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The study takes an interaction perspective to examine possible interaction effects of goal orientation, psychological capital, and organizational innovation climate aimed at enhancing employees’ innovation behavior. A total sample of 398 employees were selected in Chinese enterprises. The descriptive statistical analyses, multiple regression, and bootstrap approach are adopted to test the interactive effects after controlling for gender, age, years for work of employees, type of enterprises, and industry. Results indicate that learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation have a positive effect on employees’ innovation behavior through psychological capital. The positive relationship between psychological capital and employees’ innovation behavior is stronger when employees perceive more organizational innovation climate. Additionally, the positive effect of learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation on employees’ innovation behavior is stronger in high organizational innovation climate through high-level psychological capital than in low organizational innovation climate. However, the negative effect of avoiding goal orientation on innovation behavior is not significant. Finally, implications and further research are discussed.
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Introduction

Employees’ innovation behavior, such as producing, adopting, and practicing new ideas for work methods, processes, and products (Amabile et al., 1996), is the core behavior needed by an organization to succeed in a changing business environment (Fan et al., 2016). A growing body of literature has devoted attention to the critical role of individual and organizational factors that could potentially influence innovation behavior (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Hunter et al., 2005; Ren and Zhang, 2015; Song et al., 2020). Anderson et al. (2014) identified four main factors in different levels: individual, team, organizational, and multi-levels. Many studies have considered goal orientation, ethical leadership (Chen and Hou, 2016; Li et al., 2020), and personal trait (Lomberg et al., 2017) as individual level factors, team composition and team climate (Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2013) as team factors, and organizational innovation climate (Hsu and Chen, 2017) and organizational supportive climate as organizational factors. An increasing number of researchers have conducted multilevel factor studies and found that employees’ innovation behavior is influenced by individual-, organizational- or team-level factors (Kumar et al., 2022).

This study that adopted social cognitive theory analyzes the theoretical conceptual framework from the multilevel perspective. Social cognitive theory suggests a model of behavior (B), cognition and other personal (P), and environmental (E) factors as interactive determinants that influence one another bidirectionally (Bandura, 1986, 2001). According to social cognitive theory, goal orientation is an important individual cognitive factor that gives directions to behavior. Goal orientation refers to individual differences in goal preferences within achievement settings and depends on personal values, needs, and beliefs (Dweck, 1991). Goal orientation has been categorized into learning, proving, and avoiding goal orientations (VandeWalle, 1997). Individuals with different goal orientations have their respective perceptual-cognitive frameworks (Janssen and Van Yperen, 2004), thereby explaining why some employees are more innovative than others. Direct affection of goal orientation on individual innovative behavior and moderating role of goal orientation concerning innovative behavior have been considerably proven (Hirst et al., 2009; Guo et al., 2019; Ma et al., 2021). However, existing literature has not sufficiently discussed the indirect effects of goal orientation on employees’ innovation behavior. Hence, the mechanism between goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior remains unclear and should not be disregarded.

Bandura (2001) suggested that positive psychological state is an important mechanism, resulting in the desirable outcomes, such as employee’s innovative behavior. Luthans et al. (2007) used positive psychology ideas to develop the concept and construct of the psychological capital. Psychological capital is defined as an individual’s positive psychological state of development and consisted of hope, self-efficacy, optimism, and resilience, which are crucial in the relationship between goal orientation and innovation behavior. Social cognitive theory has devoted particular attention to environmental factors on human functioning. Existing studies have suggested that compatibility between person and environment is a critical condition for enhanced creativity (Choi, 2004). Organizational innovation climate can create favorable environment for individual innovation behavior (Andersson et al., 2020; Battistelli et al., 2021). Yan et al. (2020) indicated that organizational innovation climate can significantly influence psychological capital and innovation behavior.

However, only limited studies have been conducted on the affecting mechanism of goal orientation as personal cognitive with psychological capital and innovation climate that aims for more innovation. Accordingly, the following questions should be answered: How would different categories of goal orientation affect the innovation behavior of employees with different levels of psychological capital? Is organizational innovation climate a significant condition interacting with goal orientation and psychological capital on innovation behavior? Given that these questions remained unanswered, we found theoretical importance to investigate the interaction effect of goal orientation, psychological capital, and organizational innovation climate on innovation behavior.

