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Abstract

Population ageing is one of the most significant phenomena of the 21st century. The
main objective of this study is to examine the relationship between organizational culture
(supportive culture, innovative culture, market culture, and rule culture) and ageism
(prejudice and discrimination) and whether this relationship is moderated by organizational
age (obsolescence, age norms, perceived time and opportunities left, and disengagement
phase). The sample for this study comprises 400 participants from organizations across
different sectors. This is a quantitative and correlational study. The results indicate that only
supportive culture and perceived time and opportunities left have a negative and significant
effect on discrimination. As for the moderating effect, only obsolescence moderates the
relationship between rule culture and prejudice. Additionally, older employees reported a
stronger perception of a supportive culture. Considering the results obtained, a supportive
culture can combat discrimination and the high perception of the ageing process, the latter
requiring a greater understanding of what is meant by perceived opportunities.

Keywords: organizational culture; ageism; organizational age; quantitative study

1. Introduction
Population ageing is one of the most significant phenomena of the 21st century, with

an impact on society and organizations (Kai et al., 2020). This is due to phenomena such
as the baby boom after World War II and low birth rates (Ilmarinen, 2001). According to
Navaneetham and Arunachalam (2025), from the 1970s onward, the decline in fertility
accelerated worldwide (except in sub-Saharan Africa), leading to a reduction in the size
of successive birth cohorts and an increase in the proportion of older people relative to
younger people. Currently, one in nine people worldwide is aged 60 or over. In Portugal,
according to data from the INE (2020), the elderly population will double in size relative to
the young population between 2018 and 2080.

The demographic change in the workforce leads to a higher proportion of older
employees, resulting from a longer working life (Bae & Choi, 2022), leading organizations to
face challenges such as individuals staying longer in organizations and leading to reactions
that can be perceived in the organizational culture (Kai et al., 2020). Personal attributes,
such as gender, age, and hierarchical position, may influence perceptions of organizational
culture and determine the group to which individuals belong (Dunger, 2025).

According to Tadesse Bogale and Debela (2024), organizational culture has a significant
impact on workplace dynamics, which in turn influences interactions, treatment, and the
management of employees. Ageism has been reflected in the workplace, manifesting as the
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devaluation and exclusion of employees, affecting not only them but also organizations
(Cebola et al., 2021), and it is a current challenge for HRM (Savino, 2019).

The WHO (2021), in response to ageism, launched a global campaign aimed at pre-
venting how we think, feel, and act about age, presenting preventive measures to address
the phenomenon.

Combating ageism is a priority, particularly neglected factors such as self-directed
ageism (Marques et al., 2020). And according to Gonyea (2013), determining the future of
older employees’ work begins with understanding who they are, leading to the pertinent
question: “Can organizational age moderate the relationship between organizational culture
and ageism?”

Following an extensive bibliographic search, it was concluded that one gap in the
literature is the lack of studies examining the relationship among these three variables
(organizational culture, ageism, and organizational age).

In a study conducted by Eppler-Hattab et al. (2024), the authors concluded that
clan culture has the strongest positive association with all dimensions of age acceptance,
followed by innovative culture and rule-based culture. Regarding a goal-oriented culture,
the association is negative across all dimensions of age acceptance. In this context, the aim
of this study is to analyze and explore the impact of different organizational cultures on
ageism, with the expectation that a supportive culture will have the strongest negative
association with ageism. Another objective of this study is to test the moderating effect
of organizational age on the relationship between organizational culture and ageism.
Although, as mentioned earlier, we have not found studies on this moderating effect,
we believe that certain indicators of organizational age may influence this relationship.
For example, when an employee feels obsolete (one indicator of organizational age), the
relationship between organizational culture and ageism may change.

This study is expected to enrich academic literature and organizational practices,
particularly in combating ageism.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Organizational Culture

Organizational culture (OC) plays a fundamental role in the development and man-
agement of an organization’s vision and mission and is an essential tool for organizational
performance (Tan, 2019). It is differentiated by learned practices (Hofstede et al., 2010)
and by employees’ perceptions of events in the organizational environment (Hofstede,
2011). Thus, in accordance with Smircich (1983), the study of organizations is linked to
the concept of culture, which describes organizations and considers different concepts and
their uniqueness (Tan, 2019).

Culture should not be underestimated, as what people may value or consider sacred
in one culture may not be considered relevant in another (Schneider & Barsoux, 2003). In
this regard, organizations need to find ways to leverage culture to boost business.

There is no consensus on the definition of OC, as it takes various forms (Abu-Jarad et al.,
2010; Hofstede, 1984). According to Schein (2010), culture refers to a set of norms, values,
beliefs, and attitudes. Hofstede et al. (2010) states that learned practices differentiate OC.
Cameron and Quinn (2006) define organizational culture as a set of organizational values
that are specific and taken for granted, shared through interpretations and memories of
situational circumstances, without having to be communicated verbally.

Aldhafeeri (2024) mentions people, communication, teamwork, relationships, and
leadership as antecedents of OC. Regarding the consequences, the author mentions that they
can be positive—job satisfaction, organizational commitment, learning process, intention to
stay (in the organization), and performance—or negative—conflict, turnover, and bullying.
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In this study, we will focus on the contrasting values model developed by Quinn and
Cameron (1983), which serves as the basis for the instrument used to assess organizational culture.

