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Abstract 

Although relationships are central to psychological health throughout the lifespan, not all 

children have caring adults in their lives that can provide nurturing and stable relationships.  

Mentoring was established as a means of providing these essential adult relationships to at-risk 

children.  Although the history of formal mentoring traces back to the beginning of 20th century 

America, only recently have systematic investigations of mentoring programs been conducted.  

Furthermore, a wide range of mentoring programs across North America have been implemented 

which has outpaced the research community’s ability to provide evidence-based practice 

guidelines.  The goal of this dissertation was to contribute to research and practice in the field of 

youth mentoring.  In the first study I evaluated the effects of participating in a school-based 

intergenerational mentoring program. Although I did not find benefits of program participation 

for mentors or mentees, I identified methodological limitations that are important for future 

studies to take into consideration and determined two key strengths of the program.  In the 

second study, I compared mentee, mentor, and mentoring coordinator perspectives on mentoring 

relationship quality and examined how two components of mentor-mentee interactions, 

relationship dimensions and mentor-mentee shared experiences, were associated with these 

different perspectives.  I developed an observational rating scale to examine a new framework of 

relationships dimensions, identified several elements that characterize high quality mentoring 

relationships, and provided suggestions for how to apply this knowledge to mentor training.  In 

the last study, I discussed the connection between research and practice in youth mentoring and 

identified strategies to promote collaborative interactions that empower individuals, build social 

relationships, and create synergy between researchers and practitioners.   
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Through my investigation of both mentor-mentee and research-practice relationships, I 

gained insight into the processes of successful relationship formation and characteristics of long-

term relationships.  I encountered several methodological barriers and used these as opportunities 

to identify strategies for overcoming challenges inherent in mentoring research.  The knowledge 

gained through this dissertation can be applied by mentoring agencies to develop evidence-based 

mentor training programs and by researchers and practitioners to form successful research-

practice collaborations, which are necessary to continue to further our understanding of youth 

mentoring.  
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Chapter 1 

General Introduction 

Relationships are central to psychological health throughout the lifespan (Spencer, 2006).  

At any age, being part of a social network provides meaningful roles that contribute to self-

esteem and purpose in life (Cohen, 2004; Thoits, 1983).  Social relationships are a protective 

factor for people of all ages, and can reduce mortality risk in adults by 50% (Holt-Lunstad, 

Smith, & Layton, 2010).  Mentoring is a type of social relationship in which a more experienced 

and typically older person (mentor) offers guidance and support to a young person (mentee).  

The mentoring relationship is characterized by an emotional connection between the mentor and 

mentee and is intended to assist in the growth and development of the mentee (Dubois & 

Karcher, 2005). 

 The term mentor originates from the character “Mentor” in Homer’s Odyssey, to whom 

Odysseus entrusted to care for his young son in his absence.  The word “mentor” has evolved to 

mean a wise and trusted advisor, friend, and teacher.  The history of formal mentoring traces 

back to the beginning of 20th century America, when a movement began to protect children from 

poverty, exploitation, and neglect (Baker, 2002; Baker & Maguire, 2005).  The earliest formal 

mentors were philanthropists who volunteered as advocates for disadvantaged children within 

the court system (Levine & Levine, 1992).  Big Brothers was established in 1904, inspired by the 

idea that boys charged with juvenile delinquency were not in need of the law but in need of 

support and friendship, a “big brother” (Beiswinger, 1985).  Similar events unfolded in Canada, 

and the first Canadian Big Brothers agency was formed in 1913 with the goal of providing 

positive adult role models to boys charged with juvenile delinquency.   



 

2 

 

Although the inception of formal mentoring in North America dates back to the early 

20th century, the first large scale experimental evaluation on the impact of participation in Big 

Brothers Big Sisters mentoring programs did not take place until the mid-nineties (Tierney, 

Grossman, & Resch, 1995).  This landmark study included Big Brothers Big Sisters mentoring 

programs located in several U.S. cities and found that in comparison to the wait-list control 

group, mentored participants were less likely to initiate alcohol and drug use, less likely to hit 

someone, skipped school less often, felt more academic competence, and had more positive 

parent and peer relationships (Tierney, Grossman, & Resch, 1995).  These findings resulted in 

extensive media attention and a surge of funding for mentoring programs (Baker & Maguire, 

2005).  Subsequent examinations of these data identified small effect sizes and even negative 

consequences for matches lasting less than three months (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, & 

Cooper, 2002; Grossman & Rhodes, 2002).  Despite these later findings, support for formal 

mentoring initiatives continued to grow, fuelled by a natural intuition for the benefits of 

mentoring and findings that natural mentoring relationships promote youth resiliency (Werner, 

1995).  Even recently, there has been a surge of funding and interest in mentoring programs, as 

policy-makers look for effective methods of facilitating healthy youth development and also 

protecting youth against risk (Karcher, Kuperminc, Portwood, & Sipe, 2006).  Consequently, the 

developments in implementing mentoring programs across North America have outpaced the 

research community’s ability to provide evidence-based guidelines and recommendations for 

best practices (Dubois & Karcher, 2005).  Adding to this challenge has been the establishment of 

a wide range of mentoring programs which are differentiated by several different factors, such as 

the type of youth served and mentors recruited, the frequency and duration of contact between 

mentor and mentee, and the environment that the mentoring relationship occurs within.  These 
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program developments have kept researchers from being able to provide a sufficient evidence 

base for each type of mentoring design. 

 School-based mentoring is a relatively new type of mentoring design that has quickly 

grown to consist of the largest number of volunteer mentors out of any type of formal mentoring 

program (Herrera & Karcher, 2013).  In this design, one hour mentoring sessions are regularly 

scheduled each week, typically during school hours (Portwood & Ayers, 2005).  Several features 

inherent to the design of school-based mentoring programs have led to its rapid growth.  

Providing mentoring within the school context has the potential to positively impact school 

related behaviours, for example through the generalization of positive behaviours to the 

classroom and by promoting a sense of belonging to the school environment (Karcher, 2005; 

Portwood & Ayers, 2005).  In comparison to community-based mentoring, in-school mentoring 

can more easily provide structured mentoring activities, regular meeting times, and monitoring 

by program supervisors (Portwood & Ayers, 2005).  In addition, instead of reliance on parent 

referrals, in-school mentoring programs typically rely on school staff to refer youth to the 

program (Herrera, 2004).  Using school staff referrals increases the capacity of mentoring 

programs to reach underserved groups of youth, especially those that lack parental support.  

Furthermore, school-based mentoring programs may also recruit more mentors than community-

based programs as they have fewer transportation requirements and attract mentors who are more 

comfortable meeting in a structured, supervised environment (Curtis & Hansen-Schwoebel, 

1999; Herrera, 2004).  Having an increased ability to attract mentors is a valuable advantage, as 

program delivery is limited primarily by mentor recruitment (Rhodes & DuBois, 2004).   

 New groups of volunteers who have been attracted to school-based mentoring include 

older adults, high school and college students, and mentors recruited through the workplace 
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(Herrera, Sipe, McClanahan, Arbreton, & Pepper, 2000).  The increase in the diversity of 

mentors makes it critically important to understand which groups of mentors make ideal matches 

for youth in the school environment (Herrera & Karcher, 2013).  Three recent randomized 

controlled trial evaluations of school-based mentoring programs have produced mixed results  

(Bernstein, Rappaport, Olsho, Hunt, & Levin, 2009; Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, & 

McMaken, 2007; Karcher, 2008).  These studies have primarily focused on groups of mentors 

that consist of high school students, college students, and adults in the workforce.  In two of the 

these three studies, over 65% of the mentors were either high school or college students.  Older 

adults are an understudied group of volunteers who have recently entered into mentoring.  To 

date, there have not been any studies examining the effect of intergenerational mentoring by 

itself, although intergenerational relationships have been studied in conjunction with other 

interventions (LoSciuto, Rajala, & Townsend, 1996). 

Older adults may be an important source of mentors, as they are the fastest growing 

segment of the population, expected to represent over 20% of Canada’s population by 2026 

(Statistics Canada, 2006), and they have the time and desire to help others (Cattan, Newell, 

Bond, & White, 2003; McCrea & Smith, 1997).  Furthermore, intergenerational mentoring has 

the potential to be mutually beneficial.  Through intergenerational relationships, each generation 

can fulfill their own developmental need, while at the same time contributing to the development 

needs of the other.  We know that children require caring and consistent relationships with adults 

in order for successful development (Ainsworth, 1989; Rhodes, 2002).  At the other end of the 

development spectrum, seniors have reached the generativity stage in life, in which the major 

goals are to care for others, leave a lasting influence on the next generation, and contribute to the 

improvement of society (Erikson, 1968).  Indeed, older adults on average, contribute more hours 



 

5 

 

per year to volunteering in comparison to younger age groups (Cook & Sladowski, 2013).  In 

2010, baby boomers and senior adults in Canada contributed more than one billion volunteer 

hours (Cook & Sladowski, 2013). Through establishing relationships with young children and 

providing mentoring, older adults can meet goals in this stage of life and achieve successful 

aging (Schoklitsch & Baumann, 2011).  Pragmatically speaking, intergenerational interventions 

also have the potential to reduce the economic burden on the government by decreasing both 

youth delinquency and the healthcare needs of an aging population (Bergman, et al., 1997; Craig, 

Schumann, Petrunka, Khan, & Peters, 2011).  Given these potential benefits, it is crucial to gain 

an understanding of the effectiveness of intergenerational mentoring programs.  In the first study 

of this dissertation, I evaluated the impact of participating in an intergenerational school-based 

mentoring program coordinated by Big Brothers Big Sisters.  I examined if intergenerational 

mentoring relationships can be mutually beneficial by examining whether both children and 

older adults gained benefits from program participation.  This study is one of the first 

longitudinal evaluations of an intergenerational in-school mentoring program with comparison 

groups for both mentors and mentees.  Through this study, I aimed to contribute to the bodies of 

research on both school-based mentoring and intergenerational programming, both rapidly 

growing interventions with a limited research base.   

Youth are thought to derive benefits from mentoring relationships through the formation 

of a strong interpersonal connection with their mentor (Rhodes, 2005).  The mentoring 

relationship is proposed to lead to positive developmental outcomes by fostering protective 

factors in mentees (Rhodes, 2005; Zand, et al., 2009).  Therefore, it is essential to be able to 

evaluate whether a strong connection between a mentor and mentee has been formed as well as 

identify methods of facilitating the development of strong mentoring relationships (Rhodes, 
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2005).  Currently, we have little insight into methods of monitoring and evaluating mentoring 

relationships or how to train and support mentors on effective methods of relationship formation 

(Deutsch & Spencer, 2009).  In the second study of this dissertation, I applied a multi-methods 

approach to examine processes that contribute to the formation of high quality mentoring 

relationships within the school environment.  The participants included in this study were 

mentors and mentees from the first study of this dissertation.  In addition to obtaining ratings of 

relationship quality from mentees and mentors, I had the rare opportunity to have a rater external 

to the relationship provide an independent perspective, as the mentoring coordinators were 

present during each mentoring session.  I examined two elements that are hypothesized to 

contribute to the formation of the mentoring relationship: relationship dimensions and mentor-

mentee shared experiences.  Relationship dimensions refers to the manner in which a mentor and 

mentee engage in their interactions.  Two constructs that were originally proposed to describe 

match interactions are developmental and instrumental relationship styles (Hamilton & 

Hamilton, 2005; Morrow & Styles, 1995).  In this study, I contributed to the current research 

base through the development and implementation of an observational tool to evaluate a new 

framework for understanding relationship dimensions, called the theoretically evolving activities 

in mentoring (TEAM) framework (Karcher & Nakkula, 2010).  The type of activities and 

conversation topics mentors and mentees engage in have also been proposed to contribute to the 

process of relationship development (Parra, DuBois, Neville, & Pugh-Lilly, 2002).  By having 

mentors complete logs after every session over the course of one school year I was able to gain a 

longitudinal perspective on mentor-mentee shared experiences.  This allowed us to not only 

examine how shared experiences are associated with ratings of relationship quality but also to 

examine if the frequency of engaging in certain types of shared experiences discriminated 
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between high versus low quality relationships over time.  Through this study, my goal was to 

contribute to evidence-based mentor training by identifying elements that can lead to the 

formation of high quality relationships with mentees. 

Mentoring programs aim to recreate the formula of naturally occurring mentoring 

relationships, but studying a real-world phenomenon is challenging.  Conducting applied 

research requires the combination of expertise from both researchers and practitioners in order to 

successfully solve a problem.  Although community collaborations can produce valuable 

breakthroughs in science and practice, establishing effective interdisciplinary collaborations is a 

complex process (Kreuter, Lezin, & Young, 2000).  Methods of developing successful 

collaborations are rarely disseminated (Lasker & Weiss, 2003), and thus current research 

available to guide practice in this area is limited (Buys & Bursnall, 2007).  In the final paper of 

this dissertation, I examined a multidisciplinary model that outlines pathways through which 

collaborative processes lead to effective problem solving (Lasker & Weiss, 2003).  I reflected on 

the experiences gained through conducting the first and second studies of this dissertation to 

provide an account of how we established a strong collaborative relationship with the 

practitioners of our host agency through the pathways of empowering individuals, building social 

relationships, and creating synergy.  Additionally, I identified situations in which knowledge 

mobilization occurred.  The goal of this reflective paper was to provide researchers and 

practitioners with practical strategies on establishing effective and collaborative research-

practice connections. 

Formal mentoring programs originated from the observation of a naturally occurring 

phenomenon: that supportive relationships with adults can navigate a youth away from 

delinquency and towards a positive developmental trajectory.  Altruistic adults saw the potential 
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to make a difference in the lives of disadvantaged youth by acting as a “big brother” or “big 

sister” to them.  Formal mentoring programs were developed to provide supportive adult 

relationships to youth who do not have natural mentors in their lives.  Unfortunately, as previous 

research has shown, translating the essence of natural mentoring relationships into formal 

mentoring is not as simple as matching an adult and youth together and expecting them to 

develop a strong relationship.  One area in great need of study is identifying the active 

ingredients that are necessary to support the development of strong mentoring relationships.  The 

rapid growth of mentoring and the formation of diverse types of mentoring programs have 

outpaced our ability to evaluate program effectiveness and develop best practice guidelines.   

Mentoring research is further complicated by the necessity of partnerships between researchers 

and practitioners.  However, if successful collaborations can be developed, they have the 

potential to create a synergy in thinking and problem-solving that no one person alone can 

achieve.  Through the studies in this dissertation, I aim to contribute to our understanding of 

youth mentoring by evaluating the effects of participating in a school-based intergenerational 

mentoring program, identifying characteristics of high quality mentoring relationships, and 

examining processes that lead to successful collaborations between researchers and practitioners.  
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Abstract 

Intergenerational relationships have the potential to benefit both children and older 

adults; however, previous research on intergenerational programs has been limited.  In this study, we 

examined if children and older adults mutually benefit from participating in an intergenerational 

school-based mentoring program called “Between Generations”.  The sample consisted of 139 

elementary school students and their teachers and 93 older adults.  Participants were 57 

intervention students and 82 comparison students, and 38 intervention older adults and 55 

comparison older adults.  We used a quasi-experimental design to evaluate program effects with 

a six month period between pre- and post-intervention measurement.  We conducted hierarchical 

regressions with the predictor being the length of participation in the mentoring program and the 

change score of the outcome measures being the dependent variable.  Participation in the 

Between Generations program did not predict change in children’s social well-being, emotional 

well-being, or school-related behaviours and did not predict a change in older adults’ physical 

health or quality of life.  Neither children nor older adults changed their perception of the other 

generation. We identified methodological issues that limited our ability to detect program effects.  

Despite these limitations, we determined two key strengths of the mentoring program: teachers 

qualitatively believe that mentoring has had a positive impact on their students’ self-image, 

social skills, classroom behaviour, and interest in school and older adults are able to sustain long 

lasting mentoring relationships. Implications for the design of future evaluations of mentoring 

programs are discussed. 
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Introduction 

Humans have a fundamental motivation to form and maintain interpersonal relationships 

throughout the lifespan (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and relationships are especially critical at 

both ends of the developmental spectrum.  Facilitating relationships between the young and old 

is thus a creative method of supporting both of these generations.  Through intergenerational 

relationships, each generation can fulfill their own developmental needs, while at the same time 

contributing to the developmental needs of the other (Taylor, LoSciuto, & Porcellini, 2005).  It is 

clear that children need caring and consistent adult relationships to positively shape their 

personal, emotional, cognitive, and psychological development (Ainsworth, 1989; Rhodes, 2002).  

Furthermore, having positive adult relationships is a common characteristic among resilient children.  

These children are successful despite growing up under disadvantaged circumstances (Werner, 

1995).  At the other end of the developmental spectrum, older adults are in the stage of generativity, 

in which their major goals are to care for others and leave a lasting influence on the next generation 

(Erikson, 1968).  This developmental stage places older adults in the unique position to engage in a 

caring relationship with a child, while at the same time adding purpose and meaning to their own 

lives (Eggers & Hensley, 2004).  Thus, intergenerational relationships have the potential to be 

mutually beneficial: children gain a nurturing relationship and older adults gain an opportunity to 

influence the development of a younger generation.  The purpose of the current study was to 

examine whether both children and older adults gain benefits in the areas of social and emotional 

well-being from a relationship formed through an intergenerational in-school mentoring program 

called “Between Generations”.  

Children learn about themselves and the world through relationships with caring adults 

(Fogel, 1993).  Relationships with caregivers affect most facets of a child’s development (Shonkoff 
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& Phillips, 2000).  For example, through an empathic responsive caregiver, children learn the basics 

of reciprocity in relationships and ways of responding empathically to others, which builds the 

foundation for cooperative interpersonal interactions (Thompson, Meyer, & McGinley, 2006).  

Having a consistent pattern of care and support within a caregiver relationship fosters the 

development of children’s sense of self-worth and self-efficacy (Elicker, Englund, & Sroufe, 1992).  

Adult relationships provide the foundation for a wide range of children’s social and emotional 

competencies, such as the development of positive social skills, successful interpersonal 

relationships, and a comfortable sense of one’s self (National Scientific Council on the Developing 

Child, 2004).  

Relationships are also critically important to older adults, as the central goal within the life 

stage of generativity is to establish and guide the next generation (Erikson, 1950).  This meaningful 

role provides older adults with sense of purpose in life as they continue to be useful and needed in 

society after retirement (Fisher, 1995), and may be one reason that older adults, on average, 

contribute more hours per year to volunteering in comparison to younger age groups (Cook & 

Sladowski, 2013).  The principal components for successful aging within the stage of generativity 

are thought to be the ability to nurture the young and provide mentoring and leadership (Erikson, 

1950).  The ability to achieve generativity through establishing relationships with a younger 

generation is an important factor in the maintenance of psychological health in old age (Schoklitsch 

& Baumann, 2012).   

