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Chapter 9
Digital Communication Among Older 
Workers: Evidence from the European 
Social Survey

Sarmitė Mikulionienė , Jolanta Pivorienė , Sandra Krutulienė , 
and Olga Rajevska 

9.1 � Introduction

Since the first scientific publication on digital communication in 1994 (Griffith & 
Northcraft, 1994), interest in the subject has surged since 2020. Despite this, a 
widely accepted definition of digital communication remains unclear, and stan-
dardised methods for its exploration are still lacking (Strauss et al., 2024). Digital 
communication builds on general communication principles but exhibits distinct 
features, including connectivity through multiple linkages, information density, 
interactivity, non-verbal cues, and time asynchrony (Strauss et al., 2024).

In personal contexts, digital communication is often defined as sharing meaning 
via digital technologies (Strauss et al., 2024). Conversely, in professional settings, 
definitions tend to emphasise task-related communication aimed at enhancing team 
performance, particularly focusing on tools that facilitate work tasks and improve 
efficiency (Sivunen & Laitinen, 2020). Strauss et al. (2024) conducted a systematic 
literature review of 84 publications from leading journals, revealing that studies 
primarily focused on work-related communication in digital spaces such as emails, 
social media, newsletters, and text messages. They categorised this literature into 
one-to-one communication, typically involving emails and chat messages, and one-
to-many communication, which includes social media posts, mass emails, and 
online debates.
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Bordi et  al. (2018) examined digital communication in the workplace and its 
effects on employee well-being. Their study identified six key themes that impact 
this relationship: communication volume, constant availability expectations, mes-
sage quality, new tool adoption, technical issues, and communication flexibility. 
While digital communication can lead to strain, it also offers increased autonomy 
and control at work. Social dynamics—such as workplace norms and conventions—
significantly shape how digital communication demands are perceived and managed.

Digital communication represents a paradigm shift in interaction. As society 
transitions to a knowledge-based economy, the creation, sharing, and communica-
tion of information is fundamentally transformed by digital technologies (Strauss 
et al., 2024). Digital transformation signifies new stakeholder engagement methods, 
innovative service delivery frameworks, and the establishment of new relationships 
(European Commission, 2013).

Several authors (Mergel et  al., 2019; Rogelj et  al., 2021; Tratkowska, 2019) 
argue that digital transformation is often oversimplified with a focus on technology 
alone. These authors advocate for a broader approach that considers fundamental 
organisational changes. Tratkowska (2019) stresses that digitalisation extends 
beyond technology to include processes, value creation, networking, communica-
tion channels, and new experiences. Nadkarni and Prügl (2021) explore both 
technology-centric and actor-centric views on digital transformation, emphasising 
that the actual shift in organisations arises from the way technologies are utilised 
rather than from technology itself.

Supporting this perspective, Komp-Leukkunen et al. (2022) found that the work 
environment significantly influences whether workplace digitalisation poses chal-
lenges or opportunities for older workers. They identified four critical factors affect-
ing older workers’ digital inclusion: employer attitudes toward digital competencies, 
access to teleworking or blended work models, the introduction of new information 
and communication technology tools, and the availability of training opportunities 
to enhance digital skills. These factors shape older workers’ exposure to technology 
and their ability to adopt and use new tools.

In this context, digital competence—defined as the confident, critical, and 
responsible use of digital technologies for learning, work, and societal participation 
(The Council, 2018)-is essential. The DigComp 2.2 framework (Vuorikari et  al., 
2022) breaks down digital competence into five areas: communication and collabo-
ration, information and data literacy, digital content creation, safety, and problem-
solving. The communication and collaboration area focuses on effective interaction 
using digital technologies while being aware of cultural and generational diversity. 
It encompasses skills such as engaging in digital citizenship and managing one’s 
digital identity (Vuorikari et al., 2022). These competencies significantly influence 
older workers’ ability to participate in workplace communication, fostering inclu-
sion and productivity in increasingly digital environments. Despite the importance 
of these competencies, empirical studies indicate that many older adults prefer to 
rely on familiar digital functions rather than adopting new ones (Katey & Chivers, 
2025). This behaviour can limit their engagement with emerging digital communi-
cation practices. König and Seifert (2022) further argue that lower levels of digital 
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competence among older adults may exacerbate these challenges, reducing their 
participation in collaborative digital interactions at work.