The objective of our research was to explore how goal orientation affects employees’ innovation behavior by taking psychological capital as a mediator and organizational innovation climate as a moderator. We contribute to the literature by explaining the relationship among goal orientation as an individual cognitive framework, psychological capital as a positive psychological state, and innovation climate as an environmental factor and innovation behavior. Employees with different goal orientations may have different levels of psychological capital and present different innovative output in response to their perceived innovation climate. The remainder of the paper is arranged as follows. The next section contains a review of the literature, which leads to the development of the hypotheses. The following section discusses the methodology used and evaluates the results of the hypotheses. Finally, theoretical and practical implications are discussed in the conclusion.



Theoretical framework and hypotheses


Goal orientation and innovation behavior

In the 1980s, Dweck defined goal orientation according to the research conducted with grade school children. Goal orientation refers to the individual differences in goal preferences within achievement settings. Dweck (1991) identified learning goal orientation and performance goal orientation as two major classes of goal orientations. Learning and performance goal orientations relate to different implicit theories on personal abilities as well as different beliefs on the value of effort, causes of success, and interpretation of feedback.

Originally, goal orientation was central to educational psychology literature, but it was also discussed in organizational studies (Shamin et al., 2017). VandeWalle (1997) studied goal orientation with MBA students and noted that performance goal orientation encompasses both the desire to gain favorable judgments and to avoid unfavorable judgments about one’s ability. VandeWalle (1997) claimed that goal orientation should have three dimensions, which are redefined as follows. First, learning goal orientation is a focus on developing one’s competence by acquiring new skills, mastering new

situations, and learning from experience. Second, proving goal orientation is a focus on demonstrating one’s competence and on gaining favorable judgments from others. Third, avoiding goal orientation is a focus on avoiding negation of one’s competence and negative judgments from others. These categories of goal orientation have been well established in the literature and have received substantial empirical support (Elliot and Church, 1997; VandeWalle, 1997; Lin et al., 2022). The different types of goal orientation are neither mutually exclusive nor contradictory (Button et al., 1996). They are independent of each other. Goal orientation plays a significant role in numerous organizational decisions (Shamin et al., 2017).

To distinguish the effect of learning goal orientation, proving goal orientation, and avoiding goal orientation on innovation behavior, we apply the perspectives of behavioral activation system (BAS) and behavioral inhibition system (BIS) (Sherf et al., 2021), which group human behaviors into two categories based on self-regulatory systems of goal choice (Wrosch et al., 2003). BAS is associated with obtaining potential opportunities and rewards. Individuals with BAS would be motivated by desirable goals and are future-focused. By contrast, BIS is related to avoiding potential punishments and minimizing threats (Sherf et al., 2021). Individuals with BIS prefer to avoid potential failures and prevent new negative change.

Individuals with learning goal orientations have an incremental implicit theory and perceive ability as a malleable trait that can be developed with effort and persistence (Dweck, 1991). We argue that learning goal orientations response to BAS regulations with enthusiasm and approach-oriented behaviors. For learning goal-oriented individuals, the effort is an important determinant of success, an effective path to activate one’s current ability, and a strategy to develop additional capabilities needed for future task mastery. Individuals with high levels of learning goal orientation are self-initiated, which align with BAS and are apt to achieve desirable outcomes by diagnosing progress, correcting errors, or formulating alternative strategies (Kakkar et al., 2016). Goal orientation plays a key role in creativity, and learning goal-oriented individuals would positively seek new skills and information to achieve innovation performance (Zia, 2020; Zhou, 2021). Individuals with high learning orientation tend to accept the challenges and difficulties when innovating (Annosi et al., 2020) acting as BAS, thereby possibly triggering innovation behavior continually (Sherf et al., 2021). Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:








	

	H1a: Learning goal orientation has a positive effect on employees’ innovation behavior.





Empirical findings on proving goal orientation were more complex because several studies found that it has no significant (Janssen and Van Yperen, 2004; Song et al., 2015) or negative relationship (Zhu et al., 2019) with employee’s creativity. However, numerous studies have shown that proving goal orientation has positive associations to achievement, persistence, and innovation (Elliot and Church, 1997; Gong et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2015; Janke et al., 2016). Individuals with proving goal orientation are interested in showing their skills and competency (Khattak et al., 2017; Domurath et al., 2020). They demonstrate their competence through knowledge manipulation (Lu et al., 2012). They may promote their knowledge as a part of their persistent

endeavors and manipulate the value and content of their knowledge to maximize their performance (Rhee and Choi, 2017; Shariq et al., 2019). Li and Tsai (2020) found that employees who have proving goal orientation would perform well and improve their learning outcomes. Ma et al. (2021) indicated that proving goal orientation can strengthen their challenge behavior. We are convinced that proving goal orientation acts as BAS. By being valued as “innovative employees,” proving goal-oriented employees’ BAS would be triggered significantly and employees could receive positive judgment and enhance their confidence and ability by engaging creatively with problems and challenges (Hirst et al., 2009; Liang et al., 2019). Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:








	

	H1b: Proving goal orientation has a positive effect on employees’ innovation behavior.