According to Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983), the MVC provides a broad framework
for guiding successive organizational analysis efforts. This model was developed based
on how organizations work and are managed, leading to a precise description of other
organizational aspects, such as the role of leadership and criteria for effectiveness (Quinn &
Rohrbaugh, 1983). Furthermore, the MVC organizes effectiveness criteria into four models:
rational-actor, open systems, human relations, and internal processes.

This model proposes four types of cultures: support or clan culture, innovation or
adhocratic culture, rule or bureaucratic culture, and goal or market culture. Support or clan
culture is characterized by shared values and goals aimed at improving teamwork (Quinn &
Cameron, 1983). Innovation or adhocratic culture is identified as a temporary and dynamic
culture, as it requires a high level of specialization from employees, who are rewarded
for their availability and willingness to face changes and new challenges, reinforcing not
only adaptability but also innovation within the organization itself (Quinn & Cameron,
1983). Rule-based or hierarchical culture stands out for its clear hierarchical structure, with
a clear division of powers and a sense of impersonality. It is based on the standardization
of processes, in line with formal rules and policies, among the organization’s employees
(Quinn & Cameron, 1983). Goal-oriented or market culture is characterized by an external
focus on creating competitive advantage and achieving goals. It is a culture based on the
action of achieving goals, directed at external stakeholders, namely customers, and their
needs (Quinn & Cameron, 1983).

2.2. Ageism

The term ageism was coined by Butler (1969). Although ageism is a phenomenon that
has existed for centuries, the concept and definition of ageism have changed over the years
(Ayalon & Tesch-Römer, 2018), and it has only recently become more widely used (WHO,
2021). B. R. Levy and Banaji (2002) define ageism as a modification of behavior, feelings, or
beliefs in response to perceived chronological age. More recently, Ayalon and Tesch-Römer
(2018) offer a more general definition of ageism as discrimination based on age. However,
the WHO (2021) uses a three-part definition, comprising stereotypes (the way we think),
prejudice (the way we feel), and discrimination (the way we act). Considering the three-
part concept of ageism, there are three dimensions: (1) stereotypes, referring to a cognitive
dimension (thoughts), (2) prejudice, referring to an affective dimension (feelings), and
(3) discrimination, referring to a behavioral dimension (actions or behaviors) (Marques et al.,
2020; Neto & Neto, 2024; WHO, 2021).

Iversen et al. (2009) identify that, about ageism, people perceive based on stereotypes,
experience biased feelings, and discriminate through their behavior. Hofmeister-Tóth et al.
(2021) note that these positive and negative stereotypes, which older people perceive, can
have a beneficial or harmful impact on both their mental and physical health. As Ayalon and
Tesch-Römer (2018) point out, individuals’ exposure to negative stereotypes throughout
their lives leads to their internalization. They also note that age-related stereotypes precede
discrimination based on an individual’s age, although both dimensions are debated in
relation to ageism.

Age discrimination refers to behaviors (including actions, policies, and practices)
directed at people based on their age (WHO, 2021). According to Faure and Ndobo (2015),
workplace discrimination can lead to feelings of injustice, marginalization, and discomfort,
raising questions about ethical responsibilities.

Ageism can occur (1) explicitly, that is, in a conscious, intentional, emotional, and
active state; or (2) implicitly, which occurs in a state of lesser consciousness, emotion, or
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even lesser action that impacts social interactions, and can be expressed on three levels:
(1) the micro or individual level, referring to emotions, thoughts, and actions; (2) the meso
or social network level, referring to groups, organizations, and other social entities; and
finally (3) the macro or cultural and institutional level, referring to cultural and social
values (Ayalon & Tesch-Römer, 2018; B. R. Levy & Banaji, 2002; Marques et al., 2020; Neto
& Neto, 2024; WHO, 2021).

2.2.1. Organizational Culture and Ageism

Organizational culture is an essential factor in resource availability, enabling the
employability of older employees (Chen & Gardiner, 2019; Pak et al., 2019). Therefore,
building organizational cultures that address the needs of older employees is fundamental,
given the growing concern about occupational exclusion and the employability of older
individuals (Patient et al., 2024; Renzetti, 2022).

To address challenges related to workforce ageing at both the academic and insti-
tutional levels, there has been recognition of the importance of developing age-related
OC attributes (Appannah & Biggs, 2015; OCDE, 2019; Truxillo et al., 2015). To combat
discrimination, efforts to address it must be integrated into the organizational culture
(Rothbart & John, 1993) through a set of measures aimed at creating age-friendly conditions
and reducing prejudice in the workplace (Eppler-Hattab et al., 2020; Swift et al., 2021). This
is similar to the attempt to counter Stereotype Internalization Theory, which posits that
lifelong exposure to negative stereotypes leads to their internalization among older people
(Ayalon & Tesch-Römer, 2018).

The perception of CO is positively and negatively correlated with age (Belias & Kouste-
lios, 2014). For Eppler-Hattab et al. (2024), a supportive culture is positively correlated
with age, as it can lead to a greater perception of age-friendly environments by promoting
interpersonal relationships, collaborative work, and loyalty. On the other hand, Belias and
Koustelios (2014) note that a culture of innovation is negatively correlated with age.

