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Abstract

Germany is undergoing a dramatic demographic chaémagerequires its
organizations to make workforce talent of all agestrategic priority.
Practitioners in Germany focus largely on Genenaticemployees, because
this young employee cohort expresses new and eifevork-related values.
However, diverse attitudes and behaviours of enggsyof different age
groups can potentially lead to conflict and haveoaerall negative impact
on organizational performance. Given US labourslagon and media
pressure, managing workforce diversity has beerthenagenda of U.S.
organizations for many years. Consequently, itm@aassumed that there are
areas in which German organizations can learngrastices from the U.S.
experience. Although data collected from Siliconli&a organizations
suggest that taking specific action for managing thulti-generational
workforce is currently not a pressing issue in tibgh industry, setting up
innovative workplaces is an action field in whichr@any can learn from its
U.S. counterparts.



INTRODUCTION

The ability to manage a multi-generational workéovall become a critical suc-
cess factor in the future. Organizations in Germamyalready experiencing more
variety in the requests and expectations from thenkforce (Bertelsmann Foun-
dation & Mercer 2012). A patrticular challenge corfresn Generation Y employ-
ees — people born between ca. 1980 and 1995. Reummelys suggest that they
are exigent and demand, amongst others, more fligxgnd autonomy in the
workplace as well as more meaningful jobs thaniptessemployee generations
(Accenture 2012; Klaffke & Parment 2011).

The expression of concern over the dreadful waykeoung is certainly noth-
ing new. According to a famous quote, often atteluio Socrates, "the children
now love luxury; they have bad manners, contempadhority; they show disre-
spect for elders and love chatter in place of agertlf this is a classical and
common phenomenon, why do we need to worry ab@uthe answer lies in the
demographic transition and the subsequent chanigegsiness conditions. Eco-
nomic growth potential depends on having sufficeemd productive labour. How-
ever, as a result of declining fertility rates, tnO&CD populations are facing a
demographic shift with a shrinking and ageing wogkpopulation.

In managing demographics, German practitionerseatiyr focus on how to

change organizational practices to attract Germratiemployees and how to
safeguard performance levels of elderly employkesigh health management.
This strategy, however, may not be sufficient gittedramatic demographic
change in Germany with a projected decline of ibsking population by 6 mil-

lion until 2030. In fact, organizational practice® needed that make talent of any
age a strategic priority, allowing organizationgtesent themselves as employers
of choice for every employee generation, while eiay fruitful collaboration

between employees of different ages.

Since workforce diversity has been on U.S. orgdinima’ agendas for quite some
time, one can assume U.S. companies to be ahdhdioGerman counterpart in
managing generations in the workplace. Thereftveptoad purpose of the pre-



sent research is to examine generation managermn8itican Valley companies
and to suggest areas where German organizationsaanlessons from U.S.

experience.

RESEARCH BACKGROUND

More than any other OECD nation, Germany’s econanapproaching a demo-
graphic shock of a scale not observed since thellidges. By 2030 the Ger-
man working-age population is expected to declyné n, already skewing
sharply older in the coming decade (Robert BosamBation 2013). Due to tal-
ent shortage, more than half of Germany’s smallraadium sized enterprises are

expecting a decline in prosperity and growth (Eg3toung 2013).

To safeguard the employment provision, and thukéurensure Germany’s pros-
perity there are two basic options: a) increasestiheme of work performed and
b) improve workforce productivity. As immigratioras yet been unable to com-
pensate for the loss in labour force, some imporefiorms have already been put
in place to lengthen one’s working lifespan. Schanal academic education were
shortened, pension was postponed to the age aidretirement pay was cut
thus incentivizing employees to work until the gtaty retirement age. Given the
implemented changes in both exit age and educatistem, collaboration time of
employees of different age with connected divergahies will increase by

roughly 10 years.

