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ABSTRACT
As scholarly interest in generational studies grows, so too does the
scrutiny surrounding the phenomenon’s validity. This study addresses
both the burgeoning interest and skepticism by proposing an innovative
operationalization of generations within the context of Turkey, aiming to
introduce new concepts and methodologies to the field. While generational
phenomena have often been approached with global or broadly applicable
classifications, this research advocates for the consideration of national
contexts as pivotal for accurate analysis. Using Turkey as a case
study—identified through generations such as the Founders, Republican
Generation, First Democrats, Military Coup Generation, First Neoliberals,
and Social Media Generation—this study illustrates the application of the
proposed operationalization. Conducted through a qualitative inquiry and
informed by a multidisciplinary approach involving participants from various
social sciences, this research not only names and defines these six generations
but also elucidates their defining the initiator, finisher and internal turning
points, the spheres of influence, the successor and predecessor members.
Such analysis not only addresses existing criticisms but also enriches
the discourse on generational dynamics in Turkey. The study emphasizes
the critical need to refine operationalization strategies, thereby enhancing
generational analysis’s effectiveness.
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1. Introduction

The discourse surrounding the generation phenomenon and its classification is not a recent development, dating back
to Mannheim’s seminal article “Das Problem der Generationen” in 1928. During this period, generation studies have
been explored across various contexts, yet academic circles have increasingly scrutinized its validity since the early
2000s. For instance, there is considerable debate as to whether the generational phenomenon should be approached
from a national or global perspective. Some scholars even question whether its academic merit, dismissing it is a mere
"popular culture/ management fashion" rather than a legitimate academic inquiry (Costanza et al. 2012; Parry and Urwin
2011). Consequently, questions have been raised as to the existence and necessity of the generational phenomenon, as
well as the practical utility of generational classification in theory and practice (Costanza, Ravid, and Slaughter 2021;
Parry and Urwin 2021; Rudolph, Rauvola, and Zacher 2018). Conversely, those studies acknowledging it as an academic
issue have toward enhancing its applicability (Boyle, Matthews, and Saklofske 2008). Various methodological issues
have been raised in this regard, such as the proposal to replace global generation classification with culturally nuanced
sub-generations (Gürbüz 2015), the critique against reducing generational boundaries solely to birth years (Parry
& Urwin, 2011; Schewe & Meredith, 2004), and advocating for longitudinal study designs over cross-sectional ones
(Aydın 2020; Costanza, Ravid, and Slaughter 2021). These discussions predominantly focus on the challenges associated
with operationalizing the generation phenomenon rather than questioning its existence. Essentially, research in this
domain can be categorized into two branches: a) studies investigating the existence and necessity of the generational
phenomenon/ classification (Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015; Kowske et al., 2010; Macky et al., 2008; Parry & Urwin,
2011), and b) studies focusing on enhancing the functionality of the generation phenomenon/classification (Boyle et
al., 2008; Caspi & Roberts, 2001; Costanza et al., 2021; Gürbüz, 2015; Noble & Schewe, 2003; Parry & Urwin, 2021).
Moreover, a holistic analysis of the relevant studies reveals that the common challenges in both groups, notably the
reductionist approach to birth dates which overlook factors such as national context, gender, and the cross-sectional
study designs.

This study, which initially set out to delineate the generational landscape in Turkey, aims to provide a new model
applicable to all generational inquiries by refining the operationalization process. Recognizing that understanding the
origins of the phenomenon is key to addressing associated challenges, the inquiry begins with Mannheim’s (1952)
assertion that generations are not merely defined by birth dates, but by shared temporal contexts and collective
consciousness shaped by important historical events. Turner and colleagues (Eyerman and Turner 1998; Turner 1998)
further reemphasized the significance of consciousness by adding the dimension of resource struggles. Building on
Mannheim’s foundational premises, this study re-contextualizes the discourse by examining study designs that explore
critical historical events shaping collective consciousness and their impacts on generational dynamics (e.g., Schuman
& Scott, 1989), while also considering variables beyond age (e.g., Schewe & Meredith, 2004).

To this end, a national classification was initially prioritized because, as various studies have highlighted (i.e.,
Aydın, 2020; Campbell et al., 2015; Gürbüz, 2015; Schewe & Meredith, 2004), global generation classifications are
problematic since they overlook socio–cultural variations and their distinct influences on societies and individuals within
them. Furthermore, the study conceptualizes missing elements within the literature to refine the operationalization of
generational phenomena. Diverging from field-based studies, the study’s design adopts a multidisciplinary approach,
drawing upon insights from various social sciences disciplines, including sociology, in line with Parry & Urwin’s
(2011: 79) assertion that the generation concept is deeply rooted in sociological theory.

The findings reveal six generations in Turkey, offering a new perspective on the generational phenomenon by
introducing the concepts of initiator, finisher, and internal turning points, predecessor/successor members, and sphere
of influence. By showing that some of the main criticisms of generation studies stem from the absence of these concepts,
these criticisms are eliminated.. For example, overlooking internal turning points leads to discrepancies in findings
across studies focusing on different time frames, neglecting underlying dynamics. Similarly, due to the lack of a sphere
of influence concept, the presence of members exhibiting generation traits outside the generation period is cited as a
contradiction to the generation phenomenon, particularly in studies focused on age or period. Longitudinal studies that
consider internal turning points, successor/predecessor members, and spheres of influence not only mitigate skepticism
toward generation studies but also strengthen the understanding that the generational phenomenon embodies a distinct
collective consciousness transcending age or period considerations.

This article provides conceptual and empirical foundations to aid practitioners in leveraging generational insights
in research and practice. Emphasizing that many individual differences, particularly nationality, have decisive effects
on the application of generation studies, we advocate for the abandonment of global-based approaches in favor of
national classifications. Specifically, we propose studies utilizing locally meaningful concepts over globally standardized
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nomenclatures such as Generation X and Y, designed with longitudinal perspectives. Such studies stand to benefit greatly
from multidisciplinary perspectives. Lastly, we suggest that policymakers consider clear markers of change, such as
internal turning points, in their analyses of causality and adaptation to change.

2. Background
An analysis of relevant literature reveals a lack of consensus regarding the definitions and timelines of generations

(Brink & Zondag, 2021; Dencker et al., 2008). However, despite the diversity, all relevant studies converge on defining
a generation as a group of individuals born within similar time frames, who share similar life experiences, thereby
being shaped by the distinctive events and trends of their era.

Mannheim (1928), hailed as the pioneer in employing the generation concept in scholarly research (Mücevher &
Erdem, 2018), conceptualizes generation as a "sociological phenomenon," defining it as a group of individuals with
shared habits, culture, and values. According to Mannheim, a generation comprises people of similar age who have
undergone shared historical experiences (As cited by Aydın, 2020: 20). Mannheim (1952) underscores the importance
of generations in understanding social structures and ideologies, positing that membership in the same generation
impacts individuals’ thoughts, attitudes, and experiences, demanding a shared position in the social and historical
process. Furthermore, the author regards comprehension of class status, established through economic and power
dynamics within society, is imperative for grasping generational dynamics. Mannheim’s conception of the generation
concept revolves around two fundamental components: a common position shared over a period of time and a separate
consciousness shaped by important events in that period (Aydın, 2020: 19; Joshi et al., 2011: 180).

