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ABSTRACT

It is estimated that by 2018, workers age 55 or older will compose nearlyterqiidahe
labor force (Tossi, 2009). The aging workforce is dramatically affethi@gursing
workforce. Indeed, the nursing workforce is expected to face staffing gésa
epidemic proportions because of the impending retirement of nurses who are Baby
Boomers (Buerhaus, et al., 2006). Moreover, the nursing shortage is exacerbated by
younger nurses’ greater willingness to turn over (Aiken et al., 2001). Condggquent
investigating how the workplace context affects retention of nurses istanpor

The present study sought to address the nursing shortage concern through
examining how the workplace climate associated with age-related mvicekément and
individual characteristics affect nurse retention. In this study, | dewtkpe validated
new ageism climate measures, which include younger worker, older worllegeaeral
ageism climates. | examined how ageism climates affect people’s jodrawital
intentions, organizational commitment, and work engagement. Additionally, |
investigated whether Core Self-Evaluation (CSE; Judge, Locke, Durham, 1998)

moderates the ageism climates relationships with the outcome variables



During the scale development and validation process, | found that assessments of
younger and older worker ageism climates depend on the age of the respondeais whe
general ageism climate did not have this dependency. Because youngitesratjeism
climates displayed measurement non-equivalence across age groupsl, ¢aes of my
hypotheses using three sample variations (under 40, 40 and older, and combined sample).
In the under 40 sample, CSE buffered the negative effects of negative oldeuagery
worker ageism climates, and CSE enhanced the positive effects ofieepgsiteral age
climate on turnover intentions and organizational commitment. In the 40 and older
sample, | found that less ageist younger and older worker climates weotagsd with
decreased turnover intentions and increased affective commitment. Findily, in t
combined sample, | observed that a less ageist general ageism climatsogadeas
with lower turnover intentions and greater affective commitment.

The results contribute to our understanding of how perceptions of age-related
treatment affect important workplace outcomes. The findings also supporhageis
climates as separate measures. However, additional measure develapdneadidation
is needed because this was the initial study to investigate ageisrteclirhas study has
implications for the relational demography paradigm (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989) in that
people’s age group identification may affect their ageism climate penespT his
potentially explains the differential relationships among the ageismaigs on the
outcomes between the under 40 and 40 and older age groups. From a practical
perspective, improving ageism climates in the workplace could positifelst aturse

retention, which could alleviate some of the nursing shortage concerns.
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Ageism Climate 1

Chapter 1: Introduction

The fact that the United States workforce is aging is having a dramagct on
organizations. Indeed, by 2018 it is estimated that approximately one quarter of the
workforce will be age 55 or older (Tossi, 2009). However, due to advances in medical
technology, life expectancies and quality of life in mid-to-late adulthoodsue a
increasing, which means that our “traditional” conceptions about a personguifecr
trajectory are also changing. In fact, the increase in older workdrs lalior pool may
not only reflect a scarcity of replacement resources, but it could also eefteange in
the perceptions of aging, among both older workers and their co-workers. Additionally,
as a response to the recent dramatic decline in economic conditions, people may be
working longer and harder to maintain employment in order to supplement their
evaporating retirement savings.

The confluence of these events has led to an increasingly age diverse workplace
On the one hand, an age-diverse workplace may provide a great opportunity for
organizations to integrate a variety of perspectives and experiences atedntulough
their workers’ life spans. On the other hand, greater age diversity in the voarkplald
also lead to increased problems such as workplace age stereotypes anchdisocnimi
negatively affecting people’s perceptions of and attitudes about their orgamaati
environment and their job.

Psychological climate and organizational climate research exahomepeople
experience and make sense of organizations (Schneider, 2000). A basic assumption of

climate research is that individuals respond to their work environments based on their
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appraisals and perceptions of these environments (James & James, 1989). Therefore,
individual perceptions and evaluations are affected by the workplace context in whic
they are embedded. The workplace context encompasses organizationas polici
practices, and procedures (Schneider, 2000), as well as interpersonal intevéthions
internal personnel (e.g., coworkers and supervisors) and external contacts diectisas c
and customers. For instance, experiencing workplace age bias is ondéuzdritetor

that could affect people’s organizational climate perceptions. Indeed, agedsasch

has generally found negative associations with being an older worker (Fimk&lste

Farrell, 2007; Posthuma & Campion, 2009) which manifest as stereotypes and could lead
to discrimination in the form of adverse workplace decisions. For instance, adesrss

are viewed as being resistant to change, having lower physical ,adlityoeing

untrainable (Rosen & Jerdee, 1976b; 1977). Moreover, with regard to adverse workplace
decisions, older workers have been observed to receive less training (Mauarsg,R

2001), lower assessments of promotability (Shore, Cleveland, & Goldberg, 2003), and
harsher consequences for lower performance (Rupp, Vodanovich, & Credé, 2006).
Consequently, these adverse workplace conditions for older workers may be cogtributi
to the increase in claims of age discrimination, which are a concern foizatyans

(McCann & Giles, 2002). However, age discrimination may not be limited to older
workers. Younger workers also face negative age-related experience® &akko, &

Long, 2007). Indeed, Gee and colleagues (2007) found that both younger and older

workers reported exposure to age discrimination.
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Accordingly, negative age-related encounters, experienced by people of any age
may influence appraisals of the workplace environment leading to negatiatec
perceptions. Negative workplace climate perceptions could lead to negaiiwidual
outcomes including performance, satisfaction, and motivation (Baltes, 2001). Indeed,
meta-analyses examining the effect of climate on work outcomes have foundnbhss c
perceptions are significantly related to an individual’s work attitudes, ntiotiva
performance, psychological well-being, and withdrawal (Carr, Schmidt, Fdbsstion,
2003; Parker, Baltes, Young, Huff, Altmann, Lacost, & Roberts, 2003). As workplace
age diversity continues to increase, a worker's age may become an incyeiagoogtant
factor when investigating people’s workplace experiences and perceptions of those
experiences. Therefore, it is imperative to examine how age climateppiens affect
workers in organizations.

Considerable research attention has focused on the effects of climate,\diversit
and age bias on workplace outcomes. However, gaps exist in these in theseclterat
several of which were addressed in this dissertation. First, the eliteaature has
focused on various types of organizational climate, but not age climate cgcifror
example, considerable work has examined climates for safety (Clarke, 2006) and
customer service (Bowen & Schneider, 1988; Schneider, 1990; Schneider, White, & Paul,
1998; Schneider & Gunnarson, 1990), but | have been unable to identify research
examining age climate. Second, research has also examined diversatg ¢kng.,

McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008), but there is no existing research examiningragei

climates in organizations. Therefore, | created ageism climadsures, which reflect
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people’s perceptions of an organization’s treatment of workers with regardrtagbge
and investigated how ageism climates affect workplace outcomes.

Moreover, most of the research on age bias and stereotypes has focused on older
workers (Kite, Stockdale, Whitley, & Johnson, 2005), but as previously described,
younger workers also face negative age-related issues in organiziatifaas, | found a
significant negative correlation between chronological age and expetiagee
discrimination in my master’s thesis (Cadiz, 2009), which verified that ywungses
face age discrimination in the workplace. However, | did not examine contexctaist
in my master’s thesis, which could be an explanation for my observations. Tagrefo
both younger and older workers are affected by age bias, and my ageiste cli
measures address this fact by not only measuring a general age,diintatiso an older
worker and younger worker climate. The multi-faceted treatment of waskplanate
allowed me to examine whether people’s perceptions of the treatment of older vers
younger workers have differential effects on individual outcomes.

Additionally, individual characteristics have generally been ignored inlithate
literature. However, cognitive-affective personality system th@dischel & Shoda,
1995) indicates that individuals differentially focus on different elemerttseof
environment, how cues are cognitively and affectively categorized, and how the
consequences of encoding interact with existing cognitions. Therefore, thespsoces
associated with the cognitive-affective personality system suggéestdhadual
personality characteristics could influence the cognitive appraisal pescesien

evaluating one’s work environment. Core self-evaluation (CSE; Judge, Locke, &
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Durham, 1997) is a personality trait that may influence how individuals appraise
react to their work context. CSE is argued to be the “fundamental premises that
individuals hold about themselves and their functioning in the world” (p. 168; Judge,
Erez & Bono, 1998). These fundamental beliefs are argued to influence individuals’
appraisals of external events (Judge et al., 1997). This is congruent with psyaaiologi
climate in that psychological climates are described as being pemgdptnse to their
work environments based on their appraisals and perceptions of these environments
(James & James, 1989). Therefore, | investigated the combined influence ah@&ge
climate perceptions on work outcomes.

Furthermore, this dissertation expanded CSE’s nomological network through
exploring its relationship with age-related contextual variables (i.eisragclimates), as
well as investigated CSE’s relationship with turnover intention, work engageameit
organizational commitment—three relationships that little or no previouscbdess
examined. Since its introduction to the organizational literature, the CSE cohsisuc
received a considerable amount of research attention, and empiricalcevisienounting
for CSE’s direct and moderating influence on several important workplace @gcom
Therefore, | examined how core self-appraisals may also affeptgy® commitment to
their organization, engagement with their work, and job withdrawal intentions.

| took an interactionalist perspective (Tett & Burnett, 2003) as to how personal
characteristics and the work context affect job withdrawal, work attitaaesworker
well being. Specifically, | examined the interaction between G#Eageism climates on

turnover intentions, organizational commitment, and work engagement. Conservation of
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Resources Theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) and Trait Activation Theory (TAT;& ett
Burnett, 2003) provided the theoretical explanation for my hypothesized relationships.
Briefly, COR theory is based on the assumption that people strive to retain, pradect, a
build resources, and what is threatening to them is the potential or actual loseof the
valued resources (Hobfoll, 1989). TAT assumes that individual differences atectna
only when the situation provides a trait-relevant cue signaling that it is@pyie to
demonstrate or display that propensity (Tett & Gutterman, 2000).

The combination of COR and TAT theories provides a useful framework to
explain how personal and contextual characteristics can affect people in kiptaaer
COR theory provides a broad explanation as to how personal and contextual resources
can be allocated in the workplace to enhance or hinder people’s ability to achieve
success. Indeed, Hobfoll and Wells (1998) describe the convergence of differeessour
of resources as a resource caravan, which they define as being the acoorotilat
resources that people have obtained, protected, and lost through their life ergearahc
used to face current and future stressors. For instance, having greatesflpeetonal
resources and a supportive age climate could result in a greater caraasouotes to
allocate to being successful in the workplace, resulting in a greaténdiéeélof positive
individual work outcomes. Furthermore, TAT complements COR theory because it
explains how specific contextual cues activate certain individual tendendebdve
and react when exposed to certain environments. Therefore, positive ageist@sclima
may be a CSE-relevant cue that triggers some, but not all people to take advantage of

their favorable environment and accumulate personal resources in their rescavaa.ca
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Therefore, the COR and TAT approaches provided the conceptual explanahowfor
CSE and ageism climates affect work attitudes, well-being, and job withdrawal

Finally, my dissertation utilized a sample of registered nurses, which was an
appropriate population to study the influence of age-related treatment in th@dagerk
for two reasons. First, the nursing workforce is growing older and a sagttifocoportion
of the nurses are close to retirement. In fact, it is projected that 41% aftourses in
Oregon are going to retire by 2025 (Burton, Morris, & Campbell, 2005). Nationa8ly, it i
projected that within the next 10 years, 40% of RNs will be over the age of 50. In fact,
previously observed a mean age of 45.75 y&#ps=(11.31) in a sample of Oregon
registered nurses, and the ages ranged from 22 to 69 years old (Cadiz, 2009). Therefore
the nursing workforce exemplifies the aging workforce trend that ig lfaced across
U.S. organizations, and was an appropriate population to investigate age-related
treatment in the workplace.

Second, the growing population of older and elderly adults is placing increased
demands on the healthcare system, highlighting the need for additional healthcare
personnel including registered nurses (RNs). RNs are the largest graegitbfdare
professionals in the United States (BLS, 2000). However, the nurse workforce is
experiencing a nurse shortage of epidemic proportions (Buerhaus, Staiger,bacuyer
2000). Buerhaus et al. (2000) estimated that there will be a 20% deficit in thersshis
nurse (RN) workforce by the year 2020. Furthermore, the nursing profespieregxes
high turnover rates because the job is highly stressful and extremelyablyysic

demanding (Buerhaus, Donelan, Ulrich, Norman, & Dittus, 2006). In 2000, it was
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reported that the national average turnover rate for hospital staff nurses was 21.3%
(AONE, 2002), which means that, on the average, more than one out of every five
hospital staff nurses turned over during that year. Moreover, research itdgetiéhat
younger nurses are more susceptible to feeling overwhelmed and strgssed, (S
Krepper, Lindy, Byrd, Jacobus, & Throckmorton, 2005), which could explain why they
are more willing to turn over (Aiken et al., 200Cpnsequently, my research focused on
providing insight into how to alleviate nurse shortages and staffing issuestthroug
investigating how ageism climates and CSE affect retentioredetattcomes for nurses
across the age spectrum.

In summary, my dissertation contributes to the literature in several fiasts.|
develop and validate measures of ageism climate, which have not been previously
discussed in the diversity climate literature. Second, | examine hosnwagkmates
affect important workplace outcomes, contributing to the aging workforce anditiver
literatures. Third, | examine the relationships between core saliisions and ageism
climates. This is the first time CSE has been examined in conjunction with giversi
climate measures; thus, my dissertation extends CSE’s nomologicafkefourth, |
broaden the conceptualization of ageism climate by not only investigatingbageism
climate, but also age climates associated with older and younger workibrd. Fi
investigate CSE as a moderator of the relationship between ageisatesliand job
withdrawal, work attitudes, and well-being; thus this dissertation provides a
comprehensive investigation of how age-related personal and contextual vaftdues

multiple aspects of people’s work experiences. Finally, | utilize a saafpkegistered
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nurses and examine how ageism climates affect retention-related \&anelbieh has
important societal implications because preventing improper nursegtediuld increase
the health care system’s ability to administer quality care.

In the subsequent chapters, | first review the organizational and psycdablogi
climate literature. Second, | review the age bias and diversitgtliters, which informed
the development of my measures of ageism climate. Third, | provide an ovefiesv
conceptualization, correlates, and outcomes of core self-evaluations E8EN, |
build the theoretical and empirical arguments for my hypothesizedredatps among
ageism climates, CSE, and three individual outcome variables. Fifth, Iestyi
study’s research method. Sixth, | outline the results of my construct v@hadtmy
ageism climate measures and review the tests of my hypotheses., Fidiaityiss the
theoretical and practical implications of the findings, my study’s peidmtiitations,

and provide suggestions for future research.
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Chapter 2: Climate in the workplace

Organizational climate is a construct that captures how employeesvpeanél
interpret the environmental and contextual factors in the workplace. Climaszalesrs
have found empirical support for how people’s perceptions of the environment affect
their workplace behaviors and attitudes (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003). In this
chapter, | discuss the distinction between climate and culture, explain haatechias
been conceptualized, and summarize empirical research investigatarge¢bedents and
outcomes of climate.
Organizational Climate versus Culture

Organizational climate and culture research examines how people expanence
make sense of organizations (Schneider, 2000). Organizational climate and calture a
derived from the common assumption of shared meaning of some aspect of the
organizational environment (Ostroff et al., 2003). Moreover, both concepts ard telate
organizational structure, policies, practices, and procedures. Howevetecand
culture have been approached from different scholarly traditions and are rooted in
different research disciplines (Ostroff et al., 2003). Organizatiomahtd was
introduced by Kurt Lewin and colleagues when they described the creationabf soc
climates (Lewin, 1951; Lewin, Lippit, & White, 1939). Climate encompasses what
people experience, observe, and report in organizational situations (Schneider, 2000).
Furthermore, it includes employee’s perceptions of formal and informal aeg@mal
policies, practices, and procedures (Reichers & Schneider, 1990). Organizaimoata c

is focused on the individual, and how that person perceives, feels about, and behaves in
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specific organizational situations. Therefore, climate is subjectivgoei and
situation-specific (Dennison, 1996).

In contrast, organizational culture has its roots in anthropology, and it has mainly
relied on qualitative methods to assess how shared meanings and common ways of
viewing events are derived. Schein (1992) defined culture as “a pattern af bhaie
assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaption and
internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid” (p.12). Schein
further explained that organizational members will pass this learned coltoesv
members through socialization and communication processes as the corrext way t
perceive, think, and feel in relation to the organization. Culture represents an evolved
context that is in embedded systems, is rooted in history, and is resistanifalaten
(Dennison, 1996). Therefore, climate focuses on experiential descriptions and pescepti
of what happens, and culture helps identify why these things happen (Ostroff et al.,
2003).

Conceptualization, Antecedents, and Outcomes of Climate

Although there is merit in studying culture in organizations, the focus of the
present study is on psychological climate. One issue that has plagueeé andatulture
research is the confusion around the appropriate use of these two concepts inagegards t
levels of theory, measurement, and analysis (Parker, Baltes, Young, HuffnAltm
Lacost, & Roberts, 2003). Whereas organizational culture is a group-level cgnstruct
climate is focused on the individual. In this dissertation, | focus on individual's

perceptions of their organization in terms of age climate and how they affectliradi
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level outcomes. The strength of organizational climate as a concept is gaacines

supports the impact of psychological climate on important individual outcomes (Carr,

Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003; Parker et al., 2003). In the subsequent paragraphs, | will

briefly review the climate research including the distinction between gleareat specific

climate, predictors of psychological climate, and the individual outcomes tiffaictisa
Conceptualization of climaté point of contention in climate research is the

conceptual distinction between molar (general) and specific climate cdastnitgally,

psychological climate was treated as a general concept that deskifibeent general

psychological constructs that individuals use to interpret and derive meawmmghie

work environment (James, Choi, Ko, McNeil, Minton, Wright, & Kim, 2007). General

climate proponents argue that climate can be organized into generaldaterg fvhich

influence individual perceptions and reaction to the organizational environmenttCarr e

al., 2003). For instance, leveraging Locke’s (1976) personal and work-related val

theory, James and James (1989) identified four psychological climate corsplasite

focused on individuals’ valuations of their work environment. Their climate dimensions

included role stress and lack of harmony, job challenge and autonomy, leadership

facilitation and support, and work-group cooperation, friendliness, and warmth. The

researchers argued that their research suggests that perceptions of the/ikanknent

appear to factor into domains that are congruent to personal values (Jamess§ Ja

1989; James et al., 2007). In fact, James and James (1989) proposed that these domains

or dimensions can be collapsed into a general psychological climate, PCg, vayich t
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argued represents an overall view of an individual’s work environment as being
personally beneficial or detrimental.

Furthermore, Carr et al. (2003) utilized the molar climate perspective in thei
meta-analysis examining climate and individual outcomes. They proposed that thre
general climates—affective, cognitive, and instrumental—influence jdbrpeance,
psychological well-being, and withdrawal through the mediating process ofivegmt
affective states, which were defined as being job satisfaction and orgamazati
commitment. They found general support for their proposed model and concluded that
molar climates may be most appropriately applied in research focused onipgedict
broader individual-level outcomes, while specific climates may be nppre@jariate
when analyzing specific outcomes.

Although most of the initial theory and empirical research utilized the molar
perspective of climate, a recent trend in climate research has beamtioe specific
climates with specific outcomes. Parker et al. (2003) described this typseafch as the
objective perspective of organizational climate which encompasses engloyee
descriptions of areas of strategic focus and organizational functioning. Foicensta
research has focused on important organizational functions such as custoroer servi
(Schneider & Bowen, 1985), training (Noe, 1986), safety (e.g., Zohar, 2000), and
diversity (McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008). The specific climate perspeasviegrained
in the argument that climates must have a referent in order to have meanahg e &
Karasick, 1973). In other words, several “climates for something” are embedded in

organizations (Schneider & Reichers, 1983). Moreover, some researchers betieve tha
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collapsing multiple climate dimensions into a single indicator of psychologjiozte

could lead to overlooking meaningful relationships between lower level clim#ébesfac
with outcome variables (Baltes, Zhdanova, & Parker 2009). For instance, Parkgr (1999
found that common method variance leads to inflated correlations between climate
dimensions leading to spurious support for the general psychological climatgleari
Since the present study focuses on individual perceptions of how the organization
specifically treats employees in regards to their age, it is appropvéteLtilize the

specific climate perspective.

Moreover, there has been further delineation of the perspective or referent in
which the person evaluates the specific climate. Baltes, Zhdanova, and Pag&gr (
discussed and examined the distinction between psychological climate rdeaihran
individual referent and psychological climate measured with an organizabesdmt.
They argued that when respondents are asked about their own experiencesde.g., ‘I
‘my’ referent), they may focus within and ignore experiences of otherseaher
respondents asked about experiences of everybody in the organization (e.g., ‘We’,
‘employees here’ referent) may answer from the perspective of pedple
organization. They found that individual and organizational referents had unique
relationships with job satisfaction supporting the perspective that individikaisvhen
evaluating their environment does matter. Furthermore, support for selérasses
being context dependent is observed in the frame of reference (FOR)ileeFair
instance, research found that people’s assessments of their personalitycéed aiy

their FOR (Hunthausen, Truxillo, Bauer, & Hammer, 2003).
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Antecedents of climaté general, the research examining the antecedents of
climates has been sparse (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003). Indeed, moaectebas
been focused on the outcomes of climate rather than on how climate develops (Dennison,
1996). Climate emergence has been approached from a number of differenicedeoret
perspectives including structuralist, attraction-selection-attri&»A), social
interaction, and leadership processes (Ostroff et al., 2003; Schneider & Reiéi@&)s
Although the focus of this dissertation is not to determine which approach is most
efficacious, | feel it is useful to briefly discuss each perspective below.

The structuralist perspective argues that climate develops fronusalugte.,
hierarchy, authority system, structure of role tasks) and contextual (i.e., atgarak
purpose, size, resources, and technology) characteristics of the orgar{Rayine &
Pugh, 1976). The major assumption of this perspective is that organizational
characteristics create a common reality that facilitates sharedggions, but it has
received only modest support (Jones & James, 1979). However, the introduction of
specific strategic conceptualizations of climate may be a promigagghexamining
how organizational context produces climate (Ostroff et al., 2003). Indeed, K&elows
and Hults (1987) found that technical, structural, and reward systems are ekated t
climate for technical updating.

The ASA or homogeneity perspective of climate development argues that
individuals are attracted to and want to gain membership into organizations that have
similar characteristics and views to their own (Schneider, 1987). Organitating and

selection practices are used to find the applicants that best fit the orgaraketintext,
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and attrition occurs when people’s personal characteristics are incblmpath their

work context. Therefore, the ASA processes lead to greater homogenkitythat
organization resulting in similar perceptions and interpretations of the caganiz
(Schneider, 1987). Ostroff, Kinicki, and Tamkins (2003) noted that there is a lack of
empirical work that has examined homogeneity leading to greater shareptjpers of
work context. However, some research has found that group cohesiveness has been
positively related to climate perception agreement (Naumann & Bennett, 2000)

A third approach for examining climate emergence is focused on social
interactions. This perspective is embedded in the symbolic-interactidredision,
which focuses on the interdependent relationship between individuals and their context.
Individuals create the work context, and the interaction between the context andspeople’
interpretation of the context affect behavior (Schneider & Reichers, 1988)effuore,
shared perceptions and meaning are derived from interdependencies, social exchange
and transactions among employees (Ostroff et al., 2003). Equivocal reselisdean
observed with regard this prospective, but some argue that the levels of formality
associated with the interactions may be moderating the relationship bemterantions
and climate emergence (Ostroff et al., 2003).

Lastly, leadership processes are argued as another way to approaté clim
development (Ostroff et al., 2003). Leaders and supervisors, through their development,
implementation, and enforcement of organizational policies, procedures, andegractic
guide employees’ interpretation of the organizational environment (Naumammi&eR,

2000). For instance, high-quality leader-member exchange relationshipkteé t@



Ageism Climate 17

climate perceptions (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). Little research has been ¢edduc
from this perspective, but it could be a promising area for future research.
In summary, there are several perspectives that have been theorizedetacmfl
the development and emergence of climate. Each approach could be useful in explaining
how climate emerges in organizations. Moreover, these approaches could alde provi
insight into why individual characteristics may affect peoples’ alieperceptions
through the way they frame and interpret information from their workplace empesie
Outcomes of climateAlthough research analyzing the antecedents of climate is
limited, research examining the outcomes of psychological climate Bagjhée
extensive. Two types of studies have been used to analyze the relationshim betwee
climate and individual outcomes: (a) studies that focus on the individual level of analysi
and examine the relationship among psychological climate perceptions and irdividua
outcomes and (b) cross-level studies where aggregated climate scassgred to
individuals and relationships with individual outcomes are examined (Ostroff et al
2003). Since the focus of this study is on psychological climate, an individual-level
variable, it is appropriate to focus my review on the individual outcomes that have been
explored in the literature. In general, climate perceptions are thought to rnedieting
link between organizational characteristics and individual outcomes (Pagter2§103).
Climate perceptions provide a cognitive schema of the workplace, which tasilite
interpretation and sense-making that individuals attribute to organizatiomés$ evel
their response to these events to achieve desired outcomes (Parker et aln@ee3d).

climate variables have been found to have an effect on a variety of individual work
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outcomes including performance, attitudes, motivation, withdrawal, and wel-bei
(Baltes, 2001; Carr et al., 2003; Parker et al., 2003).

Carr et al. (2003) and Parker et al. (2003) conducted meta-analyses that
established the empirical relationship between climate and job perfornraboth
guantitative reviews, the researchers approached their analysis frorol#nelimate
perspective and tested models focused on the indirect effect of climate perxepti
performance. Their models were based on the theorized assumption that theskefati
between climate and performance is mediated by cognitive and affectesldgta work
attitudes (e.qg., job satisfaction, commitment) and motivation (Kopelman, Briéfjzo,
1990). Carr et al. (2003) found that job satisfaction and commitment mediated the
relationship between three higher level climates—affective, cognitide, a
instrumental—and performance. Moreover, Parker et al. (2003) also found that job
satisfaction and commitment mediated the relationship between climateréordhpace.
These researchers also observed that job involvement and work motivation mediated the
relationship between climate and performance. In both meta-analysesepdsitiates
lead to positive affective and cognitive states, which lead to greatermarice.

Withdrawal and psychological well-being are additional individual outcomes that
have been analyzed in climate research. Carr et al. (2003) found support for the indirect
effect of climate on withdrawal and psychological well-being through josfaetion and
organizational commitment. The researchers observed that positive affectndive,
and instrumental climates resulted in increased psychological weg-apthdecreased

withdrawal, and this relationship was mediated by job satisfaction and orgamazat
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commitment. Thus, positive climates affect worker well being and withdriégmaigh
their influence on job attitudes.

Evidence that specific climates predict behavioral outcomes is mounting. For
instance, safety climate has been found to predict safety behaviori@hisadley,
Wallace, & Burke, 2009; Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003; Schneider, 2000; Zohar,
1980). In addition, climate for justice was found to be related to helping behaviors
(Naumann & Bennett, 2000). Finally, climate for tolerance of sexual haratsras
related to reporting of sexual harassment incidents (Hulin, Fitzgerald, &&wa 1996).

Climate researchers are also investigating climate at eliféevels of analysis.
The results from this cross-level climate research suggestithate$ aggregated at the
unit or organizational level affect individual outcomes. For instance, storedieeesity
climate was found to be related to sales performance (McKay, Avery, &y12008),
organizational-level justice climate affects helping behavior (NaumaBer&ett, 2000),
and unit-level safety climate is related to workplace accidentsst@nret al., 2009;
Zohar, 2000).

In summary, empirical research suggests that climate is related talsbfferent
individual outcomes including work attitudes, withdrawal, and psychological wieltbe
However, | identified that a measure for age climate is missing fi@ntiterature.
Therefore, in the following chapters, | develop the measures of ageisatechmd
examine the possible direct and moderated effect of workplace age dmatak

attitudes, withdrawal, and psychological well-being. In the next chaptariew the age
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bias, diversity, and climate literatures, which informed the developmeng afjpism

climate measures.
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Chapter 3: Age Bias, Diversity, and Ageism Climates

As described in the previous chapter, psychological climate influences
individuals’ attitudes, behaviors, and well-being. However, age climatepterns have
received no attention in the psychological climate literature (Jergy\aZarubin,
2007). Since workforce projections suggest that the workforce age diversitpmtihue
to increase well into this century (Tossi, 2009), it is important to understandrhow
organization’s age-related climate affects individuals in the workplace. diogby, in
this chapter, | review the age bias, workplace diversity, and diversitytelitezature to
show how these literatures informed the development of my ageism climageane®
Age Bias in the Workplace

An extremely rich literature has examined age biases in the workplagaridam
research has found that older workers are generally viewed more nggduarel/ounger
workers (Gordon & Arvey, 2004, Kite, Stockdale, Whitley, & Johnson, 2005; Posthuma
& Campion, 2009). Bias can take the form of stereotypes, prejudice, and discominati
(Fiske, 2004). Fiske (2004) argued that stereotypes are associated witlorpgnit
prejudice is related to affect, and discrimination is aligned with behavior.|stgeikeand
Farrell (2007) leveraged Fiske’s bias framework for their chapter on agenbiaalked it
the tripartite view of age bias. | will utilize this framework to aniga my brief review of
the age bias literature.

Age stereotypes$n general, stereotypes are beliefs and expectancies that
individuals assign to people due to their group membership (Finkelstein & F20¢&T).

Stereotypes help to simplify cognitive processing in regards to groupsped€iske,
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2004), and can influence the way individuals interact with each other (Hedge, Borman, &
Lammelin, 2004). The majority of age bias research focuses on age gtescadya key
variable of interest (Finkelstein & Farrell, 2007; Posthuma & Campion, 2009). The
inherent assumption of age stereotype research is that age-relatetygésraffect how
workplace decisions are made (Shore, Chung-Herrera, Dean, Ehrhart, Jung, Randel, &
Singh, 2009).

Empirical research has identified a variety of stereotypes assbeiith older
workers. In their comprehensive review of the age stereotype literatureyPasand
Campion (2009) categorized and summarized several common workplace stereotypes.
The researchers identified five major categories of negative older weekeotypes
including having poorer performance, being resistant to change, havingdbiigrto
learn, having shorter tenure, and being more costly. | will discuss eachettmmon
stereotypes in more detail below.

In general, research suggests that people expect older workers to have lower job
performance compared to younger workers (Gordon & Arvey, 2004; Hedge et al., 2006).
Moreover, older workers are also seen as less competent and as havihijtigss a
motivation, and lower productivity compared to younger workers resulting in decreased
job performance (Kite et al. 2005; McCann & Giles, 2002; Rosen & Jerdee, 1976a).
Cuddy and Fiske (2002) argued that this stereotype may stem from the idea that olde
workers are associated with less desirable traits than younger wohkesraffecting
people’s perceptions of older worker’s ability to perform. However, reseanenajly

refutes the idea that age is negatively related to job performance (M&&vasgcio,
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1989; Waldman & Avolio, 1986), and in some cases, certain types of performance are
actually positively related to age (Ng & Feldman, 2008). Indeed, results freceat
meta-analysis examining the age and performance relationship iaidicate
chronological age was positively related to several types of perfoemaciading
organizational citizenship behaviors and safety performance (Ng & Feldman, 2008)
Posthuma and Campion (2009) identified resistance to change as another common
older worker stereotype found in the workplace. The resistance to change stereotype
encompasses the belief that older workers are set in their ways andiewd thftrain
(Posthuma & Campion, 2009). For instance, research has found that managers feel older
workers are less flexible and more resistant to change (Rosen &,JEd&eWeiss &
Maurer, 2004). Likewise, research also suggests that older workers age @ag\Vess
adaptable (Chiu, Chan, Snape, & Redman, 2001; DeArmond, Tye, Chen, Krauss, Rogers,
Sintek, 2006), which is conceptually similar to the resistance to change gtereoty
Decreased ability to learn is a third common older worker stereotype idériiifi
Posthuma and Campion (2009). Rosen and Jerdee (1976a), for instance, found that older
workers are viewed as having less potential. Additionally, meta-anahdiods suggest
that people feel that older workers have less potential for development (Fimkelste
Burke, & Raju, 1995). The decreased ability to learn has also been reflected in lower
expectations for older workers to be trained. Indeed, research has found that older
workers are perceived as being less able to grasp new ideas and leagn(UVackI&
Pennington, 1993). In addition, Maurer et al. (2008) investigated the effects of negative

stereotypes associated with older workers’ ability to develop, and found that these
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negative stereotypes have an adverse impact on people’s career developgraéitassi
and their interest in career development. Therefore, research not only supports the
existence of this lack of ability stereotype, but also its negative £fhacblder workers’
intent to participate in career development activities.

