower the mentor rated the relationship with respect to the 

mentee’s privacy about home life (item 86), the distance felt by the mentor towards 

mentee (item 89), the degree to which the mentee avoided talking to the mentor about 

problems at home (item 93), and the amount of frustration the mentor felt about the 

progress of the match (96). Two of the items that measured external effects on the 



 
 

95 
 

relationship (mentor survey items 131-157) were also correlated similarly: the length of 

the match was related positively and significantly to whether the mentor believes the 

mentee wishes the mentor were different (item 137) and to whether it is difficult for the 

mentor to handle the mentee’s behavior (item153). Once again, when all six of these 

correlations were rerun separately for elementary versus middle/high school students, 

only one of the relationships remained significant at the elementary school level, and four 

of the six were no longer significant at the middle or high school level. These results are 

available in Table E-6. These age level results point to a middle/high school effect on 

matches that, while beyond the scope of this paper, is important to point out to mentors 

who are beginning matches in the upper levels, or to those who follow their mentees after 

elementary school. This will be discussed further in the discussion chapter that follows. 

Strength of the relationship. The strength of the relationship was measured with 

the internal MRQ score which averaged results from 22 items about the mentor’s 

perception of the match. This score was only positively related to two of the change in 

mentee social competence variables. 

 

Table 26 

Relationships Between Internal Relationship Quality and Change in Social Competence 
    Change in Social Competence Variable 
    Avg. 

MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 
Internal MRQ .16 .08 .13 .04 .08 .19* .09 
 
    Change in Social Competence Variable 
    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b 43b 
Internal MRQ .09 .20* .15 .16 .11 .16 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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The internal MRQ was also positively related, however, to all of the sufficiency 

variables, indicating perhaps that the strength of the relationship is more connected to the 

way the mentor perceives the match will impact the mentee, but not as much to the 

specific ways in which the changes were measured here. 

 

Table 27 

Relationships Between Internal Relationship Quality and Mentor Perceptions of 
Sufficiency 

  Variable 

Measure 

Sufficiency of 
mentoring to 

handle 
mentees' issues 

Sufficiency of 
outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' needs 

Sufficiency of 
respondent as 

a mentor 

Internal MRQ .54*** .24** .43*** 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Mentoring strategies. The mentor strategies that were examined were; 1) the 

amount the mentor knows about the mentee as measured by the number of asset items 

they answered; 2) the frequency with which the mentor communicated with the mentor’s 

teacher or the mentor contact, or with the mentee by phone, texts, emails, or regular mail, 

and; 3) how highly they rated the importance of 20 focus of mentoring items from the 

MRQ (items 111-130). 

 The amount the mentor knew about the mentee’s developmental assets was not 

associated significantly with any of the change in social competence or sufficiency 

variables. The number of times per year that the mentor spoke with one or more of a 

mentee’s teachers was related to the overall change in mentee social competence and to 

five of the 12 individual competency changes. The number of times per year a mentor 

and mentee spoke by phone was associated with one of the individual change in social 



 
 

97 
 

competencies, and with how sufficient the mentor felt mentoring was to address their 

mentee’s issues. The number of times per year that the mentor and mentee communicated 

by email was related to how sufficient the mentor felt the mentee’s outside activities were 

for their needs. There also was a significant relationship between one of the individual 

changes in social competency items and the number of times per year that a mentor 

communicated by regular mail with their mentee. 

 

Table 28 

Relationships Between Internal Relationship Quality and Change in Social Competence  
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    Avg. 

MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 
Total number of assets answered -.00 -.03 -.07 -.11  .00 -.04 .12 
Yearly communication with the 
mentor contact  .01  .01 .02  .01  .01  .01 .08 
Yearly communication with 1 or 
more teachers 

     
.22**  .14 .27**  .29**  .28**  .31*** .11 

Yearly communication by phone   .07  .21* .10  .09  .07  .07 .08 
Yearly communication by email  .05  .06 .05  .03  .05  .05 .12 
Yearly communication by text -.03  .11 -.03 -.04 -.06 -.06 .00 
Yearly communication by regular 
mail  .10  .04 -.10 -.06 -.01  .04 .23* 
 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b    43b 
Total number of assets answered  .17  .08 -.03  .08 -.07   .04 
Yearly communication with the 
mentor contact -.10  .01  .11  .02  .07 -.09 
Yearly communication with 1 or 
more teachers  .04  .19  .07  .06 

  
.21*   .13 

Yearly communication by phone  .17  .01  .01 -.08 -.00 -.06 
Yearly communication by email  .10  .03  .10  .06  .06   .03 
Yearly communication by text  .10 -.02 -.06 -.10 -.03 -.09 
Yearly communication by regular 
mail  .08  .04  .04  .15  .01   .01 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 29 

Relationships Between Internal Relationship Quality and Mentor Perceptions of 
Sufficiency 

  Variable 

Measure 

Sufficiency 
of mentoring 

to handle 
mentees' 

issues 

Sufficiency of 
outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' needs 

Sufficiency 
of 

respondent 
as a mentor 

Total number of assets answered -.02  .02  .07 
Yearly communication with the mentor contact  .10 -.11 -.00 
Yearly communication with 1 or more teachers  .05  .03  .05 
Yearly communication by phone  .18*  .08 -.09 
Yearly communication by email -.15  .20* -.02 
Yearly communication by text -.12  .11  .01 
Yearly communication by regular mail -.01 -.07  .08 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Nine of the MRQ focus of mentoring items were also associated significantly with 

changes in mentee social competence and two were associated significantly with the 

sufficiency the mentor felt about the mentee’s outside activities. Only those MRQ focus 

items that were associated are listed in the tables below, although the entire set of these 

correlations can be found in Tables E-7 and E-8. The most frequent item that was related 

significantly to changes in social competence was the importance the mentor gave to 

getting their mentee to care about other people. This variable was associated with the 

overall change in mentee social competence, and with 8 of the 12 individual items. 
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Table 30 

Relationships Between Internal Relationship Quality and Change in Social Competence 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 

Importance the mentor places on:    
Avg. 
MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 

Doing activities that get mentee to think .22** .15 .21* .26** .29** .12 .23* 
Encouraging mentee to push beyond what is 
comfortable or easy 

.23** .22* .29** .19* .20* .19* .24* 

Making time to goof around, laugh, and 
have light-hearted fun 

.21* .06 .02 .10 .14 .16 .27** 

Teaching mentee to manage or improve 
behavior 

.13 .11 .17 .15 .18 .13 .14 

Doing or saying things to improve mentee’s 
attitude towards school 

.23** .13 .22* .16 .12 .15 .15 

Exposing mentee to new ideas and 
experiences 

.20* .15 .25** .17 .15 .07 .23* 

Getting mentee to care more about others .33*** .24** .31*** .28** .29** .24** .16 
Getting mentee to develop stronger skills 
and interests 

.12 .12 .24** .16 .17 .13 .09 

Having fun while themselves while with 
mentee 

.17* .01 .09 .16 .16 .11 .08 

 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
   Importance the mentor places on:    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b 43b 
Doing activities that get mentee to think .16 .25* .18 .14 .09 .13 
Encouraging mentee to push beyond what is 
comfortable or easy .26** .26** .20* .09 .17 .04 

Making time to goof around, laugh, and 
have light-hearted fun .17 .20* .18 .16 .08 .15 

Teaching mentee to manage or improve 
behavior .21* .15 .21* .07 .16 .21* 

Doing or saying things to improve mentee’s 
attitude towards school .16 .34*** .13 .16 .10 .22* 

Exposing mentee to new ideas and 
experiences .23* .16 .14 .09 .07 .10 

Getting mentee to care more about others .26** .28** .14 .20* .11 .18 
Getting mentee to develop stronger skills 
and interests .08 .12 .06 .12 .10 .10 

Having fun while themselves while with 
mentee .04 .19 .08 .06 .08 .09 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 31 

Relationships Between Internal Relationship Quality and Mentor Perceptions of 
Sufficiency 

   Variable 

Importance the mentor places on: 

Sufficiency of 
mentoring to 

handle 
mentees' issues 

Sufficiency of 
outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' needs 

Sufficiency of 
respondent as 

a mentor 
Teaching mentee to manage or improve 
behavior -.10 -.20* -.13 
Teaching mentee social skills -.13   -.23** -.08 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Building Predictor Models 

After all of the relationship investigations were completed, the results were used 

to build regression prediction models that were reasonably consistent across all of the 

outcome variables. Since there were similarities between most of the change in mentee 

social competence relationships across the six categories of survey questions, these 13 

outcome variables – the overall change in mentee social competence and the 12 

individual items – were grouped together and a reasonably similar model was developed 

for all 13. As a group, the three sufficiency outcomes were generally correlated with a 

different set of variables than were the thirteen social competency outcomes, so a 

separate model was developed for them.  

Within both groups - the thirteen mentee social competence variables and the 

three sufficiency variables - variables that were consistently significantly associated with 

the outcomes were identified as a common set of predictors to include in each model. In 

some circumstances particular mentor or mentee characteristics that were also related to a 

specific outcome were included in that specific model. For the sake of parsimony and to 
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ensure sufficient power, many variables were not included if they would not contribute to 

an understanding of how the outcome varied. 

In order to make sure that each of the 16 regression models had sufficient power, 

the author ran a set of preliminary regressions to identify the range of R2 values that were 

generated from this type of data. These values were then compared to the power tables 

developed by Park and Dudycha (1974). Most of the R2’s were expected to be around .25, 

and these values were used to find the number of observations needed to guarantee power 

of .8 or higher with a confidence interval around the R2 of .05 in either direction. With 

eight predictors in the model, there is an 80% change of getting a sample R2 of .2 to .3 

with 138 subjects. Since the number of mentors for whom there was information for the 

outcome variable ranged from 102-140, more parsimonious models were preferable, and 

the author tried to keep the number of independent variables below eight if possible.   

Change in Mentee Social Competence Models 

 Table 32 summarizes the variables from each of the six categories that were 

related to one or more of the changes in mentee social competence. 
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Table 32 

Variables Related to Changes in Mentee Social Competence (MSC) by Category 

MSC 
Mentee 
Char. 

Mentor 
Char. 

School 
Char. 

Mentor 
Commitment 
in Time 

Mentor 
Strategies 

Strength of 
the 
Relationship 

Avg.   TEA 
Rating 
 

Freq. of mtgs. 
Length of rlshp. 
 

Freq. of comm.. by phone, MRQ 
focus of mentoring items: 114, 
117, 115, 119, 120, 123, 127 

 

32b Therapy 
considered? 

Mentor 
age 

FRPL, 
TEA 
Rating, 
% Mentors 
at sch. 

Length of rlshp. 
 

12, MRQ focus of mentoring 
items: 123 

 

33b    Mtg. length 
Length of rlshp. 
 

Freq. of comm.. by phone, MRQ 
focus of mentoring items: 114, 
119, 120, 123, 125, 130 

 

34b Grade 
Age 

  Length of rlshp. 
 

Freq. of comm.. by phone, MRQ 
focus of mentoring items: 114,123 

 

35b     Freq. of comm.. by phone, MRQ 
focus of mentoring items: 114, 
123, 128 

 

36b   TEA 
Rating 

Length of rlshp. 
 

Freq. of comm.. by phone, MRQ 
focus of mentoring items: 116, 
1223 

Internal MRQ  

37b   TEA 
Rating 

Length of rlshp. MRQ focus of mentoring items: 
15, 114, 117, 120 

 

38b    Length of rlshp. 
Freq. of mtgs. 

MRQ focus of mentoring items: 
115, 118, 120, 123, 130 

 

39b   TEA 
Rating  

 MRQ focus of mentoring 
items:114, 115, 117, 119, 123, 
124 

Internal MRQ 

40b     MRQ focus of mentoring 
items:115, 118 

 

41b     MRQ focus of mentoring 
items:123 

 

42b     Freq. of comm.. by phone  
43b   % Mentors 

at sch. 
 MRQ focus of mentoring 

items:118, 119 
 

 

Four variables were selected for inclusion in each of the change in social 

competence regressions: length of the relationship in months, Internal MRQ score, the 

frequency of communication with one or more of the mentee’s teachers, and the 

importance given by the mentor to getting the mentee to care about others (MRQ focus of 

mentoring item 123, please see Appendix C). All of these variables appeared more than 

once in the correlations, and all four were considered helpful to an understanding of the 

variation in the outcomes. The internal MRQ, for example, only showed an association 

with two of the change in social competency variables, but this instrument was an 
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important component of the original hypotheses proposed, and the author therefore 

wanted to determine where it was in fact a predictor of any of the outcomes.  

All of the social competency measures were significantly correlated with 

additional strategies that are not included in the final models presented below. In 

particular these include specific MRQ focus of mentoring strategies. Exploratory models 

that included all of the strategies relevant to the outcome were tested initially, but in 

multiple tests using the four base independent variables the only strategies that were ever 

significant were the frequency of communication with teachers and the importance 

placed on getting the mentee to care about others. As a result, and for the sake of both 

parsimony and consistency, the models below do not include the various additional 

strategies that were significantly associated with particular outcomes in the correlations. 

Because so many of the mentee social competence variables were correlated significantly 

with the importance the mentor gave to encouraging the mentee to push beyond what is 

comfortable or easy (MRQ focus of mentoring item 115), this variable was initially 

included in all the models, but was never a significant predictor. To minimize the number 

of independent variables, this strategy was therefore dropped. The only additional 

variables included are specific mentee or mentor characteristics that might contribute to a 

better understanding of the variation in changes in social competence. 

Overall change in mentee social competence. The first outcome considered was 

the overall change in a mentee’s social competence, and this was regressed on the four 

variables chosen for all change in competency models – length of relationship, internal 

MRQ score, the frequency of communication with teachers, and the importance given by 

the mentor to getting the mentee to care about others. There were seven additional 
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strategies that were significantly correlated with the outcome but in initial tests none of 

the additional strategies, with the exception the importance given to getting the mentee to 

care about others and the frequency of communication with the teacher, were significant. 

Various combinations were also tried without finding these additional strategies to be 

predictive of the outcome. For the sake of parsimony, the non-significant strategies were 

omitted, and because this model was close to the one proposed for the first hypothesis, 

the average developmental asset score was added so a comparison could be made 

between the original model and the one that included the addition of the two strategy 

variables that were significant predictors in the model above: the frequency of 

communication with one or more of the mentee’s teachers and the importance given to 

getting the mentee to care more about others. Again both of the added strategies were 

significant predictors of the outcome, along with the length of the relationship. The two 

strategies led to a R2 increase from .08 in the original model to an R2 of 

Independent Variables 

.21 as shown 

below. The general linear test comparing these two models shows a significant increase 

in the amount of variation described in the outcome as a result of the addition of the two 

strategy variables F(2, 134) = 11.98, p < .001.  

 

Table 33 

Multiple Regression Model for Overall Change in Mentee Social Competence (n =140) 
B B (SE)   β R2 

Months in relationship .01 .00 .22** .21 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .00 .13  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.01 .00 .22**  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.18 .05 .29***  

Average developmental asset level .11 .15 .06  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Change in ability to show empathy and compassion (item 32b). In the model to 

predict change in the mentee’s ability to show empathy and compassion the mentor’s age 

was included since it was correlated significantly with the outcome and could help 

describe some of the variation. It was not a significant predictor, however, and the two 

significant predictors were the length of the relationship and the importance the mentor 

gave to getting the mentee to care more about other people. 

 

Table 34 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Show Empathy and 
Compassion for Others’ Feelings (n =123 ) 
Independent Variables B B (SE)   β R2 
Months in relationship .02 .00 .32*** .22 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .01 .12  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.01 .00 .15  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.17 .06 .22**  

Mentor age .01 .01 .13  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Change in ability to provide help, share, and act cooperatively (item 33b). The 

same pattern of significance with the overall mentee social competence model was found 

in the model developed for the measure of change in the ability to provide help, share, 

and act cooperatively with others. The three significant predictors were the length of the 

relationship, the frequency of communication with teachers, and the importance given to 

getting the mentee to care more about others.  
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Table 35 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Provide Help, Share 
Materials, and Act Cooperatively with Others (n =120 ) 
Independent Variables B B (SE)   β R2 
Months in relationship .02 .00 .29*** .25 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .01 .11  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.02 .00 .28**  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.21 .06 .27**  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Change in ability to take turns, play fair, and follow rules of the game (item 34b). 

In the model for change in ability to take turns, play fair, and follow the rules of the 

game, the mentee’s age was included because it was positively correlated with the 

outcome and could provide insight into the variation. It was not significant, however, and 

again the length of the relationship, the frequency of communication with teachers, and 

the importance of getting the mentee to care about others were the three significant 

predictors. 

