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Abstract

In thisreport,we reviewcurrentscienttic knowledgeon thetopic of youthmentoring,ncludingwhat
is known aboutrelationshipsandprogramsandtheir interfacewith organizationsandinstitutions.Two
primary conclusions can be drawn from this review. First, mentoring relationships are most likely to
promote positive outcomes and avoid harm when they are close, consistent, and enduring. Second, to date,
programs have achieved only limited successin their effortsto establish and sustain such relationships. This
is evidentin amodestndinconsistenpatternof effectsonyouthoutcomeswell-documentedmplemen-
tationproblems,anda lack of compellingevidenceof cost-efectivenessWe alsoreview public policy
issuesn thefield, focusingonfactorsunderlyingthe popularityof youthmentoringin theUS andrecent
efforts to extendits reach.We arguethatthesefactorshavehadundesirableconsequencethatinclude
decreasingntensityandinfrastructuresupportfor youthmentoringprogramsaswell asafailure to take
advantage of the full range of opportunitiesto cultivate and sustain mentoring rel ationships across different
contextf youthdevelopmentWe call for abetteralignmentof researclandpracticein theareaof youth
mentoring recommendingoliciesthat(a) promoteevidence-baseitinovation rigorousevaluationand
carefulreplicationin disseminatiorfor youth mentoringprograms,and (b) encouragententionaland

scientfically informed approaches to mentoring across the full-spectrum of youth-serving settings.
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From The Edilor

Inthe current issue of the Social Policy Report, Jean Rhodesand David
DuBoisreviewresearclon mentoringandconsiderthe implicationsfor
policiesthat promote mentoring. One of their most important pointsisthat
mentoring programs haveincreased in popul arity and proliferated without
adequatattentionto whatwe know from researchequallyimportantis
thatthereare manyquestionsaboutmentoringfor which we do not yet
know the answersso that more researclis neededbeforewe canfully
adopt mentoring as an important development-promoting vehicle.

Thereis goodresearcldemonstratinghata meaningfulrelationship
betweena young personand an adultis importantto positive develop-
mentaloutcomesThis is one of thoserobustresearcHindingsthatalso
just makes senseto academicians, practitioners, and thepublic at large. As
aresult,we haveadoptedmnentoringasanimportantprogramvehicleto
promoteyouthdevelopmentRhodesandDuBois@eviewof researctand
programs, however, documentshow critical it isto structure programswith
featureghatresearctdemonstratework for specfic populationsWhile
the approachof mentoringmay seempromising,how to implementthe
approach in an effective manner isby no meansclear, and implementation
requirescarefulscientfic evaluationsof programssothatwe understand
which program components are most powerful.

In mostcasesa parentor relative servesasa mentorto their child,
althoughit is notclearwhetherarelationshipwith anon-parentafigureis
alsoandindependentlymportant. And, in somecasesa mentoringrela-
tionshipnaturallyformsbetweerayoungpersorandateacherneighbor
or program staff person. Institutionally creating such relationshipsisquite
adifferentmatter It requiresknowledgeof whatworks with mentoring
relationshipghat spontaneoushandnaturallyarise,andthenthe design
of programs that are carefully evaluated.

Brookeandl hopethatthis SPR will serveto redirectattentionin the
field from this somewhat unbridled expansion of programsto research that
helpsusunderstandhow suchexpansiorshouldoccur Themessagés as
relevantto the privatesectorthatunderwritesmanymentoringprograms
asit is to the public sectorthat promotesprogramsandfundsresearch.
There are few other areas where the research-program/policy connec-
tion is asbadly neededWe all wantto do our bestfor ouryoungpeople;
howeverwe candosoonly if we baseouractionsonwhatwe know. This
field needgo attendmorefully to whatwe now know andto encourage
further researcton thosequestiongor which we do not currentlyhave
answers.

Lonnie Sherrod, Ph.D., Editor
Forham University
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Threemillion young peopleareinformal one-to-one
mentoringrelationshipsn the US, a sixfold increase
from just adecade ago, and funding and growth impera-
tives continueto fuel programexpansiofMENTOR,
2006a) Anecdotakeportsof mentors@rotectivequali-
ties are corroboratedby a growing body of research,
which hasunderscoredhe positiveinfluenceof men-
torsin thelives of youth.In thefollowing sectionswe
review existing research on mentoring relationshipsand
programs. Wethen critically examinethe policy climate
surroundingyouthmentoringinitiativesandmakerec-
ommendationgor facilitating future developmenand
growth of the mentoring movement.

Researching Mentoring Relationships

A growing number of studies have revealed sig-
nificant associationdetweenyouth® involvementin
mentoring relationships and positive developmental
outcomes (see DuBois & Karcher, 2005; Rhodes, 2002;
Zimmerman, Bingenheimer, & Behrendt , 2005). 1l-
lustratively, in a recent investigation with data from
the NationalLongitudinal Studyof AdolescentHealth
(DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005b), involving a nation-
ally representative sample of adolescents who were
firstassessewhenin grades/-12,thosewho reported
havingexperienced mentoringrelationshipsincethe
ageof 14 exhibitedbetteroutcomegcontrollingwhere
possiblefor the sameor relatedmeasuresat the start
of the study) within the domains of education/work
(high schoolcompletion,collegeattendanceemploy-
ment), mental health (self-esteem, life satisfaction),
problem behavior (gang membership, physical fight-
ing, risk taking), and health (exercise birth control).
Studies examining specific characteristics of mentoring
relationshipshave suggestedhat the bondsare most
likely to promotepositive outcomeswvhenthey share
a core of common characteristics. At the most basic
level, a necessary condition for afeetive mentoring
relationshipis that the two peopleinvolved feel con-
nectedNthatthereis mutualtrustanda sensehatone

* The authorsgratefully acknowledgehe supportof the William
T. Grant Foundation in preparing this report.

is understoodliked, andrespectedThe closenessf a
relationship, however, isaffected by individual, dyadic,
and contextual factors.

Closeness. Without someconnectionthe dynamics
that make mentoring relationships effective are unlikely
everto occur Indeed,after examiningover 600 pairs,
Herrera Sipe,andMcClanahar(2000,p. 31) observed
that Oatthe crux of the mentoringrelationshipis the
bond that forms between the youth and mentor. If a
bond does not form, then youth and mentors may disen-
gagefrom the matchbeforethe mentoringrelationship
lastslong enoughto havea positiveimpacton youth.O
Such feelings of closeness in formal mentoring ties
have been found to mediate linkages between other
relationshipcharacteristicand perceivedbendits for
theyouth (Parraetal., 2002)and,in informal mentor
ing, havepredictedfavorableyouth outcomesn areas
suchasmentalhealthandsubstanceseindependenof
frequencyof contactandrelationshipduration(DuBois
& Silverthorn, 2005a).

