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The intergenerational climate of Spanish university research 

The knowledge economy has transformed society and the university environment, 

which has moved towards the market model. The profound changes produced under 

this new model have had implications for institutional functions, especially research. In 

Spain, this transformation has also coincided with the intergenerational overlap of 

researchers. Consequently, research on intergenerational relations has become an area 

of interest and concern. This study analyses the intergenerational climate of Spanish 

research by administering the Workplace Intergenerational Climate Scale. This 

questionnaire has five subscales: lack of generational stereotypes, positive 

intergenerational affect, intergenerational contact, workplace generational 

inclusiveness, and workplace intergenerational retention. A total of 2,003 researchers 

from 10 Spanish public universities participated in this study. The findings suggest a 

favourable intergenerational climate in Spanish research, albeit with some generational 

stereotypes. Older researchers (Baby Boomers and Generation X) showed the most 

positive perception of the various aspects of the intergenerational climate of Spanish 

research, represented by the different subscales. As a positive intergenerational climate 

in research settings leads to improvements at the individual, group, and institutional 

levels, higher education institutions should regularly diagnose and improve their 

intergenerational climate towards overcoming generational stereotypes, which often 

results from intuitions and beliefs than from actual and confirmed difficulties. 

Keywords: intergenerational climate; intergenerational relationships; higher education; 

research; researchers 

Introduction 

Population ageing has far-reaching implications in most developed countries, generating 

social, labour, and economic challenges, such as redesigning pension systems, improving the 

efficiency of public administration services, ensuring the inclusion of older adults in the job 
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market and their employability, and developing new skills and professional areas catering to 

older adults (Crowe et al. 2022; Rouzet 2019). Similarly, there are several studies assessing 

population ageing effects on organisational flag issues such as age-related motivational 

differences, generational stereotypes, the social climate in generational diverse organisations, 

new references to organisational culture, or social dynamics regarding retirement (Gerpott 

and Fasbender 2020; Lyons and Kuron 2014; Truxillo, Cadiz and Hammer 2015). Thus, age 

has gone from being a control variable in organisational research to being a key research 

focus. 

In addition, during the Great Recession (2008–2014), a key emphasis of government 

policy focused on reducing public service numbers and pay. Brown and Hoxby (2015) 

explained how universities responded to the crisis by implementing cost-cutting policies, 

such as drastic reductions in the number of faculty members, and by increasing matriculation, 

tuition, and student fees. The crisis mainly affected southern European countries, and its 

impact was especially severe in research and development systems (e.g. investments, 

knowledge infrastructures, hiring, and grants for early career researchers; Cruz-Castro and 

Sanz-Menéndez 2016). These factors have markedly impacted research groups, which form 

the core structure of university research.  

Currently, in Spanish universities, as a result of both circumstances (i.e., population 

ageing and faculty hiring freeze in the higher education system due to the economic crisis), 

various generations of researchers coexist. Although their constituent age groups differ 

between studies (Edge 2014; Edge, Descours, and Frayman 2016), the following generations 

can be identified: Baby Boomers (born between 1948 and 1966); Generation X (born 

between 1967 and 1982); Generation Y, also known as Millennials (born between 1983 and 

1998); and Generation Z (born after 1999). During the 2021–2022 academic year, 129,904 
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researchers worked in Spain. Their average age was 49.4 years, although it rose to 55.6 years 

when including only lecturers, readers, and professors (Ministerio de Universidades 2022). 

This demographical issue is compounded by the fact that public policies capable of 

reversing this situation have not been promoted in all Spanish higher education institutions. 

University researchers have been working primarily in research groups, suggesting that staff 

of different generations interact in these groups. For this reason, a good organisational 

climate favourable to intergenerational relationships must be promoted to enhance research 

performance. 

Despite advances in the analysis of intergenerational relationships, scant studies have 

delved into the intergenerational climate among academics conducting research, which makes 

it difficult to identify the factors that improve intergenerational relationships. Hence, the 

present study focuses on this research question: how is the intergenerational climate in 

Spanish university research? 

