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Advance comments
In advance of this report being published, it was shared with 
some executives and commentators. Their quotes, edited for 
brevity are shown below.  

•	 Sustainability for me is thinking in terms of the next 
generation, consulting with people about the decisions that 
affect them and limiting your footprint on the earth. Those 
three simple but incredibly important concepts form a 
philosophy that I try and apply to all the decisions  
I make, particularly in the boardroom. Part of the problem, 
of course, in the boardroom, is the lack of diversity, 
particularly in terms of diversity across generations.  
The way in which non-executive directors are traditionally 
recruited, particularly for government owned or listed 
entities - involves length as well as breadth of experience. 
That means we’re mostly pale, potentially stale and almost 
always male… And going back to the why, of course, it 
should be obvious. It isn’t just about the moral responsibility 
to involve these generational representatives; it’s the 
huge and positive impact that diversity brings to boards. 
Diversity of thought is what makes a boardroom more 
functional, more efficient and more likely to identify and 
articulate the opportunities that might be missed…  
I cannot think of a better way to leave a legacy, as a 
board, then to prepare the governance structure of an 
organisation for the challenges of the future, by formally 
incorporating that voice of the future into the boardroom  
– Ms. Jane McTaggart – Chairperson and Board Member, 
Australia 

•	 Stewardship in government organisations is not only about 
protecting what exists but preparing for possible futures…
[this report]… makes the case for doing this through 
reimagining governance and sharing power - inviting 
generations 30 years younger into real and impactful 
conversations about today’s policies and investments. 
By involving future generations in conversations about 
tomorrow, those who stand to inherit the decisions (and 
mistakes) of those with power, governments will have a 
better chance of making decisions worthy of the trust 
of future generations. For policy makers and advisors, 
younger generations can be seen as some of the best 
evidence we have about the needs of future citizens  
– Andrew Wills, Former Director of the Institute of  
Public Administration, Australia 

•	  As is commonly known in international surveys, responses 
from Japan tend to be more reserved. However, the fact 
that Japanese respondents in this survey still showed a 
similar logical pattern (tendency) to their counterparts 
regarding Future Generation Governance is evidence that 
this issue holds universal importance beyond cultural 
boundaries. This finding is a vital insight for Japanese 
corporations and policymakers, urging them to re-affirm 
the long-term responsibilities embedded in their existing 
practices and connect them to global sustainability 
standards – Prof. Tatsuyoshi Saijo, Director of the Future 
Design Research Center, Kyoto University of Advanced 
Science, Japan 
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Executive summary
Robust governance is critical to the sound functioning of 
companies. Governance becomes even more critical as 
we seek to understand and prepare for a future that will be 
different to our current times. In particular, we anticipate 
that the future will be more volatile than the present due to 
social and ecological changes that are being ‘baked into’ 
our economic system. Many organisations are seeking to 
understand how to face this future and this report focuses on 
one mechanism by which a conversation can be held between 
current and future corporate leaders about sustainable 
transitions: that of generational governance. 

Generational governance describes arrangements whereby 
future generation leaders are part of corporate governance 
with two ways of realising this idea. First, a company might 
create a dedicated board made up of younger leaders who 
interact with a main board. Alternatively, main boards might 
self-consciously include younger members. In both cases, 
there is a desire to bring a more future orientated perspective 
to corporate governance and critical decision making by 
including those who will be around to see the outcomes of 
current decisions. In our setting, future generations are those 
who are around 30 years younger than the average CEO of 
a company. This means that we are thinking about how to 
include people who are around 30 years old into corporate 
governance routines. 

This report provides insight into attitudes of 3,000 leaders 
to the idea of generational governance, drawn equally from 
Australia, Japan and the United Kingdom. Survey participants 
believed that their employers were making decisions that 
consider future generations but that they would make better 
decisions if they had some form of generational governance 
in place. Respondents perceived challenges of enacting 
generational governance were that existing leaders would  
have to cede power and that there would need to be 
investment to ensure younger leaders were able to  
contribute effectively to governance. 

The findings of this report pose more questions than answers. 
Building on interest from survey participants, the report 
highlights some examples of generational governance that can 
be found in political as well as corporate settings. An interest in 
generational governance along with some models of existing 
practice is a great place to start this conversation. 

