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Letter from the CEO of Mass Mentoring Partnership 

 

Dear Colleague, 
 

In 2004, our immediate past board chair Ted Kelly, the Chairman and CEO of Liberty Mutual Group, advised that 

crafting a strategy to fulfill our mission to expand quality youth mentoring required us to understand the universe 

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

the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute as our research partner, we scratched the surface of this effort 

in 2005.  In 2006, we went a step further and launched Mass Mentoring Counts, biennial research aimed at 

comprehensively capturing the field of youth mentoring in Massachusetts. The research is now a current that runs 

through all of our work and is at the core of our new five-year strategic plan.  It has informed new initiatives from 

Quality-Based Membership to the AmeriCorps Ambassadors of Mentoring program to our efforts in Western 

Massachusetts.  
 

Todayôs economy challenges non-profits to not only deliver quality services but also operate smart businesses. 

We believe the data contained in this report empowers the field to make sound decisions on both fronts. This level 

of accountability is a requirement in todayôs economy. At our recent Youth Mentoring Fourm, Mary Walachy, 

executive director of the Irene E. and George A. Davis Foundation, a leading funder in Western Massachusetts, 

channeled the philosophy of her trustees when she said, ñIn God we trust; all others bring data.ò  
 

This undertaking would not have been possible without the program respondents, and the data is representative of 

the extraordinary work of mentoring programs throughout the Commonwealth. Seventy-eight percent of eligible 

programs from Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 also provided us with data in 2008.  As our colleagues from the 

Donahue Institute have pointed out, conducting this research once is valuable but sticking with it and learning the 

lessons of a transforming field over time is exponentially more powerful. Comparative data reveals developing 

trends and this yearôs research finds 11% growth in youth served by programs that completed both surveys. We 

have also added sections to benchmark integral quality indicators such as screening practices and match support, 

and quantity indicators on organizational growth predictors and sustainability.  
 

The ability of Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 to leverage additional resources for the field will only be as effective 

as our outreach with audiences ranging from elected officials and funders to major employers, practitioners, and 

researchers. We have undertaken an extensive plan to disseminate the data through regional events, to our partners 

in the public sector, and through a more extensive Web presence.  Mass Mentoring will also train programs to 

leverage the data in their pursuit of funding, greater public awareness, and increased mentor recruitment.  
 

I am also proud to report that the research demonstrates a substantial increase in programsô usage of Mass 

Mentoringôs services. Our value is in our relevance to program practitioners and this data point reinforces that we 

are moving in the right direction. 
 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 is a powerful resource in our quest to double the number of youth served in 

mentoring relationships by 2013. The data empowers all of us to create a more comprehensive statewide network 

for collaboration, strategic alliances, new initiatives, and critical knowledge-sharing. It also inspires continuous 

improvement ï not just for Mass Mentoring and the programs we serve, but ultimately for our youth, their future, 

and the social fabric of our communities.  
 

With gratitude and best wishes, 
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Executive Summary 

 

Research indicates that, when done well, ñmentoring programs can be effective tools for enhancing the positive 

development of youth.ò
1
  ñMentoring programs are likely to be effective to the extent that they are successful in 

establishing close, enduring connections that promote positive developmental change.ò
2
  As highlighted by Dr. 

Jean Rhodes of the University of Massachusetts Boston, mentors influence young people in three important ways: 

by enhancing social skills and emotional well-being, improving cognitive skills through dialogue and listening, 

and serving as a role model and advocate.   

 

It is important to note that ñmentoring is not a one-size fits all proposition.  Each child has unique needs: the type 

of mentoring relationship that addresses one childôs needs may not address anotherôs.ò
3
  Therefore, it is critical to 

learn both about the wide-ranging types and characteristics of youth mentoring programs as well as the youth and 

communities they serve.    

 

Mass Mentoring Counts Initiative  

 

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 2008 

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

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

trends, and needs of youth mentoring, measures progress, and promotes 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 volunteers as mentors. 

