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Abstract 
 

A new workforce (Generation Z born between 1995 and after) has started to enter the workforce 

which is going to increase their presence in the workplace with each passing year. There is a 

need to know what this generation prefers, needs and expects from their workplace. Their 

outlook towards the work-related aspects is also very important. An individual’s characteristics 

can influence his/her approach towards his/her work and the workplace. This can get reflected 

in their levels of work engagement. Though it is not always possible to delve deeper into the 

characteristics of each employee in the workplace on a regular basis, a need is to at least 

determine these aspects at the generational cohort level. This can help organizations and HR 

practitioners in formulating new workplace policies and in reviewing the current ones. This 

research study is attempting to identify the profile characteristics of Generation Z and their 

work engagement levels in Auckland, New Zealand. Though this research study is 

predominantly focusing on Generation Z, it is considered to compare work engagement of 

Generation Z (new generation) with work engagement of Generation Y (previous generation 

born between 1980 and 1994) as the latter is going to be in the workplace for many more years, 

they are relatively experienced and are not very far away from Generation Z in terms of age-

gap. A quantitative methodology approach is adopted to embark on a scientific enquiry. Both 

parametric and non-parametric statistical methods are used in understanding the data and for 

the hypothesis testing. Help is taken from descriptive and inferential statistical methods to 

analyse the data. Two separate questionnaires are used for the data collection. One 

questionnaire is used to determine the profile of Generation Z in Auckland and the other one 

i.e. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) is used to determine the levels of work 

engagement of both generations. The data is collected by using self-reported questionnaires. 

The effect sizes and the confidence interval levels have also been computed to obtain practical 

relevance of the findings. Further, the analysis is extended to the gender level to find any 

significant statistical difference between the gender groups of both generations. The result 

findings allowed a deeper discussion by reviewing these findings in light of the literature. This 

deeper investigation and discussion further provided an opportunity to make far-reaching 

recommendations which can help organizations, HR practitioners, managers, the community, 

individuals and the government. It is recommended that job security, autonomy, person-job fit 

and situational leadership style or path-goal leadership theory be adopted as availability of 

these can help in improving employee motivation, competence, commitment and satisfaction 
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levels and thereby employee’s work engagement levels. In addition to matching of an 

individual’s skills, knowledge and abilities, matching an individual’s values with the values of 

a job is very important. Match development levels (competence and commitment) of 

employees and corresponding style of leadership behaviour (directive and/or supportive). 

Alternatively, select directive, supportive, participative and achievement oriented leadership 

behaviours that are best suited to employees’ needs, characteristics and the work setting. This 

research study highlighted Generation Z characteristics and work engagement levels of 

Generation Z and Generation Y and thereby assists organizations and managers to favourably 

adjust to the changing age structure of the workforce.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 
 

Generation Z (born between 1995 and after) had already started entering the workforce a few 

years ago. Many people know very little about their work-related aspects because Generation 

Z members are relatively less represented than other generations in the workplace. This is the 

same dilemma organizations faced some years ago when the first Generation Y member (born 

between 1980 and 1994) entered the workplace. The research on Generation Z members is 

predominantly focused on understanding their consumer behaviour, technological preferences, 

fashion preferences and educational needs. There is consequently a need to understand them 

from the perspective of workplace characteristics as well. 

 

1.2 Problem description   
 

Every generation in the workplace is unique in terms of their characteristics, values, needs, 

perceptions, preferences and attitudes and they may also have some degree of differences with 

other individuals as to these aspects. This could be due to the generation-gap or the age-gap 

between two generations. These differences can generate disagreement, dissatisfaction and 

conflict in the workplace. The other possible outcome of the difference in the characteristics, 

values, needs, perceptions and attitudes could be in the levels of work engagement. As the 

newest working-age generation (Generation Z) has started to enter the workforce and will 

increase their presence with every passing year until the next generation starts to take over from 

them. Therefore, it is important to consider their characteristics, preferences, expectations and 

needs that can have an impact on their work engagement and towards the workplace. 

 

The differences between the generational cohorts can make the task difficult for the employers 

and managers as these differences can lead to conflicts in the workplace. As long as these 

differences between generational groups are healthy and lead to functional conflict, the 

situation will stay manageable or could even become desirable at times, but these differences 

can also lead to dysfunctional conflicts and can harm the cohesiveness among employees in 

the workplace. As Benson and Brown (2011) suggest, employees’ values and attitudes towards 

their work and organization may be quite different from those who belong to other generational 
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cohorts, which makes it important for managers to understand these differences to become 

effective managers (as cited in Lapoint & Spence, 2017, p. 119). 

 

The negative effects of conflict in the workplace, friction between individuals, groups and 

generations and the resultant lower levels of work engagement can pose a significant risk to an 

organization’s growth and survival. All these negative effects also carry a cost component, 

which can be detrimental to the success of an organization.  

 

As workplace diversity has become extremely important today, the arrival of Generation Z in 

the workplace may bring specific characteristics that could support or go against work 

engagement. The sooner organizations know about Generation Z workforce characteristics, the 

better they will be able to adapt their current organizational policies and programmes related 

to hiring, recruitment, selection, onboarding, retention, reward and recognition in order to 

better manage this generation. This early detection of Generation Z’s characteristics could 

ensure higher productivity, performance and business sustainability. By identifying the profile 

of Generation Z and measuring their work engagement levels, organizations can learn about 

their expectations, preferences, outlook and their work engagement levels. This can help in 

taking corrective decisions, formulation of suitable workplace policies and amendment in the 

current policies to improve work engagement levels. 

 

1.3 Aims and objective of this research study 
 

1.3.1 Research aim 
 

Identification of Generation Z’s profile characteristics and the levels of work engagement for 

Generation Z and Generation Y are extremely important to assess whether the characteristics 

of Generation Z members could have a possible impact on work engagement. The 

determination of work engagement levels of both the generations will help organizations in 

taking steps that can further promote and improve work engagement levels.  

 

Therefore, this research study attempts to identify the profile of Generation Z in Auckland, 

New Zealand to learn about the characteristics of this generation. Additionally, this research 

attempts to determine the levels of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y in 

Auckland, New Zealand in order to know their levels of work engagement.  



3 
 

1.3.2 Research objectives 
 
The identified research objectives of this research study are as follows: 

 
 To identify Generation Z’s profile based on an Auckland, New Zealand sample 

population. 

 To identify the level of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y based on 

an Auckland, New Zealand sample population.  

 To assess these generations on variables such as vigor, dedication and absorption. 

 To produce research findings and recommendations that could be useful for 

organizations and HR practitioners. 

 To test some of the known profile characteristics of Generation Z. 

 

1.4 Research Question 
 

As per the identified aim and objectives of this research study, the following research questions 

are formulated: 

 
 What is the profile of Generation Z based on an Auckland, New Zealand sample 

population?  

 What is the level of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y based on an 

Auckland, New Zealand sample population?  

 What is the level of vigor, dedication and absorption of Generation Z and Generation 

Y based on an Auckland, New Zealand sample population? 

 Are some of the known profile characteristics of Generation Z true or false in an 

Auckland, New Zealand context? 

 

1.5 Hypotheses 
 

The formulated hypotheses of this research study are as follows: 

 
1.5.1 Overall Hypothesis 
 

Null Hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the work engagement 

of Generation Z and the work engagement of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand. 

H0: µz = µy 
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Alternate Hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the work 

engagement of Generation Z and the work engagement of Generation Y in Auckland, New 

Zealand. 

H1: µz ≠ µy 

 

where,       

µz= Mean of Generation Z’s work engagement derived from the UWES scale.  

µy= Mean of Generation Y’s work engagement derived from the UWES scale.  

 

1.5.2 Sub-Hypothesis for Vigor 
 

Null Hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the vigor of 

Generation Z and the vigor of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand. 

H0: µzv = µyv 

 

Alternate Hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the vigor of 

Generation Z and the vigor of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand. 

H1: µzv ≠ µyv 

 

where,       

µzv= Mean of Generation Z’s vigor derived from the UWES scale.  

µyv= Mean of Generation Y’s vigor derived from the UWES scale.  

 

1.5.3 Sub-Hypothesis for Dedication 
 

Null Hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the dedication of 

Generation Z and the dedication of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand. 

H0: µzd = µyd 

 

Alternate Hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the dedication of 

Generation Z and the dedication of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand.                   

H1: µzd ≠ µyd 
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where,       

µzd= Mean of Generation Z’s dedication derived from the UWES scale.  

µyd= Mean of Generation Y’s dedication derived from the UWES scale.  

 

1.5.4 Sub-Hypothesis for Absorption 
 

Null Hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the absorption of 

Generation Z and the absorption of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand. 

H0: µza = µya 

 

Alternate Hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the absorption of 

Generation Z and the absorption of Generation Y in Auckland, New Zealand. 

H1: µza ≠ µya 

 

where,       

µza= Mean of Generation Z’s absorption derived from the UWES scale.  

µya= Mean of Generation Y’s absorption derived from the UWES scale.  

 

1.6 Methodology and data collection 
 

This research has adopted the quantitative methodology approach to know the profile of 

Generation Z and work engagement levels of Generation Z and Generation Y in Auckland, 

New Zealand. Both descriptive and inferential statistics methods are used to analyse the data. 

The data is collected by way of two self-reported questionnaires. One of the self-reported 

questionnaires is used to collect the responses for Generation Z’s profile survey. The other self-

reported questionnaire UWES (Utrecht Work Engagement Scale) is used to collect the 

responses to determine the work engagement levels of Generation Z and Generation Y in 

Auckland. As a result, this approach allowed the researcher to analyse the data based on 

scientific enquiry.  

 

1.7 Thesis structure 
 

For ease of readability and understanding, this research study has been divided into six 

chapters, which are as follows: 
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Chapter One introduces the overall concept and provides an overview of this research study. 

This chapter focuses on the background and the need to conduct research on the chosen topic. 

It provides further information on the identified research aim, objectives, research question and 

the formulated hypothesis for this research study.  

 

Chapter Two is based on the literature review conducted on the research topic and gives the 

definitions of relevant terms. It also provides the literature evidence based on the theory around 

the main concepts and helps in formulating the research hypothesis.  

 

Chapter Three focuses on the adopted research methodology and research methods. This 

chapter also describes the reasoning for the chosen research methodology and the research 

methods and elaborates on the data collection methods. This chapter further elaborates on the 

sample selection, target population and the sample size considered for this research.  

 

Chapter Four provides the results of the data, which is collected by using the self-reported 

questionnaires, which further facilitate the discussion on the research findings. This chapter 

provides evidence in relation to the research methodology and research method approach that 

is set in the previous chapter. The data is first analysed based on the Auckland population for 

both generations and then the sample population demographic data is analysed. This chapter 

reports the statistical results using both descriptive and inferential statistics and later tests the 

hypothesis set earlier in this chapter.  

 

Chapter Five contains a discussion of the results of the research study and focuses on the profile 

survey and the work engagement survey. This chapter elaborates on the research findings, 

interpretation and discussion whilst considering the literature review as well as additional 

relevant literature to enable the assessment of the possible impact of the research findings.  

 

Chapter Six focuses on the conclusions and recommendations. Several recommendations that 

organizations, HR practitioners, the community, individuals and the government can use are 

suggested. This chapter reviews the research conclusions and also the set research objectives. 

Further, this chapter provides the strengths and limitations of this study and suggests future 

research initiatives that can be taken based on the research findings and discussion.  
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1.8 Summary  
 

This chapter highlighted the focus of this research study and provided the background to this 

research study. A problem description is given to relate to the need and the reasons for choosing 

the research topic set for this research study. A research aim, research objectives, research 

question and the research hypothesis are formulated in this chapter. This chapter then provides 

the information related to the adopted research methodology and the data collection methods 

for this research study. The last section of this chapter focuses on the outline and helps the 

reader in visualizing the structure of this research study.  

 

The next chapter outlines the theory in the context of Generation Z’s profile characteristics and 

the work engagement concept.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8 
 

Chapter Two: Literature Review 
 

2.1 Introduction  
 

The previous chapter provided the overview of this research study. In this chapter, an in-depth 

review of the literature is conducted, which allows the formulation of the hypotheses set in the 

previous chapter. The relevant concepts are assessed based on the theory surrounding work 

engagement and Generation Z’s characteristics. Guidance is taken from the literature to identify 

the research problem and assess the significance of the problem. The whole process of 

conducting a literature review has helped the researcher in understanding the research problem. 

This chapter focuses on the relevant literature related to Generation Z’s characteristics, work 

engagement concept and what possible impact the employee characteristics can have on work 

engagement.  

 

2.2 Generational cohort 
 

There are many generational cohorts present in the workplace today. According to Strauss and 

Howe (1991), the term “generational cohort” represents same age group and similar life 

experiences related to social, political, historical and economic events leading to generational 

identity through a distinctive set of values and beliefs (as cited in Egri & Ralston, 2004, p. 3; 

Joshi, Dencker, Franz, & Martocchio, 2010). According to Schewe, Meredith and Noble 

(2000), a generational cohort is significantly influenced by external events that are experienced 

by them during their formative years, resulting in each cohort exhibiting the distinct set of 

values, beliefs, preferences and attitudes. The important consideration here is whether these 

generational cohorts present in different nations of the world display a similar generational 

identity and the same set of values and beliefs merely because they are from a similar 

generation or do they have some differences. Two of these generational cohorts are Generation 

Z and Generation Y. Generation Z members are born in the year 1995 and later while 

Generation Y members are born between 1980 and 1994 (Berkup, 2014). Today, organizations 

are facing the same challenge that they faced when the first Generation Y member entered the 

workplace (Pyoria, Ojala, Saari, & Jarvinen, 2017). While Generation Z has some of the similar 

characteristics of Generation Y, they are a different generational cohort (Berkup, 2014; 

Levickaite, 2010; Seemiller & Grace, 2017).   
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Members of the Generation Z cohort are young and the possibility of having five generations 

working in one workplace is high. This can positively contribute towards the generation of 

different ideas, views, innovation and creativity but can also lead to intergenerational 

differences and conflicts in the workplace due to specific generational cohort characteristics. 

According to Carver and Candela (2008), the reason for having specific work-value conflicts 

could be miscommunication, work-life balance and technology use differences. Individuals go 

through different life cycles and phases and the central reason for this natural phenomenon is 

age. These specific generational characteristics can have an impact on work engagement and 

may lead to differences in the levels of work engagement between two generational cohorts.  

 

Berkup (2014) points out that, Generation Z members have a shorter attention span, are 

impatient and have anxiety. As per Mission and Ministry (2010), Generation Z focuses more 

on speed than accuracy (as cited in Levickaite, 2010, p. 173), which puts them at risk in the 

workplace in terms of workplace injury and accidents. It can also lead to poor employee 

performance, customer service and quality of work.  

 

2.3 Age and work engagement  
  

The workplace is a highly diverse environment having ethnic, cultural, gender and age 

components. How an employee’s age influences them in the workplace and how different 

generational cohorts influence engagement in the workplace are some of the diversity issues 

(Lapoint & Spence, 2017). The stage of one’s career and life seem to be related to the age factor 

as individuals of different ages or age groups have a different set of needs. According to Glover 

and Branine (2001), there are many influences that nurture diversity in the workplace and age 

is the most important of them (as cited in Doe, Muselaire, & Fong, 2016, p. 105). Age is 

important as each generation engages differently due to varying life experiences and 

characteristics (as cited in Doe et al., 2016, p. 105). Several studies have established that age 

does seem to play a role in the burnout and engagement levels of employees (Garner, Knight, 

& Simpson, 2007; James, McKechnie, & Swanberg, 2011) (as cited in Haley, Els, & Mostert, 

2013, p. 283). According to some scholars (Kupperschmidt, 2000; Maguire, 2002; Pappas & 

Flaherty, 2006), organizations are required to manage increasing numbers of older employees 

alongside younger employees in organizations with flatter organizational structure and often, 

fewer career paths (as cited in Hess & Jepsen, 2009, p. 261). Flat organizational structures and 

horizontal career mobility could bring young and old employees on a same platform as they 
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will then experience the same career phase irrespective of different age. This increases 

importance of age group factors as a differentiator for understanding employees’ performance 

and work engagement though at the same time pointing towards another perspective (i.e. career 

stage). Young individuals who are new to a workplace do not have accumulated reserves of 

resources such as networks, work experience, identities and income (Salmela-Aro & 

Upadyaya, 2017) but they potentially have large expectations from their organizations. In 

current organizational environments, two similarly aged individuals could be at completely 

different career stages and likewise two individuals from two different generations could 

experience similar career stage. By understanding the effects of age and career stages on 

employees’ job attitudes and performance, managers can predict and explain the attitude and 

behaviour of their subordinates (Ornstein, 1989). According to Padilla (2017), successful 

companies consider both age and career stages as key engagement drivers. As Generation Z 

has started to enter the workplace with different perspectives about their work (Randstad, 

2016), it is important to understand this cohort and their work engagement levels.  

 

2.4 Work engagement (benefits and drawbacks for organizations) 
 

According to Gallup (2016), the cause of high turnover in Generation Z is low engagement (as 

cited in Randstad, 2016, p. 5). The aggregate data collected for the years 2014, 2015 and 2016 

from 155 countries showed that only 15% of employees are engaged in their jobs globally and 

in New Zealand context, only 14% of employees are engaged, 71% are not engaged and 15% 

are disengaged (Gallup, 2017), which reflects that our workplaces are not as productive as they 

should or could be. This indicates a gap between employees’ actual engagement at work and 

expected engagement levels by their organizations. Low engagement and high turnover affect 

the bottom line for the company as engaged employees are most likely to stay with the 

organization, perform better than their colleagues and act as advocates of business (Smith & 

Markwick, 2009). According to Attridge (2009), disengaged employees lead to the 

organization’s cost due to lost productivity (as cited in Putra, Cho, & Liu, 2015, p. 1). Non-

engagement and disengagement can negatively contribute towards workplace injury, accidents 

and poor quality of products. Disengaged workers contribute to absenteeism, more safety 

incidents and exhibit poor customer service (Schaufenbuel, 2013). 

 

According to Bakker and Demerouti (2008), workers with higher engagement levels have 

higher levels of energy, greater enthusiasm and more self-efficacy, which helps them in 
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creating their own positive feedback, greater appreciation, recognition and success (as cited in 

Haar & Roche, 2013, p. 5). Work engagement can lead to in-role performance, extra-role 

performance, client satisfaction, proactivity, adaptability and creativity (Rothbard & Patil, 

2011, p. 17). Work engagement is important for employee role performance and for 

organizations and it is related to creativity, high financial returns, good service quality, fewer 

errors and superior business outcomes such as higher productivity, profitability and business 

growth (Shimazu, Schaufeli, Kubota, Watanabe, & Kawakami, 2018). According to a 

WorkSafe New Zealand (2016) report, a high level of worker engagement and participation is 

one of the key factors in achieving a healthy and safe workplace. 

 

Work engagement impacts health, safety and well-being of employees. These considerations 

demand organizational policies capable of addressing effects of work engagement. A legal, 

regulatory and supportive framework by the government can effectively direct organizations 

towards the desired outcomes. Based on the overview extracted from the economic survey of 

New Zealand by OECD (2019), New Zealand government is applying a well-being approach 

to policy and budget decision-making with a focus on inter-generational outcomes and with 

the objective of lifting New Zealanders’ well-being. 

 

2.5 Need to compare the levels of work engagement of Generation Z and 
Generation Y 
 

There is a need to compare Generation Y’s work engagement with Generation Z’s work 

engagement as these two generational cohorts will represent a large part of the workforce in 

the coming years, because employees of older generational cohorts will be retiring. Statistics 

New Zealand has no official or standard definition of Generation Z and Generation Y (Statistics 

New Zealand, 2018a). As per Statistics New Zealand, there are approximately 983,000 people 

who are aged between 10 and 24 (Generation Z) compared to 929,000 of the Generation Y 

population (Howie, 2018). The household labour force survey conducted by Statistics New 

Zealand shows that the total number of individuals who are between 15-39 years of age are 

approximately 1,681,300, representing both Generation Z and Generation Y. This data is part 

of the estimated working-age population for the September 2018 quarter. The estimated 

Generation Z representation in the working-age population is approximately 671,200 

individuals and Generation Y’s representation is 1,010,000 individuals (Statistics New 

Zealand, 2018b). 
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Secondly, Generation Y is followed by Generation Z and both generational cohorts are not far 

away from each other in terms of age and technology access and therefore it is important to see 

whether two of these generations have any difference in terms of their work engagement. This 

will help organizations, managers, leaders and HR practitioners in knowing the levels of work 

engagement of both generational cohorts.  

 

2.6 Difference between work engagement and employee engagement 
 

This research study focuses on work engagement rather than employee engagement as the latter 

is less specific though it includes the “attachment” aspect of work engagement. The attachment 

aspect of employee engagement is in the context of the entire organization. Though both terms 

are used interchangeably, work engagement is specific to an employee’s attachment towards 

their work or job (Ababneh & Macky, 2015). This gives an indication that work engagement 

as a specific concept can help in achieving employee engagement.  

 

The construct of employee engagement is still evolving as there are different opinions and 

views about the meaning of employee engagement in both the academic and practitioner 

community. This lack of clarity and understanding over the employee engagement construct 

has made the strategies on employee engagement cluttered, scattered and unfocused (Shuck & 

Wollard, 2009). Therefore, availability of research resources and a broader framework to 

operate under are needed in order to investigate employee engagement. 

 

2.7 Meaning of work engagement  
 

Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez, and Roma (2002) defined work engagement as “a positive, 

fulfilling and work-related state of mind characterized by vigor, absorption and dedication” (as 

cited in Schaufeli, 2013, p. 6). “Vigor” is characterized by mental resilience, energy, effort and 

persistence. “Dedication” is characterized by the sense of significance, inspiration, pride, 

enthusiasm and challenge. “Absorption” is characterized as having full concentration and being 

deeply immersed in the work whereby time passes quickly, and an individual has trouble in 

detaching oneself from work (Schaufeli, Salanova, Roma, & Bakker, 2001). It appears to be 

closely associated with the concept of “flow” as according to Csikszentmihalyi (1990), “flow” 

is a state of optimal experience, having focused attention, mind and body unison, complete 
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control, effortless concentration, loss of self-consciousness, a clear mind, distortion of time and 

intrinsic enjoyment. However, the concept of “flow” is more complex, has many aspects and 

refers rather to particularly short-lived peak experiences instead of a more persistent state of 

mind (as cited in Schaufeli et al., 2001, p. 75). 

 

Needing to know the level of work engagement and its three dimensions is due to the focus on 

positive psychology, which is concerned about the scientific study of human strength and 

optimal functioning (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003, p. 3). 

 

2.8 Another view on work engagement 
 

Maslach and Leiter (1997) considered work engagement to be on the positive side of the single 

continuum and the opposite of burnout (exhaustion, lack of professional efficacy and 

cynicism). They considered energy, efficacy and involvement as the three dimensions of work 

engagement (as cited in Schaufeli et al., 2001, p. 86). According to Schaufeli and Bakker 

(2004), work engagement reflects employees’ affective-motivational work-related state of 

fulfilment (as cited in Haar, Brougham, Roche, & Barney, 2017, p. 59), which seems to be 

closely related to the broader definition of the employee engagement construct given by 

Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter (2001), which considers employee engagement as “a persistent, 

positive affective-motivational state of fulfilment characterised by high levels of activation and 

pleasure”. The only difference lies in the fact that one is specific to employee work and the 

other one considers the attachment towards the whole organization (as cited in Shuck & 

Wollard, 2010, p. 102). 

 

2.9 New Zealand and work engagement 
 

Some of the available studies (Gokcen & Trisha, 2018; Haar et al., 2017; Haar & Roche, 2013; 

Prouse, 2010) on work engagement, which are either published in New Zealand journals or are 

conducted by the New Zealand scholars, have focused on topics such as leadership, 

psychological contract of leaders and followers, job performance, well-being and turnover. 

These studies have not focused on probing these aspects in the context of a generational cohort 

and therefore the scholarly literature on work engagement in the context of Generation Z is 

scarce, which makes it important for us to study work engagement from the context of 

generational cohorts to prepare ourselves for the changing structure of our workforce and 
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anticipate the future of the workplace by being proactive. Studies that have been referred to 

here have used the quantitative methodology and have used the survey method for data 

collection. These studies have used work measurement scales to carry out the analysis and most 

of the time it was the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale that was designed, tested and validated 

to measure three components of work engagement (vigor, dedication and absorption) 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). 

 

2.10 Job demands, job resources, meaningful work and work engagement 
 

Job demands refer to those physical, psychological, social or organizational aspects of the job 

that require sustained physical and/or psychological (cognitive or emotional) effort and 

therefore are associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs. Job resources 

refer to those physical, psychological, social or organizational aspects of the job that either/or 

reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs, are functional in 

achieving work goals and stimulate personal growth, learning and development (Schaufeli & 

Bakker, 2004).   

 

As Demerouti, Bakker, and Nachreiner state, early studies on work engagement suggested that 

employees engage more in their jobs when specific job resources like performance review and 

feedback, social support, rewards, job security and control, participation in decision making 

and leader’s support are provided (as cited in Putra et al., 2015, p. 1). Similarly, research 

(Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001; Rich et al., 2010; Schaufeli & 

Bakker, 2004) shows that the balance between job demands and available resources leads to 

work engagement (as cited in Green, Finkel, Fitzsimons & Gino, 2017, p. 8). Scholars such as 

Albrecht (2010) and Bakker and Demerouti (2008) have also mentioned that previous studies 

have shown that job resources such as social support from colleagues, performance feedback, 

skill variety, autonomy and learning opportunities are positively associated with work 

engagement (as cited in Bakker, 2011, p. 266). 

 

According to various scholars (Bunderson & Thompson, 2009; May et al., 2004; Rich et al., 

2010), meaningful work can also help in increasing employee work engagement (as cited in 

Green et al., 2017, p. 8). Fairlie (2011) identified meaningful work as the presence of qualities 

in the workforce or the work itself that is aligned to a person’s definition of meaning (as cited 

in Hoole & Bonnema, 2015, p. 3). Holbeche and Springett (2003) held the view that individuals 
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strive for finding meaning in life and at work and once they find it at work, they start 

experiencing increased engagement (as cited in Hoole & Bonnema, 2015, p. 3).  

 

2.11 Work engagement and motivation 
 

Motivation is a complex concept having extrinsic and intrinsic characteristics and is influenced 

by personality and expectation of everyone. Intrinsic and extrinsic measures can be used to 

create an efficient workplace, but the key is to understand what works best in each situation 

(Singh, 2016). A study conducted by Van, Hu, and Schaufeli (2012) found that intrinsic 

motivation is positively related with work engagement and helps in achieving high levels of 

energy, dedication and absorption (as cited in Putra et al., 2015, p. 3). According to Domenico 

and Ryan (2017), an activity becomes interesting and inherently satisfying when someone is 

intrinsically motivated. However, survey results published by Randstad (2016) have shown 

that Generation Z has preference for monetary rewards, job security, health and insurance 

coverage which indicates extrinsic motivation. Van et al. (2012) have stated that highly 

motivated employees show a high level of commitment, performance, productivity and engage 

more at work (as cited in Putra et al., 2015, p. 2).   

 

2.12 Characteristics of Generation Z 
 

If displayed in the workplace setting, their personal characteristics such as their preference for 

those activities that allow creativity (a possible outcome of engagement), giving value to 

freedom in selecting and doing (autonomy and control), innovation and focus on results 

(Berkup, 2014), could help work engagement by allowing them to show their vigor, dedication, 

absorption, initiative, extra effort, energy, persistence and their psychological presence in the 

workplace.  

 

Their characteristics such as multitasking with more focus on speed rather than accuracy, 

impatience, anxiety and a shorter attention span (Berkup, 2014) go against the work 

engagement concept as these aspects can lead to lower productivity, lower product quality, and 

lower levels of concentration and engagement due to the threat posed towards the “persistence” 

component of work engagement. They are technologically savvy, use smartphones and like to 

use social media (Hampton & Keys, 2017; Ozkan & Solmaz, 2015) but these characteristics 

can easily distract them at work if used in excessive proportions. As per the Randstad (2016) 
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report, today, organizations are focusing on incorporating social and digital technologies into 

the workplace to recruit, engage and retain the workforce but Generation Z finds themselves 

struggling to control the distractions coming from these digital technologies. Forty-six percent 

of Generation Z and Generation Y members find social networking technologies in the 

workplace distracting in terms of completing their work. Their desire to be an entrepreneur 

(Seemiller & Grace, 2017; Randstad, 2016) can make it more difficult for today’s organizations 

to retain them as it can create a conflict between their personal goals and an organization’s 

goals and can lead to person-organization misfit and can make work engagement more difficult. 

As per Randstad’s (2016) report, Generation Z prefers workplace flexibility, healthcare 

coverage, working abroad, training and development, frequent feedback from their leaders, 

mentoring and in-person communication (face to face) and they view monetary rewards, 

benefit package, health cover, job security and career opportunities as the top incentives to stay 

with an organization and to work harder, which indicates an inclination towards extrinsic 

motivational drivers. Interestingly, they also view “meaningful work” as an important incentive 

to stay with an organization. In order to have an effective channel of communication and a 

good working environment, it is important to understand the preferences of Generation Z 

(Agarwal & Vaghela, 2018). According to Kanungo (1979), employees who perceive the 

work’s potential for satisfying their needs would be highly involved in their jobs and according 

to Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982), this favourable attitude towards their jobs will result in 

the psychological attachment to their jobs and/or organization and they will be more likely to 

engage in extra-role behaviours (as cited in Yen & Ok, 2011, p. 2). 

 

Studies and scholarly work conducted by Universum (2016), Salleh, Mahboob, and Baharudin 

(2017), Larkin, Jancourt, and Hendrix (2018), Turner (2015) and Seemiller and Grace (2017), 

point out that Generation Z has grown up under the uncertainty and time characterised by 

economic recession and conflicts between various countries, which have included warfare. 

Though the impact of the economic recession is felt by all countries, its degree of impact differs 

for each country, which therefore can have a varied impact on each country’s population and 

its different generations. In the context of knowing Generation Z, it is important to examine it 

from the point of view of the national, cultural, technological and natural events. 

 

In a study executed by Adecco (2015), it is found that Generation Z members do not like to 

engage in teamwork tasks and collaboration (as cited in Kutlak, 2019, p. 66). According to 

Bordasne and Bencsik (2011), Generation Z members’ teamwork and knowledge sharing is 
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possible on a virtual level. On the other hand, Generation Y believes in the success of common 

effort (as cited in Bencsik, Gabriella, & Timea, 2016, p. 94). Therefore, understanding 

teamwork and knowledge sharing as part of natural work environment could be difficult for 

Generation Z. Generation Y members use technology as a tool to carry out the tasks, they are 

adaptable to change, do not like waiting, like multitasking, believe in the importance of lifelong 

learning and prefer individual work supported by coaching, feedback and support. Generation 

Y members use social media for communication, entertainment and as a tool for information 

repository (Berkup, 2014) and they incline towards teamwork to gain their personal goals 

(Bencsik et al., 2016; Berkup, 2014).  

 

2.13 Critiquing literature 
 

Most of the literature on Generation Z has focused on their technology usage, consumer 

behaviour, taste, preferences, fashion and educational learning. Ample numbers of research 

initiatives have been aimed at exploring Generation Z’s values as consumers but only a few 

research initiatives explore their attitudes about work (Universum, 2015). Some studies 

conducted by global consultant companies (Randstad, 2016; Universum, 2015) focused on 

Generation Z and they have conducted surveys on large population coming from diverse 

geographical locations having a sample size of 5000 to 50000 individuals. Contrary to this, the 

sample size considered under the academic literature is small and the coverage given to 

Generation Z for knowing their work engagement levels is extremely low.  

 

The literature has linked the global financial crisis as the main reason for Generation Z feel 

insecure about their future and for their preference for job security because this generation has 

grown up under these circumstances. Arguably, these global events have impacted the other 

generational cohorts as well and should have a similar effect on others too. Therefore, there is 

a need to study the degree of impact of these events on all generational cohorts.  

 

The literature review also suggested that the characteristics of a generational cohort can affect 

the level of work engagement and the degree of the difference might be different for these 

generational cohorts in the workplace. These differences in work engagement levels can have 

a positive and negative effect on an employee’s role performance which may then affect 

productivity, profitability and business success. Therefore, it is desirable to identify the 
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characteristics of Generation Z and the work engagement levels of Generation Z by comparing 

them with the work engagement levels of Generation Y. 

 

2.14 Summary  
 

This chapter focused on the literature that highlighted several characteristics and preferences 

of Generation Z. It also focused on the literature relevant to the work engagement concept and 

how some of the characteristics of a generation cohort can affect work engagement. While 

conducting the literature review, several other related concepts are referred to, which helped in 

having a better understanding of the overall concepts and theory. This chapter delved deeper 

into the theory and research studies conducted on Generation Z and work engagement.  

 

The next chapter focuses on the research methodology and methods, which are essential to 

execute the research study.  
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology 

 
3.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter highlights the research design, research methodology and methods adopted to 

undertake this research study. A suitable research design is needed to assist the researcher in 

addressing the research questions set in Chapter One. In order to do so, it is important to 

examine which research methodology and research methods can be employed to execute this 

research study. This chapter focuses on the reasoning around the research design, research 

methodology and research methods and why these are chosen in this research study. It also 

focuses on the methods of data collection used in this research as well as the ethical 

considerations.  

3.2 Research design               
 

A research design is an overall framework that is helpful in planning, implementing and 

analysing the research study and which can be classified as either qualitative or quantitative 

(Sousa, Driessnack, & Mendes, 2007). These aspects are discussed in the next section. 

3.2.1 Descriptive research design 
 

Descriptive research design is useful when little is known about the specific phenomenon. This 

design needs the observation, description and documentation of several aspects of a 

phenomenon. The manipulation or controlling of the variable/s is not possible under this 

research design (Sousa, Driessnack, & Mendes, 2007). Descriptive research aims at identifying 

the characteristics of an observed phenomenon, which may then be used in exploring the 

correlations between two or more entities (Ivey, 2016). Like the aims of the descriptive 

research design, this research study aims at identifying the profile of Generation Z and work 

engagement levels of Generation Z and Generation Y. As Generation Z is new to the 

workplace, little is known about them in terms of their profile and work engagement. No 

manipulation or controlling of the variable/s are intended in this research study.  
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3.2.2 Comparative study design 
 

The comparative study design is part of the broader descriptive design, which focuses on 

describing the differences in the variables that occur naturally between two or more groups. It 

requires the formulation of a hypothesis that focuses on finding the difference in the variables 

(Sousa, Driessnack, & Mendes, 2007). One of the objectives of this research study is to find 

the levels of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y. The determined levels of 

work engagement can then be compared and the difference between these two generations can 

then be ascertained. Therefore, this research study design is appropriate and useful to undertake 

this research.  

3.2.3 Correlational research design 
 

As Leedy and Ormrod (2010) state, correlational research deals with establishing associations 

between two or more variables that could be present in the same population or two different 

populations (as cited in Curtis, Comiskey, & Dempsey, 2016, p. 21). It is a systematic 

investigation of the nature of the relationship between and among the variables rather than the 

direct cause-effect relationship (Sousa, Driessnack, & Mendes, 2007). A correlational research 

design is typically cross-sectional. It can be used to uncover whether the change in one variable 

is related to change in another variable and helps to analyse the direction, degree, magnitude 

and strength of the relationship (Curtis, Comiskey, & Dempsey, 2016; Sousa, Driessnack, & 

Mendes, 2007).  

 

As these research study aims to identify the profile of Generation Z, it is useful to correlate the 

identified profile characteristics with one another to ascertain the direction and strength of the 

relationship. This research design can also help in ascertaining whether age is correlated with 

work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption.  

 
3.2.4 Survey research method  
 

The survey research method is part of the broader descriptive research with an aim to learn 

about the population by surveying a sample and by posing a series of questions to the 

respondents, summarizing their responses, identifying their distribution and using similar 

statistical approaches (Nandan & Mathiyazhagan, 2010). This method is specifically useful for 

non-experimental descriptive designs and often uses questionnaires to collect the data. It could 
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be in the form of an overall population survey, which is referred as a census or can be limited 

to a representative sample from the total population and can be in the form of a cross-sectional 

survey (Mathers, Fox, & Hunn, 2007).  

3.2.5 Cross-sectional survey 
 

A cross-sectional survey is a type of survey that is suitable if the researcher needs to know 

about the characteristics of respondents. It requires a collection of data at one point in time and 

not over a period (Levin, 2006; Mathers, Fox, & Hunn, 2007). Surveys can adopt quantitative 

research strategies by way of having numerically coded or rated items in the questionnaires 

(Ponto, 2015). According to Singleton and Straits (2009), the survey method is frequently used 

in social research to describe and explore human behaviour (as cited in Ponto, 2015, p. 168).  

 
3.2.6 Questionnaires  
 

Questionnaires can be used to conduct this kind of research by asking respondents about their 

beliefs, what they know, what they do or wish to do and what they expect (Auriat & Siniscalco, 

2005; Nandan & Mathiyazhagan, 2010). It is one of the data collection methods that can be 

self-administered or administered by a professional and can be administered individually or in 

a group. The combination of survey administration methods can help in getting better sample 

coverage (Ponto, 2015). As Ponto, Ellington, Mellon, and Beck (2010) state, questionnaires 

can be in physical form, in digital form or both (as cited in Ponto, 2015, p. 170).  

Readers should note that three of the “negatively” worded profile survey statements (S13, S14 

and S20) are, for the purpose of this research study, reverse coded before running the 

quantitative analysis. 

3.3 Deductive research and quantitative methodology 
 

As Trochim (2003) points out, deduction is one of the broader methods of reasoning that begins 

with the general and ends with the specific (as cited in Soiferman, 2010, p. 3).  

According to Bryman and Bell (2011), a quantitative methodology is associated with deductive 

research and can examine behaviours. Quantitative methodology approach makes use of 

numerical data and helps in measuring the subject matter by using tools such as questionnaires 

on a selected population (Spalding University, 2018).  
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As Andres (2014) and Bryman (2012) state, one of the major aims of quantitative research is 

collection of facts with the focus on observing and measuring the trends (as cited in Boeren, 

2018, p. 69). Quantitative research methods are subject to statistical analysis and can be used 

to collect the data by using the questionnaire instruments (Boeren, 2018). 

According to Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005), a reliable and valid measurable single reality 

that uses scientific principles is the belief of quantitative theorists (as cited in Soiferman, 2010, 

p. 4).  

The quantitative approach belief is that the study of society and the scientific study of any other 

element has no differences. Therefore, this strong belief in the scientific approach brings the 

need to test the hypothesis, apply deductive logic and bring objectivity by measuring or 

quantifying (O’Leary, 2017, p. 134). 

These arguments go in favour of using the quantitative methodology as it is based on deductive 

reasoning and uses scientific principles to measure the phenomenon. Due to the usefulness of 

these above-mentioned research designs, methodology and methods for answering the research 

questions and the formulated hypothesis for this research study, deductive approach and the 

quantitative methodology is adopted for this research study.   

3.4 Target population, study sample and sample selection 
 

This research study is based on convenience sampling and the snowball sampling technique. 

The convenience sampling method (known as haphazard or accidental sampling) is a type of 

non-probability or non-random sampling through which members of the target population that 

meet certain practical criteria such as easy accessibility, geographical proximity, availability at 

a given time or the willingness to participate are included for the purpose of the study (Etikan, 

Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). While this sampling method targets those who are readily available, 

the snowball sampling method is used to target those who are not easily available to the 

researcher, are hidden or hard to reach. It consists of identifying respondents who then provide 

the references of other respondents (Atkinson & Flint, 2001). Individuals coming from either 

of these two generations could be part of this research if they wish to do so on a voluntary basis 

after satisfying the criteria introduced for age and the Auckland region. Therefore, a 

combination of both the sampling methods can help the researcher in increasing the size of the 

sample population.  
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In order to know the profile of Generation Z, this study took a sample from the Generation Z 

population born between the years 1995 and 2001. Individuals who have attained a minimum 

of 18 years of age are considered for the target population. As the study is being conducted in 

Auckland’s Generation Z context, it is important to consider those individuals who have lived 

in Auckland, New Zealand for the last five years or more.  

In order to know how Generation Z and Generation Y feel in terms of their work engagement, 

a sample has been taken from the Generation Z employee population and Generation Y 

employee population. Any individual born between the years 1995 and 2001 has been 

considered part of Generation Z employee population and any individual born between the 

years 1980 and 1994 has been considered as part of Generation Y employee population.  

Individuals who have attained a minimum of 18 years of age have been considered as the target 

population. For preserving the Auckland context and considering the Generation Z and 

Generation Y populations in this study, an individual who has lived in Auckland New Zealand 

for the last five years or more has been considered for the target population.  

At 18 years of age, an individual can enter into a contract, can legally be independent of their 

parents/guardians, can vote and stand as an election candidate (Citizen Advice Bureau, 2018; 

Youth Law, 2018).  

Only full-time employees are considered for the work engagement questionnaire. According 

to Statistics NZ (n.d.), the full-time employed are those individuals who work 30 hours or more 

per week, though for the profile questionnaire, full-time, part-time, unemployed and even 

students have been considered.  

This research study has not been industry specific, organizational specific or a case study. As 

Generation Z and Generation Y are found across the entire economic sector, it is appropriate 

to approach all industry sectors in New Zealand. As per Australian and New Zealand Standard 

Industrial Classification (ANZSIC), the New Zealand economy is divided into primary, 

manufacturing, services and government, education and health sectors. The researcher formally 

contacted some of these organizations from each of these sectors to garner their participation 

and received a positive response from some of the organizations in the education sector.  
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3.5 Sample size  
 

The usage of diverse participant recruitment strategies can help improve the size of a sample 

and can ensure adequate coverage of the intended population (Ponto, 2015). For this reason, 

the researcher used diverse participant recruitment strategies to have an adequate sample size.  

Organizations and educational institutions were formally contacted by sending the request 

letter. A copy of the letter used to contact the organizations is attached as Appendix 7. 

The following participant recruitment methods were used to find the target population: 

1. Sending formal emails, letters and by arranging face-to-face interactions.  

a. Personally, going to public places where the researcher could have a face-to-face 

conversation with the respondents.  

2. By taking referrals from individuals contacted already. 

 
Questionnaires were filled in either: 

1. On the spot by having face-to-face interaction with the participants.  

2. By going online. The survey weblink was shared with the participants so that they could 

provide their responses at their convenient time and place. The Survey Monkey website 

was used to collect online responses. The information regarding the weblink was 

available in the participant information sheet. 

By adopting these above-mentioned strategies, the researcher gathered 127 samples from 

Generation Z for knowing their profile in Auckland, New Zealand. A total of 97 samples and 

92 samples were gathered from Generation Z and Generation Y for the work engagement 

questionnaire respectively. In relation to the research method, Borg and Gall (1979) suggest 

that a survey research should have 100 samples for each major sub-group and 20 to 50 samples 

for each minor sub-group (as cited in Cohen, 2007, p. 102).  

Out of the total 127 Generation Z profile samples, 50 samples were collected from the online 

source and the remaining 77 were collected by conducting field visits.  

Out of the total 97 samples for Generation Z work engagement, 38 samples were collected 

from the online source and 59 were collected by conducting field visits.   

Out of the total 92 samples for Generation Y work engagement, 44 samples were collected 

from the online source and 48 samples were collected by conducting field visits.  



25 
 

It is important to mention that four educational institutes came forward and gave their consent 

to participate in this research study. The consent forms given by the participant organizations 

are attached as Appendix 3, 4, 5 and 6. 

3.6 Sources of data 
 

Primary data is the data that is originally collected for answering the specific research 

problem and may be collected by conducting surveys, focus groups or interviews (Curtis, 

2008). The researcher has collected the data by conducting field visits and through the online 

survey methods. Two separate questionnaires have been used for knowing the profile of 

Generation Z and work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y in Auckland 

respectively.  

Secondary data is the data that has already been collected and which may be available in 

published or electronic form (Curtis, 2008). This data is originally collected for a different 

purpose and may be used for answering another research question (Hox & Boeije, 2005). The 

researcher used the New Zealand Statistics published census data for the year 2018 to know 

the distribution of the Auckland population in terms of their age and sex. Though the census 

data for the sex variable only has two classifications (male and female), the provisions for the 

“not stated” category has not been made available to respondents. Further, the individuals who 

wished to identify themselves as intersex were requested to tick both male and female boxes 

but for official statistics, these cases were classified as male or female (Stats NZ, n.d.). 

Therefore, the census data for the sex variable can only be used for the purpose of 

approximation. 

3.7 Collection of data 
 

The researcher collected data from a field survey and an online survey. During the field survey, 

where the researcher found a group of individuals, only one sample/response was collected 

from this group by ensuring the confidentiality of the response. The researcher collected data 

from the Auckland region, which is divided into six zones: North, South, East, West, Central 

and Hauraki Gulf and Islands. These zone classifications are as per the Auckland regional map 

available on the website of Auckland Tourism, Events and Economic Development. The 

researcher also tried not to collect more than five samples from any one site within these zones. 
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Collection of data for this research study was on a voluntary basis and the individuals were free 

to refuse to participate in the survey.  

A cross-sectional study design is easier to distribute to the broader population, is fast, is 

relatively inexpensive and allows data to be collected on an individual’s characteristics (Levin, 

2006). 

This research study is based on survey research and used questionnaires for determining the 

profile of Generation Z, work engagement of Generation Z and work engagement of 

Generation Y. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) developed by Schaufeli and 

Bakker (2003) has been used to determine work engagement of Generation Z and Generation 

Y (as cited in Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006, p. 714). This work engagement scale is a 

self-reporting instrument, which is free to use for non-commercial scientific research and with 

the help of this instrument, the researcher has measured work engagement and its three 

dimensions: vigor, dedication and absorption. The longer version of the UWES has 17 

statements and measures the respondent’s replies on a 7-point Likert scale depicting never as 

“0” and always as “6” (Schaufeli et al., 2006).  

The researcher prepared the profile questionnaire consisting of 25 Likert-type statements, 

which are answered by the respondents on a 5-point scale. The 25 statements captured 25 

aspects: job autonomy, self-employment, business plan and readiness, retention, outlook or 

confidence towards the future job based on their existing qualification, career planning, 

working long hours, social networking platforms in the workplace and distraction due to them, 

monetary rewards, meaningful work, working in a group or independently, domestic or 

overseas career preferences, job security requirement, feedback expectation, socializing, 

adaptability to change in the workplace, health consciousness, technological savvy, working at 

speed, working with accuracy, patience, working with similar or other generations, 

multitasking, preference for face-to-face engagement and engagement through technology. 

These characteristics are based on the literature review. For example, the literature suggested 

that members of Generation Z give value to freedom and control (autonomy), focus on speed 

rather than accuracy, are impatient, have shorter attention spans, are technologically savvy, like 

using gadgets, like to have regular feedback from their managers, want to work abroad, prefer 

face-to-face communication and like monetary rewards. The responses are coded from 1 to 5 

wherein 1 represented “strongly agree”, 2 represented “somewhat agree”, 3 represented 

“neutral”, 4 represented “somewhat disagree” and 5 represented “strongly disagree”.  
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The Utrecht Work Engagement Questionnaire (UWES) is attached as Appendix 1.  

The profile questionnaire for Generation Z is provided as Appendix 2. 

Both the questionnaires have closed-ended structured questions and were used to collect the 

data on the demographics as well as on the responses on the questions, which were directed 

toward the research focus of this study.   

Data was collected from 30th April 2019 to 22nd September 2019. 

3.8 Data analysis  
 

This research study uses descriptive and inferential statistics.  

Descriptive research is useful in describing the quantitative characteristics of the data collected 

from quantitative data collection techniques and for organizing that data into a manageable 

data set. Descriptive research can help in knowing the measures of central tendency and 

dispersion and can be used to describe, explain and validate findings (AECT, 2001). 

For the descriptive research purpose, the descriptive statistics values have been reported. This 

includes the measures of central tendencies such as mean, median and mode and the measures 

of dispersion such as standard deviations, variance and range.  

The inferential statistical method enables conclusions that can be drawn about the population 

from which the sample is taken. It can be used to compare two or more samples with each other 

to investigate potential differences and can be used to study the relationship between two or 

more variables. This allows detection of differences (small or large) in variables and the 

correlation between the variables (Marshall & Jonker, 2010). 

Responses given by the participants are measured quantitatively. For finding the difference 

between work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y, a two-tailed hypothesis has been 

formulated for work engagement and its three dimensions which are vigor, absorption and 

dedication.  

Parametric methods use distributional assumptions for the data. The frequently used parametric 

methods are t-tests, analysis of variance, least square regression and correlation. On the other 

hand, the Mann-Whitney U test and rank correlation does not assume that the data is normally 

distributed (Altman & Bland, 2009). 
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Both parametric and non-parametric methods have been used to find the difference between 

the two groups, though their usage has primarily relied on the distribution of the data. Gosset’s 

t-test is used to find the difference between the means of Generation Z and Generation Y’s 

work engagement and its three dimensions (vigor, dedication and absorption). Correlation 

analysis is used to find the association between the variables. Effects sizes such as Cohen’s d 

and Eta-Squared (η2) have also been reported in this research. In addition to these statistical 

techniques, this research has also used tables, graphs, histograms, boxplot, QQ plots and scatter 

plots to understand the data. This research study has also used Kendall tau-b and Pearson 

correlation for the Likert-type data and Likert scale data, respectively. 

The data is analysed using Microsoft Excel and Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), 

which is a popular analytical software for doing data analysis. Data includes the general 

information consisting of nominal/categorical variable such as gender, ordinal variables such 

as qualification, work experience, hours worked per week and Likert-type statements and 

numeric variable such as age.  

3.9 Ethics and human subject issues 
 

This research study has taken into consideration ethical aspects before conducting this research 

study. The ethics application was submitted to the Unitec Research Ethics Committee (UREC) 

along with the proposal document and research only commenced after getting the UREC 

approval (approval number 2018-1072). Please refer to Appendix 9 for the UREC approval 

letter. 

The profile questionnaire has been developed by taking into consideration the different cultural 

and societal sensitivities. On the other hand, the UWES is used by several studies and it clearly 

appears that it has been widely accepted by the respondents due to its well-designed statements. 

According to Seppala, Mauno, Feldt, Hakenen, Kinnunen, Tolvanen and Schaufeli (2009), the 

most generally used scale of work engagement is the UWES (Sharma, Goel, & Sengupta, 2017; 

as cited in Torabinia, Mahmoudi, Dolatshahi, & Abyaz, 2017, p. 2). To protect the respondents, 

the responses provided by them are kept anonymous and no personal information is collected 

from the respondents.  

The information was shared with the respondents regarding the scope of this research study 

and what it means for them. The participant information sheet (PIS) was given to the 

respondents, which contained important information about how the data was planned to be 
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collected and stored, and how the participant’s identity will be kept anonymous. The research 

participants were also given an option to take part in this research at their convenient time and 

place as one of the methods for collecting the data was the online method. For the online 

method, the participant information sheet was made part of the very first page of the 

questionnaires to ensure that online participants see it, read it and understand it before 

proceeding to answer the survey questions. The participants were also informed about the time 

required to complete the surveys and that their responses once provided could not be withdrawn 

at some future date due to the anonymous nature of both the surveys. The research participants 

were free to decide whether to take part in the survey or otherwise as it was on a voluntary 

basis. 

3.10 Summary  
 

The research design, research methodology and research methods demanded the adoption of 

an approach that could help in answering the formulated research questions and hypothesis. 

Deductive reasoning could be supported by employing quantitative methodology, which could 

help in answering the formulated research questions and hypothesis. This deductive reasoning 

is based on the scientific approach that seeks objectivity and quantification of the phenomenon. 

The non-experimental descriptive research design combined with comparative and 

correlational design forms the basis of this research study and adopts the convenience sampling 

and snowball sampling methods. This study is not a longitudinal study but is cross-sectional in 

design. While adhering to these aspects of research design, this study uses cross-sectional 

surveys and collects data by the means of closed-ended structured questionnaires and considers 

the ethical aspects related to the collection of data and the research participants.  

The next chapter focuses on the data results obtained from the surveys and the subsequent 

statistical analysis.  
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Chapter Four: Data Results 
 

4.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter focuses on the results obtained from the surveys and subsequent statistical analysis 

by using different statistical techniques. Before conducting the statistical analysis on the 

collected data, an attempt is made to understand the overall Generation Z and Generation Y 

population distribution and then identify the sample population distribution. The sample and 

the population distributions are compared to identify how well the sample data fits with the 

population data for the age variable. To know the demographic characteristics of both 

generations in Auckland, New Zealand, the Statistical Department’s 2018 census data is 

referred to and the data for the age, gender and ethnicity variable is retrieved, analysed and 

presented. Care should be taken to interpret the census data in relation to the sample collected 

for this study and vice versa because the purpose of the 2018 census and the purpose of this 

research study are different. This purpose defines how the variables and their categories will 

be used and treated. Therefore, the 2018 census data is used for reasonable guidance and 

approximation. This study has used both parametric and non-parametric methods for the 

statistical analysis after considering the normality of the data and the test for equality of 

variance before selecting one of these methods. Another consideration emerged considering 

the type of data (the measurement of a scale) on which the analysis is performed. This study 

has both ordinal level and continuous level measurements, which require the selection of the 

appropriate statistical methods.  

4.2 Demographic characteristics of Auckland’s Generation Z and 
Generation Y 
 

The 2018 census data reveals the Generation Z population (N = 162138) for the 18 years to 24 

years age bracket. The year-wise age representation within this age group is in the range of 

12.96% to 15.66% and shows a pattern of a small increase in percentage terms as age is 

increasing. The frequency for this age group is in the range of 21,015 to 25,395 individuals 

with the lowest count for the “18 years” age category and the highest count for the “24 years” 

age category. Please refer to Table 1, on the next page. 
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Table 1 

Auckland’s Generation Z (18 years to 24 years) Population, N = 162138 

 

The 2018 census data reveals the Generation Y population (N = 366804) for the 25 years to 39 

years age bracket. The year-wise age representation within this age group is in the range of 

5.69% to 7.54% and is showing a pattern of a small decrease in percentage terms as age is 

increasing. The frequency for this age group is in the range of 20,880 to 27,672 individuals 

with the lowest count for the age category 39 years and the highest count for the age category 

27 years. Please refer to Table 2. 

Table 2  

Auckland’s Generation Y Population (25 years to 39 years), N = 366804 

 

Age f Percentile
18 years 21015 12.96
19 years 21129 13.03
20 years 22443 13.84
21 years 23178 14.30
22 years 24105 14.87
23 years 24873 15.34
24 years 25395 15.66

Note . (Source: Stats NZ: 2018 Census, 2019). Percentage is calculated on the basis of the total population
frequency for the Generation Z's age bracket 18 years to 24 years (N = 162138).This Auckland Generation
Z population data could have all the possible characteristics of a population and is not reflecting the exact
sample criteria (e.g. population in Auckland for 5 years or more/working for 30 hours or more p.w on an
average). The extraction of Generation Z's Auckland population data is based on the Auckland region that
comes under the New Zealand by regional council/SA2 area. This data can only be used for the
approximation purpose and guidance as the purpose of the government census differs from the purpose of
this study and therefore the treatment of any variable and its category may not exactly be the same.                      

Age f Percentile
25 years 26718 7.28
26 years 27048 7.37
27 years 27672 7.54
28 years 26346 7.18
29 years 26043 7.10
30 years 25779 7.03
31 years 24309 6.63
32 years 24048 6.56
33 years 23889 6.51
34 years 23817 6.49
35 years 23706 6.46
36 years 22863 6.23
37 years 22113 6.03
38 years 21573 5.88

Continued on the next page…
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Generation Z’s gender representation (N = 162141) according to the 2018 census reveals that 

both males and females have approximately equal representation in percentage terms, though 

there are 83,031 males who are more by 2.42% as compared to females (n = 79110). Table 3 

contains this information. As per the 2018 census, the “sex” variable did not have the provision 

for the “not stated” category and where an individual wanted to identify themselves as intersex 

was requested to tick both male and female options. Therefore, only two categories were made 

available as a variable option (sex variable) to the individuals (StatsNZ, 2019a). 

Table 3 

Gender Representation of Auckland’s Generation Z Population, N = 162141 

 

Generation Y’s gender representation (N = 366810) according to the 2018 census reveals that 

both males and females have approximately equal representation in percentage terms, though 

there are 185,268 females who are more by 1.02% as compared to males (n = 181542). Please 

refer to Table 4. 

