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ABSTRACT

This study aims to measure the work values of Generation X, Generation Y, and Generation Z and 
address the generational differences based on their work values. An appropriate sample was used 
where respondents were employees working, across the United Arab Emirates, in different industries 
in the private and public sectors. The data were collected from 130 employees based on a 45-item 
work value inventory (WVI). Fisher’s least significant difference (LSD) statistical test was used to 
answer the research question based on multivariate tests across all three generations. Findings have 
suggested that Generation X placed more emphasis on work values as compared to Generation Z and 
Generation Y and were differentiated based on surroundings, altruism, and way of life work values.
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INTRODUCTION

The efforts of the United Arab Emirates (UAE) Emiratization initiative (Arabic: Tawteen) have had 
limited success in increasing the percentage of local Emiratis in the private sector as many companies 
recruit local citizens to meet mandated quotas and fill non-strategic positions (Forstenlechner et al., 
2012; Patro, 2015; Sekhar, 2015). However, on the second trend’s bottom-up approach, focused 
on reforming the educational system, aligning the curriculum with market needs and the entered 
workforce (Bains, 2009; Davidson, 2009; EIU, 2009).

Work values refer to the set of standards, principles, and importance of work and work-related 
issues from an employee’s perspective (Beckett et al., 2017). The current literature on intergenerational 
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differences in work attitudes has relied on generational stereotypes. In addition, it has provided mixed 
empirical results regarding work values in positive and negative interactions between generations 
(Klaffke, 2020).

In 2015, Gimbergsson and Lundberg (2016) indicated that work values were divided into broader 
categories. For instance, intrinsic work values were characterized by development and motivation 
factors (Galli, 2020). Extrinsic work values were related to power, work, and status. Altruistic work 
values focus on a desire to help each other and contribute to society. Status-associated work values 
relate to a satisfaction of personal superiority. Social work value indicators include leisure time and 
work-life balance, which are associated with work value changes in each generation (Minh et al., 
2022; Yang et al., 2018).

The generations are divided and termed based on year of birth (Jiří, 2016):

•	 Rationalists: 1900–1945
•	 Baby Boomers or Boom Generation: 1946–1960
•	 Generation X or Thirteeners: 1960–1980
•	 Generation Y: 1981–1999
•	 Generation Z: 2000–2012

Generation Y holds a significant difference in values of organizational fit from the previous 
generations, as they prefer organizations with common goals and vision (Rani & Samuel, 2016). A 
similar study shows that Generation Y desires extrinsic and social work values. Generation Y seeks 
short-term and long-term developments to achieve their goals. They also prefer work-life balance 
(Winter & Jackson, 2015). Generation Z has a different set of values, seeking organizations with 
long-term objectives and goals.

Work values must be within the confines of work-related standards and values; however, it 
is influenced by an employee’s attitude toward work (Karthikeyan, 2022). Work values in any 
organization determine how employees approach their work, individual feelings about one’s job, 
and the pride or perception one holds for their organization. An organization’s ability to succeed 
depends on how much emphasis it places on its core principles and how those values are reflected 
in employee behavior at work.

Leuty (2013) noted that work values can be used as a motivator to achieve work satisfaction. 
The study highlights the stability of scores over time, regardless of the indecisive conclusion of 
the study. A quinquennial assessment of work values would serve in the development of human 
resources practices and strategies in today’s rapidly changing world. According to Lim (2012), the 
UAE workforce demographics show a significant increase in Generation Y but lack evidence about 
this group.

UAE is the hub of many national and multinational organizations. Employees from all over the 
world and from all generations are present within the organizations. Marzooqi (2017) concluded that 
Generation X values creativity (but is not creative compared to previous generations). Generation X 
workers in the UAE appreciate diverse, changing work responsibilities. The study further concluded 
that Generation X prefers a positive attitude toward the employer and work environment. Professional 
growth is also a high priority among the generation.

There has been a tremendous increase in the importance of studying and understanding the 
millennial generation. Researching this cohort is difficult because, as the youngest group, it is still 
arriving in the workplace. The oldest generation has gained work experience for a substantial number 
of years and are, therefore, taking on leadership roles. Millennials can offer a range of opportunities 
for comparisons within the generations (Merchant & Merchant, 2011).

