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Abstract: 

Each generation has its own unique challenges, value preferences, and patterns of 
behavior. This observation is certainly reflected in the extensive research on Generations 
X and Y in the American culture.  This study extends this interest in generational 
research by examining Generations X and Y within the culture of Thailand using the 
Rokeach Value Survey (RVS). The study then concludes with an extended discussion of 
how Thailand’s generational cultures contrast to the findings of cross-cultural studies 
conducted throughout the world. 

Introduction 

Generational research examines the unique social, cultural, political, and 
historical events that shape a generation’s value system in order to understand how that 
generation differs from other generations (Greenwood, Gibson & Murphy, 2008a, b; 
Greenwood, Khilji, Murphy, & Manyak, 2008).  For research purposes, a generation is a 
grouping of individuals in a society who, based on their having matured in a given time 
period, experienced unique situations events that impacted the development of their 
values, attitudes and behaviors.   These situations and events include the value systems 
reflected in their parents, siblings, friends, teachers as well as the influences of mass 
media (Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007; Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 
1994; Mujtaba, 2010).  They also include the value changes that result from major 
societal, political, and historical events experienced by each generation.   For instance, 
economic depressions, wars, terrorist attacks and other such events can significantly 
impact the values, attitudes and behaviors of the generation who experienced those events 
(Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 2007; Inglehart, 1997; Greenwood et al., 2008a, b, 2009; 
Mujtaba, 2010).    

Inglehart’s (1997) cross-cultural research supports the view that historical, 
societal and cultural events that take place during the formative learning years of a 
generational cohort will impact the values, attitudes and behaviors of that group through 
life.  Inglehart also explains that many of these changes take place as countries change 
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from agricultural societies, move toward industrialization, become industrialized and then 
become post modern societies.  Similarly Rokeach stated that “a person’s total value 
system may undergo change as a result of socialization…cultural upheaval” (1973, p. 
37).  Rokeach, and Inglehart’s research is supported more recently by Dencker, Joshi, and 
Martocchio (2007).  Their studies indicate that a generation encompasses the person’s 
history, life course, and age-related cohort factors that distinguish that generation from 
another.  Crumpackher and Crumpaker (2007) underscore this point when they note that 
“all members of a particular generation are typically recognized as having a shared 
awareness of or an appreciation for the events common to that generation” (p.  371).  

Knowledge of generational similarities and differences is important because it 
provides a foundation for understanding the value systems that direct social behavior.  
Rokeach (1973, p. 14) describes these value systems as “a learned organization of 
principles and rules to help one choose between alternatives, resolve conflicts, and make 
decisions…a mental structure…a mental map or blueprint.”  Because value systems are 
motivational, they help us to appreciate why different generations appear driven to satisfy 
certain needs and what they consider critical to experiencing success in life.  Value 
systems also help us to understand the source of conflicts and misunderstandings that 
often arise between different generations.  This knowledge is as valuable to the political 
leader trying to unify a nation as it is to the floor supervisor trying to create a unified and 
motivated workforce (Gerhart, 2008). 

Thailand History and Culture 

The culture of Thailand has been shaped primarily by its monarchy, its military 
and its religion (Baker & Phongpaichit, 2005; Kislenko, 2004; Limanonda, 1995; 
Murphy, 2009; Singhapakdi, Rallappalli, Rao, & Vitell, 1995; Slagter & Kerbo, 2000, 
Wyatt, 2003). Following the Japanese occupation during World War II, the country has 
been governed under alternating  civilian and military governments with civilian 
government 1945-1947, military rule 1947-1973, civilian rule 1973-1976, military rule 
and limited parliamentary government 1976-1992, multi-party democracy 1992-2006, 
military rule 2006-2007, and civilian rule since 2007 (Library of Congress, 2009).  These 
governing periods were characterized by coups, coup attempts and popular protests (BBC 
News, 2009). The 1980s were most notable because of rising economic prosperity as the 
country vigorously pursued industrialization.  More recently, Thailand has been impacted 
by narco-terrorism with 2,275 people killed during the country’s anti-drug campaign in 
2003 and 2004. Unrest flared up in the south in 2002 and continues today as insurgents 
conduct attacks in the south in support of their separatist movement (Library of Congress, 
2009). Another significant event was the December 26, 2004 tsunami which killed more 
than 5,300 Thais and foreigners and left another 3,000 people missing.  

The population of Thailand was 66.4 million in 2008 with 20 percent of the 
population living in the capital city of Bangkok (Library of Congress, 2009). Seventy 
percent of the population ranges in age from 15 to 65, with 20 percent being age 14 and 
under, and 8 percent are 65 and older (Library of Congress, 2009).  With respect to 
ethnicity, 75 percent of the population is Thai, 14 percent Chinese, 4 percent Malay, and 
7 percent listed as other. The predominant religion is Buddhism (90 percent of the 
population) followed by Muslims (4.6 report that 96 percent of the population completed 
grade six and 79 percent completed high school.  About 1.9 million students are enrolled 
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in post-secondary education.  The country is rapidly shifting from an agricultural based 
economy to manufacturing and services, but 39 percent of the population still works in 
agriculture, forestry and fishing. Thailand has an estimated labor force of 37.62 million, 
with 39 percent in agriculture, 38 percent in service and 23 percent in industry. Around 
48 percent of the workforce is female (Library of Congress, 2009; National Statistical 
Office of Thailand, 2009).   

Thailand is ranked 24 among the 108 developing countries on the Human 
Development Index (Human Development Report 2007/2008). The Gross National 
Income (GNI) per capita is $8,150 (US) in 2007, compared to the $45,850 for the United 
States (Nations Online, 2009;   Economist, 2009).  Bangkok has over 60 radio stations, 
multi-channel TV via cable and satellite, and Thailand had 13.4 million Internet users in 
2008 (BBC News, 2009; Murphy, Mujtaba, Manyak, Sungkhawan, and Greenwood, 
2010).  The Transparency International (2006) annual world-wide survey of bribery and 
corruption reported that 6-15 percent of Thais stated they had paid a bribe in the past 
year, while less than 5 percent of US respondents agreed. On the other hand, 51 to 70 
percent of US respondents stated corruption was a problem in politics, while only 31 to 
50 percent of Thais stated it was a problem (Transparency International, 2006).  

Generations in the Workplace 

This study uses the generational bands or cohorts proposed by Strauss and Howe 
(1997, 2000) and Greenwood, Gibson and Murphy (2008a, b), namely Generation X 
(born 1965 to 1979), and Generation Y (born 1980 to the present).   These generations 
make up the majority of employees and managers in the world’s workforce.  They also 
represent the largest group of consumers in the global marketplace  
 
Generation X  

Generation X sometimes called the Xers or Gen X (Zemke et al., 2000) grew up 
in a period of uncertainty.  In the United States, the most intensely studied of the world 
cultures, this generation was found to have become discouraged with the world of work 
as many saw the slowing economy of the 1980s, the Asian economic crisis in 1997, and a 
new global financial crisis in 2008 and 2009. Gen X experienced the Iranian hostage 
crisis, Iran-Contra, AIDs, the end of the Cold War and corporate scandals which led to a 
distrust of authority (Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007; Gibson et al. 2008).  Generation 
X is the first generation to grow up with advanced media.  Their parents were often 
divorced and both parents worked outside the home. Gibson et al. (2008) explain that 
Generation X is self-reliant, fun-loving and independent….they are less loyal than 
boomers as having witnessed high numbers of divorces and corporate downsizing…they 
are more concerned with career options, balance of work and non-work lives, and they 
express cynicism toward Corporate America” (p. 2). Crumpacker and Crumpacker (2007) 
related that Xers have seen too many downturns in the economy that impacted them 
directly as they tried to find jobs.  They have found that education is the key to any 
present or future success in the world of work.   

