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Abstract

:

Cynical hostility in the workplace has been studied. However, there is still no complete study examining how cynical hostility affects work performance. We examined how work environment impacts presenteeism through the mediation of cynical hostility and how chronic work discrimination moderates the relationship between work environment and cynical hostility among ageing workforces. The psychosocial vulnerability model supplies theoretical support for our model. We analyzed data from a sample of 2926 aging workforces from the Health and Retirement Study. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine the relationships with a moderated mediation model. In the final SEM model, our results showed that work environment was directly negatively associated with presenteeism. Moreover, cynical hostility was significantly inversely correlated with work environment and positively correlated with presenteeism. We found that the significant indirect effect between work environment and presenteeism can be significantly mediated by cynical hostility. In addition, cynical hostility is more likely to be affected by work environment among ageing workforces with lower levels of chronic work discrimination than those with higher levels. Enterprise, government, and employees themselves should be aware of the impact of presenteeism on ageing workforces with high levels of cynical hostility.
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1. Introduction


Cynical hostility, which manifests as a tendency to mistrust and antagonize others, is considered to be a risk factor for many health problems [1], particularly an increased risk of age-related disease [2,3]. Furthermore, it is regarded as a related factor for fatal diseases such as hypertension and coronary heart disease (CHD) and is a hotspot for health research [4,5]. Over the last 30 years, numerous studies have provided evidence to support the conclusion that cynical hostility, as measured by the Cook Medley Hostility (Ho) scale, is a psychosocial risk factor for death, medically-related disability, and ill-health [6,7,8]. Considerable research has been performed to uncover the mediating biopsychosocial mechanisms or processes through which hostility impacts health outcomes. Hostile individuals tend to perceive daily life experiences as more threatening and adopt inefficient coping strategies when faced with stressful situations [3]. With a deeper understanding gained from research on cynical hostility, the academic community began to explore the impact of cynical hostility on employees’ work performance [9]. Research suggests that anger and hostility are positively related to counterproductive behaviors [10]. This indicates that, although cynical hostility is a major problem for enterprises, it may be possible to control it to some extent in order to find a solution. Chronic hostility endangers the health of employees, contributes to poor health, and leads to presenteeism or working with illness, which leads to a lower work efficiency. On the other hand, people with high cynicism and hostility tend to be resentful, suspicious, and distrustful of others. Such individuals are often under greater pressure in their interpersonal interactions. Many studies have shown that individuals with high levels of cynicism and hostility have often cultivated social support and higher levels of interpersonal conflict [3,11,12,13]. At the same time, the level of social support can influence proneness to violence, which is an important pressure in the workplace [14]. Many health conditions are associated with a loss of on-the-job productivity, and presenteeism is a major component of the total employer cost of these conditions. Presenteeism can be understood as the loss of productivity that occurs when employees attend work but work below their full capacity due to health problems [15]. In the United States, the cost of presenteeism in the work place has accounted for 62% of total expenditures of employees’ salaries since 2000, while those of medical treatment and presenteeism have accounted for 24% and 6%, respectively [16]. As a result, cynical hostility may increase the occurrence of presenteeism among employees, which is an important consideration for companies. Carrying out relevant studies will help to promote research into cynical hostility in the workplace and explore the relationship between cynical hostility and employees’ work output.



Past research showed that work-related factors were important contributors to presenteeism [17,18], and a reduction in labor productivity was also caused by the work environment [19]. The work environment can not only directly affect employee presenteeism [20,21] but may also indirectly affect presenteeism by influencing cynical hostility. The transactional hypothesis holds that personality and social environment are mutually determined in the short and long term [22,23]. Studies have shown that experiences in childhood and a community living environment can lead to cynical hostility [24]. At present, in addition to family and community, workplaces also determine the long-term activities of working people. Work environments have become environments that staff must face and adapt to. Aging workers often have rich working experiences, have experienced many short-term work events, and have been in a specific work environment for a long time. Their personality (such as being cynically hostile) may also change in their work environment. Therefore, we hypothesized that work environment would affect presenteeism, and cynical hostility may mediate the influence of work environment on presenteeism.



