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Abstract

Generational diversity at the workplace is a major issue for managers, since generations may
differ in terms of work motives and other characteristics. Knowing what is most important to
each generation in an organization is crucial information to Human Resource management,
whose goals (among others) is to develop effective motivational strategies for all employees.
By applying and experimenting with past and new methodologies, organizations succeeded or
failed in keeping their employees engaged and motivated in their work environment
throughout their employment. The situation in the public sector tends to differ though, as here,
in spite of job security, other factors such as saturated organizational cultures, engagement and
motivation approaches, tend to negatively impact the employees’ psychology and will to

perform up to an organization’s standards.

This is where the matter of generational differences among the public servants fits in, as
different age groups may require different approaches in being kept interested in their jobs,
other than the feeling of a secure job and a steady income; a subject of study less explored with
little literature available to HR management. Additionally, addressing generational differences
will critically aid organizations in overcoming factors that negatively affect their internal

environment, and most importantly, the achievement of goals and future vision.

The purpose of this research is to explore the relationship between multigenerational
workforces and employee motivation within the Cyprus University of Technology (C.U.T). More
specifically, it aims to identify the main motivational drivers for C.U.T’s employees, whether
those significantly vary across the different age groups, and based on the findings, make
suggestions to the HR management on how to enhance employees’ job engagement and

consequently, motivation.

By implementing a quantitative research design, primary data was collected through an online
survey focusing on C.U.T’s administrative personnel. The data was analysed using various
statistical measures, formal hypothesis testing, and regression analysis. Results showed that
significant differences do exist among the two major generations of C.U.T’s employees
(Generation X and Millennials), and while some motivational factors positively affect one

generation, at the same time they may negatively affect or not be as important to the other.



Mepiinym

Ol NAIKLAKEG YEVIEG TIOU OGUVOETOUV TO EPYATIKO SUVAUIKO TWV ETALPLOV EVOEXETAL VA
TAPOVGLAlOVY ONUAVTIKEG Sla@opéG HETAED TOUG 0e PBACIKA XOAPAKTNPLOTIKA OTWG TA
epyactakd kivntpa. O evtomiopds Kot 1 Staxelplon Twv SLa@opwv auTtwy amoTeAel éva pei{ov
BEpa Yo T SLOIKNTIKA OTEAEXT TWV ETALPLOV, OKOTIOG TWV OTOIWV &lval HeTadly AAAwV va
KpaToUV TOUG £pYalOUEVOUS TOUG APOCLWHIEVOUS KAl TTHPaywYLkoUs. ISlaitepa yia To Tunua
AvBp®TIVvou AUVOUIKOU TWV  ETAPLOV, T MHEAETN] KOL YVWON TWV  SLAQOPETIKWV
XAPAKTNPLOTIKOV KAOE YEVIAG amOTEAEl XpNolun TANpo@opia KabBw¢ oxeTileTal pe TNV

QVATITUEN KATAAANAWVY CTPATNYIKWOV TIAPOXNS KWV TPWV 0TOUG VTTXAATAOUG.

0 Snuo6c10G TOPENS ATOTEAEL Pl EVSLAPEPOVOA TIEPITITWOT UEAETNG TWV XAPAKTNPLOTIKWY
KAOe yeviag epyalopévwy, KaBwG, TAPpAyoVTEG OTIWGS 0L KOPEGUEVESG OPYAVWTIKEG KOUATOUPES
KOL 1] LOVILOTNTA TWV EPYALOUEVWY TIOU ATIOTEAOUV OUVNOEG XUAPAKTNPLOTIKO TWV SNUOCLWV
UTINPECLWYV, UTOPEL VO EMNPEATOVV O LAVTIKA TNV PuxoAoyia kal Tnv BEANoT TwV epyalopuévwy
oto dnuoocio topea. Elvar mpo@avég OTL SLa@opeTikéG NAKIOHKEG Opddes elval mBavov va
QTTALTOVV SLAPOPETIKEG TIPOCEYYIOELS VLA TNV SLATIPTOT) TOV EPYACLAKOV TOUG EVELAPEPOVTOG,

TEPAV TOV aLoONUATOG TNG olyoupns epyodOTNnomG Kal Tov otaBepol EL60SUATOG.

[Tapd v onuacia Tovu, T0 BEUa TWV SLAPOPETIKWV XOAPAKTNPLOTIKWV KAOE YEVIAS
epYalOUEVWVY HECA OTO SNUOCLO TOUEN EXEL CUYKEVIPWOEL XUAUNAO EPEVVITIKO EVELXPEPOV UE
amotéAeoua 1 oxeTikn BAoypagia Tavw oto BEpa va elvat oxeTika meploplopévn. Iépa amo
TOUG EPEVVNTIKOVG AOYOUG, 1| HEAETN KAL 1] TAVTOTONOT TWV SLAPOPWV OTA KIvTPA LETAEY
yevewv pmopel va fonb1 0L ONUAVTIKA TOUG OPYAVICHOUG GTNV ATAAOLPT) TAPAYOVTWY IOV
EMNPEATOVV APVNTIKA TO EOCWTEPLKO TEPLBAAAOV, KL KUPLWG 0TNV EMITEVEN TWV CTOXWV KAL TOU

0pAUATOG TOUG.

Y& QuUTO TO TMANIOL0, OKOTIOG TNG TAPOVCAS SIMAWUATIKNG EpyAciag eival va SLEpeVVNOEL TIG
SLaPopPEG PETAL) TWV YEVEWV IOV GUVOETOLV TO EPYATIKO SUVAULIKO EVOG SNLOGLOV 0PYAVLIO OV
(TexvoAoyikov [Mavemiotnuiov Kompov - TE.ITA.K) 6cov a@opa ta KivnTpa Twv £pYalopEVWV.
[Tlo ouvykpéva, 1 ev A0Yw SIMAWUATIKY gpyacio £Xel WG OTOXO VA EVTOTIOEL TA KUPLA
epyactakd kivntpa twv vmaAAnAwv tou TEJIAK, kat va e€etdoel edv autd Slx@epouv
OMNUAVTIKE AVALECHK OTLG SLAPOPES NALKLAKEG OUASEG EpYaloUEVWVY, KAl BATEL TWV EVPNUATWYV,
VO TIPOVGLACEL VA GUVOAO TTPOTACEWY WG TTPOG TNV EVIOYVOT TNG EPYACLAKIG APOCIWOTG TWV

epyalopévwv.



Fla ™Mv amavinon Twv TapaATAvVE EPEVVITIKWV EPWTNUATWY, OSLEN)XOn TpwToyevNig
SLadIKTuaKn €peuva HEoW TNG 0TTOlAG CLAAEXON KAV SeSopéva e TNV XP1IoN EPWTNUATOAOY(OV,
TO oTiolo SlavepunBnke NAEKTPOVIKA 0TO S10tkNTIKO TpoowTikd Tov TE.ITA.K. Ta pwToyevy
dedopéva IOV CLYKEVTPWONKAV avaAvBnkav 0T GUVEXELX UE XPNOT): BACIKWV GTATIOTIKWY
HETPWV BEOMG KoL SLACTIOPAES, OTATIOTIKOU EAEYXOU UVTIOOEGEWY, KAL LOVTEAWVY TTAALVS PO ONG.
Ta amoteAéopata édel€av v VTTAPEN OUAVTIKWOV SLUQOPWV AVAUECAK OTIS SV0 KUPLEG YEVIEG
Twv vtaAAAwv tov TE.ITA.K (Generation X kat Millennials). Emmpoocfeta, ta evprjpata mg
HEAETNG ESel€aV OTL EVW KATIOLX EPYACLAKA KivnTpa £xouv BETIKN TISpaoT O€ pia yeVeQ, pmopel

TAPAAANAQ VA EXOUV APVNTIKN EMISpaon 1 va unv eivat (0o ONUAVTIKA Yl TV GAAN.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Organizations are often seen as car machines. Their performance depends on many factors, but
at the end, it all comes down to the machine’s parts, doing what they were designed for, by
receiving inputs and delivering outputs among each other, and with the common goal to move
the car forward. Likewise, in organizations, the most important parts are their people, and if
the driver is responsible for keeping a car’s machine (and its parts) in optimum condition, we
could say that in an organization, Human Resource Management (HRM) is responsible for

keeping the employees motivated in performing at their best as well.

One of the most important roles of HRM is to find and bring in the right person with skills and
qualifications that suit best the job description and consequently, the needs of the organization
(Torrington etal,, 2017, p.7). Any potential candidate goes through the recruiting and selection
process as designed by HRM, and if selected, he or she makes the decision to accept the position
based on what the organization promised to offer in the job description and the final
employment contract. A second important role of HRM is making sure that the hired staff keeps
performing up to the standards and expectations of the organization, is motivated to their jobs,
and strive towards achieving the overall goals and vision of the organization (Torrington et al.,
2017, p.7). However, the task of motivating and engaging employees is complicated and hides
several pitfalls. Failing to effectively apply motivational strategies that positively impact
employees’ perceptions on how their work is valued and how it gets rewarded, will not only
make it difficult in retaining them, but also negatively affect the achievement of goals and the

reputation of an organization as an employer.

Extant literature is abundant on the subject of employee engagement and motivation in general
(Leete, 2000; Ramlall, 2004; Daft, 2012, pp.465-491), with some papers focusing on the public
sector (Taylor, 2010; Manopoulos, 2008). In contrast, although it is important to distinguish
between private and public servants, available comparative literature is limited (Jurkiewicz,
Massey Jr. and Brown, 1998; Broeck and Buelens, 2007). While basic intrinsic and extrinsic

motives are shared among those, they tend to differ in other as well (Jurkiewicz, Massey Jr. and
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Brown, 1998). Available literature on age-related work motives is also scarce (Amayah, 2014;

Inceoglu, Segers and Bartram, 2011).

