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Letter from the CEO of Mass Mentoring Partnership 

 

Dear Colleague, 

 

MMPôs former board chair, Ted Kelly, the Chairman and CEO of Liberty Mutual Group advised that crafting a 

strategy to fulfill our mission of expanding quality youth mentoring required us to fully understand the universe of 

structured youth mentoring in the Commonwealth.  Through the Liberty Mutual Mentoring Initiative in 

partnership with the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute, this effort was begun in 2005.  

 

In 2006, we took the next step and launched Mass Mentoring Counts (MMC), biennial research aimed at 

comprehensively capturing the landscape of structured youth mentoring in Massachusetts.  The research is now 

integrated through all of our work, informing new initiatives such as Quality-Based Membership, the Mentors of 

Color Campaign, the Highland Street AmeriCorps Ambassadors of Mentoring program, and our targeted efforts 

in acutely underserved communities.  

 

Todayôs economy challenges all sectors, especially those who depend on third-party investment to deliver quality 

services while operating as smart businesses. Along with our great researchers at UMass Donahue Institute, we 

believe MMC and its consistent implementation empower the field to make sound decisions on both fronts. One 

hundred respondents (58%) responding to this yearôs survey also completed MMC in 2006 and/or 2008.  More 

than 80% of programs who provided data in 2006 and 2008 have participated once again.  This level of 

accountability is powerfully critical so we thank the 172 mentoring programs, who dedicated time and effort 

amidst enormous daily pressures to participate in this yearôs research.    

 

Comparative data reveals developing trends, and this yearôs research discovers that mentoring programs are 

increasingly reaching low-income youth and focusing on outcomes in the realm of academic success, as well as in 

the interconnected socio-emotional realm. We also find that 10 programs serve almost half of the youth in 

structured mentoring relationships in the Commonwealth.  The number of youth served by the field has grown by 

16%.  Although we only see a 6% increase from programs that participated in MMC in both 2008 and 2010 

indicating slowed growth, the overall picture is one of resilience in the face of such a challenging economic 

climate.  Finally, more than half of the programs forecast growth over the next two years, a motivation to all to 

help actualize their optimism. 

 

Mass Mentoring Counts is a powerful resource in our quest to double the number of youth served in mentoring 

relationships by 2013. The capacity of MMC 2010 to leverage additional resources for the field will only be as 

effective as our outreach with various audiences.  We offer our gratitude to more than 15,000 citizens who 

currently serve as mentors, as we also strive in partnership with programs around the state to reach the additional 

mentors needed to serve more youth who are still waiting up to a year to be matched.  The data inspires 

continuous improvementðnot just for Mass Mentoring and the programs we serveðultimately for our youth, 

their future, and the social fabric of our communities.  

 

With gratitude and best wishes, 

 

 

 

 

David Shapiro,  

President & CEO, Mass Mentoring Partnership 
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Executive Summary 

 

In order to assess the state of youth mentoring in Massachusetts, Mass Mentoring Partnership (MMP) launched an 

important initiative entitled Mass Mentoring Counts.  Originally launched in 2006, Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 

provides a current snapshot of the state of mentoring in Massachusetts and offers a comparative analysis of 

changes in the field over the last four years.  On a biennial basis, Mass Mentoring Counts depicts the landscape, 

trends, and needs of youth mentoring, while measuring progress and promoting greater strategic investment of 

human and financial capital.   

 

Mass Mentoring Counts is a powerful tool enabling MMP to effectively fulfill the following strategic objectives:  

 
Á Offer comparative data to identify gaps, trends, and establish benchmarks for the field to best meet the 

mentoring needs of youth; 

 

Á Use timely, relevant data to raise public awareness and strengthen the case for additional investment with 

media, legislators, funders and policy-makers; 

 

Á Develop a body of knowledge to guide strategic decision making for MMP and for individual programs; 

 

Á Create a more comprehensive statewide program network for collaboration, strategic alliances, new 

initiatives, and knowledge sharing; and 

 

Á Demonstrate the need for more people to volunteer. 

 

One hundred twenty organizations, representing a 62% response rate, completed the Mass Mentoring Counts 

(MMC) web survey, providing information on single or multiple programs. In addition, six organizations, initially 

unknown to Mass Mentoring Partnership, completed an ñopen-linkò survey.  Therefore, this report provides 

information from  the 172 youth mentoring programs run by these 126 organizations.   Statistically 

significant differences between key subgroups as well as across prior survey years are highlighted. 

 
Comparing Current and Prior Mass Mentoring Counts Samples (2006 & 2008) 

 

Á Greater Outreach ï MMC continued to increase its outreach each survey implementation year.   MMC 

was distributed to 117 organizations with mentoring programs in 2006, 171 in 2008, and 194 in 2010. 

 

Á High Response Rate from Eligible 2006 and 2008 Respondents
1
  ï Eighty-five percent of eligible 2006 

respondents completed MMC in 2010.  Eighty-three percent of eligible 2008 respondents completed 

MMC in 2010.    
 

Á Consistency of Data ï One hundred respondents (58%) responding to this yearôs survey also completed 

MMC in either 2006 or 2008.  Moreover, approximately one-third of 2010 respondents completed all 

three years of MMC.   

                                                 
1 Forty-five programs that responded to Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 and 20 programs that responded to MMC 2008 did not receive Mass 
Mentoring Counts 2008 due to the following reasons:  program closures; programs never developed; organizational mergers; data captured 
elsewhere/under other programs; not a formal mentoring program.  
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Á Additional Program Information Captured ï Seventy-two mentoring programs completed MMC for 

the first time in 2010.   Twenty-five of these programs were developed since 2009. 

 

Snapshot of Structured Youth Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts 

 

Á The programs are primarily located in urban areas.  Nearly 80% of the structured youth mentoring 

programs are located in urban areas with populations of 50,000 or more people; the highest concentrations 

are found in Boston.   
 

Á Nearly 60% of the programs are located in the Greater Boston Region.  The remainder are well 

distributed across the regions of western (16%), northeastern (12%), southeastern (11%), and central (5%) 

Massachusetts.    
 

Á There is a wide diversity in the programsô length of time in operation.   Many programs (more than 

40%) are well-established, having been in existence for 10 or more years. Of the remaining programs, 

approximately one-third have been in existence for less than 5 years and nearly one-quarter have been in 

existence for 5-10 years.    

 

Á The majority of youth mentoring programs are components of larger organizations.   Three-quarters 

described their mentoring program as a component of a larger organization and one-quarter as a stand-

alone mentoring organization.   

 

Á Nearly two-thirds of the youth mentoring programs are site-based, with youthïmentor meetings 

taking place at a designated location.  Approximately three-quarters of site-based programs take place at 

either local schools or community centers.  The remaining 37% of programs reflect the community-

based model, with youth and their adult mentors planning their activities on an individualized basis and 

meeting at varied locations in the community. 

 

Á One-to-one matches of a young person with an adult comprise the largest segment of mentoring 

program models.  Nearly 30% of the programs reported utilizing other mentoring models (i.e., group, 

team, and cross-age peer mentoring). Community-based programs promote one-on-one mentoring 

services almost exclusively.  Site-based programs are significantly more likely to offer other mentoring 

models.   

 

Á The Majority of Youth Mentoring Programs Serve Less than 50 Youth ïYouth mentoring programs 

vary widely in the number of youth served.   Reported numbers of youth served annually range from zero 

(newly developed) to 3,200.  Nearly sixty percent of programs reported serving less than 50 youth, nearly 

30% reported serving between 50ï249 youth, and only 12% reported serving 250 or more youth.  

 

Numbers of Youth Served Annually 

(Most Recent 12 Months of Data) 

Number of Mentoring 
Programs Responding 

Frequency Percent 

In development / Newly established ï 0 youth served  10 6.0 

Less than 50 89 53.0 

50 ï 249 49 29.2 

250 ï 500 10 6.0 

500 or more 10 6.0 

TOTAL 168 100.0 

 

Á Few Programs Serve the Majority of Youth ï The ten largest programs serve more than one half (53%) 

of all youth. The twenty largest programs serve approximately two-thirds of all youth. 
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Drivers of Quality Youth Mentoring Relationships 

 

Á The vast majority (90%) of the mentoring programs reported expecting their matches to last at 

least one school year, and 43% of programs ask for a commitment of at least 12 months from 

mentors.    

 

o Programs promoting one-on-one relationships are significantly more likely to expect longer 

match commitments.  55% of programs promoting one-on-one relationships reported expected 

match length commitments of one year or more, compared with 15% reported by other program 

models. 

 

o Community-based programs are significantly more likely to expect longer match commitments.  

67% of community based programs reported expected match length commitments of one year or 

more compared with 29% reported by site-based programs.  

  

Á Consistency was also valued by the stateôs mentoring programs, with 73% of the mentoring programs 

requiring at least weekly meetings between mentors and youth, and another 19% requiring mentors and 

mentees to meet 2ï3 times a month.    

 

o Older / more established programs are significantly more likely to require more frequent 

meetings between mentors and youth.  78% of programs at least 5 years in existence required at 

least weekly meetings between mentors and youth, compared with 59% of programs in existence 

for less than 5 years. 

 

 

Sub-Populations Served and Anticipated Youth Impacts  
 

Á At-Risk Subgroups Served ï Massachusetts structured mentoring programs are reaching youth 

populations in need of mentors.   Mentoring programs were asked to report the youth subgroups (at least 

25% of their youth population) they serve.   The most frequently cited subgroups include: youth from 

low-income families, from single-parent families, and those at academic risk.  All of these circumstances 

are correlated with risk factors for youth. 

 
Youth Subgroups (25% + of mentees) Frequency 

N=162 
Percent of 
Programs 
Serving 

Youth from low-income families 155 95.7 

Youth from single-parent household 130 80.2 

Youth at academic risk 101 62.3 

Youth who represent first generation of family to go to college 71 43.8 

Recent immigrant / refugee populations 45 27.8 

Youth in foster, residential, or kinship care 21 13.0 

Children of incarcerated parents 20 12.3 

Adjudicated / court involved 17 10.5 

Youth who have dropped out of school  14 8.6 

Youth with disabilities or special health care needs 13 8.0 

Pregnant or parenting teens 11 6.8 

Youth who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, questioning (GLBTQ) 9 5.6 
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Á Trend for Mentoring Programs to Increasingly Serve Youth from Low-Income Families ï The 

mentoring programs completing MMC 2010 are significantly more likely to report that their programs 

serve a substantive proportion of youth from low-income families compared with programs responding in 

2008.  Nearly all programs (96%) responding to MMC 2010 reported that at least 25% of youth served 

were from low-income families as compared to 87% in 2008.     
 