Research on digital communication among older adults in the workplace is lim-
ited. Most studies focus on older adults’ digital communication in general (Pirhonen 
et  al., 2020; Sixsmith et  al., 2022; Tkalac Verčič et  al., 2024; Vulpe & Crăciun, 
2019), in family settings (Brown & Greenfield, 2021), or in public environments 
(Xie et al., 2020), particularly within the healthcare sector (Kruse et al., 2020; Shang 
& Zuo, 2020). Other research explores older workers’ engagement with digital tech-
nologies at work (Chappell, 2021; Francis et al., 2019; Hu & Qian, 2024; Neves & 
Mead, 2020; Poli et al., 2024). For example, Poli et al. (2024) discovered that older 
and less educated employees, particularly those facing increased workloads and dif-
ficulties with technology, were more likely to report dissatisfaction with digital 
changes in the workplace during the COVID-19 pandemic. Francis et  al. (2019) 
found that those with lower digital literacy used digital tools less frequently and 
reported lower satisfaction with workplace digitalisation.

Despite these findings, research specifically on older adults’ digital communica-
tion in the workplace remains scarce. Addressing this gap could involve analysing 
existing data to develop evidence-based solutions for enhancing workplace digital 
communication.

A systematic literature review of 42 articles on older workers in digitalising 
workplaces (Komp-Leukkunen et  al., 2022) highlighted the need for a thorough 
evaluation of older workers, as research in this area is still emerging. The number of 
studies is limited, theories are evolving, and the empirical framework is not yet fully 
established.

This chapter explores two key research questions: How do older workers engage 
in digital communication at work and what factors influence these patterns? Since 
there is no universally accepted definition of digital communication, this chapter 
defines it as any work-related communication and shared experiences facilitated by 
technology, including interactions between line managers and colleagues. The 
terms ‘digital communication’ and ‘digital interaction’ are used synonymously.

9.2 � Data and Methods

To analyse patterns of digital interaction in older workers (50–64), we used descrip-
tive statistical analysis and binary logistic regression based on data from the rotating 
module ‘Digital Social Contacts in Work and Family Life’ of the European Social 
Survey tenth wave (ESS ERIC, 2023a, 2023b). For the ESS10, data were collected 
using a standardised survey questionnaire. A mixed mode method was used. Namely, 
if the COVID-19 pandemic allowed, it was face-to-face interviews; if not, a self-
completion (web or paper) was applied.
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9.2.1 � Measured Variable

To reveal older employees’ digital communication patterns, we measured the fre-
quency of their communication in the workplace using various digital gadgets: on 
screen, phone, or via text messages. We measured the frequency of technology-
based communication compared to direct communication. Also, the available data 
allowed us to be specific about the communication partner—a line manager or a 
colleague. The survey question related to how often older employees communicate 
about work matters with line managers and colleagues using digital gadgets—sev-
eral times a day, once a day, several times a week, several times a month, once a 
month, less often or never.

For the binary logistic regression analysis, the variables characterising the fre-
quency of use of different digital media (screen, phone, and texting) were com-
bined. Then, two groups were distinguished: those who use digital communication 
often or regularly (‘several times a day/once a day/several times a week/several 
times a month/once a month’) and those who use it rarely or never (‘less often or 
never’). These latter binary variables were then used as dependent variables in our 
regression models. We analysed which factors contribute to infrequent (rare) use of 
digital technologies, in other words, which factors hinder digital communication.

9.2.2 � Independent Variables

Prior to applying the binary logistic regression, several categorical variables were 
regrouped, e.g. the variable ‘type of organisation’ worked was categorised into three 
groups: ‘public sector organisation’ (combining ‘central or local governmental’, 
‘other public sector, such as education and health’ and ‘a state-owned enterprise’), 
‘private organisation’ and ‘self-employed, other’. Establishment size was catego-
rised into 4 categories (combining ‘100 to 499’, ‘500 or more’ into one category 
‘100+’). The categories of all the independent variables are presented in Tables 9.4 
and 9.5.

9.2.3 � Sample

In our research, the analysis was carried out with those 23 EU Member-States for 
which DESI was calculated: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czechia, Germany, 
Estonia, Greece, Spain, Finland, France, Croatia, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,, Latvia, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Sweden, Slovenia and Slovakia (N = 66,636). Since 
we were interested in employees aged between 50 and 64 years, we selected those 
respondents who, during 7 days previous to the survey, had paid work and their age 
was between 50 and 64 years (N = 12,913). Moreover, in the second step of our 
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analysis, we paid attention to these subgroups of employees aged 50 to 
64 years: women and men in good/poor health. To enhance the validity of the 
data interpretation, we created a control group consisting of working indi-
viduals aged 49 years and younger (N = 21,973).

