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ABSTRACT

In organisations characterised by generational diversity, information and knowledge exchange present both challenges and op-

portunities. Managing intergenerational relationships among teaching staff at higher education institutions necessitates, among

other efforts, a critical review of communication processes. However, few studies have explored the implications of generational

diversity for organisational communication, particularly in university settings. This study aimed to examine intergenerational

communication in the workplace among teaching staff at Spanish public universities. The Workplace Intergenerational Climate

Scale questionnaire was administered to 1,751 Spanish academics. The findings reveal that teaching staff exhibit certain age-

related stereotypes that influence communication. When intergenerational communication is perceived as effective, it tends

to focus predominantly on academic tasks. Age-related differences and associated beliefs significantly influence the quality,

quantity and nature of intergenerational interactions. Additionally, other variables such as gender, institutional size and the

intensification of managerial responsibilities play important roles.

1 | Introduction

Organisational improvement and development are closely
linked to effective knowledge exchange processes. Burke (2022)
pointed out that one of the primary objectives of organisational
development is to drive changes aimed at achieving higher lev-
els of participation and interaction among members in decision-
making processes, which directly contribute to the improvement
of their roles.

Knowledge sharing is inherently complex, requiring, among
other factors, a well-designed communication strategy. As
Ahmad and Karim (2019) have argued, communication within
organisations is fundamental not only in fostering interactions

but also across the entire knowledge management and ex-
change process. Knowledge sharing occurs through social in-
teractions and diverse communicative processes (Howell and
Annansingh 2013). Lauring and Selmer (2011) found that
sharing knowledge facilitates employee interaction and thus
encourages greater openness, while also fostering more fre-
quent and meaningful exchanges even in highly diverse groups.
Furthermore, knowledge sharing cultivates positive attitudes in
communicative interactions.

Workplace communication studies often focus on analysing the
factors that influence workplace communication at the personal
(i.e., performance, learning, creativity, satisfaction and moti-
vation), group (i.e., trust, problem-solving and cohesion) and

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium,

provided the original work is properly cited.

© 2025 The Author(s). Higher Education Quarterly published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026; 80:e70078
https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70078

10f 13


https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70078
https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70078
mailto:
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3823-4024
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6747-0942
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9845-0744
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2842-0894
mailto:trini.mentado@ub.edu
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fhequ.70078&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-11-14

institutional levels (i.e., socialisation, innovation, process im-
provement and the fostering of positive attitudes towards diver-
sity in its various forms; Ahmad and Karim 2019).

However, significant gaps remain in the study of organisa-
tional communication. Izak et al. (2024) identified a dearth of
research focusing on communication in the workplace, particu-
larly its implementation and organisation and individuals' roles
in organisational processes; paralinguistic analyses, which are
challenging to formalise; and the exploration of communication
models in nontraditional organisational contexts, particularly
those that adopt non-Western paradigms.

Mehra and Nickerson (2019) found that organisations often need
to adapt their communication approaches to create a culture
that respects generational diversity. They noted that specific
aspects of organisational communication—such as providing
feedback, leveraging technology and empowering and engaging
employees—can vary significantly between generations. In pub-
lic universities, up to four generations can coexist due to factors
such as constrained public spending, inadequate planning for
generational replacement and the natural growth of faculty staff
(Castro-Ceacero et al. 2023). These generations include Baby
Boomers (aged 55-73years), Generation X (aged 39-54years),
Generation Y or Millennials (aged 25-38years) and Generation
Z (aged up to 25years).

Lyons and Kuron (2014) linked generational differences in the
workplace to factors such as personality traits, work values and
attitudes, leadership preferences, work-life balance, career tra-
jectories and teamwork dynamics. The interactions and knowl-
edge exchanges between these generations directly impact
intergenerational communication processes.

Research on intergenerational communication remains lim-
ited, and there are even fewer studies conducted in the context
of higher education institutions (HEIs). The unique character-
istics of HEIs demand a tailored approach to understanding
and addressing intergenerational communication, yet there
is a clear gap in the literature: most research on intergenera-
tional communication has focused on business environments,
with few studies exploring in depth how this process takes
place among academics within universities, particularly in
the Spanish context. Mehra and Nickerson (2019) reviewed
intergenerational communication in organisations and sug-
gested that generational differences may be more pronounced
in organisational settings than in other contexts, such as
family or social environments. Those scholars also empha-
sised that communication dynamics vary significantly be-
tween generations and that excessive generational differences
can create substantial communication barriers. Howell and
Annansingh (2013) noted that the interaction and sharing
of knowledge have been extensively studied in the context of
for-profit organisations and argued that knowledge plays an
equally, if not more, vital role in HEIs given their primary
focus on learning, teaching and research. Considering these
factors, this study offers a novel perspective by specifically
focusing on public Spanish universities and employing the
WICS scale to analyse the challenges, dynamics and opportu-
nities of intergenerational communicative interactions among
academic staff.

2 | Intergenerational Communication in
Workplace Contexts

As previously highlighted, communication strategies are a
critical factor in facilitating knowledge exchange among dif-
ferent age groups (Burmeister and Deller 2016). The benefits
of intergenerational communication, particularly in terms of
knowledge acquisition and the acceleration of learning pro-
cesses, are increasingly recognised in 21st-century organisa-
tions. Effective communication between age-diverse groups
fosters the development of distinctive competencies, creates
competitive advantages in the workplace and drives innova-
tion and improvement (Bergman et al. 2016; Kim et al. 2024;
Li et al. 2021). From the perspective of Communication
Accommodation Theory, the openness and frequency in
knowledge exchange are enhanced when employees adjust
their communicative styles to accommodate generational
differences, thereby fostering inclusion, cohesion and more
effective knowledge transfer within heterogeneous teams
(Galois et al. 2005; Harwood et al. 2005).

Traditionally, senior employees have been viewed as the custo-
dians of valuable knowledge gained through experience, who
are thus charged with the responsibility of transmitting this
information to younger generations, who are often considered
passive recipients. Studies have supported this view by cate-
gorising senior employees as knowledge senders and their junior
counterparts as knowledge receivers.

