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ABSTRACT 

Youth mentoring is defined as a close, interpersonal relationship between a young person and 

a more experienced adult. The quality of the youth-mentor relationship is critical to youth 

mentoring interventions and thus it is imperative that relational dynamics, such as match 

satisfaction, are explored and understood in order to further inform programme development.  

Methods: This research outlines a secondary analysis of quantitative data gathered as part of 

a large scale, longitudinal evaluation of the Big Brother Big Sister (BBBS) of Ireland 

programme (Dolan et al, 2011). Specifically, 76 young people and their mentors who took part 

in the Irish BBBS programme completed questionnaires assessing their perceptions of the 

quality of their mentoring relationship. Multiple waves of data collection were completed over 

a two year period. Young people also reported on their developmental outcomes at each time 

point. Results: Results from a series of hierarchical regression analyses suggest that both 

mentor and mentee’s perceptions of match satisfaction are significantly associated with youth 

developmental outcomes over time. Discussion: Overall, this research reports several findings 

that have relevance for youth mentoring research and practice and expands our understanding 

of how match satisfaction can impact the success of formal youth mentoring programmes, such 

as the BBBS programme. 
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1. Introduction 

Youth mentoring is often defined as an intense interpersonal relationship between a 

young person and a more experienced adult or individual, who provides the youth with guidance, 

support, and/or encouragement (Eby & Lockwood, 2005; Rhodes, 2002). Although mentoring 

can occur naturally, interest in the implementation of formal youth mentoring programmes has 

increased exponentially in recent times (DuBois et al., 2011; Herrera et al., 2011). Mentoring 

programmes attempt to formally ‘match’ a young person with an adult volunteer, with the aim of 

helping the pair to develop a supportive, emotional bond ‘in which trust and closeness can 

develop and the adult can help the young person to cope and develop to the best of his or her 

ability’ (Dolan & Brady, 2011, p. 128). Generally, evaluations of formal mentoring initiatives 

have indicated that these programmes are associated with an array of positive developmental 

outcomes among youth (DuBois et al., 2011; Rhodes, 2008). However, research also suggests 

that the positive effects associated with formal mentoring initiatives appear to vary considerably, 

both over time and across different programmes (DeWit et al., 2016; Rodriguez-Planas, 2014; 

Stelter et al., 2018). Researchers now contend that greater attention needs to be placed on 

understanding the relational and structural processes that are key to promoting positive 

experiences for youth in formal mentoring programmes (DeWit et al., 2016; Martin & Sifers, 

2012).  

  Currently, there is a large body of empirical evidence which suggests that young people 

who take part in youth mentoring programmes (particularly those ‘at-risk’) show significant 

improvements in a wide range of behavioural, emotional, and cognitive outcomes (DeWit et al., 

2016; DuBois et al., 2011; Meyerson, 2013; Tolan et al., 2014). For example, research has found 

that youths’ participation in formal mentoring programmes appears to be associated with 

increased emotional and psychological well-being (Bowers et al., 2015; Larsson et al., 2016). In 

addition, research suggests that youth who participate in mentoring programmes show reduced 

engagement in delinquent and aggressive behaviours (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2007; Tolan et al., 

2014), while other research indicates that formal youth mentoring is positively associated with 

increased peer acceptance and greater social skills (Deutsch et al., 2017; Rodríguez-Planas, 

2014; Spencer & Liang, 2009). Furthermore, a large number of studies have also found evidence 

of a link between youths’ participation in mentoring programmes and improved educational 

achievement, including increased school attendance, higher grade scores, and greater scholastic 

efficacy (Grossman et al., 2012; Herrera et al., 2007; Shiner et al., 2004).  
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Nonetheless, although support for the efficacy of these youth-mentoring programmes in 

promoting positive youth development appears to be widespread, recently researchers have 

begun to express concerns over the durability of these positive effects over time (DuBois et al., 

2011; De Wit et al., 2016; Meyerson, 2013). In particular, results from a number of longitudinal 

evaluations have suggested that the positive effects associated with mentoring programmes may 

dissipate within a few months of programme completion (Herrera et al., 2011; Holt et al., 2008). 

Researchers have also noted several inconsistencies in the observed effectiveness of mentoring 

initiatives across different programme evaluations, with some mentoring programmes not 

appearing to be associated with any positive youth outcomes and others showing evidence of 

detrimental effects (DuBois et al., 2011; Matz, 2013; Roberts et al., 2004; Rodríguez-Planas, 

2014). Crucially, an accumulation of evidence now suggests that the strength of programme 

effects may be tempered by a number of important structural and relational processes (DuBois & 

Keller, 2017), which in turn may help explain the inconsistencies observed in the direction and 

size of effects across various mentoring initiatives (DeWit et al., 2016).  

Research indicates that a number of programme structures and supports, such as 

programme fidelity, the level of training received by volunteers, and the quality of support 

provided to mentors, may play an integral role in influencing the success or duration of the 

mentoring programme or relationship (DuBois et al., 2002; Higley et al., 2016; McQuillan, 

Straight & Saeki, 2015; Miller et al., 2013). Additionally, a large amount of research suggests 

that the duration of the mentoring relationship and the frequency of contact between youth and 

their mentors, may also impact the success of the mentoring programme (Bowers et al., 2016; 

Goldner & Mayseless, 2009; Grossman et al., 2012; Schwartz et al., 2013). Moreover, the type 

of ‘mentoring style’ employed by mentors has also been shown to be important in impacting 

youth outcomes (Brumovska, 2017; Karcher & Nakkula, 2010; Keller & Pryce, 2012). Similarly, 

the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship that develops between the youth and their 

mentor, has been consistently linked with youth outcomes (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009; Rhodes et 

al., 2017).  

Notably, researchers propose that youth and mentors’ perceived happiness or satisfaction 

with their mentoring relationship is likely to have a strong impact on youth’s developmental 

outcomes, and may be fundamental to the success of these mentoring programmes (Chapman et 

al., 2017; Spencer et al., 2018). For example, a study by Larose et al. (2010) found that youth 

showed improved educational and school-related outcomes when both mentors and youth 

reported higher levels of satisfaction with the relationship. Furthermore, recent research by 
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Rhodes et al. (2017) showed that higher levels of youth and mentor relationship satisfaction were 

associated with longer term mentoring relationships. However, despite these promising results, 

research investigating both mentor and youth relationship satisfaction is limited (Rhodes et al., 

2017) and it is generally agreed that further research in this area is needed (Matz, 2013; Renick 

Thomson & Zand, 2010; Suffrin, Todd & Sanchez, 2016).  

Hence, the current research sets out to extend current knowledge in this area by 

generating greater understanding about how youth and mentors perceive their mentoring 

relationship over time and investigating whether these relational dynamics are associated with 

changes in youths developmental outcomes. Specifically, the aim of the current research is 

twofold: 1) To explore youth and mentor’s self-reported match satisfaction during their 

participation in a formal, community-based, youth mentoring programme (e.g. Big Brother Big 

Sister; BBBS); and 2) To examine the association between youth and mentor’s perceived match 

satisfaction and youth’s emotional well-being, relational support, risky behaviour and 

educational outcomes, over time. In line with the theoretical and research evidence, it was 

hypothesised that youth and mentors would report higher levels of match satisfaction over time 

and that there would be a significant, positive association between match satisfaction and youth 

outcomes, over time.   

2. Method 

Data for this research was obtained from a larger longitudinal study, called the BBBS of 

Ireland Evaluation Study (Dolan et al., 2011), in which youth were randomly allocated to either 

the BBBS mentoring programme or to a non-mentoring youth service, which acted as a wait-list 

control group. In the Dolan et al. (2011) study, youth, parents and mentors participated in four 

assessment waves over a two year period (Time 1: Baseline; Time 2: 12 months post baseline; 

Time 3; 18 months post baseline; Time 4: 24 months post baseline). The current study reports on 

the longitudinal data collected from those youth who participated in the BBBS programme, and 

their mentors, only.  

2.1 Participants  

Participants consisted of 76 young people (39 male, 37 female), aged 10–15 years (M 

= 12.24, SD = 1.27) who took part in one of the BBBS mentoring programmes located in the 

west of Ireland. An attrition rate of 4% was observed at both time 2 and time 3, with 73 

participants completing follow-up outcome measures at these time points. An overall attrition 

rate of 11% was observed at time 4, with 68 participants completing assessments at the final 
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wave. Data was also collected from 76 (39 male, 37 female) adults, who volunteered to act as 

mentors to the youths in the BBBS programme. All mentors were aged 18–56 years (M = 

30.98, SD = 8.37) and were paired with one of the youths in the BBBS intervention group as 

a Big Brother or Big Sister. Approximately 86% of mentors were of Irish nationality.  

2.2 Materials & Measures 

2.2.1 Youth Developmental Outcomes  

A series of instruments were employed to measure youths’ self-reported developmental 

outcomes over the four wave intervals.  

2.2.1.1 Emotional Well-Being Youth’s emotional well-being was assessed using the 

Snyder et al. (1997) Children’s Hope Scale. The Children’s Hope Scale is a six item measure 

which taps children’s perceptions of their own agency (e.g., ability to take control) and their 

perceived capability to come up with pathways through which they can achieve their goals. 

