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ABSTRACT
Mentoring programs are a popular approach for supporting youth through relationships with adult mentors, but few mentoring

studies have included the mentor perspective. The present study comprised 80 undergraduate mentors (M age = 19.83, 52.5%

White, 76.3% female) and elementary‐aged mentees (M age = 10.61, 91.3% Black, 53.8% female). Mentee and mentor perceptions

of the mentoring relationship and their other adult social supports were assessed over an academic year, in addition to mentor

internalizing problems. It was hypothesized that mentor and mentee mentoring relationship quality would both be predicted by

and predict the other variables of interest. For mentees, cross‐lagged panel models indicated pre‐existing adult social supports

were positively associated with perception of the mentoring relationship, while for mentors, multiple regression highlighted the

negative association of mentor internalizing problems with perceived mentoring relationship quality. These findings highlight

the need for dyadic perspectives in future mentoring research.

1 | Introduction

Mentoring programs have become increasingly common for
youth experiencing structural poverty rooted in racism and
discrimination, which generates a broad range of chronic
stressors and destabilizes family and community‐level social
supports. Specifically, low‐income Black families living in dis-
invested communities are often faced with limited access to
employment opportunities and affordable childcare or safety
net programs to support financial stability (Haider 2021),
resulting in caregivers experiencing both restricted availability
and heightened mental and physical health problems (Conger
and Donnellan 2007; Grant and McMahon 2005; Morrison
Gutman et al. 2005; Sanchez et al. 2014). In an effort to bolster

existing social support networks and create new avenues for
interpersonal relationships, mentoring programs pair youth
with supportive, nonfamilial adult mentors, who may improve
perceptions of and functioning in relationships across parents,
peers, and other adults, as well as promote academic and psy-
chological growth (Rhodes et al. 2000).

While mentoring programs are developed specifically to pro-
mote positive outcomes for youth, the dyadic nature of men-
toring cannot be ignored. In recognition of the reciprocal nature
of interpersonal relationships, the current study utilizes the
framework of Lewin (1951) person‐environment fit theory,
which identifies behavior as a factor of the interaction between
an individual and their physical/social environments, such that
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individuals both shape and are shaped by their environments.
There are multiple dimensions of this theory, one being person‐
person fit, which represents interpersonal relationships such as
mentor and mentee and the dual influences individuals can
have on each other (Jansen and Kristof‐Brown 2006). While
person‐environment fit theory has been primarily utilized
within adult contexts (e.g., Wang et al. 2021), this theory
presents a key consideration of the ways in which individual
strengths and challenges, everyday environmental factors, and
the mentoring context may jointly shape social supports and
mentoring outcomes. Further, this theory challenges underlying
assumptions often inherent in youth mentoring programs that
adult mentors are universally positive role models tasked with
transforming the lives of youth. Rather, person‐environment fit
theory recognizes the individual contributions of both mentees
and mentors within the context of overarching environmental
influences (e.g., systemic racism, poverty). In consideration of
the most immediate environmental influences, it is important to
keep in mind the influence that family and community support
can have on mentoring relationships, with caregivers often
framed as an interfering or disruptive factor rather than a
positive resource to the match by program staff and mentors
(Basualdo‐Delmonico and Spencer 2016). Centering the active
role caregivers have in the mentoring process, recent research
by Erdem et al. (2024) notes that every adult in a child's life can
indirectly influence one another through their personal rela-
tionship with the child (Erdem et al. 2024). Thus, not only may
a caregiver's relationship with their child contribute to the
growth of the mentoring relationship, but the mentoring pro-
cess may present benefits to well‐being and functioning of
mentors, youth, and their families.

1.1 | Youth Mentee Characteristics

Although the purpose of mentoring is often identified as
providing youth with a close adult relationship, research has
indicated that youth may vary in their ability to engage in this
relationship based on their pre‐existing adult social supports.
It is well‐established that children who are disconnected from
their caregivers are more likely to develop lower quality re-
lationships (i.e., teachers, peers, other intimate relationships;
Allen et al. 2007), along with facing barriers such as negative
self‐worth and poor school competence (Grossman and
Rhodes 2002). Considering the person‐environment fit theory,
youths' extant social supports and individual and environ-
mental characteristics can influence their relationship styles
and behaviors. For instance, Raposa et al. (2016) identified
that youth with higher levels of environmental stress at home
or at school experienced shorter matches, while both mentors
and mentees reported lower relationship satisfaction when
youth presented with poor academic performance or mis-
conduct. On the contrary, when caregivers are involved and
supportive of mentoring matches, even in the presence of
heightened environmental stressors, youth may experience
higher quality and longer‐lasting matches, speaking to the
profound positive impact caregivers may have on the men-
toring process (Parnes et al. 2023). Therefore, it is essential to
continue evaluating mentee social supports as well as explore
avenues within the mentoring relationship for bolstering
connections.

1.2 | Youth Mentee Outcomes

Youth in supportive mentoring relationships may develop across
several domains, including emotional and behavioral outcomes
with several meta‐analyses indicating moderate effect sizes of
mentoring (e.g., DuBois et al. 2011; Raposa et al. 2019). The men-
toring relationship may also have the potential to promote
improvements across other relationships, with prior research re-
porting the predictive value of the mentoring relationship on factors
such as parental attachment, interpersonal relationships with other
adults, and disclosure to adults (Renick Thomson and Zand 2010),
as well as experiences of support (DeWit et al. 2016; Goldner and
Mayseless 2009). Based on these findings, the mentoring relation-
ship may serve as the vehicle through which mentees begin seeing
the potential for other adult relationships at home and school to be
positive experiences. Larose et al. (2010) reported that youth who
shared a stronger working alliance with their mentors, for example,
were more likely to participate in class and seek help from teachers
compared to other mentored and non‐mentored students.

Despite substantial evidence of positive mentoring outcomes for
mentees, it is important to remember when considering person‐
person fit that not all mentoring relationships lead to improvements
or even a strong mentor‐mentee connection. Whether stemming
from mentor or mentee factors or a combination, early relationship
termination often has a detrimental impact on youth, including
increased substance use, feelings of rejection or abandonment
(Grossman and Rhodes 2002), and lower self‐esteem (DuBois
et al. 2011). Given potential benefits and harms of mentoring to
mentees, it is essential to elucidate characteristics and outcomes for
the other half of the relationship: the mentor.

1.3 | College Mentor Characteristics

Although youth mentoring has traditionally been provided by
adult volunteers with stable careers, programs have been
increasingly recruiting college students to fill this role, most
recently an estimated 13% of youth mentoring volunteers
(Garringer et al. 2017). Mentors are generally assumed to be
competent, caring adults equipped to serve as positive role
models and develop supportive relationships with their mentees
(Spencer 2012). However, the transition to college marks a
vulnerable time for many young adults that can lead to diffi-
culties maintaining their social support network, a factor which
plays a key role in academic and emotional adjustment
(Albright and Hurd 2017; Bernier et al. 2004; Hefner and
Eisenberg 2009). At the same time college students may ex-
perience more environmental challenges such as frequent
schedule changes and the demands of balancing their course-
work with part‐time employment and participation in student
organizations (Grossman et al. 2012; Rhodes and DuBois 2006).
For college students who report insecure parental attachment,
this transition may generate even more adjustment issues due
to distal effects on the development of other relationships
(Mattanah et al. 2011).

