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Abstract  
This study aims to map, synthesize, and analyze empirical evidence on 
intergenerational communication patterns between school principals (Baby 
Boomers, Generation X, Millennials) and teachers (Generation X, Millennials, 
Generation Z) and its impact on learning quality. Method: A systematic 
literature review was conducted following the PRISMA guidelines. A search of 
Google Scholar, ERIC, and Scopus databases (2017–2026) identified 487 
articles, of which 25 met the inclusion criteria for in-depth analysis. Results: 
Findings reveal five key insights: (1) each generation exhibits distinct 
communication styles shaped by social context and technology adoption; (2) 
generational gaps create barriers in media preferences, formality norms, and 
feedback expectations; (3) Generation X principals employing care-based 
communicative leadership effectively bridge these differences; (4) multi-
channel strategies, two-way mentoring, and an inclusive climate enhance cross-
generational communication; and (5) effective intergenerational 
communication significantly improves teacher motivation, collaboration, and 
learning quality. Novelty: This study uniquely synthesizes cross-generational 
dynamics across four generations within school leadership, highlighting the 
underexplored role of Generation X principals as effective mediators. Practical 
Implication: Findings inform school management policies that are responsive 
to generational diversity, promoting adaptive communication frameworks. 
Contribution: The study contributes a consolidated evidence base on 
intergenerational communication in educational leadership, offering actionable 
strategies to improve learning quality through enhanced teacher-principal 
interactions. 
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Introduction 
Modern educational institutions are facing an unprecedented challenge: the presence of four to five 

different generations in the same work environment (Fedorov et al., 2021). For the first time in 

history, school organizations must accommodate the values, expectations, and communication styles 

of Traditionalists (born before 1946, though increasingly rare), Baby Boomers (1946–1964), 

Generation X (1965–1980), Millennials (1981–1996), and Generation Z (1997–2012) simultaneously. 

In a typical contemporary school, a Generation X principal, who relies on formal, face-to-face 

communication and hierarchical decision-making, must lead Millennial teachers accustomed to 

digital collaboration, consensus-building, and frequent feedback, alongside Generation Z teachers 

who grew up as digital natives and prioritize instant, platform-based, visual communication. This 

generational diversity, while potentially enriching, creates complex relationship dynamics that 

directly impact the effectiveness of classroom learning (Ryan et al., 2025). Communication lies at the 

heart of effective school leadership. Principals who can communicate effectively with all teaching 
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staff regardless of generational background are more successful in dynamizing school culture, 

fostering teacher professional development, coordinating curriculum implementation, and 

ultimately improving learning quality. Conversely, poorly managed intergenerational 

communication gaps become sources of latent conflict, reduced work motivation, resistance to 

pedagogical innovation, and increased teacher turnover (Halukha, 2025; Han & Moon, 2022). As 

student outcomes, teacher collaboration, and adaptability become key measures of learning quality, 

recognizing how generational differences affect principal-teacher communication is essential. 

A growing body of empirical research has confirmed that generational cohorts develop 

distinctive communication styles, work values, and leadership preferences shaped by formative 

sociocultural events and technological environments (Harmen et al., 2025; Jenei & Machova, 2024; 

Watson, 2018). Several key findings are well-established in the literature. First, Baby Boomer 

principals and teachers tend to value formal, hierarchical communication, preferring face-to-face 

meetings, written memos, and telephone calls. They respect seniority and positional authority, expect 

clear chains of command, and often perceive informal digital communication as lacking seriousness 

(Bencsik et al., 2016). Second, Generation X individuals, often described as the "latchkey generation," 

value independence, efficiency, and directness. In leadership roles, Generation X principals favour 

results-oriented communication, pragmatic problem-solving, and a balance between autonomy and 

accountability (Schullery, 2013). Third, Millennials, having come of age during the internet revolution, 

prefer collaborative, participatory, and digitally mediated communication. They expect regular 

positive feedback, value work-life integration, and are comfortable with email, instant messaging, 

and social media platforms for professional interaction (Myers & Sadaghiani, 2010). Fourth, 

Generation Z, true digital natives raised on smartphones and social media, exhibit distinct 

preferences for visual, asynchronous, and highly concise communication. They favour platforms such 

as WhatsApp, Telegram, or Slack over email, expect immediate responses, and struggle with formal 

meeting cultures or lengthy written reports (Chillakuri & Mahanandia, 2018). Furthermore, existing 

studies have documented that generational mismatches in communication preferences produce 

measurable organizational consequences. When principals impose their preferred communication 

mode without regard for generational diversity, teachers report lower job satisfaction, reduced 

engagement in professional development, and weakened trust in leadership (Cogin, 2012; Lyons & 

Kuron, 2014). Conversely, schools that deliberately adapt communication strategies to accommodate 

generational differences report higher teacher retention, more robust instructional collaboration, 

and improved student learning outcomes (Ryan et al., 2025).  