 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 reports findings on formal youth mentoring programs that match mentors with 

youth mentees.
4
   

                                                 
1 Jekielak, S.M. et al.  (February 2002).  ñMentoring: A Promising Strategy for Youth Developmentò  Washington, DC: Child Trends.  
2 Rhodes, J. and D. DuBois.  (2008). ñMentoring Relationships and Programs for Youthò.  Current Directions in Psychological Science, 17, 
no. 4 , 254 - 258.   
3 MENTOR Web Site, Research Agenda - http://www.mentoring.org/program_staff/research_corner/research_agenda.php 
4 Unlike Mass Mentoring Counts 2006, this study includes cross-age peer mentoring programs and youth programs with youth-to-mentor 
ratios larger than 1:4.    

http://www.mentoring.org/program_staff/research_corner/research_agenda.php
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MMP conducted extensive outreach to identify youth mentoring programs operating in the state of Massachusetts.   

As a result, Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 captures data on the majority of eligible programs that completed the 

survey in 2006 as well as data from a large proportion of programs for the first time.     

 

 

Comparing 2006 and 2008 Mass Mentoring Counts Samples 
 

ǐ Greater Outreach in 2008 ï Survey distributed to 54 additional youth mentoring organizations in 2008.  

ǐ High Response Rate from Eligible 2006 Respondents ï Seventy-eight percent of eligible 2006 

 respondents completed Mass Mentoring Counts in 2008. 

 ǐ Additional Program Information Captured ï Sixty-four mentoring programs completed Mass 

  Mentoring Counts for the first time in 2008.   Nineteen of these programs were developed since 2007. 

ǐ 2008 Sample Significantly More Likely to be Component of Larger Organization ï  Eighty-three 

 percent of mentoring programs completing Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 were components of larger 

 organizations, compared with 66% responding to Mass Mentoring Counts 2006.   

 

Eighty-seven organizations, representing a 51% response rate, completed the Mass Mentoring Counts web survey, 

providing information on single or multiple programs. In addition, 13 organizations, initially unknown to MMP, 

completed an ñopen linkò survey.  Therefore, this report provides information on the 135 youth mentoring 

programs run by these 100 organizations.    

 

Key findings from the 135 mentoring programs responding to the 2008 Mass Mentoring Counts survey include: 
 

 

Snapshot of Formal Youth Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts 

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

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

are found in Boston.   

 

Á More than one-half of the programs are located in the Greater Boston Region.  The remainder are 

well distributed across the regions of western (15%), southeastern (13%), northeastern (12%), and central 

(4%) Massachusetts.    

 

Á There is a wide diversity in the programsô length of time in operation.  Thirty-one percent of the 

programs completing the survey have been in existence for less than 5 years, 18% have been in existence 

between 5 and 10 years, and 51% have been in existence for 10 or more years.   Recently developed 

mentoring programs are significantly more likely to be site-based and to be smaller in size.   

 

Á The majority of youth mentoring programs are components of larger organizations.   More than 

four-fifths described their mentoring program as a component of a larger organization and nearly one-fifth 

as a stand-alone mentoring organization.   

 

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

meetings taking place at a designated location rather than in the community at large.  More than three-

quarters of site-based programs take place at either local schools or community centers.  The remaining 

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

program models.  Approximately one-third of the programs reported promoting 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 primary goals of youth mentoring programs are to increase self-esteem, to provide educational and 

academic support, and to improve social competence. 

 

 

Snapshot of the Youth Served at Formal Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts 

 

Á Youth Served Annually ï More than 19,700 youth, ages 5ï24, participated in formal mentoring 

relationships in 2008.   

 

Á Increased Youth Served Counts in 2008 ï Mentoring programs reported an additional 2,800 youth in 

formal mentoring relationships in Mass Mentoring Counts 2008.  This represents a 17% increase in the 

number of youth reported in formal mentoring relationships between 2006 and 2008.  Further analysis 

was conducted on the 66 programs that reported annual youth-served counts in both the 2006 and 2008 

Mass Mentoring Counts surveys.   More than 1,600 additional youth were served in 2008 by these 66 

programs.  This represents an 11% increase in youth served by these 66 programs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Á Age and Gender ï Mentoring is fairly equally utilized as a youth development strategy across age ranges 

and is evenly divided by gender.   Reported age breakdowns of youth served are as follows:  ages 5ï9 

(23%), 10ï14 (46%), 15ï19 (31%), and 20ï24 (1%).    

