
initial LITERATURE REVIEW OF MENTORING INITIATIVES

SUMMARY

Introduction

This report presents the findings from an initial literature review, seeking to explore the question of whether mentoring works and if so, under what circumstances and why. This was undertaken to provide background information for a lone-parent mentoring initiative currently being conducted by One Parent Families Scotland and One Plus. The remit of the literature search was to focus on UK impact evaluation material released in the last 5 years but was expanded to include some American studies because ‘the majority of reliable quantitative studies have been conducted in the US’ (Hall, 2002).

Key findings

· Much of the available literature notes that there is no firm evidence base to support the current popularity of mentoring schemes or claims that it can help alleviate social exclusion.
· In terms of the UK literature, most of the impact evaluations focussed on mentoring initiatives to help socially excluded young people, with the exception of one evaluation exploring the impact of befriending. There is some evidence of positive outcomes although results are often ambiguous and beset by problems of reliability and generalisability.

· In contrast to the UK, there is a fairly good evidence base in America, particularly in terms of positive quantitative outcomes for mentoring schemes to help ‘at risk’ youth.

· It is recommended to widen the literature review to include further US evidence as well as forthcoming UK evidence.

Recommendations

· Mentoring programmes should be monitored from the outset.

· Prospective mentors should be screened.

· Mentors and mentees should be matched to ensure optimum results.

· Training should be available for mentors prior to and throughout the scheme.

· Mentors should receive supervision and support.

· Relationships should be characterised by empathy and understanding.

· Wider social factors, as well as personal factors should be considered when assessing the needs of mentees.

· Initiatives should have realistic and achievable outcome goals.

· Mentees should be informed of where to access local support and wider development opportunities, and schemes should be augmented with appropriate services and financial assistance where appropriate.

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Research Aims and Background

1.1 This report presents the findings of a literature review conducted in July 2003, which sought to explore the question of whether mentoring works and if so, under what circumstances and why. This was undertaken to provide background information for a mentoring initiative currently being conducted by One Parent Families Scotland and One Plus. The initiative is intended to provide additional support for disadvantaged lone parents, to build confidence, and help them to move into education or employment.

1.2 The concept of mentoring has become increasingly popular in a number of different contexts in recent years, particularly so for initiatives aimed at socially excluded young people (Philip 2003). However, much of the available literature on mentoring notes that there is no firm evidence base to support the current popularity of mentoring schemes or claims that mentoring can help alleviate social exclusion. Indeed, there are conflicting views of mentoring, being viewed positively by some, and highly negatively by others. Its detractors tend to conceptualise it as a thinly disguised attempt to perpetuate existing power relations, ignoring structural factors and diverting attention from wider social inequalities, by highlighting individual problems. Gulam & Zulfiqar (1998, cited in Hall, 2002) have critiqued the concept of mentoring as an essentially conservative enterprise, which tends to reproduce the status quo. Against this background, this literature review was intended to pull together existing evaluation material in an attempt to resolve some of the ambiguities surrounding these issues.

2. Definition

2.1 Hall notes that mentoring is typically characterised as ‘the more experienced shall care and train the less experienced in a non-judgemental manner’ (ibid.). The focus on a lack of judgement and care are the factors which distinguish it from other forms of interaction. Ultimately though, Hall asserts that mentoring cannot be regarded as straightforward, as it is often poorly defined and frequently conflated with other forms of support such as tutoring.

3. Methods

3.1 The initial remit for the literature review was to focus on UK research material released in the last 5 years but also note any topic-relevant US studies. It includes a recently conducted literature review on mentoring with young people, focussing particularly on those in need of additional support (Hall 2002). This extensive review covered material published between 1995 and 2002, and therefore offers a useful foundation for an understanding of the issues involved in mentoring. The library searches reproduced much of the material included in Hall’s review and so to avoid ‘re-inventing the wheel’ these references were not re-reviewed. However, a synopsis of relevant parts of his comprehensive review is provided.

