Figure 1

Proposed Mediation Model
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Figure 2

The Mediating Role of Work Engagement in the Influence of Age Stereotype on IWB (Younger Adult Group)
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Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 3

The Mediating Role of Creative Self-efficacy and Work Engagement in the Influence of Age Stereotype on IWB (Older Adult Group)
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Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 4

Mediating and Masking Effects of Creative Self-Efficacy and Work Engagement Between Negative Age Stereotype and IWB

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

	 Item
	Frequency
	      %

	Gender
	Male
	470
	51.1%

	
	Female
	449
	48.9%

	Age
	20–30
	162
	17.6%

	
	31–40
	292
	31.8%

	
	41–50
	155
	16.9%

	
	51–65
	310
	33.7%

	Occupation
	Public officials (employees of state agencies or institutions)
	145
	15.8%

	
	Professional technical personnel (doctors, lawyers, and IT technicians)
	188
	20.5%

	
	Teaching or research staff (teachers and researchers)
	156
	17.0%

	
	Service workers (food servers, restaurant workers, hotel workers, and drivers)
	96
	10.4%

	
	Art/media design
	87
	9.5%

	
	Private enterprise managers
	162
	17.6%

	
	Self-employed
	56
	6.1%

	
	Other
	29
	3.2%


Note. N = 919.

Table 2

Correlation Analysis Between Variables

	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Positive age stereotype
	3.41
	0.95
	1
	
	
	

	2. Negative age stereotype
	3.42
	0.98
	0.30**
	1
	
	

	3. Creative self-efficacy
	3.55
	1.01
	0.70**
	0.22*
	1
	

	4. Work engagement
	3.61
	0.93
	0.78**
	0.39**
	0.77**
	1

	5. IWB
	3.40
	0.90
	0.82**
	0.36**
	0.78**
	0.81**


Note. *p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).

Table 3

Bootstrap Analysis for the Mediation Effect Tests (Younger Adult Group) 

	Parameter
	Effect of 

standardization
	95% CI
	Effect size ratio

	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	

	PAS→WE→IWB
	0.374***
	.249
	.498
	40.5%

	NAS→WE→IWB
	0.087**
	.033
	.166
	9.5%

	Total
	0.924***
	.838
	1.010
	100%


Note. PAS: Positive Age Stereotype; NAS: Negative Age Stereotype; WE: Work Engagement; IWB: Innovative Work Behavior.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 4 

Bootstrap Analysis for the Mediation Effect Tests (Older Adult Group)

	Parameter
	Effect of 

standardization
	95% CI
	Effect size ratio

	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	

	PAS→CS→IWB
	0.033*
	.004
	.074
	0.03%

	PAS→WE→IWB
	0.209*
	.032
	.327
	21.7%

	Total PAS
	0.863***
	.762
	.977
	89.6%

	NAS→CS→IWB
	-0.012*
	-.038
	-.002
	0.01%

	NAS→WE→IWB
	0.049*
	.007
	.108
	0.05%

	Total NAS
	0.100*
	.024
	.187
	10.4%

	Total
	0.963***
	.875
	1.061
	100%


Note. PAS: Positive Age Stereotype; NAS: Negative Age Stereotype; CS: Creative Self-efficacy; WE: Work Engagement; IWB: Innovative Work Behavior.

 *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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