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The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of generational preferred work arrangements and the 

impact on employee engagement and turnover intent. Through analysis of 252 participant responses, this 

study examined differences between generational cohorts currently in the workforce with regard to 

engagement, preferred work arrangement and turnover intention. Results indicated a difference in 

employee engagement among Baby Boomers, Millennials, and Generation Z workers, but no differences in 

preferred work arrangement and intent to stay with the organization. However, there was a difference in 

Generation X employees’ preferred work arrangement and intent to stay. 

 

Keywords: generational differences, preferred work arrangements, engagement, turnover intention 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

At no other time has the workforce been so diverse and distinctive. Over time, employees devote a 

considerable amount of the day and even their lifetime to the workplace. The work environment becomes 

crucial to the individual’s overall work experience. It becomes necessary for organizations to recognize and 

pay close attention to the multigenerational workforce they employ. Generational theory was built on the 

foundation that individuals born during an identical period, concurrently growing into maturity, are exposed 

to experiences driven by social, political, and cultural environments, leading to similar behaviors, beliefs, 

and preferences (Koksal, 2019). Life experiences and significant events have shaped individual 

perspectives, and the work environment must adapt to keep employees engaged and intending to stay with 

the organization (Lapoint & Liprie-Spence, 2017). The work environment contributes to several positive 

constructs that contribute to employee and organizational success. This study seeks to examine the 

preferences of a multigenerational workforce pertaining to preferred work arrangements, engagement and 

turnover intent. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

First introduced by Karl Mannheim in 1952, the generational theory was built on the foundation that 

individuals born during an identical period, concurrently growing into maturity, are exposed to experiences 

driven by social, political, and cultural environments, all leading to similar behaviors, beliefs, and 

preferences (Koksal, 2019). Generational theory champions the generations modeled by historical and 

social situations (Pilcher, 1994). The core of generational theory revolves around the socio-historic 

experience that individuals live through and the worldviews between the generations based on social 

influences. People within identical age groups residing in the same area are frequently exposed to and share 

the same experiences of social influences and historical events (Ertas, 2015). Strauss and Howe (2009) 

explain the recurring cycles of people perceiving the world, the values they tend to follow, and how social 

events persuaded these personas when they were born and raised. 

Strauss and Howe (1991) popularized generational cohort theory by illustrating differences in the 

various generations since its inception. Identifying a group born in the same period of time, sharing the 

same social experiences, and living through significant life events is another alternative to explaining a 

generational cohort (Ting et al., 2018). Amayah and Gedro (2014) note that generational cohorts are shared 

by groups who have alike birth years, share monumental events, and experience current events as they pass 

through life together. In theory, individuals born during the same period and who are part of a distinctive 

generational cohort will often encounter related tendencies and cognitive styles (Pasko et al., 2021). 

Influences of life events and experiences individuals will encounter as they grow older will impact each 

member of each generational cohort. 

Generation is a broad designation for individuals born and living in approximately the same period 

(Dimock, 2019). The term generation can also describe a 20-30-year average span (Dimock, 2019), which 

encompasses when a child is born, grows up, enters adulthood, and finally begins having children. Often, 

the word generation is used in conjunction with the word cohort. A cohort is differentiated by many factors 

related to life experiences (Ryder, 1985), not just dependent upon the timing of birth. Historical events and 

significant events can shape differences in people’s values and attitudes within each cohort, defining 

moments for people who remain constant throughout their lifetime (Dharmesti et al., 2021; Eisner, 2005; 

Parment, 2013). Hence, each cohort has a unique structure of values that reflect the circumstances 

surrounding the unique historical event (Ryder, 1985). Occasions and other external forces form intrinsic 

behavior patterns that distinguish each generation from others (Jonck et al., 2017). Members of each 

generational cohort represent significant societal social changes occurring within the period and the values 

accentuated during the distinct periods (Twenge et al., 2010). Generational cohorts help clarify how views 

are differentiated across varying cohorts. Furthermore, generational cohorts can also impact the workplace, 

as four generations today occupy the workforce. 

 

GENERATIONS IN THE WORKPLACE 

 

A group of individuals who share everyday life experiences, such as economic conditions and world 

events, are referred to as a generation (Hansen & Leuty, 2012). In the work environment today, there are 

currently five generations (Jones et al., 2019), with each generation having unique characteristics setting 

them apart from each other. However, only Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and Gen Z are 

discussed in this study. The years of the generations are not agreed upon by researchers as discovered 

through the literature review (Botha & Vera-Toscano, 2022; Cucina et al., 2018; De Coorman & Dries, 

2012; Sesen & Donkor, 2023); nevertheless, for this study, each generation or generational cohort is defined 

as the following (Creighton & Hudson, 2001; Dimock, 2019): Baby Boomers (1946-1964), Gen X (1965-

1980), Millennials (1981-1996), and Gen Z (1997-2012). The time spans chosen for the generational 

cohorts were selected because of their frequent usage in past literature reviews and studies. 
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Baby Boomers (1946-1964) 

The generation born between 1946 and 1964 is called the Baby Boomer Generation (Dimock, 2019; 

Rahardyan et al., 2023). The Baby Boomer’s name was shaped by the rise in the birth rate after World War 

II. The years align relatively with Strauss and Howe’s (1991) classification of the Baby Boomer era between 

1943 and 1960. In 2023, the Baby Boomer generation occupied 16% of the labor force, and by the year 

2032, the Baby Boomer generation age range will be 68 to 86 years (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2023). 

The results suggest that Boomers are exiting the workforce more slowly than the previous generation 

(traditionalists) (Fry, 2019). Significant events occurring during this generation were the Civil Rights 

Movement, John F. Kennedy and Martin Luther King Jr.’s assassinations, the Kent State University 

shootings (Lancaster & Stillman, 2002), and the Vietnam War. Baby Boomers were impacted by World 

War II, which their parents experienced (Francis & Hoefel, 2018), and what Baby Boomers themselves 

experienced during the Vietnam War (Zemke et al., 2022). During the coming years of age, and 

experiencing assassinations, war, the civil rights riot, Woodstock, and Watergate (Jones et al., 2018; 

Tolbize, 2008), and the first moon landing, these experiences produced a set of values, beliefs, and attitudes 

amongst the Baby Boomer generation. Furthermore, Boomers tried to induce social change through protests 

and riots with little to no fear of consequences (Strauss & Howe, 1991). Vietnam was a monumental 

moment for Boomers to actively protest and rebel against the institutions of previous generations 

(Codrington, 2008). 

The continued presence of Boomers in the workplace still influences the work dynamics because of the 

behaviors and attitudes of the Boomer generation. According to Martin and Ottemann (2016), Baby 

Boomers are known for their hard work ethic and are labeled workaholics. In addition to having a high 

work ethic, Baby Boomers are ambitious and innovative and seek advancement opportunities and self-

gratification (Hernaus & Vokic, 2014; Martin & Ottemann, 2016). This generation shows passion for being 

part of the workplace, is optimistic, and is driven by the organization’s vision and strategy (Rahardyan et 

al., 2023). Boomers are aggressively loyal to their employer (Wong et al., 2008), yet have difficulty 

separating work from other priorities outside of the organization (Lester et al., 2012). Technology was seen 

as a commodity, and Boomers deemed work a profound part of life that brought contentment. Baby 

Boomers work hard to accomplish their goals. They desire to feel respected and valued for all they have 

accomplished. 