Employment discrimination has proven to be an important risk factor for mental illness among American workers [13,25], and work environment is one important source of pressure. Published reports show that in the workplace, an increase in perceived age discrimination of aging workforces often results in negative feelings [26]. Hiscox, the international specialist insurer, released its 2019 Hiscox Ageism in the Workplace StudyTM, which revealed that 21% of US workers age 40 and older have experienced discrimination in the workplace due to their age, and respondents believe they’re most likely to experience it at age 51 [27]. Many studies on race and work have linked work pressure with discrimination experienced in the workplace. This has been shown to affect a person’s sense of control in their work environment, as well as their workload and career development opportunities, and induce stress [28]. Discrimination, which harms mental health, is one of the methods of measuring the main experience of unfair treatment [29]. Therefore, if workers are subjected to high levels of discrimination due to gender, race, or other traits, even if the work environment is safe and the pressure is not great, it may lead to a greater psychological burden and hostility towards others. Regarding aging workforces, companies often value younger employees because they may believe they can make a greater contribution to the company as they may have more energy and time. An increase in perceived age discrimination among aging workforces often results in negative feelings [26]. Based on the results of previous studies, this paper explored the impact of work environment on presenteeism from the perspective of cynical hostility and chronic work discrimination. We hypothesize that chronic work discrimination can moderate the impact of work environments on cynical hostility.



Psychosocial vulnerability models represent stress vulnerability frameworks, which assume that highly hostile people are at higher risk of health problems because they have experienced relatively stressful events and have faced demands from health protection resources [5] This model has been widely used in the field of psychology and health. Many researchers have applied it to the study of the relationship between hostility and social support, as well as the influencing factors of health. Some have verified the ways and means by which hostility influences health from various perspectives [5,30,31,32]. By increasing stress and reducing supportive factors, cynical hostility creates a psychosocial characteristic that has a negative impact on individuals and makes them more susceptible to disease. Hostile individuals are more vulnerable after exposure to stress factors such as organizational redundancy, job insecurity, and stressful psychosocial work environments. The model creates a connection of psychosocial variables and health outcomes. If people suffer from work discrimination and their work environment does not address these issues, their level of cynical hostility may change, which may affect their rate of presenteeism. According to the social psychological vulnerability model and the transactional hypothesis, we can speculate that in different work environments, the psychological level of personal hostility is also different. This process is regulated by work discrimination, which affects the presenteeism of employees.



Older adults tend to have higher hostility scores than those who are middle-aged [33]. The relationship between aging and cynical hostility is strong and, at the same time, the global aging trend is becoming more and more serious. The British Broadcasting Corporation reported recently that by the end of 2018, the global population over 65 years old was approximately 705 million. Data from the World Population Prospects: 2019 Highlights showed that by 2050, 1 in 6 people in the world will be over 65 years old (16%), compared with 1 in 11 people in 2019 (9%); by 2050, 1 in 4 people in Europe and North America will be 65 years old or older. In 2018, the world’s population aged 65 or over exceeded the number of people under 5 years old, unprecedentedly. In addition, the population aged 80 or over is expected to double, from 143 million in 2019 to 426 million in 2050 [34]. At present, aging trends in the world are increasing, and the labor force will be in short supply. As a result, meeting the demands of productivity becomes more difficult. Delaying the retirement age has become an important measure to supplement the level of the labor force. The UK has proposed to postpone the retirement age to 69 years old, and this means that aging workforces are worthy of even more attention. Using limited staff to create sufficient job performance affects the future development of enterprises and the stability of an aging society. Employment of aging workforces is part of what the Sustainable Development Goals focuses on [35]. However, older workers have a difference in energy, emotional needs, and room for advancement compared with younger workers. If we wish for people of retirement age to get the most out of their work, we need to care more about them as a unique group of people, including having discussions about how to improve their performance by creating an appropriate work environment. The focus should now be on paying attention to the influence of work environment on cynicism and on work ability.



