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Abstract

In the recent decade organizations have focused their attention on Gen Y members as there is a rapid 
influx of these young individuals into the workforce. They are set to outnumber other generations. These 
individuals have distinct characteristics that are different from the previous generation. In order to attract 
and retain these individuals, organizations need to understand their preferences. The study examines the 
organizational attributes preferred by Gen Y MBA students and to what extent these attributes influence their 
attractiveness towards potential employers. Participants consisted of 483 MBA students from institutes in 
Coimbatore offering Masters in Business Administration (MBA) and in their final year of the full time two-
year MBA program. Data was gathered using a self-administered questionnaire. Organizational Attributes 
exhibited significant effects on Organizational Attractiveness. The factors ‘Organizational Reputation’, 
‘Development Opportunities’ and ‘Work-Life Balance’ emerge as the most predominant predictor of 
Organizational Attractiveness for management students. Further, gender differences were observed only 
for the attribute ‘Training and Development’. Gender differences were not observed in any other attribute. 
The results of the study would be useful in guiding organizations looking to recruit Gen Y MBA graduates 
to focus their attention towards the attributes that these young management graduates find attractive. This 
will enable organizations to frame suitable recruitment strategies to attract right management graduates and 
thereby ensure effective recruitment. 
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Introduction

In today’s VUCA (Volatile, Uncertain, Complex and Ambiguous) world, organizations realize 
that people are the real assets providing competitive advantage. One of the factors of the rapidly 
changing business environment apart from Globalization and technical advances are changing 
demographics (Kuchinke & Park, 2012). The younger generation or the Gen Y is set to replace 
the older generation. The work attitudes, values, characteristics and expectations of Gen Y are 
quite distinct from their predecessors, for example Gen Y values meaningful work and a sense 



2 Amity Journal of Training and DevelopmentADMAA

Volume 1  Issue 1   2016AJTD

of accomplishment over pay (Brack, 2012). Therefore organizations find it challenging to manage 
a multi-generational workforce in this transitional phase (Malik & Khera, 2014). Millennials 
are technology savvy and consider technology as their sixth sense (Alexander & Sysko, 2013). 
Organizations aspiring to tap this talented workforce realize that they have to understand Gen Y’s 
job aspirations and their perceived importance of job and organizational attributes, so that they 
can suitably promote their organization as a good place to work.

With increasing changes in the nature of work, management skills are sought after in the 
global employment market place. For organizations seeking to fill entry-level positions, young 
management graduates are an important source of recruitment. Organizations focusing on hiring 
quality management graduates need to also understand their preferred organizational attributes in 
the organization they seek employment. An understanding of Gen Y individuals’ preferences will 
enable organizations to develop suitable recruitment strategies and ensure efficient recruitment and 
retention. The present study investigates the organizational attributes considered important by Gen 
Y in the organization they choose to work.  This paper investigates the extent to which perceived 
importance level of factors of Organizational Attributes influence Organizational Attractiveness of 
Gen Y MBA students in Coimbatore. In addition, differences among the male and female student 
segments in perceived importance level of the organizational attributes is also explored.

Review of Literature

Available literature provides abundant studies that investigated the preferences of job 
applicants. In these studies, job applicants ranked the following 10 attributes as important –
benefits, pay, hours, co-workers, advancement, security, supervisor, working conditions and type 
of work (Jurgensen, 1978; Tolbert & Moen, 1998). The importance of job security when choosing 
an organization to work was also studied by a few researchers (Tolbert & Moen, 1998; Turban, 
Eyring & Campion, 1993). During these three decades, men assigned more importance to security 
whereas women considered type of work as most important. Later it was reported that during the 
period between 1966-1975, men also assigned type of work as most important (Tolbert & Moen, 
1998). Later with increase in educational level, there was an increase in the importance assigned 
to type of work while the importance of security decreased (Lacy, Bokemeier & Shepard, 1983). 
Phillips, Phillips & Cappel (1994) in their study reported that management students think beyond 
money when choosing an employer. The factors rated highest by management students as helping 
them differentiate among prospective employers are – advancement opportunity, job security, 
training programme, retirement plan, health insurance and pay. Students indicated opportunity 
for advancement as the single most important factor.

In a study by Lacy et al. (1983) meaningful work was ranked most important followed by 
income, advancement, security and working hours. Posner (1981) in a study on college students 
reported that challenging/interesting work was the highest rated among the 18 job characteristics 
followed by learning opportunities and using one’s abilities. 

Turban et al. (1993) investigated which job attributes were preferred by student applicants 
in their early career stage searching for their first job, and importance of preferred attributes in 
the job offer decision. They found that there were different reasons why accepted job offers like, 
the type of work, organization, and opportunities for advancement, co-workers and security, 
respectively. Also, the most important reasons for rejecting job offer were the location, type 
of work, opportunities for advancement, co-workers and pay. Turban et al. (1993) adapted 
the attribute preference from ]urgensen’s (1978) Job Preference Form (having 10 attributes) to 
measure applicants’ preferences of job attributes by including geographic location as location 
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was  an important job attribute to college recruits while choosing a job. According to Ng & Burke 
(2006) people differ in their attractiveness to different attributes of a firm and identified four 
factors (people, reputation, work and benefits) from 14 items of job and organizational attributes. 
Gokuladas (2010) in a study on the factors that influence the first job choice of engineering 
students in India identified good training opportunities available as the most important factor 
that influenced both male and female respondents while deciding their first-job. According to 
Gokuladas (2010) the students’ most preferred factors in job selection are presence of power and 
authority, peaceful work environment, opportunity for career advance and pay. Past research 
has also established the importance of employer familiarity (i.e. awareness) and organizational 
reputation in a firm’s perceived attractiveness as a potential employer (Collins & Stevens, 2002; 
Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier & Geirnaert, 2001). Popular perception about an organization is 
conveyed through its corporate reputation like prestige which applicants may find appealing and 
pursue employment with (Turban & Cable, 2003; Ng & Burke, 2006). Geographic location is also 
an important factor in job offer decisions as discussed by Rynes & Lawler (1983). Literature also 
reported that socially responsible firms were perceived as more attractive as potential employers 
(e.g. Gatewood, Gowan, & Lautenschlager, 1993; Highhouse, Zickar, Thorsteinson, Stierwalk and 
Slaughter, 1999; Turban & Greening, 1996).

Cable & Turban (2001) report that applicants evaluated a firm based on the physical 
attributes which is referred as ‘employer information’ like size of the company, its geographical 
location, and job attributes like pay, benefits, advancement opportunities which constitutes 
‘job information’; and the type of co-workers they would be working with, which is referred to 
as ‘people information’. Sutherland (2012) studied worker job attribute preferences in UK and 
found that among the 15 attributes listed “Work you like doing”; a “secure job”; “friendly people 
to work with”; and “opportunities to use your abilities” are the four highest ranked job attribute 
preference. Sutherland (2012) also noted that employee’s job attribute preferences varied with their 
characteristics including gender among others. Sutherland (2012, pp. 196) describes job attribute 
preferences as “the extent to which individuals attach or desire a variety of specific qualities and 
outcomes from their paid work”. 