In conclusion, Baby Boomers work hard while showing and respecting authority in the 

workplace.Seniority outranks merit with this generational cohort (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017). Their level of 

loyalty is elevated, and Baby Boomers expect their commitment to the organization to be recognized 

through promotions (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017). Job security is essential as Boomers experience frequent 

job changes resulting from a growing and altering workforce. Because Baby Boomers are incredibly loyal 

to their organization, they expect the organization to be loyal to them (Gursoy et al., 2008). 

 

Generation X (1965-1980) 

Following the Baby Boomer generation is Generation X, who were born between 1965 and 1980 

(Dimock, 2019; Rahardyan et al., 2023) around the beginning of new technological developments 

(Rahardyan et al., 2023). Strauss and Howe (1991) identified this generation as 13ers as they were the 13th 

generation in the United States, with the birth years ranging from 1961- 1981. As of 2021, the workforce 

was projected to comprise 35% of Generation X employees (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2023). 

Generation X is the generation that was exposed to computers and was more innovative than the Baby 

Boomer generation (Ida et al., 2021). In fact, Clark (2017) stated that the birth of the personal computer 

significantly influenced this generation. Generation X members may also be called Gen X or Gen Xers. 

In their younger years, events that influenced the beliefs and attitudes of Generation X were the energy 

crisis of 1970, terrorist attacks at the 1972 Munich Olympics, the fall of communism, and witnessing the 

beating of Rodney King and the Los Angeles riots (Zemke et al., 2022). Other influential events were the 

AIDS epidemic, the first Iraq War, President Bill Clinton’s sex scandal, and a major shooting in Littleton, 

CO. (Smola & Sutton, 2002). The economic climate was frail, and this generation experienced a time of 

uncertainty during the wrath of a stagnated job market and corporate downsizing (Jones et al., 2018). 



30 Journal of Business Diversity Vol. 24(3) 2024 

“Generation X watched as America seemed to fail militarily, politically, diplomatically, and economically” 

(Zemke et al., 2022, p. 96). Gen Xers grew up in an era of parental absence, exposed to high parental divorce 

rates (Vejar, 2008; Wong et al., 2008), and their mothers or other female influences attained jobs 

traditionally reserved for the working man (Vejar, 2008). As a result, the “latchkey” kids phenomenon 

originated (Salahuddin, 2010, p. 2), and this generation learned to be pragmatic and independent (Lancaster 

& Stillman, 2002). Some might consider this generation to be independent individuals who care for 

themselves. Gen Xers have been described as born in a time of economic crisis where independence was 

necessary (Zabel et al., 2017), leading them to a life of living between home and other locations as young 

adults (Kupperschmidt, 2000). 

Having been raised by Baby Boomers who are self-centered and workaholics, Generation X members 

had to learn to be practical, self-resourceful, and adaptive to change (Patterson, 2007). Smola and Sutton 

(2002) described the work ethic of this generation as Gen Xer’s indication of one’s worth in how hard they 

worked. Not only did they work toward the organization’s goals, but they also worked toward their own 

personal goals simultaneously (Wiant, 1999). Gen Xers bring to the workplace problem-solving skills, a 

high level of technical competency, the ability to accept change, and are comfortable with diversity 

(Kupperschmidt, 2000). Because Gen Xers were exposed to the era of technology, such as computers and 

mobile phones, they deemed technology as the way of life, emphasizing more on one’s work and social life 

(Kupperschmidt, 2000; O’Bannon, 2001). A work-life balance and flexible work options are key work 

strategies Gen Xers desire. Gen Xers work to provide a means to enjoy life, albeit their life outside the 

workplace is also essential (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017). Unlike Baby Boomers, seniority lacks relevance, 

and they do not have the patience to wait their turn for promotions and raises (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017). 

Prompt praise and recognition are expected (Gursoy et al., 2008). Generation X employees distrust big 

institutions and are less loyal to the organization (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017) than the loyal Baby Boomers. 

According to Adams (2000), Gen Xers are self-focused and self-protective in the workplace. 

In summary, Gen Xers are a product of their own upbringing and witnessed their parents work much 

of the time (Day, 2023). This resulted in Gen X individuals becoming independent and self-sufficient. 

While core values differ amongst the generational cohorts, a work-life balance was of utmost value (Glass, 

2007; Day, 2023). Ahmad Reza et al. (2017) mention Gen Xers as having the patience to wait their turn for 

promotions and raises (Day, 2023) and emphasize these individuals as goal-setters who prepare for 

advancements. 

 

Millennials (1981-1996) 

Millennials were born between 1981 and 1996 (Dimock, 2019). Various researchers and sources 

slightly differ; however, the consensus remains that Millennials were born in the 1980s and early 1990s 

(Strauss & Howe, 2009). As of 2021, Millennials were estimated to comprise 40% of the workforce (U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2023). Significant events that transpired and influenced this generation included 

the second Iraq War (Operation Desert Storm), the attacks on 9/11, and America’s first elected African-

American president (Zabel et al., 2017). Other events included the coming of the Digital Age, where the 

internet and wireless technology rapidly grew, the O.J. Simpson trial, the Oklahoma City bombing, the 

mass school shooting at Columbine High School, and unethical corporate behavior (Enron/WorldCom) 

(Ferry, 2023). Millennials grew up in the fast-paced era of technology, where information was quickly 

accessed (Jones et al., 2019; Twenge et al., 2010) and heavy social media utilizers (Urbain et al., 2013). 

The digital age seemed to be the most significant event influential to Millennials compared to previous 

generations. The growth of the internet was monumental for this generation due to all the technological 

advancements (Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; Jones et al., 2018). Millennials are connected and wired to the 

world 24/7. 

The characteristics that best describe the Millennial cohort are confidence, team and achievement-

oriented, and conventional (Howe & Strauss, 2000). Much like Gen Xers, they are technologically savvy 

(Hill, 2004), have strong moral values, are street smart (Zemke et al., 2022), and value the importance of 

diversity (Zabel et al., 2017). More than other generations, Millennials value a work-life balance. With the 

advancement of technology, there is freedom to work from any location and still collaborate in a team-
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oriented environment (Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). Work-life balance is a priority for this cohort as it 

promotes physical and mental health. Millennials value job security less than previous generations (Hart, 

2006) and strongly need to understand the reasoning behind decision-making (Wong et al., 2008). Thus, 

Millennials lean on learning opportunities for career development (Zemke et al., 2022). 

In conclusion, millennials are optimistic about the future. They are great collaborators and favor 

teamwork (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017). Millennials are independent, confident, and self- expressive, and they 

like to be recognized and respected for all they put forth in their work (Ahmad Reza et al., 2017). This 

cohort is a challenger of the status quo and wants to move beyond the typical workplace norms, such as the 

dress code, standard workday, and even the employee- supervisor relationship (Gursoy et al., 2008). The 

job description is just a guide typically rejected by the notion of having to stay with the role. 