We used data from the health and retirement research website (HRS), a large national group research website on the life of the aging workforces in the United States, in order to study the relationship between the four variables under the aging trend, find an effective path for affecting productivity, and provide methods for interventions in labor output. Aging populations are trending globally and, since the United States is one country with a greatly aging population, it is more representative to study the factors affecting the productivity of the aging labor force in America. The HRS survey has been conducted every two years, and the website has high credibility and strong authority. The US has one of the highest workforce participation rates for people over 65, with some of the strongest anti-discrimination laws and enforcement efforts. Aging workforces in America are common, which makes the research based on American data meaningful. At the same time, cynical hostility is closely related to aging. Consequently, its effect is more visible in this research population. Furthermore, the population data of the HRS corresponds well with improving retirement age and working ability. Generally speaking, under the global trend, the degree of aging in the United States is high and has strong representativeness. The HRS has a mature and credible scale and has carried out near-perfect data collection. Therefore, the results based on data analysis of the website were valuable and worthy to be widely used for reference.



We have proposed a model, as shown in Figure 1, in which cynical hostility and work environment can affect presenteeism in aging workforces, and chronic work discrimination played a moderating role. As shown in Figure 1, we hypothesize that work environment has direct effects on presenteeism, which was noted in previous studies, and has an indirect effect through cynical hostility. Also, we hypothesize that when chronic work discrimination exists, the effect of work environment on cynical hostility will be moderated.



Hypothesis 1:

work environment will directly affect presenteeism.





Hypothesis 2:

cynical hostility may mediate the influence of work environment on presenteeism.





Hypothesis 3:

chronic work discrimination can moderate the impact of work environment on cynical hostility.





Based on this study, we provide suggestions for enterprises and governments in countries with an aging population to improve working efficiency and job satisfaction in the workforce.



This study primarily focuses on the group of aging workforces. In one respect, we combine the variable of personality with work and attempt to provide supplementary evidence for the variables that influence cynical hostility. We also provide reference for related follow-up research, which should be performed. In another respect, this study aims to address management problems and emphasize the practical value and empirical contribution that can be made as global aging leads to labor shortages and aging workforces. This study may provide evidence for people in countries facing such challenges. For governments, more appropriate policies can help combat shortages in the workforce. For enterprises, it is possible to improve the quality of employees’ work output and enable limited workforces to contribute more to the company. Finally, by reducing cynical hostility in work environments and improving the working ability and performance of aging staff, aging workforces can be valued more and generate greater incomes that reflect their abilities.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Sample


In order to explore the presenteeism mechanism of aging workers in the United States, this study used data from the University of Michigan Health and Retirement Research (HRS) in 2010, which is a large national group research website focusing on the lives of the aging workforces in the United States. All files are available to any registered users via on the website (http://hrsonline.isr.umich.edu/index.php?p=avail). We did not include any sensitive health data products in the Health and Retirement Survey. Aging is a global trend, and the United States is a country with a heavily aging population. The HRS survey is conducted every two years, supported by the National Institute of Aging (NIA u01ag009740) and the social security administration. HRS explores changes in labor force participation and the healthy transformation of individuals in their coming retirement and later years. The website has high credibility, large research samples, and strong authority. We used the Leave-Behind questionnaire data package for analysis. Our study was aimed at the working aging population, so we used the variable of whether they were working before analyzing the data of 2926 questionnaires. There were 1282 men in the sample, accounting for 43.8% of the total sample, and 1644 women, accounting for 56.2%. There were 251 people under the age of 50 (8.6% of the total sample), 1573 people aged 51–60 (53.8%), 808 people aged 61–70 (27.6%), 261 people aged 71–80 (8.9%), and only 33 people aged over 80 (1.1%). According to this data, the socioeconomic status showed: 11 people at stage 1 (0.4%), which was the lowest; 23 people at stage 2 (0.8%); 76 people at stage 3 (2.6%); 218 people at stage 4 (7.5%); 335 people at stage 5 (11.4%); 539 people at stage 6 (18.4%); 897 people at stage 7 (30.6%); 630 people at stage 8 (21.5%); 163 people at stage 9 (5.6%); and 34 people at stage 10 (1.2%), which was the highest. There were 1929 people who were married (65.9%), 14 people who were married but whose spouse was absent (2 in institutions, 12 not in institutions, 0.5%), 508 divorced or separated (17.4%), 169 widowed (5.8%) and 180 never married (6.2%).