Similarly, Strauss & Howe, (1997: 14-15) assert that individuals within generations often exhibit similar views, values,
attitudes, and beliefs because they share common experiences encompassing social, political, and economic events
during critical periods of personality development (17–24 years). Lissitsa & Laor (2021: 2) affirm that childhood and
adolescence are commonly considered periods in which lifelong communication habits are established and the entire
generation’s personality traits can be influenced through popular media. Consequently, these shared values, beliefs,
behaviors, and expectations contribute to the formation of a generational identity perceived to endure over the years, as
extensively reported in the literature (i.e., Arli & Pekerti, 2016; Inglehart, 1977, 1997; Pekerti & Arli, 2017). Moreover,
a considerable number of studies emphasize the importance of clarifying what generations encompass, emphasizing
that the concept transcends mere birth dates, familial lineage, or age, embodying a distinct collective identity (e.g.,
Aydın, 2020; France & Roberts, 2015; Parry & Urwin, 2011). Parry & Urwin (2011: 81) further stress Mannheim’s
viewpoint, highlighting that mere birth year alignment among individuals is insufficient, emphasizing the need to share
a bond formed by shared experiences.

In the context of generational classification, multiple studies observed discrepancies in the commencement and
culminating years of generations (e.g., Costanza et al., 2012: 378). These differences are attributed to the social
delineation of turning points marking the end of one generation and the beginning of another (Adıgüzel et al., 2014:
170; Gürbüz, 2015: 41). Noble & Schewe (2003) posit those generational distinctions primarily stem from the impact of
historical and cultural events on individuals during formative developmental stages. These experiences foster collective
memories and personality traits that influence individuals in that generation (Boyle et al., 2008; Caspi & Roberts, 2001).
Strauss & Howe, (1991), for example, built a life cycle based on turning points in American history between 1584
and 2069, asserting that groups corresponding to distinct historical periods would share common feelings, attitudes,
and behaviors. Consequently, given the varying turning points across different societies, it is natural for classifications
tailored to the U.S.A. to differ in other societal contexts.

Studies rooted in cultural relativism highlight the inconsistency of applying uniform categorization across different
societies (Hofstede, 1980; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman & Gupta, 2004; Triandis, 1995 as cited in Gürbüz,
2015). The profound influence of social, historical, economic and political events on the generational results in varied
experiences and turning points within each country. While certain events like world wars and the COVID-19 pandemic
have global ramifications, the effects of events such as the military coups of 1960 and 1980, identified as the turning
point in the Turkish context, may not reverberate uniformly across other societies. Furthermore, differing effects may
be observed in societies that emerged victorious from world wars compared to those that suffered defeat. Therefore, this
study contends that a classification of generations originating from the U.S. cannot adequately represent other societies,
including Turkey (i.e., Bayhan, 2019; Gürbüz, 2015; Nacak, 2019). Additionally, within the same society, classifications
may diverge due to varying perspectives among academics from different disciplines regarding the consequences of
turning points, warranting separate consideration of this issue.

Despite indications of its intellectual origins dating back to Ancient Egypt (Riggio & Saggi, 2015: 340), interest in

135



Journal of Economy Culture and Society

the topic of generations seems to have surged following the translation of Mannheim’s 1928 article into English in 1952
(Gürbüz, 2015:41). Generations have become a very popular discourse, especially with the increasing interest of the
popular press and gurus, and this popularity has permeated daily discourse. However, the perception that generational
differences are primarily a product of "popular culture" has sparked criticism within academic circles (Costanza &
Finkelstein, 2015; Giancola, 2006; Kowske et al., 2010; Parry & Urwin, 2011). Numerous critiques have surfaced,
ranging from insufficient empirical data on generational differences (Costanza et al., 2012; Rudolph et al., 2021), to the
absence of a compelling rationale for the existence of these differences (Elder Jr, 1994, 1998; Meyer et al., 2002; Ng
& Feldman, 2010; Roberts et al., 2006), to the absence of a compelling rationale for the existence of such differences
(Parry & Urwin, 2011). Additionally, concerns have been raised regarding the effectiveness of studies designed to
address such differences (Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015), the reliance on anecdotal evidence and observations (Macky
et al., 2008; Sullivan et al., 2009), and the inconsistency of findings in empirical studies on generational differences
(Benson & Brown, 2011).

Some of these criticisms have been reassessed or refuted by researchers who initially raised them. For example,
Costanza (Costanza et al., 2012; Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015), who previously claimed that generational differences
were a byproduct of popular culture lacking academic interest, later revised his stance, acknowledging that "the concept
of generations has been broadly written about in the popular press and management books and has been widely studied
by academic researchers" (Costanza et al., 2021:1). Conversely, after the publication of Costanza & Finkelstein (2015)
findings, numerous studies in the relevant academic discourse deliberated on and countered some their critiques (Beier
& Kanfer, 2015; Brink et al., 2015; Cadiz et al., 2015; Campbell et al., 2015; Cox & Coulton, 2015; Gibson, 2015;
Lyons et al., 2015; Nakai, 2015; Perry et al., 2015; Riggio & Saggi, 2015; Rudolph, 2015; Steel & Kammeyer-Mueller,
2015; Wang & Peng, 2015; Zacher, 2015). For example, Campbell et al. (2015) argue that neglecting cultural in
generational studies can undermine their validity and caution against generalizing findings from US-based research,
which constitutes the majority of generational studies, to other countries. Emphasizing that generations, like many
social science topics, are abstract social structures, they affirm the existence of generational differences and advocate
for their measurement using appropriate data. While acknowledging the challenges inherent in generational studies,
many scholars underscore the primary issue lies in the operationalization and measurement of generational differences,
proposing various alternatives to address these concerns (see Campbell et al., 2015; Nakai, 2015; Wang & Peng, 2015;
Zacher, 2015). Aydın (2020) underscores the need for a critical approach to generational studies, cautioning against
reductionist tendencies observed in the field and advocating for the increased use of longitudinal study designs, given
the limitations of cross-sectional studies.

Research in the Turkish context mirrors critiques found in international literature, but with differences such as
a dearth of interrogative studies (Aydın, 2020), a lack of interdisciplinary approaches (Öztürk Aykaç, 2019), and
a tendency to focus on generational differences rather than critically examining the generation phenomenon itself
(Nacak, 2019). For example, studies edited by Hicret Özkoç and Bayrakdaroğlu, such as "An Interdisciplinary
Perspective on the Concept of Generation [Kuşak Kavramına Disiplinler Arası Bakış]" (Özkoç & Bayrakdaroğlu,
2017) and "An Interdisciplinary Perspective on the Concept of Generation 2" (Özkoç & Bayrakdaroğlu, 2018), are
often cited as interdisciplinary endeavors. However, upon closer examination, these studies appear more as collections
of separate investigations conducted by researchers from various disciplines who analyze the phenomenon solely
from their respective perspectives. Consequently, as Öztürk Aykaç (2019: 274) emphasizes, rather than achieving true
interdisciplinary integration, these studies could be characterized as multidisciplinary endeavors where contributions
from different fields converge.

Interrogative studies are also notably scarce. The majority of such studies primarily question the appropriateness of
US and European-based generational characteristics for the Turkish context. For instance, Yüksekbilgili (2013: 353)
investigated whether the characteristics attributed to Generation Y, particularly in studies originating from the US
and Europe, hold true for Generation Y in Turkey. Consequently, it is argued that studies on Generation Y will yield
better results if they identify the distinct characteristics of the Turkish type of Generation Y and adapt their practices
to account for the characteristics, rather than directly importing widely used studies from other countries. Similarly,
Gürbüz (2015: 53-54) examined the existence of generational differences and discovered that out of the 18 hypotheses
tested, only three were supported. The author emphasizes that the most important reason for this is that the US-based
classification of generations does not fit well in the Turkish context and emphasizes the need for a generational study
specific to Turkey. Finally, Aydın (2020), who conducted the most comprehensive interrogative local study on this issue,
assessed the controversial issues related to generations by analyzing both Turkish and international literature. The author
substantiates the aforementioned critical challenges and underscores the necessity for localized categorizations and
longitudinal research methodologies (p. 29).
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3. Method
This qualitative study used a form with two independent sections and interviews were conducted based on the initial

data obtained from the questionnaire. The first section of the form consisted of questions on demographic information,
while the second section entailed open-ended interpretation questions.