Closeemotional connections between youth and men-
tors appeartto be fosteredby factorsresemblinghose
identifiedasimportantin effectivetherapeuticelation-
ships, such asempathy and authenticity (Spencer, 2006),
butalsoby theexperiencef simply havingfun anden-
joying each other @ company (Spencer & Rhodes, 2005).
It also hel pswhen thereisabasic compatibility between
the youth and mentorin their personalitiesjnterests,
andexpectation®r goalsfor therelationship(Bernier
& Larose2005;Madia& Lutz,2004).It is noteworthy
however, that similarity in the ethnic or racia back-
groundsof the mentorandyouthhasnotemepgedasa
significant factor, despite theimportance often attributed
to this in practice(RhodesReddy Grossman& Lee,
2003;Sanchez Colon, 2005).Finally, it@ important
to notethat close youth-adult mentoring relationshipsare
not immune from conflict and other negativeemotional
experiencege.g.,disappointmentandthatthesemay
haveanadversempactonyouth,aswell asthesustain-
ability of therelationship(Grossmar& Rhodes2002;
Rhodes, ReddyRoffman, & Grossman, 2005).

Theformationof a closerelationshipis conditioned
by several factors, including the background charac-
teristicsof the mentor the effectivenesof the mentor
in addressinghe developmentaheedf thechild, the
consistency and duration of the tie, and the broader
programandcommunitycontextin which therelation-



ship unfolds.

Mentor characteristics. Close,effective mentoring
relationshipseento befacilitatedwhenadultspossess
certainskills andattributesThesencludeprior experi-
encein helping roles or occupations (DuBois, Holloway,
Valentine,& Cooper2002),an ability to demonstrate
appreciatiorof salientsocioeconomi@ndcultural in-
fluencesn theyouth®life (Hirsch,2005),andasense
of efficacyfor beingableto mentoryoungpeople(Du-
Bois,Neville, Parrag& Pugh-Lilly, 2002;Hirsch,2005;
Karcher, Nakkula, & Harris, 2005; Parra, DuBois, Nev-
ille, Pugh-Lilly, & Povinelli, 2002). The ability to model
relevantbehaviorssuchasskills
required for job performance in
the work setting, appears to be
of further benefit (Hamilton &
Hamilton,2005)asdoesrefrain-
ing from actions(e.g.,substance
use)thatmayencouragegouthto
adopt unhealthy behaviors (Beam,
Gil-Rivas,Greenbeger, & Chen,
2002).

Several lines of research also converge in calling
attentionto a youth-centeredpproachto mentoring,
which focuses on the devel opmental needs of the youth.
Relationshipghatareyouth-centeredgsometimeslso
referred to as developmental) in their orientation, as
opposedo beingdriven primarily by the interestsor
expectations of the mentor (sometimes also referred
to asprescriptive) havebeenfoundto predictgreater
relationshipquality andduration(Herreraetal., 2000;
Morrow & Styles, 1995; Styles& Morrow, 1992) aswell
asimprovementsin how youth experiencetheir relation-
shipswith otheradults(Karcher Roy-CarlsonBenne,
Gil-Hernandez, Allen, & Gomez, 2006a). Helping youth
to setandwork towardgoalsthatareimportantto their
developmentalso appeargdo be bendicial (Balcazay
Davies,Viggers,& Tranter in press;Balcazar Keys,
& Garate,1995;Davidson& Redney1988;Hamilton
& Hamilton, 2005),especiallyif the goalsareagreed
upon by mentor and youth in accordance with the youth-
centeredapproachdescribedabove(Larose,Chaloux,
Monaghan, & Tarabulsy, 2006). Thislatter consideration
is consistentwith otherresearchsuggestinghat bal-
anced attention to multiple setsof potentially competing
concerngnay be necessaryo achieveoptimal results
whenmentoringyouthwithin a developmentalrame-

A growing number of studies
have revealed significant associations
between youth’s involvement in
mentoring relationships and positive
developmental outcomes.

work. In oneof thesestudiesapplyingclusteranalysis
to relationshipdatafrom a study of the Big Brothers
Big Sistersprogram(Langhout,Rhodes & Osborne,
2004), outcomes were most favorable when youth
reportedexperiencingpoth structureandsupportfrom
theirmentorspy contrastno bendits wereevidentfor
an unconditional support relationship type, thus suggest-
ing a needfor mentorsto be morethansimply Ogood
friends.@\dult advisorsn othertypesof programsand
activities similarly appearto be most effective when
their interactionswith youth reflect sensitivity to the
needsof youth for not only ownershipandautonomy
but also structure and scaffold-
ing (Larson,Hansen& Walker,
2005).In accordancavith these
findings,the successfutlevelop-
mentof a mentoringrelationship
with a young personappeargo
be more likely when the adult
demonstrates attunement to the
needsand interestsof the youth
andtheability to adapthis or her
approach accordingly (Pryce, 2006; Spenz2e06).
Consistency. Studies of both informal and formal
mentoringties highlight the significanceof how often
mentorsand youth spend timetogether (Blakely, Menon,
& Jones1995;DuBois& Neville,1997;DuBois,Nev-
ille, etal.,2002;DuBois & Silverthorn,2005a;Freed-
man,1988;Herreraet al., 2000; McLearn,Colasanto,
& Schoen1998; Parraet al., 2002). Regularcontact
hasbeenlinked to positiveyouth outcomesndirectly
viaitsrolein affording other desirable processesto take
root in the mentoring relationship. For example, regular
meetinganay leadto engagemenin bendicial activi-
ties(Parraetal., 2002),theprovisionof emotionaland
instrumental support (Herreraet al., 2000), and adeeper
integrationof theadultinto the youth®socialnetwork
(DuBois, Neville, et al., 2002). Thereliableinvolvement
of acaringnon-parentahdultin a youth®life may of-
fer moredirectbenditsaswell in theform of enhanced
feelings of security and attachment in interpersonal
relationships (Keller2005b; Rhodes, 2005).
Duration. Thebenefits of mentoring appear to accure
with time. In areanalysiof datafrom the P/PV study
of theBig BrothersBig Sistergprogram Grossmarand
Rhodeg2002)foundthatpositiveeffectsonyouthout-
comesbecameprogressivelystrongerasrelationships



persisted for longer periodsof time. The greatest benefits
wereevidentfor youthin relationshipghatlastedone
yearor longer By contrastyouthin relationshipghat
lastedlessthan 6 months(i.e., lessthan half the one
yearcommitmentthatvolunteersvereaskedo make)
showed declinesin functioning relative to controls. The
precedingrendswereapparenevenwhenconsidering
potentialconfoundingnfluencesuchasbaselinechar
acteristicsof youth that could contributeto increased
risk for prematurdermination.Thesefindingssuggest
that,for mentoringrelationshipgo yield bendits, they
shouldendurefor atleastone
year. An equally important
considerationhowever may
be whether relationships are
continued for thefull duration
of whateverexpectationsre
reestablished, even if these
arefor aconsiderablyshorter
period of time (De Ayala &
Perry, 2005; Larose, Tara-
bulsy, & Cyrenne, 2005). It
seemdikely, moreoverthattheamountof time needed
for bendicial mentoringto occuralsodepend®nother
factors such asthe characteristics and needs of theyouth,
the mentoi@ skills and backgroundthe frequencyof
contactin therelationshipandthe specfic outcome(s)
under consideration (Rhodes, 2002). The time frame
over which gainsfrom mentoringties continueto ac-
crueandthusaremaximizedis notwell-establishedlt
appearshoweverthatrelationshipgnaybe especially
beneficial when they remain part of the youth@ life
for multiple years(Klaw, Fitzgerald,& Rhodes2003;
McLearn et al., 1998) and thus havethe opportunity
to facilitate adaptatiorthroughoutsignificantportions
of their developmen{DuBois & Silverthorn,2005b;
Werner 1995).

