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ABSTRACT
JOHANNA K. P. GREESON: Natural Mentor Relationshgmsong Young Adults with

Foster Care Experience: Pathways to Emerging AdatttOutcomes
(Under the direction of Charles L. Usher)

During emerging adulthood, most youth receive farsilpport to help them weather
the difficulties associated with transitioning tmlependence. When foster youth emancipate
from the child welfare system, they confront thaltdnges associated with this
developmental stage and are at risk of havingatasition without family support. As a
result, many former foster youth experience myriadative long-term outcomes, including
depression, delinquency and violence, and a lagelbfsufficiency. A caring adult who
offers social support is normative for adolesceawatiopment and protective for youth across
many risk conditions. Natural mentoring can culi@/such relationships and has been
recognized as a promising approach for bufferimgér foster youth against poor outcomes.
Natural mentors are naturally occurring importatiles in a youth’s existing social network.
This research contributes to the knowledge basetdimw supportive adult relationships
may buffer the developmental risks former fostautiidace during emerging adulthood.
Using data from the National Longitudinal StudyAafolescent Health, this dissertation
examines the association between caring adulioekttips and emerging adulthood
outcomes in both a normative sample of young adultsa sample of young adults identified
as former foster youth. Results suggest that spewtural mentor roles are important for

specific emerging adulthood outcomes. Results alggest that the patterns and magnitudes



of the associations between variables differ byganindicating that previous foster care
experience may moderate the association betweearnahatentor relationship characteristics
and emerging adulthood outcomes. This dissertaéends previous research on natural
mentoring by focusing on relationship charactessstirhis is one of the first series of
analyses to pose questions about specific reldtiprisatures and processes. This
dissertation also highlights the importance of adersng how individual risk (i.e., foster care
experience) may shape associations between redhtpoharacteristics and outcomes.
Results are discussed within a conceptual framewatkhighlights how the transitional
period from late adolescence into early adulthavddrmer foster youth is characterized by
not only the premature adoption of adult roles mgponsibilities, but often takes place

without the required help and support availablsame age peers in the general population.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

The outcomes for former foster youth, both thoke emancipate from the child
welfare system and those who leave the child welgstem in late adolescence, are well
documented. Many youth encounter difficulty withmayment, rely on public assistance,
endure spells of homelessness, engage in deling@enkviolence, suffer mental health
problems, experience material hardship, and faceg@arenthood (e.g., Barth, 1990; Cook,
1994; Courtney & Dworsky, 2006; Courtney et al.020Dworsky, 2005; Kushel, Yen, Gee,
& Courtney, 2007; McMillen & Tucker, 1999; Park, Maux, Brodbar, & Culhane, 2004;
Pecora et al., 2006; Reilly, 2003). A striking fimg across several studies is the low level of
earnings for this group of vulnerable young peopt@mer foster youth are frequently found
to be living well below the poverty threshold (Ctmay & Dworsky, 2006; Dworsky;
Macomber et al., 2008; Pecora et al., 2006). In,sypan exit from the child welfare system,
these youth abruptly face navigating the transitemadulthood without a secure attachment
to a family (Keller, Cusick, & Courtney, 2007) aack at risk for myriad negative long-term
outcomes.

Research suggests that a supportive relationshiparurturing adult can mitigate
the negative effects for youth living in high-riskvironments (Cowen & Work, 1988;
Garmezy, 1985; Rhodes, Ebert, & Meyers, 1994; Rut@87). For example, the presence of
at least one caring adult to offer social suppa# been identified as a protective factor for

youth across a variety of risk conditions (Ruti€&87). Mentoring, or a structured



relationship aimed at developing the competencechacdacter of the young person through
guidance, support, and encouragement (MENTOR/Naliglentoring Partnership, 2004) is
one mechanism for cultivating caring relationstbpsveen at-risk youth and nonparental
adults. The belief that growth-fostering relatioipshpromote psychological health and well-
being (Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver, & Surrey, 919 guides the process of mentoring. For
youth, the benefits of mentoring include positifieets on emotional and psychological
well-being, risky behavior, social competence, acaid performance, and employment
outcomes (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, & CooperQ2Q) Natural mentoring, or a
supportive relationship with a caring adult thateleps naturally in the community and is
not arranged or supported by formal programs (Mor&dicMillen, 2008), has recently
been recognized as a promising approach for batjgarmer foster youth against poor
emerging adulthood outcomes (Ahrens, DuBois, Rit$@m, Fan, & Lozano, 2008; Courtney
& Lyons, 2009).

Few studies have examined the protective effectatfral mentoring among former
foster youth, and of those conducted to date, ¥iteace is somewhat inconclusive.
Moreover, although prior research suggests thelmbisof certain intervening
mechanisms, studies of the processes and chassicemvolved in effective natural mentor
relationships for youth are relatively scarce. $avstudies have demonstrated that social
support, or the psychological and informationabrgses available to individuals through
relationships (House, 1981), is one of the waysrthtural mentor relationships may protect
at-risk youth and promote normative developmentét@mes (Casey-Cannon, Pasch,
Tschann, & Flores, 2006; Greeson & Bowen, 2008efliag & Hines, 2006). As a result,

guestions arise about whether the effects of aralatuentor’s support are the same across



samples of youth, and how those effects may diffeese questions suggest the possibility
of differential effects of the protection provideg natural mentors’ social support on youth
outcomes (Bowen & Flora, 2002).

Research Aims

This research aims to contribute to the knowledagetabout how supportive adult
relationships can have a buffering effect on theetijpmental risks former foster youth face
during the emerging adulthood period. Using datanfthe National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health (Add Health), this dissertati@araines the association between caring
adult relationships and emerging adulthood outcamésth a normative sample of young
adults and a sample of young adults identifiecbasiér foster youth. Comparison to young
adults in the general population provides an awesef how well former foster youth are
transitioning to adulthood in relation to their peand can elucidate similarities and
differences between the two groups in the pattef@ssociation between caring adult
relationships and outcomes.

The data source for this dissertation is Add Healte largest and most
comprehensive survey of adolescents ever undert@ampared to other large surveys, Add
Health is unique in that it includes specific quess related to natural mentoring. The
dataset also includes an adequate subset of ydwdlreport having experienced foster care.
Therefore, this data resource makes it possibtemapare a sample of naturally mentored
young adults who identify themselves as formerdiogouth to a sample of naturally
mentored young adults from the normative populatidre natural-mentor variables are able
to go beyond the presence or absence of suchtenslaip to probe the functional roles that
the natural mentor fills and the youth’s perceptbmelationship strength. A final advantage

of this dataset is the availability of variablekted to potential intervening mechanisms



associated with natural mentoring. Accordingly, Adieialth makes it possible to assess
natural mentorship processes (i.e., natural mdatmtional roles, relationship strength),
their relationship to emerging adulthood outconmasrag former foster youth and a
normative sample of youth, and the potential mé@djatole of mechanisms associated with
natural mentoring.

This dissertation uses Add Health data from WavasdL3, when the youth were in
7th to 12th grade, and later, when they were bettlee ages of 18 and 26, respectively.
Therefore, the Wave 3 sample consists of Wavegdoretents who could be located and re-
interviewed 6 years later (Harris et al., 2003)e3ddata are well-suited for addressing this
dissertation’s research aims. Data collection at&\&is equivalent to the “emerging
adulthood” (Arnett, 2000) period, or the transiibetage from late adolescence into
adulthood (age 18-25).

The analytic approach employed in this dissertasatructural equation modeling
(SEM). The specific SEM approach is multivariatéhpanalysis with continuous and
categorical dependent variables using a Maximurellhkod estimation method with
standard errors that are robust to nonnormalityremdndependence of observations. This
strategy was selected for several critical readeinst, path analysis allows for the
simultaneous assessment of intervening mechanismgteomes of the independent
variables (i.e., natural mentoring relationshiprelageristics) and as predictors of the
dependent variables (i.e., emerging adulthood os). To date, research on natural
mentoring among youth with foster care experierazlieen limited to assessments of main-
effects models, which provide limited insight inthat makes these relationships work

(Darling, 2005). An evaluation of intervening meotsas is able to model the hypothetical



processes of natural mentoring and helps answestique about how relationship
characteristics predict emerging adulthood outcor@esond, this analytic approach
facilitates the investigation of natural mentormetationship characteristics as independent
variables. Natural mentoring research to date lbas imited to assessment of the influence
of having (or not having) such a relationship otcomes. The strategy employed in this
dissertation makes answering questions about vefetionship characteristics predict
success in emerging adulthood possible. ThirdMagimum Likelihood estimation method
utilized addresses the complex sampling designifeatof Add Health, including
stratification (by census region) and clustering gbhool).

Overview of Dissertation

The remainder of this dissertation follows in fatapters. Chapter 2 first describes
the theoretical and contextual foundation that #amnderstanding the hardships that foster
youth experience when they emancipate from thel eidifare system. Next, the theoretical
basis for natural mentoring among foster youtteisawed using resiliency theory to frame
the discussion. The proposed conceptual modeérs diescribed, followed by a review of the
research on the transition to adulthood among fofoster youth and the outcomes they
experience as young adults. This discussion leatsetspecific set of research questions
addressed in this dissertation. Chapter 3 detagisrtethods employed to answer the research
guestions. Study design, sample, measurement,rehgsess procedures are described.
Chapter 4 presents the results of the multivapaté analysis for each outcome area:
depression, delinquency and violence, materialdtapd and asset ownership. Twenty-three
path models evaluating the direct and indirectat$fef natural mentoring relationship

characteristics are described. Chapter 5 conclieslissertation. This chapter includes a



discussion of the strengths and limitations of tesearch, implications for social work

practice, and directions for future social worke@h on foster youth and natural mentoring.



CHAPTER I
THE TRANSITION TO ADULTHOQOD

This chapter first describes the theoretical amdedual foundation (i.e., life course
theory) that frames the understanding of the hapdghat foster youth experience when they
emancipate from the child welfare system. Next ttfe®retical basis for natural mentoring
among foster youth is reviewed using resiliencytli¢o frame the discussion. Then, current
research on natural mentoring among foster yougtxasnined. The proposed conceptual
model is then described, followed by a review @ tbsearch on the transition to adulthood
among former youth and the outcomes they experiaag@ung adults. This discussion leads
to the specific set of research questions addresgéds dissertation.

Emerging adulthood is a time when special risks@ubrtunities exclusive to that
period surface. Young adults reach the legal agenémy privileges and responsibilities,
leave home, enter the workforce and/or higher ditutaand form long-term romantic
relationships (Masten et al., 2004). Yet, for yoypegple who emancipate from (i.e., age out
of) the child welfare system, entry into this stagés them out of sequence with prevailing
institutional structures (Collins, 2001). These tyoare typically on their own earlier than
other young people their age due to the overaélresibn of youth as a life course phase over
the last few decades (Furstenberg, Kennedy, McLIByonbaut, & Settersen, 2004). That is,
the transition to adulthood now typically lastsiud4 to 26 years of age, largely due to

economic and social policy factors that influerfoe likelihood that a young person will



successfully transition to self sufficiency, indiogl, housing costs, available job
opportunities, and wage rates (Furstenberg et al.).

A significant result of the extension of the tinb¢akes to transition to adulthood is
young people’s continued support from their fansiliprimarily in the form of financial
assistance. Nearly one quarter of the entire dastising children has been estimated to
occur after youth reach age 17, and nearly twalshaf young adults in their early 20s
receive economic help from parents, whereas al@t gtill receive help in their late 20s
(Schoeni & Ross, 2004). Moreover, about 40% of gonttheir late teens and early 20s
move back to their parents’ home at least once kféeing (Goldscheider & Goldscheider,
1994). These young people are typically the ones/fmm emerging adulthood is
characterized by identity exploration together wéhative freedom from normative adult
responsibilities (Arnett, 2000).

For other young people, including former fostertypthis stage is characterized by
the premature adoption of adult roles and respditgb. This transition often takes place
without the required help and support availablsame age peers in the general population
(Jessor, 1993). This early entry into adulthooansoff-time” transition, or a role change
that occurs at an inopportune time; in this palicaase, the change comes too early (Hogan
& Astone, 1986). The consequences of off-time sodiered transitions have been linked to
negative outcomes (Furstenberg, Brooks-Gunn, & iord987; Hogan, 1978). Off-time
transitions that occur too early are considerdgetsomewhat of a crisis because individuals
who experience them may be less prepared compatbdse who experience the same

transitions “on time” (Cooney, Pedersen, Indelic&dalkovitz, 1993). Moreover, off-time



transitions may restrict options, exacerbate emvirental adversity, and strain coping and
social support systems.

Emancipation From the Child Welfare System

Aging out occurs when youth legally emancipate fitbmnchild welfare system prior
to or without ever being reunified with their bifidamily, prior to being adopted, or prior to
achieving some other permanent placement suclyaardianship arrangement. Although 18
is typically considered the age of emancipatiodajomany states allow youth to remain in
foster care several years following their 18thHuletys (National Child Welfare Resource
Center for Youth Development, 2008). States vamwespect to the maximum age beyond
18 and under what circumstances youth are eligdslan extended stay. Currently, 18 is the
maximum age youth may remain in foster care in onty states (California and Florida).
Most states allow youth to remain in foster cartl age 21, and Connecticut is the only
state to allow youth to remain until age 23 (NatioGhild Welfare Resource Center for
Youth Development, 2008).

During fiscal year (FY) 2006, 26,517 youth natiodevexperienced such transitions
when they emancipated from the child welfare sydtegause they were no longer eligible
to receive services. This represents 9% of theadivenild welfare population that exited
foster care during FY 2006 (U.S. Department of He& Human Services, 2008).
Moreover, although the total number of childreriaster care has decreased, the number
who emancipate has grown by 41% since 1998 (Pewit@bia Trusts, 2007). Because of
these early, off-time transitions, a bleak porteaiterges for many of the youth who age out

of the foster care system without a secure attaohtnea family (Keller et al., 2007).



Caring Adult Relationships

An impressive body of research on resilience irisktyouth suggests that a
relationship with at least one supportive adult whoot a parent leads to improved
outcomes during the emerging adulthood period,(&armezy, 1985; Rutter, 1987; Werner
& Smith, 2001). These reports are often referreastthe “beating-the-odds” studies (Rhodes
& Boburg, 2009). With little regard to locationirie, or circumstances, the common element
in the stories of youth who have beat the oddsagtesence of at least one adult—in
addition to parents—who provides guidance and saipphis type of relationship with a
caring adult has been confirmed as not only prisedor at-risk youth (Rutter, 1987;
Werner & Smith, 2001), but also normative for hiepladolescent development (Beam,
Chen, & Greenberger, 2002).

Mentoring, or a relationship that brings young dedpgether with caring adults who
offer guidance, support, and encouragement aimdevagioping the competence and
character of the young person (MENTOR/National Meng Partnership, 2004), is one
mechanism for cultivating caring relationships begw youth and nonparental adults. The
belief that growth-fostering relationships prompgychological health and well-being
(Jordan et al., 1991) guides the process of yowhtoning. Natural mentoring has emerged
as one way to cultivate these caring relationshgis/een youth and adults, and more
recently has been recognized as a promising appfoadoster youth (Ahrens, DuBois,
Richardson, Fan, & Lozano, 2008; Courtney & Lyd3)9) facing emancipation and the
transition to adulthood.

Theoretically and developmentally, natural mentgmmay provide a better fit than
other forms of mentoring, such as programmaticuNsimentoring relationships form

gradually and are therefore likely to be less pre=st The natural mentor is familiar to the
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youth, and as a result, the youth is less likellggwe difficulty trusting the adult and
developing an enduring bond (Ahrens et al., 2008n&r, Balcazar, Blechman, Blinn-Pike,
& Larose, 2006). Similarly, both the youth and tiaural mentor are already in each other’s
social networks and are likely to remain there. $aguently, the chances that the
relationship will continue over time are betterddhe likelihood of positive outcomes
increases (Hamilton et al., 2006).

Several studies have examined the impact of naneators on the lives of former
foster youth. Ahrens and colleagues (2008) usedl fdatn Add Health to investigate whether
youth in foster care with natural mentors duringladcence had improved young adult
outcomestf = 310). Mentored participantas € 160) were more likely to report favorable
overall health and were less likely to have regbsicidal ideation, to have received
received a sexually transmitted infection, anddeehhurt someone in a fight in the past year.
Similarly, Munson and McMillen (2009) analyzed d&tam a longitudinal study of older
youth transitioning from foster care in MissouriX 339). Youth in long-term natural
mentoring relationships were less likely to haverbarrested at age 19 and reported fewer
depression symptoms, less stress, and more stbsfagth life.