Table 4 

Gender Representation of Auckland’s Generation Y Population, N = 366810 

 

The age-wise gender distribution of Auckland’s Generation Z population (N = 162141) reveals 

that the gender categories within the age group (18 years to 24 years) have representation in 

the range of 6.35% to 8.08%. The lowest representation within the age group (18 years to 24 

Age f Percentile
39 years 20880 5.69

Note. (Source: Stats NZ: 2018 Census, 2019). This Auckland Generation Y population data could have all the
possible characteristics of a population and is not reflecting the exact sample criteria (e.g. population in Auckland for
5 years or more, working for 30 hours or more p.w. on an average). This data can only be used for approximation
purpose and guidance as the purpose of the govenment census differs from the purpose of this study and therefore
the treatment of any variable and its category may not exactly be the same The extraction of Generation Y's
Auckland population data is based on the Auckland region that comes under the New Zealand by regional council/
SA 2 area.

Gender f Percentile
Male 83031 51.21

Female 79110 48.79
Note. (Source: Stats NZ: 2018 Census, 2019). This data can only be used for the purpose of approximation
as the New Zealand Statistics department used it for the census purpose and had only two flat categories for
the "sex" variable i.e. male and female and no provision was made for the "not stated" category. Where an
individual wanted to identify himself/herself as intersex, that individual was requested to tick both the male and
the female option".

Gender f Percentile
Male 181542 49.49

Female 185268 50.51
Note. (Source: Stats NZ: 2018 Census, 2019). For the footnotes, please refer to Table 6.
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years) is from the female gender (n = 10293) who are 19 years old and the highest 

representation within the age group (18 years to 24 years) is from the male gender (n = 13101) 

who are 24 years old. Please refer to Table 5. 

Table 5 

Age-Wise Gender Representation of Auckland’s Generation Z Population for the Age Group 
18 Years to 24 Years, N = 162141 

 

The age-wise gender distribution of Auckland’s Generation Y population (N = 366810) reveals 

that the gender categories within the age group (25 years to 39 years) have representation in 

the range of 2.78% to 3.78%. The lowest representation within the age group (25 years to 39 

years) is from the male gender (n = 10203) who are 39 years old and the highest representation 

within the age group (25 years to 39 years) is from the female gender (n = 13860) who are 27 

years old. Please refer to Table 6 below: 

Table 6 

Age-Wise Gender Representation of Auckland’s Generation Y Population for the Age Group 
25 Years to 39 Years, N = 366810 

 

Age Gender f Percentile
Male 10701 6.60

Female 10314 6.36
Male 10836 6.68

Female 10293 6.35
Male 11466 7.07

Female 10977 6.77
Male 11925 7.35

Female 11256 6.94
Male 12384 7.64

Female 11718 7.23
Male 12618 7.78

Female 12255 7.56
Male 13101 8.08

Female 12297 7.58

Note . (Source: Stats NZ: 2018 Census, 2019). This data can only be used for the purpose of approximation
as the New Zealand Department of Statistics used it for the census purpose and had only two flat categories
for the "sex" variable i.e. male and female and no provision was made for the "not stated" category. Where an  
individual wanted to identify himself/herself as intersex, that individual was requested to tick both the male
and the female option".

18 years

19 years

20 years

21 years

22 years

23 years

24 years

Age Gender f Percentile
Male 13722 3.74

Female 12996 3.54
Male 13839 3.77

Female 13212 3.60
Continued on the next page…

25 years

26 years
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4.3 Descriptive statistics for the age variable (Generation Z profile survey) 
 
As the total population for Auckland’s Generation Z and Generation Y is known, in this 

research study the symbol (N) is used to denote the total population and symbol (n) is used to 

denote the sample population (Purdue University, n.d.; Stattrek, 2019). 

Table 7 shows measures of central tendency and measures of dispersion, including the 

skewness and kurtosis values for the age variable of the Generation Z profile survey.  

The mean and median age for Generation Z (M = 20.73, Mdn = 21.00, SD = 1.97) with the 

skewness z-value of 0.80 and kurtosis z-value of -3.07, the distribution of the sample is normal 

Age Gender f Percentile
Male 13812 3.77

Female 13860 3.78
Male 13176 3.59

Female 13170 3.59
Male 12921 3.52

Female 13119 3.58
Male 12534 3.42

Female 13245 3.61
Male 12093 3.30

Female 12216 3.33
Male 11625 3.17

Female 12426 3.39
Male 11637 3.17

Female 12252 3.34
Male 11616 3.17

Female 12201 3.33
Male 11589 3.16

Female 12120 3.30
Male 11145 3.04

Female 11718 3.19
Male 10932 2.98

Female 11181 3.05
Male 10698 2.92

Female 10875 2.96
Male 10203 2.78

Female 10677 2.91

37 years

38 years

39 years

Note. (Source: Stats NZ: 2018 Census, 2019). This data could have all the possible characteristics of a population but
could approximately provide the guidance about how many males and females are in Auckland as per 2018 census. This
data does not clearly indicate whether these individuals are living in Auckland for 5 years or more or are working 30
hours or more p.w on an average. This data should not be treated as exact figures as the New Zealand Department of
Statistics website has the "sex" variable information and specifies that "where respondents wished to identify themselves
as intersex, were instructed to request the paper forms and tick both male and female options". For official statistics
these were classified as either male or female.

31 years

32 years

33 years

34 years

35 years

36 years

27 years

28 years

29 years

30 years
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as the absolute z-value for both skewness and kurtosis is less than 3.29 at α =.05 for the sample 

size 50 < n < 300 (Kim, 2013). 

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics for the Age Variable of Generation Z, n = 127 

 

4.4 Demographic characteristics of Generation Z sample population 
(profile survey) 
 

A consolidated cross-tabulation is computed to depict the demographic characteristics of the 

Generation Z sample population. It has captured information regarding Generation Z’s sample 

representation in terms of Auckland zones, age, gender, ethnicity, qualification, occupation, 

work experience and hours worked per week. Please refer to Table 9. 

These results of these variables are as follows: 

Auckland zones: A profile survey sample (n = 127) was drawn from the Auckland region, 

which can be divided into different zones (ATEED, 2019). In the collected sample data, 

Auckland’s central zone has the highest representation (25.20%) and is followed by the west 

zone (23.62%), south zone (22.05%), north zone (21.26%) and the lowest representation is 

from the east zone (7.87%).  

Measures Values
Mean 20.73

Median 21.00
Mode 19.00

Std. Deviation 1.97
Variance 3.90

Range 6.00
Minimum 18.00
Maximum 24.00
Skewness 0.173

Skewness (Std. Error) 0.215
Skewness (z-value) 0.804

Kurtosis -1.311
Kurtosis (Std. Error) 0.427
Kurtosis (z-value) -3.074

Count (n) 127.00
Note. Skewness Z-value=Skewness Value/Standard Error of Skewness and Kurtosis Z-value =
Kurtosis Value/Standard Error of Kurtosis.
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Age: The highest representation in the profile survey sample (n = 127) is from 19-year-old 

Generation Z respondents and the lowest participation is from those who are 24 years old. The 

χ2 goodness-of-fit test conducted to test the distribution of Generation Z’s sample population 

distribution as compared to Generation Z population distribution in Auckland for the age 

variable provided the evidence to suggest that the observed count for the age variable in the 

Generation Z profile survey sample population is not matching with the expected distribution, 

which is based on Auckland’s Generation Z population distribution (N = 162138). Please refer 

to Table 22 and Table 23 for the χ2 goodness-of-fit test results. 

χ2 (6, n = 127) = 13.79, p < .05. 

Gender: The male representation in the Generation Z profile survey sample population (n = 

127) is 50.39%, the female representation is 48.03% and the “other” gender representation is 

1.57%. In terms of gender distribution, Generation Z sample population distribution is 

compared with Generation Z’s Auckland population distribution. There has not been a big 

difference observed when the sample population distribution is compared with the Auckland 

population distribution in terms of the gender variable. Both males and females have 

approximately equal representation in the collected sample, and it is also true when the overall 

Generation Z Auckland population’s count is considered for males and females.  

The exact information about the “other” gender category’s count in 2018 census data was not 

available at the time of conducting this analysis. The 2018 census only had two flat categories 

for the “sex” variable and the respondents were requested to tick both male and female option 

in case an individual wanted to identify themselves as “intersex” (StatsNZ, 2019a). 

Ethnicity: In the profile survey sample (n = 127), Generation Z’s representation for the 

“European” ethnicity has maximum representation (48.03%), followed by Maori (18.90%), 

Asian (17.32%), Pacific (11.02%), and other ethnicity (4.72%). The other ethnic categories that 

are part of this variable received no representation in the collected sample. 

For the comparison of the Generation Z sample population with Auckland’s Generation Z 

population for the ethnicity variable (Table 8), the 2018 census data is retrieved and utilized. 

The comparison of the Generation Z sample population with Auckland’s Generation Z 

population shows that there is a difference of 7.58% for the European ethnicity, 6.54% for the 

Maori ethnicity, -9.81% for the Asian ethnicity, -6.24% for the Pacific ethnicity, 3.87% for the 

other ethnicity in the profile survey sample while Middle Eastern/Latin American/African 

ethnicity’s Auckland population figures are not compared with the sample population as there 
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is no representation observed for these ethnicities in the Generation Z profile survey. The 

difference between the Generation Z sample population and the Generation Z Auckland 

population stays in the range of -9.81% to 7.58%. The difference between the collected 

sample’s ethnicity category percentage and the Auckland Generation Z population’s ethnicity 

percentage for the age group 18 years to 24 years is calculated by subtracting the Auckland 

population figures from the sample figure. This means a positive difference in percentage terms 

indicates that the collected sample is greater in percentage terms as compared to the Auckland 

Generation Z population for the ethnicity variable. According to StatsNZ (2019), the ethnicity 

variable included all individuals who selected each ethnic group, whether as their only ethnic 

group or as one of several ethnic groups. In case an individual reported more than one ethnic 

group, they have been counted in each applicable group. Due to this reason, the total N for the 

ethnicity variable will differ from the total N for the age or the gender variable. Please refer to 

Table 8. 

Table 8 

Auckland’s Generation Z Population Representation for the Ethnicity Variable (18 years to 24 
years), N = 187380 

 

Qualification: In the profile survey (n = 127), the highest survey participant representation is 

for the Level 7 qualification (29.92%) followed by Level 3 (21.26%), Level 5 (14.96%), Level 

4 (14.17%), Level 6 (6.30%), Level 2 (4.72%), Postgraduate (3.15%), Level 1 (0.79%) and a 

Master qualification (0.79%) while 3.94% of profile survey respondents have not answered 

this question and no representation is received for the qualification category “no qualification” 

and “others”. The lowest representation is for the qualification Level 1 and Masters (0.79% 

respectively). 

Occupation: The highest survey participant representation of 20.47% is from the occupation 

category “not employed” followed by professionals (13.39%), sales workers (13.39%), 

technicians and trade workers (11.02%), labourers (10.24%), clerical and administrative 

Ethnicity Categories
18 year 

(f )
19 year 

(f )
20 year 

(f )
21 year 

(f )
22 year 

(f )
23 year 

(f )
24 year 

(f )
Total 
(f ) Percentile

European 10272 10242 10659 10680 11148 11379 11421 75801 40.45
Maori 3366 3270 3339 3309 3336 3318 3213 23151 12.36
Pacific 4896 4698 4590 4797 4518 4497 4341 32337 17.26
Asian 5748 5892 6729 7335 7923 8304 8910 50841 27.13

Middle Eastern/Latin American/African 480 504 516 483 480 600 591 3654 1.95
Other ethnicity 186 198 231 240 240 258 243 1596 0.85

Age

Note. (Source: StatsNZ: 2018 Census, 2019). The data is retrieved from the Statistic NZ website which was collected for the 2018 census. As per
the information available on Stats NZ website, "the ethnicity group includes all people who stated each ethnic group, whether as their only ethnic group
or as one of several ethnic groups. Where a person reported more than one ethnic group, they have been counted in each applicable group". Due to
this reason the total N for the ethnicity variable will differ from the total N for the age or gender variable. Therefore this data does not exactly represent 
the characteristics and criteria of the data collected for this study and can only be referred to for the approximation purpose. 
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workers (10.24%), others (7.87%), community and personal service workers (6.30%), 

managers (1.57%) and 1.57% of survey participant’s representation is from the occupation 

category machinery operators and drivers while 3.94% of survey respondents have not 

answered this question. There is a tie between the professional and sales workers category 

(13.39% each) and labourers and clerical and administrative workers category (10.24% each) 

in terms of their representation in the Generation Z profile survey. 

Work experience: In the profile survey (n = 127), 22.05% respondents have 1 year of work 

experience followed by work experience of 2 years (18.90%), 3 years (16.54%), 4 years 

(12.60%). The survey respondents who have never worked are 8.66%. In the profile survey, 

7.87% of the survey respondents have work experience of only few months and 7.09% of 

survey respondents have work experience of 5 years followed by 6 years of work experience 

(3.94%), 7 years and 8 years of work experience (0.79% each).  

A total of 86.62% of survey respondents have work experience in the range of 0 (never worked) 

to 4 years and only 12.61% of survey respondents have work experience in the range of 5 years 

to 8 years while 0.79% of survey respondents have not answered this question. No survey 

respondent has work experience for 9 years or more. This is because Generation Z is new to 

the workplace and they are very young at this stage. However, it is expected that their 

participation in the workforce is going to increase year on year until the next generation starts 

to enter the workforce. 

Hours worked per week: In the profile survey (n = 127), 33.07% of survey respondents work 

31-40 hours per week, 18.90% of survey respondents are not employed as they are students 

and 3.94% are neither employed nor a student. In the survey, 14.17% of survey respondents 

work for 21-30 hours per week followed by 11-20 hours per week (13.39%) and 41-50 hours 

per week (11.02%). Only 3.15% work 1-10 hours per week and 2.36% work 51-60 hours per 

week while no respondent work more than 60 hours per week.  

Table 9 

Demographic Table for Generation Z Profile Survey, n = 127 

 

Variables with their Categories f Percentage (%)
Auckland Zones

Central 32 25.20
West 30 23.62
South 28 22.05
North 27 21.26
East 10 7.87

Continued on the next page…
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Variables with their Categories f Percentage (%)
Age

19 years 29 22.83
23 years 20 15.75
18 years 18 14.17
22 years 18 14.17
20 years 16 12.60
21 years 14 11.02
24 years 12 9.45

Gender
Male 64 50.39
Female 61 48.03
Other 2 1.57

Ethnicity
European (it includes NZ European/ Individuals from European origin) 61 48.03
Maori 24 18.90
Asian 22 17.32
Pacific 14 11.02
Other Ethnicity 6 4.72
Middle Eastern 0 0.00
Latin American 0 0.00
African 0 0.00
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00

Qualification
Level 7 38 29.92
Level 3 27 21.26
Level 5 19 14.96
Level 4 18 14.17
Level 6 8 6.30
Level 2 6 4.72
Do not wish to answer 5 3.94
Post graduation 4 3.15
Level 1 1 0.79
Master 1 0.79
No Qualification 0 0.00
Others 0 0.00

Occupation
Not Employed 26 20.47
Professionals 17 13.39
Sales Workers 17 13.39
Technicians and Trade Workers 14 11.02
Labourers 13 10.24
Clerical and Administrative Workers 13 10.24
Others 10 7.87
Community and Personal Service Workers 8 6.30
Do not wish to answer 5 3.94
Managers 2 1.57
Machinery Operators and Drivers 2 1.57

Continued on the next page…
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To understand the demographic characteristics of the Generation Z sample population for the 

profile survey, the categories of some of the variables are grouped. These variables are age, 

qualification, work experience and hours worked per week.  

Grouping of age variable: Visual inspection of Table 10 shows that 49.61% of survey 

respondents are in the age group of 18 years to 20 years while 50.39% of survey respondents 

are in the age group of 21 years to 24 years.  

Grouping of qualification variable: Table 10 shows that 26.77% of survey respondents have 

a qualification level equivalent to Level 3 or below (it includes no qualification) and 35.43% 

survey respondents are in the qualification Level 4 to qualification Level 6 category. In the 

profile survey, 33.86% of survey respondents are in the qualification Level 7 to Level 9 group 

while 3.94% has not provided the information for this variable.  

 

Variables with their Categories f Percentage (%)
Work Experience

1 year 28 22.05
2 years 24 18.90
3 years 21 16.54
4 years 16 12.60
Never worked (0 yrs.) 11 8.66
Few months ( < 1 year) 10 7.87
5 years 9 7.09
6 years 5 3.94
7 years 1 0.79
8 years 1 0.79
Do not wish to answer 1 0.79
9 years 0 0.00
10 years 0 0.00
More than 10 years 0 0.00

Hours Worked Per Week
31-40 Hours 42 33.07
0 Hrs- Not employed as I am a student 24 18.90
21-30 Hours 18 14.17
11-20 Hours 17 13.39
41-50 Hours 14 11.02
0 Hrs-Neither employed nor a student 5 3.94
1-10 Hours 4 3.15
51-60 Hours 3 2.36
61-70 Hours 0 0.00
71-80 Hours 0 0.00
81-90 Hours 0 0.00
91-100 Hours 0 0.00
More than 101 Hours 0 0.00
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00

Note.  Data is arranged in the descending order for each variable. f  = frequency, n = 127 for each variable. 
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Table 10 

Grouping of Demographic Data of Generation Z Profile Survey for the Age and Qualification 
Variable 

 
 

Grouping of work experience: In the profile survey, 38.58% of survey respondents have less 

than 2 years of work experience (including no experience) and 60.63% of survey respondents 

have 2 years to 8 years of work experience while 0.79% have not provided an answer. Table 

11 has this information. 

Grouping of hours worked per week: In the profile survey, 39.37% of survey respondents 

work for 20 hours or less per week (including no work) and 60.63% of survey respondents 

work 21 hours to 60 hours per week. Table 11 has this information. 

Table 11 

Grouping of Demographic Data of Generation Z Profile Survey for the Work Experience and 
Hours Worked Per Week Variable 

 

 

Grouping of Variables f Percentage (%)
Grouping of Age

18 years to 20 years 63 49.61
21 years to 24 years 64 50.39
Total n 127 100.00

Grouping of Qualification
No Qualification to Level 3 34 26.77
Level 4 to Level 6 45 35.43
Level 7 to Level 9 43 33.86
Do not wish to answer 5 3.94
Total n 127 100.00

Grouping of Variables f Percentage (%)
Grouping of  Work Experience 

Never Worked to 1 Year 49 38.58
2 Years to 8 Years 77 60.63
Do not wish to answer 1 0.79
Total n 127 100.00

Grouping of  Hours Worked Per Week
0 Hour to 20 Hours 50 39.37
21 Hours - 60 Hours 77 60.63
Total n 127 100.00

Note. n = 127 for each grouped variable.
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Further, analysis is conducted by using several cross-tabulations to find any major differences 

in the sample distribution across some of these variables. The cross-tabulation is prepared by 

considering two variables at a time. The variables considered under these additional cross-

tabulations are age, gender, ethnicity, qualification, occupation, work experience and hours 

worked per week. The gender variable has been the basis for most of these cross-tabulations.  

4.4.1 Age-wise gender representation 
 

Table 12 shows the age-wise gender distribution for the Generation Z profile survey. Though 

the overall gender distribution is approximately equal as the gap (as a proportion of the net 

total responses n = 127) between the male and the female representation is only 2.36%, the 

gender distribution gap for the age category 19 years, 21 years and 23 years is more than 5%. 

There are 7.87% and 6.30% more males as compared to females for the 19 years and 21 years 

age category and there are 6.30% more females as compared to males for the 23 years old age 

category in the sample (as a proportion of the sample size). For all other age categories, the 

gender difference between the males and the females stays less than 5%. The “other” gender 

category has not been considered for finding the gender difference as this category has a very 

low count. The count of the male gender is subtracted from the count of female gender for 

calculating the gender difference. Hence, a positive value indicates that there are more females 

as compared to males and a negative value indicates that there are more males as compared to 

females. The gender difference in percentage terms is calculated as the proportion of the sample 

size.  

Table 12 

Age-Wise Gender Representation for Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Age in Years f % f % f % f % f %
18 6 4.72 11 8.66 1 0.79 5 3.94 18 14.17
19 19 14.96 9 7.09 1 0.79 -10 -7.87 29 22.83
20 10 7.87 6 4.72 0 0.00 -4 -3.15 16 12.60
21 11 8.66 3 2.36 0 0.00 -8 -6.30 14 11.02
22 8 6.30 10 7.87 0 0.00 2 1.57 18 14.17
23 6 4.72 14 11.02 0 0.00 8 6.30 20 15.75
24 4 3.15 8 6.30 0 0.00 4 3.15 12 9.45

Total 64 50.39 61 48.03 2 1.57 -3 -2.36 127 100.00

Gender

Note. This table shows the age-wise gender distribution. Only male and female gender is considered for finding the difference in gender
distribution as the "other" gender category is having very low frequency. Gender difference is calculated by subtracting the frequency of male
gender from the frequency of  female gender. Data is arranged in ascending order (age category-wise). f  = frequency, n = 127.

Male Female Other Difference between the Gender Age 
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Table 13 shows the ethnicity-wise age distribution for the Generation Z profile survey. 

Percentage figures that are equal to or more than 5% have been considered for the analysis. 

This table shows that 6.30% of survey respondents who are 18 years old belong to the European 

ethnicity and 5.51% of survey respondents who are 19 years old belong to the Maori ethnicity 

while 10.24% of survey respondents who are 19 years old belong to the European ethnicity. In 

the survey, 7.87% of survey respondents who are 20 years old belong to the European ethnicity 

and 7.09% of survey respondents who are 22 years old belong to the European ethnicity while 

7.87% of survey respondents who are 23 years old belong to the European ethnicity.  

Table 13 

Ethnicity-Wise Age Representation for Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Table 14 shows the ethnicity-wise gender distribution for the Generation Z profile survey. 

Though the overall gender distribution for the Generation Z profile survey is approximately 

equal, the Pacific ethnicity has more females as compared to males in the collected sample. 

The females for the Pacific ethnicity category are 6.30% more as compared to males for this 

ethnicity (as a proportion of the sample size). For the other remaining ethnicity categories, the 

gender difference is in the range of -3.94% to -1.57%, which means that except for the Pacific 

ethnicity, there are more males as compared to females for the other remaining categories. The 

gender difference is calculated by subtracting the frequency of the male gender from the 

frequency of the female gender. The gender difference in percentage terms is calculated as the 

proportion of the sample size. 

Table 14 

Ethnicity-Wise Gender Representation for Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Ethnicity Categories f % f % f % f % f % f % f % f %

European (it includes NZ European/ 
Individuals from European origin)

8 6.30 13 10.24 10 7.87 5 3.94 9 7.09 10 7.87 6 4.72 61 48.03

Maori 3 2.36 7 5.51 2 1.57 3 2.36 4 3.15 4 3.15 1 0.79 24 18.90
Asian 5 3.94 5 3.94 1 0.79 4 3.15 4 3.15 2 1.57 1 0.79 22 17.32
Pacific 1 0.79 2 1.57 2 1.57 2 1.57 1 0.79 4 3.15 2 1.57 14 11.02

Other Ethnicity 1 0.79 2 1.57 1 0.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.57 6 4.72
Middle Eastern 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Latin American 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

African 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Total 18 14.17 29 22.83 16 12.60 14 11.02 18 14.17 20 15.75 12 9.45 127 100.00

23 years 24 years Ethnicity

Note. This table shows the ethnicity-wise age distribution. Data is arranged by sorting the ethnicity frequency in descending order. n = 127.

18 years 19 years 20 years 21 years 22 years 
Age

f % f % f % f % f %
European (it includes NZ European/ 

Individuals from European origin)
29 22.83 31 24.41 1 0.79 -2 -1.57 61 48.03

Maori 10 7.87 14 11.02 0 0.00 -4 -3.15 24 18.90
Asian 8 6.30 13 10.24 1 0.79 -5 -3.94 22 17.32

Continued on the next page…

Ethnicity Categories
EthnicityFemale Male Other Difference between the Gender

Gender
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Table 15 depicts qualification-wise gender distribution. There has not been a major gender 

difference found from the visual inspection of this table. The range of the observed gender 

difference stays within +/-2.36%. The gender difference in percentage terms is calculated as 

the proportion of the sample size.  

Table 15 

Qualification-Wise Gender Representation for Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Table 16 depicts the occupation-wise gender distribution for the Generation Z profile survey. 

There are 6.30% more females as compared to males for the “not employed” category in the 

collected sample (as a proportion of the sample size). On the other hand, there are 5.51% more 

males as compared to females for the “labourers” category in the collected sample while the 

gender difference across the other remaining categories is in the range of -2.36% to 0.79%. The 

gender difference in percentage terms is calculated as the proportion of the sample size. 

 

f % f % f % f % f %
Pacific 11 8.66 3 2.36 0 0.00 8 6.30 14 11.02

Other Ethnicity 3 2.36 3 2.36 0 0.00 0 0.00 6 4.72
Middle Eastern 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Latin American 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

African 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Total 61 48.03 64 50.39 2 1.57 -3 -2.36 127 100.00

Ethnicity Categories
EthnicityFemale Male Other Difference between the Gender

Gender

Note . This table shows the ethnicity-wise gender distribution. Only male and female gender is considered for finding the difference in the gender distribution as the
"other" gender category is having very low frequency. The difference in the gender is calculated by subtracting the frequency of the male gender from the frequency
of the female gender. Data is arranged by sorting the ethnicity frequency in descending order. n = 127.

f % f % f % f % f %
Level 7 18 14.17 20 15.75 0 0.00 -2 -1.57 38 29.92
Level 3 14 11.02 13 10.24 0 0.00 1 0.79 27 21.26
Level 5 8 6.30 11 8.66 0 0.00 -3 -2.36 19 14.96
Level 4 10 7.87 7 5.51 1 0.79 3 2.36 18 14.17
Level 6 2 1.57 5 3.94 1 0.79 -3 -2.36 8 6.30
Level 2 4 3.15 2 1.57 0 0.00 2 1.57 6 4.72

Do not wish to answer 2 1.57 3 2.36 0 0.00 -1 -0.79 5 3.94
Postgraduation 2 1.57 2 1.57 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 3.15

Level 1 1 0.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.79 1 0.79
Master 0 0.00 1 0.79 0 0.00 -1 -0.79 1 0.79

No Qualification 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Others 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Grand Total 61 48.03 64 50.39 2 1.57 -3 -2.36 127 100.00
Note. This table shows the qualification-wise gender distribution. Only male and female gender is considered for finding the difference in the gender
distribution as the "other" gender category is having very low frequency. The difference in gender is calculated by subtracting the frequency of the
male gender from the frequency of the female gender. The data is arranged by sorting the qualification frequency in descending order. n = 127.

QualificationDifference between the Gender
Qualification Levels

Gender
Female Male Other
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Table 16 

Occupation-Wise Gender Representation for Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Table 17 depicts the work experience-wise gender distribution for the Generation Z profile 

survey. There are 7.87% more males as compared to females who have 2 years of work 

experience while the gender difference across the other remaining work experience categories 

is in the range of -3.15% to 3.94%.  

Table 17 

Work Experience-Wise Gender Representation for Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

In Table 17, the gender difference in percentage terms is calculated as the proportion of the 

sample size.  

Table 18 depicts the gender distribution for hours worked per week variable. There are 7.09% 

more females as compared to males for the variable category “0 hrs-not employed as I am a 

student” while the gender difference across the other remaining categories is in the range of      

-3.15% to 0.79%. The gender difference in percentage is calculated as the proportion of the 

sample size.  

f % f % f % f % f %
Not employed 17 13.39 9 7.09 0 0.00 8 6.30 26 20.47
Professionals 8 6.30 9 7.09 0 0.00 -1 -0.79 17 13.39
Sales workers 9 7.09 8 6.30 0 0.00 1 0.79 17 13.39

Technicians and Trade workers 6 4.72 8 6.30 0 0.00 -2 -1.57 14 11.02
Clerical and Administrative workers 6 4.72 7 5.51 0 0.00 -1 -0.79 13 10.24

Labourers 3 2.36 10 7.87 0 0.00 -7 -5.51 13 10.24
Others 5 3.94 5 3.94 0 0.00 0 0.00 10 7.87

Community and Personal Service workers 4 3.15 3 2.36 1 0.79 1 0.79 8 6.30
Do not wish to answer 1 0.79 3 2.36 1 0.79 -2 -1.57 5 3.94

Machinery Operators and Drivers 1 0.79 1 0.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.57
Managers 1 0.79 1 0.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.57

Grand Total 61 48.03 64 50.39 2 1.57 -3 -2.36 127 100.00

Note . This table shows the occupation categories-wise gender distribution. Only male and female gender is considered for finding the difference in the gender distribution
as the "other" gender category is having very low frequency. The difference in gender is calculated by subtracting the frequency of male gender from the frequency of female
gender. The data is arranged by sorting the occupation frequency in descending order. n = 127.

Occupation Categories

Gender
OccupationFemale Male Other Difference between the Gender

f % f % f % f % f %
1 year 12 9.45 16 12.60 0 0.00 -4 -3.15 28 22.05
2 year 7 5.51 17 13.39 0 0.00 -10 -7.87 24 18.90
3 year 9 7.09 12 9.45 0 0.00 -3 -2.36 21 16.54
4 year 8 6.30 8 6.30 0 0.00 0 0.00 16 12.60

Never worked 8 6.30 3 2.36 0 0.00 5 3.94 11 8.66
Few months (< 1 year) 6 4.72 3 2.36 1 0.79 3 2.36 10 7.87

5 year 4 3.15 4 3.15 1 0.79 0 0.00 9 7.09
6 year 5 3.94 0 0.00 0 0.00 5 3.94 5 3.94
7 year 1 0.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.79 1 0.79
8 year 1 0.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.79 1 0.79

Do not wish to answer 0 0.00 1 0.79 0 0.00 -1 -0.79 1 0.79
9 year 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
10 year 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

More than 10 years 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Grand Total 61 48.03 64 50.39 2 1.57 -3 -2.36 127 100.00

Female Male Other Work Experience
Gender

Work Experience 
Difference between the Gender

Note. This table shows the work experience-wise gender distribution. Only male and female gender is considered for finding the difference in the gender distribution as the
"other" gender category is having very low frequency. The difference in gender is calculated by subtracting the frequency of the male gender from the frequency of the female
gender. The data is arranged by sorting the frequency of work experience in descending order. n  = 127
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Table 18 

Gender Representation on the basis of Hours Worked Per Week for Generation Z Profile 
Survey 

 

 
4.5 Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for Generation Z profile survey 
statement responses (assuming equal proportion) 
 

Before stating the results of the Chi-square (χ2) goodness-of-fit test, it is important to mention 

that three of the profile survey statements, which were initially the “negatively” worded 

statements, are reverse coded before running the analysis on the profile survey questionnaire. 

These statements are S13, S14 and S20. The reverse coding is needed so that the high value on 

a statement indicates the same type of response on each item in the survey (Martin, n.d.).  

The Chi-square goodness-of-fit test is useful to know whether the distribution of participants 

in a single categorical variable (nominal or ordinal) follows a known or hypothesised 

distribution. The expected proportion of participants in each group of the categorical variable 

can be equal or unequal (Laerd Statistics, 2018).  

The χ2 goodness of fit test with α = .05 as criterion for significance is conducted for the profile 

survey statement responses (5-point scale) by assuming the equal proportion distribution 

among the respondents for the profile survey statement’s response categories to know whether 

the assumed response (equal proportion) distribution fits well with the actual or observed 

responses in this research study. It is assumed that Generation Z respondents may choose each 

response category in equal proportions (i.e. not having an inclination for any single response 

category over the other available response categories (for each statement) for the overall group 

rather having equal response distribution for the response categories (for each statement)). 

f % f % f % f % f %
31-40 Hours 20 15.75 22 17.32 0 0.00 -2 -1.57 42 33.07

0 Hrs- Not employed as I am a student 16 12.60 7 5.51 1 0.79 9 7.09 24 18.90
21-30 Hours 7 5.51 11 8.66 0 0.00 -4 -3.15 18 14.17
11-20 Hours 8 6.30 8 6.30 1 0.79 0 0.00 17 13.39
41-50 Hours 5 3.94 9 7.09 0 0.00 -4 -3.15 14 11.02

0 Hrs-Neither employed nor a student 3 2.36 2 1.57 0 0.00 1 0.79 5 3.94
1-10 Hours 1 0.79 3 2.36 0 0.00 -2 -1.57 4 3.15
51-60 Hours 1 0.79 2 1.57 0 0.00 -1 -0.79 3 2.36
61-70 Hours 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
71-80 Hours 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
81-90 Hours 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

91-100 Hours 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
More than 101 Hours 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Grand Total 61 48.03 64 50.39 2 1.57 -3 -2.36 127 100.00

Female Male Other

Note . This table shows the gender distribution on the basis of hours worked per week. Only male and female gender is considered for finding the difference in the gender
distribution as the "other" gender category is having very low frequency. The difference in gender is calculated by subtracting the frequency of the male gender from the
frequency of the female gender. The data is arranged by sorting the frequency of hours worked per week in descending order. n = 127

Hours Worked Per Week
Gender

Hours Worked Per Week
Difference between the Gender
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Therefore, the null hypothesis for the χ2 goodness-of-fit is that the Generation Z sample 

population has an equal proportion distribution across the response categories for each profile 

survey statement. The results obtained from the χ2 goodness-of-fit test shows that the 

distribution of Generation Z’s responses for the profile survey questions are unequally 

distributed and we reject the null hypothesis. It suggests that the Generation Z sample 

population has an inclination or preference towards one or more of the categories when 

compared in relation to other available response categories (strongly agree, somewhat agree, 

neutral, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree). The χ2 goodness-of-fit test result output shows 

a significant statistical difference in the preference of the response category for each profile 

survey statement. The obtained p-value is statistically significant (p < .01) for all the profile 

survey statements. Based on the assumed equal proportion distribution for the response 

categories, which of the response category is preferred or selected more as compared to other 

response categories can be checked by referring to Table 19 and the observed counts published 

under this table. This table also shows the “residuals”, which is the difference between the 

observed and the expected count and the statement-wise mode response. All the profile survey 

statements have been given an abbreviated statement number in Table 19. Please refer to Table 

20 for the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical results. The χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical results for all 

the statements are here below: 

S1 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 60.44, p < .01 

S2 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 33.82, p < .01 

S3 = χ2 (4, n = 126) = 96.22, p < .01 

S4 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 41.46, p < .01 

S5 = χ2 (3, n = 127) = 36.55, p < .01 

S6 = χ2 (4, n = 127) =18.70, p < .01 

S7 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 48.70, p < .01 

S8 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 54.69, p < .01 

S9 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 42.25, p < .01 

S10 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 48.55, p < .01 

S11 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 32.40, p < .01 

S12 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 20.20, p < .01 

S13 = χ2 (4, n = 125) = 51.92, p < .01 

S14 = χ2 (4, n = 107) = 22.57, p < .01 

S15 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 21.22, p < .01 

S16 = χ2 (4, n = 105) = 46.09, p < .01 
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S17 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 32.80, p < .01 

S18 = χ2 (3, n = 127) = 41.97, p < .01 

S19 = χ2 (4, n = 111) = 46.61, p < .01 

S20 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 34.69, p < .01 

S21 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 27.84, p < .01 

S22 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 83.74, p < .01 

S23 = χ2 (4, n = 127) = 25.71, p < .01 

No cell/s had expected frequency less than 5 for χ2 goodness-of-fit test for all the profile survey 

statements. The sample size for each profile survey statement changes as the χ2 goodness-of-fit 

test is conducted based on the net total responses. The net total responses are calculated by 

removing the “do not wish to answer” and “n/a as I am not employed” responses from the gross 

total responses (n = 127).   

Table 19 

Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Output Showing the Observed Frequency Against the Expected 
Frequency by Assuming Equal Proportion Among the Expected Frequency for Profile Survey 

 

Statement No. Statements
Observation 

Category
SA 
( f)

SOA
 ( f)

N 
( f)

SOD
 ( f)

SA 
( f) n 

Observed 28 40 48 8 3
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual 2.6 14.6 22.6 -17.4 -22.4

Observed 19 29 47 25 7
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -6.4 3.6 21.6 -0.4 -18.4

Observed 5 5 22 29 65
Expected 25.2 25.2 25.2 25.2 25.2
Residual -20.2 -20.2 -3.2 3.8 39.8

Observed 25 48 33 15 6
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -0.4 22.6 7.6 -10.4 -19.4

Observed 43 48 32 4 n/a
Expected 31.8 31.8 31.8 31.8 n/a
Residual 11.3 16.3 0.3 -27.8 n/a

Observed 13 41 31 23 19
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -12.4 15.6 5.6 -2.4 -6.4

Observed 16 50 37 17 7
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -9.4 24.6 11.6 -8.4 -18.4

Observed 22 51 36 15 3
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -3.4 25.6 10.6 -10.4 -22.4

Observed 21 34 45 26 1
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -4.4 8.6 19.6 0.6 -24.4

Observed 13 29 53 24 8
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -12.4 3.6 27.6 -1.4 -17.4

Observed 22 32 46 19 8
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -3.4 6.6 20.6 -6.4 -17.4

Observed 33 34 33 18 9
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual 7.6 8.6 7.6 -7.4 -16.4

Continued on the next page…

I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather 
than moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career.

I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more 
than 5 years)

I want to start my own business rather than work for a company

I already have my own business or have made a business plan which 
is ready for execution

I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will 
help me in getting a good job

I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom 
to schedule my work and choose how to perform my work

I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 
years.

127

127

126

127

127

127

127

127

127

127

127

127

S1

S2

S3

S4

S5

S6

S7

S8

S9

I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and 
with ease

I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the 
workplace

I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a 
distraction

Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having 
meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose for you in 

your life)

I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently

S10

S11

S12
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Table 20 

Results of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test Based on the 5-Point Scale Under Equal 
Proportion Null Hypothesis (Profile Survey) 

 

Statement No. Statements
Observation 

Category
SA 
( f)

SOA
 ( f)

N 
( f)

SOD
 ( f)

SA 
( f) n 

Observed 33 48 30 11 3
Expected 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Residual 8.0 23.0 5.0 -14.0 -22.0

Observed 22 34 28 18 5
Expected 21.4 21.4 21.4 21.4 21.4
Residual 0.6 12.6 6.6 -3.4 -16.4

Observed 25 40 30 24 8
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -0.4 14.6 4.6 -1.4 -17.4

Observed 18 43 30 8 6
Expected 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Residual -3.0 22.0 9.0 -13.0 -15.0

Observed 25 43 35 18 6
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -0.4 17.6 9.6 -7.4 -19.4

Observed 36 57 28 6 n/a
Expected 31.8 31.8 31.8 31.8 n/a
Residual 4.3 25.3 -3.8 -25.8 n/a

Observed 12 41 37 17 4
Expected 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2
Residual -10.2 18.8 14.8 -5.2 -18.2

Observed 7 22 45 35 18
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -18.4 -3.4 19.6 9.6 -7.4

Observed 14 33 42 28 10
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -11.4 7.6 16.6 2.6 -15.4

Observed 12 56 44 11 4
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -13.4 30.6 18.6 -14.4 -21.4

Observed 21 38 37 24 7
Expected 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4 25.4
Residual -4.4 12.6 11.6 -1.4 -18.4

I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through 
emails, telephones, web call or technology

127

127

I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the 
technology

I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit 
mistakes at work

I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do.

111

127

127

I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying 
at home

105

I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with 
individuals coming from other generations

Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has 
always been easy for me

I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take 
necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis

107

127

127

127

It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to 
me

125

I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease

I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer

S22

S23

Note. n = sample size for each statement. "n/a" is written where there was no observation observed for that particular category. This table is based on the 5-point scale. Strongly agree =
SA, somewhat agree = SOA, neutral = N, somewhat disagree = SOD, strongly disagree = SD. (f) = frequency. 

S16

S17

S18

S19

S20

S21

S13

S14

S15

Statement No. Likert Type Statements Chi-Square (χ2) df Asymp. Sig.

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years) 60.441a 4 0.00

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 33.827a 4 0.00

S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for execution 96.222b 4 0.00

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in getting a good job 41.465a 4 0.00

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule my work and choose how to perform my work 36.559c 3 0.00

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years. 18.709a 4 0.00

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 48.709a 4 0.00

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 54.693a 4 0.00

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 42.252a 4 0.00

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose for you in your life) 48.551a 4 0.00

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 32.409a 4 0.00

S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career. 20.205a 4 0.00

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to me 51.920d 4 0.00

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 22.579e 4 0.00

S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 21.228a 4 0.00

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been easy for me 46.095f 4 0.00

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis 32.803a 4 0.00

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 41.976c 3 0.00

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 46.613g 4 0.00

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 34.693a 4 0.00

S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals coming from other generations 27.843a 4 0.00

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 83.748a 4 0.00

S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, telephones, web call or technology 25.717a 4 0.00

Note. a) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 25.4. b) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is
25.2. c) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 31.8. d) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is
25.0. e) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 21.4. f) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is
21.0. g) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 22.2. The result is obtained after adjusting for the respondent responses such as "do not wish to answer "
and  "n/a as I am not employed" as these have not been included in the observed counts and therefore no expected count is calculated for these responses.
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As some of the profile survey analysis is based on the 3-point scale, which is produced after 

merging the “strongly agree” and “somewhat agree” response category into the “agree” 

response category and “strongly disagree” and “somewhat disagree” response category into the 

“disagree” response category, it is important to check whether the χ2 goodness-of-fit (equal 

proportion assumed) test produces the same results for the 23 profile survey statements or 

whether there is a difference. 

Interestingly, when the categories are merged into a 3-point scale (agree, neutral and disagree 

response categories) the χ2 goodness-of-fit test results for S2, S10 and S21 come out to be 

statistically non-significant. Therefore, based on the χ2 goodness-of-fit test conducted on the 3-

point scale for the profile survey statements, survey respondents’ responses for S2, S10 and 

S21 are approximately equally distributed as we fail to reject the null hypothesis (p > .05) at α 

= .05. This analysis is run on the net total responses and the statement n is the same as it is for 

the χ2 goodness-of-fit test for the 5-point scale. Please refer to Table 21 for the χ2 goodness-of-

fit test results based on the 3-point scale. 

S2 = χ2 (2, n = 127) = 3.80, p = .15 

S10 = χ2 (2, n = 127) = 5.21, p = .07 

S21 = χ2 (2, n = 127) = 0.96, p = .62 

Table 21  

Results of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test Based on the 3-Point Scale Under Equal 
Proportion Null Hypothesis (Profile Survey) 

 

Statement No. Likert Type Statements Chi-Square (χ2) df Asymp. Sig.
S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years) 39.512a 2 0.00
S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 3.795a 2 0.15
S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for execution 98.286b 2 0.00
S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in getting a good job 35.024a 2 0.00
S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule my work and choose how to perform my work 93.181a 2 0.00
S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years 6.252a 2 0.04
S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 21.843a 2 0.00
S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 37.150a 2 0.00
S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 9.512a 2 0.01
S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose for 

you in your life)
5.213a 2 0.07

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 9.087a 2 0.01
S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career. 21.984a 2 0.00
S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide me the job security to me 58.768c 2 0.00
S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 17.738d 2 0.00
S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 18.252a 2 0.00
S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been easy for me 32.629e 2 0.00
S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis 24.772a 2 0.00

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 96.677a 2 0.00
S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 13.838f 2 0.00
S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 7.055a 2 0.03

S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals coming from other generations .961a 2 0.62
S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 33.276a 2 0.00
S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, telephones, web call or technology 10.268a 2 0.01

Note. a) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 42.3. b) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 42.0. c) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 41.7. d) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected
cell frequency is 35.7. e) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 35.0. f) 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum
expected cell frequency is 37.0. The results are obtained after adjusting for the respondent responses such as "do not wish to answer" and "n/a as I am not employed" as these have not been included in
the observed counts and therefore no expected count is calculated for these responses. The table is based on the net total responses. 
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4.6 Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for the profile survey’s age variable 
 
The χ2 goodness-of-fit test with α = .05 as the criterion for significance is conducted to 

determine whether the profile survey sample data for the age variable fits well with Auckland’s 

Generation Z population distribution in terms of the age variable. The null hypothesis is that 

the profile survey sample data distribution follows the expected distribution (based on 

Auckland’s Generation Z population distribution) for the age variable. In other words, the null 

hypothesis is that there is not a significant statistical difference between the profile survey 

sample’s observed counts for the age variable and the expected counts (which are based on the 

Auckland’s Generation Z population) for the age variable. The results of this test indicate that 

there is a significant statistical difference between the observed counts and the expected counts 

(p < .05) for the age variable and hence we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that the 

Generation Z sample population distribution does not follow the Auckland Generation Z 

population distribution for the age variable as the sample’s age variable data is not consistent 

with the expected distribution. Please refer to Table 22 for the residual information and Table 

23 for the statistical test’s results. 

χ2 (6, n = 127) = 13.79, p < .05 

Table 22 

Observed Counts and Expected Counts Under the Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for Profile 
Survey’s Age Variable, n = 127 

 

Table 23 

Result of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for Profile Survey’s Age Variable, n = 127 

 

Age Observed (n) Expected (n) Residual
18 18 16.5 1.5
19 29 16.5 12.5
20 16 17.6 -1.6
21 14 18.2 -4.2
22 18 18.9 -0.9
23 20 19.5 0.5
24 12 19.9 -7.9

Note . The expected counts are derived after considering the distribution of Generation Z
Auckland population (N =  162138)

Measure Values

Chi-Square  (χ2) 13.793a

df 6
Asymp. Sig. 0.03

Note. a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 16.5.
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4.7 Profile survey statement analysis based on the response frequency and 
response percentage 
 
The results obtained after conducting the analysis of the profile survey statements are published 

by using cross-tabulations and each table focused on highlighting a specific aspect of 

Generation Z’s response data. 

Table 24 shows the statement-wise response frequencies arranged by the profile survey 

statements. This table includes all the available response options that are made available to the 

survey respondents along with their frequencies, gross total responses and net total responses. 

This table also has the median and mode response mentioned against each statement.  

The survey respondents are given a choice to not answer any of the question/s if they do not 

wish to. For the three profile survey statements (S14, S16 and S19), respondents are given the 

option to respond by choosing “n/a as I am not employed” in case they are not employed or 

have no work experience from the past as these three statements are capturing the work aspect 

and require current or previous work experience.  

Due to this reason, the net responses received for these survey statements were low as compared 

to other survey statements as many respondents were not having prior work experience or were 

not employed at the time of responding to these three survey statements. Hence, the net 

responses were calculated by excluding “do not wish to answer” and “n/a as I am not 

employed” from the total sample population (n = 127) or the gross total responses.  

Table 24 

Response Frequency of the Likert Type Statements for the Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Statement
No. Likert Type Statements

DNWA*/
NANE** 

(online responses)
(f )

NANE**
(Field 

responses)
(f )

SA 
(1)
(f )

SOA 
(2)
(f )

N 
(3)
(f )

SOD 
(4)
(f )

SD 
(5)
(f )

Gross
 Total 

Responses
 ( f  ) 

Net
 Total 

Responses
( f )

Median 
(Response)

Mode 
(Response)

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more 
than 5 years)

0 0 28 40 48 8 3 127 127 2 3

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 0 0 19 29 47 25 7 127 127 3 3
S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan 

which is ready for execution
1 0 5 5 22 29 65 127 126 5 5

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will 
help me in getting a good job

0 0 25 48 33 15 6 127 127 2 2

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, 
freedom to schedule my work and choose how to perform my 

work

0 0 43 48 32 4 0 127 127 2 2

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 
years.

0 0 13 41 31 23 19 127 127 3 2

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and 
with ease

0 0 16 50 37 17 7 127 127 2 2

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at 
the workplace

0 0 22 51 36 15 3 127 127 2 2

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as 
a distraction

0 0 21 34 45 26 1 127 127 3 3

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to 
having meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose for 

you in your life)

0 0 13 29 53 24 8 127 127 3 3

Continued on the next page…
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Table 25 shows the statement-wise response percentages arranged by the profile survey 

statements. This table includes all the available response options that are made available to the 

profile survey respondents and the information displayed in this table is in percentage terms.  

The percentage of figures is calculated based on the gross total responses for each statement (n 

= 127). It is done to publish the originally collected data before conducting deeper analysis as 

percentage figures are sensitive to the gross/net total responses and can vary accordingly for 

each statement. For example, profile statements S3, S13, S14, S16 and S19 have a difference 

in their sample size when the gross total responses and the net total responses are compared. 

Hence, a percentage is calculated based on the gross total responses in the initial analysis by 

including “do not wish to answer” and “n/a as I am not employed” responses.  

Table 25 

Response Percentage of the Likert Type Statements for the Generation Z Profile Survey Based 
on the Gross Total Responses 

 

Statement
No. Likert Type Statements

DNWA*/
NANE** 

(online responses)
(f )

NANE**
(Field 

responses)
(f )

SA 
(1)
(f )

SOA 
(2)
(f )

N 
(3)
(f )

SOD 
(4)
(f )

SD 
(5)
(f )

Gross
 Total 

Responses
 ( f  ) 

Net
 Total 

Responses
( f )

Median 
(Response)

Mode 
(Response)

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 0 0 22 32 46 19 8 127 127 3 3
S12

I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather 
than moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career.

0 0 33 34 33 18 9 127 127 2 2

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security 
to me

2 0 33 48 30 11 3 127 125 2 2

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 13 7 22 34 28 18 5 127 107 2 2
S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of 

staying at home
0 0 25 40 30 24 8 127 127 2 2

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has 
always been easy for me

15 7 18 43 30 8 6 127 105 2 2

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take 
necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis

0 0 25 43 35 18 6 127 127 2 2

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the 
technology

0 0 36 57 28 6 0 127 127 2 2

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit 
mistakes at work

9 7 12 41 37 17 4 127 111 3 2

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 0 0 7 22 45 35 18 127 127 3 3
S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with 

individuals coming from other generations
0 0 14 33 42 28 10 127 127 3 3

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 0 0 12 56 44 11 4 127 127 2 2
S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through 

emails, telephones, web call or technology
0 0 21 38 37 24 7 127 127 3 2

Note . *DNWA means "do not wish to answer" and **NANE means "N/a as I am not employed". Strongly agree = SA, somewhat agree = SOA, neutral = N, somewhat disagree = SOD,
strongly disagree = SD. This table is based on the 5 point scale and includes both the gross and the net total responses. f = frequency. The median and mode values indicate the corresponding
coded response (Strongly agree = 1, somewhat agree = 2, neutral = 3, somewhat disagree = 4, strongly disagree =5) and is calculated based on the net responses. Net total responses calculated
by subtracting DNWA and NANE responses from the gross total responses. The median and the mode are referring to the statement/item's median and mode. 

Statement
No. Likert Type Statements

DNWA*/
NANE**

(online 
responses)

%

NANE**
(Field

responses)
%

SA 
(1)
%

SOA 
(2)
%

N 
(3)
%

SOD 
(4)
%

SD 
(5)
%

Total
Percentile

 (%)

Gross 
Total 

Responses  
(f ) 

Net 
Total 

Responses 
(f )

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term 
(more than 5 years)

0.00 0.00 22.05 31.50 37.80 6.30 2.36 100 127 127

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 0.00 0.00 14.96 22.83 37.01 19.69 5.51 100 127 127

S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan 
which is ready for execution

0.79 0.00 3.94 3.94 17.32 22.83 51.18 100 127 126

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or 
will help me in getting a good job

0.00 0.00 19.69 37.80 25.98 11.81 4.72 100 127 127

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, 
freedom to schedule my work and choose how to perform my 

work

0.00 0.00 33.86 37.80 25.20 3.15 0.00 100 127 127

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the 
next 5 years.

0.00 0.00 10.24 32.28 24.41 18.11 14.96 100 127 127

Continued on the next page…
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After publishing the statement-wise response percentage for each category based on the gross 

total responses, Table 26 is computed based on the net total responses. This is necessary to 

conduct the meaningful analysis as “n/a as I am not employed” and “do not wish to answer” 

are the additional choices given to the respondents to choose from, but these choices are not 

part of the 5-point scale. This allowed the consideration of only those responses that are given 

on the 5-point scale and their respective percentage contribution based on the net total 

responses. Therefore, the additional response options “do not wish to answer” and “n/a as I am 

not employed” are not considered under this table.  

Table 26  

Response Percentage of the Likert Type Statements for the Generation Z Profile Survey Based 
on the Net Total Responses 

 

Statement
No. Likert Type Statements

DNWA*/
NANE**

(online 
responses)

%

NANE**
(Field

responses)
%

SA 
(1)
%

SOA 
(2)
%

N 
(3)
%

SOD 
(4)
%

SD 
(5)
%

Total
Percentile

 (%)

Gross 
Total 

Responses  
(f ) 

Net 
Total 

Responses 
(f )

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration 
and with ease

0.00 0.00 12.60 39.37 29.13 13.39 5.51 100 127 127

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms 
at the workplace

0.00 0.00 17.32 40.16 28.35 11.81 2.36 100 127 127

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 
as a distraction

0.00 0.00 16.54 26.77 35.43 20.47 0.79 100 127 127

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to 
having meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose 

for you in your life)

0.00 0.00 10.24 22.83 41.73 18.90 6.30 100 127 127

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 0.00 0.00 17.32 25.20 36.22 14.96 6.30 100 127 127
S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose 

rather than moving to other country/overseas for having 
overseas career.

0.00 0.00 25.98 26.77 25.98 14.17 7.09 100 127 127

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job 
security to me

1.57 0.00 25.98 37.80 23.62 8.66 2.36 100 127 125

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 10.24 5.51 17.32 26.77 22.05 14.17 3.94 100 127 107
S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of 

staying at home
0.00 0.00 19.69 31.50 23.62 18.90 6.30 100 127 127

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has 
always been easy for me

11.81 5.51 14.17 33.86 23.62 6.30 4.72 100 127 105

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take 
necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis

0.00 0.00 19.69 33.86 27.56 14.17 4.72 100 127 127

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using 
the technology

0.00 0.00 28.35 44.88 22.05 4.72 0.00 100 127 127

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit 
mistakes at work

7.09 5.51 9.45 32.28 29.13 13.39 3.15 100 127 111

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 0.00 0.00 5.51 17.32 35.43 27.56 14.17 100 127 127
S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working 

with individuals coming from other generations
0.00 0.00 11.02 25.98 33.07 22.05 7.87 100 127 127

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 0.00 0.00 9.45 44.09 34.65 8.66 3.15 100 127 127
S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than 

through emails, telephones, web call or technology
0.00 0.00 16.54 29.92 29.13 18.90 5.51 100 127 127

Note. The percentage has been calculated in relation to the gross responses as DNWA and NANE categories are part of this table. *DNWA means "do not wish to answer" and
**NANE means "N/a as I am not employed". Strongly agree = SA, somewhat agree = SOA, neutral = N, somewhat disagree = SOD, strongly disagree = SD. This table is based
on the 5-point scale and includes both the gross and the net responses. f = frequency. Net total responses calculated by subtracting DNWA and NANE responses from the gross
total responses.

Statement
No.

Likert Type Statements
SA 
(1)
(%)

SOA 
(2)
(%)

N 
(3)
(%)

SOD 
(4)
(%)

SD 
(5)
(%)

Total
Percentile

(%)

Net
Total 

Responses
( f  )

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 
years)

22.05 31.50 37.80 6.30 2.36 100 127

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 14.96 22.83 37.01 19.69 5.51 100 127
S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is 

ready for execution
3.97 3.97 17.46 23.02 51.59 100 126

Continued on the next page..
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Table 27 is based on the net total responses and is computed to know the gender distribution 

across the profile survey statement responses by measuring it on a 3-point scale (agree, neutral 

and disagree). The 3-point scale is produced by grouping the categories that are part of the 5-

point scale. Under the grouping of these categories, “strongly agree” and “somewhat agree” 

categories are grouped into one category and named as “agree” response category and 

“somewhat disagree” and “strongly disagree” response categories are grouped into one 

category and named as “disagree” category while the neutral category remained unchanged. 