Contextual variables. Although the focus in most
mentoring research has been on dyadic relationships be-
tween adults and youth, recent investigations have indi-
cated the importance of connections between mentoring
relationships and the broader interpersonal contexts in
which they occur (Keller, 2005a). These include benefits
of providing mentoring in a group context that includes
not only multiple peers (Herrera, Vang, & Gale, 2002;
Hirsch, 2005; House, Kuperminc, & Lapidus, 2005),
but also multiple adults who can collaborate with one

Relationships may be especially beneficial
when they remain part of the youth’s life
for multiple years and thus have the opportunity
to facilitate adaptation throughout significant
portions of their development.

another (Hirsch, DuBois, & Deutsch, 2006). There is
also evidence that mentoring can facilitate gains in the
relationships youth have with parents, peers, and other
adults such as teachers (Karcher, Roy-Carlson, Benne,
Gil-Hernandez, Allen, & Gomez, 2006b; Tierney,
Grossman, & Resch, 1995) and that these improvements,
in turn, are involved in mediating positive effects of
mentoring on outcomes such as academic achievement
(Rhodes, Grossman, & Resch, 2000), substance use
(Rhodes, Reddy, & Grossman, 2005), and emotional
health (DuBois, Neville, et al., 2002). Furthermore, it
appears that when a mentor
develops linkages with key
persons in the youth’s social
network, such as parents (Du-
Bois, Holloway, et al., 2002)
or peers (Hirsch, 2005), ef-
fectiveness is enhanced.
Limitations. When youth
experience mentoring re-
lationships that reflect the
characteristics reviewed in
the previoussectionstheserelationshipsmay harbor
remarkablepotentialto realizethetype of transforma-
tive influenceon long-termhealthandadjustmenthat
havebeencentralto agumentdor expandingnentor
ing initiatives. Yet, whenthesefeaturesarelacking, it
is equally apparentthat mentoringrelationshipsmay
fall well shortof their potentialbendits, andevendo
harm.Thesecircumstancesay include,for example,
alack of compatibilityin the personalityor interestsof
theyouthandmentor;insufficientskills or abilitieson
the part of the mentor;anirregularor infrequentpat-
ternof contactprief or lessthanexpectediuration;the
absencef a close,emotionalbond; mentorbehaviors
thatdoreflectsensitivityto thefull rangeof theyouth®
developmentaheedsandweakor missinglinkagesto
theyouth@social network. These possibilitiesmay help
to accountfor the generallymodestmagnitudeof the
associ ations found between mentoring rel ationships and
youth outcomesanda lack of consistencyn findings
acrossall areasof functioning.In the studyreferredto
previouslythatutilized datafrom theAdd Healthstudy
(DuBois & Silverthorn,2005b),for example the esti-
matedbendits of havinghada mentorin adolescence
weregenerallynotlarge enoughto offsettheestimated
negative consequences associated with individual or en-



vironmental risk factors. Having amentor, furthermore,

wasnot predictiveof bendits in severalareassuchas
substanceise(e.g.,smoking),mentalhealthproblems
(e.g., depression), or physical health.

It shouldbe noted,however that existing findings
aresubjectto the influenceof severalmethodological
limitations (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005c). Illustra-
tively, researcho datehasfocusedpredominantlyon
theestimatecaffectsof asinglementoringrelationship,
typically at a singlepointin the youth®development.
The more substantiabendits that may be associated
with accessto multiple mentoring rel ationshi psthrough-
outthecourseof childhoodandadolescenceherefore,
remain largely uncharted, although the value of both life
course(Werner 1995) and network (SanchezReyes,
& Singh,in press)perspectivess clearlysuggestedhy
existing researchThe implications of differentcom-

binationsor profiles of relationshipcharacteristicas
well asthe modifying influenceof varying constella-
tionsof individual andenvironmentafactorsthatmay
either enhance or attenuate consequences for youth
aresimilarly understudied,but againappearto be an
important consideration (e.g., Grossman & Rhodes,
2002; Zimmerman, Bingenheimer, & Notaro, 2002).
Thus,althoughmanyusefulimplicationscanbedrawn
from existingresearcton mentoringrelationshipsand
their rolein youth devel opment, there are al so numerous
significant issues in need of clacation.
The Role of Mentoring in Programs and
Organizations

Fromapolicy perspectiveit is critical to understand
the extentto which programsandotherorganizational
contextscanserveasvehiclesfor establishingr culti-
vating close,effective mentoringrelationshipsandto

Table 1

Research-Supported Mentoring Program Practices

Theory-Based? Empirically Based®

Monitoring of Program Implementation
Setting for Mentorindhctivities

Screening of Prospective Mentors
Mentor Background: Helping Role or Profession
Mentor/Youth Matching

Mentor Pre-MatcHraining

Expectations: Frequency of Contact
Expectations: Length of Relationship
Supervision

OngoingTraining

Mentor Support Group
StructuredActivities for Mentors andouth

Parent Support/Involvement

X X
NG
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X X
X
X X
X X

Note. Based orfindings from a meta-analysis of evaluations of youth mentoring programs (DuBois, Hoktahy2002).
aPracticeemphasizegreviouslyasimportantin the mentoringprogramliterature(e.g.,NationalMentoringWorking Group,1991) Higherscores
onanindexof thenumberof thesepracticeatilized by aprogrampredictedargereffectsizes "Practiceghatindividually in themeta-analysisvere
foundto predictsignificantly larger effect sizes.Higher scoreson anindex of the numberof thesepracticeautilized by a programpredictedarger
effect sizes*Programs in community and other settings outside of school (e.g., workplace) yiedgecfact sizes.
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results of preliminary efforts to
gauge cost-benefit ratiosfor youth
mentoringprograms(Aos et al.,
2004).Theseincludeanestimate
that benefits of participation in
the Big BrothersBig Sisterspro-

------- Empirically- gram, derived from findings of the
gf:;?CES landmark Public/Private Ventures

study (described in a later sec-
tion of this report; Tierneyetal.,
1995), exceeded costs by only the
narrowest of margins (estimate
of $1.01 benefit for each $1.00
of cost)whenincludingbothtax-

- —--Theory-Based
Practices

Figure I. Relationshipbetweerutilization of greatemumbersof research-supported

payer and other costs.
The DuBois, Holloway; et al.

practicesandeffect sizein evaluationsof youth mentoringprograms(DuBois, Hollo- (2002) meta-analysis, however,

way, et al., 2002)Thresholds for small and mediunfesfts are from Lipsey (1990).

delineate practices and setting featuresthat facilitatethis
goal.A considerableamountof researcthasaddressed
each of these concerns.