 

Á Race/Ethnicity ï In terms of racial/cultural identity, youth of color are more likely to be engaged in 

mentoring relationships.  Survey respondents cited that nearly three-quarters of those mentored are youth 

of color, with the majority being Hispanic/Latino(a) (27%) and African American (26%).   
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Á Trend To Serve Older Youth Participants ï The mentoring programs completing Mass Mentoring 

Counts in 2008 were significantly more likely to serve larger proportions of older youth than in 2006.   In 

2008, programs reported that 31% of all youth participants were 15ï19 year olds, compared with 24% in 

2006.  Conversely, programs reported that 23% of all youth participants were 5ï9 year olds in 2008, 

compared with 32% in 2006.  Similar findings occur when solely examining the 51 programs that 

provided demographic data for youth participants in both 2006 and 2008.    

 

Á At-Risk Subgroups Served ï Massachusetts mentoring is successfully 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 included: youth from low-income 

families, from single parent households, and those at academic risk. All of these circumstances are 

correlated with at-risk factors for youth.   

 

Á Where Youth Reside ï Nearly one-half of the mentored youth in the Commonwealth reside in Boston, 

primarily in the neighborhoods of Dorchester and Roxbury.  Beyond Boston, youth in formal mentoring 

relationships are fairly equally divided by region with a concentration in large urban areas, particularly 

the cities of Worcester, Cambridge, and Springfield. 

 

 

Snapshot of the Adults Serving as Mentors at Formal Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts 

 

Á Mentors Matched Annually ï More than 13,000 individuals (14+) served as mentors in formal 

mentoring relationships in 2008.   

 

Á Age and Gender ï Mentors are well represented by both genders and across broad age ranges.  Program 

respondents cited that 57% of mentors are female and 43% are male.  Reported age breakdowns of 

mentors are as follows:  14ï22 (28%), 23ï35 (37%), 36ï49 (19%), 50ï64 (14%), and 65 years or more 

(2%).   

 

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

addition, 10% of mentors are Black/African American, 6% are Hispanic/Latino(a) and 4% are Asian.   

 

 

Drivers of Quality Youth Mentoring Relationships 

 

Á The vast majority of the mentoring programs reported expecting their matches to last at least one 

school year, and 42% of programs set their commitment from mentors for at least 12 months.   

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

commitments.   

 

Á Consistency was also valued by the stateôs mentoring programs, with 79% of the mentoring programs 

requiring weekly meetings between mentors and youth, and another 15% requiring mentors and mentees 

to meet 2ï3 times a month.    
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Challenges to the Growth of Quality Youth Mentoring 

 

Á Programs with Waiting Lists
5
 ï More than 40% of the youth mentoring programs reported currently 

maintaining a waiting list.  Of those programs with waiting lists, nearly 40% reported wait lists of 1ï3 

months, approximately 30% reported wait lists of 3ï6 months, and approximately 30% reported wait lists 

of more than 6 months.  

 

Á Youth on Waiting Lists ï For every six youth benefiting from a formal mentoring relationship, there is 

one young person on the waiting list.   More than 3,000 youth are currently waiting to be matched with a 

mentor in Massachusetts.   

 

Á Male and Younger Youth Disproportionately Represented on Program Waiting Lists ï Compared to 

the youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships, youth on the waiting lists are significantly more 

likely to be males and younger youth (age 5ï9).    

 

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 reported the challenges of mentor recruitment, capacity building to identify and 

diversify funding opportunities, and match support and mentor retention.   

 

 

Mapping Risk Factors 

 

This report provides maps to illustrate the current needs and gaps in the mentoring field.  Maps of annual number 

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

 

Á Median Household Income ï While youth are engaged in formal mentoring relationships in towns 

representing all income levels, the towns with large numbers of their youth residents engaged in formal 

mentoring relationships (100 +) have average median household incomes well below the state average.    

 

Á Youth in Poverty ï Towns with poverty rates higher than the state average are significantly more likely 

to have any youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships.   Youth residents are engaged in formal 

mentoring relationships in 81% of towns with youth poverty rates above the state average as compared 

with 63% of towns with youth poverty rates below the state average.     

 

Á Single Parent Families ï Towns with above average percentages of single parent families are 

significantly more likely to have any youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships.   Youth residents 

are engaged in formal mentoring relationships in 81% of towns with the percentage of single parent 

families above the state average as compared with 62% of towns with the percentage of single parent 

families equal to or less than the state average.   

