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their competitiveness in the labour market. The focus of the 
given study is a values mismatch. What is essential for young 
employees and does it correspond to the critical matters for 
employers? 

Hence, the goal of the research was to evaluate the im-
portance of values and behavioural aspects perceived by 
young employees. In order to achieve the research goal, 
392 Latvian students from different educational fields were 
surveyed. The research instrument was the authors’ devel-
oped questionnaire, the structure of which is described in 
the methodological section. Pre-determined values and be-
havioural aspects were offered to respondents for evaluation. 
Respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of each 
of 50 statements for themselves and employers, today and 
in the nearest future.

The current paper reflects the results of the survey, focus-
ing only on students’ answers regarding themselves. Data 
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Abstract. The current paper aims to analyse the importance of values of young employees now and in five years period. 
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Introduction 

Z-Generation is the one that is discussed by several scien-
tists. Many scholars pay their attention to technology and 
innovation adoption by representatives of Z-Generation 
(Quintanilha 2017, Roblek et al. 2019). However, there are 
only few studies concentrating on Z-Generations infusion to 
the labour market (Bejtkovsky 2013, Ruzsa 2018). Moreover, 
it was challenging to find any researches on the employees’ 
representing Z-Generation values. Because of that, the idea 
of the current study was developed.

The idea of the current research emerged due to the 
lack of the studies, analysing the Z-Generation employees’ 
values, and the personal engagement of the authors into 
the study process within management programmes. Being 
actively involved in teaching, we are interested in deliver-
ing relevant knowledge to our students in order to increase 
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processing was done in Excel and SPSS environment, apply-
ing such techniques as frequency analysis, as well as dimen-
sion reduction employing factor analysis.

The research results contribute to the scientific literature 
in the field of Z-Generations studies focused on the values 
from the employees’ perspective. The developed question-
naire could be used for getting information regarding the 
values of young employees in different countries.

1. Literature review 

Now, six generations are being defined by the research-
ers (Becton et al. 2014): 1) veterans/builders/traditional-
ists; 2) baby-boomers; 3) generation X; 4) generation Y 
(Millennials/me generation); 5) generation Z; 6) generation 
Alpha (Facebook generation/digital natives).

The most frequently the attention is focused on gen-
erational differences (Bencsik et al. 2016, Cennamo and 
Gardner 2011, Twenge et al. 2010). While existing studies 
are oriented towards concluding Z-Generation’s behav-
iour based on comparisons to previous generations, in 
this paper, we undertake a different approach and assess 
Z-Generation from their views on their current state and 
desired future.

Z-Generation, covering the ones born after the year 
2000, currently became an object for many studies that fol-
low intensive research on Millennials. Scholars outline, that 
Z-Generation youngsters are digital natives (Popescu et al. 
2019), born with the social web and “technology as their 
identity” (Singh and Dangmei 2016). According to main-
stream research, this generation’s values lead to the following 
preferences in the workplace: they are looking for transpar-
ency and self-reliance in their job (Mileski et al. 2016); their 
focus in work environment is value-oriented, and provide 
professional and personal development (Bridge 2015); look-
ing for ambitious work goals as this generation intends to 
make a difference (Marron 2015).

Besides described above, other studies note signifi-
cant behavioural differences between Z-Generation and 
Millennials, that within the values part include the following: 
higher trust to the opinion of previous generations (Mileski 
et al. 2016), more pursuit towards privacy and higher level 
of risk aversion (Seemiller and Grace 2016), digitalisation of 
the whole lifecycle (Barron 2014) Hence, one can await that 
Z-Generation would be more oriented towards the values of 
success, privacy, security and making a difference; however, 
the set of existing experiments evaluating the needs of this 
generation had come to diverse conclusions, which leads to 
the investigation on generation’s goal orientation.

