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Research

Innovative educational approaches must meet 21st century 
healthcare and education requirements. Professional educators 
and students (as future professionals) are healthcare stakeholders 
who must take responsibility for meeting the challenges of 
improving healthcare for patients and populations by attending 

to the knowledge, skills and attitudes of future healthcare professionals.[1]

Current undergraduate students, or Generation Y (also referred to as 
Millennials or the Net Generation), born between 1981 and 2000, have a 
distinct profile and characteristics as a result of the era during which they 
were born.[2] They are said to be confident and ambitious, preferring specific 
learning styles, including active experiential learning and multitasking, 
and communication technology for information access and interpersonal 
relationships.[3,4] Their world has been shaped by the information-
communication technology (ICT) revolution, and global social, political and 
economic changes that have an impact on their attitudes and behaviours.[5]

This discourse has led to a trend in health sciences education, i.e. incorporating 
technology to address the challenges found in teaching and learning.[6] An 
awareness of Generation Y’s characteristics is essential when addressing current 
issues and planning future strategies in academic medicine.[7]

However, caution should be exercised when attempting to separate myth 
from reality regarding the core behaviours and attitudes of Generation Y students. 
An understanding of how different generations view each other, and 
exploring the impact on teaching and learning, should precede any intended 
changes to education.[8] Limited empirical data regarding Generation Y 
characteristics beyond the hype portrayed in the popular media are available, 
and a more conservative view regarding the sweeping claims about ‘digital 
natives’ is advisable.[8,9]

We aimed to explore the characteristics of Generation Y health sciences 
students that impact on the teaching-learning environment. Information 
was obtained on the shared and contrasting perceptions of students and 
lecturers, typical characteristics of Generation Y students, and issues 
of significance that may impact on health sciences education and then 
scrutinising these in light of current pedagogical theory. For this purpose, 
a questionnaire survey was designed based on the literature regarding 
Generation Y, including aspects pertinent to health sciences education.[2,3,6,10]

The study hypothesised that by gaining a better understanding of Generation Y 
students, uncovering misunderstandings or conflicting perceptions between students 
and lecturers and discovering students’ unique needs, the strategies for health 
sciences education in the 21st century may be improved.

Four key elements pertinent to educating Generation Y students in 
health sciences were identified as relevant to this study, including the 
educational environment, Generation Y students’ personal attributes, 
their learning styles and needs, and issues of professional communication 
between students, lecturers, patients, colleagues, families and peers. This 
approach aligns with the pedagogical principles for effective practice in 
undergraduate education (Table 1).[11,12]

Methods
This cross-sectional study was performed using a quantitative research 
design.

Participants
All students in their second or final year of undergraduate study in the 
Schools of Medicine, Allied Health Professions and Nursing in the Faculty 
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of Health Sciences, University of the Free State 
(UFS), Bloemfontein, South Africa, were invited to 
participate in the study. Students were requested to 
voluntarily complete an anonymous questionnaire 
during academic contact sessions in March 2010. 
Second-year students were included in the sample 
because of the assumption that they would have 
adapted to their course and university environment 
by the end of their first year. The opinions of 
older, more mature students with some exposure 
to the working environment of their respective 
occupations were obtained. These included fourth- 
and fifth-year students in the five-year MB ChB 
course and fourth-year students in the other four-
year courses, with the exception of third-year 
students in the three-year BSc Radiation Science 
course. The target population (N=668) included 
second-year (n=277) and senior (n=391) students 

(2010 figures from the Directorate Institutional 
Research and Planning, UFS). Lecturers were also 
invited to voluntarily complete an anonymous 
questionnaire online or in printed format.

Questionnaire survey
The questionnaires, based on recommended 
guidelines,[13] were available in Afrikaans and 
English, the languages of instruction at UFS, 
where a parallel language policy is followed.[14] 
Undergraduate students’ and lecturers’ perceptions 
regarding statements about Generation Y students 
were determined employing a modified 4-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 
3 = agree; 4 = strongly agree). For reporting 
purposes, responses 1 and 2 were grouped 
together to indicate disagreement, and responses 
3 and 4 to indicate agreement with statements. 

The questionnaires for students and lecturers 
were similar, with the exception of the sections on 
demographic and personal information.