Á Intended Youth Impacts - The most frequently cited intended impacts of youth mentoring programs are 

educational and academic support, increasing self-esteem, and improving social competence of youth 

served.   
 

Intended Youth Impacts 

 

% Reporting As 

Intended Impact 

of Program 

(n=161) 

% Reporting As 

Primary Impact of 

Program 

(n=118) 

Education / academic support: 92.5% 40.7% 

General education / academic support 87.0% 19.5% 

Education support for youth who are academically behind 55.9% 18.6% 

Entrance and retention support for youth in college 29.8% 9.3% 

Self-esteem 91.9% 37.3% 

Social competence 82.6% 13.6% 

Promoting community / civic involvement 55.9% 5.1% 

Job skills / work  readiness / career exploration 41.6% 6.8% 

Violence prevention 41.0% 4.2% 

Substance abuse prevention 37.9% 2.5% 

Youth identity / Connection to ethnic, religious, social, cultural group 36.0% 6.0% 

Avoidance of early pregnancy 32.3% 2.5% 

 

Á Trend for Mentoring Programs to Focus on Education and Academic Support ï The mentoring 

programs completing MMC 2010 are significantly more likely to report that their programs were designed 

to address education and academic support of mentees compared with programs responding in 2006 and 

2008.  More than 90% reported education/academic support as an intended impact their program is 

designed to address, compared with just above 75% of programs that responded in 2006 and 2008.  

Moreover, the percentage of programs reporting education/academic support as their primary focus of 

impact has significantly increased from 30% in 2006 to 35% in 2008 and up to 41% in 2010.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Additional analyses do not reveal significant differences by program demographic, further supporting the 

overarching trend towards education and academic support of youth served.   
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Snapshot of the Youth Served at Structured Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts 
 

Please keep in mind these are absolute minimum numbers for youth being mentored in Massachusetts.  These 

numbers reflect only those relationships at structured mentoring programs that responded to the 2010 MMC 

survey and provided youth counts. 

 

Á Youth Served Annually ï More than 22,800 youth, ages 6ï24, participated in formal mentoring 

relationships in 2009-2010.   
 

Á Increased Youth Served Counts ï Mentoring programs reported an additional 3,164 youth in formal 

mentoring relationships for Mass Mentoring Counts 2010, a 16% increase between 2008 and 2010 and a 

35% increase since 2006.     
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Á Program Growth Slowing Over Last 2 Years ï Further analysis was conducted on the 53 programs that 

reported annual youth-served counts in all three Mass Mentoring Counts surveys.   Over the past four 

years, approximately 4,600 additional youth have been served, representing more than a one-third 

increase in youth served by these programs.  However, it is important to note that the vast majority of this 

increase occurred between 2006 and 2008.  The percentage of increase between 2008 and 2010 was only 

6% for these programs.
2
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 Similarly, examining all programs that reported 2008 and 2010 annual youth counts data reveals an additional 1,100 youth served - or a 
6% increase - in 2010 by these 89 programs. 
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Á Youth Served By Program Model ï 58% (13,295) of the youth served were supported in one-on-one 

mentoring relationships.  25% (5,822) of youth participated in team mentoring and 16% (3,549) in group 

mentoring programs.  The remaining youths (215) were placed in cross-age peer mentoring relationships.    

 

Á Gender of Youth Served ï Mentoring is well utilized as a youth development strategy across gender.  

Survey respondents reported that 55% of youth served were female and 45% male.   

 

Á Race/Ethnicity of Youth Served ï In terms of racial/cultural identity, youth of color are more likely to 

be engaged in mentoring relationships.  Survey respondents cited that more than three-quarters of those 

mentored are youth of color, with the majority being Hispanic/Latino(a) (29%) and African American 

(27%). 
 

Á Age of Youth Served ï Youth of all ages participate in mentoring programs, with the majority being 10ï

14 years old.  Reported age breakdowns of youth served are as follows:  ages 6ï9 (22%), 10ï14 (51%), 

15ï19 (26%), and 20ï24 (2%). 

 

Á Where Youth Reside ï Forty-five percent of the mentored youth from the Commonwealth reside in 

Boston, primarily in the neighborhoods of Dorchester and Roxbury.  When exploring by region, the 

number of mentored youth in the Greater Boston region expands to more than 60%.  Beyond Greater 

Boston, youth in formal mentoring relationships are fairly equally divided by regionðCentral (15%), 

Southeast and Islands (10%), West (8%), Northeast (6%)ðwith a concentration in large urban areas. 

 

Cities & Towns Where the Largest Reported # of Youth in Mentoring Relationships Reside 

 

Boston ï 7,133 youth Newton ï 374 youth 

Worcester ï 994 youth Framingham ï 358 youth 

Cambridge ï 819 youth New Bedford ï 275 youth 

Springfield ï 725 youth Waltham ï 243 youth 

Revere ï 631 youth Fall River ï 242 youth 

Lawrence ï 519 youth 

 

 

 

 

Snapshot of Youth Currently on Waiting Lists at Structured Mentoring Programs in MA 

 

Á Programs with Waiting Lists ï Sixty-seven programsðapproximately 40% of mentoring programsð

reported having youth currently on their wait lists.    

 

Á Youth on Waiting Lists ï More than 2,700 youth are currently waiting to be matched with a mentor in 

Massachusetts.   For every eight youth benefiting from a formal mentoring relationship, there is one youth 

on the waiting list.  Male and female youth are equally represented on wait lists. 
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Á Decreased Youth Counts on Wait List ï Mentoring programs reported 319 fewer youth on the wait lists 

over the last two years.  This represents a 10% decrease in the number of youth reported on wait lists 

between 2008 and 2010 and a 36% decreaseðor 1,588 less youthðsince 2006.   As highlighted below, 

the decrease largely took place between 2006 and 2008.   Similar findings are found when examining wait 

list counts for those programs that responded to all three years of MMC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Á Average Length of Time Spent on Waiting Lists ï Of those programs with waiting lists, two-fifths 

reported average waiting times of 1-3 months, and approximately one-fifth each reported average waiting 

times of 4-6 months, 6-12 months, and one year or more.     

 

Á Male Youth Spend Longer on Program Waiting Lists ï While both sexes are equally represented on 

waiting lists, male youth spend a significantly longer amount of time on the waiting lists.   
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Snapshot of the Adults Serving as Mentors at Structured Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts 

 

Á Mentors Matched Annually ï More than 15,000 individuals (ages 14+) served as mentors in formal 

mentoring relationships in 2010.   

 

Á Increased Mentor Counts ï Mentoring programs reported an additional 2,015 individuals serving as 

mentors over the last two years, a 15% increase between 2008 and 2010 and a 76% increaseðor an 

additional 6,547 mentors reportedðsince 2006.   The sizeable increase between 2006 and 2010 is largely 

due to the increased number of programs reporting data in 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Á Age and Gender of Mentors ï Mentors are well represented by both genders, and across broad age 

ranges.  Program respondents cited that 59% of mentors are female and 41% are male.  Reported age 

breakdowns of mentors are as follows:  14ï22 (20%), 23ï35 (43%), 36ï49 (20%), 50ï64 (12%), and 65 

years or more (4%).   

 

Á Race/Ethnicity of Mentors ï Nearly three-quarters of individuals serving as mentors are Caucasian.   In 

addition, 9% of mentors are Black/African American, 6% are Hispanic/Latino(a) and 5% are Asian.   
 

Á Mentor Recruitment Strategies ï The most common strategies for mentor recruitment are word of 

mouth and use of current mentors.    
 

Á Challenges to Mentor Recruitment ï The most frequently cited challenges for recruiting mentors are 

recruiting mentors of color (56%), recruiting male mentors (53%), and lack of available time for staff to 

devote to recruitment and volunteer follow-up (40%). 
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Mapping Risk Factors and Correlation with Program Availability  
 

Á Mentoring Programs are Successfully Reaching High-Risk Youth ï The full report provides maps to 

illustrate the current needs and gaps in the mentoring field.  Maps of the annual number of youth served 

are based on the following risk factors by place of residence: 

 

o Single-Parent Families in Poverty ï More than one-quarter (28%) of all single-parent families with 

children ages 6ï17 are living in poverty in the state of Massachusetts.  Towns with above-average 

percentages of single-parent families in poverty are significantly more likely to have multiple 

youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships.  Multiple youth residents are engaged in formal 

mentoring relationships in 64% of towns with the percentage of single-parent families in poverty 

above the state average, as compared with 47% of towns with the percentage of single-parent families 

in poverty equal to or less than the average.     

 

o Disconnected Youth - (Youth, aged 16ï19, who are Unemployed and Not Attending School) ï 

5.5% of all youth, aged 16ï19, living in Massachusetts are both not working (unemployed or not in 

the labor force) and not attending school.   Towns with above-average percentages of disconnected 

youth are significantly more likely to have any youth engaged in formal mentoring 

relationships. Youth residents are engaged in formal mentoring relationships in 70% of towns with 

the percentage of disconnected youth above the state average, as compared with 58% of towns with 

the percentage of disconnected youth equal to or less than the state average.     

 

Á Unmet Need is Still Very High, Especially Outside of Boston ï While mentoring programs across the 

state are successfully targeting specific high-risk youth subgroups, including youth from low-income and 

single-parent families, there is still an extremely high need to be met.  

 

 

    Cities with the Highest Numbers of Youth from Single-Parent Families in Poverty 

 

 # of Youth in Single-Parent Families 

in Poverty
3
 

% of Need 

Being Met
4
 

Boston 16,631 42.9% 

Worcester 5,057 19.7% 

Lawrence 4,446 11.7% 

Fall River  2,868 8.4% 

Springfield 8,913 8.1% 

New Bedford 3,748 7.3% 

Holyoke 2,194 5.2% 

Brockton 2,004 4.1% 

Lynn  2,705 3.5% 

Lowell 3,479 2.1% 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 The numbers of children (age 6 ï 17) from single-parent families in poverty are estimates based on the 2005 ï 2009 American 
Community Survey. 
4 The percentage of met need is based on the numbers of youth in mentoring relationships reported in MMC 2010.  It is important to note 
that MMC 2010 youth residence data does not specify if youth are from single parent families in poverty.  Responses do indicate that the 
vast majority of mentoring programs serve substantive proportions of youth from low income, single parent families.   
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Program Challenges 

 

Á Program Needs ï Mentoring programs identified the need to build their financial resource development 

infrastructure as the number one challenge that confronts Massachusetts mentoring programs. In addition, 

mentoring programs frequently cited the challenges of identification and the diversification of funding 

opportunities, mentor recruitment, and mentor retention. 