 

Gen Z (1997-2012) 

Generation Z was born between 1997 and 2012 (Dimock, 2019). Various researchers and sources differ 

slightly; however, the consensus remains that Generation Z cohort members were born between the late 

1990s and the 2010s. This cohort is also referred to as iGen, and Gen Z. Twenge (2017) developed the term 

iGen to refer to this generation born after 1995 after the internet became heavily available. Significant 

formative events that transpired and influenced Generation Z were terrorism, continued financial and 

economic crises, and the impacts of climate change (Seemiller et al., 2019). This generation continues to 

experience the implications of school shootings (Dorsey & Villa, 2020). Gen Z is known for being the first 

generation of digital natives (Chomqtowska et al., 2021), bound to constant internet and smartphone access 

(Chillakuri, 2020; Lanier, 2017). Generation Z is the first generation to be globally connected and highly 

aware of technology and information (Rahardyan et al., 2023). Technology has not only influenced how 

they live and work but has also formed a new set of values, aspirations, and fears that will guide their 

approach to future challenges and opportunities (Chomqtowska et al., 2021). Exposure to smartphones, 

social justice movements, social media, and the culture of being reared led to how Gen Z will approach the 

work environment. 

Gen Zers will be the youngest generation in the workplace and will be different than previous 

generations; however, some similarities will exist with Gen Xers (Schroth, 2019). Gen Zs will shun the 

traditional 40-hour work week and replace it with flexibility or freelance contract work (Wiedmer, 2015) 

and expect a flexible work schedule (Chillakuri, 2020). Research conducted by Dorsey and Villa (2020) 

before COVID-19 found that Gen Z prioritized flexible work schedules over compensation. Plus, Gen Z 

expects employers to allow for flexibility in where and how they work (Chillakuri, 2020). Like Gen Xers, 

Generation Z seeks opportunities to learn and grow and believes career success is defined by work-life 

balance and purpose in their work (Pataki-Bittó & Kapusy, 2021). 

In summary, Rafiki and Hartijasti (2022) concluded that Gen Z placed a higher importance on intrinsic, 

extrinsic, social, and leisure work values compared to Baby Boomers, Gen X, and Millennials. In addition, 

Gen Z employees have higher expectations of compensation and rewards (Rafiki & Hartijasti, 2022); 

however, they still expect a non-traditional work arrangement. Compared to their predecessor cohorts, 

Generation Z grew up in a fully connected technological environment, impacting how they work and 

interact with people, creating challenges for the less technologically savvy (Chomqtowska et al., 2021). 

 

WORK ARRANGEMENTS 

 

Flexible work arrangements (FWA) have become a common trend and workplace practice that has been 

incorporated into the culture of many organizations, especially following the COVID-19 pandemic of 2019 

(McDaniel et al., 2021). Organizations can implement FWAs in three elements: flexible work schedule, 

flexibility in the number of hours worked, and flexibility in the place of work (Akmalia & Adhitama, 2023). 

Work arrangements have become a popular movement and a form of rational work for employees. FWA 

means that employees can work from anywhere, and FWA practices allow companies to adapt to the work 

environment (Akmalia & Adhitama, 2023). A positive work environment consists of all the factors 

regarding the job, including the facilities where the work is completed and in a comfortable workplace 
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(Danish et al., 2013). Organizations incorporating FWA into their culture are aware of changing work 

patterns and that flexibility benefits employees with work-life balance and overall productivity (Andriani 

et al., 2023). Many employees are becoming vocal about workplace location preferences as they expect 

greater flexibility. This study will focus on FWA from the scope of place of work. 

Adapting work arrangements and the effects employees gain have received considerable scholarly 

attention (Hill et al., 2008). Organizations that allow flexible work practices fulfill the necessary human 

need for autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1995) when employees have control over their preferred work location 

(Kim et al., 2023). Working in one’s preferred location should, at a minimum, benefit employees by making 

them feel their preferences and needs are being met (Kristof, 1996). Through reciprocity, organizations that 

give employees resources they value will satisfy their needs and prompt a desire to reciprocate an advanced 

return on employee engagement (Eisenberger et al., 2001). According to Kim et al. (2023), when employees 

are assigned their preferred work location, organizations receive valuable outcomes from employees, such 

as engagement, job satisfaction, and trust. Furthermore, an employee’s intent to leave could be perceived 

by their control over their preferred work arrangement (Gerdenitsch et al., 2015). Several work 

arrangements exist, and this literature review will describe work arrangements as traditional, hybrid, and 

telecommuting. 

 

Traditional 

The traditional office setting was a foundational cornerstone of an organization’s corporate culture and 

professional life. It incorporates a physical workspace within a brick-and-mortar building where employees 

gather to fulfill their professional duties. The most obvious characteristic of a traditional work environment 

is that the employees are physically located and work in a dedicated space (Hill et al., 2003). The word 

traditional can be used interchangeably with the term onsite, as traditional work refers to work carried out 

in a formal work setting (onsite), such as an office (Gillet et al., 2021). Traditional work environments 

typically exist when there is a presence and physical access to fellow co-workers and management (Hill et 

al., 2003). Rapert and Wren (1998) describe the traditional work environment as having inclusive policies, 

work roles, an organizational hierarchy, and an administrative support system. Employees are typically 

required to work fixed hours within the day. The daily commute from home to the office is a routine part 

of the day that can either be short or lengthy. In this setting, face-to-face communication is the primary 

mode of communication and can include one-on-one, formal meetings, or team discussions. 

 

Hybrid 

Hybrid work arrangements combine traditional in-office work and out-of-office remote work (Cook et 

al., 2020). This combined strategy allows employees to work from the office or another remote location, 

which may include a home or coworking location (Krajčík et al., 2023). Annanya and Hemakumar (2023) 

explained the hybrid work model as a blend of the physical work arrangement with a remote work system 

some days, then switching to full days in the office. Stasila-Sieradzka et al. (2023) describe various formats 

of a hybrid model: a) the at-will model – employees select the best-fit work arrangement; b) the split work 

model – splits the work week up by working in-office 2-3 days a week and working remote 2-3 days a 

week; c) shift work – employees work in a variation of arrangements, e.g., evening shifts at home and day 

shifts onsite; and d) week-by-week - employees alternate weekly working from home or onsite. The critical 

concept behind the hybrid model is the blended working arrangement of working onsite and off- site, 

allowing employees the same capabilities to perform the same job duties and interact with co- workers 

through digital technologies. 

