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Purpose: The derivation of employees’ innovative behaviour is a complex multi-stage process influenced by decision logic. However, 
previous research on the relationship between the two has not been comprehensive without considering the individual level of 
employees, and the mechanism of action between the two is still unclear. Based on the behavioral decision theory, the broaden-and- 
build theory of positive emotions and triadic reciprocal determinism. This study investigates the mediating effects of positive error 
orientation between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior, and the moderating effects of environmental dynamics 
between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior, focusing on the individual level.
Methods: The questionnaire data was obtained from 403 employees randomly selected from 100 companies in Nanchang, China, in 
various industries such as manufacturing, transportation, storage and postal services, trade, and wholesale and retail trade. Hypotheses 
were tested using structural equation modeling.
Results: Effectual logic had a significantly positive impact on employees’ innovative behavior. The direct effect of causal logic on 
employees’ innovative behavior was not significant, but the total effect was significantly positive. Positive error orientation played 
a mediating role between both types of decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior. Moreover, environmental 
dynamics played a negative moderating role between effectual logic and employees’ innovative behavior.
Originality/Value: This study expands the application of behavioral decision theory, the broaden-and-build theory of positive 
emotions and triadic reciprocal determinism in employees’ innovative behaviour, enriches the research on the mediating and 
moderating mechanism between employees’ decision-making logic and innovative behaviour, and provides a new research perspective 
and empirical support for subsequent related research.
Practical Implications: The results of this study provide practical suggestions for promoting employees’ innovative behaviour. For 
example, employees need to cultivate logical thinking, train their decision-making ability, form a positive error orientation, and 
objectively assess the external environment.
Keywords: causal logic, effectual logic, error orientation, innovative behavior, environmental dynamics

Introduction
Employee innovation is the source of enterprise innovation. In today’s fast-paced society, companies are increasingly 
prioritizing innovation to enhance their competitive edge, compelling employees to cultivate cutting-edge perspectives 
and capabilities. Innovation is not only the key for employees to establish themselves in the enterprise, but also an 
inexhaustible driving force for their career development.

Employees’ innovative behavior (identify problems and propose ideas, gather resources and develop implementation 
plans, as well as transform ideas into products) is often closely related to the decision-making logic they adopt. Decision- 
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making logic refers to an individual’s tendencies when making decisions. Decision-making logic include both causal 
logic (based on predictability and clear goals) and effectual logic (action logic, emphasizing the discovery or creation of 
opportunities through action). It’s crucial to note that different decision-making logics can lead to varying impacts on 
employees’ innovative behavior.1 In the context of unpredictable reality, employees are often faced with many unknowns 
and mistakes, so the choice of decision-making logic is especially important.2

Most prior research of decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior has focused on the enterprise level, 
whereas relatively few studies have adopted the individual level of employees.3,4 How does the decision-making logic of 
employees affect their innovative behavior? Is there any other factor affecting the relationship between the two? Which 
decision-making logic is more conducive to employees’ innovative behavior in a dynamic and unpredictable environment? 
These still needs further research. Based on existing literature, positive error orientation (the positive tendency of individuals to 
deviate from standards or goals in their actions) may be an important factor affecting the relationship between decision-making 
logic and employees’ innovative behaviour. In employee innovation activities, they often face various risks and errors. 
According to behavioral decision theory, human cognition is limited. Information asymmetry and individual bounded rationality 
make it difficult for employees to rely on their own knowledge and ability to prevent errors.5 The broaden-and-build theory of 
positive emotions suggests that positive emotions make people’s thinking more flexible. If individuals take a positive approach 
to errors, they will analyze and summarize errors after they occur, leading to the formation of a positive error orientation. This is 
beneficial for promoting innovative behavior among employees.6–8 The formation of employee positive error orientation 
depends to some extent on decision-making logic, but whether positive error orientation mediates the relationship between 
decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior remains to be confirmed. In addition, according to triadic interactive 
determinism, the environment can have an impact on people’s thinking and behaviour. Environmental dynamics (unpredictable 
changes in market demand and technological development over time) not only bring potential risks, but may also affect 
employees’ decision-making logic and innovative behavior. There is still a lot of controversy over whether the goal oriented 
causal logic and the flexibility based effectual logic are still effective in dynamic environments.9

Unlike previous studies, this study is based on behavioral decision theory, broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions 
and triadic reciprocal determinism, introduced two key variables, namely positive error orientation and environmental 
dynamics, to deeply analyze the mechanism of decision-making logic on employees’ innovative behavior. This study 
investigated 403 employees of enterprises in Nanchang City, and used structural equation modeling to analyze the relation
ship between decision-making logic, positive error orientation, environmental dynamics, and employee innovation behavior. 
At the same time, the bootstrap method is used to test the mediating effect of positive error orientation between decision- 
making logic and employee innovation behavior, and the moderating effect of environmental dynamics between decision- 
making logic and employees’ innovative behavior. Its findings should offer insights on how employees can promote 
innovative behavior. This study makes the following contributions. First, from the individual level of employees, studying 
the impact mechanism of employee decision-making logic on employees’ innovative behavior compensates for the short
comings of previous studies that only considered decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior at the 
organizational level. Secondly, based on relevant theories, it introduces positive error orientation as a mediating variable 
and environmental dynamics as a moderating variable, helping to enrich the research on the mediating and moderating 
mechanisms between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior.

The following parts are organized as follows. In the second part, a literature review of decision logic, positive error 
orientation, environmental dynamics, and employee innovation behavior is presented. In addition, we develop the 
relevant research hypotheses. In the 3rd part, the research design and the method of collecting data are shown. Then, 
in the 4th Part, we analysed the data. Then, the study discusses the results, implications and limitations in the 5th part. 
Finally, we summarized the research and drew conclusions in the 6th part.

Literature Review and Research Hypotheses
Decision-Making Logic and Employees’ Innovative Behavior
Decision-making logic can be divided into causal and effectual logic. Causal logic holds that both market and opportunity 
exist objectively, and it is vital for individuals to maintain rational decision-making when facing uncertainty and risk.10 
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Conversely, effectual logic holds that decision-makers can choose strategic partners willing to cooperate on the basis of 
existing available resources and within the maximum loss range they can bear. Decision-makers can constantly use trial 
and error and iterative feedback in management practices and environmental interactions, and use emergency flexibility 
to adapt to environmental changes.

Causal logic focuses on rational decision-making and is premised on the belief that rigorous analysis and calculations 
are necessary to achieve the best outcomes and maximize benefits. Ettlie et al11 contend that causal logic is conducive to 
trust within the organization, and that well-planned decision-making activities are key to innovation. Relatedly, 
Brinckmann et al12 propose that causal logic entails specific plans and goals that help to improve team cohesion and, 
thus, companies’ ability to innovate. Using causal logic arguably increases the likelihood of promoting employee 
innovation through identification of new opportunities.13

By contrast, decision-makers who embrace effectual logic have limited rationality. In the absence of specific planning 
and goals, they pay more attention to strengthening cooperation with external parties and achieving maximum satisfac
tion through various methods. Chandler et al14 propose that effective decisions should be based on what one is willing to 
give up and that individuals should be optimistic about accepting the loss of invested resources. Meanwhile, Harms 
et al15 assert that the innovation environment is very complex and highlight the difficulty of conducting market 
evaluation of new products. Taking effective logical decisions would be more beneficial. Osiyevskyy et al16 propose 
that effectual logic entails using existing methods without setting specific goals, and pursuing continuous experimenta
tion and flexibility. Kristinsson et al17 argue that the principles of effectual logic help employees to improve inertia and 
promote innovative behavior. Effectual logic guides individuals to face challenges, maintain beliefs in creation and 
change, and control risks through interactions between themselves and the environment. By adhering to effectual logic, 
employees will explore new opportunities through ongoing trial and error and feedback, which is conducive to promoting 
innovative behavior.18 Based on the above literature, this study proposes the following hypotheses:

H1-a: Causal logic has a significantly positive impact on employees’ innovative behavior.

