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Abstract While research in youth mentoring is

extensive in the U.S., little research has explored its

effectiveness in New Zealand, despite its growth in the

past 20 years. While arguments have been raised that

overseas models may not fit all cultural contexts

within New Zealand, there appears to be limited

evidence supporting this contention. Further, little is

known about associations between effectiveness and

the cultural appropriateness of programs and research.

This systematic review of youth mentoring programs

in New Zealand is based on 26 studies that met

inclusion criteria. Of those, 14 had a significant

proportion (15% or more) of indigenous Māori youth

and six had a significant proportion of Pasifika (Pacific

Islander) youth. While almost all programs and

associated research were culturally appropriate to the

overall New Zealand context, they tended to be less

culturally appropriate for programs working with

Māori and Pasifika youth. Further, there was a

negative association between cultural appropriateness

and program effectiveness.

Keywords Mentoring � Youth � Culture � Program

evaluation � Systematic review

Introduction

Formal youth mentoring programs have been identified

as an important social intervention for supporting at-risk

youth. Involvement in youth mentoring programs has

been associated with greater academic achievement,

less absence from school, more positive attitudes toward

school, greater well-being, greater connectedness to

peers, more positive reactions to situations involving

drugs, less likelihood to start using illegal drugs, less

engagement in aggression, decreases in skipping school,

and decreases in lying to parents (Choi & Lemberger,

2010; Grossman & Tierney, 1998; Karcher, 2008;

LoSciuto, Rajala, Townsend, & Taylor, 1996). Effective

program characteristics have also been identified,

including providing ongoing training and support

to mentors, involving parents, being based on both

theory and research, and targeting at-risk (versus

typical) youth (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, & Cooper,

2002). Interestingly, matching on gender, race, or

interest, which are common practices, may not impact

program effectiveness (DuBois et al., 2002).

Much of the research on mentoring has taken place

in the U.S., where mentoring is long-established and

has many wide-reaching programs. However,
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mentoring is rapidly becoming popular in many

countries around the world. Evans and Ave (2000)

suggested that practices of mentoring in the U.S. do

not necessarily fit with aspects of the New Zealand

familial/social structure. While programs based in the

U.S. typically involve one-to-one relationships, this

may not be appropriate for youth in New Zealand (NZ)

where this practice may conflict with social and

cultural structures, such as the importance of the

group. Further, others have acknowledged the impor-

tance of incorporating cultural practices, particularly

for indigenous peoples, not only within the context of

mentoring (Klinck et al., 2005), but also within the

context of school practice (Bishop, 1999; Castango &

Brayboy, 2008), community interventions (Allen,

Mohatt, Markstrom, Byers, & Novins, in press), and

health care and education (Banister & Begoray, 2006;

Brady, 1995).

Mentoring in New Zealand

Māori traditions of tuakana/teina, where older whā-

nau (Māori word for family that includes extended

family) members support younger members, reflect

mentoring practices that pre-date European contact.

Pre-European Māori lived together in subtribal and

tribal communities where groups of older siblings or

cousins (tuakana) supported the group of younger

siblings or cousins (teina) in a variety of areas such as

training on new tasks, companionship, comfort, and

managing minor wrong-doings (Metge, 1995). Formal

youth mentoring programs in New Zealand started in

the 1980s when the peer support model was imported

from Australia and adopted by almost all secondary

schools. Since that time, mentoring programs have

developed nationally.

A critical role of many mentoring programs in New

Zealand has been to support at-risk youth. Areas of

vulnerability for youth are seen in educational, health,

and social domains, and these issues tend to be

particularly pertinent for children and youth living in

low socio-economic areas (Gilbert, 2005; Poulton, &

Caspi, 2005; St. John & Wynd, 2008). Around 12% of

all youth leave school with no qualification (Ministry

of Education, 2006). Health-wise, there is a relatively

high prevalence of mental illness among New Zealand

youth, such as depressed mood (Fortune et al., 2010),

with suicide being the second most common cause of

death for this sector of the population (Ministry of

Youth Development [MYD], 2003). In terms of

family, studies have found that almost half of all

New Zealand children experience the separation or

divorce of their parents, with just over 25% of all

children and youth living in single parent families

(MYD, 2003). Many of these issues tend to be

particularly pertinent for Māori and Pasifika (Pacific

Islander) youth (Ministry of Māori Affairs [MOMA],

2000; Ministry of Pacific Island Affairs [MOPIA],

2003; MYD, 2003], who are more likely to be affected

by poverty (St. John & Wynd, 2008) and consequently

are a special target of many interventions aimed at at-

risk youth. One caveat is that Pasifika families tend to

be relatively intact.