 

Telecommuting 

The term telecommuting was first devised in the early 1970s to explain working away from the typical 

physical location of an office and utilizing telephonic communications (Nilles et al., 1976). Working outside 

of the traditional brick-and-mortar office at other places is referred to by a variety of names, such as remote 

work, virtual work, telework, or telecommuting (Charalampous et al., 2019; Vartiainen & Hyrkkänen, 

2010). Telecommuting is working away from the office’s physical location where employees substitute 
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some, if not all, of their working hours to work at home and complete tasks using technological means 

(Allen et al., 2015). Wontorczyk and Rożnowski (2022) often refer to telecommuting as remote in this 

generalized world of widespread internet and computerization. In a contemporary environment, 

telecommuting allows employees to work from home rather than at an office (Allen et al., 2015; Nilles, 

1992). Allen et al. (2015) reviewed several studies to define telecommuting as employees working away 

from any location other than the office for a few hours a day to a full day or a full-time basis, using 

technological equipment to complete work activities. Telework may also mean working from an alternative 

location rather than just working from home; hence, the objective is to move the work to the workers rather 

than moving the workers to the work (Hill et al., 2003; Nilles, 1992). This study will use telecommuting to 

reference the home as the primary work venue. Despite the various work arrangements, working remotely 

has advantages and disadvantages. 

 

Hybrid (Remote Aspect) and Telecommuting: Advantages and Disadvantages 

Technological advances have enabled remote work arrangements, connected work environments, and 

continued work productivity (Felstead & Henseke, 2017). The edge in emerging tools has allowed 

individuals to perform their daily tasks at any location, allowing them to work remotely. Online 

collaboration tools have advanced, allowing individuals to communicate virtually. Organizations have 

invested in and adapted technology to help bridge the gap between remote locations and traditional offices. 

However, working in a remote work environment has both advantages and disadvantages. Differing studies 

on remote work have shown both positive and negative effects. Organizations experienced higher employee 

satisfaction and increased productivity, and employees seemed more rejuvenated (De Menezes & Kelliher, 

2016). Less or no commute increased the time given to the organization by almost an extra workday 

compared to those who work daily in the traditional office setting (Subramaniam et al., 2013). With the 

help of telecommuting, employees can balance their work-family relationships, leading to increased job 

satisfaction (Nilles, 1992). Some studies found that telecommuting increased productivity because 

employees experienced fewer distractions in the workplace (Lindström et al., 1996), which typically can be 

exacerbated by coworker interactions or unplanned meetings. Reduced stress levels and increased 

motivation are benefits of remote work (Lupton & Haynes, 2000). Telecommuting assists in reducing 

employee commuting costs and alleviates the hassle of commuting altogether (Teo & Lim, 1998). 

Organizationally, telecommuting has social advantages, lower absenteeism, reduced overhead, and lower 

turnover (Iscan & Naktiyok, 2005). 

While several advantages of remote work prevail, disadvantages exist. Research has shown that 

individuals perceive opportunities for promotions are less (Illegems et al., 2001), and the most reported 

disadvantage of telecommuting is focused career growth and development (Iscan & Naktiyok, 2005). The 

lack of career growth and development resulted from reduced visibility in the traditional office setting. 

Individuals’ interaction is less, and reduced visibility from their direct supervisor or other leaders may likely 

hinder advancement and developmental opportunities. Some studies have found negative impacts from 

remote work, including decreased productivity, increased costs, and missed deadlines (Hunsicker, 2023). 

Employees may also feel separated from peers and may experience isolation. Hence, the disadvantage 

of feeling no work companionship and no social interaction is highly likely (Kurland & Cooper, 2002). 

Some employees have expressed a decline in social connections, different treatment than peers in traditional 

offices, and different distractions (Pavlik, 2020), such as distractions from family members. Telecommuters 

may experience a lack of belonging and engagement due to everyday separation and the inability to keep 

up with career and company developments (Ward & Shabha, 2001). In reciprocity, supervisors may feel a 

sense or lack of control over remote workers. Some investigations suggested that for employees who work 

remotely away from their physical supervision, managers found it difficult to monitor their employees 

(Kurland & Cooper, 2002; Ward & Shabha, 2001). Despite the advantages and disadvantages of remote 

work, generational differences, and experiences will contribute to how employees succeed in their desired 

work arrangement. Understanding the dynamics and theories that set the foundation for generational cohorts 

and generational differences is essential. 
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EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 

 

Although engagement has gained much attention and interest in business, it remains an evolving 

construct. Employees showing initiative and being motivated to work beyond the normal parameters of the 

job role through active engagement are the organizational pillars of the 21st century (Leiter & Bakker, 2010). 

Benefits prevail when organizations have engaged employees, and employees benefit through health and 

well-being (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The following section on employee engagement will define and 

trace its inception, along with a review of the significance of employee engagement, generational 

differences, and ending with employee engagement and telecommuting/remote work. 

 

Definition and Origin of Employee Engagement 

Employee engagement can be defined and explained from several different aspects. Obuobisa-Darko 

(2020) defines employee engagement as “a positive state of mind that results in employees’ willingness to 

put in all their efforts (cognitive, emotional, and physical) to facilitate the successful achievement of 

organizational goals” (p. 14). Engagement occurs when an emotional connection is established with other 

people (Makhmut et al., 2023). Engagement is a mental and expressive accord of fulfillment and immersing 

levels of involvement, drive, and efficacy (Maslach et al., 2001). Engagement also includes feelings of 

safety and meaningfulness, which connect personal fulfillment to work (Kahn, 1990). Many other common 

themes related to employee engagement include cultural norms, meaningfulness of work, well-being, and 

workplace relationships (Geldenhuys et al., 2014). 

Engagement is encountered when employees are committed to their work (Bakker et al., 2007) and find 

passion in their work, which leads to a connection to the organization (Ellison, 2020). Three aspects of 

work engagement that contribute to a positive work-related state of mind are vigor, dedication, and 

absorption (Demerouti et al., 2001; Hadi & Johan, 2023). Schaufeli et al. (2002) consider vigor a positive 

affective work attribute mixed with solid physical and emotional energy levels. Dedication relates to 

pridefulness and meaning in one’s work, depicted by enthusiasm and inspiration (Ellison, 2020). Bakker et 

al. (2007) describe absorption as employees deeply immersed in their work resulting from high 

concentration levels. Vigor and dedication are core dimensions of engagement, while absorption results 

from engagement (Bakker et al., 2007). 

Engagement theory is derived from the stipulation that employees working in the right situations will 

be engaged and performing in their job role (Kahn, 1990). Individuals with a high degree of engagement 

possess a high psychological state (Kahn, 1990). Deemed as a motivational construct, engagement is 

defined by Kahn as “the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s preferred self in task 

behaviors that promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, and 

emotional), and active, full role performances” (Kahn, 1990, p. 700). Hence, the individual is 

psychologically, emotionally, and dynamically present when executing role expectations (Ford et al., 2015). 

Meaningfulness in the work an employee accomplishes develops a relationship between the organization 

and its employees (Kahn, 1990). Saks (2006) defines employee engagement as an optimistic emotion 

towards future work when the individual’s work generates meaning. Saks (2019) also emphasizes that the 

degree of engagement employees gain from their job and overall organizational support impacts their 

decision-making abilities. Conceptualizations exist across the literature in how common threads of 

engagement constructs have emerged. 