 

Table 36 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Take Turns, Play Fair, and 
Follow the Rules of the Game (n =116) 
Independent Variables   B B (SE)  β    R2 
Months in relationship  .02 .00 .29** .23 
Internal Match Relationship Quality  .00 .01 .02  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

 .01 .01 .24*  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

 .18 .07 .21*  

Mentee age -.08 .04 -.19  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Change in ability to listen carefully to others (item 35b). In the model for change 

in ability to listen carefully to others, the length of the relationship was no longer a 

significant predictor, although the frequency of communication with teachers and the 

importance given to getting the mentee to care about others both were. Listening 

carefully to others was one of the two current social competency measures that was not 

associated with length of relationship specifically for the elementary school mentors, but 

was negatively associated with length of relationship for the middle and high school 

mentors. This may explain why the length of the relationship was not associated with the 

change over time on this competency, and why it was not a significant predictor in the 

model. 

 

Table 37 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Listen Carefully to Others (n 
=122) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship .01 .00 .16 .18 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .00 .00 .06  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.01 .00 .27**  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.19 .06 .26**  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Change in ability to initiate interactions and join in appropriately (item 36b). 

When the change in a mentee’s ability to initiate interactions and join in with others 

appropriately was regressed on the four independent variables, the length of the 

relationship, the frequency of communication with teachers, and the importance placed 
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on getting the mentee to care about others were again significant predictors, along with 

the internal MRQ score. 

 

Table 38 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Initiate Interactions and Join 
in With Others in an Appropriate and Positive Manner (n =119 ) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship .02 .00 .31*** .26 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .00 .18*  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.02 .00 .30***  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.14 .06 .18*  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Change in ability to stop and calm down (item 37b). In the model for a mentee’s 

ability to stop and calm down when excited or upset, only the duration of the relationship 

was a significant predictor of the outcome. 

 

Table 39 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Stop and Calm Down When 
Excited or Upset (n = 102) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship .01 .00 .27** .11 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .01 .11  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.01 .01 .13  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

   .10 .07 .14  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Change in ability to appropriately recognize and label feelings (item 38b). When 

the change in a mentee’s ability to appropriately recognize and label his/her feelings was 
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regressed on the four consistent variables, the length of the relationship and the 

importance placed on getting the mentee to care about others were both significant 

predictors. 

 

Table 40 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Recognize and Label His/Her 
Feelings and Those of Others Appropriately (n =111) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship .01 .00 .31*** .17 
Internal MRQ .00 .00 .10  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.00 .00 .05  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.14 .05 .23**  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Change in ability to handle disagreements positively (item 39b). Again, the 

importance of getting the mentee to care about others and the internal MRQ score were 

significant predictors in the model for the change in mentee’s ability to handle 

disagreements in a positive way. 

 

Table 41 

Multiple Regression Model for Change in Mentee Ability to Handle Disagreements in a 
Positive Way (n =103) 
Independent Variables B B (SE) β R2 
Months in relationship .01 .00 .15 .16 
Internal Match Relationship Quality .01 .01 .19*  
Frequency of communication w/1 or more of 
mentee’s teachers 

.01 .01 .17  

Importance given to getting mentee to care more 
about other people 

.20 .07 .27**  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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 There were four additional individual change in mentee social competence 

outcomes (items 40b-43b) that were regressed on the same four independent variables, 

but for which tests of fit on each model were insignificant at the .05 level. As a result, 

these models were considered to provide poor predictions of the outcomes, and their 

results are not presented. Some of the problems with these outcome variables may be due 

to the way the questions were asked on the survey. The first three of these final four items 

were stated in a negative direction. Where the first eight statements (items 32b-39b) were 

positively stated – “Show empathy and compassion for others’ feelings” or “Listen 

carefully to others” – items 40b-42b suddenly introduced negative statements such as 

“Get angry when provoked by other children.” Given that these three produced the most 

volatile responses and problematic regression models, the author hypothesized that 

participants were confused by the sudden switch, and were inconsistent in whether they 

felt they needed to switch the way that they rated both the frequency of the behavior and 

the change over time. The last item, 43b, was once again in the positive direction like the 

first eight change in mentee social competence items, but some of the problem results for 

this variable and its subsequent regression model may be due to switching back to a 

positive direction after three clustered negative statements, causing some mentors to once 

again question how they were supposed to rate both the frequency and the change over 

time. 

Sufficiency Models 

 The following table summarizes the variables from each of the six categories that 

were related to one or more of the mentors’ perceptions of sufficiency: the mentor’s sense 

of sufficiency of mentoring to aid the mentee’s issues (item 17), the mentor’s sense of 
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sufficiency of the mentee’s outside activities to provide aid (item 18), and the mentor’s 

sense of sufficiency as a mentor (item 18). 

 

Table 42 

Variables That Were Related to Sufficiency Outcomes by Category 

Suff. 
Var. 

Mentee 
Char. 

Mentor 
Char. 

School 
Char. 

Mentor 
Commitment 
in Time 

Mentor 
Strategies 

Strength of 
the 
Relationship 

16 Average 
asset, 
Therapy 
considered 

Mentor 
employme
nt, mentor 
education 

  Freq. of comm.. by phone Internal MRQ 

17 Average 
asset, Total 
afterschool 
activities, 
Therapy 
considered? 
Same race? 

   Freq. of comm.. by mail, MRQ 
focus of mentoring items: 118, 
128 

Internal MRQ 

18 Gender, 
Same 
gender? 

    Internal MRQ 

 

The author selected three variables to be included in each of the three sufficiency 

regressions: the internal MRQ score, the average developmental asset score, and the 

overall change in mentee social competence. Additional variables were then used in each 

of the models that were related specifically to the outcome. 

Sufficiency of mentoring (item 16). The degree that mentors felt mentoring was 

sufficient to handle the issues faced by their mentees was regressed on the three common 

independent variables as well as the frequency of communication by phone, whether the 

mentor ever thought the mentee needed therapy, the mentor’s employment status, and the 

mentor’s education level. Both the internal MRQ score and the overall change in a 

mentee’s social competence were significant predictors of the outcome. 

 

 



 
 

112 
 

Table 43 

Multiple Regression Model for How Sufficient Mentors Feel Mentoring is to Handle the 
Issues Faced by Their Mentees (n =140) 
Independent Variables  B B (SE)      β R2 
Internal Match Relationship Quality  .02 .00   .47*** .38 
Average mentee developmental asset -.03 .14 -.02  
Overall change in mentee social competence  .19 .07  .20**  
Frequency of communication with mentee by phone  .01 .01  .13  

Whether mentor ever thought mentee needs therapy 
(1=yes) 

-.17 .12 -.11  

Mentor employment status -.15 .12 -.09  
Mentor education level -.13 .09 -.10  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Sufficiency of other activities (item 17). In addition to the same three consistent 

independent variables, the model concerning the mentor’s perception of the sufficiency of 

the mentee’s additional activities also included the frequency of communication by 

phone, whether the mentor ever thought the mentee needed therapy, and two MRQ focus 

of mentoring strategies that were correlated with the outcome: the importance placed on 

teaching the mentee to manage or improve behavior (mentor survey item 118), and the 

importance given to teaching the mentee social skills (mentor survey item 128). Here the 

mentee developmental asset score, whether the mentor and mentee were of the same race, 

and the importance the mentor placed on teaching the mentee social skills were all three 

significant predictors of the outcome. 
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Table 44 

Multiple Regression Model for How Sufficiently Mentors Feel Their Mentees’ Additional 
Resources Outside of Mentoring Are Satisfying Their Needs (n =140) 
Independent Variables   B B (SE) β R2 
Internal Match Relationship Quality   .00 .00  .08 .30 
Average mentee developmental asset   .78 .19  .37***  
Overall change in mentee social competence   .14 .09  .12  
Frequency of communication with mentee by phone   .01 .01  .06  
Whether mentor ever thought mentee needs therapy 
(1=yes) 

  .00 .16  .00  

Whether mentor and mentee are same/similar race 
(1=yes) 

  .28 .13  .16*  

Importance given to teaching mentee to manage or 
improve behavior 

-.09 .05 -.14  

Importance given to teaching mentee social skills -.16 .05 -.26**  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

Sufficiency of mentor (item 18). In the last sufficiency model, the outcome 

variable measured was the sufficiency the mentor felt as a mentor, and the only 

significant variable was the internal MRQ score. Two gender variables were added 

because of relationships with the outcome, but controlling for all other included variables, 

neither was a predictor of how sufficient the mentor felt. 

 

Table 45 

Multiple Regression Model for How Sufficient Mentor Feels as a Mentor (n =140) 
Independent Variables   B B (SE) β R2 
Internal Match Relationship Quality   .02 .00  .47*** .27 
Average mentee developmental asset -.15 .14 -.09  
Overall change in mentee social competence  .09 .07  .09  
Whether mentor and mentee are same gender (1=yes) -.30 .17 -.15  
Mentee gender (0 = male, 1 = female) -.20 .12 -.14  
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Qualitative Analyses 

The regression results from the changes in social competencies models yielded 

three consistently significant predictors: the length of the relationship, the frequency of 

communication with teachers, and the importance the mentor placed on getting the 

mentee to care about others. We know how mentors can increase the length of the 

relationship, but the other two variables are harder to teach to mentors. Unfortunately 

there is little information in the data collected specifically about communication with the 

teachers, so this result cannot be explored further but will be discussed in the next 

chapter. Some of the open-ended mentor survey results allowed for a closer look at the 

importance of getting the mentee to care more about others, however, and qualitative 

research into these areas was conducted.  

How exactly does one get their mentee to care more about others? Thankfully, 

there are four sections on the MRQ sub-instrument that provided space for multiple open-

ended responses; 1) usual activities in which the mentor and mentee most frequently 

engage; 2) special activities; 3) the things the mentor does to help the mentee grow as a 

person, and; 4) the mentor’s three most important focuses with their mentee. To try and 

determine if there were differences in these areas based on the degree to which a mentor 

ranked getting their mentee to care more about others, all of the open-ended sections 

were coded and examined in detail. While none of the open ended sections were required, 

the participation rate of the 140 mentors in these areas was exceptionally high, although 

the length of responses ranged from single word answers to nearly complete sentences.  
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Foci and Strategy Codes 

After examining all of the open-ended responses, the clearest areas where 

differences might emerge were in the sections on things mentors do to help their mentees 

grow as a person, and their most important focuses as a mentor. Only one of the 140 

mentors completely skipped both of these sections. The latter section on mentoring 

focuses provided mentors with three blank spaces in which they were asked to write the 

three most important focuses of their mentoring, then rank them 1-3. The section on 

things done to help the mentee grow was less specific, and came right after open-ended 

sections about both usual and special activities. Mentors were given space to write three 

items, then asked to select how often they did these strategies/things that would help the 

mentee grow from never (1) to always (6), then asked to rank these items along with the 

usual and special activities. As a result, the rank for these helping-the-mentee-grow items 

was not useful on its own, although the information about frequency was included in the 

qualitative analyses. 

When the answers listed in both of these sections was examined, it became clear 

that there was a lot of overlap in tenses and structure, and many times the items listed in 

the helping-the-mentee-grow section seemed similar to those in the mentoring focus 

section. As a result, these two sections were coded at the same time, although two types 

of codes were distinguished – strategies and foci. Both code families were developed 

using open coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2008), and more codes were developed as the 

author proceeded through the responses. By the end of the coding process there were 55 

foci and 62 strategy codes, although there were 1-2 cases in each code family of 

unintentional duplication. The duplicate codes were removed, and the final set was 
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collapsed within each code family where appropriate. The final number of codes was 37 

strategy codes and 39 foci codes. 

The foci codes were developed to note the items ranked 1-3 only in the focus 

section. These included responses such as “Gain more self-confidence” or “Encourage to 

behave.” On rare occasions a single response was coded with multiple foci codes, 

primarily because it contained multiple ideas. In such unusual cases both codes had the 

appropriate rank 1-3 attached to them. 

The following example in Table 46 shows a single mentor’s three focus section 

responses and the three foci codes that they received – the response ranked 2nd

Mentoring focus section responses 

 provides 

an example where a single focus received two foci codes because of multiple concepts. 

 

Table 46 

Foci Coding Example 
Mentor’s 

rank 
 
Foci codes received  

“Getting to know my mentee better” 1 Provide a good 
relationship 

 
“Keep my mentee focused on school and college” 

 
2 

 
School 
Future 

 
“Helping my mentee learn how to handle stress” 

 
3 

 
Health/stress 

 

The items that were coded as strategies were those in either section that included 

active words indicating a conscious mentor behavior. Examples of items that were coded 

as a strategy include “Be a supporting adult” and “Set a good example for him to follow.”  

Responses from either the mentoring focus or helping-the-mentee-grow sections could be 

coded with strategy codes, although the fact that mentors selected the frequencies for the 
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helping-the-mentee-grow items but not the mentoring focus items caused some confusion 

when coding. The solution the author developed was to consider that any mentoring focus 

response that was rated 1-3 and sounded like a strategy, such as “Set a good example for 

him to follow”, was something the mentor likely did with great frequency. As a result, 

these responses were coded with a strategy code and a frequency of ‘6’ for “Always” on 

the Never (1) to Always (6) scale. The responses from the helping-the-mentee-grow 

section that were coded with strategy codes were given whatever frequency rating 1-6 

that the mentor used. While a single response item in the helping-the-mentee-grow 

section could be coded with multiple strategies if appropriate, a single response item in 

the mentoring focus section could be coded with both a foci code and multiple strategies.  

Because mentors were provided three spaces in both the helping-the-mentee-grow 

and the mentoring focus sections, each mentor had up to six responses that were coded 

here. Since the strategy codes recorded both the mention of strategies and the frequency 

they were used, these codes carried a volume component. Table 47 shows the same 

mentor example from Table 46, but this time the helping-the-mentee-grow section 

responses are added, along with the strategy codes and volume that were used. 
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Table 47 

Foci and Strategy Coding Examples Combined 
Mentoring focus 
section responses 

Mentor’s 
rank Foci codes received  

Strategy codes received  
(volume in parentheses) 

“Getting to know my 
mentee better” 

1 Provide a good relationship Get to know better (6) 

“Keep my mentee focused 
on school and college” 

2 School 
Future 

Keep focus (6) 

“Helping my mentee learn 
how to handle stress” 

3 Health/stress Help (6) 

Helping-the-mentee-
grow section responses 

Mentor’s 
freq 

  

“Drawing” 4  Play/draw (4) 
“Talking about college/ 
career” 

3  Talk (3) 
Address the future (3) 

 

Because a single mentor could use the same strategy language repeatedly in 

multiple responses – for example “Encourage mentee to learn”, “Encourage mentee to 

behave in class”, “Encourage mentee to talk” – it was possible to build up fairly high 

levels of volume for certain strategy codes if they were used more than once across all of 

a mentor’s responses. 

Once the data were completely coded with both foci and strategy codes, and the 

strategy volumes recorded, the entire set of 140 mentors’ codes and volumes were 

examined to see if there were differences between those who had highly rated the 

importance of getting their mentee to care about others and those that had not. The caring 

about others responses ranged from not important (1) to most important (6), and the 140 

mentors were split into those that had rated it on the lower half of the scale from 1-3 (Not 

important, A little important, Pretty important) to those who rated it on the upper half of 

the scale from 4-6 (Very important, Extremely important, and Most Important). There 

were 53 people in the lower rating group, and 87 in the higher group. The mean rating on 
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this scale across all 140 mentors was 3.84, and the standard deviation of 1.26 indicates a 

high amount of variation among the respondents.  

The following table presents the results of these analyses. Because 62% of the 

mentors rated the caring variable on the high end of the scale and 38% rated it on the 

lower end, comparing the total number of people and the total volume of use for each 

strategy code is misleading. The percent of each group that used the strategy was 

therefore added, along with the average volume per user within the group. Next t-tests 

were run on the differences in volume between the two groups on each of the codes, and 

the differences were significant for only the strategy of bringing in or focusing on 

specific skills, where the group with higher ranks for getting the mentee to care about 

others had a higher average volume of the strategy, t(86) = -2.28, p < .05. Despite the 

inconclusiveness of the tests overall, the higher ranking group did have higher 

percentages using strategies and greater volumes per user in the strategy codes that 

concern issues related to caring, such as making the mentee comfortable and being a 

friend. Furthermore, although a higher percentage of people in the lower ranking group 

stated that they provided love, empathy, and caring, the volume per user was higher in the 

higher ranking group. 