Formal mentoring programs. In formal mentoring
programssuchasBig BrothersBig Sistersmentoring
relationshipsare establishedy matchingyouth with
adultvolunteersin ameta-analysisf over50 evalua-
tionsof mentoringprogramsPuBois,Holloway, etal.
(2002) found evidence of benefitsfor participating youth
on arangeof emotional behavioral social,academic,
and careerdevelopmenbutcomegseealso Jekielek,
Moore, & Hair, 2002). The estimated magnitude of
program impacts, however, was small (Cohen® 4 =
.14). Similarly, findingsfrom the few studiesthatcol-
lectedfollow-up assessmentid not suggesthetypes
of broad, transformative effects on young people at later
stages of their development that are central to arguments
offered for investment in mentoring initiatives (Walker,
2005). In some instances, for example, effects have
fadedto nonsignficancewithin only a few monthsof
program participation (Asdltineet al., 2000). Evauations
also haveroutinely reported significant implementation
problemsthat have compromised the ability of programs
to establishand supporthigh-quality mentoringrela-
tionships.As would be expectedyouth experiencing
relationshipsof lower quality in programs have had less
favorableoutcomeqDuBois, Holloway, et al., 2002).
The preceding trends may account for the disappointing

foundwide variationin the effec-
tivenesof mentoringprogramsit
wasdemonstratedurthermore thatthe magnitudeof
programimpactsincreasedystematicallyin conjunc-
tion with the useof greatemumbersof practicesthat
theinvestigatorsncludedin theory-base@ndempiri-
cally based practiceindexes (see Table 1). The practices
includedin eachindex wereidentified basedon prior
recommendations in the field (theory-based) or the
findings of the meta-analysisitself (empirically-based).
As illustratedin Figurel, whenthefull complemenbf
suchpracticess used predicteceffectsizesarenotably
moreimpressive, although still not large by conventional
standardsEmpirically drivenapproachethatdrawon
a wider rangeof sourcesof data,suchasinput from
stakeholdegroups(e.g.,youth) andpiloting of inter-
ventionproceduresgouldyield programswith greater
demonstrated befits (DuBois et al., in press).
Existing research pertains predominantly to programs
that adhereto amodel with several common features: a)
mentorsandyoutharepairedwith eachotheronaone-
on-onebasisandspendtime togetheron anin-person
basis; b) the mentor isan adult volunteer; and c) mentors
andyouth arelargely free to spendtime togetherin a
rangeof differentactivitiesandsettings Recentyears,
however, have witnessed widespread i mplementation of
programsthat represent significant departuresfrom this
model. These aternative modelsinclude: group mentor-
ing programsn which severalyouthmaybementored
by asingleadult;e-mentoringorogramsn whichmen-



tors and youth communicate over the internet; peer
mentoringprogramsn which olderyouth are utilized
asmentors; and site-based modelsin which interactions
betweenyouth andmentorsarelimited to a particular
settingsuchasschool(DuBois& Rhodesin press)At
present, very littlereliable information exists concerning
the efectiveness of these newer program models.

Theintegrationof mentoringinto multi-component
youthdevelopmenandpreventiorprogramss another
prominentrend.At presentthe Ovalueadded®endits
of mentoring in the context of other
programsandservicesarenotwell
established. The most favorable
results howeverareevidentwhen
mentoringis usedasa vehiclefor
delivering or brokering access to
other services rather than simply
beingan OadanOGandhencehav-
ing little or no connectiorto other
programcomponentgKuperminc
et al., 2005).

Youth-serving programs, or-
ganizations, and institutions.
Informal mentoring relationships
aredecidedlymoreprevalentthan
those established through formal
programs (DuBois& Karcher, 2005). It isthus notewor-
thy that a growing body of researcttalls attentionto
thesignificanceof relationshipbetweeryoungpeople
andtheadultswith whomtheycomeinto contactmore
naturally throughtheir participationin youth-serving
programsorganizationsandinstitutions.Thesestud-
ies point to the value of support and mentoring that
youthreceivefrom adultsin the schoolsetting(Pianta,
Stuhlman& Hamre ,2002;Reddy Rhodes& Mulhall,
2003; Rhodes & Fredriksen, 2004), after-school and
gports activities (Hirsch, 2005; Rhodes, 2004; Smith
& Smoll, 2002), and service-learningand workplace
training programs (Hamilton & Hamilton, 2005). Initial
research suggests several factorsthat may promote posi-
tive adult-youthrelationshipsn thesetypesof contexts
(Hamilton & Hamilton, 2005; Hirsch, 2005; Piantaet
al., 2002; Rhodes,2004): staf training and develop-
ment, favorable adult-youth ratios, extended periods
of exposure to the same staff, availability of quality
programs, and an organizational climate and culture
supportiveof mentoring.Thereis evidencehatyouth-

Public policy appears to be
running on a separate track
from mentoring research,
with enthusiasm for new
approaches often outpacing
the scientific knowledge base.

adult rel ationships can be enhanced through intervention
strategieghat target suchfactors(Piantaet al., 2002;
Smith& Smoll, 2002),althoughthe developmenaind
evaluatiorof thesetypesof initiativeslagswell behind
that of formal mentoring programs.

Differential effectiveness based on individual and
environmental risk. In general, mentoring programstar-
getingyouthexperiencingonditionsof environmental
risk (e.g., socioeconomiaisadvantagehaveyielded
stronger effects (DuBois, Holloway, et al., 2002).
Similarly, supportiverelationships
with adultsin othersettingssuchas
schools (DuBois, Felner, Meares,
& Krier, 1994) and after-school
programgHirsch,2005;Mahoney
Schweder& Stattin,2002)appear
to be especially beneficial for young
people exposed to significant ad-
versityin otherpartsof their lives.
Thepictureis lessclearwith regard
to indicators of individual level
risk, suchasacademidailure,teen
pregnancy, maltreatment, or juve-
niledelinquency (Britner, Balcazar,
Blechman, Blinn-Pike, & Larose,
in press) Programgargetingyouth
identifiedsolelyby markersof individualvulnerability;
on averagehavefailedto yield favorableimpactsand
appearmoreovey proneto producenegativeor harm-
ful effects when desirable program practices are not
place(DuBois, Holloway, etal., 2002;Rhodes2002).
In the contextof accompanyingnvironmentabdver
sity, vulnerable youth have exhibited more positive
responseto mentoring(e.g.,HughesCavell,Meehan,
Zhang,& Collie, 2005),perhapsn partbecausehere
is then less stigma and negative labeling associated
with their participation in programs (DuBois, Hollo-
way, etal., 2002).In view of thelimited attentionthat
suchissueshavereceived however especiallyfor the
spectfic populationghatarethe focusof recentpolicy
initiatives in mentoring(e.g.,childrenof incarcerated
parents)aswell asthe evolvingstatusof interventions
themselvesfurther researchwill be neededo clarify
therole of individualandenvironmentatisk in shaping
the responsiveness of youth to programs.
Mentoring and Public Policy

Taken together, research on mentoring processes and



outcomesprovidesneededguidanceto the field. The
findings are complex and replete with qualificationsand
nuanceshatunderscoréheneedfor carefuladherence
to evidence-basepracticeandmeasure@xpansiorof
new programmodels.Nonethelesspublic policy ap-
peardo berunningonaseparatérackfrom mentoring
research, with enthusiasm for new approaches often out-
pacing the scientific knowledge base. What accountsfor
this mismatchandfor the somewhatnbridledgrowth
of mentoringasa socialinterventionover the past15
years?T'herearemanysociopoliticalinfluencesbutan
importanttipping point camewith the publication of
the previously noted impact
study of Big Brothers Big
Sistersof America(BBBSA),
conducted by researchers
at Public/Private Ventures
in Philadelphia in the mid-
1990s(Tierneyetal., 1995).
The report summarizing the
resultsof this study andthe
widespread publicity that it
received, was an important
impetus for what flourished
into a wider mentoringmovement.The findingspro-
videdscienttic justificationfor policymakersandprac-
titionersfrom acrosghe political spectrunto promote
mentoringand, more than a decaddater, continueto
undergird the new generation of programs (Walker,
2005).Findingswerecitedonthefloorof theU.S.Sen-
ate,andin researchnews,andopinionpieceslindeed,
our recentinternetsearchof the report®title yielded
about70,000hits. Ridingthepublictide of enthusiasm,
BBBSA hasmorethantripled in size sincethe study was
released (BBBSA, 2005).