In Thailand, Generation X experienced political instability with terrorism in some 
rural parts of the country and as the government changed from a parliamentary system 
with civilian rule to military takeovers, to civilian rule, once again in 2009. They are 
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technologically literate and, while reportedly willing to work hard, they demand 
feedback, work flexibility and dislike close supervision (Zemke et al., 2000).  

 
Generation Y 
 Generation Y is sometimes called the Millennials, Net Generation, Generation Net, or 

Nexters.  In the United States, they are also sometimes called Generation Me because 
of their focus on themselves. They appear self-absorbed because of parental codling 
and have the “traits of being special, sheltered, confident, team-oriented, 
conventional, pressured and achieving” (Twenge, 2006, p. 23).  Their parents 
attended their sporting events, dance classes, and pampered them by giving them 
expensive designer clothes (Zemke et al., 2000), leading to self-indulgent values, 
attitudes and behaviors (Ralston , Hallinger, Egric, & Naothinsuhk,  2005).  
Generation Y has experienced relative prosperity, but was exposed to the Asian 
financial crisis of 1997, and the current global economic recession.  Technology is an 
extension of their lives because they grew up with computers, the Internet, cell 
phones, I-pods, and all other forms of advanced media and technology. They are used 
to multi-tasking such as talking on the cell phone while listening to music and 
working on a computer. Generation Y is the most ethnically exposed generation 
because they have access to other cultures at their fingertips, and might have chat 
friends from many parts of the world (Gibson et al., 2008). They don’t make 
distinctions based on sex, race or sexual persuasion because their friends are from 
different races, genders or sexual orientations. Their formative early years included 
mass shootings in local schools, the September 11 terrorist attack, and more recently 
the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts (Zemke et al., 2000; Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 
2007; Gibson et al., 2008).  

Generation Y in Thailand has witnessed the conflict with insurgents in the 
southern part of the country, the war on drugs, and the tsunami, with all three resulting in 
the deaths of thousands of Thais (Library of Congress, 2009).  Thailand’s Generation Y 
has seen prosperity and advanced technology come to their country along with periods of 
political instability.  Thai women have entered the workforce in great numbers with many 
achieving management positions.  Generation Y uses the Internet, video media, and other 
advanced technology, and they multi-task (Thailand Marketing Research Society, 2009). 
Generation Y has been influenced by MTV and Hollywood movies, which are delivered 
through satellite TV, as well as local pop music, and cultural stars (Asian Market 
Research News, 2002; Thailand Market Research Society, 2009). In fact, the top five 
most serious issues Generation Y felt important to them in 2002 were “illegal drugs, the 
economy, the environment, traffic problems and the loss of Thai identity” (Asian Market 
Research News, 2002, p. 2).  

The nationwide study of Generation Y in Thailand indicated a great deal of 
skepticism concerning advertising and brands, feeling that brands should reflect local 
Thai culture. In addition, younger Generation Y members worked part-time, watched five 
hours or more of television per week, and talked an average of three hours per day with 
friends (Thailand Market Research Society, 2009).  They maintain close contact with 
their families and friends and are constantly communicating with them (Crumpacker & 
Crumpacker, 2007; Asian Market Research News, 2002; Thailand Market Research 
Society, 2009). Generation Y moves out of their families’ homes and then moves back in. 
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Generation Y feels a strong sense of responsibility for taking care of their aging parents 
(Thailand Market Research Society, 2009). 

Methodology 

Research Design 
The study of generational differences in Thailand poses some interesting 

challenges in developing a research design.  First, because little field research has 
been conducted on Thailand, there are few guidelines as to how the population should 
best be divided to identify clear generational differences.  This study will follow the 
approach taken by Yu and Miller (2003) in studying generational differences in 
Taiwan.  Their approach was to group the Taiwanese population into the same 
commonly accepted distinctions used in doing generational research in the United 
States.  These groups include the Baby Boomer Generation (born 1946 to 1964), 
Generation X (born 1965 to 1980), and Generation Y (born after 1980).   This 
division would roughly equate to the Thai generations that emerged during the period 
of military dominance following World War II, the period of intense American 
involvement during the Vietnam War, and Thailand’s entry into the global economy.  
This somewhat arbitrary division has the benefit of being able to link the research 
findings of this study to the results of similar studies conducted throughout the world. 
The same generational cohorts were used in research on generations in the United 
States (Murphy et al., 2006; Gibson, Greenwood & Murphy 2008, 2009; Greenwood, 
Gibson & Murphy 2008a, b; Greenwood, Khilji, Murphy, & Manyak, 2008) between 
the US and Japan (Murphy, Gordon & Anderson 2004); between the US, Japan, UK, 
Iceland, Korea, Colombia and the Philippines (Uy, Murphy, Greenwood, Ruiz-
Gutierrez, Manyak, & Mujtaba, 2008); between the Argentina and Brazil (Monserrat 
et al., 2009); and between eastern and western countries (Khilji et al., 2008).  

Another research design concern is how research hypotheses can be developed 
if current research provides little guidance as to what to look for in the data.  This 
problem is overcome by using the results of the Monserrat et al. (2009) generational 
study which compared Latin America to the United States using the widely 
recognized Rokeach Value Survey (RVS).  The Monserrat et al. findings suggest 
several hypotheses that can be used as a starting point to compare generations within 
Thailand as well as the generational findings from other countries and regions that 
were uncovered using the same RVS instrument.   The hypotheses revolve around 
two kinds of values developed by Rokeach.  Terminal values are the end-states of 
existence or the ultimate modes of living idealized by the respondents.   Instrumental 
values are the modes of conduct that respondents see as socially desirable in 
achieving their terminal values (Rokeach, 1986).  

 The Monserrat et al.’s (2009) study further concluded that Generation X highly 
valued the terminal values an exciting life, pleasure, equality and freedom and 
instrumental values capable, courage, logical, broadminded, helpful, loving, and 
polite, leading us to develop the following research hypotheses: 

 
H1 Thai Generation X will more highly value the terminal values of an exciting 

life, pleasure, equality and freedom as compared to Generation Y. 
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H2 Thai Generation X will more highly value the instrumental values of capable, 
courage, logical, broadminded, helpful, loving, and polite as compared to 
Generation Y.  

 
The Monserrat et al. (2009) study found that Generation Y highly valued the 

terminal values a comfortable life, self-respect, wisdom, family security, mature love and 
true friendship and the instrumental values of ambitious, clean, imaginative, independent, 
and intellectual, leading to the following hypothesis:  

 
H3 Thai Generation Y will more highly value the terminal values of a 

comfortable life, self-respect, wisdom, family security, mature love as 
compared to Generation X. 

H4 Thai Generation Y will more highly value instrumental values of ambitious, 
clean, imaginative, independent, and intellectual than Generation Y. 

 
Some studies contend that values of ambition and capability distinguish the 

generations. The younger generations, particularly Generation Y, rank ambition as more 
important than capability as they are young and inexperienced, while Generation X feels 
that capability is more important than ambition because they are older and more 
experienced. Support for this view is found in the study by Greenwood et al. (2008a) of 
generations in the United States and the Monserrat et al. (2009) study of the Latin 
American generations,  Both studies suggest that Generation Y placed higher importance 
on ambitious over capable, and Generation X more highly valued capable over 
ambitious, leading to the following research hypothesis: 

 
H5 Thai Generation Y will rank ambitious as more important than capable and 

Generation X will rank capable higher in importance as compared to 
ambitious. 

 
Research Population 

The Thai research population consists of 337 respondents, including 33 
Generation Y, 117 Generation X and 187 Baby Boomers (Boomers will not be explored 
in this study). The respondents were all fully employed government employees. The 
remainder of the demographic variables is shown in Table 1. The RVS instrument was 
submitted to a convenience sample of individuals attending required management 
development workshops as part of training in the cities of Bangkok, Chiang Mai, Hat 
Yai, and Phuket. The participants were asked to complete the RVS instrument and return 
them to one of the facilitators. It was explained that completing the RVS was completely 
voluntary and not part of the workshop.  The data was going to be kept confidential and 
information would only be used for the research purposes.  Of the returned surveys, 27 
were not completed properly and were excluded from analysis thereby leading to a 67% 
response rate.  