9.2.4 � Country-Level Contextual Data

We included a contextual variable to test the relationship between the propor-
tion of employees aged 50 to 64 years communicating digitally about work 
matters with line managers and colleagues and the level of digital develop-
ment of the respective country monitored by the composite Digital Economy 
and Society Index—DESI (European Commission, 2022). This contextual 
variable summarises relevant indicators of Europe’s digital performance 
(including four main dimensions: Human capital, connectivity, integration of 
digital technology, and digital public services) and it tracks the evolution of 
EU member states regarding digital competitiveness.

In the analysis, the EU-23 countries were quartile-ranked based on the 
DESI index scores, high, advanced, medium and low—as it is shown in the 
Table  9.1. We have also included a compelling case study of the Baltic 
States—Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania—to gain deeper insights into the reali-
ties faced by older workers in regions showcasing remarkable economic 
growth, digital transformation, and the challenges of an ageing population.

9.2.5 � Data Analysis

First, we descriptively examined the spread of digital communication at 
workplaces in DESI clusters-quartiles. Second, we focused on employees 
aged 50 to 64 years and examined, using an exploratory data analysis (EDA), 
predictors of their digital communication on work issues with line managers 
and colleagues. Then, a series of binary logistic regression models was per-
formed separately for communication with line managers and colleagues to 
examine the association of each predictor with the outcome. These two binary 
regression models were performed separately for the four country groups 
identified in Table 9.1 and additionally, for the fifth group of the Baltic coun-
tries, giving a total of ten models: (1) Q4 countries, N = 1643; (2) Q3 coun-
tries, N = 6375; (3) Q2 countries, N = 3167; (4) Q1 countries, N = 1728; and 
(5) the three Baltic countries, N = 1030 (this latter model included country as 
an independent variable).

Regarding independent variables, our models included age, gender, sub-
jective health, education, establishment size, work from home, and whether 
or not the respondents themselves decide how their daily work is organised 
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Table 9.1  Distribution of EU member states (Only those countries where the ESS10 (2020–2022) 
survey was conducted and for which DESI indicators are being prepared are included in this 
chapter) included in the analysis by clusters-quartiles according to DESI-2020 values, scores

EU member 
state

DESI composite 
index, score DESI quartiles (Q)

Finland 58.42 Q1—the first quartile including countries with high 
digital progressSweden 55.75

Netherlands 54.68
Ireland 50.82
Spain 49.72 Q2—the second quartile including countries with 

advanced digital progressEstonia 49.05
Lithuania 44.66
Belgium 44.24
Latvia 44.06
Austria 43.61
Portugal 43.34
Slovenia 42.92 Q3—the third quartile including countries with 

medium digital progressFrance 42.54
Germany 42.07
Czechia 39.55
Croatia 37.00
Italy 36.73
Slovakia 36.18
Hungary 35.83
Cyprus 35.34
Poland 33.20 Q4—the fourth quartile including countries with low 

digital progressBulgaria 29.82
Greece 27.58

Source: European Commission (2022)

and whether or not they are responsible for other employees. In regression models 
assessing the barriers to digital communication with colleagues, an additional vari-
able: ‘speaks to colleagues in person’ was included. All variables were included in 
the model simultaneously, thereby enabling their respective effects to be controlled.

The results are shown in Tables 9.4 and 9.5. All ten models proved to be statisti-
cally significant (omnibus likelihood ratio test) and successfully passed the Hosmer-
Lemeshov goodness-of-fit test, demonstrating Nagelkerke R2 ranging from 0.12 to 
0.26, signifying a weak to moderate effect of the predictors. The overall accuracy of 
the models was quite high, as the percentage of correctly classified cases ranged 
from 70 to 77%.
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9.3 � General Patterns of Communication of Employees Aged 
50 to 64 Years in the Workplace

9.3.1 � All Forms of Communication with Line Managers

In the digital era, communication patterns at work consist of different combinations 
of four forms of communication: face-to-face communication, phone communica-
tion, communication on the screen, and texting. From the analysed data, on average, 
all employees irrespective of age speak to line managers several times a week in 
person and in written form (write emails or messages on other gadgets), talk on the 
telephone about once a week and speak and see each other on a screen several times 
a month (Fig. 9.1).