3.2 The research was desk-based and consisted of internet material, newspaper and library searches. A range of databases were searched using the keyword ‘mentor’, whilst filtering for information regarding mentoring in the workplace, handbooks etc. The sources included ASSIA (Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstracts), ERIC, and COPAC (University Research Library Catalogue). Another search was done adding ‘parent’, to try and identify any material particularly relevant to lone parents. Government web-sites were also searched (Home Office, DfES etc.) for any additional research on mentoring that was not included in Hall’s review. The review covers research material released in the last 5 years, most of which on the subject of adult-youth mentoring schemes, particularly with ‘at risk’ youth. While there are issues and concerns that are specific to the realm of youth/adult mentoring, there are also generic lessons that can be learnt from this area.

3.3 Finally, it should be noted that this literature review should not be considered as comprehensive, due to time constraints. It is recommended to widen the literature review to include further US evidence as well was forthcoming UK evidence (see 4.3).

II. FINDINGS: MENTORING INITIATIVES AND EVALUATIONS

4. Overview

4.1 This section deals with the various different mentoring initiatives and impact evaluations that were uncovered in the course of the research. For clarity, these have been divided into UK Mentoring Initiatives and Evaluations (5.), and relevant US mentoring initiatives and evaluations (6.). Hall, in his review of mentoring initiatives, notes that most large quantitative studies of the impact of mentoring have come from the US. These studies suggest that mentoring may have an effect, albeit a small one, on: problem or high-risk behaviours, academic/educational outcomes, and career/employment outcomes. Further, such initiatives may have some effect on social competence and educational and psychological adjustment. The research upon which these results are based consisted of a highly technical, statistically based, meta-analysis of 55 existing evaluations of the effects of mentoring schemes (5.1).

4.2 Conversely, there is a poor evidence base in the UK. There have been positive claims made for the impact of mentoring in the UK but as yet, little to substantiate them. Despite this, Hall identifies a number of studies that shed light on the possible impact of mentoring. Summaries of these initiatives have been provided (5.1), followed by additional studies uncovered during the course of the research, including an evaluation of the role and impact of befriending (5.3). Whilst it is recognised that befriending is distinct from mentoring, in that its primary aim is to alleviate social isolation, the basic premise is similar
. Two of the US based studies included in this paper, relate to mentoring initiatives for teenage mothers (6.1 & 6.2).

4.3 Other relevant research includes a recent evaluation of ‘mentor points’, one-stop shops intended to install greater uniformity of approach to recruiting, training and supporting volunteers in a particular locality (see Appendix 1 for details).

4.4 Further evaluations of mentoring are currently being conducted by the London School of Economics and the Home Office and are due to report in December and October 2003 respectively. The London School of Economics aims to explore the effectiveness of mentoring in alleviating social exclusion for vulnerable young people, focussing on a cohort of around 400 mentees. The Home Office study aims to map befriending and mentoring initiatives, to identify examples of best practice and highlight positive outcomes. The findings from these studies should contribute greatly to the UK mentoring knowledge base (see Appendix 2 for further details).

5. UK Mentoring Initiatives and Evaluations

5.1 Key points from literature review ‘Mentoring and Young People’ by Hall (2002)

· A study of mentoring schemes designed to support unemployed youth in England, Scotland and Wales examined the views of the co-ordinators of 22 schemes and discovered that there was a consensus regarding the positive impact of the schemes on mentees. These were identified as psychosocial, such as improved self esteem, higher confidence levels better communication skills, having someone to speak to, and more job oriented benefits, including how to search for jobs more effectively, writing CVs and job applications. It is difficult however, to treat these results as particularly reliable Hall argues, since they are based solely on the qualitative views of the co-ordinators and failed to consider the perspectives of the mentees. Similarly, no quantitative outcomes were cited.