Despite this accumulating evidence, significant gaps remain. First, most existing studies focus 

on single-generational cohorts or on teacher-teacher interactions, leaving principal-teacher 

intergenerational dyads severely underexplored. The principal holds asymmetrical power and 

responsibility for school-wide communication climate, yet we know little about how principals' own 

generational identities shape their leadership communication and how teachers of different 

generations perceive and respond to that communication. Second, the specific mediating role of 

learning quality as an outcome variable is rarely examined directly. Many studies measure job 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, or general climate, but few establish causal or strong 

correlational links between intergenerational communication patterns and concrete indicators of 

learning quality such as pedagogical innovation, formative assessment practices, or student 

achievement gains. Third, cultural and institutional contexts remain under-theorized. The vast 
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majority of studies originate from Western corporate or healthcare settings, with limited attention 

to school contexts in non-Western, collectivist, or developing educational systems where 

generational dynamics may interact with cultural norms of authority, respect, and communication 

(Bhagat & Hofstede, 2002). Indonesian schools, for example, face unique challenges where seniority-

based respect intersects with generational digital divides. Fourth, there is no synthesized framework 

that maps the full landscape of intergenerational communication patterns between principals and 

teachers. Individual empirical studies offer fragmented insights one study examines mentoring, 

another examines feedback preferences, another examines conflict resolution, but no systematic 

review has integrated these findings into a coherent model that identifies which patterns are 

effective, under which conditions, and for which generational pairings. Fifth, longitudinal and 

intervention studies are scarce. Most research is cross-sectional and descriptive, leaving unanswered 

questions about whether communication patterns change as generations age, whether training 

interventions can improve intergenerational communication, and what school-level policies are most 

sustainable. 

The current state of the art in intergenerational communication research has evolved through 

three waves. The first wave (1990s–2000s) focused on generational differences in values and work 

ethics, largely using survey-based cohort comparisons (Twenge et al., 2010). The second wave 

(2010s) shifted toward identifying communication barriers and proposing adaptive strategies, often 

drawing on uses-and-gratifications theory and media richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1986; West & 

Turner, 2010). The third wave (2020–present) has begun examining multi-generational workplaces 

as complex adaptive systems, exploring how generational diversity can become a source of 

organizational learning rather than merely a problem to be managed (Lazaro et al., 2024; Ryan et al., 

2025). Within this third wave, several high-quality empirical studies have advanced our 

understanding. Halukha (2025) demonstrated that generational communication gaps in Ukrainian 

schools reduced teacher motivation and pedagogical innovation during wartime conditions. Han and 

Moon (2022) found that Korean principals' generational awareness moderated the relationship 

between communication style and teacher efficacy. Harmen et al. (2025) provided cross-cultural 

comparisons of generational communication preferences in Southeast Asian schools. However, these 

studies remain methodologically diverse, contextually bound, and have not been systematically 

integrated. The present review advances the state of the art by employing the PRISMA (Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) approach a rigorous, transparent, and 

replicable methodology that minimizes selection bias and synthesizes findings across heterogeneous 

studies. By focusing specifically on principal-teacher dyads and explicitly linking communication 

patterns to learning quality outcomes, this review moves beyond generic organizational 

communication studies to address the unique power dynamics, pedagogical mission, and relational 

intensity of schools.  

