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Resumen:
Los ambientes de trabajo saludables reducen ries-
gos y potencian el desempeño y la satisfacción de 
los trabajadores, y el estrés puede perjudicar su 
salud y compromiso. Cada generación tiene expe-
riencias y expectativas propias que deben ser con-
sideradas. Este estudio explora la relación entre el 
ambiente psicosocial laboral y la gestión del estrés 
según la generación, mediante un estudio transver-
sal, comparativo y cuantitativo. La muestra estuvo 
compuesta por 4.551 participantes: 2.189 pertene-
cientes a la Generación X, 1.657 a la Generación Y, 
383 Baby Boomers y 317 a la Generación Z. Los par-
ticipantes fueron reclutados mediante muestreo por 
conveniencia e incluyeron voluntarios de al menos 
18 años que trabajan en Portugal. Los resultados in-
dican diferencias generacionales en las formas de 
gestionar el estrés. En particular, los Baby Boomers y 
la Generación X comparten preocupaciones simila-
res relacionadas con el estrés laboral, mientras que 
la Generación Y y la Generación Z tienden a desta-
car factores similares entre sí. Las lideranzas pueden 
influir en el estrés de los trabajadores, por lo que 
deben considerar sus necesidades.

Palabras claves:
Entorno psicosocial; liderazgo; trabajo; estrés; gene-
raciones

Abstract:
Healthy work environments reduce risks and enhan-
ce employee performance and satisfaction, while 
stress can harm their health and engagement. Each 
generation has its own experiences and expecta-
tions that should be considered. This study explo-
res the relationship between the psychosocial work 
environment and stress management according to 
generation, through a cross-sectional, comparative, 
and quantitative study. The study sample consisted 
of 4551 participants, 2189 belonging to Generation 
X, 1657 to Generation Y, 383 to Baby Boomers and 
317 to Generation Z. Participants were recruited 
through convenience sampling and included vo-
lunteers aged 18 or older who work in Portugal. The 
results reveal the existence of differences in stress 
management across generations, however Baby 
Boomers tend to highlight similar factors to Gene-
ration X for work stress management, just as Gene-
ration Y and Generation Z tend to highlight similar 
factors. Leadership can influence worker stress, so 
they should consider their needs.
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Introduction

Psychosocial Work Environment 

The World Health Organization (WHO) model for Healthy Workplaces suggests that a healthy 
workplace involves collaboration between workers and managers to foster a continuous im-
provement process aimed at protecting and promoting the health, safety, and well-being of all 
workers, as well as ensuring the sustainability of the workplace. This model considers the fun-
damental parameters of the physical and psychosocial work environment, personal health re-
sources at the workplace, and the organization’s involvement in the community (Burton, 2010).

The psychosocial work environment can be considered a concept that links economic, social, 
and political structures to health and illness through psychological and psychophysiological 
processes. It integrates the individual’s experience and interaction with the environment, as 
well as the structural factors of the context. Although various factors contribute to the mental 
health and well-being of workers, the workplace environment plays a predominant role. In a 
positive psychosocial environment, work can benefit workers’ mental health as well as their 
quality of life, contributing to social inclusion, identity, and increased self-confidence (Pereira 
et al., 2020; Rugulies, 2019).

Psychosocial factors include aspects of the work and its environment (e.g., organizational cul-
ture, job roles, interpersonal relationships at work, content and meaning of tasks), aspects of 
the extra-organizational environment (e.g., household tasks), and personal aspects (e.g., per-
sonality, attitudes) (Bonsaksen et al., 2021; Burton, 2010; Gaspar et al., 2022; Martinez & Fischer, 
2019; Pereira et al., 2020; Rugulies, 2019; Stobiecka & Pangsy-Kania, 2021; Varianou-Mikellidou 
et al., 2020), which generate cognitive and emotional processes that lead to psychophysiolog-
ical and behavioral reactions, impacting the risk of developing somatic diseases and mental 
disorders (Pereira et al., 2020; Rugulies, 2019). The psychosocial working conditions influence 
the cognitions, emotions, behaviors, and physiology of workers, just as these processes also al-
ter the way in which workers experience their own working conditions (Bonsaksen et al., 2021; 
Rugulies, 2019; Stobiecka & Pangsy-Kania, 2021).

The promotion of mental health and the prevention of associated issues are based on the iden-
tification of personal, community, and socioeconomic factors, with the aim of intervening in the 
reduction of risks and the enhancement of existing strengths (Eriksson et al., 2018). Strategies 
for promoting and protecting mental health at work include strengthening the ability to recog-
nize and take action on mental health conditions in the workplace, especially for individuals in 
leadership positions (Pereira et al., 2020).

Leaders’ behavior should take into account certain personal values, through the adoption of 
social and organizational principles that are considered more sustainable in terms of human 
nature and systems. Among other aspects, the relationship between workers and their supervi-
sors involves the monitoring of time, tasks, and goals. In this regard, workers should be involved 
in work planning, as they are the ones who experience the work reality and its health-related 
consequences, in order to foster feelings of belonging and appreciation, thereby minimizing, 
among other adverse consequences, the sense of excessive control (Berge & Berge, 2019; 
Črešnar & Nedelko, 2020; Gaidhani & Sharma, 2019; Kim, 2021; Pereira et al., 2020).