Answers to open-ended questions (henceforth OEQs) offer vital insights into respondents’ potential need for
clarification and can enhance survey data difficult or impossible to obtain with closed-ended questions, as noted
by Neuert et al., (2021). Gillespie et al. (2021) affirm that OEQs enrich survey data by allowing respondents to provide
unrestricted responses, enabling them to elaborate, qualify, and clarify their answers without constraints or potentially
biased prompts (He & Schonlau, 2021; Neuert et al., 2021; Schonlau et al., 2021). While data coding approaches
are commonly employed in the analysis of OEQs and interviews (Popping, 2015), in recent years, there has been
an increasing interest in (semi-)automatic coding, which involves transforming qualitative data into quantitative data
(Roberts et al., 2014; Schonlau et al., 2021; Senderovich & Maysuradze, 2015). In this study, OEQs were employed to
give the participants more leeway and the rich data obtained were analyzed through coding.

It is known that researchers most often avoid the use of OEQs due to the challenges associated with analyzing large
and complex data (Kuckartz & Rädiker, 2019: 2). However, with the development of qualitative analysis software,
these challenges have become more manageable. One of the most frequently used software is MAXQDA, which offers
a wide range of applications and can be categorized as both a methodology and a methodological toolbox (Kuckartz
& Rädiker, 2019). Therefore, in this study, demographic data are presented solely as frequency distributions, while
data obtained from OEQs and interviews were analyzed using manual coding procedures with the MAXQDA 2022
program.

In the data collection phase, invitations to participate in our study were initially disseminated via email to academics
in the departments of sociology, anthropology, communication, education, business administration, history, and
psychology across 146 universities in Turkey. These areas were selected based on a review of the relevant literature,
encompassing all fields engaged in generational studies. According to Mailtrack software, 11388 emails were read,
and 1427 people responded in the first stage. However, only one participant continued to work. A second email was
then sent and 179 more academics agreed to participate, but only 11 academics completed the study, bringing the total
number of participants to 12. Through snowball sampling, an additional 59 academics were interviewed, yielding nine
additional participants. Therefore, devoid of any sample selection process, all individuals who agreed to participate in
the study were included.

Qualitative studies necessitate identifying samples aligned with research objectives that can provide more in-depth
data than larger groups, as participants may reiterate themselves to a certain extent (Baltacı, 2018; Marshall & Rossman,
2016; Neuman & Robson, 2014; Teddlie & Yu, 2007). Accordingly, the study was completed with 21 participants,
whose demographic data are presented in Table 1, following the principle of selecting purposive samples that will yield
rich data.

Table 1. Participants’ Demographic Data (Number of Participants)

Prospective participants were provided with detailed explanations of the study requirements before they consented
to participate. Participants who consented to participate received a five-page Excel-formatted study file via email:
The text on the first page reiterates the study requirements and extends gratitude to the participants. The second page
addresses demographic inquiries, while on the third page, fundamental considerations such as criteria for feature
selection and examples drawn from the American context are explained. The fourth page presents a chronological list
of all prime ministers, presidents, periods in power, and significant events in the history of the Republic of Turkey.
The final page presents the basic data collection form consisting of two stages: The first stage consists of only one
question: “According to you, how many generations are there in Turkey from past to present? (When answering this
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question, please consider all explanations provided during our interview. If you determine how many generations there
are, do not forget to give each one a name and add detailed explanations about its characteristics and why it is a unique
generation!)”. In the second stage, the participants were prompted to respond to 15 different topics such as birth years,
Social Signifiers/Significant Events, Popular Culture for each generation (internal breakpoints are also included here
after the first interview).

In analyzing the data obtained, a first draft was prepared and shared with the participants for their review. Subsequently,
a second draft was formulated based on online interviews. Participants were re-interviewed after the second draft, which
was created according to the date ranges and names finalized. Necessary were made based on the final feedback received,
thereby concluding the study.

4. Findings
According to the data obtained, the following turning points1 have significantly influenced the delineation of

generations in Turkey. The establishment of the Turkish Republic on October 29, 1923, marked the first turning point.
The first generation, termed Founders, encompasses individuals born before 1923, with some participants tracing birth
dates as far back as 1860. The second generation, referred to as the Republican Generation, spans from 1924 to 1949,
with the third generation, titled the First Democrats, spans from 1950 to 1960, with the May 27, 1960 military coup
serving as its conclusion. Subsequently, the Military Coup Generation, beginning with the May 27 coup and ending with
the coup of September 12, 1980, was named, though it was extended to include the period until the general elections
of November 6, 1983, signifying the end of military tutelage. The fifth generation, individuals born between 1984
and 2002, is termed the First Neoliberals, With the conclusion marked by the onset of the Justice and Development
Party (henceforth AK Party). Lastly, the ongoing generation, termed the Social Media Generation is acknowledged to
have commenced, but its conclusion remains undetermined, rendering it a work in progress. Consequently, Turkey is
considered to have six generations (Table 2).

Table 2. Key Findings on Turkey’s Generations

As outlined in the methods section, this study began with the participants receiving a form containing open-ended
questions following an interview, which they filled out. After assessing the data in this first form (Table 3), participants
were interviewed again, and a second draft was developed (Table 4 - Phase 2). At this stage, the total number
of generations and their corresponding year intervals were determined by majority decision. The final iteration
encompassed analyses derived from the second draft and the final meeting (Table 4 - Phase 3). Tables 3 and 4
serve to elucidate the progression of participant identifications and naming contributions at each stage. While the

1 Turning Point: A sociocultural event/situation that causes one generation to end and another to begin.
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determinations from the last column in Phase 3 were adopted as the final decision, uncertainties regarding the naming
of the last two generations persisted due to hesitations expressed by two participants.

Table 3. Participants’ generation names and numbers (Phase 1) 2

Table 4. Participants’ generation names and numbers (Phase 2 &3)

The categorization of generations provides a framework through which we observe and analyze the socio–political
dynamics of a nation. In the Turkish context, generational labels offer a distinct narrative reflecting the country’s
historical, political, and cultural evolution. Each generation’s designation in this context is meticulously selected in
light of historical events, political transformations, and sociological shifts, in alignment with the perspectives of the

2 Here, the first letter of the Turkish versions of the words was taken as the basis by the participant: C-Cumhuriyet, D-Demokrasi, E-Ezilenler & T-Teknoloji
2 Televole is a magazine program that aired on TV between 1994 and 2005.
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participants. This is because the commencement and conclusion of generations in Turkey have consistently evolved in
response to such shifts.

However, significant findings have emerged, proposing a novel approach by incorporating the concepts of sphere of
influence, successor and predecessor members, and internal turning point phenomena of generations into the literature.
While controversies have arisen regarding the data processing procedures, much of the debate has centered on the
identification of turning points and associated dates for each generation. Notably, the phenomenon of generations’
spheres of influence has gained prominence. In essence, a generation’s sphere of influence refers to the entire period
during which its defining characteristics manifest, including the pioneering effect observed before the initiator turning
points and the successor effect observed after the finisher turning point (see Figure 1).