Literature review 

In Spain, universities have three essential functions—teaching, research, and knowledge 

transfer. These functions have been greatly affected by recent changes to the model of higher 

education institutions, which have moved from a model with shared bureaucratic (strong 

administrative dependence) and academic (internal control through certain collegiate 

structures) characteristics towards a decidedly market model (Carvalho and Videira 2019). 

The market model stands out in its greater openness to societal demands, efficiency-oriented 

management, an institutional identity that favours differentiation between universities 

(Pinheiro and Stensaker 2014); closer links between the university, labour market, and 

economic system (Gornitzka, Maassen, and de Boer 2017), and, lastly, research 

intensification among academic staff (Wilkins, Hazzam, and Leanb 2021). 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
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Research is possibly the function that has most and best adapted to the market-

oriented university because, in a context with knowledge as the predominant value, university 

research is the key to economic development. As stated by Lucas (2009), in recent decades, 

universities have established a culture focused on academic capitalism to meet the economy’s 

scientific and technological innovation needs. In some manner, the market model links 

research output to economic development and reveals deep interactions between economic 

dynamics and research (Jaffe et al. 2020). This phenomenon is the origin of the knowledge 

economy, and it enables a deeper understanding of the role that research may play in shaping 

the economy and identifying reference resource allocations across all disciplines. 

Under the market model, university research has changed in academic and 

organisational terms. Castro and Ion (2019) highlighted a context that increasingly values the 

generation of economic income and focuses on professional development, which is externally 

evaluated based on research output. These effects on organisations result in increased 

internationalisation, diversification of funding sources, collaborations between the 

government, business sector, and university, and the emergence of networking and research 

groups.  

Research is increasingly becoming a group activity for its multiple benefits that enable 

people to productively combine perspectives, knowledge, skills and efforts. Research groups 

are the basic unit of scientific organisation and production of the Spanish university system 

(García-Sánchez, Díaz-Díaz, and De Saá-Pérez 2019). Additionally, research groups are 

socialisation spaces where researchers interact and consequently promote professional 

development, shared work, and intergenerational relationships (Jones 2021). 

Intergenerational relationships are inherent to the human condition and derive from 

interactions between members of different generations who live in the same period (Núñez, 



 

7 

 

Míguez, and García 2018). In a society characterised by generational distance (Zaidi, Gasior, 

and Manchin 2012), universities must find new forms of collaboration and solidarity between 

generations (Gutiérrez and Hernández 2013; Wilkins, Hazzam, and Lean 2021). Each 

generation meets the demands and needs of other generations and contributes and receives 

something from them in return (Albuerne and Juanco 2002; Bagnasco et al. 2020). In fact, 

intergenerational relationships have been promoted for some time now, and the United 

Nations World Assembly on Aging has already expressed the convenience of supporting 

intergenerational solidarity through measures that favour exchange between different age 

groups (UN 2002). 

Researchers who work in groups comprising members of heterogeneous ages build 

social capital by occupying central positions in the community, and they are more effective 

than researchers who work individually (Rotolo and Petruzzelli 2012). The interaction 

between people of different ages benefits society. In addition, good intergenerational contact 

improves the attitudes of younger generations towards more experienced generations and vice 

versa (Canedo, García, and Pacheco 2017; Gerpott, Lehmann-Willenbrock, and 

Voelpel 2017). Based on the dynamics of social influence on organisations, Perkmann et al. 

(2021) explained that researchers are part of a community that influences their behaviour and 

engagement, professional development, and research output both quantitatively and 

qualitatively. Differences in each generation’s beliefs, values, and priorities have implications 

for professional development, workplace communication, and interpersonal relationships 

(Çelik and Polat 2022; Kaye, Scheff, and Thielfoldt 2003; Kazak and Polat 2018; Zemke, 

Raines, and Filipczak 2000). 

Moreover, generational differences between researchers can influence their 

professional success (Portela et al. 2020). In other words, understanding is facilitated by 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!