 

Significance of Employee Engagement 

First, employee engagement involves how employees express themselves in their work activities related 

to their role (Christian et al., 2011). Employee engagement directly impacts employee commitment and 

performance (Nazir & Islam, 2017), especially when employees feel their work is safe and worthwhile 

(Popli & Rizvi, 2015). Furthermore, employee engagement is correlated with the individual’s performance 

and not attitude related to the characteristics of the job or organization (Maslach et al., 2001). Secondly, a 

motivational construct influences employee engagement because of how the employee allocates resources 

to appropriately complete work tasks (Rich et al., 2010). Finally, engagement is positive and leads to 
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influential benefits for both the organization and the employee (Christian et al., 2011). Benefits include 

mental resilience, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 

 

Benefits to the Organization and Employee 

Employee engagement is vital for any organization. Actively engaged employees attach themselves to 

and identify strongly with their job role (May et al., 2004). Engaged employees decide how they will work 

and, in the manner they do, will be fulfilled by their efforts. Engagement enables organizational success 

(Popli & Rizvi, 2015) and sustainability (Saratun, 2016), which impacts a company’s financial performance 

through increased profitability (Suan Choo et al., 2013). Employee engagement is vital in achieving 

organizational goals (Cook, 2008), directly influences productivity, and positions a firm’s competitive 

advantage (Lapoint & Liprie- Spence, 2017). Compared to less engaged employees, engaged employees 

generally are more likely to achieve higher productivity, which leads to company profitability, sound 

customer relationships, and less turnover (Pitt-Catsouphes & Matz-Costa, 2008). 

Researchers on engagement have focused much effort on how employee engagement impacts 

employees, their work, and the company (Crowe & Gaytan, 2019). Engagement can lead to reduced 

absenteeism and improved efficiencies, and employees are less likely to leave an organization (Bhuvanaiah 

& Raya, 2014). Engaged employees become attached to their jobs, compared to disengaged employees 

(Crowe & Gaytan, 2019). Furthermore, engaged employees challenge themselves for continuous 

improvement to exceed performance expectations (Bhuvanaiah & Raya, 2014). Organizations that view the 

significance of employee engagement have employees who are more likely to contribute to organizational 

goals, reflecting their organizational commitment (Crowe & Gaytan, 2019). Studies have shown a 

relationship between an employee’s level of engagement and organizational commitment (Crowe & 

Gaytan, 2019). 

Multiple studies have expressed the positive effects of engaged employees, such as increased 

productivity, positive workplace culture, and organizational success (Crowe & Gaytan, 2019). As Kahn 

(1990) emphasized, organizations that encourage and promote support, trust, and cooperation experience 

increased productivity. A workplace climate built on support creates positive emotions and employees’ 

ability to make emotional and psychological resources (Fredrickson, 2001), leading to higher commitment 

and organizational success (Harter et al., 2002). In addition, increasing workplace culture and climate 

created positive emotions such as acceptance and joy, leading to productive employees (Harter et al., 2002), 

and enhancing psychological environments led to productive employees who accomplished organizational 

goals (Kahn, 1990). Rich et al. (2010) highlighted the solid relationship between engagement and 

performance, showing that engagement was strengthened by job satisfaction, an intrinsic motivation. While 

organizations aspire to have engaged employees, generational similarities and differences impacted by life 

experiences are at the forefront. 

 

Employee Engagement: Generational Similarities and Differences 

The generational preference for employee engagement has been well-researched over the years (Gursoy 

et al., 2013). Researchers have found that different generations reported opposing reasons for engaging and 

disengaging in their work (Pech & Slade, 2006; Shuck, 2011). Research into engagement preferences by 

generational cohort revealed similarities and differences. Solidified by White (2011), Baby Boomers, Gen 

Xers, and Millennials all had common expectations from their employer, which consisted of: 1) challenging 

projects, 2) competitive pay, 3) advancement opportunities and growth and development opportunities, 4) 

fair treatment, and 5) work-life balance. However, Gen Z employees prioritized flexible work schedules 

over pay (Dorsey & Villa, 2020). The overall level of commitment from Baby Boomers, Gen Xers, and 

Millennials was similar. Millennials and Gen Z employees highly displayed an inclination for a work/life 

balance. Baby Boomers valued their personal ethics and integrity, while a flexible work schedule was a 

higher priority for Millennials (White, 2011). 

Some might consider Gen Xers to be caring for themselves and independent, while Baby Boomers or 

their parents exposed themselves to real-world problems. Like Gen Xers, Generation Z seeks opportunities 
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to learn and grow and believes career success is defined by work-life balance and purpose in their work 

(Pataki-Bittó & Kapusy, 2021). Millennials believe in extrinsic rewards more than Boomers, although less 

than Gen X (Schullery, 2013). Each generational cohort values intrinsic rewards less than the previous 

generation (Schullery, 2013); however, intrinsic rewards are still a significant value related to their 

engagement. 

Despite the various reasons employees may engage and disengage in their work, differences exist in 

the fulfilling work-related state of mind characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption between the 

generational cohorts. In a study by Kiiru-Weatherly (2017), comparisons uncovered that Baby Boomers 

had significantly higher vigor than Millennials, but not much higher than Gen Xers. Gen Xers had more 

increased vigor than Millennials, but not significantly higher. Baby Boomers had higher dedication than 

Millennials and Gen Xers (Kiiru-Weatherly, 2017). Kiiru-Weatherly (2017) also discovered in the study 

that dedication amongst the cohorts was not statistically significant. However, Baby Boomers had more 

absorption than Millennials and Gen X, yet the Gen Xers had higher absorption than the Millennials. 

 

Employee Engagement and Telecommuting/Remote Work, Hybrid Work, and Onsite 

Before COVID-19, there were varied views on the advantages of working away from the traditional 

onsite setting. While some studies showed that working remotely from home increased performance (Allen 

et al., 2015), other researchers found that working remotely caused isolation and hindered knowledge 

sharing (Crandall & Gao, 2005). Lapierre et al. (2016) found that when working remotely from home was 

involuntary, there were negative implications for both work and family. Nevertheless, organizationally, the 

benefit is less overhead and increased productivity from employees benefiting from a work-life balance 

(Felstead & Henseke, 2017). According to Pass and Ridgway (2022), a digital presence cannot compensate 

for the complete corporate onsite experience as viewed from the co-worker’s perspective. Furthermore, as 

telecommuting or working from home was mainly voluntary, previous research has been considered biased 

as those engaging in remote work were typically interested in it (Kaduk et al., 2019). 

Engagement increased among employees who worked from home and sometimes in the office (Gallup, 

2021). Due to the pandemic, employees have expressed increased attraction to this type of work 

arrangement (Pass & Ridgway, 2022), as many employees have adjusted their lives and adapted to this type 

of environment. Based on this adjustment, many organizations are taking a hybrid approach to working 

remotely and from the office after the pandemic (Sytch & Greer, 2020). While positive attention has been 

given to working in this type of work arrangement, not all experiences have been encouraging. Wang et al. 

(2021) claimed that work-home interference, ineffective communication, procrastination, and loneliness 

detracted employees from successful engagement. These inhibitors are impacted by four virtual work 

characteristics: social support, job autonomy, monitoring, and workload (Wang et al., 2021). The 

underlying factor that exists is employee self-discipline. 