Although relationships build the foundation for successful development of both the young 

and old, not all children have caring adults in their lives that can provide nurturing and stable 

relationships.  Mentoring was established as a means of providing these essential adult relationships 

to at-risk children.  The central component of all mentoring programs is the formation of close 
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alliances between adults and children, as it is the mentoring relationship itself that is the active 

ingredient in the intervention (Rhodes, Grossman, & Resch, 2000).  To develop a close mentoring 

relationship takes time, and therefore the length of the mentoring relationship also plays an 

important role in influencing youth outcomes (Rhodes, 2002).  The longer the duration of the 

mentoring relationship, the more positive effects mentoring has on youth (Grossman & Rhodes, 

2002).  Through interactions that take place within the mentoring relationship, mentors act as a role 

model for positive, healthy relationships (Rhodes, 2005).  Mentors model socially appropriate 

behaviour and provide prosocial ideas when discussing how to resolve problems (Portwood & Ayers, 

2005).  Having a close and supportive relationship with a mentor can allow children to be able to 

experience more positive, trusting interactions with parents and peers (Morrow & Styles, 1995; 

Rhodes, Grossman, & Resch, 2000; Curtis & Hansen-Schwoebel, 1999).  Furthermore, having a 

caring relationship with a mentor who provides emotional support and positive feedback can 

enhance children’s self-esteem (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005; King, Vidourek, Davis, & 

McClellan, 2002; Portwood, Ayers, Kinnison, Waris, & Wise, 2005).   

In addition to having a positive impact on children’s social and emotional well-being, 

mentoring has the potential to positively impact school-related behaviours when provided within 

the school context.  In-school mentoring is a type of mentoring design in which mentors and 

mentees meet on school grounds for regularly scheduled mentoring sessions, which typically 

take place for one hour per week (Portwood & Ayers, 2005).  Having mentors model and provide 

instruction on ways to behave appropriately when in the school context may allow mentees to 

generalize positive behaviours to the classroom (Portwood & Ayers, 2005).  Consistent with this 

hypothesis, teachers report greater improvements in school performance and behaviour for 

children who are participating in a school-based mentoring program in comparison to non-
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mentored children (Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, & McMaken, 2007).  Having a close 

relationship that takes place within the school context can also promote a sense of belonging to 

the school environment (Karcher, 2005) and therefore, enhance student’s feelings of connection 

to their school (King, Vidourek, Davis, & McClellan, 2002; Karcher, 2008).  Providing 

mentoring on school grounds also allows for greater flexibility with regard to mentor selection, 

as program coordinators have the ability to supervise mentoring sessions that take place within 

this context (Portwood & Ayers, 2005). 

Although in-school mentoring is the fastest growing type of mentoring program, and 

accounts for over half of all formal youth mentoring programs, it is a relatively new phenomenon 

and evaluations of in-school mentoring programs have thus far been limited (Randolph & 

Johnson, 2008; Schwartz, Rhodes, Chan, & Herrera, 2011).  In particular, there has been a lack 

of evaluative studies on elementary school mentoring programs despite findings that highlight 

the importance of early intervention (King, Vidourek, Davis, & McClellan, 2002).  Evaluating 

the effectiveness of mentoring relationships that are based within the school context is 

challenging, as several subtypes of in-school mentoring programs have been developed.  These 

subtypes have been created by utilizing different segments of the population as in-school 

mentors, such as high school students, college students, and older adults.  The wide diversity of 

school based mentoring has made it challenging for researchers to provide a sufficient evidence 

base for each unique type of in-school mentoring program. 

Utilizing older adults as mentors is a type of in-school mentoring that has been recently 

developed.  Intergenerational mentoring not only provides a new source of mentors for children, 

but also creates opportunities for older adults to share their experience and knowledge with a 

younger generation, which is a primary goal within the stage of generativity.  Although older 
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adults feel that caring about others is a necessary component of successful aging (Fisher & 

Specht, 1999), not all older adults have an opportunity to get involved with a younger generation. 

Being able to develop a relationship with an at-risk child can provide older adults with a 

meaningful and valued role and a sense of purpose, which can improve their social and 

emotional well-being in areas such as self-efficacy, self-esteem, life satisfaction, and depression 

(Morrow-Howell, 2007; Ellis, 2003; Fried, et al., 2004).  Developing a mentoring relationship 

with a child, as well as social relationships with other mentors, can also decrease feelings of 

loneliness and can contribute to an older adult’s social support network (Taylor, 1999; Taylor & 

Bressler, 2000).  Additionally, mentoring a child engages older adults in a weekly community-

based activity and can promote physical health (Fried, et al., 2004).  Intergenerational mentoring 

may also help improve perceptions that each generation may have of the other.  For example, 

working with young children can improve an older adult’s patience for children (Dellmann-

Jenkins, Lambert, & Fruit, 1991).  Having opportunities to connect with older adults can also 

help children develop more positive attitudes towards the elderly and can create a better 

understanding of the aging process (Dellmann-Jenkins, Lambert, & Fruit, 1991; Eggers & 

Hensley, 2004).  It may be especially important for young children to develop relationships with 

older adults, as many negative attitudes about older people and growing old are formed during 

the early years of life (Dellmann-Jenkins, 1997).  Another potential advantage of 

intergenerational mentoring is that since older adults are internally motivated to devoting time to 

establishing relationships with a younger generation (Kessler & Staudinger, 2007), they may be 

especially dedicated to developing long lasting mentoring relationships.  Although there is 

evidence that relationships between older adults and children have the potential to be mutually 

beneficial, previous research on intergenerational programs have been limited in duration, often 
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focused on benefits to either older adults or youth instead of mutual benefits, and relied on qualitative 

analyses with small sample sizes.  

In order to examine if children and older adults can mutually benefit from an 

intergenerational relationship, we evaluated the impact of participating in “Between 

Generations”, an in-school, intergenerational mentoring program coordinated by Big Brothers 

Big Sisters.  We examined if length of time in a mentoring relationship predicted change over 

time in children’s prosocial behaviour, parent and peer relationships, self-esteem, school 

connectedness, classroom behaviour, classroom effort, and perceptions of aging and the elderly.  

Although the Between Generations program was designed primarily to contribute to the 

development of at-risk children, we also examined whether older adults in the Between 

Generations program gained benefits from being a mentor to a child.  We examined if length of 

time in a mentoring relationship predicated change over time in mentors’ level of self-efficacy, 

self-esteem, life satisfaction, depression, loneliness, social support, and physical health as well as 

a change in attitudes towards children.  Given that older adult mentors may be especially 

dedicated to mentoring, we also examined the length of time mentors had participated in the 

Between Generations program to determine if mentor retention is higher for older adult mentors 

versus other adult mentors.  The current study contributes to the current literature on both 

intergenerational programming and in-school mentoring as it represents one of the first 

longitudinal evaluations of an elementary school intergenerational mentoring program with 

comparison groups for both mentees and mentors.  Evaluating new types of mentoring programs 

is critical for developing evidence-based guidelines and recommendations for best practices in 

the field of mentoring.  
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Methods 

Program Description  

The host agency for the research was a Big Brothers Big Sisters of Canada agency, 

located in a large city (population over 1 million residents).  In the Between Generations 

program, adult volunteers ages 50 and over mentor one or two elementary school students each 

week.  At the beginning of the school year, mentoring coordinators match volunteers with 

students who have been referred for mentoring.  The majority of the volunteers in the Between 

Generations program are matched with two students and they meet one-to-one with each 

individual student.  Often matches that were made the previous school year continue into the 

next school year.  Once volunteers and students are matched together, they meet each week for 

one hour throughout the school year, engaging in fun activities.  All of the mentors from a school 

are assigned to meet with their mentees on the same day each week, so that the mentoring 

coordinator, who is a Big Brothers Big Sisters staff member, can be on site during all of the 

mentoring sessions to support the matches.  This design also allows mentors also spend time 

between the two mentoring sessions socializing with the other mentors and the mentoring 

coordinator.  The typical structure of the program consists of three main components: 1) First, 

mentors spend one hour with one mentee; 2) Mentors then engage in a social break with the 

other mentors and mentoring coordinator; and 3) Lastly, mentors spend one hour with their 

second mentee.   

Study Design 

A quasi experimental design with multiple dependent measures was used to assess the 

effects of Between Generations, a Big Brothers Big Sisters intergenerational in-school mentoring 

program, on both older adults and elementary school students.  Surveys were completed at pre-
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intervention (Time 1, Fall 2010) and post-intervention (Time 2, Spring 2011) by elementary 

school students, teachers, and older adults. The intervention group consisted of elementary 

school mentees and their teachers as well as older adult mentors.  Comparison data were 

obtained from a group of students and their teachers, as well as older adults, who did not 

participate in the intergenerational mentoring program.  Comparison older adults were recruited 

for this study from community-based activities.  Comparison students were selected to 

participate from a school which did not have an in-school mentoring program.  When necessary, 

survey questions were read to intervention and comparison students in order to improve 

comprehension.  

Participants 

Intervention Students. Participants were elementary school children who were receiving 

mentoring through the Between Generations mentoring program.  Fifty-seven intervention 

students, 33 boys and 24 girls in grades 1-6, participated in the study. At pre-intervention, length 

of participation in the program ranged from 0-54 months.  Average length of prior participation 

was 16 months.  Six intervention students did not complete the post-intervention survey, as they 

were no longer attending the same school.  Attrition analysis reveals no significant differences in 

grade or sex between those that dropped out of the study from pre to post intervention.  At the 

time of referral to the Between Generations program, teachers had documented the following 

areas of difficulty: 68% of students had difficulty with academics, 43% lacked classroom 

participation, 50% were experiencing family difficulties, 65% were lacking self-esteem, 55% 

were seeking attention inappropriately, and 40% had difficulty relating to peers. 

Comparison Students.  Participants were elementary school children who were not 

currently receiving mentoring.  Comparison students were chosen at random to participate from a 
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local school that did not have an in-school mentoring program.  Comparison students were not 

matched for age and sex with the intervention students.  Eighty-two comparison students, 47 

boys and 35 girls in grades 3-6, participated in the study.  Seven comparison students did not 

complete the post intervention surveys as they were absent on the date of the second data 

collection.  Attrition analysis reveals no significant difference in grade or sex between those that 

dropped out of the study from pre to post intervention.  

Teachers.  Teachers of all participating students were asked to complete a survey at pre 

and post intervention.  Teachers of intervention students completed 30 questionnaires at pre-

intervention and 39 questionnaires at post-intervention. Teachers of comparison students 

completed 54 questionnaires at both time points.  

Intervention Older Adults. Participants were older adults who were currently mentors 

within the Between Generations mentoring program.  Thirty-eight older adult mentors, 34 

females and 4 males, participated in the study.  Mean age of intervention older adults was 65 

years old (range: 47-78).  At pre-intervention the length of their participation in the program 

ranged from 0 to 71 months.  Average length of prior participation was 35 months.  The average 

retention rate of mentors since the inception of the Between Generations program is 22 months 

(range: 2-68 months).  Three intervention older adults did not complete the post intervention 

survey, as they had discontinued their participation in the program by that time.  Attrition 

analysis reveals no significant differences in age or physical health between those that dropped 

out of the study from pre to post intervention.  

Comparison Older Adults.  Participants were community-dwelling seniors who were 

recruited from community activities, such as senior’s fitness classes and senior’s associations. 

Only participants who were not currently part of a mentoring program were included in this 



 

28 

 

study.  Comparison older adults were not matched for age and sex with the intervention older 

adults.  Fifty-five community-dwelling older adults, 30 females and 25 males, participated in the 

study.  Mean age of comparison older adults was 72 years old (range: 52-91).  Nine participants 

were excluded from the comparison sample as they had reported being part of a mentoring 

organization.  Eighteen participants did not complete the post intervention survey.  Attrition 

analysis reveals no significant differences in age or physical health between those that dropped 

out of the study from pre to post intervention.  

Measures 

Reliability analysis and principal axis factor analysis were conducted to ensure that all 

measures had strong psychometric properties.  Student and older adults measures were rated on a 

3-point scale (0 = Not True At All , 1 = Somewhat True, 2 = Very True).  Data was imputed in 

cases where 75% or more of the scale was completed.  

Children’s Social and Emotional Well-Being 

Peer Connectedness.  Relationships with peers were measured by the Connectedness to 

Peers subscale of the Hemingway Measure of Adolescent Connectedness (Karcher, Holcomb, & 

Zambrano, 2008).  On the Connectedness to Peers subscale, students were asked to rate their 

agreement with 6 statements about their peers (Time 1  = .66, Time 2   = .70).  A sample item 

is “I get along well with the other students in my classes”.  Items were averaged to provide a 

score for intervention students (Time 1 M = 1.61, SD = .36; Time 2 M =1.61 , SD = .40) and 

comparison students (Time 1 M = 1.60, SD = .37; Time 2 M = 1.56, SD = .38).  Teachers were 

also asked to rate their agreement with these six statements about the student’s relationship with 

their peers (Time 1  = .93, Time 2  = .88). Items were rated on 4-point scale (0 = Strongly 

Disagree, 1 = Disagree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree).  Items were averaged to provide a score 
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for intervention teachers (Time 1 M = 1.73, SD = .60; Time 2 M = 1.76, SD = .59) and 

comparison teachers (Time 1 M = 1.98, SD = .67; Time 2 M = 2.02, SD = .49).  

Family Relationships.  Relationships with family were measured by the Family subscale 

of the Self-Esteem Questionnaire (DuBois, Felner, Brand, Phillips, & Lease, 1996).  Students 

were asked to rate their agreement with 8 statements about their family (Time 1  = .79, Time 2  

 = .81).  A sample item is “I get along as well as I would like to with my family.”  Items were 

averaged to provide a score for intervention students (Time 1 M = 1.61, SD = .37; Time 2 M 

=1.66 , SD = .36) and comparison students (Time 1 M = 1.62, SD = .39; Time 2 M = 1.66, SD = 

.34).   

Prosocial behaviour.  Prosocial behaviour was measured by the Prosocial Behaviour Scale 

(Crick, 1996).  Students were asked to rate their agreement with four statements about their 

behaviour with peers (Time 1  = .79, Time 2   = .77).  A sample item is “I am helpful to 

peers”.  Items were averaged to provide a score for intervention students (Time 1 M = 1.73, SD = 

.38; Time 2 M = 1.80, SD = .34) and comparison students (Time 1 M = 1.73, SD = .37; Time 2 M 

= 1.70, SD = .37).  Teachers were also asked to rate their agreement with these four statements 

about the student’s behaviour with peers (Time 1  = .94, Time 2  = .93). Items were rated on 

4-point scale (0 = Never True, 1 = Sometimes True, 2 = Often True, 3 = Almost Always True).  

Items were averaged to provide a score for intervention teachers (Time 1 M = 1.42, SD = .81; 

Time 2 M = 1.40, SD = .58) and comparison teachers (Time 1 M = 1.43, SD = .72; Time 2 M = 

1.34, SD = .71).   

Self-esteem.  Self-esteem was measured by the Global subscale of the Self-Esteem 

Questionnaire (DuBois, Felner, Brand, Phillips, & Lease, 1996).  Students were asked to rate 

their agreement with 8 statements about themselves (Time 1  = .77, Time 2  = .79).  A sample 
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item is “I am happy with myself as a person”.  Items were averaged to provide a score for 

intervention students (Time 1 M = 1.77, SD = .30; Time 2 M = 1.75, SD = .36) and comparison 

students (Time 1 M = 1.70, SD = .43; Time 2 M = 1.68, SD = .38).   

Connection to School and School-Related Behaviours 

School Connectedness.  School connectedness was measured by the School 

Connectedness subscale of the Hemingway Measure of Adolescent Connectedness (Karcher, 

Holcomb, & Zambrano, 2008).  Students were asked to rate their agreement with 6 statements 

about school (Time 1  =.70, Time 2  = .75).  A sample item is “I enjoy being at school”.  Items 

were averaged to provide a score for intervention students (Time 1 M = 1.60, SD = .33; Time 2 M 

= 1.59, SD = .41) and comparison students (Time 1 M = 1.60, SD = .37; Time 2 M = 1.62, SD = 

.32). 

Classroom Behaviour.  On the Positive Classroom Behaviour scale (Herrera, 2004), 

teachers were asked to rate their agreement with 4 statements about the student’s behaviour in 

class (Time 1  = .94, Time 2  = .89).  Items were rated on 4-point scale (0 = Strongly 

Disagree, 1 = Disagree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree).  A sample item is “Student follows 

school and class rules”.  Items were averaged to provide a score for intervention teachers (Time 1 

M = 1.68, SD = .84; Time 2 M = 1.76, SD = .63) and comparison teachers (Time 1 M = 1.89, SD 

= .78; Time 2 M = 2.02, SD = .72). 

Classroom Effort.  On the Classroom Effort Scale (Herrera, 2004) teachers were asked to 

rate their agreement with 6 statements about the student’s efforts in class (Time 1  = .93, Time 

2  = .90).  Items were rated on 4-point scale (0 = Strongly Disagree, 1 = Disagree, 2 = Agree, 3 

= Strongly Agree).  A sample item is “This student works hard in my class”.  Items were 

averaged to provide a score for intervention teachers (Time 1 M = 1.61, SD = .69; Time 2 M = 
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1.59, SD = .58) and comparison teachers (Time 1 M = 1.72, SD = .77; Time 2 M = 1.90, SD = 

.60).  

Teacher Perceptions of Mentoring 

At Time 2, intervention teachers were asked to rate their agreement from 0 = Strongly 

Disagree to 3 = Strongly Agree with statements about the impact of the mentoring relationship on 

their student’s social skills, self-image, classroom behaviour, and interest or participation in 

school.  The statements were: 1) This student looks forward to seeing his/her mentor; 2) The 

mentoring experience has had a positive impact on this student’s self-image; 3) The mentoring 

experience has had a positive impact on this student’s classroom behaviour; 4) This student’s 

interest or participation in school has increased since being matched with a mentor; 5) This 

student’s social skills have improved since being matched with a mentor.  Teachers were asked 

to respond to the open-ended question: “Please describe any changes you have noticed in the 

student’s interest or participation in school since he/she was matched with a mentor.”  

Older Adult Physical Health 

Physical health was measured by the Global Health Scale (Jorm, et al., 1993).  On the 

Global Health Scale, older adults were asked to rate their overall health (0 = Excellent, 1 = Good, 

2 = Fair, 3 = Poor), their health compared to most others their same age (0 = Better, 1 = About 

the Same, 2 = Worse) and the amount that health problems get in their way (0 = Not At All, 1 = 

A Little, 2 = A Great Deal) (Time 1  = .68, Time 2   = .77).  Items were averaged to provide a 

score for intervention older adults (Time 1 M = 2.50, SD = .47; Time 2 M = 2.50, SD = .48) and 

comparison older adults (Time 1 M = 2.32, SD = .47; Time 2 M = 2.28, SD = .47). 