H1-b: Effectual logic has a significantly positive impact on employees’ innovative behavior.

Decision-Making Logic and Positive Error Orientation
According to behavioral decision theory, human cognition is limited. Even if decision-makers fully understand and grasp 
information about the decision environment, they can only try to understand some of the various options.19 Given their 
bounded rationality, employees are inevitably prone to various errors and risks in the process of innovating, often 
deviating from standards and goals. This individual tendency to deviate from standards or goals is called error 
orientation.20 Yin et al21 contend that error orientation refers to an individual’s emotional, cognitive, and behavioral 
orientation after an error occurs.

Different decision-making logics affect people’s error orientation in different ways. Olson et al22 assert that causal 
logic is conducive to the formation of a stable internal trust environment, which can promote information sharing and 
employee communication. When errors occur, employees trust one another sufficiently to share details and exchange 
information on error causes and solutions, which promotes the formation of a positive error orientation. When 
employees adopt effectual logic, each individual can maximize all available resources to achieve satisfactory results 
because there are no strict restrictions.23 Effectual logic emphasizes timely action and encourages trial and error to the 
greatest extent possible with limited resources and risks.24 Effectual logic not only helps the organization to create 
a relaxed and active environment but also encourages employees not to avoid mistakes. It is, thus, conducive to the 
formation of a positive error orientation among employees. Based on the above research, this study proposes the 
following hypotheses:

H2-a: Causal logic has a significantly positive effect on positive error orientation.

H2-b: Effectual logic has a significantly positive effect on positive error orientation.
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Positive Error Orientation and Employees’ Innovative Behavior
As the main actors in enterprise innovation, employees often make various mistakes in the innovation process. 
Differences in individual psychology and environment shape whether employees have a positive or negative error 
orientation. Individuals with a positive error orientation see the benefits and opportunities when errors occur. According 
to the broaden-and-build theory,25 positive emotions can broaden people’s thinking and improve their ability to act. When 
individuals feel positive emotions, their thinking is more focused and flexible, enabling them to focus on refining and 
analyzing the information obtained.

The influence of error orientation on individuals’ attitude to error extends to innovative behavior.26 Gao27 contends 
that employees’ positive error orientation promotes the realization of innovative behavior. Employees with a positive 
error orientation are usually able to solve errors in correct and effective ways.28 Miao29 proposes that a positive error 
orientation can mobilize employees’ trial and error enthusiasm and initiative, which is conducive to engaging in 
innovative behavior. With a positive error orientation, employees will take the initiative to conduct in-depth study of 
errors, reflect on what they find, and explore unknown areas. Du et al30 point out that a positive error orientation can 
guide employees to undertake more innovative behavior. Error communication, which is promoted by positive error 
orientation, can help employees to find the root cause of errors and identify effective ways to solve them, thereby 
realizing the collision of ideas and generating innovative behavior.31 Ma et al32 verified a strong positive correlation 
between positive error orientation and employees’ innovative behavior. Su et al33 contend that a positive error orientation 
helps employees to remain calm when encountering errors in their work. Positive error orientation also helps to improve 
the creativity and flexibility of employees’ thinking, which is conducive to innovative behavior. Based on the above 
research, this study proposes the following hypothesis:

H3: Positive error orientation has a significantly positive impact on employees’ innovative behavior.

The Mediating Role of Positive Error Orientation
Decision-making logic offers the possibility of developing a positive error orientation among employees. Employees with 
a positive error orientation will adopt positive attitudes toward work errors, which will not only reduce the negative 
impact of errors but also provide sufficient conditions for employees’ innovative behavior.34

Because causal logic guides decisions according to predictable and clear goals, it is conducive to conveying an 
attractive goal-oriented vision to employees. Therefore, causal logic can somewhat stimulate employees’ confidence.35 

Confidence helps employees to have a positive attitude toward errors and encourages them to constantly take risks, 
accumulate experience of errors, and form knowledge reserves for innovation. Kilduff et al36 point out that causal logic 
can stimulate competition among employees, thereby increasing their enthusiasm. High enthusiasm is conducive to 
employees forming a strong sense of responsibility, which leads to them taking seriously possible errors in work, and 
helps to promote employees’ learning and innovation. Ding et al37 contend that causal logic is conducive to improving 
the cohesion of decision-making teams, and can guide the formation of employees’ positive error orientation.

Effectual logic emphasizes the discovery or creation of opportunities through action to achieve satisfactory results. It 
can give full play to the autonomy and initiative of employees, enabling them to experience a high level of trust and 
a strong sense of accomplishment. This is conducive for employees to explore new methods and engage in trial and 
error.38 According to Hubner et al,39 effectual logic encourages teamwork among employees. This promotes commu
nication and collaboration when employees face errors. Effectual logic enables employees to think and learn indepen
dently, stimulates a challenging spirit and willingness to learn, and helps employees to have a positive attitude toward 
errors. It can not only encourage employees to jointly analyze the causes of and devise solutions to errors but also enable 
them to refine and analyze the information obtained around them, thus enabling employees to generate more innovative 
ideas and engage more in innovative behavior.40

This study contends that positive error orientation plays a mediating role between decision-making logics and 
employees’ innovative behavior. Specifically, it proposes that the impact of decision-making logic on employees’ 
innovative behavior occurs indirectly via positive error orientation. Therefore, this study proposes the following 
hypotheses:
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H4-a: Positive error orientation mediates between causal logic and employees’ innovative behavior.

H4-b: Positive error orientation mediates between effectual logic and employees’ innovative behavior.

The Moderating Role of Environmental Dynamics
Environmental dynamics are the unpredictable changes in market demand and technological development over time.41 

Zahra et al42 point out that environmental dynamics have three characteristics: dynamic, competitive, and heterogeneous. 
Relatedly, Simerly et al43 assert that environmental dynamics result from a combination of several factors and involve 
a continuous process from stability to change.

According to Albert Bandura’s triadic interactive determinism, there is a dynamic interaction between subject, 
behavior, and environment, and the latter affects people’s thinking and behavior. Environmental dynamics can influence 
the effect of decision-making logic on innovative behavior.44 In a rapidly changing and unpredictable environment, 
decision-makers always face considerable information-processing problems.45 Planning based on causal logic often fails 
to adapt sufficiently quickly to market changes and can easily lead to deviations from expectations. At the same time, 
employees’ innovative behavior is hindered by the difficulty of setting specific goals and detailed plans.46 Cui et al47 

point out that although causal logic is appropriate in conditions of sufficient information and a predictable future, it may 
not achieve the desired effect in uncertain situations. Yu et al48 propose that environmental dynamics set boundary 
conditions for causal logic and effectual logic. As a decision-making method developed for uncertain environments, 
effectual logic is often more advantageous than causal logic in a highly dynamic environment.49 Effectual logic not only 
promotes continuous experimentation and error learning under the constraints of unpredictable situations and bounded 
rationality but is also based on the heuristic logic of repeated cycles of thinking, decision, and action.50 The adoption of 
effectual logic can break current resource constraints, ensure plans are flexibly adjusted, and promote employee 
innovation. Based on the above research, this study proposes the following hypotheses:

H5-a: Environmental dynamics moderate the effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior.

H5-b: Environmental dynamics moderate the effect of effectual logic and employees’ innovative behavior.

The study’s theoretical framework is shown in Figure 1.

Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited from core development enterprises in Nanchang, Jiangxi Province, China. Given the complex 
actual situation of enterprises in Nanchang City, with a wide distribution of employees and significant differences in 
level. To ensure that the samples can better represent the overall characteristics, this survey adopted the method of 
classified sampling to collect samples from different industries, such as manufacturing, transportation, warehousing and 

Figure 1 Research model.
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postal services, trade, wholesale and retail (a total of 100 enterprises were selected), based on industry types, to reduce 
the sampling error and the effect of variability at each sampling level.51 We contacted the human resources department of 
the companies surveyed and explained the purpose of the research. After obtaining their consent, several employees of 
the enterprises were selected to be interviewed with the aim of optimizing the questionnaire structure and thus improving 
the quality and the credibility of the research. A simple random sampling method was then used to select 5 employees 
from each company as respondents. The finalized questionnaire was distributed through a combination of online and 
offline methods in April 2022. A total of 450 questionnaires were collected, of which 403 were found to be valid, 
representing an effective response rate of 89.56%.

