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Abstract: The cohort of young people born with or after the Internet has been dubbed Generation Z
(Gen Z, or post-millennials). They are now entering the higher education-to-work transition phase,
although this is yet to be studied. Previous studies have found that work values and work preferences
vary across generations and national cultures, justifying regular and localised examination. However,
very little is known to date about the work values of Portuguese Gen Zs. In this study, we describe
the work values of Portuguese university students in the higher education-to-work transition phase
and examine their influence on salient work-related preferences. We surveyed over 3000 students
attending university degrees from eight main Portuguese universities. We find that Portuguese Gen
Zs value social values above all, followed by intrinsic and then extrinsic work values, potentially
configuring a unique profile. Work values partially explain work preferences such as employer size
and salary expectations. Gender differences mark our results, with women expressing higher work
values in all three dimensions and lower entry salary expectations. These results can be useful for
employers seeking to attract the best university graduates, facilitate their integration and promote
their development.

Keywords: young adults; Generation Z; work values; higher education-to-work transition; Portugal

1. Introduction

Work values are pivotal during the higher education-to-work transition. Expressing
people’s preferences and expectations about work and the workplace strongly influence
career and job choice decisions central in the school-to-work transition phase (Chow et al.
2017; Judge and Bretz 1992; Kuron et al. 2015; Lukeš et al. 2019). Knowledge about young
people’s work values can therefore be very useful for employers trying to devise effective
attraction and retention strategies (Cogin 2012) and to inform public policies to tackle
youth unemployment and to facilitate the transition from education to employment (Lukeš
et al. 2019).

Research shows that work values vary across generations (e.g., Lyons et al. 2015;
Twenge et al. 2010), life and career stages (Kuron et al. 2015), and national cultures
(Cennamo and Gardner 2008; Gallie 2019), justifying the continued study of new gen-
erations in different countries.

The concept of generation is complex and susceptible to the confounding effects of age,
life stage, and career stage (Rudolph et al. 2018; Twenge 2010). We follow Lyons and Kuron
(2014, p. S141) in taking “age, period and cohort effects as complementary”, which should
be concomitantly analysed. A generation is, therefore, the set of individuals experiencing
the same historical and sociocultural context at a specific life stage, similarly influenced by
common formative experiences and opportunities (Lyons and Kuron 2014).

Young people now facing higher education-to-work transition, born with or after
the Internet, have been dubbed “Generation Z” (or Gen Z) (Childers and Boatwright
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2020; Pichler et al. 2021). Little academic research has been conducted about them as
young adults. Although there is consensus about the environment in which Gen Z grew
up that contributes to the development of a specific configuration of preferences and
expectations about work and the workplace (Johnson et al. 2012; Pichler et al. 2021), this
effect has been scarcely documented. This gap is particularly evident in Portugal, where
the literature about the work values and preferences of Portuguese young adults is scarce
and dated. Therefore, our research addresses the question “What are the work values of
the Gen Z Portuguese university students and how do they influence their job preferences
in the higher education-to-work transition?”, aiming to portray the work values of these
young people about to enter in the job market and analyse their impact on work-related
preferences. We base our empirical research on a survey of over 3000 university students
in Portugal. The study contributes to a systematic profiling of the work values and job
preferences of a new generation of future employees, adding to the existent knowledge
about previous generations. Additionally, we expect to offer guidelines to prospective
employers to better target their recruitment efforts and devise communication, socialisation,
and development strategies that meet graduates’ expectations and aspirations (Casper et al.
2013; Lukeš et al. 2019).

1.1. Generation Z

Generation Z (also known as post-millennials, iGen, Gen 2020, or Gen Zs) is defined as
those born with of after the Internet (Pichler et al. 2021). Previous generations include the
Silent Generation (born 1925–1945), Baby Boomers (born 1946–1964), Generation X (born
1965–1981), and Generation Y or Millennials (born 1982–1999) (Twenge et al. 2010).

The extant research on Gen Z studies them as children or adolescents, taking educa-
tional (e.g., Plochocki 2019), cultural (e.g., Carrington et al. 2015), or marketing perspectives
(e.g., Childers and Boatwright 2020). Very few academic studies have observed Gen Z as
young adults, and much of what is written in the popular press is conjecture and surmise, to
the point that contradictory depictions are presented. For example, they are portrayed both
as interacting electronically more than personally and finding online communication more
comfortable (Turner 2015; Clark 2017), but also as preferring in-person communication
with managers and peers (Bridges 2015). They seem both to have very little concern about
sharing private and personal matters (Clark 2017) and be more conscious about online
privacy, preferring anonymous social media platforms (Williams 2015). Rigorous study is
therefore much in need.

There is more convergence in the description of the context in which Gen Zs were
brought up, particularly in the West, much of which is shared by Portuguese Gen Zs. Socio-
economic context is a key variable in explaining differences among generations (Macky
et al. 2008; De Hauw and De Vos 2010). Gen Zs grew up in the “unsafe world” (Turner
2015, p. 105) of terrorism, war, high unemployment, and economic depression of the early
21st century (Rainsford et al. 2019). Physical and financial security is, therefore, a central
concern for themselves (Williams and Page 2011; Bridges 2015) and their parents (Tulgan
2013), who raised them in an over-protective environment, justifying the “bubble-wrap
generation” epithet (Malone 2007).

In Portugal, terrorism and war are distant realities, even if made close by (social) media.
However, financial uncertainty is very present, with an economic crisis that culminated
in an international bailout in 2011 (Suleman and Figueiredo 2019). Rising unemployment
(particularly youth unemployment), generalised wage cuts, and a return to (now also
highly skilled) emigration (Pereira and Lains 2011; Cruces et al. 2015; Observatório da
Emigração 2015) produced a “brain drain” and general disenchantment among young
people (Cerdeira et al. 2016, p. 68). Precarious lower-paying jobs have grown, especially for
new entrants, affecting young people’s employment expectations and decisions (Suleman
and Figueiredo 2019).

The ubiquitous presence of technology (e.g., wireless Internet, smartphones, tracking
devices) is another key feature (Pichler et al. 2021). Internet access in family households
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in Portugal rose from 15% in 2002 to 84.5% in 2020, 96.7% of which through broadband
(INE 2020), which means most Portuguese youngsters have grown up with easy access
to the Internet at home. Gen Zs are innately intimate with technology (Pichler et al.
2021), routinely spending extensive time on social media, where they connect with friends
and create a sense of community (Childers and Boatwright 2020). They are emotionally
attached to their mobile devices and Internet connection (Turner 2015). They are used to
having immediate access to their friends and the information they need online (Pichler
et al. 2021), as well as constant social recognition, prompting concerns for the need for
instant gratification, no time for reflection or idleness (Turner 2015), increase in narcissistic
behaviour (Weiser 2015) and declining emotional health (Pichler et al. 2021).

1.2. Work Values

Work values represent beliefs related to desired outcomes or aspects of work (Elizur
et al. 1991; Judge and Bretz 1992; Lukeš et al. 2019; Ros et al. 1999), serving as criteria for
individuals to evaluate work attributes, activities, and results (Elizur et al. 1991; Cogin
2012). As such, they can be expressed as preferences, goals, and expectations (Elizur et al.
1991; Ros et al. 1999; Cennamo and Gardner 2008). They are associated with a number of
relevant work-related attitudes and behaviours, including job choice decisions (Judge and
Bretz 1992), career intentions (Hirschi and Fischer 2013), entrepreneurial drive (Lukeš et al.
2019), and career satisfaction in later life (Chow et al. 2017).

One of the more established work values frameworks is the three-dimensional config-
uration that distinguishes among intrinsic (relating to the meaning and interest of the work
itself), extrinsic (material benefits such as salary and security), and social values (sense of
belonging and social relations with co-workers and supervisors) (Ros et al. 1999; Twenge
et al. 2010; De Cooman and Dries 2012).

