Doctoral School in

Psychological Sciences and Education — XXVII cycle

Department of Psychology and Cognitive Science

University of Trento

Age-Diversity and Inclusion at the Workplace:

Implicit and Explicit Attitudes, Personality and Fit

PhD candidate: Advisor:

Matgorzata Kmiaiska Ph.D. Sara Zaniboni

Academic Year 2013/2014



Table of Contents

INTRODUCTION 3
PAPER 1

WILL YOU STILL HIRE ME WHEN | AM OVER 50?7 IMPLICIT ~ AND EXPLICIT AGE
BIAS IN RESUME EVALUATIONS

Abstract 10

Introduction 11

Methods 19

Results 24

Discussion 28
PAPER 2

EFFECTS OF RATER CONSCIENTIOUSNESS ON EVALUATIONS OF TASK AND
CONTEXTUAL PERFORMANCE OF OLDER AND YOUNGER COWORKE RS

Abstract 42
Introduction 43
Study 1 52
Methods 52
Results 56
Study 2 57
Methods 58
Results 61
General discussion 62
PAPER 3G

DOES IT FIT ME? EFFECT OF AGE ON RELATION BETWEEN P ERSON-
ENVIRONMENT FIT AND WORK ENGAGEMENT

Abstract 81
Introduction 82
Methods 89
Results 91
Discussion 92
GENERAL DISCUSSION 100
References 109

Acknowledgments 135



INTRODUCTION

Working is a journey that people continue for astabtial part of their lives. As people
age, they proceed from being younger to older wsrkad they face many changes. The way
other people, co-workers and employers see thenbelmave towards them changes, so do they
change themselves. The way people experience waides30 might be different than at age 50.
Not so long time ago this journey had a clear stad ending, and was accompany by a clear
division of roles. A person entered the workfortéha end of education process, was working
most of the time for the same company advancinly seniority and was finished the career by
the time he/she reached obligatory retirement age.

However, times have changed. Today’'s working lds Hifferent characteristics.
Together with the aging of the world’s populatidin{ted Nations [UN], 2013) workforce
becomes more age-diverse (Bell, 2012). At the dameolder workers are encouraged to
continue being professionally active and youngerkers face postponed and precarious entry to
the world of work. Moreover, there is a growing lpleam of generational division (e.g., Shore,
2008) and skills shortage (Hertel, van der Heijdenl.ange, & Deller, 2013). Therefore,
contemporary policy makers, companies and worker$azing a challenge of building a long-
term productive and engaged age-diverse workforce.

It has been estimated that the global share of pideple will increase from 11.7% in
2013 to 21.1% in 2050 (UN, 2013). limarinen (2068ports after International Labour
Organization that by the year 2025, the proportibpeople over the age of 55 years will be
32% in Europe, 30% in North America, 21% in Asiadd 7% in Latin America. At the same

time, the global youth unemployment rate continieesse and is projected to reach 12.8% by
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2018, with 17% in 2015 in Europe and North Amermag over 20% in Asia (International
Labour Organization, 2013).

This situation is unprecedented. Therefore, then@yithrough working life becomes one
without clear roadmaps neither for younger nordider workers, and neither for policy makers,
nor for organizational practitioners. However, wisatlear, is that age inclusion needs to be
actively addressed in the organizations as it Brimgth risks and benefits.

Growing age-diversity at the workplace makes ag®ee salient characteristic of others,
intensifies age-based comparisons (Shore & Goldi29@b) and makes age bias more complex
(Weiss & Maurer, 2004). This implies a greater n$lage discrimination, which even if
unintentional and subtle is illegal (e.g., Age Distnation in Employment Act, 1967;
Employment Equality Framework Directive 2000/78/ERgcent reviews and meta-analysis
show that both younger and older workers may bslabf unfavourable perceptions (Posthuma
& Campion, 2009) and treatment (North & Fiske, 20Edr example, both younger (Duncan &
Loretto, 2004) and older workers (e.g., Bal, Reiasjolph, & Baltes, 2011) may experience
limited career progression. However, studies examgifactors contributing specifically to equal
treatment of workers of different ages are moreisttaan those about gender or race (Nelson,
2005; North & Fiske, 2012).

Finally, high diversity in organizations might iease creativity, innovation, and problem
solving due to plurality of perspectives and baokgds (Milliken & Martins, 1996). However,
we are only starting to understand how within e-pan the work environment is related to the
work engagement (e.g., Truxillo, Cadiz, Rineer,iBani, & Fraccaroli, 2012). For example,

only recently have conceptual works proposed thatraay moderate the relation between
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person-environment fit and experience of work (d=gldman, 2012; Feldman & Vogel, 2009;
Zacher, Feldman, & Schultz, 2014).

These issues open space for many questions ab®uieagyal and age-specific human
resource policies, processes and practices froeetssj, periodically assessing to retaining
workers in different age. The big question is hovibtiild age-friendly, open and welcoming
workplace. What factors put at risk versus fad#itauilding a long-term productive and engaged
workforce? More specifically, what factors affeetrfprmance evaluations of older versus
younger workers? Are we at risk of subtle or evemmtentional unequal treatment of older and
younger applicants? Does age bias lead to disfawgpof older workers due to giving higher
ratings to younger applicants or lower ratingsltter applicants? Are there situations in which
older workers may be favoured compared with youges (e.g., due to similar-to-me effect,
Byrne, 1971)? Finally, how do age-related work and-work changes affect workers
engagement? What is the role of work environment?

Therefore, this thesis was desigend to address thesstions by studying factors that
contribute to age-neutral vs. age-biased evalusiloselection (paper 1) and job performance
evaluations (paper 2), as well as by studying oiret pffects of age and working environment on
work engagement (paper 3).
Paper 1
Effects of Implicit and Explicit Age Bias in ResumeEvaluations of Older versus Younger
Applicants

The first paper of this thesis entitl&d/ill you still hire me when | am over 507 Implicit

and explicit age bias in resume evaluationfgicuses on age specific attitude, the age bias. W
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examined the relationship between explicit and ioiphge bias and general and performance
evaluations of equal younger and older applicaegames.

Hiring decisions, especially in the initial stage@sume screening, are made with little
time and information. This makes them prone to Begplicit age bias, preference, as well as
covert-implicit age bias, a more subtle form ofcdisination or unintentional preference (Levy
& Banaji, 2002). We based our research first, adifigs that age dominates categorization
processes (Feldman, 1981; Fiske, 1998) and it rasifydead to attitudes which could form
attitudes-based expectations (Macrae & Bodenha2€€®) and evaluations (Brewer, 1988,
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Second, on assumptiondfat given attitude increases and becomes
more pronounced, people might attend more to indbion related to it, thus affecting their
behaviour to a greater extent (Hamilton & Troli#&86; Stangor, Lynch, Duan, & Glass, 1992).
Third, on findings that attitudes may be explicidlamplicit (e.g., Fazio & Olson, 2003;
Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006), and that theseypas of attitudes may differently affect
evaluations and behavior (Bohner & Dickel, 2011zi&& Olson, 2003; Greenwald, Poehiman,
Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009; Johnson & Saboe, 2011urffp on findings reporting existance of
implicit bias towards older adults (Axt, Ebersdimsek, 2014; Hummert, Garstka, O'Brien,
Greenwald, & Mellott, 2002; Levy & Banaji, 2002; blek, Banaji & Greenwald, 2002). Finally,
on findings that implicit bias may have negativieets on hiring decisions about other social
groups (Agerstrom & Rooth, 2011; Derous, NguyerRyan, 2009; Derous, Ryan & Nguyen,
2012; Rudman & Glick. 2001).

We proposed that workplace specific implicit agasbéxisted and we expected it to
negatively affect older compared with younger aggpiis’ general and performance evaluations

independently from raters’ age. Moreover, we exgeethat implicit bias would explain
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additional variance above the one explained be#pticit age bias. We also proposed to use an
explicit age bias measure that accounts for thepemison between younger and older workers.
We expected it to be more informative in an agesxdig context, where comparison processess
become more salient (Shore & Goldberg, 2005). Rinale explored whether explicit and
implicit age bias led to disfavouring of older werk due to giving higher ratings to younger
applicants or lower ratings to older applicants.

We implemented a within subjects and time-laggesge and gathered data from
respondents with a wide age range (18-65 yeargjcipants N = 110) at Time 1 completed an
Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhe&e Schwartz, 1998) and filled in explicit
age bias measures, and at Time 2 rated equivdtsttand younger applicants’ resumes in
terms of general impression and task performance.

We are preparing this paper to be submitted tdéheenal of Applied Psychology.

Paper 2
Effects of Rater Conscientiousness on Evaluation$ @lder and Younger Workers

The second paper of this thesis entitléffects of rater conscientiousness on
evaluations of task and contextual performancddéroand younger coworkerspresents two
studies focused on investigating whether ratererpersonality similarity in terms of
conscientiousness, inferred from ratees’ age, enibes performance ratings.

Although careful evaluations could be expectedi@alerly from conscientious raters
(Bernardin, Cooke, & Villanova, 2000; Kane, Bernard/illanova, &. Peyrefitte, 1995; Tziner,
Murphy, & Cleveland, 2002; Yun, Donahue, DudleyM&Farland, 2005) they might still show
a bias towards certain groups. We based our rdséest; on the findings that older workers are

perceived as more conscientious (Bertolino, Trax# Fraccaroli, 2013; Truxillo, McCune,
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Bertolino, & Fraccaroli, 2012). On findings thaghly conscientious raters evaluate higher those
they perceive as similar to them on conscientiossiiBears & Rowe, 2003; Strauss, Barrick, &
Connerley, 2001), and on proposition of the Raali&stcuracy Model (RAM) of personality
judgement (Funder, 1995), that different peoplechdifferent levels of sensitivity for different
information.

We proposed that ratees’ age can be used as aggessing ratees’ conscientiousness,
and that this information might be particularlyenednt for conscientious raters. Consequently,
we expected that conscientious raters would make pasitive evaluations of older coworkers
in terms of their task and contextual performance.

We conducted 2 studies using time-lagged desigriaodlifferent samples. In Study 1
we collected data from an American population, myasbrking studentsN = 149), and in
Study 2 from ltalian working adults from a varietfyindustries N = 242). At Time 1
participants completed a questionnaire measurieig tonscientiousness, and at Time 2
evaluated conscientiousness and performance @raitunger or older “typical” worker (Study
1) or an actual coworker (Study 2).

This paper has been submitted toBEweopean Journal of Work Organizational
Psychology.

Paper 3
Effects of Age on Relation between Person-Environmg Fit and Work Engagement

The third paper of this thesis, entitléoes It Fit Me? Effect of Age on Relation

between Person-Environment Fit and Work Engagemémtises on the relation between

person-environment and work engagement withineadgan.
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Work engagement is important for employees’ wollkitesl well-being (e.g., Rothmann,
2008; Sonnentag, 2003) and performance (e.g., BaBkbaufeli, Leiter, Toon, & Taris, 2008;
Salanova, Agut, and Peiro”, 2005). However, as amrige their level of work engagement may
be affected differently by different factors.

Specifically, we based this research on findings tork engagement is positively
related to congruence between employees’ charsiitsrand their working environment in
terms of values, skills and needs (Cable & Pars?2®@]; Edwards, Cable, Williamson, Lambert,
& Shipp, 2006; Edwards & Shipp, 2007). We integidteese findings with the literature on age-
related changes. Life-span theories suggest thiatagie people prioritize situations that allow
them to maintain their performance and to avoid [@altes & Baltes, 1990; Ebner, Freund, &
Baltes, 2006; Lang & Carstensen, 2002), as wdlb @#screase positive socio-emotional
experience (Charles & Carstensen, 2010; Kooij, Bede, Jansen, Kanfer, & Dikkers, 2011).
Consequently, we expected that experiencing pezseironment fit would be more important
for work engagement of older than younger workers.

We used time-lagged design and collected the dateeisocial cooperative. Participants
at Time 1 N = 116) provided information about their personasngation fit, needs-supplies fit,
and demands-abilities fit, and at Time 2 aboutrthveirk engagement.

General Discussion

Finally, the last section of this thesis is devdtethe general discussion, including a

summary of the results obtained, the main limitatiof the reported studies and the most

important implications for practice.
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Paper 1

Will you still hire me when | am over 50? Implieihd explicit age bias in resume

evaluations.

Abstract

Nowadays increasing workforce age-diversity rasmserns about employment discrimination.
Despite little evidence for an age-performanceti@iaolder workers are less frequently selected
for jobs than younger ones. Past research aimingderstand age discrimination mainly
focused on examining separately explicit bias towarder workers or towards younger
workers, and used self-reported measures. We pedgbat when investigating decisions about
older workers we need to account simultaneouslgdonparing older to younger workers.
Moreover, we measured both overt-explicit age bias covert-implicit age bias. We found that
explicit age bias had a positive effect on youragglicants’ evaluation and no effect on older
applicants’ evaluation. The implicit age bias hadative effect on the evaluation of older
applicants and no effect on the evaluation of yeuragplicants. This study shows different
ways in which implicit and explicit age bias midéad to disfavoring older applicants. It raises
awareness about spontaneous reactions to appliegetée.g., from age on resumes) and the
importance of confronting decision-makers with theiplicit age bias.

Keywords:age, hiring discrimination, age bias, implicittaties,

resume screening, task performance

This manuscript has been in preparation as: Kimkainkl., Zaniboni, SM., P. Palladino, D.
Truxillo, K. Kahn, & F. Fraccaroli. Will you stilhire me when | am over 50? Implicit and

explicit age bias in resume evaluations.
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The demographics of the global workforce are bengmiore diverse in terms of age
(Bell, 2012). Older workers are encouraged foraamnd economic reasons to remain or reenter
in the workforce. Consequently, also applicant®lgmecomes more age diverse. This makes age
a salient characteristic in the selection processsrses concerns about age discrimination and
factors contributing to it. Especially in case tfer workers who are repeatedly found to be less
frequently selected for promotions (e.g., Bal, ReiRRudolph, & Baltes, 2011) and job interviews
(e.g., Blaine, 2012), and seems to find it diffidol re-enter the labour market (Chan & Stevens,
2001, 2004). Our research proposes that for uratedstg why age may affect negatively
employment decisions we need to investigate trectsffof understudied firstly, explicit age bias
measured as simultaneous comparison between yoanderder workers, and secondly
implicit age bias.

Understanding factors that may contribute to ageraination is important given that
the equal treatment in terms of age is garantetiéiaw (e.g., Age Discrimination in
Employment Act, 1967; Employment Equality FramewDikective 2000/78/EC). At the same
time unbiased selection evaluation is crucial feilding companies’ competitive and committed
workforce (Guthridge, Komm & Lawson, 2008; KunzedBm, & Bruch, 2011), as well as
positive image outside (Edwards, 2009).

While hiring decisions, especially in its initidhge of resume screening, are made with
little time and information, they may be influendeyglready-to-go age bias guidance. The
decision whether proceed with the given applicantat is often based on a set of evaluations
composed of measurable evaluations (e.g., fulfilnéformal requirements) as well as
unmeasurable evaluations (e.g., general impressidmperformance predictions) (Sackett, &

Lievens, 2008). Therefore, decision may be infleehloy overt-explicit bias, preference, as well
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as by covert-implicit bias, a more subtle form odimination or unintentional preference
derived from superficial elaboration of informatiabout the applicants (Gawronski; Hoffman,
Wilbur, 2006; Levy & Banaji, 2002).

However, as pointed out by Finkelstein and Fa(2007) the age bias-age discrimination
relation has been often rather assumed than tédta@over, past research has concentrated on
rater overt-explicit, self-reported age bias anly ameasured as an evaluation of one age group
(e.g., older workers) (e.g., Perry, Kulik & Bohyri®©96). Simultaneous comparison with the
other age group (e.g., younger workers) may be meaigstic as in age-diverse context social
comparison processes become more salient (Shoreldb€rg, 2005). Furthermore, implicit age
bias at the workplace has never been investigkigdlly, it is not clear whether age bias leads
to disfavouring of older workers due to giving heghiatings to younger applicants or lower to
older applicants, and whether the same patternatiations will be predicted by explicit and
implicit age bias.

Investigating implicit bias could be particularlgeful. Firstly, because implicit measure
reveals what respondents might not be fully awé willing to report (e.g., Fazio & Olson,
2003). Thus it is suitable for investigating agecdimination prone to social desirability.
Secondly, older adults were found to be objecisnplicit bias in social context (Axt, et al.,
2014; Hummert et al., 2002; Levy & Banaji, 2002;98k, Banaji & Greenwald, 2002). Thus
similar tendency may occur in the workplace. Thingplicit attitude may predict additional
variance in behavior or different behavior thanleipone (Bohner & Dickel, 2011; Fazio &
Olson, 2003; Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, & Ba2&09; Johnson & Saboe, 2011).

Finally, implicit bias was found to predict additi@ variance in negative hiring decisions for
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other social groups (Agerstrom & Rooth, 2011; Derduiguyen, & Ryan, 2009; Derous, Ryan &
Nguyen, 2012; Rudman & Glick. 2001).

Therefore, firstly we assesed explicit age biasat@s both younger and older workers
using well established age bias questionaire (Tdede Festa, & Montgomery, 1988) and
implicit age bias using the Implicit Associationst¢lAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz,
1998). Secondly, by implementing a with-in subjest#sign, we examined whether each of these
bias affected evaluations of older compared withnger applicants resume in terms of a)
general impression and b) task performance. Wedashether implicit age bias would explain
variance beyond the one predicted by explicit mabese evaluations and whether implicit age
bias affected the evaluations in different manhantexplicit age bias. Third, since resume
screening normally is delivered in situations vathmited time, we examined postulated effects
in two experimental conditions: with and withouhé limit.

Older Applicants are Disfavoured

Nowadays almost universal first stage of the sgleqirocess is resume screening.
Suprisingly, it has received much less attenti@mtbther selection stages and tools (Derous,
Ryan, & Nguyen, 2012). The goal of the resume senegis to decide quickly and based on
approximately one-page long description, whetheagplicant will become a high performer.
This decision may be composed of various smaliet,cdten subjective in nature, evaluations
about impression, applicants’s suitability, willmggss to invite an applicant for an interview
(Bart, Hass, Philbrick, Sparks & Williams, 1997;rDeas, Nguyen & Ryan, 2009), as well as
predictions about applicants’ future performance.