2.2. Measures


Presenteeism was measured using the perceived ability to work scale (PAWS) [36]. It comprises four subjective items and asks participants to rate their perceived ability on a scale of 0 to 10 (0 = simply unable to do the current job; 10 = current working ability is at its best; Cronbach α = 0.88). To ensure that scores reflected the magnitude of presenteeism, we changed the directionality of scores by subtracting the original PAWS scores from 10. Thus, higher values indicate greater presenteeism [37].



Work environment was measured with the Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree, 5 = does not apply; Cronbach α = 0.68) from the social census conducted by the national anti-discrimination commission in 2002. Item 1 was reverse coded, and all responses of 5 were recoded as missing. Thus, higher values indicate a better work environment.



Cynical hostility with six items (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = strongly agree; Cronbach α = 0.80) from the Cook-Medley Hostility Inventory [1,38] has been used in several important studies evaluating the potential health consequences of hostility. We created an index of cynical hostility by averaging the scores across all items.



Six items were designed to assess chronic discrimination experienced at work. We created an index of perceived work discrimination by averaging the scores across all items (range 1–6, α= 0.81) [39]. Higher values indicate a more severe level of work discrimination.




2.3. Statistical Analysis


Data preparation and all statistical analysis, including descriptive statistics and path analysis, were conducted using SPSS 25 (IBM Corp.: Armonk, NY, USA) and Amos 21 (IBM Corp.: Armonk, NY, USA). We performed descriptive statistical analysis of the demographic variables, such as age and gender, of the sample population. Then, the missing values of the sample data were analyzed, and the maximum likelihood expectation method (E-M) was used to complete this. Next, the Pearson correlation test was used to check the significance of the correlation between the study variables. Then, we conducted an analysis of how gender and socioeconomic status effected cynical hostility with Cohen’s d. After testing the mediating effect of the model with the structure equation model (SEM), a moderated mediating model was established and tested when it was determined that there was an intermediary effect between work environment and presenteeism.



SEM represents a series of powerful and flexible statistical techniques, which are used to examine complex research problems. It is an indispensable statistical tool for clinical researchers [40,41]. SEM has potential advantages in analyzing the path graph of potential variables with multiple indicators. In order to determine whether cynical hostility has an indirect effect on the relationship between work environment and recessive presenteeism in this study, we used maximum likelihood estimation [42,43] to test the mediating effect in our initial model. The local fit of the model was assessed on the basis of the following criteria: factor reliability values of 0.6 or more, indicator reliability values of 0.3 or more for each indicator of an underlying latent variable, p < 0.05 for all factor loadings, a root mean square error (RMSEA) less than 0.08, the goodness of fit, norm fitting, comparative fitting index (CFI), and tucker Lewis index (TFI) of 0.90 or higher [44]. These indicators were used to test the fitting degree of the model in previous studies [45].



A nonparametric resampling procedure was used to assess mediation with SPSS INDIRECT Macros. This bootstrapping technique is a powerful method for generating confidence intervals for indirect effects, which were defined as mediating when they were significant and the confidence interval did not include zero [46]. When an effective mediation was established, we tested whether the mediation effect was related to the level of adjustment variables according to [47]. When constructing the confidence interval, at least 1000 bootstrap samples should be used to accurately adjust the upper and lower limits of a 95% confidence interval [48]. In this study, 5000 bootstrap samples were used to test the moderated mediating model to determine whether the level of a moderated variable was important.





3. Results


3.1. Preliminary Analysis


The descriptive statistics of latent variable measurement items are shown in Table 1 (PAW was not converted to recessive presenteeism). The missing values for the work environment scale were less than 30%, and the E-M method could still be used to complete them. Before the structural model equation was verified, correlation analysis showed that the model fit well with the data. The relationships among the latent variables (presenteeism was formed by PAW processing) are shown below: cynical hostility (M = 2.97, SD=1.10) was positively correlated with chronic work discrimination (r = 0.25) and presenteeism (r = 0.15), and negatively correlated with work environment (r = −0.24). Chronic work discrimination (M = 1.74, SD = 0.92) was negatively correlated with work environment (r = −0.49), positively correlated with presenteeism (r = 0.16), and work environment (M = 3.00, SD = 0.50) was negatively correlated with presenteeism (M = 1.40, SD = 1.52, r = −0.23). All correlations were significant under the 0.01 level two-tailed test. It was preliminarily concluded that there was correlation among the variables.