 

 

Growth Forecast for Participant Services  

 

Á Approximately One-Half of Programs Predict Growth in Participant Services ï 53% of programs 

predict growth in the number of youth served within two years.   Nearly two-fifths predict participant 

services to remain stable, and less than 10% forecast a reduction in number of youth served in the next 

two years.   Approximately two-thirds of programs located in northeast and southeast Massachusetts and 

approximately one-half of programs located in greater Boston, central, and western Massachusetts 

forecast growth in participant services.   
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Introduction  

 
In 2010, Mass Mentoring Partnership (MMP), the umbrella organization for youth mentoring in the state of 

Massachusetts, engaged the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute (hereafter referred to as the Institute) 

to conduct the biennial Mass Mentoring Counts survey.   Originally launched in 2006 and repeated in 2008, Mass 

Mentoring Counts 2010 provides a current snapshot of the state of mentoring in Massachusetts and offers 

comparative analysis of changes in the field over the last four years.  The primary goals of Mass Mentoring 

Counts are to: 

 

Á Map and report on structured youth mentoring programs serving youth in  formal mentoring relationships 

in Massachusetts; 

 

Á Document and analyze key trends; and 

 

Á Identify unmet needs.  

  

This research is conducted in direct response to funders, policymakers, and youth-serving organizations.  By 

surveying staff at youth mentoring programs, the Mass Mentoring Counts initiative will depict the landscape and 

needs of youth mentoring, promoting greater and more strategic investment, while also measuring progress. 

Additionally, Mass Mentoring Counts will be an essential vehicle to: 

 

Á Offer comparative data to identify gaps, trends, and establish benchmarks for the field to best meet the 

mentoring needs of youth; 

 

Á Use timely, relevant data to raise public awareness and strengthen the case for additional investment with 

media, legislators, funders, and policymakers; 

 

Á Develop a body of knowledge to guide strategic decision making for MMP and for individual programs; 

 

Á Create a more comprehensive statewide program network for collaboration, strategic alliances, new 

initiatives, and knowledge-sharing; and 

 

Á Demonstrate the need for more people to volunteers as mentors. 

 

This report is organized into the following sections: 

 

Á Methodology ï Provides a narrative description of the report, including a description of the development 

of the questionnaire, target populations, survey distribution, response rates, and analyses of the survey. 

 

Á Results of the Web-Based Survey ï Provides a summary of the survey findings.  This section is divided 

into the following:  Program Overview, Recruitment, Screening & Training, Program Expectations, 

Subpopulations Served and Anticipated Youth Impacts, Youth Participants, Mapping Youth Risk Factors, 

Youth on Waiting Lists, Mentors, Program Sustainability and Program Needs.    

 
Á Appendices ï Appendix A provides a copy of the web survey.  Appendix B provides a listing of 

mentoring programs that responded to the web survey.  
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Methodology 

 

In order to learn more about the program characteristics of youth mentoring programs operating in Massachusetts, 

Mass Mentoring Partnership and Institute staff worked together to develop a web survey to be completed by all 

structured youth mentoring programs in the state.   
 

Questionnaire Development 

 

The data gathered from Mass Mentoring Counts has been critical to MMPôs strategic planning and benchmarking 

processes.  With lessons learned from the first two Mass Mentoring Counts studies, a number of key 

improvements to the former instruments were made.   Areas of improvement included, but were not limited to:    

 

Á More Standardized Definitions ï Revised definitions of key terms (e.g., unduplicated youth counts, average 

cost per match) to ensure standardized responses across programs. 

 

Á Additional Recruitment Measures ï Included additional survey questions on strategies for and challenges to 

recruiting mentors.  

 

Á Additional Waiting List Measures ï Included additional survey questions on average length of time spent 

on wait list and demographics of those currently on wait list.  

 

Survey questions and scales were reviewed and re-designed, where necessary, by the Institute and MMP staff 

members.  In addition, the questionnaire was piloted with a diverse sample of youth mentoring programs.   

Necessary modifications were made through an iterative process of drafts and feedback.    

 

The Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 survey was designed to gather data about general program characteristics, as 

well as information on the population served.  See Appendix A for a copy of the final survey. 

 
 

Web-Based Survey 

 

The evaluators used a web-based questionnaire in order to reach respondents in an efficient and cost-effective 

manner.  The survey instrument consisted primarily of closed-ended response items.  Closed-response items were 

allowed for either yes/no or Likert-type scale responses.  The survey also included a limited number of open-

response items.   

 

Institute staff contracted with Survey MonkeyÊ to distribute the web survey.   Survey MonkeyÊ is a fully web-

hosted survey software application developed for researchers, evaluators, and performance improvement 

specialists.  This web-based survey software enabled Institute staff to create the web survey and distribute it in the 

following two formats: 

 

Á Closed-Link  ï Email invitations and survey web links each matched with a specific user password were 

distributed to the key contacts identified at known youth mentoring programs operating in the state of 

Massachusetts.    

 



Final Report:  
Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 Methodology 

 

 

 

 
UMass Donahue Institute  
Research and Evaluation Group  15 

 

 

Á Open-Link ï   In addition, MMP conducted outreach to statewide youth associations and umbrella 

organizations to circulate information about Mass Mentoring Counts ï including a URL for an open-link 

survey ï to those programs not previously known to  MMP.   The open-link survey allowed anyone with the 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 survey URL to complete the survey.   The open-link survey was accessible at 

www.surveymonkey.com/s/MMC2010. 

 

Target Respondents, Survey Distribution, and Response Rates 

 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 targeted all structured youth mentoring programs operating in the state of 

Massachusetts.
5
   MMPôs Youth Mentoring Program Database served as the primary resource for needed program 

and contact information.  In addition, MMP staff conducted extensive outreach efforts to the field prior to survey 

distribution.  Outreach efforts included calls to the field to update and identify new mentoring programs and 

correct contact information, as well as marketing and promotion efforts through MMP E-Bulletins, and relevant 

workshops and trainings.  As highlighted above, the Mass Mentoring Counts web survey was distributed both in 

closed-link (for known programs) and open-link (for unknown programs) formats.    

 

MMP identified 194 organizations running youth mentoring programs for inclusion in Mass Mentoring Counts 

2010.  In late August, relevant program staff at each of the identified youth mentoring organizations received an 

email that included the link to the web survey and their individualized password.  In addition, two reminder 

emails and multiple follow-up phone calls were made to increase the response rate.  The survey was closed in 

December 2010 in order to proceed with data cleaning and analysis. 

 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 Response Rates 

 

Á Response Rate of Youth Mentoring Organizations
6
 ï One hundred twenty of the 194 (62%) identified 

mentoring organizations completed the web or paper version of the survey.   Seventeen of these organizations 

run multiple youth mentoring programs.   

 

In addition, 6 organizations, initially unknown to MMP, completed the open-link survey.      

 

Therefore, this report provides information on 172 youth mentoring programs run by 126 organizations.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 In 2008 and 2010, Mass Mentoring Counts included cross-age peer mentoring programs in their target population.   In 2006, cross-age 
peer mentoring programs were excluded.     
6 This response rate includes data from 24 mentoring programs that did not complete the MMC 2010 survey but had recently completed 
MMPôs Quality Based Membership program.  Therefore, MMP staff provided the evaluator with applicable information from their files to 
be included in the survey results.   
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Comparing Current and Prior  Mass Mentoring Counts (MMC) Samples 
 

ǐ Greater Outreach in 2010 ïMMC has continued to increase its outreach each survey     

implementation year.   MMC was distributed to 117 organizations with mentoring programs in 2006, 

171 in 2008, and 194 in 2010.    

 

ǐ High Response Rate from Eligible 2006 and 2008 Respondents
7
 ï Eighty-five percent of    

eligible 2006 respondents and  eighty-three percent of eligible 2008 respondents completed Mass 

Mentoring Counts in 2010.    

 

ǐ Consistency of Data ï One hundred respondents (58%) responding to this yearôs survey also         

completed MMC in either 2006 or 2008.   Moreover, approximately one-third of 2010 respondents 

completed all three years of MMC. 

 

ǐ Additional Program Information Captured ï Seventy-two mentoring programs completed 

Mass Mentoring Counts for the first time in 2010.   Twenty-five of these programs were developed since 

2009. 

 

 

 

Quantitative Analysis of Valid Responses 

 

The foundations of the report are simple frequencies based on the 172 responses.  The total number of valid 

responses for any particular question may vary from 172 because some individuals, either intentionally or 

inadvertently, failed to answer one or more of the questions.  Cross-tabulations of the data were analyzed to 

identify any statistically significant differences between key subgroups of the respondents:
 
 

 

Á Age of Program/Years in Existence ï Describes how long the program has been in existence.   

 

Á Program Model ï Describes whether program is a stand-alone program or a component of a larger youth 

program. 

 

Á Mentoring Model  ï Mentoring model has five categories: one-on-one, group, team, e-mentoring, and cross-

age peer mentoring.  Comparative analysis explores differences between one-on-one and other models.    

 

Á Meeting Location ï Describes whether the program is a site-based or community-based mentoring program.  

Site-based programs/meetings primarily take place in a designated location.  Community-based 

programs/meetings are not based at a specific site (meetings take place at different locations throughout the 

community, as determined by the mentor/mentee).   

 

Á Program Size ï Comparisons based on number of youth served.    

 

 

                                                 
7 Forty-five programs that responded to Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 and 20 programs that responded to MMC 2008 did not receive Mass 
Mentoring Counts 2008 due to the following reasons:  program closures; programs never developed; organizational mergers; data captured 
elsewhere/under other programs; not a formal mentoring program.  
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In addition, comparisons of Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 and 2008 data were conducted to explore changes in 

key findings and illustrate relevant trends in the field over recent years.  Depending on the particular analysis, 

comparisons were based on 1) all respondents that completed MMC surveys regardless of consistency across 

years, and 2) all respondents that completed multiple years of the MMC surveys.   Fifty-seven respondents 

completed all three MMC surveys ï 2006, 2008, and 2010 ï and an additional 43 respondents completed either 

2006 or 2008.   As such, 100 respondents have completed multiple years of MMC.   It is important to note that the 

total number of valid responses for any particular question or comparison may vary because some respondents, 

either intentionally or inadvertently, failed to answer one or more of the questions.   

 

Comparative data are shown for those cases where a statistically significant difference was found.  Subgroup 

differences were tested for statistical significance using the chi-square and Fisherôs exact test statistics.  The 

Fisherôs exact test was used in cases where one or more of the cells had a frequency of five or less.  For all tests, a 

95% confidence interval (p<.05) is an acceptable standard for determining statistical significance, and is the basis 

for all claims of significance (or lack thereof) within this report.  In other words, findings were considered to be 

statistically significant if there was less than a 5% chance (p<.05) that the findings would be the result of 

sampling error rather than actual differences between the subgroups being prepared.     
 