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 Staff were asked to provide the number of youth currently on their programsô waiting list.  The survey stated ñIf your program does not 
have a waiting list, please enter ñ0ò.  Consequently, the data does not differentiate between those programs that do not 
maintain a waiting list (i.e., not applicable) and those that currently have zero youth on their waiting list.    
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Á Single Parent Families in Poverty ï Towns with above average percentages of single parent families in 

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

Youth residents are engaged in formal mentoring relationships in 88% of towns with the percentage of 

single parent families in poverty above the state average as compared with 62% of towns with the 

percentage of single parent families in poverty equal to or less than the state average.     

 

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

with above average percentages of disconnected youth are not significantly more likely to have any youth 

engaged in formal mentoring relationships.  This map illustrates a potential area of need in the mentoring 

field, working with these young adults in the areas of drop-out prevention and transition to the workforce.    

 

 

Forecast for Participant Services  

 

Á More than Half of Programs Predict Growth in Participant Services ï Nearly three-fifths (57%) of 

programs predict growth in the number of youth served within two years.   More than one-third predict 

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

years.    

 

 

MMP Services 

 

Á The Majority of Mentoring Programs Reported Utilizing MMP Services ï More than 80% of respondents 

reported utilizing one or more of MMPôs services.  The most frequently cited services include training, 

networking, and program consultation and technical assistance.   

 

Á Increased Utilization of MMP Services Over the Last Two Years ï Comparisons between MMP services 

utilized in 2006 and 2008 reveals a significant increase in the number of mentoring programs utilizing MMP 

services ï specifically, training, networking, and ongoing program consultation and technical assistance ï 

over the last two years.     
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Introduction  

 
In 2008, 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, Mass Mentoring Counts 

2008 provides a current snapshot of the state of mentoring in Massachusetts and offers the first comparative 

analysis of changes in the field over the last two years.  The primary goals of Mass Mentoring Counts are to: 

 

Á Map and report on existing formal youth mentoring relationships in Massachusetts; 

 

Á Document and analyze key trends; and 

 

Á Identify unmet needs.  

  

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

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

landscape and needs of youth mentoring and promote 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 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 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, Youth Participants, Waiting List, Mentors, 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.  Programs are listed by city.  Appendix C provides 

additional tables. 
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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 

formal 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 initial Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 study and MMPôs strategic 

planning sessions with Wellspring Consultants, a number of key improvements to the 2006 instrument were 

made.   Areas of improvement included, but are not limited to:    

 

Á More Standardized Definitions ï Included definitions of key terms (e.g., mentoring model, active match, 

program termination rates, unduplicated youth counts, average cost per match) to ensure standardized 

responses across programs. 

Á More Inclusive of Program Model ï Included cross-age peer mentoring programs and programs with 

mentor-mentee ratios larger than 1:4. 

Á Additional  Program Quality and Sustainability Measures ï Included additional survey questions on 

program quality (e.g., average monthly hours matches meet, mentor screening techniques, mentor/mentee 

training) and information on program budget and forecast of number of participants over time.    

 

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

Mentoring Partnership 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 2008 survey was designed to gather data about general program characteristics as 

well as information on who the program serves.  The questionnaire was organized around the following themes: 

Youth Mentoring Program Overview, Program Description, Youth Participants, Waiting List, Mentors, Program 

Budget and Sustainability, and Program Needs.  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 Hosted SurveyÊ to distribute the web survey.  Hosted SurveyÊ 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 the 

survey in the following two formats: 
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Á Closed Link - 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.    

 

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

organizations (e.g., United Way statewide council, YMCA statewide office, Boston After School and 

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

to those programs currently unknown by MMP.   The open-link survey allowed anyone with the Mass 

Mentoring Counts 2008 survey URL to complete the survey.   The open-link survey was accessible at 

www.massmentoringcounts.org.    

 

Target Respondents, Survey Distribution, and Response Rates 

 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 targeted all formal youth mentoring programs operating in the state of 

Massachusetts.
6
   MMPôs Youth Mentoring Program Database served as the primary resource for needed program 

and key 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 171 organizations running 213 youth mentoring programs for inclusion in Mass Mentoring 

Counts 2008.  In early November, 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 January 2009 in order to proceed with data cleaning and analysis. 

 

Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 Response Rate 

 

Á Response Rate of Youth Mentoring Organizations
7
 ï Eighty-seven of the 171 (50.6%) identified 

mentoring organizations completed the web or paper version of the survey.   Twenty-one of these 

organizations run multiple youth mentoring programs.   