CEO Age and Climate Policy

Future Generations Boards: Back to the Future - Your Kids are Gonna Love It

Future Generation Boards Part II - We Have the Almanac

Future Generation Boards: No Time Travel Needed  

エグゼクティブサマリー  

健全な企業運営の実現には、強固なガバナンス体制が不可欠である。さらに、将来 に向けて多様な変化が生じていく

ことを理解し、その到来に備える必要性が高まる につれて、ガバナンスの重要性が一層増す。とりわけ、社会と環境

の変化がすでに 経済システムに組み込まれつつあることを踏まえると、将来は今よりも不確実性の 高い不安定な状

態となるだろう。こうした将来への対応を模索する中で、多くの組 織が新たな統治のあり方を検討している。本稿で

は、持続可能な移行（sustainable transition）についての対話を現世代と次世代の企業リーダー間で促進する一つ

の制 度的手段として、「世代間ガバナンス（generational governance）」に着目する。

世代間ガバナンスとは、企業統治の枠組みに次世代のリーダーを組み込む仕組みで ある。これを実現する方法とし

て、以下の二つが想定される。第一に、若手リーダ ーによって構成される専用のガバナンス機関を設置し、これと主

要な取締役会とを 連携させる方法。第二に、主要な取締役会自体に若手メンバーを意図的に加える方 法。いずれの方

法においても、将来の結果を自ら経験する世代を企業統治や重要な 意思決定に関与させることで、企業統治に未来志

向の視点をもたらすことを目的と している。本稿では、「次世代」を企業の平均的なCEO年齢より30歳ほど若い人々と

する。本稿では、これを踏まえ、約30歳前後の人材をいかに実際の企業統治に参 画させるかを主たる論点とする。

本稿では、オーストラリア、日本、英国の三か国から均等に抽出された3,000名を対 象とするサーベイを行い、世代

間ガバナンスに対する認識および姿勢を分析した。回答者の多くは、自社が次世代を一定程度考慮した意思決定を行

っていると認識し ていたものの、世代間ガバナンスの仕組みが導入されれば、意思決定の質はさらに 向上するとの

見解を示した。また、導入に向けた主要な課題として、現在のリーダ ーによる一部権限の移譲が必要となる点に加

え、若手リーダーがガバナンス（意思 決定）に効果的に参加できるようにするための投資が必要となる点について指

摘が あった。

本稿で得られた結果は、明確な結論を示すというよりも、むしろ新たな研究課題を 示すものであった。本稿では、サ

ーベイ参加者が何に関心を持っているか、を踏ま え、政治の場だけでなく企業活動の場でも見られる世代間ガバナン

スの例をいくつ か紹介している。こうした世代間ガバナンスへの関心と、すでに存在する実践例（モデル）は、この

対話を始めるうえで良い出発点となるだろう。

Pentland Centre for Sustainability in Business reflections on longevity  

Podcast on future normal

Podcast on generational governance  

https://www.lancaster.ac.uk/pentland/activities/cross-cutting/transition-and-transformation/longevity-and-resilience/
https://pod.co/transforming-tomorrow/what-is-the-future-of-normal
https://pod.co/transforming-tomorrow/what-we-leave-behind
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4767698
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6290218
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6290198
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6290159
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Introduction
This report begins with a brief outline of our wider human 
context and a discussion of some of the philosophy behind 
sustainable development. It will foreground a central element 
of the sustainability debate: time. Specifically, sustainability 
thinking invites businesses to develop a longer-term focus 
than might otherwise be the case. Prior work of the Pentland 
Centre for Sustainability in Business identified five enabling 
aspects possessed by some organisations that have the 
potential to build business resilience in the face of volatility.1 
These aspects focus on long-term thinking, draw from and 
reinforce each other. They are: 

•	 Organisational purpose, encompassing  
wider-than-financial outcomes guide to actions 

•	 Stewarding assets/institutions drives thinking, with  
a goal of preserving the best of what has come before 

•	 Keeping values and culture alive through  
inter-generational storytelling 

•	 Longevity is a ‘team sport’ with buy-in from  
key business partners 

•	 Protections against losing one’s way exist such  
as ‘in perpetuity’ thinking and knowing what is  
non-negotiable 

The work also identified that some businesses were formally 
including future generations in their corporate governance 
processes. In this way the perspectives of those who are going 
to be around after the current generation of decision-makers 
retire, can be represented in boardrooms. This report builds 
on these observations by reporting on a formal survey of 
individuals’ views about ‘generational governance’. 

Prior to presenting the results of the survey, it is worthwhile 
setting the stage somewhat. In this work, we consider a 
generation to be around 30 years. Hence future generations of 
corporate leaders are alive and working in business. Further, 
generational governance refers to either younger individuals 
(c25-30 years old) joining the main board of a company, or 
them influencing the main board through some formal means, 
such as a dedicated future generations advisory committee to 
the main board. 