However, several authors have challenged this binary per-
spective (Burmeister et al. 2018; Deal et al. 2010; Ropes 2013).
The modern paradigm of workplace communication empha-
sises bidirectionality: Employees, regardless of age, simulta-
neously act as both senders and receivers of knowledge; each
generation contributes unique insights and expertise, leading
to a more collaborative and reciprocal exchange of information
(Gerpott et al. 2017).

This two-way communication often centres on specific top-
ics of interest. For instance, veteran employees value younger
colleagues’ insights regarding emerging technological trends,
new concepts and the latest research (Satterly et al. 2018),
while younger employees benefit from senior colleagues' in-
formal organisational knowledge, including insights into
‘how things are done here’ (Meister and Willyerd 2010).
This exchange not only adds value to their roles but also
provides  cross-generational networking opportunities
(Hewlett et al. 2009).

Each generation has distinct needs, and the knowledge ex-
changed between them contributes to personal (Bakiera 2010),
professional (Mehra and Nickerson 2019) and organisational
development (Van Gramberg and Baharim 2005). For such
complementarity to occur, what Liebowitz et al. (2007) have
described as a two-way flow of knowledge must be fostered
through various organisational structures, strategies, modalities
and activities.

Training within organisations has been identified as a
key strategy for promoting intergenerational communica-
tion. The creation of organised, structured spaces for the
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exchange of experiences represents a strong commitment to
encouraging communication and mutual learning among
employees (Illeris 2011). Additionally, organisational sup-
port for designing work processes that promote interac-
tion between diverse age groups serves as a vital enabler of
effective communication and intergenerational learning
(Geeraerts et al. 2016).

Technology plays a significant role in facilitating intergen-
erational communication (Lewis et al. 2005). Mehra and
Nickerson (2019) studied intergenerational communica-
tion and job satisfaction and observed notable differences in
how different generations use email for task performance.
Surprisingly, Generation Y/Millennials showed the least com-
fort using email in this context. These findings align with
McDermott and O'Dell's (2001) earlier observations, which
highlighted that Baby Boomers tend to prefer telephone com-
munication and face-to-face interactions, whereas Millennials
demonstrate a stronger inclination towards social media
platforms.

Age-related stereotypes and meta-stereotypes can hinder
communication and knowledge transfer in the workplace
(Sprinkle and Urick 2018). McNichols (2010) identified a gen-
erational gap that obstructs the flow of tacit knowledge from
Baby Boomers to Generation X employees, with this gap act-
ing as a significant barrier to knowledge transfer. Despite
the wealth of experiential and intellectual knowledge Baby
Boomers possess, they are often undervalued and underuti-
lised as organisational assets. De Blois and Lagacé (2017)
suggested that older workers could mitigate age-related dis-
crimination through active participation in knowledge trans-
fer and communication processes. Research has indicated
that communication barriers in the workplace that are at-
tributable to generational differences often stem from diver-
gent perceptions of delegation and accountability. Boehm
and Kunze (2014) have argued that the increasing diversity
of age groups in organisations may exacerbate coordination
and communication challenges. Additionally, younger em-
ployees may struggle to communicate effectively with older
colleagues due to perceived experiential gaps, which can fos-
ter distrust (Pekala 2001). A lack of confidence in their ability
to share knowledge with more experienced colleagues further
widens the communication gap. As mentioned, theories of in-
tergenerational communication patterns, particularly those
focused on accommodation and nonaccommodation, suggest
that older workers often perceive themselves as adapting their
communication to meet the needs of younger colleagues (De
Blois and Lagacé 2017).

Although universities, as workplaces for teaching staff, are
not immune to the challenges generational diversity poses,
limited research exists on how to conceptualise internal com-
munication across generations within academic institutions.
In this regard, Howell and Annansingh (2013) conclude that
institutional culture and path dependence are crucial factors
determining the willingness of UK universities to generate
and share knowledge, exhibiting different expectations and
cultural practices shaped by their history. Thus, within the
university, more convergent communication accommoda-
tion dynamics, for example, are more readily manifested in

informal contexts, where social pressure and the necessity of
maintaining specific roles may be less pronounced.

The details of how intergenerational communication occurs in
universities, the identification of potential obstacles, the delin-
eation of topics that constitute the main focus of communication
among faculty and researchers and the recognition of possible
stereotypes in intergenerational communication remain areas
that are still scarcely investigated.

3 | Method

The fieldwork of this exploratory study was carried out between
February 2021 and December 2021 and involved conducting a
self-administered online survey questionnaire. In the 2021-
2022 academic year, the Spanish higher education system em-
ployed a total of 133,484 academics, comprising 58,299 women
and 75,185 men. The teaching and research staff had an aver-
age age of 49.4years, with nearly 7% aged over 67 and only 8.6%
under 35 (Ministerio de Universidades 2023). A simple random
sampling was used to select 1751 university lecturers employed
in public universities. The maximum margin of error was +2% at
a 95% confidence level (p=q=0.50; k=2). All research subjects
provided informed consent before participating in the study.
Respondents’ average age was 48.04years (SD=11.58) and
52.8% were male. They had 18.01years (SD =12.23) of teaching
experience on average, with the largest proportion holding the
rank of associate professor (27.9%). The independent variables in
this study were derived from the demographic and institutional
data the respondents provided.

3.1 | Demographic Information

« Generation: Categorised into four generational cohorts:
o Baby Boomers (born 1949-1967)
o Generation X (born 1968-1983)
o Generation Y/Millennials (born 1984-1999)
o Generation Z (born 2000 or later)

« Gender: Classified into three categories: male, female and
nonbinary.

« Academic position: Based on standard professional ranks
in Spanish universities: adjunct lecturer, predoctoral re-
searcher, postdoctoral researcher, assistant lecturer, associ-
ate professor, professor and emeritus lecturer

« Years of teaching experience: Measured as the total
number of years an individual has spent teaching in HEIs

« Years of management experience: Assessed as the cu-
mulative years spent in formal academic management roles,
such as department head, dean or equivalent positions

» Teaching and research periods: Each variable was di-
vided into seven categories, reflecting the (maximum of)
six periods recognised in the Spanish university system

« Knowledge field: Grouped into five academic areas:
Arts and humanities, sciences and biosciences, health
sciences, social sciences and law and engineering and
architecture
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3.2 | Institutional Characterisation

« University size: Recoded into three categories based on
enrolment data from the Ministry of Universities (for the
2021-2022 academic year):

o Small universities: Fewer than 25,000 students
o Medium-sized universities: 25,000-40,000 students
o Large universities: Over 40,000 students

3.3 | Other Independent Variables

Additional variables, such as perceptions of generational ste-
reotypes, intergenerational affect, workplace intergenerational
inclusion and intergenerational retention, were assessed using
King and Bryant's (2016) Workplace Intergenerational Climate
Scale (WICS). The WICS has four subscales, each measured
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1=Strongly disagree to
7= Strongly agree. Factor analysis revealed an acceptable four-
factor structure (KMO =0.792; significant Bartlett's test result:
p=0.000), with factor loadings ranging from 0.590 to 0.900 and
explaining 60.54% of the total variance. The reliability analysis
of the four subscales yielded Cronbach's a values of 0.642, 0.623,
0.801 and 0.629 respectively. The subscales are described in de-
tail below.

