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Generation Y preferences for employer brand benefits

ABSTRACT

This paper studies the preoccupations of young graduates from Generation Y transitioning from
education to employment. Reviewing job search and employer brand literature, we update
graduatesl preferences for employer brand benefits in their initial job search. Using conjoint
analysis on a French sample (N = 592), we demonstrate that, even if on the whole they prefer job
security and a relaxed work atmosphere, their expectations are heterogeneous. The results also
show that the Internet is far from being the first medium used by these young ®ligital nativest
graduates for the job search. This research lead to discuss the relevance of the concepts of
Generation Y and generational segmentation and provide important information to assist job-
seekers and career counselors in improving the speed and quality of employment, and to help

recruiters to improve recruitment.

Keywords: employer brand; generation Y; recruitment



Generation Y preferences for employer brand benefg

ABSTRACT

This paper studies the preoccupations of youngugted from Generation Y transitioning
from education to employment. Reviewing job seaacikd employer brand literature, we
update graduates’ preferences for employer branefihe in their initial job search. Using
conjoint analysis on a French sample (N = 592),demnonstrate that, even if on the whole
they prefer job security and a relaxed work atmosphéeir expectations are heterogeneous.
The results also show that the Internet is far fl@img the first medium used by these young
‘digital natives’ graduates for the job search.sTit@search lead to discuss the relevance of the
concepts of Generation Y and generational segmentahd provide important information
to assist job-seekers and career counselors irowmy the speed and quality of employment,
and to help recruiters to improve recruitment.

KEYWORDS: conjoint analysis; digital natives; employer bragdnerational segmentation;

Generation Yrecruitment.

INTRODUCTION

Attracting talent is a perennial difficulty for aagizations and, considering the demographic
trends in Western economies, is likely to becomeneyreater in the coming years. Previous
researches have shown that a quality workforce sgige competitive advantage to
organizations and is an important source of orgdinal and financial success for firms
(Huselid, 1995). The retirement of baby boomerseaecruitment problems, which could be
compounded by a lack of new graduates. Particukalent in the competition for talent is
the ability to attract qualified individuals —Badbes as well as Masters graduates
(Montgomery and Ramus, 2011). Moreover, firms matsiact new recruits from among a

relatively small generation, the Generation Y.tkhroadest definition, the appellation refers



to people born between 1977 and 1994 (Baish., 2004). In recent years, academic research
and managerial literature have examined the corafeggneration, with a particular focus on
Generation Y (e.g. Eisner, 2005; Broadbridgal., 2007; Terjesest al., 2007).

Today the question for firms is how to attract eoyples belonging to Generation Y. This
generation is depicted as having differing valwssitudes, behaviors or expectations than
previous generations and stereotypes are asssbeigie Generation Y (Parry and Urwin,
2011). Faced with Generation Y applicants, firms aondering whether they should adapt
their recruitment strategy. While this questiomaipreoccupation for managers, so far few
researches have been conducted in order to pravebeetical or managerial knowledge on
this topic. The job search literature establishest if companies want to attract young
graduates, they need to develop a better understpotitheir expectations and to know what
job and organizational characteristics influenaambiduring their job searches (Montgomery
and Ramus, 2011). To reinforce their capacity tuie young graduates, some firms have
already decided to use the concept of the emplongerd, that is, the benefits associated with
a job or an employer and their promotion inside aatkide the firm (Ambler and Barrow,
1996). The underlying hypothesis of the conceph#t the desirability of a firm depends on
the potential applicant’s perception of the attrdsuassociated with it.

Furthermore, Generation Y is a group that has grovwith the digital media. Several terms
are used to differentiate generations born aft&31f@om older generations because of their
assumed exposure, experience, and/or emersiondigitial technology (Page and Mapstone,
2010): ‘Digital Natives’, ‘Net Generation’, ‘Millemal Generation’... Differences include
preferring more active to passive learning, hawmginct information search patterns, and a
lower tolerance for delays. For their recruitmdimtns are developing their communication
on the digital medias (Parry and Tyson, 2008) whiestioning whether this strategy is the

most relevant to attract young graduates.



Today research in recruitment implies knowledggafng graduates belonging to Generation

Y. Three research questions are explored:

- What are their expectations of a future employdrictv employer brand attributes guide
young graduates from Generation Y in their job chalecisions?

- Are these expectations homogeneous within Generatto

- Do young graduates from Generation Y prefer theafs@ternet tools rather than non-
Internet tools in their search for employment?

The object of this study is to contribute to ansmgrthese questions, to understand how

recruitment strategy should be adapted to the newlugites of the Generation Y and to

discuss the stereotypes associated with Generati@nd the relevance of applying the

concepts of generation and generational segmentatietruitment.

This research contributes to study Generation Yaland will not provide evidence of the

differences between generations but some usefighissinto the preferences of this single

generation (Parry and Urwin, 2011). This choicelée exclude the effects of career stage, a

recurrent problem in generational analysBse second contribution is the use of conjoint

analysis, an original data collection methodolo@onjoint analysis is a sophisticated

experimental, real-time technique that overcommstditions of direct ratings research into

decision making and is thus likely to generate nam®urate results.