On second glance. But how much of adifferencedid
theintervention really make? The study included over a
thousandyouthwho appliedto oneof eighturbanBig
BrothersBig SistersprogramsThe evaluatordracked
the experience®f youth given accesdo the program
over time and the experiences of a control group of
similar youth not given accesdo the program.After
18 months,the two groupswerecomparedn various
outcomes. Although youth in both groups showed decre-
mentsin functioningovertime, thosein the mentoring
group declinedmore slowly thanthe controls. Effect
sizesvariedconsiderablydependingn the character

As mentoring began to be championed by
powerful constituents, there grew a
general impatience with the limited reach

of existing programs.

istics of theindividualsinvolved andthe relationships
formed, but were generally small (average pre-post

andpost-prograndifferenceeffect sizeestimatesvere
Cohenéd = .02 and .05, respectively)DuBois, Hol-

loway, etal.,2002).And, interestinglyasnotedearliet

it is by no meansclearthatthesebendits comfortably
exceeded program costs (Aos et al., 2004).

Despitethe modesiandsomewhanhuancedindings
of theevauation, it fell onfertile soil. Mentoring wasan
ideawhosetime hadcomeNandthe groupdifferences
thatwerehighlightedin the evaluatiorreportprovided
asufficiently upbeaimessagéo inspirehope After de-
cades of disappointing results
from large-scale, govern-
ment-sponsored social policy
initiatives, the notion that a
straightforward, relatively
inexpensive, volunteer-based
approach could redress the
needs of our nation® youth
was both comforting and
compelling (Walker, 2005).
And, because this approach
locates the problem (a lack
of role models)and solution (deploymentof middle-
classvolunteersptthepersonalevel, it fits neatlywith
beliefsthatarecentralto modernconservativehinking
aboutupwardmobility and the Opull-yourself-up-by-
the-bootstrapsOAmerican ideology (Walker, 2005).
Conseguently mentoring won the hearts and minds
of powerful allies and a disillusionedpublic eagerto
embrace formulations and solutions that highlighted
individual frailty and redemption over structural impedi-
ments and change.

Thistendencyto privilege personabvercontextual
factorsis somethinghatpsychologistseferto asOthe
fundamental attribution errorO(Mednick, 1989; Watson,
deBortali-Tregerthan& Frank,1984).Thereis alsoa
tendencyto rely on personakxperienceo guideone®
own behavior evenin thefaceof morecompellingre-
searchfindings(Brigham, 1986). Researcltstemming
from behaviorablecisiontheoryhasdemonstratetow
peopledevelop smplified model s of theworld for direct-
ing their own behaviorbasedon whatis familiar and
emotionallygratifying (Betsch,2005). In this regard,
many adults can recall the importance of one caring
adultNbe it theirteachercoachor neighborNwhohas



madea differencein their lives. In essencementoring
hadenormoudacevalidity: it lookedandfelt like the

sortof interventionthatshouldwork, our instinctsand

theevaluatiorreporttold usthatit couldwork, andwe

wantedit to work. And, asis clearfrom the research
summarized previoudly, there is ample evidence that

guality mentoring programs can work.

As mentoringbeganto be championedy powerful
constituencies, there grew a general impatience with
thelimited reachof existingprogramsDespitestrenu-
ousefforts, manyprogramsstruggledo recruitenough
volunteers who could make
the typical yearlong, weekly
commitment and it was not
uncommon for youth to bewait-
listedfor upwardsof two years
(Rhodes, 2002). The PresidentsO
Summit for America® Future
soonfollowed, wherethe goal
of creatingtwo million mentor
relationshipsby the year 2000
drew national attention. Mentor-
ing was also a key rationale fo
establishing America@ Prom-
iseN The Alliance for Youth,
which Colin Powell chaired.
This initiative helpedto propelthe work of advocacy
organizations, most notably the One to One Partner-
ship (now MENTOR/NationalMentoringPartnership)
that had beenfoundedearlierin the decade(DuBois
& Karcher 2005).This organizationhasestablishea
systenof statewidepartnershipshatprovidetechnical
assistance and training to local mentoring programs
and leads efforts to engage volunteers, corporations
andotherleadersatthe stateandlocal level. Resulting
in partfrom their vigorousadvocacyincreasedund-
ing for mentoringprogramsbecameavailablethrough
awideningarrayof federal,state andprivatesources.
Federafunding for mentoringprogramsfor example,
hasincreasedsubstantiallyover the pastdecadewith
annualCongressionaappropriationsof $100 million
since 2004 (though the most recent budget proposal
callsfor a40% reductioninthisallocation) (MENTOR,
2006a).

Respondingn partto internalpressure$or growth,
and external competition for funding, BBBSA an-
nouncedvigorousgrowth goals.The organizationcur-
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The cost of expanding the number of
youth served seems to be winning the battle
in the competition with expenditures to
enrich programs.

And, in this climate of heightened
pressure to show numbers, mentoring
organizations can fall prey to trivializing
what is at the very heart of their intervention:
caring relationships.

rently serves300,000youth (up from around100,000
in the mid-1990s), but has its sights set on reaching
nearlya half million by nextyearandonemillion by
2010 (BBBSA, 2006). The Corporation for National
and Community Servicerecentlysaw and raisedthis
ante with acall for threemillion newmatchesy 2010
(Eisner 2006).Along similar lines, MENTOR hasset
the goal of closingthe gapbetweencurrentlevelsand
the 15 million youngpeoplewho they haveestimated
could benét from having a mentor

What gets measured gets done. The enthusiasnfor
andgrowthin initiativesto sup-
portmentoringspeaks/olumes
about thefaith our society places
in one-to-onerelationshipshe-
tweenvulnerableyoungpeople
andunrelatedout caringadults
(Walker, 2005).And with good
cause. The success of human
services initiatives often rests
on the quality of relationships
that are forged among partici-
pants.By putting relationships
at centerstage , mentoringpro-
gramscan deliver this healing
in full potency. Moreover, as
discussecarlier agrowingbody of researciprovides
an encouraging base of evidencefor the benefits of high-
quality mentoringrelationshipsandfor programsand
settingsthat are ableto establish and support thesetypes
of relationships.Yet, as eachnew gauntletis thrown
down, programsarepressedo separatguality indica-
tors from growth. The costof expandingthe number
of youth servedseemdo be winning the battlein the
competition with expendituresto enrich programs. And,
inthisclimate of heightened pressure to show numbers,
mentoring organizations can fall prey to trivializing
whatis at the very heartof their intervention:caring
rel ationships. A Qplacehol der mentality,Chasemergedin
some programsN aset of beliefsthat the most important
programgoal is simply to get disadvantagedhildren
off wait lists, that mentoryouth bondsare somewhat
interchangeabland, more generally that somehowif
arelationshipis formedthrougha programit doesnot
adhereto the samesetof rulesasothercloserelation-
ships (Rhodes, 2002).