Work values seem to emerge and evolve during adolescence and are fairly stable from
early adulthood (Hirschi and Fischer 2013; Papavasileiou and Lyons 2015; Chow et al.
2017). Although in previous generations, students’ work values shifted as they started
working, they seemed to remain similar in the school-to-work transition in the case of
millennials (Kuron et al. 2015), which means the work values of university students may
be a good predictor of later-life work values and related outcomes (Chow et al. 2017).

Variation across generations has received particular attention, with several studies
reporting significant differences in the work values of successive generations (e.g., Cen-
namo and Gardner 2008; Cogin 2012; Krahn and Galambos 2014). One central argument
to explain generational variation is exposure to different sociocultural environments that
shape values and expectations. People in the same generational cohort are socialised within
a specific environment marked by economic, social, cultural, technological, and political
salient events. The environment evolves and changes over time, exerting diverse influence
over different generations (Macky et al. 2008; De Hauw and De Vos 2010), particularly in
the formative years (Lyons and Kuron 2014).

Johnson et al. (2012) argue that conditions of unemployment and precarious jobs, or
employment unrelated to career expectations, can weaken extrinsic and intrinsic values,
respectively, and they show that extrinsic values are stronger in early adulthood rather
than later in life, which is corroborated by recent research of young Europeans (Rainsford
et al. 2019). Rainsford et al. (2019) also find that those who feel overqualified place more
value on extrinsic rewards (Rainsford et al. 2019). Appreciation for intrinsic values has
varied little across generations (Gallie 2019; Twenge et al. 2010), with a decrease noted in
some studies (Cennamo and Gardner 2008). Extrinsic work values, in turn, are reported
to be on the rise across previous generations (Krahn and Galambos 2014; Lyons et al.
2015; Twenge and Donnelly 2016). In millennials (the generation prior to Gen Z), social
values are often prominent (Cennamo and Gardner 2008; Ng et al. 2010). Gen Zs, however,
seem to rely more on electronic communication and spend less time in less in-person social
interaction, resulting in underdeveloped social skills (Pichler et al. 2021).
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Very little, if anything, has been published in international journals about the work
values of Portuguese individuals. An exception is Chaves et al. (2016), who studied the
work values of 1000 graduates of the two main universities in Lisbon. The data were
collected in 2011, and 75% of the sample were aged up to 31, in what can be considered a
sample of millennials. Only the Intrinsic and Extrinsic dimensions were included. Results
indicate Portuguese millennials’ highest priority is to have financial autonomy from parents
(extrinsic), closely followed by having an interesting job (intrinsic), one that allows them
knowledge acquisition and autonomy. A secure, stable, and high-wage job (extrinsic)
comes last (although still highly scored).

Based on these results, and considering the effect of the recession mentioned above
(Johnson et al. 2012; Rainsford et al. 2019), we expect Portuguese Gen Z to score higher on
extrinsic than on intrinsic values. For expectations about social values, we rely on cultural
aspects. The Globe project reveals that one of the dominant characteristics of Portuguese
culture is a high in-group collectivist orientation with a strong appreciation of social loyalty
and group ties (Jesuíno 2007). So, we anticipate Portuguese Gen Z to place social values
on top.

1.3. The Impact of Work Values on Work Preferences

We focus specifically on the impact of work values on preference for some organisa-
tional attributes that are highly salient to university students before entering the job market,
namely company size and expected entry salary (Cable and Turban 2001; Demel et al. 2019).
The link between work values and these preferences can be explained by classical motiva-
tional theories. Herzberg’s two-factor theory, for example, proposes that satisfier factors (or
motivators) such as achievement, responsibility, and interesting work meet intrinsic needs,
whereas dissatisfaction avoidance (or hygiene) factors such as work conditions, status, and
security constitute extrinsic incentives (Herzberg 2003). Hill’s affiliation motivation theory
explains how people’s affiliation needs are met by social rewards such as interpersonal
closeness and communion or attention and praise (Hill 1987).

Previous studies found that young candidates have distinct preferences for employer
size (Demel et al. 2019). Larger companies provide higher earnings and stability, more
fringe benefits, and better promotion opportunities but allow employees less autonomy
(Kalleberg and Buren 1996), therefore ensuring mainly extrinsic rewards. This holds true
for Portugal (Suleman and Figueiredo 2019). Organisational climate is also expected to
be less sociable in larger organisations (Payne and Mansfield 1973) and perceived by
employees as offering lower organisational support and less flexibility in dealing with
individual needs (Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002), which may be less socially rewarding.
More entrepreneurially inclined people, who value variety over long-term security, prefer
smaller, less bureaucratic firms (Sørensen 2007), where their intrinsic needs are more likely
to be met. We would, therefore, expect young people with stronger intrinsic and social
values to prefer smaller companies and those with stronger extrinsic values to prefer
larger firms.

Salary is another major factor in job choice decisions (Demel et al. 2019) and was
especially valued by the millennial generation (Ng et al. 2010). Valuing high salaries is
associated with extrinsic values (Rainsford et al. 2019). Unemployment and insecurity
can justify Gen Z’s concern with financial security (Williams and Page 2011) but may also
weaken extrinsic values (Johnson et al. 2012). On the other hand, Portugal is characterised
by low salaries, aggravated by the bailout intervention (Suleman and Figueiredo 2019). So,
we expect Portuguese Gen Z not to expect high wages despite valuing financial security.

2. Methods
2.1. Sample

Birth dates proposed to define Gen Z range from 1991 (Malone 2007) to 2000 (Pichler
et al. 2021). For our study, we use 1995 as the reference (Twenge et al. 2017). The eldest of
this generation was, therefore, 23 years old at the time of data collection.
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University students were chosen as a population of interest as they fit Gen Z’s age
range and are in the process of higher-education-to-work transition. To collect data, we
conducted an online survey of Portuguese Gen Z’s work values, administered to students
of business and technology degrees from the main universities in Portugal (Minho, Porto,
Aveiro, Coimbra, Lisbon, Nova Lisbon, Catholic Lisbon, ISCTE) between February and
April 2018, using e-mail databases, digital communication platforms and the action of
student leaders to mobilise participation. We received 3375 questionnaires from which we
eliminated 26 (0.77%) because they were very incomplete or showed evidence that answers
were given indiscriminately (with all answers positioned in categories 1, 4, or 7 on the
Likert scales) (Malhotra 2020). From the resulting 3349 valid questionnaires, a sample of
300 responses was randomly extracted to perform an exploratory factor analysis, and the
remaining sample of 3049 responses was used to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis
and further data analysis.

2.2. Variables and Measures

We measured three dimensions of work values: Intrinsic (the meaning and interest
of the work itself), extrinsic (material benefits such as salary and job security), and social
(social relations with co-workers and supervisors). An initial pool of 19 items was built
based on Berthon et al.’s (2005) scale of employer attractiveness, which measures the
“envisioned benefits” of working for an organisation. This conception is similar to our
definition of work values as preferences and expectations about work and the workplace
(Judge and Bretz 1992; Ros et al. 1999). The items were subject to a process of translation
and back-translation (Behling and Law 2000) and were analysed for adequacy by two top
recruitment managers and one HRM academic. A reduced list of 15 items (Table 1) was
submitted to a pilot test with 50 students to evaluate adequacy, understandability, and
phrasing, resulting in minor adjustments.

Table 1. Work values scores.