The higher ranking group also had higher percentages of users and higher 

volumes per user of teaching/instilling/stressing issues with their mentee as well as with 

practicing/developing/working on things with their mentee. Although these codes were 

not specific to the types of issues taught or practiced, these mentors seem to utilize or at 

least mention utilizing these techniques more often. Table 48 below shows the full set of 

results for the strategy codes separated into the higher and lower caring groups. 



 
 

120 
 

Table 48 

The Strategy Codes 
 High rank for getting mentee 

to care about others (n=87) 
Low rank for getting mentee 
to care about others (n=53) 

 

Total 
volume 

Number 
of 

people 
who 
used 

strategy 

% of  87 
who 
used 

strategy 

Avg. 
volume 

per 
user 

Total 
volume 

Number 
of 

people 
who 
used 

strategy 

% of  53 
who 
used 

strategy 

Avg. 
volume 

per 
user 

Encourage and guide 162 19 21.8% 8.5 52 7 13.2% 7.4 
Model 114 17 19.5% 6.7 64 10 18.9% 6.4 
Protect and check up on 24 3 3.4% 8.0 18 1 1.9% 18.0 
Respect  12 2 2.3% 6.0 6 1 1.9% 6.0 
Share personal experiences 4 1 1.1% 4.0 17 3 5.7% 5.7 
Emphasize commonalities 4 1 1.1% 4.0 6 1 1.9% 6.0 
Talk 113 17 19.5% 6.6 80 13 24.5% 6.2 
Make mentee comfortable 36 6 6.9% 6.0 6 1 1.9% 6.0 
Inspire and prepare 12 2 2.3% 6.0 0 0 0.0% 0.0 
Be there - reliable and 
consistent 74 12 13.8% 6.2 89 12 22.6% 7.4 
Prepare 6 1 1.1% 6.0 0 0 0.0% 0.0 
Build trust 48 8 9.2% 6.0 35 5 9.4% 7.0 
Get to know them better 12 2 2.3% 6.0 12 2 3.8% 6.0 
Be a friend 95 14 16.1% 6.8 42 7 13.2% 6.0 
Discuss tricky subjects 0 0 0.0% 0.0 6 2 3.8% 3.0 
Give advice 18 3 3.4% 6.0  00 0.0% 0.0 
Practice, work on, develop, & 
improve 73 11 12.6% 6.6 18 3 5.7% 6.0 
Teach, stress, instill and remind 149 19 21.8% 7.8 45 6 11.3% 7.5 
Bring in or focus on specific 
skills 29 5 5.7% 5.8 0 0 0.0% 0.0 
Have fun, play games, and draw 34 6 6.9% 5.7 20 4 7.5% 5.0 
Enforce and tell 17 4 4.6% 4.3 0 0 0.0% 0.0 
Help 127 16 18.4% 7.9 54 6 11.3% 9.0 
Provide love, affection, 
empathy & caring 61 8 9.2% 7.6 30 5 9.4% 6.0 
Support 60 7 8.0% 8.6 51 8 15.1% 6.4 
Positively reinforce 31 6 6.9% 5.2 6 1 1.9% 6.0 
Listen 72 12 13.8% 6.0 60 9 17.0% 6.7 
Address the future, broaden 
horizons 68 14 16.1% 4.9 38 8 15.1% 4.8 
Problem solve 11 2 2.3% 5.5 10 2 3.8% 5.0 
Let mentee lead 12 2 2.3% 6.0 36 5 9.4% 7.2 
Plan together & set goals 5 1 1.1% 5.0 12 2 3.8% 6.0 
Self-empower 16 2 2.3% 8.0 6 1 1.9% 6.0 
Keep focus 28 3 3.4% 9.3 12 2 3.8% 6.0 
Tutor 47 6 6.9% 7.8 42 7 13.2% 6.0 
Engage in sports 5 1 1.1% 5.0 4 1 1.9% 4.0 
Boost confidence 48 6 6.9% 8.0 42 6 11.3% 7.0 
Share a meal 6 1 1.1% 6.0 0 0 0.0% 0.0 
Release stress 4 1 1.1% 4.0 0 0 0.0% 0.0 
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Because so many codes were analyzed, the categories were collapsed even further 

into seven codes that referenced talking, aiding, addressing the future, love, sense of self, 

the relationship, and specific activities. A full table that shows how the codes were 

collapsed is available in Table E-9. The table below shows the results for these collapsed 

groups. 

 

Table 49 

Collapsed Strategy Codes 
 High rank for getting mentee 

to care about others (n=87) 
Low rank for getting mentee 
to care about others (n=53) 

 

Total 
volume 

Number 
of 

people 
who 
used 

strategy 

% of  87 
who 
used 

strategy 

Avg. 
volume 

per 
user 

Total 
volume 

Number 
of 

people 
who 
used 

strategy 

% of  53 
who 
used 

strategy 

Avg. 
volume 

per 
user 

Talking 218 27 31.0% 8.1 173 21 39.6% 8.2 
Aiding 459 47 54.0% 9.8 193 23 43.4% 8.4 
Addressing the future 73 14 16.1% 5.2 50 10 18.9% 5.0 
Love 121 15 17.2% 8.1 81 13 24.5% 6.2 
Sense of self 281 29 22.2% 9.7 112 14 26.4% 8.0 
Relationships 269 37 42.5% 7.3 190 21 39.6% 9.0 
Specific activities 216 25 28.7% 8.6 120 18 34.0% 6.7 
  

Again t-tests were run to compare the volume between the two groups on each 

code, although none of the differences were significant. Although condensing the data 

may have helped make the results easier to grasp, unfortunately aggregating across so 

many strategies may have made the codes more generic and erased any signs of the 

differences between these two groups. Despite the result of the t-tests, the table shows a 

higher volume per user in the higher caring group for all of the collapsed strategy codes 

except for talking and relationships. These mentors, while they may not have had as high 

percentages mentioning most of the collapsed codes, did show more mentions per user in 
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most codes. This may point to more active, engaged relationships with greater volumes of 

implemented strategies. 

For the foci codes, t-tests were again used to look for differences in code use 

between the two groups. There is no volume associated with the foci codes so the 

comparison variable here was the percent of mentors who ranked an associated mentoring 

focus among their top three. Significant differences were found between the two groups 

for the four codes associated with honesty t(86) = -2.04, p < .05, school and 

organizational skills t(138) = -2.00, p < .05, comfort and openness t(86) = -2.29, p < .05, 

and hard work t(86) = -2.29, p < .05. For all four of these codes the percent of mentors 

who ranked these within their top three mentoring focuses was higher in the group that 

had high ranks for getting their mentees to care more about others. Table 50 below shows 

all of the foci codes. 
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Table 50 

Foci Codes 
 High rank for getting mentee 

to care about others (n=87) 
Low rank for getting mentee 
to care about others (n=53) 

 Number 
who rank 
focus in 

top 3 Percent of 87 

Number 
who rank 
focus in 

top 3 Percent of 53 
Emotional regulation and positivity 5 5.7% 2 3.8% 
The future, broader horizons, goal setting 11 12.6% 8 15.1% 
Provide a model or guide 15 17.2% 8 15.1% 
Fun/enjoyment 4 4.6% 3 5.7% 
Trust 10 11.5% 7 13.2% 
Mentee led 2 2.3% 5 9.4% 
Development and growth (general life 
lessons) 6 6.9% 4 7.5% 
Positive reinforcement 4 4.6% 1 1.9% 
Reliability 15 17.2% 11 20.8% 
Helping, listening, and supporting 33 37.9% 24 45.3% 
Open to differences and new perspectives 4 4.6% 2 3.8% 
Religion 1 1.1%   0.0% 
Honesty 4 4.6%   0.0% 
Health and stress 1 1.1% 2 3.8% 
School and organizational skills 30 34.5% 10 18.9% 
Love, affection, and caring 3 3.4% 1 1.9% 
Comfort and openness 5 5.7%   0.0% 
Commonalities   0.0% 1 1.9% 
Advice and life stories 3 3.4% 2 3.8% 
Self-confidence and self-esteem 18 20.7% 13 24.5% 
Eat lunch   0.0% 1 1.9% 
Violence and conflict resolution 1 1.1%   0.0% 
Social life: friendship and peer issues 2 2.3% 1 1.9% 
Mentor as friend 20 23.0% 8 15.1% 
Social skills, respect, sharing, 
communication 16 18.4% 4 7.5% 
Staying focused and following guidelines 1 1.1%   0.0% 
Good choices 3 3.4% 3 5.7% 
Sports 1 1.1%   0.0% 
Behavior 3 3.4%   0.0% 
Asking for help 1 1.1%   0.0% 
Hard work 5 5.7%   0.0% 
Leadership   0.0%   0.0% 
Manners   0.0%   0.0% 
Having someone following up 1 1.1% 1 1.9% 
Kindness 1 1.1%   0.0% 
Tutoring 6 6.9% 7 13.2% 
Protection and advocacy 1 1.1% 1 1.9% 
Morality, values, and character 2 2.3% 1 1.9% 
Responsibility 3 3.4% 2 3.8% 
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Although a higher percentage of mentors in the higher ranking group listed the 

codes love/affection/caring and kindness than in the lower ranking groups, the sample 

sizes for these codes were extremely small, and it is not possible to draw any conclusions 

about the differences. It can be noted, however, that despite giving higher importance to 

getting their mentee to care more about others, these mentors did not subsequently 

consider caring-related ideas to be among the top focuses of their mentoring. 

Activity Codes 

 Given the inconclusiveness of these results, the author decided to examine the two 

remaining sections of free responses corresponding to both usual and special activities the 

mentors listed. Up to five usual and three special activities could be listed, and again 

mentors rated the frequency with which they occurred from Never (1) to Always (6). 

There were options to rank the items across these two areas along with the helping-the-

mentee-grow section, but again these ranks were not used because the author was not 

considering all of the items on which the mentors were ranked for these particular codes. 

 As with the previous analyses, these open-ended responses were coded with an 

open coding technique. This time, however, a shorter set of activity codes was developed 

after going through a portion of the data, and only a small handful of additional codes 

were added during the coding process. Similar to the strategy codes described earlier, the 

frequency variables were treated as the volume of activity mentioned, and mentors 

received a value for each code they received based on the frequency number they 

assigned their response, and the number of responses that received the same code. 

A total of 23 codes were created and the means are separated again into two 

groups based on whether mentors gave the importance of getting their mentee to care 
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about others a high score (4-6) or low score (1-3). The activities most frequently cited by 

the mentors were sharing a meal, focusing on school, doing homework, reading, talking 

and playing together. There were 21 mentions of outside activities that did not pertain to 

school, and these included movies, dinner, and cultural or sports outings. This may mean 

that some of the mentors in the APIE program have reached a point of familiarity with 

the mentee’s family and can treat their relationship more like one that is in the Big 

Brothers/Big Sisters program and is not contained on the school campus. Table 51 below 

presents the results from the activity codes separated again into the two groups based on 

the importance given to getting the mentee to care more about others. 
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Table 51 

Activity Codes  
 High rank for getting mentee 

to care about others (n=87) 
Low rank for getting mentee 
to care about others (n=53) 

 

Total 
volume 

Number 
of people 

who 
cited 

activity 

% of  
87 who 

cited 
activity 

Avg. 
volume 

per 
user 

Total 
volume 

Number 
of people 

who 
cited 

activity 

% of  
53 who 

cited 
activity 

Avg. 
volume 

per 
user 

Activities outside the 
school – for fun  

61.5 15 17.2% 4.1 6.0 2 3.8% 3.0 

Activities outside the 
school – for academics 
or career 

12.0 4 4.6% 3.0 0.0 0 0.0% 0.0 

Sharing a meal 211.2 44 50.6% 4.8 136.8 24 45.3% 5.7 
Broadening the 
mentee’s horizons 

7.0 2 2.3% 3.5 6.0 2 3.8% 3.0 

School or academically 
focused 

176.0 32 36.% 5.5 58.5 13 24.5% 4.5 

Specific homework or 
tutoring 

75.3 25 28.7% 3.1 48.0 12 22.6% 4.0 

Reading 176 40 46.0% 4.4 90.0 15 28.3% 6.0 
Talking 393.3 57 65.6% 6.9 227.2 32 60.4% 7.1 
Focus on the 
relationship 

36.8 8 9.2% 4.6 22.0 4 7.5% 5.5 

Other communication: 
phone, etc. 

8.0 2 2.3% 4.0 0.0 0 0.0% 0.0 

Playing, crafting, sports 436.5 65 74.7% 6.7 227.7 33 62.3% 6.9 
Asking questions of 
mentee 

29.1 3 3.4% 9.7 0.0 0 0% 0.0 

Interactions with 
teacher or classroom 

34.2 6 6.9% 5.7 5.0 1 1.9% 5.0 

Attending the mentee’s 
activities, sports, 
concerts, field trips 

57.2 13 14.9% 4.4 26.4 8 15.1% 3.3 

Improving self 
confidence 

0.0 0 0.0% 0.0 11.0 2 3.8% 5.5 

Working on behavior, 
social skills, 
interpersonal 
relationships 

14.0 4 4.6% 3.5 6.0 2 3.8% 3.0 

Special times 63.7 13 14.9% 4.9 9.0 3 5.7% 3.0 
Mentee’s family: 
interacting with or 
talking about 

79.5 15 17.2% 5.3 14.1 3 5.7% 4.7 

Gift giving 36.9 9 10.3% 4.1 23.0 5 9.4% 4.6 
Difficult conversations 34.0 5 5.7% 6.8 7.0 2 3.8% 3.5 
Mentee’s friends 49.5 11 12.6% 4.5 9.0 2 3.8% 4.5 
Addressing the future 17.2 4 4.6% 4.3 4.0 1 1.9% 4.0 
Mentor as observer 3.0 1 1.1% 3.0 6.0 1 1.9% 6.0 
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Again t-tests were run to compare mean volume between the two groups, and 

higher average user volume in the higher ranking group were significant for the codes 

related to the mentee’s family, t(135) = -2.35, p < .05, and outside activities focused on 

fun, t(112) = -2.79, p < .01. The family code may point to more serious relationships, 

since the mentor is either in communication with the family or talking with the mentee 

about their life at home. Furthermore, the identification of outside activities indicates a 

level of relationship intensity, since meeting a student off-campus is not a part of the 

traditional APIE design. Perhaps these increased levels of interaction and connection 

contribute in some way to deeper relationships that can address those issues of caring 

about others, or perhaps it means that the mentors themselves care in significant ways 

about the mentees and want to spend more time with them, or get to know their families 

or family situations more intensely. 

 The following chapter addresses all the findings from the qualitative analyses, 

along with the results found throughout this chapter of results. Recommendations for 

both future research and current mentors and mentoring organizations will also be 

provided based on the analyses. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

To address the outcomes of this study, this chapter is presented in six sections; 1) 

problems with the proposed methodology and what the high “I Don’t Know” responses 

say about the state of many mentoring relationships, 2) a discussion of the results of the 

change in social competency regressions, 3) a discussion of the results of the sufficiency 

regressions, 4) other important observations from the correlation data, 5) the limitations 

to any interpretations of this data, and finally 6) additional recommendations for future 

research. Wherever possible and relevant, the impact that the findings may have on both 

mentors and mentoring progress is addressed. 

While mentoring is often viewed by the public as a heroic act that can act as a 

catchall in the life of a child, research over the last few decades indicates that not all 

mentoring is successful (Rhodes, 2002), and that for many children it cannot do enough 

to negate the volume of problems they face (Freedman, 1993). Some scholars have 

identified mentoring factors such as the length of the relationship (Rhodes, 2002) and the 

strength of the bond between mentor and mentee as predictors of whether the match is 

considered effective. The goal of this study was to examine the specific types of 

outcomes that may be positively affected by mentoring - in particular those related to a 

mentee’s growth in social competence over time - to see if other non-school related 

activities have similar effects on a child’s growth, and to determine how the difficulties 

faced by the mentee impact all of these relationships.  

Proposed Methodology and the Prevalence of “I Don’t Know” Responses 

To answer the hypothesized questions, the author distributed separate surveys to 

both Austin mentors and their school-based liaisons, with sub-instruments designed to 
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measure mentors’ perceptions of mentee social competence and growth, the mentee’s 

developmental assets, internal mentor relationship quality, various mentor and mentee 

demographics and activities, and the connections between schools and their community 

partnerships. Unfortunately the data collected in conjunction with a mentee’s additional 

resources and activities was not sufficient for careful analyses, as the researcher 

overestimated the knowledge that mentors have about their mentees’ lives outside of 

mentoring. These findings indicate that many matches are not as intense with respect to 

shared information as were expected, although the fact that the number of asset questions 

answered was not correlated significantly with any of the changes in mentee social 

competency items perhaps means that knowing more is not necessarily important on the 

outcomes measured.  