· One study, by Ford (1998), cited in Hall’s review, explored mentoring intended to provide career guidance for disengaged young people. The majority of those included in the study were individuals experiencing a variety of life difficulties, including homelessness, periodic homelessness, making the transition from living in care to independent living, drug problems and personal crises etc. Of those involved in the projects, 55% of young people moved onto education, training or employment. However, it is impossible to say how these young people would have fared without intervention, but Hall notes that this was a particularly vulnerable group and poor outcomes would have been anticipated, had the mentoring scheme not taken place.

· The remainder of the UK literature that refers to impact is mainly related to mentoring within schools and often fails to measure impact. Business in the Community Initiative, which combined British Telecom employees with school pupils, particularly in terms of their GCSE work, is one initiative that did attempt to measure outcomes. The results were cited as an improvement in attitudes towards academic work. Similar results were uncovered in a study by Hyland & Postlethwaite (1998) which involved a mentoring programme for year 7 and 12 in a girls school. However, Hall notes that we should exercise caution with some of these programmes, which are more akin to academic tutoring than mentoring.  A study by Miller (1998), that collated data on 90 mentored students, 59 mentors and 93 control students in a number of schools in England found that schools tended to avoid selecting ‘disaffected’ students for mentoring programmes. This raises questions over whether those chosen would be more likely to succeed, regardless of whether they received mentoring or not. 

· In a study which explored the impact of a mentoring programme with primary school pupils who demonstrate behaviour problems and other at risk factors, St James-Robert & Samlal Singh (2001) found that the main gains were made in terms of improved confidence levels, self-control and social awareness and relationships. However, it was discovered that similar improvements occurred in the comparison group and that both groups continued to encounter serious problems. This led the authors to suggest that mentoring is unable to deliver significant behavioural change within the space of a year and that such schemes should be augmented with additional sources of support.

See http://www.scre.ac.uk/cat/1860030742.html for further details.

5.2  Dalston Youth Project
Organisation: The Dalston Youth Project II (DYPII), funded by the Home Office Programme Development Unit (2001).

Aim: To engage with young people at risk from social exclusion, to improve literacy, numeracy and life skills, as well as increasing motivation. 

Target group: Young people aged between 11-14 who were at risk of exclusion from 3 schools in the London borough of Hackney.

Details: Young people were matched (on the basis of shared interests) with a volunteer from the local community, and were trained to support them as they began to improve academically and socially. 

Evaluation method: The Home Office conducted research to do this evaluation which entailed a review of relevant literature as well as attendance at steering committee meetings and away-days. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with DYPII staff, observation at residential weekends and mentor training sessions, classroom observations, semi-structured interviews with young people, mentors and parents/guardians, combined with site visits to schools. Outcomes were measured via a combination of qualitative and quantitative indicators, including the number of young people who successfully completed the mentoring, educational aspects of the project, professional assessments from tutors and educational representatives, and the views and experiences of young people and their mentors.

Impact: Project staff and school representatives were asked to assess the young people’s progress and it was discovered that roughly a fifth of participants had improved their behaviour, self-esteem and academic competencies. In terms of formal confirmation of academic improvement, via reading and mathematics tests, there was not a great deal of improvement. To assess longer-term impact, at the end of year 3, schools were asked to assess the progress of the 52 young people who had participated in the project in the first 2 years. Forty young people were followed up, and of these the initiative was judged to have been a success for 19 of them, while the initiative is deemed to have been a failure for the remaining 21 young people.  Assessment was based on whether the project had contributed to a person’s success, which was based on their level of commitment to the project and the percentage of classes that they attended regularly. There was found to be a correlation between participation in educational classes and success. Eighty-seven percent of those who participated were regarded as successful (as defined by the project standards) in comparison with 24% of those who failed to take part. However, it is recognised that those who opted out of the project cannot be viewed as a true control group as those people who took part may have had a better chance of succeeding, regardless of the project’s merits. Success of the initiative was also evaluated in terms of whether young people had a good relationship with their mentor or not. Relationships identified as positive were considered more successful, but this was not found to be statistically significant. The authors concluded that for a small group of 5 or 6 people, there were recognisable improvements but also that around half of all participants failed to engage in the project in any meaningful way.

