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Why quality standards in 
mentoring-to-work for migrants?
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New developing mentoring field

Evaluation of experimental start-up projects 

• Screening below standards in some projects: not all mentors were fitted for the job ;

• No closure;

• Mentoringrelationships didn’t start;

• …

More government funding and demands to work in a qualitative way;

Need to ‘do’ something about quality but no research about ‘what works’ in the 
field mentoring to work



What quality? Dimensions of quality
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Client-perspective Organization
perspective

Objective-result
perspective

Process-
perspective

Quality satisfies the
needs or
expectations of
clients

Quality is seen from
the perspective of
the organization and
employees, which set
the desirable level of
quality

Quality is the
continuous and
measurable
attainment of
delivered objectives.

Quality assessment is
not only objectives
and results but the
process itself is
important.

Aaltonen: 1999



Minimal quality criteria ‘mentoring to
work’

• quality criteria ‘mentoring to work’
• Focus on unique part of mentoring: the process;

• Expectation: A qualitative process leads to better outcomes (?)

• Organizational quality: link with general models of social
enterprises;

• Client satisfaction & results: impact measurement.

• ‘minimal criteria’: 
• criteria every project should have;

• feasible criteria, also applicable for new projects;

• adding ‘enhancements’,
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Components of the mentoring
process
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 activities aimed at training 

follow-up and support by the coach 

recruitment 

mentors 

recruitment 

mentees 

selection/screening 

mentors 

selection/screening 

mentees 

matching mentoring 

relationship 
closure 



Methodology 
• Compared quality assurance tools of big umbrella mentoring 

organizations & TRIEC and select criteria relevant for adult 
mentoring
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Methodology 

• Select criteria relevant for adult mentoring – 35 
criteria;

• consultation with practitioners to determine

• the appropriateness of the criteria;

• If additional criteria are needed;

• Minimal criteria: what is minimal necessary for an
effective and qualitative mentoring program;

• Developed a minimal set of standards and additional
criteria;

• Start from there to build evidence about ‘what works’
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Quality exercise 
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Discussion: comparison labels
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Comparison between ‘labels’ showed that most of the 
quality criteria are similar but modalities differ e.g. 
‘closure’;

Criteria about the ‘mentoring relationship’ are mostly 
lacking:  activities (?)

Some differences: hard to match profiles & mentee 
training;



Discussion with practitioners
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Workshops with Belgian & Finnish practitioners

Practioners agreed upon almost all the quality criteria except 
for ‘reference checks’

Not a lot of discussion about criteria as such but more about modalities 
(frequency of follow up, online/offline…) and about what is minimal & additional 

- Program approach & Target group;

- Requirements of possible funders

- Financial rescources



Concluding questions

• how ‘universal’ are the quality criteria: can the 
set of 35 criteria be applied to the adult 
mentoring field as a whole?

• How to implement working on quality?
• Is reflecting upon quality sufficient? 

• Does it has to be controlled?

• And if so…how to foster a quality culture, not ticking 
boxes?

• Are quality criteria the way forward? Other ways?
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More 
information?
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• www.mentoring2work.eu

• www.kuleuven.be/hiva

http://www.mentoring2work.eu/
http://www.kuleuven.be/hiva


THANK YOU

Questions? Suggestions?

Contact: peter.decuyper@kuleuven.be


