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Abstract

There has been a stream of research that explores how the present generation of workers (i.e., Millennials) may be
different from previous generations (e.g., Baby Boomers and Gen Xers). This line of research often considers Millennials
as homogeneous and concludes any differences to be “generational effects.” However, it is unlikely for a generation,
which spans almost 20years, to be uniformly homogeneous with respect to their work values and attitudes. Findings
on generational differences conducted in the United States are also often generalized to other countries, ignoring the
potential for national influences. In this regard, we apply a multi-method approach using three samples to demonstrate
that there are differences within the Millennial generation that affect work values, preferences for worlk/life balance, and
attraction to employer attributes. Specifically, we focus on the heterogeneity resulting from differences in age, gender,
relationship status, and nationality. Our results suggest that Millennials are not as homogeneous as we assumed, and
this can limit the effectiveness of managerial policies designed to improve individual and work outcomes for an entire
generation of workers. Our study demonstrates that it is important for us to understand how individual, relational, and
contextual factors may contribute to the heterogeneity within a generation.
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simply were unable to detect any meaningful generational
differences (Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015; Cucina et al.,
2018; Wong et al., 2008). What has frequently been over-
looked is the potential for heterogeneity within a genera-
tion. This is an important concern as generalizations about
a generation must consider potential differences that may
be attributed to dimensions that cut across generations. As
Rudolph et al. (2021) caution, generational differences are
averages, and there is often substantial variation within
each generational cohort. We surmise that some of the gen-
erational differences reported between Millennials and
other generations may be less pronounced than represented
in popular literature and media once additional factors are
considered.

Many characteristics ascribed to Millennials have been
difficult to establish; they are often the result of personal
observations which are susceptible to confirmatory bias.
Furthermore, most research on Millennials has been con-
ducted in the United States and the findings are frequently
generalized to other countries to describe Millennials and
their influence in the workplace, without considering con-
textual differences (Covri et al., 2007). In our review of the
literature on Millennials, it becomes apparent that most
characteristics ascribed to this generation either by the
media or by popular literature are not strongly supported
by empirical findings, leading some scholars (Rudolph
et al., 2021; Rudolph & Zacher, 2020) to outright reject
them. The present article seeks to demonstrate the hetero-
geneity within the Millennial generation that arises out of
age, gender, relationship status, and national differences,
using three independent studies, each focusing on different
facets of work values and preferences. We deliberately use
the term “Millennial” (a US-centric term) in this paper to
demonstrate its inaccurate depiction in existing studies; a
more accurate term would be “an age delimited cohort!” to
avoid stereotyping a heterogeneous group with fluid
boundaries.

Conceptual background and theory

Mannheim (1928, 1952), who conceived generational
research, frames generations as cohorts of individuals
who were born in the same historical and social region,
which he describes as sharing “the same generational location
[. . .and, with it, being] able passively to undergo or
actively to use the handicaps and privileges inherent in a
generational location” (p. 394). He exemplifies the
absence of such a common generational location with the
case of Prussian and Chinese youth around the year 1800,
suggesting that it is improbably for all members of one
generation to share such a generational location. However,
for Mannheim, the co-presence in a given time and place
would not be sufficient for constituting an actual genera-
tion. Drawing on Heidegger’s (1927) concept of genera-
tional Geschick [fate] he sees “generations as an actuality

only where a concrete bond is created between members
of a generation by their being exposed to the social and
intellectual symptoms of a dynamic destabilization™ (p.
395), “while those [connected] groups within the same
actual generation which work up the material of their
common experiences in different specific ways, constitute
separate generation units” (p. 396). Thus, we argue that
from Mannheim’s perspective, Millennials do not meet
the test of an actual generation, since Millennials in dif-
ferent geographical regions, on account of sharing a com-
mon birth period, do not perforce have to possess the
same set of values, preferences, or attitudes. Furthermore,
it can be argued that geography aside, the differing bonds
connecting the diverse members of the Millennial genera-
tion (i.e., the diverse generation units within this genera-
tion) might also have diverse values, preferences, and
attitudes. Following Mannheim, we advance that an indi-
vidual’s age, gender, and relationship status might gener-
ate different bonds among the Millennials, which in turn
shape diverse “generation units” with differing values,
preferences, and attitudes. We approach our research
question through three independent studies that focus on
different facets that constitute uniting bonds within the
Millennial generation, using different commonalities that
are associated with these bonds. Each study follows a dif-
ferent methodological approach, and we develop separate
hypotheses for each study.

Homogeneity within cohorts sharing, more or less, the
same age, can be explained by maturation effects (Rhodes,
1983). Relatedly, some attitudes and behaviors that spe-
cific age groups share might be better attributed to life
stages, such as attending university, establishing a career,
and starting a family regardless of their generation (Parry
& Urwin, 2011). However, these effects, in combination,
also contribute to the heterogeneity among generations
which comprises individuals being born within a time span
of almost 20 years for the Millennials.

Research on the generational heterogeneity among the
Millennials remains scarce (see De Cooman & Dries,
2012; Ngetal., 2010; Twenge et al., 2010). Ng et al. (2010)
have shown that Millennials’ career expectations vary by
gender. Likewise, De Cooman and Dries (2012) argue that
individual differences (e.g., gender) explain Millennials’
work values. We also know from past research that gender
differences exist because of sex-specific developmental
pathways (see Arden & Plomin, 2006). Exploring differ-
ences within Millennials may enhance our understanding
of this generation, challenge findings of comparative stud-
ies, and provide helpful insights for organizations and their
recruitment and retention strategies (Gibson, 2015).
Hence, to fill this gap, our study focuses on work-related
aspects (i.e., work values, job characteristics, and employer
attributes). This article employs three studies to demon-
strate that Millennials are a less homogeneous group than
they have often been represented. Drawing on Mannheim’s
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generation theory, we propose that individual factors (e.g.,
age and gender), relational factors (e.g., relationship sta-
tus), and contextual factors (nationality) may establish
within-generational bonds in the formation of generation
units. In this regard, we anticipate that Millennials possess
different work values, and consequently are attracted to
different job characteristics (e.g., work/life balance) and
employer attributes.

In Study 1, we analyze whether and how age, gender,
and relationship status are associated with different work
values espoused by the Millennials. In Study 2, we apply
conjoint analysis to demonstrate how employer attraction
may be related to work/life balance for Millennials arising
from age, gender, and relationship status differences. In
Study 3, we investigate whether and how employer attrac-
tion may be related to nationalities among Millennials. We
conclude with a discussion of our findings and suggest
avenues for future research.

Study |—work values

One criticism when making comparisons across genera-
tions is the inability to parcel out age or life cycle effects.
Kooij et al. (2011) in a meta-analysis on age- and work-
related motives find positive relationships between age
and intrinsic motives, and negative relationships between
age and growth needs strength and extrinsic motivations.
This important finding suggests that age affects attitudes
about work and work values more than affiliation with a
generation. Levenson (2010, p. 258) describes this as
“measurement problem” because they experience a com-
mon life stage. For example, younger Millennials who are
entering the workforce would encounter many opportuni-
ties and choices about work and focus on extrinsic work
values, while older Millennials who are more concerned
with career development would prioritize other work val-
ues. Considering life cycle evolution, we surmise that the
work values among Millennials are likely to differ. On this
basis, we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 1a: Work values among Millennials vary
based on age differences.

Generational research also considers men and women
homogeneously as a singular cohort. This is problematic
because research on gender differences in the context of
work values indicates that work values differ between men
and women (Beutell & Brenner, 1986; Duffy & Sedlacek,
2007; Kaifi et al., 2012; Terjesen et al., 2007). For exam-
ple, Pollmann-Schult (2009) found that men are more
extrinsically oriented on pay and status than women. This
finding is supported by Dolan et al. (2004), who highlight
the importance of gender in the context of work and life
domains. Whereas women find intrinsic and family-related

work values important, men focus on socioeconomic sta-
tus. However, after controlling for education, Mottazl
(1986) shows that attitudes about work do not differ
between men and women in upper-level occupations.
Workers in lower-level occupations show stronger gender
differences. While men emphasize extrinsic factors,
women are more concerned with the social aspects of
work. Because research on work values has identified dif-
ferences between men and women, gender differences are
likely to be present within the Millennial generation.
Hence, we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 1b: Work values among Millennials vary
based on gender differences.

Relationship status has also been found to affect work
values. People who are in relationships emphasize work/
life balance more strongly than singles (Abele et al., 1999).
Likewise, Millennials in a relationship may emphasize dif-
ferent work values than singles because of a desire to
spend time with their partners. However, research has also
shown that married individuals place more importance on
pay and financial rewards than singles (Kirkpatrick
Johnson, 2005). The emphasis on pay may stem from life-
style changes and financial pressures associated with rais-
ing a family (Gorman, 2000). For example, Rowe and
Snizek (1995) showed that people who were married are
more likely to express a preference for higher income than
are those who were not married. Hence, we hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 1c: Work values among Millennials vary
based on differences in relationship status.

Methodology

Sample. Data for Study 1 were collected via an online sur-
vey. Participants were recruited through several Facebook
groups and on the Swiss internet platform Ronorp. All
incoming business students at a Swiss university were also
invited to participate in the study via email. The survey
was administered in German, and the sample is best con-
sidered as convenient, representative of the Swiss student
population. A total of 445 complete responses were
received. We excluded 27 respondents who were born
prior to 1982, leaving a final sample of 418 Millennials.
The average age of the sample was 26 years and there were
more female (64%) than male respondents. Over half of
the respondents (51.2%) reported being in a relationship.
We test for multicollinearity using the variance inflation
factor (VIF) and the condition index. Correlations between
the variables were modest. All VIFs (<1.043) were well
below the acceptable limit of 10 (Hair et al., 2010). The
condition indices (<17.33) were also below the critical
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values suggested by Hair et al. (2010). Thus, multicollin-
earity is not deemed to be a concern.