The descriptive statistics of the sample are as follows. Regarding gender distribution, the respective proportions of 
male and female participants were 42.18% and 57.82%. As regards age distribution, 18.11% of participants were aged 
under 25 years old, 35.24% were aged 25–30, 36.97% were aged 31–40, 7.94% were aged 41–50, and 1.74% were 
aged over 50. The majority of participants had a bachelor’s degree or higher (67.49%), while 32.51% had a lower 
education level. Regarding the position of participants, 34.49% were grassroots managers, 32.01% were ordinary 
employees, and 2.98% were senior managers. Finally, regarding industry type, 22.83% were in trade, wholesale, and 
retail; 22.08% were in manufacturing; 16.87% were in transportation, storage, and post; and 38.22% were in other 
industries.

Measures
Decision-Making Logic
Referring to the decision-making logic scale developed by Gabrielsson and Politis,52 this study selected six items to 
clearly reflect the characteristics of and differences between causal logic and effectual logic. Sample items include “I 
prefer predetermined goals and strive to achieve these goals”; and “I prefer flexible goals and can change the business 
direction according to the results”. All items were scored on a five-point Likert scale from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 
(“strongly agree”).

Positive Error Orientation
Referring to the Error Orientation Scale devised by Rybowiak et al,53 12 items were selected covering four dimensions of 
positive error orientation: error competence, error learning, error thinking, and error communication. Sample items 
include “When I know something is wrong, I immediately know how to correct it”; “Mistakes help me improve my 
work”; “After I make mistakes, I think about the reasons for my mistakes”; and “If I cannot correct my mistakes myself, 
I will ask my colleagues for help”.

Employees’ Innovative Behavior
Based on the situation of Chinese enterprises, this study refers to the eight-item employees’ innovative behavior scale 
devised by Zhang et al.54 Sample items include “I often look for opportunities to improve working methods and 
workflows”; and “I often try to use new methods to solve problems in my work”.

Environmental Dynamics
This study refers to four items from Xie55 to measure both the technical and market aspects of environmental dynamics. 
Sample items include “The upgrading of technology can promote new products and new services”; and “The enterprise is 
in an industry with a high degree of market volatility”.

Control Variables
To increase the reliability of the research, the following control variables were included: gender (female = 1, male = 2); 
age (under 25 years = 1, 25–30 years = 2, 31–40 years = 3, 41–50 years = 4, over 50 years = 5); position (ordinary staff = 
1, grassroots manager = 2, middle manager = 3, senior manager = 4); education level (high school and below = 1, college 
= 2, undergraduate = 3, master = 4, doctorate = 5); and working years (under 3 years = 1, 3–8 years = 2, over 8 
years = 3).
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Data Analysis
SPSS 24.0 and Amos 24.0 were used for data processing. Firstly, SPSS 24.0 was used to conduct reliability and validity 
tests, while homologous bias was checked using the latent error variable control method. Secondly, SPSS 24.0 was used 
for descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation analysis. Next, Amos 24.0 and SPSS PROCESS macro was used to test 
the study hypotheses.56 In addition, bootstrapping was used to test for mediating and moderating effects.

Reliability and Validity Testing
This study uses Cronbach’s α values to test the questionnaire’s reliability. As reported in Table 1, the Cronbach’s α value 
was 0.968 for the overall questionnaire, 0.858 for the decision-making logic scale, 0.912 for the positive error orientation 
scale, 0.903 for the employees’ innovative behavior scale, and 0.828 for the environmental dynamics scale. Since the 
Cronbach’s α values of each scale and the corresponding subscales all exceed 0.7, the questionnaire has good reliability.

The accuracy and validity of the questionnaire were tested in SPSS using the KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) and 
Bartlett’s sphericity test. As Table 2 reports, the KMO value was 0.975 for the decision-making logic scale, 0.949 for the 
positive error orientation scale, 0.927 for the employees’ innovative behavior scale, and 0.810 for the environmental 
dynamics scale. The p-values of Bartlett’s sphericity test were also statistically significant. Together, the KMO values for 
the main variables were all greater than 0.8 and the p-values were all less than 0.1, indicating that the questionnaire met 
the requirements for high content validity.

Table 1 Reliability Test Results

Scale Subscale Number of 
Items

Cronbach’s α of 
Subscales

Cronbach’s α 
of Scales

Cronbach’s α of Overall 
Questionnaire

Decision-making Logic Causal logic 3 0.791 0.858 0.968

Effectual logic 3 0.786
Positive Error Orientation Error competency 2 0.714 0.912

Error learning 3 0.781

Error thinking 4 0.812
Error communication 3 0.765

Employees’ Innovative 

Behavior

8 0.903 0.903

Environmental dynamics Technical dynamics 2 0.714 0.828

Market dynamics 2 0.709

Table 2 Validity Test Results

Scale Subscale KMO value of 
Subscales

KMO value of 
Scale

Bartlett’s Sphericity Test

Approx. Chi-Square df p-value

Decision-making Logic Causal logic 0.699 0.975 947.675 15 0.000

Effectual logic 0.700

Positive Error 
Orientation

Error competency 0.500 0.949 2456.602 66 0.000
Error learning 0.679

Error thinking 0.801

Error communication 0.693
Employees’ Innovative 

Behavior

0.927 1628.946 28 0.000

Environmental dynamics Technical dynamics 0.500 0.810 568.711 6 0.000
Market dynamics 0.500
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Common Variance Analysis
Given the low sensitivity of Harman’s single-factor test, this study uses the latent error variable control method to check 
for homologous bias.57 A six-factor model is constructed by adding a method bias latent variable to the study’s five- 
factor model. For the six-factor model, CMIN/DF = 1.908, CFI = 0.958, TLI = 0.949, IFI = 0.958, and RMSEA = 0.048. 
Compared with the five-factor model, the added values of CFI, TLI, and IFI are less than 0.05, and RMSEA only 
decreases by 0.011 (<0.05), indicating that the five-factor model does not have serious homologous deviation. Detailed 
results of the multi-factor model tests are presented in Table 3.

Results
Descriptive Analysis and Correlations
Table 4 shows that the mean score for each variable is above the mid-point of the five-point scale. Table 5 shows the 
correlation between the main variables. It can be found that there is a significant positive correlation between causal 
logic, effectual logic, positive error orientation, employees’ innovative behavior and environmental dynamics (p < 0.01).

Model Fit Analysis
This study used structural equation modeling (SEM) to analyze the relationship between decision-making logic, positive 
error orientation and employees’ innovative behavior. Table 6 reports the model fit indices values. The main indices 
values were all acceptable (CFI, IFI, and TLI > 0.9, CMIN/DF < 5, RMSEA < 0.08), indicating the model fitted the data 
well.

Table 3 Multi-Factor Model Test Results

Model CMIN/DF CFI TLI IFI RMSEA

Five-factor model 2.386 0.930 0.922 0.930 0.059
Four-factor model 2.483 0.924 0.917 0.925 0.061

Single-factor 

model

2.592 0.918 0.911 0.918 0.063

Notes: Five-factor model: causal logic, effectual logic, positive error orientation, employees’ innovative behavior, and 
environmental dynamics. Four-factor model: causal logic + effectual logic, positive error orientation, employees’ innovative 
behavior, and environmental dynamics. Single-factor model: causal logic + effectual logic +positive error orientation + 
employees’ innovative behavior+ environmental dynamics. 
Abbreviations: CMIN, Chi-square value; DF, Degree of Freedom measures the number of independent values that can 
diverge without obstructing any limitations in the model; CMIN/DF, discrepancy divided by degree of freedom; CFI, 
Comparative Fit Index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis coefficient; IFI, Incremental Fit Index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation.