Most recently, Courtney and Lyons (2009) used ftata the Midwest Evaluation of
the Adult Functioning of Former Foster Youth (Midst&tudy)to examine whether natural
mentoring relationships were associated with outat age 21 for former foster youth
making the transition to adulthood £ 590). Results showed that closeness to an adult
mentor was associated with an increase in the attthodds of having worked in the past

year and a large reduction in the odds of recemtdiessness. However, unlike the two
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previous studies, no association between havirggural mentor and delinquency outcomes
(arrests and incarceration) was found.

Although these studies have addressed the effeetbseof natural mentoring in
improving outcomes for youth with foster care exgere, we know less about the processes
and characteristics involved in effective youth-noemelationships. Research suggests that
certain characteristics of caring adults are imgoarfor a successful mentor relationship,
including affirmation, attention, availability, dénticity, companionship, empathy, respect,
and trust (e.g., Greeson & Bowen, 2008; Laursenr&Bigham, 2003; Spencer, 2006).
Several studies have demonstrated that social stigpahe psychological and informational
resources available to individuals through thdatrenships with family, friends,
communities, and professionals (House, 1981), esafrthe primary ways that mentor
relationships may protect at-risk youth (Casey-@anet al., 2006; Greeson & Bowen;
Osterling & Hines, 2006).

Because research on natural mentoring relationshipst emerging and the
evidence base is just being established (ZimmerBimgenheimer, & Behrendt, 2005),
previous studies have not been sensitive to thsilpbty that positive outcomes of natural
mentoring relationships may only become evidentwéegtain relationship characteristics
are considered (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). Puty, we know relatively little about
what makes natural mentoring work, for whom, andeurwhat circumstances.

Future Expectations

One way that supportive adult relationships, siecmantors, may positively
influence youth’s emerging adulthood outcomesiisugh the encouragement of positive
future expectations. Future expectations refeneéodegree to which individuals have

optimistic attitudes toward their future, includibglieving that good outcomes are
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achievable for them and feeling a high degree otrobover their futures (Robbins & Bryan,
2004). Research suggests that mentors may affathg/qerceptions of their futures (e.g.,
DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005; Hellenga, Aber, & Rhad@003; Klaw, Fitzgerald, & Rhodes,
2003; Zimmerman, Bingenheimer, & Notaro, 2002).sTisian emerging line of inquiry
related to how caring adults may help at-risk yalgkelop resilience and avoid negative
outcomes.

Positive future expectations have been linked teefaisky behaviors and better
young adult outcomes among both at-risk and nouwaatamples of adolescents (Aronowitz
& Morrison-Beedy, 2004; Klaw & Rhodes, 1995; Petetral., 2005; Robbins & Bryan,

2004; Somers & Gizzi, 2001). We know much less, énmv, about the potential of positive
future expectations to serve as a protective fdotdioster youth. The only study known to
the author interviewed 350 adolescents in foster ttaassess future expectations (Cabrera &
Auslander, 2007). Results showed that positiveréuexpectations were significantly
associated with fewer sexual risk behaviors, fesetiool behavioral problems, and safer
attitudes, greater self-efficacy, and fewer rigkientions related to HIV beliefs and attitudes.
Therefore, among foster youth, although there aggeabe an association between the
development of future orientation and improved outes, the direction of this association
has not been empirically established.

Conceptual Model

Figure 1 depicts the conceptual model for thiselistion. Because the conceptual
model takes into account the relationship betwestaral mentorship characteristics and
young adult outcomes, it is useful in framing reskajuestions about how relationship
processes may buffer youth from negative outcomdgpaomote youth’s positive outcomes.

Additionally, the model takes into account youti&smographic and young adulthood
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characteristics, as well as certain characteristitee natural mentor relationship.
Importantly, the model illustrates the potentidluance of former foster youth status on all
the associations between variables.

Specifically, the model shows how functional rodésiatural mentoring and natural
mentor relationship strength may affect future exgigons and emerging adulthood
outcomes directly. The model also shows the diedationship between relationship
strength and functional role categories, and ouexrand the possible indirect effect of
relationship strength and functional role categotigough future expectations. Because the
population of interest is defined by certain fasttirat will affect outcomes, including
demographic, young adulthood, and natural mentatioaship characteristics, these
attributes are included as covariates.

Emerging Adulthood Outcomes Among Former Fostethyou

This section of the dissertation reviews previmsearch on the transition to
adulthood for former foster youth and the outcothey experience as young adults. The
emerging adulthood outcomes are depression, delimayuand violence, material hardship,
and assets. The discussion concludes with thefgpgeet of research questions that guide
this dissertation.

Depression

Most people experience their first episode of degimn between the ages of 20 and
40 years old. The average age of onset for depregsthe mid-20s (American Psychiatric
Association, 2000). Point prevalence of depressidhe general population of young adults
ranges from 4% to 5% for those aged 18 to 24 ayd 8% to 5% among those aged 25 to

29 (Child Trends Data Bank, n.d.).
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One population of young adults at increased rigkepression compared to their
counterparts in the general population is formstdoyouth (Pecora, White, Jackson, &
Wiggins, 2009). Many of the reasons for such rigkthe same as for young adults in the
general population, including family history, femaender, insecure parent-child
attachment, and disruptive family climate. HoweViée,in foster care is often defined by
additional risk, including prior trauma (e.g., urteety about long-term security, placement
instability, child maltreatment), as well as a Hup of traumatic stress in the lives of foster
youth (Cook et al., 2007; Walker & Weaver, 20073.uch, the prevalence of depression in
former foster youth is greater than in the genpoglulation and is one of the most common
psychiatric sequelae reported in maltreated ydeéimularo, Kinscherff, & Fenton, 1992;
Kaufman, 1991). A recent study identified the stfelslife experience of foster care as a
putative risk factor specific to the developmentiepression in both pre-adolescents and
adolescents (Shanahan, Copeland, Costello, & Angoias).

Three longitudinal studies of former foster yoptbvide insight into the
epidemiology of depression in this vulnerable papiah. The Midwest Study has been
following a cohort of 732 young adults since thegrevpreparing to emancipate from the
child welfare system between May 2002 and Marct3200e lifetime prevalence estimate
for depression among this group of young peoplerdwaged between 2.9% (before
emancipation; Courtney, Terao, & Bost, 2004) t&B(@ = 603 at age 19; Courtney et al.,
2005). At age 21, the most recent time point, xenbnth prevalence estimate was 4.6%06 (
= 590; Courtney et al., 2007).

Two related studies of former foster youth areNloethwest Study and th@asey

Alumni Study, both of which tracked the experienaégouth served by Casey Family
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Programs. The Northwest Study examined outcome$/@ralumni ages 20 to 33 years who
were placed in foster care for one year or longeadolescents (Pecora et al., 2005). The
lifetime prevalence estimate for a major depressgaode was 41.1%, and the 12-month
prevalence estimate was 20.1%. The Casey AlumuiyShcludes data collected from case
records and interviews from more than a thousarstoster care alumni served for one
year or longer between 1966 and 1998. The 12-mumvalence estimate for a major
depressive episode was 15.3 (Pecora et al., 2008)Casey Alumni were then matched for
age, gender, and race/ethnicity to 3,547 adultisergeneral population. The 12-month
prevalence estimate for a major depressive episothe general population was 10.6.

In sum, the estimates provided by these longitlditudies make clear that
depression rates among former foster youth segonagisrtionately high compared to adults
in the general population who did not experienstdiocare. The reasons for the disparity are
complex, and causal relationships have yet to harerally established. Previous research
suggests that several factors likely contributertotensify emotional problems for which
there may already exist a predisposition (Pecogh €2005). These factors include the
“history of losses” experienced by many foster yofite., relationships, friends, schools,
neighborhoods; Greeson & Bowen, 2008), the adweass$ociated with living in foster care
including placement changes, rejection by fosteemqa or siblings, and the stigma of being
in foster care.

Given the salient role of foster youth’s enviromtjét is important to discuss briefly
the etiology of depression. The diathesis-stressdainaf psychopathology offers a useful
explanatory framework for understanding the develept of depression in former foster

youth. This model posits that the combination ofegec and environmental factors increases
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the probability of mental health problems. Althowghindividual may be at risk of
developing psychopathology because of family histtre individual’s risk increases when
environmental stressors are present (Kraemer,et%7). Therefore, former foster youth are
at risk for depression because of the continuops®xe to stressful environments
associated with placement in foster care. Thedadedhe experience of maltreatment,
multiple placements in foster homes, and trandiigto independence following
emancipation. This conceptualization of the develept of depression in foster youth is
consistent with the increasingly widespread undedihg that most major psychiatric
disorders, including mood disorders, have both iea@d environmental contributions to
their pathogenesis (Nemeroff, 2008).

Delinquency and Violence

Engagement in delinquent and violent acts is afeaj the many problematic
developmental outcomes experienced by former fgsteth. For example, in the Midwest
Study, at age 19, when the youth had been “youn@isidor one yearr{ = 603), 53% had
been discharged from foster care. Of those, 34%rteg being arrested, and about 24%
reported being incarcerated since the baselinevietg at age 17 or 18. At age 21, 591 of the
original 732 baseline participants were re-intamgd about their criminal behavior and
criminal justice involvement. Thirty percent repadtbeing arrested, 15% reported being
convicted of a crime, and 29% reported being ireated since their most recent interview
(Courtney et al., 2007).

Prior to the Midwest Study, Courtney and colleag(901) found similar results in
the Foster Youth Transitions to Adulthood Studgaeple of 141 young adults who left care
in Wisconsin in 1995 and 1996. Serious behaviobjeros included breaking and entering

(14%), dealing in stolen goods (17%), stealinglaiale (11%), attacking someone with the
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intent to do serious harm (18%), being drunk irublie place (24%), interfering with the
work of law enforcement (28%), selling marijuand¥d), and selling hard drugs (8%). Since
2004, the Casey Young Adult Survey (CYAS) has aksen following the experiences of a
cohort of young adults who received foster cargises from Casey Family Progranms=

557) in 13 different states (Casey Family Program,). As of 2006, approximately 32.2%
of the young adults had been arrested since ledostgr care, and more than 1 in 4 (26.3%)
had spent at least one night incarcerated. Twestyept of respondents had been convicted
of a crime.

Using administrative data, Reilly (2003) showealt tin Nevada, of the 100 youth
who had been out of foster care for at least 6 1% had spent time in jail. Similarly,
Daining and DePanfilis (2007) examined data frord $6uth who left out-of-home care of a
large urban child welfare system during a 1-yeaiople One third of the sample reported
ever being incarcerated or detained in a jail gori®r juvenile detention facility.

A more recent trend in assessing the difficulitrethe transition to adulthood among
foster care alumni has been the use of data fraronadly representative surveys coupled
with more sophisticated analytic techniques, iniciggropensity score matching (PSM). For
example, Berzin (2008) examined data from the Mafibongitudinal Survey of Youth 1997
to understand what makes foster youth vulnerabimghe transition to adulthood. Using
PSM, she compared youth with foster care experiemgeuth who did not have foster care
experience but shared pre-existing characterigditBough previous research suggests many
transition outcomes are worse for youth with fostme experience as compared to other
youth, Berzin (2008) did not find such differencestead, results from multivariate analyses

suggested that youth with foster care experienden@atched youth did not differ to a
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statistically significant degree on any of the omes measured, including arrests and
sentencing to jail. These findings suggest théterathan foster care experience, negative
outcomes during the transition to adulthood are@ated with a shared set of individual,
familial, and community characteristics.

Compared to youth in the general population, farfoster youth and other at-risk
groups of young adults tend to have higher ratesiofinal involvement (Berzin, 2008).
However, researchers have also observed and dotesingglinquent and violent acts among
normative samples of young adults, such as in tt@Nal Crime Victimization Survey and
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (NL$%/). According to the National
Crime Victimization Survey, in 2005, the estimatate (per 100,000 persons) of murders
and nonnegligent manslaughter among offenders &8¢0l 24 years was 26.5 (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2007). Similarly, in 200 estimated percent distributions of
violent victimizations by lone offenders aged 1&€years and 21 to 29 years was 10.4%
and 24.7%, respectively, and for violent victimiaas by multiple offenders, the estimated
percent distribution for 21- to 29-year-olds wa&d(.S. Department of Justice, 2008).

The NLSY97 also provides national estimates ferdavelopment of juvenile and
young adult problem behaviors among a normativepsawf adolescents and young adults.
In 2006, the prevalence rates for property andgreasfenses among 18 to 21 year-olds were
45% and 43%, respectively (McCurley, 2006). The MR3 is also tracking the prevalence
of specific delinquent and violent acts. Among ttB21-year-olds, the 2006 estimates for
minor theft, assault, and drug selling were 27%efach act. The prevalence of major theft

was 9%, and for carrying a handgun, 19%.
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These statistics, for both the at-risk and normegpiopulations, point to a significant
problem with long-term consequences for the indigid, their families, and their
communities. Given the current prevalence, ovénadhctability, and lasting effects (e.qg.,
problems in school, in the workforce, and in ineggmnal relationships) of delinquency and
violence, concerned practitioners, policymakers, i@searchers alike are working to identify
effective interventions. Theories of juvenile dgliency often stress the role of both positive
and negative relationships in a young person’g($iée, for example, Hirschi, 1969;
Sutherland & Cressey, 1978; Hawkins & Weis, 1986itesl in Bauldry, 2006). A
considerable body of research suggests that “deyigaining” takes place among peers
when young adults consistently associate with éise@ngaged in delinquency and violence
(Dishion, McCord, & Poulin, 1999). In contrast, ymupeople supported by caring adults are
less likely to engage in such problem behaviorsgB&osenfeld, Spitalny, Zansky &
Bontempo, 2000; DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005; Zimmemet al., 2002).

Material Hardship

Many former foster youth also encounter difficuliith self-sufficiency during the
emerging adulthood period. This includes livingdvekhe poverty threshold, relying on
public assistance, lacking employment, experienoiagerial hardship, and not possessing a
bank account (Courtney & Dworsky, 2Q0Bourtney et al., 2007; Pecora et al., 2006). As
early as 1990, Barth documented the self-suffigiggroblems experienced by former foster
youth. Of the 55 youth interviewed in the San FrscwBay Area and Sacramento, 47% had
problems paying for food or housing, 35% were has®land 25% were unemployed.

More recently, several longitudinal studies haweeatded a similarly bleak picture
with respect to the material hardship experiengetbtmer foster youth. For instance,

Courtney et al. (2007) found that former fosterthowere more likely than youth in general
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to have ever experienced very low food securitgnbevicted, had their phone service
disconnected, had their gas or electricity shutradt had enough money to pay a utility bill,
not had enough money to pay rent, and not had énaegey to buy clothing. Both
Courtney et al. (2007) and Pecora et al. (200a)dabhat a history of homelessness after
leaving foster care was another risk factor to tadihe list. Use of public assistance is
likewise common among this vulnerable populatiomsTncludes receiving food stamps,
Supplemental Security Income, and public housimgaleassistance (Courtney et al., 2007).

Asset Ownership

Given the array of material hardships experiengetbimer foster youth, it is not
surprising that these young people also typicaltklassets. Yet, to date, few studies have
considered asset-related outcomes among sampliiesadr foster youth. At age 21, only
half of the youth in the Midwest Study reported ingva bank account, 3% reported owning
a residence, and only 39% reported owning a vel@eirtney, et al. 2007). To provide
some context for these findings, Courtney and aglies (2007) made comparisons between
their sample of young adults who aged out of fostee and a nationally representative
sample of 21-year-olds who participated in Add lteahlmost 81% of the Add Health 21-
year-olds reported having a bank account, 9% regdanvning a residence, and 73%
reported owning a vehicle. The homeownership ratethe general population of young
adults are much higher. In the first quarter of 2% of individuals aged 24 or younger
reported owning a residence (U.S. Census Burea0Gs).

The only other studies known to the author to hexeamined asset-related outcomes
are the Casey National Alumni Study (Pecora ek@D4) and the Northwest Foster Care
Alumni Study (Pecora et al., 2005). In the fornaly 27% of the more than a thousand

Casey Family Programs foster care alumni reportedray a home. In the later study, of the
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almost 500 participants, only 9% reported owingsidence. These percentages are much
lower than the 68% of Americans who owned their ®Wwme in 2008 (U.S. Census Bureau,
2008).

Although evidence on the assets of former fostertty is scant, the Corporation for
Enterprise Development recently extended the pesigsults of the Downpayments on the
American Dream Policy Demonstration (ADD) to thignerable population by launching
the SEED (Saving for Education, Entrepreneurshig, Bownpayment) Initiative in 2003.
Building on the lesson from ADD that poor people save, accumulate assets, buy homes,
start businesses, and pursue higher education priogided the right incentives and
supports, the SEED Initiative is a 10-year ende&valevelop, test, inform, and promote
matched savings accounts and financial educatiochitdren and youth. Part of the SEED
Initiative is a special foster youth SEED Initiaithat is being piloted in Colorado and
Oklahoma. At present, there are more than 170rfgsteth involved in financial literacy
training, who are saving toward asset purchasds asipost-secondary education, housing,
transportation, and small business developmentgiR@)07).