Work engagement can be considered the worker’s commitment regarding their emotional and 
behavioral contribution toward the goals set by the organization. This factor of the psychoso-
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cial work environment is influenced by leadership attitudes and behaviors, serving as an indi-
vidual resource that impacts the success of teams, both positively and negatively, as well as the 
organizations to which they belong (Bonsaksen et al., 2021; Dåderman et al., 2023). Effective 
training, proper worker selection, reward systems, and the sharing of information and ideas 
can influence professionals’ engagement (Lee et al., 2024). Positive worker engagement tends 
to contribute to the reduction of their stress levels (Kim, 2021; Patro & Kumar, 2019).

Psychosocial Work Environment and Professional Stress Management

Work-related stress, or occupational stress, is a psychophysiological reaction that occurs when 
an individual perceives that job demands exceed their ability to cope, representing a conse-
quence of a negative psychosocial work environment when it surpasses healthy limits (Gaspar 
et al., 2023a; Kim, 2021; Lu et al., 2021; Nanda et al., 2020; Patro & Kumar, 2019). Occupational 
stress can also be experienced when demands and expectations regarding performance are 
minimal or entirely absent (Gaspar et al, 2024).

A prolonged period of work-related stress can lead to both mental and physical health prob-
lems. Stress affects workers psychologically, emotionally, and behaviorally, and may be directly 
linked to health issues such as coronary diseases, headaches, anxiety, and depression. It is also 
one of the main factors impacting employee engagement. Stress can undermine organiza-
tional performance, individual worker performance, and the overall quality of work produced 
(Gabriel & Aguinis, 2022; Kim, 2021; Patro & Kumar, 2019; Sharma, 2023). Long working hours, 
adaptation to new technologies, role overload (i.e., an imbalance between the amount of work 
and the time available to complete it), role ambiguity (i.e., performing tasks without clear and 
specific information), poor workplace relationships, unjustified performance evaluations, and 
lack of career advancement opportunities are all variables that contribute to the intensification 
of employee stress (Kim, 2021; Sharma, 2023; Stobiecka & Pangsy-Kania, 2021). 

Workplace relationships are crucial for fostering a positive psychosocial work environment, 
particularly the relationship between employees and their leaders. Skills associated with effec-
tive and positive leadership can be developed and have the potential to mitigate work-related 
stress. Leaders should serve as role models for professional conduct, encouraging employees 
to strive toward realizing their full potential and to take responsibility for their work (Kim, 2021; 
Sharma, 2023).

Work relationships characterized by hostility tend to increase stress levels. Therefore, it is es-
sential to adopt effective communication in order to minimize feelings of distrust and confu-
sion and to enhance employee commitment. Flexible working hours can also be beneficial 
in reducing stress, as they allow individuals to manage their personal and professional lives 
according to their needs. Ensuring that employees have access to clear goals, as well as appro-
priate training and experience, is another measure that can be implemented to avoid ambigu-
ity in the effective performance of their duties and, consequently, to reduce stress levels (Kim, 
2021; Sharma, 2023).

Stress management becomes a fundamental issue for both employees and the organizations 
to which they belong, as the implementation of stress management programs enhances per-
formance and improves the quality of the work produced. Managing stress involves under-
standing that individuals are exposed to stress-inducing agents (Gaspar et al., 2023a; 2024; 
Kim, 2021; Patro & Kumar, 2019) and that the way a person adapts to a given situation is influ-
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enced by the coping strategies they possess prior to the stress-inducing event, as well as by the 
demands imposed by that situation (DGS, 2021; Kim, 2021; Lu et al., 2021; Nanda et al., 2020; 
Patro & Kumar, 2019).

Nevertheless, there are strategies that organizations can adopt. Stress levels can be minimized 
if organizations are receptive to employees’ ideas and provide opportunities to guide and in-
volve them in decision-making processes. When individuals feel they are being treated unfair-
ly, they tend to be less productive. Conversely, when they are actively involved in the organiza-
tion’s decision-making processes, they are more likely to exert greater effort toward achieving 
better organizational outcomes. Employee engagement is particularly important for effective 
stress management, as consulting workers helps leaders foster a climate of trust. Involving em-
ployees in the development of preventive measures enhances the organizational climate and 
increases the effectiveness of the measures implemented (Kim, 2021; Patro & Kumar, 2019).

Psychosocial Work Environment and Stress Management Among Professionals Across 
Generations

It’s possible to categorize generational groups based on shared characteristics such as birth 
years and the historical, technological, and social contexts experienced throughout their de-
velopment, which contribute to the formation of similar values, attitudes, and behaviors among 
their members. The literature commonly identifies four generations of professionals: Baby 
Boomers (BB), Generation X (GX), Generation Y (GY), and Generation Z (GZ) (Berge & Berge, 
2019; Gaidhani & Sharma, 2019; Younas & Bari, 2020). Each generation experiences particular 
events that shape distinct preferences, expectations, beliefs, and work styles (Gaidhani & Shar-
ma, 2019; Younas & Bari, 2020). 

The perception and experience of the psychosocial work environment can vary significantly 
among members of different generations, which impacts how stress is managed by profession-
als. Leadership style and the level of employee engagement can influence how workers from 
different generations interpret stress and develop coping strategies (DGS, 2021), Therefore, 
understanding these relationships is essential for effective intervention in clinical and health 
psychology. By taking into account the generational characteristics of their professionals, or-
ganizations foster feelings of belonging and engagement among employees, demonstrating 
their openness to workers’ ideas (Krisdayanti & Lianto, 2023).