® Lack of generational stereotypes: This subscale follows
King and Bryant's (2016) original proposal and comprises
four items that measure the degree to which university
faculty agree with statements that reflect their behaviours
in an organisational context. Example items include ‘Co-
workers outside my generation are interested in making
friends outside their generation’ and ‘Co-workers outside
my generation don't complain more than coworkers my
age do’.

® Intergenerational affect: This subscale assesses the
affective dimension of ageism using two items: ‘My co-
workers outside my generation are interesting and unique
individuals’ and “Working with co-workers of different ages
enhances the quality of my work life’.

® Workplace intergenerational inclusion: This subscale
comprises three items from the original WICS that evalu-
ate university faculty perceptions of age-friendly and in-
clusive practices in their workplace. Example items include
‘T believe that my work environment is healthy for people
of all ages’ and “Workers of all ages are respected in my
workplace’.

® Workplace intergenerational retention: This subscale
addresses tensions related to workplace succession. It con-
tains three of the original four items King and Bryant (2016)
proposed, including ‘My co-workers make older workers
feel they should retire’ and ‘I feel pressure from older work-
ers to withdraw.

The study examined four dependent variables: intergenerational
communication attitudes and three types of intergenerational
communication, namely task-related, nontask-related and per-
sonal communication. Intergenerational communication atti-
tudes were assessed on a 7-point Likert scale used to measure

agreement or disagreement via three items comprising state-
ments reflecting faculty attitudes and communication skills
with colleagues from different generations. Example items are
‘I feel comfortable when co-workers outside my generation try
to make conversation with me’ and ‘I enjoy interacting with
co-workers of different generations’. Factor analysis revealed
an acceptable single-factor structure across these three items
(KMO =0.679; significant Bartlett's test result: p=0.000). Factor
loadings ranged from 0.773 to 0.859, collectively explaining
68.56% of the total variance. The reliability analysis showed a
satisfactory Cronbach's o of 0.770.

The three remaining dependent variables were each mea-
sured using a single item. Items were evaluated on a 7-
point Likert-type frequency scale ranging from 1=Never to
7 =Always. The items are ‘How often do you have conversa-
tions with co-workers outside your generation?’, ‘How often
do you have conversations with co-workers outside your gen-
eration relating to things other than work?” and “How often do
you talk with co-workers outside your generation about your
personal lives?’

Analysis was conducted using SPSS version 27. The process
included univariate and bivariate descriptive analyses of the
data, employing relevant association measures and signifi-
cance tests (Table 1). Four regression models were developed
to examine the independent effects of the predictor variables
on the four dimensions of intergenerational communication:
intergenerational communication attitudes and task-related,
nontask-related and personal intergenerational communi-
cation (Table 2). The regression models included the cal-
culation of coefficients (B), standard errors (SE), t-tests and
standardised beta values. F-tests and R? values were used to
assess the significance and overall fit of the models. No viola-
tions of key assumptions were observed during the regression
analyses.

4 | Results

Overall, the associations between sociodemographic variables
and intergenerational communication are modest. However,
the Generations variable and other factors strongly associated
with age in the Spanish university system (e.g., position, teach-
ing experience, recognised teaching and research periods and
management experience) show slightly higher correlation val-
ues. These results suggest that younger faculty and those in the
early stages of their academic careers (e.g., with fewer years of
teaching experience, fewer recognised teaching and research
periods and minimal management experience) exhibit the low-
est likelihood of engaging in intergenerational communication.
These groups also report fewer intergenerational conversations
across all types, whether task-related, nontask-related or per-
sonal (Table 1).

Regarding gender and the knowledge field, male faculty and fac-
ulty in the arts and humanities domain engage in the fewest per-
sonal conversations with colleagues from different generations.
Regarding institutional size, although the correlations remain
weak, we observed a trend indicating that larger universities
facilitate more frequent intergenerational communication of

40f 13

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026

FSUBD 1T SUOWWOD dA a1 3|qedl|dde au Aq pausenob ake sapile YO ‘38N Jo sajnl 1o A%eiqi auluQ 43I\ UO (SUO N IPUOD-PUR-SWLR)WLIOD" A3 | 1M Ale.d 1 pUTUO//SANY) suonIpuoD pue s | 3Y) 39S *[9202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 8|1 (Pepiues ap 0LBXSIUIA) UOSIAOK [eUOIRN aURIU00D Usiueds Ad 82002 NBBY/TTTT OT/I0p/W0d A3 1M ARIq1pul|uo//sdny Wwouy pepeojumod ‘T ‘9202 ‘€.2289%T



14682273, 2026, 1, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/hequ.70078 by Spanish Cochrane National Provision (Ministerio de Sanidad), Wiley Online Library on [08/06/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

50f 13

*98IR[=¢ ‘WNIpOW =7 ‘[[eWS =T,

*9INJ09)IYOIR puL SULISAUISUD = G ‘MB[ PUE SIOUDIOS [BIO0S = ‘DOUIIOS YI[BIY = ¢ ‘DOUDIOSOIQ PUL JOUDOS =7 ‘SINIUBWINY PUE SR =Ty
XIS=9 QAIJ =G “INOJ =1 AAIY)} =€ ‘OM}=¢ QUO=T ‘0I9Z=(r