The data on communication with line managers (Fig. 9.2, left column) reveals 
notable trends regarding older workers aged 50 to 64 years, across different coun-
tries. Face-to-face communication is the most frequently used method, with many 
employees in Q2–Q4 countries interacting in person multiple times a week. In Q2–
Q4 countries, two-thirds of older employees engage in face-to-face discussions 
frequently. However, in the highest quartile (Q1), this number declines significantly, 
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Fig. 9.1  Average frequency of employee communication in the workplace by communication 
partner, communication form and age group, EU23, 2020–2022, 5% trimmed mean. Notes: (1) See 
the EU Member-states participating in ESS10 in the Table 9.1. (2) The 5% trimmed mean method 
was utilised, which reduces the impact of outliers, leading to a more reliable average. (3) The origi-
nal scale (1–7) was reversed so that larger numbers represent more frequent communication and 
smaller numbers less frequent communication. Source: authors’ calculations, ESS ERIC 
(2023a, 2023b)
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Fig. 9.2  Frequency of employee communication in the workplace by communication partner, 
communication form, age group and country cluster according to DESI values, EU23, 2020, %. 
Notes: (1) The sum of percentage in some lines could be equal to 100 ± 1 because of rounding. (2) 
Countries were clustered by countries’ DESI 2020 value (European Commission, 2022), thus 
forming four quartiles (Q1—the highest DESI values; Q4—the lowest). (3) The original 7-item 
scale used in the ESS survey to measure frequency of communication was reduced to a 3-item 
scale for analysis purposes: ‘Frequent communicator’ = ‘Several times a day’ + ‘Once a day’ + 
‘Several times a week’; ‘Rare communicator’ = ‘Several times a month’ + ‘Once a month’ + ‘Less 
often’; ‘Non-communicator’ = ‘Never’. Source: authors’ calculations, ESS ERIC (2023a, 2023b)
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with only 42% of older workers doing so. Additionally, approximately 3% of older 
employees in Q2–Q4 countries never meet with their managers in person, increas-
ing to 7% in Q1 countries.

Conversely, surveyed digital communication forms are less prevalent among 
older workers in Q2–Q4 countries. In Q1 countries, however, the frequency of tech-
nology-based communication tends to become more comparable to face-to-face 
methods, highlighting a more balanced approach among older employees.

Telephone communication shows that a majority of those aged 50 to 64 years 
rarely call their line managers, ranging from 41% to 55% depending on the country 
cluster. The frequency of calls differs regionally, with 30% of older employees in 
Q1 frequently calling their managers compared to 42% in Q4 countries. The propor-
tion of older employees who never initiate or receive calls varies from 11% in Q4 to 
23% in Q3.

Texting is more common in digitally advanced countries (Q1–2), with around 
40% of older employees communicating frequently via text. In less developed coun-
tries (Q3–4), this figure falls to 26%. Notably, one-third of older workers in lower 
digital countries do not use texting at all, while the proportion is only 13% in Q1.

Screen communication is the least utilised method among older employees in all 
countries studied. Frequent use ranges from 13% in Q3 to 17% in Q1, while two out 
of three older workers (approximately 61%-67%) have never communicated this 
way in Q2–4 countries.

A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to understand the relationships 
between practised forms of communication with line managers (Table  9.2). We 
found a medium-sized positive correlation between speaking on phone with line 
manager and communicating with him/her via text, email, or messaging apps, 
r  =  0.47, p  <  0.001; as well as between texting and communicating via screen, 
r = 0.39, p < 0.001. Speaking on the telephone was weakly positively associated to 
communication via screen and speaking in person with a line manager (respectively 
r = 0.29, p < 0.001 and r = 0.17, p < 0.001).

Table 9.2  Interrelationships between communication frequency of employees aged 50 to 64 years 
and their line managers by methods used, EU23, 2020–2022, descriptive statistics and correlations, 
N = 9131

Variable Ma SD 1 2 3 4

1. Speak with line manager about work in person 4.9 1.7 –
2. Speak with line manager about work using a 
phone

3.6 1.9 0.17*** –

3. Communicate with line manager about work via 
text, email, or messaging apps

3.4 2.0 −0.02 0.47*** –

4. Speak with line manager about work and see each 
other on a screen

2.1 1.7 −0.08*** 0.29*** 0.39*** –

*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01, and ***p < 0.001
Source: authors’ calculations, ESS ERIC (2023a, 2023b)
a The original scale (1–7) was reversed so that larger numbers represent more frequent communica-
tion and smaller numbers less frequent communication
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The frequency of speaking with line managers in person was negatively related 
to a discussion of work matters with him/her via screen. Although this relationship 
was weak, it was still significant, r = − 0.08 p < 0.01.