Pilot study
A pilot study included 10 third-year students and 
two lecturers from the Schools of Medicine, Allied 
Health Professions and Nursing, respectively. No 
changes to the questionnaires were required after 
the pilot study.

Data analysis
Statistical analysis of quantitative data was done 
by a biostatistician using the SAS programme[15] 

to calculate frequencies and percentages for the 
categorical variables and means, and standard 
deviations or percentiles as appropriate for 
the numerical variables. Associations between 
categorical variables were determined using 
contingency tables with 95% confidence intervals 
(CIs) for the differences in percentages and 
chi-square tests or Fisher’s exact tests where 
the expected numbers in the cells of tables were 
small. A p-value <0.05 was considered to be 
statistically significant.

Ethical requirements
Ethics approval was obtained from the Ethics 
Committee of the Faculty of Health Sciences, 
UFS (Ethics approval No. ETOVS 205/09).

Results
Demographic information
Table 2 shows the demographic details of the 
students and lecturers who participated in the 
study.

A total of 616 students completed the survey 
during March 2010 (response rate 92.2%). 
Students from the School of Medicine comprised 

Table 1. Key elements pertinent to the educational approach for Generation Y students aligned with theoretical frameworks informing 
undergraduate education[11,12]

Four key elements Seven good practices Twelve attributes of quality

A. Educational environment 1. Give prompt feedback
2. Encourage student-faculty contact

i. Assessment and prompt feedback
ii. Out-of-class contact with faculty
iii. Emphasis on early years of study

B. Personal attributes 3. Encourage co-operation among students
4. Emphasise time on task

iv. Collaboration
v. Adequate time on task
vi. Synthesis of experiences

C. Learning styles and needs 5. Encourage active learning vii. Active learning
viii. Integration of education and experiences
ix. Ongoing practice of learned skills

D. Professional communication 6. Communicate high expectations
7.  Respect diverse talents and ways of  

learning

x. High expectations
xi. Respect for diverse talents and learning styles
xii. Coherence in learning

Table 2. Demographic data of the participants
Undergraduate students

School in the Faculty of Health Sciences

Medicine Allied Health Nursing Lecturers

Variable Total % Total % Total % Total %

Gender, n 322 226 68 71

Male 158 49.1 40 17.7 10 14.7 25 35.2

Female 164 50.9 186 82.3 58 85.3 46 64.8

Ethnicity, n 320 226 68 69

Black 1 28.4 9 4.0 32 47.1 2 2.9

White 202 63.1 211 93.4 34 50.0 67 97.1

Other 27 8.5 6 2.6 2 2.9 0 0

Home language, n 321 224 68 69

English 42 13.1 31 13.8 3 4.4 12 16.9

Afrikaans 188 5 867 183 81.7 33 48.5 57 80.3

Black African indigenous language 91 28.3 10 4.5 328 47.1 2 2.8
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52.3% (n=322) of the sample; 36.7% (n=226) were from the School of Allied 
Health Professions and 11.0% (n=68) were nursing students. The majority of 
students were white (72.7%; n=448) and Afrikaans speaking (66.1%; n=407). 
English was the first language of only 12.3% (n=76) of all students. Of the 
remaining students, 21.4% (n=132) were black African, with an indigenous 
language as their mother tongue. The remainder of the cohort included 
Indian (n=5), Asian (n=3), and mixed-ancestry (coloured, n=24) students. 
Three students did not specify their ethnicity.

Seventy-one lecturers participated in the survey – a response rate of 
34.5%, which falls within the norm of 35 - 40% described for studies at 
organisational level.[16] The respondents included 47 (66.2%) lecturers 
from the School of Medicine, 20 (28.2%) from the School of Allied Health 
Professions, and four (5.6%) from the School of Nursing. They were mostly 
female (60.6%), Afrikaans speaking (80.3%) and white (95.7%), of whom 
34.3% (n=23) were born between 1944 and 1960 (Baby Boomers), and 
64.2% (n=43) between 1961 and 1980 (Generation X). One participant 
represented Generation Y (born between 1981 and 2000).[10,17]

Summary of significant findings from questionnaire surveys
The results from the questionnaire surveys reflected the perceptions of 
students and lecturers regarding Generation Y students, and are presented 
according to the key elements of the educational framework used in this 
study (Table 1).

Educational environment. Students and lecturers agreed that Generation 
Y students cannot imagine a world without technology, function best in 
a structured, organised environment and regard a team environment as 

optimal for learning. Table 3 summarises statements where significant 
differences were observed between students and lecturers.