Despite that meta-analytic studies have generalind weak support for any actual

relationship between age and task job performafeelip, Waldman, & McDaniel, 1990;
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McEvoy & Cascio, 1989; Ng & Feldman, 2008; Waldn&aAvolio, 1986), older applicants are
less frequently invited for an interview than yoangnes (Blaine, 2012). Meta-analysis of Bal
and colleagues (2011) showed that age had a negdfect on advancement, selection as well
as general and performance evaluations. Similstbrgeson, Reider, Campion and Bull (2008)
in their review on age discrimination in the empimnt interview reported that in most
laboratory and some field studies older applicantls the same or similar qualifications as
younger ones received lower ratings and hiringmenendations (e.g., Avolio & Barrett, 1987,
Finkelstein, Burke, & Raju, 1995; Haefner, 1977hdly, Chan and Stevens (2001; 2004)
repeatedly found that for many workers in their &2d 60s losing their work results in lasting
withdraw from the workforce. For example, after tyears from a job loss at age 55, only
around 60% of these workers were re-employed. Angoggpup of workers in a similar age, but
who were not dismissed, the employment rate w&9ed.

Given these findings, we can expect older applecembe in general evaluated more
negatively than younger applicants:

Hypothesis 1: Older applicants will receive lowatings than younger applicants on a)
general impression and b) task performance.

However, the reason why this negative effect ofragg occur and when it is stronger
are not fully understood. For example, age biamsde target most saliently older workers
(North & Fiske, 2012). Despite that both positivielanegative beliefs are associated with both
older workers (low performance and motivation, ligh experience and reliability) and younger
workers (energetic and with high developmental piidé but unstable and self-centered) (e.g.,
Gibson, Zerbe, & Franken, 1993; Finkelstein & Ha007; Posthuma & Campion, 2009). This

suggests that there might be additional, than gpaetiared, factors that disfavour older
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workers. Moreover, Finkelstein, Burke and Raju @938 their meta-analysis reported that
distinctions between younger and older workersuatains were especially strong when
younger and older workers were evaluated simultasigoThis suggests that age-diversity at the
workplace may reinforce social comparison procesBasrefore, investigating only overt-
explicit attitude (age bias), and only towards olerkers might miss important pieces of the
puzzle.

Implicit and Explicit Attitudes Distinction

In general attitudes arise from categorizing oiveig object, person, as a member of a
specific category, group, and include informatitowt cognitive, affective and behavioural
responses towards attitude object (e.g., Eagly &k&m, 2007). Over two decades of research
has confirmed that attitudes may be overt, thakgicit, or covert, that is implicit, and may or
may not be consciously experienced by the holdandttitude (Gawronski, 2007).

In particular, explicit attitudes refer to evalwais based on reasoning and inferences that
require deliberation and motivation. Whereas impéttitudes refer to spontaneous and
automatic evaluations resulting from the particalssociations that may serve as ‘quick guides’
to expectations and behavior that do not needdtdirs’ awareness and control (e.g., Fazio &
Olson, 2003; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Sowr&syropose that implicit attitudes are
based on accumulated through experience statiséigalarities about the attitude object
(Epstein & Pacini, 1999; McClelland, McNaughton(Reilly, 1995). A set of associations that
is activated automatically when a person encoutersbject of the attitude (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006). Therefore, implicit attitudéghinact outside of awareness and in a very
fast manner (i.e., processing occurs in paralldliammillisecond cycles; Lord, Diefendorff,

Schmidt, &Hall, 2010).
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Moreover, studies using neuroimaging (e.g., fumalionagnetic resonance imaging
[fMRI]) confirm that while implicit processes occir cortical areas associated with automatic
somatic and affective systems (e.g., the basallgamgnygdala, and lateral temporal cortex),
explicit processes occur in areas associated wiibatation and executive control (e.g., medial
and lateral prefrontal cortex, medial and lateeaigtial cortex, medial temporal lobe; Lieberman,
2007; Lieberman, Gaunt, Gilbert, & Trope, 2002).

Finally, while explicit attitudes are influenced bggnitive and motivational factors, such
as social desirability, implicit processes areléas subject to deliberative influences (e.g., ¢-azi
& Olson, 2003; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).

In summary, use of implicit next to explicit meassiis especially promising in this study
given that firstly resume evaluations involve sghjee evaluations. Secondly, it is socially
acceptable to openly praise the youth and prefenger workers, but not to disfavour older
ones. For example, Posthuma and Campion (2009reended using measures that will
mitigate socially desirable responding that miglatd to underestimating the effects of age bias.
Third, in organizational context explaining any diddal variance is useful (Uhlmann et al.,
2012). For example, perceptions of age discrimamatvithin organization may negatively affect
collective affective commitment and indirectly aff@rganizational performance (Kunze,
Boehm, & Bruch, 2011). Finally, investigating bathplicit and explicit mechanism might show
different ways in which age bias might affect enyph@nt decisions about older versus younger
applicants.

As suggested by Finkelstein and Farrell (2007) wiergfer to attitudes based on age, as

age bias.
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Effects of Explicit Age Bias on Evaluations

As a given attitude increases, becomes more praeolipeople might tend to attend
more to information related to it and thus it affetheir behaviour to a greater extent (Hamilton
& Trolier, 1986; Stangor et al., 1992). For exam@teveland and Landy (1983) found that a
pattern of behavior stereotypical of an older pensedicted negative personnel decisions.
Similarly, Perry, Kulik and Bourhis (1996) foundatias raters explicit age bias was increasing
they evaluated worse older compared with youngpliagmts for a young-type job. These
findings suggest that the explicit age bias towatdsr workers is related to disfavouring older
applicants in selection decisions. However, non@fpast studies has joint with-in subject
design and testing of age bias effect. Therefbig,not clear whether the difference in
evaluating older compared with younger applicaesuits from more negative evaluations of
older applicants, or from more positive evaluatiohgounger applicants. An issue risen already
three decades ago by Avolio and Barrett (1987)réfoee, we have decided to examine a
research question:

Research QuestiomRaters with high explicit age bias will evaluatgimer younger
applicants or lower older applicants on a) gendarapression and b) task performance?
Effects of Implicit Age Bias on Evaluations

In studies using IAT participants of all ages wknend to be quicker in associating
positive valued traits with younger adults and niegéy valued traits with older adults
(Hummert et al., 2002; Nosek et al., 2002). Respatglalso had the least strong association for
older adults with “good words” compared with “otlveords” (Axt et al., 2014). These findings
suggest a general disfavouring of older adults.il8irtendencies might occur in the working

environment, where implicit bias about other sogialups was found to exert a significant and
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negative impact on decisions also when analysisuated for explicit bias. The implicit bias in
these studies was concluded when respondents s&veiating more easily positive set of
categories with one social group than other.

In classical example of McConnell and Leibold (2p8tlidy higher implicit bias towards
Blacks predicted negative social interactions witBlack (vs a White) experimenter. In Rudman
and Ashmore (2007) study people who held impli@skof minority groups (e.g., Jews, Asians,
and Blacks) recommended more cuts to budgets dathet minority group’s student
organization. In the selection context Derous, Ngugnd Ryan (2009) and Derous, Ryan and
Nguyen (2012) found that dutch participants evaddhe lowest job suitability of Arab
applicants when participants’ implicit bias of Asalvas high. Moreover, Rudman and Glick
(2001) found that implicit gender bias led to lowatings of female for typical masculine job
position. Finally, Agerstrom and Rooth (2011) fouhdt recruiters who implicitly associated
obese people with unproductivity were less likelyrivite obese applicants for an interview
compared with normal-weight applicants. Thus, weppse that:

Hypothesis 2: Implicit age bias will influence ragis of younger and older applicants.
Specifically, raters who display high implicit agias will rate lower older than younger
applicants on a) general impression and b) taskqrerance.

Effects of Time Limits on Relation between Age Biaand Evaluations

Raters may rely to a greater extent on both thgiligt and implicit age bias when time
is limited, as it often happens in real-life sel@etprocess. When time is scarce people tend to
consider less information, rely more on stereotypes simpler decision strategies, and make
more use of easily available cues in their evahuati(e.g., Dijker & Koomen, 1996; Friese,

Hofmann, & Schmitt, 2009; Wright, 1974). EspeciaBince Perry, Kulik and Bourhis (1996)
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have found that under cognitive load older applisavere evaluated even less favourably than
younger applicants by explicitly high-biased rateve expect similar effect in time limit
condition:

Hypothesis 3: Influence of explicit age bias oreoldompared with younger applicants
ratings in terms of a) general impression and Isktperformance will explain more variance in
time limit condition compared with no time limitnzbtion.

Moreover, since automatic processes can be intibit@verridden by controlled
processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006) limited tnight increase especially impact of
implicit bias (Friese, Hofmann & Schmitt, 2009)n& implicit bias was found to contribute to
evaluations in studies with (e.g., Friese, Wankel&ssner, 2006) and without time
manipulations (e.g., Derous, Ryan & Nguyen, 200&dDs, Nguyen, & Ryan, 2012), we
propose two competitive hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4a: Influence of implicit age bias odeslcompared with younger applicants
ratings in terms of a) general impression and Isktperformance will explain additional
variance in time limit condition, but not in no egnfimit condition.

Hypothesis 4b: Influence of implicit age bias odeslcompared with younger applicants
ratings in terms of a) general impression and Isktperformance will explain more variance in
time limit condition compared with no time limitnzbtion.

Method
Participants

110 university students and workers participatethéstudy. Participants were recruited

through advertisement put on the boards of unityeesid city library, and the network of the

students’ friends and their parents. Age rangeah fi8 to 65 yeardy = 37.49,SD= 13.06),
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50% femalesr(= 55). 98% of participant$ (= 108) had work experience on average of 15.81
years 8§D = 13.17). 38.2%n(= 42) of participants had daily working contactiwolder workers,
22.6 % ( = 25) few times a week, 5.5% € 6) at least once a week, 6.486<7) few times a
month, 4.5%1§ = 5) once a month or less, 7.3%~ 8) few times a year, and 15.5%= 17)

have never worked with older workers. 47.3%=(52) of participants had daily working contact
with younger workers, 25.5 % € 28) few times a week, 5.5% € 6) once a week, 4.5% €

5) few times a month, 4.5% € 5) few times a year, and 12.7%= 14) have never worked

with younger workers.

Procedure

The two-phase laboratory-based experiment was abeduBoth in Phase 1 and Phase 2
all measures and conditions were administered ompater and in counter-balanced order. Prior
to the experiment we developed the experimentatriads and conducted a series of pilot tests
Full pre-tested material and results are avail&bl@ the first author.

The study was presented to participants as a stmayorking attitudes and behavior. In
Phase 1, participants responded to implicit andi@kmeasures related to their perception of
younger and older workers, filled in measure ofaadesirability and provided demographic
information. Around three days after completiorPblse 1 participants completed the Phase 2,
resume rating task, which consisted of a 2 (appl&a age: 30 years or less vs. 50 years or
more) x 2 (time: no time limit vs. time limit) migefactor design. The age of the applicants was
manipulated with-in subjecfs The factor time was manipulated between subjéttspecific,
during Phase 2 respondents were asked to playpkhefra recruiter for a bank human resource
department and evaluate resumes for a positiorbah& teller. Participants first read a job

description similar to those on selection and riéerent services (e.g., Monster.org) and
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subsequently were asked to rate 6 equal resumel.resume was presented separately and
followed by the evaluation questions about geniemptession and performance. Among 6
resumes, 3 were of older applicants (54, 50 angeais old) and other 3 of younger applicants
(28, 30 and 26 years old). For half of the partais there was no time limit for the task (no time
limit condition), the rest of the participants wargked to complete the task in10 minutes (time
limit condition)’. In this case, the experimenter informed the pipdint when time was half-way
through and one minute before the end. Finallprder to check whether participants noticed
the age of applicants as the last task participaate asked to indicate a number of resumes in
age below and above 50 years.

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to ammtpe characteristics of the
participants in time limit and no time limit conidihs. No significant differences were found
between the two conditions for age, gender, wopegernce, frequency of working with older or
younger workers, as well as explicit and implidtitades towards younger and older workers
(allts < 1.70 and all ps > .12).

Measures
Independent Variables

Implicit age bias. Implicit age bias was measured with the Implicisésiation Test
(IAT) which internal, convergent, discriminant apietdictive validity has been well established
(see a review by Fazio & Olson, 2003) and reccormeéridr organizational settings (Haines &
Sumner, 2006; Uhlmann et al., 2012). In particularused IAT to measure association of
younger vs. older workers with “good” vs. “bad werkcategory, following those in Greenwald
et al. (1998). All stimuli were previously pre-tedt Table 1 is a schematic representation of the

IAT procedure, consisting of 5 blocks. In the fiodbck participants were asked to categorize
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face — photos into two categories: “older worker*ypunger worker”. The photos portrayed
equivalent in pleasantness and familiarity whitdasalisplayed on the nondescript background.
All photos were retrieved from face database (Mir&®ark, 2004). On the second block
respondents were asked to categorize “good wordkeitiad worker” attributes. All attributes
were pretested to be age-neutral. The word stifouthe category “good worker” were:
competent, motivated, responsible, able and labsyiand for the category “bad worker”:
demotivated, unreliable, incapable, low-skilled aegligent. On the remaining three blocks
respondents were asked to complete a combinedhaskcluded both the categories and
attributes from the first two tasks. Participantrsvinstructed to categorize the words and
photos as quickly and correctly as possible. Inipdige bias is concluded when younger workers
pictures are paired faster with characteristics tbf@r to desirable worker than when older
worker pictures are paired with the same charatiesi

Explicit age bias Participants described older (younger) worker§ gemantic
differential scales taken from Cleveland, Festd, ldlontgomery (1988). A sample item is “7 =
passive and 1 = active ayounger= -82,00ider = .83).

Control variables. Many factors can intervene to affect bias towander and younger
workers (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). In particuthgracteristics related to in-group/out group
bias might be age or gender (e.g., Celejewski &Di®98) as well as contact with members of
the potentially discriminated groups (Sherif, Whit®ood, & Sherif, 1961; Turner, 1987).
Thereforeage, gender, work experience and frequency of wgr&ontacts with older and
younger workersvere used as control variables. Finally we expgkatge discrimination issues to
be sensible to tendency to present oneself acalydio the socially approved manner,

regardless of the true beliefs (Crowne & Marlow@6Q). Therefore, following the suggestion of
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Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003)decded to measure alsocsal
desirability. We have used reduced 13-item version of Crownddva Social Desirability
Scale (Reynolds, 1982; Johnson & Fendrich, 200Zaple item is “I'm always willing to
admit it when | make a mistake” (1strongly disagree6 =strongly agreg (o = .68).
Dependent Variables

General impression.General impression of each applicants was caldikteraging the
responses to the following 3 questions: “My ovelralbression of this applicants is” (1very
unfavorable 6 =very favorablg taken from Bart and colleagues (1997); “This ajapits is
suitable for this job” (1 ot at alt 6 =completely, and “The likelihood that | would invite this
person for an interview is” (1 wery low 6 =very high from Derous and colleagues (2009).
These items were positively correlatedrom .72 to .85, alps<.001) @tyounger= -90,00ider =
.93).

Task Performance.To assess expected performance of older and yowuagkers we
used 4 items adapted by Van Dyne and LePine (1f8®&®) Williams and Anderson (1991). This
scale measures individual in-role behaviors diye@tognized by the formal rewards system as
a part of the job description. A sample item is fipants will meet formal performance
requirements of the job” (1 strongly disagreg6 =strongly agre® (oyounger= -92,00ider = .93)

Manipulation check. As a manipulation check, participants were askdabeaend of the
resume evaluation session to report how many agpgbovere within the age range of “less than
50 years old” or “50 years old or aboveMybunger= 3.02,SDyounger= -41;Moider = 2.97,SDyider =

44),
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Results

Implicit and Explicit Age Bias

In order to analyze and interpret the IAT measueeused guidelines on improved
scoring algorithm developed by Greenwald, NoseBahaji (2003). IAT-effectl was
calculated as the difference in average resporessdsjatency in msec) between the compatible
and incompatible pairing conditions, divided by ghandard deviation of all latencies for both
pairing conditions. That is, implicit age bias tod@lder workers is reflected in faster pairing of
younger worker photos and words describing “goodkend (compatible condition) compared to
older worker photos and words describing “good \eotKincompatible condition). Greenwald
and colleagues (2003) suggested interpreting tfie &fect sizes using criteria for small,
medium and large effect sizes of Cohen’s (19¥ifjeasure. That is .20, .50, and .80 could be
considered respectively as small, medium, and larige effect size in the present study was on
average .53, this medium. On average participaats ¥aster in associating the attributes of the
category “good worker” and photos of younger woskénan associating the attributes of the
category “good worker” and photos of older workdnsat is, participants of all age displayed on
average a medium implicit age bias toward olderkens.

Moreover participants in general displayed leseifalle explicit age bias towards older
(M = 3.86,SD=.95) than younger worker§i(= 2.38,SD = .84);t(109) = 13.18p =.00. The IAT
scores did not correlate with the explicit respsngeénich is consistent with the previous
research (see Nosek & Smyth, 2007, for an overvi®wpsequently we have calculated a united
index of explicit age bias by calculating the diéfiece between age bias towards older and
towards younger worker$A= 1.48,SD= 1.18). In this way we could examine the effeadts

comparison between older and younger workers, whimhid not fully emerge from
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investigating age bias only towards one of thesegs. No significant difference was found for
implicit and explicit age bias between experimentaiditions.
Resume Evaluations of Younger and Older Applicants

80% ( = 88) of respondents correctly indicated thatstimes referred to old and 3 to
young applicants, and all respondents reporteelast 2 resumes in each age range. Therefore,
all ratings were taken into consideration in thalgsis. In general, participants evaluated better
on all dimensions resume of younger than olderiegpis in both experimental conditions.
Older applicants were given lower ratings than yaurapplicants in terms of general impression
(Moider = 4.03,SDyider = -93; Myounger= 4.37,SDyounger= -72;t(109)= -3.50p = .00) and task
performanceNoidger = 4.17,SDhider = -95; Myounger= 4.45,SDjounger= - 79;t(99)= -3.36,p = .00).
These results support Hypothesis 1 and are sitoildrose repeatedly found in the research on
explicit attitudes reporting less favourable evabres of older workers in general and in task
performance (e.g., Bal et al., 2011; FinkelsteiRarell, 2007; Posthuma & Campion, 2009).
The Effect of Explicit Age Bias, Implicit Age Biasand Time on Resume Evaluation

In order to test the research question and Hypisti2e4 we used moderated hierarchical
regression. Since each of the participants evaluatéh younger applicants’ and older
applicants’ resumes we analyzed data using theadetaveloped by Judd, Kenny and
McClelland (2001) for testing moderation effectswihin-participant designs. This method
involved computing the differences between paréiotg’ ratings of younger and older resumes
and then regressing these differences on our imdigme variables of interest.

