
 

Mentoring and Affective Commitment to 

Organizations 
A Quantitative Comparison Study of Mentoring Functions 

among Millennial Employees 

Catrin Hechl, Ph.D. and *Richard Dool, DMgt 

NorthCentral University 

*Rutgers University 

*richard.dool@rutgers.edu 

 

Abstract 

Millennials represent the largest generational cohort in the American workforce.  

Organizations find themselves challenged with retention efforts as Millennials tend to leave an 

organization after short tenures. Specifically, it was unknown whether Millennials who received 

reverse mentoring evidenced greater affective commitment to the organization as compared to 

Millennials who received standard mentoring.  The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

hypothesis that Millennials who received reverse mentoring evidenced greater affective 

commitment to the organization as compared to Millennials who received standard mentoring. 

Affective commitment was greater in the reverse mentoring group (M = 36.683, SE = .959) 

compared to the traditional mentoring group (M = 34.984, SE = .959).  However, after 

adjustment for quality of relationship (LMX) and length and frequency of mentoring (LFM) 

there was no statistically significant difference (p < .05) between traditional mentoring and 

reverse mentoring on affective commitment to the organization indicated by F(1,86) = 1.569, p = 

.214. This finding indicated the importance of investing in workplace relationships, such as 

mentoring, regardless of traditional or reverse.  

Background 

A current topic of interest in management and organization research is the phenomenon 

of a generation shift in the workforce and how this shift will affect organizations in the near 

future.  Nearly 150.6 million Americans participated in the labor force during the first quarter of 

2015 (United States Census Bureau [1].  One-third of all American workers are Millennials, born 

between 1982 and 1998, and the millennial generation now represents the largest cohort in the 

American workforce (Fry) [2].  Organizations find themselves challenged with retention efforts 

as 45% of companies experience a 50% higher turnover with those employees identified as 

Millennials versus older generations (Schwabel) [3]. Millennials tend to leave an organization 

within the first 12 to 18 months of employment (United States Census Bureau) [4].  Several 

authors suggested that there is a widespread belief that members of the millennial generation 

differ significantly from other previous generations, especially when it comes to work values 

(Cogin; Gursoy, Chi, & Karadag) [5] [6].  However, other authors advocated that differences in 

work values may not be attributable to generational differences, but to age differences and 
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experiences (Holt, Marques, & Way) [7]. Ultimately, it may not matter what causes differences 

in work values among generations as the issue many organizations face are employee retention 

challenges that appear unusually extensive among employees of the millennial generation (Cahill 

& Sedrak) [8]. 

Prior studies examining the effect of traditional mentoring on employee retention 

(Chandler, Kram, & Yip; Craig, Allen, Reid, Riemenschneider, & Armstrong; Haggard) [9] [10] 

[11],  and studies examining the effect of reverse mentoring on employee retention have largely 

excluded Millennials (Biss & DuFrene; Chaudhuri & Ghosh; Chen,) [12] [13] [14].  Reverse 

mentoring involves a younger, junior employee engaging an older, senior employee to encourage 

cross-generational learning and engage Millennials (Murphy) [15].  Practitioners and theorists 

reference leader-member exchange theory in support of the idea that there are leader-member 

exchange relationships that may mitigate retention issues (Chaudhuri & Ghosh [13]; Murphy) 

[15].  Reverse mentoring, a dyadic interaction, is a widely used practice in many organizations 

(Murphy) [15].  Murphy [15] identified corporations that have been engaging in the reverse 

mentoring practice for over a decade and questioned whether this activity had shown some 

positive employee engagement results in organizations practicing this type of leader-member 

exchange.  What was needed now was to examine the effect of reverse mentoring on millennial 

employees’ affective commitment to the organization as this will inform both theory and practice 

to help solve the problem of millennial attrition. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem this study addressed is the high turnover rates among millennial employees 

due to under-commitment to the organization that employs them. Specifically, it was unknown 

whether Millennials who received reverse mentoring evidenced greater affective commitment to 

the organization as compared to Millennials who received standard mentoring. 