After stating our theoretical framework, we preséim¢ methodology and results of an

empirical study of young graduates entering the nurket. Discussion of this case sheds

light on the research questions from both a thexaleand managerial standpoint.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Job search and employer brand
Job search is a dynamic decision-making procesgewjod and organizational attributes

affect final choice (Rynes and Barber, 1990; Boéwtedl., 2003; Montgomery and Ramus,



2011). These attributes are dominant because thayadirect positive effect on applicants’
attraction to the firm and influence the decisioratcept or reject a job offer (Turbeinal.,
1998). From Jurgensen (1978), many researchersatmapted to identify job attributes and
applicants’ job preferences.

The employer brand can be defined as the sum oéfiberassociated with a job and an
employer (Ambler and Barrow, 1996; Berthetral., 2005; Lievens, 2007). The bases of the
employer brand can be found in marketing practigesbler and Barrow (1996) assert that
brand management techniques can be applied to gmeid situations. As in the case of
branded products, the literature relies on the thg®is that potential applicants are attracted
to a firm due to their perception of its attributesd benefits and the image of the employer
brand (Ambler and Barrow, 1996). This definitionpines that the employer brand includes
the promotion, inside and outside the firm, of @aclidea of what makes the firm different
and desirable as an employer. A strong employendban help reduce recruitment costs,
improve relations with staff, improve employee ngien, and even allow a firm to offer
lower salaries than those paid by firms with a wedkand (Berthoret al., 2005).

The job search and employer brand literatures leoi@imine applicants’ job preferences:
while the job search literature tries to identifyf@rences in order to attract employees, the
employer brand literature also examines how emplbyand can influence young graduates’
intention to apply.

Generation Y and generational segmentation

Four approaches to the notion of generation canlisnguished (Kertzer, 1983): (1) the
demographic sense, (2) the genealogical and faseitge, (3) the historical sense and (4) the
socio-cognitive or sociological sense i.e. a “gatienal cohort”. Research on Generation Y
is related to the fourth perspective. The majooitgtudies have compared four generations in

terms of birth years but there is little agreementthe composition of each generation



between researchers (Parry and Urwin, 2011). Thst murrent definitions of generational

groups are:

- Veterans (or ‘Silent Generation’, ‘Matures’, ‘Trédnalists’) born between 1925 and
1942;

- Baby boomers born between 1943 and 1960;

- Generation X (or ‘Thirteenth’, ‘Baby Busters’, ‘Lib&eneration’) born between 1961 and
1981,

- Generation Y (or ‘Millenials’, ‘Nexters’, ‘Echo Baoners’) born after 1982.

From this socio-cognitive perspective, accordingaocialization theory, individuals of each

generation are influenced by the political, ecormori cultural context in which they evolve

and the historic events that shape their values(ilaim, 1952). Due to the power of these

shared events, each generation is thought to dewelmique set of beliefs and attitudes that

guide its behavior (Ryder, 1965).

Due to the age of individuals comprising Generatfgrresearchers were first interested in

them as consumers (Noldeal., 2009). Thus, generational marketing was develap@dder

to understand a singular lifestyle to which a gatien aspires (Wolburg and Pokrywczynski,

2001) and this singularity sometimes justifies osgenerational segmentation, presented as a

means of market segmentation (Noé&lal., 2003).

Over the last years, this generation has enterepblthmarket and this raises many questions

concerning its attitude toward the world of workwsll as the means firms could use to

attract and retain its members. For all aspectgeople management (recruitment, training

and development, career development, rewards am#tingoarrangements, management

style), Generation Y is presented as different fqomavious generations (Parry and Urwin,

2011). However, despite the popularity of this ¢opghere has been little academic work to



examine Generation Y as future employees, whilentit®n of generation itself is called into
question, in particular as a relevant segmentatiterion.

While the notion of generation has been used inynsamdies, the theory of cohorts, i.e. the
idea of each generation developing a unique sbeléfs and attitudes that guide behaviors,
is in fact called into question. First, researctagmwsnot agree on how to define a generation.
Thus, Generation X could overlap with GeneratiofPérry and Urwin, 2011). Furthermore,
studies underline the fact that people born atviéry start or end of a generation do not
resemble those born in the middle (Wellner, 20@¥condly, stereotypes are commonly
assigned to different generations, but these digres change with time (Wolburg and
Pokrywczynski, 2001). While individuals are indesasily influenced in their youth and can
be marked by certain beliefs and attitudes for tifiey are still capable of changing according
to experiences in adult life. Finally, percepti@ishared events can differ, notably according
to gender, ethnic group or social class (Parrylainan, 2011).

The use of generational segmentation is also cuesti Indeed, strong inter-group
heterogeneity and intra-group homogeneity are prasdes for valid segmentation. The
problem is that there can be sub-groups withimglsigeneration, which calls into question
the postulate of intra-generational homogeneityrrfPand Urwin, 2011). Moreover,
heterogeneity between generations is sometimegigoed (Jurgensen, 1978; Reisenwitz and
lyer, 2009).

Generation Y and employer brands benefits

Since Jurgensen (1978), empirical research has dmetucted on job seekers’ preferred job
attributes. On this topic, the most recent stubase investigated the Generation Y.