Means, standard deviations and correlations fovén@bles in the study are presented in
Table 2. Regarding correlations among the primarghsvariables, we found that general

impression was positively correlated with explagfe biasr(=.28,p < .01) and implicit age bias
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(r =.30,p<.01), and task performance was positively catesl with explicit age bias € .29,
p < .01) and implicit age bias € .21,p < .05). Providing initial support for Hypothesearid 3.
Moreover raters’ explicit age bias was negativelygrelated with rater age € -.30,p < .01), and
work experiencer(= -.28,p < .01), suggesting that explicit, not implicit dgas, may decrease
with time.

In the regression analysis, in order to facilitée interpretation of coefficients, we
standardized independent variables. In the fiegi,ghe control variables were entered (rater age,
gender, working experience, and frequency of cantéb younger and older workers). In the
second step was entered the rater age explicitlbisise third step, the rater implicit age bias
was entered. In the fourth step we entered therempatal condition (time limit vs. no time
limit). In the fifth step the interaction betweeter explicit age bias and experimental condition
was entered. In the sixth step the interaction betwater implicit age bias and experimental
condition was entered. Table 3 shows the resultiseofegression analyses.

The interaction between applicants age and raf@iogxage bias was significantly
related to the ratings of applicants general ingogs(s = .40,p < .001) accounting for
additional varianceAR? = .13,AF= 13.53,p < .001). Subsequently we performed separate
analysis for younger applicants evaluation ancfder applicants evaluation in order to test
which exactly evaluation were influenced by explage bias. The slope of younger applicants
evaluation line was significant and positiye=.21,p < .05), and not significant for older
applicants evaluation. As shown in Figure 1, thveas a positive relationship between rater
explicit age bias and rating general impressioyooinger applicants compared with older
applicants. The interaction between applicantseegerater explicit age bias towards older

workers was significantly related to the ratingsask performances(= .45,p < .001)



IMPLICIT AND EXPLICIT AGE BIAS 27

accounting for additional variancaR? = .17,AF= 20.87 p < .001). The slope of younger
applicants evaluation line was significant and fsi(s =.24,p < .01), and not significant for
older applicants evaluation. As shown in Figuréh2re was a positive relationship between rater
explicit age bias towards older workers and rataslk performance of younger applicants
compared with older applicants. Therefore the respdo our research question is that older
applicants were relatively evaluated worse thamgeu applicants because explicit age bias
resulted in more positive evaluations of youngealiapnts. Not more negative evaluations of
older applicants.

The interaction between applicants age and ratglidinage bias was significantly
related to the ratings of applicants general ingogs(s = .30,p < .01) accounting for additional
variance AR? = .08,AF= 9.15,p < .01). The slope of older applicants evaluatioa as
significant and negativef (= - .28,p< .01), and not significant for younger applicag¥sluation.
As shown in Figure 3, there was a negative relatignbetween rater implicit age bias and
rating general impression of older applicants lmityounger applicants. The interaction between
applicants age and rater implicit age bias wassigptificantly related to the ratings of task
performancef = .18,p = .054). As shown in Figure 4, there was howeuenadency for
negative relationship between rater implicit ageskand rating task performance of older
applicants g = - .17,p < .10) not younger applicants. Thus, Hypothesisa8 partly supported.
There was a tendency to evaluate older applicafdsively worse than younger applicants
because implicit age bias resulted in more negatatuations of older applicants. Not more
positive evaluations of younger applicants.

Finally neither inserted at step four experimentaidition nor inserted at step five

interaction between experimental condition and iek@ge bias, nor inserted at step six
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interaction between experimental condition and iafphge bias significantly contributed to
explaining the variance. Therefore, Hypothesisa3add 4b were not supported.

To re-test the statistically significant effecte #mnalyses were also performed with no
control variables. The effects for general impr@ssemained significant. The effect of age bias
on task performance remained significant and thexebf implicit bias was significanp=
.025).

Discussion

The study examined the effects of implicit and eipage bias on general and
performance evaluations of older compared with geurapplicants. We have found firstly, that
participants of all ages displayed on averagertiicit and explicit age bias disfavoring older
workers. Secondly, participants gave lower ratitogslder compared with younger applicants of
equal qualifications. Third, explicit and impliditas significantly contributed to explaining the
variance in these evaluations, but in a differeatner. The explicit age bias had a positive
effect on younger applicants’ evaluation and neafbn older applicants’ evaluation, for both
general impression and task performance. The imhplye bias had negative effect on the
evaluation of older applicants and no effect onebauation of younger applicants for general
impression. Similar tendency was detected for pgskormance. Finally, there was no difference
in effects whether evaluations were conducted viitle limit or no time limit, suggesting that
manipulation might not have been successful.

This work contributes in several ways to the orgational literature and practice related
to age diversity and inclusion, and to the applyfthe implicit measures to organizational
studies. This is the first contribution that exaetmext to explicit also the effect of implicit age

bias in selection process. Moreover explicit ages lbvas measured as a comparison between
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younger and older workers, not a mere evaluatiamnefage group. Since increasing age-
diversity of the workplace means that people inawigge range work next to each other, treating
age bias as a comparison between younger andwdtdkers might be more realistic.
Furthermore, we used with-in subject design, winéftects better selection situation in a real-
life than between-subject design (Hosoda, StonSt&e-Romero, 2003). As the applicants’
pool becomes more age-diverse resumes of applicadiferent age are evaluated one next to
another. With-in subject design also permittedouest more in detail the way in which age bias
affects evaluations. Finally, our sample was ofidevage range with mean age of 37. This
allowed us to infer more general conclusions thadiss involving only college students.

We found that raters associated more easily yourmyapared with older workers with
desirable working characteristics (competent, nadéd, responsible, able and laborious), and
more easily older than younger workers with un@ds& working characteristics (demotivated,
unreliable, incapable, low-skilled and negligeit)at is, all participants displayed a negative
implicit attitude, an implicit age bias towards etdvorkers of a medium size (.53). Similar
findings come from studies on implicit age bias aoss older adults (Hummert et al., 2002;
Nosek et al., 2002). Our findings suggest that eigaicit age bias at the workplace, might be
developed early and may persist as the personvengiérom being younger towards older
worker. Furthermore, the current results providedtidence that implicit age bias affects
negatively ratings of applicants’ general impressaad might tend to affect also task
performance (witlp= .054). The difference in significance may be edab the difference in
specificity of measures or a sample size. Whilelicitpmeasure reflected the general idea about

a given applicant desiderability, scale of taskgenance has more specific content.
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Moreover, we found that explicit age bias led tghtar evaluations of younger applicants
and implicit age bias to lower evaluations of oldpplicants. This shows different ways in
which implicit and explicit age bias might leaddisfavoring older applicants, and explain
repeatedly found relation between advancementeéraad difficulties in the selection process
(e.g., Bal et al., 2011; Posthuma & Campion, 200RJ. findings are alarming as resume
screening is widely first filter of applicants setien (Piotrowski & Armstrong, 2006). Only after
passing this filter applicants are given atteniod opportunity to present themselves.

Moreover these findings suggest that we shouldhéuréxamine the role of social
desirability and awareness in age discriminatiar.éxample, works of Mummendey, Otten and
colleagues (e.g., 1996, 2000) repeatedly foundabaple seem to feel free to differentiate
groups on positive dimensions, but not on negatireensions, so called positive-negative
assymetry. Benefiting the in-group is considereanative, while expressing negative
evaluations about the out-group is not (Blanz, Mwendey, & Otten, 1997). It is much more
difficult to justify relative harm towards othells. the context of this study older applicants
might have been default members of an out-groygeaple seems to be reluctant to including
themselves in older adults category (Blaine, 20lt2gase of implicit bias, which is much harder
to control (e.g., Bohner & Dickel, 2011; Greenwé&®anaji, 1995) it might manifest in the
direct disfavoring of older workers. Finally, peephay also be unaware of holding an age bias
and unintentionally disadvantage older applicants.

Finally our findings confirm that studying jointgxplicit and implicit bias can enrich
understanding of the content and role of the magark and organizational context. Including
implicit measurement may enhance and enrich tlterfgs especially when one wish to study

socially and legally sanctioned issues relatedripleyment discrimination.
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Limitations and Future Research

First, implicit age bias should operate especiallgituations of time limit and cognitive
load (Friese et al., 2008). We found no influentthe time limit manipulation on ratings, which
might suggest that our manipulation was ineffectiMee future study might introduce the
manipulation based on cognitive load as the workimgronment is characterized by
multitasking. Second, although in a wide age-rattye participants were not professional
recruiters. However, Hosoda and colleagues (2008)eir meta-analysis found that with-in
selection studies similar effect sizes with proif@sal recruiters as with students. For example,
Dipboye, Fromkin, and Wiback (1975) found that stois and professional interviewers
evaluated similarly job resumes. Although, we cangect the same tendency in evaluations
among our participants and recruiters, it wouldrberesting to investigate whether study on
recruiters would find similar effect sizes. Thirew study could also investigate further why
older workers are disfavored. For example olderkens might be not seen as interesting
partners for the social and working interactiong.(éhaving nothing to share with).
Practical Implications

The growing number of older workers at the workplaaggests that age discrimination
needs to be actively addressed within organizatibmsillegal to refuse to hire an applicant
based on his/her age (e.g., Age DiscriminationmpByment Act, 1967; Employment Equality
Framework Directive 2000/78/EC). Moreover, peraami of age discrimination within
organization may negatively affect collective affee commitment and indirectly affect
organizational performance (Kunze, Boehm, & Brii 1). At the same time positive age
diversity climate builds strong relationship betwesnployees and their employer, and

indirectly contributes to companies’ performancd amployees' turnover intentions (Boehm,
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Kunze, & Bruch, 2013). Therefore, organizationschieeducate their recruiters and hiring
managers about the risk of age bias. Firstly, byeiasing awareness of the spontaneous
categorization of others based on their age, aptiéginand explicit bias that may arise.
Secondly, by increasing the knowledge about thferdifice between stereotype-based and
research-based consequences of aging. For exattiffdegnces in performance seem to be
greater within age groups than between age grdepstifuma & Campion, 2009) and older
adults might be more skilled in amassing abili{@althouse, 2011). Finally, based on our
findings we would recommend implementing into tekestion practice next to resume
submission also asking for work samples or perfogwiork simulation exercises, as
evaluations of these is based on formal criteriattiRBobko, & McFarlan, 2005).
Conclusion

Older workers are working longer for economic aadia reasons. This situation calls
for developing more age-inclusive HR practiceshsag age-neutral recruiting activities. Our
study suggests that even in age-neutral jobs imhpind explicit age bias might lead in different
manner but to disfavoring older applicants. Thaséifigs are rising awareness about
spontaneous reactions to applicants’ age (e.gn &ge on resumes) and the importance of

confronting decision-makers with their implicit algi@as.
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Footnotes
! Experimental materials fdAT stimuliandresume picturesvas pre-tested on 32 students and
workers (age range 23- 49, = 29.68,SD= 4.38), in 68.8% males & 22) and with the average
working experience of 3.41 yeaS[§= 3.83). a) Among 25 resume-like face photoseettl
from Minear and Park on-line database (2004) whosen 5 younger and 5 older photos equal
in terms of pleasantness and familiarity for visstahulus for IAT; and a set of 3 younger and of
3 older photos equal on pleasantness, familiac@ypetence, dependability and warmth for
resumes; b) From a list of 50 adjectives relatevtokey determinants of performance:
competence and motivation (e.g. Schmitt, Cortingetick, & Wiechmann, 2003) were chosen 5
age-neutral adjectives related to the concept‘gbad worker” and 5 to the concept of a “bad
worker”; Job-age prototypicalityvas pre-tested o089 students (age range 19 - 8= 31.3,SD
=12.66), in 33.3% males & 12). We choose bank teller among variety ofdis jselected from
O*Net database because it is age-neutral, foreze@ndely requested and gender neutral
(Gabriel, Gygax, Sarrasin, Garnham, & Oakhill, 20@x equivalent shoresumesontained
applicants’ photo, name, age, humanistic degrea fre same University, and a short
description of the bank teller position held in tast two years. Descriptions were based on
O*Net materials, such that each contained at kastore activities, one related to contact with
clients and one to data elaboration. All other peas information were omitted.
>There is no consensus about age range of youndeslder workers (Finkelstein & Farrell,
2007). However in general we can define “older” kess as those in proximity of retirement (50
years and more) and “younger” as those at thalrsgtage of their careers (34 years or less).
®The time limit of 10 minutes was established basmetime of 20 participants, who took on

average 11.84 minutes to complete the t&k< 3.27).
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Table 1.

Schematic representation of the IAT procedure

Block Trial Left-Key response (d) Right-Key resper(k)

1 20 Good worker attributes Bad worker attributes

2 20 Younger worker faces Older worker faces

3 40 Good worker attributes + Younger worker face8ad worker attributes + Older worker faces

4 20 Older worker faces Younger worker faces

5 40 Good worker attributes + Older worker faces Bad worker attributes + Younger worker faces

Note: The procedure in Blocks 3 and 5 was to alternabstthat present either a desirable or undesraflrds with trials that present either an
older versus younger worker photos. The order afiw@and photos was randomized within each of thekisl In order to counter-balance the
exposition to the stimuli for half of the particita, the positions of Blocks 2 and 4 were switclwétl those of Blocks 3 and 5 respectively.
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Table 2
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelationsdib variables
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Rater age 37.49 13.06 —
2. Rater female .50 .50 -.07 —
3. Rater working 15.81 1317 .93** .11 —
experience
4. Rater social desirability 2.52 46 -20* -.09 -17 —
5. Rater frequency of
working with older 5.00 228 .38 *** -.08 .38 xxx -.08 —
workers
6. Rater frequency of
working with younger 5.51 210 .10 -.09 .13 .08 .38 *** —
workers
7. Rater explicit age bias 1.48 1.18 -.30* .04 -.28 ** .05 -.17 .02 —
8. Rater implicit age bias .53 .39 -.02 .01 .04 .01 .06 -.07 -.01 —
9. Applicants's Dgeneral 34 97 .09 -.18 13 .06 .08 .02 28 * 30 ** —
impression
10. Applicants's Dtask 28 86 .15 -.08 17 .06 17 06 20% 21+ 84w
performance

Note: N = 110 (pairwise) Rater female = 1 and male = 0. Rater explicit bigs = explicit age bias towards older workersxplieit age bias
towards younger workers. Applicants’s Dgeneral i@sgion = younger applicant@neral impression older applicantSyeneral impressionApplicants’s Dtask
performance = younger applicams performance older applicantgsk performance*P < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.
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Table 3.

Regression analyses for Applicants’s General ingiogsand Task performance

General impression/Task performance
B SE B B SE B B SE B

Step/variable

Stepl

Rater age -21 /-19 31 /.26 -.22 /-.22 -10 /-.09 29 /.24 -11 /-.11 .08 /-.00 28 /.24 .09 /-.00
Rater female -.25 /-.08 20 /.17 -.13 /-.05 -26 /-11 19 /.16 -.14 /-.06 -23  /-11 18 /.15 =12 /-.07
Rater working
experience
Rater social desirability.11  /-.01 A1 /.09 A1 /-.01 .08 /-.03 .10 /.08 .09 /-.03 .07 /-.03 .10 /.08 .07 /-.03

Rater frequency of  oe ) 44 91 ;10 06 /.16 11 /18 A1 /.09 12 [ 21* 11 /.16 10 /.09 12 /.19
working with older

workers

Rater frequency of —_oq ) 43 11 /.09 -09 /-16 212 /15 10 /.08 -14 /-19 .10 /-14 09 /.08 -11 /-16
working with younger

workers
Step 2

Rater explicit age bias 37 /.39 .10 /.08 .40 .45 38 /.39 .10 /.08 417 | .45
Step 3

Rater implicit prejudice 28 | .15 .09 /.08 .30 /.18
Step 4

Time limit

Step 5

Raterexplicit age bias :

time limit

Step 6

Rater implicit age bias

X time limit

Change in F 72/ .79 13537/  20.87" 9.15°/ 3.80

R2 .05/ .05 187 1 22" 26/ .25

Sk

Change in R2 .05/ .05 137 A7 08"/ .03

23 /.23 30 /.26 24 .27 24 | .24 28 /.24 25 /.28 .06 /.15 28 /.24 .07 /.18

Note: N = 110 (pairwise) Rater female = 1 and male = 0. Rater explicit bigs = explicit age bias towards older workersxplieit age bias
towards younger workers. Applicants’s Dgeneral isgion = younger applicant@neral impression older applicantSyeneral impressionApplicants’s Dtask
performance = younger applicams performance older applicantgsk performance*P < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.
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. General impression/Task performance
Step/variable

B SE B B SE B B SE B
Stepl

Rater age 14 .01 28 /.24 14 | .02 12 /.00 29 /.25 .13 /.00 A1 /.00 28 /.24 11 /.00
Rater female 25 /-12 .18 /.15 -14 [-07 -25 /-11 .18 /.16 -13  [/-07 -27 /-13 18 /.15 -14 /-08
Rater working 01 /.13 28 /24 -01 /.16 00 /.14 29 /24 -00 /A7 02 /.10 28 /.24 -02 /.12
experience

Rater social desirability.05  /-.04 .10 /.08 .05 /-.04 .05 /-.04 .10 /.08 .05 /-.04 .02 /-.05 .10 /.08 .02 /-.06
Rater frequency of

working with older 10 /.16 A0 /.09 10 /.19 10 /.16 .10 /.09 11 /A9 14 /19 10 /.09 16 /.23
workers

Rater frequency of

working with younger -.09  /-.13 .09 /.08 -10 /-16 -10  /-.14 10 /.08 -11 0 /-17 -10  /-13 10 /.08 -10 /-15
workers

Step 2

Rater explicitage bias .38 /.39 .10 /.08  .40™ / .45™ 34 /3 15 /.13 36" /.40" 34 /34 15 /.13 37" /.397
Step 3

Rater implicit prejudice .27 /.15 .09 /.08 28" | .18t 27 /.15 .10 /.08 28" | .18t 48 /.30 .15 /.12 50" /.36"
Step 4

Time limit 22 /.07 19 /.16 11 /.04 22 /.07 19 /.16 .11 /.04 19 /.07 19 /.16 .10 /.04
Step 5

Raterexplicit age bias : 06 /.07 19 /.17 .05 /.06 06 /.07 18 /.16 .05 /.06
time limit

Step 6

Rater implicit age bias .35 /-28 20 /.16 -28 /-25
X time limit

Changein F 1.25/ .21 .012/ .18 3.26/ 3.02

R2 28/ .25 28/ .26 31/ .28

Change in R2 .01/ .00 .00/ .00 .03/ .02

Note: N = 110 (pairwise) Rater female = 1 and male = 0. Rater explicit bigs = explicit age bias towards older workersxplieit age bias
towards younger workers. Applicants’s Dgeneral i@sgion = younger applicant@neral impression older applicantSyeneral impressionApplicants’s Dtask
performance = younger applicams performance older applicantgsk performance P < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.
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Paper 2

Effects of rater conscientiousness on evaluatiémask and contextual performance of older and

younger coworkers

Abstract
Given age-based demographic changes at workplae@gissibility for age discrimination and
stereotypes to affect performance evaluationsisgi Although careful evaluations could be
expected from conscientious raters, little is kn@kout whether they might show more or less
bias towards certain age groups. Therefore, ingtwdies using time-lagged designs we
investigated the effects of rater conscientiouspesthe performance evaluations of younger and
older “typical” worker (Study 1IN = 149, U.S. sample) and an actual coworker (Styd/=2
242, ltalian sample). In both studies, we found thgers who were more conscientious provided
higher ratings for older workers than for youngerkers on task performance and
organizational citizenship behaviors. We discugsresults in terms of “similar to me” effects

and implications for organizational practices.