Still in its infancy, there are not yet any emgatifindings from the foster youth
SEED Initiative. However, preliminary lessons haweerged, which support both the
wisdom of facilitating asset accumulation for tepecial population as well as the
importance of a relationship with a caring aduittfeese vulnerable youth. These lessons
include (a) the ability of foster youth to save anake wise use of savings incentives; (b) the
need for support services for foster youth becafisieeir unique life circumstances; and (c)
the necessity for a wider range of eligible useaazbunts to meet the unique needs of this

population. The need for support services speakstty to the critical role of caring adults.
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The SEED Initiative refers to such help as “highdo,” denoting the importance of hands-
on, highly personalized supports to help fostertlyaucceed in building assets (Rosen,
2007).

In sum, the research on assets highlights theedsed likelihood that former foster
youth will become self-sufficient adults. Althoughialuated as an end in and of itself,
Sherraden (2008) emphasized that asset buildimgpsrtant because it extends beyond the
accumulation of tangible assets to having postifects in the economic, personal, family
and household, community, and societal domainsekample, building assets has been
linked to greater effort and success in increaasggt values, improved physical health,
improved self-regard, better school attendancegeratable household composition,
involvement in neighborhood/community affairs, iroped social behaviors of one’s
children (e.g., avoidance of teen pregnancy, feamests), and improved financial well-
being of one’s children (Page-Adams, Scanlon, Bgyv& McDonald, 2001).

Asset accumulation is a significant part of devatept during emerging adulthood
and directly influences the achievement of selfisighcy as well as other important
noneconomic outcomes. Successful navigation ofdinglopmental process may be
especially essential for former foster youth whe lass likely than other young adults to
have families to whom they can turn for financiapgort in times of need (Courtney et al.,
2007). Therefore, developing strategies that hedmér foster youth build assets and achieve
economic independence is of paramount importance.

Research Questions

The research questions for this dissertation agarozed around each of the four

emerging adulthood outcomes depicted in the coneéptodel: depression, delinquency and
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violence, material hardship, and asset ownersiip.anhalysis of the outcome of depression

involves the following research questions.

1.

2.

Is a natural mentor relationship associated wittrebessed depression at Wave 3?
Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationstiength and the number of
roles filled by a natural mentor associated witbrdased depression at Wave 37?
Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationstigngth and the specific
individual roles filled by a natural mentor asstethwith decreased depression at
Wave 3?

Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and dejae at Wave 3 and
depression and the number of roles at Wave 3?

Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and dejae at Wave 3 and
depression and the mentor’s specific individuatsat Wave 37?

Do the patterns and magnitudes of the associalietvgeen the variables differ by

sample (i.e., former foster youth vs. nonformetdogouth)?

The analysis of the outcome of delinquency andeviot involves the following research

guestions.

1.

Is a natural mentor relationship associated wittreBesed delinquency and
violence at Wave 3?

Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationstigngth and the number of
roles filled by a natural mentor associated witbrdased delinquency and

violence at Wave 3?
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3. Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationsgtiength and the specific
individual roles filled by a natural mentor asstethwith decreased delinquency
and violence at Wave 3?

4. Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and gieééincy and violence at Wave 3
and delinquency and violence and the number oraléVave 3?

5. Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and gieééincy and violence at Wave 3
and delinquency and violence and the mentor’s ipecdividual roles at Wave
3?

6. Do the patterns and magnitudes of the associaietveeen the variables differ by
sample (i.e., former foster youth vs. nonformetdoyouth)?

The analysis of the outcome of material hardshiplves the following research questions.

1. Is a natural mentor relationship associated wittreessed material hardship at
Wave 37?

2. Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationgtnength and the number of
roles filled by a natural mentor associated witbrdased material hardship at
Wave 3?

3. Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationstiength and the specific
individual roles filled by a natural mentor asstethwith decreased material

hardship at Wave 3?
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4.

5.

Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and mateardship at Wave 3 and
material hardship and the number of roles at Wave 3

Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and mateardship at Wave 3 and
material hardship and the mentor’s specific indiraldroles at Wave 3?

Do the patterns and magnitudes of the associalietvgeen the variables differ by

sample (i.e., former foster youth vs. nonformetdogouth)?

The analysis of the outcome of asset ownership\megahe following research questions.

1.

2.

Is a natural mentor relationship associated wieaswnership at Wave 3?
Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationstiength and the number of
roles filled by a natural mentor associated wittea®wnership at Wave 3?
Among youth with a natural mentor, are relationsgtnength and the specific
individual roles filled by a natural mentor asstethwith asset ownership at
Wave 37?

Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and asg&trship at Wave 3 and asset
ownership and the number of roles at Wave 3?

Among youth with a natural mentor, do future expgohs at Wave 3 mediate the
association between relationship strength and asg&trship at Wave 3 and asset
ownership and the mentor’s specific individual so& Wave 3?

Do the patterns and magnitudes of the associalietvgeen the variables differ by

sample (i.e., former foster youth vs. nonformetdogouth)?
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CHAPTER Il
METHODS

This study relies on restricted-use data from Adalkh, a cohort study that began in
1994. Add Health explores the causes of healthaglaehaviors of adolescents and their
outcomes in young adulthood. Currently in its foustave of data collection, the survey
seeks to examine how social contexts (familiesnfis, peers, schools, neighborhoods, and
communities) influence adolescents' health andréiaviors. A sample of 80 high schools
and 52 middle schools from the US was selected wvitqual probability of selection.
Incorporating systematic sampling methods and icit@iratification into the Add Health
study design ensured that the sample was repréisemddU.S. schools with respect to
region of country, degree of urbanization, schaz#,sschool type, and ethnicity.

Study Design

This study uses Add Health data from Waves 1 ameh2n the youth were in 7th to
12th grades and when they were between the adesarid 26, respectively. Therefore, the
Wave 3 sample consists of Wave 1 respondents wiid be located and re-interviewed 6
years later (Harris et al., 2003). Using Add Heaklhsecondary data, this dissertation
employs a nonequivalent comparison group desigis$ess the associatibatween natural
mentoring relationship characteristics and emergohgthood outcomes and to determine
whether this association is equivalent across sesmgfl former foster youth and normative
youth. The magnitude and mechanism of effects nfrabmentoring are compared between

young adults with natural mentors that identifyriselves as having prior experience in



foster care and a normative sample of young asttsnatural mentors (but no foster care
experience).

Add Health entails a complex sampling design, idiclg stratification by census
region, clustering of students, and unequal prdibabif selection. To obtain unbiased
estimates, these design features must be takeadntunt when analyzing the data by using
analytic methods that can handle such featurese@biest way to address the complex
survey design is to utilize statistical softwarattadjusts for these features (Chantala, 2006).

Another important design feature of Add Health tedao analyzing a subset of a
sample (i.e., young adults who report a naturaltorerg relationship). Because Add Health
is a probability sample, subsetting the data ippnapriate. Instead, a subpopulation
represented by part of the sample must be analiethly subsetting the data can cause an
incorrect number of primary sampling units to bedus the variance computation formula.
The most straightforward way to address this defggture is also to use statistical software
that provides special commands for the subpopulati@lysis (Chantala, 2006).

Sample

Data for this dissertation pertain to 15,197 resi@oits represented in the Wave 3
restricted-use dataset. Of these, 14,823 respaontiadtvalid cluster and stratification
variables available to adjust for sampling desggpttdres (clustering of students by school,
stratification of schools of census region). lingportant to note that other than the
descriptive statistics, this dissertation’s anadysiel not exclude respondents who were
missing a valid longitudinal sampling weight, whicblped adjust for the unequal probability
of selection in order to accurately generalizéntlarger population. The goal of this
exploratory research was to study a very specdjmufation in order to learn something new

and guide both future research and interventiorldgwnent. The goal was not to obtain
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national estimates (i.e., generalize to a popultidherefore, in the interest of sample size
for the former foster youth, including respondeniih and without a valid sampling weight
was considered acceptable for all regression atidgrealyses.

Of the 14,823 respondents, 8,151 reported havimgf@al mentor at any time since
age 14. Respondents who endorsed a younger sibienyl, or spouse or partner were
excluded. Respondents who reporbéiger as a natural mentoring role or who were missing
an answer to the natural mentorship question wisteexcluded due to not being able to
group them into a social role category. Of the 8,ddspondents with natural mentors, 165
reported at Wave 3 that they had been in foster Ga., “Did you ever live in a foster
home?”); 7,977 reported that they had not beenstef care; and 9 respondents were
missing data for the foster care variable.

Given the great difference in sample size betweemédr foster youth and nonformer
foster youth, it is important to note the issu@otiver in this dissertation, or the probability
of rejecting the null hypothesis when there isa effect in the population (Kline, 2005).
Power varies directly with the magnitude of thdmapulation effect, the sample size, and
thep value selected for statistical tests. Effects #natpresent in the former foster youth
sample may be undetectable due to the smaller sasiga. Conversely, among the
nonformer foster youth, the sample size was seltrgt even small, clinically irrelevant
effects may have been statistically significant.

Young-Adult Characteristics at Wave 3

The sample characteristics of the young adultsiged in this study are shown in
Table 1. The descriptive statistics are designbasel take into account the complex sample
design of the data, including the unequal probigtaf selection. Therefore, they are

generalizable to a population of young adults w#kural mentors. Among the former foster
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youth, more than half of the youths in the sampdeenfemale (66%). Almost all were
nonHispanic (97%), and 74% were White. Particigaadsrage age was 21.5 yea®(=

1.5 years). Thirty percent completed high schodl we majority of youth reported not being
married at the time of the interview (75%). Aboatfl{51%) reported being employed full
time. Only 9% of the participants were receivindplpmiassistance at the time of data
collection. Two fifths (40%) of the sample reporteal/ing been placed in more than one
foster home during their youth. The former fosteuths’ average level of depression at
Wave 3 was .923D = .46) and their average level of delinquencyaoténce at Wave 3
was 0.46 D= 1.10). On average, former foster youth repoebgaeriencing less than one
indicator of material hardship in the past 12 men8D = .24). Only about 1% of the former
foster youth reported owning assets.

Among the nonformer foster youth, about half of tegpondents were female (51%).
Almost all were nonHispanic (90%), and 80% were ¥/HParticipants’ average age was
21.3 years$D = 1.6 years). Almost half (47%) completed soméega, and the majority of
youth reported not being married at the time ofitherview (87%). Almost half (46%)
reported being employed full time. Only 4% of tletipants were receiving public
assistance at the time of data collection. The oromér foster youths’ average level of
depression at Wave 3 was . BD(= .46), and their average level of delinquency@otence
at Wave 3 was 0.760 = 1.85). On average, nonformer foster youth regabexperiencing
less than one indicator of material hardship ingast 12 monthsSD = .16). Most youth
reported having a bank account (87%) and owningr §72%). Only 10% reported owning

their residence.
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Young-Adult Characteristics at Wave 1

Among the former foster youth, about 25% reported their mother was receiving
public assistance at Wave 1. Almost half (48%) énet received an out-of-school
suspension, and 37% had ever received psycholagpoalseling. The majority (90%) of
youth reported usually feeling safe in their neigitimod. The majority of youth also
reported their mothers caring about them very n{@6Bo) and their friends caring about
them very much (90%). The former foster youths'rage level of depression at Wave 1 was
.88 (SD=.56), and their average level of delinquency armdevice at Wave 1 was 2.580)
=2.95).

Among the nonformer foster youth, fewer than 10n(9%) reported that their
mother was receiving public assistance at Wavebbufone quarter (23%) of the nonformer
foster youth had ever received out-of-school susipanand 12% had ever received
psychological counseling. The majority (91%) of froteported usually feeling safe in their
neighborhood. The majority of youth also reporteeirt mothers caring about them very
much (98%) and their friends caring about them weugh (87%). The nonformer foster
youths’ average level of depression at Wave 1 8@$SD= .45), and their average level of
delinquency and violence at Wave 1 was 1S3 £ 2.80).

Relationship Characteristics at Wave 3

Among the former foster youth, their natural meston average filled slightly more
than one role§D=.62) in their lives. More than half (56%) reportealing a natural mentor
who provided guidance or advice, and more than(bé&fb) reported having a natural mentor
who provided emotional nurturance. Receiving pcatthelp from a natural mentor was
reported by 13% of the former foster youth. Veny f&f the former foster youth (1%)

reported having a natural mentor who was like amiarand 8% reported having one who
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was a role model. Only 1% reported having a “véoge’ relationship with their natural
mentor, and the average duration of the naturatoniery relationship was 10.54 yea&)=
7.89 years). For 83% of the former foster youtkjrthatural mentors became important in
their lives early (between 0 and 17 years). Thetroosimon social role filled by the natural
mentors was relative (54%), followed by school perel (25%) and community member
(21%). About half (53%) of the former foster yowtkre introduced to their natural mentors
through school. Almost 100% of the former fosteatyoreported their natural mentors still
being important to them at Wave 3. An almost eguaportion of former foster youth
reported seeing their natural mentors at least pacenonth (55%) (compared to less than
one time per month), and 60% reported talking teroailing their natural mentors at least
once per month.

Among the nonformer foster youth, their naturahtoes on average filled slightly
more than one role&SP=.61) in their lives. More than half (60%) reportealing a natural
mentor who provided guidance or advice. Forty paroéthe nonformer foster youth
reported having a natural mentor who provided eonali nurturance. Receiving practical
help from a natural mentor was reported by 10%efformer foster youth. Very few of the
nonformer foster youth had a natural mentor who $ikes a parent,” and 15% reported
having a mentor who was a “role model.” About hafforted having a very close
relationship with their natural mentor, and therage duration of the natural mentoring
relationship was 8.94 yearS[P= 7.07 years). For a little more than three quaif#8sso) of
the nonformer foster youth, their natural mentagsame important in their lives early
(between 0 and 17 years). The most common sodefiled by the natural mentors was

relative (45%), followed by school personnel (332§ community member (22%). Slightly
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more than half (56%) of the nonformer foster yow#re introduced to their natural mentors
through school. Almost 100% of the former fosteatyoreported their natural mentors still
being important to them at Wave 3. Almost equapprtions of nonformer foster youth
reported seeing their natural mentors and talkingr temailing their natural mentors at least
one timer per month.

Descriptive Differences Between Former Foster
Youth and Nonformer Foster Youth

Chi-square antitests were conducted to assess differences betivedwo groups
on the demographic and relationship characteriagosell as on the outcome variables
(Table 1). Former foster youth were more likelyoononHispanicp(< .05) and marriedo(<
.05). Former foster youth reported significantlyrendepressive symptomg € .001) and
material hardshipp(< .001) at Wave 3. At Wave 1, the mothers of forfoster youth were
more likely to receive welfarg@( .0001). Former foster youth were also more likely
receive out-of school suspensigng.0001) and psychological counseliqpy<(.0001) at
Wave 1. Former foster youth reported significanmtigre depressive symptoms at Wave 1 (
<.001). Former foster youth were more likely tedna natural mentor who provided
“emotional nurturance”q< .01).

Nonformer foster youth were more likely to havenpteted some or all of collegp (
<.0001). Nonformer foster youth were also moreliiko report significantly more
delinquent or violent behaviorp € .05) and to have a bank accoym&(.0001) at Wave 3.
At Wave 1, nonformer foster youth were more likeyeport that their mothers cared about
them very muchg< .001). Nonformer foster youth were more likelyhtve a natural

mentor who was “like a parentp & .05).
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Measurement
Natural Mentorship

The presence or absence of a natural mentor wasl loaisa single retrospective
guestion from Wave 3. This question asked respdsdemether an adult other than a
parent/step-parent had made an “important posiiference in [their] life at any time since
[they] were 14 years old.” Participants who repdigeunger siblings, spouses, friends, or
other as their natural mentors were excluded (Ahegral., 2008; DuBois & Silverthorn,
2005; Klaw et al., 2003; Rhodes, Contreras, & Mésa@f, 1994). This variable was
dummy-coded. A code of one represented an answerstd this question, and zero
represented an answerra.