The author received several phone calls and emails during the survey collection 

process that indicated the anxiety this survey raised for some mentors. Some of the 

individuals who were willing to reach out with questions expressed concern that as new 

mentors they just did not know enough about their students to warrant adequate 

participation. All of these individuals were counseled to continue regardless as the survey 

was intending in part to examine the effects of duration, but some individuals declined. 

Furthermore, many mentors that were involved in long-term relationships felt unqualified 

to answer many of the questions and opted to respond with “I Don’t Know” to numerous 

items. 

Two of the most surprising areas of unknown information were the assets that 

correspond to the mentee’s sense of responsibility, compassion, and honesty, and to the 

activities in which the mentee engages outside of the mentoring relationship. With 
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respect to the developmental assets, only 44.3% of mentors answered whether the mentee 

accepts and takes personal responsibility, 34.3% about whether the young person placed a 

high value on healing others, and 37.1% as to whether the mentee told the truth even 

when it is not easy to do. While it is possible that situations that directly address these 

issues do not arise during the course of some mentoring relationships, these assets 

concern personality areas that the author believed mentors would at least be reflective 

upon concerning their mentee, and would be knowledgeable about based on what they 

hear or observe during the course of their mentoring. It is unclear if the mentor’s lack of 

clarity on these dimensions is based on more superficial matches that do not confront 

these types of areas either in talking or in interactions with others, or if the mentors feel 

unqualified to answer based on a limited exposure to the mentees’ lives.  

The lack of knowledge about the mentee’s additional activities was also 

unexpected. Since talking was a highly rated strategy and activity in many of the 

matches, it is surprising that so many mentors did not know what the mentee does outside 

the match. Only 50.7% of the mentors could list the number of non-school sponsored 

activities in which the mentee participates, and 63.6% could count the school-sponsored 

events. While the high prevalence of “I Don’t Know” answers in other areas makes the 

author suspicious that the lack of knowledge about activities was genuine ignorance 

about the mentees’ lives, it is also possible that some of the problems with this question 

had to do with mentor’s anxiety that they did not know the specific number, and chose to 

select “I Don’t Know” rather than incorrectly estimate the amount. Regardless of the 

reasons, the high missing values in both the asset questions and the activity section made 

the second proposed hypothesis impossible to test. 
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Because there were no significant correlations between the number of asset 

questions a mentor could answer and the growth seen in the mentee along social 

competency scales, it is hard to use this study to justify a call for more knowledge on the 

mentors’ part. At the same time, other research indicates that stronger relationships are 

formed when people get to know one another better, and the “I Don’t Know” results will 

hopefully help Austin Partners in Education (APIE) encourage more topics of 

conversation between mentors and mentees. 

The other proposed method that was not feasible given the data were the  

hierarchical models intended to separate match and school level variation by nesting 

mentors within campuses.  The response rate of 140 mentors distributed across 51 

schools unfortunately did not yield enough participants per level two group to produce 

viable estimations.  

Change in Mentee Social Competence Models 

Exploratory research into the relationships within the collected data yielded other 

possible methodological avenues, however, and Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 

models were constructed to reflect the relationships found while looking for relationships 

between two types of outcomes – change in mentee social competence over the course of 

the match, and the sufficiency the mentor felt about mentoring, the mentee’s additional 

activities, and themselves as a mentor – and various mentor characteristics, mentee 

characteristics, school characteristics, mentor commitment levels, mentor strategies, and 

the strength of the match. 

The regression techniques used the mentor strategies, levels of commitment, and 

some mentor/mentee characteristics to predict student growth on various social 
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competency scales.  When the overall and specific changes in mentee’s social 

competence were examined, several variables were consistently and positively related. In 

eight of the nine models that were successfully developed with a good linear fit for the 

data, the importance a mentor gave to getting the mentee to care more about others was a 

significant predictor. Furthermore, the length of the relationship was a positive and 

significant predictor in seven of the models, the frequency of communication between the 

mentor and one or more of a mentee’s teachers was a positive and significant predictor in 

five models, and the internal match relationship quality was a significant and positive 

predictor for two of the individual change in social competency models. Any 

interpretations of the change in mentee social competence have to take into account that 

mentoring was not the only influence in these children’s lives, however, and the fact that 

match relationship quality was not a consistent predictor of change may mean that 

mentoring in itself is not always responsible for even part of the growth, while certain 

connections or activities that occur during mentoring are.  

The fact that the frequency of communication with the teacher and the importance 

placed on getting the mentee to care were significant predictors indicates that strategies 

the mentor chooses to use do predict the degree of change on the social competency 

items. And while the length of the relationship being a significant predictor could point to 

the benefits of mentoring over time, it is also possible that longer periods of time lead to 

greater periods in which the mentee could develop positively along the social competency 

scales for other reasons. Regardless of these issues, the results of this study indicate that 

certain mentoring strategies in conjunction with sustained relationships can predict 

increased development, and it may be wise for mentoring organizations to learn more 
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about these competency items and the students who have difficulties with them. Mentees 

are commonly directed to mentoring programs because of problems, but there is little 

specific information about the students’ issues that is communicated to the mentor. If 

teachers and mentoring organization staff knew - that in addition to overall mentee social 

competence – that eight specific, individual competency issues might be impacted 

positively by mentoring, they might focus more on targeting certain students for the 

programs. The four significant predictors of these items are each discussed in more detail 

below. 

Getting the mentee to care more about others. The findings from the change in 

social competency models indicate that mentoring programs should emphasize placing an 

importance on getting mentees to care more about others. Obviously this is not a clear cut 

strategy to provide to mentors, but even mentioning it and making sure that mentors are 

periodically reminded to address this issue might be helpful. The results of the qualitative 

analyses are inconclusive, but they do point to the possibility that actively including 

strategies such as caring about the mentee, teaching the mentee to care, stressing the 

importance of caring, and encouraging and modeling what caring about others looks like 

might be active methods utilized by those that place a high value on this concept. With 

respect to the activity codes that were developed, the significant difference between the 

higher and lower importance groups with respect to the volume of outside activities for 

fun and some focus on the mentee’s family may indicate that relationships where caring 

is emphasized are sometimes more intense or include more interactions between the 

mentor and mentee. Meeting with the student outside of school is neither a traditional nor 

encouraged APIE feature, so those mentors who do interact off-campus with their 
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students may either be involved in more serious relationships that can tackle more 

concepts, or may have developed deeper connections with their student. It should be 

cautioned, however, that caring does not equal increasing activities outside of school, and 

those mentors that never leave the campus may demonstrate as high or higher levels of 

caring about their mentees. Similarly, caring about students does not equal getting them 

to care more about others, although the codes indicate that the higher importance group is 

more actively engaged in modeling concepts to their mentees, so expressing caring for 

the child may be a method of encouraging them to do so with others. 

Interestingly, the more specific strategy codes of talking and listening had higher 

percents of mention among the group that placed less importance on getting the mentee to 

care about others. Perhaps the mentors in those mentoring relationships focus on more 

open-ended conversation with the mentees, instead of on actively teaching, modeling, 

encouraging, and stressing particular issues. This is a broad conclusion to draw off of 

limited data, but the importance placed on getting the mentee to care more about others 

was a consistent predictor of mentees’ change in social competence, so future research in 

ways to specifically emphasize it is needed.  

 Furthermore, across all three code families – foci, strategies, and activities – the 

mentors who mentioned tutoring or specifically working on classwork more were those 

that placed a lower importance on getting their mentee to care more about others. Perhaps 

this indicates something of a separation in the mentoring world between those that see 

mentoring as a place to encourage growth socially, and those who want to help their 

mentee to improve as a student. This idea is partially confirmed by the reading activity 

code, which while mentioned by more higher caring importance mentors was much 
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higher in average volume among the lower importance group. The fact that the lower 

importance group mentioned talking so prevalently, however, makes this separation 

concept less conclusive. 

 None of the mentors were asked to respond directly to how they get their mentees 

to care more about others, so while the coding process revealed few potential leads, 

future research into this topic should delve much further into the issue. It is likely that the 

activities mentors use for this concept were never mentioned since the open ended 

responses were designed more generically. Interviews of mentors who place varying 

levels of importance on this caring focus would provide much more information about 

what the higher importance mentors do to encourage caring in their students. 

Communication with teachers. Given the findings about communication between 

mentors and teachers, mentoring programs should work to strengthen these connections. 

There was a large amount of variation in the frequency with which mentors talked to one 

or more of the mentee’s teachers, and this variable’s significance in the regression 

equations was highly consistent. The impact of these discussions may be due to several 

issues, as it is unclear if the mentors reached out to the teachers, or if teachers were 

actively working with mentors to address particular behavioral, social, or academic 

problems they noticed in the classroom. Again, there was a high prevalence of mentors 

whose activity codes included interacting with the teacher, but the limited space in the 

open-ended responses meant that little was gleaned about how much is discussed.  

Regardless, these connections predict higher levels of change in many social 

competencies and should be encouraged. It makes sense that the more people there are 

working to improve an issue, the more positive of an effect it will have on the mentee. 
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Perhaps mentoring organizations should focus on helping mentors work with teachers to 

identify those areas of need, and schedule frequent check-ins to facilitate cooperation and 

consistency between the mentor and teacher. The author knows from her own experience 

that some teachers will present a mentee’s problem to the mentor in exasperation, in the 

form of “please work on this so it doesn’t bother my classroom anymore.” While it is 

nice to give the mentor some direction, they are likely not to know the specific tools that 

will help the mentee improve. The mentoring organizations should be encouraged to 

develop a resource library that can help mentors who know what they are trying to impact 

in their mentee, and provide aid for the work they do in this area. 

Connecting mentors and teachers is especially needed at the middle and high 

school level, where the rates of communication are far lower than elementary school, as 

shown in Table 52 below.  

 

Table 52 

Communication with Teacher by School Level 
 Number of times 

during the year 
mentor communicates 
with one or more of 

the mentee’s teachers 
 M SD 
Elementary school mentors 20.0 16.1 
Middle school mentors 2.9 8.5 
High school mentors 1.4 3.2 
 

The structure of middle and high school makes these types of connections much 

more difficult, but the regression findings indicate that it predicts social competence 

growth, and the high variation in the middle and high school levels means some mentors 
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have found ways to do this more frequently. While further research is needed, mentoring 

organizations should focus on finding ways to connect mentors with the schools in these 

levels. Middle and high schools can feel very distant and disconnected to both mentors 

and students, and research shows the importance of creating a community even at these 

higher grades. Mentors who can help connect their mentees with the school, and who are 

visible and have visible connections with the teachers, might help guide the students 

more comfortably through the process. Furthermore, given the peer pressure and 

additional problems that start to increase in the higher grades, having a mentor who is 

aware of what is going on in the mentee’s class and with their friends might encourage 

better behavior and stronger social competencies. 

Match relationship quality. The fact that internal match relationship quality 

(MRQ) significantly predicted two of the changes in social competency items may help 

organizations and teachers identify specific children who could specifically benefit from 

a strong relationship with a mentor. Students who struggle on these two social 

competence indices – in the ability to initiate interactions and join in with others in an 

appropriate and positive manner, and in the ability to handle disagreements in a positive 

way – should perhaps be flagged as good candidates for high-quality mentoring 

relationships with mentors who are committed to building long-term and high-quality 

relationships. Further research is needed with these children to see if addressing the topic 

with mentor trainings on these competencies and potential strategies makes a difference, 

and to determine which elements of the strong relationship are associated with the 

positive development. Mentoring organizations also need to train mentors about the 

elements of strong relationships, since the average mentor in this sample had an internal 



 
 

138 
 

MRQ score of roughly 60 out of 100 total points. Mentors need to be reminded as well 

that strong bonds take time, and to be sensitive to incremental achievements in their 

relationships so they do not become discouraged or impatient. 

Duration of the relationship. One of the strongest findings in the research is the 

importance of longer matches. This variable was a positive predictor of improvement in 

many of the social competencies, but it is not emphasized at all in many mentoring 

organizations. At APIE, a mentor is welcome and encouraged to stay with a student if 

they would like, and if asked the organization will support continuity. Some APIE 

mentors the author has met, however, are repeat, year-long relationship volunteers who 

go into each match with the intention of spending just one school year. Twenty-nine of 

the 140 (20.7%) mentors in the sample here only intend to be in a one year relationship 

with their mentee. There is also a high prevalence in the sample of elementary-only 

mentors. Fifty-four of the 140 mentors (38.6%) only intend to be involved with their 

mentees through elementary school, and do not expect to follow their students to the 

middle school level. Furthermore, only 38 of the 140 mentors (27.1%) intend to stay with 

their mentees through the end of high school. Research indicates that school transitions 

are difficult for children regardless of the level of additional issues they may face, so it is 

likely that having a mentor through this transition would be beneficial. 

While the research shows that harm can occur if the match lasts under six months 

and all but a few of the mentors in this study intend to serve a full year, obviously the 

results of the study indicate that the longer the match, the greater the change in mentee 

social competence. Although mentoring organizations often face a shortage of mentors 

and are happy to have people willing to make a minimum one year commitment, at the 
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very least these organizations need to present their mentors with the research about 

continuity, and to discourage repeat mentors who jump from mentee to mentee yearly. 

Obviously there are those matches that just don’t work, and after a year it is reasonable 

and prudent for the mentor and mentee to separate in these situations. For those mentors 

who just want a new experience every year, however, there needs to be a discussion 

about the importance of longevity, and hopefully these individuals will be encouraged to 

lengthen their commitment with a particular student. 

Sufficiency Models 

In addition to the regression models about change in mentee social competence, 

measures of a mentor’s sense of sufficiency – of mentoring to help their student, of the 

student’s outside activities, and of themselves as a mentor – were regressed on both the 

mentees’ developmental assets, internal match relationship quality, and other variables. 

The goal was to predict which parts of the mentoring context predict how the mentor 

feels about certain mentoring aspects. The strength of the internal MRQ was a significant 

predictor of whether the mentor felt that mentoring was sufficient to handle the issues 

faced by their mentee, and whether they themselves felt sufficient as a mentor. These 

findings indicate that relationship quality does impact the mentor, and not only relates to 

how well they feel their work will impact the mentee, but also relates to how they 

themselves feel in the position. The lower the match quality, the lower the mentor rated 

their own effectiveness, and the effectiveness of their work 

Because negative feelings about what the mentor is doing might lead to earlier 

terminations and less energy on the part of the mentor, it is important to work on creating 

strong matches, and to maintaining their strength over time. The negative correlations 
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found at the middle and high school levels between the length of the match and the issues 

that affect the match indicate that attention should especially be directed towards 

mentoring in these ages. Again, long-term mentors who transition to middle and high 

school need to know that changes may occur in their match and in their mentee, and that 

this isn’t necessarily an indication of insufficiency on their part. It is also possible that 

mentees reach either an age or a stage of the relationship where mentoring is no longer 

desired or effective, and further research should be conducted on this topic in order to 

help mentors and mentees know when matches are less likely to be high-quality and feel 

sufficient. 

The average mentee developmental asset score was a significant predictor of 

whether the mentor felt that the mentee’s outside activities were sufficient to handle their 

issues, and this finding points to one of the original hypotheses about the developmental 

difficulties faced by a child and the number of resources required in addition to 

mentoring to improve a child’s social competence. The more problems faced by their 

mentee, the less likely the mentor is to think that the other resources are sufficient. While 

the author was unable to conduct the original research that would study this idea in detail, 

further research should return to the proposed hypothesis concerning resources and 

developmental assets so that greater knowledge may be gained about the numbers of 

activities required in conjunction with mentoring for a student to succeed in developing 

along social competency scales. 

Other Observations from the Correlation Data 

One of the more reassuring findings from the data was the lack of many 

relationships between certain mentor and mentee characteristics and the changes in social 
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competency. Mentoring programs often struggle to reach sufficient numbers of mentors 

to address the mentoring demands in the schools, and extensive findings that would 

inhibit the desirability of certain volunteers would be devastating.  Furthermore, knowing 

that mentee characteristics such as their average developmental asset score did not 

significantly impact changes in social competencies was also encouraging. There were 

some findings with respect to a negative relationship between a mentee’s age and/or 

grade and certain current and change social competencies, as well as relationships 

between the mentees’ age and certain outside negative influences on the match itself, but 

these associations are likely caused by the typical developmental difficulties that arise 

during the teenage years. Mentoring organizations should take this information seriously, 

however, and again make sure that mentors are aware of the changes they may see in 

their mentees during these years. Further research is needed to determine thresholds 

during adolescence that should be warning signs for mentors, so that they may help 

teachers and parents identify when a problem is more than a normal developmental issue. 