 
Instrument 

The researchers utilized the RVS and a demographic questionnaire to explore 
the values and value dimensions of respondents from Thailand.  The RVS is accepted 
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as the most commonly used instrument for the measurement of values (Kamakura & 
Novak, 1992).  Previous research shows the RVS to be much simpler and easier to 
use than comparable instruments. It is shorter, was found to be easier to translate, and 
has shown its reliability and validity in numerous cross-cultural research studies in 
the past 30 years (Connor & Becker 2003). 

 
Table 1.  Demographics 

Age 18-25 26-30 31-39 40-45 46-50 51+ 
 16 17 50 67 104 83 

Generations Y X Boomers    

 33 117 187    
Gender Male Female     
 220 117     

Years Experience < 10 10-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31+ 

 37 47 64 63 81 45 

Education HS AS Work BA BA Work 
MA 

MA 

 5 15 18 187 54 54 

 Work PhD PhD     

 2 2     

Work Status Full-time 
Student 

Government Company Own 
Business 

  

 12 210 101 14   

Manager Manager Non-manager     
 107 230     

Religion Catholic Buddhist Islamic Atheist Other  
 5 325 5 1 1  

Marital Status Single/Never 
Married 

Single/Divorced Single/ 
Widower 

Married   

 72 6 5 253   

Number of 
Children 

None One Two Three Four    

 91 62 143 27 9 5 

Government/ 
Private 

Government Private     

 210 127     
 
 The reliability of the RVS was established by Rokeach (1973, 1979) and Rokeach 
and Ball-Rokeach (1989). These studies reported 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 14-16 month test interval, median 
reliability was .69 for terminal and .61 for instrumental values. The factor structure of the 
RVS for a US population sample was established by Rokeach (1973) and for US 
managers (Connor & Becker, 2003; Connor, Becker, Moore, & Okubo, 2006). 
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A native speaker translated the RVS into the Thai language and another native 
speaker translated the instrument back to English, making an independent 
confirmation of the translation.  For clarification, the English version was left in place 
beside the translated version (Adler 1983; Bigoness & Blakely, 1996; Khilji et al., 
2008; Sekaran, 1983).  Instructions to those taking the survey are standard.  Each 
individual is asked to order the values "in order of importance to you as guiding 
principles in your life" from one (most important) to 18 (least important). 

Results and Analysis 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to examine the generation 
differences identified for terminal values [Wilks’ lambda (.6769), F (36,634) = 3.793, 
p = .0001)], and for instrumental values [Wilks’ lambda (.7148), F (36,634) = 3.218, 
p = .0001)]. Since the MANOVA only shows the differences and not which 
generations are statistically different from the other generations, the data for 
differences were explored across the generations using univariate Kruskal-Wallis 
ANOVA H-values median tests and confirmed the results with Tukey’s Post Hoc 
HSD tests between each generation (Greenwood et al., 2008a, b; Greenwood, Khilji 
et al., 2008; Monserrat et al., 2009, Murphy et al., 2006; Murphy, Chaturvedi, 
Greenwood, Ruiz-Gutierrez, Mujtaba, Manyak, et al.,2007a, b; Murphy, Chaturvedi, 
Manyak, Mujtaba, Ruiz-Gutierrez, Khalji, et al., 2007). 

The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA H-values median tests between each generation 
indicated statistically significant differences existed for 8 of 18 terminal and 10 of 18 
instrumental values (see Tables 2 and 3). The statistically significant generation 
differences for terminal values included an exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, 
freedom, health, mature love, salvation, self-respect, and true friendship, and the 
statistically significant instrumental values included ambitious, broadminded, 
capable, forgiving, imaginative, intellectual, logical, loyal, obedient,  and 
responsible. We next explored the null for each research hypotheses. 

H1 predicted that Thai Generation X would more highly value the terminal 
values of pleasure, equality and freedom than Generation Y. This hypothesis was 
rejected because Generation Y more highly valued pleasure and freedom.  

H2 could only be partially accepted. It was predicted that Thai Generation X 
would more highly value the instrumental values capable, courage, logical, 
broadminded, helpful, and loving as compared to Generation Y. Indeed, Generation X 
did more highly value capable, and logical, but Generation Y more highly valued 
courage, broadminded, and helpful. 

The predictions for Generation Y were closer to what had been predicted, 
allowing partial acceptance of H3.  It was predicted that Thai Generation Y would 
more highly value the terminal values a comfortable life, self-respect, wisdom, family 
security, mature love as compared to Generation X. The prediction was confirmed. 

H4 predicted that Thai Generation Y would more highly value instrumental 
values ambitious, clean, independent, and intellectual than Generation X. The results 
were confirmed for ambitious, clean, independent, and intellectual, allowing us to 
accept the hypothesis and reject the null. 
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The prediction for H5 was confirmed, allowing the acceptance of the 
hypothesis and rejecting the null. Generation Y did rank ambitious as more important 
than capable and Generation X did rank capable as more important than ambitious.  

Discussion and Comparative Perspective 

 The next task in the research design is to take the findings for the statistical analysis 
and place them within the broader context of comparable studies conducted around 
the world.  Given the large number of studies and the immense amount of data 
involved, two shortcuts will be taken to achieve better readability and depth of 
understanding.  The first shortcut will be to rely solely on the raw rankings along the 
terminal and instrumental value scales shown in Tables 2 and 3.  As Rokeach (1973) 
explained, rankings of one through five are the most important values, those ranked 
six through thirteen are considered moderately important, and those ranked fourteen 
to eighteen are considered unimportant.   The second shortcut is to avoid the endless 
repetition of references to comparative studies that have utilized the RVS.  
Consequently, all references made to specific countries in the next discussion are 
from the following sources:   

 
Table 1.1  Sources for References made to Specific Countries 

Singapore, Thailand , US 
 

Mujtaba et al. 2009 

Afghanistan, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, Singapore,  
Thailand, UK, US 
 

Limthanakom et 
al. 

2008 

Colombia, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Philippines, UK, US 
 

Uy et al. 2008 

Argentina, Brazil, Columbia, Mexico, US Monserrat et al. 2009 

Hypothesis Tests 

Hypothesis 1 
H1 predicted that Thai Generation X would more highly value the terminal 

values of pleasure, equality and freedom than Generation Y. As shown in Table 2, 
this hypothesis was rejected because Generation Y (8) and Generation X (8) had the 
same terminal value scores.  The cross cultural generational studies suggested that 
pleasure was ranked most important or moderately important by both generations 
from Colombia, Hong Kong, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Singapore, and the UK, but was 
unimportant for all generations from the Afghanistan, Philippines, and Thailand.  
Data on the US is less clear, but one study did report that males and females in the US 
found pleasure to be unimportant.  
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Table 2.  Generation Based Terminal Value Rankings 
Values Gen Y 

N = 33 
Tukey’s Post 
Hoc HSD Test 

Gen X 
N = 117 

Tukey’s Post 
Hoc HSD Test 

ANOVA H 

A comfortable life  9  11   
An exciting life   14 .034β 17  7.8α 
A sense of 

accomplishme
nt  

12 .113γ 6 .009γ 45.6γ 

A world at Peace  10  12   

A world of beauty  18  16   
Equality 13  14   
Family Security 1  2   
Freedom 4 .0001γ 13 .0001γ 32.2γ 
Health   2 .039α 1 .0006γ 33.4γ 

Inner Harmony 7  4   
Mature love 11 .0001γ 3 .004β 44.2γ 
National security 15  18   
Pleasure   8  8   
Salvation  16 .003γ 9 .0001γ 46.5γ 

Self-respect  6  7 .010γ 23.4γ 
Social recognition 17  15   
True friendship 3 .005γ 10 .0009γ 14.3β 
Wisdom  5  5   

α=p<.01;  β=p<.001; γ=p<.0001 
 

Both Thai generations, as shown in Table 2, ranked equality as being of 
moderate to low importance with Generation Y (13) and Generation X (14).  In the 
cross cultural studies, Generation X in Colombia, Japan and the US ranked equality 
as unimportant , but the same Generation X in Iceland, Korea, Philippines, the UK 
ranked equality as important to most important.   For Generation Y, equality was 
important for Japan, Korea and the Philippines and unimportant for Generation Y 
from the Colombia, Iceland, UK, and US. A study of cross cultural sex differences 
indicated that males and females from Thailand and females from the US rated the 
equality value as important while males and females from Singapore and US ranked it 
as unimportant.  

