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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This thesis investigates the impact of intrinsic and extrinsic work values for Generation 

X and Millennial students at a Hellenic University. Six work facets were selected for 

this study in order to examine the accuracy of popular characteristics associated with the 

two cohorts. Using Herzberg’s two-factor theory; pay, supervision, work/life balance 

and feedback were classified as extrinsic; work itself and promotion were classified as 

intrinsic. At first, generations were examined separately in order to observe how each 

cohort ranked every facet in the aspect of their ideal job, with an ultimate goal to see 

which factor they valued the most was. Our next step was the comparison of these 

results in order to ascertain if generational differences were indeed manifested. A 

combination of items from the Lyons Work Value Survey (LWVS) and Elizur’s was 

specially chosen so that they represent only the under-investigation facets. T-tests and 

Crosstabulation techniques were used to determine the differences in work values 

between the two cohorts. The findings of this study indicated that there are no 

generational differences between the extrinsic and intrinsic work values and their facets, 

opposing to international findings. Generally, they ranked each facet in the same order, 

expect for pay and work/life balance; with Xers showing that they valued each of them 

more than Millennials did, except for pay. Moreover, Millennials were the one that 

valued more the extrinsic factor and Generation X the intrinsic, but in their in-between 

comparison, the results showed that Generation X found both factors more important 

than the younger generation. At last, the line of distinction on the existence of 

generational differences between the two generations was not clearly drawn for any 

factor or facet.   
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INTRODUCTION 

It’s time to rethink Workforce. The workplace is evolving faster than ever before. No 

one could have predicted the changes that will come and the impact they will have in 

today’s marketplace. Cases like globalization and evolution in management are the ones 

that shifted the principles of workforce synthesis. Now opportunities and challenges 

cross geographical, cultural and functional boundaries, and changes occur in industries, 

marketplaces and societies faster than ever before.  

The workforce as we know it today has gone through major changes over the last few 

decades. These changes were caused not only due to different management styles that 

have been used on it, but also due to changes in its formation. Strong examples of such 

changes are the incensement of the women’s proportion in the workforce and never 

before have organizations seen such diversity of ages. This mixed-aged workforce is 

derived from cases like the rise of the Millennial generation in the corporate world and 

the forthcoming retirement of the boomer generation or maybe an extension of it due to 

the economic crisis; are causing problems to managers as to how they should manage 

their employees. As workforces have progressively become more diverse in race, 

gender, ethnicity and generation, the workplace has become progressively more 

challenging for HRM practitioners (Zemke et al., 1999). 

The multigenerational workforce is already a fact and not a fraction of imagination. The 

generations that co-exist in today’s workforce are the Traditionalists, Baby Boomers, 

Generation X and the Millennials (Generation Y) and the fifth now entering the 

workforce is Generation Z; with them being mentioned in descending chronological 

order. Generational diversity is increasing and by 2030 there will be 5 generations of 

employees working together, with a relatively even split between the percentages from 

Generations X, Y and Z. The factors that will contribute to changes in the labor force 

are (a) Baby Boomer’s retirement, (b) shift in work values, (c) shortage of highly skilled 

labor mainly due to the migration of the younger cohorts, in order to chase a better 

future for themselves. This change in labor’s composition will create new challenges in 

the way which employers should manage their workforce, like their recruitment and 

retention methods. The socioeconomic and behavioral patterns of each generation are 

closely linked with the evolution of Management. Managers should always bear in mind 

that with each generation, have come changes in practice and theory. We are entering in 
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this new era of management, where it gives more emphasis in the human factor; that’s 

why understanding different generations are crucial to the future of HRM and 

Management in general. With this study, we are trying to find the links of generational 

differences on extrinsic and intrinsic work values between Generation X and Millennial 

students at a Hellenic University, with most of our literature review and collection of 

data about the existence of such values being based upon international samples. In this 

brave new world, the only constant is change. And it is our ability to take actions and 

adapt to a constantly changing environment that will separate the successful leaders and 

organizations of tomorrow from the rest. 
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CHAPTER 1 

1.1. Background 

It is, also, important not only to understand different generations but also understand 

their generational differences. Generational differences in the workplace are mixed with 

practitioners and academic-level research, with some inconsistencies in results reported. 

Concerns arose over the actual existence of generational differences (Parry and Urwin 

2011). That’s a statement that Parry and Urwin came up to, as many others before and 

after them, and it has not yet been answered. But why is that? 

Studying generational differences ended up to be a difficult task because it had so many 

parameters, which needed to be studied. Reasons can originate from an individualistic 

level, like someone’s psychology, values, work ethics, and ending up being magnified 

into a bigger scale of national, ethnic or gender context. Even failure in the distinction 

between “generation” and “age group” or confusion about the definition of a generation 

as opposed to a cohort, act as possible drivers of such observed differences.  In addition, 

the empirical literature is fraught with methodological limitations through the use of 

cross-sectional research designs in most studies and time-lag methods, commonly used 

in lesser studies. Further limitations will be given in a following chapter. All the above 

concludes to the fact that these are some major grounds, which are capable of switching 

the compass from the existence of generational differences to the contrary.   

But let’s take first things first by defining “what is a generation”. Generation is “a group 

of individuals, who are roughly the same age, and who experienced and influenced by 

the same set of significant historical events during key developmental periods in their 

lives, typically late childhood, adolescence, and early adulthood. Further, these 

differences are not attributable solely to an individual’s age, but rather to the common 

influence of shared experiences of the cohort, impacting them on forming lifelong 

impressions that affect their outlook on work and life”. That’s why we can agree with 

Sago who said each generation is characterized by the seminal events that occur during 

the lifetime of its members and thus each generation is quite different (Sago, 2000).  

Also, other researchers believed in the same thing as Sago and they added that shared 

events can influence and define each generation (Zemke et al., 1999). In addition, while 

every individual of a particular generation is diverse, yet vast majorities possess many 
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of their generation’s traits, thoughts, characteristics, behaviors and values due to the 

shared events. Those opinions shape the first view regarding generational differences in 

the workplace. 

Accepting the fact that the birth years of each generation can cause generational 

differences, we can continue mentioning other areas where generations also differ. 

Glass (2007) notes “there are three main areas where the generations differ: work 

ethic, managing change, and perception or organizational hierarchy” (p. 100). Other 

areas in which generations differ are their views regarding relationships, technology, 

work style, motivation, work/life balance, issues of loyalty, technical competence, and 

how much time must be spent on the job to define a good day’s work. Also, many 

sources report that the job-related factors that attract members of one generation can be 

different from the ones that attract another generation’s members (Armour, 2005; Patota 

et al., 2007; Trunk, 2007). They also differ in terms of personal lifestyles and social 

values, as well as their perceptions in relation to public policy and political alignment. 

Furthermore, values are said to be the main reason why generations exhibit differences 

and depend on which generation an individual is raised; that is why in this study we 

focus on the investigation of values and more specific work values.  

Having mentioned some of the reasons why generations manifest differences, someone 

may wonder “why are these differences important for an organization/manager” and 

“how they can affect the workplace routine”. 

Today’s workforce is the most diverse that the workplace has ever seen, already 

consisting of four generations and soon the fifth is coming. Examining and 

understanding generational effects has become increasingly important for maximizing 

organizational effectiveness (Sago, 2000), but at the same time, it is a critical and an 

underdeveloped area of investigation. The generational cohorts in today’s age-diverse 

workplace view the world and the workplace from various standpoints that seem to be 

related to their life experiences.  

Additionally, it is often cited the difficulties of leading such an age-diverse workforce 

with all its conflict potential (Weil, 2008; Zemke et al, 1999). That is because 

generational differences can affect many aspects of the workplace starting from 

“recruiting, building teams, dealing with change, motivating, managing, and 
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maintaining and increasing productivity” (Hammill, 2005, p. 2). People communicate 

based on their generational backgrounds. Generational differences, relative to how 

people communicate, might affect misunderstandings and high employee turnover. The 

areas requiring attention included job dissatisfaction, resulting in decreased 

productivity, low morale, perpetuated attendance issues, and terminations (Bennett et 

al., 2012).  Implementation of good management practices and understanding of those 

differences are important steps in order to avoid miscommunication and 

misunderstanding situations when considering employee productivity, performance, and 

retention (Throckmorton, 2007), as also help in dealing with difficult issues in attracting 

employees, and gaining employee commitment. Throckmorton said that these 

differences may impact the way people act in teams, and often miscommunication can 

lead to team members working concurrently but not collaboratively. At the same time 

dissimilarities in values and concepts about the organizations, work ethics, goal 

orientation, and professional life expectations manifest into problematic workplace 

challenges (Kultalahti and Viitala, 2014), which managers will be called to adjust. 

Multigenerational challenges are not a short-term problem solved with a simple 

transition of knowledge. Hammill (2011) points out that understanding the generational 

differences and traits can go a long way toward improving interaction between them. 

Bennett, Pitt, and Price (2012) indicated that an understanding of how to manage the 

new multigenerational phenomenon is vital. Organizational success now depends upon 

understanding the perspectives and desires of each generation and being able to manage 

their differences as respectful and smoothly as you can.  

All the previous discussion emphasized the existence of generational differences, which 

resides in the first view regarding generational differences in the workplace. Except 

from this one, there is an alternative view, which postulates that although there might be 

variations throughout an employee’s life cycle or career stage, ultimately employees 

may be “generic” (Jurkiewicz and Brown, 1998, p. 29) in what they want from their 

jobs and trying to bifurcate employees by generations may be misguided (Jorgensen, 

2003; Jurkiewicz and Brown, 1998; Yang and Guy, 2006). This view leans towards the 

contrary direction of the existence of generational differences; instead supports that 

there are similarities between generations or that the differences are so insignificant that 

we can say that generations are similar to each other (Appelbaum et al., 2005; 
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Jurkiewicz and Brown, 1998; Murphy, Gordon, and Anderson, 2004; Parker and 

Chusmir, 1990).  

For the sake of this study, we presume that generational differences do exist and then on 

the basis of subtraction method we will prove whether or not they do actually subsist. In 

the following chapter, we will mention the most frequent generational differences 

between Generation X and the Millennials in matters of their work values. Those 

differences are based upon international samples. Many of them may be just 

stereotypical. Also, we report some research results, which studied generations 

independently and found out what each generation think and want are their work values. 

The actual evidence on the existence of generational differences of the aforesaid it is a 

purpose of this study.  

 

1.2. Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the differences in work values between 

Generation X and Millennial students of a Hellenic University. Especially it examines 

the facets of pay and supervision, work/life balance, feedback for the extrinsic factor 

and work itself and promotion for the intrinsic factor.  Identifying which facet, and 

generally which factor is more important for each generation, will be a helpful assist in 

managing HR issues beginning from recruitment and adding issues like employee 

retention, productivity and so on. Many practices that already exist in the international 

HR scene may not be capable to solve generational problems in Greece. This is why we 

research whether generational differences are manifesting in Greece, but our 

cornerstone of our research was based on the sayings of the broader international 

literature. Considering all the above many questions are emerging and is this study’s 

call to answer them. The objectives are to: 

1) Identify the facets' importance ranking perceived by Generation X and 

Millennial students at a Hellenic University 

2) Which factor’s facet act as a major motivator for every generation 

3) Compare the result magnitudes of each facet to see which generation valued it 

more 
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4) Determine whether Generation X and Millennial students at a Hellenic 

University differ in the aspect of their extrinsic and intrinsic work value 

preferences 

5) Should HR principles and practices change due to generational differences? 

Research conducted in this study will attempt to answer these questions.  

 

1.3. Significance of Study 

With this study, we are trying to give answers and solutions to the newest HR problems. 

Generational differences are an important issue that managers are dealing with in 

today’s marketplace, and we are only at the beginning of trying to understand and solve 

it. In this study, we are focusing on generational differences in work values, at first by 

examining the actual existence of them, which in turn they will lead HRM practices to 

different paths. If the results lean in favor of them, then Human Resource professionals 

must be deliberate and skillful in the design all HRM practices in addressing this 

condition, starting from the application of recruitment, development, and retention plans 

to keep top talents in place. On the other hand, if the results are against them, then 

maybe HR professionals won’t need to take any action and handle generations as a 

whole, implementing only a few different managerial practices.  

Through literature review, we found that the research results are at best mixed. Some 

believe that there are indeed generational differences and some they don’t, or the 

differences are so small that they are insignificant. Most of these searches were 

conducted in USA, Canada, East and North Europe and China. However, the 

opportunity to enrich this theoretical topic has yet to be fully exhausted, ergo the 

significance of the present study, intended to add to the foundation of generational 

differences existence theory, is sustained. 

What makes this study unique is that it is the first time that Generation X and Millennial 

work values are examined together for the Greek population, with a special focus on 

university students. Also, in Greece there are little to none empirical evidence on the 

existence of generational differences, making it an uncharted field of study with a lot of 

scientific interest, not only for the Greek workforce but also for the Greek University 
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students that is our study’s target group. Only a few researchers tried to undergo the 

difficulties of such study and they chose to focus on one generation and examine its 

cultural differences with other countries.  

 

1.4. Methodology 

A mixed questionnaire, based on the work of Cennamo (2005) was used to access the 

individual’s work values. The mixed questionnaire consisted of items on the scales of 

Elizur's (1984) Work Values Questionnaire (WVQ) and Lyons (2004) Work Values 

Scale (WVS). Items of both scales were selected by the researcher in order to represent 

only the facets of pay, supervision, feedback, work/life balance, work itself and 

promotion. The survey consisted of a series of items with each item representing one 

facet that answers the question “how important is in your ideal job to”. If respondents 

found the item-facet “very important” then they would issue a 5, based on a five Likert 

scale, while if they did consider it as “not at all important” then they would issue a 1. 

The questionnaires then distributed to 119 students of Macedonia University of 

Thessaloniki in Greece, via Google forms. The researcher then determined the 

generation of each participant by the birth year he/she was born and using the PEW 

research center scale. Mean scores and T-test techniques were utilized to analyze survey 

data. 

 

1.5. Limitations of Study 

Several practical limitations of this study should be identified. The limitations were 

organized into 5 major pillars; sample characteristics, birth years range, cross-sectional, 

measurements and perceptions versus reality; with each having its own subcategories. 

At first, the “sample characteristics” that limited this study’s results had to do with the 

fact that: (a) our sample was comprised of university students which may not hold the 

same work values as they become active workforce members; (b) even though attempts 

were made to obtain a larger participant pool, ultimately the sample of convenience 

gathered for this study was smaller than desired; (c) the amount of time allotted to the 

study was only two months; (d) the demographics characteristics such as gender, year of 
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study were not investigated in this study and (e) the generalization of our results was not 

capable due to the limitations of cultural and historical dimensions that produce 

different generational configurations in different countries. At the second pillar of “birth 

years range” the limitations were: (a) the inability to definitively demarcate birth year 

ranges that identify generational groups; (b) the variation in birth year ranges used to 

define generation groups throughout the literature. For the “cross sectional” pillar: (a) 

data were collected at a single point in time, relying on a cross-sectional design, which 

makes it impossible to assess whether the values of Greek students are likely to shift 

over time as generations age and as for the “measurements” pillar the limitations had to 

do with: (a) the comparison of our study with others may be difficult because there has 

been very little consistency in the way that generations’ work values have been 

measured from study to study; (b) that it only investigated specific work facets and had 

limited items for each facet, leaving many aspects of work unmeasured as also it did not 

test the interrelationship among measuring items. At last “perceptions versus reality” 

pillar included the limitation where people’s perceptions of other generations are 

grounded in personal observations or popular generational stereotypes or they are 

indeed a fact. 

 

1.6. Key Definitions 

 

The following definitions will be useful for this study. 

 

Generation Definition 

A group of individuals, who are roughly the same age, and who experienced and were 

influenced by the same set of significant historical events during key developmental 

periods in their lives, typically late childhood, adolescence, and early adulthood. 

Further, these differences are not attributable solely to an individual’s age but rather to 

the common influence of shared experiences on the cohort. 
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 Generation’s names and dates/years 

• Traditionalists: born between 1928 - 1945 

• Baby Boomers: born between 1946 - 1964 

• Generation X: born between 1965 - 1980 

• Millennials: born between 1981 - 1997 

• Generation Z: born between 1998 - still unknown  

 

Work values definition 

Work values are defined as what is right or wrong and the outcomes people desire and 

feel they should attain through work (Brief, 1998; Cherrington, 1982; Frieze et al., 

2006; Smola and Sutton, 2002; Nord, Brief, Atieh, & Doherty, 1988). Work values are 

the ones that shape employees’ perceptions of preferences in the workplace, exerting a 

direct influence on employee attitudes and behaviors (Dose, 1997), problem-solving 

(Ravlin and Meglino, 1987), and job decisions (Judge and Bretz, 1992; Lofquist and 

Dawis, 1978). 

 

Extrinsic/intrinsic definition 

Extrinsic or Instrumental work values focus on the consequences or outcomes of work, 

which means the tangible rewards and conditions finding at work. Some extrinsic values 

are pay, job security, benefits, work/life balance, advancement opportunities and status 

(Elizur, 1984; Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959; Ros et al., 1999; Schwartz, 

1999). 