Rank Work Values When Choosing an Employer, How Important Are the
Following Aspects? (1—Not at All; 7—Absolutely Important) Mean SD

1 I “Working in an exciting environment” 5.96 0.856
2 S “Having a good relationship with my colleagues” 5.93 0.912
3 S “Feeling accepted and have a sense of belonging” 5.90 1.001

4 I “Working in an enterprising place, with innovative work
practices and a vision for the future” 5.88 1.002

5 E “Having good promotion opportunities within the organisation” 5.82 0.944
6 S “Having a good relationship with my superiors” 5.75 0.971
7 S “Having supporting and encouraging colleagues” 5.67 1.078
8 E “Having job security and stability” 5.67 1.024

9 I “Working in an organisation that produces high-quality
products and services” 5.57 1.047

10 I “Working in an organisation that values creativity and uses my
creative abilities” 5.55 1.099

11 S “Having a fun work environment” 5.49 1.183
12 E “Having an attractive overall compensation package” 5.48 0.960
13 E “Having an above-average basic salary” 5.42 0.922
14 E “Hands-on interdepartmental experience” 1 5.34 1.020

15 I “Working in an organisation that produces
innovative/attractive/exciting products and services” 5.29 1.066

1 (S) Social (5 items) 5.75 0.800
2 (I) Intrinsic (5 items) 5.65 0.777
3 (E) Extrinsic (4 items) 5.60 0.745

Notes: Mean and standard deviation values for CFA sample; N = 3049; 1 item 14 excluded in the exploratory factor analysis stage for
cross-loadings.
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In the final questionnaire, students were asked to respond to the question “When
choosing an employer, how important are the following aspects?”, assessing the 15 items
on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely important) Likert scale. Students were also asked about
their monthly salary expectations upon graduation (in euros). They preferred company
size for first employer (micro, small, medium, and large, along with the specifications of
the European Commission (2003)). Other classification questions included age, gender,
area of study (business vs. technology), and expected final grade. Subsequent exploratory
and confirmatory factor analysis (described ahead) led to the refinement of the scales. The
final three-factor work values structure, therefore, comprises 14 items.

2.3. Data Analysis

We used IBM® SPSS® 26.0 to conduct the descriptive analysis and to test the structure
of the data with a subsample of 300 responses randomly extracted from the total sample
(3349), following the recommendations regarding the stability and replicability of structural
analyses (Gunuc and Kuzu 2015; Field 2018). The initial item analysis identified two
potential problematic items from the extrinsic values factor (“Have an above-average basic
salary”; “Having job security and stability.”) with corrected item-to-total correlations and
an average item-to-item correlation below the recommended thresholds of 0.50 and 0.30,
respectively (Hair et al. 2014). We decided to keep these items for further analysis as they
presented acceptable correlations (≥0.310) with the group of items of the same expected
common factor (extrinsic values).

The pool of 15 items was subject to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal
component analysis (PCA) and varimax rotation. The initial rotated component matrix
revealed the expected structure, with the variables presenting high loadings on a common
factor. The exception was the item “Hands-on interdepartmental experience” (extrin-
sic value) that presented significant loadings on two factors, justifying its elimination.
The final 14 items solution (Table 2) presented a significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity
(χ2(91) = 1688,490, p ≤ 0.001), suggesting the appropriateness of using the factor analytic
model on this set of data, and a high Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value (KMO = 0.875) indicative
of a strong relationship among variables, which made further analysis acceptable. The
social, intrinsic, and extrinsic work values factors presented eigenvalues higher than 1 and
together explained 60.62% of the variance, exceeding the suggested 60 percent threshold for
a satisfactory solution (Hair et al. 2014). All variables loaded under the expected common
factor, the factor loadings of the 14 items ranged from 0.555 to 0.848, and no significant
cross-loadings were observed, indicating a well-defined structure (Hair et al. 2014). The
internal consistency of the three-factor scale was assessed using Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha (α). The Cronbach’s alpha for the entire scale (α = 0.877) and for the social (α = 0.849),
intrinsic (α = 0.807), and extrinsic (α = 0.742) work values factors were higher than the
0.70 threshold (Hair et al. 2014), suggesting good internal consistency of the scale and of
the three subscales.

To confirm the goodness-of-fit of the factor structure to the collected data and the
reliability and validity of the measures, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
with the remaining sample of 3049 respondents using IBM® SPSS® AMOSTM 26.0. This
sample shows very similar characteristics to the EFA sample (Table 3). The maximum
likelihood method was used to estimate the population parameters from sample data, as it
maximises the probability that the model results from the observed data (Kline 2011). The
assumption of normal distribution of the variables required by the maximum likelihood
estimation was verified: the highest values of 0.846 for skewness and for 0.835 for kurtosis
are far below the thresholds of 2 and 7, respectively (Finney and DiStefano 2006). The
model comprising the three work values factors with 14 observable variables presented
a good fit to the data (χ2(74) = 935.792, p ≤ 0.001; CFI = 0.954; RMSEA = 0.062, p ≤ 0.001,
90% CI (0.058, 0.065); SRMR = 0.047) according to recommended thresholds (Kline 2011;
Hair et al. 2014).
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Table 2. Work values factors (PCA with a subsample of 300).

Dimensions

Values/Items Social Intrinsic Extrinsic

Eigenvalues 5.492 1.671 1.323
Variance explained (total: 60.62%) 39.23% 11.94% 9.45%

Cronbach’s Alpha (total 14 items: 0.864) 0.849 0.807 0.742
Mean average (total: 5.685) 5.690 5.625 5.754

Variance (total: 0.046) 0.036 0.076 0.038

“Having a good relationship with my colleagues” 0.848
“Having supporting and encouraging colleagues” 0.775
“Feeling accepted and have a sense of belonging” 0.765
“Having a good relationship with my superiors” 0.709

“Having a fun work environment” 0.605

“Working in an enterprising place, with innovative work practices
and a vision for the future” 0.789

“Working in an organisation that values creativity and uses my
creative abilities” 0.308 0.739

“Working in an exciting environment” 0.691
“Working in an organisation that produces

innovative/attractive/exciting products and services” 0.674 0.389

“An organisation that produces high-quality products and services” 0.623 0.305

“Having an above-average basic salary” 0.815
“Having an attractive overall compensation package” 0.779

“Having good promotion opportunities within the organisation” 0.703
“Having job security and stability” 0.555

Notes: N = 300; KMO = 0.875; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: χ2(66) 1688,490; p ≤ 0.001; extraction method: principal component analysis;
rotation method: varimax with Kaiser normalisation; loadings below 0.30 were suppressed.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of respondents and job preferences for EFA and CFA samples.

Variable
EFA CFA

N % Mean SD N % Mean SD

Gender 300 100.0 3049 100.0
Female 163 54.3 1658 54.4
Male 137 45.7 1391 45.6

Age 300 100.0 20.91 1.623 3049 100.0 20.89 1.560

Area of studies 300 100.0 3049 100.0
Business 162 54.0 1645 54.0

Technology 138 46.0 1404 46.0

Expected final grade (out of 20) 300 100.0 14.98 1.587 3049 100.0 14.80 1.421

Expected monthly salary (in Euros) 300 100.0 €1097.76 €670.06 3049 100.0 €1071.19 €516.71

Preference for employer size
(# employees + sales volume) 300 100.0 3049 100.0

Large (>250 employees; >50 m €) 98 32.7 989 32.5
Medium (50–250 employees; 10–50 m €) 130 43.3 1315 43.1

Small (10–49 employees; 2–10 m €) 59 19.7 638 20.9
Micro (<10 employees; ≤2 m €) 13 4.3 107 3.5

Notes: The CFA sample (N = 3049) is used as the reference to characterise our respondents; all subsequent analyses were conducted using
this sample.

The reliability and validity of the three-factor scale attested to the good quality of the
measures. The internal consistency was confirmed by the high standardised factor loadings
(from 0.604 to 0.831), the Cronbach’s alpha for the entire scale (0.861) and for each factor
(from 0.776 to 0.832), and composite reliability (CR) (from 0.776 to 0.861) estimates above the
recommended cutoff point of 0.70 (Hair et al. 2014). The factors also evidenced convergent
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validity, as the average variance extracted (AVE) estimates, ranging from 0.467 to 0.555,
were close or higher than the advocated threshold of 0.50 (Hair et al. 2014). Additionally,
the factors exhibited discriminant validity, as the values of the square root of the AVE
exceeded the correlations of each factor to all other factors (Fornell and Larcker 1981),
suggesting the presence of distinct and uncorrelated factors (Table 4).