Additional Recommendations for Future Research  

One of the goals of this study was to consider whether mentoring organizations 

should move to more of a “mentor as advocate model” in line with the original third 

hypothesis. Although the findings about the impact of communicating with teachers 

points in this direction, to really answer this question greater knowledge about the 

mentee’s additional resources is needed along with more comprehensive measures of the 

frequency with which the mentor talks to the mentees’ teacher. This includes the type of 

conversations, whether the mentor checks on certain issues, whether the teacher offers 

information to the mentor that they would like addressed within the match, and whether 
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this is effective. A broader study should survey and interview the mentees, the mentors, 

and also all of the teachers of the mentee, so that a more complete model could be built to 

examine these issues. 

Further qualitative research is also needed into the strategies, foci, and activities 

used by mentors who more highly rate getting their mentee to care more about others. It 

is important to conduct interviews with both high and low ranking groups of mentors to 

be able to more carefully code more detailed data and see how these mentors address this 

issue specifically. The findings from such a study could then be used to design “caring 

for others” seminars or trainings that mentors would receive prior to or while mentoring. 

It would also be beneficial to create a longitudinal study around this variable, and to 

follow students as they are placed in mentoring, and for what reasons, all the way through 

the first few years of the match.  

Limitations of the Data and the Methods 

 In addition to the previously referenced issues with the smaller than desired 

sample size and the effect of the high prevalence of “I Don’t Know” data, the biggest 

limitations to the research were the lack of longitudinal data and the fact that all of the 

measures were based on mentor perceptions. Without longitudinal data, the change in 

mentee social competence items asked the mentor to think back to the beginning of their 

match, and as a result these variables are highly related to both the accuracy of their 

memory, and their attitude towards the mentee. A repeated measures model would be 

preferable in future research, as it could more carefully measure individual time points 

throughout the match. 
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 The foundation of all the data in mentor perceptions is also problematic, as their 

attitudes, senses of optimism, and levels of reflection all will affect their answers. 

Although the reliance on mentor perception allowed the author to collect a lot more data 

about many more dimensions of their mentees and the relationship, this may come at the 

expense of some accuracy. True measures of social competency that rely on mentee 

collected information or mentee observation would likely provide more nuanced results. 

There is no input in this study from the mentees at any point, in fact, and it is likely that 

they would also have different opinions about the match – and their own developmental 

assets – than do the mentors.  

The lack of sufficient data should also temper the interpretations of the findings. 

Although there were 140 mentors and 51 contacts who completed the survey and could 

be connected to one another, this was not enough participation to be able to complete 

hierarchical models. As a result, the author was not able to account for within school 

variation, and the fully unconditional models that were run initially indicate that there 

was 4% of variation in the overall change in mentee social competence explained by the 

school level. This was not accounted for in the subsequent OLS regressions, and that 

constraint must be taken into consideration when reviewing the results.  

Another limitation of the OLS regressions was the method in which they were 

constructed. The author chose independent variables based on the results of both 

correlation analyses and theory, and the process of selection and elimination may have 

introduced some chance into the results. Furthermore, although independent variables 

were selected because they were significantly correlated with many of the outcome 

variables, in order to keep the models as consistent as possible variables were included 
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that were not correlated with all of the outcomes. These limitations should be considered 

when examining the findings, although the construction process was careful to ensure 

that the included explanatory variables were both consistent and sensible given the initial 

analyses. 

Conclusion 

Despite the limitations, this study does provide important findings about 

mentoring that could impact both mentors and their sponsoring organizations. Four 

mentoring strength, strategy, and time commitment variables were found to positively 

predict mentee growth on several social competency scales, and these results should 

inform the way that mentors are encouraged to interact with their students. Mentoring 

organizations should encourage mentors through trainings, conversations, and updates to: 

1. Increase the length of their commitment,  

2. Work on getting their mentees to care more about others, 

3. Create a strong bond with their mentee, and  

4. Communicate more with the mentee’s teachers.  

Furthermore, to maintain longer matches, the sufficiency a mentor feels in their role may 

be increased by higher-quality matches, so mentors should be taught not just about strong 

relationships, but also the obstacles they might face to this goal. These are all issues that 

mentors need to know they should address, and in doing so they can hopefully help their 

students develop into more socially aware and sufficient individuals. 
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Appendix A: Emailed Cover Letter and Informed Consent for Mentors 
 
You are invited to participate in a survey, entitled “Examining Mentor Effectiveness.”  The study 
is being conducted by Sarah M. Collins in the Educational Psychology Department of The 
University of Texas at Austin, The University of Texas at Austin 
1 University Station D5800, Austin, TX 78712, (512) 471-4155. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of mentoring on school-aged youth. Your 
participation in the survey will contribute to a better understanding of how mentors affect their 
mentees.  Eight hundred mentors and ninety mentor coordinators will be asked to participate in 
the larger study.  
 
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to complete a survey about your experience as a 
mentor and your background knowledge about your mentee. You will only be asked to fill out 
surveys once. We will complete this project by end of Spring 2010. We estimate that it will take 
about 45 minutes of your time to complete the questionnaire.  You are free to contact the 
investigator at the above address and phone number to discuss the survey.  
 
Risks of being in the study:  Risks to participants are considered minimal. It is possible that 
thinking about some of the questions on these surveys could make you feel a little bit anxious or 
uncomfortable. Remember that you do not need to answer any questions or do anything that you do 
not want to, and you may change your mind about participating at any time for any reason. If you 
wish to discuss the information above or any other risks you may experience, you may call the 
Principal Investigator listed on the front page of this form.  
 
Benefits of being in the study: There are no direct benefits of being in this study. However, by 
participating in this study you are making a very valuable contribution to the advancement of 
knowledge in the field of mentoring. Furthermore, many of the questions concern the efficacy of 
your relationship with your mentee, and may help you think more deeply about the quality of 
your interactions. 
  
If you choose to take part in this study, will it cost you anything?  No 
 
Will you receive compensation for your participation in this study? No, however participants 
will be entered into a drawing for several gift certificates that include: 3 pairs of guest passes to the 
Blanton Museum, complimentary dinner for 2 at Chuy’s, a private sunset bat watching cruise for 2-
6 people through Capital Cruises, a $25 gift card to Dominican Joe’s, lunch or dinner for 2 at The 
County Line, lunch or dinner for 2 at Cannoli Joe’s, 2 sets of 4 box tickets to the Round Rock 
Express, and dinner for 2 at The Iron Cactus.  
 
Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 

• The data resulting from your participation may be made available to other researchers in the 
future for research purposes not detailed within this consent form. In these cases, the data 
will contain no identifying information that could associate you with it, or with your 
participation in any study. 

• The only conditions under which confidentiality may be broken is if your responses 
indicate criminal activity, child neglect or abuse, or a clear, serious, and direct harm to 
self or others. In such an instance, your results will be reported to the appropriate 
supervisors at the school where you serve as a mentor. 

• Neither AISD, Austin Partners in Education (APIE), nor your mentees will be made 
aware of your participation or learn of your individual responses to this survey. 
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The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized persons from 
The University of Texas at Austin, members of the Institutional Review Board, and (study sponsors, 
if any) have the legal right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of 
those records to the extent permitted by law.  All publications will exclude any information that 
will make it possible to identify you as a subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify 
you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in 
the study. 
 
Identification numbers associated with email addresses will be kept during the data collection 
phase for tracking purposes only. A limited number of research team members will have access to 
the data during data collection.  This information will be stripped from the final dataset.  
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary.  You may decline to answer any question and you 
have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty.  If you wish to 
withdraw from the study or have any questions, contact the investigator listed above.   
 
If you have any questions or would like us to email another person for your institution or update 
your email address, please call Sarah Collins at (512) 293-4964 or send an email to 
smcollins@mail.utexas.edu.  You may also request a hard copy of the survey from the contact 
information above.   
 
To complete the survey, click on the link below:  
http://www.jodmo.com/survey_mentor.cfm 
 
If you do not want to receive any more reminders, you may email us at 
smcollins@mail.utexas.edu. 
   
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Texas at Austin Institutional 
Review Board.   If you have questions about your rights as a study participant, or are dissatisfied 
at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact - anonymously, if you wish - the 
Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871 or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  
   
IRB Approval Number: 2009-11-0029 
  
If you agree to participate please click on the link above otherwise please close this email and you 
will not be connected to the survey.  
 
Thank you.    
  

http://www.jodmo.com/survey_mentor.cfm�
mailto:smcollins@mail.utexas.edu�
mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu�
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Appendix B: Emailed Cover Letter and Informed Consent for Mentor Contacts 
 
You are invited to participate in a survey, entitled “Examining Mentor Effectiveness.”  The study 
is being conducted by Sarah M. Collins in the Educational Psychology Department of The 
University of Texas at Austin, The University of Texas at Austin 
1 University Station D5800, Austin, TX 78712, (512) 471-4155. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of mentoring on school-aged youth. Your 
participation in the survey will contribute to a better understanding of how mentors affect their 
mentees, and how the sponsoring school is involved in this process.  Eight hundred mentors and 
ninety mentor coordinators will be asked to participate in the larger study.  
 
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to complete a survey about your experience as a 
mentor contact. You will only be asked to fill out surveys once. We will complete this project by 
end of Spring 2010. We estimate that it will take about 20 minutes of your time to complete the 
questionnaire.  You are free to contact the investigator at the above address and phone number to 
discuss the survey.  
 
Risks of being in the study:  Risks to participants are considered minimal. It is possible that 
thinking about some of the questions on these surveys could make you feel a little bit anxious or 
uncomfortable. Remember that you do not need to answer any questions or do anything that you do 
not want to, and you may change your mind about participating at any time for any reason. If you 
wish to discuss the information above or any other risks you may experience, you may call the 
Principal Investigator listed on the front page of this form.  
 
Benefits of being in the study: There are no direct benefits of being in this study. However, by 
participating in this study you are making a very valuable contribution to the advancement of 
knowledge in the field of mentoring.  
  
If you choose to take part in this study, will it cost you anything?  No 
 
Will you receive compensation for your participation in this study? No, however participants 
will be entered into a drawing for several gift certificates that include: 3 pairs of guest passes to the 
Blanton Museum, complimentary dinner for 2 at Chuy’s, a private sunset bat watching cruise for 2-
6 people through Capital Cruises, a $25 gift card to Dominican Joe’s, lunch or dinner for 2 at The 
County Line, lunch or dinner for 2 at Cannoli Joe’s, 2 sets of 4 box tickets to the Round Rock 
Express, and dinner for 2 at The Iron Cactus.  
 
Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 

• The data resulting from your participation may be made available to other researchers in the 
future for research purposes not detailed within this consent form. In these cases, the data 
will contain no identifying information that could associate you with it, or with your 
participation in any study. 

• The only conditions under which confidentiality may be broken is if your responses 
indicate criminal activity, child neglect or abuse, or a clear, serious, and direct harm to 
self or others. In such an instance, your results will be reported to the appropriate 
supervisors at the school where you serve as a mentor. 

• Neither AISD nor Austin Partners in Education (APIE) will be made aware of your 
participation or learn of your individual responses to this survey. 

 
The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized persons from 
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The University of Texas at Austin, members of the Institutional Review Board, and (study sponsors, 
if any) have the legal right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of 
those records to the extent permitted by law.  All publications will exclude any information that 
will make it possible to identify you as a subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify 
you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in 
the study. 
 
Identification numbers associated with email addresses will be kept during the data collection 
phase for tracking purposes only. A limited number of research team members will have access to 
the data during data collection.  This information will be stripped from the final dataset.  
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary.  You may decline to answer any question and you 
have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty.  If you wish to 
withdraw from the study or have any questions, contact the investigator listed above.   
 
If you have any questions or would like us to email another person for your institution or update 
your email address, please call Sarah Collins at (512) 293-4964 or send an email to 
smcollins@mail.utexas.edu.  You may also request a hard copy of the survey from the contact 
information above.   
 
To complete the survey, click on the link below:  
http://www.jodmo.com/survey_contact.cfm 
 
If you do not want to receive any more reminders, you may email us at 
smcollins@mail.utexas.edu. 
   
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Texas at Austin Institutional 
Review Board.   If you have questions about your rights as a study participant, or are dissatisfied 
at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact - anonymously, if you wish - the 
Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871 or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  
   
IRB Approval Number: 2009-11-0029 
  
If you agree to participate please click on the link above otherwise please close this email and you 
will not be connected to the survey.  
 
Thank you.    
 

  

http://www.jodmo.com/survey_contact.cfm�
mailto:smcollins@mail.utexas.edu�
mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu�
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part One 

1. At what AISD school do you serve as a mentor? (There will be a drop down with all options) 

2. How long have you been involved with your current mentee?  _____ years  and  _____ months     
(numeric) 

3. How old is your mentee?  ____ years (numeric) 
  

4. What grade is your mentee in now? PreK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

           

 

I am 
about 
to end 

it 

My 
mentee 
is about 
to end it 

Only until 
the end of 
this school 

year 

Until my 
mentee 
finishes 
elem. 
school 

Until my mentee 
finishes middle 

school 

Until my 
mentee 
finishes 

high school 

5. How much longer do you expect to 
be in this same match?             

           

 
Once a month Every other week 

Once a 
week 

Twice a 
week 

Three or more 
times a week 

6. How often do you see your 
mentee?           

          
      7. How long is your average meeting? ______ minutes (numeric) 

Never Please indicate how often you do the following: 
Once 
a year 

 
Once  

a month 

 
Once  

a week 
Twice or 

more weekly 

8. Communicate with the mentor contact at your mentee’s 
school to discuss the relationship?   

  

 

9. Communicate with one or more of your mentee’s teachers?      

10. Attend mentoring events at APIE?      

11. Seek mentoring advice from someone other than your 
mentor contact or APIE?   

  
 

12. Communicate by phone with your mentee?   
  

 

13. Communicate by email with your mentee?   
  

 

14. Communicate by text message with your mentee?   
  

 

15. Communicate by regular mail with your mentee?   
  

 
 
 Very 

insufficient 
Somewhat 
insufficient 

Somewhat 
sufficient 

Very 
sufficient 

16. How sufficient do you feel mentoring is to handle the issues 
faced by your mentee? 

    

17. Do you feel that your mentee’s additional resources outside 
of mentoring (e.g. sports teams, girl/boy scouts, afterschool 
programs) are sufficiently satisfying their needs? 

    

18. How sufficient do you feel as a mentor?     

19. How sufficient is the mentor contact at helping you handle 
issues that arise during the course of your mentoring 
relationship? 

    

20. How sufficient is APIE at helping you with mentoring issues 
that arise? 
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 No Yes 

21. Have you ever felt your mentee would benefit from therapy with a professional?   

22. If you answered yes to #12 above, did you communicate this to anyone who could help 
(counselor, teacher, parent, etc.)? 

  

23. Do you know if your mentee received any therapy with a professional?   

 

24. During the school year, on how many non-school (e.g. community) sports teams does your mentee participate?   
_______ (numeric) 

25. During the school year, on how many school sports teams does your mentee participate?   _______ (numeric) 

26. Does you mentee participate in summer sports programs?  ___ Yes ____ No ___ I Don’t Know 

 No Yes 

27. Is your mentee a member of Boy/Girl Scouts?   

28. Is your mentee a part of Communities in Schools (CIS)?   

29. Does your mentee play a musical instrument?   

 

30. Besides sports, Boy/Girl Scouts, and CIS, in how many additional school-sponsored afterschool programs (e.g. 
school plays, marching band, afterschool tutoring, etc.) is your mentee involved?  ___# (numeric)  ___ I Don’t 
Know 

31. Besides sports, Boy/Girl Scouts, and CIS, in how many additional non-school-sponsored afterschool/weekend 
programs (e.g. Church groups, art classes) is your mentee involved? ___#   (numeric) ___ I Don’t Know 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Two 

The following section gauges your mentee’s level of social competence. The first set of questions has to 
do with your mentee’s prosocial behaviors, and how he/she expresses positive feelings toward others. 
 