Research shows that each working practice or work arrangement has different advantages. Employees 

who work entirely onsite are not provided complete flexibility, job control, or autonomy (Fahriye et al., 

2022). For some employees, entire onsite work is necessary for some occupations rather than a preference 

(Irawanto, 2020). Organizations that give employees more freedom and autonomy through working 

practices positively affect their perspectives on work and engagement (Fahriye et al., 2022). Employees 

can focus and fully concentrate more on their work when there is a work-life balance. 

It is notably essential to understand that research has identified that remote work is not for all, even 

when it is not enforced (Pass & Ridgway, 2022). When employees have little choice in deciding their work 

arrangement, it may negatively impact their overall engagement (Carli, 2020). The present reality is that 

engagement is a well-documented topic in both the academic and practitioner scope; however, the impact 

of enforced work arrangement is under-theorized, potentially leading to an employee’s intent to stay or 

leave the organization. 

  Based on this review, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
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H1: There is a significant difference in employee engagement among Baby Boomers, Generation X, 

Millennials, and Generation Z employees. The null hypothesis indicates no significant difference in 

employee engagement among Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and Generation Z employees. 

 

TURNOVER INTENTION 

 

Turnover has been a popular subject for the last half-century because of the negative implications 

generated on organizations. Still today, companies are challenged with significant employee turnover. The 

challenge for any organization is to retain its employees to ensure organizational stability, continued 

growth, and, most importantly, profitability (Cloutier et al., 2015). Specific implications of employee 

turnover can lead to lower productivity and increased organizational administrative costs (Hom et al., 2017) 

because turnover is costly and inefficient (Hebenstreit, 2008). Employees’ intent to leave their organization 

is a relatively strong indicator of definite turnover. 

Turnover intention is “a mental decision prevailing between an individual’s approach with reference to 

work to continue or leave the work” (Bothma & Roodt, 2013, p. 2). According to Ahmad (2018), employee 

turnover intentions are a cognitive response to working conditions that rouse the employee to potentially 

search for another job, ultimately leading to the intent to leave the company voluntarily. Dated research 

defines turnover as a “departure beyond organizational boundaries” (Macy & Mirvis, 1976, p. 224). 

Turnover intention can also be described as an individual’s behavioral intention (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Researchers such as Lacity et al. (2008) have defined turnover intention as when an employee plans to exit 

the organization. Tett and Meyer (1993) believe the turnover intention is a conscious and willful intent to 

leave the organization. Harhara et al. (2015) emphasize that turnover intention is a literal measurement of 

understanding turnover before an employee voluntarily departs from the organization. 

Several attempts were made to construct theoretical models for turnover intention; however, one 

leading model in the literature is the job resources-demands (JD-R) model (Rodríguez-Muñoz et al., 2014). 

The JD-R model presents turnover intention regarding available resources and job demands. Like the 

concept of supply and demand, employee fatigue prevails when demands are high, and resources are scarce 

to meet demands (Rodríguez-Muñoz et al., 2014). Once employee fatigue continuously builds, turnover 

intention begins to escalate. While this theoretical model is based on the physical impact on the employee, 

literature has recently focused on turnover intention models focused on conscious decision-making. Recent 

literature has focused more on turnover intention models consistent with a conscious decision-making 

process when employees consider their intent to be impacted by self- determination and organizational 

factors (Wikaningtyas et al., 2023). In a research study by Pamungkas et al. (2023), turnover intention is 

affected by workload, work stress, work-life balance, and work motivation. Furthermore, external factors 

like economic conditions play a role in an employee’s subjectivity in forming an intent to leave (Demirtas 

& Akdogan, 2015). In addition, job fit and how well the individual fits in the organization and job role will 

influence turnover intent (Jutras & Mathieu, 2016). 

 

Turnover Intention and Flexible Work Arrangements 

Flexible work arrangements are necessary for employees, especially when they have a voice in where 

they work. Hewlett (2014) published a systematic review regarding the importance of flexible work 

arrangements to employees and the need to implement such arrangements to retain a talented workforce. 

Outcomes from studies conducted by the Center for Talent Intervention showed that companies providing 

employees with the ability to partake in flexible work arrangements received greater employee engagement 

(Hewlett, 2014). Furthermore, employees who experience greater employee engagement exhibited stronger 

job satisfaction and had stronger intentions to stay with the organization, less negativity, and better mental 

health (Hewlett, 2014). Flexible work arrangements are critical tools employers use to attract and retain 

their workforce, reducing attrition. 

O’Brien (2018) found that employees desired flexible working arrangements to gain affordable housing 

by working remotely in less expensive areas. An organization’s capability to employ telecommuting 

practices improves job satisfaction and decreases turnover intentions (Ordóñez Parada, 2018). Work 



38 Journal of Business Diversity Vol. 24(3) 2024 

arrangements and the change in employees’ perception of technological advancements eased their life 

challenges; hence, employees were more likely to engage in voluntary turnover when organizations did not 

implement telecommuting practices (Rahman, 2020). Kaduk et al. (2019) conducted a study to provide 

insight into the differences between working remotely as a requirement and working remotely as a voluntary 

choice. To satisfy the needs of an employee, Ramakrishnan and Arokiasamy (2019) use the term flexible 

work practices, which gives employees flexibility in altering the length of their workday, scheduled 

workdays, and where their work is conducted. Kaduk et al. (2019) further elaborate on flexible work 

practices by assessing voluntary/aligned and involuntary/misaligned forms. Voluntary/aligned is when 

preference and physical location are the same, and involuntary/misaligned is when preference and physical 

location are different. The purpose of their study was to gain a better understanding of:1) how common 

voluntary and involuntary forms of flexibility are, 2) which employees tend to report involuntary versus 

voluntary forms of flexible work practices, and 3) whether the two forms of flexibility have different 

associations with six well-being outcomes: work-family conflict, job satisfaction, turnover intention, 

employee burnout, perceived stress, and psychological distress. The researchers found that 

involuntary/misaligned flexible schedules and remote work were linked to higher stress levels, burnout, 

increased turnover intentions, and lower levels of job satisfaction. However, voluntary/aligned flexible 

options, including remote work, reflected the opposite results, such as less work-family conflict, decreased 

turnover intention, stress, and increased job satisfaction (Kaduk et al., 2019). 

 

Generational Theory and Turnover Intention 

There is substantial literature on turnover intention and generational cohorts working in the corporate 

world. As Millennials and Gen Z employees rapidly enter the workforce, the corporate environment 

changes significantly. Some studies have indicated that turnover intention dominates among the Millennial 

and Gen Z cohorts (Kowske et al., 2010). In addition, other studies have revealed that Millennials and Gen 

Z are not rapidly leaving their job and report high job satisfaction levels (Twenge et al., 2010). Members 

of the older cohort generations, such as Baby Boomers and Gen X, are considered more committed to the 

organization they work for and are less likely to possess turnover intention (Johnson & Ng, 2016). 