Even more importantly, the subject of generational motives arises in either public or private
organizations, as now we have reached an era where at least three or four different generations
might co-exist in work environments (Lester et al, 2012), with evidence showing that
differences also exist among the different age groups (Heyns and Kerr, 2018), given their
experiences and stimuli through their lifetime (Twenge et al, 2010). Addressing these
differences by approaching each generation according to what they value most is equally
significant for an organization. Failing to do so, may result in inter-employee communication
impairment, disharmony among teams and their collaboration, and finally reduce motivation

and hence, scale down productivity (Baily, 2009).

The case of C.U.T falls within this context, as it is a public organization with employees
belonging to different generations. With the purpose to identify what motivates most C.U.T’s
employees and what motivational differences (if any) exist and how significant are they among
the generations, this research will offer crucial information to C.U.T’s HR management and aid
the development of more effective motivational strategies. The successful implementation of
such strategies will improve the employee interrelations, increase productivity, enhance

communication, and generate a more trusting organizational environment.

For the purpose of this research, a theoretical background from extant literature regarding
important subjects such as employee motivation and workplace diversity is presented in
Chapter 2. A literature review is also performed regarding available research on the subjects of
employee motives in the public and private sector and generational differences in the
workspace. Different papers are cross examined to identify what motives are specific to the
public sector employees and how those vary across generations. Chapter 3 goes through the
methodology followed for the collection of primary data and their analysis. It involves details
on how the data was collected, what factors were taken into consideration while creating the
survey, and the statistical measures, hypothesis tests, and regression analysis models used to
answer the research objectives. Chapter 4 presents the results of this research and their
interpretation to HR management, whereas in Chapter 5 more specific suggestions are made
for improving HR motivational and engagement strategies. Chapter 5 also involves limitations

regarding the research data and how those possibly impacted the survey responses.
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Chapter 2

Theoretical Background and
Literature Review

In this chapter, the theoretical background on the subjects of a) employee motivation and b)
workplace diversity and generations is presented. Then, available literature is reviewed,
related with the subjects of a) differences in motives between public and private sector
employees and b) differences in motives between generations in the work environment.
Previous related studies will be assessed and summarised with the purpose to further discuss
the importance of generational differences in motives in the public sector, and consequently

this research.

2.1 Employee Motivation

An organization’s success heavily relies on its employees’ performance, and thus keeping them
interested in their jobs is a crucial factor in achieving organizational excellence. Shahzadi et al
(2014) describe motivation as the level of energy, commitment, and creativity that a company's
employees bring to their jobs. According to Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory, people will
choose to adopt behaviours that lead to favourable rewards and outcomes in alignment to their
performance. Therefore, organizations should provide rewards worthy of their employees’
performance, as this will lead in increasing motivation and thus, engagement and retention
(Bruke and Noumair, 2002). Additionally, a motivated employee will also strive towards his or
her career advancement and skills improvement within the organization (Mohamud, Ibrahim
and Hussein, 2017). What most organizations fail to realise though, is that traditional strategies
of employee motivation based on theories such as Maslow’s Hierarchy of needs or Herzberg’s
two factor-theory (Morgan, 1967), may fail to achieve the desired outcome, as those do not

consider the dynamic work environment and organizational culture (Herrera, 2002).
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Furthermore, the distinction among intrinsic and extrinsic motivators is also of great
importance, as these tend to differ in regard to the needs of each employee and the several
diverse groups he or she belongs in (Kooij et al,, 2011; Sansone and Harackiewicz, 2000).
Hennessey et al (2015) describe intrinsic motivation as the motivation which originates within
one’s self, i.e,, doing something without expecting anything in return. On the other hand,
extrinsic motivation is the motivation in achieving a result or goal set by someone else, and
hence it requires extrinsic rewards in order to maintain and increase it. Intrinsic motivation
relies merely on the satisfaction and joy of doing something. In other words, the initial interest
on a task was not initiated by an external tangible or intangible reward such as money or
appraisal. Studies have shown that rewarding self-motivated activities, or introducing
punishment and deadlines into their context, tends to decrease their intrinsic motives, shifting
the reasons to perform such activities from internal to external rewards (Legault, 2016). As
Legault et al (2007) argue, in alignment with Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination
Theory, extrinsic motivation can be categorised in regard to how external motivators and
rewards affect an individual’s perception on performing a task. To put more simply, an
individual may internalize and identify with core organizational values and therefore perform
as expected (integrated regulation), whereas someone may just comply to regulations to avoid

or accept negative or positive consequences respectively (external regulation).

2.2 Workplace Diversity and Generations

Workplace diversity is a subject that was not considered in early organizational literature.
Demographics such as gender, race, ethnicity, sexuality etc. were ignored, and only attracted
attention initially in the US, were women and racial minorities began entering the workforce.
Although different workplace diversity classifications exist in the literature, important to
organizations and especially this research is the so called surface-level diversity or
demographic diversity, as it acknowledges age among other demographic variables as well
(Nkomo, 2016; Guillaume et al., 2015). The importance of dealing with workplace diversity is
that, when it is functional, it contributes towards employee prosperity and overall
organizational success and reputation. On the contrary, if it is flawed, it encourages inadequate
job performance, conflicts, and lowers employee esteem (Guillaume et al., 2015). As Ospina

(2001) states, this is equally important to private and public sector. In spite the nature and
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different employment regulations of the latter, the need to effectively achieve organizational
goals and missions through different internal and external environment challenges is key to

their success.

Generations are seen as diverse groups of people who share close birth years, similar cultural
ideas, and have been exposed to common events and experiences throughout their lives. Such
elements have shaped their personalities and affected their psychology, perceptions and
overall behaviour towards the society and, most importantly to this research, their work
environments (Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Rossem, 2019; Wong et al., 2008). Nowadays,
three generations exist in workplaces and those are grouped chronologically and distinguished
as: a) Baby Boomers, b) Generation X, and c) Generation Y or Millennials (Joshi, Dencker and
Franz, 2011; Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Greeb et al., 2012). For the purpose of this research
the following chronological boundaries are considered: a) 1945-1961 for Baby Boomers, 1962-
1980 for Gen X and 1981-2000 for Millennials. These boundaries reflect midpoints proposed

by Lyons (2003), of different generational timelines found in the literature.

2.3 Employee Motives in the Private and Public Sector

Broeck and Buelens (2007) highlight the fact that while in relevant literature the consensus is
that motivational drivers among private and public sector employees are significantly different,
the importance on what causes such differences is less discussed. Demographic variables such
as age, gender, and level of work position (assistant, managerial etc.) should be considered as
well. As to what these differences are, Jurkiewicz, Massey Jr. and Brown (1998) argue that
evidence from literature varies and is abundant. For example, results from several studies
depict public employees as being motivated by job security and teamwork, while motives such
as salary and job enlargement being of less importance, contrary to private sector employees
who seemed to favour high salaries and career advancement. However, in some cases,
similarities were identified, and especially where the external environment highly impacted
both sectors. For example, a common characteristic of the human workforce recognized in the
literature, is that employees are motivated towards pleasure (salary, benefits etc.) and tend to
avoid pain (extra workload, inadequate salary etc.) (Freund, 2006). Baldwin (1990) also
discussed the effects of red tape on motivation for both sectors. Red tape refers to strict

regulations and restrictions that either are self-imposed by organizations or imposed on them
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by external entities such as the government. Other red tape factors may be unclear and
conflicting goals, increased workload, and excessive bureaucracy, altogether acting as
demotivators (Steen and Schott, 2019). There is also evidence that employees working in
teams, tend to be more motivated than those working under different schemes (Marchington
and Grugulis, 2000). Steen and Schott (2019) have also reported motivators such as formal
training and mentoring, organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB), and performance (both

individually and organization-wide).

Specifically, for the public sector, the concept of Public Service Motivation (PSM) was
introduced by Perry and Wise (1990), which initiated research around the matter of what
motivates an individual in becoming a public servant. By itself, PSM is autonomous and falls
into the span of intrinsic motives (Chen, Hsieh and Chen, 2014; Georgellis and Tabvuma, 2010).
Research has identified that public sector employees rely more on intrinsic motives to perform,
with the characteristic of altruism being identified as a key factor among other categories of
motives (rational, normative, affective) (Dur and Zoutenbier, 2014; Taylor, 2007). Another
factor that was found to affect not only what public employees expect from their jobs, but also
their level of satisfaction to what they are offered, is the age cohort; a grouping of people who
share same life experiences and ideologies, and which consequently helps distinguishing the
workforce to the major generations (Jurkiewicz and Brown, 1998). In their research, Buelens
and Broeck (2007) confirm their hypothesis that public servants heavily rely on more intrinsic
motives. On the other hand, although literature suggests that motives such as self-development,
interesting job, gaining experience, and getting recognised are important to public employees,
results showed the opposite. Additionally, their findings identifying demographic variables
such as age, gender, education level, etc as factors affecting work motivation is of particular
interest to this study. While literature suggests those are of less significance in comparison to
other work motives such as sector of employment, results showed that demographics are at

least as important.

2.4 Generational Differences in Work Motives

Inceoglu (2011) presents several psychological processes that may affect work motivation
during a person’s lifespan, such as the ability to solve challenging tasks (fluid intelligence) and

the ability to make use of gained experience (crystallized intelligence). There is also the change
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of perception about the value of extrinsic rewards (salary, career development etc) or even the
achievement of organizational goals. Finally, personal life experiences such as one’s life cycle
(marriage, family, children) may have a significant effect in shifting perceptions of what is most
important at a specific moment in time. The different motives that are found to be common or

different among the three generations of interest are presented next.