Table 4 Descriptive Statistics

Variable Dimension Mean SD Overall Mean Overall SD

Decision-making Logic Causal logic 4.037 0.748 3.965 0.709
Effectual logic 3.893 0.805

Positive Error Orientation Error competency 4.037 0.782 4.011 0.662

Error learning 4.026 0.750
Error thinking 4.047 0.702

Error communication 3.931 0.784

Employees’ Innovative Behavior 3.985 0.695
Environmental Dynamics Technical dynamics 3.934 0.737 3.954 0.759

Market dynamics 3.956 0.725

Abbreviation: SD, Standard Deviation.
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Testing Path Coefficients
The standardized path coefficients of model are shown in Figure 2 and reported in Table 7. First, the direct effect of 
causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior was not significant (path coefficient = 0.088, p>0.1), indicating that H1-a 
was not supported. This unexpected result might be explained by the rapid changes and unpredictability of the dynamic 
environment: unable to grasp all the information under bounded rationality, it is difficult for employees to set specific 
goals and make detailed plans by applying causal logic. In turn, employees’ innovative behavior is hindered.

Table 5 Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1.Causal logic 1.000
2.Effectual logic 0.611*** 1.000

3.Positive Error Orientation 0.778*** 0.709*** 1.000

4.Employees’ Innovative Behavior 0.749*** 0.720*** 0.878*** 1.000
5.Environmental Dynamics 0.742*** 0.732*** 0.815*** 0.873*** 1.000

Note: ***p<0.001.

Figure 2 Standardized path coefficient graph of SEM. 
Note: ***p<0.001.

Table 6 Model Fit Indices Values

Indicator Evaluation Criterion Model Results Fitting

CMIN/DF ≤3.0 2.633 Ideal
RMSEA ≤0.08 0.064 Ideal

IFI ≥0.90 0.927 Ideal

TLI ≥0.90 0.919 Ideal
CFI ≥0.90 0.927 Ideal

NFI ≥0.90 0.888 Slightly below ideal

RFI ≥0.90 0.876 Slightly below ideal
GFI ≥0.50 0.858 Ideal

PNFI ≥0.50 0.801 Ideal

PCFI ≥0.50 0.836 Ideal

Abbreviations: CMIN, Chi-square value; DF, Degree of Freedom measures the number of 
independent values that can diverge without obstructing any limitations in the model; CMIN/DF, 
discrepancy divided by degree of freedom; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 
IFI, Incremental Fit Index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis coefficient; CFI, Comparative Fit Index; NFI, Normed 
Fit Index; RFI, Relative Fit Index; GFI, Goodness of Fit Index; PNFI, Parsimony Normed Fixed 
Index; PCFI, Parsimony Comparative Fix Index.
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Second, the direct effect of effectual logic on employees’ innovative behavior was significant (path coefficient = 
0.159, p<0.05). Effectual logic positively influences employees’ innovative behaviour, the stronger the effectual logic, 
the more likely employees’ innovative behaviour will increase, which indicating support for H1-b. Effectual logic 
promotes continuous trial and error and flexibility. By applying effectual logic, employees can break current resource 
constraints and flexibly adjust plans, thereby increasing the likelihood of innovative behavior.

Third, causal logic had a significantly positive effect on positive error orientation (path coefficient = 0.626, p<0.01), 
indicating support for H2-a. Causal logic can promote information sharing and personnel communication while also 
stimulating employees’ trust. Under the influence of causal logic, employees communicate with one another about the 
causes of and solutions to errors, thereby forming a positive error orientation.

Fourth, effectual logic also had a significantly positive impact on positive error orientation (path coefficient = 0.314, 
p<0.01), indicating that H2-b was supported. Effectual logic encourages employees not to avoid mistakes and to act in 
a timely manner. Under the influence of effectual logic, employees can constantly trial and error, and face errors with 
a good attitude, thus contributing to the formation of positive error orientation.

Fifth, positive error orientation had a significantly positive effect on employees’ innovative behavior (path coefficient 
= 0.761, p<0.01), indicating that H3 was supported. According to the broaden-and-build theory, positive emotions help to 
enhance creativity and flexible thinking. Employees with a positive error orientation communicate, learn, and think about 
the causes of and solutions to errors, which is conducive to promoting innovative behavior.

Mediating Effects of Positive Error Orientation
This study used the bootstrap method to test the mediating effects of positive error orientation, using 5000 iterations and 
a 95% confidence interval (CI). Where the 95% CI does not include zero, this indicates that the effect is significant. The 
bias-corrected bootstrap test results are reported in Table 8.

Focusing first on the total effect results, the total effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior was 0.564 
(95% CI = [0.376, 0.709]), indicating a significantly positive impact. Likewise, the total effect of effectual logic on 
employees’ innovative behavior was significantly positive (0.398, 95% CI = [0.245, 0.575]).

Considering next the indirect effect test results, the indirect effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior via 
positive error orientation was 0.239 with a 95% CI of [0.340, 0.622]. This indicates that positive error orientation played 

Table 7 Model Parameter Estimation Results

Variable Standardized Path  
Coefficients

SE CR p-value

Causal Logic ➔ Employees’ Innovative Behavior 0.088 0.090 1.036 0.300

Effectual Logic ➔ Employees’ Innovative Behavior 0.159 0.059 2.365 0.018

Causal Logic ➔ Positive Error Orientation 0.626 0.114 6.280 0.000
Effectual Logic ➔ Positive Error Orientation 0.314 0.088 3.398 0.000

Positive Error Orientation ➔ Employees’ Innovative Behavior 0.761 0.078 9.004 0.000

Abbreviations: SE, Standard Error; CR, Construct Reliability.

Table 8 Mediation Testing Results

Mediator Variable Independent Variable Effect Classification Effect value SE Lower (BC) Upper (BC)

Positive Error Orientation Causal Logic Indirect 0.476*** 0.072 0.340 0.622

Direct 0.088 0.094 −0.107 0.264
Total 0.564*** 0.087 0.376 0.709

Effectual Logic Indirect 0.239*** 0.061 0.121 0.363

Direct 0.159*** 0.083 0.013 0.331
Total 0.398*** 0.085 0.245 0.575

Note: ***p<0.001. 
Abbreviation: SE, Standard Error.
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a significant mediating role between causal logic and employees’ innovative behavior, thus supporting H4-a. Causal logic can 
significantly promote employees’ innovative behavior by enhancing the formation of positive error orientation.

Furthermore, the indirect effect of effectual logic on employees’ innovative behavior via positive error orientation 
was 0.476 with a 95% CI of [0.121, 0.363]. This indicates that positive error orientation played a significant mediating 
role between effectual logic and employees’ innovative behavior, thus supporting H4-b. Effectual logic can also 
significantly promote employees’ innovative behavior by enhancing the formation of positive error orientation.

Moderating Effects of Environmental Dynamics
Including gender, age, education level, position, and working years as control variables, this study tested the moderating 
effects of environmental dynamics using PROCESS Model 5. Relevant results are shown in Table 9. The bootstrap test 
results show that:

First, the interaction coefficient between environmental dynamics and causal logic was 0.011 with a 95% CI of 
[−0.031, 0.007]. As the CI contains zero and the R2 change is 0.0002 (p>0.1), environmental dynamics did not 
significantly moderate the effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior. Therefore, H5-a was not supported.

Second, the interaction coefficient between environmental dynamics and effectual logic was −0.025 with a 95% CI of 
[−0.049, −0.007]. The CI does not contain zero and the R2 change is 0.0013 (p<0.1), indicating a significant effect. Since 
the sign of the interaction coefficient was opposite to the sign of the effectual logic coefficient (0.201, p<0.01), the results 
indicate that environmental dynamics significantly negatively moderated the effect of effectual logic on employees’ 
innovative behavior, thus supporting H5-b.

