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The research literature is replete with studies
exploring cross-cultural similarities and
differences in national cultures; but few studies
have explored cross-cultural generational
differences in values, particularly with working
adult populations. As the world becomes a
global marketplace, generational studies of adult
populations are needed in order to provide
more meaningful and accurate information to
enable better understanding of employee
motivation and consumer target markets
(DeMooij,  1998). In-depth generational
analyses are needed because, as DeMooij’s
(1998, 2004) research points out, many
managers are still trying to motivate employees
through the use of money and benefits; and
marketers continue to develop marketing and
advertising campaigns that are focused on values
at the national level instead of focusing on the
generational level of analysis. As DeMooij
(1998) further notes, “… markets are people,
not products. There may be global products,
but there are no global people. There may be
global  brands  but  there  a re  no  g lobal
motivations for buying those brands” (p. 3).

Managers and marketers must go below the
national level of analysis to explore generational
differences in values because of their impact on
attitudes and behavior, and, consequently, on
employee satisfaction and behavior.  Research
has shown that one of the most important
indicators of attitudes and behavior is value
structures, because values are the underlying
structures that affect attitudes and subsequent
behavior (Ajzen, 1988; DeMooij, 1998; Kahle,
1984; Murphy & Anderson, 2003; Reynolds &
Olson, 2001; Rokeach, 1979). Values are the most
important construct to explore in cross-cultural and
generational studies because as De Mooij (2004)
points out, “values are at the root of consumer
behavior, so understanding culture’s influence is
necessary for those who want to succeed in the
global marketplace. Culture is pervasive in all
aspects of consumption and consumer behavior
and should be integrated into all elements of
consumer behavior theory” (p. 2).

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There is a large body of literature exploring
cross-cultural differences in values, attitudes and
behaviors; but few studies have specifically focused
on generational similarities and differences. In the
late 1960s and early 1970s, cross-cultural
researchers like Adler, Allport, Feather, Inglehart,
Rokeach, Schwartz, and Triandis, just to name a
few, investigated cross-cultural differences in
values, attitudes and behaviors using a variety of
research instruments.

 Hofstede (1980, 1984, 2001) used the
Personal Values Questionnaire to explore values
worldwide in the 1980s. Hofstede’s research
results indicated that most countries or nations
could be evaluated based on four cultural
dimensions: (1) power distance; (2) uncertainty
avoidance; (3) individualism or collectivism; and
(4) masculinity or femininity. In the late 1980s, a
new time dimension was added to Hofstede’s
framework.

In the 1990s and 2000s Ingelhart and his
associates were using the World Values Survey to
explore values worldwide; Triandis and his
associates have been exploring values worldwide
us ing  the  Hofs tede  Personal  Values
Questionnaire; Schwartz has been using his
Value Survey Module to explore values in
different nations; and in China and Taiwan, Bond
and his associates have been using the Chinese
Value Survey (CVS) to explore the values of
Chinese. Throughout this same time-frame
Rokeach, Feather, and other researchers have
been using the Rokeach Value Survey (RVS),
which is the instrument used in this study, to explore
values in different nations throughout the world.

In terms of generational research, Feather’s
(1975, 1979, 1984, 1986, 1988) studies covering
Australia, New Zealand, and Papua New Guinea
indicated significant cross-cultural generational
differences in values. Using the Rokeach Value
Survey, Feather pointed out that regardless of
culture, the teenage generation ranked true
friendship much higher in importance than parents
did. On the other hand, family security increased
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in importance for each succeeding generation,
particularly for parents. Their findings suggest that
teenagers, regardless of culture, value true
friendship much higher because they are going
through a period of rapid physical and
psychological changes. Parents, in turn, value
family security much higher than single people do,
and the importance placed on family security
increases as adults age and move from one
generation to the other because of their increased
responsibility for rearing and caring for their
children.