Current corporate practice in managing demographittsfocus on attracting
Generation Y employees and providing health managéifor elder generations
is, for at least three reasons, not sufficientnsuee adequate labour supply. First-
ly, preserving physical and psychological healtim@dsputably the basis for work
ability; yet this is not enough for maintainingelibng high performance levels.
Studies by the Finnish Institute of Occupationahltesuggest that organizational
work factors, especially team leadership and mamage practices, are critical
elements in productive aging (llmarinen 2005). $edp we tend to assume that

there are advantages associated with age divanditg workplace such as an



increase in problem solving skills, an improvemerdecision making capacity or
in depth client responsiveness. But, empirical ena is inconsistent. Diverse
attitudes and behaviours of employees of diffeegyet carry conflict potential,
which might lead to a deterioration of labour praiility that organizations need
to tackle with sound leadership (Ries et al. 204/@gge et al. 2008). Finally, ten-
sions amongst employee groups affect employercéttemess in the war for tal-
ent and might negatively influence the return orspenel marketing spending.
Surveys amongst German young professionals sutigegsd cooperative and
pleasant working environment is especially impdrtarattract and retain young
talent (Kienbaum 2010; Hurrelmann & Albrecht 2014awever, if junior em-
ployees discover that employer branding is alldird glitter, and expectations
are not met by reality, they might soon leave ay tend to be less willing to en-

dure job nuisance with patience.

According to a survey conducted by Bertelsmann Hation and Mercer (2012),
organizations in Germany expect conflict potengasulting from generation di-
versity; yet, very little attention is currentlyvgin to fostering intergenerational
cooperation. Diverging attitudes and behaviourgedfple from different age
groups can be explained by pure age related prefese career or life cycle as-
pects or generational differences (Bruch et al020lh his concept of genera-
tions, the German sociologist Karl Mannheim (19@i8jinguishes social genera-
tions from family ties, i.e. blood-related genevas. Hereafter, a generational
cohort represents a grouping of individuals boouad the same time who share
distinctive socio-historical life events during éekrence and early adulthood. In
this critical developmental period we are very e for all sorts of influence:
our values and subsequent attitudes also tend¢oibed by the particular time
spirit and related conditions in society and econofithough values might still
change over time, this early imprint “stays witle thdividual throughout their
lives and is an anchor against which later expegsmare interpreted. People are

thus fixed in qualitatively different subjectivesas” (Scott 2000, p. 356).



There is no final generation scheme for Germany@#en, the US generation
archetypes are transferred with modifications gands the baby boomer cohort
(Klaffke & Parment 2011). Whereas in the U.S. thbyboom directly started
after WWII, this phenomenon appeared in Germanyagpmately 10 years later.
Consequently, in Germany the baby boom cohort cm@piof people born be-
tween circa 1955 and 1965. As exhibit 1 illustratgsto five different employee

generations can be found in German workplaces.

2014

Post-War Generation Sociali- Employment Retirement
(born ca. 1946-1955) zation
Baby Boomer Sociali- Employment Retirement
(born ca. 1956-1965) zation
Generation X Sociali- Employment Retirement
(born ca. 1966-1980) zation
Millennials (Y) Sociali- Employment Retirement
(born ca. 1981-1995) zation
Generation Internet (2) Sociali- Employment Retirement
(born ca. 1996-today) zatlonl

1950 1970 1990 2010 2030 2050 2070 2090

Exhibit 1: Generations in the Workplace in Germany (Soukckaipted from Klaffke 2014, p. 12)

As with any other model, the generation approachitsdimitations. There are
difficulties in precisely defining age limits foaeh cohort and estimating the im-
portance of other factors such as race, cultur@gmgghy and class in explaining
individual behaviour. Empirical evidence for gerignaal differences in work
values is still somewhat preliminary. Much of theéséing literature bases its ar-
gumentation on non-empirical sources, often in fofranecdotal accounts. How-
ever, the few systematic studies on generatioffi@rdnces in the workplace sug-
gest there do exist different perceptions and espieas from employees of dif-

ferent age groups (e.g. Twenge et al 2010).

A recent survey by AOK Institute revealed that ¢hisrmutual misjudgement
amongst workers of different age groups in Gern(@ok et al. 2014). In addi-
tion to misperceptions, recent studies with then@ar car manufacturer Daimler



and Germany'’s leading railway company Deutsche Baéntified concrete int-
ergenerational issues in the workplace (Klaffke &@Barzenbart 2013; Klaffke &
Von Wedel 2014). On top of the — almost classicabrplaint from younger
generations about their senior colleagues’ insigfficopenness for change and
new ways of living, lack of both appreciation aegdback turned out to be major
fields of intergenerational debate for junior enygles. Whereas elder employees
expect to be respected for their seniority andifife achievements, Generation Y
employees are reluctant to kneel before sheeriagtead, they tend to base their
praise on current performance levels. Furthern@ameration Y employees want
to be treated on a par by senior colleagues, wtem ahow appreciation for ex-
perience and expertise only, which juniors stild#o acquire. Seniors also do
not understand and are unwilling to comply with &=tion Y’s expectation that
a supervisor shall function as service providelpihg juniors to quickly boost

their career development and advancement.