Intrinsic or Cognitive work values pertain to the inherent psychological satisfaction of 

working and focus on the process of work and what gives motivation and satisfaction to 

the individual. Examples of intrinsic values are autonomy, leadership, variety at work, 

being creative, promotion, responsibility and interesting work. 
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 Definition of Job Facets 

Job Facet Definition Type 

 

 

 

Work Itself 

 

 

 

 

Promotion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pay 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Supervision 

 

 

 

 

 

Concerned with the employee’s satisfaction with the work 

itself. Aspects of this facet include opportunities for 

creativity and task variety, allowing an individual to 

increase his or her knowledge, and changes in 

responsibility, amount of work, autonomy, job 

enrichment, and job complexity (Smith et al., 1969)  

 

Refers to the employee’s satisfaction with the 

organization’s promotion policy and the administration of 

the same. Promotion is thought to be a function of the 

frequency, importance, and desirability of promotions 

(Smith et al., 1969)  

 

Addresses attitude toward pay and is based on the 

perceived difference between actual pay and expected 

pay. Expected pay is based on both the value of the 

perceived inputs and outputs of the job and of other 

employees holding similar jobs or possessing similar 

qualifications. Also influenced by the personal situation of 

the employee, the economy and the amount of pay an 

employee has received previously (Smith et al., 1969) 

 

Reflects the employee’s satisfaction with his or her 

supervisors(s). In general, the more considerate and 

employee-centered supervisors are the greater the levels 

of employee satisfaction with supervisors. Furthermore, 

the greater the supervisor’s perceived competence on the 

job, the greater the levels of satisfaction (Smith et al., 

1969) 

 

 Work-life balance has been defined as “satisfaction and 

good functioning at work and at home with a minimum of 

 

 

 

Intrinsic  

 

 

 

 

Intrinsic  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic 
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Work/Life 

balance 

 

 

 

 

 

Feedback 

role conflict” (Clark, 2000, p. 751). Thus, when demands 

from the work and non-work domains are mutually 

incompatible, conflict may occur. For this reason, a lack 

of balance between work and non-work is commonly 

conceptualized as work/family conflict or work/non-work 

conflict (e.g. Frone et al., 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1996) 

 

The feedback environment refers to the contextual aspects 

of day-to-day supervisor-subordinate and coworker-

coworker feedback processes rather than to the formal 

performance appraisal feedback session. An 

organization’s feedback environment has been defined as 

the amount and availability of positive and negative 

feedback from different sources (Steelman et al., 2004) 

 

 

 

Extrinsic   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic  

   

Source: Curry, Cheryl J. 2005. “Predicting the Effects of Extrinsic and Intrinsic Job Factors on Overall 

Job Satisfaction for Generation X and Baby Boomers in a Regional Healthcare Organization.”: 1–

92. 
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CHAPTER 2 

2.1. Literature Review 

This study focuses on work values for Generation X and Millennials. Especially, it 

focuses on extrinsic and intrinsic work values and job satisfiers, such as pay, 

supervision, work/life balance, feedback, promotion and work itself, for Generation X 

and Millennial students at a Hellenic University. The review was based on two main 

pillars; generational theory (e.g. Strauss and Howe’s) and work value theory. Also, 

popular misconceptions on whether there are indeed generational differences in work 

values between those two cohorts were the main drivers of research for this study. 

Those misconceptions were based on international literature findings and were our 

guide on drawing our hypothesis and our benchmark instrument on HR conclusions.  

 

2.2. Research on Generations 

2.2.1. Definition 

There are several definitions of the term generation that are used in the generational 

differences literature. The definitions are similar but have expanded over time. 

Although the term generation is most accurately used to describe genealogical kinship, 

it has been adopted into common use to describe broader social trends (Joshi, Dencker, 

and Franz 2011; Pilcher 1994; Ryder 1965). Consideration of generational difference 

can be traced back to the 1950s and has its early origins in sociology, most notably in 

the work of Karl Mannheim (1893–1947), who discussed the “problem of generations” 

in his seminal paper (Mannheim 1952). Mannheim (1952) described generations as 

social constructions whereby those of a particular age or set of ages are defined by 

historical and social events. In essence, a generation is a cohort of similarly aged people 

who experience common historical events (Costanza et al., 2012). This limits them to a 

specific range of potential experience, predisposing them to a certain characteristic 

mode of thought and experience. However, Mannheim dictates that individuals cannot 

be members of the same generation simply because they share a year of birth and 

pointing out that historical exposure to shared experiences is critical to the development 

of a generational cohort. In other words, the mere act of being born during the same 
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time period does not automatically assign persons to the collective consciousness that 

distinguishes a generation. They must definitely be in a position to participate in certain 

common experiences so that a concrete bond is created between members of a 

generation and so that they share “an identity of responses, a certain affinity in the way 

in which all move with and are formed by their common experiences” (p. 306). Also, 

these shared experiences differentiate one generation from another (Jurkiewicz and 

Brown, 1998) because they have a profound effect on the attitudes, values, beliefs, and 

expectations of generational groups (Abramson and Inglehart, 1995; Becton, Walker, 

and Jones-Farmer, 2014; Inglehart, 1977, 1990; Inglehart and Norris, 2003). Some 

studies have used Kupperschmidt’s (2000) definition of a generation as “an identifiable 

group that shares birth years, age, location, and significant life events at critical 

developmental stages” (p. 66), adding a developmental aspect to the definition. Other 

researchers have used similar definitions suggested by Strauss and Howe (1991) and 

Smola and Sutton (2002). What is consistent across these conceptualizations is that a 

generation is defined as a group of individuals, who are roughly the same age, and who 

experienced and were influenced by the same set of significant historical events during 

key developmental periods in their lives, typically late childhood, adolescence, and 

early adulthood. Further, these differences are not attributable solely to an individual’s 

age but rather to the common influence of shared experiences on the cohort (Costanza et 

al., 2012). 

 

2.2.2. Age-period-cohort problem 

Many accounts create confusion by using generations and other terms such as age 

groups interchangeably when they refer to different attributes (Kertzer, 1983); a 

problem that is magnified by difficulties in assessing empirically whether generational 

outcomes are due to cohort, period, or age effects. The age-period-cohort problem arises 

because an individual’s age, the cohort in which she is located, and the historical period 

are confounded (Blossfeld, Hamerle, and Mayer 1989). Each of these factors has a 

specific cause; age effects result from the aging process (e.g., becoming older); period 

effects are a consequence of external influences that vary over historical time, and 

cohort effects are a function of being born at certain time periods. 
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In her 1983 work, Rhodes focused on cohorts but appeared to had used the terms cohort 

and generation interchangeably. In contrast, Edmunds and Turner (2002) distinguished 

chronological generations or birth cohorts, from social or political generations that form 

around particular formative experiences. This view seems similar to that adopted by 

Ryder (1965), who considered the term “cohort” as a “more neutral construct”  

(Gilleard, 2004, p. 108). Ryder defined a “cohort” as “the aggregate of individuals who 

experienced the same event within the same time interval” (p. 845) and “each cohort as 

having a distinctive composition and character based upon the circumstances of its 

unique orientation and history” (p. 845). In all of this, the key issue is that, when 

dealing with cohort analysis, there seems only to be a presumption that cohorts exhibit 

differences in outcomes due to shared experiences (Mason and Wolfinger, 2001) In 

contrast, it would seem that a generation must exhibit such differences in order to be 

considered as such (Parry and Urwin, 2011). 

 On the other hand, age effects are changes that affect people as they “mature”, 

regardless of when they were born, whereas period effects are caused by the fact that 

people’s values will be affected by the influences that exist at any particular point in 

time. Polach (2007) extended Rhodes’ argument by explaining that it is not simply 

when a person was born that governs their behavior at work, but also their age (Parry 

and Urwin, 2011). However, as Mason and Wolfinger (2001) underlined, age, period 

and cohort (generational) effects are likely to be hard to distinguish and, in most cases, 

they are likely to be closely interrelated. Researchers examining generational 

differences in work-related variables have almost exclusively adopted the cohort 

perspective, focusing on mean differences among birth cohorts (Foster, 2013). This 

study does not examine the differences in those terms, and they will be used 

interchangeably.  

 

2.2.3. Meet each generation 

Begin by “meeting” each generation, to understand its formative characteristics, such as 

values, attributes and generational perspectives; with five basic generational archetypes. 

In this part, we will introduce every generation that exists in the current workplace in 

order to get a holistic view of their characteristics and understand why differences 

manifest. The generations that we know today are: 
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• Traditionalists  

• Baby Boomers  

• Generation X/Xers  

• Millennials/Yers 

• Generation Z 

The names of each generation have pretty much been agreed upon between researchers 

and demographers. The thing that differentiates and makes the comparison of 

generations a little more difficult is that there are no precise dates for when a cohort 

starts or ends. Typically, a generation has a span of 20 years and has 3-5 years 

divergence in the starting and ending years.    

This study uses the previous names for each generation. Also, it uses the PEW Research 

Center’s scale for defining and dividing the generational cohorts. 

 

1. Traditionalists 

Traditionalists are the first working group in the workforce, which according to PEW 

Research Center was born between 1928 and 1964. Foot and Stoffman (1998), on the 

other hand, break these years into three generations: 

(1) Roaring twenties – 1920 to 1929. 

(2) The depression babies – 1929 to 1939. 

(3) World War II – 1940 to 1946. 

This cohort is also known as the Greatest Generation, Matures, Veterans (Zemke et al., 

1999) or the Silent Generation, receiving its name from a 1951 Time article that was 

meant to reflect this generation’s withdrawn, cautious and silent characteristics (Strauss 

and Howe, 1991). Other authors, such as Lancaster and Stillman (2002), used the term 

“Traditionalists”. For the sake of simplicity, the term Traditionalists is used when 

referring to the generation born before the Baby Boomers. While the numbers of this 

cohort are diminishing with age, there are still members that remain active in the 

workforce and as a cohort, they are the smallest in number but the wealthiest. The 
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increase of their wealth was a result of putting value in earning money and saving 

money (Kupperschmidt, 2000; Strauss and Howe, 1991). 

The members of this generation either fought in World War II or were children during 

the war, an event that shaped and marked their entire generation. They lived through the 

Greek Civil War that followed the WWII and ended in 1949. That is why their core 

values are impacted by the experiences they had during those dark times and included 

duty before pleasure, adherence to rules, and conformity (Murphy, 2007).  The Veterans 

lived in a time of loss, fear, and concern about what was going to happen next. 

Consequently, security is important to them. Having grown up in a “do-without” era, 

they respect authority and believe in duty, honor and their country, dedication, sacrifice 

and saving.  

As for the characteristics, they are most famous for their stability, detail orientation, 

thoroughness, loyalty and hard work, although they may be inept with ambiguity and 

change, reluctant to buck the system, uncomfortable with conflict, and reticent when 

they disagree (Zemke et al., 1999). They, also, have been described as being 

conservative and disciplined, as having a sense of obligation, and as observing fiscal 

restraint (Niemic, 2002). 

The Matures favor established systems, policies, and procedures. They like the old rules 

and embody a traditional work ethic. They believe in a hierarchy in leadership, a 

traditional organizational structure and function best within a clearly defined 

organizational structure. The ultimate career goal for Veterans was to move up within 

an organization, even if it meant working long hours, but at the same time, they want to 

spend time with their families.  

They have been described as liking formality, as needing respect, and as preferring to 

make decisions based on what worked in the past (Kersten, 2002). The National 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association Office of Diversity (2006) characterized 

members of this generation as the private,  who believe in paying their dues, for whom 

their word is their bond, who prefer formality, have a great deal of respect for authority, 

like social order and who love their things and tend to get messy.  Members of this 

generation have also been characterized as highly dedicated, averse to risk and strongly 

committed toward teamwork and collaboration. They have also been described as 

having a high regard for developing communication skills, due to their tendency to save 
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and conserve (Jenkins, 2007). Personal communication is desired, and indirect forms as 

e-mail and voice mail are not the preferred modes.  At work, they are presumed to show 

consistency and uniformity, seek out technological advancements, be past-oriented and 

display command-and-control leadership reminiscent.  

 

2. Baby Boomers 

The individuals that consist this generation were born from 1946 until 1964. The name 

stems from the extra seventeen million babies born during that period relative to 

previous census figures (O’Bannon, 2001). 

Baby Boomers experienced, in 1967, the abolishment of the democratic state of the 

country and for seven years the government held a military junta, initially under 

Colonel Georgios Papadopoulos. Other events such as the Polytechnic Revolution in 

1973 and the Turkish invasion of Cyprus 1974 changed the way Baby Boomers grew 

up. 

Although they have lived through some very difficult yet prosperous economic times 

(Malik and Khera, 2012; Zeeshan and Iram, 2012), most remained optimistic and driven 

to succeed (DiCecco, 2006) with significant social and technological changes during 

their lifetime. The Boomers grew up in a time of changing gender roles and most in 

two-parent households and the time of the advent of television (Schullery, 2013). 

Baby Boomers as a generation constitute a large population of corporate executives and 

leaders. They, also, are credited with reshaping corporate culture with casual dress 

codes and flexible schedules. Many people in this generation live healthy lifestyles but 

are not financially prepared for the long years of retirement ahead of them. 

Consequently, remaining in the workforce will be a necessity for these healthy, older 

people. They will live longer than their parents and grandparents did, and thus many 

will want or have a need to remain productive (AARP, 2010). 

  

3. Generation X 

Generation X is the name given to the generation born between 1965 and 1980. It is an 

in-between cohort that followed the Baby Boomers and proceeded the Millennials. They 
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are also known as Xers and latchkey kids. This generation was also called the baby bust 

generation, because of its small size relative to the generation that preceded it, due to 

low birth rate. The term Generation X spread into popular parlance following the 

publication of Douglas Coupland’s novel “Generation X: Tales for an accelerated 

culture” published in 1991. 

Having been born in difficult times in this country’s history and surrounded by war 

events, it is not a surprise that Xers have developed a sense of individualism over 

collectivism (Jurkiewicz and Brown, 1998). But when Xers were teenagers they lived in 

a post-military junta era when Greece gained political stability and in 1981 become a 

member of the European Economic Community (EEC), which has greatly strengthened 

the country's political and economic position in the international field. Also, they 

witnessed the fall of the Berlin Wall, the energy crisis and AIDS (Losyk, 1997; 

Debevec et al, 2013; Gentry et al, 2011).  These are some examples that helped in 

shaping the culture and upbringing of Xers. 

 Another important fact about this generation is that they do not rely on corporations or 

institutions for their long-term security like the generations before them. They became 

latchkey kids forced to fend for themselves because they have grown up in homes where 

both parents worked, or in single-parent household because of high divorce rates (Karp 

et al., 2002; Kupperschmidt, 2000; Strauss and Howe, 1991). That’s why Xers tend to 

feel overlooked and less appreciated, but also lack social structure, changing 

surroundings, and missing traditions shared by Baby Boomers. This forced them to 

become independent and adaptable at a young age, inherent due to the environment and 

conditions created (Irwin, 2014; Jenkins, 2007; Zemke et al., 2000). 

At last, Generation X is the first generation to grow up with computers, cell phones, and 

other entry-level electronic devices (Eastman and Liu, 2012; Young et al., 2013). 

Generation Xers are accustomed to receiving immediate feedback (The National 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association Office of Diversity, 2006) from their 

personal computers and video games and worldwide competition (O’Bannon 2001).   

All the above life events that this cohort has gone through caused it to develop a set of 

characteristics. Among the characteristics attributed to Xers, the following appear most 

often. They aspire more than previous generations to achieve a balance between work 

and life (Jenkins, 2007; Karp et al, 2002; Reynolds et al., 2008; Twenge, 2010), but they 
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are often reported to have difficulty dealing with disappearing boundaries between work 

and private life and, as a result, finding a good work-life balance (Eisner, 2005; Gursoy 

et al., 2008). Generation X is often perceived as a cohort of fairly cynical/skeptical 

individuals who prefer a relatively informal work climate and have a weaker work ethic 

than previous generations (Twenge, 2010). They are typically referred to as pessimistic 

and self-reliant and are wary of commitment, both professional and personal (Lancaster 

and Stillman, 2002). 

They are not overly loyal to their employers (Bova and Kroth, 2001; Karp et al, 2002; 

The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association Office of Diversity, 2006), 

nor expect employer loyalty and see no problem changing jobs to advance 

professionally (Mann, 2006), although they have strong feelings of loyalty towards their 

family and friends (Karp et al., 2002). Xers naturally question authority figures and are 

not intimidated by them (The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association 

Office of Diversity, 2006; Zemke et al., 2000). Commonly accepted stereotypes suggest 

that Xers are also more likely to leave an employer for more challenging work, a higher 

salary, or better benefits because they grew up in an era where organizational loyalty 

and commitment were not regularly rewarded with job security (Hays, 1999; Loomis, 

2000). Research appears to support this assertion as Smola and Sutton (2002) found 

Xers to be less loyal, more “me” oriented, expectant of promotion sooner than older 

generations, and less likely to view work as an important part of one’s life. 

They value continuous learning and skill development (Bova and Kroth, 2001). Their 

preferred work environment is one that is casual and friendly, yet functional and 

efficient. These individuals are seen as preferring technology-based interactions, 

avoiding unnecessary face-to-face meetings, and valuing direct communication with 

leaders (Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 2007; Martin, 2005). 

 Generation X is perceived to be strongly motivated by intangible rewards, such as 

workplace autonomy and flexibility (Lancaster and Stillman, 2002). Money does not 

necessarily motivate members of this generation, but the absence of money might lead 

them to lose motivation (Karp et al., 2002). They are adaptable to change (Zemke et al., 

2000) and prefer flexible schedules (Joyner, 2000). They can tolerate work as long as it 

is fun (Karp et al., 2002). 
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 This generation believes that their overall success will depend on continuing education 

and develop new skills that will keep them marketable throughout their lifespan (Mann, 

2006). Their workplace must be technologically up-to-date and offer ample 

opportunities to learn new things (Zemke et al., 2000). They have strong technical skills 

(Zemke et al., 2000), are results focused (Crampton and Hodge, 2006), and are “ruled 

by a sense of accomplishment and not the clock” (Joyner, 2000), which means that they 

do not associate productive work with long hours; rather, they look for ways to work 

smarter, resulting in fewer hours. 

They are entrepreneurial (The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association 

Office of Diversity, 2006), pragmatic (Niemiec, 2002), and creative (The National 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association Office of Diversity, 2006). Although they 

are individualistic, they may also like teamwork, more so than boomers (Karp et al., 

2002).They bring to the workplace well-honed, practical approaches to problem-

solving. They are technically competent and very comfortable with diversity, change, 

multi-tasking, and competition (Kupperschmidt, 2000).  

