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Thesis abstract

This thesis contributes to an understanding of relationally focused support for care
experienced young people (CEYP), with attention paid to both informal and professional

relationships.

Paper one presents a narrative literature review of nine studies examining the outcomes and
experiences of natural mentoring for CEYP across all ages and care settings. Natural
mentors are trusted adults from a young person’s existing social network, chosen by the
young person. Across the included studies, natural mentoring was often reported to be
linked with positive psychosocial, educational, and vocational outcomes, particularly during
transitions such as leaving care or entering higher education. Mentors frequently provided
both emotional support and practical resources. However, the overall methodological quality
of the studies was low to moderate, with inconsistent definitions and underrepresentation of
younger children. As such, these findings should be interpreted cautiously, and there is a
need for more rigorous, longitudinal research to clarify the potential benefits of natural

mentoring and to inform practice approaches that identify and foster these relationships.

Paper two reports an empirical study exploring how CEYP experience trust in relationships
with professionals, outside of therapeutic contexts. Using Interpretative Phenomenological
Analysis, five female participants aged 14 - 21 took part in semi-structured interviews. Four
Group Experiential Themes were developed: | mattered to them; keeping it real through
genuine connection; scars of betrayal; and shortchanged by the system. Trust was built
gradually through consistent, attuned interactions, shaped by earlier relational harm and
wider systemic conditions, and remained vulnerable to rupture. Findings emphasise the
importance of trauma-informed, relationally attuned practice, supported by organisational

approaches that enable continuity and meaningful engagement.

Paper three is an executive summary which aims to provide an accessible overview of paper
two. The summary was designed for CEYP and professionals in social care, health, and
education. It presents the research in accessible language, centring participants’ voices, and
offers clear, practical implications for fostering trust. Four participants provided feedback on
its suitability and accessibility. The paper will be disseminated to all study participants as

well as to professionals and organisations who may benefit from the findings.
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What are the outcomes and experiences of natural mentoring for care experienced
young people? A review of the literature
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Abstract

Supportive, consistent relationships with non-parental adults can play a crucial role in
shaping young people’s development and future opportunities. Natural mentoring, in which
the young person selects a mentor from their existing social network, may be particularly
valuable for care experienced young people. This review builds on previous work by
examining the outcomes of natural mentoring for care experienced young people across all
ages. Seven databases were searched, and nine studies met the inclusion criteria. Studies
were appraised using Crowe’s Critical Appraisal Tool (Crowe, 2013). Findings suggest that
natural mentoring may be associated with positive psychosocial outcomes and could support
educational and vocational development through skill-building and resources access,
although the evidence is limited by methodological weakness. Further research with more
rigorous designs is needed to clarify the potential impact of natural mentoring across

different developmental stages and care settings.



Introduction

‘It takes a village to raise a child’ is a well-known statement referring to the wider
social networks of children and young people that can positively contribute to their physical,
psychological, social and emotional development (Van Dam, 2018). Children or young
people who live under the care of a local authority until the age of 18 have been removed
from the care of their biological parents, typically due to neglect or abuse (NSPCC, 2024).
Supportive relationships for care experienced children and young people have been well
recommended in policy guidance and empirical evidence (Ahrens et al., 2011; Children’s
Commissioner, 2018; DuBois et al., 2011; National Institute for Health & Care Excellence

[NICE], 2021) as a way of helping to mitigate the impact of adverse early experiences.

Previous reviews have found positive associations between mentoring, defined as a
positive, supportive relationship between a young person and an adult who is not a biological
parent (Rhodes et al., 2006), and a range of psychosocial outcomes. Some of this evidence
is specific to care experienced young people (Ahrens et al., 2008; Taussig & Weiler, 2017;),
while other studies focus on youth more generally (DuBois et al., 2011). Rhodes’ model of
mentoring (2002, 2005) proposes that these outcomes arise through interrelated processes
across three domains: social-emotional development, cognitive development and identity
development. The model emphasises the importance of mutuality, trust and empathy as a
relational foundation. In addition to providing opportunities to socialise and practise
emotional regulation, a key outcome in the social-emotional domain is the experience of a
corrective, trusting relationship. Such relationships may modify perceptions of others
(Bowlby, 1988; Rhodes et al., 2006; Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986; Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020). It
may also alter internal working models, meaning the mental representations of self, others
and relationships formed through early attachment experiences, which in some cases may

not have been supportive, caring or positive (Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020).

Interest has grown in the concept of natural mentoring, where the mentor is a non-
parental important adult already known within the young person’s social network. A review
conducted in 2016 (Thompson et al., 2016) was the first to examine natural mentoring
amongst adolescents in foster care, finding support for its benefits but noting methodological
limitations in the evidence and the rapid growth of literature in this area. The present review
builds on Thompson et al’s. work by examining more recent evidence and exploring the
outcomes and experience of natural mentoring for care experienced young people of all

ages



Natural mentoring has been defined as “a very important, nonparental adult that
exists in a youth’s social network, like a teacher, extended family member, service provider,
community member, or coach who provides ongoing guidance, instruction, and
encouragement aimed at developing the competence and character of the young person”
(Greeson, 2013; Rhodes, 2002; Thompson et al., 2016). Key features are that the mentor is
already part of the young person’s social network and is selected by the young person. This
is particularly important for care experienced young people, who may face challenges in
building trust with unfamiliar adults (Britner et al., 2013). Choosing their own mentor may
enable stronger emotional connections (Greeson, 2013; Thompson et al., 2016) and more

positive outcomes in care.

Findings from Thompson et al’s. (2016) review described benefits consistent with
Rhodes’ model across psychosocial, educational, vocational and behavioural domains.
Natural mentoring may be especially valuable for care experienced young people as it allows
them to self-select adults from existing networks, increasing the likelihood that a genuine
relational bond already exists and can endure over time (Britner et al., 2013; Greeson, 2013;
Spencer et al., 2010).