The date ranges attributed to generations are imprecise. They only refer to turning points where a change is inevitable.
However, the dynamics that trigger these turning points have predecessor and successor effects; these dynamics have
immediate effects on some groups, which become precursors, while effects on others are delayed, making them
successors. Similarly, some are not affected at all and do not exhibit generational characteristics although they are in
the relevant generational period. A turning point, which concludes one generation and initiates the next, is therefore
only the most prominent and obvious factor. To clearly illustrate this, scholars acknowledge the Truman Doctrine of
March 12, 1947 as the starting date of the Cold War (i.e., Edwards, 1988; Frazier, 1984; Gaddis, 1974; Merrill, 2006;
Spalding, 2017). However, this is not to suggest that there were no Cold War influences or individuals impacted by it
in the earlier period, does it imply that everyone in every nation experienced the impact of the Cold War immediately
and uniformly on March 13, 1947. Therefore, while turning points are the most prominent circumstances or events,
predecessor and successor group members3, can be impacted by the relevant situation/event in preceding or succeeding
eras and exhibit the characteristics of the relevant generation.

Figure 1. 4Sphere of Influence and Turning Points of Generations

The final issue concerns the internal turning point, a pivotal event or situation occurring in all generations, which
serves the precursor to the finisher turning point, or rather initiates the series of events leading to its realization.
This internal turning point effectively divides each generation into two halves. The initial is marked by predominantly
positive developments in terms of generational characteristics, while the second phase typically witnessed a succession
of negative developments that accumulated over time, eventually leading to a culmination.

3 Predecessor and Successor Member Periods: Periods found by subtracting the generational period from the Sphere of Influence.
4 In Figure 1, these two phases appear to represent equal date ranges, but there is no evidence to support this and the length of the periods varies as seen in Table 2.
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4.1. Founders
P12: If the period preceding 1923 is considered, this group ought to be referred to as the founders. Although significant disparities exist
between the general populace and the select group that established a new state in terms of personal attributes, educational attainment, and
sociocultural heritage, these individuals collectively constructed this nation.

The first generation, encompassing those born before 1923, can trace its roots back to the 1860s, offering the broadest
date range among participants. The onset of the 1877 Ottoman–Russian War marked the beginning of the decline of
the Ottoman Empire, with events during Abdülhamid II’s 33-year reign shaping this new generation. Many individuals
of this generation, including Turkey’s founding figures and social strata integral to the nation’s establishment, perished
in conflicts. Beginning with the Tripoli War in 1911, the trend persisted through the Balkan Wars, World War I, and
the War of Independence Wars until 1923. Consequently, the defeat in the Tripoli War emerged as a pivotal internal
turning point. Conversely, due to consistent rebellions and conflicts within the Ottoman Empire between 1897 and 1911,
some participants argued that the 30-Day War in 1897 should serve as the internal turning point. However, prevailing
consensus leaned toward regarding the Ottoman victory in the 30-Day War as a temporary delay rather than a definitive
turning point. Regarding spheres of influence, this period begins with the intensification of the "Young/New Ottoman"
Westernization movement in the 1860s, culminating in the establishment of a constitutional monarchy. It concludes
with the reforms implemented by the New Republic in 1928–29 (the adoption of the Latin alphabet, secularism, the
right of women to vote and stand for election, etc.). Notably, the telegraph emerged as the predominant media tool of
this generation.

Disputes over the nomenclature of this generation have been minimal. In Phase 1, some participants excluded the
period prior to 1923, while others extended it from 1900 to 1945. However, upon reflection, consensus emerged that
the pre-1923 era should constitute a distinct generation, unequivocally known as the founders. The primary bone of
contention lies in determining the precise starting point, as highlighted in the preceding discussion.

4.2. Republican Generation
P14: In this context, I agree that our second generation should be the Republican generation. After all, it is undeniable that the most significant
difference from the previous generation or generations is the new regime.

The second generation consists of those born between 1923 and 1949. While the initiator turning point of the
generation remains undisputed, participants identified several events as potential finisher turning points, including
Atatürk’s death (November 10, 1938, the onset (September 1, 1939) and conclusion (September 2, 1945) of World War
II (WW II), and Turkey’s first multiparty election (July 21, 1946). Particularly contentious were the dates of Atatürk’s
death and the end of WW II, which are typically considered as turning points in most of the generational classifications
in literature. Ultimately, despite evident most debated ones. In conclusion, while there were clear signs of turmoil and
transformation in the 1940s, with the pioneering effects of the Cold War becoming apparent, consensus holds that
the true impact was felt after Atatürk’s death, particularly during İnönü’s leadership, marking the establishment of
the Democrat Party Government as the decisive turning point. Similarly, although the impact of WW II on Turkey is
undeniable, it has been concluded that Turkey was not as affected as the countries that participated in the war and that
this did not cause a turning point in Turkish society. However, all evidence points to the outbreak of WW II as the
generation’s internal turning point. The policies implemented by the governments and the public’s reaction to these
policies due to the outbreak of the war led to the decisive break, as Turner and colleagues emphasize in the necessary
struggle for consciousness (Eyerman & Turner, 1998; Turner, 1998). The period between Atatürk’s launching of the
liberation movement in 1919 and the elections of 1954, when the policies of the Democratic Party government began
to change, emerges as the sphere of influence. While the telegraph remains the most widespread media tool, radio and
cinema have also become influential among this generation.

No dissenting opinions were observed in the naming of this generation, and based on the table after phase 1, all
participants adopted the name Republican Generation.

4.3. First Democrats
The initiator turning point of First Democrats, born between 1950 and 1960, is the 1950 elections, while the finisher

turning point is the May 27, 1960 coup. This generation, which covers a very short period of time, has also brought
with it debates about whether such a short period of time can be considered a generation. Participants agreed that this
is a distinct generation, albeit brief, characterized by its unique characteristics that distinguish it from the generations
that came before and after it. The internal turning point was identified as the 1954 electoral victory that ushered in
the second period of the Democrat Party in power, in which it began to implement practices contrary to its founding
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rhetoric. The period from 1945, the conclusion of WW II marking the beginning of the bipolar world, and 1965 when
the polarization between the Republican People’s Party and the Democrat Party turned into a polarization between the
right and the left, constitutes the generation’s sphere of influence. While radio remains the predominant media tool, the
spread of American influence in the cities is also evident through the pronounced impact of cinema.

Various nomenclatures emerged during the first phase of this era (refer to Table 3). However, our study found it
appropriate to adopt the nomenclature of the First Democrats, placing emphasis on the appellation of the Democrat Party.
Subsequently, during the second phase, all participants, except two, agreed on the designation of the first democrats.
The central tenet of this consensus was that the chosen name not only symbolized the rise of the Democrat Party,
representative of the era, but also marked the establishment of a new democratic identity. This catalyzed a profound
societal division, delineating the dichotomy of the "[Republican] People’s Party vs. Democrat Party.”: During this
period, the significance of political ideology escalated to the extent that the society, which was sharply divided between
"[Republican] People’s party vs Democrat Party," did not even frequent the same coffeehouse in the tiniest settlements.
The significant strides in the economy and living standards, particularly in rural regions where a substantial portion of
the populace initially resided, coupled with religious convictions resonating with these predominantly conservative rural
communities, led to a strong allegiance to the democratic party. Conversely, the implementation of stringent policies,
targeting opposition factions and the media, as well as certain policies affecting communities, religion, education,
system, and economics, gave rise to a dissident faction. The resulting polarization has perpetuated division in Turkish
democracy. In the ensuing years, this division endured various situations, including the schism between right-wing and
left-wing ideologies, and the dichotomy between secular and conservative perspectives .5

Two participants who dissented from this nomenclature articulated their primary rationale for their opposition. Amidst
discussions surrounding the first two generations, these participants, who changed their stance in the final stage and
ultimately acquiesced to the appellation, emphasized themes highlighting that these two generations were governed
under a singular authoritarian regime, subjecting the populace to homogenization. They transcended mere critique by
advancing arguments characterizing the period as one marked by the struggle for survival and the assertion of existence
against the state. According to their assertions, this era witnessed discord between Western Revolutions and Islamic
principles, resulting in contradictions and instigating conflicts and psychosocial traumas in every domain. The masses,
victimized by the nascent regime, struggled to assert their existence, testing the state. Consequently, they argued that
this emerging generation, liberated from the oppression and persecution of the initial two periods, should be labeled the
First Liberal Generation and Democracy (or Children of Democracy). While these perspectives were duly considered,
the counterarguments presented by other participants and insights gleaned from final consultation interviews were
categorized as critiques, dismissing the validity of these arguments for the present generation and disregarding the
contextual conditions. Ultimately, both dissenting participants agreed that the designation "First Democrats" would be
more fitting.