Another negative stereotype associated with older workers is they aetvpdr
as having shorter tenure with an organization or less time left before etirem
(Posthuma & Campion, 2009). These perceptions result in the belief that older workers
will provide less return on investments, which may result in less accesmiogiand
opportunities for development (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). However, the perception of
older workers not being a good return on investment may not match reality. For example
research has found that older workers are less likely to turnover (Hedge2606) and
they are remaining in the workforce longer than in the past (Tossi, 2009), wipictbbr
would increase the likelihood that organizations would see a return on their inmestme
since the older worker may stay with an organization longer than preveystgted.

The final common workplace stereotype of older workers is that they are seen as
being more costly than younger workers (Cox & Nkomo, 1992; Posthuma & Campion,
2009). Older workers are perceived as more costly because they amlggagt higher
wages, use more benefits, and are closer to drawing a pension (Capowski, 1994).
Remery, Henkens, Schippers, and Ekamper (2003) found that the majority of company
officials associated increases in the average age of their work¥dicgreater labor

costs. Additionally, Finkelstein, Higgins, and Clancy (2000) found support for an
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economic-based stereotype when they analyzed participant justificagicmsvhy a
younger person was selected as better applicant over an older person.

Not all stereotypes of older workers are negative. Indeed, older workeesare s
as being more dependable than younger workers (Posthuma & Campion, 2009).
Moreover, older workers are also seen as being more experienced (Finlatlate
2000) and wise (Kogan & Shelton, 1960). In addition, Truxillo, McCune, Bertolino, and
Fraccaroli (2008) found that older workers, in comparison to younger workers, are
perceived as having several positive attributes including being more ctimsse
having more crystallized intelligence, and being more emotionally stabbgards to the
anxiety, self-consciousness, immoderation, and vulnerability facets of nesmotidne
research on positive stereotypes of older workers adds a level of complerityoas t
age stereotypes may function in the workplace, and may explain the inconsistetst r
with regard to some research finding a lack of endorsement of negative older worke
stereotypes (Weiss & Maurer, 2004). In other words, people may have conflicting
positive and negative stereotypes associated with older workers, whiclfetayhee
way they are viewed in the workplace. For instance, Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002),
found that older people are viewed as being warm, but are also viewed as being less
competent. Warmth may be a positive characteristic in certain ciraurastebut
competence (or incompetence) may be considered more important in the workplace
which could lead to denial of workplace opportunities (Shore & Goldberg, 2005).

Most of the research on age stereotypes has focused on older workers. However,

younger workers also face negative stereotypes in the workplace. The taskarich
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focusing on young age-stereotypes may be due to the fact that in a lot of thearldar
stereotype research, the referent or comparator is a younger workeforéehe
negative stereotypes held about older workers may be a reflection of the positive
stereotypes held about younger workers (Avolio & Barrett, 1987). Nevedh#ies
limited research investigating negative younger worker stereotygesies that younger
workers are perceived as being less trustworthy (Loretto, Duncan, & VZBid0), more
apt to ‘job hop’ or have less loyalty to organizations (Coy, Conlin, & Thorton, 2002), and
are seen as performing less individually-focused organizational citizdrettapiors
(Truxillo et al., 2008).

In summary, evidence supports the existence of relatively common age
stereotypes in the workplace. Arguably, the internalization of the negatieetgpees
can lead to people feeling that they have lower value to an organization (Ostroff &
Atwater, 2003). In addition, these stereotypes could impact the way individuaésinter
with each other and may shape people’s climate perceptions about thertedtme
workers regarding their age (Hedge et al., 2006). Age-related policiescuadipres
may affect worker perceptions and sense-making of the organizationarengint.
Therefore, the age stereotype literature could inform how individual egatel
perceptions may develop.

Age discriminationAlthough a great deal of research has examined age
stereotypes in the age bias literature, an abundance of research also agayzes
discrimination in the workplace (Gordon & Arvey, 2004). Age discrimination is

considered the behavioral aspect of age bias and is related to people’s tendenty to trea
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others in a particular way due to their membership in a particular age gategor
(Finkelstein & Farrell, 2007). Thus, age discrimination captures the behaviandtow
individuals due to their age-group membership, and it may lead to adverse workplace
conditions based on age. Indeed, age-discrimination claims are increasuiy, whi
indicates it is an important concern in organizations (McCann & Giles, 2002).

Age stereotypes are one of the many antecedents that lead to ageimbsicmn
(Finkelstein & Farrell, 2007). Indeed, a modest relationship between speaynd
discrimination has been observed in social bias research (Fiske, 2004). However,
institutional discrimination may not be solely based on stereotypes, ardaddocietal
forces may also be involved with discrimination, such as a scarcity of resauredo
bad macroeconomic conditions (Shore & Goldberg, 2005). Nevertheless, age-related
discriminatory behavior could at least be partially explained by comugpeiata
stereotypes that exist in organizations. For instance, the lower perforstaresype
associated with older workers could lead to increased chances of being laid off and a
harder time finding jobs (Goldberg, 2007; Osborne & McCann, 2004). In addition, the
resistance to change may lead to having decreased opportunities for advdmreme
promotion in the workplace (Shore et al., 2003). Decreased ability to learn and shorter
tenure may lead to less access to training (Maurer & Rafuse, 2001). Finally
stereotype of being perceived as more costly may result in older workemg hagieater
risk of being laid off or being offered early retirement (Osborne & McCann, 2004).

In addition, younger worker stereotypes can also lead to discriminatory teshavi

toward younger workers. As the average age of workers in the workforeasest it
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may result in changes in how ageist beliefs and behaviors function in the workplace.
Indeed, Weiss and Maurer (2004) found far fewer negative stereotypes of otlersy

in their replication of Rosen and Jerdee’s original studies (1976a, 1976b). Moreover, the
graying of the workforce is resulting in a decrease in the proportion of yowogeers,
leading to younger workers becoming a minority in the workforce, which may nesul

an increase of younger worker biases due to negative out-group biases. In fact, Gee,
Pavalko, and Long (2007) found that both younger and older workers reported exposure
to age discrimination. Empirical research has found that younger workexgiwen

fewer responsibilities at work because they were perceived as lésstthyg (Loretto et

al., 2000). In addition, evidence suggests that younger workers are denied@ccess t
promotions because they were perceived as less experienced and gsitheskiiis
(O’Higgins, 2001) or they need to ‘pay their dues’ (Lieber, 1999).

The workplace literature has approached age discrimination by exarthiring
relationship between age and adverse workplace decisions such as appkctiohsel
performance assessment, training access, and promotions. Two metasahales
guantitatively summarized the literature examining age biases in ap@éataation
situations. First, Finkelstein, Burke, and Raju (1995) examined age bias and
discrimination in simulated employment contexts. They found that youngerapqplic
were assessed more favorably than older applicdrts49). They also observed that age
bias was moderated by several factors including the age of the evaluaiettsemw
positive or negative information was provided about the applicant, and whether a within

or between subjects design was used. A more recent meta-analysis obagalbia
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discrimination was conducted by Gordon and Arvey (2004). Similar to Finkelstain et
(1995), they found that younger workers were evaluated more favorably than older
workers. However, they observed a smaller effect size.{1) than the analysis

provided by Finkelstein et al. (1995). This discrepancy may be explained by Gordon and
Arvey’s use of broader inclusion criteria (both laboratory studies and fiedes)

resulting in an analysis that included more independent samples (52 versus 15,
respectively), and arguably, this analysis provides a better estintagtofie population
value.

However, Landy (2008) provided another perspective of how to interpret the
difference between the two meta-analyses. In his critique of stpesahd discrimination
research, Landy suggested that the relationships observed between ste@udype
discrimination may be limited by the research methods being used to conduct the
research. He argued that laboratory experiments create drtificiamstances that are far
removed from the real life complexity that occurs in a work setting betauséudies
generally do not provide individuating information (i.e., specific information of wieat
know about an individual’'s work-related behavior and attitudes) about the target to the
participants in order to make an evaluation. In other words, in a work setting, paoele
job-relevant information about the target, which reduces the need to use sts¢otyp
make work-related decisions and evaluations; thus the effects of age sterebiypeed
in lab studies may overstate the actual effects in an organizational setingfore, in

general, older workers may face discrimination in selection contexts, the aslection
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context becomes more realistic, the effects may be reduced (Gordon & Arvey, 2004
Landy 2008).

In addition to examining age discrimination in a selection context, researchers
have also investigated age discrimination in regards to performance algpiBaks and
Waldman (1998) found that older employees received lower performance asgessme
compared to younger workers. Furthermore, some evidence indicates that olggswor
receive harsher consequences for lower performance (Rupp, Vodanovich, Credé, 2006).
However, meta-analytic investigations have generally found weak suppdréfage-job
performance relationship (Avolio, Waldman, & McDaniel, 1990; McEvoy & Cascio,
1989; Waldman & Avolio, 1986). In fact, a recent meta-analysis found that age was
largely unrelated to core task performance (Ng & Feldman, 2008). Sesmataleers
have been critical of age-performance relationship research, andlaagtiee majority
of the primary studies used in these meta-analyses have several methodological
limitations including overreliance on the use of cross-sectional designs andhigot us
samples with workers older than 60 years of age (Salthouse & Maurer, 1996; Waldman &
Avolio, 1993). Moreover, some of the research suggests that a non-linear reigtionsh
between age and performance and the age-performance relationship may la¢etioder
by unexplored third variables such as type of occupation (Salthouse & Maurer, 1996;
Waldman & Avolio, 1993). Additionally, some argue that perceptions of older workers
may have changed since the time when some of these studies were conduised.(We
Maurer, 2004). Weiss and Maurer (2004), in their replication of Rosen and Jerdee’s

(1976a) study, observed significantly less effects than the original $tuidt, the
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resistance to change stereotype was the only significant effect théodimel in the
evaluation of older and younger workers.

Age discrimination in a training context has also been examined. For instance,
Maurer and Rafuse (2001) discovered that 55 to 60 year olds are less likelywe rece
training than 35 to 44 year olds. Moreover, empirical research suggests that tiggaiza
and managers are less willing to support access to training opportunities for older
workers (Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Shore, Cleveland, & Goldberg, 2003). Additionally,
Steiner, Bertolino, Fraccaroli, and Truxillo (2007) found in samples from France and
Italy that both older and younger workers face difficulty in obtaining most arai@onal
resources (i.e., promotions, pay raises, task assignments), but that oldes Wwaviethe
greatest difficulty getting training resources. Finally, older workenewalso observed to
receive less mentoring time and career-related mentoring comparechtgeyaorkers
(Finkelstein, Allen, & Rhoton, 2003).

A final line of age discrimination research investigates older workersaaadrc
advancement. In general, it appears that older workers face a diffiallérgge when it
comes to upward mobility (Goldberg, 2007). In fact, older workers have been found to
receive lower managerial assessments of promotability (Lawrence, 1888;& al.,
2003). Furthermore, Goldberg, Finkelstein, Perry, and Konrad (2004) found that older
workers actually received fewer promotions. However, a possible confoundiagleari
in this research is that older workers may already hold higher level posititihves

organization, and therefore, may not have additional room for upward advancement.
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Nevertheless, as people age in the workplace, they may find it more difhi¢uld t
advancement opportunities in their organizations.

In summary, age discrimination research suggests that organizatiosabmteci
making may be affected by a person’s age. This could provide an explarsattowlay
the number of age discrimination claims has been increasing (McCann<: Z22).
However, depending on the context and type of decision being made, age dis@mminati
may also be directed at younger workers as well, which could account forowhger
workers also report feeling age discrimination (Gee, Pavalko, & Long, 200¥). It
theorized that organizational structures, values, and technology activatiemptypes
that could influence decision-making processes resulting in age discomyipaactices
(Perry & Finkelstein, 1999). Accordingly, these organizational factorsaisayaffect
people’s perceptions of their organization’s age climate. It is impodandte, however,
that situational influences external to the organization may also affechdrsatory
behaviors. For instance, in a difficult macroeconomic environment there may be
increased competition for limited resources, which could lead to increasegtpans of
discrimination. Nevertheless, people’s perceptions of these organizatiocesges may
also be related to workplace age discrimination.

Prejudice.Prejudice is considered the affective component of age bias, and it has
received the least amount of attention in the bias literature (Finkelstearé&ll, 2007).
In general, prejudice encompasses people’s evaluation of a social object agbeliing
bad (Kite et al., 2005). Specifically, age prejudice could manifest itself asghavi

dislike, feeling uncomfortable about, or even hating someone due to their agés(Einke
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& Farrell, 2007). In other words, age prejudice may be linked with people’s emotions
toward others due to their age. Fiske et al. (2002) found that people reporteddegling
for elderly people whom they viewed as warm, but incompetent. Rupp et al. (2005)
argued that a reason for the lack of research examining prejudice is becamssasures
are more focused on cognitive evaluations and fail to include affective assessments
Nevertheless, negative feelings or prejudices about working withreagaid individuals
may negatively affect those who experience the prejudice, thus influeheing t
organizational climate perceptions regarding age.

In summary, a tremendous amount of literature has examined the different
components of age bias and its influence on individuals in the workplace. Worker
perceptions and interpretations of their organizational environment may be influgnced b
negative age-related experiences associated with stereotypes, d&tmynbehaviors,
and prejudice. Consequently, the age bias literature informed the developmgnt of m
ageism climate scales because it provides the foundation of how various tggesbids
(i.e., stereotypes, discrimination, prejudice) against workers can matsédsin the
organizational context.

Diversity and Diversity Climate Research

The workplace diversity literature provides another line of research that
investigates the impact of age in organizations. The definition of diversity in the
workplace literature has been the focus of considerable debate (see Aghkkamted, &
Daus, 2002), but most researchers refer to diversity as the “...distribution of persona

attributes among interdependent members of a work unit” (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt,
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2003, p. 802). Inherent in this broad definition of diversity is the recognition of a variety
of personal attributes that are considered characteristics of tniaduding those that

are readily apparent upon first meeting a person (e.g., age, sex, etlamditijose that

are less visible attributes such as personality, knowledge, and valdesJatal.,

2003). Of particular interest to this dissertation is the diversity resésnebed on age
diversity and diversity climate.

Age diversityThe age bias and age diversity literature share a common
conceptual overlap. Both lines of research are interested in examining @dow ag
differences may affect people in the workplace. Moreover, they both consigetgies
as an important explanatory mechanism on the outcomes of age bias and diversity,
respectively. However, there are distinct differences between thersguies. First,
these literatures differ as to the level of the organization in which pgppach age
differences. For instance, age diversity research focuses more on grdups a
organization as a whole. In contrast, age bias research generally foctisesnalividual
level of analysis. Second, age diversity research generally concegdusdie diversity in
terms of objective measures such as the age composition of groups or oi@as)izat
whereas the age bias literature generally focuses on an individuakppens and
attitudes. For example, diversity studies may focus on the effect of ag@sition of
applicant pools (e.g., Cleveland, Festa, & Montegomery, 1988) on employee selection
decisions whereas age bias research may examine people’s perceptions ofc¢aetappli

Therefore, diversity research generally approaches the investigaage differences in
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organizations from a broader perspective. In this section, | review the dartesse
outcomes, and theoretical perspectives associated with age diversatghese

In a recent review of the workplace diversity research, Shore et al. (209l
that very little research has examined antecedents of age diversigwotk setting.
However, the workforce is becoming more age diverse, and examining the effiets
changing age distribution in organizations is imperative. Shore and cokeidguéfied
two environmental forces that are contributing to increased age diversity in the
workforce. First, people’s traditional career path of staying with desorganization
throughout their work lives is disappearing due to globalization and increased
competition resulting in flatter and leaner organizational structures (8hake 2009).
Second, we are facing a potential labor shortage because the baby bawenatiayeis
nearing retirement age and fewer workers are entering the workifiaicere projected to
exit. The combination of these two workforce trends means that organizatezhtone
seriously consider recruiting and retaining older workers to meefftihie human
resource needs. Consequently, researchers have investigated recruithreteration of
older workers as lines of research focused on the antecedents of workjelatreeasity.

Doverspike, Taylor, Shultz, and McKay (2000) investigated and discussed the
strategies that organizations could use to recruit older workers. They notadahat
attention is paid to recruiting older workers in the popular press. From thiewref the
extant empirical research, they suggest that successful attractioniagdholder
workers can be attained through three components of the recruiting procedmacl

advertising, recruitment interviews and follow-up, and the nature of the wellk fthey
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recommend that recruiting materials should include pictures of older workers, use
language that conveys the value of experience to the organization, and be displayed i
places where older workers would be reached, such as adult education centers.
Moreover, during the recruitment interview, the researchers streskdl@mganization

must convey a positive impression to the older applicant by explaining how older
workers are supported and provided the necessary resources to be successful in the
organization. Finally, during the final stages of the recruitment processstdaakers
suggest that the organization should focus on the flexibility and type of work they would
offer the older worker.

Retention of older workers is another line of research investigating the
antecedents of age diversity. Researchers have identified several waygairgns can
change their organizational context in order to utilize and retain older w@H&dge et
al., 2006; Rocco, Stein, & Lee, 2003). Strategies like managerial training thatt@geba
stereotypes, age norming, and ageist attitudes have been identified as anvegagei
retention of older workers (Hedge et al., 2006; Rocco et al., 2003). Moreover,
establishing organizational support resources for older workers, like developoegges
and policies for reporting age discrimination claims and creating careeretiogns
programs focused on long-term career management, have been proposed as additional
strategies for retaining older workers (Hedge et al., 2006). Finadlgarehers discuss
strategies to design work alternatives that accommodate lifespan slodrdeer adults
as another way to retain older workers (Hedge et al., 2006; Rocco et al., 2003hgCreati

flexible work alternatives like flexible work schedules, job sharing, job tearsid
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special assignments, and part-time work are discussed as ways to cleamgerth of the
work in order to match the needs of workers through their lifespan (Hedge et al., 2006;
Rocco et al., 2003). However, most of the recommended retention strategies have not
been fully implemented and empirically evaluated, and therefore lack evidesext-ba
support.

Although research examining the antecedents of age diversity is dgneral
lacking, a significant amount of attention has been centered on the how age diversity
affects individual and organizational outcomes. The majority of this researgefoon
the affect of age diversity on important decision-making processes suchampers
selection, performance appraisal, training and development, and career oppsrtaart
example, in a simulated selection context, Cleveland, Festa, and Montgomery (1988)
found that people’s recommendations to hire older workers were less when there wa
lower proportion of older workers in the applicant pool. In addition, in a performance
appraisal context, evidence suggests that older workers receive lofeemaerce ratings
if they are older than the age norm associated with their career gsiogréLawrence,
1988) and if they are older than others in their work group (Cleveland & Shore, 1992). In
regards to access to training and development, older workers also resavé &ning
opportunities if they are older than their work group (Cleveland & Shore, 1992) or their
manager (Shore et al., 2003). Finally, in regard to career opportunities, oldersvorke
receive less opportunity for promotion if they are older than their man@ierg et al.,

2003) or older than their work group (Cleveland & Shore, 1992). Consequently, age
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diversity research supports the negative effects of being an older wodesrision-
making contexts especially when they are in the minority (Shore et al., 2009).

Age diversity researchers have proposed several theoretical explanations a
how age diversity affects individuals in the workplace. One of the most popular
perspectives is the relational demography paradigm. Relational demoépapbgs on
examining the interaction between individual demographic characteristidb@ social
context (Riordan & Shore, 1997). The underlying assumption of relational demogsaphy i
based on Similarity-Attraction Theory (Byrne, 1971) which argues that pasele
demographic characteristics to evaluate their similarity and diasityiwith others in
their organization, and this assessed level of similarity or dissimikfects work-
related attitudes and behaviors (Riordan & Shore, 1997). It is argued that tlee treat
similarity between the individual and coworkers, the more positive the individualks wor
attitudes (Shore et al., 2003). In contrast, greater levels of dissimilaigygued to have
negative effects on work experiences and work attitudes (Shore et al., 2003). Age-
specific relational demography research has generally supported the
similarity/dissimilarity hypothesis (Shore & Goldberg, 2005). For imstaresearch
suggests that age dissimilarity results in less opportunity for developmeat, |
manager-rated performance (Shore et al., 2003), less frequent technicalroation
within project groups (Zenger & Lawrence, 1989), and negative effects on watimn-
perspective taking (Williams, Parker, & Turner, 2005). Therefore, theoredt
demography research suggests that age diversity is a negative influende/icinals

and teams in organizations.
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In contrast, some researchers have offered explanations and conditions under
which dissimilarity might be beneficial (Riordan, Schaffer, & StewZ@5). One
perspective is referred to as the “value-in-diversity hypothesis”&HIfiomas, 2001),
and it asserts that information and decision-making may be enhanced by denwogra
heterogeneity (Riordan et al., 2005). In general, the research fropetbgective has
found support for the positive effects of diversity on personal characteristicasuc
tenure, experience, education, and knowledge, but much less of the research has found
support for visible demographic characteristics like age, race, and gmeiaf et al.,
2005). Therefore, the results of this line of research seem to be inconsistent avad depe
on the personal characteristics level of visibility.

Norms have also been proposed as an alternative, but interrelated, explanation as
to why age differences may affect an individual’s workplace expearidrtte concept of
career timetables, proposed by Lawrence (1988), may explain why somidfagmces
have positive effects while others have negative effects. Lawrencesssifigat norms
exist about what level in an organization people should be at a given age. Therefore,
people’s evaluations of a worker are influenced by their assessmenttbéntine
worker is “behind schedule,” “ahead of schedule,” or “on schedule.” Lawrence (1988)
found norms associated with career progress affect evaluations of an indsvjiolnal
performance. Furthermore, people who are deemed to be “ahead of scheditetlrece
higher performance ratings in comparison to those who are considered “behuhaestche

(Lawrence, 1988).
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Perry and Finkelstein (1999) extended the idea of career timetables byipgopos
that a cognitive process, termed prototype matching, may be the process by whleh pe
make evaluations of workers according to their age. They argue for the existgrite
age stereotypes and that people compare an individual’'s age relative to thehage of t
prototypical incumbent for the job. Favorable evaluations are derived from tble mat
between the target’'s age and the age of a typical person in that job. Protatghm
research has mainly studied its effects in selection contexts (Shore 8&@Gplab03).

For example, Perry, Kulik, and Bourhis (1996) found that older and younger applicants
were evaluated similarly for old-type jobs, but older applicants wereaeal more
negatively for young-type jobs. The career timetable and prototype matcihapggieves
provide important insights beyond similarity attraction theory into how organizhtiona
norms could affect the relationship between a worker’s age and the evaluations made
about that worker.

In summary, the age diversity literature has generally come to asimil
conclusion as the age bias literature; people’s age can affect their werkpfariences.
Age diversity research differs from age bias research in that it takasra-favel
approach to examining the way age affects individual workers and organizations.
However, this literature is limited by its narrow focus on older workers, andrtied
empirical research examining the antecedents of age diversity. As &lobrolleagues
(2009) note, “the research on age diversity is much less developed than that on race and
gender, suggesting the need for new paradigms and new approaches to studying age i

the work setting” (p. 5). A possible new approach to examining age diversity is through
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exploration of ageism climates, which is a focus of this dissertationsrAggimates
complement the extant age diversity research by providing the firsunest® assess
people’s ageism climate perceptions and how these perceptions affeaioitkeattitudes
and well being.

Diversity climate Diversity climate is an emerging line of research that is
particularly relevant to my ageism climate measures. As previouslyssesd,
organizational climate research examines how people experience and nskefse
organizations (Schneider, 2000). Diversity climate is the examination of a verker’
perceptions of an organization’s diversity-related policies, practindgpracedures
(Gelfand, Raver, Nishii, & Schneider, 2005; Kossek & Zonia, 1993). A positive diversity
climate is generally thought to integrate all employees into then@aaon and,
unhindered by group identity, to attain their full potential (Gelfand et al., 20@5]ting
in positive attitudes toward an organization (Hicks-Clarke & lles, 200@iNisRaver,
2003).

Due to the relatively new introduction of diversity climate into the liteeatuery
little research has investigated this construct. Of the limited diyelgnate research
that has been conducted, most has focused on the antecedents of diversity climate
perceptions (Mor Barak, Cherin, & Berkman, 1998). For example, Roberson and Stevens
(2006) developed a typology examining diversity incidents that contribute to tiversi
climate perceptions. Six generic incident types emerged from theysasahcluding
discrimination, representation, treatment by management, work relationsisipsctr

between groups, and diversity climates. Other researchers have examinadésonece
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policies and practices as well as gender and ethnic composition in the organgation a
possible antecedents to diversity climate perceptions (Kossek & Zonia, 188K
Markel, & McHugh, 2003; McKay & Avery, 2006; Mor Barak et al., 1998). Kossek and
Zonia (1993) found group characteristics (i.e., ethnicity, gender, and lathedy than
contextual organizational unit characteristics (i.e., gender and ethnic sibiopo
resource support for women and ethnic minorities) were more strongly related t
diversity climate. The researchers also found that Caucasian womeirnaicdh@norities
valued efforts to promote diversity and held more favorable attitudes toward the
gualifications of women and minorities compared to Caucasian men. Signillanty

Barak and colleagues found that Caucasian women and racial/ethnic minariggnche
women valued and felt more comfortable with diversity than white men. Both of these
results suggest the existence of a self-serving bias effect. On the ong/haé@dnen
generally hold higher status positions in the workplace, and therefore, feélethat t
organizational systems are equitable. On the other hand, women and racial/ethnic
minorities value diversity because of their desire to change the currenizatganal
systems to be more equitable for all employees.

Recent diversity climate research is investigating the effect afohigext external
to the organization on the development of diversity climate perceptions (Pugh, Dietz
Brief, & Wiley, 2008). McKay and Avery (2006), for example, argue that community
demographic composition affects job acceptance decisions of minority casdidat
Moreover, Pugh and colleagues (2008) also examined the effect of commuiaity raci

composition on the formation of diversity climate perceptions. The reseafochadsthat
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when few racial minorities live in the local community, workforce divetsggomes

more salient, and this leads to negative perceptions of organizational diversity.
Additionally, Brief, Umphress, Dietz, Burrows, Butz, and Scholten (2005) observed that
community racial diversity moderated the relationship between group daasity and
employee work attitudes. They found that increases in community racialiivers
enhances the negative relationship between group racial diversity andtjoteattor
majority group members.

Diversity climate researchers have also examined the effedigen$ity climate
on several important workplace outcomes including turnover, performance, and work
attitudes (Hicks-Clarke & lles, 2000; McKay, Avery, Tonidandel, Morris, Hereand
Hebl, 2007; McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008). One main focus of this research is to
establish the “business case” of how diversity management and diversitiedinpacts
an organization’s bottom line (McKay et al., 2007; McKay et al., 2008). For instance
McKay and colleagues (2007) found support for diversity climate moderating the
relationship between racial/minority status and turnover. Furthermore aineg that a
positive diversity climate led to increased retention of African Ameriogpieyees.

Moreover, research also supports that diversity climate moderate$atiwnship
between race/ethnic status and sales performance (McKay et al., 2008, Md&ay
and colleagues (2008) found that disparities between white and ethnic/miantagy s
performance were smallest in retail stores where a positive divelisiigte existed. In
addition to retention and performance, researchers have also investigatddtitveship

between diversity climate and work and career attitudes. Hicks-Clarkeearfd000),
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for example, found that positive climates for diversity are significaethted to a wide
range of work attitudes and career attitudes including organizational com,ijob
satisfaction, career commitment, satisfaction with supervisor, catesfaszon, and
career future satisfaction.

In summary, evidence suggests that diversity climate positively affelivsduals
and their organizations. Several consistent indicators of a positive divéiragyec
emerged from my literature review including inclusion, equitable tredtraed
supportive organization policies for diverse workers. However, a limitation of this
research is its narrow focus on gender and race diversity at the expetnssiofsother
facets of diversity such as age. Nevertheless, the common themesfieddrdm the
literature were applicable in the development of my ageism climate resasur
Chapter Summary

The thorough literature review provided in this chapter was a key step in the
deductive approach used to create my measures of ageism climate. Foejrik&anc
extensive age bias literature provided common workplace stereotypevanetyaof age
discriminatory behaviors that have been observed in both younger and older workers. In
addition, the tripartite age bias framework (Finkelstein & Farrell, 20@8)also used as
a guide to develop items for the scale, which aligns my measure with contéeynapge
bias theory. Furthermore, the recognition that organizational structunessyvahd
technology may activate age biases that affect decision-making PEmkelstein,
1999) suggests the existence of climates for ageism, which validates the negistor a

climate measures.
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The diversity and diversity climate research also contributed to thisocrefthe
ageism climate measures. Specifically, the results from divetsitgte research suggest
that diversity climates affect individual and organizational outcomes, whictated the
importance of measuring ageism climates. Furthermore, three common tfeanes
positive diversity climate were derived from my literature reviewluiding inclusion,
equitable treatment, and supportive organizational diversity policiesgtaaration for
ageism climates was dictated by these diversity climate themes.

The literature review also identified the gaps that will be addressectaing
ageism climate scales. For instance, the age bias literature s®érous on stereotypes
and discrimination, but less emphasis is placed on prejudice, the affectiveéandicage
bias. In addition, older workers are the main focus of age bias research, it littl
known about age-related issues associated with younger workers. Eireatyyersity
climate literature has focused on treating diversity climate as ayrgtabal construct.
However, different characteristics of diversity (e.g., age versus dthoiggender) may
affect individual and organizational outcomes differently.

In summary, the literature reviewed in this chapter served as a usefehad in
the creation of my ageism climates. The development of ageisntelimeasures
complements and addresses some of the gaps in the age bias, diversity,raitg dive
climate literatures. Additional detail about the item generation préocetise measures is
described in the method section. Specifically, | provide a detailed description of how
extant measures of age bias and diversity climate were utilized focaetant.

Additionally, to make my measure relevant to my sample population (i.e., redister
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nurses), | describe how interviews and comments captured from focus groups of
practicing nurses were used to get a “real-world” perspective of how &gésaitirses in

the workplace.
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Chapter 4: Core Self-Evaluations

In the previous chapter, | reviewed the age bias and diversity litesainde
described how these lines of research informed the development of my ageiata cl
measures. Ageism climates are argued to capture an individual’s perceptans
employees are treated in the workplace with regard to their age. Clirsateate
supports the idea that psychological climates affect an individual's intsipreand
sense-making in the workplace, which ultimately affects individual outconaes (C
Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003; Parker, Baltes, Young, Huff, Altmann, Lacost, &
Roberts, 2003). However, little research investigates the relationshipdrepersonality
and psychological climate. Moreover, since behavior is a function of both the
environment and the individual, a comprehensive examination of workplace behavior
should include both. Therefore, | addressed these issues by investigatin Baiférts
the relationship between ageism climates and withdrawal intentions, witrledt and
well-being.

This chapter is organized in the following fashion. First, | review the theaty a
conceptualization of core self-evaluations (CSE; Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997), a
personality trait that captures people’s fundamental self-regard and hofuticgon in
the world. Second, | briefly discuss CSE’s correlates and outcomes. Témguiel why
CSE, as a personal characteristic, can be appropriately examiheabeism climates.
Core Self-Evaluation (CSE)

The study of personality in the workplace has received greater attentereimt r

years and has become an important personal characteristic investigateairatioyel
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research. Research has generally found that certain personality vaarablekted to
important workplace outcomes including job performance (Barrick, Mount, & Judge,
2001), performance motivation (Judge & llies, 2001), and counterproductive work
behaviors (Salgado, 2002). Therefore, empirical evidence suggests that people’s
personality traits do influence people’s behaviors at work. However, until ngdess
attention has been paid to how changes in personality through the lifespan canenfluenc
people through their work lives. For instance, emerging research inviestigatsonality

and aging is providing insight into how personality traits may changeghitbi lifespan
(Roberts, Wood, & Viechtbauer, 2006). Additionally, research supports that people’s
perceptions and expectations of a target’s personality are affectiee taydet’s life

stage (Truxillo, McCune, Bertolino, & Fraccaroli, 2008). The implications of this
research are that changes in personality through the lifespan could infheempde’s
perceptions and behaviors in the workplace environment, and could also be a source of
age stereotypes in the workplace (Truxillo et al., 2008).