Aims and rationale of the review

Rationale

Care experienced young people have often experienced adverse early life events
and relational trauma, which can significantly affect their ability to develop supportive, close
relationships with primary caregivers (Munford, 2022; Taussig & Weiler, 2017). Interventions
that focus on developing healthy, supportive relationships and repairing harm caused in the
context of important relationships are widely promoted (Ludy-Dobson & Perry, 2010). As
noted in Thompson et al’s. (2016) review, there is a growing body of literature on mentoring
and, more recently, natural mentoring. Mentoring has also received policy attention: the UK
government established an all-party parliamentary group to promote mentoring between
2017 and 2021 (UK Parliament, 2021) and the Department for Education (DfE) also
allocated over £9 million to support mentoring projects for children in care and care leavers
(DfE, 2023). NICE guidance (2021), the Children’s Commissioner (2018) and The Diana
Award (Harroche & Gorostiza, 2025) also highlight the importance of mentoring for children

and young people.
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Since Thompson et al. (2016) published their review of natural mentoring outcomes
for adolescents in foster care, no subsequent reviews have examined outcomes for care
experienced children and young people. A meta-analysis by Van Dam et al. (2018) explored
natural mentoring more broadly but was not specific to this group. Given the literature was
already growing rapidly when Thompson et al. (2016) conducted their review, it is timely to
synthesise the current evidence and expand the scope to include care experienced young
people of all ages, not just those in foster care. This review focuses on outcomes and
experiences of natural mentoring across social-emotional development, cognitive
development and identity development, as outlined in Rhodes’ (2002, 2005) model. By
understanding these outcomes, recommendations can be made to inform practice,
particularly if evidence reveals nuances in how natural mentoring may vary depending on

age or care setting.

Aim

The aim of this literature review is to synthesise the evidence and evaluate the
outcomes and experiences of natural mentoring for care experienced young people. As this
review builds on Thompson et al. (2016), the primary focus was on studies published from
2015 onwards, although earlier studies were included if they provided relevant data not

included in the previous review.

Review question: What are the outcomes and experiences of natural mentoring for care

experienced young people?

Method

Scoping searches

Scoping searches were completed using Google Scholar and University of
Staffordshire library resources in September 2024 to determine whether the review would be
viable. The scoping searches indicated that there was sufficient evidence to conduct a
review at that time. As part of the scoping searches, search terms were collated, and a
search strategy was developed in attempt to capture the broad terminology used around

natural mentoring.

11



Search strategy

Searches were conducted in October 2024. The following databases were included
in the searches: PsycINFO, CINAHL, MEDLINE, PubMed, Scopus, Cochrane Library and
Google Scholar. The full search strategy can be found in appendix A; however, the following

terms were combined to capture the concept of natural mentoring:

(“natural mentor®” OR mentor* OR “important non-parental adult” OR “youth initiated mentor”
OR “supportive non-parental adult” OR “informal mentor®” OR “youth mentor*” OR “non-kin

mentor*”).

This search string was then combined with each of the following in turn:

e “child* in care”

e ‘“care experienced young person”
e ‘“care experienced”

e “looked after child*”

e “care leaver”

o “foster youth”

o ‘“foster child*”

e ‘“aging out youth”

¢ “transitional age youth”
¢ ‘“emancipated youth”

e “out of home care”

e ‘“residential care”

Although an aim of this review was to provide an updated synthesis of evidence since
the publication of Thompson et al. (2016), no date limiter was set for the majority of
databases. This was to ensure all evidence was captured in relation to natural mentoring
across the age ranges of children and young people. The only exception to this was for
searches conducted using Google Scholar, results were limited to research published 2015
onwards (to follow on from Thompson et al., (2016)) due to the large number of results
returned. In cases where searches produced extensive results via Google Scholar, only the

first 200 records were screened as suggested by Haddaway et al. (2015).

12



Searches also included subject headings where the databases allowed, such as
PsycINFO, CINAHL and MEDLINE. In some databases, initial searches produced a large
number of irrelevant results. To improve the relevance of results for PubMed, Scopus and
Cochrane Library, the search was restricted to terms appearing in the title and, where
possible, the abstract. This helped to focus the results on studies more closely related to the
review topic. Searches were limited to peer-reviewed articles only. Citation searching was
carried out using citation chaining (searching for papers that had cited a key article) and
reviewing the reference lists of included studies. Hand searching of key journals and
reference lists was conducted at the full-text review stage. No additional studies were

identified through these methods.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review can be found in table 1, this guided the

review process.

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion

Population Care experienced young people: | Studies whereby care

any young person who has been | experienced young people are
living away from their biological | not the focus of the research.
parents and ‘in care’. This also
includes young people who are
termed ‘care leavers’ or who

have emancipated from care.

Design Any quantitative or qualitative Theoretical studies, case studies
study design that focuses on with no empirical focus,
outcomes or experiences of commentaries/opinion pieces

natural mentoring for care

experienced young people.

Exposure Studies exploring the outcome or | Any study consisting of formal
experiences of natural mentoring | mentoring or peer mentoring
for care experienced young

people.

Language may alter surrounding

natural mentoring so this will

13



also include: informal mentoring,
very important non-parental
adult, youth initiated mentor,

non-kin mentor.

Language English language only

Table 1 - Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Publication bias

Publication bias is used to describe a tendency where studies with positive or
significant results are more likely to be published (Song et al., 2013). To mitigate this, grey
literature was searched using Google Scholar and the Ethos database to identify any
unpublished studies. No additional studies that met the review criteria were discovered.
Three unpublished dissertations were identified but excluded as they did not meet the

inclusion criteria.

Overview of the search

The search process is detailed in Figure 1. A total of 3209 results were obtained
through database searching. Prior to screening, duplicate records were removed using
reference management software, along with records that were irrelevant to the review
question. These steps were conducted together; therefore, a separate count of duplicate
records was not retained. This process left 496 records for title and abstract screening, of
which 416 were excluded. The remaining 80 studies were retrieved for full-text review
against the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Reasons for exclusion at the full-text stage are

provided in Figure 1. Nine studies met the criteria and were included in the review.