Qualitative Analysis of Open-Ended Responses 

 

Open-ended responses to the web-based survey were entered into a database and analyzed using a standard 

qualitative technique to analyze the content of the responses.  The approach involved multiple readings of the data 

set and the assignment of themes around recurring ideas.  Once themes were identified, each response was coded 

by its appropriate theme.  The coded responses were then read and re-read in their thematic grouping to further 

identify patterns.  The findings of the qualitative analysis are referred to in the body of the report.
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Results ï Program Overview and Description 

 

This report provides information on 172 structured youth mentoring programs run by 126 organizations operating 

in the state of Massachusetts.   This chapter highlights information on program characteristics, recruitment, 

screening and training, program expectations, subpopulations served and anticipated youth impacts, youth 

participants, mapping youth risk factors, youth on waiting lists, mentors, program sustainability, and program 

challenges.    
 

Program Overview / Characteristics  

 

One hundred twenty-six organizations responded to the Mass Mentoring Counts survey.  The vast majority (87%) 

of these organizations run a single mentoring program under their purview.   The remainder run multiple 

mentoring programs.   

 

Table 1: Number of Mentoring Programs Per Organization 

 Frequency Percent 

1 Mentoring Program 109 86.5 

2 Mentoring Programs 10 7.9 

3 Mentoring Programs 1 0.8 

4 Mentoring Programs 2 1.6 

5 Mentoring Programs 2 1.6 

6 Mentoring Programs 1 0.8 

16 Mentoring Programs 1 0.8 

TOTAL  126 100.0 

 

This report provides information on the 172 structured youth mentoring programs run by these 126 organizations 

operating in the state of Massachusetts.    

 

The vast majority of structured youth mentoring programs are located in urban areas with populations of 50,000 

or more.  Approximately 60% of the youth mentoring programs are located (e.g., central mailing address) in the 

Greater Boston region.  The remaining programs are distributed relatively evenly across the regions of western, 

northeastern, and southeastern Massachusetts.  Less than 5% of the mentoring programs are located in central 

Massachusetts.
8
   There has not been a significant change in the geographic locale of mentoring programs over the 

last four years.   

 

Table 2:  Geographic Overview of Youth Mentoring Programs 

Urban - Rural Frequency Percent 

Urban (50,000+ residents) 136 79.1 

Large Town (10,000 ï 49,999 residents) 29 16.9 

Small Town (2,500 ï 9,999 residents) 5 2.9 

Rural (< 2,500 residents) 2 1.2 

TOTAL 172 100.0 

                                                 
8 While less than 5% of the programs are located in Central Massachusetts, one organization (running two programs) serves a substantial 
number of youth. 
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Region  Frequency Percent 

Greater Boston 99 57.6 

Central Massachusetts 8 4.7 

Northeastern Massachusetts 20 11.6 

Southeastern Massachusetts, Cape & The Islands 18 10.5 

Western Massachusetts 27 15.7 

TOTAL 172 100.0 

County Frequency Percent 

Barnstable 2 1.2 

Berkshire 3 1.7 

Bristol 6 3.5 

Essex 14 8.1 

Franklin 3 1.7 

Hampden 17 9.9 

Hampshire 4 2.3 

Middlesex 37 21.5 

Norfolk 9 5.2 

Plymouth 2 1.2 

Suffolk 69 40.1 

Worcester 6 3.5 

TOTAL 172 100.0 

 
 

 

Mentoring programs were asked to provide their central mailing address, as well as additional site locations.  This 

is especially important for school-based programs.  In the majority of cases, the address reflects the actual 

location of the (site-based) youth mentoring program.  However, community-based programs by definition do not 

take place in a designated location, but instead occur throughout the community.   

 

Maps 1 and 2, on the following pages, present the location of all structured youth mentoring programs and 

distinguish between site-based and community-based programs.    It is important to note that these maps highlight 

all program locations ï both primary and satellite ï  so that if a single program serves youth in 10 locations 

throughout the state, each one of these site locations is listed.    In addition, the maps also distinguish if multiple 

programs operate at the same site location (primarily schools or community centers).     

 

Map 1 displays the locations of youth mentoring programs located across the state of Massachusetts by city/town.   

As depicted, there is a large cluster of youth mentoring programs located around the Greater Boston region, 

Worcester, and Springfield.    

 

Map 2 displays the locations of youth mentoring programs located in the city of Boston by neighborhood.  As 

depicted, youth mentoring programs are widely dispersed throughout the city, with a concentration of 

programming located in Chinatown / Downtown, Dorchester, Mission Hill, Roxbury, and the South End. 
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Map 1:  
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Produced by the UMass Donahue Institute for 2010 Mass Mentoring Counts.
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Final Report: 
Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 Results 

 

 

 

 
UMass Donahue Institute  
Research and Evaluation Group  22 

 

 

There is a wide diversity in the length of time programs have been in operation.  Approximately one-third of the 

reporting programs have been in operation for less than five years.   Nearly one-quarter have been in operation 

between five and 10 years, and more than two-fifths have been in operation for at least 10 years.    

 

Three-quarters described their mentoring program as a component of a larger organization, and one-quarter 

described their program as a stand-alone mentoring organization.  Nearly two-thirds of programs are site-based 

(with youth-mentor meetings taking place at a designated location), and the remaining 37% take place in the 

community at large, as determined by the mentor and mentee.  Three-quarters of site-based programs take place at 

the menteeôs school (45%) or at agencies/community centers (30%).  Additional site locations listed include 

college campuses, faith-based organizations, businesses and corporate sites, residential facilities, and 

incarceration facilities.  

 

Table 3:  Program Characteristics of Youth Mentoring Programs 

Number of Years in Operation Frequency Percent 

Currently in development  10 6.2 

Less than 2 years 16 9.9 

Between 2 and 5 years 29 18.0 

Between 5 and 10 years  37 23.0 

10 or more years 69 42.9 

TOTAL 161 100.0 

Program Model Frequency Percent 

Stand-alone mentoring organization 42 24.4 

Component of larger organization 130 75.6 

TOTAL 172 100.0 

Meeting Location Frequency Percent 

Site-based ï Program/meetings primarily take place in 

designated location 

108 62.8 

Community-based ï Program/meetings are not based at a 

specific site. Meetings take place in different locations 

throughout the community, determined by mentor/mentee 

64 37.2 

TOTAL 172 100.0 

Site-Based Location   

Menteeôs School 49 45.4 

Agency Based/Community Center 32 29.6 

College/University  13 12.0 

Faith-Based Organization 6 5.6 

Business/Corporate Site/Mentorsô Workplace 4 3.7 

Residential Facility 2 1.9 

Incarceration Facility 1 0.9 

Other 1 0.9 

TOTAL 108 100.0 

 

 

Comparisons between the current and prior Mass Mentoring Counts surveys were conducted to determine 

differences in program characteristics (e.g., number of years in operation, program model, meeting location) 

responding to the biennial survey.   There were no significant differences in the profile of respondents responding 

to MMC 2010 and prior MMC surveys (2006 or 2008).    
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Seventy percent of the youth mentoring programs promote one-on-one mentoring relationships.  Furthermore, 

nearly one-fifth describe their relationship model as group mentoring.  Smaller percentages describe their 

relationships as team mentoring (10%) or cross-age peer mentoring (2%).  None of the programs responding to 

the survey provide e-mentoring as the primary relationship model.   

 

Table 4:  Mentoring Model 

Mentoring Model Frequency Percent 

One-on-One ï 1 adult mentor with one young person 122 70.9 

Group ï 1 adult mentor with more than one young person 30 17.4 

Team ï More than one adult mentor with more than one 

young person 

17 9.9 

Cross-Age Peer-Mentoring ï Structured relationship 

between an older youth (mentor) and a younger youth 

(mentee) 

3 1.7 

E-Mentoring  ï 1 adult mentor with one young person 

meeting via email/Internet 

0 0.0 

TOTAL 172 100.0 

 

Programs reporting group, team, or peer-mentoring models also reported on their average ratio of mentors to 

mentees.  As highlighted in Table 5, there is a wide range of mentor-to-mentee ratios among these programs.  The 

three cross-age peer mentoring programs described their mentoring ratio as one-to-one, and one of the team 

programs reported a mentor-mentee ratio of 8 to 7; thus categorized as 1 to 1 for reporting purposes below.  The 

remainder of these programs are equally distributed between those with larger mentor-to-mentee ratios of 1 to 2, 1 

to 3, 1 to 4, 1 to 5, and 1 to 6 or higher.    

 

Table 5:  Average Ratio of Mentors to Mentees for Group, Team, and Cross-Age Peer Programs 

Average Ratio of Mentors to Mentees
9
 Frequency Percent 

1 : 1 4 9.3 

1 : 2 8 18.6 

1 : 3 8 18.6 
1 : 4 8 18.6 
1 : 5  8 18.6 
1 : 6 or higher

10
 7 16.3 

TOTAL 43 100.0 

 

Cross-tabulations of the data were analyzed to identify any statistically significant differences between key 

subgroups of the respondents based on their overarching program characteristics.   Comparative analysis reveals 

the following significant difference:    
 

Á Whil e the majority of programs promote one-on-one mentoring relationships, mentoring programs 

created in the last five years are significantly more likely to offer a group mentoring model.   

Twenty-seven percent of programs in existence for less than five years promote a group mentoring model 

compared with 14% of programs in existence for at least five years.   

 

                                                 
9  Team program ratios were reduced to lowest common ratio.  For example, programs reporting 2 mentors for every 10 youth were 
reported as a 1 to 5 average ratio.   
10  Two programs reported an average ratio of 1 to 6 and two programs reported an average ratio of 1 to 10.  The remaining three programs 
reported ratios of 1 to 7, 1 to 8, and 1 to 12.    
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Figure 1:  Years in Existence by Program Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Á While the majority of all programs promote one-on-one mentoring relationships, site-based 

programs are significantly more likely to offer other mentoring models.   Community-based 

programs promote one-on-one mentoring services almost exclusively.  While the majority of site-

based programs offer one-on-one mentoring services, two-fifths offer group (23%), team (15%) and 

cross-age peer (2%) mentoring models.  Nearly all (89%) of community-based programs promote one-on-

one mentoring relationships.   

 

Figure 2:  Program Location by Program Model   
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Recruitment, Screening and Training 

 

For the first time, MMC 2010 included questions on mentor recruitment.    Table 6 displays the mentor 

recruitment strategies employed by mentoring organizations.  The vast majority reported word of mouth and use 

of current mentors as their most common strategies. 