Higher scores on this measure represent higher perceptions of agency and capability. 

2.2.1.2 Education Four assessments were used to measure youths’ educational 

outcomes. School Liking is a three-item measure (Eccles, 1999) which assesses how well the 

young person likes school and feels excited about going to school. Higher scores represent 

greater school liking. Scholastic Efficacy was assessed using the six item sub-scale from the 

Harter (1985) self-perception profile for children scale. Scholastic Efficacy assesses youths’ 

confidence in doing their school work. Three items are reversed, so higher scores reflect 

greater efficacy. Youths’ Education Plans were assessed using three items which measured 

youths’ plans to finish secondary or high school, go to college, and finish college. Higher 

scores represent greater intentions to complete their education. Grade Scores were assessed 

using four individual items which measured youths’ grade performance in a number of 

subjects. Higher scores represent higher academic performance. 

2.2.1.3 Risky Behaviour Youths’ engagement in delinquent or risky behaviours were 

assessed through the use of the six-item Misconduct scale (Brown et al., 1986). This scale 

taps youths’ self-reported behaviour in relation to skipping school without permission, hitting 

people, taking something without paying for it, and using alcohol and tobacco. Higher scores 

on this scale represent higher levels of risky behaviour. 

2.2.1.4 Relational Support Youths’ levels of perceived relational support and social 

acceptance were assessed through the use of three separate measures. Parental Trust was 
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assessed through the use of the Parental Trust scale, from the Inventory of Parent Attachment 

(Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). This four item scale measures the extent to which youths feel 

they have a trusting relationship with their parent or guardian. Higher scores on this scale are 

indicative of greater trusting relationships. Youths’ perceptions of Social Support were 

measured using the Social Provisions Scale – revised (SPS-R; Cutrona & Russell, 1990). The 

SPS-R scale consists of 16 items. The scale is composed of four subscales which examine 

youths’ social relationships and support across four different contexts: Perceived Social 

Support from Friends (four items); Perceived Social Support from Parents (four items); 

Perceived Social Support from Siblings (four items), and Perceived Social Support from 

Other Adults (four items). Higher scores reflect greater perceived social support levels in 

each of these domains. The six-item social acceptance sub-scale, of Harter’s (1985) self-

perception profile for children, was employed to assess youth’s sense of Social Acceptance 

from their peers. Three items on this scale are reverse-coded so that higher scores reflect 

higher levels of peer acceptance. 

2.2.2 Youth Match Satisfaction   

Youth also completed a series of measures assessing their satisfaction with their mentor 

and/or mentoring relationship at times 2-4. Specifically, all young people who participated in 

the BBBS programme completed instruments assessing their perceptions of the level of 

support they receive from their mentors; the degree to which mentors helped them to cope, 

and their perceived happiness with their mentoring relationship. Youths’ perceptions of 

mentor Support were assessed using the four-item SPS-R scale (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). 

The scale was adapted to assess youth’s reports of the level of social support they received 

from their mentors. Higher scores reflect greater levels of perceived mentor support. Youth’s 

perceptions of mentors levels of Helping were measured using three items adapted from the 

Rhodes et al. (1987) Helped to Cope scale. This scale was used to measure the degree to 

which youth perceived their mentors as helping them to cope with their emotions/problems. 

Higher scores on this scale reflect greater levels of perceived mentor helping. Youth 

perceptions of match Happiness were measured using six items from the Rhodes et al. (1987) 

scale. This scale was used to assess the degree to which youth’s felt content with their 

mentoring relationship. Items on this scale are reversed scored so that higher scores reflect 

greater levels of youth happiness with their mentor match.  

2.2.3 Mentor Match Satisfaction  
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Mentors also completed self-report measures which assessed their perceived levels of 

satisfaction with their mentoring relationship/experience. Mentor Satisfaction was assessed using the 

25-item mentor satisfaction scale (Rhodes et al., 1987). Items were reverse-coded, so higher scores 

represent greater levels of mentor satisfaction with their match. 

2.3 Procedure 

Before taking part in the BBBS programme, all youths completed a baseline (time 1) self-

report survey assessing their current emotional well-being, relational support, risky behaviour and 

educational outcomes. Youth’s demographic information (e.g. Gender, Age) was also collected at 

Time 1. Once youths completed these initial assessments, they were enrolled into the programme and 

forwarded for matching with their individual mentors. The programme was delivered per the BBBS 

service delivery manual and all volunteers were vetted and trained before being matched with a young 

person.  Approximately 12 months after the initial baseline assessments, follow-up assessments were 

carried out (time 2). At time 2, youths completed questionnaires containing the same outcome 

measures as at time 1. Youths also reported on their current level of satisfaction with their mentor and 

their perceived support and emotional helping from their mentor. Identical questionnaires assessing 

youths’ developmental outcomes and match satisfaction were carried out at time 3 and time 4. 

Mentors were also asked to complete self-report (postal) questionnaires at times 2, 3, and 4, assessing 

their satisfaction with their match/mentoring experience. Assessments of youth and mentors’ match 

satisfaction were not assessed at time 1, as mentors and mentees were not paired until after the 

baseline assessment. For more information about the procedure and measures employed please see 

Dolan et al., (2011).  

2.4 Statistical Analysis 

A series of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to investigate whether youth or 

mentor’s match satisfaction were associated with changes in youths’ developmental outcomes (e.g. 

relational support, emotional well-being, risky behaviour & educational attainment), over time. For all 

regression analyses, Time 1 outcome measures, mentee age and mentee gender were entered as 

control variables. Other supplementary analyses were conducted using ANOVAs and correlations.  

3. Results 

3.1 Preliminary Analyses  

As a number of predictor and criterion variables were assessed using same-source 

measurements, preliminary analyses were conducted in order to test for the presence of common 

method variance in the current research. Specifically, Harman’s Single Factor Test (Podaskoff et al., 

2003) was performed using principal components analysis, to examine whether there was a single 

factor in the data which could account for the majority of the observed variance (Chang, Van 
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Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010; Tehseen, Ramayah, & Sajilan, 2017). Separate Harman’s Single Factor 

Tests were carried out on all youth-reported indicators (e.g. all predictor and outcome variables) at 

Time 2, Time 3 and Time 4. Results from these analyses indicated that no single factor accounted for 

the majority of variance observed in the data, as the highest level of variance accounted for by any 

one factor, at any time point, was 19.81%. Following guidelines set forth by Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

and Tehseen et al. (2017), these results suggest that common method variance is not an issue in the 

current research and the data appears suitable for further analysis.  

3.2 Identifying Changes in Youth and Mentor’s Levels of Match Satisfaction Over Time 

Descriptive statistics were calculated in order to examine whether matched youths and 

mentors were satisfied with the mentoring relationship over the two-year period (e.g. Times 

2-4).  Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, for 

all measures assessing youth and mentor match satisfaction across the different time points. 

As can be seen in Table 1, youths reported high levels of perceived support, help, and happiness with 

their mentors, at all three time points. Similarly, mentors reported experiencing high levels of match 

satisfaction at all three time points. A series of one-way repeated-measures ANOVAs were calculated 

to examine whether youth or mentors’ match satisfaction fluctuated significantly over time. Results 

indicated that there were no significant changes in youths’ perceived levels of support, help, or 

happiness (all ps > 0.05) at any time point. Results also revealed no significant changes over time in 

mentors’ level of satisfaction with the match (all ps > 0.05). For further information on match 

characteristics please see Dolan et al. (2011). 

Table 1  

Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD) and Scale Ranges for All Youth & Mentor’s Match 

Satisfaction Measures from Time 2 - Time 4. 

 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Possible 

 M SD M SD M SD Scale Range 

Support 10.74 1.66 10.62 1.81 11.00 1.54 4-12 

Help 
 

10.86 

 

1.12 

 

10.71 

 

1.39 

 

10.93 

 

1.63 

 

3-12 

Happiness 
 

21.36 

 

2.90 

 

21.81 

 

2.70 

 

21.19 

 

4.06 

 

6-24 

Mentor Satisfaction 
 

100.27 

 

8.73 

 

101.04 

 

10.39 

 

102.85 

 

12.18 

 

25-125 
. 

3.3 Investigating Associations between Youth & Mentors Perceived Match Satisfaction 

In order to examine, whether youth’s levels of match satisfaction were associated with 

mentor’s levels of match satisfaction over time, correlational analyses were conducted. Specifically, a 

series of Spearman’s rho correlations were carried out to examine the relationship between Youths’ 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1057/jibs.2009.88#CR14
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Satisfaction (e.g., Support, Happiness, Helping) and Mentor’s Satisfaction, at Time 2-4 (please see 

Table 2). 

Table 2 

Correlations showing relationships between youth and mentor satisfaction over time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note:* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.001 

As can be seen in Table 2, at Time 2 and Time 3 youths’ perceptions of support, helping, and 

happiness all correlated positively with each other. At Time 4, however, no significant 

association was found between support and happiness. Additionally, mentor satisfaction did 

not appear to be significantly associated with any aspect of youth match satisfaction factor at 

Time 2 or Time 4, and at Time 3, mentor satisfaction was only found to correlate 

significantly (and positively) with youths’ perceived match happiness.  