Measures

Work values. The work values inventory originally
developed by Super (1970) contains 15 scales with three
items each: achievement, aesthetic, altruism, associates,
creativity, economic return, independence, intellectual
stimulation, management, prestige, (job) security, (good)
supervisory relationships, surroundings, variety, and way
of life. We used the German work values inventory (Seif-
ert & Bergmann, 1983), which includes Super’s (1970) 15
values plus an added career scale. All the items are listed in
Appendix 1. Both factor loadings and the values for Cron-
bach’s alpha suggest good measurement properties.

Age. We measured age by asking respondents for their
birth year.

Gender. Respondents were asked to indicate their gen-
der: male or female (1, 0).

Relationship status. Respondents were also asked to
indicate if they are in a relationship or single (1, 0).

Results

The descriptive statistics for all the variables are reported
in Table 1. To test the hypotheses, multiple regression
analysis was used (Cohen et al., 2002). Table 2 presents
the results of the analysis. In total, we run 16 regression
analyses, one for each of the 16 work values.

Table 2 presents the results of the regression analyses
used to test Hypotheses 1a, b, and c. We obtain clear results
for work value differences for age and gender. In both
instances, we find significant effects for eleven work val-
ues. For age, we find significant and positive associations
for creativity (3=.22, p <.001) and independence (p=.21,
p<<.001). Conversely, age is negatively associated with
security (B=-.25, p<<.001). For gender, women place a
significantly higher value on altruism (f=—.20, p <.001),
aesthetic (B=—.16 p<<.001), and supervisor relationship
(B=-.28, p<.001) than men. For relationship status, we
find only two significant differences. Millennials in a rela-
tionship place a higher value on security (B=.12, p <.05)
and a lower value on creativity (3=—.10, p <.05).

We also calculated effect sizes to derive a more general
and robust description of the size of the effects obtained in
our regression analyses (Fritz et al.,, 2012). We report
Cohen’s d, Cohen’s U3, and Tilton Overlap in Table 3.
Given that age is a continuous variable, we dichotomized
age before calculating the effect sizes for age. Based on a
median split, we distinguish two age groups (i.c., 26 or
younger and 27 or older).

The patterns obtained from Cohen’s d, Cohen’s U3, and
Tilton Overlap (Table 3) are consistent with the

conclusions derived from the regression analyses. Smaller
regression coefficients (and hence correspondingly higher
p values) co-occur with smaller values for Cohen’s d,
Cohen’s U3 (close to 50%), and Tilton Overlap (close to
100%).2 Conversely, larger regression coefficients co-
occur with larger values for Cohen’s d, Cohen’s U3 (larger
than 50%), and smaller values for Tilton Overlap.

As most values for Cohen’s d are below 0.2, the effect
sizes are small (Cohen, 1988). For gender, the effect sizes
for altruism, aesthetic, and supervisor relationship stand
out. In the case of the supervisor relationship, Cohen’s d
equals 0.60. According to Cohen (1988), this suggests a
medium effect size and implies that 72.6% of the women
in our sample score higher on valuing the supervisor rela-
tionship than for men. The distribution for female and
male respondents shows an overlap of 76.3%. Finally, for
relationship status, we do not find any large effect sizes for
the work values investigated.

If there is homogeneity among the Millennial genera-
tion, we would expect to observe values for Cohen’s d to
be 0% or close to 0%, values for Cohen’s U3 to be 50% or
close to 50%, and values for Tilton Overlap to be 100% or
close to 100%. Table 3, however, indicates that this is not
the case for the groups created based on age, gender, and
relationship status. The divergence from the values indica-
tive of homogeneity as described above provides further
support for the heterogeneity among Millennials.

Following Mannheim (1952, 1928), it is worth noting
that the gender differences on the assessments of supervi-
sor relationships, altruism, and aesthetics at work may
point to differing generational bonds that create differing
generational units. Although speculative, the sample in
this study is Swiss, and compulsory military service tra-
dition among male Swiss nationals may highly influence
gender differences in the desired work values between
Swiss men and women. Likewise, for age, Cohen’s d for
creativity, independence, and security is above 0.20, indi-
cating that Millennials value security more, and creativ-
ity and independence less as they grow older. The uniting
bonds creating these generation units may simply be
school/university attendance (creativity, independence)
vis-a-vis building their career (stability) (also see Kuron
et al., 2015).

In sum, we find strong support for Hypotheses 1a and
1b, and weaker support for work-value differences based
on relationship status. Our results provide some support
for the notion that work values espoused by Millennials
are at least partially explained by their age and gender.

Discussion

Study 1 reveals some differences in work values reported
by Millennials based on age, gender, and relationship sta-
tus. Age and gender are most strongly associated with
work values, suggesting the possibility of maturation as
well as gender effects. The results confirm that work
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Regression analysis.

Table 2. Study |

Model 14 Model 15 Model 16

Model 12 Model 13

Model 10 Model ||

Model 9

Model 7 Model 8

Model 6

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Model |

Variables

Work values

Career

Way of
life

Variety

Associates

Surroundings  Supervisor

Security

Management Economic

Independence Achievement Prestige

Creativity Intellectual

Altruism Aesthetic

relationship

return

stimulation

.09t —. 4%

-.03

-.05 A0

.08

-.04

— DGk
= 12%

— | Gk

— 3k
.09t
-.08

—.| 3%

.0l
-.08

.03
-.02

2%

Dk
A1

.07 1 3EE
— D0
—.10%

Relationship status —.07

Age
R?

.06

= 1*
.03

- 28k -10%
-04

-0l

-.08"

4% 2% .07
-.07

-.05

— | G
-.06

Gender

.0l

.05

.04
.0l

2%
.08
.08

.08
12.629%+*

.03

.02

.02
.02

.0l

.03

.02
.01

.08
.08
.08

.03

.04
.03

04
04
04
5894705

.0l

.04
.04

.04
.03

.04 .06

.04
.04

.05

.0l

.02

.00
.01

.02

.00

.06

Adjusted R?
AR?

.02
3.225%

.0l

.03

.02
2.074

03
4346

.04

.04 .04 .0l
0.907

5.319%*

.06

.05

1.872

12.737%%¢ 3.897%

1.386

5.043**

6.328%%*

9.41 3k

6.668%FF  6,039%*

Regression coefficients are reported as standardized [} values. The p values for the dependent variables altruism, aesthetic, surroundings, and supervisor relationship are calculated based on heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors.

418; Tp<.10; *p < .05; #p < 01; #okp < 001.

N=

values among Millennials are not homogeneous, which
makes generational comparisons problematic. It also raises
questions on conclusions about shifting work values in
previous studies. For example, Cennamo and Gardner
(2008), found Millennials valued autonomy and work—life
balance more than previous generations (Gen Xers and
Baby Boomers), but they did not control for age, gender,
and relationship status. Likewise, Wong et al. (2008) as
well as Lyons et al. (2007), found differences in work val-
ues across generations, but they also did not consider age,
gender, and relationship status. Hence, we need to interpret
findings from previous studies with caution. We discuss
these results in more detail, and within a broader Mannheim
perspective, in the concluding discussion.

Study 2—work/life balance

In Study 2, we focus on work/life balance as a job char-
acteristic which is described as a central work value
(Darcy et al., 2012). According to comparative genera-
tional studies, Millennials attach more importance to
work/life balance and value leisure time more than previ-
ous generations (Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; Ng et al.,
2010; Twenge et al., 2010). This might be a generational
effect or a reflection of a common shift in society where
employees have become increasingly concerned with
balancing work demands and personal life. Research sug-
gests that work/life balance has a positive effect on
organizational attraction and long-term employment
(Bretz & Judge, 1994; Casper & Buffardi, 2004;
Honeycutt & Rosen, 1997; Rau & Hyland, 2002). Given
the rising number of Millennials in the workforce, organ-
izations have prioritized work/life balance as a key job
characteristic in attracting new employees.

Research also uncovered different job characteristics
that increase work flexibility such as part-time work and
flexible workplaces, and the results show positive effects
for both individuals and organizations (Forsyth & Polzer-
Debruyne, 2007; Hill et al., 2001; Rau & Hyland, 2002).
Work flexibility improves job satisfaction, productivity,
and tenure for employees (Forsyth & Polzer-Debruyne,
2007; Rau & Hyland, 2002) and strengthens organiza-
tional commitment, job involvement, and organizational
attraction for employers (Caillier, 2013; Rau & Hyland,
2002). Job seekers are likely to value work flexibility
when evaluating prospective employers (see Onken-
Menke et al., 2018).