Cognitive-affective personality system theory (Mischel & Shoda, 1995) sisgges
that individuals differentially focus on different elements of the environment, hasw cue
are cognitively and affectively categorized, and how the consequence®dingnc
interact with existing cognitions. Therefore, changes in personality thtbadtiespan
could influence the processes associated with the cognitive-affective pryssystem
resulting in changes in the cognitive appraisal processes of one’s mwarknenent, and
subsequent reactions to these cognitive evaluations. Moreover, trait actikiaton t

(Tett & Burnett, 2003) provides a complementary perspective of how certaonpkiys
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traits are activated by trait-relevant cues signaling from the@mient that indicate the
appropriateness to display people’s propensity in that situation. Core dakitema
(CSE; Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997) may be one personality trait that could iefluenc
how one appraises and reacts to different cues from the work environment. Consequently,
| review the definition and theoretical conceptualization of CSE, the ealpiesearch
that has investigated its correlates, and the individual outcomes that CSEspredict
Definition and conceptualization of CSkidge, Locke, and Durham (1997)
introduced the concept of CSE as a dispositional model based on fundamental appraisals
individuals make about themselves. They argued that CSEs provide one explanation for
the link between dispositions and job satisfaction. CSE is defined as “fundamental
premises that individuals hold about themselves and their functioning in the world”
(Judge, Erez & Bono, 1998, p. 168). Implied in this definition is that CSE encompasses
both internal and external evaluations. Core internal evaluations are focused oralpprais
made about one’s worthiness, effectiveness, and capability (Judge, Locke, &Durha
1997; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998). These core internal appraisals are
proposed to influence how one approaches and reacts to the world (Judge et al., 1997).
Core external evaluations are the evaluations a person makes about the natypkeof pe
and how the world works (Judge et al., 1997). For example, those who consider
themselves to be worthless or incapable would react to increased job respi@ssibiéit
fundamentally different way than those who consider themselves to be worthy and
capable. Likewise, people who consider the world to be inherently dangerous and

unpredictable or consider people to be untrustworthy will experience a heightened



Ageism Climate 50

anxiety in the face of increased job responsibility. In combination, thesenternal and
external evaluations are argued to be a central component of people’s self-¢Caundgpt
et al., 1998).

According to Judge et al. (1997), CSE is a higher-order latent construct that is
indicated by traits that meet three criteria—(a) evaluation-focy$yiildamental, and (c)
broad scope. Based on these criteria, four well-established traits warBadeas
indicators of the high-order latent concept of CSE. CSE is argued to be indigatelft b
esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism.dkegdo Judge
et al. (1997) self-esteem is the broadest and most fundamental self-evaluation. Sel
esteem is defined as the overall value one places on oneself as a persyn {8&20)
and in the CSE model is conceptualized as the “self-worth” aspect of ctuateres
(Judge et al., 1997). The second trait, generalized self-efficacy, nedefs a
representation of people’s perception of their ability to perform across ay\alriet
situations, and it is distinct from task-specific self-efficacy {&i#/itchell, 1992).

Judge and colleagues argued that generalized self-efficacy is more apetopnalude

as a trait of CSE because of its generality and its arguably closenstép with self-

esteem (Tharenou, 1979). The third trait, locus of control, represents the perceieed degr
of power over one’s life (Judge et al., 1998). People with internal locus of control believe
in their own agency to be in command of their lives, whereas people with an external
locus of control believe their life is directed by things outside of their powetegfRRot

1966). Although similar to general self-efficacy, locus of control is focused oror

controlling outcomes and less concerned with the capacity to perform. Finally
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neuroticism is the tendency to exhibit poor emotional adjustment (Goldberg, 1990).
Highly neurotic people are likely to be insecure, guilty, and timid (Costa &risC
1988). Neuroticism is normally considered the converse of self-esteem giadge
1997), and it manifests itself in tendencies to be fearful of novel situations and to be
susceptible to feelings of dependence and helplessness (Wiggins, 1996). Research
supports CSE as a higher-order latent factor that explains the substantiatiassoc
among the four traits (Erez & Judge, 2001; Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003). Thus,
the theorized second-order latent structure of CSE seems to be supported lmaempir
research.

In general, what does it mean to have high CSE? Conceptually, people with high
levels of self-esteem, general self-efficacy, and locus of control aneél@ls lof
neuroticism are described as being people who have a general positivanse(itor
self-regard (Judge et al., 1998). Additionally, high CSE individuals will view the world
with the belief that happiness and successful achievement are possible ingkeir li
(Judge et al., 1998). Furthermore, Judge et al. (2003), describe a person with high levels
of CSE as being, “someone who is well adjusted, positive, self-confident, effisaand
believes in his or her own agency” (p. 304). Empirical research has consistently
substantiated that people with high CSE are positively related to sewenalldke and
important outcomes. In summary, the empirical evidence is quite compellingghat hi
CSE has a positive influence in numerous contexts, and in the subsequent paragraphs |

review the empirical robustness of CSE.



Ageism Climate 52

Outcomes and correlates of CSHthough the introduction of CSE was fairly
recent, empirical support is accumulating for CSE as being a predictoaaéty of
outcomes. As previously noted, the original impetus for the development of CSE was to
provide theoretical support for dispositional traits as a cause of job satisfdctitye (et
al., 1997). In support of its initial purpose, several empirical studies have sudgessful
shown CSE to be significantly and positively related to job satisfaction (Juéga@,

2001; Judge et al., 2000; Judge et al., 1998). Moreover, CSE is also argued to be related
to job performance (Judge et al., 1998), and results suggest that there is indeedea positi
relationship between CSE and job performance (Judge et al., 2003; Judge et al., 1998).

Beyond being a moderate predictor of job satisfaction and job performance, CSE
has displayed consistent relationships with a broad variety of worker@lateomes. For
example, CSEs are an antecedent of job search intensity (Wanberg et al Wx00rg
and colleagues (2005) found that people with high levels of CSEs were more persistent
their job search during unemployment than those with lower CSEs. Furthermore, peopl
with higher levels of CSE obtain more objectively complex jobs (Judge, Bono, & Locke
2000), have increased goal commitment after being given negative feedbacl&(Bono
Colbert, 2005), and are better able to cope with organizational change (Judge,nfhorese
Pucik, & Welbourne, 1999). Moreover, CSE has been found to be negatively related to
burnout (Best, Stapleton, & Downey, 2005), which extends the influence of CSEs into
the occupational health and stress domain. In summary, those with high levelssof CSE

seem thrive in the workplace.
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In addition to receiving empirical support within the workplace, CSE has also
been shown to be directly related to broad outcomes outside of the work domain
including capitalizing on one’s advantages (Judge & Hurst, 2007), life satisfactayge(J
et al., 1998; Tsaousis, Nikolaou, Serdaris, & Judge, 2007), general happiness (Piccolo,
Judge, Takahashi, Watanabe, & Locke, 2005), and physical and psychological health
(Tsaousis et al., 2007). From these studies it is easy to conclude that having tsgbf leve
CSE is related to positive outcomes across life domains.

Although CSE research has been mainly used in American samples, evidence is
building for the construct’s cross-cultural generalizability. For examjldge, Van
Vianen, and De Pater (2004) replicated CSEs positive relationship with jolcaiisin
a cross-cultural validation study on Danish and Spanish samples. In addition, CSE was
observed to have a positive effect on physical health functioning in a Greek sample
(Tsaousis et al., 2007). Moreover, Piccolo et al. (2005) examined CSE in Japan and found
that it was related to happiness. A recent study conducted by Liu, WangpPHitanh,
and Shi (2008) found support for cross-cultural generalizability of CSE in a sample of
Chinese workers. In sum, the results from these cross-cultural studies provide &uppor
CSE'’s generalizability across cultures.

CSE as a moderatoln addition to serving as an antecedent, emerging research
has studied CSE as a moderator. For example, Tsaousis, Nikolaou, Serdaris, and Judge
(2007) looked at the moderating role of CSE between subjective well being (SWB) and
physical and psychological health. The researchers found that people with higin€SE

high levels of SWB (e.g., high PA, low NA, and high satisfaction with life) hadereat
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physical health; however, this relationship surprisingly did not hold true for
psychological health. A study conducted by Best et al. (2005) provides another example
of CSE being examined as a moderator. The researchers analyzed whether the
relationship between perceived organizational constraints and job burnout depended on
the participants’ level of CSE, but did not find significant support for the moderator
relationship. Harris, Harvey, and Kacmar (2009) investigated whether C&iEclouthe
impact of workplace social stressors on people’s job satisfaction, altrundriyraover
intentions. The researchers found that CSE buffered the effects of socsrstasjob
satisfaction and turnover intentions, but not altruism. Additionally, Kacmar nSolli
Harris, and Judge (2009) explored CSE'’s interactive relationships with perceptions of
organizational politics and perceptions of leader effectiveness on job performaeace. T
researchers found that those with higher levels of CSE received higher pederma
ratings in favorable situations (i.e., low organizational politics and high leader
effectiveness). Although an emerging line of research examines GSlederator,
further research is needed in order to extend our knowledge about how people’s level of
CSE interacts with their work environment to affect workplace outcomes;lthus,
investigate CSE’s moderating role in the relationship between agersates and
several work outcomes.

CSE and ageConceptually, CSE may be appropriately examined in an age-
related context for at least two reasons. First, aging is a develagdmpmtess, and
throughout people’s life experiences their self-evaluations mayt #ifteevay they

appraise and react to age-related experiences. For instance, peoplgmwigvéis of
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CSE who face age discrimination experience may evaluate and react grantifvay

than those who have lower levels of CSE. Indeed, Best et al. (2005) cite a personal
communication from T.A. Judge which stated “the dispositional nature of theedbre-s
evaluations construct is advantageous in its appraisal orientation (i.e., vs. behavioral
supporting its utility as an individual characteristic that helps shape subjecti
interpretations of contextual events” (p. 442). Second, CSE and chronological age are
arguably integrated within one’s self-concept. CSE has been described aslemem

of the self-concept (Judge et al., 1997). Similarly, a person’s age has also bekeddent
as being a part of the self-concept (Barak, 1987). Moreover, in my masteiss thes
observed a significant relationship between people’s perceived age and CSE, which
suggests that a relationship exists between self-evaluations and ipascepbne’s age
(Cadiz, 2009). Therefore, considering the interplay between CSE and age, thatgtie

is appropriate to investigate CSE in an age context, particularly its role adeaator of
the relationship between age constructs and outcomes.

In summary, empirical evidence supports the validity of CSE as an important
construct in a number of relationships with a wide variety of variables acergs m
contexts. In general, high levels of CSE seem to have a positive influence orispeople
cognitive appraisals of themselves and their environment resulting in skavenable
outcomes across life domains. Consequently, it is logical to think that CSEenaaly b
important personal characteristic that influences the way people assepsgintad
react to their work environment. Research supports the CSE'’s interdttistare certain

situations in that CSE seems to buffer people from effects of negativeositugdig.,
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Harris et al., 2009) and enhance people’s propensity to thrive in favorable conditions
(e.g., Judge & Hurst, 2008). Furthermore, the mounting evidence for CSE as an
influential construct warrants continued research to expand CSE’s nomological net
including exploring its relationship in an age-related context, and more salbgifits
relationship with ageism climates.
Chapter Summary

This chapter introduced CSE as a personal characteristic that is argued to
influence the way people adapt to age-related experiences in their work erentohm
discussed how CSE influences people’s appraisals and reactions to their work
environment. In the subsequent chapter, | develop the hypotheses used to guide my
investigation of the relationships among CSE, ageism climates, and individkalaoer

outcomes.
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Chapter 5: Model Outcomes and Hypotheses

In the previous chapters | separately introduced individual and environmental
factors that could influence people’s experiences in the workplace. In thiggHa
integrate these personal and contextual characteristics into a modeéthetispr
individual outcomes. Figure 1 provides a visual representation of my proposed
conceptual model. First, the model illustrates that ageism climates haeeta d
relationship with job withdrawal, work attitudes, and well being. Second, the model
depicts an interactional relationship between workplace age climate anig&istf) to
the individual outcome variables. In other words, workplace age climate iydirec
related to job withdrawal, work attitudes and well-being, and this relationship is
moderated by CSE.

| decided to explore three categories of individual outcome variables: job
withdrawal, work attitudes, and well-being. First, | wanted to provide a amapsive
investigation of how personal and contextual variables affect multiple aspeespié’s
work experiences. Second, this type of examination provided the opportunity fo see i
there are any differential affects of my antecedents on each of the outddnnésthese
categories of variables represent outcomes that have been previously linked to turnover
and retention, which are concerns in the registered nurse workforce.

Specifically, organizational turnover intentions will represent the jobdnatial
category because it is conceptualized as a type of job withdrawal (K&nisalin,
1990) and it is applicable to workers across their work lives. Organizational tosmhi

was selected to represent work attitudes because it is considered an impantant w
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attitude in the literature (Judge, Klinger, Simon, & Wen Feng Yang, 2008). Finally, the
occupational health psychology literature categorizes job engagement a®h type
workplace well-being (Schaufeli, Taris, van Rhenen, 2008), and therefore job
engagement will represent a well-being outcome. In the subsequent sedirgafly
introduce each outcome and develop my hypothesized relationships between ageism
climate and CSE on that outcome.

Workplace Age Climate, CSE, and Organizational Turnover Intentions

Job withdrawal is defined as “employees’ efforts to remove themselvesafrom
specific organization and their work role” (Hanisch & Hulin, 1991, p. 111).
Organizational turnover intentions are considered to be turnover cognitions and have
been conceptualized as being examples of job withdrawal (Hanisch & Hulin, 1990).
Furthermore, | operationalize job withdrawal as organizational turnovetions
because organizational turnover intentions are applicable across people’sresririd
the intention of this dissertation was to examine outcomes that affect peopighthut
their career span.

CSE and ageism climates may be two of many possible factors that titht coul
influence organizational turnover intentions. Indeed, Cooper-Hakim and Viswesvaran
(2005), in their meta-analytic review of the commitment literature, obdesignificant
correlation between affective commitment and turnover intentions. Moreover,
organizational tenure has also been found to be significantly correlated with turnover

intentions (Blau, 2007). Therefore, | control for these variables in mysesaty show



Ageism Climate 59

workplace age climate and CSE'’s ability to account for incrementaineaibeyond
common correlates of organizational turnover intentions.

Ageism climate and turnover intentio8nce my dissertation represents the
initial investigation of how ageism climates affect people in the workplecextant
empirical support for a relationship between ageism climate and organ&atirnover
intentions exists. However, general support for the positive effects of elonat
decreasing job withdrawal is present in the literature (Carr, Schmidt, &@eShon,
2003). In their meta-analytic review of the climate literature, Cair €@03) found
support for significant negative effect mean correlations between organ&alimate
and turnover intentions. Specifically, affective climate (i.e., climates@ated with
people involvement, interpersonal, or social relations) had a mean correlation with
turnover intentions of.28, cognitive climate (i.e., climates associated with psychological
involvement, self-knowledge, and development) had a mean correlation with turnover
intentions of-.07, and instrumental climate (i.e., task involvement and work processes)
had a mean correlation aB3. Arguably, workplace age climate would be categorized as
an affective climate under the Carr et al. (2003) taxonomy because it iseclima
perceptions associated with the interpersonal treatment of workers accorthieg age.
Therefore, this indirect empirical evidence suggests | would find a wegatationship
between ageism climates and organizational turnover intentions.

Conservation of Resource theory (Hobfoll, 1989) would consider positive ageism
climates to be a positive conditional resource that could have a positive effect orspeople

workplace experiences resulting in lower turnover intentions. Specifiegiéy/supportive



Ageism Climate 60

climates would reflect a workplace where workers of all ages are prosopled
opportunities to utilize organizational resources, resulting in pers@mlne gains such
as improvement in their job competence. These gains in personal resourcgetedee
in a better position to allocate more resources (i.e., greater effort) éasectheir
likelihood of workplace success and decreased thoughts of leaving the organizati

Hypothesis 1After controlling for organizational tenure and affective

commitment, ageism climates will be positively related to organizatiomeover

intentions.

CSE as a moderator of ageism climate-turnover intentions relationships.
addition to having a direct influence on job withdrawal, workplace age climate may
interact with CSE to affect turnover intentions. An emerging line ofireeanvestigates
the interaction between CSE and situational factors on a variety of incometnggbb
performance (Kacmar, Collins, Harris, & Judge, 2009), future income (Judgest, Hu
2007), and turnover intentions (Harris, Harvey, & Kacmar, 2009). Kacmar and coleague
found that people’s levels of CSE interacted with perceptions of organizatiottiaspol
and leader effectiveness to affect supervisor performance ratingdicigcthose with
higher CSEs received higher job performance ratings in favorable situateonkw
organizational politics and high leader effectiveness). Judge and Hurst (2007) found that
those with higher levels of CSE were able to capitalize on early advantagmasiances,
which was operationalized as the educational and occupational attainment of one’s
parents. Specifically, the researchers observed that people with higheZ&Bbhe to

attain greater income levels when their parents had higher occupationgepaest had
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completed higher levels of education. Harris et al. (2009) examined whether werkpla
social stressors interacted with CSE to affect turnover intentions. Thayetseat CSE
buffered the negative effects of social stressors in that people with hegbkr of CSE
had lower turnover intentions even when facing social stressors. From théte tesan
be concluded that people with higher levels of CSE flourish in favorable environments
and that CSE can shield people from the negative impacts of unfavorable circesistanc
Theoretically, from a COR perspective (Hobfoll, 1989), CSE seems to act as a
positive personal resource that can be allocated to prevent or buffer threatsto one’
resources when faced with adverse circumstances. Furthermore, hvgthepfeCSE
seem to allow people to invest in gaining additional resources resulting ivgosit
individual outcomes. Moreover, from a trait activation perspective, high CSE individuals
seem to positively react to situations that are likely to maintain positiveevant
cognitions and affect (Kacmar et al., 2009). Positive age climatesraldional
resources that provide favorable situations (e.g., access to important workslaoees,
support) that activate high CSE individuals’ self-regulatory processes to jperesnal
resources for resource gains that result in an increased likelihood oSbeoesgsful in
the workplace. Thus, | hypothesize that the resource gains and successes reaped from
resource investment would result in lower turnover intentions.
Hypothesis 2After controlling for organizational tenure and affective
commitment, CSE will moderate the relationship between ageisratesnand

turnover intentions such that the ageism climate-turnover intentions refagions



Ageism Climate 62

will be positive and stronger when people’s level of CSE are higher than when
CSE levels are lower.
Ageism Climates, CSE, and Organizational Commitment

Work attitudes represent a broad content area that investigates peopés beli
about their jobs, their work organizations, and their careers (Barnes-BakMalithews,
2007). Organizational commitment is one of the most studied work attitudes in
organizational research (Judge et al., 2009). Mowaday, Porter, and Steers (1988 descri
organizational commitment as including acceptance and belief in an organzgbais
and values, a willingness to exert effort for the organization, and a desineaio tia the
organization. Meyer and Allen (1991) identified three types of organizational
commitment—affective, continuance, and normative. | specifically focusedemtied
commitment because one focus of this dissertation was to investigate potagsiabw
retain nurses in the workforce, and affective commitment has been found to have the
most robust relationship with turnover intentions compared to continuance and normative
commitments (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005).

Affective commitment is defined as having an emotional attachment to,
identification with, and involvement in an organization (Meyer and Allen, 1991). Meyer
and Allen (1991) argue that affective commitment is influenced by changes iarcomf
and competence-related work experience. | expect ageism climatesetatbd to
people’s affective commitment because ageism climates are &ioflef people’s
evaluation of an organization’s age-supportiveness. Therefore, a more supportive

environment should increase the likelihood of people being more comfortable in the
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workplace and should result in greater emotional attachment to the organization.
Moreover, although research examining the influence of people’s persamality
commitment is limited (Erdheim, Wang, & Zickar, 2006), CSE could be a pergonali
trait that influences people’s attachment to their organization. In fact, thenprioge
associated with CSE may be activated by ageism climates to enhancespattaatment
and affiliation to their organization. In the subsequent sections, | will igegstihe
relationship between ageism climates and organizational commitment and BomayS
moderate this relationship.

To provide a more stringent analysis of organizational commitment as an
outcome, | will control for variables that have been observed as correlatéscova
organizational commitment. Specifically, based on a quantitative litenaview of
commitment, organizational tenure and chronological age have an estabighadat
relationship with affective organizational commitment (Meyer, Statérscovich, &
Topolnytsky, 2003).

Ageism climates and organizational commitméngeneral, results from climate
research suggest that people’s psychological climate influences paopl& attitudes
(Parker et al., 2003). Specifically, Parker et al. (2003) found in their quantitative
summary of psychological climate research a mean correlation of .22 between
psychological climate and the category labeled other job attitudes, including
organizational commitment and job involvement. Although several types of
psychological climate were collapsed into an overall measure of psycholdgice in

this meta-analysis, the results from this examination suggest a rdigtibesween
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ageism climates and organizational commitment. Furthermore, Hicks-Glaakies
(2000) observed, in a sample of private and public sector organizations, that positive
climates for diversity are positively related to organizational ctment, providing
another indirect form of evidence suggesting that ageism climates may hawe pos
relationships with organizational commitment.

A positive relationship between ageism climates and organizational coemhitm
makes theoretical sense. Age supportive climates represent work caviterespeople
of different ages are given equal access to development opportunities tacheecfied
successful in their jobs. In other words, people may interpret the organization as
providing them the necessary resources to be competent and successful in the
organization. Thus, this type of supportive environment could elicit positive feeling
toward and increased attachment to the organization. Moreover, a positive wodgaace
climate may also reflect a context where management encouragessvorursue
challenging development experiences regardless of their careeriistagasing the
individual's sense of value to the organization, and therefore, increaseiaffiand
identification with the organization.

Hypothesis 3After controlling for chronological age and organizational tenure,

ageism climates will be negatively related to affective organizational

commitment.

CSE as a moderator of the ageism climate-affective commitment relatiohis@ip
relationship between ageism climates and organizational commitmertenmajuenced

by personality factors like CSE. As previously argued, ageism climategi®ns reflect
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an environment that provides access to organizational resources to all @splekiich
could increase people’s attachment to and identification with the organizatiorveiow
trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) would suggest this type of work
environment may provide a trait-appropriate situational cue that would triggeejseopl
propensities to act in a certain way in reaction to this situation. The propeasitieded
by this situation could enhance the effects of a favorable age-supportivenemet.
Previous research supports the idea that CSE may be a personality traitilithdtec
activated by a favorable work environment. Kacmar and colleagues, for ingtamae,
that those with higher levels of CSE receive higher job performance ratifeysorable
situations (Kacmar et al., 2009). Therefore, those with high positiveeggfe and
beliefs in their capabilities (i.e., high levels of CSE) may view thelepeass to desired
organizational resources (like career development) as an opportunity to emact the
propensities to strive for work success, allowing them to maintain-aaeistent
positive work status and positive self-regard. The affective commitmdmbse tvith
higher levels of CSE would be enhanced because they would be able to take advantage of
their opportunities. They would therefore feel greater emotional attathmtneir
organization because they would attribute this success to the organization praviding
work environment that allows them to express their tendencies.

Hypothesis 4After controlling for chronological age and organizational tenure,

CSE will moderate the relationship between ageism climates and otgaraza

commitment such that the ageism climate—organizational commitment
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relationship will be negative and stronger when people’s level of CSE dwer hig

than when CSE levels are lower.
Ageism Climates, CSE, and Work Engagement

Workplace well-being is a broad term used to describe people’s psychological
response to the workplace. Work engagement is an emerging concept that is described as
a “positive, fulfilling, affective motivational state of work-related ls#ing” (Bakker,
Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008, p. 187) and is considered a type of workplace well-
being. Schaufeli and Bakker (2001) define engagement as a constructerieed by
vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor reflects high levels of energy, menlianes,
willingness to invest effort, and persistence. Dedicatdhe perception of significance,
enthusiasm, pride, and challenge in one’s job. Absorption is the idea of being deeply
engrossed in one’s job (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2001). Although work engagement suffers
from a lack of consensus as to its conceptualization, most researcherthagre
engagement is characterized by high levels of energy and strong idg¢iotifiwith one’s
job (Bakker et al., 2008). The most popular measure of work engagement is the Utrec
Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker,
2002), which is based on Schaufeli & Bakker’s (2001) conceptualization of work
engagement. Therefore, following the trend in the literature, | will apprevack
engagement from Schaufeli and Bakker’s conceptualization in that work engagement i
an independent, distinct construct that is indicated by vigor, dedication, and absorption.

The research examining work engagement has effectively establishedubef/

having engaged employees (Bakker et al., 2008). For instance, work engagement i



Ageism Climate 67

related to higher levels of in-role and extra-role job performance (Bakkereioati, &
Verbeke 2004), customer service climate (Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005), and daily
financial returns (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009). Moreover,

work engagement has also been linked to greater levels of personal growth and
development (Bakker et al., 2008). Therefore, work engagement has both individual and
organizational implications.

Emerging research by Xanthopoulou and colleagues (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009,
Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven,
& Schaufeli, 2008) examines the influence of both job and personal resources on work
engagement. These researchers observed support for the combined positive influence of
personal characteristics like self-efficacy, optimism, seaat and job resources such
as autonomy, coaching, team climate, and colleague support on greater worknamjage
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2009, Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, Xanthopoulou et al., 2008). In
other words, allocating higher levels of personal resources allow people todbemym
engaged in their job, and a supportive environment adds additional resources to their
resource pool which in turn leads to more engagement in their work. My dissertation
extends this research by investigating the influence of a personaltehiatac(CSE) and
job resources (ageism climates) not previously examined with work engailgeme

To conduct a more stringent analysis of CSE and ageism climate’s effect on work
engagement, | account for a variable that has been previously found to haviersstefat
with work engagement. Specifically, chronological age was observed to haviéve pos

correlation with work engagement in a sample of Norwegian nurses (Bdgek| &
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Severinnsson, 2005). Therefore, chronological age served as a control variable in all of
my analyses involving work engagement as an outcome.

Ageism climate and work engagemdifiteoretically, ageism climates are
conditional resources and should be related to work engagement because they provide
environments where workers have equal access to career development resources
regardless of people’s career stage. Access to development opportunilitatefac
people’s ability to gain the necessary personal resources to become mpeterdrand
effective in their work and may promote people’s willingness to allocatedffort and
ability so they are energized about, dedicated to, and absorbed in their work. Indeed,
Bakker et al. (2008) argue that job resources can, “...play an extrinsic motivatienal
because they are instrumental in achieving work goals” (p. 191). Moreoverchelaa
found that colleague support has a positive influence on work engagement
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2008). A positive ageism climate could reflect an individual's
perception that all people are treated as valuable members of the organizason. T
perception may manifest from workers experiencing encouragement and support from
their colleagues regardless of their career stage. Finally, aveasgieism climate could
reflect people’s perceptions that they have equal access to mentoricgeahdhg
experiences from their manager or supervisor regardless of their cagger s
consequently, they would feel they have the outside support to facilitate engagement
their work. In fact, daily coaching from managers has been found to incredss wor
engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Accordingly, | expected a positive relationship

between ageism climates and work engagement.
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Hypothesis 5After controlling for chronological age, ageism climates will be

negatively related to work engagement.

CSE as a moderator of the ageism climate-engagement relatioR&sparch
supports the combined positive influence of job resources (i.e., coworker support, team
climate) and personal resources (i.e., self-esteem, self-efficaapisp)i on work
engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009, Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, Xanthopoulou et al.,
2008). Ageism climates, acting as job resources, and CSE, acting as alpessmmae,
could interact to have an enhanced positive effect on work engagement. In,genera
positive ageism climates reflect a less constrained work environméshthdd provide
equal access to organizational resources facilitating increased vgageznent.

Increased access to organizational resources would augment the pesoumaas
provided by people’s level of CSE increasing their overall resources totaltoca
becoming more engaged at work. More specifically, a positive ageisntelwoald

provide a favorable context for people with high levels of CSE because it wouldectiva
their tendency to pursue their intrinsically motivated self-concordant vaails ¢Judge,
Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005). This activated intrinsic motivation to achieve self-
concordant work goals could result in a greater likelihood of increased vigor, dedication,
and absorption in one’s work because the person is focused on something that is
personally meaningful and valuable. Moreover, a positive ageism climaite grovide
people access to organizational resources like increased training opportunities
promotions, and challenging work assignments all of which could activate high CSE

people’s propensity to persist in the face of difficult tasks (Erez & Judge, a8001heir
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propensity to seek and thrive in advantageous situations (Judge & Hurst, 2007).
Persistence on complex tasks and exploiting opportunities in advantageous situations
would resonate with people with high CSE. Accordingly, during their pursuit of these
challenging activities and successful achievement of their goalsytingdyl feel greater
levels of work engagement.

Hypothesis 6After controlling for chronological age, CSE will moderate the
relationship between ageism climates and work engagement such that she doeate-
work engagement relationship will be negative and stronger when peoplesdeGSE
are higher than when they are lower.

| argued that ageism climates are related to several individual outcamaes
people’s level of CSE may moderate these relationships. In general, $@dophat
ageism climates are conditional/situational resources that affect [semganizational
turnover intentions, organizational commitment, and work engagement. Moreover, |
argued that those with high levels of CSE may be activated by a positigsenadenate
to follow their propensity to thrive in advantageous situations (Judge & Hurst, 2007).
Table 1 provides a summary of the hypotheses examined in this dissertation.drtthe n
chapter, | describe the development of my workplace age climate measdnesy

research methods.



Ageism Climate 71

Chapter 6: Method

This chapter is organized in the following way. First, | describe the prasess
to develop the conceptual foundation and content for my ageism climate measures.
Second, | discuss the data collection procedure and participants involved in mgtresear
Finally, | provide a detailed description of the variables involved in the study emdl¢éh
each variable played in my analyses.

Ageism Climate Measures Development

A main contribution of this dissertation is to create ageism climate measute
build evidence for the construct validity of these measures. To ensuredhaivetl a
comprehensive process for scale development and validation, | used an established
framework outlined by Hinkin (1998). | followed the first five of the six stepsrad|by
Hinkin: Item generation, questionnaire administration, initial item réatyct
confirmatory factor analysis, and convergent/discriminant validity. Hinkinad f
validation step, replication, is left for future research. Before | désitiesitem generation
step of my ageism climate measures, | describe the three primacgsduorthe
conceptual and content development of the ageism climate measures.

Formulation of ageism climate$hree personal experiences triggered my
conceptualization of ageism climates. The first stemmed from my involvemeuatse
focus groups for the Oregon Nurse Retention Project. In these focus groups, nurses
described several instances of inter-generational conflict between oldgyarger
nurses. For instance, some nurses discussed the existence of a “hazingfprocess

younger nurses and a general feeling that younger nurses lackdikeethic” to be an
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effective nurse. Additionally, comments were made about older nurses beingedai
less knowledgeable about new techniques and technology and unwilling to listen to
younger nurses when they offer ideas as to how the older nurse could implement new
techniques and technology into their practice.

The second experience involved two phone interviews with nurses who were on
the two ends of the age spectrum. | interviewed a nurse in her 60s who had over 35 years
of experience and another nurse that was in her mid-20s with less than five years of
experience. Both interviews focused on how each nurse’s age affects her work and
interactions with coworkers and managers. The younger nurse reported tledit thize
the older nurses treated her like she was of a lower status because of her lack of
experience. Moreover, the older nurse felt that her access to new technalogy tvas
lacking and made her feel incompetent. The responses from the nurses furtladedali
my idea that many nurses of all ages feel that their age affects hpar¢ghieeated in the
workplace.

A final catalyst for my pursuit of an age climate measure camedromteresting
finding from my master’s thesis. | observed a significant negative abaelbetween
chronological age and experienced age discrimination, which suggested that younge
nurses reported more experiences of age discrimination in the workplace. The
accumulation of these three experiences solidified my interest in intasgigge-related
workplace climate and its effect on individuals.

