MENTORING PROGRAMS
FOR YOUTH: A PROMISING
INTERVENTION FOR
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

BY DAVID L. DUBOIS
To realize the full potential of youth mentoring programs, it is critical to advance research on program
effectiveness and population-level impact.

entoring programs are a prominent strategy in the

United States for preventing negative outcomes and

promoting resilience among at-risk youth.! Although

diverse in their design and implementation, mentoring
programs share a common aim of providing young people with
structured support from older or more experienced people, such
as adult volunteers or students at higher grade levels.

These programs date back to initiatives in the early 20th century
that sought to engage men from local communities to be positive
role models for boys from disadvantaged life circumstances and,
in doing so, stem the tide of young males becoming involved in the
justice system.? Today’s mentoring programs serve a wide range
of age groups — from young children to older adolescents — and
populations with diverse needs and risk factors — from poverty
and neighborhood disadvantage to specific vulnerabilities such as
disability, mental health challenges, or experiences of commercial sexual exploitation. Current program models
and approaches differ according to the age of the mentor (e.g., older peers vs. adults), whether mentors are
volunteers or paid staff, format (e.g., one-to-one vs. group), and location (e.g., school vs. community). Some
programs focus on delinquency prevention while others promote mental health and academic achievement.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) is the largest federal funder of mentoring
programs and awarded nearly $1 billion in grants to mentoring organizations from fiscal year (FY) 2008 to FY
2019. Between FY 2017 and the first half of FY 2019, 0JJDP-funded programs recruited 95,000 new mentors
and served more than 600,000 youth nationwide.®
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aimed at preventing delinquency or reducing
recidivism for those with justice system involvement
as “promising” or “effective.” These include, for
example, Reading for Life, a group mentoring
program that uses works of literature to facilitate
moral development and character education as an
alternative to court prosecution for first- and second-

Studies find that connecting youth
to mentoring programs is a viable
strategy for both preventing and
reducing delinquent behavior.

For such a large and broad investment portfolio to
yield the desired results, it must be informed by
rigorous and actionable research. This includes
identifying ways to enhance program effectiveness*
and, in doing so, minimize the risk of unintended harm
to any participating youth.® It is equally important,
however, to use research to advance understanding of
how to implement effective programs with sufficient
scale and reach to make a measurable difference in
delinquent behavior, juvenile arrest rates, victimization,
and other outcomes at a community, state, regional,
or national level.®

This article takes stock of the current state of
mentoring research on program effectiveness and
population-level impact. Each section reviews the
research to date, notes key challenges and remaining
questions, and highlights promising directions for
addressing limitations in the current evidence base.

Mentoring Program Effectiveness

There is ample evidence that mentoring programs
have the potential to contribute to positive outcomes
for at-risk youth across a variety of demographic
groups (e.g., age, gender, race/ethnicity) and program
approaches, including cross-age peer, one-to-one,
group, and both school- and community-based.’
Studies find, in particular, that connecting youth to
mentoring programs is a viable strategy for both
preventing and reducing delinquent behavior. In line
with this research, CrimeSolutions — an initiative of
the National Institute of Justice that reviews justice-
related practices and programs for evidence of their
effectiveness — has rated mentoring as “effective”
for “reducing delinquency outcomes.”® CrimeSolutions
has also rated several specific mentoring programs
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time juvenile offenders. A randomized controlled
trial found statistically significant declines in rates of
rearrest and number of arrests for a two-year period
following program participation, with these impacts
most evident for relatively serious felony offenses
compared to misdemeanors. ™

Research suggests that the effectiveness of mentoring
programs tends to be enhanced by practices that are
directed toward training and supporting mentors, as
well as implementation of programs with fidelity."
Furthermore, a strong emotional bond with one’s
mentor and related interpersonal experiences (e.g.,
when youth develop a sense that they matter)

have emerged as important mechanisms through
which mentoring relationships can promote positive
outcomes,'? including prevention of delinquent
behavior."

Conversely, findings also indicate a potential for
program participation to be harmful under various
conditions, such as when mentoring relationships
end prematurely or mentors fail to follow through
on basic expectations for maintaining contact with
youth."® Of particular relevance to delinquency
prevention, one study found that participation in a
mentoring program was associated with increased
involvement in criminal behavior among youth who
did not have significant prior arrest histories and who,
due to the nature of the program, were exposed to
youth who had been arrested.'® Thus, even though
mentoring programs like Big Brothers Big Sisters
have been recommended as a way to minimize
opportunities for peer contagion and deviancy
training (e.g., peers modeling and rewarding deviant
behavior),'” they are not immune to this risk when
they incorporate opportunities for peer interaction.


https://arrested.16
https://youth.15
https://behavior.13
https://fidelity.11
https://misdemeanors.10

Challenges and Unanswered Questions

Despite significant research on youth mentoring

to date, a number of challenges and unanswered
questions remain. One is how to account for

the substantial variability in the effectiveness of
programs that have received rigorous evaluation.'
CrimeSolutions has reviewed and rated 55 programs
that involve mentoring. Of these, nearly one-third

(17) have a rating of “no effects”; the remainder are
rated as either “promising” (30) or “effective” (8).
Because a program must be implemented with fidelity
to receive a rating, differences in the extent or quality
of implementation are unlikely to fully account for this
wide variation.