While many programs target Māori and Pasifika

youth, it is unclear to what degree programs under-

stand and incorporate aspects of Māori and Pasifika

culture. In relation to Māori, acknowledging personal

Māori identity is an important issue, particularly with

youth (Borell, 2005). Issues around schooling and

home background, parent/guardian backgrounds, and

involvement in Te Reo Māori me ona Tikanga (Māori

language and culture) are some of the many factors

that should be considered; however, there has been

difficulty in qualifying and quantifying the ‘‘Māori-

ness’’ of a young person and what exactly is meant by

‘‘Māori identity.’’ According to O’Regan (1987),

Māori identity is structured around three key areas of

knowledge. These include knowing who you are, who

you are related to, and your descent. Helping the

young person to know of his/her whakapapa (ances-

tors), can provide the basis of addressing self-confi-

dence and awareness; if this can be expressed in Te

Reo Māori (Māori language), the young person’s

Māori identity can be further strengthened. In working

with Māori youth, Hawk, Cowley, Hill, and Suther-

land (2001, as cited in Hammond, 2007, p. 10)

suggested that effective relationships between stu-

dents and teachers/mentors have three characteristics.

These are ‘‘empathy and an understanding of Māori

culture,’’ ‘‘caring about the student,’’ and ‘‘respect for

the student.’’

In relation to Pasifika youth, like Māori, they have a

need to understand their personal/familial history.

(While commonalities exist, there is great diversity

among Pasifika people as customs, language, and

histories vary.) For example, within the Samoan

cultural context, identity is linked to three key

elements including belonging and connection to aiga
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(Samoan word for family), ancestral land, and knowl-

edge of the Samoan language (Le Tagaloa, 1997).

However, as a migrant community, Pasifika youth find

themselves balancing the values of Western society

with traditional values which are being reinterpreted

by their parents (Anae, 2001). Pasifika youths’ needs

are located in an identity/culture perspective, but also

in the migrant nature of their traverse to New Zealand

(Anae, 2001). It should be noted that the Pasifika

community is very young, with more than a third of it

being under the age of 15 years (Statistics New

Zealand, 2006). There is a high proportion of Pasifika

young people attending low-income schools and living

in some of the poorest communities. Their identity/

culture is not only affected by being a migrant

community, but also by the sociological factors of

having poor health outcomes and low educational

achievement in school (MOPIA, 2003).

While each represents a set of unique and diverse

cultural values, Māori and Pasifika youth share some

similarities, particularly around the meaning and

nature of family. This is demonstrated in how family

is defined in both the Māori (whanau) and the Pasifika

cultural context (e.g., Samoan aiga) to encompass a

broader group of kin (compared with the more nuclear

family groupings of NZ European youth). In addition,

Māori and Pasifika families are more closely aligned

with narrow socialization (valuing conformity and

obedience within the context of family socialization),

compared to the broad socialization (valuing auton-

omy, independence, and self-expression within the

context of family socialization) of their NZ European

counterparts (Arnett, 1995; Pryor, 2006). Larson and

Verma (1999) have suggested that differences in

family socialization may reflect collectivist (narrow)

versus individualistic (broad) values (Triandis et al.,

1988). Finally, for both groups, family ancestry forms

an integral part of identity (Le Tagaloa, 1997;

O’Reagan, 1987) and individual well-being is often

linked with collective well-being (e.g., Benton, 2002).

Research on Youth Mentoring in New Zealand

Recently, a systematic review was conducted to exam-

ine the effectiveness of mentoring among New Zealand

youth (Farruggia et al., in press). Results showed that

while there were 23 active mentoring programs in New

Zealand at the time of the review, only 35% had

conducted evaluations examining their effectiveness for

mentees. Overall, 88% of the programs included in the

review showed some level of effectiveness; however,

this finding was tentative due to the varied quality of the

research (Farruggia et al., in press). Effective programs

typically were more established, had a history of

evaluation, utilized principles of best practice, had

mentoring as a component of other interventions, had

adult mentors, utilized one-to-one or mixed (one-to-one

in the context of a group) mentoring, were more

structured, had greater expectations on the length of

the mentor–mentee relationship, worked with low- and

mixed-SES youth, and differentiated researchers from

practitioners. The current study forms a part of this

systematic review.