BB (1946-1964) tend to value job stability, loyalty, clear hierarchical structures, and dedication 
to their roles (Berge & Berge, 2019; Gaidhani & Sharma, 2019; Jung & Yoon, 2021; Younas & 
Bari, 2020). Adapting to new technologies, the pressure to keep up with constant changes in 
the labor market, significant shifts in leadership that affect trust relationships, and the lack of 
recognition for their work can all be sources of stress for members of this generation. Planning 
and work organization are strategies they commonly use for managing stress (Miteva et al., 
2024; Spiess et al., 2021). 

GX (1965-1980) values autonomy and the establishment of a balance between personal and 
professional life, emphasizing the need to prioritize multiple life domains beyond the work-
place. As such, flexibility is considered a fundamental value (Berge & Berge, 2019; Gaidhani & 
Sharma, 2019; Jung & Yoon, 2021; Younas & Bari, 2020). This balance has a significant impact 
on employee engagement, performance, and satisfaction, as it fosters the development of a 
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positive and mutually reinforcing relationship with the workplace (Krisdayanti & Lianto, 2023). 
Rigid environments and work overload, particularly when they interfere with family responsi-
bilities, can generate stress in these professionals, who tend to resort to stress management 
strategies such as task delegation and time management (Miteva et al., 2024; Pasla et al., 2021; 
Standifer & Lester, 2020).

GY (1981-1996) tends to value innovation, collaboration, and work purpose, preferring work-
places that offer opportunities for continuous development and intrinsic aspects that foster 
their engagement (e.g., the possibility of applying their diverse knowledge in the job) (Berge 
& Berge, 2019; Gaidhani & Sharma, 2019; García et al., 2019; Jung & Yoon, 2021; Younas & 
Bari, 2020). Members of this generational group tend to be focused on problem-solving, with 
a high capacity for adapting to new challenges (Stobiecka & Pangsy-Kania, 2021). Inadequate 
feedback, lack of work purpose, and limited opportunities for personal and professional devel-
opment and growth, rigid structures, the pursuit of immediate recognition, and constant com-
parison on social media are stress factors for these individuals. Stress management strategies 
tend to involve mindfulness practices, well-being-promoting activities (e.g., physical exercise, 
hobbies), and online support groups (Cvenkel, 2020; Lestari & Margaretha, 2021; Miteva et al., 
2024; Oksa et al., 2021).

GZ (1997-2010) can be characterized by the value placed on inclusion, diversity, and flexibility 
in the workplace (Berge & Berge, 2019; Gaidhani & Sharma, 2019; Jung & Yoon, 2021; Lee et 
al., 2024; Younas & Bari, 2020). These professionals tend to choose jobs that align with their 
needs and focus on success, establishing vague boundaries between work and leisure time 
(Stobiecka & Pangsy-Kania, 2021). The lack of flexibility, technological support, and inclusion 
policies, as well as insecurity about their professional future and the demand for rapid adapta-
tion, can cause stress among members of GZ. Given that technology has been part of their lives 
since birth, these workers tend to resort to stress management strategies that are characterized 
by speed and practicality, such as meditation apps, online therapy sessions, and using social 
media as a means of emotional expression (Borg et al., 2020; Krisdayanti & Lianto, 2023; Mite-
va et al., 2024; Sakroni, 2024).

Despite the identified differences, it may also be relevant to emphasize the common factors 
among the groups in order to address the challenges related to diversity in the workplace. 
Regarding the work context, the values that tend to converge across generations include vari-
ables of the psychosocial work environment that contribute to a healthy work environment 
(e.g., communication, respect, engagement, recognition, trust in leaders and other team mem-
bers) (Berge & Berge, 2019).

In this regard, the main objective of the present study is to examine the relationship between 
the psychosocial work environment and stress management among professionals, considering 
the generation to which they belong.

Method

Design and Participants

A cross-sectional and comparative study was conducted using a quantitative methodology. 
Participants were recruited through convenience sampling. Only professionals who voluntarily 
agreed to participate in the study, were at least 18 years old, and were employed in Portugal 
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were included. The study involved a total of 4551 participants, 64% female (n=2912) and 36% 
male (n=1636). The age of the participants ranged from 18 to 73 years (M = 44.79; SD =10.80). 
The majority of participants (48.2%) belonged to GX (n=2189), 36.4% to GY (n=1657), 8.4% to 
BB (n= 383) and 7% to GZ (n=317).

Instruments

The instrument used was the Healthy Workplaces Ecosystem (EATS), consisting of 62 items or-
ganized into 9 dimensions, based on the conceptual model of Healthy Workplaces proposed 
by the WHO (Burton, 2010). The Ethics and Values dimension includes 8 items (e.g., “The or-
ganization focuses on the well-being of employees and has policies and strategies to promote 
it”), the Leadership Commitment dimension contains 6 items (e.g., “Leadership is character-
ized by guidance, facilitation, and encouragement”), the Employee Engagement dimension 
consists of 7 items (e.g., “I feel motivated and enjoy doing my job”), the Psychosocial Work 
Environment related to Content and Relationship with Leadership includes 12 items (e.g., “My 
direct supervisor values my job satisfaction”), the Psychosocial Work Risks related to Well-being 
and Mental Health includes 5 items (e.g., “In the past 4 weeks, I have felt sad”), the Physical En-
vironment consists of 5 items (e.g., “I believe that the conditions of the facilities and equipment 
are adequate for me to perform my work safely”), the Teleworking dimension has 3 items (e.g., 
“When working from home, I am better able to manage my work schedule”), the Community 
Engagement dimension includes 12 items (e.g., “The organization considers the interests of 
future generations in its development plans”), and the Personal Health Resources dimension 
contains 4 items (e.g., “The organization offers and/or facilitates access to health services (con-
sultations, treatments, and medications)”). All items use a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 means 
“strongly disagree” and 5 means “strongly agree.” The higher the score, the more positive the 
participant’s perception of the domain being analyzed, except for the Psychosocial Work Risks 
related to Well-being and Mental Health dimension, where a higher score reflects a more neg-
ative perception (Gaspar et al., 2022). The Cronbach’s alpha values obtained for each factor 
show that they have adequate internal consistency (ranging from 0.82 to 0.95) (DeVellis, 2017; 
Gaspar et al., 2022; George & Mallery, 2003).

