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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Introduction and Researcher’s Perspective

The climate of higher education has changed draaibtiover the last several
years with the changing life cycle as the natiggdpulation ages, and this change has
shifted the stages in which students attend colegkultimately join the workforce
(Yankelovich, 2005). In part this change is a 8saey aspect of the organizational shift
needed to ensure higher education is adjustingespmbnding to changes in the academic
and real world settings. The change has also oetulue to the changing faculty and
staff being hired in higher education. In the rregher education workforce, multiple
generations are working side by side in the clasarand on the campus, and older
generations are working longer and combining materesively with younger ones than
previous generations (Schaufeli & Bakker, 20049. effectively handle a
multigenerational workforce, today’s leaders neelbd able to identify and understand
the relationship between generational cohorts andthey engage in the workplace and

maintain a high level of job satisfaction.



As a working professional in the Human Resouradsd in higher education, the
researchers’ experience brought to light the geioera issues as they relate to engagement
in the higher education workforce. Experiencing thallenges that occur in the classroom,
as well as in the office, when four distinct getieraal groups are brought together to work
toward of common goal of educating students praV@e impetus for this study. Impetus
was also provided by the researcher’s professioteest and the desire to explore ways to
improve and build on these relationships betweepl@yees’ generational cohort; how much
vigor, dedication and absorption they have forrthaark; and how satisfied they are in the
workplace.

This study examined the relationships among geioasatn the higher education
workplace, and how they perceived employee engagenidis research was grounded
theoretically in engagement theory as defined bsrK{1990) and further developed by
Schaufeli and Baker (2004); Maslow’s (1943) hieingrof needs; and Herzberg's (1959)
motivation-hygiene theory. It was the researchedsking hypotheses that relationships
inherent in these theories can help leaders inenigucation understand how the three
theories affect different generational cohorts erair workplace satisfaction.

Statement of the Problem

The problem for this study was that it is not welderstood how employee
engagement and job satisfaction relate to mulgpleerations in the higher education
workplace. The problem is exacerbated by thetfattwithin higher education currently
faculty and staff are delaying retirement and stgyn the workforce longer (June, 2011).
This employment longevity can relate to a numbdaofors including improving health

outcomes for older workers: financial consideragidne to current economic environment;



and increased flexibility in how faculty and steéin manage the workload (June, 2011). The
effects of workplace longevity on the traditionabsid baby boomer generations in the
workforce needs to be researched in order to reze@md identify ways in which these
generational cohorts may work together with theepttivo younger generational cohorts
currently in the workforce. Analysis of the retatships between generational cohort and job
satisfaction may contribute to a more engaged aodugtive work environment for all
employees in higher education.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research was to identify arstiilee the relationships among
employees’ generational cohort, employee engagerapdtjob satisfaction in the higher
education environment. In using this approacllémiify relationships among these factors,
information could be obtained that would be benalffien improving employee engagement
and job satisfaction by understanding the manageapproaches needed to engage different
generations in the workplace, both individually aedoss various generational cohorts. This
study will help determine how many generationalarthare in the workforce currently,
which cohorts prefer to work together, how engatyey are in the workplace.

Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to identify and dbesdhe relationships among the
different generations in the higher education waktext and identify approaches necessary

to ensure all generations in this workplace areagad and satisfied.

To fulfill this purpose, the following specific rearch questions will be addressed:

RQ1: How does the faculty and staff's identifiedhgeational cohort relate to

employee engagement scores?



RQ2: How does the faculty and staff's identifiechgeational cohort relate to job

satisfaction?

RQ3: How does the identified generational cohoffectilty and staff relate to the

generational cohort with which they prefer to work?

RQ4: Are there relationships among

generationabdpbmployee engagement, job

satisfaction and how long faculty and staff memlerge been employed by the

University?

Table 1 summarizes this study’s research questdatia,sources and data analysis

techniques.

Table1

Research Questions, Data source and planned analysi

Research Questio

Data Source and Analysis

How does the faculty and staff's identified
generational cohort relate to employee
engagement scores?

Demographic questions; Likert-like scales on
survey questions; analyzed with descriptive
statistics and factor analysis.

How does the faculty and staff's identified
generational cohort relate to job satisfactior

Demographic questions; Likert-like scales on
Burvey questions; analyzed with descriptive
statistics and factor analysis.

How does the identified generational cohort
faculty and staff relate to which generationg
cohort with which they prefer to work?

@femographic questions; Likert-like scales on
Isurvey questions; analyzed with descriptive
statistics, factor analysis, and correlation.

Are there relationships among generational
cohort, employee engagement, job satisfac

Demographic questions; Likert-like scales on
tisarvey questions; analyzed with descriptive

and how long faculty and staff members ha

ve
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been employed by the University? statistics, faatalysis, and linear regression

Theoretical Framework

The research for this study was framed by and axadnihe similarities and
differences between Maslow’s hierarchy of needsk@iburg’s motivator-hygiene theory
and how they interact with engagement theory agraily researched by Khan and further
developed by Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-RonthBaitker (2002) focusing on
employees’ vigor, dedication and absorption. Spmadly, the study examined how these
theories relate to employee engagement and jobnoesthce within the generational cohorts
currently working together in the higher educataorkplace.

Abraham Maslow’s theory of motivation (1943, 19p49posed that “human needs
arrange themselves in hierarchies of prepotency.eravthe appearance of one need usually
rests on the prior satisfaction of another, moepptent need” (1943, p. 370). Malsow’s
needs hierarchy is a set of five human goals ranfgom physiological needs to self-
actualization. These needs are related whereingbd not being met becomes the most
important need; therefore a person cannot move tipetnext level on Maslow’s hierarchy
without satisfying the need that is most predomimathe person’s life at that point in time
(1943).

Frederick Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theorywealeped with Bernard Mausner
and Barbara Bloch Snyderman (1959), describes al@oput controversial theory of
employee motivation. Herzburg’s motivation-hygig¢heory asserts thatotivating factors
are the causation and basis for employees beirgjisdtin the workplace. Conversely,
hygiene factors are the cause for employee dissatisfaction imibrkplace. Motivating

5




factors include opportunities for achievement, ggetion, interesting work, responsibility
and career development. Hygiene factors includaituor nonexistent company policies,
ineffectual supervisors, lack of interpersonaltielas with coworkers, salary issues, and job
insecurity (Herzburg, 1982).

Employee engagement theory was first discussed in the literature by Khan ()98ho
suggested that engagement involves “the harnes$imigganizational members' selves to
their work roles; in engagement people employ aqmitess themselves physically,
cognitively, and emotionally during role performast (p. 694). By contrast,
disengagement involves an extrication of organireti members' selves from their work
roles. “In disengagement, people withdraw andmtttbemselves physically, cognitively, or
emotionally during role performances” (p. 695).ah further noted that, “Personal
engagement is the simultaneous employment and ssipreof a person's ‘preferred self’ in
task behaviors that promote connections to worktaradhers, personal presence (physical,
cognitive, and emotional), and active, full rolefpemances” (p. 700). Each of these theory
pillars for this study is discussed in more deataiChapter Il.

Engagement can be defined as a separate construct entailiogiéive, fulfilling,

work-related state of mind characterized by vigladlication, and absorption (Demerouti et
al., 2001). High levels of energy and the willinga¢o invest in work definggor.
Dedication is characterized as feelings of enthusiasm, p&add,inspiration about one’s job.
Absorption means being so engrossed in work that the timsegaguickly and other things
do not matter (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).

These three areas of engagement — vigor, dedicatidrabsorption — define an

employee’s motivation, both intrinsically and ewmsically. This theory of engagement and



motivation aligns with the satisfaction theoriedoth Maslow and Herzburg based on the
related research of both external and internalwabtig factors and employee engagement as
they relate to job satisfaction and performandevalk the working hypothesis for this study
that the characteristics of generations influemmkraodify engagement. Job engagement
and satisfaction were hypothesized to influencep@tbiormance, specifically, to increase
extra-role performance. The assessment of jolopaéance was beyond the scope of this
study, but was included in the conceptual framevesrkhe topic for further research. The

theoretical and conceptual framework for the stsdgpresented in Figure 1.



Figurel

Theoretical/Conceptual framework for the study.
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Overview of the Study

This study was descriptive and used online sureethods to address the research
guestions of the study. The sample of 760 wawveeétirom 4,418 benefits-eligible faculty
and staff from the University of Arkansas-Fayettlevi The survey was emailed to all of the
benefits-eligible faculty and staff employed at timee of the survey.

The survey was created using a combination ofi@te and valid survey originally
developed by Utrecht University and used in sev&ralies focusing on employee
engagement with additional questions. Demograghéstions, generational cohort
guestions and a single job satisfaction questitating to the survey were added. These
additional questions were developed by the research

The data was collected via online the survey tQolaltrics, utilized through the
Oklahoma State University College of Education.e Tata was then transferred from
Quialtrics to SPSS version 9 statistical softwareéeeelop the findings discussed in Chapter
V.

Definitions of Key Terms

Conceptual definitions.

Absorption: One of the three ways in which employee engagémeneasured byfocusing
on being completely and happily consumed by work ramt wanting to detach from
the work because time passes so quickly and evegyéise is forgotten (Schaufeli,
2009).

Dedication: One of the three ways in which employee engagémeneasured bydescribing

the sense of significance, enthusiasm and pridargioyee has in the job.



Dedication also describes the feeling of inspiratmd challenge an employee feels
by work (Schaufeli, 2009).

Vigor: One of the three ways in which employee engagemaneasured by describing high
levels of energy and resilience, the willingnessit@st effort, not being easily
fatigued, and persistence in the face of workpthffeculties (Schaufeli, 2009).

Engagement: A separate construct representing a positiveljlinyf, work-related state of
mind characterized by vigor, dedication, and absamgDemerouti et al., 2001).

Needs. Used by Maslow to refer to a hierarchy of thegblpgical, safety, love, esteem and
self-actualization necessities (Maslow, 1943).

Generational Cohort: The age group in which employees are categobnthl by age and
identity (Strauss & Neil, 1991).

Employee motivation: The components of Herzberg’'s motivator-hygiereotly that
represent the causation and basis for employeag batisfied in the workplace
(Herzberg, et al, 1959).

Employee hygiene: The components of Herzburg’s motivator-hygiereotly that represent
the cause for employee dissatisfaction in the wade (Herzberg, et al, 1959).

Traditionalist: The generation born between 1922 and 1945; alswk as the Greatest
Generation (Zemke, 2000).

Baby Boomer: The generation born between 1946 and 1964; thesageneration born after
World War 1l (Zemke, 2000).

Generation X: The generation born between 1965 and 1983; tladleshgeneration (Zemke,

2000).
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Generation Y: The generation born between 1984 and 2002; adswk as Millennial
(Zemke, 2000).

Operational definitions.

Employee Engagement: Construct measured by the Utrecht Work Engagei@eale
(Schaufeli, 2009).

Identified Generational Cohort: The age group in which employees identified theles to
be a member of, measured by the answer to thepteuthoose question on the
survey.

Job Satisfaction: The components of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (MagslL942).

Demographics: Data gathered from survey respondents including geder, job title and
job department in which the employee works.

Faculty: Employees working full-time within the University Arkansas Fayettevillecampus
with the job classification of instructor, assigtprofessor, associate professor, or
professor with or without modifiers to the jobetitl

Saff: Employees working full-time as any job classificatiexcept faculty titles within the
University of Arkansas-Fayetteville campus in boldssified and non-classified
positions.

Higher Education Setting: University of Arkansas Fayetteville campus, locateMorthwest
Arkansas. The University of Arkansas in Fayettevs the flagship campus of the
University of Arkansas system. The student poparat 26,800 with 4,418 full-time
faculty and staff.

Area in which Employees Work: The department that survey participants identifthas

place of work.
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Limitations, Delimitations, and Assumptions of theStudy
Limitations.

1. Due to the expense of using the Gallup employeagament survey, the researcher
chose to use the Utrecht Engagement Scale instdach was a no-cost alternative
offered by the Gallup Corporation. The Gallup pedls developed in the English
language and has been used in numerous reseajebtpia the United States. Not
using this survey may have provided results thatldvbave been different from
those collected by using the Utrecht Workforce Eyggaent Scale survey.

2. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale survey, whichaviggnally written in the
Dutch language, may have resulted in the parti¢gaxperiencing some difficulty
with certain aspects of the translation of the gjaas to English. The instrument was
trialed before use in this study, but it cannogbaranteed that translation issues did
not occur. If they did occur, this may have aféectindings in ways unknown to the
researcher.

3. The researcher has over 10 years’ experience hehgducation human resources,
working in regional university settings as welllagger research institutions. This
experience in dealing with generational issues With faculty and staff in higher
education may have influenced or biased the reseatoward certain assumptions
on the issues that were researched for this stlittg. researcher made every effort to
ensure these biases and assumptions do not dféectitcome of the survey data.

4. The survey was sent to participants from an Officeluman Resources email and
may have influenced the number of responses andahee of the responses from the

participants.
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Delimitations.