 

Table 6:  Mentor Recruitment Strategies 

 Frequency Percent 

Word of mouth 121 86.4 

Use current mentors 116 82.9 

Volunteer fairs 96 68.6 

Tabling events 92 65.7 

Social media 86 61.4 

Partnerships with corporations, affinity groups, and nonprofits 86 61.4 

Information sessions and open houses 84 60.0 

Media outreach 79 56.4 

Attend community meetings or networking opportunities 78 55.7 

Distributing marketing materials to local organizations 77 55.0 

Mentor referrals from Mass Mentoring Partnership 62 44.3 

Online volunteer databases 57 40.7 

Donated advertising 24 17.1 

Paid advertising 7 5.0 

Other
11

 23 16.4 

TOTAL 140 100.0 

 

Programs were also asked to select their top challenges for recruiting mentors.  The most commonly reported 

challenges are recruiting mentors of color, recruiting male mentors, and lack of staff time to devote to recruitment 

and follow-up.   

 

Table 7: Challenges for Mentor Recruitment 

 Frequency Percent 

Recruiting mentors of color 64 56.1 

Recruiting male mentors 60 52.6 

Do not have staff time to devote to recruitment and volunteer 

follow-up 

45 39.5 

Current efforts generate sufficient interest, but inquiries do not 

follow through 

27 23.7 

Current efforts do not generate sufficient interest 24 21.1 

Creating an effective mentor recruitment strategy 19 16.7 

Creating effective mentor recruitment materials 14 12.3 

Recruiting college students 8 7.0 

Recruiting baby boomers 5 4.4 

Other
12

 25  

TOTAL 114 100.0 

                                                 
11 Other mentor recruitment strategies include:  alumni/program graduates, current employees, university partnerships, area high schools 
and community colleges, churches and religious groups, libraries, farmers markets, parent newsletters, and internal marketing. 
12 Other mentor recruitment challenges include:  geographic challenges, recruiting female mentors, recruiting Spanish-speaking mentors, 
creating general program awareness, finding appropriate matches, and finding common time to meet. 
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Cross-tabulations of the data were analyzed to identify any statistically significant differences between key 

subgroups of the respondents based on their overarching program characteristics.   Comparative analysis reveals 

the following significant differences:    

 
Á Programs with shorter expected duration, serving fewer matches, or that are site-based are 

significantly more likely to report creating an effective mentor recruitment strategy as a key 

challenge. 

o Twenty-four percent of programs expecting matches to last under a year listed creating an 

effective mentor recruitment strategy as a key challenge, as compared with 10% of programs with 

match expectations of at least one year.   

o Twenty-four percent of programs serving fewer numbers of youth (less than 50) listed creating an 

effective mentor recruitment strategy as a key challenge, as compared with 10% of programs 

serving larger numbers of youth. 

o Twenty-four percent of site-based programs listed creating an effective mentor recruitment 

strategy as a key challenge, as compared with 6% of community-based programs. 

 

Á Programs with longer expected durations are significantly more likely to report recruiting mentors 

of color as a key recruitment challenge.   Sixty-eight percent of programs with at least a one-year match 

expectation cited recruiting mentors of color as a key challenge compared with 43% of programs with 

shorter match expectations. 

 

Á Programs with longer expected durations, that promote one-to-one matches, or that are site-based 

are significantly more likely to report recruiting male mentors as a key recruitment challenge.    

o Sixty-four percent of programs expecting at least a one-year match cited recruiting male mentors 

as a key challenge, as compared with 41% of programs with shorter match expectations. 

o Sixty-four percent of community-based programs cited recruiting male mentors as a key 

challenge, as compared with 45% of site-based programs. 

o Fifty-eight percent of programs promoting one-to-one matches cited recruiting male mentors as a 

key challenge, as compared with 36% of programs promoting other mentoring models. 

 

 

In addition, programs reported on their mentor screening requirements.  As highlighted below, more than 80% of 

programs reported the following mentor screening requirements:  written application, personal interview, 

Massachusetts CORI, and reference checks.   

 

Table 8:  Prospective Mentor Screening Requirements 

 Frequency Percent 

Written application 131 92.3 

Personal interview 131 92.3 

Massachusetts CORI 127 89.4 

Reference check 114 80.3 

Child abuse/sexual offender registry 49 34.5 

Federal criminal history check/Fingerprinting/SafetyNet 26 18.3 

Driver record check 23 16.2 

Home visit 16 11.3 

Massachusetts Department of Social Services Background Check 15 10.6 

TOTAL 142 100.0 
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Cross-tabulations of the data were analyzed to identify statistically significant differences both across time and 

between key subgroups of the respondents, based on their overarching program characteristics.   Comparative 

analysis reveals the following significant differences:    

 

Á Over the last two years, an increased number of youth mentoring programs included written 

applications and reference checks into their programsô mentor screening requirements.  This 

increase suggests growth in quality practices.  Ninety-two percent of programs responding to the 

current MMC survey reported written applications as a part of their programsô screening process, as 

compared with 84% of programs responding to MMC 2008.  Similarly, 80% of programs required 

reference checks as part of their mentor screening process, as compared with 61% of programs 

responding to MMC 2008.    

 
Á Community-based programs are significantly more likely than site-based programs to require more 

extensive screening of their prospective mentors.   Ninety-one percent of community based programs 

reported using four or more of the above listed screening requirements, compared with 69% of site-based 

programs. 

 

Á Programs with longer expected match durations are significantly more likely to require more 

extensive screening of their prospective mentors.   Eighty-nine percent of programs with expected 

match lengths of one year or more reported using four or more of the above listed screening requirements, 

compared with 69% of programs with expected match duration of less than one year. 

 

Á One-on-one mentoring models are significantly more likely to require more extensive screening of 

their prospective mentors.   Eighty-four percent of one-on-one mentoring programs reported using four 

or more of the above listed screening requirements, compared with 61% of programs using other 

mentoring models. 

 

 

When asked specifically about practices of cross-gender matching, more than two-thirds of programs reported 

they do not conduct cross-gender matching as a standard practice.  The remainder (31%) reported matching 

female mentors with male mentees with approximately one-half of these programs also allowing matches of male 

mentors with female mentees.  

 

Table 9:  Cross-gender Matching Practices 

 Frequency Percent 

Do not conduct cross-gender matching as a standard practice 95 68.8 

Allow female mentors to be matched with male mentees 20 14.5 

Allow both female mentors to be matched with male mentees and 

male mentors to be matched with female mentees 

23 16.7 

TOTAL 138 100.0 

 

 

Analysis reveals:   

 

Á Over the last two years, a decreased number of youth mentoring programs conducted cross-gender 

matching practices.  Thirty-one percent of programs responding to the current MMC survey reported 

they allow cross-gender matching practices, as compared with 46% of programs responding to MMC 

2008.   



Final Report: 
Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 Results 

 

 

 

 
UMass Donahue Institute  
Research and Evaluation Group  28 

 

 

Á Programs serving both male and female youth are significantly more likely to conduct cross-gender 

matching compared with programs one gender exclusively.  Thirty-five percent programs serving both 

male and female youth allowed cross-gender matching, compared with zero programs serving one gender 

exclusively. 

 

Á Programs requiring more extensive mentor screening procedures are significantly more likely to 

allow cross-gender matching.   Forty-one percent of programs that reported using four or more of the 

previously listed mentor screening requirements allowed cross-gender matching, compared with 25% of 

programs with fewer screening requirements. 

 
Á  Programs serving larger numbers of youth are significantly more likely to allow cross-gender 

matching.   Forty-four percent of programs serving at least 50 youth per year allowed cross-gender 

matching, compared with 19% of programs serving fewer youth. 

 

Á Group mentoring models are significantly more likely to allow cross-gender matching.  Fifty-two 

percent of group mentoring programs allowed cross-gender matching, compared with 71% of one-to-one 

mentoring programs and 91% of team mentoring programs.   

 

 

 

 

The survey also asked respondents to describe whether or not their program required youth mentees and/or 

mentors to attend a program orientation or a separate pre-match training prior to being matched.   As highlighted 

in Figure 3 below, these program requirements are conducted more extensively for prospective mentors.   

Approximately 60% of programs reported that they require youth mentees to attend a program orientation, 

whereas nearly 85% required prospective mentors to attend.    Similarly, approximately one-quarter of programs 

reported requiring youth to attend a separate pre-match training, compared with nearly two-thirds of programs 

requiring their prospective mentors to attend a pre-match training.      

 

 

Figure 3:  Required Attendance at Program Orientation and Pre-Match Training 
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Comparative analysis reveals the following:   

 

Á Mentor Program Orientation    

  

o Programs serving fewer youth (less than 50) are significantly more likely to require mentors to 

attend a program orientation.    90% of programs serving less than 50 youth a year required 

mentors to attend a program orientation, compared to 75% of programs serving 50 or more youth 

annually. 

 

Á Mentor Pre-Match Training  

 

o Programs promoting one-to-one mentoring relationships are significantly more likely to 

require mentors to attend a pre-match training.    70% of programs promoting one-to-one 

relationships required mentors to attend a pre-match training, compared to 47% of programs 

promoting other mentoring models. 

 

Á Youth Orientation  

 

o Programs serving fewer youth (less than 50) are significantly more likely to require youth to 

attend a program orientation.    78% of programs serving less than 50 youth a year required 

youth to attend a program orientation, compared to 38% of programs serving 50 or more youth 

annually. 

 

o More recently established programs are significantly more likely to require youth to attend a 

program orientation.    71% of programs that have been existence for less than 5 years required 

youth to attend a program orientation compared to 52% of programs that have been in existence 

for 5 years or longer. 

 

o Community-based programs are significantly more likely to require youth to attend a program 

orientation.    76% of community-based programs required youth to attend a program orientation, 

compared to 51% of site-based programs. 

Á Youth Pre-Match Training  

 

o Programs promoting one-to-one mentoring relationships are significantly more likely to 

require youth to attend a pre-match training.    30% of programs promoting one-to-one 

relationships required youth to attend a pre-match training, compared to 8% of programs 

promoting other mentoring models. 

 

o Programs with longer match commitments are significantly more likely to require youth to 

attend a pre-match training.    42% of programs with match commitments of at least one year 

required youth to attend a pre-match training, compared to 11% of programs with shorter match 

commitments. 
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Program Expectations 

 

Research indicates that positive youth outcomes are dependent on the formation of close, enduring connections 

between mentors and youth.
13

  For this type of bond to form, mentors and youth most likely need to spend time 

together on a consistent basis over some significant period of time.
14

  More specifically, in a re-analysis of the 

large, random-assignment evaluation of Big Brother Big Sister Association program, positive effects on youth 

outcomes became progressively stronger as relationships persisted for longer periods of time, and were greatest 

when relationships lasted at least one year.
15

    

 

In order to learn more about these critical program quality measures, Mass Mentoring Counts asked respondents 

to describe the expected length of match commitment and frequency of match meetings for their programs.  As 

described in Table 10, the vast majority (90%) of programs reported expected match duration to be at least one 

school year or longer.  More than two-fifths reported expected match duration of one full  year or longer.  