Baby Boomers are regularly characterized as hard workers, with strong focus to their career
and ambitions. A secure and stable job is of high value, along with respect to hierarchy and
consistent leadership. They are keen to personal sacrifice, but highly favour strong
interpersonal relationships in the workplace, teamwork, participation in decision-making and
are highly motivated by extrinsic rewards such as salary raises and career advancements (Al-
Safi, 2019; Heyns and Kerr, 2018). They welcome creativity, learning new skills, and recognition

for their commitment (Cennamo and Gardner, 2008).

While companies were offering high salaries in order to attract the first Gen Xers into the
workplace, those seemed to value more the idea of work-life balance (Cennamo and Gardner,
2008). They valued continuous carrier development based on opportunities and learning in
flexible work environments, while job security was of less importance (Al-Safi, 2019). Similar
characteristics are also found in Generation Y, where a salary worthy of their work is expected,
especially in cases where they are required to put extra effort and time. In general, both
generations seem to value more enjoying life, putting their job in a lower priority (Amayah,
2014). Additionally, they are keener to early rewards and exposure to various positions in the
business. They show greater focus and value on the outcome rather than the process of reaching

their goals (Heyns and Kerr, 2018).

For the younger generation, the Millennials, information shows that those are now highly
influenced by technological advancements and the internet. They are found to value intrinsic
rewards more than previous generations, such as skills development and training, which might
help them advance faster in their carriers, but without neglecting organisational challenge,
change, and work-life balance. Job security is less important and change is more appreciated
(Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Al-Safi, 2019). They are more confident, expect equal recognition

among their colleagues, and value teamwork (Heyns and Kerr, 2018).
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2.5 Summary

Although literature tends to differentiate motives between public and private sector employees
and between generations, research results tend to vary, with some contradicting literature or
finding little evidence of differences, while others confirming them. A safe conclusion is that,
although different groups share similar core motives, the extent to which they differ in other
may be affected by the internal (organizational) and/or external (societal) environments they
exist in. This conclusion can be supported by the fact that, research papers reviewed in this
study gathered primary data within certain environments (such as specific countries).
Moreover, specific research on generational motives among public employees is scarce,
something that leaves public sector’s HR managers without any factual data to rely on during
the formation of motivational strategies. Out of 7 research papers presented in this literature
review regarding generational differences in the workplace, only 1 was focused on the public

sector and most importantly it was published over two decades ago.

Modern workplaces are far different and more dynamic than ever. Technological advancements
for example, may affect differently each generation, as employees are now expected to cope
with new technologies and ways of doing their jobs. For instance, due to the COVID-19
pandemic, many public employees are now expected to work remotely, something that was
never done before widely in the public sector of Cyprus. The economic situation in different
countries can be an important factor as well. While public employees living in economically
stable countries may value less their salary and other benefits more (work-life balance, career
development etc), in other countries affected by economic recession, salary can be the only or
most important motive. In Cyprus for example, since 2012 public employees were left out of
the government’s pension plan. Since 2013, all public employee salaries underwent a
percentage of cuts to help overcome the economic crisis. Such factors may have highly affected
their perceptions on what matters most to them during their careers in the Cyprus public

sector, and how they are also valued as employees.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

3.1 Research Design and Objectives

For the purpose of this study a quantitative research design was implemented by collecting
primary data through an online survey contacted within C.U.T, focusing on the administrative
personnel. The data were analysed using a) various statistical measures including measures of
frequency, measures of central tendency and measures of dispersion, b) formal hypothesis
testing including a set of parametric and non-parametric tests and c) regression analysis

including the estimation of linear and ordered logistic regression models.

The objective of the study was to identify differences in work motives between generations
among C.U.T employees by analysing the data gathered, and based on the results, provide
suggestions to the HR management for the improvement of the overall motivation of C.U.T’s

personnel.

3.2 Survey Design - Questionnaire

The survey was developed in Google Forms with a link distributed through internal email. The
questionnaire consisted of four sections: a) demographic questions (Demographic Items 1 -
10), b) questions specific to C.U.T (Question Items 1 - 17), c) questions specific to each
participant’s own expectations from any possible employer with the purpose of analysing
extrinsic motivators (Question Iltems Q18 - Q31), and d) questions specific to each participant’s
intrinsic motivators (Question Items Q32 - Q39). The questionnaire items for each section are

presented in Appendix I and the full questionnaire is presented in Appendix II.
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Different questions from published papers were used as reference for the design of the survey,
which were modified and/or simplified in alignment with the environment of C.U.T, the general
English language understanding by the personnel, and the broad characteristics of the public
sector in Cyprus. For the demographics section, most questions required a single predefined
choice, while in some cases the option to add a custom response was available as well. For the
rest of the sections a five-point Likert-scale was utilised with options varying from “Strongly
Disagree” to “Strongly Agree” having a weight of 1-5 respectively as shown in Appendix II as

well.

3.3 Population and Sample

The survey for the study involved the active administrative personnel of C.U.T. At the time when
the survey was contacted, the active personnel was 230 employees including men and women
representing three generations: Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials. Additionally, the
population consisted of employees in several positions (assistants to managerial), permanent

or contract-based, and with different educational background.

The total sample gathered was 81 responses, well below half of the total possible employees
that could participate. The limited participation could be justified by the pandemic of COVID-
19, as at the time, C.U.T was functioning with minimal personnel on premises while most of the
employees were under lockdown conditions and probably with limited access to their emails.
Also, for the workforce carrying out work on premises, many objectives were to be met, as a
transition from traditional learning methods to distance learning and examinations had to be
carried out, in order to comply with the health and safety directions issued by the Ministry of
Health, and directions from the C.A.Q.A.A (the Cyprus Agency of Quality Assurance and
Accreditation in Higher Education). Finally, it was expected from some employees to avoid

participation due to personal reasons.
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3.4 Ethics

The identity of most participants and their responses were kept confidential both to each other
and the researcher, to ensure unbiased responses and the participation of as many employees
as possible. This helped in the collection of an adequate and reliable sample for the analysis
performed in later stages. An exception to this rule was made during the pilot survey, where
direct interviews needed to be contacted for the reasons stated in subsection 3.5. Overall, no
pressure was put on the participants, they were free to withdraw at any time of the survey, and
they were well informed through an explanatory email of the entire process and how the

collected data was to be handled.

3.5 Pilot Survey

A pilot survey was initially carried out by gathering a sample of 23 responses out of a total of
26 possible participants. Its purpose was firstly to ensure that the questionnaire was clear and
understandable. Secondly, any possible invalidities (mostly concerning demographics and
C.U.T’s extrinsic motivators) had to be identified and modified as needed. For this reason, face-
to-face interviews were contacted with these participants and their suggestions were taken into
consideration. Thirdly, the collected data served as an initial input to a consistency test utilized
to investigate internal consistencies of the questions and take further corrective actions if

needed.

3.6 Reliability and Validity

Data obtained from the pilot survey were used to examine internal consistency and the extent
to which specific items of the questionnaire were measuring the same thing. Firstly, the three
main motivation questions were taken into consideration, and a Cronbach’s Alpha test was
employed using SPSS to verify the correlation among question items Q1-Q2-Q17. Similar
techniques were used to examine internal consistency and reliability within each section of the

questionnaire.
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Once the pilot survey was completed, the questionnaire was sent again to all personnel to
gather the final responses of the remaining employees. A total of 81 responses were gathered,
including those of the pilot survey. The responses were grouped in three generations, in
alignment to the age of birth demographic as described in Chapter 2, subsection 2.2. To
investigate whether any of the responses presented low variability among all answers, a
variability test was performed in Excel. This was important as it could indicate unreliability in
the way the questionnaire was filled in by each employee. The resulting sample after running

the above tests was then considered for further analysis and investigation.

3.7 Hypothesis Testing

To identify any differences in work motives among the generations of C.U.T’s workforce the

following null and alternative hypothesis are formulated:

- H,: There are no significant differences in work motives between generations among

C.U.T employees.

- Hj: There are significant differences in work motives between generations among C.U.T

employees.

In total, three different statistical tests were performed to investigate potential differences in
work motives across generations. First, a parametric T-test statistic was performed for
question items Q1 - Q39 to identify any significant differences among the means of the
responses by each generation per question item. However, given the Likert-scale nature of the
items resulting in an ordinal dataset, the parametric T-test might not have been an appropriate
tool to identify potential differences. Hence, the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U-test and
Median test were next employed to examine if the two generation samples came from the same
distribution, and whether the medians of each generation sample have been drawn from

populations with the same significant differences respectively.
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3.8 Regression Models

To further explore the presence or not of differences, a regression analysis was utilized which
allowed us to control for demographic factors that may affect work motives. In particular, the

following model was first considered:

(1a)Y; =ag+ a1D; + aX; + ¢

where, i indicates the respondents in the sample,Y is the overall motivation proxied by
Question Item 2, X is a vector of demographic variables, D is a dummy variable which takes the
value 1 for Generation X or O for Millennials, € is the usual error term which is assumed to be
normally distributed with zero mean and constant variance, and a,, a,, a, are parameters to be

estimated.