By contrast, individuals with strong avoiding goal orientation and entity implicit theory consider ability an innate and fixed attribute that is difficult to develop. Avoiding goal orientation acts as BIS, which corresponds to avoiding dangers and failures (Sherf et al., 2021). Individuals with high level of avoiding goal orientation can view substantial effort as evidence of ineffectiveness, disadvantage, and failures after hard work as an unbearable confirmation of low ability. Thus, when creativity-relevant skills are involved, avoiding goal-oriented employees have the tendency to avoid challenges or uncertainties that pose risks of error (VandeWalle, 1997; Guo et al., 2019; Shariq et al., 2019). They would not explore situations or generate innovative ideas with high possibilities of receiving negative feedback (Gong et al., 2013). Therefore, the following hypothesis is generated:








	

	H1c: Avoiding goal orientation has a negative effect on employees’ innovation behavior.







Psychological capital as a mediator

Psychological capital represents individual motivational propensities that accrue through positive psychological constructs, such as efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience (Luthans and Youssef, 2004), thereby indicating one’s “positive appraisal of circumstances and probability for success based on motivated effort and perseverance” (Luthans et al., 2007, p. 550). Several studies have provided strong support that psychological capital has a positive effect on employees’ growing performance and innovation (Park and Jo, 2018; Slåtten et al., 2019; Montani et al., 2020; Yan et al., 2020). Psychological capital provides positive psychological resources that can release anxiety, uncertainty, and distress from the innovation process (Broad and Luthans, 2020). Employees with strong efficacy would like to carry out a broad and proactive set of work tasks that extend beyond prescribed technical requirements (Parker, 1998; Sun et al., 2016). Given challenging tasks, optimistic and hopeful employees generally believe that good rather than bad things will happen to them. Even though things go bad, employees with high resilience would bounce back from adversity, uncertainty, conflict, and failure to even positively carry out new ideas (Luthans, 2002). Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:








	

	H2: Psychological capital has a positive effect on employees’ innovation behavior.





Goal orientation and psychological capital are individual factors that affect employees’ innovation behavior. Accordingly, the following question must be answered: What is the relationship among goal orientation, psychological capital, and employees’ innovation behavior? Renn and Vandenberg (1995) generally supported the mediating role of critical psychological states (CPS). Olaniyan and Hystad (2016) showed the indirect effect of authentic leadership through psychological capital on employees’ job satisfaction, insecurity, and intentions to quit. These aspects may provide some support for the mediating role of psychological capital between goal orientation and innovation behavior.

Individuals with learning goal orientation pursue an adaptive response pattern and view challenging tasks as an opportunity for growth and development. Learning goal-oriented individuals present BAS associated with positive emotional states and drive others to achieve goals through effective learning (Merchan-Clavellino et al., 2019). Learning goal orientation has been found to characterize individuals who have a generally positive approach to life, challenges, and success (Elliot and McGregor, 2001). Individuals with learning goal orientation have a positive relationship with self-efficacy (Geitz et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2019; Du et al., 2020). By believing that ability can be developed, these individuals are receptive to finding ways to develop the skills needed to overcome setbacks (Annosi et al., 2020). Additionally, learning goal orientation has a positive relationship with optimism and hopes that foster resiliency to setbacks (Nuutila et al., 2020). Thus, individuals with learning goal orientation may exhibit high-level psychological capital, and learning goal orientation may affect innovation behavior through psychological capital. Therefore, the following hypothesis is generated:








	

	H3a: Psychological capital mediates the relationship between learning goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior.





Individuals with proving goal orientation act BAS and want to receive positive comments from others. They would have high levels of hope, self-efficacy and optimism, and enthusiastic to prove their abilities by demonstrating their innovation behavior (Farmer et al., 2003). This situation proves that proving goal-oriented individuals have greater confidence and competence and easy to bounce back by favorable judgment of being innovative. Thus, individuals with proving goal orientation may exhibit high-level psychological capital, and proving goal orientation may affect innovation behavior through psychological capital. Therefore, the following hypothesis is generated:








	

	H3b: Psychological capital mediates the relationship between proving goal orientation and innovation behavior.