The independent samples t-test was calculated to examine if there were differences in cynical hostility between women and men. The result showed that the cynical hostility of men (M = 3.15, SD = 1.095) was significantly different to that of women (M = 2.83, SD = 1.078, p < 0.001). The effect size was small (Cohen’s d = −0.29). The result of a one-way ANOVA showed that cynical hostility among different groups divided by the socioeconomic stage was significantly different (p < 0.001). Bonferroni for multiple comparisons showed that the groups between stage 1 and 2, 1 and 3, 1 and 6, 1 and 7, 1 and 8, 1 and 9, 1 and 10, 2 and 9, 3 and 9, 4 and 6, 4 and 6, 4 and 7, 4 and 8, 4 and 9, 5 and 6, 5 and 7, 5 and 8, 5 and 9, 6 and 8, 6 and 9, and 7 and 8 differed significantly in terms of cynical hostility (p < 0.05).



Mediation analysis with model 4 of the PROCESS macro in SPSS was used to determine whether cynical hostility constraints mediated the association between work environment and presenteeism. This powerful bootstrapping technique yielded confidence intervals for indirect effects. A significant indirect effect and mediation were considered present when the confidence interval did not include zero. Considering the important effect marital status, gender, and socioeconomic status may have, we put the three variables as control variables. The direct effect of work environment on presenteeism was significant (point estimate for direct effect −0.5839, SE(standard error) = 0.0576, 95% BCa CI (Bias-corrected and accelerated confidence interval)= −0.6968, −0.4710). Hypothesis 1 was supported. Work environment was related to lower cynical hostility, which in turn was related to lower presenteeism (point estimate for indirect effect = −0.0543, SE = 0.0141, 95% BCa CI= −0.0841, −0.0284).




3.2. SEM Model


SEM is an important statistical tool used to investigate mediation [49]. SEM was used to detect the intermediary role of cynicism in the influence of work environment on presenteeism. The indices for this initial model indicated that the model did not have acceptable fit. The indicators with low reliabilities (< 0.3) were deleted from the model. These modifications resulted in a measurement model with an acceptable fit (see Table 2). Analysis of the measurement model showed that our model fit the data well. In the final model, the fitness criteria indicated that the final model was appropriate (Figure 2). Work environment was directly inversely associated with presenteeism (β = −0.22, SE = 0.081; p < 0.01) and cynical hostility (β = −0.20, SE = 0.057; p < 0.01). There was a significant positive association between cynical hostility and presenteeism (β = 0.08, SE = 0.032; p < 0.01). Work environment explained 8% of the variability in cynical hostility. Work environment and cynical hostility explained 7% of variability in presenteeism. Hypothesis 2 was supported.




3.3. Moderated Mediation Analysis


On the basis of significant results in mediation models and theoretical considerations, we used SPSS PROCESS Macros Model 7 to determine whether, how, and under what conditions a given effect occurs in relation to the moderating role of chronic work discrimination (Figure 1).



Table 3 shows the results of inputting cynical hostility into the model. PROCESS model 7 was tested with presenteeism as the result variable. The product of work environment and chronic work discrimination had a significant predictive effect on cynical hostility (p < 0.01, β = 0.11). The specific indirect effects and standard errors under different values of chronic work discrimination are shown in Table 3. Chronic work discrimination significantly moderates the indirect effect of work environment on presenteeism. The interaction between chronic work discrimination and work environment decreased from a lower to higher level. The effect on cynical hostility was strongest when chronic job discrimination was lowest, which further led to the strongest disincentive to implicit presenteeism (see Table 3). Hypothesis 3 was supported.