Older employees prefer to work in a more friendly/familiar environment, where
there is mutual trust, predominant interpersonal relationships, and an environment that
is not only conducive to opportunities but also recognizes employees’ ambitions and
teamwork (Belias & Koustelios, 2014). Patient et al. (2024) indicate that organizational
culture, in terms of its characteristics, can predict stereotypes between groups, depending
on age. The relationship between organizational culture and ageism can be explained by
social identity theory, developed by Tajfel and Turner (1979), which posits that individuals
categorize themselves and others into groups (e.g., young people and older people), and
organizational culture can reinforce these divisions. When this division is based on age,
according to the intergroup threat theory developed by Stephan et al. (2009), there is a
perception that the other group poses a threat to the well-being, resources and values of
the in-group (Ayalon, 2025). This situation may lead older employees to adopt stereotypes
about ageing embedded in their organization’s culture; according to the theory of stereotype
embodiment developed by B. Levy (2009), these stereotypes are internalized, affecting their
health and functioning.

In view of the above, the first hypothesis of this study is suggested:

Hypothesis 1. Organizational culture has a negative and significant effect on ageism.

2.2.2. The Moderating Role of Organizational Age in the Relationship Between
Organizational Culture and Ageism

The concept of organizational age (OA) was defined by Sterns and Doverspike (1989)
to understand the ageing process in the workplace and to determine when someone
subjectively identifies as an older employee (Doucet et al., 2023). On the other hand,
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according to De Lange et al. (2021), OA refers to the ageing process of employees within
their positions and organizations, that is, seniority within the position or organization.

Organizational age comprises several disparate indicators of ageing that have been
explored in the literature—the employee’s career stage, obsolescence, and age norms (De
Lange et al., 2021; Kooij et al., 2008; McCarthy et al., 2014a); there is also mention of
indicators related to the concept of retirement (De Lange et al., 2021; Kooij et al., 2008;
McCarthy et al., 2014a).

Obsolescence, according to Kooij et al. (2008), is one of the indicators of ageing in
organizations and is a relevant indicator for OA, as it indicates changes or even limitations
in an employee’s knowledge and skills over time within their organization. According to
Doucet et al. (2023), employees who feel obsolete also perceive themselves as having high OA.

Age norms are defined as the shared judgment of an individual’s age standard or
common age within an organizational role or context (Lawrence, 1998). These contribute to
defining what constitutes an older employee within a given context (e.g., organization, sec-
tor, and seniority) and can manifest in different ways (McCarthy et al., 2014a). According to
Doucet et al. (2023), individuals with a stronger perception of age norms have a higher OA.

Retirement, when planned, is an indicator of OA (McCarthy et al., 2014b). According
to Doucet et al. (2023), the OA measure aims to assess the complexity of the reasons
underlying disengagement and the transition to retirement. This indicator unfolds into
two: (1) the perception of time remaining in the workplace, (2) and the perception of
development opportunities still existing in the workplace (Doucet et al., 2023). In other
words, the less time and fewer development opportunities the employee identifies in the
organization, the greater their OA (Doucet et al., 2023).

According to Suberry and Bodner (2024), the perception of ageing refers to an individ-
ual’s subjective age and the process of ageing. In this regard, they note that this perception
is associated with lower levels of age discrimination in the workplace. This reasoning leads
us to formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2. Organizational age has a positive, significant effect on ageism.

Hypothesis 3. Organizational age moderates the relationship between organizational culture and ageism.

Figure 1 presents the conceptual model, which summarizes the hypotheses formulated
in this study.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Data Collection Procedure

This study seeks to understand how organizational culture influences ageism and
how organizational age can moderate this relationship. To this end, an exploratory and
correlational study was chosen.

The sampling process was non-probabilistic, convenience-based, intentional, and
snowball-type (Trochim, 2000). This type of sampling was chosen due to the difficulty in
finding participants and its low cost (Vilelas, 2025). It is also a cross-sectional study, as the
data were collected over a single period.
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The questionnaire was posted online on the Google Forms platform. The link to the
questionnaire was sent via private message on LinkedIn and by email to the researchers’
contacts. Before beginning the questionnaire, they were asked to read the informed consent
form, which explained the purpose of the study and guaranteed the confidentiality of their
responses. It was also guaranteed that individual data would never be disclosed, since
the analyses would be performed on the entire dataset. They were also informed that
they could stop answering the questionnaire at any time if they wished. After reading the
informed consent form, they had to answer a question about their willingness to participate
in the study. If they answered no, they were directed to the end of the questionnaire. If they
answered yes, they were directed to the next section to complete the questionnaire.

The questionnaire consisted of several sociodemographic questions, the purpose of
which was to characterize the sample, and three scales: First Organizational Culture Unified
Search (FOCUS), Fabroni Scale of Ageism (FSA–SF) and Organizational Age Scale (OAS).
Data collection was available from 15 February 2025 to 27 March 2025.

3.2. Participants

This study involved 422 volunteer participants, of whom 400 constitute the sample
(N = 400), which is considered adequate according to Kyriazos (2018).

In this sample, more than half of the respondents were female (60.8%), with the
remainder being male (39%) and “prefer not to say” (0.3%). In terms of chronological age,
participants ranged from 18 to 66 years, with more than half of the sample in the 30–49 age
group, accounting for 63.6% of the sample. Regarding educational qualifications, more
than 90% of the sample participants reported having higher education. Regarding country
of origin, 94% of the sample reported being from Portugal. By sector of activity, the private
sector accounts for 85.5%, followed by 7.8% in the public sector, 3.3% in the public/private
sector, and 3.5% in the third sector. In terms of sector of specialization, there was a wide
variety of responses, with industry (12.3%), other (13%), human resources (11%), technology
(9.8%), consulting (9.3%), and banking (9.0%) standing out. Regarding company size, 58%
of the sample reported working for companies with more than 250 employees. In terms
of position, 41% of the sample held technical positions, followed by 31% in managerial
positions, 20.3% in executive positions, and finally 7.8% in operational positions. In terms of
seniority, most participants in the sample (43%) had been with their company for 1–5 years.
Finally, regarding economic perceptions, more than half of the sample (58.2%) reported
having sufficient income.