Keywords:Conscientiousness, age bias, task performancaniaagional citizenship behaviors

This manuscript has been submittedetoopean Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychologyas: Kmicinska, M., Zaniboni, S., Truxillo, Fracoly F & D., Wang.Effects of rater
conscientiousness on evaluations of task and ctuatieprerformance of older and younger

coworkers.
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The global workforce is becoming more diverse mteof age (Bell, 2012), making age
a more salient characteristic in organizationatficas such as performance evaluations. It thus
becomes important that raters avoid age bias, dimibtolder workers (e.g., Bal, Reiss,
Rudolph, & Baltes, 2011; Finkelstein & Farrell, Z0®osthuma & Campion, 2009) and younger
workers (e.g., Gibson, Zerbe, & Franken, 1993; Nértiske, 2012). For example, previous
research showed that raters expect older workdraue lower performance than younger
workers (e.g., Gordon & Arvey, 2004; Hedge, Borm&ah,ammlein, 2006). However, meta-
analytic studies have generally found weak supfoorany actual relationship between age and
task performance (Avolio, Waldman, & McDaniel, 1984cEvoy & Cascio, 1989; Ng &
Feldman, 2008; Waldman & Avolio, 1986). Insteadyanweak positive relationship has been
found between age and contextual performance, asidnganizational citizenship behaviors (Ng
& Feldman, 2008).

Given the increase of age diversity in the workpland the greater risk of age
discrimination, it is important to examine facttinat can contribute to bias in the appraisal of
younger and older worker performance. It has beeagnized in past research that there is
systematic variance in performance evaluationsishasociated with rater individual tendencies
rather than ratee performance per se (Murphy & BaSR000; Scullen, Mount & Goff, 2000).
The relationship between rater personality and, Isiash as leniency bias, has been investigated
as an important factor in performance appraisa¢sr{&din Cooke, & Villanova, 2000; Kane,
Bernardin, Villanova, & Peyrefitte, 1995; Tzinerulphy, & Cleveland, 2002; Yun, Donahue,
Dudley, & McFarland, 2005). However, these stutii@ge generally focused on ways in which
rater personality affects performance appraisgkineral rather than bias towards specific

groups, such as older and younger workers. As sitigdidy implicit personality theory (e.qg.,
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Ashmore, 1981), people perceive a relationship amwamious individual-difference variables
and categories (e.g., age and personality). Thexeddfiliation with different groups may
additionally moderate the relation between rates@aality and performance evaluations.

For example, people high on conscientiousness,strhe for excellence (Costa &
McCrae, 1992), are generally expected to fulfidittperformance rating responsibility with
greater diligence (Tziner et al., 2005). In fadnscientious ratem@ppear to avoid the leniency
bias (Bernardin et al., 2000) by providing lesyated and more accurate peer ratings in both
conditions of high accountability (Roch, Ayman, Newse, & Harris, 2005; Tziner et al., 2002)
and low accountability (Bernardin et al., 2009)e%é studies suggest that conscientious raters in
general give more accurate ratings.

However, there is some evidence that conscientesssdoes not always increase
accuracy and that conscientious raters might, @écifip cases, be prone to a similar-to-me effect
(Byrne, 1971). For example, conscientious ratengv@und to give more favorable ratings to
job applicants (Sears & Rowe, 2003) and to cowarkStrauss et al., 2001) whom they
perceived as more conscientious, thus similaremtelves. Furthermore, previous research
showed that older workers are perceived to be mmnecientious compared to their younger
colleagues (Bertolino, Truxillo, & Fraccaroli, 20IRuxillo, McCune, Bertolino, & Fraccaroli,
2012). Thus, ratees’ age can be used as a cuessuinggete conscientiousness. This is
information which, as proposed by the Realistic ukecy Model (RAM) of personality
judgement (Funder, 1995), might be particularlgvaht for conscientious raters. Therefore, to
assume that older workers are more conscientiompared to younger workers may particularly
affect the performance ratings of high consciersiass raters, and these raters may perceive

older workers as more similar to them. Consequengywould expect that high-
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conscientiousness raters will evaluate older warkeore favorably than younger workers.
However, to our knowledge there is no current eioglicontribution that examines the effect of
rater conscientiousness on the performance evahsatif younger and older workers.

The current studies addressed this issue by imastg the effects of rater
conscientiousness on the task and contextual peaface evaluations of younger and older
workers. This is an important issue, as researdh@mnole of rater characteristics in evaluating
workers in different age has focused mainly ongaige and rater status (Finkelstein & Farrell,
2007). Further, this research has seldom takercmtgideration both task and contextual
performance (Bertolino et al., 2013; Truxillo, Ma@y et al., 2012). In addition, more research
regarding older and younger workers is neededgasiscrimination has been relatively less
investigated than other forms of discriminatiom;lsas sexism or racism (Nelson, 2005; North
& Fiske, 2012). In particular, while only some suigps suffer from gender or race
discrimination, everybody is eventually at riskagfe bias and age discrimination as they are
aging (Manfredi & Vickers, 2009), either when thayold or when they are young. Using two
samples, a U.S. sample of employed students attdlem sample of working adults, we
examined the effects of rater conscientiousnegsediormance evaluations of older and younger
coworkers. In particular, we expected that consmes raters would make more positive
evaluations of older coworkers in terms of thesktand contextual performance.

Task and Contextual Performance of Younger and OldeWorkers

Job performance can be conceptually divided irgk gad contextual performance
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Task or in-role perfoance is defined as “the effectiveness with
which job incumbents perform activities that cdmiitie to the organization’s technical core”

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1997, p. 99). It involves befars that are directly related to performing



RATER CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND RATEE AGE 46

duties required by the job, that is, as defineplindescriptions (Williams & Anderson, 1991). In
contrast, contextual performance is defined awiddal behaviors that contribute to facilitation
of the social and psychological context of the argation not directly related to the core task
function (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Organizatior@lizenship behavior is one
conceptualization of contextual performance (PodBaklacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000)
and is defined as “individual behavior that is d&ionary, not directly or explicitly recognized
by the formal reward system, and that in the aggeegromotes the effective functioning of the
organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). It is often died into organizational citizenship behavior
supporting the organization (OCBO) and supportiividual coworkers (OCBI) (Williams &
Anderson, 1991).

The results of research on actual and expectedmpeathce of older and younger workers
are equivocal. Research has revealed that whileattiges about older adults are complex and
multidimensional, negative stereotypes prevailéK&tockdale, Whitley, & Johnson, 2005).
Also in the case of older workers, some negatiVietseprevail (e.g., Bal et al., 2011)
contributing to negative expectations about themragloyees (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). In
a meta-analysis, Gordon and Arvey (2004) found ¢kddr workers are given especially lower
ratings compared with younger ones on general atiahs and ratings of developmental
potential. A recent literature review by Posthumd &€ampion (2009) identified five major
negative stereotypes about older workers as beingerformers, being more resistant to
change, being less able to learn, having lessramaining with the organization, and being
more costly than younger workers. Similarly, Ng &®didman (2012) examined meta-
analytically six common stereotypes about olderkes found that only one stereotype — that

older workers are less willing to participate iaiting and career development — was actually



RATER CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND RATEE AGE a7

true. On the other hand, meta-analytic studies gaverally found weak support for the
relationship between age and actual performancel{@wvaldman, & McDaniel, 1990;

McEvoy & Cascio, 1989; Ng & Feldman, 2008; Waldn&Avolio, 1986). Moreover, Ng and
Feldman (2008) in their meta-analysis examiningrét@ionship between age and performance
found that chronological age had a small positatationship with some performance measures
such as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBsither, the recent suggests that younger
workers can also be susceptible to some negatveatypes (e.g., Bertolino et al., 2013).

To our knowledge only a few studies have exploretth the task and contextual
performance expected from older and younger wqiertolino et al., 2013; Truxillo, McCune,
et al., 2012). Truxillo, McCune and colleagues @0bund that older workers were perceived
more positively in terms of OCBO than were youngerkers. There were no differences in the
perceived task performance and OCBI of older anthger workers. Similarly, Bertolino and
colleagues (2013) found older workers to be peatkimore positively in terms of OCBO and
OCBI than younger workers, but not in terms of taskformance. These findings confirm that
performance dimensions should be examined sepgaratage-related studies of work
stereotypes.

Forming Impressions about Coworkers’ Conscientiousess Based on Their Age

Impressions of coworkers are a memory representafigvhat a person is like in general,
including both traits and likeability (Srull & Wyet989). Since these impressions serve for
future interactions and judgments, we can expettréters are motivated to pay attention to
cues that will help them differentiate among ratéeparticular, age is an immediate, easily
accessible and universal characteristic of othdasr{son & Klein, 2007), and as such it

facilitates greatly group categorization. When rimggblder or younger workers, the awareness
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of age occurs automatically and serves to actiotiter information regarding characteristics of
people of a certain age (e.g., Bal et al., 2014).example, older adults were found to be seen as
stable (e.g., Gibson et al., 1993; Rosen & Jert@e6) and experienced (e.g., Scheibe,
Kunzmann, & Baltes, 2009), while younger as enérgetd able to learn quickly (e.g., Gibson

et al., 1993). Therefore, we can expect that pewpldorm impressions about the ratee partly
based on their age, and that different age groupshba seen more positively in terms of certain
dimensions. Specifically, according to implicit penality theory (Ashmore, 1981), people
associate certain personality traits (e.g., consicesness) with membership in a particular
group (e.g., older workers). For example, it hasnbeepeatedly found that people hold different
expectations for people in different life-stagesarms of personality traits (Bertolino et al.,
2013; Truxillo, McCune, et al., 2012; Wood & Rolsr2006) and that perceived age differences
in personality can correspond to actual changegtisonality that take place in adulthood
(Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 2006; Soto & JaPdl2; Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter,
2011). Accordingly, Wood and Roberts (2006) repmbtteat people in general were perceived to
increase in conscientiousness as they age. Thesgppiens were shared by both older and
younger respondents. Furthermore, Truxillo, McCue)l. (2012) and Bertolino et al. (2013)
investigated perceptions about personality traitsted to age in the workplace. In both studies it
was found that older workers were perceived asdrnighconscientiousness than younger
colleagues. The expectation that people become com&cientious with their age might in turn
contribute to formation of different impression®abolder and younger workers. In particular,
older workers can be perceived in general as namsaientiousness than younger ones.
Therefore, we can expect that if a rater is looKorgcues of conscientiousness of his/her

coworker, s/he might use ratee’s age to form ingo@s about ratee’s conscientiousness level.
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Conscientious Raters and Coworkers’ Perceived Congntiousness

Perceived level of conscientiousness for olderyauhger workers may have a different
weight for different raters. Specifically, peopl@ypmore attention to characteristics of others
that relate to their self-relevant information imuoh(e.g., being conscientious) (Markus, Smith,
& Moreland, 1985). The Realistic Accuracy Model (Rpof personality judgement (Funder,
1995) argues that different people have differemels of sensitivity for different information.
This means that raters differ in the preferencelility to perceive different kinds of information
and in weighting this information. There is somé&lence supporting these assumptions. For
example, honest or intelligent people were foundeganore attentive to information about the
honesty or intelligence of others (Sedikides & Skmvgki, 1993). Accordingly, we hypothesize
that high-conscientiousness raters would be mkedylthan others to infer from age the
conscientiousness of their coworkers.

Hypothesis 1: There will be an interaction betweater conscientiousness and ratee age
in predicting ratee conscientiousness. Specificaligh-conscientiousness raters will evaluate
the conscientiousness of older coworkers highen that of younger coworkers, while low-
conscientiousness raters will indicate no diffelesin ratings of older and younger coworkers

Furthermore, this sensitivity to older workers’ soientiousness may result in perception
of similarity between highly conscientious ratensl @lder ratees. This similarity in
conscientiousness might, in turn, lead to a ‘sirritame’ effect (Byrne, 1971), wherein
conscientious raters give more positive ratingslder ratees.

Perceived Similarity and Conscientious Raters Evalating Older Workers More Positively

Byrne’s (1971) similarity—attraction hypothesis @eg that perceiving others as similar to

oneself (e.g., in terms of conscientiousness)viarding and might result in more favourable
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evaluative responding (e.g. performance evaluatidogording to the “similar-to-me” effect
(Byrne, 1971), the more similar a ratee is to #teror the more similar the rater believes ratee
to be, the more positively the rater will evalutite ratee. In workplace studies regarding age,
the “similar-to-me” effect (Byrne, 1971) on perfance evaluation has been examined in terms
of demographic similarity (Bertolino, et al., 20Bnkelstein, Burke, & Raju, 1995; Judge &
Ferris, 1993). For example, Judge and Ferris (1888)d that supervisors’ reported more
positive affect and performance evaluation wheroalibates where similar to them in terms of
age and job tenure. Furthermore, Finkelstein €18P5) found in their meta-analysis that
younger raters evaluated younger workers more &blpthan older workers in terms of the
workers' job qualification, potential for developmbeand suitability for a physically demanding
jobs. There were no effects for older raters evalgalder workers. Finally, a more recent study
by Bertolino and colleagues (2013) confirmed thhilevevaluating “typical” older and “typical”
younger workers in terms of task and contextudigperance, participants favored their own age
group. These studies suggest positive effects @kagilarity on evaluations, that is, raters tend
to give better ratings to ratees who belong tostree age group as the rater him/herself.

In the present studies we were interested in examinhether other type of similarity
(i.e., in terms of conscientiousness), which camberred from the ratees’ age, can affect the
performance evaluations of older and younger watkeo our knowledge this is the first study
concerned with this issue. Since personality shityldnas been suggested to be an important
characteristic in studying similarity effects (Ba®eGreen, 1996; Landy & Farr, 1980), we
focused on similarity in conscientiousness thaprasious studies have shown, can be inferred
from ratees age (Bertolino et al., 2013; TruxiMgCune, et al., 2012). In fact, there are

personality similarity studies suggesting that cigrgtious raters might evaluate those whom
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they perceive as conscientious more favorably ES&&Rowe, 2003; Strauss et al., 2001).
Strauss and colleagues (2001) found that percenadyctual, conscientiousness similarity had
positive effects on performance ratings of salesnmbents displayed by both peers and
supervisors. These results suggest that peopléersayme extent evaluate others based on their
impressions about them rather than the realityspeFurthermore, Sears and Rowe (2003) in a
laboratory study found that rater-ratee similamityerms of conscientiousness significantly
influenced applicants’ interview evaluations. Sfieally, high-conscientiousness raters
evaluated higher competence and overall job sliitabf applicants who they perceived as
high-conscientiousness, compared with ratings gigeapplicants perceived as low-
conscientiousness. No effect was found for low-c@mgiousness raters. This result suggests
that conscientious raters are more prone to a eantgmusness similarity effect than low-
conscientiousness raters. Taken together, thessttwlees suggest that perceived
conscientiousness similarity may result in posiyiv@ased performance evaluations among
high-conscientiousness raters. Therefore, the muresearch aims to confirm these findings in
field settings, with the consideration of rateeg @nd in the context of a variety of job types.

In summary, there are studies suggesting that cantguus raters, even though generally
more accurate, give higher ratings to those why pfeeceive as conscientious. Furthermore,
there are studies suggesting that raters migheperolder coworkers as more conscientious
than younger ones. Finally we could expect highsca@ntiousness raters to be more sensitive to
information about others’ conscientiousness, makiegn particularly prone to “similar-to-me”
effect based on conscientiousness similarity. Thoeeehigh-conscientiousness raters’

evaluations of older coworkers might be positivalysed.
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Hypothesis 2: There will be an interaction betweater conscientiousness and ratee age
in predicting performance evaluations of a cowortnra) task performance, b) OCBI, and c)
OCBO. Specifically, high-conscientiousness ratalisewaluate the task and contextual
performance of older coworkers as higher than tifatounger coworkers, while low-
conscientiousness raters will indicate no diffelen ratings of older and younger coworkers.

We examined our hypotheses across two studiegullyS a sample of working students
in the US were asked to evaluate a hypotheticali¢al” older or younger worker. In Study 2 a
sample of employed adults in Italy were asked &lwate an “actual” older or younger
coworker. Study 1 allowed us to test expectatidimitiolder and younger workers’
conscientiousness and performance in general astadgnts with work experience. Study 2
allowed us to improve the ecological validity ammhfirm findings from Study 1 in an actual
working situation, where additional information abthe ratee was available, and among raters
with longer working experience and age varietydgt? also allowed us to examine these issues
in a different culture.

Study 1
Method

Participants

Participants were 149 students at a universithénWestern US. The sample was 26.8%
male f = 40), and 73.2% were Caucasian=(109). The average age was 24.3P € 6.46;
range: 18-48 years). Nearly all students (96.6A4%144) had work experience with average
experience of 7.96 yearSID= 6.57). In addition 4.7%n(= 7) of participants were laborers,
33.6% 6 = 50) were service or sales workers (e.g., sheistasits, waiters, babysitters, and

barmen), 10.7%n(= 16) were administration workers (office/cleriearkers and managers),
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8.7% = 13) were employed in variety of other jobs, 42d3% ( = 63) were currently
unemployed.
Procedure

Data were collected at two time points using a tlagged design. At Time 1,
participants completed a questionnaire about their conscientiousness and provided
demographic information. At Time 2 (2-3 weeks Igtdre participants were randomly assigned
to one of two conditions, in which they rated eitbkler or younger workers in terms of their
conscientiousness, task performance, and contgxéutirmance in terms of OCBI and OCBO.
Specifically, 76 participants were in the “oldernkex” condition, and 73 in the “younger
worker” condition. All participants responded t@ tsame items, but the instructions differed
based on the condition.