Studies reveal that Generation Y prefer a posiwek environment and stimulating work
that offers opportunities for advancement and ltargy career progression (Eisner, 2005;

Broadbridgeet al., 2007; Terjesemrt al., 2007). Generation Y is attracted to organizatitrat



invested in training and development (Broadbridgeal., 2007; Terjesergt al., 2007) and
allowed variety in their daily work (Terjesahal., 2007). They also have a strong need for
independence and autonomy (Beshal., 2004; Cennamo and Gardner, 2008). Used to taking
part in family decisions, they are ready to proviigigut in the workplace, thus encouraging a
collective management style and a supportive ailtiisner, 2005; Broadbridgeal., 2007)
and are attentive to work-life balance, particylardbung graduates preparing to enter the job
market (Eisner, 2005; Cennamo and Gardner, 2008){@personal enjoyment (Broadbridge
et al., 2007). The literature is less consistent whenoines to Generation Y’s salary
expectations. Some researchers suggest that tmsydeo salary less important than other
attributes, such as a fulfilling private life (Eisn2005), while others suggest that it is a major
concern (Qenani-Petrek al., 2007; Loweet al., 2008). Montgomery and Ramus (2011)
show a preference for intellectual challenge beffmegraphic area and financial package.
Compared to Baby Boomers and Generation X, Geoeratiis presented as more motivated
by progression and by being in an affiliative wddqge but less motivated by power (Wagig
al., 2008). A study in the hospitality industry showstt@&neration Y value economic return
and work environment more highly than Baby BoomarsGeneration X did and is less
concerned about personal growth such as intellesturaulation and achievement (Chen and
Choi, 2008). Bristowet al. (2011) examine the motivational factors of Gent¥dsnts who
are interested in professional selling careers @rdpare the results with the same study
conducted two decades before with Gen-X studergmg.Herzberg's two-factor theory, they
establish that Gen-Y students rate “hygiens. {(satisfier”) factors (job security, supervision,
fringe benefits, coworkers and working conditioas)significantly more important than did
Gen-X students.

Studies provide some useful insights into the \@lolethe Generation Y and the differences

between generations. They support some stereopgsexiated to Generation Y. However,



those studies have methodological limits, and thestion of the intragroup homogeneity is
rarely, if ever, mentioned.

Generation Y, job search and digital media

Members of Generation Y have grown up in a worlthohated by media and are presented as
avid users (Buslet al., 2004). The term ‘digital natives’ is used to refera generational
cohort supposed to be different compared to oldmrerations because of their assumed
exposure, experience, and/or emersion with diggahnology (Page and Mapstone, 2010).
Generation Y is described as being predisposed wo teehnologies, using several media
simultaneously and being constantly on line (Eis2605). Generations born after 1983 are
said to prefer more active to passive learningjigadistinct information search patterns, and
a lower tolerance for delays (Page and MapstoneQ)2@oncerning recruitment, it appears
that the Internet has become one of the most pomaarces of information among job
seekers (Backhaus, 2004). Moreover, students arhtrgraduates view the digital media as
a key means of gathering information on potentrapleyers, while word-of-mouth is more
important for experienced employees, i.e. thosengghg to previous generations (Van
Leeuwenet al., 2005). Familiarity with the Internet should leamdlividuals from Generation

Y to favor this medium in their search for employmenotably when they first enter the job
market. Recruitment communication is used to dttitze right profiles from within a pool of
applicants (Backhaus, 2004). To attract the begpl@yees, a firm can use recruitment
advertising in order to promote its employer bramil to be considered an “employer of
choice” (Gatewoodt al., 1993; Berthoret al., 2005).

The above literature review shows that there eardyy a few studies dealing with the
Generation Y expectations vis-a-vis a future emgtpyand that their results are not
consistent. Moreover, there are few studies omeniecruitment and no study on the use of

the Internet by Generation Y for job search whitempanies increasingly use the digital



media. Finally, the concept of employer brand ielsaapplied to Generation Y samples.
These findings lead us to a more global researastmn: is the use of the concept of

Generation Y relevant in the field of recruitment?

METHODOLOGY

This research deals with graduates’ job preferemasethey prepare their education-to-work
transition and start their job search. We aim taniifig young applicants’ expectations about
future jobs—that is, the attributes they would lit@ benefit from. We collected their
preferences using conjoint analysis. Conjoint asialys a technique that can be used to
identify individuals’ preferences by examining hdiaey deal with options in a decision-
making scenario (Green and Srinivasan, 1990). imdtudy, we are interested in analyzing
the preferences of young graduates when choosiiuguee employer. The use of conjoint
analysis to address the research questions puafdrim this paper is relevant, in that this
method places the respondent in a situation theitrigar to reality and avoids rationalization
bias. It is a sophisticated, experimental, reaktitachnique that overcomes limitations of
post-hoc and self-reported (direct) ratings reseamto individuals’ decision making and is
thus likely to generate more accurate results.neamore, conjoint analysis was already used
by Moy (2006) in order to improve understandingtbé selection decision process of
recruiters.

This study was conducted in three phases. Theifwation of attributes implies, first, taking
into consideration specific characteristics of tesearch theme in order to select the sample
of the conjoint analysis. Implementation of conjaamalysis requires, secondly, identifying
the determinant attributes and defining the lewdlshese attributes. This method served to

collect data for building the attribute list foretikonjoint experiment in phase three.