Considering the objective of the study, only 4 dimensions were taken into account: Leadership 
Commitment; Employee Engagement; Psychosocial Work Environment related to Content and 
Relationship with Leadership; Psychosocial Work Risks related to Well-being and Mental Health. 
The Cronbach’s alpha values obtained for each factor show that they maintain adequate inter-
nal consistency (ranging from 0.88 to 0.95) (DeVellis, 2017; George & Mallery, 2003).

Procedure

The study was submitted and approved by the ethics committee of the Prof. Fernando 

Fonseca Hospital (reference 031/2021) and was subsequently presented to the Ethics and De-
ontology Committee for Scientific Research (CEDIC).

Data collection was conducted between October 2023 and March 2024. Public, private, and 
social organizations, as well as individuals independent of any organization, were invited to 
participate. Organizations from different sizes, sectors of activity, and national regions were 
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contacted. Participants were recruited using a convenience sampling method. Organizations 
that agreed to participate received the questionnaire through a link for internal dissemination 
among their employees. The link provided access to information about the scope and purpose 
of the study, contact details for any additional questions, and information regarding confiden-
tiality, anonymity, and the voluntary nature of participation. Participants could only access the 
questionnaire after providing their favorable consent via the informed consent form. If they 
disagreed with the presented conditions, they were unable to begin completing the question-
naire. The questionnaire was administered through an online platform and could be complet-
ed on any electronic device with internet access (e.g., computer, tablet, smartphone) and in 
any environment conducive to the participant’s concentration. The average response time was 
12 minutes. Participants were given the option to withdraw at any time before submitting the 
questionnaire. 

Data analysis was performed using the IBM SPSS Statistics 27 software. Descriptive statistics 
were analyzed to characterize the demographic profile of the study participants (i.e., sex, age, 
marital status, education level, employment status, organization location and size, and sector 
of activity).

To proceed with the group comparisons, the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test was performed for 
sex, marital status, education level, employment status, and organization size, and the Krus-
kal-Wallis test was used for generation, as the assumptions for parametric tests were not met 
(Fife-Schaw, 2006). The Spearman Correlation Coefficient was used to analyze the association 
between the variables under study, as the assumptions for the use of parametric tests were 
not met (Fife-Schaw, 2006). Finally, four Multiple Linear Regressions were conducted to gain a 
deeper understanding of the relationship between the psychosocial work environment (specif-
ically, leadership and employee engagement) and stress management among professionals, 
taking into account their generation (Marôco, 2021).

Results

Descriptive Statistics

The results obtained for marital status revealed that 39.4% of the participants are single 
(n=1793) and 60.6% are not single (n=2758). In terms of education, 35.9% of the participants 
completed compulsory education (n=1615) and 64.1% have completed more than compulso-
ry education (n=2887).

Regarding professional status, 60.1% of participants are in a situation of job stability (n=2659) 
and 39.9% in a situation of job instability (n=1762). The majority of participants (55.3%) work 
in an organization located in the Lisbon metropolitan area (n=2516), 25.7% in the Porto metro-
politan area (n=1168), 8.8% in the central region (n=402), 4% in Alentejo (n=181), 3.1% in the 
northern region (n=142), 2.5% in the autonomous region of the Azores (n=113), 0.4% in the Al-
garve (n=20), and 0.1% in the autonomous region of Madeira (n=4). Most participants (92.2%) 
work in a national organization (n=3765) and 7.8% in a multinational organization (n=317).

Regarding the sector of activity, 38.8% of participants work in human health activities (n=1761), 
22.2% in municipalities (n=1008), 8.7% in education (n=395), 5.9% in wholesale and retail trade 
(n=270), 3.9% in social support activities (n=179), 2% in transport and storage (n=91), 1.8% in 
financial and insurance activities (n=80), 0.3% in accommodation, food services, and similar 
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(n=13), 0.3% in manufacturing industries (n=12), 0.2% in agriculture, animal production, hunt-
ing, forestry, and fishing (n=9), 0.2% in construction (n=9), 0.2% in electricity, gas, and water 
(n=7), 0.1% in real estate activities (n=5), and 15.5% in other sectors (n=704). Regarding the 
size of the organization, 86% of participants work in a large company or organization (n=3839), 
and 14% work in a micro, small, or medium-sized company or organization (n=625).

Reliability Statistics – Cronbach’s Alpha

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients obtained for each dimension under investigation indicate 
that the internal consistency remains robust (DeVellis, 2017; George & Mallery, 2003) (Table 1).