It is within this contextthatthe adultvolunteer(the



ratelimiting factor for growth) has become the Giustom-
erGn manymentoringprogramsTo agrowingextent,
programsareloweringthebarfor volunteersNshifting
down fromthetraditional yearlong commitment and re-
quiring only bimonthly as opposed to weekly meetings.
Such changesrun counter to research demonstrating the
relative benefits of longer, moreintensive relationships.
In addition,manyagenciehavetakenstepsto further
minimize volunteerpreparationand support,evenas
research and mentor volunteer surveysunderscoretheir
importance (DuBois, Holloway, et al., 2002; MENTOR,
2006b).Training efforts areunevenandfall largely in
therealm of passive approaches(i.e., information pack-
etsto mentors)ratherthanactivetechnicalassistance.
Casemanagemeris alsokeptto a minimumin many
programspftenin theform of perfunctoryphonecalls
or emails every month or so. Taken together, these
approachesavereducedhe burdenthatis placedon
the agency and volunteer while facilitating shifts in
priorities toward volunteer recruitment, intake, and
matching.

New approaches to mentoring. As notedpreviously
in ourreviewof researchaplethoraof alternativemen-
toring programmodelshavebeenintroducedn recent
years. Perhaps the biggest sea change has been the
ascendancef site-basednentoringmodels,in which
interactions between youth and mentors are limited
to a particularsettingsuchas school,the workplace,
or afterschoolprogramsindeed,althougha rarity 15
yearsago, morethan half of mentoringprogramsare
now site-based, the vast majority of which arein schools
(mostlyelementary]DuBois& Karcher 2005).In the
remainder of this section, we consider school-based
mentoringprogramsn detail. We do so with the goal
of illustratingthetypesof challengesndconcernghat
areraisedby thenewerandlessprovenor intensiveap-
proachego mentoringthatarebeingfueledby current
policy more generally

Although school-based mentoring is commonly
thoughtto be substantiallyless expensivethan com-
munity-baseanodels morerecentcostdataandobser
vationsconcerningthe administrativecomplexitiesof
managing rel ationships across geographically dispersed
schoolssuggesbtherwisge.g.,Karcher Roy-Carlson,
Benne, Gil-Hernandez, Allen, & Gomez, 2006a). None-
thelessthis approachasseveraladvantagesSchools
are betterable to capitalizeon the knowledge refer
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rals,andsupportof themanyadultswho arealreadyin
the setting,simplifying programs@skof establishing
relationshipgJucovy 2000). Moreover school-based
mentoringprogramgendto attractawider pool of vol-
unteergqparticularlyhigh schoolandcollegestudents)
whoNby virtue of theirage schoolrequirementgpbs,
or othercircumstancesNwerdesslikely to volunteer
in community-based programs. And, since the meetings
typically occuron schoolgrounds safetyconcernsare
allayed(Herreraetal., 2000).Yet a downsideof many
school-based programsistheir reduced length and inten-
sity. Becauseheyarelinked to theacademiaalendar
the mgjority of school-based rel ationships are suspended
during summer months, only asmall proportion of which
reunitein thefall. Thislack of continuityis worrisome,
particularlyin light of findingssuggestinghattheben-
efits of aschool-based mentoring program do not persist
beyondthe durationof the schoolyear(Aseltineetal.,
2000).And, evenduringthe schoolyear relationships
tend belessintensive than their community-based coun-
terparts. School-based mentors spend about half asmuch
time with youthascommunity-basedhentors andthe
school-basedtructuretendsto constrainthe intensity
andscopeof meetingsn waysthatcommunity-based
relationships do not (Herrera et al., 2000).

The growing dependence on high school and college-
aged studentsfor the delivery of school-based mentoring
brings its own sets of complications. The unpredict-
ableschedulesndtransitorynatureof this population
canunderminecontinuity Moreover becausestudent
volunteersarestill developingeducationatredentials
themselvestheir motivationto mentoroften includes
fulfilling service-learningequirement®r demonstrat-
ing communityservice.Karcher Nakkula,andHarris
(2005) found that mentors who were motivated by
self-interest perceived their rel ationshipslesspositively.
Similarly, Rubin and Thorelli (1984) demonstrated
how, asthe numberof suchegoisticmotiveswentup,
thelengthof volunteersfarticipationdecreasedther
studiessuggesthatit is the fulfillment, notthe nature,
of motivationsthat matters most (Stukas, Daly, & Clary,
2006). Nonetheless, these associations might help to
explain the growing difficultieswith volunteer retention,
a particularlytroublingtrendgiventhe adverseeffects
associated with breakdownsof relationships (Grossman
& Rhodes, 2002).

Conclusions and Recommendations



Will Mentoring Become the Next Supermarket Tomato? Reactions to Rhodes and DuBois
Joseph A. Durlak, Loyola University Chicago

Rhodesand DuBois@xcellentcommentaryprovidesan up-to-dateanalysisof researcrandpracticeon
mentoring.In comparingwhatwe know empirically aboutmentoringto the mostrecenttrendsin practice,
theyraisecautionaryflagsabouthow political andfinancialpressuresoupledwith strongpersonabdvocacy
canunderminghe potentialvalueof mentoringprogramsin therushto implementmentoringprogramson a
muchwider scale exactlythe wrong decisionanight be madeabouthelpingyouthin need.n atelling anal-
ogy, theyliken severalcurrentplansfor large-scalamentoringprogramsto the supermarketomato.Efforts
to takea goodideaNthe juicy, tasty homegrowrtomatoNandmassmarketit for wide consumptior{and,of
course for profit) led growersto developa clearly inferior substitutethe infamoussupermarketomato:the
hard,strangelycoloredpieceof fruit thatis inferior in nutrition,appearancegndtasteto theoriginal. Thesame
thing mayhapperto the nextgeneratiorof mentoringprogramsn the sensehatnewly establisheghrograms
may be so poorly conceivedandconductedhattheywill havelimited positiveimpact,and,in somecases,
detrimental dects on participating youth.

Unfortunately the horsemight havealreadyleft the barn.Oncelarge amountsof moneybecomeavail-
able,andmentoringorganizationsseekto increaseheir reputationandpresencen morecommunitiesjt is
difficult to stop such developments.

Mostscientistsarenotgoodat publicadvocacyandsomeavoidit like the plague Oftentherearestrong
tensionsetweenwhatpractitionersmeedfrom researcherandwhatis offered.RhodesandDuBoisindicate
thedilemmafacingmentoringresearcherCurrentfindingsOare&eomplexandrepletewith qualificationsand
nuanceshatdo not lendthemselve®asilyto political crusades.¥et qualificationsandnuancesarethe last
thing that personal advocates of various strategies and those in the policy arena want to hear

Instead theseindividualsprize quick, clearanswerfferedin simpletermsthatcanbe usedfor action.
It canbedifficult to satisfyothers@esireswvhile remainingtrueto the principlesof evidence-basepractice.
After all, we do not know preciselywhy mentoringworks, or whatcircumstancegeadto the bestresultsfor
differentparticipantsRhodesandDuBoisare100%correctin sayingthatcarefulimplementatiorandevalu-
ation of all new programs should be fundamental requirements for all new mentoring programs.