14



)
Records identified from:
c PsycINFO = 340
2 CINAHL =227 Duplicate records and
S MEDLINE = 87 inappropriate results removed
= PubMed = 381 —>
= Scopus = 78
c —
= Cochrane Library = 24 (n=2713)
= Google Scholar = 2072
Databases (n = 3209)
. \ Y
Records screened by title and
Recor xcl
abstract —> ecords e C(rl:dfg 16)
(n =496)
Records excluded (with reasons)
o))
£ e Articles included in Thompson
= Records screened full text o et al. (2016) review (n = 16)
o (n=80) 7| e Literature review (n = 12)
3 e  Unpublished dissertation (n = 3)
. Focus of research — formal
mentoring (n = 8)
. Focus of research — peer
mentoring (n = 1)
e  No focus on natural mentoring
(n=8)
. No outcomes focused on natural
mentoring (n = 18)
. Not an empirical study (n = 3)
— e  Unable to isolate data for care
experienced young people (n =
3 K
= Studies included in review Total (n = 71)
S (n=9)

Figure 1 PRISMA diagram - flowchart of searching (Page et al., 2021)

Data extraction

The following information was extracted for the purposes of the review and included
in a study characteristics table (appendix C): sample information, conceptualisation of
natural mentoring, aim of the study, methodology, key findings, strengths and limitations.

Table 2 provides an abridged overview of the studies.

15



Quality assessment

The CCAT (Crowe, 2013) was selected as an appropriate appraisal tool for all
included studies. A particular merit of the CCAT is its ability to review mixed methodological
approaches (Crowe et al., 2012) as well as evidenced superiority over an informal appraisal
of studies (Crowe et al, 2011). The CCAT reviews a study against 8 categories, the
preliminaries (title, abstract and overview of writing), followed by the 7 aspects of the paper:
introduction, research design, sampling, data collection methods, ethical matters, results and
discussion (see appendix E for a CCAT review form). Each category is scored out of 5 with
an overall score out of 40. The CCAT provides guidance on calculating a quality score
percentage. As per the CCAT guidance, each paper was read twice. Given the previously
discussed methodological issues with research in this topic area (Thompson et al., 2016), no
studies were excluded based on their quality assessment score. The overall quality score
percentage is included in the overview of studies table (table 2) and a full description of

quality assessment scores for each study can be found in appendix B.

Synthesis

A narrative approach was used to synthesise the findings from the studies by way of
drawing out themes across research methodologies following data extraction (Popay et al.,
2006; Centre for Reviews & Dissemination, 2009). Data was inputted to the data extraction
table and textual descriptions of outcomes and themes considered for each. A written

synthesis was then developed.

Results

Overview of studies

Nine studies were included in the final synthesis and were appraised using the CCAT
(Crowe, 2013). The data extraction table (Table 2) provides a summary of the included
studies, and a more detailed version can be found in appendix C. Research was
predominantly conducted across either USA (Duke et al., 2017; Gowdy & Hogan, 2021;
Gowdy et al., 2023; Greeson et al., 2016) or Israel (Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri, 2021;
Sulimani-Aidan, 2018; Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020). One study took place in the UK (Newton
et al., 2017) and one was a multi-site study across Ireland and Catalonia (Arnau-Sabatés &
Gilligan, 2020).

16



Four of the studies focused on care leavers only (Arnau-Sabatés & Gilligan, 2020;
Duke et al., 2017; Newton et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan, 2018), two focused on older
adolescents still in care (Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020; Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri,
2021), another two studies included a mix of participants who were care leavers or older
adolescents in care (Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Gowdy et al., 2023) and one study focused on

pre-adolescent children in foster care (Greeson et al., 2016).

The main aim of the majority of studies was to understand both the make-up of
natural mentoring relationships (i.e. who filled this role) and the function or impact of this role
on the young person’s life. Six of the studies considered the role of natural mentoring in the
context of a key transitional point for the young person. Largely this was the transitional point
out of care (Duke et al., 2017; Newton et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020; Sulimani-
Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri, 2021), but two studies considered the transition into higher
education (Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Gowdy et al., 2023). Newton et al’s. (2017) study was
slightly different in that it was a small-scale qualitative care leaver consultation to inform a
future mentoring intervention, rather than a more conventional research study. Arnau-
Sabatés and Gilligan (2020) explored the role of natural mentors in a workplace setting and
considered the impact that natural mentoring from colleagues, managers and employers had
on care leavers. Greeson et al. (2016) was the only study that included pre-adolescent
children in foster care and aimed to describe the natural mentoring relationships with their
sample as well as any association with psychosocial outcomes. Sulimani-Aidan (2018)
considered the influence of natural mentoring on the lives of care leavers from residential

care only.
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CCAT

. . N Score
':':‘t::;’t{iﬁ;r Aims of study Study design Key findings (/40) and
%
Arnau-Sabatés | To examine the role that Qualitative — individual o 14/22 participants reported explicitly positive
& Gilligan natural mentors in the interviews analysed using relationships with colleagues or managers
(2020) workplace (colleagues and content analysis e Workplace was an environment where care
employers) had on care leavers could develop their social network via
Ireland & leavers. natural mentors as well as broaden employment 19/40
Catalonia skills
e Natural mentors acted as coaches and offered 48%
personal, emotional support beyond the remit of
employment
Duke, To identify characteristics of Cross sectional survey — VIP e 46% of VIPs = ‘truly key’ in the young person’s
Farruggia, & very important adults (VIPs) in | characteristics life. 43% = ‘very important’
Germo (2017) the lives of care leavers and e 86% described VIP as ‘parent like’
understand how they have Qualitative — thematic analysis | « 3 themes; positive relationships with VIPs, 19/40
Los Angeles, supported the care leaver supportive during transition, VIPs prevent
USA during the transition out of negative outcomes and support with personal 48%
care. growth
Gowdy & Hogan | To explore typologies of Quantitative - Individual e Two types of mentor relationships mapped onto
(2021) natural mentoring relationship | structured interview ‘core’ or ‘capital’ mentoring
— ‘core’ or ‘capital’ and whether e Core — most likely to come via extended family or
California, USA | these relationships offer Cluster analysis- identify type foster networks — characterised as close
different kinds of support of mentor e Capital — mentor relationships with professionals 22/40
— offered bridging capital and informational
Chi-square model — support 55%
association between mentor e Both types of mentors provided emotional
type and support type support
Gowdy, Hogan, | Explore informal mentoring Quantitative — longitudinal e Core mentors = provided instrumental support
Roosevelt, relationships with transitional structured interviews over 3 and emotional support. Were more stable over 17/40
Saastamoinen & | age youth entering higher time points time
Levine (2023) education. Explore whether e Capital mentors = provided informational support 43%

core mentoring relationships

Cluster analysis

and bridging capital
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California, USA

were more stable than capital
relationships. Determine
whether capital relationships
promote relationships with
other capital mentors.