Cultural Considerations Within Youth Mentoring

Programs and Research

Sánchez and Cólon (2005) indicated that only a few

programs in the U.S. consider the cultural needs of the

youth they serve beyond ethnic matching of mentors

and mentees, which may not impact program effec-

tiveness (DuBois et al., 2002). Summarizing programs

that do consider culture, Sánchez and Cólon concluded

that these programs tended to incorporate cultural

competency training for mentors, parental involve-

ment, and cultural values and knowledge into the

program. Within the New Zealand context, it is argued

that programs should provide cultural training to both

mentors and staff and incorporate Māori and Pasifika

cultural values and practice into the program frame-

work and delivery. This specifically should include

(a) involving extended and immediate families, not

just parents; (b) acknowledging language and customs

(e.g., tikanga for Māori); (c) acknowledging cultural

identity including family ancestry; and (d) conceptu-

alizing well-being as linked to the collective rather

than the individual.

These considerations are directly applicable to

those conducting research within programs serving

culturally diverse youth. Indeed, there is a growing

body of international work that highlights the value of

culturally appropriate research methodologies. For

instance, Allen et al. (in press) point out the impor-

tance of understanding kinship relations in the

engagement process of research among indigenous

communities. Similarly, it has been suggested that

understanding and observing indigenous customs

within the context of research may increase the
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validity of the data (Allen et al., in press; Jahnke &

Taipa, 1999). In the New Zealand context, the Health

Research Council (2010) has developed a set of

guidelines for engaging in health research, broadly

defined, involving Māori that identify the importance

of consultation and incorporation of Māori protocols

and practices as well as incorporating Māori research

ethics. Similar guidelines have been developed for

Pacific health research, specific towards Pasifika

people living in New Zealand (Health Research

Council, 2004), and highlight the importance of

relationships when conducting research as well as

the diversity among Pacific peoples.

The Current Study

As a large percentage (62%) of mentoring programs in

New Zealand have a significant proportion of Māori

and Pasifika youth, the cultural framework in which

these programs deliver support to young people needs

to be examined. This need reflects recommendations

by Sánchez and Cólon (2005) to ‘‘include specific

attention to practices that promote appropriate atten-

tion to race, ethnicity, and culture in programs and

relationships’’ (p. 201). Likewise, Evans, Jory, and

Dawson (2005) recommended that research on men-

toring should incorporate indigenous concepts of

knowledge and evidence. Therefore, this systematic

review had the following objectives:

1. to describe the cultural characteristics, including

program goals, mode of program delivery, risk-

status and inclusion of family, and cultural

appropriateness of youth mentoring programs in

New Zealand;

2. to examine the effectiveness of programs as a

function of culture; and

3. to assess the quality of the research on youth

mentoring as a function of culture.

Due to the lack of previous research on this topic,

analyses were exploratory in nature without specific

hypotheses guiding them.

Methods

The following summarizes the methods used in this

systematic review. Please see Farruggia et al. (in

press) for a full description.

Inclusion Criteria

Inclusion criteria were adapted from Tolan, Henry,

Schoeny, and Bass (2008) and Littell, Corcoran, and

Pillai (2008) and fell into four categories. These

included (a) effects assessed (programs were exam-

ined for effectiveness for mentees in at least one of the

following areas: emotional/psychological, problem/

high-risk behavior, academic/educational, career/

employment, and social competence); (b) types of

participants (the review was limited to New Zealand-

based studies whose participants were over the age of

6 years and under the age of 24 years, with the mean

age for the sample to be under 20 years); (c) program

type (studies were required to involve a formal

mentoring program; this could include one-to-one,

group, team, peer or e-mentoring); and (d) research

design (due to the limited literature on the topic, both

quantitative and qualitative studies were included,

even those with less rigorous methodologies, and bias

was identified).

Search Strategy

The search strategy for relevant literature was con-

ducted in four primary ways. First, a contact at the

Youth Mentoring Network approached all youth

mentoring organizations that were part of the Network

to request copies of any evaluation reports on their

particular program. Second, an extensive database

search was conducted including 18 databases using

search terms related to youth and mentoring, with

‘‘Zealand’’ always added as a term. Third, an internet

search was conducted. Lastly, reference lists of

retained reports were checked for further studies that

had not been previously identified.

Selection of Studies

A total of 13,292 studies (unduplicated citations) were

identified during the search: 12,761 from electronic

databases, 497 from internet searches, 31 from

personal contacts, and 3 from prior reviews. A total

of 74 were deemed to be potentially relevant to the

review based on the citation and abstract. Of these, two

were unobtainable and two more studies were not

included in this review as they were in progress. All

relevant full-text reports that were retained during the

literature search were coded using inclusion criteria

240 J Primary Prevent (2011) 32:237–251
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described previously and were coded as either met or

unmet for each study. This inclusion coding was done

by two independent coders; the inter-rater agreement

was 83%. All discrepancies were discussed between

the coders. If agreement could not be reached, then a

third member of the team discussed the coding, and the

three came to a decision. A total of 26 studies were

coded as meeting the inclusion criteria for the review

and were included in this study.