For avoiding goal orientation, there is a risk of failure that would demonstrate their inadequate abilities and receive negative comments from others. Individuals with avoiding goal orientation present BIS that connects to negative emotions, such as worry and fear (Sherf et al., 2021). Avoiding goal-oriented employees exhibit low self-esteem, low self-efficacy, and decreased emotional stability (Elliot and Church, 1997) and have difficulty in overcoming setbacks. Such individuals make negative attribution about abilities and report decreased interest in tasks and withdraws from such tasks. Thus, individuals with avoiding goal orientation may exhibit low-level psychological capital, and avoiding goal orientation may affect innovation behavior through psychological capital. Therefore, the following hypothesis is generated:








	

	H3c: Psychological capital mediates the relationship between avoiding goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior.







Organizational innovation climate as a moderator

The interactional perspective claims that the climate in which a person works either facilitates or inhibits his or her innovation behavior (Benjamin et al., 2014; Hsu and Chen, 2017; Li et al., 2020). For organizational climate, scholarly literature reveals two main perspectives of ontological issues. Several theorists have conceived organizational climate as an objective property of the organization that exists independently of the perceptions and understandings of its members. It is a combination of feelings, attitudes, values, and behaviors that characterize research life in the organization (Ekvall, 1996). Other theorists define organizational climate as a collective perception generated from the interaction among organization members (Schneider, 1975; Amabile et al., 1996). In this study, the organizational innovative climate refers to the perception of organizational members on the procedures, rules, practices, and behaviors that can promote the creation, development, and realization of new ideas (Van der Vegt et al., 2005; Zohar and Hofmann, 2012; Ehrhart et al., 2015; Andersson et al., 2020). It is the perceived psychological climate that nurtures creative or innovative behavior which is more important than objective climate for an individual’s intrinsic motivation (Amabile et al., 1996). A work climate in which the employees feel supported can enhance their performance, particularly on exploratory activities (Deci et al., 2001). When employees perceive the support for innovation from organizations, they would return the favor from organizations by doing well in innovation-role behavior (Fan et al., 2022). In an organizational innovation climate, people are allowed to handle unexpected issues proactively and to make decisions even in situations where they lack information and certainty in the workplace (Isaksen and Ekvall, 2010).

Organizational innovation climate could create positive conditions necessary for psychological capital to flourish. When employees perceive organizational innovation climate and feel supported, they are more likely to try unproven or new methods with higher level of hope to accomplish the tasks at workplaces. Moreover, organizational innovation climate will likely act as a contextual resource for individuals to immediately bounce back after setbacks. By experiencing high levels of resiliency, employees would not be in fear of reprisal or punishment owing to their mistakes in a supportive innovation climate. An organizational innovation climate may contribute to individual optimistic levels by allowing employees to attribute failures to external circumstances versus low personal knowledge, skills, and abilities (Zhang et al., 2015). When the level of employees’ psychological capital is high, they would prefer to show their innovation behavior (Ye et al., 2021). A growing recognition is that employees would have higher level of psychological capital and cause more innovation behaviors in an organizational innovation climate. Accordingly, this research formulates the following hypothesis:








	

	H4: Organizational innovation climate moderates the relationship between psychological capital and employees’ innovation behavior.





Organizational innovation climate provides a safe context for taking on challenges, exchanging ideas (Dirks and Ferrin, 2001), and encouraging mutual learning and cooperation among organization members. Such a climate affects employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Individuals with learning goal orientation would present more BAS that has implications for promoting positive challenge appraisal in innovation supportive climate (Espedido and Searle, 2020). On the one hand, learning goal-oriented individuals who perceive the climate appear to have more positive attitude to challenges and be more closely related to creativity (Kim and Kwon, 2017). On the other hand, learning goal-oriented individuals would establish supportive relationship with colleagues who could suggest a positive effect on innovative engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Organizational innovation climate would result in greater innovative behavior when perceived by individuals with high levels of learning goal orientation. Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:








	

	H5a: Organizational innovation climate strengthens the relationship between learning goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior.





An innovation climate could minimize potential risks in the innovation process (Zhou and George, 2001). Individuals with proving goal orientation would present more BAS that has implications for less stress appraisal in an innovation supportive climate (Espedido and Searle, 2020), thereby enhancing their confidence and ability by engaging creatively with problems and challenges (Hirst et al., 2009). Therefore, when they perceive the innovation climate, they would have greater confidence, competence, and insist on demonstrating their innovation behavior (Farmer et al., 2003). Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:








	

	H5b: Organizational innovation climate strengthens the relationship between proving goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior.