Significantly more lecturers than students indicated that Generation Y 
students prefer empathetic role models (students 71.3%, lecturers 95.5%), 
need motivational leadership (students 71.5%, lecturers 90.5%), or need 
guided supervision, preferably by an older mentor (students 56.7%, lecturers 
80.9%). Compared with lecturers, less than 50% of students agreed that 
Generation Y students prefer an anonymous, open online environment 
(students 28.0%, lecturers 82.1%), or consider the internet to be a way of 
life rather than just a form of technology (students 47.5%, lecturers 93.9%).
Significantly more students agreed that Generation Y students grew up in a 
structured, organised environment (students 89%, lecturers 29.7%) and are 
used to obeying rules (students 93.3%, lecturers 29.7%).

Students and lecturers agreed that Generation Y students think that 
lecturers should give each student individual feedback on a regular basis, 
and that when a lecturer gives negative feedback, they should explain or 
justify it. Significantly more lecturers indicated that Generation Y students 
want immediate, personal access to lecturers whenever it suits them 
(students 46.7%, lecturers 86.8%), and that they prefer positive feedback 
because negative feedback is destructive (students 54.4%, lecturers 88.2%) 
(Table 3).

Personal attributes. Students and lecturers agreed that Generation Y 
students are friendly and pleasant, display positive, assertive behaviour, are 
optimistic about the future, appear confident and have a high self-esteem.

Table 4 illustrates statements where significant differences were seen 
between students and lecturers.

Table 3. Significant differences between perceptions of students and lecturers regarding the educational environment of Generation Y students
Students Lecturers

Respondents Agree* Respondents Agree*

Statement N n (%) N n (%) p-value (95% CI)

Generation Y students

… think the internet is more than technology, it is a way of life 613 291 (47.5) 66 62 (93.9) <0.0001
(39.5 - 53.5)

… prefer the anonymous, open online environment 610 171 (28.0) 67 56 (82.1) <0.0001
(44.2 - 63.9)

… prefer empathetic role models 606 432 (71.3) 67 64 (95.5) <0.0001
(18.1 - 30.4)

… need motivational leadership 593 424 (71.5) 63 57 (90.5) 0.0012
(10.9 - 27.1)

… need guided supervision, preferably by an older mentor 612 347 (56.7) 68 55 (80.9) <0.0001
(14.1 - 34.3)

… grew up in a structured, organised environment 611 544 (89.0) 64 19 (29.7) <0.0001
(47.9 - 70.8)

… are used to following rules 610 569 (93.3) 64 19 (29.7) <0.0001
(52.2 - 75.0)

…  want immediate, personal access to lecturers whenever it suits 
them

612 286 (46.7) 68 59 (86.8) <0.0001
(31.1 - 49.0)

… prefer positive feedback because negative feedback is destructive 612 333 (54.4) 68 60 (88.2) <0.0001
(25.2 - 42.4)

CI = confidence interval.
* Includes the categories ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Agree’ on the questionnaire Likert scale. 
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A significantly higher proportion of lecturers indicated that Generation Y students 
are self-centred (students 17.6%, lecturers 72.5%), may seem arrogant (students 
27.5%, lecturers 59.4%), feel entitled to benefits not yet earned (students 19.6%, 
lecturers 69.6%), want instant gratification and are not willing to wait 
for delayed rewards (students 30.0%, lecturers 73.9%) or think that they 
are entitled to everything they want (students 23.3%, lecturers 72.1%). 
Significantly more students than lecturers agreed that Generation Y students 
are ambitious (students 97.4%, lecturers 65.2%), have high expectations of 
success (students 95.7%, lecturers 77.9%), are motivated to achieve success 
(students 98.7%, lecturers 85.6%) and aim to achieve a work-life balance 
(students 98.4%, lecturers 74.6%).

Learning styles and needs. Students and lecturers agreed on some of the 
learning needs of Generation Y students, e.g. that real-life simulations are a 
valuable way to learn new skills, technology is essential, visual data are better 
than text data, face-to-face contact with lecturers is essential to understand 
a subject, e-learning is not better than face-to-face contact, learning should 
be tailored to individual student needs, group work is a key element of 
learning and Generation Y students want a constantly changing learning 
environment.