 

 



 

32 

 

Older Adult Quality of Life 

Life Satisfaction.  Life satisfaction was measured by the Satisfaction With Life Survey 

(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985).  Older adults were asked to rate their agreement 

with 5 statements about their life (Time 1  = .82, Time 2  = .84).  A sample item is “So far I 

have gotten the important things I want in my life”.  Items were averaged to provide a score for 

intervention older adults (Time 1 M = 1.50, SD = .40; Time 2 M = 1.47, SD = .45) and 

comparison older adults (Time 1 M = 1.37, SD = .46; Time 2 M = 1.37, SD = .45). 

Loneliness.  Loneliness was measured by the UCLA Loneliness Scale Version 3 (Russell, 

1996).  Older adults were asked to rate their agreement with 10 statements about feelings of 

loneliness (Time 1  = .84, Time 2   = .80).  A sample item is “I feel isolated from others”.  

Higher scores indicate greater feelings of loneliness.  Items were averaged to provide a score for 

intervention older adults (Time 1 M = .32, SD = .26; Time 2 M = .30, SD = .26) and comparison 

older adults (Time 1 M =.46 , SD = .42; Time 2 M = .38, SD = .34).  

Social Support.  Social support was measured by the Social Provisions Scale (Russell & 

Cutrona, 1991).  Older adults were asked to rate their agreement with 12 statements about their 

relationships with others (Time 1  = .76, Time 2   = .78).  A sample item is “I have close 

relationships that provide me with a sense of emotional security and well-being”.  Items were 

averaged to provide a score for intervention older adults (Time 1 M = 1.74, SD = .25; Time 2 M 

= 1.72, SD = .29) and comparison older adults (Time 1 M = 1.66, SD = .35; Time 2 M = 1.66, SD 

= .27). 

Depression.  Depression was measured by the Center for Epidemiologic Studies 

Depression Scale (Breslau, 1985; Radloff, 1977).  Older adults were asked to rate how they have 

felt or behaved over the past week in response to 20 statements (Time 1  = .87, Time 2   = 
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.90).  A sample item is “I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing”.  Higher scores 

indicate greater feelings of depression.  Items were averaged to provide a score for intervention 

older adults (Time 1 M = .28, SD = .29; Time 2 M = .32, SD = .37) and comparison older adults 

(Time 1 M = .41, SD = .40; Time 2 M = .42, SD = .42).  

Self-Efficacy.  Self-efficacy was measured by the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, 

Gully, & Eden, 2001).  Older adults were asked to rate their agreement with 8 statements about 

their self-confidence (Time 1  = .86, Time 2  = .87).  A sample item is “In general, I think I 

can obtain outcomes that are important to me”.  Items were averaged to provide a score for 

intervention older adults (Time 1 M = 1.57, SD = .32; Time 2 M =1.60 , SD = .36) and 

comparison older adults (Time 1 M = 1.48, SD = .42; Time 2 M = 1.46, SD = .41). 

Self-Esteem.  Self-esteem was measured by Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale – Bachman 

Revision (Ranzijn, Keeves, & Luszcz, 1998).  Older adults were asked to rate their agreement 

with 10 statements about their self-worth (Time 1  = .77, Time 2   = .81).  A sample item is “I 

feel that I have a number of good qualities”.  Items were averaged to provide a score for 

intervention older adults (Time 1 M = 1.78, SD = .28; Time 2 M = 1.74, SD = .33) and 

comparison older adults (Time 1 M = 1.75, SD = .32; Time 2 M = 1.68, SD = .33). 

Intergenerational Attitudes 

Attitudes Toward Children. Attitude toward children was measured by the Elderly 

Persons’ Attitudes Toward Children scale (Seefeldt, Jantz, Serock, & Bredekamp, 1982).  Older 

adults were asked to rate their agreement with 13 statements about children (Time 1  = .81, 

Time 2   = .72).  A sample item is “Children ask too many questions”.  Items were averaged to 

provide a score for intervention older adults (Time 1 M = 1.67, SD = .19; Time 2 M = 1.67, SD = 

.18) and comparison older adults (Time 1 M = 1.60, SD = .24; Time 2 M = 1.59, SD = .20).  



 

34 

 

Attitudes toward Aging and the Elderly.  Attitudes toward aging and the elderly were 

measured by the Children’s Perceptions of Aging and Elderly scale (Rich, Myrick, & Campbell, 

1983).  Students were asked to rate their agreement with 10 items about the elderly (Time 1  = 

.66, Time 2   = .75).  A sample item is “Old people are friendly”. To understand if intervention 

students perceived their mentor to be an older adult they were asked two additional questions at 

Time 2: 1) If they considered their mentor to be “old” (yes-no response choice) and 2) To guess 

the age of their mentor.  Items were averaged to provide a score for intervention students (Time 1 

M = 1.47, SD = .32; Time 2 M = 1.46, SD = .34) and comparison students (Time 1 M = 1.52, SD 

= .29; Time 2 M = 1.52, SD = .32).  

Analytical Strategy 

 To examine the effects of mentoring participation on children and older adults, we 

conducted hierarchical regressions with the change score of the outcome measure being the 

dependent variable.  We chose to use change scores because we did not randomly assign 

participants to the control and intervention conditions and this strategy adjusts for any 

differences between the control and intervention groups at pre-intervention.  In contrast, using 

the pre-intervention score as a regressor variable can underadjust for prior differences (Allison, 

1990).  The independent variable “Months in Mentoring Program” had a non-normal 

distribution, with skewness of 1.84 (SE = 0.21) and kurtosis of 2.91 (SE = 0.42). Transformations 

were applied to this variable according to Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) guidelines for 

transforming variables with substantial positive skewness. Conducting the analyses with the 

transformed variable yielded no appreciable differences in comparison to conducting the 

analyses with the untransformed variable.  Therefore, the analyses using the untransformed 

variable “Months in Mentoring Program” are presented in Table 1.   
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Results 

Effects of Mentoring on Children: Social and Emotional Well-Being 

The effects of participating in the intergenerational mentoring program on children were 

analyzed with hierarchical regressions.  In order to control for the effects of age and sex, they 

were added in the first step of the model.  The number of months children had been part of the 

mentoring program at post-intervention was added in the second step of the model.  Comparison 

children were considered to have completed “zero” months of the mentoring program.  The 

dependent variables were self-reported school connectedness, peer connectedness, prosocial 

behaviour, self-esteem, family relationships, and attitudes towards aging and the elderly.   

A summary of the means and standard deviations for each dependent variable assessed is 

presented in Table 1.  The correlations between variables assessed at Time 1 are presented in 

Table 2.  A summary of the change scores for each dependent variable assessed is presented in 

Appendix A. The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 3.  A Bonferroni 

correction was applied to account for conducting multiple regressions.  None of the regressions 

were significant.  Age, sex, and number of months in the mentoring program were not significant 

predictors of change in children’s self-esteem, prosocial behaviour, peer connectedness, family 

relationships, school connectedness, or attitudes towards aging and the elderly.  Months in the 

mentoring program did not predict teacher-reported change in peer connectedness or prosocial 

behaviour (see section below).  Given that the majority of intervention students were receiving 

mentoring prior to the Time 1 data collection, the analyses were also conducted using a subset of 

intervention students who had received mentoring for eight months or less (Appendix B).  

Within this subset of students, months in the mentoring program was not a significant predictor 
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of change in self-esteem, prosocial behaviour, peer connectedness, family relationships, school 

connectedness, or attitudes towards aging and the elderly, at the .05 level of significance.    

Table 1  

Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables for Students and T-Tests and Effect Sizes of Differences 

between Intervention and Comparison Students 

 Intervention Students  Comparison Students    

 N M SD Range  N M SD Range t(131) p Cohen’s d 

Time 1             

Peer Connectedness 51 1.61 .36 0-2  82 1.60 .37 0-2 -.098 .92 .027 

Family Relationships 51 1.61 .37 0-2  82 1.62 .39 0-2 .204 .84 .026 

Prosocial Behaviour 51 1.73 .38 0-2  82 1.73 .37 0-2 .057 .96 .000 

School Connectedness 51 1.60 .33 0-2  82 1.60 .37 0-2 .025 .98 .000 

Attitudes towards 

Aging & Elderly 
51 1.47 .32 0-2  82 1.52 .29 0-2 

1.06 .29 .164 

Self-Esteem 51 1.77 .30 0-2  82 1.70 .43 0-2 -1.09 .28 .189 

Time 2             

Peer Connectedness 51 1.61 .40 0-2  82 1.56 .38 0-2 -.568 .57 .128 

Family Relationships 51 1.66 .36 0-2  82 1.66 .34 0-2 .136 .89 .000 

Prosocial Behaviour 51 1.80 .34 0-2  82 1.70 .37 0-2 -1.51 .13 .281 

School Connectedness 51 1.59 .41 0-2  82 1.62 .32 0-2 .369 .71 .082 

Attitudes towards 

Aging & Elderly 
51 1.46 .34 0-2  82 1.52 .32 0-2 

.953 .34 .182 

Self-Esteem 51 1.75 .36 0-2  82 1.68 .38 0-2 -.927 .36 .189 
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Table 2  

Correlations between Student Variables at Time 1 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

1. Peer Connectedness         

2. Family Relationships .45**        

3. Prosocial Behaviour .41** .28**       

4. School Connectedness .52** .40** .53**      

5. Attitudes towards Aging & 

Elderly 
.30** .26** .15 .26**     

6. Self-Esteem .48** .56** .39** .51** .28**    

7. Grade -.09 .13 -.06 -.11 .03 -.07   

8. Sex -.03 -.07 .21* .20* .03 -.07 -.03  

9. Months in Program 

(Intervention only) 
-.14 .15 -.06 -.23 -.16 -.11 .58** -.09 

**p < .01 

  *p < .05 
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Table 3  

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Change in Students 

 β (SE) p ∆R
2
 Cohen’s f

2
 

Outcome: Change in Relationships with Peers     

Step 1: Grade -.029(.035) .75 .004  

Sex .056(.080) .53   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .033(.003) .72 .001 .001 

     

Outcome: Change in Family Relationships     

Step 1: Grade -.033(.030) .71 .002  

Sex .005(.069) .95   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.047(.003) .60 .002 .002 

     

Outcome: Change in Prosocial Behaviour     

Step 1: Grade -.055(.027) .55 .003  

Sex .025(.060) .78   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .043(.002) .64 .002 .001 

     

Outcome: Change in School Connectedness     

Step 1: Grade .009(.029) .92 .003  

Sex -.052(.066) .56   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.060(.003) .51 .003 .003 

     

Outcome: Change in Attitudes towards Aging & Elderly     

Step 1: Grade .053(.022) .55 .019  

Sex -.120(.05) .17   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .058(.002) .52 .003 .003 

     

Outcome: Change in Self-Esteem     

Step 1: Grade -.050(.035) .58 .019  

Sex .127(.079) .15   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.014(.003) .87 .000 .001 
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Effects of Mentoring on Children: Connection to School and School-Related Behaviours 

The teacher-reported effects of students’ participation in the intergenerational mentoring 

program were analyzed with hierarchical regressions.  In order to control for the effects of age, 

grade was added into the first step of the model.  The number of months students had been part 

of the mentoring program at Time 2 was added in the second step of the model.  Comparison 

students were considered to have completed “zero” months of the mentoring program.  The 

dependent variables were teacher-reported change in peer connectedness, prosocial behaviour, 

classroom behaviour, and classroom effort,  

A summary of the means and standard deviations for each dependent variable assessed is 

presented in Table 4.  The correlations between variables assessed at Time 1 are presented in 

Table 5.  A summary of the change scores for each dependent variable assessed is presented in 

Appendix A.  The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 6.  A Bonferroni 

correction was applied to account for conducting multiple regressions.  None of the regressions 

were significant.  Age and months in the mentoring program were not significant predictors of 

change in students’ classroom behaviour, classroom effort, peer connectedness, or prosocial 

behaviour.  Months in the mentoring program did not significantly predict student-reported 

change in school connectedness (see section above).  
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Table 4  

Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables for Teachers 

 Intervention Teachers  Comparison Teachers t(82) p Cohen’s d 

 N M SD Range  N M SD Range    

Time 1             

Peer Connectedness 30 1.73 .60 0-3  54 1.98 .67 0-3 1.72 .09 .393 

Prosocial Behaviour 30 1.42 .81 0-3  54 1.43 .72 0-3 .08 .94 .013 

Classroom Behaviour 30 1.68 .84 0-3  54 1.89 .78 0-3 1.13 .26 .259 

Classroom Effort 30 1.61 .69 0-3  54 1.72 .77 0-3 .66 .51 .150 

             

Time 2             

Peer Connectedness 30 1.76 .59 0-3  54 2.02 .49 0-3 2.20 .03 .479 

Prosocial Behaviour 30 1.40 .58 0-3  54 1.34 .71 0-3 -.35 .73 .093 

Classroom Behaviour 30 1.76 .63 0-3  54 2.02 .72 0-3 1.66 .10 .384 

Classroom Effort 30 1.59 .58 0-3  54 1.90 .60 0-3 2.31 .02 .525 

 

Table 5  

Correlations between Teacher Variables at Time 1 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Peer Connectedness      

2. Prosocial Behaviour .68**     

3. Classroom Behaviour .75** .71**    

4. Classroom Effort .58** .62** .82**   

5. Grade -.05 -.06 -.02 .08  

6. Months in Program 

(Intervention only) 
.02 .08 -.02 -.11 .64** 

**p < .01 
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Table 6  

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Teacher-Reported Change in Students 

 β (SE) p ∆R
2
 Cohen’s f

2
 

  Outcome: Change in Peer Connectedness     

 Step 1: Grade .039(.043) .73 .002  

 Step 2 : Months in Mentoring Program .052(.003) .65 .003 .003 

     

  Outcome: Change in Prosocial Behaviour     

 Step 1: Grade -.045(.061) .69 .002  

 Step 2 : Months in Mentoring Program .013(.004) .91 .000 .000 

     

Outcome: Change in Classroom Behaviour      

 Step 1: Grade -.013(.057) .91 .002  

 Step 2 : Months in Mentoring Program -.183(.004) .10 .032 .035 

     

Outcome: Change in Classroom Effort     

 Step 1: Grade -.174(.051) .12 .042  

 Step 2 : Months in Mentoring Program -.152(.004) .17 .022 .011 

 

Teacher Perceptions of Mentoring. Of the intervention teachers who rated the 

mentoring match at Time 2, 87% of teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that their student 

looks forward to seeing his/her mentor (M = 2.4, SD = .97). 87% of teachers “agreed” or 

“strongly agreed” that the mentoring experience has had a positive impact on their  student’s 

self-image (M = 2.3, SD = .94), 64% of teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that their 

student’s social skills have improved since being matched with a mentor (M = 1.7, SD = .88), 

72% of teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed”  that the mentoring experience has had a positive 

impact on their student’s classroom behaviour, (M = 1.9, SD = .14), and 59% of teachers 

“agreed” or “strongly agreed” that their student’s interest in school has increased since being 

matched with a mentor (M = 1.7, SD = .94).  In response to the open-ended question about 
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changes in their student’s interest or participation in school since being matched with a mentor, 

15% of teachers reported that their student had developed confidence in classroom activities, 

18% of teachers reported positive changes in their student’s emotional well-being, 26% of 

teachers reported an increase in their student’s participation or effort in the classroom, 39% of 

teachers reported that mentoring is a positive experience for their student, 15% of teachers 

reported an improvement in their student’s attendance or attitude towards school, 15% of 

teachers reported that they had not observed a change or subtle changes only, and 10% of 

teachers did not record a response. 

Effects of Mentoring on Older Adults: Physical Health and Quality of Life 

The effects of participating in the intergenerational mentoring program on older adults 

were analyzed with hierarchical regressions.  In order to control for the effects of age and sex, 

these variables were added in the first step of the model.  The number of months older adults had 

been part of the mentoring program at Time 2 was added in the second step of the model.  The 

comparison older adults were considered to have completed “zero” months of the mentoring 

program.  The dependent variables were self-reported physical health, life satisfaction, self-

efficacy, loneliness, self-esteem, social support, depression, and attitudes towards children.  

A summary of the means and standard deviations for each dependent variable assessed is 

presented in Table 7.  The correlations between variables assessed at Time 1 are presented in 

Table 8.  A summary of the change scores for each dependent variable assessed is presented in 

Appendix A.  The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 9.  A Bonferroni 

correction was applied to account for conducting multiple regressions.  None of the regressions 

were significant.  Age, sex, and number of months in the mentoring program were not significant 

predictors of change in older adults’ physical health, life satisfaction, self-efficacy, loneliness, 

self-esteem, social support, depression, or attitudes towards children.   
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Table 7  

Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables for Older Adults 

 Mentors  Non-Mentors t(91) p Cohen’s d 

 N M SD Range  N M SD Range    

Time 1             

Life Satisfaction 38 1.50 .40 0-2  55 1.37 .46 0-2 -1.35 .18 .302 

Loneliness 38 .32 .26 0-2  55 .46 .42 0-2 1.95 .06 .401 

Social Support 38 1.74 .25 0-2  55 1.66 .35 0-2 -1.29 .20 .263 

Depression 38 .28 .29 0-3  55 .41 .40 0-3 1.73 .09 .372 

Physical Health 38 2.50 .47 0-3  55 2.32 .47 0-3 -1.74 .09 .383 

Attitudes towards  

Children 
38 1.67 .19 0-2  55 1.60 .24 0-2 -1.45 .15 .323 

Self-Efficacy 38 1.57 .32 0-2  55 1.48 .42 0-2 -1.16 .25 .241 

Self-Esteem 38 1.78 .28 0-2  55 1.75 .32 0-2 -.52 .61 .100 

Time 2             

Life Satisfaction 38 1.47 .45 0-2  55 1.37 .45 0-2 -1.00 .32 .222 

Loneliness 38 .30 .26 0-2  55 .38 .34 0-2 1.25 .21 .264 

Social Support 38 1.72 .29 0-2  55 1.66 .27 0-2 -1.13 .26 .214 

Depression 38 .32 .37 0-3  55 .42 .42 0-3 1.11 .27 .253 

Physical Health 38 2.50 .48 0-3  55 2.28 .47 0-3 -2.11 .04 .463 

Attitudes towards 

Children 
38 1.67 .18 0-2  55 1.59 .20 0-2 -1.88 .06 .420 

Self-Efficacy 38 1.60 .36 0-2  55 1.46 .41 0-2 -1.62 .11 .363 

Self-Esteem 38 1.74 .33 0-2  55 1.68 .33 0-2 -.95 .34 .182 
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Table 8  

Correlations between Older Adult Variables at Time 1 

 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Life Satisfaction         

2. Loneliness -.41**        

3. Social Support .26* -.62**       

4. Depression -.52** .43** -.36**      

5. Physical Health .49** -.27** .12 -.31**     

6. Attitudes towards Children .33** -.39** .24* -.23* .24*    

7. Age -.05 .13 -.15 .06 -.14 -.16   

8. Sex -.07 .09 -.18 .16 .15 .06 -.30**  

9. Months in Program 

(Intervention only) 
.08 .01 -.22 .17 .00 .02 .32* -.01 

**p < .01 

  *p < .05 
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Table 9  

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Change in Older Adults 

 β (SE) p ∆R
2
 Cohen’s f

2
 

Outcome: Change in Physical Health     

Step 1: Age -.080(.004) .47 .029  

 Sex -.199(.075) .08   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .126(.001) .26 .014 .015 

     
Outcome: Change in Life Satisfaction     

Step 1: Age .102(.004) .36 .036  

 Sex .203(.084) .07   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.049(.002) .66 .002 .002 

     
Outcome: Change in Self-Efficacy     

Step 1: Age .090(.003) .43 .005  

 Sex -.039(.062) .73   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .115(.001) .31 .012 .012 

     
Outcome: Change in Loneliness     

Step 1: Age -.146(.004) .19 .036  

 Sex -.180(.073) .11   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .135(.001) .22 .016 .017 

     
Outcome: Change in Self-Esteem     

Step 1: Age .120(.004) .28 .029  

 Sex -.132(.075) .24   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .094(.001) .40 .008 .008 

     
Outcome: Change in Social Support     

Step 1: Age .354(.003) .001 .116  

 Sex .189(.060) .08   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .090(.001) .40 .007 .008 

     
Outcome: Change in Depression     

Step 1: Age -.069(.004) .54 .024  

 Sex -.168(.086) .14   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .040(.002) .72 .001 .001 

     
Outcome: Change in Attitudes towards Children     

Step 1: Age .020(.002) .86 .002  

 Sex -.007(.036) .95   

Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.077(.001) .50 .005 .006 



 

46 

 

Effects of Mentoring Participation on Intergenerational Attitudes 

As noted in the above regression results, months in the mentoring program did not 

significantly predict child-reported change in attitudes towards aging and the elderly or older 

adult-reported attitudes towards children.  At post-intervention, 63% of mentees did not consider 

their mentor to be “old”.  When asked to guess the age of their mentor, mentee’s answers ranged 

from 16-79 years old.  