Thai Generation X did not value freedom more highly. Instead, Generation Y 
(4) more highly valued freedom compared to the important rankings of Generation X 
(13). Freedom was important or most important for Generation X and Y from 
Afghanistan, Colombia, Hong Kong, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Philippines, Singapore, 
Thailand, UK and US. Finally, equality was most important or important for males 
and females from the Singapore, Thailand, and the US.  

 
Hypothesis 2 

H2 could only be partially accepted. It was predicted that Thai Generation X 
would more highly value the instrumental values of capable, courage, logical, 
broadminded, helpful, and loving. As shown in Table 3, Generation X did more 
highly value capable (3) and logical (6), but Generation Y more highly valued 
courage (11), broadminded (2), and helpful (5). 
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Table 3.  Generation based Instrumental Values Rankings 

Values Gen Y 
N = 33 

Tukey’s Post 
Hoc HSD Test 

Gen X 
N = 117 

Tukey’s Post 
Hoc HSD Test 

ANOVA H 

Ambitious  7 .0004γ 16  28.8γ 
Broadminded  2 .0007γ 11 .0001γ 34.7γ 
Capable   10 .026β 3  26.8β 
Clean   17  18   
Courageous   11  17   

Forgiving   8 .028β 13  12.4β 
Helpful   5  9   
Honest  3  4   
Imaginative  15 .007γ 5 .004γ 34.5γ 
Independent   12  15   

Intellectual   6  7 .034β 22.4β 
Logical  16 .031γ 6  34.5γ 
Loving   14  14   
Loyal   9 .0009γ 2 .0001γ 26.4β 
Obedient   18 .0003γ 10 .0004γ 38.5γ 

Polite   13  12   
Responsible   1 .043α 1 .001α 6.5α 
Self-controlled  4  8   

α=p<.01;  β=p<.001;  γ=p<.0001 
 

Thai Generation X (3) did more highly value capable, but Generation Y (10) saw 
capable as only moderately important.  The cross cultural studies found Generation X 
giving a high level of importance to capable in Argentina, Colombia, Iceland, Mexico, 
UK, and US,  but was unimportant for Generation X in Japan, Korea and the Philippines.  
Capable was important or most important for Generation Y in Brazil, Colombia, Iceland, 
Japan, Korea, Philippines, UK, and the US.   

Thai Generation X (6) highly value logical as compared to Generation Y (16).  
However, Thai males and females differed with females ranking logical to be of high 
importance.  The cross cultural studies found that logical was more important for 
Generation X in Argentina, Colombia, Iceland, Korea, and Mexico, but was unimportant 
for Generation X in Japan, Philippines, and the UK and US.  Generation Y ranked logical 
high in Colombia, Iceland, and Korea, but it was unimportant to this same generation in 
Japan, Philippines, and the UK.   

Thai Generation X (17) did not give high value to courage; instead, this value 
was more highly ranked by Generation Y (11).  This pattern differed from most cross 
cultural studies where Generation X in Argentina, Colombia, Japan, Korea, Mexico, 
Philippines, UK and US gave importance to courage and only Iceland ranked the value as 
unimportant.   Those countries like Thailand where Generation Y ranked courage high 
included Colombia, Japan, Korea, and the UK.  Generation Y in Brazil, Iceland, 
Philippines, and the US gave a low ranking to courage. 

Thai Generation Y (2) highly valued broadminded as compared to Generation X 
(11) that only saw this value as moderately important.  These results were surprisingly 
contrary to what was expected from the cross cultural studies where Generation X in all 
countries studied weighted broadminded as important.  The countries where Generation 
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Y showed high rankings were Argentina, Colombia, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Mexico 
Philippines, UK and US.   

Thai Generation X (9) was expected to rank helpful as more important than other 
generations, but the results found that Generation Y (5) ranked helpful more highly.  
Again, this finding was not what had been anticipated from the cross cultural studies 
which indicated that helpful was important for Generation X from Japan, Korea, UK and 
US, but not important for Generation X from Colombia, Iceland, and the Philippines. 
Helpful was important for Generation Y from the Iceland, Japan, Korea, Philippines, and 
UK, but unimportant for Generation Y from the US and Colombia.  

Both Thai generations ranked loving as moderately important with Generation X 
(14) and Generation Y (14).  The cross cultural studies would have predicted a different 
outcome given that loving was more important for Generation X from Argentina and 
Colombia and for Generation Y from the US, Brazil and Mexico. Generation X 
respondents from Japan, Korea, Philippines, and the UK ranked loving as most important, 
while Generation X from the US and Iceland ranked it as important.  It was unimportant 
only for Generation X in Colombia.  

 
Hypothesis 3 

The results for Generation Y were closer to what this study had predicted, 
allowing for the partial acceptance of H3.  The study had predicted that Thai Generation 
Y would more highly value the terminal values a comfortable life, self-respect, wisdom, 
family security, and mature love. Our prediction was true for a comfortable life, self-
respect, wisdom, family security than Generation X, but not for mature love which was 
ranked higher by Generation X (3), as presented in Table 2.  Thai Generation Y (11) saw 
mature love as only moderately important.   The results also show that Thai Generation Y 
more highly valued a comfortable life, self-respect, wisdom, and family security as 
compared to Generation X.  This finding reflected the results of the cross cultural studies 
where loving was more important for Generation X in Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, 
Mexico, and the US and for Generation Y in Brazil, Mexico and the US.  The only 
exception was that a comfortable life was ranked unimportant by Generation X 
respondents from Iceland. 

 
Hypothesis 4  

H4 predicted Thai Generation Y would more highly value, as compared to the 
other generations, the instrumental values of ambitious, clean, independent, and 
intellectual. The results were confirmed for ambitious, clean, independent, and 
intellectual, allowing us to accept the hypothesis. These results were identical with the 
cross cultural studies ambitious was ranked unimportant by Generation X from Brazil, 
and clean was ranked unimportant by all three generations in the US and Brazil and by 
Generation X from Colombia.  Ambitious was ranked unimportant by Generation Y from 
Japan, Korea, and the UK for Generation X in Iceland; clean was ranked unimportant by 
Generation Y from Iceland, Japan, Korea, and the UK; independent was unimportant for 
Generation Y from Korea, Philippines and the US.  
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Hypothesis 5 
The predicted outcome for H5 was confirmed, allowing us to accept the 

hypothesis. In Table 3, Generation Y (7) did rank ambitious as more important than 
capable (10) and Generation X (3) did rank capable as more important than ambitious 
(16).  The priority placed on capability over ambition or ambition over capability clearly 
distinguishes the two generations. Generation X has the work experience and tends to 
have moved up the ranks into higher levels of management. Since they have earned their 
positions, they feel that capability is more important than ambition. On the other hand, 
Generation Y is young, inexperienced and tend to be in lower levels of management and 
feel that ambition is more important than capability.   

This same relationship was found in the cross cultural studies.  In terms of 
specific countries,  Generation X from the Colombia, Japan, Korea, and the UK all 
ranked capable as more important than ambition.  Generation Y in Colombia, Korea, 
Philippines, and the US ranked ambition as being more important than capable.  