No relationship found between capital mentors
and introduction of additional capital mentoring
relationships

Greeson,
Weiler,
Thompson &
Taussig (2016)

Describe natural mentoring
relationships amongst pre-
adolescent foster children.
Explore association between
natural mentoring and

Quantitative — chi-square and
t-tests to compare differences

Natural mentors were most likely to be school
personnel

Natural mentors were rated highly on attachment
scale

No difference between groups on psychosocial

USA demographics, maltreatment characteristics 23/40
history, care experience and Children with mentor found to have stronger
functioning. _ attachments than children without mentor 58%
Comparison between children Children who experienced sexual abuse were °
who had ever had a natural less likely to have a natural mentor compared to
mentor vs. those who have children who experienced other maltreatment
never had one. types
Newton, Harris, | Qualitative small-scale Qualitative — focus groups Natural mentors were highly valued by
Hubbard & consultation with care leavers participants
Craig (2017) to inform a mentoring Thematic analysis Support received from care leavers was ‘crucial’
intervention to reduce — general day-to-day support, academic support,
UK depression in young females motivation, emotional support
during their transition out of Value in natural mentors over a mentor offering 13/40
care support as part of paid role
Following the consultation the authors 33%
abandoned the development of a formal
mentoring scheme due to the comments
regarding the value of natural mentoring
Sulimani-Aidan | To explore the mechanism by | Quantitative — cross-sectional Direct relationship of the mentoring relationship
& Schwartz- which natural mentoring survey design to resilience = non-significant
Tayri (2021) relationships and a sense of When sense of belonging added as a mediator - 22/40
belonging contribute to Structural equation modelling young people who had a more supportive
Israel resilience (life skills and hope) relationship with their mentor = higher sense of 55%

belonging to their placement and had higher
levels of resilience
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Sulimani-Aidan Describe who the natural

(2018) mentors were for care leavers
and what influence (roles and
Israel functions) they had on their

lives.

Mixed-methods - Semi-
structured interviews

Descriptive statistics — mentor
characteristics

Thematic analysis

2 main themes regarding mentor role and
function:

o Present and supportive

o Motivator and catalyst
Participants described mentors as offering
concrete and emotional support, positive role
models and as parental figures.

Participants reported that mentors were a 17/40
catalyst for positive change in their lives —
emotionally/socially/behaviourally. They also 43%
encouraged adaptive coping skills and a
motivator towards achievements and future
aspirations.
Mentors were also described as a person who
‘restrained’ against negative outcomes.
Sulimani-Aidan, | Examine the contribution of Quantitative — cross-sectional Length of mentoring relationships and all 4
Melkman, & natural mentoring relationships | survey design functions of mentoring relationship were
Greeson (2020) | to life skills (educational positively and significantly associated with overall
attainment, employment skills | T-test and chi-square analyses readiness for independence and greater
Israel and avoidance of risk employment skills.
behaviours) of young people Multivariate hierarchical Avoidance of risk behaviours was associated
who were due to emancipate regressions to test the overall with 3 mentoring functions 22/40
from care contribution of variables to the Higher education skills were significantly
prediction of readiness associated with one mentoring function 55%

Do specific characteristics
from mentoring relationships
relate to life skills of the young
person?

Multivariate hierarchical regression analyses
revealed mentoring characteristics all contributed
significantly to the prediction of three life skills
when controlling for individual and placement
history variables.

Table 2 - Data extraction table
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Definition of natural mentoring

In line with findings from Thompson et al. (2016), a difficulty with the literature
surrounding mentoring and specifically natural mentoring is the variation in language and

definitions. See Appendix D for an overview of the definitions used.

Sample

Care setting

Overall, participants across all studies had experienced either foster care or
residential care. Most studies included care leavers (Arnau-Sabatés & Gilligan, 2020; Duke
et al., 2017; Newton et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan, 2018) or a mix of older adolescents still in
care and care leavers (Gowdy et al., 2023; Gowdy & Hogan, 2021). Studies by Sulimani-
Aidan et al. (2020) and Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri (2021) recruited older adolescents
who were still living in the care system. Greeson et al. (2016) was the only study to focus on

pre-adolescent children in care, specifically foster care.

Sample size and demographics

Sample sizes varied considerably due to the design of the study. Sizes ranged from
11 participants (Newton et al., 2017) to 263 participants (Greeson et al., 2016). The mean

number of participants included in this review was 123.

The amount of detail provided on demographic information differed between studies.
Most reported a greater proportion of female participants than males, although two of the
four Israeli studies included more male participants. Ethnicity was inconsistently reported”.
No data were provided by Arnau-Sabatés and Gilligan (2020) or Newton et al. (2017). US-
based studies generally included participants identifying as Hispanic/Latino (34-46%),
African American (22-43%), Caucasian/European American (8-49%) and smaller proportions
identifying as Asian, multiracial or other. Israeli studies reported the majority of participants
as native-born Israelis (45-80%), with smaller proportions from Ethiopia (11-35%) and the
former Soviet Union (6-20%). This variation in reporting limits the ability to examine

differences in natural mentoring experiences across cultural or ethnic groups.

" Terminology used to describe ethnicity in this section is taken directly from the original articles.
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Eight out of the nine studies recruited older adolescents or young adults. The mean
age, where reported, ranged from 17.5 years (Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020), to 20.5 years
(Sulimani-Aidan, 2018). Newton et al’s. (2017) study participants ranged between 17 and 23
years old. Arnau-Sabatés and Gilligan (2020) recruited a slightly older range of participants
who were aged between 23 and 33 years old. Pre-adolescent participants who took part in
Greeson et al’s (2016) study were, on average, aged 9.8 years (range = 9-11). Given the
variation in ages across studies, it is therefore difficult to make generalisations regarding the

outcomes of natural mentoring on particular age groups.