 

8 

 

maintaining relationships and sharing experiences between workers of various generations 

(Bagnasco et al. 2020; Boström and Schmidt-Hertha 2017; Çağlar and Soner 2022). Further, 

workplace sensitivity and collaboration are fostered, and cultural and human enrichment is 

improved between generations through information exchange and knowledge transfer. 

Materials and methods 

A survey-based descriptive study was conducted using an ex post facto methodology to 

analyse the intergenerational climate of Spanish university research. The fieldwork was 

performed between February and July 2021 using a self-administered online questionnaire 

sent to a sample of 2,003 researchers working in Spanish universities. A maximum margin of 

error of 2% was accepted, with a 95% confidence level (p=q=0.50 and k=2). Before 

completing the questionnaire, all participants signed the informed consent form, clearly 

stating their participation was free and voluntary, they could leave the study at any time, and 

their anonymity and data protection were ensured. Table 1 outlines the sociodemographic 

characteristics of the participants. 

[Insert Table 1 here] 

We used the self-administered questionnaire ‘The Workplace Intergenerational 

Climate Scale’ (WICS) to measures attitudes and perceptions of members of an organisation 

regarding other colleagues of different ages at their workplace (King and Bryant 2017). 

Initially, the questionnaire consisted of 20 items grouped into five subscales: lack of 

generational stereotypes (LGS), positive intergenerational affect (PIA), workplace 

generational inclusiveness (WGI), and workplace intergenerational retention (WIR), 

intergenerational contact (IC). In the version of the questionnaire used in this study, all items 

were scored on a 7-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree, except for 

the IC subscale, in which 1=never and 7=always). The factor analysis of the five subscales 
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shows an acceptable structure of a single factor in each (KMO=0.696, KMO=0.688, 

KMO=0.703, KMO=0.578 and KMO=0.742, respectively, and a significant Bartlett’s test, 

p=0.000), which explain 45.80%, 53.55%, 57.54%, 46.65% and 62.97% of the total variance, 

respectively. The reliability analysis shows a Cronbach's  ranging between 0.567 for WIR 

and 0.794 for IC. 

First, the variables determining each WICS subscale (i.e. LGS, PIA, IC, WGI, and 

WIR) were subjected to descriptive data analysis. Second, the means were compared using 

the F statistic (Miller 1981; Toothaker 1991) to assess initial differences as a function of the 

selected comparison variables (i.e., gender, generation, position, knowledge field, and 

university size). Welch’s correction was used when the variance was not homogeneous (as 

determined by Levene’s test; Tomarken and Serlin 1986). In analysing more than two 

comparison categories, Tukey’s post-hoc honestly significant difference (HSD) tests were 

used under homogeneity of variance, and Games-Howell correction was used when this 

condition was not met. 

Results 

The information provided by researchers from Spanish universities (hereinafter ‘the 

researchers’) indicates that overall, no generational stereotypes exist in research groups 

despite differences in ways of working depending on age (mean [m]=3.84; Table 2). 

Researchers usually feel comfortable working and interacting with colleagues from 

other generations, as indicated by m ranging from 6.31 (standard deviation [SD]=1.22) to 

5.57 (SD=1.73). These data are in line with the high scores on the degree of intergenerational 

inclusion (from m=6.16 [SD=1.35] to m=5.23 [SD=1.91]). 

Although these score were high for WIR as well, none of the generations feels 
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pressured by others to surrender their responsibilities (m=6.5, SD=1.26 and m=6.39, 

SD=1.46); some of the youngest researchers are ignored in promotion and communication 

processes, based on researchers’ perception.  

The analysis of the frequency of intergenerational contact shows that there are few 

interactions beyond purely work-related issues, such as conversations about non-work issues 

(m=4.55, SD=1.83), personal lives (m=3.89, SD=1.86), and lunches with colleagues from 

other generations (m=3.38, SD=2.09). 