 (Select one from “Compared…” and one from “How 
much…”) 

Compared to your 
knowledge of other 
students at this grade 
level, how often does 
your mentee: 

 

How much has this 
behavior changed since 
the start of your 
mentoring relationship 
together? 

 A
lm

ost N
ever 

Rarely 

Som
etim

es 

O
ften 

V
ery O

ften 

A
lm

ost A
lw

ays 

I D
on’t Know

  

M
uch w

orse 

Som
ew

hat w
orse 

A
 Little W

orse 

N
o Change 

A
 Little Im

proved 

Som
ew

hat Im
proved 

M
uch Im

proved 

I D
on’t Know

 

32. Show empathy and compassion for others’ feelings.                 

33. Provide help, share materials, and act 
cooperatively with others 

                

34. Take turns, play fair, and follow the rules of the 
game 

                

35. Listen carefully to others                 

36. Initiate interactions and join in with others in an 
appropriate and positive manner 

                

 

The second set of questions concerns how your mentee is able to regulate his/her emotions or feelings and how 
he/she handles difficult situations such as conflicts or frustrations. 
 

 Compared to your 
knowledge of other 
students at this grade 
level, how often does 
your mentee: 

 How much has this 
behavior changed since 
the start of your 
mentoring relationship 
together? 

 A
lm

ost N
ever 

Rarely 
Som

etim
es 

O
ften 

V
ery O

ften 
A

lm
ost A

lw
ays 

I D
on’t Know

 

 

M
uch w

orse 
Som

ew
hat w

orse 
A

 Little W
orse 

N
o Change 

A
 Little Im

proved 
Som

ew
hat Im

proved 
M

uch Im
proved 

I D
on’t Know

 

37. Stop and calm down when excited or upset                 

38. Recognize and label his/her feelings and those of 
others appropriately 

                

39. Handle disagreements in a positive way                 

40. Get angry when provoked by other children                 

41. Easily get irritated when he/she has trouble with 
some task  

                

42. Show verbal or physical aggression to other 
persons 

                

43. Obey rules and directions                 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Three 

Please indicate the extent to which the following developmental assets are present in your mentee’s life. It is 
completely understandable if you do not know the answer to some of these questions. Please mark “I Don’t Know” if 
it is the best response for a particular item.  

 

(NOTE TO IRB: The following 40 items are based on a list of 40 Developmental Assets that varies by 

age. The appropriate list will appear based on the participant’s Part One answer to question #2 

about their mentee’s age. The list here is for ages, and the other lists can be found at the end of this 

survey). N
ot
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44. Young person is motivated and strives to do well in school. 
45. Young person is actively engaged in learning. 
46. Young person reports doing at least one hour of homework every school day. 
47. Young person cares about her or his school. 
48. Young person reads for pleasure three or more hours per week. 

 

49. Young person places high value on healing other people. 
50. Young person places high value on promoting equality and reducing hunger and poverty. 
51. Young person acts on convictions and stands up for her or his beliefs.  
52. Young person “tells the truth even when it is not easy.”  
53. Young person accepts and takes personal responsibility.  
54. Young person believes it is important not to be sexually active or to use alcohol or other 

drugs. 

 

55. Young person knows how to plan ahead and make choices.  
56. Young person has empathy, sensitivity, and friendship skills.  
57. Young person has knowledge of and comfort with people of different cultural/racial/ethnic 

backgrounds.  
58. Young person can resist negative peer pressure and dangerous situations.  
59. Young person seeks to resolve conflict nonviolently. 

 

60. Young person feels he or she has control over “things that happen to me.” 
61. Young person reports have a high self-esteem. 
62. Young person reports that “my life has a purpose.” 
63. Young person is optimistic about her or his personal future. 

 

64. Family life provides high levels of love and support. 
65. Young person and her or his parent(s) communicate positively, and young person is willing to 

seek advice and counsel from parents. 
66. Young person receives support from three or more nonparent adults. 
67. Young person experiences caring neighbors. 
68. School provides a caring, encouraging environment. 
69. Parent(s) are actively involved in helping the child succeed in school. 

 

70. Young person perceives that adults in the community value youth. 
71. Young people are given useful roles in the community. 
72. Young person serves in the community one hour or more per week.  
73. Young person feels safe at home, school, and in the neighborhood. 

 

74. Family has clear rules and consequences and monitors the young person’s whereabouts. 
75. School provides clear rules and consequences.  
76. Neighbors take responsibility for monitoring young people’s behavior. 
77. Parent(s) and other adults positive, responsible behavior. 

 



 
 

153 
 

 

 

N
ot

 a
t a

ll 
pr

es
en

t 

So
m

ew
ha

t p
re

se
nt

 

V
er

y 
pr

es
en

t 

I D
on

’t
 k

no
w

 

78. Young person’s best friends model responsible behavior. 
79. Both parent(s) and teachers encourage the young person to do well. 
80. Young person spends three or more hours per week in lessons or practice in music, theater, 

or other arts. 
81. Young person spends three or more hours per week in sports, clubs, or organizations at 

school and/or in community. 
82. Young person spends one hour or more per week in activities in a religious institution. 
83. Young person is out with friends “with nothing special to do” two or fewer nights per week. 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Four 

This section will help us understand how you feel about your match. For each statement below, 
please say how often it is true for you by choosing a number from a scale at the bottom of the 
page. 

 

84. My mentee is open with me (shares thoughts and feelings). 1 2 3 4 5 6 

85. I feel like the match is getting stronger. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

86. My mentee is very private about his/her life at home (does not talk to me about it). 1 2 3 4 5 6 

87. My mentee asks for my opinion or advice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

88. My mentee makes me aware of his/her problems or concerns. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

89. I feel distant from my mentee. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

90. I feel like my mentee and I are good friends (buddies, pals). 1 2 3 4 5 6 

91. I feel unsure that my mentee is getting enough out of our match. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

92. My mentee asks me for help when he/she has difficult schoolwork or a major project to do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

93. My mentee avoids talking with me about problems or issues at home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

94. My mentee is open with me about his/her friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

95. I feel awkward or uncomfortable when I’m with my mentee. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

96. I feel frustrated or disappointed about how the match is going. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

97. My mentee is willing to learn from me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

98. My mentee does things to push me away. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

99. I feel like I am making a different in my mentee’s life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

100. My mentee seems to want my help with his/her academics. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

101. My mentee talks to me about when he/she has problems with friends or peers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

102. My mentee shows me how much he/she case about me (says things, smiles, does   
things, hugs me, etc.). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

103. I feel like my mentee and I have a strong bond (are close or deeply connected). 1 2 3 4 5 6 

104. My mentee seems uncomfortable (or resistant) when I try to help with problems he/she 
may be having. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

105. I can trust what my mentee tells me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
   

1 2 3 4 5 6 
NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES PRETTY OFTEN VERY OFTEN ALWAYS 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Five 
Question 106 .

Types of Things You Do With Your Mentee Most Often 

 What types of things do you do most often with your mentee? Please list the things in the 
spaces provided – be as specific as possible. Next, choose a number from the scale in Section 2 to tell us 
how often you do each one. We will use the “Rank” box later (in #4)…  (Repeat scale from above page so 
taker is never out of view of it when needed) 
 

How often? Rank 
A) (free response) 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6  

B) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

C) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

D) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

E) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

 
Question 107. Please list the most important special activities you have done with your mentee – 
anything like going somewhere special, doing something special, or going to a special event. A special 
activity is something you don’t do very often. 

Most Important Special Activities Rank 
F) 
 

 

G) 
 

 

H) 
 

 

 
Question 108 .

Types of Things You Do With Your Mentee Most Often 

 Are there any things you are trying to teach your mentee or ways you focus on helping 
him/her grow as a person? If so, please list the most important ones below. 
 

How often? Rank 
I) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

J) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

K) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6  

 
Question 109 . Now, please look at the things you listed on lines “A” through “K” above (it is okay if you 
left some lines blank). When you think of how you want to be as a mentor, which of the things you listed 
feel like the most important things you have done with your mentee? Put a “1” in the box next to the line 
of the most important one, a “2” in the box next to the second-most important one, etc. Only rank the top 
five things. 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Six 
Question 110

Your Three Most Important Focuses as a Mentor 

. Each mentor is unique, so each has a different approach. Please help us understand your 
approach by listing your three most important focuses (things you want to do as a mentor). Next, rank 
them from one to three to tell us which is your most important focus (“1” is most important). 

Rank 
A) 
 

 

B) 
 

 

C) 
 

 

 
Question 2

111. Sharing your life experiences with your mentee? 

. If the item you ranked “1” above is your most important focus, how important do you 
consider the focuses listed below? Please tell us how important each focus is to you by choosing a number 
from the scale at the bottom of the page. Remember, there are no “right” answers – each mentor has a 
different approach. 

12 3 4 5 6 
112. Having times when you do nothing but fun things with your mentee? 12 3 4 5 6 
113. Getting your mentee to develop his/her character (be honest, responsible, 

etc.)? 
12 3 4 5 6 

114. Doing activities with your mentee that get him/her to think (like reading, 
puzzles, educational games, etc.)? 

12 3 4 5 6 

115. Encouraging your mentee to push beyond what is comfortable or easy (to 
expect more of him/herself)? 

12 3 4 5 6 

116. Focusing on feelings and emotional things with your mentee? 12 3 4 5 6 
117. Making time to goof around, laugh, and have light-hearted fun with your 

mentee? 
12 3 4 5 6 

118. Teaching your mentee to manage or improve his/her behavior (control 
impulses, make better decisions, etc.)? 

12 3 4 5 6 

119. Doing or saying things to improve your mentee’s attitude towards school (or 
keep it positive if it is already good)? 

12 3 4 5 6 

120. Exposing your mentee to new ideas and experiences? 12 3 4 5 6 
121. Telling your mentee about your job? 12 3 4 5 6 
122. Having time when you and your mentee just hang out together (no particular 

activity to do)? 
12 3 4 5 6 

123. Getting your mentee to care more about other people? 12 3 4 5 6 
124. Helping your mentee with schoolwork? 12 3 4 5 6 
125. Getting your mentee to develop stronger skills and interests? 12 3 4 5 6 
126. Spending time just talking with your mentee? 12 3 4 5 6 
127. Having fun (yourself) while you are with your mentee? 12 3 4 5 6 
128. Teaching your mentee social skills (like table manners, how to meet people, 

etc.)? 
12 3 4 5 6 

129. Involving academics in the match? 12 3 4 5 6 
130.  Getting your mentee to think about serious issues in his/her life (school, 

relationships, etc.)? 
               1 2 3 4 5 6 

  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
NOT 

IMPORTANT 
A LITTLE 

IMPORTANT 
PRETTY 

IMPORTANT 
VERY 

IMPORTANT 
EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT 

MOST 
IMPORTANT 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Seven 
Directions: This section asks about things that affect your match. For each statement below, please say 
how much you agree by choosing a number form the scale at the bottom of the page. 
 

131. My mentee and I hit it off right away. 12 3 4 5 6 
132. My friends and family are glad I am a mentor. 12 3 4 5 6 
133. I am so busy that it is difficult for me to see my mentee regularly. 12 3 4 5 6 
134. I think I might be a better mentor for a student who had fewer problems (or less 

severe). 
12 3 4 5 6 

135. My mentee’s parents/guardians are actively involved with our match. 12 3 4 5 6 
136. The program that made my match has provided training that helps me be a better 

mentor. 
12 3 4 5 6 

137. My mentee wishes I were different (younger/older, man/woman, etc.). 12 3 4 5 6 
138. Being a part of this match has meant I can’t spend as much time as I would like with 

friends or family. 
12 3 4 5 6 

139. My mentee is so busy that it is hard to schedule with him/her. 12 3 4 5 6 
140. My mentee needs more from me than I can give. 12 3 4 5 6 
141. My mentee’s parents/guardians strongly influence our match. 12 3 4 5 6 
142. I get regular guidance/supervision from staff at the program that made my match. 12 3 4 5 6 
143. I get regular guidance/supervision from the mentor contact at my mentee’s school. 12 3 4 5 6 
144. My mentee and I have similar interests. 12 3 4 5 6 
145. My friends and family support my efforts as a mentor (encourage me, help me come 

up with ideas for activities, etc.). 
12 3 4 5 6 

146. The distance I have to travel to see my mentee is a problem for me. 12 3 4 5 6 
147. I have had experiences that help me understand the important challenges and issues 

in my mentee’s life. 
12 3 4 5 6 

148. My mentee’s parents/guardians interfere with our match. 12 3 4 5 6 
149. The support I get from the mentoring program makes me a better mentor. 12 3 4 5 6 
150. My background makes it easy for me to relate with my mentor. 12 3 4 5 6 
151. My being a mentor has had a negative effect on my relationships with friends or 

family. 
12 3 4 5 6 

152. Issues related to money affect the time I can spend with my mentee. 12 3 4 5 6 
153. It is hard for me to deal with my mentee’s behavior. 12 3 4 5 6 
154. It is hard for me to get in touch with my mentee’s parents/guardians. 12 3 4 5 6 
155. I wish I had a different type of mentee (younger/older, boy/girl, more/less physical, 

etc.). 
12 3 4 5 6 

156. My friends and family do volunteer activities. 12 3 4 5 6 
157.  I think my mentee and I are a good match for each other.                1 2 3 4 5 6 
   

1 2 3 4 5 6 
COMPLETELY 

DISAGREE 
MOSTLY 

DISAGREE 
TEND TO 

DISAGREE 
TEND TO 
AGREE 

MOSTLY 
AGREE 

COMPLETELY 
AGREE 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Part Eight 
Please answer the following demographic questions about your mentee and yourself. 
 

158. What is your gender?  ___ Male ____ Female 
159. What is your mentee’s gender? ___ Male ___ Female 

 Yes No 
160. Do you have children?   
161. Are you employed part- or full-time?   
162. If you are employed, do you get support for your mentoring from your 

employer? 
  

163. Were you ever mentored through a formal mentoring program like APIE?   
164. If you answered no to #6, were you ever mentored in any capacity?   

 
GED High School 

 
 
 
 
 

College 

 
 
 
 
Master’s 
Degree 

 
 
 

PhD or 
Professional 

Degree 
165.  What is your highest 

level of educational 
attainment?   

   

 

166.  What is your age?   _______  years (numeric) 

167.  Are you Hispanic or Latino? (a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central America, 
or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race).  ___  Yes  ____ No 
 

168. Is your mentee Hispanic or Latino? (a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central 
America, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race).  ___  Yes  ____ No 
 

149. Please select the racial category or categories with which you and your mentee most closely 
identify. Check as many as apply. Definitions  (Link to definitions will say: American Indian or 
Alaska Native: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and South 
America (including Central America), and who maintains a tribal affiliation or community 
attachment.  Asian: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, 
Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam. Black or 
African American: A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of 
Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. White: A person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Europe, the Middle East or North Africa.) 

