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ABSTRACT 
 

Generation X and Generation Y: 
 

An Exploration of Student Motivation to Learn and Technology Use 

by 

LaDonna Ann Hutchins 

 
 

Student motivation and technology use are important considerations for higher education 

institutions. With increasing proportions of institutional funding being tied to student success and 

retention outcomes, gaining an awareness of how students tend to be motivated as well as their 

comfort and skill level with technology is critical for supporting student success in the collegiate 

classroom. The purpose of this study was to examine motivations for learning and technology 

use by specific generations, Generation X and Generation Y, among participants in two learning 

settings, a four-year university and a two-year community college. Differences in motivation 

type including intrinsic, extrinsic, and amotivation, and technology proficiency were also 

assessed based on respondent gender and institution type. 

Results found that students from Generation Y had significantly higher scores on extrinsic 

motivation and amotivation compared to Generation X. Students in the two-year institution 

group scored significantly higher on intrinsic motivation compared to students from four-year 

institutions, and students from four-year institutions demonstrated significantly higher levels of 

amotivation. Female participants scored significantly higher than males on intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation, and male participants scored significantly higher than females on the amotivation 

dimension than females. For technology use, participants from Generation X and participants 

from four-year institutions scored significantly higher than students from Generation Y and 
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students from two-year institutions. No significant differences in technology use were found 

between male and female respondents. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

Managing how students learn in the classroom is one of the major challenges faced by 

faculty. In the past, the primary way students learned was by attending lectures presented by 

scholars, but with the current age of rapid growth in technology-based delivery, the face of 

education and learning continues to change (Allen et al., 2016). Classrooms are no longer 

traditional in that many age groups are mixed together in most higher education classrooms. 

Leadership and instructional faculty within higher education are now faced with uncertainty in 

how to address generational differences that affect the learning environment (Greer, 2010). To 

build curricula to address students’ varying needs, faculty and institutions must understand the 

different learning preferences across generations (Hartman et al., 2005; Moskal et al., 2013; 

Wiedmer, 2015). According to Worley (2011), “Students of different generations have different 

motivations and learning styles” (p.32). In the past, many institutions of higher education 

focused on the academic and social attributes of their student populations but had minimal focus 

on the generational differences between these student groups (Davis et al., 2006; Dziuban et al., 

2005; Moskal et al., 2013; Strauss & Howe, 1991b). Leadership and instructional faculty within 

higher education are now faced with uncertainty in how to address the generational differences 

(Greer, 2010). Some of the issues faced by faculty include different motivations for being in the 

classroom and varied levels of ability in students’ use of technology (Berrett, 2012; Hammill, 

2005; Lipschultz & Leonard, 2007; Moore, 2007; Tinto, 2012). With student success and 

retention being increasingly important for the field of higher education, improving faculty 

awareness of student skills and motivation is imperative. 

When trying to identify and understand important differences between the multiple age 

groups and the different learning experiences that take place in the classroom, it is helpful to 
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look at individual characteristics within each age group (Wiedmer, 2015). These multiple age 

groups can also be considered generational groups based on the shared experiences of people 

born in a set timeframe. Many researchers have analyzed generational differences and, although 

much of the characteristics remained the same, the labels for the generations and the span of 

years differed among scholars (Kane, 2010a; Oh & Reeves, 2014; Reeves & Oh, 2007; Smith & 

Clurman, 2007). The exact range of birth years for these generation cohorts varies between 

studies (Perry & Urwin, 2011). While researchers differ slightly in what precise years define 

each generation, most agree there are four broad living generations, which include the Silent 

Generation, Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Generation Y (Wong et al., 2008) and that each 

generation has different attributes (Hansen & Leuty, 2012; Kim, 2018). The majority of students 

currently pursuing a college degree fall into either Generation X or Generation Y. 

Howe and Strauss (2007) and Howe (2014) specified age ranges for members of 

Generation X and Generation Y. Generation X individuals were born between 1961 and 1981 

(Howe, 2014). These members are considered practical, resourceful, self-sufficient, independent, 

hard workers, and structured (Kane, 2010b). This generation often functions independently of 

anyone or anything (Hammill, 2005). Individuals in Generation Y were born between 1982 and 

2004 (Howe, 2014) and are accustomed to communication, media, and digital technologies 

(Kane, 2010c). Generation Y has been described as demanding but helpful (Martin, 2005) and a 

confident generation that is also social (Glass, 2007). Generation Y is considered a caring 

generation that considers pursuing the greater good ahead of individual rewards (Greenberg & 

Weber, 2008). These generational trends may occasionally conflict and pose difficulties for 

faculty designing one course that works well for both groups. 
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Acknowledging generational attributes is essential for recognizing and addressing 

differences in the student population. Reeves and Oh (2007) defined generational differences or 

similarities as “the theory that people born within approximately 20-year time period share a 

common set of characteristics based on the historical experiences, economic and social 

conditions, technological advances, and other societal changes they have in common” (p. 295). 

Based on Oh and Reeves’ 2014 analysis, people with the same commonalities and characteristics 

may share the same preferred methods of learning and experiences. Learners of different ages 

bring diverse skills and experiences to the classroom, and being aware of these dissimilarities 

can guide faculty in tailoring their curriculum and learning modalities. 

Generational differences also account for the viewpoints of each group and its preferred 

methods and motivation for learning. Davis (2013) asserted that postsecondary classes contain a 

range of students across generations and developmental levels, which include both traditional 

and non-traditional ages. Davis stated “It is of particular importance for postsecondary 

instructors to be aware of learning strategies that can be used to encourage student growth and 

comprehension of classroom material” (p. 68). Hseih et al. (2011) concluded that students who 

receive teaching that matches their learning style are more likely to have a higher level of 

thinking about a certain topic or concept than a student who is receiving teaching that does not 

match their learning style. Mindfulness of generation-based preferences for learning and 

motivation could help faculty design optimal learning environments based on students’ preferred 

learning approaches. 

An opportunity exists for faculty to target needs, motivate learning, and tailor teaching 

methods to appeal to students from different generational backgrounds. Even though students 

from different generations may have different learning needs, one integral element of success 
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these students share is to have some form of motivation. Berrett (2012) stated that “motivation is 

often thought to be a fixed, inborn personality trait whose presence or absence helps explain why 

some students succeed while others fail to graduate” (para. 1). The researcher also stated that 

motivation is believed to be stationary, but there was a distinguishable instant in which a faculty 

member inspired student. A student from any generation may continue to learn throughout 

his/her life due to the simple gesture of positive motivation. 

Faculty face challenges in capturing the attention of a diverse population in the classroom 

setting, which includes traditional and non-traditional students from different generations. It is 

within this new perspective that faculty express struggling to create significant and engaging 

courses (Coates, 2007; Eisner, 2004; Jones et al., 2003; Nicholson, 2010; Siemens & Conole, 

2011; Twenge, 2006). In the past, many institutions of higher education focused on the academic 

and social attributes of their student populations but had minimal focus on the generational 

differences between these student groups (Davis et al., 2006; Howe, 2014 Moskal et al., 2013). 

As these diverse generational groups engage in higher education, they bring with them various 

cultural attributes, career expectations, and educational backgrounds (Coates 2007; Strauss & 

Howe, 1991). This can become a problem when curriculum in the classroom does not take these 

differences into account. According to Werth and Werth (2011), the expectations and needs of 

students of different generations that are in college or are going back to college are different. 

Researchers have reported that 21st century students are diverse individuals with varying 

learning needs that must be met in order for them to be successful and persist in the classroom 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Phillipe & Sullivan, 2005; Tinto, 2012). The 

challenges include how to teach, how to motivate, how the students learn, and their technology 

levels and skills. According to Eddy (2007) and Tinto (2012), faculty are often unprepared for 
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the pedagogical challenges of the diverse student population, which require different approaches 

to teaching and learning. 

Prensky (2001) and Harding (2010) explained that technology is often interpreted 

differently between digital natives who have grown up with technology and digital immigrants 

who have come to use technology later in their life. Harding (2010) described this difference as 

the digital divide. Farrell (2005) stated that students do not face the same digital divide, although 

there may be differences in the frequency with which various subgroups of college students use 

the technology to which they have access. The individuals from more recent generations that 

grew up with technology understand using the internet and technology for information and 

communication, whereas those from older generations tend struggle with using technology for 

information and communication (Van Volkom et al., 2013). The body of existing research 

suggests that Generation Y would be more comfortable with technology use while Generation X 

may require a bit more instruction and guidance to be successful in courses with a technology 

component. 

Aside from the generation to which a student belongs, other factors may also affect a 

student’s motivation for learning and technology use. Research has often found a gap in 

academic achievement based on student gender, with females tending to outperform their male 

counterparts (Conger & Long, 2010; Goldin et al., 2006). However, some subjects remain 

dominated by males such as science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (Miyake et al., 

2010). It is unclear whether females or males tend to be more comfortable with technology in the 

classroom, but the aforementioned gender gap suggests that females might be more motivated to 

learn than males. 
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A lesser researched topic is how students differ based on institution type. Demographic 

information suggests that community colleges tend to serve higher populations of nontraditional 

adult students (Ma & Baum, 2016; Phillippe & Sullivan, 2005). As such, one might expect 

students at four year universities to be more proficient with technology. Additionally, these 

nontraditional adult learners at two-year institutions might be expected to display higher levels of 

intrinsic motivation than younger students (Williams & Williams, 2011). Given the lack of 

comprehensive research in this area related to motivation and technology use, additional research 

in this area is needed. 

Statement of the Problem 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine motivations for learning and technology use by 

specific generations among participants in two learning settings, a four-year university and two- 

year community college. Technology is consistently evolving, and novel research is needed to 

determine the best educational modalities to address ever-changing student motivation and 

technology skills. Differences in motivation and technology use will also be assessed based on 

respondent gender and institution type. A better understanding of differences by generation, 

gender, and institution type may increase educators’ awareness of variances in students’ 

motivation and technology proficiency. 

Research Questions 

 

In order to aid in the examination of the differences in motivations for learning and 

levels of technology use, the following six research questions guide this study: 

Research Question 1 
 

Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between Generation X and 

Generation Y students? 
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Research Question 2 
 

Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between students at a two- 

year institution and students at a four-year institution? 

Research Question 3 
 

Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between male and female 

students? 

Research Question 4 
 

Is there a significant difference in technology use between Generation X and Generation 

Y students? 

Research Question 5 
 

Is there a significant difference in technology use between students at a two-year 

institution and students at a four-year institution? 

Research Question 6 
 

Is there a significant difference in technology use between male and female students? 

 
Significance of the Study 

 

The results of this study may help faculty further understand differences concerning 

motivations for learning and technology use among students from different generations, students 

with different genders, and students from different types of institutions. Identifying these 

differences may help educators plan and deliver more effective instruction in a classroom with a 

diverse student population. The potential impact of this study is to provide information to faculty 

to inform them of the variation of motivations and technology use among students in their 

classrooms. This knowledge is essential for faculty to be able to create and optimize learning 

environments. 
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Delimitations and Limitations 

 

The sample for this study was delimited to students attending one public community 

college and one medium-sized public university in East Tennessee during the spring 2021 

semester. 

The study is limited in that it only includes participants from two types of institutions 

from one geographical area of Tennessee thereby impacting the ability of the researcher to 

generalize to a broader population. The study is also limited by the extent to which the 

participants understand the questions and were willing to honestly relate their experience 

regarding motivations for learning and technology-use. 

Another limitation is social desirability bias. The effects of social desirability suggest that 

misreporting can result in biased research findings and survey estimates (Tourangeau & Yan, 

2007). Socially desirable responding is the inclination for participants to present a favorable 

image of themselves (Johnson & Fendrich, 2002). Social desirability bias refers to the fact that in 

self-reports, there is a tendency for people to naturally want others to view them in a positive 

way. The person may respond to questions in a way that may seem more satisfactory and 

acceptable, rather than being entirely truthful. Recent studies indicate that undergraduate college 

students are one population that is particularly likely to engage in social desirability bias (SDB) 

(Miller, 2012). 

Definitions of Terms 

 

The following definitions apply to terms used for the purpose of this study. 
 

• Gender – For this study, gender was self-reported by participants. Answer responses 

included Male, Female, Prefer not to say, or Prefer to self-describe as ----. Due to the 

small number of respondents who indicated they preferred not to say (6, 0.41%) and self- 
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described (24, 1.64%), only participants who reported male and female were included in 

the data analysis to ensure adequate sample size for comparison purposes. 

• Generational categories - Boundaries produced by changes in social and 

 

historical events that cause the formative years of those born after such change(s) to 

result in different experiences or learning. Although not all directly experience each of 

their generation’s defining events, all members of a particular generation typically share 

an awareness of or an appreciation for the events common to that generation 

(Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007). In this study, the generation categories are: 

o Generation X - Individuals born between 1961 and 1981 (Howe, 2014; Howe & 

Strauss, 2007); they are generally from a two-income family and have 

experienced a period of a rising divorce rates. Generation X initiated the 

generation of latchkey children due to many women entering the workforce. They 

tend to be less committed to one employer and willing to leave a job to get ahead 

(Kane, 2010b). 

o Generation Y - Individuals born between 1982 and 2004 (Howe, 2014; Howe & 

Strauss, 2007) and tend to be familiar with communications, media, and digital 

technologies (Kane, 2010c). 

• Student Motivation to Learn- Motivation is an internal drive that activates behavior. The 

term motivation theory is concerned with the processes that describe why and how 

human behavior is activated and directed (Vos et al., 2010). Student motivation to learn 

will be measured/assessed using The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28) (Appendix 

C). 

• Student Technology Use - Within the education field, technology is referred to as "the 
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study and ethical practice of facilitating learning and improving performance by creating, 

using and managing appropriate technological processes and resources" (Richey, 2008, 

pp. 24-25). Student learning experiences involving technology use will be 

measured/assessed using College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) (Appendix 

D) and the Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey 

Questionnaire (Appendix E). 

Overview of the Study 

 

This quantitative study contains five chapters. Chapter 1 includes the Statement of the 

Problem, Significance of the Study, Limitations and Delimitations, Research Questions, and 

Definition of Terms. Chapter 2 consists of the Literature Review. Chapter 3 describes the 

methods and procedures used in the study. Chapter 4 includes the results of the study. Chapter 5 

presents a summary, discussion of the findings from this study, conclusions, and 

recommendations for practice and research. 