Previous studies have typically categorized job and organizational attribute preferences being either 
“extrinsic” i.e. pertaining to the fulfilment of material needs and “intrinsic” i.e. relating to the fulfilment 
of subjective or higher order needs, such as self-determination, self-expression etc. (Konrad, Corrigall, 
Lieb, & Ritchie, 2000; Sutherland, 2012). But Sutherland (2012) argues that it may be difficult to categorize 
certain job attributes like “training and development” as it can also be considered to be “intrinsic”, 
as it is related to self-development and self-realization in work, whereas it may also be argued that it is 
“extrinsic”, because of its association with skill upgradation resulting in monetary advantages in form 
of wage/salary increases. Therefore, the categorization may be subjective to some extent and need not 
have strictly empirical basis (Sutherland, 2012). Ahmed, Alam & Alam (1997) define “intrinsic” factors 
as ‘factors that are related to satisfaction derived from a job that provides the opportunity to be creative 
and autonomous in an intellectually challenging and dynamic environment’, and they define “extrinsic 
factors” as ‘financial remuneration and market-related factors that are extrinsic to the nature of the job 
itself’. Murphy & Collins (2015) in their study explored the importance of diversity to college students as 
a job attribute they seek in their prospective employer. The top three job attributes were advancement, 
salary and flexible work hours. The study also investigated differences in the individual job attributes 
based on the race, and gender and found few differences in job attributes based on race and gender.

The Gen Y or Millennials born after 1980 (Meister & Willyerd, 2010) are rapidly entering the 
workforce (Smola & Sutton, 2002) and is poised to take over the other generations in number in 
the near future and make up a large part of the labor pool. Attention towards research on the 
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Millennial generation and their expectations in the workforce has become increasingly important 
as they are not only the largest generation (Pew Research Center 2010) but also have different 
values from their predecessors - the Generation X – individuals born between 1961 and 1981 
(Strauss & Howe, 1991) and Baby Boomers- individuals born between 1943 and 1960 (Twenge, 
2010; Smola & Sutton, 2002). It may be unsuitable to make generalization about individuals in a 
generational cohort, but it is understood that each generation is unique as they share common 
influential experiences (Fernandez, 2009) and tends to develop a collective personality that 
influences the way members lead their lives, their attitudes, desires and expectations towards 
work and organizations (Kupperschmidt, 2000; Smola & Sutton, 2002; Weston, 2006). Recently lots 
of studies have given attention to the characteristics, aspirations and expectations of this cohort to 
better understand and channelize their talent for organizational advantage.

Scholars differ in the age range of this generation and the boundaries vary. According to past 
literature, the age range of Generation Y started as early as 1977 and as late as 1981 and ended as 
early as 1994 and as late as 2002 (Erickson 2008; Karefalk, Petterssen & Zhu 2007; Hagevik 1999). 
Smola & Sutton (2002) define Generation Y as born between 1980 to1994. Some of the scholars 
noted the year range of Gen Y ranging from 1978 to 2000 as they follow Gen X (Greene, 2003; 
Howe and Strauss, 2004; Leo, 2003; Patterson, 2007; Smola & Sutton, 2002; Sujansky, 2004). The 
present study those Gen Y-ers who are still pursuing their education and poised to start their 
career as the year range that will define Gen Y has been considered to be that of 1978 to 1995.

Literature has purported that the different generation will be different in their aspirations, 
perceptions and expectations with regards to work. Smola & Sutton (2002) found that the work 
values of Generation Xers and that of Baby Boomers were significantly different from each other. 
They stated that Generation Y demanded higher salaries, flexible working arrangements and more 
benefits than Generation X. Scholars have described Generation Y individuals as sophisticated, 
mature, structured (Syrett & Lammiman, 2003), individualistic, technologically savvy, well-
educated (Meier, Austin & Crocker, 2010; Blain, 2008; Erickson, 2008; Valentine & Powers, 
2013), also independent and self-reliant (Martin, 2005). Another set of literature exploring the 
characteristics of Gen Y members suggest that they are trustworthy, supportive of social causes 
(Valentine & Power, 2013). They are entrepreneurial thinkers; who love challenging work, are 
creative, are clear in direction; they seek managerial support but do not like micromanagement 
as they value autonomy in accomplishing their tasks in their own way, at their own pace (Martin, 
2005; Meier, Austin & Crocker, 2010). 

Literature has reported strong evidence of the significance of remuneration and compensation 
to Gen Y individuals (Rolfe, 2001; Smith, 2008; Meier et. al., 2010). Compared to the earlier 
generations, this group is characterized by materialistic and consumer culture (Hanzaee & 
Aghasibeig, 2010). Gen Y demand high compensation (Smola & Sutton, 2002; Hess & Jepsen, 
2009). Studies have consistently established that good pay was rated among the highest 
preferred factor among the job and organizational attributes (Ng & Burke, 2006; Phillips et al., 
1994; Tolbert & Moen, 1998). According to Morton (2002), positive company culture, training 
and fair compensation attract Gen Y employees to organizations. Meier et al. (2010) report work 
environment as the most highly rated factor by Gen Y individuals when choosing a company to 
work for as they seek a place to be successful and also have a good time. 

Another set of studies report that Gen Y prefer working from home, and paid time off or 
getting compensated if they put in extra work beyond their normal hours. They value their work/
life balance and expects flexibility in the workplace (Smola & Sutton, 2002; Hess & Jepsen, 2009; 
Meier et al., 2010, Universum, 2015). Technological advances have made possible attaining this 
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kind of flexibility and work/life balance more acceptable and easier (Meier et. al, 2010). Meier et al. 
(2010) in their study also note that Gen Y individuals seek challenging tasks and have a yearning 
to learn by working with the employees around them.

Recent studies also report that Gen Y individuals value meaningful work and a sense of 
accomplishment over pay (Brack, 2012). An annual survey of Millennials by INSEAD’s Emerging 
Markets Institute, Universum, and the HEAD Foundation (2015) reports that Millennials care for 
challenging work and work-life balance over money and status. The survey report also states that 
in India 42% of Millennials defined work-life balance as “Flexible Working Conditions”. Thus, Gen 
Y individuals value their relationship with friends and family and work to accommodate their job 
and personal lives (Meier et. al, 2010; Spiro, 2006). Generation Y people value their leisure, and 
while do enjoy work they do not prefer work to dominate their lives but to support their lifestyle 
(Morton, 2002; Kerslake, 2005).