The parameter of interest in regression equation (1a) is a; since it captures potential
differences between generations after controlling for differences in demographic variables
included in vector X. If parameter a, is statistically significant, then there is empirical evidence
to support the view that overall motivation varies significantly between employees in our
sample belonging in different generations. The regression model (1a) was estimated initially as
a linear regression model using a simple OLS estimation process. Given though the ordered
nature of our data, the linear model is known to provide biased estimates for the parameters of

interest. Hence, the following ordinal regression model was next adopted:

(1b) Pr (Y; =j) = Pr (kj_1 < Bo + B1D; + BoX; + u; < k)

where j denotes the categories, u is logistically distributed, and x and £ are the cut-points and

the parameters of the model, respectively, which are jointly estimated.
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To identify the determinant factors of overall motivation for each generation, the following

regression model was next considered:

Ra)Y; =Yoo+ v1Z;i + e

where, i indicates the respondents in each generation sample, Y is the dependent variable as
defined earlier in (1a), Z is a vector including determinant factors of overall motivation proxied
by question items Q3 - Q17, e is the error term which is assumed to be normally distributed
with zero mean and constant variance, and y, and y; are parameters to be estimated. Model
(2a) was estimated separately for each generation as a linear regression using a simple OLS

estimation process.

Moreover, as previously, the following ordinal regression model was estimated as well:

(2b) Pr (Yl = ]) = Pr (Kj_1 < 60 + 61Zl- +v; < Kj)

Focusing on the variables included in vector Z, many of them presented high correlation
resulting in multi-collinearity problems during the econometric estimation of the model.
Therefore, multi-collinearity tests were performed using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
and measures of collinearity (Collin). Based on the testing results and theoretical arguments,
several variables (question items) were left out of the analysis. More information about the final

set of variables considered in vector Z is provided in Chapter 4 - Results.
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Chapter 4
Results

4.1 Reliability and Validity Results

A Cronbach’s Alpha test was employed to verify the correlation among question items Q1-Q2-
Q17. This was of great importance as these question items basically asked the same question
about the motivation in C.U.T but in a different manner, in order to investigate whether those
were answered honestly. From the result of this test as shown in Table 1, we can see that the

alpha coefficient is equal to 0,904, indicating a good correlation among these items.

, Cronbach's Alpha Based on
Cronbach's Alpha Standardized Items No of Items
0,904 0,906 3

Table 1 Cronbach’s Alpha correlation coefficient between Q1 - Q2 - Q17

A total of 81 responses were gathered, which were then grouped in generations by using the

age of birth demographic as shown in Table 2.

Generations No of Employees Percentage %
Baby Boomers (1946 - 1961) 2 2,47
Gen X (1962 - 1979) 55 67,90
Millennials (1980 - Onwards) 24 29,63

Table 2 Generations grouping

Because the employees falling into the Baby Boomers generation were only a sample of two

participants, it was decided that it should not be considered for further analysis.
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The remaining 79 responses underwent a variability test with the resulting coefficients varying
from 0.0729 to 1.7692, with almost half being less than 1. No specific similarities in
demographics were identified between these subjects and so low variability was justified as
coincidental. Nevertheless, it was decided to exclude 10% of the responses with the lowest

variability and not consider them for further analysis.

In conclusion, the final sample which was considered for the main analysis of this study

consisted of 71 responses representing two generations - Generation X and Millennials.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics Results

The sample was firstly analysed with descriptive statistics in STATA and Tables 3.1 - 3.3
present the results which include summarized variables for the Mean, Standard Deviation,
Minimum, Maximum and Median for question items Q1 - Q39 for each generation and
separated in sections as per the three distinct question groups mentioned in subsection 3.2
(excluding demographics). The specific wording for each question item can be found in

Appendix .

Regarding the final sample’s demographics consisting of 71 responses, 59.15% were females
and 40.85% were males, with 56.33% born between 1964 - 1979 (Generation X boundaries)
and 43.67% born between 1980 - 1987 (Millennials’ boundaries). At the time of the survey,
76.05% were married with up to five children, while the rest 23.95% were single with up to
two children. As far as education is concerned, 19.72% held a diploma or college degree,
12.68% a bachelor’s degree, 64.78% a master’s degree, and 2.82% a doctoral degree. Regarding
employment at C.U.T, 8.45% was employed between 1 to 5 years, 40.85% between 6 to 10
years, and 50.7% between 11 to 15 years. Additionally, 52.11% held managerial positions and
47.89% held non-managerial positions. Visual representations of demographic percentages are

presented in Figures 1.1 - 1.6.

For questions related to C.U.T, the highest means were 4.25 of Q6 regarding job security
(Generation X) with standard deviation 0.74, and 4.38 (Millennials) of Q6 again with standard

deviation 0.71, regarding job security.
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The lowest means were 2.02 (Generation X) with standard deviation 0.89, and 1.83
(Millennials) with standard deviation 1, both for Q10 regarding promotions and career
development. No significant differences were identified in the variation of the minimum and

maximum scores for each question between the two generations.

For the extrinsic motivators group of questions, the highest means were 4.27 (Generation X) of
Q30 (retirement plan) with standard deviation 0.81, and 4.51 (Millennials) of Q28 (recognition
of good performance) with standard deviation 0.76. The lowest means were 3.52 (Generation
X) with standard deviation 1.01, and 3.48 (Millennials) with standard deviation 0.92, both for
Q25 (help with personal problems). Again, no significant differences were identified in the
variations of the minimum and maximum scores, except for Q19 (health insurance) where the
minimum score was 2 (Generation X) and 4 (Millennials), but with both generations sharing

same medians (4) for this question.

For the final group regarding questions related to intrinsic motivators, the highest means were
4.60 (Generation X) of Q32 (learning new things) with standard deviation 0.49, and 4.74
(Millennials) of Q35 (dealing with interesting tasks) with standard deviation 0.44. The lowest
means were 3.90 (Generation X) of Q39 (making a difference in society rather than personal
achievement) with standard deviation 0.98, and 3.83 (Millennials) of Q39 again, with standard
deviation 0.77. Here as well, no significant differences were identified regarding the minimum

and maximum scores for each question.

The percentages of the responses per question item are presented in Frequency Tables 3.4 -
3.6. Of particular interest are the responses to the overall motivation (Q2).41.9% of Generation
X and 25% of the Millennials agreed with the statement. The percentages of both generations
that strongly agreed where relatively close, with 2.3% and 3.6% respectively. Similarly, the
percentages with neutral responses were close as well, with 34.9% of Generation X and 35.7%
of the Millennials. 16.3% of Generation X and 28.6% of the Millennials disagreed, while 4.7%
and 7.1% (respectively) strongly disagreed. Question items that gathered high “agree’
percentages of Generation X were Q1 (62.8%), Q11 (67.4%) and Q20 (67.4%), while for the
Millennials those were Q4(71.4%) and Q18(64.3). The question items that gathered high
“strongly agree” percentage were Q37 (62.8% of Generation X), while for the Millennials those

were Q26(64.3%), Q32(71.4%), Q34(60.7%), Q35(78.6%), Q36(60.7%) and Q37(67.9%).
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4.3 Parametric and Non-Parametric Statistics Results

Tables 4.1 - 4.3 present the summarised results of the parametric and non-parametric test
statistics for each question, separated in three sections as well (see 4.2). The tables include:
a) the means of each generation for each question item and their difference (contrast) along
with the probability (P > t) of being different (T-test), b) the probability (ranksum) of the two
samples coming from the same distribution (Mann-Whitney U-test), and c) the probability of
the two samples coming from populations with the same median (Median test). The rejection

region for all tests was set to p < 0.05.

The T-test showed no significant differences between the two generations, with the highest p-
value being 0.9702 for Q37 (dealing with difficult tasks) and the lowest 0.0513 for Q35 (dealing
with interesting tasks), both belonging in the intrinsic motivators question group. Similarly, the
non-parametric tests failed to show significant differences for most of the questions as well,
and with the following highlights: a) Q13 (C.U.T recognizes good performance) had the lowest
p-value for the Mann-Whitney U-test of 0.0527, b) Q16 (C.U.T successfully communicates its
goals and vision) was statistically significant and had the lowest value for the Median test of
0.0232, and Q19 (motivation when provided with health insurance) had a value of 0.0412 for

the Median test, indicating a significant difference as well.

4.4 Regression Results

As the outcome of the parametric and non-parametric tests failed to show significant
differences among the two generations for most of the questions (except for Q19), and due to
the facts stated earlier in subsection 3.8, several question items were excluded from the final
regression models. The results of correlation (Tables 5.1, 5.2) and Spearman correlation
(Tables 6.1, 6.2) tests for Q1 - Q17 were also considered in deciding which items to keep. The
question items that were excluded are: a) Number of Children, Province of Residence, and
Employment Status from the demographics section, b) question items Q1, Q4, Q6,Q8,Q11,Q12,
and Q14 - Q17 from the C.U.T related motivators section, c) and all question items from the

extrinsic and intrinsic sections (Q18 - Q39).
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As presented in subsection 3.8, to further explore the impact of demographics on the motivation
of C.U.T’s employees, the regression model (1a) Y; = aq + a1D; + a,X; + &; was estimated
including the demographic variables that were not excluded from the previous procedure.
Those were: a) Year of Birth, b) Gender, c) Marital Status, d) Highest Level of Education, e) Years
of Work at C.U.T, and f) Current Position. The model was run by including the samples from
both Generation X and Millennials responses, with the naming scheme and type of variables as
shown in Table 7.1. Next to each parameter in the table are the corresponding coefficients for
each independent variable, which indicate how the dependent variable Q2 (overall motivation

in C.U.T) responds to changes in each of them, other things constant.