3.4 Examining Associations between Youth-Mentor Match Satisfaction and Youth 

Developmental Outcomes, Over Time 

Descriptive statistics for each youth developmental outcome measures were 

calculated for each time point (e.g. Time 1–4). As can be seen in Table 3, youths appeared to 

endorse moderate to high scores on all developmental outcomes over each time period. Only 

one exception to this trend was observed in relation to youths’ level of risky behaviours, 

where youth showed relatively low levels of misconduct across time1 (please see Table 3). 

 

                                                           
1 This research did not assess whether youth showed significant differences in these outcomes over time, as 
this was previously tested and reported by Dolan et al. (2011) 

Factor 1 2 3 

Time 2    

1. Support --   

2. Happiness 0.49** --  

3. Helping 0.74** 0.49** -- 

4. Mentor Satisfaction 0.19 0.22 0.18 

Time 3    

1. Support --   

2. Happiness 0.43** --  

3. Helping 0.54** 0.45** -- 

4. Mentor Satisfaction 0.06 0.23* -0.03 

Time 4    

1. Support --   

2. Happiness 0.33 --  

3. Helping 0.47** 0.36* -- 

4. Mentor Satisfaction 0.01 0.10 0.16 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics (Means & Standard Deviations) for All Youth Developmental Outcomes  

 TIME 1 TIME 2 TIME 3 TIME 4 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

HOPE  18.96 3.22 19.82 2.91 20.08 2.65 19.96 3.00 
SOCIAL ACCEPTANCE 17.55 3.96 18.54 3.71 19.27 3.87 19.22 3.40 
SCHOOL LIKING 7.27 2.67 7.37 2.93 7.51 2.65 8.03 2.34 
SCHOLASTIC EFFICACY 17.11 3.77 17.40 3.63 17.50 3.85 17.36 3.54 
EDUCATION PLANS 8.91 2.95 9.45 2.46 9.45 2.55 9.40 2.54 
GRADE SCORES 14.16 3.05 13.88 2.91 13.75 2.77 13.78 2.97 
MISCONDUCT 8.60 2.99 8.43 2.76 8.59 3.32 8.51 3.70 
PARENTAL TRUST 13.85 2.64 14.12 2.67 14.05 2.25 14.29 2.31 
SOCIAL SUPPORT: FRIENDS 10.51 1.70 10.78 1.54 10.80 1.49 10.96 1.43 
SOCIAL SUPPORT: PARENTS 10.68 1.81 10.75 1.85 10.96 1.57 10.62 1.95 
SOCIAL SUPPORT: SIBLINGS 9.42 2.49 9.41 2.41 9.83 2.04 9.43 2.70 
SOCIAL SUPPORT: ADULTS 9.79 2.54 10.40 1.75 9.60 2.31 9.91 1.89 

NOTE: Hope scale ranges from 6–24; Social Acceptance ranges from 6–24; School Liking ranges from 3–12; 

Scholastic Efficacy ranges from 6–24; Education Plans range from 3–12; Grade Scores range from 4–20; 

Misconduct ranges from 6–24; Parental Trust ranges from 4–16; Friend Support 4–12; Parent Support 4–

12; Sibling Support 4–12; Other Adult Support 4–12. 

    

In order to examine whether youth and mentor’s levels of perceived match 

satisfaction were associated with youths’ developmental outcomes over time, a series of 

hierarchical regression analyses were conducted2. Hierarchical regression analyses were 

employed in order to assess the impact that each of the four predictors had on youth’s 

outcome measures, after controlling for a number of covariates. Specifically, in each 

regression model, three covariates: youth gender, youth age, and the baseline (time 1) 

outcome measurements were controlled for in a first step. Next, youths’ perceived levels of 

Support, Helping, and Happiness with their mentor, as well as Mentors’ Satisfaction with 

their match, were entered into the model simultaneously as individual predictors. Separate 

regression models were run for each developmental outcome (e.g., hope, social support 

[friend, sibling, parental & other adults], social acceptance, school liking, scholastic efficacy, 

education plans, grade scores, parental trust, and misconduct), at each time point, which acted 

as separate criterion variables. Time 2, Time 3, and Time 4 models assessed the association 

between Time 2, Time 3 and Time 4 predictors and criterion variables, respectively.  

                                                           
2 Regression analyses were chosen as the most suitable method of analyses due to the small observed sample 
size. 
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Time 2 

Hierarchical regression analyses were carried out on all Time 2 outcomes. Results 

from these hierarchical regression analyses revealed that after controlling for gender, age, and 

baseline responses on the outcome measures, the predictors indicating youths’ and mentors’ 

satisfaction with their matches had a significant association with the majority of 

developmental outcomes. However, the overall models for two outcomes, scholastic efficacy 

and support from friends, were not significant. An overview of model results for all Time 2 

outcomes is presented in Table 4. 

For the control variables, results from the regression analyses indicated that all 

baseline (time 1) measures appeared to have a significant positive association with all youths’ 

outcomes (all ps < 0.05), apart from youths’ perceived social support from friends, which was 

non-significant (p > 0.05). Additionally, while youth’s gender was not found to be 

significantly associated with any developmental outcomes, some limited effects were 

observed for youth age. Namely, older youths were found to report significantly higher levels 

of misconduct (ß = 0.24, p = 0.02), as well as lower levels of Parental Trust (ß = -0.21, p = 

0.04) and support from parents (ß = -0.20, p = 0.04). 

In relation to the main predictor variables, mentor satisfaction was not found to have 

any significant associations with any youth outcome at time 2. However, youth’s perceptions 

of mentor support were found to be positively associated with higher levels of perceived 

social acceptance (ß = 0.34, p = 0.04) and perceived support from other adults (ß = 0.37, p = 

0.02). Moreover, higher levels of perceived mentor helping were positively associated with 

youth’s grade scores (ß = 0.48, p = 0.001), while greater happiness with one’s mentor was 

associated with higher levels of parental support (ß = 0.24, p = 0.04). No other significant 

links between youth outcomes and mentoring relational dynamics were observed at time 2. 

Standardised and unstandardized estimates, standard errors and alpha levels for all Time 2 

associations are displayed in Table 4 below. 

 

Table 4  

Model Results, Standardised & Unstandardized Estimates and Standard Error for all 

Time 2 outcomes.   
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Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 

T2 Hope Gender  -.27 .57 -.05 .64 6.28** .40 .34 .08 
 Age .21 .23 .09 .35     
 T1 Hope .52 .09 .59 < .001     
 T2 Helping .59 .37 .23 .11     
 T2 Happiness .04 .11 .04 .71     
 T2 Support -.08 .25 -.05 .74     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .03 .04 .11 .33     

T2 School Liking Gender  .17 .60 .03 .77 6.25** .40 .34 .04 

 Age .03 .22 .01 .89     
 T1 School Liking .63 .11 .58 < .001     

 T2 Helping .16 .38 .06 .66     

 T2 Happiness .07 .11 .07 .55     
 T2 Support -.22 .25 -.13 .38     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .06 .04 .18 .10     

T2 Social Acceptance  Gender  .58 .73 .08 .43 6.41** .41 .35 .05 

 Age -.14 .28 -.05 .61     
 T1 Social Acceptance  .56 .09 .60 < .001     
 T2 Helping -.42 .47 -.13 .38     
 T2 Happiness -.20 .14 -.16 .18     
 T2 Support .67 .31 .34 .04     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .02 .05 .05 .65     

T2 Scholastic Efficacy Gender  -.29 .84 -.04 .73 1.96 .17 .09 .04 

 Age -.01 .32 .00 .98     
 T1 Scholastic Efficacy .36 .11 .37  < .001     
 T2 Helping .53 .55 .17 .34     
 T2 Happiness .05 .17 .04 .74     
 T2 Support .02 .36 .01 .96     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .01 .05 .03 .83  

 

   



Children & Youth Services Review 

13 
 

Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 

T2 Education Plans Gender  .04 .44 .01 .93 11.95** .56 .51 .07 
 Age -.08 .16 -.04 .62     
 T1 Education Plans .55 .07 .67 < .001     

 T2 Helping -.21 .27 -.10 .44     

 T2 Happiness .05 .08 .06 .53     
 T2 Support .32 .18 .22 .07     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .03 .03 .11 .24     

T2 Grade Scores Gender  -.77 .56 -.13 .18 8.11** .47 .41 .12 

 Age .01 .21 .01 .96     
 T1 Grade Scores .59 .09 .61 < .001     
 T2 Helping 1.21 .35 .48  .001     
 T2 Happiness .05 .11 .06 .61     
 T2 Support -.42 .23 -.24 .08     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction -.03 .03 -.09 .36     

T2 Misconduct Gender  .02 .56 .00 .97 6.33** .41 .34 .04 

 Age .52 .22 .24 .02     
 T1 Misconduct .40 .10 .44  < .001     

 T2 Helping -.42 .36 -.18 .25     

 T2 Happiness -.11 .11 -.12 .30     
 T2 Support .23 .25 .14 .36     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction -.01 .03 -.04 .70     