Phase one: selection of the sample

It is well known that level of education influencgsb preferences (Jurgensen, 1978). In
Europe, the Bologna Process has led to the cotistnuaf a European Higher Education Area
and the standardization and compatibility of quediions. In France, the Bologna Process led
to the simplification of the former system of higleelucation awards and the creation of the
LMD, standing for Licence (first, or Bachelor, degj, Master (Master degree), Doctorat
(doctorate). A French student has the choice betwaking a Licence Professionnelle or
professional BA (two years of tertiary educationldeled by a year’'s intensive additional
study) or taking a general first degree (Licenceégale) followed by a subject-specific
Master's degree. The professional BA was created989 and aimed to lead to a new
qualification at the intermediate level between lifjed technicians’ diplomas and
engineering or senior management diplomas (Gifst1p

However, the French National Institute for Statstiand Economics Studies (INSEE)
distinguishes between five-year degrees (Levehd) three- or four-year degrees (Level II).
Firms and professional sectors rely on this clasgibn to define employee benefits, so
graduates with three-year degrees (Bachelors)iaad/éar degrees (Masters) are not offered
the same package when they join a firm. Young gatetuare generally aware of these
differences and their choice of future employebased on different attributes and levels of
attribute.

In order to confirm these differences and selesdraple for the study, a preliminary series of
interviews was conducted with professional BA andshkrs students who were planning to
enter the job market immediately on graduation. Tdwmults of these interviews show that
they are not interested in the same attributes ¢tine same levels of attributes. For example,
“status” (cadre or non-cadre, i.e. a manageriala@r-managerial position) has little meaning

for Masters graduates as most will find managermpesttions. “Having responsibility” was

10



the second attribute cited by Masters students,dmitnot figure in the top 10 attributes
among Bachelors. Finally, “salary” applied to bgtioups, but not at the same levels because
their entry-level salaries are not the same. lvpdoimpossible to question a mixed sample of
Bachelors and Masters individuals, since they db make decisions based on the same
attributes and levels of attributes. This arguediie use of a homogeneous sample, restricted
to a particular course of study. The sample wasefbee composed of people taking a
professional BA in business studies belonging toggation Y.

Phase two: attributes and levels selection

At the end of this qualitative phase, the next steg to identify the attributes and levels of
attributes of the conjoint analysis. The free itton method was used to identify attributes
(Steenkamp and Van Trijp, 1997). In free elicitafioespondents are asked to verbalize the
attributes they consider relevant in their peraeptof different alternatives in the subject
under investigation. Preliminary interviews wereerthconducted with six experts (HR
managers and researchers and recruitment manager® same time as interviews with 54
professional BA students in business studies. tfofi$9 words describing the most desirable
employer attributes for was obtained. At this siaggary was the only attribute cited by all
the respondents. To select attributes, the studeerts asked to indicate the most important
ones when choosing an employer. The attributesl ditethe respondents were ranked by
frequency. The top ten attributes that were citegtewincluded in the study. This list
corresponds to the attributes most frequently usetthe literature (for example Jurgensen,
1978; Lievens and Highhouse, 2003; Montgomery aath#s, 2011). Since the number of
attributes selected was quite large, it was impomat to choose too many levels. Moreover,
it is better if the levels are larger than realltyt not so large as to be unbelievable (Green
and Srinivasan, 1978). Therefore each attribute gixgen two levels determined by the panel

of experts (see Table 1). Any disagreements bettfeeaxperts were discussed and resolved.
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Phase three: the conjoint study

The next phase of the conjoint analysis concerhedconstruction of a set of profiles. The
full profile method was selected (Green and Srisara 1978), with each respondent exposed
to a complete set of attribute combinations. Cantjanalysis does not require respondents to
evaluate all possible combinations of attributedul factorial design of ten attributes with
two levels in each would require respondents tduata all 2° = 1,024 profiles. As the
fatigue, stress and exhaustion of respondents dmubd major problem with 1,024 profiles to
evaluate, a data reduction technique, the fradtitaworial design, was applied in order to
reduce the number of profiles (Green and Srinivad®®90). SPSS software was used to
reduce the number of profiles for evaluation toati@l systematically to add two additional
(holdout) cards in order to calculate the reliapiindices of the conjoint analysis. Therefore,
each respondent evaluated 14 profiles. They wekedato give their preference rating (0 =
least desirable; 20 = most desirable) to each Imgtioal job offer. One decimal place is
allowed for the preference rating in order to iase the variability of responses. Thus, rather
than examining attributes separately, respondemsidered all selected attributes jointly,
and provided an indication of their trade-off of gheattributes against one another. Using
these ratings, we can learn about the relative rapoe of these attributes in influencing
employers' preferences.

The paper questionnaires were distributed at tideogrihe academic year to new graduates.
At this point, they have already had to find a filon an internship or apprenticeship and have
therefore studied job offers and begun to thinkudloeir future career. They are also actively
starting to prepare their education-to-work traositand looking for a job. Of the 1,507
guestionnaires distributed throughout France, 6@feweturned by the universities that had
agreed to take part in the study. Nine questioesaivere filled in incorrectly or had weak

indices and were excluded from the sample. Thd #aaple was made up of 592 new

12



graduates with a professional BA in business stdjving a 39 per cent response rate; their
ages ranged from 20 to 26 and the sample cons$#t? men and 59% women. Generation
Y has often been described as one of avid Intarsets and this is reflected in the sample
since 84% of respondents said they used email daity 98% several times a week. 94%

consult MSN, 88% YouTube, 75% Facebook and 72%yDweition.