[Insert Table 2 here] 

The aggregate results of each subscale of the WICS questionnaire (Table 2) confirm 

that, overall, the intergenerational climate among researchers is positive. However, the LGS 

subscale, with a mean of 5.06 (SD=1.24) on a 7-point Likert scale, and the IC subscale, with 

a mean of 4.39 (SD=1.44), scored slightly lower than the other subscales. 

The organisational climate, which was focused on intergenerational relationships in 

this study, is a highly complex organisational dimension subject to a wide variety of factors 

(Powell et al. 2021; Schneider, Ehrhart, and Macey 2013). However, the significant 

differences were not particularly important despite some noteworthy nuances. Below, we 

review these differences by generation, gender, and position of currently employed university 

researchers and by university size. 

The analysis by generation (i.e. Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and 

Generation Z), one of this study’s main variables, showed significant differences in four of 

the five subscales of the WICS questionnaire (Table 3). The post-hoc tests indicated that 

Baby Boomers and Generation X have a lower perception of generational stereotypes and 

coherently appreciate intergenerational relationships (i.e. PIA and WGI) more positively than 
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Millennials. In turn, when focusing on the frequency of intergenerational contact, we found 

significant differences between Generation Z, Baby Boomers, and Generation X. Again, the 

latter two generations (m=4.47, SD=1.33 and m=4.53, SD=1.44, respectively) identify a 

higher frequency of intergenerational interaction than Generation Z researchers (m=3.86, 

SD=1.53). As shown in Table 3, gender was the only variable without significant differences 

in the intergenerational climate of Spanish university research as a function of the category 

(i.e. male, female, and non-binary) under study. 

In the university context, position is usually directly associated with age and, 

therefore, with the generation of the researcher. Hence, some coincidences were detected 

between the variation in this variable and the generation variable. In the three subscales with 

significant differences, the post-hoc tests indicated that professors and associate professors 

have slightly more positive perceptions of the intergenerational climate (LGS, PIA, and IC) 

in their research groups and centres than pre-doc researchers. Similarly, the perception of pre-

doc researchers was also significantly lower than that of other researchers with positions 

closer to theirs, such as assistant lecturers, in the PIA and IC subscales and that of post-

doctoral researchers in the IC subscale. In addition, the perception of adjunct lecturers stood 

out as the most common position in the Spanish university research context. Although the 

differences were very subtle, these staff perceived a less positive intergenerational climate 

than other researchers with permanent positions, such as associate professors (LGS, PIA, and 

IC) and professors (PIA and IC). 

University size usually strongly affects the variation of other variables and 

organisational phenomena (Bloch 2022; Talacchi 1960). However, in this study, the 

differences identified were only significant in two subscales: WGI and IC. More specifically, 

regarding WGI, researchers from medium-sized universities (between 25,000 and 40,000 
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students) have a slightly more negative perception (m=5.64, SD=1.29) than researchers from 

small (less than 25,000 students) and large (more than 40,000 students) universities. 

Similarly, researchers from medium-sized universities also have a lower perception of IC 

(m=4.27, SD=1.47) than their colleagues from large universities (m=4.48, SD=1.43). 

The results from the analysis by field of knowledge only showed significant 

differences in two subscales: WGI and IC. Health Science researchers generally have a 

slightly more positive perception of WGI and IC than researchers from Arts and Humanities, 

and Social Sciences. Similarly, the perception of IC of researchers in Science and Bioscience 

(m=4.47, SD=1.35) and Engineering and Architecture (m=4.55, SD=1.42) were found to 

differ significantly from that of researchers in the field of Arts and Humanities (m=4.11, 

SD=1.49). 

Discussion and conclusion 

One feature of current organisations is the increasing interaction between age-diverse 

workers as the workforce gradually ages in most industrialised economies due to 

demographic changes (Gerpott and Fasbender 2020). In this context, universities have been 

adapting to the knowledge economy, wherein research holds the highest value. In addition, 

the economic situation of universities has also worsened owing to the latest economic crises. 