20  

Chapter 2. Literature Review 

 

Each generation has its own set of values, ideas, ethics, and culture that influences how 

many of them interact with faculty representing a previous generation. As the diversity of ages 

represented in the college classroom expands, the challenge for faculty to understand the learning 

needs of multiple generations becomes even greater (Moskal et al., 2013; Wiedmer, 2015). Wu 

and Hwang (2010) identified some of these challenges as different motivations for learning, 

different levels of technology proficiency, which is believed to stem from students being from 

different generations. With the rapid development of technology, the internet as a delivery 

platform has motivated colleges and institutions to invest their resources on developing online 

programs (Allen et al., 2016; Means et al., 2009; Van Doorn & Van Doorn, 2014; Wu & Hwang, 

2010). Berrett (2012) stated that “motivation is often thought to be a fixed, inborn personality 

trait whose presence or absence helps explain why some students succeed while others fail to 

graduate” (p. 1). This review of literature is aligned to the research questions driving the present 

study, with the following major sections: The Sociology of Generations, Generational 

Categories, Motivational Learning, Learning Motivations, and Learning using Technology. 

The Sociology of Generations 

 

Mannheim (1952) indicated that generations would not exist as a cultural or tradition 

label without the social interactions of human beings and the definable social structure and 

history they created through this interaction that produced a sort of continuity. Eyerman and 

Turner (1998) defined a generation as people “passing through time who come to share a 

common habitus, hexis and culture, a function of which is to provide them with a collective 

memory that serves to integrate the generation over a finite period of time” (p. 93). A generation 

of people have shared emotions, practices and preferences that can be generalized across each 
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generation to create a culture or tradition (Schewe & Evans, 2000). Howe and Strauss denoted 

that a generation practices a culture that has morals, principles concerning family, faith, routine, 

gender roles and outlooks (Howe, 2014; Howe & Strauss, 2007). 

Reeves and Oh (2007) compared generational labels and their time span, as shown in the 

table. Each generational group has shared experiences that create a generational bond that 

influences how they view life. These shared experiences may include change in gender roles, 

economic shifts, social change, experiencing war or peace, hunger or plenty, justice or 

oppression as well as changes in the educational system and technology used to influence 

learning (Field et al., 2008). Goulding and Syed-Khuzzan (2014) stated “evidence identifies that 

the more thoroughly instructors understand the differences in learning styles, the better chance 

they have of meeting the diverse learning needs of their learners” (p. 141). Generation Y tend to 

be different from the Baby Boomers and Generation X in that they have more knowledge of 

technology due to growing up around cell phones, laptops, and other devices (Kim, 2018). Text 

messaging or emailing is the preferred type of communication by Generation Y (Baker Rosa & 

Hastings, 2018). 

Table 1 

 

Generational Labels and Dates Reported in Different Sources 

 

Author Generation X Generation Y 

Howe & Strauss (2007) Howe (2014) 1961-1981 1982-2004 

Lancaster & Stillman (2002) 1965-1980 1981-2000 

Martin & Tulgan (2002) 1965-1977 1978-2000 

Oblinger & Oblinger (2005) 1965-1980 1981-1995 

Tapscott (1998) 1965-1975 1976-2000 

Zemke et al., (2013) 1960-1980 1980-1999 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/journals.htm?issn=0143-7739&volume=25&issue=2&articleid=1410717&show=html&idb31
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/journals.htm?issn=0143-7739&volume=25&issue=2&articleid=1410717&show=html&idb36
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Frand (2006) and Howe (2014) described Generation Y, referred to as digital natives, as a 

group who multitasked and prefer visuals to graphics and text. They are intricately connected or 

networked via cell phone, blog, Facebook, and YouTube, thriving on instant gratification and 

preferring games to work. In fact, they do not remember and cannot imagine a world without 

digital technology (Frand, 2006). Instead, learning takes place on an on-going basis through our 

daily interactions with others and with the world around us. The generational periods denoted are 

not scientific, but rather subjective in that similar studies have not agreed on the denoted periods, 

which include Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Generation Y. According to Hammill (2005), 

this has not been problematic in that the inconsistency of years is minimal. When trying to 

understand some important differences between the three indicated generations, it is helpful to 

look at individual characteristics within each of the generations (Tinto, 2007). Through 

generational differences in character, choices, and reactions, demographers look beyond birth to 

childhood experiences referred to as defining events. Gibson (2009) stated: 

A defining event happens before we are 18 years old and has the potential to shape our 

generation. While a defining event may be a major worldwide event, major worldwide 

events are only defining events for some of us experiencing them – those who are 

younger than 18 at the time. (p. 4) 

Paris (2008) also suggested that Generation X tends to be good at multi-tasking and need 

constructive feedback, while Generation Y prefers training, mentoring, and continuing their 

education. 

In 2003, researchers and scholars turned their attention to a phenomenon named the new 

or next generation learner (Oblinger, 2003). Describing today’s students as new learners suggests 

an essential difference in the way they attain knowledge and their methodology, problem 
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solving, and transition into the workplace. The concerning question is whether the needs of the 

present generation are being met. These questions cause supposition and conjecture about how 

higher education might be changed or reorganized (Moskal et al., 2013). 

Generational Categories 

 

Generational categories refer to boundaries produced by changes in social and historical 

events that cause the formative years of those born after such change(s) to result in different 

experiences or learning. Although not all directly experience each of their generation’s defining 

events, all members of a particular generation typically share an awareness of or an appreciation 

for the events common to that generation (Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007). Given that faculty 

and students typically come from different generations, increasing knowledge and awareness of 

these generational trends could help create common ground in higher education classrooms. 

Generation X 

 

Howe and Strauss (2007) and Howe (2014) indicated Generation X was born between 

1961 and 1981 and embodied more than age and technological differences, which redirect the 

outcome of a changing society on a generation. Brown (1997) noted that Generation X had 

completely different life experiences than the generations before them. Taylor and Gao (2014) 

and Gibson (2013) explained that many Generation Xer’s were latchkey children, able to do 

what they wanted after school since their parents were not usually home, either at work or 

continuing their education. They also pointed out that many of them lived in a single parent 

home because the divorce rates increased so much. Brown (1997) explained that due to these 

circumstances, “fast” food and “quick response” devices, such as microwaves and remote 

controls became a way of life. This provided Generation X with instant gratification. However, 

Brown (1997) noted that previous generation saw an economic increase along with growing 
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opportunities, but Generation X was faced with limited economic opportunities. Generation X 

was influenced by MTV, AIDS and worldwide competition and are accustomed to receiving 

instant feedback from playing computer and video games (O’Bannon, 2001; Wiedmer, 2015). 

They value continuous learning and skill development (Bova & Kroth, 2001). Money does not 

necessarily motivate members of this generation, but the absence of money might lead them to 

lose motivation (Karp et al., 2002). This generation values a balance between family life and 

career, is extremely independent, and thrives on change. Generation Xers have been on the 

college scene for over a decade; however, some are first time students. Generation Xers are 

resourceful and independent and do not like to be micromanaged (Chi et al., 2013; Coates, 

2007). They are savvy, self-reliant, and skeptical (Swanbrow, 2012; Taylor & Gao, 2014; 

Wiedmer, 2015). The values of Generation X lean toward skepticism and informality; however, 

their financial beliefs tend to be more conservative and careful with their money when compared 

to their parent’s generation. Generation Xers often function independently of anyone or anything 

(Wiedmer, 2015). This generation is stuck between two much larger generations, the Baby 

Boomers and Generation Y, but often is considered just the bridge between the two very 

different generations (Drukier, 2015; Taylor & Gao, 2014). 

Generation Y 

 

Howe and Strauss (2007) and Howe (2014) noted that Generation Y were the children of 

the Baby Boomers and were born between 1982 and 2004. Goldgehn (2004) explained: 

These so-called “Millennials” are privileged in a way different from any generation 

before them. Raised during a period when the world has welcomed and protected 

children. Many believe the group will grow up to be “doers” and “achievers” and thus a 

powerhouse generation. They are happy, wholesome, accepting of all peoples, and the 
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first generation in which females not only have equal rights, but they are making names 

for themselves. (p. 25) 

Goldgehn (2004) also stated that Generation Y was better educated than their elders were at their 

same age and the revolution in technology played a significant role in shaping Generation Y. In 

comparison to other generations, Generation Y is the most immersed in technology and tend to 

use technology as a way to communicate as opposed to face-to-face communication (Chi et al., 

2013; Rentz, 2015). According to Erickson (2011), Generation Y is technology savvy and they 

learn quickly. They are the first cyber generation, having grown up with technology all of their 

lives, and are therefore very technologically savvy. This generation comprises the largest number 

of students in college classrooms (Erikson, 2011, p. 26). Generation Y students have learned to 

work together with their peers when accomplishing a task and are very good at multi-tasking 

(Coates, 2007; Saxena & Jain, 2012). This generation was raised from birth on digital technology 

(Behrens, 2009; Erickson, 2011). As previously stated, Black (2010) implied that the difference 

between the digital natives of Generation Y and digital immigrants occurs from the rewiring of 

the brain, which leads to different thought processes. Goldgehn (2004) explained that Generation 

Y has an overabundance of technological devices of convenience to include ATM cards, cell 

phones, and digital cameras. Generation Y has been characterized as demanding (Martin, 2005), 

and as the most confident generation (Glass, 2007; Saxena & Jain, 2012; Sujansky & Ferri-Reed, 

2009). Despite a great deal of research exploring characteristics of each generation, relatively 

few studies have examined how these generational differences come into play in collegiate 

classrooms. 
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Motivational Learning 

 

Maslow (1954) stated that based on personality and motivation, a person will be hopeless 

the rest of their lives if they purposely plan on being less than they are capable of being. Maslow 

(1943, 1954) found that people’s motivations change when personal growth occurs and people 

constantly seek fulfillment of some personal need. According to Maslow’s hierarchy, 

fundamental needs of survival, safety, and belonging have to be met before status, achievement, 

and self-realization needs can be addressed. Maslow described self-actualized people as those 

who were fulfilled with all their capabilities. Mezirow (1990) considered the constant 

transformation people experience as they become more educated. Mezirow (1990) believed that 

one’s education allows one to contextualize information from one experience to another, using 

formal education as a foundation and everyday opportunities as the layers, which enrich and add 

to one’s learning. 

Motivation to learn has been explored by many researchers. “Students of different 

generations have different motivations and learning styles” (Worley, 2011, p. 32). Intrinsic 

motivation and extrinsic motivation are the two main ways that students are motivated to learn. 

Most students have varying degrees of both of these types of motivations (Hsieh et al., 2011). 

Students that are more intrinsically motivated are focused on learning course information more 

than gaining external rewards whereas student that are more extrinsically motivated rely solely 

on desirable rewards such as high test scores and a high GPA (Psychology: Motivation And 

Learning, 2017; Williams & Williams, 2011). Good course design and learning activities are 

essential in maintaining and moving students toward intrinsic motivation (Harun et al., 2012; 

Lavasani & Ejei, 2011; Martin et al., 2008; Prince & Felder, 2006; Vansteenkiste et al., 2009; 

Vos et al., 2010; Wijnia et al., 2011). According to Williams and Williams (2011), students who 
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are externally motivated are more likely to perform lower academically than those intrinsically 

motivated. One main reason for this is that extrinsic motivation can also be driven by the fear of 

failure based on the belief that grades amount to judgment of the student on intelligence or 

personal ability instead of their performance on a specific learning task (Psychology: Motivation 

And Learning, 2017). Extrinsic motivation is also affected by attitudes towards the teacher, the 

peer group, the appropriateness of the classroom, and the adequacy of teaching materials. 

Consequently, teachers play a big role in the learning motivations of the students (Williams & 

Williams, 2011). Identifying differences in student motivation is key to designing engaging 

courses where students can be successful. 

Adult Learning 

 

Knowles (1978) was instrumental in developing the concept of adult learning and is 

known as the father of andragogy, which is the science of helping adults learn. Knowles (1990) 

argued that adulthood arrived when people acted in adult ways and thought they were adult and 

therefore, mentors should treat those persons as adults. He praised the individuality and 

distinctiveness of adult learning because adult learners could bring a great deal of experience and 

resource to the educational environment. Knowles believed that mentors and educationalists 

should encourage the active involvement of students and learners in planning and executing their 

educational programs. He observed that adults wished to take part in the evaluative process and 

expected deliberation of their responses. 

Adult learning has been further explored throughout the years. Merriam (2001) believed 

that adult learners are inspired to learn by internal influences rather than external and the learners 

should be involved in as many parts of their education as possible. Marsick and Watkins (2001) 

stated that “informal and incidental learning is at the heart of adult education, because it is 
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learned from life experience” (p. 25). More recently, Kearsley (2010) recognized that beyond 

adults needing to be involved in their instruction, learning from their experiences including 

mistakes, being interested in subjects of immediate importance to their job or personal life, that 

they are problem-centered rather than content-oriented. Cercone (2008) stated that this is because 

most students believe learning is only an instructor led and designed effort that occurs in the 

classroom instead of a something that can occur through internal motivation. 

Trivette et al. (2009) identified four main theories of how adults learn. They are 

accelerated learning, coaching, guided design, and just-in-time training. Accelerated learning 

consists of creating a multi-sensory learning environment to develop a relaxed emotional state 

that promotes active learner engagement. Coaching is the master to trainee teaching learning 

method where knowledge from those that are more experienced is transferred to the student. 

Guided design is a more self-directed learning method that promotes critical thinking and 

problem solving with the guidance of a facilitator. Just-in-time training is a more individualized 

learning method where the learner learns through the context of real-life situations and 

challenges (Trivette et al., 2009). However, barriers to learning exist in all of these forms of 

learning. These consist of the effects of aging, changes in health, roles they play, motivation, 

staying focused, or being anxious (Falasca, 2011). 

Motivation for Learning 

 

According to Brophy (1986) motivation to learn is competence acquired “through general 

experience but stimulated most directly through modeling, communication of expectations, and 

direct instruction or socialization by significant others (especially parents and teachers)” (p. 40). 

Infants and young children appear propelled by curiosity, driven by an intense need to explore, 
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interact with, and make sense of their environment. As Raffini (1993) noted, “Rarely does one 

hear parents complain that their preschooler is ‘unmotivated’” (p. 63). 

Ames (1990) found that adults are motivated to learn for a variety of reasons ranging 

from a healthcare scare, to a class assignment, to following the news. Some people are motivated 

to learn to try and better their life with a better income and some are motivated to learn due to 

hobbies or special interests (Ames, 1990; Worley, 2011). Bath and Smith (2009) noted that: 

having the skills and ability for lifelong learning, an individual needed to have a certain 

viewpoint or particular beliefs about knowledge in order to also possess the internal 

motivation for learning to engage in a process of discovering new knowledge or building 

on existing knowledge. (p. 175) 

Teachers commonly struggle to motivate their students (Brophy, 1986; Froiland, 2010; Worley, 

2011) and most students lose basic motivation to learn each year as they progress (Lepper et al., 

2005). Minimally guided instructional approaches are intuitively appealing for most instructors, 

but most learners require high prior knowledge and academic motivation to be successful and 

satisfied in this learning environment (Kirschner et al., 2006; Nie & Lau, 2010; Van Bommel et 

al., 2012). Basic motivation to learn involves engaging in learning opportunities because they are 

interesting, relevant, and enjoyable (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Basic motivation, also known as 

intrinsic motivation, is the most long-term form of motivations and is strongly linked to 

academic success and psychological well-being (Deci et al. 1991; Froiland, 2011). 