RESULTS

Generation Y job preferences

The results of the conjoint analysis conducted WA questionnaires has excellent statistical
fit with a Pearson's coefficientho) of 0.999 and Kendallsu of 0.970.

The first type of result concerns preferences efdspondents in our sample concerning a
future employerdf. Table 1).

[INSERT TABLE 1]

Two attributes clearly stand out among these peefss: type of contract (14.23%) and
atmosphere at work (13.43%). The type of contractinked highest by potential applicants,
with a preference for a permanent position, thuma@uteeing job security. Atmosphere is also
one of the main benefits expected by the studamstipned, which is an original result. This
converges with the idea that members of Genera¥ioprefer to work in a positive
environment (Eisner, 2005; Broadbridgeal., 2007).

The other attributes all have percentages in taihpseference between 7.62% (bonuses) and
10.29% (distance of work from home). It is impottam note that distance from home is
preferred more than attributes such as salary varasment, contradicting the results of
Qenani-Petrelat al. (2007), Loweset al. (2008) and Montgomery and Ramus (2011). We can
find in our sample the idea that Generation Y igemattracted to a job that offers work-life
balance (Eisner, 2005). However, we need to numseobservation to the extent “working

hours”, which also reflects concern for work-lifealéince, ranks only seventh among

13



respondents’ preferences. Confirming precedent tsgsGleneration Y appears attentive to
career opportunities (Eisner, 2005; Broadbridgal., 2007; Terjesert al., 2007). Finally,
the type of work (variedss. routine tasks) is not one of the preferred attabutwhich
contradicts the assertion that Generation Y igé@stied above all in stimulating work (Eisner,
2005). On the contrary, this study shows that thdents from Generation Y we questioned
are ready, as a trade-off, to accept a less iritlegef®b in order to obtain a permanent job or
work in a relaxed atmosphere.
Homogeneity of job preferences
The utilities obtained from the conjoint analysisrerused as an input in a cluster analysis in
order to find appropriate segments.This classificatvas performed using Ward’s method
and SPSS software. It is based on the utilitiesere of the two levels of the ten attributes
used for the conjoint analysis. Concerning the ahaf number of classes, several criteria
were used concomitantly: distance on the dendrogkmtween branches, number of
respondents in each class (which must not be tadl)sand the tests of differences in mean
between the various classes for each variable ms#te segmentation. The conjunction of
these criteria led to a segmentation in four claggeTable 2).
[INSERT TABLE 2]
This segmentation highlights the diversity of expgons among young graduates of
Generation Y. Therefore, they cannot be considerdtbmogeneous group that could be
targeted indifferently:
- Class 1 (12.3%), “security seekers”, is essentifdymed around the work contract
attribute. These are applicants that are lookingvalall for job security, and, to a lesser

degree, regular working hours.
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- Class 2 (53.5%) comprises the “career-minded”, wtamd apart from other classes by
their desire to work in a prestigious company inicluhthey can climb the corporate
ladder. A high salary and permanent contract a@ sdurces of utility for them.

- The “balance seekers” make up class 3 (28.6%). Hmueyinterested in the quality of
working life and achieving work-life balance, a iwation illustrated by the strong utility
associated with a relaxed work environment, a josecto home, regular working hours
and varied tasks.

- Class 4 (5.6%) was named “easy-going” due to tgeifstant weighting of atmosphere;
the “easy-going” are looking above all for an imf@l work environment. Surprisingly,
they see utility in several levels that were viewieda negative light by the other
respondents: they value low-profile firms, non-ngeraent positions and jobs involving
routine tasks.

In light of these results, it appears that the estdisl from Generation Y we questioned do not

form a homogeneous group.

Internet and non-Internet tools in the job search

Internet use among young graduates of Generationtieir job search is at the heart of the

third research question. In order to examine ig asthe Internet to find information on a

future employer was distinguished from use to fingbb. In both cases, different tools were

proposed to the respondents who were asked toaitedecdegree of use intention on a seven-
point scale. These tools were divided in groupsowrtting to whether they concerned the

Internet or not, whether they corresponded to foronanformal channels (Pellizzari, 2010)

and whether they involved, or not, social netwagkijpersonal relations or digital social

networks). Averages of individual responses coringrthese six variables were calculated

and comparedc(. Table 3).

[INSERT TABLE 3]

15



The members of Generation Y we questioned seenssdinéerested in using Internet tools
than others, either to find information on an emploor to find a job. An in-depth analysis of
the data however offered information that complétesresult ¢f. Table 4).

[INSERT TABLE 4]

The results presented in Table 4 reveal a hierairtlytentions to use different tools to find
information or a job. In fact, apparently weak It use masks several discrepancies.
Online social networking tools (Facebook, ViadednkedIn...) are rarely envisaged for
finding information or a job. Specifically concengi means of finding information, Internet
tools are envisaged first. Among them, the mostrmom ones are corporate websites and
company recruitment pages and general employmtas @vonster or Keljob, for example)
and these are considered before other traditimratdl channels such as job fairs. Personal
relations and alumni networks come in second. Vidoaial networks, Internet forums, blogs
or virtual worlds (like Second Life) are rarely dsi® find information on an employer, even
among avid Internet users in the sample.