The result is a staff in which up to four different generations coexist for the first time, and 

researchers with different values, expectations, and perceptions work together (Lyons and 

Kuron 2014). These differences affect performance, collaborations, learning, social 

relationships, especially workplace climate (Weston 2001). Therefore, they are a strategic 

challenge for universities. These institutions must learn how to maximise the benefits of 

intergenerational work, including knowledge exchange, talent retention, collaborations, 

professional development, and informal learning, especially considering the strong and 
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positive relationship between intergenerational knowledge sharing, worker learning, and 

education organisational climate (Çelik and Polat 2022). 

We found that the intergenerational climate at Spanish universities is suitable for 

research primarily because of the absence of actions involving pressure between groups and 

the positive perception of communication and social interaction processes, which accounts 

for the high level of intergenerational affection. The researchers’ perception of the 

intergenerational climate is more strongly determined by their academic rank or level than by 

gender. Hence, researchers of younger generations have a less positive perception of the 

intergenerational climate than researchers with a permanent position, with non-significant 

gender differences in this perception. These data corroborate the findings of Christian et al. 

(2021) in the field of medicine, who concluded that the main concerns of early-career 

researchers are the lack of support from senior researchers, the appropriation of their ideas or 

work, and the poor workplace dynamics at universities. Nevertheless, despite numerous 

studies (e.g. Huang et al. 2020) on differences in biases experienced by men and women 

during their research career (output, access to scientific management positions, glass ceiling, 

and working conditions, among others), no gender differences in intergenerational climate 

were found in this study. 

Conversely, in line with Scherer et al. (2021), we found that higher education 

disciplines frame the professional culture of researchers based on specific values and 

different behaviours. Hence, researchers from Science, Bioscience, Engineering, and 

Architecture have a better perception of IC than their colleagues from Arts and Humanities, 

and Health Science researchers have a better perception of WGI than researchers from Social 

Sciences, and Arts and Humanities. 

Age not only determines the specific generation to which an individual belongs but 
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also has other implications for job stability and security, tenure track, institutional trajectory, 

and the professional (and life) development stage. In short, the different manifestations of 

intergenerational climate are not only attributable to age but also to its implications for 

academic development (Waaijer 2015). 

These implications are valid for generational stereotypes as well. Despite differences 

in the ways of conducting research between generations, not too many generational 

stereotypes were perceived, and the few that emerged were identified in the youngest 

generations, Millennials and Generation Y. For this reason, as they advance in their career, 

late-career (and older) researchers perceive fewer generational stereotypes than early-career 

(and younger) researchers. The pressure to publish and the need for increased research 

productivity to which early career academics are subjected in the neo-liberal university could 

explain this situation (Aprile, Ellem, and Lole 2021; Ball 2012).  

The possibility of establishing collaborations between researchers of different 

generations may be an appropriate strategy for reducing stereotypes, as explained by Wilkins, 

Hazzam, and Leanb (2021), who determined that many early-career researchers appreciate 

the benefits of networking and collaborating with established and successful researchers as 

they seek to demonstrate their legitimacy and achieve their professional goals. Therefore, by 

working in research groups with members of different ages, they may be able to undertake 

more complex studies, which would be otherwise unfeasible if conducted individually, and 

reduce their levels of stress and burnout, which commonly occurs in higher education. 

Although each generation is defined by different identities and subcultures (Kuyken 

2012), researchers reported feeling comfortable working with colleagues from other 

generations and regarded these intergenerational experiences as beneficial. Baby Boomers 

and Generation X researchers, in particular, enjoy working and interacting with researchers 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
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from younger generations. The idea that working with researchers of the same generation is 

better is not prevalent. Moreover, we agree with Albuerte and Juanco (2002), who 

highlighted the need for each generation to become aware that they should meet the demands 

and needs of other generations, contributing and receiving something from the others in 

return. Both younger and more experienced scholars should share the responsibility for 

motivating and encouraging each other when collaborating for research purposes (Wilkins, 

Hazzam, and Lean 2021). 