Discussion 

The main goal of the present study was to determine if a school-based intergenerational 

mentoring program has mutual benefits on participants.  We found that participation in the 

Between Generations program did not predict change in children’s social well-being, emotional 

well-being, or school-related behaviours and did not predict a change in older adults’ physical 

health or quality of life.  Neither children nor older adults changed their perceptions of the other 

generation.  In the following discussion we examine the methodological limitations of the 

present study, identify strengths of the Between Generations mentoring program, and propose 

directions for future research.  

One of the methodological limitations of the present study relates to the outcome 

measures.  The results may have been influenced by a ceiling effect.  Both intervention and 

comparison groups of children, teachers, and older adults reported high levels of functioning 

prior to the intervention and post intervention.  This result is surprising given that the mentees 

were a group of high-risk children whereas the comparison group of children was chosen at 

random from a local elementary school.  There may have been a social desirability bias in the 

self-reports of the mentees.  At the time of referral to the Between Generations program, teachers 

had indicated in their referral forms that 50% of students in the intervention group were having 
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family difficulties and that the majority of students were having trouble with social skills, with 

47% having poor communication skills, 65% lacking self-esteem, 55% seeking attention 

inappropriately, and 40% having difficulty relating to peers.  Furthermore, although teachers also 

reported that mentees were functioning well on the outcome measures at the beginning of the 

study, their ratings were not as high as the student self-reports.  The high level of functioning 

reported by mentees on the domains assessed would have made it difficult for us to detect if 

there was any improvement from pre- to post-intervention.  Future studies may benefit from 

including as many adult informants as possible such as teachers, parents, and mentoring 

coordinators, who may be able to provide a more complete assessment of the mentee’s 

behaviours and skills.  Furthermore, attaining convergent results across multiple informants 

would allow for increased confidence in any research findings (Allen, Eby, O’Brien, & Lentz, 

2008).  

Similarly, the lack of benefits found for mentors may be partly due to a ceiling effect, as 

both the intervention and comparison groups consisted of high functioning older adults.  It would 

have been difficult to detect if there were any positive changes over time, given that the mentors 

were already functioning very well at the beginning of the study.  The comparison group of older 

adults reported functioning just as well as the mentors in the Between Generations program, 

which may be related to our efforts to obtain a comparison group that was as similar as possible 

to our intervention group.  The comparison older adults were recruited from community 

activities and thus they were older adults who were also active members of their community.  

The high level of functioning of both groups may indicate that engaging in any type of 

community activity, not necessarily mentoring, may produce benefits to older adults’ physical 

health and quality of life.  Indeed, a recent meta-analysis examining the benefits of volunteering 
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on older adults determined that even after controlling for other variables such as health, 

volunteering reduced mortality risk by 24% (Okun, WanHeung, & Brown, 2013).  To identify 

specific benefits gained through volunteering as a mentor, it may be helpful to use measures that 

evaluate the ways in which mentoring meets the goals in the life stage of generativity, such as 

achieving a sense of purpose or guiding the next generation.   

Another aspect of the outcome measures to consider is the possibility that mentees 

benefited on outcomes that were not assessed in this study.  The fact that students were 

continuing to receive mentoring indicates that they were still experiencing at least some of the 

difficulties that had led to their initial referral to the program.  Therefore, they may have made 

gains in these areas over the course of the school year.  In the current study we focused on 

measuring if mentees experienced an increase in positive behaviours but did not measure if 

mentees experienced a decrease in negative behaviours, such as inappropriate attention seeking.  

Future studies should select measures that closely match the common reasons for student 

referrals to the program as these would be the specific behaviours that would be expected to 

change through mentoring.  

An additional factor to be considered is how the study design may have impacted the 

results.  The ideal experimental design is to randomly assign participants to treatment and control 

conditions (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005).  Many studies on mentoring have been unable to 

adhere to this type of design due to ethical considerations.  In fact, it has been common for 

mentoring studies to lack a comparison group all together (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, & 

Cooper, 2002).  Although the present study included a comparison group for both mentees and 

mentors, we were unable to randomly assign children and older adults to the intervention and 

comparison groups.  The number of matches formed per year is limited by the number of 
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mentors available and thus it would have been unethical to place older adult volunteers on a 

wait-list for the duration of the study.  In addition, we could not recruit children on a wait-list for 

the comparison group because the host agency had eliminated waiting lists after finding that 

when children completed the paperwork and safety training, each week that they did not receive 

a mentor became very disappointing for them.  As a result, our comparison group was chosen at 

random from a local high-needs elementary school which did not have a school-based mentoring 

program.  Consequently, the trajectory of our comparison group over a 6-month period may not 

have been representative of a group of students who were identified as in need of but did not 

receive mentoring.  If we had been able to randomly assign at-risk children to the comparison 

and intervention conditions, we may have observed a similar result to a meta-analytic review of 

mentoring programs which found that control groups declined on the outcome measures over 

time, whereas intervention groups maintained high scores on the outcome measures (DuBois, 

Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn, & Valentine, 2011). 

 Another issue related to the design of the present study is the timing of our pre-

intervention measurement.  As there are only a limited number of new matches per year, the 

present study included all current participants in the Between Generations program even though 

most of the program participants (96%) had been involved in mentoring prior to the pre-

intervention data collection.  Although we had hoped to capture benefits to participants accrued 

over the 6-month follow-up period of the study, it is possible that any benefits gained by 

participating in the Between Generations program may have taken place prior to our evaluation 

and that we were only evaluating the maintenance effects.  Implementing a system for mentoring 

agencies to continuously collect pre- and post- evaluations on each new match may be the best 

way to obtain a large sample size with baseline data for all participants, although would require a 
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multi-year project.  Furthermore, although our pre- and post-intervention measures were 

conducted 6-monoths apart, having a longer term follow-up period may have been beneficial.  

Mentoring may function as more of a prevention effort in elementary school age mentees, and 

prevention efforts can produce delayed effects which are only identifiable at a later point in 

development (Coie, et al., 1993).   

Despite the methodological limitations of the present study, we identified two key 

strengths of the Between Generations mentoring program.  One of these strengths is that 

qualitative reports demonstrate that teachers believe mentoring has a positive impact on their 

students.  Teachers may feel that mentoring is important even though they did not actually 

observe change on the outcome measures.  The majority of teachers reported that mentoring had 

a positive influence on their students’ self-image, social skills, classroom behaviour, and interest 

in school.    These results must be interpreted with caution as teachers were likely 

predispositioned to want to see improvements in students who received mentoring, as classroom 

time was dedicated weekly to this intervention.  Nevertheless, having the support of teachers is 

valuable as it is critical to successful program implementation (Jucovy, 2000) and furthermore, 

speaks to the successful integration of the Between Generations program into the school 

environment.   

A second asset of intergenerational mentoring that was identified by the present study is 

that older adult mentors are able to sustain long lasting mentoring relationships as evidenced by 

the high retention rate of mentors and long duration of matches within the Between Generations 

program.  The average length of the matches who participated in this study was 16 months, 

which is more than three times the average length of in-school mentoring matches in the United 

States (Bernstein, Rappaport, Olsho, Hunt, & Levin, 2009; Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, 
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& McMaken, 2007).  The sense of purpose that comes from guiding the next generation and the 

ability to consistently dedicate time to mentoring may have contributed to the mentors in the 

Between Generations program having the highest retention rate out of all of the agency’s 

mentoring programs.  Having dedicated mentors who return after each school year is extremely 

important to the development of strong mentoring relationships.  Time and consistency are 

critical to the development of a bond between mentors and mentees (Rhodes, 2002) and the 

positive effects of mentoring on youth outcomes are progressively greater as the duration of the 

mentoring relationship increases (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002).  Therefore, the dedication 

demonstrated by the older adult mentors in the current study identifies an important strength that 

the older adult population has to offer to mentoring. 

Conclusions and Future Directions 

The present study has provided an initial examination of an innovative type of mentoring 

program which facilitates relationships between the young and old.  The design of the school-

based intergenerational mentoring program, Between Generations, follows best practices 

outlined by previous mentoring research which includes match sustainability, ensuring matches 

meet consistently, and providing ongoing match support and monitoring (DuBois, Holloway, 

Valentine, & Cooper, 2002).  Although we did not find program effects from participating in 

mentoring, our study was limited by methodological challenges which are commonly 

encountered when conducting applied research.  Strengths of the Between Generations program 

that were identified are that teachers value and support the program and that older adults are able 

to sustain mentoring relationships over a long period of time.  The ability to maintain a 

mentoring relationship beyond one school year is critical for having an impact on youth, yet a 

serious issue facing in-school mentoring programs (Grossman, Chan, Schwartz, & Rhodes, 
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2012).  In the design of future mentoring studies, key aspects to consider are selecting outcome 

measures based on students’ specific reasons for referral to the mentoring program as well as 

measures that are distinct to the goals of the particular type of mentoring program.  If including 

young mentees in the evaluation, obtaining collateral measurements is especially critical.  

Researchers must also consider that conducting an evaluation of a mentoring program will 

require a longitudinal approach, as coordinating a methodologically rigorous study with baseline 

measurement will require several of data collection, as only a limited number of new matches are 

formed each year.   
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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examine elements that characterize high quality 

mentoring relationships formed through a school-based mentoring program.  Participants were 

29 older adult mentors, 57 elementary school-age mentees, and three mentoring coordinators.  

We used a multi-methods design to conduct this study: mentors, mentees, and mentoring 

coordinators completed surveys on the mentoring relationship, independent raters observed 

mentoring sessions to rate the relationship dimensions of mentor-mentee interactions, and 

mentors completed a weekly activity log.  We developed an observational scale to evaluate a 

new framework for studying mentoring relationship dimensions and used structural equation 

modeling to perform a confirmatory factor analysis on this measure.  Multiple regression 

analyses were used to test if relationship dimensions and shared experiences significantly 

predicted ratings of relationship quality as perceived by the mentee, mentor, and mentoring 

coordinator.  Mentoring coordinators’ ratings were positively correlated with mentees’ ratings of 

relationship quality whereas mentors perceived the relationship quality as being lower than 

mentees’ perceptions of relationship quality.  With regard to relationship dimensions, the 

dimension of authorship was positively associated with mentoring coordinator ratings of 

relationship quality.  In terms of shared experiences, older adults and young children valued the 

exchange of personal information differently.  Creative activities were associated with lower 

relationship quality as rated by mentoring coordinators and active activities were associated with 

lower relationship quality as rated by mentors.  Through these findings we identified specific 

training strategies that can be applied by mentors during the pre-match phase, early in the match, 

and throughout the match, in order to form high quality mentoring relationships. 
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Introduction 

Positive relationships with non-related adults can provide a protective influence in the 

lives of youth.  One supportive relationship with an adult can be enough to navigate a high-risk 

youth onto a positive developmental trajectory (Luthar, 2006; Mastem, Burt, & Coatsworth, 

2006).  Mentoring programs have become an increasingly popular method of providing these 

types of relationships to youth (Tierney & Grossman, 2000).  Although many different types of 

formal mentoring programs have been recently developed and implemented across North 

America, the commonality among all of them is that they pair a young person (mentee) with an 

older more experienced person (mentor) with the expectation that the pair will form a 

relationship (Rhodes & Spencer, 2010; Thomson & Zand, 2010).  The formation of a strong 

interpersonal connection between the mentee and mentor is the central mechanism through 

which positive developmental outcomes in youth are promoted (Keller, 2005; Rhodes, 2000).  

A strong interpersonal connection between a mentee and mentor is hypothesized to lead 

to positive developmental outcomes by fostering protective factors in a mentee, such as 

enhancing social skills and emotional well-being (Rhodes, 2005; Zand, et al., 2009).  In order to 

understand whether a strong relationship between a mentor and mentee has indeed been formed, 

it is necessary to have a method of evaluating the qualities of the mentoring relationship.  

Furthermore, identifying factors that lead to the formation of a high quality mentoring 

relationship is critically important for understanding how to train mentors to foster a successful 

relationship with their mentees.  However, despite the fact that the mentor-mentee bond is at the 

heart of the mentoring process, researchers know little about the quality, nature, and course of 

mentoring relationships (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009; Pryce & Keller, 2012; Zand, et al., 2009).  

The aim of the present study is to develop an understanding of elements that characterize high 
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quality mentoring relationships by examining how two elements of the relationship, relationship 

dimensions and mentor-mentee shared experiences, are associated with the quality of mentoring 

relationships formed through a school-based mentoring program.  Investigation into the nature of 

the mentoring relationships that form within school-based mentoring in particular is essential, as 

school-based mentoring now accounts for over half of all formal mentoring programs (Pryce & 

Keller, 2012; Randolph & Johnson, 2008; Schwartz, Rhodes, Chan, & Herrera, 2011).  Gaining 

an understanding of elements that contribute to the formation of high-quality mentoring 

relationships within the school environment is critical to developing and sustaining effective 

school-based mentoring programs (Karcher, Nakkula, & Harris, 2005). 

Understanding elements that contribute to the formation of high-quality mentoring 

relationships first requires a method of assessing the bond formed between the mentor and 

mentee.  Typically, these elements are measured by having the mentor and/or mentee rate 

specific qualities of the relationship, such as trust, closeness, happiness, support, and satisfaction 

(Harris & Nakkula, 1999; Rhodes, Reddy, Roffman, & Grossman, 2005).  However, until 

recently many studies have failed to utilize relationship scales with established psychometric 

properties (Zand, et al., 2009).  Furthermore, mentoring studies have rarely included both mentor 

and mentee perspectives on the relationship (Thomson & Zand, 2010).  Obtaining both 

perspectives would provide a better understanding of the influences affecting mentoring as 

mentors and mentees may each hold a unique view of the relationship.  For example, in a study 

examining both perspectives, high school mentors’ and elementary school mentees’ perceptions 

of relationship quality were found to be positively but non-significantly associated with one 

another (Parra, DuBois, Neville, Pugh-Lilly, & Povinelli, 2002).  To measure relationship 

quality, the present study utilized a scale with established psychometric properties (Zand, et al., 
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2009) and obtained relationship ratings from mentors, mentees, and mentoring coordinators.  

Having a rater external to the relationship provides an independent perspective of the quality of 

the mentoring relationship.  Although mentoring coordinators of community-based matches are 

typically unable to observe mentoring sessions, the present study examined a school-based 

mentoring program in which mentoring coordinators, who were registered social workers, were 

present during each mentoring session. 

The quality of a mentoring relationship is determined over time as the bond develops 

through each interaction between the mentor and mentee (Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000).  In 

the present study we focused on two components of mentor-mentee interactions: relationship 

dimensions and mentor-mentee shared experiences. The element of relationship dimensions 

describes the manner in which the mentor and mentee engage in their interactions.  

Developmental and instrumental relationship styles are two constructs that were originally 

proposed to describe match interactions  (Hamilton & Hamilton, 2005; Morrow & Styles, 1995).  

A developmental style of mentoring begins with relational interactions. The initial focus is on 

relationship building and therefore interactions tend to be characterized as fun and playful.  As 

the relationship develops, goal-directed interactions are included and the focus shifts from being 

playful to more conventional.  An instrumental style of mentoring is the “temporal opposite”, as 

it begins with a foundation of goal-directed interactions (Karcher & Nakkula, 2010).  The 

relationship starts with a specific purpose and is guided by a goal, such as learning a skill or 

completing a project together.  These goal-directed interactions are followed by interactions that 

are more relationally focused.  In both types of relationship styles, interactions are decided on 

collaboratively.  Youth in relationships with mentors who have a developmental approach to 

mentoring are more satisfied with their relationship and feel closer to their mentors (Morrow & 
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Styles, 1995).  However, the effectiveness of each type of relationship style may vary depending 

on the age or gender of the mentee.  For example, in the early stages of a mentoring relationship 

with a young child, relational types of interactions may be more effective whereas goal-directed 

interactions may work better when forming relationships with adolescents (Karcher, Herrera, & 

Hansen, 2010). 

Karcher and Nakkula (2010) proposed a new framework for understanding relationship 

dimensions in order to provide a more complete and systematic fashion of studying 

developmental and instrumental relationship styles.  The theoretically evolving activities in 

mentoring (TEAM) framework consists of three core dimensions: focus, purpose, and 

authorship.  The dimension of focus is essentially the target of the interaction and the way in 

which the interaction is structured to meet the goal of the interaction.  This dimension represents 

the continuum from relational to goal oriented as well as from spontaneous and relatively 

unstructured to directed and structured.  The dimension of purpose describes whose needs are 

being met by the interaction and represents the continuum from a playful present-oriented 

purpose to a conventional future-oriented purpose.  The dimension of authorship is defined as the 

manner in which interactions are negotiated.  This dimension includes the continuum from 

collaborative to unilateral as well as the degree to which both members of the match are invested 

in the interaction.  Together, these dimensions provide a useful heuristic for characterizing 

effective and ineffective relationship interactions, as it integrates the two predominant mentoring 

styles, developmental and instrumental, into one framework.  To date, a method of examining the 

TEAM framework has not yet been developed.  In the present study we developed and 

implemented an observational rating scale to measure these three core relationship dimensions.  

