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 If we consider “experience” as a temporal metric, than older 
workers possess more work experience — on average — than their 
younger counterparts
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 The meta-analytic correlation between chronological age and work 
experience is rc = .49 [95% CI: .475 to .505]

 If we consider “experience” as a temporal metric, than older 
workers possess more work experience — on average — than their 
younger counterparts
Rauvola et al. (2019): K = 567, N = 353,077 workers

 The meta-analytic correlation between chronological age and work 
experience is rc = .49 [95% CI: .475 to .505]



Cognitive contributionsCognitive contributions

We can at least partially equate “experience” with “knowledge” 
(e.g., demonstrable, job relevant knowledge)
Explicit knowledge (i.e., knowledge that is readily articulated, 

codified, stored, accessible; can be easily transmitted to others )
Tacit knowledge (i.e., skills, ideas, experiences, not codified; may 

not necessarily be easily expressed to others)

We can at least partially equate “experience” with “knowledge” 
(e.g., demonstrable, job relevant knowledge)
Explicit knowledge (i.e., knowledge that is readily articulated, 

codified, stored, accessible; can be easily transmitted to others )
Tacit knowledge (i.e., skills, ideas, experiences, not codified; may 

not necessarily be easily expressed to others)



Cognitive contributionsCognitive contributions

 There are going to be some dynamics (i.e., declines) in cognitive 
abilities over time, particularly those tied to more “fluid” mechanics

 The good news is that experiential knowledge is more aligned with 
“crystalized” pragmatics

 There are going to be some dynamics (i.e., declines) in cognitive 
abilities over time, particularly those tied to more “fluid” mechanics

 The good news is that experiential knowledge is more aligned with 
“crystalized” pragmatics From: Baltes, et al. (1999)



Cognitive contributionsCognitive contributions

When we think of the cognitive contributions of older workers, we 
typically think about those which are supported by application of 
the their explicit knowledge

 “Knowledge management” as a general management strategy; 
emerging specific focus on older workers 

When we think of the cognitive contributions of older workers, we 
typically think about those which are supported by application of 
the their explicit knowledge

 “Knowledge management” as a general management strategy; 
emerging specific focus on older workers 



Cognitive contributionsCognitive contributions

 Despite this, the age-work outcome relationships are typically weak
Why?

Such relationships may be non-linear (e.g., Sturman, 2003; Katz, 
Rudolph, & Zacher, 2019)

There are age-related mediators (causal mechanisms) and 
moderators (conditional mechanisms) of this relationship

 Despite this, the age-work outcome relationships are typically weak
Why?

Such relationships may be non-linear (e.g., Sturman, 2003; Katz, 
Rudolph, & Zacher, 2019)

There are age-related mediators (causal mechanisms) and 
moderators (conditional mechanisms) of this relationship



Emotional contributionsEmotional contributions

 As with cognitive capacities, 
we can we likewise anticipate 
dynamics in emotional 
capacities

 Aging is accompanied by 
increased capacities for 
emotion regulation (e.g., 
Scheibe & Zacher, 2013)

 Social motives become more 
salient with increasing age 
(Carstensen, et al. 1999)

 As with cognitive capacities, 
we can we likewise anticipate 
dynamics in emotional 
capacities

 Aging is accompanied by 
increased capacities for 
emotion regulation (e.g., 
Scheibe & Zacher, 2013)

 Social motives become more 
salient with increasing age 
(Carstensen, et al. 1999)

From: Carstensen, et al. (1999)



Cognitive & emotional contributionsCognitive & emotional contributions

 To build a “bridge” between cognitive and emotional contributions, 
we could make an experiential argument for these processes

 For example, some have conceptualized emotion regulation 
capacity as a tacit knowledge-like competency (e.g., Charles, 
2010)

 Supporting the experiential argument, a prevailing motivational 
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Age OFTP SOC Emotional 
Exhaustion

Job 
Satisfaction

Task 
Performance

Work 
Engagement

Age 1.00

Current -
Main 

Analysis
N = 9,613

K = 22

Moghimi et 
al. (2017)
N = 9,613

K = 10

Brewer et al. 
(2004)

N = 10,818
K = 35

Ng et al. 
(2010)

N = 151,105
K = 388

Ng et al. 
(2008)

N = 17,807
K = 52

Current - Ad 
Hoc Analysis
N = 26,751

K = 31

OFTP rxy = -0.52 1.00

Current -
Main 

Analysis
N = 3,936

K = 4

Current -
Main 

Analysis
N = 3,684

K = 4

Current -
Main 

Analysis
N = 3,753

K = 6

Current -
Main Analysis

N = 2,867
K = 3

Current -
Main Analysis

N = 4,023
K = 5

SOC rxy = 0.04 rxy = 0.12 1.00

Moghimi et 
al. (2017)
N = 3,719

K = 9

Moghimi et 
al. (2017)
N = 4,001

K = 11

Moghimi et 
al. (2017)
N = 3,110

K = 10

Moghimi et 
al. (2017)
N = 5,385

K = 11

Emotional Exhaustion rxy = -0.16 rxy = -0.17 rxy = 0.01 1.00

Lee et al. 
(1996)

N = 4,000
K = 17

Swider et al. 
(2010)

N = 4,602
K = 14

Crawford et 
al (2010)

N = 25,998
K = 54

Job Satisfaction rxy = 0.18 rxy = 0.25 rxy = 0.21 rxy = -0.26 1.00

Iaffaldano et 
al. (1985)