When it comes to finding a job, relations througimily and friends or professional ties are
the first to be called on during the job searchséiwond position, close behind, we found
traditional tools outside the applicant’'s netwoeither on the Internet (online job offers,
résumé banks) or not (ad spec applications, jais,falassified ads). Finally, virtual social
networks seem to be, as in the search for infoonatiarely used to apply for a job. The
purpose of these sites, creating networks of “t&nor “friends of friends”, appears to be
considered more private than professional.

Therefore, the students questioned do not glolpa#fer Internet tools over non-Internet tools
in preparing their arrival on the job market. Morenq they tend to use these tools differently

depending on the stage in the recruitment procgkse formal Internet tools are preferred
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when searching for information in general, relasiothrough family and friends or
professional ties are the first to be called onrduthe actual job search.

Through this study we can observe that the studems Generation Y we questioned are a
diversified group with varied attitudes toward dufe employer and the attributes of the
employer brand. For their job search, the chanoet®mmunication used are numerous and

not exclusively anchored in the real world.

DISCUSSION

The results obtained in this study provide somaainknowledge of the job and employer
aspirations of young graduates from Generation Y thed decision-making process during
school-to-work transition. This research can be pamd to the job search literature and serve
as the basis of a discussion about the notionsok@tion Y, generational segmentation, job
preferences and employer brand in order to forraulatommendations for recruitment and
employer brand management.

Generation Y job preferences and the concept of g@ation

First of all, the relevance of applying the concegptgeneration to recruitment seems
questionable. From the standpoint of cohort thetirg,concept implies that it is possible to
clearly identify generational cohorts based on détairth. Thus, if we use the groups defined
by Eisner (2005), an individual born in 1979 belwrig Generation X and has adopted the
values of that generation while an individual baril980 belongs to Generation Y and has
adopted its values, which are different from thafethe previous one. While studies in
demographics or sociology are based on this theatgierspective and seem to confirm it,
our study calls into question the fact that indiatiubelonging to the same generational
cohort necessarily have the same attitudes towacduitment. Thus, within our sample

individuals have shown different attitudes concegra future employer.
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In addition to the problem of defining the conceptgeneration, we can add the use of the
concept of Generation Y in human resource managen@amsidering the results of this
study, it seems that the notion of Generation Wased on little tangible evidence. Therefore,
as the first (qualitative) phase of the study derrates, belonging to the same generation is
less important than other variables, such as lefedducation, in influencing criteria for
choosing an employer. Moreover, when we examingentrmanagerial practices and
discourse, it appears that the term Generation Yfien used to designate a “college
graduate”... This lack of clarity does not bodelvi@l its use in human resource management.
This study provides some initial knowledge that dam compared to stereotypes of
Generation Y. Thus, we can observe certain expentaglobally assigned to Generation Y,
notably the search for a positive work environmeatger progression and work-life balance.
Our research indicates that the most importangjtibute for new graduates seeking work is
the type of contract offered. Graduates want t@iaba permanent position that guarantees
job security. This result is consistent with thedst conducted by Jurgensen (1978). Thus, our
study confirms the importance of attributes like jgbcurity, financial benefits, and
advancement possibilities. Furthermore, new graduattach great importance to workplace
atmosphere, confirming preceding studies (Eisn@d52 However, they are more responsive
to the distance of their workplace (in contradictieith Montgomery and Ramus, 2011) and
less to get a stimulating work or a high salarydamtradiction with Eisner, 2005, Qenani-
Petrelaet al., 2007 and Lowet al., 2008). These results show that new graduateseaty,

as a trade-off, to accept a less interesting jotwrder to obtain a permanent job or work in a
relaxed atmosphere.

These results therefore lead to a critical analybitie concept of generation. The concept of
generation seems to be a global one, oversimplié@hpared to the great diversity and

increased complexity of the job market. More speaify, young graduates who are looking
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for a job, while they may belong to Generation ¥ a more heterogeneous group than the
one portrayed in managerial literature. The conogptle interesting in certain contexts, can
hardly help managers understand the complexithi@applicants concerned by recruitment.
Generation Y and generational segmentation

Generational segmentation is only meaningful ifividthals belonging to the same generation
have similar attitudes that are also different frother generations (Noble and Schewe,
2003). Concerning intergenerational differenceggetlage two valid approaches: asserting that
two individuals from two different generations wilhve different attitudeat the same age,

or thatat timet two people from two different generations (an adoént and a senior citizen,
for example) will have different attitudes. In tlecond case, this means confounding
generational segmentation and traditional segmentdty age group. A comparison of the
results of this study with the only previous onetba same subject (Jurgensen, 1978) also
calls into question the first idea. Jurgensen ()1 8T&died, from 1945 to 1975, the preferences
of applicants toward employers using a list of &mibutes. When we compare our results
with those obtained with a similar age group (aqgoits from 20 to 29 years old at the time of
the study), we can observe that current applicant$ those of previous generations still
prefer job security, an attribute that is rankeghlest in both studies. Moreover, it appears that
other attributes (career path, salary...) are ndtedmuch differently. This result converges
with those of other studies that conclude there sineilarities between baby boomers,
Generation X and Generation Y (Wolburg and Pokrymeki, 2001; Reisenwitz and lyer,
2009).