 

Á Response Rate of Youth Mentoring Programs ï One hundred twenty-two of 213 (57.1%) identified youth 

mentoring programs completed the web or paper version of the survey.    

 

In addition, 13 organizations, initially unknown to MMP, completed the open-link survey.      

 

 

Therefore, this report provides information on 135 youth mentoring programs run by 100 organizations.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 In 2008, Mass Mentoring Counts included cross-age peer mentoring programs in their target population.   In 2006, cross-age peer 
mentoring programs were excluded.     
7 MMP provided the evaluator with the regional location of all of the organizations in their database.  Comparative analysis between the 
population of mentoring organizations in MMPôs database and the sample of organizations completing the survey revealed no significant 
differences in the regional location of these organizations.    

http://www.massmentoringcounts.org/
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Comparing 2006 and 2008 Mass Mentoring Counts Samples 
 

ǐ Greater Outreach in 2008 ï Survey distributed to 54 additional youth mentoring    

 organizations in 2008.    

ǐ High Response Rate from Eligible 2006 Respondents ï Seventy-eight percent of eligible 

 2006 respondents completed Mass Mentoring Counts in 2008
8
. 

ǐ Additional Program Information Captured  - Sixty-four mentoring programs completed 

 Mass Mentoring Counts for the first time in 2008.   Nineteen of these programs were 

 developed since 2007. 

 

 

Quantitative Analysis of Valid Responses 

 

The foundations of the report are simple frequencies based on the 135 responses.  The total number of valid 

responses for any particular question may vary from 135 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 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.    

 

 

In addition, comparisons with Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 data were conducted to explore changes in key 

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

comparisons were based on 1) all respondents that completed the 2006 survey and all respondents that completed 

the 2008 survey, and 2) all respondents that completed both the 2006 and 2008 surveys.   Seventy-one 

respondents completed both the 2006 and the 2008 surveys.   The total number of valid responses for any 

particular question may vary from 71 because some respondents, either intentionally or inadvertently, failed to 

answer one or more of the questions.   

 

 

                                                 
8 Twenty-seven programs that responded to Mass Mentoring Counts 2006 did not receive Mass Mentoring Counts 2008 due to the 
following reasons:  program closures (9); programs never developed (9); organizational mergers (2); data captured elsewhere / under other 
programs (6); not a formal mentoring program (1).  
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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 are considered to be 

statistically significant if there was less than a 5% chance (p<0.05) that such a finding 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 135 formal youth mentoring programs operating in the state of 

Massachusetts.   This chapter highlights information on overarching program characteristics, program goals and 

objectives, subgroups served, program expectations and requirements, program sustainability, youth participants, 

waiting lists, mentors, and program challenges.    
 

Overview of Programs  

 

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

more.  Sixty percent 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.
9
    

 

Table 1:  Geographic Overview of Youth Mentoring Programs 

Urban - Rural Frequency Percent 

Urban (50,000+ residents) 106 78.5 

Large Town (10,000 ï 49,999 residents) 27 20.0 

Small Town (2,500 ï 9,999 residents) 2 1.5 

Rural (< 2,500 residents) 0 0.0 

TOTAL 135 100.0 

Region  Frequency Percent 

Greater Boston 80 59.3 

Central Massachusetts 6 4.4 

Northeastern Massachusetts 15 11.1 

Southeastern Massachusetts, Cape & The Islands 14 10.4 

Western Massachusetts 20 14.8 

TOTAL 135 100.0 

County Frequency Percent 

Barnstable 2 1.5 

Berkshire 3 2.2 

Bristol 8 5.9 

Essex 8 5.9 

Franklin 2 1.5 

Hampden 11 8.1 

Hampshire 4 3.0 

Middlesex 15 20.7 

Norfolk 6 4.4 

Plymouth 3 2.2 

Suffolk 54 40.0 

Worcester 6 4.4 

TOTAL 135 100.0 

 

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

Appendix C for geographic overview for all mentoring program locations (i.e., primary and satellite locations).   

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, display the location of formal youth mentoring programs at the city/town 

level.  Map 1 highlights the primary location of the youth mentoring program and distinguishes between site-

based and community-based programs. Map 2 provides both the central mailing address along with the additional 

site locations listed by the programs.  As depicted on both maps, the majority of programs are located in the 

Greater Boston region.   
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Map 1:  

 
 

 

 

 