When comparing older and younger employees (Fig.  9.2, left column), older 
workers generally communicate less frequently with line managers, although simi-
larities exist between the different methods of communication. Notably, older 
employees are less likely to use texting and screen communication compared to 
younger employees, particularly in Q2–3 countries. Overall, the trends indicate that 
older employees in more digitally advanced countries are less inclined to rely on 
traditional in-person communication methods when interacting with line managers. 
This trend may result from digitalisation, when technology-assisted communication 
methods could have displaced traditional ways of communicating. However, it may 
also reflect a possibly more restrained communication culture in Q1 countries.

9.3.2 � All Forms of Communication with Colleagues

Horizontal communication between co-workers is more frequent than that with line 
managers (Fig. 9.1). Employees typically engage in person, via emails, and tele-
phone calls several times a week, and these interactions exceed the frequency of 
communication with managers. Different countries exhibit varying patterns based 
on their digital progress, as shown in Fig. 9.2, right column.

In most European countries, a significant majority of older workers-over 
80%-communicate regularly face-to face with colleagues. In countries with high 
digitalisation (Q1), the share of older workers maintaining frequent in-person com-
munication is smaller (76%). In Q3–4 countries, approximately 85 to 86% of older 
workers engage in regular face-to-face interactions. Direct communication remains 
the preferred method among older colleagues, with a minimal proportion (5% in Q1 
and 2% in others) not communicating with colleagues directly at all.

When examining various communication methods among older workers, screen-
based communication is the least utilised, particularly in Q3–4 countries, where 
nearly two-thirds never use it for communication between colleagues. In Q2 coun-
tries, over half of older workers do not use screens to communicate, and 40% in Q1 
countries report similar non-use. Although screen communication is less common, 
its frequency increases with the level of digitalisation; for example, 31% of older 
workers in Q1 countries communicate via screens frequently, compared to only 
13% in Q4 countries.

Texting and telephone calls are moderate communication methods among older 
workers. About half of this age group often communicates through these channels. 
However, texting frequency varies: 58% of older workers in Q1 countries use tex-
ting regularly, while only 43% do in Q4 countries. One in ten older workers in Q1 
and one in three in Q4 have no texting with co-workers experience. A similar pattern 
according to countries exists with telephone use, where 13% of older workers do not 
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Table 9.3  Interrelationships between communication frequency of employees aged 50–64 and 
their colleagues by methods used, EU23, 2020–2022, descriptive statistics and correlations, 
N = 9131

Variable Ma SD 1 2 3 4

 1. Speak with colleagues about work in person. 5.8 1.6 –
 2. Speak with colleagues about work using a phone. 4.0 2.1 0.06*** –

 3. Communicate with colleagues about work via 
text, email, or messaging apps.

3.7 2.2 −0.03** 0.59*** –

 4. Speak with colleagues about work and see each 
other on a screen.

2.2 1.8 −0.12*** 0.33*** 0.48*** –

*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01, and ***p < 0.001
Source: authors’ calculations, ESS ERIC (2023a, 2023b)
a The original scale (1–7) was reversed so that larger numbers represent more often communication 
and smaller numbers ess frequent communication

use telephones for work communication with their colleagues in Q1, compared to 
18–22% in Q2 and Q3.

A Pearson correlation coefficient was used to evaluate the relationship between 
the frequency of diverse forms of communication practised with work colleagues 
(Table 9.3). Again, as in the case of communication with line managers, the more 
often use of one technology for communication indicates the use of other technolo-
gies. The results showed that there was a significant, strong, positive correlation 
between the frequency of calling colleagues and messaging them, r  =  0.59, 
p < 0.001. The frequency of communicating via screen with co-workers was posi-
tively related to texting, r = 0.48 p < 0.001, and calling by telephone, r = 0.33, 
p < 0.001. It is possible that use of screens for communication with co-workers and 
messaging to them could be substitutes for speaking in person with them, because 
these forms of communication correlate negatively, and also these relationships are 
very weak (correspondingly, r  =  −0.12, p  <  0.001 and r  =  −0.03, p  <  0.01) 
(Table 9.3). The frequency of speaking with colleagues in person is very weakly 
positively related to calling them (r = 0.06, p < 0.001).