T2 Parental Trust Gender  -.24 .53 -.05 .66 6.26** .40 .34 .07 

 Age -.43 .21 -.21 .04     
 T1 Parental Trust .44 .10 .44 < .001     
 T2 Helping -.25 .34 -.11 .47     
 T2 Happiness .22 .10 .24 .04     
 T2 Support .11 .23 .07 .64     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .02 .03 .07 .52 
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Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 

T2 Social Support: Friends Gender  .28 .39 .09 .47 .80 .08 .02 .06 
 Age .00 .15 .00 .98     
 T1 Social Support: Friends .11 .11 .12 .36     

 T2 Helping .19 .25 .14 .46     

 T2 Happiness -.07 .08 -.13 .36     
 T2 Support .11 .16 .13 .49     
 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .02 .02 .10 .47     

T2 Social Support: Parents Gender  -.09 .34 -.02 .80 8.51** .48 .42 .10 

 Age -.29 .14 -.20 .04     
 T1 Social Support: Parents .50 .10 .49  < .001     

 T2 Helping -.32 .22 -.20 .15     

 T2 Happiness .12 .07 .20 .07     
 T2 Support .19 .15 .17 .21     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .04 .02 .17 .10     

T2 Social Support: Siblings Gender  -.49 .46 -.10 .29 7.27** .44 .38 .08 

 Age .21 .18 .11 .26     
 T1 Social Support: Siblings .61 .09 .64  < .001     

 T2 Helping -.29 .30 -.14 .34     

 T2 Happiness .13 .09 .16 .15     
 T2 Support .17 .20 .12 .38     

 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .05 .03 .18 .09     

T2 Social Support: Adults Gender  -.03 .37 -.01 .95 4.15* .31 .23 .14 
 Age -.26 .15 -.19 .08     
 T1 Social Support: Adults .17 .08 .25 .03     

 T2 Helping .03 .24 .02 .90     

 T2 Happiness -.03 .08 -.05 .72     
 T2 Support .39 .16 .37 .02     

 T2 Mentor Satisfaction .00 .02 .01 .94     
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Time 3 

At time 3, the overall regression models were also found to be significant for the 

majority of developmental outcomes, even after controlling for youths’ gender, age, and 

baseline scores. However, as can be seen in Table 5, for the friend social support outcome 

variable, the overall model was not found to be significant. Additionally, while significant 

associations were found between the majority of baseline (Time 1) outcome measures and 

time 3 outcome measures (all ps < 0.05), no significant associations were found between 

Time 1 support from friends and Time 3 support from friends. Furthermore, limited effects 

were observed for the other control variables, age and gender. Specifically, gender appeared 

to have no significant associations with any Time 3 outcome, while older adolescents 

appeared to show significantly lower levels of perceived support from other adults (ß = -0.30, 

p = 0.002) at time 3, in comparison to younger youth. 

Furthermore, mentor’s reports of match satisfaction at Time 3 were significantly and 

positively associated with youth reports of hope (ß = 0.21, p = 0.04), scholastic efficacy (ß = 

0.30, p = 0.01), education plans (ß = 0.26, p = 0.01), school liking (ß = 0.28, p = 0.01) and 

grade scores (ß = 0.22, p = 0.03) at time 3. Results also indicated that mentor helping was 

positively linked with youth’s social acceptance (ß = 0.32, p = 0.005), while perceived 

mentor support was positively associated with youth’s perceptions of social support from 

other adults (ß = 0.37, p = 0.002). Youths’ happiness with their mentor was also significantly 

associated with higher levels of parental trust (ß = 0.23, p = 0.04) and education plans (ß = 

0.26, p = 0.03) at time 3. However, a negative relationship between youth’s match happiness 

and youth’s reported school liking (ß = -0.25, p = 0.03) was observed at Time 3. Standardised 

and unstandardized estimates, standard errors and alpha levels for all Time 3 associations are 

displayed in Table 5. 
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Table 5 Model Results, Standardised & Unstandardized Estimates and Standard Error for all Time 3 outcomes. 

Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 
T3 Hope Gender  -.19 .52 -.04 .72 6.01** .40 .33 .16 
 Age -.09 .21 -.04 .69     
 T1 Hope .36 .09 .43  < .001     
 T3 Helping .27 .23 .14 .25     
 T3 Happiness .20 .11 .21 .06     
 T3 Support -.07 .17 -.05 .67     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .05 .03 .21 .04     

T3 School Liking Gender  .28 .55 .05 .61 5.47** .37 .30 .12 
 Age -.03 .21 -.01 .89     
 T1 School Liking  .49 .10 .50 < .001     

 T3 Helping .26 .24 .14 .28     

 T3 Happiness -.24 .11 -.25 .03     
 T3 Support .09 .17 .07 .58     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .07 .03 .28 .01     

T3 Social Acceptance Gender  .18 .66 .02 .78 11.13** .55 .50 .07 
 Age .27 .26 .09 .31     
 T1 Social Acceptance .63 .08 .66  < .001     
 T3 Helping .87 .30 .32 .005     
 T3 Happiness -.15 .14 -.11 .27     
 T3 Support -.11 .21 -.05 .61     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction -.01 .03 -.04 .67     

T3 Scholastic Efficacy Gender  -.28 .80 -.04 .73 4.23* .31 .24 .21 
 Age -.06 .32 -.02 .84     
 T1 Scholastic Efficacy .30 .11 .29 .01     
 T3 Helping .53 .36 .19 .15     
 T3 Happiness .21 .17 .15 .22     
 T3 Support -.05 .26 -.02 .86     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .11 .04 .30 .01     
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Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 

T3 Education Plans Gender  1.52 .49 .30 .30 7.81** .45 .40 .13 
 Age -.01 .19 .00 .97     
 T1 Education Plans .39 .09 .45  < .001     

 T3 Helping -.34 .21 -.19 .12     

 T3 Happiness .21 .10 .23 .03     
 T3 Support -.01 .15 -.01 .93     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .06 .02 .26 .01     

T3 Grade Scores Gender  -.19 .55 -.03 .74 6.43** .41 .34 .14 

 Age -.30 .21 -.14 .16     
 T1 Grade Scores .40 .09 .44 < .001     
 T3 Helping .27 .24 .14 .27     
 T3 Happiness -.03 .11 -.03 .82     
 T3 Support .26 .17 .17 .13     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .06 .03 .22 .03     

T3 Misconduct Gender  .55 .70 .08 .44 4.71** .33 .26 .05 

 Age .42 .28 .16 .14     
 T1 Misconduct .55 .12 .50 < .001     

 T3 Helping .51 .31 .22 .10     

 T3 Happiness -.24 .14 -.20 .10     
 T3 Support .00 .22 .00 .99     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .00 .03 -.02 .89     

T3 Parental Trust Gender  .18 .43 .04 .68 7.35** .44 .38 .05 

 Age -.30 .17 -.17 .10     
 T1 Parental Trust .53 .09 .59  < .001     
 T3 Helping -.31 .20 -.19 .12     
 T3 Happiness .19 .09 .23 .04     
 T3 Support .17 .14 .14 .23     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .00 .02 .00 .96     
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Outcome Predictor        R2 Change 
T3 Social Support: Friends Gender  .07 .36 .02 .84 1.47 .14 .04 .09 
 Age .07 .14 .06 .62     
 T1 Social Support: Friends .18 .11 .21 .11     

 T3 Helping .07 .16 .07 .66     

 T3 Happiness .06 .07 .12 .39     
 T3 Support .15 .11 .19 .19     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .00 .02 .03 .83     

T3 Social Support: Parents Gender  -.41 .29 -.13 .16 12.25** .47 .42 .06 

 Age -.23 .12 -.19 .06     
 T1 Social Support: Parents .47 .08 .53  < .001     

 T3 Helping -.10 .13 -.09 .46     

 T3 Happiness .11 .06 .20 .06     
 T3 Support .14 .09 .16 .14     
 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .01 .01 .04 .70     

T3 Social Support: Siblings Gender  .30 .42 .08 .48 4.39** .32 .26 .03 

 Age -.10 .17 -.06 .58     
 T1 Social Support: Siblings .42 .09 .51  < .001     

 T3 Helping -.11 .19 -.08 .57     

 T3 Happiness .12 .09 .16 .17     
 T3 Support .13 .14 .12 .35     

 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .002 .02 .01 .94     

T3 Social Support: Adults Gender  -.02 .41 -.01 .96 9.10** .49 .44 .14 
 Age -.55 .17 -.30  .002     
 T1 Social Support: Adults .25 .09 .28 .01     

 T3 Helping .07 .19 .04 .72     

 T3 Happiness -.02 .09 -.02 .82     
 T3 Support .46 .14 .37   .002     

 T3 Mentor Satisfaction .01 .02 .06 .50     
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Time 4 

Similarly, at time 4, after controlling for baseline outcome responses, gender, and age, 

a number of significant predictor effects were also observed for the majority of 

developmental outcomes assessed. However, non-significant models were observed for the 

Social support: Friends, Social Support: Siblings and Social Support: Adults outcome 

measures. An overview of all Time 4 model results is provided in Table 6. In relation to the 

control variables, results revealed no significant age or gender effects at Time 4, however, 

baseline (Time 1) outcome scores were found to be significantly associated with the majority 

of Time 4 outcome measures, apart from the Social support: Friends and Social Support: 

Adults outcomes (ps > .05).  