In consideration of college mentor individual characteristics,
untreated mental health challenges are also prominent within
this population, as the number of students meeting criteria for
one or more mental health problems has doubled since 2013,
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while mental health service utilization has not proportionally
increased (Lipson et al. 2022). Although few studies have ex-
amined mentor mental health specifically, Leyton‐Armakan
et al. (2012) found mentor depressive symptoms negatively
predicted mentee competence, while mentor anxiety symptoms
positively predicted mentee competence. Lindquist and Raposa
(2020) also recently linked depressive symptoms to mentors'
negative perceptions of the mentoring relationship and rela-
tional avoidance. Given the possible combined impact of college
students' environmental circumstances and personal psycho-
logical well‐being, it is pertinent to consider college student
mentors' relational capacities and need for ongoing support
within mentoring programs (Spencer 2012).

1.4 | College Mentor Outcomes

While mentor individual and environmental characteristics
may pose barriers to forming a strong mentoring relationship, it
is also possible that, similar to mentees, involvement in men-
toring may forge a path for improved social supports and psy-
chosocial outcomes. Several studies have suggested
participation in mentoring programs supports self‐reported
improvements in college student mentors' abilities to connect
with others and may have psychosocial benefits as well, such as
increased self‐esteem (Banks 2010; Wasburn‐Moses et al. 2014;
Weiler et al. 2013; Weiler et al. 2014). Further, Faith et al. (2011)
found that having a supportive mentoring relationship was
associated with mentors reporting less avoidant attachment
tendencies, suggesting the potential for broader interpersonal
growth. However, little attention has been paid to internalizing
(e.g., anxiety, depression) outcomes of college student mentors
post‐mentoring despite the known elevated rates of psycho-
social distress in this population (Lipson et al. 2022) and pos-
sible benefits of bolstering their social networks.

In consideration of person‐environment fit theory, mentoring
programs aimed at improving social and psychological out-
comes for mentees may also provide a key opportunity to meet
individual mentor needs in a similar way. While studies show
some promising mentor outcomes, however, college mentors
remain understudied, in contrast to the larger body of research
on youth mentee outcomes, with a recent review by Anderson
and DuBois (2022) indicating the extant mentor literature is
limited by several factors, including sample composition, study
design, analytic approach, and assessed outcomes. This promi-
nent gap in the research warrants investigation to help bridge
the field's understanding of mentoring from the perspective of
both the mentee and mentor.

1.5 | Present Study

Although youth mentoring relationships have been studied
extensively, few studies have investigated predictors and out-
comes for youth mentees and college mentors in conjunction.
The purpose of this study is to examine both college mentors
and youth mentees through a person‐environment lens in
recognition that both youth mentees and college mentors may
enter the relationship with their own personal set of strengths,

challenges, and environmental influences. To accomplish this,
the current study utilized the same assessments for both college
mentors and youth mentees to identify patterns of interpersonal
functioning across the mentoring relationship.

It was hypothesized for mentees that there would be reciprocal
associations over time between external social supports and
experiences within the mentoring relationship, such that
stronger adult social supports at baseline would predict higher
mentoring relationship quality at 3 months and higher men-
toring relationship quality would predict stronger social sup-
ports at subsequent timepoints. For mentors, it was
hypothesized that this same pattern would emerge and that
higher reported internalizing problems would be associated
with more negative perceptions of the mentoring relationship,
while improvements to the mentoring relationship would pre-
dict subsequent improvements to internalizing symptoms.
Lastly, this study sought to explore the following exploratory
research question to better understand dyadic effects: In con-
sideration of possible interdependence within the mentoring
relationship, what patterns of influence exist between mentors
and mentees on reports of mentoring relationship quality and
other social supports?

2 | Materials and Methods

2.1 | Participants

Mentees participating in this study were 80 youth (46.3% male,
53.8% female) at three public elementary schools between
grades 2 and 8 (M age = 10.61) who were intervention recipients
of a mentoring program, known as the Cities Mentor Project,
between fall of 2016 and fall of 2020. A total of 91.3% of the
youth identified as Black or African American, while the
remaining youth described themselves as Biracial or Multiracial
(6.3%), Hispanic or Latino (1.3%), and White (1.3%). Mentees
attended schools with student bodies classified as 95% low‐
income, with student attainment below the national average
and weak or very weak safety ratings for the surrounding areas
(Chicago Public Schools 2019).

Mentors participating in this study were 80 undergraduate
students (21.3% male, 76.3% female, 2.5% other) enrolled at one
private university who were between ages 17 and 27 (M age =
19.83) who took part as mentors in the mentoring intervention
during the same time period. A total of 7.5% of the mentors
identified as Black or African American, 52.5% identified as
White, 20% identified as Hispanic or Latino, 7.5% identified as
Asian American, 2.5% identified as Middle Eastern, and 10%
identified as Biracial or Multiracial.

2.2 | Procedure

Participants were recruited for the larger study through pro-
motional materials and information sessions at their respective
schools with parent consent and youth assent required for the
elementary school students and self‐consent for the college
students. This study did not utilize any inclusion or exclusion
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criteria beyond requiring college students to pass a background
check. To be retained in the study and randomized into a
control or intervention group, participants completed a baseline
survey administered in‐person for youth and both in‐person and
online for college students, for which both youth and college
participants were compensated. Participants were then ran-
domized into the year‐long mentoring intervention or a waitlist
control. After either a spot opening or the following
academic year, participants in the waitlist control group were
transitioned to the intervention and paired with a mentor or
mentee. The current study included mentees and mentors who
were matched within the first 3 months of the intervention
period and who completed surveys beyond baseline, which
were administered at three additional time points across the
academic year.

The Cities Mentor Project is an after‐school program at each of
three partner elementary schools that offers 1‐to‐1.5‐h weekly
mentoring sessions for a full academic year. Mentors and
mentees are matched by a Program Director based on initial
interviews (e.g., prior experiences/skills, shared interests,
strengths and needs, youth preferences) and pairs are placed
with three to four other mentors and mentees assigned to a
graduate‐level clinical supervisor. This structure allows mentors
and mentees to develop one‐on‐one relationships while enga-
ging in group activities, which follow a modified version of
Structured Psychotherapy for Adolescents Responding to
Chronic Stress (SPARCS; DeRosa et al. 2006), a curriculum that
supports relationship and skill building. Mentors and mentees
are also expected to have contact outside of mentoring sessions
at least once a week. Mentors enroll in an experiential learning
course at their university for ongoing training and meet with
their supervisor 1.5 to 2 h per week.

2.3 | Measures

Internalizing symptoms: Mentors completed the Internalizing
Problems composite of the Behavior Assessment System for
Children: Self‐Report of Personality—College Form, which
demonstrates strong psychometric properties, with high inter-
nal consistency, test‐retest reliability, construct validity, and
criterion‐related validity (BASC‐2 and BASC‐3; Reynolds and
Kamphaus 2004; Reynolds et al. (2015)). Internalizing Problems
is comprised of the following scales: Atypicality, Locus of
Control, Social Stress, Anxiety, Depression, Sense of
Inadequacy, and Somatization, with higher scores indicating
greater internalizing problems. The measure uses a 4‐point
Likert scale response set with options of Never (1), Sometimes
(2), Often (3), and Almost Always (4). As both the BASC‐2
(α= 0.85) and BASC‐3 (α= 0.89) were used, proportion scores
(raw score divided by total possible raw score) were calculated
for standardization.