Literature reviewAs described in Chapter 3, the conceptual development of my

ageism climate measures was derived from a thorough review of the #imebrgsearch
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in the age bias, age diversity, and diversity climate literatures. Fronetnesvrof the
literature, | discovered gaps in the literature that could be addressed bgatwencof
ageism climate measures. These gaps include addressing the psycholiogatal
associated with an organization’s treatment of workers regarding their age and the
treatment of younger workers. Additionally, | used common themes within eacilie
to guide measure development. For instance, a common theme identified from the ag
bias literature was the importance of age stereotypes as a mechamiaffettsipeople’s
workplace experiences. Additionally, from the diversity climate liteggtl identified the
common themes of inclusion, equitable treatment, and supportive organization policies
for diverse worker. Finally, | used the literature review to criticatiglgze and extract
content from extant measures used in each respective literature. In the subsequent
paragraphs, | identify the strengths and limitations of these existileg stal explain
how the extant measures were used to generate items for the ageise stiahad.

Age bias and diversity climat8everal measures have been introduced in age bias
and ageism research. Initial measures of ageism or age-reldigdeathssessed
commonly held opinions about older people and were focused on the cognitive aspect of
age bias (Faboni, Saltstone, & Hughes, 1990; Rupp, Vodanovich, & Credé, 2005). For
instance, the Old People Questionnaire (Tuckman & Lorge, 1953) and the Attitudes
Toward Old People Scale (Kogan, 1961) are two initial measures assegsingsathat
focused on assessing general opinions about older people and were strictly focused on
evaluating the cognitive component of age bias and do not include affective and

behavioral components of age bias.
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The Faboni Scale of Ageism (FSA; Faboni et al., 1990) is a measure that attempts
to capture the cognitive, affective, and behavioral components of age bias: #idioc
(antagonism and antipathy catalyzed by stereotypes about older people)nagoida
(avoiding social contact with older people), and Discrimination (discrimip#toughts
about the political rights, segregation, and activities of older persons). A steenty
Rupp et al. (2005) supported the multi-dimensional nature of the FSA, although the
structure of the three factors was different from what was initially propog&aboni
and colleagues (Rupp et al., 2005). Rupp and colleagues proposed that the three factors
were better labeled as stereotypes, separation, and affective asfténdeare a more
accurate representation of the scale’s factor structure. The strengti-&Atszale is
that it incorporates cognitive and affective attitudes, but it is limited bec¢gitxuses on
general attitudes about older people without a specific context and it has not lekEn use
the workplace literature. Arguably, different contexts, such as the workplaes\adr
home, could elicit different age-related attitudes.

The ageism scales discussed above did not have a workplace focus, which is a
context of interest in this dissertation. Cleveland, Festa, and Montgomery (18&@xdcr
a seven-item measure that has been commonly used to assess workplace agelaras. Sim
to other scales, the focus of this scale is on general age bias, but the ratskedite a
make their assessments of people at work. The internal consistency of ¢heasdaten
reported to be at or below the .70 acceptability level (Cleveland et al., 1988;KR#iicy,

& Bourhis, 1996), which limits the measure’s usefulness. Additionally, this medsese
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not capture people’s perceptions of the organizational climate about the treatment of
people regarding their age, which is the goal of my ageism climate measures.

Goldberg, Perry, and Finkelstein (2006) developed an ageism scale thatlys strict
focused on organizational ageism. The researchers aimed to get people’s perceptions of
an organization’s attitudes toward older workers in a recruitment contexsixFliem
scale asks patrticipants to rate their level of agreement with statedesetribing
workplace stereotypes of older workers in regards to whether they believe atiganiz
members subscribe to these views. The researchers conducted an explatatory fa
analysis and found that a efeetor solution provided the best fitting model. The strength
of the scale is that it focuses specifically on the organizational contewe\ér, the
measure is too narrowly focused in that it only assesses older worker tregtme
recruitment context and excludes the treatment of younger workers.

In summary, a common theme across extant age bias scales is the use of older
worker stereotypes as an indicator of age bias, a concept that guided the development of
my measure. Additionally, a recent advancement in these scales i\gigomarom
solely measuring cognitive elements of age bias (i.e., stereotypés) tocduding
affective elements of age bias, another concept | integrated into my psedsuoally, |
have identified limitations in these scales that | addressed in developiageisyn
climate measures. For instance, these scales focus strictly oncdhlétsr ignoring the
existence of negative attitudes toward younger adults. Moreover, most ofldse sca

examine general attitudes or bias about older people and fail to recognize tleuabnte
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(i.e., the workplace) influences on an individual’s feelings. Therefore, mgragdimate
scales focused on addressing these limitations.

Diversity climate scale#s discussed above, diversity climate research is an
emerging line of research in the diversity literature. Diversitpaie scales have
approached the measurement of diversity climate both as a multi-dimensioialatons
(e.g., Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor Barak, Cherin, & Berkman, 1998) and as a single
dimension (e.g., McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008; Pugh, Dietz, Brief, & Wiley, 2008). |
critically analyze several diversity climate scales below.

Kossek and Zonia (1993) developed a four-factor measure of diversity climate
that included the following dimensions: efforts to promote diversity, attitudessdow
qualifications of racioethnic minorities, attitudes toward qualificationsarhen, and
department support of racioethnic minorities and women. The researchers found support
for the dimensionality of their scale through an exploratory factor asalydimitation
of this scale for my purposes is its exclusion of age diversity. However pamtant
concept is its identification of support for diverse employees as an antetedam@rsity
climate.

Mor Barak, Cherin, and Berkman (1998) developed the Diversity Perceptions
Scale (DPS), which has two general dimensions — organizational and personal. The
organizational dimension included an organizational fairness factor and an aigaalza
inclusion factor, whereas the personal dimension included a personal diversity value
factor and a personal comfort factor. The researchers found that the fourstaatture

held up when they conducted a principal components analysis with varimax rotation. The
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scale’s strength is the recognition of organizational-level practicemtheence an
individual's overall diversity climate perceptions. However, a limitatichas it
addresses diversity in general, and not age diversity specifically. Fopkxaf a
participant rates “strongly agree” on the item, “I feel | have beetettetifferently here
because of my race, sex, religion, or age,” it could reflect differergetinhent due to
one, some, or all of the diversity characteristics mentioned.

Hicks-Clark and llies (2000) developed the positive climate for diversitg.sca
The researchers argue that diversity climate includes two dimensioiey: agdport for
diversity and equity recognition. The policy support for diversity was measuyrasking
about people’s perceptions of whether their organization’s human resource policies
included equal opportunity policies, mentoring, flexible working hours, childcare, and a
career break. The equity scale included perceptions that justice existorganization,
the organization recognizes the need for diversity, and the organization supports
diversity. A limitation of this measure is that the researchers did not igatsthe factor
structure of their construct; rather, they treated each measure as asuialdivedictor of
specific individual outcomes.

Recent research using diversity climate measures have treatediyliclersate as
a unitary construct encompassing several components of diversity. lrgplex&icKay
et al. (2007) used a nine-item scale that was adapted from the organizatiomsialime
of Mor Barak and colleagues’ (1998) diversity climate scale. The resgandported a
Cronbach’s alpha of .90, but did not provide any additional analysis as to the measure’s

factor structure. Moreover, McKay et al. (2008) used a four-item measure $s asse
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diversity climate. Three of the items were from the McKay et al. (26€alg, and one

item was adapted by collapsing several items into a single itensiagsequitable

treatment. The researchers found support for a one-factor structure usiiygabrinc
components factor analysis. Pugh, Dietz, Brief, & Wiley (2008) also approached
diversity climate as a unitary construct with their four-item meastreh was based on
three existing measures (Kossek et al., 2003; McKay et al., 2007; Mor Barak et al., 1998).
The researchers conducted a confirmatory factor analysis and found thataatone-f

model provided an excellent fit to the data (i.e., CFI = 1.0, TLI = .99, and RMSEA = .04).
Overall, the measures following a unitary approach to diversity clinzate observed
acceptable psychometric properties and shared several common concejotasliza
identified by the multi-dimensional measures. However, these scalesiéeel by their

broad treatment of diversity as a single concept rather than recogniziuiifféraint
characteristics and attributes (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity) maydifély affect

people’s perceptions and experiences in the workplace.

In summary, several similar conceptualizations of diversity have emerdaal in t
diversity climate literature. The common themes of inclusion, equitablenteagtand
support of diverse workers are consistently used to indicate a positive clomate f
diversity. A general limitation of the diversity climate scales isti@y do not explicitly
measure age diversity. However, the scales do identify content areed telat
organizational policies, practices, and procedures that were helpful in the devdlopme
my age climate scale. Moreover, this research specifically focuses ontgiwetise

workplace, which increases the applicability of these common themes to exhenine
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differential treatment of diverse workers according to their age. Therdfimtegrated
these common themes in creating ageism climate measures.

Step 1: Item generatioklp to this point, | discussed the conceptual development
of my ageism climate measures, which proceeds Hinkin’s (1998) six-step scale
development process. However, in this section, | describe the item generatessproc
utilized for my ageism climate measures, which is Hinkin’s (1998) firptatecale
development. A deductive approach was used to create my ageism climate sneasure
using theory and research from the age bias and diversity climateuligstairst, |
utilized the common age stereotypes (Postuhuma & Campion, 2009) and the
Organizational Ageism Scale (Goldberg et al., 2006) as the primary soorrdesf
generation from the age bias literature. Second, the common themes observet fr
review of the diversity climate research, described above, were also usedt&items
and conceptually categorize the items generated. Finally, | atteropeddress the
limitations identified in my critical evaluation of extant ageism and dityeclimate
measures, which included the lack of attention paid to younger workers, the limited focus
of measuring age-related attitudes in a workplace context, and the lack ofingeasur
affective age attitudes (i.e., prejudice). After | generated the fi@ntlse measure | had
two experts in I/O Psychology review the items. Having experts rehieweasure
added to the thoroughness of the process. Please see Table 2 for the list i@hnssalad
a brief description of how they are related to the common workplace agedrel
stereotypes identified by Posthuma and Campion (2009) and to the themes derived from

my review of the diversity literature.
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To make the measure more manageable to administer in the field, the brevity of
the scale was imperative and necessitated the collapse of conceptuallgaltylsgnilar
themes into single items. For example, the common older worker stereotypes of poor
performance, resistance to change, lower ability to learn, having sleortee tand being
more costly are associated with the perceived value of an employee. Moteanake
the items relevant to my nurse sample, most of the item stems speciifaihed to the
treatment of nurses. Consequently, | attempted to capture the combination of these
common older worker stereotypes with the following item “In my organization, older
nurses are viewed as less valuable than younger nurses.” Furthermoreceéheger
value of an employee may affect people’s perceptions of the employegisoa
investment to the organization. Accordingly, | created the following item t@sslthis
idea, “My organization views investments in older workers as unlikely to yiektitanre
Finally, the perceived value and perceived return on investment of an employee may
manifest itself in the amount of resource investment in the employee in the foamreerf c
development opportunities. Hence, | created the following item, “Older nurses are not
given as much access to career development resources (i.e. trairnagj)pased to
younger nurses.”

The themes of equitable distribution of resources, inclusion, and support derived
from my review of the diversity climate research also influenced tla¢i@neof items.

For instance, the equitable distribution of resources or access to opportunitiesject s
that pervades the diversity literature. Therefore, | created tws iteat focused on

investment in workers due to their age and access to career development sesoarce
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way to integrate this theme into my scale. Furthermore, inclusion in the wa kpéec
commonly discussed as a positive influence on perceptions of diversity, and thierefore
attempted to directly assess this idea with the following item, “Peopletafrcages are
often not well integrated into the organization.” Moreover, the diversity literat
discusses support of diverse workers as a crucial factor to create pamitieptipns of
diversity. Accordingly, | attempted capture this important concept witheheg iin my
organization, older nurses do not get as much support as they might need.”

To extend the age bias literature, | wanted to examine the effects aflatpetr
attitudes toward younger workers. | decided to use the same items thatréatsdl for
older workers to assess the climate for younger workers. The logic behidéd¢ls®n is
that there is empirical evidence supporting the idea that younger workefaceay
similar age-related experiences as older workers, such as the difircaltyaining
organizational resources (Steiner, Bertolino, Fraccaroli, & Truxillo, 2007). liskegwthe
stereotypes held about younger workers may influence the way theyaheel ire
organizations. Indeed, research has found that younger workers are seen as less
trustworthy (Loretto et al., 2000) and less loyal to organizations (Coy, Conlin, & Thorton,
2002). Arguably, these stereotypes reflect a general perception that younkgnswor
may not stay with an organization long term, and in turn, could lead members of
organizations to perceive younger workers as providing lower returns on iemestm
being less valuable, and not worthy of career development resources. Theneftred
items that were created about older workers addressing themes of orgarizatima

return on investment, and career development are also applicable to younges.worke



Ageism Climate 82

Moreover, the general themes identified in the diversity research broadbsadhdmw to
create an overall positive diversity climate for all workers including blokér @and
younger workers. Hence, an item assessing support is just as applicgolenger
workers as it is for older workers.

According to Rupp, Vodanovich, and Credé (2006), most of the current ageism
scales do not incorporate the affective component of age bias. | approached the
assessment of people’s general feelings toward a person due to their age throug
developing a statement that captures people’s general regard (i.e., likkke) tbward
an individual. After consideration, | created the following item, “Sometimessapsr
age affects how they are viewed in my organization.” Arguably, this iterasessthe
affective component of age bias because it asks people to think about whether age plays a
factor in how people feel about particular person with regard to their age.

In summary, ageism climates assess three types of age climate—otler
items), younger worker (4 items), and general (2 items) ageism climilezed a
deductive approach to create the 10 items for the measures. The deductivehappsoac
an appropriate method of item generation because there is established thegayds to
age bias and diversity climate. If this method is followed properly, it shouldeatbe
content validity of the measure (Hinkin, 1998). Both the age bias and diversity lgsratur
played important roles in guiding the development of each scale item. Compigment
the literature review were responses from two interviews and commentadirses in
focus groups suggest that an age climate exists and affects cowagkactiohs and may

be a source of negative experiences in the workplace. The measure addresgesmsmi
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of extant measures such as capturing the treatment of younger workesg)dam
people’s perceptions in the workplace, and capturing affective perceptions efatgd-r
workplace treatment. The combination of my personal experiences and oenieav of
extant research increases my confidence that the measures provedelaubr
comprehensive assessment of ageism climates.

Oregon Nurse Retention Project (ONRP)

Step 2: Questionnaire administratiddinkin’s (1998) second scale development
step is to administer a questionnaire to a sample representative of theipomilat
interest. In this case, since the initial conceptualization of the construtiases on my
experiences with nurses, | administered a survey to nurses as an impliemeftis
step. The archival data used for my dissertation was previously collegbedt &f a
larger project called the Oregon Nurse Retention Project (ONRP). ONRP wa
collaborative project with the Oregon Nurse Association (ONA), the professi
association for Oregon Nurses, and was funded by a grant from the Northwest Health
Foundation. ONRP focused on identifying key factors of nurse turnover and providing
greater understanding of how nurses’ working conditions may affect ceté®inclair,
Mohr, Davidson, Sears, Deese, Wright, Waitsman, & Cadiz, 2009). A multi-method
approach was used to collect information for the study including conducting focus
groups, reviewing staffing request reports provided by ONA, and collectingysurv
Survey data collection was conducted in three phases: a baseline survey, 12 weekly
surveys, and a follow-up survey. The data for my dissertation are from tiaéasd

follow-up surveys, and therefore, is archival data because the data wecedqgbrior to
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my dissertation proposal. Even though | was heavily involved in the data icwilect
process, | had little control over it and was restricted by the number ofthaimsvas
allowed to have on the survey. Therefore, this placed a limitation as to how much content
could be assessed with my ageism climate measures.

As an ONRP research team member, | was actively involved in sevezatsasp
the project. | attended team research meetings that spanned about 18 months which
included providing input on the conceptual framework used as a guide for what variables
were collected, helping to generate items for creating new measureg|@ing ko
resolve project implementation and survey administration issues. | was\albeed with
reviewing and analyzing archival data from staffing request documentk wire used
to develop staffing sufficiency and staffing mix items for the survey. Morebato
helped to conduct several focus group discussions, which were used to get feedback and
suggestions as to the content and relevance of our survey items for practicing nurses
Finally, one of my main contributions to ONRP was managing the Time 1 survey
administration. As the lead for the Time 1 survey administration, | was reisieocios
managing the online database, sending email invitations and follow up reminders to the
potential participants, and providing technical assistance to participantstieshaving
difficulty filling out or submitting the survey. At the completion of the Time 1 syrve
administration, | helped hand-write thank you post cards to participants.

In addition to performing several functions as an ONRP research team member,
was involved with several projects focused on disseminating our research findings

including writing a summary of my research for the final technical reporkiag on
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posters and presentations that have been presented at annual profession confedences, a
using data from the Time 1 survey to complete my master’s thesis. OveralNRi¢ O

project provided a great opportunity to be involved with a comprehensive, mixed-method
research project on nurses, a population that | am interested in continuing tchr@sea

the future. In the subsequent sections, | describe the data collection procedure,
participants, measures, and analytic strategy used to validate the elj®iata measures

and test my hypotheses.

Procedure

Participant recruitment was conducted by the Oregon Nurses Associatior).(ONA
During the recruitment process, prospective participants were directer QN
website for registration to participate in the study. In the regstratiocess,
participants’ names, contact information, and basic demographic informatien we
collected. ONA assigned a confidential code to each of the participants befdnegs
any information to the research team, thus keeping the participant’s icmmtftglential.

As a further step to keep participant responses confidential, ONA was not provided
specific survey response information.

During the recruitment process, participants were given the option of filling out
either an online survey or paper survey that was mailed to their home. About 86% of the
nurses chose to participate through the online survey. Two reminder emails—one week
and three weeks after the initial email invitation—were sent to gaatits who had not
yet completed the survey. The same reminder process was used for theufoBavwey.

No follow-up process was used for those who indicated they preferred a paper survey.
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Participants were offered an incentive of $20 to fill out the baseline surveg ()iand
$10 to fill out the follow-up survey (Time 2). The Appendix displays items, instrugtions
and response format for the scales that | used from the baseline and follow-yg.surve
Participants

There were 657 surveys distributed at Time 1 and 424 responses were received,
resulting in a response rate of 64.5%. For Time 2, the same numbers of surveys were
distributed as in Time 1. | received 349 responses, which is a response rate of 5&.1%. T
matched data from Time 1 and Time 2 resulted in a total sample of 339 particigints a
an overall response rate of 51.6%. The participants were mainly female 88%)
Caucasian (92%). The average age of the participants was 45.86 ye&i3 oliil(.30),
and the ages ranged from 22 to 70. Because age is a major focus of this dis$ertation
broke out the sample by decade to provide some additional descriptive information. |
found that 11% of the participants are under 30, 20% are between 30 and 39, 24% are
between 40 and 49, 37% are between 50 and 59, and 9% are 60 and older. Over 76% of
the sample held a bachelors degree or higher. Sixty percent of the partisipeed
full-time, and 82% worked in a hospital or acute care setting. The averagesiomdks
tenure was approximately 18 yea®fX= 12.14), organizational tenure was 11 ye8i3 (
=9.29), and job tenure was 7 yedB®E 7.17).
Measures

The measures used in the study are described below. The variables have been
organized into four sections: control variables, convergent and discriminant validity

variables, antecedents, and outcome variables.
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Control Variables

The variables listed below were considered as control variables in the i@gress
analyses because they either were identified in extant research lkestaished
correlate of the outcome variables or theoretical considerations merinthesion. For
instance, a nurse’s practice setting (i.e., rural versus urban) and the medibiah the
nurse took the survey (i.e., paper versus online) were considered potential control
variables because there could be meaningful differences between pe@iitesahat
should be accounted for in my analyses. Organizational tenure and chronological age
were used as control variables in the regression analyses due tidislest
relationships with turnover intentions (Blau, 2007; Hedge, Borman, & Lammlein, 2006)
and affective organizational commitment (Meyer, Stanly, Herscovich, & Tyiséiy
2003). Finally, affective organizational commitment was a control variable in the
turnover intentions analysis because it has been observed to be significatety/tela
turnover intentions (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005). However, affective
commitment was also an outcome variable so | discuss this variable in the outcome
section.

Paper versus onlin& his variable indicates whether the participant took the web-
based (86%) or paper survey.

Rural versus urbanThis variable was created from the city or town where
participants indicated they practiced. Cities with populations greater @hd@05people
were categorized as an urban setting. Based on this categorization, 62% of the

participants worked in an urban setting.
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Chronological ageChronological age was measured with one item asking the
person’s age in years. The mean age in the sample is 45.86SRar41.30).

Organizational tenureOrganizational tenure was measured with one item asking
how long the participant has worked for their current organizalon L1 yearsSD =
9.13).
Convergent and Discriminant Validity Variables

Several variables were included based on whether they had a strongdakoret
relationship with the ageism climate measures (i.e., convergent yatidé weak or no
relationship was expected with the ageism climate measures (i.e., ciserimalidity).
Various sources of support were included as convergent validity variables because
ageism climates are conceptually related to people’s perceptions of whether the
organization is supportive of workers across the age continuum. Moreover, incagkty
discrimination, and general discrimination were included because these negative
workplace experiences could be theoretically related to people’s climmagppens of
age diversity in the workplace. Finally, experienced workplace violence wasigtkas
a variable that would have a weak relationship with ageism climates becpesemed
workplace violence is more situation-specific and is independent fromanjseeage.
Convergent and discriminant validity was investigated by examining the camelat
between these variables and the ageism climate measures. The respensedda
assess the perceived organizational support, coworker support, and manager support
scales was a 5-point Likert-type that ranged from Strongly Disdgr8trongly Agree,

and response the scale used to assess incivility, experienced age disorinamat
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experienced general discrimination was a 5-point frequency scalerigatiriom Never
to Very Often.

Perceived organizational suppoRerceived organizational support was measured
with four items from the original 36-item Survey of Perceived OrganizakiSupport
(Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986). The four items selected for this
study were some of the highest loading items from the original meatwesé€ of a
reduced scale is warranted because the original scale has unidimensiodahiyra
internal reliability (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). In fact, Witt (1992) obderve
Cronbach’s alpha of .74 using a three-item version of the measure. A sampl®item fr
the reduced form of the measure is, “The organization | work for really aboait my
well-being.” The observed alpha for this measure is .81.

Coworker supportl measured coworker support with four items adapted from the
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). A sampié ite
the measure is, “My coworkers really care about my well-being.” Thenaabsalpha for
this measure is .86.

Manager supportl measured manager support with four items adapted from the
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). A sample ite
from the measure is, “My manager really cares about my well-tiéihg observed
alpha for this measure is .92.

Incivility. Incivility towards the respondent was measured with an adapted version
of the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS; Cortina, Magley, WilliamsL&nghout, 2001).

The items from the original scale were adapted to focus on common sources afyincivil
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in the nursing workplace including coworkers and supervisors. Four items for each
source were used to assess frequency of the uncivil events that occurred ovetr3fe pa
days. | used the coworker and manager incivility scales for the convergent and
discriminant validity investigation. An item from the scale is, “Cowork8rgervisors]
made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you.” The alpha for the coworker and
manager measures are .87 and .86, respectively.

Experienced workplace violendexperienced workplace violence was measured
with four items created for the ONRP study. A sample item from this meastiravas
physically assaulted by patients or their family members.” The alphiisomeasure was
.88.

Experienced age discriminatiorfexperienced age discrimination was measured
with one item adapted from the Expanded Nurse Stress Scale (French, Lenters,Wal
& Eyles, 2000). The item is, “I was discriminated against due to my age.”

Experienced discriminatiorExperienced discrimination was measured with five
items adapted from the Expanded Nurse Stress Scale (French et al., 2000). Ae exampl
item from this measure is, “l was discriminated against because of rattenmmity.”

Other items included in this scale assess discrimination based on sexusheatas
sexual orientation, gender, and religion. The alpha for this scale was .73.
Antecedents

The variables included in this section were hypothesized as the predictors of the

identified outcomes. These variables were included in all of the regressiorearalgs

the ageism climate variables were the focus of several construdityvahalyses. A 5-
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point agreement response scale was used that ranged from Strongly Dis&jreagly
Agree.

Core self-evaluation®CSE was measured with the 12-item core self-evaluations
scale (CSES) developed by Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen (2003). A sample item from
the scale is, “I am confident | get the success | deserve in life.” Pha &ir this scale
was .82.

Ageism climates. geism climates were measured with the 10-item scale that was
developed for this dissertation and described in detail above. The construct cinégins t
dimensions of ageism climate including ageism climates associatedlder and
younger workers and a general ageism climate. Four items assessaki ageism
climate. An example item for this scale is “In my organization, older nurseseared as
less valuable than younger nurses.” In addition, four items assess youngerageike
climate. An example item for this scale is “My organization views invagirie
younger nurses as unlikely to yield a return.” Two items were used t® gEsgHe’s
perceptions of a general ageism climate. An example item for thesisc&ometimes a
person's age affects how they are viewed in my organization.” The cerhplietf items
is given in Table 2. The alpha for the older worker ageism climate was .88 hlaefa
the younger worker ageism climate was .76, and the alpha for the gegyeesah alimate
was .83. Additional psychometric characteristics are described in the Résytsrc
Outcomes

The variables below were identified as the important workplace outcomes that

would be affected by ageism climates and CSE. These variables wera tleed |
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criterion-related validity analyses, which involved testing the hypothesieg regression
analysis. A five-point agreement response scale was used ranging fomglysDisagree
to Strongly Agree.

Organizational turnover intention&n adapted three-item version of Hom,

Griffeth, and Sellaro’s (1984) organizational turnover intentions measure whtuse
collect turnover intentions. A sample item from this measure is, “I am plarmsegatch

for a new job outside this organization during the next 12 months.” Time 1 and 2 alphas
for the scale were .92 and .91, respectively.

Affective organizational commitmen@rganizational commitment was
operationalized as affective organizational commitment. Affective camenitwas
measured with four items from Meyer, Allen, and Smith’s (1993) originakem-gcale.

A sample item is, “This organization has a great deal of personal meaning.foil hre
observed alpha for the measure at Time 1 and Time 2 was .93 and .92, respectively.

Work engagementVork engagement was measured with the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale-9 (UWES-9), a nine-item scale developed by Schaufeli, Bakker
Salanova (2006). Work engagement was collected at Time 1 and Time 2. A sample item
is, “I was immersed in my work.” The alpha for this scale was observed to beb&h a

Times 1 and 2, respectively.
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Chapter 7: Results

In this chapter, | describe my study’s results. First, | reviewdbelts of the
correlation analysis, which examined the relationships among all of the stualyesr
Second, | report the results of my scale validation analysis including nfiencatory
factor analysis, measurement equivalent analysis, and the investigatiocriofidisnt
and convergent validity. Finally, | describe the results of my criteriomeklalidity
analysis, which involved testing the hypothesized relationships between thim agei
climates and several workplace outcomes.

Correlation Analysis

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are displayed in Table 3. Gender
was not correlated with any of the variables included in this study. Moreover, survey
medium (i.e., paper versus online) was not related to any of the study \saagabégpt for
the age of the participant, in that the older the participant the greatérddethe
participant selected the paper survey option (1L1,p < .05). The location worked (i.e.,
rural vs. urban) is related to age and tenure with younger and less tenured nuses wor
in more urban settings € - .18,p < .01;r = -.12,p < .05). Additionally, those who work
in rural settings report being more engaged at work, both at Time 1%4,p < .01) and
Time 2 ¢ =-.14,p < .05). As expected, chronological age and organizational tenure are
significantly relatedrn(= .51,p < .01), and age is also positively related to engagement at
Time 2 ¢ =.12,p <.05). In addition, chronological age is negatively related to coworker
support ( = -.11,p < .05) and manager incivility € .16,p < .01). Organizational tenure

had a significant positive relationship with older worker climate 34,p <.01) and
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general age climate € .22,p < .01) indicating that those with longer organizational
tenure reported more ageist older and general climates. Additionally, organizationa
tenure is negatively related to perceived organizational suppor12,p < .05) and
positively related to manager incivility. In short, the observed relationshipssugt
location, chronological age, and organizational tenure are related to dexesaidy
variables, and therefore will be utilized as control variables.

Of particular interest are the relationships among the age climasairasaCSE,
and the outcome variables. CSE is significantly related to all of the outcomiglesria
CSE has moderately strong, positive relationships with engagement colleCiext dt ¢
=.38,p<.01) and Time 2r(= .30,p < .01). Additionally, CSE is positively correlated
with affective organizational commitment collected at Time 2 (14,p < .05) and Time
2 (r =.13,p<.05). However, this relationship is not as strong as the relationship
observed with engagement. As expected, CSE is negatively related to orgaaizat
turnover intentions at Time t € -.26,p <.01) and Time 2r(= -.20,p < .01). This
suggests that those high in CSE are generally more engaged at work, hare great
affective commitment, and lower intent to turn over.

Similar to CSE, all of the age climate measures were significanditeceto the
outcome variables, except for older worker climate with engagememhatIlf = -.07,
ng). Older worker climate, however, is significantly related to Time 2 esrgagt { = -
.12,p <.05). Older worker climate is also significantly related to affecdoramitment at
Time 1l ¢ =-.24,p<.01) and Time 2r(= -.22,p < .01) as well as significantly related to

turnover intentions at Time 1 € .22,p<.01) and Time 2r(= .24,p < .01). Younger
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worker climate has a significant negative relationship with Time 1 engage = -.12,

p < .05), Time 2 engagememtX -.14,p < .05), Time 1 affective commitment£ -.29,p
<.01), and Time 2 affective commitment<-.33,p < .01). In addition, younger worker
climate has a significant positive relationship with turnover intentions a Tifn= .25,

p <.01) and Time 2r(= .26,p < .01). General age climate had a similar pattern of
relationships as the other two age climate scales; significant negdstienship with
engagement at Time L€ -.17,p < .01) and Time 2r(= -.15,p < .01); significant
negative relationship with affective commitment at Time £ {.14,p <.01) and Time 2
(r =-.14,p < .01); and a significant positive relationship with turnover intentions at Time
1(r=.25p<.01) and Time 2r(= .25,p <.01). In general, the correlations with the
outcome variables are in the proposed direction and are significant, which proiides i
support for my hypotheses.

Finally, | examined the inter-correlations among the age climateunssat®
gather initial support for the multi-dimensionality of ageism clim#taing worker
climate has a significant positive relationship with both older worker cli(nate20,p <
.01) and general age climate<.48,p < .01). Older worker climate and general age
climate also share a significant positive relationship 60,p < .01). Although the
relationship between young and older worker climate is not as strong ateelxplee
results provide initial support that the age climate measures are relateel &another.
More importantly, the results also indicate that older and younger workeateB are not
the same.

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Item Reduction (Hinkin’s Step 3)
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Up to this point, | have addressed the item generation and questionnaire
administration steps (i.e., Steps 1 and 2) of Hinkin’s (1998) scale development process
The third step in the scale development process is described as the@nitisdduction
phase and involves analyzing inter-item correlations, calculating intedreddility
statistics, and conducting an exploratory factor analysis. The subsequiemssgisicuss
the results for each of these analyses.

Inter-item correlations.Inter-item correlations are indicators of the relationship
among individual items within a measure and it is assumed that positive and medium to
strong average inter-correlations indicate the items are drawn from an agigropntent
domain (Hinkin, 1998). The correlations within each respective ageism clneagure
were .39 and above. Cohen (1988) suggests that correlations above .30 indicate a
moderate relationship and those above .50 as being a large relationship. Thitrefore
inter-item correlations suggest that each ageism climate captam@slar content
domain. Moreover, when | examined the relationships among the items across three
ageism climate measures, | observed that the younger worker itemallgdmed weak
relationships with the older worker climate items. The exception isoineggr worker
climate item that is associated with younger workers not getting enough stingyort
might need which had small to moderate relationships with all of the older worker
climate items. The older climate items relationship with generasiegeimate items
ranged from .35 to .52 which indicates that the items are moderately relatedlaf sim
result was observed when looking at the younger worker climate and the geyeesal

climate in that the relationships ranged from .24 to 50. Therefore, the results suggest
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that the older and younger worker climate items are capturing differenhtdotaains
whereas the general ageism climate items share moderately reti@imgnships with the
older and younger worker ageism climate items. The inter-item atored are displayed
in Table 4.