Table 4. Work values scale reliability and validity assessment.

Work
Values

Factor
Loadings α CR AVE 1 2 3

1. Social 0.683–0.817 0.832 0.861 0.555 0.745
2. Intrinsic 0.640–0.831 0.822 0.836 0.508 0.481 *** 0.712
3. Extrinsic 0.604–0.768 0.776 0.776 0.467 0.419 *** 0.438 *** 0.683

Notes: N = 3049; SD—standard deviation; α—Cronbach’s alpha; CR—composite reliability; AVE -average
variance extracted; *** p ≤ 0.001; square root of the AVE in bold on the diagonal compared with the inter-construct
correlations to test discriminant validity.

After assessing the quality of the scale, we proceeded with the data analysis using the
sample of 3049 respondents to evaluate the influence of work values of young people about
to enter the job market on work-related preferences. We employed multinomial logistic
regression models (Hosmer et al. 2013) for the dependent categorical variable “employer
size”, and multiple regression analysis (Hair et al. 2014) for the dependent continuous
variable “expected salary”. “Gender” and “area of studies” were transformed into dummy
variables and used together with “expected final grade” as control variables in all regression
models. We used the nonparametric bootstrapping approach in the regression models
to obtain the interval estimates, as it does not require distribution assumptions (Efron
and Tibshirani 1993). The regressions models were estimated using bootstrapping with
5000 samples to estimate coverage probabilities for 99% confidence intervals, using the
bias-corrected and accelerated method to correct for the bias and skewness of the bootstrap
parameter estimates (Efron and Tibshirani 1993).

3. Results

Our reference CFA sample (Table 3) comprises 54.4% female students, with ages
ranging from 18 to 23 (M = 20.89, SD = 1.560), studying business (54.0%) and technol-
ogy (46.0%). The expected final grade ranged from 10 to 20, averaging 14.80 out of 20
(SD = 1.421). Prospective monthly salary ranged from €500 to €9000, with a mean of
€1071.19 (SD = €516.71), with female students expecting lower entry salaries (M = €1007.87,
SD = 474.594) than their male colleagues (M = €1146.66, SD = 553.981). The difference was
statistically significant (t(3,047) = −7.450, p ≤ 0.001) with a medium effect size (d = −0.271)
(Cohen 1988). Most students prefer medium-sized (43.1%) and large companies (32.5%). A
smaller group prefers small companies (20.9%) and a minority favours micro-firms (3.5%).

The evaluation of work values (Table 1) evidence a bias towards the positive end
of the scale, perhaps due to the desirable representation of the items. Table 1 shows the
mean of the items in each factor, revealing social work values to be the highest (M = 5.75,
SD = 0.800), followed by intrinsic (M = 5.65, SD = 0.777) and extrinsic work values (M = 5.60,
SD = 0.745).

To explain the effect of work values on preferred employer size, we used a multinomial
logistic regression main-effects model (Hosmer et al. 2013) with 5000 bootstrap samples.
“Large firms” was defined as the baseline category. The model is statistically significant
(χ2(18) = 142.139, p ≤ 0.001) (Table 5).
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Table 5. Multinomial logistic regression for preferred employer size.

BCa 99% CI 4

Firm Size 1 Variables B SE OR p B

Micro

Intercept 3.481 1.640 0.034 [−0.763, 7.435]
Social 0.216 0.160 1.241 0.173 [−0.197, 0.662]

Extrinsic −0.731 0.140 0.482 0.000 [−1.073, −0.391]
Intrinsic 0.182 0.160 1.199 0.247 [−0.199, 0.611]
Gender 2 0.091 0.219 1.095 0.675 [−0.509, 0.642]

Area of study 3 0.005 0.213 1.005 0.986 [−0.516, 0.654]
Expected grade −0.269 0.077 0.764 0.000 [−0.469, −0.078]

Small

Intercept 4.694 0.744 0.000 [2.781, 6.528]
Social 0.158 0.074 1.171 0.038 [−0.035, 0.385]

Extrinsic −0.429 0.077 0.651 0.000 [−0.638, −0.218]
Intrinsic 0.116 0.077 1.123 0.133 [−0.082, 0.313]
Gender 2 −0.219 0.106 0.804 0.038 [−0.497, 0.045]

Area of study 3 −0.182 0.106 0.834 0.093 [−0.473, 0.106]
Expected grade −0.277 0.037 0.758 0.000 [−0.374, −0.176]

Medium

Intercept 3.235 0.619 0.000 [1.641, 4.747]
Social 0.135 0.061 1.145 0.030 [−0.033, 0.297]

Extrinsic −0.213 0.065 0.808 0.003 [−0.383, −0.031]
Intrinsic 0.011 0.063 1.011 0.858 [−0.144, 0.179]
Gender 2 −0.381 0.088 0.683 0.000 [−0.595, −0.151]

Area of study 3 −0.165 0.087 0.848 0.047 [−0.414, 0.044]
Expected grade −0.156 0.030 0.856 0.000 [−0.233, −0.075]

Notes: N = 3049; baseline categories—1 “large firms”, 2 “female”, 3 “business”; 4 bootstrapping with 5000 samples, 99% confidence
interval—bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa); χ2(18) = 143.162, p ≤ 0.001; –2 log likelihood = 6860.992; Nagelkerke R2 = 0.051.

Holding all other independent variables constant, extrinsic work values, gender, and
expected grade partially explain the preference for company size (Nagelkerke R2 = 0.051).
For those who favour extrinsic work values, the odds of preferring larger employers in-
crease with the size of the firm (ORMicro = 0.482, p ≤ 0.001; ORSmall = 0.651, p ≤ 0.001;
ORMedium = 0.808, p = 0.001), meaning these students are, respectively, 51.8%, 34.9% and
19.2% less likely to prefer micro, small and medium when compared to large companies.
Academic achievement in the form of expected final grades also explains students’ prefer-
ence for larger employers. Students expecting higher grades are 23.6%, 24.2%, and 14.4%
less likely to prefer micro (ORMicro = 0.764, p = 0.001), small (ORSmall = 0.758, p ≤ 0.001)
and medium (ORMedium = 0.856, p ≤ 0.001) rather than large firms. Gender is only rel-
evant in the preference for medium-sized firms: compared to their female colleagues,
male students are 31.7% less likely to choose medium-sized rather than large companies
(ORMedium = 0.683, p ≤ 0.001).

To examine salary expectations, we used multiple linear regression with 5000 samples
bootstrap and hierarchical block-wise entry method (Field 2018). The final parsimonious
model is significant, explaining 5.2% of the variance (F(6,3041) = 27.831 p ≤ 0.001; R2 = 0.052)
(Table 6). As expected, extrinsic work values are the strongest predictor of anticipated entry
salary (β = 0.142; p ≤ 0.001). Intrinsic values are also positively related to salary expectations
(β = 0.061; p = 0.004). On the contrary, social values have a negative relationship with the
expected entry salary, which means that, as students’ preferences for social values increase,
their salary expectations decrease (β = −0.137; p ≤ 0.001).
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Table 6. Multiple linear regression for expected entry salary.