Social supports: Two measures were used to assess quality of
mentor and mentee experiences of social support with other
adults in their lives. The Very Important Adults (VIA) measure
was developed for the Cities Mentor Project based on existing
instruments (e.g., see Hamilton et al. 2016). More specifically,
the VIA asks respondents to nominate up to two very important
adults, who can be related (e.g., mom, uncle) or unrelated (e.g.,

coach, pastor) to them. A “very important” adult is defined as
someone who is 18 years old or older and is someone you look
up to. Respondents completed a 3‐point (mentees) or 5‐point
(mentors) Likert scale response set with options of Never (1),
Hardly Ever (2), Sometimes (3), Often (4), and Very Often (5).
The response set asks, “How much does this person do each of
the following things?” with nine (mentees) or 10 (mentors)
items such as, “Says or does something that helps me with my
feelings,” “Gives me advice or information about how to do
something,” and “Helps to make sure I have the things I need to
be successful.” Total scores at baseline, 3 months, 6 months,
and 9 months were calculated using the mean of all items
(mentor α= 0.87, mentee α= 0.89), with higher scores indi-
cating more supportive interpersonal experiences.

A new measure designed for the study, Places I Spend Time
(PIST; Duffy et al. 2020), provides information on experiences of
social support at home (PISTH) and at school (PISTS). Partici-
pants answer 22 (mentee) or 30 (mentor) questions about
“What kinds of things happen [at this place] and how much do
they happen?” using a 3‐point Likert scale including Never (1),
Sometimes (2), and A Lot (3). Sample items include “Someone
helps me when things go wrong,” “I get help solving a prob-
lem,” and “Someone shows me that I am important.” Total
scores for home and school at baseline, 3 months, 6 months,
and 9 months were calculated using the mean of all items
(mentor home α= 0.98, mentor school α= 0.98, mentee home
α= 0.94, mentee school α= 0.95), with higher scores indicating
more supportive interpersonal experiences.

Mentoring relationship quality: To assess perceptions of men-
toring relationship quality, this study used shortened versions of
the Match Characteristics Questionnaire (MCQ; Harris and
Nakkula 2003a) for mentors and Youth Mentoring Survey
(Harris and Nakkula 2003b) for mentees. This 22‐item measure
for mentors and 16‐item measure for mentees uses a 6‐point
Likert scale response set ranging from 1 (Never) to 6 (Always).
Example items for both mentors and mentees include “I feel
frustrated or disappointed with how the match is going”
(reverse coded), “I can trust what my mentee/or tells me,” and
“I feel like my mentee/or and I are good friends (buddies,
pals).” Additional mentee items include overlapping items from
the VIA, such as “My mentor helps to make sure I have the
things I need to be successful.” Additional mentor items
include, “My mentee does things to push me away” (reverse
coded) and “My mentee makes me aware of his/her problems or
concerns.” Total scores at 3 months, 6 months, and 9 months
were calculated using the mean of all items (mentor α= 0.92,
mentee α= 0.88), with higher scores indicating more positive
perceptions of the match.

2.4 | Data Analysis

In preparation for analyses, the missing values procedure in
SPSS (IBM Corp. Released (2020)) was used to assess patterns of
missing data in the data sets. Both mentor and mentee data sets
exhibited an increasing percentage of missing data with time,
with mentors displaying an overall higher level of missingness
(see Table 1). The Little's Missing Completely at Random
(MCAR; Little 1988) test was conducted to better understand
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the nature of these patterns and to establish the usability of
missing data techniques. Results of this test for mentees (χ2

(585, N= 80) = 551.437, p= 0.837) and mentors (χ2 (526,
N= 80) = 478.907, p= 0.930) were insignificant, indicating the
null hypothesis (i.e., the data are MCAR) could not be rejected
for either data set. Based on this finding, full information
maximum likelihood (FIML) was used for subsequent analyses,
a missing data procedure commonly implemented in structural
equation modeling (SEM) and general linear models, which
estimates parameters and standard errors in one step
(Graham 2009) and is available as a feature of MPlus version 8
(Muthén and Muthén 1998–2017).

The data were then evaluated for normality using both skew-
ness and kurtosis values as well as visualization through his-
tograms in MPlus. All measures within the mentee and mentor
datasets exhibited non‐normal distributions; therefore, boot-
strapping was used to account for these distributions. Boot-
strapping is a statistical procedure that resamples from the
current sample many times with the assumption that the
sample is representative of the population and can be used in
conjunction with FIML for non‐normal data (Enders 2001). For
the current study, 5000 replications were used to improve
model estimation (Banjanovic and Osborne 2016).

Different analytic approaches were applied for mentor and
mentee datasets to investigate the hypothesis that the mentor-
ing relationship and external social supports (as well as inter-
nalizing problems for mentors) would show reciprocal
associations. Cross‐lagged panel models (CLPMs) are a type of
SEM commonly used for longitudinal data sets to assess direc-
tional influences between variables of interest over time
(Kearney 2017). CLPMs typically require a large sample size
to identify significant effects but are useful for assessing
the hypothesized reciprocal patterns amongst variables
(MacCallum and Austin 2000). Four CLPM models were tested
for the mentee data set, while the mentor data set lacked suf-
ficient data at later time points to generate an identifiable
model. Alternatively, multiple regression was used for mentors
assessing a unidirectional pathway of social support and inter-
nalizing symptoms as indicators of mentoring relationship
quality, and subsequently mentoring relationship quality as a
predictor of the other variables. Lastly, to address this study's
exploratory research question on interdependence, the actor‐
partner interdependence model (APIM; Fitzpatrick et al. 2016;
Peugh et al. 2013) was used to assess individual (actor) and
dyadic (partner) effects.

3 | Results

3.1 | Youth Mentee Hypothesis

Four models for mentees were identified using CLPMs with
FIML in MPlus to estimate the reciprocal relationship between
perceived mentoring and external social supports across all four
time points (baseline, 3 months, 6 months, and 9 months).
Three models contained single measures (PISTS, PISTH, or
VIA), while the fourth combined these measures into a latent
variable representing overall social supports beyond mentoring
as each of the measures are conceptually related with an T
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emphasis on current interpersonal experiences with adults in
their life. All time points of the latent variable showed strong
factor loadings across each measure (β≥ 0.607), while also
capturing the full sample.

Reduced versions of the four proposed models revealed differences
in social support by school and in the mentoring relationship by
gender (i.e., mentees who identified as male perceived the men-
toring relationship quality as lower at 3 months). These two cov-
ariates were subsequently added to the relevant arms (i.e., social
support vs. mentoring relationship) of the proposed models,
remaining significant. Each of the models (latent variable, VIA,
PISTH, PISTS) was then assessed for model fit as reported in
Table 2. Model fit was determined based on the following standard
criteria: Model Chi Square (χ2) p‐value>0.05, Comparative Fit
Index (CFI)≥ 0.90, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA)< 0.08, and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR)< 0.08 (Kline 2005).

The latent variable model, while attaining a larger sample size,
shows weaker model fit, with the criteria falling just below typical
cutoffs and suggesting results should be interpreted with particular
caution (see Table 2). Cross‐lagged paths within the latent variable
model indicate a significant positive association between social
support at baseline and the mentoring relationship at 3 months
(β=0.455, SE= 0.197, standardized coefficient [β*] = 0.414,
p<0.01). Following the latent variable model, each indicator was
assessed independently, generating improved model fit but reduced
sample size. The model assessing associations between the men-
toring relationship and experiences with a nominated very impor-
tant adult (VIA) showed no significant cross‐lagged paths. For
PISTH, baseline at‐home social support was associated with a
nonsignificant positive trend for perception of the mentoring rela-
tionship at 3 months (β=0.323, SE=0.177, β*= 0.320, p=0.053).
Findings for the PISTS model included a significant positive path
from at‐school social support at baseline to mentoring relationship
quality at 3 months (β=0.393, SE= 0.142, β*= 0.385, p<0.01).
Across the remaining time points included within the CLPM for
each of the tested models, no significant pathways were identified,
possibly due to reductions in sample size.