4. Discussion


This study extended the psychological variable of cynical hostility to the empirical study of the workplace. We investigated the influence of work environment on presenteeism and the mediating effect of cynical hostility on this effect, and we also put chronic work discrimination into the model to explore how this variable moderates the relationship between work environment and cynical hostility. The results showed that work environment has a direct negative impact on presenteeism, and cynical hostility mediates the relationship between them. Work environment and cynical hostility showed a negative relationship, that is, a poor work environment induces higher cynical hostility. There was a positive relationship between cynical hostility and presenteeism, that is to say, higher cynical hostility produced a higher level of presenteeism. In addition, we also found that chronic work discrimination significantly reversed the influence of work environment on cynical hostility. The mediating effect of cynical hostility was relatively small for those with a high chronic work discrimination rate.



Work environment may restrain cynical hostility. It has been shown that the environment has a certain impact on people’s mental health. For example, the social environment between neighbors affects the psychological and social functions of adults [50]. In one study, it was found that a lower amount of social support led to a higher amount of cynical hostility [51]. Our results showed that the better the environment was, the lower cynical hostility became. The level of cynicism and hostility can also be influenced by the work environment that people are exposed to for a long time, in addition to the community. When people perceive an unfriendly environment and interpersonal frustration, their distrust and hostility towards others will increase. As an antecedent of the model, this relationship has been further confirmed. In an unfriendly environment, older people will lose the necessary social support and form negative psychological emotions. This should encourage enterprises to pay attention to the work environment of their aged employees, give them appropriate workloads, and allow them to feel that the working atmosphere is welcoming. More than that, giving employees equal opportunities for promotion and training, as well as cultivating the company’s “home culture”, can help to form a good working atmosphere, effectively improve the employees’ mentality, and consequently improve productivity.



Cynical hostility might mediate the relationships between work environment and presenteeism. Cynical hostility has always been defined as a persistent, negative attitude towards others involving cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components [52]. Studies have proven that higher levels of cynical hostility are harmful to health [53,54,55]. The perception of high-intensity work may lead to distrust and cynicism in employees, which may lead to mental health problems [56], but it has not yet been related to work output. This study focused on the results of cynical hostility in the workplace. According to the social vulnerability theory, people with high levels of cynical hostility will feel more pressure and increase their presenteeism at work. The transactional hypothesis provides theoretical support for the relationship between work environment and cynical hostility. Therefore, we took cynical hostility as the mediator variable between work environment and presenteeism. This was verified in the empirical study and then supported the outcome variable of cynical hostility. Presenteeism should have more attention paid to it, especially in the aging workforces. An optimistic attitude is an important aspect of healthy aging [57]. With the increase of age, the metabolic burden of cynical hostility in the middle-aged and elderly is heavier [58], and the current trend of population aging is becoming more and more severe. According to the world bank database, in 2019, the population aged over 65 in the United States was as high as 15% [34]. This shows that between 1977 and 2007, the number of employees aged 65 and over increased by 101%, among which the number of men increased by 75% and that of women nearly tripled. According to Gary Burtless, an economic researcher at the Brookings Institution, since the 1990s, more and more Americans have delayed their retirement for two reasons: one is the delay in the age of receiving social security benefits, and the other is the cancellation or reduction of pension benefits by employers, meaning that employees are unable to retire [59]. Using more aging labor in the workforce will be an important measure when dealing with the aging population. Therefore, enterprises should pay attention to the productivity of their aging workforces. Optimizing the work environment and paying close attention to and controlling the degree of cynical hostility in employees will reduce the probability of events that promote the occurrence of cynical hostility, thus making the aged population work more healthily and actively. With more training and working experience, the aging population in a company is usually more familiar with the work content, and their work skills are further strengthened. If their normal work can be continued and presenteeism can be reduced, they will greatly improve the performance of the company. Aging workforces should pay more attention to their own status in order to reduce cynical hostility in themselves and make themselves more valued.