Table 5 illustrates statements where significant differences between the 
opinions of students and lecturers were seen.

Significantly more students agreed that learning is about discovery and 
exploration (students 90.7%, lecturers 50.8%), experience is a better learning 
platform than lectures (students 90.5%, lecturers 61.5%), and it is important 
to incorporate one’s own experiences into the learning experience/process 

(students 89.9%, lecturers 70.8%). In addition, a significantly greater 
proportion of students agreed that Generation Y students can multitask 
(students 77.4%, lecturers 50%), are active learners (students 87.9%, 
lecturers 47%), take responsibility for their own learning (students 96.6%, 
lecturers 49.3%), have good critical thinking skills (students 46.8%, lecturers 
27.3%), learning content should be intellectually challenging (students 
85.5%, lecturers 57.6%) and students should collaborate on subject content 
decisions (students 62.7%, lecturers 39.1%).

A significantly higher percentage of lecturers agreed that Generation Y 
students struggle with in-depth learning (students 41.0%, lecturers 89.4%), 
find it difficult to manage large volumes of written information (students 
76.2%, lecturers 93.9%), and find structured supervision frustrating 
(students 26.8%, lecturers 64.2%).

Professional communication. Undergraduate students and lecturers agreed 
that Generation Y students communicate well with people from diverse 
cultures. Table 6 illustrates statements with significant differences between 
students and lecturers.

Lecturers and students had contrasting views on the ability of 
Generation Y students to communicate using technology rather 
than personal interaction (students 14.0%, lecturers 82.4%), e.g. text 
messaging rather than face-to-face contact (students 14.9%, lecturers 
74.2%). Significantly more lecturers also agreed that Generation Y 
students find it difficult to communicate with older individuals (students 
40.3%, lecturers 70.6%), think that older generations do not understand 
how to communicate with them (students 42.6%, lecturers 83.8%), and 

Table 4. Significant differences in percentage between students and lecturers agreeing with statements regarding Generation Y students’ personal 
attributes

Students Lecturers

Respondents Agree* Respondents Agree*

Statement N n (%) N n (%) p-value (95% CI)

Generation Y students

… are motivated to achieve success 615 607 (98.7) 67 58 (86.6) <0.0001
(3.9 - 20.4)

… may seem arrogant 612 168 (27.5) 69 41 (59.4) <0.0001
(19.9 - 44.1)

… are self-centred 613 108 (17.6) 69 50 (72.5) <0.0001
(43.9 - 65.8)

… feel entitled to benefits not yet earned 613 120 (19.6) 69 48 (69.6) <0.0001
(38.7 - 61.3)

… are ambitious 615 597 (97.1) 69 45 (65.2) <0.0001
(20.5 - 43.2)

… have high expectations of success 611 585 (95.7) 69 53 (77.9) <0.0001
(7.8 - 27.8)

 …  want instant gratification and are not willing to wait for 
delayed rewards

613 184 (30.0) 69 51 (73.9) <0.0001
(32.9 - 54.9)

… think they are entitled to everything they want 614 143 (23.3) 68 49 (72.1) <0.0001
(37.6 - 60.0)

… aim to achieve work-life balance 615 605 (98.4) 67 50 (74.6) <0.0001
(13.3 - 34.2)

CI = confidence interval.
* Includes the categories ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Agree’ on the questionnaire Likert scale.
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have a casual approach that may appear to lack professionalism (students 
38.1%, lecturers 89.9%).

Significantly more students were of the opinion that Generation Y 
students are good communicators (students 90.0%, lecturers 42.6%), can 
maintain close, personal relationships (students 94.7%, lecturers 66.7%) 
and often have superficial, online relationships (students 91.8%, lecturers 
79.4%).

Discussion
Current strategies tailored to the educational needs of Generation Y 
students are mostly based on limited data and vague statements derived 
from the popular literature.[18] This study provides a comprehensive 
overview of the personal attributes, preferred learning styles and needs, 
communication behaviours and educational environment requirements 
of Generation Y students from the perspective of students and lecturers, 

providing scientifically generated evidence that may inform innovative 
teaching-learning strategies.