3.2 | College Mentor Hypothesis

Due to sample size limitations in the mentor data, multiple
regression was conducted in MPlus using variables and time
points with the least missing data, with a model of social sup-
port (PISTS, PISTH) and internalizing problems at baseline as
predictors of the mentoring relationship at 3 months. Results
indicate higher levels of mentor internalizing problems at

baseline are associated with more negative perceptions of the
mentoring relationship at 3 months (β=−2.116, SE = 1.108,
β* =−0.302, p< 0.05). Neither social support measures nor
relevant covariates significantly contributed to this model.
Subsequent models assessing mentoring relationship quality at
3 months as a predictor of the other study variables at 6 months
did not generate adequate sample size (N< 20) and power due
to patterns of missingness.

3.3 | Dyadic Research Question

To assess this study's exploratory research question, a subset of
the mentor and mentee data was evaluated using the APIM,
with 50 matched mentor and mentee pairs who provided rat-
ings of the mentoring relationship for at least one time point.
The APIM was selected because of its ability to identify both
individual (actor effects) and dyadic (partner effects) pathways
for matched pairs theorized to have a potential impact on each
other, such as mentors and mentees. Two models were eval-
uated based on the available data: (1) The effect of social sup-
port at home (PISTH) at baseline on perceptions of mentoring
relationship quality at 3 months and (2) The effect of mentoring
relationship quality at 3 months on social support at home
(PISTH) between six and 9 months.

APIM Model 1 demonstrated acceptable model fit based on CFI
(1.00), RMSEA (0.000), and SRMR (0.000), but the Model χ2

p‐value was significant (p< 0.001), suggesting potential issues
with model fit and as such should be interpreted with caution.
As expected, mentees continued to show significant actor effects
such that at‐home social support at baseline was positively
associated with perceptions of the mentoring relationship at
3 months (β= 0.112, SE = 0.050, β* = 0.355, p< 0.01). No sig-
nificant mentor actor effects or significant partner effects were
identified for this model.

APIM Model 2 also demonstrated acceptable model fit based on
CFI (1.00), RMSEA (0.000), and SRMR (0.003), but the Model χ2

p‐value was again significant (p< 0.001), suggesting potential
issues with model fit and the need to interpret results with
caution. A significant actor effect was identified such that
higher mentee perceptions of the mentoring relationship at
3 months were predictive of higher social support at the men-
tee's home between six and 9 months (β= 1.720, SE = 0.625,
β* = 0.571, p< 0.05). A significant partner effect emerged such
that higher mentor ratings of the mentoring relationship at
3 months were associated with lower social support for mentees
between six and 9 months (β=−1.644, SE = 0.779, β* =−0.534,
p< 0.05). Mentor and mentee ratings of the mentoring

TABLE 2 | Measurements of CLPMs Goodness of Fit.

Variable N χ2 CFI RMSEA SRMR

Social Support 80 225.079, p< 0.05 0.808 0.105 0.156

VIA 58 16.581, p= 0.483 1.000 0.000 0.117

PISTH 63 24.138, p= 0.116 0.914 0.082 0.121

PISTS 62 20.528, p= 0.248 0.970 0.058 0.124
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relationship at 3 months were also positively associated with
each other (β= 0.008, SE = 0.004, β* = 0.500, p< 0.01), while
mentor and mentee social support at home between six and
9 months were not significantly related.

4 | Discussion

As hypothesized, results from the mentee cross‐lagged panel
models (CLPMs) indicated stronger social supports at baseline
positively predicted perceptions of the mentoring relationship at
3 months, although results should be interpreted with caution
due to small sample size and missingness of data. These find-
ings are consistent with prior research indicating mentees with
lower quality interpersonal relationships and social supports
may have more difficulty engaging with their mentor (Schwartz
et al. 2011; Spencer 2007; Zilberstein and Spencer 2014). From a
person‐environment perspective, youths' experiences within
their home and school environments may shape how they
interpret and respond to interpersonal interactions with their
mentors. As external social support and the mentoring rela-
tionship were no longer significantly associated at later time
points, it is possible that the addition of the mentoring en-
vironment may shift mentees' experiences and beliefs such that
prior experiences in relationships became less relevant as they
built trust with their mentor. Alternatively, the lack of signifi-
cant associations at later time points may be a product of
shrinking sample size rather than true shifts in the relation
between external social support and the mentoring relationship.
Findings from this study did not support the hypothesis that
mentoring relationship quality would predict improvements
across social supports at home and school, suggesting mentees
did not reach the threshold of significantly altering their ex-
periences within other environments. As data was only gath-
ered through 9 months, however, longer term social support
outcomes could not be captured.

In terms of college mentor findings, the mentoring relationship
as a predictor of mentor external social supports and internal-
izing problems could not ultimately be assessed in this study,
warranting investigation in future studies. While limited results
were obtained for mentors due to missing data, partial support
was obtained for the hypothesis that mentor social support and
internalizing symptoms would be associated with perceptions of
the mentoring relationship. Findings from multiple regression
indicated that mentors with higher internalizing problems at
baseline perceived the mentoring relationship more negatively
at 3 months, similar to Lindquist and Raposa (2020) findings.
Although considerably more mentor research is essential, it is
important to be reminded of the challenges mentors may enter
the mentoring relationship with, presenting an opportunity for
mentoring programs to better support their needs. From a
person‐environment fit perspective, fostering a positive men-
toring environment at the organizational level for not only
mentees, but also mentors, may be crucial to ensure individual
needs are adequately addressed (Wu et al. 2017; Chan and
Ho 2008).

In assessing dyadic effects, a significant actor effect indicated
some support for the hypothesis that mentees who rate the
mentoring relationship more positively then report higher

social support at later time points. However, given the uni-
directionality of the APIM, these findings do not account for the
impact of social support on the mentoring relationship and may
therefore overestimate this association as suggested by results of
the CLPM. A significant partner effect also emerged such that if
mentors rated the mentoring relationship more positively at
3 months, mentees later reported lower quality social supports
at home. This finding could suggest that mentees who are able
to build a close relationship with their mentor then have a
supportive environment to compare their other interpersonal
contexts to more critically. However, these results showed some
inconsistencies in comparison to the identified actor effect as
mentee and mentor ratings of the mentor relationship were
significantly associated, suggesting the actor and partner effects
should mirror rather than contradict each other. For this rea-
son, further exploration will be needed to better understand
possible interconnections between mentee and mentor reports.