Past studies in the area have widely discussed Organizational Attractiveness and its growing 
importance for organizations to attract and retain quality talent (Soutar & Clarke, 1983; Jurgensen, 
1978; Collins & Stevens, 2002; Bergstrom, Blumenthal, & Crothers, 2002; Ambler & Barrow, 
1996; Gilly & Wolfinbarger, 1998; Ewing, Pitt, de Bussy, & Berthon, 2002; Sherry, 2000; Lloyd, 
2007; Ritson, 2002). Organizational Attractiveness, as a concept, has received a lot of attention 
from scholars during the recent years. The term Employer Attractiveness is more popular in the 
recent studies and as it is the antecedent of employer branding (Berthon, Ewing & Hah, 2005), 
the more attractive an employer, the more is its brand equity. As companies strive to attain the 
‘Best Employer’ status in the surveys by popular agencies, it is necessary to know what criteria 
potential employees or prospects look for in an organization. Berthon et al. (2005) in their study 
operationalized Employer Attractiveness and defined it as “the envisioned benefits that a potential 
employee sees in working for a specific organization”. 

From the previous literature it is clear that findings on gender differences in job attribute 
preference is ambiguous and debatable (Tolbert & Moen, 1998). Although, theories of psychology, 
stated that males and females were alike, differences developed because of either role expectations 
or social roles learned through cultural, social and other environmental factors (Eagley, 1987; 
Shafiro, Himelein & Best, 2003). Gender differences as explained by evolution and social learning, 
stated that differences between females and males are a result of the interaction of both evolution 
(i.e. genetics) and culture (i.e.,t gender or environmental influences) (Hicks, Johnson, Iacono 
& McGue, 2008; Gilbert, Burnett, Phau, & Haar, 2010). Other researchers in the area considered 
evolutionary and social role influences to be basically irrelevant and suggested that there were 
more similarities between females and males than differences (Epstein & Feist, 1988; Hyde, 2005). 
According to Corrigall (2008), the division of family labor based on gender is responsible for such 
differences in job attribute preferences as in most of the cultures across the world women are 
primarily responsible for family labor and men for outside the family or market labor.

Bigoness (1988) studied the preferences of job attribute of male and female MBA students of 
United States. The results of factor analysis of the job attributes revealed three factors of job attributes 
- 1) professional growth; 2) work environment; and 3) salary. The finding was interesting with 
female respondents placing greater importance on professional growth dimension than their male 
counterparts. It was found that males attributed more importance to salary. No gender difference 
was observed in perceived importance level of the factor - work environment (Bigoness, 1988).

Chew & Teo (1993) examined gender differences among undergraduates when choosing jobs/
employers in Singapore. They reported how job attributes were rated in terms of their importance 
to participants and found that the influence of gender on job attribute preferences was moderated 
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by ethnicity, age, prior work experience and professional training area. They developed a 17-
item questionnaire extensively based on the items used by Posner (1981) in a study investigating 
recruiters’ awareness of the importance of job attributes important to undergraduates in choosing 
a job. The 17 items were classified into five dimensions: challenges, benefits/job security, prestige, 
relationships and non-sedentary work.

Tolbert & Moen (1998) analyzed studies of over a period of 22 years focusing on the changes 
brought by age over time in men’s and women’s preferences for five key job attributes— job 
security, high income, short hours, chances for promotion and meaningful work. They reported 
stability of gender differences in preferences and noted widening gender gap in preferences 
among the younger workforce. Gender was found to be a significant predictor of three job 
attribute preferences - having a sense of accomplishment, opportunities for promotion and 
job security. As compared to men, women place higher value to jobs that provided a sense of 
accomplishment than those that gave promotion opportunities or job security. Also women 
ranked meaningful work as a first preference, on the other hand men ranked promotion 
opportunities and security higher (Tolbert & Moen, 1998). The findings by Tolbert & Moen (1998) 
were found to be in alignment with the established studies that indicated women to value intrinsic 
rewards and orientation of men more towards extrinsic rewards (Beutel & Marini, 1995; Lueptow, 
1992, 1996). 

Konrad et al. (2000)  in a meta-analysis of studies carried out in US found small but significant 
differences in men’s and women’s job attribute preferences. Men assigned more importance to 
earnings, freedom, challenge, leadership, promotion and power than women. Women were found 
to value good interpersonal relationships, good hours, an easy commute, and helping others more 
than men. 

Terjesen, Vinnicombe & Freeman, (2007) in their study investigated the organizational 
attributes that attract Generation Y men and women to apply to a management trainee position 
and the relationship of the perceived existence of these attributes to the likelihood to apply. They 
examined university students and found that the five most important organizational attributes 
were: “care about their employees as individuals” “clear opportunities for long-term career 
progression” “invest heavily in the training and development of their employees” “variety in 
daily work” and “dynamic, forward-looking approach to their business”. Terjesen et al. (2007) 
noted gender differences in perceived importance of organizational attributes among employees. 
Women rated “variety in your daily work”, “really care about their employees as individuals”, 
“employ people with whom you feel you will have things in common”, “relatively stress-free 
working environment”, “friendly, informal culture”, “use your degree skills”, “internationally 
diverse mix of colleagues”, “require you to work standard working hours only” higher than 
men when describing their ideal employer whereas men rated the attribute “a very high starting 
salary” higher than women. 

Past studies have found gender differences in job attribute preferences to be quite small, even 
if statistically significant. And over the past 20 years men’s and women’s work preferences have 
been characterized by a high degree of similarity (Tolbert & Moen, 1998, Gokuladas, 2010). As 
gender difference was found to vary across the period, it is assumed that these results may not 
reflect the preferences of men and women of the current generation. Thus, it will be an important 
contribution if further research on how the gender preferences for certain job attributes gets 
translated into specific decisions to seek and accept a specific job (Tolbert & Moen, 1998).
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According to Gokuladas (2010) there is no gender difference among the young generation 
in their preference for training and development opportunities in their potential employer. 
Gokuladas (2010) also reports that the female respondents rated career growth in company as a 
significant factor for them to accept a particular job than that of their male counterparts. This is in 
contradiction to the accepted stereotype of giving importance to a man’s career, and this indicates 
that career success is equally important for the current women workforce. The current generation 
of employees is influenced beyond money when joining their first-job. This is also different from 
the general belief that women assign more importance to maintaining close ties with friends 
and family, and would not prefer specific job locations. This is a clear indication of the changing 
attitude about work of the young generation and women workforce in India.

Gilbert et al. (2010) examined the differences and similarities between male and female business 
professionals. They observed that as compared to low-power distance cultures greater prevalence 
of value differences between males and females were prevalent in high-power distance cultures 
(Parboteeah, Hoegl & Cullen, 2008). Further, Gilbert et al. (2010) argue that gender differences in 
work preferences of business professionals vary among different countries. Their study provided 
evidence that female subjects perceived job prestige, relationships on the job, and opportunities to 
travel and interact on the job more important than their male counterparts.

Research Gap

There is a gap in the research, for example it is not known what job and organizational 
attributes do Gen Y management students look for in their work organization, and do men 
and women differ in their preferences of job and organizational attributes when evaluating 
an organization for employment. It is a pertinent concern since information of job and an 
organizational attribute preference is needed by employers to match employees with jobs. Thus, 
if the job preferences of different groups comprising the work force vary, different personnel 
practices for the various groups will have to be developed (Allen, Keaveny & Jackson, 1979). Such 
an insight will enable the HR personnel to channelize their efforts in attracting and retaining the 
appropriate talent.