Due to analysed controversy, Z-Generation awakes 
several conclusions on its proposed workplace behaviour, 
that has not been proven yet as the Z-people are at most 18 
years old and have not yet entered their full-time jobs. Still, 

researchers argue that this generation would have the skills 
to work on a few tasks at the same time without losing ef-
ficiency (Adecco 2019, Ozkan and Solmaz 2015). Moreover, 
they would demonstrate self-confidence above average due 
to higher innovation and creativity (Half 2015, Roblek et al. 
2019) that lead to their intention to work alone rather than 
be involved in the teamwork – despite their ability to make 
the most out of globalisation (Addor 2011). At the same 
time, this generation respects authority and does not intend 
to question it (Tulgan 2013); hence the majority of them 
enter job environment without the prior development of 
soft skills, requesting such development from the employer 
(Tulgan 2013). This assessment of workplace development 
leads Z-Generation to midsize companies or international 
corporations, where professional and personal development 
usually is a part of career management (Half 2015). Finally, 
Z-Generation is reported to be more realistic in their de-
mand towards employer compared to previous generations 
(Tulgan 2013).

These features, along with biological differences report-
ed by medical research (average attention concentration of  
7 seconds compared to 15 seconds on generation X, ability 
to process multilevel data with the help of natively used 
technology, higher efficiency in multitasking environment 
(Bridge 2015, Half 2015, Tulgan 2013) led to speculative 
conclusions on Z-Generation’s possible behaviours in the 
workplace. However, it is quite questionable and under-
researched whether Z-Generation carries out such com-
monly named values as technology orientation, desire to 
proceed with multiple tasks, individualisation (as opposite 
to teamwork), ambitious goals, personal development and 
professional growth, environmental concern (West 2014). 

2. Methodology

To find out what values are and will be necessary for young 
employees – the authors surveyed Latvian students. The 
authors’ developed questionnaire was used. The first variant 
of the questionnaire was developed within the framework 
of the state programme “Strategic planning of talents in the 
Republic of Tatarstan for 2015–2020”, specifically in the pro-
cess of the development and approbation of the monitoring 
system. The suggested evaluation/monitoring system was 
based on the methodology, developed by the Barrett Values 
Centre based on the analysis of the World Bank’s data about 
organisational culture management data. The above-men-
tioned evaluation system incorporated approximately 100 
values (personal and organisational) grouped into seven 
categories of values required for a company’s viability.

For the purposes of the current research, the question-
naire was simplified – only 50 values were remained and 
offered to the respondents for assessment. Others, with a 
high level of similarity, were excluded.
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The questionnaire consisted of two main sections: section 
I – respondent profile; section II – values and behavioural 
aspects. The structure of the questionnaire is presented in 
Table 1. 

Table 1. Structure of the questionnaire  
(source: developed by authors)

Section I Respondent profile Comments

Q1 Gender Closed: 2 
alternatives

Q2 Age Opened
Q3 Place of birth Opened

Q4 Employment status Closed: 3 
alternatives

Section II Values and behavioural aspects Comments

Q1 What students consider being 
important today?

50 statements 
for evaluation; 
5-point scale

Q2 What students consider being 
important in 5 years?

Q3
What employers consider 
being important today (on the 
viewpoint of students)?

Q4
What employers consider being 
important in 5 years (on the 
viewpoint of students)?

Responses on the questions Q3 and Q4 of section II were 
not analysed within the current research.

After the questionnaire development, the method of the 
respondents’ view assessment had to be chosen. Actually, 
scholars working in the field of social sciences use various 
scales: for instance, Stapel scale (Ahmed et al. 2014, Sreejesh 
et al. 2014), semantic differential scale (Ciabuca 2015, 
Kahveci 2015), Likert scale (Ariani 2017, Breffle et al. 2011, 
Mouselli and Khalifa 2017, Petsky et al. 2012). However, the 
Likert scale method is the most popular one because of its 
ease of use. Hence, the interviewees were offered to use Likert 
5-point scale for grading. The respondents ought to evaluate 
the statements on a five-scale basis, i.e. the respondents had 
to indicate the level of his/her consent/disagreement with 
the submitted statement, where “1” indicated “absolutely 
not important” and “5” – “critically important”. Statements 
offered to respondents for evaluation, as well as their labels 
used in data analysis, are presented in Table 2. 

All the statements presented in Table 2 had to be answered 
in two different concepts. The respondents had to evaluate 
which of the values are essential for them to now and which 
would be significant in five years. The sample consisted of 
392 Latvian students with a different educational background 
from different universities. Distribution of the respondents 
according to the gender criterion was 32% and 68%, females 
and males, respectively. The average age of the respondents 
was 23 years. Most of the respondents were from Riga (41%). 

Table 2. Statements for evaluation  
(source: developed by authors)

No. No.