Figure 3 shows the simple slopes used to further verify the moderating effect of environmental dynamics on the link 
between effectual logic and employees’ innovative behavior. The slope for low environmental dynamics (M−1SD) is 

Figure 3 Simple slope diagram.

Table 9 Moderation Testing Results

Interaction Items Coefficient Boot Mean Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

C*E −0.011 0.012 0.010 −0.031 0.007
E*E −0.025 0.026 0.011 −0.049 −0.007

Abbreviations: C*E, causal logic* environmental dynamics; E*E, effectual logic* environmental dynamics; SE, 
Bootstrap Standard Error; LLCI, lower level of confidence interval; ULCI, upper level of confidence interval.
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higher than that for high environmental dynamics (M+1SD), meaning that effectual logic had a stronger effect on 
employees’ innovative behavior under low environmental dynamics than under high environmental dynamics.

Discussion
This study used SEM to examine the relationships between decision-making logic, positive error orientation, and 
employees’ innovative behavior, and applied bias-corrected bootstrapping to test the mediating role of positive error 
orientation between decision-making logic and innovative behavior. It also used PROCESS Model 5 to test whether 
environmental dynamics moderate the effects of decision-making logic on employees’ innovative behavior. Based on the 
results of hypothesis testing, this study draws the following conclusions.

First, the direct effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior was not significant but the total effect was 
significantly positive; by contrast, the direct and total effects of effectual logic on employees’ innovative behavior were 
significantly positive.58 The effect of causal logic on innovation is limited by the innovation environment, such that 
highly volatile conditions may weaken the direct effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative behavior.46,59 

Conversely, the flexibility principle of effectual logic allows employees to constantly adjust their plans and try to 
improve, which is more conducive to generating innovative behavior.60

Second, positive error orientation has a positive effect on employees’ innovative behaviour and plays a mediating role 
between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour. According to the broaden-and-build theory of 
positive emotions, positive emotions help employees to develop a positive error orientation and to approach errors with 
the right attitude and behaviour. Under a positive error orientation, employees reflect on the reasons for their mistakes, 
communicate with each other and look for new solutions and opportunities. This motivates employees to engage in 
innovative behaviour.61 This is consistent with the research of scholars such as Chen62 and Su et al.33 In addition, 
decision-making logic can help employees form a positive error orientation through various aspects (such as enhancing 
team cohesion, promoting internal trust, guiding individuals to face challenges, constantly trying and making mistakes, 
etc.), thereby promoting employees’ innovative behaviour.22,24

Third, environmental dynamics did not significantly moderate the effect of causal logic on employees’ innovative 
behavior but did have a significantly negative moderating effect on the impact of effectual logic on employees’ 
innovative behavior. According to behavioural decision theory and triadic reciprocal determinism, people’s cognition 
is limited, and the environment will influence people’s behavioural decision. Rapid changes in the environment make 
employees more inclined to choose effectual rather than causal logic. This further expands the research of scholars such 
as Yu et al48 and Su et al.49 However, with the high unknown risks and unpredictable future outcomes that characterize 
dynamic environments, employees may not have the requisite cognitive level and ability to apply effectual logic, leading 
to a tendency to make conservative decisions. Thus, a turbulent environment will weaken the impact of effectual logic on 
employees’ innovative behavior.63,64 Conversely, amid a relatively stable external environment and predictable future 
outcomes, employees are more inclined to deviate from prevailing thinking and actively engage in innovation. Therefore, 
low environmental dynamics will strengthen the impact of effectual logic on employees’ innovative behavior.65

Theoretical Implications
This study analyses the mechanism by which decision-making logic affects employees’ innovative behaviour from an 
individual perspective, which enriches the relevant research on decision-making logic and employees’ innovative 
behaviour. Decision-making logic is closely related to employees’ innovative behaviour. However, previous studies 
have only analysed the relationship between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour at the 
organisational level, neglecting the changes in employees’ individual decision-making logic.18,66 In the actual innovation 
process, employees’ own decision-making logic is also important. This study draws on existing research in the academic 
community, sorts out the relevant theories and foundations of decision-making logic and employees’ innovative 
behaviour, and summarises the forms of influence of two decision-making logic methods (causal logic and effectual 
logic) on employees’ innovative behaviour. In addition, the relationship between the two was further explored to provide 
a theoretical basis for future research from the perspective of individual employees.
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Based on behavioral decision theory and broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions, this study introduces the 
mediating variable of positive error orientation, enriches the research on the mediating mechanism between decision- 
making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour, and provides new research perspectives and empirical support for 
subsequent related research. First, this study extends the research contexts of behavioural decision theory and broaden- 
and-build theory of positive emotions to employee decision-making logic and innovation contexts, further expanding the 
application contexts of both theories and providing a new research perspective for exploring employee decision-making 
logic and innovative behaviour. Second, this study introduces the key variable of positive error orientation and 
thoroughly analyses the mediating role of positive error orientation between decision-making logic and employees’ 
innovative behaviour. It is found that decision-making logic can promote the formation of employees’ positive error 
orientation and thus promote employees’ innovative behaviour. This not only enriches the research on the mediating 
mechanism between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour, but also provides a theoretical basis 
and empirical support for future related research.

Based on the triadic reciprocal determinism, this study introduces the moderating variable of environmental 
dynamics, which enriches the research on the moderating mechanism between decision logic and employees’ innovative 
behaviour. This study combines previous studies and examines the relationship between the environment, employees’ 
decision-making logic and innovative behaviour based on the theory of triadic reciprocal determinism, which further 
deepens the understanding of triadic reciprocal determinism.67 In addition, this study analysed the moderating effect of 
environmental dynamics on decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour, which extends the research on 
the relationship between environmental dynamics regulating decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour 
at the individual level of employees.48,49 This provides a basis and literature support for future research on the 
moderating mechanism between employees’ decision-making logic and innovative behaviour.

Practical Implications
This study can provide some practical suggestions for promoting employees’ innovative behavior.

We found that decision-making logic plays a vital role in innovative behavior, and the choice of causal logic and 
effectual logic affects the effect of innovation. The bounded rationality of individual employees means they lack 
sufficient knowledge and experience to make effective judgments and decisions under high environmental dynamics. 
Therefore, employees should undertake regular training to cultivate their decision-making ability in the innovation 
process. For example, learning theoretical knowledge about decision-making, listening to the experiences of predecessors 
or colleagues, participating in training to improve decision-making skills, constantly summarising and reflecting. 
Employees also need to improve their work skills and knowledge reserves. For example, conducting regular business 
knowledge learning, seeking experience from industry experts, and combining big data to improve business skills. To 
reduce the impact of the inability to make effective decisions due to the limitations of bounded rationality.68

Employees’ positive error orientation can contribute to their innovative behaviour. Positive error orientation plays an 
important mediating role between decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behaviour. In practice, innovation 
activities inevitably involve risks and errors. A positive error orientation can not only help employees to accumulate 
experience in communication and learning but also enhance their ability to deal with errors, thereby promoting 
employees’ innovative behavior. Therefore, employees should seek to improve their tolerance for errors and handle 
them with a positive, healthy attitude. For example, rather than being accustomed to avoiding or ignoring mistakes, 
employees need to become more aware of how to face them courageously.69 When errors cannot be resolved, actively 
seek help from supervisors or colleagues, share experiences of error handling, and strive to reduce the negative impact of 
errors. At the same time, targeted training can be provided to improve one’s own error handling skills. Clear recognition 
of one’s own error orientation, cultivation of positive emotions, constant reflection on the causes of errors, acquisition of 
knowledge from errors and continuous learning to improve one’s ability to deal with errors.70

Environmental dynamics will affect the impact of decision-making logic on employees’ innovative behavior. In 
a highly dynamic environment, goal-oriented causal logic may no longer apply whereas effectual logic, based on trial and 
error and flexibility, has unique advantages. In turbulent external environments, information is often difficult to obtain, 
outdated or inaccurate. Therefore, employees need to closely monitor the dynamic changes in the external environment, 
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objectively assess the degree of turbulence in the external environment, and dynamically adjust and balance the two 
decision logics.71 At work, for instance, employees need to follow industry news, pay attention to relevant policy, and 
obtain up-to-date information from various channels, including the Internet, newspapers, and people who work in the 
same industry, in order to increase the likelihood of identifying new opportunities. In addition, employees need to 
integrate the collected information and make objective evaluations, flexibly using two decision-making logic methods. 
When environmental dynamics are relatively low, employees can adopt causal logic to improve team cohesion and adopt 
effectual logic to improve their enthusiasm. Conversely, when environmental dynamics are relatively high, employees 
should choose effectual logic and make rational decisions to deal with risks and uncertainties.