4.1 | Strengths and Limitations

The current study has some significant strengths in its utiliza-
tion of longitudinal data across four time points for both
mentees and mentors. Few studies to date have evaluated
intervention effects on college mentors, with the majority of
mentor data remaining centered on outcomes most pertinent to
mentees (e.g., better understanding their mentee; Hughes and
Dykstra 2008). Unlike previous research, this study considers
potential strengths and vulnerabilities both mentees and men-
tors may bring into the mentoring relationship from a person‐
environment lens. To this end, the current study shows an
additional strength in evaluating two populations facing higher
levels of individual and environmental challenges: (1) Low‐
income Black youth whose caregivers may be less available
and faced heightened stressors due to the effects of poverty and
systemic oppression (Conger and Donnellan 2007; Grant and
McMahon 2005; Morrison Gutman et al. 2005; Sanchez
et al. 2014), and (2) A diverse pool of undergraduate students
transitioning into adulthood with the psychosocial stressors that
often accompany adjustment to college life (Albright and
Hurd 2017; Bernier et al. 2004; Blanco et al. 2008; Hefner and
Eisenberg 2009; Li et al. 2014; Mistler et al. 2013). While the
results of this study are not generalizable to other populations
(e.g., public rather than private university students, rural rather
than urban setting), the mentors and mentees in this study both
represent understudied and vulnerable groups. Mentors and
mentees were also randomized into rather than recruited for
the intervention, increasing the potential for a broader range
of experience and interests; however, it should be noted
mentor‐mentee pairs were not randomly assigned and there-
fore matching may have impacted observed outcomes. Despite
having notable strengths, several limitations created barriers
to properly evaluating the stated hypotheses and research
question and these limitations warrant further discussion.

4.1.1 | Sample Size and Missing Data

Given the scale of the intervention, a sample size of only 80
youth mentees and college mentors was attained after 4 years,
with no control group included in the current study. While the
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small sample size was bolstered by the inclusion of multiple
time points of data, the CLPM is typically recommended to
include a larger sample size for adequate statistical power
(MacCallum and Austin 2000). While there is no set rule for
minimum sample size, the majority of studies attain a sample
size of at least 100 (MacCallum and Austin 2000) and a number
of researchers have suggested a sample size of at least 200 (Wolf
et al. 2013). With the current study generally displaying at least
20% missing data across time points, the small sample size
attained for this study was problematic and particularly so for
mentors, suggesting the need for improved data collection
strategies amongst college students participating in such inter-
ventions. As previously discussed, college students face a un-
ique constellation of stressors (e.g., schedule demands, major
life transition, psychosocial difficulties) to consider when
planning and preparing for data collection with this population.

4.1.2 | Measures

While the selected measures for the current study showed sufficient
reliability, one measure (PISTH/PISTS) has not been evaluated
across other settings and all measures were self‐report, introducing
several opportunities for bias. Certain relevant covariates were also
excluded from analyses as they were either not collected (e.g.,
socioeconomic status) or inconsistently collected (e.g., dosage data).
Therefore, this study was unable to evaluate ways in which the
intervention beyond the mentoring relationship may have con-
tributed to the other variables of interest. Other mentor and mentee
personality characteristics that may have impacted perceptions of
relationships were also not available as covariates for the tested
models. Additionally, the current study may have benefited from
utilizing a mixed methods approach, providing further context to
our findings via qualitative data, which has been utilized effectively
across several studies of mentors (e.g., Banks 2010; Spencer 2007;
Wasburn‐Moses et al. 2014; Weiler et al. 2013; Weiler et al. 2014).

4.1.3 | CLPM

In recent years, a number of researchers have begun to question
the validity of the traditional CLPM in its potential to over-
estimate or misrepresent relationships among study variables,
although the CLPM continues to be widely used across fields.
More specifically, Hamaker et al. (2015) have proposed repla-
cing the CLPM with the RI‐CLPM, which separates between‐
person and within‐person effects to better distinguish stable,
trait‐like individual differences from causal influences. While
the CLPM and RI‐CLPM may produce similar results, several
recently published studies comparing the two techniques have
found distinct differences that further support the argument
that the RI‐CLPM provides a more nuanced interpretation of
the data (Etherson et al. 2022; Yang et al. 2021; Yirmiya
et al. 2021). The RI‐CLPM was attempted in the current study,
but each RI‐CLPM failed to converge and therefore no results
were available for interpretation. Accordingly, only the CLPM
could be performed and interpreted for the current study, and
the limitations of this analysis should thus be noted in addition
to the other known barriers to interpretation (e.g., small sample
size, missing data).

5 | Conclusion

The current study established the importance of viewing both
mentees and mentors as intervention recipients with relevant
individual characteristics and environmental experiences, while
assessing individual and dyadic effects. Several dyadic analyses,
such as the APIM, have been utilized across the social sciences
but have had limited applications within the field of mentoring
(Fitzpatrick et al. 2016). With dyadic analyses in mind, future
studies should select measures that can be administered to both
mentors and mentees to assess actor and partner effects. As very
few studies have been conducted with mentors themselves, an
important next step for the field is to obtain a clearer under-
standing of both halves of the mentoring dyad, including factors
each person brings into the relationship and outcomes associ-
ated with the relationship. Specifically, theories such as person‐
environment fit theory are understudied within youth mentor-
ing and may benefit from further application in recognition of
the various personal and environmental factors that influence
and are influenced by college mentors and youth mentees. It is
particularly important to recognize the relationships children
have within their developmental environments, perhaps ex-
panding the notion of the mentoring dyad to include the ways
caregiver relationships are inherently connected to the growth
of the mentoring relationship (Erdem et al. 2024). Specifically,
this requires the mentoring field to continue challenging biases
that place blame on caregivers for unsuccessful matches, and to
understand the ways caregivers, mentees, and mentors may all
contribute to and derive benefit from mentoring.

While this study provided a limited glimpse into the mentor
experience, consistent with prior research, results suggested
that mentors' own mental health challenges may interfere with
their feelings of connectedness within the mentoring relation-
ship. It is well‐established that the college student population
faces a myriad of mental health challenges with rates rising over
time (Lipson et al. 2022). Accordingly, increased campus mental
health programming and outreach may be needed to support
vulnerable students. With universities, whether public or pri-
vate, being well‐situated to provide both accessible mental
health services and service‐learning opportunities for students,
mentoring programs present an ideal outlet to integrate these
offerings and offer explicit, targeted support to not only youth
mentees, but adult mentors as well. This notion challenges the
traditional structure of mentoring programs, which often pre-
sume adults to be more knowledgeable or capable than youth,
compounded by socioeconomic and racial biases (Albright
et al. 2017).

In translating values to practice, it is vital for mentoring pro-
grams to treat mentors as intervention recipients who will need
extensive training and support. Mentoring programs affiliated
with universities may have the advantage of being able to
facilitate a mentoring course that provides not only initial
trainings, but also opportunities to build on these trainings over
the course of the academic year. In addition to formalized
trainings, readings, and resources within mentoring courses,
from a person‐environment perspective it is equally important
for program supervisors to develop warm and responsive bonds
with college mentors to model healthy relationships, reinforce
the learning process, and provide space for individual mentor
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needs. The Cities Mentor Project utilizes tiered supports for
mentors to build connections beyond the mentoring relation-
ship with their peers and staff. A similar model, while requiring
significant staffing demands, may be beneficial to other pro-
grams to ensure appropriate safety nets are in place to better
identify mentor needs as well as foster a positive environment
to shape ongoing mentor development.

Although mentees are traditionally the primary focus of mentoring
programs, programs often intervene when youth are perceived to be
at a disadvantage without addressing the factors that lead to those
disadvantages. Mentoring may be able to structure positive en-
vironments for youth, but interventions must also engage in further
efforts to challenge the systems that originally lead to compromised
relationships, such as poverty generated from inequitable access to
resources and systemic oppression extending across generations,
which has a disproportionate impact on families of color resulting
from racism and discrimination (National Center for Children in
Poverty 2019). With an understanding of root causes, it is important
that future mentoring programs seek not only to bolster mentees'
connections with their mentors, but also to disrupt the systems that
present such significant barriers to caregivers and natural supports.
Such changes to these systems would additionally carry implica-
tions for mentoring program benefits, as person‐environment fit
theory highlights the value of mentors and mentees having strong
support from their schools and community to promote longevity of
the mentor‐mentee relationship (Ballout 2007). While these systems
appear daunting, mentoring programs can utilize their sphere of
influence to intervene at the family and community level, which
may in turn strengthen both immediate environmental contexts
and mentoring program outcomes. Ultimately, while mentors and
mentees may be able to mutually benefit from the mentoring
relationship, programs have a larger responsibility in extending
their reach past the surface to enact multilevel change.