We observed major differences in perceptions between students 
(as members of Generation Y) and lecturers (who belong to previous 
generations), which may foster conflict and misunderstanding and 
contribute to the contemporary view that teaching this generational cohort 
is an important challenge in health sciences education.[19]

Students and lecturers shared a positive view that Generation Y students 
are friendly and pleasant, confident, assertive and optimistic about the future. 
However, while students viewed themselves as ambitious and motivated 
for success, lecturers regarded them as self-centred, arrogant, displaying 
a sense of entitlement and demanding instant gratification. Creating 
an understanding and awareness of such intergenerational conflicting 
perceptions should contribute to limiting frustration and fostering good 
relationships between students and practising clinicians in health sciences 

Table 5. Significant differences in percentage between students and lecturers agreeing with statements regarding the learning needs of Generation 
Y students

Students Lecturers

Respondents Agree* Respondents Agree*

Statement N n (%) N n (%) p-value (95% CI)

Generation Y students

… think experience is a better learning platform than lectures 611 553 (90.5) 65 40 (61.5) <0.0001
(16.9 - 41.0)

… feel it is important to incorporate own experiences in learning 613 551 (89.9) 65 46 (70.8) <0.0001
(7.8 - 30.4)

… think learning is about discovery and exploration 614 557 (90.7) 65 33 (50.8) <0.0001
(27.6 - 52.3)

… think traditional lectures are outdated 606 241 (39.8) 64 35 (54.7) 0.0211
(2.1 - 27.7)

… are active learners 612 538 (87.9) 66 31 (47.0) <0.0001
(28.6 - 53.3)

… have good critical thinking skills 613 525 (85.5) 66 18 (27.3) <0.0001
(47.1 - 69.3)

… can multitask 611 473 (77.4) 66 33 (50.0) <0.0001
(14.9 - 39.9)

… struggle with in-depth learning 603 247 (41.0) 66 59 (89.4) <0.0001
(40.0 - 56.8)

… find it difficult to manage large volumes of written information 614 468 (76.2) 66 62 (93.9) 0.001
(11.1 - 24.4)

… should collaborate on subject content decisions 611 383 (62.7) 64 25 (39.1) 0.0002
(11.1 - 36.2)

… think that learning content should be intellectually challenging 612 523 (85.5) 66 38 (57.6) <0.0001
(15.6 - 40.1)

… learn only what is necessary to pass assessments 613 251 (41.0) 65 59 (90.8) <0.0001
(41.8 - 57.9)

… take responsibility for own learning 614 593 (96.6) 67 33 (49.3) <0.0001
(35.3 - 59.4)

… find structured supervision frustrating 612 164 (26.8) 67 43 (64.2) <0.0001
(25.4 - 49.4)

CI = confidence interval.
* Includes the categories ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Agree’ on the questionnaire Likert scale.
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education. The importance of constructively managing generational 
diversity in academic medicine has been highlighted previously.[20-23]

While our results show that students and lecturers agreed that an 
organised educational environment incorporating teamwork and individual 
positive feedback is optimal for learning, significantly more students 
thought that Generation Y students are accustomed to structure and 
obeying of rules (Table 3). Significantly fewer students believed that 
Generation Y students need supervisory mentoring by empathetic role 
models or prefer the anonymity of technology. Therefore, the current 
literature advocating extensive use of technology in teaching and learning, 
based on the assumption that Generation Y students prefer such an 
approach, may be somewhat misleading.[5,24,25] Our findings support those 
advocating a more conservative view that innovative technology may not 
address all the challenges faced in higher education today.[8,26]

In this study, students and lecturers agreed that vibrant and fitting learning 
environments incorporating visual stimulation, simulation and technology 
are ideal. However, the importance of face-to-face contact with lecturers 
was valued and should not be disregarded in favour of the predominant 
use of e-learning strategies. A learning environment appropriate for 
Generation Y students should therefore strike a balance between 
nurturing students’ cognitive skills through personal interaction 
with lecturers (as mentors and facilitators of learning), relevant use of 
innovative technology and practical experiential learning activities.