Natural Mentor Functional Role

Functional roles filled by natural mentors wereedetined from a retrospective,
open-ended question at Wave 3 that asked the rdsptmwhat their natural mentors did to
help them. Responses were recoded into functiaalcategories: (a) providing guidance

and advice (e.g., “helped guide me in the rightction,” “guided me on life decisions”); (b)

providing emotional support (e.g., “she’s alwaysréhfor me,” “encouraged me to by
myself”); (c) providing practical help (e.g., “helgp me get a job, write up my resume,”
“helped me move”); (d) being like a parent (e.ggtéd like a mom to me,” “has been like a
father figure”); and (e) serving as a role modej.(€'an inspiration in my life,” “I tried to
follow in his footsteps”). These categories werématually exclusive—an individual's
response could be coded in more than one categorg-ai@ consistent with the social
support typology described by House (1981) and byedreeson and Bowen (2008). The

five individual roles and a composite score creégdumming the number of roles together

were used as independent variables.
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Natural Mentor Relationship Strength

Relationship strength between the natural mentdryanng adult was assessed from
a question that asks the respondent, “How closgddeel to him/her these days?”
Responses were on a five-point Likert scale ofarl@ss ranging from zerodt close at al
to four (very closég. Consistent with previous research using these (@&., McDonald,
Erickson, Johnson, & Elder, 2007), the responses vexoded to create a dichotomous
variable: very closevery closeandquite clos¢ andnot so close gomewhat clos®nly a
little close andnot close at a)land then dummy coded (1lvery close0 =not so closg

Former Foster Youth

Former foster youth status is a dummy variabletecetom the answer to a single
Wave-3 item, “Did you ever live in a foster home&®?tode of one representgds zero
representedo. This operationalization is consistent with presgesearch that has used the
same sample of young adults (i.e., Ahrens et @082

Depression

Depressive symptoms were measured using the avef&jeems from the Center
for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CERBqloff, 1977), one of the most
common screening instruments for depression. lat@wnsistency reliability estimates were
satisfactory for both the former foster youth sampl= .79) and the nonformer foster youth
sample ( =.79) at Wave 3. Responses to all items werefonrapoint Likert scale of
frequency ranging from éve) to 3 (most/all of the time A lower score on the CES-D is
indicative of fewer depressive symptoms. A scor&br higher has been used extensively
as the cut-off point for high depressive symptoRad|off). Examples of items are “l was
bothered by things that don't usually bother mef ‘drfelt that | was just as good as other

people.” Add Health uses an abbreviated versicdhe@R0-item CES-D that has not been
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previously validated. However, other, shortenedioss of the scale with as few as 9 items
have performed similarly to the full CES-D (Sanfo€oyne, 1997).

Delinquency and Violence

Delinquency and violence at both Wave 1 and Wawa$8 measured by summing the
10 delinquency and violence items. Internal corsisy reliability estimates for delinquency
and violence at Wave 3 were adequate for bothdiradr foster youth sample € .64) and
the nonformer foster youth sampleX .69). Respondents were asked how often in the pa
12 months they had gone into a house or buildirgidal, used or threatened to use a weapon
against someone, sold drugs, and committed othiegdent behaviors. All responses were
scored on a four-point Likert scale of frequenaygiag fromnever(coded as 0) toore
than five timegcoded as 3). Therefore, a higher delinquencyasldnce value was
indicative of more delinquent/violent behavior.

Material Hardship

Material hardship was measured using the averagewah items related to the
concept. Internal consistency reliability estimatese adequate for both the former foster
youth sample (= .68) and the nonformer foster youth sample (66). Responses to all
items were dichotomougés= 1 andno = 0), with composite scores ranging from zero to
six. A lower score was indicative of less matehiaitdship. Among other questions,
respondents were asked if in the past 12 montlysithe ever been without phone service for
any reason or if they had ever been evicted fraeir tiouse or apartment for not paying the
mortgage or rent.

Assets

Three individual items that consider one’s propéxidings and basic financial

characteristics measured assets. Responsestenadlwere dichotomougds= 1 andno =
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0). The items were: “Do you own a residence such lasuse, condominium, or mobile
home?” “Do you own a car, truck, van, or motorc¢¢land “Do you have a bank account
(savings and/or checking)?”

Income Expectations

Income expectations served as a proxy for the oactstfuture expectations.” The
index was created by averaging the two income it¢@isance of middle class income at
age 30" and “Chance of more than a middle classnmecat age 30”) from the six personal
future items in Add HealttResponses were scored on a five-point Likert solabertainty
ranging from oneglmost certaifto five @most no changeBecause of this counter-
intuitive response pattern, the variable was redaieh that higher index values were
indicative of greater income expectations and loweex values were indicative of poorer
income expectations.

The use of income expectations as a proxy forgpaisuture is consistent with the
Midwest Study (Courtney et al., 2007), which udesl¢ame income questions that asked
former foster youth to rate their likelihood of eéxgencing a particular event. The use of
income expectations is also consistent with theaddat Education Longitudinal Study of
1988 (NELS88). The NELS88 assesses youths’ pemeptf the likelihood of positive
outcomes for themselves in the economic domain thigHollowing question, “What is the
chance that you will have a job that pays well?”

Covariates

Covariates were selected based on availabilithendataset and a review of the
pertinent natural mentoring and foster care litea{Ahrens et al., 2008; Berzin, 2008;
Dubois & Silverthorm, 2005; Munson & McMillen, 2009 hey included various individual

and relationship characteristics. Individual coates included characteristics measured at
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Waves 1 and 3. Wave 3 individual characteristiceevgender (1 #male 0 =femalg; age (in
years); race (1 ¥hite 0 =Blackor othen; marital status (1 married 0 =not married;
employment status (1 employed full timg0 =not employed full timemedication use in
past 12 months to treat depression (for the dejorestudy only; 1 =yes 0 =no); and more
than one foster care placement (for former fostertly only; 1 =yes 0 =no). Wave 1
individual characteristics were mother’s use offare (1 =yes 0 =no); self-reported quality
of mother-child relationship (1 mother cares very mucB =mother does not care so
much); self-perceived relationship with peers (frrends care very mugld =friends do not
care so much) usually feeling safe in neighborhood (Yes 0 =no); ever received out-of-
school suspension (1yes 0 =no); and ever received psychological counseling {50 =
no).

In addition to the individual variables presentéd\ae, additional variables affecting
mentoring outcomes based on previous literature weluded. These are relationship
duration (in years); frequency of seeing naturahtoe(1 =once per month or moy@ =less
than once per mon}hand frequency of talking to or emailing the matumentor (1 =once
per month or more0 =less than once per month

Analysis Procedures

First, to test the hypothesis that having a nhataemntor is associated with emerging
adulthood outcomes, each outcome was regresseavargha natural mentor and 18
covariates for the former foster youth sample anddvariates for the nonformer foster
youth sample using Mplus 5.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 2006 both samples, depression and
delinquency and violence at Wave 1 was also adjustein those particular regression

models.
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Second, to test the hypothesis that natural miergtoelationship characteristics
would be associated with emerging adulthood outsodirectly and indirectly through
increased income expectations, multivariate pattietsowith continuous and categorical
dependent variables were estimated separatelytordamples using Mplus 5.0 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2006). This strategy was selected becawdewed for the simultaneous
assessment of increased income expectations ag@nee of natural mentoring relationship
characteristics and as a predictor of emergingthdati outcomes. Although correlation
cannot confirm causation, intervening variables. (changes in future expectations of
income) that explain the correlations between @imentor relationship characteristics and
outcomes can reveal important intervention chamgegsses.

A Maximum Likelihood estimation method with standl@rrors that are robust to
nonnormality and nonindependence of observatiogstapute path coefficients was used in
all analyses. This method computes the standaodsausing a sandwich estimator. A
sandwich estimator is necessary with complex sudatg in order to obtain standard errors
that account for stratification and clustering (Bdtesketh & Skrondal, 2006).

Several commonly reported fit indices were useastgess how well the path models
with continuous dependent variables fit the dalanek(2005) has recommended reporting
values of multiple fit indexes because they reftéifferent facets of model fit. The? and the
ratio ofc® to degrees of freedoma*(df) were both used due to the difference in sampke si
among the former foster youth and nonformer fogbeith groups. According to Kenny
(2008), thec? is a reasonable measure of fit for models withual#s to 200 cases (i.e., the
former foster youth sample). However, in modelswgteater than 200 cases (i.e., the

nonformer foster youth sample), tbeis almost always statistically significant. Ingfuase,
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thec?/df is considered an acceptable way to assess madéhfies of 3.0 or lower are
desirable for the?/df ratio according to Kline.

The Comparative Fit Index (CFIl) and the Root Megude Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) were also used to test model fit. A cutfff90 was used for the CFI (Hu &
Bentler, 1999), which assesses the improvemeitteofitodel over a baseline model and
assumes no relationship among variables (Kline520the RMSEA corrects for model
complexity favoring a simpler model over the mooenplex (Kline). Good models have a
RMSEA of .05 or less. Values ranging from .08 t0 iddicate mediocre fit, and values
greater than .10 indicate poor fit (Byrne, 20013eldf these various indices ensured that a
variety of statistical approaches to assessing hittdeas represented.

Two commonly reported fit indices were used teeashiow well the path models
with categorical dependent variables fit the dataike's information criterion (AIC) and
the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) were bo#iported. The AIC is a goodness-of-fit
measure that reflects the discrepancy between mogdied and observed covariance
matrices. The BIC uses sample size to estimatartiwmint of information associated with a
given dataset. For both fit indices, lower valuedigate better model fit (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2001).

The original intent of this dissertation involveonducting a multiple-group
comparison between former foster youth and nonfofoster youth in order to determine if
the patterns and magnitudes of the structural pagffficients varied to a statistically
significant degree by sample. However, due to tregiex survey design, the option in

Mplus to conduct the multiple group comparison wasavailable (L. Muthén, personal
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communication, January 28, 2009). Therefore, |@¢@oimment on the significant effects in

each model, but not on how the estimates compargthgnitude across groups.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The results are presented by outcome. The resulésach outcome start with the
former foster youth sample followed by the nonforimster youth sample. The initial results
for each outcome concern the direct effects ofmahtuentoring. The second set of results
addresses the direct and indirect effects of nhtaeatoring relationship characteristics.

Depression
Natural Mentoring Among Former Foster Youth

Depression was regressed on having a natural metaionship while controlling
for relationship characteristics at Wave 3 andvitlial young-adult characteristics at Waves
1 and 3 (Table 2). The model accounted for 15%efvariance in depressioR(= .15),
which was significant. According to conventionarsiards for variance accounted for in
models with multiple predictors, this representsedium effect (13%—25%; Cohen, 1988).
Having a natural mentor did not demonstrate a Bggmit effect on depression among young
adults who had previous foster care experienceed bovariates demonstrated significant
effects. Medication use at Wave 3 to treat depoessias associated with more depressive
symptoms, and depression at Wave 1 was associ#tedare depressive symptoms at
Wave 3. Being married at Wave 3 was associatedfestier depressive symptoms.

Natural Mentoring Among Nonformer Foster Youth

Depression was regressed on having a natural mestadionship while controlling

for relationship characteristics at Wave 3 andvitial young-adult characteristics at Waves



1 and 3 (Table 2). The model accounted for 15%efvariance in depressioR(= .15),
which was significant. As mentioned above, thigeepnts a medium effect (13%—25%;
Cohen, 1988). Having a natural mentor was sigmtigaassociated with fewer depressive
symptoms at Wave 3. Thirteen covariates also detraiad significant effects. Among the
natural mentor relationship characteristics at W&ve stronger natural mentor relationship
was associated with decreased depressive sympidgrasgas young adults talking to or
emailing their natural mentors at least once pemtmaas associated with increased
depressive symptoms. All young-adult charactessdicWwave 3 demonstrated significant
effects. Being male, older, White, married, and leygd full time were all associated with
decreased depressive symptoms. Among the young-&durhcteristics at Wave 1, feeling
safe in one’s neighborhood and higher self-repagteality of mother-child relationship were
also associated with decreased depressive symptioviiave 3. Several young-adult
characteristics at Wave 1 were associated witleas®d depressive symptoms at Wave 3:
depression, out-of-school suspension, and mothisesof public assistance.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agnéarmer Foster Youth

The first path model (Figure 2) estimated the diegd indirect effects of the number
of roles filled by a natural mentor and self-repdrhatural mentoring relationship strength
on depression at Wave 3, adjusting for Wave-1 depre symptoms and 16 covariates.
According to the goodness-of-fit measures, the mfittébe data well. The®was not
significant, %(17,N = 165) = 17.4p = .43, and the RMSEA was .01, less than the target
.05 level. The CFl was .98, greater than the targkte of .90.

The model accounted for 20% of the variance irrefegion at Wave 3 = .20),
which was significant and represents a medium ef8%—25%; Cohen, 1988), and 156 (

= .01) of the variance in income expectations, Whias not significant and represents less
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than a small effect (< 2%; Cohen). There were atissically significant direct or indirect
effects. There were three significant covariatasey marital status, and self-perceived
quality of peer relationships at Wave 1. Depressiwaptoms at Wave 1 were also
significant.

The second path model (Figure3) estimated thetdared indirect effects of the five
individual roles (guidance/advice, emotional nuaiwe, practical help, like a parent, and role
model) and self-reported natural mentoring relaiop strength on depression at Wave 3,
adjusting for Wave 1 depressive symptoms and 1&rcates. According to the goodness-of-
fit measures, the model fit the data well. TAwas not significant,(17,N = 165) = 15.8,

p = .54, and the RMSEA was .00, less than the ta@gelevel. The CFl was 1.00, greater
than the target value of .90.

The model accounted for 22% of the variance irrefgion at Wave 3 = .22),
which was significant and represents a medium ei8%—-25%; Cohen, 1988), and 4% of
the variance in income expectatioR € .04), which was not significant and represents a
small effect (2%—12%; Cohen). The direct effecthef role like a parent on income
expectations was significant. There were no ottagissically significant direct or indirect
effects. There was only one significant covariatdf-perceived quality of peer relationships
at Wave 1. Depressive symptoms at Wave 1 weresgisdficant.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agndonformer Foster Youth

The third path model (Figure 4) estimated the diaed indirect effects of the
number of roles filled by a natural mentor and-sefforted natural mentoring relationship
strength on depression at Wave 3, adjusting for&\adepressive symptoms and 15
covariates. According to the goodness-of-fit measuthe model fit the data reasonably well

after a modification of the model was indicateditsy data and was theoretically justifiable,
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namely adjusting for the effect of race on incompegtations. Due to the large sample size,
the ?was significant, %(15,N = 7,977) = 129.7% = .00. Thec?/df was 8.6, greater than
the target value of 3.0. The RMSEA was .03, leas the target .05 level. The CFl was .92,
greater than target value of .90.

The model accounted for 15% of the variance irregion at Wave 3¢ = .14),
which represents a medium effect (13%—-25%; Coh@88)l and 2% of the variance in
income expectations, which represents a small & .02). Both effects were
significant. The direct effect of number of rolesdepression was not significant. The direct
effects of relationship strength on depressionaridcome expectations on depression were
statistically significant. There were no statidlicaignificant indirect effects. There were 10
significant covariates: sex, race, employment stahedication use for depression,
frequency of talking to or emailing the mentor fgeported quality of mother-child
relationship at Wave 1, out-of-school suspensiovave 1, feeling safe in neighborhood at
Wave 1, and mother’s use of welfare at Wave 1. Begove symptoms at Wave 1 were also
significant.

The fourth path model (Figure 5) estimated theaiand indirect effects of the five
individual roles (guidance/advice, emotional nuathae, practical help, like a parent, and role
model) and self-reported natural mentoring relaiop strength on depression at Wave 3,
adjusting for Wave 1 depressive symptoms and 1@raaes. According to the goodness-of-
fit measures, the model fit the data reasonably aftdr adjusting for the effect of race on
income expectations. Due to the large sample giee?was significant, %(15,N = 7,977)
= 126.0,p = .00. Thec¥/df was 8.4, greater than the target value of 3.0.RMSEA was

.03, less than the target .05 level. The CFl wasggeater than target value of .90.
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The model accounted for 16% of the variance irreksion R = .16), which
represents a medium effect (13%—25%; Cohen, 1988)2% of the variance in income
expectationsF = .02), which represents a small effect (2%—12%hed). Both were
significant. The direct effects of all individualles on depression were not significant. The
direct effect of relationship strength on depressi@s significant. The direct effects of all
individual roles on income expectations were natistically significant, except faole
model The direct effect of relationship strength onome expectations was not statistically
significant, but a trend in the expected directvas observed. The direct effect of income
expectations on depression was significant. Themewo statistically significant indirect
effects. The 10 significant covariates were theesamin the previous model. Depressive
symptoms at Wave 1 were also significant.