BCa 99% CI 3

Model Variables B SE β p B

1 Intercept 856.892 88.933 0.000 [684.778, 1041.453]
Social −98.691 13.165 −0.153 0.000 [−153.993, −53.365]

Extrinsic 98.226 13.609 0.142 0.000 [66.598, 133.574]
Intrinsic 40.972 13.605 0.062 0.006 [4.683, 77.449]

2 Intercept 362.557 129.905 0.004 [46.657, 698.456]
Social −88.789 13.079 −0.137 0.000 [−145.526, −42.773]

Extrinsic 98.802 13.495 0.142 0.000 [67.632, 135.282]
Intrinsic 40.792 13.480 0.061 0.005 [4.548, 78.715]
Gender 1 142.091 18.811 0.137 0.000 [93.227, 192.735]

Area of studies 2 16.499 18.691 0.016 0.373 [−27.812, 64.742]
Expected grade 24.418 6.439 0.067 0.000 [5.261, 43.288]

Notes: N = 3049; dependent variable: expected enter salary; Model 1: F(3, 3044) = 31.626 p ≤ 0.001; R2 = 0.030; VIF 1.207<->1.314; tolerance
0.761 <-> 0.828; Model 2 F(6,3041) = 27.831 p ≤ 0.001; R2 = 0.052; VIF 1.005<->1.318; tolerance 0.759 <->0.995; baseline categories—1 “male”,
2 “business”; 3 bootstrapping with 5000 samples, 99% confidence interval—bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa).

Apart from work values, gender is relevant (β = 0.137, p ≤ 0.001), with female students
expecting to earn on average €138.79 less per month at the beginning of their career than
their male colleagues (cfr. t-test on p. 8). Students anticipating better grades equally
envisage higher earning (β = 0.067, p ≤ 0.001). The area of studies does not explain
differences in entry salary expectations.

We also explored differences in work values according to the students’ profile using
independent t-test with bootstrapping (Table 7). In terms of gender, female students’ rate
all working values higher than their male colleagues. Social values present the highest
mean difference (female M = 5.83 vs. male M = 5.65, SE = 0.029; t(2,906) = 6.214, p ≤
0.001; d = 0.227), followed by extrinsic work values (female M = 5.65 vs. male M = 5.54,
SE = 0.027; t(2,902) = 2.902, p ≤ 0.001; d = 0.146) and, to a lesser extent, intrinsic work values
(female M = 5.68 vs. male M = 5.61, SE = 0.028; t(2,921) = 2.763, p = 0.005; d = 0.101). Apart
from gender, only students’ area of study has a significant relationship with work values,
with technology students expressing slightly stronger intrinsic work values than business
students (technology M = 5.69 vs. business M = 5.61, SE = 0.028; t(3,003) = 2.805, p = 0.005;
d = 0.102).

Table 7. Significant differences in work values according to students’ profiles.

BCa 99% CI 1

Work
Values Variables N Mean t df Mean

Diff
SE

Diff p Mean Diff. Cohen’s
d

Social
Female 1658 5.83

6.214 2 2906 0.180 0.029 0.000 [0.106, 0.256] 0.227Male 1391 5.65

Intrinsic
Female 1658 5.68

2.763 2 2921 0.078 0.028 0.008 [0.038, 0.172] 0.101Male 1391 5.61

Extrinsic
Female 1658 5.65

3.063 2 2902 0.108 0.027 0.005 [0.007, 0.150] 0.146Male 1391 5.54

Intrinsic
Technology 1404 5.69

2.805 2 3003 0.079 0.028 0.005 [0.007, 0.152] 0.102Business 1645 5.61

Notes: N = 3049; 1 bootstrapping with 5000 samples, 99% confidence interval—bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa); 2 Levene’s test: equal
variances not assumed.
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4. Discussion

Given the lack of studies about Gen Z’s work values at the higher education-to-work
transition stage, we cannot compare our results with other studies of Gen Z. So, we refer to
what is known about previous generations, in particular, Gen Y (or Millennials) at a similar
age and life stage, to frame our depiction of Gen Z’s perceptions and preferences.

The first noteworthy aspect is that all work values were very highly scored. Other
studies find that younger people rate work values higher than older adults (Cennamo and
Gardner 2008; Johnson et al. 2012). So, this could be a trait of this life stage.

Otherwise, Portuguese Gen Z students place social values above all, followed by
Intrinsic and Extrinsic values. This confirms our predictions that social values would come
on top. Despite fears that Gen Zs may have difficulties in socialising in person (Turner
2015; Pichler et al. 2021) and prefer to connect socially online (Clark 2017), Portuguese Gen
Zs still place a high value on fitting in the workplace and having positive relationships
with colleagues and superiors. It may also be that, for digital natives, online interactions
are perfectly appropriate to satisfy the need for social connection and belonging (Childers
and Boatwright 2020). Prioritising social work values seems to be uncommon in studies of
other countries, an exception being New Zealanders of different generations (Cennamo
and Gardner 2008). Some sources suggest that younger generations value the working
environment more as they expect work and personal spheres to be connected (Hansen
and Leuty 2011). In the case of Portuguese Gen Z, this no doubt also reflects the affiliative
nature of the Portuguese culture (Jesuíno 2007).

Intrinsic values come second in students’ evaluation, contradicting our expectations
that extrinsic values would be higher. Portuguese Gen Z seems to value work that is
interesting and challenging, even though they remain conscious of the need for material
security. These results are similar to those found by Chaves et al. (2016) regarding Por-
tuguese millennials and align with studies of European millennials that point to intrinsic
values being more salient than extrinsic values (De Cooman and Dries 2012; Papavasileiou
and Lyons 2015). Twenge et al. (2010) and Twenge and Donnelly (2016) find intrinsic values
to be consistently higher than extrinsic values across generations of Americans but note a
trend towards the decrease in intrinsic and increase in extrinsic values. These dimensions
may be levelling out with Gen Z, likely affected by the contemporary context of recession
and unemployment (Johnson et al. 2012), justifying a preference for long-term job security,
also recently found by Demel et al. (2019) in European university students.

Gender differences were observed relative to work values, with female students rating
all work values higher than males, similarly to the findings of Rainsford et al. (2019). Other
studies, however, tend to find that intrinsic values are higher in women; and extrinsic
values are unaffected by gender (e.g., Gallie 2019; Krahn and Galambos 2014) or higher in
males (e.g., Terjesen et al. 2007; Hirschi and Fischer 2013; Chow et al. 2017). So, these results
could be indicative of a new trend in Gen Z or a specific trait of the Portuguese sample.

The only other significant difference in work values was observed between technology
and business students, with the former expressing higher intrinsic values. Earlier studies
have found high scores among technology graduates regarding preference for a challenging
job and being motivated by and passionate about work (Jain and Jain 2013).

Apart from describing the work values of Portuguese Gen Z, we also examined
how work values influence their preference for highly salient job characteristics, namely
employer size, and expected salary. As for the preference for company size, only extrinsic
work values emerged as significant. Supporting our expectations from the literature
(e.g., Demel et al. 2019; Kalleberg and Buren 1996; Sørensen 2007), students valuing
extrinsic rewards expect to get them in large companies. The absence of social values is
noteworthy, as we expected this to influence a preference for smaller companies (Rhoades
and Eisenberger 2002). Maybe large companies are better at publicising a good work
environment, counteracting this effect. It is also likely that university students have more
information about larger companies, either through the media or recruitment campaigns,
and are thus more drawn to them. This is reinforced in students expecting higher grades,
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who prefer larger companies. Female students’ preference for medium-sized companies
is hard to explain. It may reflect a belief that medium-sized employers will provide more
sociable workplaces while still ensuring extrinsic rewards.

Finally, and unsurprisingly (e.g., Schweitzer et al. 2014; Wan et al. 2014), valuing
extrinsic rewards is associated with expectations of high earnings, while social values are
negatively related to salary expectations. Students with higher extrinsic values naturally
prize higher wages, and those with higher social values are prepared to sacrifice financial
earnings for a friendly workplace. More unexpected is the fact that intrinsic work values
are also positively related to salary expectations, although the effect is small. Perhaps
students associate the enterprising and innovative companies they would like to work for
with successful employers whom they expect to value and reward employees.