As the competition for talent becomes fiercer, organizations are realizing the importance of 
attracting women but are not very successful in their efforts to retain highly qualified women 
(Cabrera, 2009). Though the number of women entering the workforce is increasing, at the top of 
the corporate ladder there is markedly a very less number of women (Cabrera, 2009). Also though 
more than 50% of all graduates were now women, 98 percent of CEOs at Fortune 500 companies 
were men (Cabrera, 2009). A total of two-thirds of highly qualified women either leave work or 
reject a career in corporate and take up the less conventional career path (Hewlett, 2007; Cabrera, 
2009). Cabrera (2009) observes that today, organizations cannot afford to ignore this talent and 
must take initiatives to attract and retain women talent.

Contribution of the Study

The principal objective of the study is, therefore, to contribute to the understanding of what 
organizational attributes potential applicants of Generation Y pursuing MBA look for when 
considering employment with an organization. The study also aimed to investigate the influence 
of organizational attributes on Organizational Attractiveness towards an organization. The goal of 
this research was also to help organizations understand the preferences and expectations of Gen 
Y MBA students regarding organizational characteristics of their targeted applicants so they can 
develop suitable recruitment strategies that will help generate the most applicants with the right 
skill set and attitude.
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Objectives of the study

The study objectives are threefold. 

1.	 To identify the preferred factors of job and organizational attributes Gen Y MBA students 
seek in their employing organization.

2.	 To explore the extent to which factors of job and organizational attributes influence 
Organizational Attractiveness. 

3.	 To investigate gender differences in the perceived importance of job and organizational 
attributes.

Hypothesis

The following Hypotheses were framed for the study based on the review of literature:

H1: Preferred factors of Job and Organizational Attributes will positively impact 
Organizational Attractiveness.

H2: Male and female respondents will show differences in their preferences of factors of job 
and organizational attributes.

Research Methodology

Sample and Data Collection

The participants are Generation Y full-time MBA students of Management institutes in 
Coimbatore who are set to enter the job market. The respondents were in the second year of their 
MBA course. Data was collected using a questionnaire from 21 randomly selected colleges of the 
71 institutes offering MBA programme in Coimbatore. The colleges were alphabetically arranged 
and every 4th college was selected. The students interested in placements in organizations were 
then asked to fill in the questionnaire. 550 questionnaires were distributed, of which 483 were 
usable.  Of the respondents, 51.6% were males and 48.4% females. 94.4% of the respondents were 
between the age group of 20-25 years.  96.1% of the students were not married and 81.4% of them 
did not have work experience. Only 10.2% of the respondents had work experience, which is the 
typical scenario of higher studies in India, where most of the individuals pursue their education 
before joining regular employment. 

Factor Analysis, Correlation, Multiple regression, and t-test were performed to analyze the data 
and arrive at the results.

Measures of the Study

The questionnaire consisted of three parts. The first section was composed of items relating to 
demographic characteristics such as gender, age, work experience and marital status. The second 
part measured the extent to which the Job and Organizational Attributes were preferred by the 
respondents. Respondents were asked to respond to the items in the questionnaire by considering 
to what extent they perceived the organization they aspired to work for to have these Job and 
Organizational Attributes. The items in the third part measured the extent to which respondents 
were attracted towards the company they intended to work for. 

The responses to second and third parts were collected on a seven point Likert scale. Responses 
to the second part ranged from 1= strongly disagree, through 7 = strongly agree and the third part 
on 1= not important and 7=extremely important.
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Factors of Job and Organizational Attributes

Job and Organizational attributes are measured with 22 items adapted from various studies 
through review of literature. Items include “Job Security”; “Flexible working hours”, “Financially 
strong company”, “Location of organization in a big city”. To identify the factors, Principal 
Component Analysis with Varimax rotation and a factor extraction according to the MINEIGEN 
criterion (i.e. all factors with eigenvalues of greater than 1) was performed. Scale reliability was 
assessed through internal consistency using Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient. Examination of the 
descriptive statistics showed that the research data to be appropriate for factor analysis (KMO = 
0.912; Bartlett’s test of sphericity p< 0.001). Principal component analysis resulted in five factors of 
Job and Organizational Attributes, which explained 60.096% of the total variation in the data. The 
first factor was named ‘Reputation’ and had 6 items, α = 0.853; second factor ‘Work Attributes’ 
had 6 items α = 0.815; the third factor ‘Developmental Opportunities’ had 4 items, α=0.770; 
the fourth factor named ‘Location’ had 3 items, α = 0.740 and finally the fifth factor ‘Work-Life 
Balance’ had 2 items, α = 0.703. The results have been summarized in Table 1.

Organizational Attractiveness

Organizational Attractiveness is measured using a 5 item scale used by Highhouse et al. (2003), 
Aiman-Smith, Bauer & Cable (2001) and Gomes & Neves (2011). The measure is based on the past 
studies (e.g. Fisher, Ilgen, & Hoyer, 1979; Turban & Keon, 1993). Some examples of the items are- 
“This would be a good company to work for”, “A job with this company is very appealing to me”. 
Respondents are asked to rate each item on a 7-point response scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 
strongly agree). Reliability test was conducted and the Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.81 above 
the prescribed 0.7 threshold for Cronbach’s α (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Statistical Tools Used

The statistical tools used are – Factor analysis, Correlation Analysis, Multiple Regression and t-test.

Analysis and Results

Data Analyzes is performed in SPSS spreadsheet after coding the questionnaires. Five factors 
emerged when Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation and a factor extraction 
according to the MINEIGEN criterion (i.e. all factors with eigenvalues of greater than 1) was 
performed. These factors impacting career choice explained 60.096% of the total variation in the 
data. The results are reported in Table 1.

Table 1: Job and Organizational Attributes Principal Component Analysis Results

Scale Items Mean Std. Dev
Factor 

Loading

Eigen 

Values 

% Variance 

Explained

Cronbach 

Alpha

Factor 1: Reputation, M = 5.718

Good reputation among family and friends 5.680 1.137 0.503

3.567 16.985 0.853

Financially strong 5.765 1.288 0.692

Inspiring top management 5.741 1.188 0.734

Market success 5.772 1.161 0.780

Recognizable company brand 5.690 1.135 0.701

Fast growing 5.659 1.216 0.691

(Continued)
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Factor 2 : Work Attributes, M = 5.709

Good relationship with superiors 5.707 1.166 0.743

3.153 15.015 0.815

Good Relationship with colleagues 5.682 1.186 0.746

Supportive and encouraging colleagues 5.610 1.187 0.685

Job Security 5.788 1.151 0.638

Happy work environment 5.788 1.191 0.550

Attractive overall compensation package 5.684 1.148 0.592

Factor 3: Developmental Opportunities, M = 5.549

Opportunities for International travel 5.577 1.251 0.746

2.337 11.128 0.770
Control over working hours 5.484 1.263 0.678

Opportunities for relocation abroad 5.421 1.351 0.758

Training and Development 5.715 1.209 0.511

Factor 4: Location, M = 5.376

Location close to friends 5.235 1.406 0.797

2.041 9.720 0.740Location near family home town 5.469 1.311 0.830

Location in Big cities 5.423 1.337 0.684

Factor 5: Work-Life Balance, M = 5.89

Flexible Working Conditions 6.127 1.008 0.695
1.522 7.248 0.703

Work-Life Balance 5.654 1.0494 0.702

Overall 60.096

Table 1 shows that the eigenvalue of the first factor explains 16.985% of the variance, the 
second factor explains 15.015% of the variance, the third factor explains 11.128% of the variance, 
the fourth factor explains 9.720% and the fifth factor explains 7.248%. Factor 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 have 
items with factor loadings more than 0.4 and there is no cross loading of item(s) of more than 0.4 
on any of the five factors.