In particular, youth’s perceptions of mentor helping at time 4 were positively 

associated with their Time 4 reports of hope (ß = 0.37, p = 0.03) and school liking (ß = 0.46, 

p = 0.01). Youths’ happiness with their mentor also appeared to be positively associated with 

youth reports of social acceptance (ß = 0.36, p = 0.01), parental trust (ß = 0.33, p = 0.02), and 

perceived parental support (ß = 0.26, p = 0.04) at time 4. Furthermore, mentor’s reports of 

match satisfaction were significantly and positively linked to youths’ reports of scholastic 

efficacy (ß = 0.34, p = 0.02), education plans (ß = 0.26, p = 0.04), school liking (ß = 0.43, p < 

0.001), and sibling support (ß = 0.31, p = 0.04). However, mentor support did not appear to 

be associated with any youth outcome at time 4. Standardised and unstandardized estimates, 

standard errors and alpha levels for all Time 4 associations are displayed in Table 6. 
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Table 6 Model Results, Standardised & Unstandardized Estimates and Standard Error for all Time 4 outcomes. 

Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 
T4 Hope Gender  -.60 .70 -.10 .40 5.67** .52 .43 .09 
 Age .06 .30 .03 .83     
 T1 Hope .54 .11 .62 < .001     
 T4 Helping .92 .42 .37 .03     
 T4 Happiness -.03 .10 -.04 .80     
 T4 Support -.22 .31 -.11 .48     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .02 .03 .09 .46     

T4 School Liking Gender  .12 .62 .02 .85 4.91* .48 .38 .23 
 Age -.13 .24 -.07 .58     
 T1 School Liking .36 .13 .38 .01     

 T4 Helping .94 .36 .46 .01     

 T4 Happiness -.09 .08 -.16 .27     
 T4 Support -.52 .26 -.33 .05     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .08 .02 .43 < .001     

T4 Social Acceptance Gender  .71 .83 .09 .40 8.17** .61 .53 .11 
 Age -.29 .33 -.10 .39     
 T1 Social Acceptance .64 .10 .70 < .001     
 T4 Helping -.09 .51 -.03 .86     
 T4 Happiness .33 .11 .36 .01     
 T4 Support .02 .37 .01 .96     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .00 .03 -.01 .91     

T4 Scholastic Efficacy Gender  .97 .93 .14 .30 3.54* .40 .29 .15 
 Age .10 .37 .04 .79     
 T1 Scholastic Efficacy .42 .13 .43  < .001     
 T4 Helping .33 .55 .11 .55     
 T4 Happiness .15 .13 .18 .24     
 T4 Support -.02 .40 -.01 .96     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .09 .04 .34 .02     
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Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 

T4 Education Plans Gender  .34 .70 .06 .63 4.87* .48 .38 .08 
 Age -.07 .26 -.03 .79     
 T1 Education Plans .49 .12 .58  < .001     

 T4 Helping .54 .39 .24 .18     

 T4 Happiness -.03 .09 -.05 .71     
 T4 Support -.29 .29 -.16 .34     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .06 .03 .26 .04     

T4 Grade Scores Gender  -.16 .88 -.03 .86 2.58* .33 .20 .08 

 Age .32 .34 .14 .35     
 T1 Grade Scores .41 .14 .43 .01     
 T4 Helping .76 .51 .30 .15     
 T4 Happiness -.16 .12 -.22 .19     
 T4 Support -.04 .37 -.02 .91     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .03 .04 .12 .41     

T4 Misconduct Gender  -.04 .06 -.01 .97 3.70* .41 .30 .09 

 Age .50 .45 .16 .27     
 T1 Misconduct .72 .18 .61 < .001     

 T4 Helping -.87 .63 -.26 .17     

 T4 Happiness -.09 .14 -.10 .53     
 T4 Support .93 .48 .35 .06     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .02 .04 .06 .65     

T4 Parental Trust Gender  -.59 .64 -.11 .36 5.81** .52 .43 .11 

 Age -.45 .26 -.22 .09     
 T1 Parental Trust .55 .13 .56  < .001     
 T4 Helping -.41 .38 -.18 .28     
 T4 Happiness .21 .09 .33 .02     
 T4 Support .44 .27 .25 .12     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction -.01 .03 -.03 .78     
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Outcome Predictor B SE ß P F R2 ∆R2 R2 Change 

T4 Social Support: Friends Gender  .48 .33 .23 .15 1.23 .19 .04 .04 
 Age .04 .13 .04 .79     
 T1 Social Support: Friends .18 .10 .29 .08     

 T4 Helping -.09 .20 -.10 .64     

 T4 Happiness -.01 .05 -.03 .85     
 T4 Support .13 .14 .18 .38     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .01 .01 .11 .49     

T4 Social Support: Parents Gender  -.48 .43 -.12 .27 8.06** .60 .53 .10 

 Age -.15 .18 -.10 .41     
 T1 Social Support: Parents .61 .11 .64 < .001     

 T4 Helping -.01 .25 -.01 .96     

 T4 Happiness .12 .06 .26 .04     
 T4 Support .22 .18 .17 .24     
 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .02 .02 .10 .38     

T4 Social Support: Siblings Gender  -.18 .83 -.03 .83 2.24 .30 .17 .11 

 Age -.08 .36 -.04 .82     
 T1 Social Support: Siblings .49 .17 .46 .01     

 T4 Helping .46 .50 .19 .36     

 T4 Happiness -.01 .12 -.01 .97     
 T4 Support -.05 .37 -.03 .90     

 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .07 .03 .31 .04     

T4 Social Support: Adults Gender  -.45 .58 -.12 .44 .72 .12 .05 .12 
 Age -.02 .24 -.02 .92     
 T1 Social Support: Adults -.02 .13 -.02 .90     

 T4 Helping .30 .35 .20 .39     

 T4 Happiness .00 .08 -.01 .96     
 T4 Support .22 .25 .18 .40     

 T4 Mentor Satisfaction .01 .02 .05 .75     
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4. Discussion 

    The aim of this research was to explore youth and mentor’s satisfaction with their BBBS 

mentoring relationship, over the course of two years, and to examine whether match 

satisfaction was positively associated with youth outcomes over this time. From this 

investigation, a number of important findings emerged to suggest that not only are both youth 

and mentor’s satisfaction with their mentoring relationship directly associated with youths 

developmental outcomes, but that different aspects of these mentoring dynamics may have 

different impacts on youth outcomes. For example, youth’s match happiness was found to be 

significantly, positively associated with youth’s perceptions of parental trust at all three time 

points, whereas youth’s perceptions of mentor support were associated with higher levels of 

perceived social support from adults at both Time 2 and Time 3, while mentor’s match 

satisfaction appeared to be positively linked to youth’s educational outcomes (School Liking, 

Scholastic Efficacy, Education Plans) at Time 3 and Time 4. Further evidence appeared to 

suggest that youth and mentor’s match satisfaction did not change significantly over time and 

that gender and age had a minimal impact on the outcome measures. Overall, findings have 

several notable implications for both research and practice, which warrant further discussion. 

One major finding emerging from the current research is the apparent connection 

between match satisfaction and youth outcomes. In particular, youth perceptions of support, 

helping, and happiness with/from their mentor, as well as mentors’ levels of match 

satisfaction, were generally associated with more favourable youth outcomes, providing some 

support for the proposed research hypothesis. Crucially, Beta values were found to range 

from 0.21 to 0.48, suggesting that a moderate-to-strong relationship exists between these four 

indicators of match satisfaction and youths’ developmental outcomes. These findings echo 

those reported in previous research studies (Eby et al., 2013; Larose et al., 2015), providing 

further evidence to suggest that the success of mentoring programmes, such as BBBS, may be 

linked to the ‘quality’ of the mentor-mentee relationship which develops. Hence, it is argued 

that both researchers and practitioners may benefit from giving greater attention to both youth 

and mentors perceptions of the mentoring quality and further exploring what factors impact 

youth/mentor’s levels of match satisfaction (Martin & Sifers, 2012; McQuillan et al., 2015; 

Rhodes & DuBois, 2008).       

Nonetheless, some notable discrepancies were observed in the relationship between 

individual youth outcomes and these four predictors of match satisfaction. First, it is 
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important to acknowledge that while match satisfaction was ‘typically’ associated with 

positive youth outcomes, over time, no significant associations were found between either 

youth or mentor satisfaction and a number of developmental outcomes. Specifically, although 

youth perceptions of support, helping, happiness, and mentor satisfaction were positively 

associated with youth’s academic outcomes (e.g., school liking, scholastic efficacy, grades 

scores, education plans), social outcomes (e.g., social acceptance, parental trust, social 

support from parents, siblings, and other adults), and emotional outcomes (e.g. hope), no 

indicator of youth-mentor match satisfaction was associated with either youth engagement in 

risky behaviour (e.g., misconduct) or their perceptions of friend social support, at any time 

point. Hence, the current research may provide evidence to suggest that while there is a 

connection between match satisfaction and programme success, youth and mentor’s 

perceived satisfaction with the mentoring relationship may only be linked to positive youth 

outcomes within certain developmental domains (e.g., social support and acceptance, parental 

trust, agency, education, etc). However, this relationship warrants further investigation, as it 

may have important implications for practitioners working with youth in other community 

based mentoring programmes. 