 

4. Millennials 

Μillennials is the name given to the generation born between 1981 and 1997. The 

Millennial generation follows Generation X in order of demographic cohorts. The 

naming of this cohort is credited to authors William Strauss and Neil Howe.  They 

coined the term in 1987, around the time children born in 1982 were entering preschool, 

and the media were first identifying their prospective link to the new millennium as the 

high school graduating class of 2000. 

The label associated with this generation is not yet finalized. They are referred to as 

Nexters (Howe, Strauss, and Matson, 2000), Generation Y (Neuborne and Kerwin, 

1999) and the Net Generation (Tapscott, 1998) and Generation Me, being the most 

famous ones.  Someone can also meet this cohort with the following names; Generation 

www, the Digital generation, Generation E, Echo Boomers, N-Gens and the Net 

Generation. Members of the generation have labeled themselves as the Non-Nuclear 

Family generation, the Nothing-Is-Sacred Generation, the Wannabees, the Feel-Good 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Strauss
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neil_Howe
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millennium


22 
 

Generation, Cyberkids, the Do-or-Die Generation, and the Searching-for-an-Identity 

Generation.   

Their lifestyle has been defined by the first cloned sheep called Dolly and at last the Iraq 

War (Gerdes, 2010). Furthermore, their lives were impacted by terrorist acts such as 

9/11 and government scandals (Kovary and Buahene, 2005). Many Millennials in 

Greece even experienced the country’s currency change from drachma to euro, in 2002. 

This was an affirmation sign of its economic viability, the technological revolution, and 

globalization; which caused a paradigm shift towards westernized standards. 

Additionally, the Nexters have experienced parents losing their jobs due to restructuring 

and downsizing. According to Dawn (2004), they grew up with a focus on family and 

had lives, which were scheduled and structured. In contrast to previous generations, 

Millennials live longer with parents at home and postpone marital planning until later in 

life. For the aforementioned reasons, the cohort group appears to have a stronger tie to 

parents (Holt et al., 2012; Langan, 2012). Further defining the generation is an increase 

of diversity including ethnic, linguistic, non-traditional families, and sexual alignments 

as well as the change of media to include talk shows, reality TV and the internet where 

everyone can have their say and even be a star (Paul, 2001).  

This generation has been shaped by parental excesses, computers (Niemiec, 2000),  and 

dramatic technological advances. One of the most frequently reported characteristics 

that set this group apart from the others, is that they are comforted with technology 

(Kersten, 2002). Langan (2012) added that Millennials are the most connected digitally. 

And that’s true if anyone considers that Millennials are the first “high-tech” generation, 

having never known life before cell phones, personal computers and ATMs (Mitchell, 

1998; Ryan, 2000). They have “[…] never known a world without cellular phones, 

compact discs and video games” (Hatfield, 2002, p. 73). Langan also said that being 

technologically savvy gave them the ability to sort through all the information to find 

what is relevant and useful, making it a trademark of this cohort group. However, they 

are excellent multitaskers (The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Office of 

Diversity, 2006) and high expectations, mainly because they are the most highly 

educated generation.  

In general, Yers shares many of the characteristics of Xers. They are purported to value 

teamwork and collective action (Zemke et al., 2000), embrace diversity (The National 
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Oceanographic and Atmospheric Office of Diversity, 2006), be optimistic (Kersten, 

2002), be adaptable to change (Jenkins, 2007) and have fun in workplace (Sessa et al., 

2007; Steele and Gordon, 2006). Moreover, they seek flexibility, they are independent 

and want a more work-life balanced environment (Crampton et al., 2006; Martin, 2005). 

In the long run, Generation Y works to live as opposed to living to work. Having 

watched their parents work long hours only to be downsized, younger workers 

conscientiously work toward a more balanced life - some may do so at the expense of 

income and promotion. They, also, have been characterized as demanding and as the 

most confident generation of all (Glass, 2007; Martin, 2005). As like Xers, they are also 

purported to be entrepreneurial and being less process focused (Crampton et al., 2006).  

As for the preferences in management, they prefer bosses with whom they can relate 

and who value employee input (Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 2007; Lancaster and 

Stillman, 2005). Generation Y is said to strongly value fast-paced, technological 

interactions and constant and instantaneous feedback from leaders (Crumpacker and 

Crumpacker, 2007; Fogg, 2009; Sessa et al., 2007). Few more common stereotypes for 

this generation include being distrustful of organizations, having a strong desire for 

meaningful work (Ryan, 2000), holding lifelong learning as a high priority (Mitchell, 

1998).  

 Additionally, the globalization of society and the marketplace is thought to have had a 

tremendous impact on their values (Howe et al., 2000). Millennials are the most racially 

and ethnically diverse of the four generations (Mitchell, 1998) and, as a result, they are 

thought to value diversity and change (Patterson, 2005). Moreover, their core values 

include tolerance, environmental stewardship, global perspectives, personal freedom, 

and making a difference.  

At last, Millennials represent the youngest cohort group and the fastest growing 

segment of the workforce (Murphy, 2012). Demirdjian (2012) stated the younger cohort 

is rapidly taking over jobs and positions from the many Baby Boomers pushing 70 years 

of age. The Millennial generation views themselves as the most wanted by parents and 

planned generation of all times (Langan, 2012). 
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5. Generation Z 

What comes after the Millennials is a generation that is much more hopeful for the 

future, much more grounded in the conditions we live in and was born in the era of an 

economic crisis, which made it much more conscious, believe more in its strengths and 

is ready to abolish the generation gap.  

The future generation of workers now entering the global workforce is referred to as 

Generation Z, a name given by Amy Glass. Generation Z, also known 

as iGen, Centennials, Post-Millennials, Plurals, or the Homeland Generation (in the 

USA) is the demographic cohort after the Millennials. Often, what a generation is called 

early on is not what ends up sticking, and that’s because a generations’ name changes as 

a generation comes of age and different characteristics or events come to define them.  

As for the precise dates for when this cohort starts or ends, there is none. Researchers 

and demographers typically use starting birth years ranging from the mid-1990s to mid-

2000s,  most agreed starting date being 1996, and as of yet, there is little consensus 

about ending birth years. For this study, we accept as possible birth years of Generation 

X the range of 1998 and further because our scaling system was based on the PEW’s 

Research Center, which means that the ending years of the Millennials were the year 

before. 

This is the first generation born completely within the technological age that does not 

know how it is to live without social media. Another event that shaped this generation 

was that Gen Z came of age during the Great Recession of 2008, and they’ve witnessed 

how a weak economy can impact finances in the short and long term. Unlike the 

Millennials that grew most in families with two incomes and many credit cards; Gen Z 

saw their parents staying unemployed. Therefore, they’re conscientious about making 

enough money to cover both immediate expenses and debt and more cautious about 

their future but more resourceful in the sense of looking for opportunities. That’s why 

they developed an entrepreneurial set of mind. This situation also led them to actively 

working to earn money at a young age, whether through side jobs, chores or 

employment, particularly since most members of Gen Z are currently teens or pre-teens. 

Another life event that may describe this generation in the future is that it might be the 

best-educated generation. And that’s not only because it’s likely that a larger percentage 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Generation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cohort_(statistics)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millennials
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of Gen Z will attend and graduate from universities than any previous generation, 

including the Millennials, but also is a generation which is capable of being self-

educated with online sources. They can learn complex things through the internet.  

That’s why they are experts on how fast you can find the right information, but on the 

other hand, sometimes they don’t wonder or care whether or not you know the right 

information. 

Gen Z is also well-known for its volunteer spirit. They have already shown signs that 

they are eco-conscious and are concerned about humanity’s impact on the environment, 

with the largest proportion of them saying that they want a job that makes a positive 

impact and follows the same values as theirs. 

Also, they lived through times of war on terror, they are much more private and 

multiculturalism. Generation Z is the first truly global culture as their characteristics and 

trend are more uniform across the globe as they become the most open-minded 

generation to date. 

Even though Gen Z is the generation of children born just shortly after the Millennials, 

they bring with them a new philosophy of communication, work and everyday life that 

will affect previous generations. This is the so-called “Gen Z effect”. Within the next 

five years, they will become the fastest-growing generation in both the workplace and 

the marketplace. 

But this generation possesses also its own set of characteristics. As Gen Z members are 

still at their adolescence, many of their adult characteristics are yet to be vetted. But as it 

was mentioned before, many Gen Zers are employed in some sort of work, which 

indicates that this generation has already set somehow their working values, even 

though they are still at a young age as a workforce. 

Now the most well-known characteristic of theirs is that they use the Internet from a 

very young age. Members of Generation Z are typically thought of as being comfortable 

with technology and interacting on social media websites for a significant portion of 

their socializing. That is why they said to be the first truly digital and truly global 

generation. Being tech-savvy allowed them to be better at multitasking since they are 

able to use their technology to its fullest extent. They embrace technology 

http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=true
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Internet
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Technology
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_media


26 
 

wholeheartedly and tend to be highly creative. This creativity is usually channeled as 

entrepreneurialism. 

Overall, they are exhibiting attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that combine their tech-

saturated world with elements of generations past. Early indications are that they are 

increasingly innovative, self-aware, self-reliant and goal-oriented. They also appear to 

be more pragmatic than Millennial, who are more optimistic, but they are generally 

more risk-averse in certain activities than earlier generations 

Some commentators have suggested that the feeling of unsettlement and insecurity 

exists because this cohort grew up through the Great Recession. Maybe this also 

justifies the fact that despite their entrepreneurial nature, work-life balance and job 

security are the two career goals most important to this generation. An equal 40% of 

students around the world cited “work-life balance” and “to be secure or stable in my 

job” as their top career goals. Other goals scoring high marks include autonomy, 

leadership opportunities and dedication to a cause.  

Gen Zers’ interest in collaborating with team members. Most of those surveyed said 

they prefer to collaborate with small teams in an office, rather than work off-site either 

independently or as part of a virtual team. As well, they pointed out that they prefer 

face-to-face communication versus emails or texts. 

Also, they value opportunities for advancement over being well-compensated. They 

view the workplace as a learning experience and want to make a decent living with a 

stable employer. Counter to the last one comes the fact that if they are not challenged 

and given opportunities to grow quickly, they will look for those opportunities at 

another company. 

Furthermore, Generation Z employees are hard-working, keen to learn, committed and 

determined to make a difference in an organization. Another plus of this generation is 

that Generation Z workers are capable of taking a project and running with it, but at the 

same time they want enough up-front input to feel set up for success. They also expect 

frequent and direct feedback about their progress, so be prepared to touch base with 

them often. 

At last, a good exclamation could be made in the case of how the members of Gen Z see 

themselves as oppose of how they see the other members. A 2014 study found that 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Great_Recession
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Generation Z students self-identify as being loyal, compassionate, thoughtful, open-

minded, responsible, and determined (Corey Seemiller, 2016). On the other hand, the 

way they see their Generation Z peers is quite different from their own self-identity. 

They view their peers as competitive, spontaneous, adventuresome, and curious; all 

characteristics that they do not see readily in themselves. 

 

2.3. Work Values 

Values are a collection of guiding principles; what one deems to be correct and 

desirable in life.  In other words, values are the fundamental principles that a person 

relies upon and for each person they must be meaningful and valid (Cowen, 2012). 

They are in the center of every decision, as also are the ones that shape who each person 

is as a human (Dean, 2012). A personal value system has been defined as “a relatively 

permanent perceptual framework which shapes and influences the general nature of an 

individual’s behavior” (England, 1967, p. 54). Also, value systems, with the 

combination of life experiences, result in the identification of what is right and wrong 

(Normala and Dileep, 2013). Dean also added that values provide a more concise 

platform for decision-making than beliefs. 

Researchers have long acknowledged that values influence attitudes which in turn affect 

behavior (Becker and Connor, 2003; Murphy, Gordon, and Anderson, 2004; Rokeach, 

1973; Kluckhohn, 1951). Within a given situation, these influences should theoretically 

flow from values to attitudes to specific behaviors. This sequence is known as the value 

- attitude - behavior hierarchy (Homer and Kahle, 1988). As Lyons et al. (2007) 

explained, “values are enduring but not immutable. They are learned during an 

individual’s formative years and remain fairly consistent over the life course” (p. 340). 

Rokeach (1973)  also believed that values remain relatively stable over the course of an 

individual’s life and that while the importance of some values relative to other values 

may change during one’s life, appreciation for a value does not change.  

 A number of value models and instruments have emerged over the years. Some of them 

include Allport, Vernon, and Lindzey (1960), Gordon (1967), England  (1967), 

Schwartz (1990). However, The Rokeach Value Survey has been the most popular 

values instrument. 
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However, this paper focuses on generational values. As we have mentioned earlier, 

while every individual of a particular generation is diverse, yet vast majorities possess 

many of their generations’ traits, thoughts, characteristics, behaviors and values due to 

the shared events.  Our statement is also supported by Mannheim, and other researchers, 

whom belief is that because of these similarities of age and experience that common 

generational values could be expected (Mannheim, 1970). Also, others researchers 

supported that the collective memories of a generation lead to a set of common beliefs, 

values, and expectations that are unique to that generation (Patota, Schwartz, and 

Schwartz, 2007). 

Taking our research a bit further, we connected general values to work values. The 

linkage between them has a base on a simple principle; values influence how someone 

becomes satisfied with employment. 

At first there has been some disagreement over the definition of a value and what it 

involves, but at last most researchers accept the distinction between general values and 

work values, with work values to be defined as what is right or wrong and the outcomes 

people desire and feel they should attain through work  (Brief 1998; Cherrington 1980; 

Frieze et al. 2006; Smola and Sutton 2002; Nord, Brief, Atieh, and Doherty, 1988) 

Work values are the ones that shape employees’ perceptions of preferences in the 

workplace, exerting a direct influence on employee attitudes and behaviors (Dose, 

1997), problem-solving (Ravlin and Meglino, 1987) and job decisions (Judge and Bretz, 

1992; Lofquist and Dawis, 1971). The practitioner literature also mention that 

generational differences in work values influence the requirements for all aspects of 

people management: recruitment (Charrier, 2000), training and development (Berl, 

2006; Tulgan, 1996), management style (Losyk, 1997; Tulgan, 1996), career 

development (Ansoorian et al., 2003; McDonald and Hite, 2008),  rewards and working 

arrangements  (Carlson, 2004; Filipczak, 1994) and as well as having the potential to 

cause serious conflict within the workplace  (Karp and Sirias, 2001). 

 Numerous approaches were tried to classify work values including factor analysis 

(O’Connor and Kinnane, 1961; Ros et al., 1999) and cluster analysis (Pryor, 1982). 

Although a wide variety of work value typologies have been presented, there appears to 

be relative consensus on at least two fundamental types of values: Intrinsic and 

Extrinsic work values (Deci and Ryan, 1985; Alderfer, Porter, and Lawler, 1968;  
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Lyons, Duxbury, and Higgins, 2005; Ryan and Deci, 2000). Extrinsic or Instrumental 

work values focus on the consequences or outcomes of work, which means the tangible 

rewards and conditions finding at work. Extrinsic values are concerned with the by-

products of an occupation or job. In other words, they refer to what you get out of your 

work, rather than what you put into it. Some extrinsic values are pay, job security, 

benefits, work/life balance, advancement opportunities and status (Elizur, 1984; 

Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959; Ros et al., 1999). 

 

 On the contrary, Intrinsic or Cognitive work values pertain to the inherent 

psychological satisfaction of working and focus on the process of work and what gives 

motivation and satisfaction to the individual. A job that is interesting provides variety 

and responsibility, offers a challenge, enables the employee to see the results of what he 

or she does, and has a significant impact on others is characterized as intrinsically 

motivating (Oldham and Hackman, 1980; Ryan and Deci, 2000).  Examples of intrinsic 

values are autonomy, leadership, variety at work, being creative, promotion, 

responsibility and interesting work. 

 

Dyer and Parker (1975) found that there is great discrepancy in the ways that the labels 

“intrinsic” and “extrinsic” are applied; sometimes referring to the relationship of the 

work aspect to the job itself (i.e., inside or outside of the job’s content) and sometimes 

referring to its relationship to the individual (i.e., intrapsychic or external to the person) 

(Lyons, Duxbury, and Higgins,  2005). 

But the categorization of work values doesn’t stop on the extrinsic and intrinsic. Other 

categories are the altruistic values, which indicates the desire to make a difference 

throughout work, such as the motivation to help others and society through work. At 

last, there are the social values related to interpersonal relationships in the workplace. 

As for if the work values are stable as general values are; is more complicated to 

answer. Rentz and Reynolds (1991) and Rentz et al. (1983) supported the proposition 

that work values are lifelong and enduring. Also, a meta-analysis has shown that work 

attitudes are fairly stable from early adolescence to early adulthood (Low et al., 2005). 

The researchers also stated; “this implies that similar to personality traits and abilities, 

vocational interests are likely to have effects on the paths people follow over the life 

course” (p. 727). In addition, a big help to our literature review was the findings of 
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Hansen and Dik (2005), who are the ones that found that the work interests of high 

school seniors remained predictive of occupational membership as far as 12 years after 

graduation from high school. Thus it is possible to draw conclusions about generational 

differences in the workplace on the basis of samples of high school seniors. Many of 

these students will enter the workforce immediately after high school graduation, and 

others will begin their careers within 5 years. That is why in this paper we do find 

acceptable the answers of university students. Singer and Abramson (1973) found same 

results as Hansen and Dik, even though in their research the participants had 

experienced substantial changes in salaries. 