Organizational innovation climate acts as a safeguard against infections of failure for avoiding goal-oriented individuals and they would present less with BIS. They would have less anxiety and less failure appraisal (Mckay et al., 2020). Accordingly, organizational innovation climate may decrease the negative effect of avoiding goal orientation on employees’ innovation behavior. Hence, the following hypothesis is generated:








	

	H5c: Organizational innovation climate weakens the relationship between avoiding goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior.





According to H3, H4, and H5, we build a moderated mediation model. Employees with learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation would have high-level psychological capital and act positively toward more innovation behavior in high-level organizational innovation climate than in low-level organizational innovation climate. Additionally, employees with avoiding goal orientation would have fewer negative actions on innovation behavior through psychological capital in high-level organizational innovation climate than in low-level organizational innovation climate. Hence, we propose the following hypotheses:








	

	H6a: Organizational innovation climate can positively moderate the relationship between learning goal orientation and innovation behavior though psychological capital.












	

	H6b: Organizational innovation climate can positively moderate the relationship between proving goal orientation and innovation behavior though psychological capital.












	

	H6c: Organizational innovation climate can negatively moderate the relationship between avoiding goal orientation and innovation behavior though psychological capital.





Figure 1 illustrates the theoretical model underlying the hypotheses presented in this research.


[image: image]

FIGURE 1
Theoretical model.





Method


Sample and procedure

The data for this study were collected through a survey from 600 R&D employees from 41 enterprises in China. The enterprises were randomly selected from five different provinces, namely, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Shanxi, Henan, and Ningxia, which are located in the eastern, middle, and western areas of China. Printed questionnaires inquired about respondents’ perceptions regarding innovation behavior. For each item, those respondents described their opinions on organizational innovation climate, goal orientation, and innovation behavior. A total of 537 completed questionnaires were returned (89.5% response rate) and 398 questionnaires were valid (63.3% valid response rate). When selecting valid questionnaires, some questionnaires were excluded, such as those lacking more than five items, repeatedly selecting the same option or having contradictory answers to positive and negative questions. The sample indicated that 56.5% of the respondents were men and 43.5% were women. Among the total respondents, 43.5% of them had a bachelor’s degree, 16.8% of them had a master’s degree, and 23.4% of them had been working for over 5 years. In terms of age, respondents aged 25 and below were 21.7%, 26- to 35-year-old respondents were 30.4%, 36- to 45-year-old respondents were 31.7%, and respondents aged 46 and above were 16.2%. The enterprises were distributed among the following branches: electronic communication (15.8%), instrument manufacturing (31.0%), biomedical industry (6.2%), chemical and food industry (6.0%), computer and software service (2.8%), banking and finance (6.7%), and construction industry (31.5%). In total, 27.8% of the enterprises were state-owned enterprises, 52.6% of the enterprises were private enterprises, and 19.6% of the enterprises were international enterprises.



Measures

The questionnaire adopted a five-point Likert scale with answers that ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The original scales of innovation behavior and goal orientation were in English. They were translated into Chinese and then back into English to ensure proper understanding for respondents and simultaneously retain their original meaning.


Goal orientation

Goal orientation is a categorical variable with three dimensions of learning, proving, and avoiding goal orientations. These dimensions were measured using the scale of VandeWalle (2001) with 12 sub-categorized items. An example item for learning goal orientation is “I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from.” An example item for proving goal orientation is “I like to show that I can perform better than my co-workers.” An example item for avoiding goal orientation is “I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear rather incompetent to others.” Cronbach’s α for the whole scale is 0.990 and for subscales is between 0.800 and 0.818, which all indicate good reliability.



Organizational innovation climate

The scale to measure organizational innovation climate was designed by Qiu et al. (2009). The scale was based on Work Environment Index (Amabile and Gryskiewicz, 1989) and is more suitable for Chinese. Employees assessed their perceived organizational climate in enhancing innovation and creativity. The scale has 35 items in seven dimensions, which are organizational value, operating method, resource supply, team operation, learning and growing, leadership efficiency, and organizational climate. One sample item is “My supervisor can respect and support my innovation at the workplace.” Cronbach’s α for this scale is 0.970 and for subscales is between 0.850 and 0.950, which all indicate good reliability.