Data Extraction

A coding sheet was developed for the purposes of

extracting relevant information for the review from the

included studies. Littell et al.’s (2008) guide to

systematic reviews was followed in the creation of

the data extraction coding sheet. Previous literature

reviews and meta-analyses (i.e., Tolan et al., 2008;

DuBois et al., 2002) were also consulted and adapted

to fit the New Zealand context. All studies were coded

by two of three independent coders. After each study

was coded, the two coders made comparisons. Any

discrepancies in coding were discussed with the third

coder. The initial inter-rater agreement was 80%. If

information was not found within the study, the

research team attempted to collect missing data from a

variety of sources including searching program web-

sites and contracting programs or evaluators.

Program goals were coded into 6 categories,

including educational, psychological, behavioral,

interpersonal, vocational, and cultural goals. Programs

could have more than one goal category. These were

coded individually as having each specific goal (1) or

not (0). Mode of delivery was coded as one of the

following: one-to-one, group or mixed. Programs

could only be coded as one delivery type. For risk

status, youth in the mentoring programs were coded as

either high-risk (e.g., youth offenders, substance

problems, clinical/mental health problems, severe

family problems, educational failure, residing in an

institutional setting), at-risk (e.g., school problems,

family problems, low self-esteem without severe

problems), typical (low/no risk, typical youth in the

community), or mixed. Finally, for inclusion of

families, programs were coded as having no contact,

low (once or twice per year), moderate (every

3 months), or frequent (monthly or more) contact.

Treatment effects were measured in a number of

ways as both quantitative and qualitative data were

used in this review. Individual effect indicators were

determined for each outcome reported. For quantita-

tive studies, an effect size (Cohen’s d) for each

measure was calculated. Effect sizes of below .20 were

seen as signifying unsuccessful outcomes; those

with effect sizes between .20 and .35 were seen as

indicating moderately successful outcomes, and effect

sizes above .35 indicated successful outcomes. Once

effect sizes were calculated, results were recoded for

each goal domain (i.e., educational, psychological,

behavioral, interpersonal, vocational, and cultural) as

not effective, mixed or moderately effective, or

effective so that results could be combined with

qualitative studies. Mixed effects reflected multiple

indicators within the same goal domain but with

inconsistent results. Coding was done by two raters as

part of the overall coding process.

For qualitative studies, outcomes were coded in the

data extraction code sheet for success, using the

responses choices not effective, mixed results, and

effective. To be coded as effective, all or most of the

qualitative results needed to have indicated a positive

effect. To be coded as mixed, some of the results

needed to be effective. To be coded as not effective,

none or very few of the results were effective. Once

individual outcomes were assessed for effectiveness,

these data were aggregated by domain taking into

account adverse effects.

At the end of these processes, both quantitative and

qualitative results were on the same scale, which

allowed for merging the two types of results and, thus,

a more complete examination. Based on the combi-

nation of quantitative and qualitative results across

goal domains, programs were then coded for overall

effectiveness in the following categories: not effective

(not effective in any domain or using either method-

ology; very few effects found), mixed/moderately

effective (effects found in some domains or had

moderate effects across domains), effective (effective

in many domains, possibly some minor variation by

research methodology), or very effective (consistent,

strong effects across domains and methodology).

Programs were classified (Table 1) based on the

ethnic characteristics of the mentees as an overall NZ

program, Māori program or Pasifika program (not

mutually exclusive). When a program had a significant

proportion (i.e., 15% or more) of Māori youth or

Pasifika youth, they were classified as Māori programs

or Pasifika programs, respectively. Programs could

J Primary Prevent (2011) 32:237–251 241
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āo

ri

E
n

k
ey

(2
0

0
1

)
O

n
e-

to
-o

n
e

S
ch

o
o

ls
A

ca
d

em
ic

,
p

sy
ch

o
lo

g
ic

al
,

b
eh

av
io

ra
l,

in
te

rp
er

so
n

al
,

v
o

ca
ti

o
n

al

8
0

%
N

Z
E

u
ro

p
ea

n
,

9
%

M
āo
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āo
ri

242 J Primary Prevent (2011) 32:237–251

123



T
a

b
le

1
co

n
ti

n
u

ed

S
tu

d
y

P
ro

g
ra

m

ty
p

e

S
it

e
o

f

p
ro

g
ra

m

P
ro

g
ra

m
g

o
al

s
C

u
lt

u
ra

l
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s
C

u
lt

u
ra

l
p

ro
g

ra
m

d
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t

C
u

lt
u

ra
l

co
d

in
g

M
il

n
e

et
al

.
(2

0
0

2
)