3.3. Data Analysis Procedure

After data collection, they were imported into IBM SPSS AMOS and IBM SPSS Statis-
tics 30. The validity of the instruments was tested using confirmatory factor analysis in
AMOS Graphics 30 software. The procedure followed a “model generation” logic (Jöreskog
& Sörbom, 1993). Following the recommendations of Hu and Bentler (1999), six fit in-
dices were calculated: chi-square/degrees of freedom (χ2/df); Tucker–Lewis index (TLI);
goodness-of-fit index (GFI); comparative fit index (CFI); root mean square error of ap-
proximation (RMSEA); and root mean square residual (RMSR). The chi-square/degrees
of freedom ratio (χ2/df) should be less than 5. The CFI, GFI, and TLI values should be
equal to or greater than 0.90. For the RMSEA to be considered a good fit, its value must be
less than 0.08 (MacCallum et al., 1996). The lower the RMSR value, the better the fit (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). Next, construct reliability and convergent validity (AVE) were calculated for
each instrument dimension used in this study. Construct reliability values must be greater
than 0.70, and the AVE value must be equal to or greater than 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
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However, values between 0.40 and 0.50 are acceptable if the construct reliability is 0.70 or
higher (Hair et al., 2010, 2017).

Internal consistency is assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, which should be greater than
0.70 in organizational studies (Bryman & Cramer, 2003). A sensitivity study was carried
out by calculating measures of central tendency and shape for the various items on the
scales under study. All items must have responses at all points and must not have the
median close to either extreme. As for their absolute values of asymmetry and kurtosis,
they must be below 2 and 7, respectively (Finney & DiStefano, 2013).

The descriptive statistics of the variables under study were tested using Student’s t-test
for a sample. The effects of sociodemographic variables on the variables under study were
tested using Student’s t-tests for independent samples (when the independent variable
consisted of two groups) and the One-Way ANOVA (when the independent variable
consisted of more than two groups). To test the association between the variables under
study, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated. The hypotheses formulated were
tested using multiple linear regressions. A significant level of 0.05 was considered.

3.4. Instruments

The perception of organizational culture was assessed using the FOCUS instrument,
validated and adapted for the Portuguese population by Neves (2000). The instrument
consists of four dimensions: (1) culture of innovation, encompassing items 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 13,
14, 15, 16, and 33; (2) support culture, comprising items 1, 17, 20, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32,
and 34; (3) a culture of goals, including items 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, and 12; and (4) a culture of
rules, encompassing items 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 26, 30, and 35. Thus, 35 items are assessed on a
6-point Likert scale. Items 1 and 2 are scored from 1—“No one” to 6—“Everyone.” Items 3
to 15 are scored from 1—‘Never’ to 6—“Always.” Items 16 to 35 are rated from 1—“Not
at all” to 6—“Very much.” After performing a four-factor confirmatory factor analysis, it
was found that items 1, 2, 9, and 30 needed to be removed because they had a low factor
weight. The adjustment indices obtained were adequate or very close to adequate values
(χ2/gl = 2.25; GFI = 0.89; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.056; SRMR = 0.085). The
construct reliability of the instrument’s dimensions ranges from 0.87 (goal culture) to 0.94
(support culture). As for convergent validity, the AVEs range from 0.52 (goal culture) to
0.63 (support culture). Regarding internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha values range from
0.87 (goal culture and rule culture) to 0.95 (support culture).