Bond’s (1994, 1996) studies using the RVS and
the CVS revealed that age and generational
differences existed in the value structures of
respondents from Hong Kong, Singapore, and
China. Bond’s studies suggested that each
generation was impacted by significant cultural
events that led to value differences. More recently,
Imamoglu and Ayguen (1999) and Ayguen and
Imamoglu’s (2002) longitudinal studies suggested
that Turkish students’ individualistic values
increased in importance across the generations
from the 1970s to the 1990s.  Ralston, Egri,
Stewart, Terpstra, and Yu’s (1999) study of the
different generations in China indicated: “the
generation in which one grew up appears to be
crucial to understanding the values” (p. 421).
Chang, Wong and Koh’s (2003) study hinted that
Singaporean parents differed significantly from their
children, as parents valued the tradition factor while
their children valued the modern factor.  Eskin’s
(2003) study illustrated that older students in
Sweden and Turkey were more assertive than
younger students; and Yu and Miller’s (2003)
study of generational differences in Taiwan
indicated that Baby Boomers were generally
collectivist while Generation X respondents
were becoming more individualistic in their value
structures.

Finally, Murphy, Gordon, and Anderson (2004),
exploring age and generation differences in values
between the U.S. and Japan, found that cross-
cultural and age differences existed between the
two nations; but the generations were more similar
than different.

The literature clearly indicates that a research
gap exists in generational research as few studies
have explored generational similarities and
differences in more than three nations at one
time.

PROBLEM STATEMENT
AND METHODOLOGY

The literature review reveals the following: few
studies explored generational similarities and
differences in more than three nations at one time;
few studies used working adult populations in the
generational studies; and even fewer used the RVS
to explore generational differences in values. This
study narrows these research gaps by exploring
the generational similarities and differences in values
between respondents from Colombia, Iceland,
Japan, Korea, the United States, United Kingdom,
and the Philippines. Consequently, the following
research hypotheses and methodology were
developed:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There are cross-
cultural generational differences in RVS
Terminal Values.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): There are cross-
cultural generational differences in RVS
Instrumental Values.

Survey Instrument
Seven major instruments are generally used in

value research: the Rokeach Value Survey
(Rokeach, 1983); Chinese Value Survey (Bond,
1994); Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz & Bilsky,
1987, 1990); Allport Vernon Lindzey Study of
Values (Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 1960);
England’s Personal Values Questionnaire (England,
1974); Hofstede’s Value Survey Module (1980);
and Kahle’s Value Survey (Kahle, 1984).

Many experts feel that “the Rokeach Value
Survey is the best value system measuring device
available” (Sikula, 1973, p. 16) due to its simplicity,
ease of use, ease of translation, reliability and
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validity in cross-cultural research and ease of
statistical analysis. Moreover, others feel that
whatever current value survey is chosen, “their
theoretical arguments are based mainly on
Rokeach’s (1973, 1986) considerations of human
nature, motivation, and personality” (Grunert &
Scherhorn, 1990, p. 98). Still others feel that the
survey “has become the neo-orthodox instrument
of value research” (Becker & Connor, 1982, p.
21). Finally, the RVS has been validated in cross-
cultural research worldwide with populations
ranging from 11 to 70 years of age; and it is one of
the easiest instruments to analyze statistically
(Feather, 1984; Rokeach, 1973, 1979; Rokeach
& Ball-Rokeach, 1989; Murphy, 1994; Murphy,
Snow, Carson, & Zigarmi, 1997; Murphy &
Anderson, 2003; Murphy, Gordon, & Mullen,
2004). Our decision to use this instrument is based
on these studies.

The RVS is divided into 18 terminal values,
which Rokeach (1973) labeled “end-state of
existence” values (p. 5), and which Murphy and
Anderson (2003) explained were “the most
important goals each respondent sought in their
lives” (p. 118). Rokeach (1973) labeled the 18
instrumental values as “modes of conduct” values
(p. 5), what Murphy and Anderson (2003)
explained as “behavioral techniques or methods
respondents would use to obtain their terminal
value goals” (p. 118).

Instructions to those taking the survey are
standard. Each individual is asked to arrange the
values “in order of importance to you, as guiding
principles in your life” (Obot, 1988, p. 367).
Rokeach (1973; 1979) and Rokeach and Ball-
Rokeach (1989) reported that the test-retest
reliability for each of the 18 terminal values
considered separately, from seven weeks to
eighteen months later, ranged from a low of .51
for a sense of accomplishment to a high of .88
for salvation. Comparable test-retest reliability
scores for instrumental values ranged from .45 for
responsible to .70 for ambitious. Employing a 14-
to 16-month test interval, median reliability was
.69 for terminal values and .61 for instrumental
values.