The main body of the report describes the research that 
sought views on generational governance, with 3,000 
respondents surveyed across Australia, Japan and the UK. 
At the time of writing, we believe that this study is the first 
to attempt to understand individuals’ perceptions regarding 
potential generational governance in the organisations they 
work for. As well as presenting the results, implications and 
practical next steps that organisations can take are offered.  
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Setting the wider context  
for this research
Much has been written about the challenges we, or those that 
come after us, might face in the coming decades and beyond.  
The challenges are multiple and range from climate change, 
habitat loss, biodiversity loss, ocean degradation, income 
inequality, migration, and desertification to the threats posed 
by the rise of Artificial Intelligence. Any list of challenges is 
almost endless and perhaps true to our survivalist nature; we 
continue to make such lists as issues to ponder and consider.2

However, such a future is not an inevitable destination. Rather, 
it is often argued in the reports that highlight these possible 
outcomes, that they are avertable if changes to our current 
actions are made. This is an acknowledgement that the options 
for those that come after us are the product of our choices.3  
This said, any one individual has limited degrees of freedom 
regarding their actions not least because of constraints 
that result from wealth, position and beliefs about the world. 
However, organisations do have greater degrees of freedom 
and in turn their decisions and actions have relevance, not 
least because the acts of organisations shape our world, 
our hopes, our dreams, our desires and more. Hence, if an 
intent is to change the course of our future, one approach is 
to change the strategies of organisations. Notwithstanding 
other possibilities, we suggest that implementing generational 
governance in organisations might be a way to forge a different 
future. To help explain this argument it is worthwhile stepping 
back in time.  

During the 1960s, predictions about the future state of the 
earth began to arise. The argument put forward was that 
there needed to be a shift in our central philosophy towards 
an approach that is more sustainable. This led to the call for 
sustainable development:4 codified in 1987 when the United 
Nations published Our Common Future. It defined sustainable 
development as “development which meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs”.5  

Much has been written about this definition, but stripped back 
it is a philosophy that is about making decisions that focus on 
now humans and future humans. So far, so simple, and going a 
little further, the ethic embedded in sustainable development 
can be encapsulated in the notion that we should pass on 
a world to those that come after us one that we would be 
happy to inherit ourselves.6 There are, however, problems with 
operationalising this idea, not least of which is defining future 
generations: who are these people?  

In response to this question, the 2024 United Nations 
Declaration on Future Generations argued that future 
generations are those who do not yet exist.7 The 2023 
Maastricht Principles on the Rights of Future Generations 
takes a similar position.8  There are challenges to giving a 
human not yet born equivalence to those alive now,9 the most 
evident of which is that the unborn have no agency in the 
present and those alive today have no ability to talk to them. 
Hence, if we are to enact sustainable development based on an 
understanding of future generations being those not yet born, 
we must imagine what they might want. While our imaginations 
can perhaps identify some key relative non-negotiables such 
as clean air and water; there is also some absurdity to such 
imagining. An absurdity that arises through us considering how 
our parents could not imagine our needs.10  

An alternative way to think about future generations is to take a 
practical turn and use everyday examples such as the socially 
constructed categories of generations x, y, z11 and so forth. 
Or alternatively consider a set number of years, for example 
thirty.12 A focus on a timeframe of 30 years is a not untypical 
age difference for parents to children. This more practical 
turn is recognised by the UN Declaration and the Maastricht 
Principles as a pragmatic way forward.  In this research we 
take 30 years as being a generational timeframe to think in a 
grounded way about future generations. As a result, we all live 
in societies that are populated by future generations: a future 
generation member for a 57-year-old is a 27-year-old. 

Going further, this practical turn has immediate utility to 
those who make decisions now, as making decisions that 
meet the needs of the present without compromising future 
generations becomes a conversation between individuals who 
have a thirty-year age difference. Taking this practical turn and 
applying it to organisations means that boards and c-suites 
merely need to converse with individuals 30-years their junior. 
Given the average age of a CEO is 57 years old13  and a board 
member is 60 years old and rising14 such a conversation should 
be relatively easy to establish in any organisation.  

All of us make decisions based on our cognitive 
representations of the world15 and, as might be expected, age 
correlates to the types of decisions made. For example, the 
age of a CEO matters to whether an organisation has a climate 
change policy and emissions targets or not, with older CEOs 
being less likely to run companies that have such policies in 
place.16 Similarly, as age increases, decision-makers are less 
likely to adopt innovative technologies or make what they 

consider to be risky investments.17 Hence, age matters to the 
decisions made.  

At this point it is worth noting that at the time of writing, 
the current crop of leaders was on average born in the 
same decade, the mid-to-late 1960s. Since then, the global 
population has risen from approximately 3 billion people to 9 
billion, a threefold increase.18 Further, when they were born, 
climate change was not a problem, wealth inequality was 
relatively low, and the internet and smartphones were mere 
twinkles in someone’s eye.19  

On the other side, the younger generation, are as evidenced 
by global surveys increasingly anxious about the future 
impacts of climate change20 and the concurrent environmental 
degradation.21 The next generation of leaders do not appear 
to be comfortable with the world they will inherit. Yet to a 
large degree they are shut out of formal decision making in 
organisations. This situation highlights a challenge, wherein 
given the scale of change we now effect through our world 
via the decisions made by organisations, there is arguably an 
inequity of sorts that could, at least partially, be addressed 
through a generational expansion in governance. An expansion 
in age diversity that may well be complementary to other 
diversity initiatives for board representation that have shown 
positive results in terms of corporate effectiveness.22  

As indicated earlier, we frame this work as ‘generational 
governance’. This might mean, first, boards and c-suites could 
become more representative of a wider age range. Alternative, 
a board and c-suite could be formally advised by future 
generations advisory committees populated by individuals 
who are 30 years younger than the average age of the board 
members (typically 60).  