To measure perceptions of ageism, the Fabroni Scale of Ageism (FSA–SF) was used, val-
idated and adapted for the Portuguese population by Neto and Neto (2024). The instrument
consists of three dimensions: stereotypes (items 1, 2, and 3); prejudice (items 4, 5, and 6);
discrimination (items 7, 8, and 9). These items are classified on a 7-point Likert scale (from
1—“Strongly disagree” to 7—“Strongly agree”). Initially, a three-factor confirmatory factor
analysis was performed. However, the stereotypes dimension was significantly correlated
with the discrimination dimension. The strong correlation between these two dimensions
leads us to conduct a new two-factor analysis to avoid multicollinearity problems in sub-
sequent statistical analyses. A new confirmatory factor analysis was performed on two
factors. The result of this union was designated as discrimination. The adjustment indices
obtained were adequate (χ2/gl = 2.12; GFI = 0.97; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.053;
SRMR = 0.052). Regarding construct reliability, the prejudice dimension has a value of
0.78, and the discrimination dimension has a value of 0.81. Regarding convergent validity,
the prejudice dimension has an AVE value of 0.55. The discrimination dimension has an
AVE value of 0.42, below 0.50. However, because the composite reliability is greater than
0.70, values greater than 0.40 can be accepted (Hair et al., 2010, 2017). Regarding internal
consistency, prejudice has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.77 and discrimination of 0.80.
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Organizational age was measured using the OAS instrument by Doucet et al. (2023).
This instrument consists of 17 items classified on a Likert scale (from “1” Strongly Disagree
to “7” Strongly Agree). The instrument consists of five factors: obsolescence (items 1, 2,
and 3); perception of time remaining (items 4, 5, 6, and 7); disengagement phase (items
8, 9, 10, and 11); perceived development opportunities (items 12, 13, and 14); Age norms
(items 15, 16, and 17). In this context, 17 items were identified: items 1 to 3 were evaluated
on a 6-point Likert scale, and items 4 to 17 on a 7-point Likert scale. After performing
a 5-factor confirmatory factor analysis, it was found that a new 4-factor analysis was
necessary because the dimensions “perception of remaining time” and “development
opportunities” were strongly correlated. The dimension resulting from this union was
named “perceived remaining time and opportunities”, which could reveal problems of
multicollinearity in subsequent statistical analyses. It was necessary to remove items 1,
13, and 15 because they had a low factor weight. The fit indices obtained were adequate
(χ2/df = 2.49; GFI = 0.95; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.061; SRMR = 0.095). The
construct reliability values range from 70 (obsolescence) to 0.84 (age norms). Regarding
convergent validity, the dimensions of obsolescence (0.54) and age norms (0.73) exceed 0.50.
The dimensions “perceived remaining time and opportunities” (0.42) and “disengagement
phase” (0.46) have values below 0.50. However, as their composite reliability values are
above 0.70 (0.81 for the perceived remaining time and opportunities dimension and 0.76
for the disengagement phase dimension), AVE values above 0.40 are accepted (Hair et al.,
2010, 2017). Regarding internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha values range from 0.70
(obsolescence) to 0.83 (age norms).

Regarding item sensitivity, all items have responses at all points, and none have a
median close to either extreme. Their asymmetry and kurtosis values are below 2 and 7,
respectively, indicating that they do not grossly violate normality assumptions (Finney &
DiStefano, 2013).

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables Under Study

Regarding the dimension of organizational culture, all responses in this study are
significantly above the midpoint (3.5), highlighting a culture of rules and suggesting
that participants perceive it more strongly. Regarding the dimensions of ageism and
organizational age, the values are below the midpoint (4), indicating that participants
in this study have a low perception of prejudice and discrimination (ageism) and a low
self-perception of ageing (organizational age) (Table 1). Only the disengagement phase
dimension of the organizational age scale does not differ significantly from the scale’s
midpoint (Table 1).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables under study.

Variables t df p d Mean SD

Supportive Culture 6.52 *** 400 <0.001 0.33 3.82 0.99
Innovation Culture 2.56 * 400 0.011 0.13 3.62 0.93

Goal Culture 6.62 *** 400 <0.001 0.33 3.82 0.97
Rule Culture 12.70 *** 400 <0.001 0.63 4.01 0.81

Prejudice −27.90 *** 400 <0.001 −1.40 2.32 1.21
Discrimination −67.73 *** 400 <0.001 −3.39 1.72 0.67
Obsolescence −7.51 *** 400 <0.001 −0.38 3.49 1.37
Age Norms −20.72 *** 400 <0.001 −1.04 2.75 1.21

Perceived Time and Opportunities Left −26.12 *** 400 <0.001 −1.31 2.63 1.05
Disengagement Phase −1.31 400 0.189 −0.07 3.93 1.13

Note. * p ≤ 0.05; *** p < 0.001.
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4.2. Effect of Sociodemographic Variables on the Variables Under Study

This section presents only the effects of sociodemographic variables on the variables
under study, whose results were statistically significant.

Age group only has a significant effect on supportive culture (F (5, 394) = 4.16;
p = 0.001; η2p = 0.05), obsolescence (F (5, 394) = 9.42; p < 0.001; η2p = 0.06), and perceived
remaining time and opportunities (F (5, 394) = 10.20; p < 0.001; η2p = 0.12). Participants
aged 29 or younger and those aged 66 or older have the highest perception of support
culture (Figure 2). On the other hand, participants aged 50–59 have the lowest perception
of a supportive culture (Figure 2). As age increases, perceived obsolescence decreases. As
for perceived remaining time and opportunities, perceptions increase with age, though
they decrease slightly among participants aged 66 and older (Figure 2).

 

Figure 2. Effect of age on the variables under study.

Seniority in the organization has a significant effect on discrimination (F (5, 394) = 2.43;
p = 0.035; η2p = 0.03) and on perceived remaining time and opportunities (F (5, 394) = 10.05;
p < 0.001; η2p = 0.11). Participants who have been with the organization for more than
20 years perceive higher levels of discrimination, shorter remaining time and fewer oppor-
tunities (Figure 3). Participants with 16 to 20 years of seniority perceive lower levels of
discrimination (Figure 3). As for perceived remaining time and opportunities, participants
who have been with the organization for a shorter time have lower perceptions (Figure 3).

 

Figure 3. Effect of seniority on the variables under study.
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The organization’s dimension has a significant effect on the culture of rules (F (5, 394) = 6.22;
p < 0.001; η2p = 0.05) and on the disengagement phase (F (5, 394) = 3.34; p = 0.019;
η2p = 0.03). Participants who work in organizations with more than 250 employees have a
higher perception of a rule culture and disengagement phase (Figure 4).

 

Figure 4. Effect of the organization’s dimension on the variables under study.