Group Comparisons

The Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test revealed statistically significant differences between the 
groups of the Sex variable for Worker Engagement (U=1961403.000; p <.001), Psychosocial 
Work Environment related to Content and Leadership Relationship (U=1992009.500; p <.001), 
and Psychosocial Work Risks related to Well-being and Mental Health (U=2164512.000; p 
<.001). Female participants exhibited higher scores for Worker Engagement (= 3.71; = 3.43), 
Psychosocial Work Environment related to Content and Leadership Relationship (= 3.75; = 
3.58), and Psychosocial Work Risks related to Well-being and Mental Health (= 3.00;  = 2.80) 
(Table 2).

The Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test revealed statistically significant differences between the 
groups of the Marital Status variable for Stress Management (U=2306791.000; p <.001), with 
higher scores for participants who are not single (= 3.25;  = 3.50), and for Psychosocial Work 
Risks related to Well-being and Mental Health (U=2374680.000; p =.034), although the medi-
ans do not reflect these differences (= 3.00; = 3.00) (Table 2).

The Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test revealed statistically significant differences between the 
groups of the Education variable for Leadership Commitment (U=2086705.000; p <.001), 
Worker Engagement (U=2179008.500; p <.001), and Psychosocial Work Environment relat-
ed to Content and Relationship with Leadership (U=2221172.000; p =.014). Participants who 
completed only mandatory education had higher scores for Leadership Commitment ( = 3.33; 
= 3.17), Worker Engagement ( = 3.71;  = 3.57), and Psychosocial Work Environment related to 
Content and Relationship with Leadership (= 3.75; = 3.67) (Table 2). 

The Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test revealed statistically significant differences between the 
groups of the Employment Status variable for Leadership Commitment (U=2154027.000; 
p <.001), with higher scores reported by participants in an unstable employment situation 
(= 3.17; = 3.33), and for Psychosocial Work Risks related to Well-Being and Mental Health 
(U=2172755.500; p <.001), with higher scores among those in a stable employment situation 
(= 3.00;  = 2.80) (Table 2).

The Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test revealed statistically significant differences between the 
groups of the Organization Size variable for Leadership Commitment (U=889033.000; p <.001), 
Worker Engagement (U=924198.000; p <.001), and the Psychosocial Work Environment relat-
ed to Job Content and Leadership Relationship (U=861140.000; p <.001). Participants working 
in micro, small, or medium-sized companies or organizations reported higher scores in Lead-
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ership Commitment ( = 3.83;  = 3.17), Worker Engagement ( = 3.86; = 3.57), and Psychosocial 
Work Environment related to Job Content and Leadership Relationship (= 3.92; = 3.58). Statis-
tically significant differences were also observed for Stress Management (U=1113990.000; p 
=.005), although the median scores did not reflect these differences (= 3.50; = 3.50) (Table 2).

The Kruskal-Wallis Test revealed statistically significant differences between generational 
groups for Stress Management (H(3)=60.760; p <.001), Leadership Commitment (H(3)= 41.456; 
p <.001), Employee Engagement (H(3)=28.645; p <.001), Psychosocial Work Environment Re-
lated to Work Content and Leadership Relationship (H(3)= 21.765; p <.001), and Psychosocial 
Work Risks Related to Well-Being and Mental Health (H(3)=24.032; p <.001). Regarding Stress 
Management, BB reported the highest scores (Med=3.75), followed by GX (Med=3.50), and 
GY (Med=3.25) and GZ (Med=3.25). For Leadership Commitment, GZ had the highest scores 
(Med=3.67), followed by BB (Med=3.17), GX (Med=3.17), and GY (Med=3.17). In terms of Em-
ployee Engagement, BB, GX, and GZ all reported higher scores (Med=3.71), compared to 
GY (Med=3.57). Regarding the Psychosocial Work Environment Related to Work Content and 
Leadership Relationship, GZ had the highest scores (Med=3.92), followed by BB (Med=3.67), 
GX (Med=3.67), and GY (Med =3.67). As for Psychosocial Work Risks Related to Well-Being 
and Mental Health, GX and GY scored higher (Med=3.00), while BB and GZ had lower scores 
(Med=2.80) (Table 3).

Correlations

All correlations between the study variables are statistically significant, with a particularly strong 
correlation observed between Worker Involvement and the Psychosocial Work Environment 
related to Job Content and Leadership Relationship (r= .735). Moderate correlations were also 
found between Stress Management and Worker Involvement (r= .342), Stress Management 
and the Psychosocial Work Environment related to Job Content and Leadership Relationship 
(r= .364), and Stress Management and Psychosocial Risks related to Well-being and Mental 
Health (r= -.415). Furthermore, moderate correlations were identified between Leadership 
Commitment and Worker Involvement (r= .489), Leadership Commitment and the Psychoso-
cial Work Environment related to Job Content and Leadership Relationship (r= .596), and Lead-
ership Commitment and Psychosocial Risks related to Well-being and Mental Health (r= -.334) 
(Table 4).

Multiple Linear Regressions

For BB, the results of the Multiple Linear Regression showed that the predictor variables ac-
counted for 28.9% of the total variance in the Stress Management variable (Table 5), with the 
model being statistically significant (F(6,364)= 26.056; p<.001) (Table 6). The strongest pre-
dictor of stress management was Work-Related Psychosocial Risks concerning Well-Being and 
Mental Health (β= -.400; p<.001), followed by Psychosocial Work Environment related to Job 
Content and Leadership Relations (β= .213; p= .003), Worker Involvement (β= .203; p= .002), 
Leadership Commitment (β= -.143; p= .008), and Organizational Size (β= -.089; p= .048). Mar-
ital Status was not a significant predictor of stress management (β= .052; p= .245) (Table 7).