Prior to outlining the terms of this research, it should be noted 
that considering future generations in decision making is 
not without precedent: in other terms it is not that this type 
of future is not evident, more that it is not evenly spread. 
For example, the country of Wales has a Future Generations 
Commissioner,23 the United Arab Emirates has a Minister for 
Youth Affairs,24 Finland has a Parliamentary Committee for the 
Future,25 Malta has a Guardian of Future Generations,26 and 
Hungary an Ombudsman for them.27  Further, some companies 
have youth or next generation advisory boards, for example 
Good Energy in the UK,28 the Port of Amsterdam,29 TYF,30 the 
Britain’s Energy Coast Business Cluster31 and Hugo Boss.32  
In addition, entities have been created to support shifts, for 

example in Australia the Foundations of Tomorrow33 initiative 
aims to support long-term thinking and has supported a bill 
being presented to the government on the establishment of a 
Wellbeing of Future Generations bill.34 

All this being said, at the time of writing it appears that no 
research has been done on individuals’ perceptions of such 
shifts to a form of generational governance. This research 
addresses this gap with the intent of surfacing perceptions 
of generational governance. It aims to help develop a sense 
of understanding that is informative and directional regarding 
the possibilities for organisations that might wish to embrace 
generational governance. 

This said, it should be noted that this research cannot answer 
the question of how effective such governance structures are: 
that is for another time. Rather, the findings of this research 
can elucidate the possibilities for generational governance and 
to some degree the beliefs and hopes embedded within it as 
evidenced by individuals’ responses.  

In closing, if we take a generation to be 30 years, we have 
a more practical basis to understand future generations. 
Further, organisations with models of generational governance 
exist, even though this is not widespread practice. However, 
perceptions of generational governance are lacking, and 
it is into this gap that this research steps. It surveys more 
than 3,000 individuals from Australia, Japan and the UK and 
explores their perceptions of generational governance and the 
possible benefits of it for the organisations they work for.
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Conducting the research 
To gather individuals’ perceptions of generational governance, 
data was gathered via an electronic survey administered by 
the research company Qualtrics. This survey was designed by 
the authors of this report and contained 30 questions of which 
roughly half covered demography and half perceptions.  

Survey respondents were introduced to the concept of a 
generation being 30 years and to the possibility of organisations 
having a form of generational governance, as described earlier. 
Namely generational governance could be the main board being 
populated by individuals that range in age from 30 to 60 years 
old or alternatively consist of committee that advises the main 
board, populated by individuals in their 30s. 

The survey was open to individuals aged 18 years and older 
and was distributed in Australia, Japan and the UK between 
November and December 2024. In total, 3,338 individuals 
completed the survey with approximately a third from each 
country. The average age of a respondent was 43 years old, 
and 55% were male, 45% female. The respondents tended 
to have relatively high levels of educational attainment with 
around 60% having a bachelor’s degree or higher. All the 
respondents worked full time, with 70% working in for-profit 
companies and the remainder in the not-for-profit and public 
sector. Roles within organisations and industry sector varied, 
with 30% of respondents being on the board/c-suite of their 
organisation. 

Further to demography questions, the first group of questions 
asked individuals to rate on a scale (0, no, to 100, yes) as to 
whether the organisation they worked for: 

•	 ...is making decisions that considered  
future generations. 

•	 ...is leaving a positive legacy. 

•	 ...is making decisions that enable a just society. 

•	 ...is making decisions that are compatible with  
reaching net-zero by 2050. 

•	 ...would make different decisions if it had a  
form of generational governance. 

Further to this group of questions, the second group of 
questions asked individuals whether the organisation they 
worked for: 

•	 ...would make decisions, if it had a form of  
generational governance, that were less (0)  
or more socially just (100). 

•	 ...would make decisions, if it had a form of  
generational governance, that were less (0)  
or more compatible with net-zero by 2050 (100). 

•	 ...would benefit from developing generational 
governance – 0 (no benefit) to 100 (a lot of benefit) 

Following these scale questions, the third group of questions 
explored what individuals considered the possible outcomes 
of and barriers to adopting generational governance. Possible 
outcomes included, but were not limited to, enhanced 
company reputation, long-term value, and the ability to attract 
talent. Possible barriers included, but were not limited to, 
reluctance on the part of leaders to cede power and the ability 
of younger people to handle governance responsibilities. 

The next section of this report presents the results from 
the survey and then the final section offers discussion, 
implications and next steps. 