XIS =9 DA} =G “INOJ =1 QIY}=¢ ‘0OM} = QUO=T ‘0IZ=(),

*I19IN309] SNILIDWS = / ‘10559j01d =9 ‘10553J01d 9JBID0SSE = G “I9INIIJ] JUBISISSE = § ‘TOYIIBISAI [€10300p)sod = ¢ “IaYdI18asal [e10300pald =7 ‘19In3d9] Joun(pe = Ty
‘AIeUIqQUOU = € ‘Q[RWIdY = ‘O[BW = [3

*Z UOHRIIUSD =1 ‘S[RIUUD[[IA/A UOHRIOUID = ¢ ‘X UOHRIAUID = ‘S1owo0g Aqed =T,

'000°0=4d,

‘100°0>d,

"10°0>d,

S0°'0>dq

T0>dy

(1) uonearunuIwIod

2€SL0 296¥°0 o66C°0 oL60'0 oETTO0 oV9T0 oLLTO 5T90°0 59900  oLTTO 0€0°0 2€60°0  5T60°0  HETTO 0€90°0  p8LO'0— 88T  €9°¢ [euosiad [euoneIoUsgIOIU]
(91) uoneOIUNUWIWIOD

—  oL8S0 o8EE0 oCPI'0 209T°0 o€8T°0 o€0€°0 o9L0°0  0€0°0  H6¥VT'0 26600  oSYI'0  o8FYT'0  SCSTO 6200  9¥T0— 88T ¥E¥ PoIR[RI-SBIUOU [BUOLJRIDUASIU]
(ST) uonedIUNWWOD

—  9€6E°0 SFIT'0 oL8T0 9YE0 oTSTO ¢6S00  TTO0  SSSTO GLIET'0 oLSTO oPST'O oL8TO G200  .8CT'0— 6¥'T 6S°S poje[aI-ySE) [BUOlRIoUaZIaIU]

(¥1) seapnminre

—  o8ST0 PSSP0 8850 L0TE0 €00  TE00  oLTT'0  H00T'0  STPT'0  o6V1°0  HIETO ST00  LI8T'0— SO'T 619 UOIIED[UNUITIOD [BUONRIOUISIDIU]

—  9€€0 29ET0 56€€°0 FIO0O— €00°0— €TO0— eFP00— oC90°0— 5C90°0— ¢0S0'0— TI¥O'0—  ,080°0 80T LTO (€1) UOIUA)AI [BUOIIBIDUSZISIU]

(c1) uotsnpour

—  9PP'0 S8IE0 €T00— €E0°0  S8CT0  pb6L0'0 98600 59600  p9L0'0  5090°0— 2560°0— 69T  SES [euoneIsUdZISIUL d0B[dYIOM

—  o¥8T°0 8I00— LTOO 50900 110°0 910°0 L10°0 €00 8200  xL¥0'0— TITT 1I8°S (11) 10933® [EUOIRISUSGISIU]

— 800°0— ¥C00 26600 8ET'0 oV9T'0 56910 289T°0  qLSO'0—  LELT'0— 8TT L6V (01) s2d4303193s [EUOIIBIAUST JO YOB']
- CI0'0— p8L00— 910°0— LEO'0— I¥O'0— 9100 00°0 2890°0  SL'0 6TT (6) (9218 Ay1s10ATUN
- LT0'0—  S9LT'0— 9T0°0— €C00— qCSO0'0— o860°0— qLVO'O VvE'T $0'€ (8) yP1o1y 23pajmouyy

— FOV'0  oP9S0  SELST0 SSSP'O0 SE00—  SP9V0—  ¥8'S  TTY (L) (s129K) 90ud1I9dX3 TUs WS RURIN

SLLLO  o8TL0  oS08°0  290T°0— o£650— 06T LLT (9) sporrad yoreasay
— 0160 oS08°0  oL60°0— oLPLO— TET 89T (5) sporiad Suryoeay,
— oSOL'0  oPIT'0—  o69L0— €TTI T0°ST (1) (s1eaK) doudLIadx0 Suryoes,

— q8S0°0— L0€5°0— 99T  LO¥ (€) yuonisog

— o[L00 850 0S'T () s1opuRDH

- 060 €61 (1) jSuoneIdULD

o (¢ G (€ @ ao (oD 6) ) ) ) ©) (D) (©) @ Q9] as A

*(ISLT =N) SS[qeIIBA PAAISSQO JO SUONR[AII0D PUE SUONRIAID pIepUeR]S ‘SUBdN | T HTIV.L

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026




14682273, 2026, 1, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/hequ.70078 by Spanish Cochrane National Provision (Ministerio de Sanidad), Wiley Online Library on [08/06/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

(senunuo))