Delinquency and Violence
Natural Mentoring Among Former Foster Youth

Among young adults witprevious foster care experience, delinquent anigwnio
behavior was regressed on having a natural mehidase 3 while controlling for
relationship characteristics at Wave 3 and indigldwung-adult characteristics at Waves 1
and 3 (Table 3). The model accounted for 18% olvtir@nce in delinquency and violence
(R? = .18), which was significant, and represents diom effect (13%—25%; Cohen, 1988).
Having a natural mentor relationship was not asgediwith delinquency and violence at
Wave 3. Five covariates demonstrated significalieices on delinquency and violence at
Wave 3. Frequency of seeing one’s natural men®gngomale, and engagement in
delinquency and violence at Wave 1 were associaiiincreased delinquency and
violence. Being married and employed full time e 3 were associated with decreased

delinquency and violence.
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Natural Mentoring Among Nonformer Foster Youth

Among young adults withoudrevious foster care experience, delinquent ankeénio
behavior was regressed on having a natural mehidase 3 while controlling for
relationship characteristics at Wave 3 and indigldwoung-adult characteristics at Waves 1
and 3 (Table 3). The model accounted for 9% ofvtir@ance in delinquency and violend® (
=.09), which was significant and represents a keffgct (2%—-12%; Cohen, 1988). Having
a natural mentor relationship was not associatéd ealinquency and violence at Wave 3.
Eight covariates demonstrated significant effeStgecifically, being male, engagement in
delinquency and violence at Wave 1, out-of-schaspgnsion at Wave 1, counseling at
Wave 1, and positive peer relationships at Wavesfievassociated with increased
delinquency and violence at Wave 3. Being olderri@ad, and employed full time were
associated with decreased delinquency and violah¢éave 3.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agneéarmer Foster Youth

Figure 6 shows the direct and indirect effectsairfjuency and violence at Wave 3
regressed on the number of roles filled by a nataemtor and self-reported natural
mentoring relationship strength, adjusting for dvariates. According to the goodness-of-fit
measures, the model fit the data very well afterodification of the model was indicated by
the data and was theoretically justifiable, nanaeljusting for the effect of race and
employment status on income expectations. Theas not significant,’(14,N = 165) =
11.33,p = .66, and the RMSEA was .00, less than the ta@gefevel. The CFl was 1.00,
greater than the target value of .90.

The model accounted for 27% of the variance iindekncy and violencds{ = .27),
which was significant and represents a large eff28%+; Cohen, 1988), and 1% of the

variance in income expectatiori® & .01), which was not significant and was equintte
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less than a small effect (< 2%; Cohen). The dieffeicts of number of functional roles and
relationship strength on delinquency and violeneeamot significant. The indirect effects
were also not significant. There were three sigaift covariates. Having multiple foster care
placements and being married were associated agthdelinquency and violence at Wave 3.
Being male was associated with more delinquencwasidnce at Wave 3.

Figure 7 shows the direct and indirect effectdalinquency and violence at Wave 3
regressed on the five individual roles (guidanceéiaa emotional nurturance, practical help,
like a parent, and role model) and self-reportadnahmentoring relationship strength,
adjusting for 15 covariates. According to the gaestiof-fit measures, the model fit the data
very well, after a modification of the model waslicated by the data and was theoretically
justifiable, namely adjusting for the effect of ea&and employment status on income
expectations. The’was not significant,%(14,N = 165) = 12.40p = .57, and the RMSEA
was .00, less than the target .05 level. The CEl M0, greater than the target value of .90.

The model accounted for 29% of the variance iindekency and violenceRf = .29),
which was significant, and equivalent to a largeaf(26%-+; Cohen, 1988), and 4% of the
variance in income expectatior® & .04), which was not significant, and equivalena
small effect (2%—-12%; Cohen). There were no sigaift direct or indirect effects. There
were four significant covariates. Having multiptester care placements, being married, and
being employed full time were associated with @siinquency and violence at Wave 3.
Being male was associated with more delinquencwasidnce at Wave 3.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agndonformer Foster Youth

Figure 8 shows the direct and indirect effectsalimdjuency and violence at Wave 3
regressed on the number of roles filled by a nataemtor and self-reported natural

mentoring relationship strength, adjusting for d&ariates. According to the goodness-of-fit
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measures, the model fit the data well, after a ficadion of the model was indicated by the
data and was theoretically justifiable, namely atipg for the effect of race and employment
status on income expectations. Due to the larg@lessize, the?was significant, %(13,N
=7,977) = 56.59p = .00. Thec?df was 4.35, greater than the desirable value ofThe.
RMSEA was .02, less than the target .05 level. CRewas .95, greater than the target value
of .90.

The model accounted for 10% of the variance iindakncy and violenceRf = .10),
which is equivalent to a small effect (2%—12%; QuHE988) and 2% of the variance in
income expectationdx{ = .02), which is equivalent to a small effect (208%; Cohen). Both
R? values were significant. The direct effects of temof functional roles and natural
mentor relationship strength on delinquency anéewice were not significant. Having
greater income expectations was associated witledeed delinquency and violence at
Wave 3. There were no significant indirect effeG@isere were six significant covariates.
Specifically, being older, married, and employelltime were associated with decreased
delinquency and violence at Wave 3. Being malegivéieg counseling at Wave 1, and
having positive peer relationships at Wave 1 weemeaiated with increased delinquency and
violence at Wave 3.

Figure 9 shows the direct and indirect effectdalinquency and violence at Wave 3
regressed on the five individual roles (guidanceéia emotional nurturance, practical help,
like a parent, and role model) and self-reportadnaamentoring relationship strength,
adjusting for 14 covariates. According to the gaesinof-fit measures, the model fit the data
well after a modification of the model was indicatey the data and was theoretically

justifiable, namely adjusting for the effect of eaand employment status on income
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expectations. Due to the large sample size, thas significant, %(13,N = 7,977) = 56.59,
p = .00. Thec?/df was 4.35, greater than the desirable value of7h8.RMSEA was .02, less
than the target .05 level. The CFl was .95, gretatan the target value of .90.

The model accounted for 10% of the variance iindekncy and violenceRf = .10),
which is equivalent to a small effect (2%—12%; QuHEI88) and 2% of the variance in
income expectationd’{ = .02), which is equivalent to a small effect (208%; Cohen). Both
R? values were significant. Having a natural menthoyerovided practical help was
associated with increased delinquency and violah&®ave 3. Having a natural mentor who
was a role model was associated with increasedra@xpectations at Wave 3. The indirect
effects of all individual functional roles and ritenship strength on delinquency and
violence as a function of income expectations wertesignificant. As with the previous
model, there were six significant covariates. Befdgr, married, and employed full time
were associated with decreased delinquency andndelat Wave 3. Being male, receiving
counseling at Wave 1, and having positive peetioglships at Wave 1 were associated with
increased delinquency and violence at Wave 3.

Material Hardship
Natural Mentoring Among Former Foster Youth

Material hardship was regressed on having a naneator relationship while
controlling for relationship characteristics at W&8/and individual young-adult
characteristics at Waves 1 and 3 (Table 4). Theelractounted for 9% of the variance in
material hardshipR¢ = .09), which was statistically significant. Acdarg to conventional
standards for variance accounted for in models mititiple predictors, this represents a
small effect (2%—12%; Cohen, 1988)aving a natural mentor did not demonstrate a

significant effect on material hardship among yoadglts who had previous foster care
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experience. Three covariates demonstrated signtfeféects: race, out-of-school suspension
at Wave 1, and mother’s use of welfare at Wave 1.

Natural Mentoring Among Nonformer Foster Youth

Material hardship was regressed on having a natueator relationship while
controlling for relationship characteristics at \WWe8/and individual young-adult
characteristics at Waves 1 and 3 (Table 2). Theelactounted for 4% of the variance in
material hardshipR¢ = .04), which was significant. According to contienal standards for
variance accounted for in models with multiple peeats, this represents a small effect (2%-
12%; Cohen, 1988). Having a natural mentor diddeshonstrate a significant effect on
material hardship among young adults who did neelmevious foster care experience.

Ten covariates demonstrated significant effectaoAg natural mentor relationship
characteristics at Wave 3, a stronger natural meatationship was associated with
decreased material hardship. Among young-aduliacaristics at Wave 3, being male and
employed full time were also associated with desedamaterial hardship. Whereas, being
older and married were associated with increasadriabhardship. Several young-adult
characteristics at Wave 1 were also associatedimgteased material hardship at Wave 3:
mother’s use of public assistance, out-of-schospsusion, and counseling. Higher-quality
mother-child relationships and peer relationship#/ave 1 were associated with decreased
material hardship at Wave 3.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agnéarmer Foster Youth

Figure 10 shows the direct and indirect effectmafterial hardship at Wave 3
regressed on the number of roles filled by a nataemtor and self-reported natural
mentoring relationship strength, adjusting for dSariates. According to the goodness-of-fit

measures, the model fit the data very well, afterodification of the model was indicated by
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the data and was theoretically justifiable, nanaeljusting for the effect of race, and
mother’s use of welfare at Wave 1 on income expiects. The >was not significant,(13,
N =165) = 6.28p = .94, and the RMSEA was .00, less than the tafgetevel. The CFI
was 1.00, greater than target .90.

The model accounted for 16% of the variance irenthardship at Wave &t =
.16), which was significant. According to conventb standards for variance accounted for
in models with multiple predictors, this represemtsmall effect (2%—12%; Cohen, 1988).
The model also accounted for 8% of the variandadome expectationsif = .08), which
was not significant. This represents a small eff2&—12%; Cohen). The direct effects of
number of roles filled by a natural mentor andtiefeship strength on material hardship
were not statistically significant. Having greaterome expectations was significantly
associated with decreased material hardship at \WaVkere were no significant indirect
effects and no significant covariates.

Figure 11 shows the direct and indirect effectmaterial hardship at Wave 3
regressed on the five individual roles (guidanceéia emotional nurturance, practical help,
like a parent, and role model) and self-reportadnaamentoring relationship strength ,
adjusting for 15 covariates. According to the gaestof-fit measures, the model fit the data
well. The ?was not significant,’(15,N = 165) = 15.8p = .39, and the RMSEA was .02,
less than the target .05 level. The CFl was .93atgr than target .90.

The model accounted for 15% of the variance irregion at Wave 3¢ = .15),
which was significant. According to conventionaredards for variance accounted for in
models with multiple predictors, this representsedium effect (13%—-25%; Cohen, 1988).

The model also accounted for 4% of the variandadome expectations (R= .04), which
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was not significant. This represents a small eff2&t—12%; Cohen). Having a natural
mentor who was like a parent was associated wehtgr income expectations at Wave 3.
The direct effects of the remaining roles and refethip strength on income expectations
were not statistically significant, and the direffects of all individual roles and relationship
strength on material hardship were not significastwith the previous model, greater
income expectations were significantly associategd decreased material hardship at Wave
3. Similar to the previous model, there were naificant indirect effects and no significant
covariates.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agndonformer Foster Youth

Figure 12 shows the direct and indirect effectmafterial hardship at Wave 3
regressed on the number of roles filled by a nataemtor and self-reported natural
mentoring relationship strength, adjusting for d&ariates. According to the goodness-of-fit
measures, the model fit the data reasonably weelt afmodification of the model was
indicated by the data and was theoretically justié, namely adjusting for the effects of
race, employment status, and mother’s use of wvedtilWave 1 on income expectations.
Due to the large sample size, thevas significant, (11,N =7,977) = 48.86 = .00. The
c’/df was 4.44, greater than the desirable value offh6.RMSEA was .02, less than the
target .05 level. The CFl was .92, greater thartdahget value of .90.

The model accounted for 5% of the variance in rigtbardship R = .05) and 2%
of the variance in income expectations at Wave?3=(.02), both of which were significant.
Both represent small effects (2%—-12%; Cohen, 1988}.direct effect of number of roles
filled by a natural mentor on material hardship wasstatistically significant. Having a

stronger natural mentor relationship was associatdddecreased material hardship at
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Wave 3. Having greater income expectations wascaged with decreased material
hardship at Wave 3. There were no significant extieffects. There were eight significant
covariates. Being male, employed full time, andihg\a high-quality mother-child
relationship at Wave 1 were all associated withregsed material hardship at Wave 3,
whereas being older, out-of-school suspension, sy, and mother’s use of welfare at
Wave 1 were associated with increased materiashgydit Wave 3.

Figure 13 shows the direct and indirect effectsaterial hardship at Wave 3
regressed on the five individual roles (guidanceéiaa emotional nurturance, practical help,
like a parent, and role model) and self-reportadnahmentoring relationship strength,
adjusting for 14 covariates. According to the gaesinof-fit measures, the model fit the data
reasonably well after a modification of the modelswndicated by the data and was
theoretically justifiable, namely adjusting for teHects of race and employment status on
income expectations. Due to the large sample giee?was significant, %(12,N = 7,977)
= 52.89p = .00. Thec?/df was 4.41, greater than the desirable value offhe.RMSEA
was .02, less than the target .05 level. The CEl @23, greater than the target value of .90.

The model accounted for 5% of the variance in rgtbardship R = .05) and 2%
of the variance in income expectatiof £ .02), both of which were significant. Both
represent small effects (2%—12%; Cohen, 1988). itpainatural mentor who provided
practical help was associated with increased nateardship. The direct effects of all other
individual roles on material hardship were not gigant. Having a stronger natural mentor
relationship was associated with decreased materdkship at Wave 3. The direct effect of
relationship strength on income expectations wastadistically significant, but a trend in

the expected direction was observed. Having a abtoentor who was a role model was
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associated with greater income expectations at \BaVée direct effects of the remaining
individual roles were not statistically significafithere were no significant indirect effects.
Comparable to the third model, there were sevamfgignt covariates. Being male and
employed full time were associated with decreasaténal hardship at Wave 3, whereas
being older, out-of-school suspension, counsehng, mother’'s use of welfare at Wave 1
were associated with increased material hardshildeate 3.

Asset Ownership
Natural Mentoring Among Former Foster Youth

Residence, car, and bank account were regressieavorg a natural mentor
relationship while controlling for relationship chateristics at Wave 3 and individual
young-adult characteristics at Waves 1 and 3 (Eig4y). The model accounted for 47% of
the variance in home ownershig? (= .47), 22% of the variance in car ownerstp¥ .22),
and 26% of the variance in having a bank accdght (.26), all of which were significant.
According to conventional standards, these reptdagge effects ( 26%; Cohen, 1988).
Having a natural mentor did not demonstrate a Bggmt effect on any of the assets among
young adults with previous foster care experience.

Four covariates demonstrated significant effentsesidence. Young adults who had
previous foster care experience were more likelgvta their own homes if they were
married, employed full time, or had a high-quailitgther-child relationship at Wave 1.
Frequency of seeing one’s natural mentor was assatcvith the lack of residence
ownership.

Two covariates demonstrated significant effect®wning a car. Being employed
full time was positively associated with car owrgps whereas mother’s use of welfare at

Wave 1 was negatively associated with the lackaofogvnership.
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Three covariates demonstrated significant effenthaving a bank account. Being
older and employed full time were associated wdtiig a bank account, and mother’s use
of welfare at Wave 1 was negatively associated hatving a bank account.

Natural Mentoring Among Nonformer Foster Youth

Residence, car, and bank account were regresseavarg a natural mentor
relationship while controlling for relationship chateristics at Wave 3 and individual
young-adult characteristics at Waves 1 and 3 (Eid®). The model accounted for 24% of
the variance in home ownershig? (= .24), 22% of the variance in car ownerstRp¥ .22),
and 15% of the variance in having a bank accdght(.15), all of which were significant.
These represent medium effects (13%—-25%; CoherB)1B&ving a natural mentor was
associated with having a bank account at Wave @inga natural mentor did not
demonstrate a significant effect on owning a resdeor having a car.

Eight covariates demonstrated significant effectsesidence ownership. Being
older, White, married, having a full-time job, sggbone’s natural mentor more frequently
and having a high-quality mother-child relationshtpVave 1 were associated with
residence ownership at Wave 3. Being male and bavimatural mentor who filled more
roles were associated with lack of residence ovineis Wave 3.

Ten covariates also demonstrated significant &ffec owning a car. Being male,
White, older, married, employed full time, seeinge® natural mentor more frequently, and
positive peer relationships at Wave 1 were asseatiaith car ownership at Wave 3.
Mother’s use of welfare and out-of- school suspamsit Wave 1 were associated with a lack
of car ownership at Wave 3.

Twelve covariates demonstrated significant effeatfiaving a bank account. Being

White, married, employed full time, talking to anailing one’s natural mentor more
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frequently, feeling safe in one’s neighborhood &wW/1, having a high-quality mother-child
relationship at Wave 1, and having positive pektianships at Wave 1 were associated
with having a bank account at Wave 3. Mother’safsgelfare, out-of-school suspension,
and receipt of psychological counseling at Waveetenassociated with the lack of having a
bank account at Wave 3. Natural mentor relationstrgngth and frequency of seeing one’s
natural mentor were also associated with the ldd¢laving a bank account at Wave 3.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agnéarmer Foster Youth

Number of natural mentor functional roles and ratorentor relationship strength
were regressed on residence, car, and bank acoametship at Wave 3, adjusting for 15
total covariates (Figure 16). The model accounte®$5% of the variance in home
ownership R = .65), 30% of the variance in car ownerstip £ .30), and 40% of the
variance in having a bank accouRf € .40), all of which were statistically significaThese
represent large effects 6%; Cohen, 1988 he model accounted for none of the variance
in income expectationd{ = .00). Having greater income expectations wasaated with
owning a residence at Wave 3. No other direct &ffeere significant. The indirect effects
were not significant.