A second and related challenge is that efforts to
incorporate new practices or activities into programs
to help increase effectiveness have had limited
success. A recent 0JJDP-funded review of mentoring
research looked at several studies that used
randomized controlled designs to examine the effects
of hypothesized enhancements to mentoring programs
in areas such as mentor training, mentor-youth
activities, staff support, and supervision of mentoring
relationships. For the most part, the findings failed

to reveal significant differences in youth outcomes
based on whether they and their mentors had been
selected to receive the new practices.' These results
are concerning, in part, because most mentoring
programs, even when demonstrating effectiveness,
have been associated with only modest improvements
in youth outcomes.?

Another challenge is the need for a deeper and more
complete understanding of the specific mechanisms
through which mentoring relationships influence
youth outcomes in areas such as delinquent behavior.
Both the lack of well-developed theories of change

in the design and description of mentoring programs
and the lack of measurement and analysis of
potential mediators of outcomes have contributed

to this limitation in the current knowledge base.?
Research that illuminates the “black box problem”

of what happens in mentoring relationships is likely
to be key for better delineating sources of variation
in youth outcomes within and across mentoring
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programs and then designing innovations that improve
effectiveness.?

A final challenge worthy of note is that most research
on mentoring programs to date focuses on their
relatively immediate effects on the outcomes of
participating youth.? Particularly striking is the
limited investigation of the ability of programs to
produce sustained, long-term effects on educational
attainment, employment, arrests during adulthood,
and other key outcomes.?* Evidence that program
effects can decay rapidly following program
participation®® underscores the need for greater
understanding of this issue.

Conversely, many programs like Big Brothers Big
Sisters have open-ended time frames for participation
(e.g., until youth reach age 18) but have been
evaluated largely with respect to only brief durations
of involvement (e.g., one year). This limits our
understanding of the effects that may accrue as youth
receive “full doses” of mentoring over more extended
periods of their development.

Promising Directions

Recent research provides promising directions for
addressing these limitations in the knowledge base.
One is to use evaluation to inform modifications

to programs that have, in turn, resulted in greater
evidence of their effectiveness.®

This potential avenue for strengthening mentoring
programs is illustrated by recent research on the
Quantum Opportunities program of the Eisenhower
Foundation, an intensive, year-round, multicomponent
intervention for high-risk minority high school
students from inner-city neighborhoods. Youth
receive both individual and group mentoring from
paid staff. Following an initial evaluation that yielded
mixed results, a randomized controlled evaluation
of a subsequent iteration of the program found that
participants had significantly higher grade point
averages, high school graduation rates, and college
acceptance rates.”” For example, approximately
76% of program youth graduated from high school,
compared with 40% of control youth. The stronger
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results were attributed, in part, to modifications made
to the program, including a new “Deep Mentoring”
training curriculum for staff that fosters more intensive
and longer-lasting mentoring relationships with
participating youth. The training includes an emphasis
on mentors serving as advocates for youth — visiting
their homes to discuss problems and find solutions,
attending parent-teacher conferences, and standing in
for parents when needed, for example.

Relative to the research referenced earlier, which
tested potential improvements to mentoring programs
with largely disappointing results, examples such as
this point to a program-specific, data-driven, and
iterative approach as more promising for increasing
impacts on youth outcomes. This idea is well aligned
with the tremendous diversity that exists across
mentoring programs, both in their target populations
and core models — a reality that makes one-size-fits-
all enhancements seem unlikely.

At the same time, notable progress has been made
in delineating broader avenues for strengthening
programs. Two meta-analyses have identified
significant trends toward greater effectiveness for
programs that feature support for mentors to provide
youth with intentional teaching or guidance as well
as advocacy.® These findings stand somewhat

in contrast to earlier research that pointed to the
potential for overly directive, prescriptive mentoring
approaches to conflict with youths” developmental
needs for autonomy and constrain opportunities for
emotional bonding between mentors and youth.?
They also run counter to an emphasis in many
programs (particularly those using volunteers)

on the need for firm boundaries in mentor-youth
relationships, presumably to minimize any risk of harm
to participating youth.*

Further study is needed to understand the conditions
under which supporting more encompassing and
directive roles for mentors helps avoid pitfalls and
improve outcomes. Tasking mentors with highly
structured, curriculum-based approaches to guidance,
for example, has not been associated with greater
effectiveness,®' suggesting the need for more
nuanced and flexible ways of incorporating a teaching
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role. Recent advances in measuring the distinct
processes involved in mentoring relationships offer
a promising direction for helping to answer these
questions.*? Researchers, for example, recently
reported initial validation research on measuring
five mentoring intervention processes: identification
with the mentor, social and emotional support,
teaching and education, advocacy, and shared time
and activity.3 Examining these processes in relation
to youth outcomes could be highly informative in
the design and ongoing development of mentoring
programs.

Finally, evaluations have emerged that examine

the longer-term effects of mentoring on outcomes
extending into adulthood. On the whole, the findings
provide intriguing preliminary evidence that mentoring
received through a program during childhood or
adolescence can indeed foster improved functioning
at least into early adulthood.®* One study, for example,
recently reported that elementary and high school
students randomly assigned to receive school-based
mentoring, combined with case management through
Communities in Schools (CIS), had fewer arrests in
adulthood and, among females, were more likely to
attend post-secondary education compared to those
receiving CIS case management alone.* Meanwhile,
a follow-up study of participants in a randomized
controlled trial of the Youth Nominated Support
Team-Version Il (YNST-II) intervention — which helps
adults from family, school, and neighborhood or other
community settings provide support to suicidal youth
following psychiatric care — found that those in

the program had significantly lower rates of overall
mortality, as well as deaths due to suicide or drugs,
at follow-up 11 to 14 years after receiving the
program.® It is notable that the longer-term impacts
of these two programs are evident despite limited
evidence of their effectiveness when evaluating
outcomes closer to the time of program participation.
(The YNST-II program’s rating in CrimeSolutions has
changed from “no effects” to “promising” based on
the results of the follow-up study.) This pattern of
results supports the idea that it can be important

to examine the implications of mentoring program
participation for later life outcomes, even when


https://program.36
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evidence of effects on more immediate outcomes is
limited.