1. The researcher did not survey any part-time facuitstaff for this survey in order to
ensure consistency in the type of participant arol this factor as a potential
variable. Generalization should not be made topbpulation.

2. The survey was limited to those faculty and staffull-time positions at the
University of Arkansas and results should not [seiased to apply to other
populations. The University of Arkansas is a Cgreelassified research-1
institution and the results of the survey may ditfeeatly for those populations at
smaller or larger institutions.

Assumptions.

1. The researcher assumed that when the study was@eddhe participants
understood the survey questions.

2. The researcher assumed that when the study wasicdeddhe participants answered
all questions fully, and honestly with accurateresentations of their opinions,
perceptions and thoughts.

3. The researcher assumed that the participants unddrthe terms used for
generational cohorts and accurately identified bictv cohort they belonged.

4. The study was based on the information given byp#récipants and was limited to
the extent they were comfortable, responding hbnastd openly to the survey
guestions. It was assumed participants answeneelstly and accurately; to the

extent this assumption was false, the findings b&jnaccurate.

Significance of the Study

13



The significance of this research was its potemdi@ssist human resource
professionals and administrative leaders in higiglercation to understand the motivators to
faculty and staff engagement in higher educationa study done by the Gallup Corporation
(Rath & Harter, 2011) researchers found that irsmda@mployee engagement increases work
production and satisfaction, allowing employeeadoomplish more and feel better about
their work and themselves. The Gallup researchded on how for-profit companies can
increase engagement to increase overall produgromth, and increased profits. The
higher education environment would benefit fromnailar study focusing on increasing
engagement for overall job satisfaction that mag ahcrease student satisfaction.

The study focused on engagement research that bewéneficial to a higher
education field that is endeavoring to improve emgpe engagement and job satisfaction as
it relates to generational cohorts. By the ye&(28enderson and Provo (2006) predicted
there will be five generations in the workplacearMers, supervisors and higher education
administrators need to be prepared to change aaqut &mla workforce that is increasingly
diverse in generations, age, and different wayghith the generations feel engaged. This
research study focused on these factors withimitfiger education environment and built on

current research being done in this area and tipérieal knowledge base of the field.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is a theory of motiwatihat Maslow researched
and published to further the study of how humaesaotivated by different need levels
(1943). This theory of human motivation states #tdahe core of human desires are
physiological needs. These can be described as the basic needsrtoradufood, water,
breathing, and sex; they are what Maslow referoesbbasic needs. Maslow posited that
if a person is missing these basic needs, all oteéeds will either be pushed to the
background or considered non-existent until thesgclneeds are met. The needs listed
in Maslow’s first level are not necessarily seethi@ workplace, as it would be difficult
for an employee to function at work if these bameds were not already being met.

Maslow’s (1943) second level in his hierarchy oéd& motivation theory is
safety needs, which can be described as those needs relatbé security of a person’s
body, employment, family, health, and property.ulsi have little awareness of safety

needs until they are threatened or in an emergsitegtion (1943). Safety needs in the
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workplace are associated with employees feelintepted and free from fear in order to
experience workplace success.

As physiological and safety needs are met, Masl¢¥8g3) hierarchy theorizes
that the person then begins to work toward the heddve, affection, and belonging.
Maslow stated that people seek to overcome feebhffmeliness and alienation by both
giving and receiving love and affection. A persamo reaches this level of need longs to
have a sense of place, a sense of belonging tger lgroup, and they will strive with
great intensity to achieve this goal (1943). laworkplace, love and belonging are
associated with having a friend at work, and regeahows this improves employee
productivity and engagement (Rath, 2011).

Esteem needs are the next area in Maslow’s (1943) theory ofiwation, and are
described as the need both for self-esteem arebt@$teem from others. Esteem needs
can be described as both a desire for strengtig\ahent, adequacy, and confidence
and also for independence. These needs can absxpbessed as a desire to be seen as a
person of prestige and importance, a person wgthoa reputation in the eyes of others.
Maslow stated this level is important not just iow people view themselves but also
how other people view the individual (1943). le thorkplace, esteem needs are
associated with being recognized individually food work and for working on a team
with other employees that are being recognizegéoforming well (Rath, 2011).

The last level in the pyramid of Maslow’s hierarabgelf-actualization. Only
after all the other hierarchical needs are met tloesieed for self-actualization manifest.
Maslow described this as a person’s need to belawdhat they werbornto do. A

person will sense that something is lacking, oshejossesses a need that cannot be
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easily explained. Often, though not always eviddms is the need for self-actualization
(1943).

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, while specificallyalissing individual
psychological and physiological needs, can be kated into the needs of employees in
the workplace. Employees will not be able to nikeir full potential in the workplace
until they feel that their safety and security reeate met, until they feel they are part of
the larger picture and feel they have been recegdniar the job they do and the part they
play in the success of the overall company (Rat,12 This premise was a basis in the
working hypothesis for this study.

Herzburg’'s Motivation-Hygiene Theory

Herzberg’'sThe Motivation To Work (1959) is a seminal work describing how
employees are motivated in different ways withinakplace environment. The
motivation-hygiene theory (Herzberg, 1964, 198 Q11 Herzberg, Mausner, &
Snyderman, 1959) is a theory in which the assumptabout an employee’s job
satisfaction are challenged. Essentially, HerZbdlgeory maintained that pay
contributes little to what motivates and satishesemployee overall. What leads to
greater job satisfaction is the employee’s neegtdav psychologically and their
interpersonal relationships which are more likelyead to job dissatisfaction than
satisfaction.

After 30 years of debate and discussion aboutdle¥ance of this theory, fresh
research in the area of positive psychology dongddigman and Cskidszentmihalyi
(2000) was found to be consistent with the origteakts of motivation-hygiene theory.

Herzberg's theory states that a person, or an greplm the case of current workplace
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research, demonstrates that variables contribtirsgtisfaction differ from the variables
that contribute to dissatisfaction. His reseamatthis theory found that factors or themes
of the stories about satisfaction were not the strmmes as those involving
dissatisfaction (Herzburg, et al, 1959).

As an example, the themes describing employeetdifsaion involved bad or
poor company policy; however, the stories or thedessribing employee satisfaction
did not reference good or positive company polithe themes that described
satisfaction centered on achievement, yet theest@ibout dissatisfaction did not include
failure. Thus, Herzberg's theory demonstrated slasisfaction and dissatisfaction are not
two sides of the same coin, but rather two diffeesrd unique coins (Herzburg, et al,
1959).

Herzberg (1959) identified themes or stories alsatisfying incidents that he
namedmotivator factors. The ternmmotivators explained the relevance to self-direction
and productivity, which a supervisor or the compasy whole would view as employee
motivation.

The themes or stories involving dissatisfaction;abderg termedhygiene factors.

His research (1959, 1964, 1987, 1991) determinafélir pay, good interpersonal
relations, fair policies and good working condispmwhile not providing long-term
employee satisfaction, do prevent dissatisfactibnus, Herzberg proposed two
dimensions to his theory: satisfaction-no satiséacand dissatisfaction-no
dissatisfaction. He asserted that motivator factontribute to the experience of

satisfaction-no satisfaction while hygiene factoostribute to the experience of
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dissatisfaction-no dissatisfaction (1959).
Maslow, Herzburg, and Engagement Integration

Maslow and Herzburg’s theories are similar in thaty both assume that needs
affect behavior in an employee as well as in adyidual. Herzburg’s hygiene needs
can be compared to the first two levels on Masldwésarchy triangle, which include
both physiological needs and safety needs. Thdsésin part to Herzburg's theory that
hygiene needs encompass fair pay, good interpdreglations, and safe working
conditions that prevent dissatisfaction but domeatessarily produce satisfaction
(Herzburg, 1959; Maslow, 1943).

The difference in the two theories rests primanlyhe way in which they
interpret how needs are fulfilled and what happmmse a particular need is fulfilled.
Maslow’s theory of needs hierarchy (1943) assbédsance a need is met the higher or
next level of need becomes greater; therefore éhsop will strive to meet that next level
of need. Maslow hypothesized that a satisfied meed longer a motivation except as it
relates to achieving self-actualization; thus akas are motivators at various times
throughout a person’s life. The hierarchies ofdse®late to all worker levels and affect
performance based on the person wanting to meatisfisd needs. Herzburg’s
motivation-hygiene theory (1959) has no hierardiu,is rather a linear model of
satisfaction-no satisfaction and dissatisfactiordissatisfaction. In contrast, Herzberg
posited that only some needs are motivators, imetpukdygiene needs. Pay is not
considered a motivator under Herzburg’s theory ) 3bat holds a micro view of
motivation, whereas Maslow’s is a macro view.

Generational Cohorts
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Generational issues in the workforce have beepia td research projects and
papers over the last decade (Barford & Hester, 2D&IMeuse & Mlodzik, 2010; Dols,
Landrum, & Wieck, 2010; Helyer & Lee, 2012; Tayl@012). As higher education
move forward in the new millennium, employee engaget, and job performance within
each of the generational cohorts in the workpladay must be managed in a way that
encourages collaboration among the cohorts. Callamd Greenhaus’ (2008) argument
that studying generational issues in the workpiacsgtal due to the potential
implications for organizational human resource piag as well as overall job
performance between each cohort is central taréisisarch.

The four major generations of the twentieth cgntbat have been studied most
extensively are: the Greatest Generation, borndmtvwi 922 and 1945; Boomers, born
between, 1946 and 1964; Generation X known as Xers, between 1965 and 1983; and
Generation Y known as Yers or Millennials, bornveetn 1984 and 2002. Each of these
dates is subject to changes based on the perspettikie researcher (Sullivan, Forret,
Carraher, & Mainiero 2009).

TheGreatest Generation, also known as traditionalist, shares a commorlbon
through such experiences as the Great Depressanl, iarbor, and World War II.

They are characterized by their discipline, samzifiand hard work. They also share a
strong work ethic, are extremely loyal, and beligvaditional values in the workplace
and at home. The Greatest Generation raiseddhiiiren, the Boomer generation, to
believe that anything could be accomplished witldveork and a strong sense of the

American Dream (Hankin, 2004).
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Managing this generation can be somewhat of desigd, as they have a
tendency to dismiss younger managers as beinghassauthorities on their jobs and on
the company’s business process. However, thegrdgbility, ease with customers, and
their sense of loyalty are well worth the efforeded to manage this group of employees
(Hankin, 2004).

The leadership style of the traditionalist can bsatibed as directive,
authoritarian, controlling, somewhat simple, arehcl They have learned to adapt to the
more participative nature of management and lehgersowever, employees can feel
that managers are not fully engaged in the promedsare giving lip service to the idea of
bringing in other employees to help make decisams participate in overall company
goals (Zemke, et al., 2000).

The future for the traditionalist generation magregto be in retirement and on
the golf course, however with better health, loriderspans and the economic downturn,
traditionalist may be looking for different workrangements. Consequently, employers
need to look for ways to reengage this generatiamookers, use their knowledge base
and loyalty to fill in areas that may have goneilied or underutilized (Barford &

Hester, 2011).

TheBaby Boomers share a common bond in their experiences witlCilig
Rights Movement, the Women’s Movement, the EquapByment Opportunity
Movement, and advances in technology that broughericans the moon landing.
However, these advances were tempered with thikudisnment of the Vietham War,

Watergate, President Nixon’s resignation, and gsggaations of President John
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Kennedy and his brother Robert Kennedy. This binbog a deep distrust of authority
and a strong sense of independence (Hankin, 2004).

Managing Baby Boomers can be a difficult task.ylbelieve in themselves and
their own ability to manage, and if they feel tlag being mismanaged Baby Boomers
will be very vocal in criticizing management stylen order to manage, retain, and
motivate this generation, managers must let theowkihey will be valued, and help
them find places where they can and will succegaby Boomers want to be recognized
as the individuals they are, so managers needt tio g@ow what they value and what is
unique about them as employees. They value paatice management more than any
other generation, so managers should make sungadtve them in the process; otherwise
a problem employee can develop (Zemke, et al, 2000)

A Baby Boomer leadership style tends toward thégyatory, consensual and
democratic. Baby Boomers generally support a cetalyl different management style
from what the traditionalists brought to the workf®. They want to bring heart, passion
and humanity into the workplace. However, emplgyat report to Baby Boomer
supervisors may find that while their supervisoento bring a shared purpose to the
workplace, this desire does not always come thrandgiheir day-to-day management
style (Zemke, et al, 2000).

The future of Baby Boomers in the workplace wel dictated by their need for
working late in life due to lack of planning fortirement. Additionally, many Baby
Boomers are late-in-life parents who will contirtoevork to provide for children who
need insurance, college tuition, and continued aiilical goals for themselves. They are

the true workaholics of all the generations and strive to find a better work/life
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balance as financial needs dictates that theyistdne workforce longer (Zemke, et al,
2000).

Generation X or Xers are the first generationégdbrn during a time when their
parents both worked, were able to use birth comtralvoid pregnancy, and are the most
likely to have divorced parents. They are thechi&ey” generation that learned to make
dinner for themselves and other family memberghéo homework without the
advantage of someone standing over their shoutd@iake sure it was done, and long for
a sense of family (Zemke, 2000).