4.3. Association Between the Variables Under Study

The association between the variables under study was tested using Pearson correla-
tions. Support culture showed negative and significant associations with discrimination,
obsolescence, perceived remaining time and opportunities, and the disengagement phase
(Table 2). Innovative culture was negatively and significantly related to obsolescence and
perceived remaining time and opportunities (Table 2). A goal-oriented culture similarly
showed negative, significant associations with obsolescence, perceived remaining time and
opportunities, and the disengagement phases (Table 2). Rule-oriented culture was nega-
tively and significantly associated exclusively with the disengagement phases. Prejudice
was positively and significantly associated only with obsolescence, while discrimination
was positively and significantly related only to perceived remaining time and opportunities
(Table 2).

Table 2. Association between the variables under study.

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4

1.1. Supportive Culture --
1.2. Innovation Culture 0.61 *** --

1.3. Goal Culture 0.58 *** 0.65 *** --
1.4. Rule Culture 0.45 *** 0.34 *** 0.44 *** --

2.1. Prejudice −0.10 −0.06 −0.02 −0.08 --
2.2. Discrimination −0.10 * −0.05 −0.04 0.01 0.50 *** --
3.1. Obsolescence −0.011 * −0.13 ** −0.12 * −0.01 0.14 ** 0.05 --
3.2. Age Norms −0.09 −0.04 −0.09 −0.09 0.03 0.09 0.06 --

3.3. Perceived Time and
Opportunities Left −0.27 *** −0.18 *** −0.018 *** −0.09 0.10 0.22 *** 0.11 * 0.13 ** --

3.4. Disengagement Phase −0.18 ** −0.09 −0.13 * −0.11 * 0.01 −0.03 0.03 0.15 ** 0.15 ** --

Note. * p ≤ 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

4.4. Tests of Hypotheses

The hypotheses formulated in this study were tested using multiple linear regressions.
Regarding hypothesis 1, the model with prejudice as the dependent variable was not

statistically significant. In the model with discrimination as the dependent variable, only
the supportive culture had a positive and significant effect on discrimination (β = −0.13;
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p = 0.045) (Table 3). The model explains only 2% of the variability in discrimination
(Table 3). The model is statistically significant (F (4, 395) = 2.61; p = 0.050) (Table 3). The
results partially support this hypothesis. Given the low coefficients of determination, the
results of this hypothesis should be interpreted with caution.

Table 3. The effect of organizational culture on ageism.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable F p R2
a β p

Supportive Culture

Prejudice 1.48 0.207 0.01

−0.10 0.153
Innovation Culture −0.03 0.702

Goal Culture 0.09 0.226
Rule Culture −0.07 0.251

Supportive Culture

Discrimination 2.61 * 0.050 0.02

−0.13 * 0.045
Innovation Culture 0.01 0.946

Goal Culture 0.01 0.865
Rule Culture 0.06 0.329

Note. * p ≤ 0.05.

As for the second hypothesis, only obsolescence has a positive and significant effect
on prejudice (β = 0.13; p = 0.011). The model explains 3% of the variability in prejudice and
is statistically significant (F (4, 395) = 2.63; p = 0.034) (Table 4).

Table 4. The effect of organizational age on ageism.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable F p R2
a β p

Obsolescence

Prejudice 2.63 * 0.034 0.03

0.13 * 0.011
Age Norms 0.02 0.753

Perceived Time and Opportunities Left 0.08 0.111
Disengagement Phase −0.01 0.861

Obsolescence

Discrimination 6.13 *** <0.001 0.06

0.03 0.585
Age Norms 0.07 0.155

Perceived Time and Opportunities Left 0.22 *** <0.001
Disengagement Phase −0.09 0.120

Note. * p ≤ 0.05; *** p < 0.001.

In turn, only Perceived Time and Opportunities Left have a positive and significant
effect on discrimination (β = 0.22; p < 0.001). The model explains 6% of the variability in
discrimination and is statistically significant (F (4, 395) = 6.13; p < 0.001) (Table 4). The
results partially support this hypothesis. However, these results should be interpreted with
some caution, as the determination coefficients are very low.

To test the third hypothesis, it was necessary to center independent and moderating
variables to create interaction variables, thereby avoiding multicollinearity problems (Aiken
& West, 1991). Next, two multiple linear regressions were performed in two steps. In the
first step, the predictor and moderator variables were entered as independent variables; in
the second step, the interaction variables were entered.

The results indicate that only the obsolescence variable moderates the relationship
between rule culture and prejudice (Table 5). The results partially support this hypothesis.
However, these results should be interpreted with some caution, as the coefficients of
determination are very low.
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Table 5. Results of the moderate effect.

Independent Variable
Prejudice Discrimination

β Step 1 β Step 2 β Step 1 β Step 2

Supportive Culture −0.07 −0.05 −0.09 −0.03
Innovation Culture −0.02 −0.03 0.07 −0.02

Goal Culture 0.10 0.10 0.02 0.02
Rule Culture −0.08 −0.06 0.05 0.05
Obsolescence 0.13 * 0.13 * 0.02 0.01
Age Norms 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.07

Perceived Time and Opportunities Left (PTOL) 0.07 0.10 0.21 *** 0.21 ***
Disengagement Phase −0.02 −0.01 −0.08 −0.08

Supportive Culture × Obsolescence 0.14 0.06
Supportive Culture × Age Norms 0.02 −0.15

Supportive Culture × PTOL 0.01 0.02
Supportive Culture × Disengagement Phase 0.06 0.05

Innovation Culture × Obsolescence −0.04 0.03
Innovation Culture × Age Norms 0.04 −0.03