Overall, WGI is positively perceived by researchers and gradually improves with age. 

In other words, Baby Boomers better perceive their work environment, respect among 

colleagues, and communication processes than Generation Z researchers. This perception 

may be explained by the lack of equity in academic communication processes and the 

availability of channels or access to sources for the entire community despite the intensive 

use of technology among the youngest researchers. In a study with 434 members of academic 

staff, Kleinhans et al. (2015) found that a growing body of evidence has highlighted 

differences in work ethics and communication styles between the four generations. 

Addressing these differences is crucial for closing possible workplace generational gaps, 

contributing to intergenerational learning, and discovering new and different ways of thinking 

and solving problems and conflicts (Hahn 2011; Polat and Kazak 2015). For this reason, 

different communication strategies must be considered, recognised, and valued by all (de 

Blois and Lagacé 2017). 

The WICS subscale that was perceived best among researchers is WIR, which is 

specified in the nature of social interactions between generations by not forcing, pressuring, 

displacing, or ignoring researchers from other generations, among other actions. Thus, 

researchers do not feel pressured to promote or surrender their responsibilities. This 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1472811721000082?casa_token=PimYxNoIC4sAAAAA:HdnMXH_Mmk0Po_XvpIjlWb2q831LmE0qq7FxWmewmzZkCbzzyosefrIZZz9YrlAd2AHNEezwJ70#!
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perspective was also highlighted by Sumbal et al. (2017) when considering that eliminating 

fear and reinforcing confidence and job security are the keys to WIR in the business sector. In 

this regard, Lavoie-Tremblay et al. (2010), in their study on the health sector, suggested that 

retention strategies that focus on improving workplace relationships and reducing conflicts 

benefit all generations. However, Romero-Tena et al. (2020) stated that relationships with 

peers are not a significant factor in predicting early retirement for Spanish faculty members. 

The present study of the intergenerational climate of Spanish research also included 

communication aspects and social and informal interactions (IC), which are the most 

complex and difficult goals to achieve among the WICS subscales. Intergenerational informal 

and social spaces are not perceived as an advantage, especially among the youngest 

generations. Accordingly, they tend to interact informally with members of the same 

generation and, to a lesser extent, with older colleagues. Developing a better intergenerational 

climate requires the exchange of knowledge and experiences (Kuyken, Ebrahimi, and Saives 

2018) among the professionals of an organisation while promoting collaboration (Kazak and 

Polat 2018). Therefore, researchers should interact with colleagues from other generations to 

help them understand their co-workers (Bagnasco et al. 2020; Çağlar and Soner 2022). 

One of the limitations of this study derives from the nature of the organisational 

climate, which is constantly changing and requires the consideration of longitudinal data to 

test temporal relationships and generation of new data by assessing other types of universities 

(i.e. private universities or those outside the top of the national ranking), according to Obeng 

et al. (2021). Additionally, the analysis of the intergenerational climate in university research 

contexts should be followed by an analysis of the characteristics of intergenerational 

relationships in teaching and management contexts. Taken together, these analyses may make 

it possible to compare the three functions of professors (teaching, research and management) 



 

17 

 

and generate more comprehensive staff policies.  

Nevertheless, the intergenerational climate has clearly become a priority on the 

university agenda. For this reason, universities must continue to improve and develop their 

intergenerational climate in research settings. In this regard, certain specific strategies could 

be implemented, such as those proposed by Leon (2020), which aim at culture development 

(volunteering and storytelling) or staff satisfaction (mentoring and training). Gairín (2020) 

proposed exchange and collaboration strategies such as establishing knowledge-sharing and 

transfer agendas, age and talent management plans, generational exchange programs, 

knowledge maps, and intergenerational workshops. Additionally, Sumbal et al. (2017) 

advocated building professional communities comprising people of different ages and 

trajectories as the most reasonable solution and appropriate strategy for intergenerational 

work.  