Acknowledgments

This study was conducted with support from the National Institutes of
Health (R01 HL136676).

Ethics Statement

This study was approved by the DePaul University Institutional Review
Board.

Consent

Informed consent for research was obtained for all study participants;
assent was additionally obtained for youth under age 18.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors have no conflicts of interest.

Permission to Reproduce Material from Other Sources

This article does not contain material reproduced from other sources.

Peer Review

The peer review history for this article is available at https://www.
webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1002/jcop.70044.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

References

Albright, J. N., and N. M. Hurd. 2017. “Constellations of Social Support
Among Underrepresented College Students: Associations With Mental
Health.” Applied Developmental Science 22, no. 4: 258–269. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10888691.2017.1287568.

Albright, J. N., N. M. Hurd, and S. B. Hussain. 2017. “Applying a Social
Justice Lens to Youth Mentoring: A Review of the Literature and
Recommendations for Practice.” American Journal of Community
Psychology 59, no. 3–4: 363–381. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12143.

Allen, J. P., M. Porter, C. McFarland, K. B. McElhaney, and P. Marsh.
2007. “The Relation of Attachment Security to Adolescents' Paternal
and Peer Relationships, Depression, and Externalizing Behavior.” Child
Development 78, no. 4: 1222–1239. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.
2007.01062.x.

Anderson, A. J., and D. L. DuBois. 2022. “Are Adults Influenced by the
Experience of Mentoring Youth? A Scoping Review.” Journal of
Community Psychology 51, no. 3: 1032–1059.

Ballout, H. I. 2007. “Career Success: The Effects of Human Capital,
Person‐Environment Fit and Organizational Support.” Journal of
Managerial Psychology 22, no. 8: 741–765.

Banjanovic, E. S., and J. W. Osborne. 2016. “Confidence Intervals for
Effect Sizes: Applying Bootstrap Resampling.” Practical Assessment,
Research, and Evaluation 21, no. 1: 5. https://doi.org/10.7275/dz3r-8n08.

Banks, K. H. 2010. “A Qualitative Investigation of Mentor Experiences
in a Service Learning Course.” Educational Horizons 89, no. 1: 68–79.

Basualdo‐Delmonico, A. M., and R. Spencer. 2016. “A Parent's Place:
Parents', Mentors' and Program Staff Members’ Expectations for and
Experiences of Parental Involvement in Community‐Based Youth
Mentoring Relationships.” Children and Youth Services Review 61: 6–14.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.11.021.

Bernier, A., S. Larose, M. Boivin, and N. Soucy. 2004. “Attachment State
of Mind: Implications for Adjustment to College.” Journal of Adolescent
Research 19, no. 6: 783–806. https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558403260096.

Blanco, C., M. Okuda, C. Wright, et al. 2008. “Mental Health of College
Students and Their Non–College‐Attending Peers: Results From The
National Epidemiologic Study on Alcohol and Related Conditions.”
Archives of General Psychiatry 65, no. 12: 1429–1437. https://doi.org/10.
1001/archpsyc.65.12.1429.

Chan, C. C., and W. C. Ho. 2008. “An Ecological Framework for
Evaluating Relationship‐Functional Aspects of Youth Mentoring 1.”
Journal of Applied Social Psychology 38, no. 4: 837–867.

Chicago Public Schools. 2019. http://schoolinfo.cps.edu/schoolprofile/
FindaSchool.aspx.

Conger, R. D., and M. B. Donnellan. 2007. “An Interactionist Perspec-
tive on the Socioeconomic Context of Human Development.” Annual
Review of Psychology 58: 175–199. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
psych.58.110405.085551.

DeRosa, R., M. Habib, D. Pelcovitz, et al. 2006. “Structured Psycho-
therapy for Adolescents Responding to Chronic Stress (SPARCS): A
Trauma‐Focused Guide.” North Shore University Hospital.

DeWit, D. J., D. DuBois, G. Erdem, S. Larose, and E. L. Lipman. 2016.
“The Role of Program‐Supported Mentoring Relationships in Promoting
Youth Mental Health, Behavioral and Developmental Outcomes.”
Prevention Science 17, no. 5: 646–657. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-
016-0663-2.

DuBois, D. L., N. Portillo, J. E. Rhodes, N. Silverthorn, and
J. C. Valentine. 2011. “How Effective Are Mentoring Programs for

9 of 11

 15206629, 2025, 8, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/jcop.70044 by E

dith C
hen - N

orthw
estern U

niversity L
ibraries , W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1002/jcop.70044
https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1002/jcop.70044
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2017.1287568
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2017.1287568
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12143
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01062.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01062.x
https://doi.org/10.7275/dz3r-8n08
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558403260096
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.65.12.1429
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.65.12.1429
http://schoolinfo.cps.edu/schoolprofile/FindaSchool.aspx
http://schoolinfo.cps.edu/schoolprofile/FindaSchool.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085551
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085551
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0663-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0663-2


Youth? A Systematic Assessment of the Evidence.” Psychological Science
in the Public Interest 12, no. 2: 57–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1529100611414806.

Duffy, S., K. E. Grant, S. Farrell, A. Barnett, S. Johnson, and M. Tailor.
2020. “Development and Validation of a Measure of Protective Settings
for Youth: PlacesISpend Time” Manuscript Under Preparation.

Enders, C. K. 2001. “The Impact of Nonnormality on Full Information
Maximum‐Likelihood Estimation for Structural Equation Models With
Missing Data.” Psychological Methods 6, no. 4: 352–370. https://doi.org/
10.1037/1082-989X.6.4.352.

Erdem, G., D. L. DuBois, S. Larose, D. J. De Wit, and E. L. Lipman.
2024. “Associations of Youth Mentoring With Parent Emotional Well‐
Being and Family Functioning: Longitudinal Findings From a Study of
Big Brothers Big Sisters of Canada.” Children and Youth Services Review
156: 107384. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.107384.

Etherson, M. E., M. M. Smith, A. P. Hill, and G. L. Flett. 2022. “Feelings
of Not Mattering and Depressive Symptoms From a Temporal Per-
spective: A Comparison of the Cross‐Lagged Panel Model and Random‐
Intercept Cross‐Lagged Panel Model.” Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment 40, no. 1: 60–76. https://doi.org/10.1177/073428292
11049686.

Faith, M. A., S. E. Fiala, T. A. Cavell, and J. N. Hughes. 2011. “Mentoring
Highly Aggressive Children: Pre–Post Changes in Mentors' Attitudes, Per-
sonality, and Attachment Tendencies.” Journal of Primary Prevention 32,
no. 5–6: 253–270. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-011-0254-8.

Fitzpatrick, J., A. Gareau, M. F. Lafontaine, and P. Gaudreau. 2016.
“How to Use the Actor‐Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) to Es-
timate Different Dyadic Patterns in Mplus: A Step‐By‐Step Tutorial.”
Quantitative Methods for Psychology 12, no. 1: 74–86. https://doi.org/10.
20982/tqmp.12.1.p074.