1
Encouraging and 
supporting of my 
talent

26 Teamwork

2

Identifying strengths; 
recognition of 
an employee’s  
achievements

27 Results’ orientation

3 Enthusiasm; initiative 28 Adaptability

4 Creativity 29 Practice

5 Balance of the work/
home/free time 30 Ability to act in 

uncertain conditions

6 Trustworthiness 31 Authority 

7
Attention to me; 
empowerment of my 
abilities

32 Ability to set goals

8 Opportunity to show 
myself 33 Ability to act according 

to plan

9

Balance of the 
spiritual / physical 
/ intellectual / 
emotional 

34 Decision making skills

10
Continuous 
improvement and 
training

35 Responsibility

11 Control; exactingness 36 Success

12 Variety of tasks 37 The trust

13 Opportunity for 
specialization 38 Honesty

14
Competitive spirit; 
opportunity to 
overtake others

39 Ambitiousness

15 Independence 40 Image and reputation

16 My personal 
development plan 41 Ability to convince

17 Ethics 42 Ability to use chances

18 Support, explanations; 
tips 43 Social guarantees

19 Experience, 
masterliness 44 Listening skills

20 Joint discussion 45 Process’ orientation

21 Financial stability 46 Long-term perspective

22 Perspective 47 Communicability

23 Mutual help and 
cooperation 48 Attentiveness

24 Ability to change 
things 49 Work on yourself

25 Quality of work 50 Self-presentation
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62% of respondents are currently employed; 31% – were em-
ployed in the past, and 7% have never worked and are not 
employed now. Initial analysis was performed by calculating 
“average” and applying the procedure of ranking.

The number of factors was quite high, hence, addition-
ally to ranking procedure dimension redaction was used. 
Dimension reduction was performed for both Q1 and 
Q2 data sets using factor analysis – specifically Principal 
Component Analysis (PCA). In fact, factor analysis is widely 
used by scholars analysing working in the field of socials sci-
ences and researching a significant amount of data (Durana 
et al. 2019, Lentjusenkova et al. 2016).

First of all, the data ought to be tested for suitability for 
factor analysis. For that issue, many scientists working in 
the field of educational sciences choose Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) test and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (BTS) (Jamil et al. 
2015, Kurtuldu and Bulut 2017, Moto et al. 2018, Sever 2014).

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is used in order to find out if 
the collected answers are valid for the factor analysis. If the 
Bartlett’s Sphericity c2 is lower than the significance level α, it 
means that the data could be employed for the factor analysis. 
Bartlett’s Sphericity c2 is calculated using formula (1).
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where: 2
is  – pooled estimate for the variance; k – number 

of samples; ni – sample size.
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure (KMO) is employed in or-

der to test the data adequacy. The higher is the KMO value; 
the higher is factor analysis validation. The KMO is calcu-
lated using the below-presented formula (2).
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where: rij – correlation coefficient variables Xi and Xj; aij – 
the partial correlation coefficient of the variables Xi and Xj.

All the statistical analysis procedures were performed 
using SPSS 26.0 environment.

3. Empirical findings

First, all the data was ranked by “average”. According to 
the results of the ranking procedure, the essential values 
and behavioural aspects today on the viewpoint of stu-
dents are “Quality of work”, “Work on yourself ”, “Honesty”, 
“Responsibility” and “Opportunity to show yourself ”. 
Least important in students’ perception are “Encouraging 
and supporting of my talent”, “Control; exactingness”, 
“Competitive spirit; opportunity to overtake others”, “Joint 
discussion” and “Authority”.

However, the distribution of the ranks of today’s val-
ues differs from the ranks of values necessary in the future. 
“Quality of work”, “Responsibility” and “Work on yourself ” 
remained in top-five. However, “financial stability” was 
placed in the first position. The fourth place was given to 
“Decision-making skills”. Least important values did not 
change their positions on the list.

Comparing results with other value studies, the authors 
consider that at least to a certain extent the results are aligned 
with the results from the previous studies. For instance, 
Bencsik et al. (2016) characterize Z generation representa-
tives attitudes to teamwork and collaboration, as follows:

	– Teamwork – “on a virtual level (only if forced)”;
	– Relationship – “virtual and superficial”.