This is done in order to understand how the male and female genders respond to the response 

categories for each statement. The gender categories considered under the “gender” variable 

(in this research study) are male, female and other. As the frequency of the gender category 

“other” is very low, this category has not been considered for the analysis of difference among 

the gender responses. In this table, the gender difference is calculated by subtracting the count 

Statement
No.

Likert Type Statements
SA 
(1)
(%)

SOA 
(2)
(%)

N 
(3)
(%)

SOD 
(4)
(%)

SD 
(5)
(%)

Total
Percentile

(%)

Net
Total 

Responses
( f  )

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help 
me in getting a good job

19.69 37.80 25.98 11.81 4.72 100 127

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to 
schedule my work and choose how to perform my work

33.86 37.80 25.20 3.15 0.00 100 127

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 
years.

10.24 32.28 24.41 18.11 14.96 100 127

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with 
ease

12.60 39.37 29.13 13.39 5.51 100 127

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the 
workplace

17.32 40.16 28.35 11.81 2.36 100 127

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a 
distraction

16.54 26.77 35.43 20.47 0.79 100 127

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having 
meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose for you in your 

life)

10.24 22.83 41.73 18.90 6.30 100 127

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 17.32 25.20 36.22 14.96 6.30 100 127
S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than 

moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career.
25.98 26.77 25.98 14.17 7.09 100 127

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to me 26.40 38.40 24.00 8.80 2.40 100 125

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 20.56 31.78 26.17 16.82 4.67 100 107
S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at 

home
19.69 31.50 23.62 18.90 6.30 100 127

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always 
been easy for me

17.14 40.95 28.57 7.62 5.71 100 105

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take 
necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis

19.69 33.86 27.56 14.17 4.72 100 127

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the 
technology

28.35 44.88 22.05 4.72 0.00 100 127

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at 
work

10.81 36.94 33.33 15.32 3.60 100 111

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 5.51 17.32 35.43 27.56 14.17 100 127
S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with 

individuals coming from other generations
11.02 25.98 33.07 22.05 7.87 100 127

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 9.45 44.09 34.65 8.66 3.15 100 127
S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, 

telephones, web call or technology
16.54 29.92 29.13 18.90 5.51 100 127

Note. This table is based on the 5-point scale and is displaying the percentage of responses after removing the "do not wish to answer" and "n/a as I am not
employed" responses from the analysis. Hence the percentage is calculated on the basis of net total responses instead of gross total responses. Strongly agree =
SA, somewhat agree = SOA, neutral = N, somewhat disagree = SOD, strongly disagree = SD.  f  = frequency.
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for the male gender from the count for the female gender. The obtained results are both in 

positive (+) and negative (-) numerical value and a negative value indicates more males as 

compared to females and a positive value indicates more females as compared to males. This 

calculated gender difference is displayed both in percentage and frequency terms.  

To know the degree of the difference within the “agree” and “disagree” response category, 

Table 26 can be referred to. Therefore, Table 27 is not showing the degree of difference within 

the “agree” and “disagree” response categories. 

The gender difference (as a proportion of the sample size) of 10% or more is found for the S7 

agree response (-11.02%), S16 agree response (-13.33%), and S19 agree response (-10.81%). 

It is interesting to note that the difference among the gender is observed for the “agree” 

response category when the benchmark considered for this analysis is 10% or more for the 

gender difference.   

The gender difference (as a proportion of the sample size) of 5.00% to 9.99% is found for the 

S2 agree response (-8.66%), S6 neutral response (-5.51%), S7 neutral response (5.51%), S9 

disagree response (-5.51%), S11 agree response (-6.30%) and disagree response (7.09%), S12 

agree response (-9.45%) and neutral response (6.30%), S13 agree response (5.60%), S14 

disagree response (-6.54%), S15 agree response (-5.51%), S16 disagree response (5.71%), S18 

agree response (-8.66%), S21 agree response (-8.66%) and neutral response (5.51%). The 

difference among the gender is spread across the response categories when we consider the 

benchmark range to be between 5% and 9.99%. Within this range (5.00% to 9.99%), the gender 

difference for seven statements is related with an “agree” response, for four statements it is 

related with a “neutral” response and for four statements, it is related with “disagree” response.  

For the remaining statement-wise response categories, the gender difference is between +/-

5.00%. 

Table 28 depicts the profile survey statement-wise responses measured on a 3-point scale 

(agree, neutral and disagree) in percentage and frequency terms and is based on the net total 

responses for each statement. This table provides us the basis for knowing for which of the 

statements Generation Z respondents most agree, most disagree and are most neutral. Based on 

this table, three more cross-tabulations are computed as each of these tables focused on only 

one response category (on a 3-point scale) at a time and the information is arranged in 

descending order to get the most preferred statements on the top and the least preferred 

statements at the bottom.  
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Table 27 

Statement-Wise Gender Responses for the Generation Z Profile Survey Based on the 3-Point 
Scale 

 
 

f % f % f %
Agree 36 28.35 31 24.41 1 0.79 68 53.54 68 53.54 -5 -3.94
Neutral 21 16.54 26 20.47 1 0.79 48 37.80 116 91.34 5 3.94

Disagree 7 5.51 4 3.15 0 0.00 11 8.66 127 100.00 -3 -2.36
Agree 29 22.83 18 14.17 1 0.79 48 37.80 48 37.80 -11 -8.66
Neutral 20 15.75 26 20.47 1 0.79 47 37.01 95 74.80 6 4.72

Disagree 15 11.81 17 13.39 0 0.00 32 25.20 127 100.00 2 1.57
Agree 4 3.17 5 3.97 1 0.79 10 7.94 10 7.94 1 0.79
Neutral 11 8.73 11 8.73 0 0.00 22 17.46 32 25.40 0 0.00

Disagree 49 38.89 44 34.92 1 0.79 94 74.60 126 100.00 -5 -3.97
Agree 39 30.71 33 25.98 1 0.79 73 57.48 73 57.48 -6 -4.72
Neutral 15 11.81 18 14.17 0 0.00 33 25.98 106 83.46 3 2.36

Disagree 10 7.87 10 7.87 1 0.79 21 16.54 127 100.00 0 0.00
Agree 46 36.22 43 33.86 2 1.57 91 71.65 91 71.65 -3 -2.36
Neutral 16 12.60 16 12.60 0 0.00 32 25.20 123 96.85 0 0.00

Disagree 2 1.57 2 1.57 0 0.00 4 3.15 127 100.00 0 0.00
Agree 26 20.47 27 21.26 1 0.79 54 42.52 54 42.52 1 0.79
Neutral 19 14.96 12 9.45 0 0.00 31 24.41 85 66.93 -7 -5.51

Disagree 19 14.96 22 17.32 1 0.79 42 33.07 127 100.00 3 2.36
Agree 39 30.71 25 19.69 2 1.57 66 51.97 66 51.97 -14 -11.02
Neutral 15 11.81 22 17.32 0 0.00 37 29.13 103 81.10 7 5.51

Disagree 10 7.87 14 11.02 0 0.00 24 18.90 127 100.00 4 3.15
Agree 34 26.77 37 29.13 2 1.57 73 57.48 73 57.48 3 2.36
Neutral 19 14.96 17 13.39 0 0.00 36 28.35 109 85.83 -2 -1.57

Disagree 11 8.66 7 5.51 0 0.00 18 14.17 127 100.00 -4 -3.15
Agree 28 22.05 27 21.26 0 0.00 55 43.31 55 43.31 -1 -0.79
Neutral 19 14.96 24 18.90 2 1.57 45 35.43 100 78.74 5 3.94

Disagree 17 13.39 10 7.87 0 0.00 27 21.26 127 100.00 -7 -5.51
Agree 23 18.11 19 14.96 0 0.00 42 33.07 42 33.07 -4 -3.15
Neutral 27 21.26 24 18.90 2 1.57 53 41.73 95 74.80 -3 -2.36

Disagree 14 11.02 18 14.17 0 0.00 32 25.20 127 100.00 4 3.15
Agree 31 24.41 23 18.11 0 0.00 54 42.52 54 42.52 -8 -6.30
Neutral 24 18.90 20 15.75 2 1.57 46 36.22 100 78.74 -4 -3.15

Disagree 9 7.09 18 14.17 0 0.00 27 21.26 127 100.00 9 7.09
Agree 39 30.71 27 21.26 1 0.79 67 52.76 67 52.76 -12 -9.45
Neutral 12 9.45 20 15.75 1 0.79 33 25.98 100 78.74 8 6.30

Disagree 13 10.24 14 11.02 0 0.00 27 21.26 127 100.00 1 0.79
Agree 36 28.80 43 34.40 2 1.60 81 64.80 81 64.80 7 5.60
Neutral 18 14.40 12 9.60 0 0.00 30 24.00 111 88.80 -6 -4.80

Disagree 9 7.20 5 4.00 0 0.00 14 11.20 125 100.00 -4 -3.20
Agree 27 25.23 28 26.17 1 0.93 56 52.34 56 52.34 1 0.93
Neutral 14 13.08 14 13.08 0 0.00 28 26.17 84 78.50 0 0.00

Disagree 15 14.02 8 7.48 0 0.00 23 21.50 107 100.00 -7 -6.54
Agree 36 28.35 29 22.83 0 0.00 65 51.18 65 51.18 -7 -5.51
Neutral 12 9.45 17 13.39 1 0.79 30 23.62 95 74.80 5 3.94

Disagree 16 12.60 15 11.81 1 0.79 32 25.20 127 100.00 -1 -0.79
Agree 37 35.24 23 21.90 1 0.95 61 58.10 61 58.10 -14 -13.33
Neutral 14 13.33 16 15.24 0 0.00 30 28.57 91 86.67 2 1.90

Disagree 4 3.81 10 9.52 0 0.00 14 13.33 105 100.00 6 5.71
Agree 34 26.77 32 25.20 2 1.57 68 53.54 68 53.54 -2 -1.57
Neutral 16 12.60 19 14.96 0 0.00 35 27.56 103 81.10 3 2.36

Disagree 14 11.02 10 7.87 0 0.00 24 18.90 127 100.00 -4 -3.15
Agree 51 40.16 40 31.50 2 1.57 93 73.23 93 73.23 -11 -8.66
Neutral 11 8.66 17 13.39 0 0.00 28 22.05 121 95.28 6 4.72

Disagree 2 1.57 4 3.15 0 0.00 6 4.72 127 100.00 2 1.57
Agree 32 28.83 20 18.02 1 0.90 53 47.75 53 47.75 -12 -10.81
Neutral 16 14.41 21 18.92 0 0.00 37 33.33 90 81.08 5 4.50

Disagree 11 9.91 10 9.01 0 0.00 21 18.92 111 100.00 -1 -0.90
Agree 15 11.81 13 10.24 1 0.79 29 22.83 29 22.83 -2 -1.57
Neutral 22 17.32 22 17.32 1 0.79 45 35.43 74 58.27 0 0.00

Disagree 27 21.26 26 20.47 0 0.00 53 41.73 127 100.00 -1 -0.79
Agree 29 22.83 18 14.17 0 0.00 47 37.01 47 37.01 -11 -8.66
Neutral 17 13.39 24 18.90 1 0.79 42 33.07 89 70.08 7 5.51

Disagree 18 14.17 19 14.96 1 0.79 38 29.92 127 100.00 1 0.79
Continued on the next page…

Total 
%

Cumu-
lative 
(f )

Cumu-
lative  
(%)

Difference 
between  

the 
Gender

(f )

Gender

Total
(f )

Gender 
Difference as 
a  Proportion 

of the Net 
Total 

Responses 
(%)

S19

S20

I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes 
at work

I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do.

Male Female Other

Q. 
No. Likert Type Statements

S16

S17

S18

Responses

S11

S12

S13

S14

S15

S1

S2

S3

S4

It does matter if the employer/organization provide me the job security 
to me

I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer

I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the 
workplace

I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom 
to schedule my work and choose how to perform my work

I want to start my own business rather than work for a company

I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is 
ready for execution

I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will 
help me in getting a good job

I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 
5 years)

I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 
years.

I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a 
distraction

Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having 
meaningful work (work that brings meaning and purpose for you in 

your life)
I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 

I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather 
than moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career.

S21

I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take 
necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis

S5

S6

S7

S8

I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying 
at home

Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always 
been easy for me

I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with 
individuals coming from other generations

I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the 
technology

S9

S10

I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with 
ease
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Table 28 

Statement-Wise Response Frequency and the Response Percentage Based on the 3-Point Scale 
for the Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

f % f % f %
Agree 35 27.56 33 25.98 0 0.00 68 53.54 68 53.54 -2 -1.57
Neutral 21 16.54 21 16.54 2 1.57 44 34.65 112 88.19 0 0.00

Disagree 8 6.30 7 5.51 0 0.00 15 11.81 127 100.00 -1 -0.79
Agree 29 22.83 30 23.62 0 0.00 59 46.46 59 46.46 1 0.79
Neutral 18 14.17 17 13.39 2 1.57 37 29.13 96 75.59 -1 -0.79

Disagree 17 13.39 14 11.02 0 0.00 31 24.41 127 100.00 -3 -2.36

Total 
%

Cumu-
lative 
(f )

Cumu-
lative  
(%)

Difference 
between  

the 
Gender

(f )

Gender

Total
(f )

Gender 
Difference as 
a  Proportion 

of the Net 
Total 

Responses 
(%)

Note. This analysis is based on the 3-point scale that is produced from the original 5-point scale and it considers only the net responses for the analysis as "do not wish to answer" and "n/a
as I am not employed" responses have been subtracted from the gross total responses to arrive at the net total responses. The gender difference has been calculated by subtracting the
frequency of the male gender from the frequency of the female gender. Only the male gender and the female gender is considered for finding the difference between the gender responses as
the gender category "other" has very few counts. The "strongly agree" and "somewhat agree" responses have been grouped into one category named "agree" and "strongly disagree" and
"somewhat disagree" responses have been grouped into one category named "disagree" while "neutral" category stayed the same. The percentage gender difference is a proportion of the net
total responses. 

Male Female Other

Q. 
No. Likert Type Statements Responses

I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through 
emails, telephones, web call or technology

S22

S23

I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease

Agree 
(1) 
(f )

Neutral 
(2)  
(f )

Disagree 
(3) 
(f )      

Net 
Total 

Responses 
(f )

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

Total 
Percentage 

(%)
S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years) 68 48 11 127 53.54 37.80 8.66 100.00

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 48 47 32 127 37.80 37.01 25.20 100.00
S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for 

execution
10 22 94 126 7.94 17.46 74.60 100.00

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in 
getting a good job

73 33 21 127 57.48 25.98 16.54 100.00

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule 
my work and choose how to perform my work

91 32 4 127 71.65 25.20 3.15 100.00

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years. 54 31 42 127 42.52 24.41 33.07 100.00
S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 66 37 24 127 51.97 29.13 18.90 100.00
S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 73 36 18 127 57.48 28.35 14.17 100.00
S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 55 45 27 127 43.31 35.43 21.26 100.00

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful 
work (work that brings meaning and purpose for you in your life)

42 53 32 127 33.07 41.73 25.20 100.00

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 54 46 27 127 42.52 36.22 21.26 100.00
S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving 

to other country/overseas for having overseas career.
67 33 27 127 52.76 25.98 21.26 100.00

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to me 81 30 14 125 64.80 24.00 11.20 100.00
S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 56 28 23 107 52.34 26.17 21.50 100.00
S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 65 30 32 127 51.18 23.62 25.20 100.00

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been 
easy for me

61 30 14 105 58.10 28.57 13.33 100.00

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps 
to stay fit on regular basis

68 35 24 127 53.54 27.56 18.90 100.00

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 93 28 6 127 73.23 22.05 4.72 100.00

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 53 37 21 111 47.75 33.33 18.92 100.00

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 29 45 53 127 22.83 35.43 41.73 100.00
S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals 

coming from other generations
47 42 38 127 37.01 33.07 29.92 100.00

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 68 44 15 127 53.54 34.65 11.81 100.00
S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, 

telephones, web call or technology
59 37 31 127 46.46 29.13 24.41 100.00

Frequency Percentage

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Note . This table is based on the net total responses (does not include "do not wish to answer" and "n/a as I am not employed responses"). This table is based on the
3-point scale that is produced from the original 5-point scale. The" strongly agree" and "somewhat agree" categories have been combined to make one category
named "agree" and similarly "strongly disagree" and "somewhat disagree" responses have been combined to make one category named "disagree" while the "neutral"
category stayed the same. 



59 
 

For statistical reporting purposes, a benchmark of 50% is set to define the majority sample 

population view and the minority sample population view. If the response percentage for the 

specific response category which is under consideration is more than 50% for some of the 

statements, then that has been treated as an overall majority sample population view for those 

statements and if the response percentage is less than 50% for some of the statements then that 

has been treated as a minority sample population view.  

Though it should not be considered as if a profile survey statement which has hypothetically 

got a 50.01% or more and a profile survey statement which has got a hypothetical 49.99% or 

less response percentage represent the completely opposite ends. Rather, it should be read in 

the continuous given order.  

Table 29 shows the profile survey statements arranged by sorting the “agree” response category 

in descending order. This table is based on a 3-point scale and provides figures in percentage 

terms. This table helps in visualizing which of the profile survey statements received maximum 

responses in percentage terms for the agree response category and appeared on the top followed 

by the next best in descending order. In other words, the topmost statement is the one with 

which Generation Z respondents agreed the most and the bottom last statement is the one with 

which Generation Z respondents agreed the least. Based on the threshold stated earlier for 

considering the majority sample population view and the minority sample population view, 

there are 13 profile survey statements (S18, S5, S13, S16, S4, S8, S1, S17, S22, S12, S14, S7 

and S15) on which Generation Z respondents agreed the most as the “agree” response 

percentage is greater than 50.00%. The agree response in percentage terms for the remaining 

10 profile survey statements (S19, S23, S9, S6, S11, S2, S21, S10, S20, S3) is less than 50.00%.  

It is important to mention that their agreeableness toward statements such as (S19) “I usually 

work very fast or work at a high pace even if I commit a mistake” when compared to the set 

benchmark rule for the majority population view is still high (47.75%) when it is compared 

with the other remaining response categories for S19 as only 33.33% respondents selected the 

“neutral” response category and only 18.92% respondents disagreed with this statement. There 

is a difference of 14.42% between the “agree” response category and the “neutral” response 

category. This finding prompted looking at the responses beyond the set benchmark rule for 

interpreting the results of this table. A closer look at the table output shows that for this 

statement and beyond, there is a need to compare the other response categories as the difference 

between the “agree” response and the “neutral” plus “disagree” response taken together first 

appears to become flat and then turns negative as we move down the table. As already stated, 
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the difference between the “agree” response and the next highest response in percentage terms, 

which comes out to be the “neutral” response is 14.42% for S19, 17.33% for S23, 7.88% for 

S9.  

For S6 the next highest response in percentage terms comes out as the “disagree” response and 

the difference between the “agree” response and the “disagree” response is 9.45%.  

For S11, the difference between the “agree” response and next highest response in percentage 

terms which comes out as the “neutral” response is 6.30%.  

For S2 and S21, the difference between the “agree” response and the next highest response 

category in percentage term which comes out as the “neutral” response becomes less than 

5.00% and therefore appears to be flat.  

For S10, S20 and S3, the other response categories take over the “agree” response category in 

percentage terms because the “agree” response percentage figures become lesser and lesser 

when compared to other response categories and the response percentage figures for the 

remaining two response categories start to increase.  

Therefore, the preliminary observation that for S19 and beyond, there is a need to compare the 

other remaining response categories (both taken together and individually) with the “agree” 

response category because the difference between the “agree” response and these categories 

(taken together and/or compared individually) first appears to become flat and then negative 

looks to be true.  

Statement S3 and S20 are the statements with which the Generation Z sample population 

agreed the least and these statements are capturing the existing or current business 

ownership/business plan and patience respectively. For S3, the response percentage for the 

“agree” response is merely 7.94% and for the S20, the response percentage for the “agree” 

response is merely 22.83%.  

Table 29 

Statement-Wise Response Percentage Sorted Based on “Agree” Response in Descending 
Order for the Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 73.23 22.05 4.72

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule my work and choose how to 
perform my work

71.65 25.20 3.15

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to me 64.80 24.00 11.20

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been easy for me 58.10 28.57 13.33

Continued on the next page…
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Table 30 is based on a 3-point scale and is sorted in descending order based on the neutral 

response category. This table shows the highest percentage of responses for the “neutral” 

category on the top of the table and the lowest percentage of response for the same category at 

the bottom of the table. The highest “neutral” response percentage is for S10 (monetary reward 

incentive versus meaningful work). For S10, the percentage difference between the “neutral” 

response and the next highest response category, which comes out to be the “agree” response 

category, is 8.66% and it is 16.53% between the “neutral” response category and the “disagree” 

response category, which indicates that Generation Z’s response for the “neutral” response 

category is reasonably ahead of other remaining response categories in percentage terms. But 

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in getting a good job 57.48 25.98 16.54

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 57.48 28.35 14.17

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years) 53.54 37.80 8.66

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis 53.54 27.56 18.90

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 53.54 34.65 11.81

S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving to other country/overseas 
for having overseas career.

52.76 25.98 21.26

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 52.34 26.17 21.50

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 51.97 29.13 18.90

S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 51.18 23.62 25.20

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 47.75 33.33 18.92

S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, telephones, web call or technology 46.46 29.13 24.41

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 43.31 35.43 21.26

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years. 42.52 24.41 33.07

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 42.52 36.22 21.26

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 37.80 37.01 25.20

S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals coming from other generations 37.01 33.07 29.92

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful work (work that brings 
meaning and purpose for you in your life)

33.07 41.73 25.20

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 22.83 35.43 41.73

S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for execution 7.94 17.46 74.60

Note . This table is based on the net total responses (does not include "do not wish to answer" and "n/a as I am not employed responses"). This table is
based on the 3-point scale that is produced from the original 5-point scale. The" strongly agree" and "somewhat agree" categories have been combined to
make one category named "agree" and similarly "strongly disagree" and "somewhat disagree" responses have been combined to make one category
named "disagree" while the "neutral" category stayed the same. The responses have been sorted in the descending order based on the "agree" response.
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importantly, the response percentage figure for the “neutral” category has not crossed the 

50.00% benchmark to consider it as the view of the majority sample population.  

As this statement contains two concepts, one of which is the concept of “meaningful work”, 

which can be regarded as an unclear concept to some, it is important to bring clarity for survey 

respondents in terms of what it means. Therefore, a supporting description of this term is 

provided to survey respondents in order to get a fair response from them based on a clear 

understanding of this term.  

To confirm whether the response for this category is equally (all the response categories getting 

the equal number of responses) or unequally distributed (one/two categories getting more as 

compared to the other category), the χ2 goodness-of-fit result (assuming equal proportion) 

based on a 3-point scale for S10 is referred to. The result indicates a statistically non-significant 

result for S10. Therefore, for S10, we fail to reject the null hypothesis as there is evidence to 

suggest that the responses received for S10 are equally distributed (one or two response 

categories are not significantly higher as compared to another remaining category). In simple 

terms, it means that Generation Z survey respondents have not preferred one response category 

over the other available response categories for S10. 

S10 = χ2 (2, n = 127) = 5.21, p = .07 

For S1, though the table is arranged in descending order based on the “neutral” response 

category, the “agree” response is greater by 15.74% indicating that Generation Z is not neutral 

about this statement rather they have inclination towards the “agree” response category as this 

category received 53.54% responses and crossed the benchmark set for considering it as a 

majority sample population view. The χ2 goodness-of-fit test result based on the 3-point scale 

for S1 is statistically significant (p < .01). 

For S2, Generation Z’s response is spread out as their response is approximately similar for the 

“agree” and “neutral” response category (approx. 37.5% each) and it is approximately 12% 

greater than the “disagree” response for both response categories. As this computed table is 

based on the 3-point scale, the χ2 goodness-of-fit test results obtained based on the 3-point scale 

are referred to for S2. The result indicated a statistically non-significant result for S2. 

Therefore, for S2, we fail to reject the null hypothesis as there is evidence to suggest that the 

responses received for S2 are approximately equally distributed (one or two response 

categories are not significantly higher as compared to another remaining category). In simple 
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terms, it means that Generation Z survey respondents have not preferred one response category 

over the other available response categories for S2. 

S2 = χ2 (2, n = 127) = 3.80, p = .15 

Statement S21 is indicating the same pattern as the gap between the “neutral” and other 

remaining response categories (agree and disagree) on either side is less than 5% indicating 

that Generation Z survey respondents have not made up their mind yet on this statement. This 

approximately equal proportion distribution among the response categories for S21 has been 

confirmed by the χ2 goodness-of-fit test results (based on a 3-point scale) result output for S21 

(p > .05). 

S21 = χ2 (2, n = 127) = 0.96, p = .62 

Therefore, based on the statistical evidence provided by the χ2 goodness-of-fit test (on a 3-point 

scale) for the profile survey statements, Generation Z is inclined towards one or the other 

response category from the available response categories except for S2, S10 and S21. 

S3 is the statement that has received the minimum “neutral” responses from the Generation Z 

sample population. Only 17.46% of Generation Z survey respondents are neutral about this 

statement, which indicates that S3 is the statement on which Generation Z survey respondents 

have maximum clarity in terms of whether to agree or disagree with the statement. 

Table 30  

Statement-Wise Response Percentage Sorted Based on “Neutral” Response in Descending 
Order for the Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful work (work that brings 
meaning and purpose for you in your life)

33.07 41.73 25.20

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years) 53.54 37.80 8.66

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 37.80 37.01 25.20

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 42.52 36.22 21.26

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 43.31 35.43 21.26

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 22.83 35.43 41.73

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 53.54 34.65 11.81

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 47.75 33.33 18.92

Continued on the next page…
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Table 31 is also based on a 3-point scale and is sorted in descending order based on the 

“disagree” response categories. This table shows the highest percentage of responses for the 

“disagree” response category on the top of the table and the lowest percentage of response for 

the same category at the bottom of the table. S3 has the highest response percentage (74.60%) 

for the “disagree” response category while S5 has the lowest response percentage (3.15%) for 

the same category. The high response percentage for the “disagree” response category for S3 

should be understood in conjunction with S2 (“I want to start my own business rather than 

work for a company”) for which the Generation Z response falls approximately equally in the 

“agree” and “neutral” response zone (approximately 37.50% each) and the observed percentage 

gap between these categories and the “disagree” category is approximately 12%. The χ2 

goodness-of-fit result provided evidence to suggest that Generation Z survey respondents have 

not preferred one category over the other for S2. Kendall Tau-b results indicated a positive, 

weak in strength association between S2 and S3, which is statistically significant (p < .01).  

 

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals coming from other generations 37.01 33.07 29.92

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 51.97 29.13 18.90

S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, telephones, web call or 
technology

46.46 29.13 24.41

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been easy for me 58.10 28.57 13.33

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 57.48 28.35 14.17

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis 53.54 27.56 18.90

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 52.34 26.17 21.50

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in getting a good job 57.48 25.98 16.54

S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving to other country/overseas 
for having overseas career.

52.76 25.98 21.26

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule my work and choose how 
to perform my work

71.65 25.20 3.15

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years. 42.52 24.41 33.07

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to me 64.80 24.00 11.20

S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 51.18 23.62 25.20

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 73.23 22.05 4.72

S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for execution 7.94 17.46 74.60

Note. This table is based on the net total responses (does not include "do not wish to answer" and "n/a as I am not employed responses"). This table is based
on the 3-point scale that is produced from the original 5-point scale. The" strongly agree" and "somewhat agree" categories have been combined to make one
category named "agree" and similarly "strongly disagree" and "somewhat disagree" responses have been combined to make one category named "disagree"
while the "neutral" category stayed the same. The responses have been sorted in the descending order based on the "neutral" response.
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The next highest “disagree” response (41.73%) is for S20, which captured the “having 

patience” aspect of Generation Z respondents though this response percentage is not over and 

above the set benchmark for the sample population majority/minority view. The gap between 

the “disagree” response category and the next highest response category (i.e. neutral) is 6.30% 

and is in favour of “disagreement” with this statement, which indicates that Generation Z feels 

low on patience. Only 22.83% of profile survey respondents agreed with this statement.  

The next statement S6, though arranged in descending order based on the “disagree” response 

category, has the “agree” response as the most preferred response (42.52%) and is 9.45% 

greater in percentage terms when compared with the “disagree” response category.  

Only one statement (S3) crossed the 50.00% benchmark set for the majority/minority sample 

population view. All the other remaining statements arranged in descending order based on the 

“disagree” response category received 41.73% or less and as we move down the table.  

If the bottom of the table is considered then S5 emerges as the statement that received minimum 

responses for the “disagree” response category in percentage terms (3.15%).   

Table 31 

Statement-Wise Response Percentage Sorted Based on “Disagree” Response in Descending 
Order for the Generation Z Profile Survey 

 

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

S3 I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for execution 7.94 17.46 74.60

S20 I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do. 22.83 35.43 41.73

S6 I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years. 42.52 24.41 33.07

S21 I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals coming from other generations 37.01 33.07 29.92

S2 I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 37.80 37.01 25.20

S10 Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful work (work that brings 
meaning and purpose for you in your life)

33.07 41.73 25.20

S15 I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 51.18 23.62 25.20

S23 I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, telephones, web call or technology 46.46 29.13 24.41

S14 I like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 52.34 26.17 21.50

S9 I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 43.31 35.43 21.26

S11 I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 42.52 36.22 21.26

S12 I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving to other country/overseas for 
having overseas career.

52.76 25.98 21.26

Continued on the next page…
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The Generation Z responses on a 3-point scale are graphically depicted by using a stacked bar 

chart (Figure 1). The colour coding helps in visualizing the contribution of the response 

categories in percentage terms. The stacked bar chart is based on a 3-point scale and is 

calculated based on the net total responses. It helps visualizing that for S3 and S20 (bottom 

two), the Generation Z sample population are least agreed as the response percentage received 

for “agree” response category is less than 30.00%. It also helps in visualizing that for S5 and 

S18 (bottom two), the Generation Z sample population are least disagreed as the response 

percentage received for this category is less than 5.00%. The information on the stacked bar 

chart is further visualized by using the diverged bar chart (Figure 2) which only shows “agree” 

and “disagree” responses as the “neutral” responses are treated as a middle point and assumed 

as zero for the purpose of comparison between these categories. This graphical representation 

helped in noticing that overall, there is more of an agreement rather than disagreement with the 

profile survey statements as the response percentage for the  

“disagree” response category is greater than the “agree” response category only on a very few 

occasions. It also helps in visualizing those statements that have crossed the 50.00% benchmark 

set for the majority/minority sample population view by an adequate margin. On the agreement 

side, S5, S13 and S18 received a response percentage greater than 60.00% (71.65%, 64.80% 

and 73.23% respectively). On the disagreement side, only S3 crossed the 60.00% response 

percentage mark and received 74.60% responses for the “disagree” category. Interestingly, for 

Q. No. Likert Type Statements

Agree 
(1)
(%)

Neutral 
(2)
(%)

Disagree 
(3)
(%)     

S19 I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 47.75 33.33 18.92

S7 I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 51.97 29.13 18.90

S17 I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis 53.54 27.56 18.90

S4 I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in getting a good job 57.48 25.98 16.54

S8 I would like to have access to social networking sites/platforms at the workplace 57.48 28.35 14.17

S16 Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been easy for me 58.10 28.57 13.33

S22 I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 53.54 34.65 11.81

S13 It does matter if the employer/organization provide the job security to me 64.80 24.00 11.20

S1 I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years) 53.54 37.80 8.66

S18 I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 73.23 22.05 4.72

S5 I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule my work and choose how to 
perform my work

71.65 25.20 3.15

Note. This table is based on the net total responses (does not include "do not wish to answer" and "n/a as I am not employed responses"). This table is based
on the 3-point scale that is produced from the original 5-point scale. The" strongly agree" and "somewhat agree" categories have been combined to make one
category named "agree" and similarly "strongly disagree" and "somewhat disagree" responses have been combined to make one category named "disagree"
while the "neutral" category stayed the same. The responses have been sorted in descending order based on the "disagree" response. 
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S3 and S20 the “disagree” response percentage is greater when compared to the agree response 

category and for all the other statements, the “agree” response is more than the “disagree” 

response in percentage terms. The range for the “agree” response category is between 7.94% 

and 73.23% while the range for the “disagree” response category is between 3.15% and 

74.60%. It is also important to mention that only one statement crossed the benchmark of 

50.00% in the case of a “disagree” response category. On the other hand, 13 statements crossed 

the benchmark of 50.00% in the case of an “agree” response category.  

 
Figure 1. Statement-wise stacked bar chart for the Generation Z profile survey. 

 
Figure 2. Diverged stacked bar chart for the Generation Z profile survey statements. 
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4.8 Correlation analysis on the profile survey statements 
 

The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between some of the profile questionnaire statements by grouping them under a theme. 

Kendall’s tau-b is a non-parametric test that is useful to assess and test correlations between 

non-interval scaled ordinal variables (Bolboaca & Jantschi, 2006; Goktas & Isci, 2011). It is a 

measure of similarity or dissimilarity of the ordering of the data (rank correlation) when ranked 

by each of the quantities (Marshall & Boggis, n.d.). Kendall’s tau is performed by ranking the 

data and is useful when there are many ties between the ranks in the dataset (Akoglu, 2018). 

Kendall’s tau coefficient has a value of 1 if there is a perfect agreement between the two ranks 

and value of -1 if there is a perfect disagreement between the two ranks while a value of 0 

means that the ranks in the dataset are independent of each other. An increasing positive or 

increasing negative value implies the increasing agreement or increasing disagreement between 

the ranks respectively (Bolboaca & Jantschi, 2006; Marshall & Boggis, n.d.). Kendall’s tau is 

used because the measurement of scale is ordinal (strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5)), 

the distance between ordered categories is not precisely known and tied rank data is usually 

observed in the ranked and Likert data (Hoag & Kuo, 2016; Mangiafico, 2016, p. 134). The 

data used for this correlation analysis is based on the original 5-point scale and the correlation 

results are based on the two-tailed test of significance where α is set at .05. For the interpretation 

of correlation analysis, the correlation result interpretation given by Dancey and Reidy (2006) 

is followed (as cited in Ormenese, Berbari, & Reis, 2016, p. 684; as cited in Akoglu, 2018, p. 

92) and only those results that are found to be statistically significant or have tau-b correlation 

coefficient values equal to or above +/- 0.1 are considered. Under the Kendall tau-b correlation, 

the null hypothesis for the statements is that there is no correlation between the two statements 

or variables and the alternate hypothesis is that the two statements/variables are correlated.  

 

In order to run the correlation analysis by using Kendall’s tau-b, it is important to have equal 

sample sizes among the variables as otherwise, the results would not be precise. Therefore, the 

correlation analysis between the statements is run by considering the smallest sample size that 

is available among the statements that are being correlated. This ensured the pairing of the 

observations. 

It is important to mention that the sample size based on the net total responses for some of the 

profile survey statements varies with each other. This difference in the sample size (computed 
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based on net total responses) among the profile survey statements is due to the respondents 

either choosing “do not wish to answer” or if the statement is not applicable to them, they select 

the “n/a as I am not employed” response option. These cases are not considered for computing 

the net total responses and are eliminated from the gross total responses for the profile survey 

to arrive at the net total responses that are valid for the specific profile survey statement/s.  

Performing the correlation analysis by considering these responses (“do not wish to answer” 

and “n/a as I am not employed”) would have led to the incorrect Kendall’s tau-b correlation 

coefficient results and therefore these response categories were not selected and considered for 

running the correlation analysis. The non-selection of the case “do not wish to answer” and 

“n/a as I am not employed” and eliminating them from the correlation analysis provided all the 

valid responses for the analysis.  

While running the correlation analysis between the statements having unequal sample sizes 

(due to consideration of net total responses for the correlation analysis), the sample size that is 

the lowest among the statements that are being correlated is chosen. This is done by using the 

“if” condition in the SPSS software for selecting only those cases that do not have “do not wish 

to answer” and “n/a as I am not employed” responses. The “if” condition therefore selected 

only those cases that have “strongly agree”, “somewhat agree”, “neutral”, “somewhat disagree” 

and “strongly disagree” responses among all the statements that are being correlated and is 

primarily based on the statement that has the lowest sample size among these statements. This 

ensured the pairing of responses among the statements.  

4.8.1 Working for an employer or working for self? 
 

The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b correlation to determine the 

association between the profile survey statement S1, S2 and S3. The results obtained from the 

analysis are published in Table 32. The net sample size n for S1, S2 and S3 is 127, 127 and 126 

respectively. One observation for S3 belongs to the “do not wish to answer” response category 

and therefore for the pairing requirement (equal sample size) for all the statements that are 

being correlated, the corresponding records in S1 and S2 have not been selected for the 

correlation analysis. 
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Table 32 

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S1, S2 and S3 

 

Based on the correlation analysis, it is found that: 

The association between S1 and S2 is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb 

= - .26, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be 

dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

The association between S1 and S3 is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb 

= - .15, p < .05). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be 

dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

The association between S2 and S3 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant  

(τb = .32, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

4.8.2 Technology in the workplace and home  
 

The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between the profile survey statement S8, S9, S18 and S23. The results obtained from the 

analysis are published in Table 33. The sample size for all the statements is n = 127.  

 

 

 

Statements Measures S1 S2 S3
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 126
Correlation Coefficient -.256** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00
n 126 126
Correlation Coefficient -.153* .317** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.048 0.00
n 126 126 126

Note.  **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). The correlation analysis 
has been performed by using Kendall tau-b.

I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for 
long term (more than 5 years (S1)

I want to start my own business rather than work 
for a company (S2)

I already have my own business or have made a 
business plan which is ready for execution (S3)



71 
 

Table 33 

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S8, S9, S18 and S23 

 

Based on the correlation analysis, it is found that: 

The association between S8 and S9 is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb 

= - .26, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be 

dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

The association between S8 and S18 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .32, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

 
No further statistically significant association is found between the remaining statements 

considered under this theme and the strength of the relationship among these remaining 

statements is very weak.  

 
4.8.3 Technology usage at home, having patience, multitasking and focus on 
speed rather than accuracy 
 

The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between the profile survey statements S18, S19, S20 and S22. The results obtained from the 

analysis are published in Table 34. The net sample size (n) for S18, S19, S20 and S22 is 127, 

111, 127 and 127, respectively. As S19 has a low sample size (n = 111) as compared to other 

statements, 16 observations in S18, S20 and S22 are not selected for this correlation analysis 

as these cases correspond to the “do not wish to answer” and “n/a as I am not employed” 

Statements Measures S8  S9 S18  S23
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 127
Correlation Coefficient -.258** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00
n 127 127
Correlation Coefficient .316** -0.008 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.92
n 127 127 127
Correlation Coefficient -0.055 0.023 0.079 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.46 0.75 0.30
n 127 127 127 127

Note . **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The correlation analysis has been performed by using Kendall tau-b.

I would like to have access to social networking 
sites/platforms at the workplace (S8)

I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the 
workplace as a distraction (S9)

I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal 
time using the technology (S18)

I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather 
than through emails, telephones, web call or technology 
(S23)
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response category of the S19 statement. Therefore, only the responses on the 5-point scale are 

paired by excluding the above two extra categories, due to which the sample size for all these 

four statements came down to n = 111. 

Table 34 

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S18, S20, S22 and S19 

 

Based on the correlation analysis, it is found that: 

The association between S18 and S19 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .26, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

The association between S20 and S22 is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = - .19, p < .05). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be 

dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

 

The association between S20 and S19 is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = -.25, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be 

dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

 

The association between S22 and S19 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .17, p < .05). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

Statements Measures S18 S20 S22 S19
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 111
Correlation Coefficient -0.139 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.09
n 111 111
Correlation Coefficient 0.155 -.191* 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.06 0.02
n 111 111 111
Correlation Coefficient .263** -.248** .170* 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 0.04
n 111 111 111 111

I can wait for long time as waiting is an easy thing to do (S20)

I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease (S22)

I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit 
mistakes at work (S19)

I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using 
the technology (S18)

Note.  **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). The correlation 
analysis has been performed using the Kendall tau-b.
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The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement 

 

Apart from these statements, a weak relationship is found between S18 and S20 and between 

S18 and S22 though these correlations are statistically non-significant at α = .05 but these are 

statistically significant at α = .10.  

 

The association between S18 and S20 is negative, weak in strength and statistically non-

significant (τb = -.14, p = .09). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends 

to be dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

 

The association between S18 and S22 is positive, weak in strength and statistically non- 

significant (τb = .16, p = .06). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends 

to be similar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher 

ranking on the other statement. 

4.8.4 Longer attention span and multitasking 
 
The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between the profile survey statement S7 and S22. The results obtained from the analysis are 

published in Table 35. The sample size (n = 127) is for both statements.  

 

Table 35 

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S7 and S22 

 

Based on the correlation analysis for S7 and S22, it is found that the association between S7 

and S22 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = .22, p < .01). This means 

Statements Measures S7 S22
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 127
Correlation Coefficient .218** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00
n 127 127

Note. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The correlation analysis has been performed using 
the Kendall tau-b.

I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration 
and with ease (S7)

I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 
(S22)
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that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. The higher ranking on one 

statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the other statement. 

4.8.5 Socializing, personal health and well-being, in-person people engagement 
and working with own generation 
 

The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between the profile survey statements S15, S17, S21 and S23. The results obtained from the 

analysis are published in Table 36. The sample size (n = 127) is for all the statements.  

Table 36 

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S15, S17, S23 and S21 

 

Based on the correlation analysis, it is found that:  

The association between S15 and S17 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .30, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

The association between S15 and S23 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .16, p < .05). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

The association between S21 and S23 is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = -.16, p < .05). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be 

dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the lower 

ranking on the other statement. 

Statements Measures S15  S17 S23 S21
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 127
Correlation Coefficient .299** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00
n 127 127
Correlation Coefficient .161* 0.054 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.03 0.46
n 127 127 127
Correlation Coefficient 0.069 -0.101 -.159* 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.35 0.17 0.03
n 127 127 127 127

Note . **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). The correlation analysis has been 
performed by using Kendall tau-b.

I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead 
of staying at home (S15)

I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and 
take necessary steps to stay fit on regular basis (S17)

I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than 
through emails, telephones, web call or technology (S23)

I prefer working with my generation as compared to working 
with individuals coming from other generations (S21)
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Further, a weak correlation is found between S17 and S21 though it is statistically non-

significant at α = .05. The association between S17 and S21 is negative, weak in strength and 

statistically non-significant (τb = -.10, p = .17). This means that the ranking given to these two 

statements tends to be dissimilar. The higher ranking on one statement is observed in 

conjunction with the lower ranking on the other statement.  

No further statistically significant association is found between the remaining statements in 

this table and the strength of the relationship among these remaining statements is very weak. 

 
4.8.6 Working in a group and socializing 
 
The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between the profile survey statement S11 and S15. The results obtained from the analysis are 

published in Table 37. The sample size (n = 127) is for both statements.  

Table 37  

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S11 and S15 

 

Based on the correlation analysis, it is found that: 

The association between S11 and S15 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .23, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

4.8.7 Outlook for staying  
 
The correlation analysis is performed using Kendall’s tau-b to determine the association 

between the profile survey statement S1 and S12. The results obtained from the analysis are 

published in Table 38. The sample size (n = 127) is for both statements.  

 

 

Statements Measures S11 S15
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 127
Correlation Coefficient .229** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00
n 127 127

I prefer to work in a group/team rather than 
independently (S11)

I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them 
instead of staying at home (S15)

Note.  **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The correlation analysis has been performed using the Kendall tau-
b.
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Table 38 

Results of the Correlation Analysis Performed for Statements S1 and S12 

 

Based on the correlation analysis, it is found that: 

The association between S1 and S12 is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .26, p < .01). This means that the ranking given to these two statements tends to be similar. 

The higher ranking on one statement is observed in conjunction with the higher ranking on the 

other statement. 

 

4.9 Comparison between Generation Z and Generation Y work 
engagement samples 
 

The overall distribution for the combined Generation Z and Generation Y sample has been 

depicted in Table 39. The Generation Z sample size is slightly larger (n = 97) as compared to 

the Generation Y sample size (n = 92). 

Table 39 

Frequency Distribution of Generation Z and Generation Y, n = 189 

 

4.10 Descriptive statistics for the age variable for both generations 
 
The comparison between Generation Z and Generation Y’s age variable (Table 40) reveals that 

the mean, median and mode values are closer to each other in the Generation Y sample while 

the mean and median values are closer to each other in the Generation Z sample. There are two 

modes in the Generation Z sample for the age variable (19 years and 22 years). Please refer to 

Table 49 (age variable) for the two modes. The absolute z-values for both skewness and 

kurtosis for both generations are less than 3.29 at α = .05. Hence, as Kim (2013) suggested, for 

Statements Measures S1 S12
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
n 127
Correlation Coefficient .262** 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00
n 127 127

I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 
years) (S1)

I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than 
moving to other country/overseas for having overseas career. (S12)

Note . **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The correlation analysis has been performed using the Kendall tau-b.

Generation f Percentile (%)
Generation Z (year 1995-2001) 97 51.32
Generation Y (year 1980-1994) 92 48.68

Note. f = frequency. n = 189
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the medium size sample (50 < n < 300), we fail to reject the null hypothesis as the absolute z-

values for both kurtosis and skewness for both generations are less than 3.29 at α = .05 and 

therefore conclude that based on the skewness and kurtosis z-values for the age variable of 

Generation Z and Generation Y, there is evidence to suggest that the age distribution is normal 

for both generations.  

Table 40  

Descriptive Statistics for the Age Variable of Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

4.11 Demographic characteristics of Generation Y 
 
The demographic characteristics of the Generation Y sample population are depicted by way 

of Table 42, which focuses on information regarding Generation Y’s sample representation in 

terms of Auckland zones, age, gender, ethnicity, qualification, occupation, work experience 

and hours worked per week. These variables are discussed below. 

Auckland zones: Generation Y’s work engagement survey sample (n = 92) is drawn from the 

Auckland region. Auckland’s central zone has the highest representation (28.26%), which is 

followed by the south zone (23.91%), west zone (21.74%), north zone (17.39%) and the lowest 

representation is from the east zone (7.61%) while one respondent who participated in the 

online survey has not answered this question.   

Measures Generation Y Generation Z
Mean 32.29 21.13

Median 32 21
Mode 32 22

Std. Deviation 3.81 1.92
Variance 14.52 3.70

Range 14 6
Minimum 25 18
Maximum 39 24
Skewness -0.156 -0.132

Skewness (Std. Error) 0.251 0.245
Skewness (z-value) -0.619 -0.537

Kurtosis -0.700 -1.274
Kurtosis (Std. Error) 0.498 0.485

Kurtosis (z-value) -1.407 -2.626
Count (n) 92 97

Note. Generation Y n = 92 and Generation Z n =97. Skewness Z-value=Skewness Value/Standard
Error of Skewness. Kurtosis Z-value=Kurtosis Value/Standard Error of Kurtosis.
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Age: The highest representation in Generation Y’s work engagement survey (n = 92) is from 

the 32 years old (18.48%) and the lowest participation of 3.26% each is from the 26 years, 28 

years, 29 years and 36 years old. The χ2 goodness-of-fit test conducted to test the distribution 

of Generation Y work engagement’s age sample with the Generation Y population age 

distribution in Auckland provided evidence that the observed count for the age variable in the 

Generation Y work engagement survey population does not match the expected count. A close 

inspection of the χ2 goodness-of-fit test reveals that the main cause for this seems to be the high 

observed count for the 32 years old as there is a gap of 11 counts (based on residuals) between 

the observed (17 counts) and the expected (6) counts. This variation is bigger as compared to 

the other residual figures obtained from the χ2 goodness-of-fit output. The expected count is 

based on Auckland’s Generation Y population distribution (N = 366804). Those aged 35 years, 

31 years and 37 years old have a sample representation of 10.87%, 9.78% and 7.61%, 

respectively. A 6.52% sample representation is observed for those aged 27 years, 30 years and 

34 years old and a 5.43% sample representation is observed for those aged 25 years, 33 years 

and 38 years old. Those aged 39 years old have a 4.35% representation in the Generation Y 

work engagement survey. Please refer to Tables 44 and 45. 

 χ2 (14, n = 92) = 32.81, p < .01 

Gender: In the Generation Y work engagement survey (n = 92), female representation is 

greater (50.00%) as compared to male representation (48.91%) while one respondent has not 

provided the information for this variable and no respondent belonged to “other” gender 

category. The Generation Y work engagement sample distribution is compared with 

Generation Y’s Auckland population distribution and it is observed that the sample distribution 

is very close to the population distribution as the Generation Y population representation for 

the male gender is 49.49% and for the female gender, it is 50.51%. Please refer to Table 42 and 

Table 4 for the comparison. 

Ethnicity: In the work engagement survey (n = 92), Generation Y has maximum representation 

for the “European” ethnicity (45.65%), followed by the Asian ethnicity (23.91%), Maori 

ethnicity (13.04%), and Pacific ethnicity (10.87%) while the representation of Middle Eastern 

and Latin American ethnicities is 2.17% each. In the survey, 1.09% of Generation Y work 

engagement survey respondents belong to the African ethnicity while another 1.09% belong to 

other ethnicities. For the comparison of Generation Y work engagement sample population 

with the Auckland Generation Y population for the ethnicity variable, the 2018 census data has 
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been retrieved and utilized. The comparison of the Generation Y sample population with the 

Auckland’s Generation Y population shows that there is a difference of 6.04% for the European 

ethnicity, 3.93% for the Maori ethnicity, -11.23% for the Asian ethnicity, and -1.33% for the 

Pacific ethnicity. For the Middle Eastern/Latin American/African (MELAA) ethnicities taken 

together, this difference stands at 2.43%. For the “other” ethnicity category, this difference is 

0.15%. The sample population percentage figures are taken as a base figure and the Auckland 

percentage figures for the ethnicity variable are subtracted from the sample figures. This means 

that a positive percentage difference indicates that the sample data is greater as compared to 

the population data when both are compared. The range of this observed difference is -11.23% 

to 6.04%. It is important to mention that the census data is used only for approximation 

purposes as the Statistics New Zealand website has collected the census data for a different 

purpose. As per the information available on their website, a person who chose or identified 

himself/herself with more than one ethnic group has been counted in each of these ethnic 

groups (StatsNZ, 2019). Due to this, the total N for the ethnicity variable will not match with 

the N for the age variable and N for the gender variable. Please refer to Table 41 for the 

information related to Auckland’s Generation Y population distribution based on the ethnicity 

variable. 

Table 41  

Auckland’s Generation Y Population Representation for the Ethnicity Variable (25 years to 39 
years), N = 401772 

 

Age
  European 

(f )
  Maori 

(f )
  Pacific 

(f )
  Asian 

(f )
MELAA

 (f )
  Other ethnicity 

(f )
25 year 11724 3210 4308 9843 657 288
26 year 11955 3171 4125 9921 744 291
27 year 11982 3069 4122 10449 834 291
28 year 10986 2808 3768 10365 852 273
29 year 11022 2751 3561 10194 888 276
30 year 11064 2586 3366 10071 855 261
31 year 10410 2385 3054 9516 870 267
32 year 10176 2250 3021 9630 888 261
33 year 10032 2130 3012 9606 888 243
34 year 9915 2067 2841 9903 813 240
35 year 9840 2010 2691 9972 870 222
36 year 9873 2022 2829 8937 828 231
37 year 10113 2049 2787 8052 783 213
38 year 10071 2025 2769 7665 663 210
39 year 9984 2055 2781 7044 612 222

Total (f ) 159147 36588 49035 141168 12045 3789
Percentile (%) 39.61 9.11 12.20 35.14 3.00 0.94

Note. ( Source: StatsNZ: 2018 Census, 2019). MELAA means "Middle Eastern/Latin American/African". N = 401772. The data is retrieved
from the Statistics NZ website as it was primarily collected for the 2018 census. As per the information available on StatsNZ website "the
ethnicity group includes all people who stated each ethnic group, whether as their only ethnic group or as one of several ethnic groups. Where
a person reported more than one ethnic group, they have been counted in each ethnic group". Due to this reason the total N for the ethnicity
variable will differ from the total N for the age or gender variable. Therefore, this data does not exactly represent the characteristics and
criteria of the data collected for this study and can only be referred to for the approximation purpose. 
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Qualification: In the work engagement survey sample (n = 92), the highest Generation Y 

sample representation is for the Level 7 qualification (36.96%) followed by Master (11.96%), 

Level 4 (10.87%), Level 6 (10.87%), Level 5 (9.78%), Postgraduate (9.78%), Level 3 (4.35%), 

Doctoral/PhD (2.17%), Level 1 (1.09%), and Level 2 (1.09%) while one respondent has not 

provided the answer to this question and no representation is received for the qualification 

category “no qualification” and “others”. The lowest representation is for qualification Level 

1 and Level 2 (1.09% each). 

Occupation: The highest Generation Y sample representation of 25.00% is from the 

occupation category “professionals” followed by clerical and administrative workers (21.74%), 

technician and trades workers (14.13%), managers (10.87%), sales workers (8.70%), 

community and personal service workers (7.61%), machinery operators and drivers (4.35%), 

labourers (4.35%) and 3.26% Generation Y work engagement survey respondents are from the 

occupation category “other”.  

Work experience: This variable observed many ties across the work experience categories in 

the collected Generation Y work engagement sample data. The highest representation is from 

the category “10 years” and “15 years” (9.78% each), followed by three categories which are 

“12 years”, “14 years”, “17 years” (7.61% each). The work experience category “11 years” and 

“16 years” has a representation of 6.52% each and the work experience category “7 years”, “9 

years” and “13 years” has a representation of 5.43% each. The category “5 years” and “6 years” 

has a representation of 4.35% each and the category “8 years”, “18 years” and “20 years” has 

a representation of 3.26% each in the collected sample for the Generation Y work engagement 

survey. A 2.17% representation is observed for the “4 years”, “19 years” and “21 years and 

above” categories while a 1.09% representation is observed for the “1 year” and “3 years” work 

experience category. One respondent (1.09%) has not provided the answer to this question. No 

representation is observed for the “less than 12 months” and “2 years” work experience 

category.  

Hours worked per week on an average: In the Generation Y work engagement survey (n = 

92), 47.83% of survey respondents work for 30-39 hours per week and 32.61% of survey 

respondents work for 40-49 hours per week followed by 50-59 hours (10.87%) and 60-69 hours 

per week (8.70%) on average. No Generation Y work engagement survey respondent is found 

to be working for more than 70 hours per week on average. The concentration of this variable’s 

data is around 30 hours to 49 hours per week on average.  
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The research criteria set for the work engagement survey is about surveying those individuals 

who work 30 hours or more per week on average. Due to this, no information is available 

regarding the Generation Y work engagement respondents who work less than 30 hours per 

week on average.  

Table 42  

Demographic Table for the Generation Y Work Engagement Survey, n = 92 

 
 

f Percentile (%)

Central Auckland 26 28.26
South Auckland 22 23.91
West Auckland 20 21.74
North Auckland 16 17.39
East Auckland 7 7.61
Not answered 1 1.09

32 years 17 18.48
35 years 10 10.87
31 years 9 9.78
37 years 7 7.61
27 years 6 6.52
30 years 6 6.52
34 years 6 6.52
25 years 5 5.43
33 years 5 5.43
38 years 5 5.43
39 years 4 4.35
26 years 3 3.26
28 years 3 3.26
29 years 3 3.26
36 years 3 3.26

30-39 hours 44 47.83
40-49 hours 30 32.61
50-59 hours 10 10.87
60-69 hours 8 8.70
70-79 hours 0 0.00
80-89 hours 0 0.00
90-99 hours 0 0.00
100 hours or more 0 0.00

Female 46 50.00
Male 45 48.91
Do not wish to answer 1 1.09
Other 0 0.00

European (includes NZ European/Individuals from European origin) 42 45.65
Asian 22 23.91
Maori 12 13.04
Pacific 10 10.87
Middle Eastern 2 2.17
Latin American 2 2.17
African 1 1.09
Other Ethnicity 1 1.09
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00

Variables with their Categories

Age

Auckland Zones

Hours Worked Per Week

Gender

Continued on the next page...