For GX, the results of the Multiple Linear Regression showed that the predictor variables ac-
counted for 28.9% of the total variance in the Stress Management variable (Table 5), with the 
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model being statistically significant (F(6,2146)= 146.747; p<.001) (Table 6). The strongest pre-
dictor of stress management was Work-Related Psychosocial Risks concerning Well-Being and 
Mental Health (β= -.409; p<.001), followed by Psychosocial Work Environment related to Job 
Content and Leadership Relations (β= .199; p<.001), Worker Involvement (β= .190; p<.001), 
and Leadership Commitment (β= -.074; p= .001). Marital Status (β= .019; p= .306) and Organi-
zational Size (β= .020; p= .265) were not significant predictors of stress management (Table 7).

For GY, the results of the Multiple Linear Regression indicated that the predictor variables ex-
plained 31.8% of the total variance in the Stress Management variable (Table 5), with the model 
being statistically significant (F(6,1623)= 127.784; p<.001) (Table 6). The strongest predictor 
of stress management was Work-Related Psychosocial Risks concerning Well-Being and Men-
tal Health (β= -.437; p<.001), followed by Worker Involvement (β= .283; p<.001), Leadership 
Commitment (β= -.130; p<.001), Psychosocial Work Environment related to Job Content and 
Leadership Relations (β= .116; p<.001), and Marital Status (β= .0.54; p= .008). Organizational 
Size was not a significant predictor of stress management (β= -.015; p= .481) (Table 7).

Regarding GZ, the results of the Multiple Linear Regression showed that the predictor variables 
explained 32.3% of the total variance in the Stress Management variable (Table 5) (F(6,292)= 
24.674; p<.001) (Table 6). The strongest predictor of stress management was Work-Related 
Psychosocial Risks concerning Well-Being and Mental Health (β= -.481; p<.001), followed by 
Worker Involvement (β= .184; p=.022) and Psychosocial Work Environment related to Job 
Content and Leadership Relations (β= .173; p=.034). Marital Status (β= .018; p= .708), Orga-
nizational Size (β= -.010; p= .843), and Leadership Commitment (β= -.083; p= .176) were not 
significant predictors of stress management (Table 7).

Discussion

The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between the psychosocial work environment 
and stress management among professionals, considering their generational affiliation. The 
results corroborate the existence of generational differences in occupational stress manage-
ment (Gabrielova & Buchko, 2021; Saba, 2021; Stevanin et al., 2020). BB appear to exhibit a 
more positive perception of their stress management competencies, followed by GX, whereas 
GY and GZ tend to display a more negative perception in this domain. Work experience may 
enhance stress management among BB, as they possess broader knowledge of the challenges 
and solutions that may arise in the performance of their roles, thereby fostering greater role 
clarity and predictability (Cvenkel, 2020). However, other factors may account for the results 
obtained, such as higher levels of social desirability (Kuokkanen & Sun, 2020) and lower emo-
tional intelligence (Machová et al., 2020; Todorova, 2024), for instance. Similarly, workplac-
es may be poorly structured and insufficiently adapted to the needs of younger generations, 
which could lead them to experience greater stress and increased difficulty in managing it 
(Janssen & Carradini, 2021; Mahmoud et al., 2021). 

The predictor that contributed most significantly to explaining stress management across all 
four generations was work-related psychosocial risks associated with well-being and mental 
health. The literature emphasizes that such psychosocial risks play a central role in fostering 
a healthy work environment and that their conditions directly influence professionals’ stress 
levels (Gabriel & Aguinis, 2022; Gaspar et al., 2023a; Lu et al., 2021). The findings further re-
vealed that BB and GZ perceive themselves to be less exposed to psychosocial risks related 
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to well-being and mental health, in comparison to GX and GY, who report more negative per-
ceptions in this domain. As they approach the end of their professional careers, BB’s possess 
experiential knowledge not yet acquired by younger employees. The opportunity to share this 
expertise and mentor younger generations may reduce their perceived exposure to psychoso-
cial risks, as it reinforces their work values (e.g., recognition) (Gaidhani & Sharma, 2019; Younas 
& Bari, 2020). Similarly, GZ’s emphasis on workplace inclusion and diversity may also contribute 
to more favorable perceptions in this area (Jung & Yoon, 2021; Lee et al., 2024).

In addition to psychosocial risks, the significant predictors of stress management for both BB 
and GX included the psychosocial work environment related to job content and leadership 
relationships, followed by employee involvement and leadership commitment. For GY and GZ, 
employee involvement and the psychosocial work environment related to job content and 
leadership relationships also emerged as relevant predictors. These findings are consistent 
with previous research, such as the study by Gaspar et al. (2023a), which indicates that ele-
ments of the psychosocial work environment – specifically those related to leadership rela-
tionships, autonomy, workplace recognition, and interpersonal dynamics – are closely linked 
to employees’ stress management. A positive psychosocial work environment encompasses 
effective communication, recognition, respect, fairness, development opportunities, consider-
ation of individual needs, role clarity, and autonomy, along with factors related to well-being 
and mental health (e.g., stress levels, sadness, and work-life balance). A healthy work environ-
ment is characterized, among other things, by a strong focus on employee well-being and the 
active engagement of staff in goal-setting and decision-making processes (Bonsaksen et al., 
2021; Dåderman et al., 2023). Although generational differences in work values exist, the con-
sistent relevance of psychosocial risks, work environment, and employee involvement across 
all generations suggests a convergence of core work values – such as communication, respect, 
and employee appreciation – as proposed by Berge and Berge (2019).