This systematic literature review offers four distinctive novelties that differentiate it from 

previous narrative reviews or scattered empirical studies. First, it is the first systematic review to 

explicitly target intergenerational communication patterns between principals and teachers as the 

unit of analysis. Prior reviews have examined either leadership communication in general or 

generational diversity in organizations, but none have systematically synthesized the intersection of 

both with a specific focus on school leadership dyads. Second, the review introduces a generational 

mapping framework that identifies communication patterns across all possible principal-teacher 
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generational pairings: Baby Boomer principal with Millennial teacher, Generation X principal with 

Generation Z teacher, Millennial principal with Generation X teacher, and so forth. This mapping 

reveals not only barriers but also complementary strengths for example, how Generation X principals 

often act as effective "bridging leaders" between older and younger generations. Third, the review 

explicitly operationalizes learning quality as a multidimensional outcome variable, distinguishing 

between direct effects (e.g., improved instructional feedback) and indirect effects (e.g., enhanced 

collaborative culture, teacher retention, pedagogical risk-taking). This operational clarity allows the 

review to identify which communication patterns most reliably predict learning quality 

improvements. Fourth, the review identifies and synthesizes evidence on multi-channel 

communication strategies, two-way mentoring models, and inclusive organizational climate as 

proven interventions for bridging generational divides. By extracting specific, actionable strategies 

from empirical studies, the review moves beyond abstract recommendations to provide concrete 

guidance. 

The contributions of this study are theoretical, empirical, and practical. Theoretically, the 

study contributes to intergenerational communication theory by extending it from generic 

organizational settings to the distinctive context of schools hierarchical yet relational, mission-driven 

yet bureaucratically constrained, professionally autonomous yet collectively accountable. It also 

contributes to educational leadership theory by integrating generational diversity as a critical 

variable in principal effectiveness models, alongside instructional leadership, transformational 

leadership, and distributed leadership. Empirically, the study provides a comprehensive, PRISMA-

guided synthesis of 25 high-quality empirical studies published between 2017 and 2026. By 

identifying patterns, gaps, and methodological weaknesses in the existing literature, the review 

establishes an evidence baseline that can guide future primary research including longitudinal 

studies, cross-cultural comparisons, and intervention designs. Practically, the study offers school 

principals, district administrators, and teacher educators’ evidence-based recommendations for 

improving intergenerational communication, including developing generational awareness training, 

implementing multi-channel communication platforms, establishing two-way mentoring programs, 

and fostering inclusive organizational climates. Given the identified gaps in the literature particularly 

the lack of systematic synthesis on principal-teacher intergenerational dyads, the underexplored link 

to learning quality outcomes, and the absence of an integrated framework mapping effective 

communication patterns this systematic literature review seeks to answer the following research 

questions: What intergenerational communication patterns emerge between principals and teachers 

of different generational cohorts (Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and Generation Z) in 

school settings? What barriers and opportunities characterize intergenerational communication 

between principals and teachers, and how do these vary across different generational pairings? What 

communication strategies have been empirically shown to be effective in bridging generational 

differences between principals and teachers? How does effective intergenerational communication 

between principals and teachers contribute to improving learning quality, both directly and 

indirectly? By systematically answering these questions, this review aims to equip school leaders 

with the knowledge and tools to communicate effectively across generations and through that 

communication, to improve the quality of learning for all students. 
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Method 
This study employed a systematic literature review design using the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) approach. PRISMA was chosen because it provides 

a structured, transparent, and replicable framework for systematically synthesizing empirical 

evidence from various sources (Razi et al., 2024). This review is qualitative in nature, utilizing 

thematic analysis techniques to identify patterns, categories, and main themes from the reviewed 

literature. The literature search was conducted through three main academic databases: (1) Google 

Scholar, (2) ERIC (Education Resources Information Centre), and (3) Scopus. The search keywords 

used included combinations of: “intergenerational communication”, “school principal”, “teacher”, 

“learning quality”, “communication style”, “generational difference”, “educational leadership”, 

“Generation X”, “Millennial”, “Generation Z”, and “communication in school.” Searches were 

conducted in both English and Indonesian, covering the publication years from 2017 to 2026. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of the literature selection process. 
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The inclusion criteria established were: (a) articles published in reputable scientific journals 

between 2017-2026; (b) research topics relevant to intergenerational communication, 

communication patterns between school principals/educational leaders and teachers, or 

generational dynamics in educational settings; (c) availability in full-text format; and (d) use of 

identifiable research methods (quantitative, qualitative, or literature review). The exclusion criteria 

included: duplicate articles, articles without accessible full text, articles thematically irrelevant, and 

opinion articles without an empirical basis. Article selection process was carried out in four stages 

according to the PRISMA protocol: (1) identification of articles from databases; (2) removal of 

duplicates; (3) screening based on title and abstract; and (4) eligibility assessment based on full text. 