Survey results
From analysing the results, the demographic variables which yielded insight were at a country level and whether a respondent 
was a member of the board or c-suite of their company or not. Hence, these demographic variables are the axis upon which the 
results are presented. In addition, for those questions where a scale (0 to 100) was used, the median value of the responses is 
shown (the median value is the middle value in a set of data with the same number of responses below or above the median).  
For questions where a scale was not used, the % of respondents is shown. 

Figure 1 shows individuals’ perceptions of whether the organisation they work for makes decisions that consider future generations. 
As can be seen, the median values of the responses indicate that those on the board and c-suite of their organisation or from the 
UK and Australia are most positive in their response. In contrast, those not on the board or c-suite or from Japan are least positive. 
However, all respondent groups believe that the board of their organisation does consider future generations.  

Figure 1: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for makes decisions that consider future generations – 
median values shown

 
Moving from whether future generations are considered, Figure 2 highlights responses regarding perceptions of whether the 
organisation the respondents work for is leaving a positive legacy. The response profile is similar to the previous result, wherein 
those who are on the board and c-suite, or from the UK and Australia, are more certain about their organisation leaving a positive 
legacy. Those not on the board or c-suite or alternatively from Japan are least certain about this aspect.

Figure 2: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for is leaving a positive legacy for future generations – 
median values shown
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The survey then asked whether respondents believed their organisation is enabling a just society, Figure 3 highlights how those 
on the board and c-suite of their organisation or from Australia and the UK are most convinced their organisation is making 
decisions that enable a just society. Whereas those not on the board/c-suite or from Japan are less convinced.

Figure 3: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for is making decisions that enable a just society – 
median values shown

Respondents were then asked whether the organisation they work for is enabling net-zero emissions by 2050. Figure 4 below 
highlights, again, that those on the board/c-suite are most convinced their organisation are making decisions compatible with 
net-zero. Whereas those not on the board/c-suite or from Japan are least convinced. For the first time, the responses for some of 
the respondents fall below the 50 median value.

Figure 4: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for is making decisions that will enable net-zero 
emissions by 2050 – median values shown

With this baseline in place, the survey moved to questions about the perceived impact of generational governance. Figure 5 
highlights how those on the board/c-suite are most convinced their organisations will make different decisions if it has some 
form of generational representation in its governance. Whereas those not on the board/c-suite or from Japan are least convinced 
different decisions would be made. 

Figure 5: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for would make different decisions if it had an all-
generation board or some form of generational representation in its governance – median values shown

Then exploring whether their organisation would benefit from developing generational governance. Figure 6 highlights how those 
on the board/c-suite are most convinced their organisations would benefit and those not on the board/c-suite, or from Japan are 
least convinced. As before, Australian and UK respondents are in broad agreement.

Figure 6: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for would benefit from developing generational 
governance – median values shown 

Linking back to the question of social justice, respondents were asked if generational governance would be likely to result in 
decisions that were more or less socially just. Figure 7 below highlights how those on the board/c-suite are most convinced their 
organisations will make decisions that are more socially just if it has some form of generational governance, whereas those not on 
the board/c-suite or from Japan are least convinced. 
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Figure 7: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for would make decisions that were more or less socially 
just if it had an all-generation board or some form of generational representation in its governance – median values shown 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Finally, respondents were asked their views regarding their organisation would make decisions more or less compatible with 
net-zero by 2050 if it had some form of generational governance. As shown in Figure 8 those on the board/c-suite are most 
convinced their organisations would make decisions that are more compatible with net-zero if it has some form of generational 
governance, whereas those not on the board/c-suite or from Japan are the least convinced.

Figure 8: Individuals Perceptions of whether the organisation they work for would make decisions that were more or less 
compatible with net-zero by 2050 if it had an all-generation board or some form of generational representation in its governance 
– median values shown 

 
Following the scale questions, respondents were also asked to consider the possible outcomes of and barriers to adopting 
generational governance in their organisations.  

Figure 9 and Figure 10 report on responses regarding barriers. As can be seen all the barriers offered were cited by roughly 
40% of respondents, with the most popular barrier being a lack of desire for existing leaders to share power and younger people 
having the skills required. The least cited barrier is the concern about pressure on younger people. What is also evident is that 
generally the board and c-suite respondents are more likely to cite barriers relative to non-board and non c-suite respondents.  

Then when reviewing the barriers by country, it becomes evident that the Australians and British are more likely to cite a barrier 
than the Japanese, with the exception of one barrier, the pressure the role would put on young people. 

Figure 9: Percentage of Respondents citing a Possible Barrier of Implementing Generational Governance in their organisation by 
Board and C-Suite and Non-Board and C-Suite

Figure 10: Percentage of Respondents citing a Possible Barrier of Implementing Generational Governance in their organisation 
by Country 
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Figure 11 and Figure 12 report on the possible outcomes of adopting generational governance. Respondents indicated that there 
are positive outcomes to organisations implementing generational governance with the most popular being an ability to attract 
younger talent, followed by enhanced long-term value and enhanced company reputation. Board and c-suite members are more 
likely to cite benefits than non-board and non c-suite members. The data by country yields a similar pattern. However, noticeably 
a lower percentage of Japanese respondents cite outcomes relative to Australian and UK respondents.