To explain tension amongst employees of differget, #here has evolved a set of
psychological theories focussing on social inteoaicprocesses. Often cited in
literature are, amongst others, Byrne’s (1971) Isinty-interaction paradigm,
Turner’'s (1987) self-categorization model, as waslisocial identity theory pro-
posed by Tajfel and Turner (1986). People feehettd to others who are similar
to them (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity) thus reggitinncreased communication
and interaction. Further, to boost self-esteemyiddals tend to form and join
sub-groups and perceive their own groups (i.erowgs) as superior to the other
groups (i.e. out-groups). In-group/out-group-categion might lead to stereo-
typing and even overt discrimination, fostering ftichand less cooperation
amongst sub-groups. The emergence of opposingrsuipg)is assumed to be
more likely, when more rigid attributes for grougr+hation (e.g. age, gender)
impede an individual’s movement from one sub-grtmanother (Bruch et al.
2010).

Although organizations see substantial confliceptil as a result of generation
diversity, there is still very little practical amg¢ademic attention given to manag-



ing generations in the workplace and to fosterirtgrgenerational cooperation
(Bertelsmann Foundation & Mercer 2012). Generati@magement aims at effec-
tively addressing the differences in values anceetgiions of each employee co-
hort. Generation management thus represents adadetersity management
which, as a management concept, focuses on rempeetims at embracing indi-
vidual differences to turn them into organizatioassets (Thomas & Ely 1996).
Beyond legal requirements for equal opportunity kxyiment and fair treatment
through diversity management organizations careasx their attractiveness as

employers amongst each employee generation.

To empirically identify a framework for implemengirgeneration management in
Germany, we have, as a first step, conducted atpoy with the car manufac-
turer, Daimler, in the German automotive induskiaffke & Schwarzenbart
2013). Exhibit 2 shows the three major action Saltentified in the study.

w Setup Ensure Enhance

O) structural framework é lifelong work ability ' intergenerational respect
and collaboration
« Survey generation specific « Refine corporate health ¢ Launch a communication
demands in the workplace management (trainings, etc.) campaign ("Old —Young —

» Check and adjust performance < Implement transformational Successful)

management instruments leadership principles * Run sensitivity trainings
 Further develop flexible work « Allow for job rotation and (generation dialogue
. workshops)
schemes (time, place, career ensure healthy workplaces
stages) (e.g. ergonomics) « Embed generation

management in leadership

* Ensure merit-based .and age- . Offerlllfe-long training and training programs
independent promotion learning opportunities (where
required with generation « Install age mixed tandems for

Introduce cafeteria approach

for benefits and perks specific instructing methods) learning and mentoring

« Test new workplace concepts
(e.g. non-territorial) office

Exhibit 2: Action fields for implementing Generation Managam(Source: Adapted from Klaf-
fke & Schwarzenbart 2013, p. 46)

Accordingly, generation management requires a ttracframework of Human
Resource Management principles and practices Hoat accommodating genera-
tion specific needs (e.g.: age-independent prompthboices as regards to perks
and benefits, new office concepts.). It should alggport lifelong work ability,

for instance through corporate health managemegrams and personnel devel-



opment initiatives. Finally, and perhaps most inigoatly, it should create aware-
ness of generational differences and mobilize eygas into intergenerational

collaboration.