Ethnicity
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Further, the categories of age, qualification and work experience are grouped into few 

categories in order to know the concentration of the data for these variables. Table 43 displays 

this information. 

f Percentile (%)

Level 7 34 36.96
Master 11 11.96
Level 4 10 10.87
Level 6 10 10.87
Level 5 9 9.78
Postgraduate 9 9.78
Level 3 4 4.35
Doctoral/PhD 2 2.17
Level 1 1 1.09
Level 2 1 1.09
Do not wish to answer 1 1.09
No Qualification 0 0.00
Others 0 0.00

Professionals 23 25.00
Clerical and Administrative Workers 20 21.74
Technicians and Trades Workers 13 14.13
Managers 10 10.87
Sales Workers 8 8.70
Community and Personal Service Workers 7 7.61
Machinery Operators and Drivers 4 4.35
Labourers 4 4.35
Others 3 3.26
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00

10 year 9 9.78
15 year 9 9.78
12 year 7 7.61
14 year 7 7.61
17 year 7 7.61
11 year 6 6.52
16 year 6 6.52
7 year 5 5.43
9 year 5 5.43
13 year 5 5.43
5 year 4 4.35
6 year 4 4.35
8 year 3 3.26
18 year 3 3.26
20 year 3 3.26
4 year 2 2.17
19 year 2 2.17
21 years and above 2 2.17
1 year 1 1.09
3 year 1 1.09
Do not wish to answer 1 1.09
Less than 12 months 0 0.00
2 year 0 0.00

Variables with their Categories

Qualification

Occupation 

Work Experience

 Note. n  = 92 for each variable in this table. f = frequency. Data is arranged in descending order for each variable.
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Grouping of age variable – By grouping the categories of the age variable into units of 5 years 

per category, it is observed that the age category “30 years to 34 years” has the highest 

representation (46.74%) in the Generation Y work engagement sample data followed by “35 

years to 39 years”, which has 31.52% representation and “25 year to 29 year”, which has 

21.74% representation in the Generation Y work engagement sample data. 

Grouping of qualification variable – By grouping the qualification variable categories into 

few condensed categories, it is found that the highest representation (60.87%) is from the 

qualification category “Level 7 to Level 10” while the qualification category “No qualification 

to Level 6” has 38.04% representation in the Generation Y work engagement sample data. One 

respondent has not answered this question. 

Grouping of work experience variable - By grouping the categories of the work experience 

variable, it is found that the work experience category “11 years and above” has the highest 

representation of 61.96% while the work experience category “a few months to 10 years” has 

only 36.96% representation in the Generation Y work engagement sample data. One 

respondent has not answered this question.  

In brief, the concentration of Generation Y’s responses or participation are/is for the age group 

“30 years to 34 years”, qualification level between level 7 and level 10 and the work experience 

of 11 years and above. 

Table 43 

Grouping of Demographic Data of Generation Y Work Engagement Survey for the Age, 
Qualification and Work Experience Variable, n = 92 

 

Grouping of Variables f Percentile (%)

25 year to 29 year 20 21.74
30 year to 34 year 43 46.74
35 year to 39 year 29 31.52

No Qualification to Level 6 35 38.04
Level 7 to Level 10 56 60.87
Do not wish to answer 1 1.09
Others 0 0.00

Few Months to 10 years 34 36.96
11 years and above 57 61.96
Do not wish to answer 1 1.09

Note. n = 92 for all variables. Data is grouped for the age, qualification and work experience
variable for the Generation Y work engagement survey. 

Grouping of Age

Grouping of Qualification 

Grouping of Work Experience
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4.12 Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for the age variable (Generation Y)  
 
The χ2 goodness-of-fit test at α set at .05 as a criterion for significance is conducted to determine 

whether the sample data collected for the Generation Y work engagement survey fits well with 

Auckland’s Generation Y population distribution in terms of the age variable. The null 

hypothesis considered is that the Generation Y sample data distribution follows the expected 

distribution, which is hypothesized based on Auckland’s Generation Y population distribution 

(N = 366804). In other words, the null hypothesis is that there is not a significant statistical 

difference between the observed (in the sample) and the expected count (based on population 

distribution). It will help in determining whether the sample data is consistent with the expected 

distribution, which is the distribution of the Auckland Generation Y population. The results of 

this test show that there is a significant statistical difference between the observed counts and 

the expected counts (p < .01). Please refer to Table 44 and Table 45. 

χ2 (14, n = 92) = 32.81, p < .01 

Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis as there is statistical evidence to suggest that the 

Generation Y sample population’s age distribution does not follow Auckland’s Generation Y 

population distribution for the age variable. A close inspection of the χ2 goodness-of-fit test 

reveals that the main cause for this seems to be the high observed count for the 32 years old as 

there is a gap of 11 counts (based on residuals) between the observed (17 counts) and the 

expected (6) counts. This variation is bigger as compared to the other residual figures obtained 

from the χ2 goodness-of-fit output.  

Table 44 

Observed Counts and Expected Counts Under the Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for 
Generation Y’s Age Variable, n = 92 

 
 

Age Observed (n) Expected (n) Residual
25 years 5 6.7 -1.7
26 years 3 6.8 -3.8
27 years 6 6.9 -0.9
28 years 3 6.6 -3.6
29 years 3 6.5 -3.5
30 years 6 6.5 -0.5
31 years 9 6.1 2.9
32 years 17 6.0 11.0
33 years 5 6.0 -1.0
34 years 6 6.0 0.0

Continued on the next page…
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Table 45 

Results of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for Generation Y Age Variable, n = 92 

 

4.13 Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for Generation Y UWES responses  
 

The χ2 goodness of fit test at α set at .05 as criterion for significance is conducted for the 

responses received for the work engagement survey statements by assuming the equal 

proportion distribution among the respondents for the work engagement survey statement’s 

response categories to know whether the assumed response (equal proportion) distribution fits 

well with the actual or observed responses in this research study. It is assumed that Generation 

Y respondents may choose each response category in equal proportions (i.e. not having an 

inclination for any single response category over the other response categories (for each 

question/statement) for the overall group. This means having an equal response distribution for 

the UWES response categories (for each question/statement). The null hypothesis for the χ2 

goodness-of-fit is that the Generation Y sample population has an equal proportion distribution 

across the available response categories for each work engagement survey statement. The 

results obtained from the χ2 goodness-of-fit test shows that the distribution of Generation Y’s 

responses for all the work engagement survey statements is unequally distributed as p < .01 for 

all the work engagement survey statements and p = .01 for UWE 8. It is a statistically 

significant result and indicates that there is statistical evidence to suggest that the Generation 

Age Observed (n) Expected (n) Residual
35 years 10 5.9 4.1
36 years 3 5.7 -2.7
37 years 7 5.5 1.5
38 years 5 5.4 -0.4
39 years 4 5.2 -1.2

Note. The expected count is derived after considering the distribution of Generation Y Auckland population. 
N  = 366804.

Measure Values

Chi-Square (χ2) 32.807a
df 14

Asymp. Sig. 0.00
Note. a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 5.2. The analysis is performed after considering the Auckland Generation Y population
distribution. N  = 366804.
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Y sample population has an inclination or preference towards one or more of the categories 

when compared in relation to other available response categories (never, almost never, rarely, 

sometimes, often, very often, always). Please refer to Table 46 and Table 47. 

Which of the response categories are preferred or selected more as compared to other response 

categories can be checked by referring to Table 46 and by observing the observed counts and 

residuals published in this table. The statement-wise mode response can also be checked from 

this table. All the UWES statements have been given an abbreviated statement number, which 

can be seen in this table. The statistical results of χ2 goodness-of-fit for statement UWE 1 to 

UWE 17 are here below.   

UWE1: χ2 (5, n = 92) = 40.13, p < .01 

UWE2: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 29.59, p < .01 

UWE3: χ2 (5, n = 92) = 26.70, p < .01 

UWE4: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 44.65, p < .01 

UWE5: χ2 (5, n = 92) = 20.04, p < .01 

UWE6: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 32.63, p < .01 

UWE7: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 29.59, p < .01 

UWE8: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 16.96, p = .01 

UWE9: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 39.78, p < .01 

UWE10: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 43.44, p < .01 

UWE11: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 50.74, p < .01 

UWE12: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 49.22, p < .01 

UWE13: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 42.83, p < .01 

UWE14: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 52.57, p < .01 

UWE15: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 62.91, p < .01 

UWE16: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 34.91, p < .01 

UWE17: χ2 (6, n = 92) = 45.57, p < .01 

The result output indicates zero cells having the expected frequency less than 5 for all the work 

engagement survey statements.  
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Table 46 

UWES Statement-Wise Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Output Depicting the Observed and 
Expected Count After Assuming Equal Proportion for the Generation Y Sample, n = 92 

 

Table 47 

UWES Statement-Wise Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test Results After Assuming Equal 
Proportion for the Generation Y Sample, n = 92 

 

Q. No. UWES Statements Category Never Almost Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often Always
Observed (n) 1.00 N/a 22.00 32.00 15.00 16.00 6.00
Expected (n) 15.33 N/a 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33
Residual -14.33 N/a 6.67 16.67 -0.33 0.67 -9.33
Observed (n) 1.00 5.00 15.00 25.00 17.00 17.00 12.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -12.14 -8.14 1.86 11.86 3.86 3.86 -1.14
Observed (n) N/a 1.00 11.00 23.00 13.00 26.00 18.00
Expected (n) N/a 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33
Residual N/a -14.33 -4.33 7.67 -2.33 10.67 2.67
Observed (n) 1.00 2.00 9.00 26.00 23.00 19.00 12.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -12.14 -11.14 -4.14 12.86 9.86 5.86 -1.14
Observed (n) N/a 4.00 10.00 20.00 23.00 23.00 12.00
Expected (n) N/a 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33 15.33
Residual N/a -11.33 -5.33 4.67 7.67 7.67 -3.33
Observed (n) 7.00 4.00 15.00 25.00 13.00 23.00 5.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -6.14 -9.14 1.86 11.86 -0.14 9.86 -8.14
Observed (n) 3.00 1.00 17.00 20.00 21.00 17.00 13.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -10.14 -12.14 3.86 6.86 7.86 3.86 -0.14
Observed (n) 4.00 7.00 15.00 19.00 14.00 21.00 12.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -9.14 -6.14 1.86 5.86 0.86 7.86 -1.14
Observed (n) 3.00 3.00 7.00 26.00 19.00 22.00 12.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -10.14 -10.14 -6.14 12.86 5.86 8.86 -1.14
Observed (n) 2.00 4.00 3.00 18.00 25.00 21.00 19.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -11.14 -9.14 -10.14 4.86 11.86 7.86 5.86
Observed (n) 1.00 4.00 5.00 26.00 23.00 23.00 10.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -12.14 -9.14 -8.14 12.86 9.86 9.86 -3.14
Observed (n) 2.00 4.00 7.00 24.00 17.00 29.00 9.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -11.14 -9.14 -6.14 10.86 3.86 15.86 -4.14
Observed (n) 2.00 3.00 7.00 23.00 19.00 26.00 12.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -11.14 -10.14 -6.14 9.86 5.86 12.86 -1.14
Observed (n) 3.00 2.00 11.00 30.00 20.00 21.00 5.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -10.14 -11.14 -2.14 16.86 6.86 7.86 -8.14
Observed (n) 1.00 1.00 8.00 24.00 17.00 32.00 9.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -12.14 -12.14 -5.14 10.86 3.86 18.86 -4.14
Observed (n) 6.00 5.00 17.00 27.00 16.00 18.00 3.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -7.14 -8.14 3.86 13.86 2.86 4.86 -10.14
Observed (n) 2.00 1.00 8.00 23.00 16.00 27.00 15.00
Expected (n) 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14 13.14
Residual -11.14 -12.14 -5.14 9.86 2.86 13.86 1.86

UWE8

UWE9

UWE10

UWE11

UWE12

UWE13

At my job, I am very resilient, mentally

UWE14

UWE15

UWE16

UWE17

Note.  n = 92. Where there is no observed count, "N/a" is written.

UWE7

UWE3

UWE2

UWE1

I find the work that I do full of meaning 
and purpose

Time flies when I am working

At my job, I feel strong and vigorous

I am enthusiastic about my job

When I am working, I forget everything 
else around me

UWE4

UWE5

UWE6

It is difficult to detach myself from my 
job

At my work, I always persevere, even 
when things do not go well

 I am proud of the work that I do

I am immersed in my work

I can continue working for very long 
periods at a time

To me, my job is challenging

I get carried away when I am working

My job inspires me

When I get up in the morning, I feel like 
going to work

I feel happy when I am working 
intensely

At my work, I feel bursting with energy

Q. No. UWES Statements Chi-Square (χ2) df Asymp. Sig.

UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 40.130a 5 0.00

UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 29.587b 6 0.00

UWE3 Time flies when I am working 26.696a 5 0.00

UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 44.652b 6 0.00
Continued on the next page…
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4.14 Demographic characteristics of Generation Z 
 

The demographic characteristics of the Generation Z work engagement sample population are 

depicted by way of Table 49, which focuses on the information regarding Generation Z’s 

sample representation in terms of Auckland zones, age, gender, ethnicity, qualification, 

occupation, work experience and hours worked per week.  

Auckland zones: The work engagement survey sample (n = 97) from Generation Z is drawn 

from the Auckland region. Auckland’s central zone has the highest representation (29.90%) 

and is followed by the west zone (23.71%), south zone (19.59%), north zone (18.56%) and the 

lowest representation is from the east zone (8.25%) in the Generation Z work engagement 

sample data.  

Age: The highest representation in Generation Z’s work engagement survey (n = 97) is from 

the 19 years old and 22 years old (19.59% each) and the lowest participation of 9.28% is from 

the 18 years old Generation Z survey respondents. The χ2 goodness-of-fit test conducted to test 

the distribution of Generation Z work engagement age sample with the Generation Z population 

age distribution in Auckland indicates that the observed count for the age variable in the 

Generation Z work engagement survey population does approximately match with the expected 

count. The expected count is based on Auckland’s Generation Z population distribution (N = 

162138). 

A close inspection of the χ2 goodness-of-fit test reveals that the “residual” for the age category 

“19 years” is 6.4, which is comparably more than any other residual figures for the other 

available age categories but the overall variation among the age categories is not too big. A 

Q. No. UWES Statements Chi-Square (χ2) df Asymp. Sig.

UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 20.043a 5 0.00

UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 32.630b 6 0.00

UWE7 My job inspires me 29.587b 6 0.00

UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 16.957b 6 0.01

UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 39.783b 6 0.00

UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 43.435b 6 0.00

UWE11 I am immersed in my work 50.739b 6 0.00

UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 49.217b 6 0.00

UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 42.826b 6 0.00

UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 52.565b 6 0.00

UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 62.913b 6 0.00

UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 34.913b 6 0.00
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 45.565b 6 0.00

Note . a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 15.3.
          b. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 13.1.
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non-significant χ2 goodness-of-fit test’s result output indicates that the distribution for the 

Generation Z sample’s age is approximately like the Generation Z population distribution (p = 

.18). Please refer to Table 51 and Table 52. 

Gender: In the Generation Z work engagement survey (n = 97), male representation is greater 

(52.58%) as compared to female representation (47.42%) while no respondent represented the 

“other” gender category. In terms of gender distribution, the Generation Z work engagement 

sample distribution is compared with Generation Z’s Auckland population distribution and it 

is found that the sample distribution is very similar to the population distribution and the gender 

distribution pattern is also the same as the Auckland Generation Z population representation 

for the male gender is 51.21% and for the female gender, it is 48.79%. There are more males 

as compared to females in Auckland’s Generation Z population (N = 162141). Please refer to 

Table 49 and Table 3 for the comparison. 

Ethnicity: In the work engagement survey (n = 97), Generation Z’s representation for the 

“European” ethnicity is maximum (46.39%), followed by the Maori ethnicity (27.84%), Asian 

ethnicity (12.37%), and Pacific ethnicity (7.22%). The representation for the “other” ethnicity 

category is 4.12% and for the “African” ethnicity it is 1.03% while one respondent has not 

answered this question. There is no representation observed for the Middle Eastern ethnicity 

and the Latin American ethnicity in the Generation Z work engagement sample.  

For the comparison of the Generation Z work engagement sample population with the 

Auckland Generation Z population for the ethnicity variable, the 2018 census data is retrieved 

and utilized. The comparison of the sample population with the Auckland Generation Z 

population shows that there is a difference of 5.94% for the European ethnicity, 15.48% for the 

Maori ethnicity, -14.76% for the Asian ethnicity, and -10.04% for the Pacific ethnicity. Only 

the African ethnicity was represented among the MELAA category (taken as combined in the 

population census) in the sample population therefore for calculating the difference, the 

percentage of African representation (sample) has been subtracted from the percentage of 

MELAA representation (three ethnicities combined and based on population). The difference 

comes to -0.92% for the MELAA category. There is a difference of 3.27% for the “other” 

ethnicity category. The sample population percentage figures have been taken as the base figure 

and the Auckland percentage figures for the ethnicity variable have been subtracted from these 

sample figures. A derived positive difference between the Generation Z sample population and 

the Auckland Generation Z population indicates that the sample figure is more in percentage 
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terms as compared to the population figures. The range of this observed difference is between 

-14.76% and 15.48%. A very high variation is observed in percentage terms for the Maori 

ethnicity, Asian ethnicity and Pacific ethnicity in the Generation Z work engagement sample 

data. The percentage representation of the Maori ethnicity is more in the sample data as 

compared to the population data. On the other hand, the percentage representation of Asian and 

Pacific ethnicities is less in the sample data as compared to the population data. Please refer to 

Table 48 for the information related to Auckland’s Generation Z population distribution for the 

ethnicity variable. 

Table 48 

Auckland’s Generation Z Population Representation for the Ethnicity Variable (18 years to 24 
years), N = 187380 

 
 
Qualification: In the work engagement survey sample (n = 97), the highest survey participant 

representation is for the Level 7 qualification (31.96%) followed by Level 3 (20.62%), Level 

4 (15.46%), Level 5 (12.37%) and Level 2 (7.22%). A high percentage of survey respondents 

(6.19%) have not answered this question. Only 3.09% and 2.06% of survey respondents 

represent “Postgraduate” and “Master” level qualification, respectively. The lowest participant 

representation is for the Level 6 qualification (1.03%) while no representation is received for 

the qualification category “no qualification”, “Doctoral/PhD”, “Level 1” and “others”.  

Occupation: The highest survey participant representation of 17.53% is from the occupation 

category “sales workers” followed by professionals (16.49%), technician and trades workers 

(16.49%), labourers (14.43%), clerical and administrative workers (10.31%), community and 

personal service workers (8.25%). The occupation category “others” and “do not wish to 

answer” has equal representation of 5.15% each while machinery operators and drivers and 

managers have a sample representation of 4.12% and 2.06%, respectively.  

Ethnicity Categories
18 year 

(f )
19 year 

(f )
20 year 

(f )
21 year 

(f )
22 year 

(f )
23 year 

(f )
24 year 

(f )
Total 
(f ) Percentile

European 10272 10242 10659 10680 11148 11379 11421 75801 40.45
Maori 3366 3270 3339 3309 3336 3318 3213 23151 12.36
Pacific 4896 4698 4590 4797 4518 4497 4341 32337 17.26
Asian 5748 5892 6729 7335 7923 8304 8910 50841 27.13

Middle Eastern/Latin American/African 480 504 516 483 480 600 591 3654 1.95
Other ethnicity 186 198 231 240 240 258 243 1596 0.85

Age

Note. (Source: StatsNZ: 2018 Census, 2019). The data is retrieved from the Statistic NZ website which was collected for the 2018 census. As per
the information available on Stats NZ website, "the ethnicity group includes all people who stated each ethnic group, whether as their only ethnic group
or as one of several ethnic groups. Where a person reported more than one ethnic group, they have been counted in each applicable group". Due to
this reason the total N for the ethnicity variable will differ from the total N for the age or gender variable. Therefore this data does not exactly represent 
the characteristics and criteria of the data collected for this study and can only be referred to for the approximation purpose. 
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Work experience: The highest representation is from the category “1 year” (23.71%), 

followed by “2 years” (21.65%), “3 years” (17.53%), “4 years” (13.40%), and “5 years” 

(10.31%). The representation for the “less than 12 months” and “6 years” is 6.19% each 

followed by 1.03% representation for the work experience category “1 year”. The pattern that 

emerges from the visual inspection of this variable’s distribution is that as the work experience 

is increasing, the corresponding percentage participation in the sample population is decreasing 

with only one exception, which is the work experience category “less than 12 months”. 

Hours worked per week on an average: In the Generation Z work engagement survey (n = 

97), a very high percentage (77.32%) of survey respondents work for 30 to 39 hours per week; 

this is followed by 40-49 hours per week (17.53%). Only 4.12% of survey respondents are 

found to be working for 50 to 59 hours per week and 1.09% are working for 60-69 hours per 

week. No Generation Z work engagement survey respondent is found to be working for more 

than 70 hours per week. The respondents are asked to self-report on the range of hours they 

work for on average. The concentration of this variable’s data is around 30 hours to 49 hours 

per week on average and within that, it is majorly towards the 30 hours to 39 hours per week 

category.  

The research criteria set for the work engagement survey is about surveying only those who 

work 30 hours or more per week on average. Due to this, no information is available regarding 

Generation Z respondents who work less than 30 hours per week on average.  

Table 49 

Demographic Table for the Generation Z Work Engagement Survey, n = 97 

 

Variables with their Categories f Percentile (%)

Central Auckland 29 29.90
West Auckland 23 23.71
South Auckland 19 19.59
North Auckland 18 18.56
East Auckland 8 8.25
Not answered 0 0.00

19 years 19 19.59
22 years 19 19.59
23 years 18 18.56
21 years 11 11.34
24 years 11 11.34
20 years 10 10.31
18 years 9 9.28

Auckland Zones

Age

Continued on the next page…
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Variables with their Categories f Percentile (%)

30-39 Hours 75 77.32
40-49 Hours 17 17.53
50-59 Hours 4 4.12
60-69 Hours 1 1.03
70-79 Hours 0 0.00
80-89 Hours 0 0.00
90-99 Hours 0 0.00
100 hours or more 0 0.00

Male 51 52.58
Female 46 47.42
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00
Other 0 0.00

European (includes NZ European/Individuals from European origin) 45 46.39
Maori 27 27.84
Asian 12 12.37
Pacific 7 7.22
Other Ethnicity 4 4.12
African 1 1.03
Do not wish to answer 1 1.03
Middle Eastern 0 0.00
Latin American 0 0.00

Level 7 31 31.96
Level 3 20 20.62
Level 4 15 15.46
Level 5 12 12.37
Level 2 7 7.22
Do not wish to answer 6 6.19
Postgraduate 3 3.09
Master 2 2.06
Level 6 1 1.03
Level 1 0 0.00
Doctoral/PhD 0 0.00
Others 0 0.00
No Qualification 0 0.00

Sales Workers 17 17.53
Professionals 16 16.49
Technicians and Trades Workers 16 16.49
Labourers 14 14.43
Clerical and Administrative Workers 10 10.31
Community and Personal Service Workers 8 8.25
Others 5 5.15
Do not wish to answer 5 5.15
Machinery Operators and Drivers 4 4.12
Managers 2 2.06

1 year 23 23.71
2 year 21 21.65
3 year 17 17.53
4 year 13 13.40
5 year 10 10.31
Less than 12 months 6 6.19
6 year 6 6.19
7 year 1 1.03
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00

Qualification Levels

Occupation

Work Experience

Hours Worked Per Week

Gender

Ethnicity

Note. n  = 97 for each variable in this table. Data is arranged on the basis of frequency sorted in descending order.
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Further, the categories for the age, qualification and work experience variables are grouped 

into few categories to observe the concentration of data. Please refer to Table 50. 

Grouping of age variable – After grouping of the age categories, it is observed that the age 

category “21 years to 24 years” has the highest representation (60.82%) in the sample data 

followed by “18 years to 20 years”, which has 39.18% representation in the sample data. 

Grouping of qualification variable – After grouping of qualification categories, it is found 

that the highest representation (56.70%) is from the qualification category “No qualification to 

Level 6” while the qualification category “Level 7 to Level 10” has 37.11% representation in 

the sample data. Six respondents have not provided an answer for this variable.  

Grouping of work experience variable - After grouping the categories of work experience 

variable, it is found that the work experience category “a few months to 2 years” has the highest 

representation of 51.55% while the work experience category “3 years to 7 years” has 48.45% 

representation in the sample data. However, both the grouped categories are not far away 

(difference) from each other in percentage terms.  

In brief, the concentration of Generation Z’s responses is for the age group “21 years to 24 

years”, qualification level “no qualification to Level 6”, but the work experience variable 

observed approximately equal distribution in percentage terms as the representation of both the 

grouped categories is approximately similar.  

Table 50 

Grouping of Demographic Data of Generation Z Work Engagement Survey for the Age, 
Qualification and Work Experience Variable, n = 97 

 

Grouping of Variables f Percentile

18 year to 20 year 38 39.18
21 year to 24 year 59 60.82

Grouping of Qualification
No qualification to Level 6 55 56.70
Level 7 to Level 10 36 37.11
Do not wish to answer 6 6.19
Others 0 0.00

Grouping of Work Experience
Few months to 2 year 50 51.55
3 year to 7 year 47 48.45
Do not wish to answer 0 0.00

Note. n = 97 for all these variables. Data is grouped for the age, qualification and work 
experience variable for Generation Z work engagement survey. 

Grouping of Age
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4.15 Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for the age variable (Generation Z) 
 

The χ2 goodness-of-fit test at α set at .05 as a criterion for significance is conducted to determine 

whether the sample data collected for the Generation Z work engagement survey fits well with 

the Auckland Generation Z population distribution in terms of the age variable. The null 

hypothesis is that the Generation Z sample data distribution follows the expected distribution, 

which is hypothesized based on Auckland’s Generation Z population distribution. In other 

words, the null hypothesis is that there is not a significant statistical difference between the 

observed and the expected count. This can help in knowing whether the sample data for the 

age variable is consistent with the expected distribution, which is the distribution of the 

Auckland Generation Z population. The expected count is based on Auckland’s Generation Z 

population distribution (N = 162138). Please refer to Table 51 and Table 52. 

The results of this test show that there is not a significant statistical difference between the 

observed counts and the expected counts (p = .18).  

χ2 (6, n = 97) = 8.95, p = .18 

Based on the χ2 goodness-of-fit test results, we fail to reject the null hypothesis as there is 

evidence to suggest that the Generation Z sample population age distribution follows the 

Auckland Generation Z population distribution. A close inspection of the χ2 goodness-of-fit 

test reveals that though the residual value for the age category “19 years” is 6.4, which is higher 

as compared to other residual values, the observed variation is not too large.  

Table 51 

Observed Counts and Expected Counts Under the Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for 
Generation Z’s Age Variable, n = 97 

 
 

Age Observed (n) Expected (n) Residual
18 years 9 12.6 -3.6
19 years 19 12.6 6.4
20 years 10 13.4 -3.4
21 years 11 13.9 -2.9
22 years 19 14.4 4.6
23 years 18 14.9 3.1
24 years 11 15.2 -4.2

Note.  The expected count is derived after considering the distribution of  Generation Z Auckland 
population. N  = 162138.
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Table 52 

Result of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for Generation Z Age, n = 97 

 

4.16 Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for the Generation Z UWES responses 
 

The χ2 goodness-of-fit test at α set at .05 as a criterion for the level of significance is conducted 

for the work engagement survey statement responses by assuming the equal proportion 

distribution among the respondents for the work engagement survey statement’s response 

categories to know whether the assumed response (equal proportion) distribution fits well with 

the actual or observed responses in this research study. It is assumed that Generation Z 

respondents may choose each response category in equal proportions (i.e. not having the 

inclination for any single response category over the other response categories for each 

statement) for the overall group. This means having an equal response distribution for the 

UWES response categories (each statement). The null hypothesis under this test is that the 

Generation Z sample population has an equal proportion distribution across the available 

responses for each work engagement survey statement. Please refer to Table 53 and Table 54. 

 

The results obtained from this test show that the distribution of Generation Z’s responses for 

all the UWES statements is unequally distributed, which indicates that Generation  

Z has a preference towards one or more of the response categories when compared in relation 

to other available response categories (never, almost never, rarely, sometimes, often, very often 

and always). The results of this test are statistically significant as p < .01 for all the UWES 

statements and for UWE3 and UWE8 p = .01. The statistical results of the χ2 goodness-of-fit 

test are:  

UWE1: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 39.18, p < .01 

UWE2: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 40.19, p < .01 

UWE3: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 17.67, p = .01 

UWE4: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 31.24, p < .01 

Measure Values

Chi-Square (χ2) 8.946a

df 6
Asymp. Sig. 0.18

Note.  a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell 
frequency is 12.6. The analysis is performed after considering the Auckland Generation Z 
population distribution, N = 162138.



96 
 

UWE5: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 38.31, p < .01 

UWE6: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 26.91, p < .01 

UWE7: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 24.89, p < .01 

UWE8: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 16.95, p = .01 

UWE9: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 39.75, p < .01 

UWE10: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 34.99, p < .01 

UWE11: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 42.50, p < .01 

UWE12: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 43.22, p < .01 

UWE13: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 20.70, p < .01 

UWE14: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 35.71, p < .01 

UWE15: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 42.78, p < .01 

UWE16: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 30.95, p < .01 

UWE17: χ2 (6, n = 97) = 50.14, p < .01 

Under this analysis, zero cells have an expected frequency less than 5 for all the UWES 

statements. 

Table 53  

UWES Statement-Wise Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Output Depicting the Observed and 
Expected Count After Assuming Equal Proportion for the Generation Z Sample, n = 97 

 

Q. No. UWES Statements Category Never Almost Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often Always
Observed (n) 2.00 7.00 7.00 25.00 22.00 24.00 10.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -11.86 -6.86 -6.86 11.14 8.14 10.14 -3.86
Observed (n) 2.00 3.00 11.00 30.00 17.00 17.00 17.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -11.86 -10.86 -2.86 16.14 3.14 3.14 3.14
Observed (n) 4.00 10.00 11.00 16.00 18.00 24.00 14.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -9.86 -3.86 -2.86 2.14 4.14 10.14 0.14
Observed (n) 5.00 4.00 9.00 27.00 21.00 14.00 17.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -8.86 -9.86 -4.86 13.14 7.14 0.14 3.14
Observed (n) 6.00 4.00 5.00 22.00 28.00 19.00 13.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -7.86 -9.86 -8.86 8.14 14.14 5.14 -0.86
Observed (n) 5.00 6.00 15.00 29.00 15.00 14.00 13.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -8.86 -7.86 1.14 15.14 1.14 0.14 -0.86
Observed (n) 5.00 5.00 20.00 18.00 11.00 25.00 13.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -8.86 -8.86 6.14 4.14 -2.86 11.14 -0.86
Observed (n) 12.00 6.00 13.00 26.00 17.00 11.00 12.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -1.86 -7.86 -0.86 12.14 3.14 -2.86 -1.86
Observed (n) 3.00 4.00 7.00 26.00 20.00 24.00 13.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -10.86 -9.86 -6.86 12.14 6.14 10.14 -0.86
Observed (n) 3.00 3.00 8.00 19.00 20.00 25.00 19.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -10.86 -10.86 -5.86 5.14 6.14 11.14 5.14

Continued on the next page…

UWE6
When I am working, I forget 
everything else around me

UWE7 My job inspires me

UWE8
When I get up in the morning, I 

feel like going to work

UWE9
I feel happy when I am working 

intensely

UWE10
 I am proud of the work that I 

do

UWE4
At my job, I feel strong and 

vigorous

UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job

UWE2
I find the work that I do full of 

meaning and purpose

UWE3 Time flies when I am working

UWE1
At my work, I feel bursting 

with energy
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Table 54 

UWES Statement-Wise Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test Results After Assuming Equal 
Proportion for the Generation Z Sample, n = 97 

 

4.17 Analysis of Generation Y’s UWES responses  
 
To analyse the Generation Y UWES responses, several cross-tabulations are prepared. Table 

55 shows the UWES statement-wise response percentage for all the response categories for the 

Generation Y work engagement sample population (n = 92). A visual inspection of this table 

indicates that most of the responses are concentrated towards the “sometimes” to “always” 

response category range but to know how much it is, other cross-tabulations are prepared. This 

table also shows that the Generation Y sample population has marginally identified themselves 

Q. No. UWES Statements Category Never Almost Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often Always
Observed (n) 3.00 3.00 9.00 23.00 20.00 28.00 11.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -10.86 -10.86 -4.86 9.14 6.14 14.14 -2.86
Observed (n) 2.00 1.00 16.00 18.00 23.00 27.00 10.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -11.86 -12.86 2.14 4.14 9.14 13.14 -3.86
Observed (n) 5.00 9.00 13.00 25.00 19.00 17.00 9.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -8.86 -4.86 -0.86 11.14 5.14 3.14 -4.86
Observed (n) 3.00 6.00 12.00 28.00 21.00 19.00 8.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -10.86 -7.86 -1.86 14.14 7.14 5.14 -5.86
Observed (n) 4.00 4.00 8.00 25.00 24.00 24.00 8.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -9.86 -9.86 -5.86 11.14 10.14 10.14 -5.86
Observed (n) 9.00 9.00 21.00 25.00 22.00 5.00 6.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -4.86 -4.86 7.14 11.14 8.14 -8.86 -7.86
Observed (n) 1.00 1.00 9.00 23.00 23.00 27.00 13.00
Expected (n) 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86 13.86
Residual -12.86 -12.86 -4.86 9.14 9.14 13.14 -0.86

UWE15
At my job, I am very resilient, 

mentally

UWE16
It is difficult to detach myself 

from my job

I can continue working for very 
long periods at a time

Note . The sample population (n = 97) for all the statements.

UWE17

UWE13 To me, my job is challenging

UWE11 I am immersed in my work

UWE12

At my work, I always 
persevere, even when things do 

not go well

UWE14
I get carried away when I am 

working

Serial No. UWES Statements Chi-Square (χ2) df Asymp. Sig.

UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 39.175a 6 0.00

UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 40.186a 6 0.00

UWE3 Time flies when I am working 17.670
a

6 0.01

UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 31.237a 6 0.00

UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 38.309a 6 0.00

UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 26.907a 6 0.00

UWE7 My job inspires me 24.887
a

6 0.00

UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 16.948a 6 0.01

UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 39.753a 6 0.00

UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 34.990a 6 0.00

UWE11 I am immersed in my work 42.495a 6 0.00

UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 43.216a 6 0.00

UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 20.701a 6 0.00

UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 35.711a 6 0.00

UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 42.784a 6 0.00

UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 30.948a 6 0.00

UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 50.144a 6 0.00

Note. a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 13.9. The sample population (n = 97) for 
all the statements.
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with the “never” and “almost never” responses. For UWE 1, UWE3 and UWE5, not even a 

single response is received for these two categories. The graphical presentation of these 

responses can be seen in a horizontal stacked bar chart (Figure 3), though to enable the 

readability of the figures, the graphical presentation of these responses is not shown in the 

decimal points and hence can only be referred to for approximation. As the statements UWE1, 

UWE3 and UWE5 have not received any response for the “never” and “almost never” category, 

these responses have not been depicted in the horizontal stacked bar chart.  

Based on the overall UWES 17-item scale, the percentage of responses for the “never” and 

“almost never” category has stayed less than 7.61%, though for the “rarely” response category 

it has been in the range of 3.26% to 23.91%. The percentage of responses for the “sometimes” 

category has been between the range of 19.57% to 34.78%, 14.13% to 27.17% for the “often” 

category, 17.39% to 34.78% for the “very often” category and 3.26% to 20.65% for the 

“always” response category. When the “within” or the “intra” difference for all these ranges in 

percentage terms is considered, it reveals that the intra-range difference among these ranges 

has been highest for the “rarely” category (20.65%) followed by the “always” and “very often” 

categories (17.39% each). The intra-range difference for the “sometimes” category has been 

15.21% and for the “often” category it has been 13.04% while for the “never” and “almost 

never” response categories this intra-difference has been the lowest (7.61% each). Therefore, 

the “rarely” response category observed the highest variation and the “never” and “almost 

never” response categories observed the lowest variation in percentage terms. If the response 

category-wise upper and the lower bound of these ranges are considered, then the response 

categories “sometimes” and “very often” have a similar upper bound (34.78%) but the lower 

bound appears to be higher for the “sometimes” category (19.57%) as compared to the “very 

often” category (17.39%). The variation in the intra-range shows the variation of percentage of 

responses for all the UWES statements response categories. The computed averages from Table 

55 reveals that for work engagement (UWES) of the Generation Y sample population, the 

average response percentages for the “never”, “almost never”, “rarely”, “sometimes”, “often”, 

“very often” and “always” response categories have been 2.49%, 3.26%, 11.96%, 26.28%, 

19.88%, 24.36% and 11.76%, respectively. This reveals that most of the responses are between 

the “sometimes” and “very often” response categories.  
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Table 55 

Response Percentage of Generation Y for the UWES Statements, n = 92 

 

 

Figure 3. Horizontal stacked bar chart for Generation Y’s UWES statements. 

Table 56 focuses on the UWES sub-scale-wise mode for each of the UWES statements and its 

contribution to the UWES scale in percentage terms. This table also shows the median response 

for all the UWES statements. The statement UWE5 has two modes and the contribution of both 

these categories is 25.00% each. To interpret the median value, help can be taken from the 

UWES response coding. The response coding is given at the bottom of the table. Interestingly, 

Q. No. UWES Statements Never Almost Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often Always
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 1.09 0.00 23.91 34.78 16.30 17.39 6.52
UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 1.09 5.43 16.30 27.17 18.48 18.48 13.04
UWE3 Time flies when I am working 0.00 1.09 11.96 25.00 14.13 28.26 19.57
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 1.09 2.17 9.78 28.26 25.00 20.65 13.04
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 0.00 4.35 10.87 21.74 25.00 25.00 13.04
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 7.61 4.35 16.30 27.17 14.13 25.00 5.43
UWE7 My job inspires me 3.26 1.09 18.48 21.74 22.83 18.48 14.13
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 4.35 7.61 16.30 20.65 15.22 22.83 13.04
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 3.26 3.26 7.61 28.26 20.65 23.91 13.04
UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 2.17 4.35 3.26 19.57 27.17 22.83 20.65
UWE11 I am immersed in my work 1.09 4.35 5.43 28.26 25.00 25.00 10.87
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 2.17 4.35 7.61 26.09 18.48 31.52 9.78
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 2.17 3.26 7.61 25.00 20.65 28.26 13.04
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 3.26 2.17 11.96 32.61 21.74 22.83 5.43
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 1.09 1.09 8.70 26.09 18.48 34.78 9.78
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 6.52 5.43 18.48 29.35 17.39 19.57 3.26
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 2.17 1.09 8.70 25.00 17.39 29.35 16.30

2.49 3.26 11.96 26.28 19.88 24.36 11.76
Note.  The figures provided in this table are in percentage terms. 

Average response percentage for the response categories (UWES scale)
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by looking at the sub-scale-wise response pattern based on the mode value for each statement, 

it is found that the Generation Y work engagement sample respondents have provided most of 

the responses for the “sometimes” category for the absorption sub-scale and “very often” 

category for the vigor sub-scale. For the dedication sub-scale, the response pattern is not 

towards one particular response category rather, it is spread towards the “often” and “very 

often” category. The range for the mode responses across all the statements is between 22.83% 

and 34.78% and the intra-range difference is 11.95%.  

Based on the mode (most frequently appearing response) value for the absorption sub-scale, 

the “sometimes” response appears maximum number of times (five times) while the “very 

often” response appears only once. For the vigor sub-scale, the “very often” response appears 

the maximum number of times (four times) while the “sometimes” response appears twice. For 

the dedication sub-scale, the “often” response appears twice, “very often” and “sometimes” 

response appears once. In addition to this the “very often” and “often” response observed a tie 

for UWE5 in terms of the mode response, which means that there are two modes (often and 

very often) for UWE5. 

Overall, for the UWES scale the “sometimes” response appears as a mode response eight times, 

the “very often” response appears six times as a mode response and the “often” response 

appears for two statements as a mode response. In addition to this, there are two mode responses 

for UWE5 (often and very often) as stated earlier. 

Based on the median response, the “often” response appears for maximum number (12) of 

times as a median response and the “sometimes” response appears three times as a median 

response.  

The mode responses depicted in Table 56 suggest that the most chosen response for the overall 

UWES scale is the “sometimes” response followed by the “very often” response while the 

median values indicate in favour of the “often” response category.  

Therefore, preliminary visual inspection of Table 55 which indicated that most of the responses 

are lying between the range “sometimes” and “always”, comes out to be true to a large extent. 

The only exception is that the “always” response has not appeared either as a median value or 

as a mode value, though it still has adequate representation and concentration of responses in 

percentage terms. Based on Table 56, which has the mode and median responses published 

under it, the Generation Y work engagement survey responses for the UWES scale can be 

considered to be between the range of “sometimes” and “very often” responses. In the case of 
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absorption and vigor sub-scales, this range gets narrow as one category appears frequently as 

compared to other categories. 

Table 56 

Sub Scale-Wise Median and Mode for the UWES Statements for Generation Y, n = 92 

 

Table 57 shows the UWES statement-wise response percentage, which is arranged in the 

descending order for each of the response categories to know which of the UWES statements 

are preferred the most for each response category. This table also shows the intra-range 

difference for the respective response categories. For statistical reporting purposes and for 

keeping the focus on the most preferred statements for each response category, the top five 

most preferred statements are considered. In the case, wherein the top fifth statement tied with 

another statement in terms of their respective response percentages, all those statements have 

been considered and reported.   

The statements UWE10, UWE3, UWE17, UWE7, UWE2, UWE4, UWE5, UWE8, UWE9 and 

UWE13 are the top 10 most preferred statements for the “always” response category and the 

range of the response percentage for these statements is between 13.04% and 20.65%.  

For the “very often” response category, UWE15, UWE12, UWE17, UWE3 and UWE13 are 

the top five most preferred statements and the range of the response percentage for these 

statements is between 28.26% and 34.78%.  

 
Statement 
Number Statements

Response Category 
(Mode)

Contribution of 
Mode Category in 

%
Median 

Response Sub-scale 
UWE2 I find  the work that I do full of meaning and purpose Sometimes 27.17 3.50 Dedication
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job Often and Very Often 50% (25% each) 4.00 Dedication
UWE7 My job inspires me Often 22.83 4.00 Dedication
UWE10 I am proud of the work that I do Often 27.17 4.00 Dedication
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging Very Often 28.26 4.00 Dedication
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy Sometimes 34.78 3.00 Vigor
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous Sometimes 28.26 4.00 Vigor
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work Very Often 22.83 4.00 Vigor
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time Very Often 31.52 4.00 Vigor
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally Very Often 34.78 4.00 Vigor
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well Very Often 29.35 4.00 Vigor
UWE3 Time flies when I am working Very Often 28.26 4.00 Absorption
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me Sometimes 27.17 3.00 Absorption
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely Sometimes 28.26 4.00 Absorption
UWE11 I am immersed in my work Sometimes 28.26 4.00 Absorption
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working Sometimes 32.61 3.50 Absorption
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job Sometimes 29.35 3.00 Absorption

Note. UWE5 has two modes with equal percentage contribution for each of the responses (i.e. 25% each). Please note that the median value in
this table is not in percentage terms, only the mode (category) contribution is in percentage terms. Median can be interpreted by referring to the
following (UWES) coding : never = 0, almost never = 1, rarely = 2, sometimes = 3, often = 4, very often = 5 and always = 6.
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The statements UWE10, UWE5, UWE11, UWE4 and UWE7 are the top five most preferred 

statements for the “often” response category and the range of the response percentage for these 

statements is between 22.83% and 27.17%.  

The statements UWE1, UWE14, UWE16, UWE11, UWE4 and UWE9 are the top six most 

preferred statements for the “sometimes” category and the range of the response percentage for 

these statements is between 28.26% to 34.78%. 

The statements UWE1, UWE16, UWE7, UWE2, UWE6 and UWE8 are the top six most 

preferred statements for the “rarely” response category and the range of the response 

percentage for these statements is between 16.30% to 23.91%.  

The statements UWE8, UWE16, UWE2, UWE6, UWE5, UWE12, UWE11 and UWE10 are 

the top eight most preferred statements for the “almost never” response category and the range 

of the response percentage for these statements is between 4.35% and 7.61%.  

The statements UWE6, UWE16, UWE8, UWE7, UWE14 and UWE9 are the top six most 

preferred statements for the “never” response category and the range of the response percentage 

for these statements is between 3.26% to 7.61%.  

Table 57 

UWES Statement-Wise Response Percentage of Generation Y Arranged in Descending Order 
for all the Response Categories, n = 92 

 
 

 

S. No. % S. No. % S. No. % S. No. % S. No. % S. No. % S. No. %
UWE10 20.65 UWE15 34.78 UWE10 27.17 UWE1 34.78 UWE1 23.91 UWE8 7.61 UWE6 7.61
UWE3 19.57 UWE12 31.52 UWE5 25.00 UWE14 32.61 UWE16 18.48 UWE16 5.43 UWE16 6.52
UWE17 16.30 UWE17 29.35 UWE11 25.00 UWE16 29.35 UWE7 18.48 UWE2 5.43 UWE8 4.35
UWE7 14.13 UWE3 28.26 UWE4 25.00 UWE11 28.26 UWE2 16.30 UWE6 4.35 UWE7 3.26
UWE2 13.04 UWE13 28.26 UWE7 22.83 UWE4 28.26 UWE6 16.30 UWE5 4.35 UWE14 3.26
UWE4 13.04 UWE5 25.00 UWE14 21.74 UWE9 28.26 UWE8 16.30 UWE12 4.35 UWE9 3.26
UWE5 13.04 UWE11 25.00 UWE13 20.65 UWE2 27.17 UWE14 11.96 UWE11 4.35 UWE17 2.17
UWE8 13.04 UWE6 25.00 UWE9 20.65 UWE6 27.17 UWE3 11.96 UWE10 4.35 UWE12 2.17
UWE9 13.04 UWE9 23.91 UWE15 18.48 UWE15 26.09 UWE5 10.87 UWE9 3.26 UWE13 2.17
UWE13 13.04 UWE10 22.83 UWE12 18.48 UWE12 26.09 UWE4 9.78 UWE13 3.26 UWE10 2.17
UWE11 10.87 UWE8 22.83 UWE2 18.48 UWE13 25.00 UWE15 8.70 UWE14 2.17 UWE1 1.09
UWE12 9.78 UWE14 22.83 UWE17 17.39 UWE17 25.00 UWE17 8.70 UWE4 2.17 UWE2 1.09
UWE15 9.78 UWE4 20.65 UWE16 17.39 UWE3 25.00 UWE9 7.61 UWE7 1.09 UWE4 1.09
UWE1 6.52 UWE16 19.57 UWE1 16.30 UWE5 21.74 UWE12 7.61 UWE3 1.09 UWE15 1.09
UWE6 5.43 UWE7 18.48 UWE8 15.22 UWE7 21.74 UWE13 7.61 UWE15 1.09 UWE11 1.09
UWE14 5.43 UWE2 18.48 UWE3 14.13 UWE8 20.65 UWE11 5.43 UWE17 1.09 UWE3 0.00
UWE16 3.26 UWE1 17.39 UWE6 14.13 UWE10 19.57 UWE10 3.26 UWE1 0.00 UWE5 0.00
Intra-range
Difference 17.39 17.39 13.04 15.22 20.65 7.61 7.61

Note . All the figures shown in this table are in percentage terms. At the bottom of the table, intra-range difference is given which is calculated by
subtracting the lower bound of the response percentage range from the upper bound of the response percentage range. In this table, every response
category is showing the response percentage in descending order along with its corresponding UWES statement.

Always Very Often Often Sometimes Rarely Almost Never Never
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Further, the responses on the 7-point UWES scale are grouped into few categories to know the 

concentration of responses, which are above or below the middle point “sometimes response 

category” on the UWES scale and how much apart these responses are in either direction from 

the centre point, which is assumed to be the “sometimes” response category. Under the analysis 

based on the grouped categories, it is not appropriate to compare the percentage representation 

for the “sometimes” category with other grouped categories as this category consists of only 

one category (“sometimes”) and is not derived from merging many categories while the other 

grouped categories are made by merging three UWES response categories. Therefore, the 

“sometimes” category should only be referred to as the centre point for the purpose of analysing 

and interpreting Table 58. In this table, the work engagement survey responses “never”, 

“almost never” and “rarely” are grouped into the “below average” category and the work 

engagement survey responses “often”, “very often” and “always” are grouped into the “above 

average” category. The range for the “below average” category is between 9.78% to 30.43% 

and it is between 40.22% to 70.65% for the “above average” category. The “below average” 

category has the intra-range difference of 20.65% while the “above average” category has the 

intra-range difference of 30.43%. This table supports the previous observations that most of 

the Generation Y work engagement responses are concentrated towards the “above average” 

(“often”, “very often”, “always” response categories taken together) category. The information 

contained in Table 58 can graphically be seen in the form of a diverged bar chart (Figure 4), 

which shows the “sometimes” category as the “centre point” with the “below average” category 

on one side and “above average” category on the other side.  

Table 58 

Response Percentage of Generation Y for the UWES Statements When the UWES Statements 
are Condensed into Three Categories, n = 92 

 
 

Q. No. UWES Statements Below Average Average Above Average
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 25.00 34.78 40.22
UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 22.83 27.17 50.00
UWE3 Time flies when I am working 13.04 25.00 61.96
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 13.04 28.26 58.70
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 15.22 21.74 63.04
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 28.26 27.17 44.57
UWE7 My job inspires me 22.83 21.74 55.43
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 28.26 20.65 51.09
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 14.13 28.26 57.61

UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 9.78 19.57 70.65
UWE11 I am immersed in my work 10.87 28.26 60.87
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 14.13 26.09 59.78
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 13.04 25.00 61.96

Continued on the next page…
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Figure 4. Diverged stacked bar chart for Generation Y’s UWES statements. 

Table 59 contains the grouped category-wise (above average and below average) statements 

arranged in descending order to know which of the UWES statements are the most preferred 

and least preferred for the “above average” and “below average” categories. The above-average 

category is made by grouping “often”, “very often” and “always” responses and the below-

average category is made by grouping “never”, “almost never” and “rarely” responses. The top 

10 most preferred statements for each of these grouped categories (below average and above 

average) are considered. In case the statement at the 10th place tied with another statement/s in 

terms of their response percentages, all those statements are considered and reported. Table 59 

shows the response percentage sorted in descending order for the grouped categories “below 

average” and “above average”.  

Q. No. UWES Statements Below Average Average Above Average
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 17.39 32.61 50.00
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 10.87 26.09 63.04
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 30.43 29.35 40.22
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 11.96 25.00 63.04
Note. The percentage of response when the 7-point Likert Scale responses condensed into three categories wherein
"sometimes" response category is treated as "average" or a centre point and "never", "almost never" and "rarely" response
categories were clubbed and named as "below average" and response categories "often", "very often", "always" clubbed into
one category and named as "above average" category. 
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The statements UWE16, UWE6, UWE8, UWE1, UWE2, UWE7, UWE14, UWE5, UWE9 and 

UWE12 are the top 10 most preferred statements for the “below average” category and the 

range of the response percentage for these statements is between 14.13% to 30.43%.  

The statements UWE10, UWE5, UWE17, UWE15, UWE3, UWE13, UWE11, UWE12, 

UWE4 and UWE9 are the top 10 most preferred statements for the “above average” category 

and the range of the response percentage for these statements is between 57.61% to 70.65%. 

Table 59 

UWES Category-Wise (Condensed) Response Percentage in Descending Order for Generation 
Y, n = 92 

 
 

4.18 Analysis of Generation Z’s UWES responses  
 
To analyse Generation Z’s work engagement responses, several cross-tabulations are prepared. 

These cross-tabulations helped in understanding the patterns of Generation Z UWES responses.  

Table 60 shows the UWES statement-wise response percentage for all the response categories 

for the Generation Z work engagement sample population (n = 97). Visual inspection of this 

table indicates that most of the responses are concentrated towards the “sometimes” to 

“always” response categories, which seems to be approximately like the Generation Y UWES 

response pattern. 

The statements UWE8 and UWE16 are having a high percentage of responses (12.37% and 

9.28%, respectively) for the “never” response category as compared to the responses for other 

UWES statements for the same response category. The statements UWE3, UWE13 and 

UWE16 are having a high response percentage for the “almost never” response category 

Q. No. UWES Statements % Q. No. UWES Statements %
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 30.43 UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 70.65
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 28.26 UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 63.04
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 28.26 UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 63.04
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 25.00 UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 63.04
UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 22.83 UWE3 Time flies when I am working 61.96
UWE7 My job inspires me 22.83 UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 61.96
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 17.39 UWE11 I am immersed in my work 60.87
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 15.22 UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 59.78
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 14.13 UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 58.70
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 14.13 UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 57.61
UWE3 Time flies when I am working 13.04 UWE7 My job inspires me 55.43
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 13.04 UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 51.09
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 13.04 UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 50.00
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 11.96 UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 50.00
UWE11 I am immersed in my work 10.87 UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 44.57
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 10.87 UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 40.22
UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 9.78 UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 40.22

Above AverageBelow Average

Note. These figures are in percentage terms. This table does not show the centre point or the zero point which was assumed to be the "sometimes" category. The "below
average" category includes three categories from the 7-point Likert scale which are "never". "almost never" and "rarely" and the "above average" category includes three
categories from the 7-point Likert scale which are "often", "very often" and "always" response categories. 
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(10.31%, 9.28% and 9.28% respectively). The statement UWE16 is having a low response 

percentage of 5.15% and 6.19% for the “very often” and “always” response category 

respectively. Interestingly, UWE16 is having a high response percentage for the “never” and 

“almost never” response categories. 

Overall, this table indicates that Generation Z has marginally identified themselves with the 

“never”, “almost never” and “rarely” responses and majorly identified themselves with the 

“often”, “very often” and “always” responses with an exception for UWE16 where this pattern 

seems to be violated.  

As per Table 60, the percentage of responses for the “never” response category is in the range 

of 1.03% to 12.37% while the percentage of responses for the “almost never” response category 

is in the range of 1.03% to 10.31%. The percentage of responses for the “rarely” category is 

between the range of 5.15% to 21.65%. The response percentage for the “sometimes”, “often”, 

“very often” and “always” category is in the range of 16.49% to 30.93%, 11.34% to 28.87%, 

5.15% to 28.87% and 6.19% to 19.59%, respectively. The “within” or the “intra” range 

difference for the “never”, “almost never”, “rarely”, “sometimes”, “often”, “very often” and 

“always” categories is 11.34%, 9.28%, 16.50%, 14.44%, 17.53%, 23.72% and 13.40%, 

respectively. The highest observed intra-range difference is for the “very often” response 

category (23.72%) and the lowest intra-range difference is for the “almost never” response 

category (9.28%). The range of all the response categories are compared with each other and 

it is found that the upper range comes out to be for the “sometimes” response category (16.49% 

to 30.93%) and the lower range comes out to be for the “almost never” response category 

(1.03% to 10.31%). This variation in intra-range depicts the variation of response percentages 

for the UWES statements. The information contained in Table 60 is graphically presented in 

the form of a horizontal stacked bar chart (Figure 5). 

The computed averages from Table 60 reveal that for the work engagement (UWES) of the 

Generation Z sample population, the average response percentages for the “never”, “almost 

never”, “rarely”, “sometimes”, “often”, “very often” and “always” response categories have 

been 4.49%, 5.15%, 11.76%, 24.56%, 20.68%, 20.86% and 12.49%, respectively. This shows 

that most of the responses are concentrated between the “sometimes” and “very often” 

responses. 
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Table 60  

Response Percentage of Generation Z for the UWES Statements, n = 97 

 

 

Figure 5. Horizontal stacked bar chart for Generation Z’s UWES statements. 