Scale and Population-Level Impact

It is critically important to consider the extent to which
mentoring programs are reaching the youth who stand
most to benefit from them, as well as the factors that
may be inhibiting achievement of this goal.

Based on a 2013 survey of a nationally representative
sample of youth between ages 18 and 21,
researchers estimated that of the approximately 24
million at-risk young people, 15 million will have had
an adult mentor at one or more points between ages
8 and 18. Structured mentoring relationships — that
is, those established through programs — were
substantially less common than informal mentoring
ties with individuals such as neighbors or teachers.
Nineteen percent of the surveyed youth reported
having had a structured mentoring relationship, and
44% reported having had only an informal mentor.¥
The greater the number of risk factors reported, the
more likely respondents were to recall a time when
they did not have, but wished they had, an adult
mentor (43% of those with two or more risk factors
compared with 22% with no risk factors).

A recent national survey of mentoring programs?
found that mentor recruitment was the most
commonly reported challenge faced by programs
(47%). More than 1 in 4 programs (28%) also
reported program growth and sustainability as
challenges. On average, programs reported that
more than 50 youth were waiting to be matched with
mentors, which is significant given that the average
program served approximately 250 youth. Boys
referred to programs were particularly likely to be on
a waitlist and to have relatively long waits, with nearly
half of programs reporting an average wait time of
more than four months for boys.*

For youth involved in the juvenile justice system, the
reach of mentoring programs has been limited.*® A
national study funded by OJJDP found that only about
6 in 10 juvenile justice settings provided mentoring

to youth through their own embedded programs

NIJ Journal / Issue No. 283 = October 2021 5

or services or referred youth to external mentoring
programs.*' Among the settings that did not use or
refer youth to mentoring, the most common barrier
cited (51%) was a lack of access to mentoring
programs. Furthermore, more than one-third (39%) of
juvenile justice settings reported that one-quarter or
fewer of the youth they referred to outside programs
were ultimately matched with a mentor. In line with the
challenge of mentor recruitment, mentoring programs
most commonly cited lack of mentor availability as a
barrier to providing services to referred youth (50%).
A substantial portion (27%) also reported that refusal
or lack of acceptance of the referral by the youth or
family was an issue.

When gauging the potential of mentoring programs
for population-level impact, it is important to consider
whether programs can be effective when implemented
widely throughout a community (e.g., in a school
system) or nationally. Several multisite randomized
controlled trial evaluations of mentoring programs
have reported evidence of their ability to positively
influence youth outcomes. These include the Big
Brothers Big Sisters community- and school-based
mentoring programs,“® Friends of the Children,* and
the National Guard Youth Challenge program.* It
should be noted, however, that the results of these
evaluations have been somewhat mixed. For example,
the National Guard Youth Challenge evaluation
reported impacts on outcomes such as receiving a
high school degree, but not on justice outcomes such
as arrest.

These types of studies often place restrictions on site
eligibility in ways that may limit the generalizability

of findings to the full population of youth served by
the program across all sites nationally. For example,
affiliate agencies for the Big Brothers Big Sisters
school-based mentoring trial were required to have at
least four years of experience delivering the program,
strong agency leadership, and strong established
relationships with participating schools.*

Challenges and Unanswered Questions

It is clear from existing research that mentor
recruitment is a pervasive challenge that substantially
limits the reach and scale of many mentoring
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reach of mentoring programs. Some programs use
mentors whose backgrounds may not necessarily
align with conventional views or criteria for mentor
eligibility or appropriateness, but whose life
experiences align with those of participating youth

in ways that are thought to make them “credible
messengers.” For example, the Arches Transformative
Mentoring Program, a group mentoring program that
seeks to reduce recidivism among youth on probation

It is critically important to consider
the extent to which mentoring
programs reach the youth who

stand most to benefit from them, as
well as the factors that may inhibit

achievement of this goal.

programs. However, investigation of this problem —
particularly the effectiveness of different recruitment
strategies — is strikingly limited. The 0JJDP-funded
National Mentoring Resource Center reviewed
research on the effectiveness of male mentor
recruitment practices, for example, and identified only
one study that met methodological criteria for rigor.*

A second key challenge is the unknown effectiveness
of most of the mentoring programs that have
successfully scaled up to a regional or national level
and are thus serving the largest numbers of youth.
Furthermore, as noted above, the demonstrated
effectiveness of widely disseminated or scaled
programs that have undergone rigorous evaluation

is mixed. These studies have noted challenges

with maintaining fidelity of implementation within

and across sites, as is common with scaled-up
programs.* The burgeoning field of implementation
science offers frameworks and methods for
cultivating a deeper understanding of such issues and
developing and testing approaches to address them.
However, for the most part, implementation science
has not been integrated into research on youth
mentoring. The companion area of dissemination
science® likewise provides an opportunity to explore
conditions and strategies that can encourage broader
uptake of mentoring programs that show robust
evidence of efficacy when implemented on a smaller
scale.