Recommendations: These results raised 2 questions to be considered for future projects. The first involves questions of who should be included in such projects and whether programmes should focus on individuals whose problems are most acute, or individuals whose problems are less severe, but for whom intervention may be more effective. The second question is about the duration of projects and whether a year is long enough to have a real impact on the lives of young people. 

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/rf2001.html
5.3 Supporting Community Participation: The Role and Impact of Befriending

Aim: Dean and Goodlad (1998) explored the role and impact of befriending on community participation, placing a particular emphasis on why users want the service and the benefits that befriending brings. 

Evaluation method: Quantitative and qualitative methods were employed for the study. 542 questionnaires were sent to organisations in the UK, that were thought to offer a befriending service, and 386 were returned (giving a response rate of 70%). Of this figure, a third did not offer befriending services. Therefore, the questionnaire was completed by 234 organisations that offer befriending. From this, 6 case-study organisations were chosen. Case studies involved research with users, volunteers, paid staff and managers. In total, 28 users or their carers and 30 volunteers were interviewed. 

Findings: It was found that matching of befriender and befriendee is most commonly done on the basis of shared interests and on both parties living in the same area. Services for older people were most likely to be those which encountered problems in matching. The suitability of potential volunteers was assessed through a variety of means. The majority of services use staff interviews (92%) and references (87%) and almost half (45%) said they check to see if a volunteer has a criminal record. One in 5 use a training period as a means of getting to know volunteers, and to assist in assessment. It was also noted that befriending services are not usually offered in isolation, they tend to be complementary to the organisation’s other services offered by voluntary organisations and statutory services, not as a substitute for home care or other support.

Impact: The ways in which befriending services aim to help people participate in their community were cited as: using local services and facilities; creating a new social link; developing wider social networks; meeting like-minded people through clubs and groups; meeting people with similar needs; supporting each other and changing social attitudes. These factors are said to help users become accepted and valued as full members of the community in their own right. Results suggest that aspects of all these types of participation were to be found, but that the first 3 were particularly prominent in the work of befriending agencies. Over 60% of organisations believe that befriending relationships typically last over a year. The authors interpreted this as evidence of success in the creation of a new social link. Users were found to value the personal relationship they have with their befriender and the opportunity for increased access to local recreation facilities and leisure activities. As well as widening the social circle of users, befriending also facilitates community participation by the volunteers themselves, who report improved job prospects, new leisure opportunities and wider social networks, as valued outcomes of their voluntary work. The authors qualified these positive findings with recognition of the fact that befriending is not a radical solution to social exclusion and fails to tackle the fundamental causes of disadvantage. For some users though, the work of befrienders was found to reduce the most extreme aspects of isolation and exclusion from community participation and can therefore be said to have a positive impact on people’s lives.

Recommendations: This report noted that the successful matching of volunteer and user is a key factor in determining success, and therefore every effort should be made to ensure an optimum match.

http://www.jrf.org.uk/knowledge/findings/socialcare/scr038.asp
5.4 Young Disabled People’s Peer Group Mentoring/Support Project

Organisation: The Greater Manchester Coalition of Disabled People (GMCDP); a group run for and by disabled people. 

Aim: The Young Disabled People’s Peer Mentoring/Peer Support Project was set-up in recognition of the fact that young disabled people face specific barriers in making the transition to independent adulthood. The mentoring/support project developed a number of activities to tackle these needs over a two-year period, building on previous work. 

Target Group: Young disabled people aged between 15-25 in the Greater Manchester area.

Details: The project was funded for 2 years and the participating young disabled people who attended the weekly meetings were provided with an informal place to meet and talk to other young disabled people, project workers and older disabled people; training; the chance of membership of other groups including a drama group; and the chance to participate in one-to-one peer relationships. Young people were also offered the chance to volunteer to participate in a supportive one-to-one relationship with another young disabled person, as a trained mentor supporter.