Table 61 depicts the sub-scale-wise mode response for each of the UWES statements and its 

contribution to the UWES scale in percentage terms. It also shows the sub-scale-wise median 

Q. No. UWES Statements Never Almost Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often Always
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 2.06 7.22 7.22 25.77 22.68 24.74 10.31
UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 2.06 3.09 11.34 30.93 17.53 17.53 17.53
UWE3 Time flies when I am working 4.12 10.31 11.34 16.49 18.56 24.74 14.43
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 5.15 4.12 9.28 27.84 21.65 14.43 17.53
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 6.19 4.12 5.15 22.68 28.87 19.59 13.40
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 5.15 6.19 15.46 29.90 15.46 14.43 13.40
UWE7 My job inspires me 5.15 5.15 20.62 18.56 11.34 25.77 13.40
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 12.37 6.19 13.40 26.80 17.53 11.34 12.37
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 3.09 4.12 7.22 26.80 20.62 24.74 13.40
UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 3.09 3.09 8.25 19.59 20.62 25.77 19.59
UWE11 I am immersed in my work 3.09 3.09 9.28 23.71 20.62 28.87 11.34
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 2.06 1.03 16.49 18.56 23.71 27.84 10.31
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 5.15 9.28 13.40 25.77 19.59 17.53 9.28
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 3.09 6.19 12.37 28.87 21.65 19.59 8.25
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 4.12 4.12 8.25 25.77 24.74 24.74 8.25
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 9.28 9.28 21.65 25.77 22.68 5.15 6.19
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 1.03 1.03 9.28 23.71 23.71 27.84 13.40

4.49 5.15 11.76 24.56 20.68 20.86 12.49
Note.  The figures provided in this table are in percentage terms. 

Average response percentage for the response categories (UWES scale)
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response for all the UWES statements. To interpret the median response, the UWES coding for 

the given response categories must be followed, which is given on the bottom of the table. A 

look at the sub-scale-wise response pattern based on the mode response shows that for the six-

item sub-scales (absorption and vigor), Generation Z’s response has been majorly for the 

“sometimes” response category as out of six statements, the “sometimes” response is chosen 

four times while the “very often” response has been chosen only twice. The response pattern 

for the dedication sub-scale is spread across the “sometimes” and “very often” response 

categories as both have been chosen for equal number of times (twice) while the “often” 

response category is chosen only once. The range for the mode responses across all the 

statements is between 24.74% and 30.93% and the intra-range difference is only 6.19%.  

For the overall UWES scale, the “sometimes” response appears as a mode response ten times, 

which is more as compared to Generation Y’s mode response, “very often” response appears 

six times as a mode response, which is equivalent to Generation Y’s mode response for this 

category. The “often” response appears once as a mode response, which is one less than the 

Generation Y mode response for the same response category.  

Based on the median response for the overall UWES scale, the “often” response appears for 

maximum number (12) of times as a median response which is equivalent to Generation Y’s 

number of median responses for the same response category and “sometimes” response appears 

for five number of times as a median response which is two more than Generation Y’s number 

of median responses for the same category. Based on the overall UWES scale and the mode 

response, it appears that the “sometimes” response is the most chosen one followed by the 

“very often” response while the median for the overall UWES scale indicates in favour of the 

“often” response category.  

A preliminary visual inspection of Table 60, which indicated that most of the responses are 

lying between the range “sometimes” and “always”, seems to be true to a large extent. The 

only exception is that the “always” response category has not appeared either as a median 

response or as a mode response, though it still carries an adequate representation and 

concentration of responses in percentage terms. 

Based on Table 61, Generation Z’s work engagement survey responses for the UWES scale 

can be considered between the range of “sometimes” and “very often” responses, though in the 

case of absorption and vigor sub-scales, this range gets narrow as one category appears 

frequently as compared to other categories.  
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Table 61 

Sub Scale-Wise Median and Mode for the UWES Statements for Generation Z, n = 97 

 

Table 62 shows the UWES statement-wise response percentage arranged in descending order 

for each of the response categories to know which of the UWES statements are preferred the 

most for each response category. This table also shows the response category-wise intra-range 

difference in percentage terms.  

For statistical reporting purposes and for keeping the focus on the most preferred statements 

for each response category, the top five statements are considered. In the case, wherein the top 

fifth statement tied with another statement in terms of their respective response percentage, all 

those statements are considered and reported. 

The UWES statements UWE10, UWE2, UWE4, UWE3, UWE5, UWE6, UWE7, UWE9 and 

UWE17 are the top nine most preferred statements for the “always” response category and the 

range of their response percentage is between 13.40% and 19.59%.   

For the “very often” response category, UWE11, UWE12, UWE17, UWE7 and UWE 10 are 

the top five most preferred statements and the range of their response percentage is between 

25.77% and 28.87%.  

UWES 
Statement 
Number Statements

Response 
Category
(Mode)

Contribution of 
Mode Category 

in 
%

Median 
Response Sub- Scale

UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose Sometimes 30.93 4.00 Dedication 
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job Often 28.87 4.00 Dedication 
UWE7 My job inspires me Very Often 25.77 4.00 Dedication 

UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do Very Often 25.77 4.00 Dedication 
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging Sometimes 25.77 3.00 Dedication 
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy Sometimes 25.77 4.00 Vigor
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous Sometimes 27.84 4.00 Vigor
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work Sometimes 26.80 3.00 Vigor

UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time Very Often 27.84 4.00 Vigor
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally Sometimes 25.77 4.00 Vigor
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well Very Often 27.84 4.00 Vigor
UWE3 Time flies when I am working Very Often 24.74 4.00 Absorption
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me Sometimes 29.90 3.00 Absorption
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely Sometimes 26.80 4.00 Absorption

UWE11 I am immersed in my work Very Often 28.87 4.00 Absorption
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working Sometimes 28.87 3.00 Absorption
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job Sometimes 25.77 3.00 Absorption

Note . The median value in this table is not in percentage terms, only the mode (category) contribution is in percentage terms. Median can be
interpreted by referring to the following (UWES) coding: never = 0, almost never = 1, rarely = 2, sometimes = 3, often = 4, very often = 5
and always = 6.
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The UWES statements UWE5, UWE15, UWE12, UWE17, UWE1 and UWE16 are the top six 

most preferred statements for the “often” response category and their response percentage 

range is between 22.68% and 28.87%.  

The UWES statements UWE2, UWE6, UWE14, UWE4, UWE8 and UWE9 are the top six 

most preferred statements for the “sometimes” category and their response percentage range is 

between 26.80% and 30.93%.  

For the “rarely” response category, UWE16, UWE7, UWE12, UWE6, UWE8 and UWE13 are 

the top six most preferred statements and their response percentage range is between 13.40% 

and 21.65%.  

In the case of “almost never” response category, UWE3, UWE13, UWE16, UWE1, UWE6, 

UWE8 and UWE14 are the top seven most preferred statements and their response percentage 

range is between 6.19% to 10.31%.  

The UWES statements, UWE8, UWE16, UWE5, UWE4, UWE6, UWE7 and UWE13 are the 

top seven most preferred statements for the “never” response category and their response 

percentage range is between 5.15% and 12.37%.  

Table 62 

UWES Statement-Wise Response Percentage of Generation Z Arranged in Descending Order 
for all the Response Categories, n = 97 

 
 

Similar to the Generation Y’s UWES statement analysis, the UWES scale response categories 

“never”, “almost never” and “rarely” are grouped into the “below average” category and 

S. No. Always S. No. Very Often S. No. Often S. No. Sometimes S. No. Rarely S. No. Almost Never S. No. Never
UWE10 19.59 UWE11 28.87 UWE5 28.87 UWE2 30.93 UWE16 21.65 UWE3 10.31 UWE8 12.37
UWE2 17.53 UWE12 27.84 UWE15 24.74 UWE6 29.90 UWE7 20.62 UWE13 9.28 UWE16 9.28
UWE4 17.53 UWE17 27.84 UWE12 23.71 UWE14 28.87 UWE12 16.49 UWE16 9.28 UWE5 6.19
UWE3 14.43 UWE7 25.77 UWE17 23.71 UWE4 27.84 UWE6 15.46 UWE1 7.22 UWE4 5.15
UWE5 13.40 UWE10 25.77 UWE1 22.68 UWE8 26.80 UWE8 13.40 UWE6 6.19 UWE6 5.15
UWE6 13.40 UWE1 24.74 UWE16 22.68 UWE9 26.80 UWE13 13.40 UWE8 6.19 UWE7 5.15
UWE7 13.40 UWE3 24.74 UWE4 21.65 UWE1 25.77 UWE14 12.37 UWE14 6.19 UWE13 5.15
UWE9 13.40 UWE9 24.74 UWE14 21.65 UWE13 25.77 UWE2 11.34 UWE7 5.15 UWE3 4.12
UWE17 13.40 UWE15 24.74 UWE9 20.62 UWE15 25.77 UWE3 11.34 UWE4 4.12 UWE15 4.12
UWE8 12.37 UWE5 19.59 UWE10 20.62 UWE16 25.77 UWE4 9.28 UWE5 4.12 UWE9 3.09
UWE11 11.34 UWE14 19.59 UWE11 20.62 UWE11 23.71 UWE11 9.28 UWE9 4.12 UWE10 3.09
UWE1 10.31 UWE2 17.53 UWE13 19.59 UWE17 23.71 UWE17 9.28 UWE15 4.12 UWE11 3.09
UWE12 10.31 UWE13 17.53 UWE3 18.56 UWE5 22.68 UWE10 8.25 UWE2 3.09 UWE14 3.09
UWE13 9.28 UWE4 14.43 UWE2 17.53 UWE10 19.59 UWE15 8.25 UWE10 3.09 UWE1 2.06
UWE14 8.25 UWE6 14.43 UWE8 17.53 UWE7 18.56 UWE1 7.22 UWE11 3.09 UWE2 2.06
UWE15 8.25 UWE8 11.34 UWE6 15.46 UWE12 18.56 UWE9 7.22 UWE12 1.03 UWE12 2.06
UWE16 6.19 UWE16 5.15 UWE7 11.34 UWE3 16.49 UWE5 5.15 UWE17 1.03 UWE17 1.03
Intra-range 
Difference 13.40 - 23.71 - 17.53 - 14.43 - 16.49 - 9.28 - 11.34

Almost Never Never

Note. All the figure shown in this table are in percentage terms. At the bottom of the table, intra-range difference is given which is calculated by subtracting
the lower bound of the response percentage range from the upper bound of the response percentage range. In this table, every response category is showing the
response percentage in descending order along with its corresponding UWES statement.

Always Very Often Often Sometimes Rarely
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“often”, “very often” and “always” categories are grouped into the “above average” category 

while the “sometimes” response is assumed to be the centre point (Table 63). 

It is found that the “below average” category’s contribution in percentage terms is less as 

compared to the “above average” category’s contribution in percentage terms, except for 

UWE16 wherein the “below average” category’s percentage contribution is greater (40.21%) 

as compared to “above average” category’s percentage contribution (34.02%). The difference 

between the two grouped categories for the UWE16 is 6.19%.  

Table 63 shows that the range for the “below average” category is between 11.34% to 40.21% 

and it is between 34.02% to 65.98% for the “above average” category. The “below average” 

category has the intra-range difference of 28.87% while the “above average” category has the 

intra-range difference of 31.96%. This table supports the previous observations that most of 

Generation Z’s responses are concentrated towards the “above average” (often, very often and 

always responses) category except for UWE16. The information shown in Table 63 can 

graphically be seen in the form of a diverged bar chart (Figure 6), which shows the “sometimes” 

response category as the “centre point” and has the “below average” category on one side and 

“above average” category on the other side.  

Table 63 

Response Percentage of Generation Z for the UWES Statements When the UWES Statements 
are Condensed into Three Categories, n = 97 

 

Q. No. UWES Statements Below Average Average Above Average
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 16.49 25.77 57.73
UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 16.49 30.93 52.58
UWE3 Time flies when I am working 25.77 16.49 57.73
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 18.56 27.84 53.61
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 15.46 22.68 61.86
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 26.80 29.90 43.30
UWE7 My job inspires me 30.93 18.56 50.52
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 31.96 26.80 41.24
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 14.43 26.80 58.76

UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 14.43 19.59 65.98
UWE11 I am immersed in my work 15.46 23.71 60.82
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 19.59 18.56 61.86
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 27.84 25.77 46.39
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 21.65 28.87 49.48
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 16.49 25.77 57.73
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 40.21 25.77 34.02
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 11.34 23.71 64.95
Note. The percentage of responses when the 7-point Likert Scale responses condensed into three categories wherein
"sometimes" response category is treated as "average" or a centre point and "never", "almost never" and "rarely" response
categories were clubbed and named as "below average" and response categories "often", "very often", "always" clubbed
into one category and named as "above average" category. 
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Figure 6. Diverged stacked bar chart for Generation Z’s UWES statements. 

Table 64 contains the grouped category-wise statements arranged in descending order to know 

which of the UWES statements are the most preferred and least preferred for the “above 

average” and “below average” categories, which are derived by grouping the three UWES 

response categories for each of these two categories. The top 10 most preferred statements for 

each of these grouped categories (below average and above average) are considered and 

reported. In case the statement at the 10th place tied with another statement/s in terms of their 

response percentages, all those statements are considered and reported. This table shows the 

response percentage sorted in descending order for the grouped categories “below average” 

and “above average”.  

The statements UWE16, UWE8, UWE7, UWE13, UWE6, UWE3, UWE14, UWE12, UWE4, 

UWE1, UWE2 and UWE15 are the top 12 most preferred statements for the “below average” 

category and the range for these responses is between 16.49% and 40.21%.  

For the “above average” category, UWE10, UWE17, UWE5, UWE12, UWE11, UWE9, 

UWE1, UWE3, UWE15 and UWE4 are the top 10 most preferred statements and the range for 

these responses is between 53.61% and 65.98%. 
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Table 64 

UWES Category-Wise (Condensed) Response Percentage in Descending Order for Generation 
Z, n = 97 

 

 

4.19 Normality 
 

The test of normality is important for the continuous data for deciding the appropriate statistical 

method to conduct the data analysis. In case the data follows the normal distribution, the 

parametric tests are applied otherwise the non-parametric tests are applied. The test of 

normality can be conducted by taking the help of various numerical and visual methods 

(Mishra, Pandey, Singh, Gupta, Sahu, & Keshri, 2019). 

According to Johnson and Creech (1983), Norman (2010), Sullivan and Artino (2013) and 

Zumbo and Zimmerman (1993), 5-point categories or more Likert scale can be treated as 

continuous data (as cited in Statistics Solutions, 2019, para. 2). A Likert scale is a summated 

scale that assumes the interval properties though according to Boone and Boone (2012), the 

individual Likert item is an ordinal data that requires the usage of non-parametric methods. An 

ordinal Likert-item can be described by using the median, mode, frequencies, chi-square and 

Kendall tau b or c (as cited in Yusoff & Janor, 2014, p. 5.). The Generation Z profile survey 

statements used in this research study are an example of ordinal type Likert-items and therefore 

for these statements the measures of central tendencies such as median and mode, frequencies, 

chi-square goodness-of-fit and Kendall-tau b are used. 

Q. No. UWES Statements % Q. No. UWES Statements %
UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 40.21 UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 65.98
UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 31.96 UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 64.95
UWE7 My job inspires me 30.93 UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 61.86
UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 27.84 UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 61.86
UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 26.80 UWE11 I am immersed in my work 60.82
UWE3 Time flies when I am working 25.77 UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 58.76
UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 21.65 UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 57.73
UWE12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time 19.59 UWE3 Time flies when I am working 57.73
UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 18.56 UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 57.73
UWE1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 16.49 UWE4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 53.61
UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 16.49 UWE2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 52.58
UWE15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally 16.49 UWE7 My job inspires me 50.52
UWE11 I am immersed in my work 15.46 UWE14 I get carried away when I am working 49.48
UWE5 I am enthusiastic about my job 15.46 UWE13 To me, my job is challenging 46.39
UWE9 I feel happy when I am working intensely 14.43 UWE6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me 43.30
UWE10  I am proud of the work that I do 14.43 UWE8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 41.24
UWE17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well 11.34 UWE16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job 34.02

Below Average Above Average

Note. These figures are in percentage terms. This table does not show the centre point or the zero point which was assumed to be the "sometimes" category. The "below average"
category includes three categories from the 7-point Likert scale which are "never", "almost never" and "rarely" and the "above average" category includes three categories from
the 7-point Likert scale which are "often", "very often" and "always" categories.
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Similarly, to know whether the work engagement survey data, which is based on a 7-point 

Likert scale (UWES), is normally distributed or otherwise, a mix of visual and numerical 

techniques are followed. In the case of visual techniques, help is taken from histograms and 

box plots and in terms of a numerical technique, five-number summary statistics, descriptive 

statistics showing the measure of central tendency and measures of dispersion along with the 

z-value for the skewness and the kurtosis are computed. In addition to this, the Shapiro-Wilk 

test of normality is applied for the overall UWES scale and its sub-scales (vigor, dedication 

and absorption). 

There are only a limited number of responses categories available in the Likert scale that act 

like a predetermined range, which makes it virtually impossible to identify the outliers by using 

the interquartile range (Treiblmaier & Filzmoser, 2011). In other words, there is a floor and a 

ceiling in the Likert scale data due to these predetermined response categories and the score on 

one item or several items cannot exceed the given range.   

4.19.1 Histogram (work engagement) 
 
Histograms are prepared for work engagement of both generations based on the mean values 

derived from the summation of all the scores. Please refer to Figure 7. 

A visual inspection of these histograms indicates that both histograms are approximately bell-

shaped as the data appears to be normally distributed. The histograms for both generations 

show that the concentration of most of the responses is towards the middle of the histogram 

and less towards the tails or sides of the histograms.  

 

Figure 7. Histogram for work engagement of Generation Y and Generation Z. 
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4.19.2 Descriptive statistics for Generation Z and Generation Y UWES scale 
 

Table 65 shows the descriptive statistics for Generation Z’s and Generation Y’s work 

engagement for the UWES score and the mean values derived from that UWES score. Based 

on the UWES score, the Generation Z work engagement score (n = 97), M = 61.94, Mdn = 

61.00, Mode = 58.00 and SD = 17.93. It shows that the mean and median are close to each 

other for Generation Z with an exception to mode value. The Generation Y work engagement 

score (n = 92) is M = 64.25, Mdn = 63.00, Mode = 63.00 and SD = 16.46 and all the measures 

of central tendency are very close to each other for Generation Y. The same is true when the 

UWES mean values, which are derived from the UWES scale score, are compared. For 

Generation Z, M = 3.64, Mdn = 3.59, Mode = 3.41 and SD = 1.05. For Generation Y, M = 

3.78, Mdn = 3.71, Mode = 3.71 and SD = .97. The skewness z-value for Generation Y and 

Generation Z’s work engagement based on the UWES mean values is -0.653 and -0.334 

respectively while the kurtosis z-value for Generation Y and Generation Z’s work engagement 

based on the UWES mean values is -0.689 and -0.395, respectively. The z-values for the 

skewness and kurtosis are calculated by dividing skewness and kurtosis value with their 

respective standard error for both generations. Hence, the distribution of the sample is normal 

as the skewness absolute z-value and the kurtosis absolute z-value is less than 3.29 at α =.05 

for the sample size 50 < n < 300 (Kim, 2013). 

Table 65 

Descriptive Statistics for the UWES Scale Score and UWES Mean Values of Generation Y and 
Generation Z 

 

Measures UWES Scale Score UWES Mean Values UWES Scale Score UWES Mean Values
Mean 64.25 3.78 61.94 3.64

Standard Error 1.72 0.10 1.82 0.11
Median 63.00 3.71 61.00 3.59
Mode 63.00 3.71 58.00 3.41

Standard Deviation 16.46 0.97 17.93 1.05
Sample Variance 270.80 0.94 321.37 1.11

Kurtosis -0.343 -0.343 -0.192 -0.192
Standard Error of Kurtosis 0.498 0.498 0.485 0.485

Kurtosis Z-Value -0.689 -0.689 -0.395 -0.395
Skewness -0.164 -0.164 -0.082 -0.082

Standard Error of Skewness 0.251 0.251 0.245 0.245
Skewness Z-Value -0.653 -0.653 -0.334 -0.334

Range 79.00 4.65 79.00 4.65
Minimum 15.00 0.88 18.00 1.06
Maximum 94.00 5.53 97.00 5.71

Sum 5911.00 347.71 6008.00 353.41
Count 92 92 97 97

Note. Skewness Z-Value = Skewness Value/Standard Error of Skewness and Kurtosis Z-Value = Kurtosis Value/Standard Error of Kurtosis. This table is for the
UWES Likert Scale and is based on the sum of Likert scale score and the Likert scale mean for both generations. 

Generation Y Generation Z
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4.19.3 Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for both generations (work engagement) 
 

The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality also provides evidence to suggest that the work engagement 

scale (UWES) data is approximately normally distributed for both generations. The null 

hypothesis for the Shapiro-Wilk test is that the distribution of the data is normal. The Shapiro-

Wilk test has not shown a departure from normality for the Generation Z work engagement 

score, W(97) = .98, p = .166 at α = .05. The same is true for the Generation Y work engagement 

score W(92) = .98, p = .095 at α = .05. Hence, there is evidence to suggest that the work 

engagement scale scores are approximately normally distributed. Please refer to Table 66 

below. 

Table 66 

Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for Both Generations (Work Engagement) 

 

4.19.4 Five number summary for both generations (work engagement) 
 

The five-number summary table (Table 67) for work engagement of Generation Z and 

Generation Y is based on the UWES scale mean values and should be read in conjunction with 

the box plot section. The inter-quartile range, the median (quartile 2) and the outlier are 

discussed in the box plot section.  

Table 67 

Five Number Summary Including the Inter-Quartile Range Based on the UWES Mean Values 
for Generation Y and Generation Z  

 

Statistic df Sig.
Generation Z (1995-2001) 0.981 97 0.166
Generation Y (1980-1994) 0.977 92 0.095

Note.  The results of this test are exactly the same when we consider the scale scores or the mean values.

Measures Generation Y Generation Z 
Minimum 0.88 1.06
Quartile 1 3.12 2.97
Quartile 2 3.71 3.59
Quartile 3 4.57 4.41
Maximum 5.53 5.71

Range 4.65 4.65
Inter Quartile Range 1.45 1.44

Upper Bound 6.75 6.57
Lower Bound 0.94 0.81
Mean Score 3.78 3.64

Note . Generation Y n  = 92 and Generation Z n  = 97.
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4.19.5 Box plot (work engagement): The five-number summary is computed based on the 

UWES mean values for both generations (Table 67). Also, please refer to Figure 8 for box 

plots. The box plot for the work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y shows that the 

mean value and the median value are close to each other for both generations. The cross (“x”) 

marked on the box plot indicates the position of the mean value. From visual inspection, it 

appears that the box plot for work engagement of both generations is approximately 

symmetrical. Generation Y and Generation Z work engagement Mdn = 3.71 and Mdn = 3.59 

respectively. The inter-quartile range (IQR) for Generation Y and Generation Z is 1.45 (4.57 

minus 3.12) and 1.44 (4.41 minus 2.97), respectively. The range for Generation Y and 

Generation Z is 4.65 and the shape of the box plots for both generations is approximately 

symmetrical. There is one outlier for the Generation Y work engagement box plot. As the 

UWES is a Likert scale, there is a floor and ceiling to the response categories because these 

categories are fixed and having an extreme outlier outside of these response categories is not 

possible. It is also expected that there would be few individuals who might be having a very 

high or a very low score on work engagement, which seems to be the case here, though this 

outlier is not very far from the lower whisker. As there is only one observed outlier on the box 

plot of Generation Y’s work engagement, it has been considered for this analysis.  

Figure 8. Box plot for work engagement of Generation Y and Generation Z. 

4.19.6 Histograms for both generations (sub-scales) 
 

The normality tests are also applied to the sub-scales of UWES and both visual and numerical 

methods are used to check the normality of the data for the sub-scales (vigor, dedication and 
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absorption) of both generations. The data for the sub-scales is based on the mean values that 

are derived from the sub-scale scores.  

4.19.7 Histogram for the vigor sub-scale for both generations 
 

Visual inspection of the histograms (Figure 9) indicates that the histogram for the Generation 

Z vigor sub-scale seems to be like a bell-shaped curve as the data appears to be approximately 

normally distributed. However, the histogram for the Generation Y vigor sub-scale needs 

further examination for the test of normality. This is because the data does not seem to follow 

the strict normal distribution though it could be following an approximately normal distribution 

as there are longer bars in the middle of the histogram and smaller bars around the sides of the 

histogram. The histograms for the Generation Z vigor sub-scale shows that most of the data is 

centred around the middle score while the tails or sides of the histogram are smaller as 

compared to the central part of the histogram.  

 

Figure 9. Histogram for the vigor sub-scale of Generation Y and Generation Z. 

4.19.8 Histogram for the absorption sub-scale for both generations 
 

The visual inspection of the histograms (Figure 10) reveals that the histogram for the 

Generation Z absorption sub-scale seems to be a bell-shaped curve. The histogram for the 

Generation Y absorption sub-scale is having two long bars in the centre which are surrounded 

by comparatively smaller bars, which gives an indication that it could approximately be 
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following a normal distribution. Both histograms are having very few values around the edges 

as compared to the middle area of the histogram.  

 

Figure 10. Histogram for the absorption sub-scale of Generation Y and Generation Z. 

4.19.9 Histogram for the dedication sub-scale for both generations 
 

Visual inspection of the histograms (Figure 11) reveals that the histogram for the Generation 

Z dedication sub-scale appears to approximately be following a bell-shaped curve as the central 

area of the histogram is having more values as compared to the sides of the histograms. The 

histogram for the Generation Y dedication sub-scale needs a further test of normality as the 

central part of the histogram seems to be flat. There are too many bars in the middle area of the 

Generation Y dedication sub-scale histogram, which are having approximately the same 

amount of data. 

 

Figure 11. Histogram for the dedication sub-scale of Generation Y and Generation Z. 
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4.19.10 Descriptive statistics for both generations (sub-scales) 
 

Table 68 shows the descriptive statistics for Generation Z’s and Generation Y’s UWES sub-

scales. This table shows the values based on the sub-scale score as well as the mean values 

derived from the sub-scale score. 

The measures of central tendency: It is important to note that the measures of central 

tendency are reported for both sub-scale scores and the mean values derived from that sub-

scale score. The skewness value, kurtosis value and their respective z-values are similar under 

the sub-scale score computation and mean value computation hence it has only been reported 

once. 

Generation Z’s vigor sub-scale score: n = 97, M = 22.21, Mdn = 21.00, Mode = 19.00 and 

SD = 6.41. It shows that the mean, median and mode are not very close to each other. It has a 

skewness of 0.053 (SE = 0.245) and a kurtosis of -0.374 (SE = 0.485). The skewness and 

kurtosis z-values are 0.216 and -0.770 respectively. Based on the mean value for the Generation 

Z vigor sub-scale, the measures of central tendency are, M = 3.70, Mdn = 3.50, Mode = 3.17 

and SD = 1.07. It confirms that the measures of central tendencies are not close to each other.  

Generation Y’s vigor sub-scale score: n = 92, M = 22.86, Mdn = 23.00, Mode = 25.00 and 

SD = 5.84. It shows that while the mean and the median are close to each other, the mode is 

away from these two. It has a skewness of -0.102 (SE = 0.251) and a kurtosis of -0.519 (SE = 

0.498). The skewness and kurtosis z-values are -0.405 and -1.042 respectively. Based on the 

mean value for the Generation Y vigor sub-scale, the measures of central tendency are, M = 

3.81, Mdn = 3.83, Mode = 4.17 and SD = 0.97. It shows that the mean and median are close 

to each other, but the mode is away from these two. 

Generation Z’s absorption sub-scale score: n = 97, M = 21.16, Mdn = 21.00, Mode = 21.00 

and SD = 6.56. It shows that the mean, median and mode are very close to each other. It has a 

skewness of -0.256 (SE = 0.245) and a kurtosis of -0.102 (SE = 0.485). The skewness and 

kurtosis z-values are -1.045 and -0.211 respectively. Based on the mean value for the 

Generation Z absorption sub-scale, the measures of central tendency are, M = 3.53, Mdn = 

3.50, Mode = 3.50 and SD = 1.09. It confirms that the measures of central tendencies are very 

close to each other.  

Generation Y’s absorption sub-scale score: n = 92, M = 21.97, Mdn = 22.00, Mode = 23.00 

and SD = 6.20. It shows that while the mean and the median are close to each other, the mode 
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is away from these two. It has a skewness of -0.188 (SE = 0.251) and a kurtosis of -0.015 (SE 

= 0.498). The skewness and kurtosis z-values are -0.750 and -0.030 respectively. Based on the 

mean value for the Generation Y absorption sub-scale, the measures of central tendency are, M 

= 3.66, Mdn = 3.67, Mode = 3.83 and SD = 1.03. It shows that the mean and median are close 

to each other, but the mode is away from these two. 

Generation Z’s dedication sub-scale score: n = 97, M = 18.57, Mdn = 19.00, Mode = 15.00 

and SD = 6.67. It shows that though the mean and the median are close to each other, the mode 

is far away from these two. It has a skewness of -0.366 (SE = 0.245) and a kurtosis of -0.075 

(SE = 0.485). The skewness and kurtosis z-values are -1.492 and -0.155 respectively. Based on 

the mean value for the Generation Z dedication sub-scale, the measures of central tendency are, 

M = 3.71, Mdn = 3.80, Mode = 3.00 and SD = 1.33. In contrast to the mean and median values 

which are based on the Generation Z dedication sub-scale score, the mean and median values 

based on the mean of Generation Z dedication sub-scale appears to be away from each other 

and the mode is far away from the mean and the median.  

Generation Y’s dedication sub-scale score: n = 92, M = 19.42, Mdn= 19.50, Mode =15.00 

and SD = 5.84. It reveals that the mean and the median are close to each other, but the mode is 

away from these two. It has a skewness of -0.300 (SE = 0.251) and a kurtosis of -0.144 (SE = 

0.498). The skewness and kurtosis z-values are -1.195 and -0.289 respectively. Based on the 

mean value for the Generation Y dedication sub-scale, the measures of central tendency are, M 

= 3.88, Mdn= 3.90, Mode = 3.00 and SD = 1.17. It shows that the mean and median are close 

to each other, but the mode is far away from these two. 

The z-values for the skewness and kurtosis are calculated by dividing skewness and kurtosis 

value with their respective standard error for both generations. From the descriptive statistics, 

it is revealed that the data seems to be approximately normally distributed though the skewness 

z-value for the dedication sub-scale of Generation Z and Generation Y is -1.492 and -1.195, 

which is very high. Apart from this, there is a high skewness z-value for the Generation Z 

absorption sub-scale and high kurtosis z-value for the Generation Y vigor sub-scale which is -

1.045 and -1.042, respectively. But as Kim (2013) suggests, the distribution of the sample data 

is normal as the skewness absolute z-value and the kurtosis absolute z-value is less than 3.29 

at α =.05 for the sample size 50 < n < 300.  

 

 



122 
 

Table 68 

Descriptive Statistics based on Vigor, Absorption and Dedication Sub-Scale Score and Mean 
Value for Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

4.19.11 Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for both generations (sub-scales) 
 
The result of the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality (Table 69) has shown a departure from 

normality for the dedication sub-scale of Generation Y, W(92) = .97, p = .040 and it is very 

close to the level of significance (α = .05) in the case of the dedication sub-scale of Generation 

Z, W(97) = .97, p = .055. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test have not shown the departure 

from normality for all the remaining UWES sub-scales for both generations. The results for the 

remaining UWES sub-scales for both generations are: 

Generation Z’s vigor sub-scale, W(97) = .98, p = .190 

Generation Y’s vigor sub-scale, W(92) = .98, p = .076 

Generation Z’s absorption sub-scale, W(97) = .98, p = .311 

Generation Y’s absorption sub-scale, W(92) = .98, p = .216 

Therefore, from the results of Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, there is evidence to suggest that 

the vigor and absorption sub-scale data for both generations are approximately normally 

distributed with an exception to the dedication sub-scale of Generation Y. As the dedication 

sub-scale of Generation Z is very close to the level of significance (α = .05), it would be 

appropriate to apply non-parametric tests for the dedication sub-scale of Generation Z. 

 

Measures Vigor Absorption Dedication Vigor Absorption Dedication Vigor Absorption Dedication Vigor Absorption Dedication
Mean 22.86 21.97 19.42 22.21 21.16 18.57 3.81 3.66 3.88 3.70 3.53 3.71

Standard Error 0.61 0.65 0.61 0.65 0.67 0.68 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.14
Median 23.00 22.00 19.50 21.00 21.00 19.00 3.83 3.67 3.90 3.50 3.50 3.80
Mode 25.00 23.00 15.00 19.00 21.00 15.00 4.17 3.83 3.00 3.17 3.50 3.00

Standard Deviation 5.84 6.20 5.84 6.41 6.56 6.67 0.97 1.03 1.17 1.07 1.09 1.33
Sample Variance 34.145 38.493 34.115 41.082 43.056 44.436 0.948 1.069 1.365 1.141 1.196 1.777

Kurtosis -0.519 -0.015 -0.144 -0.374 -0.102 -0.075 -0.519 -0.015 -0.144 -0.374 -0.102 -0.075
Standard Error of Kurtosis 0.498 0.498 0.498 0.485 0.485 0.485 0.498 0.498 0.498 0.485 0.485 0.485

Kurtosis Z-Value -1.042 -0.030 -0.289 -0.770 -0.211 -0.155 -1.042 -0.030 -0.289 -0.770 -0.211 -0.155
Skewness -0.102 -0.188 -0.300 0.053 -0.256 -0.366 -0.102 -0.188 -0.300 0.053 -0.256 -0.366

Standard Error of Skewness 0.251 0.251 0.251 0.245 0.245 0.245 0.251 0.251 0.251 0.245 0.245 0.245
Skewness Z-Value -0.405 -0.750 -1.195 0.216 -1.045 -1.492 -0.405 -0.750 -1.195 0.216 -1.045 -1.492

Range 25.00 32.00 26.00 28.00 30.00 30.00 4.17 5.33 5.20 4.67 5.00 6.00
Minimum 9.00 2.00 4.00 8.00 4.00 0.00 1.50 0.33 0.80 1.33 0.67 0.00
Maximum 34.00 34.00 30.00 36.00 34.00 30.00 5.67 5.67 6.00 6.00 5.67 6.00

Sum 2103.00 2021.00 1787.00 2154.00 2053.00 1801.00 350.50 336.83 357.40 359.00 342.17 360.20
Count 92.00 92.00 92.00 97.00 97.00 97.00 92.00 92.00 92.00 97.00 97.00 97.00

Note.  Kurtosis Z Value=Kurtosis Value/Standard Error of Kurtosis and Skewness Z-Value=Skewness Value/Standard Error of Skewness. Generation Z n = 97 and Generation Y n = 92.

Generation Y Generation Y Generation ZGeneration Z
Sub-Scales (Scores) Sub-Scales (Mean Values)
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Table 69 

Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for all the Sub-Scales 

 

4.19.12 Five number summary for both generations (sub-scales) 
 

Table 70 shows the five-number summary for the UWES sub-scales, which is then used to 

prepare the box plots for the UWES sub-scales. This table is based on the UWES sub-scale 

mean values and should be read in conjunction with the box plots (Figure 12). The inter-quartile 

range, the median (quartile 2) and the outlier are reported in the box plot section. 

The median (quartile 2) is already reported in the UWES sub-scale’s descriptive statistics 

section for all the sub-scales.  

Table 70 

Five-Number Summary Including the Inter-Quartile Range Based on Mean Values of Vigor, 
Absorption and Dedication of Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

4.19.13 Box plots for both generations (sub-scales)  
 

A visual technique in the form of a box plot (Figure 12) is adopted to check the normality of 

the UWES sub-scales data. The box plots are prepared for all the UWES sub-scales for both 

Sub-Scale Generation Group Statistic df Sig.
Vigor Generation Z (1995-2001) 0.982 97 0.190
Vigor Generation Y (1980-1994) 0.975 92 0.076

Absorption Generation Z (1995-2001) 0.984 97 0.311
Absorption Generation Y (1980-1994) 0.981 92 0.216
Dedication Generation Z (1995-2001) 0.974 97 0.055
Dedication Generation Y (1980-1994) 0.971 92 0.040

Note. Results of this test are exactly same when the analysis is run on the basis of either the sub-scale score or the sub-
scale mean values.

Measures Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z 
Minimum 1.50 1.33 0.33 0.67 0.80 0.00
Quartile 1 3.00 3.17 2.96 2.83 3.00 3.00
Quartile 2 3.83 3.50 3.67 3.50 3.90 3.80
Quartile 3 4.67 4.50 4.38 4.17 4.80 4.80
Maximum 5.67 6.00 5.67 5.67 6.00 6.00

Range 4.17 4.67 5.33 5.00 5.20 6.00
Inter Quartile Range 1.67 1.33 1.42 1.33 1.80 1.80

Upper Bound 7.17 6.50 6.50 6.17 7.50 7.50
Lower Bound 0.50 1.17 0.83 0.83 0.30 0.30
Mean Score 3.81 3.70 3.66 3.53 3.88 3.71

Note . Generation Z n = 97 and Generation Y n =92.

Vigor Absorption Dedication
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generations. These box plots are based on the mean values which are derived from the 

summation of the UWES scale scores. Please refer to Figure 12 and Table 70 for this section. 

From visual inspection of the box plots for all the UWES sub-scales, it appears that the box 

plots for Generation Y’s vigor, absorption and dedication sub-scales and the box plots for 

Generation Z’s absorption and dedication sub-scales are approximately symmetrical. However, 

the box plot for Generation Z’s vigor sub-scale suggests that it is skewed to the right or in other 

words, it is positively skewed. The median (quartile 2) for this box plot is closer to quartile 1 

and the mean is greater than the median. The cross (“x”) depicted on the box plots is showing 

the position of the mean. As per Table 68, the skewness for Generation Z’s vigor sub-scale is 

positive but it is not very far away from zero. Hence, it can be considered as having 

approximately no skew. The corresponding z-value for the skewness also indicate that it is 

approximately normally distributed. It is important to note that there is one outlier for 

Generation Y’s and Generation Z’s absorption sub-scale and Generation Z’s dedication sub-

scale, though as the Likert scales have the floor and ceiling, these outliers have not been 

removed from the data set. An extreme outlier outside of the available response categories is 

not possible. It is expected that there would be few individuals who might be having a very 

high or very low score on the UWES sub-scales, which has therefore been depicted as an outlier 

for these sub-scales. As there is only one outlier for these sub-scales, it has been considered for 

this analysis. As Crossman (2019) points out, in a normal distribution of a data, most of the 

data points occur within a small range of values with few outliers on the high and low ends of 

the data range.  

Based on the UWES sub-scale mean values, the inter-quartile range for Generation Y and 

Generation Z's vigor sub-scale is 1.67 (4.67 minus 3.00) and 1.33 (4.50 minus 3.17), 

respectively. The interquartile range for Generation Y and Generation Z’s absorption sub-scale 

is 1.42 (4.38 minus 2.96) and 1.33 (4.17 minus 2.83), respectively. The interquartile range for 

Generation Y and Generation Z’s dedication sub-scale is 1.80 (4.80 minus 3.00) and 1.80 (4.80 

minus 3.00). The range for the Generation Y vigor, absorption and dedication sub-scales is 

4.17, 5.33 and 5.20 respectively and the range for Generation Z vigor, absorption and 

dedication sub-scales is 4.67, 5.00 and 6.00, respectively. It is important to note that for 

Generation Z’s dedication sub-scale, one survey respondent chose a “never” response for all 

the sub-scale items. This response (never) is numerically coded as “0” on the UWES scale. 

Hence, the minimum value for the dedication sub-scale is zero.  
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Figure 12. Box plot for the UWES sub-scales for Generation Y and Generation Z.  

4.19.14 Summary of normality section 
 

By applying various visual and numerical methods to check the normality of the data, it appears 

that the UWES scale, vigor sub-scale and absorption sub-scale are approximately normally 

distributed with an exception to the dedication sub-scale. Therefore, the selection of parametric 

and non-parametric statistical techniques can be made based on these findings. The assumption 

for the two independent sample t-test is that the dependent variable should approximately be 

normally distributed within each group. However, the t-test is a robust test even when there is 

some deviation from the normality and/or homogeneity of variance (at least when sample sizes 

are equal or nearly equal) (Posten, 1984, p. 92). In case the assumption of normality is 

breached, Mann-Whitney U test (non-parametric) can be applied. The second assumption, 

homogeneity of variance means that the variance of two groups should be equal or near equal 

in the population (Laerd, 2018b). If the variance of two groups is equal or near equal, student’s 

t-test or Gosset’s t-test is applied and if it is not then Welch’s t-test is applied (Kim, 2019). To 

know whether the variance of two groups are equal, the F-test two-sample for variances and 

Levene’s test for equality of variances are used using Excel and SPSS software respectively. 

The null hypothesis for both tests is that the variance is equal across groups or in other words, 

there is no difference in variances across groups (Statistics How To, 2019; Statistics Solutions, 

2019b).  
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4.20 Equality of variance for the UWES and its sub-scales for both 
generations 
 

An F-ratio test is conducted in Excel software. Table 71 shows the F statistics and the F-critical 

value. It is clear from this table that the F-statistics value is less than the F-critical value for the 

UWES scale and its sub-scales. Therefore, we fail to reject the null and assume that the 

variances of the two sample populations are approximately equal.  

Table 71 

Results of F Ratio-Test for the UWES and its Sub-Scales for Generation Z and Generation Y 

 

Levene’s test for the equality of variances for the UWES scale and its sub-scales verified the 

equality of variance in the samples (homogeneity of variance) as the p-value is more (p > .05) 

than the level of significance (α = .05) for the UWES scale and its sub-scales (Kent State 

University, 2019). Please refer to Table 72. 

Levene’s test for equality of variance results are below. 

a) Work engagement, F(1,187) = .24, p = .63 

b) Vigor, F(1,187) = .29, p = .59 

c) Absorption, F(1,187) = .03, p = .86 

d) Dedication, F(1,187) = 1.12, p = .29 

 
Table 72 

Results of Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances for Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

 

Measure Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y
Mean 61.94 64.25 22.21 22.86 21.16 21.97 18.57 19.42

Variance 321.37 270.80 41.08 34.14 43.06 38.49 44.44 34.12
Observations 97 92 97 92 97 92 97 92

df 96 91 96 91 96 91 96 91
F 1.19 - 1.20 - 1.12 - 1.30 -

P(F<=f) one-tail 0.21 - 0.19 - 0.30 - 0.10 -
F Critical one-tail 1.41 - 1.41 - 1.41 - 1.41 -

UWES Scale Vigor Sub-Scale Absorption Sub-Scale Dedication Sub-Scale

Note. F ratio-test is conducted on the UWES scale sum score and the sub-scale sum score. F-test results are exactly same in terms of F-statistics and F critical value
when the analysis is run on the basis of mean values. α=0.05.

Variables F Sig.
Work Engagement 0.24 0.63

Vigor 0.29 0.59
Absorption 0.03 0.86
Dedication 1.12 0.29

Note . α = .05
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Therefore, from the results of the F-ratio test and Levene’s test for the equality of variances, it 

can be assumed that the variances are equal across the Generation Z and Generation Y group 

for the UWES scale and its sub-scales. This equality of variances across the groups require the 

adoption of Gosset’s t-test for comparing the means.  

4.21 Hypothesis testing (UWES scale and its sub-scales) 
 

Please refer to Table 73, Table 74, Table 75 and Table 77 for the results of Gosset’s t-test, the 

confidence interval for the mean, the confidence interval for the mean difference and Cohen’s 

d effect size for the UWES scale and its sub-scales, respectively.  

The results obtained by applying visual and numerical methods for testing the normality of the 

data indicates that the data for the UWES scale, absorption sub-scale and vigor sub-scale 

appears to be approximately normally distributed for both generations except for the dedication 

sub-scale. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality indicated the departure from normality for the 

dedication sub-scale (particularly for Generation Y) though the visual inspection of the 

histograms, box plots and z-values for the skewness and kurtosis indicated approximately 

normal distribution. Therefore, for the dedication sub-scale both parametric (Gosset’s t-test) 

and non-parametric (Mann-Whitney U Test) tests are used. As stated previously, the t-test is 

robust to the data which has some departure from normality.  

Hypothesis testing is conducted by considering the two-tailed test. p-value method is used for 

statistically testing the null hypothesis. The level of significance is set at α = .05 for all the 

hypotheses. It is considered that if the p-value is less than the level of significance, the null 

hypothesis will be rejected.  

4.21.1 Parametric test (Gosset’s t-test) 
 

Based on the results of the F-ratio test and Levene’s test for the equality of variances, which 

indicated that the variances are equal across both generation groups, Gosset’s t-test or the 

student’s t-test is used to compare the means of Generation Z and Generation Y sample 

population for the work engagement (UWES) scale and its sub-scales (vigor, dedication and 

absorption). The level of significance considered for the t-test is set at α = .05. The mean values 

for Generation Z’s work engagement (UWES) scale and its sub-scales (vigor, absorption and 

dedication) are less in comparison to the mean values for Generation Y’s work engagement, 

vigor, dedication and absorption respectively. Both generations have a lower mean value for 
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the absorption sub-scale as compared to the remaining two sub-scales and the higher mean 

value for the dedication sub-scale when compared with the other two remaining sub-scales. As 

the assumption of normality seems to be violated for the Generation Y dedication sub-scale 

and is very close to that violation based on the Shapiro-Wilk result for Generation Z dedication 

sub-scale, additional help is taken from the non-parametric test (Mann-Whitney U test) for the 

dedication sub-scale and the results of this test are published in Table 76. 

Table 73 

Results of Gosset’s T-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances for the UWES Scale and 
its Sub-Scales for Generation Z and Generation Y 

 

4.21.2 Confidence intervals for the mean and the mean difference 
 

Table 74 contains information about the confidence intervals for the mean for work 

engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption variables for both generations and Table 75 

contains the information about the confidence intervals for the mean difference for the UWES 

scale and its sub-scales.  

How well the sample statistic (e.g. mean) estimates the underlying population value is always 

an issue and this issue is addressed by the computation of confidence interval (CI) as it provides 

a range of values that is likely to contain the population parameter of interest (NIST Sematech, 

n.d., para. 1). The CI is formed at a confidence level and it means that if the sample population 

is sampled many times and if the interval estimates are made each time, the resulting intervals 

would bracket the true population parameter in approximately 95% of the cases (NIST 

Sematech, n.d., para. 2). 

 

 Generation Z Generation Y  Generation Z Generation Y  Generation Z Generation Y  Generation Z Generation Y
Mean 3.64 3.78 3.70 3.81 3.53 3.66 3.71 3.88

Variance 1.11 0.94 1.14 0.95 1.20 1.07 1.78 1.36
Observations 97 92 97 92 97 92 97 92

Pooled Variance 1.03 - 1.05 - 1.13 - 1.58 -
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

df 187 - 187 - 187 - 187 -
t Stat -0.92 - -0.73 - -0.86 - -0.94 -

P(T<=t) one-tail 0.18 - 0.23 - 0.19 - 0.17 -
t Critical one-tail 1.65 - 1.65 - 1.65 - 1.65 -
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.36 - 0.47 - 0.39 - 0.35 -
t Critical two-tail 1.97 - 1.97 - 1.97 - 1.97 -

Note.  Gosset's t-test is based on the mean values of the UWES scale and its sub scales. Gosset's t-test is used after conducting the F-ratio test and 
Levene's test for the equality of variance. 

Vigor Sub-Scale Absorption Sub-Scale Dedication Sub-ScaleUWES Scale
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Table 74 

Generation-Wise Mean and 95% Confidence Interval for Mean for Work Engagement, Vigor, 
Dedication and Absorption 

 

 

Table 75 

95% Confidence Interval for the Mean Difference for Work Engagement, Vigor, Dedication 
and Absorption 

 

 

4.21.3 Hypothesis testing: Gosset’s t-test results 
 

4.21.3.1 Overall hypothesis for the UWES scale  
 

The result of the two independent samples t-test indicates that there is not a significant 

statistical difference between work engagement of Generation Z (n = 97, M = 3.64, SD = 1.05, 

95% CI [3.43, 3.86]) and work engagement of Generation Y (n = 92, M = 3.78, SD = 0.97, 

95% CI [3.58, 3.98]), t(187) = -0.92, p = .36, d = .13, 95% CI [-0.43, 0.15] in Auckland. As it 

is a statistically non-significant result (p = .36) at 5% level of significance (α = .05), we fail to 

reject the null hypothesis. 

4.21.3.2 Hypothesis testing for vigor 
 

The result of the two independent samples t-test indicates that there is not a significant 

statistical difference between vigor of Generation Z (n = 97, M = 3.70, SD = 1.07, 95% CI 

Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound
Work Engagement 3.78 3.58 3.98 3.64 3.43 3.86

Vigor 3.81 3.61 4.01 3.70 3.49 3.92
Absorption 3.66 3.45 3.88 3.53 3.31 3.75
Dedication 3.88 3.64 4.13 3.71 3.44 3.98

Generation Y Generation Z
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 95% Confidence Interval for Mean

Note. Generation Y n = 92, Generation Z n = 97
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[3.49, 3.92]) and vigor of Generation Y (n = 92, M = 3.81, SD = 0.97, 95% CI [3.61, 4.01]), 

t(187) = -0.73, p = .47, d = 0.11, 95% CI [-0.40, 0.19] in Auckland. As it is a statistically non-

significant result (p = .47) at 5% level of significance, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

4.21.3.3 Hypothesis testing for absorption 
 

The result of the two independent samples t-test indicates that there is not a significant 

statistical difference between absorption of Generation Z (n = 97, M = 3.53, SD = 1.09, 95% 

CI [3.31, 3.75]) and absorption of Generation Y (n = 92, M = 3.66, SD = 1.03, 95% CI [3.45, 

3.88]), t(187) = -0.86, p = .39, d = 0.13, 95% CI [-0.44, 0.17] in Auckland. As it is a statistically 

non-significant result (p = .39) at 5% level of significance, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

4.21.3.4 Hypothesis testing for dedication  
 

The result of the two independent samples t-test indicates that there is not a significant 

statistical difference between dedication of Generation Z (n = 97, M = 3.71, SD = 1.33, 95% 

CI [3.44, 3.98]) and dedication of Generation Y (n = 92, M = 3.88, SD = 1.17, 95% CI [3.64, 

4.13]), t(187) = -0.94, p = .35, d = 0.14, 95% CI [-0.53, 0.19] in Auckland. As it is a statistically 

non-significant result (p = .35) at 5% level of significance, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

4.21.4 Non-parametric test (Mann-Whitney U test) 
 

In addition to the parametric test (Gosset’s t-test) for the dedication sub-scale, the non-

parametric (Mann-Whitney U test) is performed for the dedication sub-scale as the Shapiro-

Wilk test of normality indicated a departure from normality for Generation Y dedication sub-

scale, W(92) = .97, p = .040 and is very close to the level of significance (α = .05) for the 

Generation Z dedication sub-scale, W(97) = .97, p = .055. 

The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric alternative to the independent t-test. The null 

hypothesis under this test requires that the two groups come from the same population 

(homogeneous having the same distribution) (Grande, 2017; Nachar, 2008). For the non-

normal and non-identical distributions, the null hypothesis is that there is not a significant 

statistical difference between the mean ranks of two groups and the alternate hypothesis is that 

there is a significant statistical difference between the mean ranks of two groups. For the non-

normal but identical distributions, the null hypothesis is that there is not a significant statistical 

difference between the medians of the two groups and the alternative hypothesis is that there 
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is a significant statistical difference between the medians of the two groups (Grande, 2017; 

Lambert, 2017a; Lambert, 2017b; O’Loughlin, 2016). The assumption of the Mann-Whitney 

U test is that the distribution of two groups though not normally distributed should be the same 

to infer it in terms of the medians and this assumption can be checked by referring to the 

histogram and box plots (Grande, 2017; Lambert, 2017a; Lambert, 2017b). The histogram and 

the box plots are already reported under the normality section. It is indicated by the histogram 

and box plot that the distribution of both Generation Y’s dedication sub-scale and Generation 

Z’s dedication sub-scale appears to be same as most of the observations are concentrated 

towards the middle and the right side of the histogram and very few observations are appearing 

towards the left side of the histogram. The histogram for both groups looks approximately 

identical. The box plot for both generations indicates the similar shape of the distribution. The 

test of homogeneity of variance (Levene’s test) also confirms that the distribution of both 

groups is approximately similar. The result of the Levene’s test for the equality of variance has 

already been reported. As the assumption of the Mann-Whitney U test for having a non-normal 

but identical distribution has been met, the inference is based on the medians of these two 

generations. Please refer to Table 76. 

The null hypothesis for the Mann-Whitney U test for the dedication sub-scale is that there is 

no difference between the medians of Generation Z and Generation Y for the dedication sub-

scale. It is a two-tailed test with a level of significance set at 5% (α = .05). 

Table 76 

Result of Mann-Whitney U Test for the Dedication Variable of Generation Z and Y 

 

The result of the Mann-Whitney U test for the dedication sub-scale shows that the Mdn = 3.90 

for the Generation Y dedication sub-scale is higher as compared to the Mdn = 3.80 for the 

Generation Z dedication sub-scale, U = 4174.50, n1 = 97, n2 = 92, p = .44, η2 = .00, two-tailed, 

where n1 means Generation Z sample size and n2 means Generation Y sample size but it is a 

Measures n Mean Rank Sum of Ranks Statistics Median Effect Size
Generation Z 97 92.04 8927.50 - 3.80 -
Generation Y 92 98.13 9027.50 - 3.90 -

Mann-Whitney U Statistics - - - 4174.50 - -
Z - - - -0.77 - -

Z2 - - - 0.59 - -
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) - - - 0.44 - -

Eta- Squared (η2) - - - 0.00 - No effect
Note.  The effect size is interpreted as "no effect" as the Eta-Squared statitics is 0.00. α  = .05, two-tailed test.
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statistically non-significant result, therefore we fail to reject the null hypothesis. The computed 

eta-squared (η2 = .00) effect size is indicating no-effect.  

4.21.5 Cohen’s d effect size for the UWES and its sub-scales 
 

Effect size is the quantification of the difference between two groups and has an emphasis on 

the size of the difference rather than confounding it with the sample size. It is measured in the 

standard deviation units (Coe, 2002). 

The computed Cohen’s d effect size is in the range of d = .11 to d = .14 for the UWES scale 

and its sub-scales, which means a very small effect for the UWES scale and its sub-scales. The 

negative or positive value of the Cohen’s d depends upon which group’s mean is subtracted 

first from the other group’s mean. Please refer to Table 77 for the results.  

Table 77   

Results of Cohen’s d Effect Size for the UWES Scale and its Sub-Scales for Both Generations 

 

4.22 Correlation analysis for the age, work engagement, vigor, dedication 
and absorption variable 
 

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient is computed for the age, work engagement, 

vigor, absorption and dedication variables for both generations to access whether they correlate 

with each other. The results are presented in Table 78 for Generation Y and Table 79 for 

Generation Z and are based on a two-tailed test with an α = .05. The Pearson coefficient of +/- 

.05 has been interpreted as having no linear relationship. 

4.22.1 Results of the Pearson correlation for Generation Y 
 

No linear relationship is found between the age and work engagement r(90) = .05, p = .622. 

A weak, positive linear relationship is found between the age and vigor r(90) = .09, p = .419. 

Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y Generation Z Generation Y
n 97 92 97 92 97 92 97 92
M 3.64 3.78 3.70 3.81 3.53 3.66 3.71 3.88
SD 1.05 0.97 1.07 0.97 1.09 1.03 1.33 1.17

Std. Error Mean 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.12
Mean Difference between         

Generation Z and Generation Y -0.14 0.14 -0.11 0.11 -0.13 0.13 -0.17 0.17
Average of Standard Deviation 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.06 1.06 1.25 1.25

Cohen's d -0.13 0.13 -0.11 0.11 -0.13 0.13 -0.14 0.14
Effect Size

Measures
Entire UWES Scale Vigor Sub-Scale Absorption Sub-Scale Dedication Sub-Scale

Note. The effect size interpretation is based on Sawilowsky's (2009) expansion of Cohen's effect size conventions. The negative or positive value of the Cohen's d 
depends upon which group's mean is subtracted first from the other group.

Very Small Very Small Very Small Very Small 
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No linear relationship is found between the age and absorption r(90) = .02, p = .850. 

No linear relationship is found between the age and dedication r(90) = .04, p = .703. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between work engagement and vigor r(90) = .90, 

p < .01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between work engagement and absorption r(90) 

= .94, p < .01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between work engagement and dedication r(90) 

= .92, p < .01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between vigor and absorption r(90) = .76, p < 

.01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between vigor and dedication r(90) = .73, p < 

.01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between absorption and dedication r(90) = .82, 

p < .01. 

It is important to note that correlation does not mean causation.  