Internal reliability analysisHinkin (1998) suggests examining the internal
reliability of the measures as a sub-procedure of the third step of his ddéva
process. | decided to calculate Cronbach’s alpha to represent the inteatalitsetor
each ageism climate measure. The Cronbach’s alphas for younger,wtake worker,
and general ageism climates were .76, .88, and .83, respectively. Each of thess alphas i
above the generally accepted .70 cutoff criteria for acceptable intemssiency, which
provides support for the internal reliability of the ageism climate measures

Exploratory factor analysidinkin (1998) also recommends conducting an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) as a sub-procedure in the third stiep stale
development process. The 10 ageism climate items were included in a principal
components analysis (PCA) using an oblimin rotation (i.e., an oblique rotation) ecaus
this type of rotation allows the factors to be correlated and this is appedpeause |
observed that the climate measures were significantly related in tleéatorr analysis
described above. The results suggested that there were two factors, etach w
determined by identifying the factors with Eigenvalues greater than 1 andreng
where the break in the slope of the graphed Eigenvalues occurs. The finsefgdained
43% of the variance and the second factor explained about 22% of the variance, which

means that these two factors combined to account for close to 65% of the variance. |
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examined the extracted factor loadings in the pattern matrix and this shtiegtone of
the factors included the older worker climate and general age climaig, iand the
second factor included the younger worker climate items. The factor loadihgs each
factor were above .61 except for the general ageism climate items. Moitaneard
errors are not calculated in a PCA so | was unable to determine whetheattese f
loadings are significantly different from zero. Interestingly, b abserved that the two
proposed general ageism items also had factor loadings of .40 on the younger worker
climate factor, which suggests that these items may cross-load on thevotkder and
younger worker ageism climate scales. The factor loading matrtkédmal solution is
presented in Table 5. In summary, although | proposed that there were threelfartg
assessed by my ageism climate measures, the EFA suggested thaetherely two
factors of ageism climate being assessed and the general aljsiata items cross-
loaded on both factors. Further examination of the factor structure is required and is

discussed in the confirmatory factor analysis section below.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Hinkin’s Step 4)
| used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to investigate how well the peapo
three-factor structure of ageism climate fit the data, which is Kimki998) fourth step
of his scale development process. First, | investigated whether the proposei@ddthoe
structure was the best fitting model compared to two variations of a tway-faotlel and
a one-factor model. | used chi-square difference tests to determine whetieed¢he

factor model fit the data significantly better than two variations of afastmr model and
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a one-factor model. Table 6 summarizes the results from this analysis.oplosext
three-factor model fit the data significantly better than the one-factoelnitodf = 3,

Ay? = 465.64p < .01). In addition, the three-factor model fit the data significantly better
than the two-factor model where | combined the general age climatermeatuthe

older worker climate measure and left the second factor as younger warlate qhdf
=2,Ay? = 185.01p < .01). The three-factor model also fit the data significantly better
than the model where | combined the general age climate measure with theryoung
worker climate measure and left the second factor as older worker cfifite 2, Ay?
=197.57 p <.01). Therefore, the three-factor model fit the data best in comparison to
other potential models.

Additionally, | examined multiple fit statistics including CFI, RMSEA, and
SRMR. Generally, a model is considered to have acceptable fit if the Gé4$ésto .95,
RMSEA is below .08, and SRMR is close to .05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Upon
investigation, the fit statistics suggested that the proposed three-faxtel inad
unacceptable fit to the data, CFl = .92, SRMR = .07, and RMSEA = .11. Due to this lack
of fit to the data, | examined the modification indices, and found that correlatimg ite
error coefficients would significantly improve the fit. In general, catied)y error terms is
considered an acceptable practice if there is reason to believe that commrsaremeat
error exists between the items being correlated. With this in mind, | deocided ¢late
the errors between two items from the older worker climate scale. Thidome because
the items have the same item stem “in my organization,” which could mean they share

some error variance simply due to their item stem. The updated model fitahe da
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significantly better than the original three-factor moaelf(= 1,Ay? = 15.99,p < .01)

and the model also had improved fit statistics CFl = .94, SRMR = .07, and RMSEA =
.10, but the fit statistics remained above the cut-off guidelines for accefitdble &
Bentler, 1999).

Because the model did not have an acceptable fit to the data, | decided to
investigate further. First, | examined the content of each item in dethitlantified two
items in the younger worker climate scale that may not be theongaggitopriate for
younger workers compared to older workers, “My organization views investments in
younger nurses as unlikely to yield a return” and “In my organization, youngessnaire
viewed as less valuable than older nurses.” Arguably, since these itentzasedeon
older worker stereotypes, they are not necessarily applicable to youniders.
Therefore, | decided to remove these two items from the young worker lszaling the
ageism climate measures with a total of eight items—four itemssasgelder worker
climate, two items assessing young worker climate, and two itemserapngsgeneral
age climate. The fit statistics for this updated model indicated a bettetHi data)® =
60.78, p < .01, N = 344, CFI = .96, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .10), but the RMSEA was
still above acceptable fit. However, RMSEA is affected by sample sizéhamidimber of
parameters to be estimated, where smaller sample sizes and |lgssstieshted
parameters could affect the calculation of RMSEA potentially making siseeliéective
statistic to assess model fit in this situation (T. Bodner, personal commaonjdday 24,
2010). Moreover, some would argue that a decision about the fit of a model should not be

made on a single statistic alone (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The CFl and SRMR bothendica
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that the model fits the data well, and | have provided a graphical depiction ofoithes m
in Figure 2. Therefore, one could conclude that the modified model provides an
acceptable fit to the data. However, | decided to further investigate to cahéititine
measure was indeed a robust construct that could be confidently used in futuréresearc
Theoretically, the initial mediocre fit of the model to the data could beexctieih
of the construct functioning differently depending on the age of the participant
responding to the item. For instance, a younger worker may be better ablesstlasse
treatment of younger workers, whereas older workers may be able tothesesatment
of older workers due to personal experience. To explore the possibility of constgydt bi
conducted multi-group CFA looking at the measurement equivalence of the older worker
climate between participants who are younger than 40 and those that are 40 or older.
Forty was set as the cut-off point because those 40 or older are protected under the Ag
Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967. Please note that since the general age
climate and the reduced younger worker climate measures only haverhspligam
unable to run a multi-group CFA because the model would be under-identified.
Therefore, the measurement equivalence analysis was focused on the older worker
climate measure.
The measurement equivalence analysis involved two steps. First, | ran the multi
group CFA with all of the parameters unconstrained and freely estimatehdSéran
the model with the factor loadings for each item constrained to be equal acroskethe ol
and younger groups. This is a standard procedure to assess measurement eqoivalence

construct bias as discussed by Kline (2005). To examine whether a signififenetndié
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exists between groups, a chi-squared difference test is performed by cantparchi-
square statistic from the constrained and unconstrained models. The chi-sdesrpaif
test indicated that the constrained model fit the data significantly wasehe
unconstrained model, suggesting that the older worker climate measure functions
differently between the two age groups. The result of this analysis is didpayTable
1.

To eliminate the possibility that individual items are causing the significa
difference between the groups, | decided to run the measurement equivateess pr a
different way. Instead of constraining all of the factor loadings for alleftems to be
the same across the two groups, | constrained one item at a time. The ressilt of thi
analysis is also displayed in Table 7. When Item 2 was constrained ("Myizagan
views investments in older workers as unlikely to yield a return.”), the chresghange
was significantly worse compared to the unconstrained madek 1, Ay*= 289.91.
Additionally, when Item 4 was constrained (“In my organization, older nurses do not get
as much support as they might need.”), there was a significant change in chitbgtia
indicated the model fit significantly worse compared to the unconstrained,mdélel
1, Ay?= 11.13. The results from this analysis suggest that more than one item is driving
the observed measurement non-equivalence across the two age groups, and therefore, a
further analysis should be run separately for each age group to account for thectonst
bias observed for the older worker climate measure.

Since | was unable to run a multi-group CFA on the general age and younger

worker climate scales, | decided to examine the pattern of correl&tioeach item
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within the measure with potential covariates and outcome variables d@dsotage
groups. Similar correlation patterns across the age groups would suggest that tle gener
climate items function similarly across the age groups. Please see8ablthe

tabulated correlations for this investigation. In the general agetelimeasure, the
direction of the relationships across the outcomes and covariates were $itoikover,

| used a process analogous to meta-analytic procedures to compare thadeagrite
correlations between the two age groups. Specifically, Fisher Z trardgionmvas used

to convert each correlation into an appropriate effect size statistortpare the two age
groups (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Z-score differences between the age groups were
calculated accounting for the different sample sizes in each age grogmiffcantly
difference between the age groups was indicated by a z-differencayseater than 1.96
or less than -1.96. The only significantly different relationship between the 4ddad

40 and over groups was the relationship between the second item of the general age
climate scale and age discrimination=(2.22,p < .01). Taking these results into
consideration, | conclude that the general age climate scale genenaliphs the same
across the age groups.

In addition, | conducted the same investigation described above for the two
younger worker climate items. Table 9 displays the results of the exenina general,
the patterns of the relationships with potential covariates and the outcoatdesari
across the two age groups were similar. | only observed one relationshiptinere
direction of the relationship is in the opposite direction when comparing the two age

groups. The relationship between the younger worker climate item pertaining to a
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younger nurse’s value compared to older nurses value and experienced difonrias

a positive relationshipg & .32,p < .01) in nurses under 40 and a negative relationship (
=-.09,n9 in nurses 40 and older. In addition, the correlations are significantly different
from each other (z = 3.40,< .01). | also observed three relationships where the direction
of the relationship was the same, but the magnitude of the relationship betweem the tw
age groups differed significantly. These significant differences wieserved for the
younger climate item pertaining to the value placed on younger nurses. Theeegati
relationship between this item and affective commitment collected atZ forethose

under 40 = -.36,p < .01) was significantly stronger compared to those 40 and older (
-.09,n9), indicated by the significant z-score differenze €.43,p < .01). A difference

was also observed for affective commitment collected at Time 1 whereldtienship
between the younger worker value item and commitment for those under 43%,p <

.01) had a stronger relationship compared to those 40 and iokderlé,p < .05), but

this difference was not significarg £ 1.85,ns). In addition, the negative relationship
between the younger worker value item and perceived organizational support for those
under 40 (= -.41,p < .01) was significantly stronger compared to participants 40 and
older ¢ = -.14,p < .05) indicated by the significant z-score differerce 2.26,p < .01).

The results of this investigation suggest that the younger worker agéeisaecineasure

is affected by the age of the participant. Moreover, two of the significantefitfes

involve one of the outcomes of interest (e.g., affective organizational conmtjitme

Therefore, the regression analyses involving younger worker agematehill be
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examined by running the regressions for under 40 and 40 and older participants
separately.

In summary, | have concluded that construct bias exists with regard to a
participant’s age in the older and younger worker climate measures, whach timat all
of the subsequent regression analyses testing my hypotheses were ruelgdpaeach
respective age group (i.e., under 40 and 40 or older) for these two age climate scale
However, regression analyses were run using the entire sample usingetsd gge
climate scale because the patterns of correlations and strength oatiomsbips were
similar across the age groups, which suggests that construct bias does not #rast for
general age climate scale.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity Analysis (Hinkin’s Step 5)

In addition to examining the ageism climate’s factor structure, | al@siigated
the convergent and discriminant validity, which is described as the fifth stapkimd
(1998) scale development process. This step involved analyzing correlationerbétere
ageism climates and constructs that it should be theoretically related vath those
that it should have little or no relationship. Based on the results from the measureme
equivalence analysis, | ran the convergent and discriminant validity analtisigeie
separate variations of the sample: nurses under 40 years old, nurses 40 years and older,
and the combined sample. In addition, it is also important to note that | recoded the
ageism climate measures so that a high score means a positive climatevesdsaore
would reflect a negative climate. Please see Table 10 for a summaryaobtgsis.

Convergent validity
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| analyzed three categories of variables that are conceptuallydredatee ageism
climates: perceived support, experienced incivility, and experiencedhisation. In
the perceived support category, | investigated the relationships among 8 alj@iate
measures and organizational, manager, and coworker support. Perceived support was
expected to be negatively related to ageism climates because those whéedb not
supported at work would have a greater likelihood of having negative climate
perceptions. In the 40 and older and combined samples, almost all of the ageisen climat
measures had significant negative relationships with the different sofisigzport
except for the relationship between coworker support and younger worketedimtbe
combined sample E -.11,p = .05), which was close to being significant. In other words,
the higher the ratings were for the ageism climates, the lower thapzartis
perceptions of support from their organization, managers, and coworkers. However, in
the under 40 sample, | observed unexpected relationships between the support variables
and older worker climate. The relationship between older worker climate and/pdrce
organizational support (POE6x -.02,ns) and manager support£ .07,ns) were not
significant in the under 40 sample. In fact, significant differences werelfwhen
comparing the under 40 and 40 and older sample correlations between older worker
climate and PO&(= 3.88,p < .01) and older worker climate and manager supgert (
3.76,p < .01). Furthermore, | observed a significant positive relationship with coworker
support { = .20,p < .05), which was in the opposite direction expected and significantly
different from the correlation observed in the 40 and older sampl8.69,p < .01). In

other words, for those under 40, a more ageist climate for older workers waataslsoci
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with greater coworker support. Therefore, the relationships among tisenagjenate
variables and support variables among younger workers were different from tl#®ove
and combined samples. Note that these findings may broadly suggest thatydiversi
climate may not be a unitary construct as conceptualized by some resefviticay,
Avery, & Morris, 2008).

Additionally, interpersonal conflicts at work (incivility) were expectedhave a
positive relationship with the ageism climate measures because uncivil acakpl
interactions with coworkers and managers could reflect a more ag®igtec| Significant
positive relationships between manager incivility and the ageism climedsures were
observed across the samples except for older worker climate rated byppats under
40 ( = .06,n9), but this correlation is not significantly different from the correlation
between older worker climate and manager incivility rated by those over4D 43,
ns). The relationship between coworker incivility and the ageism climatsuresawas
not as uniform compared to the manager incivility relationships. A significaitiveos
relationship between older worker climate and coworker incivility wasreéden the 40
and older sample € .33,p < .01) and combined samples .27,p < 01). However, a
significant relationship was not found between coworker incivility and older worke
climate in the under 40 sample<-.02,ns) and this correlation is significantly different
from what was observed in the 40 and older sanze?(93,p < .01). Significant
positive relationships between coworker incivility and general age clivextobserved
in the 40 and older sample%£ .37,p < .01) and combined sample<.33 p<.01), but

not in the under 40 sampleX .19,ns). However, the difference in the correlations
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between the under 40 sample and the 40 and older sample was not significant (z = 1.65,
ns). | also found that younger worker climate had a significant positiveareship with
coworker incivility only in the combined sample<.12,p < .05), but not in the under 40
sample = .18,n9 and 40 and older sample< .10,ns). Therefore, in general, the
observed relationships between the incivility variables and older worker anehigesye
climate were as expected, where those who experience greater lauelsilfy from

their coworkers and managers perceive an increased level of ageisne.chittadugh

support was found for a positive relationship between young worker climate aagenan
incivility, | observed no support for a significant positive relationship betweangy

worker climate and coworker incivility.

Finally, | examined the relationship between ageism climate measwd®s/o
experienced discrimination variables (i.e., age discrimination and generainthistion).
Theoretically, if someone has experienced workplace discrimination this skeultdin
assessing the climate as more ageist. Therefore, | expectelll dhah@ age climate
measures would be positively related to experienced general and age disicmming
the observed relationships were not uniform. Older worker climate and general age
climate were found to have significant positive relationships with both agendiisation
and general discrimination in the older and combined samples. In the under 40 sample,
however, a negative significant relationship was observed between agaidiaton
and older worker climate € -.22,p < .05) indicating that younger nurses who perceived
a more ageist older worker climate reported less personal experienges of a

discrimination. Furthermore, no significant relationship was observed betweereyoung
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worker climate and age discrimination across the three sample varidtidiast,
younger worker climate was only significantly related with genesalrishination in the
under 40 sample E .29,p < .01). Therefore, older worker climate and general age
climate confirmed expectations with regard to their positive relationshiptiaet
experienced discrimination variables, whereas younger age climate dichisoprovides
support that relational demography, specifically similarity atiadineory (Byrne,
1971), may be affecting age climate perceptions and measuring age cliteaas of
multiple dimensions provides additional important information.

In summary, convergent validity was generally supported across the séonples
older worker and general age climates. The relationships between younker wor
climate and the convergent validity variables differed from the other twateim
variables. Specifically, limited to no support was observed between younger worker
climate and coworker support and incivility as well as with age and general
discrimination. This suggests that there are multiple dimensions of agesatecand
that relational demography is important to consider as affecting assgssof ageism
climate. Moreover, | observed differences in the convergent validity analysiss the
samples, which was expected since evidence of measurement non-equivaknce wa
indicated across age groups from the multi-group CFA.

Discriminant validity

| expected that the ageism climate scales would have a weak or no ralgtions

with experienced workplace violence. Younger age climate did not have a significant

relationship with experienced workplace violence across the three samat®ray but |
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observed significant relationships between experienced workplace violence and olde
worker climate and general age climate. Specifically, in the combimeolesal found
weak, significant positive relationships between experienced violence and oltter w
climate ¢ = .14,p <.05) and general age climate<.17,p < .01). Moreover, a weak,
significant negative relationship between general age climatexped@nced violence
was observed in the over 40 sample (16, p < .05). Therefore, the results indicate that
older worker and general age climate have a weak positive relationship witleezpdr
workplace violence, but younger worker climate does not. There was lgaungpart for
discriminant validity with regard to the ageism climate-experiencattplace violence
relationship because the magnitude of the relationships are weak (accouniasg than
3% of the variance in these variables), and given the size of the sample, | did nbt expec
to get a zero correlation.
Summary of convergent and discriminant validity analyses

The results of convergent and discriminant validity analysis generallpdagp
expectations, with a notable pattern of exceptions in the convergent validitgiatiaat
have interesting implications. In contrast, the pattern of relationships fiexguati for
younger worker climate and for younger workers rating older workaatdi. This result
suggests that different age groups view the age climate variables diffendnth may
be affected by perceptions associated with relational demography. In addgion, t
differential relationships observed across the ageism climate rasasiggest that the
current way of conceptualizing diversity climate as a unitary measur@ohdge

appropriate (e.g., McKay et al., 2008), and emphasize the importance of measuring
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multiple dimensions of ageism climate to capture additional important infiormahe
subsequent section reports the results from the regression analyses thattgsteed
hypotheses.
Regression Analyses

Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test all of my hypothesestignce
outcome variables were collected at two time points, | decided to run eaessiegr
analysis twice. The first set of analyses investigated age diversitySd Effects on
the Time 2 outcome variables. The subsequent set of regressions were run thaysame w
except the outcome variables were those collected at Time 1. This approachdvas use
because ageism climate was collected at Time 2 and the relationghitpavitime 2
outcomes may be inflated due to the fact that the variables were collettiecsame
time. Examining the relationship between ageism climates (colleci@cha 2) and the
Time 1 outcomes, provides a more conservative test of the relationship becalisees re
concerns regarding the potentially inflated relationship from common methadaear
because there was a six-month temporal separation between dateocofieutis.
Additionally, since the older and younger worker climate measures werequoralent
with regard to a participant’s age, | ran each of the regression analygasysihie
sample into two groups, nurses under 40 years old (N = 104) and nurses 40 years and
older (N = 239). However, to investigate the effects of general age clomaltbe
outcomes, | ran the regression analysis with the combined sample (N = 380) sinc

measurement non-equivalence was not observed for this measure.
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Prior to running the regression analysis, | ran one-way ANOVAs to examine the
potential differential effect of the rural versus urban location of where tise puactices
on the antecedents and outcome variables of interest. Because | will be running
regression analyses involving three variations of the sample—nurses under 40, nurse 40
and older, and the combined sample—I ran three separate ANOVAs with each sample
variation, respectively. Arguably, hospitals in rural areas may functiocerelfly from
those in urban locations, which would suggest that this variable would need to be
controlled for in the regression analyses. Indeed, the results from the ondN@AYAA
suggested that there is a significant effect of work location on work engageailected
at both Time 1K(1, 335) = 7.13p < .01) and Time 2K(1, 339) = 6.59p < .05) in the
combined sample. Moreover, this significant effect was also observed in the 40 and older
sample for Time 1 engagemehR{(1, 230) = 5.03p < .05). Therefore, urban versus rural
will be used as a control variable in the regression analyses investigatiug w
engagement as an outcome, but will not be used as a control variable in the other
regression analyses in order to save degrees of freedom.

Additionally, | investigated whether the medium in which a participant fillecaout
survey effects how a participant responded to the survey. | ran a one-way ANOVA
investigating whether there were significant differences betweegiparts who filled
out paper versus the web-based versions of the survey (although the surveys had the exact
same content) on the outcome variables. The results of the analysis suggestedethat
were no significant differences with regard to participation medium acrosanhae

variations on any of the outcome variables collected at Time 2. Similar nohesigt



Ageism Climate 113

differences were observed for the outcome variables collected at Time &fofégethe
survey medium variable will not be used as a control variable in the regressiageanaly

Finally, I conducted a response and non-response analysis to evaluate the
potential bias of those who responded at Time 1, but did not respond at Time 2.
Rogelberg and Stanton (2007) reviewed and discussed several non-response bias
techniques and proposed the nonresponse bias impact assessment strategy.(NRBIAS
researchers argued that assessing the bias associated with non-resgiomts to a test
validation strategy in that they recommend the implementation of multiptegigs to
build evidence that non-response is not biasing results. However, most of theestrategi
outlined by Rogelberg and Stanton either required upfront planning prior to the survey
administration in order to implement the technique or required following up with
respondents, which was not feasible. Therefore, | conducted what was descabed as
archival analysis, which involved examining information about respondents/non-
respondents that are available in an archived database to assess if theyesayeificant
differences that could potentially bias my results.

First, the analysis required coding the missing data set for each item involved in
the study through assigning a zero for missing values and a one for items where a
response was received. | found that the range of missing values across theagedrte w
14, which equates to non-responses representing only 2% to 4% of total responses. The
second step in this analysis was to run one-way ANOVAs for each study @arsit)
response and non-response as the category of comparison. The ANOVA for turnover

intentions at Time lindicated that there was a significant differenceéetiime 1 only
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respondents and Time 1 and 2 respondéf{is410) = 9.29, p <.01). Indeed, | observed
that there was a significant mean difference between Time 1 turnoverangefar those
who only responded to Time 1 (M = 2.66) and those who responded to Time 1 and Time
2 (M = 2.21). This analysis suggests that those who did not respond to both surveys had
higher turnover intentions, which logically makes sense because those who had high
intentions to leave at Time 1 may have actually left between the dataiookeacr at a
minimum, they could have become more disengaged and therefore chose not to fill out
the survey a second time. When | examined the other variables involved in my analyses
including chronological age, organizational tenure, POS, coworker support, manager
support, coworker incivility, manager incivility, perceived violence, age dnscation,
general discrimination, urban versus rural, and CSE, there were no other identifie
significant differences between these two groups. In sum, there gemler@diyiot seem
to be any major differences between those who responded at Time 2 and those that did
not, except on turnover intentions, which is logical because these respondents may have
left the profession or moved jobs and we were unable to get in contact with them at Time
2. Therefore, | feel confident that non-response bias will have minimat effeay
regression analyses.
Hypotheses 1 and 2: Time 2 Turnover Intenti&nalysis

| tested Hypothesis 1, that ageism climates have a positive relationdhip wit
organizational turnover intentions, and Hypothesis 2, that CSE would moderate the
relationship between the ageism climates and turnover intentions, usingraaiarc

multiple regression analysis. The hierarchical multiple regressionsaalyolved three
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steps. The control variables (chronological age, organizational tenure, atvaffe
organizational commitment) were entered as a block in the first step. Theffeeais ef
CSE and age climate were entered in the second step. The interaction (prodsct) term
involving CSE and the age climate variables were entered in the third stegoPrior
running the analysis, | created three interaction variables involving theatheesn
climate measures and CSE. In order to reduce multicollinearity, lsstiindd the ageism
climate measures and CSE variables before creating the interaatisn Tére regression
analysis was run three separate times to investigate the relationshipandén&0
sample, the 40 and older sample, and the combined sample.

Hypotheses 1 and 2: Time 2 turnover intentions (underd@e under 40
sample, the third step of the analysis resulted in a significant chaRg&diR? = .09,F(3,
85) = 3.72p < .05), which indicates that the interaction terms account for 9% of
additional variance in turnover intentions beyond the control variables and main effects.
The results of this analysis are displayed in Table 11. The regressionieagfffor the
main effect of younger worker climatg € .03,ns), older worker climate{ = -.23,n9),
and general age climatg € .06,ns) on turnover intentions were not significant, thus
Hypothesis 1 was not supported. However, CSE moderated the relationship between
younger worker climates(= -.52,p < .01) and general age climate«.43,p < .01) and
turnover intentions. To examine the nature of these interactions, | plotted the equation
one standard deviation above (high) and one standard deviation below the mean (low) to

represent the levels of the age climate variables and CSE (see Fignde4)3 a
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The interaction between younger climate and CSE on turnover intentions was in
the opposite direction from what | hypothesized. Based on examining the siopgs i
the figures, organization turnover intentions are lower in a less ageist younrger
climate (M = 2.73) compared to a more ageist younger worker climate (M =8.69) i
those with lower levels of CSE. However, turnover intentions is lower for tholse wi
higher levels of CSE in a more ageist younger worker climate (M = 2.7 f)azethto a
less ageist younger worker climate (M = 3.62). The results suggest thdtu@&is the
adverse effects of a negative younger worker climate and a positiveeyounigker
climate benefits those with lower levels of CSE. Since the direction of tiet wfis
different than | hypothesized, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

The interaction between general age climate and CSE on turnover intefgmns a
resulted in an effect that was in the opposite direction of the interaction jusbddsc
Organization turnover intentions are lower in those with higher levels of CSEss a |
ageist general climate (M = 2.67) compared to a more ageist generéhage M =
3.72). However, in those with lower levels of CSE, turnover intentions increase in a
more ageist general ageism climate (M = 2.84) compared with a lessgyesal
ageism climate (M = 3.58). This observed interaction supports Hypothesis 2, which
predicted CSE would enhance the effects of a positive age climate on turnavionste

Hypotheses 1 and 2: Time 2 turnover intentions (40 and olabet)e 40 and
older sample, the third step in the regression equation resulted in a significaye chan
R? (4R?= .03,F(3, 208) = 2.87p < .05), which indicates that the interaction terms

account for 3% of additional variance in turnover intentions beyond the control variables
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and main effects. The results of the regression analyses are sumnrafiadtei 11.
Older worker climated = .30,p < .01) and younger worker climai¢ £ .14,p < .05) had
significant main effects on turnover intentions, which provides support for Hypothesis
In other words, a less ageist age-group specific workplace climaatsd to lower
organizational turnover intentions. Notably, CSE also had a significant main effect on
turnover intentionsf = -.19,p < .01), which suggests that higher levels of CSE are also
related to lower turnover intentions. Additionally, | found a significant intemact
between older worker climate and CSE on turnover intentnrs (19,p < .05). |
plotted the equation to aid in the interpretation of the interaction (see Figures&jl &a
examining the simple slopes, organization turnover intentions are lower for tithse w
lower levels of CSE and when the older worker climate is less ageist (M = 2.90)
compared to when older worker climate is more ageist (M = 3.96). Howewen gttt
turnover intentions increases in those with higher levels of CSE when comparorg a
ageist older worker climate (M = 3.16) with a less ageist older workeatdi(ivl =
2.91); the magnitude of the positive slope appeared to be less than what was observed for
low CSEs. This result does not support Hypothesis 2 because | proposed that those with
higher levels of CSE would have significantly lower turnover intentions in adesst a
age climate compared to a more ageist age climate.

Hypotheses 1 and 2: Time 2 turnover intentions (combined sarnmpilag
combined sample, the third step in the analysis did not result in a significant an&ige i
(4R?=.01,F(1, 310) = 2.78n9), but the second step didR®= .04,F(2, 311) = 7.31p <

.05). This indicates that CSE and general age climate account for an additional 4%
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turnover intentions variance beyond the control variables. General ageisrie ¢disdaa
significant regression coefficient € .12,p < .05) with turnover intentions, which
supports Hypothesis 1. Therefore, a more ageist general age clinegedsted with
greater turnover intentions. In addition, CSE had a main effect on turnover intdfitons
-.15,p<.01). Table 17 summarizes the results of the regression analysis.

Hypotheses 1 and 2: Time 2 turnover intentions analysis sumiary.
summarize, | found partial support for Hypothesis 1 in that the ageism climaseires
had significant positivve relationships with Time 2 turnover intentions in the 40 and older
sample and the combined sample, but these main effects were not observed in the under
40 sample. However, the main effects for the under 40 sample were qualified by the
significant interactions between younger and general age climate andnG&over
intentions. Moreover, | found a significant interaction between older worker eliamak
CSE on turnover intentions in the 40 and older sample. Only one of the significant
interactions supported the relationship proposed in Hypothesis 2; in fact, some of the
results were in a direction opposite of that hypothesized. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was
minimally supported.
Hypotheses 1 and 2: Time 1 Turnover Intentions Analysis

In an attempt to validate the results described above for Time 2 turnover
intentions, | conducted a more conservative supplemental analysis with turnover
intentions collected at Time 1 as the outcome variable. This analysis is moneatinse
because there was a temporal separation between the collection of $he coeate

measures and the outcome variable, thus it potentially reduces inflation due tomgta bei
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collected during the same survey administration. To aid in cross-analypaisons, |
created Table 19 which displays the beta coefficients across the thygesand
includes turnover intentions collected at both time points.

In comparing the Time 1 and Time 2 analyses | found two notable similarities.
First, in the under 40 sample, the significant regression coefficients for thectian
terms between younger and general age climate and CSE were wimiteaat | observed
in the Time 2 analysis. In addition, the nature of the interactions is similae Irhe 2
analysis, and therefore, will not be described in further detail (seeeBiguand 8).

Second, in the combined sample, there were no significant main effects or ioteracti
involving general age climate which replicated the results from the Timalisés.

In contrast, there was one main difference observed when comparing the Time 1
turnover intentions analysis compared to the Time 2 turnover intentions analysis. In the
under 40 sample, | observed the emergence of an additional significant interaction. |
found that there was a significant interaction between older worker climateSth@ €
-.32, p <.05) on Time 1 organizational turnover intentions. The nature of this interaction
is similar to the interaction between younger worker climate and CSE in ¢jaatization
turnover intentions are lower in those with lower levels of CSE when the older worker
climate is less ageist (M = 3.31) than when older worker climate is rgergt &M =
3.43). However, turnover intentions increases in those with higher levels of CSE when
comparing a less ageist older worker climate (M = 2.37) with a more atgstworker

climate (M = 3.73). A graphed representation of this relationship is displayeduire Fig
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Tables 12 and 18 summarize the results of the Time 1 turnover intentions regression
analyses.

In summary, when comparing the results across turnover intentions collected at
Time 1 versus Time 2, similar patterns emerged for the significant predictousnover
intentions across the three age climate measures for the under 40 sample. The only
difference was the emergence of a significant interaction between oldesrebmate
and CSE on Time 1 turnover intentions. In contrast, the main effects of older and younger
worker climates disappeared with Time 1 turnover intentions as the outcome coropared t
Time 2 turnover intentions in the 40 and older sample. This suggests that common
method variance could have inflated the relationship at Time 2 because the climate
measures were also collected at Time 2.
Hypothesis 3 and 4: Time 2 Affective Organizational Commitment Analysis

| tested Hypothesis 3, that ageism climates have negative relationsthips wi
affective organizational commitment, and Hypothesis 4, that CSE would moderate the
relationship between ageism climate and commitment, using hierarchicgdlenul
regression analysis. The hierarchical multiple regression anadysised three steps.
The control variables, chronological age and organizational tenure, were estared a
block in the first step. The main effects, CSE and age climate variables,ntenedan
the second step. The interaction terms involving CSE and the age climate vavixieles
entered in the third step. The same standardized variables and interactioneatats c

for the turnover intentions analysis were used in this analysis. Likewise,has in t
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turnover intentions analysis, the regression analysis was run three sepaate t
investigate the relationships in the under 40, the 40 and older, and the combined samples.