On the other hand, there are the opinions of some practitioners and researchers who 

believe that work values are not as stable as we think they are. Examples can be found 

in the opinions of Rhodes, Smola and Sutton. Especially Rhodes stated that work 

attitudes, values and satisfaction change as workers pass through career stages (Rhodes, 

1983) 

But not only the stability of work values is an issue of deducing clear results, but also 

we don’t know what is the reason why these generational work-value differences 

manifest. Two major theories are prevalent in explaining all these. The first is that 

generational work value differences are based upon birth year-cohort membership and 

the second is that generational work value differences are due to age-related and life-

stage values development. Twenge et al. (2010) and other academic researchers 

concluded that “generational work-value differences can be explained by birth-year 

cohort theory” (p. 4). A good explanation can also be given since an individual’s work 

habits first develop in the early teens, the economic and political climate prevailing at 

the time of formation can strongly influence an individual’s work values (Wentworth 

and Chell, 1997). This means that although a worker’s values do change as the 

individual matures, the generational experiences tend to influence work values more 

than age or maturation (Smola and Sutton, 2002), which suggests that a qualitative 

difference exists between the two generations. The above statement indicates that 

generational differences are not a fraction of age or work-value stability, but a fraction 

of the historical events and the experiences a person has gone through. In other words, 

generational differences manifest due to period effects. To the contrary, Deal et al. 

(2010) concluded that age-related stage of life is the cause of any differences that are 
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seen between the generations. At last, there are a small number of researchers who 

support a combined perspective of the two theories. 

Upon review of all the aforesaid, we can associate why generational work-value 

differences are believed to be the case of workforce malfunctions. It is also the basis of 

a popular assumption made by practitioners and consultants that the different 

generations need to be managed differently (Gursoy et al., 2008). Lester et al. (2012) 

were some of the most who indicated that employees from different generations have 

varying expectations of what becomes valued in the workplace. Also, Arsenault (2004) 

added that differing expectations in work-related values could lead to generational 

conflict in the workplace. 

Only by the definition of work values; and we defined work values as what is right or 

wrong and the outcomes people desire and feel they should attain through work; 

someone can assume that these differences in the perception of right or wrong between 

the members of various generational cohorts are the fault of tension existing in the work 

environment. Hanks and Icenogle (2001) followed a similar line of argument and 

suggest that intergenerational conflict in the workplace is rooted in differing work ethics 

and life experiences among the generations. 

Work-value conflict can occur due to work/life balance issues miscommunication, 

technology-use differences and other issues among the four generations currently in the 

workplace (Carver and Candela, 2008), with the fifth coming soon. Other workplace 

challenges include teamwork issues and older vs younger worker supervisor dyadic 

relationship difficulties (Collins, Hair, and Rocco, 2009). The effects of generational 

work-value conflict are linked to the measurement of the effectiveness of the 

organization in plans, products, and ideas (Sessa et al., 2007). Each generation creates 

their own distinct management challenges, meaning they need different management 

practices. 

At last, we can conclude that the academic empirical evidence for generational 

differences in work values is vague. The overview of the literature indicated that the 

results are at best mixed. Many studies are unable to find the predicted differences in 

work values and those that do often fail to distinguish the two theories and their 

meanings as possible drivers of such observed differences. In addition, the 

methodological limitations through the use of cross-sectional research designs in most 
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studies, confusion about the definition of a generation as opposed to a cohort, and a lack 

of consideration for differences in national context, ethnicity are plentiful in the 

empirical literature. 
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CHAPTER 3 

3.1. Methodology 

This study undertakes the issues of work values focusing on the predictive effects of 

extrinsic and intrinsic job factors for Xers and Millennial students of Hellenic 

Universities.  

The present study was conducted in three parts: 

1. The selection of instruments through a literature review in order to measure 

work values that are relevant to propose generational differences 

2.  The administration of the questionnaire to students at Hellenic Universities 

3.  Data analysis and reporting. 

A mixed questionnaire, based on the work of Cennamo (2005), was used to access the 

individual’s work values. The mixed questionnaire consisted of items on the scales of 

Elizur's (1984) Work Values Questionnaire (WVQ) and Lyons (2004) Work Values 

Scale (WVS). Items of both scales were selected by the researcher in order to represent 

only the facets of pay, supervision, work/life balance, feedback, work itself and 

promotion Survey consisted of a series of items with each item representing one facet 

that answers the question “how important is in your ideal job to”. If respondents found 

the item-facet “very important” then they would issue a 5, based on a five Likert scale, 

while if they did consider it as “not at all important” then they would issue a 1. The 

questionnaires then distributed to 119 students of Macedonia University of Thessaloniki 

in Greece, via Google forms. Participants’ generation group affiliation was determined 

from respondents’ self-reported year of birth using the PEW research center scale. T-

test and crosstabulation techniques were utilized to analyze survey data, as also 

Cronbach alpha was computed to measure internal consistency. Cronbach’s alpha tests 

indicated that reliability coefficients of all of the constructs ranged from .83 to .87. 

 

3.2. Data Collection 

Subjects of this study were students of Hellenic Universities. A total of 119 students 

participated in the present study, of whom 107 (89,92%) was the valid sample. Students, 
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consequently survey participants, were reasonably diverse with respect to demographic 

factors of income, with the female being the main sex group. Demographic 

characteristics of the research sample are presented in more detail in Chapter 4. Based 

on a self-reported birth year, our sample consisted of Generation X and Millennials 

students, as well as some students of Generation Z and Baby Boomers. These 

generations were only noted peripherally and then were excluded from the survey (with 

7 invalid answers representing both generations) as they were not the focus groups of 

this study. Also, another 5 answers were invalid, concluded in a sample of 107. 

 With approval from the University’s administrative offices, survey packets were 

distributed via mail to all undergraduate and post-graduate students. The survey packet 

contained a letter to the university’s administrative offices asking them to promote the 

questionnaire and inviting every student to participate in the voluntary survey (see 

Appendix A), a letter from the researcher assuring the administrative offices that this 

study was conducted for a thesis under the name “Generational differences in extrinsic 

and intrinsic international work values between Generation X and Millennial: the case 

of Greece” and within the context of Masters in International Business at the University 

of Macedonia (see Appendix B). To protect the confidentiality of the participants, they 

were not required to provide their name or any other identifying information on the 

survey. Also, the survey (see Appendix C) was sent online via Google forms, which 

secured the confidentiality of the participants and strengthened candid input. 

 

3.3. Instruments  

For this study, a single consolidated survey was compiled which included the abridged 

Work Values Questionnaire, Lyon’s Work Value Scale. A measure of work values was 

required that measured relevant work value dimensions identified in the literature. After 

a review of the literature, two scales (Elizur, 1984;  Lyons,  2004) were found to assess 

most of the relevant characteristics of work values.  
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Elizur's (1984) Work Values Questionnaire (WVQ) 

In 1984, when Elizur formatted the questionnaire, he conducted the first verification 

research on 144 randomly chosen adults in Israel. The WVQ consisted of 24 items for 

which respondents were asked to indicate to what extent each of them was important. 

There were six possible response categories ranging from “very important” to “very 

unimportant”. Elizur (1984) based the development of the scale on a facet definition of 

work values which provided guidelines for selecting items and allowed for the 

formulation of hypothesized relationships between work value components, has been 

systematically designed to represent the various aspects of work values (Cennamo, 

2005).   

Each item was carefully selected in order to represent major perspectives outlined by 

basic motivational theories, especially need theories. Some examples are existence - 

pay, security, relatedness - esteem, recognition, growth - personal growth that were 

influenced by Maslow’s needs hierarchy (1954) and Alderfer’s ERG (1972). Also, from 

McClelland’s (1961) were the items of achievement, affiliation -  coworkers and power 

- influence and from Herzberg’s (1974) are the motivators (the cognitive items), and 

hygiene (material and social items). The job characteristics model of Hackman and 

Oldham (1980) is represented by items like; variety, use of ability, meaningful work, 

independence (autonomy), feedback, recognition. All items assess the importance of the 

various items which represent the valence of outcomes in terms of expectancy theory 

(Vroom, 1964). So, the final classification of Elizur’s questionnaire items has as it 

follows:  

1. Instrumental: pay, hours of work, security, benefits, and work conditions 

2. Affective: relations with supervisor, co-workers, recognition, feeling esteemed 

as a person and opportunity to interact with people 

Cognitive values.  Ros et al. (1999) suggested this category be divided into intrinsic and 

prestige regions in order to make better sense of the data.  So, the final category was 

classified as:  

3. Cognitive-Intrinsic items: responsibility, interesting work, feedback, meaningful 

work, use of abilities, opportunity for development and making a contribution to 

society 
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4. Cognitive-Prestige items: advancement, achievement, influence in work and the 

organization, independence, having pride in company, status 

The results were calculated using the statistical technique of Smallest Space Analysis 

(SSA). As for its validity, reliability and the accuracy of its results we can say with 

certainty that is a well-tested questionnaire as it has been thoroughly tested in a number 

of studies (e.g. Elizur, 1984, 1994; Selmer, 2000) as well as in cross-cultural 

comparisons  (Borg, 1986; Elizur et al., 1991) and has been shown to be internally 

consistent (e.g. a = .88, Selmer and de Leon, 2002). The structure of the questionnaire 

has been replicated across a number of studies (e.g. Elizur et al., 1991; Ros et al., 1999; 

Selmer, 2000), and has been shown to be similar for both men and women (Elizur, 

1994). 

 

Lyons (2004) Work Values Scale (LWVS) 

The LWVS was used in the present study because it incorporates work aspects that are 

germane to the modern work context (Lyons et al., 2010), and has been used in a 

number of previous studies (Sillerud, 2011; Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Infeld et al., 

2010; Lyons, Duxbury, and Higgins, 2005; Lyons et al., 2012; Zupan et al., 2015; de 

Cooman and Dries, 2012).  

 The full version of the LWVS was developed from 12 well-validated work value 

measures and the items were categorized by independent raters using a Q-sort approach, 

resulting in a set of 31 discrete work aspects  (Lyons, 2004). The scale was developed 

by reviewing existing work values measures to generate a comprehensive list of items. 

Τhe widespread use of Likert-type scales in the social sciences stands as evidence of 

their utility and acceptance as a valid measurement approach (Cooper and Schindler, 

1995) justified the preference of a Likert response format. Then the LWVS has been 

administered to 1,196 Canadian workers in previous research by Lyons (2004).  

The need for a new modified version of the Lyons Work Values Survey (Lyons et al., 

2010) was necessary  due to the fact that the original version of LWVS contained some 

items that do not load reliably on the four factors (Lyons et al., 2010) and was 

unbalanced, with most of the items loading on two of the factors.  Adding to that, its 

long extent was proven to be also a big issue because it was somewhat onerous for 
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respondents to complete. That is why a shorter version was created, which was 

comprised of only 25 items on a 5-point Likert response format. The 25 questions deal 

with the various factors that people consider to be important in their work. People use 

these factors in making important decisions about their jobs and careers. They are not 

all considered to be equally important and different people place importance on the 

different factors. Furthermore, those 25 items were categorized in four main factors (a) 

extrinsic; (b) intrinsic; (c) social/altruistic; (d) prestige. Extrinsic work values were 

represented by nine items and intrinsic by eight. As for social/altruistic and prestige 

work values, both were represented by an equal number of items. 

As Elizur's (1984) scale was one of the scales used as the basis for Lyons's                                  

(2004) WVS, this made it feasible to merge the scales without a vast number of 

additional items. Elizur's (1984) instrumental, affective, cognitive-intrinsic and 

cognitive-prestige factors overlapped with Lyons (2004) extrinsic, intrinsic and factors 

respectively. For this study, we specially selected only the items that represent extrinsic 

and intrinsic factors and the job facets of pay, supervision, work/life balance, feedback, 

work itself and promotion. The pre-selection and the formation of this mixed 

questionnaire were based on Cennamo’s (2005) work and then the authors of this study 

further specified and selected the items of interest. The items from the Elizur’s scale 

were 1, 2, 4-7, 11 and from Lyons (2004) were 3, 8-10, 12-14 with a total of fourteen 

items. For the facets of pay the corresponding items were one; supervision was one; 

work/life balance were two; feedback was one; work itself were eight;  promotion was 

one. For clarity, the definition and type classification for each job facet is presented in 

Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Definition of Job Facets 

Job Facet Definition Type 

 

 

Work Itself 

 

 

 

Concerned with the employee’s satisfaction with the work 

itself. Aspects of this facet include opportunities for 

creativity and task variety, allowing an individual to 

increase his or her knowledge, and changes in 

responsibility, amount of work, autonomy, job 

enrichment, and job complexity (Smith et al., 1969) 

 

 

 

Intrinsic  
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Promotion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pay 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Supervision 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Work/Life 

balance 

 

 

 

 

 

Feedback 

Refers to the employee’s satisfaction with the 

organization’s promotion policy and the administration of 

the same. Promotion is thought to be a function of the 

frequency, importance, and desirability of promotions 

(Smith et al., 1969) 

 

Addresses attitude toward pay and is based on the 

perceived difference between actual pay and expected 

pay. Expected pay is based on both the value of the 

perceived inputs and outputs of the job and of other 

employees holding similar jobs or possessing similar 

qualifications. Also influenced by the personal situation of 

the employee, the economy and the amount of pay an 

employee has received previously (Smith et al., 1969). 

 

 

Reflects the employee’s satisfaction with his or her 

supervisors(s). In general, the more considerate and 

employee-centered supervisors are the greater the levels 

of employee satisfaction with supervisors. Furthermore, 

the greater the supervisor’s perceived competence on the 

job, the greater the levels of satisfaction (Smith et al., 

1969) 

 

 Work/life balance has been defined as “satisfaction and 

good functioning at work and at home with a minimum of 

role conflict” (Clark, 2000, p. 751). Thus, when demands 

from the work and non-work domains are mutually 

incompatible, conflict may occur. For this reason, a lack 

of balance between work and non-work is commonly 

conceptualized as work/family conflict or work/non-work 

conflict (Frone et al., 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1996) 

 

The feedback environment refers to the contextual aspects 

of day-to-day supervisor-subordinate and coworker-

coworker feedback processes rather than to the formal 

 

Intrinsic  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic  
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performance appraisal feedback session. An 

organization’s feedback environment has been defined as 

the amount and availability of positive and negative 

feedback from different sources (Steelman et al., 2004). 

 

   

Source: Curry, Cheryl J. 2005. “Predicting the Effects of Extrinsic and Intrinsic Job Factors on Overall 

Job Satisfaction for Generation X and Baby Boomers in a Regional Healthcare Organization.” : 1–92. 

 

3.4. Cross Examination 

In this section, we will discuss the values of each generation in respect of their ideal job. 

Through an extended literature review we collected data on how each generation ranked 

their preferences on extrinsic and intrinsic work values; focusing on the facets of pay, 

supervision, work/life balance, feedback, promotion and work itself, as also whether 

those differences really do exist. The side by side comparison of Millennials and 

Generation X will provide us with a holistic view of each generation, and at the same 

time, it will project the differences and similarities between them; setting the tone as to 

what our hypotheses will be. Also, due to the fact that most of our data drew from 

international samples, with only some exceptions referring to Greek workforce; may 

lead our study to different results as we hypothesize and that is because our hypotheses 

are based on this international extrinsic and intrinsic work values. 

 We will begin with the cohort of Millennials and we will find our way to Generation X.  

 

 Generations under microscope  

A very comprehensive study of PWC on Millennials cleared the vague space that 

surrounds this generation (PWC, 2011). They studied over 4,000 graduates across 75 

countries on the matters of attraction, development and management of the Millennial 

generation. In their quest, they asked all Millennials to rank the benefits they would 

most value from an employer. In their answer Millennials ranked training and 

development as first, flexible working hours as second and cash bonuses as third with 

12% difference from each other, but when they asked “Which of the following things do 



40 
 

you believe make an organization an attractive employer?” they said that opportunities 

for career progression was first with 52%, and competitive wages or other financial 

incentive were second with 44%. At third place with 35% were the training and 

development programs and flexible working hours were fourth with 21%. The most 

remarkable outcome of this study was shown when employed Millennials were asked: 

“which was the factor that led them to accept their current job?”. In their answer, they 

put first their personal development (65%), third the role itself (24%), fourth the starting 

salary (21%) and seventh other long potential financial rewards (20%) with working 

hours/annual leave allowance only collecting an 11%. The answers of the employed 

Millennials showed that they are prepared to be more practical when it comes to 

accepting a job in contrast to the unemployed graduate Millennials. Given the recruiting 

cutbacks in many countries over the past years, including Greece, it’s hardly surprising 

that they are taking a more realistic approach to job hunting and overall career 

expectations.  

The PWC’s results came to valid other studies like Broadbridge et al. (2007) and 

Terjesen et al. (2007). Both studies interviewed university students and they draw the 

same conclusion; Millennials are working for career success and having training and 

development, as also were attracted to organizations on whether if the last one provide 

training and development programs and opportunities for long-term career progression, 

respectively. Although perceptions of career success are driven by promotions, the 

importance of promotions becomes less important for employees as they get near 

retirement. Evidence of that is the stereotype that surrounds Millennials and 

characterizes them as “impatient to succeed”. This attitude resulted in an expectation for 

instant rewards rather than “paying dues” prior to any type of advancement that 

characterizes older generations (Arnett, 2004). Many researchers supported this 

stereotype and they reported that over 2/3 of the respondents expected to be promoted 

within the first 18 months in their first job (Ng, Schweitzer, and Lyons, 2010a) or even 

sooner (Erickson, 2009). When they do not see the quick rewards at one firm, 

Millennials will move to an employer that provides greater opportunities. It is 

interesting to note that, while promotions are very important to Millennials, they want 

them with minimal effort, perhaps reflecting the sense of entitlement that is the product 

of a pampered upbringing (Twenge, 2008; Corporate Leadership Council, 2006). 
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Therefore, we expect career advancement to differ across generations, being valued 

most by Generation Y and least by Gen X.  