This intergroup homogeneity is compounded by anmotfeakness: the absence of intragroup
homogeneity. Concerning intragenerational diffeesncthis study indeed highlights four

classes within a sub-segment of young people froeme@tion Y. This sub-segment is
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therefore not homogeneous. However, a strictly gaimmal approach would lead to targeting
the entire generation in the same way, overlooKiffgrences within it.

Moreover, socialization theory, according to whilk individual's social, political, economic
and technological environment shapes generatiotabsaand behaviors, especially among
young adults (Parry and Urwin, 2011), is calledoirquestion by this study because
preferences are extremely heterogeneous within aogeneous sample from Generation Y.
There are several explanations for this. The fisstthat socialization linked to a
microenvironment (the family, for example) can haxemore significant impact than
socialization linked to the macroenvironment (histoevents that influence cohorts).
Secondly, the idea that an individual is formedliby experiences and that all individuals
within a generation share the same experiencesthanefore will have the same attitudes, is
questionable. Indeed, a major historic event igegshanot only by the individuals of one
generation, but by members of all the others ad.dlerefore, individuals who have
experienced similar events can have completelemfft values, whatever their age (Noble
and Schewe, 2003). Furthermore, even if common sataa influence preferences (Nobkte
al., 2003), neither values, nor preferences are netlgssarrelated with an individual's age,
and therefore his generation, which challenges tey question of generational
segmentation. Most research on Generation Y pdstuthat its members are identical, while
individuals clearly have different motivations @fea20 and age 30. In order to differentiate
Generation Y from other generations it seems nacg$s divide it into several sub-segments
rather than to consider it globally. Different erih could be used to segment Generation Y.
For example, in this study, preferences of youngdgates were significantly different
according to gender: women were more interestew mii@n in an interesting job (the utility
associated with varied tasks was significantly biglor women) and regular working hours.

Professional experience also influences preferersteslents who had done an internship
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during their studies were more interested in axeglawork environment than students in
work-study programs (who had more professional B&pee) who were more interested in
chances for advancement. Geographical locatiatésits from Paris or the provinces) also
stands out as a relevant segmentation criteriorisiBas were more interested in salary or
management status while the distance between wodk home was significantly more
important for students from other regions.

Globally these results highlight the difficulty @fssigning truly generational attitudes to
young graduates from Generation Y. While the conoégieneration is naturally of interest
in human resource management, it does not seemaaddevant criterion for recruitment.
Implications for practice

Faced with a new generation of graduates, firms fealydisarmed and base their recruitment
strategies on common stereotypes that portray ypaogle as constantly browsing the web
and only interested in salary. Based on the stddy sub-segment within Generation Y, our
research questions these stereotypes and allows fasmulate some recommendations for
managers whose target is Generation Y.

The job selection process can be described ases sdrdecisions made by the applicant in
order to know with which organizations and for whtgpe of job he will continue the process
in order to obtain employment. The process starith van individual assessment of
information from recruitment sources such as padvertisements, media messages and
personal relations (Gatewoetal., 1993). When designing recruitment communications i
therefore important to carefully select communmatchannels as well as the content of
messages targeting Generation Y.

In an initial phase, concerning media, many firneside, in order to reach Generation Y, to
use the Internet, based on the supposition thegetauses this medium heavily, even

exclusively, or because traditional media have legn effective in reaching this group.
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However, the results of this study tend to indictitat, contrary to popular conceptions,
young graduates from Generation Y use all medi#h baditional sources and Internet, to
find general information or a job. To attract a &idnge of applicants, firms should advertise
their job offers, in particular but not exclusivelpn their corporate website. This
recommendation is all the more acute in that thengqaeople we questioned use the Internet,
in general, and social networks in particular,gavate reasons (communicating with friends,
creating a network to share fun activities...). Whsubmitting résumeés on the web (on
corporate websites or résumeé banks) is becoming rmemmon, this means of contacting
firms still remains one of many options and tramhil channels (ad spec applications,
responses to job offers...) are preferred. Moreoca®rfor previous generations, the members
of Generation Y we questioned have understoodntip@itance of “real” networks in finding
information and a job (Granovetter, 1974). The reggp” is between those who have a
network and those who do not, rather than betweihaad occasional web users.

In a second phase, concerning content, differemtiest underline the fact that Generation Y
has grown up in a world dominated by the media laasl a negative view of advertising,
which is perceived as a form of manipulation (Waothand Pokrywczynski, 2001). However,
recruitment advertising is used to attract thetrfglofiles from a pool of potential applicants.
Successful communication lies in finding the riglirds to arouse interest among the desired
profiles and encourage them to continue the reuent process. Understanding the
effectiveness of recruitment advertising contenfuist as important for recruiters as the
desirability of product attributes is for market¢Backhaus, 2004). However, the literature
provides little information on the attributes thaduld be used for effective differentiation
(Lievens and Highhouse, 2003). In this perspectikies study provides useful results for

firms. Firms should therefore not only understanel stakes associated with their employer
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brand and its desirability, but also carefully mgmahe employer brand for recruitment

purposes.