Evaluation method: The project was evaluated qualitatively by a small team of younger and older disabled researchers and advisers. Twelve young people volunteered to take part in 2 sets of interviews for the evaluation. The initial interviews explored young disabled people’s expectations and why they attended the sessions, while the later ones took place at the end of the project to explore participants’ experiences and the impact it made on their lives.  

Impact: Discussions with project workers and other disabled people allowed young people to consider how they could achieve their own goals, and participation in one-to-one relationships and single sex groups provided a more intimate setting in which to discuss more personal issues with supportive and knowledgeable peers. As the young disabled people became more confident, they were able to express their ideas and beliefs in a collective manner via campaigning groups and the drama group and to develop new skills through the various opportunities for voluntary work provided by the project. It should be noted that traditional one-to-one mentoring constituted only one part of this project and that it is impossible to measure its impact separately from the other activities designed to empower the young disabled people. 

Recommendations: It was found that many young disabled people noted that the collective membership of the Young Disabled People’s Forum, and in particular other projects like the campaigning group and the drama group, as opposed to a one-to-one relationship, provided them with their most valuable and empowering experiences. This suggests that mentoring initiatives should be integrated within a wider framework of services and activities.  

6. US Initiatives and Evaluations

6.1 Mentoring as a Bridge to Positive Outcomes for Teen Mothers and their Children
Background: Waller et al looked at volunteer mentoring programmes which match pregnant teenagers with adults in the community.

Impact: The authors note that social support during pregnancy is associated with positive outcomes and cite a number of studies as evidence of this.  For example, nutritional advice and pre-natal care has been linked with healthy birth outcomes (Turner et al 1990; Nuckolls et al 1972). Similarly, educational encouragement can help lift individuals out of poverty and support of an emotional nature is correlated with reduced stress levels in young mothers (Coletta et al 1981). Furthermore, providing education on child development and parenting skills appear to result in the reduction of child maltreatment (Bucholz & Korn-Bursztyn 1993; Haskett et al 1994; Phipps-Yonas 1980; Rickel 1989). Social isolation is a recognised risk factor for young mothers and their children and therefore, the authors contend, the social support that mentoring relationships offer can lead to positive outcomes.

Recommendations: The authors argue that the key factors contributing to a successful mentoring programme are identified as: 1) community education, 2) effective strategies for recruitment, selection and matching of mentors 3) an effective training programme which provides mentors with a knowledge base related to teen-pregnancy and mentoring and 4) continuing support and supervision for mentors themselves. The success or failure of a successful mentoring programme is also dependent on agency investment and support, including funding for a programme co-ordinator.

6.2 The Process of Mentoring Pregnant Adolescents

Aim: Blinn-Pike et al, in a 1998 study, aimed to explore the process that occurs in relationships between volunteer adult mentors and pregnant adolescent mentees, and to provide information on the nature of the mentoring role and what it provides. 

Evaluation method: Case records from 20 mentors were qualitatively analysed. Since the findings are based entirely on the views of mentors, they must be treated with caution. Indeed, the ‘quasi-parenting role’ referred to is taken for granted as benevolent, and ignores authoritarian implications of such a relationship. The study highlights the power differential that may be involved in mentoring relationships and the necessity of considering the views of both mentors and mentees in impact evaluation.

Impact: The results showed that the mentors adopted ‘quasi-parenting’ roles to assist the mentees in accessing services and resources, and were frequently involved in the intimate, as well as the more mundane aspects of the personal lives of the mentees, providing much needed support. The authors note that these positive findings are in keeping with previous evaluations, and cite a study by Zippay (1995) who conducted exploratory research on formal mentoring, by pairing 20 adolescent mentees with professionally employed mentors, with the intention of increasing the adolescent mother’s education and job-skills. That study found that the mentors helped adolescents to access information and resources out-with the realms of their own personal networks. 