A positive intergenerational research climate leads to improvements at the individual, group, 

and institutional levels (King et al. 2019). Considering these benefits, higher education 

institutions should regularly diagnose and improve their intergenerational climate towards 

overcoming generational stereotypes, which often result from intuitions and beliefs than from 

actual and confirmed difficulties (Hirsh 2020). 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants (N=2003) 

Age m=47.09 

(SD=12.14) 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Non-binary 

NA 

Others 

 

52.4% 

46.5% 

0.3% 

0.6% 

0.2% 

Generations 

Baby Boomers (born between 1948 and 1966) 

Generation X (born between 1967 and 1982) 

Millennials (born between 1983 and 1998) 

Generation Z (born after 1999) 

 

37.4% 

31.7% 

23.7% 

7.2% 

Position 

Adjunct lecturer 

Pre-doc researcher 

Post-doc researcher 

Assistant lecturer 

Reader  

Professor 

Emeritus lecturer 

 

11.6% 

12.9% 

5.5% 

17.5% 

35.9% 

15.9% 

0.7% 

Knowledge field  

Arts and Humanities 

Science and Bioscience 

 

18.2% 

19.8% 
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Health Science 

Social Sciences and Law 

Engineering and Architecture 

16.1% 

31.6% 

14.3% 

University size 

Small (<25,000 students) 

Medium (25–40,000 students) 

Large (>40,000 students) 

 

17.8% 

35.7% 

46.5% 
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Table 2. Mean and standard deviation of the main characteristics of the intergenerational 

climate of university researchers 

  m SD 

L
G

S
 

Co-workers outside my generation are not interested in 

making friends outside their generation. * 

5.32 1.90 

Co-workers outside my generation complain more than co-

workers my age do. * 

5.04 2.01 

Co-workers outside my generation usually converse about 

things that do not interest me. * 

5.96 1.53 

Co-workers outside my generation tend to work differently 

from co-workers my age. * 

3.84 1.88 

Overall subscale Values 5.06 1.24 

 

P
IA

 

I feel comfortable when co-workers outside my generation try 

to make conversation with me. 

6.24 1.33 

I like to interact with my colleagues from other generations. 6.31 1.22 

My co-workers outside my generation are interesting and 

unique individuals. 

5.74 1.43 

People work best when they work with others their age. * 5.57 1.73 

Overall subscale Values 5.95 1.02 

 

W
G

I 

I believe my work environment is healthy for people of all 

ages. 

5.23 1.91 

Workers of all ages are respected in my workplace. 5.47 1.85 

I can communicate effectively with workers of different 

generations.  

6.06 1.29 
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Working with co-workers of different ages enhances the 

quality of my work life. 

6.16 1.35 

Overall subscale Values 5.73 1.23 

 

W
IR

 

My co-workers make older workers feel like they should 

retire. * 

5.83 1.74 

I feel pressure from younger workers to step down. * 6.54 1.26 

I feel pressure from older workers to step down. * 6.39 1.46 

In my workplace, qualified younger workers tend to be 

overlooked for promotions. * 

5.31 2.02 

Overall subscale Values 6.06 1.07 

 

IC
 

How often do you have conversations with co-workers 

outside your generation? 

5.76 1.48 

How often do you have conversations relating to topics other 

than work with co-workers outside your generation? 

4.55 1.83 

How often do you converse with co-workers outside your 

generation about your personal lives? 

3.89 1.86 

How often do you eat meals with co-workers outside your 

generation during the workday? 

3.38 2.09 

Overall subscale Values 4.39 1.44 

* For items indicated with an asterisk, the Likert scale was inverted to facilitate 

interpretation. 
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Table 3. Intergenerational climate in university research settings. 

Comparison of means by WICS subscales. 