This study aims to examine the relationship between generation, work values, and age. It compares 
work values among three generations in a sample of working adults. This study has fulfilled its 
objective by measuring the work values of employees of the same age from three different generations 
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(Generations Z, Y, and X). The study’s first set of analyses demonstrates whether the three generations 
can be differentiated in a multigenerational workplace by work values. The second set of analyses 
identifies the effectiveness of work values across the three generations. The study aims to extract the 
core differences within the generations based on social, economic, and geographical backgrounds.

BACKGROUND OF THE LITERATURE

The three categories of work values identified in the literature were extrinsic satisfaction, concomitants 
of work, and intrinsic satisfaction. According to Carruthers (1968), the expanded 15 categories 
include extrinsic rewards (way of life, security, prestige, and economic return), extrinsic concomitants 
(surroundings, associates, supervisory relations, and variety), and intrinsic values (altruism, creativity, 
independence, intellectual stimulation, aesthetics, achievements, and management).

The literature on generations at work spotlights differences between generations in core job 
characteristics, such as work-related values, expectations, and attitudes. People from various 
generations have diverse expectations, preferences, and attitudes about work values (Öztürk & İkiler, 
2021).

Values serve as a bonding mechanism between people, setting the tone for the workplace and 
creating a culture that promotes collaboration toward shared goals. A previous study showed that 
comparable values among employee can result in congruent interpretations and compatible perceptions 
of activities and situations (Tursunbayeva et al., 2021).

Employees place greater importance on extrinsic values by following a semi-circle pattern during 
their college years and increasing this pattern during young adulthood (Lechner et al., 2017). Work 
values and attitudes differ as both factors have separate definitions, applications, and effects. The 
primary differential characteristic is that work values change with time, unlike opinions or attitudes 
(Borg et al., 2019). Work values change based on psychological concepts and beliefs that can change 
within one’s psychological framework (Papavasileiou et al., 2017). Employees from Generation X 
Generation Z welcome recognition and superiority in the workplace. Both generations prioritize 
working with organizations that hold fast paced goals. Leadership influences their work values. A 
transparent leadership style is more appreciated by these generations (Öztürk & İkiler, 2021). Work 
nature and type of organization, therefore, impact employee work values.

Jaskyte (2016) showed that public sector employees in Russia prefer a good salary package and 
Indian employees prefer recognition over salary. In high-context nations, employees prefer a vital role 
in the organization. Other countries value an extrinsic job nature over a secure job with high salary 
packages (Jaskyte, 2016). The pro-social behaviors of new generations are more adaptable because they 
hold a new set of work values compared to older generations. The new generation works on intrinsic 
values, self-harmony, innovation, creativity, and long-term associations (Wu et al., 2019). The new 
generation also holds multi-dimensional work values due to internet usage and globalization. Most 
importantly, equality, recognition, preference within the organization, and long-term development 
and career growth are common work values for the new generation (Wang & Lin, 2019).

Work values pave the way for employee growth when the organization’s culture and objectives 
parallel the employee’s goals and objectives (Vivek & Raveendran, 2017). The study extracted 
four core values preferred by the new generation: (1) performance and evaluation; (2) growth and 
creativity; (3) security; and (5) flexibility and risk-taking approaches. A comparison of work values 
between millennials and Generation Z shows that the older generation prefers work-life balance and 
commitments, whereas the new generation fulfills commitments and long-term orientation with their 
organizations based on supervision methods and attitudes. Career commitment was considered the 
main work value for the engagement of employees.

Papavasileioua and Lyonsb (2015) highlighted the homogenous work values of millennials 
from different countries. The study highlights results from 22 studies (17 countries), discussing how 
internal consistency appears throughout the results. However, differences are apparent in millennials 
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from different countries and within the same country. The study shows that Greek millennials are 
unique in their work values. Also, the one-size-fits-all approach to HR practices is inappropriate. The 
relationship between work values, work satisfaction, and turnover was also highlighted in previous 
studies (Gera et al., 2017; Lu & Lin, 2002). These studies found that personal capability was the 
most important work value factor for Chinese workers. Wray-Lake et al. (2009) concluded that work 
values change across time due to economic and social experiences during adolescence and adulthood.

Latkovikj et al. (2016) used a Macedonian millennial sample to illustrate how this group seeks 
to stay or work in an organization with opportunities for career progression, independence, and high-
level work autonomy. According to Kostanek and Khoreva (2018), organizations can offer unique 
opportunities and challenges when they employ a multigenerational workforce. Firms must customize, 
adjust, and diversify their approaches to retention practices and talent management to meet attitudes, 
expectations, behaviors, and values across several generations.