As for diversity management in general, there iShest way" to manage genera-
tional differences in the workplace. To be effegtidiversity management must
consider business needs and workforce issues,|hasastuational factors such
as workplace environment or the stage of developmegrarding workplace
diversity. Therefore, diversity initiatives canratly be different from organiza-

tion to organization, but also from country to ctsyn

To systematically develop a set of generation mamat actions that organiza-
tions can refer to when designing their individpedgrams, it is beneficial to
study practices in countries believed to be expegd in generation management
and to evaluate whether and how their practice&ldoeiadopted domestically. In
this respect, focusing on U.S. practice is assumadlow for valuable insights on
bridging potential generational gaps and fosteamggnerations-friendly culture.
Managing workforce diversity has been on U.S. oggions’ agendas for quite
some time, whereas in Germany it is still a rel{inew undertaking. The roots
of diversity management as a comprehensive managexpproach in the U.S.
go back to the Civil Rights Movement, commencingh@ mid-1950s, and con-
secutive labour legislations. Also, extensive wgton generational differences in
work values and consecutive suggestions on howettage generations at work
has emerged in the U.S. (e.g. Lancaster & Still2@08B; Zemke, Raines &
Filipzcak 1999) earlier than in Germany (e.g. Ae2697; Bruch et al. 2010).

As workforce diversity can be recognized as a soofcreativity and innovation
there is reason to assume that, especially inigeealusters such as Silicon Val-
ley in California, it has contributed to prosperdiyd sustained competitive advan-
tage (Florida 2002). Therefore, Silicon Valley canjes were selected to identify
areas in which German organizations can potentiadign from the U.S. experi-

ence in managing generations in the workplace.



METHOD

As research on generation diversity and assocragethgement practices is still
emerging, this project took an exploratory routepfesentatives from organiza-

tions in the Bay Area were invited for in-deptheintiews (cf. appendix 1).

At the same time interview requests to Bay Areagames and organizations
were sent out th8an Francisco Chroniclpublished an article titled, “Age left
out of the diversity discussion” (Brown 2014). &itad that most Silicon Valley
companies were reluctant in releasing age relaaém af their workforce. “Silicon
Valley’'s conversation about diversity has revolebdefly around gender and
race, although the stereo-type of the techie atewimale and young has written
out the over-40 set as well” (Brown 2014). Furtihevas mentioned that “there
have been several age discrimination lawsuits agaiajor companies, and fre-
guent reports of employers and funders passingder workers in favour of
younger ones” (Brown 2014). This public debate geism in Silicon Valley
companies might be a reason why there was harglyeaction to the interview
request: Only five companies agreed on an intengeweneration management;
Apple, Google, Pixar and Virgin America at leagttsegrets. Thus to explore the
topic based on secondary data, additional focesvigws were conducted with
Great Place to Work, In.The Silicon Valley Leadership Grouand Steelcase

Research.

In total eight focused interviews of a length db11.5 hours were conducted in
August and September of 2014. A semi-structuredtiprenaire served as a
guideline for the interview (cf. appendix 2). Timerview questions were taken
from the survey conducted with Daimler amongst Garrmar manufacturers.
They looked at generation specificities in care® eompetence management, in
managing performance as well as in managing thdoy@g@-employer relation.

One question explicitly expolred new approachesarkplace design as in the

! Great Place to Work Inc. is a global human resesimanagement consultancy and research
firm, headquartered in San Francisco, that conduti@nnual study of workplace attractiveness.
2 The Silicon Valley Leadership Group (SVLG) represeas a non-profit advocacy group more
than 390 Silicon Valley's companies.



study with Daimler setting up innovative office ¢igirations was found to be an

important and new factor in engaging employees.

All interviews were conducted as face-to-face-cosagons at the respondents’
offices. During the interviews notes were takert there worked up directly after
the meeting. The survey data were analysed by obhésed on the generation
management framework developed with Daimler. Figsliwere discussed first in
a workshop-lecture at UC Berkeley'’s Institute of@pean Studies in October

2014, and then they were reviewed with companyessgrtatives in Germany.

FINDINGS

The surveyed companies mentioned a number of HiReaource Management
practices, which had been already identified instiuely with Daimler (cf. exhibit
1). They mostly concerned generation-unspecifimastthat could in general
contribute to enhancing employer attractivenesgs&hncluded merit based pay
and promotion, as well as offers of individual adnitor career paths besides the
traditional management track. Management and iddali contributor career
paths were often handled similarly as regards coisgteon; yet, it was stated
there to exist less senior positions in the indigidcontributor line. In this regard,
it was also mentioned that in companies offerirdjMitlual contributor career

paths, age would less negatively impact promotjgpoctunities.