Hypotheses 3 and 4: Time 2 organizational commitment (undeindibe under
40 sample, the third step in the regression analysis did not result in a signii@agé ¢n
R? (AR? = .03,F(3, 87) = .99n9), suggesting that the interaction terms did not account
for significant incremental variance . However, the second step in the regrasalysis
resulted in a significant change i RR? = .20,F(4, 90) = 5.50p < .01), indicating that
the ageism climate variables and CSE accounted for an additional 20% ofeamianc
organizational commitment beyond the control variables. | found that younger worker
climate had a significant negative relationship with affective orgaarzatcommitment
(8 =-.30,p < .05), thus providing partial support for Hypothesis 3. Therefore, people
have greater affective organizational commitment in a less ageisger worker
climate. Although not hypothesized, CSE was also observed to be a significanppredict
of affective organizational commitmerft € .28,p < .01), which indicates that people
with higher levels of CSE have greater affective organizational conanit However, |
did not find any significant interactions with CSE as a moderator. Therefore,Hégpot
4 was not supported.

Hypotheses 3 and 4: Time 2 organizational commitment (40 and dliéng 40
and older sample, the third step in the regression analysis did not result in aagignific
change in R(AR? = .01,AF(3, 210) = 1.00ns), suggesting that the interaction terms did
not account for significant incremental variance. However, the second step in the

regression equation resulted in a significant changé (AR = .14,AF(4, 213) = 8.40p



Ageism Climate 122

<.01), indicating that the ageism climate variables and CSE accounted for anaddit
14% of variance in organizational commitment beyond the control variables. Older
worker and younger worker climates had significant negative relationstilps
organizational commitment, respectively«-.22,p < .05;4 = -.17,p < .05). In other
words, less ageist older and younger worker climates are relatezhtergaffective
organizational commitment. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was partially supportathr$am

the under 40 sample, no significant interactions with CSE as the moderator were
observed. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The results of the 40 and older
analyses are summarized in Table 13.

Hypotheses 3 and 4: Time 2 organizational commitment (combined samibie).
combined sample, the third step in the regression equation did not result in a significant
change in R(AR? = .00,AF(1, 313) = .38ns), suggesting that the interaction terms did
not account for significant incremental variance. However, the second step in the
regression equation resulted in a significant changé (AR = .09,AF(2, 314) = 14.93,

p < .01), indicating that the ageism climate variables and CSE accountedaddition

9% of variance in organizational commitment beyond the control variables. General age

climate had a significant negative relationship with affective orgaomatcommitment

(B =-.27,p < .01). This result provides support for Hypothesis 3. | did not find a

significant interaction between general age climate and CSE, whiatsthed

Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The results of this analysis are summarized ih/Table
Hypotheses 3 and 4: Time 2 affective organizational commitment analysis

summaryln summary, the results suggest that the ageism climate measures have
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significant negative relationships with affective organizational coment across the
different analyses, which provides support for Hypothesis 3. None of the age climate
measures had a significant interaction with CSE on affective organizatmmahitment.
Thus, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
Hypothesis 3 and 4: Time 1 Affective Organizational Commitment Analysis

In an attempt to validate the results observed for affective organizational
commitment collected at Time 2, | conducted a more conservative analpgs us
affective organizational commitment collected at Time 1 as the outconablieaiTo aid
in cross-analysis comparisons, | created Table 19, which displays the Héteecoe
across the three sample variations and includes affective organizatiomaitceamnt
collected at both time points.

In comparing the Time 1 and Time 2 analyses | found two notable similarities.
First, in the 40 and older sample, the significant regression coefficiemaforeffects
of younger and older worker climate on Time 1 commitment were similar tolwhat
observed in the Time 2 analysis. Second, in the combined sample, | observed significant
negative regression coefficients for general age climate on Time 1, whicareglthe
results from the Time 2 analysis.

In contrast, there were two main differences observed when comparing the Tim
1 and Time 2 organization commitment analyses; both differences involve the under 40
sample. First, the observed main effect of younger worker climate on Time 2
commitment disappeared in the Time 1 analysis. Second, | observed the emergence of

two significant interactions. There was a significant interaction betyeenger worker
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climate and CSEf(= .43, p < .05) on Time 1 commitment and general age climate and
CSE f =-.52, p <.01) on Time 1 commitment. To examine the nature of these
interaction relationships, | created Figures 9 and 10. In Figure 9, | fountbthatitment
increases in those with lower levels of CSE in a less ageist younger wimiate (M =
3.64) than in a more ageist younger worker climate (M = 2.54). However, orgamata
commitment decreases in those with higher levels of CSE when comparing ageast
younger worker climate (M = 3.41) with a less ageist younger wolikeate (M = 3.20),
which was different from what | hypothesized. In Figure 10, | observed thetinagion
commitment increases in those with higher levels of CSE when the geyasha

climate is less ageist (M = 3.90) than when general ageism climatedsasamore ageist
(M = 2.72). However, organizational commitment decreases in those with lowerdével
CSE when comparing lower general age climate (M = 3.46) with highergleage
climate (M = 2.73), which is similar to what | hypothesized.

In summary, the results were very similar comparing the Time 1 and Time 2
affective commitment analysis in the combined sample and the 40 and older sample. At
both time points, the ageism climate measures had significant posi@itienships with
affective organizational commitment in the combined sample and the 40 and older
sample, which supports Hypothesis 3. In contrast, in the under 40 sample, the results
differed between the time points. Specifically, in the Time 1 analysis, twiisant
interactions emerged, one involving younger worker climate and £SE4A@,p < .05)

and the other involving general age climate and GSE-(52,p < .01). However, since
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the general age climate by CSE interaction was the only significardahte that
supported Hypothesis 4, this suggests only partial support for Hypothesis 4.
Hypothesis 5 and 6: Time 2 Work Engagement Analysis

| tested Hypothesis 5, that ageism climates have negative relationsHipgonit
engagement, and Hypothesis 6, that CSE would moderate the relationship between
ageism climate and engagement, using hierarchical regression. The oegaes$ysis
involved three steps. The control variables, chronological age and organizamnal t
were entered as a block in the first step. The main effects, CSE and age chnables,
were entered in the second step. The interaction terms involving CSE and theatge c
variables were entered in the third step. | used the same standardize@sanabl
interaction terms created for previous analyses. Likewise, as done intlwipre
analyses, the regression analysis was run three separate times tgatevés¢
relationships in the under 40 sample, the 40 and older sample, and the entire sample.

Hypothesis 5 and 6: Time 2 work engagement (undedd@e under 40 sample,
no step of the regression analysis resulted in a significant chaRgéStep 14R*= .04
F(2, 93)= 1.80,ns Step 24R?= .08 F(4, 89) = 1.94ns Step 34R*= .05 F(3, 86) =
1.60,ns), which indicates that it is not appropriate for me to investigate any individual
relationships. Results of this analysis are displayed in Table 15. Thet¢ypatheses 5
and 6 were not supported in the under 40 sample.

Hypothesis 5 and 6: Time 2 work engagement (40 and oldehe 40 and older
sample, the third step of the regression analysis did not result in a cha&igeRF .00,

AF (3, 211) = .20n9), indicating that the interaction terms did not account for significant
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incremental variance in work engagement. However, the second step in the regression
equation resulted in a significant chang&i{4RP= .15, AF (4, 214) = 9.84p < .01),
which suggests that the main effects accounted for an additional 15% of variance in work
engagement beyond the control variables. Specifically, older worker climage has
significant negative relationship with work engagemgnt ¢.18,p < .05), which
provides partial support for Hypothesis 5. CSE also had a significant positive rélggtions
with engagemenip(= .31,p < .01). In other words, a less ageist older worker climate is
related to increased work engagement. No significant interactions wergeabgdrich
means that Hypothesis 6 is not supported. The results of the regression analysis are
summarized in Table 15.

Hypothesis 5 and 6: Time 2 work engagement (combined samgleg.
combined sample, the third step in the analysis did not result in a significant an&ige i
(4RP= .00, 4F(1, 313) = 1.52n9), indicating that the interaction terms did not account for
incremental variance in work engagement. However, the second step of theaagressi
analysis resulted in a significant chang&4R’= .12, 4F(2, 314)= 21.22,p < .01),
which suggests that the general age climate and CSE account for an additional 12% of
variance in work engagement beyond the control variables. Specifically, gageisth
climate had a significant negative relationship with work engagerfient.(3,p < .05),
thus supporting Hypothesis 5. In other words, a positive general age climateeis t@la
increased work engagement. Hypothesis 6 was not supported because | observed no

significant interaction. The results for this analysis are displayed in T&ble
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Hypothesis 5 and 6: Time 2 work engagement analysis sumimagmmary,
there were no significant interactions observed in this analysis suggbstindypothesis
6 was not supported. However, | did find partial support for Hypothesis 5 across the three
separate analyses. Older worker climate was observed to have aangmélationship
with work engagement in the 40 and older sample, and general age climate had a
significant relationship with work engagement in the combined sample. To vdhdate
results, | ran a follow up analysis with work engagement collected & Tias the
outcome variable.

Hypothesis 5 and 6: Time 1 Work Engagement Analysis

Similar to the previous regression analyses, | conducted a more conservative
supplemental analysis entering work engagement collected at Timad agtcome
variable. To aid in cross-analysis comparisons, | have created Table 10digpiays
the beta coefficients across the three sample variations and incluetds/aff
organizational commitment collected at both time points.

When comparing the Time 1 and Time 2 analyses, | found two notable similarities
and one main difference. First, in the 40 and older sample, | did not find significant main
effects or interactions between the ageism climate measures andngagement, which
replicated the results from the Time 2 analysis. Second, | observed aaigmifiain
effect between general age climate and Time 1 engagement, witick@lsates the
results in the Time 2 analysis. However, there was one main difference hébhedéme
1 and Time 2 work engagement analyses. In the 40 and older sample, the observed main

effect of older worker climate on Time 2 engagement disappeared in the Timgdisanal
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In summary, | found similar results comparing the Time 1 analysis with the Ti
2 analysis, with the exception of the disappearance of the main effect between older
worker climate on Time 1 engagement in the 40 and older sample. This may irfthtate t
common method variance could have inflated the relationship at Time 2 because the
climate measures were also collected at Time 2. However, the signifieaneffect of
general ageism climate on engagement was replicated in the combined, sampding
partial support for Hypothesis 5. Moreover, similar to the Time 2 analysis, no cagnifi
interactions were observed; thus, there was no support for Hypothesis 6. Overall, the
results suggest that general age climate is the only ageism cliangtiele with a
consistent relationship with work engagement.
Regression Analyses: Summary

In short, | observed several significant relationships among the agemsatecli
measures and the outcome variables across data collection points, which provided par
support for my hypotheses. In addition, | observed many differential relationships
between different ageism climate measures and the outcomes acroffertbetdi
samples. Specifically, in the under 40 sample, | observed several intesdtareen the
different ageism climate measures and CSE on turnover intentions and drgaaiza
commitment. Furthermore, in the 40 and older sample, | observed several main effects of
both younger and older climate on turnover intentions and commitment. Finally, in the
combined sample, | observed main effects between general age clmatenamitment
and work engagement. Indeed, general age climate had the only consistientstefat

with work engagement. Overall, the results from the regression analysetemopport
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for ageism climate’s effects on important workplace outcomes, and thgtahtrese
effects depend on the age group examined, which provides additional evidence for the
importance of measuring multiple dimensions of ageism climate. A sumintugse
results is displayed in Table 19.
Post Hoc and Supplemental Analyses

Several post hoc and supplemental analyses were run to provide additional insight
and to complement the analyses that | described above. These analyses include
conducting a post hoc power analysis, a missing data analysis, investigagitngmmy
results could have been by chance, examining how ageism climate is percedgsd ac
generations, and determining whether the ageism climate measures cagigdgated
to the hospital level of analysis.
Post Hoc Power Analysis

A post hoc power analysis was conducted to evaluate the level of power for each
of my regression analyses. Power estimates were obtained using stealtatiogram
G*Power 3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). The program is able to account fo
interaction terms, and therefore, all of the reported power analysis includethe
predictors investigated for each regression analysis. | examined thegssweeiated with
my observed total Ror each sample variation (e.g., under 40, 40 and older, and
combined samples) across the three outcomes. | observed that the power for sdl of the
analyses was above .86. Therefore, the post hoc power analysis suggésizdhat
acceptable levels of power to detect the observed changéadnoBs all of my

regression analyses. A summary of this analysis is displayed in Table 20.
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Missing Data Analysis

Systematic missing data could potentially bias research results {H2OGS).
Therefore, | investigated whether the missing data in my data setdyateeatic pattern
of missingness. Rubin (1976) defined a taxonomy of missingness that has become the
standard for any discussion of this topic. This taxonomy depends on the reasons why data
are missing. If the fact that data are missing does not depend upon any valugspfor an
the variables, then data are said to be missing completely at random (MCHR)
probability of missing data on a variable is not a function of its own value after
controlling for other variables in the design, then the data are missing at r@ddd.
Missing data that does not meet the MCAR or MAR classifications agfiddsas
missing not at random (MNAR) and this means some model lies behind the missing data
which would result in biased parameter estimates.

The first step | took to explore missingness was to determine how much missing
data existed in my data set. | investigated respondent compliance aersgsithitems
and variables. Compliance was calculated by taking the total number of complet
responses for an item or variable and dividing by the total potential responses and
multiplying this value by 100 in order to transform it into a percent. | found thaingniss
data only made up between 2-4% of all item responses and the frequency of missing data
at the variable level and the range of missing values was between 2-6%oiE)¢he
amount of missing data in my data set was relatively small.

Furthermore, missing data were examined as a function of each predictor and

outcome. Specifically, | flagged all missing data points for each vatglbdeimmy
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coding the missing data points as 0 and items with responses as 1. Then, | conducted a
one-way ANOVA for each of the dummy-coded variables examining whatpattern of
differences emerged between participants with and without missingalass atudy
variables. No significant differences were found on demographic and siadyis

variables (i.e., gender, age, occupational tenure, urban versus rural work loca@on, pa
versus online survey completion). In addition, no significant differences betwee

missing and non-missing data were observed among variables that would have been
included in the same regression analysis with one exception. | found that the ageism
climates for those missing data for Time 1 engagement were sigrifitamér than

those without missing data.

In sum, the results generally indicate no systematic patterns of msssignmy
data, and therefore, | would consider the missing values either missing tayngale
random (MCAR) or, at a minimum, missing at random (MAR). In either casgy us
listwise or casewise deletion would result in unbiased parameter estifHatgell,

2008). The disadvantage of listwise deletion is the loss of statistical power, posthe
hoc power analysis described above suggested that my analyses did not suffer from
insufficient power.

Results by chance analysis

Two potential methods are used to examine whether observed results could be due
to chance. The simple way is to multiply the number of tests by the alphad@etithe
expected number of false rejections of the null hypothesis. The second way isi@ealc

the probability of rejecting at least 1 true null hypothesis. Both methods adsaintieet
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null hypotheses are true and they assume the tests are independent of ondmnother.
reality, neither of these assumptions is true, which makes any resultseaytiFor
example, these analyses have two different interpretations with regaydotaserved
significant results being greater than by chance. Specifically, tHexpacted false
rejections for all of my analyses were 4.2 and | observed 20 significatmmslaps,
therefore the number of observed significant relationships is much greater tttan wha
would be expected by chance. However, the probability of rejecting one true null
hypothesis for all of my analyses was 99%, which suggests a high likelihoad kbast
one of my significant results may have been due to chance. In sum, this analgsis rai
the concern that some of my observed significant relationships could potentaly ha
occurred by chance and future research could address this concern througimnigeptiza
results.
Ageism Climates as a Function of Generation

In the above analyses, | split the sample at age 40 based on legal definitions of
who is protected under the Age Discrimination and Employment Act of 1967. However,
there are several ways that the participants could be categorizediagdortheir age
including identifying people by generation and categorizing people accaadihg age
group they feel they are compared to others in the workplace.

Research examining generation differences in the workplace hagdiae in
popularity, which is exemplified by a recent article by Twenge, Cahphbaffman, and
Lance (2010) where the researchers examined differences in work valoes faur

generations. Using a cross sequential research design, which alloweskthiehers to
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isolate generational differences from age differences, the resesafchied significant
differences across the generations on leisure values, work centrdlitysiexalues,
altruistic values, and social values.

Based on these findings, | thought it would be useful to explore whether people’s
perceptions of ageism climates differs by generation. Although thisitedito a cross-
sectional dataset, which makes it impossible to separate age diffeiremcegeneration
differences, it could still provide initial evidence that differences eXistrefore, | used
the generation names and categories from Twenge et al. (2010) to code mtyatatas
these categories include Silent (1925-1945) = 83-63, Baby Boomers (1946-1964) = 62-
44, Generation X (1965-1981) = 43-27, and Generation Me (1982-1999) = 26 and under.
| ran a one-way ANOVA to examine whether there were significant diféexeacross
the generations on the three ageism climate measures. | found that only significant
differences exist across the generations on the older worker ageisne chieagureH(3,

330) =9.64p<.01). Generation Me (M = 16.63) and Generation X (M = 15.57)
perceive the older worker climate more positively than the Baby Boomeri(8179)

and Silent (M = 13.07) generations. In sum, the results suggest that the Generations X
and Me seemed to perceive that there was a more favorable climate for older nurs
compared to the Baby Boomer and Silent generations (i.e., the grass is tpeene
others).

In addition to examining differences across generations, | investigatstiev
people’s workplace age group identification (i.e., relative age) could affecefseopl

perceptions of ageism climates. Relative age is a measure thaesapgpondents
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answers to a question about whether they feel older, the same, or younger thathenost
people in their workplace (Cleveland & Shore, 1992). Cleveland and Shore (1992)
observed that perceived relative age was negatively related to percgjaad:ational
support and manager-rated frequency of career counseling. Furthermosdsthieyind
that perceived relative age accounted for incremental variance in peroegamizational
support and manager-rated frequency of career counseling over and above chronological
age. Therefore, relative age could account for differences in people’s pamseyti
ageism climates.

| ran a one-way ANOVA to examine whether there were significant diftese
across the relative age identifications on the three ageism climateregedimilar to the
generations analysis, | found that only significant differencest exross the relative age
designations on the older worker ageism climate meaB(2e326) = 5.08p < .01).
Specifically, those who consider themselves younger than their coworleeaddeait
worker ageism climate higher (M = 3.85) than those who consider themselVes neit
younger nor older (M = 3.61) and those who consider themselves older (M = 3.46). In
sum, the results suggest that those who consider themselves as younger than their
coworkers perceived a more favorable climate for older nurses compahedéovho
consider themselves as neither younger nor older and those who consider themselves
older, which is a similar result to the generations analysis.
Post Hoc 55 and Older and 40 to 54 Analyses

No consensus exists regarding what age designates a person as being an “olde

worker” in workplace aging research, but a significant number of resesittine
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designated 55 and older as the old category on their surveys (Finkelstein & Farrell, 2007)
Since | used the legal definition of older as defined by ADEA, | investigated wimathe
results would change if | was to categorize those who are 55 and older asltlggrdop

in my regression analysis.

Differences were observed with regard to the results of the regressigsesnal
designating the 55 and older participants as the old group compared to the dhatyses
designated 40 and older as the old group. The main difference is that younger worker
ageism climate was not significantly related to turnover intentions arctiaéfe
commitment when examining 55 and older as the old group. This result mirrors the
findings from the under 40 group in my original analyses in that the ageisateslim
associated with one’s age group is the only climate that affects peoptesgdur
intentions and commitment.

This result also brings out the question as to whether ageism climateghaifec
who are between the ages of 40 and 55. In other words, the group that is between 40 and
55 may not identify with being older or younger, and therefore, the effects ofnageis
climate on this group may be completely different from those who are under 40 and those
who are 55 and older. In fact, when | ran the analysis investigating people agégdl 40-
observed some interesting results across the outcome variables. Olderageiker
climate was the only significant ageism climate related to turnovettions and
engagement whereas younger worker ageism climate was the only alyeiata with a
marginally significant relationship with affective commitment. Ehdsgferential results

across the outcomes may be attributed to the fact that the group between 40 and 54 may
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identify with being middle-aged or mid-career, a designation that is netajty
examined in workplace age research.
Hospital-Level Aggregation of Ageism Climates

In this section, | describe the supplemental analysis examining whether the
ageism climates could be aggregated to the hospital level of analysis. Thigatives
involved several steps. The first step in this analysis was to build a nested data set
through obtaining the hospital affiliation for each nurse participant. | wasable
successfully retrieve this information from ONA and match it with my éat&NA was
able to extract the hospital affiliation data from their membership databfésethe
matching process, | ended up with a sample of 340 nurses representing 28 hospitals.
However, in order to examine within-group agreement, at least two partggrant
required to represent a hospital. Therefore, | removed 10 hospitals from mysanalysi
because only one nurse participated, which left me with a sample of 330 nurses
representing 18 hospitals.

Now that | had a nested data set, | was able to take several steps to examine
whether the ageism climates could be appropriately examined at the hiesjeitaif
analysis, and ultimately, whether age diversity at the hospital-level lysaaffects
individual outcomes. My first step was to determine whether there was enougimegte
between nurses within the same hospital to appropriately aggregate to thddvighef
analysis. In other words, does a collective perception of ageism climstieveekin a

hospital? Evidence for agreement is generally established by calguwiativin group
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agreement (i.e., \R;) and intra-class correlations (ICC) statistics. The tabulatedtses
from the analyses are displayed in Table 21.

| decided to calculate within-group agreement using thg) Rtatistic (James,
Demarre, & Wolf, 1993). The ) statistic is more appropriate than thg,Because
participants are providing a response to multiple parallel items for a gorestruct
(James et al., 1993). The meagfrvalues across the hospitals for older worker,
younger worker, and general age climate are .73, .83, and .54, respectively. Gererall
Rwg() value that is greater than .70, would indicate that there is high level of agreement
within hospitals. Therefore, the older worker and younger worker climaasdcave
what is considered to be high level of agreement within hospitals.

However, high levels of within group agreement may be a function of all of the
nurses rating the age climate measures similarly regardlessrdidipital affiliation.
Accounting for this possibility, | decided to calculate intraclass taiimas (ICCs) as an
additional method to assess the appropriateness of aggregating the agernobasures
to a higher level of analysis. To calculate the ICCs for each respeatnsgecimeasure, |
ran an intercepts-only model analysis in SPSS and entered each climsteenasathe
dependent variable. The value of ICC as an estimate of agreement is thggateom
within and between group variations, and therefore, a high ICC value would not only be
associated with small within group variance, but also indicates meaninghtlosar
among groups (James, 1982). The ICC values for older worker, younger worker, and
general age climate are .05, .01, and .00, respectively. The results of tysssaajgest

that there is low inter-rater agreement within hospitals and low variationghospitals
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with regard to the three age climate measures. Therefore, based on my loWwu€x_ iva
concluded that it would be more meaningful to keep the examination of the ageism
climate measures at the individual level of analysis, which means the mesdkaats a
nurse’s psychological climate.

In summary, although the within-group analysis showed promising results, the
results of the ICC analysis indicated that it is not appropriate to examiageisen
climate measures at the hospital level of analysis. Furthermoresthis r@dso suggest
that it would be inappropriate to move forward with utilizing hierarchical linear hmgde
(HLM) to investigate whether ageism climate has a significant cesgd-€ffect on
individual outcomes. Therefore, | did not perform any additional analyses ergrthei

age climate measures at the hospital level of analysis.
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Chapter 8: Discussion

This dissertation focused on the development of measures of ageism climate. |
found evidence of a younger worker ageism climate as well as an older wariszn ag
climate, and that these ageism climate variables function differentp@older and
younger workers. | also investigated whether ageism climates daa@i@st workplace
intentions, attitudes, and well-being in a field sample of registered nursegicapg, |
found ageism climates affect turnover intentions, affective organizatiomahitment,
and work engagement. Finally, | found that CSE moderated some of the relationships
between the ageism climate measures and the outcomes.

In the subsequent sections, | first discuss the implications from the comstructi
validation process for the ageism climate scales and make recommesfatiorture
directions to develop this measure. Second, | review the relationships amongshe age
climate measures, CSE, and the outcome variables. Specifically, | provideitia¢ore
explanations for my significant results as well as potential explanatomd | did not
find support for other expected relationships. Then, | discuss the theoretical amdiprac
implications. | conclude with a discussion of the study’s potential limitatand
suggestions for future research.

Construct Validation of Ageism Climate

One main contribution of my dissertation was to develop a workplace ageism
climate scale and build evidence for its construct validity through follpwain
comprehensive scale development and validation process. This process included

examining the internal structure of the ageism climate measures| as weeir
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relationship with other the constructs. In the subsequent sections, | discuss teefesul
the workplace age climate item analysis, factor structure, and thienshap with
variables within workplace age climate’s nomological net. | conclude thersedth a
discussion about the implications of these results on the further development of the
workplace age climate measures.

Ageism Climate Item Analysis and Factor Structure

Initial analyses investigating the reliability and intercorrelationsragrthe three
dimensions were promising. The three measures had Cronbach’s alphas above .70, and
the three dimensions had significant positive intercorrelations, suggestirigeh
measures share some conceptual overlap, but are distinct. However, furtbigatioa
into the factor structure of the ageism climate was disappointing, aiMidais the full
sample.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to investigate the fsirtature of
the ageism climate scale, and the initial findings from the CFA suggestdti¢h priori
three-factor structure did not provide an acceptable fit to the data. Thisceslyzed an
in-depth investigation into the underlying causes of the poorly fitting modehdved
two younger worker climate items because they were originally derigedtfre older
worker stereotypes literature, and therefore, the items did not seem to bebéppiithe
assessment of younger worker treatment. After removing these iterapdiéied model
fit the data significantly better, but the model still had a RMSEA fittatihat did not

meet the cut-off criteria for acceptable fit.
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The disappointing results from the CFA prompted additional investigation into
other potential reasons for why the proposed factor structure did not fit theelata
Ultimately, through measurement equivalence analysis and item-tavelation
analysis, | discovered evidence of construct bias in the younger and older wankte cli
measures. Specifically, | found the meaning of older worker and younger winnkatec
depends on the age of the person making the ratings. In contrast, item-levatioarrel
analysis for the general ageism climate measure indicated thateasure did not have
construct bias, suggesting that the assessment of general ageiate dioes not depend
on the age of the respondent.

At least three implications can be derived from the analysis of the fattoctuse.
First, although the priori three-factor model of ageism climate did not fit the data at an
acceptable level, the three-factor model did fit the data significantlgrltbén a two-
factor or one-factor solution. Moreov@gst hoamodifications of the workplace climate
construct (i.e., removal of two younger worker climate items and coriglatior terms
of two items) did significantly improve the fit of the three-factor model, buURMSEA
fit statistic remained above the cut-off criterion for acceptabl@ditentially, an
acceptably-fitting model could be achieved through further item generation and
measurement development. This would mean that future ageism climate reseddch
treat ageism climate as a latent variable, reflecting threeehtfdimensions of an
organization’s age climate, and structural equation modeling could be used to test

complex relationships involving the latent ageism climate variable. Honievies
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current form, ageism climate may be more appropriately treatédessdeparate
measures reflecting younger worker, older worker, and general ageeslimat

Second, my results suggest that age-group specific climate measures have
different meanings depending on the age of the respondent. This has important
implications for the conceptualization of age climate and its meaning amoeigdifage
groups. One explanation for measurement non-equivalence is that age climatgasalu
are affected by people’s age-group identification. People may percesméent of those
in a similar age group from an in-group perspective whereas evaluations of those
considered in a different age group would be an out-group assessment. For instance, a
younger worker making an assessment about younger worker climate w@dsessing
the treatment of workers like herself whereas making an assessnoégrofvorker
climate would be making an assessment about the treatment of “other” workers.
Therefore, these findings provide support for the relational demographygraradihat
people use demographic characteristics to evaluate their similadityissimilarity with
others in how they are being treated by the organization, and this assessed level of
similarity or dissimilarity affects their work-related attitsdend behaviors (Riordan &
Shore, 1997). Specifically, these similarity/dissimilarity assestsmeay be best
explained using social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), a common
explanatory framework used in relational demography research. SlTers twashe
assumption that social (i.e., group) membership is a part of an individual’s selfiolefini
that individuals need to achieve a positive self-image, and that positive identitivexider

from favorable comparisons made between one’s in-group and relevant out-groups
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(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Arguably, nurses’ social memberships may be deroved f

their identification as a younger or older nurse. Such identification may siem fr
changes in nurse training and education over time, which could lead to differences in
expectations with regard to nursing practices and how nurses should be treated.
Identification as a younger nurse could also stem from the fact that younges args
more likely to feel overwhelmed and stressed (Symes et al., 2005), which couldhresul
seeking support and comfort from other younger nurses who are going throughma simila
experience, thus solidifying their identification with younger nurses. Finals well
recognized that hierarchical and power structures exist within the nunsescul
(Bradbury-Jones, Sambrook, & Irvine, 2007), which could result in groups that
traditionally have less power (i.e., younger nurses) to band together in ordetotgarg
power in the workplace. Furthermore, the lack of power may also be a function of the
graying of the nurse workforce which means that there are fewer yousesnar
proportion to other-aged nurses in the workplace. The combination of when a nurse is
trained, shared experiences associated with career stage, andsapusisen in the

power hierarchy could lead to a greater identification with one’s agggince this
identification is strongly associated with these factors. Moreover, sudifichtion

could be derived from socialization processes at work (e.g., Bauer, Bodthegagy
Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007) and the way, for instance, younger workers are treatdddry
colleagues and vice-versa. Therefore, the treatment of nurses in one’sadesudial

group could be more salient and meaningful because favorable or unfavorable treatment

affects one’s self-image. Accounting for this self-identification @xation, it is not
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surprising that the age-group specific climate measures were observedtionfu
differently across age groups. This is an important finding which suggestsetetifac
nature of diversity climate, which runs counter to current unitary conceptiaiizesed
in some diversity research (e.g., McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008; Pugh, Dietzt, Bri
Wiley, 2008).

Third, item-level correlation analysis did not indicate construct bias due to age for
the general age climate measure. This finding suggests that peopds'snaasts of an
organization’s general age climate may be more universal than the agedalgeate
measures. The implication for this finding is that the general climate neeasuid be
used in research focused on evaluating a broader sense of an organizationsaige cli
rather than the specific treatment of certain age groups. However, theg®age
specific measures were found to be distinct, and therefore, should be used to capture a
more complete picture of worker treatment across the lifespan. Moreover, in the
subsequent section | discuss how convergent and discriminant validity analytsexs fur
suggest that age-group measures act as important predictors of key outcomes.
Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Convergent and discriminant validity were examined as an additional step of the
ageism climate construct validation process. Two particularly insidimflihgs emerged
from this analysis.

First, | found that younger worker climate rated by younger workers, and older
worker climate rated by older workers, were generally related to suppvility, and

experienced discrimination. In other words, age-specific worker @sraad significant
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negative relationships with two of the workplace support variables (i.e., organizational
supervisor), and they had significant positive relationships with incivilityhéger and
coworker) and discrimination (age and general). Moreover, the positive relgbonshi
among ageism climate, incivility, and discrimination suggests that pe@yattmibute
interpersonal conflict and discriminatory behavior to their age, and theredae

negative age climate. Overall, because perceptions of ageism climeateslaéed to both
positive and negative interpersonal workplace interactions and experienced
discrimination, this suggests that people’s age climate perceptions mayvael dienn

the social and interpersonal workplace context.

Second, when | examined younger workers rating older worker climate and older
workers rating younger worker climate, an interesting pattern emérjgesdwvas not
unexpected in light of the measurement equivalence analysis results. Fplesxaurses
under 40 with low coworker support and who experienced age discrimination rated the
older worker climate as being less ageist. Thus, nurses under 40 may see older and
younger worker climates as mutually exclusive where favorablaertegdtof older nurses
leaves younger nurses exposed to unfavorable treatment.

In contrast, a very different result was found for older nurses rating younge
worker climate. For instance, those who rated younger climate as é&ssragorted
receiving greater POS, manager support, and decreased incivility witmgogager. In
other words, older nurses may view older and younger age climate as comatgment

such that positive treatment of younger and older workers reflects an pasitile
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work environment. Overall, these results further illustrate that age-grouficspimate
may mean different things to people in different age groups.
Summary of Reliability and Validity Analyses

In short, although the results from the convergent and discriminant validity
analysis were generally promising, the results of the factor anagagsnle to conclude
that additional measurement development is needed in order to fully capture ¢he agei
climate domain. | have identified several recommendations to further develop and
improve the ageism climate measures.