Table 78 

Results of Pearson Correlation for the Age, Work Engagement, Vigor, Dedication and 
Absorption Variable for Generation Y 

 

 
4.22.2 Results of the Pearson correlation for Generation Z 
 

No linear relationship is found between the age and work engagement r(95) = -.04, p = .670. 

A weak, negative linear relationship is found between the age and vigor r(95) = -.10, p = .316. 

No linear relationship is found between the age and absorption r(95) = .01, p = .892. 

No linear relationship is found between the age and dedication r(95) = -.03, p = .750. 

Variable  Age Work Engagement Vigor  Absorption  Dedication
Generation Y Age 1

Generation Y Work Engagement 0.052 1
Generation Y Vigor 0.085 0.899* 1

Generation Y Absorption 0.020 0.937* 0.757* 1
Generation Y Dedication 0.040 0.923* 0.729* 0.819* 1

Note.  * means the result is significant at p  < 0.01. n =  92
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A strong, positive linear relationship is found between work engagement and vigor r(95) = .93, 

p < .01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between work engagement and absorption r(95) 

= .90, p < .01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between work engagement and dedication r(95) 

= .91, p < .01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between vigor and absorption r(95) = .76, p < 

.01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between vigor and dedication r(95) = .78, p < 

.01. 

A strong, positive linear relationship is found between absorption and dedication r(95) = .71, 

p < .01. 

Table 79 

Results of Pearson Correlation for the Age, Work Engagement, Vigor, Dedication and 
Absorption Variable for Generation Z 

 

 
4.23 Gender group-wise descriptive statistics for both generations 
 
The statistical analysis is further extended to the gender categories of both generations to know 

whether females and males in one generation are scoring higher or lower on work engagement, 

vigor, dedication and absorption as compared to the same gender in another generation. 

The gender-wise descriptive statistics showing measures of central tendency, measures of 

dispersion, skewness, kurtosis and their z-values is computed. Please refer to Table 80 and 

Table 81 for the female gender and male gender’s descriptive statistics, respectively.  

From the analysis of Table 80, it is observed that the Generation Y female gender has scored 

more on work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as compared to the Generation Z 

female gender. This difference in score among the female gender in both generations required 

Variable Age Work Engagement Vigor Absorption  Dedication
Generation Z Age 1

Generation Z Work Engagement -0.044 1
Generation Z Vigor -0.103 0.925* 1

Generation Z Absorption 0.014 0.901* 0.755* 1
Generation Z Dedication -0.033 0.913* 0.784* 0.712* 1

Note.  * means the result is significant at p < 0.01. n = 97
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testing of the hypothesis to know whether the observed mean difference is statistically 

significant. The observed mean score difference between the Generation Z and Generation Y 

female gender is in the range of +/- 0.24 to +/- 0.33 (+/- depends upon which mean score is 

deducted first from the other one and the respective mean score value) for all these variables.  

Null Hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the Generation Y 

female gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or absorption and the 

Generation Z female gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or 

absorption respectively in Auckland.  

Alternative Hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the Generation Y 

female gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or absorption and the 

Generation Z female gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or 

absorption respectively in Auckland.  

In terms of normality of the data based on the skewness and kurtosis z-scores, it is found that 

the data is approximately normally distributed. As Kim (2013) suggests, for the sample size n 

< 50, conclude that the distribution of the sample data is non-normal if the absolute z-scores 

for either kurtosis or skewness is larger than 1.96 at α = .05. In our case, this is not the case as 

the z-score has not gone over the 1.96 mark for both kurtosis and the skewness.  

Table 80 

Female Gender-Wise Descriptive Statistics for the Work Engagement, Vigor, Dedication and 
Absorption Variable for Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

From the analysis of Table 81, it is observed that the Generation Y male gender has scored 

marginally less on work engagement, vigor and dedication and scored marginally more on 

absorption as compared to the Generation Z male gender. The observed mean score difference 

Measures
Generation Y

  Work Engagement
Generation Z 

 Work Engagement
Generation Y

  Vigor
Generation Z

  Vigor
Generation Y 
Absorption

Generation Z  
Absorption

Generation Y  
Dedication

Generation Z  
Dedication

Mean 3.83 3.54 3.84 3.55 3.69 3.45 3.97 3.64
Standard Error 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.18

Median 3.82 3.41 3.83 3.33 3.83 3.50 4.00 3.50
Mode 3.71 3.41 4.17 3.17 3.83 3.50 4.20 3.00

Standard Deviation 0.96 1.02 1.01 1.05 1.06 1.08 1.11 1.23
Sample Variance 0.93 1.04 1.02 1.10 1.12 1.17 1.23 1.52

Kurtosis 0.64 0.23 -0.35 0.11 0.98 0.34 0.24 -0.08
Kurtosis Standard Error 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69

Kurtosis Z-Value 0.92 0.33 -0.51 0.16 1.42 0.50 0.35 -0.12
Skewness -0.46 0.27 -0.23 0.28 -0.48 -0.20 -0.12 -0.01

Skewness Standard Error 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Skewness Z-Value -1.32 0.77 -0.65 0.81 -1.37 -0.58 -0.34 -0.04

Range 4.65 4.47 4.17 4.50 5.33 5.00 5.20 5.40
Minimum 0.88 1.24 1.50 1.33 0.33 0.67 0.80 0.60
Maximum 5.53 5.71 5.67 5.83 5.67 5.67 6.00 6.00

Sum 176.06 163 176.83 163.50 169.67 158.67 182.80 167.60
Count (n ) 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46

Note.  Generation Y female n = 46 and Generation Z female n = 46

Female Gender
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between the Generation Z and Generation Y male gender is in the range of +/- .01 to +/- .09 

(+/- depends upon which mean score is deducted first from the other one and the respective 

mean score value) for all these variables which is very less as compared to the observed mean 

score difference among the Generation Z and Generation Y female gender. From the 

preliminary analysis of this table, it seems that this observed mean difference between the male 

gender of both generations is not having significant practical importance but only the statistical 

hypothesis testing can confirm this preliminary observation.  

Null Hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the Generation Y 

male gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or absorption and the 

Generation Z male gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or 

absorption respectively in Auckland.   

Alternative Hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the Generation Y 

male gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or absorption and the 

Generation Z male gender’s mean score on work engagement or vigor or dedication or 

absorption respectively in Auckland. 

It is found that the data is approximately normally distributed as Kim (2013) suggests, for the 

sample size n < 50, conclude that the distribution of the sample data is non-normal if the 

absolute z-scores for either kurtosis or skewness is larger than 1.96 at α = .05. 

Table 81 

Male Gender-Wise Descriptive Statistics for the Work Engagement, Vigor, Dedication and 
Absorption Variable for Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

Measures
Generation Y

  Work Engagement
Generation Z 

 Work Engagement
Generation Y

  Vigor
Generation Z

  Vigor
Generation Y 
Absorption

Generation Z  
Absorption

Generation Y  
Dedication

Generation Z  
Dedication

Mean 3.70 3.73 3.74 3.83 3.61 3.60 3.76 3.78
Standard Error 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.18 0.20

Median 3.59 3.82 3.67 3.83 3.50 3.83 3.80 3.80
Mode 5.06 3.71 3.00 4.50 2.83 2.67 3.00 5.60

Standard Deviation 0.97 1.09 0.93 1.08 1.01 1.11 1.22 1.43
Sample Variance 0.94 1.18 0.87 1.17 1.03 1.24 1.49 2.03

Kurtosis -0.97 -0.20 -0.55 -0.49 -0.90 -0.31 -0.42 0.04
Kurtosis Standard Error 0.70 0.66 0.70 0.66 0.70 0.66 0.70 0.66

Kurtosis Z-Value -1.40 -0.31 -0.79 -0.74 -1.30 -0.48 -0.61 0.05
Skewness 0.15 -0.38 0.06 -0.15 0.18 -0.32 -0.38 -0.61

Skewness Standard Error 0.35 0.33 0.35 0.33 0.35 0.33 0.35 0.33
Skewness Z-Value 0.43 -1.13 0.17 -0.46 0.50 -0.97 -1.08 -1.83

Range 3.82 4.65 4.17 4.50 3.83 4.67 4.80 6.00
Minimum 1.71 1.06 1.50 1.50 1.67 1.00 0.80 0.00
Maximum 5.53 5.71 5.67 6.00 5.50 5.67 5.60 6.00

Sum 166.53 190.41 168.50 195.50 162.33 183.50 169.20 192.60
Count (n ) 45 51 45 51 45 51 45 51

Male Gender

Note. Generation Y male n  = 45 and Generation Z male n = 51
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4.24 Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for the male and female gender of both 
generations 
 

The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality (Table 82) has shown a departure from 

normality for work engagement of Generation Z’s female gender, W(46) = .95, p = .035. For 

all other Generation Z’s gender and respective variables under consideration, the Shapiro-Wilk 

test of normality does not indicate a departure from normality (α = .05).  

The results of this test for the Generation Z’s remaining gender categories are: 

Generation Z male gender’s work engagement, W(51) = .98, p = .623 

Generation Z male gender’s vigor, W(51) = .98, p = .629 

Generation Z male gender’s absorption, W(51) = .97, p = .314 

Generation Z male gender’s dedication, W(51) = .96, p = .079 

Generation Z female gender’s vigor, W(46) = .95, p = .058 

Generation Z female gender’s absorption, W(46) = .98, p = .565 

Generation Z female gender’s dedication, W(46) = .97, p = .383 

Table 82  

Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for Generation Z’s Gender 

 

The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality (Table 83) has not shown departure from 

normality for work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption of Generation Y’s gender 

categories (α = .05).  

The results of this test for Generation Y’s gender categories are: 

Variables Gender Statistic df Sig.
Work Engagement Male 0.982 51 0.623
Work Engagement Female 0.947 46 0.035

Vigor Male 0.982 51 0.629
Vigor Female 0.952 46 0.058

Absorption Male 0.974 51 0.314
Absorption Female 0.979 46 0.565
Dedication Male 0.959 51 0.079
Dedication Female 0.974 46 0.383

Note. α = .05
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Generation Y male gender’s work engagement, W(45) = .96, p = .137. 

Generation Y male gender’s vigor, W(45) = .97, p = .392. 

Generation Y male gender’s absorption, W(45) = .97, p = .218. 

Generation Y male gender’s dedication, W(45) = .96, p = .077. 

Generation Y female gender’s work engagement, W(46) = .97, p = .365. 

Generation Y female gender’s vigor, W(46) = .98, p = .486. 

Generation Y female gender’s absorption, W(46) = .97, p = .331. 

Generation Y female gender’s dedication, W(46) = .97, p = .248.  

Table 83 

Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for Generation Y’s Gender 

 

The skewness and kurtosis z-values indicate the normality of the data for Generation Z female 

gender’s work engagement but the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality shows a departure from 

normality for the Generation Z female gender’s work engagement, a visual method in the form 

of the Q-Q plot (Figure 13) is used to see the non-normality of the data on the graph. Visual 

inspection of the Q-Q plot confirms that the data is non-normal for the Generation Z female 

gender’s work engagement hence it requires the usage of the non-parametric method (Mann-

Whitney U test) to compare the two groups. 

Variables Gender Statistic df Sig.
Work Engagement Male 0.961 45 0.137
Work Engagement Female 0.973 46 0.365

Vigor Male 0.974 45 0.392
Vigor Female 0.977 46 0.486

Absorption Male 0.967 45 0.218
Absorption Female 0.972 46 0.331
Dedication Male 0.955 45 0.077
Dedication Female 0.969 46 0.248

Note.  α = .05
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Figure 13. Q-Q plot for the Generation Z female’s work engagement. 

In order to know whether to infer the results of the Mann-Whitney U test in terms of median 

or mean ranks, help is taken from the box plots and histograms to know whether the distribution 

of Generation Z female gender’s work engagement is identical to Generation Y female gender’s 

work engagement. Visual inspection of the histogram (Figure 14) and box plots (Figure 15) of 

these two groups indicate that the distribution of these two groups are not identical, hence the 

results of the Mann-Whitney U test are inferred in terms of the mean ranks.   

                                 

Figure 14. Histogram for Generation Z and Generation Y female gender’s work engagement. 

 

Figure 15. Box plot for Generation Z and Generation Y female gender’s work engagement. 
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4.25 Test for the equality of variance for the gender-wise groups of both 
generations 
 

Table 84 contains the F statistics and F-critical values. It is evident from this table that the F-

statistics value is less than the F-critical value for the gender-wise work engagement scale 

(UWES) and its sub-scales. Therefore, we fail to reject the null and assume that the variances 

of the two sample populations are approximately equal.  

Table 84 

Gender-Wise Results of F Ratio Test for the UWES and its Sub Scales for Both Generations 

 

The Levene’s test for the equality of variance (Table 85) indicates that the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance is met, p >.05 at α = .05 for the gender-wise UWES scale and its sub-

scales for both generations. Therefore, a two-tailed independent sample t-test (Gosset’s t-test) 

based on equal variances is carried out. 

Levene’s test for equality results for: 

a) Generation Z and Generation Y’s female work engagement, F(1,90) = .01, p = .908. 

b) Generation Z and Generation Y’s male work engagement, F(1,94) = .20, p = .654. 

c) Generation Z and Generation Y’s female vigor, F(1,90) = .08, p = .776. 

d) Generation Z and Generation Y’s male vigor, F(1,94) = .73, p = .395. 

e) Generation Z and Generation Y’s female absorption, F(1,90) = .01, p = .921. 

f) Generation Z and Generation Y’s male absorption, F(1,94) = .18, p = .677. 

g) Generation Z and Generation Y’s female dedication, F(1,90) = .52, p = .475. 

h) Generation Z and Generation Y’s male dedication, F(1,94) = .67, p = .416. 

 

 

Measures Gen Z Gen Y  Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z  Gen Y  Gen Z Gen Y 

Mean 3.54 3.83 3.73 3.70 3.55 3.84 3.83 3.74 3.45 3.69 3.60 3.61 3.64 3.97 3.78 3.76
Variance 1.04 0.93 1.18 0.94 1.10 1.02 1.17 0.87 1.17 1.12 1.24 1.03 1.52 1.23 2.03 1.49

Observations 46 46 51 45 46 46 51 45 46 46 51 45 46 46 51 45
df 45 45 50 44 45 45 50 44 45 45 50 44 45 45 50 44
F 1.13 - 1.25 - 1.07 - 1.35 - 1.04 - 1.20 - 1.24 - 1.36 -

P(F<=f) one-tail 0.35 - 0.23 - 0.41 - 0.16 - 0.45 - 0.27 - 0.24 - 0.15 -
F Critical one-tail 1.64 - 1.63 - 1.64 - 1.63 - 1.64 - 1.63 - 1.64 - 1.63 -

Work Engagement Vigor Absorption Dedication

Note. F- ratio test values are based on the mean values for the UWES and its sub-scales. α  = .05. Generation Z (Gen Z) and Generation Y (Gen 
Y).

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male
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Table 85 

Variable-Wise Results of Levene’s Test for Equality of Variance for Generation Z and 
Generation Y Gender Groups 

 

4.26 Parametric test (Gosset’s t-test) for the gender-wise groups 
 
After checking the normality of the data and the equality of variance, the Gosset’s t-test is 

conducted for the gender-wise work engagement, vigor, absorption and dedication variables 

and the same gender category in one generation (Generation Z) is compared with the same 

gender category in another generation (Generation Y). The results are published in Table 86.  

The results of the Gosset’s t-test indicate: 

a) There is not a significant statistical difference between work engagement of Generation Z 

female group (n = 46, M = 3.54, SD = 1.02, 95% CI [3.24 , 3.85]) and work engagement of 

Generation Y female group(n = 46, M = 3.83, SD = 0.96, 95% CI [3.54, 4.11]), t(90) = -1.37, 

p = .174, d = .29, 95% CI [-0.70, 0.13] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result 

(p = .17) at 5% level of significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

b) There is not a significant statistical difference between work engagement of Generation Z 

male group (n = 51, M = 3.73, SD = 1.09, 95% CI [3.43, 4.04]) and work engagement of 

Generation Y male group (n = 45, M = 3.70, SD = 0.97, 95% CI [3.41, 3.99]), t(94) = 0.16, p 

= .877, d = .03, 95% CI [-0.39, 0.45] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p 

= .88) at 5% level of significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

c) There is not a significant statistical difference between vigor of Generation Z female group 

(n = 46, M = 3.55, SD = 1.05, 95% CI [3.24, 3.87] and vigor of Generation Y female group (n 

= 46, M = 3.84, SD = 1.01, 95% CI [3.54, 4.14]), t(90) = -1.35, p = .180, d = .28, 95% CI [-

0.72, 0.14] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p = .18) at 5% level of 

significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

d) There is not a significant statistical difference between vigor of Generation Z male group (n 

= 51, M = 3.83, SD = 1.08, 95% CI [3.53, 4.14]) and vigor of Generation Y male group (n = 

45, M = 3.74, SD = 0.93, 95% CI [3.46, 4.02]), t(94) = 0.43, p = .669, d = .09, 95% CI [-0.32, 

Statistic 0.013 0.908 0.203 0.654 0.082 0.776 0.729 0.395 0.010 0.921 0.175 0.677 0.516 0.475 0.668 0.416
F

Dedication

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Female

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Male

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Female

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Male

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Female

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Male

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Female

Gen Z and Gen Y 
Male

Note . α = .05

Sig. F Sig. F Sig.F Sig. F Sig. FSig. F Sig. F Sig.

Work Engagement Vigor Absorption
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0.50] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p = .67) at 5% level of significance 

(α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

e) There is not a significant statistical difference between absorption of Generation Z female 

group (n = 46, M = 3.45, SD = 1.08, 95% CI [3.13, 3.77]) and absorption of Generation Y 

female group (n = 46, M = 3.69, SD = 1.06, [3.37, 4.00]), t(90) = -1.07, p = .287, d = .22, 95% 

CI [-0.68, 0.20] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p = .29) at 5% level of 

significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

f) There is not a significant statistical difference between absorption of Generation Z male 

group (n = 51, M = 3.60, SD = 1.11, 95% CI [3.29, 3.91]) and absorption of Generation Y 

male group (n = 45, M = 3.61, SD = 1.01, 95% CI [3.30, 3.91]), t(94) = -0.04, p = .966, d = 

.01, 95% CI [-0.44, 0.42] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p = .97) at 5% 

level of significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

g) There is not a significant statistical difference between dedication of Generation Z female 

group (n = 46, M = 3.64, SD = 1.23, 95% CI [3.28, 4.01]) and dedication of Generation Y 

female group (n = 46, M = 3.97, SD = 1.11, 95% CI [3.65, 4.30]), t(90) = -1.35, p = .180, d = 

.28, 95% CI [-0.82, 0.16] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p = .18) at 5% 

level of significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

h) There is not a significant statistical difference between dedication of Generation Z male 

group (n = 51, M = 3.78, SD = 1.43, CI [3.38, 4.18]) and dedication of Generation Y male 

group (n = 45, M = 3.76, SD = 1.22, CI [3.39, 4.13]), t(94) = 0.06, p = .952, d = .01, 95% CI 

[-0.53, 0.56] in Auckland. It is a statistically non-significant result (p = .95) at 5% level of 

significance (α = .05), we fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

Table 86 

Results of Gosset’s T-Test: UWES and its Sub-Scales for Both Generation’s Gender Grou ps 

 

Measures Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y Gen Z Gen Y 
Mean 3.54 3.83 3.73 3.70 3.55 3.84 3.83 3.74 3.45 3.69 3.60 3.61 3.64 3.97 3.78 3.76

Variance 1.04 0.93 1.18 0.94 1.10 1.02 1.17 0.87 1.17 1.12 1.24 1.03 1.52 1.23 2.03 1.49
Observations 46 46 51 45 46 46 51 45 46 46 51 45 46 46 51 45

Pooled Variance 0.99 - 1.07 - 1.06 - 1.03 - 1.14 - 1.14 - 1.37 - 1.78 -
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

df 90 - 94 - 90 - 94 - 90 - 94 - 90 - 94 -
t Stat -1.37 - 0.16 - -1.35 - 0.43 - -1.07 - -0.04 - -1.35 - 0.06 -

P(T<=t) one-tail 0.09 - 0.44 - 0.09 - 0.33 - 0.14 - 0.48 - 0.09 - 0.48 -
t Critical one-tail 1.66 - 1.66 - 1.66 - 1.66 - 1.66 - 1.66 - 1.66 - 1.66 -
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.17 - 0.88 - 0.18 - 0.67 - 0.29 - 0.97 - 0.18 - 0.95 -
t Critical two-tail 1.99 - 1.99 - 1.99 - 1.99 - 1.99 - 1.99 - 1.99 - 1.99 -

Vigor Absorption DedicationWork Engagement

Note.  Gosset's t-test is used after conducting the F-ratio test and Levene's test for the equality of variance. α = .05

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male
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4.27 Non-parametric test (Mann-Whitney U test) for the gender-wise group 
 
As the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality (Table 82) and QQ plot (Figure 13) indicate the departure 

from normality for the Generation Z female gender’s work engagement, Mann-Whitney U test 

is used to compare the Generation Z female’s work engagement with the Generation Y female’s 

work engagement. The results of this test are published in Table 87. As the visual inspection 

of the histogram (Figure 14) and box plot (Figure 15) of these two groups indicate that the 

distribution of these two groups is not identical, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test are 

inferred in terms of the mean ranks. 

Null hypothesis: There is not a significant statistical difference between the mean ranks of the 

Generation Z female group and the mean ranks of the Generation Y female group for the work 

engagement variable in Auckland.  

Alternative hypothesis: There is a significant statistical difference between the mean ranks of 

the Generation Z female group and the mean ranks of the Generation Y female group for the 

work engagement variable in Auckland. 

It is a two-tailed test with a level of significance set at (α = .05). 

Table 87 

Results of Mann-Whitney U Test for Work Engagement of Female Gender from Both 
Generations 

 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test show the Mean Rank = 41.93 for the Generation Z 

female group’s work engagement and Mean Rank = 51.07 for the Generation Y female group’s 

work engagement, U = 848.00, n1 = 46, n2 = 46, p = .10, η2 = .03, two-tailed, where n1 means 

Generation Z female sample size for work engagement and n2 means Generation Y female 

sample size for work engagement. The results obtained from the Mann-Whitney U test 

indicates a statistically non-significant result at α = .05, therefore we fail to reject the null 

Measures n Mean Rank Sum of Ranks Statistics Effect Size
Generation Y Female Work Engagement 46 51.07 2349.00 - -
Generation Z Female Work Engagement 46 41.93 1929.00 - -

Mann-Whitney U Statistics - - - 848.00 -
Z - - - -1.64 -

Z2 - - - 2.69 -
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) - - - 0.10 -

Eta- Squared (η2) - - - 0.03 Small effect

Note . The interpretation of Eta-Squared (η2) is as per Stevens (2002) (as cited in Pedersen , 2003, p. 315).
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hypothesis. The computed eta-squared (η2 = .03) indicates a small effect. However, the result 

is statistically significant (p = .10) if the level of significance set at α = .10. 

4.28 Cohen’s d effect size and the confidence interval for the mean of the 
female gender groups 
 

The computed Cohen’s d values for work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption for 

both generations’ female gender reveal that there is a presence of a small effect (Cohen, 1988).  

Table 88 contains the computed Cohen’s d values for the female gender of both generations 

for work engagement, vigor, absorption and dedication variables.  

Table 88 

Female Gender-Wise Mean Difference and Cohen’s d Effect Size for the Work Engagement, 
Vigor, Dedication and Absorption Variable for Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

Table 89 shows a 95% confidence interval for the mean of the female gender of both 

generations and focuses on work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption variables.  

Table 89 

Generation-Wise Female Gender’s Mean and 95% Confidence Interval for the Mean for Work 
Engagement, Vigor, Dedication and Absorption 

 

 

 

Measures
Generation Y

  Work Engagement
Generation Z 

 Work Engagement
Generation Y

  Vigor
Generation Z

  Vigor
Generation Y 
Absorption

Generation Z  
Absorption

Generation Y  
Dedication

Generation Z  
Dedication

Mean Difference 0.28 -0.28 0.29 -0.29 0.24 -0.24 0.33 -0.33
Cohen's d 0.29 -0.29 0.28 -0.28 0.22 -0.22 0.28 -0.28
Effect Size

Female Gender

Note.  The positive or negative Cohen's d  value depends upon which group's mean value is subtracted first from the another group's mean value. The interpretation of the effect size is based on Cohen's 
interpretation (Cohen, 1988, p. 40). n = 46 for Generation Y and Generation Z female gender. 

Small effect Small effect Small effect Small effect

Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound
Work Engagement 3.83 3.54 4.11 3.54 3.24 3.85

Vigor 3.84 3.54 4.14 3.55 3.24 3.87
Absorption 3.69 3.37 4.00 3.45 3.13 3.77
Dedication 3.97 3.65 4.30 3.64 3.28 4.01

Note . Generation Y Female n = 46, Generation Z Female n = 46.

95% Confidence Interval for Mean95% Confidence Interval for Mean
Generation ZGeneration Y
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4.29 Cohen’s d effect size and the confidence interval for the mean of the 
male gender groups 
 

The computed Cohen’s d values for work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption for 

both generations’ male gender reveal that there is no-effect as the computed Cohen d is very 

near to zero.  

Table 90 contains the computed Cohen’s d values for the male gender of both generations for 

work engagement, vigor, absorption and dedication variables.  

Table 90  

Male Gender-Wise Mean Difference and Cohen’s d Effect Size for the Work Engagement, 
Vigor, Dedication and Absorption Variable for Generation Y and Generation Z 

 

Table 91 shows a 95% confidence interval for the mean of the male gender of both generations 

and focuses on work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption variables.  

Table 91 

Generation-Wise Male Gender’s Mean and 95% Confidence Interval for the Mean for Work 
Engagement, Vigor, Dedication and Absorption 

 

4.30 Gender group-wise confidence intervals for the mean difference 
(UWES and its sub-scales) 
 
Table 92 shows the 95% confidence interval for the mean difference for the gender group-wise 

work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption.  

 

 

Measures
Generation Y

  Work Engagement
Generation Z 

 Work Engagement
Generation Y

  Vigor
Generation Z

  Vigor
Generation Y 
Absorption

Generation Z  
Absorption

Generation Y  
Dedication

Generation Z  
Dedication

Mean Difference -0.03 0.03 -0.09 0.09 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.02
Cohen's d -0.03 0.03 -0.09 0.09 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.01
Effect Size

 Male Gender

Note.  The positive or negative Cohen's d value depends upon which group's mean value is subtracted first from the another group's mean value. The effect size results are near to zero and therefore have been 
interpreted as having "no effect". n = 45 and n =  51 for Generation Y and Generation Z male gender respectively.

No effect No effect No effect No effect

Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound
Work Engagement 3.70 3.41 3.99 3.73 3.43 4.04

Vigor 3.74 3.46 4.02 3.83 3.53 4.14
Absorption 3.61 3.30 3.91 3.60 3.29 3.91
Dedication 3.76 3.39 4.13 3.78 3.38 4.18

95% Confidence Interval for Mean95% Confidence Interval for Mean
Generation Z

Note.  Generation Y Male n  = 45, Generation Z Male n  = 51

Generation Y
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Table 92 

95% Confidence Interval for the Mean Difference for Gender-Wise Work Engagement, Vigor, 
Dedication and Absorption 

  

4.31 Scatter plots 
 
Figures 16, 17 and 18 graphically depict that there is no linear relationship found between 

Generation Z’s work engagement and Generation Z’s age, Generation Y’s work engagement 

and Generation Y’s age and when both age groups are taken together, respectively. The line of 

best-fit is flat, and the R-square is very close to zero in all three scatter plots. The regression 

equation has been provided as part of the scatter plot. The analysis reveals that age is not a 

good predictor of work engagement for Generation Z, Generation Y and the combined group 

(Generation Z plus Generation Y). 

 

 

Figure 16. Scatter plot depicting the bivariate relationship between Generation Z’s age and 

their work engagement. 
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Figure 17. Scatter plot depicting the bivariate relationship between Generation Y’s age and 

their work engagement. 

 

Figure 18. Scatter plot depicting the bivariate relationship between the combined group 

(Generation Z and Generation Y) and their work engagement. 

4.32 Reliability (internal consistency) 
 
Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal consistency, which means how closely related a set 

of items are as a group. It is used to measure the reliability of a scale (UCLA Institute for 

Digital Research and Education [UCLAIDRE], 2019, para. 1). The reliability estimate is 
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expected to fluctuate even for the same scale from sample to sample. Therefore, there is a need 

to estimate the reliability of the data collected under this research study so that not to rely upon 

the test manual to say that the collected data under this research study is good, reliable and 

consistent data (How2stats, 2015). It is important to calculate and report Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient for the internal consistency reliability for a scale or sub-scale (Gliem & Gliem, 

2003). The Cronbach’s alpha is computed for the individual generation groups and by 

combining both generation groups and the results are published in Table 93. The sample size 

changes when the Cronbach’s alpha is computed based on the individual generation groups and 

when these generation groups are combined.  

Table 93 

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient Value When the Sample Size is based on Generation Z, 
Generation Y and Combined Groups for the UWES Scale and its Sub-Scales 

 

Based on the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values obtained for the individual generation groups 

and when these groups are combined, it appears that all the UWES sub-scales and the UWES 

scale have good internal consistency as Cronbach’s α approximately stays in the range of .78 

to .93 for all the UWES sub-scales and the UWES scale under the individual generation groups 

and when these generation groups are combined. The Cronbach’s α for the vigor sub-scale has 

approximately been in the range of .78 to .80. The Cronbach’s α for the absorption sub-scale 

and dedication sub-scale has approximately been in the range of .79 to .81 and .86 to .90, 

respectively. The Cronbach’s α for the UWES scale has approximately been in the range of .92 

to .93. It is important to mention that a Cronbach’s α is greatly dependent upon the number of 

items in the scale meaning that a longer test increases the reliability of the test (Gatton College 

of Business and Economics, n.d.; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). The Cronbach’s α for the 17-

item UWES scale is comparatively more when compared with 6-item (vigor and absorption) 

or 5-item UWES sub-scales (dedication).  
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4.33 Summary 
 

This chapter focused on the various statistical methods that are adopted to carry out data 

analysis. These statistical methods ranged from usage of descriptive statistics (measures of 

central tendency and dispersion), visual and numerical techniques for testing the normality of 

the data (skewness and kurtosis z-scores, Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, histograms, box plot 

and Q-Q plots), the parametric correlation analysis (Pearson product-moment correlation), the 

non-parametric correlation analysis (Kendall tau-b), the parametric t-test (Gosset’s t-test), the 

non-parametric t-test (Mann-Whitney U test), effect sizes such as Cohen’s d and eta-squared 

η2, confidence intervals and the internal consistency of the scale and its sub-scales. This chapter 

also focused on the goodness-of-fit test for understanding how well the sample data fits with 

Auckland’s Generation Z and Generation Y population. The Chi-square goodness-of-fit test 

also helped in understanding the inclination of Generation Z towards the profile survey 

statement responses. This broader approach to statistical analysis allowed the researcher to 

identify the characteristics of the data, its distribution and facilitated appropriate decision 

making for carrying out the data analysis.  

Chapter Five focuses on the discussion of the profile survey statements and the work 

engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption variables. 
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Chapter Five: Discussion 
 

5.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter focuses on the discussion of the profile survey questionnaire results and the 

UWES questionnaire results for Generation Z and Generation Y. The discussion on the profile 

survey questionnaire is based on the 3-point scale that is derived by condensing the response 

categories on a 5-point scale. The gender differences among the response categories are 

considered for the profile survey questionnaire discussion. This chapter helps in understanding 

the characteristics of Generation Z members based on the research results. As Generation Z 

members are new to the workplace, there is limited research conducted on them in the 

workplace context. Most of the available research focuses on their technology preferences, 

smartphone usage, fashion preferences, consumer behaviour and education. The dearth of 

workplace research on Generation Z is even greater in the New Zealand context as it is 

generally assumed that the research conducted on Generation Z in other parts of the world will 

be applicable for the whole world. This approach makes it difficult to consider the sharing of 

similar life experiences related to technological, economic, natural, cultural, political and 

national events from the context of a limited geographical boundary. This is because this 

generation is present in all the world nations that have different levels of technology, economic 

cycle, natural events, culture and events, political system and national events. These 

geographical boundaries have the capability to shape the two similar age groups present in two 

different geographical boundaries differently.  

Therefore, this discussion helps in testing some of the Generation Z characteristics that are 

based on the research conducted in other countries to determine whether these characteristic 

findings are true in the Auckland, New Zealand context. For the profile survey questionnaire 

analysis, statistical input is taken from the χ2 goodness-of-fit test for knowing whether any 

response category is preferred more as compared to other available response categories or 

whether all the response categories are preferred equally by Generation Z members. The 

responses received on a 5-point scale for all the profile survey statements are unequally 

distributed but when the 5-point scale is converted to the 3-point scale, it is found that the 

responses for S2, S10 and S21 are equally distributed. For all the remaining profile survey 

statements, the preference for a response category is not equally distributed. The unequal 

distribution of responses suggests that one or more than one response category is preferred by 
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Generation Z members for these statements. The discussion is supported by the 

recommendations which can be useful for organizations, managers and HR practitioners.  

For meaningful analysis, the responses for the profile survey statements are studied in isolation 

as well as in conjunction with the other statements that either share or capture the same concept 

or are likely to be related. This approach facilitated the discussion and allowed the visualization 

of the discussion in a meaningful way but has not allowed the coverage of profile survey 

statements in the sequential order. Rather, these are discussed according to their relevance with 

the other statements. Also refer to Tables 27 to 31 as these tables display the information by 

focusing on either the gender responses or the response categories as well as the various 

relevant question statements. The results derived from the various statements are discussed in 

the following sections.  

 
5.2 Discussion on S8, S9, S18, S23 and S15 
 

Various authors (Berkup, 2014; Hampton & Keys, 2017; Ozkan & Solmaz, 2015) indicate that 

Generation Z members are technologically savvy, like to use smartphones, social networking 

sites and social media. Based on the literature review, some of the statements are prepared to 

capture technology, social networking sites, gadget usage and socializing by Generation Z 

members in the Auckland context, which can then help organizations, communities and the 

government in understanding Generation Z’s preferences and expectations. Statements S8, S9, 

and S18 capture the technology and social media aspects of Generation Z both in the personal 

context and organizational context. Further, the technology aspect is weighed as the preferred 

mode of engagement with people in S23 to get an idea about Generation Z’s dependence or 

non-dependence on the technology. As S23 captures engagement with people, it is necessary 

to look at this question by comparing it with the responses for S15, which captures the 

preference for staying at home versus socializing. The rationale behind considering S23 and 

S15 at the same time is that socializing is all about mixing with people, which involves 

engagement with people. Therefore, the responses received from Generation Z respondents for 

these five statements were studied at the same time. Also, S15 seems to be related with S8 as 

socializing and the preference to have access to social networking sites (SNS) in the workplace 

seems to be indirectly linked. In general, SNS facilitates easy communication, real-time 

connection, exchange of personal experiences and frequent interactions in an online setting, 

which then are likely to facilitate socializing.  
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5.2.1 Statement S18 
 

The most preferred statement on which the Generation Z profile survey respondents agreed is 

S18. A very high percentage (73.23%) of them agreed with the statement and only 4.72% of 

them disagreed with this statement while 22.05% stayed neutral in their response.  

More males (40.16%) as compared to females (31.50%) agreed with this statement suggesting 

that more males spend time with technology as compared to females. 

In New Zealand’s context, it was found that teenage boys are more likely to be interested in 

playing games and watching videos as compared to teenage girls (Netsafe, 2018a). A study led 

by Netsafe (2018b), also reported that males are more likely to use three or more digital devices 

as compared to females. In a study conducted by Statistics New Zealand (2011), it was found 

that males’ participation rate in playing computer or video games was 12% as compared to 

females’ participation rate, which was only 6% as males spent 2 hours and 22 minutes and 

females spent only 1 hour and 16 minutes a day on an average. The Generation Z characteristic 

that they are technologically savvy is confirmed in this research study.  

This statement (S18) has not quantified the number of hours a person uses technology or a 

gadget for, though this statement tries to capture the dominance of technology in Generation 

Z’s life. In general, some studies indicate the negative side of over-dependency on technology. 

These negative impacts could lead to health problems, erosion of family interactions or social 

isolation, problems with self-control, less physical activity and obesity, as pointed out by 

Younes and Al-Zoubi (2015). 

As per Wilmer, Sherman and Chein (2017), there is a growing perception that over usage of 

gadgets such as smartphones or mobile-related technologies can have a negative impact on an 

individual’s ability to think, remember, pay attention and regulate emotions as it reduces the 

brain’s downtime. With over usage of mobile-related technologies, users get less sleep, which 

can then lead to anxiety, depression, reduced creativity and can affect cognitive performance.  

Therefore, steps should be taken to make Generation Z aware of the negative impacts of 

technology and how to reduce dependency on it. Effort should be made by organizations and 

the community as employees spend so much of their time in the workplace. The usage of 

technology should not be a source of decreased well-being or ill health.  
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The association (Table 34) between S18 (technology usage) and S20 (patience) is negative, 

weak in strength and statistically non-significant (τb = -.14, p = .09). It is inferred that 

Generation Z survey respondents agreed with the technology usage in their personal time and 

disagreed with having patience.  

 

The association (Table 34) between S18 (technology usage) and S22 (multitasking) is positive, 

weak in strength and statistically non-significant (τb = .16, p = .06). It is deduced that 

Generation Z survey respondents agreed with S18 (technology usage) and agreed with S22 

(multitasking) indicating that the usage of technology may facilitate multitasking. As Cardoso-

Leite, Green and Bavelier (2014) have stated, new technological devices promote multitasking 

allowing for the consumption of multiple types of media at the same time. Now, the pertinent 

question is whether Generation Z is good in media multi-tasking or physical task-multitasking? 

Further research can throw more light on this aspect of Generation Z.  

  
5.2.2 Statement S8 
 

A total of 57.48% agreed that they would like to have access to SNS in the workplace and 

14.17% disagreed with the statement while 28.35% stayed neutral. In the profile survey, 

26.77% of male survey respondents agreed with this statement while 29.13% of female survey 

respondents agreed with this statement, which is more than the males’ percentage. This finding 

indicates that Generation Z members like to have access to SNS in the workplace and there are 

slightly more females than the males who like to have access to SNS in the workplace.  

In general, and in New Zealand’s context, a very similar finding was observed by Netsafe 

(2018a) as they state girls tend to use social media more than boys. While the literature (Berkup, 

2014; Dimitriou & AbouElgheit, 2019) indicated that Generation Z members like to have 

access to social networking sites. Therefore, the profile survey research finding for S8 adds 

further into that in the workplace context. As per Jenkins (n.d.), this generation will have strong 

dependence to and expectations of using social media at work.  

The important issue that needs consideration is what if their preference for access to SNS in 

the workplace is not met? How many employees with this preference will still use SNS in the 

workplace even if the organization does not allow or provide them access? This is easier, as 

today many people have access to smartphones and easy availability of the internet and they 

might refer to their smartphones to check notifications or for a quick message. This is a cause 
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of distraction for many at the workplace, which has an outcome in the form of low product 

quality, injuries and accidents. 

The association (Table 33) between S8 (SNS in the workplace) and S18 (gadgets and 

technology usage in the personal time) is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .32, p < .01). It is deduced that if Generation Z members are agreeing on having SNS in 

the workplace then they are also agreeing on the fact that they like to use gadgets and 

technology in their personal time. The preliminary indication of this correlation is that there is 

a possibility that their dependence on gadget usage such as smartphones and computers and 

spending much of their personal time in using these things is generating this preference to have 

access to SNS in the workplace. To establish the causal relationship further research is required.  

 
5.2.3 Statement S15 
 

In this statement, socializing has been viewed as a concept that requires face-to-face 

interactions (in the natural setting and not solely through technology). This statement is trying 

to capture whether Generation Z members want to stay at home or want to go out and meet 

people. This statement is not capturing the concept of socializing that solely happens through 

technology alone. In the profile survey, 51.18% of survey respondents agreed with the 

statement and 25.20% disagreed with the statement while 23.62% of survey respondents stayed 

neutral about this statement. More males (28.35%) agreed with this statement as compared to 

females (22.83%).  

As more males like using gadgets and technology in their personal time as per their responses 

received for S18, there is an indication that the usage of gadgets and technology might be 

facilitating socializing in a physical social setting. This is because, technology usage allows 

instant interactions, sharing of thoughts, sharing of ideas and life’s experiences in a digital way, 

which can then facilitate socializing in a physical setting.  

This finding is particularly useful for those tasks (customer service) and industries (travel, 

financial services, event management, hospitality etc.) that require client networking and client 

relationship management on a very frequent basis. This finding is also useful for the 

organizational functional areas that require interactions with their stakeholders.  

Contrary to the finding of this research study, Schwieger and Ladwig (2018) have stated that 

Generation Z prefer to socialize online rather than face to face. They made this statement by 

putting the focus on the technology usage aspect and how it can facilitate socialization by 
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allowing instant connection, speed and ease of communication. There is a consensus that 

technology facilitates easy communication and could be an initial way to get in touch with 

someone. But from the responses received for this statement (S15) and S23 (prefer to engage 

with people face to face), there is a clear indication that face-to-face engagement with people 

and socializing (going out and meeting people) is preferred by Generation Z survey respondents 

in lieu of having complete or over-dependence on technology for this particular purpose. In 

other words, when it comes to face-to-face engagement with people and socializing, their 

dependence on technology seems to be mild. The Workforce Institute at Kronos Incorporated 

(2019), together with Future Workplace (2019) and Randstad (2016), found that Generation Z 

members prefer face-to-face interactions at work. 

Interestingly, there is an association (Table 37) between S11 (prefer to work in a group) and 

S15 (socializing) and this association is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .23, p < .01). It is deduced that when Generation Z members agree on socializing, they 

tend to agree on working in groups. 

This finding can be utilized in channelling the socializing aspect of Generation Z for executing 

organizational socialization, which can be helpful in creating comradery, collaboration, 

effective communication, team spirit and a cordial work environment. It is deduced that this 

can also be helpful during the onboarding process of a new employee and can help them in 

understanding the values of the organization and feeling comfortable in the workplace. This 

can further reduce the attrition rate and may lead to higher productivity and business growth. 

The concept of organizational socialization is elaborated under S11. 

5.2.4 Statement S23 
 

A total of 46.46% of survey respondents agreed that they prefer to engage with people face to 

face rather than through emails, telephone, web call or technology and 24.41% disagreed with 

the statement while 29.13% stayed neutral. In terms of gender responses for this statement, 

both males and females have an approximately equal preference for the agree response 

category. A total of 22.83% males agreed with this statement as compared to 23.62% females.  

This statement can also be interpreted from the perspective of socializing as it requires 

interactions and engagement with people. A comparatively high percentage for the “agree” 

response suggests that Generation Z members like to engage with people face to face more as 

compared to using technology for this purpose. This finding indicates that when it comes to 



156 
 

engaging with people, the preferred way for doing this for Generation Z members is by 

establishing direct contact with the person and not by using technology (web call/Skype etc.). 

A similar finding was observed in a study conducted by the Workforce Institute at Kronos 

Incorporated (2019) together with Future Workplace (2019), in which they found that 

Generation Z members prefer face-to-face interactions at work. The study was conducted by 

incorporating several countries from Europe, North America, Asia, and Australia and New 

Zealand.  

A study executed by Przybylski and Weinstein (2012) showed that the presence of mobile 

communication devices in social settings interferes with human relationships, has negative 

effects on closeness, connection and conversation quality (as cited in Drago, 2015, p. 14). 

According to research findings by Misra, Cheng, Genevie and Yuan (2014), individuals who 

have conversations in the absence of mobile devices have higher levels of empathy while those 

who converse in the presence of mobile devices have lower levels of empathy (as cited in 

Drago, 2015, p. 14). Therefore, there is a need to reduce the usage of technology in general and 

specifically in social settings in order to facilitate quality interaction and engagement with 

people.  

Generation Z members prefer face-to-face communication (in-person communication), 

mentoring and frequent feedback from their leaders (Randstad, 2016). 

The association (Table 36) between S15 (socializing) and S23 (face-to-face engagement with 

people) is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = .16, p < .05). It is deduced 

that when Generation Z members agree on socializing, they also agree on having face-to-face 

engagement with people (without technology). 

It is found that there is an association (Table 36) between S21 (working with own generation) 

and S23 (face-to-face engagement with people) and this association is negative, weak in 

strength and statistically significant (τb = -.16, p < .05). It could therefore be deduced that when 

Generation Z members prefer to work with other Generation Z members (own generation) as 

compared to individual from other generations, they do not prefer face-to-face engagement; 

instead, they prefer to use technology for engaging with people. This correlation is interesting 

in the sense that Generation Z members like to engage with their own generation through 

technology as compared to face-to-face engagement with them. The deduction is that as 

Generation Z is technologically savvy, they stay very close to technology, which enables them 

to stay in touch with their peers on a real-time basis.  
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5.2.5 Statement S9 
 

A total of 43.31% of survey respondents agreed that they see the usage of SNS in the workplace 

as a distraction and 21.26% disagreed with this statement while a high percentage of 35.43% 

stayed neutral. In terms of gender responses, 22.05% of males agreed with this statement as 

compared to females (21.26%), which is approximately equal. More males (13.39%) disagreed 

with this statement as compared to females (7.87%) while more females are neutral (18.90%) 

as compared to males (14.96%). 

Responses to this statement should be viewed in conjunction with the responses on S8. By 

looking at the responses for both the statements at the same time, it reveals that Generation Z 

members like to have access to SNS in the workplace (57.48%) but a relatively lower 

percentage see it as a source of distraction (43.31%). It is deduced that some Generation Z 

members acknowledge that access to SNS in the workplace could divert their attention from 

work. This distraction can further affect work engagement but due to the dependencies on 

technology, they prefer access to SNS in the workplace. As per Randstad (2016), a total of 46% 

of Generation Z members see usage of SNS in the workplace as a distraction.  

According to Min (2017), most people have the view that usage of SNS while working leads 

to the diversion of employee attention from the task and should only be allowed if it is work-

related. Further, Min (2017) states that on the other hand, some studies indicate that usage of 

SNS can increase overall performance as it can encourage interaction, cooperation, knowledge 

generation and sharing, psychological well-being, emotional capital, knowledge generation and 

sharing and performance. 

It seems that the high percentage of “agree” responses received for S18 get reflected in 

Generation Z’s survey respondents’ preference for having access to SNS in the workplace. The 

responses for S8 and S18 indicates that they prefer to stay close to technology and social media 

both at home and in the workplace. A preference for having access to SNS in the workplace 

can further be viewed in the context of having a formal way of communication and an informal 

way of communication on social media. Whether Generation Z is in favour of having a formal 

way of communication on social media or an informal way of communication on social media 

and whether they would like to use social media for communicating with their work colleagues 

and managers or whether they prefer to use it to stay in touch with their family and friends in 

the workplace are some of the questions that can throw more light on their technology usage 

patterns and their dependencies on technology and SNS. These questions will need further 
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investigation and may be specific to the organization concerned. Overall, it is interesting to 

discover that though Generation Z has a strong preference for usage of technology and social 

media at home and in the workplace, an adequate percentage of them consider the usage of 

SNS in the workplace as a distraction and like to have direct engagement with people (46.46%) 

and socialize in a physical social setting (51.18%). The responses received on S23 indicate that 

though dependence on technology is there, when it comes to socializing and having face-to-

face interaction, this dependence subsides. Interestingly, based on the correlation between S21 

and S23, an adequate percentage of Generation Z members like to engage with their own 

generation through technology as compared to face-to-face engagement with them. 

5.2.6 Consolidated deductions related to S8, S9, S18, S23 and S15 
 

As technology is playing a major role in the lives of Generation Z members, it is important to 

design organizational policies and procedures that encourage the usage of technology and 

access to SNS in the workplace but with extreme care. It is deduced that the promotion of usage 

of SNS in the workplace should be guided by a code of conduct and supervision at times. It is 

also deduced that there is a need to determine the advantages and disadvantages of granting 

access to SNS in the workplace by keeping in mind its negative effects, the composition of the 

workforce, the support structure needed for such initiatives, the scope of its usage, the 

technological change or policy change and the values of the organization.  

Organizations can decide the scope of such usage by defining boundaries. Organization-wide 

SNS usage that is limited to organizational boundaries or much broader SNS usage should be 

left to the organization concerned by understanding their workforce composition. In addition 

to this, the geographic territory of the organization, need for online collaboration among the 

team members, the structure of communication, employee voice, idea sharing and health and 

well-being aspects should also be considered. Any such decision will require organizational 

change. But as Generation Z is new to the workplace, organizations have a reasonable amount 

of time to adapt to these characteristics in a gradual way.  

Organizations will need to weigh the levels of satisfaction that employees can get when each 

of these elements captured in the profile survey questionnaire get fulfilled and how much of 

this satisfaction gets converted into work engagement and productivity.  

As technology has some negative impacts on Generation Z members, it is deduced that the 

inclusion of welfare programmes that can reduce over-dependency on technology can help 
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Generation Z members in overcoming the negative impacts of technology. Organizational 

welfare programmes that focus on extra-curricular activities and community interactions can 

help them in experiencing a world without technology and can provide them with an alternative 

view. Employees spend a considerable portion of their life in the workplace and therefore it 

should be treated as their second home. The media reports that many accidents happen due to 

the usage of technology such as mobile phones, which is an area of concern and organizations 

must think about it in a broader sense as this is affecting everyone in today’s times including 

their employees. Special awareness programmes can help them reduce the negative effects and 

reduce their over-dependency on technology. 

Based on Generation Z’s preference for socializing, it is deduced that organizational policies 

that are supportive of organizational socialization can help in creating a cordial work 

environment and can specifically be useful for the onboarding process.  

Based on Generation Z’s strong preference for technology, it is deduced that the work processes 

that are digitized and technology based can appeal more to Generation Z employees. 

5.3 Discussion on S22 
 

A high percentage (53.54%) of Generation Z respondents agreed with this statement while only 

11.81% disagreed with this statement. There are slightly more males (27.56%) who agreed 

with this statement as compared to females (25.98%).  

There is a general perception that modern technology facilitates multitasking and it is a virtue. 

According to Freedman (2007), Bannister and Remenyi (2009) and Jez (2011), multitasking 

increases productivity and revenue in the workplace but it lowers the performance rate (as cited 

in Kamal & Silva, 2013, p. 2). On the other hand, Chisholm, Collison, Nelson and Cordell 

(2000), Juneja and Roper (2010), and Loukopoulos, Dismukes and Barshi (2009) found that 

multitasking is linked with increased distraction, misuse of technology, increased workplace 

accidents, reduced productivity and loss of profit (as cited in Terry, Mishra, & Roseth, 2016, 

p. 241). According to Medina (2008), individuals who multitask experience a 40% decrease in 

productivity and take 50% longer to accomplish a single task (Gendreau, 2007) and make up 

to 50% more errors than those individuals who focus on a single task at a time (as cited in 

Barselaar, 2017, para. 2). These authors led the researcher to make the deduction that the 

consensus is towards the negative effects of multitasking as it can lead to lowered performance 
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rate, increased distraction, technology misuse, increased workplace accidents, reduced 

productivity, loss of profit, more errors and longer time to complete a task.  

Most of the research studies have indicated the negative effects of multitasking rather than the 

positive effects as the latter seems to be momentary in nature. It could simply be switching 

from one task to another and back and forth but not getting anywhere in real terms.  

As discussed under S18, the relationship (Table 34) between S18 (technology usage) and S22 

(multitasking) is positive, weak in strength and statistically non-significant (τb = .16, p = .06). 

It is inferred that Generation Z survey respondents prefer usage of gadgets and technology in 

their personal time and agree to multitask indicating that the usage of technology may be 

facilitating the multitasking. The pertinent question is which type of multitasking (media-

multitasking or physical task-multitasking) is preferred by them? Further research is needed to 

answer these questions.  

 

An association (Table 35) is found between S7 (work continuously for long hours with full 

concentration and ease) and S22 (multitasking with ease) and this association is positive, weak 

in strength and statistically significant (τb = .22, p < .01). It is inferred that Generation Z 

members agree that they can work for long hours with full concentration and ease and can 

multitask. It is deduced that although it may be a virtue for some to work long hours and 

multitask, the negative effect of the former is that it can lead to burnout and ill health if done 

without taking personal care and regular breaks and the latter can lead to workplace accidents 

and injuries. 

5.3.1 Consolidated deductions related to S22 
 

Though some regard multitasking to be a virtue in the work setting, it is important to minimize 

it at the workplace as the long-term effects of multitasking are not beneficial. Organizations 

can design the tasks, procedures and processes that minimize multitasking. A collaborative 

approach among the two employees can reduce it to a larger extent as the work can be divided 

in such a manner that need for multitasking is not felt or is barely there. A regular walkthrough 

by the supervisor or manager can help in reducing multitasking incidents.  

It is deduced and therefore suggested that an observational study conducted by considering 

variables such as working for long hours and multitasking can help us in knowing whether it 

is boastful talk, a delusion or a reality as the former can lead to burnout and the latter can lead 
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to increased workplace accidents, injuries, errors, reduced quality of products and services, 

increased completion time and reduced productivity. 

5.4 Discussion on S20 
 

Waiting for someone for a long time can be a source of frustration and therefore requires 

patience and this is what this statement is attempting to capture. Though some of the literature 

is specific to Generation Z’s “patience” related to customer service and the slow speed of the 

internet, this statement tries to capture the overall “patience” of Generation Z members and 

what they feel i.e. their ability to wait and their attitude towards patience.  

A high percentage of survey respondents (41.73%) disagreed with this statement and a 

relatively high percentage of survey respondents stayed neutral (35.43%) while 22.83% of 

survey respondents agreed with this statement. A total of 21.26% males disagreed with this 

statement while 20.47% of females disagreed with this statement, which is approximately 

equal. This equality of gender response percentage is observed for the “neutral” response 

(17.32% each) and agree response as well.  

This indicates that in general, Generation Z survey respondents are low on patience. It seems 

that as they are surrounded by technology, the ease with which they acquire the information or 

buy products online is something that they expect from the physical setting as well. Some news 

articles also indicate that Generation Z members are low on patience (Grigoreva, 2017; Welter, 

2017). According to Carr (2013), the faster the flow of information in the online setting that an 

individual experience, the less patient they become. 

As outlined by various authors (Accessible Psychology, 2017; Aghababaei & Tabik, 2015; 

Smith, n.d.), impatient individuals may feel frustration when their goals are not achieved 

according to a set schedule. Impatient behaviour has an impact on relationships and on one’s 

mental well-being. It contributes to dissatisfaction, anger, waste of energy, stress, accidents, 

injuries, reduced performance, regret, reduced self-esteem and loss of motivation. 

Therefore, it is deduced that the result finding related to a relatively high percentage of 

impatient Generation Z members is of real concern. This can have a negative effect on their 

health and well-being and can also lead to frustration, rash decision making, doing fast work 

without maintaining accuracy and conflicts in the workplace. This finding also has an impact 

on the designing of reward and recognition programmes as the pertinent question would be 

whether Generation Z members would like to be rewarded immediately for their work or would 
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they be able to wait. Would they like to have a smaller but immediate reward or huge but 

delayed reward? 

The association (Table 34) between S20 (patience) and S22 (multitasking) is negative, weak in 

strength and statistically significant (τb = - .19, p < .05). It is deduced that Generation Z 

members agreed that they have patience and agreed that they cannot do multitasking. In other 

words, this correlation suggests that impatience is positively associated with multitasking.   

 
5.4.1 Consolidated deductions related to S20 
 

It is deduced that the frequently organized, well-designed, comprehensive awareness and 

training programmes, which are focused on increasing patience levels, health and safety, 

promoting well-being and reducing the over-dependency on technology, are required. These 

training programmes could be designed by seeking help from health professionals, 

psychologists and organizational behaviourists who can ensure that the contents of the training 

programmes and their delivery are going to have a positive effect on Generation Z members.  

It is also deduced that the community and organization must play a wider role by supporting 

Generation Z members and by spreading the awareness of negative effects of technology on 

the behaviours and attitudes of individuals.  

5.5 Discussion on S19 
 

A high percentage of survey respondents (47.75%) agreed with this statement while only 

18.92% of survey respondents disagreed with this statement. A high percentage of males 

(28.83%) agreed with this statement as compared to the females (18.02%), which means that 

more males reported that they usually work very fast without paying attention to the accuracy 

aspect. 