Horizontal generational communication patterns reveal that younger employees 
generally utilise digital methods more frequently than older employees (Fig. 9.2, 
right column). While both cohorts engage in work-related in-person communication 
similarly, significant differences arise in digital communication forms. Notably, in 
Q2–3 countries, older workers report a higher non-use of texting and screen com-
munication with colleagues compared to younger workers, with a distinct pattern in 
Q1 countries highlighting a greater non-use of telephones among younger employ-
ees. In digitally advanced countries, among those who do not use the telephone to 
communicate with colleagues, 13% of older employees and 18% of younger ones 
were found.
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Fig. 9.3  Share of employees-frequent digital communicators with line managers and colleagues 
about work, by age groups and country clusters (by DESI and the Baltic States), in the EU23, 
2020–2022, (N = 36,949), %. Notes: (1) The figure presents the share of respondents who com-
municate with their line manager or colleagues often (several times a week or more often). (2) 
Countries were clustered by countries’ DESI 2020 value (European Commission, 2022), thus 
forming four quartiles (Q1–the highest DESI values; Q4–the lowest). (3) The sum of the forms of 
communication exceeds 100% because employees can communicate with the line manager or col-
league by more than one method. Source: authors’ calculations, ESS ERIC (2023a, 2023b)

9.4 � Digital Communication of Older Employees with Line 
Managers and Colleagues

Having seen how digital communication permeates working relationships with line 
managers and colleagues, we now move to directly analysing communication medi-
ated by technologies.

The data (Fig. 9.3) reveal that digital communication among the working popula-
tion is spread unevenly in workplaces. We can observe several trends.

When comparing digital communication with colleagues to that with line man-
agers, it is evident that all forms of digital interaction (except communication on 
screen in Q4 countries) are more intensive in horizontal work relationships among 
colleagues irrespective of age. This trend is particularly pronounced in countries 
where digital development is most advanced, where co-workers communicate via 
technologies much more often than with line managers (especially in Q1 countries 
while communicating via text, email, or messaging apps). It is evident that rapidly 
developing technology plays a crucial role in shaping these communication patterns.

Comparing forms of digital communication, in the countries of Q4, communica-
tion mediated by technologies is dominated by frequent telephone communication 
(both with colleagues and line managers). In contrast, in the countries of Q1–Q3, 
such communication is mainly based on frequent texting. Frequent communication 
at the workplace through screens is still the least common form in all countries 
regardless of DESI indicator, and it could be related to specific jobs that can still be 
performed only directly at the workplace.

Regarding the digital communication patterns of older employees, the proportion 
of those who frequently use technology for communication at work is similar to that 
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of younger employees (referring to telephone calls with both line managers and col-
leagues) or lower (referring to texting or communicating on screen with both line 
managers and colleagues). This finding indicates that older workers lag behind their 
younger counterparts while adapting to innovative digital communication forms. 
When the aggregate of all forms of older employees’ digital communication in con-
nection to DESI quartiles are examined, it can be observed that the higher the coun-
try’s digital progress (higher DESI score), the greater the proportion of older 
employees who frequently communicate digitally with managers and colleagues 
(except for telephone communication with managers, the prevalence of which 
decreased in Q1 countries).

While the telephone remains the most prevalent digital communication technol-
ogy for work-related interactions in the Baltic States across all generations, there is 
significant disparity in the use of other digital communication technologies. Older 
workers in the Baltics who are frequent communicators, are notably less likely than 
their younger counterparts to utilise texting, email, messaging apps, or screens. This 
disparity in screen communication among older workers in the Baltic States, who 
belong to the Q2 cluster, underscores the need for targeted communication strate-
gies to bridge the digital communication gap.

9.5 � Factors Affecting Employees’ Frequent Digital 
Communication at the Workplace

In order to identify the factors that could hinder employees’ digital communication 
at vertical and horizontal levels, a multiple binary logistic regression analysis was 
carried out, the main results of which are presented in Tables 9.4 and 9.5. Generally, 
age was found to be a significant factor, hindering digital technology use (that is, 
older age is associated with more seldom use) in Q2, Q3 and Baltic countries con-
cerning communication with the line manager, and in Q2, Q3 and, Q4 for commu-
nication with colleagues. In the Q1 model, age was not statistically significant in 
both cases.

Gender was not statistically significant factor for communicating digitally in the 
Q4 countries (neither with line manager, nor with colleagues). It was also not a 
significant factor in Q1 (communication with line manager) and Baltic countries 
(communication with colleagues). However, women demonstrated higher odds of 
seldom using digital communication tools in most other models.

Subjective health was not a significant factor in almost all models, and where it 
was, its influence was ambivalent. Thus, not being in good health was associated 
with more frequent digital communication with line managers among workers from 
the Q1 sample but with less frequent digital communication with colleagues among 
respondents from Q4 and Baltic countries.