First, the item reduction process left the younger worker climate neeasir
only two items to capture the entire younger worker climate domain. Therefomrea
extensive item generation process is needed in order to increase the numbes ahde
confidence that the items in the measure are capturing the entire cohdeptaan.
Since research examining younger worker treatment is limited, on&ipbweay to
generate items for the younger climate measure would be to collezlantidents from
younger workers through focus groups, interviews, and surveys. This would identify
relevant content to assess a climate associated with the treatment ofr yoorkges. In
addition, recent reviews that have identified positive and negative stereotymesgér
workers (e.g., Posthuma & Campion, 2009) could provide item content.

Second, although some additional item generation has already begun, further item
generation is needed to develop more items for the older worker and geeettainage
measures. This process should include exploration into the age bias and diveraty clim

literatures. For example, fairness of organizational decisions (MakB@herin, &
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Berkman, 1998) may broaden the content domain captured by the ageism climate
measures. For instance, an item reflecting decision fairness might ganizational
decisions made about people are sometimes affected by a person’s agednalddit
items could also be generated through further examination of the literatuca) crit
incidents, and collaboration with age bias and diversity climate subject matéstsex

A third enhancement would be to create parallel positively-worded scaleseso the
would be measures that would reflect positive age and negative age climateariene
scale only captures negative workplace climate, but not positive climatédy mhicbe
two very different things. That is, the negatively worded items may meantsoget
different than positively worded items; positive age climate may not sibgotihie
opposite of negative age climate, but could be capturing different things relage t
climate.

Ageism Climate and the Outcomes

Investigating criterion-related validity was an additional step in mygs®of
validating the ageism climate measures. Specifically, | testedypotlieses through
examination of ageism climate’s effects on turnover intentions, organizationa
commitment, and work engagement. In the subsequent sections, | will review and discuss
the relationships between each age climate measure and the outcomes, paoviding
theoretical explanation for the significant and nonsignificant findings. Givén fimand
construct bias in the younger worker and older worker climate measuresathan e
analysis involving these measures by splitting the sample into two sathples under

40 years old and those 40 years and older. However, since the general ageasen cl
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measure was not found to have construct bias, | investigated its relationship with the
outcomes in the combined sample, which best reflects the analysis that | lyriginal
proposed to run in this dissertation. Therefore, | have organized the discussion of these
analyses by briefly reviewing the results involving the combined sampléand t
discussing the results from the split sample investigations. | havectiiestike 17, which
summarizes the results from the analyses used to test all of the hypothedes tioea
discussion and interpretation of the results.

General Age Climate in the Combined Sample

In the combined sample, the general age climate measure had sigmifeda
effects on the outcomes, but no significant interaction was observed between ggaeral
climate and CSE on the outcomes. General ageism climate’s relationship naetur
intentions was the only relationship with the outcome variables that was notcsighifi
Therefore, from this analysis, general ageism climate does not affgatéjsantentions
to stay with an organization.

However, a less ageist general ageism climate resulted in increaseoham
attachment to the organization. From a conservation of resources perspectivl (Hobf
1989), a favorable general ageism climate is a conditional resource that pr@vide
workplace environment that supports equitable treatment of people regardless of thei
age. In turn, people who experience this favorable age climate would haveea great
likelihood of being comfortable at work and be afforded competence-related work
experiences, which are argued to increase affective organizational tvoemin{Meyer &

Allen, 1991).
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Moreover, general ageism climate had the most consistent relationship with work
engagement compared to the age-specific climates. PotentiaNygraliee general age
climate frees personal resources to be allocated to being energizatosanoed in one’s
work, which may have been otherwise used to cope with a negative age climate.
Although the analysis of the overall sample was my original focus, thesasathwolving
the split samples (under 40; 40 and over) provide a more insightful investigation of
ageism climates and their effects on individual outcomes. The subsequent sections
discuss these examinations in further detail.

General Age Climate in the Split Samples

In the split sample analysis, general ageism climate did not have a matroaffe
turnover intentions, organizational commitment, and work engagement. However, |
observed significant interaction relationships between general ageecamdCSE on
turnover intentions and commitment in the under 40 sample. Specifically, in younger
nurses with higher CSE, a positive relationship was observed between ggaeral a
climate and turnover intentions. In addition, a negative relationship was observed
between general age climate and organizational commitment in younges witlse
higher CSE. Therefore, CSE enhances the positive effects of a positive ggeeral
climate with regard to turnover intentions and organizational commitment in younge
nurses. Researchers have suggested that high CSE individuals seem to pasatvédy r
situations that are likely to maintain positive self-relevant cognitions dact §Kacmar
et al., 2009). Arguably, from a trait activation theory perspective (T&t&ett, 2003),

a favorable general age climate provides a trait-relevant cue tvattes high CSE
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individuals’ tendencies to thrive in advantageous circumstances (Judge & Hurst, 2007)
which results in greater workplace success, lower turnover intentions, aret great
organizational commitment.

Interestingly, no significant relationships were observed between gegeistha
climate and the outcomes in the older nurse sample. This finding suggests that general
ageism climate does not affect older nurses to the same extent as yoorkges with
regard to intentions to stay and commitment to the organization. Alternatieelgtal
ageism climate may not be as important to older nurses because they areitla@dom
age group with regards to numbers and because they hold higher positions of power in
the hierarchy (Bradbury-Jones, Sambrook, & Irvine, 2007). Indeed, Mor Barak, Cherin,
and Berkman (1998) observed that the group that had the greatest representation and
power positions in the organization (Caucasian men) perceived the organizational
diversity climate as more fair and inclusive in comparison to Caucasian waowhen a
ethnic minority men and women. Therefore, being in a powerful group could affect
climate perceptions. Moreover, these differential relationships provide fexltance
for the importance of measuring multiple dimensions of ageism climate intordather
additional information about the effects of age-related treatment in the warkplac
Younger Worker Climate and the Outcomes

In general, | found that younger worker ageism climate affects turnover amenti
and affective organizational commitment. However, the relationship between younge
worker climate and turnover intentions depended on the age group being examined.

Specifically, | found a significant positive relationship between youngeker climate
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and turnover intentions in the younger nurses, but not in the older nurses. In other words,
a less ageist younger worker climate may be a positive situatestwlrce that positively
affects younger nurses’ workplace experiences through providing a less/trk
environment, thus increasing younger nurses’ desire to stay at the oinganizat
Furthermore, | found that a less ageist younger worker climateabgitiffects people’s
emotional attraction to the organization across the two age group sampleslyrthis
favorable climate results in increased comfort and competencedrelatk experiences,
which are proposed to increase affective organizational commitment (ledléen,
1991). Hicks-Clarke and lles (2000) also observed that positive climates foitglivers
were positively related to organizational commitment. Overall, the obseriaceffects
echo the meta-analytic findings of Carr, Schmidt, Ford, and DeShon (2003) where
positive climates were observed to be negatively related to turnover intemtebns a
positively related to commitment, but this is the first time that theagaeships have
been established with an age climate construct.

Additionally, | observed that CSE moderated the relationship between younger
worker climate and turnover intentions and commitment, but only in the under 40 sample.
Specifically, CSE buffered the adverse effects of an ageist youngeenatimate
because a positive relationship was observed between younger workée elimda
turnover intentions in younger nurses with higher levels of CSE. Harris, Harvey, and
Kacmar (2009) found a similar buffering effect of CSE on the negative®fiésocial
stressors with regard to turnover intentions. Conceptually, those with highardével

CSE have a positive outlook and self-regard (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997), which
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serve as coping resources to mitigate the negative effects of aviesstbfa

organizational context (Harris et al., 2009). Arguably, an ageist younger wbnkatec
elicits a weak situation (Mischel, 1977) because their organization’s ageereblicies

are lacking or are not explicit enough to enforce compliance. The weak situkves a
those with high levels of CSE to freely express their propensity to persist face of
challenges (Erez & Judge, 2001) through allocating their coping resources to avercom
the negative effects of a biased climate against younger nurses. Pgtertdmhg with

the negative climate would involve focusing on the positive attributes of the aaianiz
This may enhance positive feelings and attachment to the organization, thasingre
affective commitment and decreasing their intentions to leave.

Finally, younger worker ageism climate did not have a significant effeatork
engagement across age-group samples. This result was unexpected because there is
empirical evidence for the positive effect of job resources, such as teaate;lon work
engagement (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009). Perhaps nurses
remain highly engaged in their work despite an ageist younger worketelibecause
they are highly committed to their role of helping people, and they recognieethgt
disengaged in their work may put their patients’ health in jeopardy. Alteehatsince
the items were negatively worded, respondents may not have viewed ageiata abm
job resource, but rather as a contextual obstacle, and organizational obstaaies may
reside on the same conceptual continuum as a job resources.

Overall, these results support the effect that younger worker climateahas

important workplace outcomes. Some of the relationships depended on the age group
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being examined, which has implications for relational demography researchemse str
the importance of treating age climate as a multi-faceted constatbtoBthese
theoretical implications will be discussed in further detail later in traptehn.
Older Worker Climate and the Outcomes

In general, older worker climate had significant effects on turnover iotenti
organizational commitment, and work engagement. However, these effeatsddiffe
depending on the age group being analyzed. For example, older workers are more likely
to stay when the older worker climate is less ageist, but this relationshipwalsserved
in younger workers. Perhaps those who are 40 and older view a less ageisbdtéer w
climate as a positive job resource that results in positive workplace exas;ievhich
increases their intentions to stay. In fact, both older and younger worketediaftect
older nurses’ intentions to stay and affective commitment, which impliestithese
climates are viewed as complementary and reflect a generally posgas@zation
climate that is appealing to older nurses. In contrast, those who are under viewna
positive older worker climate as competing with younger workers recgjob
resources, and therefore, older worker climate is not seen as a positive résource
younger workers. Indeed, in the under 40 sample, even though the beta coeffierents
not significant for older worker climate, they were in the opposite directitbntiae
outcomes, which provides some evidence for the competing climates explanation.

Similar to the younger worker climate findings, the relationship between older
worker climate and turnover intentions was moderated by CSE. However, thetimterac

relationship that occurred in both age group samples (under 40 and 40 and older) was
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different from the interaction observed for younger worker climate where #raction

only occurred in the under 40 sample. For those with high levels of CSE, the nature of the
older worker climate and CSE interaction was similar to what | observild yotinger

worker climate analysis in that CSE buffered the adverse effects ghtiveeolder

worker climate on turnover intentions. As proposed above, an ageist older worker
climate activates those with high levels of CSE to allocate their splfatery personal
resources to overcome the negative effects of a biased climate againstarldas. In

contrast, in those who are under 40, a less ageist older worker climate resatied i

increase in turnover intentions for those who have higher levels of CSE.

Overall, these results support the effect that older worker climate hagportant
workplace outcomes. Some of the relationships depended on the age group being
examined. The different interaction relationship observed for older workeatelim
between the age groups has implications for similarity attraction tBgrge, 1971),
and also provides additional evidence for the competing climates explanatiabetkescr
above. These theoretical implications will be discussed later in this chapter.
Summary of Hypothesis Testing

In short, several interesting findings emerged from my hypothesisgeBtrst,
general ageism climate was found to be related to people’s organizatomaltment
and work engagement in the combined sample. Second, younger and older worker
climates are related to people’s turnover intentions and organizationalittoemnacross
the split samples. Third, younger worker and older worker climate aredrédetigrnover

intentions and organizational commitment in nurses who are 40 and older, but this pattern
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was generally not observed in nurses under 40. Fourth, in nurses under 40, CSE buffers
the negative effects of a negative younger worker and older worker ctmatenover
intentions and commitment, but CSE only buffers the effects of a negative older wor
climate on turnover intentions in those 40 and older. Fifth, in nurses under 40, CSE
enhances the positive effects of a favorable general age climate on tuntengomns
and commitment. Finally, the combination of conservation of resource theory (Hobfoll,
1989) and trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) provide reasonable expfenati
for the observed relationships.
Theoretical Implications

The results of my dissertation have several theoretical implications.IFirst
developed the idea of ageism climate, conceptualized as younger worker,dilchate
worker climate, and general age climate. This contributes to the agendiasversity
climate literatures as being the first psychological climate condtratstrictly focuses
on people’s perceptions of age-related treatment in the workplace. Moreoser, | al
developed three measures to assess the dimensions of ageism climateygoeoniditi-
faceted way to evaluate an organization’s age-related treatment adripoyees.
However, the development of this measure is still in its preliminary stagedsurther
development and validation of the measure is needed. In fact, | identified several
potential enhancements that could be made to the measure, both by focusing on
generating additional items rooted in the age bias and diversity cliteastures and by
including subject matter experts in the item generation and validation process.

Additionally, creating a positively-focused measure of age-supportivatelioould
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complement the current more negatively-focused ageism climate medsuses
dissertation was the initial examination into ageism climates, but makeisvoeeded.
However, the results show promise for the effect of ageism climatespontant
workplace outcomes.

Second, | found that ageism climates affect important work outcomes. My
theoretical explanation for these results was rooted in conservation of resgiwbéoll,
1989) and trait activation theories. Therefore, this dissertation has implicatrdghs f
theoretical integration of these theories. However, an additional explafatithese
results could be due to age stereotypes being internalized throughout people’s lifespa
which develop into negative self-stereotypes once people reach older age2Q@R)y
Therefore, negative age stereotypes may become self-fulfilling anld ire decreased
performance because they become negative self-stereotypes. An agephee climate
allows negative age stereotypes to persist, which could decrease peopteingece if
they have internalized negative associations with their age.

Third, | observed that age-group specific climate measures (i.e., yaamte
older worker climate) are unique from general age climate, provide incrémenta
prediction over general age climate, and have differential relationshipsvatkplace
outcomes compared to general age climate. This result contributes to the ongateg deb
surrounding the conceptual distinction between molar and specific climate ctastruc
and specifically contributes to the diversity climate literature byidmg evidence for
the need to include age-group specific climates when researching the effage in the

workplace. Moreover, it significantly challenges the appropriatenessatirty diversity
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climate as a general concept that encompasses several clstiesighere individuals
may differ, which is currently a popular way of conceptualizing diversityatenm the
literature (McKay et al, 2008; Pugh et al., 2008). In other words, people may identify
with certain characteristics more than others (i.e., age versus gersies gthnicity),
making that characteristic more personally relevant; thus, negatikplace experiences
associated with that personally salient characteristic could havatargeéfect on the
person’s perceptions of diversity climate and the reaction to workplace exasrie
attributed to that characteristic. Additionally, attribute-specific ity climates, such as
ageism climates, may have different effects on individual and organization outit@mes
other diversity climates associated with other personal characteriBtierefore, this
result challenges the way current diversity climate researchmadliarconceptualize
diversity attributes as a single construct (e.g., McKay et al., 2008; Paghz008).

Fourth, | introduced a younger worker climate measure to the literatuis) ish
the first time to my knowledge that a climate measure has assessed peopégs ey
of the treatment of younger workers. Very little research examinesetitenent of
younger workers and how people’s perceptions of the treatment of younger workers
affect work attitudes, work withdrawal, and well being. Therefore, the yumgrker
climate measure advances the literature by providing some initial evidEhoes the
perceived treatment of younger workers affects younger workers in thplace.

Fifth, when | examined younger workers rating older worker climate afed ol
workers rating younger worker climate, a pattern of relationships emtragelas

implications for the relational demography literature (Tsui & O'Reilly, 998
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Specifically, | found support that younger workers view older and younger worker
climates as mutually exclusive environments where favorable treatmedeofxarkers
results in less favorable workplace experiences for the younger winréleding
receiving less support from coworkers and having more experiences of distiom In
other words, younger nurses appear to view older nurses as dissimilar to them, and
favorable treatment of older nurses is potentially attributed to perceivetiveegféects
on their workplace experiences. Therefore, this result supports the siralénggtion
paradigm (Byrne, 1971) because greater perceived levels of dissimitardaygaied to
have negative effects on work experiences (Shore et al., 2003).

In contrast, | observed that older nurses view older and younger age clsates
being complementary because older nurses who rated younger and older wakier cli
as positive also reported positive perceptions of support and less experienceslivy.incivi
From a similarity-attraction perspective (Byrne, 1971), older nurses roaglligrevaluate
similarity from the perspective that they are all nurses (i.e., the peofessional
identity), and therefore, the favorable treatment of young and old nurses is iaétefic
their workplace experience. In short, these results suggest that syadlasimilarity
evaluations may change as a function of age, which has not been previously discussed in
the workplace relational demography literature.

Sixth, this dissertation took an interactionalist approach (Tett & Bu2@iB) to
examining how people’s reactions to their work environment are affected byhieot
person and the organizational context, which contributes to the literature by providing a

comprehensive approach to studying the impact of ageism climates. CSEtstwbdera
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several relationships between ageism climates and the outcomes, andngtgrése
nature of these interaction relationships depended on the ageism climate measure
examined. Specifically, CSE buffered the adverse effects of a neggavgroup specific
climate (i.e., younger or older worker climate), whereas CSE enhancpdditige
effects of a positive general age climate. The difference in theredhips could stem
from the different ageism climates eliciting different CSE-relecaet. For instance,
negative age-group climates signal a weak, but challenging situation ¢ésatose with
high levels of CSE to allocate personal resources to cope with the negatitrersiiaa
potential threat to resources) to fulfill their tendency to persist in tleedfaa challenge
(Erez & Judge, 2001). In contrast, a general age climate provides a diiewational
cue that indicates an advantageous environment, which activates high CSE individuals’
propensity to thrive in favorable situations (Judge & Hurst, 2007).

Finally, although not the primary focus of this dissertation, this study expanded
the investigation of the nomological network for CSE, which is emerging aspamtant
personality variable in organizational research. For example, CSE was dooed t
significantly related to work engagement, which is the first time to my ledygel that
this relationship has been established. In addition, | found that a significardnship
between CSE and turnover intentions and organizational commitment depended on the
age group being examined. For example, CSE was only a significant predictor of
turnover intentions in the 40 and older sample. However, CSE was only a significant
predictor of affective organizational commitment in the under 40 sample. These

relationships indicate that CSE has differential validity with certairkplace outcomes
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depending on a person’s age, which is the first time that these differentedfege
have been identified in the literature.
Practical Implications

Several practical implications can be derived from this dissertation.r@lyyrde
nursing workforce is projected to face dramatic shortages, (Buerhaus, Doneilgn, Ul
Norman, & Dittus, 2006), and therefore, the ability to retain nurses has broadlsocie
implications with regard to the healthcare system’s ability to adramgstality health
care through maintaining proper nurse staffing. The findings from thigtdisse could
potentially alleviate some concerns about shortages in the nurse workforcéhitdrea
organizations, and nurse executives specifically, are willing to undertake imgrtoeir
age climates. | found that younger worker ageism climate perceptfensyaunger
nurses’ intentions to stay and affective commitment. Younger nurses haveraigiseof
turnover intentions and actual turnover compared to older nurses (Aiken et al., 2001), and
therefore, improving an organization’s younger worker ageism climate caddde
increased retention of younger nurses. Additionally, | observed that both younger and
older ageism climates affect older nurses’ intentions to stay and afectnmitment.
Improving an organization’s ageism climates (i.e., older, younger,areta) could be
a potential way to retain older nurses, thus addressing nursing shortage costberns
regard to older nurses retiring.

Three strategies that nurse executives could implement to improve the ageism
climate in their organizations include developing a mentoring program, egshoat all

staff have access to career development, and creating and enforcingsticieg to
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prevent “hazing” and negative behaviors toward younger nurses. Indeed, mentoring
programs that match younger and older nurses have been successfully implemented t
reduce experienced nurses “eating their young” through their negatitragr¢af young
nurses (Green & Puetzer, 2002). Mentoring programs could also be a way to address
accommodating potential physical limitations of older nurses as the nursrifprce

ages. Additionally, research has found that older workers seek less careepmevnt|
when they face negative age stereotypes in the workplace (MauregjtBavldeiss, &
Lippstreu , 2008), which means that if ageist stereotypes are removed from the
workplace, older workers may engage in more career development actitieasing

their likelihood of avoiding becoming obsolete. Finally, horizontal violence against
younger nurses has been identified as a major problem in the nursing pro{&sanley,
Martin, Michel, Welton, & Nemeth, 2007) and nurse executives need to implement and
strongly enforce a non-bullying policy to reduce the incidence of workplace bullying
(Salin, 2003).

Furthermore, ageism climates could be added as additional factors assessed i
obtaining Magnet accreditation, which would be another nurse-specific ptactic
implication. Magnet status is an accreditation achieved by a hospitalébtgt aver 65
stringent quantitative and qualitative standards developed by the AmericsasNur
Credentialing Center (ANCC) associated with creating an environmergdhiates
excellence in nursing management, philosophy, and nursing practice (Stone, Mooney-

Kane, Larson, Pastor, Zwanziger , & Dick, 2007). In fact, hospitals achievingd¥lag
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status have an increased level of retention in comparison to non-Magnet hospitals (Stone
et al., 2007).

The results of my dissertation could also broadly affect organizational policy
training, organizational socialization, career development participationjtreent, and
age discrimination litigation. First, from an organizational policy perspecdheaesults
support the idea that creating positive ageism climates positivalgndés turnover
intentions, organizational commitment, and work engagement. Therefore, it is importa
for human resource professionals to assess whether their organization hasexgrosit
negative ageism climate. Specifically, the three ageism climateunesasan be used to
evaluate people’s perceptions of the organization’s age-related treatrniisrgroployees
in order to diagnose ageism concerns. General age climate could be used to diagnose
broader issues of an organization’s age-related treatment of workers svilerege-
group specific measures could provide detailed information about what age-groups are
having issues in the workplace. These measures allow organizations aontake
targeted strategy for their age-supportive policy development and implementati
strategy to have the greatest impact on employee retention, commitment, and
engagement. Improving the retention of older workers would help organizations retain
the knowledge, experience, and expertise that could enhance an organization’s
competitiveness. Moreover, retaining and engaging younger workers thigergh a
supportive policies increases the likelihood of cultivating employees who could be the

future leaders of the organization.
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Second, building positive ageism climates may require organizations to
implement interventions such as age diversity training. In fact, stratdgenanagerial
training that combat age stereotypes, age norming, and ageist attitudesemave be
identified as a way to increase retention of older workers (Hedge et al., 2868 &
al., 2003). Although diversity training has been criticized for resulting ie btiserved
learning (Rynes & Rosen, 1995), some researchers have identified and integrbesd the
practices from the diversity training and education literatures wduald improve the
effectiveness of diversity training as an intervention (King, Dawson, kra&iGulick,
in press; King, Gulick, & Avery, in press). To emphasize the importance of ¢he ag
supportive climate to the organization, the training intervention could be integrated into
the new employee orientation ensuring that age-related practices, paliddgsocedures
are emphasized immediately upon organizational entry. In addition, the agetiseppor
intervention should be emphasized throughout an organization’s management and
leadership development process in order to instill in the future leadersrpmstant
uniform implementation of age-supportive policies are to the organization’s eeploy
retention strategy.

Third, the results from this dissertation have implications for organizational
socialization processes. Bauer et al. (2007) found that social acceptancednbdia
effects of an organization’s socialization tactics on socialization outcowlasling job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, job performance, intentions to remain, and
turnover. Arguably, a positive workplace climate would reflect a workpladegrgater

social acceptance, which would result in positive effects on the above important
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socialization outcomes. Moreover, an organization that can build strong agenstiesl!
would have an easier time propagating this age-supportive treatment througiout the
organization because it could be passed from insiders to newcomers through naturally
occurring socialization processes. In fact, mentoring programs, an otgaraka
socialization tactic, are being designed and implemented in hospitals tesatidre
concerns surrounding experienced nurses “eating their young” through thegiveeg
treatment of young nurses (Green & Puetzer, 2002).

Fourth, developing an age-supportive workplace climate could increase
employees’ participation in career development and training activitiage¥jd8arbeite,
Weiss, and Lippstreu (2008) found that negative stereotypes adversely affdetpe
career development self-efficacy and their likelihood to participate @ecdevelopment
activities. Therefore, organizations that address workplace age biapleynenting age-
sensitive policies and practices could be rewarded through having a bettt trai
workforce because workers will feel supported to seek training and develognadint
career stages.

Fifth, strong age-supportive policies and climate may build an organization’s
reputation for equitable treatment of workers across the career span, teasimgthe
organization’s attractiveness and effectiveness in recruiting taleotéens of all ages.
As the workforce ages and becomes more diverse, the ability to appeal to & bgeade
range of applicants through a positive age-supportive reputation could increase the
likelihood of attracting higher quality applicants, making the organization more

competitive (Doverspike, Taylor, Shultz, & McKay, 2000). Doverspike and collsague
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discuss the importance of being able to attract older workers to organizations ared outl
multiple strategies that organizations can use to successfully recreitnmadure workers
including creating accommodating and flexible workplaces, which could be included as a
part of an age-supportive policy.

Finally, given that the number of age discrimination claims being filed is
increasing, age discrimination litigation is an important issue in orgasnzaMcCann
& Giles, 2002). A positive age-supportive climate could reduce the likelihood ofjfacin
age discrimination claims, which helps an organization avoid costly litigation and
negative perceptions of the organization. The legal focus of an age discrimination case
involves a comparison between the treatment of older and younger workers (Maurer &
Rafuse, 2001). An organization with a strong climate of equitable treatment ofinttier
younger workers may have a lower likelihood of losing an age discriminatiomicase
potentially of even having a claim filed. In fact, | observed that a pdyitisted age-
group specific climate was related to fewer experiences of disctionna
Potential Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

As with all research, this study could be improved or expanded on in several ways
in future studies. The following section outlines potential limitations and several
additional considerations for future research.

First, | was unable to implement an iterative process of item generatidteean
trimming because the data were already collected for the originalragknsate
measures. Additionally, the original measure was designed to be short bedhese of

extreme length of the existing survey. Specifically, this posed a liontatithat the
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original measure contained 10 items to assess three dimensions of agasste cli
Therefore, item trimming was difficult since any reduction in the measuould result
in even fewer items that were supposed to represent the content domain of ageism
climate. In fact, during the item trimming process, | had to reduce the yowndeer
climate to two items, which calls into question how well the younger workeatdi
measure actually captures the entire domain of younger worker treatnaenbrkplace
context. However, the current study appropriately serves as a prelinmaasyigation
into a multi-stage development of the ageism climate measures. | lookddwa
additional research to refine and revise the ageism climate measurésritodruly
capture the ageism climate domain. For example, a content area thatrigbdsto be
addressed specifically for the younger worker ageism climateunge@sthe idea of age-
focused aggressive behaviors such as hazing and incivility. In the nurse warkforc
specifically, the existence of a climate of “nurses eating theirgfoomhorizontal
violence has been identified as a major problem in the nursing professionyStanle
Martin, Michel, Welton, & Nemeth, 2007). However, lateral violence, also refesrasl t
workplace bullying, exists across age groups, professions, and workplates23z3),
making the addition of this content area more generalizable. Additionallyilitycia
more subtle aggressive behavior, has been argued to be a form of sex and race
discrimination (Cortina, 2008). Arguably, incivility could also be a form of age
discriminatory behavior, and age discrimination is associated with the age bia

framework that | used to conceptually develop the ageism climates. Theedfofehe
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ageism climate measures could benefit from the addition of items tapphHfigcaged
aggressive behaviors.

In addition, | have identified perceived fairness of age-related treatment of
workers to be another potential content area that could be captured by the genaral ag
climate measure. In fact, data are being collected in Italy on an up@assoivof the
scale that has two additional general age climate items that attemmgtitotly capture
fairness. The additional items included in the data collection are “Organiiat
decisions made about people are sometimes affected by a person’s age,” agtthi€om
people’s age affects how they are treated in my organization.”

Second, the ageism climates focus on the negative treatment of workers with
regard to their age. However, some of my explanations for my results incorponasan
age supportive environment may increase people’s likelihood of success and commitment
due to increased access to resources. However, | do not measure an age-supportive
climate directly, but rather assume that an age supportive environment is on theeoppos
pole of an age climate continuum. Ageism climate and age supportive climate may
may not share the same continuum and could be two completely different constructs.
Therefore, future research should develop an age supportive climate measure and
investigate whether ageism climate and age supportive climatedfarerdiconstructs
or the opposite poles of one construct.

Second, as noted, these results question the appropriateness of treating diversity
climate as a general concept, which is currently a popular way offtaatizing

diversity climate in the literature (McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008; PugletBi Brief, &
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Wiley, 2008). However, | was unable to test whether age diversity clisdistinct
from or provides incremental prediction over general diversity climate, beaause
measure of general diversity climate was not included in the dataset. faseaech
should investigate this possibility by collecting general diversity ¢kraa well as the
three ageism climate measures. Arguably, attribute-specific dywelisnates, such as
ageism climate, may have different effects on individual and organization outtitanes
other diversity climates associated with other personal characterigtierefore, further
examination is needed to determine whether attribute-specific diveligitgtes are
distinct. In other words, ageism climates should be examined with ethnieitgere
climates, gender-related climates, and other attribute-specifiatels to build evidence
for discriminant validity of ageism climates. Furthermore, futuseaech should
investigate if these climates have differential relationships with itdaliand
organizational outcomes. For instance, future research should expand the investigation
into how the treatment of younger workers affects other individual and organitationa
outcomes such as job performance, job satisfaction, and psychological health.
Third, different patterns of relationships emerged across age groups between the
age-group specific age climate variables and several of the convergeiy vakiables.
For instance, those who were under 40 and rated older worker climate as pasitive al
reported that they received less coworker support and experienced more age
discrimination. Future research investigating the role of interpersoppbg and conflict
in evaluating age climate would be beneficial to further development of thetimgee

measures. For instance, future research could examine how support or interpersonal
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conflict affect age climate perceptions and whether support or interpersonaitcoat}
buffer or enhance the effects of ageism climates. Additionally, these ¢ype
relationships imply that some sort of self-other evaluation is being made wb@e pe
respond to the age climate items. However, | did not have the opportunity to follow up
with the participants to investigate these relationships further. Potgrfugllre research
could investigate this self-other explanation through interviews in which partigipant
could be asked to explain their responses. In addition, future research should investigate
the potential effects of self-other assessments of treatment on an indivwdoiddace
attitudes and behaviors. For instance, the use of age-group identity measures would be
beneficial to examine how age-identity affects people’s age climategi®ns. Finally,
future research should also investigate the potential changes in workpldagtgim
dissimilarity evaluations across people’s work lifespan and how this aftetiisles,
motivation, and behavior.

Fourth, it is important to recognize that the potential differences across the
ageism climate measures and their relationships with the outcome variabtebecdule
to the fact that the perceptions of nurses who have remained in the profession and the
workforce may be completely different than those who left the profession and workforce
In other words, the nurses who have “survived” the vetting process that occurs
throughout their professional career could have accepted the norms of the workplace
which could result in having a recalibration and different conceptualization of the
meaning of ageism climates. Changes in recalibration and conceptoalaai

discussed in the organizational change literature as beta and gamma ¢Aamgeskis,
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Bedeian, & Pond, 1983). Beta change results from the respondent's subjective
recalibration of the measurement scale. Gamma change results from the netsponde
reconceptualization of the measured variable. Therefore, beta and gamma aayges
occur as a function of a nurse’s workplace experiences and survival in theipiofes
which could be considered as being analogous to an organizational change intervention.
In this case, beta and gamma would represent how the career process and workplace
experiences change how people may evaluate the measurement scaletlirtingyr
career and that ageism climate may conceptually change throughout teeir car
Therefore, future research should implement a longitudinal design to invetitigate
potential recalibration and reconceptualization processes involving the atjenste
measures that may occur throughout people’s careers.

Fifth, this study used a convenience sample of registered nurses, which could
limit the generalizability of my findings. Certain industries and orgaioizs, for
instance, may have different age-related perspectives, and thus themasutist
replicate across organizations and industries. In fact, research ex@game-specific job
norms (Lawrence, 1988) has found that different age norms exist for differesofype
jobs, which could impact people’s perceptions of the treatment of workers according to
their age. Therefore, nurses could have a different perspective about aly@iates than
do members of other professions. For example, relative to other professions, a norm of
“hazing” may exist in nursing, which could lead to younger nurses not beitgctreall
by their older colleagues. However, the nurse workforce exemplifies thevagikfiprce

trend that is occurring in the U.S. and seems to be an appropriate sample to use in my
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preliminary investigation of age climate. Future research should be conducted on
different professions and industries to investigate whether the resuilts study can be
replicated.