There is an observed higher rate of turnover among employees of the millennial 

generation (Schwabel); United States Census Bureau) [3] [4], and past literature focused 

primarily on generational differences in an attempt to explain high turnover rates (Cogin; Gursoy 

et al.) [5] [6].  While there are studies examining the effect of traditional mentoring on employee 

retention (Craig et al; Haggard) [10] [11], studies examining the effect of reverse mentoring on 

employee retention have largely excluded Millennials (Biss & DuFrene; Chaudhuri & Ghosh; 

Chen) [12] [13] [14] - despite the fact that they evidence very high attrition rates.  Practitioners 

and theorists referenced leader-member exchange theory in support of the idea that there are 

leader-member exchange relationships that may mitigate retention issues (Chaudhuri & Ghosh;  

Murphy) [13] [15].  

What was needed now was to examine the effect of reverse mentoring on millennial 

employees’ affective commitment to the organization as this will inform both theory and practice 

to help solve the problem of millennial attrition. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to investigate the hypothesis that Millennials 

who received reverse mentoring evidenced greater affective commitment to the organization as 

compared to millennials who received standard mentoring. Murphy [15] provided a theoretical 

basis for conceptualizing reverse mentoring and made reference to LMX theory and the overlap 

with traditional mentoring relationships.   



 

The survey’s design was a general public survey with qualifying questions such as age 

and current participation in a mentoring program.  The study required a minimum of 84 

completed questionnaires of members of the millennial generation born between 1982 and 1998, 

who at the time of data collection participated in either a traditional mentoring program or a 

reverse mentoring program.  Data was collected utilizing a previously established and validated 

questionnaire to increase validity (Biteline & Miller) [16]. The design of the study was a two-

group post-test only quasi-experimental design.  LMX-7, an instrument measuring leader-

member exchange quality (Graen & Uhl-Bien) [17], was used to determine to what extent, if any, 

reverse mentoring or traditional mentoring influenced the level of affective commitment to the 

organization.  Turnover intent was measured by the participants’ indication of their intent to 

leave the organization using validated questions from the Meyer & Allen Affective Commitment 

Survey [18].  To determine possible factors that influenced respondents’ answers, 

sociodemographic questions (age, level of education, employment status), as well as mentoring 

specific questions (type of current mentoring, frequency and length of current mentoring) were 

asked.  Data analysis was performed through an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to determine 

whether affective commitment is significantly different between traditional mentoring and 

reverse mentoring participants while controlling for length, frequency, and quality (LMX-7) of 

mentoring.  

Significance of the Study 

Application of quantitative methodology tested the relational concept of leader-member 

exchange theory by Graen and Uhl-Bien [17].   LMX theory refers to a strictly relational concept 

where leader and follower are not the principal interest, but the relationship between leader and 

follower is the primary focus. Practitioners and theorists referenced leader-member exchange 

theory in support of the idea that there are leader-member exchange relationships that may 

mitigate retention issues (Monahan) [19].  Traditional mentoring and reverse mentoring are both 

LMX relationships evidencing a positive effect on affective commitment to the organization, and 

many organizations have implemented mentoring programs to support their retention efforts 

(Murphy) [15].  

To evaluate possible differences in levels of affective organizational commitment among 

Millennials who received reverse mentoring compared to Millennials who received traditional 

mentoring, a two group post-test only quasi-experimental design was proposed.  

This study was the first study to evaluate the quantitative association of mentoring 

practices to the degree of affective organizational commitment among Millennials - among 

whom turnover rates are high.  

The study was a quasi-experimental quantitative design to determine if Millennials who 

received reverse mentoring evidenced greater affective commitment to the organization as 

compared to Millennials who received standard mentoring. The variables in this study were 

affective commitment, quality of mentoring relationship (LMX), mentoring, and 

frequency/length of mentoring relationship (LFM).  Data analysis was an analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA) to determine a statistically significant difference between traditional mentoring and 

reverse mentoring on affective commitment to the organization controlling for quality and length 

and frequency of mentoring relationship. 



 

Findings 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to investigate if Millennials who receive 

reverse mentoring evidence greater affective commitment to the organization as compared to 

Millennials who receive standard mentoring.  The idea was to inform both theory and practice to 

help solve the problem of millennial attrition, especially since organizations find themselves 

challenged with retention efforts as Millennials tend to leave an organization after short tenures.  