In the “younger worker” condition, participants wegiven the following instructions:
“Here is a list of phrases used to describe pedfase indicate the extent to which you believe
that each describes a typical worker who is 244tgears old.” In the “older worker” condition
second part of the instruction varied indicating afja reference: “worker who is 55 to 65 years
old.”*

Moreover, participants were asked to fill out a m&a of age bias towards the evaluated
workers’ age group. That is, participants who wasked to evaluate the performance of older
workers reported their general age bias towardsralarkers, and those who were asked to the
evaluate performance of younger workers reporteit general age bias towards younger

workers.
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An independent-samples t-test was conducted to amerthe demographics of the
participants in the “younger” and “older worker ratitions. No significant differences were
found between the two conditions for gender, eibpigear of studies and job type.

As suggested by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Roffs@003) we used different
procedural remedies to reduce common method vagidicst, we created a temporal separation
introducing a time lag between the measurementidaentiousness of the rater and his/her
perceptions of older and younger workers. Secanttduce evaluation apprehension we
protected respondents’ anonymity (i.e., Time 1 @mde 2 surveys were matched via a code
chosen by participants), and we assured themhbed tvere no right or wrong answers, and that
they were urged to answer questions as honespgssble.

Measures

All measures if needed were translated into Italisimg Brislin’s (1970) classic back-
translation approach and are available from trs¢ &iuthor.

Rater and ratee conscientiousnes§€onscientiousness of the rater and perceptioneof t
ratee’s conscientiousness were assessed usingm$), & positive and 5 negative, from the
International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldbetal., 2006). The responses at Time 1
referred to themselves. A sample item is “| am gbvarepared.” (1 wery inaccurateb =very
accuratg. (o = .82). At Time 2 the target of evaluation wadtskli from the self to the evaluated
worker. A sample item was “(Younger/Older) workeraiways prepared.t(= .90).

Ratee task performanceWe used 6 items from Williams and Anderson (19813ssess
the perceived task performance of older and youngekers that is, individual in-role behaviors

directly recognized by the formal reward system #ad are part of the job description. A
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sample item is “Younger (Older) workers meet forpatformance requirements of the job.” (1
= strongly disagreg7 =strongly agreg (o = .94).

Ratee OCBI.We used 7 items from Williams and Anderson (19813ssess the
perceived organizational citizenship behaviors sufpg individual coworkers (i.e., individual
extra-role behaviours not directly recognized hbiyrfal rewards system that benefit specific
individuals and indirectly contribute to the orgeation). A sample item is “Younger (Older)
workers take a personal interest in other emplayées strongly disagreg7 =strongly agreg
(o0 =.92).

Ratee OCBO.We used 4 items from Williams and Anderson (19813ssess the
perceived organizational citizenship behaviors sufopg the organization (i.e., individual extra-
role behaviours not directly recognized by fornealards system that benefit the organization in
general). A sample item is “Younger (Older) workgrge advance notice when unable to come
to work.” (1 =strongly disagreg7 =strongly agreg (o = .83).

Control variables. Many factors can intervene to affect bias towander and younger
workers (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). In particusamilarity in age between rater and ratee
might result in the previously discussed “similarae” effect. Among other characteristics that
might be related to in-group/out group bias aredgerte.g., Celejewski & Dion, 1998) and
familiarity with members of the potentially discimated groups (Sherif, White, Hood, & Sherif,
1961). Moreover, raters’ job type can be relatechtwe or less evaluation experience and job
information availability (e.g., Singer & Sewell,89). Therefore age, gender, and job type of the
rater and familiarity with workers in evaluated ageup were used as control variables. Finally,
since we are interested in investigating the imctéva between a rater’'s conscientiousness and

the ratee’s age over the general age bias, wededla measure of age bias towards evaluated
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age groupAge biaswas measured with a scale by Cleveland, Festaliamigomery (1988).
Participants, depending on the condition, were @sé@escribe younger or older workers on 9-
point semantic differential scales. Items are:dassive and 9 = active; 1 = unproductive and 9 =
productive; 1 = old-fashioned and 9 = progressite=;cautious and 9 = bold; 1 = uncreative and
9 = creative; 1 = untrainable and 9 = trainable;Unmotivated and 9 = motivated £ .80).

Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations fovén@bles in Study 1 are presented in
Table 1. Regarding correlations among the primtaughysvariables, we found that for the
“younger worker” condition, rater conscientiousness not correlated with any of the outcome
variables. For the “older worker” condition, ratemscientiousness was correlated positively
with ratings of ratee task performance=(.38,p < .01), ratee OCBIr(= .23,p < .05), ratee
OCBO  =.32,p<.01) and ratee conscientiousneass (35,p < .01) providing initial support
for Hypotheses 1 and 2.

We used moderated hierarchical regression to tedtigpotheses. To facilitate the
interpretation of coefficients, we mean-centeretependent variables. In the first step, the
control variables (i.e., rater age, rater gendgerrjob type, familiarity with rated age groupdan
age bias towards the age group rated) were ertteliethe second step, the main effects for rater
conscientiousness and ratee age were entereck thitt step, the interaction between rater
conscientiousness and ratee age was entered. A ahtewvs the results of the regression
analyses.

According to Hypothesis 1, ratee age would modeteeelationship between rater
conscientiousness and perceptions of ratee coiigeisness. The interaction between ratee age

and rater conscientiousness was not significanis,THypothesis 1 was not supported.
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According to Hypothesis 2, ratee age would moddreteelationship between rater
conscientiousness and perceptions of ratee tagirpwmnce, as well as ratee organizational
citizenship behavior towards individuals and tovgattte organization. Specifically, high-
conscientiousness raters were expected to evdahatask performance, OCBI, and OCBO of
older workers as higher than that of younger wakehile low conscientiousness raters were
expected to show no differences in ratings of oldet younger workers.

In support of H2a, the interaction term betweepeatge and rater conscientiousness on
Step 3 was significantly related to the ratingsabée task performancg € .31,p = .01)
accounting for additional varianc&R¢ = .04,AF=7.63,p = .01). As shown in Figure 1, there
was a positive relationship between rater consicesness and ratings of task performance of
older workers but not of younger workers. Similarfysupport of H2c, the interaction between
ratee age and rater conscientiousness was sigrilficalated to the ratings of ratee OCBO~H
.26,p = .02) accounting for additional varianeRf = .03,AF= 5.71,p = .02). As shown in
Figure 2, there was a positive relationship betweggr conscientiousness and rating OCBOs of
older workers but not of younger workers. Finalhg interaction was not supported for OCBI
(H2b). In summary, these results supported H2aH#td but not H1 or H2b.

Study 2

Study 1 showed that among working U.S. studengg-bonscientiousness raters
evaluated the older “typical” workers’ task perf@amee and OCBO as higher than that of
younger “typical” workers. Low-conscientiousnestera showed no differences in ratings of
older and younger workers. However, one limitatbthis study is that it asked participants
about the performance of older and younger workegeneral rather than the performance of an

actual older or younger coworker with whom the ratas familiar. A second limitation is that it
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was conducted with a relatively young sample (megnof 25). And third, although most of the
sample had some work experience, not all were etiyrevorking. We addressed these
limitations in Study 2 where we replicated our fimgk using a sample of adults employed in
Italy and with an older mean age of 37. Moreovartipipants were asked to evaluate an actual
older or younger coworker whom they had occasiosberve at work. This is important
because it takes into account “individuating infatimn” (information that allow the rater not
only to rely on stereotypes) that the rater hasiatiee actual coworker. The sample in Study 2
was also larger, providing greater statistical poweally, the design of Study 2 also permitted
us to control for additional variables relatedhe tatee (ratee gender, ratee level, and whether
the ratee was a past or present colleague).
Method

Participants

Four-hundred seven lItalian workers from a numbaetiftérent organizations located in
north and northeast Italy were invited to partitgoia the study through a work agency. Of these,
242 completed the both questionnaires containiagéniables of interest to this study (response
rate 59.46%). The sample was 53.3% male {29), and all of them were Caucasian. The
average age was 37.9890= 11.11; range: 18-66 years). The average wort@ngre was 16.06
years §D= 11.39). In addition, 21.1% of the participanis=(51) were laborers, 11.2% € 27)
were service workers (e.g., shop assistants, waged barmen), 58.7% € 142) were
administrative workers (office/clerical workersidg9.1% ( = 22) were managers.
Procedure

As in Study 1, data were collected at two time oursing a time-lagged design. At Time

1, participants completed a questionnaire abourt toascientiousness and provided
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demographic information. At Time 2 (2-3 weeks |ptére participants were randomly assigned
to one of two conditions, in which they rated atuatolder coworker or an actual younger
coworker, in terms of conscientiousness, task pedoce, OCBI, and OCBO. Specifically, 128
participants completed the “older coworker” cormhitand 114 the “younger coworker”
condition. All participants responded to the satems, but the instructions differed based on the
condition. In the “younger coworker” condition, paipants were given the following
instructions: “Please think of a person that yai@rrently working with, or that you have
worked in the past that is 24-34 years old. Impartant that you choose a person whose work
performance you were able to observe. It could pees, a subordinate, or a boss. It also does
not matter whether or not you liked this persone Trhportant thing is that you had the
opportunity to observe his/her performance. Pleaséuate the person using the words and
phrases provided below. (Note: Please do not peatvits person’s name.)” In the “older
coworker” condition, participants were given thenganstructions, but the indicated age of
coworker of reference was “50-60 years old”. The eange used for “older coworker” for this
Italian sample was slightly lower than in the U&pée because of Italian retirement laws and
norms at the time of this stuty

Further, the participants were asked to providermation about the rated person such as
gender, whether they were rating a peer, a suenos a subordinate, and if the ratee was a past
or a present colleague. Moreover, participants asked to provide information about their
general positive age bias towards the age grotipeafated coworker (older or younger). An
independent-samples t-test was conducted to contipaidemographics of the participants in the
“younger coworker” and “older coworker” conditiorido significant differences were found

between the two conditions for gender, educatiteadl, and job type, but differences were
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found for aget(240) = 3.32p = .00), such that the age was slightly highempfanticipants in the
older coworker condition (39.70) than for thosg@unger coworker condition (35.04).
However, we examined whether respondent age woatterate the effects of ratee age on
performance outcomes, and we didn’t find statifiicagnificant interactions, that is, rater age
did not moderate the effect of ratee age on pedaga outcomes. Moreover we included rater
age as a control variable in our analysis.

Measures

Rater conscientiousness£ .76), ratee conscientiousnegs=(.90), ratee task
performanced = .93), ratee OCBlo(= .93), and ratee OCBQ. £ .72) were measured with the
same scales as in Study 1.

Control variables. In addition to the previously considered variafifieater age, gender,
and job type, we also included several charactesisf the ratee. Ratee gender can be related to
appropriateness of some roles (e.g., Shore & Galgl2®05) and may affect evaluations due to
the ingroup bias (e.g., Celejewski & Dion, 1998prbver, job role of ratee relative to the rater
(subordinate, peer or superior), and if the ratas avpast or a present coworker might affect the
information available to the rater. Raters who eatdd coworker at the same level as they were,
compared with those who evaluated their superipssibordinates, might have better knowledge
about actual work, standards and restrictions @prformance within it and had more
occasions to observe the ratees’ behavior (BorMdaite, & Dorsey, 1995). Moreover, raters
who evaluate past coworker needed to rely on tfeenration retrieved form long-term memory,
which might be more influenced by the categorizapoocesses than in the case of evaluation of
a current coworker. Therefore, we used ratee genalee level, and whether the ratee was a past

or present colleague as control variables. Fina#yincluded age bias towards the age group of
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rated worker as a control variable. General pasiige bias was measured with the same scale
as in Study 1o = .89).
Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations fovén@bles in Study 2 are presented in
Table 3. Regarding correlations among the primarghysvariables, we found that for the
“younger coworker” condition, rater conscientiousnigvas not correlated with any of the
outcome variables. For the “older coworker” corafifirater conscientiousness was correlated
positively with ratee task performange<.28,p < .01), ratee OCBIr(= .26,p < .01), ratee
OCBO { =.21,p < .05) and ratee conscientiousness (24,p < .01) providing initial support
for both Hypotheses 1 and 2.

We used moderated hierarchical regression to tedtigpotheses. To facilitate the
interpretation of coefficients, we mean-centeretependent variables. In the first step, the
control variables (i.e., rater age, gender, joleiygynd age bias towards rated age group; ratee
gender, rate level, and if the ratee was a pastesent colleague) were entefeth the second
step, the main effects for rater conscientiousaassratee age were entered. In the third step, the
interaction between rater conscientiousness aeé egje was entered. Table 4 shows the results
of the regression analyses.

According to Hypothesis 1, ratee age would modeteeelationship between rater
conscientiousness and perceptions of ratee coiigeisness. The interaction between ratee age
and rater conscientiousness was significantlyedl&d the ratings of ratee conscientiousngss (
= .22,p = .01) accounting for additional varian2e=f = .02,AF = 8.09,p = .01). As shown in
Figure 3, high-conscientiousness raters evaludtet workers more positively than younger

workers in terms of conscientiousness. This resyports Hypothesis 1.
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According to Hypothesis 2, ratee age would modeteeelationship between rater
conscientiousness and perceptions of ratee tagirpwmnce (H2a), ratee OCBI (H2b), and
OCBO (H2c). Specifically, high conscientiousnegsmawere expected to evaluate the task
performance, OCBI, and OCBO of older coworkersighédr than that of younger coworkers,
while low conscientiousness raters were expecteatidav no differences in ratings of older and
younger coworkers. The interaction between rateesagd rater conscientiousness was
significantly related to the ratings of ratee tpekformancef = .17,p = .02) accounting for
additional varianceAR? = .01,AF= 5.50,p = .02). As shown in Figure 4, there was a positive
relationship between rater conscientiousness dimyri@ask performance of older workers but
not younger workers. Thus, H2a was supported. iiteedaction between ratee age and rater
conscientiousness was significantly related ta#tiegs of OCBI g = .16,p = .04) accounting
for additional varianceAR? = .01,AF= 4.37,p = .04). As shown in Figure 5, there was a
positive relationship between rater conscientiossrand ratings of OCBI of older workers but
not younger workers. Thus, H2b was supported. Smhgilthe interaction term between ratee age
and rater conscientiousness was significantlyedl&n the ratings of OCB@ € .17,p = .03)
accounting for additional variancaR¢ = .01,AF= 4.73,p = .03). As shown in Figure 6, there
was a positive relationship between rater consicesness and ratings of OCBO of older
workers but not younger workers. Thus, H2c was stpd. Overall, these results fully support
Hypothesis 2.

General Discussion

The present studies investigated whether ratee adesonality similarity in term of

conscientiousness, inferred from ratees’ age, emibes performance ratings. Although

personality similarity has been indicated as aa aremising for performance rating research
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(Bauer & Green, 1996; Landy & Farr, 1980), it il sinderstudied. In two separate studies we
found that when the rater was high in conscientiess, higher evaluations were given to older
than to younger workers. Moreover, this was fowrdbth hypothetical “typical” workers and
“actual” coworkers. Specifically high-conscientioess raters evaluated older workers higher
than younger coworkers in terms of a) task perfarceg Study 1 and Study 2), b) OCBI (Study
2), and c) OCBO (Study 1 and Study 2). Furthernmoi&tudy 2 we found a significant effect for
rater conscientiousness on ratings of older cowstk®nscientiousness compared with younger
coworkers. Taken together across both studiedjrmdings suggest that age of the ratee
moderates the performance evaluations made bydugkeientiousness raters, even when
effects of raters’ age and general positive age lh@éve been included as control variables. This
was found in two different samples from two couwdriTherefore, despite of the existing body
of research confirming a bias against older workerg., Finkelstein & Farrell, 2007), results of
the present studies show that high-conscientiogsinaters might evaluate older workers more
favorably than they rate younger coworkers. Thesalts suggest on the one hand that high-
conscientiousness raters might be less prone tatinedias resulting from old age stereotypes,
but may engage in bias against younger workers Jumggests that evaluations made by high-
conscientiousness raters might be affected byipedtas resulting from “similar-to-me” effect.
These two studies contribute to the literature eriggmance appraisal and age bias in the
workplace in several ways. First, we have examimbéther conscientious raters might display a
bias towards certain age groups. As the age dtyeykthe workforce increases, accuracy in
evaluations of the youngest and the oldest mendfe¢he organization becomes more important.
Moreover since in the modern performance appraigkems not only evaluations from

supervisors but also those from coworkers caneamite organizational decisions (Hedge,
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Borman & Birkeland, 2001), in Study 2 we include@leations from raters who were at
different organizational levels (subordinates, pesuperiors). In particular, the improved
sample characteristics and design in Study 2 (waderrange, longer and more stable working
experience) permitted us to confirm results foun&tudy 1.

Further, we examined the effects of rater considaaness within the context of
perceived personality similarity. While the majgritf the studies focused on demographic
similarity effects (e.g., Judge & Ferris, 1993), weestigated the understudied personality
similarity effects (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1996), ameestigated it with attention to the
personality dimension that can be inferred fronuaiversal characteristic of a ratee, his/her age.
Finally, the design of this research permittedousxamine and compare the results of our
hypothesis between situations in which a hypothétiorker is evaluated (Study 1) and when an
actual coworker is evaluated (Study 2).

We found that high-conscientiousness raters evadudie task and contextual
performance of older coworkers higher than thatoafnger coworkers. Low conscientiousness
raters showed no differences in ratings of older younger coworkers. In previous research
OCBs have actually been found to increase with(Bige& Feldman, 2008). Therefore higher
evaluations of older ratees’ OCBI and OCBO mighédme degree reflect real differences
between workers in different age. Differences m éffects between studies (i.e., Study 1 only
OCBO is significant and Study 2 both OCBO and O&R4 significant) may reside in the larger
sample in Study 2 (242 vs.149), improving the statal power of the study. On the other hand,
task performance has been repeatedly found tomévenal or no relationship with age (e.g.,
Ng & Feldman, 2008). Therefore, positive evaluagioholder workers in terms of task

performance — found in both of these studies — tmghreflect real differences between
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younger and older workers, but a positive bias tdealder coworkers displayed by the high-
conscientiousness raters.