Garringer, M., S. McQuillin, and H. McDaniel. 2017. “Examining Youth
Mentoring Services Across America: Findings From the 2016 National
Mentoring Program Survey.” MENTOR: The National Mentoring Part-
nership. Retrieved from. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED605698.pdf.

Goldner, L., and O. Mayseless. 2009. “The Quality of Mentoring Re-
lationships and Mentoring Success.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence
38, no. 10: 1339–1350. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9345-0.

Graham, J. W. 2009. “Missing Data Analysis: Making It Work in the
Real World.” Annual Review of Psychology 60: 549–576. https://doi.org/
10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085530.

Grant, K. E., and S. D. McMahon. 2005. “Conceptualizing the Role of
Stressors in the Development of Psychopathology.” In Development of
Psychopathology: A Vulnerability‐Stress Perspective, edited by B. L.
Hankin and J. R. Z. Abela, 3–31. Sage Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/
10.4135/9781452231655.n1.

Grossman, J. B., C. S. Chan, S. E. O. Schwartz, and J. E. Rhodes. 2012.
“The Test of Time in School‐Based Mentoring: The Role of Relationship
Duration and Re‐Matching on Academic Outcomes.” American Journal
of Community Psychology 49, no. 1–2: 43–54. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10464-011-9435-0.

Grossman, J. B., and J. E. Rhodes. 2002. “The Test of Time: Predictors
and Effects of Duration in Youth Mentoring Relationships.” American
Journal of Community Psychology 30, no. 2: 199–219. https://doi.org/10.
1023/A:1014680827552.

Haider, A. 2021. The Basic Facts About Children in Poverty. American
Progress. https://www.americanprogress.org/article/basic-facts-
children-poverty/.

Hamaker, E. L., R. M. Kuiper, and R. P. P. P. Grasman. 2015. “A Cri-
tique of the Cross‐Lagged Panel Model.” Psychological Methods 20,
no. 1: 102–116. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038889.

Hamilton, M. A., S. F. Hamilton, D. L. DuBois, and D. E. Sellers. 2016.
“Functional Roles of Important Nonfamily Adults for Youth.” Journal

of Community Psychology 44, no. 6: 799–806. https://doi.org/10.1002/
jcop.21792.

Harris, J. T., and M. N. Nakkula. 2003a. “Match Characteristics Ques-
tionnaire v 2.0.” Harvard Graduate School of Education.

Harris, J. T., and M. N. Nakkula. 2003b. Youth Mentoring Survey (YMS).
Applied Research Consulting.

Hefner, J., and D. Eisenberg. 2009. “Social Support and Mental Health
Among College Students.” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 79,
no. 4: 491–499. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016918.

Hughes, C., and S. J. Dykstra. 2008. “University Students' Expectations
for Mentoring High‐Poverty Youth.” Journal of Community Engagement
and Scholarship 1, no. 1: 21.

IBM Corp. Released. 2020. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version
27.0. IBM Corp.

Jansen, K. J., and A. Kristof‐Brown. 2006. “Toward a Multidimensional
Theory of Person‐Environment Fit.” Journal of Managerial Issues 18,
no. 2: 193–212.

Kearney, M. W. 2017. “Cross Lagged Panel Analysis.” In The SAGE
Encyclopedia of Communication Research Methods, edited by M. R.
Allen, 312–314. Sage. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483381411.n117.

Kline, T. 2005. Psychological Testing: A Practical Approach to Design and
Evaluation. Sage.

Larose, S., N. Chaloux, D. Monaghan, and G. M. Tarabulsy. 2010.
“Working Alliance as a Moderator of the Impact of Mentoring Re-
lationships Among Academically at‐Risk Students.” Journal of Applied
Social Psychology 40, no. 10: 2656–2686. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-
1816.2010.00675.x.

Lewin, K. 1951. Field Theory in Social Science: Selected Theoretical Pa-
pers, edited by Dorwin Cartwright. Harper & Brothers.

Leyton‐Armakan, J., E. Lawrence, N. Deutsch, J. Lee Williams, and
A. Henneberger. 2012. “Effective Youth Mentors: The Relationship
Between Initial Characteristics of College Women Mentors and Mentee
Satisfaction and Outcome.” Journal of Community Psychology 40, no. 8:
906–920. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21491.

Li, S. T., A. B. Albert, and D. G. Dwelle. 2014. “Parental and Peer
Support as Predictors of Depression and Self‐Esteem Among College
Students.” Journal of College Student Development 55, no. 2: 120–138.
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2014.0015.

Lindquist, E. G., and E. B. Raposa. 2020. “A Two‐Way Street: Mentor
Stress and Depression Influence Relational Satisfaction and Attachment
in Youth Mentoring Relationships.” American Journal of Community
Psychology 65, no. 3–4: 455–466. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12412.

Lipson, S. K., S. Zhou, S. Abelson, et al. 2022. “Trends in College Stu-
dent Mental Health and Help‐Seeking by Race/Ethnicity: Findings
From The National Healthy Minds Study, 2013–2021.” Journal of
Affective Disorders 306: 138–147. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2022.
03.038.

Little, R. J. A. 1988. “A Test of Missing Completely at Random for
Multivariate Data With Missing Values.” Journal of the American
Statistical Association 83, no. 404: 1198–1202. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2290157.

MacCallum, R. C., and J. T. Austin. 2000. “Applications of Structural
Equation Modeling in Psychological Research.” Annual Review of
Psychology 51, no. 1: 201–226. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.
51.1.201.

Mattanah, J. F., F. G. Lopez, and J. M. Govern. 2011. “The Contribu-
tions of Parental Attachment Bonds to College Student Development
and Adjustment: A Meta‐Analytic Review.” Journal of Counseling
Psychology 58, no. 4: 565–596. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024635.

Mistler, B. J., D. R. Reetz, B. Krylowics, and V. Barr. 2013. The Asso-
ciation for University and College Counseling Center Directors Annual

10 of 11 Journal of Community Psychology, 2025

 15206629, 2025, 8, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/jcop.70044 by E

dith C
hen - N

orthw
estern U

niversity L
ibraries , W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100611414806
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100611414806
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.6.4.352
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.6.4.352
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.107384
https://doi.org/10.1177/07342829211049686
https://doi.org/10.1177/07342829211049686
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-011-0254-8
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.1.p074
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.1.p074
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED605698.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9345-0
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085530
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085530
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231655.n1
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231655.n1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9435-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9435-0
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014680827552
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014680827552
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/basic-facts-children-poverty/
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/basic-facts-children-poverty/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038889
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21792
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21792
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016918
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483381411.n117
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00675.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00675.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21491
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2014.0015
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12412
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2022.03.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2022.03.038
https://doi.org/10.2307/2290157
https://doi.org/10.2307/2290157
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.201
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.201
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024635


Survey. http://files.cmcglobal.com/Monograph_2012_AUCCCD_
Public.pdf.

Morrison Gutman, L., V. C. McLoyd, and T. Tokoyawa. 2005. “Financial
Strain, Neighborhood Stress, Parenting Behaviors, and Adolescent
Adjustment in Urban African American Families.” Journal of Research
on Adolescence 15, no. 4: 425–449. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.
2005.00106.x.

Muthén, L., and B. Muthén. 1998–2017. Mplus User's Guide, 8th ed.

National Center for Children in Poverty. 2019. Child Poverty. http://
www.nccp.org/topics/childpoverty.html.

Parnes, M. F., C. Herrera, T. E. Keller, M. Tanyu, G. R. Jarjoura, and
S. E. O. Schwartz. 2023. “Formal Youth Mentoring Relationships in the
Context of Risk: What Is the Role of Caregiver‐Mentor Collaboration?”
Journal of Community Psychology 51, no. 8: 3309–3327. https://doi.org/
10.1002/jcop.22990.