Zavyalova (2020) examined student motivation in a higher education classroom that used 

a blended/hybrid modality. This qualitative study included eight interviews with higher 

education lecturers in the United Kingdom. Results showed contrasting views about the level of 

learner motivation in the blended/hybrid context. Some participants indicated their experience 
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with students in this context showed high motivation and the need for autonomy and challenging 

materials. Other participants noted that students lacked motivation and required more support in 

online aspects. Zayvolva’s findings are applicable to the present study because the author noted 

that instructors had different experiences with student motivation, specifically in learning 

environments that had both online and on ground aspects. 

Differences in motivation to learn among college students based on the type of institution 

they attend have been less explored. Pizzolato et al. (2017) examined student motivation to learn 

and achievement goals in community college students. This study employed a qualitative 

methodology and the data collected consisted of 48 interviews with community college students. 

Results indicated that goal setting increased students’ intrinsic motivation and graduation rates. 

Additionally, support programs, faculty interaction, and career exploration opportunities 

enhanced student motivation and academic achievement. 

Motivation to learn based on student gender has also been studied in many contexts. 
 

Although females were not historically admitted into institutions of higher education until much 

later than males, the past several decades have found that females tend to outperform males in 

academic settings (Conger & Long, 2010; Goldin et al., 2006). Conger and Long (2010) noted 

that education is often considered a feminine activity, so males may not demonstrate the same 

level of motivation and skills that contribute to academic success. However, some fields of 

study, particularly STEM fields, remain male dominated (Miyake et al., 2010). Miyake et al.’s 

(2010) work suggests that males in STEM fields like information technology may show higher 

levels of learning motivation because the gendering of the field matches their own gender. 
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Learning Using Technology 

 

Learning occurs continually throughout life, whether in a structured learning 

environment, such as the classroom, or an unstructured learning environment based on life 

experiences, social interactions, and one’s own quest for knowledge. Each generation of students 

exhibits its own unique set of characteristics that have been shaped by societal values, trends, 

and historical events (Coates, 2007; Strauss & Howe, 1991a). Traditionally, higher education 

faculty have taught these students in the same manner regardless of documented generational 

differences in student learning styles (Jones et al., 2003). Eisner (2004) wrote, “It is not unusual 

for even veteran college instructors to express some bewilderment about teaching today’s 

students. Pedagogy that these instructors previously used no longer seems to be effective” (p. 1). 

This same feeling is found in research presented by Nicholson (2010), Siemens and Conole 

(2011), and Twenge (2006) when speaking mostly of the latest generation within higher 

education. It is within this new environment that faculty expresses struggles in order to create 

relevant and engaging instructional courses (Coates, 2007; Eisner, 2004; Jones et al., 2003; 

Nicholson, 2010; Siemens & Conole, 2011; Twenge, 2006). 

There is now more information accessible than at any preceding time in history. Moreno 

(2006) found that instructional technology shares a common purpose. The common purpose is to 

improve learning. With the exponential growth of digital technologies in recent years, there is no 

doubt that in economically advanced countries, many young people have accumulated a huge 

amount of technology experience before they enter university (Lai & Hong, 2014). Moreno 

(2006) stated that advance instructional technology promotes deeper learning and this is in spite 

of the instructional methods. Moreno suggested age, gender, culture, and abilities influence the 

amount learned with particular methods and media. 
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Oblinger and Oblinger (2005) stated, "Learning is advanced when the use of information 

technology is predicated on an understanding of the diverse needs, expectations and values of all 

of these students, rather than on the internet technology capabilities" (p. 69). According to 

Hoskins (2010), learning is also enhanced when it is done as a social activity. Techniques that 

make learning social in a classroom can also be conveniently employed in the online classroom. 

The student populations associated with online education as a whole are becoming more diverse 

in age, educational background, and cultural traits (Dabbagh & Bannan-Ritland, 2005). The 

traditional age college student is most often referred to as digital natives, while the digital 

immigrants are older and referred to as non-traditional students. As reported by Zur and Zur 

(2016) and Lipschultz and Leonard (2007), the traditional age group prefers multi-tasking and 

receiving information at a faster pace, while the non-traditional age group prefers step by step 

instruction, receiving information slower, and learning one thing at a time like lectures. The 

student populations associated with online education as a whole are becoming more diverse in 

age, educational background, and cultural traits (Dabbagh & Bannan-Ritland, 2005). Ultimately, 

the problem is that discrete generations have different motivations to learn and different 

experiences involving technology resulting in the faculty of the higher education classroom not 

always teaching in a way that promotes learning for all the students in the classroom. 

Technology is employed in the learning process is used both in the classroom and out; 

however, generations differ in their knowledge of and access to technology. With the availability 

of emerging technologies, the ability for students to learn collaboratively and through personal 

learning experiences has increased dramatically (Koohang et al., 2009; Martin et al., 2008; Oh & 

Reeves, 2014; Overbaugh & Nickel, 2011; Vos et al., 2010; Yang & Wu, 2012). The U.S. 

Department of Commerce (2011) stated that 77% of households in American own a computer, 
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and 71% have internet access within the home. However, this access is not uniform across all 

demographic groups, age, race, socioeconomic status, and area of residence. According to File 

(2013), “In 2011, 76.2 percent of non-Hispanic White households and 82.7 percent of Asian 

households reported Internet use at home, compared with 58.3 percent of Hispanic households 

and 56.9 percent of Black households” (p. 3). The term “digital divide” refers to the gap between 

those with access to technology (especially computers and the Internet), and the information to 

be gained through technology, and those without such ready access (Cullen, 2001). 

As characterized by Lipschultz and Leonard (2007), digital natives “are accustomed to 

receiving information at high speeds, process information simultaneously and/or in parallel, tend 

to multi-task, prefer random (that is, non-linear) access to information, and crave frequent 

interactivity” (p. 73). These students are digital natives who use technology to construct their 

own knowledge and ideas based on the information encountered through technology and social 

media (Beyers, 2009; Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005; Prensky, 2001; Roberts, 2010; Tapscott, 2009; 

Oh & Reeves, 2014). On the other hand, digital immigrants “receive information, slowly and 

carefully, process information step-by-step, like to work on one thing at a time, prefer linear 

access to information, and are accustomed to lectures” (p. 73). This may, in part, explain why 

some older students have difficulty accepting and adjusting to new technologies, while younger 

students see these technologies as simply as an extension in the way they live. 

The U. S. Department of Commerce (2011) provided statistics on technology use based 

on the Census Bureau’s 2010 Current Population Study School Enrollment and Internet Use 

Supplement. Results from this study support the digital divide concept across a range of groups. 

For example, this study reported that individuals over 65 report have access to a household 

computer and internet less frequently than younger counterparts. 
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Student learning and outcomes have the ability to be affected by this use of technology, 

regardless of the device (Devlin et al., 2013). According to Devlin et al. (2013), “There is 

substantial evidence that incorporating technology, of any kind, in the classroom as an 

instructional and learning tool enhances student learning and educational outcomes” (p. 4). 

Greaves et al. (2010) suggested: 
 

When integrated into teaching and learning, these resources allow for productivity in 

knowledge access, evaluation, and real-time content aligned with standards. Gaming and 

simulation solutions are increasingly higher quality, tied to real-life issues and requiring 

higher-order thinking skill sets. (p. 29) 

Today's students have grown up with technology and use it in their personal lives to connect with 

friends (Tapscott, 2009). According to Robertson (2015), “The use of technology in education is 

something that has been taking place for some time now, and has been deemed as a priority in 

our school environments today” (p. 13). Modern students’ familiarity with technology shapes 

their classroom expectations, and that may be at odds with faculty’s technology comfort and use. 

Chapter Summary 

 

Generations are a socially constructed concept based on similar experiences and 

attributes. According to Howe (2014), Generation X (1961-1981) are considered resourceful, 

self-sufficient, and hard workers (Kane, 2010b). Generation Y (1982-2004) (Howe, 2014) has 

been described as demanding, but helpful (Martin, 2005) and a confident generation that is also 

social (Glass, 2007). For one to truly appreciate the difference in motivation, technology use, and 

lifelong learning experiences, the understanding of what motivates each generation must occur. 

The literature indicated that lifelong learning is continuous process and each generational group 

has a defined culture. The extent to which technology is used and what it is used for also creates 
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different learning experiences for each generation. The rest of the present study will attempt to 

identify the motivational triggers for each group and how each group partakes of learning 

experiences and lifelong learning experiences. 
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Chapter 3. Research Design and Methodology 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine motivations for learning and technology use by 

specific generations among participants from a two-year institution and four-year institution. 

Technology is consistently evolving, and novel research is needed to determine the best 

educational modalities to address ever-changing student motivation and technology skills. 

Differences in motivation and technology use will also be assessed based on respondent gender 

and institution type. A better understanding of differences by generation, gender, and institution 

type may increase educators’ awareness of variances in students’ motivation and technology 

proficiency. This chapter presents the methodology used in the present research and includes 

information about the population and sample, data collection, and data analysis procedures. A 

quantitative approach was chosen for this study because it focuses on describing a phenomenon 

across a larger number of participants thereby providing the possibility of summarizing 

characteristics across groups or relationships (Creswell, 2014). This approach applies statistical 

techniques to recognize overall patterns in the relations of processes. 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

 

The following research questions and corresponding null hypotheses guided this study. 

 
Research Question 1: Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between 

Generation X and Generation Y students? 

Ho11: There is no significant difference in intrinsic motivation to learn between 

Generation X and Generation Y students. 

Ho12: There is no significant difference in extrinsic motivation to learn between students 

in Generation X and students in Generation Y. 
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Ho13: There is no significant difference in amotivation to learn between Generation X and 

Generation Y students. 

Research Question 2: Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between 

students at a two-year institution and students at a four-year institution? 

Ho21: There is no significant difference in intrinsic motivation to learn between students 

at a two-year institution and students at a four-year institution. 

Ho22: There is no significant difference in extrinsic motivation to learn between students 

at a two-year institution and students at a four-year institution. 

Ho23: There is no significant difference in amotivation to learn between students at a two- 

year institution and students at a four-year institution. 

Research Question 3: Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between 

male and female students? 

Ho31: There is no significant difference in intrinsic motivation to learn between male 

students and female students. 

Ho32: There is no significant difference in extrinsic motivation to learn between male and 

female students. 

Ho33: There is no significant difference in amotivation to learn between male and female 

students. 

Research Question 4: Is there a significant difference in technology use between Generation X 

and Generation Y students? 

Ho4: There is no significant difference in technology use among Generation X and 

Generation Y students. 
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Research Question 5: Is there a significant difference in technology use between students at a 

two-year institution and students at a four-year institution? 

Ho5: There is no significant difference in technology use between students at 2-year 

and 4-year institutions. 

Research Question 6: Is there a significant difference in technology use between male and female 

students? 

Ho6: There is no significant difference in technology use between male and female 

students. 

Population and Sample 

 

The target population for this study was the undergraduate student bodies at a public 

community college and at a medium-sized public university in East Tennessee during spring 

2021. The sample that represents the population included full-time and part-time undergraduate 

students, which accounts for approximately 10,300 students from the four-year institution and 

5,100 students from the two-year institution. The sample was comprised of currently enrolled 

students who completed the survey and fell into either Generation X or Y based on their year of 

birth. Generation X included those born between 1961 and 1981; Generation Y included students 

born between 1982 and 2004. Only participants who agreed to the informed consent, indicated a 

year of birth in either Generation X or Generation Y, provided a gender, and designated they 

were currently enrolled in either a two-year or four-year institution. 

A total of 1,658 respondents submitted the survey. However, 200 (12.06%) of those 

responses were discarded, because they did not complete the survey items, were not currently 

enrolled as students, or their birth year fell before or after the Generation X and Generation Y 

range. The final sample size for data analysis was 1,458 for a response rate of 8% from the four- 
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year institution and 2% from the two-year institution. Of the sample, 1,239 (84.98%) participants 

were classified as Generation Y, and 219 (15.02%) participants were categorized as Generation 

X. The self-reported gender breakdown of respondents included 1,066 (73.11%) females, 365 

(25.03%) males, 6 (0.41%) who preferred not to state their gender, and 21 (1.44%) who preferred 

to self-describe as non-binary, gender fluid, gender neutral, gender non-conforming, and 

agender. Due to the small number of respondents who preferred not to state or preferred to self- 

describe their gender, responses from those groups were not included in the data analyses for 

gender, but their responses were included for analyses about their institution or generation. 

Students from two-year institutions totaled 254 (17.42%), and students from four-year 

institutions totaled 1,204 (82.58%). 

Instrumentation 

 

The survey instrument (Appendix A) was created by combining three established 

instruments: Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28), College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ), and Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher 

Education: Survey Questionnaire. The combined instrument used in the present study is entitled 

Generational Differences: Student Motivation to Learn and Experiences Involving Technology 

Survey. The instrument consists of four sections built from portions of the three established 

surveys. The first section of the instrument, (items 1-4) asks for informed consent (Appendix B) 

and general demographic information, including year of birth, gender, and institution type. The 

second section (items 5-32) consists of the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28) which will 

be used to measure student motivation to learn. The third section (items 33-41) was used to 

measure student-learning experiences involving technology and consisted of items from the 

Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey Questionnaire. The 



40  

fourth section (items 42-61) consisted of technology from the computer and information 

technology portion from the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) by Gonyea et 

al. (2013). The final survey item was optional and allowed participants to provide their email 

address for inclusion in a random drawing to win two $50 gift cards. 

Permission was granted to use any of the items of the AMS-C 28 by Robert J. Vallerand, 

PhD., FRSC (Appendix C) and incorporate it into this study, but not to take the instrument and 

make modifications to the items. The instrument was used in its entirety and exactly as it was 

written. Permission was granted to use, modify, and incorporate the College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ) by Robert M. Gonyea, Associate Director, Center for Postsecondary 

Research (Appendix D) into this study’s survey, and permission was granted to use, modify, and 

incorporate the Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey 

Questionnaire by Leah Lang, Director of Analytics Services (Appendix F). The only permitted 

modification was to make the survey questions into complete sentences to stand alone as 

individual items instead of a series. 