 You Your Mentee 
American Indian or Alaska Native   
Asian    
Black   
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander   
White   

  

https://utdirect.utexas.edu/pnbiog/er_definitions.html�
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey – Items inserted in Part Three of the survey if 
mentee was age 8-11 

44. Child is motivated and strives to do well in school. 
45. Child is responsive, attentive, and actively engaged in learning at school and enjoys participating in 

learning activities outside of school. 
46. Child usually hands in homework on time. 
47. Child cares about teachers and other adults at school. 
48. Child enjoys and engages in reading for fun most days of the week. 
49. Parent(s) tell the child it is important to help other people. 
50. Parent(s) tell the child it is important to speak up for equal rights for all people. 
51. Parent(s) tell the child it is important to stand up for one’s beliefs.  
52. Parent(s) tell the child it is important to tell the truth.  
53. Parent(s) tell the child it is important to accept personal responsibility for behavior.  
54. Parent(s) tell the child it is important to have good health habits and an understanding of healthy 

sexuality. 
55. Child thinks about decisions and is usually happy with results of her or his decisions.  
56. Young person has empathy, sensitivity, and friendship skills.  
57. Child knows and is comfortable with people of different racial, ethnic, and cultural backgrounds 

and with her or his own cultural identity.  
58. Child can stay away from people who are likely to get her or him in trouble and is able to say no to 

doing wrong or dangerous things.  
59. Child seeks to resolve conflict nonviolently. 
60. Child feels he or she has some influence over things that happen in her or his life. 
61. Child likes and is proud to be the person that he or she is.  
62. Child sometimes thinks about what life means and whether there is a purpose for her or his life.  
63. Child is optimistic about her or his personal future. 
64. Family life provides high levels of love and support. 
65. Parent(s) and child communicate positively. Child feels comfortable seeking advice and counsel 

from parent(s). 
66. Child receives support from adults other than her or his parent(s).  
67. Child experiences caring neighbors.  
68. Relationships with teachers and peers provide a caring, encouraging environment.  
69. Parent(s) are actively involved in helping the child succeed in school. 
70. Child feels valued and appreciated by adults in the community.  
71. Child is included in decisions at home and in the community.  
72. Child has opportunities to help others in the community.  
73. Child feels safe at home, school, and in the neighborhood. 
74. Family has clear rules and consequences and monitors the child’s whereabouts.  
75. School provides clear rules and consequences.  
76. Neighbors take responsibility for monitoring the child’s behavior.  
77. Parent(s) and other adults in the child’s family, as well as nonfamily adults, model positive, 

responsible behavior. 
78. Child’s closest friends model positive, responsible behavior. 
79. Parent(s) and teachers expect the child to do her or his best at school and in other activities. 
80. Child participates in music, art, drama, or creative writing two or more times per week. 
81. Child participates two or more times per week in cocurricular school activities or structured 

community programs for children.  
82. Child attends religious programs or services one or more times per week. 
83. Child spends some time most days both in high-quality interaction with parents and doing things at 

home other than watching TV or playing video games. 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Items inserted in Part Three of the survey if 
mentee was age 5-7 

44. Child is encouraged to remain curious and demonstrates an interest in doing well at school. 
45. Child is enthused about learning and enjoys going to school. 
46. With appropriate parental support, child completes assigned homework. 
47. Child is encouraged to have and feels a sense of belonging at school. 
48. Child listens to and/or reads books outside of school daily. 
49. Parent(s) help child grow in empathy, understanding, and helping others. 
50. Parent(s) encourage child to be concerned about rules and being fair to everyone. 
51. Parent(s) help child develop her or his own sense of right and wrong behavior. 
52. Parent(s) encourage child’s development in recognizing and telling the truth. 
53. Parent(s) encourage child to accept and take responsibility for her or his actions at school and at 

home. 
54. Parent(s) encourage child’s growth in regulating her or his own emotions and behaviors and in 

understanding the importance of healthy habits and choices. 
55. Parent(s) help child think through and plan school and play activities. 
56. Child seeks to build friendships and is learning about self-control. 
57. Child continues to learn about her or his own cultural identity and is encouraged to interact 

positively with children of different racial, ethnic, and cultural backgrounds. 
58. Child is learning to recognize risky or dangerous situations and is able to seek help from trusted 

adults. 
59. Child continues learning to resolve conflicts without hitting, throwing a tantrum, or using hurtful 

language. 
60. Child has a growing sense of having influence over some of the things that happen in her or his life. 
61. Child likes herself of himself and feels valued by others. 
62. Child welcomes new experiences and imagines what he or she might do or be in the future. 
63. Child has a growing curiosity about the world and finding her or his place in it. 
64. Family continues to be a consistent provider of love and support for the child’s unique physical and 

emotional needs. 
65. Parent(s) and child communicate openly, respectfully, and frequently, with child receiving praise 

for her or his efforts and accomplishments. 
66. Child receives support from adults other than her or his parent(s), with the child sometimes 

experiencing relationships with a nonparent adult. 
67. Parent(s) and child experience friendly neighbors who affirm and support the child’s growth and 

sense of belonging. 
68. Child experiences warm, welcoming relationships with teachers, caregivers, and peers at school. 
69. Parent(s) talk about the importance of education and are actively involved in the child’s school 

success. 
70. Children are welcomed and included throughout community life. 
71. Child contributes to family decisions and has opportunities to participate in positive community 

events. 
72. Child has opportunities to serve in the community with adult support and approval. 
73. Parents and community adults ensure the child’s safety while keeping in mind her or his increasing 

independence. 
74. The family maintains supervision of the child, has reasonable guidelines for behavior, and always 

knows where the child is. 
75. Schools have clear, consistent rules and consequences and use a positive approach to discipline. 
76. Neighbors and friends’ parents help monitor the child’s behavior and provide feedback to the 

parent(s). 
77. Parent(s) and other adults model positive, responsible behavior and encourage the child to follow 

these examples. 
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78. Parent(s) monitor the child’s friends and encourage spending time with those who set good 
examples. 

79. Parent(s), teachers, and other influential adults encourage the child to do her or his best in all tasks 
and celebrate their successes. 

80. Child participates weekly in music, dances, or other form of artistic expression outside of school. 
81. Child participates weekly in at least one sport, club, or organization within the school or 

community. 
82. Child participates in age-appropriate religious activities and caring relationships that nurture her or 

his spiritual development. 
83. Child spends time at home playing and doing positive activities with the family. 
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Appendix C: The Mentor Survey - Items inserted in Part Three of the survey if 
mentee was age 3-4 – no children met this criteria in the completed sample. 

44. The child responds to new experiences with curiosity and energy, resulting in the pleasure of mastering new 
learning and skills. 

45. The child fully participates in a variety of activities that offer opportunities for learning. 
46. The child experiences security, consistency, and connections between home and out-of-home care 

programs and learning activities. 
47. The child forms meaningful connections with out-of-home care and educational programs. 
48. The child enjoys a variety of pre-reading activities, including adults reading to him or her daily, looking at 

and handling books, playing with a variety of media, and showing interest in pictures, letters, and numbers. 
49. The child begins to show empathy, understanding, and awareness of others’ feelings. 
50. The child beings to show concern for people who are excluded from play and other activities or are not 

treated fairly because they are different. 
51. The child begins to express her or his views appropriately and to stand up for a growing sense of what is fair 

and right. 
52. The child begins to understand the difference between truth and lies, and is truthful to the extent of her or 

his understanding. 
53. The child begins to follow through on simple tasks to take care of her- or himself and to help others. 
54. The child can increasingly identify, regulate, and control her or his behaviors in healthy ways and use adult 

support constructively in particularly stressful situations. 
55. The child begins to plan for the immediate future, choosing from among several options and trying to solve 

problems. 
56. The child cooperates, shares, plays harmoniously, and comforts others in distress. 
57. The child begins to learn about her or his own cultural identity and to show acceptance of people who are 

racially, physically, culturally, or ethnically different from him or her. 
58. The child begins to sense danger accurately, to seek help from trusted adults, and to resist pressure from 

peers to participate in unacceptable or risky behavior. 
59. The child begins to compromise and resolve conflicts without using physical aggression or hurtful language. 
60. The child can make choices that give a sense of having some influence over things that happen in her or his 

life. 
61. The child likes her- or himself and has a growing sense of being valued by others. 
62. The child anticipates new opportunities, experiences, and milestones in growing up. 
63. The child finds the world interesting and enjoyable, and feels that he or she has a positive place in it. 
64. Parents and/or primary caregivers provide the child with high levels of consistent and predictable love, 

physical care, and positive attention in ways that are responsive to the child’s individuality. 
65. Parents and/or primary caregivers express themselves positively and respectfully, engaging young children 

in conversations that invite their input. 
66. With the family’s support, the child experiences consistent, caring relationships with adults outside the 

family. 
67. The child’s network of relationships includes neighbors who provide emotional support and a sense of 

belonging. 
68. Caregivers and teachers create environments that are nurturing, accepting, encouraging, and secure. 
69. Parents, caregivers, and teachers together create a consistent and supportive approach to fostering the 

child’s successful growth. 
70. Children are welcomed and included throughout community life. 
71. The community demonstrates that children are valuable resources by investing in a child-rearing system of 

family support and high-quality activities and resources to meet children’s physical, social, and emotional 
needs. 

72. The child has opportunities to perform simple but meaningful and caring actions for others. 
73. Parents, caregivers, teachers, neighbors, and the community take action to ensure children’s health and 

safety. 
74. The family provides consistent supervision for the child and maintains reasonable guidelines for behavior 

that the child can understand and achieve. 
75. Caregivers and educators use positive approaches to discipline and natural consequences to encourage self-

regulation and acceptable behaviors. 
76. Neighbors encourage the child in positive, acceptable behavior, as well as intervene in negative behavior, in 

a supportive, nonthreatening way. 
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77. Parents and other adults model self-control, social skills, engagement in learning, and healthy lifestyles. 
78. Parents and caregivers seek to provide opportunities for the child to interact positively with other children. 
79. Parent(s), caregivers, and teachers encourage and support the child in behaving appropriately, undertaking 

challenging tasks, and performing activities to the best of her or his abilities. 
80. The child has daily opportunities to play in ways that allow self-expression, physical activity, and interaction 

with others. 
81. The child experiences well-designed programs led by competent, caring adults in well-maintained settings. 
82. The child participates in age-appropriate religious activities and caring relationships that nurture her or his 

spiritual development. 
83. The child spends most of her or his time at home participating in family activities and playing constructively, 

with parents guiding TV and electronic game use. 
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Appendix D: The Mentor Contact Survey - Part One 

1. For what AISD school do you serve as the mentor contact? (There will be a drop down with all options) 

Please answer the following questions about the way your school identifies and integrates 
resources and services from the community to strengthen school programs, family practices, 
and student learning and development. 

Our School: Rating 

N
ot

 O
cc

ur
ri

ng
 

Ra
re

ly
 

O
cc

as
io

na
lly

 

Fr
eq

ue
nt

ly
 

Ex
te

ns
iv

el
y 

2. Provides a community resource directory for parents 
and students with information on community services, 
programs, and agencies. 

     

3. Involves families in locating and utilizing community 
resources. 

     

4. Works with local businesses, industries, and community 
organization on programs to enhance student skills and 
learning. 

     

5. Provides “one-stop” shopping for family services 
through partnership of school, counseling, health, 
recreation, job training, and other agencies. 

     

6. Opens its building for use by the community after school 
hours. 

     

7. Offers after-school programs for students with support 
from community businesses, agencies, and volunteers. 

     

8. Solves turf problems of responsibilities, funds, staff, and 
locations for collaborative activities to occur. 

     

9. Utilizes community resources, such as businesses, 
libraries, parks, and museums to enhance the learning 
environment. 

     

 
10. Other type of activities 

________________________________ 
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Appendix D: The Mentor Contact Survey - Part Two 

Please answer the following questions about the mentors on your campus:  

11. How many Austin Partners in Education (APIE) mentors volunteer at your school? ______ (numeric) 
12. What is your position at the school? ________________ 
13. Does the school provide you with the time you need to be a mentor contact? ___ Yes  ___ No 
14. Did you receive training from APIE on how to match mentors and mentees?  ___ Yes  ___ No 
15. Do you meet with potential mentors before matching them with a student?  ___ Yes  ___ No 
16. Do you have a formal matching process in effect to place mentors and mentees together?  ___ Yes  ___ No 
17. Do you have a dedicated space that mentors can use to meet with their mentees? ___ Yes  ___ No 
18. Do you facilitate the first meeting between mentors and mentees? _Always  _Usually  _Sometimes  _Never 

 Very 
Unsupportive 

Somewhat 
Unsupportive 

Somewhat 
Supportive 

Very 
Supportive 

19. How supportive is your school of mentoring 
relationships? 

    

 

 Very 
Unprepared 

Somewhat 
Unprepared 

Somewhat 
Prepared 

Very 
Prepared 

20. On average, how prepared are your mentors to deal 
with the issues faced by mentees at your school? 

    

 
 Not at all 

engaged 
Not very 
Engaged 

Somewhat 
engaged 

Very 
engaged 

21. On average, how engaged are your mentors with the 
teachers of their mentees? 

    

22. On average, how engaged are your mentors with you?     
23. On average, how engaged are the parents at your 

school with the school community? 
    

 
 Not at all 

important 
Not very 

important 
Somewhat 
important 

Very 
important 

24. How important do you feel mentoring is to the 
success of students on your campus? 

    

 
 Not at all Not much Somewhat Very strongly 

25. How strongly do you believe that the collective mentoring 
efforts at your school affect the school climate? 

    

 
 Very 

Insufficient 
Somewhat 
Insufficient 

Somewhat 
Sufficient 

Very 
Sufficient 

26. Overall, how sufficient are the resources provided at 
your school to aid students facing problems at home? 

    

27. Overall, how sufficient are the resources provided at 
your school to aid students facing problems at school? 

    

 
 Very 

Problematic 
Somewhat 

Problematic 
Pretty 
Good 

Excellent 

28. How would you characterize the climate at your school?     

 
 No 

time 
Less than 15 

minutes 
15-30 

minutes 
More than 
30 minutes 

29. After meeting with a new mentor, how much time do you spend 
on average with each mentor monthly? 
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Appendix E: Supplemental Tables 

Table E-1 

Relationships Between Overall Internal MRQ Score/Individual Internal MRQ Items 
(Mentor Survey Items 84-105) and Average Mentee Developmental Asset Score 

 Variable 
 Average 

Mentee 
Developmental 

Asset Score 
Overall Internal MRQ score  .36*** 
84. My mentee is open with me (shares thoughts and feelings).  .24** 
85. I feel like the match is getting stronger.  .32*** 
86. My mentee is very private about his/her life at home (does not talk   
        to me about it). -.21* 

87. My mentee asks for my opinion or advice.  .33*** 
88. My mentee makes me aware of his/her problems or concerns.  .15 
89. I feel distant from my mentee. -.25** 
90. I feel like my mentee and I are good friends (buddies, pals).  .30*** 
91. I feel unsure that my mentee is getting enough out of our match. -.04 
92. My mentee asks me for help when he/she has difficult schoolwork or  
        a major project to do.  .31*** 

93. My mentee avoids talking with me about problems or issues at 
        home. -.16 

94. My mentee is open with me about his/her friends.  .36*** 
95. I feel awkward or uncomfortable when I’m with my mentee. -.18* 
96. I feel frustrated or disappointed about how the match is going. -.29*** 
97. My mentee is willing to learn from me.  .30*** 
98. My mentee does things to push me away. -.22* 
99. I feel like I am making a different in my mentee’s life.  .14 
100.  My mentee seems to want my help with his/her academics.  .16 
101.  My mentee talks to me about when he/she has problems with  
        friends or peers.  .11 

102.  My mentee shows me how much he/she case about me (says things,  
         smiles, does things, hugs me, etc.).  .14 

103.  I feel like my mentee and I have a strong bond (are close or deeply  
        connected).  .25** 

104.  My mentee seems uncomfortable (or resistant) when I try to help  
        with problems he/she may be having. -.21* 

105.  I can trust what my mentee tells me.  .43*** 
Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table E-2 

Relationships Between Individual Current Mentee Social Competence Items (Mentor 
Survey Items 32a-43a) and Average Mentee Developmental Asset Score 

 Variable 
 Average Mentee 

Developmental 
Asset Score 

32a. Show empathy and compassion for others’ feelings. .48*** 
33a. Provide help, share materials, and act cooperatively with     
         others 

.48*** 

34a. Take turns, play fair, and follow the rules of the game .47*** 
35a. Listen carefully to others .41*** 
36a. Initiate interactions and join in with others in an appropriate  
         and positive manner 

.48*** 

37a. Stop and calm down when excited or upset .39*** 
38a. Recognize and label his/her feelings and those of others  
         appropriately 

.48*** 

39a. Handle disagreements in a positive way .52*** 
40a. Get angry when provoked by other children .37*** 
41a. Easily get irritated when he/she has trouble with some task  .21* 
42a. Show verbal or physical aggression to other persons .33*** 
43a. Obey rules and directions .45*** 
Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table E-3 

Relationships Between Individual Developmental Asset Items (Mentor Survey Items 44-
83) and Mentors’ Perceptions of Sufficiency 

  Variable 

Developmental Asset Item 

Sufficiency 
of 

mentoring 
to handle 
mentees' 

issues 

Sufficiency 
of outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' 
needs 

Sufficiency 
of 

respondent 
as a mentor 

44. Young person is motivated and strives to do well in 
school. 

.33*** .33***  .18* 

45. Young person is actively engaged in learning. .23*** .23***  .13 
46. Young person reports doing at least one hour of 

homework every school day. 
.27* .40***  .30** 

47. Young person cares about her or his school. .18* .14  .21 
48. Young person reads for pleasure three or more hours 

per week. 
.22* .23*  .10 

49. Young person places high value on healing other 
people. 

.34* .46**  .15 

50. Young person places high value on promoting equality 
and reducing hunger and poverty. 

.38* .47**  .10 

51. Young person acts on convictions and stands up for her 
or his beliefs.  

.36** .22 -.05 

52. Young person “tells the truth even when it is not easy.”  .42** .34*  .07 
53. Young person accepts and takes personal responsibility.  .32* .32*  .08 
54. Young person believes it is important not to be sexually 

active or to use alcohol or other drugs. 
.23 .34*  .25 

55. Young person knows how to plan ahead and make 
choices. 

.30** .43***  .09 

56. Young person has empathy, sensitivity, and friendship 
skills. 

.20* .25***  .06 

57. Young person has knowledge of and comfort with 
people of different cultural/racial/ethnic backgrounds.  

.13 .17  .10 

58. Young person can resist negative peer pressure and 
dangerous situations.  

.18 .22*  .16 

59. Young person seeks to resolve conflict nonviolently. .06 .14 -.00 
60. Young person feels he or she has control over “things 

that happen to me.” 
.41*** .37***  .25* 

61. Young person reports have a high self-esteem. .10 .24***  .07 
62. Young person reports that “my life has a purpose.” .15 .39***  .13 
63. Young person is optimistic about her or his personal 

future. 
.22* .36***  .09 

64. Family life provides high levels of love and support. .16 .43***  .01 
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  Variable 

Developmental Asset Item 

Sufficiency 
of 

mentoring 
to handle 
mentees' 

issues 

Sufficiency 
of outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' 
needs 

Sufficiency 
of 

respondent 
as a mentor 

65. Young person and her or his parent(s) communicate 
positively, and young person is willing to seek advice 
and counsel from parents. 