According to Enam and Konduri (2018), baby boomers exhibited an increased level of engagement 
toward travelling. Millennials were inclined to prolong their student status as compared to other 
generations. Millennials were also motivated to perform discretionary activities; however, they lack 
motivation toward participation at work. Sanner-Stiehr and Vandermause (2017) indicated a lack 
of authority among baby boomers, as they focused on inner-self and work. Therefore, firms should 
emphasize knowledge-transfer and knowledge-sharing activities in multigenerational workplaces 
across generations. According to a study by Bejtkovský (2016), employees from the silent generation 
(1928 – 1945) may have different strengths and weaknesses in the workplace. The study suggests 
that they may not possess as high of emotional intelligence or loyalty as other generations, but they 
tend to have a high proficiency with new technologies and internet literacy. This skill set can enable 
them to work efficiently in today’s digital age. However, it is important to note that these findings 
are generalizations and that individual employees may not fit into these stereotypes.

Simmons et al. (2018) did not find differences in work values across three generations among 
construction professionals in the United States. This shows that the practices and work values 
adopted by such companies were based on generational status that, to a certain extent, affect both 
employees and construction companies. Devi and Sheriff (2017), using an Indian context, argued 
that baby boomers value rewards, social values, and their job. On the contrary, Generation X wants 
to work in the technology-based environment or an informal work setup. Likewise, Generation Y is 
technologically savvy, prefers immediate response, desires a fun work environment, is buoyant, and 
will multitask. Mulia (2019) displayed statistically significant differences toward risks (i.e., shipping 
risk, product risk, and financial risk) associated with online transactions among baby boomers and 
millennials (Hajari et al., 2015).

Another Indian study indicated that baby boomers were more likely to negotiate than Generation Y. 
The latter seeks to withdraw their contracts rather than use negotiation skills. In addition, the study has 
indicated resignation (as a conflict resolution style) was preferred by male baby boomers as compared 
to their counterparts (Gupta et al., 2016). Aziz et al. (2018) found a downward tendency of the younger 
generation toward affective and normative commitment as compared to previous generations. An 
upward tendency, however, was observed toward turnover intention and job dissatisfaction among 
the same cohort.

The results of this study will help companies across many sectors understand today’s workforce. 
This understanding will help organizations improve their HR practices and build robust policies that 
will enhance employee satisfaction and reduce turnover.

METHODS

Study Design
A cross-sectional design was applied to answer the following research questions:
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1. 	 Can the three generations be differentiated by work values within a multigenerational workplace?
2. 	 Which work values discriminate among the three generations?

The study was conducted over a span of two months (January 2020 to March 2020) at organizations 
in the public and private sectors in the UAE.

Instrument
This study used the work value inventory (WVI) developed by Super (1970). The inventory consists 
of 45 self-reported items and used a five-point Likert scale (1 = unimportant, 5 = very important). 
The 15 work values measured in the instrument were:

1. 	 Altruism
2. 	 Aesthetics
3. 	 Creativity
4. 	 Intellectual Stimulation
5. 	 Independence
6. 	 Achievement
7. 	 Prestige
8. 	 Management
9. 	 Economic Returns
10. 	Security
11. 	Surroundings
12. 	Supervisory Relations
13. 	Associates
14. 	Variety
15. 	Way of Life

Instrument Reliability and Validity
A test-retest approach was used to determine the internal reliability of the WVI on 99 10th-grade 
students. It took place across a two-week interval. Regarding the validity of the instrument, Bolton 
(1980) argued that the coefficients of WVI were consistent and developed for the supportive use of 
work value factors. Table 1 shows the reliability analysis based on Cronbach’s alpha, which ranges 
from 0 to 1. The results of Cronbach alpha indicated that an acceptable threshold of reliability is based 
on alpha coefficient of at least 0.700. The findings show that all the work values (except economic 
return, security, and surroundings) meet the acceptable threshold of reliability.

Population and Sample
The study’s population included the three identified generations within the UAE workforce, 
Generations X, Y, and Z. The study had a convenient sample. The survey was transformed to an 
electronic form via Google Forms. It was completed by employees across different sectors in the 
UAE. Neither company nor industry names were used in the instrument. The survey was sent via 
mass e-mails, using directories identified through online searches and personal acquaintances at 
companies within the UAE. A total of 130 respondents were collected.