Consistency was also valued by the stateôs mentoring programs, with nearly three-quarters of the mentoring 

programs requiring at least weekly meetings between mentors and youth, and nearly one-fifth requiring mentors 

and mentees to meet 2-3 times a month.    

 

Table 10:  Expected Length and Frequency of MentorïMentee Match 

Expected Length of Match Frequency Percent 

No service commitment specified 2 1.2 

Six months or less 14 8.5 

School year 77 46.7 

One year  49 29.7 

Greater than one year  23 13.9 

TOTAL 165 100.0 

Expected Frequency of Meetings Frequency Percent 

No expectation / requirement 2 1.3 

Monthly 11 6.9 

2ï3 times per month 29 18.2 

Weekly 102 64.2 

More than once a week 15 9.4 

TOTAL 159 100.0 

 

Comparative analysis reveals the following:   

 

Á Match Duration  

 

o Programs promoting one-on-one relationships are significantly more likely to expect longer 

match commitments.   Fifty-five percent of programs promoting one-on-one relationships report 

expected match length commitments of one year or more, compared with 15% reported by other 

program models. 

                                                 
13 Rhodes, J.B., & D. DuBois.  (2008). ñMentoring Relationships and Programs for Youthò.  Current Directions in Psychological Science, 
17, no. 4 , 254 - 258.   
14 Spencer, R.  (2007). ñItôs not what I expectedò: A qualitative study of youth mentoring relationship failures.  Journal of Adolescent 
Research, 22, 331 ï 354.   
15

 Grossman, J.B., & Rhodes, J.E. (2002). The test of time: Predictors and effects of duration in youth mentoring relationships. American 
Journal of Community Psychology, 30, 199ï219. 
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o Community-based programs are significantly more likely to expect longer match 

commitments.   Sixty-seven percent of community-based programs report expected match length 

commitments of one year or more, compared with 29% reported by site-based programs.  

  

o Stand-alone mentoring programs are significantly more likely to expect longer match 

commitments.  Sixty-three percent of stand-alone mentoring programs report expected match 

length commitments of one year or more, compared with 37% reported by site-based programs.   

 

Á Frequency of Interaction 

 

o Older/more established programs are significantly more likely to require more frequent 

meetings between mentors and youth.  Seventy-eight percent of programs at least 5 years in 

existence require at least weekly meetings between mentors and youth, compared with 59% of 

programs in existence for less than 5 years. 

 

o Site-based programs are significantly more likely to require more frequent meetings 

between mentors and youth.  Eighty-five percent of site-based programs require at least weekly 

meetings between mentors and youth, compared with 56% of community-based programs.       

 

 

 

Based on the 130 programs reporting, youth are meeting in-person with their mentors for an average of 7.5 hours 

per month.   There is a wide variety of average hours-per-month reported by programs, ranging from an average 

of 1 to 36 hours.    

 

Table 11:  Average Number of Hours Per Month Matches are Meeting In-Person 

Average Hours Per Month  Frequency Percent 

4 or less hours 44 33.8 

5ï8 hours 54 41.5 

9ï12 hours 19 14.6 

13 or more hours 13 10.0 

TOTAL 130 100.0 

 

Cross-tabulations of the data were analyzed to identify statistically significant differences both across time and 

between key subgroups of the respondents, based on their overarching program characteristics.   Comparative 

analysis reveals the following significant differences.    

 

Á Older/more established programs are significantly more likely to report their matches spending 

greater amounts of time together per month.   Seventy-three percent of programs created five or more 

years ago reported that matches are, on average, meeting in-person for greater than 4 hours per month, as 

compared with 53% of more recently established programs (created less than 5 years).   

 

Á Programs supporting óotherô mentoring models are significantly more likely to report their 

matches spending greater amounts of time together per month than programs promoting one-on-

one relationships.   Eighty-one percent of programs promoting óotherô mentoring models (i.e. group, 

team and cross-age peer) reported that matches are, on average, meeting in-person for greater than 4 hours 

per month, as compared with 61% of more recently established programs (created less than 5 years).   
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More than 70% of the survey respondents reported that their matches are encouraged to meet beyond the 

expected/designated term.  Of those programs responding, more than half reported that at least 50% of their 

matches continued meeting beyond the expected/designated term. 

 

 

Table 12:  Matches Extending Beyond Expected or Designated Term 

Are your matches encouraged to meet beyond 

expected/designated commitment term? 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 84 71.8 

No 33 28.2 

TOTAL 117 100.0 

If yes, what percentage of matches extend 

beyond expected commitment term? 

Frequency Percent 

Less than 25% 14 21.5 

25 ï 49% 15 23.1 

50 ï 74% 15 23.1 

75 ï 100% 21 32.3 

TOTAL 65 100.0 

 

Comparative analysis reveals the following:   

 

Á Community-based programs are significantly more likely than site-based programs to encourage 

matches to meet beyond the designated commitment term.  Ninety-two percent of community-based 

programs reported encouraging matches to meet beyond the designated term, compared with 59% of site-

based programs. 

 

Á One-on-one mentoring programs are significantly more likely to encourage matches to meet beyond 

the designated commitment term.  Seventy-eight percent of one-on-one mentoring programs reported 

encouraging matches to meet beyond the designated term, compared with 52% of other mentoring models 

(group, team, and peer). 

 
Á Older/more established programs are significantly more likely to encourage matches to meet 

beyond the designated commitment term.  Seventy-nine percent of programs created at least 5 years 

prior reported encouraging matches to meet beyond the designated term, compared with 58% of more 

recently established programs. 

 

Á Programs with longer expected match commitments are significantly more likely to encourage 

matches to meet beyond the designated commitment term.  Eighty-one percent of programs with 

match commitments of one year or longer reported encouraging matches to meet beyond the designated 

term, compared with 61% of programs with shorter match commitments. 

 

 

In addition, programs were asked what percentage of their matches terminated prior to their expected/designated 

term.  More than half of programs responding reported that less than 10% of their matches terminated prior to the 

designated term; approximately three-quarters of programs reported that less than 20% of their matches 

terminated prior to the designated term.   
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Table 13:  Percentage of Matches Terminate Prior to Expected or Designated Term 

 Frequency Percent 

Less than 5% 31 35.2 

5 ï 9% 16 18.2 

10 ï 19% 19 21.6 

20 ï 29% 16 18.2 

30 ï 100% 6 6.8 

TOTAL 88 100.0 

 

There were no significant differences in termination rates based on program characteristics. 

 
 

Finally, programs were asked to identify the top three reasons for early termination of matches.   Approximately 

70% of programs cited changes in life circumstances of the mentor or the mentee as the primary reason for early 

termination.  In addition, approximately one-quarter of programs reported unfulfilled and/or unrealistic 

expectations of the mentoring experience for either the mentor or the mentee, and one-fifth identified lack of 

family support as a key factor associated with early termination.   Other reasons cited include:  mentor/mentee 

scheduling conflicts, lack of interest or follow-through, communication challenges, health issues, and geography.      

 

Table 14:   Primary Reasons Associated with Early Termination of Matches 

 Frequency 
(n=98) 

Percent 

Mentor had change in life circumstances (e.g., marriage, divorce, job 

change or loss, moved out of town, etc.) 

69 70.4 

Youth mentee had change in life circumstances (e.g., moved out of 

town, changed schools, left school, etc.) 

68 69.4 

Family interference/lack of support 26 26.5 

Mentor had unfulfilled and/or unrealistic expectations of the 

mentoring experience 

23 23.5 

Youth mentee had unfulfilled and/or unrealistic expectations of the 

mentoring experience 

20 20.4 

Limited resources to provide adequate match support 4   4.1 

Unknown ï program does not track early termination 8 8.2 

Other 16 16.3 
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Subpopulations Served  

 

The vast majority of programs reported serving both male and female youth.  Fifteen programs (9%) reported 

serving female youth exclusively and five programs (3%) reported serving male youth exclusively.   

 

Figure 4:  Gender of Youth Served by Mentoring Programs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comparative analysis reveals that programs serving one gender exclusively are significantly more likely to 

utilize group or team mentoring models.   Fifty-six percent of programs serving one gender exclusively offered 

either a group or team mentoring approach, as compared with 26% of programs serving both male and female 

youth.     

 

Massachusetts structured mentoring programs are reaching youth populations in need of mentors.   Mentoring 

programs were asked to report the youth subgroups (at least 25% of their youth population) they serve.   The most 

frequently cited subgroups include:   youth from low-income families, from single-parent families, and those at 

academic risk.  All of these circumstances are correlated with risk factors for youth. 

 

Table 15:  Youth Subpopulations Served 

Youth Subpopulations 

 (25% + of mentees) 

Frequency 
N=162 

Percent of 
Programs Serving 

Youth from low-income families 155 95.7 

Youth from single-parent household 130 80.2 

Youth at academic risk 101 62.3 

Youth who represent first generation of family to go to college 71 43.8 

Recent immigrant/refugee populations 45 27.8 

Youth in foster, residential, or kinship care 21 13.0 

Children of incarcerated parents 20 12.3 

Adjudicated/court involved 17 10.5 

Youth who have dropped out of school  14 8.6 

Youth with disabilities or special health care needs 13 8.0 

Pregnant or parenting teens 11 6.8 

Youth who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, questioning  9 5.6 

Male 
Only, 
2.9% Female 

Only, 
8.8%

Both 
Males & 
Females, 

88.3%
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Other identified subpopulations served include: youth involved with the Department of Children and Families 

(DCF), gang-involved youth, youth in public housing, homeless youth, youth who are incarcerated or at-risk of 

incarceration, youth at risk of dropping out of school, English language learners, and youth from families  with 

history of domestic violence and/or substance abuse. 

 

 

Comparisons between the 2008 and 2010 Mass Mentoring Counts surveys reveal the following significant 

finding
16

: 

 
Á Mentoring Programs Increasingly Report Serving Youth from Low -Income Families ï The 

mentoring programs completing MMC 2010 are significantly more likely to report that their programs 

serve a substantive proportion of youth from low-income families, compared with programs responding 

in 2008.  Nearly all programs (96%) responding to MMC 2010 reported that at least 25% of youth served 

were from low-income families, as compared to 87% in 2008.     