In Study 2, we focus on part-time work, sabbaticals,
and a flexible workplace as three practices that increase
work flexibility. Part-time work allows employees to
spend more time with their families and friends and to
pursue interests outside of work. This is important for
Millennials given that they prioritize leisure over work
(Twenge et al., 2010). Employees benefit from this free-
dom and, on average, are more productive compared
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with those employed full-time. However, employees
would receive lower salaries, fringe benefits, and dimin-
ished opportunities for promotion (Kalleberg, 2000;
Tilly, 1996). Given that the negative effects may be less
salient for Millennial job seekers (Twenge & Kasser,
2013), we surmise that job characteristics that promote
work/life balance would be positively related to organi-
zational attraction. Sabbaticals are another policy that
may signal flexibility to prospective job applicants. A
sabbatical is a paid long-term leave that employees can
use for pursuing further education, personal develop-
ment, or for traveling, which benefits both individuals
and organizations (e.g., invigorated employees and
enhanced human capital) (Carr & Tang, 2005). For job
seekers, a sabbatical may increase organizational attrac-
tion because it offers employees an opportunity for a
break after years of employment to pursue their interests
or take time for themselves. Finally, a flexible workplace
offers employees the ability to choose the place where
they work. Working from home is the most common
form of workplace flexibility, which has gained popular-
ity following the COVID19 pandemic. The influence of
working from home on job retention, career progression,
work/life balance, and personal/family life satisfaction
has been found to be more positive than conventional
working and commuting to the office (Hill et al., 2003).
The possibility to work from home is enticing because
employees have the freedom to manage work (e.g., when
and how they work), and also benefit from commute
time and costs. The flexibility and freedom to work from
home are therefore likely to enhance organizational
attraction for Millennials (see Smith, 2010). Accordingly,
we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 2a: There is a positive relationship
between work/life balance practices and a job seeker s
willingness to enter into a long-term employment rela-
tionship with an organization. Specifically, (a) part-
time work, (b) sabbaticals, and (c) a flexible workplace
are positively associated with a job seeker’s willing-
ness to enter into a long-term employment relation-
ship with an organization.

Similar to Study 1, we surmise that there are differences
within Millennials based on age, gender, and relationship
status. For example, work/life balance may be more impor-
tant for women and individuals who are in a relationship,
because of a desire to spend time with their partner or fam-
ily. Thus, we anticipate that Millennial’s willingness to
enter into long-term employment, on the basis of attraction
to work/life balance practices, may be affected by age,
gender, and relationship status. In other words, attraction
to work/life balance practices will likely not be the same
for all Millennials, making it difficult to make assumptions

for Millennials concerning the relationship between work/
life balance practices and organizational attraction. Hence,
we use age, gender, and relationship status as moderators
to identify differences within Millennials. Accordingly, we
hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 2b: Age moderates the positive relationship
between work/life balance practices (part-time work,
sabbaticals, and a flexible workplace) and job seekers’
willingness to enter into a long-term employment rela-
tionship with an organization.

Hypothesis 2c: Gender moderates the positive relation-
ship between work/life balance practices (part-time
work, sabbaticals, and a flexible workplace) and job
seekers’ willingness to enter into a long-term employ-
ment relationship with an organization.

Hypothesis 2d: Relationship status moderates the posi-
tive relationship between work/life balance practices
(part-time work, sabbaticals, and a flexible workplace)
and job seekers’ willingness to enter into a long-term
employment relationship with an organization.

Methodology

Sample. For this study, we recruited 150 participants who
are graduate students at a Swiss university. The survey
was conducted during class. A total of 110 students par-
ticipated in the study, yielding a response rate of 73.3%.
We excluded one participant who did not pass the test—
retest reliability (see analytical procedure). Our final sam-
ple consisted of 109 participants. The average age was
24 .8years, there were slightly more men (51%), and 45%
of the respondents reported being in a relationship.

Analytical procedure. For this study, we undertook a con-
joint experiment, which is a decomposition method for
studying human decision-making processes (Devendorf &
Highhouse, 2008; Graves & Powell, 1995; Strauss et al.,
2001). This enables researchers to examine respondents’
underlying preference structure with respect to identified
attributes, and thus uncovers their decision rules (Green &
Srinivasan, 1990; Louviere, 1988). Because conjoint analy-
sis is a real-time method, it overcomes many of the poten-
tial biases associated with post hoc research designs. Post
hoc methods collect data after the fact, typically asking
decision-makers to self-report their decision rules and
choices with respect to past events. This is problematic
because of respondents’ limited ability to recall past events
and the potential for social desirability bias. Conjoint anal-
ysis transcends these concerns because it uncovers decision
policies based on actual and mostly simplified decisions.

Experimental design. Hypothetical organization profiles
were constructed using four work attributes—part-time
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work, sabbaticals, and flexible workplace (which inform
work/life balance practices), and skill variety (which is
used as a control condition to differentiate from work/life
balance practices). A full factorial design would yield 16
(2%) possible combinations of attribute levels, and a test—
retest design would require 32 decision scenarios, which
is overwhelming for participants (Bruns et al., 2008; Choi
& Shepherd, 2004; Monsen et al., 2010; Shepherd, 1999).
Following Hahn and Shapiro (1966), all main effects of
the work attributes on job seckers’ decisions are tested
with a reduced number of profiles, using an orthogonal
fractional factorial which reduces the profiles to 8, ena-
bling us to test all of the hypotheses (Box et al., 1978;
Montgomery, 2009). Replicating the 8 unique organiza-
tion profiles resulted in a total of 16 profiles to be evalu-
ated by each participant. Duplicating the original profiles
allows estimating decision consistency and the use of an
additional measure of reliability within the final statistical
analysis (Louviere, 1988). The 16 profiles® were ran-
domly assigned to each participant to avoid order effects.
A practice case was included at the beginning of the con-
joint experiment to familiarize participants with the for-
mat and the evaluation task.

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) examines the vari-
ance within and between individuals and allows for the
decomposition of the foundational structure of decision
policies (Bruns et al., 2008). This procedure is appropriate
for experimental decision-making studies because it con-
trols for autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity (Choi &
Shepherd, 2005; Hofmann, 1997; Holland & Shepherd,
2013). Multicollinearity is tested by calculating the VIFs.
It is not an issue since it is below the cutoff value of 10
(Kutner et al., 2004; Robinson & Schumacker, 2009).

Measures

Dependent variable. Participants were asked to respond
to the following question: “What is the likelihood that you
will enter into a long-term employment relationship with a
company as described above?” The decision outcome was
measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1=very unlikely;
7=very likely).

Job characteristics (Independent variables). We included
four attributes that represented the independent variables.
Whereas three attributes (i.e., part-time work, sabbaticals,
and a flexible workplace) describe work/life balance job
characteristics, skill variety describes a general job charac-
teristic that has been found to be important when assessing
organizational attraction.

Age. We measured age by asking respondents for their
birth year.

Gender. Respondents were asked to indicate their gen-
der: male or female (1, 0).

Relationship status. Respondents were also asked to
indicate if they are in a relationship or single (1, 0).

Results

Table 4 shows the means, SDs, and correlations.
Correlations between the variables are .00 and SDs are
0.50, due to the orthogonal fractional factorial design
(Patzelt & Shepherd, 2008).

Table 5 presents the HLM results. All values are
reported as standardized coefficients. Level 1 effects of the
decision on the dependent variable appear in the first row.
A job seeker’s willingness to enter into a long-term
employment relationship is positively associated with
organizations offering part-time work (coefficient: .950,
p<<.001), sabbaticals (coefficient: .851, p<<.001), and
workplace flexibility (coefficient: .897, p<<.001).
Hypothesis 2a is thus supported for all three work/life bal-
ance practices. Skill variety included to test for robustness
is also significantly positive (coefficient: 2.761, p <.001).

The moderating effects on Level 2 appear in the follow-
ing rows. Hypothesis 2b, which proposes that age moder-
ates the relationship between work/life balance decision
attributes and the dependent variable, is supported for
workplace flexibility (coefficient: .050, p <.10), but not
supported for the other work/life balance practices.
Hypothesis 2¢, which proposes that gender has a moderat-
ing effect on the relationship between work/life balance
decision attributes and a job seeker’s willingness to enter
into a long-term relationship, is supported for part-time
work (coefficient: —.423, p<.01), but it is not supported
for the other work/life balance practices. Given that rela-
tionship status does not moderate the association between
work/life balance decision attributes and willingness to
enter into a long-term employment relationship with an
organization, Hypothesis 2d is not supported.

To facilitate an interpretation of the significant interac-
tion effects, we plot the graphs in Figures 1 and 2 (Aiken
& West, 1991; Cohen et al., 2002). Figure 1 demonstrates
that the opportunity to work part-time shows a stronger
positive association with willingness to enter into long-
term employment for women compared to men. Figure 2
shows that workplace flexibility displays a stronger posi-
tive association with a job seeker’s willingness to enter
into a long-term employment when job seekers are older.

Discussion

Study 2 study yields partial support for the notion that a
desire for work/life balance among Millennials may differ
by gender and age. Specifically, gender moderates the rela-
tionship between part-time work and job seekers’ willing-
ness to enter into long-term employment. In addition, age
moderates the association between workplace flexibility
and job seekers’ willingness to enter into long-term
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Table 4. Study 2—Descriptive statistics.