Research Population
The research population consisted of working

adults living in major cities in the United States
(U.S.), United Kingdom (U.K.), Iceland, Japan,
Korea, the Philippines, and Colombia. The
researchers chose working adults as the research
population; they have been relatively unexplored
in past studies, as the research literature indicates.
The surveys were administered from 2002 to 2005
in major cities and industrial centers in each nation.

This study was part of a larger study, begun in
1993, that explores cross-cultural values
worldwide. The U.S. population consisted of a
database composed of a combination of random
and convenience samples of 10,000 properly
completed instruments from teenagers and working
adults throughout the U.S. A total of 1,050
instruments were randomly drawn from the adult
component of that database. Of the other cross-
cultural databases, 495 were from U.K., 412 from
Iceland, 667 from Japan, 260 from Korea, 128
from Colombia, and 200 from the Philippines. The
total population sample was 3,212.

Statistical Analysis Techniques
Researchers using the RVS have a choice of

statistical analysis techniques for evaluating their
hypotheses. Since the RVS provides rankings or
non-normative data, researchers normally evaluate
the hypotheses for statistical significance using non-
parametric statistical analysis techniques like the
Chi-square median test, Kruskal-Wallis Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) test, Mann-Whitney U test,
and/or Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation
Analysis test.

Feather (1984) developed another statistical
analysis technique for the RVS that allows
researchers to explore the data with parametric
analysis techniques. Feather’s z-transformation
process converts the RVS rank-ordered data to
normative data and allows researchers to use
normal statistical analysis techniques.

The researchers used Feather ’s z-
transformation process and then analyzed the data
for statistical significance using (ANOVA), followed
by Multivariate ANOVA (MANOVA) and



UY, A.O. ET AL 33EXPLORATION OF GENERATIONAL SIMILARITIES & DIFFERENCES IN VALUES

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance
(MANCOVA). As comparisons, the researchers
analyzed the data with the non-parametric
techniques Chi-square median test, Kruskal-Wallis
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test, and Mann-
Whitney U test; they found no differences that
would impact the hypothesis test results. The
researchers have put untransformed means and
rankings in the tables to make it easier for readers
to comprehend the results.

RESEARCH RESULTS FOR CROSS-
CULTURAL GENERATIONAL
DIFFERENCES

The research results showed cross-cultural
generational similarities and differences (see Tables
1 through 6) for the top five most important terminal
values and instrumental values across all
generations.

Among the top five most important terminal
values or most important goals across the
generations were health and family security.
Health was in the top five of importance (most
important values) for all generations. This suggests
that health might be a universal value across adult
generations. Family security was in the top five
of importance for all generations except for the18
to 29 year olds in the U.S. This is an interesting
and unexplained finding for the U.S. because
previous research on U.S. value structures, for all
adult age groups, found family security to be one
of the top five important values in the U.S.

For all nations surveyed except the U.S.,
responsible and honest were among the top five
values of importance across the generations. This
is an interesting and unexplained finding for the U.S.
because previous research on U.S. value structures
has confirmed that both family security and
responsible have always been in the top five
instrumental values of adults in the U.S. (Murphy,
Snow, Carson, & Zigarmi, 1997; Murphy, Gordon,
& Anderson, 2003, 2004; Murphy, Gordon, &
Mullen, 2004; Murphy, Greenwood, & Lawn-
Neiborer, 2004). Do these differences come from

normal value changes that take place across the
generations? Rokeach (1973) tried to answer this
question by proposing that value structures
generally followed fourteen generational patterns.

Furthermore, the research results showed that
among the seven nations, there were more cross-
cultural generational similarities than cross-cultural
differences in values (see Tables 1 through 6). For
example, for cross-cultural similarities, four values
( family security ,  health ,  honest ,  and
responsible) were ranked in the top five of most
important values across all cultures; eight values
(a comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment,
freedom ,  true friendship ,  wisdom ,
broadminded, capable, and self-controlled)
were ranked from sixth to eighth in importance, or
were simply important across the cultures, for a
grand total of 12 values that were ranked most
important or important across the cultures. This
compares well to 40+ year olds, who had 16 values
that were ranked in common; 13 values were
ranked similarly for the 18 to 29 year olds; and 12
values were ranked similarly for the 30 to 39 year
olds (see Tables 1 through 6). The 40+ year olds
possessed four values that were ranked one
through five (most important) across the cultures
( family security ,  health ,  honest ,  and
responsible); eight values that were ranked six
through thirteen (important) across cultures (a
comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment,
inner harmony ,  self-respect ,  wisdom ,
broadminded, capable, and independent); and
three values that were ranked fourteen to eighteen
or unimportant across the cultures (a world of
beauty, social recognition, and obedient), for a
total of 16 values that were ranked similarly across
the cultures. This is an important finding and one
of the first in the literature to identify values that
are similarly ranked across cross-cultural
generations in Western, Eastern, South American,
and European cultures.