Additionally, one negative relationship was observed in the current research, where 

greater youth match happiness appeared to be associated with lower school liking at 18 

months (Time 3). Although this relationship was not found consistently over time, it is 

inconsistent with the pattern of relationships typically reported in the literature (Eby et al., 

2013; Herrera et al., 2011) – yet there are some possible explanations for why this negative 

trend occurred. For instance, research suggests that mentors frequently act as ‘connectors’ – 

often helping young people to strengthen their social networks and build positive social 

relationships with others (Munson et al., 2010; Renick Thomson & Zand, 2010; Rhodes et al., 

2006; Spencer, 2006). Thus, one possible explanation for the current findings is that youths 

who experienced growth in their social relationships with others displayed greater happiness 

with their mentoring relationships, and their subsequent change in school liking may reflect 

their adoption of the social values of their new social group or peers. Although this argument 

remains speculative, an established body of research provides evidence to suggest that youths 

do adopt similar attitudes to those endorsed by their peer or friendship groups (Aboud, 2005; 

Rutland et al., 2010). Nevertheless, what is clear from these research findings is that there is a 

need for researchers and practitioners to explore the youth–mentor relationship in more 

detail, in order to gain a greater understanding about the specific dynamics (e.g., perceived 
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benefits of relationship, expectations of mentoring, style of mentoring, type of support) that 

may moderate youths’ perceived happiness with their mentoring relationship over time 

(Kupersmidt et al., 2017; Raposa et al., 2017; Sánchez et al., 2008).  

Another noteworthy finding from the current study is that although youths’ 

perceptions of support, helping, happiness, and mentor satisfaction were significantly 

associated with a number of youth outcomes, each of these indicators appeared to be related 

to different outcomes. For example, youths’ perceptions of mentor support were positively 

linked with their perceived social acceptance and support from other adults at time 2, but at 

time 3 the link with social acceptance was no longer significant, and by time 4 perceived 

mentor support was not significantly related to any outcome. Thus, the current results provide 

evidence to suggest that although youths may benefit from feeling supported by their mentor, 

these benefits may be limited to the areas of social support and acceptance. On the other 

hand, higher levels of youth happiness with the mentoring relationship was consistently 

associated with greater levels of parental trust, across all three time points, suggesting that 

youth match happiness may have a more significant connection with youths’ parental 

relationships. In addition, while mentor satisfaction was not found to be associated with any 

outcomes at time 2, at both time 3 and 4 this indicator appeared to be closely connected to 

youths’ academic outcomes, in that higher levels of mentor satisfaction were consistently 

linked with greater school liking, education plans, and scholastic efficacy at both 18 months 

and 24 months. Thus, the current research appears to provide preliminary evidence that 

different mentoring dynamics may be associated with different outcomes for young people 

(see Larose et al., 2010; Keller & Pryce, 2012). Nonetheless, greater research in this area is 

needed in order to explore this proposed trend further.  

Furthermore, it is also important to comment on the relationship which emerged 

between youth’s perceptions of mentor’s helping levels and their developmental outcomes. In 

particular, while perceptions of mentor helpfulness were found to be positively related to 

youth outcomes over time, these perceptions were significantly associated with different 

developmental outcomes at each time point. Specifically, greater mentor helping was 

associated with higher grade scores at 12 months (time 2), increased social acceptance at 18 

months (time 3) and greater perceived agency and school liking at 24 months (time 4). 

Although these results may suggest that mentor helping has an inconsistent (though positive) 

relationship with youth development, it is also possible that the link between mentor helping 
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and youth outcomes may depend on the nature of the help provided (Rhodes, 2005). Findings 

from other research suggest that mentors may help their mentees to cope with negative 

experiences by providing guidance or counsel on how to deal with specific issues or problems 

(Karcher, 2005; Sánchez et al., 2008). Thus, this observed link between mentor helping and 

improved school liking, hope, grade scores, and social acceptance may be evident due to 

mentors providing greater, more tangible support on these specific issues. 

Finally, it is important to briefly comment on the impact that youth age and gender 

appeared to have on youths’ developmental outcomes. Notably, gender was not found to be 

significantly associated with any of the twelve developmental outcomes assessed in the 

current research. However, age was found to be negatively associated with a small number of 

youth outcomes (e.g., misconduct, parental trust, and perceived social support from parents & 

other adults) at time 2 or time 3. While a major advantage of the current analytical approach 

is that it controls for the effect of these demographic characteristics on youth outcomes, it is 

possible that other individual differences, not measured here, may also impact youths’ 

developmental outcomes. Greater knowledge about how other individual differences (e.g., 

cultural norms, ethnicity, motivations for joining programme) may influence mentoring 

relationships or youth outcomes is necessary in order to help researchers and practitioners 

develop programmes and promote positive youth–mentor relationships that benefit young 

people from all different backgrounds (Allen et al., 2017; Darling et al., 2006; Zhou et al., 

2018). 

Key Recommendations & Considerations 

By assessing the link between youth-mentor match satisfaction and youth 

developmental outcomes this research provides several benefits for both research and practice 

in the youth mentoring area. For example, although other research has examined the role that 

mentor or youth match satisfaction/perceived relationship quality may play in impacting 

programme outcomes, relatively little research has examined how both youth and mentor 

match satisfaction may impact community based mentoring programmes, such as BBBS, 

over time (see Martin & Sifers, 2012; Rhodes et al., 2017). Notably, findings from the current 

research also indicated that youth and mentor perspectives appear to be associated with 

different developmental outcomes. Thus, this research is important as it provides new insight 

into the connection between youth-mentor match satisfaction and youth outcomes - insight 

which may be key to promoting greater programme success and enhancing the beneficial 
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effects associated with mentoring programmes for young people (Larose et al., 2010; 

Nakkula & Harris, 2013).  

In addition, findings from the current research also revealed that mentors’ match 

satisfaction appears to be (typically) unrelated to youths’ perceptions of match satisfaction. 

Crucially, however, this research did not examine what contributed to youth or mentor’s 

satisfaction within their mentor relationship. Although a variety of research suggests that 

several factors, such as frequency or consistency of contact between mentors-mentees or 

level of ongoing programme support, may impact youths’ and mentors’ perceptions of 

relationship quality or match satisfaction (Martin & Sifers, 2012; Larose et al., 2015; Zhou et 

al., 2018), further research is needed to establish not only how mentoring works but also why 

it works. Specifically, future research may benefit from determining what factors increase 

both youth and mentor’s match satisfaction and help young people and mentors establish 

lasting, quality relationships. 

Furthermore, findings from this research suggests that both youths and mentors 

reported high levels of match satisfaction over the course of their participation in the BBBS 

programme. This is a significant finding given that relationship quality/satisfaction is often 

considered an important hallmark of programme success (Allen et al., 2006), and, thus, 

provides further evidence in support of the efficacy of the BBBS mentoring programme. 

However, it is important to acknowledge that the current study only reflects youths’ and 

mentors’ reports on a small number of indicators of match satisfaction (e.g. support, 

happiness, helping). It is crucial that researchers and practitioners recognise that there may be 

other important indicators of mentoring satisfaction/quality (see Erdem et al., 2016; Van Dam 

et al., 2018). Although this study represents a key preliminary step in identifying how 

specific indicators of match satisfaction benefit or hinder youth development, greater 

understanding about how other mentoring dynamics impact youth outcomes is still warranted. 

An important objective for future research and practice is to explore how mentors and youths’ 

perceptions of other aspects of relational and instrumental support or quality evolve 

throughout their involvement in youth mentoring programmes, and to examine how these 

different quality indicators impact youth outcomes over time.   

Limitations 
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There are a number of limitations associated with the current study which should be 

noted. First, it is important to acknowledge that due to the secondary analytic nature of this 

research, participants consist entirely of young people who had participated in a BBBS 

programme, as match satisfaction was not assessed with the non-mentored group (see Dolan 

et al., 2011). Although the longitudinal nature of the study data is a major strength, the 

validity of these findings may be limited by the lack of a comparison group and the resultant 

small sample size (N = 76). Thus, the current research reflects findings from young people 

who participated in an established and structured formal, community-based youth mentoring 

programme, and as such, findings may not translate to other non-community-based settings or 

to non-formal mentoring relationships. Furthermore, due to the observational nature of the 

analyses it is not possible to make any inferences about the causal nature of the associations 

reported here. Moreover, although results from the Harman’s Single Factor Test suggested 

that common method bias was not an issue in the current research, it should be acknowledged 

that this technique has recognised limitations (Chang et al., 2010) and future research may 

benefit from employing more rigorous checks or collecting data from different sources. 