Employees’ innovation behavior

The scale to measure and rate the level of employees’ innovation behavior was designed by Scott and Bruce (1994). In their study (Scott and Bruce, 1994), employees’ innovation behavior was rated by the supervisors. However, the study of Carmeli et al. (2006) indicated that the reliability of the same scale as reported by the employees themselves was similar to the Cronbach’s α of 0.89 reported by Scott and Bruce (1994). In this study, a self-evaluation was adapted, and innovation behavior was measured as a single-dimensional variable. The scale has six items, including “Promotes and champions ideas to others.” Cronbach’s α for this scale is 0.930, which indicates good reliability.



Psychological capital

The scale to measure psychological capital was designed by Luthans et al. (2007). Employees rated their positive psychological state of efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism. The scale has 24 items in four dimensions: efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism. One sample item is “I feel confident in representing my work area in meetings with management.” Cronbach’s α for this scale is 0.970 and for subscales is between 0.890 and 0.980, which indicate that the scale has good reliability.



Control variables

The effect of gender, age, years for work, type of enterprises, and industry were statistically controlled to remove their potential confounding effect.




Confirmatory factor analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess the model fit and validity by inputting raw data to IBM SPSS AMOS and requesting an analysis based on the covariance matrix (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1996). Fit indices indicated that six-factor model has a better fit for the hypothesized model when compared to the five-factor model, four-factor model, three-factor model, two-factor model, and one-factor model (see Table 1). All items loaded significantly on the latent constructs they were designed to measure.


TABLE 1    Fit indices of CFA.

[image: Table 1]

The probability of common-method variance exists because every part of the questionnaire was self-reported by employees. Thus, this study used the CFA marker technique to explore the common method variance (CMV) and unmeasured method variance (UMV) models and to conduct model comparisons with various key parameters (refer to Table 2). Key parameters that show the CMV model has greater fit than the UMV model indicate a significant common method bias (Williams et al., 2010). However, the present model comparisons show the key parameters of the CMV model that does not have greater fit than those of the UMV model, which suggests a lack of common method variance to confound the interpretation of results.


TABLE 2    CMV and UMV model comparisons of key parameters.

[image: Table 2]




Results

The direct influence of goal orientation, psychological capital, and innovation behavior and the indirect effects of mediating effect, moderating effect, and moderated mediation effect were validated by IBM SPSS AMOS software package with bootstrapping approach in this study.


Descriptive statistics

Table 3 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables. Variance inflation factor (VIF) is the standard for testing multicollinearity. The results show that the maximum VIF value is 2.413 and is under the recommended maximum values (Hair et al., 2018), indicating that multicollinearity is not an issue in this study.


TABLE 3    Means, standard deviations, and correlations (n = 398).

[image: Table 3]



Analysis of the influence of goal orientation, psychological capital, and innovation behavior

Table 4 shows the results of Hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c, and H2. Learning goal orientation (β = 0.475, p < 0.001) and proving goal orientation (β = 0.310, p < 0.001) have significant positive relationship with innovation behavior. Thus, H1a and H1b are supported. There is no significant relationship between avoiding goal orientation and innovation behavior (β = 0.007, p > 0.05). Thus, H1c is not supported. The results indicate that learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation can positively affect employees’ innovation behavior. However, negative affection of avoiding goal orientation on innovation behavior is not significant. Table 4 indicates a significant relationship between psychological capital and innovation behavior (β = 0.626, p < 0.001). Thus, H2 is supported.


TABLE 4    Results of the influence of goal orientation, psychological capital on innovation behavior.

[image: Table 4]



Mediating effect of psychological capital

The results shown in Table 5 indicate that the mediating effect of psychological capital between learning goal orientation and innovation behavior is significant (β = 0.225, p < 0.05), and the bootstrap confidence interval (CI) with 95% confidence level is (0.146, 0.339), not including 0. Moreover, the mediating effect of psychological capital between proving goal orientation and innovation behavior is significant (β = 0.216, p < 0.01), and CI is (0.138, 0.345). Hence, H3a and H3b are supported. That is, through psychological capital, learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation positively affect employees’ innovation behavior. However, the mediating effect of psychological capital for avoiding goal orientation is not significant, and CI is (−0.095, 0.012), which includes 0. Therefore, H3c is not supported. That is, psychological capital does not mediate the relationship between avoiding goal orientation and innovation behavior when avoiding goal orientation could not affect innovation behavior significantly.


TABLE 5    Mediating effect test of psychological capital.