Xers share a common bond with other childrediwdrce, joint custody,
visitation agreements. and weekend fathers. Xew gp during the Challenger disaster,
the fall of the Berlin Wall, and seeing their pasedownsized during the 1980s and
1990s. They want and expect a work/life balane¢ ahows them to have a life that
extends beyond their employment. While they deshikerarchy and are distrustful of
organizations, they are more loyal to groups arsgb&® than previous generations. They
are also more mobile and prefer to work in infor@@bngements. In seeking a sense of
family they look for substitutions in the workingw@ronment, with groups forming to
socialize after hours and on the weekends (Hai2ki@4).

In managing Xers managers need to create a feeXilnh, engaging workplace.
While they don’t expect to be entertained and eadayery minute they are at work,
they value a working environment that allows therhave a variety of projects that are
meaningful to the growth and success of the orgaioiz. Xers know that change can
mean opportunity and will excel at the chance tsallen the scope of their skills and

education. They particularly value being able &mage a project without having a
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hands-on supervisor; they are effective multi-tesked can juggle many projects at the
same time. The key to these workers is giving themresources they need to learn a job
or task themselves; they will read, run computegpams, listen to videos and engage in
training programs to increase their skills and kieolge (Zemke, 2000).

The leadership style of the Xers is still beingedmined today. Because of the
high value they place on work/life balance, theacpl emphasis on getting the job done
without the need for long hours and weekend wdrkey have planned for retirement
and are saving more for retirement than their Bagmaeents and don’t see Social
Security as a viable option as part of their retieat plans. They will need to be
mentored through leadership roles that require tteemanage traditionalists, Boomers,
and Generation Y. In this new management eralung ts certain: Generation X will
lead using a variety of skills from the previousigetions and with new technology that
allows for more time at home, with families, chédr and elder parents and grandparents
(Hankin, 2004).

Generation Y, Yers, or Millennial, are called leweral different names, but they
share a common bond over 9/11, the Iraq War, sohol@nce, over-planned calendars,
and being connected to technology at all timeseyTdan seem impatient because they
are reliant on fast-paced technology. This gererdtas had the most involved parents
that are the most age-diverse group in historyera of this generation are highly
involved in their lives from starting school to lege tours to many parents attending
orientations with children at their new workplacEhey demand more information and
are ready to explain their needs and demands ew @mployee (Hankin, 2004;

Terjesen, et al., 2007).
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In managing this generation it is and will be intpat to give them structure and
discipline. More companies will have to embracentiodel of treating employees as
customers in order to recruit and retain theselhiggthnologically skilled employees.
They will value training and growing their skillsnd they respond well to mentoring
because many of them have had that type of cormmeetiher in high school or college.
They want bosses who are knowledgeable aboutdiirjobs and the ones they are
managing. Credibility is a way for them to knowmagers understand what they are
trying to accomplish in the workplace. This getieracan more easily relate to the
Boomer generation than to Generation X (Martin &gaum, 2002).

All of these generations bring to the workforcereasingly complex challenges
that human resource professionals and educatodstodxe prepared to manage. Zemke
(2000) asserted that in current workplaces muck amd energy are focused on how to
stay ahead of the economic crises, with managestg@es being used to motivate
employees to achieve more revenue-generating eadeaith fewer and fewer fiscal
resources. In order to be successful in the fumenagers must manage all four
generations to achieve to their highest poterkegping in mind for one generation that
may be an 80-hour work week with little work/lifalence, but for another it may mean
working a 32-to-40-hour work week by using techiggito accomplish the same output
in less time (Zemke, 2000).

Generational differences in the workplace have laeissue for the last several
years and will continue to be a pressing problentéopanies, institutions and
organizations (DeMeuse & Mlodzik, 2010). Thussia working proposition for this

study that as workplaces and their managers maoetie second decade of the21
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century, the importance of transforming workplatmeadjust to the needs of four
contrasting generations will be highly relevantémain competitive in the global
marketplace and for educational institutions toticare to attract students from all four
generations into the classroom. This propositi@vided impetus for this study.

Each generation of employees comes with a strengesof common bonds
within its cohort that can be used to incorporegentng, development, and education
opportunities that will allow them to be more corifpee and more satisfied within the
workplace. These bonds also help to explain tythumger generations with whom they
work why individuals from the Greatest Generatiatue a strong work ethic and why
the Great Depression affected them and why thisevaday affect generational conflict
(Strauss & Howe, 1991).

In order to be successful, businesses manageilgahers need to ensure that
employees work together effectively. Without ursi@nding the differences among
generations, and embracing the strengths and wesd®¢hat each generation brings to
the workplace, employees are unlikely to move pgasthallenges of multi-generational
environments to embrace the opportunities to laahenhance skills from each other.
Continued dialogue and training need to occur éworkplace, continued research on
each generation and how they work together needarttinue in the educational field in
order for companies to manage the changes thabwalir with up to five generations in
the workforce in 2050 (DeMeuse & Mlodzik, 2010).

Employee Engagement: Concept and Measurement
The first time employee engagement was referencéuki literature was when

Kahn (1990) began researching engagement theortharektent to which it has affected

26



employees within the context of human resourcaghit dissertation study, engagement
was a crucial component, and the focus was spaltifion the nature of the relationship
between generational cohorts, employee engagearahipb performance. The
employee engagement factors focused on three diomsnsvhich include vigor,
dedication, and absorption, as detailed in the Hetiaet al. (2006) work on engagement
and measurement.

Engagement can be defined as a separate construct entailiogiéive, fulfilling,
work-related state of mind characterized by vigledication, and absorption (Demerouti
et al., 2001). High levels of energy and the wghiess to invest in work defirvegor.
Dedication is characterized as feelings of enthusiasm, padd,inspiration about one’s
job. Absorption means being so engrossed in work that the timsegaguickly and other
things do not matter (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).

The instrument used in this study to measure enggl@ngagement will be the
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) ©. The UWES measures engagement in the
three dimensions defined by Schaufeli and Bakk@e®42 vigor, dedication, and
absorption. Each dimension is measured in the UW&S®d upon how frequently the
respondent reports feeling a specific characteratvork. The frequency scale is
Likert-like with O for never, 1 for almost never aifew times a year; 2 for rarely or once
a month; 3 for sometimes or a few times a montioy 4ften or once a week; 5 for very
often or a few times a week; 6 for always or ewday (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).

Vigor is measured using six questions that refer to legéls of energy and
resilience, the willingness to invest effort, neiry easily fatigued, and persistence in the

face of workplace difficulties. The six questiars:
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5.

6.

At my work, | feel bursting with energy.

At my job, | feel strong and vigorous.

When | get up in the morning, | feel like goingwork.
| can continue working for very long periods atrag
At my job | am very resilient, mentally.

At my work | always persevere, even when thingsaibgo well.

Employees who score high in the area of vigor @kbihavior that includes having high

energy, a zest for life and work, and a sense dfiemces when working (Schaufeli &

Bakker, 2003).

Dedication is measured by five questions that refer to dgaetpa sense of

significance from work, and a feeling of enthusiaeamd pride in a person’s work. These

guestions also measure a feeling of being ins@inetichallenged by the work. The five

guestions are:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

| find the work that | do full of meaning and pugeo
| am enthusiastic about my job.

My job inspires me.

| am proud of the work | do.

To me, my job is challenging.

Employees who score high in the area of dedicatientify strongly with their work and

find work meaningful, inspiring, and challengingigh scores in this area identify

employees who feel enthusiastic about work angbered of the work being done

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).
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Absorption is measured using six questions that refer togoeampletely and
totally engrossed in work, to a point that an empéohas difficulty detaching from work
and time passes by quickly. The six questions are:

1. Time flies when I'm working.

2. When I am working, I forget everything else around me.

3. Ifeel happy when I am working intensely.

4. Tam immersed in my work.

5. Iget carried away when I'm working.

6. Itis difficult to detach myself from my work.
Employees who score high in the area of absorgierengrossed in the work to the
point of immersion and difficulty in detaching frowork. Because of this, time goes by
very quickly and other things are forgotten (Sclef Bakker, 2003).

The UWES survey has been used in a variety ofrenwients, and in several
different countries. Macey and Schneider (2008rdlesd the UWES as one of the few
surveys that measure employee engagement withityadiod reliability. In 2009, Dutch
researchers, Prins, van der Heijden, Hoeskstra-@fsgBakker, van de Wiel, Jacobs,
and Gazendam-Donofrio, did a study for the Dutcttais association to explore self-
reported errors among residents and physiciargeteErmine the relationships between
these self-reported errors and employee engageriiéig.was a national study that
included all residents and physicians in the Néginels N=2115). The study showed
that highly engaged residents have significantlyeieerrors both for inexperience and
lack of time. The study further showed vigor ardlidation are more strongly related to

making fewer errors than the engagement factobsbgption. The UWES was also used
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to study engagement and job resources in the peactidental medicine in Amsterdam
(Gorter, Brake, Hoogstraten & Eijkman, 2007). Bhedy (N=632) determined the level
of engagement among dentists and how job resoureespositively correlated with
engagement. The study showed positive correlatiatisthe three engagement factors
of vigor, dedication and absorption.

In the United States the UWES was used in a sbydddlen and Rogleberg
(2013) to describe how manager-led meetings wemntext for promoting employee
engagement. The study£319) validated the researchers hypothesis thahosygical
meaningfulness, safety, and availability are pesiyi related to employee engagement.
Structural equation modeling was used to test yipothesized model and showed good
fit. In 2011, a study was done to compare the UWKEB the Shirom-Melamed Vigor
Measure l=382). The researchers found that the UWES wa®agmeasure of work
outcomes. The study further concluded the thretsfanodel had a more ideal fit than
the one-factor model of employee engagement (Wehdilds, Smith & Downey, 2011).
UWES has been used in the study of work engagemegminerational cohorts in rural
US hopitals (Havens, Warshawsky & Vasey, 2013)is Study N=747) described staff
nurse engagement and identified generational col@otrelation and linear regression
analyses was used to examine the relationship beteegagement, generational cohort,
and job resources. The study showed a higher thatgagement in nurses for the
dedication and absorption with the lowest levetiojagement in vigor. Lower
engagement scores were found in the Generatiorh¥rtand the Baby Boomer cohort
with higher engagement scores in the Traditionalist Millennial. The UWES

psychometry is valid and detailed in Chapter Il
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The Gallup Q12 is an employee engagement sunay loxg the Gallup
Corporation to measure workforce engagement atdhienal level across industry. The
survey was developed by Dr. Donald O. Clifton bagig with his research in the 1950’s
in studying work and learning environments to deiae the factors that enable
employees to continue to be engaged in the workglldarter, Schmidt, Agrawal &
Plowman, 2013). The survey starts with an ovesatiisfaction question to determine
employee job satisfaction, then the survey respatsdae asked to answer 12 specific
guestions related to work engagement. Do to cgpyissues and the Gallup
Corporations proprietary information the questioresy not be reprinted or reproduced
without the consent of the Gallup Corporation, viaitice researcher was unable to obtain.
While the Gallup survey is widely used in the cagte environment, it was not cost
effective for the researcher to use for this stud@lige cost of the survey for the University
of Arkansas, Fayetteville would have been approkitge125,000.00 to survey the

faculty and staff of 4,418.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

General Approach and Research Design

The research design for this study was descripingeused descriptive statistical
data and analysis tools. Salkind (2008) definestdptive statistics as being used to
describe the characteristics of the data colleatedell as to organize the data into a
manageable data set. Descriptive statistics a@ tosdescribe the characteristics of a
population or sample on a topic that addressesteylar research question. One
purpose of this type of statistic is to describe dpinions and characteristics of a
particular population or sample that was surveyéddn, 2010). This study used
descriptive survey methodology to address the resBapiestions via an online survey.
Online or Internet survey method refers to the thafag collected via Internet (Couper,
2004). The advantages of this type of survey mheltine elimination of mailing and
printing costs as well as the ease and relativedspédata collection. The disadvantages
relate to access to email and Internet servicaddition to typically lower response rates

than those for equivalent paper methods (Frick&c&onlau, 2002).
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Population and Sample

The target population for this study was all fidhe, benefits-eligible, faculty and
staff currently employed at the University of Arlsais-Fayetteville campus. Benefits-
eligible faculty and staff were used to avoid arsiin the data from part-time or
temporary employees as well as the ease of conggittil-time faculty and staff through
email. Data was collected from the employeespuuhalg faculty and staff by giving
them the opportunity to respond to an on-line qaasaire that was distributed through
the University’s email system.