The purpose of this study was to explore differences in values in Thailand across 
the generations. The values found to be more important for Generation Y were the 
terminal values a comfortable life, a world at peace, family security, freedom, self-respect 
and true friendship and the instrumental values ambitious, broadminded, courageous, 
forgiving, helpful, honest, independent, intellectual and self-controlled.  Generation X 
more highly valued the terminal value inner harmony and instrumental values capable 
and polite.  There were also value similarities across the generations as the terminal 
values family security and health and instrumental values honest and responsible were 
ranked in the top five of importance across the generations. Further, the terminal values 
an exciting life, a world of beauty, national security and social recognition and the 
instrumental value clean were ranked as not important.   

Cross-cultural Research Comparisons 

Inglehart, Schwartz, and Triandis 
To add more meaning to these research results, the Rokeach Value Survey values 

were converted to Inglehart’s (1997, 2003) intergenerational values, Triandis’ (1995) 
individualism, collectivism and mixed value orientation and Schwartz’ higher order 
values and motivational types shown in Table 4 (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz & Sagiv, 
1995). For the Inglehart conversion, the RVS values were converted into higher level 
quality of life values and lower level survival needs values. The RVS values were then 
converted into Triandis’ individualism, collectivism and mixed values types. Finally, the 
RVS values were converted to Schwartz’s ten higher order values and then four 
motivational domains.  Table 4 shows the conversion process and the results of the 
conversion are shown in Table 5.   

The Inglehart results suggest that both generations more highly valued lower level 
survival needs as compared to higher level quality of life values.   This is in keeping with 
Thailand starting the conversion from a developing, lesser industrialized nation to a 
developed industrialized nation.  We next explored the Thai generations with the Triandis 
(1995) individualism, collectivism, mixed value orientation typology (Tables 4 and 5). 
The Thai X and Y generations were primarily collectivistic, followed by mixed value 
orientation, followed by individualism. Our findings match previous research that shows 
that Thailand is primarily collectivistic in nature, but has moved toward accepting values 
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that are classified as both individualistic and collectivistic. Thailand does value 
individualism, but to a lesser extent than collectivism and mixed values. 

We next explored the data using Schwartz’ (1992) ten value types (hedonism, 
stimulation, achievement, universalism, security, conformity/spirituality, self-direction, 
benevolence, tradition and power, which are then grouped into three motivational 
domains of self-enhancement versus self-transcendence, openness to change versus 
conservatism/conformity and hedonism versus conformity/spirituality and tradition 
(Fontaine, Duriez, Luyten, Corveleyn, & Hutsebaut, 2005). We rank ordered the means 
for the value types, much like the RVS has respondents rank order the values (Tables 4, 5 
and 6). The five most important value types for Generation Y were security, benevolence, 
self-direction, hedonism and achievement. The first five value types for Generation X 
were security, benevolence, conformity/spirituality, achievement and hedonism.  

As shown in Table 6, for similarities across the generations, security and 
benevolence values were ranked one and two in importance by both generations. This 
tells us that all Generations X and Y most highly valued security, which includes safety, 
harmony, and stability of society.  They highly valued relationships, and for themselves, 
they highly valued national security, social order, family security, being clean, 
reciprocation of favors and being healthy and having a sense of belonging (Fontaine et 
al., 2005).  Similarly for benevolence, both generations highly valued preservation and 
enhancement of the welfare of people with whom they are in frequent personal contact, 
which include being helpful, honest, forgiving, loyal responsible, true friendship and 
mature love (Fontaine et al., 2005). 

The major differences in value types across the generations shown in Table 6 
were that Generation Y highly valued self-direction as number three and ranked 
conformity/spirituality as number seven, while conformity/spirituality was number three 
for Generation X and self-direction was number six for Generation X. This suggests that 
Generation Y more highly values independence, independence of thought and action-
choosing, creating, and exploring as reflected in freedom, independent, choosing own 
goals, showing creativity, being curious and having more self-respect as compared to 
Generation X (Fontaine et al., 2005). On the other hand Generation X more highly valued 
conformity or spirituality, which means being restrained in their actions and inclinations 
and impulses likely to upset or harm others, and they are less likely to upset the 
expectations or norms of others  through obedience, politeness, honoring parents and 
elders and they are more self-disciplined (Fontaine et al., 2005). 

Hedonism or having pleasure and self-gratification for oneself in the form of 
pleasure, enjoying life and self-indulgence (Fontaine et al., 2005) was more important 
four for Generation Y, while it was a slightly less important five for Generation X. 
Similarly, achievement or having personal success through demonstrating competence 
according to social standards  by being successful, capable, ambitious, influential and 
intelligent (Fontaine et al., 2005) was a more important four for Generation X and a 
lesser important five for Generation Y. Other differences were that universalism or 
understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare of all people and  
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Table 4.  Integration of Rokeach terminal values, Schwartz motivation value types, 
Schwartz higher order values and Triandis’ individualism/collectivism, and 
Inglehart’s intergenerational value change 

Rokeach Terminal Values Schwartz Motivation Types 
(Schwartz higher order 

values) 

Triandis  
Individualism/ 
Collectivism 

Inglehart 
Intergenerational 
Value Change Theory 

A comfortable Life 
(a prosperous life) 

* Hedonism 
(Self-enhancement) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

An exciting life 
(a stimulating active life) 

Stimulation 
(Openness to Change) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

A sense of accomplishment 
(a lasting contribution) 

*Achievement 
(Self-enhancement) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

A world at peace 
(free of war and conflict) 

Universalism 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

A world of beauty  
(beauty of nature and arts) 

Universalism 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Equality (brotherhood, equal 
opportunity for all) 

Universalism 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Family security (taking care of loved 
ones) 

Security (Conservatism/ 
Conservation) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Freedom (independence, free choice) Self-direction 
(Openness to Change) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Health (freedom from sickness) Security (Conservatism/ 
Conservation) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Inner harmony (freedom from inner 
conflict) 

Spirituality, Universalism 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Mature love (sexual and spiritual 
intimacy) 

Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

National Security (protection from 
attack) 

Security (Conservatism/ 
Conservation) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Pleasure (an enjoyable/leisurely life) Hedonism (Self-enhancement) Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Salvation (saved, eternal life) Spirituality (Conservatism/ 
Conservation) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Self-respect (self-esteem) Self-direction (Conservatism/ 
Conservation) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Social recognition (respect, 
admiration) 

Power (Self-enhancement) Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

True friendship (close 
companionship) 

Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Wisdom (a mature understanding of 
life) 

Universalism 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

* = not in Schwartz’ findings 

50 
 



The International Journal of Management and Business, Vol. 1, No. 1, September 2010 
 

Table 5.  Integration of Rokeach instrumental values, Schwartz motivation types and 
Triandis’ individualism/collectivism and Inglehart’s intergenerational value change 

 
Rokeach Instrumental Values Schwartz Motivation  

Types (Schwartz higher  
order values) 

Triandis 
Individualism/ 
Collectivism 

Inglehart 
Intergenerational 
Value Change Theory 

Ambitious (hard working, aspiring) Achievement  
(Self-enhancement) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Broadminded Universalism 
(Self-transcendence) 

Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Capable (competent, effective) Achievement 
(Self-enhancement) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Clean (neat, tidy)  Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Courageous (standing up for your beliefs)  Mixed Higher Level Quality of Life 

Forgiving (willing to pardon others) Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Helpful (working for the welfare of 
others) 

Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Honest (sincere, truthful) Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Imaginative (daring, creative) Self-direction 
(Openness to Change) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Independent (self-reliant, self-sufficient) Self-direction 
(Openness to Change) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Intellectual (intelligent, reflective) Achievement 
(Self-enhancement) 

Individualism Higher Level Quality of Life 

Logical (consistent, rational)  Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Loving (affectionate, tender)  Mixed Lower Level Survival Needs 

Loyal (dedicated to a person, organization 
or concept) 

Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Obedient (dutiful, respectful) Tradition/Conformity 
(Conservatism/Conservat
ion) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Polite (courteous, well-mannered) Tradition/Conformity 
(Conservatism/Conservat
ion) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Responsible (dependable, reliable) Benevolence 
(Self-transcendence) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 

Self-controlled (restrained,  
self-disciplined) 

Tradition/Conformity 
(Conservatism/Conservat
ion) 

Collectivism Lower Level Survival Needs 
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for nature as reflected in broadminded, social justice, equality, a world at peace, a world 
of beauty, unity with nature, protecting the environment, and wisdom (Fontaine et al., 
2005) was ranked a more important six by Generation Y and ranked a lesser important 
eight by Generation X. Similarly, stimulation or excitement, novelty, and challenge in life 
through daring, a varied life, and an exciting life (Fontaine et al., 2005) was ranked a 
more important nine by Generation Y and a lesser important ten for Generation X.  
Finally, tradition or showing respect, commitment and acceptance of the customs and 
ideas that traditional culture or religion provide  as reflected in humble, devout, respect 
for tradition, moderate, accepting my portion in life, salvation (Fontaine et al., 2005) was 
ranked a more important seven by Generation X and a lesser important eight by 
Generation Y. Further, power or having social status and prestige, control or dominance 
over people and resources through social power, authority, wealth, preserving my public 
image, social recognition (Fontaine et al., 2005) was ranked a more important nine by 
Generation X and a lesser important ten by Generation Y.  
 