Figure 11: Percentage of Respondents citing a Possible Outcome of Implementing Generational Governance in their organisation 
by Board and C-Suite and Non-Board and C-Suite

Figure 12: Percentage of Respondents citing a Possible Outcome of Implementing Generational Governance in their Organisation 
by Country 

To summarise, it is evident that, in general, respondents seem 
to believe their organisation is already considering future 
generations, leaving a positive legacy, enabling a just society 
and realising net-zero by 2050. At the same time, respondents 
also believe that if their organisations had generational 
governance, it would be better on all these aspects. In 
addition, responses indicated that they believed that their 
organisation would benefit from generational governance 
through enhanced long-term value and better reputation for 
the company. They do, however, see barriers to implementing 
generational governance, namely that there may be a lack of 
desire from existing leaders to share decision making power 
and the need for younger people to have the skills to be 
involved in generational governance. 

In addition, whether respondents are members of the board/c-
suite affects responses as it is these individuals who are more 
likely to see their organisation both doing well now in terms 
of considering future generations and from benefitting from 
implementing generational governance. Finally, the country 
respondents are from impacts their answers, to the extent that 
Japanese responses are less positive towards generational 
governance and less likely to view their organisations as 
making decisions that benefit to society.  

It is important, to provide a caveat to these results with 
respect to the Japanese responses. Research has shown that 
Japanese respondents are culturally predisposed to avoid 
firmly stated choices (e.g., Strongly Agree / Strongly Disagree), 
leading them toward more moderate/neutral answers.  
Further, it is arguable that when presented with the concept 
of generational governance, Japanese respondents may 
be implicitly assuming that existing long-term mechanisms 
that are already present in Japanese business are already 
sufficient.35 Therefore, they may lack enthusiasm for a new 
governance model because of their quiet confidence that 
the responsibility is already being managed.36 We have been 
unable to quantify the effect that this may have had on the 
survey. The general observations, however, remain relevant for 
discussing the results. 
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Discussion 
The premise of this research is that the future is not 
an inevitable destination, it can be shaped. In addition, 
organisations have a role in shaping the future through the 
decisions they make. In our view, organisational decision 
making to support development that “meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs”37 would be supported by a move 
towards embracing generational governance. This might be 
in the form an all-generation board, wherein the board of an 
organisation has a wider age representation than is typical. 
Alternatively, a future generations advisory committee, 
made up of younger people, with a formal advisory role for 
the main board might achieve a similar outcome. We also 
propose that a generation is 30 years and if the average age 
of a board member is 60 and the age of those who might 
provide generational governance is approximately 30 years 
old. As indicated in the introduction of this report, forms of 
generational governance are not without precedent. There are 
organisations, government entities and policy frameworks that 
use and or advocate for generational governance (Figure 13 
provides a high-level outline of two organisational examples 
and Figure 14 outlines the principles for Parliamentary 
committees for the future, agreed in January 2025). 

Figure 13: Examples of enhancing main board decision making 
in the Netherlands

 
The Port of Amsterdam started the Future Proof 
Governance program in 2022 with the aim of 
future proofing decision making through bring new 
perspectives to the main board as well as widening the 
pool of people available for the main board to ‘think 
along with’ on substantive sustainability issues. To 
achieve this task, members of the Young Board receive 
focused training on topics such as how to give advice to 
the main board, how to understand and navigate team 
dynamics and how to develop Board members’ skills. 
For more information see here:  
https://werkenbij.portofamsterdam.com/over-ons 

The ABN AMRO Future Generations Board, founded 
in 2023, has similar aims, namely: to ensure that the 
impact of decisions made today on future generations 
is given proper consideration; improve the alignment of 
the bank’s strategy with its governance and steering; 
and third, raising awareness – first internally, then 
externally – of the importance of young people having 
their voices heard and integrated into decision-making. 
For more information see here: https://www.abnamro.
com/en/news/future-generations-board-gives-
young-people-a-seat-at-the-table 

 

Figure 14: Principles for bringing the future into Parliamentary 
work38

 
Affirming … commitment to embedding anticipatory 
governance. 

Concerned … by range if issues that could have critical 
impact of our planet and society … need to address 
these issues in a systematic manner. 

Emphasizing … need to include forward-thinking and 
innovative ideas in governance. 

Underscoring … role of parliaments play through 
constitutional mandates, oversight and representation. 

Convinced … need to embed strategic foresight and 
future-orientated thinking, recognizing the challenges 
of a rapidly evolving world. 

Affirming … anticipatory governance is essential. 

Welcoming the United Nations Pact for the Future,  
The Global Digital Compact and the Declaration on 
Future Generations and reaffirming out commitment  
to the Sustainable Development Goals. 