Three covariates demonstrated significant effestewning a residence at Wave 3.
Being married and employed full time were assodiat#h owning a residence at Wave 3.
Frequency of seeing one’s natural mentor was astsuotcvith lack of owning a residence at
Wave 3.

One covariate demonstrated a significant effeawning a car at Wave 3. Having a
high-quality mother-child relationship at Wave 1saassociated with the lack of car

ownership at Wave 3.
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Four covariates demonstrated significant effentbaving a bank account at Wave 3.
Being older and employed full time were associatétd having a bank account at Wave 3.
Out-of-school suspension and mother’s use of weldanWave 1 were also associated with
lack of having a bank account at Wave 3.

Figure 17 shows the direct and indirect effecteesfdence ownership at Wave 3
regressed on individual natural mentor functioo#&s and natural mentor relationship
strength, adjusting for 15 total covariates amooigng adults with previous foster care
experience. The model accounted for 70% of theamas in home ownershif{ = .70),
which was significant and represents a large effe@6%; Cohen, 1988). The model also
accounted for 5% of the variance in income expixtat®* = .05), which was not
significant, and represents a small effect (2%—1C%hen). There was only one significant
direct effect: Having a natural mentor who actkéla parent” was associated with greater
income expectations at Wave 3. The indirect effeetie not significant.

Three covariates demonstrated significant effeatewning a residence at Wave 3.
Being married and employed full time were assodiat#h owning a residence at Wave 3.
Frequency of seeing one’s natural mentor was assacivith lack of owning a residence at
Wave 3.

Figure 18 shows the direct and indirect effectsasfownership at Wave 3 regressed
on individual natural mentor functional roles aradural mentor relationship strength,
adjusting for 15 total covariates. The model actedfior 31% of the variance in home
ownership R = .31), which was significant and represents gdaffect ( 26%; Cohen,
1988), and 5% of the variance in income expectat{gh=.04), which was not significant,

and represents a small effect (2%—12%; Cohen).ellvas one significant direct effect:
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Having a natural mentor who was like a parent veg®@iated with greater income
expectations at Wave 3. The indirect effects wertesignificant.

One covariate demonstrated a significant effeawning a residence at Wave 3.
Having a high-quality mother-child relationshipveiave 1 was associated with lack of
owning a car at Wave 3.

Figure 19 shows the direct and indirect effecteafing a bank account at Wave 3
regressed on individual natural mentor functioo#&s and natural mentor relationship
strength, adjusting for 15 total covariates. Thelet@ccounted for 84% of the variance in
having a bank accourf®{ = .84), which was significant and represents gdaffect ( 26%;
Cohen, 1988), and 5% of the variance in income etapiens & = .05), which was not
significant and represents a small effect (2%—-12%hen). There were two significant direct
effects. Having a natural mentor who was like a&pawas associated with greater income
expectations at Wave 3, and having a natural mevitorwas a role model was associated
with having a bank account at Wave 3.

Three covariates demonstrated significant effenthaving a bank account at Wave
3. Being older was associated with having a backwaa at Wave 3. Mother’s use of welfare
at Wave 1 and relationship duration at Wave 3 vassociated with lack of having a bank
account at Wave 3.

Natural Mentor Roles and Relationship Strength Agndonformer Foster Youth

Figure 20 shows the direct and indirect effecteesidence, car, and bank account
ownership at Wave 3 regressed on number of natueator functional roles and natural
mentor relationship strength, adjusting for 14ltotavariates among young adults without
previous foster care experience. The model accdunte23% of the variance in home

ownership R = .23), 24% of the variance in car ownerstip£ .24), and 16% of the
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variance in having a bank accouRf € .16), all of which were statistically significaThese
represent medium effects (13%—25%; Cohen, 198&8).mbdel accounted for none of the
variance in income expectations. Having a natueattor who filled more functional roles
was associated with a lack of residence ownerghiidaare 3. Natural mentor relationship
strength was associated with a lack of a bank atctuWave 3. Greater income
expectations were associated with both car ownesiil having a bank account at Wave 3.

The number of statistically significant covariatesied by outcome. Six covariates
demonstrated significant effects on residence osiner Being White, older, married, and
employed full time were associated with residengaearship at Wave 3. Seeing one’s
natural mentor more frequently was also associattdresidence ownership at Wave 3.
Being male was associated with a lack of residemagership at Wave 3.

Nine covariates demonstrated significant effeatsar ownership at Wave 3. Being
male, White, older, married, employed full timedaeeing one’s natural mentor more
frequently were associated with car ownership at&\& Positive peer relationships at Wave
1 were also associated with car ownership at Wawogher’s use of welfare at Wave 1 and
relationship duration were associated with lackafownership at Wave 3.

Eight covariates demonstrated significant effecthiaving a bank account at Wave 3.
Being White and employed full time were associat@tl having a bank account at Wave 3.
Positive peer relationships at Wave land feelifig ®eone’s neighborhood at Wave 1 were
also associated with having a bank account at VBatreequency of seeing one’s natural
mentor was associated with lack of having a backwaat at Wave 3. Out-of-school
suspension, receipt of psychological counselind,ranther’s use of welfare at Wave 1 were

also associated with a lack of a bank account ate/@a

60



Figure 21 shows the direct and indirect effectsesfdence ownership at Wave 3
regressed on individual natural mentor functioo#&s and natural mentor relationship
strength, adjusting for 14 total covariates amoogng adults without previous foster care
experience. The model accounted for 24% of theamas in home ownershif{ = .24) and
2% of the variance in income expectatioRé £ .02), both of which were statistically
significant. This represents a medium effect (13%842Cohen, 1988) for the former and a
small effect (2%—-12%; Cohen) for the latter. A matimentor who provided guidance or
advice, emotional nurturance, or was consideredeamodel was associated with lack of
residence ownership at Wave 3.

There were six significant covariates. Being Whateler, married, and employed full
time were associated with owning a residence até/Babeeing one’s mentor more
frequently was also associated with owning a residat Wave 3. Being male was
associated with the lack of residence ownershifyate 3.

Figure 22 shows the direct and indirect effectsasfownership at Wave 3 regressed
on individual natural mentor functional roles aradural mentor relationship strength,
adjusting for 14 total covariates among young adwithout previous foster care experience.
The model accounted for 24% of the variance inoearership R = .24) and 2% of the
variance in income expectatiori® & .02), both of which were statistically signifitaThis
represents a medium effect (13%—25%; Cohen, 1288hé& former and a small effect (2%—
12%; Cohen) for the latter. Having a natural memtbo was like a parent was associated
with car ownership at Wave 3. Having greater inc@xjgectations was also associated with
car ownership at Wave 3. Having a natural mentay piovided guidance or advice was

associated with greater income expectations at \8ave
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There were nine significant covariates. Being mWlaite, older, married, having a
full time job, seeing one’s mentor more frequendliyd having positive peer relationships at
Wave 1 were associated with car ownership at Waoher’s use of welfare at Wave
land natural mentor relationship length were assediwith lack of car ownership at Wave
3.

Figure 23 shows the direct and indirect effecteanfing a bank account at Wave 3
regressed on individual natural mentor functioo#&s and natural mentor relationship
strength, adjusting for 14 total covariates amoogng adults without previous foster care
experience. The model accounted for 17% of theamas in having a bank accouRf &

.17) and 2% of the variance in income expectat{s .02), both of which were
statistically significant and represent medium (:2%%; Cohen, 1988) and small effects
(2%—-12%; Cohen), respectively. Natural mentors muwvided guidance or advice or who
were considered role models were associated witinpa bank account at Wave 3. Giving
guidance or advice was also associated with greateme expectations at Wave 3. Greater
income expectations were associated with havingn ccount at Wave 3. Natural mentor
relationship strength and practical help were aased with the lack of having a bank
account at Wave 3.

There were eight significant covariates. Being #&hemployed full time, feeling safe
in one’s neighborhood at Wave 1, and having pasipeer relationships at Wave 1 were
associated with having a bank account at Wave 3hétis use of welfare, out-of-school
suspension, and receipt of psychological counseinyave 1 were associated with not
having a bank account at Wave 3. Frequency of gemia’s natural mentor was also

associated with a lack of a bank account at Wave 3.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

Natural mentors, or important nonparental aduhie wouth know through their
existing social networks, are an important resofwcéoth at-risk and normative young
people as they transition to adulthood. This dissien extends previous research on natural
mentoring by focusing on relationship charactersstNatural mentoring research to date has
primarily investigated whether having an informantor makes a difference vis-a-vis
adolescent and young adult outcomes. This is otieedfirst series of analyses to pose
guestions about specific relationship features@ndesses. This dissertation also highlights
the importance of considering how individual rigk ( foster care experience) may shape
associations between relationship characteristidsoatcomes.

This final chapter provides a review and discussibthe findings from the four lines
of analysis. First, each analysis is individualtiggeessed with respect to interpretations and
conclusions. It is important to note that someifigd were consistent across multiple lines
of analysis. Therefore, to avoid redundancy, seshlts will be discussed only once and in
the first analysis in which they emerged. Then,aberall strengths and limitations of this
exploratory research are presented. The chaptetunes with a discussion of implications
for social work practice and directions for futuesearch.

Depression

Natural mentoring was significantly associated wdépression only among the

nonformer foster group. Consistent with previousesgch, having a strong natural mentor



relationship was associated with decreased depreasiWave 3. The lack of relationship
among natural mentoring and later depression arttenfprmer foster sample is also
consistent with previous research that used the gsad Health sample (i.e., Ahrens et al.,
2008).

There are several plausible substantive explarafmrthe “lack” of a natural
mentoring direct effect on former foster youth’possion at Wave 3. Add Health is a
limited dataset with respect to its ability to aeswuestions related to child welfare
experiences. Other than the Wave 3 question alventiging in a foster home, the only
other “child welfare” question is, “In how many tes homes did you live?” Although this
dissertation controlled for several risk factorsdatering foster care (e.g., child’s use of
psychological/emotional counseling and academlar@isuspensions), mother’s use of
public assistance, and neighborhood safety), wevKittbe about the experiences of the
youth once they entered out-of-home care, suchhasher they entered care before or during
adolescence and whether they exited care befoyesthancipated.

Youth who enter out-of-home care before adolessane typically in care because of
caregiver maltreatment, whereas youth who enteobbbme care during adolescence
typically enter as status offenders or delinqueimons. Therefore, the Add Health youth
who entered out-of-home care in adolescence mag begn too troubled for natural
mentoring relationships to outweigh completely shgmificant risk associated with being
status offenders or delinquent minors. This hypsithiss consistent with previous research on
mentoring that suggests that effects for young [geape contingent on the environmental
risk factors they face and the extent of their @ersonal problems (DuBois, Doolittle,

Yates, Silverthorn, & Tebes, 2006).
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Another possible substantive explanation for #uk lof a natural mentoring effect on
depression among the former foster youth sampdée®to congregate care. Again, because
we know little about the out-of-home experiencethefformer foster youth sample in Add
Health, there is no way to discern the types ofgataents experienced by these young adults.
Similar to the timing of entry into care, the Ade#&lth former foster youth who spent a
considerable amount of time in congregate care aisayhave been too troubled for natural
mentoring relationships to ameliorate their difftes. A central concern about congregate
care is the way it aggregates at-risk peers togeiie the subsequent potential for
“latrogenic effects” (Leve & Chamberlain, 2005)sfudy by Ryan, Marshall, Herz, and
Hernandez (2007) found that experience in groupdsosignificantly increases the
likelihood that youth will enter the juvenile justi system relative to similar youth served in
foster home settings. Such youth who have subatgrgrsonal problems may be in need of
more intensive intervention and support than amhtaentor can realistically provide
(DuBois et al., 2006). A related and similarly tbting characteristic of group care with
important implications for this dissertation is htvis setting typically makes forming lasting
relationships with caring adults more difficult cpamed to family-like settings (Courtney &
Heuring, 2005).

There was no significant association between ahtmentor relationship
characteristics and decreased depression amoifigrther foster youth group. However, the
conceptual model was supported in that the rol&kefa parentwas associated with
increased income expectations. The associationgadén both the depression and material
hardship/assets analyses. This “like a parent’itigavas the most salient result in this

dissertation for the former foster youth group &ndonsistent with previous research on
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foster youth and their natural mentors (Greesono&v@&n, 2008). Most families first become
involved with the child welfare system due to aoef suspected child maltreatment. For
youth who spend time in foster care, maltreatmastlieen substantiated, and a risk of future
maltreatment or ongoing safety concerns is pregena result, the relationship between
parent and child is typically severely compromigéolen this population’s typically painful
“relational histories” (Rhodes et al., 2006) witlregivers, this result is particularly
noteworthy. It suggests that a natural mentor vgHike a parent to youth with foster care
experience may be able to demonstrate that posélagonships with adults are possible
(Rhodes et al., 2006). In this way, to some exttemnatural mentor relationship may provide
a “corrective emotional experience” for youth whavé experienced poor relationships with
their parents (Olds, Kitzman, Cole, & Robinson, 79%uch as those who enter foster care.

Delinquency and Violence

The delinquency and violence analysis generallgddo reveal significant
associations between natural mentor relationshapacheristics and delinquency and
violence at Wave 3. Many of the research questihsiot bear out, particularly for the
former foster youth sample, for which no part & tonceptual model was confirmed. For
the nonformer foster youth group, one part of thieceptual model was substantiated; having
a natural mentor who was a role model was assdcveitd increased income expectations.
Increased income expectations were associateddedieased delinquency and violence.
This finding is consistent with previous researaffuture expectations. Adolescents who
have positive future expectations are more likelyetgulate their behavior, maintain positive
emotions, and create opportunities for growth (€& 1991; Wyman, Cowen, Work, &

Kerley, 1993). On the other hand, those who hawedonegative expectations of the future
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are more likely to participate in risky behaviougls as alcoholism, drug use, delinquency,
and early sexual activity (Robbins & Bryan, 2004iridi, 1991; Trommsdorf, 1986).

The absence of statistically significant effecisdertain variables can shed important
light on both methodological and substantive isghashave the potential to make valuable
contributions to future research efforts in thisaarSeveral specific limitations of this
research pertain only to the delinquency and vimdesutcome. Therefore, they are addressed
next, not being reserved for the general discussidhis dissertation’s strengths and
limitations that follows later in this chapter.

To frame this methodological discussion of therdglency and violence outcome
with respect to the former foster youth groupsiinnportant to comment on a previous study
that used the same Add Health sample of formeefosiuth (i.e., Ahrens et al., 2008) to
similarly investigate the association between hgnamatural mentor and young adulthood
outcomes. Ahrens and colleagues also examinedodelitt and violent behavior using
single-item indicators. Their results showed thatnpared to nonmentored former foster
youth, former foster youth with a natural mentoreviess likely to report having hurt
someone in a fight in the past year.

This dissertation found no association betweeméorfoster youth having a natural
mentor and decreased delinquency and violence pOsebility for the discrepancy between
the two studies is the approach to measuremers.dralysis created an index of
delinquency and violence from multiple indicatofghe concept. A primary reason for this
approach is that scales and indexes will genebalynore reliable than any single item
would be. Improving reliability is one way to addsemeasurement error, which is more

likely when only a single indicator is used (ithe Ahrens et al. study§iven that this
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dissertation used a more reliable measure of detincy and violence, it is likely that there is
truly no relationship between former foster youétving a natural mentor and decreased
delinquency and violenc&he issue for measurement error is that it can ldseh to larger
standard errors, which can affect significancdrigsirherefore, the discrepancy in our
results may be associated with Ahrens and colleddaek of use of a scale or an index, the
decreased reliability of the single item, and tiréased measurement error. It is also
important to note that although there is a disanepdetween these two studies, the results
of this dissertation analysis are consistent withvery recent work of Courtney and Lyons
(2009), which found no association between havingtaral mentor and delinquency
outcomes (arrests and incarceration).

Another methodological possibility for the lacksagnificant results may be the low
variability in delinquent and violent behavior. Bdér effect was evident in the delinquency
and violence measure, which happens when moshddtee bottom end of the distribution
due to an absence of the behavior under investiga#it least 88% of the former foster
youth and 90% of the nonformer foster youth regbhtaving never engaged in the 10
behaviors in the Add Health questionnaire.