N = 12,192
K = 217

Christian et 
al. (2011)
N = 9,725

K = 20

Task Performance rxy = 0.06 rxy = 0.09 rxy = 0.19 rxy =  -0.13 rxy = 0.15 1.00

Christian et 
al. (2011)
N = 4,562

K = 14

Work Engagement rxy = 0.12 rxy = 0.21 rxy = 0.34 rxy = -0.39 rxy = 0.46 rxy = 0.36 1.00

Meta-analytic 
correlation matrix



Model 1 R2 Model 2 R2 ΔR2 ΔR2% Fpartial p
Emotional Exhaustion 0.026 0.118 0.092 9.180% 569.133 <.001

Job Satisfaction 0.074 0.214 0.140 13.989% 1081.476 <.001
Task Performance 0.039 0.052 0.013 1.265% 67.255 <.001

Work Engagement 0.123 0.195 0.071 7.136% 568.311 <.001

Tests of incremental effects of OFTP 
above-and-beyond age and SOC



Emotional Exhaustion Predictor B SEB t-value p RW %R2

R2 = .118 Age -0.349 0.015 -23.336 <0.001 0.056 47.883
F = 243.040, p < .001 SOC 0.065 0.013 5.078 <0.001 0.001 1.117

OFTP -0.360 0.015 -23.854 <0.001 0.060 51.000
Job Satisfaction Predictor B SEB t-value p RW %R2

R2 = .214 Age 0.405 0.013 30.233 <0.001 0.077 36.086
F = 550.407, p < .001 SOC 0.141 0.012 12.249 <0.001 0.033 15.574

OFTP 0.444 0.013 32.883 <0.001 0.103 48.340
Task Performance Predictor B SEB t-value p RW %R2

R2 = .052 Age 0.123 0.016 7.602 <0.001 0.008 15.098
F = 91.969, p < .001 SOC 0.170 0.014 12.239 <0.001 0.033 63.635

OFTP 0.133 0.016 8.200 <0.001 0.011 21.267
Work Engagement Predictor B SEB t-value p RW %R2

R2 = .195 Age 0.272 0.013 20.583 <0.001 0.036 18.438
F = 516.726, p < .001 SOC 0.317 0.013 23.837 <0.001 0.060 30.925

OFTP 0.287 0.011 25.213 <0.001 0.099 50.637

Relative weights analysis



OFTP

SOC Strategies

Age

Emotional 
Exhaustion

Job Satisfaction

Task Performance

Work 
Engagement

Path model



A-Paths Predictor Outcome B SEB z-value p 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper
Age OFTP (R2 =.270) -0.520 0.011 -45.695 <0.001 -0.542 -0.498

SOC (R2 =.001) 0.038 0.013 2.854 0.004 0.012 0.064
B-Paths Predictor Outcome B SEB z-value p 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper

OFTP Emotional Exhaustion (R2 = .123) -0.360 0.015 -24.542 <0.001 -0.388 -0.331
SOC 0.065 0.013 5.224 <0.001 0.041 0.090
Age -0.349 0.015 -23.840 <0.001 -0.378 -0.321
OFTP Job Satisfaction (R2 =.200) 0.444 0.014 32.092 <0.001 0.417 0.471
SOC 0.141 0.012 11.954 <0.001 0.118 0.165
Age 0.405 0.014 29.298 <0.001 0.378 0.433
OFTP Task Performance (R2 =.046) 0.133 0.015 8.790 <0.001 0.104 0.163
SOC 0.170 0.013 13.119 <0.001 0.145 0.196
Age 0.123 0.015 8.091 <0.001 0.093 0.153
OFTP Work Engagement (R2 =.174) 0.317 0.014 22.650 <0.001 0.290 0.344
SOC 0.287 0.012 23.956 <0.001 0.263 0.310
Age 0.272 0.014 19.420 <0.001 0.245 0.299

Results of path analysis



Summary of Indirect Effect (IE) IE SEIE z-value p 95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

Age => OFTP => Emotional Exhaustion 0.187 0.009 21.621 <0.001 0.170 0.204
Age => OFTP => Job Satisfaction -0.231 0.009 -26.262 <0.001 -0.248 -0.214
Age => OFTP => Task Performance -0.069 0.008 -8.632 <0.001 -0.085 -0.054
Age => OFTP => Work Engagement -0.165 0.008 -20.294 <0.001 -0.181 -0.149
Age => SOC => Emotional Exhaustion 0.002 0.001 2.505 0.012 0.001 0.004
Age => SOC => Job Satisfaction 0.005 0.002 2.776 0.005 0.002 0.009
Age => SOC => Task Performance 0.006 0.002 2.789 0.005 0.002 0.011
Age => SOC => Work Engagement 0.011 0.004 2.834 0.005 0.003 0.018

Path analysis indirect effects



DiscussionDiscussion

 Strongest zero-order effects observed for age (rxy = -.55) and job 
satisfaction (rxy = .28)

OFTP predicts emotional exhaustion, job satisfaction, task 
performance, and work engagement incrementally to age and 
SOC strategies
Can explain up-to an additional 14% of the variance (i.e., job satisfaction)
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Successful aging (SA) has recently become an important 
paradigm for studying aging and work (Zacher, 2015; Kooij, 
2015)
Zacher: SA is about maintaining healthy functioning
Kooij: SA is about maintaining person-environment fit

Move this conversation towards developing interventions that 
support successful aging.
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