4.4. Military Coup Generation
P21: I mean, to be honest, at first, I made a classification based only on age, but after the first stage, when I saw the answers of other
participants, I realized that I had to look at the issue from a different angle. Therefore, we should look at what should be the most accurate
here, rather than my opinion coming to the fore. I think this is the most ideal name for a generation that started and ended with a military coup
and whose internal rupture we all agree was a military memorandum. [referring the military coup]

This generation began with the 1960 coup and ended with the 1983 elections that overturned the 1980 coup regime;
hence, earning the name Military Coup Generation. In addition to the two coups, the March 12 Memorandum, which
forced the government to resign in 1970 and caused an internal turning point, also took place during this period.
Regarding internal turning points, participants experienced challenges choosing between the March 12 Memorandum
and the 1973 oil crisis. The collapse of the Bretton Woods monetary system and the 1973 oil crisis, which brought
about the end of the planned mixed economy, have been considered at least as much as the memorandum, since they
were the trigger starting the process leading to neoliberal policies and the January 24 decisions. However, the March
12 memorandum was found to be more critical as an internal turning point due to its socio–cultural implications that

5 The following sources are recommended by the participants for those who want to read in detail about this period:
Ahmad, F., (2020). Demokrasi Sürecinde Türkiye 1945-1980. (5th Ed.) Hil Yayınları.
Ağaoğlu, S. (1972). Demokrat Partinin Doğuş ve Yükseliş Sebepleri: Bir Soru. Baha Matbaa.
Apuhan, Ş. (1997). Öteki Menderes, İstanbul: Timaş
Özer, İ. (2015). Demokrat Parti Dönemi Siyasi ve Sosyal Hayat. İstanbul: İskenderiye.
Toprak, Z. (2013). Lozan’dan Cumhuriyet’e İsmet İnönü, Ankara: İnönü Vakfı.
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directly targeted this generation, in addition to its economic implications. The first effects of the sphere of influence
began in 1954 during the Second Democratic Party period and lasted until early 1984 when normalization began after
the September 12 coup. Although radio is still the most widespread media tool of the period, cinema, television and
telephones are also influential. Moreover, for the first time, music, which was not a media tool, was used to convey
messages to the masses in this period.

Several names were proposed for this generation (Table 3) and at the third phase, all participants agreed that the term
Military Coup Generation was more fitting.

4.5. First Neoliberals
P18: Of course, in the first stage, I made a conceptualization based on personal characteristics, and apoliticalization was my main touchstone
for this generation.... I mean, I would agree that Özal was the most critical actor in this period, but frankly I was quite distant from issues
like the Bretton Woods monetary system or the 1974 oil crisis that brought the planned mixed economy to an end. But now, as a result, it is
clear that the big picture for this generation is being neoliberal. I especially love the characterization of "the first", very well captured by the
participants, congratulations, because that first is a very good characterization of the whole period that followed.

This generation began with the 1983 general elections that ended the three-year rule of the September 12 coup
plotters, and ended with another general election in 2002. With the January 24th decisions, Özal took the helm of the
economy and was appointed Deputy Prime Minister in charge of the economy in Bülend Ulusu’s military government
to continue his economic policies. After serving for 22 months, Özal resigned on July 14, 1982, and began working
on establishing his party. He was victorious in the 1983 elections, in which important actors such as Demirel, Ecevit
and Erbakan were still banned and failed to enter, and ended the period of military tutelage. He thus put an end to
nearly 24 years of chaos and became the most important political actor of the time, serving as Prime Minister between
1983 and 1989 and President from 1989 until his death in 1993. The name “First Neoliberals” was selected because
this generation refers to an era characterized by the ascendancy of the market economy. This shift, which commenced
following the oil crisis of 73 and was official endorsed through the January 24th, 1980 decisions, reflects the reality of
neoliberalization along with its associated political economy factors. In terms of the generation’s sphere of influence,
the year 1973, marking the initiation of the transition to the neoliberal policies, serves as the starting point. Conversely,
the year 2008, marked by a significant upheaval in neoliberal policies due to the financial crisis, serves as the endpoint.
The most important actor of this period was undoubtedly Turgut Özal, and his death was the internal turning point.
All governments after Özal’s death, except for the 137-day Ecevit transitional election government (11.01-28.05.1999),
were coalitions of two or three. Television was the most widespread media tool of this generation and television series
and shows were popular and influential.

4.6. Social Media Generation
P7: I am not denying the influence of social media or technology, but I still think that the main characteristic of this generation is the
phenomenon of political Islam in the axis of AKP vs. AKP opposition. After all, this is a generation born and raised under a lot of critical
policies and factors shaped by a very powerful government. .... So, it is not possible for me to disagree with the arguments of the other
participants. Since the majority is in this direction, the name social media is considered reasonable.

The AK Party governments and the advent of social media dominate discussions about this generation. While the 2002
elections that brought the AK Party to power are accepted as the initiator turning point of this generation, the participants
struggled between the widespread use of the internet in Turkey, which led to the emergence and widespread use of
social media, and the significance of this election. However, because social media’s impact results from cumulative
effects rather than a singular event, and considering the influence of government policies, the 2002 election was deemed
the turning point. Consequently, the name "social media generation" was adopted, acknowledging the mutual social
effects of social media and the increasing cultural convergence facilitated by communication technologies, despite the
AK Party’s ascension to power serving as the turning point. One of the two participants who disagreed with the name
of this generation stated that it should be technology because technology is the primary cause, while the other stated
that the main determinant of this generation in Turkey should be political Islam because it revolves around political
Islam and its opposition. However, with a majority decision, the name social media was accepted.

Regarding the finisher turning point, while some argued for events such as the COVID-19 pandemic, economic issues
in 2021–2022, or the emergence of web 3.0, the consensus held that this generation persists. Two scenarios emerged
regarding sphere of influence: in the first scenario, the web, developed and launched by Tim Berners-Lee in 1989,
marks the beginning of this generation’s sphere of influence. In the second scenario, despite being referred to as the
social media generation (referring to Web 2.0), domestic political issues in Turkey emerged as the main influencing
factor, owing to some necessities brought about by dynamics specific to Turkey, such as the state’s restrictive power
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and role in Internet use, the necessity to follow technology one step behind, and the continuing influence of popular
culture-oriented policies implemented after the September 12 coup. In the second scenario, the February 28, 1997
memorandum is regarded as the beginning of this generation’s sphere of influence. Both scenarios recognize the sphere
of influence is still active. We accept the assumption that February 28 is more significant because it was the beginning
of the dynamics that brought the AK Party to power.