M SD ol. 02. 03. 04. 05. 06. 07.
01. Job seekers’ willingness to enter into long-term 4.03 1.92
employment relationships with an organization
02. Part-time work .00 50 167
03. Sabbatical .00 50 L121%F 000
04. Flexible workplace .00 .50 .091%* .000 .000
05. Skill variety .00 .50 .103%  .000 .000 .000
06. Age 24813 .64 .380* .000 .000 .000 .000
07. Gender .53 .50  .345% 000 .000 .000 .000 .250%*
08. Relationship status A5 .50 .265* 000 .000 .000 .000 .005 -.400
SD: standard deviation.
N=1,744 decisions, *p <.01.
Table 5. Study 2—Hierarchical linear regression analyses.
Evaluation criteria Workl/life balance job characteristics General job characteristic
Intercept Part-time work Sabbatical Workplace flexibility Monitoring board
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE) (SE)
Level | effects on DV
Intercept 4.032%%* .950%F* .85 |k .897#¥* 2.76 1%k
(.047) (.068) (.054) (.052) (.090)
Interaction effects between Level 2 and Level | variables on DV
Age -.042 -.007 -.051 .050f -.020
(.032) (.043) (.031) (.029) (.063)
Gender .156 —423%* .061 -.038 157
(.099) (.148) 1 1 (.190)
Relationship status —-.068 -.059 -.120 —-.144 222
(.093) (-139) (-110) (.105) (.180)

Dependent variable: Job seekers’ willingness to enter into long-term employment relationship with the organization.
b <. 1;*p <.05; *p <.01; **¥*p < .001; N= 1,744 decisions nested within 109 job seekers. Values in parentheses are SEs.
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Figure |. Study 2—Interaction of part-time work with job
seekers’ willingness to enter into long-term employment.

employment. Women may desire part-time work with a
view toward balancing family with work (Hill et al., 2004),
while younger respondents may prefer workplace

Figure 2. Study 2—Interaction of workplace flexibility with
job seekers’ willingness to enter into long-term employment.

flexibility given a trend toward working from home and
the ability to combine work with leisure activities.
Although  employers are developing  work/life
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balance policies to attract and retain Millennial workers,
the reaction to these employer initiatives varies by age and
gender. Study 2 also suggests the heterogeneity among
Millennials highlighting the difficulty to make compari-
sons across different generations. We will discuss these
results in greater detail in the concluding discussion.

Study 3—employer attributes*

Previous studies on Millennials have usually been focused
on the United States (Parry & Urwin, 2011), and these
findings are generalized to other countries. Different his-
torical events in different countries shape each generation
differently, each with different start and end years (e.g.,
consolidation, cultural revolution, social reform in China,
see Egri & Ralston, 2004; prereform, reform, postreform
in China, see Tang et al., 2017). Thus, when research
reports on what characterizes a generation, several con-
cerns arise, particularly when considering nonwestern
countries, since historical and social contexts shape a gen-
eration in a specific location in time.

While we focused on heterogeneity within Millennials
arising from age, gender, and relationship status in Studies
1 and 2, we now consider national differences in
Mannheim’s generational location in Study 3 as another
contextual factor in the heterogeneity within the Millennial
generation. Specifically, we analyze how national location
influences employer attributes for Millennial job seekers.

Employer branding often differentiates a firm as a
desirable employer (Buil et al., 2016). The purpose of an
employer branding strategy is to attract and recruit the
right potential employees (Mosley, 2007). Thus, it is
advantageous for employers to know which employer
attributes are attractive to job seekers; however, it is ques-
tionable whether specific employer attributes are valued
by Millennials irrespective of national location, age, and
gender. To our knowledge, there has been no research on
whether and how nationality might explain Millennial
preferences in shaping their initial employment expecta-
tions. Exploring national differences in employer attrib-
utes will therefore shed light on possible heterogeneity
among the Millennial generation in different national con-
texts. Costanza and Finkelstein (2015) note that interna-
tional, globalized organizations become the best employers
in select countries by understanding workforce trends in
certain locations.

In this study, we focus on Swiss and Russian nationals
as proxies for two different sources of generational loca-
tion. Switzerland is characterized as a highly industrialized
nation, while Russia exemplifies an emerging economy.
Millennials in Switzerland had been raised during periods
of economic growth and prosperity, while Millennials in
Russia grew up in times of political, economic, and social
change and instability. Following Hofstede (2001), Russia
and Switzerland differ markedly on power distance,

individualism-collectivism, masculinity/femininity, and
uncertainty avoidance. Russians scored higher on uncer-
tainty avoidance than Swiss, which might present an aber-
ration from the period of economic and political stagnation
in the 1980s in Russia when Russian citizens were guaran-
teed a job and a modest standard of living. However, they
scored lower than the Swiss on individualism, which can
be explained by the suppression of individualism, when
official egalitarian values were promoted at the expense of
personal freedom and freedom of expression. Hence,
drawing on Mannheim’s (1952, 1928) conceptualization
of generational locations [German: Lagerung] as the spe-
cific historical and social location of a generation in a
given place, we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 3: The perception of employer attributes
among Millennials varies based on differences in gen-
erational locations.

Methodology

Sample. We collected data from graduate business students
at five universities in the German-speaking part of Switzer-
land and two universities in Russia. A total of 600 question-
naires were distributed to students during class time, and
555 were completed yielding a response rate of 92.5%.
Given our interest in the attitudes of Millennial job seekers
from Switzerland and Russia, we limited our sample to
respondents who were either of Swiss or Russian nationali-
ties. The final dataset consisted of 448 participants (216
Swiss, 232 Russians). In the Swiss sample, the mean age is
25.1years and half (50%) are men. In the Russian sample,
the mean age is 21.6 years and one-third (34%) are men.

Measures

Employer attributes. To become an employer of choice,
employer practices should be aimed at matching job seek-
ers’ expectations with work attributes (Branham, 2005).
The authors worked with Universum, a consulting firm in
employer branding, to develop a holistic bundle of work
attributes that were derived from a literature review. A
total of 19 work attributes were measured using a 7-point
Likert-type (1=very unimportant, T=very important):
prestige (Cennamo & Gardner, 2008), good reference for
future career (Knox & Freeman, 2006), corporate social
responsibility (Twenge et al., 2010), culture that respects
one’s individuality (Twenge & Campbell, 2008), culture
that values diversity among personnel (Twenge, 2010), cul-
ture that supports equality between sexes (Twenge, 2010),
culture that accepts minorities (Twenge, 2010), challeng-
ing work, opportunities for relocation abroad and interna-
tional travel (Knox & Freeman, 2006), secure employment
(Bristow et al., 2011), flexible working conditions (Her-
shatter & Epstein, 2010), good work/life balance (Deal
et al., 2010), attractive geographic location, friendly work
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environment (Martin et al., 2005), performance-related
bonus (Ng et al., 2010), professional training and educa-
tion (Bristow et al., 2011), personal mentoring/coaching
(Branham, 2005), leadership opportunities (Wong et al.,
2008), and good possibilities for rapid promotion (Ng
et al., 2010).

Generational location. We used nationality as a proxy for
generational locations (1=Russian, 0=Swiss).

Post hoc test variables. To test the effect of age and gen-
der that was hypothesized in Study 1, we included the two
variables in the regression analyses. The mean age for the
combined sample is 23.3 years and 42% were men.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations for all of the varia-
bles are reported in Table 6. We test Hypothesis 3 through
multiple regression. Table 7 presents the results of the
analysis. In total, we run 19 regression analyses (Cohen
et al., 2002), one for each of the 19 employer attributes.

In each model, we entered nationality, age, and gender
as independent variables. Hypothesis 3, which hypothe-
sizes that nationality affects employer attributes, is sup-
ported for 13 of the 19 attributes. The strongest
nationality-based differences are found for prestige
(B=.24, p <.001), culture that accepts minorities (3 =—.45,
p<.001), challenging work (B=-31, p<.001), perfor-
mance-related bonus (B=.32, p<.001), and good possi-
bilities for rapid promotion (f=.35, p<<.001). While
prestige, performance-related bonus, and good possibili-
ties for rapid promotion are significantly more important
for Russians, culture that accepts minorities and challeng-
ing work are significantly more important for Swiss.

We also find some evidence that the perception of
employer attributes is associated with gender and age.
Older study participants place less importance on prestige
(B=-.15, p<.05), performance-related bonus (B=-.17,
p<.05), and good possibilities for rapid promotion
(B=-.19, p<.01). For gender, we find that male respond-
ents place significantly less emphasis on a culture that sup-
ports equality between sexes (B=—.40, p <.001).

Consistent with Study 1, we also calculated effect sizes
to derive a more general and robust description of the size
of the effects obtained in our regression analyses (Fritz
et al., 2012). We report Cohen’s d, Cohen’s U3, and Tilton
Overlap in Table 8. Given that age is a continuous variable,
we dichotomized age before calculating the effect sizes
related to age. Based on a median split, we distinguish two
age groups (i.e., 23 or younger and 24 or older).

The inferences drawn from the effect-size analysis
underscore the notion that Russians are markedly different
from Swiss on many employer attributes. Especially large
effect sizes are obtained for the following employer

attributes: culture that accepts minorities (Cohen’s
d=0.81), performance-related bonus (Cohen’s d=0.92),
and good possibilities for rapid promotion (Cohen’s
d=1.11). Russians appear to emphasize less on a culture
that accepts minorities compared to Swiss, a difference
that might be explained by less collectivist upbringing
among Swiss Millennials. However, Russians, rate perfor-
mance-related bonus and good possibilities for promotion
as markedly higher than the Swiss, likely because of a
drive toward market capitalism and (and a turn against
communal paternalism). Medium effect sizes for national-
ity are observed for prestige and challenging work. While
Russians attach more importance to prestige, they place
less emphasis on challenging work compared to the Swiss.

Respondents aged 23 or younger consider prestige
(Cohen’s d=0.70), performance-related bonus (Cohen’s
d=0.76), and good possibilities for rapid promotion
(Cohen’s d=1.00) as more important than respondents
aged 24 or older. This may be explained by the fact that
older Millennials have entered the workforce and have
developed more realistic job expectations. For gender, the
largest Cohen’s d amounts to 0.78 indicating that women
attach markedly more importance to a culture that supports
equality between sexes compared to men. This reflects a
strong desire by women to overcoming more patriarchal
structures in place.