CONCLUSION

This study provides some initial knowledge abouting graduates’ expectations of the job
market and their future employers. Among employandtrattributes, young graduates from
Generation Y, on the whole, have a preference &r $ecurity and a relaxed work
atmosphere. However, their expectations are notogemeous what leads to discuss the
relevance of the concepts of Generation Y and géioeal segmentation. The results also
show that the Internet is far from being the firetdium used by these young ‘digital natives’
graduates for the job search. This research higtslithe risks associated with the use of the
concept of Generation Y in the field of recruitment

This study has some limitations that can affecteit¢ernal validity. First, the decision to
question only first degree graduates limits thesfimlties of generalizing the results. Second,
the conjoint analysis measured preferences fobatés. While great care was taken in the
choice of attributes and their respective levedswall as construction of the profiles, certain
attributes could have had different meanings fer bspondents. Finally, this study suffers
from the lack of previous research on the subjacdt @n the same population, limiting the
possibilities of comparison.

Additional research is therefore essential, notablgrder to improve the external validity of
this study. This must be demonstrated by reproduitimgother contexts and with different
populations (for example, graduates with a Mastdegree, who have different preferences
from graduates with a first degree, those with ngrele or new graduates in other countries).
This research deals with new graduate job seelsetisey begin their search. However, some
studies show that firms’ recruitment processes @uduiter behaviors influence applicant

attraction (Boswelkt al., 2003; Montgomery and Ramus, 2011). Recruiters laavandirect
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effect on attraction by influencing perceptionsiraportant job and organizational attributes
(Turbanet al., 1998). Future research could study applicantSepeaces before and during
the recruitment process in order to compare themtanghderstand the evolution of their

preferences for job attributes and employer bramefits.
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TABLES

Table 1: Results of the conjoint analysis

Attributes Levels Average utilities | Average importance
e S S o
Atmosphere SRZ?;;:(;I + %?32222 0.1343
Distance B 151”;'23:83 i g.'gzzjll 0.1029
Career path Posls_iltr)rl]g i;jaii\éinrﬁime;;sition + (())5577(())?5 0.0976
Salery 61500 o601 0.0973
Type of work Routne task “osesr 00928
Hours Irregular (s?nigu;?/;a?ntgsse)md weeken +(())jllj(()) 0.0916
Reputation Nt prestgious oue11 0.0874
Status Nol\:?rzzgl(:l;er + 82233 0.0775
Bonuses 13‘N2:)enth + 8:8 22 g 0.0762

28




Table 2: Utility of attribute levels for the fourlasses

_ Security Cgreer- Balance Ea_sy- Total

Attribute levels seekers| minded seekers going (n = 592) F
(n=73) | (n=317)| (n=169) | (n=33)

Prestigious firm 0.3553 | 0.6189 0.3503 | -0.2538 0.4611 | 11.193***
Relaxed atmosphere 0.6190 | 0.1907 1.5136 4.1023| 0.8392 | 169.125***
€1,500 monthly salary 0.6755 | 0.6356 | 0.7922 0.5442| 0.6801 | 1.555
13" month 0.4780 | 0.3373 | 0.4652 0.5417| 0.4026 | 1.736
Management status 0.4558 | 0.2895 | 0.4761 | -0.2487| 0.3332 | 7.883***
Permanent 3.2086 | 0.7338 | 0.8390 0.4962| 1.0558 | 139.573***
Varied tasks 0.2834 | 0.5423 | 0.7586 | -0.3270 0.5237 | 14.059***
Distance 15 min 0.4763 | 0.3540 1.1881 0.6578| 0.6241 | 30.360***
Regular hours 0.6139 | 0.1323 0.8607 0.3902| 0.4140 | 19.552***
Possible management positi¢ 0.4569 | 0.7115 0.4075 0.3043| 0.5706 | 5.047***

5 p < 0.001
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Table 3: Intention of using different tools to finthformation and a job — general results

Finding a job without a network

5.0266 0.92453

Standard
Average deviation T

Finding information on the Internet 4.1522 0.82523 13,8404+

Finding information without the Internet 4.8408 1.10191 '
Finding information through formal channel:  5.3686 0.99292 36.593%+*

Finding information through informal channe  3.4762 0.93657 )
Finding a job on the Internet 4.2009 1.09095 01 437rr*

Finding a job without the Internet 5.1760 0.79853 '
Finding a job through a network 4.7741 1.14762 4 D5k

***p <0.001
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Table 4: Intention of using different tools to finthformation and a job — detailed results

Average Standgrd
deviation
Finding information on the Internet through forrahhnnels 5.4852° 1.05645
Finding information without the Internet throughrfwal channels  4.9347 1.50588
Finding information on the Internet through infolrabannels 2.8106 1.16124
Finding information without the Internet througliarmal channels 4.7895 1.21414
Finding a job on the Internet and through a network 2.5155" 1.66175
Finding a job without the Internet and through awaek 5.3272 1.33473
Finding a job on the Internet and without a network 5.0335 1.23899
Finding a job without the Internet and without awmrk 5.0052 0.92646

4T-tests are all significant at the 0.1 percent llesrcept means for finding information without timeernet by
formal or informal channels, which are significgntifferent at the 5 percent level.

P T_tests are all significant at the 0.1 percent lleggcept means for finding a job with or withobetinternet
and without a network, which are not significardifferent.
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