In this research the target population includedftlue generational cohorts with
the highest numbers currently in the workforce yod&@raditional, Baby Boomers,
Generation X, and Generation Y or Millennial. Twvey was sent to all 4,418 full-
time, benefits eligible faculty and staff, whiclpresented the target population. A total
of 760 online surveys were completed during the-tweek window the survey was open
for collection. The 760 employees who completezighrvey constituted a volunteer
convenience sample based on willingness to paatieipFor the purpose of this study,
population was defined as the larger group of interest tadsearcher that would allow
for the study to be generalize8ampleis defined as the surveyed smaller group from the
larger population that would be representativenefiopulation as a whole (Gay &
Airasian, 1996; Salkind, 2008; Urdan, 2010). Swbecof the study participants and
conduct of the study had prior written approvalnged by the University of Arkansas,
Fayetteville campus, Institutional Review Board p&pdix A) and the Oklahoma State
University, Stillwater, Institutional Review Boa(Appendix B).

Instrumentation
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The online survey used in this study had two megonponents:

1. A demographic section that obtained data on ppeias’ general characteristics,
generational cohort, identity and preference, akgal job satisfaction.

2. The 17-item UWES to evaluate employee engagement.
A copy of the entire online survey is presentedppendix C.
Employee Demographics, Characteristics, and Satistéon

The demographics of the 760 employees were obtdimedgh questions at the
beginning of the online survey. The employee’s yd#airth was requested to ensure the
researcher was able to verify age. Additionallgriaf statement was added that
described each generational cohort and the idemgifigatures most noted for those
generations. The 760 employees were asked witbhndenerational cohort they most
identified. Finally, the 760 employees asked tniify the generational cohort with
which they preferred to work.

The employees who responded to the survey and opatlee volunteer
convenience sample were then asked a one questpoint Likert-like scale question on
job satisfaction. The researcher developed thestipn as a way to determine how
satisfied employees were within their current jdilhere were no other indicators asked
regarding job satisfaction. In addition to jobisaiction the survey also asked how long
the subjects had worked for the University of Arkas, Fayetteville, in increments of 5
years, starting with 0-5 and moving to 21+ yearaofking for the University.

Employee Engagement and the Psychometry of the UWES

Development of the original UWES survey resulted 24-item questionnaire

that focused on two engagement factors: vigor aticdtion. Psychometric evaluation

with two separate samples of employees and studentiucted by Schaufeli, Salanova,
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Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker, (2002) found that se¥¢me items in the original 24
guestions were statistically unsound and invalidtie purpose of measuring
engagement factors. Further analysis of the I#-gaestionnaire indicated a third
engagement factor of absorption emerged and wasdaddhe instrument based on this
evaluation. The resulting 17-item version of th& SO is what was used for the
purpose of this research (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003)

For the purposes of carrying out the psychometraiuations of the UWES
instrument by its developers, a database was cethfhiat included 25 studies that were
conducted between 1999 and 2003. Eleven of thetzbbes from the database focused
on the 17-question survey. These 11 studies iedwsdirvey samples from a variety of
respondents based on profession and organizatebmeluded both males and females.
The database was heterogeneous as far as profggionps with a range of workers
including skilled and unskilled workers and profesal groups and executives, which
allowed the carrying out multiple psychometric gsak (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).
The studies done for this database were not dohgier education environments.
Subsequent studies have been done in higher edadeatwever, the studies did not
include the lens of generational cohorts.

Of note for this analysis and the research beimglgoted for this dissertation study is
that the original survey was published in Dutchjlevbubsequent studies have been
published in English, German, French, Norwegiane@sh, Finnish, Spanish, Greek,
Russian, and Portuguese (Schaufeli & Bakker, 20085). As part of a work project,
the researcher used the UWES to survey a populatibigher education faculty and

staff in the State of Oklahoma. That survey, whib@e within the context of a work

35



product not to be published, did show the UWES vadisl and reliable for an Americe
higher education setting. It therefore served p#oatest of the instrument for th
study. No changes were made to the survey asiti oéshis pilct study.
The data from the psychometric analysis of the UWé&orted in the literature
completed on the lifem test are summarized as follo
1. Factorial validity: The confirmatory factor analyses revealed i-factor
employee engagement model of vigor, dedication,aasrption is superior fi
the UWES to the-factor model treating engagement as a sidgigensiona
concept (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). Fita for 1-factor and 3actor models ar
shown in Table .
Table 2

The fit and intereorrelations of the oi-factor and thredactor solutions of the Utrec!
Work Engagement Scale

UWES-17

Model n w2 df GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI NNFI  CFI
1-factor 2,313 3554.6f 119 .83 .78 A1 .87 .85 .87
3-factor 2,313 2637.9° 116 .87 .83 .10 90 .89 91

Note: GFl=goodness of fit index; AGFI=Adjusted Gaoeds of Fit index; RMSEA=Ro!
Mean Square Error of Approximation; NFI = Normal Fidex; NNFI = No-Normal Fit
Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index (Schaufeli & Bak, 2003)

2. Inter-Correlations: Confirmatory factor analysis showed the scalemciors of
threedimensional structure to be closely related, wialr@ations between tf
three scales exceeding (Demerouti, Bakker, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001)is

indicates that the thr-factor of the UWES are related constrt
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3. Internal Consistency: The internal consistency of the three-factor gregaent
model is good as noted by Schaufeli and Bakker3R0m all cases the
Cronbach’s coefficient are equal to or exceed the critical value of .T@e
criterion as rated by Nunnaly and Bernstien (1984%0 is recommended for a
newly developed survey. Thus, the coefficient reggbfor the UWES is very
good. Cronbach’s coefficient and other descripstatistical data for the UWES
sub-scales and total score are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Cronbach’su of the Utrecht Engagement Scale by factor andta} score (N=2,313)

Engagement Factor Total Md Range
Vigor .83 .86 .81-.90
Dedication .92 .92 .88-.95
Absorption .82 .80 .70-.88
Total Score .93 .94 .91-.96

4. Reliability: A test-retest reliability analysis was conduabsthg two longitudinal
studies, which allowed assessment of stabilithefWWES across time. The
UWES © was administered twice with an interval négear between tests. The
stability coefficients for the 17-question survegrer .63 for group 1 and .72 for
group 2, indicating reasonable longitudinal reli#pfor the instrument
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).

Procedures
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After obtaining Institutional Review Board approftam the Oklahoma State
University and the University of Arkansas-Fayetlieyithis descriptive study used a
voluntary, quantitative on-line survey method fatalcollection. The on-line survey was
sent electronically to faculty and staff in fulkie, benefits-eligible positions at the
University of Arkansas through email from the Odfiaf Human Resources. The email
was sent from the Office of Human Resources ththnhdt specify a specific person as the
sender of the email. The email included a brigfl@xation of the survey, how it would
be used in context to the University of Arkansasl tnat it was for a doctoral
dissertation. The email also included informatiegarding the approximate time it
would take to complete the survey. The surveyteceand distributed with the Qualtrics
software available from the Oklahoma State UnivgiGbllege of Education. The email
that was sent to the respondents included thenréddrconsent and a link that when
clicked connected them to the survey on-line addcated their agreement to the
informed consent. A copy of the email is presémbeAppendix B.

The survey was kept open online for two weeksctibased on the researchers
review of the literature allows time for completiathout having the survey open ended.
The survey link then closed and the data was tearesf from the Oklahoma State
University Qualtrics software to an SPSS statitBo&tware file for data analysis.

Data Analysis

Demographic data from the date of birth and opsted questions to determine

generational cohort identity and preferences welleaed. Descriptive statistics were

calculated and analyzed to fully describe the oleighivolunteer exampl®&E760) and to
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compare it to the known populatioN=<4,418)

comprised 17.2% of the population.

for representativeness. The sample

The data was analyzed using confirmatory factotysmato determine if it

presented a 1- or 3- factor solution upon reviewiirggresults of the survey. Linear

regression was used to determine the relationgliifhee dependent variables of

employee engagement and job satisfaction

cohort or age. All data will be analyzed usin

withrtdependent variable of generational

g SP&Ssion 9. Table 4 shows the data

sources and planned analysis for each researchiaues

Table4

Research Questions, Data source and plan

ned analysi

Research Questio

Data Source and Analysis

How does the faculty and staff's identified
generational cohort relate to employee
engagement scores?

Demographic questions; Likert-like scales on
survey questions; analyzed with descriptive
statistics and factor analysis.

How does the faculty and staff's identified
generational cohort relate to job satisfactior

Demographic questions; Likert-like scales on
Burvey questions; analyzed with descriptive
statistics and factor analysis.

How does the identified generational cohort
faculty and staff relate to which generationg
cohort with which they prefer to work?

@femographic questions; Likert-like scales on
Isurvey gChapuestions; analyzed with descripf
statistics, factor analysis, and correlation.

Are there relationships among generational
cohort, employee engagement, job satisfac
and how long faculty and staff members ha

Demographic questions; Likert-like scales on
tislrvey questions; analyzed with descriptive

yatatistics, factor analysis, and linear regressiop.

been employed by the University?

The results of all data analyses and the findioge#ach research question are

presented in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to describe theiogistips among employees’
generational cohort, employee engagement, andgjidfaction in the higher education
environment. The study identified the perceived actual generational cohart
participants; engagement factors; job satisfactioeferred generational cohort with
whom to work, and the number of years worked ferfdculty and staff at the University
of Arkansas-Fayetteville. Participants includé® Tull-time benefits-eligible faculty
and staff who answered an online survey sent vialdmthe work addresses of 4,418
employees. Missing data from any of the responsessdeleted from the analysis in its
entirety thus explaining the variance between pigidints and the number shown in the
data analysis. This was a return rate of 17.2%eisurvey.

The data collected answered four research questigtised in Chapter Il and

were as follows:
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1. Does the faculty and staff's identified generatia@hort relate to employee
engagement scores?

2. Does the faculty and staff’s identified generatia@hort relate to job
satisfaction?

3. Does the identified generational cohort of facaliy staff relate to the
generational cohort with which they prefer to work?

4. Can a prediction be made for employee engagemenbarsatisfaction using
generational cohort and the length of time empleysddeen employed by the
Universityas the predictors?

Quantitative data analysis techniques includedrgesce statistics, factor
analysis, analysis of variance (ANOVA), chi-squamed correlation analysis with
Pearson correlations and regression path analysese analysis techniques were used to
determine the findings that are reported in thisptlr. Findings are organized and
presented below by each specific research question.

The Utrecht Engagement Survey (UWES) used inrdssarch measured
employee engagement in the three areas of vigdical®on, and absorption. The survey
utilized a Likert-like rating scale ranging from W& to Almost Always (everyday) to
rate the questions asked for each component ofgengent in the survey. The following
guestions were presented for vigor, dedication,absbrption:

At my work | feel bursting with energy

At my job | feel strong and vigorous

| can continue working for very long periods ahé

At my job I am very resilient mentally
At my work | always preserver even when thingsadogo well
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Dedication:

| find the work that | do full of meaning and poge
| am enthusiastic about my job

My job inspires me

| am proud of the work | do

To me my job is challenging

Absorption:

Time flies when I'm working

When | am working | forget everything else aroumnel
| feel happy when | am working intensely

I am immersed in my work

| get carried away when I’'m working

It is difficult to detach myself from my job

Additional questions were developley the researcher to determine the

participants’ generational cohort, identified gexiem cohort, job satisfaction, age and

length

of time worked for the University of ArkaissBayetteville. These questions were

as follows:

Generational Cohort:

work?

Which of the following best describes you?

Which of the following best describes the cowoske&ith which you prefer to

| have a strong sense of independence and a disfrasthority. | believe in my
ability to manage myself and my work and value mpleyer that understands
and appreciates this about me. | want to be rezedras an individual and valued
for what is unique about me.

| believe in and rely on fast paced technology @xgkect information from my
employer. | enjoy being connected to technologhlothe workplace and at
home. | expect my supervisor to be knowledgeabteiaimy job as well as their
own.

| believe in a strong work ethic and am extremeijal to my employer. | believe
in traditional values both at work and in the homthink anything can be
accomplished with hard work and a strong senskeoAmerican Dream. | am
very dependable and at ease in dealing with otbeplp.
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| want to have a good work/life balance from my éger. | understand and
appreciate change, knowing it leads to opportuhigxcel at the chance to
broaden my scope of skills and education.

Job Satisfaction:

Using a Likert-like scale from very dissatisfiedviery satisfied please answer
how satisfied you are currently at work?

Age:
In what year were you born?
Length of Employment:
How long have you been employed by the Univerditkrtansas-Fayetteville?
Less than a year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years

16-20 years
21 years or more

Research Question Number 1

Does the faculty and staff’s identified generatioal cohort relate to employee
engagement scores?

This research question was addressed with deisergtitistics and analysis of
variance on the independent and dependent varidlitesinternal consistency reliability
and construct validity of the UWES was also exambiaed verified with Cronbach’s
alpha and factor analysis.

Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics for idattigenerational cohort.
Respondents were asked to choose from among fearipigons the one that best suited
them. The descriptions were simple descriptive grazh, unidentified by their technical
generational name and age context. Table 4 sHwuwesults from the respondents to

this question of what best described them. The descriptions listed were for the
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generational cohorts currently in the workforceeafically Traditionalist, Baby Boome
Generation X, and Millennial. Figure 2 presents thata visually in a bar che
Table4

Descriptive statistics for the identified generaibcohor (N=718)

Generational Frequenc Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Cohort Percent
Traditionalist 16 2.1 2.2 2.2
Baby Boomer 337 44.2 46.9 49.2
Generation X 291 38.2 40.5 89.7
Millennial 74 9.7 10.3 100.0
Figure2

Bar Chart with descriptive statistifor identified generational cohort.
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The next analysis focused on employee engagemergssof the study

participants. Descriptive statistics were calculateprovide a snapshot of the

participants. Table 6 provides the descriptive wsialof the employee engagement scores

from the 17 questions from the Utrecht Workforcg&mement SurveWll responses

were made on a 7-point Likert-type scale. The qoestwere:

1.

2.

8.

9.

At my work, | feel bursting with energy.

At my job, | feel strong and vigorous.

When | get up in the morning, | feel like goingwork.

| can continue working for very long periods atrag

At my job | am very resilient, mentally.

At my work | always persevere, even when thingsaibgo well.
| find the work that | do full of meaning and pugeo

| am enthusiastic about my job.

My job inspires me.

10.1 am proud of the work | do.

11.To me, my job is challenging

12.Time flies when I’'m working.

13.When | am working, | forget everything else aroumel

14.1 feel happy when | am working intensely.

15.1 am immersed in my work.

16.1 get carried away when I'm working.

17.1tis difficult to detach myself from my work.
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Table5

Descriptive Statistics on Employee Engagement Sqd@ased on 7-point Likert-type
scale)

Std.

N* Min Max Mean Deviation
At my work | feel 748 1 7 5.07 1.319
bursting with energy.
| find the work | do full of 748 1 7 5.76 1.297
meaning and purpose
Time flies when | am 746 1 7 5.76 1.258
working
At my job | feel strong 741 1 7 5.18 1.355
and vigorous.
| am enthusiastic about 740 1 7 5.62 1.367
my job.
When | am working | 743 1 7 4.58 1.632
forget everything around
me.
My job inspires me. 739 1 7 5.07 1.548
When | get up in the 739 1 7 5.27 1.598
morning | feel like going
to work.
| feel happy when | am 740 1 7 5.69 1.217
working intensely.
| am proud of the work 743 1 7 6.14 1.086
that | do.
| am immersed in my 739 1 7 5.72 1.191
work.
| can continue working 740 1 7 5.77 1.140
for very long periods at a
time.
To me, my job is 737 1 7 5.41 1.449
challenging.
| get carried away when 730 1 7 4.84 1.511
am working.
At my job, | am very 736 1 7 5.55 1.232
resilient, mentally.
It is difficult to detach 741 1 7 4.38 1.781
myself from my job.
At my work | always 743 1 7 5.91 1.044

persevere, even when
things do not go well.

*N was different among the questions due to missatg.d
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Before proceeding to answer research questioratiststal analyses were
conducted to examine the internal consistencyb#iliyaand factor structure of the
UWES using the data from this study. First, theehgagement factors were analyzed for
internal consistency reliability using reliabiligyatistics in SPSS (Green & Salkind,
2008). A Cronbach’s alpha or coefficient alpha sawir.933 on the 17 standardized items
was found, indicating a good internal consistenciebability of the questions as they
relate to each other, as this value is well abbee 70 generally regarded as acceptable
(Green & Salkind, 2008; Sheskin, 2007).

Further analysis was performed to determine thstcoct validity and factor
structure stability of the UWES by conducting afoomatory factor analysis (Green &
Salkind, 2008) to see if the data from this stutBspnted the expected three underlying
factors for the instrument (i.e., vigor, dedicatiand absorption). If the 3-factor structure
for the instrument was supported by this studygrfiomatory factor analysis should
have yielded a 3-factor solution, and the 17 irdiral items should each have loaded on
the appropriate factor. Table 7 shows the restitseoconfirmatory factor analysis. The
factor extraction method used was principal comptsend a 3-factor solution was
forced. The three factors were not rotated. Theetliactors/principal components

extracted and the factor loadings for all 17 UWESns are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6

3-Factor Analysis of the Utrecht Workforce Engagetrtecale
(N=748)

Component

1 2 3
At my work | feel bursting with 745 -.315 -.060
energy.
| find the work | do full of .666 -.196 -.293
meaning and purpose
Time flies when | am working 784 -.044 .014
At my job | feel strong and .814 -.259 -.102
vigorous.
| am enthusiastic about my job .848 -.170 -.154
When | am working | forget .560 .387 -112
everything around me.
My job inspires me. .845 -.038 -.214
When | get up in the morning | .798 -.246 -.090
feel like going to work.
| feel happy when | am working .736 -121 .043
intensely.
I am proud of the work that | di .699 -.219 .095
I am immersed in my work. .800 161 .098
| can continue working for very .656 .148 391
long periods at a time.
To me, my job is challenging. .696 327 -.185
| get carried away when | am .676 446 -.122
working.
At my job, | am very resilient, .641 -.104 428
mentally.
It is difficult to detach myself 516 .569 -.090
from my job.
At my work | always persevere 410 .063 .753
even when things do not go
well.

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
a. 3 components extracted
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The extracted components and factor loadings regant Table 7 indicated that
the data from this study confirmed the factor dtriceeand placement of all individual
items on the UWES on the correct factors of vigmnfiponent #1), dedication
(component #2), and absorption (component #3).sTasl originally determined by
Schaufeli and Baker (2003), the three factors gbnidedication and absorption were
confirmed in the UWES survey at the University aké&nsas in this study. Taken
together, the coefficient alpha and confirmatogtda analysis of the UWES with the
data from this study indicated the suitability lo¢ instrument.

Once the descriptive data for the study sampléh®wvariables of generational
cohort and employee engagement were complete andttdrnal consistency reliability
(i.e., Cronbach’s alpha) and the three-factor stinecof the UWES instrument was
documented, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVAS3 warformed to determine if
there was a statistically significant relationshgiween employee engagement and
generational cohort. Such a relationship wouldnglicated by significant differences
among the mean engagement scores of the genetatodwats. The independent
variable for the ANOVA analysis was generationdia; the dependent variable was
engagement scoresThree separate 1-way ANOVA'’s were performed fotheaicthe 3
engagement factors of vigor, dedication and vigor.

Table 7 provides the descriptive data for the tlem@gagement factors of vigor,
dedication and absorption by generational cohatt\were used in the ANOVA

calculations. Significance level for the ANOVA wset atp =.05.
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Table7

Descriptive Data for Vigor, Dedication and Absoopti

Engagement Factor Generational Standard
Cohort Mean Deviation N
Vigor Traditionalist 5.7500 716739 16
Baby Boomer 5.5556 .98979 337
Gen X 5.3730 .94070 291
Millennial 5.2137 91946 74
Total 5.4507 .96479 718
Dedication Traditionalist 5.7875 1.23606 16
Baby Boomer 5.7520 1.09110 337
Gen X 5.5215 1.06248 291
Millennial 5.2318 1.20515 74
Total 5.6057 1.10563 718
Absorption Traditionalist 5.5000 .93095 16
Baby Boomer 5.2809 1.07997 337
Gen X 5.0964 1.03101 291
Millennial 4.7590 1.03793 74
Total 5.1572 1.06395 718

Table 8 indicates that Traditionalists presentedniighest mean score for all

three-engagement factors. Each subsequently yogegeration presented a lower

mean score for engagement on all three factors.

Table 8 shows the mean difference, standard eanak statistical significance

data for the levels of engagement by each idedtdienerational cohort. Analysis of the

data indicates a slightly higher level of engageni@ntraditionalist, with engagement

lowering with each successive generational cohort.
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Table 8

Engagement Levels by Compared to Generational €ohor

Mean
(I) Generational (J) Generational| Difference*
Dependent Variable Cohort Cohort (1-9) Std. Error|  Sig.
Vigor Traditionalist ~ Baby Boomer 1944 .24532 428
Gen X 3770 .24620 126
Millennial 5363| .26434 .043
Baby Boomer  Traditionalist -.1944 .24532 428
Gen X 1826| .07672 .018
Millennial 3419| .12309 .006
Gen X Traditionalist -.3770 .24620 126
Baby Boomer -.1826 07672 .018
Millennial .1593 .12482 .202
Millennial Traditionalist -.5363 26434 .043
Baby Boomer -.3419 .12309 .006
Gen X -.1593 12482 202
Dedication Traditionalist  Baby Boomer .0355 .28021 .899
Gen X .2660 .28121] 344
Millennial .5557 .30194 .066
Baby Boomer  Traditionalist -.0355 .28021 .899
Gen X .2305 .08764 .009
Millennial 5202  .14059 .000
Gen X Traditionalist -.2660 .28121 344
Baby Boomer -.2305 .08764 .009
Millennial 2897 | .14258 .043
Millennial Traditionalist -.5557 .30194 .066
Baby Boomer -.5202 .14059 .000
Gen X -.2897 .14258 .043
Absorption Traditionalist ~ Baby Boomer 2191 .26944 416
Gen X 4036 27041 136
Millennial 7410| .29034 011
Baby Boomer  Traditionalist -.2191 .26944 416
Gen X 1845| .08427 .029
Millennial 5219| .13519 .000
Gen X Traditionalist -.4036 27041 136
Baby Boomer -.1845 .08427 .029
Millennial 3374 13710 014
Millennial Traditionalist -.7410 .29034 011
Baby Boomer -.5219 13519 .000
Gen X -.3374 13710 .014
*p=<.05
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One-way ANOVAs presented significaRtvalues among generational cohort
groups for each of the three engagement scores:. (#g= 4.01), dedication [f = 5.601),
absorption F= 5.96). To isolate the between-group sources of sigaifienean
differencespost hoc comparisons were calculated using the Tukey amdtL8ignificant
Difference (LSD) models. Thaost hoc data is shown in Table X (Tukey and LSD data

for table 8).
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Table9

Post Hoc Tukey and LSD data for Engagement and Generat{©ohort

Dependent Variable (I) Generational Cohort  (J) Generational Cohort Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig.*
Absorption Tukey HSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .21909 .26944 .848
Gen X .40361 27041  .442

Millennial .74099 .29034 .053

Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.21909 .26944 .848

Gen X .18452 .08427 127

Millennial .52190° .13519 .001*

Gen X Traditionalist -.40361 27041 442

Baby Boomer -.18452 .08427 127

Millennial .33738 .13710 .067

Millennial Traditionalist -.74099 .29034 .053

Baby Boomer -.52190 .13519 .001*

Gen X -.33738 .13710 .067

LSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .21909 .26944 416
Gen X .40361 27041 .136

Millennial 74099 .29034 .011*

Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.21909 .26944 416

Gen X .18452" .08427 .029*

Millennial .52190° .13519 .000*

Gen X Traditionalist -.40361 27041 .136

Baby Boomer -.18452" .08427 .029*

Millennial .33738 .13710 .014*

Millennial Traditionalist -.74099" .29034 .011*

Baby Boomer -52190 .13519 .000*

Gen X -.33738" .13710 .014*

Vigor Tukey HSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .19436 .24532  .858
Gen X .37698 .24620 .419

Millennial .53626 .26434 .178

Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.19436 .24532  .858

Gen X .18261 .07672 .082

Millennial .34190° .12309 .029*

Gen X Traditionalist -.37698 24620 .419

Baby Boomer -.18261 .07672 .082

Millennial .15929 .12482 .579

Millennial Traditionalist -.53626 .26434 178

Baby Boomer -.34190 12309 .029*

Gen X -.15929 .12482 .579

LSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .19436 24532  .428
Gen X .37698 .24620 .126

Millennial 53626 .26434 .043*

Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.19436 24532 428

Gen X .18261" .07672 .018*

Millennial .34190° .12309 .006*

Gen X Traditionalist -.37698 24620 .126

Baby Boomer -.18261" .07672 .018*

Millennial .15929 .12482 .202

Millennial Traditionalist -.53626 .26434 .043*

Baby Boomer -.34190 .12309 .006*

Gen X -.15929 .12482 .202

Dedication Tukey HSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .03552 .28021  .999
Gen X .26602 .28121 .780

Millennial .55574 .30194 .255

Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.03552 .28021  .999
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Dependent Variable (I) Generational Cohort  (J) Generational Cohort  Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error  Sig.*
Absorption Tukey HSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .21909 .26944 .848
Gen X 40361 27041 .442
Millennial .74099 .29034 .053
Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.21909 .26944 .848
Gen X .18452 .08427 127
Millennial 52190 .13519 .001*
Gen X Traditionalist -.40361 27041 442
Baby Boomer -.18452 .08427 127
Millennial .33738 13710 .067
Millennial Traditionalist -.74099 .29034 .053
Baby Boomer -.52190 13519 .001*
Gen X -.33738 13710 .067
LSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .21909 .26944 416
Gen X 40361 27041  .136
Millennial 74099 .29034 .011*
Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.21909 .26944 416
Gen X 18452 .08427 .029*
Millennial 52190 .13519 .000*
Gen X Traditionalist -.40361 27041 136
Baby Boomer -.18452" .08427 .029*
Millennial .33738" 13710 .014*
Millennial Traditionalist -.74099 .29034 .011*
Baby Boomer -.52190 .13519 .000*
Gen X -.33738" 13710 .014*
Gen X .23050 .08764 .043*
Millennial 52022 .14059 .001*
Gen X Traditionalist -.26602 .28121 .780
Baby Boomer -.23050" .08764 .043*
Millennial .28972 14258 .177
Millennial Traditionalist -.55574 .30194 .255
Baby Boomer -.52022 .14059 .001*
Gen X -.28972 14258 177
LSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .03552 .28021 .899
Gen X .26602 28121 .344
Millennial .55574 .30194 .066
Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.03552 .28021  .899
Gen X .23050° .08764 .009*
Millennial 52022 .14059 .000*
Gen X Traditionalist -.26602 .28121 .344
Baby Boomer -.23050" .08764 .009*
Millennial 28972 .14258 .043*
Millennial Traditionalist -.55574 .30194 .066
Baby Boomer -52022 .14059 .000*
Gen X -.28972 .14258 .043
*p=<.05

The Tukey and LSD tests indicated a significantistieal difference between

Traditionalist and Millennial on all three-engagernfactors of vigorf = 4.01;df = 3;p

=.008), dedicationH = 5.60; df = 3; p = .001), and absorptionq= 5.96;df = 3;p =
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.001), Baby Boomers and Generation X and Millenni&bere was no statistically
significant difference between Traditionalist anabl Boomers or Generation X. There
was also no statistically significant differencéviieen Generation X and Millennia’s
generational cohort and employee engagement.