Limitations and Future Research
Although this paper enriches research on the mediating and moderating mechanisms between decision-making logics and 
employees’ innovative behavior, it has two main limitations.

First, besides positive error orientation and environmental dynamics, employees’ innovative behavior is potentially 
affected by other factors such as employee characteristics and organizational management. Future research should 
comprehensively consider these factors to enrich the research model. Second, the data obtained in this study are cross- 
sectional data. However, the two variables of employees’ decision-making logic and positive error orientation may 
change dynamically due to the external environment and corporate goals. Future research can choose the way of 
follow-up survey to reveal the dynamic change process of employee decision-making logic and positive error 
orientation.

Conclusion
Effectual logic had a significantly positive impact on employees’ innovative behavior. The direct effect of causal logic on 
employees’ innovative behavior was not significant, but the total effect was significantly positive. Positive error 
orientation played a mediating role between both types of decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior. 
Moreover, environmental dynamics played a negative moderating role between effectual logic and employees’ innovative 
behavior. The results of this study not only enrich the research on the mediating and moderating mechanisms between 
individual decision-making logic and employees’ innovative behavior, but also provide reference opinions for promoting 
employees’ innovative behavior, helping employees respond to complex environmental changes with more appropriate 
decision-making logic and positive error orientation in the innovation process.

Ethics Statement
This study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the School of Economics and Management at East China Jiaotong 
University. All participants provided written informed consent to participate.

Funding
This study was supported by Research on Human Capital Service Enterprises Competitiveness Evolution and Industrial 
Structure Upgrading, the National Natural Science Foundation of China (71863007); Research on the integrated 
development path of human resources service industry and advanced manufacturing industry in the era of digital 
economy, the National Natural Science Foundation of China (72263009).

Disclosure
The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that 
could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

References
1. Sarasvathy SD. Effectual reasoning in entrepreneurial decision making: existence and bounds. Acad Manage. 2001;2001(1):D1–D6. doi:10.5465/ 

APBPP.2001.6133065

https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S416595                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

DovePress                                                                                                                         

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2023:16 2310

Zhou et al                                                                                                                                                            Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.5465/APBPP.2001.6133065
https://doi.org/10.5465/APBPP.2001.6133065
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


2. Buganza T, Gerst MH, Verganti R. Adoption of NPD flexibility practices in new technology-based firms. Eur J Innov Manage. 2010;13(1):62–80. 
doi:10.1108/14601061011013230

3. Li TZ, Ma J. From letting it go to taking it conscious: theoretical basis of rescuing the failed technological innovation. Stud Dialectics Nat. 2019;35 
(03):21–25. doi:10.19484/j.cnki.1000-8934.2019.03.004

4. Qin YJ, Wang WX. Research on the relationship among uncertainty tolerance, decision-making logic and radical innovation performance. Sci 
Technol Progress Policy. 2020;37(02):1–9. doi:10.6049/kjjbydc.2019040890

5. Zhang NJ, Yuan MS, Fu CX, Wu RJ. The relationship between error management climate and individual innovative behaviour. Sci Res Manage. 
2015;36(S1):94–101. doi:10.19571/j.cnki.1000-2995.2015.s1.013

6. Ju XH, Xie YQ, Zhang JN. Error learning: a study from the error knowledge flow perspective. J Intell. 2015;34(05):202–207. doi:10.3969/j. 
issn.1002-1965.2015.05.036

7. Zhao B, Xu L. Research on the influence of error management climate on employee’s innovative-dual path effect of basic psychological needs and 
knowledge construction. Econ Survey. 2018;35(02):128–134. doi:10.15931/j.cnki.1006-1096.20180105.011

8. Wang YF, Liu M, Wang SJ. Impact of organizational innovation orientation on innovative performance of R&D personnel: roles of creativity and 
error management atmosphere. J Technol Econ. 2019;38(01):9–18. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1002-980X.2019.01.002

9. Wang LL, Zhao WH, Wei ZL. The effects of causation and effectuation on novelty-centered business model design: the moderating role of 
environment uncertainty. Manage Rev. 2019;31(01):90–100. doi:10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2019.01.009

10. Ansoff HI. Critique of Henry Mintzberg’s ‘The design school: reconsidering the basic premises of strategic management’. Strat Manage J. 1991;12 
(6):449–461. doi:10.1002/smj.4250120605

11. Ettlie JE, Elsenbach JM. Modified Stage-Gate® regimes in new product development. J Prod Innov Manage. 2007;24(1):20–33. doi:10.1111/ 
J.1540-5885.2006.00230.X

12. Brinckmann J, Grichnik D, Kapsa D. Should entrepreneurs plan or just storm the castle? A meta-analysis on contextual factors impacting the 
business planning-performance relationship in small firms. J Bus Ventur. 2010;25(1):24–40. doi:10.1016/J.JBUSVENT.2008.10.007

13. Zhang XE, Meng Q. Decision-making logic and business model innovation: a dual moderating effect model. J Manage Sci. 2022;35(01):79–89. 
doi:10.3969/j.issn.1672-0334.2022.01.009

14. Chandler GN, DeTienne DR, McKelvie A, Mumford TV. Causation and effectuation processes: a validation study. J Bus Ventur. 2011;26 
(3):375–390. doi:10.1016/J.JBUSVENT.2009.10.006

15. Harms R, Schiele H. Antecedents and consequences of effectuation and causation in the international new venture creation process. 
J Int Entrepreneur. 2012;10(2):95–116. doi:10.1007/s10843-012-0089-2

16. Osiyevskyy O, Hayes L, Krueger N, Madill CM. Planning to grow? Exploring the effect of business planning on the growth of small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs). Entrepreneur Pract Rev. 2013;2(3):36–56.

17. Kristinsson K, Candi M, Saemundsson RJ. The relationship between founder team diversity and innovation performance: the moderating role of 
causation logic. Long Range Plann. 2016;49(4):464–476. doi:10.1016/J.LRP.2015.12.013

18. Lu YQ, Zhao B, Song C. Decision-making logic, learning from failure and enterprises’ digital transformation performance. Foreign Econ Manage. 
2021;43(09):68–82. doi:10.16538/j.cnki.fem.20210802.102

19. Simon HA. Models of bounded rationality. volume 1: economic analysis and public policy. In: Volume 2: Behavioural Economics and Business 
Organization: 1982 (Reprinted 1983). Vol. 478. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press; 1985:505.

20. Frese M, Van DC. Error management: learning from errors and organizational design. Annual Meeting of The Academy of Management; 
Cincinnati; 1996.