Flex-staffing (i.e. adjusting work time to emplogéereeds) as well as feedback
and fun made up important elements of the workitifenost of the surveyed com-
panies. Although per se flexible working hours wallewed, most companies
outlined a preference to have their workforce i dffice. Therefore, there was
rarely a rule specifying a specific weekday reauttieset as a home office day;
instead, work flexibility had to be occasionallyregd upon with the respective
supervisor. Furthermore, home office allowanceroftas connected to an em-
ployee’s commitment to be available. In one companyployees were informed
that whenever their attendance rate dropped url@ipertent their assigned desk
would be taken away. As regards leader-followegranttions, some firms moni-



tored through engagement surveys whether empldgeéthat there was suffi-
cient feedback given. In addition to all-firm evgntanagers, in many cases,
were reported to have a team and management gépeess budget for fun activi-

ties and celebration of success in their respettiams (e.g. team dinner).

Particular HRM provisions considering employee gatiens’ potential needs
were however rarely noted. Where generation speditM practices existed,
they focused on Generation Y (e.g. the “parentis da Google). A cafeteria ap-
proach, i.e. accommodating employees’ prefereregarding non-monetary in-

centives, was rarely used.

Flexibility was typically allowed in regards to salkcbenefits, e.g. contribution to
health care, life insurance or retirement packagesperks, however, there
seemed to be in total very little in place, i.e eamployee typically was not offered
to choose between child care or elderly care agiedal fringe benefits.

Also, specific psychological assistance in pregafor an employee’s retirement
(e.g. with seminars) was not offered; as a reaso@ respondent gave the meri-
tocracy approach of Silicon Valley firms being dtls with an entitlement cul-

ture. As employees typically received a competisatary they were expected to

solve their life issues on their own.

Concerning personnel development, all intervievstated employees could par-
ticipate in on-the-job training and seminars (mostiline). No evidence could be
found of an uneven distribution of training hoursdevelopment budgets based
on the employees’ age. However, learning approachethods and tools were
reported not to consider elderly workers’ learnimgferences. In this regard,
some respondents mentioned the relatively youngtigeture of their firms al-
lowed them to neglect aging effects in corporatecaton.

To raise awareness for diversity and to enhanceahunhderstanding, all sur-
veyed companies ran diversity trainings. Howevgereration” as a specific facet
of workforce diversity or challenges in intergerignaal collaboration played a
secondary role. If at all present, leadership tingiron generation management

10



considered potential clashes between GenerationdYBaby Boomers leaving
Generation X out of the discussion. One interviemeationed some sort of
panel discussion, in which Generation Y employeeseviorought in for dialogue

with Baby Boomer executives. Also reverse-mentovirlag said to exist in firms.

New office concepts and workplace design were camnsed in all surveyed com-
panies as an integral element of their workforcategy. Although interviewees
believed that office design per se is not basedemerational preferences but on
work requirements, they saw it as an importantfaict attracting and engaging
Generation Y employees. According to research lgyrespondent Generation Y
employees have a preference for open and trangpareinonments, they are
“tuned for constant connection and collaborati@id they want to have auton-
omy in choosing work time, work location and wotkge. Another interviewee
mentioned that his company had been losing on @gaerY talent because it

had not been offering a fun and state-of-the-arkvemvironment.

All firms had experimented over the last years witiovative office configura-
tions enhancing a culture of collaboration, spe®ti@-creation; consequently
allowing for substantial floor capacity savings {ghfostering employees’ identi-
fication with the corporate culture. In all compasthe workplace design had
been moved away from the traditional U.S. high wabicle configuration to
open space offices including walk-in meeting rootakephone booths, lounge
areas for informal meetings or even yoga and wsdlieentres. The guiding idea
behind office design was to set up an “ecosysteidifterent workplace options
employees can choose from according to the indatithsk requirements. One
interviewee noted that “sitting [has come] to be tlew smoking”, most office
layouts were reported to be considerate of empkyseysical activity needs. For
instance, to encourage people to move around,ionéhfd built an open stair-
case to connect two floors, implemented differenim types on the respective
floors and made different snacks available on bffefloors. Further, in one
company, the majority of employees worked in a teyntorial office setting, i.e.

they did not have an assigned workstation. Reagives were to move people

11



out of their comfort zone, to make them tidy uprterkplace at the end of

every business day and to avoid any sense ofemtttt.