As the values for Cohen’s d, Cohen’s U3, and Tilton
Overlap (Table 8) markedly deviate from the reference val-
ues that are indicative of homogeneity (i.e., Cohen’s d=0,
Cohen’s U3=50%, Tilton Overlap=100%), we again find
support for heterogeneity among Millennials based on dif-
ferences in generational location, age, and gender.

Overall, our analyses suggest the influence of national-
ity in the perception of preferred employer attributes
among Millennials and hence provide some support for
Hypothesis 3.

Discussion

Study 3 examines the importance of different employer
attributes of job seekers based on whether they are from
Switzerland or Russia. The study highlights differences
between Russian and Swiss Millennial job seekers. We
conclude that the generational location, on the basis of
nationality, is another potentially important factor that con-
tributes to the heterogeneity among Millennials. In addi-
tion, our results also point to potential issues when
generalizing generational findings from one national con-
text to another. We will discuss these results in concert with
those from Studies 1 and 2 in our concluding discussion.

Concluding discussion

Challenging research that makes comparisons across gen-
erations, this article investigates  generational
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Regression analysis.

Table 7. Study 3

Model 16 Model 17 Model 18 Model 19

Model |5

Model 12 Model I3 Model 14

Model ||

Model 10

Model 8 Model 9

Model 6 Model 7

Model 5

Model | Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Variables

Good
opportunities possibilities

Leadership

Personal

Performance- Professional

Attractive Friendly

Good

Flexible

relocation abroad employment working

and international

Challenging Opportunities for Secure
travel

Culture
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4
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.05

.05

.03

10
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.04
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.00
1.43
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4.66™*

5.98%*

Regression coefficients are reported as standardized [ values. With the exception of the employer attributes prestige, opportunities for relocation abroad and international travel, and attractive geographic location all p values for the

remaining employer attributes are calculated based on hetereoskedasticity-robust standard errors.

448; 1p <.10; *p < .05; **p < .01; **kp < .001.

N=

heterogeneity by exploring whether and how differences in
work values, work/life balance practices, and employer
attributes are associated with age, gender, relationship sta-
tus, and nationality among Millennials. We draw from
Mannheim’s (1952) generation theory and propose that
individual factors (e.g., age and gender), relational factors
(e.g., relationship status), and contextual factors (e.g.,
nationality) may lead to within-generational bonds that
constitute different generation units with different work
values and organizational attraction arising from job char-
acteristics (e.g., work/life balance), and employer attrib-
utes (e.g., branding). Our results from three studies support
our general premise; these factors influence Millennial
preferences on a broad range of workplace characteristics,
raising questions on the appropriateness when making
comparisons across generations that span 15-20years, or
when generalizing a generation from one generational
location with different development, historical, and social
contexts to another. Past research measuring generational
differences on work-related variables adopted a cohort-
based perspective which focuses on mean differences
among generations (Foster, 2013). This neglects differ-
ences within cohort variances which biases/skews research
findings. As a result, findings from comparative studies
must be interpreted with caution.

To demonstrate how individual variables are related to
work-related variables within a single generation, we con-
ducted three studies. In Study 1, we analyze how age, gen-
der, and relationship status among Millennials are
associated with work values. The results provide some
support for our hypotheses indicating that Millennials are
not homogeneous across 16 work values. As Millennials
advance in age, aesthetic, creativity, intellectual stimula-
tion, independence, variety, and way of life tend to become
more important, while prestige, management, economic
return, security, and career become, on average, less
important. These trends suggest that age-related differ-
ences are (more) influential in predicting work values for
Millennials. Study 2 provides further support for the rele-
vance of age for work/life balance and workplace flexibil-
ity practices. Millennials’ willingness to enter into a
long-term employment relationship with an organization is
associated with age; older Millennials display a tendency
to consider this more important than younger Millennials.
As a control variable in Study 3, age is also associated with
some employer attributes for Millennials.

With respect to gender, Study 1 finds that women on
average emphasize certain work values (e.g., altruism, aes-
thetic, and supervisor relationship) more than men, and the
reverse holds true for men on other work values (e.g., intel-
lectual stimulation, prestige, and management). Thus, our
findings suggest that women and men espouse different
work values despite sharing a common generation (Beutell
& Brenner, 1986; Duffy & Sedlacek, 2007; Kaifi et al.,
2012; Terjesen et al., 2007). Study 2 further shows that



497

Ng et al.

100" > G 10" > e 150" >y 01" >4y

‘sadueleA Jo Aljenba

93 SSOSSE 03 1591 DUSAST SY3 UO paseq a.e sanjeA d Sy "ISYI0 Yded Wouy JudIayip Apuedyiudis aue sdnoud sso.ude sgs oy Jayaaym 1aodau osje SAA “sdnouS aA13dadsad sy Jo suesw Syl 03 IXaU SIMPR.IQ Ul parlodad aue sgs dy |
'smeas diysuoneja. pue “1apual ‘98e Aq saanqrinie Jakojdwa ul SIOUIIBYIP U0} SIZIS 1034)3 dYI SMOYS d|qel SIY ]| ‘8py=N

08'T6 09'66 0076 00'6 08'56 0T'68 01°06 09'€6 0v'86 00'€8 00'86 07’96 09's8 0569 0086 09'L6 08'06 or'S6 0086 (%) depaao uoL
0TLS 00§ 0095 00§ 0THS 0£'09 08'65 0v'95 091§ 09'99 007§ 08€S 0TH9 0€'8L 002§ g4 0765 09%S 00§ (%) €N s.uayod
81'0 100 S0 01’0 110 LT0 ST0 910 ¥0'0 340 S00 or'o 970 8.0 500 900 €20 [4K0} 500 p s.uayod
(60°1) (001 (o1 (s6°0) Horn (88°0) oz o) €1 w1 (s€1) (ze0)  eL1) w(§97) (@) (18°0) (zrn (s60) (T
SL'S 109 (29 109 wus w9 ws w9 96'S 437 9€'S €09 (2% 98 65'S 81’9 €5°S £0'9 1439 el
1) o1 o1 (6°0) Vza)] (€8°0) €1 1(e80) (90°1) +(€0'1) (V2 4)) (s60)  4(zs1) (8T y(TT) (06°0) (o1 (98°0)  «(60'1)
S6'S 009 185 01’9 09'S S¥'9 1Ls LE9 T6'S 86'S €S ¥6'S €T 66'S €5°S €79 18 81’9 LSS a[eway
Japusn
0L'19 0€£°06 0’56 0T’l16 or'oL 08'56 01°06 06'€6 0L'T6 00'€6 0588 05’18 or'z8 09'T6 05°06 09'66 0596 0806 0T, (%) depeao uoay
0148 0965 09+S 0£85 09'LL 0TS 08'65 0195 0€LS 0LS or'19 0089 0TL9 ov'LS 0’65 005 05°€S 01'6S  0L'SL (%) €N s.uayod
001 ¥T0 4K} o 9.0 110 ST0 S10 81’0 81'0 670 L¥0 S¥'0 610 ¥T0 100 600 €20 0L0 p s.uayod
w(91°1) Hz60)  4(060) +(98°0) w(LT1) +(89°0) (60°1) #80) (560 [VAN)) (v°1) €20 «b 1) AP wl8o1) (¥8°0) 811 (se0)  (oT1)
6T'S 98'S [£:29 v6'S 91's 179 ws 86’9 509 89'S 91'S €29 or's 89'S us 07’9 €95 209 1S 3P[0 40 T
#:(58°0) 8o lSITD) +(86°0) :(0071) +(L6°0) (k)] (£60)  wlz171) wo'1) (e€'1) (o) (L) (€91 wl€TD) (88°0) (o1 ¥80) (o1
679 01’9 69'S S19 109 1€9 1LS ¥T9 9:39 18'S LSS 08'S 69 or's 'S 179 vL'S w9 88'S 4a8unof o €7
a3y
0085 0£'T6 0L'L8 01'56 09'%9 00'€6 0L'L8 0T'e8 09'T6 0€'98 06'€L 09'89 0518 05°€6 0Sv6 061, (%) depeao uoay
09'98 0LLS 0179 065 018 0695 0779 05'99 0€'£S 05'€9 oLvL 016, 00'89 0595 05'SS  0¥'9L (%) €N s.uayod
[Nl 610 1€0 [4K0} 60 81'0 1€0 340 610 YE0 £9°0 180 L¥0 L¥0 910 y1'0 wo p s.uayod
ek (48°0) {0 wlbion) +(66°0) (1670 e(10°1) #(660)  xl61°1) (so'1) 61 (501 (891 wek(99°1)  swlLT1) (s6°0) «(€60)  (90'1)
869 609 655 9 €19 879 L9 wus 68'S €95 69'S ory 81's 0€'S v1'9 619 €6'S uelssny
#(60°1) 1960)  4ix(26°0) +(£8°0) wek(9T'1) 1k(59°0) (080  xx(160) W11 1) (890 seanlTe D) wek(TED) (001 (s2°0) «(s80)  (S1'1)
€S 06'S 16'S 009 €1's €9 Sb9 L9 69'S SIS 679 €9°§ 88'S €8S 879 £0'9 yI's SSIMG
Ajeuonen
[EL\:A saxas  [duuos.ad
uonowo.d |euoneuIIUL I usamiaq Buowe Auenpiaipur J99.Jed
pide. oy Buiyoeod uop3esnpa snuoq uoed0| ddueeq pue peouqe s3dedde Ajenba  Aysaaaip sauo 24nny 4oy
saniqissod  senumioddo /Bunojusw  pue Sujuredy patepd  uswuodAue dlyded3osd  aj-djdom  Suplom JuswAodwa  uonedolRd oy SOM ey syioddns sanjea Jeyy s309dsau WSD O U
pooo diysiapes [BUOSISY  |BUOISSDJOU -DIUBLLIOLIDY SIOM A|pusliy dARdEIY pooo 3|qIx314 24n23g sanuniioddg Buidusjieyd aJmnD 3Byl 3umnD 2umInD eyl 24nnD  |9A3] YSiH pooy a8nsald S9|qRLIBA

"de[J9AQ UOI|I] PUE ‘€M) S,UBYOD) ‘p S,U3YOD) ‘(SI9¥DRIq Ul) SS PUE Suedl—¢ ApmS *g d|qe



498

Business Research Quarterly 27(4)

gender moderates the relationship between part-time work
and Millennials’ willingness to enter into long-term employ-
ment. It is not surprising for women to express less interest
when part-time work is not offered. Study 3, which included
gender as a control variable, similarly finds gender differ-
ences in some employer attributes among Millennials.