Promising Directions

Broadening the range of people who are engaged as
mentors is one promising direction for increasing the
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in New York City, often uses mentors who have been
formerly involved in the justice system, are from the
same neighborhood as participants, and have been
recipients of similar types of programs or services.

A quasi-experimental evaluation of the program
found statistically significant reductions in felony
reconvictions for program participants compared with
comparison group youth at 24 months.%® However,
there were no statistically significant differences in
arrests, felony arrests, or reconvictions.

A conceptually related approach involves

engaging existing members of the youth’s social
network — people who are already involved in his or
her day-to-day life. The previously referenced Youth
Nominated Support Team-Version Il and National
Guard Youth Challenge programs employ this strategy.
Youth recruit mentors from their own social networks;
specific socialization agents, such as teachers in

the youth’s school®" or coaches,® can also serve

as mentors. Such programs provide a promising
approach for expanding the pool of adults involved in
mentoring youth by actively engaging those who might
not otherwise be considered appropriate for the role
or seek it on their own.

Some programs provide mentoring to all youth
within a given setting (e.g., a school). Sources of
Strength, for example, is a school-based suicide
prevention program that uses youth opinion leaders
from diverse social cliques to develop and deliver,
with adult mentoring, messaging aimed at changing
the norms and behaviors of their peers within the
entire school population. A cluster-randomized trial>
of the program involving 18 high schools found
significant improvements in perceptions and behaviors
pertaining to suicide and in social connectedness
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among students in program schools.3* CrimeSolutions
rates the program as “promising.” This type of

“whole setting” approach has received only limited
evaluation to date, and not all results have been
clearly supportive. Yet, in view of its potential to
greatly increase the number of young people whom
structured mentoring programs can reach, it is a
strong candidate for further investigation.

Also notable is a promising strategy from the
broader prevention field that involves using technical
assistance to help communities select, implement,
and sustain evidence-supported prevention and
promotion programs that are matched to their local
needs and resources.% Cluster-randomized trials of
these approaches have indicated sustained positive
effects on youth outcomes, such as violence-related
behavior and substance misuse.®” Applying these
approaches to youth mentoring programs could
encourage greater uptake of evidence-supported
mentoring programs within communities and other
settings (e.g., schools, juvenile justice systems),
especially given the wide range of program
parameters that must be considered and the reliance
of programs on local resources (e.g., types of
available mentors) in making these decisions.

Research and Practice Going Forward
To realize the potential of youth mentoring programs,

we must advance the knowledge bases required
for optimizing both program effectiveness and the

capacity for achieving broad, population-level impacts.

Several topics stand out as worthy priorities in the
area of effectiveness research. First, there needs

to be more intensive investigation of the change
mechanisms that are most important in driving youth
outcomes. The National Institutes of Health recently
established a funding priority for investigations

of mechanisms of change based, in part, on the
prospects that such studies could help unify research
on behavior change strategies and better delineate
key targets for intervention.%® Extending this approach
to youth mentoring research, including its applications
to juvenile justice, holds similar promise and could
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be supported through more consistent measurement
of common relationship processes in evaluation
studies.®®

Second, greater attention should be given to the
ongoing development of mentoring programs to
optimize their effectiveness. Iterative cycles of
development, rigorous evaluation, and program
refinement appear particularly promising in this
regard. This type of research can help better delineate
the outcomes and youth who are most likely to
benefit from a given mentoring program. Clearly, no
mentoring program will serve all purposes or benefit
all youth. Greater understanding of which types of
mentoring (e.g., one-to-one, group, or peer) are best
suited for different purposes and youth would provide
a valuable foundation of knowledge for research-
informed matching of individual youth with specific
programs.

Greater investigation of the longer-term effects of
mentoring program participation also merits priority
status. This is especially true given the research
findings that suggest that some effects occur or
continue several years after program participation

on important justice-related outcomes. Data already
collected in evaluations of shorter-term outcomes
could be leveraged to extend the scope and

examine program effects at later points in time in a
relatively cost- and time-efficient manner. It is clear,
furthermore, that this type of follow-up may be useful
even when programs have demonstrated limited signs
of initial effectiveness.

Advancing the knowledge base for population-level
impact should include rigorous impact evaluations
of mentoring programs currently being implemented
at relatively large scale (e.g., on a regional or
nationwide basis). To optimize generalizability of
findings, these evaluations need to be designed with
representativeness of program sites and participants
in mind. Such studies also should carefully examine
factors that facilitate or constrain implementation

of key program components (e.g., mentor training)
both across and within sites; this information can

be leveraged to design approaches to improving the
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quality and consistency of delivery that then can be
tested rigorously in the contexts of dissemination and
scale-up.

Research that can help expand the reach of local
programs also is needed. The relative efficacy of
different strategies for recruiting mentors, especially
those who are most often in short supply (e.g., males),
is one area that is clearly ripe for investigation.
Another is the development and evaluation of
approaches for reaching larger numbers of youth,
including using nontraditional mentors and infusing
widely available opportunities for mentoring into sites
such as schools and correctional settings.