9vS0 S10°0 (90Z°0) €TT°0

€650 8€0°0 (010°0) 900°0

7190 9100 (095°0) £¥€°0

eSP8'T 9600 (S97°0) 68%°0
6SY'T vLO'0 (L61°0) 88Z°0

9IT'T LEO0 (S91°0) #8T°0

eCES'T 6100 (STT0) T1¥°0
9Ly I—  T1S0°0—  (I€T°0) ThE0—

100°T 7200 (999°0) 999°0
pISTE 6L0°0 (£80°0) 66T°0

1LET 870°0 (Log'0) 0T¥0
0T 700 (081°0) L8T'0
790'T 9€0°0 ET'0) THT'0

961'1 1€0°0 ¥0T°0) £vC°0

IET'T 1L0°0 (010°0) T10°0

8L0°0 7000 (TSS'0) €700

L00 ¥00°0 (192°0) 810°0
€000 0 (¥61°0) T00°0

€Ce0— I10'0—  (291-0) ¢SO'0—

760 ¥20°0 (T2T°0) ¥0T°0
qI80°C—  TLOO—  (8TT0) ¥L¥"0—

eLSS'T 170°0 (959°0) 81T'T
469€°C ¥S0°0 (580°0) T0T0

991°0 9000 (2T0€°0) 0S0°0
6€1°0—  S000—  (LLT'0) STO'0—
86T°0—  8000—  (TET'0) T€0°0—

96¢°'T S€0°0 (091°0) L1T°0

6°0 650°0 L00°0

SeP'0—  T100—  (§€+°0) 681°0—

vt sL00  (S0T°0)TOE0
9Y8T 1600 (€ST°0)T8T0

2259°C L80°0 (LT1°0) 8€€°0

1091 9€0°0 FLI'0) ¥¥T0
$69°0—  +TZ00—  (6L1°0) vTI'0—

¥€0°0 (S1S°0) L6L0
LYS'T 8€0°0 (£90°0) STT'O
eLOL'T — —

898°0 €00 (L€T'0)90T0
LT0°T ¥0°0 (6€T°0) €¥T°0
0¢8°0—  L2T00—  ($OT°0) S80°0—

189°0 S10°0 (¥60°0) +90°0

SLY'T LLOO (+00°0) LOO'0

780°0—  200°0—  (LST'0) T20°0—

0¥T'0—  9000—  (IZT°0) L10'0—
Sr'0—  6100—  (060°0) T+#0'0—

010°0— 0 (50°0) 100°0—

99.°0 L10°0 (£0T°0) 6L0°0
766'0—  820°0—  (90T°0) SOT'0—

790 110°0 (+0€°0) 681°0
£569°'T 7€0°0 (0%0°0) L90°0

019°C—  SL0'0—  (0PT1°0) 99¢°0—
oLET'T—  0L0'0—  (T80°0) 9LT0—
9L£T—  8¢0'0—  (190°0) ¥80°0—

QUON
sporrad Suryoea,

(s1eak) Qouarradxa
guryoeay,

I9IN)03] SMILISW
10SS9J0Ig

Jossajoid
91eI100SSY

J91M)99[ JURBISISS Y

IOUOIBASAI
[810300p)SOg

IOUOIBASAI
[8I10300paId

I21n309] Jounfpy
uontsog
K1eurquoN
orewa]
AN
Iopuan
7 UOIBIUdD

STRIUUR[[IIN
/A UOTIRISUSD)

X UOT)RIdUSD)

s1swoog Aqeq

— — — — — — — — — — — — SUOIBIOUID

8T 1— 650~ 98¢0~ (89€°0) T¥T'0—  51TT9 (687°0) 66LT  -190'%1 (1L1°0) 00T juRISUO)
] eyog @esd ] eyg @sdg ] eleg @esd ] g @sdg
UuoneIIuNUWIWod UOBIIUNWIWOD pPIje[da UOBIIUNUIWO0D pPIje[al S9pnjnIe uoneIIuNUWWod

[euosiad [euonyerduagiayuy

-j[Sejuou [euorjeIdUdSIAU]

-3j[se) [euonjeIdUIS I U]

[euoneIdUdSIaUY

'SUONNIISUT UOTIBONPI IOYSIY UT UOTRdTUNUITOD [BUOIBIdUSZIo)UT 90e[dI0M J0J S[opout uorssardar o[dnmN | z A TdV.L

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026

6of 13



14682273, 2026, 1, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/hequ.70078 by Spanish Cochrane National Provision (Ministerio de Sanidad), Wiley Online Library on [08/06/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

(senunuo))
QINJ0IYIIL
pue Sureourduy
ME[ pue
e189'T L¥0°0 (FST°0) 652°0 80L°0 200 (T¥1°0) 80T°0 LET'T 1£0°0 (6TT°0) 9€T°0 €5°0 Z10°0 (1£0°0) L£0°0 S9IUIIIS [RID0S
vl oo (921°0) 89T°0 €Trl S£0°0 (H2T0) 6£T°0 8LY"0 S10°0 (L60°0) 9¥0°0 62L°0 610°0 (LS0'0) Tv0'0 SOOURIDS Y)[edH
S9OUDIOSOIq
a8¥0°C 850°0 (S¥T°0) 862°0 QOVLT 800 (€¥1°0) 0ST'0 a6L6'T ¥S0°0 (€IT'0) €220 86T°0—  S00°0—  (990°0) €T0°0— pue sa0UI0S
sanIuewny
160°0 €000 (E¥T°0) €T0°0 LO'T 7€0°0 (TrT°0) IST'0 LOT'T ¥€0°0 (ITT°0) 62T°0 6%°0 2100 (S90°0) TZ€0°0 pue siry
— — — — — — — — — — — — PIo1J 98pa[mouty
(s1eak) douarradxa
2S06'C 780°0 (600°0) 920°0 610°€ £80°0 (600°0) LZO'0  569S°T L00 (L00°0) 810°0 819°0 ¥10°0 €000 JuswRgRURIN
XIS
al€E'T—  ¥80°0—  (91€°0)8£L0—  T0S'T—  €50°0—  (I1€°0)L9v'0—  8T80—  6200— (SPT0)TOTO0—  ¢S8T'T—  $900—  (P¥1°0) STE0— QINE
2606'T—  LOT'0—  (ELT°0)S6L0—  SE6'0—  +€00—  (692°0)TSTO—  TLEO €100 (T12°0) 8L0°0 6LT°0 S00°0 (SzT0) TTO0 mog
2026 T—  890°0—  (92C°0) ¥Eb'0—  06L0—  LTO0O—  (£22°0) 9LT°0— ST0 S00°0 (SL1T°0) 9200 196°0 820°0 (€01°0) 660°0 931y
OLT'T—  0¥00— (16T°0)€CT0—  66CT0 10°0 (881°0) 950°0 81L°0 ¥20°0 (8+1°0) 90T°0 LTET LEO'0 (£80°0) 9110 om[,
¥8ST—  S0'0—  (LLT'0)SPTO—  TTZO0—  T100°0—  ($L1°0) +00°0— ISTT LEO0 (LET'0) 8ST0 eLL9'T S¥0°0 (180°0) 9€T°0 auQ
9L7°0—  8000— (LLT'0)6V0'0—  90£0 6000 (SLT'0) €500 +IT0—  9000—  (LET0)620°0—  qCLE'T L¥0°0 (180°0) 09T°0 QUON
— — — — — — — — — — — — mUOEOQ [JoIeasay
XIS
89L°0 7500 (Sze0) 6¥T°0 9¢°0 $20°0 (01€°0) STT'0 S€°0 £20°0 (152°0)880°0  +¥8T°0—  910°0—  (8+¥1°0) TH0'0— CINE |
S9%°0 €200 (S8T°0) TET0 WIo—  L000—  (I82°0)0v0°0—  8¥¥'0— 120°0—  (02T°0)660°0—  €I19°0—  STO'0—  (0ST°0) 080°0— mog
8ST°0 900°0 (852°0) T¥0°0 L6L0 7€0°0 (STT°0) €0T°0 ¥¥L0 €00 (002°0) 6¥1°0 169°0—  €20'0—  (8T1°0) I180°0— a1y,
LLY0 8T0°0 (€€T°0) TIT°0 LTLO LT0°0 (62T°0) L9T'0 869°0 9200 (081°0)9ZT°0  98T°0—  600°0—  (901°0) 0£0°0— oML
al0S'T 980°0 (€TT°0) ¥€S°0 98€6'C 660°0 (01Z°0) 919°0 ¥90'T 9€0°0 (S91°0) SLT'0 9veT—  8€0°0—  (L60°0) IET'0— auQ
] eyog @esd ] eyg @sdg ] eleg @esd ] eyeg @sd
UuonedIIuNUIWod U0 BIIUNWIWOD PIje[da UOBIIUNUIWO0D PIje[al S9pnInIe uoneIIuNUWod
[euosiad [euonyerduagiajuy -j[Sejuou [euorjeIdUdSIAIU] -3j[se) [euonjeIdUIS I U] [euonjeIdUdSIdUY
(ponunuo)) | ZHTIIVL