According to the respondents, transitioning frotraaitional office to an open
configuration required substantial change managesfért and could not be
carried out as a mere facility management projeitt fwcus on floor capacity
reduction. This included both employee mobilizatmd change in leadership
towards a result orientation. Besides communicatioout the new office’s bene-
fits and the mode of transition, mobilization aities focused on involving em-
ployees in co-creating their new office space.iRstance, in one firm each team
had been given a decorating budget to set up adth@ffice “neighbourhood”
(i.e. an area in between team sections for infomoaimunication) and employ-
ees had turned them into a cinema, a spa or asdparneighbourhood. As the
“no assigned seat concept” requires employeesve &ecess to storage areas,
one firm implemented lockers, similar to thosedleges, and employees were

invited for locker decoration contests.

In regards to leadership, executive training, imsaases, was offered and cov-
ered topics included how to manage employees wittioect and physical super-
vision. In addition, supervisors were required¢bas a role model and to sit in
the open desk area. Last but not least, regulaegsiwere conducted to learn
what employees appreciated in the new office ggttand to identify areas for

improvement.

Whereas earlier new office concepts focused on ngogmployees in open spac-
es settings to push floor capacity savings, ineaveies observed now a trend for
more privacy. According to them privacy, howeveared not mean having a sepa-
rate office, but could take on different spatiahfis (e.g. have glass walls to sepa-
rate office zones, install enclaves for focus warde library spaces for heads-
down activities or set up dedicated rooms for reging in silence). Further, one
respondent mentioned that there was a need forra fhuad office arrangement,
allowing employees and teams through mobile furaife.g. desks and chairs on
wheels, movable walls) to quickly change the oftoafiguration. Finally, com-

12



panies started to cut back on the number of “n@ngasd” desks, as they had

discovered that people need anchoring and perzataln.

DiscussioN AND CONCLUSION

Given the small number of surveyed companies, dhgpte composition and its
explorative approach, the analysis does have liloits. However, since the Sili-
con Leadership Group and Great Place to Work \kiglr tvide experience and
insider’'s knowledge were included in the study, twain conclusions might be

drawn from the findings.

First, at least as Silicon Valley enterprises agarded, this study does not sup-
port the assumption that in managing generatioSs tbmpanies lie ahead of
their German counterparts. The survey could nat &iny specific U.S. practice
beyond the actions already identified in the pregtwith Daimler. As there is
barely any initiative taken to enhance intergenenal collaboration, the age and
generation focus seems to be irrelevant in the@ilValley companies inter-
viewed. This finding tends to support tBan Francisco Chronicle’seporting on
age being left out of the diversity discussion.

Further, the survey indicates evidence for a gémesarvation amongst U.S. em-
ployers to offer a menu of voluntary benefits ardkg, employees can choose
from according to their needs. This, however, dotslwith the general idea of
generation management which requires companieisposk of a variety of HR
instruments in order to position themselves as eygplof choice amongst every
generation. According to one respondent, in the Bn$loyee private lives and
work are seen as rather disjointed and a companydwather move business to a

different location than offering specific perks.

The second conclusion concerns the importancersdrgéon management for
future office design. In building the office anativorkplace of the future, Ger-
man companies can learn substantial lessons frerd 1., since in Germany

private or shared offices are still prevalent. Margjts of German corporate and

13



governmental delegations to Silicon Valley compamjie obvious proof of the
already identified learning potential.

From a Human Resource Management perspectivedéaeoil incorporating the
workplace strategy in the workforce strategy isama@nt given Germany’s ex-
pected labour shortage. However, to use the offsca further strategic tool in
talent management, new office configurations inn&ary cannot be confined to
meet one specific generation group’s requiremermstypically Generation Y’s
requirements), but rather they should be attradtvéalents of all ages. Most
German Baby Boomers and Generation X employeesrieesacialized in com-
panies with private or shared offices, and thd/tstad to consider a private of-
fice as a status symbol similar to a company car meaningful job title. Thus, in
managing the multi-generational workforce, it idispensable to offer employees
choices for task execution. This firstly requirekrsowledging employees’ diver-
gent needs for privacy and then refraining fromhig everybody for non-
territorial offices. Furthermore, a staggered apphoin transitioning to new office
settings could reduce employee resistance and thakaffice a system for ac-
commodating and fostering both the work and thevgraf different generations.
In this, according to one interviewee, Generatiooodld take on a key role as a
trendsetter: “Other generations might observe theng employees’ behaviours in

the new office and gravitate to the new mode ofkivay”.