The future directions of research are meaningful only
if they can be applied to future practice decisions
and programming structures. Research must not just
explain what has been observed, but also provide

a systematic and structured path to applying that
information in the dynamic reality of everyday practice.
In keeping with these considerations, it is important
to bear in mind that advancing the foundations of
knowledge required for program effectiveness and
population-level impact — although discussed
separately here — stand to be mutually informative
and synergistic in ways that support effective
translation of research into practice. Consider, for
example, strategies for encouraging uptake within
communities and other settings of evidence-supported
mentoring programs that are tailored to their specific
needs and resources. Such approaches offer the
promise of increasing the dissemination and reach of
programs, thus furthering their potential for broader
impact. At the same time, the viability of this type of
strategy clearly depends on continued investment in
research on program effectiveness. This research will
be vital for ensuring that a robust menu of options
for evidence-supported mentoring programs exists
for those working on the ground in communities to
leverage mentoring as a strategy for addressing the
needs of young people.

Afinal and related point to underscore is the field’s
need for overarching initiatives and infrastructure
to support mutually informing connections between
research and practice. These connections are
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essential for translating research findings into
practice — thus ensuring that new knowledge

makes a meaningful difference. They are equally
important for keeping research appropriately aligned
with the most pressing needs of programs and the
communities they serve, thereby avoiding gaps in
areas of knowledge that are critical for supporting
practice. To that end, the National Mentoring
Resource Genter, funded by OJJDP, has the goal of
connecting research and practice through a variety

of mechanisms, including reviews of the research
evidence to support different program practices and a
curated repository of resources that facilitates sharing
of practitioner innovations.

About the Author

David L. DuBois, Ph.D., is a professor in the Division
of Community Health Sciences within the School of
Public Health at the University of lllinois Chicago (UIC).
He is also associate dean for research in the School
of Public Health and an associate director of the UIC
Institute for Health Policy and Research.

For More Information

Visit the 0JJDP-funded National Mentoring Resource
Center at nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org for
mentoring tools, program and training materials, and
technical assistance.

Notes

1. David L. DuBois and Michael J. Karcher, “Youth Mentoring
in Contemporary Perspective,” in Handbook of Youth
Mentoring, ed. David L. DuBois and Michael J. Karcher, 2nd
ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2014),
3-13.

2. David B. Baker and Colleen P. Maguire, “Mentoring in
Historical Perspective,” in Handbook of Youth Mentoring, ed.
David L. DuBois and Michael J. Karcher (Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2005), 14-29.

3. “Mentoring,” U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/
programs/mentoring?pi=54.


https://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/programs/mentoring?pi=54
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/programs/mentoring?pi=54

4. David L. DuBois, “Program Evaluation,” in Handbook of
Youth Mentoring, ed. David L. DuBois and Michael J.
Karcher, 2nd ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications,
Inc., 2014), 481-498.

5. Sarah E. Kremer and Becky Cooper, “Mentor Screening and
Youth Protection,” in Handbook of Youth Mentoring, ed.
David L. DuBois and Michael J. Karcher, 2nd ed. (Thousand
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2014), 411-425.

6. David L. DuBois and Michael J. Karcher, “Youth Mentoring:
Progress and Prospects for the 21st Century,” in Handbook
of Youth Mentoring, ed. David L. DuBois and Michael J.
Karcher, 2nd ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications,
Inc., 2014), 525-534.

7. For reviews, see David L. DuBois et al., “How Effective
Are Mentoring Programs for Youth? A Systematic
Assessment of the Evidence,” Psychological Science in
the Fublic Interest 12 no. 2 (2011): 57-91, https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1529100611414806; Michael J. Karcher,
“Ten-Year Follow-Up on the RCT Study of Mentoring in the
Learning Environment (SMILE): Effects of the Communities
in Schools Mentoring Program on Crime and Educational
Persistence,” Technical report to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, U.S. Department of
Justice, grant number 2013-JU-FX-0008, April 2020,
NCJ 254619, https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/
grants/254619.pdf; and Gabriel P. Kuperminc and Nancy L.
Deutsch, “Group mentoring,” under review for publication,
National Mentoring Resource Center Research Review
(2020).

8. For reviews, see Stephanie Hawkins et al., Mentoring for
Preventing and Reducing Delinquent Behavior Among
Youth, National Mentoring Resource Center Research
Review, February 2020, NCJ 254592, https://www.ojp.gov/
library/publications/mentoring-preventing-and-reducing-
delinquent-hehavior-among-youth; and Patrick H. Tolan
et al., “Mentoring Programs To Affect Delinquency and
Associated Outcomes of Youth At-Risk: A Comprehensive
Meta-Analytic Review,” Journal of Experimental Criminology
10 no. 2 (2014): 179-206, https://doi.org/10.1007/
§11292-013-9181-4.

9. National Institute of Justice, “Practice Profile: Mentoring,”
CrimeSolutions, 2013, https://crimesolutions.ojp.gov/
ratedpractices/15.

10. Alesha D. Seroczynski et al., “Reading for Life and
Adolescent Re-Arrest: Evaluating a Unique Juvenile
Diversion Program,” Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management 35 no. 3 (2016): 662-682, https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/pam.21916.

1

—

. David L. DuBois et al., “Effectiveness of Mentoring Programs
for Youth: A Meta-Analytic Review,” American Journal
of Community Psychology 30 no. 2 (2002): 157-197,
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014628810714; and Michael
Garringer et al., Elements of Effective Practice for Mentoring,
4th ed. (Boston: MENTOR: The National Mentoring

NIJ Journal / Issue No. 283 = October 2021 9

Partnership, 2015), https://www.mentoring.org/resource/
elements-of-effective-practice-for-mentoring/.