One possible explanation of these findings is Bimilar-to-me” effect (Byrne, 1971)
due to perceived personality similarity. In fadghrconscientiousness raters have been found to
evaluate those whom they perceived as conscientioue favorably in situations of selection
where raters had limited information about the cdaies (Sears & Rowe, 2003), and also in
situations where actual coworkers were evaluated({Ss, Barrick, & Connerley, 2001).
Moreover older workers were found to be seen agrmoonscientious (Bertolino et al., 2013;
Truxillo, McCune, et al., 2012), and in Study 2 feand that high-conscientiousness raters
evaluated older coworkers as more conscientiousytbanger coworkers. Furthermore, we also
found in Study 1 a significant positive correlatiogtween rater conscientiousness and
perception of ratee conscientiousness when oldekeravas evaluated, but not younger worker.
The insignificant regression result might be padilye to the small sample size. Nevertheless,
joint findings suggest that, in the case of highsmentiousness raters, information about ratee
age might influence positively evaluations of theees. In particular, ratee age might influence
impression formation in terms of ratees’ conscmgness among high-conscientiousness raters.
Subsequently when high-conscientiousness ratecgiperolder coworkers as more similar to
them than younger coworkers, they might evaluaenthigher on all performance dimensions.

Finally, for the research on age bias, an intergstbservation arises when comparing
findings from Study 1 and Study 2. Findings revdatonger effect sizes in Study 1 than in
Study 2 (from .04 and .03 in Study 1 to .01 in $tAY This confirms a previous conclusion
from a meta-analysis by Gordon and Arvey (2004t tWieaker age effects are found in field

studies compared with laboratory studies. Howaveitso suggests that when individuating
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information is provided, the likelihood of bias deases (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Finkelstein et
al., 1995). Smaller effects in Study 2 could intécthat category-based and stereotype-based
information influenced evaluations less, when pgréints actually knew the person and had
occasion to observe this person at work. In therotlords, in order to accomplish the evaluation
task, participants in Study 2, compared with thasstudy 1, might have relied less on
information associated with the category of oldeyaunger worker. However, the effect of
ratees’ age was significant both in Study 1 an8tirdy 2 suggesting that age bias might occur
even in situations where additional, contextuabinfation are available. Therefore, the current
set of studies suggests that age bias might afsgsions not only in laboratory, but also in real-
life working settings. We could expect that deaisimot only about unknown applicants during
the selection process, but also decisions aboulogegs’ who are already employed might be
affected by age bias.
Limitations and Future Research

Although this research puts additional light on tble which ratee age and rater
personality might play in the performance evaluaidhere are several points that could be
improved and examined in future reseaféhst, we did not include a measure of affect, Wwhe
sometimes indicated as the variable mediating $hmilar-to-me effect” (e.g., Strauss et al.,
2001). The primary aim of this research was to erarwhether the salience of age may affect
performance evaluations among conscientious refetsre research could investigate the
underlying mechanism of our findings in greateadeMoreover, it would be useful to have the
possibility to compare the subjective ratings wviith objective data on performance, in order to
examine whether higher evaluations were due tpdséive bias, or were reflecting real

differences captured by more diligent high-constteersness raters. Finally, our research
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focused on performance evaluations, because thalgéons are the basis for organizational
decisions (Heidemeier & Moser, 2009). However,awd be important to examine how
systematic differences in perceiving older and ymurworkers influence also other, more subtle
decisions about them, such as daily interactiongoak, team-assignment or knowledge-sharing.
Practical Implications

Our findings suggest the need for raising awareasgmg raters of the spontaneous
attribution of certain characteristics to coworkierslifferent age groups might result in biased
evaluations about them. Moreover, managers miglariactly distribute tasks, goals, or
resources among coworkers, based on their ownd&sduations. Training activities focused
on reducing age bias could be important in orgdiviaa (e.g., Brewer & Miller, 1984).
Conclusion

In conclusion, this research provides a beginnandurther investigations of the effects
of the rater personality on performance evaluatandder and younger workers. Whether due
to real differences in performance or “similar-t@‘neffect, it seems that high-conscientiousness
workers compared with other raters give more pasiierformance evaluations to both
hypothetical “typical” and “actual” older workensan to younger coworkers. This was found
across two samples from different countries. Funtbgearch is needed to examine how best to
implement these findings within organizations te@iove the quality of the appraisal systems
and to assure the full utilization of experiencd anmpetencies of both older and younger

workers.
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Footnotes
! We are aware that there is no clear consensusgrasearchers regarding what is meant by an
“older worker” or “younger worker”(Finkelstein & Ireell, 2007). Therefore, as suggested in the
previous work of Bertolino et al. (2013) and TrixjIMcCune, et al. (2012), we chose to
operationalize the older worker and younger wodgarcepts in the way that “younger worker”
age range would represent a person who is at gjiarbeg of his or her career, while the “older
worker” age range would represent a person whppsaaching the retirement age in American
and Italian context. Especially older age group hased on average effective age of retirement,
which in the last ten years (2002-2012) was 60l@aiy and 64.5 in United States (OECD,

2012).

% To re-test the statistically significant effecfatre interactions term, the analyses were also

performed with no control variables, and the intéoan remained significant.
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Table 1.
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelationsdib variables in Study 1, US Sample (values & younger worker condition are below the

diagonal and for the older worker above the diagpna

M/SD M/SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
younger condition older condition
1. Rater age 24.64/ 6.34 2479/ 6.61 — .09 .04 -11 -.08 .02
2. Rater female 4,10/ .95 3.05/ 1.5 .03 — .34 ** -.20 .00 21
3. Rater laborer .03/ .16 .07 / .25 -.06 26* — -.18 -11 -.07
4. Rater service worker .36 .48 32/ 47 .02 .03 -12 — -.29 ** -.18
5. Rater administration worker .03 .23 16 / 37 .00 -.15 -.04 -.18 — -11
6. Rater other job type ) 31 .07/ .25 .03 -.03 -.06 -26* -.08 —
7. Rater currently unemployed L) .50 39/ 49 -.02 -.03 -.15 -.68 *** -.22 =32 %
8. Rater familiarity with younger 4 145, 95 305/ 1.15 01 13 07 14 -.09 24
(older) workers

9. Rater positive age bias .08 .16 .07/ .25 -.10 -.14 .05 .03 .15 .06
10. Rater conscientiousness 3.76 .58 3.77 /| .62 .28 * -.22 -.14 .07 .16 .13
11. Ratee task performance 5.38 77 541/ .98 -21* -.04 .08 -.02 12 .02
12. Ratee OCBi 4,62/ .84 463 / 1.14 -.15 -.01 .00 -.07 .05 .08
13. Ratee OCBo 4.16/ .84 5,09/ 1.01 -.10 -.01 -.03 .01 -.01 -.03
14. Ratee conscientiousness 3.16 .60 3.75 / .60 -.20 .19 -.10 -.01 .20 -.25*

Note:n = 73(pairwise)for younger worker condition antd= 76 (pairwise)for older worker condition. Rater female = 1 analer= 0. Rater
laborer = 1 and not laborer = 0, Rater service @kl and not service worker = 0, Rater adminisinavorker = 1 and not administration worker
= 0, Rater other job type = 1 and not other joh R&éter unemployed = 1 and not unemployed $p0Gs *05; **p < .01; **p <.001.
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7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Rater age 13 .09 .04 -.00 .08 .18 .13 -.09
2. Rater female -.09 .16 -.05 .02 -.01 -.15 -.03 -.03
3. Rater laborer -.21 .13 -.23* .05 -27* -.14 -.12 -.15
4. Rater service worker -.58* -11 .07 .04 .06 .05 .07 .18
5. Rater administration worker -.35 .01 .05 -.15 -.01 -.05 -.05 -.03
6. Rater other job type -.21 .22 .02 .08 .18 .15 .04 .03
7. Rater currently unemployed — -.08 .00 .01 -.01 -.01 .00 -.09
8. Rater familiarity with younger o7 . 02 20 02 10 16 16

(older) workers

9. Rater positive age bias -.16 .18 — .21 A3 Frx A8 Fx* .38 ** A2 xxx
10. Rater conscientiousness -.18 .18 .07 — .38 ** 23 * .32 ** .35 **
11. Ratee task performance -.08 .16 52 ¥ -.05 — .58 *** 61w .56 ***
12. Ratee OCBI -.01 .16 33 ** -.02 .59 ¥ — 5] *x* 37 **
13. Ratee OCBo .02 -.08 A1 -.09 49 F* A3 rxx — A9 HH*
14. Ratee conscientiousness .10 -.12 27* .13 33 ** .39 ** .34 ** —

Note:n = 73(pairwise)for younger worker condition antd= 76 (pairwise)for older worker condition. Rater female = 1 analen= 0. Rater
laborer = 1 and not laborer = 0, Rater service @kl and not service worker = 0, Rater admirtisinavorker = 1 and not administration worker
= 0, Rater other job type = 1 and not other joh R&ter unemployed = 1 and not unemployed $Gs *05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.
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Table 2.

Regression analyses for Ratee Conscientiousnesk,peaformance, OCBI and OCBO in Study 1, US Sample

Ratee Conscientiousness/Task performance/OCBI/OCBO

Step/variable

B SE p

Stepl
Rater age -.01 / -.00 / .01 / .01 .01 / .01 / .01 /[ .01 =14+ / -.03 /[ .07 / .05
Rater female -02 [/ -07 / .19 / -.00 A1 / .15 /[ .18 /[ .18 -.01 / -.03 / .08 / -.00
Rater laborer -29 /| -.48 / -.20 / -35 .23 /.32 /.39 /.38 -.09 / -12 / -.04 / -.07
Rater service worker .01 / .02 / -.05 /.02 .10 / .15 /[ .18 [ A7 .01 / .01 / -.02 / .01
Raer administraton o4y 10 /12 1 -07 6 /22 1 21 I 26 02 | 03 [-04 [ -02
Rater other job type -.33 [/ .21 /[ .25 [/ -.06 17 [ .24 /.29 [ .29 -.14 /.07 /.07 / -.02
Rater familiarity
with younger (older) .01 /[ .01 / .08 /[ .03 .05 / .06 / .08 [ .07 .02 / .01 / .10 / .04
workers
bRiztSer positiveage 17y 34 / 37 / .19 04 | 06 [ 07 | .07 30%% | AT | 45 | 23%
Step 2
Rater

o 17/ -13 [ -18 [ -19 12 /a7 /.20 /.19 15 I -.09 /-11 [ -11
conscientiousness
Ratee age .78 | .45 [/ .54 / 1.20 A1 / .16 /.19 /[ .19 LS9 [ 26% [ .27 | .58 ***
Step 3
Rater
conscientiousness x .13 / .61 [ .42 /.62 .16 /.22 /.27 /.26 .08 /[ 31* [/ .19 /| .26*
Ratee Age
F 2.23%* [ 5 A7** [ 351** | 5 35%*
R2 .38 [ 29* | 22 / .30*
Change in R2 .00 /[ .04* [ 01 / .03*

Note N = 149pairwise).Results are given from the final regression medti all variables included. Rater female = 1 aralen= 0. Rater
laborer = 1 and not laborer = 0, Rater service @1 and not service worker = 0, Rater admirtistnavorker = 1 and not administration
worker = 0, Rater other job type = 1 and not ofjbbr= 0. Ratee age for younger worker =0 and oleker =1. Rater unemployed variable
was not entered in the regression (categoricatkbgiwith k levels was transformed into k-1 varesbéach with two levels)p< .05; **p <
.01; **p <.001



RATER CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND RATEE AGE 72
Table 3.
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelationsdib variables in Study 2, Italian Sample (valdesthe younger worker condition are

below the diagonal and for the older worker abdwe diagonal)

M/SD M/SD

. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
younger condition older condition
1. Rater age 35.04 / 9.40 39.70 / 12.06 — -.14 .06 -.19* -.08 22* .10
2. Rater female A48 |/ .50 45 / .50 A7 — -.05 23 % .04 -22% .07
3. Rater laborer 23 / 42 .20 / .40 .07 -11 — -17 -.56 ** -19 * =12
4. Rater service worker A1/ .32 A1/ 31 -21% .15 -.20* — -.40Q *** -.14 -.06
5. Rater administration 61/ 49 56/ 50  -00 .04 -.69 * -45 — _aa" 08
worker
6. Rater manager .04 / .21 A3/ .34 .18 -12 -12 -.08 =27 ** — .07
7. Rater positive age bias —
towards older (younger) 6.41 / 1.64 6.30 / 1.67 .03 -.09 -.16 -.04 A1 12
workers
8. Ratee female 45 / .50 34/ A7 -21% 47 ** .02 12 -.05 -11 .14
9. Ratee subordinate A1/ 31 .08 / .27 .09 -.05 =12 =12 .04 .35 ** -.02
10. Ratee peer 74 44 .50 / .50 -12 .02 -.01 -.10 .18 -.26** -.06
11. Ratee superior 16 / .37 42 1/ .50 .07 .02 A1 22* -.25 ** .02 .08
12. Ratee present colleague .69 / .46 53/ .50 -.02 .07 .04 .06 -.06 -.04 A1
13. Rater conscientiousness 3.88 / .52 3.95 / .52 .07 .01 -.13 .00 .09 .06 .09
14. Ratee task performance 5.09 / 1.09 516 / 1.25 -.10 .02 .15 .01 -.14 .01 .60 ***
15. Ratee OCBI 450 / 1.33 486 / 1.37 -.09 -.03 .04 .03 -.09 .09 44 FFx
16. Ratee OCBO 4,96 / 1.15 535/ 1.20 -.09 .07 -.01 .10 -.03 -.07 4Q *xx
17. Ratee conscientiousness 3.56 / 77 3.76 / .83 -.07 .05 -.04 -.01 .00 .09 A3

Note:n = 114(pairwise)younger worker condition and n = 1g&irwise)for older worker condition. Rater female = 1 analen= 0. Rater
laborer = 1 and not laborer = 0, Rater service wokl and not service worker = 0, Rater adminisinavorker = 1 and not administration
worker = 0, Rater manager = 1 and not managemRatee female = 1 and male = 0. Ratee subordinataersl not subordinate = 0, Ratee
peer = and not peer = 0, Ratee superior = 1 andupsrior = 0. Ratee present colleague = 1 andcpdiegue = 0.p < .05; **p < .01;

*** 0 <.001.
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Rater age -.07 .19 ~* .10 -.20 * -12 -.05 .04 A1 .10 -.07

2. Rater female 52 -21 * 22 * -11 -.06 -.02 .03 .02 -.01 .14

3. ater laborer -.02 -.14 .30 ** -22 * .15 -.08 -.17 .01 .01 -.16

4. Rater service worker .28 ** -.10 .15 -.10 -12 -.08 -.09 -.05 -.07 .01

5. Rater administration -.04 -.10 -19 * 24 ** -.04 12 A1 -.16 -12 .08
worker

6. Rater manager -.18 * AQ F* -21 * -.01 -.00 .00 .13 27 ** .24 ** .06

7. Rater positive age .01 -.02 -11 12 -.04 13 .66 *** .58 *** B3 *** .69 ***
bias towards older
(younger) workers

8. Ratee female — -.08 .28 ** -.24 ** .10 .04 A1 .13 .05 .16

9. Ratee subordinate -.02 -.29 ** -.25 ** .10 A1 .02 .06 .08 -.01

10. Ratee peer -.06 -.57 ** — -.85 ** .03 -12 -.01 .05 .02 -.05

11. Ratee superior .09 -.15 -73 ** — -.09 .06 -.00 -.08 -.07 .06

12. Ratee present -01 -14 25 .18 — 01 15 11 08 02
colleague

13. Rater .00 -.03 .02 .00 -.01 — .28 ** .26 ** 21~ 24 **
conscientiousness

14. Ratee task 21 * -.02 -.07 A1 .06 .03 — T2 % B1 = 78 ***
performance

15. Ratee OCBI .23 * .03 -.12 A1 .02 .02 .69 *** — B1 % .59 ***

16. Ratee OCBO .20 * -.04 -.02 .06 17 -.05 74 .53 *** — .55 **

17. Ratee 19 * -.03 -.07 A1 .23* -.08 57 40 F* .62 *** —

conscientiousness

Note:n = 114(pairwise)younger worker condition and n = 1g&irwise)for older worker condition. Rater female = 1 analen= 0. Rater
laborer = 1 and not laborer = 0, Rater service wok1 and not service worker = 0, Rater adminisinavorker = 1 and not administration
worker = 0, Rater manager = 1 and not managemRatee female = 1 and male = 0. Ratee subordinatarsl not subordinate = 0, Ratee
peer = and not peer = 0, Ratee superior = 1 andupsrior = 0. Ratee present colleague = 1 andcpdiegue = 0.p < .05; **p < .01;

*** n<.001.
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Table 4.

Regression analyses for Ratee Conscientiousnesk,peaformance, OCBI and OCBO in Study 2, Italiam§le

Ratee Conscientiousness/Task performance/OCBI/OCBO

Step/variable

B SE B

Stepl

Rater age -.01 / -.01 / -.00 / -.00 .00 /.01 / .01 / .01 -.08 / -.06 / -.03 / -.01
Rater female .08 / -.03 / -.15 / .01 .10 /14 /A7 / .15 .05 / -.01 / -.05 / .00
Rater service worker .03 | -.24 / -.25 [ -.04 .16 /.22 / .28 /| .25 .01 / -.07 / -.06 / -.01
Rater administration .04 / -.20 [ -.42 / -.25 A1 / .15 / .19 /17 .02 / -.09 / -15* / -.10
worker

Rater manager .23 /[ .12 /| .57 /.27 .18 / .25 /.32 / .28 .08 / .03 / .12 / .06
bR.ater positive age .27 /| .44 [/ .40 / .36 .03 / .04 /[ .04 / .04 55 *** / .62 *xx / 49 *xx / .50 ***

ias

Ratee female 17 / .28 [ .48 /A7 .10 / .14 / 17 / .16 .10 /[ 11 [ a7 | .07
Ratee subordinate -.04 / -.04 / -.06 / -.03 .16 /.22 [ .28 / .25 -.02 / -.01 / -.01 / -.01
Ratee superior .04 / -.05 [ -.14 / -.16 .10 /14 /A7 / .16 .03 / -.02 / -.05 / -.06
Ratee present 14 /.17 /[ .07 /[ .21 .09 [ .12 /.15 /[ .14 .09 / .07 /03 / .09
colleague )
Step 2

Rater_ _ .27 / .19 /| .43 /.49 .09 /.13 / .16 / .14 17 / .08 / 16 % / 21 %
conscientiousness

Ratee age -.20 / -.04 / -.04 / -19 12 / .16 /.20 / .18 -.13* / -.02 / -.01 / -.08
Step 3

Rater 46 / .52 / .58 /| .54 .16 /.22 / .28 / .25 22* [ A7* /| 16* [ A7*
conscientiousness x

Ratee Age
F 11.74*=* [ 11.80 *** [ 10.31 *** /[ 8.79 ***
R2 A40*% | 46 ¢ /.37 * / .33 *
Change in R2 02* [ .01 * /.01 * /.01 *

Note.N = 242 (pairwise).Results are given from the final regression medt all variables included. Rater female = 1 araler= 0. Rater
laborer = 1 and not laborer = 0, Rater service @kl and not service worker = 0, Rater admirtistnavorker = 1 and not administration
worker = 0, Rater manager = 1 and not managemRatee female = 1 and male = 0. Ratee subordinatarsl not subordinate = 0, Ratee
superior = 1 and not superior = 0. Ratee presdigague = 1 and past colleague = 0. Ratee ageofanger coworker =0 and older coworker
=1.Rater laborer and Ratee peer variables werenteted in the regression (categorical variabla wievels was transformed into k-1
variables each with two level$)p < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.
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Paper 3
Does It Fit Me? Effect of Age on Relation betweemnd®n-Environment Fit and Work

Engagement

Abstract
Given that older workers in most industrialized nwies are encouraged to stay employed, it is
important to understand how to retain them engaBasit research has shown that Person-
Environment fit is important for maintaining an aeggd workforce. However, little is known
about the effects of age on the relation betweaesmfil work engagement. We based our study on
Selective Optimization with Compensation theory (3@nd Socioemotional Selectivity Theory
(SST). We expected that high fit with ones’ valugseds and skills might especially lead to
engagement among older workers. In our study onndrgers we found that for older not
younger workers person-organization fit and neqapbes fit were related to increase in work
engagement. This study confirms usefulness of rateyy findings on aging and person-
environment fit. It also suggests companies toshirebetter understanding of their older

workers’ needs and integrating their value systath those of the companies.