According to Kanchana and Jayathilaka (2023), job satisfaction is experienced when employees reach 

a self-fulfilling level of positive emotions, feelings, and attitudes on the job and overall workplace. Kim et 

al. (2016) found that satisfaction greatly impacted employee turnover regardless of the employee’s 

generation. Unlike older employees, millennial employees typically do not foster a need to build loyalty 

with the organization, while turnover intentions appear significantly higher in new generations (Kanchana 

& Jayathilaka, 2023). More recent generations are more impatient with the organization than older 

generations; however, turnover intention remains low if their job satisfaction level is high enough 

(Kanchana & Jayathilaka, 2023). Millennials became known for their job-hopping patterns (Beka, 2021). 

Lake et al. (2018) studied the reasons behind the job-hopping patterns and discovered escape and 

advancement motives. Employees motivated to escape left the job because they disliked the work 

environment. On the reciprocal, individuals who exited the organization for advancement motives left their 

current job for career advancement opportunities (Lake et al., 2018). 

While several factors account for why individuals intend to leave an organization, FWAs and 

differences in the generational cohorts tend to guide the decision-making as to when an employee may be 

experiencing symptoms of intending to leave the organization. Researchers have known over time that 

certain variables, such as the work environment, impact employee behavior (Kyriakidou & Ozbilgin, 2004). 

People placed in an environment that fits their needs or preferences are likelier to enjoy their work 

(Westerman & Yamamura, 2007). However, the reciprocal of unfitness is true when employees are placed 

in a mismatched environment. Existing research on generational differences suggests that work 

environment preference likely exists within the cohorts. For example, Smola and Sutton (2002) indicated 

that younger employees were less loyal to the organization and took nothing as lasting forever. So, the 

outcome led to higher turnover intention and dissatisfaction when work preferences were not granted 

(Westerman & Yamamura, 2007). Fang et al. (2020) studied the relationship between work environment 

and turnover, as Millennials and Generation Z employees tended to have a higher frequency of employment 
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change. The findings suggest the need for further empirical studies regarding turnover intentions and their 

relationship to generational differences and work arrangements. Therefore, the following hypotheses are 

proposed: 

 

H2: There is a significant difference between Baby Boomers’ preferred work arrangement (on-site, 

hybrid/flex, and telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. The null hypothesis indicates 

no significant difference between Baby Boomers’ preferred work arrangement (on-site, hybrid/flex, and 

telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. 

 

H3: There is a significant difference between Generation X’s preferred work arrangement (on-site, 

hybrid/flex, and telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization.The null hypothesis indicates 

no significant difference between Generation X’s preferred work arrangement (on-site, hybrid/flex, and 

telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. 

 

H4: There is a significant difference between Millennials’ preferred work arrangement (on-site, 

hybrid/flex, and telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. The null hypothesis indicates 

no significant difference between Millennials’ preferred work arrangement (on-site, hybrid/flex, and 

telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. 

 

H5: There is a significant difference between Generation Z’s preferred work arrangement (on-site, 

hybrid/flex, and telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. The null hypothesis indicates 

no significant difference between Generation Z’s preferred work arrangement (on-site, hybrid/flex, and 

telecommute/remote) and intent to stay with the organization. 

  

METHOD 

 

Participants 

The study’s population consisted of volunteer survey participants who work across the United States 

and whom SurveyMonkey® invited to participate in the questionnaire. The target population was full-time 

or part-time employees who work in an on-site, hybrid, or telecommuter work arrangement. The employee 

base includes Baby Boomers born between 1946 and 1964, Generation X born between 1965 and 1980, 

Millennials born between 1981 and 1996, and Generation Z born between 1997 and 2012, all of whom 

currently represent four of the five cohorts in the workplace today. To reach a 90% confidence level with a 

-/+10% error, 100 responses were required (Hair et al., 1995). To guarantee a minimum of 100 responses 

were received and increase the analysis’ robustness, a minimum of 200 responses were requested. The 

SurveyMonkey® research team supplied survey takers with specific demographic criteria until the required 

200 responses were obtained. 

 

Measures 

The study used applicable and validated surveys from the appropriate literature. The 27- item e-survey 

instrument was administered via SurveyMonkey®. The questionnaire comprised five sections, with the first 

determining eligibility for the study. The second section collected the respondents’ generational cohort. 

The third section collected respondents’ preferred work arrangements. The fourth section is on work 

engagement, and the fifth is on turnover intent. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) is commonly 

utilized to measure work engagement and is focused on three factors, i.e. vigor, absorption, and dedication. 

The UWES “has an internal consistency ranging between a = 0.80 and a = 0.90)” (Schaufeli et al., 2006, p. 

703). The Turnover Intention Scale (TIS) can predictively determine leavers and stayers, thereby 

“measuring turnover intention reliability (a = 0.80), confirming its criterion-predictive validity” (Bothma 

& Roodt, 2013, p. 10). 
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RESULTS 

 

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was implemented to determine whether there were any 

statistically significant differences between the means of two or more independent groups. The use of the 

one-way ANOVA aided this study by investigating the differences between generational cohorts and 

employee engagement, in addition to generational groups pertaining to the variables of preferred work 

arrangement and turnover intention. There was a significant difference in employee engagement amongst 

the generational groups, F(3,248) = 12.853, p < .001 (See Table 1, Appendix A).The results (See Table 2, 

Appendix A) also indicateengagement decreases with each generational cohort, ranging from a mean of 

83.56 (Baby Boomers) to 62.47 (Generation Z) with different standard deviations (18.710 to 13.757). 

Tukeys post hoc test was generated to determine where the difference in engagement existed (See Table 3, 

Appendix A). There was an increase in engagement of Baby Boomers (M = 83.6, SD = 16) from the 

engagement of Millennials (M = 69.0, SD = 15), a mean increase of 14.6, 95% CI [-23.5, -5.8], which was 

statistically significant (p < .05). There was an increase in engagement of Baby Boomers (M = 83.6, SD = 

16) from the engagement of Generation Z (M = 62.5, SD = 14), a mean increase of 21.1, 95% CI [-33.6, -

8.5], which was statistically significant (p < .05). 

Intent to stay with the organization varied as there was no significant difference in preferred work 

arrangements between Baby Boomers, Millennials, and Generation Z employees. However, for Generation 

X, there was a significant difference in preferred work arrangement and intent to stay with the organization 

(Tables 4-6, Appendix A). There was an increase in the impact of the on-site work arrangement on 

Generation Xers’ turnover intention (M = 15.7, SD = 5) from the impact of the hybrid/flex work 

arrangement (M = 20.3, SD = 5), a mean increase of 4.6, 95% CI [1.9, 7.3], which was statistically 

significant (p < .05). There was an increase in the impact of the on-site work arrangement on Generation 

Xers’ turnover intention (M = 15.7, SD = 5) from the impact of the telecommute/remote work arrangement 

(M = 20.3, SD = 4), a mean increase of 4.6, 95% CI [1.4, 7.8], which was statistically significant (p < .05). 