The AMS-C 28, developed by Vallerand et al. (1992), is based on the Self Determination 

Theory and assesses academic motivation. The AMS-C 28 instrument is targeted toward 

undergraduate students. The instrument is comprised of 28 questions and is separated into 7 sub 

scales, each consisting of 4 items. The scale exhibits reliability and validity (Orsini et al., 2015). 

The AMS has satisfactory levels of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha 0.80) and temporal 

stability (mean test-retest correlation = .75). A factor analysis of the AMS-C 28 was used to 

establish a subscale structure, which was then used to confirm construct validity (Orsini et al., 

2015). The AMS measures students on three dimensions: intrinsic motivation (12 items), 

extrinsic motivation (12 items), and amotivation (4 items). 
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The Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey 

Questionnaire was created in 2004 for the college audience to measure information technology 

use and skills. Subject matter experts were used to review the instrument and evaluate face 

validity. According to Leah Lang [personal communication, June 18, 2019], the questionnaire 

was developed and content revised based on the input and expertise input of a diverse and 

thoughtful group of subject matter experts. One set of subject matter experts helped to create 

content and another set of subject matter experts reviewed the final instrument. The subject 

matter experts who reviewed the final instrument ensured the instrument measured student 

technology experiences thus providing face validity [personal communication, Leah Lang, June 

18, 2019]. The instrument has been in use since 2005 and has been used by 157 institutions 

across seven countries, thus establishing content validity (Brooks & Pomerantz, 2017). 

Reliability for the instrument was established using principal component analysis to identify 

three overall factors: disposition (Cronbach’s alpha 0.85), usage (Cronbach’s alpha 0.86), and 

attitude (Cronbach’s alpha 0.91). Each factor had satisfactory levels of internal consistency 

(Dahlstrom & Bishsel, 2014). This survey contributes a demographic component about student 

use of technology. 

Pace and Kuh (1998) developed The College Student Experiences Questionnaire 

(CSEQ). The Computer and Information Technology subset of questions from the CSEQ was 

added to the survey instrument for the present study. This scale has separate components or 

subscales that have their own validity and reliability. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient is 

.78 for the subscale Computer and Information Technology. The instrument had evidence of 

content validity due to content experts (Gonyea et al., 2003). The instrument had evidence of 

construct validity from regression analysis performed on the various items within in the survey 
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(Gonyea et al., 2003). Upon combining these three instruments, the final survey employed in this 

study contained 55 items. 

Data Collection 

 

Surveys were sent to all spring 2021 undergraduate students. The survey was distributed 

electronically using the SurveyMonkey platform. The survey was distributed to students at the 

community college via email from the institution’s IRB office. The survey was also distributed 

via email by the Provost’s Office at a four-year university. Reminder emails were sent four 

times, and survey responses were collected for a three week period. 

The correspondence to the students explained that participation was voluntary, responses 

would be kept confidential, and participation in the survey would take approximately 15 minutes 

of their time. Students/participants were informed that their confidentiality would be protected, 

and results will be reported only in an aggregated form. An incentive for participation was 

provided in the form of a gift card drawing; two survey respondents were randomly selected to 

receive a $50 Visa gift card. 

Data Analysis 

 

Responses were grouped by generational category, gender, and institution type to assess 

for possible differences between students in Generation X and Generation Y, male and female 

participants, and students at two-year and four-year institutions. Research questions were 

addressed by testing the null hypotheses by a series of independent t tests. Specifically, Research 

Question 1 sought to determine if significant differences existed in levels of intrinsic, extrinsic, 

and amotivation to learn between students in Generation X and students in Generation Y. 

Research Question 2 was designed to assess differences in student motivation to learn between 

students at a two-year institution and students at a four-year institution. Research Question 3 



43  

explored differences in student motivation based on gender. Research Question 4 examined 

differences in technology use between students in Generation X and students in Generation Y. 

Research Question 5 was used to assess differences in technology use between students at two- 

year and four-year institutions. Finally, Research Question 6 explored differences in technology 

use between male and female students. The program Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS) will be used to conduct the data analyses, all of which were performed at the .05 level of 

significance. 
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Chapter 4. Results 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine different motivations for learning and 

technology use. Differences in motivations for learning were examined in two learning settings, 

a four-year university and a two-year community college in the southern Appalachian region. 

Differences in motivations for learning were also assessed based on generation and gender. 

Technology use was explored in relation to the student’s generation, institution type, and gender. 

The sample consisted of 1,458 undergraduate students enrolled in either a two-year 

community college or four-year university. There were 254 (17.42%) respondents from the 2- 

year institution and 1,204 (82.58%) from the 4-year institution. Of the respondents, 219 

(15.02%) were classified as Generation X and 1,239 (84.98%) were classified as Generation Y. 

The gender breakdown of participants included 365 (25.03%) identifying as male, 1,066 

(73.11%) identifying as female, 6 (0.41%) preferred not to say, and 21 (1.44%) self-described as 

gender nonconforming, non-binary, gender fluid, gender neutral, and agender. Due to the small 

number of respondents who preferred not to say their gender or preferred to self-describe, those 

participants were not included in comparisons related to gender. However, their responses are 

included for analyses related to generation and institution type. 

Research Question 1 

 

Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between Generation X and 

Generation Y students? 

Ho11: There is no significant difference in intrinsic motivation to learn between 

Generation X and Generation Y students. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho11. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to intrinsic motivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 
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Generation X group and participants in the Generation Y group. These survey items were Likert- 

type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond at all” 

= 1, “Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, and 

“Corresponds exactly” = 5. Intrinsic motivation was measured by 12 items. The test was not 

significant t(1458) = 1.185 p =.236, therefore Ho1 was retained. Students from Generation X (M 

= 3.234, SD = .903) earned similar scores on intrinsic motivation compared to students from 

Generation Y (M = 3.162, SD = .822). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means 

with equal variances assumed was -.048 to .0193.  Figure 1 displays the boxplots for each group. 

Figure 1 

Intrinsic Motivation Scores for Generation X and Generation Y 
 
 

 
Ho12: There is no significant difference in extrinsic motivation to learn between students 

in Generation X and students in Generation Y. 
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An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho12. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to extrinsic motivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

Generation X group and participants in the Generation Y group. These survey items were Likert- 

type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond at all” 

= 1, “Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, and 

“Corresponds exactly” = 5. Extrinsic motivation was measured by 12 items. The test was 

significant t(1458) = 7.575 <.001, therefore Ho12 was rejected. Students from Generation Y (M 

= 3.865, SD = .688) earned significantly higher scores on extrinsic motivation than students from 

Generation X (M = 3.464, SD = .88). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means 

with equal variances not assumed was -.525 to -.277. Figure 2 shows the boxplots for each 

group. 

Figure 2 

 

Extrinsic Motivation Scores for Generation X and Generation Y 
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Ho13: There is no significant difference in amotivation to learn between Generation X and 

Generation Y students. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho13. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to amotivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

Generation X group and participants in the Generation Y group. These survey items were Likert- 

type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond at all” 

= 1, “Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, and 

“Corresponds exactly” = 5. Amotivation was measured by 4 items. The test was significant 

t(1248) = 5.223, p <.001, therefore Ho13 was rejected. Students from Generation Y (M = 1.515, 

SD = 0.762) earned significantly higher scores on amotivation than Generation X (M = 1.279, 

SD = .588). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means with equal variances not 

assumed was -.325 to -.147. Figure 3 shows the boxplots for each group. 
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Figure 3 

 

Amotivation Scores for Generation X and Generation Y 
 
 

 

Research Question 2 

 

Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between students at a two-year 

institution and students at a four-year institution? 

Ho21: There is no significant difference in intrinsic motivation to learn between students 

at a two-year institution and students at a four-year institution. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho21. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to intrinsic motivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

two-year institution group and participants in the four-year institution group. These survey items 

were Likert-type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not 

correspond at all” = 1, “Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a 

lot” = 4, and “Corresponds exactly” = 5. Intrinsic motivation was measured by 12 items. The test 
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was significant t(1248) = 2.562 p = .010, therefore Ho21 was rejected. Students from two-year 

institutions (M = 3.294, SD = .872) earned significantly higher scores on intrinsic motivation 

than students from four-year institutions (M = 3.147, SD = .825). The 95% confidence interval 

for the difference in means with equal variances assumed was .0346 to .260. Figure 4 shows the 

boxplot for both groups. 

Figure 4 

 

Intrinsic Motivation for Two-year and Four-year Institution 
 
 

 
Ho22: There is no significant difference in extrinsic motivation to learn between students 

at a two-year institution and students at a four-year institution. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho22. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to extrinsic motivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

two-year institution group and participants in the four-year institution group. These survey items 

were Likert-type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not 
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correspond at all” = 1, “Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a 

lot” = 4, and “Corresponds exactly” = 5. Extrinsic motivation was measured by 12 items. The 

test was not significant t(1458) = 1.339, p =.181, therefore Ho22 was retained. Students from 

two-year institutions earned similar scores on extrinsic motivation to students from four-year 

institutions. The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means with equal variances not 

assumed was -.032 to .168. Figure 5 displays the boxplots for each group. 

Figure 5 

 

Extrinsic Motivation for Two-Year and Four-Year Institution 
 
 

 
Ho23: There is no significant difference in amotivation to learn between students at a two- 

year institution and students at a four-year institution. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho23. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to amotivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the two- 
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year institution group and participants in the four-year institution group. These survey items were 

Likert-type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond 

at all” = 1, “Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, 

and “Corresponds exactly” = 5. Amotivation was measured by 12 items. The test was significant 

t(1458) = 2.842, p =.001, therefore Ho23 was rejected. Students from four-year institutions (M = 

1.505, SD = .763) earned significantly higher scores on amotivation than students from two-year 

institutions (M = 1.359, SD = .629). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means 

with equal variances not assumed was -.234 to -.057. Figure 6 shows the boxplots for each 

group. 

Figure 6 

 
Amotivation Scores for Two-year and Four-year Institution 
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Research Question 3 

 

Is there a significant difference in student motivation to learn between male and female students? 
 

Ho31: There is no significant difference in intrinsic motivation to learn between male 

students and female students. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho31. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to intrinsic motivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

male and female gender categories. Due to the small number of respondents who preferred not to 

indicate a gender (6, 0.41%) or preferred to self-describe their gender (21, 1.44%), these 

participants were excluded from this analysis. These survey items were Likert-type scale and 

responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond at all” = 1, 

“Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, and 

“Corresponds exactly” = 5. The test was significant t(1458) = 2.870, p=.004, therefore Ho31 was 

rejected. Females (M = 3.210, SD = .808) earned significantly higher scores on intrinsic 

motivation than males (M = 3.065, SD = .047). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in 

means with equal variances not assumed was .046 to .244. Figure 7 displays the boxplot for each 

group. 
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Figure 7 

 

Intrinsic Motivation Scores for Females and Males 

 

 
Ho32: There is no significant difference in extrinsic motivation to learn between male and 

female students. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho32. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to intrinsic motivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

male and female gender categories. Due to the small number of respondents who preferred not to 

indicate a gender (6, 0.41%) or preferred to self-describe their gender (21, 1.44%), these 

participants were excluded from this analysis. These survey items were Likert-type scale and 

responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond at all” = 1, 

“Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, and 

“Corresponds exactly” = 5. The test was significant t(1458) = 6.910, p <.001, therefore Ho32 was 

rejected. Females (M = 3.894, SD = .679) earned significantly higher scores on extrinsic 
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motivation than males (M = 3.563, SD = .825). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in 

means with equal variances not assumed was .237 to .425. Figure 8 displays the boxplots for 

each group. 

Figure 8 

 

Extrinsic Motivation for Females and Males 
 
 

 
Ho33: There is no significant difference in amotivation to learn between male and female 

students. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho33. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to amotivation were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the male 

and female gender categories. Due to the small number of respondents who preferred not to 

indicate a gender (6, 0.41%) or preferred to self-describe their gender (21, 1.44%), these 

participants were excluded from this analysis. These survey items were Likert-type scale and 

responses were converted to numerical values where “Does not correspond at all” = 1, 
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“Corresponds a little” = 2, “Corresponds moderately” = 3, “Corresponds a lot” = 4, and 

“Corresponds exactly” = 5. The test was significant t(1458) = 3.352, p=.001, therefore Ho33 was 

rejected. Males (M = 1.591, SD = .833) earned significantly higher scores on amotivation than 

females (M = 1.440, SD = .707). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means with 

equal variances not assumed was -.246 to -.055. Figure 9 shows the boxplots for each group. 

Figure 9 

 

Amotivation Scores for Females and Males 

 

 
Research Question 4 

 

Is there a significant difference in technology use between Generation X and Generation Y 

students? 

Ho4: There is no significant difference in technology use between Generation X and 

Generation Y students. 
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An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho4. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to technology use were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the 

Generation X group and participants in the Generation Y group. Nine survey items assessed 

technology use. These items were Likert-type scale and responses were converted to numerical 

values where “Never” = 0, “Occasionally” = 1, “Often” = 2, and “Very Often” = 3. Higher scores 

correspond with higher amounts of technology use. The test was significant t(1458) = 2.199, p 

=.029, therefore Ho4 was rejected. Students from Generation X (M = 2.157, SD .473) earned 

significantly higher scores on technology use than students from Generation Y (M = 2.071, SD = 

.541). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means with equal variances not assumed 

was -.164 to -.009. Figure 10 shows the boxplots for each group. 

Figure 10 

 

Technology Use Scores for Generation X and Generation Y 
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Research Question 5 

 

Is there a significant difference in technology use between students at a two-year and four-year 

institution? 

Ho5: There is no significant difference in technology use between students at a two-year 

and four-year institution. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho5. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to technology use were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the two- 

year institution and four-year institution groups. Nine survey items assessed technology use. 

These items were Likert-type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where 

“Never” = 0, “Occasionally” = 1, “Often” = 2, and “Very Often” = 3. Higher scores correspond 

with higher amounts of technology use. The test was significant t(1458) = -3.274, p =.001, 

therefore Ho5 was rejected. Students from four-year institutions (M = 2.166, SD = .467) earned 

significantly higher scores on technology use than students from two-year institutions (M = 

2.043, SD = .550). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means with equal variances 

not assumed was -.196 to -.049. Figure 11 shows the boxplots for each group. 
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Figure 11 

 

Technology Use Scores for Two-year and Four-year Institutions 

 

 
Research Question 6 

 

Is there a significant difference in technology use between male and female students? 
 

Ho6: There is no significant difference in technology use between male and female 

students. 