Maltreatment history and time in care

Only one study (Greeson et al., 2016) reported data on maltreatment history. In this
sample, maltreatment categories were coded from legal petitions and social histories; these
categories may not directly correspond to the specific reasons for a young person’s entry
into care. The most frequent category was supervisory neglect, failure to provide adequate
protection from harmful people or situations (85.9%), and the least frequent was sexual
abuse (12.5%). Within this study, there was a group comparison between children who had
never had a natural mentor and those who had ever had a natural mentor. Educational
neglect was the most cited maltreatment type for children who had ever had a mentor (60%)
and sexual abuse was the least cited (45.5%). The omission of maltreatment history in many
studies means that inferences cannot be drawn on whether natural mentoring leads to

certain outcomes depending on a young person’s history or past experiences.

Two studies provided data on the average time participants had spent in care, which
ranged from 2 years to 3.5 years. Another two studies reported the age that the young
person had originally entered care. Sulimani-Aidan and Schwartz-Tayri (2021) and Sulimani-
Aidan et al. (2020) participants mean age of entry to care was 11.4 years (SD = 3.74) and
11.44 years (SD = 4.09) respectively. Again, conclusions could not be drawn regarding
whether natural mentors’ impact on a young person varied depending on length of time in

care, as this data was largely not present.

Recruitment

Details about recruitment to the studies were limited overall. Three studies recruited
participants that were already engaged in a wider research study, no details were provided
about the rationale for this, but it could be assumed that this method provides ‘easier’ access

to participants from a vulnerable population. Three other studies recruited participants
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directly from the care setting following ethical approval and two studies recruited directly
from a university campus support program that was open to prospective students who had
left foster care. No studies presented a definition of natural mentoring as part of the
recruitment process. In the majority of studies, no definition of natural mentoring was
provided to the participants, instead researchers appeared to ascertain the presence of a
natural mentor through the initial survey or interview questions. Three studies did present a
definition of a natural mentor to the participants at the beginning of the data collection
process (Duke et al., 2017; Greeson et al., 2016; Sulimani-Aidan, 2018).

Natural mentoring relationship

Eight out of nine studies provided data on who the natural mentor was in the young
person’s network. In three of the studies conducted in the USA, natural mentors were
predominantly from the wider family network of the young person (50% or more across all
three studies), followed by a professional already known to the young person. In contrast, all
three studies conducted in Israel found that natural mentors largely came from the young
person’s professional network (48-52%), closely followed by the wider family network.
Greeson et al’s. (2016) study with younger children also found that many natural mentors
were from the child’s professional (33.8%) or education network (31%), followed by the wider
family network (21.8%). Arnau-Sabatés and Gilligan (2020) reported that mentors were
typically ‘bosses or co-workers.” Taken together, these findings provide insight into potential
cultural differences in how young people select natural mentors from their pre-existing
networks. They also suggest that younger children may tend to have more exposure to
natural mentors from a professional or education networks due to their age and the

likelihood of increased professional involvement.

Four studies reported on length of the mentoring relationship. Gowdy and Hogan
(2021) and Gowdy et al’s. (2023) studies that considered core and capital mentoring
reported core mentoring relationships lasting substantially longer than capital mentoring. On
average, capital mentoring relationships had lasted around three years, whereas core
mentoring relationships had lasted over 11 years. There were large variations in the length
of mentoring relationships reported in the other two studies to be able to draw any

meaningful conclusions.
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Design of studies

Two studies (Arnau-Sabatés & Gilligan, 2020; Newton et al., 2017) used a purely
qualitative design in their studies, Arnau-Sabatés and Gilligan (2020) used individual semi-
structured interviews to explore participants’ views on natural mentoring within the
workplace. Newton et al. (2017) used a focus group design in their small-scale consultation
with care leavers in the UK, to elicit views on a mentoring intervention. Two of the studies
(Duke et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan, 2018) utilised a mixed-methods design whereby they
collected quantitative data on the characteristics of the mentors and qualitative data from
individual semi-structured interviews to explore more nuanced detail about the outcome or

impact of the mentoring relationships.

The remaining five studies adopted a quantitative design. Gowdy and Hogan (2021)
and Gowdy et al. (2023) both used structured interviews with participants to collect data to
perform a cluster analysis to determine the typologies of mentoring relationships. Greeson et
al. (2016), Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri (2021) and Sulimani-Aidan, Melkman, &

Greeson (2020) all utilised a cross-sectional survey design.

Outcomes

Study outcomes were predominantly psychosocial, focusing on how natural mentors
had contributed to young people’s emotional wellbeing, identity development and/or
personal growth as well as mitigating against negative psychological outcomes. Qualitative
studies consisted of themes related to psychological and social benefits of the natural
mentoring relationship. Consistently across all qualitative studies, experiences of the natural
mentoring relationship were regarded as very positive. There were also outcomes reported
in relation to skill development, academic or employment focused, to support the young
person in terms of their life skills as well as support with transition into adulthood and out of

the care system.

In terms of quantitative research, Gowdy and Hogan (2021) and Gowdy et al. (2023)
used a cluster analysis to define the mentoring relationships as either ‘core’ or ‘capital’ and
described the outcomes associated with both. Core mentoring was related to instrumental

and emotional support, whereas capital provided informational support and bridging capital.

24



Three studies used outcome measures in their research. Greeson et al. (2016) used
the following measures to capture psychosocial outcome measures related to natural
mentoring: ‘The Social Skills Rating System’ (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) to assess social
skills, perceived future opportunities was measured using a scale within a youth survey
(Huizinga & Esbensen, 1990) and finally attachment to family, caregivers, peers and natural
mentors was measured using ‘The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment-Short Fornm’
(Gifford-Smith, 2000). Sulimani-Aidan and Schwartz-Tayri (2021) and Sulimani-Aidan et al.
(2021) used ‘Ansell-Casey Life Skills Assessment’ (Pecroa et al., 2003; Benbenishty &
Schiff, 2009) to measure the young people’s life skills. Sulimani-Aidan and Schwartz-Tayri
(2021) used the ‘Children’s Hope Scale’ (Snyder et al., 1997) to measure hope. Sense of
belonging to care placement was measured using the ‘Sense of School Membership Scale’
(Goodenow, 1993). All scales used were validated and demonstrated acceptable or good

internal consistency.