We tested the factor structure of our newly developed scale in order to determine how the scale 
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items load onto the dimensions of focus, purpose, and authorship.  After developing the factor 

structure of these three dimensions, we examined their association with mentor, mentee, and 

mentoring coordinator perceptions of relationship quality.  

In addition to relationship dimensions, the development of a mentoring relationship is 

influenced by the accumulation of common experiences and social interactions that take place 

over an extended period of time (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000).  

Engaging in social activities that are mutually enjoyable is a distinct aspect of a supportive 

relationship (Rhodes, Spencer, Keller, Liang, & Noam, 2006).  Both the types of activities 

mentors and youth engage in together and the topics of their conversations have been proposed 

as being important process-oriented elements of relationship experiences (Parra, DuBois, 

Neville, Pugh-Lilly, & Povinelli, 2002).  Consistent with this hypothesis, community-based 

mentors who report engaging in high levels of social activities with their mentees feel that they 

have a strong mentoring relationship (Herrera, Sipe, & McClanahan, 1999).  Relational types of 

conversations, such as discussions about family, friends, and listening and learning about the 

mentee are more strongly associated with mentor-rated relationship quality than goal directed 

conversations, such as discussions about school, attendance, and mentee’s behaviour (Karcher & 

Nakkula, 2010).   

Experiences that mentors and mentees share within school-based mentoring are quite 

different from community-based mentoring relationships, which have been the primary focus of 

previous research, as school-based mentoring programs are generally structured and have a 

restricted number of options for activities due to the constraints of mentoring within school 

grounds (Pryce & Keller, 2013).  Identifying shared experiences that contribute to high quality 

school-based mentoring relationships are essential for the provision of effective mentor training 
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and support.  In the present study, we examined mentoring experiences that were shared between 

mentors and mentees over the course of one school year in order to determine which types of 

experiences characterized high quality versus low quality mentoring relationships. Shared 

experiences were measured by having mentors complete a record of activities after each session.  

We also examined if the frequency of engaging in certain types of shared experiences 

discriminated between high versus low quality relationships over time.  Although each 

mentoring relationship is formed and maintained in a unique way (Keller, 2005), identifying a 

pattern in the types of activities that mentors and mentees with high quality relationships 

typically engage in can provide valuable information for mentor training. 

Although the relationship that develops between a mentor and mentee is the active 

ingredient of the intervention, previous research on elements that characterize high quality 

relationships have been limited by a focus on community-based mentoring relationships, reliance 

on single informants, and cross-sectional studies.  The ability to identify characteristics of high 

quality mentoring relationships is essential for training mentors on the types of shared 

experiences and relationship dimensions that can contribute to the formation of high quality 

relationships with mentees.  However, this training may be different for mentors with boy versus 

girl mentees. Although few studies have examined the role of gender in shaping youth mentoring 

experiences (Rhodes, Lowe, Litchfield, & Walsh-Samp, 2008), there may be differences as boys 

and girls are typically referred to mentoring for different reasons.  Boys are commonly referred 

to mentoring because they are in need of a positive male role model, whereas girls are typically 

referred to mentoring because of the presence of maternal relationship difficulties (Rhodes, 

2002).  Furthermore, girls’ mentoring relationships may last longer than those of boys, with girls 

in long-term community-based mentoring programs feeling more satisfied with the mentoring 
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relationship than boys in long-term matches (Rhodes, Lowe, Litchfield, & Walsh-Samp, 2008).  

Certain studies suggest that adolescent boys may gain the most from mentoring by engaging with 

their mentors in meaningful activities (Rickwood & Braithwaite, 1994), whereas adolescent girls 

highly value and benefit from relationships with mentors that are characterized by empathy and 

intimacy (Spencer, Jordan, & Sazama, 2004).  Other researchers have identified that close 

mentoring relationships are equally important for adolescent boys, as they benefit from 

relationships characterized by a strong emotional connection, sharing of vulnerable emotions, 

and self-disclosure (Garraway & Pistrang, 2010; Spencer, 2007).  Thus, fundamental questions 

regarding the importance of gender-specific approaches to training, supervision, and 

programming have yet to be answered (Bogat & Liang, 2005). 

In order to examine characteristics of high quality school-based mentoring relationships, 

the present study used a multi-methods design to examine the types of relationship dimensions 

and mentor-mentee shared experiences that characterize high quality mentoring relationships 

within an in-school intergenerational mentoring program for at-risk elementary school students.  

In this program, older adults provide one-to-one mentoring for elementary school children within 

school grounds once per week.  The primary objectives of the present study were: 1) To develop 

and implement a method of measuring the three relationship dimensions within the TEAM 

framework and to then identify the factor structure of each dimension; 2) To examine if 

relationship dimensions and shared experiences predict relationship quality as rated by the 

mentee, mentor, and mentoring coordinator, and 3) To examine the types of shared experiences 

that discriminate between high versus low quality relationships over time.  Given that this study 

focuses on an elementary school sample, we hypothesized that high quality relationships would 

be characterized by a relationally focused approach, a playful purpose, and a collaborative 
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authorship of negotiating interactions with a high level of investment from both the mentor and 

mentee.  We hypothesized that relationally focused conversations in which personal information 

is exchanged between the mentor and mentee as well as activities in which matches engage in 

meaningful interactions together would be associated with high quality relationships, and that 

these types of experiences would occur more frequently over the course of the school year for 

high quality versus low quality mentoring relationships.   

Methods 

Program Description 

The host community organization for the research was a Big Brothers Big Sisters of 

Canada Agency, located in a large city (population: over 1 million residents).  The mentoring 

program examined in this study was a school-based intergenerational mentoring program called 

“Between Generations” where adult volunteers aged fifty and over mentor one or two elementary 

school children each week.  The mentoring coordinators, who are registered social workers 

employed by Big Brothers Big Sisters, match each volunteer with a mentee based on the child’s 

needs and the volunteer’s abilities.  The Between Generations program is designed for mentors 

to spend one hour with each mentee, engaging in fun activities of their choice.  Although the 

program takes place on school grounds, the focus of the mentoring sessions is not on academics, 

but on the development of a close relationship between the mentor and mentee.  Mentors also 

spend time between the two mentoring sessions socializing with the other mentors and the 

mentoring coordinator.  The mentoring coordinators were on site during all mentoring sessions. 

Study Design 

 After each mentoring session, mentors completed an activity log to record the types of 

conversations and activities that they had engaged in with their mentee. Activity logs were 

completed weekly from November 2010 to May 2011. Independent raters observed mentoring 
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sessions between April-May 2011 to rate the relationship dimensions of the mentor-mentee 

interactions. In addition, mentors, mentees, and mentoring coordinators completed surveys on 

the mentoring relationship during spring 2011. 

Participants 

 Mentors. The group of mentors consisted of older adults who were currently mentors 

within the Between Generations mentoring program. Twenty-nine older adult mentors, 25 

females and 4 males, participated in the study. The mean age of the older adults was 65 years old 

(range: 48-79). The majority of the mentors were retired older adults who lived independently 

within the surrounding neighbourhood of the school in which they mentored.  

Mentees. The group of mentees consisted of elementary school children who were 

receiving mentoring through the Between Generations mentoring program. Fifty-seven 

intervention students, 33 boys and 24 girls in grades 1-6, participated in the study.  At the time of 

referral to the Between Generations program, teachers had documented the following areas of 

difficulty: 68% of students had difficulty with academics, 43% lacked classroom participation, 

50% were experiencing family difficulties, 65% were lacking self-esteem, 55% were seeking 

attention inappropriately, and 40% had difficulty relating to peers.  The average length of the 

mentoring match as of May 2011 was 16 months (range 6-55 months). 

Mentoring Coordinators. The mentoring coordinators who participated in this study 

were three female social workers employed by Big Brothers Big Sisters. These mentoring 

coordinators were responsible for supervising and coordinating the Between Generations 

mentoring program in different schools across the city. 

Measures 
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Relationship Quality. The quality of the mentoring relationship was measured by the 

Mentor-Youth Alliance Scale (Zand, et al., 2009).  Mentees, mentors, and mentoring 

coordinators were asked to rate their agreement with ten statements about the mentoring 

relationship.  A sample item is “My mentor cares about me”.  One item was modified at the 

recommendation of the program coordinator in order to take into consideration the reading level 

of the mentees.  The item “I try to follow my mentor’s advice” was changed to “I listen to my 

mentor’s ideas”.  Mentor and mentoring coordinators scales were modified to reflect each 

perspective.  Mentees and mentors rated the relationship using a 3-point scale (0 = Not True At 

All, 1 = Somewhat True, 2 = Very True).  Mentoring coordinators rated the relationship using a 

4-point scale (0 = Strongly Disagree, 1 = Disagree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree).  Reliability 

analysis and principal axis factor analysis were conducted to ensure that the scale for each rater 

had strong psychometric properties.  Only items with a factor loading of >.32 were retained in 

the scale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Four items were excluded from the mentee rated Mentor-

Youth Alliance Scale as these items had factor loadings of < .32 (items excluded: “My mentor is 

happy when good things happen to me”, “My mentor cares about me”, “I feel that my mentor 

cares about me, even when I do things that s/he does not approve of”, “I trust my mentor”).  One 

item was excluded from the mentoring coordinator rated Mentor-Youth Alliance Scale as this 

item had a factor loading of < .32 (item excluded: “This mentee feels comfortable with his/her 

mentor”).  The resulting scales had acceptable reliability (Mentee α = .71, Mentor α = .77, 

Mentoring Coordinator α = .86).  

Relationship Dimensions.  The first step in developing the observational method of 

measuring the relationship dimensions of focus, purpose, and authorship, was to operationalize 

the constructs according to their description as provided by Karcher and Nakkula (2010).  Two 
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trials of the survey were then conducted, with several undergraduate and graduate students 

providing feedback on the scale after applying it to a video of parent-child interactions.  The 

scale was revised twice based on this feedback and then the director of our host agency and a 

leading researcher in the field of mentoring were consulted.  The final version of the 

observational rating scale is presented in Appendix A.  Two independent raters were trained on 

this scale and reached 80% reliability agreement on each item.  Ratings were made at the end of 

a 15 minute observation of mentor-mentee interactions.  Each match was observed once and 

observations of 56 matches were completed between April-May 2011.  

Mentor-Mentee Shared Experiences.  A modified version of Karcher’s log of activities 

and conversation topics (Karcher, 2007) was used to track the shared experiences of the mentor 

and mentee over the course of one school year.  Mentors completed 549 activity logs between 

November 2010 and May 2011.  On average, 77 activity logs were completed each month.  

Mentors used the activity log to check off whether they had engaged in: listening and learning 

about the mentee, listening and learning about the mentor, indoor games, creative activities 

and/or active activities during their session with their mentee.  Conversations on “listening and 

learning about each other” included topics such as sharing information about hobbies, interests, 

feelings.  Indoor games included activities such as board games, playing cards, computer games, 

and puzzles.  Creative activities included activities such as drawing, arts and crafts, and reading 

and writing for fun.  Active activities included activities such as sports, outdoor games, walking, 

and dancing.  To examine the relationship between shared experiences and relationship quality, 

the last four months of the activity logs were averaged before being entered into the regression 

analyses.  
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Results 

Perceptions of Relationship Quality 

In order to be able to make comparisons between the scales, mentee and mentor 

relationship quality scales were multiplied by a factor of three and the mentoring coordinator 

relationship quality scale was multiplied by a factor of two.  Correlations and descriptive 

statistics for mentee, mentor, and mentoring coordinator perceptions of relationship quality are 

shown in Table 1.  Mentee and mentoring coordinator perceptions of relationship quality were 

significantly positively correlated.  A one-way analysis of variance showed that there was a 

significant difference between the raters, F(2,166) = 5.26, p = .006.  Post hoc analyses using the 

Tukey post hoc criterion for significance indicated that the mentee average ratings of relationship 

quality were significant higher than the mentor average ratings of relationship quality, p = .009. 

(Cohen’s d = 0.58) and mentoring coordinator average ratings of relationship quality, p = .03  

(Cohen’s d = 0.52).  Mentor and mentoring coordinator ratings of relationship quality were not 

significantly different, p = .90, (Cohen’s d = 0.07).  
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Table 1 

Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Range of Perceptions of Relationship Quality 

 1 2 3 

1. Mentee Rated Relationship Quality    

2. Mentor Rated Relationship Quality .113   

3. Mentoring Coordinator Rated Relationship Quality .277* .192  

Mean 5.88 5.60 5.64 

Standard Deviation .381 .565 .529 

Range 4-6 3-6 4-6 

Scale Range 0-6 0-6 0-6 

N 57 55 57 

*p <.05 

 

Relationship Dimensions 

 To develop a method of measuring the TEAM framework proposed by Karcher and 

Nakkula (2010), we created an observational rating scale to measure the three relationship 

dimensions of focus, purpose, and authorship.  Each of the 56 mentor-mentee pairs were 

observed once.  After each observation of a mentor-mentee pair, independent raters completed 

the observational rating scale (see Appendix A). One case was removed from the dataset, as the 

mentee was observed by the rater to have been acting unnaturally within the majority of the 

interactions. Data screening procedures revealed four univariate outliers and one multivariate 

outlier. These five cases were removed from the dataset.  The final sample was reduced from 56 

to 50 participants.  Those included in the analyses did not significantly differ from those 

excluded.  

In order to test whether the items we hypothesized would load onto the three dimensions 

of focus, purpose, and authorship proposed in the TEAM framework, we used SEM software 

AMOS 6.0 to perform a confirmatory factor analysis based on the observational ratings of 50 

mentor-mentee pairs. Our hypothesized model, which includes all of the items from the 
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observational rating scale, is displayed in Table 2. The following items were removed from the 

analysis due to violations of the assumption of normality (skew and univariate kurtosis values 

>2): Mentor Centered, Mentee Centered, Mentee Needs, Mentor Give Advice, and Mentee Ask 

Advice.  The construct “Purpose” was calculated as a match between the rating of “Mentor Goal 

Oriented” and “Mentee Goal Oriented”.  In cases where mentors and mentees received the same 

rating on the 9-point scale, the match was assigned the highest score on the construct of 

“Purpose”.  In cases where mentors and mentees had ratings that were one score apart on the 9-

point scale, the match was assigned the second highest score on the construct of “Purpose”, and 

so forth.  

Table 2  

Items Hypothesized to Contribute the TEAM Framework constructs of Focus, Purpose, and 

Authorship 

Construct Item Item Label 

Focus 

How relationally oriented was the mentor?  Mentor Relational 

How relationally oriented was the mentee?  Mentee Relational 

How much were conversations about personal information 

initiated by the mentor?  
Mentor Initiated 

How much were conversations about personal information 

initiated by the mentee?  
Mentee Initiated 

How much was personal information shared by the mentor?  Mentor Shared 

How much was personal information shared by the mentee?  Mentee Shared 

How much did the mentor initiate advice-giving/guidance about 

school-related behaviour?  
Mentor Give Advice 

How much did the mentee ask for advice/guidance or initiate 

conversations about school-related behaviour?  
Mentee Ask Advice 

   

Purpose 

How goal oriented was the mentor?  Mentor Goal Oriented 

How goal oriented was the mentee?  Mentee Goal Oriented 

How much was the interaction focused on meeting the needs of 

the mentee?  
Mentee Needs 

   

Authorship 

How much were the interactions mentor-centered? Mentor Centered 

How much were the interactions mentee-centered?  Mentee Centered 

How collaborative were the interactions? Collaborative 

How engaged/interested in the interactions was the mentor? Mentor Engaged 

How engaged/interested in the interactions was the mentee? Mentee Engaged 
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The a priori model was hypothesized to contain 11 manifest indicators and two first-order 

latent factors.  The a prior model resulted in poor fit (χ
2 

(41) = 131.389, p < .001; CFI = .715; 

RMSEA = .212, pclose <.001).  Two manifest indicators, “Mentee Gender” and “Purpose” were not 

correlated with the latent factors of focus and authorship and removed from the model.  The 

manifest indicator “Mentee Initiated” had low factor loadings and was removed from the model.  

Modification indices showed that the manifest indicator “Mentor Initiated” did not distinctly load 

on either first-order latent factor, and thus this indicator was removed from the model.   

The respecified model is presented in Figure 1.  Each of the remaining manifest 

indicators yielded acceptable factor loading on one of the two latent factors (all standardized 

regression weights > 0.5, p < .001).  The respecified model resulted in appropriate fit (χ
2 

(13) = 

15.963, p = .251; CFI = .984; RMSEA = .068, pclose = .359) and there was a significant 

improvement in model fit with the removal of the three manifest indicators, p =.004.  This model 

also observed significantly better fit than the independence model χ
2 

(21) = 210.537, p <.001; 

CFI < .001; RMSEA = .429, pclose < .001, therefore; the respecified model was retained.  
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Note: Values listed to the left of each exogenous variable are the unstandardized residual error 

values associated with each variable 

*p < .001 

We then examined whether factorial invariance across gender could be assumed for the 

model.  An unconstrained model was specified whereby all unknowns in the model could differ 

for males and females.  Next, the male and female models were constrained to have equal 

measurements weights, then constrained to equal measurement residuals.  Each of the two 

constrained models did not provide a significantly poorer fit than the unconstrained model, thus 

factorial invariance of the model can be assumed across males and females (Unconstrained vs. 

Mentor Relational 

Mentee Relational 

Mentor Shared 

Mentee Shared 

Focus 

Authorship 

Collaborative 

Mentor Engaged 

Mentee Engaged 

.757* 

.814* 

.801* 

.789* 

.548* 

.956* 

.846* 

.783 

.621 (1.51) 

.555 (.150) 

.777 (.203) 

1.161 (.297) 

.926 (.194) 

.079 (.071) 

.313 (.091) 

Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for TEAM Framework 
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Measurement Weights Constrained χ
2 

(5) = 4.903, p =.428; Unconstrained vs. Measurement 

Residuals constrained χ
2 

(15) = 10.528, p = .785).  

Mentor-Mentee Shared Experiences, Relationship Dimension, and Perceptions of the 

Relationship 

Multiple regression analyses were used to test if shared experiences (averaged over the 

last four months of the school year), and the relationship dimensions of focus, purpose, and 

authorship significantly predicted ratings of relationship quality as perceived by the mentee, 

mentor, and mentoring coordinator (Table 3).  The results of the regressions indicated that 

mentee gender, relationship dimensions, and shared experiences explained 41% of the variance 

in mentee rated relationship quality, and that mentee gender, relationship dimensions, and shared 

experiences explained 39% of the variance in mentor rated relationship quality and 41% of the 

variance in mentoring coordinator rated relationship quality.  The amount of listening and 

learning about the mentor significantly predicted mentee rated relationship quality (β = -.46, p = 

.021).  The amount of listening and learning about the mentee significantly predicted mentor 

rated relationship quality (β = .34, p = .049), as did the frequency of active activities engaged in 

during the mentoring sessions (β = -.40, p = .016).  The relationship dimension of authorship 

significantly predicted mentoring coordinator rated relationship quality (β = .73, p = .019), as did 

the frequency of creative activities engaged in during the mentoring sessions (β = -.52, p = .011).  