However researcherémyselfincluded)areoftentog conservativen generalizingheir findingsto the
realworld. In my opinion, Table 1 in RhodesandDuBoisQ@rticle couldservevery well for a setof forcefully
articulatedstatementabouthow to run amentoringprogram.Thefollowing aremy immediatereactionghat
cancertainlybe improvedfor massconsumptionput they illustratethe type of guidancethatis unlikely to
do any harm.

Your mentoring program is more likely to béeetive if you:
1. Select mentors who have previous relevant experience in helping. Not everyone is a good mentc
2. Require a long (at least 12 months) commitment from mentors;
3. Carefully train and support your mentors, and help structure their activities with their mentees;
4. Monitor program implementatioAnticipate that some things will go wrong; they usually do;
5. Involve parents as much as possible; and

6. Remember that if not done carefully, mentoring can harm participating youth! Evaluate your programs,
and be ready to change practices as needed.

Researchersavemoreto sayto therealworld thantheyusuallyrealize but findingtheright wordsand
usingtheright channeldo communicatesffective messagess not easy PerhapsfkhodesandDuBois@rticle
can stimulate others to enter the frélye world does not need any more supermarket tomatoes.
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So,in a nutshellNmodestfindingsfrom the evalu-
ation of an intensive community-based approach to
mentoringhelpedto galvanizea movemenandstimu-
late aggressivgrowth goals.Thesegoalsnecessitated
thatmentoringbe deliveredmoreeftficiently, which, in
turn, changedhe interventionto somethinghatbears
decreasingesemblancéo its inspiration.This is a fa-
miliar storyin massroduction By way of analogywe
areremindedof the supermarketomato,which, when
bredfor cost-eficientandexpansiveransportretains
notably less of its original nutritional, esthetic, and
gustatoryqualities. The story of the modernmentor
ing movements alsoevocativeof others@ttemptsto
replicateevidence-baselddumanserviceapproachesA
casein point isthe High/Scope Perry Preschool Project,
which spurredextensiverep-
lication, reducedidelity, and
ultimately less encouraging
results(McCoy & Reynolds,
1998). Yet growth and quality
arenotnecessarilyncompat-
ible. Bringing an intervention
to scalewhile retainingfidel-
ity is costlyandchallenging,
but it canbe done.A key to
this will be the improved
alignment of research and
public policy in the area of youth mentoring

Implications for research. If the youth mentoring
movements to offer optimal andsustainedendit to
theyoungpeopleit seeksto serve researctwill need
to assume morecentralrole in the field@further de-
velopmentand growth. Along with the wide rangeof
issuesthat we alreadyhavehighlightedin our review
of theliteratureasbeingin needof clarification,there
are severa broader concerns that merit highlighting.
Theseincludethe wealthof opportunitiedor linkages
betweerbasicandappliedresearchhatareofferedby
investigations of mentoring relationships. These studies
provideanaturallaboratoryfor thestudyof arich array
of biological,cognitive,emotional social,andcontex-
tual influenceson youth-adultrelationshipsgduring the
courseof developmentThroughcareful observation,
researchersangaininsightinto the processethrough
which mentorsinfluence developmental outcomes, such
as,for example how modelsof attachmenandsocial
cognition govern the formation and development of
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More proactive and sustained
integration of research at all stages will
be pivotal for developing more scientifically
informed and effective programs and for
ensuring that such programs are disseminated
with efficiency and high fidelity.

intergenerationatelationshipsandwhy certainyouth
are seemingly so profoundly affected by mentoring
relationships while others benefit little or even are
harmed. These types of questions have been largely
overshadowed by important, but more prosaic concerns
pertaining to issues such as patterns of contact and
relationshipduration.Moving beyondthesefirst-gen-
erationquestionsNinessencegettingto the heartand
soul of the changeprocessNiscritical to advancinga
morescienttically informedandpracticallyapplicable
understanding of youth development and resilience.
Clearly, the directionwe are describingfits well with
recentinitiatives of the Nationallnstitutesof Healthto
supporttranslationakesearctthat links basicand ap-
plied areas of inquity

With regardto mentoring
in programs and organiza-
tions, thereclearly is a need
for careful evaluations of
the full range of innovative
new approaches (Rhodes &
DuBois, 2004). These will
be critically important to
position policymakers and
practitioners to make deci-
sionsconcerning optimal dos-
ageanddurationaswell asa
rangeof otherconcernsTheneedfor moreempirically
informed strategiedor improving volunteerretention
isillustrativein thisregard.High ratesof volunteerat-
trition continueto represenatmajordrainon staf and
financialresources mentoringprogram Despitecon-
siderable program investmentsinto mentor recruitment,
matchingtraining,andsupervisionasmanyas50%of
relationshipsterminate prematurely (Rhodes, 2002). The
growing body of researcton volunteerandemployee
retention (e.g., Branhan, 2006; Stukas, Snyder, & Clary,
1999;Stukasetal.,2006)aswell asqualitativeinquiry
into the factorsunderlyingmentorattrition (Spencer
2006) should be brought to bear on this issue.

There is also a need for greater involvement of
researcherf all phasesf the processof designing,
piloting, implementingevaluating,anddisseminating
interventionsin the areaof youth mentoring(DuBois
etal., in press).To date,therole of researcthasbeen
predominantly to evaluate programsoncethey have been
developed, often only after they have been disseminated



The RedePnition of Quality as Quantity
Edward Seidman, William T. Grant Foundation and New York University

In OUnderstandingnd Facilitatingthe Youth MentoringMovement,JeanRhodesand David DuBois
provide uswith awell-balanced integration of contemporary research findings, insightsfrom their experiences
ontheground,andaninsightful, critical analysisof mentoringresearcltandpractice Moreover astheysug-
gestmentoringresearctandpracticehavegottencaughtupin arisingtide of popularityandpolitics. During
this processthe quality andessenc®f mentoringseemto havemovedfurtherinto the shadowsOr, stated
otherwise, it seems as if quality has beenfiaedd as quantity

In whatfollows, | briefly addresghreequestionsFirst, why doesthis processof reddinition occur?
Second, is this process of rédéion unique to the mentoring arenlfird, is there an antidote?

As theauthorspointout, whatultimatelyunfoldsis, in part,afunctionof thedefinition of the OproblemO
and/orsolution.Mentoringwasseenasa responséo individual needsandproblems.Thus,individualismis
aprimaryandimplicit premiseof mentoringandit leadsto afocusonindividual-levelcausesandoutcomes
(Seidman& Rappaport,1986).Anotherkey, relatedpremisethat guidesthe Western,and particularly the
Americanmindsetis pragmatisnandrationality. By necessitythis premisdeadsusto reducecomplexissues
to simplerforms.A logical exemplarof the needto be pragmaticandrationalhasoftenled usto a concern
with cost-efectivenessTo evaluatecost-efectivenessametricis neededln manyareasof humanandsocial
servicesthishasoftenled usto individual-leveloutcome®r Oheadounts,@hatis, thenumberof individuals
servedwhensettingsarethe purportedevel of analysis Behindthis ideais oftenthe appealingnotion that
Omore is bett€)