Table 6.  Compare Inglehart, Triandis and Schwartz using RVS 

 
 

Gen Y 
N = 33 

Gen X 
N = 117 

Inglehart Intergenerational Values   
Higher Level Quality of Life Values 9.94 (2) 98 (2) 
Lower Level Survival Needs 9.27 (1) 92 (1) 

Triandis Individualism 

Collectivism 

  

Individualism 9.96 (3)   .86 (3) 
Collectivism 8.77 (1)   .28 (1) 
Mixed 9.64 (2)   .51 (2) 

Schwartz Higher Order Values   
Hedonism   9.62 (4)   .34 (5) 
Stimulation 10.96 (9) .17 (10) 
Achievement   9.66 (5)   .61 (4) 
Universalism   9.72 (6) .42 (8) 
Security   7.22 (1)   .50 (1) 
Conformity/Spirituality 10.42 (7)   .29 (3) 

Self-direction   9.12 (3)   .48 (6) 
Benevolence   8.18 (2)   .57 (2) 
Tradition 10.65 (8)   .69 (7) 
Power 11.37 (10) .83 (9) 

Schwartz Motivational Domains   
Self-enhancement versus           {2} 10.22 (5) {2}   .93 (6)  {2} 
Self-transcendence                     {1}   9.44 (2) {1}   .76 (3)  {1} 
   
Openness to Change versus       {2} 10.04 (4) {2} .32 (7)  {2} 
Conservatism                             {1}   9.35 (1) {1}   .74 (2)  {1} 
   
Hedonism versus   9.62 (3) {1}   .34 (4)  {2} 
Conformity/Spirituality and  10.42 (6) {2}   .29 (1)  {1} 
Tradition 10.65 (7) {3}   .69 (5)  {3) 

Note.  Lower numbers equal higher importance; rank ordered in parentheses. 
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We next explored in Table 6 the motivational domains more important for each 
generation. Each generation ranked self-transcendence (promoting the welfare of close 
and distant others) as more important than self-enhancement (pursuit of selfish interests) 
and conformity or conservatism (values leading to stability, certainty and social order) as 
more important than openness to change (values referring to novelty and personal 
autonomy) (Fontaine et al., 2005).  The third domain indicated that hedonism was most 
important for Generation Y while conformity/spirituality was more important for 
Generation X. Conformity/spirituality (values implying self-restraint and the acceptance 
of external limits and culture and religion) (Fontaine et al., 2005) was number two for 
Generation Y, while Hedonism (gratification of one’s desires) was number two for 
Generation X. Both ranked tradition as third in importance. 

 
Hofstede 

Our research results seem to confirm Hofstede’s (1980, 1984) findings that Thais 
possess a high level of power distance, collectivism, uncertainty avoidance and 
femininity and low levels of individualism and masculinity. Research by Holmes, 
Tangtongtavy and Tomizawa (1995) and Phukanchana’s (2004) also indicate that Thai 
values place high importance on social harmony, conflict avoidance and high importance 
based on their social ranks. Similar to Hofstede, Holmes et al. and Phukanchana’s results, 
the Thais in our study highly valued security and benevolence, with their collectivism 
along with a tendency to place importance on the group and society instead of the self. 
For example, Thais are polite, they value self-respect and true friendship, being helpful, 
being loyal, having inner harmony, and wisdom, and they do not value equality (Holmes 
et al., 1995).  They place lower importance on independence, freedom and ambition. 
Much like Generation Y in the US (Gibson et al, 2008, 2009; Greenwood et al., 2008a, b) 
and in other countries (Limthanakom et al., 2008; Khilji et al., 2008; Monserrat et al., 
2009; Mujtaba et al., 2009; Murphy et al., 2004, 2007a, b: Murphy, Chaturvedi, Manyak, 
et. al, 2007; Uy et al., 2008), Generation Y is more self-directed and hedonistic, more 
individualistic and less loyal to their organizations.  Generation X tends to be conformist 
but achievement oriented using societal-welfare as the basis for comparison of their 
success.  

 
Implications of the Study 

These research results are important for CEOs, HRM managers, and managers 
and supervisors and marketers because if value differences between the generations are 
not understood, they could lead to intergenerational conflicts in the workplace.  For 
differences across the generations, the terminal values ranked more important by 
Generation Y were a comfortable life, a world at peace, family security, freedom, self-
respect, true friendship and wisdom.  The instrumental values ranked more important 
were ambitious, broadminded, courageous, forgiving, helpful, intellectual and self-
controlled. National security (15) and an exciting life (14) were ranked more important 
by Generation Y, but they were still unimportant across both generations. Generation Y 
more highly valued the goals of having a prosperous life, seeing the world free from war, 
conflict and terrorism, taking care of families and loved ones, having independence and 
free choice, having self-esteem, close companionship, and having a mature understanding 
of life.  They would pursue these goals by being open minded, being willing to stand up 
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for their beliefs, being willing to forgive others, being willing to work for the welfare of 
others, being intelligent and reflective, and by being restrained and self-disciplined.  
 The terminal values ranked more important by Generation X were health (1) and 
inner harmony (4) and their more important instrumental values were capable (3), 
imaginative (5), logical (6), loyal (2) and responsible (1). This suggests that Generation 
X cohorts would pursue their most important goals of being free from sickness and 
having being free from inner conflict by being competent and effective, daring and 
creative, consistent and rational, courteous and well-mannered, and by being dependable, 
loyal, and reliable.  
 The value similarities across the generations are also of interest.  Both Thai 
generations ranked the terminal values family security and health and instrumental values 
honest and responsible in their top five most important values. On the other hand, all 
Generations X and Y ranked the terminal values an exciting life, a world of beauty, 
national security, and social recognition and the instrumental value clean as unimportant. 
Our results were similar to Greenwood et al.’s (2008a) study of the US generations which 
indicated that both generations ranked in their top five value importance the terminal 
values family security, freedom, and health and instrumental values honest and 
responsible, and in their bottom five of importance the terminal values a world at peace, 
a world of beauty, national security and social recognition, and the instrumental values 
clean, forgiving, imaginative, obedient and polite. In Latin America, Monserrat et al.’s 
(2009) study suggested the most important terminal values across the generations were a 
comfortable life, health, self-respect, and family security and the instrumental values were 
honest and responsible. Monserrat et al.’s study also indicated that Generations X and Y 
found as unimportant the terminal values an exciting life, a world of beauty, national 
security and social recognition and instrumental values imaginative, forgiving, obedient 
and polite. This suggests that some values, like the terminal values family security and 
health and instrumental values honest and responsible, are most important across the 
generations in many countries of the world, signifying a convergence of some values as 
predicted by Inglehart (1997, 2003).  