7 of 13

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026



14682273, 2026, 1, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/hequ.70078 by Spanish Cochrane National Provision (Ministerio de Sanidad), Wiley Online Library on [08/06/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

00°0=4d,
‘100°0>d,
‘100> d,
S0°0>dqg
T0>dy

az1s ajdures

9¢LT 9¢LT 9¢LT 9¢L1 [opow 3y} jo g
FY6 2€LSTT 291S°TT ,00T°8¢ (z pasnlpe) .y
(9¥1°0) €91°0 (9L1T°0) T6T'O (681°0) S0T0 (62¥°0) 070 Arewrwns [9pON
uonuajal
LSTT—  1€0°0—  (£¥0°0) SSO°0— S9t°0 110°0 (€+0°0) 020°0 €9L0—  6100— (F€0°0)920°0—  p6tEE 690°0 (020°0) 990°0 [eUOnRISUSSIAIU]
uoIsnpour
[eUOnIRISUASIIUL
2018°C SLO0 (0£0°0) €80°0 JISO'Y 901°0 (620°0) STT°0 2S06'% LTT0 (€20°0) ZIT0 16L°8 16T°0 (€10°0) 61T°0 doe[dyIom
10915e
oL6L9 €LT0 (0%0°0) 0LT°0 267L9 69T°0 (6£0°0)¥92°0  oLTOOT  6¥C0 (1£€0°0) 80€°0 28L8°1C 95+°0 (810°0) 96€°0 [eUONRISUSSIOIU]
sad£)0a19)s
[euonieISUA3
STV6'L 7020 (L£0°0) L6T0 Q9LS'L 681°0 (L£0°0) 6LT°0 2688t 121°0 (620°0) THT0 o€L9°E 9L0°0 (L10°0) €900 Jo e
gig
29€8°C 60°0 (61T°0) LEETO 069S°€ 1110 (L1T°0) 81¥°0 2L96°T 160°0 (2T60°0) £LT°0 e168°1 60°0 (#50°0) €0T°0 wnIpaN
80S°0 910°0 (S21°0) £€90°0 6¥8°0 LT0°0 (€21°0) SOT'0 L6V'T L¥0°0 (L60°0) S¥T'0 91S'0—  €10°0—  (LS0°0) 620°0— [rews
— — — — — — — — — — — — 9z1s AyIs1oATUN
1 ejag @sdg ] elag @s g ] elog @S dg | vlog aFs) a
UuonedIIuNUIWod U0 BIIUNWIWOD PIje[da UOBIIUNUIWO0D PIje[al S9pnInIe uoneIIuNUWod

[euosiad [euonyerduagiajuy

-j[Sejuou [euorjeIdUdSIAIU]

-3j[se) [euonjeIdUIS I U]

[euonjeIdUdSIdUY

(panunuo)d) |

cHTdVL

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026

8of13



all types. Together, these findings suggest that both structural
and individual career factors are associated with the extent to
which faculty engage in meaningful communication across
generations.

The results show that intergenerational communicative attitudes
are consistently associated with greater engagement across the
three types of conversations (task-related, nontask-related and
personal communication). A stronger correlation was observed
between nontask-related conversations and personal conver-
sations in work contexts (r=0.753, p=0.000), underscoring
the role of everyday dialogue in sustaining intergenerational
connections.

Contrastingly, the explanatory variables, namely lack of gen-
erational stereotypes, intergenerational affect, workplace in-
tergenerational inclusion and workplace intergenerational
retention, show stronger and more significant correlations with
communicative attitudes and conversation types (r=0.097 to
r=0.588, p=0.000). These results suggest that an age-friendly
organisational climate characterised by positive and inclusive
relationships and low generational stereotypes fosters better
intergenerational communication attitudes and a higher fre-
quency of conversations.

The results indicate that although certain age-related ste-
reotypes persist among university teaching staff (M=4.97,
SD =1.28) and the perception of intergenerational inclusion re-
mains moderate (M =5.35, SD =1.69), these factors do not seem
to undermine positive regard and appreciation for colleagues
from different generations. For instance, there is strong agree-
ment that working with colleagues of various ages enhances the
quality of all employees' professional lives (M =5.81, SD=1.21).
Furthermore, respondents generally report the absence of both
age-based pressure to leave their roles and barriers to career ad-
vancement (M =6.27, SD =1.08; Table 1).

Regarding intergenerational interactions and communication,
university lecturers describe their attitudes and communi-
cative skills with colleagues from other age groups as highly
positive (e.g., ‘T enjoy interacting with co-workers of different
generations’; M=6.27, SD=1.08). However, these interactions
predominantly focus on work-related matters, while personal
discussions and conversations unrelated to specific tasks are
relatively infrequent, suggesting that intergenerational commu-
nication tends to be professional in nature, with limited oppor-
tunities for informal or relational dialogue.

Following the bivariate analysis, four multiple regression mod-
els were constructed to investigate the independent effects of
various factors on intergenerational communication (Table 2).
These models focused on intergenerational communication
attitudes (F=38.200, p=0.000, R>=0.440), intergenerational
task-related communication (F=12.516, p=0.000, R*=0.205),
intergenerational nontask-related communication (F=11.573,
p=0.000, R>=0.192) and intergenerational personal communi-
cation (F=9.444, p=0.000, R>=0.163).