Peugh, J. L., D. DiLillo, and J. Panuzio. 2013. “Analyzing Mixed‐Dyadic
Data Using Structural Equation Models.” Structural Equation Modeling:
A Multidisciplinary Journal 20, no. 2: 314–337. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10705511.2013.769395.

Raposa, E. B., J. Rhodes, G. J. J. M. Stams, et al. 2019. “The Effects of
Youth Mentoring Programs: A Meta‐Analysis of Outcome Studies.”
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 48, no. 3: 423–443. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10964-019-00982-8.

Raposa, E. B., J. E. Rhodes, and C. Herrera. 2016. “The Impact of Youth
Risk on Mentoring Relationship Quality: Do Mentor Characteristics
Matter?” American Journal of Community Psychology 57, no. 3–4:
320–329. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12057.

Renick Thomson, N., and D. H. Zand. 2010. “Mentees' Perceptions of
Their Interpersonal Relationships: The Role of the Mentor—Youth
Bond.” Youth & Society 41, no. 3: 434–445. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0044118X09334806.

Reynolds, C. R., and R. W. Kamphaus. 2004. Behavior Assessment Sys-
tem for Children, 2nd ed. American Guidance Service.

Reynolds, C. R., R. W. Kamphaus, and K. J. Vannest. 2015. BASC3:
Behavior Assessment System for Children. PscyhCorp.

Rhodes, J. E., and D. L. DuBois. 2006. “Understanding and Facilitating
the Youth Mentoring Movement.” Social Policy Report 20, no. 3: 1–20.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2379-3988.2006.tb00048.x.

Rhodes, J. E., J. B. Grossman, and N. L. Resch. 2000. “Agents of Change:
Pathways Through Which Mentoring Relationships Influence Adoles-
cents' Academic Adjustment.” Child Development 71, no. 6: 1662–1671.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00256.

Rhodes, J. E., R. Spencer, T. E. Keller, B. Liang, and G. Noam. 2006. “A
Model for the Influence of Mentoring Relationships on Youth Devel-
opment.” Journal of Community Psychology 34, no. 6: 691–707. https://
doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20124.

Sanchez, B., Y. Colón ‐Torres, R. Feuer, K. E. Roundfield, and
L. Berardi. 2014. “Race, Ethnicity, and Culture in Mentoring Relation-
ships.” In Handbook of Youth Mentoring, edited by D. L. DuBois and M.
J. Karcher, 2nd ed., 145–158. Sage.

Schwartz, S. E. O., J. E. Rhodes, C. S. Chan, and C. Herrera. 2011. “The
Impact of School‐Based Mentoring on Youths With Different Relational
Profiles.” Developmental Psychology 47, no. 2: 450–462. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0021379.

Spencer, R. 2007. “‘It's Not What I Expected’ A Qualitative Study of
Youth Mentoring Relationship Failures.” Journal of Adolescent Research
22, no. 4: 331–354. https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558407301915.

Spencer, R. 2012. “A Working Model of Mentors' Contributions to
Youth Mentoring Relationship Quality: Insights From Research on
Psychotherapy.” Learning Landscapes 5, no. 2: 295–312. https://doi.org/
10.36510/learnland.v5i2.567.

Wang, D., Z. Zong, W. Mao, L. Wang, P. Maguire, and Y. Hu. 2021.
“Investigating the Relationship Between Person–Environment Fit and
Safety Behavior: A Social Cognition Perspective.” Journal of Safety
Research 79: 100–109.

Wasburn‐Moses, L., J. Fry, and K. Sanders. 2014. “The Impact of a
Service‐Learning Experience in Mentoring at‐Risk Youth.” Journal on
Excellence in College Teaching 25, no. 1: 71–94.

Weiler, L., S. Haddock, T. S. Zimmerman, J. Krafchick, K. Henry, and
S. Rudisill. 2013. “Benefits Derived by College Students From Mentor-
ing at‐Risk Youth in a Service‐Learning Course.” American Journal of
Community Psychology 52, no. 3–4: 236–248. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10464-013-9589-z.

Weiler, L. M., K. J. Zarich, S. A. Haddock, J. L. Krafchick, and
T. S. Zimmerman. 2014. “A Comprehensive Model of Mentor Experi-
ences: Perceptions, Strategies, and Outcomes.” Journal of Community
Psychology 42, no. 5: 593–608. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21640.

Wolf, E. J., K. M. Harrington, S. L. Clark, and M. W. Miller. 2013.
“Sample Size Requirements for Structural Equation Models: An Eva-
luation of Power, Bias, and Solution Propriety.” Educational and
Psychological Measurement 73, no. 6: 913–934. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0013164413495237.

Wu, D., W. Yu, Z. Cai, W. Huo, and Y. Cai. 2017. “Formal Mentoring,
Person‐Environment Fit and Newcomer's Intention to Leave.” Academy
of Management Proceedings 2017, no. 1: 14834.

Yang, Y., X. Kong, Z. Guo, and Y. Kou. 2021. “Can Self‐Compassion
Promote Gratitude and Prosocial Behavior in Adolescents? A 3‐year
Longitudinal Study From China.” Mindfulness 12, no. 6: 1377–1386.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01605-9.

Yirmiya, K., S. Motsan, Y. Kanat‐Maymon, and R. Feldman. 2021.
“From Mothers to Children and Back: Bidirectional Processes in the
Cross‐Generational Transmission of Anxiety From Early Childhood to
Early Adolescence.” Depression and Anxiety 38, no. 12: 1298–1312.
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23196.

Zilberstein, K., and R. Spencer. 2014. “Breaking Bad: An Attachment
Perspective on Youth Mentoring Relationship Closures.” Child &
Family Social Work 22, no. 1: 67–76. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12197.

11 of 11

 15206629, 2025, 8, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/jcop.70044 by E

dith C
hen - N

orthw
estern U

niversity L
ibraries , W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://files.cmcglobal.com/Monograph_2012_AUCCCD_Public.pdf
http://files.cmcglobal.com/Monograph_2012_AUCCCD_Public.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2005.00106.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2005.00106.x
http://www.nccp.org/topics/childpoverty.html
http://www.nccp.org/topics/childpoverty.html
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22990
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22990
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.769395
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.769395
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-00982-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-00982-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12057
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X09334806
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X09334806
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2379-3988.2006.tb00048.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00256
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20124
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20124
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021379
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021379
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558407301915
https://doi.org/10.36510/learnland.v5i2.567
https://doi.org/10.36510/learnland.v5i2.567
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9589-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9589-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21640
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164413495237
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164413495237
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01605-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.23196
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12197

	What We Bring to the Table: An Examination of the Developing Relationship Between Youth Mentees and Their College Mentors
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Youth Mentee Characteristics
	1.2 Youth Mentee Outcomes
	1.3 College Mentor Characteristics
	1.4 College Mentor Outcomes
	1.5 Present Study

	2 Materials and Methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Procedure
	2.3 Measures
	2.4 Data Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Youth Mentee Hypothesis
	3.2 College Mentor Hypothesis
	3.3 Dyadic Research Question

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Strengths and Limitations
	4.1.1 Sample Size and Missing Data
	4.1.2 Measures
	4.1.3 CLPM


	5 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Ethics Statement
	Consent
	Conflicts of Interest
	Permission to Reproduce Material from Other Sources
	Peer Review
	Data Availability Statement
	References