Ethical considerations

Seven studies reported they had received ethical approval, two studies did not
(Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Gowdy et al., 2023). Gowdy et al. (2023) reported that they
obtained informed consent, however Gowdy and Hogan (2021) did not report any

information regarding consent.

Synthesis

The main findings from the studies are discussed thematically below. Overall, the
findings highlight that care experienced young people who have access to a natural

mentoring relationship experienced positive outcomes across several domains.

Resources

Eight out of the nine studies described outcomes of natural mentoring being a
‘resource’ of some form. This generally took the form of mentors offering something to the
young person for them to progress either academically, in employment, into adulthood, or a
combination of these. Studies reported outcomes such as employment coaching or skill
development in the workplace (Arnau-Sabatés & Gilligan, 2020). This was also reflected in
educational settings as capital mentors were likely to offer bridging capital to the young

people, conceptualised as links to employment resources, as well as informational support
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such as advice related to education or general life advice (Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Gowdy et
al., 2023). Sulimani-Aidan et al's. (2020) research with older adolescents who were
approaching their transition out of care, examined the contribution natural mentoring
relationships had on the development of life skills such as educational attainment and
employment skills. The length of the mentoring relationship as well as the young person’s
classification of the mentoring relationship function (four domains: role model, parent figure,
independence promoter and promoter of academic and career decisions) were significantly
related to overall readiness for independence and greater employment skills. Higher
education skills were positively associated with mentoring relationships that actively
promoted academic and career decisions. Regression analyses found all the mentoring
characteristics made significant contributions to the prediction of the young people’s life skills
when controlling for individual characteristics and placement history. This study also found
that natural mentoring mitigated against the young person engaging in risk behaviours,
which was also supported by two qualitative studies (Duke et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan,
2018) where young people described their experience of natural mentoring as preventative

against negative outcomes or engaging in risk behaviours.

Outcomes related to a transitional point in the young person’s lives were described in
six of the studies (Duke et al., 2017; Gowdy et al., 2023; Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Newton et
al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020; Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri, 2021). Gowdy and
Hogan (2021) and Gowdy et al. (2023) both considered care experienced young people’s
transition to higher education and defining the function of a natural mentoring relationship as
either ‘core’ (bonding, emotional closeness and support) or ‘capital’ (bridging capital linked to
developing resources and information), using theoretical ideas from social capital theory
(Bourdieu, 1986). In both of their studies, Gowdy and Hogan (2021) and Gowdy et al. (2023)
found that young people who had access to these natural mentors experienced outcomes
linked to either ‘core’ or ‘capital’ functions. Gowdy et al. (2023) also discovered that ‘core’
relationships were more stable over time which may suggest that the psychosocial benefits

of these relationships were important to the young people.

Duke et al. (2017), Newton et al. (2017) Sulimani-Aidan et al. (2020) and Sulimani-
Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri (2021) focused on the transition point from care into adulthood.
Findings across all highlighted that young people’s experiences of natural mentoring at this
point had been important for them. Duke et al. (2017) reported that young people considered
natural mentors as ‘truly key’ in their lives and 43% as ‘very important’. Thematic analysis of
interviews with the care leavers revealed that natural mentors had been key in the transition

period, with mentors providing support and guidance as well as financial support. Less
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frequently reported were housing and transport support and academic support. Duke et al.
(2017) draw on ideas from social capital theory (Coleman, 1988) and the deficits that care
experienced youth may have as they enter the transition out of care. The findings from this
qualitative study highlight that young people believe their mentors helped to mitigate some of
these deficits, as a main theme of the study captured the importance of natural mentor’s
support during the transition phase. Another theme described the positive outcomes in the
young people’s development and growth, which they attributed to their natural mentoring

relationships.

Psychosocial outcomes

Emotional support

Outcomes of natural mentoring across several psychosocial domains were positive
and featured in all nine of the included studies. Four out of the nine studies found that
emotional support was an important outcome of natural mentoring for young people (Arnau-
Sabatés and Gilligan 2020; Duke et al., 2017; Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Gowdy et al., 2023)
but that this was secondary to the resource-focused functions of the relationship, for
example practical, employment or financial support. Two studies (Sulimani-Aidan, 2018;
Newton et al., 2017) reported that a major outcome of the natural mentoring relationships
was emotional support and described as vital or crucial by some participants. By contrast,
Greeson et al’s. (2016) study with pre-adolescent children in foster care found no difference
in terms of psychosocial characteristics and outcomes when comparing children who did and

did not have a natural mentor.

Relational outcomes

Seven studies described aspects of the natural mentoring relationship in terms of
closeness, as a role model or representation of a parent figure (Arnau-Sabatés and Gilligan
2020; Duke et al., 2017; Gowdy & Hogan, 2021; Gowdy et al., 2023; Sulimani-Aidan, 2018;
Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020; Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri, 2021). Outcomes for the
young person due to the qualities of the relationship or it being a catalyst for change were
considered. Mentor’s acting as a role model in a work environment, developing trust with the
young person and helping to improve their sense of self helped the young people to broaden
their social network and have a positive experience of a relationship (Arnau-Sabatés and
Gilligan 2020). Two studies (Duke et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri, 2021)
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found that young people perceived natural mentors akin to ‘parent like’ or a ‘role model’ and
three studies (Duke et al., 2017; Sulimani-Aidan, 2018; Sulimani-Aidan & Schwartz-Tayri,
2021) described the closeness and qualities of the relationship. This had positive
implications in terms of outcomes as it seemed to provide a corrective emotional experience,
a catalyst for positive change in their lives and increased emotional resilience. Another study
(Greeson et al., 2016) found that children in care with a mentor, rated their attachment highly
and were also found to be more highly attached to their friends than children without a
mentor. Of note, when considering maltreatment type, young people who had experienced
sexual abuse were less likely to have a mentor which may be linked to the nature of the

abuse.