The quality of the articles was assessed independently by two researchers using a checklist 

developed from the Critical Appraisal Skills Programmed (CASP). Differences in assessment were 

resolved through discussion and consensus. Data from the selected articles were extracted using a 

standard extraction form that included: author name, publication year, country, research objectives, 

methods, participants/respondents, and main findings. The analysis was performed using a thematic 

synthesis technique consisting of three steps: (1) line-by-line coding of each study’s findings; (2) 

development of descriptive themes; and (3) formation of analytical themes that go beyond the 

individual content of each study to generate new interpretations. 

Based on the selection process illustrated in the PRISMA diagram above, out of 487 articles 

identified through database searches, 166 were duplicates and removed, leaving 321 articles. After 

screening titles and abstracts, 223 articles were excluded for irrelevance, leaving 98 articles for full-

text eligibility assessment. Of these 98, 63 were excluded for the following reasons: 27 articles were 

topically irrelevant, 18 articles had no full text available, 9 were hidden duplicates, and 9 did not meet 

methodological criteria. A total of 25 articles ultimately met all inclusion criteria and were included 

in the analysis. 

Result and Discussion 
Result 

This section presents the findings in order of research objectives: (1) characteristics of the articles 

reviewed, (2) main themes from the literature review, (3) barriers to intergenerational 

communication in schools, (4) effective leadership styles of school principals in managing 

intergenerational communication, (5) effective intergenerational communication strategies, and (6) 

contribution of intergenerational communication to the quality of learning. 

Characteristics of the Articles Reviewed 

Based on the results of a systematic literature review of 25 articles relevant to the topic of 

intergenerational communication patterns between principals and teachers in improving learning 

quality, it was found that research publications have experienced significant growth recently (Figure 

2). 
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Figure 3. Distribution of articles by publication year. 

 

This trend continued in 2023 and 2024, with four articles each, indicating consistent research 

interest in the issue. The most significant increase occurred in 2025, with nine articles, indicating 

that the topic is increasingly considered important and relevant, particularly in addressing the 

dynamics of generational differences in schools. Meanwhile, in 2026, there was one article, likely due 

to the limited time available for publication in the current year. 
 

Table 1. Distribution of articles by country of origin 

Country Number of Articles 
Philippines 7 

Malaysia 1 
South Africa 1 

Pakistan 1 
Korea 1 

United States 2 
Slovakia 1 

Czech Republic 1 
Norway 1 

Spain 1 
Russia 1 

Netherlands 1 
Indonesia 1 

Cross-country 2 
Total 25 

 

The study's findings indicate that research on intergenerational communication patterns in 

educational contexts is widespread across various countries, reflecting the global nature of this issue. 

The Philippines was the country with the most contributions, with seven articles, demonstrating the 

high level of attention paid to the dynamics of communication in educational leadership. This 

diversity of nationalities demonstrates that intergenerational communication patterns between 

principals and teachers are not limited to a specific local context but are a universal issue faced by 

various education systems worldwide. 
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Table 2. Summary of reviewed articles 

No. Author (Year) Title Method Result 

1 Chine et al. 
(2025) 

Leadership & 
Communication 

Styles of Millennial 
and Gen Z Teachers 

in K-12 

Quantitative (ex 
post facto) 

Significant differences between Gen Z 

and Millennials in communication, 

learning, and working styles (p<0.001). 

Gen Y excels in message adaptation and 

in-depth collaboration. 

2 Muncada 
(2025) 

Leadership styles of 
Millennial & Gen Z 
teachers in K-12 

Philippines 

Descriptive-
correlational 

Both generations rated all leadership 

styles as "Very Evident." There was a 

significant positive relationship between 

leadership styles and practices 

(r=0.467). 

3 Ryan et al. 
(2025) 

Generational 
cohorts and work 
values of public 

secondary school 
teachers 

Descriptive-
correlational 

The majority of Gen Y (56.32%). All 

generations are satisfied with their 

working conditions (M=3.31). There is 

no significant relationship between 

generational cohort and job satisfaction. 