Data Collection Procedures
Access to the surveyed organizations was granted to measure the work values of the 130 respondents. 
The director of organizational effectiveness granted the access per a formal letter of request. The 
researcher sent a copy of the WVI to all 130 respondents after obtaining receipt of written permission 
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from the director. A cover letter was attached to introduce the survey and data collection purpose. 
The responses toward WVI remained confidential to the researcher.

Data Analysis
The data collected were manually entered into a Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS) version 
21 based on responses of the WVI. The personal information or demographic profile of respondents 
was presented through frequencies and percentages. Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine the 
reliability of the instrument. Mean and standard deviations (SD) were used to present the WVI items. 
The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and discriminant analysis were used to analyze 
the composite scores for each item.

RESULTS

A total of 130 employees completed the questionnaire (see Table 2). Out of 130 participants, most were 
male (50.77%) in the 1981–1999 generation (38.46%). Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for 15 work 
values and 130 respondents based on mean scores and SD. The mean scores for the 15 work values ranged 
from 3.028 to 4.2205 for the study sample. The SD for the study sample ranged from 0.7975 to 1.381.

Table 4 shows the Pearson correlation coefficients for the measured 15 work values. The findings 
show that most of the pairs were positively and significantly correlated and produced Pearson 
correlation coefficients with an r > 0.500 at p < 0.001. The research questions proposed in the previous 
section were answered by testing the question. The multivariate general linear model function was used 
along with the multivariate tests (Roy’s Largest Root, Pillai’s Trace, and Hotelling’s Trace) to confirm 
the findings of the Wilks’ Lambda statistic. Table 5 shows that the Wilks’ Lambda for the proposed 
15 work values were 0.020 at p = 0.05. The null hypotheses showing the mean vectors of all three 
generations as determined by 15 work values were rejected based on the significant Wilks’ Lambda. 
Similarly, other tests confirmed rejecting the null hypotheses at p = 0.05. Partial eta squared indicated 
8.1% variability in the 15 work values as accounted for by variation in the three study generations.

Table 1. Reliability analysis

Variables Items Cronbach Alpha

Altruism 3 0.745

Aesthetics 3 0.859

Creativity 3 0.922

Intellectual Simulation 3 0.887

Independence 3 0.741

Achievement 3 0.858

Prestige 3 0.703

Management 3 0.784

Economic Return 3 0.663

Security 3 0.688

Surroundings 3 0.687

Supervisory Relations 3 0.713

Associates 3 0.746

Variety 3 0.814

Way of Life 3 0.742
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Testing of the Eigen values of each function indicated that 68.7% of the model dispersion was 
classified to the first canonical function with an eigenvalue of .122 (see Table 6). The remaining 
33.2% of the model variance can be classified to the second canonical function with an eigenvalue 
of .055. Furthermore, the canonical correlation between the first and second functions was relatively 
low at .329 and .229, respectively.

Table 7 rejects the null hypotheses that the means of two canonical functions were equal in the 
three generations based on the significant chi-square of 20.266 for the model. It was observed that the 
second function was not statistically significant at p < .05 after removing the first canonical function 
from the model. There was no significance in retaining the second canonical function in further tests.

Table 2. Demographic profile

Variables N %

Gender Male 66 50.77

Female 64 49.23

Generation Category 1960-1980 40 30.77

2000-2025 40 30.77

1981-1999 50 38.46

Educational Level High school or below 21 16.15

Diploma 17 13.07

Undergraduate 60 46.15

Postgraduate 22 16.92

Doctorates 10 7.71

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for WVI

N Mean Std. Deviation

Altruism 130 3.8769 .91418

Esthetics 130 3.2103 1.24731

Creativity 130 3.4564 1.38164

Intellectual Simulation 130 3.1410 1.30121

Independence 130 3.3846 1.12329

Achievement 130 4.0179 .97365

Prestige 130 3.8026 .93058

Management 130 3.0282 1.04179

Economic Return 130 4.1256 .80295

Security 130 4.0513 .79886

Surroundings 130 4.2205 .82651

Supervisory Relations 130 4.1692 .79755

Associates 130 3.4718 1.07496

Variety 130 3.2051 1.25300

Way of Life 130 3.8026 .84623
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients and significance level

Alt Es Cr IS Ind Ach Pres Man ER Sec Sur SR Ass Var WOL

Altruism 1 .545** .605** .535** .465** .748** .524** .376** .431** .338** .432** .414** .292** .530** .464**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000