Students perceived themselves as responsible, active learners, with 
the ability to multitask – a view not shared by lecturers. Significantly 
more lecturers thought that students struggle with in-depth learning 
and handling vast amounts of information, and become frustrated by 
structured supervision. On the other hand, students emphasised the 
value of experiential learning that is intellectually challenging and allows 

for collaborative input. These contrasting perceptions confirm students’ 
confidence in their higher-order thinking skills, and emphasise the need 
for employing a student-centred approach in health sciences education. 
Adult learning principles, embodied by self-directed learning and active 
engagement, include creating an environment characterised by freedom of 
expression and mutual helpfulness, encouraging students’ commitment and 
dynamic contribution to learning by incorporating their prior knowledge 
and experience and providing opportunities to practise concepts and skills.[27]

Students and lecturers concurred that Generation Y students 
communicate well with people of diverse cultures. However, significantly 
more students thought that they were good communicators capable of 
maintaining healthy interpersonal relationships, while lecturers perceived 
them to be more adept at communicating by means of technology, and that 
intergenerational miscommunication and students’ seemingly casual and 
unprofessional approach hampered their professional communication. The 
contrast between students who regard themselves as good communicators 
(in spite of the detrimental effects of technology on their interpersonal 
relationships) and lecturers who think Generation Y students have limited 
communication skills, may contribute to challenges arising in the teaching 
and learning environment.

In this study, students matched the typical view of Generation Y as a wired 
and connected cohort whose face-to-face communication abilities have 
deteriorated owing to information-communication technology applications 
in their daily life. Therefore, lecturers should take note of students’ need 
for guidance and role-modelling in developing communication skills. The 
value of effective communication in health sciences education cannot 
be overestimated, as future healthcare professionals must be equipped to 
effectively interact with patients, colleagues, families and community. The 
importance of developing and updating clinical communication skills training 

Table 6. Differences between students’ and lecturers’ perceptions regarding aspects of professional communication behaviour of Generation Y students
Students Lecturers

Respondents Agree* Respondents Agree*

Statement N n (%) N n (%) p-value (95% CI)

Generation Y students

… are better at communicating with technology than with personal interaction 613 86 (14.0) 68 56 (82.4) <0.0001
(58.9 - 77.8)

… prefer text messaging to face-to-face contact 612 91 (14.9) 66 49 (74.2) <0.0001
(48.5 - 70.3)

… find it difficult to communicate with older generations 613 247 (40.3) 68 48 (70.6) <0.0001
(18.8 - 41.8)

… think older generations don’t understand how to communicate with them 613 261 (42.6) 69 57 (83.8) <0.0001
(31.7 - 50.8)

… have a casual approach that may appear to lack professionalism 614 234 (38.1) 69 62 (89.9) <0.0001
(43.7 - 59.8)

… often have superficial online relationships 612 562 (91.8) 63 50 (79.4) =0.0012
(2.2 - 22.7)

… can maintain close personal relationships 607 575 (94.7) 66 44 (66.7) <0.0001
(16.6 - 39.6)

… are good communicators (verbal/non-verbal) 611 550 (90.0) 68 29 (42.6) <0.0001
(35.4 - 59.4)

CI = confidence interval.
*Includes the categories ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Agree’ on the questionnaire Likert scale.
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is well documented.[28] However, Generation Y students may be prejudiced 
against training in intergenerational and interpersonal communication skills 
due to their perceived superior communication proficiency.

A limitation of the study is the self-reported data and that students 
may have felt a compulsion to participate, as the questionnaires were 
administered during an academic contact session. The anonymous and 
voluntary nature of their participation was explicitly mentioned, both in the 
prior briefing and the questionnaire, to eliminate such bias. Secondly, the 
study may not represent students in other health sciences faculties in South 
Africa. While a relatively large cohort of students (n=616) and lecturers 
(n=71) were included in the study, the number of participants could be 
expanded to include data from other health sciences faculties. The small 
number of lecturers compared with the number of students has an impact 
on the significance of differences between the groups. 

Finally, qualitative exploration of the quantitative findings reported in 
this publication may yield greater in-depth insight, triangulate the findings 
(increase validity) and contextualise the knowledge gained.

Conclusion
When considering the design and development of an educational framework, 
it is imperative that the teaching and learning environment of the 21st 
century and the needs of Generation Y students are taken into account. 
This includes identifying areas of misunderstanding between students and 
lecturers that lead to conflict and impaired relationships. Key focus areas 
include personal attributes, learning styles and needs, communication skills, 
and the appropriate educational environment for this generational cohort. 
This study provided comprehensive data revealing shared perceptions 
and distinct differences between Generation Y students and lecturers that 
indicate possible misperceptions or potential unrecognised needs that 
should be examined further to contribute to progress in health sciences 
education.
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