Additionally, while the current results provide new insights into the literature it is possible 

that the volume of comparisons conducted may have resulted in some spurious associations. 

Future research would benefit from addressing these limitations and recruiting larger sample 

sizes or employing more sophisticated forms of analyses, such as latent growth modelling 

(McArdle & Hamagami, 1992). Future research should also strive to further expand the 

findings of this research by assessing how match satisfaction may mediate or moderate 

programme effects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Children & Youth Services Review 

29 
 
 

References 

Aboud, F.E. (2005). The development of prejudice in childhood and adolescence. On the 

nature of prejudice: Fifty years after Allport, 310–326. 

Allen, T.D., Eby, L.T., Chao, G.T., & Bauer, T.N. (2017). ‘Taking stock of two relational 

aspects of organizational life: Tracing the history and shaping the future of 

socialization and mentoring research’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 324. 

Armsden, G.C., & Greenberg, M.T. (1987). ‘The inventory of parent and peer attachment: 

Individual differences and their relationship to psychological well-being in 

adolescence’, Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 16(5), 427–454. 

Bowers, E.P., Wang, J., Tirrell, J.M., & Lerner, R.M. (2015). A cross-lagged model of the 

development of mentor-mentee relationships and intentional self-regulation in 

adolescence. Journal of Community Psychology, 1(44), 118–138. 

Brown, B.B., Clasen, D.R., & Eicher, S.A. (1986). Perceptions of peer pressure, peer 

conformity dispositions, and self-reported behavior among adolescents. 

Developmental Psychology, 22(4), 521. 

Brumovska, T. (2017). Initial motivation and its impact on quality and dynamics in formal 

youth mentoring relationships: A longitudinal qualitative study. PhD thesis. National 

University of Ireland, Galway. Retrieved from: 

https://aran.library.nuigalway.ie/handle/10379/7119. 

Chang, S. J., Van Witteloostuijn, A., & Eden, L. (2010). From the editors: Common method 

variance in international business research. 

Chapman, C.M., Deane, K.L., Harré, N., Courtney, M.G., & Moore, J. (2017). Engagement 

and mentor support as drivers of social development in the Project K youth 

development program. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(3), 644–655. 

Cutrona, C.E. and Russell, D. (1990). Type of social support and specific stress: Toward a 

theory of optimal matching. In: I. Sarason, B. Sarason, and G. Pierce (eds.). Social 

Support: An Interactional View, pp. 319–67. New York: Wiley and Sons. 

Darling, N., Bogat, G.A., Cavell, T.A., Murphy, S.E., & Sánchez, B. (2006). ‘Gender, 

ethnicity, development, and risk: Mentoring and the consideration of individual 

differences’, Journal of Community Psychology, 34(6), 765–780. 

Deutsch, N.L. & Spencer, R. (2009). Capturing the magic: Assessing the quality of youth 

mentoring relationships. New Directions for Youth Development, 2009(121), 47–70. 

Deutsch, N.L., Reitz-Krueger, C.L., Henneberger, A.K., Futch Ehrlich, V.A., & Lawrence, 

E.C. (2017). “It gave me ways to solve problems and ways to talk to people”: 

Outcomes from a combined group and one-on-one mentoring program for early 

adolescent girls. Journal of Adolescent Research, 32(3), 291–322. 

DeWit, D. J., DuBois, D., Erdem, G., Larose, S., Lipman, E. L., & Spencer, R. (2016). 

Mentoring relationship closures in Big Brothers Big Sisters community mentoring 

programs: Patterns and associated risk factors. American journal of community 

psychology, 57(1-2), 60-72. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320564162_Initial_Motivation_and_its_Impact_on_Quality_and_Dynamics_in_Formal_Youth_Mentoring_Relationships_A_Longitudinal_Qualitative_Study?_sg=JrKw1ClB3P1QCfwLmGSN7gtKOvrFhttAGyrWZM7TOQpgwUO-r4cS32XG7LMXAYRAUwoUIrRRRhIusylVjT70KPmUkKEJnwhdmh_yYJJ6.We690_rNi8KJtgbHa5GANKP51UAI-wOZHAyb5ABjKHK1m4NTciDIMQPz-lZYSi0uv7B_hGS7Eve_HUxBlrv8mQ
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320564162_Initial_Motivation_and_its_Impact_on_Quality_and_Dynamics_in_Formal_Youth_Mentoring_Relationships_A_Longitudinal_Qualitative_Study?_sg=JrKw1ClB3P1QCfwLmGSN7gtKOvrFhttAGyrWZM7TOQpgwUO-r4cS32XG7LMXAYRAUwoUIrRRRhIusylVjT70KPmUkKEJnwhdmh_yYJJ6.We690_rNi8KJtgbHa5GANKP51UAI-wOZHAyb5ABjKHK1m4NTciDIMQPz-lZYSi0uv7B_hGS7Eve_HUxBlrv8mQ
https://aran.library.nuigalway.ie/handle/10379/7119


Children & Youth Services Review 

30 
 
 

Dolan, P. & Brady, B. (2011). A Guide to Youth Mentoring: Providing Effective Social 

Support. UK: Jessica Kingsley. 

Dolan, P., Brady, B., O’Regan, C., Russell, D., Canavan, J., & Forkan, C. (2011). Big 

Brothers Big Sisters (BBBS) of Ireland: Evaluation study. Child and Family Research 

Centre, NUI Galway, and Foróige. Retrieved from: 

https://aran.library.nuigalway.ie/bitstream/handle/10379/4498/BBBS_Report_3.pdf?s

equence=1&isAllowed=y  

DuBois, D.L. & Keller, T.E. (2017). Investigation of the integration of supports for youth 

thriving into a community‐based mentoring program. Child Development, 88(5), 

1480–91. 

DuBois, D.L., Holloway, B.E., Valentine, J.C., & Cooper, H. (2002). Effectiveness of 

mentoring programs for youth: A meta‐analytic review. American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 30(2), 157–197. 

DuBois, D.L., Portillo, N., Rhodes, J.E., Silverthorn, N., & Valentine, J.C. (2011). How 

effective are mentoring programs for youth? A systematic assessment of the 

evidence. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 12(2), 57–91. 

Eby, L.T. & Lockwood, A. (2005). Protégés’ and mentors’ reactions to participating in 

formal mentoring programs: A qualitative investigation. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 67(3), 441–458. 

Eby, L.T. Allen, T.D., Hoffman, B.J., Baranik, L.E., Sauer, J.B., Baldwin, S., ... & Evans, 

S.C. (2013). An interdisciplinary meta-analysis of the potential antecedents, 

correlates, and consequences of protégé perceptions of mentoring. Psychological 

Bulletin, 139(2), 441. 

Eccles, J.S. (1999). ‘The Development of Children ages 6 to 14. The Future of Children, 9, 

30–44. 

Erdem, G., DuBois, D.L., Larose, S., De Wit, D., & Lipman, E.L. (2016). Mentoring 

relationships, positive development, youth emotional and behavioral problems: 

Investigation of a mediational model. Journal of Community Psychology, 44(4), 464–

483. 

Gettings, P.E. & Wilson, S.R. (2014). Examining commitment and relational maintenance in 

formal youth mentoring relationships. Journal of Social and Personal 

Relationships, 31(8), 1089–1115. 

Goldner, L., & Mayseless, O. (2009). The quality of mentoring relationships and mentoring 

success. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 38(10), 1339. 

Harter, S. (1985). Manual for the Self-Perception Profile for Children: Revision of the 

Perceived Competence Scale for Children. Colorado: University of Denver. 

Herrera, C., Grossman, J.B., Kauh, T.J., & McMaken, J. (2011). Mentoring in schools: An 

impact study of Big Brothers Big Sisters school‐based mentoring. Child Development, 

82(1), 346–361. 

Herrera, C., Grossman, J.B., Kauh, T.J., Feldman, A.F., & McMaken, J. (with Jucovy, L.Z.) 

(2007). Making a Difference in Schools: The Big Brothers Big Sisters School-Based 

Mentoring Impact Study. Philadelphia, PA: Public/Private Ventures. 

https://aran.library.nuigalway.ie/bitstream/handle/10379/4498/BBBS_Report_3.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://aran.library.nuigalway.ie/bitstream/handle/10379/4498/BBBS_Report_3.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y


Children & Youth Services Review 

31 
 
 

Higley, E., Walker, S.C., Bishop, A.S., & Fritz, C. (2016). Achieving high quality and long‐
lasting matches in youth mentoring programmes: A case study of mentoring. Child & 

Family Social Work, 21(2), 240–248. 

Holt, L.J., Bry, B.H., & Johnson, V.L. (2008). Enhancing school engagement in at-risk, urban 

minority adolescents through a school-based, adult mentoring intervention. Child & 

Family Behavior Therapy, 30(4), 297–318. 

Jolliffe, D. & Farrington, D.P. (2007). A Rapid Evidence Assessment of the Impact of 

Mentoring on Re-Offending: A Summary. London: Home Office. 

Karcher, M.J. (2005). ‘The effects of developmental mentoring and high school mentors’ 

attendance on their younger mentees’ self-esteem, social skills, and 

connectedness’, Psychology in the Schools, 42, 65–77. 