We also find differences on the basis of relationship sta-
tus on a smaller number of work attributes. In Study 1,
Millennials who are single value creativity, while those in
a relationship value security. However, we did not find any
effect for relationship status as a moderating variable
between work/life balance and organizational attraction in
Study 2. Although relationship status appears to have less
influence on differences in most of the work values, com-
pared to age and gender, we believe that being in a rela-
tionship affects perceptions of work values likely because
decisions and plans are often made together with the part-
ner. Care and responsibility for someone in private life are
likely to affect work life. The literature on work-family
conflict strongly supports this assumption (Carlson &
Kacmar, 2000).

When we explore differences in employer attributes in
Study 3, we find differences between Swiss and Russian
Millennials. Although the Swiss and Russian respondents
belong to the same generation, national location influences
their perceptions of employer attributes and attractiveness.
This finding is noteworthy because most research studies
on Millenials are conducted in the U.S. and are generalized
to other countries. Although differences in terms of the
generation’s location between Western Europe and the
United States may be lower compared to differences
between the United States and Russia, there are likely to
still be differences that must be considered when making
conclusions about a generation.

Taken together, our three studies demonstrate differ-
ences among Millennials arising from age, gender, rela-
tionship status, and nationality. Thus, when comparing
mean differences in generational studies, these differences
are neglected because data are aggregated to a generational
value.

Limitations and future research

This study has a number of limitations, some of which
suggest promising avenues for future research. First, the
data of all three studies were self-reported, which may
give rise to social desirability and response-set biases.
However, there was good variance and normal distribu-
tion in the responses, giving us no indication of these
concerns. Second, the samples in Studies 2 and 3 are
Millennial graduate students and are well placed for
assessing job-seeker preferences and commitment
(Brown et al., 2006). However, it would be informative
to investigate whether these results hold for Millennials
who have work experience and might interpret work and

organizational attributes differently (Cable et al., 2000;
Kuron et al., 2015). Third, we investigate the heteroge-
neity among Millennials on the basis of age, gender,
relationship status, and nationality, and although signifi-
cant differences were found, little variance was explained
(see Ng et al., 2010). We encourage future research to
identify additional factors. For example, socioeconomic
status, education, sexual orientation, and gender identity
may offer additional insights (see Lyons et al., 2014).
Fourth, the samples were collected in Switzerland (for
all studies) and Russia (Study 3), and in following our
own advice, care must be taken when generalizing the
results to other countries. Finally, this study focuses on
differences within the Millennial generation but made no
comparison with other generations. We also suggest a
more elaborate design on examining differences between
generations along with the moderating effects of indi-
vidual variables such as age, gender, origin, social loca-
tion, and relationship status.

Practical implications

Our paper highlights heterogeneity within the Millennial
generation on the basis of age, gender, relationship status,
and nationality, which is common across all generations.
With this knowledge in mind, we suggest that a “one size
fits all” human resource management (HRM) policy aimed
at attracting and retaining the Millennial generation is
inadequate as aging (maturation), lifestyle choices, and
national contexts play a role in affecting what Millennials
prioritize and desire in their work and from their employ-
ers (Claus, 2019; King & Vaiman, 2019). This finding is
not surprising given that Kuron et al. (2015) have previ-
ously identified shifts in work values when Millennials
transition from school to work.

With this in mind, we suggest that employers consider
diverse work and life experiences may require different
responses with respect to HRM practices. Younger
Millennials lacking in experience may be drawn to more
extrinsic aspects of work (e.g., prestige, management, eco-
nomic return, and career), while those who have had sev-
eral years of work experience—and have had these needs
fulfilled—value more intrinsic aspects (e.g., intellectual
stimulation, independence, supervision relationship, and
variety). Recruitment and employer initiatives for college
students should be aimed at early career attraction, while
job design, work responsibilities, and supervision should
be crafted with career progression in mind.

Likewise, we know from research that gender roles and
life choices remain dominant in our work lives (Hakim,
2018), thus the provision of work/life balance and flexible
workplace arrangements will continue to be more popular
with women than men, at least with the Millennial genera-
tion. However, as society becomes more egalitarian over
time, gender differences in future generations may weaken.
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Finally, we draw attention to the need for caution when
transferring HRM policies and practices from one country
or region to another. Despite sharing the same location in
time, not all generations share the same work values and
attitudes or desire the same organizational attributes.
Employers operating across national boundaries should
therefore consider historical and socioeconomic develop-
ment stages when designing appropriate HRM policies to
attract Millennials and future generations of employees.

Authors’ note
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Notes

1. We thank our anonymous reviewer for making this impor-
tant point.

2.  The closer Cohen’s d to 0, the smaller the difference
between two groups (Wilcock et al., 2008). A Cohen’s U3 of
50% implies that there is no difference between two groups
(Hanel et al., 2018) which is equivalent to a Tilton Overlap
of 100% (Elster & Dunnette, 1971).

3. To determine whether participants performed decision tasks
consistently, test-retest checks of the individual decision
policies were undertaken to compare participants’ deci-
sions on the 16 original with the 16 replicated profiles by
computing Pearson R correlations. Of the 110 participants
who completed the experiment, 99.1 percent of job seekers
(109) are significantly reliable in their responses (p <.05).
The nonreliable participant was omitted from further analy-
sis, leading to a final sample of 109 participants for analy-
sis. The overall mean test-retest Pearson R correlation for
the sample is .83 (N=109), consistent with previous stud-
ies (Bruns et al., 2008; Choi & Shepherd, 2004; Patzelt &
Shepherd, 2008; Shepherd, 1999), indicating that job seek-
ers performed their decision tasks across the conjoint pro-
files consistently.

4. Study 3 is based on data that were also analyzed in the
doctoral thesis of Hubschmid (2012). Shaping efficient

employer branding strategies to target Generation Y.
Bern: Peter Lang AG. However, in Study 3, we applied
a different methodological approach than the Hubschmid
(2012) study.

References

Abele, A. E., Schute, M., & Andri, M. S. (1999). Ingenieurin ver-
sus Padagoge: Berufliche Werthaltungen nach Beendigung
des Studiums (Engineer versus pedagogue. Occupational
value systems after having completed studies). Zeitschrift
fiir Pddagogische Psychologie, 13, 84-99.

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing
and interpreting interactions. SAGE.

Arden, R., & Plomin, R. (2006). Sex differences in variance of
intelligence across childhood. Personality and Individual
Differences, 41(1), 39-48.

Beutell, N. J., & Brenner, O. C. (1986). Sex differences in work
values. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 28, 29-41.

Box, G. E., Hunter, W. G., & Hunter, J. S. (1978). Statistics for
experimenters: An introduction to design, data analysis,
and model building. John Wiley and Sons.

Branham, L. (2005). Planning to become an employer of choice.
Journal of Organizational Excellence, 24, 57-68.

Bretz, R. D., & Judge, T. A. (1994). The role of human resource
systems in job applicant decision processes. Journal of
Management, 20, 531-551.

Bristow, D., Amyx, D., Castleberry, S. B., & Cochran, J. J. (2011).
A cross-generational comparison of motivational factors in
a sales career among Gen-X and Gen-Y college students.
Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 31, 77-85.

Brown, D. J., Cober, R. T., Kane, K., Levy, P. E., & Shalhoop, J.
(20006). Proactive personality and the successful job search:
A field investigation with college graduates. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 91, 717-726.

Bruns, V., Holland, D. V., Shepherd, D. A., & Wiklund, J. (2008).
The role of human capital in loan officers’ decision policies.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32, 485-506.

Buil, 1., Catalan, S., & Martinez, E. (2016). The importance
of corporate brand identity in business management: An
application to the UK banking sector. Business Research
Quarterly, 19(1), 3—12.

Cable, D. M., Aiman-Smith, L., Mulvey, P. W., & Edwards, J. R.
(2000). The sources and accuracy of job applicants’ beliefs
about organizational culture. The Academy of Management
Journal, 43, 1076—-1085.

Caillier, J. G. (2013). Satisfaction with work—Ilife benefits and
organizational commitment/job involvement—Is there a
connection? Public Personnel Administration, 33, 340-364.

Carlson, D. S., & Kacmar, K. M. (2000). Work-family conflict
in the organization: Do life role values make a difference?
Journal of Management, 26, 1031-1054.

Carr, A. E., & Tang, T. L. P. (2005). Sabbaticals and employee
motivation: Benefits, concerns, and implications. Journal of
Education for Business, 80(3), 160—164.

Casper, W. J., & Buffardi, L. C. (2004). Work-life benefits and
job pursuit intentions: The role of anticipated organizational
support. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 65, 391-410.

Cennamo, L., & Gardner, D. (2008). Generational differences in
work values, outcomes and person-organisation values fit.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23, 891-906.