An independent samples t test was conducted to test Ho6. Responses to survey items that 

corresponded to technology use were averaged to create a mean score for participants in the male 

and female gender categories. Due to the small number of respondents who preferred not to 

indicate a gender (6, 0.41%) or preferred to self-describe their gender (21, 1.44%), these 

participants were excluded from this analysis. Nine survey items assessed technology use. These 

items were Likert-type scale and responses were converted to numerical values where “Never” = 

0, “Occasionally” = 1, “Often” = 2, and “Very Often” = 3. Higher scores correspond with higher 
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amounts of technology use. The test was not significant t(1458) = 1.127, p =.260, therefore Ho6 

was retained. No significant differences between males and females regarding technology use 

were discovered. Figure 12 displays the boxplots for each group. 

Figure 12 

 

Technology Use Scores for Females and Males 
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Chapter 5. Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Summary and Discussion of Results 

Research Question 1 asked if there was a significant difference in student motivation to 

learn based on the generation to which the student belongs. No significant differences were 

found in intrinsic motivation between students from Generation X and Generation Y. However, 

students from Generation Y had higher scores on extrinsic motivation than students from 

Generation X. This is similar to the research of Wu and Hwang (2010) who found that students 

from different generations display different levels of motivation. Students from Generation Y 

also earned higher scores on amotivation. This aligns with the findings of Lepper et al. (2005) 

who noted that students tend to lose motivation each year as they progress. It follows that 

students at four-year universities may demonstrate lower levels of motivation due to the 

additional time they spend in college. 

Research Question 2 explored differences in student motivation as a function of 

institution type. Students from two-year institutions scored higher on intrinsic motivation than 

students from four-year institutions. There was no difference in the scores of students from two- 

year and four-year institutions on extrinsic motivation. Students from four-year institutions 

earned higher scores on amotivation than students from two-year institutions. Additionally, 

students from four year universities may be less motivated academically because they elected to 

attend a four-year institution due to the more robust student life experience. Little research has 

explored differences in motivation between students at community colleges and universities, so 

these findings provide an interesting baseline for comparison. 

Research Question 3 assessed differences in student motivation based on gender. Females 

earned higher scores on both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation than males. Since higher 
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motivation often correlated with higher academic performance (as in Wu and Hwang, 2010), this 

corresponds with the research of Conger and Long (2010) and Goldin et al. (2006). Males scored 

higher on the amotivation dimension than females. The tendency for males to be less motivated 

than their female counterparts and subsequently perform lower academically is also supported by 

existing research (Conger & Long, 2010; Goldin et al., 2006). 

Research Questions 4, 5, and 6 evaluated differences in technology use based on 

generation category, institution type, and gender. Students from Generation X earned higher 

scores on technology use than Generation Y This finding is surprising because Generation Y is 

considered to more proficient with technology than Generation X (Frand, 2006; Howe, 2014). It 

conflicts with the research of Zur and Zur (2016) and Lipschultz and Leonard (2007) who 

suggested that older students would be less inclined to work well in environments with high 

levels of technology use. However, this finding supports the research of Tapscott (2009) who 

noted that although younger students have grown up with technology, they primarily use it to 

connect with friends. Students from four-year institution earned higher scores on technology 

scores than students from two-year institutions. No differences were found in technology use 

between males and females. 

Conclusions 

 

The present study agrees with much of the research about motivation and technology use. 

However, some unexpected findings include the fact that students from Generation X displayed 

higher levels of technology use than students from Generation Y. Additionally, students from 

two-year institutions earned higher scores on intrinsic motivation than students from four-year 

institutions. Despite having differences between males and females in motivation, no significant 

difference was found in technology use. Given that little research has explored these factors, the 
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present study provides novel insights into the different types of motivation and technology use of 

several student groups. 

Recommendations for Practice 

 

The findings from this study are applicable to faculty in the classroom. Overall, students 

had mostly positive experiences with technology in the classroom and felt it assisted their 

learning. It is recommended that faculty consider adopting at least some technology components 

into their courses because students appear to appreciate and enjoy them. Given that older, non- 

traditional aged students may be more intrinsically motivated, course modalities may have little 

impact on their success. However, students from younger generations demonstrated higher levels 

of extrinsic motivation, so they may benefit from the inclusion of some types of reward system 

implemented in the classroom. Therefore, it is recommended that faculty and administrators 

consider the age range of their students and adjust their instructional modalities, especially 

reward and recognition systems, to appeal to the students in their classroom. It is important to 

note that students from Generation Y were not found to be as technology savvy as faculty might 

assume. Traditional age college students may require more guidance and assistance with 

technology than expected, while older students may be more proficient than anticipated. It is 

recommended that faculty incorporate a technology use assessment at the beginning of their 

courses so they will be better informed about their students’ actual technology skills. 

Additionally, many students would benefit from technology instruction if it is an important 

component in the course. Institutions would do well to be mindful of these differences and 

preferences to both educate faculty and appeal to different student demographics. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

 

Future research should explore motivations and technology use in other generations. 

Additional research is needed to determine how the COVID-19 pandemic may have affected 

students’ motivations and use of technology due to many institutions being forced to go online, 

which may have increased participants comfort and skills with technology. Future research 

should also consider employing an experimental design to test whether or not faculty can 

increase motivation based on alterations to their course modality. Faculty experiences and use of 

technology would be an interesting addition to this body of knowledge as well. Given that 

students rated their skills levels with most types of academic technology as relatively high, 

further research should have faculty rate their students’ skill levels with this technology to see if 

student expectations and faculty expectations match. Replication of this study in different 

locations with different populations would help determine if these findings exist in other areas. 



64  

References 
 

Allen, E. I., Seaman, J., Poulin, R., & Taylor Straut, T. (2016). Online report card: Tracking 

online education in the United States. Babson Survey Research Group and 

QuahogResearch Group, LLC. 

https://onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/onlinereportcard.pdf 

Ames, C. A. (1990). Motivation: What teachers need to know. Teachers College Record, 91(3), 

409-421. 

Baker Rosa, N., & Hastings, S. O. (2018). Managing millennials: Looking beyond generational 

stereotypes. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 31(4), 920–930. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-10-2015-0193 

Bath, D., & Smith, C. (2009). The relationship between epistemological beliefs and the 

propensity for lifelong learning. Studies in Continuing Education, 31(2), 173-189. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01580370902927758 

Behrens, W. (2009). Managing millennials. Marketing Health Service, 4(1), 19-21. 

https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/ohp3hf/cdi_proquest_jou 

rnals_232315993 
 

Berrett, D. (2012, April 15). Can colleges manufacture motivation? Chronicle of Higher 

Education. http://chronicle.com/article/Can-Colleges-Manufacture/131564/ 

Beyers, R.N. (2009). A five dimensional model for educating the Net Generation. 
 

Educational Technology & Society,12(4), 218–227. 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/777a/891808331271cb9d0e46388c2d9a4a62bd99.pdf 

Black, A. (2010). Gen Y: Who they are and how they learn. Educational Horizons, 88(2), 92- 
 

101. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ872487.pdf 

https://onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/onlinereportcard.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-10-2015-0193
https://doi.org/10.1080/01580370902927758
https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/ohp3hf/cdi_proquest_journals_232315993
https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/ohp3hf/cdi_proquest_journals_232315993
http://chronicle.com/article/Can-Colleges-Manufacture/131564/
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/777a/891808331271cb9d0e46388c2d9a4a62bd99.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ872487.pdf


65  

Bova, B. & Kroth, M. (2001). Workplace learning and generation X. Journal of 

Workplace Learning, 13(2), 57–65. https://doi.org/10.1108/13665620110383645 

Brooks, D. C., & Pomerantz, J. (2017). ECAR Study of Undergraduate Students and 

Information Technology, 2017. Louisville, KY: EDUCAUSE. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2flibrary.educause.edu%2f%7e%2fmedia%2ffi 

les%2flibrary%2f2017%2f10%2fstudentitstudy2017.pdf 
 

Brophy, J. (1986). On motivating students: Occasional Paper No. 101. Institute for Research on 

Teaching, Michigan State University. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED276724.pdf 

Brown, B. L. (1997). New learning strategies for generation X. ERIC digest no. 184. ERIC 

Clearinghouse on Adult Career and Vocational Education. 

https://www.ericdigests.org/1998-1/x.htm 

Cercone, K. (2008). Characteristics of adult learners with implications for online learning design. 
 

AACE Journal, 16(2), 137-159. 
 

https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2fwww.editlib.org%2findex.cfm%3ffuseaction% 
 

3dReader.ViewAbstract%26paper_id%3d24286 
 

Chi, C. G., Maier, T. A., & Gursoy, D. (2013). Employees’ perceptions of younger and older 

managers by generation and job category. International Journal of Hospitality 

Management, 34, 42-50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.01.009 

Coates, J. (2007). Generational learning styles. LERN Books: Learning Resources Network. 

Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (2003). The American community college (4th ed.). Jossey-Bass. 

Conger, D., & Long, M. C. (2010). Why are men falling behind? Gender gaps in college 

performance and persistence. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and 

Social Science, 627(1), 184-214. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716209348751 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13665620110383645
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2flibrary.educause.edu%2f%7e%2fmedia%2ffi%09les%2flibrary%2f2017%2f10%2fstudentitstudy2017.pdf
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2flibrary.educause.edu%2f%7e%2fmedia%2ffi%09les%2flibrary%2f2017%2f10%2fstudentitstudy2017.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED276724.pdf
https://www.ericdigests.org/1998-1/x.htm
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2fwww.editlib.org%2findex.cfm%3ffuseaction%3dReader.ViewAbstract%26paper_id%3d24286%20
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2fwww.editlib.org%2findex.cfm%3ffuseaction%3dReader.ViewAbstract%26paper_id%3d24286%20
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716209348751


66  

Creswell, J. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative and mixed method approaches 

 

(4th ed.). Sage. 
 

Crumpacker, M., & Crumpacker, J. D. (2007). Succession planning and generational stereotypes: 

Should HR consider age-based values and attitudes a relevant factor or a passing fad. 

Public Personnel Management, 36(4), 349-369. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/009102600703600405 

Cullen, R. (2001). Addressing the digital divide. Online Information Review, 25(5), 311-320. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED459714.pdf 

Dabbagh, N., & Bannan-Ritland, B. (2005). Online learning: Concepts, strategies, and 

application (1st ed.). Upper Saddle River NJ: Pearson/Merrill/Prentice Hall. 

Dahlstrom & Bishsel (2014). EDUCAUSE Center for Analysis and Research (ECAR), 

Research Report. https://library.educause.edu/~/media/files/library/2014/10/ers1406- 

pdf.pdf?la=en 
 

Davis, H. S. (2013). Discussion as a bridge: Strategies that engage adolescent and adult 

learning styles in the postsecondary classroom. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching 

and Learning, 13(1), 68-76. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1011682.pdf 

Davis, J., Pawloski, S., & Houston, A. (2006). Work commitments of baby boomers and 

gen-xers in the IT profession: General differences or myth? Journal of Computer 

Information Systems, 46: 43-49. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289088083_Work_commitments_of_Baby_Bo 
 

omers_and_Gen-Xers_in_the_IT_profession_Generational_differences_or_myth 

 

Deci, E.L., Vallerand, R.J., Pelletier, L.G., & Ryan, R. (1991). Motivation and education: 

The self-determination perspective. Educational Psychologist, 26(3), 325-346. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F009102600703600405
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED459714.pdf
https://library.educause.edu/%7E/media/files/library/2014/10/ers1406-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://library.educause.edu/%7E/media/files/library/2014/10/ers1406-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1011682.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289088083_Work_commitments_of_Baby_Boomers_and_Gen-Xers_in_the_IT_profession_Generational_differences_or_myth
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289088083_Work_commitments_of_Baby_Boomers_and_Gen-Xers_in_the_IT_profession_Generational_differences_or_myth


67  

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2603&4_6 
 

Devlin, T. J., Feldhaus, C. R., & Bentrem, K. M. (2013). The Evolving Classroom: A Study of 

Traditional and Technology-Based Instruction in a STEM Classroom. Journal of 

Technology Education, 25(1), 34-54. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1020183.pdf 

Drukier, C. (2015, December 30). Gen X turns 50 — ‘We’re doing well, thanks for asking.’ 
 

Epoch Times. https://www.theepochtimes.com/gen-x-turns-50-were-doing-well-thanks- 
 

for-asking_1925959.html 
 

Dziuban, C., Moskal, P., & Hartman, J. (2005). Higher education, blended learning and 

the generations: Knowledge is power – no more. In J. Bourne & J.C. Moore (Eds.), 

Elements of quality online education: Engaging communities 6(1), 85-100. 

https://desarrollodocente.uc.cl/wp- 

content/uploads/2020/03/Knowledge_is_power_no_more.pdf 
 

Eddy, P. L. (2007). Faculty development in rural community colleges. New Directions 

for Community Colleges, 137, 65-76. https://doi.org/10.1002/cc.271 

Eisner, S., (2004). Teaching generation Y: Three initiatives. Journal of College Teaching and 

Learning, 1(9), 69-84. http://doi.org/10.19030/tlc.v1i9.1991 

Erickson, T. (2011). Generations around the globe. Harvard Business Review. Retrieved on April 

1, 2019 from https://hbr.org/2011/04/generations-around-the-globe-1 

Eyerman, R., & Turner, B. S. (1998). Outline of a theory of generations. European Journal of 

Social Theory, 1(1), 91-106. https://doi.org/10.1177/136843198001001007 

Falasca, M. (2011). Barriers to adult learning: Bridging the gap. Australian Journal of Adult 

Learning, 51(3), 583-590. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ954482.pdf 

Farrell, E. (2005, February 4). Among freshman, a growing digital divide. Retrieved 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1207/s15326985ep2603%264_6
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1020183.pdf
https://www.theepochtimes.com/gen-x-turns-50-were-doing-well-thanks-for-asking_1925959.html
https://www.theepochtimes.com/gen-x-turns-50-were-doing-well-thanks-for-asking_1925959.html
https://desarrollodocente.uc.cl/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Knowledge_is_power_no_more.pdf
https://desarrollodocente.uc.cl/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Knowledge_is_power_no_more.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/cc.271
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.19030%2Ftlc.v1i9.1991
https://hbr.org/2011/04/generations-around-the-globe-1
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F136843198001001007
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ954482.pdf


68  

June 14, 2019 from http://chronicle.com/article/Among-Freshmen-a-Growing/4516 
 

Field, J., Lynch, H., & Malcolm, I. (2008). Generations, the life course, and lifelong 

learning. Learning Lives Summative Working Paper No. 3, University of Stirling. 

File T. (2013). Computer and internet use in the United States: Population characteristics. 
 