Similar to BB and GX, leadership commitment was identified as a predictor of stress man-
agement for GY, which was not observed in GZ. The results revealed that GZ reports a more 
positive perception of leadership commitment compared to the other generational groups. 
This may be attributed to GZ’s stronger preference for integrating personal values into the 
workplace (e.g., inclusion, diversity) (Jung & Yoon, 2021; Lee et al., 2024), and their tendency 
to choose work environments that align with their individual needs and ideals. Consequently, 
they are less likely to remain in professional settings that do not reflect their values and expec-
tations (Stobiecka & Pangsy-Kania, 2021).

Organizational size emerged as a predictor of stress management among BB. The study by 
Torre et al. (2024) indicated that organizational size does not directly contribute to elevated 
stress levels, suggesting instead that the type of activity performed may play a more signifi-
cant role. Conversely, Cvenkel (2021) argues that the size of an organization affects both the 
scope and nature of the policies it implements, which may, in turn, influence how professionals 
manage stress. Considering that the findings reveal this variable to be relevant only for BB, it 
is plausible to hypothesize that organizational size may impact the values prioritized by this 
generation.

Marital status was identified as a predictor of stress management among GY. The data indicate 
that individuals who are not single report a more positive perception of their ability to manage 
stress compared to their single counterparts. Sinta and Dwiyanti (2023) emphasize the impor-
tance of partner support in managing occupational stress, noting that such support assists 
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professionals in navigating work-related challenges. Employees with dependent children may 
particularly benefit from the presence of a partner, as it facilitates the management of family 
responsibilities. The relevance of marital status for stress management in GY may be attributed 
to the life stage typically associated with this cohort, during which individuals are more likely to 
be engaged in parenting roles (Harper & Botero-Meneses, 2022).

Conclusion

The study’s findings reveal generational differences in the management of occupational stress. 
While disparities were observed across all generational cohorts, BB tend to share similar stress 
management predictors with GX, just as GY and GZ appear to emphasize comparable factors. 
The results further underscore the influence of leadership-driven management policies on em-
ployees’ stress regulation, highlighting the importance of tailoring workplace practices to the 
distinct needs and characteristics of each generational group.

The main limitations of this study include the use of a convenience sampling method. Ideally, 
future research should replicate the study using a methodology that allows for the inclusion 
of a randomized sample. Nonetheless, the sample encompassed participants from public, pri-
vate, and third-sector organizations, as well as individuals unaffiliated with any organizational 
structure, across various organizational sizes, sectors of activity, and national regions – enhanc-
ing the illustrative value of the sample. Additionally, although the use of self-report instruments 
may introduce biases such as social desirability, a validated instrument appropriate for the 
target population was employed, thereby mitigating this limitation.

Future studies could explore the relationship between the psychosocial work environment and 
stress management among professionals, considering both their generational background 
and the sector of activity in which they are engaged.

The relationship between the psychosocial work environment, particularly with regard to lead-
ership and employee involvement, and stress management is influenced by generational dif-
ferences. In this regard, managing the psychosocial environment and stress in the workplace 
must take into account the distinct characteristics and needs of each generation (Krisdayanti 
& Lianto, 2023). A healthy and inclusive work environment has the potential to enhance em-
ployees’ well-being, as well as increase productivity and team cohesion. Investment in this area 
not only protects employees’ health but also fosters a positive work environment. It’s crucial 
to recognize and value generational differences, adapting the policies adopted to create an 
environment where all employees have the opportunity to thrive (Gaspar et al., 2023b). 

In terms of implications for Clinical and Health Psychology, it is noteworthy that it has been 
tested and proven that psychologists are able to create a climate of trust, facilitating the de-
velopment of solutions and commitments to change. In this sense, knowing that stress can be 
managed and that leadership can influence this management, this issue should be addressed 
as an organizational problem, beyond just an individual one. Clinical and health psychologists 
play a key role in promoting health, safety, well-being, and quality of professionals, possess-
ing tools that allow them to prevent, as well as solve, problems. Adaptation to organizational 
changes and the management of new challenges may include clinical and health psychology 
“from a positive perspective and primary prevention, focusing on strengths and opportuni-
ties, optimizing skills, promoting well-being and quality of life, and acting, preferably, before 
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problems arise or settle in” (Matos et al., 2020). It is evident that there is a need to implement 
personalized interventions that take into account the specificities of each generation, in order 
to promote healthy work environments and enhance the management of occupational stress.
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Tables
Table 1

Internal Consistency Indicators for the Study Sample

Dimension N of items Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach’s Alpha (standardized items) M Variance SD
CL 6 .955 .956 18.73 40.787 6.386
ET 7 .889 .890 24.68 40.038 6.328

APT 12 .910 .907 43.30 95.656 9.780
RPT 5 .881 .881 14.92 26.556 5.153
GS 4 .687 .688 13.94 8.735 2.956

Note: 	 N of items = Number of Items; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation

Table 2

Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney Test – Sex, Marital Status, Education Level, Employment Situation, and Organi-
zation Size