Hypothesis 1: The facet of promotion will be more valued by Millennials than by 

Generation X 

This “impatient nature of Millennials for success” goes hand in hand with expectations 

in pay raises. In addition, pay was found to be one of the highest ranked facets for 

Millennials and at the same time ranked higher than the older generations did. This is 

consistent with the finding of Chen et al. (2000) and White (2005), who found that 

economic return ranked significantly higher as a work value. This constitutes our 

second and third hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2: Millennials will rank the facet of pay as their most important 

extrinsic value  

Hypothesis 3: The facet of pay will be more valued by Millennials than by 

Generation X   

At the same time, the finding of the younger generation who valued economic returns 

the most goes hand-in-hand with another generational trend in the supervisory 

relationship. Unlike Xers, Millennials are not as independent and tend to follow 

directions well, requiring guidance from their supervisors and work excellent in 

mentoring programs (Dolezalek and Stokes, 2007; Kehrli and Sopp 2006; Orrell 2009). 

In general, they want managers who empower them and who are open and positive 

(Baron et al., 2007) and it is expected of them to give personal attention to each 

employee (Gursoy et al., 2008). Someone could say that these supervision preferences 

are a residue of Millennials constant seeking of approval and praise (Crumpacker and 

Crumpacker, 2007). Also, Yers grew up in a technologically driven environment that 

has made them accustomed to immediate access to information and instant 

communication with online connections (Steele and Gordon, 2006). At work, this 

translates to a desire to receive detailed feedback, about performance, from their 

supervisors on a frequent basis (Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 2007; Westerman and 

Yamamura, 2007; Francis-Smith, 2004; Herman and Eckel, 2002), which in its turn 

may reflect their need for financial rewards. McClelland (1965, p. 7) noted that “the 

person with a high need (for achievement) is interested in money rewards or profits 
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primarily because of the feedback they give him as to how well he is doing… the money 

reward is not the incentive to effort”. The younger generations view the value of 

supervisory relationship much higher than older generations in order to achieve the goal 

of quick promotions and therefore getting high-economic returns, all ending in a vicious 

circle. Generation X has also been noted to want immediate feedback (Wong et al., 

2008), although not as frequently as Generation Y (Glass, 2007; Martin, 2005).  All the 

above form our fourth and fifth hypothesis.  

 Hypothesis 4: The facet of supervision will be more valued by Millennials than 

by Generation X 

 Hypothesis 5: The feedback facet of Millennials is not significantly different 

from the feedback facet of Generation X  

As for the work/life balance facet, the views of Millennials are that even though they are 

thought to be hard and ambitious workers (Gursoy et al., 2008), work is not the most 

important thing in life (Lancaster and Stillman, 2002), which leads in placing more 

importance on family and friends. This does not mean that the Millennials are desperate 

to “punch-out” the card on their work schedules, but rather, that they seek employers 

who can provide them with fluidity between work and play (NAS insights, 2006). 

Employers should note that the Millennials are currently in their 20s, and often are free 

from family or care-taking commitments at this stage of their life cycle (McMahon 

2008). On the same page as Millennials, we can find Generation X, as both generations 

have been noted to place a high value on work/life balance (Cennamo and Gardner, 

2008; Glass, 2007), with Xers having a state of mind of “work to live” (Gursoy et al., 

2008). The studies also have shown that even though Millennials (M = 3.37, SD = 0.68) 

and Generation Xers (M = 3.26, SD = 0.62) are strong believers on separating work and 

personal life, Millennials are likely to be the ones with the least attachment to work. In 

the same results concluded Cennamo and Gardner (2008) who found that leisure values 

(which they defined as work/life balance) were valued more by Yers than Xers. Thus 

some evidence,  including two time-lag studies (Twenge et al., 2010; Wray-Lake et al., 

2011) and three cross-sectional studies (Gursoy et al., 2013; Lyons et al., 2012; Sullivan 

et al., 2009), were in support that successive generations place increasing priority on 

work/life balance. Only, Lub et al. (2012) found evidence that supported otherwise. In 

addition, both generations valued work arrangements that promote flexible work 
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schedules (Bova and Kroth, 2001; Raines, 2002; Joyner, 2000), which was proven to be 

typical practices associated with work/life balance (Eikhof, Warhurst and Haunschild, 

2007). On this matter, Zopiatis et al. (2012) found that again Millennials (M=3.32) put 

more value on flexible work schedules than Xers (M = 3.00).  

Hypothesis 6: The work/life balance facet for Millennials is not significantly 

different from the work/life balance facet for Generation X  

Finally, when we talk about Greek Millennials we can only say one thing for sure; the 

literature on them is so small, the results about their values are vague, and the 

probability of the existence of generational differences between them and Generation X 

is not definitive. Only a few studies exist, to the author’s knowledge, on these matters.  

Papavasileiou and Lyons (2015) found that Greek Millennials placed the greatest 

priority on intrinsic work values than on extrinsic. It is worth noting that Greek 

Millennials placed work itself items (innovation, use abilities, autonomy) higher than 

anything else.  

Hypothesis 7: Millennials will rank work itself as their most important intrinsic 

value 

Another important data was that the facet of earnings was placed third as an extrinsic 

factor. These results suggest that, even in the face of the economic crisis that has 

affected their generation, Greek Millennials place most importance on the psychological 

and social aspects of their jobs, and less importance on pay and security (Papavasileiou 

and Lyons, 2015), which is in line with Lancaster and Stillman (2003) and Yang and 

Guy (2006). Given that they saw their parents work too hard and spend less time at 

home, and that they are more likely to be laid off themselves, GenMe members may 

believe that there is more to life than a big salary, resulting in a lower value for the 

extrinsic rewards. The results of Papavasileiou and Lyons (2015) on Greek Millennials 

combined together with the aforesaid study of PWC (2011) on an international sample 

of Millennials, made us form the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 8:  Millennials will value more the intrinsic than the extrinsic factor  

As for Generation X, the characteristic that exceeded all the others is the continuous 

learning. Many researchers agreed with this statement which was obvious even back at 

1997 and until today seems that nothing has changed. Bova and Kroth (1999) reported 
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that Generation X employees place a very high value on workplaces that support 

continuous learning and skill development. They enjoy the sense of an “atmosphere 

conducive to learning”, and to “what I'm doing and also learn a lot of different things”. 

They want work to be constantly challenging, causing them to stretch, and not being a 

dull experience. This generation believes that their overall success will depend on 

continuing education and develop new skills that will keep them marketable throughout 

their lifespan (Mann, 2006). That is the reason why they believe that the more degrees 

or experience they can acquire, the more they feel they are able to manage opportunity. 

Because those two characteristics belong to the intrinsic factor, and more specifically 

the facet of work itself; we hypothesized the following: 

Hypothesis 9:  Generation X will value more the intrinsic than the extrinsic 

factor 

As a reward for their dedication, they expect faster promotions and pay raises, after 

what the group feels is justified performance (Heng and Yazdanifard, 2013), especially 

now that Baby  Boomers begin to retire. Also, money does not necessarily motivate 

members of this generation, but the absence of money might lead them to lose 

motivation (Karp et al., 2002). Unlike previous generations, Xers recognize that their 

careers cannot be founded securely with any one employer. They are more likely to 

regard companies as places to grow, not places to grow old, proving that job hopping is 

a possible scenario for this “me” oriented generation. As for their supervision 

preferences, They prefer to work independently with minimal supervision, focus 

quickly to get results and thrive on opportunities to grow (Forman and Carlin, 2005) and 

they only expect specific constructive feedback on their performance (Crampton and 

Hodge, 2007).  

 Hypothesis 10: Generation X will rank the facet of work itself as their most 

important intrinsic value 

Hypothesis 11: Generation X will rank the facet of pay as their most important 

extrinsic value  

Now, summing it all up and making the appropriate associations concentrating on the 

intrinsic work values, the findings suggest that the most significant generational 

differences lie with career advancement opportunities and skill development that are 
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more strongly valued by Generation Y compared with Generation X (Wong et al., 

2008). Career advancement was not only valued to a greater extent by Generation Y, but 

the moderating effects of the career advancement value item were different as well. 

Interestingly, however, importance was not a moderator of the relationship between 

employee perceptions of promotion opportunities and any of the attitudinal outcomes 

for Generation Y. Instead, statistically significant moderating effects were found for the 

career advancement value for Generation X (Mencl and Lester, 2014). Another reason 

that older employees are less motivated to learn is that levels of cognitive processing 

naturally decline over time and cause learning to occur more slowly. As learning 

becomes more difficult, individuals are less likely to participate in training activities 

(Jain and Martindale, 2012). These circumstances took collectively suggest younger 

generations will place greater value on a workplace that allows continuous learning 

compared with older generations, with the greatest importance identified by Generation 

Y (Mencl and Lester, 2014). That is why we:  

Hypothesis 12: The facet of work itself will be more valued by Millennials than 

by Generation X   

Hypothesis 13: Generation X will value less the intrinsic factor than 

Millennials, but with small statistical differences 

Beyond the paucity of empirical research in this area, the frequency of conflicting 

results makes it difficult to make firm conclusions on work values across generations. 

For instance, while Cennamo and Gardner (2008) found no generational differences in 

intrinsic values, Lyons et al. (2005a) did find significant generational differences, with 

Millennials placing less importance on intrinsic work values than did the Xers (p < 

.001). In addition, Twenge (2010) and Twenge et al. (2010) were one of the only studies 

that tested intergenerational work values. Twenge (2010) found no differences 

regarding intrinsic values and seven months later, Twenge et al. (2010) reported 

marginally lower intrinsic work values for Xers than Millennials, corroborating the 

original findings. All these prove the exact opposite as we have already theorized. Till 

now we expected Millennials to differ in the facets of promotion and work itself and 

being more valued by them than by Xers. We based these consumptions on the data of 

international samples, which proved to be at best mixed, and the data for Greek 

Millennials, making it our determinative factor for our final decision. This led us to 
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conclude that intrinsic factors will be valued more from Millennials but we expect there 

will be no statistically significant differences between the generations. 

As for the extrinsic work values, the findings are more ditto. Twenge et al. (2010) used 

the data of Monitoring the Future Study, which was collected from US high school 

seniors in 1976, 1991, and 2006, in order to compare the work values. Data showed that 

Generation X placed the most emphasis on the material rewards of work (extrinsic work 

values), followed by Generation Me. GenMe was less likely to value extrinsic rewards 

in their work than GenX (d = −.13) (Twenge et al., 2010 in press). In addition, Wray-

Lake et al.’s (2011) findings suggest higher extrinsic work values in Generation X 

compared to Yers; making us hypothesizing that: 

Hypothesis 14: Generation Χ will value the extrinsic factor more than 

Millennials  

Despite some evidence supporting generational differences in work values, additional 

research suggests that more similarities than differences exist. Cennamo and Gardner 

(2008) did not find differences in extrinsic, intrinsic values. Finally, Lyons and 

colleagues (2005a) found no differences in extrinsic work values, such as salary, 

benefits, and job security. Generation-specific research that examined the contribution 

of salary perceptions to career success showed nearly identical effect sizes for 

Generation Y ( ηp
2 = .74 ), Generation X (ηp

2 = .71) (Dries et al., 2008). Although 

employees may have different expectations regarding their absolute compensation, 

employees, in general, want to feel as though they are adequately rewarded by the 

organization (Pfeffer and Veiga, 1999). In our study, we mainly followed a line that 

posits that generational differences do exist, not only for factors but also for the facets 

too. This indicates that most of our hypotheses are a statement of “either one generation 

will value or find more important a facet/factor or the other will”. In few cases, we 

hypothesized that the generations will be the same due to mixed results that we found in 

our literature review. In the following chapter, we conduct our research on Hellenic 

University students belonging in both under investigate generations, and then we reject 

or support accordingly our hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

4.1. Results 

This study undertakes the issues of work values focusing on the predictive effects of 

extrinsic and intrinsic job facets for Xers and Millennials for University students of 

Hellenic Universities. A total of 119 students participated in the present study. Based on 

self-reported birth year, 5 respondents were classified as Generation Z, 2 as Baby 

Boomers and 5 were invalid birth dates and were excluded from the survey as it not the 

focus of this study. The remaining 107 participants became the sample used in the 

analysis. Based on self-reported birth year, 81.3 % were classified as Millennials and 

18.7 % as Generation X. As we can already see, there is no balance in the number of 

responses between the groups. Demographic characteristics of the research sample in 

Table 2, also, shows that students were reasonably diverse with respect to demographic 

factors of income. Females were found to be the main sex group for both generations, 

with a total of 69 (65.1 %) answers.  As for the income, it was separated into 6 

categories. More than a half of Millennials reported their income to be between 0 – 500 

Euros per month, while only one Xer reported their income in that range. Almost same 

were the income results for both generations for the ranges of 501 – 800 Euros per 

month. Another thing worth noticing is that Xers outmatched Millennials in the ranges 

of 801 – 1000, 1001 - 1300 and 1601+ Euros per month, with percentages at 26.3%, 

15.8 % and 15.8% respectively for each range, while it was the only generation 

reporting an income of 1301 – 1600. The differences between the groups’ income 

results weren’t unexpected because our sample consisted of university students; 

especially when we think about the fact that Millennials got the biggest pie in our 

sample. With this statement, we intend to rationalize why there was this gap in salaries. 

First of all, Millennials had a mean age of 26, which is a little above the limit of the 

lowest wage in Greece. Also, most of them (59.8%) picked the range of 0 – 500 

indicating that they were unemployed or low-paid undergraduate or postgraduate 

students. Maybe economic crisis is at fault for the situation that Millennials are going 
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through, which also explains why we don’t see many Millennials in the labor force, let 

alone in a supervisory position. Especially if we take into consideration that Greece 

unemployment rates in August of 2017 were at 20.7% in general, and at 40.2% was for 

young unemployment. Those numbers indicate that our previous assumptions may be 

truer than we thought. On the other hand, Xers’ greater incomes are a result of their 

years of employment. We hypothesize that the explanation of their salaries is that they 

hold some kind of supervisory position. But yet again it was not this study’s purpose to 

investigate whether salaries influence the work values of our target generations. 

 

Table 2. Demographic Description of Sample 
 

   Total                  Generation X        Millennialls 
   N=106                    N=19                       N=87   

Ν         %                   Ν         %                Ν          % 

   
Gender 
            Male                                              37        34.9             5         26.3            32        36.8 
            Female                                          69        65.1            14        73.7            55        63.2 
 
Income 
            0 – 500                                          53         50.0            1          5.3             52        59.8 
            501 – 800                                     18         17.0            3          15.8           15        17.2 
            801 – 1000                                   18         17.0            5          26.3           13        14.9 
            1001 – 1300                                 7           6.6              3          15.8           4          4.6 
            1301 – 1600                                 4           3.8              4          21.0           0          0.0 
            1601 +                                           6           5.7              3          15.8           3          3.5 

 

 

4.2. Reliability 

The work value score for the six job facets was computed from the items on the survey. 

The reliability of these scales was determined by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The 

Cronbach’s Alpha was .876 with values for this measure ranging from .83 to .87 as 

reported in Table 3 
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Table 3. Reliability of Scales 
 

Scale                                                   Number of items                         Cronbach’s alpha coefficient  

   
Extrinsic job facets 
            Pay                                                       1                                                               .856 
            Supervision                                         1                                                               .853 
            Feedback                                             1                                                              .856 
            Work/life balance                              2                                                              .852 
 
Intrinsic job facets 
            Promotion                                          1                                                               .870 
            Work itself                                          8                                                               .836 
 
 
 

4.3. Analysis 

Scales measuring two factors (extrinsic and intrinsic), six job facets (pay, supervision, 

feedback, work/life balance, promotion and work itself) and a total of 14 items were 

calculated and used in the analyses of the research questions. The descriptive statistics 

for these scales and the analysis of our hypotheses were based on T-test techniques. The 

T-test was used to compare work values between generation groups. Also, 

crosstabulation techniques were used in order to investigate the exact answers of each 

group for each facet. The results of all techniques are reported altogether below 

followed by their analyses.   

   

 

4.3.2. T-test 

 

4.3.2.1. Means and standard deviations of scales 

  

Work itself scale contained 8 items and work/life balance contained 2 items, versus 1 

item for all other facet scales; so mean ratings were adjusted divided by 8 and 2 

respectively, for easier comparison. Also, the valid sample for supervision (N = 105), 

feedback (N = 102) and work/life balance (N = 103) was different from the one of work 
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itself, promotion and pay that was N = 107. This discrepancy was due to invalid 

answers for the supervision facet and due to the later entrance of the last two facets in 

the questionnaire. After those amendments, the final results of all means and standard 

deviations are reported in Table 4.  

 

As seen in Table 4, feedback (M = 3.77) and the adjusted work itself (M = 3.94) were 

rated lowest in the total sample. The ratings for supervision (M = 4.35) and promotion 

(M = 4.24) were rated the highest in the total sample. In the middle were the facets of 

pay (M = 4.09) and the adjusted work/life balance (M = 3.98). 

 

The job facets with the lowest ratings within each group were the feedback (Generation 

X, M = 3.83; Millennials, M = 3.76) and the adjusted work itself facet (Generation X, M 

= 4.03; Millennials, M = 3.93). Mean scale ratings for pay (Generation X, M = 4.05; 

Millennials, M = 4.10) were similar for both groups. Pay, also, was ranked fourth for 

Generation X compared to third for Millennials.  Promotion (Generation X, M = 4.30; 

Millenials, M = 4.22), supervision (Generation X, M = 4.42; Millennials, M = 4.33) 

scale ratings were slightly higher in each case for Generation X than for Millennials, 

with the greatest difference reported for the adjusted work/life balance facet (Generation 

X, M = 4.13; Millennials, M = 3.94). All three aforesaid facets were ranked in the same 

order within each generation, which is second, first and fourth, respectively. 