It is deduced that Generation Z members focus on speed rather than accuracy. Though it needs 

further investigation, the likely reasons for this could be the over-dependency on technology 

and its negative effects, multitasking (S22) and being impatient (S20). There is a negative 

correlation (Table 34) found between impatience (S20) and multitasking (S22) in this research 

study (τb = - .19, p < .05). This finding is in line with the literature review, which suggested 

that this generation focuses on speed rather than accuracy (Berkup, 2014). 
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According to Gandi, Wai, Karick, and Dagona (2011), working at pace for a prolonged period 

can lead to exhaustion, which can further lead to burnout. Working at acceleration and without 

accuracy is always dangerous as it can lead to workplace injuries and accidents, can reduce the 

quality of product or services and can increase the time needed to complete the task by making 

frequent corrections of the work. Importance should be given to setting a healthy and not an 

irrational pace at work. A healthy or sustainable pace can be set up by Generation Z employees 

by planning their work activities in advance, taking regular breaks, eating a good diet and 

giving importance to personal well-being, which can then reduce physical fatigue, strain and 

workplace injuries (Alberta Blue Cross, 2017). Employers can also take steps to understand 

the tasks that require rest at regular intervals. They may also encourage job diversity and cross-

training (Alberta Blue Cross, 2017), which can then allow switching between employees so 

that one employee is not overstrained on the task. It is deduced that a regular walkthrough by 

managers can help in checking the pace of work where necessary to prevent exhaustion. It is 

also deduced that effective time management at the team and individual level can also help in 

achieving a steady pace of work.  

According to Workplace Strategies for Mental Health (n.d.), in a roundtable setting with the 

participants that were experiencing or experienced burnout, some of the strategies adopted by 

them for recovery from burnout was working at a reasonable steady pace, focusing on one thing 

at a time and not multitasking, breaking down seemingly overwhelming tasks and projects into 

smaller achievable parts, taking regular breaks, resisting working unnecessary overtimes and 

staying disconnected from work during vacation time.  

The association (Table 34) between S18 (gadget and technology usage in personal time) and 

S19 (working at pace without accuracy) is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant 

(τb = .26, p < .01). It is deduced that Generation Z members agree on spending most of their 

personal time on using gadgets and technology and agree on working at pace without 

maintaining accuracy. 

The association (Table 34) between S20 (patience) and S19 (working at pace without accuracy) 

is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = -.25, p < .01). It is inferred that 

Generation Z members agree that they have impatience and also agree that they work at pace 

without paying attention to accuracy.  
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The association (Table 34) between S22 (multitasking) and S19 (working at pace without 

accuracy) is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = .17, p < .05). It is 

inferred that Generation Z members agree that they can multitask and agree that they work at 

an accelerated pace without maintaining the accuracy.  

 

This correlation analysis suggests that working at acceleration without maintaining accuracy is 

associated with technology usage, patience and multitasking as suspected earlier.  

5.5.1 Consolidated deductions related to S19 
 

It is deduced that counselling programmes focused on making employees aware of the negative 

effects of working at speed should be made available in the workplace. Supervisors and 

managers should pay special attention to any such incidents. An employee should always be 

referred to counselling programmes designed to make them aware about the need for having a 

safe work environment by adhering to a steady and sustainable pace of work, which can help 

in keeping check on work errors, mistakes, injuries and accidents.  

It is deduced that while designing a performance matrix and giving weightage to the completion 

of work within the desired time, care should be taken to allow enough time for completion of 

work and reducing work pressure. This can help employees in maintaining a sustainable pace 

at work. This must be balanced by giving equal importance to the employee’s well-being, 

production targets and a reasonable time to complete such targets. There should also be an 

equal distribution of work across the workforce. A work culture that promotes ergonomics and 

health and well-being of all in the workplace can ensure overall well-being and reduced 

workplace accidents.  

5.6 Discussion on S17 
 

A high percentage (53.54%) of Generation Z survey respondents agreed with this statement 

and only 18.90% disagreed with this statement. In the profile survey, 26.77% of male survey 

respondents agreed with this statement as compared to 25.20% females, which is 

approximately equal and gives an indication that both males and females are equally concerned 

about their health and well-being. This finding is a ray of hope considering that Generation Z 

survey respondents largely agreed on being impatient, which can be a source of frustration and 

stress for them. They largely agreed on multi-tasking and dependency on technology, which 
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has its own negative effects. These negative effects can only be tackled if an individual has 

discipline, awareness and a positive attitude towards personal health and well-being. 

5.6.1 Consolidated deductions related to S17 
 

It is deduced that the high percentage of “agree” responses on this statement can help in 

reducing the negative effects of multitasking, technology usage, impatience, working 

continuously for long hours, and working at pace as these are not good for the individual’s 

health and well-being and can lead to injuries, errors, stress, exhaustion and burnout. It is 

further deduced that there is a need for health and safety training and awareness programmes 

as it is likely that Generation Z members will respond positively to these programmes and will 

be able to show a keen interest in the learning and implementation of such directions.  

It is deduced that, as the usage of technology has taken over our lives, especially in the case of 

Generation Z members, it is imperative that awareness and interaction programmes ought to 

allow employees to share their technological dependencies and the possible negative effects of 

technology should be introduced. It can help employees to touch and feel the real world without 

gadgets and experience life in a non-technological way. In today’s times, it is impossible to 

completely do away with the technology, but self-awareness programmes and initiatives both 

at the organization and community level can help individuals in knowing the negative effects 

and how to overcome these negative effects. It is very common to see someone listening to 

music while walking and travelling. It is also common to see students using cell phones and 

laptops in the classrooms or someone using the laptops and smartphones in the conference and 

seminars. Many a time employee have been caught playing games at the workplace. This has 

caused a distraction, delay in completion of tasks, overtime, decreased performance, injuries 

and accidents. The inclusion of these health and well-being programmes, safety training and 

initiatives should not be for the sake of implementing and adhering to the law, but a broader 

outlook is necessary, which can infuse the paramount importance of personal well-being and 

therefore societal well-being. Organizational values and individual values should be based 

around such principles so that well-being becomes part of everyone’s life.  

The association (Table 36) between S15 (socialize) and S17 (concern about personal health 

and well-being) is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = .30, p < .01). It 

is inferred that Generation Z members agree to go out, meet people and socialize with them 
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and stay concerned about their health and well-being and take steps to stay fit on a regular 

basis.  

Further, a negative, weak and statistically non-significant correlation (Table 36) is found 

between S17 (concern about personal health and well-being) and S21 (preference for working 

with my generation) (τb = -.10, p = .17). It may be deduced that this is a case of a mathematical 

correlation rather than any real correlation as both the variables do not seem to be related.  

5.7 Discussion on S7 
 

A high percentage of Generation Z survey respondents (51.97%) agreed with this statement 

while only 18.90% disagreed with this statement. There is a huge gender difference observed 

for the agree responses as more males (30.71%) reported that they can work continuously for 

long hours with full concentration and ease as compared to females (19.69%). Females 

(17.32%) are comparatively more neutral as compared to males (11.81%). Males appear to be 

clearer and firmer about their self-belief that they can work continuously for long hours with 

full concentration and ease. This brings to light a greater need to focus on the Generation Z 

male gender so that they can understand the negative effects of working continuously for long 

hours, but it should not be at the cost of neglecting the female gender.  

It is deduced that as far as self-perception is concerned, Generation Z members believe that 

they can work continuously for long hours with full concentration which is not in line with the 

literature review (Berkup, 2014) though some studies do mention that they perceive themselves 

to be hard-working and believe that they can work for long hours. 

This statement is similar to the work engagement survey statement UWE12 (“I can continue 

working for very long periods at a time”) according to which 61.86% have given the above 

average response (often, very often and always responses combined) to this statement while 

only 19.59% have been in the below average zone. Working continuously for long hours 

demands dedication, commitment, discipline, a higher attention span and effort. The seemingly 

similar finding is observed in a different Generation Z survey conducted by the Workforce 

Institute at Kronos Incorporated (2019) together with Future Workplace (2019), in which it 

was found that one-third (32%) of respondents say that they are the hardest-working 

generation. According to Kuligowski (2019), Generation Z is working hard for long hours but 

still not feeling satisfied. The alternate view is that working for long hours can also lead to 

stress, which can further lead to burnout (Stoewen, 2018).  
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5.7.1 Consolidated deductions related to S7 
 

It is deduced that it seems that working for long hours with full concentration and with ease 

can help organizations achieve their business goals by utilizing the Generation Z workforce in 

the short run. But it is extremely important that such utilizations are executed with care as 

working continuously for prolonged periods can generate stress. It can also lead to burnout, 

which can be counter-productive for individuals and organizations.  

It is deduced that a regular walkthrough by supervisors, managers and employers can help in 

reducing the imbalance between the workload and personal health of an employee. Special 

attention is needed to check the pace of work and the continuous amount of work over long 

hours that someone is putting in the workplace.  

It may also be deduced that there could be many reasons for working at acceleration which can 

have a serious impact on the health of an employee. The reasons for working at acceleration 

should be probed and addressed.  

5.8 Discussion on S21 
 

This statement is included in the profile survey to know how Generation Z members feel about 

working with people belonging to different generations.  

In response to this statement, a total of 37.01% of Generation Z survey respondents agreed 

while 29.92% disagreed. An adequate percentage (33.07%) of Generation Z survey 

respondents stayed neutral about this statement. The gender difference is observed for this 

statement as 22.83% males agreed with this statement as compared to 14.17% females, which 

means that male survey respondents prefer working with their Generation Z peers more as 

compared to females. In terms of Generation Z female survey respondents, they have been 

more neutral (18.90%) in their response than males (13.39%). Overall, due to an adequate 

percentage of neutral responses and disagree responses, Generation Z survey respondents seem 

equally divided in their preference. The evidence for this preliminary observation is found in 

the results of χ2 goodness-of-fit test that is conducted based on a 3-point scale by assuming 

equal proportion distribution (p = .62). This finding is acceptable from the perspective that this 

generation is not overwhelmingly preferring to work with their own generation only.  

It is deduced that there is a need to work on bridging the gap between the different generations 

in the workplace by organizing frequent inter-generational engagements and interactions on a 
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regular basis. This can help in bringing team synergies and achieving coordinated teamwork. 

This will ensure a better understanding of each other’s perspective, will help in building good 

healthy employee-employee relations and will help in reducing workplace conflicts. 

Achievement of these objectives can be reflected in the form of better team performance and 

productivity, and thereby overall business productivity and growth. 

There is an inter-generational difference in the area of technology and communication as 

different generations have different levels and preferred ways to use technology and 

communicate. According to Levenson and Deal (2016), conflict can lower productivity and 

engagement and are of the view that employees’ needs are generally the function of their life 

stages and career stages and not their generation. The proposed counterargument is that 

different generations find themselves to be going through different life and career phases 

because they represent different age groups. Hence, the age-group factor should not be ignored, 

and it should not be left solely to the individual’s life and career stages.  

In terms of diversity in the workplace today, there are four to five generations working together 

in most organizations. It is deduced that this dynamic has the potential to generate conflict as 

generational cohorts represent differences in values, opinions, beliefs, attitudes, approaches, 

preferences, needs and expectations. It is also true that with ageing, the needs of a person 

change. Something that is acceptable to a young person may not be acceptable to a person 

coming from the older generation due to the difference in generational values. Therefore, it is 

deduced that there is a need to understand the individuals belonging to each of these generations 

by giving attention to multigenerational management and inter-generational management. 

5.8.1 Consolidated deductions related to S21 
 

In the diverse workplace represented by many generations, it is important to have generational 

management programmes, which reduce friction and conflict in the workplace. Therefore, it is 

deduced that inter-generational engagement and interactions should be promoted in the 

workplace to bridge the gap between the different generations so that awareness and 

understanding can be brought regarding life and career phases of different individuals 

belonging to different generations. This will demand a look at the organizational policies, 

employee welfare programmes, reward and recognition programmes, promotion policy and 

team formation.  
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It is deduced that there is a need to be open about other employee perspectives, and the 

requirements of life and career stage and this can only be achieved if the organizational culture 

adheres to the values such as openness, connect, sharing, caring, collaboration and team play.   

It is also deduced that intergenerational and multi-generational management’s effectiveness 

will depend upon the manager’s knowledge about the characteristics of these generations and 

suitable leadership styles. 

5.9 Discussion on S16 
 

A high percentage (58.10%) of Generation Z survey respondents agreed with this statement 

while only 13.33% disagreed. A gender difference is observed for this statement as 35.24% 

males agreed with this statement as compared to 21.90% females, which means that male 

survey respondents are more comfortable in adapting to change as compared to females. 

Overall, Generation Z survey respondents agree with this statement to a large extent. This 

means that Generation Z members have the confidence and belief that adapting to change in 

the workplace is or has been easy. Though, some extra effort is needed to concentrate on the 

female gender’s self-belief regarding flexibility and adaptability to change.  

According to Carney (n.d.), Generation Z has the strong ability to adapt to change (as cited in 

Miller, 2018, para. 39). It seems that the frequent changes in the field of technology might have 

something to do with Generation Z’s view and self-belief of their easy adaptability to change 

as the frequent changes in technology demand quick adaptation. It may be deduced that the 

rapid changes happening in the field of technology and the way it is being used may be the 

possible reason for Generation Z members feeling comfortable and having self-belief in regard 

to adaptability to change being an easy thing.  

According to Wolfe (n.d.), Generation Z members excel at change and adaptation (as cited in 

Forbes Coaches Council, 2017, para. 10). It is a favourable finding as the business environment 

in a global setting is very complex and full of uncertainties, which may require organizational 

change and modification of organizational policies and strategies. Generation Z can play their 

part by facilitating such changes. They can also contribute by sharing technological knowledge 

with individuals belonging to other generations. Adapting to change should be reciprocal and 

is required from the employers’/organizations’ side as well because Generation Z has started 

to enter the workforce and their representation is going to increase with each passing year. 

Therefore, it is deduced that organizations must adapt to the needs, preferences and 
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expectations of this generational cohort to ensure organizational growth in the medium to long 

term. 

5.9.1 Consolidated deductions related to S16 
 

It is deduced that Generation Z’s ability to adapt can help them succeed during difficult 

economic and business cycles. This does not mean that organizations should start to take them 

for granted. Any such proposed organizational changes, and changes in organizational 

strategies or values should be openly communicated to them. Feedback should be obtained 

from Generation Z members (also from other generations) about such proposed organizational 

changes so that they can feel a sense of direction, belonging, connectedness with top 

management, and be heard (have a voice) and respected. This can also help employees in 

visualizing the medium- to long-term direction of the organization and how to adjust to these 

changes.  

It is also deduced that this characteristic can be appropriately utilized for overcoming 

Generation Z’s characteristics that pose a risk to the health and well-being of Generation Z 

members (impatience, multitasking, working long hours, dependence on technology and 

working at pace without accuracy).  

It is further deduced that there is a likelihood that awareness and training programmes 

regarding the negative effects of multitasking, impatience, preference to work with one’s own 

generation, working at pace without accuracy, over-dependence on technology, preference for 

having access to social networking sites in the workplace and working for long hours will be 

well received by this generation and they will be able to adapt to these aspects by reducing 

their negative effects.  

5.10 Discussion on S14 
 

A high percentage (52.34%) of Generation Z survey respondents agreed with this statement 

while 21.50% of survey respondents disagreed with this statement. Both males (25.23%) and 

females (26.17%) approximately equally agreed with this statement.  

In a study conducted by the Workforce Institute at Kronos Incorporated (2019b) with the Future 

Workplace (2019b), they found that nearly 43% of Generation Z survey respondents preferred 

receiving real-time manager feedback rather than during a scheduled performance review and 

75% preferred to receive feedback from their manager in person.  
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According to Servicenow (2019), a total of 57% of Generation Z members wanted to receive 

feedback more often (several times a week) (Jenkins, 2019) and 70% of Generation Z members 

considered constructive feedback (coaching or guidance to help them learn and advance their 

career) to be very important. It is deduced that this finding will require managers and leaders 

to adapt their style of leadership and become supportive, genuine, authentic and relational in 

their approach. This will ensure healthy bonding and mutual respect between Generation Z 

members and their leaders. Leaders can provide them with coaching, training and opportunities 

to learn new skills so that they can overcome their shortcomings and improve and reach their 

full potential.  

5.10.1 Consolidated deductions related to S14 
 

It is deduced that, for managers and leaders, it is necessary to adopt a supportive and coaching 

style of leadership. The selection of a suitable leadership style can either be based on 

competence and commitment of employees or characteristics of employees. Managers or 

leaders can consider the development level of employees and can adopt a combination of 

supportive (relational) and directive (task) behaviour to suit employees’ needs. Similarly, the 

characteristics of employees can be considered in conjunction with task characteristics. This 

can motivate employees and can make goal attainment easier through coaching and direction. 

Based on these elements the appropriate styles of leadership could either be a situational 

leadership style or path-goal theory. The situational leadership style consists of directive and 

supportive behaviours which are based on development levels of employees. Under directive 

behaviours, focus is on what is to be done, how it should be done and who is responsible for 

doing it. Under supportive behaviour the focus is on helping employees feel comfort about 

themselves, their co-workers and the situation. Supportive behaviours help in providing social 

and emotional support to employees and include feedback, praising and listening. Coaching 

requires high directive and high supportive behaviour from managers or leaders (Northouse, 

2013a). This style of leadership is appropriate because Generation Z is new to the workplace 

and may have low to moderate levels of development (competence and commitment) during 

the early phase of employment. Path-goal theory emphasizes the relationship between the 

leader’s style and subordinates’ characteristics and the work setting. Under this theory, leaders 

can help subordinates along the path to their goals by selecting specific behaviours that are best 

suited to subordinates’ needs and to the situation in which they are working. By choosing the 

appropriate style, leaders increase subordinates’ expectation for success and satisfaction. These 
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specific leader behaviours could be directive, supportive, participative and achievement 

oriented (Northouse, 2013b).  

Servant leadership, which is all about putting others first, showing subordinates that their 

concerns are a priority and placing their interest and success ahead of the leader’s own interest 

can also be helpful. In addition to this, the authentic leadership style, which is based on 

genuineness and being real and which is viewed as an interpersonal and relational approach, 

can also help Generation Z members in getting genuine feedback, which can help them grow 

and succeed in their careers.  

5.11 Discussion on S13 
 

A very high percentage (64.80%) of Generation Z survey respondents agreed with this 

statement while only 11.20% disagreed with this statement. There are more females (34.40%) 

as compared to males (28.80%) who preferred job security. This finding suggests that 

Generation Z respondents consider job security as one of the major preferences that they want 

from their employers.  

According to Indeed.com (2018), Generation Z members have a strong desire for stable work 

and “future-proof” jobs (as cited in Universum, 2019, p. 27). According to Universum (2019), 

53% of US students gave priority to job security. The reason for having a desire for job security 

(Deloitte Insights, 2017) is economic uncertainty (Maurer, 2016) that this generation has felt 

because of 2008 recession (as cited in Deloitte Insights, 2017, p. 5).  

Aydogmus (2019) states that Generation Z’s values of work security and stability are 

influenced by the global financial crisis, its aftermath and the terrorism that they witnessed 

while growing up. According to n-gen People Performance Inc. (2017), Generation Z members 

value job security in the workplace.  

Therefore, Generation Z members strongly prefer job security from their organizations, not 

only in the Auckland, New Zealand context but also in the global context. 

It is deduced that this can be one of the reasons for them to stay with an organization for the 

long term. If given the choice, they would like to prefer an organization that provides job 

security to them. However, the preference for job security also suggests that they may not be 

comfortable with risk-taking or an uncertain environment as they prefer a safe future in the 

form of job security. 
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If a profile survey statement that somewhat has the uncertainty aspect in it is considered, then 

S16 is the statement that captures the change in the workplace aspect. As any change requires 

flexibility, adjustment and comes with uncertainty, the responses received for S16 indicate that 

Generation Z members are confident that they would be able to adapt to changes in the 

workplace with ease.  

Staying with one organization for a long term is based on many favourable conditions, some 

of which are related to the preferences and expectations of employees. Provided that the 

expectations and preferences of Generation Z members are met, they would like to stay with 

one organization for the long term. The availability of job security can reduce employee 

attrition and can also facilitate an increased level of satisfaction, which can then translate into 

higher commitment, involvement and work engagement. 

5.11.1 Consolidated deductions related to S13 
 

It is deduced that organizations should consider providing job security and job stability to 

Generation Z members as this is what they are strongly looking for. Switching from a 

temporary and casual form of employment to full-time permanent employment can be 

perceived as getting a certain level of job security though only further research can establish 

this effect. This can help the organization in retaining Generation Z members. Organizations 

should consider their preferences and expectations in order to make them comfortable in the 

workplace. Retention cannot be deemed as solely dependent upon job security; instead a whole 

range of policies and programmes (welfare and reward/recognition) must be introduced, which 

can increase the satisfaction levels of Generation Z members and thereby their performance 

and work engagement.  

5.12 Discussion on S1, S2 and S3 
 

5.12.1 Statement S1 
 

This statement can be understood in conjunction with the responses received for S2 

(entrepreneurship), S3 (business plan readiness and its execution) and S13 (job security). 

A high percentage (53.54%) of Generation Z survey respondents agreed with this statement 

while only 8.66% disagreed. No major gender difference is observed for this statement, which 
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means that both males and females have approximately the same outlook for this statement.  

Most of the survey respondents were either neutral or agreed with this statement.  

This statement did not capture their responses by giving them the option or a condition for 

staying with an organization for the long term. Rather, this statement attempted to capture the 

general outlook of Generation Z members regarding their initial take on staying with an 

organization for the long term, preferably for more than five years.  

The received responses are a reason for delight for the employers and organizations who are of 

the opinion that Generation Z members would not like to stay with one organization for the 

long term. Some studies who have provided the conditions to stay longer as an option in the 

conducted surveys have revealed that Generation Z members would like to stay longer in an 

organization if the managers of that organization are supportive, if they are given flexibility 

with work schedules and in the Indian context, if they are given fulfilling work (meaningful 

work) (Future Workplace, 2019b; Workforce Institute at Kronos, 2019b). In the Auckland, 

New Zealand context, the responses received for meaningful work (variable) in this research 

study indicates that Generation Z members neither overwhelmingly prefer meaningful work 

nor are they overwhelmingly against meaningful work. The χ2 goodness-of-fit test conducted 

after assuming an equal proportion distribution for the profile survey response categories 

(condensed from 5-point to 3-point scale) confirms this finding. 

According to David and Stillman (2017), in a research survey, 60% of Generation Z 

respondents were willing to stay at a company for more than 10 years (as cited in Schwieger & 

Ladwig, 2018, p. 48).  

According to n-gen People Performance Inc. (2017), Generation Z members are loyal and value 

job security at the workplace. They do not believe in working for several different companies 

to be successful.  

According to Lussier and Hendon (2019), in one of the surveys, Generation Z members agreed 

up to large extent (61%) that they would be willing to stay at an organization for more than 10 

years provided they could move up based on merit. In general, this literature supports the 

findings of this research study and provide us with the information about the conditions and 

interventions required by the Generation Z members which can facilitate them to stay with an 

organization for the long term.  
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Most of these research (Deloitte, 2017; Gallup, 2017; Future Workplace, 2019; n-gen People 

Performance Inc., 2017; Randstad, 2016; Servicenow, 2019; Workforce Institute at Kronos, 

2019; Universum, 2015) studies are undertaken by the practitioner community to find the 

characteristics of Generation Z members to help the corporate community. However, a 

comparison has not been drawn between these characteristics as some of the survey results also 

revealed that Generation Z members are entrepreneurial, which leads to a contradiction. The 

pertinent question is whether an individual who represents entrepreneurial skills and values 

and who wants to start their own business would stay with an organization (as an employee) 

for the long term? 

It may be deduced that depending upon which type of entrepreneurship is adhered to (discussed 

later under S2), this could put Generation Z’s willingness to stay with a company for a long 

time in jeopardy as they would like to execute their own business plan and work for themselves. 

According to Deloitte (n.d.), Generation Z is an entrepreneurial generation. They prefer career 

development that has the availability of diverse and entrepreneurial opportunities with the 

safety of stable employment and they may offer more loyalty to companies that can offer this.  

The above literature indicates that on one side they wish to have job security, which can 

facilitate their loyalty to their organizations and at the same time they need entrepreneurial 

opportunities in the workplace. How many organizations can successfully design work around 

the entrepreneurship aspect is also doubtful. It may also lead to a new challenge in the 

workplace which can be generated due to conflict between an employee’s entrepreneurial 

demands and top management who is ultimately responsible for leading the organization. The 

contradiction in the practitioners’ literature is if Generation Z has a strong preference for job 

security, then how can they be successful entrepreneurs at the same time as the former provides 

stability (risk-free/future safety) and the latter requires continuous effort in an uncertain 

environment (risk-taking)? Entrepreneurship demands risk-taking abilities and not risk 

aversion. It also seems that concepts such as entrepreneurship, innovation, creativity, critical 

thinking and problem solving are being loosely considered as one and the same thing.  

As per n-gen People Performance Inc. (2017), there has been a focus on building 

entrepreneurial skills and an entrepreneurial mindset in high school students and it is likely to 

influence their perceptions about innovation and creativity. The degree of risk, uncertainty, 

leadership skills and the need to have a broader outlook (big picture) might not be similar in 

these concepts. Entrepreneurship seems to be a much broader concept, which can facilitate 
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innovation, creativity, problem-solving and critical thinking. The designing of work around the 

entrepreneurial aspect can be more suitable for certain industries or organizations that are 

working in the area of science, research, innovation, creativity and analytics but may not be 

abundantly possible in other types of organizations and industries. 

The results of this research study have not strongly supported or in other words mildly 

supported this contradiction as the results indicate that in the Auckland, New Zealand context, 

Generation Z members strongly prefer job security but are divided when it comes to starting 

their own business as a total of 37.80% of survey respondents agreed to have preference for 

starting their own business but approximately the same percentage of survey respondents 

(37.01%) are neutral about this statement and 25.20% disagreed with this statement. This 

willingness for entrepreneurship did not get translated into real execution as per the responses 

for S3. 

5.12.2 Statement S2 
 

A total of 37.80% of survey respondents agreed with this statement while 37.01% stayed 

neutral and 25.20% disagreed with this statement. There has been an adequate gender 

difference observed for this statement as more males (22.83%) preferred to start their own 

business as compared to females (14.17%). Overall, the responses for this statement indicate 

that there is still an adequate percentage (37.80%) of Generation Z members who are willing 

to start their own business and 37.01% of Generation Z members who need to make up their 

mind regarding the entrepreneurship aspect. This response should be understood in conjunction 

with the responses received for S3 as the latter captures the preparedness of Generation Z for 

entrepreneurship.  

According to Onuoha (2007), entrepreneurship is the practice of starting a new business or 

revitalizing mature organizations (as cited in Eroglu & Picak, 2011, p. 146). According to 

Schumpeter (1965), entrepreneurs are individuals who exploit market opportunities through 

technical and/or organizational innovation (as cited in Eroglu & Picak, 2011, p. 146). 

According to Peter Drucker (1970), entrepreneurship is about taking risks (as cited in Eroglu 

& Picak, 2011, p. 146). There are some scholars such as Bolton and Thompson (2000) and 

Hisrich (1990), who have viewed the concept of entrepreneurship in relation to creativity, 

innovation, initiative and creative thinking (as cited in Eroglu & Picak, 2011, p. 146). 
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In addition to the discussion on this concept under S1, there is a need to view these findings 

from a national and economic point of view. As entrepreneurship is a concept that requires 

risk-taking, creation of new business opportunities and undertaking new projects, it has an 

impact on the nation’s economy. This is so because it requires capital investment which can 

then lead to employment generation in the economy.  

From the perspective of employee retention, it seems that an adequate percentage (37.80%) of 

Generation Z survey respondents clearly pose a risk to an organization’s effort for retaining 

their employees and 37.01% could pose a risk depending upon their future decisions.  

The association (Table 32) between S1 (retention) and S2 (entrepreneurship) is negative, weak 

in strength and statistically significant (τb = - .26, p < .01). It is inferred that Generation Z 

members agree to stay with an organization for the long term but disagree with starting their 

own business. The agreement on one statement is observed with the disagreement on the other 

statement.  

5.12.3 Statement S3 
 

This statement focuses on the preparedness of Generation Z in terms of starting their own 

business. Only 7.94% of survey respondents agreed with this statement while a very high 

percentage (74.60%) disagreed with this statement. There has not been a major gender 

difference observed for this statement. The results of this statement clearly indicate that 

Generation Z respondents are not fully prepared to start their own business at this stage. This 

statement should be understood in conjunction with S2. As it is clear from the responses 

received for S2 that Generation Z members have not hugely agreed with S2 and an adequate 

percentage of them have stayed neutral, there is a need to understand the causes of such an 

entrepreneurial outlook and the possible reason for why the “agree” responses drastically 

decreased for S3. By looking at the responses for S2 and S3, it seems that the willingness of 

37.80% survey respondents to start a new business is not really getting converted into real 

action on the ground. Therefore, at this stage it does not pose a real threat to employee retention 

though it could be a threat if the needs of the New Zealand economy and the requirement for 

capital formulation and employment generation are considered.  

The concept of entrepreneurship has been compared with the concept of intrapreneurship under 

S11 and provides an understanding about how Generation Z’s entrepreneurial demands can 
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still be met in a limited sense by providing them with intrapreneurship opportunities in the 

workplace.  

The association (Table 32) between S1 (retention) and S3 (business plan readiness and 

execution) is negative, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = - .15, p < .05). It is 

inferred that agreement with staying with an organization for the long term has been observed 

in conjunction with the disagreement on business plan readiness and execution.  

The association (Table 32) between S2 (entrepreneurship) and S3 (business plan readiness) is 

positive, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = .32, p < .01). It is deduced that the 

agreement with the preference to start one’s own business is observed in conjunction with the 

agreement to have business plan readiness and its execution.  

 
5.12.4 Consolidated deductions related to S1, S2 and S3  
 

It is deduced that though Generation Z members prefer to stay with an organization for the long 

term, this outlook should be supported by the organization by creating a work environment that 

facilitates retention in the workplace. Organizations should provide job security, 

intrapreneurship, autonomy, access to social networking sites with a code of conduct, 

awareness programmes to reduce technological dependencies, monetary rewards, meaningful 

work and regular feedback from managers to facilitate retention in the workplace.  

It is also deduced that the activities that allow intrapreneurship in the workplace should be 

made available. The activities can be directed towards innovation, creativity, problem-solving, 

critical thinking and decision making. A support structure in the form of sharing of knowledge, 

ideas, goals, values, employee voice, autonomy, reward and recognition and constant feedback 

can allow employees to excel in the area of intrapreneurship. This will allow them to realize 

their full potential and can lead to self-actualization.  

5.13 Discussion on S12 
 

A high percentage (52.76%) of Generation Z survey respondents agreed with this statement 

while 21.26% of them disagreed with this statement. A huge gender difference is observed for 

this statement as more males (30.71%) preferred to stay in New Zealand as compared to 

females (21.26%). Female survey respondents have been more neutral (15.75%) as compared 

to male survey respondents (9.45%).  



179 
 

According to Universum (2019), 27% of Generation Z members wish to have an international 

career, which registered a decline from 32% as per a 2016 survey. The reason for this decline 

is that many multinational companies, which are more likely to offer overseas careers, are not 

performing well in comparison to their domestic peers.  

In a study conducted by Kirchmayer and Fratricova (2017), they found that the possibility to 

travel abroad as a part of job duties seems to play only a partially important role in the process 

of choosing a potential employer by the candidate.  

The association (Table 38) between S1 (retention in an organization) and S12 (retention in the 

country) is positive, weak in strength and statistically significant (τb = .26, p < .01). This 

correlation signifies the retention aspect of Generation Z members in terms of organization and 

the country. Generation Z members preferred to stay in New Zealand for work and career 

purposes and have also preferred to stay with one organization for the long term.  

5.13.1 Consolidated deductions related to S12 
 

The willingness to go abroad for career purposes is visible in Generation Z survey responses, 

as approximately one out of five disagreed with this statement. It is deduced that actual 

migration due to work reasons will depend upon the ability to find job and the economic growth 

of the rest of the world. This work-based migration can be curtailed if there are enough 

opportunities available within the country. This will require continuous and sustained 

economic growth and many policy decisions in the areas of finance, economy, capital 

formation, education system and national level skills and training programmes. The appropriate 

distribution of the workforce within the country can also be achieved by creating several special 

economic zones and by equal distribution of economic activity across the New Zealand regions.  

The result finding highlights the importance of preventing the current and future migration of 

domestic talent from the country. It is always difficult to create a skilled workforce. If that 

workforce starts to leave the country, then the negative effects of this kind of migration will 

not be resolved in the short term as education and skill creation takes a lot of time and effort 

from the academic community and the government.  

Education for children between the ages of 5 and 19 at state schools is free if they are New 

Zealand citizens or permanent residents (Ministry of Education, 2019). Creation of desired 

good quality jobs within national borders is required to stop the talent loss as the New Zealand 

government subsidises and provides free education to these students. Policy decisions at the 
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national level can help curtail this migration and talent loss and can then be utilized for nation 

building as some of the domestic sectors in New Zealand are facing skill shortages. As per the 

Hays Global Skills Index (2019), New Zealand’s talent mismatch is at its highest in the last 

eight years (as cited in Hilton, 2019, para. 1). It is deduced that this talent mismatch can be 

fixed to some extent by creating initiatives that can divert this talent migration to these talent 

mismatch sectors. However, it will also require policy decisions involving immigration, 

education and accurate medium- to long-term forecasting.  

5.14 Discussion on S6 
 

A total of 42.52% of survey respondents agreed with this statement while 33.07% of survey 

respondents disagreed with this statement. The response percentage for both agree and disagree 

categories has been adequate, which means that Generation Z is divided in their responses for 

this statement. The gender difference is observed only for the “neutral” response category as 

there are more males (14.96%) as compared to females (9.45%). This finding indicates that not 

all Generation Z members are thinking for the long term or at least an adequate percentage of 

them have not started thinking about it at this stage. It is deduced that several Generation Z 

members are wanting to try new things at this stage and therefore have not yet finalized their 

plan and are focusing more on their “today” rather than their “tomorrow”. Still, the 

(approximately) other half is thinking and preparing about their future career plan with a 

medium- to long-term horizon and therefore they might be interested in working with those 

organizations that can provide them with a roadmap in terms of career development plans.  

5.14.1 Consolidated deductions related to S6 
 

It is deduced that the change from mechanical systems to autonomous systems, development 

and advancement of technology and change in the economic environment will demand career 

flexibility and the continuous assessment of skill gaps, expected career growth and career 

development plans.  

It is deduced that organizations must be flexible in adapting to Generation Z career plans in the 

short and long term. Similarly, Generation Z members should also be flexible in adapting to 

changing technology and the economic environment and should assess their career plans based 

on economic reality. This will require a continuous assessment of the acquired skills and future 

skill requirements.  
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It is further deduced that Generation Z members should attempt and work towards attaining 

skills in more than one field. This will provide them flexibility and will ensure that in times of 

adverse economic cycles, they stay employed due to their cross-functional skills and expertise.  

5.15 Discussion on S4 
 

This statement captures the confidence levels of Generation Z members in their previous 

qualification. It also captures the optimism about future jobs based on previous or current 

qualifications.  

A total of 57.48% of survey respondents agreed with this statement while only 16.54% 

disagreed with this statement. There has not been a major gender difference observed for this 

statement. The result finding gives an indication that the expectations that Generation Z 

members have from their qualifications are being fulfilled by the education system. 

According to the Workforce Institute at Kronos (2019b) and Future Workplace (2019b), 

Generation Z members are largely optimistic about their future but anxious about their abilities 

to be successful workers. Anxiety and impatience can lead to stress and put the person’s well-

being in danger. According to the responses received for S20, an adequate percentage of 

Generation Z members are impatient.  

It is deduced that ample job creation on a continuous basis is necessary to absorb the newly- 

qualified Generation Z members to keep confidence and optimism levels high. Otherwise, it 

can lead to frustration and ill health and can have a negative effect on the economy. Job creation 

is dependent upon economic growth. As per the International Labour Organization (n.d.), 

economic growth is a prerequisite for increasing productive employment which is the 

combined result of increase in employment and labour productivity.  

5.15.1 Consolidated deductions related to S4 
 
It is deduced that even if Generation Z members feel confident about the qualification that they 

have gained and its usability for getting a good job, constant supervision will be required to 

keep the quality of education at its best.  

It is further deduced that the creation of new job opportunities is required to keep this optimism 

alive as good qualifications or quality of education with no corresponding job opportunities 

will be disastrous for individuals as well as for the economy. 
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5.16 Discussion on S5 
 

This statement is capturing Generation Z’s preference for autonomy in the workplace. It 

focuses on the three dimensions of autonomy (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006): work scheduling 

autonomy, work method autonomy and decision-making autonomy (as cited in Gagne & 

Bhave, 2011, p. 165). Autonomy in the workplace has a positive impact on work engagement, 

employee engagement, intrinsic motivation and employee retention.  

In a meta-analysis (Brown, 1996), employee engagement has been found to be moderately 

related to job autonomy (as cited in Gagne & Bhave, 2011, p. 169). According to Baard, Deci 

and Ryan (2004), satisfaction of an employee’s need for autonomy is associated with greater 

work engagement (as cited in Gagne & Bhave, 2011, p. 169). 

An extremely high percentage (71.65%) of survey respondents agreed with this statement while 

only 3.15% disagreed. A very low percentage of disagree responses means that for this 

statement, Generation Z strongly prefer work scheduling, decision-making and work-method 

autonomy. There has not been a major gender difference observed for this statement, which 

means that both males and females equally and strongly prefer autonomy in the workplace. It 

is a clear indication that organizations must provide work autonomy for Generation Z members 

(Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 1985) to increase their job satisfaction levels (as cited in 

Sia & Appu, 2015, p. 774), which can then lead to greater work engagement as already 

discussed above.  

According to the Workforce Institute at Kronos (2019b) and Future Workplace (2019b), 

Generation Z craves schedule autonomy. According to Ryan and Deci (2000), autonomy has a 

crucial role to play in intrinsic motivation (as cited in Liu, Wang, Zhang, & Lee, 2011, p. 1306).  

In a research study executed by Liu, Wang, Zang, and Lee (2011), they found that an autonomy-

supportive work environment is an effective way to foster employees’ experience of 

psychological empowerment and increase their retention.  

In a research study, David and Stillman (2017) found that Generation Z members are 

independent and competitive (as cited in Schwieger & Ladwig, 2018, p. 48). 

According to Alexander, Lichenstein, and Ullman (1998), and Tai, Bame, and Robinson 

(1998), employee retention is related to autonomy. Ellenbecker (2004) and Hart (2005) 
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observed that job autonomy is the determinant factor of job satisfaction and thus to retention 

(as cited in Kossivi, Xu, & Kalgora, 2016, p. 264). 

It is deduced that the fulfilment of Generation Z members’ needs and preferences (e.g. 

autonomy) can have a positive impact on their work-related satisfaction levels, which can then 

further translate into an increase in their levels of motivation, work engagement and retention. 

The concept of autonomy is also discussed under S11 and includes the concept of individual 

autonomy and team autonomy.  

5.16.1 Consolidated deductions related to S5 
 

As the above discussed research literature (Alexander, Lichenstein, & Ullman, 1998; Gagne & 

Bhave, 2011; Kossivi & Kalgora, 2016; Liu, Wang, Zhang, & Lee, 2011; Tai, Bame, & 

Robinson, 1998) is in favour of the positive impact of autonomy on an employee’s job 

satisfaction, work engagement, intrinsic motivation and employee retention, it is required that 

the responses of Generation Z members for this statement should be given due importance. The 

work culture and work environment supportive of employee autonomy can ensure higher 

employee satisfaction levels, sense of accountability and can further increase the level of 

ownership and accountability in an employee. Employees that have autonomy can feel valued, 

respected and trusted by their superiors, which can further help in attaining psychological well-

being. 

Based on the strong preference of Generation Z members for autonomy at work, it is deduced 

that organizations should provide them autonomy (work scheduling autonomy, work method 

autonomy and decision-making autonomy) in the workplace. It could give them a sense of 

independence and increase their job satisfaction. It is further deduced that workplace autonomy 

should be used to facilitate innovation, creativity and problem solving and thus help employees 

in reaching their full potential.  

Organizations must design jobs around these dimensions of autonomy and should create a work 

environment that supports and nurture values such as flexibility, trust and independence in their 

employees.  
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5.17 Discussion on S10 
 

This statement captures the importance of getting monetary rewards and meaningful work for 

Generation Z members. While monetary rewards and incentives are part of extrinsic 

motivation, meaningful work is part of the intrinsic motivation aspect. 

Generation Z survey respondents have been comparatively neutral (41.73%) about this 

statement as the responses for the agree category (33.07%) and disagree category (25.20%) 

have been comparatively less. The comparatively higher percentage of neutral responses and a 

high percentage of both agree and disagree responses indicate that Generation Z members are 

not in favour of one particular response and keeping their options open.  

The working population spend a large proportion of their time in the workplace and this work 

can provide a sense of economic security through financial reward (Hu & Hirsh, 2017). 

According to Ryan and Deci (2001) and Pratt and Ashforth (2003), work can also provide an 

individual with a sense of purpose, meaning and identity (as cited in Hu & Hirsh, 2017, p. 1). 

According to May, Gilson and Harter (2004), individuals who gain a sense of meaning from 

their work can experience enhanced motivation, productivity and well-being. On the contrary, 

according to Seeman (1959), Kanungo (1982) and Maslach, Schafeli and Leiter (2001), 

inability to experience meaningful work or non-availability of meaningful work can lead to 

anxiety, emotional exhaustion and boredom (as cited in Hu & Hirsh, 2017, p. 1). 

5.17.1 Consolidated deductions related to S10 
 

As both monetary rewards and meaningful work are concepts that can lead to motivation, it is 

important to know which of these two are preferred by Generation Z members. From the 

analysis, it is difficult to conclude that any one response category is preferred more as compared 

to another. Therefore, Generation Z members are driven by monetary rewards as well as 

meaningful work in equal proportion. The results of χ2 goodness-of-fit also confirm that the 

Generation Z members have equally preferred all three response categories, not preferring one 

response category over the other.  

Employees driven by meaningful work may not get motivation by way of financial incentives 

as it is intrinsically linked. Therefore, it is important to first determine whether an employee is 

driven by an intrinsic motivation factor or extrinsic motivation factor. This can help in 

designing reward and recognition programmes and career development plans.  



185 
 

Considering the mixed result for this statement, it is deduced that organizations should make 

both options available to Generation Z members so that they can choose the most preferred 

option according to their motivational drivers (intrinsic or extrinsic). For creating jobs that are 

meaningful to employees, it is important to understand the values that employees are adhering 

to. This exercise should include the matching of an employee’s values with the values of the 

job description. This can be regarded as the person-job fit wherein in addition to the matching 

of an individual’s skills, knowledge and abilities, the individual’s values are matched with the 

values of the job. Several studies (e.g. Farzaneh, Dehghanpour, & Kazemi, 2014; Goodman & 

Svyantek, 1999; Vigoda, 2000) indicate that a match between an individual’s personal values 

and the values of their job description can help them in displaying higher levels of citizenship 

behaviours (as cited in Huang, Yuan, & Li, 2019, p. 2). According to Scroggins (2008), the 

person-job fit is associated with meaningful work as it increases one’s sense of self-realization 

(as cited in Martela & Pessi, 2018, p. 10) and this meaningfulness of work leads to reduction 

in work absenteeism and turnover intentions (as cited in Martela & Pessi, 2018, p. 2). 

5.18 Discussion on S11 
 

This statement is about working independently while the other half of this statement is 

capturing the preference to work in a group. A total of 42.52% of survey respondents agreed 

with this statement while 21.26% of survey respondents disagreed with this statement. An 

adequate percentage of gender difference is observed in this statement as more males (24.41%) 

preferred to work in a group/team as compared to 18.11% females. For the disagree response 

category, the observed gender difference is in favour of females as 14.17% females disagreed 

with this statement as compared to males (7.09%), which clearly indicates that Generation Z 

males are in favour of working in a group as compared to Generation Z females. It seems that 

the creation of cross-functional teams would be welcomed by Generation Z members, but the 

interesting thing is how the composition of the cross-function teams based on age groups 

(different generations) will be perceived by them. The responses received on S21 suggest that 

an adequate percentage of survey respondents are in favour of working with their own 

generation as compared to working with other generations. Creation of cross-functional teams, 

which have representation from all generations, could lead to conflict in the workplace as an 

adequate percentage of survey respondents want to work with their own generation. An 

additional consideration are the organizational values and whether the creation of cross-
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functional teams limited to a generation group could be perceived as age discrimination in the 

workplace.  

This statement can also be investigated by comparing it with the responses for S5 (autonomy), 

S2 (entrepreneurship) and S15 (socializing). 

The responses received for S5 (autonomy) strongly indicated that Generation Z survey 

respondents (71.65%) are in favour of autonomy in the workplace. However, the responses 

received for S11 indicate that an adequate percentage of Generation Z survey respondents 

preferred to work in a group rather than independently. This brings to light a contradiction that 

while Generation Z members overwhelmingly preferred autonomy in the workplace (S5), why 

is it that they do not prefer to work independently (S11) with the same kind of enthusiasm? 

The other pertinent question is whether it is possible to have a high preference for autonomy 

and a very mild preference for working independently? This requires further investigation.  

It is deduced that the possible explanation to this contradiction might be hidden in their 

responses for S15 (socializing), S2 (entrepreneurship) or in the concept of having individual 

autonomy versus team autonomy.  

Langfred (2000) emphasized that team autonomy and individual autonomy can exist 

simultaneously (as cited in Mierlo, Rutte, Vermunt, Kompier, & Doorewaard, 2006, p. 283). 

According to Hackman and Oldham (1980) and Karasek (1998), individual autonomy refers to 

freedom, independence and discretion in the individual task and according to Cordery, Mueller 

and Smith (1991), Hackman (1987) and Kirkman and Rosen (1999), team autonomy refers to 

the same attributes in the tasks of a team (as cited in Mierlo et al., 2006, p. 283).  

Considering that Generation Z members overwhelmingly want to have autonomy in the 

workplace and an adequate percentage of them prefer to work in groups, it seems that the 

concept of team autonomy would be more relevant for organizations in the Auckland, New 

Zealand context.   

This statement also has a link with S2, which captures the preference for entrepreneurship as 

the latter requires risk-taking, leading a team, critical thinking, having a big picture and ability 

to make decisions. Decision making requires independent thinking, which is a virtue. As 

Murray (2017) states, better decision making requires the ability to disregard the opinion of 

others and think for themselves. The quality of a leader is to follow one’s own path through 

critical thinking and by not following the easy path, which is based on risk aversion. Therefore, 
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there seems to be a relationship between independent thinking (virtue of an entrepreneur or a 

leader) and preference to work independently.  

The responses received for S2 and S3 indicate that Generation Z members are not 

overwhelmingly in support of entrepreneurship endeavours as the percentage of survey 

respondents who agreed with S2 is 37.80% while 37.01% of them are neutral and 25.20% 

disagreed with it. It seems that the concept of intrapreneurship is of much relevance here as 

this includes entrepreneurial behaviour within existing firms (Bosma, Stam, & Wennekers, 

2011) while most of the literature is focused on the term “entrepreneurship” in the context of 

Generation Z.  

The term “intrapreneurship” means the initiatives taken by employees in organizations to 

undertake new business activities (Bosma, Stam, & Wennekers, 2011). According to Antoncic 

and Hisrich (2003) and Sharma and Chrisman (1999), the term intrapreneurship is related to 

the term “corporate entrepreneurship” but it is different in the sense that the latter is usually a 

broader concept defined at the level of the organization and refers to a top-down process 

(forming a management strategy to nurture workforce initiatives, efforts to innovate and 

development of new business) while the former happens at the individual level and is about the 

bottom-up, proactive work-related initiatives of individual employees (as cited in Bosma, 

Stam, & Wennekers, 2011, p. 4).  

It is important to investigate which kind of entrepreneurship Generation Z members prefer the 

most (corporate entrepreneurship or intrapreneurship). From the responses received on the 

profile survey questionnaire, it is deduced that it is intrapreneurship that they would prefer. 

This is because they have given responses that are in support of autonomy in the workplace, 

retention with the organization for the medium to long term, are not in favour of starting their 

own business (S2/entrepreneurship) and are not ready with business plans for necessary 

execution (S3). 

The “working in a group/team” aspect of this statement can be linked with S15 (socializing) as 

the responses received for S15 indicate that 51.18% of Generation Z survey respondents agreed 

and wanted to go out, meet people and socialize while 25.20% disagreed with it. While some 

people think that socializing in the workplace can be a source of distraction and time wastage, 

the alternate view is that socializing can help employees in collaborating, communicating with 

workplace colleagues and in creating cordial employee-employee relationships.  
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As per a study executed by McKinsey Global Institute (n.d.), connected employees improve 

productivity by 20-25% (as cited in Wilson, 2018, para. 5). For new employees (Fisher, 1986; 

Van Maanen, 1978), organizational socialisation, which is the process of adjusting the new 

employee to their work and organizational context through learning required skills, knowledge 

and attitudes to help them in becoming fully effective and integrated members of the 

organization, can be very useful (as cited in Field & Coetzer, 2008, p. 524). 

5.18.1 Consolidated deductions related to S11 
 

It is deduced that care must be exercised before creating cross-functional teams. Organizational 

values and the age factor as a source of workplace discrimination should be addressed with due 

care. Even if a noticeable size of Generation Z survey respondents prefer to work with their 

own generation and prefer to work in a group, the creation of work teams should not be based 

on age discrimination. This issue can be dealt with by arranging workplace meetings, 

interactions, exchange of ideas between all generations and by making them aware about the 

career and life stage needs of different age groups. This can also minimize conflicts in the 

workplace.  

It is deduced that organizations should design jobs around the intrapreneurship aspect of 

Generation Z members. Employees should be encouraged to contribute by way of innovation, 

creativity, critical thinking and decision making. This can provide them with a sense of 

belonging and help them in achieving their full potential.  

It is deduced that organizations should provide the team as well as the individual autonomy 

because Generation Z members prefer to work in a group rather than independently and 

strongly prefer autonomy in the workplace.  

It is deduced that organizations should allow organizational socialization in the workplace, 

which can make the onboarding process easier. New employees can easily become aware of 

the requirements of the job and work culture during this process and can acquire knowledge 

and skills to perform tasks. This can help in reducing the turnover intentions of newly joined 

employees. This process can also be used to facilitate collaboration, team spirit and effective 

communication.  
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5.19 Discussion on the work engagement survey (Generation Z and 
Generation Y’s work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption) 
 

The computed mean scores (average scores) (Table 73) for both generation groups revealed 

that Generation Z survey respondents scored less in comparison to Generation Y survey 

respondents for overall work engagement and all its three dimensions (vigor, dedication and 

absorption). The non-parametric test conducted for the dedication sub-scale has also revealed 

that Generation Z survey respondents’ median score on the dedication sub-scale (Table 76) is 

lower as compared to Generation Y survey respondents’ median score.  

Both generations scored low on the absorption sub-scale as compared to work engagement 

scale, vigor and dedication sub-scales. The focus of organizations should be to improve the 

overall work engagement levels of employees by trying to improve the levels of all three 

dimensions of the work engagement scale simultaneously. It is deduced that as the absorption 

score for both generations is the lowest as compared to the overall UWES scale and its 

remaining two sub-scale scores, special focus is needed on the absorption aspect of employees 

to improve the overall work engagement score.  

As discussed in the literature review section (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003, p. 6), the absorption 

concept involves complete concentration and immersion in the work wherein an individual 

finds it difficult to detach themselves from work. As both generations scored low on the 

absorption scale, it seems that they are having issues with concentration and immersion and no 

difficulty in detaching themselves from work. The characteristic response data related to 

Generation Y is not available in this research study to analyse the possible reasons for their low 

score on the absorption sub-scale. For Generation Z responses (profile survey) on S7, which 

has elements of energy, effort and concentration, it can be observed that 51.97% of survey 

respondents agreed with the statement. For the “immersion” aspect, responses for the UWE11 

are referred to for both generations as this statement directly captures the immersion aspect. A 

total of 60.87% of Generation Y survey respondents are in the “above average” category (when 

“often”, “very often” and “always” responses are grouped) while 60.82% of Generation Z 

survey respondents are in the “above average” category. For the “no difficulty in detaching 

oneself from work” aspect, those statements that appear to be related with workplace 

distraction in the direct or indirect manner are referred to. These statements, which are part of 

the profile survey, are S8 (access to SNS at the workplace), S9 (SNS as a distraction), S15 

(socializing), S18 (gadget and technology usage in personal time), S20 (patience) and S22 
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(multitasking). Technology usage, gadget usage and usage of SNS in the workplace can lead 

to distraction for an employee. Thinking and planning about meeting someone and the venue 

can lead to distraction in the workplace. Similarly, it is deduced that if a person is low on 

patience or completely impatient, then they can feel uneasy and frustrated while doing role 

performance, which can lead to detachment from work. Multitasking can also lead to 

distraction in the sense that a person who multitasks switches back and forth for performing 

multiple tasks at the same time, which can hinder them from achieving persistent and prolonged 

focus on one task. Literature suggests (Barselaar, 2017; Gendreau, 2007; Terry, Mishra, & 

Roseth, 2016) that multitasking leads to increased completion time as the person manages 

multiple tasks at the same time and switches back and forth in quick succession without making 

real progress. Therefore, it might lead to frequent detachment from one task to another. 

Analysis of these statements suggests that Generation Z is agreeing to a large extent on 

technology usage, gadget usage, SNS preference, socializing, impatience and multitasking. It 

is very likely that these factors are dragging the scores down on the absorption sub-scale for 

Generation Z survey respondents, which might further be contributing to the low level of work 

engagement. 

It is deduced that though there is a difference between the two generations in terms of overall 

work engagement and its three dimension’s scores, the gap between the two generations is not 

too large and the parametric test results for the UWES scale and its sub-scales have been 

statistically non-significant. The difference of the mean score between the two generations for 

all four variables has been in the range of 0.11 to 0.17. 

The statistically non-significant result implies that statistical evidence has not been found from 

the collected sample that the result that is seen in the sample also exists in the population (p > 

.05). It is deduced that the possible reasons could be the size of the sample and/or the presence 

of a small effect size. However, this does not mean that there is no difference in the mean value 

of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption variables between the two generational 

cohorts. For knowing the effect size, please refer to Table 77. For knowing the confidence 

interval of mean and the mean difference, please refer to Table 74 and 75, respectively. Cohen’s 

d effect size and eta-squared effect size represent the practical importance aspect of the 

findings. The computed Cohen’s d has revealed the presence of a very small effect for work 

engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption while the computed eta-squared has revealed a 

presence of no-effect for the dedication sub-scale. The observed difference of mean values (for 

the UWES and its sub-scales) between the two generational cohorts could be carrying a 
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monetary value to it if linked with productivity, commitment, performance of an employee and 

organizational costs. In simpler terms, this means that any observed level of work engagement 

(low, medium or higher) could have a possible impact (favourable or unfavourable as an 

outcome) on an employee’s productivity, performance, commitment at an individual level, 

group level and at the organization level. According to Chalofsky and Krishna (2009) and 

Wollard and Shuck (2011), the presence of a high level of employee engagement is thought to 

enhance job performance, productivity, task performance, organizational citizenship 

behaviours (OCBs), and affective and continuance commitment (as cited in Sekhar, 

Patwardhan, & Vyas, 2017, p. 73). With every increase in the unit level of work engagement, 

the resulting increase in an employee’s productivity, performance, OCBs and commitment 

could have a multi-fold effect on organizational growth due to the synergies of many positive 

outcomes at play simultaneously. The organizational context should be kept in mind before 

considering the desirable levels of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption. The 

desirable levels of these four variables should be decided by keeping in mind the well-being 

aspect of the workforce on one side and the organizational growth vision and objectives on the 

other. 