 

Figure 5:  Trend to Serve Youth from Low-Income Families 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is an interesting finding, which warrants further investigation to determine the reasons behind the change.
17

  

For example, this trend could signify (a) changing characteristics of the youth being served, or (b) that programs 

are being more intentional in whom they are targeting, or (c) that programs more aware about the circumstances 

faced by the youth they are serving.  What is clear is that mentoring programs are reaching families who have 

economic stress in their lives.     

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16 Comparisons to 2006 data were not conducted.  In 2006, the survey question asked about subgroups targeted.  The question was 
modified to report on subgroups served in the 2008 and 2010 surveys.    
17 Further analysis on the subgroup who responded to this question in both 2008 and 2010 does not reveal a significant difference in 
populations served.    
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To learn more about the programs serving these various subgroups, a regional analysis was conducted.   The table 

below displays the number and percentage of mentoring programs within each region serving various youth 

subpopulations (25% or more). While the majority of programs are located in the greater Boston metro, this 

analysis allows us to look more closely at who is being served within each region.    It is important to note the 

small number of programs by region, specifically in Central Massachusetts, and to exercise caution in making 

generalizations.   

 

Exploring Table 16, we see that mentoring programs serve substantial proportions of youth from low-income 

families regardless of regional location.   Some findings of interest include: 

 

Á A larger proportion of programs in the northeast report serving youth who have dropped out of school and 

pregnant and parenting teens.   

 

Á A larger proportion of programs located in the northeast, Boston metro, and central Massachusetts report 

serving youth who represent recent immigrant/refugee populations and youth who represent the first 

generation of their family to go to college.   

 

Á A larger proportion of programs located in the northeast, southeast, and western part of the state report 

serving youth at academic risk. 

 

Á A larger proportion of programs located in central Massachusetts report serving youth who are children of 

incarcerated parents. 
 

Table 16:  Regional Distribution of Programs and Subpopulations Served 

Youth Subpopulations 

 (25% + of mentees) 

Boston 
Metro 
(n=95) 

Northeast 
(n=19) 

Southeast 
(n=17) 

Central 
(n=7) 

Western 
(n=24) 

Youth from low-income families 

 

92 

96.8% 

19 

100% 

15 

88.2% 

7 

100% 

22 

91.7% 

Youth from single-parent household 

 

76 

80.0% 

18 

94.7% 

9 

52.9% 

7 

100% 

20 

83.3% 

Youth at academic risk 

 

48 

50.5% 

16 

84.2% 

13 

76.5% 

4 

57.1% 

20 

83.3% 

Youth who represent first generation of family to 

go to college 

51 

53.7% 

9 

47.4% 

2 

11.8% 

3 

42.9% 

5 

20.8% 

Recent immigrant/refugee populations 

 

35 

36.8% 

5 

26.3% 

2 

11.8% 

2 

28.6% 

1 

4.2% 

Youth in foster, residential, or kinship care 

 

9 

9.5% 

4 

21.1% 

2 

11.8% 

2 

28.6% 

4 

16.7% 

Children of incarcerated parents 

 

8 

8.4% 

3 

15.8% 

2 

11.8% 

3 

42.9% 

4 

16.7% 

Adjudicated/court involved 

 

12 

12.6% 

3 

15.8% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

2 

8.3% 

Youth who have dropped out of school  

 

9 

9.5% 

4 

21.1% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 
1 

4.2% 

Youth with disabilities or special health care needs 

 

7 

7.4% 

2 

10.5% 

2 

11.8% 

1 

14.3% 

1 

4.2% 

Pregnant or parenting teens 

 

7 

7.4% 

3 

15.8% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

4.2% 

Youth who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, 

questioning  

3 

3.2% 

2 

10.5% 

2 

11.8% 

1 

14.3% 

1 

4.2% 
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In addition, comparative analysis reveals the following about programs serving the above sub-populations: 

 
Á More recently established programs and programs promoting group mentoring models are 

significantly more likely to serve substantial proportions of adjudicated / court involved youth and 

youth who have dropped out of school.   

 

o Adjudicated / Court Involved Youth - Eighteen percent of programs developed in the last 5 years 

reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of adjudicated/court involved youth, compared 

with 8% of more established programs.   Similarly, 21% of programs promoting group mentoring 

model reported serving substantial proportions of adjudicated/court involved youth, compared 

with 8% of programs using other mentoring models.   

     

o Youth who Dropped Out of School - Twenty percent of programs developed in the last 5 years 

reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth who dropped out of school, compared 

with 4% of more established programs.  Similarly, 21% of programs promoting group mentoring 

model reported serving substantial proportions of youth who dropped out of school, compared 

with 6% of programs using other mentoring models.       

 

 

Á Programs with longer expected match duration are significantly more likely to serve substantial 

proportions of youth from single-parent households, youth in foster/residential/ kinship care, 

adjudicated/court involved youth, children of incarcerated parents, and youth who have dropped 

out of school.   

 

o Youth from Single-Parent Households - Ninety percent of programs with expected match 

commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth 

from single-parent households, compared with 75% of programs with shorter expected match 

duration.    

 

o Youth in Foster, Residential, or Kinship Care ï Twenty-five percent of programs with expected 

match commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of 

youth in foster, residential or kinship care, compared with 5% of programs with shorter expected 

match duration.   

 

o Adjudicated / Court Involved Youth - Sixteen percent of programs with expected match 

commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of 

adjudicated/court involved youth, compared with 5% of programs with shorter expected match 

duration.    

 

o Children of Incarcerated Parents  - Twenty-five percent of programs with expected match 

commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of children 

of incarcerated parents, compared with 3% of programs with shorter expected match duration.  

   

o Youth who Dropped Out of School - Fifteen percent of programs with expected match 

commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth 

who dropped out of school, compared with 5% of programs with shorter expected match duration.  
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Á Stand-alone mentoring programs are significantly more likely to serve substantial proportions of 

youth at academic risk.    Eighty-three percent of stand-alone mentoring programs reported serving 

substantial proportions (25% +) of youth at academic risk, compared with 55% of mentoring programs 

that are components of larger organizations. 

 

 

Á Programs serving fewer youth are significantly more likely to serve substantial proportions of 

recent immigrant/refugee population and youth who represent the first generation of their family to 

go to college.    

 

o Recent Immigrant / Refugee Population ï Thirty-seven percent of programs serving less than 50 

youth per year reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of recent immigrant / refugee 

populations, compared with 18% of programs serving larger numbers of youth.    

 

o Youth who Represent the First Generation of their Family to Go to College ï Fifty-three 

percent of programs serving less than 50 youth per year reported serving substantial proportions 

(25% +) of youth who represent the first generation of their family to go to college, compared 

with 30% of programs serving larger numbers of youth.    

 

 

Á Programs serving larger numbers of youth are significantly more likely to serve substantial 

proportions of youth at academic risk.    

 

o Youth at Academic Risk ï Seventy-three percent of programs serving at least 50 youth per year 

reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth at academic risk, compared with 53% 

of programs serving fewer numbers of youth.    
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Anticipated Youth Impacts  

 

Respondents were provided with a list of 12 potential youth impacts (including ñotherò) and asked to select the 

intended impacts that their mentoring program is designed to address.   Next, respondents ranked the applicable 

impacts (i.e., 1 for primary impact; 2 for secondary).   It is important to note that education and academic support 

impacts were broken down into three categories ï general education/academic support, education/academic 

support for youth who are academically behind, and entrance and retention support for youth in college ï in 2010.   

 

Table 17 details the intended youth impacts as well as the primary intended impact selected by these programs.  

At least three-quarters of programs selected the following as one of their intended program impacts: 

 

Á Providing education and academic support (93%) 

Á Increasing self-esteem (92%) 

Á Improving social competence (83%) 

 

The most frequently selected primary intended impacts were providing education and academic support (44%) 

and increasing self-esteem (42%).       

 

Table 17:  Intended Youth Impacts of Mentoring Programs 

 

Intended Youth Impacts 

 

% Reporting As 

Intended Impact 

of Program 

(n=161) 

% Reporting As 

Primary Intended 

Impact of Program 

(n=118) 

Education/academic support 92.5% 40.7% 

- General education/academic support 87.0% 19.5% 

- Education support for youth who are academically behind 55.9% 18.6% 

- Entrance and retention support for youth in college 29.8% 9.3% 

Self-esteem 91.9% 37.3% 

Social competence 82.6% 13.6% 

Promoting community/civic involvement 55.9% 5.1% 

Job skills/work readiness/career exploration 41.6% 6.8% 

Violence prevention 41.0% 4.2% 

Substance abuse prevention 37.9% 2.5% 

Youth identity/Connection to ethnic, religious, social, cultural group 36.0% 6.0% 

Avoidance of early pregnancy 32.3% 2.5% 

Other 92.5% 40.7% 

 

Further analyses reveal: 

 

Á Mentoring programs serving greater numbers of youth are significantly more likely to cite social 

competence as the primary intended impact of their program.  Twenty-one percent of mentoring 

programs serving at least 50 youth per year reported social competence as their primary intended program 

impact, compared with 5% of programs that serve fewer youth.   

 

Á One-to-one mentoring programs are significantly more likely to cite social competence as the 

primary intended impact of their program.  Seventeen percent of one-to-one mentoring programs 

reported social competence as their primary intended program impact, compared with 3% of programs 

that utilize other mentoring models.   
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Á Programs promoting a team mentoring model are significantly more likely to cite job skills / work 

readiness as the primary intended impact of their program.  Forty-three percent of mentoring 

programs using a team mentoring model reported job skills, work readiness, and career exploration as 

their primary intended program impact, compared with 5% of programs that utilize other mentoring 

models.   
 

Á Stand-alone mentoring programs are significantly more likely to cite education support for youth 

who are academically behind as the primary intended impact of their program.  Thirty percent of 

stand-alone mentoring programs reported education support for youth who are academically behind as 

their primary intended program impact, compared with 14% of mentoring programs that are components 

of larger organizations. 
 

Á School-based mentoring programs are significantly more likely to cite education support for youth 

who are academically behind as the primary intended impact of their program.  Thirty-three percent 

of school-based mentoring programs reported education support for youth who are academically behind 

as their primary intended program impact, compared with 14% of mentoring programs that are not 

school-based.   
 

 

 

Education / Academic Support  

 

As highlighted above, the vast majority of programs cited that education and academic support is an intended 

impact of their program, with 41% reporting it as their primary intended impact.   The vast majority of youth 

served ï 94% representing 21,559 youth ï were served by programs reporting that education and academic 

support was one of the intended impacts of their program.  Approximately one-third of youth served ï 

representing 7,683 youth ï were served in programs where education and academic support was the primary 

intended impact. 

 

Further analysis reveals: 

  

Á Programs reporting education as their primary intended program impact are significantly more 

likely to serve older youth ï More than one-half (54%) of programs reporting education as their primary 

program impact served primarily older youth (aged 15 or older), compared with 30% of programs serving 

primarily younger youth (14 years and younger). 