Collectively, the data analyzed for research qaest indicated that an
appropriate instrument was used in this study,thatisome relationships were observed
between the subjects’ generational cohort and theik engagement scores.

Research Question Number 2

Does the faculty and staff’s identified generatioal cohort relate to job
satisfaction?

This research question was addressed with analyseriance. No significant
differences were observed between generationalrtahd job satisfactiorH= 2.041;
df = 3;

p = .107). As a follow-up,post hoc Tukey and LSD analyses were performed; these
analyses confirmed there were no significant déifees [§ > .05 for all comparisons)
among the cohort groups on any engagement varidbégpost hoc data are shown in

Table 10.
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Table 10

Post Hoc Tukey and LSD Data oRelationship between Generational Cohort and Job

Satisfaction

(D J) Mean
Generational Generational Difference
Cohort Cohort (I-J) Std. Error| Sig.*
Tukey HSD  Traditionalist Baby Boomer .508 413 .609
Gen X 742 415 .280
Millennial 752 445 331
Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.508 413 .609
Gen X 234 129 .269
Millennial 244 207 .642
Gen X Traditionalist -.742 415 .280
Baby Boomer -.234 129 .269
Millennial .010 210 1.000
Millennial Traditionalist -.752 445 331
Baby Boomer -.244 207 .642
Gen X -.010 210 1.000
LSD Traditionalist Baby Boomer .508 413 220
Gen X 742 415 074
Millennial 752 445 .092
Baby Boomer Traditionalist -.508 413 .220
Gen X 234 129 .071
Millennial 244 207 240
Gen X Traditionalist -.742 415 074
Baby Boomer -.234 129 071
Millennial .010 210 963
Millennial Traditionalist -.752 445 .092
Baby Boomer -.244 207 240
Gen X -.010 210 .963
*p=>.05

Research Question Number 3

Does the identified generational cohort of facultynd staff relate to which

generational cohort with which they prefer to work?
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This research question was addressed graphicatiybar charting and c-square
analysis of frequency distributions. The followibgr chart, Figure 3, illustrates t
membership generational cohorts of the subjectsadmich generational cohort descid
the coworkers with which they preferred to wo
Figure3

Preferred Generational Coh

Bar Chart

Which of the
2007 following
best
describes
the
coworkers
with which

you prefer to
150 work?

Bl Baby Boomer
M Millenniial

1 Traditionalist
Bl Generation X

100

Count

50

Baly Boomer Millznrial Traditionalist Generation X

Which of the following best describes you?

A chi-square measure of cr-tabulated observedbrsus expected frequenc
counts was taken at= .05 to test the preference for working with oeagrationa
cohort versus another generational cohort. Sicpmfi variations in the observ
frequency distributions of preferences from thageeeted by chance would indict
significant relationshipbetween cohort membership and coho-worker preferences

The chisquare was calculated in -way, 4 x 4 contingency table. The 4 x 4 tabl
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observed frequencies is shown in Table 11.
Table 11

Cross-tabulation of Generational Cohorts

Which of the following best describes the coworkeith which you prefer

to work?
Baby Boomer Millennial Traditionalist Generation X  Total
Which of the Baby Boomer 63 15 18 14 100
following best  Millennial 7 28 10 10 55
describes you? Traditionalist 16 27 186 51 280
Generation X 14 29 39 190 272
Total 100 99 253 265 717

A chi-square was then calculated on the frequeiaty th test for statistically
significance between the observed frequencies shwable 11 and those that would
be expected by chance (calculated by SPSS). Thegdlaire data is presented in Table
12.

Table 12

Chi-Square Coworker Relationship Preferred GermratiCohort

Which of the following best
describes the coworkers
Which of the following bes with which you prefer to

describes you? work?
Chi-Square 222.576 141.834
df 3 3
Asymp. Sig. .000 .000

The chi-square analysis indicated there was asttatily significant relationship
between the identified generational cohort membgerahd the generational cohort with

which employees preferred to worg {222.57:df = 3; p = .000). Specifically, each

generational cohort preferred to work with his er bwn identified generational cohort.
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Research Questions Number 4

Are there relationships among generational cohortemployee engagement,
job satisfaction and how long faculty and staff meroers have been employed by the
University?

This research question was addressed with cowalatefficients and linear
regression path analysis. Table 13 presents thielabon matrix data on the Pearson
correlations among the variables. These correlatexamined the relationships between
the independent variables of generational cohatti@ngth of employment with the
universityand thedependent variables of vigor, dedication and atiswrpwhich make
up the areas of employee engagement and jobsasitst.

Table 13

Relationship between Independent and DependenaMas (N=717)

Pearson Job Generational Length of Vigor Dedication Absorption
Correlation Satisfaction Cohort Employment
Job Satisfaction 1.000 -.081** .001* .688 776 591
Generational 1.000 -475 -.129 -.150 -.154
Cohort
Length of 1.000 -.030 .027* .030*
Employment
Vigor 1.000 .798 .753
Dedication 1.000 .763
Absorption 1.000

*p < .05 (significant correlations)
**p > .05 (correlations not significant)

The correlation matrix in Table 13 indicates selWeaaiable pairs were
significantly related. This prompted an examinatdwariable interrelationships with
linear regression path analysis. A path analyst@linear regression and illustrates how

the variables interrelated to answer research iqune4t
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The analysis showed values of multiple correlatimnshe generational cohort
and length of employment. In such an analysisRtshows the “goodness of fit” or
how well one variable is at predicting the valueha relationship of another variable.
Using the Baron & Kenny (1986) Sobel test it wakedaine that the mediating variables
of vigor, dedication and absorption meditated tifieidtnce between generational cohort
and length of employment for job satisfaction mgkyenerational cohort and length of
employment not statistically significant in theesff on job satisfaction. Length of
employment was statistically significant with a g5 for both vigor and absorption,
however, it was not statistically significant wahp = >.05 for dedication (Critical
value was set gt = .05).

Summary of Findings

This study presented several findings. First UNES was confirmed as a
reliable instrument with construct validity for usestudies of employee engagement in
higher education.

The study results presented supported the workypgthesis of the researcher
that there were four distinct generational cohorthe higher education workforce at the
University of Arkansas-Fayetteville at the timetilof study. Findings also indicated that
each generational cohort preferred to work withvigials that were similar to the
descriptions they chose for themselves within egaterational cohort. There was a
significant relationship observed between the gati@ral cohorts and employee
engagement. The length of time a person had beeitoged with the University was
only effects one aspect of engagement. The faamitlystaff job satisfaction rating was

in direct relationship to their engagement scoeggmrdless of generational cohort.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Study

The motivation and purpose for this study was tdemstand and describe the
relationships among employees’ generational colkanployee engagement, and job
satisfaction in the higher education environmepectically, at the University of
Arkansas-Fayetteville, a large, research-1 ingitut The study was open to all benefits-
eligible faculty and staff employed at the time shuevey was emailed. A volunteer
sample of 764 participants filled out the survey.2% of the research population).
Participants who had missing data were excluded;wibtrought the total participants to
748 for some questions.

The study survey instrument, delivered onlineJuded 17 questions from the
original Utrecht University Wor kforce Engagement Survey (UWES) developed by
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker2)20 order to determine
participants’ generational cohort membership, 2stjaas were added to the survey, one
asking for the participants’ year of birth; the etlasking the participants to identify

themselves from a list of four descriptions thatleined the characteristics of the four
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current generations currently found in the workplad@he descriptions were not
identified by the generation labels commonly used, Traditionalist, Baby Boomer,
Generation X or Millennial. A brief description wased to get a more accurate idea of
what the participants saw for themselves withoatgtreconceived idea from a label
attached to the description. In order to deterrtineegenerational group that participants
would prefer to work with, the same list was usgdia with the survey respondents
being asked to choose with whom they would likevtwk. Survey respondents were
then asked to identity how satisfied they weréhgirtcurrent position by using a 7-point
Likert-type scale. They were also asked to idgritdw long they had worked for the
University of Arkansas-Fayetteville.

This survey was designed to identify relationslapsng these employee
variables and obtain information that would be Ibierad in improving employee
engagement and job satisfaction by understandmgnédmagement approaches needed to
engage different generations in the workplace, batlvidually and across various
generational cohorts. This study helped deteriove many generational cohorts were
in the university workforce currently, which cor®greferred to work together, and how
engaged they were in the workplace. Also, theystuas able to identify some of the
mediating factors to job satisfaction using theéfactors of the UWES of vigor,
dedication and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 200Bhe study used Khan'’s (1990)
theory of employee engagement, Maslow’s (1943)rshebmotivation, and Herzburg's
(1959) theory of motivation and satisfaction taniaand support the use of the UWES
survey on employee engagement with researcher-adftechation to ensure the full

spectrum of generations and job satisfaction waegrated and discussed.
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The study used a descriptive design utilizing quatinte data gathered from an
online survey tool. As outlined above, the datifected included demographic
information, generational cohort identity, as wadlgenerational cohort coworker
preference, employee engagement, job satisfa@mhthe number of years faculty and
staff had been employed.

Summary of Findings

The first research question in this study asked tiexfaculty and staff's
identified generational cohort related to emplogagagement. Based on the obtained
survey data, overall employee engagement at theelsity of Arkansas-Fayetteville was
described as above average with a mean score wé &7 (on a 7-point scale) on 16
out of 17 questions of the UWES. In all of therfgenerational cohorts represented in
this survey, engagement factors for those idedtéig Traditionalist were the highest. As
discussed in Chapter 2 Traditionalists are bormfi®22 to 1945 and are also known as
the greatest generation. They have a strong wbik,@nd believe in sacrifice and hard
work. Also, they are extremely loyal, which migixplain their higher employee
engagement scores compared to the other threeagiensr(Zemke, 2000).

The second research question related identifiedrgéonal cohort to job
satisfaction. Analysis of the data using one-w&OVAs showed no statistically
significant difference in job satisfaction amongldretween the four generational cohorts
surveyed in the study. Overall, job satisfactionthe faculty and staff was above
average. The mean score for all faculty and stafardless of generation was 5.45 on a

7-point Likert-like scale with a standard deviatiofil.618.
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The third research question examined the generdtemiort that participants
identified as their own cohort and the cohort withich the faculty and staff prefer to
work. In order to identify significant relationglsi between the faculty and staff's self-
identified generational cohort and the generatiaoabrt with which they preferred to
work, a cross-tabulation and 2-way contingencysthiare were used to compare
observed and mathematically expected frequencsilmisions. The results revealed by a
statistically significanp<.000, that all identified generational cohorts rewieelmingly
preferred to work with the same generational coh®dhese findings are in keeping with
homiphily theory (Birds of a Feather), which statiest “similarity breeds connection”
and that connection may explain why generationabds prefer working with the same
generational cohorts (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, C&ilQ1).

The fourth research question explored the relatipssamong generational
cohort, employee engagement, job satisfaction amdlbng faculty and staff members
had been employed by the University. A linear @sgion path analysis was used to
determine the relationship among these variabldd@determine if the three factors of
employee engagement (vigor, absorption, and dedijatad a mediating effect on job
satisfaction. The analysis showed that there wsatastically significant relationship
between generational cohort and employee engagenmithim all three factors of
engagement. Length of employment was only stediltyi significant in the area of vigor
and absorption and was not shown to be statigtisahificant in the area of dedication.
Neither generational cohort nor length of employtveas statistically significant in
determining job satisfaction without the mediatiagtor of the three areas of employee

engagement: vigor, dedication and absorption.
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Conclusions and Discussions

Theoretical and conceptual framework.Conclusion #1: The theoretical and

conceptual framework used by the researcher wdsmmaa in the study.