III. conclusions and recommendationS

7. Conclusions

7.1 In terms of the impact evaluation of UK mentoring initiatives, there are no easy conclusions which may be drawn. Indeed, with reference to the ‘support for unemployed youth’ study (cited by Hall) there is some evidence of positive impacts, in terms of increased confidence and improved job-seeking skills. However, this is based only on the views of the programme co-ordinators (who may be less likely to speak negatively about the programme), and fails to provide any quantitative outcome data. Similarly ambiguous findings characterise the career guidance study evaluated by Ford (1998). Over half of all participating young people managed to move into education, training or employment, but due to the absence of a control group, it is impossible to say how much of this may be attributed to the project. It is noted though that participants were particularly vulnerable and poor outcomes would have been expected without this intervention. Other youth-mentoring evaluation projects were found to have positive outcomes (in terms of academic performance), but some of these seem to have conflated tutoring with mentoring.

7.2 In St James-Robert & Singh’s 2001 study of primary-school age children with behavioural problems, the improvements cited in the mentored group were similar to those found in the control group. This led them to suggest that mentoring projects should last longer than a year and be augmented with other forms of support. The 2001 Dalston youth project evaluation concluded that while there was some evidence to suggest that mentoring had resulted in improved behaviour and attitudes, around half had failed to engage with the scheme in any positive way. Roughly 10% of the young people showed easily identifiable improvements. This led the evaluators to reiterate St James-Robert & Singh’s question of whether year-long schemes can have a recognisable impact.

7.3 In terms of adult-adult mentoring, Dean & Goodlad’s 1998 study concluded that the work of befrienders could reduce the most extreme aspects of isolation and exclusion, but that it does not offer a radical solution to disadvantage. The mentoring project with young disabled people in the Greater Manchester area, cited a range of beneficial outcomes and highlighted the need for mentoring to be firmly integrated within a wider context of service provision.

7.4 The American studies on mentoring with teen mothers found that such schemes provide much needed emotional and practical support and guidance. This was reiterated by Blinn-Pike et al, who go a stage further and suggest that mentors adopt ‘quasi-parenting’ roles (1998). However, the results of this study were based solely on the views of mentors and fail to recognise the possible authoritarian, negative implications of such a relationship.

7.5 In conclusion then, there is some evidence of positive outcomes but the available evidence tends to be fraught with problems of reliability and generalisability which raises serious concerns over of how much confidence can be attached to the findings.

8. Recommendations 

8.1 Hall notes that the US literature has pinpointed a number of key features which help to make mentoring schemes successful. These factors include:

· monitoring programmes from their implementation 

· screening prospective mentors

· matching mentors and mentees on relevant criteria

· both pre-match and on-going training

· supervision and support for mentors

· structured activities for mentors and mentees

· frequency of contact and length of relationship.

8.2 The UK literature highlights the need for mentoring to be properly integrated into its organisational context and for appropriate links to be established with other services and opportunities. While Hall notes that evidence from the UK is more limited than that from US-based programmes, there is guidance available in terms of the factors which contribute to successful mentoring schemes. According to the Mentoring Action Project (MAP) cited in Hall, which worked with ‘disaffected’ youth in 20 different career service companies, these are:

· a client centred approach to mentoring and a relationship characterised by empathy and understanding

· an holistic approach to guidance which takes into consideration social and personal factors affecting personal progression

· advocacy by the mentor on the behalf of the mentee

· reasonable and attainable objectives

· access to local opportunities that offer support and the potential for development

· partnership with other local agencies

· augmenting mentoring schemes with other services and financial assistance where appropriate.
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APPENDIX 1

MENTOR POINTS

Organisations: National Mentoring Network (NMN) and the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). Evaluation by the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFES), 2002.  

Aim: In response to the recent expansion in the scale and variety of mentoring programmes aimed at assisting young people to achieve their potential, and in recognition of the fact that mentoring programmes are run by a variety of organisations, the Department of Education and Skills made the decision to fund 3 mentor point pilots in order to discover whether they could install some uniformity of approach to recruiting, training and supporting volunteers across their pilot areas in England and Wales.

Details: Mentor points are one-stop shops which were set up to co-ordinate the recruitment of volunteers, give training, forge links between schools and companies and make mentoring services more coherent within a particular locality. Three of these mentor points were chosen as pilots from bids submitted by organisations and consortia in phase-one Excellence in Cities area.