Quiality, ontheotherhand fliesin thefaceof thesepremisesQuality is complex,canrarelybecaptured
by individualismandpragmatism/rationalityand,notsurprisingly is difficult to quantifywithoutdoingadis-
serviceto its essenceQuality canleadusto focuson setting-levepracticesandinteractionsaastheoutcomes
of interest,in contrastto a narrowfocuson quantity However asmentoringhascometo be seenasaviable
solution to problem youth and has becomeincreasingly popular politically, theimplicit premises of individual -
ism, pragmatism, and rationality have helped transform an emphasis on quality to one of quantity

We havebornewitnessto a similar processn manyotherareasTake, for example the No Child Left
Behind(NCLB) federallegislationandits trickle-downconsequencdsr policy andpracticeatlower levels.
Many, thoughnot all, of the foundationalassumption®f the legislationrepresengood intentionsaswell
asthe complexityandimportanceof the underlyingissuesYet, in practice,individualism,pragmatismand
rationality alongwith the premiseof asinglestandardf comparisorby whichto arrayandrankpeople con-
vergeto focusonstandardizedchievemengcoreoutcomesAnd asis well known,in classroomandschools,
thesestandardoften resultin teacherOteachingp the test. SBupportingand stlmulatlngyouth to become
life-long, autonomougproblem-solverseemdar removedfrom the day-to-dayrealitiesof NCLB. Onecan
only wonderhow the salientdaily teachesstudentinteractionsandinstructionalandfeedbackpracticeshave
beenweakenedWithin thesetypesof daily transactionsndexperiencesie theingredientsof a high-quality
educational setting.

Whenweturnto afterschoolprogramsye againseethetensionbetweerguality andquantity Too often,
guantity whethernn termsof the numberof youthseenn a programor youths@veragegainon standardized
achievementests,endsup asthe metricsof choice.And, onceagain,the focuson the quality of goodpro-
gramsN that is, daily staff practicesand staff-youth and youth-youth interactionsN isovershadowed by the need
to demonstrate that more youth were served and/or standardized achievement test scoreswereincreased. Thus,
the ascendance of quantity over quality indices is not unique to mentoring, but common to many areas.

Is there an antidote for this quandary? Are quantity and quality antithetical to each other? Clearly,
RhodesandDuBois do not believethatthey areNOgrowthandquality arenot necessarilyncompatible.Go
the contrary IOdspeculatehatthey areprobablyorthogonalo eachother Doesthis meanthey areof equal
iImportancer, is quality anecessarybut not sufficientcondition?Here,| returnto theRhodesandDuBois
schemao saythatit probablydepend®n thelevel of analysisAt thelevel of the dyad,quality is probably
bothnecessargandsufficient. On the otherhand,at the level of programsandpolicies,quality is necessary
but not sufficient. In additionto quality, for example effective programsalsorequirethe financialresources
andstaf capacityto providehigh-qualityinteractiondor youth.(Of courseall of thesespeculationsieedto
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be subjected to empirical v&gation.)

the tide.

social problems. (pp. 1-8). NY Plenum.

Withoutbettermeasuremerntf quality ateverylevelNdyad, programandpolicyNwe will neverhavethe
opportunityto bring quality out of the shadowsandinto thelight. And asRhodes& DuBoisremindus, what
gets measured gets done. As researcherghe measuremeraf quality at everylevel is our greatesthallenge.
Practitioners, better than anyone, know how central quality is. However, the policy arenais less patient and
attuned to the complexity of quality; quality is difficult to implement. With high-quality tools to measure
quality thatareeasyto useandunderstandywe standa betterchanceof influencingpolicymakersandturning
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widely. More proactiveandsustainedntegrationof re-
searchatall stagesill bepivotalfor developingmore
scientfically informedandeffective programsandfor
ensuringthatsuchprogramsaredisseminatedvith ef-
ficiency and high fidelity. University-community agency
partnershipsare aparticularly promising mechanism for
achieving these goals.

Implications for policy. Astheprecedingliscussion
makesclear, policiesthatdemandyreateradherencéo
evidence-basepracticeandthe useof rigorousevalu-
ationsareneededo ensurequalityreceivesasmuchat-
tention as does quantity asthe practice of youth mentor-
ing continuego expandModelsof successfuprogram
replication can help guide such growth. Most replicated
programsdo not retainthe original effectivenessput
thereare a few examplesjncluding two that involve
mentoringcomponentsthe Nurse-FamilyPartnership
(Olds,2006)andthe AcrossAgesMentoringProgram
(Taylor, LoSciuto, & Porcellini, 2005). These programs
have successfully identified the critical elements of
the program assessethe newOmarket,@ndprovided
ongoingsupervisiorandmonitoringto ensurethatthe
newprogramgetainedall thecritical componentgsee
Racine,2004). So, evenasAcrossAges expandedo
over30sitesin 17 statesit continuego boastrelatively
low volunteer attrition, match durations that greatly
exceecdhationalaveragesandencouragindehavioral,
academic, and psychosocial outcomes.

To facilitate replication,new mentoringinitiatives
should have well-developed evaluation systems in
placeprior to implementationThis hasnot beenthe
caseto date.Thereare encouragingsignsof change,
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however. These include the Mentoring Initiative for
System Involved Youth, sponsored by the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This
initiative will be launchedn only four demonstration
sitesand rigoroudly evaluated within aresearch-oriented
framework (OJIDP, 2006), a marked contrast to its
predecessothe JuvenileMentoringProgram(JUMP).
Severallarge-scalaandom-assignmemvaluationsof
school -based mentoring are al so underway that promise
to shedmportantlight onthisprogrammodel.Funding
thatextendgheseevaluationsandleveragegheinitial
investment through secondary analysis could further

illuminate mentoring processes and outcomes

A deeperunderstandingf mentoringrelationships
can, inturn, be exported to other contexts of youth devel -
opment.Indeed,caringadult-youthrelationshipshave
neverbeenthe sole provinceof mentoringprograms.
After-school programs, summer camps, competitive
sportsteams,churchyouth groups,and othersettings
represent rich contextsfor the formation of strong inter-
generationaties (FosterBey, Dietz, & Grimm, 2006).
Adults in these settings are often afforded ongoing
opportunitiesto engageyouthin the sortsof informal
conversations and enjoyable activities that can give
rise to close bonds (Rhodes, 2004). Developing and
evaluatingstrategieghatfacilitate skillful, intentional
mentoringanddetermininghow to encouraggouthto
recruit adultsrepresenpromising new directionsfor
policy with potentially far-reaching implications (Clary
& Rhodes2006;Larson,in pressScales, 2006; Smith
& Smoll, 2002). Other youth come in contact with
adultsthroughpublicly fundedservicesystemssuch



aswelfare, juvenile justice, foster care,housing,and
teen-parenting programs. With more deliberate plan-
ning, suchsystemscould be mademoreresponsiveao
therelationalneedof vulnerablegroups.Policiesthat
support whole-child and family approaches, and encour-
agelinkagesamongyouth programsgcancontributeto
morea wider, more comprehensiveystemof support
(Ripple & Zigler, 2003).
Policymakersadvocacyorganizationsandfunders

havea critically importantrole to play in holding all

youth-serving programs, organizations, and institutions

to a high standardn their efforts to makehigh-qual-
ity mentoringrelationshipsavailableto youngpeople
(MENTOR, 2006¢). A shared vision of excellence, dong

with acommitmento scienttically informedguidance
and support, will be needed to achievethisgoal and thus

ensurehatadvancesn the practiceof mentoringtruly

improve the lives of our nationi§outh.
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