O
n

e-
to

-o
n

e
C

o
m

m
u

n
it

y
A

ca
d

em
ic

,
p

sy
ch

o
lo

g
ic

al
,

b
eh

av
io

ra
l,

in
te

rp
er

so
n

al

6
5

%
N

Z
E

u
ro

p
ea

n
,

2
7

%
M

āo
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also be classified as an overall NZ program if it had

non- Māori or non-Pasifika youth (typically NZ

European). Five studies did not provide information

on ethnicities of the participants. For two of these

(Adams, 2004; Selwood, 2005), the program location

indicated a very high likelihood of NZ European youth

predominance, and the programs were thus catego-

rized as overall NZ programs. For the remaining three

programs (Irving, Moore, & Hamilton, 2003; Lennan,

2006; Wilson, 2006), they were located in an area with

a strong potential for cultural diversity. These were

also classified as overall NZ programs but noted for

having an unknown ethnicity.

A separate culturally appropriate coding process

was utilized for cultural appropriateness of the

research and programs from the Māori perspective,

the Pasifika perspective, and the overall New Zealand

perspective based on how the programs were classi-

fied. To do this coding, a number of steps were taken.

First, a meeting was held with the research team to

discuss how cultural appropriateness should be

defined. Next, coding sheets with the working defini-

tions of cultural appropriateness were created and are

described below. Then, the coding was completed by

the cultural experts on the team including Māori and

Pasifika authors when the program had a significant

proportion of relevant youth in their program (i.e.,

15% or more). A member of the research team coded

for the overall cultural context, reflecting the ethni-

cally diverse youth population of New Zealand, if both

Māori and Pasifika coding were not required. Finally,

team members discussed the coding and any issues

until agreement was reached.

The coding sheet covered cultural appropriateness

relating to the program implementers, the program

design, the researcher(s), and the research procedures

and analysis. This involved program staff and

researchers acknowledging the cultural customs and

values of the mentees and embedding them into the

programs, research procedures, and interpretation of

the results. Cultural appropriateness within the Māori

and Pasifika context could include understanding and

acknowledging the implications of Te Tiriti o Wai-

tangi (the Treaty of Waitangi, a treaty signed by the

British and Māori in 1840 that has implications for

policy and law); providing cultural training for staff

and researchers; using culturally relevant protocols

when working and conducting research with mentees

(e.g., providing food, not sitting on tables, avoiding

direct eye contact, acknowledging social hierarchies);

and consulting with tribal elders on program develop-

ment, implementation, research procedures, and inter-

pretation of the results. Programs and research were

rated on the following scale:

• Appropriate: acknowledged cultural issues and

demonstrated that they were taken into consider-

ation; provided information about the researcher’s

and implementer’s cultural backgrounds (cultural

matching of either mentors or researchers was not

required); included cultural competency training

of the people delivering the program or conducting

the research; analysis took into account the cultural

background of the participant; a recognition and

understanding of culture;

• Somewhat appropriate: acknowledged cultural

issues, but did not significantly demonstrate that

these were taken into consideration;

• Inappropriate: acknowledged cultural issues

but included an incorrect response to these issues;

and

• Ignored: did not acknowledge cultural issues or

program implementers or researchers did not attempt

to take them into consideration; no information

provided about researchers or implementers.

Ratings were scored from 3 (appropriate) to 0

(ignored), taking into account a holistic understanding

of the cultural appropriateness of the program and

research. Total scores were calculated to indicate

cultural appropriateness in the three cultural domains

(overall NZ, Māori and Pasifika contexts) for pro-

grams (summing implementer and design) and

research (summing researchers and procedures). Each

sum ranged from 0 to 6. These total scores were

calculated to reduce data and ease interpretation. As

expected, correlations among the two related items

(e.g., program implementer and design) within each

cultural domain were high, all but one were r [ .60.

Results

The results are divided into four sections. The first

section is a description of mentoring programs in New

Zealand that were included in this review, focusing on

cultural characteristics. The second section is an

analysis of the cultural appropriateness of programs

and includes a description of key features of programs
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coded as highly culturally appropriate. The third

section is an analysis of the effectiveness of mentoring

programs, examining variation by culture. The fourth

and final section is a description of the quality of the

research on mentoring programs as a function of

culture.