4 Kurniawati et 
al. (2025) 

Interaction patterns 
between Gen Z 
teachers and 

students in EYL 
learning 

Qualitative case 
study (FIACS) 

Gen Z teachers dominate direct talk 

(asking 56.8%, directing 41.5%). 

Affective communication is low, and 

learning remains teacher-cantered. 

5 Mikušková 
(2023) 

Generational 
differences in 

teacher professional 
competence 

Comparative 
quantitative 

Significant generational differences 

exist in interaction styles, teaching 

styles, and didactic competencies. These 

differences are more related to age and 

experience than to generation itself. 

6 Harmen et al. 
(2025) 

Solutions to 
differences in 

business 
communication 

between 
generations 

Literature 
review 

Gen X formal-face-to-face, Millennial 

adaptive-collaborative, Gen Z instant-

digital-visual. Solution: multi-channel 

systems, two-way mentoring, adaptive 

communication protocols. 

7 Raslie (2021) Communication 
styles of Gen Y and 
Gen Z in Malaysia 

Quantitative 
survey 

Gen Y and Z are both amiable 

communicators: cooperative, 

responsive, and prioritize harmony. 

Significant differences exist in learning 

and work habits (experience is a 

moderator). 

8 Nkambule and 
Mashiane-
Nkabinde 

(2025) 

Sharing knowledge 
across generations 
of principals in PLC 

Qualitative 
(case study) 

Intergenerational knowledge sharing has 

a positive impact on tacit knowledge 

transfer and leadership strengthening. It 

also requires reducing exclusive code-

switching. 

9 Nkambule and 
Mashiane-
Nkabinde 

(2025) 

Gen Z's language 
attitudes in 

responding to 
teacher questions 

Descriptive 
qualitative 

Gen Z uses informal, slang, and mixed 

language. Factors include egalitarian 

teacher-student relationships, regional 
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No. Author (Year) Title Method Result 

language habits, and social media 

(TikTok/YouTube) intensity. 

10 Irshad and 
Amjad, (2025) 

Intergenerational 
bonding, teacher 
motivation, and 
student success 

Quantitative 
survey 

Cross-generational bonding predicted 

65.3% of the variation in teacher 

motivation and student success. Teacher 

support strengthened the bonding effect 

(interaction effect B=0.066; p<0.001). 

11 Watson (2018) Intergenerational 
communication 
styles and work 

values of teachers in 
Texas 

Descriptive 
quantitative 

Generational differences exist but do 

not appear in all contexts. Face-to-face 

communication is preferred across 

generations. Gender and race also 

explain the variation. 

12 Hee and Yeojin 
(2024) 

Work values and 
communication 

styles of Gen X, Y, Z 
nurses in Korea 

Cross-sectional Gen X differs from Y and Z in extrinsic 

work values. Similar communication 

styles → Gen Y as a bridge between 

Gen X and Z. 

13 Watkins and 
Omilion-

Hodges (2025) 

Gen Z stereotypes in 
cross-generational 
relationships in the 

workplace 

Qualitative (in-
depth 

interviews) 

Gen Z is recognized for its 

technological prowess despite being 

stereotyped as lazy. Flexible 

communication strategies and proactive 

relationships across generations are 

needed. 

14 Doise and Hert, 
(2025) 

Gen X vs Gen Z 
differences: 

characteristics and 
organizational 

implications 

Literature 
review 

(Strauss-Howe 
Theory) 

Gen X: independent, formal, face-to-

face communication. Gen Z: digital 

native, instant-informal communication. 

Differences open up opportunities for 

collaboration through cross-generational 

mentoring. 

15 Lagmay and 
Florendo 

(2025) 

Differences in work 
values of Gen X and 

Y teachers in 
Philippine public 

schools 

Quantitative 
(Mann-Whitney 

U) 

Overall work value was high (M=3.92). 

Security was highest (M=4.62). The 

only significant difference was in the 

hedonism dimension (p=0.047). Gen Y 

placed greater emphasis on work 

enjoyment. 

16 Mentado‐Labao 
et al. (2026) 

Intergenerational 
communication 
among Spanish 

university lecturers 

Quantitative 
exploratory 

survey 

Cross-generational communication 

tends to be task-focused. An inclusive 

climate and low levels of stereotyping 

are the strongest predictors of cross-

generational communication quality. 