Analyzing today’s attitudes, “teamwork” was placed at 
37th place, “mutual help and cooperation” and “joint discus-
sion” (which can be considered as substitutes for “relation-
ship”) at 38th and 49th place, respectively. Importance tomor-
row is even less – 39th, 40th and 50th place, respectively. Thus, 
Z-people appreciates independence. By the way, “independ-
ence” was on 10th place for today and 9th place for tomorrow.

Bridge (2015) stated that Gen Z prefers work environment 
with professional development opportunities. “Continuous 
improvement and training” was placed on the 9th position 
on today’s value list. Only 21st place among tomorrow val-
ues, but it can be explained with students’ higher perceived 
experience/knowledge in their future.

Another example – McKinsey survey (Francis and Hoefel 
2018). The McKinsey experts revealed “Gen Z behaviours, all 
anchored in one element: this generation’s search for truth.” 
Assuming the synonymity between “truth” and “honesty”, 
this was also confirmed in the current study: the 3rd and the 
6th place, respectively in “today” and “tomorrow” list.

The ranking itself, probably, cannot lead to particu-
lar conclusions, considering a large number of elements. 
However, these results are useful in the next stage of analy-
sis – dimension reduction.

Before the dimension reduction procedure, the data were 
tested for suitability for factor analysis. The results of the 
performed tests are provided in Table 3. 

KMO value was computed in order to understand wheth-
er the data set was appropriate for the analysis and the re-
sults were 0,913 for section II – Q1 data and 0,904 for Q2 
data (see Table 3). The KMO value shows that the data was 
appropriate for the factor analysis according to a very high 
test result. Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was significant both 
for Q1 and Q2 data with chi-square test values of 7381,906 
(df = 1225, p = 0,000) and 6744,177 (df = 1225, p = 0,000) 
respectively, demonstrating that factor analysis was adequate 
to the observed data. 

Factor analysis of Q1 data. The initial stage of PCA 
(based on eigenvalues greater than 1) yielded 12 components 
containing 1 to 4 elements with factor loadings higher than 
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0.5. Following the experience of other researchers, who fix 
the number of factors (usually basing the decision on inter-
pretability criterion), the authors of the given research fixed 
the number at 5. The resulting rotated component matrix is 
presented in Table 4 (elements with factor loadings less than 
0,5 were removed).

Factor analysis of Q2 data. The number of components 
was fixed at five in order to get consistent results. The re-
sulting rotated component matrix is presented in Table 5 
(elements with factor loadings less than 0,5 were removed).

As it could be seen from Table 4, twenty-five elements 
were left in the questionnaire, and five factors were extract-
ed. According to the results, the most important values for 
young employees now are those combined in the first factor: 
honesty, listening skills, ability to convince, trust, decision-
making skills, self-presentation, and attentiveness. Actually, 

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett’s Test  
(source: authors’ calculations)

Section II 
Q1 data

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.913

Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity

Approx. Chi-
Square 7381,906

df 1225

Sig. 0.000

Section II 
Q2 data

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy 0.904

Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity

Approx. Chi-
Square 6744,177

df 1225

Sig. 0.000

Table 4. PCA analysis of section II – Q1 data (source: authors’ calculations)

 
Component

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

Honesty (statement 3) 0.620        

Listening skills (statement 20) 0.602        

Ability to convince (statement 35) 0.564        

Trust (statement 11) 0.560        

Decision-making skills (statement 6) 0.548        

Responsibility (statement 4) 0.543        

Self-presentation (statement 14) 0.523        

Attentiveness (statement 30) 0.504        

Trustworthiness (statement 41)   0.639      

Attention to me; empowerment of my abilities (statement 21)   0.604      

Balance of the spiritual/physical/intellectual/emotional (statement 
34)   0.598      

Balance of the work/home/free time (statement 17)   0.509      

Variety of tasks (statement 42)   0.503      

Encouraging and supporting of my talent (statement 46)   0.500      

Results’ orientation (statement 25)     0.615    

Experience, masterliness (statement 23)     0.555    

Adaptability (statement 27)     0.514    

Enthusiasm; initiative (statement 15)     0.511    

Continuous improvement and training (statement 9)     0.510    

Competitive spirit; opportunity to overtake others (statement 48)       0.662  

Authority (statement 50)       0.641  

Ambitiousness (statement 44)       0.572  

Social guarantees (statement 33)         0.661

Financial stability (statement 7)         0.646

Joint discussion (statement 49)         0.547
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almost all these variables are connected to the skills that are 
linked to human characteristics, which could be explained 
by the fact that millennials are more focused on intangible 
values. 