Evaluation method: The evaluation was carried out between February 2001 and April 2002 and involved interviews with mentor point staff, 29 teachers and 15 learning mentors in 29 schools and representatives of 12 partner organisations (e.g. Education Business Partnerships (EBPs) and mentoring programmes).

Impact: Mentor points were piloted for a year and evaluation of these pilots revealed that they had made real progress towards achieving the aims. The study found that the profile of mentoring had been raised and there was greater interest in such schemes. The actual supply of volunteers had also significantly increased and there was considerable success in terms of making the training, support and services offered as easily accessible as possible.

Future developments: In May 2001 it was declared that additional funding from the Active Community Unit of the Home Office and Department for Education and Skills was secured. There are now 7 mentor points in England & Wales. The onus of the mentor points is now to develop mentoring practice in non-school environments, as the first year focussed solely on mentoring within schools.

http://www.nfer.ac.uk/htmldocs/html/Outcome_MOP.html.

Contact: JanetteKing@dfes.gsi.gov.uk
APPENDIX 2

CURRENT UK RESEARCH

Research being undertaken by the London School of Economics (LSE)

Researchers from the LSE are currently undertaking an evaluation of ‘mentoring plus’ which is a well-established mentoring programme working with vulnerable young people. The three-year project commenced in July 2000 and will report in December 2003. They note that mentoring has been heralded as a way in which to alleviate social exclusion but acknowledge that little is known about its effectiveness. The research examines the key questions of how mentoring works, under what circumstances and the kind of people it assists. They hope to enhance understanding of the potential role of mentoring in tackling social exclusion and, more specifically, on the design, management and implementation of future programmes. The research will involve a cohort of around 400 vulnerable young people. The study aims to explore the process by which some vulnerable young people take part in mentoring programmes and why others decline participation. It also aims to explore young people’s experiences of taking part in mentoring programmes, as well as the experiences of those who work as volunteer mentors, including any training and support provided for them. The impact of mentoring will be measured by exploring the meanings that mentors and mentees attach to the processes. The medium-term impact of mentoring on vulnerable young people who are involved will also be explored, in terms of levels of offending, use of illegal drugs and other substances, other forms of risky behaviour, educational attendance and achievement and participation in training and/or work, and general functioning including, for example, self-esteem. It is also intended to identify and explore any negative aspects of mentoring which may occur, and to provide a solid basis for a longer-term outcome of ‘mentoring plus’.

http://www.lse.ac.uk/Depts/mennheim/research/mentoring.htm.

Researchers: Sylvie Groben, Tara Young, Michael Shiner and Tim Newburn

Research being undertaken by the Home Office

The research development statistics department is undertaking research on befriending and mentoring in the UK on behalf of the Active Community Unit. This research involves surveying all organisations in all sectors – statutory, private and voluntary and community which involve volunteers to provide these services. The aim of the research is to provide an overview of befriending and mentoring, to identify examples of best practice and to highlight any positive outcomes. It is also to suggest ways of encouraging greater involvement of volunteers. The research is divided into 2 stages, the first being an exploratory survey of statutory organisations, councils for voluntary service, volunteer bureaux and citizens advice bureaux in order to find out whether they are currently providing such services. The second part of the research is to conduct a main survey of those organisations, which involve volunteers in providing befriending and mentoring services. The data collection phase of the research is expected to be completed by the end of October 2003.

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/volbefriend1.html
Contact: Meta Zimmeck (Project Manager) 020 7273 2261 or Helen Amos (Research Associate) 020 7273 2720 

LINZIE WOOD

Development Department: Social Research

Scottish Executive

7 August 2003

� Dean & Goodlad (1998) define befriending as: ‘a relationship between 2 or more individuals which is initiated, supported and monitored by an agency that has defined one or more parties as likely to benefit. They also state that ideally the relationship is non-judgemental, mutual and


purposeful, and there is a commitment over time’ (1998).
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