Innovation Culture × PTOL 0.02 −0.07
Innovation Culture × Disengagement Phase 0.06 −0.06

Goal Culture × Obsolescence 0.01 0.01
Goal Culture × Age Norms −0.01 −0.09

Goal Culture × PTOL −0.07 0.05
Goal Culture x Disengagement Phase −0.09 −0.01

Rule Culture × Obsolescence −0.13 * −0.11
Rule Culture × Age Norms −0.03 0.01

Rule Culture × PTOL 0.05 0.04
Rule Culture × Disengagement Phase 0.07 0.02

F 2.41 * 2.11 * 3.31 ** 2.84 *
R2 0.04 0.08 0.06 0.09
∆ 0.04 * 0.03 *

Note. * p ≤ 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

For participants with high levels of obsolescence, compared with those with low levels,
the culture of rules is relevant for reducing prejudice (Figure 5).

 

Figure 5. Interaction graphic “culture of rules vs. obsolescence”.
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5. Discussion
This study aimed to investigate how organizational culture (supportive, innovative,

rule, and goal culture) affects ageism (prejudice and discrimination). It also examined
whether organizational age (obsolescence, age norms, PTOL, and disengagement phase)
moderates this relationship.

Firstly, only the effect of supportive culture on discrimination was confirmed. These
results are consistent with the literature. According to Wu et al. (2025), an inclusive,
intergenerational climate, fostered by a supportive culture, can mitigate age prejudice.
Supportive culture is internally focused, people-oriented, and characterized by practices
that promote team cohesion, employee development, and engagement (Cameron & Quinn,
2006). It can be said that, in organizations, it is important to strengthen support structures
or promote cultures of this nature, as they reduce discrimination (Silva et al., 2018) and are
more favorable to older employees (Belias & Koustelios, 2014; Eppler-Hattab et al., 2024).
These findings are also consistent with those reported by Eppler-Hattab et al. (2024), who
found that a supportive culture has the strongest positive association with all dimensions
of age acceptance.

Secondly, Hypothesis 2 was partially verified. Obsolescence has a positive and signif-
icant effect on prejudice, and Perceived Time and Opportunities Left has a positive and
significant effect on discrimination. These results are consistent with literature. Employees
with higher levels of obsolescence are those with greater organizational seniority and there-
fore experience greater prejudice (Doucet et al., 2023). The less time and fewer development
opportunities an employee identifies in the organization, the greater their IO, which leads
to lower levels of discrimination (Doucet et al., 2023).

Thirdly, only one moderating effect was observed. Obsolescence moderates the rela-
tionship between rule culture and prejudice. For participants with high levels of obsoles-
cence, rule culture is more relevant than for those with low levels in reducing prejudice.
Considering that rule culture stands out for the clarity of its hierarchical structure and the
standardization of processes (Quinn & Cameron, 1983), it can be better understood by older
participants and reduce their levels of discrimination.

Direct, significant associations also stand out, namely between IO and ageism, reveal-
ing that the greater the perception of more changes or less knowledge and skills acquired
over time and the lower the perception of time and opportunities for development, the
greater the prejudice. In this regard, obsolescence, that is, when the individual perceives
themselves as older and/or feels obsolete (Doucet et al., 2023) and considering the Stereo-
typed Content Model, which indicates that groups of individuals are classified, for example,
by skills (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002), this can lead to Intergroup Threat Theory, i.e., hostile
behavior towards groups that are considered harmful. Still in this line of thought and
reflecting on modern times (highlighted by technological advances) that are destined for
the “fittest” (Ayalon & Tesch-Römer, 2018), this perception can be intensified.

Negative associations are observed between the support culture and organizational
age dimensions, namely obsolescence, PTOL, and the disengagement phase. Thus, it is
suggested that the greater the perception of a support culture, the lower the self-perception
of the self-ageing process.

Also, the culture of innovation is associated with two negative outcomes: obsolescence
and PTOL, suggesting that the greater the perception of a culture of innovation, the less
obsolete employees perceive themselves to be, and the lower their perception of time and
opportunities. In turn, the goal-oriented culture is positively associated with company
size and negatively associated with economic perception, obsolescence, PTOL, and the
disengagement phase.
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When performing descriptive statistics on the variables under study, it is evident that
all dimensions of organizational culture are significantly above the midpoint of the scale.
It should be noted that the culture of rules was perceived as the highest, which is natural
given Portugal’s culture of high hierarchical distance (Hofstede, 2011). In contrast, the
dimension perceived with the lowest average was the culture of innovation. This can also
be explained by Portugal’s strong aversion to uncertainty (Hofstede, 2011).

In terms of ageism and organizational age, the values are below the midpoint, sug-
gesting that participants in this study perceive low levels of prejudice and discrimination
(ageism) and low self-perception of ageing (organizational age). In this regard, and in line
with the study by Patient et al. (2024), Portuguese employees tend not to accept negative
beliefs about older employees, which may indicate a trend that helps explain the low
perception of ageism observed in this study.

Participants aged 66 and older have a higher perception of a supportive culture.
Studies report that organizational culture is an essential factor for the employability of
older employees (Pak et al., 2019). This type of culture leads to a greater perception
of cordiality across age, fostering collaboration, loyalty, and interpersonal relationships
(Cameron & Quinn, 2006). Younger participants perceive higher levels of obsolescence.
Regarding perceptions of time and remaining opportunities, participants aged 60–66 have
the highest perceptions.