Karcher, M.J. & Nakkula, M.J. (2010). Youth mentoring with a balanced focus, shared 

purpose, and collaborative interactions. New Directions for Youth Development, 

2010(126), 13–32. 

Keller, T.E. & Pryce, J.M. (2012). Different roles and different results: How activity 

orientations correspond to relationship quality and student outcomes in school-based 

mentoring. Journal of Primary Prevention, 33(1), 47–64. 

Kupersmidt, J.B., Stump, K.N., Stelter, R.L., & Rhodes, J.E. (2017). Predictors of premature 

match closure in youth mentoring relationships. American Journal of Community 

Psychology, 59(1-2), 25–35. 

Lakind, D., Atkins, M., & Eddy. E.J. (2015). Youth mentoring relationships in context: 

Mentor perceptions of youth, environment, and the mentor role. Children and Youth 

Services Review, 53, 52–60. 

Langhout, R.D., Rhodes, J.E., & Osborne, L.N. (2004). An exploratory study of youth 

mentoring in an urban context: Adolescents' perceptions of relationship 

styles. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 33(4), 293–306. 

Larose, S., Cyrenne, D., Garceau, O., Brodeur, P., & Tarabulsy, G.M. (2010). The structure 

of effective academic mentoring in late adolescence. New Directions for Youth 

Development, 2010(126), 123–140. 

Larose, S., Savoie, J., DeWit, D.J., Lipman, E.L., & DuBois, D.L. (2015). The role of 

relational, recreational, and tutoring activities in the perceptions of received support 

and quality of mentoring relationship during a community‐based mentoring 

relationship. Journal of Community Psychology, 43(5), 527–544. 

Larsson, M., Pettersson, C., Skoog, T., & Eriksson, C. (2016). Enabling relationship 

formation, development, and closure in a one-year female mentoring program at a 

non-governmental organization: A mixed-method study. BMC Public Health, 16(1), 

179. 

Lipman, E.L., DeWit, D., DuBois, D.L., Larose, S., & Erdem, G. (2018). Youth with chronic 

health problems: How do they fare in main-stream mentoring programs?. BMC Public 

Health, 18(1), 102–131. 

Martin, S.M. & Sifers, S.K. (2012). An evaluation of factors leading to mentor satisfaction 

with the mentoring relationship. Children and Youth Services Review, 34(5), 940–945. 



Children & Youth Services Review 

32 
 
 

Matz, A.K. (2013). Commentary: Do youth mentoring programs work? A review of the 

empirical literature. Journal of Juvenile Justice, 3(2), 83–101. 

McArdle, J. J., & Hamagami, F. (1992). Modeling incomplete longitudinal and cross-

sectional data using latent growth structural models. Experimental aging 

research, 18(3), 145-166. 

McQuillin, S.D., Straight, G.G., & Saeki, E. (2015). Program support and value of training in 

mentors’ satisfaction and anticipated continuation of school-based mentoring 

relationships. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning, 23(2), 133–148. 

Meyerson, D.A. (2013). Mentoring youth with emotional and behavioral problems: A meta‐
analytic review. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Chicago, IL: DePaul University. 

Retrieved from: https://via.library.depaul.edu/csh_etd/56/. 

Miller, J. M., Barnes, J. C., Miller, H. V., & McKinnon, L. (2013). Exploring the link 

between mentoring program structure & success rates: Results from a national 

survey. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(3), 439-456. 

Munson, M.R., Smalling, S.E., Spencer, R., Scott Jr, L.D., & Tracy, E.M. (2010). A steady 

presence in the midst of change: Non-kin natural mentors in the lives of older youth 

exiting foster care. Children and Youth Services Review, 32(4), 527–535. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of applied psychology, 88(5), 879. 

Raposa, E.B., Dietz, N., & Rhodes, J.E. (2017). Trends in volunteer mentoring in the United 

States: Analysis of a decade of census survey data. American Journal of Community 

Psychology, 59(1-2), 3–14. 

Renick Thomson, N. & Zand, D.H. (2010). Mentees’ perceptions of their interpersonal 

relationships: The role of the mentor–youth bond. Youth & Society, 41(3), 434–445. 

Rhodes, T. (2002). The “risk environment”: A framework for understanding and reducing 

drug-related harm. International Journal of Drug Policy, 13(2), 85–94. 

Rhodes, J.E. (2005). A model of youth mentoring. Handbook of Youth Mentoring, 30–43. 

Rhodes, J.E. (2008). Improving youth mentoring interventions through research-based 

practice. American Journal of Community Psychology, 41(1-2), 35–42. 

Rhodes, J. E., & DuBois, D. L. (2008). Mentoring relationships and programs for 

youth. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 17(4), 254-258. 

Rhodes, G., Brennan, S., & Carey, S. (1987). Identification and ratings of caricatures: 

Implications for mental representations of faces. Cognitive Psychology, 19(4), 473–

497. 

Rhodes, J.E., Schwartz, S.E., Willis, M.M., & Wu, M.B. (2017). Validating a mentoring 

relationship quality scale: Does match strength predict match length?. Youth & 

Society, 49(4), 415–437. 

https://via.library.depaul.edu/csh_etd/56/


Children & Youth Services Review 

33 
 
 

Rhodes, J.E., Spencer, R., Keller, T.E., Liang, B., & Noam, G. (2006). ‘A model for the 

influence of mentoring relationships on youth development’, Journal of Community 

Psychology, 34(6), 691–707. 

Roberts, H., Liabo, K., Lucas, P., DuBois, D., & Sheldon, T. A. (2004). Education and 

debate. Mentoring to reduce antisocial behaviour in childhood. British Medical 

Journal, 328, 512–514. 

Rodríguez-Planas, N. (2014). Do youth mentoring programs change the perspectives and 

improve the life opportunities of at-risk youth?. IZA World of Labor, 1–62. 

Rutland, A., Killen, M., & Abrams, D. (2010). A new social-cognitive developmental 

perspective on prejudice: The interplay between morality and group 

identity. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(3), 279–291. 

Sánchez, B., Esparza, P., & Colón, Y. (2008). Natural mentoring under the microscope: An 

investigation of mentoring relationships and Latino adolescents' academic 

performance. Journal of Community Psychology, 36(4), 468–482. 

Schwartz, S.E., Rhodes, J.E., Chan, C.S., & Herrera, C. (2011). The impact of school-based 

mentoring on youths with different relational profiles. Developmental Psychology, 

47(2), 450. 

Schwartz, S.E., Rhodes, J.E., Spencer, R., & Grossman, J.B. (2013). Youth-initiated 

mentoring: Investigating a new approach to working with vulnerable adolescents. 

American Journal of Community Psychology, 52(1–2), 155–169. 

Shiner, M., Young, T., Newburn, T., & Groben, S. (2004). Mentoring Disaffected Young 

People: An Evaluation of Mentoring Plus. York, UK: Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 

Snyder, C.R., Cheavens, J., & Sympson, S.C. (1997). Hope: An individual motive for social 

commerce. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 1(2), 107. 

Spencer, R. (2006). Understanding the mentoring process between adolescents and 

adults. Youth and Society, 37, 287–315. 

Spencer, R., & Liang, B. (2009). “She gives me a break from the world”: Formal youth 

mentoring relationships between adolescent girls and adult women. The Journal of 

Primary Prevention, 30(2), 109-130. 

Spencer, R., Drew, A. L., Walsh, J., & Kanchewa, S. S. (2018). Girls (and Boys) Just Want to 

Have Fun: A Mixed-Methods Examination of the Role of Gender in Youth Mentoring 

Relationship Duration and Quality. The journal of primary prevention, 39(1), 17-35. 

Stelter, R.L., Kupersmidt, J.B., & Stump, K.N. (2018). Supporting mentoring relationships of 

youth in foster care: Do program practices predict match length? American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 61(3-4), 398–410. 

Suffrin, R. L., Todd, N. R., & Sánchez, B. (2016). An ecological perspective of mentor 

satisfaction with their youth mentoring relationships. Journal of Community 

Psychology, 44(5), 553-568. 

Tehseen, S., Ramayah, T., & Sajilan, S. (2017). Testing and controlling for common method 

variance: a review of available methods. Journal of Management Sciences, 4(2), 142-

168. 



Children & Youth Services Review 

34 
 
 

Tolan, P.H., Henry, D.B., Schoeny, M.S., Lovegrove, P., & Nichols, E. (2014). Mentoring 

programs to affect delinquency and associated outcomes of youth at risk: A 

comprehensive meta-analytic review. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 10(2), 

179–206. 

Van Dam, L., Smit, D., Wildschut, B., Branje, S.J.T., Rhodes, J.E., Assink, M., & Stams, 

G.J.J.M. (2018). Does natural mentoring matter? A multilevel meta‐analysis on the 

association between natural mentoring and youth outcomes. American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 62, 203–220. 

Zhou, A.J., Lapointe, É., & Zhou, S.S. (2018). ‘Understanding mentoring relationships in 

China: Towards a Confucian model. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 8, 1–30. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