The lack of significant results among the formastér youth is consistent with the
view that it may be unrealistic to expect mentdomi@a to make up for the cumulative effects
of multiple sources of risk (Rhodes, 2002). Takinig line of reasoning a step further and in
agreement with the current thinking about mentonmgrventions, supporting the cultivation
of natural mentoring relationships as part of cashpnsive, multifaceted child welfare

intervention may offer more promise.
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Given the inherent limitations of the Add Heal#itaset, it is impossible to discern in
the present investigation whether the lack of $iggmt effects on delinquent and violent
behavior among the former foster youth group islattable to mentoring alone being
insufficient to address the needs of these atyiwgkh or some other phenomena. Future
research should be directed at programs (for lastef youth and the general population)
that integrate natural mentoring within the netvgook other services and use the appropriate
designs, analyses, and measures necessary t@apeasthe effects of mentoring in
combination with other program or service compogséKuperminc et al., 2005).

Material Hardship and Asset Ownership

The two samples shared one pattern of associatramg the direct effects in the
assets analysis; that is, having a natural menaor served as a role model was associated
with having a bank account. Among the nonformetefiogouth sample only, having a
mentor who was a role model was also associatddiméteased income expectations. The
importance of role modeling for succeeding in tegedlopmental tasks associated with
emerging adulthood is consistent with both theony previous research. Social learning
theory (Bandura, 1977) posits that people learmfome another, via observation, imitation,
and modeling, and that learning by doing is mostsssful when guided by somebody who
already knows (Hamilton & Hamilton, 2005).

This analysis suggests that natural mentors Hevedtential to be the “somebody
who already knows” when it comes to having a bardoant in young adulthood. The role-
model finding also aligns with previous researdit tims established its centrality to all types
of mentoring (Liang, Spencer, Brogan, & Corral, 20Bhodes, Spencer, Keller, Liang, &
Noam, 2006). Although the results of this analgstsnot confirm the mediation hypothesis

for “role model,” it remains plausible that the Ipaay by which this natural mentor
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functional role achieves positive outcomes is thglothe development of optimistic future
expectations (i.e., greater income expectationspies et al., 2006).

Youth in the general population primarily obsenveitate, and model their parents
when it comes to succeeding with developmentaktaskluding achieving financial
literacy. This analysis suggests that a naturaltarenay also serve this critical purpose by
role modeling. This implication is particularly gait for the former foster youth sample,
given the decreased likelihood of them having appate adults available for such purposes.

Natural mentoring was not associated with owning'® own residence for either the
nonformer foster youth or the former foster yostHikely substantive explanation for this
finding relates to the age range of sample respasd@&he young adults in both groups were
between the ages of 18 and 26, and only 12% andaf1B& former foster youth and
nonformer foster youth owned their own residencespectively. Similar to the delinquency
and violence outcome, these results indicate a @&fect. The small number of respondents
reporting residence ownership was in turn assatwateh difficulty in finding other variables
associated with it. The percentage of respondepisrting owning their residence is also
consistent with national homeownership data. Adogytb the most recent (2005) America
Housing Survey, the average age of first time hargels is 33 (Eisenberg, 2008).
Therefore, the outcome of owning one’s residencg Ineaan unrealistic expectation for the
Add Health young adults at Wave 3. It is plausiblat replication of this particular analysis
using homeownership at Wave 4 might yield a diffieresult.

Turning to results unique to the nonformer fogtauth sample, a natural mentor
relationship was associated with having a bankatcat Wave 3. In addition to the role-

model finding discussed previously, the natural toerole of providing guidance or advice
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was also associated with having a bank accountifipertance of natural mentors’ role
modeling and providing guidance advice vis-a-vis dlitcome of having a bank account is
consistent with asset-building theory. Access forimation and education about assets and
asset building is considered integral to the adoptif savings behavior (Sherraden, 2008).
The results of this analysis suggest that natueadtors who are role models and who
provide guidance or advice can facilitate finantiaracy.

In addition to being a role model and providingdguce or advice, having a natural
mentor who was like a parent was associated witlwaership for the nonformer foster
youth group. This may have been a function of tiadility to account for the possibility of
parental support simultaneously. Although the dualf the mother-child relationship at
Wave 1 was adjusted for in all models, how thatrehship fared through emerging
adulthood (or how parent-adolescent relations fiamee generally) is unknown. Car
ownership at Wave 3 may then reflect the normatexelopmental process that most
middle- to upper-class teenagers in the generallptpn experience when they have access
to parental support and resources.

Increased income expectations were associateddedieased material hardship for
both the former foster youth and nonformer fostarti. This finding suggests the
universality of believing that good outcomes arei@able and feeling a high degree of
control over one’s future, and that cultivatiortls orientation is a normative experience.
Moreover, this finding also suggests that a positiutlook on one’s future is a potentially
powerful force against negative outcomes duringrging adulthood, even in the face of risk

(i.e., previous foster care experience).
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Among the nonformer foster youth group, the petioepof having a strong
relationship with one’s natural mentor was assediatith decreased material hardship and
increased income expectations. Relationship stinergs not significantly associated with
any emerging adulthood outcomes among the fornserfoyouth group. The lack of this
finding is somewhat unexpected given that relatigmstrength is considered a broad
organizing construct for conceptions of relatiopstpuality in the mentoring literature
(Rhodes, 2002). Moreover, Courtney and Lyons (2808wed that among the Midwest
Study youth at age 21, closeness to an adult mer@smssociated with having worked in the
past year and a decreased risk of recent hometsssne

A possible explanation for the discrepancy betweenanalysis and the work of
Courtney and Lyons (2009) relates to sample demifThe Midwest Study (Courtney,
Terao, & Bost, 2004) sampled all adolescents iradditome care supervised by the public
child welfare agency who were between 17 and 1&as/old and had been in state care at
least one year prior to their 17th birthday. Adzhtlly, data on experiences in foster care,
including service factors (i.e., age at entry ifuster care system, number of placements,
type of placements) were collected. Therefore strapling frame was well defined by
multiple important criteria related to foster casgerience. Conversely, the former foster
youth included in this analysis were defined by sae/ey question, which asked whether
the respondent had ever lived in a foster home.g2oed to the Midwest Study, this is a less
precise operationalization of the foster care eepee. The implication for how these two
samples were defined involves the possibility éfaducing bias with respect to the results

for the former foster youth group in Add HealthI®®nship strength may not have
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emerged as a significant predictor of emergingtadod outcomes for the former foster
youth group because the definition of former fogtanth may be biased.

Strengths and Limitations of the Research

The strengths and limitations of this researcledescomment. Research on naturally
occurring mentoring relationships is in a nascées of development, and therefore
empirical information is still rather limited. This particularly true for special populations,
such as former foster youth. For this reason, thstrsignificant contribution of this
dissertation is a better understanding of theiogahip characteristics and processes that
may influence emerging adulthood outcomes amonlg §imecial and normative populations.

To date, most of the mentoring research has facasevhether the presence of such
relationships is associated with improved outcoameng youth. We know little about
specific relationship characteristics, including tjuality of the relationship with and the
roles filled by natural mentors, as well as thesaciations with emerging adulthood
outcomes. Moreover, this is the first exploratoaper to compare two distinct populations
with plausibly unigue “relationship” characteristiand needs in one set of analyses.
Although we cannot say whether the differences meskebetween the former foster youth
group and nonformer foster youth group were “stiaifly significant,” the results provide
important initial insight into potential areas fature investigation.

Another important strength of this dissertatiothis sophisticated, multivariate data
analytic procedures employed. The analytic framé&vadiowed for model testing and
examination of phenomena that occur at the dyadiel lin relationships (DuBois et al.,
2006). Although the specific meditational pathwagswmot supported, this work is a valuable
example of the type of mechanistic research tha¢esled to further advance the field of

youth mentoring. The relationship between a caaiigit and a young person is at the heart
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of natural mentoring. Therefore, understanding tfoege relationships work and for whom
is critical (DuBois & Rhodes, 2006).

Add Health offers a rare opportunity to exploresfions at the intersection of child
welfare and natural mentoring. Other large, natllgmapresentative datasets that are
superior for studying the experiences of childred gouth who come in contact with the
child welfare system (i.e., National Survey of @n8l Adolescent Wellbeing; NSCAW) lack
the detail on natural mentoring necessary to advéme knowledge of the field. Add Health
provides such detail and facilitates an initiapsteward understanding how natural
mentorship characteristics may influence emergthgthood outcomes among a sample of
youth with previous foster care experience.

Turning to limitations, it is important to noteatheven though the results were
discussed as an indication of the role of natuetors for outcomes as protective and
promotive, these distinctions are based on theeqgnal and theoretical approaches typical
of mentoring studies. The analyses cannot indicatise and effect relationships because the
temporal precedence of the predictors is uncer&aoond, because these analyses were
based on a secondary dataset, the measuremesetfotuhe-expectations construct, although
acceptable, was not ideal.

Indeed, the lack of significant indirect effectayrbe related to the measurement of
future expectations. An aim of this dissertatiorsw@elucidate potential mechanisms of
change between natural mentor relationship chaisiits and outcomes. However, none of
the models confirmed the hypothesized mediatingvays. A likely explanation for the
nonsignificant results is the less than ideal mesamant of future expectations. Given an

improved measure of the future-expectations coaostitremains plausible that the pathway
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by which natural mentor relationships achieve pasibutcomes is through the development
of optimistic future expectations (Rhodes et 00&).

Another limitation alluded to previously conceths assets-related measures.
Homeownership may not be relevant to the Add Haaltpondents at Wave 3 because at
this wave, respondents are generally too youngvtotbeir own homes. There may also be
other assets-related indicators that would be medexant to this age group, yet are
unavailable in the Add Health dataset. For exanthemain asset building outcome, net
worth, was not included. Therefore, an additiomaltation in this dissertation involves data
constraints with respect to assets-related vagadblailable for analysis.

Another limitation of this research concerns ohthe five paradigmatic principles of
life course theory, that of timing in live$his principle states that the developmental impact
of a succession of life transitions or events istic@ent on when they occur in a person's life
(Elder, 1998). This principle bears upon the sequregnof events, or in this particular case,
the timing of natural mentoring relationships refato foster care experience. As a dataset,
Add Health does not tell us when youth enteredefostre. Did foster care occur before or
after the onset of mentoring? We do know whenmataentoring occurred. For example,
we know that all respondents with mentors beganriiationship after the age of 14.
Additionally, we can ascertain whether the relatlup became important to the respondent
“early” (ages 0-17) or “late” (ages 18+). Howewsithout more detailed information about
when foster care occurred in the lives of the farfoster youth, the issue of causality
remains unresolved. This lack of information onitigior sequencing of events is a general
limitation of Add Health survey data with respexthe type of information that is available

related to specific life transitions or eventgslalso important to keep in mind the extent to

75



which this deficiency limits how far one can take results of the dissertation with respect
to conclusions and implications.

In addition, the regression and path-analytic pdoures employed in this dissertation
did not make use of valid sampling weights. Thaaypbf generalizing the findings was
assessed against maintaining the sample size &rimer foster youth by including
respondents who were missing sampling weights. Exgnthis weight, the small number of
former foster youth in the sample was not of sidfit size to enable reliable generalizations.
However, generalization was not an important gb#his research. The goal was to
investigate this sub-population of young adultdwriatural mentors in an effort to advance
our understanding of this intervention.

Statistical power was also a concern in this diaen. Power refers to the
probability of rejecting the null hypothesis whéette is a real effect in the population
(Kline, 2005) and varies directly with the magnieuaf the real population effect, the sample
size, and the value selected for statistical tests. The impiareg of this are twofold: (a)
effects that are actually present in the formetefiogouth sample may be undetectable due to
the small sample size, and (b) effects that aregmtein the very large nonformer foster youth
sample may be detectable, but are apt to be sd graathey are clinically irrelevant.
Despite the issues of power inherent in using Addlth to analyze former foster youths’
outcomes, this exploratory research provides véduialtial clues regarding directions for
future research and intervention development.

With respect to statistical power, an inherenitition of this research is the disparity
in sample sizes for respondents who reported fastier experience compared to other

respondents. The primary concern related to tlsigadity is the analytic complexity that it
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creates in trying to make sample comparisons,¥amgle, in the case of unwanted variation
between groups. One approach to address thisieariabuld be to create a smaller and
more narrowly specified comparison group of nonferfoster youthHowever, such a
method would still not address the weak power ierdanalysis of the former foster youth
that would only intensify when combining charaggas. Comparisons based on the
characteristics indicated to involve significarffeliences would be unavoidably limited by
the size of the subsets of particular cases ificmer foster youth group. For example, one
of the areas of difference between the two grougs welfare receipt. This difference was
based on 15 former foster youth, representing 9%hetample. Such numbers imply a lack
of sufficient power for even bivariate comparisonBis issue underscores the importance of
being very cautious about not pushing a dataseirukits limits and the related potential of
a Type-ll error, or missing effects that actuablyse

The sample-size disparity also tended to genetatistecally significant findings that
were rooted in the nonformer foster youth group @uiés very large sample size. As
exploratory research, this dissertation took acvg@mbf an excellent dataset, but one that
was not designed to yield a large number of youth previous foster care experience.
Therefore, it is important to recognize the constsathat this characteristic of the data
creates and to acknowledge that this dissertati@s'slts must be interpreted with caution
and with the exploratory intent of the researcmind.

Implications

The value of this research lies in its descrippogver. As exploratory research, this
dissertation provides valuable initial clues ahoath directions for future research as well as
intervention development. The findings concur vgthvious research on the beneficial role

of a growth-fostering relationship with a caringitidut also extend the research to highlight
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the importance of taking into account relationstharacteristics as well as sample
characteristics, in this particular case, previlmsser care experience. The results of this
dissertation also extend previous mentoring rebdaydncluding self-sufficiency and asset-
related outcomes. To date, most of the mentorisgaieh has been primarily concerned with
psychosocial outcomes. This dissertation suggbkstpdlicy relevance of facilitating natural
mentoring to encourage car and bank account owipessiiong both child-welfare and
normative populations.

The results on the roles filled by mentors alseehianplications for both the
normative population and young adults with forneestér care experience. For both groups,
the number of functional roles filled by naturalmt@'s was not significant. This implies that
the quantity of roles may not be what matters,aiathe nature and quality of them. It may be
better for intervention programs to focus theirdiand resources on helping natural mentors
fill specific roles rather than emphasizing a dartaumber of roles. Results suggest specific
natural mentor roles as key to positive emergingtadod outcomes. For the former foster
youth, those roles were “like a parent” and “roledal;” for the nonformer foster youth,
those roles were “like a parent,” “role model,” dgdidance or advice.”

Additionally, for both groups the association atural mentoring with increased
income expectations emerged as a novel findingii®urs mentor research has primarily
focused on psychosocial, academic, health-related problem-behavior or high-risk-
behavior outcomes. This dissertation suggestsdtatral mentoring may also influence how
youth conceive of their future identities with atpgaular emphasis on their potential for

financial well-being.
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For the nonformer foster youth group, the resuflthis dissertation also underscore
the importance of youth developing high-qualityateinships with their natural mentors.
Young adults’ perception of having a strong relasioip with their natural mentors was
associated with decreased depression and matara@ghip and increased income
expectations. Both previous research and theorgatthis finding, suggesting that the
critical component of mentoring is the quality bétrelationship that develops between the
youth and the mentor (Rhodes, 2002).

For the former foster group, the results of thssertation underscore a young
individual’s need for permanency vis-a-vis the gigance of having a natural mentor who is
“like a parent.” The results also suggest thatipocating natural mentoring into standard
permanency planning within foster care agencies imerngase opportunities and supports
that will more fully prepare the youth for the dealges associated with the transition to
adulthood. This approach is consistent with theenurthinking about the potential benefit of
integrating mentoring into comprehensive prograntsservices designed to promote
positive youth development (Kuperminc et al., 200%j)e results were able to tie certain
natural mentoring characteristics to improved onrtes, after controlling for a variety of
individual and relationship characteristics. Thésaciation is a first step in justifying the
practice of incorporating natural mentoring relagibips into standard permanency planning
practices in child welfare in an effort to mitigdkes risk associated with aging out of foster
care.

Directions for Future Research

This dissertation concerns the intersection dfdlohelfare and natural mentoring. The
use of Add Health brings to light an important irogtion for future research. Namely, there

is the need for new survey research at this intése This includes new longitudinal
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surveys on children and families who have contattt the child welfare system and that
also contain prospective questions pertaining ppsttive adult relationships, including
natural mentors. Such surveys could be exclusiahild welfare (e.g., NSCAW). They also
could be of the normative population (e.g., Add IHgabut with over-sampling procedures
built in so as to include enough former foster yofar a meaningful statistical analysis of
this subgroup. The results of this dissertation almphasize the need for new natural
mentoring research with large, representative sesnpfi youth in general and former foster
youth in particular in order to maximize sensitMio relationship dynamics and
generalizability of the findings. Furthermore, éstt causal relationships between natural
mentoring relationship characteristics and emerguohgthood outcomes, future research
should model these variables longitudinally orapeated-measures control-group designs.