Regarding the internal turning point, the following events stood out: a) the third AK Party government (2011), b) 2012,
when smartphones and application markets such as iOS/Google Play began to gain traction in Turkey, c) the emergence
of Web 3.0 and metaverse technology, which includes advanced technology such as blockchain, artificial intelligence,
machine learning, Internet of Things (IoT), virtual reality, peer-to-peer (P2P), d) the Gezi Park events (2013), and e)
the two elections in 2015. In our study, since smartphones which maximize the effects of the opportunities offered by
web 2.0 technology locally, are the most important factor shaping this generation and are the main mechanism in the
spread of social media, 2012, when the Android market application, which is the beginning of this, started to operate
in Turkey, is considered to be the internal turning point. Since the generation is still ongoing, the final decisions on all
these issues will only be made when the final turning point takes place. While the recent Kahramanmaraş earthquakes
of February 6, 2023, may signal the finisher turning point, the full impact is yet to be determined. It is undeniable that
social media remains the most popular and powerful media tool of this generation.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

While the academic community’s interest in generation studies is growing, it is also met with a range of criticisms
within the academic circle. This study did not engage in debates concerning the necessity and validity of generational
studies but rather addressed critiques by striving for more effective methodologies. Specifically, it seeks to develop
a generational classification specific to Turkey, demonstrating how effective operationalization can be achieved. This
endeavor demonstrated how and why Turkey-specific generational classification should be modeled in the micro context,
as well as how and why other generational classifications should benefit from this modeling in the macro context. To
achieve this, the study initially addressed relevant literature to contextualize why the global generation classification
differs across societies (e.g., Campbell et al., 2015; Schewe & Meredith, 2004). Subsequently, a generation classification
for Turkey was developed with the participation of 21 social scientists from various regions within Turkey, considering
cultural influences and diverse perspectives of researchers across various fields. In conclusion, the study identifies six
different generations in Turkey: the founders, the republican generation, the first democrats, the military coup generation,
the first neoliberals and the social media generation. These generations are shaped by sociopolitical conditions prevalent
in Turkey. It is important to emphasize that the entire phenomenon of generational identification in Turkey, from naming
to categorization, is intricately influenced by the prevailing sociopolitical landscape.

Furthermore, the findings indicate that the commonly used global generation classification in literature inadequately
represents Turkey’s generations. While global events such as the Great Depression of 1929, WW II, Generation 68
events, the significant change in the labor force created by women in Generation X, and the invention of the Internet,
all stand out as pivotal turning points in the global generation classification, they hold secondary significance in Turkey
compared to nation-specific political events like governmental changes and military coups. This supports the studies
that claim that social and cultural differences affect generational classification (e.g., Aydın, 2020; Campbell et al.,
2015; Gürbüz, 2015). Therefore, it is essential to stress once again that the current sociopolitical climate in Turkey
profoundly shapes the whole phenomenon of generational identity, including the act of identifying and categorizing.
The turning points in the worldwide generation categorization post-WWII were mostly determined by technological
advancements. However, these advancements remained secondary factors as their effectiveness in Turkey depended
on their impact reaching a specific degree in other nations. However, the emergence of social media and influencer
phenomena have been concurrently prevalent in various regions of the globe. This also implies that the characteristics
of future generations will exhibit greater uniformity worldwide, particularly facilitated by web 3.0 technologies. Thus,
in other words, this study supports Nacak’s (2019:25) and Bayhan’s (2019:44) argument that generational similarity
has evolved from a period when it could be comprehended within a certain social limitation to a period in which
generational features are comparable on a worldwide scale.

Bringing together social scientists from various disciplines to identify Turkey’s generations facilitated a
comprehensive understanding of viewing similar events from different perspectives. Following the first draft, all
participants interviewed expressed a need to re-examine their own perspectives and acknowledged that many of the
issues raised in other fields should have been considered but were overlooked. This multidisciplinary approach has
yielded critical and unique contributions to generation studies. These contributions include a) naming and making
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more concrete the initiator and finisher turning points, b) demonstrating the existence of an internal turning point and
that it occurs in all generations, c) understanding that the internal turning point is the key mechanism initiating the
process leading to the finisher turning point, d) demonstrating that all turning points may exhibit individual differences
in the meaning attributed to them by individuals based on their experiences. Moreover, these turning points are directly
related to specific events, and some generational members may take serve as predecessors or successors in periods
outside the generational period, and e) recognizing that each generational period and its antecedent/successor periods
constitute the generational sphere of influence. In summary, in addition to initiator and finisher turning points, this study
has introduced the internal turning point, spheres of influence, and successor/predecessor members of the generations
to the literature.

One of the most common criticisms of generation studies is the perception of it as a "popular culture" subject. Given
the ample evidence of academic curiosity (e.g., Costanza et al., 2021), further discussion on this issue is unnecessary.
Another critique relates to the lack of an adequate explanation for the existence of generational differences. This
study contributes to the literature by asserting that generational differences stem from distinct experiences between
generations, shaping generational specificity through generational media tools. These findings are consistent with the
role of media in influencing personalities, especially during their formative years, as Lissitsa & Laor (2021) noted.
It is important to note that the generational differences are influenced by different factors, and not all members of a
generation in the same manner. Taken together with the critique that suggests the relevant differences are also explicable
by alternative approaches, both critiques are seen as rooted in the positivist approach. More precisely, different social
science fields have highly different perspectives on how any social structure differs based on income, educational
attainment, or gender, and thousands of researchers analyze these variances as variables. However, this does not mean
that the issue under scrutiny can only be explained by the relevant variables. Therefore, the fact that it can be explained
by alternative approaches should not indicate that any particular approach is untenable.

Moreover, the criticism regarding inconsistent empirical studies on generational differences can be attributed to
several factors. Disparities in study results are primarily rooted in the plethora of social markers across different
cultures, leading to varied generation dates. Additionally, the diverse perspectives that comes from pursuing different
disciplines in the same society contribute to these inconsistencies. This study reveals that members of the generation
before and after the internal turning points are impacted by distinct dynamics, with some individuals existing outside
the norm as successor/ predecessor members. Disregarding these complexities often leads to findings in generational
studies being perceived as contradictions or inconsistencies. The generational phenomena cannot be reduced to mere
dates. Its variability does not add a negative result to the issue. Because certain generational characteristics are
concentrated in certain date intervals, there is a date range that expresses the beginning and end of generations;
however, these are not precise lines, as these characteristics may manifest outside of these dates, as demonstrated by
successor/predecessor members. Just as dates range among cultures due to socio–cultural influences, it is typical for
certain dominant influences to manifest later or not at all in other groups, or to exert effects at different levels and times.
Similarly, just as observing the effects of the Cold War in a specific area and community before its official onset date of
March 12, 1947, does not contradict the Cold War’s recognized beginning, noting generation characteristics preceding
the attributed onset date does not contradict the generation phenomenon. Therefore, the variation in research outcomes
across societies, as well as differences observed within the same society due to the different degrees of exposure
to relevant generational characteristics, does not contradict the concept of generational differences. Addressing this
requires the operationalization of multidisciplinary longitudinal studies incorporating the phenomena presented in this
study, which also serves as a solution to another criticism of the subject – the lack of effectiveness in addressing such
differences. Therefore, this study supports the view that the relevant criticisms stem from cross-sectional studies, which
may lead to errors in the operationalization and measurement of generational studies.

Despite time and participation constraints, this study proposed a generational classification specific to Turkey based
on the perspectives of participants from various disciplines and enriched the literature by providing phenomena critical
to the operationalization of generational classification studies. Future research should examine the proposed findings
and operationalizations of this study and consider ways of making the generative phenomenon more functional.