This, however, needs to be accompanied by thougtithnge management
measures such as regular exchanges between fiversnand followers and
cross-mentoring between generations which wiltumm, enhance mutual under-
standing in the workplace and contribute to frditfilergenerational collabora-

tion.

This research was able to identify data from witempanies in both the U.S. and
Germany can learn in relation to intergenerationahagement. American com-
panies, specifically those in the Silicon Vallesg altering their workforce envi-
ronment to give their employees workplace custotignan effort to improve
interaction and productivity. Given Germany’s demagdpic challenges, German

14



companies, on the other hand, are perhaps mowaéwtith different generational
work groups and focus on employee retention andfaation. Multigenerational
workforce management is a complex topic that willloubtedly affect companies
in both the U.S. and Germany. Exchange of resedatdnand implementation of
studies in multigenerational workforce managemetivben Germany and the
U.S. can stimulate transatlantic learning and #dsn improving current and
developing new and effective strategies for margtie labour force of the fu-

ture.
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APPENDIX 1 — Companies and Organizations Invited tdhe Survey

Adobe Systems
AMD

Apple Inc.

Applied Materials
Bank of the West
Buck Institute for Age Research
Charles Schwab
Chevron

Cisco Systems
eBay

Electronic Arts
Facebook

Gap Inc.
Genentech

Google

Great Place to Work
Hewlett Packard
Intel

Kaiser Permanente
Levi Strauss & Co
Logitech

Netflix

One Workplace
Oracle

PGE

Pixar

Robert Half International
Safeway
Salesforce.com
SAP

Silicon Valley Leadership Group
Steelcase
SunEdison

Tesla

The North Face
Trimble

Twitter

Union Bank

Virgin America
Visa, Inc

Vmware

Wells Fargo Bank
Williams-Sonoma
Yahoo!
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APPENDIX 2 — Interview Questions (Guideline)

A.
Al

A2
A3

A4
A5

A.6

B.2

B.3

B.4

B.5

B.6

C.2

C3

C4
C5

CAREER & COMPETENCE M ANAGEMENT

In which way does your company allow and pregaohort 50 plus" employees for
promotion at a later stage in life (e.g. mentosmmen having raised children)?

Which career models do you offer, and how cawple are they in e.g. benefits, perks etc.?

How do your company’s leadership/executivenirgjs cover generation diversity and its
management challenges?

In which way does your company consider empsyage in personnel development?

How different are your company’s personnel dgweent programs for younger employees
from development measures provided to elder staff?

How does your company ensure and manage knge/ednsfer between employee
generations (e.g tandems, mentoring)?

Performance Management

In which way does your company consider geieral differences in its performance
management?

How does your company’s workplace and officeigiereflect generational differences in
working style preferences (e.g. co-working spasesraditional office)?

In which way has your company in the last yeal@pted a modern office configuration (e.g.
flexible workspace, open lounge areas, mobile/hofiiee)?

Which choices is your company offering regagdivork-time and work place flexibility; and
how does your company manage the challenges atsbuiith mobile and flexitime
working (e.g. restriction of home office days)?

In which way does your company allow employedtexibly choose benefits and perks
according to their preferences (e.g. Cafeteriagh@dd

How does your company allow for "fun" in thenkplace?

Relationship Management

In which way does your company foster intergati@nal understanding amongst managers/
work-force (e.g. campaign on specific wants ofegation Y, reverse-mentoring)?

In which way does your company offer speciéiadfits according to employee life
stages (e.g. elder care, kindergarten supporn?etc

What options does your company offer for anleyge’s transitioning to retirement (e.g.
part-time above an age of 60)?

How does your company prepare elder workerthéotransition to retirement?

In which way does your company survey neee@idifices amongst employee generations?
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