[image: Table 5]



Moderating effect of organizational innovation climate

Table 6 shows the moderating effect of organizational innovation climate. The moderating effect of organizational innovation climate on the relationship of psychological capital and innovation behavior is significant (β = 0.399, p < 0.01), with 95% CI at (0.251, 0.583). Hence, H4 is supported. The moderating effect of organizational innovation climate on the relationship between learning goal orientation and innovation behavior is significant (β = 0.795, p < 0.05), with 95% CI at (0.462, 1.215). Similarly, the moderating effect of organizational innovation climate on the relationship between proving goal orientation and innovation behavior is significant (β = 0.404, p < 0.05), with 95% CI at (0.241, 0.588). Hence, H5a and H5b are supported. However, there is no significant moderating effect of organizational innovation climate on avoiding goal orientation and innovation behavior. Therefore, H5c is not supported.


TABLE 6    Moderating effect test of organizational innovation climate.

[image: Table 6]



Moderated mediation effect of psychological capital and organizational innovation climate

The results of moderated mediation analysis are shown in Table 7. For learning goal orientation, the mediation effect of psychological capital is not significant when the organizational innovation climate is low and 95% CI is (−0.112, 0.291). In addition, mediation effect is significant (β = 0.374, p < 0.05) when organizational innovation climate is high and 95% CI is (0.136, 0.663), not including 0. Thus, when organizational innovation climate is higher, the effect of learning goal orientation on innovation behavior though psychological capital is stronger, which means that the moderated mediation effect is significant. Hence, H6a is supported. For proving goal orientation, mediation effect is significant (β = 0.321, p < 0.05), with 95% CI at (0.112, 0.586) in high organizational innovation climate. Thus, H6b is supported. However, for avoiding goal orientation, 95% CI includes 0, whether organizational innovation climate is low or high. Hence, H6c is not supported.


TABLE 7    Moderated mediation effect test of psychological capital and organizational innovation climate.

[image: Table 7]

The preceding results show the moderated mediation relationships. For employees in high organizational innovation climate, the effects of learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation on innovation behavior are stronger through psychological capital compared with those in low organizational innovation climate.




Discussion and conclusion

This study findings contribute to the relationship between goal orientation and employees’ innovation behavior by interacting with psychological capital and organizational innovation climate. The results indicate the relationship between goal orientation and innovation behavior in clear manner.


Theoretical significance

First, this study took goal orientation as an individual cognitive factor based on social cognitive theory and verified that different categories of goal orientation have different relationship with employees’ innovation behavior. Learning goal orientation and performance goal orientation have direct positive effect on employees’ innovation behavior. These results are the same as the results of many previous studies (Gong et al., 2013; Zhou, 2021). However, contrary to our expectations, avoiding goal orientation showed no significant negative effect on innovation behavior.

Second, this study explored the mediating mechanism between goal orientation and innovation behavior. Considering psychological capital as the positive psychological state of individuals that could considerably predict innovation behavior (Bandura, 2001), employees having different goal orientation would have different levels of psychological capital and likely have different tendencies to innovation behavior. The results indicate that psychological capital functions as a catalyst and clarifies the inner mechanism of how goal orientation affects innovation behavior. That differs from many studies that have focused on the direct relationship between goal orientation and innovation behavior or have taken goal orientation as moderator or mediator (Guo et al., 2019; Zia, 2020) to predict innovation behavior.

Third, organizational innovation climate was considered in this study as an important environmental factor according to social cognitive theory and serves as a condition to trigger employees’ innovation behavior. The moderator role of organizational innovation climate on the relationship between learning goal orientation (proving goal orientation, but not avoiding goal orientation) and employees’ innovation behavior was proved in this study. Although previous research has proven that organizational innovation climate is one of the crucial predictors of employees’ innovation behavior (Taştan, 2013; Kang et al., 2016; Hsu and Chen, 2017), only a few studies have focused on how different categories of goal orientation react to innovation behavior in an innovation supportive climate. This study extends social cognitive theory with how individuals with different goal orientation (P) act toward innovation behavior (B) by interacting with organizational innovation climate (E).

Finally, to clarify the interaction between psychological capital and organizational innovation climate, this study developed a moderated mediation effect among variables as an initial attempt to show that in organizational innovation climate, how different types of goal orientation affect innovation behavior go through psychological capital. The result supports our expectation that psychological capital is stronger when compared to innovation behavior when employees have high, rather than low, perceived organizational innovation climate. In addition, learning goal orientation and proving goal orientation could bring more innovation behavior caused by high-level psychological capital in high organizational innovation climate than in low-level organizational innovation climate. However, the moderated mediation effect does not work for avoiding goal orientation.