Given the wide range of mentoring relationship length among participants, the analyses were 

also conducted with a subset of matches who had a relationship length of eight months or less 

and with a subset of matches who had a relationship length of greater than twelve months 

(Appendix C). 
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Table 3  

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Perceptions of Relationship Quality 

 R
2
 B (SE) β p Cohen’s f

2
 

  Outcome: Mentee Rated Relationship Quality .41    .68 

 Mentee Gender  0.06(0.05) .21 .264  

 Focus  -0.06(0.04) -.43 .161  

 Purpose  -0.01(0.04) -.05 .762  

 Authorship  0.09(0.06) .44 .148  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  -0.03(0.08) -.05 .751  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  -0.19(0.08) -.46 .021  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.15(0.10) .27 .118  

 Creative Activities  -0.03(0.08) -.08 .698  

 Active Activities  -0.01(0.10) .01 .942  

      

  Outcome: Mentor Rated Relationship Quality .39    .64 

 Mentee Gender  0.05(0.05) .18 .325  

 Focus  -0.04(0.04) -.31 .316  

 Purpose  .052(.041) .33 .052  

 Authorship  0.10(0.07) .42 .160  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  0.16(0.08) .34 .049  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  -0.05(0.08) -.12 .532  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.08(0.10) .13 .437  

 Creative Activities  -0.02(0.09) -.04 .830  

 Active Activities  -0.25(0.01) -.40 .016  

      

Outcome: Mentoring Coordinator Rated Relationship Quality .41    .69 

 Mentee Gender  0.12(0.10) .22 .245  

 Focus  -0.07(0.08) -.25 .405  

 Purpose  0.04(0.08) .08 .626  

 Authorship  0.32(0.13) .73 .019  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  -0.11(0.16) -.16 .490  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  0.09(0.16) .11 .571  

 Playing Indoor Games  -0.31(0.20) -.27 .126  

 Creative Activities  -0.45(0.17) -.52 .011  

 Active Activities  -0.22(0.20) -.18 .272  

 

Mentor-Mentee Shared Experiences 

In order to examine the types of shared experiences engaged in by mentors and mentees 

during the mentoring sessions, we examined the activity logs from all matches that began prior to 

or in December 2011.  Matches were divided into whether they received low or high ratings of 

relationship quality as rated by the mentoring coordinator and mentor.  Matches with relationship 

ratings falling within the lowest third of all ratings were categorized as having a “low” quality 
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mentoring relationship.  Matches could not be divided into whether they received low or high 

ratings of relationship quality as rated by the mentee because there were only three matches that 

received relatively lower ratings by the mentees. Based on the mentoring coordinator ratings of 

relationship quality, 19 matches were categorized as having a relatively low rating of relationship 

quality and 38 matches were categorized as having a high rating of relationship quality.  On 

average, mentors categorized into the low quality relationship group completed 19 activity logs 

in total per month and mentors categorized into the high relationship quality group completed 58 

activity logs in total per month.  Based on the mentor ratings of relationship quality, 18 matches 

were categorized as having a relatively low rating of relationship quality and 31 matches were 

categorized as having a high rating of relationship quality.  On average, mentors categorized into 

the low relationship quality group completed 27 activity logs in total per month and mentors 

categorized into the high relationship quality group completed 58 activity logs in total per month. 

The percentage of time that mentors and mentees spent engaging in each activity between 

November and May is displayed in Figures 2-6.  Independent samples t-tests were conducted to 

compare the percentage of time spent in each activity between matches who received low versus 

high mentoring coordinator ratings of relationship quality.  A Bonferroni correction was applied 

to account for multiple comparisons. There was a significant difference between low versus high 

mentoring coordinator rated matches in the percentage of time spent on the following activities: 

listening and learning about the mentor in April t(61) = -3.831, p < .001 and indoor games in 

January t(55) = 3.028, p = .004.  T-tests were also conducted to examine if there were differences 

in activities between matches who received low versus high mentor ratings of relationship 

quality. Significant differences were found between low versus high mentor rated matches in the 

percentage of time spent: listening and learning about the mentee in February t(47) = -3.485, p = 
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.001, March t(28) = -3.909, p = .001, April t(57) = -4.316, p < .001, and May t(47) = -3.001, p = 

.004, listening and learning about the mentor in November t(72) = -3.129, p = .003, December 

t(41) = -3.223, p = .002, January t(64) = -4.257, p < .001, April t(74) = -4.130, p < .001, and May 

t(77) = -3.140, p = .002, engaging in creative activities in February t(88) = -2.869, p = .005, and 

engaging in active activities in January, t(30) = 2.957, p = .006, February, t(34) = 2.846, p = 

.007, April, t(42) = 3.494, p = .001, and May, t(42) = 5.551, p < .001. 

 

Figure 2. Percentage of sessions from November to May in which listening and learning about 

the mentee occurred. 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

ge
 o

f 
Se

ss
io

n
s 

w
it

h
 L

is
te

n
in

g 
&

 
Le

ar
n

in
g 

ab
o

u
t 

M
e

n
te

e
 

Low Relationship Rating MC

High Relationship Rating
MC

Low Relationship Rating
Mentor

High Relationship Rating
Mentor

Significant difference between low and high 

mentor relationship rating (p < .05) 



 

82 

 

 

Figure 3. Percentage of sessions from November to May in which listening and learning about 

the mentor occurred. 

 

Figure 4. Percentage of sessions from November to May in which the mentor and mentee played 

indoor games together 
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Figure 5. Percentage of sessions from November to May in which the mentor and mentee 

engaged in creative activities together. 

 

Figure 6. Percentage of sessions from November to May in which the mentor and mentee 

engaged in active activities together. 
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Discussion 

The goal of the present study was to identify elements that characterize high quality 

relationships formed through a school-based mentoring program.  First, we assessed the quality 

of the mentoring relationship as perceived by the mentee, mentor, and mentoring coordinator.  

Overall, all three raters perceive the quality of the mentoring relationship to be very high.  

Mentoring coordinators’ ratings were positively correlated with mentees’ ratings of the quality of 

the mentoring relationship.  A comparison between the three perceptions of relationship quality 

showed that mentee ratings were significantly higher than both mentoring coordinator and 

mentor ratings, with the mentor ratings being the lowest out of all three raters.  It may be difficult 

for mentors to gauge how the mentee feels about the relationship, and thus providing feedback to 

mentors on the mentees’ as well as mentoring coordinators’ perceptions of the relationship can 

provide valuable information to mentors about the success of the relationship.  Matches in which 

mentors feel satisfied with the relationship and have greater perceptions self-efficacy tend to last 

longer (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, & Cooper, 2002), which is a critical factor in positively 

impacting youth outcomes (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002). 

In the present study we examined how two components of mentor-mentee interactions, 

relationship dimensions and shared experiences, are associated with the quality of the mentoring 

relationship.  The confirmatory factor analysis, conducted to develop a measure of the 

relationship dimensions of focus, purpose, and authorship, resulted in the loss of several items 

that were originally hypothesized to load onto the dimensions.  As a result, the construct of focus 

in this study represents a relational focus, instead of representing both ends of the dimension of 

focus, and the construct of purpose in this study represents the degree to which the mentor and 

mentee matched on the amount that their interactions were oriented towards the purpose of 
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achieving a goal.  The results of the analysis indicate that mentoring coordinators view 

authorship as critical to relationship quality.  This finding is consistent with previous research on 

school-based mentoring, which has shown that high-school mentors who report a higher 

frequency of collaborative decision-making have higher quality mentoring relationships 

(Karcher, Herrera, & Hansen, 2010).  Collaborative interactions between mentors and mentees 

may result in high quality relationships because having joint authorship in decision-making 

empowers youth, allows them to be an equal partner in the relationship, and likely increases 

investment in the interaction (Karcher & Hansen, 2013).  Creating opportunities for collaborative 

interactions may be particularly important for children referred for mentoring, as they likely have 

few naturally occurring opportunities to engage in relationships in which they are an equal 

partner.  Many of the mentees in the present study were described by their teachers as having 

difficulty in interactions with others, such as seeking attention inappropriately and having trouble 

relating to peers.  Mentoring coordinators, who have the ability to observe mentee-mentor 

interactions from an outside perspective, may be in the ideal position to evaluate whether 

relationships are jointly or unilaterally authored and support mentors in facilitating collaborative 

interactions in order to develop mentees’ competency in relationships overall in addition to 

developing high quality mentoring relationships. 

In addition to relationship dimensions, we examined if the experiences shared by mentors 

and mentees are associated with mentoring relationship quality.  Mentors whose mentees 

frequently share information about themselves rate the relationship quality as higher.  

Furthermore, the frequency with which mentors share information about themselves 

discriminates between high and low quality mentoring relationships as rated by the mentor.  The 

finding that adult mentors value the exchange of personal information is not surprising, and in 
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fact, older adults in particular are more likely to define relationships not according to time spent 

together but through the sharing and exchanging of personal information (Johnson & Troll, 

1994).  At the other end of the developmental spectrum, mentees whose mentors frequently share 

information about themselves rate the relationship quality as lower.  This finding is consistent 

with previous research on young mentees.  In a study with mentees ages 7-14, the success of the 

mentoring relationship depended more on the types of activities they engaged in with their 

mentor rather than the topics of their conversations (Parra, DuBois, Neville, Pugh-Lilly, & 

Povinelli, 2002).  Similarly, a review of research on friendship development demonstrated that in 

early childhood, friendship develops from a basis of mutual liking and shared activities (Tesch, 

1983).   

An examination of Figure 3 provides information on the temporal relationship of events 

that can aid in the interpretation of whether the relationships are rated as lower quality as a result 

of mentors continually exchanging little personal information or if mentors exchange little 

personal information because the relationship is of lower quality.  From the very start of the 

school year, less sharing of personal information by the mentor discriminates between mentor 

rated high versus low quality mentoring relationships and thus one hypothesis is that having a 

lower quality mentoring relationship does not cause the mentor to share less personal 

information but that matches in which mentors exchange less personal information are 

subsequently rated as lower quality by mentors.  However, the frequency with which personal 

information is exchanged within the match does not discriminate between mentoring coordinator 

ratings of relationship quality, and, as previously noted, sharing of personal information by 

mentors negatively predicts mentee ratings of relationship quality.  One interpretation of Figure 2 

is that it is mentors’ interpretation of the relationship as failing after the first few months that 
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results in the decrease in listening and learning about the mentee by the mid-point of the school 

year.  In examining Figures 2-6 is important to consider that perceptions of mentoring 

relationship quality were only measured once at the end of the school year (May), and thus a 

causal link cannot be determined.    

Taken together, the findings on the frequency of the exchange of personal information 

between mentors and mentees highlight the contrast between what elementary school children 

and older adults value in a mentoring relationship and can help to inform mentor training.  

Adults who are developing mentoring relationships with elementary school children may benefit 

from discussing their expectations for the relationship with program staff, as mentors’ unfulfilled 

expectations frequently contributes to the termination of mentoring relationships (Spencer, 

2007).  Indeed, Kupersmidt and Rhodes (2013) outline that an important aspect of pre-match and 

early match training is a focus on the mentor having modest expectations of the mentee and 

encouraging mentors to be patient in the process of developing the mentoring relationship.  

Additionally, mentors can benefit from receiving training that teaches them how to share 

personal information in a way that contributes to the development of the mentoring relationship.  

Mentors who sincerely disclose their own experience and struggles with their mentees are better 

able to establish an initial connection (Ahrens, et al., 2011).  Receiving specific training in this 

skill can help mentors to be more open to and honest when self-disclosing (Karcher & Hansen, 

2013). 

The second component of shared experiences examined in the present study is the types 

of activities that mentors and mentees engage in together.  Matches who frequently engage in 

creative activities are rated as lower quality by mentoring coordinators.  However, the frequency 

of engaging in creative activities throughout the year does not distinguish between high and low 
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quality relationships as rated by mentoring coordinators.  Previous research examining school-

based mentoring has found that creative activities are associated with positive outcomes 

(Hansen, 2005; Karcher, 2008).  It may be the case that when mentees and mentors engage in 

creative interactions, which includes activities such as drawing, arts and crafts, reading and 

writing, it is more difficult to observe whether they are enjoying themselves, especially in 

comparison to more active interactions, as creative activities are inherently a quieter type of 

activity.  Thus, it may be less obvious for an external observer such as the mentoring coordinator 

to observe outward indicators of enjoyment within these types of activities.  

A shared experience that mentors appear to dislike is engaging in active activities.  

Mentors who frequently engage in active activities with their mentee rate their mentoring 

relationship as lower quality.  Furthermore, the frequency of engaging in active activities 

distinguishes high versus low quality matches throughout the school year.  This result speaks to 

the importance of matching children to mentoring programs that are suited to their specific 

needs.  Numerous types of mentoring programs have been developed, which each cater to a 

different youth population (Rhodes & Spencer, 2010).  The process of matching a mentor and 

mentee together is a critical component to the mentoring relationship but there is limited 

empirical research on how to optimally conduct the matching process (Pryce, Kelly, & Guidone, 

2013).  At the group level, being able to identify characteristics of children that make them an 

ideally suited to a specific mentoring program can help to streamline the matching process.  As 

demonstrated in the present study, very active and hyperactive children may not be ideally suited 

for an intergenerational mentoring program where older adults are the mentors, as it appears that 

this group of mentors does not like to frequently engage in active activities with their mentees.  

At the individual level, matching specific interests of mentees and mentors may lead to higher 
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quality mentoring relationships and thereby greater positive outcomes for youth (DuBois, 

Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn, & Valentine, 2011).  Matching a volunteer and child together is a 

complicated process (Pryce, Kelly, & Guidone, 2013), which may be eased by first streamlining 

mentees into specific programs and then matching them within a program to a specific mentor 

based on individual characteristics. 

Study Limitations 

The findings from this study are limited by several factors.  Although multiple informants 

rated the quality of the mentoring relationship, the range of the scale was compressed due to 

concerns that mentees and mentors would have difficulty with a larger number of response 

options.  This adaptation may have contributed to the reduced variability observed within this 

scale.  Future studies with young mentees may benefit from the use of alternative types of self-

report methods such as a visual analogue scale (McCormack, Horne, & Sheather, 1988).  

Another limitation of the present study is the amount of time within which the observational 

ratings of mentoring dimensions were conducted, as the ratings were assigned based on a portion 

of one mentoring session only.  Future research seeking to utilize observational methods of data 

collection should consider sampling multiple sessions in order to ensure that the ratings are 

representative of the overall mentoring relationship.   Another limitation of the observational 

ratings is that many items that we had measured did not contribute to the factor structures of 

focus, purpose, and authorship.  Although we were able to develop an observational method of 

evaluating the TEAM framework, future research is needed to replicate these findings and to 

develop items that can contribute to the factor structure of these three dimensions.  Lastly, the 

reports on shared experiences relied on mentors to accurately report on the activities that were 

completed during each session, although efforts were made to ensure the validity of the reports 



 

90 

 

by having the experiences documented weekly throughout the school year instead of 

retrospectively. 

Conclusion 

The relationship that develops between a mentor and mentee is the active ingredient in 

mentoring programs (Keller, 2005; Rhodes, 2000).  The findings from this study contribute to 

the limited knowledge base on how to effectively train and support mentors in building high 

quality mentoring relationships.  There are currently few evidence-based training programs for 

volunteer mentors which may explain the rising problem in mentor retention (Kupersmidt & 

Rhodes, 2013).  Volunteer attrition is problematic for two main reasons, the first being the 

adverse effects on youth that are associated with the premature termination of a mentoring 

relationship (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002), and the second being the major cost in staff and 

financial resources because of the effort required to recruit, screen, train, and match every single 

volunteer (Kupersmidt & Rhodes, 2013).  The results from the present study inform methods of 

supporting mentors throughout the length of the match, beginning with the match process itself.  

Identifying characteristics of mentees that lead to success within specific mentoring programs 

can help to streamline the beginning of the match process.  For example, very active or 

hyperactive children may not be the ideal match for an intergenerational mentoring program in 

which older adults mentor youth.  Including discussions on mentors’ personal expectations of the 

mentoring relationship is critical to include in pre-match and early match training, as unfulfilled 

expectations can contribute to the termination of mentoring relationships (Spencer, 2007).  

Finding from the present study suggest that one area of focus during pre-match training should 

be mentors’ expectations about the amount of personal information a mentee is likely to share 

with them as well as on how mentors can use self-disclosure as a tool to build the mentoring 
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relationship.  Throughout the match, mentoring coordinators can provide ongoing support by 

asking both mentees and mentors about activity preferences, as well as by facilitating 

opportunities for mentors and mentees to collaboratively make decisions.  Given that mentors 

tend to have a relatively more negative view of the mentoring relationship, they may benefit 

from receiving feedback on the mentee’s perspective of the relationship.  Providing this type of 

feedback to mentors at the end of the school year may be particularly important for school-based 

mentoring programs, as it can impact whether mentors return after the summer break.  As a 

whole, the findings from the present study contribute to current research by identifying specific 

training strategies that can help mentors during the pre-match phase, early in the match, and 

throughout the match, as supporting mentors is a critical component in the successful 

development of positive mentoring relationships with youth.  
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Abstract 

Understanding youth mentoring is an applied problem that requires collaboration between 

university researchers and practitioners in community agencies.  Although establishing effective 

interdisciplinary collaborations is a complex process, knowledge about how to successfully 

develop a community partnership is rarely disseminated.  In this paper, we describe processes 

through which successful community partnerships are formed, provide an account of how we 

approached our research-practice collaboration when evaluating a school-based mentoring 

program, present evidence that our approach was successful in establishing a strong collaborative 

relationship with the practitioners of our host agency, and identify examples in which knowledge 

mobilization occurred.   
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Introduction 

Applied research consists of the application of scientific knowledge and methods to solve 

practical or “real world” problems.  Conducting applied research requires collaborations between 

researchers who are experts in scientific methods and practitioners who are experts in 

understanding the problem at hand.  Understanding youth mentoring is an applied problem that 

requires collaborations between university researchers and practitioners in community agencies.  

In this paper, we examine the connection between research and practice that is essential to 

conducting research in the field of mentoring.  As recognition in the value of community 

partnerships rises and the funding environment increases in competitiveness, a growing number 

of partnerships are being developed between university researchers and community agencies 

(Amabile, Patterson, & Wojcik, 2001).  However, the research to guide practice in this area is 

limited (Buys & Bursnall, 2007).  The knowledge gained from developing a community 

collaboration is rarely disseminated (Lasker & Weiss, 2003), but crucial in order for future 

community partnerships to benefit from prior learning.  The aim of this paper is to contribute to 

the limited body of knowledge on community partnerships by: 1) describing processes through 

which successful community partnerships are formed, 2) providing an account of how we 

approached our research-practice collaboration when evaluating a school-based mentoring 

program, 3) presenting evidence that our approach was successful in establishing a strong 

collaborative relationship with the practitioners of our host agency, and 4) identifying examples 

in which knowledge mobilization occurred.   