 LGS 

m (sd) 

PIA 

m (sd) 

WGI 

m (sd) 

WIR 

m (sd) 

IC 

m (sd) 

Generations 

Baby Boomers  

 

5.13 (1.25) 

 

6.11 (0.94) 

 

5.82 (1.19) 

 

6.06 (1.13) 

 

4.47 (1.33) 

Generation X  5.17 (1.19) 6.02 (0.98) 5.80 (1.17) 6.09 (1.02) 4.53 (1.44) 

Millennials  4.87 (1.27 5.78 (1.05) 5.57 (1.29) 6.01 (1.09) 4.26 (1.52) 

Generation Z 4.84 (1.56) 5.45 (1.23) 5.52 (1.40) 6.06 (0.82) 3.86 (1.53) 

Difference in means F= 7.737e W=19.313e W=5.549d W=0.505 W=9.721e 

Gender  

Male 

 

5.10 (1.23) 

 

5.94 (1.01) 

 

5.74 (1.23) 

 

6.08 (1.03) 

 

4.33 (1.39) 

Female 5.03 (1.24) 5.97 (1.04) 5.74 (1.22) 6.03 (1.11) 4.45 (1.49) 

Non-binary 4.36 (1.41) 6.39 (0.48) 5.57 (1.32) 6.46 (0.40) 4.82 (1.63) 

Difference in means F= 1.305 F= 0.671 F= 0.841 F= 1.153 F= 1.740 

Position 

Adjunct Lecture 

 

4.88 (1.28) 

 

5.88 (1.03) 

 

5.68 (1.23) 

 

5.95 (1.04) 

 

4.13 (1.48) 

Pre-doc Researcher 4.81 (1.18) 5.55 (1.13) 5.47 (1.38) 6.02 (0.97) 3.87 (1.52) 

Post-doc Researcher 4.88 (1.18) 5.77 (0.94) 5.57 (1.26) 5.96 (0.89) 4.55 (1.43) 

Assistant Lecture 5.04 (1.23) 5.91 (1.09) 5.67 (1.22) 6.02 (1.13) 4.43 (1.49) 

Associate Professor 5.23 (1.24) 6.09 (0.93) 5.82 (1.16) 6.08 (1.08) 4.51 (1.39) 

Professor 5.15 (1.20) 6.16 (0.97) 5.92 (1.20) 6.18 (1.07) 4.67 (1.26) 

Emeritus Lecture 4.34 (1.36) 5.96 (0.87) 5.73 (1.25) 5.56 (1.50) 3.95 (1.17) 

Difference in means F= 6.004e W=11.013e W=3.969 F=1.743 W=10.095e 

University size  

Small 

 

5.11 (1.15) 

 

6.03 (0.90) 

 

5.82 (1.04) 

 

6.06 (1.01) 

 

4.42 (1.38) 

Medium 5.00 (1.27) 5.91 (1.04) 5.64 (1.29) 6.02 (1.11) 4.27 (1.47) 

Large 5.09 (1.24) 5.97 (1.05) 5.77 (1.24) 6.08 (1.06) 4.48 (1.43) 

Difference in means F=1.455 F=1.889 W=3.608b F=0.625 F=4.489c 

Field of knowledge  

Arts and Humanities 

 

5.06 (1.32) 

 

5.96 (1.00) 

 

5.62 (1.30) 

 

6.06 (1.09) 

 

4.11 (1.49) 

Science and Bioscience 5.06 (1.18) 5.90 (1.09) 5.80 (1.27) 6.02 (1.05) 4.47 (1.35) 

Health Science 5.10 (1.16) 6.01 (0.93) 5.91 (1.07) 6.08 (1.08) 4.61 (1.43) 

Social Sciences and Law 5.04 (1.24) 5.96 (1.02) 5.63 (1.25) 6.04 (1.07) 4.33 (1.45) 
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Engineering and Architecture 5.06 (1.27) 5.96 (1.06) 5.81 (1.15) 6.11 (1.04) 4.55 (1.42) 

Difference in means W=0.119 F=0.519 W=4.593d F=0.347 F=6.861e 

a p< 0.1; b p< 0.05; c p< 0.01; d p<0.001; and e p=0.000 

 

 

 