Practical significance

This study also presents practical implications for management. First, enterprises should pay greater attention to employees’ goal orientations. Enterprises should hire more learning goal-oriented or proving goal-oriented employees to build innovation teams. Employees with learning goal orientations can keep learning, developing skills and knowledge, and producing innovation behavior. Employees with proving goal orientation could positively involve in more innovation. However, enterprises should avoid recruiting individuals with avoiding goal orientation for innovational programs (Weidinger et al., 2016). Second, the study suggests that enterprises should improve the psychological capital level of employees. Psychological capital can be managed and developed as human resource capital, and the managing and developing of psychological capital have lower cost and more return than the managing and developing of other capitals (Luthans and Youssef, 2004). Luthans et al. (2007) and Zhao (2011) have researched on the management and development of psychological capital and provided the methods for enterprises. Third, enterprises need to provide a secure and supportive climate to encourage employees to act in unconventional ways to gain innovation value. A strong climate for innovation and psychological safety may lead to greater innovation behavior.



Limitations and avenues for future research

To interpret the findings of this study, we must consider several limitations that may also suggest directions for future research. First, this study used a cross-sectional design, which could prohibit causal inferences and reduce the credibility of results. Thus, longitudinal or semi-laboratory studies are necessary to expound on the relationship among factors from the organizational climate level, factors from the individual level, and innovation behavior in future studies. Furthermore, individual-level variables, such as individuals’ risk attitude and dispositional optimism, and organizational-level variables, such as the company’s incentive structure, are ignored. These variables may be relevant to the attitude toward innovation in employees’ and company’s perspectives. In the future research, individuals’ risk attitude, dispositional optimism, and company’s incentive structure should be considered as control variables.
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Mathieu and Farr (1991) mentioned that if variables with items are more than 7, they need to be simplified into three items.
A: Learning goal orientation,
One-factor model: A+ B+ C + D + E + F; two-factor model: A + B+ C + D + E, F; three-factor model:
F; and six-factor model: A, B, C, D, E, F.

nnovation behavior.
D, E, F; five-factor model: A + B, C, D, E,

: Proving goal orientation, C: Avoiding goal orientation, D: Psychological capital, E: Organizational innovation climate,
+B+C+D,E F; four-factor model: A + B + C,







OPS/images/fpsyg-13-890062-t007.jpg
Moderated mediation influence path

Learning goal orientation
— Psychological capital
> Innovation behavior

Proving goal orientation
— Psychological capital
— Innovation behavior

Avoiding goal
orientation —
Psychological capital —
Innovation behavior

Low organizational innovation climate

High organizational innovation climate

Low organizational innovation climate

High organizational innovation climate

Low organizational innovation climate

High organizational innovation climate

Estimate

0.071

0374
0.061

0321
0.015

0.067

SE

0.101

0133
0.092

0121
0023

0043

CR

0.703

2812
0.663

2652
0.652

1.558

Percentile 95% CI
Lower limit Upper limit
—0.112 0291
0.136 0.663
~0.142 0233
0.112 0.586
—0.036 0.060
—0.012 0.156

14

0.160

0023
0444

0015
0132

0.059





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-890062-t006.jpg
Moderating influence path

Psychological capital — Organizational innovation climate — Innovation behavior
Learning goal orientation — Organizational innovation climate — Innovation behavior
Proving goal orientation — Organizational innovation climate — Innovation behavior

Avoiding goal orientation — Organizational innovation climate — Innovation behavior

Estimate

0.399
0795
0.404
—0.049

SE

0.083
0.187
0.084
0.029

CR

4.807
4251
4810
1.380

Percentile 95% CI
Lower limit ~ Upper limit
0251 0.583
0462 1215
0241 0.588
—0.098 0010

0.007
0014
0010
0.113





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-890062-t005.jpg
Mediating influence path

Learning goal orientation — Psychological capital — Innovation behavior
Proving goal orientation — Psychological capital — Innovation behavior

Avoiding goal orientation — Psychological capital — Innovation behavior

Estimate

0225
0216
—0.036

SE

0.047
0.053
0.027

CR

4.787
4.075
1.333

Percentile 95% CI

Lower limit

0.146
0.138
—0.095

Upper limit

0339
0345
0012

0.010
0.007
0.169





OPS/images/cross.jpg
@ Check for updates.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-890062-g001.jpg
Goal orientation

learning goal orientation
Proving goal orientation
Avoiding goal orientation

Organizational innovation climate

\4

Psychological
capital

A

\4

Innovation
behavior