Keywords:Age, work engagement, person-organization fitdraepplies fit, demands-abilities

fit

This manuscript has been in preparation as: Knleinsl. & Zaniboni, S. Does It Fit Me?
Effect of Age on Relation between Person-Environnfiénand Work Engagement.
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Nowadays work market is characterized by aging weode whose mandatory retirement
age is gradually post-pond (National Institute anngy, 2007). At the same time companies are
at risk of the skills shortage (Hertel, van derjtien, de Lange, & Deller, 2013). Therefore
companies are facing the need, and sometimes agigcef keeping the older workers
employed in a healthy and productive way (Zanib8archielli, & Fraccaroli, 2010). One way
to address this challenge is through a better stateding of how work environment is related to
work engagement within a life-span (Truxillo, Cadneer, Zaniboni, & Fraccaroli, 2012).
Here, specifically we will address how person-eowiment fit is related to work engagement
among workers in different age.

Past research has shown that work engagement astenp for employees’ work-related
well-being (e.g., Rothmann, 2008; Sonnentag, 2@6@8)performance (e.g., Bakker, Schaufeli,
Leiter, & Taris, 2008; Salanova, Agut, and Pei&905). On the one side, over three decades of
research has well established the positive linlvbeh person-environment fit and maintaining
an engaged workforce (Cable & Parsons, 2001; Edsv&dble, Williamson, Lambert, & Shipp,
2006; Edwards & Shipp, 2007). On the other sidegmeconceptual works proposed that age
may moderate the relation between person-envirohfiteand various work outcomes, for
example stress, job satisfaction and intentioruio(g.g., Feldman, 2012; Feldman & Vogel,
2009; Zacher, Feldman, & Schulz, 2014).

However, the empirical works testing the effectagé on relations between person-
environment fit and work outcomes are scarce (Kmgunm, Grube, & Hertel, 2013). The
current study is the first one, to the knowledgéhefauthors, that investigates the effect of age
on relation between person-environment fit and wesrgagement. Based on lifespan ageing

theories of Selection, Optimization and Compensat®0C, Baltes & Baltes, 1990) and
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Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST, Carsten4@®91) our research proposes that although
fit in terms of values, needs and skills may benedirkers of all ages, these fit may be
especially benefiting for work engagement of olderkers. Especially as, older workers were
found to be more concerned with using their timamnnegfully (Carstensen et al., 2011), with
striving for positive and avoiding negative expede (e.g., Carstensen, 2006; Freund, 2008), as
well as with optimizing use of their resources (Bal& Dickson, 2001) and with maximizing
use of their skills (Zaniboni, Truxillo, Fraccaral013; Zaniboni, Truxillo, Fraccaroli, McCune,
& Bertolino, 2014).
Work Engagement and age

We focused our attention on work engagement, bedaisan important positive
dimension of work-related well-being (Rothmann, @0Moreover, due to its positive impact on
performance it is of a high interest for many otigations (e.g., Lockwood, 2007). In this study,
consistent with the previous literature, we defverk engagement as “a positive, fulfilling,
work-related state of mind that is characterizediggr, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli,
Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74gférs to persistent and pervasive physical,
emotional, and cognitive aspects of involvemenhuilie job rather than any particular task,
event, person, or behavior (Christian, Garza, &@faer, 2011). It includes willingness to invest
effort in one’s work (vigor), experiencing a sedeignificance and pride (dedication), and
joyful concentration within work (absorption). THat engaged employees are highly energetic,
enthusiastic about their work, and fully immersedheir job (Macey & Schneider, 2008; May,
Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008).

Highly engaged workers were found to be more hgaltid with a more positive work

affect (Sonnentag, 2003). Moreover, they receighdr task and contextual performance
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evaluations (Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004kiga et al., 2008). Furthermore, Salanova,
Agut, and Peiro” (2005) found that work engagenpeedicted service climate, which in turn
predicted employee performance and then custorgaltyo Similarly, Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2009) in their diary stémund that daily levels of work engagement
were predictive of objective daily financial retarrFinally, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) found
that engagement was negatively related to turniowention and mediated the relationship
between job resources and turnover intention. inrsary, Bakker (2008) proposes that engaged
workers experience more positively their work, haeéer psychological and physical health,
but also transfer their engagement to others.

Therefore, understanding factors related to wodagement is of a great interest for
employees themselves and organizational practisoi@n one side, it has been suggested that
older workers might be less engaged than youngekexs, on the other side that they might be
more (Kooij, De Lange, Jansen, Kanfer, & Dikker@12). Older workers, especially those in
close to conventional retirement ages, might feai they have fulfilled their end of the bargain
by the time they reach their later years. Howetagtay's older workers might also embrace job
security and regular pay increases in exchangeyaity (D’Amato & Herzfeldt, 2008). Past
research has found age to be sometimes weaklyjyabgirelated to work engagement (.15 or
less, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006), empay@mmitment (.20 when corrected for
attenuation, Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) and job invohent (.22 after controlling for
organizational tenure, Ng & Feldman, 2010b). Howeabso reported that engagement generally
decreases with age (Robinson, Perryman, & Hayd#4 )2 Moreover, practical significance and
stability of these findings is questionable, sugjggshat assuming relation between age and

work engagement could be too simplified. Finally n@ticed by Heggestad and Andrew (2012)



AGE, FIT AND WORK ENGAGEMENT 85

perhaps even more important than examining wheienger or older workers are more
engaged, is how to maintain their engagement.

Organizations could benefit especially from underding how to maintain high
motivation and commitment among their older work€@ms the one side, in times of skill
shortage, older workers are a precious resouraectimpanies wish to retain (Hertel et al.,
2013). On the other side, post-pond retiremengabiiry age implies that companies will need to
retain older workers longer. Therefore, social @olnhakers and organizations will need to
develop new engaging human resource practicesvilh@clude highly valuable for older
workers incentives.

In the next section we will discuss important pesaoli of work engagement, the
congruence between one’s values, needs and skitlseoone side and organizational values, job
supplies and job demands on the other. Finallywligurn back to age considered as a
moderator of the relations between different typlgserson-environment fit and work
engagement.

Person — Environment Fit and Work Engagement

Person-Environment fit is broadly defined as thgrde of compatibility, congruence or
match between employees’ characteristics and deaistecs of his/her working environment
(Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnsd@005). An impressive body of nearly a
century of research, used Person-Environmentaih&work to understand the way people
approach and deal with their working environmenigtéf, 1996). It has been concluded that
Person-Environment fit is multidimensional and cimites to positive individual and
organizational outcomes, among which work engagéfeeg. Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner,

2003; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Edwards, 2008).
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There has been identified different areas and semelwhich employees can experience
subjective and objective fit depending on typeibblject (e.g., skills, needs, values) and
whether it is self-reported or inferred from otleurces (e.g., supervisor). In this study we will
refer to the subjective fit, because previous ssidupport the assumption that perception of
congruence predicts better employees’ reactionsdhaactual congruence (Cable & DeRue,
2002; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Major, Kozlowskihao, & Gardner, 1995). Finally, we will
refer to the common distinction between person{aggdion fit and person-job fit, further
divided into demands-abilities fit and needs-siggpfit (Edwards, 1991) as these three types of
fit are conceptually and statistically separateb|€& DeRue, 2002).

Person-organization fit is the degree of congrudrateeen the person and his/her
organization in terms of values (Lauver & KristofeBvn, 2001). When employees perceive that
their organizations hold similar values as theyttey are more likely to exert effort in
accomplishing their job tasks and are also moedytiko be energetic and persistent in their work
(Cable & DeRue, 2002). Needs-supplies fit is a imaétween needs and desires of a person and
what is provided by the job (Kristof-Brown et &2005). Employees were found to be more
likely to invest effort and be willing to remain émeir jobs when they feel their needs are
fulfilled by the job (Cable & DeRue, 2002). Fingllyemands-abilities fit is a match between
abilities, knowledge and experience of a persondamands of a job (Edwards, 1996). High
levels of perceived demands—abilities fit mightléa more intrinsic work motivation and
feelings of maximizing use of ones’ knowledge, Iskiind abilities (Cable & DeRue, 2002).

In general, whereas experiencing person—environfitentproves workers’ willingness
to invest effort in conducting work tasks and reince workers’ values and desires, low fit

decreases it. Therefore, all types of fit, mighirbportant for engagement of workers across the
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age continuum. However, the subjective importari@xperiencing congruence and prioritize
opportunities that optimize fit might be more imgamt for older workers (e.g., Beier & Kanfer,
2013; Beier, Kanfer, & Ackerman 2013). As recemstliggested (e.g., Feldman, 2012; Feldman
& Vogel, 2009; Zacher et al., 2014) older workemsymeact to decline in person-environment fit
more often than younger workers with decrease divaiion at work, disengagement or early
retirement rather than changing the employer.

Age Effects on Relation between Person — EnvironmeRit and Work Engagement

Recent conceptual works (Feldman, 2012; Feldmare&h 2007; Feldman & Vogel,
2009; Zacher et al., 2014) proposed that relatetveen Person-Environment fit and work
outcomes (e.g., performance, turnover intentionl-eing) will be different among younger
and older workers due to life-span with-in persbarges in goal orientation (Baltes & Baltes,
1990) and socio-emotional experiences (Carsted$1,).

One of the most influential and promising form terkplace life-span theory is the
Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST; Carstend®d1). It proposes that people prioritize
positive experiences and goals as they perceivefthiare time to be limited (Carstensen,
Isaacowitz, & Charles, 1999). That is, older woskenight prioritize workplace context allowing
present-oriented intrinsic gratification. Therefoo&ler workers might be particularly concerned
about timing satisfaction of their needs.

Moreover, older adults might be more concerned wding their time for meaningful
activities (Carstensen, 2006). Therefore, olderkers might be more attracted to activities
allowing fulfilling their values rather than obtaig a pay rise or promotion (Feldman, 2012).

Supporting these assumption is the study of Kru@mpe and Hertel (2013) reporting that
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congruence between variety of values, needs anckdeand job characteristics positively
affected job satisfaction of especially older woske

Another life-span theory is the Selection, Optinticza with Compensation (SOC) theory
of Baltes and Baltes (1990, see also Freund & Bali®98). Depending on the available
resources people prioritize goals (selection) atiogrto their importance for increasing gains
(optimization) and avoiding losses (compensati&ingnd, 2008). As people age they shift
focus from goals related to increasing gains, towaoals related to avoiding loses (Freund &
Ebner, 2005; Staudinger, Marsiske, & Baltes, 199&grefore, once more especially older
workers might be engaged with work in which thepenence fit.

Moreover, older workers might prefer jobs that allinem to use their accumulated
experience and to match their resources and akiliti work demands (Truxillo, Cadiz, et al.,
2012). In recent studies (Zaniboni, et al., 201&iBoni et al., 2014) older workers were more
attracted than younger ones by the possibilitysifigithe already accumulated knowledge and
skills in the new context. These findings suggeat especially older workers could be engaged
with work characterize by good congruence betwheir abilities and work demands.

Given presented theoretical and empirical findiwgshypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: There will be an interaction betwperceived person-environment fit and
age in predicting work engagement, such that tretipe fit in terms of a) person-organization
fit; b) needs-supplies fit and c) abilities-demafitigvould be more positively related to work

engagement of older than younger workers.
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Method
Participants and Procedure

Respondents were 116 Italian workers employed ¢rakoooperative, 43.1% malas<(
50) with mean age of 37.43D= 8.36, range = 23 - 58 years). In 48.3% had stagrlevel
education, and in 51.7% € 60) hold an university degree. They had work expee on
average of 13.55 yearSID = 8.07) and organizational tenure was on aver&ge3d years$D=
7.24). They were working on average 32.91 hourg@kvwgED= 7.62). 81%1f = 94) were social
workers and 22%n(= 22) were administration and maintains workers.

Data were collected at two time points. At Timealtgipants provided information
about socio-demographic information, and their persrganization fit, needs-supplies fit, and
demands-abilities fit. At Time 2, three weeks latkey filled in a measure of their work
engagement. As suggested by Podsakoff, MacKeners, dnd Podsakoff (2003) we used
different procedural remedies to reduce the commethod variance. Firstly, we have created a
temporal separation introducing a time lag betw&ermeasurement of the three fit dimensions
and work engagement. Secondly, to reduce evaluapprehension we protected responded
anonymity (i.e., time 1 and time 2 surveys wereamed via a code chosen by participants) and
we have assured that there are no right or wrosgars, and they were urged to answer
guestions as honestly as possible.

Measures

Age. We used chronological age because it is the miolgtiywused index of age in

research (Settersten & Mayer, 1997), easily meaguend objective. Moreover, human

resources policies related to age diversity priaitypuse chronological age as an indicator.
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Perceived person-organization fitThree items developed by Cable and DeRue (2002)
were used to assess the extent to which the enmgfoyalues match with the organization’s
values. A sample item is “My personal values matghorganization’s values and culture.”
Items are on a 7-point Likert scale ranging frofecdmpletely disagrgeo 7 completely agree
(o0 =.92).

Perceived needs-supplies filThree items developed by Cable and DeRue (200&) we
used to assess the extent that employees perchigh degree of match between their needs and
the rewards that a particular job supplies in refar their service. A sample item is “There is a
good fit between what my job offers me and whanllaoking for in a job.” tems are on a 7-
point Likert scale ranging from t@dmpletely disagrgeo 7 completely agree (o = .90).

Perceived demands-abilities fitThree items developed by Cable and DeRue (2002)
were used to assess the congruence between thedeofaa job and a person’s abilities. A
sample item is “The match is very good betweerddraands of my job and my personal skills.”
Items are on a 7-point Likert scale ranging frofedmpletely disagrgdo 7 completely agrée
(o =.77).

Control variables. We controlled for participants’ educational lees, it may directly
affect the fit, especially in terms of abilitiesrdands (Edwards & Shipp, 2007). Moreover, job
type was used as a control variable given theioslaif job design and experience of work
(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006).We created dummy véeshwhich were used as control
variables in the regression analyses. Organizdttenare was also used as a control, as previous
research shown that is strongly correlated to eygals’ age: .70 (Ng & Feldman, 2010a).
Accordingly, Ng and Feldman (2010b) controlled temure in their meta-analysis of the effects

of age on job attitudes.
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Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations fovén@bles are presented in Table 1.
Regarding correlations among the primary studyaideis, we found that work engagement was
negatively correlated with age#£ -.26,p < .01), and positively correlated with person-
organization fit { = .38,p < .001), need-supplies fit € .43,p < .001), and demands-abilities fit
(r =.20,p < .01). Thus all types of fit were positively cglated with work engagement
supporting our assumptions.

We used moderated hierarchical regression to tedtigpothesis. To facilitate the
interpretation of coefficients, we standardizeceipendent variables. In the first step, the control
variables (i.e., employee’s education level, orgational tenure and job type) were entéréul
the second step, the main effects for employeess agrson-organization fit, need-supplies fit
and demands-abilities fit were entered. In thaltktep, the interaction between employee’s age
and person-organization fit, employee’s age and-sepplies fit, and employee’s age and
demands-abilities fit were entered. Table 2 shdwesésults of the regression analyses.

According to the Hypothesis la-c, employee’s agaldvmoderate the relationship
between different types of fit and work engageme&he interactions between employee’s age
and person-organization fit, and between employagésand need-supplies fit were significantly
related to the work engagement (respectiyety.23,p = .02;4 = .20,p = .05) and accounting
for additional variance4R2=.12,4F=6.85,p = .001). As shown in Figure 1, for older, but not
younger workers, there was a positive relationbleipveen increase of person-organization fit
and work engagement (slope significapee05). Similarly, as shown in Figure 2, for oldeut
not younger workers, there was a positive relatignbetween increase of need-supplies fit and

work engagement (slope significaree01). The interaction between employee’s age and
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demands-abilities fit was not significant. Thus pdthesis 1a and 1b were supported and
Hypothesis 1c was not supported.
Discussion

This study has investigated the relation betweesgmeenvironment fit and work
engagement among workers in different age. Asdtatéhe beginning, the relation between
work engagement and person-environment fit has iedrestablished (e.g., Verquer et al.,
2003; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Edwards, 2008), buy@acently took into consideration age-
related changes (Feldman, 2012; Feldman & Vogé&l92Bacher et al., 2014).

In this study, in line especially with presumptiaiesived from Socioemotional
Selectivity Theory (SST, Carstensen, 1991, 200§9,acted as a significant moderator of the
relationship between person-environment fit andkvesrgagement. Specifically, for older
workers there was found a positive relationshipveen experiencing of person-organization fit
and needs-supplies fit and work engagement, bubngobunger workers. These findings
suggest that complementing of workers’ values aretla with respective organizational values
and work supplies is especially important for old@rkers. That is, our findings seems to
confirm that older workers might be focused mordhlmpresent and emotional gratifications
(Carstensen, 2006) and on optimizing their neelfiifuent (Freund, 2008). At the same time,
our findings confirm that older workers prefer tonk for the companies that follow similar to
them values (Feldman, 2012). Finally, these findisgems to support previous propositions that
experience of low person-environment fit among olderkers might lead to psychological
disengagement from their work (Feldman, 2012; Feldi& Beehr, 2007).