The theoretical and conceptual framework for sigly was based on Maslow’s
(1943) hierarchy of needs; Herzburg’s (1954) maibrahygiene theory and Khan's
(1990) theory of employee engagement. All threoties held to be true and significant
for this study. The findings in job satisfactiamdeemployee engagement in the survey
sample showed high levels of engagement and jadfaztton as discussed further in this
chapter.

Employee engagemenConclusion #1: Engagement of faculty and stafhat t

University of Arkansas-Fayetteville is relativeligh on all 3 factors of vigor, absorption,

and absorption. Engagement does not appear tabé&pratic for the University.

Employee engagement can be defined as a separetiguct entailing a positive,
fulfilling, work-related state of mind charactenizby vigor, dedication, and absorption
(Demerouti et al., 2001). High levels of energy #melwillingness to invest in work
define vigor. Dedication is characterized as fediof enthusiasm, pride, and inspiration
about one’s job. Absorption means being so engdosseork that the time passes
quickly and other things do not matter (SchaufeB&kker, 2004). Overall employee
engagement at the University of Arkansas-Fayeteewas identified in this study as
above average with a mean score of above 5.077gpoant scale on 16 out of 17

guestions of the UWES.
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Of the three areas of employee engagement thetyesmd staff at the University
of Arkansas-Fayetteville showed the highest lesélsngagement in the factor of
dedication. Vigor was the next highest with absorpfalling in the lowest area of
engagement.

The University of Arkansas-Fayetteville is the 8agp campus of the University
of Arkansas system, home to the Razorback footbath and a wide variety of sporting
teams. Because of this fact, the pride and erdbosbn the campus for being the
flagship campus led the researcher to hypothesie@aavely high level of dedication
scores based on Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2004) resea the factors that lead to high
levels of dedication. Overall dedication mean esacross all four generations were at
5.606, with a standard deviation of 1.106. Threalso reflected a dedication by
faculty and staff to the students on the campusedis

Being very energetic and having a willingness teest in your work characterize
the engagement factor of vigor. The mean scotheparticipants in this study across
generations for vigor was 5.451 with a standardad®sn of .964. The tracking of
Faculty and staff training and volunteer hourshatWniversity showed this factor of
engagement through the investment of time in oatdelelopment and training
opportunities as well as being involved in the sbdagovernance on the campus through
staff and faculty senate, campus council and atlepus committees and task forces.

The lowest engagement scores were in the aressof@ion, with a mean score
of 5.157 across the four generational groups astdradard deviation of 1.06. The focus
of absorption in engagement is based on how engglassinvolved faculty and staff

become in their work. The questions that meatusdfactor of engagement may have
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affected the outcome of the scores; in the piladgthese six questions were the ones
most likely to need interpretation. However, igjgarent from the engagement scores
that the faculty and staff were engrossed and uwagbin the work being done on the
campus just not quite to the same level as deditaind vigor.

The data related to research question #1 in thdystupported a conclusion that
overall employee engagement at University of ArkarBayetteville was relatively high
at the time of the study. Thus, employee engagedidmntot appear to be a major
concern for the University and emphasis could laegd on maintaining high level of
engagement. The University of Arkansas-Fayettevlistriving to become a top 50
institution, in order to achieve this goal it isportant that engagement scores remain
relatively high and grow from the current rate.cBming a top 50 institution is highly
competitive and requires students graduate ancetamed year to year. In order for this
to happen, faculty and staff need to be highly gada

Generational cohort. Conclusion #2: Four generations of employees were

identified at the University of Arkansas-FayetteuilThis is consistent with available

literature, indicating that the University's workée is typical of other workplaces.

This study showed four distinct generations onUheversity of Arkansas-
Fayetteville campus. The four generations idesdiin this study, Traditionalist, Baby
Boomer, Generation X and Millennial, are consisteith the literature reviewed and
those that are in the broader working communitythls study, 2.2% of the total number
of study participants identified themselves as Ti@adhlist. As described by Hankin
(2004), this generation’s characteristics includggrang sense of loyalty and work ethic.

They also are hard working, and believe in sa&iéind discipline when approaching
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work issues. At the University of Arkansas-Fayaétte, Traditionalist had the highest
levels of engagement in all areas of the threesfaamalysis of employee engagement.
The engagement levels for vigor and dedication werg similar with a mean score for
vigor of 5.75 compared to a score of 5.78 for dalim. As with the overall engagement
scores the Traditionalists’ score for absorptiors Wee lowest for them as well at 5.50.

The largest generation in the workplace today atingrto the U.S. census (2012)
is the Baby Boomer generation. The University diaksas-Fayetteville is consistent
with this finding as well with 44.2% of the overalimber of participants in the study
identifying this generational cohort as their owfhe Baby Boomer generation values
self-sufficiency and has a strong sense of indepecel (Zemke, et al, 2000). The Baby
Boomer generation characteristics lend themsetvésetindependent nature of academe
and the academic freedom afforded to faculty orl.thizersity of Arkansas-Fayetteville
campus. Staff of this generational cohort alsothasadvantage of work that is
independent and allows for a sense of value thatpsrtant to this generation as well.
The engagement levels for Baby Boomers’ were siidbtver than those of
Traditionalists with a mean score of 5.75 on dethoa 5.55 on vigor and again the
lowest score for this generation as well as ovevall the absorption score at 5.29.

The Generation X generational cohort was the raegelst group within the study
participants. They made up 38.2% of the total nemab study participants. The
engagement levels for this generational cohort wkghtly lower than both
Traditionalist and the Baby Boomer generationaloctsh The mean score for dedication
was 5.52 and was the highest of the three areaisgzfigement. Vigor was the next

highest with a mean score of 5.21 and again alisarpias the lowest for this cohort as
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well with a mean score of 5.09. Generation X dr&acterized by their dislike of
hierarchy and distrust of organizations, howevesythave a loyalty to coworkers and
supervisors unlike the Baby Boomer generation winely account for higher level of
dedication within the engagement scores (ZemkeQ200

The last generational cohort to enter the workfasdbe Millennial, which
accounted for 9.7% of the study participants is tesearch. Highly involved parents,
high levels of technical skills, and impatience tluearly access to fast-paced
technology, characterize this cohort. This gemnena ease with technology makes them
highly sought after in the workforce and can mdient demanding in their need for
information and understanding (Terjesen, et al,7200’he engagement scores for this
generational cohort were lowest in this study wbempared to the other generations
with a mean score in the area of dedication of scRzely followed by the mean score in
vigor of 5.21. As with the overall scores of tlrbined generations, absorption was the
lowest in this generational cohort as well with @am score of 4.76. The Millennial
cohort’s technology-based multi-tasking could aettdar the lower scores in the
absorption area of engagement due to the natuheafuestions that pertainleing lost
in your work. This generation is accustomed to having seves&ktactive at one time
which may make answering the absorption questiwhish focus on being absorbed in
one task or area, more difficult since this is thet way they generally work.

Job satisfaction.Conclusion #3: Employee job satisfaction at thevdrsity of

Arkansas-Fayetteville was relatively high and inslegent of generational cohort. Thus,

differences in job satisfaction appear to be irdinal rather than generational group

differences.
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Job satisfaction in this study was measured irséimee way as the Gallup Q12
study (Harter, et al, 2013). It was measured byyssmple question that asked for the
satisfaction level of the faculty and staffs cutrei.

This study found no statistically significant retetship between generational
cohort and job satisfaction. Descriptive statadtioformation regarding satisfaction
levels did reveal some differences across genetmohorts. As noted with employee
engagement, traditionalists had the highest mearesdor job satisfaction with a 6.06
and a standard deviation of 1.53. The Baby Booreaemtional cohort had the next
highest mean score for job satisfaction at 5.55 wistandard deviation of 1.61.
Generation X followed with a score of 5.32 andamdard deviation of 1.61, followed up
with the Millennial generational cohort with a mesgore of 5.31 and a standard
deviation of 1.67. Overall job satisfaction amohg four generational cohorts was a
relatively high at 5.45 with a standard deviatidri ®1.

While minor differences in job satisfactions webserved among generational
cohorts, these differences were not statisticagigiBcant and therefore not likely to be
true cross-group differences. As shown in Chapteehgagement is a mediating factor
for job satisfaction, which could explain why natsttically significant group difference
was found. Lack of statistically reliable amonggpalifferences in job satisfaction
scores and possible mediation by personal engadesuggests that observed differences
in reported satisfaction are more a matter of inldial differences than of true
generational group differences. The researchenalicittempt to discern the reasons for
satisfaction or conversely dissatisfaction in gtiedy. Future research may be needed to

explore specific reasons for satisfaction scor@sgoieigh.
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Employee tenure.Conclusion #4: Employee tenure at the University of

Arkansas-Fayetteville was directly related to gatienal cohort.

Conclusion #5: Employee tenure was related to aiisor and vigor in

engagement, but not to dedication. Thus, emploedidtion does not appear to be

related to length of employment.

This study focused on the relationships betweerm@gional cohorts and
employee engagement, adding to that other fadbatamay affect the relationship
between and among the main variables. In lookirengloyee tenure, as might be
expected, there was a statistically significantelation between the generational cohort
and how long faculty and staff were employed with University of Arkansas-
Fayetteville. In only one instance was this congaar not statistically significant, which
was between Traditionalist and Baby Boomer. Tha @& the University of Arkansas-
Fayetteville showed that both Traditionalist andB8oomers had similar tenure,
because of the tenure, in most cases being ovge@8 of employment with the
university, may be a consideration for this findinglso, the number of employees that
identified their generational cohort as Traditiostalvas relatively small and that could
account for the findings in the data as well.

In reviewing employee tenure as it relates to eyg® engagement, an interesting
finding came to light. Employee tenure was on8tistically significant for two of the
three factors of employee engagement: absorptidrvigior. It is often assumed that
employees with longer tenure have greater dedicatiahe workplace, however, the data

for this study shows that is not the case.
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Dedication. Conclusion #6: Employee engagement factor of deidic was not

statistically significant for longer tenured empbeg:

While both vigor and absorption were statisticalignificant for those with
longer tenure showing that employees are engagattwo of the three factors
representing engagement, dedication was not stgnifi There could be several factors
at play for this outcome, including, those that@oser to retirement might not be as
“dedicated” to the workplace as those faculty aadf shat have been with the University
for a shorter tenure. Also, a consideration, thestjons asked on the survey relating to
dedication was focused on meaning, purpose, e tbmsiinspiration and challenge.
These items might be interpreted as being hardacheeve when an employee has been
in the same position without any duty changes flonger period of time than someone
who is newer to the work. An additional considemraimay be due to burnout on the job,
which would lead to lower scores in the area ofickttbn. Additional research might be
able to pinpoint the cause for this finding, speeify, does the longer an employee
works make their engagement stronger or weaker.
Recommendations

Recommendations for practiceAs the population ages, staying healthier as they
age and working longer, human resources profedsiama higher education
administrators will need to be more aware of thengfing dynamic among the
generational cohorts in the workplace. The impuargsof four and in some cases five
generations in the workplace at the same time shaotl be overlooked as it relates to
employee engagement, job satisfaction and over@ak wroduct. In Maslow’s hierarchy

of needs (1943) the first level of motivation istzaneeds, in the workplace this
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manifests in pay of the employees. If the payrapleyee is making does meet the basic
needs of the employee then engagement will nobkered. Herzberg’s theory (1959)
follows Maslow’s theory in that the extrinsic mation, money, must be met before the
employee looks for intrinsic motivation to sustaimgagement and job satisfaction. This
study focused on the higher levels of motivaticat hoth Maslow (1943) and Herzberg
(1959) found once basic needs are met. The stsely the employee engagement factors
of vigor, absorption and dedication as intrinsituea based on Herzberg and motivation
to reach the higher levels on Maslow’s hierarchypedds scale, which focus on
belonging, esteem and finally self-actualizatiém.order for an employee to reach these
levels they need to feel supported at work and Ihayle levels of the three factors of
employee engagement.

In order to encourage and promote employee engagdior faculty and staff
administrators should keep in mind both Maslow Hedzberg’s theories and ensure a
fair living wage is being paid to all faculty ané. Once that is accomplished
administrators should then focus on the other aséasotivation that would lead to
higher levels of engagement which include:

1. Ensure employees have a working environment thadweages open dialogue
and discussion.

2. Allow employees to interact with their peers in aywthat develops and creates
energetic workplaces.

3. Inform employees of their role in the larger visimd mission of the institution

and how that vision is possible with their input.
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4. Remember that employees thrive in work that islehging and inspiring and
ensure that employees can be proud of the workahegoing.

5. Provide an environment that encourages employelesdome engrossed in their
work, ensuring they have the tools, skills and kisolge needed to perform at the
highest level.

6. Ensure employees are well versed in what all femegational cohorts offer to
the workplace through training and cross-generatiteams.