17 Aswani and 
Otiende (2025) 

Cultural differences 
and communication 
styles of Gen Z in the 

workplace 

Desk research 
(content 
analysis) 

Gen Z is unique: visual-digital, 

egalitarian, and fast-paced 

communication preferences. 

Organizational subculture influences the 

communication effectiveness of Gen Z 

versus older generations. 

18 Ventura and 
Yango (2023) 

The life experiences 
of Gen 

Psychological 
phenomenology 

Gen X principals emphasize open 

communication, collaboration, and self-
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development. Challenges: the digital 

divide and Gen Z teachers' demands for 

instant response. 

19 Azorín et al. 
(2022) 

Professional 
relationships across 

generations of 
teachers inside and 

outside of school 

Qualitative 
(semi-

structured 
interviews) 

Members of the same generation tend to 

be closer. Shared responsibilities serve 

as a bridge between generations. The 

importance of cross-generational 

collaborative networks. 

20 Hatfield (2025) Experienced 
teachers' 

perspectives on the 
behaviour of Gen X, 
Y, Z, Alpha students 

Mixed methods 
(SEM) 

Senior teachers report a decline in 

motivation and resilience among Gen Z-

Alpha students. Causes: digitalization, 

permissive parenting styles, dependence 

on immediate gratification 

21 Yabut (2025) Communication 
styles, cultural 
diversity, and 

classroom 
management of 

Millennial teachers 

Descriptive-
correlational 

Assertive style is the most dominant 

(mean 4.72). Authoritative classroom 

management is the strongest. There is 

no significant correlation between the 

three variables (operating 

independently). 

22 Jenei and 
Machova 
(2024) 

Generational 
motivation: the 
importance of 

leadership style & 
communication in 

the workplace 

Quantitative in-
depth 

interviews 

Generations Y and Z were the most 

likely to rate leadership style as “very 

important.” Assertive communication 

was positively correlated with the 

importance of communication 

(r=0.210). 

23 Geeraerts et al. 
(2018) 

Cross-generational 
professional 

relationships in 
Dutch primary 

schools 

Social Network 
Analysis 

(quantitative) 

Generation influences the formation of 

professional networks. Senior teachers 

are more likely to give advice, while 

younger teachers are more likely to 

receive it. Younger teachers tend to be 

homophily. 

24 Edge et al. 
(2016) 

Gen X principals as 
agents of care in 

three global cities 

Qualitative 
(grounded 

theory)) 

Gen X principals define caring as the 

core of leadership: support, openness, 

understanding of teachers' personal 

lives, and exemplary work-life balance. 

25 Pishchik et al. 
(2019) 

Generational 
predictors of 

lecturers' 
pedagogical 

interaction styles 

Quantitative 
(multiple 

regression) 

Each generation has a different 

dominant interaction style. The Soviet 

Generation: dialogic. The Transitional 

Generation: indifferent manipulative. 

The Informational Generation: 

indifferent manipulative with an 

innovative orientation. 
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Key Themes from the Literature Review 

The synthesis of 25 articles confirms that each generation has distinctive and consistent 

communication characteristics across research contexts. Generation X (who typically hold principal 

positions) tends to prioritize formal, structured, and face-to-face communication. They value a clear 

communication hierarchy, periodic and formal feedback, and deliberative decision-making (Doise & 

Hert, 2025; Edge et al., 2016; Ventura & Yango, 2023) 
Millennial teachers demonstrate a more adaptive and collaborative communication style. 

They are open to constructive feedback, prefer egalitarian, two-way communication, and tend to 

combine digital and face-to-face communication channels (Jenei & Machova, 2024; Raslie, 2021; 

Yabut, 2025). Generation Z teachers, as digital natives, prioritize visual, instant, and digital platform-

based communication. They tend to use informal language, emojis, and abbreviations in everyday 

professional communication, which often leads to misunderstandings with the senior generation 

(Doise & Hert, 2025; Harmen et al., 2025; Suyitno et al., 2025). 

Barriers to Intergenerational Communication in Schools 

This study identified four categories of intergenerational communication barriers that are most 

prevalent in the literature. First, the technology gap. Principals from older generations face 

challenges in adopting digital communication platforms preferred by Millennial and Generation Z 

teachers. Conversely, younger teachers sometimes lack the understanding or appreciation of the 

importance of formal, face-to-face communication prioritized by senior principals (Hatfield, 2025; 

Ventura & Yango, 2023). 