The parameter estimates of the linear regression model (1a) are presented in Table 7.2.
Estimation results indicate that the six demographic variables included in the regression
analysis as explanatory variables explain the 23.56% of the observed variations in employees’
motivation (R? = 0.2356). Focusing first on the generation variable, the corresponding
parameter was found to be negative and statistically significant at 5% significance level,
providing an initial evidence that Millennials are less motivated than Generation X, when
controlling for other demographic variables. Although earlier statistical tests failed to identify
significant differences in motivation between the two generations, regression analysis verified
the presence of such differences, implying that hypothesis testing results might further reflect
differences in other demographic variables. The current position parameter with a coefficient
of 0.4418 was found to be statistically significant at 10% level of significance, indicating positive
effect on motivation for employees holding a managerial position. The marital status parameter
was also significant at 5% level, with a coefficient of -0.4741, meaning that being married
negatively affected motivation as well. The most statistically significant parameter at 1% level
was that of work years at C.U.T with a coefficient of -0.1281, indicating that employees with
more years in C.U.T were less motivated. The parameters of Gender and Years of Education
were statistically insignificant and therefore the hypothesis that they affect motivation is

rejected.

Given the nature of the data, model (1a) was re-estimated as an ordered logistic regression
[model (1b)] to test the robustness of the results. The results were quite robust, indicating that
the parameter of Generation was again negative and statistically significant at 5% level. This
reinforced the indication that Generation X was exhibiting a noteworthy positive relationship
with motivation, hence suggesting the presence of statistically significant differences in

motivation levels between the two generations. Moreover, married employees were found to
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be less motivated, while employees holding managerial positions were more motivated than
those holding non-managerial positions. More specifically, at 5% level, the parameters of
marital status and current position were significant with coefficients -1.0935 and 1.1792
respectively. Years of work at C.U.T was again the most significant at 1% level, with a coefficient
of -0.3086. Here again the parameters of Gender and Years of Education were found to be

insignificant and not affecting motivation.

The regression model (2a) Y; =y, + y1Z; + e; was also estimated, to identify the factors that
mostly affect overall motivation for each generation, including the following variables: a) Salary
in relation to performance and responsibilities (Q3), b) satisfaction from training and skills
development (Q5), c¢) involvement in projects (Q7), d) support with personal issues (Q9), e)
satisfaction from promotions and career development (Q10), and f) recognition of good
performance (Q13). The model was run individually for each generation as a linear and ordered

logistic regression.

The parameter estimates of the linear regression model (2a) for the sample of employees
belonging in Generation X are presented in the second column of Table 7.3 (upper panel).
Commenting first on the overall fit of the model, estimation results indicated that the six
motivational factors considered in the analysis explained 37.69% of the observed variations in
overall motivation (R? = 0.3769). Only two parameters indicated significance at 10% level.
Those were: a) Q3 with a coefficient of 0.2882 meaning that a higher satisfaction with the salary
positively affects motivation, and b) Q13 with a coefficient of 0.4024 showing that a higher

appreciation of the recognition received for good performance increases motivation as well.

Focusing next on the corresponding estimates obtained from the sample of Millennials (first
column, lower panel of Table 7.3), results suggest a better goodness of fit for the model for
Millennials (R? = 0.5912) indicating that 59.12% of the variations in motivation are explained
by the model’s independent variables. Two parameters were found to be significant at 5% level:
Q3 with a coefficient of 0.1755, and Q10 with a coefficient of 0.2111 meaning that in this case

the appreciation for promotions and career development positively affected motivation.

To test again the robustness of the results, the models were re-estimated using an ordered
logistic regression [model (2b)]. The corresponding results are presented in the third column
of Table 7.3. Focusing first on Generation X, Q3 was again found to be significant at 10% level,

but with a greater coefficient of 0.8191. Q13 was significant at 5% level this time, with a greater
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coefficient of 1.3409. For the Millennials, no significance was identified for any of the

parameters.

4.5 Summary and Interpretation for HR

Through the regression analysis, several differences were identified between the two
generations. This means that different strategies need to be implemented by the HR department

in order to increase motivation for both generations.

For both generations, the most significant factor for motivation is the years of work at C.U.T,
which was negatively correlated with motivation. Working at the same organization and
probably at the same position for many years, having the same day to day routine, has a
negative impact on the employees’ psychology and most might already feel that their
psychological contract with the organization has been infringed (Morrison and Robinson,
1997). The HR will have to put more effort in motivating most of its early workforce and staying

true to the organization’s obligations and promises to all employees.

Concerning each employee’s generation as such, it was found to be significant as well.
Generation X was more motivated than the Millennials, since the regression model’s coefficient
for this variable was negative. Strategies to motivate the younger generation should be utilized

in this case.

Current position was also significant for both generations and was the only one with a positive
effect. To further understand what this means for each generation, we see that recognition for
good performance was significant only to Generation X, whereas promotions and career
development was important only to the Millennials. So, we see here that even if promotions are
not important to Generation X, older employees still need to be recognized for their work. The
HR needs to find here a formula to balance recognition and promotion for both generations

without favouring one over the other.

Finally, both generations favoured a respectful salary in alignment with their performance and
responsibilities, with a greater impact on Generation X’s motivation. Unfortunately, due to the
nature of being a public employee, salaries are not controlled by the University, rather by the
Government. So, in this case HR needs to find other ways to improve salaries, such as

promotions.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion and
Recommendations

5.1 Research Conclusion

The aim of this research was to examine whether significant differences in motives exist among
C.U.T’s generations in regard to administrative personnel. By incorporating a survey
questionnaire, three generations were identified but only two were considered significant
enough for statistical analysis: Generation X and Millennials. The research model considered
motivation in terms of demographics, intrinsic and extrinsic controlled factors. Furthermore,
the results from the analysis of the several responses to the questionnaire’s items showed
significant differences among the two generations, concerning specific factors affecting overall
motivation. These factors fell in to two categories: the actual generation of each employ and the
expectations each generation has from C.U.T as the employer. In this chapter we will discuss
how C.U.T’s HR department could address these matters, with the aim to increase motivation

for all employees.

5.2 Recommendations

First and foremost, each generation should be approached in different ways to improve
motivation. Several aspects of the employment such as the work environment, rewards,
promotions, and career development should be tailored to what each generation expects from
the organization. Traditional approaches that tend to put all employees under the same
umbrella may not be effective in this case and not have the expected outcome in terms of
motivation, as a good portion of the workforce could be neglected and thus remain unsatisfied
(Al-Safi, 2019).
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Before expanding into different strategies, the important matter of employee evaluation should
be addressed as well. More specifically, at the time of the survey, an official employee evaluation
system was only at its early stages in C.U.T, despite the 16 years since its establishment and 13
years since it accepted the first students. Until 2015 an internal feedback procedure was
performed every year between employees and managers, but unfortunately it was not in
alignment with the rest of the public sector. The first attempt for an official evaluation system

was made in 2017, but due to implications it was rejected and a new one was presented in 2019.

Given the above, a recommendation that could help in motivating employees that have been
working for many years at C.U.T, is for any promotions taking place in the next 2 or 3 years, to
consider most of the feedback and general performance of each employee rather than a recent
performance report. Especially for older employees, a recent evaluation report may not reflect

their overall performance over the years.

As far as the generation factor is concerned, it was identified earlier that Millennials were less
motivated than Generation X'ers. Since important motivational factors for this generation were
found to be promotions and career development, this is where the HR department should focus
more. Regarding promotions, again this is a factor not entirely controlled by the organization
given the public sector’s nature, where promotions and job openings to facilitate them must be
approved from the government. Additionally, all employees should be equally considered for
promotions. This leaves only the career development option which can be favored through
opportunities for job enrichment by means of making existing jobs more interesting,

meaningful, and giving high performing employees more autonomy.

Furthermore, the HR needs to also revise motivational strategies that involve factors which
appeared not to be significant. Firstly, as mentioned earlier, training was not significant to both
generations. This could be justified by the fact that training by its own does not lead to career
advancement inside the organization, or maybe skills obtained are not utilized on each
employee’s current position and overall duties. The same applies to involvement in projects,
which may be interpreted by employees as just another task which they have to carry out, reach
goals set by higher management, but without a significant gain for themselves in return.
Secondly, help with personal problems was not significant as well. An explanation to this could
be that employees might seek help from one another or not at all, rather than turn to the
management. Lastly, as previously mentioned, recognition for good performance is not
important to Millennials. Unless recognition is meaningful, substantial and leads to a promotion

and carrier development, it won’t be appreciated by this generation.
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5.3 Research Data Limitations

Additional limitations regarding the primary data gathered need to be presented as well, as those need
to be considered by the HR department when implementing motivational strategies. First, it is the
limited number of participants who were considered for the final analysis of this research (about 31%
of the total administrative workforce of C.U.T). Second, the truthfulness of the replies is subject to
criticism, since employees may have not submitted their true beliefs out of privacy concerns. Third,
this research did not consider any level of relationships that exist between some employees across
several positions throughout the organization (first level relatives, married couples etc.), a fact that
may impose barriers on managerial decisions. Last, it is important to acknowledge the fact that the
survey took place during the first COVID-19 lockdown period in Cyprus, a situation that might had
significant impact not only people’s access to technological means needed to fulfill the questionnaire
(such as access to work mail or computer), but most importantly their psychology and consequently
their responses.
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Tables and Figures