Recommendations for further researchThe study undertaken by the researcher
has added to the literature in a variety of waysst, the study looked at employee
engagement in the higher education environmerteatniversity of Arkansas-
Fayetteville through the lens of generational cthand job satisfaction. Second, it
confirmed the Utrecht Workforce Engagement ScaM/B$) in a higher education
environment, which had not been done previousli Wits sample size. Lastly, it
integrated the theories of both Maslow’s hierarohyeeds (1943) and Herzberg's
(1959) motivation-hygiene theory into a model ofpdoyee engagement.

While this study has added to the literature, elygdoengagement, job
satisfaction and generational cohorts are a chgragud fluid research topic. In order to
stay abreast of the ever-changing work environntesimportant to continue the
research from this study. Based on the resultsisfstudy the University of Arkansas-
Fayetteville has a relatively engaged populatianydwver, the survey sample comprised
only 17.2% of the overall population of faculty astdff. Further research should strive

to includea more robust sample that encompasses a greater percentage of faculty a
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staff. Having a larger number of respondents wajte the researcher better insight
into engagement and job satisfaction and the oglgliip among generational cohorts.

Further research should incluadding additional demographic questions that
would focus on gender, race, faculty or staff aadadtment location. These factors
could be used to further understand the differebetéween males and females and how
they are engaged in the workplace. Also, by dateng the department location the
researcher would be able to identify areas on éineptis with a greater need for training
and those that could be used as a model for engadernother possibility would be to
use the survey in areas that are having spec#fieswith turnover, absenteeism, and
presenteeism to determine if engagement would asexreas issues were eliminated.

Expanding the researchitelude how engagement, job satisfaction and
generational cohort affect job performance would be the next step for this line of inquiry.
The assessment of job performance using in-rolesatrd-role performance to measure
whether or not employees feel motived to perforinaeguties or just those that are
necessary for the essential functions of the jaluf@an & Saks, 2011).

In addition,expand research to other institutions would allow for a broader
interpretation of the data. Expanding the resetv¢hclude both 4-year institutions as
well as 2-year institutions would also allow fos@ample that more accurately represents
higher education and would examine broader pattsitign higher education.

Final Thoughts

Employee engagement is a term that has been @cemishe human resources

field, but its importance to employee satisfacstould not be overlooked. Khan (1990)

defined employee engagement in the literature lésifs:
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Personal engagement is the simultaneous employenengxpression of a
person's “preferred self” in task behaviors thainpote connections to work and
to others, personal presence (physical, cogniéimd,emotional), and active, full
role performances. (p.700)

The concept was further discussed in the literdtyr8chaufeli and Salanova (2007).
How could these researchers have begun to imagigreat deal of attention that
employee engagement has received from human resprotessionals, consultants and
the media as well as the controversy over the digiinof employee engagement?
However, one thing that all researchers have agrped is the importance of employee
engagement on organizational success and the eegdoyersonal satisfaction at doing a
job that is fulfilling (Gruman & Saks, 2011). Ugithe results of the employee
engagement survey is the best way to determine wteaventions may be needed to
encourage and develop employee engagement.

Generational cohorts are another area that islytiecussed in the media as well
as by human resource professionals and consultamtgviewing the data from the U.S.
census it is apparent that Americans are an agipglation that is living longer, working
longer, and according to the results of this ststiying engaged in the workplace
longer. Regardless of the reasons employeesa@gtin the workforce longer the
importance to the success of the organization shoot be overlooked. Recognizing the
value and attributes of the different and distigeterations in the workplace will
encourage better understanding between and ambagplloyees. This study found
overwhelmingly that generational cohorts prefeteedork with those that are in the
same generational cohort, however, as the tradiigts and Baby Boomers age and
leave the workforce the need for all the generationwork together is even more

important. In order to encourage interaction astbe generational cohorts human
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resource professionals and administrators will nedthd ways to train employees on
the value of each generation. This will improviatienships among the generations,
increase engagement and could be a way to incrgagerformance.

Finally, employee engagement, generational cohod,job satisfaction all are
important for universities, as well as other orgations, to understand and to measure in
order to facilitate a stronger and more produciveekforce. As competition increases
for students, and federal, state and private dobb@come harder to acquire universities
must find more effective ways to work with facuétgd staff to increase engagement and

job satisfaction.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A — UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS IRB APPROVAL

February 26, 2014

MEMORANDUM

TO: Barbara Abercrombie

FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator

RE: New Protocol Approval

IRB Protocol #: 14-02-525

Protocol Title: Multigenerational Workforce Satisfaction: Relationship
between Generational Cohorts and Employee
Engagement in Higher Education

Review Type: DX EXEMPT [] EXPEDITED [ ] FULL IRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 02/26/2014 Expiration Date:

02/25/2015
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Your protocol has been approved by the IRB. Protocols are approved for a maximum
period of one year. If you wish to continue the project past the approved project period
(see above), you must submit a request, using the form Continuing Review for IRB
Approved Projects, prior to the expiration date. This form is available from the IRB
Coordinator or on the Research Compliance website (http://vpred.uark.edu/210.php).
As a courtesy, you will be sent a reminder two months in advance of that date.
However, failure to receive a reminder does not negate your obligation to make the
request in sufficient time for review and approval. Federal regulations prohibit
retroactive approval of continuation. Failure to receive approval to continue the project
prior to the expiration date will result in Termination of the protocol approval. The IRB
Coordinator can give you guidance on submission times.

This protocol has been approved for 4,418 participants. If you wish to make any
modifications in the approved protocol, including enrolling more than this number, you
must seek approval prior to implementing those changes. All modifications should be
requested in writing (email is acceptable) and must provide sufficient detail to assess
the impact of the change.

If you have questions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu
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APPENDIX B — OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY IRB APPROVAL

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Thursday, February 20, 2014
IRB Application No ED1414

Proposal Title: Multigenerational Workforce Satisfaction: Relationship between
Generational Cohorts and Employee Engagement in Higher Education

Reviewed and Exempt
Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 2/19/2017
Principal
Investigator(s): APPENDIX B — OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY IRB APPROVA

85



Barbara Abercrombie Lynna Ausburn
923 N Highland Ave 257 Willard

Fayetteville, AR 72701 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45

CFR 46.

The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1.Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol must be
submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval. Protocol modifications requiring approval may
include changes to the title, Pl advisor, funding status or sponsor, subject population composition or size,
recruitment, inclusion/exclusion criteria, research site, research procedures and consent/assent process or forms

2.Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period. This continuation must
receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3.Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are unanticipated and
impact the subjects during the course of the research; and

4.Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions about the
IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Dawnett Watkins 219 Cordell North
(phone: 405-744-5700, dawnett.watkins@okstate.edu).

Sheila Kennison, Chair

Institutional Review Board
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Informed ConsenbDocument

Multigenerational Workforce Satisfaction: Relationship betweenGenerational
Cohortsand Employee Engagement in HigheEducation

Investigators:

BarbaraA. Abercrombiewill be conductinghe survey and will beesponsible for
obtaining informed consent throughis online survey under thedvisemenof
Dr. Lynna Ausburn, facultydvisor.Barbara has 8achelorsDegree in Science,
MastersDegree in Human Relations and is a Riahdidaten Education.

Purpose:

The purpose of this research survey is to exaniaedlationship between
generationatohort and employee engagement in higher educatou are being
asked toparticipateas members of the faculty and staff of the UniversityArkansas
in Fayetteville. Theinformation being sought is about your generaticralort
identity and how you feeh theworkplace

Procedures:

The areas the survey will cover include generati@ohort and employee
engagementyou will be asked to complete a short online surtiegt will take
approximately30 minutes. The questions will include informationoabyour age,
generationaidentity and employee engagement in the workpladéu will also be
asked basidemographienformation including age, education level and nemof
years you have worked fdine University of Arkansas Fayetteville.

Risks of Participation:
There are no known risks associated with the prajach are greater than
thoseordinarily encountered in daily life.

Benefits:

Participating in this research study will furtherokvledge of how faculty and staff
work together at the University of Arkansas in Fayettevi However,thereare no
expected personal benefits to participating ingherey.

Confidentiality:

Your responses will be kept completely anonymotike researcher will not know
your IP address when you respond to the intermeegu The information gathered
from the survey will be kept on an encrypted flash drive itbeked cabinet in the
researchers hoaoffice. An executive summargfthedata collected will be
available foranyonewho is interested in seeing the summarized results.
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Compensation:
There will be no compensation given for participgtin thissurvey.

Contacts:

The primary investigatomay be contacted at Barbara Abercrombie 923 NoitfhlEndAve.
Fayetteville, AR72701;cell phone 918-859-2676, office phone 479-575-2t6&mail
barbara.abercrombie @okstate.edlhe principal investigatoradvisormay be contacted at
lynna.ausbum@okstate.edu

If you have questionaboutyour rights as a researalolunteer, younay contactDr. Sheila
Kennison, IRB Chair, 21€ordell North, Stillwater OK 74078,405-744-337@r
irb@okstate.ed.

Participant Rights:

Participation inthis onlinesurvey iscompletely voluntary andubjectscandiscontinuethe
research activity aanytime without reprisal or penalty. Participants maloose to skip
guestionsthey do not feel comfortablanswering.

By beginning the survey, you acknowledpat you have read this informatioand agreeto
participate in thisresearch. You are free to withdraw participatidnaay time without
penalty. Thank yodor yourtime.
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APPENDIX C — SURVEY

Employee Engagement

At my work | feel bursting with energy.

Never Almost Never - Rarely - Sometimes — Often - Very Often - A few Always -
- Afewtimesa - Oncea - Afew - Once a times a week - Everyday
Jear or less. month or | times a month week
ess

| find the work | do full of meaning and purpose

Almost Never - A few Rarely -
- Once a month

Sometimes -- Afew

times a year or less or less times a month Often -- Once a week Always -- Everyday
Never
Time flies when | am working
Almost Never-A Rarely - Sometimes - Often - Very Often - A few
Never few times a year - Once a - Afew - Once a times aweek Always -- Everyday
month times a month week
At my job | feel strong and vigorous.
Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely - Sometimes - Often - Very Often - A few
Never less - Once a - Afew - Once a times aweek Always -- Everyday
month orless times a month week
| am enthusiastic about my job.
Almost Never-A Rarely - Sometimes - Often - Very Often - A few
few times a yearor - QOnce a - Afew - Once a times aweek Always -- Everyday
Never less month or less times a month week
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When | am working | forget everything around me.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
less - Once a
month or less

Never

My job inspires me.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
less - Once a
month or less

Never

When | get up in the morning | feel like going to work.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
less - Once a
month or less

Never

Ifeel happy when | am working intensely.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
less - Once a
month or less

Never

| am proud of the work that | do.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
less - Once a
month or less

Never

I am immersed in my work.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
less - Once a
month or less

Never

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Once
a month or less

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month
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Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday



| can continue working for very long periods at a time.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
Never less - Once a
month

To me, my job is challenging.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
Never less - Once a
month or less

| get carried away when | am working.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
Never less - Once a
month or less

At my job, | am very resilient, mentally.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or
less

Never Rarely -
- Once a

month

It is difficult to detach myself from my job.

Rarely -
- Once a
month or less

Almost Never - A
few times a year or
less

Never

At my work | always persevere, even when things do not go well.

Almost Never - A
few times a year or Rarely -
Never less - Once a
month or less

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a year

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month

Sometimes -
- Afew
times a month
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Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Often -
- Once a
week

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday

Very Often - A few

times aweek Always -- Everyday



How satisfied are you currently at work?

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

How satisfied are you
currently atwork?

Which of the following best describes you?

I have a strong sense of independence and a distrust of authority. | believe in my ability to manage myself
and my work and value an employer that understands and appreciates this about me. | want to be
recognized as an individual and valued for whatis unique about me.

I believe in and rely on fast paced technology and expect information from my employer. | enjoy being
connected to technology both in the workplace and at home. | expect my supervisor to be knowledgeable
about my job as well as their own.

I believe in a strong work ethic and am extremely loyal to my employer. | believe in traditional values both at
work and in the home. | think anything can be accomplished with hard work and a strong sense of the
American Dream. | am very dependable and at ease in dealing with other people.

| want to have a good work/life balance from my employer. | understand and appreciate change, knowing it
leads to opportunity. | excel atthe chance to broaden my scope of skills and education.

Which of the following best describes the coworkers with which you prefer to work?

I have a strong sense of independence and a distrust of authority. | believe in my ability to manage myself
and my work and value an employer that understands and appreciates this about me. | want to be
recognized as an individual and valued for whatis unique about me.

I believe in and rely on fast paced technology and expect information from my employer. | enjoy being
connected to technology both in the workplace and at home. | expect my supervisor to be knowledgeable
about my job as well as their own.

I believe in a strong work ethic and am extremely loyal to my employer. | believe in traditional values both at
work and in the home. | think anything can be accomplished with hard work and a strong sense of the
American Dream. | am very dependable and at ease in dealing with other people.

| want to have a good work/life balance from my employer. | understand and appreciate change, knowing it
leads to opportunity. | excel atthe chance to broaden my scope of skills and education.

In what year where you born? Please it only the year.
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How long have you worked for the University of Arkansas - Fayetteville

O Less than a year
O 1-5 years

O 6-10 years

O 11-15 years

O 16-20 years

O2 years or more
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