Second, differences in norms of formality and hierarchy. Generation X principals tend to 

expect communication that respects the hierarchical structure of the organization, while Millennial 

and Generation Z teachers are more comfortable with equal and horizontal communication (Harmen 

et al., 2025; Mentado‐Labao et al., 2026). Third, differences in feedback expectations. Generation Z 

teachers expect quick and immediate feedback (within hours), while older generation principals are 

accustomed to longer and more formal feedback cycles (Doise & Hert, 2025; Raslie, 2021). Fourth, 

differences in the use of symbols and language, including emojis, digital abbreviations, and popular 

culture references in digital communications used by Generation Z, which are often not understood 

by the senior generation (Harmen et al., 2025; Suyitno et al., 2025). 

Effective Principal Leadership Styles in Managing Cross-Generation Communication 

A literature review identified several leadership styles proven effective in managing cross-

generational communication in schools. Care-based communicative leadership, identified by Edge et 

al. (2016) and Ventura and Yango (2023), emphasizes the principal's concern for the professional 

and personal lives of all teachers, regardless of generation. This leadership is demonstrated through 

open communication, openness to approach, and role modelling in maintaining work-life balance. 

Nkambule and Mashiane-Nkabinde (2025) found that principals who facilitated cross-

generational Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) successfully optimized the transfer of 

knowledge from senior to junior generations. The democratic and servant leadership styles found 

dominant among Millennial teachers (Muncada, 2025) are also relevant in the context of Millennial 

principals entering leadership positions, as they better support the active participation of teachers 

from all generations in school decision-making. 
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Effective Cross-Generational Communication Strategies 

A synthesis of various studies has yielded six key strategies proven effective in improving 

intergenerational communication in school environments: (1) Multi-channel communication 

systems, namely the use of a combination of formal (face-to-face meetings, official letters) and 

informal-digital (WhatsApp, email, collaboration platforms) communication channels to 

simultaneously meet the preferences of all generations (Harmen et al., 2025); (2) Two-way 

mentoring (reverse mentoring), where senior teachers share pedagogical wisdom with junior 

teachers, while junior teachers assist senior teachers in adopting digital technologies (Nkambule & 

Mashiane-Nkabinde, 2025; Watkins & Omilion-Hodges, 2025); (3) Building an inclusive 

organizational climate that actively reduces generational stereotypes through cross-generational 

team-building programs and equitable communication policies (Mentado‐Labao et al., 2026); (4) 

Adaptive communication protocols that establish communication standards that are respected by all 

generations in formal and informal situations (Harmen et al., 2025); (5) Continuous communication 

evaluation through periodic school communication climate surveys (Mentado‐Labao et al., 2026); 

and (6) Inclusive leadership that integrates the perspectives of all generations The Contribution of 

Intergenerational Communication to Learning Quality. 

A literature review has found consistent evidence of a relationship between the quality of 

intergenerational communication and improved learning quality. Irshad and Amjad (2025) 

demonstrated that intergenerational bonding between teachers and school administrators predicted 

65.3% of the variation in teachers' teaching motivation, which in turn predicted 55.8% of the 

variation in students' perceptions of success. This demonstrates a strong causal chain from the 

quality of intergenerational communication to learning outcomes. 

Geeraerts et al. (2017) found that healthy intergenerational professional networks in schools 

facilitate a more equitable distribution of pedagogical knowledge, with senior teachers serving as 

sources of pedagogical advice while junior teachers bring innovative perspectives and digital literacy. 

This combination, when well-managed by the principal, creates a professional learning ecosystem 

that positively impacts the quality of classroom learning. in school decision making (Edge et al., 

2016). 

Discussion 

The results of this literature review strengthen and expand our understanding of the complexity of 

intergenerational communication in the school environment. Unlike previous research that tends to 

view generations as monolithic categories, this study finds that generational differences in 

communication are more of a continuum than discrete. As found by Mikušková (2023), age and work 

experience are often more significant determinants of communication style than the generational 

cohort itself. 

This finding has important implications for principals: rather than making communication 

assumptions based solely on generational labels, principals need to recognize the individual 

uniqueness of each teacher. A 40-year-old Millennial teacher with 15 years of teaching experience 

may have a communication style closer to that of Generation X than a recent graduate with only two 

years of teaching experience. A personalized communication approach by principals has been shown 

to be more effective in building productive professional relationships. 