Youth Mentoring Programs in New Zealand

This review included 26 research evaluations covering

22 different mentoring programs in New Zealand.

(One of these evaluations covered multiple programs,

but was assessed as a whole, as not enough details of

individual programs were provided.) When examining

the studies by culture, 18 studies were classified as

relevant to the overall NZ context (hereafter referred

to as overall NZ programs); 14 studies were classified

as examining program effectiveness with a significant

number of Māori youth (hereafter referred to as Māori

programs); and six studies were classified as examin-

ing program effectiveness with a significant number of

Pasifika youth (hereafter referred to as Pasifika

programs). It should be noted that studies were

classified in up to two categories if there was diversity

within the program. Table 1 provides a description, if

known, of the ethnicity of the mentees in programs and

if the programs were developed to target a specific

cultural group(s). For the targeting of specific cultural

groups when developing the program, 18 did not do so,

four were developed for Māori, two for Pasifika, one

was developed for a different ethnic group, and one

was unknown.

Next, variation in program goals (cultural, aca-

demic, vocational, behavioral, interpersonal, and psy-

chological), program type (one-to-one, group, mixed),

risk-status (high, at-risk, typical, mixed), and the

inclusion of families (no contact, minimal, moderate,

frequent) were examined as a function of cultural

classification (see Table 2). For goals, almost all

programs had academic goals, and were equally likely

to have vocational goals, regardless of cultural clas-

sification (between 31% and 40%). Generally speak-

ing, overall NZ programs and Māori programs were

fairly similar with few programs having cultural goals,

whereas Pasifika programs had none. For the remain-

ing three domains—behavioral, interpersonal, and

Table 2 Program goals,

program types and youth

risk status by cultural

classification

Program

characteristic

Overall NZ

(n = 18) (%)

Māori

(n = 14) (%)

Pasifika

(n = 6)

All programs

(n = 26) (%)

Goals (n = 25)

Cultural 18 23 0 20

Academic 91 92 100% 96

Vocational 35 31 40% 33

Behavioral 59 46 0 44

Interpersonal 71 54 0 52

Psychological 77 62 40% 52

Program type (n = 26)

One to one 89 64 40% 73

Group 6 21 0 12

Mixed 6 14 60% 15

Risk status (n = 25)

High risk 24 21 20% 20

At-risk 53 57 80% 56

Typical 18 7 0 16

Mixed 6 14 0 8

Inclusion of families (n = 21)

No contact 60 50 50% 57

Low 13 8 25% 14

Moderate 20 34 25% 24

Frequent 7 8 0% 5
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psychological—overall NZ programs were more

likely to have these goals, followed by Māori

programs, with Pasifika programs the least likely.

Larger differences were found for behavioral and

interpersonal goals.

For program type, Māori programs were more

likely to deliver the mentoring in groups compared to

Pasifika programs and overall NZ programs, although

it was still relatively unlikely (21%). Pasifika pro-

grams were more likely to deliver the mentoring in a

mixed format (60%) as compared to Māori programs

and overall NZ programs. Overall NZ programs were

highly likely to utilize one-to-one delivery (89%). For

risk status of the mentees, all programs were some-

what similar. The only variation was that Pasifika

programs were more likely to target at-risk youth

(80%) compared to Māori programs (57% 0 or overall

NZ programs (53%). Finally, for the inclusion of

families, generally, programs typically did not include

families in any meaningful way. At least 50% of

programs, regardless of cultural classification, had no

contact with family. Māori programs did appear to

have higher levels of family involvement once no

contact was accounted for, with 42% having moderate

or frequent contact as compared to 25% for Pasifika

programs and 27% for overall NZ programs. It should

be noted that there were substantial missing data for

this question (n = 5; 24%); however, it is likely that

these missing data reflected no or low family contact

as this was not noted as an integral part of the program.

Cultural Appropriateness of Programs

Next, the cultural appropriateness of programs was

examined. Overall NZ programs (18 studies assessed)

were typically assessed to be highly culturally appro-

priate. Only one was assessed as being moderately

appropriate whereas all of the others (n = 17) were

assessed as being highly appropriate (program:

M = 2.94, SD = .24; implementer: M = 2.94, SD =

.24; program total: M = 5.89, SD = .47). For Māori

programs (14 studies assessed), cultural appropriateness

findings were less favorable. A large proportion (50%)

of programs were rated as having completely ignored

Māori culture, and less than one quarter (21%) of

programs were rated as being highly culturally appro-

priate (program: M = 1.14, SD = 1.29, implementer:

M = 1.14, SD = 1.29; program total: M = 2.29,

SD = 2.58). For Pasifika programs (six studies

assessed), findings again were less favorable but slightly

better than for Māori programs. Only one of the six

Pasifika programs was highly appropriate from a

Pasifika perspective with most programs falling in the

moderate range (n = 3; 50%). The remaining programs

were low (n = 1) or ignored (n = 1; program:

M = 1.33, SD = .82, implementer: M = 1.67, SD =

1.03; program total: M = 3.00, SD = 1.79).