Rokeach explained that some key values formed bi-polar dimensions that need to 
be understood as they highlight generational differences.  The first is the value a world at 
peace versus national security. A world at peace signifies an external concern for war, 
conflict, and terrorism impacting other countries throughout the world, while national 
security signifies an internal concern for conflict, war and terrorism impacting the 
homeland. Generations Y and X ranked a world at peace as important (10, 12). This 
suggests that Generation Y and X were concerned about the impact of war, conflict and 
terrorism and its possible impact on the global communities and its eventual impact on 
Thailand. The fact that both generations ranked national security as unimportant tells us 
that Thais are not presently worried about war, conflict, and terrorism directly impacting 
their home country.  

A bi-polar dimension that can lead to generational conflict at work is the rankings 
for ambitious versus capable. Capable stands for the experience and training that only 
comes through time on the job, while ambition is the drive to get ahead on the job. 
Generation Y (both high school and adult cohorts) ranked ambition as more important 
than capable, while Generation X ranked capable as more important than ambition. Our 
study of the Thai generations replicates the findings of Gibson et al. (2008, 2009), 
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Greenwood et al. (2008a, b), Monserrat (2009), and Uy (2008) who also found that 
Generation Y ranked ambition as more important than capable while Xers ranked 
capable as more important than ambition. What this suggests is that Generation Y wants 
promotions now, not later, while Generation X may feel that Generation Y needs to get 
more experience before being promoted. Generation Y’s ranking of ambition as more 
important than capability is also contrary to the Thai cultural value of hierarchy and the 
Buddhist concept of “accepting your current status,” promotions are earned through time, 
experience and training, and over a long period of time (Holmes et al., 1995). 

Another bi-polar dimension is freedom versus equality, which signifies a concern 
for having independence and freedom of action versus a concern for treating everyone 
equally.  Thai Generations X and Y more highly valued freedom over equality. This 
suggests that Generation Y and Generation X have individualistic tendencies as they 
value freedom and independence as higher in importance.  

A final bi-polar dimension is between a comfortable life and prosperity (money 
and comfort) versus salvation (being saved and having eternal life). Having prosperity 
and money and comfort in their lives was more important for Generation Y, while 
Generation X more highly valued salvation over comfort, money and prosperity.  Our 
results are similar to Gibson et al. (2008, 2009), Greenwood et al. (2008a, b), Monserrat 
(2009), and Uy (2008), except both generations in the US and in Latin America ranked a 
comfortable life as more important than salvation. Twenge (2006) explains that while 
Generation Y tends to be non-religious it highly values helping others in the community.  

Close companionship and friendship are more important for Generation Y as 
compared to Xers. This difference represents a potential generation conflict, because Ys 
do not want to work 50-60 or more hours per week like Xers, but want to spend time with 
family and friends (Twenge, 2006). Our results were similar to Gibson et al. (2008, 
2009), Greenwood et al. (2008a, b), Monserrat et al. (2009), and Uy et al.’s (2008) whose 
studies also indicated that Generation Y does not value salvation while Generation X do.  

Other values that differentiated the generations were independent, loyal, freedom, 
courage, obedient, forgiving, helpful and broadminded. Loyal is valued as much more 
important and independent much less important by Generation X around the world, 
including the Thais. The older generation members feel they must be loyal and sacrifice 
their independence and freedom to their organizations, while Generation Y is more 
willing to change jobs to earn promotions and move up the hierarchy. Our results were 
similar to Gibson et al. (2008, 2009), Greenwood et al. (2008a, b), Monserrat et al. 
(2009), and Uy et al. (2008) which also found that Generation Y is less loyal and more 
independent, more highly values their freedom, and is more courageous and willing to 
stand up for their rights than Generation X. Generation Y also places more importance on 
being forgiving, helpful and broadminded. This is also similar to Gibson et al. (2008, 
2009), Greenwood et al. (2008a, b), Monserrat (2009), and Uy et al.’s (2008) studies 
which showed that these values were more important to Generation Y.  

A value that differentiates Thai Generation Y from Generation X is obedience, 
which was unimportant for Generation Y. This is a potential generational conflict 
because older, more experienced workers expect the up and coming Generation Y 
employees to be obedient. This feeling is a cultural difference, because Generation Y and 
X in Latin America and in western culture also ranked obedience as unimportant. This 
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finding seems to be an individualism value that Thai Generation Y does not feel is 
important, much like in other countries.  

Another potential intergenerational conflict are the values logical and imaginative, 
which are highly prized by Thai Generation X, but is unimportant for Generation Y. 
Managers want employees who will use their logic and imagination on the job, yet 
Generation Y does not feel they are important.  Imagination is also unimportant in 
western and Latin American countries and could be a symptom that Generation Y in 
Thailand is very similar to its Generation Y cohort groups in the west and in Latin 
America.    

 
Summary and Limitations 
 Our purpose in this study was to explore generational differences in the values of 
Thai nationals using the Rokeach Value Survey.  While the majority of generational 
studies use samples from western countries, we compared our results to some previous 
studies of generational differences in values across a range of cultures. For differences 
across the generations, the terminal values ranked more important by Generation Y were 
a comfortable life, a world at peace, family security, freedom, self-respect, true friendship 
and wisdom and the instrumental values ranked more important were ambitious, 
broadminded, courageous, forgiving, helpful, intellectual and self-controlled. National 
security (ranked 15) and an exciting life (ranked 14) were ranked more important by 
Generation Y in rankings, but they were still unimportant for both generations.  
Generation Y more highly valued the goals of having a prosperous life, seeing the world 
free from war, conflict and terrorism, taking care of their families and loved ones, having 
independence and free choice, having self-esteem, close companionship, and having a 
mature understanding life and they would pursue these goals by being open minded, 
being willing to stand up for their beliefs, being willing to forgive others, being willing to 
work for the welfare of others, being intelligent and reflective, and by being restrained 
and self-disciplined.  
 The terminal values ranked more important by Generation X were health, and 
inner harmony and their more important instrumental values were capable, imaginative, 
logical, polite and responsible. This suggests that Generation X would pursue their most 
important goals of being free from sickness and being free from inner conflict by being 
competent and effective, daring and creative, consistent and rational, courteous and well-
mannered, and by being dependable and reliable.  
 For value similarities across the generations, both generations ranked the terminal 
values family security and health and instrumental values honest and responsible in their 
top five most important values. On the other hand, they ranked the terminal values an 
exciting life, a world of beauty, national security, and social recognition and the 
instrumental value clean as unimportant.   

Some values are ranked in the top five values of importance by both generations 
and some are ranked in the bottom five of importance (ranked fourteen to eighteen, 
unimportant values). Greenwood et al.’s (2008a) study of the US generations indicated 
that Generations X and Y ranked in their top five value importance the terminal values 
family security, freedom, and health and instrumental values honest and responsible, and 
in their bottom five of importance the terminal values a world at peace, a world of 
beauty, national security and social recognition, and the instrumental values clean, 
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forgiving, imaginative, obedient and polite. In Latin America, Monserrat et al.’s (2009) 
study suggested that the most important terminal values across the generations were a 
comfortable life, health, self-respect, and family security and the instrumental values were 
honest and responsible. Monserrat et al.’s study also indicated that unimportant values for 
both generations were the terminal values an exciting life, a world of beauty, national 
security and social recognition and instrumental values imaginative, forgiving, obedient 
and polite. 

This study highlights the importance of including values in studies of ethnic 
culture and in generational research. Managers must understand these similarities and 
differences in values in order to develop effective recruiting and retention programs that 
will help all generations succeed in the workplace.  Creating an understanding of the 
cultural value similarities and differences should lessen the potential for intergenerational 
conflict in the workplace. There are minute differences in generations-based cultural 
values that each generation group sets as their goals in life and behavioral tendencies that 
they will use at work that our study helps managers understand so they can meet the goals 
and needs of each generation in the workforce (Hinrichs, 2008).  