Sixth, the results could suffer from inflation due to common method variance
(CMV) because the outcomes and the ageism climate measures are seHnépoere
collected from the same source at the same time point. However, Spector (2006) argue
and provided empirical evidence that showed that the method itself may not be producing
systematic variance in observations that inflates correlations tagmfycaint degree.
Moreover, CMV and inflation are less of a problem when examining moderatasedtec
in the present study where differences in levels of CSE produced different lepdise
relationships between ageism climates and the outcomes were differeldleioand
younger workers). However, to address the inflation concern, | analyzeslatenships
between ageism climates (collected at Time 2) and the outcomesenbbedtime 1,
which served as a supplemental analysis to validate the results from the Tinee 2. T
supplemental analysis revealed similar results. However, predictinglinoatecpredicts
an outcome variable that was collected six months later may be conceptually
inappropriate. Therefore, any differences in results between the two tinte pould be
due to potential changes that occurred in the environment that changed peoplgss ratin
of the outcome variables. To address CMV, future research should implement a
longitudinal design where the collection of the antecedents, interaction eariabtl the
outcomes are temporally separated, and researchers should attempt toarobeat the

variables from multiple sources.
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Seventh, this study essentially used a cross-sectional desigrsbesan though
there were variables used from the Time 1 data collection (i.e., CSEg,tenur
chronological age), the ageism climates and outcomes were colleGienka2.

Therefore, within person variations or developmental changes that maylwoeightout

an individual’s career were not captured. As people age, their perceptions about age
related organizational treatment of employees may change. For mstémaend that

older workers’ commitment was affected by their perceptions of older andgoung
worker treatment, but younger workers commitment was only affected bgegoun
worker treatment. This difference could be due to changes that occur due totaging, i
could be a cohort effect, or it could be due to something else altogether. For irstance
older nurses participating in the study represent those who “survived” versus tlmse w
left the profession, which could affect their perceptions of ageism climatesxamine
these possibilities, future research investigating the potential chanagsism climate
perceptions over a longer period of time would provide additional insight into whether
within person changes in perceptions occur as a person ages and how this affects
workplace attitudes.

Eighth, potentially some of my observed findings may be due to chance. My post
hoc analysis examining the probability that my results were by chance euitbat
there was a high likelihood that at least one of my significant relationshipgsywas
chance. Therefore, in order to explore this possibility further, future ressauich

attempt to replicate the results observed in this dissertation.
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Finally, future research will need to account for additional variables thiéd ¢
affect ageism climate perceptions. For instance, the age of the peopleetharses care
for could potentially affect their perceptions about age and aging. In other wordsg a nurs
working in a nursing home may have a different perspective on aging cahpare
nurse who works in the emergency room because the age of the patient population may
be different. Future research should examine the potential influence of the pgtesoft
population cared for as a potential influence of people’s ageism climagppens. In
addition, organizational justice and fairness perceptions should be examined vath agei
climates. For instance, people’s perceptions of age-policy fairness coulghberblated
to perceptions of ageism climate and potentially could mediate or moderate the
relationship between ageism climates and workplace outcomes. Finalkyngvor a
Magnet-qualified hospital may also have an effect on nurses’ ageisatelm@rceptions.
Briefly, Magnet accreditation involves achieving excellence in icrgan environment
that supports nursing practice and leadership and has been observed to affect nurse
satisfaction and turnover intentions (Stone et al., 2007). Therefore, nurses wokking at
Magnet hospital may have different perspectives about ageism climatéhdse who do
not and this should be investigated in future research.
Conclusion

In conclusion, this dissertation has direct implications for the nurse workforce.
The nurse workforce is facing a nurse shortage of epidemic proportions (Buerhaus,
Staiger, & Auerbach, 2000), and this dissertation provides insight into how organizations

can adjust their age-related treatment of nurses in order to increasestemsenm,
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commitment, and engagement. The increased retention of nurses will help to address the
impending nurse shortage, and will hopefully increase nurses’ ability to provideyqualit
health care because there will be enough nurses to fill staffing demands.

Moreover, this dissertation contributes to the workplace aging literatseyaral
ways. First, | developed the concept of ageism climate for older and youndersvar
the literature. Second, | found differential effects for each type of agdiisiate measure
which provides evidence for how age-related treatment affects people in #p@aver
Third, | found that assessments of younger and older worker climate depend om dhe ag
the respondent which has implications on the relational demography paradigm (Tsui &
O'Reilly, 1989). Finally, | provided insight into the complex relationship between
personal characteristics and age-related treatment of workers aridatoafpeople’s
workplace experiences. CSE buffered the negative effects of negativeuattgounger
worker climates and CSE enhanced the positive effects of a positive genelahate c
on turnover intentions and organizational commitment. | invite future research that
further develops the ageism climate measures and investigatesfdetg en individual

and organizational outcomes.
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Table 1 Summary of Hypotheses

After controlling for chronological age, tenure gaaiffective
Hypothesis 1: commitment, ageism climates will be positively tethto
organizational turnover intentions.

After controlling for chronological age, tenure gaaiffective
commitment, CSE will moderate the relationship kestwvageism
Hypothesis 2: climates and turnover intentions such that thesmge&limates—
turnover intentions relationship will be positivedastronger when
people’s level of CSE are higher than when CSEl¢exee lower.

After controlling for chronological age and orgaatipnal tenure,
Hypothesis 3: ageism climates will be negatively related to afferorganizational
commitment.

After controlling for chronological age and orgaatibnal tenure CSE
will moderate the relationship between ageism diésand
Hypothesis 4: organizational commitment such that the ageismatts—
organizational commitment relationship will be niégmand stronger
when people’s level of CSE are higher than when €S8&ls are lower.

After controlling for chronological age, ageismnadites will be

Hypothesis 5: negatively related to work engagement.

After controlling for chronological age, CSE willaderate the
relationship between ageism climates and work ezigagt such that
Hypothesis 6: the ageism climates—work engagement relationshifbeinegative
and stronger when people’s levels of CSE are hititaar when they arg
lower.




Table 2.Ageism Climate Scale Iltems and Their Relationship with Age Stgresgnd
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Item

Stereotype Relationship

Diversity Theme
Relationship

1. In my organization, older nurses
are viewed as less valualtlean
younger nurses.

Lower Performance, Resistance
Change, Lower Ability to Learn,
Shorter Tenure, More Costly

to
Equitable distribution
of resources

2. My organization views
investmentsn older workers as
unlikely to yield a return.

Lower Ability to Learn, Shorter
Tenure, More Costly

Equitable distribution
of resources

3. Older nurses are not given as
much access to career developme
resourcegi.e. training) as compare
to younger nurses.

nt
d Lower Ability to Learn, Shorter
Tenure, More Costly

Equitable distribution
of resources

4. In my organization, older nurses
do not get as much suppait they
might need.

Support

5. In my organization, younger
nurses are viewed as less valuablg
than older nurses.

Less trustworthy, less loyal

Equitable distribution
of resources

6. My organization views
investmentsn younger nurses as
unlikely to yield a return.

Less trustworthy, lésgal

Equitable distribution
of resources

7. Younger nurses are not given as

much access to career developme
resourcegi.e., training) as
compared to older nurses.

Less trustworthy, legs lo

Equitable distribution
of resources

8. In my organization, younger
nurses do not get as much sup@s
they might need.

Support

9. Sometimes a person's age affeg
how they are vieweth my
organization.

ts
Affective reaction toward a
person due to their age

10. People of certain ages are ofte

not well integratednto the
organization.

>

Inclusion
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Table 5 Exploratory Factor Analysis for the Ageism Climate Scales

Factor 1 Factor 2
1. In my organization, older nurses are viewed as .89 -.10
less valuable than younger nurses.
2. My organization views investments in older .84 -.06
workers as unlikely to yield a return.
3. Older nurses are not given as much access to .78 -.04
career development resources (i.e. training) as
compared to younger nurses.
4. In my organization, older nurses do not get as .89 -11
much support as they might need.
5. In my organization, younger nurses are -.19 .85
viewed as less valuable than older nurses.
6. My organization views investments in -.04 .80
younger nurses as unlikely to yield a return.
7. Younger nurses are not given as much access .02 .73
to career development resources (i.e., training)
as compared to older nurses.
8. In my organization, younger nurses do not get .27 .65
as much support as they might need.
9. Sometimes a person's age affects how they are .61 .35
viewed in my organization.
10. People of certain ages are often not well .64 .38

integrated into the organization.

Note. N= 34Q Oblimin rotation was used:.he correlation between the factors is .22.
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Table 11 Regression Analysis with Time 2 Organizational Turnover Intentions

Under 40 40+ Z test
(N =95) (N =218)
B B

Step 1 Age .07 -.04 3.98**
Commitment -.44 -.37 -.59
Tenure -.14 -.08 -1.83
AR? 21%* 15%*
AF 8.16 12.63
df 3,92 3,215

Step 2 Age .07 -.07 4.82**
Commitment - 43** -.25%* -1.35
Tenure -.13 -.15* 0.60
CSE .03 - 22%* 2.04*
Older Worker Climate -11 33 2.45%*
General Age Climate -.02 -.06 -.16
Younger Worker Climate .08 A2 .24
AR? .01 15%*
AF .40 11.29
df 4,88 4,211

Step 3 Age .04 -.07 3.67*
Commitment -.38** -.24** -1.08
Tenure -.08 -.14* 1.96*
CSE -.01 -.19** 1.17
Older Worker Climate -.23 .30** 2.54
General Age Climate .06 -.04 -.50
Younger Worker Climate .03 14* .80
Younger X CSE -.52%* .08 3.82**
Older X CSE -21 -.19% 14
General X CSE A3 .03 -1.97*
AR? .09* .03*
AF 3.72 2.87
df 3,85 3, 208
Total R 31 .33

Note.Z = z-score difference between the correlatiomsley 40 = sample representing nurses under the age
of 40. 40+ = sample representing nurses 40 ygaskler. Commitment = affective organizational
commitment. Tenure = organizational tenure. CSre self-evaluations. Younger X CSE = interaction
term between younger worker climate and CSE. Q/ESE = interaction term between older worker
climate and CSE. General X CSE = general workenat¢é and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.
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Table 12 Regression Analysis with Time 1 Organizational Turnover Intentions

Under 40 40+ Z test
B B
(N =96) (N =219)

Step 1 Age .04 .00 0.34
Aff Commitment - 43** - 43** -0.03
Tenure -.15 -12 -1.00
AR? 22%* 20%

AF 8.56 17.78
df 3,93 3,216

Step 2 Age .03 -.02 0.36
Commitment -.38** -.36** -0.22
Tenure -.15 -.16* -0.79
CSE -.04 - 27** 2.01*
Older Worker Climate -.02 15 1.15
General Age Climate -.04 -.01 0.20
Younger Worker Climate A3 .09 -0.12
AR? .01 A1
AF .33 8.18
df 4,89 4,212

Step 3 Age .01 -.02 0.22
Commitment -.33* =37 0.30
Tenure -12 -.15*% -0.56
CSE -13 -.23** 0.64
Older Worker Climate -.19 A2 2.17*
General Age Climate .09 .00 -0.60
Younger Worker Climate .08 A2 0.47
Younger X CSE -.46* .04 2.77*
Older X CSE -.32* -.19* 0.96
General X CSE A4* A1 -1.67*
AR? 09 .020
AF 3.89 1.90
df 3,86 3, 209
Total R 32 32

Note.Z = z-score difference between the correlatiomsldy 40 = sample representing nurses under

the age of 40. 40+ = sample representing nursged® or older. Commitment = affective organizaion
commitment. Tenure = organizational tenure. CSbre self-evaluations. Younger X CSE = interaction
term between younger worker climate and CSE. Q/ESE = interaction term between older worker
climate and CSE. General X CSE = general workenat¢é and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.



Table 13 Regression Analysis with Time 2 Affective Organizational Comnmmtme
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Under 40 40+
B s Z test
(N =96) (N =219)
Step 1 Age .05 .06 0.08
Tenure .01 -.04 0.24
AR? .00 .00
AF 14 A7
df 2,94 2,217
Step 2 Age 12 .05 0.78
Tenure -.06 .05 -0.70
CSE .28** -.00 2.77*
Older Worker Climate .07 -.22% -1.99*
General Age Climate .00 -.10 -0.60
Younger Worker Climate -.30% -A7* 0.69
AR? 20% 14
AF 5.50 8.40
Df 4,90 4,213
Step 3 Age 12 .06 0.79
Tenure -.08 .05 -0.89
CSE .23 -.01 1.73*
Older Worker Climate A3 -.22*% -2.14*
General Age Climate -.06 -.10 -0.19
Younger Worker Climate -.27* -.19** 0.32
Younger X CSE .30 .07 -1.16
Older X CSE .06 14 0.49
General X CSE -.32 -.15 0.87
AR? .03 .01
AF .99 1.00
df 3,87 3,210
Total R 23 15

Note.Z = z-score difference between the correlatiomsley 40 = sample representing nurses under
the age of 40. 40+ = sample representing nursged® or older. Tenure = organizational tenure.
CSE = core self-evaluations. Younger X CSE = axtdon term between younger worker climate
and CSE. Older X CSE = interaction term betweeermlabrker climate and CSE.

General X CSE = general worker climate and CSE.<*p1. *p < .05.
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Table 14 Regression Analyses with Time 1 Affective Organizational Coment

Under 40 40+
S Z test
(N =96) (N =219)

Step 1 Age -.08 .10 -1.26
Tenure .16 -.04 1.54
AR? .02 .01
AF 1.00 1.12
df 2,94 2,217

Step 2 Age -.02 .09 -0.67
Tenure .09 .05 0.67
CSE 27** -.02 2.88**
Older Worker Climate .08 -.23** -2.16*
General Age Climate -.04 -.07 -0.19
Younger Worker Climate -.26 -.19** 0.26
AR? 9% A3
AF 5.29 7.95
df 4,90 4,213

Step 3 Age -.02 .09 -0.70
Tenure .06 .05 0.34
CSE A1 .00 0.77
Older Worker Climate .15 -.25** -2.55**
General Age Climate -.10 -.05 0.37
Younger Worker Climate -.25 -.19** 0.10
Younger X CSE A3* 12 -1.53
Older X CSE -.03 .00 0.22
General X CSE -.52%* -.04 2.42%*
AR? .07+ .01
AF 2.82 .89
df 3, 87 3,210
Total R 28 15

Note.Z = z-score difference between the correlationmsley 40 = sample representing nurses under
the age of 40. 40+ = sample representing nursged® or older. Tenure = organizational tenure.

CSE = core self-evaluations. Younger X CSE = axt8on term between younger worker climate and
CSE. Older X CSE = interaction term between olderker climate and CSE. General X CSE = general
worker climate and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.



Table 15 Regression Analysis with Time 2 Work Engagement
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Under 40 40+ Z test
B B
(N =95) (N = 220)
Step 1 Age .09 -.02 1.01
Urban versus Rural -.16 -12 -0.51
AR? .04 .01
AF 1.80 1.57
df 2,93 2,218
Step 2 Age 12 .01 1.12
Urban versus Rural -.16 -.14* -0.34
CSE .25*% 31%* -0.39
Older Worker Climate -.08 -.18* -0.37
General Age Climate .00 -.01 -0.07
Younger Worker Climate -.06 -.08 -0.21
AR? .08 15%
AF 1.94 9.84
df 4,89 4,214
Step 3 Age A1 .01 0.93
Urban versus Rural -17 -.13 -0.51
CSE .18 31** -0.71
Older Worker Climate .02 -.18* -1.02
General Age Climate -.08 -.01 0.44
Younger Worker Climate -.03 -.08 -0.44
Younger X CSE 37* .03 -1.77*
Older X CSE .10 .02 -0.51
General X CSE -.44* -.07 1.77*
AR? .05 .00
AF 1.60 .20
df 3, 86 3,211
Total R 16 17

Note.Z = z-score difference between the correlatiomsldy 40 = sample representing nurses under
the age of 40. 40+ = sample representing nursged® or older. Urban versus Rural = categorical
variable indicating the population of the city wéhe nurse practices. CSE = core self-evaluations.
Younger X CSE = interaction term between youngerkeoclimate and CSE. Older X CSE =
interaction term between older worker climate a®ECGeneral X CSE = general worker climate
and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.



Table 16 Regression Analysis with Time 1 Work Engagement
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Under 40 40+
b s Z test
(N =96) (N = 220)
Step 1 Age .00 -.05 0.35
Urban versus Rural -.15 -.15* -0.11
AR? .02 .02
AF 1.01 2.64
df 2,94 2,217
Step 2 Age .02 -.02 0.29
Urban versus Rural -12 -.18** 0.33
CSE .36** .35%* 0.35
Older Worker Climate .10 -.10 -1.56
Step 3 General Age Climate -.08 -.04 0.27
Younger Worker Climate .01 -.05 -0.49
AR? 15%* 16%*
AF 4.19 10.39
df 4,90 4,213
Age .00 -.02 0.16
Urban versus Rural -.15 - 19%* 0.18
CSE 39 .36%* 0.39
Older Worker Climate .23 -.10 -2.26*
General Age Climate -.19 -.06 0.86
Younger Worker Climate .04 -.03 -0.48
Younger X CSE 27 -.12 -2.28*
Older X CSE .22 -.13 -2.16*
General X CSE -.37 .19 2.69**
AR? 04 .02
AF 1.46 1.60
df 3,87 3,210
Total R 21 20

Note.Z = z-score difference between the correlatiomsddy 40 = sample representing nurses under
the age of 40. 40+ = sample representing nursged® or older. Urban versus Rural = categorical
variable indicating the population of the city wéhe nurse practices. CSE = core self-evaluations.
Younger X CSE = interaction term between youngerkenclimate and CSE. Older X CSE =
interaction term between older worker climate al8ECGeneral X CSE = general worker climate
and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.
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Table 17. Regression Analysis with General Age Climate and Time 2@esc(entire

sample)
Turnover Commitment Engagement
s s B
Step 1 Commitment -.39** - -
Age -.01 .06 A1
Tenure -.09 -.04 -
Urban versus Rural - - -.12*
AR? 17 .00 03
AF 20.61 43 5.26
df 3,313 2,316 2, 316
Step 2 Commitment -0.34* - -
Age -.01 .06 12*
Tenure -11 .02 -
Urban versus Rural - - -.14%*
CSE -.15** .09 .29**
General Age Climate 12 =27 -.13*
AR? .04** .09** 2%
AF 7.31 14.93 21.12
df 2,311 2,314 2,314
Step 3 Commitment -.35** - -
Age -.01 .06 12+
Tenure -11 .02 -
Urban versus Rural - - -.14*
CSE -.16** .08 .28**
General Age Climate A1 -.28** -.14*
General X CSE -.09 -.03 -.08
AR? .01 .00 .00
AF 2.78 .38 1.52
df 1,310 1, 313 1, 313
Total R 21 .09 15

Note.N = 315-318. Turnover = organizational turnover milens. Commitment = affective organizational
commitment. Engagement = work engagement. Tenarganizational tenure. Urban versus Rural =
Categorical variable indicating the populationtd tity where the nurse practices. CSE = core
self-evaluations. General X CSE = general workienafe and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.
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Table 18 Regression Analysis with General Age Climate and Time 1 Outcomés (ent
sample)

Turnover Commitment Engagement
p 14 14
Step 1 Age .06 .00 .030
Tenure -.12* -.02 -
Commitment - 44 - -
Urban versus Rural - - -.14*
AR? 20%* .00 .02*
AF 26.35 .07 3.70
Df 3,315 2,316 2,316
Step 2 Age .06 .00 .04
Tenure -.14* .04 -
Commitment -.39%* - -
Urban versus Rural - - -.16%*
CSE -.19%* .07 .36**
General Age Climate .10 -.26%* -11*
AR? .05** .08** 15%*
AF 10.55 12.95 29.45
df 2,313 2,314 2,314
Step 3 Age .06 .01 .04
Tenure -.14* .04 -
Commitment -.39%* - -
Urban versus Rural - - -.16**
CSE -.20%* .07 .36**
General Age Climate .09 =27 -11*
General X CSE -.03 -.02 .01
AR? .00 .00 .00
AF .35 17 .03
df 1,312 1,313 1,313
Total R .25 .08 18

Note.N = 315-318. Turnover = organizational turnover ilens. Commitment = affective organizational
commitment. Engagement = work engagement. Tenarganizational tenure. Urban versus Rural =
Categorical variable indicating the populationtod tity where the nurse practices. CSE = core
self-evaluations. General X CSE = general workienatie and CSE. **p < .01. *p < .05.
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Table 19.Summary of Significant Regression Coefficients Across Regressiorgsdaa

Main Effects Interactions
Younger X  Older X  General X
Younger Older General CSE CSE CSE CSE
Under 40 TOI (T2) ns ns ns ns - 52** ns A3%*
TOI (T1) ns ns ns ns -.46* -.32* A4*
Commit (T2) -.30% ns ns .28** ns ns ns
Commit (T1) ns ns ns ns A3 ns - 52**
Engage (T2) ns ns ns .25% ns ns ns
Engage (T1) ns ns ns .36** ns ns ns
‘g’l ;grd TOI (T2) A4 30"  ns -.19* ns -.19* ns
TOI (T1) ns ns ns -27% ns ns ns
Commit (T2) -17x -22¢ ns ns ns ns ns
Commit (T1)  -.19** . 23** ns ns ns ns ns
Engage (T2) ns -.18* ns 31 ns ns ns
Engage (T1) ns ns ns .35** ns ns ns
Combined 1q) (12 ; ; ns  -15% ; ; ns
Sample
TOI (T1) - - ns -.19% - - ns
Commit (T2) - - =27 ns - - ns
Commit (T1) - - -.26** ns - - ns
Engage (T2) - - -.13* 29%* - - ns
Engage (T1) - - -.11* .36** - - ns

Note.Younger = younger worker age climate. Older = olderker age climate. General = general age
climate. Younger X CSE = the interaction betweeanger worker age climate and core self-evaluations.
Older X CSE = the interaction between older worddenate and core self-evaluations. General X CSE =
the interaction between general age climate anel self-evaluations. TOI = turnover intentions.
Commitment = affective organizational commitmemnmigBgement = work engagement. T1 = data collected
at Time 1. T2 = data collected at Time 2. ns =gigiificant. Chronological age was controlled foril
analyses. *p < .01. p < .05.
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Table 20.Post Hoc Power Analysis

Observed total Total
Outcome (Sample) R? F N  Alpha Predictors Power
T2 TOI (Under 40) 31 .26 95 .05 10 0.93
T2 TOI (Over 40) .33 44 218 .05 10 1.00
T2 TOI (Combined) 21 22 315 .05 6 1.00
T1 TOI (Under 40) .32 .28 95 .05 10 1.00
T1 TOI (Over 40) .32 43 218 .05 10 1.00
T1 TOI (Combined) .25 27 315 .05 6 1.00
T2 Commitment (Under 40) .23 .32 96 .05 9 0.98
T2 Commitment (Over 40) .15 .18 219 .05 9 1.00
T2 Commitment (Combined) .09 A3 318 .05 5 1.00
T1 Commitment (Under 40) .28 .45 96 .05 9 1.00
T1 Commitment (Over 40) .15 21 219 .05 9 1.00
T1 Commitment (Combined) .08 A1 318 .05 5 1.00
T2 Engagement (Under 40) .16 21 96 .05 9 0.87
T2 Engagement (Over 40) 17 .22 219 .05 9 1.00
T2 Engagement (Combined) .15 A7 318 .05 5 1.00
T1 Engagement (Under 40) 21 .39 96 .05 9 .99
T1 Engagement (Over 40) .20 .25 219 .05 9 1.00
T1 Engagement (Combined) .18 22 318 .05 5 1.00

Note.T1 = Time 1. T2 = Time 2. TOI = organizational tauer intentions. Commitment = affective
organizational commitment. Engagement = work engesge.
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Table 21 R,qj and ICC Analysis for the Ageism Climate Measures

N N

Mean fq) Range ICC Groups Respondents
Older Ageism Climate 0.73 (.14-.96) .05 18 313
Younger Ageism Climate 0.83 (.66-.98) .01 18 315
General Ageism Climate 0.54 (0-.87) .00 18 315

Note.r.gq; = withingroup agreement. ICC = intraclass correlation.
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Figure 1.Hypothesized Conceptual Model
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Figure 2.Best Fitting Ageism Climate Model

Note.Model is displaying standardized loadings. The model’s fit statisticg’él6) = 60.78; p <
.001; N = 344; CFI = .98; SRMR = .04; RMSEA = .09.
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Figure 3.Young Age Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 2 Organizational Turnover

Intentions (Under 40)
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Figure 4.General Age Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 2 Organizational Turnover
Intentions (Under 40)
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Figure 5.0lder Worker Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 2 Organizational Turnover
Intentions (40 and older)
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Figure 6.Younger Worker Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 1 Organizational
Turnover Intentions (under 40)
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Figure 7.0lder Worker Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 1 Organizational Turnover
Intentions (under 40)
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Figure 8.General Age Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 1 Organizational Turnover
Intentions (under 40)
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Figure 9.Younger Worker Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 1 Affective
Organizational Commitment (under 40)
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Figure 10.General Age Climate X CSE Interaction on Time 1 Organizational
Commitment (under 40)
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Appendix: Informed Consent Form and Utilized Oregon Nurse Retention Stevey

INFORMED CONSENT

The Oregon Nurse Retention Proj ect

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dr. RobéairSand Dr.
Cynthia Mohr from the Department of Psychology at Portland State Utyw@?SU) in
collaboration with the Oregon Nurses Association (ONA). This studyirwidistigate the kinds of
positive and stressful experiences you have at work and your attitudes andi@aescout
yourself at work, your organization, and the profession of nursing. The generaf guaktudy

is to investigate how occupational stress and positive experiences at fu@hkda nurses’
desires to stay in the profession of nursing as well as their thoughtdedong the profession.
We will compile a series of recommendations based on our findings acrossitbigeup of
participants and will report these findings to acute care fasilitredoing so, we hope to help
create healthier and more rewarding work environments for nurses.

What will | haveto do?

= If you decide to participate, you will be given thgtion to complete web-based or hard-
copy versions of the surveys.
= You will be asked to answer an initial survey, whigill ask you various questions

regarding your nursing work life, including yourrppectives on the field of nursing, your career
as a nurse, the organization you work for, the fegpu work with, your current job, and some
guestions about you as a person.

L] Following a five month period, you will be askedcmmplete a second survey that will
ask similar questions to the first survey.

. The two surveys are designed to take approxima&@Iyinutes in length each.

. You may contact the researchers throughout they stiademail ginclair @pdx.edu)

and/or telephone (503) 725-3986 to ask any question have and address any problems you
might be having.

Arethereany risks?
. There is no direct cost associated with your cotigieof the surveys in this study
. There are no anticipated physical or psychologisik from participating in this study.
It is possible that you may be upset by the rectibe of unpleasant experiences. However, our
past experience with questionnaire research sugtestis extremely unlikely.

Y our participation isvoluntary

. Your participation in this study is completely votary. You are under no obligation to
participate and choosing not to participate wilt affect your relationship with Portland State
University or the Oregon Nurses Association.

. You may choose to not answer questions or withdram participating in this study at
any time.
. If you do not complete the initial survey, you viokk terminated from the study. If you do

not complete the second survey, you will still laédpgfor completing the first survey.
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What will | get in return?

. In exchange for your participation, you will recei$10 for completing the initial survey
and $10 for completion of the final survey.

. Thus, you can earn up to $20 for participatinghis study.

. A full report on the purpose of and findings ofstistudy will be published and freely

available. We will provide a copy of this reportath study participants at no charge.

What are you doing to protect me?
Any information that is obtained in connection wiltlis study and that can be linked to you or idgntou

will be kept confidential. Confidentiality of youesponses will be maintained through several means:

. Information about your identity will be kept in aparate (secure and password-
protected) database from your responses to thegugpestions.

. Data from the surveys will be identified by codeniers that only will be able to be
accessed by research personnel.

. Your responses cannot be accessed from the webuvighpassword; only research
personnel will be able to download your responses.

. As soon as responses are downloaded there wilb lmmiine access to responses. Also,

any information that you provide in your responteg could potentially identify you, such as if
you named your facility, will be deleted from amports that include those responses.

Any gquestions?
= Please contact the Human Subjects Research Reviewn@tee, Office of Research and
Sponsored Projects, 111 Cramer Hall, Portland &tateersity, (503) 725-4288.
L] If you have questions about the study itself, peamtact Dr. Robert Sinclair by
telephone at (503) 725-3986, by e-mail at sincl@id@edy or by mail at Department of
Psychology, P.O. Box 751, Portland State Universtgrtland, OR 97207.
L] Or, you may contact Dr. Sue Davidson at the Ordgiorses Association by telephone at
(503) 293-0011, by e-mail at davidson@oregonm.amgby mail at Oregon Nurses Association,
18765 SW Boones Ferry Rd., Ste 200, Tualatin, OB627

You may keep this letter for your records.
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YOUR INTENTIONS: This section asks you about yqians for the future in your organization.

Please indicate the extent to which yaguee or disagr ee with
each of the following statements about youentions

regarding youpor ganization.

OTI1. | am planning to search for a new job outdids organization during the ne
12 months.

OTI2. | often think about quitting this organizatio

OTI3. If | have my own way, | will be working folose other organization one yed
from now.

YOUR CURRENT JOB: This section asks you about aspectganfr current job.

Please indicathow often you have experienced each of the
following about your job.

UWEL1. | was enthusiastic about my job.

UWE2. My job inspired me.

UWES3. | was proud of the work that | did.

UWE4. At my work, | felt bursting with energy.

UWES5. At my job, I felt strong and vigorous.

UWEG. When | got up in the morning, | felt likeigg to work.

UWE?. | felt happy when | was working intensely.

UWES. | was immersed in my work.

UWES9. | was absorbed in my work.
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YOU AS A PERSON: This section is about you as a person and howtymigally react, think, and feel in
your lifein general. Please read the instructions carefully.
Indicate the extent to which yagr ee or disagr ee with

each of the following statements.

CSE1l am confident | get the success | deserve in life.
CSE2Sometimes | feel depressed.*
CSE3When I try, | generally succeed.

CSE4Sometimes when | fail | feel worthless.*

CSES5I complete tasks successfully.

CSE6.Sometimes, | do not feel in control of my work.*
CSE7Overall, | am satisfied with myself.

CSES8I am filled with doubts about my competence.*

CSE9I determine what will happen in my life.

CSE101. do not feel in control of my success in my career
CSE111 am capable of coping with most of my problems.
CSE12There are times when things look pretty bleak aspkless to
me.*

ololol ol rof o] o] ] o]
BENEREENEEN

N
N

YOUR ORGANIZATION: Now we will ask you a few questions regarding iythoughts and feelings
aboutyour organization.

Please indicate to what extent you agree that ef(
the following statements represents pind osophy
or beliefs of your organization (remember, these
arenot your own personal beliefs, but pertain to
what you believe is the philosophy of your
organization).

1. In my organization, older nurses are viewedeas Valuable than younger
nurses.

2. My organization views investments in older wagkas unlikely to yield a
return.

3. Older nurses are not given as much accesséeercdevelopment resource
(i.e. training) as compared to younger nurses.

4. In my organization, older nurses do not get ashnsupport as they might
need.

5. In my organization, younger nurses are vieweldssvaluable than older
nurses.

6. My organization views investments in youngersegras unlikely to yield 8
return.

7. Younger nurses are not given as much accesséercdevelopment
resources (i.e., training) as compared to oldeserir

8. In my organization, younger nurses do not gehash support as they
might need.

9. Sometimes a person's age affects how they eveediin my organization.
10. People of certain ages are often not well natiegl into the organization.
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Please indicate to what extent yemree or disagr ee with
each of the following statements abthe primary
organization you work for.

POSL1. The organization | work for strongly considers my goals and val
POS2. The organization | work for really cares about my well-being.
POS3. The organization | work for would ignore any complaint from me
POS4. The organization | work for cares about my opinion.

ACL. | feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my organization.

AC2. | feel “emotionally attached” to this organization.

AC3. | feel like “part of the family” at my organization.
AC4. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

THE PEOPLE AT YOUR JOB: Now we would like to understand more about your
relationshipswith peopleat your primary job, including the patients you care for, patients
families, physicians, managers, and coworkers. Please rememberuttveys are completely
confidential (your individual answers will not be shared with anyone).

Please indicathow often you have experienced each of t
D6. | was discriminated against due to my age. 2]

following in your primary job over the past 30 days.
HPS1. Are you threatened by patients or their family members?

HPS2. Are you physically assaulted by patients or their family members?

HPS3. Are you concerned that patients or family members will become
physically violent?

HPS4. Do you witness a violent event on your shift?
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