In conducting applied research, collaborations between researchers and practitioners are 

essential to ensure that relevant questions are being addressed, the underlying nature of the 

problems is understood, and feasible solutions are developed  (Lasker & Weiss, 2003; 
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Leadbeater, Marshall, & Banister, 2007).  Collaborations bring together professionals in different 

fields to combine unique perspectives and skills that are needed to overcome individual 

limitations (Lasker & Weiss, 2003).  However, establishing effective interdisciplinary 

collaborations is a complex process, as it requires enabling diverse team members to work 

together in a productive manner over a sustained period of time (Kreuter, Lezin, & Young, 

2000).  A multidisciplinary model is proposed by Lasker & Weiss (2003) which states that 

effective community problem solving requires collaborative processes that empower individuals, 

build social relationships between individuals, and create synergy as a group.  We used this 

model as a framework to examine the processes through which we formed a collaboration with 

practitioners in a community agency.  

Empowerment 

The first essential collaborative process described Lasker and Weiss (2003) is 

empowerment, which occurs when people believe that they have the ability to influence 

decisions, the knowledge, skills, and resources to do so, and are involved in making decisions 

and taking action (Zimmerman, 1995).  From our perspective, this step is a critical component in 

building a partnership because it sets the stage for collaborative interactions to take place.  When 

each individual is empowered, an equal partnership can form which enables every person to 

share their opinion and contribute their ideas in the problem-solving process.  Empowerment is 

important because practitioners are the ones with the knowledge, experience, and insight into the 

community being studied (Fung, 2001), but if they do not feel empowered to contribute to the 

development of the research, this expertise will be lost.  In our case, the practitioners in our host 

agency were the ones who understood the details of how the mentoring program functioned on a 

daily basis as well as the needs and priorities of the program.  Therefore, we needed them to be 
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empowered in the problem-solving process so that they could contribute to identifying effective 

and feasible solutions.  To empower the practitioners in our host agency, we began the 

partnership by recognizing their expertise.  Our meetings were structured to be an educative 

exchange whereby we provided the information about research methodology and study design 

and they provided information on the study population, service delivery, potential responsiveness 

of participants, and barriers and challenges anticipated with conducting the research.  For 

example, when it came to deciding on the study design, we presented the practitioners with 

several different study designs and communicated the advantages and disadvantages of each one.  

They explained the practical limitations of each design to us, which circumvented a trial and 

error approach.  This example also illustrates how empowerment can be created through 

knowledge mobilization: after gaining an understanding of research methodology, the 

practitioners were able to apply this knowledge to select the design that they thought would be 

practical for their agency to implement in addition to answering the research questions we had 

developed.  Understanding the contributions of the different research designs also helped the 

practitioners recognize how the results from the study would help the agency make evidence-

based modifications to future programming.   

We can evaluate the success of our approach against the definition of empowerment: 

were the practitioners actually involved in making decisions and taking action? We consider two 

situations where the program coordinator created solutions to help solve challenges as evidence 

that the practitioners felt empowered in the relationship.  These contributions were also 

instrumental to the success of the study, as the solutions provided by the program coordinator 

helped us to overcome methodological challenges inherent in mentoring.   The first situation 

involved the recruitment of participants.  In mentoring research, the sample is already 
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constrained by the number of participants currently in the mentoring program, and therefore it is 

crucial to recruit as many intervention participants as possible.  Often times, recruiting a 

sufficient number of participants takes longer and is more difficult than expected (Brady & 

O'Regan, 2009).  This recruitment challenge can result in a study lacking sufficient power to 

detect program effects.  Obtaining parental consent within school-based programs is particularly 

challenging, as these parents may be less involved in the mentoring program, as students are not 

referred to the program by parents but by their teachers (Herrera & Karcher, 2013).  In the 

school-based program that we studied, it had been challenging for the program coordinator to 

obtain consent for mentoring from many of the parents, as they were wary of the potential for 

further involvement by Child and Family Services.  Given this experience, we knew that 

obtaining parental consent for research would be difficult, but due to ethical reasons we could 

not offer incentives for participation.  We sent research consent forms to parents but few were 

returned.  We would have been left with a very limited sample size, but the program coordinator 

took the initiative to engage with parents about the research and act as a resource for parents to 

answer any questions they had about the research study.  Many of the parents had not read the 

consent form or had misunderstood the purpose of it, and most agreed to have their child 

participate after speaking with the program coordinator.  As with any standard consent form, our 

contact information at Queen’s University was provided but we did not receive any calls or 

emails from parents, although they were more than willing to discuss the consent form with the 

program coordinator.   

This situation demonstrates another example of knowledge mobilization: the program 

coordinator had been trained on research ethics and the consent procedure and was then able to 

communicate this knowledge to the parents.  By being empowered throughout the decision-
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making process, the program coordinator assumed ownership of the study and was empowered to 

create a solution that we, as researchers, would not have been able to execute because we did not 

have a pre-established relationship with the parents.  In the second situation, the program 

coordinator knew that the mentors were going to be hesitant about completing the post-

intervention surveys because they saw it as taking time away from their session with their 

mentee.  The program coordinator identified this problem at a meeting and came up with a 

solution, which was to hold a lunch for all the mentors at each school that would take place after 

the mentoring session.  This way, the mentors were provided with an incentive to stay at the 

school to complete the surveys.  This idea was supported by agency funding and the result was a 

93% retention rate from pre- to post-intervention.  

Building Social Relationships 

Having collaborative processes that empower individuals sets the framework for the 

development of strong relationships among researchers and practitioners.  Building relationships 

between members in the collaboration is important because it develops trust and opens lines of 

communication, which are critical features in maximizing the expertise that both parties bring to 

the study (Leadbeater, Marshall, & Banister, 2007).  Although Lasker and Weiss (2003) 

emphasize the importance of building social relationships, they provide little advice on methods 

of establishing a strong research-practice relationship.  We learned through our evaluation of a 

school-based mentoring program that a key feature in building social relationships between 

researchers and practitioners is gaining a comprehensive understanding of each other’s 

perspective.  Through seeing the practitioner’s perspective of the program, we became invested 

in the program itself.  Similarly, when practitioners understood the research components and 

potential benefits, they became further invested in the research study.  Indeed, the ability to view 
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problems as the other partner perceives them has been identified as an important change that 

occurs over time during a partnership (Wiewel & Lieber, 1998).  We were able to gain an 

understanding of the practitioners’ perspective by directly observing all aspects of the 

intervention.  Over the course of the study, I shadowed the mentoring coordinators for a total of 

six weeks.  Through this experience I learned about the challenges that mentoring coordinators 

face on a daily basis.  For example, I learned about the challenges of helping a mentee who lacks 

winter clothing or lunch and providing match closure when mentees are suddenly moved by their 

family when more affordable housing becomes available.  Gaining insight into these daily 

challenges helped us to understand the needs of the practitioners.  By understanding the barriers 

they regularly face, we were able to provide appropriate support which contributed to fostering 

the relationship.  Furthermore, I became invested in the program itself because I heard countless 

stories from mentoring coordinators, mentors, and teachers about all of the lives that had been 

changed through mentoring.  These experiences added a human component to the research and 

impacted my perspective on the project, as I became committed and dedicated not just to the 

research study but to the mentoring program itself.  

We collected data alongside the practitioners, which gave us the opportunity to 

thoroughly explain the importance of each step, such as the consent process and keeping the 

survey data anonymous.  Although having the practitioners in the mentoring program involved in 

the data collection may have influenced the survey responses, this provided another opportunity 

for knowledge mobilization.  This experience helped the practitioners to understand the purpose 

of each procedure and understand that the protocol was necessary to follow in order to adhere to 

ethical and methodological standards.  Additionally, collecting the data themselves served to 

increase their investment in the study.  As a whole, being able to understand the other’s 
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perspective allowed each of us to become invested in the project in a whole new way – as 

researchers we became committed to the program itself and the practitioners became committed 

to the research.  From this experience we learned that genuinely caring about what is most 

important to your partner is a key factor in being able to establish a strong relationship.  

Trust is a critical component of successful relationships (Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Smith, 

Carroll, & Ashford, 1995), and thus we can gauge the success of the research-practice 

relationship that we established by examining the extent to which we trusted each other.  We 

knew by the end of the collaboration that they trusted our opinion on research design and 

methodology, because the agency director asked for our advice on measures that they were 

selecting as part of their standard annual evaluation of other mentoring programs within the 

agency.  I was invited as the keynote speaker two years in a row for the annual mentor 

appreciation luncheon, which is attended by mentors, teachers, principals, and school board 

representatives.  Although these presentations were outside the scope of the research 

project, they trusted me to represent the study in a way that would be well-received and 

understood by the audience.  After we demonstrated the data collection procedures, we entrusted 

them with continuing to collect the data and follow the protocols.  We trusted that they believed 

in the importance of the research enough to do as much as they could to continue to recruit 

participants and collect data.  As the host agency was located in another province, having this 

trust was essential as we were not able to directly view their progress. This trust not only 

demonstrated the success of our relationship but served to our ability to work as a team and 

create synergy. 
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Synergy 

The process of synergy is described as breakthroughs in thinking that are produced by a 

collaborative process when complementary knowledge, skills, and resources of a group are 

combined (Lasker & Weiss, 2003).  Synergy occurs when the sum of the group is capable of 

creating more effective solutions than any individual member.  Each person considers an issue 

from one perspective with the limited information that they have, but when combined, the group 

can conceptualize a method of solving a problem that no single person would have devised on 

their own.  It would seem that empowering individuals and creating social relationships set the 

stage for synergy to occur, because through these two processes, each person has become an 

equal partner in the collaboration.  Collaborative processes that create synergy allow members to 

develop solutions for ongoing improvement and refinement, which is critical in the iterative 

processes of research.  We believe that we created synergy as a result of our collaboration, 

because together we have been able to identify ways of revising our approach to the program 

evaluation.  In our case, the measures we implemented in the program evaluation failed to 

capture any impact of mentoring.  Although this was a very disappointing finding, through our 

collaboration the agency has become committed to research and wants to gain an in-depth 

understanding of how and for whom the program is working.  Instead of terminating the project 

after our initial findings, together we created a whole new series of research questions.  The 

synergy that we created has allowed us to move forward together, which is extremely beneficial 

because we can apply the learning gained from our first collaboration to inform our future 

directions and decisions. Our next step is to undertake an analysis of the program’s referral 

information and assist with revising their referral forms.  We believe that we may be able to 

identify program impact by closely matching future measures with the common difficulties of 
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the mentees in the program.  Furthermore, by helping the agency to revise their referral forms, in 

the future they can be used as a means of continuously collecting data on mentees’ baseline level 

of functioning.  Another way in which the agency has continued to integrate research into their 

practice is by having their mentoring coordinators complete an evidence-based training module 

on healthy relationships.  Through this module, mentoring coordinators learn skills that can help 

them to support mentors in developing positive relationships with their mentees.  

Conclusions 

Collaborations between research and practitioners can create developments in applied 

research that neither group would be able to achieve on their own.  Approaching relationships in 

a collaborative manner is a key piece in both researching youth mentoring and in youth 

mentoring itself.  In studying the formation of mentoring relationships, we proposed that 

collaborative interactions contribute to high quality relationships because having joint authorship 

in decision-making empowers youth, allows them to be an equal partner in the relationship, and 

likely increases investment in the interaction (Karcher & Hansen, 2013).  This idea is paralleled 

in our discussion of collaborative processes that empower individuals, build social relationships, 

and create synergy.  By successfully forming a relationship between researchers and practitioners 

we can overcome challenges inherent in youth mentoring by drawing on the expertise and 

strengths of each partner.  Strong research-practice relationships allow partners to be able to 

grow together and learn from past experiences, thereby creating research that that both meets the 

needs of mentoring agencies and addresses important questions in the field of mentoring 

research.  
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Chapter 5 

General Discussion 

 Relationships are an essential component of human development and serve as a 

protective factor for health at every life stage, from birth to death (House, Landis, & Umberson, 

1988).  Although relationships are critical to our well-being throughout the lifespan, studying the 

naturally occurring phenomenon of relationships is a complex and challenging endeavour.  

Social relationships are viewed as a “fuzzy variable”, as they lack clear parameters and methods 

of measurement (Holt-Lunstad, Smith, & Layton, 2010).  Mentoring is a type of social 

relationship that develops between a mentor, who is typically a more experienced and older 

person, and a mentee, who is typically a young person.  The purpose of a mentoring relationship 

is to assist in the growth and development of the mentee.  The goal of this dissertation was to 

contribute to research and practice in the field of youth mentoring by evaluating the effects of 

participating in a school-based intergenerational mentoring program, identifying characteristics 

of high quality mentoring relationships, and examining processes that lead to successful 

collaborations between researchers and practitioners.   

In our evaluation of a school-based intergenerational mentoring program I did not find 

benefits of program participation for mentors or mentees; however, I identified methodological 

limitations that are important for future studies to take into consideration.  I also determined two 

strengths of the Between Generations mentoring program, which are that teachers believe 

mentoring has a positive impact on their students and that older adults mentors are able to sustain 

long lasting mentoring relationships.  In our second study, I began the process of identifying 

elements that characterize high quality mentoring relationships by first examining three different 

ratings of mentoring relationship quality.  I found that although mentees, mentors, and mentoring 
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coordinators all perceive the quality of the mentoring relationship to be very high, mentoring 

coordinators’ ratings are positively correlated with mentees’ ratings of relationship quality 

whereas mentors have significantly lower ratings of relationship quality.  I then developed an 

observational rating scale to measure a new framework of mentoring relationship dimensions and 

examined how relationship dimensions and another component of mentor-mentee interactions, 

shared experiences, are associated with ratings of mentoring relationship quality.  With regard to 

relationship dimensions, I found that the dimension of authorship is positively associated with 

mentoring coordinator ratings of relationship quality.  In terms of shared experiences, I found 

that older adults and young children have differing values when it comes to the exchange of 

personal information.  I also found that creative activities are negatively associated with 

relationship quality as rated by mentoring coordinators and that active activities are negatively 

associated with relationship quality as rated by mentors.  In our last paper, I identified strategies 

to promote collaborative interactions that empower individuals, build social relationships, and 

create synergy between researchers and practitioners.  Taken together, the results from this 

dissertation provides key information about relationships, which can be applied to the 

development of mentor training programs and the design of future research studies.  Through our 

research I gained insight into two important aspects of relationships:  1) processes of successful 

relationship formation and 2) characteristics of long-term relationships.  

Identifying processes that contribute to the formation of high quality relationships is 

critical to our understanding of how to foster successful relationships.  The findings in this 

dissertation highlight the importance of two processes in forming both strong mentor-mentee and 

research-practice relationships: collaborative interactions and understanding each other’s 

perspective.  The importance of collaborative interactions in developing a mentoring relationship 
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was demonstrated in our second study.  In this study, I developed an observational rating scale to 

examine a new framework for understanding relationship dimensions.  I found that observational 

ratings of authorship were positively associated with mentoring coordinator ratings of mentoring 

relationship quality.  The dimension of authorship represents the manner in which interactions 

are negotiated and includes the continuum from unilateral to collaborative and the degree to 

which both members are invested in the interaction.  An evidence-based mentor training strategy 

can be generated from our finding.  To foster high quality mentoring relationships, mentoring 

coordinators can help mentors to create opportunities for collaborative interactions during 

mentoring sessions.  For example, mentoring coordinators can train mentors to encourage and 

give their mentee a chance to voice their preference in activity selection.  In addition, being part 

of the decision-making process can help to increase a mentee’s investment in the interaction 

(Lerner, Napolitano, Boyd, Mueller, & Callina, 2013).  

Collaborative interactions are also important in the development of research-practice 

relationships.  Collaborative processes lead to the development of trust and productive 

communication between researchers and practitioners, which are necessary elements in the 

development of an effective research-practice relationship (Leadbeater, Marshall, & Banister, 

2007).  The experiences documented in our third paper. indicate that a key component in 

promoting collaboration is empowering each individual involved in the interaction.  To empower 

the practitioners in our host agency, we began the relationship by recognizing their expertise on 

the study population, service delivery, potential responsiveness of participants, and barriers and 

challenges anticipated with implementing the research study.  We structured our meetings to 

consist of an exchange of information and joint decision-making.  By being empowered 

throughout the decision-making process, the program coordinator became a collaborator in the 
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development of the study and was able to identify and suggest solutions to solve problems that 

we encountered throughout our research.  Researchers who are beginning a community 

partnership can learn from our findings and create a collaborative relationship by structuring 

their interactions in a manner that promotes empowerment.   

The second important process in relationship formation that I identified was to have each 

person in the relationship understand each other’s perspective.  Our findings from the second 

study of this dissertation underscore the importance of having a mentor and mentee understand 

each other’s perspective within a mentoring relationship.  Our results indicate that there is a 

difference between elementary school mentees’ and older adult mentors’ perspectives on the 

importance of exchanging personal information.  From the mentor’s perspective, having little 

personal information exchanged indicates a lower quality relationship; however, the opposite is 

true for mentees, who feel that the relationship is of lower quality when their mentor frequently 

shares personal information.  Mentoring coordinators can support the match by helping the 

mentor and mentee understand each other’s perspectives.  During pre-match training, mentoring 

coordinators can address mentor’s expectations for the mentoring relationship by informing 

mentors that it is developmentally appropriate for young children to place more value on the 

activities that they engage in together rather than on the topics of their conversations (Parra, 

DuBois, Neville, Pugh-Lilly, & Povinelli, 2002).  Mentoring coordinators can also provide 

ongoing support throughout the match by facilitating discussions with mentors and mentees on 

their expectations of the relationship and encourage them to share aspects of the relationship that 

each person values.  Furthermore, mentoring coordinators can support the match by bridging 

mentors’ and mentees’ perspectives on the quality of the mentoring relationship.  Mentoring 

coordinators’ ratings are positively correlated with mentees’ ratings of relationship quality, 
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whereas mentors’ ratings of relationship quality are significantly lower than mentees’ ratings.  

Mentoring coordinators can provide valuable feedback to mentors by sharing how both they and 

the mentee view the relationship.  As a result, this positive feedback can influence mentor’s 

feelings of self-efficacy and contribute to mentor retention (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, & 

Cooper, 2002; Herrera, Sipe, & McClanahan, 1999).  

Similarly, we learned that understanding each other’s perspectives was instrumental to 

developing our research-practice connection.  We found that understanding each other’s 

perspective allowed us to value what was most important to each other: As researchers, we 

became invested in the mentoring program itself, and the practitioners became invested in the 

research study.  By spending time observing and participating in each other’s roles, we formed 

common goals which served to strengthen our relationship.  Additionally, these experiences 

allowed us to understand the barriers practitioners regularly face and allowed the practitioners to 

understand the necessity of each part of the research protocol.  Ideally, when beginning a 

research study in the field of mentoring, researchers should plan to take time to observe the 

mentoring program before finalizing the study design.  These experiences can provide critical 

insights into the practitioner’s perspective on the challenges and needs of the mentoring program 

and thus have the potential to influence all aspects of the study design, such as the recruitment 

process and selection of measures.  