21. Yin K, Sun JM, Chen LN. Error management climate: a literature review and prospect. Foreign Econ Manage. 2016;38(02):75–87. doi:10.16538/j. 
cnki.fem.2016.02.006

22. Olson BJ, Parayitam S, Bao Y. Strategic decision making: the effects of cognitive diversity, conflict, and trust on decision outcomes. J Manage. 
2007;33(2):196–222. doi:10.1177/0149206306298657

23. Li XL, Li DD, Liu J, Long YJ. Entrepreneurial bricolage or effectuation? Theoretical applications and future prospects. Foreign Econ Manage. 
2020;42(1):17–29. doi:10.16538/j.cnki.fem.20190816.003

24. Long J, Su X. Easy first and difficult later? Novelty, usefulness of opportunities and the timing of entrepreneurial opportunity exploitation. Res 
Econ Manage. 2022;43(01):110–124. doi:10.13502/j.cnki.issn1000-7636.2022.01.007

25. Fredrickson BL. The role of positive emotions in positive psychology. The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. Am Psychol. 2001;56 
(3):218–226. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218

26. Arenas A, Tabernero C, Briones E. Effects of goal orientation, error orientation and self-efficacy on performance in an uncertain situation. Soc 
Behav Pers. 2006;34(5):569–586. doi:10.2224/SBP.2006.34.5.569

27. Gao J. Study on the relationship of error orientation and individual innovative behavior: team-based performance appraisal agency perspective. Sci 
Technol Progress Policy. 2013;30(22):11–15. doi:10.6049/kjjbydc.2013090073

28. Li M, Du PC. Research on the effect of error cognition, motivational preferences on employees’ innovative behavior. Sci Sci Manage S&T. 2014;35 
(09):161–170.

29. Miao XN. Research on the relationship among leadership style, error orientation and employee innovative behavior. Leadersh Sci. 2014;(20):46–48. 
doi:10.19572/j.cnki.ldkx.2014.20.015

30. Du PC, Li M, Ni T, Wu T. Investigating the effect of error aversion culture on employees’ innovative behavior. Chin J Manage. 2015;12 
(04):538–545. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1672-884x.2015.04.009

31. Du PC, Du X, Wang JB. Employee hostility and employee innovative behavior from the perspective of error communication: a mediated 
moderating effect model. Enterprise Econ. 2017;36(09):106–111. doi:10.13529/j.cnki.enterprise.economy.2017.09.017

32. Ma L, Liu C. The research on the mechanism of error orientation to employees’ innovation behavior——the moderating role of misplay culture. Sci 
Technol Progress Policy. 2019;36(10):146–152. doi:10.6049/kjjbydc.L201808449

33. Su L, Xu BL. The influence of error orientation on employees’ proactive change behavior. Enterprise Econ. 2020;39(06):104–111. doi:10.13529/j. 
cnki.enterprise.economy.2020.06.013

34. Bragger JD, Hantula DA, Bragger D, Kirnan J, Kutcher E. When success breeds failure: history, hysteresis, and delayed exit decisions. J Appl 
Psychol. 2003;88(1):6–14. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.6

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2023:16                                                                    https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S416595                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

DovePress                                                                                                                       
2311

Dovepress                                                                                                                                                            Zhou et al

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.1108/14601061011013230
https://doi.org/10.19484/j.cnki.1000-8934.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.6049/kjjbydc.2019040890
https://doi.org/10.19571/j.cnki.1000-2995.2015.s1.013
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1002-1965.2015.05.036
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1002-1965.2015.05.036
https://doi.org/10.15931/j.cnki.1006-1096.20180105.011
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1002-980X.2019.01.002
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2019.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120605
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1540-5885.2006.00230.X
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1540-5885.2006.00230.X
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JBUSVENT.2008.10.007
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1672-0334.2022.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JBUSVENT.2009.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-012-0089-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LRP.2015.12.013
https://doi.org/10.16538/j.cnki.fem.20210802.102
https://doi.org/10.16538/j.cnki.fem.2016.02.006
https://doi.org/10.16538/j.cnki.fem.2016.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306298657
https://doi.org/10.16538/j.cnki.fem.20190816.003
https://doi.org/10.13502/j.cnki.issn1000-7636.2022.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.2224/SBP.2006.34.5.569
https://doi.org/10.6049/kjjbydc.2013090073
https://doi.org/10.19572/j.cnki.ldkx.2014.20.015
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1672-884x.2015.04.009
https://doi.org/10.13529/j.cnki.enterprise.economy.2017.09.017
https://doi.org/10.6049/kjjbydc.L201808449
https://doi.org/10.13529/j.cnki.enterprise.economy.2020.06.013
https://doi.org/10.13529/j.cnki.enterprise.economy.2020.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.6
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


35. Cogliser C, Brigham KH. The intersection of leadership and entrepreneurship: mutual lessons to be learned. Leadersh Quart. 2004;15(6):771–799. 
doi:10.1016/J.LEAQUA.2004.09.004

36. Kilduff GJ, Elfenbein HA, Staw BM. The psychology of rivalry: a relationally dependent analysis of competition. Acad Manage J. 2010;53 
(5):943–969. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2010.54533171

37. Ding JX, Fu MH. Spiritual leadership and positive error orientation: a moderated mediating effect. Enterprise Econ. 2017;36(03):76–82. 
doi:10.13529/j.cnki.enterprise.economy.2017.03.011

38. Yin RF. The influence of leadership style orientation on employee innovative behavior: the mediating role of employee error learning. Leadersh Sci. 
2012;(20):51–53. doi:10.19572/j.cnki.ldkx.2012.20.016

39. Hubner S, Baum M. Effectuation, entrepreneurs’ leadership behaviour, and employee outcomes: a conceptual model. Int J Entrepreneur Ventur. 
2016;10(4):383–411. doi:10.1504/IJEV.2018.093917

40. Geng ZZ, Wang YF, Xiao MM, Ding L. Can errors enhance team radical creativity? — a fsQCA study on the cross-level interaction model. R&D 
Manage. 2022;34(03):147–161. doi:10.13581/j.cnki.rdm.20211518

41. Miller D, Friesen PH. Strategy-making and environment: the third link. South Med J. 1983;4(3):221–235. doi:10.1002/SMJ.4250040304
42. Zahra SA, Neubaum DO, Huse M. The effect of the environment on export performance among telecommunications new ventures. Entrepreneur 

Theory Pract. 1997;22(1):25–46. doi:10.1177/104225879702200102
43. Simerly RL, Li M. Environmental dynamism, capital structure and performance: a theoretical integration and an empirical test. Strat Manage J. 

2000;21(1):31–49. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1<31::AID-SMJ76>3.0.CO;2-T
44. Sarasvathy SD. Causation and effectuation: toward a theoretical shift from economic inevitability to entrepreneurial contingency. Acad Manage 

Rev. 2001;26:243–263. doi:10.5465/AMR.2001.4378020
45. Read SA, Sarasvathy SD. Knowing what to do and doing what you know. J Private Equity. 2005;9(1):45–62. doi:10.3905/jpe.2005.605370
46. Gabrielsson P, Gabrielsson M. A dynamic model of growth phases and survival in international business-to-business new ventures: the moderating 

effect of decision-making logic. Industr Market Manage. 2013;42(8):1357–1373. doi:10.1016/J.INDMARMAN.2013.07.011
47. Cui LG, Zhang YL, He YQ. Research on the mechanism of innovation and performance improvement: an effectuation approach. Sci Sci Manage 

S&T. 2017;38(09):68–79.
48. Yu X, Tao Y, Tao X, Xia F, Li Y. Managing uncertainty in emerging economies: the interaction effects between causation and effectuation on firm 

performance. Technol Forecast Soc Change. 2018;135(11):121–131. doi:10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2017.11.017
49. Su TY, Tao FY. Effectuation and causation: which decision making logic is more ‘effective’? A meta-analysis of the relationship between decision 

making logic and firm performance. Sci Sci Manage S&T. 2019;40(08):87–97.
50. Chen YH, Zhang ZG. Research on the antecedents of business model innovation: based on the perspectives of decision-making logic and 

organizational learning. Manage Rev. 2022;34(05):81–92. doi:10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2022.05.008
51. Wang YG, Peng XM. Measures to improve the representativeness of sampling survey samples. China Stat. 2011;358(10):51–52.
52. Gabrielsson J, Politis D. Career motives and entrepreneurial decision-making: examining preferences for causal and effectual logics in the early 

stage of new ventures. Small Bus Econ. 2011;36(3):281–298. doi:10.1007/S11187-009-9217-3
53. Rybowiak V, Grast H, Frese M, Batinec B. Error orientation questionnaire (EOQ): reliability, validity, and different language equivalence. EMBO J. 