Q1.  Among employees of the millennial generation who participated in a mentoring 

program, to what extent, if any, does affective commitment to the organization differ based on 

participation in reverse vs. traditional mentoring, while controlling for quality and length and 

frequency of mentoring relationship. 

Hypotheses  

H10.  There is no significant difference in affective commitment to the organization 

between Millennials participating in reverse mentoring compared to Millennials participating in 

traditional mentoring, controlling for quality and length and frequency of mentoring relationship. 

 

H1a.  There is a significant difference in affective commitment to the organization 

between Millennials participating in reverse mentoring compared to Millennials participating in 

traditional mentoring, controlling for quality and length and frequency of mentoring relationship. 

 

LMX-7 Scores Calculation and Interpretation 

Based on the responses of each participant the LMX-7 score was calculated by totaling 

the responses to the 7 questions.  On a Likert-type scale, points where assigned to each answer 

ranking from 1 to 6. The following guidelines established by Graen and Uhl-Bien [17] were used 

to interpret the meaning of the scores: very high = 30–35, high = 25–29, moderate = 20–24, low 

= 15–19, and very low = 7-14. Scores in the upper ranges indicate stronger, higher-quality 

exchanges, whereas scores in the lower ranges indicate exchanges of lesser quality.  The majority 

of the respondents indicated that the relationship with their mentor/mentee was of very high or 

high quality.  There was no significant difference between the groups. 

 

Table 1:  LMX-7 Scores (groups combined) 

  Answer Response % 

1 Score of 30-35 - very high 39 43% 

2 Score of 25-29 - high 36 40% 

3 Score of 20-24 - moderate 12 13% 

4 Score of 15-19 - low 3 3% 

5 Score of 7-14 - very low 0 0% 

Note: N = 90 

  



 

Table 2:  LMX-7 Scores (Traditional Mentoring Group) 

  Answer Response %     

1 Score of 30-35 - very high 18 40%     

2 Score of 25-29 - high 20 44%     

3 Score of 20-24 - moderate 5 11%     

4 Score of 15-19 - low 2 4%     

5 Score of 7-14 - very low 0 0%     

Note: N = 45 

 

Table 3:  LMX-7 Scores (Reverse Mentoring Group) 

  Answer Response % 

1 Score of 30-35 - very high 21 47% 

2 Score of 25-29 - high 16 36% 

3 Score of 20-24 - moderate 7 16% 

4 Score of 15-19 - low 1 2% 

5 Score of 7-14 - very low 0 0% 

Note: N = 45 

 

Length and Frequency of Mentoring 

Length and frequency of mentoring was measured by asking participants to select 1 of 4 

options. The options were as follows: a) less than six months, b) at least six months with a 

minimum of two interactions, c) six months to one year with at least four interactions, d) one 

year or more with five or more interactions.  For analyses purposes the string answers were 

converted to numerical values with 1 representing less than 6 months, 2 represented at least six 

months with a minimum of two interactions, 3 represented six months to one year with at least 

four interactions, and 4 represented one year or more with five or more interactions.  Only a 

small group of participants had less than 6 months of mentoring; the majority participated in a 

mentoring relationship for a longer period of time.  There were no significant differences 

between the two groups. 

 

Table 4:  Length and Frequency of Mentoring (groups combined) 

  Answer Response % 

1 less than 6 months 10 11% 

2 

at least 6 months with a 

minimum of 1 interaction 21 23% 

3 

six months to one year with at 

least four interactions 31 35% 

4 

one year or more with five or 

more interactions 28 31% 

Note: N = 90 

 



 

Table 5:  Length and Frequency of Mentoring (Traditional Mentoring Group) 

  Answer Response % 

1 less than 6 months 5 11% 

2 

at least 6 months with a 

minimum of 1 interaction 10 22% 

3 

six months to one year with at 

least four interactions 17 38% 

4 

one year or more with five or 

more interactions 13 29% 

Note: N = 45 

 

Table 6:  Length and Frequency of Mentoring (Reverse Mentoring Group) 

  Answer Response % 

1 less than 6 months 5 11% 

2 

at least 6 months with a 

minimum of 1 interaction 11 25% 

3 

six months to one year with at 

least four interactions 14 31% 

4 

one year or more with five or 

more interactions 15 33% 

Note: N = 45 

 