Question Generation X Millennials

Number Mean Is)f::;il:;l(;(:l Minimum | Maximum Median Mean 32:;:;:;‘:1 Minimum | Maximum Median
Q1 3.9250 0.7642 1 5 4 3.6774 0.7911 2 5 4
Q2 3.2500 0.9268 1 5 4 2.8710 0.9571 1 5 3
Q3 3.0500 0.9323 1 5 3 2.6774 1.0452 1 5 3
Q4 3.6750 0.7970 2 5 4 3.7097 0.5884 2 5 4
Q5 3.2500 1.0316 1 5 4 3.3226 1.0452 1 5 4
Q6 4.2500 0.7425 3 5 4 4.3871 0.7154 2 5 4
Q7 3.2750 1.1320 1 5 3 3.3226 0.8713 2 5 3
Q8 3.4250 0.8738 1 5 4 3.3226 0.9447 1 5 3
Q9 2.5250 1.0619 1 5 3 2.7742 0.9560 1 4 3
Q10 2.0250 0.8912 1 4 2 1.8387 1.0032 1 4 2
Q11 3.8250 0.5943 2 5 4 3.5806 0.8860 2 5 4
Q12 2.6500 0.9213 1 4 3 2.4839 1.1216 1 5 3
Q13 2.5750 0.9306 1 5 3 2.3548 0.9504 1 4 2
Q14 3.1750 0.8439 1 5 3 3.1935 0.9458 1 4 3
Q15 3.3500 0.8022 1 4 4 3.3226 0.8713 1 5 3
Q16 3.1500 0.8930 1 5 3 2.8387 1.0032 1 5 3
Q17 2.8000 0.8829 1 4 3 2.6129 0.8032 1 4 3

Table 3.1 Descriptive statistics for question items Q1 - Q17
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Question Generation X Millennials

Number Mean S::/ril:;:)i Minimum | Maximum Median Mean Szril:g:;i Minimum | Maximum Median
Q18 4.0750 0.8286 2 5 4 4.1935 0.5428 3 5 4
Q19 4.2000 0.7232 2 5 4 4.2581 0.4448 4 5 4
Q20 4.2250 0.5305 3 5 4 4.3548 0.5507 3 5 4
Q21 4.1000 0.7779 2 5 4 4.3226 0.5993 3 5 4
Q22 4.2500 0.7071 3 5 4 4.2903 0.6426 3 5 4
Q23 4.1000 1.0077 1 5 4 4.0645 0.8920 2 5 4
Q24 4.2000 0.9923 1 5 4 4.3548 0.8774 2 5 5
Q25 3.5250 1.0124 1 5 4 3.4839 0.9263 1 5 4
Q26 4.2500 0.9806 1 5 4 4.3548 1.0181 1 5 5
Q27 4.1500 0.7355 2 5 4 4.3871 0.8032 2 5 5
Q28 4.2250 0.9470 1 5 4 45161 0.7690 2 5 5
Q29 4.1750 1.0350 1 5 4 4.2903 0.9727 2 5 5
Q30 4.2750 0.8161 2 5 4 4.2258 0.9903 1 5 4
Q31 4.1750 0.6751 3 5 4 4.1613 0.8601 2 5 4

Table 3.2 Descriptive statistics for question items Q18 - Q31

Question Generation X Millennials

Number Mean [s)z;lil::;l(;(:l Minimum | Maximum Median Mean [s)z;il:;;?] Minimum | Maximum Median
Q32 4.6000 0.4961 4 5 5 4.6452 0.5507 3 5 5
Q33 4.4000 0.5454 3 5 4 4.3871 0.6672 3 5 4
Q34 4.4500 0.5524 3 5 4 4.5806 0.5016 4 5 5
Q35 4.5000 0.5547 3 5 5 4.7419 0.4448 4 5 5
Q36 4.2000 0.8228 3 5 4 4.3226 0.9087 2 5 5
Q37 4.5750 0.6360 3 5 5 4.5806 0.6204 3 5 5
Q38 4.1500 0.7355 3 5 4 4.0968 0.7463 3 5 4
Q39 3.9000 0.9819 1 5 4 3.8387 0.7788 2 5 4

Table 3.3 Descriptive statistics for question items Q32 - Q39
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Generation X Millennials
Question Neither Neither
Number Stzgrglf;}; Disggree Aﬁ:;ie Agree Sgg:egel y ]S)tl:ngg; Disagree Aﬁgie Agree Sggllil y
(%) (%) Disagree () (%) (%) () Disagree (%) (%)
(%) (%)

Q1 23 0 18.6 62.8 16.3 0 7.1 32.1 46.4 14.3
Q2 4.7 16.3 349 419 2.3 7.1 28.6 35.7 25.0 3.6
Q3 23 30.2 32.6 32.6 2.3 10.7 429 17.9 25.0 3.6
Q4 0 9.3 30.2 48.8 11.6 0 0 25.0 71.4 3.6
Q5 7 18.6 27.9 39.5 7 3.6 14.3 321 39.3 10.7
Q6 0 2.3 16.3 39.5 41.9 0 0 3.6 46.4 50.0
Q7 9.3 14 349 30.2 11.6 0 14.3 35.7 429 7.1
Q8 2.3 14 30.2 48.8 4.7 3.6 10.7 42.9 32.1 10.7
Q9 23.3 20.9 39.5 14.0 2.3 10.7 17.9 50.0 21.4 0
Q10 34.9 37.2 233 4.7 0 46.4 28.6 14.3 10.7 0
Q11 0 2.3 233 67.4 7.0 0 17.9 14.3 57.1 10.7
Q12 16.3 209 48.8 14.0 0 25.0 17.9 39.3 14.3 3.6
Q13 20.9 18.6 53.5 4.7 2.3 14.3 39.3 32.1 14.3 0
Q14 2.3 16.3 41.9 37.2 2.3 10.7 7.1 39.3 42.9 0
Q15 2.3 11.6 37.2 48.8 2.3 3.6 10.7 39.3 39.3 7.1
Q16 7.0 14.0 48.8 25.6 4.7 3.6 35.7 28.6 28.6 3.6
Q17 7.0 279 44.2 209 7.0 7.1 39.3 39.3 14.3 0

Table 3.4 Frequency table for question items Q1 - Q17

36




Generation X Millennials
Question Neither Neither
Strongly . Agree Strongly | Strongly . Agree Strongly
Number
Disagree Dl?;/g; e nor A(go;(;e Agree Disagree Dlii/g;' ee nor A(g(;‘;e Agree
(%) 4 Disagree 4 (%) (%) 4 Disagree 4 (%)
(%) (%)
Q18 0 4.7 14.0 51.2 30.2 0 0 7.1 64.3 28.6
Q19 0 2.3 9.3 55.8 32.6 0 0 0 714 28.6
Q20 0 0 4.7 67.4 27.9 0 0 3.6 57.1 39.3
Q21 0 2.3 16.3 48.8 32.6 0 0 7.1 53.6 39.3
Q22 0 0 16.3 46.5 37.2 0 0 7.1 50.0 42.9
Q23 2.3 7.0 9.3 44.2 37.2 0 7.1 14.3 39.3 39.3
Q24 2.3 4.7 9.3 37.2 46.5 0 7.1 7.1 28.6 57.1
Q25 4.7 9.3 32.6 395 14.0 3.6 7.1 321 46.4 10.7
Q26 2.3 4.7 7.0 37.2 48.8 3.6 3.6 10.7 17.9 64.3
Q27 0 2.3 11.6 53.5 32.6 0 3.6 10.7 28.6 57.1
Q28 2.3 4.7 4.7 419 46.5 0 3.6 7.1 25.0 64.3
Q29 4.7 2.3 7.0 419 44.2 0 10.7 7.1 25.0 57.1
Q30 0 2.3 14.0 37.2 46.5 3.6 3.6 10.7 321 50.0
Q31 0 0 16.3 51.2 32.6 0 3.6 17.9 35.7 42.9
Table 3.5 Frequency table for question items Q18 - Q31
Generation X Millennials
Question Neither Neither
Strongly . Agree Strongly | Strongly . Agree Strongly
Number
Disagree Dlig/g; e nor A(go;(;e Agree Disagree Dl?/g;' e nor A(goj(;e Agree
(%) 4 Disagree 4 (%) (%) 4 Disagree 4 (%)
(%) (%)
Q32 0 0 2.3 395 58.1 0 0 0 28.6 71.4
Q33 0 0 4.7 53.5 419 0 0 7.1 429 50.0
Q34 0 0 2.3 51.2 46.5 0 0 0 39.3 60.7
Q35 0 0 2.3 46.5 51.2 0 0 0 214 78.6
Q36 0 0 23.3 32.6 44.2 0 3.6 21.4 14.3 60.7
Q37 0 0 9.3 279 62.8 0 0 3.6 28.6 67.9
Q38 0 0 18.6 46.5 34.9 0 0 25.0 429 321
Q39 2.3 4.7 20.9 44.2 27.9 0 3.6 321 42.9 214

Table 3.6 Frequency table for question items Q32 - Q39
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Question

t-Test

Non-Parametric Tests

Number Contrast P>t

Gen X Millennials Ranksum Median
Q1 3.9250 3.6774 0.2476 0.1868 0.1223 0.0822
Q2 3.2500 2.8710 0.3790 0.0965 0.0682 0.1438
Q3 3.0500 2.6774 0.3726 0.1178 0.1116 0.1042
Q4 3.6750 3.7097 -0.0347 0.8397 0.8341 0.4544
Q5 3.2500 3.3226 -0.0726 0.7709 0.7656 0.5723
Q6 4.2500 4.3871 -0.1371 0.4358 0.4015 0.1652
Q7 3.2750 3.3226 -0.0476 0.8470 0.9806 0.9460
Q8 3.4250 3.3226 0.1024 0.6378 0.5161 0.8963
Q9 2.5250 2.7742 -0.2492 0.3095 0.2790 0.3779
Q10 2.0250 1.8387 0.1863 0.4112 0.2747 0.1743
Q11 3.8250 3.5806 0.2444 0.1695 0.2739 0.2277
Q12 2.6500 2.4839 0.1661 0.4955 0.4610 0.3849
Q13 2.5750 2.3548 0.2202 0.3307 0.2589 0.0527
Q14 3.1750 3.1935 -0.0185 0.9308 0.6498 0.6757
Q15 3.3500 3.3226 0.0274 0.8910 0.7110 0.8011
Q16 3.1500 2.8387 0.3113 0.1720 0.1548 0.0232
Q17 2.8000 2.6129 0.1871 0.3604 0.3210 0.3849