12. Amanda Bayer, Jean Baldwin Grossman, and David
L. DuBois, “Using Volunteer Mentors To Improve the
Academic Outcomes of Underserved Students: The Role of
Relationships,” Journal of Community Psychology 43 no.
4 (2015): 408-429, https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21693;
and Jean E. Rhodes and David L. DuBois, “Mentoring
Relationships and Programs for Youth,” Current Directions in
Psychological Science 17 no. 4 (2008): 254-258, https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00585.x.

13. Hawkins et al., Mentoring for Preventing and Reducing
Delinquent Behavior Among Youth.

14. Jean B. Grossman and Jean E. Rhodes, “The Test
of Time: Predictors and Effects of Duration in Youth
Mentoring Programs,” American Journal of Community
Psychology 30 no. 2 (2002): 199-219, https://doi.
0rg/10.1023/a:1014680827552; and Jean B. Grossman
etal., “The Test of Time in School-Based Mentoring: The
Role of Relationship Duration and Re-Matching on Academic
Outcomes,” American Journal of Community Psychology
49 no. 1-2 (2012): 43-54, https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10464-011-9435-0.

15. Michael J. Karcher, “The Effects of School-Based
Developmental Mentoring and Mentors’ Attendance on
Mentees’ Self-Esteem, Behavior, and Connectedness,”
Psychology in the Schools 42 no. 1 (2005): 65-77,
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20025; and Renée Spencer,
“It's Not What | Expected’: A Qualitative Study of Youth
Mentoring Relationship Failures,” Journal of Adolescent
Research 22 no. 4 (2007): 331-354, https://doi.
0rg/10.1177%2F0743558407301915.

16. Clifford R. O’Donnell and Izaak L. Williams, “The Buddy
System: A 35-Year Follow-Up of Criminal Offenses,” Clinical
Psychological Science 1 no. 1 (2013): 54-66, https://doi.
org/10.1177/2167702612456907.

17.Kenneth A. Dodge, Thomas J. Dishion, and Jennifer E.
Lansford, “Deviant Peer Influences in Intervention and Public
Policy for Youth,” Social Policy Report 20 no. 1 (2006): 1-20,
https://doi.org/10.1002/}.2379-3988.2006.th00046..x.

18. DuBois et al., “Effectiveness of Mentoring Programs for
Youth: A Meta-Analytic Review”; and DuBois et al., “How
Effective Are Mentoring Programs for Youth?”

19. David L. DuBois et al., Synthesis of OJJDP-Sponsored
Mentoring Research: 2019 Update, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention National Mentoring Resource
Center, 2020, http://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/
images/PDF/Synthesis_of_0JJDP_Sponsored_Mentoring_
Research_2019_Update.pdf.

20. DuBois et al., “Effectiveness of Mentoring Programs for
Youth: A Meta-Analytic Review”; DuBois et al., “How
Effective Are Mentoring Programs for Youth?”; and Tolan
et al., “Mentoring Programs To Affect Delinquency and
Associated Outcomes of Youth At-Risk.”

National Institute of Justice | NIJ.ojp.gov


https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100611414806
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100611414806
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/254619.pdf
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/254619.pdf
https://www.ojp.gov/library/publications/mentoring-preventing-and-reducing-delinquent-behavior-among-youth
https://www.ojp.gov/library/publications/mentoring-preventing-and-reducing-delinquent-behavior-among-youth
https://www.ojp.gov/library/publications/mentoring-preventing-and-reducing-delinquent-behavior-among-youth
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-013-9181-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-013-9181-4
https://crimesolutions.ojp.gov/ratedpractices/15
https://crimesolutions.ojp.gov/ratedpractices/15
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21916
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21916
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014628810714
https://www.mentoring.org/resource/elements-of-effective-practice-for-mentoring/
https://www.mentoring.org/resource/elements-of-effective-practice-for-mentoring/
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21693
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00585.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00585.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1014680827552
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1014680827552
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9435-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9435-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20025
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0743558407301915
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0743558407301915
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702612456907
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702612456907
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2379-3988.2006.tb00046.x
http://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/images/PDF/Synthesis_of_OJJDP_Sponsored_Mentoring_Research_2019_Update.pdf
http://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/images/PDF/Synthesis_of_OJJDP_Sponsored_Mentoring_Research_2019_Update.pdf
http://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/images/PDF/Synthesis_of_OJJDP_Sponsored_Mentoring_Research_2019_Update.pdf

21. DuBois et al., Synthesis of 0JJDP-Sponsored Mentoring
Research: 2019 Update, and Tolan et al., “Mentoring
Programs To Affect Delinquency and Associated Outcomes
of Youth At-Risk.”

22. Patrick H. Tolan et al., “Improving Understanding of
How Mentoring Works: Measuring Multiple Intervention
Processes,” Journal of Community Psychology 48 no. 6
(2020): 2086-2107, https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22408.

23. DuBois et al., “How Effective Are Mentoring Programs for
Youth?”

24. DuBois et al., “How Effective Are Mentoring Programs for
Youth?”

25. Carla C. Herrera et al., Making a Difference in Schools: The
Big Brothers Big Sisters School-Based Mentoring Impact
Study (Philadelphia: Public/Private Ventures, 2007).