 

 

Table 4. Means and Standard deviations of scales adjusted for a number of items 
 
   Total                  Generation X        Millennials 

   N=107                    N= 20                     N=87  
                                                      Range 

 

M        SD                  M       SD               M        SD 

   
Extrinsic job facets 
            Pay                                     1 – 5                4.09     0.926           4.05     1.050        4.10      0.902         
            Supervision                       1 – 5               4.35     0.854           4.42      0.961        4.33      0.834    
            Feedback                           1 – 5               3.77     1.033           3.83     1.098        3.76      1.025 
            Work/life balance*          1 – 5               3.98     0.923           4.13     1.025        3.94      0.901                 
 
Intrinsic job facets 
            Promotion                         1 – 5               4.24     0.909           4.30     1.031        4.22      0.885 
            Work itself*                      1 – 5               3.94     0.848           4.03     1.003        3.93      0.813 
 
 
Extrinsic                                                                4.04      0.785          4.06      0.932        4.03      0.753 
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Intrinsic                                                                 3.99      0.793          4.11      0.887       3.97       0.772 
 

*Adjusted for a number of items 
 
 
 

Mean score analysis: Mean score analysis by generation group for each of the fourteen 

survey items related to the six job facets was conducted to determine how each 

generation ranked each facet in accordance to their preferences for the ideal job. There 

was no significant difference in how Generation X and Millennials ranked each facet. 

Differences between group responses were found only for pay and for the adjusted 

work/life balance facet, where Xers ranked them as forth and third respectively and 

Millennials ranked them in reverse order. Also, mean scores for the total sample were 

computed in order to see how each facet was ranked jointly from both generations. The 

ranking of mean scores for the total sample followed the same trend as Millennials’ 

ranking. At last, mean scores for extrinsic and intrinsic factors were computed so that to 

draw results on which factor is more important for each generation.  The most important 

factor for Xers was the intrinsic and for Millennials was the extrinsic. 

 

4.3.2.2. T-test hypothesis 

 

Hypothesis 1 

The facet of promotion will be more valued by Millennials than by 

Generation X 

 

Means (reported in Table 4) of 4.30 for Generation X and 4.22 for Millennials, with 

both generations ranking this facet as second in their preferences. Although that 

Generation X put more value on this facet than Millennials did, the difference between 

them is thought to be insignificant. Also, the T-test results pointed out there were no 
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significant difference between them (df = 105, t = .310, p = .758) for the facet of 

promotion.  

 

 

Hypothesis 2 

Millennials will rank the facet of pay as their the most important 

extrinsic value  

 

The mean scores (reported in Table 4) of Millennials showed that this generation ranked 

supervision (4.33) in the highest importance of all the extrinsic facets, followed by pay 

(4.10), work/life balance (3.94) and at last the facet of feedback (3.76).  

 

Hypothesis 3 

The facet of pay will be more valued by Millennials than by Generation 

X 

 

No significant difference was found (df = 105, t = -.231, p = .817) for facet of pay. 

Means (reported in Table 4) of 4.05 for Generation X and 4.10 for Millennials showed 

that even though Millennials valued the pay facet a little more than Xers the difference 

between them is statistically insignificant.  

 

 

Hypothesis 4 

The facet of supervision will be more valued by Millennials than by 

Generation X 

 

Means (reported in Table 4) of 4.42 for Generation X and 4.33 for Millennials, with 

both generations ranking this facet as first in their preferences. Although that 

Millennials put less value on this facet than Xers did, the difference between them is 

thought to be insignificant. Also, the T-test results pointed out there was no significant 

difference between them (df = 103, t = .385, p = .701) for the facet of supervision.  
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Hypothesis 5 

The feedback facet of Millennials is not significantly different from the 

feedback facet of Generation X 

 

Means (reported in Table 4) of 3.83 for Generation X and 3.76 for Millennials, with 

both generations ranking this facet as last in their preferences. Although that Generation 

X put more value on this facet than Millennials did, the difference between them is 

thought to be insignificant. Also, the T-test results pointed out there were no significant 

difference between them (df = 100, t = .265, p = .792) for the facet of feedback.  

 

 

Hypothesis 6 

The work/life balance facet for Millennials is not significantly different 

from the work/life balance facet for Generation X 

 

Means (reported in Table 4) of 4.13 for Generation X and 3.94 for Millennials, with 

Millennials put this facet as fourth in their preferences, a rank lower from Xers’. 

Although that Generation X put more value on this facet than Millennials did, the 

difference between them is thought to be insignificant. Also, the T-test results point out 

there were no significant differences between them (df = 101, t = .788, p = .433) for the 

adjusted facet of work/life balance.  

 

 

Hypothesis 7 

Millennials will rank work itself as their most important intrinsic value 

 

The mean scores (reported in Table 4) of Millennials showed that this generation ranked 

work itself (3.93) lower than promotion (4.22), making promotion the most important 

intrinsic facet for Millennials. 

 

 

Hypothesis 8 

  Millennials will value more the intrinsic than the extrinsic factor 
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The mean scores of Millennials for the extrinsic factor were reported as 4.03 and 3.96 

for the intrinsic, showing that extrinsic factors are more valued than intrinsic for the 

Millennial generation. Also, even though intrinsic mean scores were lower than 

extrinsic, they were not significantly different from each other. 

 

 

 

Hypothesis 9  

  Generation X will value more the intrinsic than the extrinsic factor 

 

The mean scores of Xers for the extrinsic factor were reported as 4.06 and 4.11 for the 

intrinsic. Also, even though intrinsic mean scores were higher than extrinsic, they were 

not significantly different from each other. 

 

Hypothesis 10 

Generation X will rank the facet of work itself as their most important 

intrinsic value 

The mean scores (reported in Table 4) of Xers showed that this generation ranked work 

itself (4.03) lower than promotion (4.30), making promotion the most important 

intrinsic facet for Generation X. 

 

Hypothesis 11 

Generation X will rank the facet of pay as their most important extrinsic 

value 

 

The mean scores (reported in Table 4) of Xers showed that this generation ranked 

supervision (4.42) in the highest importance of all the extrinsic facets, followed by 

work/life balance (4.13), pay (4.05) and at last the facet of feedback (3.83). 

 

 

Hypothesis 12 
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The facet of work itself will be more valued by Millennials than by 

Generation X   

 

Means (reported in Table 4) of 4.03 for Generation X and 3.93 for Millennials, with 

both generations ranking this facet as fifth in their preferences. Although that 

Generation X put more value on this facet than Millennials did, the difference between 

them is thought to be insignificant. Also, the T-test results pointed out there was no 

significant difference between them (df = 105, t = .475, p = .636) for the adjusted facet 

of work itself.  

 

 

Hypothesis 13 

Generation X will value less the intrinsic factor than Millennials, but 

with small statistical differences 

 

No significant difference was found (df = 105, t = .739, p = .462) for the intrinsic 

factor. The mean scores for the intrinsic factor were reported as 4.11 for Generation X 

and 3.96 for Millennials. Although that Millennials put less value on this facet than 

Xers did, the difference between them was thought to be insignificant, showing that 

there were not significantly different from each other. 

 

 

Hypothesis 14 

 Generation X will value extrinsic factors more than Millennial. 

 

No significant difference was found (df = 105, t = .145, p = .885) for the extrinsic 

factor. The mean scores for the extrinsic factor were reported as 4.06 for Generation X 

and 4.03 for Millennial showing that there were not significantly different from each 

other. 

 

T-test analysis:  T-test analysis by generation group for each of the fourteen survey 

items related to the six job facets was conducted in order to compare whether the two 

generations have different average values. With T-test techniques, which also include 
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the mean scores and the standard deviations of Table 4, we determined whether to 

support our hypotheses or reject them. Overall the results indicated that the variability 

of each facet between the two generations was about the same and there was no 

statistically significant difference between them. Generally, Xers had greater mean 

scores than Millennials, except for the facet of pay  

 

4.3.3.  Crosstabulation 

 

Pay  

The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 5) showed that more Xers (80%) than 

Millennials (79.3%) found pay as “very important” to “absolutely important” work 

value. Disentangling those percentages, we saw that Millennials had an advantage of 

1.4% in the “very important” scale and a disadvantage of 2.1% in the “absolutely 

important” scale. Also, they thrived in the third scale (important), as Xers thrived in the 

second scale (somewhat important). No answers were given for the “not at all 

important” scale form Xers and only one was given from Millennials. 

 

Table 5. Crosstabulation of Responses for “pay” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Pay 

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Not at all important                                        0%                                   1.2% 
                                                                            (0)                                   (1) 
Somewhat important                                     15%                                 4.6% 
                                                                            (3)                                   (4) 
Important                                                          5%                                  14.9%     
                                                                            (1)                                   (13) 
Very important                                                 40%                                41.4% 
                                                                            (8)                                   (36) 
Absolutely important                                      40%                                37.9% 
                                                                            (8)                                   (33) 
 
Generation X (N= 20), Millennials (N = 87) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 
 

 

Supervision  
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The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 6) showed that less Xers (79.5%) than 

Millennials (89.5%) found supervision as “very important” to “absolutely important” 

work value. Disentangling those percentages, we saw that Millennials had the same 

advantage and disadvantage in the “very important” and “absolutely important” scale. 

Also, they were the only ones answered for the scales of “important” (N = 5) and “not 

at all important” (N = 1). Also, more Xers than Millennials valued supervision facet as 

“somewhat important”. 

 

 

Table 6. Crosstabulation of Responses for “supervision” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Supervision  

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Not at all important                                        0%                                   1.2% 
                                                                            (0)                                   (1) 
Somewhat important                                     10.5%                              3.5% 
                                                                            (2)                                   (3) 
Important                                                          0%                                  5.8%     
                                                                            (0)                                   (5) 
Very important                                                 26.3%                             39.5% 
                                                                            (5)                                   (34) 
Absolutely important                                      63.2%                             50% 
                                                                            (12)                                 (43) 
 
Generation X (N= 19), Millennials (N = 86) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 
 

 

 

Promotion  

The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 7) showed that less Xers (80%) than 

Millennials (83.9%) found promotion as “very important” to “absolutely important” 

work value. Disentangling those percentages, we saw that Millennials had an advantage 

of 17.9% in the “very important” scale and a disadvantage of 14% in the “absolutely 

important” scale. Also, Xers answered in the same way for the “important” and 

“somewhat important” scale with 10%; Millennials, on the other hand, valued those 

scales a little less. No answers were given for the “not important” scale for both 

generations. 
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Table 7. Crosstabulation of Responses for “promotion” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Promotion 

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Not at all important                                        0%                                   0% 
                                                                            (0)                                   (0) 
Somewhat important                                     10%                                 6.9% 
                                                                            (2)                                   (6) 
Important                                                          10%                                9.2%     
                                                                            (2)                                   (8) 
Very important                                                 20%                                37.9% 
                                                                            (4)                                   (33) 
Absolutely important                                      60%                                46% 
                                                                            (12)                                 (40) 
 
Generation X (N= 20), Millennials (N = 87) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 
 

 

Feedback  

The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 8) showed that more Xers (66.6%) than 

Millennials (64.3%) found feedback as “very important” to “absolutely important” work 

value. Disentangling those percentages, we saw that Millennials had an advantage of 

5.2% in the “very important” scale and a disadvantage of 7.1% in the “absolutely 

important” scale. Also, Xers answered in the same way for the “important” and 

“somewhat important” scale with 16.7%, as Millennials, on the other hand, valued more 

the “important” scales and less the “somewhat important” scale. No answers were given 

for the “not at all important” scale form Xers and two were given from the Millennial 

generation. 

 

Table 8. Crosstabulation of Responses for “feedback” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Feedback  

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Not at all important                                        0%                                   2.4% 
                                                                            (0)                                   (2) 
Somewhat important                                     16.7%                              9.5% 
                                                                            (3)                                   (8) 
Important                                                          16.7%                             23.8%     
                                                                            (3)                                   (20) 
Very important                                                 33.3%                             38.1% 
                                                                            (6)                                   (32) 
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Absolutely important                                      33.3%                             26.2% 
                                                                            (6)                                   (22) 
 

Generation X (N= 18), Millennials (N = 84) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 

 

 

Work itself (adjusted) 

The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 9) showed that 70% (N = 14) of Xers and 

57.5% (N = 50) of Millennials had a mean score over 4.00, which means they found the 

adjusted work itself facet “very important” to “absolutely important”. In all cases, Xers 

obtained higher results, except for the scale of Means ≥ 3 & Means < 4 where 

Millennials surpassed Xers. 

 

Table 9. Crosstabulation of Responses for “adjusted work itself” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Adjusted Work itself 

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Mean <2                                                            5%                                   3.4 % 
                                                                            (1)                                   (3) 
Mean ≥ 2 & Mean < 3                                     10%                                 6.9% 
                                                                            (2)                                   (6) 
Mean ≥ 3 & Mean < 4                                     15%                                 32.2%     
                                                                            (3)                                   (28) 
Mean ≥ 4 & Mean < 5                                     60%                                 56.3% 
                                                                            (12)                                 (49) 
Mean = 5                                                           10%                                1.2% 
                                                                            (2)                                   (1)  
 

Generation X (N= 20), Millennials (N = 87) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 
 

Work/life balance (adjusted) 

The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 10) showed that 78.9% (N = 15) of Xers 

and 64.3% (N = 54) of Millennials had a mean score over 4.00, which means they found 

the adjusted work/life balance facet “very important” to “absolutely important”. In the 

second (Mean ≥ 2 & Mean <3) and third (Mean ≥ 3 & Mean < 4) scale Millennials 
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obtained greater results than Xers, with the last one obtaining greater results for mean 

score smaller than 2.   

 

Table 10. Crosstabulation of Responses for “adjusted work/life balance” by 

Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Adjusted work/life balance 

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Mean <2                                                            5.3%                                1.2% 
                                                                            (1)                                    (1) 
Mean ≥ 2 & Mean < 3                                     5.3%                                10.7% 
                                                                            (1)                                    (9) 
Mean ≥ 3 & Mean < 4                                     10.5%                              23.8%     
                                                                            (2)                                    (20) 
Mean ≥ 4 & Mean < 5                                     42.1 %                             41.7% 
                                                                            (8)                                    (35) 
Mean = 5                                                           36.8%                              22.6% 
                                                                            (7)                                    (19) 
 
Generation X (N= 19), Millennials (N = 84) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 

 

Extrinsic mean  

The crosstabulation results (reported in Table 11) showed that 75% (N = 15) of Xers 

and 64.45% (N = 56) of Millennials had a mean score over 4.00, which means they 

found the extrinsic factor “very important” to “absolutely important”. In both cases, 

Xers picked those scales with higher percentages, showing that they valued the extrinsic 

factors more than Millennials. In the only scale that Millennials surpassed Xers was in 

the third one (Means ≥ 3 & Means < 4 ). 

 

Table 11. Crosstabulation of Responses for “extrinsic mean” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Extrinsic mean 

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Mean <2                                                            5%                                   1.2% 
                                                                            (1)                                   (1) 
Mean ≥ 2 & Mean < 3                                     10%                                 8.1% 
                                                                            (2)                                   (7) 
Mean ≥ 3 & Mean < 4                                     10%                                 26.3%     
                                                                            (2)                                   (23) 
Mean ≥ 4 & Mean < 5                                     60%                                 55.2% 
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                                                                            (12)                                 (48) 
Mean = 5                                                           15%                                9.2% 
                                                                            (3)                                   (8) 
 

Generation X (N= 20), Millennials (N = 87) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 

 

 

Intrinsic mean 

The crosstabulation results of the intrinsic factor showed that 70% (Ν = 14) of Xers and 

56.3% (N = 49) of Millennials had a mean score over 4.00, which means they found the 

extrinsic factor “very important” to “absolutely important”. In both cases, Xers picked 

those scales with higher percentages, showing that they valued the extrinsic factors 

more than Millennials. Especially for mean score of five, Xers surpassed Millennials by 

9.8%, as Millennials, on the other hand, surpassed Xers in the third one (Means ≥ 3 & 

Means < 4 ) by 14.5%. At last, the results on the mean scores of Mean ≥ 2 & Mean < 3 

were about the same for both generations. 

 

Table 12. Crosstabulation of Responses for “intrinsic mean” by Generation 
 

          Crosstabulation by Generations 
 
Intrinsic mean 

 

       Generation X                    Millennials 

   
Mean <2                                                            5%                                   3.4% 
                                                                            (1)                                   (3) 
Mean ≥ 2 & Mean < 3                                     5%                                   5.7% 
                                                                            (1)                                   (5) 
Mean ≥ 3 & Mean < 4                                     20%                                 34.5%     
                                                                            (4)                                   (30) 
Mean ≥ 4 & Mean < 5                                     60%                                 55.2% 
                                                                            (12)                                 (48) 
Mean = 5                                                           10%                                1.2% 
                                                                            (2)                                   (1) 
 

Generation X (N= 20), Millennials (N = 87) 

Note: Observed count displayed in parentheses 

 

 

Crosstabulation analysis: Crosstabulation analysis by generation group for each of the 

fourteen survey items related to the six job facets was conducted to determine if 

generation groups were emphasizing in different or similar dimensions of job facets. 

There was no significant difference in how Generation X and Millennials responded to 
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thirteen (92.9%) of the survey items. Differences between group responses were found 

for only one survey item. Crosstabulation results for this item showed a significant 

difference in group responses. When asked “how important is in their ideal job to be 

independent to make your own decisions”, Generation X and Millennials responded 

significantly different, χ2 (4, N = 106) = 9.77, p < .05. It is also noted in the Chi-Square 

test that five cells (50%) have expected count less than 5, with the minimum expected 

count being .36. Those results indicate that they exceed the threshold commonly 

allowed for reliable Chi-Square computation in crosstabulation analysis. 

 

4.4.         Summary of results 

Responses from 119 students of a Hellenic University who completed the survey and 

identified themselves as members of  Baby Boomer, Generation X, Millennials and 

Generation Z. The first and the last generation were excluded from the sample, as also 

some other invalid answers. As a result, our final sample consisted of 107 participants. 

The summary of results from all tests showed a unanimous outcome; there were no 

generational differences in respect of work values. The two generations answered 

almost similarly, with no significant differences, for both factors and for all facets. 