One of the most significant findings of this study is the principal's strategic role as a mediator 

or bridge of intergenerational communication in schools. Data from Ventura and Yango (2023) and 
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Edge et al. (2016) consistently demonstrate that effective Generation X principals not only manage 

generational differences but also actively leverage generational diversity as an institutional asset. 

Generation X principals, with their position as a transitional generation between the pre-

digital and digital eras, possess a unique ability to communicate effectively with teachers from across 

generations. They appreciate the formal and hierarchical values held by older Baby Boomer teachers, 

while understanding Millennial teachers' need for autonomy and collaboration and appreciating the 

digital literacy of Generation Z teachers. This ambivert communication ability is invaluable social 

capital in contemporary school leadership. 

A significant paradigm shift emerging from this study is the reconceptualization of the 

intergenerational communication gap not merely as a problem to be addressed but as a source of 

creative energy and pedagogical innovation when properly managed. Nkambule and Mashiane-

Nkabinde (2025)clearly demonstrate how intergenerational PLCs (Programs for Intergenerational 

Communication) among principals create a mutually beneficial ecosystem of knowledge transfer, 

where senior principals share managerial wisdom and younger principals bring innovative digital 

perspectives. 

The concept of reverse mentoring, found in several studies (Harmen et al., 2025; Watkins & 

Omilion-Hodges, 2025), offers a concrete mechanism for schools to transform intergenerational 

knowledge asymmetries into shared learning resources. In this context, principals need to actively 

create structured spaces for intergenerational interaction, whether through formal mentoring 

programs, professional learning communities, or cross-age collaborative projects, the Implications 

for Learning Quality. 

The evidence synthesized in this study builds a cohesive argument: the quality of 

intergenerational communication between principals and teachers is a critical determinant of 

learning quality, although this relationship is indirect and mediated by intervening variables such as 

teacher motivation, school climate, and capacity for professional collaboration. 

The most comprehensive model is found in the research of Irshad and Amjad (2025), which 

demonstrated that intergenerational bonding, teacher motivation, and students' perceptions of 

success constitute a significant causal chain. The practical implication is that principals' investment 

in building authentic communicative relationships with teachers of all generations is not simply a 

matter of human resource management but a strategy for improving the quality of learning with a 

strong evidence base. 

When principals successfully create a psychologically safe communication climate for 

teachers of all generations, where senior teachers' wisdom is valued and junior teachers' innovation 

is supported, this creates a school culture conducive to pedagogical experimentation and continuous 

professional learning. This culture, in turn, directly impacts the quality of teaching and learning in 

the classroom. 

Conclusion  
Based on a systematic synthesis of 25 empirical research articles using the PRISMA approach, this 

literature review yields several main conclusions as follows. First, each generation within the school 

environment, both principals and teachers, has distinctive communication characteristics, but these 

are not rigid. Differences in communication styles are more of a continuum influenced by age, 

experience, cultural context, and technology adoption, rather than simply generational cohort 
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labels. Therefore, a personalized communication approach will be more effective than mere 

generalizations based on generation. 

Principals, especially those from Generation X, have a strategic position as mediators of 

intergenerational communication in schools. A care-based leadership style, combined with multi-

channel communication strategies, has proven effective in bridging generational differences and 

building an inclusive school climate. Third, the communication gap between generations can be 

transformed from a threat into an opportunity through (a) structured reverse mentoring programs; 

(b) intergenerational Professional Learning Communities; (c) adaptive communication protocols; 

and (d) developing an organizational climate that equally values each generation’s contributions. 

Fourth, there is a significant relationship between the quality of intergenerational communication 

between principals and teachers and improvements in learning quality, which is mediated by 

teacher motivation, professional collaboration, and a conducive school culture. Investing in building 

effective intergenerational communication is an evidence-based strategy for improving learning 

quality. Fifth, this review identifies several research gaps that need to be addressed by future 

studies, including: empirical studies in the Indonesian school context that combine generational 

dynamics with local cultural values; longitudinal studies that trace changes in intergenerational 

communication patterns along with the digital transformation of education; and the development 

of valid and reliable instruments for measuring the intergenerational communication climate in 

schools. 
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