Esthetics 1 .803** .734** .707** .455** .442** .630** .184* .033 .075 .053 .263** .796** .304**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .036 .708 .396 .548 .003 .000 .000

Creativity 1 .801** .759** .541** .483** .635** .256** .150 .101 .077 .169 .851** .265**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .090 .255 .383 .054 .000 .002

Intellectual 
Simulation

1 .718** .410** .317** .622** .002 -.003 -.054 -.046 .122 .809** .108

.000 .000 .000 .000 .983 .974 .542 .600 .167 .000 .220

Independence 1 .372** .445** .641** .254** .073 .106 .137 .187* .712** .297**

.000 .000 .000 .004 .410 .232 .119 .033 .000 .001

Achievement 1 .534** .242** .508** .433** .546** .459** .141 .399** .409**

.000 .006 .000 .000 .000 .000 .110 .000 .000

Prestige 1 .335** .543** .434** .464** .342** .220* .446** .443**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .012 .000 .000

Management 1 .059 .072 -.064 -.056 .486** .603** .304**

.508 .417 .467 .530 .000 .000 .000

Economic 
Return

1 .602** .673** .677** .234** .149 .526**

.000 .000 .000 .007 .091 .000

Security 1 .566** .505** .360** .058 .466**

.000 .000 .000 .510 .000

Surroundings 1 .749** .316** .056 .561**

.000 .000 .528 .000

Supervisory 
Relations

1 .326** .013 .581**

.000 .881 .000

Associates 1 .174* .669**

.047 .000

Variety 1 .229**

.009

Way of Life 1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 5. Multivariate tests for null hypotheses

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Partial Eta Squared

Intercept Pillai’s Trace .980 377.700b 15.000 113.000 .000 .980

Wilks’ Lambda .020 377.700b 15.000 113.000 .000 .980

Hotelling’s Trace 50.137 377.700b 15.000 113.000 .000 .980

Roy’s Largest Root 50.137 377.700b 15.000 113.000 .000 .980

Generations Pillai’s Trace .161 .666 30.000 228.000 .008 .081

Wilks’ Lambda .845 .664b 30.000 226.000 .010 .081

Hotelling’s Trace .177 .662 30.000 224.000 .012 .081

Roy’s Largest Root .122 .925c 15.000 114.000 .038 .109

a. Design: Intercept + Generations
b. Exact statistic
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.
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Table 8 shows the canonical functions in the structure matrix. It reveals that the work values 
have absolute correlation with the first canonical function.

Table 9 presents multiple pairwise comparison tests across generations for each work value.
Findings in Table 9 reveal a statistically significant difference for Generation X for altruism 

as compared to Generations Z and Y. In addition, Generation X showed a statistically significant 
difference on surroundings and way of life as compared to Generations Z and Y. No statistically 
significant differences were found across all three generations for each work value.

Table 6. Eigenvalues of the Canonical Functions

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation

1 .122a 68.7 68.7 .329

2 .055a 31.3 100.0 .229

a. First 2 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis.

Table 7. Wilks’ Lambda of the Canonical Functions

Test of Function(s) Wilks’ Lambda Chi-square df Sig.

1 through 2 .845 20.266 30 .009

2 .947 6.477 14 .953

Table 8. Structure matrix discriminant functions

Function

1 2

Way of Life .610* .115

Associates .549* .219

Independence .319* .108

Altruism .294* .077

Management .276* .132

Economic Return .271* -.117

Esthetics .230* .190

Achievement .222* .073

Variety .213* .200

Intellectual Simulation .129* .058

Security .100* -.092

Prestige .303 .591*

Creativity .092 .194*

Surroundings .095 .189*

Supervisory Relations .042 .081*

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized canonical discriminant functions.
Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.
*. Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function
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DISCUSSION

The results reveal that Generation X placed a higher value (p < 0.05) on supervisor relations when 
compared with Generations Z and Y. Supervisors can lead in an effective manner if they understand 
the differences and needs of older and younger workers.

The multivariate null hypotheses were calculated through Wilks’ Lambda for the first research 
question: Can the three generations be differentiated by work values within a multigenerational 

Table 9. Multiple pairwise tests across generations

Dependent Variable (I) Generation (J) Generations Mean Difference (I-J) Sig.