9 Digital Communication Among Older Workers: Evidence from the European Social…
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Education, in turn, was significant in all 10 models, and its influence is quite 
unambiguous—the lower the education level, the less often the respondent uses 
digital means of communication with his/her managers and colleagues.

Looking at the organisation type, employees in private companies generally use 
digital technologies more often when communicating with their line managers than 
in public organisations. However, this tendency is reversed in the Baltic States. The 
type of organisation was only an important factor in communicating with colleagues 
in Q2 and Baltic countries. Working in a private organisation increased the likeli-
hood of communication in Q2 countries. However, in the Baltic countries, the oppo-
site trend was observed—working in a private organisation was a barrier to digital 
horizontal communication. Establishment size does not play any significant role in 
all 1–5 models of communicating with line managers. However, it is significant 
when employees digitally communicate with their colleagues: in larger establish-
ments, i.e. they do communicate more often.

Concerning working from home, quite expectedly, older employees who never 
work from home considerably seldom use digital communication at work.

Workers who are not responsible for other employees use digital technologies 
less often to communicate with line managers (significant in Q1, IQ3, Q4 and the 
Baltics) and colleagues (Q1, Q3, and the Baltics). There was a somewhat ambigu-
ous effect of the variable ‘decides how daily work is organised’—it played no sig-
nificant role in digital communicating with the line manager in Q1 and Q4, making 
communication more frequent in Q3 and the Baltics but less frequent in Q2. Digital 
communication with colleagues had no effect in Q1, Q4, and the Baltics, and it 
contributed to more frequent digital communication in Q2 and Q3. Similarly, speak-
ing with colleagues in person did not affect the frequency of digital communication 
with them in Q1, Q4, and the Baltics, while it increased in Q2 and Q3.

Looking at our case study of the three Baltic States, having controlled for all the 
above factors, workers in Estonia and Lithuania did not differ in their frequency of 
digital communication with neither line managers, nor colleagues, while Latvian 
respondents used digital technologies considerably more often in both situations.

9.6 � Discussion and Conclusions

The findings from our research on the digital communication of older workers in the 
workplace highlight the complex interplay between demographics, education, 
health, and organisational factors across various countries’ stages of digital 
development.

We observed that in countries with the lowest (Q4) and highest (Q1) digital prog-
ress, age and gender do not significantly influence communication with line manag-
ers. However, being older and female adversely affects the likelihood of digital 
communication with line managers and colleagues in countries classified as Q2, Q3, 
and the Baltic States. In the case of communication with colleagues, the trends are 
similar: being older increases the risk of using technology less often in Q2–4 
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countries, and being a woman—in Q1–3 countries. Supporting these insights, Poli 
et al. (2024) found that, in Nordic countries, satisfaction with technological changes 
at work is significantly impacted by age, with individuals aged 50 to 59 expressing 
more satisfaction than those aged 60 and older. Additionally, gendered communica-
tion differences in online settings are notable. Research by Chappell (2021) indi-
cates that men generally compose longer messages and dominate communication, 
while women tend to foster collaboration and alignment with group consensus (Hu 
& Qian, 2024). Such dynamics pose challenges for women in virtual meetings, 
where interruptions by male colleagues and the absence of non-verbal cues can 
undermine their contributions.

Our study underscores the critical role of human capital in digital communica-
tion. Lower education levels were linked to limited communication opportunities 
for older workers in most country groups, except for interactions with line managers 
in Q1 countries. Poli et al. (2024) also noted that less-educated workers struggle 
with digital technology and express dissatisfaction with workplace changes. Higher 
education levels correlate positively with satisfaction regarding technology-related 
changes, while lower education is associated with diminished digital literacy.

Health also plays a nuanced role in digital communication, with most models 
indicating minimal impact. However, notable exceptions include employees in poor 
health who tend to communicate digitally more frequently with line managers in Q1 
countries, while those in poor health in Q4 and Baltic countries communicate digi-
tally less with colleagues. The latter fact echoes findings by Neves and Mead (2020), 
suggesting older adults with poor health are less engaged with digital technologies, 
likely affecting their satisfaction with workplace changes.