Instead for younger workers the increase of fitritl seemed to increase their work

engagement. Perhaps, it is because younger adelltather oriented on striving for gains, long-
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term goals, and in general tolerate better negattw&ing experience (Ebner, Freund, & Baltes,
2006; Feldman & Vogel, 2009). Therefore, tempofargr mis-fit, which was captured by our
design, might not be as influential for the engagenof younger workers, as for older workers.
Moreover, for younger workers, who are more oriérde knowledge acquisition goals
(Carstensen et al., 1999), sharing common valugstivir organization might not be less
relevant for their engagement. Further, older warkeight have remained in the given company
as the result of an attraction, selection andtiattriprocess, that usually occur at the beginning o
the working life (e.g., Schneider, Goldstein, & 8miLl995). Younger workers, instead, might be
still in the process of understanding which workamyironment suits them the best.

Furthermore, finding no age effect for relationvibetn abilities-demands fit and work
engagement might suggest that this dimension &f &tually important for both groups. As
feeling prepared, able and competent in ones wagkinbe equally crucial within a life-span.

Finally, as proposed by the recent conceptual wofksldman (2012), Feldman and
Vogel (2009) or Zacher and colleagues (2014) ewgdifindings from our study confirm that
person-environment framework is useful in undeditasnthe work experience of workers in
different age.
Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations need to be mentioned. Firstuaed a time-lagged design, which do
not allows us firm conclusions about the procedsuilfiing work engagement. Second, in order
to drive firm conclusions on age-person-organizafibwork engagement relation, we would
need to collect data from different types of indiest Therefore, future research investigating
work engagement, especially in context of age, ddeinefit from considering designs that

include measurements across several time pointsaittdlevel approach.



AGE, FIT AND WORK ENGAGEMENT 94

Practical Implications

Our findings suggest that human resources praciicgsnterventions aimed to enhance
and maintain work engagement could benefit fronu$ireg on integrating the knowledge about
age-related changes and person-environment fitifggaly, organizations might need to invest
in clear communication of their values and betéggration of these with the system of values
of especially their older employees. Moreover,rdtta should be given to acknowledging the
relation between the effort invested from the olderkers site and the quality and timing of
satisfying their needs.
Conclusion

Building engagement is a process that continueaitirout one’s working life. Our study
suggests that with age especially person-organizéitiand needs-supplies fit become important
for maintaining work engagement. We encourage éutesearch to test our findings in

additional working contexts.
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Footnote
1 . . . .pe . .
To re-test the statistically significant effectstio¢ interactions term, the analyses were also

performed with no control variables, and the intéoen remained significant.
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Table 1.

Means, standard deviations and intercorrelationsdib variables in Study

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. University degree .52 .50 —
2. Organizational tenure 8.31 7.24 -.28 ** —
3. Social worker .81 .39 .15 -.12 —
4. Age 37.42 8.36 -.33 w* 73w =27 ** —
5. Person-organization fit 5.23 .98 -.01 -.13 .10 -.12 —
6. Needs- supplies fit 5.19 1.01 .03 .07 .08 -.01 .56 *** —
7. Demands- abilities fit 5.68 72 .01 .03 -.08 -.02 .16 22 * —
8. Work Engagement 5.99 .80 .10 -.19 .26 ** -26 ** .38 ** 43w 20 *

Note:n = 116(pairwise).University degree =1 and no university degree Sdkial worker = 1 and administration and maintawosker = 0. p <
.05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.
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Table 2.

Regression analyses for Work Engagement

Work Engagement

Step/variable

B SE A B SE A B SE A
Stepl
University degree -.12 .08 -.15 -.05 .10 -.07 -.13 .09 -.16
Organizational 05 15 03 00 14 00 -.00 13 -.00
tenure
Social worker .46 .19 23 * .34 17 17 .37 .16 .18
Step 2
Age -11 .10 -.14 -.08 .09 -.09 *
]fi’terson'orga”'za“on 14 .08 17 .04 .08 .05
Needs- supplies fit .25 .08 31 ** .20 .08 25 *
Demands- abilities fit .09 .07 A1 A1 .06 .13
Step 3
Age x.Pefson.- 17 .07 23 *
organization fit
Age x Needs- 14 07 20 *
supplies fit
Age x Demands-
abilities fit -.03 .07 -.03
F 3.46 * 8.52 *** 6.85 ***
R2 .09 * 27 37
Change in R2 .09 * 23 12 o+

Note:n = 116(pairwise).University degree =1 and no university degree Sdtial worker = 1 and administration and maintaosker = 0.
*p <.05; **p < .01; **p <.001.
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Figure 1.Interaction of employee age and person-organizdiionfluencing work engagement.
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Figure 2.Interaction of employee age and need-suppliesffiténcing work engagement.



100

GENERAL DISCUSSION

We have opened this dissertation comparing workiedgo a journey during which
people age and change, as well as changes thénemgite perceived and treated. We have
acknowledged that nowadays growing age-diversillg éar building more age-friendly, open
and welcoming workplace. On the one hand, we needderstand better the factors
contributing to subtle or even unintentional aggcdmination, which is illegal (e.g., Age
Discrimination in Employment Act, 1967; Employmétquality Framework Directive
2000/78/EC). This calls for more age-neutral humesources practices in selection and
recruitment, and performance appraisal. On therdthed, high diversity in organizations
involves greater attention to age-diverse humaouregs practices which acknowledge and
accommodate age-related differences in workerseetgions and general values (e.g. Hertel et
al., 2013).

Therefore, the research presented in this disgertaias divided into three papers that
address from different angles questions about fa¢hat put at risk versus facilitate age
inclusion at the workplace. We examined how workage on the one hand may affect
organizational decisions about them. On the othedthow workers’ age affects the way they
experience their work. Specifically, we proposed tested, first, the negative effects of raters’
explicit and implicit attitudes (age bias) on hgidecisions of older compared to younger
applicants (paper 1). Second, the positive effetctaters’ conscientiousness on performance
evaluations of older compared to younger coworkeaper 2). Third, the positive effects of
employees age on relations between person-envimnarithand work engagement (paper 3). We

focused especially on older workers, as they magtbisk of employment discrimination (e.qg.,
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Finkelstein & Farell, 2007; Posthuma & Campion, 208nd at the same time are encouraged to
remain in the workforce past normative retiremeage @National Institute on Aging, 2007).

Past research in social psychology repeatedly sig¢feat people’s age dominates
categorization of others (Feldman, 1981; Fiske 8)2&d leads to arising of age specific
attitudes, age bias (Finkelstein & Farell, 200 HafTis, raters may associate a given worker with
particular characteristics (e.g., desirabilityconscientiousness) and behave towards them (e.g.,
rating performance or invitation for an intervieag members of this given age group (e.g.,
younger vs. older worker). This may lead to uneduggtment (e.g., omission in hiring process)
and suboptimal organizational decisions (e.g., loisation of resources and tasks).

Studies concerned with age in the workplace mastéd self-reported, explicit measures,
and did not account for comparisons between workkdsferent ages. Therefore, presented in
the first paper the research, entitl&dill you still hire me when | am over 507 Impli@hd
explicit age bias in resume evaluatiorsddressed these issues by investigating when@md h
explicit and implicit age bias may affect decisi@i®ut older compared to younger applicants.
Moreover, we explored whether explicit and implege bias affect these decisions in a different
manner.

Furthermore, factors that may favour older work@esunderstudied as past research has
focused mostly on demographic similarity (Bertoliebal., 2013; Finkelstein et al., 1995; Judge
& Ferris, 1993). For example, other types of sinty(i.e., in terms of conscientiousness),
which can be inferred from the ratees’ age, suciragarity in conscientiousness has not been
examined. Since personality similarity has beergsstgd as an important characteristic in
studying similarity effects (Bauer & Green, 199&ndy & Farr, 1980) the research presented in

the second paper, entitlétEffects of rater conscientiousness on evaluatiohtask and
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contextual performance of older and younger co-wmskadressed this issue. We have
examined whether conscientious raters might shove moless bias towards certain age groups,
and especially tested whether this bias may faetier workers.

Finally, age-related changes were suggested totdffe way workers of different ages
experience their work (e.g., motivation and workagement) (Baltes & Baltes, 1990;
Carstensen et al., 1999; Kanfer & Ackerman, 208#}jhe same time, person-environment fit
has been argued to be crucial for a positive egpee of one’s work (e.g., work engagement and
commitment)(Cable & Parsons, 2001; Edwards e2@D6; Edwards & Shipp, 2007). However,
only recently have researchers started to discosstdgether age and person-environment fit
may relate to work outcomes (e.g., Zacher et @lL42. The research presented in the third
paper, entitledDoes It Fit Me? Effect of Age on Relation betw&srson-Environment Fit and
Work Engagementaddressed this issue, by testing whether persaneament fit is more
important for work engagement of older workers.

Summary of Main Results

As described in the first paper, the study invedéd the effects of overt-explicit and
covert-implicit age bias on selection decisionsulyounger versus older applicants. We found
that participants of all ages on average displaygdicit (of a medium size, .53) and explicit age
bias disfavouring older workers. Participants @awe lower ratings on general impression and
performance expectations to older compared witngeuapplicants of equal qualifications.
Both explicit and implicit bias significantly comtuted to explaining the variance in these
evaluations, but in a different manner. While tRkplieit age bias had a positive effect on
younger applicants’ evaluation and no effect oreolpplicants’ evaluation, the implicit age bias

had a negative effect on the evaluation of old@tiegnts and no effect on the evaluation of
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younger applicants. While raters explicitly tendedavour younger rather than disfavour older
applicants, implicitly they disfavoured older ajgglints.

These findings are in line with studies investiggtintergroup bias (e.g., Mummendey et
al. 1992) reporting that people prefer explicidpenly expressing favouritism rather than
disfavouring. However, as people control their iitipreactions less than explicit ones (Fazio &
Olson, 2003; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Greenwalt@sek, 2008), they might express
politically incorrect disfavouring of older applicts, even unintentionally and without being
aware of it. Finally, there was no difference i #ffects whether evaluations were conducted
with a time limit or no time limit, suggesting tha@anipulation would not have been successful.

In summary, these findings, advance the understgrafirepeatedly found associations
between advancement in age and difficulties irstiection process (e.g., Bal et al., 2011; Perry,
Kulik, & Bourhis, 1996; Posthuma & Campion, 2008loreover, they suggest that jointly
studying explicit and implicit attitudes can enrigtr understanding especially of socially and
legally sanctioned issues, such as employmentiagardination.

This study has several strong points, to our knegdd it is the first study investigating
the effect of covert-implicit age bias in the sél@t processes. Second, past studies measured
overt-explicit age bias towards only one group.(elgler workers in Perry, Kulik & Bohuris,
1996). Our measure accounted for the comparisameeet younger and older workers, which
may be more suitable in age-diverse context, wbengparison processess become salient
(Shore & Goldberg, 2005). Third, we showed thegadifte in pattern of evaluations related to
explicit and to implicit age bias. Finally, thisudy involved participants of a wide age range (18-

65 years) permitting more general conclusions tharase of respondents belonging to one age

group.
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As described in the second paper, the researcktigaged the effects of rater
conscientiousness on the performance evaluatioag/otinger or older “typical” worker (Study
1, U.S. sample) or an actual coworker (Study Zighasample). We found that when the rater
was high in conscientiousness, higher evaluatiare \given to older rather than younger
workers. This was found for both hypothetical “tygdi’ workers and “actual” coworkers
suggesting that age bias might occur even in sitosiwhere additional, contextual information
is available, also in real-life working settinggeSifically, high-conscientiousness raters
evaluated older workers higher than younger co-emarkn terms of a) task performance (Study
1 and Study 2), b) OCBI (Study 2), and c) OCBO ¢$tl and Study 2). Furthermore in Study 2
was found a significant effect for rater conscieatiness on ratings of older co-workers’
conscientiousness compared with younger co-workers.

Despite of the existing body of research confirmarlgjas against older workers (e.g.,
Finkelstein & Farrell, 2007), results of the prassmdies show that high-conscientiousness
raters might evaluate older workers more favour#idy they rate younger coworkers. These
results suggest that evaluations made by high-cemsausness raters might be affected by
positive bias resulting from “similar-to-me” effecByrne, 1971). The results of the two studies
were consistent for samples coming from slightifedent cultural back grounds (US vs. Italy).
Findings from this set of studies also advanceungierstanding of personality similarity effects
and accuracy in evaluations of the youngest andlttest members of the organization.

The strong characteristics of this research arestigating an understudied issue,
namely, personality similarity (Bauer & Green, 198éndy & Farr, 1980) and multidimensional

aspects of performance. Examining whether consoignhtaters might display a bias towards
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certain age groups and comparing the results ohgowthesis between situations in which a
hypothetical worker is evaluated (Study 1) and waemctual coworker is evaluated (Study 2).

The third paper investigated the hypothesized naiohey role of age in relation to
person-environment fit and work engagement. Weddbat person-organization fit and need-
supplies fit were related to an increase in worag®ment among older workers. These findings
are in line with the expectations that older woskeright be more concerned with using their
time meaningfully (Carstensen et al., 2011), anth sfriving for positive and avoiding negative
experience (e.g., Carstensen, 2006; Freund, 2@@830 confirms recent suggestions that older
workers may react to a decline in person-envirortrfiemore often than younger workers with
disengagement (e.g., Feldman, 2012; Feldman & V@§€19). Finally, it supports recent
conceptual propositions that age may moderateethon between person-environment fit and
various work outcomes (e.g., Zacher et al., 20E4hdings from this study advance
understanding of when older workers may feel feligaged with their work.

The strong points of this study are that, to owvdedge, it is the first empirical testing
of only recently conceptualized integration of fimgs on person-environment fit and age-related
changes and its effects on work engagement. liderssmultidimensional aspect of fit and it
investigates work engagement, an emerging conoaptdupational health psychology (Bakker,
et al., 2008). Since work engagement is orientetheroptimization of people’s functioning it
might be particularly useful in successful managihgging.
Limitations and Future Research

The most important concern for the studies includegiis thesis is that none of them
were longitudinal in nature. Although, our resate consistent with the theoretical assumptions,

and are based on time-lagged design our data doeniit us to make firm conclusions about
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the direction of our findings and do not capturérely the process of aging. Future research
investigating age at the workplace would beneditrfrconsidering designs that include
measurements across several time points. A seaoredim is the generalizability of the

findings. In the studies presented in the first sadond papers the case would be much stronger
if the sample was composed of experienced recsustied managers. The study in the third paper
would also benefit from a multilevel design inclagidata collection from the variety of
companies.

Third, presented here research has focused on exemelations between age and
workplace phenomena. Future research should fatusamaging actively these issues. That is ,
on transferring our findings into active stratedgiesitigate the bias and enhance work
engagement among workers of different ages. Fanpha future work are needed on how
implicit age bias can be changed and how it wiluence behaviour. Recent study of Levy,
Pilver, Chung, and Slade (2014) reports that infphtervention might decrease the negativity
of age stereotypes and self-perceptions of agimgla8ly, cognitive bias modification paradigm
has produced positive results in facilitating cgpmth the depression or anxiety (Hallion &
Ruscio, 2011). Perhaps these technics could beludsb in changing the bias about the others
and in the work context. Another possible way adradsing the age bias might be the awareness
training, which proved to be useful in mitigatingngler bias (e.g., Brewer & Miller, 1984).

Finally, inclusion and engagement of workers irfiettént age could be addressed by
developing interventions aimed to support buildiogitive relation between workers in different
age, building more inter-generational teams andvwag mentoring programs. Socioemotional
theory (Charles & Carstensen, 2010) suggests tittatger and more positive relations are a

priority for older workers. At the same time, giviere growing generational split (e.g., Shore,
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2008), older workers might suffer from being seestasht, rigid and uninteresting as partners for
the social and working interactions especiallyhmirt youngest colleagues. Finally, older and
younger workers might bring to working togetheryedifferent skills (e.g., network of
connections vs. knowledge of the newest technoldgygrefore, working together could be
enriching especially for younger and older workers.

Implications for Practice

Research included in this thesis shows that orgéinizs may benefit from educating
their recruiters, managers and employees abouwracontributing to unequal treatment of
younger and older workers and about how age-related non-work changes interact with
working environment and affects experiencing of smeork. Issues worth committing to, as
positive age diversity climate contributes to bungstrong relationships between employees and
their employer, and indirectly contributes to comipa’ performance and employees' turnover
intentions (Boehm et al., 2013; Kunze et al., 2011)

As shown by the results in the first paper, comgssshould increase awareness of the
spontaneous categorization of others based ondgeijrarising from overt-explicit as well as
covert-implicit bias and preferences. Moreoverslaswn by the second paper, companies need
to acknowledge the possibility of similar-to-meegffs in performance appraisal, and increase
the knowledge about the difference between stepedhyased and research-based consequences
of aging. For example, although on average oldek&rs may be more contentiousness than
younger workers, in both age groups there will ig fand low contentiousness workers
(Truxillo, McCune, et al., 2012). Besides, diffecerin age performance may be greater within
age groups than between age groups (Posthuma &i@an2009) and workers of different ages

may bring different strengths to the team (Hertelle 2013). Finally, as shown by the third
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paper, companies might also need to increasekhewledge about the way needs and values
change throughout a life-span, and to integrateettoetter with the retribution and value system
of the company. The same employee might engageihk for different reasons as they age. For

example, with age especially, shared values anddgifulfilment of needs are important.

In summary, the studies included in this dissertaéinswered the questions stated at the
beginning of this work about factors contributiogetjual treatment of younger and older
workers and enhancing work engagement of older &srkVe showed that decisions about
workers and their work experience may be diffedagending on their age.

Firstly, raters’ explicit and implicit attitudesge bias, related negatively, but in different
manner, to disfavouring older compared to youngelieants. Second, raters’ conscientiousness
led to more positive evaluations of older compacegounger co-workers. It seems that
subjective appraisal invokes cognitive processeaslving subtle bias that may also operate
without one’s awerness and may disfavour (paper fgvour (paper 2) older compared to
younger workers. Third, person-organization fit aweed-supplies fit related to increase in work
engagement among older workers (paper 3). Theraf@eems that engagement needs to be
built continuously and differently throughout on&srking life.

Therefore, the next big challenge is transferringihgs from this dissertation into active
strategies to mitigate the bias and to enhance aoglagement in order to build a long-term
productive age-diverse workforce. An issue wortmpotting to, as we all age and we all would

like to work in more welcoming and open workpladéuldn’t we?
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