Resilience and behavioural outcomes

Resilience was a concept that featured in several studies. Sulimani-Aidan and
Schwartz-Tayri (2021) specifically examined the mechanism by which natural mentoring and
sense of belonging to care placement contribute to levels of resilience, defined as life skills
and hope. The direct contribution of the mentoring relationship on resilience was not
significant but when the relationship was mediated by sense of belonging to the care
placement, young people who had a more supportive mentoring relationship in turn felt a
greater sense of belonging and higher levels of resilience. The skills and qualities reportedly
gained from natural mentoring in the workplace (Arnau-Sabatés & Gilligan, 2020) was
suggested to have had an increase in workplace related resilience for the care leavers but

this claim would need to be substantiated with further evidence.

Two studies reported directly on the mitigation of negative outcomes or the reduction
of risk behaviours (Sulimani-Aidan, 2018; Sulimani-Aidan et al., 2020) for young people who
had a natural mentor. This may suggest that natural mentors may act a role model to care
experienced young people and prevent negative consequences due to mental health
difficulties or engaging in risky health behaviours due to a lack of parental guidance or

support.
Critical appraisal
Appendix B provides an overview of how each study was scored using the CCAT.
The CCAT requires professional judgement when assessing each domain against set

criteria. Overall, scores across all studies were low to medium, ranging from 13 (33%)

(Newton et al., 2017) to 23 (58%) (Greeson et al., 2016). The mean overall score was 19
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(48%). There were notable methodological limitations with the included studies, particularly
surrounding research design, sampling and data collection methods. Most of the studies

scored low on ethical matters also.

Newton et al. (2017) was the lowest scoring study; however, it should be noted that
this was a small scale qualitative consultation with care leavers and therefore was not a
‘typical’ research study. Little information was provided regarding the study design and
sampling method in terms of how the care leavers had been recruited into the focus group
consultation. No information beyond the data collection method was provided which, again,
is likely to be due to the nature of the study. This study also scored low on the results section
due to minimal description of analysis methods and no reference to the contribution of

participants to each theme.

The highest rated study was Greeson et al. (2016) which recruited participants from
another randomised controlled trial (RCT) study. A comprehensive overview of the
background and the objective of the research was provided for this novel study. The results
were well reported, and the findings were discussed well in the context of the wider
evidence-base. The authors also referred to the strengths of their study with appropriate
caution. Sources of potential bias in the research was not addressed by the authors and no
reference to specific inclusion and exclusion criteria was present. Similarly to the other
studies, a weakness of Greeson et al. (2016) was information related to sampling and data
collection. There is no information available on the sampling method, size calculation or
sampling protocol beyond reference to the RCT which the authors recruited participants
from. Ethical considerations were also very limited which was disappointing given the young

age of participants and sensitive nature of the study.

The highest rated subsections across the studies were the introduction as they
largely provided a clear and comprehensive overview of the background and significance of
the research. Unfortunately, design, sampling and data collection were areas of weakness
for all studies. Interestingly, ethical matters were the lowest scored subsection with many
studies not reporting any information beyond ethical approval and consent obtained. This
was surprising given the vulnerable population that were participating in the research and
the sensitive nature of the topic area, particularly for studies that used an interview data

collection approach.
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Discussion

The aim of this review was to synthesise what is known about the outcomes and
experiences of natural mentoring on the lives of care experienced young people. The
rationale for the present review was to provide an updated evidence synthesis specifically on
outcomes related to natural mentoring for care experienced young people as no review has
been published since Thompson et al. (2016). Another rationale was to expand the criteria to
include care experienced young people from all age groups and care types, as Thomspon et

al. (2016) looked specifically at older adolescent foster care youth.

Thomspon et al. (2016) found a positive link between natural mentoring and
wellbeing outcomes for youth in foster care overall, and specifically in the domains of
psychosocial, behavioural and academic outcomes. Findings reported positive associations
for foster youth transitioning out of care and into adulthood, successful academic or
employment outcomes and mitigation of negative experiences such as psychological
distress. Thompson et al. (2016) also described the importance of longevity and quality in

terms of the mentoring relationship itself.

Overall, the findings from the present review were in keeping with findings from
Thompson et al. (2016), positive outcomes related to natural mentoring could be seen
across psychosocial, academic, vocational and behavioural domains. However, conclusions
drawn from this review should be considered with caution as the methodological quality in

the included studies makes it difficult to generalise the findings.

Eight of the nine studies described the benefits of natural mentoring in terms of
acquiring resource, this varied from skill development, social capital and/or tangible practical
support at key transition points (e.g. into higher education or emancipating from care).
Although difficult to draw comparisons with young people without a natural mentor, it could
be inferred that a natural mentor fulfils the role of a parent-like figure, acting as a catalyst to
some of these positive outcomes. The experiences captured within the studies of young
people also confirm the value they placed on having a natural mentor present during key

transitional periods.

Six studies specifically refer to emotional support being an outcome of their natural
mentoring relationship, sometimes this was secondary to more practical support. Only one
study (Greeson et al., 2016) found no difference in psychosocial outcomes between children

with a natural mentor and those without. It is difficult to consider the implications of this given
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this study was the only one that recruited pre-adolescent children; however, it could be
important learning about the role of natural mentors for specific age ranges. Seven studies
also described the relational benefits of having a natural mentor present in their lives, which
may have offered a different relational or attachment experience to former caregiver

relationships.

Several studies referred to the increased resilience that young people gained from
having a natural mentor in their lives which was important for development of life skills. Two
studies reported the impact that natural mentoring can have on mitigating negative outcomes

by way of reducing risk behaviours.

The findings from this review, as well as Thompson et al's. (2016) review support the
theoretical model of mentoring by Rhodes (2002, 2005). This model suggests that a
mentoring relationship founded on trust, empathy and mutuality can lead to positive
psychosocial outcomes: social-emotional development, cognitive development and identify
development. The findings from this review can be linked to this model. Natural mentors had
clearly provided a different social and emotional experience for young people which in turn
had helped with developing a positive sense of self and others. From an attachment theory
perspective, the formation and experiencing of a supportive, positive relationship may have
helped mediate the outcomes for young people. There were clear gains for young people in
terms of cognitive development, particularly skills development, educational attainment, and
positive influence on career skills and goals. Linked to this is the findings that support
positive identity development, young people were able to consider future opportunities in
terms of educational and/or vocational attainment. In addition, a supportive ‘parent-like’

natural mentor may also positively increase young people’s self-concept.