145



Journal of Economy Culture and Society

Ethics Committee Approval: Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey Unıversıty Rectorate Approval was received from the Social
and Human Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee. (Date: 27.04.2023/ Decision Number:
120).
Peer-review: Externally peer-reviewed.
Author Contributions: Conception/Design of Study- U.Ç., O.Ç.; Data Acquisition- U.Ç., O.Ç.; Data
Analysis/Interpretation- U.Ç., O.Ç.; Drafting Manuscript- U.Ç., O.Ç.; Critical Revision of Manuscript- U.Ç., O.Ç.;
Final Approval and Accountability- U.Ç., O.Ç.
Conflict of Interest: The authors have no conflict of interest to declare.
Grant Support: The authors declared that this study has received no financial support.

ORCID :
Umut ÇİL 0000-0002-6292-2890
Osman ÇEVİK 0000-0002-2217-8876

REFERENCES
Adıgüzel, O., Batur, H. Z., & Ekşili, N. (2014). Kuşakların Değişen Yüzü ve Y Kuşağı ile Ortaya Çıkan Yeni Çalışma Tarzı: Mobil Yakalılar.

Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 1(19).
Arli, D., & Pekerti, A. (2016). Investigating the influence of religion, ethical ideologies and generational cohorts toward consumer ethics: Which

one matters? Social Responsibility Journal, 12(4). https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-08-2015-0112
Aydın, A. E. (2020). Kuşak Çalışmalarındaki Tartışmalı Konulara İlişkin Bir Değerlendirme. Yorum-Yönetim-Yöntem Uluslararası

Yönetim-Ekonomi ve Felsefe Dergisi, 8(1). https://doi.org/10.32705/yorumyonetim.707744
Baltacı, A. (2018). Nitel araştırmalarda örnekleme yöntemleri ve örnek hacmi sorunsalı üzerine kavramsal bir inceleme. Bitlis Eren Üniversitesi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 7(1).
Bayhan, V., (2019). Kuşaklar Sosyolojisi ve Türkiye İçin Yeni Bir Kuşak Analizi. Sosyoloji Divanı, 7(13): 29-45.
Beier, M. E., & Kanfer, R. (2015). Generations at work: Don’t throw the baby out with the bathwater. Industrial and Organizational Psychology,

8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.55
Benson, J., & Brown, M. (2011). Generations at work: Are there differences and do they matter? International Journal of Human Resource

Management, 22(9). https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2011.573966
Boyle, G. J., Matthews, G., & Saklofske, D. H. (2008). The SAGE Handbook of Personality Theory and Assessment: Volume 2 — Personality

Measurement and Testing. In The SAGE Handbook of Personality Theory and Assessment: Volume 2 - Personality Measurement and Testing.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849200479

Brink, K. E., & Zondag, M. M. (2021). Examining Job Attribute Preferences Across Three Generational Cohorts. Journal of Career Development,
48(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/0894845319837384

Brink, K. E., Zondag, M. M., & Crenshaw, J. L. (2015). Generation is a culture construct. In Industrial and Organizational Psychology (Vol. 8,
Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.45

Cadiz, D. M., Truxillo, D. M., & Fraccaroli, F. (2015). What are the benefits of focusing on generation-based differences and at what cost?
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.49

Campbell, W. K., Campbell, S. M., Siedor, L. E., & Twenge, J. M. (2015). Generational differences are real and useful. In Industrial and
Organizational Psychology (Vol. 8, Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.43

Caspi, A., & Roberts, B. W. (2001). Personality development across the life course: The argument for change and continuity. Psychological
Inquiry, 12(2). https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1202_01

Costanza, D. P., Badger, J. M., Fraser, R. L., Severt, J. B., & Gade, P. A. (2012). Generational Differences in Work-Related Attitudes: A
Meta-analysis. Journal of Business and Psychology, 27(4). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-012-9259-4

Costanza, D. P., & Finkelstein, L. M. (2015). Generationally based differences in the workplace: Is there a there there? Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.15

Costanza, D. P., Ravid, D. M., & Slaughter, A. J. (2021). A distributional approach to understanding generational differences: What do you mean
they vary? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103585

Cox, C. B., & Coulton, G. (2015). Fire all the boomers: How generational labeling legitimizes age discrimination. Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.52

Dencker, J. C., Joshi, A., & Martocchio, J. J. (2008). Towards a theoretical framework linking generational memories to workplace attitudes and
behaviors. Human Resource Management Review, 18(3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.07.007

Edwards, L. (1988). Congress and the origins of the Cold War: The Truman doctrine. World Affairs, 151(3), 131–141.
Elder Jr, G. H. (1994). Time, Human Agency, and Social Change: Perspectives on the Life Course. Social Psychology Quarterly, 57(1).

https://doi.org/10.2307/2786971
Elder Jr, G. H. (1998). The Life Course as Developmental Theory. Child Development, 69(1). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06128.x
Eyerman, R., & Turner, B. S. (1998). Outline of a theory of generations. European Journal of Social Theory, 1(1).

146

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6292-2890
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2217-8876


Çil, U., Çevik, O., A Novel Operationalization Approach in Generation Phenomenon: Insights and Implications from Turkey’s Generational Dynamics

https://doi.org/10.1177/136843198001001007
France, A., & Roberts, S. (2015). The problem of social generations: a critique of the new emerging orthodoxy in youth studies. Journal of Youth

Studies, 18(2). https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2014.944122
Frazier, R. (1984). Did Britain Start the Cold War? Bevin And the Truman Doctrine. The Historical Journal, 27(3).

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X00018045
Gaddis, J. L. (1974). Was the Truman Doctrine a Real Turning Point? Foreign Affairs, 52(2). https://doi.org/10.2307/20038055
Giancola, F. (2006). The generation gap: More myth than reality. HR. Human Resource Planning, 29(4), 32–37.
Gibson, J. L. (2015). The effects of workforce trends and changes on organizational recruiting: A practical perspective. Industrial and

Organizational Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.54
Gillespie, B. J., Mulder, C. H., & Eggleston, C. M. (2021). Measuring migration motives with open-ended survey data: Methodological and

conceptual issues. Population, Space and Place, 27(6). https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2448
Gürbüz, S. (2015). Kuşak Farklılıkları: Mit mi, Gerçek mi? İş ve İnsan Dergisi, 2(1). https://doi.org/10.18394/iid.80342
He, Z., & Schonlau, M. (2021). Coding Text Answers to Open-ended Questions: Human Coders and Statistical Learning Algorithms Make

Similar Mistakes. Methods, Data, Analyses, 15(1). https://doi.org/10.12758/mda.2020.10
Inglehart, R. (1977). The Silent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles Among Western Publics. In The Journal of Politics (Issue 3).

Princeton University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/2129874
Inglehart, R. (1997). Modernization and Postmodernization. Princeton University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv10vm2ns
Joshi, A., Dencker, J. C., & Franz, G. (2011). Generations in organizations. In Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 31).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2011.10.002
Kowske, B. J., Rasch, R., & Wiley, J. (2010). Millennials’ (lack of) attitude problem: An empirical examination of generational effects on work

attitudes. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25(2). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9171-8
Kuckartz, U., & Rädiker, S. (2019). Analyzing Qualitative Data with MAXQDA. In Analyzing Qualitative Data with MAXQDA.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15671-8
Lissitsa, S., & Laor, T. (2021). Baby Boomers, Generation X and Generation Y: Identifying generational differences in effects of personality

traits in on-demand radio use. Technology in Society, 64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101526
Lyons, S., Urick, M., Kuron, L., & Schweitzer, L. (2015). Generational Differences in the Workplace: There Is Complexity Beyond the Stereotypes.