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2012-9878
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3198-057X

500

Business Research Quarterly 27(4)

Choi, Y. R., & Shepherd, D. A. (2004). Entreprencurs’ deci-
sions to exploit opportunities. Journal of Management, 30,
377-395.

Choi, Y. R., & Shepherd, D. A. (2005). Stakeholder percep-

tions of age and other dimensions of newness. Journal of

Management, 31, 573-596.

Claus, L. (2019). HR disruption—Time already to reinvent talent
management. Business Research Quarterly, 22(3),207-215.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral
sciences (2nd ed.). Erlbaum.

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2002). Applied
multiple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral
sciences. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Costanza, D. P., & Finkelstein, L. M. (2015). Generationally
based differences in the workplace: Is there a there there?
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3), 308-323.

Covri, E., Bigi, A., & Ng, G. (2007, October). The European
Millenials versus the US Millenials: Similarities and dif-
ferences [Conference session]. International Business
Research Conference, Sydney, NSW, Australia.

Cucina, J. M., Byle, K. A., Martin, N. R., Peyton, S. T., & Gast,
I. F. (2018). Generational differences in workplace attitudes
and job satisfaction. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 33,
246-264.

Darcy, C., McCarthy, A., Hill, J., & Grady, G. (2012). Work-life
balance: One size fits all? An exploratory analysis of the
differential effects of career stage. European Management
Journal, 30, 111-120.

Deal, J. J., Altman, D. G., & Rogelberg, S. G. (2010). Millennials
at work: What we know and what we need to do (if any-
thing). Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 191-199.

De Cooman, R., & Dries, N. (2012). Attracting Generation Y:
How work values predict organizational attraction in grad-
uating students in Belgium. In E. Ng, S. T. Lyons, & L.
Schweitzer (Eds.), Managing the new workforce (pp. 42—
63). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Devendorf, S. A., & Highhouse, S. (2008). Applicant—
employee similarity and attraction to an employer.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology,
81, 607-617.

Dolan, S. L., Diez-Pinol, M., Fernandez-Alles, M., Martin-Prius,
A., & Martinez-Fierro, S. (2004). Exploratory study of
within-country differences in work and life values: The case
of Spanish business students. International Journal of Cross
Cultural Management, 4, 157-180.

Dufty, R. D., & Sedlacek, W. E. (2007). The work values of
first-year college students: Exploring group differences. The
Career Development Quarterly, 55, 359-364.

Egri, C. P., & Ralston, D. A. (2004). Generation cohorts and per-
sonal values: A comparison of China and the United States.
Organization Science, 15(2), 210-220.

Elster, R. S., & Dunnette, M. D. (1971). The robustness of
Tilton’s measure of overlap. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 31(3), 685-697.

Forsyth, S., & Polzer-Debruyne, A. (2007). The organisational
pay-offs for perceived work-life balance support. Asia
Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 45, 113-123.

Foster, K. (2013). Generation and discourse in working life sto-
ries. The British Journal of Sociology, 64, 195-215.

Fritz, C. O., Morris, P. E., & Richler, J. J. (2012). Effect size esti-
mates: Current use, calculations, and interpretation. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 141(1), 2—18.

Gibson, J. L. (2015). The effects of workforce trends and changes
on organizational recruiting: A practical perspective.
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3), 383-387.

Gorman, E. H. (2000). Marriage and money: The effect of mari-
tal status on attitudes toward pay and finances. Work and
Occupations, 27, 64-88.

Graves, L. M., & Powell, G. M. (1995). The effect of sex similar-
ity on recruiters’ evaluations of actual applicants: A Test of
the Similarity-Attraction Paradigm. Personnel Psychology,
48, 85-98.

Green, P. E., & Srinivasan, V. (1990). Conjoint analysis in mar-
keting: New developments with implications for research
and practice. Journal of Marketing Research, 54, 3—19.

Hahn, G. J., & Shapiro, S. S. (1966). 4 catalogue and computer
program for the design and analysis of orthogonal symmet-
ric and asymmetric fractional factorial designs. General
Electric Corporation.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010).
Multivariate data analysis. Prentice Hall.

Hakim, C. (2018). Models of the family in modern societies:
Ideals and realities. Routledge.

Hanel, P. H., Wolfradt, U., Maio, G. R., & Manstead, A. S. (2018).
The source attribution effect: Demonstrating pernicious disa-
greement between ideological groups on non-divisive apho-
risms. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 79, 51-63.

Heidegger, M. (1927). Sein und Zeit (Being and Time). Max
Niemeyer.

Hershatter, A., & Epstein, M. (2010). Millennials and the world
of work: An organization and management perspective.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 25,211-223.

Hill, E. J., Ferris, M., & Mairtinson, V. (2003). Does it matter
where you work? A comparison of how three work venues
(traditional office, virtual office, and home office) influ-
ence aspects of work and personal/family life. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 63,220-241.

Hill, E. J., Hawkins, A. J., Ferris, M., & Weitzman, M. (2001).
Finding an extra day a week: The positive influence of
perceived job flexibility on work and family life balance.
Family Relations, 50, 49-58.

Hill, E. J., Mértinson, V. K., Ferris, M., & Baker, R. Z. (2004).
Beyond the mommy track: The influence of new-concept
part-time work for professional women on work and family.
Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 25(1), 121-136.

Hofmann, D. A. (1997). An overview of the logic and rationale
of hierarchical linear models. Journal of Management, 23,
723-744.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing val-
ues, behaviors, institutions, and organizations across
nations. SAGE.

Holland, D. V., & Shepherd, D. A. (2013). Deciding to persist:
Adversity, values, and entrepreneurs’ decision policies.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37, 331-358.

Honeycutt, T. L., & Rosen, B. (1997). Family friendly human
resource policies, salary levels, and salient identity as pre-
dictors of organizational attraction. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 50, 271-290.



Ng et al.

501

Hubschmid, E. (2012). Shaping efficient employer branding
strategies to target Generation Y. Peter Lang AG.

Kaifi, B. A., Nafei, W. A., Khanfar, N. M., & Kaifi, M. M.
(2012). A multi-generational workforce: Managing and
understanding Millenials. International Journal of Business
and Management, 7, 88-93.

Kalleberg, A. L. (2000). Nonstandard employment relations:
Part-time, temporary and contract work. Annual Review of
Sociology, 26, 341-365.

King, K. A., & Vaiman, V. (2019). Enabling effective talent
management through a macro-contingent approach: A
framework for research and practice. Business Research
Quarterly, 22(3), 194-206.

Kirkpatrick Johnson, M. (2005). Family roles and work values:
Processes of selection and change. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 67, 352-369.

Knox, S., & Freeman, C. (2006). Measuring and managing
employer brand image in the service industry. Journal of
Marketing Management, 22, 695-716.

Kooij, D. T. A. M., De Lange, A. H., Jansen, P. G. W., Kanfer, R.,
& Dikkers, J. S. E. (2011). Age and work-related motives:
Results of a meta-analysis. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 32, 197-225.

Kuron, L. K., Lyons, S. T., Schweitzer, L., & Ng, E. S. (2015).
Millennials’ work values: Differences across the school to
work transition. Personnel Review, 44(6), 991-1009.

Kutner, M. H., Nachtsheim, C., & Neter, J. (2004). Applied lin-
ear regression models. McGraw-Hill/Irwin.

Levenson, A. R. (2010). Millennials and the world of work:
An economist’s perspective. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 25,257-264.

Louviere, J. J. (1988). Conjoint analysis modelling of stated pref-
erences: A review of theory, methods, recent developments
and external validity. Journal of Transport Economics and
Policy, 22,93-119.

Lyons, S., & Kuron, L. (2014). Generational differences in
the workplace: A review of the evidence and directions
for future research. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
35(S1), S139-S157.

Lyons, S. T., Duxbury, L., & Higgins, C. (2007). An empirical
assessment of generational differences in basic human val-
ues. Psychological Reports, 101, 339-352.

Lyons, S. T.,Ng, E. S., & Schweitzer, L. (2014). Changing demo-
graphics and the shifting nature of careers: Implications
for research and human resource development. Human
Resource Development Review, 13(2), 181-206.

Magni, F., & Manzoni, B. (2020). Generational differences
in workers’ expectations: Millennials want more of the
same things. European Management Review, 17, 901—
914.

Mannheim, K. (1928). Das Problem der Generationen (The prob-
lem of the generations). Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie
und Sozialpsychologie (Cologne Journal for Sociology and
Social Psychology), 7, 309-330.

Mannheim, K. (1952). The problem of generations. In P.
Kecskementi (Ed.), Essays on the sociology of knowledge
(pp- 276-322). Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Martin, G., Beaumont, P., Doig, R., & Pate, J. (2005). Branding: A
new performance discourse for HR? European Management
Journal, 23, 76-88.

Monsen, E., Patzelt, H., & Saxton, T. (2010). Beyond simple util-
ity: Incentive design and trade-offs for corporate employee-
entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34,
105-130.

Montgomery, D. C. (2009). Design and analysis of experiments
(7th ed.). Wiley.

Mosley, R. W. (2007). Customer experience, organisational cul-
ture and the employer brand. Journal of Brand Management,
15,123-134.

Mottazl, C. (1986). Gender differences in work satisfaction,
work-related rewards and values, and the determinants of
work satisfaction. Human Relations, 39, 359-377.

Ng, E. W., Schweitzer, L., & Lyons, S. (2010). New genera-
tion, great expectations: A field study of the millennial
generation. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25,
281-292.