With the increase of chronic work discrimination, the inhibition effect of work environment on cynicism will be weakened, and the intermediary effect of cynicism will be weakened. Cynical hostility is a psychological variable. Studies have shown that discrimination damages health by increasing cynical hostility [60]. Therefore, we introduced a moderating variable into the model and found that chronic work discrimination has a negative correlation with the work environment, which promotes the cynicism hostility and has a negative moderating effect on the work environment. This means that when the frequency of chronic work discrimination is high and the working environment is not very good, the cynical hostility of employees will seriously increase, leading to a wider range of hidden presenteeisms. With the increase in employees’ age, if many enterprises only pay attention to the treatment of young employees and discriminate against the decline of physical functions and working conditions of aging workforces to a certain extent, the weakening effect that working environment may have on cynicism will be reduced. Therefore, enterprises should form preferential treatment policies for their older employees or create corresponding employee care plans to show respect for the older employees. These can enhance employees’ sense of work environment identity, reduce the degree of hostility in social relations, and increase necessary rewards for their working abilities with a more optimistic attitude. The government may also pay attention to the phenomenon of discrimination in the workplace and introduce relevant laws and policies to improve the situation.



Working environments might affect the presenteeism of the aging workforces. Previously, some scholars proposed that work stress would affect presenteeism [61]. Work pressure is a part of the work environment. This study explored the relationship between work pressure and presenteeism in the aspect of the demands on the aging workforces. The results showed that work environment has an inhibitory effect on recessive presenteeism (i.e., a better environment can effectively reduce presenteeism). This result also verifies the conclusion of Yang [44], which is enterprises paying attention to improving their work environment can effectively avoid the occurrence of anti-productivity behavior from aging chemical authors and provide a powerful means for effective intervention in presenteeism behavior of aging workers.



This paper has some limitations. Firstly, the HRS database variables used in this study were not measured continuously. The data was not available, so we used a cross-sectional study, and we did not analyze how variables changed according to time. Consequently, we could not determine a clear causal relationship among the variables. Secondly, the scale adopted in this paper was subjective judgment rather than objective behavior data. It emphasized personal feelings, which may be affected by some irrational factors. When a person is in a bad mood, they may have poor judgment on their level of hostility. There may be differences in the expression of emotions, resulting in a measurement deviation. Thirdly, the data used in this study was from the United States and aimed at the aging population in the United States. Due to cultural differences and different ideas between China and the West, there may be differences in the judgment of work environments and personal hostility levels, affecting the general applicability of the conclusions. Fourthly, there may be many other variables relating to cynical hostility that would affect the results, such as bullying, burnout, verbal violence, social support, mental health, physical health, and mental health disorders. Due to the secondary data we used, we did not take these variables under much more consideration. These variables should be considered in futures studies. Finally, since we used secondary data, the variables we want to study on are not mentioned every year, and the data cannot be available in real-time, so we had to use data from 2010, not the latest year’s. There may be some differences in using the latest data.



Future research can focus on objective standards, designing longitudinal research programs for in-depth verification and taking samples from multiple countries so that more general research can be performed. If researchers are interested in cynical hostility in the workplace, finding other variables associated with it may be a direction for future research. If possible, using the latest data would be better.




5. Conclusions


This study showed that the work environment of aging workforces can be negatively related to the level of presenteeism, and it can indirectly affect the level of presenteeism through the mediation of cynical hostility, which is effectively negatively moderated by chronic work discrimination. Enterprises and governments should pay more attention to reducing the presenteeism of elderly employees, providing a better working environment and reducing the negative emotions of the aging workforces so as to enable limited workforces to contribute more to the company.
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Figure 1. Proposed model of the relationship between work environment, presenteeism, and cynical hostility shows the effect of mediator resources, with chronic work discrimination as moderators. 
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Figure 2. Mediator model of how work environment affects presenteeism. The numbers in the path are standardized regression coefficients and the variables show variability, namely, root mean square error of approximation = 0.047, goodness-of-fit index = 0.976, comparative fit index = 0.971, Tucker Lewis index = 0.963; ** p < 0.01; R2, and the percentage of the variability in cynical hostility or presenteeism. 
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Table 1. Means, SD, Missing for items.
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Variables