Table 2: Mean, Standard Deviation and Intercorrelation of the composite variables

S.No. Mean Std. Dev 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Reputation 5.72 0.8820 1

2 Work-Attributes 5.71 0.8449 0.586** 1

3 Development Opportunities 5.89 0.8447 0.563** 0.540** 1

4 Location 5.38 1.0969 0.410** 0.319** 0.230** 1

5 Work-life balance 5.89 0.8447 0.380** 0.382** 0.321** 0.230** 1

6 Organizational Attractiveness 5.69 0.7580 0.443 0.717** 0.620** 0.339** 0.885** 1

Note: N = 483

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Pearson correlations are also calculated between factors of Job and Organizational Attributes 
and Organizational Attractiveness to find out which factors are significantly associated with 
Organizational Attractiveness and to what extent. The results show that all the five factors of 
Job and Organizational Attributes are significantly positively correlated with Organizational 
Attractiveness. Of factors of Job and Organizational Attributes, ‘Work-life balance’, (r = 0.885; 
p<0.01), ‘Work attributes’ (r = 0.717; p<0.01) and ‘Developmental opportunities’ (r = 0.620; p<0.01) 
are found to be more highly correlated with Organizational Attractiveness than others.

Further, multiple regression analysis is run on SPSS to examine the effects of factors of Job 
and Organizational Attributes on Organizational Attractiveness. Before performing multiple 
regression, the relevant assumptions of this statistical analysis are tested. 5 to 1 is the minimum 
ratio of valid cases to independent variables for multiple regression. The ratio for this analysis 
is 97 to 1, with 483 valid cases and 5 independent variables, which satisfies the minimum 
requirement of 5 to 1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  Also, the assumption of singularity is met as 
the independent variables; Job and Organizational attributes are not a combination of other 
independent variables.  Upon examining correlations it was found that there is high correlation 
among the independent variables. The collinearity statistics (i.e., Tolerance and VIF) are all within 
accepted limits and the assumption of multicollinearity has been met (Coakes & Steed, 2009; Hair, 
Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998).  

Table 3: Regression Analysis: Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 0.885a 0.783 0.783 0.35342

2 0.920b 0.847 0.847 0.29694

3 0.924c 0.854 0.853 0.29101

a. Predictors: (Constant), Work Attributes

b. Predictors: (Constant), Work Attributes, Developmental Opportunities 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Work Attributes, Developmental Opportunities, Work Life Balance

Data is also screened and purified of extreme univariate outliers.  An examination of the 
Mahalanobis distance scores indicated no multivariate outliers. Residual and scatter plots 
indicated the assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity are all satisified (Hair et al., 
1998; Pallant, 2001).

Table 3 reports the results of linear multiple regression stepwise analysis. The table shows 
the variables that are included in the model at each step.  ‘Work Attributes’ is the single best 
predictor (step 1) and accounted for 78.3% of the variance. ‘Developmental Opportunities’ is the 
next best predictor (added the most), after ‘Work Attributes’ as is shown included in the model 
(step 2) and both accounted for 84.7% of the variance. ‘Work-Life balance’ also significantly 
impacts Organizational Attractiveness and all the three independent variables account for 85.3% 
of the variance in the dependent variable ‘Organizational Attractiveness’. ‘Reputation’ and 
‘Location’ is not included in the model which indicates that they are not significant predictors 
of Organizational Attractiveness. Hypothesis 1 is accepted that job and organizational attribute 
factors positively impact organizational attractiveness.

The results, thus, reveal that young management students’ consider benefits associated with 
a job and work related attributes as important when pursuing a job with an organization of their 
choice. Contrary to the theory they do not seem to be impacted by reputation of the organization 
or location when actively pursuing job with an organization. Though correlation shows significant 
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association, reputation of the organization and location do not seem to predict perceived 
attractiveness of these Gen Y MBA students towards their potential employer.

Table 4: Coefficients of Regression Model

S.No. Model

Unstandardized  
Coefficients

Standardized 
Coefficients

t Sig.
B Std.  

Error
Beta

1 (Constant) Work Attributes 1.085 
0.802

0.112 
0.019

 
0.885

9.709 
41.668

0.000 
0.000

2 (Constant)
Work Attributes
Developmental opportunities

0.664 
0.640 
0.242

0.098 
0.020 
0.017

 
0.706 
0.310

6.743 
32.330 
14.190

0.000 
0.000 
0.000

3 (Constant)
Work Attributes
Developmental opportunities
Work-Life Balance

0.397 
0.630 
0.216 
0.079

0.113 
0.020
0.018 
0.017

 
0.695 
0.277 
0.089

3.522 
32.288 
12.266 
4.560

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000

Table 4 gives beta coefficients for the regression equation.  The equation is as given below:

Predicted Organizational Attractiveness = 0.397 + 0.630 (Work Attributes) + 0.216 (Developmental 
Opportunities) + 0.079 (Work-Life Balance)

Table 4 also gives the values of the standardized regression coefficient Beta (β) which is very 
useful, as Beta (β) gives the relative strength of each independent variable’s relationship with the 
dependent variable. Of the 5 factors that significantly influence Organizational Attractiveness, it 
is seen that ‘Work Attributes’ has the strongest relationship with Organizational Attractiveness 
(β = 0.885; t = 41.668; p = 0.000) compared to other independent variables, ‘Developmental 
Opportunities’ (β = 0.277; t = 12.266; p = 0.000) and ‘Work-Life Balance’ (β = 0.089; t = 4.560; p 
= 0.000). This indicates that ‘Work Attributes’ has the strongest relationship with Organizational 
Attractiveness.

Table 5: Gender Differences

Levene’s Test for Equality of 

Variances

t-test for 

Equality of 

Means

N Mean Std Dev F Sig. t df
Sig. 