Another possible direction for future researclhia area of natural mentoring among
former foster youth concerns the employment of pngjity score matching. This approach
could potentially address some of the limitatioglated to the disparity between sample
sizes by creating a comparison between formerrfgsteth and youth who share
preplacement characteristics that are associatidowoth foster care placement and negative
transition outcomes. Unfortunately, it is highlylikaly that this approach would be feasible
in the present study given the disparity betweamga sizes in Add Health.

Using the NLSY97 dataset as an example, Berzipr@ss) describes several
important limitations of propensity score analyisisunderstanding foster youth outcomes,
all of which have critical implications for any fue natural mentoring research using Add
Health data. Her discussion of limitations sugg#sas propensity score matching is least

effective for use with national data, such as Adghlth. Some of the reasons for this
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conclusion include our inability to limit our samepo young adults who have similar care
experiences or have experienced a specific chilthveeintervention; not having enough
former foster youth from any one location, whiahits our ability to control for local
characteristics; and the fact that hidden bias nesri@ecause propensity scoring only controls
for observed variables and information on key prxls of foster care is still missing.

In addition to the limitations discussed by Ber@impress) with respect to foster
youth outcomes in particular, recent work by Gud Braser (2010) underscores the
continued experimental nature of propensity scaedyais generally. One of the two key
assumptions of propensity score matching is stgoigglorable treatment assignment, or the
assumption that response outcomes are indepentinat @ssignment given all covariates.
When this assumption is violated, a propensityesemalysis will still yield biased results. In
light of the limitations discussed by Berzin (ireps), the use of propensity score analysis in
this dissertation research would likely still hgreduced biased results.

This dissertation provides a point of departurefditure research examining the
association between natural mentor relationshipacheristics and emerging adulthood
outcomes by comparing such outcomes in two grofigeung adults that are plausibly only
differentiated by risk status (i.e., former fostare experience). By posing this comparison,
this dissertation highlights the importance of stetearch for better understanding how
natural mentoring may both ameliorate negativeaugs in at-risk populations and increase
the likelihood of thriving in the normative poputat. Future research that uses primary data
specifically collected to answer questions aboul Isoipportive adult relationships and foster

care experiences will benefit from the groundwaiikl Inere with respect to both important
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methodological and substantive issues relatecuttystg well-being in individuals as they
transition to adulthood.

This dissertation is consistent with previous desee research on natural mentoring
for both former foster youth and nonformer fosteuth samples. Regarding the former,
descriptive results support the work of Munson BladMillen (2008), specifically that youth
with foster care experience can develop growthefast) relationships with caring adults in
their social networks. Among the 339 former fostauth in Add Health, almost 50%
reported the presence of at least one adult wh@raadmportant positive difference in their
lives at any time since they were 14 years-old uReglso support natural mentoring as a
normative component of adolescent development (Bstaath, 2002), not just a protective
factor for at-risk youth. Close to 56% of the nanfier foster youth sample were able to
identify a growth-fostering relationship with a ivay adult other than a parent. Taken
together, these results and the previous reseattlisi area suggest that natural mentoring
can potentially serve as both a protective and ptwa factor in the lives of youth.
Conceptualizing natural mentoring as both protecsimd promotive can help us better
understand how it is that growth-fostering relasioips with caring adults help youth
successfully transition to adulthood, for instabgesither modifying risk or supporting
social thriving (i.e., fulfilling one’s potentiaina contributing positively to one’s community;
Lerner, Fisher, & Weinberg, 2000).

In sum, this research highlights the value of@asing our understanding of the
specific features of natural mentoring relationshg.g., important natural mentor roles) for
intervention development. The current evidence baseatural mentoring is nascent and

therefore defined by a concern for establishingettectiveness of such relationships. As
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interest in natural mentoring continues to groveréwill be a need for studies that facilitate
a more sophisticated understanding of the mechanasd processes by which natural
mentoring achieves positive outcomes among botmative and at-risk samples of young
adults. Describing exactly how growth-fosteringateinships with caring adults buffer youth
from negative outcomes and promote positive outsommains a challenge (Rhodes et al.,
2006). Future research should continue to probermethe question of whether natural
mentors make a difference by asking how they mékereince, for whom, and under what
circumstances. A commitment to achieving this deepderstanding of these relationships
will shed light on how having “one adult who is zyaabout you” (Darling, 2005) can alter a

young individual’s life trajectories by opening neywportunities and creating lasting change.
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APPENDIX A
TABLES

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Former Foster Youth &fmhformer Foster Youth With Natural
Mentors (NM)

Former foster Nonformer
youth foster youth %It
%/M (SD) %/M (SD)

Variable

Young-adult characteristics (Wave 3)

Female .66 51 3.37
White 74 .80 1.27
Non-Hispanic .97 .90 5.48*
Age (in years) 21.54 (1.51) 21.28 (1.62) .26
Education level 13.88***

< High school 41 A1

High school .30 .29

Some college .23 A7

College+ .07 13
Married .25 A3 6.03*
Employed full time 51 46 40
Currently receiving welfare .09 .04 2.38
Placed in 1+ foster homes 40
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Former foster Nonformer
Variable youth foster youth ’It
%/M (SD) %/M (SD)

Depression .92 (.46) .72 (.46) 2.80**
Delinquency/violence 46 (1.10) .76 (1.85) -2.43*
Material hardship 22 (.24) .08 (.16) 3.37**
Own residence .00 .10 .01
Own car .01 72 91
Bank account .01 .87 30.08***

Young-adult characteristics (Wave 1)

Mom receives welfare .25 .09 15.18***
Receive out-of-school suspension 48 .23 12.54***
Receive psychological counseling .37 A2 26.14***
Usually feel safe in neighborhood .90 91 .05
Mom cares about you very much .90 .98 9.56**
Friends care about you very much .90 .87 1.03
Depression .88 (.56) .60 (.45) 3.06**
Delinquency/violence 2.56 (2.95) 1.73 (2.80) 1.72

NM relationship characteristics (Wave 3)

# of NM functional roles 1.37 (.62) 1.29 (.61)
Guidance/advice .56 .60 .35
Emotional nurturance .56 40 5.04*
Practical help 13 .10 .56
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Former foster

Nonformer

Variable youth foster youth %1t
%/M (SD) %/M (SD)

Like a parent .01 .05 4.64*
Role model .08 15 151
Very close nm relationship .01 .54 .93
Length of relationship (in yrs) 10.54 (7.89) 8.940(7) 1.28
NM became important early (0-17 yrs) .83 .78 .67
NM'’s social role .86

Relative .54 A5

School personnel .25 .33

Community member 21 22
How nm was introduced .82

Through family .02 .04

Through a friend 21 A1

Through school .53 .56

Through work A1 .18

Other 13 10
NM is still important to you .97 .92 1.07
See NM once/month or more .55 51 .23
Talk to/email NM once/month or more .60 .54 .64

*p < 0.05. *p < 0.01. ***p <0 .001.
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Table 2

Multiple Regression Analyses for Depression at Waafge Former Foster Youth and

Nonformer Foster Youth

Former foster youth

Nonformer foster youth

n=339 n= 14,468
Variable B SEB a B SEB a

Intercept 0.62 0.54 1.23 0.70 0.07 1.54 **
Natural mentor relationship -0.09 0.05 -0.09 -0.04 0.02 -0.04 **
Relationship characteristics (Wave 3)
# of functional roles 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.00
Relationship strength -0.20 0.11 -0.20 -0.08 0.01 -0.08 **
Relationship length 0.05 0.03 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.00
See NM at least once/month 0.060.07 0.08 0.01 0.01 o0.01
Talk to/email NM at least

0.03 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.03 **
once/month
Young-adult characteristics (Wave 3)
Medication use to treat

0.26 0.09 0.16 ** 0.29 0.03 0.13 **
depression
Placed in >1 foster home 0.09 0.06 0.09
Male 0.01 0.07 0.01 -0.05 0.01 -0.06 **
Age -0.01 0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 *
White -0.10 0.08 -0.09 -0.06 0.02 -0.07 **
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Former foster youth

Nonformer foster youth

n=339 n=14,468
Variable B SEB a B SEB a

Married -0.12 0.05 -0.10 * -0.03 0.01 -0.02 **
Full-time employment -0.03 0.07 -0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.04 **
Young-adult characteristics (Wave 1)
Depression 0.16 0.05 0.18 * 0.27 0.01 0.28 **
Usually feel safe in

-0.12 0.08 -0.07 -0.06 0.01 -0.04 **
neighborhood
Receive out-of-school

0.04 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.03 **
suspension
Receive counseling 0.09 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.02
Mom gets public assistance 0.020.07 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.05 **
Mom cares about you very

0.12 0.09 0.07 -0.06 0.03 -0.02 *
much
Friends care about you very

0.04 0.06 0.03 -0.02 0.01 -0.02
much
R 0.15% 0.15%

*p <.05. *p<.01.
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Table 3

Multiple Regression Analyses for Delinquency armmlévice at Wave 3 for Former Foster

Youth and Nonformer Foster Youth

Former foster youth

Nonformer foster youth

n=339 n= 14,468
Variable B SEB & B SEB a

Intercept 275 162 148 220 0.27 1.24 **
Natural mentor relationship 0.15 0.23 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01
Relationship characteristics (Wave 3)
# of NM functional roles 0.14 0.16 0.05 0.03 0.03 o0.01
Very close relationship with

0.27 0.30 0.07 -0.08 0.04 -0.02
NM
Relationship length -0.01 0.10 -0.00 -0.02 0.02 -0.01
See NM at least once/month 0.540.30 0.14 ** -0.02 0.05 -0.01
Talk to/email NM at least

-0.44 0.22 -0.12 -0.03 0.05 -0.01
once/month
Young-adult characteristics (Wave 3)
Placed in >1 foster home -0.05 0.18 -0.01
Male 1.01 0.27 0.27 ** 0.60 0.03 0.17 **
Age -0.13 0.07 -0.12 -0.08 0.01 -0.08 =
White -0.15 0.22 -0.04 0.01 0.03 0.00
Married -046 0.16 -0.10 * -0.32 0.03 -0.07 **
Full-time employment -0.54 0.17 -0.15 * -0.10 0.03 -0.03 **
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Former foster youth

Nonformer foster youth

n=339 n=14,468
Variable B SEB a B SEB a

Young-adult characteristics (Wave 1)
Delinquencyl/violence 0.11 0.04 0.22 ** 0.10 0.01 0.17 **
Usually feel safe in

0.20 0.24 0.03 -0.04 0.03 -0.01
neighborhood
Receive out-of-school

-0.34 0.21 -0.09 0.13 0.04 0.03 **
suspension
Receive counseling -0.07 0.19 -0.02 0.14 0.05 0.03 **
Mom receives public

0.17 031 0.04 -0.02 0.05 -0.00
assistance
Mom cares about you very

-0.05 0.23 -0.01 -0.19 0.10 -0.02
much
Friends care about you very

0.18 0.20 0.04 0.10 0.05 0.02 *
much
R 0.18** 0.09**

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 4

Multiple Regression Analyses for Material Hardshtp/Nave 3 for Former Foster Youth and
Nonformer Foster Youth

Former foster youth Nonformer foster youth

n=339 n= 14,468
Variable B SEB a B SEB a
Intercept 0.12 0.17 0.70 0.06 0.02 0.38 *
Natural mentor relationship -0.00 0.02 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Relationship characteristics (Wave 3)
# of functional roles -0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01
Relationship strength 0.03 0.04 0.06 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 **
Relationship length 0.00 0.02 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.01
See NM at least once/month 0.020.04 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.02
Talk to/email NM at least
-0.07 0.04 -0.15 -0.00 0.00 -0.01
once/month
Young-adult characteristics (Wave 3)
Placed in >1 foster home 0.010.02 0.02
Male -0.04 0.03 -0.09 -0.02 0.00 -0.07 **
Age -0.00 0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 **
White 0.05 0.02 0.11 * 0.01 0.00 0.02
Married 0.05 0.03 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.03 **
Full-time employment 0.01 0.02 0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.04 **
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Former foster youth Nonformer foster youth

n=339 n=14,468
Variable B SEB a B SEB &
Young-adult characteristics (Wave 1)
Usually feel safe in
0.01 0.03 0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.02

neighborhood

Receive out-of-school
0.06 0.03 0.13 * 0.04 0.01 0.11 **

suspension
Receive counseling 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.07 **
*
Mom receives public assistance 0.090.03 0.17 0.04 0.01 0.07 **
*
Mom cares about you very much ~ 0.010.05 0.01 -0.03 0.01 -0.03 **
Friends Care about you very
0.02 0.03 0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 **
much
R 0.09** 0.02**

*p < .05, **p < .01.

93



APPENDIX B
FIGURES

Figure 1 Conceptual model of relationships among key éem
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Figure 2 Direct and indirect effects of natural mentordtonal role composite and
strength of natural mentor relationship on depogsat Wave 3, adjusting for Wave 1
depression and 16 total covariates among youndsaghith previous foster care experience
(n=165).
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Figure 3 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on depogsat Wave 3, adjusting for Wave 1
depression and 15 total covariates among youndsaghith previous foster care experience

(n=165).
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Figure 4 Direct and indirect effects of natural mentordtonal role composite and
strength of natural mentor relationship on depogsat Wave 3, adjusting for Wave 1
depression and 15 total covariates among youndsagithout previous foster care
experiencer(=7,977).
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Figure 5 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on depogsat Wave 3, adjusting for Wave 1
depression and 16 total covariates among youndsagithout previous foster care
experiencer(=7,977).
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Figure G Direct and indirect effects of number of naturentor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on delimguyeand violence at Wave 3, adjusting
for Wave 1 delinquency and violence and 15 totahcates among young adults with
previous foster care experience<165).
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Figure 7. Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and

strength of natural mentor relationship on delimguyeand violence at Wave 3, adjusting
for Wave 1 delinquency and violence and 15 totahcates among young adults with

previous foster care experience<165).
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Figure 8 Direct and indirect effects of number of naturentor functional roles and

strength of natural mentor relationship on delimguyeand violence at Wave 3, adjusting
for Wave 1 delinquency and violence and 15 totahdates among young adults without

previous foster care experienece<7,977).
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Figure 9 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and

strength of natural mentor relationship on delimguyeand violence at Wave 3, adjusting
for Wave 1 delinquency and violence and 14 totahcates among young adults without

previous foster care experienece<7,977).
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Figure 1Q Direct and indirect effects of number of naturantor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on matdraadship at Wave 3, adjusting for 17
total covariates among young adults with previamstdr care experience € 165).
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Figure 11 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on matdrabship at Wave 3, adjusting for 15
total covariates among young adults with previamstdr care experience € 165).
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Figure 12 Direct and indirect effects of natural mentordtional role composite and
strength of natural mentor relationship on matdrabship at Wave 3, adjusting for 16
total covariates among young adults without presifmster care experience=£ 7,977).
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Figure 13 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on matératdship at Wave 3, adjusting for 14
total covariates among young adults without presifmster care experience=£ 7,977).
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Figure 14 Direct effect of having a natural mentor relatiopstn assets at Wave 3 amc
young adults with previous foster care experienadgisting for 17 total covariaten =

206).
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Figure 15 Direct effect of having a natural mentor relatiopstn assets at Wave 3 amc
young adults without previous foster care expemsnadjusting for 17 total covariatn =
9,373).
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Figure 16 Direct and indirect effects of number of naturantor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on assef¥ave 3, adjusting for 17 total covariates
among young adults with previous foster care expee ( = 134).
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Figure 17 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on resi@emenership at Wave 3, adjusting for 17
total covariates among young adults with previamstdr care experience € 134).
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Figure 18 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on car aship at Wave 3, adjusting for 17 total
covariates among young adults with previous fostee experiencen= 134).
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Figure 19 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on banloaot ownership at Wave 3, adjusting for
17 total covariates among young adults with previfmster care experience£ 134).
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Figure 2Q Direct and indirect effects of number of naturantor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on assef¥ave 3, adjusting for 16 total covariates
among young adults without previous foster careegrpce § = 6,889).
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Figure 21 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on resi@emenership at Wave 3, adjusting for 16
total covariates among young adults without presifmster care experience£ 6,887).
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Figure 22 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on car aship at Wave 3, adjusting for 16 total
covariates among young adults without previousefosare experience € 6,889).
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Figure 23 Direct and indirect effects of individual naturaéntor functional roles and
strength of natural mentor relationship on banloaot ownership at Wave 3, adjusting for
16 total covariates among young adults without joneyv foster care experienae= 6,889).
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