	
Items

	
Number of Cases

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Missing




	
Frequency

	
Percentage






	
Cynical Hostility

	
1. Most people dislike putting themselves out to help other people.

	
2841

	
3.32

	
1.466

	
85

	
2.9




	
2. Most people will use somewhat unfair means to gain profit or an advantage rather than lose it.

	
2828

	
3.45

	
1.506

	
98

	
3.3




	
3. No one cares much what happens to you.

	
2842

	
2.09

	
1.430

	
84

	
2.9




	
4. I think most people would lie in order to get ahead.

	
2900

	
3.42

	
1.512

	
26

	
0.9




	
5. I commonly wonder what hidden reasons another person may have for doing something nice for me.

	
2883

	
2.54

	
1.482

	
43

	
1.5




	
Perceived Ability to Work

	
1. How many points would you give your current ability to work?

	
2864

	
8.63

	
1.492

	
62

	
2.1




	
2. Thinking about the physical demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?

	
2876

	
8.72

	
1.536

	
50

	
1.7




	
3. Thinking about the mental demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?

	
2879

	
8.89

	
1.314

	
47

	
1.6




	
4. Thinking about the interpersonal demands of your job, how do you rate your current ability to meet those demands?

	
2859

	
8.73

	
1.420

	
67

	
2.3




	
Chronic Work Discrimination

	
1. How often are you UNFAIRLY given tasks at work that no one else wants to do?

	
2881

	
2.12

	
1.475

	
45

	
1.5




	
2. How often are you watched more closely than others?

	
2873

	
1.72

	
1.321

	
53

	
1.8




	
3. How often are you bothered by your supervisor or coworkers making slurs or jokes about women or racial or ethnic groups?

	
2870

	
1.39

	
.956

	
56

	
1.9




	
4. How often do you feel that you have to work twice as hard as others at work?

	
2871

	
2.10

	
1.653

	
55

	
1.9




	
5. How often do you feel that you are ignored or not taken seriously by your boss?

	
2870

	
1.78

	
1.351

	
56

	
1.9




	
6. How often have you been unfairly humiliated in front of others at work?

	
2875

	
1.30

	
0.772

	
51

	
1.7




	
Work Environment

	
1. I have too much work to do everything well.

	
2876

	
2.07

	
0.960

	
50

	
1.7




	
2. I have a lot to say about what happens in my job.

	
2868

	
2.94

	
1.000

	
58

	
2.0




	
3. Promotions are handled fairly.

	
2855

	
3.33

	
1.225

	
71

	
2.5




	
4. I have the training opportunities I need to perform my job safely and competently.

	
2862

	
3.40

	
0.839

	
64

	
2.2




	
5. The people I work with can be relied on when I need help.

	
2866

	
3.30

	
0.793

	
60

	
2.1
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Table 2. Measures of global fit for all models.
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	Model Description
	Chi2
	df
	RMSEA (90% CI)
	GIF
	CFI
	TLI





	Thresholds for acceptable fit
	
	
	< 0.06
	≥0.90
	≥0.90
	≥0.90



	Baseline model V1
	911.069
	74
	0.062 (0.059, 0.066)
	0.955
	0.939
	0.926



	Model V2 excludes low indicator reliability (<0.3)
	448.320
	60
	0.047 (0.043, 0.051)
	0.976
	0.971
	0.963







RMSEA: root mean square error of approximation; GFI: Goodness of Fit Index; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; TLI: Tucker-Lewis index.
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Table 3. Conditional indirect effect(s) of work environment (WE) on presenteeism (Pre) at values of the moderator(s) up to a level of 95%.
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Variable

	
BC 5000 BOOT




	
Chronic Work Discrimination

	
Cynical Hostility




	
IND

	
SE

	
LL95

	
UL95






	
Low

	
0.08

	
−0.05

	
0.01

	
−0.0769

	
−0.0239




	
Mean

	
1.74

	
−0.04

	
0.01

	
−0.0585

	
−0.0186




	
High

	
2.65

	
−0.02

	
0.01

	
−0.0473

	
−0.0105








Coefficients represent specific indirect effects and standard errors at different values of chronic work discrimination, and the lower and upper bounds of 95% BC bootstrap confidence intervals for that effect, with 5000 bootstrap samples. Low signifies values at 1 SD below the mean, mean signifies values at the mean, and high signifies values at 1 SD above the mean. IND: indirect effects.
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