The results of the bivariate analyses highlight a clear relation-
ship between variables associated with the age of teaching
staff (e.g., generation, academic position, teaching experience,

recognised teaching and research periods and management
experience); however, the four regression models reveal an un-
even effect of these variables. For instance, consistent with the
bivariate findings, younger generations, such as Millennials and
Generation Z, are the least effective at communicating with col-
leagues from other generations and derive the least enjoyment
from these interactions (Beta=-2.137, p<0.05; Beta=-2.610,
p <0.01 respectively; Table 2).

Academic position, a variable traditionally linked to age, par-
tially explains the three types of communicative interactions
analysed. Assistant lecturers, who are in the early stages of their
academic careers, are the most likely to engage in task-related
conversations with colleagues from different generations.
Contrastingly, predoctoral researchers, who are also early in
their careers, are the least likely to engage in nontask-related in-
tergenerational conversations, indicating more limited informal
interaction across age groups. Regarding personal communica-
tion, postdoctoral researchers and professors, despite being at
different stages of their academic careers, are the most inclined
to have personal conversations with colleagues from other gen-
erations, suggesting that intergenerational dialogue of a more
personal nature emerges at both transitional and established
stages of the academic career.

The influence of teaching and research periods on intergenera-
tional communication appears to be limited and in some cases,
these results contradict the bivariate findings. Teachers with
two recognised teaching periods are the most likely to engage in
intergenerational nontask-related or personal communication,
whereas those with more research periods (4-6) tend to partici-
pate less in these exchanges. Although general teaching experi-
ence does not have a statistically significant impact on teachers'
intergenerational communication attitudes or practices, man-
agement experience exerts a substantial effect. Teachers with
more managerial experience are significantly more likely to
engage in conversations with colleagues from other genera-
tions, whether these discussions are task-related (Beta=2.569,
p<0.01), nontask-related (Beta=3.019, p<0.01) or personal
(Beta=2.905, p<0.01).

Gender also emerges as a significant factor influencing inter-
generational communication. Female faculty demonstrate more
age-inclusive attitudes and, particularly in the health sciences,
are more likely to engage in personal conversations with col-
leagues from different generations. Consistent with the bivariate
results, institution size is a strong predictor of intergenerational
communication processes and policies. Faculty at large univer-
sities (with over 40,000 students) are significantly more likely to
demonstrate positive attitudes towards intergenerational com-
munication and engage in diverse conversations with colleagues
of different ages.

As shown at the bottom of Table 2, the variables that define
universities’ intergenerational climate—lack of generational
stereotypes, intergenerational affect, workplace intergener-
ational inclusion and intergenerational retention—show the
strongest effects in all four models. However, subtle differences
between these variables warrant further discussion. A lack of
generational stereotypes significantly increases the likelihood
of nontask-related and personal communication (Beta=7.567

Higher Education Quarterly, 2026

90f13

FSUBD 1T SUOWWOD dA a1 3|qedl|dde au Aq pausenob ake sapile YO ‘38N Jo sajnl 1o A%eiqi auluQ 43I\ UO (SUO N IPUOD-PUR-SWLR)WLIOD" A3 | 1M Ale.d 1 pUTUO//SANY) suonIpuoD pue s | 3Y) 39S *[9202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 8|1 (Pepiues ap 0LBXSIUIA) UOSIAOK [eUOIRN aURIU00D Usiueds Ad 82002 NBBY/TTTT OT/I0p/W0d A3 1M ARIq1pul|uo//sdny Wwouy pepeojumod ‘T ‘9202 ‘€.2289%T



and Beta=7.942 respectively; p=0.000). Moreover, intergen-
erational affect exerts the most consistent and pronounced
impact. Lecturers who find working with colleagues of dif-
ferent ages to be rewarding report improved work-life quality,
enhanced communication effectiveness and greater enjoyment
of conversations. Similarly, age-inclusive university environ-
ments positively influence intergenerational communication.
Faculty in these settings are more likely to feel comfortable
when colleagues from other generations initiate conversations
(Beta=8.791, p=0.000).

Lastly, perceptions regarding the pressure on older faculty to
retire or on younger faculty to step down contribute only to
explaining intergenerational communication attitudes. The
promotion of intergenerational retention fosters an environ-
ment where faculty feel more at ease engaging in conversa-
tions with colleagues of different generations (Beta=3.349,
p<0.001).

5 | Discussion

Spanish universities face significant intergenerational chal-
lenges, particularly in overcoming negative perceptions and ste-
reotypes that hinder positive interactions in the workplace.

Research indicates that intergenerational communication
within academic institutions is influenced by various factors,
such as job stability, academic roles and gender. Faculty with
stable positions or leadership responsibilities tend to engage in
more frequent and diverse intergenerational exchanges.

Age differences and divergent perceptions of work norms
between generational cohorts often create communication
barriers, as each group interprets organisational dynamics
from a different perspective. Overcoming these gaps to foster
knowledge sharing and intergenerational learning is a press-
ing concern in universities, reflecting similar challenges ob-
served in other organisational contexts (Kuyken, Ebrahimi,
and Saives, et al. 2018).

However, intergenerational interactions are not only conditioned
by age but are also influenced by the specific cultural codes that
prevail in each social context. Communicative interaction, gen-
erational identity and dominant sociocultural values constantly
interact, shaping and conditioning each other. Ackerman and
Chopik (2021) found that countries with collectivist cultural val-
ues tend to show lower levels of age bias, both implicit and ex-
plicit, as well as greater affinity towards older adults, compared
to highly individualistic societies.

In the Spanish context, as in other Western cultures, there is a
marked tendency to undervalue age, which in turn diminishes
recognition of the values it represents, such as preserving cul-
tural identity and guiding future generations. This cultural
orientation can contribute to the persistence of age-related
stereotypes and hinder the development of inclusive intergen-
erational relationships in academia. Next, we will present the
factors that our study has identified that influence intergen-
erational communication in the workplace among university
professors.