US Census Bureau. https://www.census.gov/prod/2013pubs/p20-569.pdf 
 

Frand, J. (2006). The information-age mindset: Changes in students and implications 

for higher education. Educause Review, 35(5), 15-22. 

http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ERM0051.pdf 

Froiland, J. M. (2010). A developmental, educational, and school psychologist: How the 

late Jere Brophy’s integrative approach to children’s motivation to learn can 

inform school-based practice. The School Psychologist, 64(3), 22-26. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286920198_A_developmental_educational_and 
 

_school_psychologist_How_the_late_Jere_Brophy's_integrative_approach_to_children's 
 

_motivation_to_learn_can_inform_school-based_practice 
 

Froiland, J. M. (2011). Parental autonomy support and student learning goals: A 
 

preliminary examination of an intrinsic motivation intervention. Child and Youth Care 

Forum, 40(2), 135-149. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-010-9126-2 

Gibson, S. (2009). The zoom guide to generations: A quick overview and practical 

application guide to generational communication. BookSurge. 

Gibson, R. (2013). Definition for Generation Y. Generation Y. 

http://www.generationy.com/about-generation-y-in-the-workforce/definition/ 

Glass, A. (2007). Understanding generational differences for competitive success. 

http://chronicle.com/article/Among-Freshmen-a-Growing/4516
https://www.census.gov/prod/2013pubs/p20-569.pdf
http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ERM0051.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286920198_A_developmental_educational_and_school_psychologist_How_the_late_Jere_Brophy%27s_integrative_approach_to_children%27s_motivation_to_learn_can_inform_school-based_practice
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286920198_A_developmental_educational_and_school_psychologist_How_the_late_Jere_Brophy%27s_integrative_approach_to_children%27s_motivation_to_learn_can_inform_school-based_practice
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286920198_A_developmental_educational_and_school_psychologist_How_the_late_Jere_Brophy%27s_integrative_approach_to_children%27s_motivation_to_learn_can_inform_school-based_practice
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-010-9126-2
http://www.generationy.com/about-generation-y-in-the-workforce/definition/


69  

Industrial and Commercial Training, 39, 98–103. 

http://doi.org/10.1108/00197850710732424 

Golden, C., Katz, L. F., & Kuziemko, I. (2006). The homecoming of American college women: 

The reversal of the college gender gap. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 20(4), 

133-156. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.20.4.133 

Goldgehn, L. (2004). Generation who, what, Y? What you need to know about 

Generation Y. International Journal of Educational Advancement,5(1), 24-34. 

http://doi.org/ 10.1057/palgrave.ijea.2140202 

Gonyea, R.M., Kish, K.A., Kuh, G.D., Muthiah, R.N., & Thomas, A.D. (2003). College Student 

Experiences Questionnaire: Norms for the Fourth Edition. Indiana University Center for 

Postsecondary Research, Policy, and Planning. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED512547.pdf 

Goulding, J., & Syed-Khuzzan, S. (2014). A study on the validity of a four-variant 

diagnostic learning styles questionnaire. Education & Training, 56(2), 141-164. 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/ET-11-2012-0109/full/html 

Greaves, T., Hayes, J., Wilson, L., Gielniak, M., & Peterson, R. (2010). The technology factor: 

Nine keys to student achievement and cost-effectiveness. Market Data Retrieval. 

https://education.ky.gov/districts/tech/Documents/Project%20Red%20- 

%20Technology%20factor%20study.pdf 
 

Greenberg, E. H. & Weber, K. (2008). Generation we: How millennial youth are taking over 

America and changing our world forever. Pachatusan. 

https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1108%2F00197850710732424
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.20.4.133
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1057%2Fpalgrave.ijea.2140202
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED512547.pdf
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/ET-11-2012-0109/full/html
https://education.ky.gov/districts/tech/Documents/Project%20Red%20-%20Technology%20factor%20study.pdf
https://education.ky.gov/districts/tech/Documents/Project%20Red%20-%20Technology%20factor%20study.pdf


70  

Greer, J. (2010, Jan 26). Online education continues its meteoric growth. USNews & World 

Report. http://www.usnews.com/education/online-education/articles/2010/01/26/study- 

online-education-continues-its-meteoric-growth?s_cid=related-links:TOP 
 

Hammill, G. (2005). Mixing and managing four generations of employees. FDU Magazine 

Online, 12(2). http://fdu.edu/newspubs/magazine/05ws/generations.htm 

Hansen, J. I. C., & Leuty, M. E. (2012). Work values across generations. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 20(1), 34-52. https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072711417163 

Harding, T. (2010). Digital natives and digital immigrants. Enhanced. Columbia University. 

http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/enhanced/primers/digital_natives.html 

Hartman, J., Moskal, P., & Dziuban, C. (2005). Preparing the academy of today for the 
 

learner of tomorrow. EDUCAUSE. http://www.educause.edu/library/resources/preparing- 
 

academy-today-learner-tomorrow 
 

Harun, N. F., Yusof, K. M., Jamaludin, M. Z., & Hassan, S. A. H. S. (2012). Motivation 

in problem-based learning implementation. Procedia Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 56, 233-242. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.650 

Hoskins, B. J. (2010). The art of E-teaching. Journal of Continuing Higher Education, 58(1), 53- 

56. https://doi.org/10.1080/07377360903524641 

Howe, N. (2014, October 27). Introducing the homeland generation (part 1 of 2). Forbes. 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/neilhowe/2014/10/27/introducing-thehomeland-generation- 

part-1-of-2/#5aaf4f7b4fdc 
 

Howe, N., & Strauss, W. (2007). Millennials go to college (2nd ed.). LifeCourse Associates. 

http://www.usnews.com/education/online-education/articles/2010/01/26/study-online-education-continues-its-meteoric-growth?s_cid=related-links%3ATOP
http://www.usnews.com/education/online-education/articles/2010/01/26/study-online-education-continues-its-meteoric-growth?s_cid=related-links%3ATOP
http://fdu.edu/newspubs/magazine/05ws/generations.htm
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1069072711417163
http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/enhanced/primers/digital_natives.html
http://www.educause.edu/library/resources/preparing-academy-today-learner-tomorrow
http://www.educause.edu/library/resources/preparing-academy-today-learner-tomorrow
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.650
https://doi.org/10.1080/07377360903524641
http://www.forbes.com/sites/neilhowe/2014/10/27/introducing-thehomeland-generation-part-1-of-2/#5aaf4f7b4fdc
http://www.forbes.com/sites/neilhowe/2014/10/27/introducing-thehomeland-generation-part-1-of-2/#5aaf4f7b4fdc


71  

Hsieh, S.-W; Jang, Y.-R.; Hwang, G.-J.; & Chen, N.-S. (2011). Effects of teaching and learning 

styles on students’ reflection levels for ubiquitous learning. Computers & 

Education, 57(1), 1194–1201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.01.004 
 

Johnson, T. & Fendrich, M. (2002). A validation of the Crowne-Marlowe Social 

Desirability Scale. http://www.srl.uic.edu/publist/Conference/crownemarlowe.pdf 

Jones, C., Reichard, C., & Mokhtar, K. (2003). Are students’ learning styles discipline 

specific? Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 27(5), 363-375. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/713838162 

Kane, S. (2010a). Baby boomers. 

 

http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/Babyboomers.htm 
 

Kane, S. (2010b). Generation x. 

 

http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/GenerationX.htm 
 

Kane, S. (2010c). Generation y. 

 

http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/GenerationY.htm 
 

Karp, H., Fuller, C., & Sirias, D. (2002). Bridging the Boomer-Xer gap. Creating 

authentic teams for high performance at work. Davies-Black. 

Kearsley, G. (2010). Adult learning. The theory into practice database. 

http://www.instructionaldesign.org/about.html 

Kim, S. (2018). Managing millennials’ personal use of technology at work. Business Horizons, 

61(2), 261–270. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.11.007 

Kirschner, P.A, Sweller, J., & Clark, R.E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.01.004
http://www.srl.uic.edu/publist/Conference/crownemarlowe.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/713838162
http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/Babyboomers.htm
http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/GenerationX.htm
http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/GenerationY.htm
http://www.instructionaldesign.org/about.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.11.007


72  

instruction does not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist discovery, problem- 

based, experiential, and inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1 

Knowles, M. S. (1978). The adult learner: A neglected species (2nd ed.). Houston, TX: Gulf. 

Knowles, M. S. (1990). The adult learner: A neglected species (4th ed.). Houston, TX: Gulf. 

Koohang, A., Riley, L., Smith, T.,& Schreurs, J. (2009). E-learning and 
 

constructivism: From theory to application. Interdisciplinary Journal of E-Learning and 

Learning Objects, 5, 91-105. 

http://www.learningdomain.com/MEdHOME/WEBBASED/Learning.Actiivty.pdf 

Lai, K.-W., & Hong, K.-S. (2014). Technology use and learning characteristics of students in 

higher education: Do generational differences exist? British Journal of Educational 

Technology, 46(4), 725–738. http://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12161 

Lancaster, L. C., & D. Stillman. 2002. When generations collide: Who they are, why they clash, 

how to solve the generational puzzle at work. HarperCollins. 

Lavasani, M.G. & Ejei, M.W.J. (2011). The role of achievement goals, academic 
 

motivation, and learning strategies in statistics anxiety: Testing a causal model. Procedia 

Social and Behavioral Sciences, 15, 1881-1886. 

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.04.020 

Lepper, M.R., Corpus, J.H. & Iyengar, S.S. (2005). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivational 

orientations in the classroom: Age differences and academic correlates. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 97(2), 184-196. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.184 

Lipschultz, W.P., & Leonard, M.J. (2007). Using technology to enhance the advising experience. 
 

In M.S. Hunter, B. McCalla-Wriggins, & E.R. White (Eds.) Academic advising: New 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1
http://www.learningdomain.com/MEdHOME/WEBBASED/Learning.Actiivty.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12161
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.04.020
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.184


73  

insights for teaching and learning in the first year (pp. 71-86). University of South 

Carolina. 

Ma, J., & Baum, S. (2016). Trends in community colleges: Enrollment, prices, student debt, and 

completion. College Board Research. https://research.collegeboard.org/pdf/trends- 

community-colleges-research-brief.pdf 
 

Mannheim, K. (1952). The problem of generations. In K. Mannheim (Ed.), Essays on the 

sociology of knowledge (pp. 276-320). Oxford University Press. 

Marsick, V. J. & Watkins, K. E. (2001). Informal and incidental learning. New Directions for 

Adult & Continuing Education, 89(1), 25-34. https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.5 

Martin, C. A. (2005). From high maintenance to high productivity: What managers need 

to know about Generation Y. Industrial and Commercial Training, 37(1), 39–44. 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/00197850510699965/full/html 
 

Martin, C. A., & Tulgan, B. (2002). Managing the generational mix. HRD Press. 
 

Martin, L., West, J., & Bill, K. (2008). Incorporating problem-based learning 
 

strategies to develop learner autonomy and employability skills in sports science 

undergraduates. Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport, and Tourism Education, 7(1), 18- 

30. https://eprints.worc.ac.uk/id/eprint/1864 
 

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological Review, 50, 370- 
 

96. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054346 
 

Maslow, A. (1954). Motivation and personality. Harper. https://www.eyco.org/nuovo/wp- 
 

content/uploads/2016/09/Motivation-and-Personality-A.H.Maslow.pdf 
 

Means, B., Toyama, Y., Murphy, R., Bakia, M., & Jones, K. (2009). Evaluation of evidence- 

https://research.collegeboard.org/pdf/trends-community-colleges-research-brief.pdf
https://research.collegeboard.org/pdf/trends-community-colleges-research-brief.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.5
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/00197850510699965/full/html
https://eprints.worc.ac.uk/id/eprint/1864
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0054346
https://www.eyco.org/nuovo/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Motivation-and-Personality-A.H.Maslow.pdf
https://www.eyco.org/nuovo/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Motivation-and-Personality-A.H.Maslow.pdf


74  

based practices in online learning: A meta-analysis and review of online learning studies. 

 

U.S. Department of Education. http://www.gilfuseducationgroup.com/wp- 
 

content/uploads/2009/09/Evidence-Based-Practices-in-Online-Learning-Review-of- 
 

Online-Learning-Studies.pdf 
 

Mellow, G. O., & Heelan, C. (2008). Minding the dream: The process and practice of the 

American community college. Rowman & Littlefield. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0091552109332488 

Merriam, S. B. (2001). Andragogy and self-directed learning: Pillars of adult learning 

theory. New Directions for Adult & Continuing Education, 2001(89), 3-14. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.3 

Mezirow, J. (Ed.). (1990). Fostering critical reflection in adulthood: A guide to 

transformative and emancipatory learning. Jossey-Bass. 

Mezirow, J. (1991). Transformative dimensions of adult learning. Jossey-Bass. 
 

Miller, A. L. (2012). Investigating social desirability bias in student self-report surveys. 
 

Educational Research Quarterly, 36(1), 30-48. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1061958.pdf 

Moore, A. (2007, January 1). They’ve never taken a swim and thought about Jaws: 

Understanding the millennial generation. College and University, 82(4), 41-48. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/251395884_They%27ve_never_taken_a_swim 

_and_thought_about_jaws_Understanding_the_Millennial_Generation 
 

Moreno, R. (2006). Learning in high-tech and multimedia environments. Current 

Directions in Psychological Science, 15(2), 63-67. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963- 

7214.2006.00408.x 

http://www.gilfuseducationgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/09/Evidence-Based-Practices-in-Online-Learning-Review-of-Online-Learning-Studies.pdf
http://www.gilfuseducationgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/09/Evidence-Based-Practices-in-Online-Learning-Review-of-Online-Learning-Studies.pdf
http://www.gilfuseducationgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/09/Evidence-Based-Practices-in-Online-Learning-Review-of-Online-Learning-Studies.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0091552109332488
https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.3
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1061958.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/251395884_They%27ve_never_taken_a_swim%09_and_thought_about_jaws_Understanding_the_Millennial_Generation
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/251395884_They%27ve_never_taken_a_swim%09_and_thought_about_jaws_Understanding_the_Millennial_Generation
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.0963-7214.2006.00408.x
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.0963-7214.2006.00408.x


75  

Moskal, P., Dziuban, C. & Hartman, J. (2013). Blended learning: A dangerous idea? The 

Internet and Higher Education, 18(7), 15–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.12.001 

Nicholson, S. (2010). Inviting the world into the online classroom: teaching a gaming in 

libraries course via YouTube. Journal of Education for Library and Information Science, 

51(4). https://www.jstor.org/stable/25764640 

Nie, Y. & Lau, S. (2010). Differential relations of constructivist and didactic 

instruction to students’ cognition, motivation, and achievement. Learning and 

Instruction, 20, 411-423. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.04.002 

Niemiec, S. (2000). Finding common ground for all ages. Security Distributing and 

Marketing, 30(3): 81-84. 