These research results are important for
businessmen, entrepreneurs, practitioners,
managers, and marketers because these results
show the importance of studying values below the
cross-cultural level of analysis, down to the
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generational level. For instance, if an advertising
or marketing manager only used the cross-cultural
results for the Japanese as a group, s/he might
develop an advertising campaign for the Japanese
culture as a whole with an emphasis on the value a
sense of accomplishment (making a lasting
contribution in life), which was one of the top five
values of importance for the Japanese as a culture.
The marketing campaign aimed at young adults
might fail because, although the value a sense of
accomplishment was a most important value for
the Japanese as a cross-cultural group, our
research study of generational differences indicates
that it was only a most important value for the 18
to 29 and the 40+ year olds.

Similarly, a comfortable life was one of the
top five values of importance for the Colombians;
but when brought to the generational level, it was
only most important for the 18 to 29 and the 40+
year olds. For Koreans, inner harmony was one
of the top five values of importance for their culture;
but it was only a top five values of importance for
the 18 to 29 and the 30 to 39 year olds. For the
U.S., self-respect was in the top five values of
importance; but was only in the top five for the 30
to 39 and the 40+ year olds. Self-respect was
ranked in the top five of importance for
respondents from Iceland; yet it was ranked only
as important for all three generations. Respondents
from the Philippines ranked self-respect as one of
their top five values of importance; but it was only
most important for the 18 to 29 and the 30 to 39
year olds.

The same holds true for values that were ranked
as important for one culture or another, but in
actuality were ranked most important by only one
of the generations from that country. For example,
a comfortable life (having prosperity) was only
ranked important at the cross-cultural level of
analysis for respondents from the Philippines,
Korea, Japan, and U.K.; yet at the cross-cultural
generational level of analysis it was one of the top
five values of importance for the 18 to 29 year
olds from each culture.

These findings further support Rose’s (1997)
cross-cultural study, which concluded that “if

similar segments of consumers can be identified,
economies of scales in advertising production can
be realized” (p. 397).  The results of this research
study showed that advertisers could target their
marketing campaigns using the values health and
family security (for all cultures and generations
except the U.S. 18 to 29 year olds); honesty (all
cultures and generations except the U.S. and
Colombian 18 to 29 year olds); and responsibility
(for all cultures and generations except for the U.S.
18 to 29 year olds); because these values were in
the top five of importance across at least one of
the generations.

In order to compare generations to cultures, we
highlighted all values that were important and/or
most important or not important across each
generation or culture. A total of thirteen were
equally valued (ranked most important as one
through five; ranked important as six to thirteen;
or ranked unimportant as fourteen to eighteen)
across the cultures (terminal values: a comfortable
life, a sense of accomplishment, family security,
freedom, health, true friendship, wisdom;
instrumental values: broadminded, capable,
honest ,  obedient ,  responsible  and self-
controlled) and between thirteen and fourteen
across the generations. We then compared these
results for all cultures and generations, highlighting
those that matched both cultures and generations.
When comparing all three generations to the
cultures, we found that the same values that were
most important, important or unimportant across
the cultures were also most important, important
or unimportant for at least one generation. In
addition, the terminal values a world of beauty,
inner harmony, mature love, self-respect, and
social recognition, and the instrumental values
capable, independent, and intellectual were
important, most important, or unimportant for at
least one generation; but were not equally
important across the cultures. Eight more values
were equally important for at least one generation
that were not important when explored for national
culture alone.

This illustrates how important it is to go beneath
culture, to explore the generations. A total of eight
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more values were identified as important between
the generations that were not identified as equally
important based on culture alone.