Altruism 1960-1980 1981-1999 .09167 .896

2000-2025 .22500* .041

Esthetics 1960-1980 1981-1999 .01667 .998

2000-2025 .24167 .635

Creativity 1960-1980 1981-1999 -.07500 .968

2000-2025 .10833 .928

Intellectual Simulation 1960-1980 1981-1999 .04167 .989

2000-2025 .14167 .867

Independence 1960-1980 1981-1999 .10833 .903

2000-2025 .30000 .422

Achievement 1960-1980 1981-1999 .06667 .950

2000-2025 .18167 .657

Prestige 1960-1980 1981-1999 -.14167 .772

2000-2025 .23667 .451

Management 1960-1980 1981-1999 .06667 .956

2000-2025 .24167 .522

Economic Return 1960-1980 1981-1999 .15000 .683

2000-2025 .18167 .539

Security 1960-1980 1981-1999 .07500 .909

2000-2025 .06667 .919

Surroundings 1960-1980 1981-1999 -.04167 .973

2000-2025 .06667* .024

Supervisory Relations 1960-1980 1981-1999 -.01667 .995

2000-2025 .02833 .985

Associates 1960-1980 1986-1990 .15833 .783

2000-2025 .48833 .081

Variety 1960-1980 1986-1990 .00000 1.000

2000-2025 .22500 .677

Way of Life 1960-1980 1986-1990 .19167 .561

2000-2025 .42500* .046

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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workplace? Based on Wilks’ Lambda statistics (U = .845 at p < .05), the null hypothesis was rejected 
for all three generations across the 15 work values. It was observed that management and generational 
theorists develop general value profiles to demonstrate whether a difference exists between members 
of different generational cohorts irrespective of work value. Older employees are managed by younger 
managers based on success, power, money, competition, and job satisfaction. However, older employees 
find job satisfaction in comfort, pride, a sense of belonging, and security.

Moreover, the work value pairwise comparisons were performed for all three generations with 
p > .50 and < .10. The findings show that Generation X placed a higher value on altruism (p = 
0.041) and way of life (p = 0.046) as compared to Generations Z and Y. No statistically significant 
differences were found for the remaining work values (i.e., aesthetics, creativity, intellectual simulation, 
independence, achievement, prestige, management, economic return, security, supervisory relations, 
associates, and variety) in differentiating between the three generations.

A common stereotype holds that older employees may not be managed as effectively by 
supervisors and managers due to lower performance expectations, less monitoring of productivity, and 
assigning light-duty tasks. However, the findings from a study indicate that Generation X employees 
place a high value on work-life balance, similar to other generations, which is not consistent with 
previous literature. It has been observed that employees of all ages desire a strong work-life balance. 
The study also highlights that when organizations view their employees as assets and support their 
work-life balance, their productivity improves. It’s important to note that these are generalizations 
and that individual employees may not fit into these stereotypes.

The workplace should recognize and meet the needs of its older workforce to increase and retain 
these employees within a shrinking labor force. A collaborative multi-generational workforce is needed 
in today’s changing work environment. Communication is a basic difference among generations. 
This study claims that changes in work values mirror that found between the baby boomers and 
Thirteeners Generation. The source of change includes the attitudes and behaviors employees of 
both generations hold toward the same basic work values. However, the difference is created by 
communication styles and supervising skills (Cummins, 2019). The most considerable work values 
of the Thirteeners Generation were freedom in the workplace, relaxing working hours, and work-life 
balance (Queiri et al., 2016).

Organizations in the UAE have a diverse labor force and include employees from every generation. 
The study conducted in the UAE shows that each generation holds different work values. The 
Thirteeners Generation favors more democratic, transformational, and servant leadership and behavior. 
The value performance, leadership skills, and technical skills (Al Amiri et al., 2019; Ibrahim et al., 
2022). The current study concluded that work values of the Thirteeners Generation are dependent on 
self-reliance, specifically among females. Job security and higher compensation levels are desired 
(Tipu, 2016). This younger generation is less loyal to their organization in comparison to previous 
generations. They demand recognition and authority in the workplace. Further, intensive work values 
are highly acceptable.

CONCLUSION

This study concluded that employees of Generation X (through surveyed organizations) have a 
statistically significant difference toward the work values they choose to achieve or fulfill through 
their work. Surroundings, altruism, and way of life differentiated the three generations throughout the 
surveyed organizations. There was no statistically significant generational differentiation based on 
economic return, independence, intellectual stimulation, variety, management, aesthetics, associates, 
and prestige. It is advantageous to replicate this study by including differentiating variables to address 
demographic differences found throughout the generations. Gender, ethnicity, cultural background, 
geographic location, and education level can be included in these demographic variables.
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