Limitations of the studies

There were limitations of the included studies which impact on the ability to generalise.
Most studies used a cross-sectional design, which limits the ability to infer causality or
examine how outcomes change over time. Longitudinal designs would enable exploration of
how mentoring relationships, and their impact evolve across different stages of care and
transition to adulthood. Only one study (Greeson et al., 2016) included a comparison group
to consider differences between having a natural mentor or not. Many studies provided little
detail about the sample or recruitment process, making it difficult to consider whether natural

mentoring is linked with positive outcomes at a particular life stage or whether issues such
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as maltreatment history or care type are relevant. Studies also failed to acknowledge other

potential confounding factors that may have been related to positive outcomes experienced.

Implications for practice

This review adds to the body of evidence that highlights natural mentoring may be a
useful form of support for care experienced young people. However, further investigation is
warranted. There are also clear cost benefits of natural mentoring over formal mentoring as
the mentor is a pre-existing relationship within the young person’s social or professional
network. Services and organisations may benefit in trying to identify and foster natural
mentoring relationships in the lives of care experienced young people. The evidence
suggests that natural mentoring may be particularly helpful for older adolescents in care who
are about to embark on a transitional phase (e.g. higher education, emancipation from care,
employment). However, less is known about the relevance for practice regarding younger

children.

Implications for research

In line with Thompson et al. (2016), further robust research practices such as longitudinal
and comparison studies should be carried out to contribute to the evidence surrounding
natural mentoring. Further clarification and agreement on a definition of natural mentoring
would improve consistency in study design and measurement, enable more accurate
comparison across studies, and strengthen the evidence base by ensuring researchers are
examining the same construct. The studies were clustered in either the USA or Israel, so
research in a more diverse range of countries, with varied care types and systems, would be
valuable. Further research into the outcomes of natural mentoring across a broader range of

ages and development stages would also help to inform practice.

Limitations of the review

This review would have benefited from a second rater to review articles during the
screening process as well as the critical appraisal using the CCAT. Although the CCAT was
chosen due to its applicability across methodology and ease of use, it relies on subjective
assessment and scoring which could have benefited from a second rater. The review may
have also benefited from specifying age ranges or type of care experience to support with

the synthesis of outcomes in a similar way to Thomspon et al., (2016).
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Conclusion

This review aimed to synthesise up-to-date evidence regarding the outcomes and
experiences of natural mentoring for care experienced young people. Largely, positive
outcomes were found across a range of psychosocial, relational and resource or skill-
focused outcomes. Although all studies provided clear depictions of natural mentoring and
were able to draw on a substantial body of background literature to support their definition,
there are still some adaptations necessary regarding standardising the terminology.
Although the findings indicate benefits of natural mentoring for care experienced young
people, these should be considered in the context of the methodological limitations of the

research.
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Appendix A — Detailed search strategy

Database: PsycINFO

Date of search: 09/10/2024

Search | Search string Limiters Number
number of results
1 (DE "Mentor") AND (DE "Foster Care" OR DE "Foster Children" OR DE "Residential |- Not limited to 67
Care Institutions") date range
- Peerreviewed
articles only
2 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 97
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*) AND ("child* in care") - Peer reviewed
articles only
3 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 0
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("care experienced young person") - Peer reviewed
articles only
4 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 6
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*") AND "care experienced" - Peer reviewed
articles only
5 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 3
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("looked after child*") - Peer reviewed
articles only
6 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 1
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("care leaver") - Peer reviewed
articles only
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7 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 47
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("foster youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
8 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 25
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*" OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("foster child*") - Peer reviewed
articles only
9 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 1
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("aging out youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
10 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 0
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*" OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("transitional age youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
11 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 1
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("emancipated youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
12 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 25
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("out of home care") - Peer reviewed
articles only
13 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 67
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("residential care") - Peer reviewed
articles only
Total number of 340

results

44



Database: CINAHL

Date of search: 09/10/2024

Search | Search string Limiters Number
number of results
1 (MH "Mentorship") AND ((MH "Foster Home Care") OR (MH "Child, Adopted") OR - Not limited to 108
(MH "Child, Foster") OR (MH "Residential Care")) date range
- Peer reviewed
articles only
2 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 6
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*) AND ("child* in care") - Peer reviewed
articles only
3 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 0
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("care experienced young person") - Peer reviewed
articles only
4 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 7
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND "care experienced" - Peerreviewed
articles only
5 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 6
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("looked after child*") - Peer reviewed
articles only
6 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 1
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("care leaver") - Peer reviewed
articles only
7 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 34
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("foster youth") - Peerreviewed
articles only
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8 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 1
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("foster child*") - Peer reviewed
articles only
9 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 0
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("aging out youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
10 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 0
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("transitional age youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
11 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 1
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("emancipated youth") - Peer reviewed
articles only
12 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 17
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("out of home care") - Peer reviewed
articles only
13 ("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated |- Not limited to 46
mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range
mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("residential care") - Peer reviewed
articles only
Total number of 227
results
Database: MEDLINE
Date of search: 09/10/2024
Search | Search string Limiters Number
number of results
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(MH "Mentoring" OR MH "Mentors") AND (MH "Foster Home Care" OR MH "Child, Not limited to 35

Foster" OR MH "Residential Facilities") date range
Peer reviewed
articles only

("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated Not limited to 1

mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range

mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*) AND ("child* in care") Peer reviewed
articles only

("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated Not limited to 0

mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range

mentor*™ OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("care experienced young person") Peer reviewed
articles only

("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated Not limited to 5

mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range

mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND "care experienced" Peer reviewed
articles only

("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated Not limited to 2

mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range

mentor*" OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("looked after child*") Peer reviewed
articles only

("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated Not limited to 1

mentor" OR "supportive non-parental adult" OR "informal mentor*™ OR "youth date range

mentor* OR "non-kin mentor*") AND ("care leaver") Peer reviewed
articles only

("natural mentor*" OR mentor* OR "important non-parental adult" OR "youth initiated Not limited to 17