(2-tailed)

Training and 
Development

Male 249 5.5808 1.2551
Equal 

variances 
assumed

6.118 0.014 -2.705 481 0.007

Female 234 5.8521 1.1462
Equal 

variances 
-2.708 480.71 0.007

Total 483 5.7148 1.2092
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The results of t-test to test for gender differences in the Job and Organizational Attribute 
preferences showed no significant differences among students, except for Training and 
Development where the mean of female respondents is significantly higher than male 
respondents. Table 5 provides a summary of t-test results with respect to the variable. The 
Levene’s Test for Equal variances yields a p-value of 0.014 with respect to “Training and 
development”. This means that the group variances are not equal and the statistics in the second 
row (Equal variances not assumed) is to be used.  The p-value 0.007, less than 0.05, indicates that 
there is significant difference between mean of “Training and Development” of female and male 
students. Female respondents show significantly higher mean value. Thus, it is concluded that 
male and female students were significantly different with respect to the importance assigned to 
“Training and Development” when choosing a career in management. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was 
partly accepted that men and women will differ in their preferences of job and organizational 
attributes.

Discussion

The results of the study reinforce earlier studies that compared to their predecessors, this 
cohort is influenced by materialistic, and consumer culture (Hanzaee & Aghasibeig, 2010). ‘Work 
Attributes’ includes items like attractive compensation, good relationship with colleagues and 
superior, happy work environment and job security. Literature has reported strong evidence of 
the significance of remuneration and compensation to Gen Y individuals (Rolfe, 2001; Meier 
et. al., 2010). Gen Y demand high compensation (Smola & Sutton, 2002; Hess & Jepsen, 2009). 
Location of the workplace does not seem to impact the job choice decision of the students. Meier 
et al. (2010) note that due to the technological advances this generation is more open to working 
anywhere, even have no problem working away from home, they easily accept travelling. The 
results had revealed a strong significant relationship between ‘Developmental Opportunities’ and 
‘Organizational Attractiveness’ supporting the recent studies that demonstrated that Millennials 
rate training and development opportunities higher (Terjesen et al., 2007; Gokuladas, 2009). 
Interestingly the young women engineers in the study by Gokuladas (2010) were not found to be 
influenced by location-preference in their job-choice decision.

The results are also in agreement with studies that establish that Gen Y expects flexibility in 
the workplace (Smola & Sutton, 2002; Thompson & Aspinwall, 2009; Hess & Jepsen, 2009; Meier 
et al., 2010; Murphy & Collins, 2015; Universum, 2015). They value their work/life balance. Gen 
Y individuals value their relationship with friends and family and work to accommodate their 
job and personal lives (Meier et. al, 2010; Spiro, 2006). Generation Y individuals assign great 
importance to their non-work time, and though they enjoy work, they do not want it to control 
their lives; rather they want it to finance their lifestyle (Morton, 2002; Kerslake, 2005).

Recent studies have reported mixed results in terms of gender differences in job and 
organizational attribute preferences where a substantial literature from previous studies 
demonstrate gender differences in job attribute preferences (Bigoness, 1988; Phillips et al. 1994; 
Gokuladas, 2009; Sutherland, 2012) and on the other hand a number of studies revealed no gender 
difference in the initial career stages, Agarwala (2008) established no gender differences in career 
choice and orientation. The finding that ‘Training and Development’ being rated significantly 
higher by women than men finds support in few earlier research (Bigoness, 1988; Gokuldas, 
2009). Bigoness (1988) in a study found females placing more importance to professional growth 
dimension than men. Gokuladas (2009) reports female students pursuing engineering assigning 
more importance to training and development than male respondents. These findings indicate 
that women are also career oriented and seek developmental opportunities to advance their 
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career. Women rating ‘Training and Development’ higher than men may also be indicative that 
these young women in their early career stage aspire career growth and are ambitious. Therefore, 
though the results of the study are not consistent in terms of past studies that establish traditional 
gender roles (for example: Hardin, Varghese, Tran & Carlson, 2006). Dyke & Murphy (2006) and 
Ng et al. (2008) who reported that men focused more on material success and less on relationships 
than women even at similar occupational attainments. The findings are in line with recent studies 
that report similar pattern in the initial career stage of men and women. Thus, companies realize 
that to fit Gen Y to their company, they must focus on their preferences.

Limitations and Implications for Future Research

The main limitation of the study is that the results cannot be generalized to Gen Y MBA 
students from different regions, cultural and economic background. The results also cannot 
be extended to other disciplines as other factors such as education, skills and abilities may vary 
from those applicable to business studies. Also, as the study is confined to business schools of 
Coimbatore, which mostly fall under tier II and tier III category, results may vary from students of 
tier I business schools and for individuals in metropolitan cities.

As the study is confined to one part of India, care should be taken in relating the results to 
global context. In India majority of the students pursuing MBA have no work experience and are 
unmarried.  The study outcomes may therefore not be applicable to more experienced workers or 
individuals with family commitments. Literature had noted that culture influenced the perceived 
importance level of variables related to job and organizational attributes. Therefore, the potential 
importance of cultural values and expectations in job choices cannot be deemphasized.

The research can be extended to include aspects of cultural differences with respect to students 
from different regions. This would provide further insight into those factors influencing the 
decision of undergraduate students with respect to their first career. Working executives in their 
various career stages can also be studied. 

Organizations and HR managers need to ensure that the talent of this next generation is 
utilized so that their strengths become a benefit to the company. For years to come it will be a 
challenge for managers to understand new generations as there number keeps on increasing.  
To be successful in the future, it will be important for companies and managers to understand 
these new employees.  The findings of the study have attempted to give an understanding of the 
Generation Y management students’ preferences of Job and Organizational attribute preferences.

References

Agarwala, T. (2008). Factors influencing career choice of management students in India. Career Development 
International, 13(4), 362-376.

Ahmed, K., Alam, K. F., & Alam, M. (1997). An empirical study of factors affecting students’ career choice in 
New Zealand. Accounting Education: An International Journal, 6(4), 325-335.

Aiman-Smith, L., Bauer, T. N., & Cable, D. M. (2001). Are you attracted? Do you intend to pursue? A 
recruiting policy-capturing study. Journal of Business and Psychology, 16(2), 219-237.

Alexander, C. S., & Sysko, J. M. (2013). I’m Gen Y, I love feeling entitled, and it shows. Academy of 
Educational Leadership Journal, 17(4), 127.

Allen, R. E., Keaveny, T. J., & Jackson, J. H. (1979). A Reexamination of the Preferred Job Attributes of Full-
Time and Part-Time Workers. Journal of Management, 5(2), 213-227.



15Amity Journal of Training and Development

Volume 1  Issue 1   2016 AJTD

ADMAA

Ambler, T., & Barrow, S. (1996). The employer brand. Journal of Brand Management, 4(3), 185-206.

Bergstrom, A., Blumenthal, D., & Crothers, S. (2002). Why internal branding matters: The case of Saab. 
Corporate Reputation Review, 5(2-3), 133-142.

Berthon, P., Ewing, M., & Hah, L. L. (2005). Captivating company: dimensions of attractiveness in employer 
branding.  International Journal of Advertising, 24(2), 151-72.

Beutel, A. M., & Marini, M. M. (1995). Gender and values. American Sociological Review, 60, 436-448.

Bigoness, W. J. (1988). Sex differences in job attribute preferences. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 9(2), 
139-147.

Blain, A. (2008). The millennial tidal wave: five elements that will change the workplace of tomorrow. Journal 
of the Quality Assurance Institute, 22(2), 11-13.