O’Bannon, G. (2001). Managing our future: The generation X factor. Public Personnel 

Management, 30, 95–109. https://doi.org/10.1177/009102600103000109 

Oblinger, D. (2003, July/August). Boomers, Gen-Xers, and Millennials: Understanding 

the “new students.” Educause Review, 38(4), 36-40, 42, 44-45, 47. 

https://www.naspa.org/images/uploads/main/OblingerD_2003)_Boomers_gen- 

Xers_and_millennials_Understanding_the_new_students.pdf 
 

Oblinger, D., & Oblinger, J. (2005). Educating the Net Generation. EDUCAUSE E- 

Book. https://www.educause.edu/ir/library/PDF/pub7101.PDF 

Oh, E., & Reeves, T. C. (2014) Generational Differences and the Integration of Technology 

in Learning, Instruction, and Performance. In: Spector J., Merrill M., Ellen J., Bishop, 

M. (eds). Handbook of Research on Educational Communications and Technology. 
 

Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.12.001
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25764640
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F009102600103000109
https://www.naspa.org/images/uploads/main/OblingerD_2003)_Boomers_gen-Xers_and_millennials_Understanding_the_new_students.pdf
https://www.naspa.org/images/uploads/main/OblingerD_2003)_Boomers_gen-Xers_and_millennials_Understanding_the_new_students.pdf
https://www.educause.edu/ir/library/PDF/pub7101.PDF


76  

Orsini, C., Binnie, V., Evans, P., Ledezma, P., Fuentes, F., & Villegas, M. (2015). Psychometric 

validation of the academic motivation scale in a dental student sample. Journal of Dental 

Education, 79(8), 971-981. http://doi.org/10.1002/j.0022-0337.2015.79.8.tb05989.x 

Overbaugh, R. C. & Nickel, C. E. (2011). A comparison of student satisfaction and 
 

value of academic community between blended and online sections of a 

university-level educational foundations course. Internet and Higher Education, 

14(2011), 164-174. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.12.001 

Pace, C.R., & Kuh, G.D. (1998). College Student Experience Questionnaire (4th ed.). Center 

for Postsecondary Research and Planning. Indiana University. 

Paris, M.J. (2008). Do generational differences really impact the workplace? Positive 

energy: Your workplace connection. 

http://posimpact.net/newsletters/newsletter0808.htm 

Perry, E. & Urwin, P. (2011). Generational differences in work values: A review of theory and 

evidence. International Journal of Management Review, 13(1), 79-96. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00285.x 

Phillippe, K. A., & Sullivan, L. G. (2005). National profile of community colleges: Trends & 

statistics (4th ed.). Community College Press. 

Pizzolato, J. E., Olson, A. B., & Monje-Paulson, L. N. (2017). Finding motivation to learn: 

Exploring achievement goals in California community college CalWORKS students. 

Journal of adult development, 24(4), 295-307. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-017-9267-8 

Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants. On the Horizon, 9(5), 1-6. 

http://www.marcprensky.com/writing/Prensky%20- 

%20Digital%20Natives,%20Digital%20Immigrants%20-%20Part1.pdf 

https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1002%2Fj.0022-0337.2015.79.8.tb05989.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.12.001
http://posimpact.net/newsletters/newsletter0808.htm
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00285.x
https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/1it9qs0/cdi_springer_primary_2017_10804_24_4_9267
http://www.marcprensky.com/writing/Prensky%20-%20Digital%20Natives%2C%20Digital%20Immigrants%20-%20Part1.pdf
http://www.marcprensky.com/writing/Prensky%20-%20Digital%20Natives%2C%20Digital%20Immigrants%20-%20Part1.pdf


77  

Prince, M. & Felder, R. (2006). Inductive teaching and learning methods: 
 

Definitions, comparisons, and research bases. Journal of Engineering Education, 123- 

138. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2006.tb00884.x 

Psychology: Motivation and Learning. (2017). Graduate Student Instructor Teaching & Resource 

Center. Berkeley Graduate Division. http://gsi.berkeley.edu/gsi-guide-contents/learning- 

theory-research/motivation/ 
 

Raffini, J. (1993). Winners without losers: Structures and strategies for increasing student 

motivation to learn. Allyn & Bacon. 

Reeves, T. C., & Oh, E. J. (2007). Generation differences and educational technology research. 
 

In J. M. Spector, M. D. Merrill, J. J. G. van Merriënboer, & M. Driscoll (Eds.), 

Handbook of research on educational communications and technology (pp. 295-303). 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Rentz, K. C. (2015). Beyond the generational stereotypes: A study of U.S. generation Y 

employees in context. Business and Professional Communication Quarterly. 78(2), 136- 

166. https://doi.org/10.1177/2329490615576183 

Richey, R.C. (2008). Reflections on the 2008 AECT Definitions of the Field. TechTrends, 52(1) 

24-25. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-008-0108-2 

Roberts, G. (2010). Technology and learning expectations of the Net Generation. In 
 

D. Oblinger& J. Oblinger (Eds.), Educating the Net Generation 3.1-3.7). 

https://www.educause.edu/ir/library/PDF/pub7101.PDF 

Robertson, W. (2015). 1:1 technology and student motivation to learn. ProQuest Dissertations & 

Theses Global. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2006.tb00884.x
http://gsi.berkeley.edu/gsi-guide-contents/learning-theory-research/motivation/
http://gsi.berkeley.edu/gsi-guide-contents/learning-theory-research/motivation/
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2329490615576183
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-008-0108-2
https://www.educause.edu/ir/library/PDF/pub7101.PDF


78  

https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/ohp3hf/cdi_proquest_jou 
 

rnals_1682465853 
 

Ryan, R. M. & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic definitions 

and new directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 54–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020 

Saxena, P., & Jain, R. (2012). Managing career aspirations of generation y at work place. 

International Journal of Advanced Research in Computer Science and Software 

Engineering, 2(7), 114-118. 

http://ijarcsse.com/Before_August_2017/docs/papers/July2012/Volume_2_issue_7/V2I7 

00156.pdf 
 

Schewe, C. D., & Evans, S. M. (2000). Market segmentation by cohorts: The value and validity 

of cohorts in America and abroad. Journal of Marketing Management, 16, 129-142. 

https://doi.org/10.1362/026725700785100479 

Siemens, G., & Conole, G. (2011). Special issue- connectivism: Design and delivery of 
 

social networked learning. The International Review of Research in Open and Distance 

Learning, 12(3), i-iv. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v12i3.994 

Smith, J. W., & Clurman, A. (2007). Generation ageless: How baby boomers are changing the 

way we live today--and they're just getting started. Collins. 

Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991a). Generations. William Marrow. 
 

Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991b). The cycle of generations. American Demographics, 13(4), 24- 

31. 

Sujansky, J. G., & Ferri-Reed, J. (2009). Keeping the millennials: Why companies are losing 

billions in turnover to this generation – and what to do about it. Wiley. 

https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/ohp3hf/cdi_proquest_journals_1682465853
https://etsu.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01ETSU_INST/ohp3hf/cdi_proquest_journals_1682465853
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
http://ijarcsse.com/Before_August_2017/docs/papers/July2012/Volume_2_issue_7/V2I700156.pdf
http://ijarcsse.com/Before_August_2017/docs/papers/July2012/Volume_2_issue_7/V2I700156.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1362/026725700785100479
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v12i3.994


79  

Swanbrow, D. (2012). The Generation X Report: How many Gen Xers know their cosmic 

Address? Michigan News: University of Michigan. https://news.umich.edu/the- 

generation-x-report-how-many-gen-xers-know-their-cosmic-address/ 
 

Tapscott, D. (1998). Growing up digital: The rise of the net generation. McGraw-Hill. 

Tapscott, D. (2009). Grown up digital. McGraw-Hill. 

Taylor, P., & Gao, G. (2014). Generation X: America’s neglected “middle child.” 

https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/06/05/generation-x-americas-neglected- 

middle-child/ 
 

Tinto, V. (2007). Research and practice of student retention: What next? Journal of College 

Student Development, 8(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.2190/4YNU-4TMB-22DJ-AN4W 

Tinto, V. (2012). Completing college: Rethinking institutional action. The 

University of Chicago Press. 

Tourangeau, R., & Yan, T. (2007). Sensitive questions in surveys. Psychological 

Bulletin, 133(5), 859-883. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.133.5.859 

Trivette, C. M., Dunst, C. J., Hamby, D. W., & O’Herin, C. E. (2009). Characteristics and 

consequences of adult learning methods and strategies. Tots-N-Tech Research Brief, 

3(1), 1-33. http://www.buildinitiative.org/portals/0/uploads/documents/resource- 

center/diversity-and-equity-toolkit/adultlearning_rev7-04-09.pdf 
 

Twenge, J. M. (2006). Generation me: Why today’s young Americans are more confident, 

assertive, entitled—and more miserable than ever before. Free Press. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2006-03940-000 

U.S. Department of Commerce. (2011). Exploring the digital nation: Computer and 

https://news.umich.edu/the-generation-x-report-how-many-gen-xers-know-their-cosmic-address/
https://news.umich.edu/the-generation-x-report-how-many-gen-xers-know-their-cosmic-address/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/06/05/generation-x-americas-neglected-middle-child/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/06/05/generation-x-americas-neglected-middle-child/
https://doi.org/10.2190%2F4YNU-4TMB-22DJ-AN4W
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.133.5.859
http://www.buildinitiative.org/portals/0/uploads/documents/resource-center/diversity-and-equity-toolkit/adultlearning_rev7-04-09.pdf
http://www.buildinitiative.org/portals/0/uploads/documents/resource-center/diversity-and-equity-toolkit/adultlearning_rev7-04-09.pdf
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2006-03940-000


80  

internet use at home. http://www.ntia.doc.gov/report/2011/exploring-digital-nation- 
 

computer-and-internet-use-home 
 

Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., Blais, M. R. Briere, N. M., Senecal, C., & Vallieres, E. F. 

(1992). The Academic Motivation Scale: A measure of intrinsic, extrinsic, and 

motivation in education. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 52, 1003-1017. 

http://doi.org/10.1177/0013164492052004025 

Van Bommel, M., Kwakman, K., & Boshuizen, H.P.A. (2012). Experiences of social 

work students with learning theoretical knowledge in constructivist higher 

vocational education: A qualitative exploration. Journal of Vocational Education and 

Training, 64(4), 529-542. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2012.727857 

Van Doorn, J. R., & Van Doorn, J. D. (2014). The quest for knowledge transfer efficacy: 

Blended teaching, online and in-class, with consideration of learning typologies for non- 

traditional and traditional students. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 324. 

http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00324 

Van Volkom, M., Stapley, J. C., & Malter, J. (2013). Use and perception of technology: Sex and 

generational differences in a community sample. Educational Gerontology, 39(10), 729– 

740. http://doi.org/10.1080/03601277.2012.756322 

Vos, N., van der Meijden, H. & Denessen, E. (2010). Effects of constructing versus 

playing an educational game on student motivation and deep learning strategy use. 

Computers & Education, 11(2011), 127-137. 

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.08.013 

Werth, E. P., & Werth, L. (2011). Effective training for millennial students. Adult 

Learning, 22(3), 12–19. http://doi.org/10.1177/104515951102200302 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/report/2011/exploring-digital-nation-computer-and-internet-use-home
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/report/2011/exploring-digital-nation-computer-and-internet-use-home
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1177%2F0013164492052004025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2012.727857
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00324
http://doi.org/10.1080/03601277.2012.756322
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.08.013
http://doi.org/10.1177/104515951102200302


81  

Wiedmer, T. (2015). Generations do differ: Best practices in leading traditionalists, boomers, and 

generations X, Y, and Z. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 82(1), 51-58. 

https://www.scinapse.io/papers/2338807891 

Wijnia, L. Loyens, S.M.M., & Derous, E. (2011). Investigating effects of problem- 
 

based versus lecture-based learning environments on student motivation. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 36(2), 101-113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.11.003 

Williams, K. C., & Williams, C. C. (2011). Five key ingredients for improving student 

motivation. Research in Higher Education Journal 11(1). 104-122. 

https://pdf4pro.com/view/five-key-ingredients-for-improving-student-motivation- 

4e40c2.html 
 

Wong, M., Gardiner, E., Lang, W., & Coulon, L. (2008). Generational differences in personality 

and motivation: Do they exist and what are the implications for work? Journal of 

Managerial Psychology, 23(8), 878–890. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904376 

Worley, K. (2011). Educating college students of the net generation. Adult Learning, 22(3), 31- 

39. https://doi.org/10.1177/104515951102200305 

Wu, W., & Hwang, L. (2010). The effectiveness of E-learning for blended courses in colleges: A 

multi-level empirical study. International Journal of Electronic Business Management, 

8(4), 312-322. http://search.proquest.com/docview/846937671?accountid=14338 

Yang. S. M., & Guy, M. E. (2006). GenXers versus boomers: Work motivators and 

management implications. Public Performance & Management Review, 29, 267–284. 

http://doi.org/10.2753/PMR1530-9576290302 

Yang, Y. & Wu, W. (2012). Digital storytelling for enhancing student academic 

achievement, critical thinking and learning motivation: A year-long 

https://www.scinapse.io/papers/2338807891
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.11.003
https://pdf4pro.com/view/five-key-ingredients-for-improving-student-motivation-4e40c2.html
https://pdf4pro.com/view/five-key-ingredients-for-improving-student-motivation-4e40c2.html
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/02683940810904376
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F104515951102200305
http://search.proquest.com/docview/846937671?accountid=14338
http://doi.org/10.2753/PMR1530-9576290302


82  

experimental study. Computers and Education, 59, 339-352. 

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.12.012 

Zavyalova, K. (2020). Unlocking students’ motivation in the blended higher education 

classroom: Lectures perspectives. E-learning and Digital Media, 17(5), 425-441. 

http://doi.org10.1177/2042753020931774 

Zemke, R., Raines, C., & Filipczak, B. (2013). Generations at work: Managing the clash of 

veterans, boomers, xers, and nexters in your workplace. AMACOM. 

Zur, O. & Zur, A. (2016). On digital immigrants and digital natives: How the digital 

 
divide affects families, educational institutions, and the workplace. Zur Institute - Online 

Publication. http://www.zurinstitute.com/digital_divide.html. 