GS CL ET APT RPT

Sex
U 2321211.000 2324964.500 1961403.000 1992009.500 2164512.000
p .155 .204 <.001*** <.001*** <.001***

Marital Status
U 2306791.000 2409327.500 2407727.000 2443644.500 2374680.000
p <.001*** .177 .173 .609 .034*

Education Level
U 2321778.500 2086705.000 2179008.500 2221172.000 2293643.000
p .847 <.001*** <.001*** .014* .466

 Employment Situation
U 2303293.000 2154027.000 2309271.500 2260924.500 2172755.500
p .352 <.001*** .506 .070 <.001***

Organization Size
U 1113990.000 889033.000 924198.000 861140.000 1149347.500
p .005** <.001*** <.001*** <.001*** .134

Note. 	 * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

U = Mann-Whitney U Statistic; p = Statistical Significance Level

Table 3

Kruskal-Wallis Test – Generation

GS CL ET APT RPT

Generation
H 60.760 41.456 28.645 21.765 24.032
df 3 3 3 3 3
p <.001*** <.001*** <.001*** <.001*** <.001***

Note. 	 * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

H = Kruskal-Wallis H Statistic; df = Degrees of Freedom; p = Statistical Significance Level
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Table 4

Spearman Correlation Coefficients

GS CL ET APT RPT

GS
Correlation Coefficient 1 .214 .342 .364 -.415
p . <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

CL
Correlation Coefficient . 1 .489 .596 -.334
p . . <.001 .000 <.001

ET
Correlation Coefficient . . 1 .735 -.145
p . . . .000 <.001

APT
Correlation Coefficient . . . 1 -.265
p . . . . <.001

RPT
Correlation Coefficient . . . . 1
p . . . . .

Note.	 p = Statistical Significance Level

Table 5

Multiple Linear Regression – Model Summary

Generation R R² Adjusted R² Standard Error of the Estimate
BB .548 .300 .289 .599
GX .539 .291 .289 .620
GY .566 .321 .318 .605
GZ .580 .336 .323 .614

Note. 	 a. Dependent Variable: Stress Management

b. Predictors: (Const.), EstCiv., DimOrg., CL, ET, APT, RPT 

R = Multiple Correlation Coefficient; R² = Coefficient of Determination

Table 6

Multiple Linear Regression – ANOVA

Generation Sum of Squares df Mean of Squares F p

BB
Regression 56.042 6 9.340 26.056 <.001
Residual 130.482 364 .358 . .
Total 186.525 370 . . .

X
Regression 338.664 6 56.444 146.747 <.001
Residual 825.426 2146 .385 . .
Total 1164.090 2152 . . .

GY 
Regression 280.258 6 46.710 127.784 <.001
Residual 593.265 1623 .366 . .
Total 873.523 1629 . . .

GZ
Regression 55.819 6 9.303 24.674 <.001
Residual 110.097 292 .377 . .
Total 165.916 298 . . .

Note. a.  Dependent Variable: Stress Management

b.  Predictors: (Const.), EstCiv., DimOrg., CL, ET, APT, RPT 

df = Degrees of Freedom; F = F Statistic; p =  Statistical Significance Level
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Table 7 

Multiple Linear Regression – Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Generation B Standard Error Beta t p Tolerance VIF

BB

(Const.) 3.799 .348 . 10.921 <.001 . .
EstCiv. .078 .067 .052 1.164 .245 .980 1.021
DimOrg. -.225 .113 -.089 -1.985 .048 .957 1.045
CL -.097 .036 -.143 -2.669 .008 .665 1.504
ET .157 .050 .203 3.164 .002 .469 2.134
APT .186 .062 .213 3.012 .003 .386 2.594
RPT -.281 .034 -.400 -8.263 <.001 .822 1.217

GX

(Const.) 3.252 .128 . 25.360 <.001 . .
EstCiv. .029 .029 .019 1.023 .306 .998 1.002
DimOrg. .045 .041 .020 1.114 .265 .978 1.022
CL -.052 .016 -.074 -3.205 .001 .613 1.632
ET .157 .023 .190 6.897 <.001 .435 2.299
APT .181 .027 .199 6.644 <.001 .369 2.712
RPT -.298 .014 -.409 -21.101 <.001 .880 1.136

GY

(Const.) 3.358 .139 . 24.238 <.001 . .
EstCiv. .081 .031 .054 2.650 .008 .992 1.008
DimOrg. -.030 .043 -.015 -.705 .481 .948 1.055
CL -.088 .017 -.130 -5.032 <.001 .623 1.604
ET .231 .026 .283 8.774 <.001 .402 2.485
APT .103 .030 .116 3.468 <.001 .374 2.673
RPT -.306 .015 -.437 -19.918 <.001 .871 1.148

GZ

(Const.) 3.398 .339 . 10.027 <.001 . .
EstCiv. .049 .130 .018 .374 .708 .978 1.022
DimOrg. -.018 .093 -.010 -.199 .843 .897 1.115
CL -.065 .048 -.083 -1.357 .176 .607 1.646
ET .137 .060 .184 2.300 .022 .355 2.816
APT .154 .072 .173 2.129 .034 .345 2.899
RPT -.324 .035 -.481 -9.322 <.001 .852 1.173

Note. 	 a. Dependent Variable: Stress Management

B = Regression Coefficient; t = t-Test for Nullity of Parameters; p = Statistical Significance Level; VIF = Variance Inflation Factor