 

Comparisons between the current and former Mass Mentoring Counts surveys reveal the following significant 

differences: 

 

Á Trend to Focus on Education and Academic Support ï The mentoring programs completing Mass 

Mentoring Counts in 2010 are significantly more likely to report that their programs were designed to 

address education and academic support of mentees, compared with programs responding in 2006 and 

2008.  More than 90% reported education/academic support as an intended impact their program is 

designed to address, compared with three-quarters of programs responding in 2006 and 2008.  Moreover, 

the percentage of programs reporting education/academic support as the primary focus of impact has 

significantly increased, from 30% in 2006 to 35% in 2008, and up to 41% in 2010. 
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Figure 6:  Trend for Mentoring Programs to Impact Education and Academic Support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Further analyses do not reveal significant differences by program demographic, further supporting the overarching 

trend towards education and academic support of youth served. 

 

 

 

Given the overarching trend for mentoring programs to report that their programs as- designed to address 

education and academic support of mentees, mapping of these program locations was also conducted.   The maps 

present the location of all structured youth mentoring programs that report intended educational impacts and 

distinguish between education as a primary intended impact and one of many intended impacts for the programs.   

It is important to note that these maps highlight all program locations ï both primary and satellite. 

 

Maps 3 and 4 display the locations of youth mentoring programs that report intended educational impacts located 

across the state of Massachusetts and the city of Boston, respectively, based on the percentage of adults (25 years 

or older) with less than a high school education.   Analysis reveals that programs reporting education as their 

primary program impact are  significantly more likely to be located in areas of high educational need.     
 

Á Approximately 12% of Massachusetts residents (25 years or older) have less than a high school education.  

Towns with a higher percentage of adults with low educational attainment are significantly more 

likely to have youth mentoring programs reporting education as their primary intended impact 

currently located in their towns.   Thirty percent of towns with a higher than average percentage of 

adults (25 years or older) without a high school diploma or equivalent have at least one formal youth 

mentoring program reporting education as their primary intended impact located in their town compared 

with 7% of towns with lower than state average percentage of adults without a high school diploma. 
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Map 3:  
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Map 4: 
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Youth Participants 

 

Program staff were asked to provide their best estimates of the number of youth served annually (i.e., based on 

most recent 12 months of data).    Please keep in mind these are absolute minimum numbers for youth being 

mentored in Massachusetts.  These numbers reflect only those relationships at structured mentoring programs 

that responded to the 2010 MMC survey and provided youth counts. 

 

Based on the 168 programs (98%) responding to this question, we learned that: 

 

Á Youth Served Annually ï More than 22,800 youth, ages 6-24, participated in formal mentoring 

relationships in 2009-2010.   

 

Comparisons to prior MMC surveys reveal: 
 

Á Increased Youth Served Counts ï Mentoring programs reported an additional 3,164 youth in formal 

mentoring relationships for Mass Mentoring Counts 2010, a 16% increase between 2008 and 2010, and a 

35% increase ï since 2006.     

 

Figure 7:  Comparisons of Annual Number of Youth Served For All Programs Reporting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Á Program Growth Slowing Over Last Two Years - Further analysis was conducted on the 53 programs 

that reported annual youth-served counts in all prior Mass Mentoring Counts surveys.   Over the past four 

years, approximately 4,600 additional youth have been served, representing more than a one-third 

increase in youth served by these programs.  But it is important to note that the vast majority of this 

increase occurred between 2006 and 2008.   The percentage of increase between 2008 and 2010 was 6% 

for these programs.
18

     

 

                                                 
18 Similarly, examining all programs that reported 2008 and 2010 annual youth counts data reveals an additional 1100 youth served - or a 
6% increase - in 2010 by these 89 programs. 
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Figure 8:  Comparisons of Annual Number of Youth Served For Sample Responding to All MMC Surveys 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Youth mentoring programs vary widely in terms of number of youth served; reported numbers of youth served 

annually range from zero (newly developed) to 3,200.   Most of the programs surveyed worked with small 

numbers of youth, while a few programs accounted for the great majority of all youth served.    In fact, the 10 

largest programs serve more than one-half of all youth and the 20 largest programs serve approximately two-

thirds of all youth.     

 

Table 18:  Mentoring Programs by Numbers of Youth Served Annually 

 

Numbers of Youth Served Annually 

Programs Reporting 

 Frequency Percent 

In development/Newly established ï 0 youth served  10 6.0 

Less than  20 46 27.4 

20ï49 43 25.6 

50ï99 27 16.1 

100ï249 22 13.1 

250ï499 10 6.0 

500 or more 10 6.0 

TOTAL 168 100.0 

 

 

Comparative analysis reveals the following:   

 

Á The number of years a program has been in operation is significantly related to the number of 

youth served.   Younger, more recently developed programs are significantly more likely to serve smaller 

numbers of youth annually.  The more established the program, the more likely they are to serve larger 

numbers of youth.   
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Figure 9:  Number of Years in Operation By Program Size 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition, program staff were asked to provide demographic information on the youth that they served.   Key 

findings include: 

 

 

Á Both male and female youth are well represented in formal mentoring relationships.    

 

Figure 10:  Gender of Youth Participants 

 
 

 

 

 

According to programs completing this  

demographic information, 55% of youth  

participants are female and 45% are male.
19

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
19 115 out of the 162 (71%) programs currently serving youth reported data on gender of youth participants.  It provides data on the gender 
of 14,874 out of the 22,881 (65%) reported youth served annually. 
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Á Youth of color are more likely to be engaged in mentoring relationships.   

 

      Figure 11:  Race/Ethnicity of Youth Participants 

 

 

 

According to the programs completing this   

demographic information, approximately  

three-quarters of youth in formal mentoring 

relationships are youth of color, with the  

majority being Hispanic/Latino(a) and  

African American.
20

   

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Á Youth mentoring programs serve a wide range of ages, with the majority being 10- to 14-year olds.    

 

  Figure 12:  Age of Youth Participants 

 
 

 

According to the programs completing this  

demographic information, nearly one-quarter of  

participants are 6ï9 years old, one-half  

are 10ï14 years old, and more than one-quarter  

are 15 years or older.
21

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
20 115 of 162 (71%) programs currently serving youth reported data on race/ethnicity of youth participants.  It provides racial/ethnic data on 
14,874 out of the 22,881 (65%) reported youth served annually. 
21 136 of 162 (84%) programs currently serving youth reported data on age of youth participants.  It provides data on the age of 19,913 out 
of the 22,881 (87%) reported youth served annually. 
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Table 19:  Demographics of Youth Served Annually 

Gender (115 programs) Frequency Percent 

Female 8246 55.4 

Male 6628 44.6 

TOTAL 14,874 100.0 

Race / Ethnicity (114 programs) Frequency Percent 

Hispanic/Latino(a) 4599 29.4 

Black/African American 4190 26.8 

White 3605 23.0 

Asian 966 6.2 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 49 0.3 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 9 0.1 

Two or more races 1312 8.4 

Other 911 5.8 

TOTAL 15,641 100.0 

Age of Youth Served (136 programs) Frequency Percent 

6 ï 9 years old 4397 22.1 

10 ï 14 years old 10064 50.5 

15 ï 19 years old 5086 25.5 

20 ï 24 years old 366 1.8 

TOTAL 19,913 100.0 

 

 

 

In addition, program staff were asked to provide information on the cities and towns where their youth 

participants reside.  Information on youth menteesô towns of residence was provided for more than 15,000 youth, 

representing 69% of the reported total of annual youth served.  As illustrated in Table 20 below, nearly 70% of 

youth participants reside in Suffolk and Middlesex County.     

 

Table 20:  Youth Served Annually by County of Residence 

Counties (125 programs) Youth Served 
Frequency Percent 

Barnstable  197 1.2 

Berkshire 18 0.1 

Bristol 714 4.5 

Dukes 50 0.3 

Essex 867 5.5 

Franklin 220 1.4 

Hampden 904 5.7 

Hampshire 161 1.0 

Middlesex 2963 18.7 

Nantucket 20 0.1 

Norfolk 556 3.5 

Plymouth 112 0.7 

Suffolk 7916 50.1 

Worcester 1112 7.0 

TOTAL 15,810 100.0 
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Map 3, on the following page, further illustrates the geographic breakdown of youth served based on their town of 

residence.    According to responses from the Mass Mentoring Counts survey, the towns with the largest number 

of youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships include:   

 

Cities and Towns Where the Largest Reported Number of Youth in Mentoring Relationships Reside 

 

Boston ï 7,133 youth 

 

Newton ï 374 youth 

Worcester ï 994 youth Framingham ï 358 youth 

Cambridge ï 819 youth New Bedford ï 275 youth 

Springfield ï 725 youth Waltham ï 243 youth 

Revere ï 631 youth Fall River ï 242 youth 

Lawrence ï 519 youth  

 

 

Forty-five percent of the mentored youth from the Commonwealth reside in Boston.   Given this high percentage, 

program staff serving the Boston area were asked to provide additional breakdowns to the neighborhood level.   

Sixty-nine programs reported serving 7,133 youth who reside in Boston.  Of those 58 programs, 41 (84%) 

provided information on the specific neighborhood where youth reside.
22

  As such, neighborhood data is available 

on 78% of the Boston youth participants.   As highlighted in Map 4 and Table 21 below, the majority of youth 

participants living in Boston are from either Dorchester (28%) or Roxbury (21%).   

 

Table 21:  Boston Youth Served by Neighborhood 

Boston Frequency Percent 

BOSTON TOTAL 

 (69 programs serving Boston youth residents) 

7,133 100.0 

Boston Neighborhoods 

(58 programs serving Boston youth residents) 

Frequency Percent 

Allston/Brighton 341 6.2 

Back Bay/Beacon Hill 43 0.8 

Central Boston  

(e.g., Chinatown, Downtown, North End) 

335 6.1 

Charlestown 155 2.8 

Dorchester 1553 28.1 

East Boston 286 5.2 

Fenway/Kenmore 94 1.7 

Hyde Park 209 3.8 

Jamaica Plain 241 4.4 

Mattapan 267 4.8 

Roslindale 136 2.5 

Roxbury 1178 21.3 

South Boston 326 5.9 

South End 328 5.9 

West Roxbury 35 0.6 

TOTAL BY NEIGHBORHOOD 5537 100.0 

 

                                                 
22 Of the 58 programs providing information on Boston neighborhoods of  residence, 47 provided neighborhood information for all 
participants and 11 provided a mixture of neighborhood data and óneighborhood unknownô. 
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Map 5: 

 




















































