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.12.012
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2042753020931774
http://www.zurinstitute.com/digital_divide.html


83  

APPENDICES 
 

APPENDIX A: Instrument 
 
 
 

 
Generational Differences: Student Motivation to Learn and Experiences Involving Technology 
Survey 

Welcome to My Survey 
Dear Participant:  

 

My name is LaDonna Hutchins, I am an Associate Registrar at East Tennessee State University. I am 

working on my Ed.D in Higher Education Leadership. In order to finish my studies, I need to complete my 

dissertation. The name of my research study is “Generational X and Generation Y: An Exploration of 

Student Motivation to Learn and Technology Use”. 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine different motivations for learning and technology use in learning 

by specific generations, while examining differences in two learning settings, a four-year university and 

two-year community college. I would like to give a survey to undergraduate students at a four-year 

university and a two-year community college using SurveyMonkey software. The survey will take about 

fifteen minutes to twenty minutes to complete. Your participation is very important and greatly valued. 

Your attentive and thoughtful responses are valuable to the success of this study. You will be asked 

questions about motivations for learning and technology use, there are no risks or benefits. 

 

Your confidentiality will be protected as best we can. Since we are using technology no guarantees can be 

made about the interception of data sent over the internet by any third parties, just like with emails. We 

will make every effort to ensure that your name is not linked with your answers. SurveyMonkey has 

security features that will be used: To help protect and secure the data stored in SurveyMonkey's back end 

database, the software application employs various methods to protect against malicious users who may 

attempt to identify and exploit any security vulnerabilities in the system. Your rights and privacy will be 

maintained, the research records may be looked at by individuals that have the legal right to see that 

information. This may include the ETSU IRB overseeing this research, other individuals at the University 

with the responsibility for ensuring we follow the rules related to this research, the federal Office of 

Human Research Protections (OHRP) that protects participants like you, and the research team. All 

information that can identify you will be removed from the data.  This data will then be stored for possible 

use in future research studies.  We will not ask for additional consent for those studies. 

 

Taking part in this study is voluntary, you may decide not to take part in this study or quit at any time. 

You may skip any questions you do not want to answer or you can exit the online survey form if you want 

to stop completely.  If you quit or decide not to take part, the benefits or treatment that you would 

otherwise get will not be changed. If you decide to take part in the survey, you can choose to give your 

email address for a chance to win a $50 gift card. Two participants will be drawn and each will receive a 

$50 gift card that will be given to the participant immediately. 

 

If you have any research-related questions or problems, you may contact me, LaDonna Hutchins at 423-

278-6205. I am working on this project with my Advisor, Dr. Hal Knight. You may reach him at 423-439-

6081. This research is being overseen by an Institutional Review Board (IRB). An IRB is a group of people 

who perform independent review of research studies. You may contact the ETSU IRB at 423-439-6054 or 

irb@estu.edu for any questions about your rights as a research participant. 

 

Sincerely, 

LaDonna Hutchins 

 



84  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



85  

 



86  

 



87  

 



88  

 



89  

 



90  

 



91  

 



92  

 
 

 



93  

 



94  

 



95  

 



96  

 



97  

 



98  

 



99  

 

 



100  

 



 

Appendix B: Initial Invitation to Participate 
 

Dear Participant: 
 

My name is LaDonna Hutchins, I am a doctoral student at East Tennessee State University. I am 
working on my Ed.D. in Higher Education Leadership. In order to finish my studies, I need to 
complete my dissertation. The name of my research study is “Generational X and Generation Y: 
An Exploration of Student Motivation to Learn and Technology Use.” 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine different motivations for learning and technology use in 
learning by specific generations, while examining differences in two learning settings, a four- 
year university and two-year community college. I would like to give a survey to undergraduate 
students at a four- year university and two-year community college using SurveyMonkey 
software. The survey will take about fifteen minutes to twenty minutes to complete. Your 
participation is very important and greatly valued. Your attentive and thoughtful responses are 
valuable to the success of this study. You will be asked questions about motivations for learning 
and technology use, and there are no anticipated risks or benefits. 

 
All responses will be confidential. However, while using technology no guarantees can be made 
about the interception of data sent over the internet by any third parties, just like with emails. We 
will make every effort to ensure that your name is not linked with your answers. SurveyMonkey 
has security features that will be used: To help protect and secure the data stored in 
SurveyMonkey's back end database, the software application employs various methods to protect 
against malicious users who may attempt to identify and exploit any security vulnerabilities in 
the system. Your rights and privacy will be maintained, the research records may be looked at by 
individuals that have the legal right to see that information. This may include the ETSU IRB 
overseeing this research, other individuals at the University with the responsibility for ensuring 
we follow the rules related to this research, the federal Office of Human Research Protections 
(OHRP) that protects participants like you, and the research team. All information that can 
identify you will be removed from the data. This data will then be stored for possible use in 
future research studies. We will not ask for additional consent for those studies. 

 

Taking part in this study is voluntary, you may decide not to take part in this study or quit at any 
time. You may skip any questions you do not want to answer or you can exit the online survey 
form if you want to stop completely. If you quit or decide not to take part, the benefits or 
treatment that you would otherwise get will not be changed. If you decide to take part in the 
survey, you can choose to give your email address for a chance to win a $50 gift card. Two 
participants will be drawn and each will receive a $50 gift card that will be given to the 
participant. 

 
If you have any research-related questions or problems, you may contact me, LaDonna Hutchins 
at 423-278-6205. I am working on this project with my Advisor, Dr. Hal Knight. You may reach 
him at 423-439-6081. This research is being overseen by an Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
An IRB is a group of people who perform independent review of research studies. You may 
contact the ETSU IRB at 423-439-6054 or irb@estu.edu for any questions about your rights as a 
research participant. 

mailto:irb@estu.edu
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Sincerely, 
LaDonna Hutchins 

Top of Form 

Question Title 

* 1. Clicking the AGREE button below indicates: 

- I have read the above information 

- I agree to volunteer 

- I am at least 18 years old 

- I am an undergraduate student 

- I am physically present in the United States 

Agree 

Disagree 
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Appendix C: Approval to use Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28) 

 

 
Hi LaDonna, 

You have my permission to use the AMS. However, I would recommend using the AMS the way 

it was developed. 

Good luck with your research, 

RJV 

Robert J. Vallerand, Ph.D., FRSC 

Chaire de Recherche du Canada/Canada Research Chair-1 

in Motivational Processes and Optimal Functioning 

 

Professeur de Psychologie Sociale 

Professor of Social Psychology and Director 

Laboratoire de Recherche sur le Comportement Social 

Département de Psychologie 

Université du Québec à Montréal 

Local SU-4325 

(514) 987-4836 

http://www.lrcs.uqam.ca 

 
 

For more on passion: see my book on the Psychology of Passion with Oxford University Press that 

recently received the William James Award from the American Psychological Association 

https://global.oup.com/academic/product/the-psychology-of-passion- 

9780199777600?cc=us&lang=en& 

 

 

On Thu, May 16, 2019 at 4:21 PM LaDonna Hutchins <hutchinl@etsu.edu> wrote: 

Hi, 

I am a student at East Tennessee State University. I want to use your survey 

instrument, Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28), in my dissertation. May I 

have your permission to use the survey instrument? 

 
Am I able to modify portions into complete sentences? 

For example: 
 

With only a high School degree, I would not find a high paying job later 

on. 

I experience pleasure and satisfaction while learning new things. 

http://www.lrcs.uqam.ca/
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/the-psychology-of-passion-9780199777600?cc=us&lang=en
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/the-psychology-of-passion-9780199777600?cc=us&lang=en
mailto:hutchinl@etsu.edu
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Sincerely, 

LaDonna Hutchins 
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Appendix D: Approval to use College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) 
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Appendix E: Approval to use Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher 

Education: Survey Questionnaire 

 

 
Great! This is helpful background. Since you are planning to create a local survey instrument 

that simply uses our questions in part or in whole for non-commercial purposes, we grant you 

permission to do so. As always, in exchange, we ask you to cite the EDUCAUSE Center for 

Analysis and Research as your source. Also, we would request that you share with us the results 

of your most interesting research findings from the items you borrow and/or modify from our 

surveys. 

Leah Lang 

Director of Analytics Services 

 
E D U C A U S E  

Uncommon Thinking for the Common Good 

direct: 303.939.0339 | main: 202.872.4200 | fax: 202.872.4318 | educause.edu 

Twitter: meahlarie 

Enhance decision making with the EDUCAUSE Core Data Service (CDS) and EDUCAUSE Technology Research in the 

Academic Community (ETRAC) - benchmarking data to inform IT planning. 

B e c o m e a  n E D U C A U S E A m b a  s s a  d o r 

Program Details – Connect colleagues with resources 

 

From: "Hutchins, LaDonna A." <HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu> 

Date: Thursday, April 18, 2019 at 8:52 AM 

To: Leah Lang <llang@educause.edu> 

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] FW: Requesting permission to use your survey instrument-Student 

Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey Questionnaire 

Leah, 

 
I attached the survey instrument that I’ve pulled together if I am granted permission, so you can 

see it. Here is a snip it from my Chapter 3 to give you an idea about my dissertation. 

Sincerely, 

LaDonna 

After an extensive search for an instrument to measure motivations of student learning 

and technology use in learning, three established surveys were identified. The survey instrument 

for this study will be Generational Differences: Student Motivation and Technology Use Survey, 

an established instrument (see Appendix A). This instrument consist of three sections built from 

http://www.educause.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/coredata
http://www.educause.edu/etrac
http://www.educause.edu/etrac
https://www.educause.edu/about/discover-membership/educause-ambassador-program
mailto:HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu
mailto:llang@educause.edu
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sections of the three established surveys. The first of which includes general demographic 

information. The second section consists of the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28) which 

will be used to measure student motivation to learn. The third section consists of various portions 

about technology from the Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: 

Survey Questionnaire, as well as the computer and information technology portion from the 

College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ). The third section will be used to measure 

student learning experience involving technology. 

From: Leah Lang <llang@educause.edu> 

Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 3:30 PM 

To: Hutchins, LaDonna A. <HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Requesting permission to use your survey instrument-Student 

Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey Questionnaire 

Hi LaDonna – 

Thanks for asking! We do typically grant this type of permission.  I’m curious about how you 

will use the questions. Are you planning on running your own version of the survey? 

-Leah 
 

Leah Lang 

Director of Analytics Services 

 
E D U C A U S E  

Uncommon Thinking for the Common Good 

direct: 303.939.0339 | main: 202.872.4200 | fax: 202.872.4318 | educause.edu 

Twitter: meahlarie 

Enhance decision making with the EDUCAUSE Core Data Service (CDS) and EDUCAUSE Technology Research in the 

Academic Community (ETRAC) - benchmarking data to inform IT planning. 

B e c o m e a  n E D U C A U S E A m b a  s s a  d o r 

Program Details – Connect colleagues with resources 

 

From: Hutchins, LaDonna A. <HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu> 

Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 10:23 AM 

To: General <General@educause.onmicrosoft.com> 

Subject: Requesting permission to use your survey instrument-Student Information Technology 

Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey Questionnaire 

Hi Joseph Galanek, Dana C. Gierdowski, D. Christopher Brooks, 

mailto:llang@educause.edu
mailto:HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu
http://www.educause.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/coredata
http://www.educause.edu/etrac
http://www.educause.edu/etrac
https://www.educause.edu/about/discover-membership/educause-ambassador-program
mailto:HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu
mailto:General@educause.onmicrosoft.com
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I am a student at East Tennessee State University. I want to use your survey instrument, Student 

Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey Questionnaire, in my 

dissertation. May I have your permission to use the survey instrument? 

Sincerely, 

LaDonna Hutchins 
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Appendix F: Validity of Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: 

Survey Questionnaire 

 

 
From: Leah Lang <llang@educause.edu> 

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 1:35 PM 

To: Hutchins, LaDonna A. <HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu> 

Subject: Re: Validity of the Instrument [EXTERNAL] FW: Requesting permission to use your 

survey instrument-Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey 

Questionnaire 

Hi LaDonna, 

Establishing evidence of validity for the data gathered from our instruments is important and an 

ongoing task (data are valid [or not], not instruments). In the past few years, as with CDS, we 

have begun revising and updating our survey instruments to better reflect the needs of our 

members, to reflect the changing nature of technology, and to align to CDS topics (where 

appropriate) and the Top Ten IT Issues. 

Establishing the validity of these data can come in several forms and help to make a complete 

picture of the quality and appropriateness of the data collected. While we have begun the work to 

document our validity evidence, this is a work in progress that will continue iteratively as the 

instruments grow and change. 

First, we develop and revise survey content based on the input and expertise of a diverse and 

thoughtful group of SMEs. These SMEs help us to not create the content, but they also help to 

review the final instrument (these two groups of SMEs are not the same). The experts who 

review these instruments provide us with the first step in evaluating validity – face validity. We 

know that this instrument that is supposed to measure student technology experiences looks like 

it measures student technology experiences. 

As we continue to mature in the development of this service, we look forward to proceeding with 

the following analyses to establish additional validity: 

• Cognitive interviews with students (and faculty for the fac study) 
• Comparison of our instrument with other student-level instruments, and compare our 

results to those especially if they exhibit evidence of validity. (correlations, similar 
reliability scores if possible to compute – Likert Scale items) 

• Humans agreeing that the data seem to align with what would be expected – qualitative 
things that others do. 

• Consequential validity – are the results being used responsibly, both by our internal 
research team and with the schools. That is, are the conclusions that folks are drawing 
seem in line with what could logically be said based on the limitations of the 
data/collection/sample/original intent of the items. 

mailto:llang@educause.edu
mailto:HUTCHINL@mail.etsu.edu
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These analyses are currently underway and are part of our development cycle. 

 

Let me know if you need more – 

Leah 

Leah Lang 

Director of Analytics Services 

 
E D U C A U S E  

Uncommon Thinking for the Common Good 

direct: 303.939.0339 | main: 202.872.4200 | fax: 202.872.4318 | educause.edu 

Twitter: meahlarie 

Enhance decision making with the EDUCAUSE Core Data Service (CDS) and EDUCAUSE Technology Research in 

the Academic Community (ETRAC) - benchmarking data to inform IT planning. 

B e c o m e a n E D U C A U S E A m b a s s a d o r  

Program Details – Connect colleagues with resources 

 

 

From: Hutchins, LaDonna A. 

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 7:58 AM 

To: Leah Lang <llang@educause.edu> 

Subject: RE: Validity of the Instrument [EXTERNAL] FW: Requesting permission to use your 

survey instrument-Student Information Technology Use and Skills in Higher Education: Survey 

Questionnaire 

Leah, 

Can you help me? I have been searching and can’t find the info. 

Can you tell me how validity was established for Student Information Technology Use and Skills 

in Higher Education: Survey Questionnaire? 

Sincerely, 

LaDonna 

http://www.educause.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/
http://www.educause.edu/coredata
http://www.educause.edu/etrac
http://www.educause.edu/etrac
https://www.educause.edu/about/discover-membership/educause-ambassador-program
mailto:llang@educause.edu
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