Programs that were rated as being highly appropri-

ate for the overall NZ context typically considered the

local needs and values of the youth when they

designed and implemented their programs. An exam-

ple of this is incorporating outdoor adventure into the

mentoring program delivery. For Māori and Pasifika

culture, programs that were highly appropriate had

similar features. These features typically included

Māori/Pasifika community members in the design and

implementation of the program, incorporated group

mentoring either exclusively or in conjunction with

one-to-one mentoring, and addressed some of the

considerations described in the introduction such as

language and customs. While this relationship existed,

it should be noted that a program did not need to be

developed specifically for a cultural group for it to be

culturally appropriate. Likewise, a program that had

not been developed for a specific cultural group could

be coded as culturally appropriate.

Effectiveness of Programs as a Function

of Cultural Appropriateness

Program cultural appropriateness was examined to see

if there was an association with program effectiveness.

As there was little variability in the cultural appropri-

ateness from the overall NZ perspective, this was not

included in these analyses. For Māori cultural appro-

priateness, there appeared to be a negative association:

programs that were more culturally appropriate from a

Māori perspective tended to be less effective. For

instance, 3 of the 7 Māori programs were assessed as

having ignored Māori culture were effective (effective

or very effective) whereas none of the highly cultur-

ally appropriate programs were effective (all were

ineffective or mixed/moderately effective). For Pasif-

ika cultural appropriateness, there did not appear to be

an association with program effectiveness; however,

as the sample was relatively small, associations may

not have been detected.
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Research on Youth Mentoring

The type of methodology (qualitative, quantitative, or

mixed methods) used to investigate program effec-

tiveness was examined for variation by cultural

classification (overall NZ programs, Māori programs,

and Pasifika programs). For overall NZ programs,

researchers were somewhat evenly split on methodol-

ogy (28% qualitative, 39% quantitative, and 33%

mixed). Studies investigating Māori programs were

more likely to utilize mixed methods and somewhat

less likely to use the other two methodologies (21%

qualitative, 29% quantitative, and 50% mixed). Stud-

ies investigating Pasifika programs, however, had no

quantitative-only studies and a high proportion of

mixed studies (33% qualitative, 0% quantitative, and

66% mixed).

Next, the cultural appropriateness from the per-

spectives of overall NZ, Māori, and Pasifika of the

research (researcher, procedures, and total) was

examined. Findings were similar to those of program

cultural appropriateness. From the overall NZ per-

spective, the research was assessed as highly appro-

priate (researcher: M = 2.94, SD = .24; procedures:

M = 2.89, SD = .32; research total: M = 5.83,

SD = .51); only one study was rated as being mod-

erately appropriate. From the Māori perspective, the

research was less appropriate as compared to the

overall NZ perspective. Again, 50% of the research

completely ignored Māori culture with only 29%

being highly appropriate (researcher: M = 0.79,

SD = 1.31; procedures: M = 1.36, SD = 1.45;

research total: M = 2.14, SD = 2.48). Slightly more

favorable results were found for research from the

Pasifika perspective as 50% were highly culturally

appropriate (n = 3), one was moderately culturally

appropriate, and two had low levels of cultural

appropriateness (researcher: M = 1.67, SD = 1.51;

procedures: M = 2.33, SD = .82; research total:

M = 4.00, SD = 1.90).

Discussion

This study was a systematic review of youth mentor-

ing in New Zealand utilizing a cultural lens. It

addressed a gap in the literature which stemmed from

existing questions about the cultural appropriateness

of utilizing overseas program models and research on

those programs. The review had three aims: (a) to

describe the cultural characteristics and cultural

appropriateness of youth mentoring programs in

New Zealand, (b) to examine the effectiveness of

programs as a function of culture, and (c) to assess the

quality of the research on youth mentoring as a

function of culture. It is believed to be the first study

that has looked at the cultural appropriateness of

mentoring programs and the research on those

programs.

Out of the 26 studies included in this review, 14 had

significant proportions of Māori youth and 6 had

significant proportions of Pasifika youth. Despite the

non-trivial proportion of Māori and Pasifika youth in

these programs, very few programs were developed in

a manner that took into account the cultural back-

grounds of the youth they intended to serve. Therefore,

it is not surprising that programs with a high propor-

tion of Māori and Pasifika youth and the research that

evaluate those programs tended to have low levels of

cultural appropriateness. This is particularly true for

programs with and research about Māori youth.