These results are important for practitioners and
managers to understand.  For example, many
managers believe they can motivate their
employees through pay raises and benefits.
When we explored this concept across the
generations using the values a comfortable life
(which equates to money and benefits), as
compared to family security (which means
taking care of their families and loved ones),
we found that a comfortable life was less
important than family security across all the
generational categories except for the U.S. 18
to 29 year olds. This demonstrates that money is a
more significant motivator for U.S. 18 to 29 year
olds; while taking care of their families is more
important for all the other generation groups.
Therefore, in order to motivate these employees,
managers could offer time off from work, not more
money or benefits. If managers do not understand
these value similarities and differences, they could
be using ineffective incentive systems.

When we explored the data further, we found
that equality, or being treated equally on the job,
was not important for the Japanese, Korean, and
Philippine 18 to 29 year olds; not important for
the U.S., Japanese, and Colombian 30 to 39 year
olds, and U.S., U.K., and Korean 40+ year olds,
showing that practitioners and managers must
understand generational difference in order to
provide respondents with the required amount of
focused treatment they need on the job. Another
interesting finding was that the value mature love,
which means sexual and spiritual intimacy, was
important for all generation groups except for the
18 to 29 and the 40+ year olds from the
Philippines. Another important finding was that an
exciting life, or having a stimulating and active life,
was important for all generational groups except
for the Japanese, Colombian and Philippine 18 to
29 year olds, Colombian and Philippine 30 to 39
year olds, and UK, Icelandic, Japanese and
Colombian 40+ year olds. This points out that
advertisements that makes use of excitement would

not influence these groups, while they would
influence the groups that found excitement
important. These results highlight the importance
of exploring the values and most important goals
across generations and cultures.

Further, researchers must use working adults
instead of college students as their research
populations because our research study confirms
that working adults have different value structures
than those of college students; and those differences
could significantly impact the motivation of
employees and marketing campaigns. Finally,
practitioners and researchers must understand that
they can reach beneath the attitude and behavioral
levels to explore the basic underlying assumptions
or root causes of attitudes and behaviors – value
structures.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH

The research results strongly suggest that
societal values have changed since the research of
Rokeach found generational patterns in the 1970s.
Since the study only found partial support for the
generational patterns he listed, further research
needs to explore the new generational patterns that
exist in the United States and in other nations. This
study suggests that when values are explored
across the generations, more similarities exist than
when cross-cultural values alone are explored.

Much larger studies in each nation need to verify
the results found in this study. Generational
research needs to take place in other nations as
well in order to identify the values that are important
for all generations worldwide. Longitudinal studies
should also be conducted cross-culturally, and with
a larger variety of populations. Most of the
populations we used were from larger cities. Do
these same value structures apply for individuals
raised in smaller towns? Only further research will
confirm the findings in our study.

Studies are needed to explore value, attitude,
and leadership style similarities and differences
between employees, managers, marketers, and
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senior managers in all of these nations. Researchers
need to explore the impact of socialization by
exploring value similarities and differences between
respondents born in one nation, but living in another
nation. For example, the value structures of
Colombians born in the U.S., but raised in
Colombia, could be compared to those of
Colombians born in Colombia and raised in the
U.S. What about Japanese born in Japan, but
raised in the U.S.; and Japanese sojourners living
in the U.S.? This research could be conducted for
each nation in question in order to explore the
impact of socialization. Studies of gender roles and
cross-cultural studies of entrepreneurs in each
country are also needed.

Murphy, Mullen, and Anderson (2004) report
that the values of working adults in the U.S. changed
immediately after the terrorist attack on the World
Trade Center in New York City. Did the value
structures of others also change after the terrorist
attack? Further research needs to explore whether
the same values changed for all segments of the
U.S. population, and for other nations throughout
the world. For instance, in France, Muslim
teenagers went on a one-week rampage, burning
and looting and demanding equal treatment from
the French government. Was their behavior a result
of 9/11 and other terrorist incidents around the
world?

In addition, many of the research studies
reviewed here did not report standardized results
that could be used by future researchers. Meglino’s
(1998) review of the value research literature
informed the research community that this was a
problem in the 1990s. The problem still continues
today, because many researchers using the RVS
do not report the terminal and instrumental value
means, rankings, and top and bottom five values
of importance that would allow researchers to
make comparisons to their studies in order to add
more meaning to their research results.
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