 

The use of T-test was necessary in order to compare the mean values of the two 

generations for each facet and factor. With this test, we also determined whether to 

support our hypotheses or reject them. Overall the results indicated that the variability 

of each facet between the two generations was about the same and there was no 

statistically significant difference between them. Additionally, from T-test, we used the 

mean scores and standard deviations so that we can study how generations ranked each 

facet and factor, and cross examine the results to see the difference between them (or 

how important was for every generation each facet and each factor). We studied those 

scores not only separate but together too. The outcome of our effort showed that the 

generations ranked the six facets almost in the same order and that even though Xers 

had higher mean scores, those were not statistically different from the ones of 

Millennials. The same logic was applied to the factor results. Finally, crosstabulation 

analysis was conducted for all items on the survey to determine if the groups were 

reacting similarly to the questions. Significant differences were found only in one item 
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from the facet of work itself; out of the fourteen total items that made up sic facets on 

the survey. 

CHAPTER 5 
 

5.1.  Discussion 

The workplace is evolving faster than ever before, especially when we are talking about 

the workforce. The workforce as we know it today has gone through major changes 

over the last few decades. We expect that (a) Baby Boomer’s retirement, (b) shift in 

work values, (c) shortage of highly skilled labor mainly due to the migration of the 

younger cohorts in order to chase a better future for themselves will contribute 

appreciably to the transformation of the workforce in the two next decades. These 

changes in labor’s composition will create new challenges in the way employers should 

manage their workforce, like their recruitment and retention methods. Finding a way to 

leveraging those job satisfiers that address the needs and demands of the emerging 

workforce could lead to an effective way in countering potentially negative 

circumstances. Prominent in the discussion of the changing labor market is the impact 

of generational preferences and differences related to Generation X and eminently 

emerging Millennial generation. This study explores the links between the generational 

differences in extrinsic and intrinsic work values of Generation X and Millennial 

students at a Hellenic University. The conclusions of the study will be used to suggest 

practical organizational strategies to offset the disadvantageous effects of the 

aforementioned negative circumstances so that managers will be able to recognize and 

handle workforce problematic behavior caused by generational differences issues. Also, 

it will set the path not only to this new era of HRM in Greece but also it will add a new 

value to the current theoretical base on generations, because of the unprecedented nature 

of it. 

 

5.2. Disposition of hypotheses 

Fourteen hypotheses were tested in the research to cull information about the two 

factors (extrinsic and intrinsic) and their six job facets (pay, supervision, work/life 

balance, feedback, work itself and promotion) for Generation X and Millennial students. 
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In our questionnaire, every facet was represented by one item except for work/life 

balance, which had two and work itself, which had eight. In our research, both facets 

have been replaced each by an adjusted one. The new adjusted facets included a mean 

score of all items that represented each facet. Also, we would like to emphasize on one 

important thing before we start our hypotheses analyses; when we mention “that one 

generation valued something more than the other” we will purport that their mean 

scores were higher and not the order they ranked each facet. If the rank is different, it 

will be mentioned otherwise.  

 

Now starting our hypotheses analyses. For hypothesis 1 it was expected that the facet of 

promotion will be more valued by Millennials than by Generation X.  Results of this 

study rejected hypothesis 1 not only because Xers were found to value more this facet, 

but also because the difference in their answers was statistically insignificant, showing 

that no generational differences exist. Hypothesis 2 proposed that Millennials will rank 

the facet of pay as their most important extrinsic value, which in its turn was rejected 

because Millennials ranked supervision as their most important extrinsic factor and put 

pay in third place when they thought about their ideal job. In hypothesis 3 we stated that 

the facet of pay will be more valued by Millennials than by Xers. Results of this study 

affirmed this hypothesis showing us that Millennials indeed valued pay more than Xers, 

but the difference between them wasn’t statistically significant, showing that no 

generational differences exist. Hypothesis 4 stated that the facet of supervision will be 

more valued by Millennials than by Xers and was overruled, and hypothesis 5 stated that 

the feedback facet of Millennials is not significantly different from the feedback facet of 

Generation X and was affirmed. Hypothesis 4 was overruled not only because Xers 

valued a little more this facet than Millennials, but also because the difference between 

them is thought to be insignificant. As for hypothesis 5, the results were in a match with 

our hypothesis, as they also showed that the feedback facet was the lowest ranked facet 

for both generations.  

 

For hypothesis 6 we expected that work/life balance for Millennials is not significantly 

different from the work/life balance for Generation X. The expected results were in sync 

with our hypothesis when you compare the mean scores between the generations. 

Hypothesis 7 proposed that Millennials will rank work itself as their most important 

intrinsic value and the results of the mean score were again against of the hypothesis. 
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For 8 and 9 we hypothesized that Millennials and Xers, respectively to the hypotheses, 

will value more the intrinsic than the extrinsic factor. The results affirmed only the 

second hypothesis and rejected the first one, but results pointed out that both factors, for 

both generations, were not significantly different from each other.   

 

Hypotheses 10 and 11 proposed that Generation X will rank the facet of work itself as 

their most important intrinsic value and the facet of pay as their most important 

extrinsic value, respectively. Both results showed a unanimous outcome, which is that 

our hypotheses were rejected. The same outcome was applied to our 12th hypothesis 

where the facet of work itself will be more valued by Millennials than by Generation X. 

Here we have to add that the results of the 12th hypothesis also showed that the 

differences between the mean scores of the two generations were thought to be 

insignificant, which in turn translated in no generational differences. Finally, for the last 

two hypotheses, we collected and compared the overall results on the extrinsic and 

intrinsic factors. Hypothesis 13 presumed that Generation X will value less the intrinsic 

factor than Millennials, but with a small statistical difference and hypothesis 14 

presumed that Generation X will value extrinsic factors more than Millennial. 

Hypothesis 13 was partially supported as Generation X was found to value more the 

intrinsic factor, but at the same time, the difference between their means scores showed 

that they were statistically insignificant. On the other hand, hypothesis 14 was affirmed, 

but it showed the same outcome as in hypothesis 13; the generations were not 

significantly different. 

 
  
 

Job facets 

Pay, supervision, feedback, work/life balance, work itself and promotion are work 

facets that are routinely included in studies on work values and have thus far garnered a 

fair body of research defining their role in the workplace. The literature on them was 

more focused on the U.S. workforce, as also on some European and Asian countries and 

Canada; making our study a unique addition to the broader literature.  Lack of research 

about the impact of these nascent job facets on Greek Millennial and Generation X 

students and workforce means there is little empirical data from which to draw 

theoretical conclusions and generate practical implications. In order to complete those 
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two limitations, we based our hypothesis and our data on the broader literature and then 

we discussed whether those results were affirmed for the Greek workforce. 

  

Work/life balance was explored because it has been suggested that Millennials will 

value this facet because they think that work is not the most important thing in life 

(Lancaster and Stillman, 2002). On the same page as Millennials, we can find 

Generation X, as both generations have been noted to place a high value on work/life 

balance (Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Glass, 2007), with Xers having a state of mind of 

“work to live” (Gursoy et al., 2008). It was revealed in this study that work/life balance 

facet was indeed not significantly different between the two generations. Even though 

the mean score of Generation X was higher than the one of Millennials, T-test showed 

that there were no significant differences between them for the adjusted facet of 

work/life balance. Work/life balance was one of the two facets that showed a different 

ranking order for each generation, with Xers ranking this adjusted facet in third place 

and Millennials ranking it in fourth. Crosstabulation results also showed that Generation 

X and Millennials responded differently to certain questions about their work/life 

balance. More were the Xers that viewed their work/life balance as “very important”, 

“absolutely important” and one of them found it “not at all important”. More were the 

Millennials that felt that their work/life balance was “somewhat important” and 

“important”. These findings support the mixed results regarding this facet, as many 

researchers had already concluded that either Xers or Millennials will value this facet 

more, which was why we hypothesized that there will be no significant difference 

between them. Also, our results are not unexpected when considering that lifecycle 

stage of the two generations might have an impact on student’s view of work/life 

balance. Because of their relatively young age compared to Generation X, many 

Millennial students, may not have long years of experience in balancing work and life. 

Additionally, it is likely that Millennials, at this point in their lifecycle, is dealing with 

very demanding life challenges such as adjustment to spousal relationships, completing 

university obligations, rearing of young children, establishing a career, and securing 

financial stability. It is easy to see how life challenges such as these might influence the 

value placed on work/life balance in their ideal job. Certainly, it is possible that 

Generation X could be experiencing some of these same demanding life challenges and 

may also be tackling different issues of equal or greater complexity such as caring for 

aging parents, getting promoted due to the retirement of Baby Boomers, and 
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degradation of their own personal health. In any case, it seems plausible that Generation 

X, by virtue of their relatively extended tenure in the workplace, have experienced and 

survived many work/life balance trials. Enduring challenges to work/life balance time 

and again may lead to an acknowledgement that imbalances are inevitable and tolerable, 

and maybe that is why they believed that work/life balance should be an important facet 

in their ideal job. 

 

The work itself was not valued more by Yers than by Xers as this study anticipated. 

Mean scores of the older generation were again higher than the younger’s, but still, the 

difference between them was not significant enough. For only one item, out of eight that 

represented this adjusted facet, was found that Generation X and Millennials were 

significantly different, and that was the item of “how important is in their ideal job to be 

independent to make your own decisions”. These findings on the adjusted facet differ 

from prior research that oft depicts Millennials as placing higher value on work (skill 

development) compared to Generation X (Wong et al., 2008), but yet again Bova and 

Kroth (1999) and Mann (2006) reported that Xers placed a high value on workplaces 

that support continuous learning and skill development as also Xers believed that 

overall success will depend on those characteristics. So that is why the results are not 

that surprising, but what was unforeseen is that we expected both generations to rank 

this facet as their most important intrinsic value, and the results showed that both of 

them did not find this facet as important as we hypothesized. Also, no difference was 

found in the ranking order, as both generations had placed this adjusted facet as fifth in 

their preferences. With a closer look at crosstabulation responses, we can see in detail 

what each generation thought about this facet. Most of the responses from both groups 

are been collected in the “very important” scale and the scales below it. 

 

 All the aforesaid concludes to that promotion was the most important intrinsic facet for 

both generations. Moreover, this facet was ranked as second by each generation, with 

Xers gaining higher mean scores compared to Millennials, but at the same time them 

not being significantly different, disproving our hypothesis. From a crosstabulation 

point of view, again more Xers found this facet as “absolutely important”, but more 

Millennials found it as “very important”, and no one from both generations found it “not 

at all important”. So, why are these results apparently incongruous with what has been 

observed before? Perhaps one factor that sheds light on this paradoxical finding is that 
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most of the Greek Generation X is now in a position to take promotions, due to Baby 

Boomers retirement and that is why they give more value in the facet of promotion than 

work itself. What is strange is that even though most of them are already in power 

positions, they seem to want to be promoted maybe for prestige and supervision 

reasons. Payment increase was not considered a reason because Xers ranked this facet 

fourth, right after work/life balance, and it did not make to be their most valued 

extrinsic facet as it was expected. As for Greek Millennial students and their values on 

promotion; it may mirror the needs of this generation to quickly advance their careers 

and thus confirming the “impatient in nature for success” characterization, which goes 

hand in hand with expectations in pay raises. And again those expectations seemed to be 

true as Millennials ranked the facet of pay in third place and not in fourth as Xers did. 

But even though Millennials valued more this facet, the difference in their mean scores 

with Generation X was found to be not so significant, meaning that no generational 

differences were found for this facet. Also, neither this facet made it be their most 

valued extrinsic facet, nor it was valued in such magnitude in order to indicate 

generational differences as it was expected for both hypotheses. 

 

On the other hand, supervision was found to be for both generations the most valued 

extrinsic facet. Both of them ranked it as first in their preferences, but although that 

Millennials put less value in this facet than Xers did, resulting in rejection of our 

hypothesis with the difference between them being insignificant. The results were 

unexpected because unlike Xers, Millennials are not as independent and tend to follow 

directions well, requiring guidance from their supervisors and work excellent in 

mentoring programs (Dolezalek 2007; Kehrli and Sopp 2006; Orrell 2009). In general, 

they want managers who empower them and who are open and positive (Baron et al., 

2007) and it is expected of them to give personal attention to each employee (Gursoy et 

al., 2008). Maybe a reason why this situation is reversed, or better say not much 

contrandictory between the generations, is due to changes in organizational structure or 

managerial practices. Maybe the most important reason that can explain these results for 

Xers is that this generation still wants a supervisor over their head and not be the ones 

that supervise, despite their years of experience, because they want denial of 

responsibility. Also, this tendency of Generation X on wanting supervision may reflect 

their fear of making a mistake and being unemployed, especially in this harsh era of the 

economic crisis that Greece is going through. The same rules are applied for Yers too, 
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but in this case, the need of supervision in their ideal job may be a residue of 

Millennials constant seeking of approval and praise (Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 

2007). At last, supervision through mentoring programs is the ideal solution for 

Millennials who do not have the experience it is needed in order to have confidence in 

their selves.  

 

Furthermore, the supervising tendency of Millennials translates to a desire to receive 

detailed feedback, about performance, from their supervisors on a frequent basis 

(Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 2007; Francis-Smith, 2004; Herman and Eckel, 2002; 

Westerman and Yamamura, 2007). Generation X, on the other hand, has also been 

noted to want immediate feedback (Wong et al., 2008), although not as frequently as 

Generation Y (Glass, 2007; Martin, 2005). These are the reasons why we hypothesized 

that the feedback facet of Millennials is not significantly different from the feedback 

facet of Generation X, with our research results affirming this hypothesis. Especially 

from the crosstabulation responses we can observe than Millennials gave emphasis in 

the scales of “not at all important”, “important” and “very important” and Xers 

emphasized in the scales of “somewhat important” and “absolutely important”. But 

from the mean score results, we observe that both generations ranked this facet in the 

last place, with their mean scores not being that statistically different. Those results do 

not follow the logic that we stated before and that is “The feedback environment refers 

to the contextual aspects of day-to-day supervisor-subordinate and coworker-coworker 

feedback processes rather than to the formal performance appraisal feedback session”. 

Our research outcomes contradict this statement because supervision was ranked the 

most important facet and feedback was ranked the least important for both groups, 

indicating that these facets are not as connected as the broader literature is thought they 

are. Maybe this mismatch was caused because the generations translated this item only 

as performance appraisal feedback session, or maybe even though both generations 

valued feedback it does not mean that they want it as frequent, mirroring Xers belief. 

 

We will now mention the results on the intrinsic factor for both generations together and 

separate, in order to take a holistic view of their work values. Generally, both 

generations are meant to value more the intrinsic than the extrinsic value as our 

literature review indicates. A collection of data based on the work of Papavasileiou and 

Lyons (2015), Lancaster and Stillman (2003) and Yang and Guy (2006) formed our 
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hypothesis on Yers and the work of Bova and Kroth (1999) and Mann (2006) formed 

our hypothesis on Xers. Finally, the outcome of our research was in contrast to our 

hypotheses. Mean scores indicated that Millennials valued more the extrinsic than the 

intrinsic factors and only Xers affirmed their expected hypothesis. In both cases though, 

the differences in the mean scores between the two factors of each generation were not 

significant enough in order to draw a clear inference on which factor was the most 

important one for each of them. Finally, maybe the reason why Millennials valued more 

the extrinsic factor is that they expect tangible and quicker results from their ideal job. 

These results are usually available to them from the moment they get interviewed, in 

contrast to intrinsic facets that some time must go by in order to even get them or be 

acknowledged. This is why those situations are more apparent and important to Yers 

than Xers, because most of our Xers are already in the active workforce, which in its 

turn justifies why they care more about intrinsic factors. Moreover, we must not forget 

that we talk about Millennial students, who most of them did not have any work 

experience or were unemployed; as our income demographics showed.  

 

What was also unexpected was the fact that even though Millennials showed that they 

valued more their extrinsic than intrinsic factor and Xers did the opposite; a cross 

examination between the cohorts showed that Generation X had valued more the 

extrinsic factor than the Millennial generation did.  The last statement even though it 

supported our hypothesis; it complicated our way of thinking. One solution on 

disentangling this situation is that the order in which the two generations ranked their 

extrinsic facets was at fault. In more detail, the only difference in the ranking order was 

the place it was given for work/life balance and pay facet and of course the mean scores 

that every facet got. The largest mean differences between the two cohorts were 

observed to exist for the facets of supervision and work/life balance. The results of 

those facets and why they were more important to Xers, have already been explained. 

Adding to that, the crosstabulation responses displayed that in almost every scale, 

except the “important” scale, the Xers outmatched the Yers.  

 

At last but not least, we left the generational comparison for the intrinsic factor. In this 

case, our expectations were partially right, because even though the statistical difference 

was small, the generation that took the lead was Generation X and not Millennials as it 

was expected.  What was also observed from the crosstabulation responses is that both 
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generations gave emphasis to the middle scales; Millennials to the “important” and 

Generation X to “very important”; and not the uttermost. An explanation for this 

tendency of both generations may be that even though they valued the intrinsic factor, 

especially Generation X, their rankings were the same. This means of our research 

results were in sync with the work of Cennamo and Gardner (2008), and Twenge 

(2010), who found no generational differences in intrinsic values. 

 

5.3. Theoretical implications 

Theoretically, results of this study indicated that no generational differences were found 

for any facet and therefore any factor. It was revealed that the two generations in Greece 

are more alike than different, in contrast to the suggestions of broader practitioner 

literature. Because our sample was based on university students, many may argue that 

eliminates the study’s theoretical stand. To contradict that beliefs we mentioned the 

work of Hansen and Dik (2005) and Singer and Abramson (1973), who had the same 

sample as this study, and valid the proposition that work attitudes are fairly stable from 

early adolescence to early adulthood (Low et al., 2005) and are lifelong and enduring as 

general values are. That is why we expect our results to be a beacon for the HR 

professionals, who are trying to handle or even recognize whether or not they should 

change their managerial practices in order to handle their multigenerational workforce.  