Gender turned out to have an impact on salary expectations, with female students
expressing lower aspirations, in line with previous studies. Female Gen Zs anticipate
earning €138.79, or 12%, less per month than their male counterparts. This mirrors findings
for previous generations (e.g., Terjesen et al. 2007; Ng et al. 2010) and aligns with the
literature asserting that men and women develop different career priorities and preferences
for job attributes that affect, among others, their expectations towards salary (Fernandes
et al. 2021; Schweitzer et al. 2014). It is also reflective of recent findings that women in
Portugal are more likely to enter the job market through low-paying non-standard jobs
(Suleman and Figueiredo 2019).

Apart from gender, expected final grade also emerged as relevant in explaining
students’ job preferences: higher achieving students are more disposed towards large
employers and expect higher salaries. These preferences may be explained by the higher
levels of self-confidence (Nicholson et al. 2013) and self-efficacy (Schunk 1991) typically
observed in students reporting higher grades, justifying stronger beliefs about their own
capabilities and greater ambition for first employment.

5. Conclusions

We surveyed over 3000 Portuguese university students, allowing us to depict Gen
Z’s work values. This generation, born after the Internet, has previously been studied as
children and adolescents, but not as university-attending students, for whom entering the
job market is imminent. Understanding their work values in the higher education-to-work
transition phase is therefore highly relevant, especially for employers targeting Gen Zs
(Judge and Bretz 1992; Casper et al. 2013; Lukeš et al. 2019).

We find that Portuguese Gen Zs value social values above all, followed by Intrinsic
and Extrinsic work values. This arrangement is not commonly found in studies of other
generations and other countries, potentially pointing to a specific profile of this generation
or of this generation in Portugal. Gender differences were noted, with female students
valuing all dimensions more than males. More relevant is the difference in salary prospects,
with women demonstrating lower aspirations.

Knowledge about individual work values becomes all the more relevant as workers
are said to be increasingly more reliant on their own values rather than their employers’
when making career decisions (Kuron et al. 2015). So, our results can guide employers
in designing more segmented and effective recruitment strategies to attract this younger
generation, as well as develop HR strategies to suit their work values and keep them
engaged during their stay in the company. To address the prominence of social work
values, evidence of a social and friendly work environment with supporting co-workers
and encouraging supervisors should be highlighted in recruitment. After hiring Gen Zs,
effective socialisation programmes and teamwork support tools should be implemented
(Pichler et al. 2021). Employers should also stress an innovative, creative and exciting
atmosphere where Gen Zs encounter challenging and meaningful work to match intrinsic
work values, particularly when hiring technology graduates who value intrinsic aspects
especially. Although extrinsic values came last, they were still highly valued by this sample.
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Employers need to be prepared to offer attractive compensation packages, promotion
opportunities, and tangible rewards that address Gen Z’s concern for financial security.

To tackle the gender gap in salaries, employers should also be aware that young
women value salary and security above their male colleagues but have lower initial ex-
pectations, curtailing their already less effective negotiation abilities (Mazei et al. 2020).
This may determine differences in salaries both at the beginning of their careers and in the
future (Fernandes et al. 2021; Schweitzer et al. 2014). Relying more on objective criteria and
overall market references and less on individual negotiations may provide a fairer starting
point to young women’s careers.

Despite the psychometric quality of our scale, the study has some limitations. Firstly,
the sample is restricted to university students attending the main universities in Portugal
and may not be representative of all Portuguese Gen Z. Although student samples seem to
be reliable in work values studies (Kuron et al. 2015), we would treat these results as an
initial empirical contribution that requires consolidation in future studies. Additionally, the
variance explained is small concerning employer size preference and expected entry salary,
suggesting the relevance of considering other psychological (De Hauw and De Vos 2010;
Schweitzer et al. 2014) and work-related variables in the model, such as the centrality of
work in individuals’ lives (Gallie 2019; Lukeš et al. 2019), which modulates the importance
of works values in young people’s choices. Finally, this study carries all the constraints of a
cross-sectional study, including the inability to overcome the age-cohort-period confound
(Rudolph et al. 2018).

Despite these limitations, this study provides important and much-needed empirical
evidence that can be built upon by future work. Additional empirical studies on Gen Z as
adults are called for in order to validate the emergence of a new distinct generation. This
must be further corroborated by studies that compare Gen Z with previous generations.
Although we relate our results to comparable findings in the literature, a direct comparison
is obviously required. It will also be relevant to monitor Gen Z’s transition into working
life, possibly through longitudinal research, and examine whether actual work experience
changes their work values, priorities, and career aspirations, as is expected (Krahn and
Galambos 2014). Future work on Gen Z in other countries will also provide grounds
for international comparison and test whether our results are specific to this Portuguese
sample. The effect of gender also merits continued attention.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.S. and A.C.; methodology, J.S. and A.C.; formal analysis,
J.S. and A.C.; investigation, J.S. and A.C.; data curation, J.S. and A.C.; writing—original draft
preparation, J.S. and A.C.; writing—review and editing, J.S. and A.C.; All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This paper is financed by National Funds of the FCT – Portuguese Foundation for Science
and Technology within the project «UIDB/03182/2020».

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines for
Ethics in Social Science and Humanities of the European Commission.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data will be available on request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
Behling, Orlando, and Kenneth S. Law. 2000. Translating Questionnaires and Other Research Instruments. Thousand Oaks: Sage

Publications. [CrossRef]
Berthon, Pierre, Michael Ewing, and Li Lian Hah. 2005. Captivating company: Dimensions of attractiveness in employer branding.

International Journal of Advertising. [CrossRef]
Bridges, Teresa. 2015. 5 Ways the Workplace Needs to Change to Get the Most out of Generation Z. Available online: https:

//www.fastcompany.com/3049848/5-ways-the-workplace-needs-to-change-to-get-the-most-out-of-generation-z (accessed on
10 July 2017).

http://doi.org/10.4135/9781412986373
http://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2005.11072912
https://www.fastcompany.com/3049848/5-ways-the-workplace-needs-to-change-to-get-the-most-out-of-generation-z
https://www.fastcompany.com/3049848/5-ways-the-workplace-needs-to-change-to-get-the-most-out-of-generation-z


Soc. Sci. 2021, 10, 297 14 of 16

Cable, Daniel M., and Daniel B. Turban. 2001. Establishing the dimensions, sources, and value of job seekers’ employer knowledge
during recruitment. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management 20: 115–63.

Carrington, Victoria, Jennifer Rowsell, Esther Priyadharshini, and Rebecca Westrup, eds. 2015. Generation Z: Zombies, Popular Culture
and Educating Youth. Singapore: Springer.

Casper, Wendy J., Julie Holliday Wayne, and Jennifer Grace Manegold. 2013. Who Will We Recruit? Targeting Deep- and Surface-Level
Diversity with Human Resource Policy Advertising. Human Resource Management 52: 311–32. [CrossRef]

Cennamo, Lucy, and Dianne Gardner. 2008. Generational differences in work values, outcomes and person-organisation values fit.
Journal of Managerial Psychology 23: 891–906. [CrossRef]

Cerdeira, Luísa, Maria de Lourdes Machado-Taylor, Belmiro Cabrito, Tomás Patrocínio, Rui Brites, Rui Gomes, João Teixeira Lopes,
Henrique Vaz, Paulo Peixoto, Dulce Magalhães, and et al. 2016. Brain drain and the disenchantment of being a higher education
student in Portugal. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management 38: 68–77. [CrossRef]

Chaves, Miguel, Madalena Ramos, and Rui Santos. 2016. Convergences and disparities of work orientations among recent graduates in
Portugal/Convergências e disparidades de orientações de trabalho entre os recém-licenciados em Portugal. Sociologia, Problemas e
Práticas [Online] 80: 9–29. [CrossRef]

Childers, Courtney, and Brandon Boatwright. 2020. Do Digital Natives Recognize Digital Influence? Generational Differences and
Understanding of Social Media Influencers. Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising, 1–18. [CrossRef]

Chow, Angela, Nancy L. Galambos, and Harvey J. Krahn. 2017. Work values during the transition to adulthood and mid-life satisfaction.
International Journal of Behavioral Development 41: 105–14. [CrossRef]

Clark, Kevin R. 2017. Managing Multiple Generations in the Workplace. Radiologic technology 88: 379–96.
Cogin, Julie. 2012. Are generational differences in work values fact or fiction? Multi-country evidence and implications. International

Journal of Human Resource Management 23: 2268–94. [CrossRef]
Cohen, Jacob. 1988. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. New York: Routledge. [CrossRef]
Cruces, Jesús, Ignacio Álvarez, Francisco Trillo, and Salvo Leonardi. 2015. Impact of the euro crisis on wages and collective bargaining

in southern Europe—A comparison of Italy, Portugal and Spain. In Wage Bargaining under the New European Economic Governance.
Edited by Guy Van Gyes and Thorsten Schulten. Brussels: European Trade Union Institute, pp. 93–137.