 
To the best of our knowledge, this research is the first survey 
conducted on individuals’ perceptions of generational 
governance in organisations. As detailed in previous sections 
of this report, the research was conducted in late 2024 and 
involved just over 3,000 people from across Australia, Japan 
and the UK. The responses these individuals gave revealed 
a mixed picture, depending on the country of citizenship and 
whether the respondent was on the board/c-suite of their 
organisation or not. 

What became evident is that, in general, respondents 
(especially members of the board or c-suite) believe 
their organisation makes decisions that consider future 
generations. However, this is less so when the respondent is 
from Japan (with the proviso offered as to why cultural factors 
is likely to have depressed the Japanese responses). Then 
more specifically, when respondents are asked to consider 
if their organisation is leaving a positive legacy or making 
that decisions that enable a just society or enable net-zero 
emissions by 2050; again those on the board or c-suite are 
more positive that such outcomes are being enabled than 
those who do not hold such positions. 

When considering the potential difference that generational 
governance could make, a similar pattern of response was 
found. Board and c-suite respondents are the most confident 

about their organisation making decisions that consider future 
generations and leaving a positive legacy. They are also the 
most confident that their organisation would make different 
decisions with a form of generational governance. However, 
respondents who are not on the board/c-suite or from Japan 
are most ambivalent about different decisions being made if 
their organisation had some form of generational governance.  

Moving to the possible outcomes of generational governance 
and the barriers to its embrace. The most popular possible 
outcomes respondents perceive are that their organisations 
will attract younger talent and have enhanced long-term value 
and company reputation. While when considering barriers, the 
most cited was younger people having the skills to execute 
their duties if involved in generational governance and existing 
leaders being unwilling to share power and decision making.

Implications 
Prima facie, the implications of this research are that in the 
main, individuals believe organisations currently consider 
future generations in some way and are leaving a positive 
future legacy from their activities. At the same time, 
respondents also indicate that they believe implementing 
some form of generational governance would improve such 
outcomes, both in general terms and specifically with respect 
to creating a more just society and the realisation of net-zero 
by 2050. In short, respondents see the benefits to our society 
of organisations having generational governance. What is 
also evident is that the benefits of generational governance 
in organisations are not purely considered a ‘nice to have’. 
Rather perceived benefits translate to the top and bottom 
lines of an organisation; attracting younger people, enhanced 
long-term value, enhanced company reputation, an ability to 
work with preferred business partners, and enhanced access 
to financial resources. However, there are barriers including 
whether younger people have the capability  to engage 
in generational governance, and the willingness of those 
currently in power to share it. This observation suggests that 
generational governance is not simply a case of adding to 
existing governance structures. Rather, there would need to 
be a change in how individuals in existing governance roles 
thought about how they exercised their responsibilities. 

As the survey did not ask respondents why they held the views 
expressed in the survey, rationales can only be postulated. 
However, it is not unreasonable to hypothesise that the 
benefits of generational governance were perhaps built on a 
rationale that it would help organisations make decisions for 
the long-term. Conversely, the barriers identified speak for 
themselves, in that they point to challenges of power sharing 
and perceived ability. This said, in Wales for example, there 
is a capacity building program that has been developed by 
the Future Generations Commissioner for Wales, the Future 

Generations Leadership Academy.39 In this example, it is 
important to note that they are considering generations (plural) 
in their remit, not only those alive today 

In terms of the potential for realising generational governance, 
it was promising that respondents who were on the board/c-
suite were especially attuned to the possible benefits of 
generational governance, especially when compared to 
non-board/c-suite respondents. This suggests that those with 
power currently can see the potential for a different approach.

Next Steps 
In exploring the perceptions of a thousand individuals from 
across three countries (Australia, Japan and the UK), this 
research provides a foundation from which to develop future 
research into generational governance. The strength of 
this research is that it highlights there is broad support for 
generational governance in organisations. 

Consequently, we would encourage leaders (on boards 
and c-suites) to experiment with generational governance 
approaches, regardless of whether their organisations are 
public or private sector. Notwithstanding this call, this research 
also provides general support for those that are at the leading 
edge on enacting generational governance. For example, 
organisations that have already implemented generational 
governance or are pressing for change such as Foundations 
for Tomorrow40 or other youth orientated action groups.41 

As always, there is a need for further research in this area. 
Using this work as a foundation, getting to the why of 
responses would provide useful insight. Further, developing 
a best practice charter would more fully allow lessons and 
practices to be shared. Last, research on the lessons from 
family businesses (where a generational perspective is more 
likely to exist) would add to knowledge about generational 
governance in general. 

To close, organisations are forms of community and are also 
the tools we use to shape our world. The future of the next 
generation, and beyond, is to some degree the fated product 
of decisions made today. To de-risk the future, enhance the 
long-term value of organisations and pass on a world that 
those that come after us that we would be happy to inherit, 
generational governance is an appropriate approach to adopt. 