 

As we have already mentioned, generational differences in work values influence the 

requirements for all aspects of people management: recruitment (Charrier, 2000), 

training and development (Berl, 2006; Tulgan, 1996); career development (McDonald 

and Hite, 2008; Ansoorian et al., 2003), rewards and working arrangements (Carlson, 

2004; Filipczak, 1994) and management style (Losyk, 1997; Tulgan, 1996); as well as 

having the potential to cause serious conflict within the workplace (Karp and Sirias, 

2001). Taking into consideration the increasing rate of unemployment in Greece, HR 

professionals are faced with the daunting task of selecting potential employees from a 

vast pile of applications (Papavasileiou and Lyons, 2005). Knowing that job applicants 

have not only a preference for specific aspects of work but also knowledge of their 

deeper work value patterns allows HR professionals to select those that best fit the 

values reinforced in the specific work environment and thus reduce costs associated 
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with employee turnover  (Papavasileiou and Lyons, 2005; Hansen and Leuty, 2012; 

Lyons et al., 2010).  

 

The generational trends evident in this review suggest that students of both generations 

are becoming more and more alike on what they want from their ideal job. Even though 

most Millennials had almost no income or work experience, indicating that they were 

full-time students or unemployed, and most of Generation X students had a job at the 

time of the research; did not influence the curse of the results. Instead of that, results 

indicated that both generations are increasingly seeking supervision and personal 

promotion in their work, and leaders and employers who can satisfy their individualistic 

growth needs will have a competitive advantage in attracting and retaining members of 

these generations. Employers may accept these trends and adjust to a new reality and 

must work to provide mentoring programs, good leadership and opportunities for career 

advancement to simultaneously meet the needs of this multigenerational workforce. 

Especially, in terms of meeting supervisory relations, as it was found to be the single 

most important facet for both cohorts; team building programs, such as management 

training programs and corporate retreats designed to cultivate leadership skills and 

develop professional relationships with employees are suggested. After those initiatives, 

the supervisor will be in a position to acknowledge all the traits and characteristics of at 

“fault” employee and he/she will know how to handle each case accordingly. All the 

aforesaid may help to reduce the angst of Millennials of not having enough experience 

and their constant need for guidance. For Xers, this angst may be displayed because 

they have a state of mind that “no mistakes are forgiven”, especially when they are the 

one with more experience in their hands. Another reason is that they are now in a phase 

that they will get a promotion, mainly due to Baby Boomers retirement, and they will 

not know how to act as supervisors. 

 

Accordingly, organizations policies on pay and work/life balance should be enhanced 

for both cohorts. The results showed that generations had a reverse ranking of those 

facets, but nevertheless, both were found to be important extrinsic facets for them. That 

is why organizations must provide their Millennial and Generation X workforce with 

initiatives derived from best practices playbook. Leading companies have added 

amenities focusing on work/life balance, leisure activities and relaxation. Companies 
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like Google offers free meals, spa and onsite laundry; KPMG offers to its workforce 5 

weeks of paid time off during their 1st year and eBay set aside two rooms for 

meditation (100 Best, 2008). But because the Greek way of thinking is ages away from 

adopting such practices, not only from the employers point of view but from 

employees too; we suggest employers introduce simpler policies such flexible 

schedules, which accommodate personal needs while also meeting the organization 

manpower needs. In addition, flex schedules are said to provide both generations with a 

sense of control over their professional careers, which contributes to a sense of 

fulfillment and pride.  

 

Adding to that, several sources have theorized that Generation Y and X expect 

fulfillment in their work and want it to be interesting and challenging (Lancaster and 

Stillman, 2003; Arnett, 2004), and organizations have tried to entice the incoming 

workforce with intrinsic rewards such as a meaningful job, career growth, and skill 

development programs. However, these strategies may not be successful in Greek 

workforce because Generation Y students showed that they actually valued intrinsic 

work values slightly less than Generation X, with no such a big difference between 

them. Another important result of our study is that Greek Millennial students valued 

more their extrinsic factor than their intrinsic, with Generation Xers doing exactly the 

opposite. What we suggest the HR professionals do is that they direct their efforts on 

tangible rewards and conditions for managing Millennials, but never forget that this 

generation did not show a clear preference for either factor. Also, for Xers we suggest 

them to focus on the process of work and what gives motivation and satisfaction to the 

individual, but yet again never forget that this generation did not show a clear 

preference for either factor. Another important thing that the Greek HR professionals 

need to know is that the facets of work itself and feedback were found in the bottom of 

both cohorts’ rankings. Acquainting those data does not impose that they should quit the 

efforts in rewarding them with those facets, but instead of that, they should research 

why both generations displayed such results. Companies that make modifications to 

benefits and business practices are more likely to attract (and retain) the best and the 

brightest of today’s and tomorrow’s workforce. 
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Finally, while generational conflict is interesting as a potential outcome of generational 

differences in work values, this study focuses on the link between generational or cohort 

differences and work values, rather than the subsequent link between work values and 

behaviour, so the literature on generational conflict is not examined in detail (Parry and 

Urwin, 2010). It is worth noting, however, that there is some evidence of a relationship 

between generational cohorts and employment behavior (Lippmann, 2008), although 

this is unlikely to be straightforward. 

 

 

5.4. Limitations and future research 

 

5.4.1. Sample characteristics  

Several practical limitations of this study should be identified. At first, the sample was 

comprised of active Generation X and Millennial university students; of them, we didn’t 

separate the ones that had work experience from the others that they didn’t. We used 

this formula because our question was referring to the ideal work conditions which 

mean that pre-existent work experience wasn’t necessary. But that arises two 

limitations; (a) the inexperienced members of each generation may have unrealistic 

expectations of the workplace, their employers, and of themselves and (b) the question 

may be interpreted into current rather than future employment because the items 

themselves are not explicit in this regard. We believe, however, that respondents rarely 

thought in terms of current employment. Nevertheless, studies showed that universities 

students will keep having the same work values as they grow old. That is why we 

suggest that further research is needed in using university students as participants in a 

study. 

Also, insufficient participation in several areas limits generalization of the results of this 

study. Though attempts were made to obtain a larger participant pool, ultimately the 

sample of convenience gathered for this study was smaller than desired. The power of 

the analyses can be substantially increased with a larger of number participants in 

subsequent similar investigations. It is strongly recommended that this study be 

replicated with a larger sample size for future research. Also, our sample included a 

small number of Xers relative to Millennials. As a result, the statistical power of the 
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tests was diminished, increasing the likelihood of Type-II error. This research bears 

repeating with a larger subsample of Xers respondents. Also, in the case of this study, 

responses from Generation Z were excluded because they were not the target of the 

research. However, the fast growth of young adult students now entering the new 

multigenerational workforce can change the HRM practices making them beckons for 

their inclusion in the investigation of work values related to generational cohorts. That 

is why we recommend that not only Generation Z, but also Baby Boomers, to be 

examined in to provide a more comprehensive view of work values for the 

multigenerational labor market. Another limitation that should be noted was the amount 

of time allotted to the study. The study took place over the course of only two months. 

Due to the nature of the course, this limitation was out of our hands. However, with 

more time there may have been different results.  

 

Furthermore, we have not investigated the heterogeneity within each generation, or 

between them, with respect to gender, year of study and although. This suggests that 

further research is needed to identify which other factors impact the expectations and 

priorities of every generation. Another thing is that the participants of the study were 

primarily female, which may have introduced biased. When interpreting the findings, 

readers should consider the possibility of gender bias in responses.   

 

Last but not least, we mention the limitation of cultural and historical dimensions that 

produce different generational configurations in different countries. In our extant review 

of the literature, we found only a couple of studies on Greek generations, with most of 

them being focused on USA, Canadian and North-West European Countries. These 

findings accentuate a core tenet of generational theory; that generations are the product 

of their social and historical context. Only when such contexts are similar across nations 

should we expect to see commonalities in generational configurations and common 

generational identities, conditions that make the generalization of this study unfeasible.  

We, therefore, advocate a more careful consideration of the historical and social 

conditions of the nation of interest and define generational groups unique to that 

national culture (e.g. Deal et al., 2012). To fully examine the intricacies of generational 

differences, we must examine the moderating effects of organizational variables (i.e. 

industry, organizational culture, organization size and structure) and individual 
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variables (i.e. gender, socio-economic status, ethnicity, family status, tenure and sexual 

orientation) (Joshi et al., 2011; Laufer and Bengtson, 1974; Parry and Urwin, 2011). 

 

5.4.2. Birth-year range 

An additional debility in this study was the inability to definitively demarcate birth year 

ranges that identify generational groups. Two points are worth noting related to this 

issue and match the limitations of Curry (2005). First, logic dictates that generational 

characteristics do not spontaneously appear on the first day of the birth year range and 

abruptly cease on the last day of the birth year range. Almost certainly, there are 

individuals born at the beginning or end of a proposed generational birth year range that 

exhibit generational behaviors similar to those displayed by members assigned to 

adjacent generational groups. To address the inadequacies associated with the 

variability and overlap in birth year ranges used to define generational groups, a couple 

of alternatives may be useful for future consideration. One, stratification of generations 

into sub-groups of core years (years in the middle of the designated birth year range) 

and cusp years (years on either end of the birth range flanking the core years) similar to 

categories suggested by Kupperschmidt (2000) allows more intense examination of 

group peculiarities. Specifically, it enables researchers to extract hybrid generational 

influences that are potentially introduced by cusp-year group members who might be 

absorbing behaviors from neighboring generation groups and allows for more precise 

extrapolation of characteristics associated with the nucleus of the group.  It is advisable 

that future research on generations contemplate alternatives such as those described 

above to reduce the impact of variations in birth year ranges and isolate characteristics 

that potentially overlap adjoining generation groups. 

 

Secondly, in this study birth year ranges used to designate generation group 

membership were based on PEW Research Center’s scale. However, it is noted that 

there is some variation in birth year ranges used to define generation groups throughout 

the literature. Results of this study using PEW’s generational birth year ranges as the 

selection criteria could yield different results using birth year ranges for generations that 

are advocated by others. Both points mentioned above highlight the need for more 

rigorous and exacting selection criteria to determine generation group membership 
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5.4.3. Cross-sectional 

At first, data was collected at a single point in time, relying on a cross-sectional design, 

which makes it impossible to assess whether the values of Greek students are likely to 

shift over time as generations age. Therefore we need to treat causal inferences with 

caution. Although in some cases time lag and cross-sectional studies are fairly 

congruent, in other cases they disagree. Where they are discrepant, the most logical 

explanation is that the cross-sectional study is also tapping differences due to age, time, 

cohort effects (Costa and McCrae, 1982; Schaie, 1965). The other possibility is that the 

time lag studies are finding a time period effect (i.e., all generations have changed over 

time in the same way). This is less likely as work values remain fairly stable (Low et al. 

2005). Nevertheless, both possibilities should be considered. 

On the other hand, the beliefs of Rhodes’ (1983), and many other known practitioners’ 

were pretty clear. She concluded that cross-sectional research studies are insufficient as 

a way of examining cohort effects and by extension, generational differences. Rhodes 

suggested that longitudinal and time lag; a comparison of people who are the same age 

in different time periods; data are needed in order to understand fully whether 

differences in work values are due to age or cohort (generational) effects or simply 

present environmental differences (period effects). Rhodes concluded from her analysis 

of the literature that the studies of the values that she reviewed were generally consistent 

with a life cycle or career stage interpretation of differences, suggesting that needs and 

values change with age. In particular, and perhaps the most difficult to resolve, is to 

tease out the confounding effects of age, maturation and life cycle stage on generational 

cohorts. Twenge and Campbell’s study addresses this to some extent, but the cross-

sectional nature of most generational research leaves the problem unresolved, 

concluding in the same assumption as Rhodes. This is why we suggest that future 

studies should employ a longitudinal methodology to disentangle cohort based effects 

from aging effects among this population so that results are more acceptable. 

 

5.4.4. Measurements 

To date, there has been very little consistency in the way that generations’ work values 

have been measured from study to study, making direct comparisons very difficult. 

Extant studies have used different measurement approaches (i.e. rankings vs ratings) 

and different sets of work value items, but it should be noted that many of the 
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instruments used in these studies are highly similar in nature. For our study and as a 

conceptualization of work values, we used the intrinsic, extrinsic factor structure as a 

classification for comparing the work identity of Xers and Millennials. This structure 

allows comparisons with previously reported results from the broader literature, 

provides directions for assessing the work values domain and is more likely to lead to a 

theoretical interpretation of empirical observations pertaining to both generations 

identity in the workplace. Future research should endeavor to utilize a cross-

generational design that fully standardizes measurement and allows for comparisons of 

generational cohorts. This would provide a more unequivocal test of the generational 

differences hypothesis.  

 

 

Another limitation of this study is that it only investigates specific work facets (i.e. pay, 

supervision, work/life balance, feedback, work itself and promotion) and has limited 

items for each facet, leaving many aspects of work unmeasured; as a result future 

studies should add more work facets into their research. Also, it doesn’t test the 

interrelationship among measurement items. So we suggest future research on using 

analytic techniques such as smallest space analysis, a non-metric scaling technique that 

shows the patterns between the items, which would provide additional confidence 

regarding the extracted findings and their generalization. 

 

5.4.5. Perceptions vs reality 

Another important point is that cohort-focused research has presumed that pronounced 

objective differences should be observed in order to prove the validity of the generation 

constructs. Recent research suggests, however, that perceptions of generational 

differences exist, even if those differences are not always supported empirically (Foster, 

2013; Lester et al., 2012). This disconnection between perceptions and reality is a 

potential avenue for further inquiry. It would be useful to determine whether people’s 

perceptions of other generations are grounded in personal observations or popular 

generational stereotypes. 
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CHAPTER 6 

6.1. Conclusion  

The primary objective of this study was to investigate the differences in work values 

between Generation X and Millennial students of a Hellenic University. Especially it 

examines the facets of pay and supervision, work/life balance, feedback for the extrinsic 

factor and work itself and promotion for the intrinsic factor.  Identifying which facet, 

and generally which factor is more important for each generation, will be a helpful 

assist in managing organizational issues beginning from recruitment and adding issues 

like employee retention, productivity and so on. We focused not only on the comparison 

between the Millennial generation and Generation X but also on describing the 

preferences of each cohort about their work values for their ideal job. Overall, the 

findings of this study indicated that there are no generational differences between the 

extrinsic and intrinsic work values for Generation X and Millennial students of a 

Hellenic University in Greece. Generally, the two generations answered in the same 

way for all items, which resulted in an almost unanimous ranking order. However, the 

two generations showed a small difference in their rankings of work/life balance and 

pay facet, as the Xers ranked work/life balance in third place and pay in fourth. 

Millennials, on the other hand, did exactly the opposite. Also, Xers seemed to value 

more each facet than Millennials did, with exceptions for the facet of pay, where 

Millennials valued it a little more. In both scenarios though, the differences in their 

mean scores were not statistically significant in order to indicate generational 

differences. As for the overall results of the two factors, research showed that 

Millennials are the one that valued more the extrinsic factor and Generation X the 

intrinsic. This statement proves, that our hypotheses on whether the two generations 

will value more their intrinsic than the extrinsic factor, was discarded. Now, even 

though the mean scores of each generation showed which factor was valued more; the 

magnitude of them weren’t able to set a clear answer on whether the two factors were 

indeed statistically significant for every generation. Finally, the line of distinction for 

the comparison of each factor between the two generations; was not clearly drawn 

between extrinsic factors as proposed and the hypothesis on intrinsic factor was 

partially supported.  
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Appendix A 
My name is Teleioni Dimitra and I am a postgraduate student of the “Master in 

International Business” department at the University of Macedonia. As part of my 

thesis, and under the supervision of Mr. Vouza, I would like your help in promoting my 

questionnaire to postgraduate and undergraduate students of this university. 

Thank you for your time. 
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Appendix B   
 

 

UNIVERSITY OF MACEDONIA 

MASTER IN INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS  

FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

 

 

Vouzas Fotis, Associate Professor,  

University of Macedonia, Department of Business Administration 

Tel. 2310 - 891583  Fax 2310 – 892565  

vouzas@uom.edu.gr 

        Thessaloniki 8.12.2017 

 

CERTIFICATE 

My name is Teleioni Dimitra and I am a postgraduate student of the “Master in 

International Business” at the University of Macedonia. In the context of my thesis 

work on the subject of “Generational differences in extrinsic and intrinsic international 

work values between Generation X and Millennials: the case of Greece” I was called to 

carry out an empirical research on students from Greek Universities. I would like your 

help with this task by completing a short questionnaire. Respecting your precious time, 

the questionnaire requires only 5 minutes to complete. In addition, I ask you to share 

these questionnaires with the rest of the students. Your contribution and collaboration in 

this research is necessary and essential. 
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Appendix C  
 

WORK VALUES QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Gender:         

                            ● Female                   ●  Male 

 

 

Birth Year: 

 

 

Monthly Income: 

                            ●  0 – 500 

                            ●  501 – 800 

                            ●  801 – 1000 

                            ● 1001 – 1300 

                            ● 1301 – 1600 

                            ● 1601+ 

 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to help you find out what you consider important in 

your ideal job, the kind of job you would most like to have. 

The following statements/items describe different dimensions of your ideal job. Read 

each sentence carefully and select the number that best represents your opinion. 

 

HOW IMPORTANT IS IN YOUR IDEAL JOB TO: 
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1 Have opportunities for advancement; chances for 

promotion 

 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

2 Have independence at work to make my own 

decisions 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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3 Have Interesting, exciting and engaging work 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Have the opportunity to learn and develop new 

knowledge and skills 

 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

5 The amount of pay I receive 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 Have convenient hours of work  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 Have a fair and considerate supervisor 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Have a work that is intellectually stimulating 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Have a work that provides change and variety 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

10 Have projects that challenge my abilities 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Have a job with many appropriate responsibilities 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 Have a work that involves creativity 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

13 Having management that provides timely and 

constructive feedback about my performance 

 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

14 Working in an environment that allows me to balance 

my work life with my private life 

 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 