Onken-Menke, G., Niiesch, S., & Krdll, C. (2018). Are you
attracted? Do you remain? Meta-analytic evidence on
flexible work practices. Business Research, 11(2), 239—
277.

Parry, E., & Urwin, P. (2011). Generational differences in work
values: A review of theory and evidence. International
Journal of Management Reviews, 13, 79-96.

Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2008). The decision to persist
with underperforming alliances: The role of trust and con-
trol. Journal of Management Studies, 45, 1217-1243.

Pollmann-Schult, M. (2009). Geschlechterunterschiede in den
Arbeitswerten: eine Analyse fiir die alten Bundesldnder
1980-2000 (Gender differences in work values: An analy-
sis of the old German federal states 1980-2000). Zeitschrift
fiir Arbeitsmarktforschung (Journal for Labour Market
Research), 42, 140—154.

Rau, B. L., & Hyland, M. A. M. (2002). Role conflict and flex-
ible work arrangements: The effects on applicant attraction.
Personnel Psychology, 55, 111-136.

Rhodes, S. R. (1983). Age-related differences in work atti-
tudes and behavior: A review and conceptual analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 93, 328-367.

Robinson, C., & Schumacker, R. E. (2009). Interaction effects:
Centering, variance inflation factor, and interpretation
issues. Multiple Linear Regression Viewpoints, 35, 6—11.

Rowe, R., & Snizek, W. E. (1995). Gender differences in work
values: Perpetuating the myth. Work and Occupations, 22,
215-229.

Rudolph, C. W., Rauvola, R. S., Costanza, D. P., & Zacher, H.
(2021). Generations and generational differences: debunk-
ing myths in organizational science and practice and paving
new paths forward. Journal of Business and Psychology, 36,
945-967.

Rudolph, C. W., & Zacher, H. (2020). COVID-19 and careers:
On the futility of generational explanations. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 119, Article 103433.

Seifert, K. H., & Bergmann, C. (1983). Deutschsprachige
Adaptation des Work Values Inventory von Super (The
German language adaptation of the Work Values Inventory
from Super). Psychologie und Praxis (Psychology and
Practice), 27, 160—172.

Sessa, V. I., Kabacoff, R. 1., Deal, J., & Brown, H. (2007).
Generational differences in leader values and leadership
behaviors. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 10, 47-74.



502

Business Research Quarterly 27(4)

Shepherd, D. A. (1999). Venture capitalists’ assessment of new
venture survival. Management Science, 45, 621-632.

Sirias, D., Karp, H. B., & Brotherton, T. (2007). Comparing the
levels of individualism/collectivism between baby boomers
and generation X. Management Research News, 30, T749-761.

Smith, K. T. (2010). Work-life balance perspectives of mar-
keting professionals in Generation Y. Services Marketing
Quarterly, 31, 434-447.

Strauss, J. P., Barrick, M. R., & Connerley, M. L. (2001). An
investigation of personality similarity effects (relational
and perceived) on peer and supervisor ratings and the role
of familiarity and liking. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 74, 637-657.

Super, D. E. (1970). Work values inventory. Houghton Miftlin.

Tang, N., Wang, Y., & Zhang, K. (2017). Values of Chinese genera-
tion cohorts: Do they matter in the workplace? Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 143, 8-22.

Terjesen, S., Vinnicombe, S., & Freeman, C. (2007). Attracting
generation Y graduates. Career Development International,
12,504-522.

Tilly, C. (1996). Half a job: Bad and good part-time jobs in a
changing labor market. Temple University Press.

Twenge, J. M. (2010). A review of the empirical evidence on gen-
erational differences in work attitudes. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 25,201-210.

Twenge, J. M., & Campbell, S. M. (2008). Generational differ-
ences in psychological traits and their impact on the work-
place. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23, 862—877.

Twenge, J. M., Campbell, S. M., Hoffman, B. J., & Lance,
C. E. (2010). Generational differences in work values:

Leisure and extrinsic values increasing, social and
intrinsic values decreasing. Journal of Management, 36,
1117-1142.

Twenge, J. M., & Kasser, T. (2013). Generational changes in
materialism and work centrality, 1976-2007: Associations
with temporal changes in societal insecurity and materi-
alistic role modeling. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 39(7), 883-897.

Twenge, J. M., Konrath, S., Foster, J. D., Keith Campbell, W., &
Bushman, B. J. (2008). Egos inflating over time: A cross-
temporal meta-analysis of the narcissistic personality inven-
tory. Journal of Personality, 76, 875-902.

Twenge, J. M., Zhang, L., & Im, C. (2004). It’s beyond my con-
trol: A cross-temporal meta-analysis of increasing external-
ity in locus of control, 1960-2002. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 8, 308-319.

Wells, B., & Twenge, J. M. (2005). Changes in young peo-
ple’s sexual behavior and attitudes, 1943-1999: A cross-
temporal meta-analysis. Review of General Psychology,
9,249-261.

Wilcock, G. K., Black, S. E., Hendrix, S. B., Zavitz, K. H.,
Swabb, E. A., Laughlin, M. A., & Tarenflurbil Phase
II Study investigators. (2008). Efficacy and safety of
tarenflurbil in mild to moderate Alzheimer’s disease: A
randomised phase II trial. The Lancet Neurology, 7(6),
483-493.

Wong, M., Gardiner, E., Lang, W., & Coulon, L. (2008).
Generational differences in personality and motivation: Do
they exist and what are the implications for the workplace?
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23, 878-890.



Ng et al.

503

Appendix |

Item Catalogs

Study 1
Work Values

Altruism (Cronbach’s o.=.826)

Factor loadings

Stand by and help other people
Add to the well-being of other people
Fell you have helped other people

.644
.783
.857

Aesthetic (Cronbach’s 0.=.889)

Factor loadings

Being able to do things for which you have to be artistically gifted
Make or design beautiful things
Be able to engage in artistic or musical activities

.859
773
.866

Creativity (Cronbach’s o.=.851)

Factor loadings

Develop new ideas, invent something
Work on testing new ideas or notions
Participate in the development of new things

767
792
.785

Intellectual stimulation (Cronbach’s a.=.745)

Factor loadings

Perform work tasks that challenge one mentally
Perform tasks that require a lot of thought and consideration
Work on tasks where complicated relationships need to be clarified

574
.745
.702

Independence (Cronbach’s o =.690)

Factor loadings

Be given a position with own decision-making authority
Be your own boss at work
Be able to plan and schedule own work

.568
.643
.624

Achievement (Cronbach’s a.=.753)

Factor loadings

Being able to feel like you have really accomplished something
Know by the results when you have done a good job
See the result of your efforts

.638
.662
729

Prestige (Cronbach’s o.=.840)

Factor loadings

Gain prestige in your field
Achieve a socially respected position
Know that others consider your work important

.623
.854
.858

Management (Cronbach’s a.=.833)

Factor loadings

Stand above other people, working in a leadership position
Plan and organize the work of others
Have the authority over others

815
752
.720

Economic return (Cronbach’s o.=.830)

Factor loadings

Be able to get a pay or salary increase often
Can earn a lot of money
Earning so much that you can afford a lot

661
813
813

(Continued)
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Security (Cronbach’s o.=.834)

Factor loadings

Have a secure job, a secure position
Be sure of always having a job
Be able to count on a secure professional future

747
736
.804

Surroundings (Cronbach’s o.=.834)

Factor loadings

Work in a company or department with pleasant working conditions 747
Have a well-equipped, pleasant workplace 736
Work in a pleasant working atmosphere, for example, in a quiet and clean workspace .804

Supervisor relationship (Cronbach’s o.=.705)

Factor loadings

Have a supervisor who is considerate
Have a boss who is reasonable
Have a boss who gives you a fair deal

.633
.645
.604

Associates (Cronbach’s o.=.764)

Factor loadings

Have work colleagues with whom you can get along well
Have good connections with fellow workers
Form friendships with your fellow employees

.664
.809
651

Variety (Cronbach’s a.=.734)

Factor loadings

You can expect that there will always be other work to do
Have a varied job
Do many different things

577
.703
716

Way of life (Cronbach’s 0.=.683)

Factor loadings

Have an activity that provides the opportunity to arrange one’s life the way one prefers during nonworking time  .632
Have a job where you have plenty of free time (and leisure) to engage in your private interests and hobbies .632

Career (Cronbach’s o.=.883)

Factor loadings

Perform work tasks that challenge one mentally
Have favorable opportunities for career advancement
Get opportunities to advance to higher professional positions

.840
781
851

Study 3

Employer attributes

Scale: 1=Very unimportant/7= Very important

My ideal employer is associated with prestige.

My ideal employer is associated with good reference for
future career.

My ideal employer is associated with high level of corpo-
rate social responsibility.

My ideal employer has a culture that respects my
individuality.

My ideal employer has a culture that values diversity
among its personnel.

My ideal employer has a culture that supports equality
between sexes.

My ideal employer has a culture that accepts (underrepre-
sented) minorities.

My ideal job profile is characterized by a challenging
work.

My ideal job profile is characterized by opportunities for
relocation abroad and international travel.

My ideal job profile is characterized by a secure
employment.

My ideal job profile is characterized by flexible working
conditions.

My ideal job profile is characterized by a good work/life
balance.

My ideal job profile is characterized by an attractive geo-
graphic location.

My ideal job profile is characterized by a friendly work
environment.

My ideal working condition is associated with a perfor-
mance-related bonus.

My ideal working condition is associated with sponsorship
of professional training and development.

My ideal working condition is associated with mentoring/
coaching.

My ideal working condition is associated with leadership
opportunities.

My ideal working condition is associated with good pos-
sibilities for rapid promotion.