Organisational factors significantly influence older workers’ digital communica-
tion patterns. Our data indicate that lacking the ability to work from home reduces 
the likelihood of older workers communicating digitally in both horizontal and ver-
tical contexts. Furthermore, working from home may exacerbate gender inequality; 
Hu and Qian (2024) reported that women managing family and work communica-
tion balance during remote work face a double burden, which is not seen in non-
remote workers. The size of the organisation emerged as another significant factor; 
larger organisations were associated with increased horizontal digital communica-
tion in Q1, Q4 countries, and the Baltic States, but did not affect communication 
with line managers. Additionally, having subordinates positively correlated with 
frequent digital communication with line managers; those without responsibilities 
for others were less likely to engage digitally. This factor markedly influenced com-
munication among older workers in Q1 and Q3 countries, and the Baltic States. 
Overall, our findings align with Solem et al. (2024), who emphasised that the struc-
ture of workplaces can significantly impact how digitalisation transforms employ-
ees’ working lives. According to Bordi et al. (2018), digital communication can act 
as either a job resource or a demand—facilitating communication and flexibility 
when serving as a resource, while imposing pressure and demanding additional 
effort when it functions as a demand.

Our research highlights the complex influence of organisational type on work-
place digital communication. In many countries, private sector employees 
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comparing to public sector are heavier users of digital channels to communicate 
with line managers. However, in the Baltic States, this trend was reversed, with 
public sector workers taking the lead in digital communication with line managers. 
This anomaly can be attributed to the high digitalisation of public services in these 
countries; the Baltic States excel in the DESI Digital public services component, 
with scores far above the EU average (74.7 – 86.3 compared to 58.9). In general, our 
Baltic region case reveals notable national differences in digital technology usage 
among older workers. In Latvia, older employees were more inclined to use digital 
technologies for both vertical and horizontal communication compared to those in 
Estonia and Lithuania. These differences may stem from varying levels of digital 
progress: Estonia ranks highest in Human Capital and Digital Public services, while 
Latvia excels in Connectivity and Human Capital, and Lithuania leads in Integration 
of Digital Technology. Additionally, data collection methods may influence results; 
Latvia used a self-completion method, unlike its neighbours, potentially affecting 
responses regarding technology use.

This chapter, while presenting its findings, also acknowledges the limitations. 
The European Social Survey, a high-quality international study, has been instru-
mental in identifying communication patterns among older workers. However, it 
does not provide deep insights into the qualitative aspects of their work-related 
communication. The influence of specific sociocultural features on workplace com-
munication patterns may affect the generalisability of findings. The data also lack 
sufficient representation of vulnerable groups, such as those with poorer health, 
migrants, and workers in specific economic sectors. This underrepresentation 
restricts our analysis of the complex barriers these groups face and limits our ability 
to capture insights about the most vulnerable older workers. Therefore, there is an 
urgent need for further research to fill these gaps and provide a more comprehensive 
understanding of digital work-related communication.

In conclusion, the findings regarding digital communication patterns between 
employees and line managers, as well as among colleagues, reveal several important 
implications for organisations, particularly in the context of demographic diversity 
and technological advancement.

The observed trend reveals that older employees often communicate less digi-
tally than their younger counterparts, exposing a significant generational divide in 
the workplace. This situation presents a crucial opportunity for organisations to take 
proactive steps. Firstly, organisations would benefit from prioritising the implemen-
tation of training programs designed to enhance digital literacy among older 
employees. This investment is essential to ensure all employees can thrive in our 
increasingly digital world. Secondly, it is imperative for organisations to consciously 
cultivate a diverse range of communication methods, effectively integrating both 
digital and traditional approaches to communication. Lastly, fostering exchange ini-
tiatives between organisations in digitally advanced countries and those in develop-
ing regions can be invaluable. By sharing best practices, organisations can transform 
digital communication from a job demand to a job resource, as defined by Bordi 
et al. (2018), thus opening up new avenues for growth and development.

S. Mikulionienė et al.
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The correlation between lower educational attainment and reduced digital com-
munication once more highlights the crucial role of education and suggests that 
organisations should consider offering training and development opportunities to 
upskill employees. This investment not only improves communication but also can 
boost job satisfaction and retention, particularly among older or less educated 
employees.

The transformative effect of the work environment—namely, remote work—on 
communication patterns indicates that organisations should reconsider how they 
facilitate communication in hybrid or remote settings. Providing platforms and tools 
that facilitate easy communication between remote employees and their managers 
could help bridge the gap created by physical distance.

Finally, it would be important to emphasise the need to monitor the alignment 
between digital and non-digital communication methods. When developing internal 
communication strategies, organisations would benefit from considering the needs 
of their diverse workforce. By soliciting feedback on communication priorities and 
effectiveness, companies could create a more inclusive atmosphere, improve col-
laboration, increase employee satisfaction, and ultimately achieve better organisa-
tional results.
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