1999;20(4):527–547. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199907)20:4<527::AID-JOB886>3.0.CO;2-G
54. Zhang ZG, Yu CP, Li YJ. The relationship among proactive personality, knowledge sharing and employee’s innovation behavior. Manage Rev. 

2016;28(04):123–133. doi:10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2016.04.013
55. Xie HM. Market orientation and organizational performance: the effect of organizational learning and environment. Nankai Bus Rev. 

2005;03:47–53. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1008-3448.2005.03.009
56. Fang QW, Liu ZQ, Yuan HB, Cai N, He N, Zhang TJ. Construction of a structural equation model and implementation of AMOS software. Chin 

J Health Stat. 2018;35(06):958–960.
57. Zhou H, Long LR. Statistical remedies for common method biases. Adv Psychol Sci. 2004;(06):942–950. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1671-3710.2004.06.018
58. Alzamora-Ruiz J, Fuentes-Fuentes MM, Martinez-Fiestas M. Effectuation or causation to promote innovation in technology-based SMEs? The 

effects of strategic decision-making logics. Technol Anal Strat Manage. 2021;33(7):797–812. doi:10.1080/09537325.2020.1849609
59. Brettel M, Mauer R, Engelen A, Küpper D. Corporate effectuation: entrepreneurial action and its impact on R&D project performance. J Bus 

Ventur. 2011;27(2). doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2011.01.001
60. Cui LG, Su SI, Feng YC, Hertz S. Causal or effectual? Dynamics of decision making logics in servitization. Industr Market Manage. 2019;82 

(C):15–26. doi:10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.03.013
61. Wang W, Yang C, Wang B, Chen X, Wang B, Yuan W. When error learning orientation leads to learning from project failure: the moderating role of 

fear of face loss. Front Psychol. 2019;10:1317. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01317
62. Chen YT, Wei JR, Zhang J, Li X. Effect mechanism of error management climate on innovation behavior: an investigation from chinese 

entrepreneurs. Front Psychol. 2021;12. doi:10.3389/FPSYG.2021.733741
63. Nadia Z, Samuel A. Be open to failure: open innovation failure in dynamic environments. Technol Forecast Soc Change. 2023;193. doi:10.1016/J. 

TECHFORE.2023.122632
64. Wang JH. Research on the influence of dynamic work environment on employees’ innovative performance in the post-epidemic era – the role of job 

crafting and voice behavior. Front Psychol. 2021;12:795218. doi:10.3389/FPSYG.2021.795218
65. Alzamora-Ruiz J, Fuentes-Fuentes MM, Martinez-Fiestas M. Together or separately? Direct and synergistic effects of Effectuation and Causation 

on innovation in technology-based SMEs. Int Entrepreneursh Manage J. 2021;17(4):1917–1943. doi:10.1007/S11365-021-00743-9
66. Yang X, He YC. Mechanism of how decision-making logic influences the performance of new ventures: the mediating role of business model 

innovation. Manage Rev. 2022;34(10):134–145. doi:10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2022.10.025
67. Chen ZH, Li J. Perceived environmental uncertainty, boundary spanning behavior and team innovation. Nanjing J Soc Sci. 2020;392(06):40–48. 

doi:10.15937/j.cnki.issn1001-8263.2020.06.006
68. Huang Q, Zhang J, Jiang CY. How does skill variety stimulate employee innovative behavior? An analysis of the serial mediating effects of 

coreself-evaluation and harmonious passion. Sci Technol Progress Policy. 2023;1–10. doi:10.6049/kjjbydc.Q202207166
69. Chen Y, Du PC. Influence of core self-evaluation and error orientation on employees’ innovative behavior. J Capital Univ Econ Bus. 2019;21 

(06):100–108. doi:10.13504/j.cnki.issn1008-2700.2019.06.010

https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S416595                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

DovePress                                                                                                                         

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2023:16 2312

Zhou et al                                                                                                                                                            Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LEAQUA.2004.09.004
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.54533171
https://doi.org/10.13529/j.cnki.enterprise.economy.2017.03.011
https://doi.org/10.19572/j.cnki.ldkx.2012.20.016
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEV.2018.093917
https://doi.org/10.13581/j.cnki.rdm.20211518
https://doi.org/10.1002/SMJ.4250040304
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879702200102
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1%3C31::AID-SMJ76%3E3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2001.4378020
https://doi.org/10.3905/jpe.2005.605370
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.INDMARMAN.2013.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2017.11.017
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2022.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/S11187-009-9217-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199907)20:4%3C527::AID-JOB886%3E3.0.CO;2-G
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2016.04.013
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1008-3448.2005.03.009
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1671-3710.2004.06.018
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2020.1849609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2011.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.03.013
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01317
https://doi.org/10.3389/FPSYG.2021.733741
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2023.122632
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2023.122632
https://doi.org/10.3389/FPSYG.2021.795218
https://doi.org/10.1007/S11365-021-00743-9
https://doi.org/10.14120/j.cnki.cn11-5057/f.2022.10.025
https://doi.org/10.15937/j.cnki.issn1001-8263.2020.06.006
https://doi.org/10.6049/kjjbydc.Q202207166
https://doi.org/10.13504/j.cnki.issn1008-2700.2019.06.010
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


70. Chen WP. An analysis on the cross - level model of the effect of error management climate on employee innovative behavior. Mod Finance Econ. 
2013;33(10):121–129. doi:10.19559/j.cnki.12-1387.2013.10.013

71. Wang YZ, Xu S. The mechanism and empirical study on business model innovation for start ups—— the moderating role of environmental 
dynamism. J Hunan Univ. 2023;37(02):42–50. doi:10.16339/j.cnki.hdxbskb.2023.02.007

Psychology Research and Behavior Management                                                                               Dovepress 

Publish your work in this journal 
Psychology Research and Behavior Management is an international, peer-reviewed, open access journal focusing on the science of psychology and 
its application in behavior management to develop improved outcomes in the clinical, educational, sports and business arenas. Specific topics 
covered in the journal include: Neuroscience, memory and decision making; Behavior modification and management; Clinical applications; Business 
and sports performance management; Social and developmental studies; Animal studies. The manuscript management system is completely online 
and includes a very quick and fair peer-review system, which is all easy to use. Visit http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php to read real quotes 
from published authors.  

Submit your manuscript here: https://www.dovepress.com/psychology-research-and-behavior-management-journal

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2023:16                                                                DovePress                                                                                                                       2313

Dovepress                                                                                                                                                            Zhou et al

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.19559/j.cnki.12-1387.2013.10.013
https://doi.org/10.16339/j.cnki.hdxbskb.2023.02.007
https://www.dovepress.com
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
https://www.facebook.com/DoveMedicalPress/
https://twitter.com/dovepress
https://www.linkedin.com/company/dove-medical-press
https://www.youtube.com/user/dovepress
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com

	Introduction
	Literature Review and Research Hypotheses
	Decision-Making Logic and Employees’ Innovative Behavior
	Decision-Making Logic and Positive Error Orientation
	Positive Error Orientation and Employees’ Innovative Behavior
	The Mediating Role of Positive Error Orientation
	The Moderating Role of Environmental Dynamics

	Method
	Participants and Procedure
	Measures
	Decision-Making Logic
	Positive Error Orientation
	Employees’ Innovative Behavior
	Environmental Dynamics
	Control Variables
	Data Analysis

	Reliability and Validity Testing
	Common Variance Analysis

	Results
	Descriptive Analysis and Correlations
	Model Fit Analysis
	Testing Path Coefficients
	Mediating Effects of Positive Error Orientation
	Moderating Effects of Environmental Dynamics

	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Practical Implications
	Limitations and Future Research

	Conclusion
	Ethics Statement
	Funding
	Disclosure