Affective Commitment Scores, Calculations, and Interpretation 

Based on participant responses ranging from strong agreement to strong disagreement to 

eight questions from the Meyer and Allen [18] Affective Commitment Survey, totals were 

calculated for each response with the highest possible score being 48 and the lowest possible 

score being 8.  Four items in the commitment scale were worded such that strong agreement 

actually reflected a lower level of commitment and were designed this way to encourage 

participants to think about each statement carefully rather than agreeing or disagreeing with 

statements in a pattern.  These four items were thus calculated in reverse key. The higher the 

score, the greater the affective commitment to the organization.  Sixty-four respondents indicated 

a very high or high level of affective commitment to the organization.  Without taking into 

consideration LMX and LFM, there was an observed higher affective commitment among the 

reverse mentoring group.  Seventy-seven percent of the reverse mentoring indicated a high level 

of affective commitment versus 64% of the traditional mentoring group. 
  



 

Table 7:  Affective Commitment Scores (groups combined) 

  Answer Response % 

1 

40-48 very high level of 

commitment 34 38% 

2 
31-39 high level of commitment 

30 33% 

3 

21-30 moderate to low level of 

commitment 25 28% 

4 

20 < very low level of 

commitment 1 1% 

Note: N = 90 

Table 8:  Affective Commitment Scores (Traditional Mentoring Group) 

  Answer Response % 

1 

40-48 very high level of 

commitment 14 31% 

2 
31-39 high level of commitment 

15 33% 

3 

21-30 moderate to low level of 

commitment 16 36% 

4 

20 < very low level of 

commitment 0 0% 

Note: N = 45 

 

Table 9:  Affective Commitment Scores (Reverse Mentoring Group) 

  Answer Response % 

1 

40-48 very high level of 

commitment 20 44% 

2 
31-39 high level of commitment 

15 33% 

3 

21-30 moderate to low level of 

commitment 9 20% 

4 

20 < very low level of 

commitment 1 2% 

Note: N = 45 

 

The research question this study addressed was whether there was a significant difference 

between the group that received traditional mentoring and the group that received reverse 

mentoring concerning their affective commitment to the organization.  The analyses was 

performed using a one-way ANCOVA and while the adjusted mean showed a difference of 

affective commitment to the organization between the two groups, there was no statistically 



 

significant difference between the two groups confirming the null hypothesis.  It can be 

concluded that while mentoring overall effects affective commitment to the organization, there is 

no statistically significant difference between the two evaluated mentoring practices.  

Descriptive statistics and inferential analyses (one-way ANCOVA) were used to evaluate 

the study hypotheses.  Understanding how mentoring (traditional or reverse) varies on affective 

commitment to the organization by controlling for quality (LMX) and length and frequency of 

mentoring relationship (LFM) can provide valuable information for organizations’ retention 

plans to counteract high turnover among millennial employees.  The use of a convenience 

sample limited the ability to generalize results and no cause-and-effect relationship between 

variables can be established.  

Conclusion 

Overall, this study demonstrated a relationship between mentoring and affective 

commitment to the organization.  The study was a comparison study of two types of mentoring – 

traditional and reverse, and investigated if there was a significant difference of affective 

commitment to the organization between the traditional mentoring group and the reverse 

mentoring group.  The study population included 333 millennial employees from all types of 

organizations across the United States.  Responses were received from 93 subjects and 90 

responses were valid for analysis.  The results of the analysis using ANCOVA indicated that 

after adjustment for quality of relationship (LMX) and length and frequency of mentoring (LFM) 

there was no statistically significant difference (p < .05) between traditional mentoring and 

reverse mentoring on affective commitment to the organization indicated by F(1,86) = 1.569, p = 

.214. 

This study was the first study to evaluate the quantitative association of mentoring 

practices to the degree of affective organizational commitment among Millennials.  While 

previous studies found statistically significant differences when comparing employees who 

received traditional mentoring Aruna & Anitha [20] or reverse mentoring Sherman [21] to 

employees who received no mentoring at all, there was no statistically significant difference in 

affective commitment to the organization when comparing the traditional mentoring group to the 

reverse mentoring group. 
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