Considering the size of the organization, those who worked for companies with
>250 employees had a stronger perception of the culture of rules. In other words, as larger
companies, they may have a greater need for foundations to ensure their sustainability.
Therefore, they need more norms and rules to guide their direction. It should be noted that
employees of larger organizations also perceive a greater degree of disengagement.

Participants who have been with the organization for more years perceive higher
levels of discrimination and less time and opportunities remain. Thus, it can be inferred
that seniority can also lead to workplace discrimination.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

This study seeks to enrich academic and scientific literature by exploring and deepen-
ing the understanding of the variables under study.

There is no current literature on studies that directly relate organizational culture, as
defined by Quinn and Cameron (1983) model, to ageism and the moderating effect of orga-
nizational age on this relationship. Therefore, this research aims to analyze relationships
that have not yet been explored, using recently developed instruments and applying them
to the Portuguese work context.

According to McCarthy et al. (2023), given the increase in older employees in the
workforce and, consequently, greater generational diversity in organizations, the aim is to
identify how organizational culture and self-perception of the ageing process can promote
a more inclusive, diverse, and, in turn, more sustainable workplace in the coming years.

This study aims to contribute to a broader understanding of theories (e.g., Social
Identity Theory, Stereotype Incorporation Theory, Modernization Theory, and Intergroup
Threat Theory) and their relationships with the variables under study.

Finally, this study seeks to contribute to the creation of an empirical basis that will
enable the development of more in-depth future research appropriate to the Portuguese
labor market, namely, the deconstruction of ageism as a strategy for minimizing prejudice
and discrimination, and the identification of environments favorable to age diversity.
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5.2. Practical Implications

This study contributes to organizational practices aimed at managing age diversity,
developing more inclusive work environments, and enabling healthy, active ageing. Un-
derstanding the results obtained, it aims to support organizational practices that value
employees and increase opportunities and longevity in the workplace.

Firstly, it seeks to contribute to identifying a more appropriate organizational culture to
combat ageism in organizations. Considering the results obtained, promoting a supportive,
people-oriented culture that encourages collaboration, involvement, and the development
of (older) employees can help minimize discriminatory practices.

Secondly, in general, development opportunities are a relevant factor in combating
discrimination and mitigating perceptions of the self-ageing process. As McCarthy et al.
(2023) point out, for the future of work, which is increasingly diverse in terms of age, it is
essential to develop strategies to sustain organizations in this reality.

Thirdly, it is urgent to respond to employees who identify themselves as obsolete,
either because they feel they are not keeping up with changes or because their skills and/or
knowledge are outdated. McCarthy et al. (2023) state that technological advances may
affect diversity and inclusion. This could be a good starting point for organizations focused
on developing their employees, especially regarding new technologies.

5.3. Limitations

In this study, several relevant limitations were identified that warrant highlighting.
One of the most obvious limitations is that some of the constructs under study, partic-

ularly organizational age, are still relatively recent topics in the literature and have received
little research attention (Doucet et al., 2023), which hinders research and the comparability
of the results. There are also limitations in identifying studies that relate the organizational
culture model proposed by Quinn and Cameron (1983) to ageism.

The sampling process prevents generalizing the results because it yields a non-
probabilistic sample, using a snowball convenience sample.

The cross-sectional nature of the study prevents longitudinal observation, and the
correlational design prevents causal inference about the associations under study. Therefore,
we suggest adopting longitudinal or experimental studies to determine whether the results
remain the same or change over time, and to understand the variables and their cause-and-
effect relationships.

Another limitation of this study is that the factor structures of two of the instruments
used (the ageism scale and the organizational age scale) had to be modified due to high
factor correlations.

Finally, we may consider the low coefficient of determination in the tests conducted to
test the formulated hypotheses as a limitation. These low coefficients of determination lead
us to interpret the results obtained with some caution.

6. Conclusions
The ageing of the population, a phenomenon of the 21st century (Kai et al., 2020),

is a demographic change in the workforce driven by longer working lives (Bae & Choi,
2022). Considering that we will increasingly have older employees in the labor market
and that, according to Cebola et al. (2021), ageism has been reflected in the work context,
this study analyzed the impact of the dimensions of the CO variable on ageism (prejudice
and discrimination), with organizational age as a moderator, considering, above all, the
Portuguese labor market.

The main contributions of the study are that (1) supportive cultures can help combat
discrimination and reduce the perception of the self-aging process, (2) development oppor-
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tunities, to update knowledge and skills, identified in the organization by the employee are
fundamental to a lower perception of ageism, particularly in its dimension of prejudice,
(3) a greater perception of time and development opportunities perceived by employees is
relevant to combating discrimination, and (4) a culture of rules is favorable to a lower self-
perception of the aging process when prejudice is mitigated. It can therefore be concluded
that organizations in Portugal should foster a culture of solidarity and a people-centered
approach, encouraging collaboration among employees of different age groups to minimize
age discrimination. Such a culture could encourage the development of strategies to update
the skills of older employees, so that they do not feel obsolete or discriminated against.
One factor that has led older employees to feel obsolete and discriminated against is rapid
technological development. In this regard, a culture that encourages collaboration can help
to overcome this situation.

In conclusion, since professional life does not necessarily follow the normal ageing
process (Ilmarinen, 2012), we can all feel like younger or older employees, regardless of our
chronological age.
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