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3), 346–356. https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.48
Macky, K., Gardner, D., & Forsyth, S. (2008). Generational differences at work: Introduction and overview. Journal of Managerial Psychology,

23(8). https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904358
Mannheim, K. (1928). Das Problem der Generationen. Kölner Vierteljahreshefte Für Soziologie, 7(2).
Mannheim, K. (1952). The sociological problem of generation. Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge.
Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2016). Designing Qualitative Research (Sixth Edition). SAGE Publications, Inc.
Merrill, D. (2006). The Truman Doctrine: Containing Communism and Modernity. Presidential Studies Quarterly, 36(1).

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5705.2006.00284.x
Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the organization: A

meta-analysis of antecedents, correlates, and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61(1). https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1842
Mücevher, M. H., & Erdem, R. (2018). X Kuşağı Akademisyenler ile Y Kuşağı Öğrencilerin Birbirlerine Karşı Algıları. Süleyman Demirel

Üniversitesi Vizyoner Dergisi.https://doi.org/10.21076/vizyoner.391745
Nacak, İ., (2019). Kuşak Kavramına Disiplinler Arası Bakış. Sosyoloji Divanı, 7(13): 9-27.
Nakai, Y. (2015). Why we study generations. In Industrial and Organizational Psychology (Vol. 8, Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.44
Neuert, C. E., Meitinger, K., Behr, D., & Schonlau, M. (2021). The Use of Open-ended Questions in Surveys Zur Verfügung gestellt in

Kooperation mit / provided in cooperation with. SSOAR, 15(1).
Neuman, W. L., & Robson, K. (2014). Basics of Social Research: Qualitative and Quantitative Approach (Third Edition). Pearson Canada.
Ng, T. W. H., & Feldman, D. C. (2010). The relationships of age with job attitudes: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 63(3).

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01184.x
Noble, S. M., & Schewe, C. D. (2003). Cohort segmentation: An exploration of its validity. Journal of Business Research, 56(12).

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00268-0
Özkoç, H. H., & Bayrakdaroğlu, F. (Dü). (2017). Kuşak Kavramına Disiplinler Arası Bakış (Cilt 1). Ankara: Nobel.
Özkoç, H. H., & Bayrakdaroğlu, F. (Dü). (2018). Kuşak Kavramına Disiplinler Arası Bakış (Cilt 2). Ankara: Nobel.
Öztürk Aykaç, N., (2019). Kuşak Kavramına Disiplinler Arası Bakış. Sosyoloji Divanı, 7(13): 265- 274.
Parry, E., & Urwin, P. (2011). Generational Differences in Work Values: A Review of Theory and Evidence. In International Journal of

Management Reviews (Vol. 13, Issue 1). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00285.x
Parry, E., & Urwin, P. (2021). Generational categories: A broken basis for human resource management research and practice. Human Resource

Management Journal, 31(4). https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12353
Pekerti, A. A., & Arli, D. (2017). Do Cultural and Generational Cohorts Matter to Ideologies and Consumer Ethics? A

Comparative Study of Australians, Indonesians, and Indonesian Migrants in Australia. Journal of Business Ethics, 143(2).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2777-z

147

 https://doi.org/10.21076/vizyoner.391745
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00268-0


Journal of Economy Culture and Society

Perry, E. L., Golom, F. D., & McCarthy, J. A. (2015). Generational differences: Let’s not throw the baby boomer out with the bathwater. Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.53

Popping, R. (2015). Analyzing Open-ended Questions by Means of Text Analysis Procedures. BMS Bulletin of Sociological Methodology/
Bulletin de Methodologie Sociologique, 128(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/0759106315597389

Riggio, R. E., & Saggi, K. (2015). Belief in generational stereotypes: Why there is a there there. In Industrial and Organizational Psychology
(Vol. 8, Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.46

Roberts, B. W., Walton, K. E., & Viechtbauer, W. (2006). Patterns of mean-level change in personality traits across the life course: A meta-analysis
of longitudinal studies. Psychological Bulletin, 132(1). https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1

Roberts, M. E., Stewart, B. M., Tingley, D., Lucas, C., Leder-Luis, J., Gadarian, S. K., Albertson, B., & Rand, D. G. (2014). Structural topic
models for open-ended survey responses. American Journal of Political Science, 58(4). https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12103

Rudolph, C. W. (2015). A note on the folly of cross-sectional operationalizations of generations. In Industrial and Organizational Psychology
(Vol. 8, Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.50

Rudolph, C. W., Rauvola, R. S., Costanza, D. P., & Zacher, H. (2021). Generations and Generational Differences: Debunking
Myths in Organizational Science and Practice and Paving New Paths Forward. Journal of Business and Psychology, 36(6).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09715-2

Rudolph, C. W., Rauvola, R. S., & Zacher, H. (2018). Leadership and generations at work: A critical review. Leadership Quarterly, 29(1).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.09.004

Schewe, C. D., & Meredith, G. (2004). Segmenting global markets by generational cohorts: determining motivations by age. Journal of Consumer
Behaviour, 4(1). https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.157

Schonlau, M., Gweon, H., & Wenemark, M. (2021). Automatic Classification of Open-Ended Questions: Check-All-That-Apply Questions.
Social Science Computer Review, 39(4). https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439319869210

Schuman, H., & Scott, J. (1989). Generations and Collective Memories. American Sociological Review, 54(3). https://doi.org/10.2307/2095611
Senderovich, N., & Maysuradze, A. (2015). Interactive coding of responses to open-ended questions in Russian. Communications in Computer

and Information Science, 518. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24543-0_15
Spalding, E. E. (2017). The Enduring Significance of the Truman Doctrine. Orbis, 61(4). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orbis.2017.08.001
Steel, P., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. (2015). The world is going to hell, the young no longer respect their elders, and other tricks of the mind.

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.51
Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991). Generations: The history of America’s future. In The history of America’s future, 1584 to 2069.
Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1997). The Fourth Turning: what the Cycles of History Tell Us About America’s Next Rendezvous with Destiny.

Broadway Books.
Sullivan, S. E., Forret, M. L., Carraher, S. M., & Mainiero, L. A. (2009). Using the kaleidoscope career model to examine generational differences

in work attitudes. Career Development International, 14(3). https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430910966442
Teddlie, C., & yu, F. (2007). Mixed Methods Sampling: A Typology With Examples. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1).

https://doi.org/10.1177/2345678906292430
Turner, B. S. (1998). Ageing and Generational Conflicts: A Reply to Sarah Irwin. The British Journal of Sociology, 49(2).

https://doi.org/10.2307/591314
Wang, Y., & Peng, Y. (2015). An alternative approach to understanding generational differences. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3).

https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.56
Yüksekbilgili, Z. (2013). Türk Tipi Y Kuşaği. Elektronik Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 12(45), 342-353.
Zacher, H. (2015). Using lifespan developmental theory and methods as a viable alternative to the study of generational differences at work.

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.47

How cite this article
Çil, U., Çevik, O. (2024). A novel operationalization approach in generation phenomenon: insights and implications

from Turkey’s generational dynamics. Journal of Economy Culture and Society, 69, 133–148. https://doi.org/10.26650/
JECS2023-1296028

148

https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.56
https://doi.org/10.26650/JECS2023-1296028
https://doi.org/10.26650/JECS2023-1296028

	Introduction
	Background
	Method
	Findings
	Founders
	Republican Generation
	First Democrats
	Military Coup Generation
	First Neoliberals
	Social Media Generation

	Discussion and Conclusion