 .30* .59***  .15 

66. Young person receives support from three or more 
nonparent adults. 

-.03 .21*  .05 

67. Young person experiences caring neighbors.  .14 .57**  .02 
68. School provides a caring, encouraging environment.  .19* .24**  .19* 
69. Parent(s) are actively involved in helping the child 

succeed in school. 
 .40*** .39***  .26* 

70. Young person perceives that adults in the community 
value youth. 

 .12 .39**  .08 

71. Young people are given useful roles in the community.  .37* .56***  .13 
72. Young person serves in the community one hour or 

more per week.  
 .26 .36*  .27 

73. Young person feels safe at home, school, and in the 
neighborhood. 

 .08 .25*  .07 

74. Family has clear rules and consequences and monitors 
the young person’s whereabouts. 

 .21 .37**  .14 

75. School provides clear rules and consequences.   .01 .06  .01 
76. Neighbors take responsibility for monitoring young 

people’s behavior.. 
 .20 .24  .01 

77. Parent(s) and other adults model positive, responsible 
behavior. 

 .14 .44***  .17 

78. Young person’s best friends model responsible 
behavior. 

 .08 .16 -.02 

79. Both parent(s) and teachers encourage the young 
person to do well. 

 .26** .36***  .17 

80. Young person spends three or more hours per week in 
lessons or practice in music, theater, or other arts. 

 .07 .22 -.07 

81. Young person spends three or more hours per week in 
sports, clubs, or organizations at school and/or in 
community. 

-.09 .21 -.02 

82. Young person spends one hour or more per week in 
activities in a religious institution. 

 .10 .18 -.03 

83. Young person is out with friends “with nothing special 
to do” two or fewer nights per week. 

-.12 .06 -.02 

Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table E-4 

Relationships Between Individual Internal MRQ Items (Mentor Survey Items 84-105) and 
Length of the Relationship in Months 

 Variable 
 Length of the 

Relationship in 
Months 

84. My mentee is open with me (shares thoughts and feelings). -.13 

85. I feel like the match is getting stronger. -.11 
86. My mentee is very private about his/her life at home (does not talk   
        to me about it). 

 .17* 

87. My mentee asks for my opinion or advice. -.01 

88. My mentee makes me aware of his/her problems or concerns. -.09 

89. I feel distant from my mentee.  .20* 

90. I feel like my mentee and I are good friends (buddies, pals). -.02 

91. I feel unsure that my mentee is getting enough out of our match.  .06 
92. My mentee asks me for help when he/she has difficult schoolwork or  
        a major project to do. 

-.01 

93. My mentee avoids talking with me about problems or issues at 
        home. 

 .18* 

94. My mentee is open with me about his/her friends. -.13 

95. I feel awkward or uncomfortable when I’m with my mentee.  .06 

96. I feel frustrated or disappointed about how the match is going.  .24** 

97. My mentee is willing to learn from me.  .01 

98. My mentee does things to push me away.  .13 

99. I feel like I am making a different in my mentee’s life.  .04 

100.  My mentee seems to want my help with his/her academics. -.07 
101.  My mentee talks to me about when he/she has problems with  
        friends or peers. 

-.03 

102.  My mentee shows me how much he/she case about me (says things,  
         smiles, does things, hugs me, etc.). 

-.00 

103.  I feel like my mentee and I have a strong bond (are close or deeply  
        connected). 

 .06 

104.  My mentee seems uncomfortable (or resistant) when I try to help  
        with problems he/she may be having. 

 .15 

105.  I can trust what my mentee tells me. -.12 
Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

  



 
 

171 
 

Table E-5 

Relationships Between Individual External MRQ Items (Mentor Survey Items 131-157) 
and Length of the Relationship in Months 

 Variable 
 Length of the 

Relationship in 
Months 

131. My mentee and I hit it off right away. -.05 
132. My friends and family are glad I am a mentor. -.05 
133. I am so busy that it is difficult for me to see my mentee regularly.  .03 
134. I think I might be a better mentor for a student who had fewer problems (or 

less severe). 
 .07 

135. My mentee’s parents/guardians are actively involved with our match.  .25** 
136. The program that made my match has provided training that helps me be a 

better mentor. 
 .06 

137. My mentee wishes I were different (younger/older, man/woman, etc.).  .20* 
138. Being a part of this match has meant I can’t spend as much time as I would 

like with friends or family. 
-.03 

139. My mentee is so busy that it is hard to schedule with him/her. -.05 
140. My mentee needs more from me than I can give.  .13 
141. My mentee’s parents/guardians strongly influence our match.  .12 
142. I get regular guidance/supervision from staff at the program that made my 

match. 
-.01 

143. I get regular guidance/supervision from the mentor contact at my mentee’s 
school. 

-.03 

144. My mentee and I have similar interests. -.10 
145. My friends and family support my efforts as a mentor (encourage me, help 

me come up with ideas for activities, etc.). 
 .06 

146. The distance I have to travel to see my mentee is a problem for me.  .03 
147. I have had experiences that help me understand the important challenges 

and issues in my mentee’s life. 
 .05 

148. My mentee’s parents/guardians interfere with our match.  .14 
149. The support I get from the mentoring program makes me a better mentor.  .06 
150. My background makes it easy for me to relate with my mentor.  .03 
151. My being a mentor has had a negative effect on my relationships with 

friends or family. 
-.06 

152. Issues related to money affect the time I can spend with my mentee.  .09 
153. It is hard for me to deal with my mentee’s behavior.  .26** 
154. It is hard for me to get in touch with my mentee’s parents/guardians.  .02 
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 Variable 
 Length of the 

Relationship in 
Months 

155. I wish I had a different type of mentee (younger/older, boy/girl, more/less 
physical, etc.). 

-.00 

156. My friends and family do volunteer activities.  .04 
157.  I think my mentee and I are a good match for each other. -.07 
Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table E-6 

Relationships Separated by School Level Between Individual Internal/External MRQ 
Items and Lengths of Relationship in Months 
    Months in Relationship 
 All 

levels Elem. 
Middle/ 

High 
86.   My mentee is very private about his/her life at  
        home (does not talk to me about it). 

.17* .10 .40* 

89.   I feel distant from my mentee. .20* .09 .32 
93.   My mentee avoids talking with me about  
        problems or issues at home. 

.18* .13 .33 

96.   I feel frustrated or disappointed about how the  
        match is going. 

.24** .25** .22 

137. My mentee wishes I were different  
        (younger/older, man/woman, etc.) 

.20* .18 .25 

153. It is hard for me to deal with my mentee’s  
        behavior 

.26** .15 .44* 

Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

  



 
 

174 
 

Table E-7 

Relationships Between Mentoring Focus Items (Mentor Survey Items 111-130) and 
Changes in Social Competence 
    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    Avg. 

MSC 32b 33b 34b 35b 36b 37b 
111. Sharing your life experiences with 

your mentee? 
.02 -.03  .05  .05  .08 -.05  .06 

112. Having times when you do nothing but 
fun things with your mentee? 

.15  .05  .02  .05  .18  .09  .25* 

113. Getting your mentee to develop his/her 
character (be honest, responsible, 
etc.)? 

.19*  .13  .15  .18  .16  .09   .17 

114. Doing activities with your mentee that 
get him/her to think (like reading, 
puzzles, educational games, etc.)? 

.22**  .15  .21*  .26**  .29**  .12  .23* 

115. Encouraging your mentee to push 
beyond what is comfortable or easy (to 
expect more of him/herself)? 

.23**  .22*  .29**   .19*  .20*  .19*  .24* 

116. Focusing on feelings and emotional 
things with your mentee? 

.14  .15  .13  .06  .07  .18*  .16 

117. Making time to goof around, laugh, 
and have light-hearted fun with your 
mentee? 

.21*  .06  .02  .10  .14  .16  
.27** 

118. Teaching your mentee to manage or 
improve his/her behavior (control 
impulses, make better decisions, etc.)? 

.13  .11  .17  .15  .18  .13  .13 

119. Doing or saying things to improve 
your mentee’s attitude towards school 
(or keep it positive if it is already 
good)? 

.23**  .13  .22*  .16  .12  .15  .15 

120. Exposing your mentee to new ideas 
and experiences? 

.20*  .15  .25**  .17  .15  .07  .23* 

121. Telling your mentee about your job? .15  .05  .08  .02  .05  .03  .10 
122. Having time when you and your 

mentee just hang out together (no 
particular activity to do)? 

.10 -.10 -.02 -.06  .03  .02  .06 

123. Getting your mentee to care more 
about other people? 

  .33***  .24***  .31***  .28**  .29**  .24**  .16 

124. Helping your mentee with 
schoolwork? 

.05 -.01  .06  .06  .11  .03 -.00 

125. Getting your mentee to develop 
stronger skills and interests? 

.12  .12  .24**  .16  .17  .13  .09 

126. Spending time just talking with your 
mentee? 

.04  .05  .04 -.05  .02  .13  .13 

127. Having fun (yourself) while you are 
with your mentee? 

.17*  .01  .09  .16  .16  .11  .08 

128. Teaching your mentee social skills 
(like table manners, how to meet 
people, etc.)? 

.14  .12  .10  .11  .18*  .02  .04 

129. Involving academics in the match? .06  .03 -.03 -.03 -.01 -.07 -.02 
130.  Getting your mentee to think about 

serious issues in his/her life (school, 
relationships, etc.)? 

.15  .08   .23*  .12  .07  .07  .17 
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    Change in Social Competence Variables 
    38b 39b 40b 41b 42b 43b 
111. Sharing your life experiences with 

your mentee? 
 .05 .03  .06 .01 -.09 .07 

112. Having times when you do nothing but 
fun things with your mentee? 

 .09 .13  .21* .16  .07 .22* 

113. Getting your mentee to develop his/her 
character (be honest, responsible, 
etc.)? 

 .13 .18  .19 .08  .09 18* 

114. Doing activities with your mentee that 
get him/her to think (like reading, 
puzzles, educational games, etc.)? 

 .16 .25*  .18 .14  .09 .13 

115. Encouraging your mentee to push 
beyond what is comfortable or easy (to 
expect more of him/herself)? 

 .26** .26**  .23* .09  .17 .04 

116. Focusing on feelings and emotional 
things with your mentee? 

 .16 .17  .03 .12  .09 .04 

117. Making time to goof around, laugh, 
and have light-hearted fun with your 
mentee? 

 .17 .20*  .18 .16  .08 .15 

118. Teaching your mentee to manage or 
improve his/her behavior (control 
impulses, make better decisions, etc.)? 

 .21* .15  .21* .07  .16 .21* 

119. Doing or saying things to improve 
your mentee’s attitude towards school 
(or keep it positive if it is already 
good)? 

 .16 .34***  .13 .16  .10 .22* 

120. Exposing your mentee to new ideas 
and experiences? 

 .23* .16  .14 .09  .07 .10 

121. Telling your mentee about your job?  .14 .10  .02 .04  .08 .14 
122. Having time when you and your 

mentee just hang out together (no 
particular activity to do)? 

-.11 .10  .08 .07  .05 .16 

123. Getting your mentee to care more 
about other people? 

 .26** .28**  .14 .20*  .11 .18 

124. Helping your mentee with 
schoolwork? 

 .04 .22*  .05 .10  .07 .09 

125. Getting your mentee to develop 
stronger skills and interests? 

 .08 .12  .06 .12  .10 .10 

126. Spending time just talking with your 
mentee? 

-.02 .09  .11 .12  .11 .06 

127. Having fun (yourself) while you are 
with your mentee? 

 .04 .19  .08 .06  .08 .09 

128. Teaching your mentee social skills 
(like table manners, how to meet 
people, etc.)? 

 .04 .08 -.04 .06 -.04 .03 

129. Involving academics in the match?  .08 .11  .04 .01  .01 .01 
130.  Getting your mentee to think about 

serious issues in his/her life (school, 
relationships, etc.)? 

 .22* .17  .11 .02  .15 .01 

Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table E-8 

Relationships Between Mentoring Focus Items (Mentor Survey Items 111-130) and 
Sufficiency Items 
    Sufficiency Variables 

 

Sufficiency of 
mentoring to 

handle 
mentees' issues 

Sufficiency 
of outside 

activities to 
handle 

mentees' 
needs 

Sufficiency of 
respondent as a 

mentor 
111. Sharing your life experiences with your mentee? -.01 -.04 -.10 
112. Having times when you do nothing but fun things with 

your mentee? 
-.07 -.26** -.04 

113. Getting your mentee to develop his/her character (be 
honest, responsible, etc.)? 

-.05 -.07 -.01 

114. Doing activities with your mentee that get him/her to 
think (like reading, puzzles, educational games, etc.)? 

 .00 -.14 -.08 

115. Encouraging your mentee to push beyond what is 
comfortable or easy (to expect more of him/herself)? 

 .09 -.04 -.03 

116. Focusing on feelings and emotional things with your 
mentee? 

 .05  .00  .04 

117. Making time to goof around, laugh, and have light-
hearted fun with your mentee? 

 .01 -.12  .02 

118. Teaching your mentee to manage or improve his/her 
behavior (control impulses, make better decisions, etc.)? 

-.10 -.20* -.13 

119. Doing or saying things to improve your mentee’s attitude 
towards school (or keep it positive if it is already good)? 

 .06 -.03  .07 

120. Exposing your mentee to new ideas and experiences? -.06 -.05 -.03 
121. Telling your mentee about your job?  .03  .11 -.01 
122. Having time when you and your mentee just hang out 

together (no particular activity to do)? 
 .04  .06  .11 

123. Getting your mentee to care more about other people?  .04 -.09  .05 
124. Helping your mentee with schoolwork? -.04 -.12 -.10 
125. Getting your mentee to develop stronger skills and 

interests? 
-.01 -.11 -.03 

126. Spending time just talking with your mentee?  .05  .02  .12 
127. Having fun (yourself) while you are with your mentee?  .14 -.02 -.00 
128. Teaching your mentee social skills (like table manners, 

how to meet people, etc.)? 
-.13 -.23** -.08 

129. Involving academics in the match? -.00  .01 -.03 
130.  Getting your mentee to think about serious issues in 

his/her life (school, relationships, etc.)? 
 .11 -.01 -.06 

Note: * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table E-9 

How Strategy Codes Were Collapsed 
 

Talking Aiding 
Addressing 
the Future Love 

Sense 
of Self Relationships 

Specific 
Activities 

Encourage and guide     *   
Model  *      
Protect and check up on  *      
Respect      *   
Share personal experiences *       
Emphasize commonalities      *  
Talk *       
Make mentee comfortable      *  
Inspire and prepare     *   
Be there - reliable and 
consistent      *  
Prepare       * 
Build trust      *  
Get to know them better      *  
Be a friend      *  
Discuss tricky subjects *       
Give advice *       
Practice, work on, develop, & 
improve       * 
Teach, stress, instill and remind  *      
Bring in or focus on specific 
skills       * 

Have fun, play games, and draw       * 
Enforce and tell  *      
Help  *      
Provide love, affection, 
empathy & caring    *    
Support    *    
Positively reinforce     *   
Listen *       
Address the future, broaden 
horizons   *     

Problem solve *       
Let mentee lead       * 
Plan together & set goals   *     
Self-empower     *   
Keep focus  *      
Tutor       * 
Engage in sports       * 
Boost confidence     *   
Share a meal       * 
Release stress       * 
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