The Generation Z sample population mean for work engagement, vigor, dedication and 

absorption variable is in the range of 3.53 to 3.71 and the Generation Y sample population 

mean for work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption variable is in the range of 3.66 to 

3.88. This means that the Generation Y sample population has a higher range for the mean 

values for all these variables. The comparison between the mean score of both generations for 

each of these variables reveals that Generation Y survey respondents scored more on all four 

variables as compared to Generation Z survey respondents. When the mean value ranges for 

both generations’ samples are considered together for all four variables, it reveals that both are 

feeling work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption “at least a couple of times a month” 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003, p. 38). The next focus should be to move towards “at least couple 

of times a week” and sustain the next level by keeping in mind the well-being aspect. 

By assuming that the computed mean values on these four variables for both generations 

(sample) are also true for an individual (in the sample), the derived mean scores for the 

hypothesis testing can be considered as an “average” score (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003, p. 40) 

or an “average” level of engagement. This finding requires improvement in terms of the current 

levels of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption for both generation groups as 

there is a good scope and need for attaining the next level (“high”). 
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The correlation analysis performed by considering age with work engagement, vigor, 

dedication and absorption variables for both generations has revealed a very weak, statistically 

non-significant correlation. Though a very weak correlation, for Generation Y this relationship 

turns out to be on the positive side meaning that as a Generation Y member’s age increases, 

their work engagement, vigor, absorption and dedication also increases. Though the degree of 

that increase is not too large, in other words, it lacks practical importance. For Generation Z, 

though a very weak correlation, this relationship turns out to be negative for the work 

engagement, vigor and dedication variables and turns out to be positive (almost flat) for the 

absorption variable. As the observed correlation linear relationship is very weak, it lacks 

practical importance. The bivariate regression analysis that considered age as a predictor 

variable and work engagement as an outcome revealed that age is not a good predictor of work 

engagement when Generation Z, Generation Y and the combined group’s (Generation Z plus 

Generation Y) age is considered.   

It is deduced that if the above mentioned observed work engagement, vigor, dedication and 

absorption levels of both the sample populations (generations) are true in terms of the true 

Auckland population, then it is an area of great concern as the levels of work engagement, 

vigor, absorption and dedication seem to be floating around the “average” score (“at least a 

couple of times a month”). This in turn means that there is a potential and the requirement to 

improve work engagement levels in the organizational context and in the national context. 

From a broader perspective, individual level, group level and organizational level work 

engagement is extremely important for the national economy and economic growth as it can 

have an impact on the gross domestic product (GDP) and the national productivity levels if 

viewed in an aggregate sense.  

5.20 Discussion on the UWES responses of both generations 
 
Only the extreme response percentages on both sides (above average and below average) have 

been considered for this analysis as the UWES is a Likert scale designed to measure overall 

work engagement and its three dimensions by combining several statements (five to six 

statements for sub-scales and seventeen statements for the UWES scale) for one variable.  

The analysis of response patterns for both generations’ sample population (Table 55 and Table 

60) reveals that most of the responses are concentrated between “sometimes” and “very often” 

response categories for both generations. However, Generation Z’s sample population’s 

average response percentage is higher for “never” (by 2.00%) and “almost never” (by 1.89%) 
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response categories and lower for “sometimes” (by 1.72%) and “very often” (by 3.50%) 

response categories in percentage terms. For the remaining response categories, the difference 

between both generations in terms of the average response percentages has been less than +/- 

1.00%. This response pattern seems to be the reason that the Generation Z sample population 

has achieved a low mean score for the overall work engagement variable as the response data 

is more concentration towards the “never” and “almost never” response categories and less 

concentrated towards the “sometimes” and “very often” response categories for the Generation 

Z sample population. 

It is observed that Generation Y survey respondents (70.65%) are on the “above average” 

(when “often”, “very often” and “always” responses are grouped) category side (Table 58) for 

statement UWE10 (“I am proud of the work that I do”). It is the highest observed percentage 

for the “above average” category. Therefore, it is deduced that they feel an “above average” 

response for this statement most of the time (at least once a week or higher). Interestingly, 

Generation Z survey respondents (65.98%) also feel the same way as they too are on the “above 

average” category side for UWE10 (Table 63) and this response is also the highest observed 

percentage for the “above average” category. It is deduced that both generations’ sample 

population are mostly agreeing on the “proud” aspect of their work engagement. It is pertinent 

to mention that this statement is part of the dedication sub-scale and both generations scored 

the highest mean (average score) for the dedication sub-scale.  

Furthermore, by considering the highest response percentage for the “below average” (when 

“never”, “almost never” and “rarely” responses are grouped) category, it is observed that 

Generation Y survey respondents scored (30.43%) the highest for UWE16 (“It is difficult to 

detach myself from my job”) in percentage terms while Generation Z survey respondents also 

scored (40.21%) the highest for UWE 16 in percentage terms. This reveals that to a large extent 

both sample population groups are not finding it difficult to detach themselves from their work 

and Generation Z survey respondents are finding it comparatively much easier to detach 

themselves from work as compared to Generation Y survey respondents (a gap of 9.78% 

between the two). This “easy detachment from work” could be due to over-dependence on 

technology, access to SNS, gadget usage, socializing and multitasking as discussed earlier, and 

this is especially so for Generation Z survey respondents as compared to Generation Y survey 

respondents. “Detachment” from work can increase if there are persistent “distractions” caused 

by technology usage, SNS, gadget usage, socializing and multitasking. Therefore, there is a 

need to pay heed to the usage of these aspects by an individual and conduct regular 
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walkthroughs in the workplace to curtail incidences of multitasking and excessive use of 

technology. Suitable leadership styles (coaching, mentoring, authentic and relational based) as 

discussed earlier, organization-wide policy and an employee code of conduct focusing on the 

scope of its usage (technology, SNS, smartphones, gadgets etc.) can help in tackling these 

aspects without causing negative impact. The community (society) can also help by taking 

steps to reduce over dependence on these aspects (SNS, smartphones, technology, 

multitasking, working long hours, focus on speed) as their negative effects are felt in their 

personal lives as well. It is deduced that this provides more supporting evidence that Generation 

Z survey respondents scored less on work engagement as compared to Generation Y survey 

respondents. It is furthermore deduced that this result (responses on UWE 16) assists in 

understanding why the absorption sub-scale scores are less for both generation groups as 

compared to other sub-scales and more so for the Generation Z survey respondents as the 

“detachment” aspect is part of the absorption sub-scale. It is thus suggested as a deduction, that 

there is a need to work on the absorption sub-scale (absorption of an employee) and within the 

absorption sub-scale there is a need to try to convert their “detachment” from the job into 

“attachment” to the job.  

Statement UWE 8, which is part of the vigor sub-scale (“When I get up in the morning, I feel 

like going to work”), for both generations reveals that 31.96% of Generation Z survey 

respondents and 28.26% of Generation Y survey respondents remained in the “below average” 

(“never”, “almost never” and “rarely”) zone for this statement. The likely reasons could be lack 

of sleep, lifestyle habits, a feeling of sickness, poor diet and many other factors. It is important 

to address the negative effects of technology, SNS, gadget usage, working long hours, 

multitasking and impatience on an individual’s physical, psychological, cognitive and affective 

state.  

Both generations have been on the “above average” category side (when “often”, “very often” 

and “always” response categories are grouped together) for UWE17 (“At my work, I always 

persevere, even when things do not go well”) as 64.95% of Generation Z survey respondents 

and 63.04% of Generation Y survey respondents feel “at least once a week or higher” in regard 

to this statement. This reveals the “resilience” aspect of both generations.  
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5.21 Discussion on the gender groups of both generations 
 

The extension of the hypothesis testing (Table 86) to the gender level, in which the same gender 

of both generations is compared with each other, reveals that the computed mean scores (based 

on the parametric test i.e. Gosset’s t-test) for all four variables (work engagement, vigor, 

dedication and absorption) for Generation Z female survey respondents are in the range of 3.45 

to 3.64. While for Generation Y female survey respondents, it is in the range of 3.69 and 3.97. 

The female survey respondents of both generations scored lowest on the absorption sub-scale 

and highest on the dedication sub-scale. Generation Y female survey respondents have a higher 

mean score as compared to Generation Z female survey respondents for all four variables. The 

non-parametric test (Mann-Whitney U test) performed for work engagement of the female 

gender for both generations has revealed that Generation Y females’ mean rank score for work 

engagement is higher as compared to Generation Z females’ mean rank score for work 

engagement (Table 87). Both the computed Cohen’s d (Table 88) and eta-squared (Table 87) 

have revealed the presence of a small effect for the female gender groups for all four variables. 

The observed mean difference (Table 88) between the female gender groups of both 

generations for all four variables is in the range of 0.24 to 0.33. The Gosset’s t-test (parametric) 

for the female gender groups has been statistically non-significant for all four variables at α = 

.05. The result of the Mann-Whitney U test (non-parametric) for the female group’s work 

engagement has been statistically non-significant at α = .05 but if we consider α = .10, then the 

Mann-Whitney U test result is statistically significant at α = .10. This analysis suggests that 

though there is a need to focus on work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption of both 

gender groups’ sample populations, relatively more focus is needed on Generation Z female 

gender’s (survey respondents) work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as their 

score is lower for all four variables as compared to Generation Y female gender (survey 

respondents). The observed mean difference (0.33) between Generation Y female gender and 

Generation Z female gender is highest for dedication sub-scale and is in favour of Generation 

Y female gender. 

The computed mean scores (based on Gosset’s t-test) for all four variables for Generation Z 

male survey respondents are in the range of 3.60 to 3.83 while for Generation Y male survey 

respondents, the range is between 3.61 to 3.76 (Table 86). Like the female gender groups from 

both generations, the male gender group survey respondents from both generations have the 

lowest mean score on the absorption variable as compared to the other three variables. The 
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highest mean score for Generation Z male survey respondents is for the vigor variable and the 

highest mean score for Generation Y male survey respondents is for the dedication variable.  

Except for the absorption variable, Generation Z male survey respondents have the higher mean 

score for the remaining three variables (work engagement, vigor and dedication) as compared 

to Generation Y male survey respondents. The mean difference (Table 90) between the male 

gender groups of both generations for all four variables is in the range of 0.01 to 0.09 and 

therefore it lacks practical importance. The Cohen’s d also reveals the presence of a no-effect 

(Table 90) in the case of male gender groups of both generations.  

The comparison of the male gender group’s mean score with the female gender group’s mean 

score for the same generation has revealed that Generation Z male survey respondents scored 

a higher mean score as compared to Generation Z female survey respondents for all four 

variables and the mean difference between the two is in the range of 0.14 and 0.28. The highest 

mean difference (0.28) is observed for the vigor sub-scale. It is deduced that Generation Z male 

survey respondents have relatively high work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as 

compared to Generation Z female survey respondents.  

On the other hand, Generation Y female survey respondents scored a higher mean score as 

compared to Generation Y male survey respondents for all four variables and the mean 

difference between the two is in the range of 0.08 and 0.21. The highest mean difference (0.21) 

is observed for the dedication sub-scale. It is deduced that Generation Y female survey 

respondents have relatively high work engagement, vigor, absorption and dedication as 

compared to Generation Y male survey respondents.  

When both male and female gender groups are considered together for all four variables, the 

mean score range comes out to be between 3.45 and 3.97. This mean score range suggests that 

even at the gender group levels for both generations, survey respondents feel work engagement, 

vigor, absorption and dedication “at least a couple of times a month” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2003, p. 38). Though the mean score difference is not too large, among all the gender groups 

(male and female groups in both generations), the Generation Y female gender group has 

scored the highest mean score as compared to other gender groups for all four variables and 

the Generation Z female gender group has scored the lowest mean score as compared to other 

gender groups for all four variables.  

By making an assumption that the derived mean value for a group is also true for an individual 

within the group, the derived mean values for the gender level analysis (sample) for both 
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generations and for all four variables indicate an “average” score at an individual level as per 

the prescribed range suggested by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) for the individuals (Schaufeli 

& Bakker, 2003, p. 40). 

5.22 Consolidated deductions on UWES  
 

It is deduced that Generation Z survey respondents have low levels of work engagement, vigor, 

dedication and absorption as compared to Generation Y survey respondents and both 

generation groups are relatively low on absorption as compared to work engagement, vigor and 

dedication. Furthermore, as both generations’ survey respondents scored low on absorption, it 

is deduced that they are having issues with concentration and immersion and no difficulty in 

detaching themselves from work. It is deduced that their current level of work engagement, 

vigor, dedication and absorption, which occur “at least a couple of times a month”, should be 

improved to “at least couple of times a week” and should be sustained by keeping the aspect 

of well-being in mind. The focus of an organization should be to improve overall work 

engagement levels of employees by trying to improve the levels of all three dimensions of the 

work engagement scale simultaneously.  

It is also deduced that, as the absorption levels for both generations’ survey respondents are the 

lowest as compared to the overall UWES scale (work engagement) and its remaining two sub-

scales (vigor and dedication), enhanced focus is needed on the absorption aspect of employees 

to improve overall work engagement. 

Furthermore, it is deduced that the observed difference in the levels of work engagement, vigor, 

dedication and absorption between the two generation groups could be carrying a monetary 

value to it if linked with productivity, commitment, performance of an employee and 

organizational costs. Therefore, any level of work engagement by employees should be taken 

seriously by organizations.  

It is deduced that the high percentage of responses for the “below average” category (“never”, 

“almost never” and “rarely” grouped together) on UWE 16 for both generations (survey 

respondents) suggest that “detachment from work” and “distraction at work” are the possible 

reasons for the low score on absorption. As Generation Z survey respondents are agreeing to a 

large extent on technology usage, gadget usage, SNS preference, socializing, impatience and 

multitasking in the profile survey, it is deduced that these factors may be the reason for 

“detachment from work” and “distraction at work”. These factors may also be dragging the 



198 
 

scores down on their absorption sub-scale and may further be contributing to the low level of 

work engagement. 

Based on the responses for UWE 8 for both generations for the below average category 

(“never”, “almost never” and “rarely” grouped together), it is deduced that both generations’ 

survey respondents are finding it difficult to feel enthusiastic about going to work. From this 

response, it is further deduced that the likely reasons for this could be lack of sleep, lifestyle 

habits, feelings of sickness, poor diet, and several other factors. These factors can only be 

addressed if there are organizational well-being programmes designed to promote discipline, 

time management, a healthy lifestyle and personal health and fitness.  

From the statistical analysis, it is deduced that Generation Y female survey respondents are 

comparatively having high levels of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as 

compared to Generation Z female survey respondents. Both the female survey respondent 

groups are low on absorption and are high on dedication. Furthermore, it is deduced that more 

focus is needed on Generation Z female survey respondents as they have comparatively low 

levels of absorption in statistical terms. It is important to consider that the mean difference 

between Generation Z female survey respondents and Generation Y female survey respondents 

for absorption sub-scale is 0.24 (which is a small effect). Similarly, male survey respondents 

from both generations have low levels of absorption as compared to levels of work engagement, 

vigor and dedication.  

It is also deduced that Generation Z male survey respondents are having high levels of work 

engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as compared to Generation Z female survey 

respondents. Similarly, Generation Y female survey respondents are having high levels of work 

engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as compared to Generation Y male survey 

respondents.  

It is deduced that Generation Y female survey respondents are having high levels of work 

engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption as compared to other gender groups and 

Generation Z female survey respondents are having low levels of work engagement, vigor, 

dedication and absorption as compared to other gender groups in the survey.  

Overall, it is deduced that even at the gender group levels for both generations, the survey 

respondents are feeling work engagement, vigor, absorption and dedication “at least a couple 

of times a month”. This needs improvement as the aim should be to exhibit work engagement, 

vigor, dedication and absorption “at least couple of times a week”. 
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5.23 Summary 
 

The discussion chapter delved deeper into the research results to extract meaning from the 

numerical data. In this process, guidance is taken from the literature and comparisons are drawn 

between the linked or related survey statements. This enabled an understanding of the possible 

impact of Generation Z’s characteristics on them, towards the work and their workplace. As 

the profile survey statements are studied both in isolation and in the form of a comparison with 

other related statements, it revealed contradictions surrounding Generation Z characteristics, 

which should not be ignored. Based on the literature, the patterns of Generation Z responses 

are discussed in detail, which allowed the deductions to be made. These deductions and the 

contradictions are consolidated in the recommendation section (Chapter Six), which can help 

organizations, the community and Generation Z employees in managing the negative effects 

of some of the characteristics. 

This chapter also focused on the discussion on the work engagement survey based on the data 

results presented in Chapter Four. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale is discussed in the 

context of the four variables (work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption) as the UWES 

is a Likert scale designed to measure these four variables. The discussion on the UWES and 

hypothesis testing revealed that there is a difference in the levels of work engagement, vigor, 

dedication and absorption between the two generations (considered for the sample). Though, 

this difference has stayed statistically non-significant and the effect size is very small for both 

generation groups. The statistical analysis revealed that there is a noticeable degree of 

difference in the levels of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption between the 

Generation Z female gender group and Generation Y female gender group. For Generation Z 

and Y female gender group, Cohen’s d effect size reveals the presence of a small effect, which 

is relatively greater when compared with other observed effects sizes for other gender groups 

and overall generation groups. The comparison of both surveys together revealed that the 

possible reason for the low scores on work engagement and especially so for the absorption 

sub-scale led to the deduction that it is perhaps due to the detachment from work and 

distractions in the workplace, which needs be addressed.  

The conclusions and recommendations in Chapter Six focuses on the initiatives that 

organizations and the community can create to bring about positive change in the levels of 

work engagement and absorption in the workplace.  
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Chapter Six: Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

6.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter summarizes the key findings of this research study and highlights the key aspects 

in the form of recommendations. The chapter starts with the conclusions drawn from the 

executed research study. The researcher then reflects on the attainment of the research 

objectives set before embarking on the research study itself. The chapter also identifies the 

strengths and limitations of this research study and provides suggestions to conduct future 

research. These future research suggestions are based on the overall findings and the need to 

delve deeper into some of the identified areas, which are revealed in this study. 

6.2 Profile survey conclusion 
 

Characteristics such as being technologically savvy, need for autonomy, preference for SNS, 

seeing SNS as a distraction in the workplace, job security, regular feedback from leader, focus 

on speed rather than accuracy, being impatient, multitasking and in general the in-person 

engagement with people turned out to be true in Auckland, New Zealand. The characteristics 

such as preference for entrepreneurship, shorter attention span as far as their self-perception 

and outlook are concerned and preference for working abroad are found to be untrue to a large 

extent in Auckland, New Zealand. For monetary reward versus meaningful work preference, 

Generation Z is approximately equally distributed across the response categories. Both 

monetary rewards and meaningful work are found to be an important incentive to stay with an 

organization and work harder.  

It can also be concluded that their outlook towards staying with an organization for the medium 

to long term is positive. Similarly, a positive outlook is observed for the earned qualification, 

optimism and hope regarding a future job based on an earned qualification, socializing, 

adaption to change and personal health and well-being. Generation Z members are found to be 

divided regarding the preference for working with their own generation as compared to other 

generations. This is positive in the sense that they are not overwhelmingly in support of 

working with their own generation only. This may facilitate inter-generational and multi-

generational management in the workplace with not much difficulty. In terms of career 

planning, an adequate percentage of Generation Z members are thinking from a medium- to 
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long-term perspective, which requires reciprocal career development plans from the 

organization’s side. Lastly, an adequate proportion of Generation Z members prefer to work in 

a group as compared to independently, which therefore requires the availability of team 

autonomy in the workplace.  

It is concluded that these characteristics and this information bring organizations and HR 

practitioners closer to an understanding of the preferences, self-perception and outlook of 

Generation Z members. These characteristics can be considered during the designing of entry-

level jobs, job descriptions, hiring, recruitment, selection, onboarding (organizational 

socialization), reward and recognition, formation and composition of teams, career 

development plans, training and development, employee retention, employee motivation, job 

resources, job demands, technology availability, conflict management, health and well-being 

programmes, employee welfare programmes, adoption of suitable leadership styles, talent 

management, inter-generational management and multi-generational management plans.  

It is concluded that the community and government agencies can use the information and 

results of this research study for considering the case for reviewing the possible changes in the 

education system and requirements, need and level of capital formation in the country, 

forecasting about the type of job creation, national talent policy, availability of future 

entrepreneurs and health programmes.  

It is also concluded that unlike the concept of “know your customer” (KYC) in the financial 

sector, which focuses on the assessment of customer risks and legal requirements, a dissimilar 

and not at all strict proposed concept of “know your employee” (KYE) is needed, which should 

be based on a relational approach. This will allow organizations to put employees first, 

understand their employees better and can help employees in feeling cared for, valued, heard, 

supported and will give them a sense of belonging. This will ensure special focus on knowing 

the preferences, needs, expectations, capabilities, skills, knowledge, expertise, career goals, 

career plans and gaps that need attention and resolution on a continuous basis. 

By addressing the concerns, expectations and preferences of Generation Z members, 

organizations can help them achieve higher satisfaction levels, which can further lead to 

reduced attrition rate, improved performance, increased productivity, employee commitment, 

employee involvement, employee engagement, well-being and overall business growth. The 

knowledge of employees’ values, beliefs, attitudes, characteristics and expectations can help 

organizations in achieving person-organization fit, person-job fit and reduced organizational 
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costs. It is important to consider an employee’s life and career phase, which can give further 

understanding of their needs and expectations.  

6.3 Work engagement survey conclusions 
 

As work engagement is a complex concept that does not have an easy solution in terms of 

improving the levels of work engagement, several considerations must be evaluated before 

starting to improve the levels of work engagement of the workforce. It is concluded that 

because organizational values, policies and programmes cannot be different for each individual 

employee, it is desirable to consider the characteristics of the generational cohort before 

executing such policies and programmes.  

From the response patterns observed for the UWES survey, it can be concluded that the UWES 

survey respondents who are inclined towards the “below average” category (“never”, “almost 

never” and “rarely”) are dragging the overall scores on all four variables down. There is the 

potential for improvement as a very small percentage of survey respondents are showing a high 

level of work engagement on all four variables. This is not highly encouraging as it has a cost 

component associated with it. A desirable state is when a maximum number of employees show 

high levels of work engagement on a sustained basis, which can simultaneously lead to multiple 

benefits for organizations, due to synergies of several positive outcomes of high levels of work 

engagement. It is equally important to balance the levels of work engagement with the well-

being of employees to ensure sustained organizational growth.  

It is concluded that the analysis of both the profile survey and the work engagement survey, if 

viewed together, indicated that “detachment” and “distraction” in the workplace could be 

putting “absorption” in the workplace in jeopardy, which is perhaps the main cause of low 

levels of work engagement. The possible causes of the distractions are probably the over-

dependencies on technology, social media and smartphones. Multitasking, socializing and an 

impatient attitude can also prevent achieving prolonged focus and concentration on one task 

and may lead to distraction, frustration, stress and ill health as well. In general, and in the 

workplace, more focus on speed rather than accuracy and the negative effects of distraction 

and detachment from work can cause injuries and accidents, which can contribute negatively 

to work quality, profitability, organizational growth and reputation. In the case of Generation 

Y, though the reasons for the high “distraction” aspect cannot be completely ascertained due 

to the non-availability of relative data in this research study, it is observed that they too have 
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low scores on absorption. As Generation Y members are not far apart from Generation Z in 

terms of their age gap, it is likely that some of the negative effects of the over-dependencies on 

technology, gadgets and SNS might be the sources of distraction at work and detachment from 

work for them as well. Further research should be undertaken to sufficiently prove the existence 

of cause and effect relationships among these variables.  

It is concluded that there is scope and need for improvement in the attained levels of all four 

variables, since consistent efforts should be made by leaders and managers to improve an 

individual employee’s score on work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption. This will 

require constant focus on knowing the employee’s needs, preferences, characteristics, 

expectations, attitudes and grievances and person-job fit, which help in determining workforce 

strengths, weaknesses and the best way to achieve optimal functioning. Based on the fair 

understanding of a workforce’s strength and weakness, they can be optimally utilized according 

to their abilities, strengths, knowledge and skills. This could further help in achieving 

competitive advantage and sustained growth. It is concluded that the fulfilment of employee 

needs can induce in them a sense of belonging, and being cared for and valued in the workplace, 

which may help them in attaining and sustaining a positive state of mind towards their work, 

role performance, colleagues, work environment, leaders and more broadly speaking, the 

overall organization.  

It is essential to address the concerns and reasons for the low engagement on all four variables 

by introducing organizational values e.g. know your employee (KYE). This will help in 

reducing conflicts, mistrust and misunderstandings in the workplace and will allow managers 

and leaders to know and understand their workforce better. This will further enable them to 

take necessary actions and interventions directed towards increasing employee satisfaction 

levels. The improvement of employee satisfaction levels can get translated into employee 

commitment, involvement, work engagement, reduced attrition rate, reduced organizational 

costs and long-term business growth. Leaders and managers should adopt a suitable leadership 

style in the workplace that promotes trust, goodwill and bonding between employee-employer 

and employee-managers/leaders. Leaders and managers should stay open, flexible, supportive, 

relational, visible and make themselves available to their employees on a regular basis through 

regular interactions and team walkthroughs. Regular group meetings, exchange of ideas, 

experiences and proposed improvements in organizational processes by employees can help in 

bringing different generational cohorts in the workplace together, which will foster the 
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understanding of perspectives from the other side and may also foster empathy towards each 

other. 

A support structure in the form of organizational culture, values, policies, employee well-being 

programmes, employee welfare schemes and a suitable leadership style by keeping in mind the 

generational cohort characteristics, employee life phases and employee career phases will be 

required in order to improve the engagement levels on all four variables. A new approach 

directed towards employee policies, programmes and plans based on these considerations can 

help in effectively managing several generations in the workplace simultaneously and reduce 

the dissatisfaction levels of the generations, groups and the individuals in the workplace.  

6.4 Research objectives 
 

The basis of this research study is to determine the characteristics of Generation Z and their 

work engagement levels in Auckland, New Zealand.  

A study that is predominantly focused on Generation Z and the Auckland region could give 

insights into the characteristics, preferences and outlook of Generation Z towards their work 

and work-related aspects, as was executed and revealed in this research study. As some of 

Generation Z’s characteristics seemed to have a negative effect on work engagement, an 

additional objective to determine the work engagement levels of Generation Z was set by 

introducing Generation Y as a comparative group. Generation Y currently has a high proportion 

of staff in the workplace compared to the new workforce Generation Z even though, in terms 

of the age gap, Generation Y is not far away from Generation Z. 

The following research objectives and the research question, set for this research study, have 

been achieved and answered respectively: 

Research objectives: 

 

 To identify Generation Z’s profile based on an Auckland, New Zealand sample 

population. 

 To identify the level of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y based on 

an Auckland, New Zealand sample population.  

 To assess these generations on variables such as vigor, dedication and absorption. 
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 To produce research findings and recommendations that could be useful for 

organizations and HR practitioners. 

 To test some of the known profile characteristics of Generation Z. 

 

Research questions: 

 

 What is the profile of Generation Z based on an Auckland, New Zealand sample 

population?  

 What is the level of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y based on an 

Auckland, New Zealand sample population?  

 What is the level of vigor, dedication and absorption of Generation Z and Generation 

Y based on an Auckland, New Zealand sample population? 

 Are some of the known profile characteristics of Generation Z true or false in an 

Auckland, New Zealand context? 

 

In order to answer the research questions and attain the research objectives, hypotheses were 

formulated to identify the levels of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption and the 

differences between both generations for all four variables.  

This research study identified the profile of Generation Z in Auckland, New Zealand and 

determined the levels of work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y in Auckland, 

New Zealand. While determining the levels of work engagement, the levels of vigor, dedication 

and absorption have also been determined for both generations through statistical analysis. The 

published data results, interpretations and discussion are useful for organizations, HR 

practitioners, the community, individuals and the government. This research study has also 

tested some Generation Z characteristics and preferences in the Auckland, New Zealand 

context. These characteristics and preferences are entrepreneurship, autonomy, shorter 

attention span, social media, monetary rewards, meaningful work, job security, face-to-face 

engagement, working abroad, multitasking, patience, focus on acceleration rather than 

accuracy, technology usage and feedback from a manager. This research study placed emphasis 

on knowing your employee so that suitable organizational policies and programmes can be 

planned and implemented to address the needs of these employees in the workplace.  

It is concluded that it is always desirable to support this approach by adopting organizational 

values and making “know your employee” part of the organizational culture. This will ensure 
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that managers create initiatives to understand their employees and take measures that can 

reduce the negative effects of Generation Z’s characteristics. This will further lead to 

Generation Z’s higher levels of work engagement at an organizational level.  

It is concluded that the discussed aspects would be useful for organizations and HR 

practitioners to make suitable decisions about the future workplace and to understand the need 

to successfully manage many generational cohorts at the workplace simultaneously, by 

effectively executing an inter-generational and multi-generational management function.  

6.5 Recommendations 
 

The identified recommendations flowing from this research study and based on the 

conclusions that were reached, are listed below: 

1. It is recommended to consider technology usage, access to SNS, social media, 

smartphones and other devices in the workplace because these are part of everyone’s 

life, and it is not possible to stop their usage in the workplace. These aspects should be 

considered from a positive perspective, which is to allow reasonable usage of these 

aspects in the workplace. It may lead to better collaboration between teams, faster flow 

of communication and proactive behaviour if their usage is governed by a well-

designed organizational communication policy and employee code of conduct. This 

reasonable usage can help in reducing distractions in the workplace and thereby 

detachment from work, which will facilitate higher levels of work engagement and 

organizational growth. While considering the communication policy, organizations 

should consider the need for an informal way of communication and formal way of 

communication in the organization.  

 

2. It is recommended to review the communication policy and communication strategy in 

organizations due to the easy access of social networking sites, messaging applications, 

web call solutions, internet and the technology in today’s times. These factors are 

determining the way employees are communicating (both formally and informally) in 

their personal lives as well as in the workplace. The differences among the generations 

in the usage of technology and the preferred mode of communications require an 

integrated approach that can bridge this gap. The availability of multiple channels of 

communication can allow every generation to feel at ease and communicate with each 
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other. This can enhance inter-generational understanding and cooperation and can 

reduce conflicts in the workplace.  

 

3. It is recommended that organizations utilize Generation Z’s technical knowledge for 

organizational processes. Organizations can also utilize Generation Z members for 

imparting training to members of other generational cohorts on technical knowhow. 

Similarly, members from other generational cohorts should be encouraged to share their 

knowledge, skills, expertise and experiences with the new generation. This whole 

process will inculcate team spirit, comradery, bonding and mutual understanding. In a 

broader sense, it can be termed as “mentoring”. This will further reduce conflicts among 

members belonging to different generations and thereby can help in achieving a cordial 

work environment.  

 

The exchange of knowledge, skills, experience and expertise between the different 

generations can allow inter-generational synergies and help employees in improving on 

their existing knowledge and skill base, which can then be translated into sustained 

business growth. This can also help in achieving functional expertise in more than one 

area, quality of team dynamics and productive cross-functional teams. Functional 

expertise in more than one area will help employees in facing unfavourable 

organizational conditions and economic cycles.  

 

4. It is recommended that organizations should provide job security to Generation Z 

members as they are strongly in favour of job security. At the same time, organizations 

should inculcate intrapreneurial values in their employees as these can lead to creativity, 

innovation, decision making and problem-solving skills. Job security and 

intrapreneurial opportunities can help both sides as employees can feel secure about 

their job and at the same time, they would be able to take initiatives in the workplace. 

The organizations can gain benefits by way of employee retention and several employee 

initiatives, which can lead to competitive advantage.  

 

5. It is recommended that organizations provide team autonomy and individual autonomy 

as Generation Z members are strongly in favour of this. Team autonomy is equally 

important because an adequate percentage of Generation Z members prefer to work in 

a group. Independent thinking, decision making, critical thinking, problem solving, 
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innovation, creativity, autonomy (team autonomy and individual autonomy) and the 

ability to work independently as well as in a group should be nurtured further in 

employees, which can then lead to intrapreneurship at the workplace and can help in 

achieving a competitive advantage. In a broader sense, these abilities can be useful for 

starting new businesses, projects and commercial ventures that can help in job creation 

and economic development in the country. In the context of job creation, it is important 

to have the easy availability of skilled employees as per the job requirements. The need 

for curtailing the talent migration to other countries, creation of special economic zones 

within the country and equal distribution of capital among the domestic regions is also 

identified in this research study. 

 

6. It is recommended that the confidence and optimism of Generation Z members based 

on their current and previous qualification should be utilized in the workplace by 

upskilling Generation Z members through various training programmes. The positivity 

attained from getting an expected job based on the earned qualification can have a 

possible impact on the other areas such as employee performance and productivity. It 

is also useful from the perspective of career development plans.  

 

Organizations should design career development plans for their employees as these can 

give them a sense of direction and can facilitate them staying with an organization for 

a long time. These efforts can also help in the development of new skills in employees 

due to formal training programmes, mentoring by managers and assignment of new 

projects. Formation of cross-functional teams can also help in achieving this goal. The 

benefit for the organization would be in the form of availability of a highly skilled 

workforce capable of managing a variety of tasks with responsibility and 

accountability.  

 

7. It is recommended to organizations, communities and the government that they have a 

role to play in helping Generation Z members in reducing their over-dependencies on 

technology and the negative effects of multitasking, impatience, focus on speed rather 

than accuracy and working continuously for prolonged hours without breaks. These 

initiatives can help in reducing exhaustion, burnout, injuries and accidents in the 

workplace. Several organization-led, community-led and government-led initiatives are 

required to ensure employee well-being, personal well-being and thereby societal well-
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being. These can be directed from the perspective of ergonomics, personal welfare 

schemes and employee welfare schemes. One of the initiatives could be the 

arrangement of social interactions, meetings and events aimed at promoting community 

well-being and welfare. These regular interactions can also provide an alternative view 

to Generation Z members and can help them to communicate, understand and work 

with individuals from other generational cohorts thereby reducing the likelihood of 

conflict. 

 

8. It is recommended that managers and leaders should conduct regular walkthroughs in 

the workplace. This will help them to interact with their employees on a regular basis, 

understand their grievances, provide them with constructive feedback and get feedback 

from them (360-degree view). This will also help in knowing the problem areas such 

as near-miss incidents, multitasking at work and more focus on acceleration than speed, 

which could then be resolved by them. Employees should be counselled and made 

aware of the negative effects of these aspects for them and for work. 

   

9. It is recommended that managers and leaders should adopt coaching, mentoring, 

supportive and relational styles of leadership (preferably situational leadership style or 

path-goal leadership theory). This will help in improving employee motivation, 

employee competence, employee satisfaction and commitment and thereby work 

engagement. This will further facilitate genuine feedback, building of trust, a sense of 

security and goodwill. Employees will feel supported by their managers, which can lead 

them to take on extra-role behaviours in the workplace. In addition to this, managers 

and leaders should provide in-person feedback to Generation Z members.  

 

10. It is recommended that knowing whether employees are intrinsically or extrinsically 

driven could lead to introducing extrinsic motivational drivers such as monetary 

rewards and financial benefits or intrinsic motivational drivers such as autonomy and 

meaningful work based on the employee’s needs and preferences. There is a likelihood 

that the introduction of both motivational drivers can lead to employee satisfaction.  

 

11. Know the personal values of employees and match their personal values with the values 

of the job so that they can feel more connected and attached to the job. A person-job fit 

is a compatibility between the individual and the task or a job that they perform. This 
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compatibility includes matching of employee needs with job resources and matching of 

job demands with the employee’s abilities to fulfil those job demands.  

 

6.6 Strengths of this research study 
 

The findings of this research study are useful for organizations, HR practitioners, community, 

individuals and the government as it gives insight into the preferences and outlook of 

Generation Z members. This research study also identified the work engagement levels of 

Generation Z and Generation Y members, which are useful for many organizational areas such 

as designing of entry-level jobs, training programmes, career development plans, reward and 

recognition, motivation, hiring, recruitment, selection and on-boarding.  

This study focused on the Auckland region population. This allowed checking the profile of 

Generation Z members and work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y members in 

Auckland, New Zealand. This further allowed refraining from generalizing the findings of 

research studies that are conducted overseas. Therefore, this study provides the research 

findings from Auckland, New Zealand, which are useful for local organizations, the community 

and individuals. 

This study used the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, which is specifically designed to 

determine the levels of work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption. This scale has been 

pre-validated and has been checked for its reliability. This scale has been used most often in 

several research studies focusing on measuring work engagement, vigor, dedication and 

absorption.  

The quantitative methodology approach allowed statistical analysis, which is helpful in 

providing scientific evidence. This approach can help other researchers to conduct similar and 

comparative studies in this field. It also allows the testing of research findings of this research 

study with other research studies in a similar or different setting. 

This study is useful for researchers, managers and HR practitioners who are working in the 

area of inter-generational management, multi-generational management, workforce age 

diversity and youth characteristics and youth employment studies.  
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6.7 Limitations of this research study 
 

This research study focused on Generation Z’s characteristics and their work engagement. 

Generation Y has been introduced as a comparative group as they are currently a noticeable 

proportion in the workplace, they are going to be in the workplace for many years and they are 

not far away from Generation Z in terms of the age gap. Therefore, this research study 

predominantly focuses on Generation Z.   

Self-reported questionnaires are used in this research study. For this purpose, the participant 

information sheet was distributed to all the survey participants. The anonymity aspect of the 

participants was ensured during the collection of data. This provided confidence to the survey 

respondents to respond in a setting that was free from peer and organizational pressure. In 

addition to the field survey method, an online survey method is also used to give flexibility and 

for ensuring convenience for the survey respondents.  

It is not expected that there would be a sudden and drastic change in the survey respondents’ 

responses based on their self-perception, outlook, preference, expectations and attitudes. But 

as the generational cohorts share the same life experiences in terms of technological, economic, 

political, cultural, national and natural events, these events can lead them to change their 

outlook and preferences.  

A very recent and unfortunate event is the calamity in Australia wherein severe bushfires have 

caused excessive devastation to flora and fauna. It has also severely affected the lives of all 

Australians and changed the lives of many forever. The magnitude of this kind of calamity has 

the potential to change the outlook, needs and expectations of many in an instant, but did not 

influence the current study as no disaster occurred during the data gathering process in New 

Zealand.  

This research study is limited to the Auckland, New Zealand region and therefore the research 

findings cannot be generalized for other geographical regions both domestically and 

internationally.  

The sample size of this research study is not large, and the research study has adopted a 

quantitative methodology for the statistical analysis, which has not allowed a deeper 

investigation into the thought processes of Generation Z members and the reasons for their 

given responses.  
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6.8 Future research suggestions 
 

Suggestion 1: An observational study focusing on work engagement, vigor, dedication and 

absorption of Generation Z members in the workplace can help in comparing the findings of 

this research in a wider context. This can help in knowing the perspective of the other side as 

the current study is based on self-reported questionnaires. The essential part of an observational 

study would be to determine the appropriateness of the research methods and relevant 

measurement scales specifically designed for an observational study. The next challenge would 

be how to interpret the derived results of an observational study by comparing and aligning it 

with the findings of this research study.  

Suggestion 2: There is a need to conduct an observational study by considering the variables 

such as multitasking and working for prolonged hours. This can help in knowing whether 

Generation Z’s high response for the “agree” category for these two variables in this research 

study is overconfidence, delusion or a reality as multitasking can lead to workplace accidents, 

injuries, low product quality, mistakes at work, increased task completion time and thereby 

reduced productivity. These studies can help in performing a reality check against the self-

perception of Generation Z members.  

Suggestion 3: A further research study to understand the relationship between impatience and 

multitasking is perhaps required to determine whether an impatient person tends to be involved 

in multitasking more as compared to others and whether multitasking is an outcome of 

impatience for Generation Z. An additional variable such as “more focus on speed rather than 

accuracy” can be used to determine whether Generation Z’s focus on speed instead of accuracy 

is due to their impatience or whether it is related to the term “hurry sickness”, which refers to 

having an urge to rush around, multitasking, pushing themselves to meet deadlines and to 

constantly be on time until an individual gets so stressed out that they start experiencing 

anxiety, dread and worry (Hauss, 2011). A study by Friedman and Rosenman (1974) can be 

used as they coined this term after executing a research project on their patients (Friedman & 

Booth-Kewley, 1987). 

Suggestion 4: Further research could be conducted to identify whether Generation Z’s 

members’ comfort with and their self-belief regarding the adaptability to change in the 

workplace is related to technological change, or whether it is related to the much broader 

concept of organizational change. 
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Suggestion 5: A further research study could be conducted to identify the career fields that 

Generation Z are interested in. This can help in knowing the career direction that Generation Z 

members are willing to take and whether this willingness is supported by real-world reality in 

terms of the economic infrastructure, economic activity and the availability of career 

opportunities. For organizations, this will mean the design of entry-level jobs, training and 

development and workplace career development programmes with a medium- to long-term 

perspective, which can appeal to Generation Z employees.  

Suggestion 6: A research study focused on determining the reasons for detachment from work 

and distraction from work could provide evidence in support of, or against, the research 

findings of this research study. It can also be broadened to know the estimated organizational 

cost, which can further emphasize the need to reduce the negative effects of some of the 

characteristics that are discussed in Chapter Five.  

Suggestion 7: At the macro level, a research study that has a focus on determining the 

proportion of entrepreneurial efforts required for the economy and the corresponding readiness 

of Generation Z members could help in knowing whether there is an availability of enough 

future entrepreneurs to sustain the economic development and economic growth in New 

Zealand. These studies can also be useful to forecast and make medium- to long-term economic 

forecasting for New Zealand. The finding of the current research study suggests that Generation 

Z is not completely ready to undertake entrepreneurship efforts. If this phenomenon stays like 

this then it can lead to reduced economic activity and a monopolistic market structure as it has 

the potential to reduce the launching of new projects and diversification of economic activity.  

Suggestion 8: A correlation analysis may be performed in the next few years by considering 

Generation Z’s age variable with work engagement, vigor, dedication and absorption when 

their participation in the workforce will become substantial in the future. For obvious reasons, 

the age range considered under this research study for this generation is very narrow (18 years-

24 years). A direction of this correlation could be fairly ascertained once the available data for 

the age range is much wider.   

Suggestion 9: A research study could probe the levels of satisfaction that Generation Z 

members get from the fulfilment of their workplace preferences and the resulting effect of the 

derived satisfaction on work engagement. 

Suggestion 10: There are ample opportunities for researchers to undertake additional research 

on Generation Z members, by giving equal importance to their work engagement levels and 
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the characteristics that can positively or negatively contribute towards it. Equal focus should 

also be given to the education aspect and the consumer aspect of Generation Z as the latter 

helps organizations in adapting to changing consumer behaviour and understanding the demand 

for their product and services.  

6.9 Research study epilogue   
 

This research study highlighted many characteristics of Generation Z members in Auckland, 

New Zealand. It suggested paying heed to negative aspects related to work engagement, which 

could pose a risk to employees’ well-being and then lead to lower levels of work engagement. 

Therefore, understanding employees’ needs and characteristics is the key to achieving a high-

performance work culture. The fulfilment of needs could help employees in aligning 

themselves with the mission, vision and values on an organization. High satisfaction levels of 

employees could get translated into high work engagement and thereby sustained business 

growth. Several recommendations have been suggested to help organizations, managers and 

HR practitioners in achieving a highly satisfied workforce, high levels of work engagement, 

cordial work environment and thereby sustained business growth. It is therefore of paramount 

importance to give priority to those policies and programmes that can ensure the effectiveness 

of inter-generational and multi-generational management. This could be achieved by reviewing 

those policies and programmes, based on the characteristics of the generational cohorts present 

in the workplace and their career and life phases as outlined in this research study.   
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Appendices  
 

Appendix 1: Generation Z and Y work engagement questionnaire 
(including UWES) 
 

              Survey: Work engagement of Generation Z and Generation Y in Auckland 

Please note: By answering this questionnaire, the participant will be providing his/her voluntary consent to 
participate in this research. 

Please tick ( ✓ ) the box  (   )  and select the option which is applicable to you:  

1. Are you born between the year (please select from the given option) 

Between the year 1980-1994                               Between the year 1995-2001                                Other 

2. What is your age as on today (in years)? 

     Below 18 years          18             19             20           21            22           23          

     24             25           26             27              28          29            30           31            32 

     33              34          35             36             37           38            39           40 and above  

3. Are you living in Auckland for 5 years and more? 

   Yes                                       No 

4.  How much hours you work per week on an average? 

    Neither employed nor a student (0 Hours)  Not employed as I am a student (0 Hours)      1-9 hours   

    10-19        20-29            30-39        40-49      50-59      60-69     70-79     80-89             

     90-99        100 hours or more 

 5. Gender 

   Male                            Female                         Other                                Do not wish to answer 

6 What is your Ethnicity?  

 European (it includes NZ European/ Individuals from European origin)                             Maori 

 Pacific                      Asian                    Middle Eastern              Latin America          African  

 Other Ethnicity         Do not wish to answer 

7 What is your Qualification?  

 Level 1 Certificate completed or currently undergoing      Level 2 Certificate completed or currently undergoing  

 Level 3 Certificate completed or currently undergoing      Level 4 Certificate completed or currently undergoing  

 Level 5 Diploma/Certificate completed or currently undergoing         

 Level 6 Graduate Certificate, Level 6 Diploma/Certificate completed or currently undergoing 

 Bachelor Degree, Level 7 Graduate Diploma/Certificate, Level 7 Diploma/Certificate completed or currently undergoing 

 Postgraduate Diploma/Certificate, Bachelors Honours completed or currently undergoing.  

 Master Degree completed or currently undergoing              Doctorate/Phd                 No Qualification       

 Others                                                                                   Do not wish to answer  
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8 What is your Occupation?  

Managers       Professionals       Technicians and Trades Workers      Community and Personal Service Workers 

Clerical and Administrative Workers   Sales Workers   Machinery Operators and Drivers  Labourers 

Others              Do not wish to answer 

9 How much work experience you have gained till now (number of years)?  

1           2            3            4            5       6            7            8          9          10         11  

 12         13          14          15          16          17          18          19        20        21 years and above   

Less than 12 months                Never Worked          Do not wish to answer 

10 Utrecht Work Engagement Scale: The following 17 statements are about how you feel at 
work. Please read each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If 
you have never had this feeling, tick () in the “Never” column against that statement and if you have 
had this feeling, indicate how often you felt it by selecting (tick  ) the column that best describes 
how frequently you feel that way. 

Please tick ( ✓ ) the applicable cell against each statement.  
 

Statements Never 
(0) 

Almost 
Never (a 
few times 
a year or 
less) (1) 

Rarely          
(once a 
month or 
less) (2) 

Sometimes 
(a few times 
a month) 
(3) 

Often 
(once a 
week) 
(4) 

Very 
often (a 
few times 
a week) 
(5) 

Always 
(everyday
) (6) 

 

1 At my work, I feel bursting with 
energy.  

            

2 I find the work that I do full of 
meaning and purpose.  

                

3 Time flies when I am working.                  

4 At my job, I feel strong and 
vigorous. 

                

5 I am enthusiastic about my job.                 

6 When I am working, I forget 
everything else around me. 

                

7 My job inspires me.                 

8 When I get up in the morning, I feel 
like going to work. 

                

9 I feel happy when I am working 
intensely. 

                

10 I am proud of the work that I do.                 

11 I am immersed in my work.                 

12 I can continue working for very long 
periods at a time.  

                

13 To me, my job is challenging.                  
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14 I get carried away when I am 
working. 

                

15 At my job, I am very resilient, 
mentally.  

                

16 It is difficult to detach myself from 
my job.  

                

17 At my work, I always persevere, 
even when things do not go well 

                

 

UWES Source (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003)  
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Appendix 2: Generation Z profile survey questionnaire 
 

                                        Survey: Profile of Generation Z in Auckland  

Please note: By answering this questionnaire, the participant will be providing his/her voluntary 
consent to participate in this research.  

Please tick ( ✓ ) the box  (   )  and select the option which is applicable to you:  

 
 1. Are you born between 01/01/1995 to 31/12/2001? 
     Yes                                  No 
Generation Z in Auckland 
 2. What is your age as on today? 
          Below 18 years             18          19         20                 21               22                 23       
                   
         24                                   25 years and above  
 
 3. Are you living in Auckland for 5 years and more? 
    Yes                                  No 
 
4. Gender 
           Male                        Female                          Other                                Do not wish to answer 
 

5. What is your Ethnicity?  
 European (it includes NZ European/ Individuals from European origin)                                 Maori 

 
 Pacific                      Asian                    Middle Eastern                   Latin America         African  

 
 Other Ethnicity         Do not wish to answer 

 
6. What is your Qualification?  

 Level 1 Certificate completed or currently undergoing            Level 2 Certificate completed or currently undergoing  
 

 Level 3 Certificate completed or currently undergoing            Level 4 Certificate completed or currently undergoing  
 

 Level 5 Diploma/Certificate completed or currently undergoing         
 

 Level 6 Graduate Certificate, Level 6 Diploma/Certificate completed or currently undergoing 
 

 Bachelor Degree, Level 7 Graduate Diploma/Certificate, Level 7 Diploma/Certificate completed or currently undergoing 
 

 Postgraduate Diploma/Certificate, Bachelors Honours completed or currently undergoing.  
 

 Masters Degree completed or currently Undergoing                   No Qualification                              Others 
 

 Do not wish to answer  
 

7. What is your Occupation?  
Managers   Professionals   Technicians & Trades Workers   Community & Personal Service Workers 

 
Clerical and Administrative Workers   Sales Workers   Machinery Operators and Drivers   Labourers 

 
Others               Not employed           Do not wish to answer 

 
8. How much work experience you have gained till now (number of years)?  

 1                2                 3                 4                5             6              7               8               9 
  

 10              Few months      Never Worked        More than 10 Years        Do not wish to answer 
 
9.  How much hours you work per week on an average?      
     Neither employed nor a student (0 Hours)    Not employed as I am a student (0 Hours)    1-10 hours  
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     11-20    21-30      31-40       41-50    51-60         61-70              71-80            81-90             
 
      91-100          More than 101 hours            Do not wish to answer 
 
Please answer the following statements by selecting the best option that describes you: 
 
10. I wish to stay with one organization/ employer for long term (more than 5 years)  
 

 
 
 11. I want to start my own business rather than work for a company 
 

 
 
 12. I already have my own business or have made a business plan which is ready for execution 
 

 
 
 13. I feel confident that my previous qualification has helped me or will help me in getting a good job 
 

 
 
14. I prefer a job that allows me to make independent decision, freedom to schedule my work and choose 
how to perform my work 
 

 
 
 15. I have made a career roadmap/ career plan for myself for the next 5 years.  
 

 
 
 16. I can work continuously for long hours with full concentration and with ease 
 

 
 
 
 17. I would like to have access to social networking sites/platform at the workplace 
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 18. I see usage of social networking sites/platforms at the workplace as a distraction 
 

 
 
19. Monetary reward incentive is more important as compared to having meaningful work (work that 
brings meaning and purpose for you in your life) 
 

 
 
  20. I prefer to work in a group/team rather than independently 
 

 
 
21. I prefer to stay in New Zealand for work and career purpose rather than moving to other 
country/overseas for having overseas career. 
 

 
 
 22. It does not matter if the employer/organization does not provide the job security to me 
 

 
 
 23. I do not like regular feedbacks from my boss/ employer 
 

 N/a as 
not employed           
 

 24. I like to go out, meet people and socialize with them instead of staying at home 
 

 
 
 
 25. Adapting to the changes at the workplace is always easy or has always been easy for me 
 

  N/a as 
not employed           
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26. I always stay concerned about my health and wellbeing and take necessary steps to stay fit on regular 
basis 
 

 
 
 27. I like using gadgets and spend most of my personal time using the technology 
 

 
 
 28. I usually work very fast or work at high pace even if I commit mistakes at work 
 

 N/a as 
not employed           

 
 29. I cannot wait for long time as waiting is not an easy thing to do. 
 

 
 
30. I prefer working with my generation as compared to working with individuals coming from other 
generations 
 

 
 
 31. I can work on multiple things at the same time with ease 
 

 
 
32. I prefer to engage with the people face to face rather than through emails, telephones, web call or 
technology 
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Appendix 3: Organizational consent letter (Auckland Institute of Studies) 
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Appendix 7: Letter sent to organizations for seeking participation 
 

Specimen of the letter sent to organizations for seeking their participation in this research 
 
Amit Basra 
XXXXXXX Street 
XXXXXX 
Auckland- XXXX 
New Zealand 
 
(Date) 
 
(Name of the Recipient)  
(Title of the Recipient) 
(Company Name) 
(Address of the Company) 
 
Tēnā koe 

                 Re: Letter for seeking support for the availability of research participants  

I am a research student at Unitec Institute of Technology, Mount Albert Campus in Auckland.  

I am undertaking a research study on the following topic: “Profile of Generation Z and work 
engagement levels of Generation Z and Generation Y in Auckland”. In this study, I will try to determine 
the profile and work engagement levels of Generation Z and work engagement levels of Generation Y. 

After determining the work engagement levels of both the generations, a comparison will be performed 
to see if there is a significant difference between the two.  

The research study will be undertaken after completing Unitec’s research guidelines and getting the 
approval from Unitec’s Ethics Committee. The Ethics Committee’s approval will be shared with you 
in case you choose to be part of this research.  

This letter seeks an interest from <organization/institution/university name> for participating in this 
research by allowing your (employees/students) to provide feedback and replies to the researcher by 
completing the questionnaires.   

I will be supervised by Prof. Pieter Nel who can be contacted by phone on XXXXXXXX ext. XXXX or 
an email at XXXXXXXX 

In case you would like to have further discussion on my request and the research study, please feel free 
to contact me either by email (amitbasra2004@gmail.com) or on my mobile (XXXXXXXXXXXXX).  

Looking forward to your support on this matter. 

Nāku noa, nā 

Amit Basra 
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Appendix 8: Information sheet for survey participants 
 

 

         Information sheet for the survey participants 

 
I am Amit Basra and I am currently enrolled in the Master of Business programme in the Business Practice 
Pathway at Unitec, Auckland and seek your active participation in meeting the requirements of this research 
study. 
 
Research Project Title: Profile of Generation Z and work engagement levels of Generation Z and 
Generation Y in Auckland 
 
Synopsis of project: Research study is being conducted in Auckland to determine the profile of Generation 
Z (individuals born after 1995) and to determine the work engagement levels of Generation Z and Generation 
Y (individuals born between 1980-1994). This study also compares the work engagement levels of 
Generation Z with work engagement levels of Generation Y.  
 
What we are doing: I am surveying the Auckland’s Generation Z population for determining their profile 
and work engagement levels and Auckland’s Generation Y population for determining their work 
engagement levels for comparative purposes with Generation Z. 
 
What it will mean for you: You are required to complete the profile questionnaire consisting of 23 statements 
which may take approximately 11-12 minutes of your time and work engagement questionnaire consisting of 
17 statements which may take approximately 7-8 minutes of your time.  
 

 You may choose to answer the questionnaire/s in a face to face setting or by visiting the survey 
website. In case of online response, you will be required to visit the following link/s:  
For Profile Survey (only for Gen Z): https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/myunitec                                     
and/or 
For Work Engagement Survey (for both Gen Z and Gen Y): 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/unitec 
to submit your responses online.  

 By answering the questionnaires, you are providing your voluntary consent to participate in this 
research. 

 Please give answers which are a true reflection of you.  
 Please do not provide your personal information to the researcher or any other person.  
 Neither you nor your organisation will be identified in this research study.  
 As the questionnaires designed for this research study adhere to the anonymity aspect, the withdrawal 

of participant’s responses at some later date will not be possible.  
 All information collected from you will be stored in a password protected files and only the researcher 

and his supervisors will have access to this information. 
 Responses and the information provided by you will be kept anonymous.  
 You may choose not to answer any of the question/s. 

 
I also request you to encourage other individuals belonging to either Generation Z or Generation Y or both 
to take part in this research study. You can share the below mentioned web survey URL/s with them so that 
they can know about this research and participate by visiting these weblinks: 
 
For Profile Survey (only for Generation Z): https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/myunitec                            
and/or 
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For Work Engagement Survey (for both Generation Z and Generation Y): 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/unitec 
 
Please contact us if you need more information about the project. If you have any concerns about the research 
project, you can contact Prof. Pieter Nel who is the research supervisor for this research study by phone on 
09 815-4321 ext. 7026 or by sending him an email at pnel@unitec.ac.nz 
 
UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: (2018-1072) 
This study has been approved by the UNITEC Research Ethics Committee from (11 April 2019) to (11 April 
2020).  If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you may contact 
the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 8551).  Any issues you raise will be treated 
in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