Table 5 presents the result of the factor analysis for sec-
tion II – Q2 data, i.e. for the values that would be important 
for young employees in five years. In that case, twenty-six 
variables/items were left in the questionnaire, and five factors 
were extracted. The first factor explains about thirty per cent 
of variance; hence, the values, combined in that factor could 
be treated as the most essential. Listening skills remain in 
the first factor; however, other values differ. Additionally, to 
listening skills, the factor includes Balance of the spiritual/
physical/intellectual/emotional state, ability to change skills, 
continuous improvement and training, perspective, quality 
of work, and adaptability. 

To sum up, from the viewpoint of the students, represent-
ing Z-generation, regarding the values that are vital today, 
it could be stated that all the values are linked to personal 
character traits, empathy. However, the values that would be 
critical in five years are connected to professional develop-
ment and moving up the career ladder. 

Conclusions

The current study aimed to explore which values are essential 
for the young employees, representing Z-generation, at the 
current moment and in five years time period. For gathering 
the data, the questionnaire containing fifty elements was 
developed. The students had to answer the same questions 
considering different time (now and in five years). In both 
cases, five factors were extracted. 

Table 5. PCA analysis of section II – Q2 data (source: authors’ calculations)

 
Component

1 2 3 4 5

Balance of the spiritual/physical/intellectual/emotional state 
(statement 37) 0.668        

Ability to change things (statement 33) 0.598        

Continuous improvement and training (statement 21) 0.559        

Perspective (statement 15) 0.554        

Quality of work (statement 2) 0.549        

My personal development plan (statement 28) 0.549        

Adaptability (statement 27) 0.532        

Listening skills (statement 14) 0.502        

Honesty (statement 6)   0.640      

Self-presentation (statement 12)   0.635      

Work on yourself (statement 5)   0.634      

Responsibility (statement 3)   0.586      

Decision-making skills (statement 4)   0.535      

Ability to set goals (statement 16)   0.507      

Encouraging and supporting of my talent (statement 47)     0.576    

Joint discussion (statement 50)     0.558    

Support, explanations; tips (statement 35)     0.510    

Social guarantees (statement 20)     0.503    

Authority (statement 49)       0.668  

Success (statement 45)       0.584  

Image and reputation (statement 36)       0.556  

Ability to convince (statement 30)       0.556  

Ability to use chances (statement 38)       0.503  

Competitive spirit; opportunity to overtake others (statement 48)         0.555

Ability to act in uncertain conditions (statement 41)         0.545

Ability to act according to plan (statement 24)         0.520
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Talking about section II – Q1 dataset, the first involves 
the values that are connected to personal traits. This factor 
explains about thirty per cent of variance; hence, the values 
it combines could be treated as the most essential. The sec-
ond factor consists of the values that are related to the work 
environment. The third one includes the values that could 
be summarised as motivation. The fourth factor could be 
explained as competitiveness, and the fifth one is related to 
a comfortable existence.

However, the situation is different if we talk about the 
values that would be important for students in future (section 
II – Q1 dataset). In that case, the first factor includes items 
that are linked to professional development. The second fac-
tor involves the values of personal traits. Most of the values of 
the second factor were included in the first factor in the case 
of section II – Q1 (today’s values) data. The last three factors 
are almost the same as in the case of section II – Q1 data.

The current study results contribute to scientific research-
es in the field of values of young employees, representing 
Z-generation. Apart of the values mentioned in the previous 
studies, the current research revealed some new ones – for 
example, “balance of work/home/free time”, “opportunity to 
show me” or “self-presentation”. All these values were placed 
to upper positions both in “today” and “tomorrow” list (to-
day – 17th, 5th, 14th and tomorrow – 8th, 10th, 12th place, 
respectively).

The extracted factors are useful for further researches, 
where the weights for each of the factor are going to be as-
signed using multi-criteria decision-making methods. 

Considering the limitation of the current study (only 
students’ own values were analysed), the next research will 
be focused on students’ current and future perception of 
employers’ values.
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