Table 4.1 Parametric and Non-Parametric statistics for question items Q1 - Q17
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. t-Test Non-Parametric Tests
%‘:}’:}zz:} Contrast P>t

Gen X Millennials Ranksum Median
Q18 4.0750 41935 -0.1185 0.4928 0.7401 0.1036
Q19 4.2000 4.2581 -0.0581 0.6957 0.9946 0.0412
Q20 4.2250 4.3548 -0.1298 0.3179 0.3091 0.7124
Q21 41000 43226 -0.2226 0.1919 0.2584 0.1036
Q22 4.2500 42903 -0.0403 0.8050 0.8684 0.5038
Q23 4.1000 4.0645 0.0355 0.8776 0.6722 0.5936
Q24 4.2000 4.3548 -0.1548 0.4954 0.5042 0.5396
Q25 3.5250 3.4839 0.0411 0.8607 0.8200 0.9892
Q26 4.2500 4.3548 -0.1048 0.6617 0.4622 0.3430
Q27 4.1500 4.3871 -0.2371 0.2000 0.1124 0.8011
Q28 4.2250 45161 -0.2911 0.1684 0.1268 0.1020
Q29 4.1750 4.2903 -0.1153 0.6342 0.5303 0.8963
Q30 4.2750 4.2258 0.0492 0.8192 0.9598 0.8785
Q31 41750 41613 0.0137 0.9402 0.8508 0.4127

Table 4.2 Parametric and Non-Parametric statistics for question items Q18 - Q31

X t-Test Non-Parametric Tests
%‘::;gz: Contrast P>t

Gen X Millennials Ranksum Median
Q32 4.6000 4.6452 -0.0452 0.7180 0.5799 0.5019
Q33 4.4000 4.3871 0.0129 0.9288 0.8961 0.1933
Q34 4.4500 4.5806 -0.1306 0.3074 0.3377 0.3768
Q35 4.5000 4.7419 -0.2419 0.0513 0.0572 0.0618
Q36 4.2000 4.3226 -0.1226 0.5539 0.4188 0.2748
Q37 4.5750 4.5806 -0.0056 0.9702 0.9945 0.9662
Q38 4.1500 4.0968 0.0532 0.7647 0.7642 0.7916
Q39 3.9000 3.8387 0.0613 0.7766 0.5664 0.8383

Table 4.3 Parametric and Non-Parametric statistics for question items Q32 - Q39
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1 4 9
1 1.0000
2 0.7132 | 1.0000
3 0.2678 | 0.3423 | 1.0000
4 | -0.1298 | -0.0876 | 0.0714 | 1.0000
5 0.2782 | 0.2665 | 0.1012 | 0.3167 | 1.0000
6 0.1514 | -0.0177 | 0.0686 | 0.1055 | 0.1294 | 1.0000
7 0.2486 | 0.2975 | 0.1180 | -0.0097 | 0.3002 | 0.2017 | 1.0000
8 0.4666 | 0.5118 | 0.2402 | -0.0813 | 0.2986 | 0.1880 | 0.5916 | 1.0000
9 0.2742 | 0.3420 | -0.0273 | 0.1177 | 0.1815 | 0.1745 | 0.3124 | 0.2166 | 1.0000
10 | 0.3560 | 0.5164 | 0.3298 | 0.0378 | 0.3265 | -0.1619 | 0.3159 | 0.3635 | 0.4563
11 | 0.2804 | 0.2166 | 0.2087 | 0.0219 | 0.1055 | 0.0052 | -0.0205 | 0.1416 | 0.1456
12 | 0.4264 | 0.5429 | 0.0943 | -0.0858 | 0.1710 | -0.0331 | 0.4007 | 0.3837 | 0.4731
13 | 0.4918 | 0.6091 | 0.0893 | -0.0100 | 0.3014 | 0.0097 | 0.3423 | 0.3899 | 0.5450
14 | -0.0128 | -0.1205 | -0.2040 | 0.2516 | -0.0261 | 0.2878 | 0.1293 | -0.0170 | 0.1392
15 | 0.0087 | 0.0902 | 0.0644 | 0.1812 | 0.2554 | 0.2029 | 0.2693 | 0.2470 | 0.1322
16 | 0.1965 | 0.3940 | 0.2594 | 0.3040 | 0.3319 | -0.0271 | 0.1433 | 0.2111 | 0.1978
17 | 0.6548 | 0.7549 | 0.3008 | -0.0047 | 0.2555 | 0.1894 | 0.2959 | 0.4229 | 0.4746

Table 5.1 Correlation Matrix for question items Q1 - Q17 in relation to Q1 - Q9

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
10 | 1.0000
11 | 0.0179 | 1.0000
12 | 0.5169 | 0.2590 | 1.0000
13 | 0.6141 | 0.2174 | 0.7893 | 1.0000
14 | -0.2112 | -0.1385 | -0.0081 | 0.0306 | 1.0000
15 | 0.2087 | -0.0056 | 0.2249 | 0.3220 | 0.1292 | 1.0000
16 | 0.4017 | 0.2295 | 0.4688 | 0.5216 | 0.0821 | 0.3398 | 1.0000
17 | 0.4459 | 0.2358 | 0.6432 | 0.6740 | 0.0698 | 0.1377 | 0.3601 | 1.0000

Table 5.2 Correlation Matrix for question items Q10 - Q17
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 1.0000
2 | 0.7058*** 1.0000
3 0.2776** | 0.3208*** 1.0000
4 -0.1340 -0.0809 0.0753 1.0000
5 | 0.3058*** | 0.2923** 0.1115 0.3020%** 1.0000
6 0.1844 -0.0514 0.0434 0.1381 0.1603 1.0000
7 0.1984* 0.2711** 0.1303 -0.0154 0.2999** 0.2105* 1.0000
8 | 0.4364*** | 0.5102*** | 0.2122* -0.0526 0.2990** 0.2074* 0.5621*** 1.0000
9 0.2214* | 0.3201*** -0.0414 0.1342 0.1799 0.1764 0.2476** 0.2270* 1.0000
10 | 0.3836*** | 0.5228*** | 0.3321*** 0.0261 0.3219%** -0.1943 0.2807** | 0.3688*** | 0.4442%**
11 | 0.2881** 0.1997* 0.1583 -0.0068 0.1351 0.0233 -0.0063 0.1566 0.1863
12 | 0.4037*** | 0.5324%** 0.1072 -0.0982 0.1350 -0.0791 0.3607*** | 0.3526*** | 0.4640***
13 | 0.4962*** | 0.6203*** 0.0701 -0.0068 0.2554** -0.0612 0.2866** | 0.3987*** | 0.5411***
14 0.0082 -0.1437 -0.2223* | 0.3256*** -0.0398 0.3584*** 0.0718 -0.0195 0.1492
15 0.0127 0.1151 0.0688 0.1714 0.2239* 0.2004* 0.3392%** | 0.2780** 0.1196
16 | 0.2612** | 0.3623*** | 0.2300* 0.3048*** | (0.2892** -0.0252 0.1559 0.2634** 0.2049*
17 | 0.6442*** | 0.7316*** | 0.2957** 0.0124 0.2471** 0.1745 0.2591** | 0.4084*** | 0.4761***

Table 6.1 Spearman’s Correlation Matrix for question items Q1 - Q17 in relation to Q1 - Q9

*** High correlation, ** Medium correlation, * Low correlation

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
10 1.0000
11 0.0329 1.0000
12 | 0.5549*** | 0.2627** 1.0000
13 | 0.6457*** | 0.2325* | 0.7859*** 1.0000
14 | -0.2203* -0.1139 -0.0249 0.0221 1.0000
15 0.1803 -0.0106 | 0.3104*** | 0.3374*** | 0.1208 1.0000
16 | 0.3963*** | 0.2476™* | 0.4916*** | 0.5293*** | 0.0545 | 0.3982*** 1.0000
17 | 0.4770** | 0.2250* | 0.6441*** | 0.6875*** | 0.0875 0.1391 0.3364*** | 1.0000

Table 6.2 Spearman’s Correlation Matrix for question items Q10 - Q17

*#* High correlation, ** Medium correlation, * Low correlation
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Demographic Question

Name in Regression Model

Type of Variable

Year of Birth

Generation

Dummy
Generation X =0

Millennials =1

Gender

Gender

Dumm
Male =0
Female=1

Marital Status

Marital_st

Dummy
Married = 1

Single =0

Highest Level of Education | Education_yr

Continuous
(Schooling Years)
Diploma/College = 14
Bachelor =16
Master =18
PhD =21