Brack, J. (2012). Maximizing millennials in the workplace. UNC Executive Development, 1-14.

Cable, D. M. & Turban, D. B. (2001). Establishing the dimensions, sources and value of job seekers’ employer 
knowledge during recruitment. In Ferris, G.R. (Ed.), Research in Personnel and Human Resources 
Management (pp. 115-163). New York, NY: Elsevier Science.

Cabrera, E. F. (2009). Protean organizations Reshaping work and careers to retain female talent. Career 
Development International, 14(2), 186-201. doi:10.1108/13620430910950773.

Chew, I., & Teo, A. (1993). Job Attribute Preferences: The effect of gender in job choice of undergraduates. 
Women in Management Review, 8(5), 15–23.

Coakes, S. J., & Steed, L. (2009). SPSS: Analysis without anguish using SPSS version 14.0 for Windows. John 
Wiley & Sons.

Collins, C. J., & Stevens, C. K. (2002). The Relationship Between Early Recruitment Related Activities and the 
Application Decisions Of New Labor-Market Entrants: A Brand Equity Approach to Recruitment. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 87(6), 1121–1133.

Corrigall, E. A. (2008). Welfare states, families, job attribute preferences, and work. Cross Cultural 
Management: An International Journal, 15(2), 144–161. doi:10.1108/13527600810870598.

Dyke, L. S., & Murphy, S. A. (2006). How we define success: a qualitative study of what matters most to 
women and men. Sex Roles, 55, 357-71.

Eagley, A. N. (1987). Sex Differences in Social Behavior: A Social Role Interpretation. NY: Erlbaum, Hillsdale.

Epstein, S., & Feist, G. J. (1988). Relation between self- and other-acceptance and its moderation by 
identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(2), 309.

Erickson, T. J. (2008). Plugged In: The Generation Y Guide to Thriving at Work. Boston, MA: Harvard 
Business Press.

Ewing, M. T., Pitt, L. F., de Bussy, N. M., & Berthon, P. (2002). Employment branding in the knowledge 
economy. International Journal of Advertising, 21(1), 3–22.

Fernandez, S. (2009). Comparing Generation X to Generation Y on work-related beliefs. (Master’s Thesis, 
Paper 3974), San Jose State University.

Fisher, C. D., Ilgen, D. R., & Hoyer, W. D. (1979). Source credibility, information favorability, and job offer 
acceptance. Academy of Management Journal, 22, 94–103.

Gatewood, R. D., Gowan, M. A., & Lautenschlager, G. J. (1993). Corporate image, recruitment image and 
initial job choice decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 36(2), 414–427. doi:10.2307/256530.



16 Amity Journal of Training and DevelopmentADMAA

Volume 1  Issue 1   2016AJTD

Gilbert, G. R., Burnett, M. F., Phau, I., & Haar, J. (2008). Does gender matter ? A review of work-related 
gender commonalities. Gender in Management, 25(8), 676-699. doi:10.1108/17542411011092336.

Gilly, M. C., & Wolfinbarger, M. (1998). Advertising’s Internal Audience. Journal of Marketing, 62(1), 69–88.

Gokuladas, V. K. (2010). Factors that influence first-career choice of undergraduate engineers in software 
services companies: A south Indian experience. Career Development International, 15(2), 144–165. 
doi:10.1108/13620431011040941.

Gomes, D., & Neves, J. (2011). Organizational attractiveness and prospective applicants’ intentions to apply. 
Personnel Review, 40(6), 684–699. doi:10.1108/00483481111169634.

Greene, E. (2003). Connecting with generation Y. Chronicle of Philanthropy, 15(19), 31- 37.

Hagevik, S. (1999). From Ozzie and Harriet to the Simpsons, generations in the workplace. Environmental 
Health, 61(9), 39.

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., Black, W. C. (2009). Multivariate Data Analysis. Upper Saddle 
River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hanzaee, K. H., & Aghasibeig, S. (2010). Iranian Generation Y female market segmentation. Journal of Islamic 
Marketing, 1(2), 165-176.

Hardin, E. E., Varghese, F. P., Tran, U. V., & Carlson, A. Z. (2006). Anxiety and career exploration: Gender 
differences in the role of self-construal. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 69(2), 346-358.

Hess, N., & Jepsen, D. M. (2009). Career stage and generational differences in psychological contracts. Career 
Development International, 14(3), 261-283.  Retrieved 29 November 2010 from ABI/INFORM Global. 
(Document ID: 1882572351).

Hewlett, S.A. (2007). Off-ramps and On-ramps. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Hicks, B. M., Johnson, W., Iacono, W. G., & McGue, M. (2008). Moderating effects of personality on the 
genetic and environmental influences of school grades helps to explain sex differences in scholastic 
achievement. European Journal of Personality, 22(3), 247-268.

Highhouse, S., Zickar, M. J., Thorsteinson, T. J., Stierwalk, S. L., & Slaughter, J. E., (1999). Assessing Company 
Employment Image: An Example in the Fast Food Industry. Personnel Psychology, 52, 151-172.

Howe, N., & Strauss, W. (2004). Millennials rising: the next great generation. Retrieved from www.ism.ws

Hyde, J. S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psychologist, 60(6), 581-92.

Jurgensen, C. E. (1978). Job Preferences (what makes a job good or bad?). Journal of Applied Psychology, 
63(3), 267–276.

Karefalk, A., Pettersson, M., & Zhu, Y. (2007). How to Motivate Generation Y with Different Cultural 
Backgrounds: A Cross-Cultural Comparison between China and Sweden. (PhD Dissertation), 
Kristianstad University.

Kerslake, P. (2005). Words from the Ys. Management, May, 44-46.

Konrad, A. M., Corrigall, E., Lieb, P., & Ritchie, J. E. (2000). Sex Differences in Job Attribute Preferences 
among Managers and Business Students. Group & Organization Management, 25(2), 108–131. 
doi:10.1177/1059601100252002.

Kuchinke, P., & Park, U. (2012). The self-directed career in an era of economic instability: opportunities 
and limitations in cross-cultural comparison. The Journal of Knowledge Economy & Knowledge 
Management, 7, 1–8.



17Amity Journal of Training and Development

Volume 1  Issue 1   2016 AJTD

ADMAA

Kupperschmidt, B. (2000). Multigeneration employees: strategies for effective management. The Health Care 
Manager, 19, 65-76.

Lacy, W. B., Bokemeier, J. L., & Shepard, J. M. (1983). Job attribute preferences and work commitment of men 
and women in the United States. Personnel Psychology, 36, 315-32.

Leo, J. (2003). The good-news generation. U.S. News & World Report, 135(15), 60-66.

Lievens, F., Decaesteker, C., & Coetsier, P., & Geirnaert, J. (2001). Organizational Attractiveness for 
Prospective Applicants: A Person- Organization Fit Perspective. Applied Psychology: An International 
Review, 50(1), 30 – 51.

Lloyd, J. (2007). The Truth about Gen Y. Marketing Magazine,112(19), 12-22.