De Cooman, Rein, and Nicky Dries. 2012. Attracting Generation Y: How work values predict organizational attraction in graduating
students in Belgium. In Managing the New Workforce: International Perspectives on the Millennial Generation. Edited by Eddy Ng,
Sean T. Lyons and Linda Schweitzer. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp. 42–63.

De Hauw, Sara, and Ans De Vos. 2010. Millennials’ Career Perspective and Psychological Contract Expectations: Does the Recession
Lead to Lowered Expectations? Journal of Business and Psychology 25: 293–302. [CrossRef]

Demel, Simona, Petr Mariel, and Jürgen Meyerhoff. 2019. Job preferences of business and economics students. International Journal of
Manpower 40: 473–99. [CrossRef]

Efron, Bradley, and Robert J. Tibshirani. 1993. An Introduction to the Bootstrap. New York: Chapman and Hall.
Elizur, Dov, Ingwer Borg, Raymond Hunt, and Istvan Magyari Beck. 1991. The structure of work values: A cross cultural comparison.

Journal of Organizational Behavior 12: 21–38. [CrossRef]
European Commission. 2003. SMEs in Europe 2003. Observatory of European SMEs, no. 7. Luxembourg: European Communities.
Fernandes, Ana, Martin Huber, and Giannina Vaccaro. 2021. Gender differences in wage expectations. PLoS ONE 16: e0250892.

[CrossRef]
Field, Andy. 2018. Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS. London: Sage.
Finney, Sara J., and Christine DiStefano. 2006. Non-normal and categorical data in structural equation modeling. In Structural Equation

Modeling: A Second Course. Edited by Gregory R. Hancock and Ralph O. Mueller. Greenwich, Connecticut: Information Age
Publishing, pp. 269–314.

Fornell, Claes, and David F. Larcker. 1981. Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error: Algebra
and Statistics. Journal of Marketing Research 18: 382–88. [CrossRef]

Gallie, Duncan. 2019. Research on Work Values in a Changing Economic and Social Context. The ANNALS of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science 682: 26–42. [CrossRef]

Gunuc, Selim, and Abdullah Kuzu. 2015. Student Engagement Scale: Development, Reliability and Validity. Assessment and Evaluation
in Higher Education 40: 587–610. [CrossRef]

Hair, Joseph F., William C. Black, Berry J. Babin, and Rolph E. Anderson, eds. 2014. Multiple regression analysis. In Multivariate Data
Analysis. Essex: Pearson Education, pp. 151–312.

Hansen, Jo-Ida C., and Melanie E. Leuty. 2011. Work Values across Generations. Journal of Career Assessment 20: 34–52. [CrossRef]
Herzberg, Frederick. 2003. One more time: How do you motivate employees? Harvard Business Review 81: 87–96.
Hill, Craig A. 1987. Affiliation motivation: People who need people . . . but in different ways. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology

52: 1008. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Hirschi, Andreas, and Sebastian Fischer. 2013. Work values as predictors of entrepreneurial career intentions. Career Development

International 18: 216–31. [CrossRef]
Hosmer, David W., Stanley Lemeshow, and Rodney X. Sturdivant. 2013. Applied Logistic Regression. Hoboken: John Willey and Sons.

http://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21530
http://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904385
http://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2015.1126892
http://doi.org/10.7458/SPP2015806679
http://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2020.1830893
http://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415608518
http://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2011.610967
http://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9162-9
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-09-2017-0249
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030120103
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0250892
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002716219826038
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2014.938019
http://doi.org/10.1177/1069072711417163
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.5.1008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3585697
http://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-04-2012-0047


Soc. Sci. 2021, 10, 297 15 of 16

INE [Instituto Nacional de Estatística]. 2020. Information and Knowledge Society—Household Survey (Press Release 20 November
2020). Available online: https://www.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpid=INE&xpgid=ine_destaques&DESTAQUESdest_boui=4156
22225&DESTAQUESmodo=2 (accessed on 10 December 2020).

Jain, Ravindra, and Sheelam Jain. 2013. Conceptualization, Measure Development and Empirical Assessment of Career Oriented
Attitudes and Employability of Technology Graduates. Vision: The Journal of Business Perspective 17: 143–57. [CrossRef]

Jesuíno, Jorge Correia. 2007. Leadership and culture in Portugal. In Culture and Leadership across the World: A GLOBE Report of in-Depth
Studies of the Cultures of 25 Societies. Edited by Jagdeep S. Chhokar, Felix C. Brodbeck and Robert J. House. Mahwah: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, pp. 583–621.

Johnson, Monica Kirkpatrick, Rayna Amber Sage, and Jeylan T. Mortimer. 2012. Work Values, Early Career Difficulties, and the U.S.
Economic Recession. Social Psychology Quarterly 75: 242–67. [CrossRef]

Judge, Timothy A., and Robert D. Bretz. 1992. Effects of work values on job choice decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology 77: 261–71.
[CrossRef]

Kalleberg, Arne L., and Mark E. Van Buren. 1996. Is bigger better? Explaining the relationship between organization size and job
rewards. American Sociological Review 47–66. [CrossRef]

Kline, Rex B. 2011. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 3rd ed. New York: The Guilford Press.
Krahn, Harvey J., and Nancy L. Galambos. 2014. Work values and beliefs of ‘Generation X’ and ‘Generation Y’. Journal of Youth Studies

17: 92–112. [CrossRef]
Kuron, Lisa K. J., Sean T. Lyons, Linda Schweitzer, and Eddy S. W. Ng. 2015. Millennials’ work values: Differences across the school to

work transition. Personnel Review 44: 991–1009. [CrossRef]
Lukeš, Martin, Manuel Feldmann, and Federico Vegetti. 2019. Work Values and the Value of Work: Different Implications for Young

Adults’ Self-Employment in Europe. The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 682: 156–71. [CrossRef]
Lyons, Sean, and Lisa Kuron. 2014. Generational differences in the workplace: A review of the evidence and directions for future

research. Journal of Organizational Behavior 35: S139–57. [CrossRef]
Lyons, Sean T., Linda Schweitzer, and Eddy S. W. Ng. 2015. How have careers changed? An investigation of changing career patterns

across four generations. Journal of Managerial Psychology 30: 8–21. [CrossRef]
Macky, Keith, Dianne Gardner, and Stewart Forsyth. 2008. Generational differences at work: Introduction and overview. Journal of

Managerial Psychology 23: 857–61. [CrossRef]
Malhotra, Naresh. 2020. Marketing Research: An Applied Orientation, 7th ed. Harlow: Pearson.
Malone, Karen. 2007. The bubble-wrap generation: Children growing up in walled gardens. Environmental Education Research 13:

513–27. [CrossRef]
Mazei, Jens, Marc Mertes, and Joachim Hüffmeier. 2020. Strategies Aimed at Reducing Gender Differences in Negotiation Are

Perceived by Women as Ineffective. Sex Roles 83: 580–94. [CrossRef]
Ng, Eddy S. W., Linda Schweitzer, and Sean T. Lyons. 2010. New Generation, Great Expectations: A Field Study of the Millennial

Generation. Journal of Business and Psychology 25: 281–92. [CrossRef]
Nicholson, Laura, David Putwain, Liz Connors, and Pat Hornby-Atkinson. 2013. The key to successful achievement as an undergradu-

ate student: Confidence and realistic expectations. Studies in Higher Education 38: 285–98. [CrossRef]
Observatório da Emigração. 2015. Emigração Portuguesa: Relatório Estatístico 2015 [Portuguese Emigration: Statistical Report 2015]. Lisbon:

Observatório da Emigração.
Papavasileiou, Emmanouil F., and Sean T. Lyons. 2015. A comparative analysis of the work values of Greece’s ‘Millennial’ generation.