Through our research we also gained insight into characteristics of long-term 

relationships.  Sustaining long-term relationships is crucial in both mentoring programs and 

mentoring research.  In mentoring programs, the duration of the match is positively associated 

with the impact of mentoring on youth outcomes (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002).  Through our 

study of an intergenerational school-based mentoring program, I found that older adults are able 



 

125 

 

to sustain long lasting mentoring relationships.  The average length of matches in the Between 

Generations program is more than three times the average length of in-school mentoring matches 

in the United States (Bernstein, Rappaport, Olsho, Hunt, & Levin, 2009; Herrera, Grossman, 

Kauh, Feldman, & McMaken, 2007).  This finding indicates that there are characteristics of older 

adults that differentiate them from other mentors in school-based programs.  Identifying 

characteristics of older adults that influence match duration is an important step in understanding 

which groups of mentors are ideally suited for mentoring within the school environment.  Due to 

structural barriers such as summer breaks, holidays, and relatively brief mentoring sessions, 

school-based mentoring can be a particularly challenging environment to develop long-term 

mentoring relationships in (Herrera & Karcher, 2013).  One characteristic that differentiates 

older adult mentors from student mentors or mentors in the workforce is being in the life stage of 

generativity.  Although I was unable to identify benefits gained from being a mentor, it is 

possible that mentoring affects older adults in ways that are specific to meeting the major goals 

in the life stage of generativity, which are to care for others and leave a lasting influence on the 

next generation (Erikson, 1968).  Being able to meet these goals through mentoring may be one 

reason that older adults decide to return to mentoring at the start of each new school year.  In 

addition, older adults are more likely to be retired, thus having the time available to dedicate to 

mentoring and having schedules that do not fluctuate throughout the course of the school year  

(Cattan, Newell, Bond, & White, 2003; McCrea & Smith, 1997).  Having time available for 

mentoring on a regular basis may have contributed to the high retention rate of the mentors in 

our study, which was 35 months.  Further research is needed to understand how these 

characteristics may lead to the persistence of older adults in maintaining mentoring relationships 

when barriers within the school environment are encountered.   
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Similarly, in order to be successful in conducting applied research, a research-practice 

partnership needs to be sustained over time so that iterations to the research design can be 

developed and implemented.  By examining the formation of our research-practice partnership 

through Lasker and Weiss’ framework (2003), I demonstrated that long-term research-practice 

relationships are characterized by collaborative processes that empower individuals, build social 

relationships between individuals, and create synergy as a group.  Long-term relationships 

between researchers and practitioners can be promoted at the policy level by having a longer 

funding period for grants that are intended for community partnerships.  Granting agencies 

typically limit funding to a short period in which a study must be completed, often one to three 

years (Weinberger, 2013).  Having grants that acknowledge the time it takes for researchers and 

practitioners to form strong relationships can help to promote the development of lasting 

research-practice connections and thus allow partners the opportunity to apply the knowledge 

gained from an initial project to future collaborative endeavours.  

Limitations and Future Directions  

 The primary focus of the first study in this dissertation was to identify mutual benefits of 

school-based intergenerational mentoring on children and older adults.  I found that participation 

in the Between Generations program did not predict change on any of the outcome measures.  In 

conducting our program evaluation, I encountered several methodological challenges that are 

common in the field of mentoring which may have contributed to our results.  First, relying 

primarily on self-report questionnaires may have restricted our ability to detect program effects.  

Although this is the standard approach in conducting a program evaluation, administering the 

same questionnaires to all participants in order to be able to make comparisons between an 

intervention and control group may not be the ideal approach to evaluate the effects of 



 

127 

 

mentoring.  I learned through my observations that although the intervention of mentoring is 

theoretically similar across all children in the sense that everyone receives mentoring, the 

benefits gained may be unique to the specific problems of each child.  One of the challenges of 

mentoring research is to devise a method of capturing these unique gains, while still adhering to 

standardized measures.  Future research should consider alternative methods of evaluating 

mentoring programs, such as using goal attainment scaling (Balcazar & Keys, 2013; Kiresuk & 

Sherman, 1968), as it would allow for the capture of individual progress as well as statistically 

significant movement towards the pre-determined goal.  Together, the mentoring coordinator, 

mentee, and mentor, could collaboratively identify goals for the school year.  For the comparison 

group, goals for the school year could be identified in collaboration with teachers.  This method 

would allow for a direct comparison of progress towards goals, even though each goal is unique 

to the individual child.  If recruiting a comparison group is not possible, future studies could 

utilize measures that are based on a normative sample, as it would allow for clinically and 

statistically meaningful progress between pre- and post-intervention evaluations to be calculated.  

This strategy may work especially well for very young mentees, as teachers, parents and/or 

mentors can complete subscales of instruments such as the Child Behaviour Checklist 

(Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001), which also provides a measurement tool for direct observations.    

 Another limitation of our study is that I was not able to randomly assign participants to 

treatment and control conditions.  Many studies of mentoring have been unable to conduct 

random assignment due to ethical considerations.  One alternative is to use a wait-list 

comparison group; however, in our case the host agency had eliminated waiting lists after 

finding that when children completed the paperwork and safety training, each week that they did 

not receiving a mentor became very disappointing for them.  I was able to recruit a comparison 



 

128 

 

group that was chosen at random from a local high-needs school, but the trajectory of our 

comparison group may not have been representative of a group of students who were identified 

as in need of but did not receive mentoring.  If we had been able to recruit comparison students 

who had been referred for mentoring, we may have observed the comparison group decline on 

the outcomes measures and the intervention group maintain high scores on the outcome 

measures over time (DuBois, Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn, & Valentine, 2011).  When obtaining 

a comparison sample from a school in which mentoring is not yet established, it may be possible 

for teachers to recommend specific children for mentoring, and then include only those children 

in the comparison group with the goal of matching at least a portion of them to a mentor the 

following year.  This way, if none of the students within the school have a mentor during the 

year of the program evaluation, students will not feel personally disappointed.  

 Lastly, timing the pre-intervention measurement to capture a true baseline is a challenge 

in evaluating a mentoring program.  We included all current participants in the Between 

Generations program in our study, even though most of the participants had been involved in 

mentoring prior to our pre-intervention data collection.  As a result, benefits gained from 

participating in mentoring may have taken place prior to our evaluation.  However, had we only 

included new matches in our study, the recruitment phase of the evaluation would have taken 

several years, as only a limited number of new matches are formed per year, a typical feature of 

most mentoring programs.  Collaborating with Big Brother Big Sisters of Canada to develop a 

national, standardized system for agencies to continuously collect pre- and post-evaluations on 

each new match may be the best method of conducting a methodologically rigorous evaluation of 

different types of school-based mentoring programs.  
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Conclusions 

 Natural mentoring relationship are developed each day, within every type of 

environment, including schools, workplaces, and neighbourhoods.  Although most of us can 

think of at least one natural mentor who has helped to shape our lives, the same is not true for 

many at-risk children.  Formal mentoring programs, such as Big Brothers Big Sisters, aim to 

provide these types of relationships to children in need; however, the formation of successful 

mentoring relationships is a complex process.  The field of mentoring research is still grappling 

with questions such as identifying the impact of diverse types of mentoring programs, 

understanding processes through which mentoring relationships form, and determining 

characteristics of mentors and mentees that lead to successful mentoring relationships and 

positive outcomes for youth.  Methodological barriers make conducting research in youth 

mentoring challenging, and require the expertise of both researchers and practitioners to 

overcome.  This dissertation contributes to research and practice in the field of mentoring by 

determining strengths of an innovative type of mentoring program, developing a method of 

evaluating a new framework for understanding mentoring relationship dimensions, identifying 

elements of successful mentoring relationships that can inform mentor training, and 

disseminating practical strategies for the formation of successful research-practice 

collaborations. 
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Appendix A 

Table 1  

Change Scores of Dependent Variables for Intervention and Comparison Students  

 Intervention Students  Comparison Students 

 N M SD Range  N M SD Range 

Peer Connectedness 51 -0.01 .47 -1.25 to 1.00  82 -0.04 .45 -1.50 to 1.00 

Family Relationships 51 0.05 .41 -1.57 to 0.86  82 0.04 .38 -1.00 to 1.55 

Prosocial Behaviour 51 0.07 .35 -0.50 to 1.00  82 -0.03 .33 -1.25 to 1.25 

School Connectedness 51 -0.01 .42 -1.50 to 1.00  82 0.01 .35 -1.00 to 1.17 

Attitudes towards Aging & 

Elderly 
51 -0.01 .30 -0.70 to 0.60  82 -0.01 .28 -0.80 to 0.50 

Self-Esteem 51 -0.03 .44 -1.60 to 0.80  82 -0.02 .46 -1.00 to 1.40 

 

Table 2 

Change Scores of Dependent Variables for Intervention and Comparison Teachers 

 Intervention Teachers  Comparison Teachers 

 N M SD Range  N M SD Range 

Peer Connectedness 30 0.03 .37 -0.50 to 0.83  54 0.04 .42 -0.83 to 1.17 

Prosocial Behaviour 30 -0.02 .56 -1.75 to 1.00  54 -0.08 .56 -1.00 to 1.75 

Classroom Behaviour 30 0.08 .59 -2.00 to 1.00  54 0.13 .50 -1.25 to 1.25 

Classroom Effort 30 -0.02 .45 -0.50 to 0.83  54 0.18 .49 -1.00 to 1.17 
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Table 3 

Change Scores of Dependent Variables for Intervention and Comparison Older Adults 

 Mentors  Non-Mentors 

 N M SD Range  N M SD Range 

Life Satisfaction 38 -0.03 .35 -1.00 to 0.80  55 -0.002 .32 -0.80 to 0.80 

Loneliness 38 -0.02 .21 -0.50 to 0.30  55 -0.07 .36 -1.30 to 0.80 

Social Support 38 -0.02 .19 -0.42 to 0.42  55 0.002 .30 -0.67 to 1.49 

Depression 38 0.05 .26 -0.45 to 1.27  55 0.01 .41 -1.50 to 1.75 

Physical Health 38 0.00 .31 -0.67 to 0.67  55 -0.04 .32 -0.67 to 0.67 

Attitudes towards 

Children 
38 -0.001 .15 -0.27 to 0.38 

 
55 -0.01 .15 -0.45 to 0.35 

Self-Efficacy 38 0.03 .26 -0.75 to 0.38  55 -0.02 .25 -0.63 to 0.63 

Self-Esteem 38 -0.04 .24 -0.67 to 0.50  55 -0.07 .35 -1.00 to 1.00 
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Appendix B 

Table 1 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Change in Students with only Intervention Students who had Received 

Eight Months or Less of Mentoring (n = 18) 

 B (SE) β p ∆R
2
 Cohen’s f

2
 

Outcome: Change in Relationships with Peers      

Step 1: Grade -.010(.042) -.025 .74                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         .004  

Sex -.049(.089) -.057 .58   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .005(.020) .028 .80 .001 .001 

      
Outcome: Change in Family Relationships      

Step 1: Grade -.046(.036) -.136 .20 .017  

Sex .014(.077) .018 .86   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.003(.017) -.021 .84 .000 .001 

      
Outcome: Change in Prosocial Behaviour      

Step 1: Grade .012(.032) .041 .82 .001  

Sex -.019(.069) -.028 .78   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .029(.015) .203 .06 .037* .04 

      
Outcome: Change in School Connectedness      

Step 1: Grade .013(.033) .043 .83 .016  

Sex -.086(.070) -.123 .58   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program .010(.016) .065 .54 .004 .004 

      
Outcome: Change in Attitudes towards Aging & Elderly      

Step 1: Grade .011(.026) .045 .39 .050  

Sex -.115(.056) -.202 .05   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.016(.012) -.132 .21 .016 .017 

      
Outcome: Change in Self-Esteem      

Step 1: Grade -.010(.042) -.025 .99 .008  

Sex .080(.089) .091 .37   

 Step 2: Months in Mentoring Program -.014(.020) -.078 .47 .005 .006 

*p <.10 
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Appendix C 

 

Table 1 

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Perceptions of Relationship Quality for only Mentees who had Received 

Eight Months or Less of Mentoring (n = 18) 

 R
2
 B (SE) β p Cohen’s f

2
 

  Outcome: Mentee Rated Relationship Quality .51    2.47 

 Mentee Gender  0.05(0.16) .24 .78  

 Focus  0.04(0.11) .43 .75  

 Purpose  0.08(0.17) .49 .66  

 Authorship  -0.10(0.18) -.70 .59  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  -0.06(0.18) -.20 .75  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  0.03(0.30) .11 .93  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.36(0.27) .75 .24  

 Creative Activities  0.07(0.32) .20 .84  

 Active Activities      

      

  Outcome: Mentor Rated Relationship Quality .75    3.00 

 Mentee Gender  0.28(0.14) .93 .10  

 Focus  0.07(0.12) .50 .56  

 Purpose  0.11(0.16) .41 .53  

 Authorship  -0.10(0.19) -.41 .62  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  -0.04(0.18) -.09 .83  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  -0.25(0.28) -.59 .40  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.14(0.24) .19 .58  

 Creative Activities  -0.52(0.33) -.95 .17  

 Active Activities  -0.14(0.22) -.19 .54  

      

Outcome: Mentoring Coordinator Rated Relationship Quality .79    3.76 

 Mentee Gender  0.38(0.24) .85 .17  

 Focus  -0.02(0.17) -.10 .91  

 Purpose  0.28(0.26) .73 .34  

 Authorship  0.13(0.27) .37 .66  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  -0.36(0.27) -.53 .23  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  0.24(0.45) .41 .61  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.16(0.41) .14 .72  

 Creative Activities  -0.75(0.48) -.98 .18  

 Active Activities  0.41(0.45) .34 .40  
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Table 2 

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Perceptions of Relationship Quality for only Mentees who had Received 

more than Eight Months of Mentoring (n = 32) 

 

 R
2
 B (SE) β p Cohen’s f

2
 

  Outcome: Mentee Rated Relationship Quality .48    .91 

 Mentee Gender  0.08(0.08) .26 .30  

 Focus  -0.07(0.06) -.46 .27  

 Purpose  0.00(0.06) .01 .96  

 Authorship  0.13(0.09) .52 .15  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  -0.04(0.15) -.07 .81  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  -0.23(0.17) -.46 .19  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.11(0.16) .19 .48  

 Creative Activities  -0.02(0.18) -.04 .92  

 Active Activities  0.01(0.15) .01 .96  

      

  Outcome: Mentor Rated Relationship Quality .71    2.50 

 Mentee Gender  0.07(0.05) .26 .17  

 Focus  -0.01(0.04) -.09 .77  

 Purpose  -0.02(0.04) -.08 .60  

 Authorship  0.05(0.06) .23 .39  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  0.19(0.10) .38 .07  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  0.10(0.11) .22 .38  

 Playing Indoor Games  0.07(0.10) .13 .51  

 Creative Activities  -0.06(0.11) -.16 .58  

 Active Activities  -0.31(.09) -.58 .004  

      

Outcome: Mentoring Coordinator Rated Relationship Quality .59    1.44 

 Mentee Gender  0.13(0.14) .20 .35  

 Focus  0.04(0.11) .13 .71  

 Purpose  -0.13(0.10) -.23 .24  

 Authorship  0.23(0.16) .46 .16  

 Listening & Learning about Mentee  0.05(0.23) .04 .86  

 Listening & Learning about Mentor  0.11(0.29) .12 .70  

 Playing Indoor Games  -0.24(0.28) -.20 .40  

 Creative Activities  -0.29(0.31) -.32 .36  

 Active Activities  -0.26(0.26) -.21 .33  
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Appendix D 

Observational Rating Scale for Mentor-Mentee Interactions 
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Observational Rating Scale 

 

1) How natural (e.g., uninhibited in presence of the rater) would you rate the actions/interactions of the: 

 

 
Not At 

All 
 

Some of 

the Time 
 

Half of 

the Time 
 

Most of 

the Time 
 

Always 

Natural 

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

2) How goal oriented (i.e., focused on achieving a specific outcome, such as learning a skill or completing an activity) was 

the:  

 

 Not at all  
Very 

Little 
 Somewhat  

Very 

Much 
 

A Great 

Deal 

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

3) How relationally oriented (i.e., focused on the process of the interaction, such as building and sustaining the 

relationship through an activity, promoting emotional well-being by fostering self-esteem, connectedness, etc.) was the:  

 

 Not at all  
Very 

Little 
 Somewhat  

Very 

Much 
 

A Great 

Deal 

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

4) How much were conversations about personal information (e.g., asking about school events, friends, family, as well as 

casual conversation) initiated by the: 

 

 Not at all  
Very 

Little 
 Somewhat  

Very 

Much 
 

A Great 

Deal 

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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5) How much was personal information (e.g., about school events, friends, family, as well as casual conversation) shared 

by the: 

 

 Not at all  
Very 

Little 
 Somewhat  

Very 

Much 
 

A Great 

Deal 

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

6) How much did the mentor initiate advice-giving/guidance about school-related behaviour (e.g., about future goals, 

school, classroom behaviour, attendance, etc.): 

 
No 

Opportunity 

Not Enough 

(opportunities 

missed) 

 
Very 

Little 
 

An 

Appropriate 

Amount 

 

More 

Than 

Needed 

 

Too 

much 

(became 

preachy, 

overly 

directive) 

Mentor N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

7) How much did the mentee ask for advice/guidance or initiate conversations about school-related behaviour (e.g., about 

future goals, school, classroom behaviour, attendance, etc.): 

 

 Not at all  
Very 

Little 
 Somewhat  

Very 

Much 
 

A Great 

Deal 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

8) How much were the interactions mentor-centered (e.g., 1-sided conversations dominated by mentor, mentor chooses 

activities, mentor selects conversation topics): 

 

Not at all  Very Little  Somewhat  Very Much  
A Great 

Deal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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9) How much were the interactions mentee-centered (e.g., 1-sided conversation dominated by mentee, mentee chooses 

activities, mentee selects conversation topics): 

 

Not at all  Very Little  Somewhat  Very Much  
A Great 

Deal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

10) How collaborative were the interactions: 

 

Not at all  Very Little  Somewhat  Very Much  
A Great 

Deal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

11) How engaged/interested in the interactions was the:  

 

 Not at all  
Very 

Little 
 Somewhat  

Very 

Much 
 

A Great 

Deal 

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

12) How much was the interaction focused on the meeting the needs of the mentee: 

 

 
Not 

Enough 
 A Little  

An 

Appropriate 

Amount 

 

More 

than 

Needed 

 

Too 

Much 

(catering 

to one 

member) 

Mentee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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