Lueptow, L. B. (1992). Change and stability in the sex-typing of adolescent work orientations: 1976-1989. 
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 75, 11-14.

Lueptow, L. B. (1996). Gender and orientation toward work. In P. J. DuBeck& K. Borman (Eds.), Women and 
work (pp. 281-283). New York: Garland.

Malik, S., & Khera, S. N. (2014). New generation – great expectations: Exploring the work attributes of gen Y. 
Global Journal of Finance and Management, 6(5), 433–438.

Martin, C. (2005). From high maintenance to high productivity: what managers need to know about 
Generation Y. Industrial and Commercial Training, 37(1), 39-44.

Meier, J., Austin, S. F., & Crocker, M. (2010). Generation Y in the workforce: Managerial challenges. The 
Journal of Human Resource and Adult Learning, 6(1), 68-78.

Meister, J. C., & Willyerd, K. (2010, May). Mentoring millennials. Harvard Business Review, May, 1-4.

Morton, L. P. (2002). Targeting Generation Y. Public Relations Quarterly, Summer, 46-48.

Murphy, A. J., & Collins, J. M. (2015). The relevance of diversity in the job attribute preferences of college 
students. College Student Journal, 49(2), 199-216.

Ng, E. S. W., & Burke, R. J. (2006). The next generation at work – business students’ views, values and job 
search strategy: Implications for universities and employers. Education + Training, 48(7), 478–492. 
doi:10.1108/00400910610705872.

Nunnally, J., & Bernstein, I. (1994). Psychometric Theory. New York: McGraw Hill.

Pallant, J. (2001). SPSS Survival Manual: A Step by Step Guide to Data Analysis Using SPSS for Windows 
(Versions 10 and 11): SPSS Student Version 11.0 for Windows. UK, USA: Milton Keynes, Open University 
Press.

Parboteeah, K. P., Hoegl, M., & Cullen, J. B. (2008). Manager’s gender role attitudes: a country institutional 
profile approach. Journal of International Business Studies, 3, 795-813.

Patterson, C. (2007). The impact of generational diversity in the workplace. The Diversity Factor, 15(3), 17-22.

Pew Research Center (2010, February). Millennials: A portrait of Generation Next. http://www.
pewsocialtrends.org/files/2010/10/millennials-confident-connected-open-to-change.pdf

Phillips, C. R., Phillips, A. S., & Cappel, S. D. (1994). Research Note: How Management Students Select 
Prospective Employers. International Journal of Manpower, 15(1), 55–59. doi:10.1108/01437729410053581.

Posner, B. Z. (1981). Comparing recruiter, student, and faculty perceptions of important applicant and job 
characteristics. Personnel Psychology, 34, 329–339.



18 Amity Journal of Training and DevelopmentADMAA

Volume 1  Issue 1   2016AJTD

Ritson, M. (2002). Marketing and collaborate to harness employer brand power. Marketing, October, 2002.

Rolfe, H. (2001). The effect of tuition fees on students’ demands and expectations: evidence from case studies 
of four universities (Discussion Paper 190). London: National Institute of Economic and Social Research.

Rynes, S. L., & Lawler, J. (1983). A policy-capturing investigation of the role of expectancies in decisions to 
pursue job alternatives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(4), 620-631.

Shafiro, M. V., Himelein, M. J., & Best, D. (2003). Ukrainian and US American females: differences in 
individualism/collectivism and gender attitudes. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 34, 297-303.

Sherry, A. (2000). Put Some Branding Iron Into Your Image. Business Review Weekly, 22(28), 66.

Smith, F. (2008).Workspace: companies will keep top staff. Australian Financial Review, 50, 33-45.

Smola, K.W., & Sutton, C. (2002). Generational differences: Revisiting generational work values for the new 
millennium. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(4), 363-382.

Soutar, G. N., & Clarke, A. (1983). Examining business students career preferences: a perceptual space 
approach. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 23(1), 11-21.

Spiro, C. (2006). Generation Y in the Workplace. Defense AT&L, 35(6), 16-19.

Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991). Generations: The history of America’s future, 1584 to 2069. New York, NY: 
William Morrow.

Sujansky, J. (2004). Leading a multi-generational workforce. Occupational Health & Safety, 73(4), 16-18.

Sutherland, J. (2012). Job attribute preferences: who prefers what? Employee Relations, 34(2), 193–221. 
doi:10.1108/01425451211191896.

Syrett, M., & Lammiman, J. (2003). Catch them if you can. Director, 57(3), 70-76.

Tabachnick, B.G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using Multivariate Statistics. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Terjesen, S., Vinnicombe, S., & Freeman, C. (2007). Attracting Generation Y graduates. Career Development 
International, 12(6), 504-522.

Thompson, L. F., & Aspinwall, K. R. (2009). The recruitment value of work/life benefits. Personnel Review, 
38(2), 195 – 210.

Tolbert, P. S., & Moen, P. (1998). Men’s and women’s definitions of “good” jobs: similarities and differences 
by age and across time. Work and Occupations, 25(2), 168–194. doi:10.1177/0730888498025002003.

Turban, D. B., & Cable, D. M. (2003). Firm reputation and applicant pool characteristics. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 24(6), 733-751.

Turban, D. B., & Keon, T. L. (1993). Organizational attractiveness: an interactionist perspective. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 78(2), 184-193.

Turban, D. B., Eyring, A. R., & Campion, J. E. (1993). Job attributes: preferences compared with reasons given 
for accepting and rejecting job offers. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 66(1), 71-
81.

Turban, D. B., & Greening, D. W. (1996). Corporate social performance and organizational attractiveness to 
prospective employees. Academy of Management Journal, 40(3), 658-72.

Twenge, J. M. (2010). A review of the empirical evidence on generational differences in work attitudes. Journal 

of Business and Psychology, 25(2), 201-210.



19Amity Journal of Training and Development

Volume 1  Issue 1   2016 AJTD

ADMAA

Universum, Emerging Markets Institute, INSEAD (2015, February). Millennials: Understanding a Misunder-
stood Generation. http://centres.insead.edu/emerging-markets-institute/documents/GlobalMillenni-
alsSurvey-Part1Understandingamisunderstoodgeneration.pdf

Valentine, D. B., & Powers, T. L. (2013). Generation Y values and lifestyle segments. Journal of Consumer Market-

ing, 30(7), 597–606. doi:10.1108/JCM-07-2013-0650.

Weston, M. J. (2006). Integrating generational perspectives in nursing. Online Journal of Issues in Nursing, 11(2), 
12-22.

Author’s Profile

Vandana Madhavkumar has rich experience in teaching management students and faculty, in a career 
spanning 10 years. Out of these 10 years, she spent 2 years in industry and nearly 8 years in academia. 
Her areas of interest are Human Resource Management and Business Communication. Her work has been 
published in reputed journals. She has also participated and presented her research work at Conferences 
and won awards. She is an active member of Coimbatore Management Association (CMA), Indian Women 
Network (IWN) and National Institute of Personnel Management (NIPM).