26. DuBois et al., Synthesis of 0JJDP-Sponsored Mentoring
Research: 2019 Update.

27. CrimeSolutions rated the program “effective.” Alan Curtis
and Tawana Bandy, The Quantum Opportunities Program: A
Randomized Control Evaluation, The Eisenhower Foundation,
2015,

28. DuBois et al., “How Effective Are Mentoring Programs for
Youth?”; and Tolan et al., “Mentoring Programs To Affect
Delinquency and Associated Outcomes of Youth At-Risk.”

29. Thomas E. Keller, “The Stages and Development of
Mentoring Relationships,” in Handbook of Youth Mentoring,
ed. David L. DuBois and Michael J. Karcher (Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2005), 82-99.

30. Kremer and Cooper, “Mentor Screening and Youth
Protection.”

31. DuBois et al., “How Effective Are Mentoring Programs for
Youth?”

32. Mary A. Hamilton et al., “Functional Roles of Important
Nonfamily Adults for Youth,” Journal of Community
Psychology 44 no. 6 (2016): 799-806, https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/jcop.21792; and Tolan et al., “Improving
Understanding of How Mentoring Works.”

33. Tolan et al., “Improving Understanding of How Mentoring
Works.”

34. Jennifer E. Blakeslee and Thomas E. Keller, “Extending
a Randomized Trial of the My Life Mentoring Model for
Youth in Foster Care To Evaluate Long-Term Effects on
Offending in Young Adulthood,” Technical report to the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, award
number 2013-JU-FX-0001, February 2018, NCJ 251418,
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/251418.
pdf; David L. DuBois, Carla Herrera, and Julius Rivera,
“Investigation of Long-Term Effects of the Big Brothers
Big Sisters Community-Based Mentoring Program: Final

National Institute of Justice | NIJ.ojp.gov

/I O Mentoring Programs for Youth: A Promising Intervention for Delinquency Prevention

Technical Report for 0JJDP,” award number 2013-JU-FX-
0003, February 2018, NCJ 251521, https://www.ncjrs.
gov/pdffiles/ojjdp/grants/251521.pdf; Karcher, “Ten-Year
Follow-Up on the RCT Study of Mentoring in the Learning
Environment (SMILE)”; and Cheryl King et al., “Association of
the Youth-Nominated Support Team Intervention for Suicidal
Adolescents With 11- to 14-Year Mortality Outcomes:
Secondary Analysis of a Randomized Clinical Trial,”

JAMA Psychiatry 76 no. 5 (2019): 492-498, https://doi.
org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.4358.

35. Karcher, “Ten-Year Follow-Up on the RCT Study of Mentoring
in the Learning Environment (SMILE).”

36. Cheryl King et al., “Association of the Youth-Nominated
Support Team Intervention for Suicidal Adolescents With 11-
to 14-Year Mortality Outcomes.”

37. Mary Bruce and John Bridgeland, The Mentoring Effect:
Young People’s Perspectives on the Outcomes and
Availability of Mentoring. A Report for MENTOR: The
National Mentoring Partnership (Boston: MENTOR: The
National Mentoring Partnership, 2014), https://www.
mentoring.org/resource/the-mentoring-effect/.

38. Michael Garringer, Samuel McQuillin, and Heather L.
McDaniel, Examining Youth Mentoring Services Across
America: Findings From the 2016 National Mentoring
Program Survey (Boston: MENTOR: The National Mentoring
Partnership, 2017), https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/
ED605698.pdf.

39. Garringer, McQuillin, and McDaniel, Examining Youth
Mentoring Services Across America.

40. Hawkins et al., Mentoring for Preventing and Reducing
Delinquent Behavior Among Youth.

41. J. Mitchell Miller et al., “Researching the Referral Stage
of Youth Mentoring in Six Juvenile Justice Settings: An
Exploratory Analysis,” Final report to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, grant number 2010-
JU-FX-0118, October 2012, NCJ 240820, https://www.
ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/Archive/240820NCJRS. pdf.

42. Jean Baldwin Grossman and Joseph P. Tierney, “Does
Mentoring Work?: An Impact Study of the Big Brothers Big
Sisters Program,” Evaluation Review 22 no. 3 (1998): 403-
426, https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0193841X9802200304;
and Herrera et al., Making a Difference in Schools.

43.J. Mark Eddy et al., “A Randomized Controlled Trial of a
Long-Term Professional Mentoring Program for Children
at Risk: Outcomes Across the First 5 Years,” Prevention
Science 18 (2017): 899-910, https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11121-017-0795-z.

44, Megan Millenky et al., Staying on Course: Three-Year
Results of the National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Evaluation,
MDRC, 2011, http://www.mdrc.org/sites/default/files/
full_510.pdf.


https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22408
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21792
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21792
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/251418.pdf
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/251418.pdf
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/251521.pdf
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/251521.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.4358
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2018.4358
https://www.mentoring.org/resource/the-mentoring-effect/
https://www.mentoring.org/resource/the-mentoring-effect/
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED605698.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED605698.pdf
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/Archive/240820NCJRS.pdf
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/Archive/240820NCJRS.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0193841X9802200304
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0795-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0795-z
http://www.mdrc.org/sites/default/files/full_510.pdf
http://www.mdrc.org/sites/default/files/full_510.pdf

45. Herrera et al., Making a Difference in Schools.

46. National Mentoring Resource Center, “Strategies
for Recruiting Male Mentors,” https://
nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/index.php/what-
works-in-mentoring/reviews-of-mentoring-practices.
html?id=318.