 

https://werkenbij.portofamsterdam.com/over-ons
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Appendix 
Further demographic data  
regarding respondents 
As indicated in the body of the report, the survey was 
administered electronically by Qualtrics. They collected data 
between the 12th November and 2nd December 2024, in 
Australia, Japan and the UK. The total number of respondents 
was 3,338, with 1,038 from Australia, 1,092 from Japan and 
1,208 from the UK. In terms of response times to complete 
the survey, the average was 11 minutes, the median just over 
6 minutes and the mode (most frequent time) was also just 
over 6 minutes. The average and median age of respondents 
was 43 years with the modal age being 34 years. The 
youngest responded indicated they were 18 years old, the 
oldest respondent indicated they were 104 years old. 1,850 
respondents were male, 1,481 were female, with the remaining 
7 indicating an alternative orientation. 2,094 respondents had 
a bachelor’s degree or higher, the remaining having studied to 
various levels before tertiary education. 

In terms of employment, all respondents were employed  
full-time across a range of organisational types. 

Table 1: No. of Respondents relative to the Types of 
Organisation they were Employed by

Organisational Type No. of Respondents

For Profit – Not Listed 1,611 

For Profit - Listed 746 

Public Sector 564 

Not for Profit 206 

DNK/Other 211 

Respondents came from several industries. 

Table 2: No. of Respondents relative to Industry 

Industry No. of Respondents

Communication Services 138

Consumer Discretionary 225 

Consumer Staples 135 

Energy 116 

Financials  242

Healthcare 402

Respondents job roles were varied.

Table 3: No. of Respondents by Job Role

Job Role No. of Respondents

Administration 553

Engineering 155 

Finance 276

HR 199 

IT 447

Manufacturing 247

Marketing   98

Research 165

Sales 446

Strategic Management 191

Other 561 

The average years of experience of respondents was 13 years, 
the median 10 years, the mode 5 years, with a range of 40 
years to 1 year. 

Table 4 below presents data on c-suite/board membership.

Table 4: No. of Respondents by Board/C-Suite

C-Suite/Board Member No. of Respondents

C-Suite 866

Non-C-Suite 2,472 

Board Member 798

Non-Board Member 2,540 

Board/C-Suite 997

Non-Board/C-suite 2,341 

Average and Median Values Data for Different Questions  
Table 5 below outlines the average and median responses for the survey questions. 

Table 5: Median and Average Values for Scale Questions

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for makes decisions that consider Future Generations 

All 67 62 

UK 70 66 

Australia 70 65 

Japan 50 54 

Board/C-suite 76 73 

Non-board or C-Suite 55 57

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for is leaving a Positive Legacy 

All 68 63 

UK 71 68 

Australia 72 67

Japan 50 53 

Board/C-suite 78 74 

Non-board or C-Suite 56 58 

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for is Making Decisions that Enable a Just Society

All 68 63

UK 68 66

Australia 70 67

Japan 51 56

Board/C-suite 76 73

Non-board or C-Suite 56 59

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for is Making Decisions that will  
enable Net-Zero Emissions by 2050

All 62 58

UK 66 64

Australia 64 62

Japan 37 46

Board/C-suite 75 71

Non-board or C-Suite 45 52
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Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for would make different decisions  
if it had an All-Generation Board or Some Form of Generational Governance

All 64 60 

UK 65 63 

Australia 68 65 

Japan 43 50 

Board/C-suite 72 68 

Non-board or C-Suite 51 56 

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for would benefit if it had an  
All-Generation Board or Some Form of Generational Governance

All 68 66 

UK 72 70 

Australia 72 69 

Japan 58 58 

Board/C-suite 76 74 

Non-board or C-Suite 63 62

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for would make decisions that were more or less  
socially just if it had an All-Generation Board or Some Form of Generational Governance

All 60 62 

UK 66 66 

Australia 69 67 

Japan 51 54 

Board/C-suite 73 71 

Non-board or C-Suite 56 59

Question Median Average

Individuals Perceptions of whether the Organisation they work for would make decisions that were more or less  
compatible with net-zero by 2050 if it had an All-Generation Board or Some Form of Generational Governance

All 60 62 

UK 65 66 

Australia 70 68

Japan 50 50 

Board/C-suite 72 70 

Non-board or C-Suite 55 58 

Table 6 describes the average number of barriers and 
outcomes chosen by respondents.

Table 6: Number of Barriers or Outcomes Chosen by 
Respondents in regard to their Organisation Implementing 
Generational Governance. 

Barriers Outcomes

Average No. Chosen from Range 2.4 2.2

Median No. Chosen from Range 2.0 2.0

Min No. Chosen from Range 1.0 1.0

Max No. Chosen from Range 7.0 5.0

Mode No. Chosen from Range 1.0 1.0
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