Years of Work at C.U.T CUT_yr

Continuous
Work years

Current Position

Current_pos*

Dumm
Non-Managerial = 0
Managerial = 1

Table 7.1 Naming scheme and dummy variables assignments — Regression Model 1

* The participants were able to choose their work position (technician, assistant,
officer, manager etc.) and their response was categorized as managerial or non-

managerial.
Parameter Estimate Standard Error Estimate Standard Error
Linear Regression Ordered Logistic Regression
(All generations) (All generations)
Generation -0.4303 0.1938** -0.9674 0.4547**
Gender 0.3319 0.2300 0.6776 0.5170
Marital_st -0.4741 0.2320** -1.0935 0.5477**
Education_yr -0.0822 0.0590 -0.1711 0.1297
CUT_yr -0.1281 0.0345*** -0.3086 0.0991***
Current_pos 0.4418 0.2217* 1.1792 0.5509**
Constant 5.6886 1.1320%*** - -

Number of Observations = 71,
R? =0.2356

Number of Observations = 71
Pseudo R? = 0.1090

Table 7.2 Linear and Ordered Logistic Regression - Model 1

*10% level of significance, ** 5% level of significance, *** 1% level of significance
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Parameter

Estimate Standard Error

Estimate Standard Error

Q3
Q5
Q7
Q9
Q10
Q13
Constant

Q3
Q5
Q7
Q9
Q10
Q13
Constant

Linear Regression
(Generation X)
0.2882 0.1492*
0.1070 0.1578
0.0426 0.1633
0.1450 0.2090
-0.0944 0.1610
0.4024 0.2049*
0.6722 0.6205
Number of Observations = 40,
R? =0.3769
Linear Regression
(Millennials)

0.1755 0.0918**
0.0254 0.1608
0.0245 0.1856
0.0050 0.1888
0.2111 0.1241**
0.5131 0.1868
0.6247 0.9022

Number of Observations = 31,
R%? =0.5912

Ordered Logistic Regression

(Generation X)
0.8191 0.4227*
0.4551 0.4464
-0.8272 0.6887
0.4555 0.3984
-0.3929 0.5601
1.3409 0.6278**

Number of Observations = 40
Pseudo R? = 0.2026

Ordered Logistic Regression

(Millennials)
0.6823 0.3303**
-0.0142 0.5496
0.5130 0.6523
0.1329 0.4804
0.9488 0.5797
1.7048 0.5987

Number of Observations = 31,
Pseudo R?* = 0.3554

Table 7.3 Linear and Ordered Logistic Regression - Model 2

*10% level of significance, ** 5% level of significance, *** 1% level of significance
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Gender

H Female

m Male

Figure 1.1 Gender percentages

Generation

M Generation X (1964 -
1979)

® Millennials (1980 - 1987)

Figure 1.2 Generation percentages

Marital Status

23.95%
B Married

H Single

76.05%

Figure 1.3 Marital Status percentages
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Highest Level of Education

m Diploma / College

M Bachellor
m Master
Doctoral
Figure 1.4 Education percentages
Years of Work at C.U.T

W 1to5years

W6 - 10 years

40.85%
W11 to 15 years

Figure 1.5 Years of Work at C.U.T percentages

Current Position

B Managerial

52.11%

® Non-managerial

Figure 1.6 Current Position
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Appendices

Appendix I - Complete Questionnaire Items List

Section A
Demographics
D1 Year of Birth
D2 Gender
D3 Marital Status
D4 Number of Children
D5 Province of Residence
D6 Highest Level of Education
D7 Years of Work at Cyprus University of Technology
D8 Current Position
D9 Employment Status
Section B

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Q1 I would recommend C.U.T as a place to work

Q2 Overall, I feel motivated working at C.U.T

Q3 My current salary is worthy of my performance and responsibilities
Q4 C.U.T provides me with a sufficient health insurance plan

Q5 | C.U.T provides me with sufficient training programs regarding my skills development
Q6 C.U.T provides me with a secure (permanent) job

Q7 C.U.T involves me in projects

Q8 I consider my work at C.U.T interesting

Q9 C.U.T offers help with my personal problems

Q10 C.U.T provides me with promotions and career development
Q11 C.U.T provides me with good working conditions

Q12 C.U.T’s management is loyal to me

Q13 C.U.T recognizes good performance

Q14 C.U.T provides me with a sufficient retirement plan

Q15 At C.U.T I learn new things

Q16 C.U.T successfully communicates its goals and vision

Q17 At C.U.T, I feel inspired to do my best every day
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Section C
1 would feel more motivated in ANY work environment if the employer:

Q18 Offered me a good salary
Q19 Provided me with health insurance
Q20 Provided me with training
Q21 Ensured a secure (permanent) job
Q22 Offered me the opportunity to get involved in projects
Q23 Offered me the opportunity to get involved in decision-making
Q24 Made my work interesting
Q25 Provided me with help on personal problems
Q26 Offered me with promotions and career development opportunities
Q27 Ensured good working conditions
Q28 Recognized good performance
Q29 Offered me rewards (bonuses, raises, etc) for good performance
Q30 Offered me a good retirement plan
Q31 Successfully communicated his goals and vision
Section D

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Q32 [ like learning new things
Q33 [ prefer being mostly successful on my job
Q34 [ like achieving career goals
Q35 | feel satisfied when I deal with interesting tasks
Q36 I want to be a “winner” in life
Q37 | feel satisfied when I successfully deal with difficult tasks
Q38 Public service is my duty as a member of the society
Q39 Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievement
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Appendix II - Survey’s Questionnaire

2.

Survey on work motives

This questionnaire is part of a Master Thesis research. Its purpose is to collect important
data regarding differences in work motives, across generations in the workforce of Cyprus
University of Technology (C.U.T). You are invited to participate in this research because you
are part of C.U.T's workforce.

Your participation in this research is voluntary. If you decide to participate, you may withdraw
at any time.

The procedure involves filling an online survey which takes approximately 10 minutes. The
survey questions are about demographic data, work motives in C.U.T, and general work
motives.

The information provided will remain confidential. We do not collect identifying information
such as your name, email address or IP address. All data is stored in a password protected
electronic format. The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes.

If you have any questions about this research study, please do not hesitate to contact me at
icannis.anastasiou2@st.ouc.ac.cy.

Consent: By checking the box below indicates that:
- You have read the above information
- You voluntarily agree to participate

- You are at least 18 years of age
* Required

Check all that apply.

| agree to take part in this survey

Year of birth *
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Gender *
Mark only one oval.

Male

Female

Marital status *

Mark only one oval.

Married

Single

Number of children *
Mark only one oval.

0

o N o

10

49



6.

9.

Province of residence *
Mark only one oval.

) Nicosia
Famagusta
Larnaca
Limassol

Paphos

Highest level of education *
Mark only one oval.

Diploma
College
Bachellor
Master

) Doctoral

English language knowledge *
Mark only one oval.

) Basic
) Good
Very Good

Excellent

Years of work at Cyprus University of Technology *
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10.  Current position *
Mark only one oval.

) Technician (Electrical/Mechanical Engineer etc)
) Assistant (IT, Clerical, Librarian etc)

) Officer

) Administrative Manager / Director

Other:

11. Employment Status *
Mark only one oval.

) Permanent
) Contract
Hourly

Other:

12. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: *

Mark only one oval per row.

Strongl Neither Agree Strongl
. ol Disagree . 9 9y
Disagree nor Disagree Adree
| would recommend

C.U.T as a place to work
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13.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: *

Mark only one oval per row.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Overall, | feel motivated
working at C.U.T

O

.

O

O

O

My current salary is
worthy of my
performance and
responsibilities

C.U.T provides me with a
sufficient health
insurance plan

0

0

C.U.T provides me with
sufficient training
programs regarding my
skills development

0
0

0

0
0

C.U.T provides me with a
secure (permanent) job

C.U.T involves me in
projects

| consider my work at
C.U.T interesting

C.U.T offers help with my
personal problems

C.U.T provides me with
promotions and career
development

C.U.T provides me with
good working conditions

C.U.T's management is
loyal to me

C.U.T recognizes good
performance

C.U.T provides me with a
sufficient retirement plan

00101010 ]0]0(0]0

0010010 |0]0|0|0

0010100 |0]0(0]O0

00|00 0 |0]0|0|0

000|000 |0|0|0]|0
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At C.U.T | learn new
things

C.U.T successfully
communicates its goals
and vision

14. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: *

Mark only one oval per row.

At C.U.T, | feel inspired to
do my best every day

Strongly
Disagree

Neither Agree

Disagree .
9 nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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15.

I would feel more motivated in ANY work environment if the employer: *

Mark only one oval per row.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Offered me a good salary

0

0

0

0
0

Provided me with health
insurance

Provided me with training

Ensured a secure
(permanent) job

Offered me the
opportunity to get
involved in projects

0 0100

0 (0]0]|0

0 |10|0]0

0 (01]0]0

0 0100

Offered me the
opportunity to get
involved in decision-
making

0

0

0

0
0

Made my work interesting

O

O

O

0
0

Provided me with help on
personal problems

0

O

0

0
0

Offered me with
promotions and career
development
opportunities

0

0

0

0
0

Ensured good working
conditions

Recognized good
performance

Offered me rewards
(bonuses, raises, etc) for
good performance

Offered me a good
retirement plan

Successfully
communicated his goals
and vision

0001 0 |0|0

00| 0 |00

00| 0 |0|O0

00| 0 |00

00| 0 |0|O0
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16.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: *

Mark only one oval per row.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

| like learning new things

O

O

-

| prefer being mostly
successful on my job

| like achieving career
goals

| feel satisfied when |
deal with interesting
tasks

| want to be a “winner” in
life

| feel satisfied when |
successfully deal with
difficult tasks

0100 |00
O (0] 0 |00

0100 ]0]0]|0

0 (0] 0 ]0]0]|0
0 (0] 0010

Public service is my duty
as a member of the
society

O

0

0

0
0

Making a difference in
society means more to
me than personal
achievement
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