47. Millenky et al., Staying on Course.

48. Implementation science involves the study of methods to
improve the integration of research-based practices into
typical programs or services in the community. For an
overview, see Paul A. Estabrooks, Ross C. Brownson, and
Nicolaas P. Pronk, “Dissemination and Implementation
Science for Public Health Professionals: An Overview and
Call to Action,” Preventing Chronic Disease 15 (2018):
180525, https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd15.180525.

49, Dissemination science is the systematic study of processes
and factors that facilitate widespread adoption of an
evidence-based intervention by organizations or groups for
whom use of the intervention is intended in the community.
For an overview, see Estabrooks, Brownson, and Pronk,
“Dissemination and Implementation Science for Public
Health Professionals.”

50. Mathew Lynch et al., Arches Transformative Mentoring
Program: An Implementation and Impact Evaluation in New
York City (Washington, DC: Urban Institute, 2018), https://
www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/96601/
arches_transformative_mentoring_program_0.pdf.

5

=

. Laura J. Holt, Brenna H. Bry, and Valerie L. Johnson,
“Enhancing School Engagement in At-Risk, Urban
Minority Adolescents Through a School-Based, Adult
Mentoring Intervention,” Child & Family Behavior
Therapy 30 no. 4 (2008): 297-318, https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/07317100802482969.

52. Elizabeth Miller et al., “*Coaching Boys Into Men’: A
Cluster-Randomized Controlled Trial of a Dating Violence
Prevention Program,” Journal of Adolescent Health
51 no. 5 (2012): 431-438, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2012.01.018.

53. A cluster-randomized controlled trial is one in which groups
(such as all students attending the same school) rather than
individual students are randomized to the intervention or
control group. Cluster-randomized controlled trials are also
sometimes referred to as group-randomized trials or place-
randomized trials.

54. Peter A. Wyman et al., “An Outcome Evaluation of the
Sources of Strength Suicide Prevention Program Delivered
by Adolescent Peer Leaders in High Schools,” American
Journal of Public Health 100 no. 9 (2010): 1653-1661,
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.190025.

NIJ Journal / Issue No. 283 = October 2021 /I /I

55. For example, Lisa Merrill, Mentoring, Technology, and Social
and Emotional Leamning: Findings From the Evaluation of
iMentor’s College Ready Program (New York: The Research
Alliance for New York City Schools, 2020), https://research.
steinhardt.nyu.edu/scmsAdmin/media/users/ks191/
iMentor_Final_Report/iMentor_Evaluation_Report_final.pdf.

56. David L. DuBois, “Prevention and Promotion: Toward
an Improved Framework for Research and Action,” in
APA Handbook of Community Psychology: Theoretical
Foundations, Core Concepts, and Emerging Challenges,
Vol. 1, ed. Meg A. Bond et al. (Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association, 2017), 233-251.

57. J. David Hawkins et al., “Youth Problem Behaviors 8 Years
After Implementing the Communities That Care Prevention
System: A Community-Randomized Trial,” JAMA Pediatrics
168 no. 2 (2014): 122-129, https://doi.org/10.1001/
jamapediatrics.2013.4009; and Richard Spoth et al.,
“PROSPER Community-University Partnership Delivery
System Effects on Substance Misuse Through 6 1/2 Years
Past Baseline From a Cluster Randomized Controlled
Intervention Trial,” Preventive Medicine 56 no. 3-4 (2013):
190-196, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2012.12.013.

58. Lisheth Nielsen et al., “The NIH Science of Behavior
Change Program: Transforming the Science Through a
Focus on Mechanisms of Change,” Behaviour Research
and Therapy 101 (2018): 3-11, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
brat.2017.07.002.

59.Tolan et al., “Improving Understanding of How Mentoring
Works.”

Image source: kali9/iStock.

NCJ 255647

Cite this article as: David L. DuBois, “Mentoring
Programs for Youth: A Promising Intervention

for Delinquency Prevention,” NIJ Journal 283,
October 2021, https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/
mentoring-programs-youth-promising-intervention-
delinquency-prevention.

National Institute of Justice | NIJ.ojp.gov


https://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/index.php/what-works-in-mentoring/reviews-of-mentoring-practices.html?id=318
https://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/index.php/what-works-in-mentoring/reviews-of-mentoring-practices.html?id=318
https://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/index.php/what-works-in-mentoring/reviews-of-mentoring-practices.html?id=318
https://nationalmentoringresourcecenter.org/index.php/what-works-in-mentoring/reviews-of-mentoring-practices.html?id=318
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd15.180525
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/96601/arches_transformative_mentoring_program_0.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/96601/arches_transformative_mentoring_program_0.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/96601/arches_transformative_mentoring_program_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317100802482969
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317100802482969
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.01.018
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.190025
https://research.steinhardt.nyu.edu/scmsAdmin/media/users/ks191/iMentor_Final_Report/iMentor_Evaluation_Report_final.pdf
https://research.steinhardt.nyu.edu/scmsAdmin/media/users/ks191/iMentor_Final_Report/iMentor_Evaluation_Report_final.pdf
https://research.steinhardt.nyu.edu/scmsAdmin/media/users/ks191/iMentor_Final_Report/iMentor_Evaluation_Report_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.4009
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.4009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2012.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2017.07.002
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/mentoring-programs-youth-promising-intervention-delinquency-prevention
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/mentoring-programs-youth-promising-intervention-delinquency-prevention
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/mentoring-programs-youth-promising-intervention-delinquency-prevention