Programs need to consider how culture provides an

important context for many youth (Sánchez and

Cólon, 2005). Indeed, within the New Zealand cultural

context, ethnic identity and cultural affiliation are

important to most young people (Adolescent Health

Research Group, 2008) and, at a policy level, are

recognized as important to adolescent well-being

(MYD, 2002).

It was interesting that despite the salience of

families within both the Māori and Pasifika cultural

context, programs for the most part had little or no

family involvement. This was particularly important

given the strong links between family/extended family

and identity (Le Tagaloa, 1997; O’Reagan, 1987).

Indeed, research in the U.S. (DuBois et al., 2002;

Grossman and Rhodes, 2002; Jekielek et al., 2002) has

found that the support and involvement of family is

associated with greater program effectiveness.

A key finding was that programs that were more

culturally appropriate for Māori tended to be less

effective whereas programs that were more effective

tended to be less culturally appropriate for Māori,

creating an interesting paradox. (There was no asso-

ciation between cultural appropriateness and effec-

tiveness for programs with a significant proportion of

Pasifika.) A number of non-mutually exclusive expla-

nations are offered. First, the programs may have had
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different priorities. The more effective programs may

have prioritized best practice and meeting program

goals whereas the more culturally appropriate pro-

grams may have prioritized getting culture ‘‘right.’’ As

mentoring in New Zealand is still relatively young and

many programs are still developing, it seems that

effective but less culturally appropriate programs

working with Māori and Pasifika should consider

incorporating cultural goals, particularly around iden-

tity (MYD, 2002) if they do not have them (only 20%

of all programs had cultural goals). Likewise, less

effective but culturally appropriate programs working

with Māori and Pasifika youth should incorporate

elements of best practice, particularly around admin-

istration and quality assurance.

An additional explanation for the negative associ-

ation between program effectiveness and cultural

appropriateness relates to the program goals. It has

been previously found (Farruggia et al., in press) that

programs with interpersonal and psychological goals

are more likely to be effective as compared to other

goal types. Programs with high proportions of Māori

and Pasifika were less likely to have these goal types as

compared to programs with an emphasis on the overall

NZ context. Therefore, programs with high propor-

tions of Māori and Pasifika youth may have only

targeted the ‘‘harder’’ goals.

A final but important point is the overall lack of

consideration of a culturally sensitive research

approach when evaluating programs with significant

proportions of Māori and Pasifika youth. It should be

noted that some research was culturally appropriate,

but this was a relatively small proportion. Jahnke and

Taipa (1999) have indicated that when conducting

research with Māori, culturally sensitive approaches

can increase both validity and reliability; this position

has been reiterated by international researchers as well

(e.g., Allen et al., in press). One qualitative method-

ology, talanoa (Vaioleti, 2006), has been noted as

being culturally appropriate for research among

Pasifika families. In this methodology, participants

and researchers ‘‘sit around the mat’’ during a focus

group so that all are equally allowed the opportunity to

talk. This process removes established cultural hier-

archies between participants as well as between

researchers and participants and consequently may

encourage more in-depth and frank discussions. By

not utilizing a cultural framework, it is possible that

effects that may have been present were not found. As

programs for Māori and Pasifika youth tended to be

less effective, this is an important point. The question

arises that if the research had been conducted in a more

culturally appropriate manner, would the programs

have been found to be more effective?

Limitations and Future Directions

Three important limitations should be noted. First, due

to the great variability in the quality of the research,

the findings presented here related to effectiveness

should be interpreted as tentative. This highlights the

need for researchers evaluating mentoring programs

to: provide better quality assurance, utilize culturally

sensitive methodologies, and include cultural appro-

priateness within evaluation rubrics. In addition, more

than one study on the same program was included in

this review, under the assumption that the participants

were different and the findings were different. This

could have created bias in the data as those programs

would have had a greater contribution to the findings

as compared to programs with only one study. Once a

greater body of high quality research is developed,

future research should examine the cultural context of

youth mentoring in greater depth. Finally, some of the

studies did not indicate the ethnicity of the partici-

pants. It is possible that some of these should have

been coded for cultural appropriateness from Māori

and Pasifika perspectives. This is important informa-

tion that would be identified during the peer-review

process; therefore, it is likely that as higher quality

research becomes available, this limitation will not be

found in the future.
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Pokapū Rangahau Arotaki Hapori.
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