5.1 | Age Stereotypes

Intergenerational communication among university faculty is
influenced by age-related stereotypes (Gerpott et al. 2017); how-
ever, these do not negatively affect the emotional bonds shared
across generations. In other words, while stereotypes persist,
they do not disrupt organisational dynamics, communication
processes or perceptions of professional development within
academic institutions. Senior faculty members do not feel pres-
sured by younger colleagues to relinquish their teaching, re-
search or administrative roles. Likewise, junior faculty do not
perceive older colleagues as imposing barriers that hinder their
career progression. This suggests that, despite generational dif-
ferences, inclusive mechanisms can be developed to foster posi-
tive social interactions (Montepare et al. 2020).

5.2 | Types of Intergenerational Conversations

Intergenerational conversations among university faculty pri-
marily focus on academic tasks. Secondary topics include aca-
demic discussions not directly tied to specific responsibilities,
followed by informal or personal exchanges. When universities
create spaces for intergenerational dialogue and actively work
to reduce generational stereotypes, communication between
age groups becomes more frequent and encompasses both pro-
fessional and personal dimensions.

A clear distinction emerges in the nature of conversations—
whether task-oriented or personal—based on faculty members'
teaching and research experience. Intergenerational interactions
are shaped not only by age but also by career trajectories, hierar-
chical status and the various stages of academic careers (Kraimer
et al. 2019). For instance, younger faculty from Generation Y
tend to engage less frequently and with less interest in cross-
generational communication. Several factors contribute to this
trend: the contractual instability and precariousness of early ac-
ademic careers, which often require juggling nonacademic jobs
(Sancho 2001); limited familiarity with institutional networks;
and a lack of understanding of academia’s often opaque and un-
written norms. However, these communication gaps tend to nar-
row as faculty members secure more stable positions.

5.3 | Intergenerational Communication
and Academic Career Stages

Greater job security correlates with more frequent and diverse
intergenerational communication, as well as more positive at-
titudes towards collaboration. These findings align with Mehra
and Nickerson (2019), who observed that Generation X employ-
ees, feeling secure in their careers, are more likely to engage
in open dialogue and share their views. They also noted that
Generation Y employees, while respectful of organisational hi-
erarchies, often feel compelled to maintain polite but superficial
conversations with older colleagues, which can negatively im-
pact job satisfaction. Intergenerational interactions among uni-
versity faculty are shaped not only by career trajectories but also
by the specific roles and responsibilities they assume. As faculty
members become more deeply involved in teaching, research
and teamwork—and take on greater responsibilities—their
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academic positions become more consolidated. This stability
fosters a greater tendency to seek input and validation from col-
leagues of different generations and creates a more conducive
environment for personal conversations, which are less com-
mon during the early stages of academic careers.

5.4 | Academic Leadership and Management
Positions

The nature of academic responsibilities also affects the frequency
and diversity of intergenerational communication. Faculty mem-
bers who have held administrative positions exhibit the most
robust intergenerational interactions across all types of commu-
nication. This pattern can be attributed to the demands of leader-
ship roles, which require regular engagement with colleagues of
varying ages and across a broad range of topics (Spendlove 2007).
Intermediate leadership roles, such as deanships or departmen-
tal management, are particularly associated with high levels of
intergenerational contact due to their close involvement with
faculty. Conversely, older and more senior faculty tend to engage
less frequently in informal, personal intergenerational conversa-
tions. This finding aligns with previous research suggesting that
the enjoyment and satisfaction derived from communication
tend to decline with age (McCann et al. 2005). At the same time,
younger faculty may avoid conversations with older colleagues
due to perceived expectations of formality and deference, which
can inhibit spontaneous interaction.

5.5 | Gender and Intergenerational
Communication

Mishra (2020), from a Western cultural perspective, high-
lighted the distinctive communication patterns of women in
academic settings, noting their higher frequency of interaction
across groups, topics and contexts. This aligns with our find-
ings, which show that female faculty exhibit a more favorable
attitude towards building communication and relationships
with colleagues from all generations. Among university pro-
fessors, those in the social sciences show a marked tendency to
engage with colleagues of different generations, particularly on
personal matters. These patterns may be linked to traits com-
monly associated with women—such as empathy, interpersonal
connection and a collaborative spirit—as well as the inherent
focus of the social sciences on human experiences and societal
dynamics. Puyal and Sanagustin (2006) observed that women
are naturally attuned to the human aspects of interaction and
often demonstrate greater empathy, teamwork orientation and
participatory leadership styles. In the context of the social sci-
ences, where understanding human experiences and social dy-
namics is essential, personal conversations can enrich academic
insight. Women, historically associated with caregiving roles,
may be more inclined to engage in such interactions, fostering
connections and facilitating the exchange of life experiences.

5.6 | University Size

Faculty at large universities with over 40,000 students demon-
strate a more proactive attitude towards intergenerational

communication. These institutions typically feature greater demo-
graphic diversity—including differences in age, career paths and
disciplinary expertise—which fosters the exchange of ideas and
experiences across generations. Moreover, large universities offer
more resources and opportunities to support cross-generational
collaboration, such as research funding, advanced academic in-
frastructure and professional development programs specifically
designed to encourage intergenerational engagement. They are
also more likely to implement structured initiatives aimed at pro-
moting dialogue between generations, including interdisciplinary
seminars, discussion groups, mentoring programs that pair faculty
from different generations and social activities that facilitate inte-
gration and knowledge exchange among educators of varying ages.

We can conclude that institutional support is essential to
addressing these challenges. Universities can enhance com-
munication through explicit policies, designated spaces for
interaction and structured processes that promote the shar-
ing of knowledge. Formal mechanisms—such as materials,
infrastructure and technological tools—also play a key role in
ensuring consistent communicative flow and driving organi-
sational improvement.

Despite its contributions, this study presents certain limitations
due to its methodological scope and the lack of empirical research
on communication patterns in nonbusiness organisations. In this
regard, longitudinal studies could offer deeper insights into how
generational communication evolves throughout academic ca-
reers. Furthermore, qualitative approaches may help illuminate
apparent contradictions, such as the coexistence of ageism with
positive intergenerational affection among university faculty.

Future research could explore the specific stereotypes preva-
lent in academic contexts by examining their relationship with
generational cohorts, academic ranks and stages of professional
development. Investigating how these stereotypes vary across
faculty roles and functions would also be valuable. Moreover,
identifying and analysing the strategies and mechanisms used
to mitigate generational stereotypes in university settings could
provide actionable insights for fostering a more inclusive and
collaborative academic culture.
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