International Journal of Human Resource Management 26: 2166–86. [CrossRef]
Payne, Roy L., and Roger Mansfield. 1973. Relationships of Perceptions of Organizational Climate to Organizational Structure, Context,

and Hierarchical Position. Administrative Science Quarterly 18: 515–26. [CrossRef]
Pereira, Álvaro Santos, and Pedro Lains. 2011. From an Agrarian Society to a Knowledge Economy? The Rising Importance of

Education to the Portuguese Economy, 1950–2009. In Higher Education in Portugal 1974–2009. Edited by Guy Neave and Alberto
Amaral. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 109–34. [CrossRef]

Pichler, Shaun, Chiranjeev Kohli, and Neil Granitz. 2021. DITTO for Gen Z: A framework for leveraging the uniqueness of the new
generation. Business Horizons. [CrossRef]

Plochocki, Jeffrey H. 2019. Several ways generation Z may shape the medical school landscape. Journal of Medical Education and
Curricular Development 6: 1–4. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Rainsford, Emily, William A. Maloney, and Sebastian Adrian Popa. 2019. The Effect of Unemployment and Low-Quality Work
Conditions on Work Values: Exploring the Experiences of Young Europeans. The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science 682: 172–85. [CrossRef]

Rhoades, Linda, and Robert Eisenberger. 2002. Perceived organizational support: A review of the literature. Journal of Applied Psychology
87: 698–714. [CrossRef]

Ros, Maria, Shalom H. Schwartz, and Shoshana Surkiss. 1999. Basic Individual Values, Work Values, and the Meaning of Work. Applied
Psychology 48: 49–71. [CrossRef]

Rudolph, Cort W., Rachel S. Rauvola, and Hannes Zacher. 2018. Leadership and generations at work: A critical review. The Leadership
Quarterly 29: 44–57. [CrossRef]

Schunk, Dale H. 1991. Self-Efficacy and academic motivation. Educational Psychologist 26: 207–31. [CrossRef]

https://www.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpid=INE&xpgid=ine_destaques&DESTAQUESdest_boui=415622225&DESTAQUESmodo=2
https://www.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpid=INE&xpgid=ine_destaques&DESTAQUESdest_boui=415622225&DESTAQUESmodo=2
http://doi.org/10.1177/0972262912483528
http://doi.org/10.1177/0190272512451754
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.3.261
http://doi.org/10.2307/2096406
http://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2013.815701
http://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2014-0024
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002716219828976
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.1913
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-07-2014-0210
http://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904358
http://doi.org/10.1080/13504620701581612
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01130-4
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9159-4
http://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.585710
http://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2014.985325
http://doi.org/10.2307/2392203
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2135-7_5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.021
http://doi.org/10.1177/2382120519884325
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31701014
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002716219830378
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1999.tb00048.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.09.004
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2603and4_2


Soc. Sci. 2021, 10, 297 16 of 16

Schweitzer, Linda, Sean Lyons, Lisa K. J. Kuron, and Eddy S. W. Ng. 2014. The gender gap in pre-career salary expectations: A test of
five explanations. Career Development International 19: 404–25. [CrossRef]

Sørensen, J. B. 2007. Bureaucracy and entrepreneurship: Workplace effects on entrepreneurial entry. Administrative Science Quarterly 52:
387–412. [CrossRef]

Suleman, Fátima, and Maria da Conceição Figueiredo. 2019. Entering the labour market in the context of higher education reform and
economic recession: Young bachelor and master graduates in Portugal. Journal of Youth Studies, 1–22. [CrossRef]

Terjesen, Siri, Susan Vinnicombe, and Cheryl Freeman. 2007. Attracting Generation Y graduates: Organisational attributes, likelihood
to apply and sex differences. Career Development International 12: 504–22. [CrossRef]

Tulgan, Bruce. 2013. Meet Generation Z: The Second Generation within the Giant “Millennial Cohort”. Available online: http:
//www.rainmakerthinking.com/assets/uploads/2013/10/Gen-Z-Whitepaper.pdf (accessed on 21 July 2017).

Turner, Anthony. 2015. Generation Z: Technology and Social Interest. The Journal of Individual Psychology 71: 103–13. [CrossRef]
Twenge, Jean M. 2010. A Review of the Empirical Evidence on Generational Differences in Work Attitudes. Journal of Business and

Psychology 25: 201–10. [CrossRef]
Twenge, Jean M., and Kristin Donnelly. 2016. Generational differences in American students’ reasons for going to college, 1971–2014:

The rise of extrinsic motives. The Journal of Social Psychology 156: 620–29. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Twenge, Jean M., Stacy M. Campbell, Brian J. Hoffman, and Charles E. Lance. 2010. Generational Differences in Work Values: Leisure

and Extrinsic Values Increasing, Social and Intrinsic Values Decreasing. Journal of Management 36: 1117–42. [CrossRef]
Twenge, Jean M., Ryne A. Sherman, and Brooke E. Wells. 2017. Sexual Inactivity during Young Adulthood Is More Common among

U.S. Millennials and iGen: Age, Period, and Cohort Effects on Having No Sexual Partners After Age 18. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
1–9. [CrossRef]

Wan, Yim King Penny, IpKin Anthony Wong, and Weng Hang Kong. 2014. Student career prospect and industry commitment: The
roles of industry attitude, perceived social status, and salary expectations. Tourism Management 40: 1–14. [CrossRef]

Weiser, Eric B. 2015. #Me: Narcissism and its facets as predictors of selfie-posting frequency. Personality and Individual Differences 86:
477–81. [CrossRef]

Williams, Alex. 2015. Move over, millennials, here comes Generation Z. New York Times. Available online: http://blogs.vsb.bc.ca/
sjames/files/2012/10/Move-Over-Millennials-Here-Comes-Generation-Z-The-New-York-Times.pdf (accessed on 20 July 2018).

Williams, Kaylene C., and Robert A. Page. 2011. Marketing to the generations. Journal of Behavioral Studies in Business 3: 1–17.

http://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-12-2013-0161
http://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.3.387
http://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2019.1679744
http://doi.org/10.1108/13620430710821994
http://www.rainmakerthinking.com/assets/uploads/2013/10/Gen-Z-Whitepaper.pdf
http://www.rainmakerthinking.com/assets/uploads/2013/10/Gen-Z-Whitepaper.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1353/jip.2015.0021
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9165-6
http://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2016.1152214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26886402
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309352246
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-016-0798-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.05.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.07.007
http://blogs.vsb.bc.ca/sjames/files/2012/10/Move-Over-Millennials-Here-Comes-Generation-Z-The-New-York-Times.pdf
http://blogs.vsb.bc.ca/sjames/files/2012/10/Move-Over-Millennials-Here-Comes-Generation-Z-The-New-York-Times.pdf

	Introduction 
	Generation Z 
	Work Values 
	The Impact of Work Values on Work Preferences 

	Methods 
	Sample 
	Variables and Measures 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