One of the major limitations of our study was the conversion of the RVS to 
Inglehart’s, Triandis’ and Schwartz’ value systems. It is very difficult to convert one 
instrument to another instrument in order to compare findings (Lenartowicz & Johnson, 
2001). For instance, Schwartz (1992) used 27 of the 36 values of the RVS when 
developing his Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) of 56 values, so we were not fully able to 
convert and compare the RVS to the SVS because the SVS contains 29 values we did not 
measure.  

Another limitation was using respondents from major cities in Thailand. Some 
studies suggest that the values of respondents may differ by region of the country 
(Lenartowicz & Johnson, 2001). Another limitation was the convenience sample of 
participants attending a management development workshop, which might be considered 
a form of self-selection and these respondents undoubtedly had more education than the 
general population in Thailand.  The convenience sample also resulted in a limited 
population sample of 33 respondents for Generation Y. 

We recommend further research using the RVS and other instruments like the 
attitudes towards women scale, Type A stress behavior scale, individualism/collectivism 
scale and level of cosmopolitanism scale in order to compare this population sample to 
other samples in Thailand and in other groups of managers and educated employees in 
the US and in other nations throughout the world. More studies with respondents from 
the general population of Thailand are needed as comparison in order to verify our 
results. 
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Abstract:  

Each generation has its own unique challenges, value preferences, and patterns of 
behavior. This observation is certainly reflected in the extensive research on Generations 
X and Y in the American culture.  This study extends this interest in generational 
research by examining Generations X and Y within the culture of Thailand using the 
Rokeach Value Survey (RVS). The study then concludes with an extended discussion of 
how Thailand’s generational cultures contrast to the findings of cross-cultural studies 
conducted throughout the world. 
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Résumé 
 
Chaque génération possède ses propres challenges, préférences de valeurs et types 

de comportement. Cette observation se reflète dans les recherches sur les générations X et 
Y dans la culture américaine. Notre recherche prolonge cet intérêt par une recherche 
intergénérationnelle sur générations X et Y dans la culture Thaïlandaise en se fondant sur 
le Rokeach Value Survey (RVS). Notre étude sera conclue par une discussion, montrant 
comment nos résultats sur les cultures intergénérationnelles thaïlandaises s'opposent aux 
résultats des études interculturelles conduites ailleurs dans le monde. 
 
Mots-clés: Thaïlande, culture, valeurs, générations, Rokeach Value Survey 
 
*. Translated by: Johannes Schaaper, Ph.D., Professor in International Management, BME Bordeaux 

Management School, Cedex, France.  Email: jan.schaaper@bem.edu 
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Abstract 

Cada generación tiene sus propios retos, valores y patrones de conducta. La 
observación de estos hechos se refleja en la extensa investigación sobre las Generaciones 
X e Y en la cultura Americana. Este estudio extiende el interés en la investigación 
generacional examinando las Generaciones X e Y en la cultura Tailandesa utilizando el 
cuestionario Rokeach Value (RVS). Este estudio concluye con una amplia discusión 
sobre cómo las culturas generacionales tailandesas contrastan con los hallazgos de los 
estudios transculturales realizados a lo largo del mundo. 
 
Palabras Clave: Thailandia, cultura, valores, generaciones, Cuestionario Rokeach 

Value. 
 
 *Translated by: Diana Gavilan, Ph.D. Complutense University of Madrid, Spain. Email: diana@soleste.es 
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Abstract 
 

Jede Generation hat ihre individuellen und einzigartigen Herausforderungen, 
Wertepräferenzen und Verhaltensmuster. Diese Beobachtung steht im Mittelpunkt der 
herausragenden Forschung im Bereich der Generation X und Y in der Amerikanischen 
Kultur. Die vorliegende Studie weitet das Interesse an generationsbezogener Forschung 
aus und überträgt den Forschungsansatz auf die thailändische Kultur mit Hilfe der 
Rokeach Value Survey (RVS).Die Studie widmet sich einer intensiven Diskussion, 
inwieweit sich die thailändische Kultur im Vergleich zu anderen interkulturellen Studien 
unterscheidet.  
 
* Translated by: Dr. Anja Schulz, Associate Professor, Technical University of Dortmund, 
44221 Dortmund, Germany. Email: Anja.Schulz@tu-dortmund.de 
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Sommario 

 Ciascuna generazione vive sfide uniche e ha preferenze particolari in termine di valori 
e modelli di comportamento. Questa osservazione è certamente significativa riguardo 
alla vasta ricerca sulle Generazioni X e Y effettuata nella cultura americana. Il 
presente articolo estende questo interesse verso la ricerca generazionale esaminando 
le Generazioni X e Y nella cultura Thailandese attraverso l’utilizzo del sondaggio sui 
valori Rokeach (Rokeach Value Value Survey - RVS). L’articolo si conclude con 
un'ampia discussione sul tema del contrasto generazionale in Thailandia 
rapportandolo ai risultati di studi cross-culturali svolti in tutto il mondo. 

 
Parole chiave: Thainlandia, cultura, valori, generazioni, sondaggio sui valori Rokeach 
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 الخالصة
 

نعكس ھذه وت.  مختلفة، وأنماط سلوكو تفضیالت لقیم مختلفةكل جیل یواجھ تحدیات فریدة من نوعھا ، 
بالبحوث الجیلیة من ھذه الدراسة االھتمام وتمدد الثقافة األمیركیة. ب س، صجیال عن األ األبحاث المكثفةالمالحظة 

مع إجراء مناقشة الدراسة . وخلصت أسلوب مسح القیمة تایالند باستخدام في ثقافة أجیال س و ص خالل اختبار
 تایالند نتائج الدراسات التي أجریت بین الثقافات في جمیع أنحاء العالم.بتباین الثقافات إلى موسعة 

 
 الثقافات، األجیال، أسلوب مسح القیمة تایالند،: المصطلحات المستخدمة

 
* Translated by: Prof. Dr. Tarek Taha, Dean of the Faculty of Financial and Administrative Sciences, 

Pharos University in Alexandria, Egypt 
Email: Dr.Tarek.Ahmed@pua.edu.eg , DrTarekTahaAhmed@yahoo.com 
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Thai Abstract* 
Cross-Cultural Value Differences of Working Adult Gen X and Gen Y 

Respondents in Thailand 
 

ความแตกตา่งของคา่นิยมข้ามวฒันธรรมของคนวยัทํางานในชว่งอาย ุ

X  และชว่งอาย ุY  ในประเทศไทย 
 

aBahaudin G. Mujtaba, aTerrell G. Manyak, bEdward F. Murphy, Jr., and cJatuporn 
Sungkhawan 

aNova Southeastern University, bEmbry Riddle Aeronautical University, cSoutheast Bangkok 
College 

 
 

Abstract 
 
  ในแตล่ะช่วงอายนุัน้มีความท้าทาย   มีสิง่ท่ีให้ความสําคญั   

และรูปแบบของพฤตกิรรมท่ีเป็นเอกลกัษณ์แตกตา่งกนั    

ในการศกึษาครัง้นีเ้ป็นการสะท้อนให้เห็นถึงการวิจยัในเร่ืองวฒันธรรมของคนอเมริกนั ในชว่งอาย ุ X 

และ ช่วงอาย ุ Y   ท่ีมี มา อยา่ง แพร่หลาย    

ซึง่การศกึษาครัง้นีไ้ด้ขยายความน่าสนใจของการวิจยัในเร่ืองของช่วงอายุ ออกไป   

โดยการทําการตรวจสอบช่วงอาย ุ  X  และช่วงอาย ุ  Y  ในวฒันธรรมของคนไทย  

โดยใช้แบบสํารวจของ  Rokeach (Rokeach Value Survey: RVS)  ผลการศกึษาสามารถสรุปได้วา่ 

ช่วงอายใุนวฒันธรรมของคนไทยมีความแตกตา่งกบัผลการศกึษาข้ามวฒันธรรมท่ีมีมาก่อนทัว่โลก 

 

* Translated by: Dr. Jatuporn Sungkhawan of Southeast Bangkok College. 
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