 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

The purpose of this research was to understand generational preferred work arrangements and their 

impact on employee engagement and intent to stay with the organization. According to Kim et al. (2023), 

when employees are assigned their preferred work location, organizations receive valuable outcomes from 

employees, such as engagement, job satisfaction, and trust. Furthermore, employees’ intent to leave could 

be perceived by their control over their preferred work arrangement (Gerdenitsch et al., 2015). Because of 

this, it was hypothesized there was a difference in employee engagement among Baby Boomer, Generation 

X, Millennial, and Generation Z employees. Plus, there is a difference in preferred work arrangement and 

intent to stay with the organization. 

Examining how the study findings fit with the existing evidence is necessary. Consistent with 

Hlongwane and Ledimo (2015), the generational cohorts differ in the dimensions of employee engagement. 

On the contrary, Abercrombie (2014) suggests no significant difference existed between Baby Boomers, 

Gen X, and Millennials. However, during past empirical research, Gen Z was fairly new to the workplace, 

so little research existed. Still, this current study suggests Gen Z employees, too, differ in engagement. 

Ultimately, human resource managers can develop engagement programs fit for all employees. However, 

the results of this current study suggest a significant difference in employee engagement among Baby 

Boomers, Gen X, Millennials, and Gen Z employees, along with a decrease in engagement with each 

generational cohort. Importantly, organizations should ensure leaders have a clear understanding of the 

unique attributes needed that drive employee engagement, particularly the unique attributes that may drive 

each of the generational cohorts to remain engaged while in the workplace. The research presented in this 

study on employee engagement adds to the generational research already built on the foundation of 

Generational Theory. Confirmation of the hypothesis is also extended that a significant difference in 

engagement exists between the generational cohorts. 
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Researchers have known over time that certain variables, such as the work environment, impact 

employee behavior (Kyriakidou & Ozbilgin, 2004). Existing research on generational differences suggests 

that work environment preference likely exists within the cohorts. For example, Smola and Sutton (2002) 

indicated that younger employees were less loyal to the organization and took nothing as lasting forever. 

So, the outcome led to higher turnover intention and dissatisfaction when work preferences were not granted 

(Westerman & Yamamura, 2007). Fang et al. (2020) studied the relationship between work environment 

and turnover, as Millennials and Generation Z employees tended to have a higher frequency of employment 

change. The current study challenged existing research and indicated no relationship between work 

arrangement and intent to stay with the organization between Baby Boomers, Millennials, and Gen Z 

employees. However, Gen X employees had a significant relationship between work arrangements and 

intent to stay with the organization. 

Organizationally, it is necessary to understand that the older and younger generations may not differ in 

their preferred work arrangement or intent to stay with the organization because of age differences. For 

example, Generation Z employees are digital natives (Mohr & Mohr, 2017), yet Baby Boomers have 

remained in the workforce longer and learned the new digital ways. Despite the work arrangement, Baby 

Boomers, Millennials, and Gen Z employees occupy, leaders may not necessarily be threatened by their 

employees’ intention to leave the organization for other work options comparable to their work preferences. 

On the other hand, the results suggested for Generation Xers, there was a significant relationship 

between preferred work arrangement and intent to stay with the organization. There was an increase in the 

impact of the on-site, hybrid/flex, and telecommuter work arrangement on Generation X’s turnover 

intention. This can mean employees are already looking for other employment opportunities that fit their 

preferences. Negative implications can exist for leaders as highly skilled workers begin to leave the 

organization. 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

Future research can expand on the outcomes of this study. Researchers can duplicate the existing study 

and administer it in a different country to see if the findings would be different, possibly providing more 

understanding of generational differences. Secondly, adding a gender component to each generational 

cohort might reveal more insight into which gender within each generational cohort prefers a particular 

work arrangement, is more engaged, and is more likely to stay with the organization. Thirdly, future 

researchers can extend this research and examine how generational differences exist when employers decide 

on the employee’s work arrangement, with no input from the employee. 
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APPENDIX 

 

TABLE 1 

RESULTS OF ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) 

 

 SS df MS F Sig. 

Between Groups 10814.268 3 3604.756 12.853 < .001 

Within Groups 69553.585 248 280.458   

Total 80367.853 251    

 

TABLE 2 

DESCRIPTIVES 

 

95% Confidence Interval for 

   Std. Std. Mean   

 N Mean Dev Error 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
Min Max 

Baby Boomers 36 83.56 16.040 2.836 77.78 89.35 42 102 

Gen X 106 79.39 18.710 1.817 75.78 82.99 0 102 

Millennials 95 68.96 15.093 1.549 65.88 72.03 34 102 

Gen Z 19 62.47 13.757 3.156 55.84 69.10 22 79 

Total 252 74.71 17.894 1.127 72.49 76.93 0 102 
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TABLE 3 

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS – TUKEY HSD 

 

(I) (J)    95% Confidence Interval 

  Mean Std.  Lower Upper 

  Difference Error Sig. Bound Bound 

Baby Boomers Gen X 4.176 3.378 .604 -4.56 12.91 

 Millennials 14.605* 3.423 <.001 5.75 23.46 

 Gen Z 21.089* 4.850 <.001 8.54 33.63 

Gen X Baby Boomers -4.176 3.378 .604 -12.91 4.56 

 Millennials 10.429* 2.366 <.001 4.31 16.55 

 Gen Z 16.913* 4.172 <.001 6.12 27.70 

Millennials Baby Boomers -14.605* 3.423 <.001 -23.46 -5.75 

 Gen X -10.429* 2.366 <.001 -16.55 -4.31 

 Gen Z 6.484 4.209 .415 -17.37 4.40 

Gen Z Baby Boomers -21.089* 4.850 <.001 -33.63 -8.54 

 Gen X -16.913* 4.172 <.001 -27.70 -6.12 

 Millennials -6.484 4.209 .415 -17.37 4.40 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

TABLE 4 

RESULTS OF ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) 

 

 SS df MS F Sig. 

Between Groups 463.522 2 231.761 9.449 < .001 

Within Groups 2526.327 103 24.527   

Total 2989.849 105    

 

TABLE 5 

DESCRIPTIVES 

 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

   Std. Std.    

 N Mean Dev Error 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
Min Max 

On-site 31 15.71 5.386 .967 13.73 17.69 6 30 

Hybrid/Flex 50 20.30 5.084 .719 18.86 21.74 6 29 

Telecommute 25 20.32 4.028 .806 18.66 21.98 13 29 

Total 106 18.96 5.336 .518 17.93 19.99 6 30 
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TABLE 6 

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS – TUKEY HSD 

 

(I) (J)    
95% Confidence 

Interval 

  Mean Std.  Lower Upper 

  Difference Error Sig. Bound Bound 

On-site Gen X -4.590* 1.132 <.001 -7.28 -1.90 

 Millennials -4.610* 1.331 .002 -7.78 -1.44 

Hybrid/Flex On-site 4.590* 1.132 <.001 1.90 7.28 

 Telecommute -.020 1.213 1.000 -2.90 2.86 

Telecommute On-site 4.610* 1.331 .002 1.44 7.78 

 Hybrid/Flex .020 1.213 1.000 -2.86 2.90 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 


