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TEEWMAMRRE S . S T A CGIKIE 45, 2016) .
BRI R 5 St o0 S IR BRI RN R AR, R
SRJEAT N ERARR R ERIE (U KRR R B ) Xt
TSR, 5 A AN SIS 45 1 0 AMAA T
AR (FEBF 5, 2007) .

EAI A, 2% B AR e BN oK A
RS TTRMETE T A (ML 48, 2017) . FFH
TR R s T, EUA WA 02: > BARIME LB
BT B AR AREOR BRI Y, FTREE D AT
S T A IR AR E B, IR A Z ] T
F I, MR 3 5E R ATHI 174 ( Seijts & Latham,
2006) o 7, 23] B ERE R AT AR S A AR B
Baihgk, H—LREWHTANER (Rax,
2016) . ABAFEINK, B HbRE ] fexd QlH T
JrEAE SR, B B T AR s S R T R
AT S5, ARGk 4 BRI A AT T 250 4 T il A8
¥ (Janssen & Yperen, 2004 ) ; 7ERGU8CE 0] 1 KM
T, Ak B Tt A RETE IR B (7 S AR Ss, dE—
- FECY A K Rt TR PG AR, 2 [k
BIFHATH (Pryor et al., 2021) . [FBFFRIESE A (2016)
KILAAE ) HAR R T 2 A AE @ KR R E AR
TG, AT PR A R, R A
Frast P Y T TT BB AR A A AT 7R A BRac A vh e AR 5
K. FHh, AR TSR E R E A 24 T AR RS R
VAR B A 1) FAMET IR, ki S A T 7 A PR sE f v e
N R EAN RS S FEEX R R (ERA,
2013) o FFUL, AFREHEE—: BirEn 5%
AT R IR A S A BRI R 5 2 A G

HE— 2B AR IE B 7 A sg madLl, 3 B 5
X A A ) AR U T B A — e (ke
7, 2002) o AEFEWEI, APRIMEYEEE AR A A
AR AR TR, BARTACR — %, (Aixd
$OR TIHHE T RES MMM RIEE Gk, 5
Bk, 2016) o TH, EA®ATEEREITRAREATE
NBRAZE Pt A N2 B 7 RIF A A PR G R, BN
X BT AT I3RAS B 2 W SRR IR, MRk T
o (Ehfg, 2022) o T, AFREHRBR T AR
VAR SR E BT N R UG

B, ABRARD = Bbse mr R E R et
AR T A . — TR R, A T2 HbRE
RS REARFA ASS I RRE ST, (AR M4
FHNPR R AUTS MR DAL, SO H P B M
FriW i BFIES:, INITEnh B SH528% 7, fRkelsr (4
R4, 2022) o Bk, ABEHRHERE = APRIEFR
TEERRER SRR T 2 R AR

g5 LT, KFEACHIT N E— N E RN AL
B2, HEWER RS TAMRERE . ANTIREE L
BEEZA M, 0 H TR BRI =# Z RIS A
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2 RAEMNREMREFE

21 FERR

ABFFE LA T A K — 2 A R 4, SR
IPEshREE, HRRAIRIERA270Y, SRR E BIRTCAL
700y (ALFEARFFE MR E R . VEERRIN & AT
UM R ) |, LSRR RINAE3S7Hy (FIeR
83.6% ) o BHMFEITE17E208 2 0], HpBAS4N, &
H2T3 N PhATAOh66 N, AESAE L2910 SRIE
TIWHANALA, RIET S HEA216 A,

22 SRESVENT

2.2.1 ¥ 178 EF (the Kirton adaption-inno—

vation scale , K-AIS)

W T E - PHEH A 58 - 2446 (Danis &
Dollinge, 1977) FEM /R + BRI (Kirton, 1976 ) Hitfil
BIBIHIAT A SRl B S R 02l L5 AP B TR BT
k. T H . RALikent S;EIToE . 50T KW
BT A/K S . Cronbach’s o ZEUN091, BA RIF
FORARE

222 HEIrEMER (goal orientation scale, GOS)

I HAE, SERFLT S (Button et al., 1996)
Wk, mRzz (2016) FHAETT A PICRA . H1615%
H, 3027 R [ AGTEOE M AN ERE . R Likert 75831
Oyiie HARE B M2 HARE 19 5810 H bR 2
2%, 1R RSB T2 > BARE R, Cronbach’s a
FHCH095, BA RIFIERUE.

223 ZHE—ZHARRBRAGXRASER

( the multidimensional-multiattributional causality
scale, MMCS)

A AR SE N (Leftcourt et al., 1979) JF4&,
i (2022) BHABIT hhSORA, R IARR
RESEFITEMR. 240N 5%H, wWifie). 877,
THE A AR . Horh, BEIASS AN,
BEHESCAMNAR, R Likert SErk. HE BN
SMAR S NERZ 2%, 1350 m AR TAME R
Cronbach’s o REUCH091, HA RIFAERE,

2.3 HiEE

R HISPSS 27 0BEA TR 0T o Seiid S Sr R AS o 4
L2 I8 25 57 o iR FH Pearsontl 0G4 AT 12 43 M AR £ [A] 19
IR o Tr AR, AHFIEEET Bootstrap il
Hevk, JE PROCESSTR P BT /38N A 3 o

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc



2025F 7R
ETBETH

EMRERNASAERIFTITRNRE: AMRBRSINEIPNER

+ 927 -

3 WRGREHH

3.1 HESERENERGI SN

SR Harman B0 T AG IR TRl EA T i i
2R RN TR T 1A T, 25
RBARMPAFSARIN T, HA KT 22505

15.98%, ARHBIFA0%MIEFFRE, X—HrEb LR, T
BB E SRR, F5A 50 TRERTRR
3.2 AOFTSESHNK
KRS REAS ARSI M T MBI R A A F e S5k
AT AR AR R E 2SR, gt
GERANF I RIZ2FTR

#1 FEMANEELER/S LHERSGITR (N=357)

Table 1 Statistical table of gender differences in scores across various variables (N=357)

=N

Ap i 5 (N=84) M=SD 4 (N=273) M=SD t p
BIHATH 24.08 £4.92 23.16 £4.70 1.55 0.12
HAzE ) 0.01 +5.29 -0.85 £5.20 131 0.19
] HbrEln) 38.43 £9.00 37.93 £7.45 0.46 0.65
L FARE 1] 38.43 £7.49 38.78 +7.10 -0.40 0.69
UNGEES = 0.25 + 4.44 1.75+5.42 -2.57 0.01
e H 20.64 + 4.50 19.50 £ 3.59 2.12 0.03
BRIAH 19.52 + 4.65 18.16 +4.10 2.57 0.01
A= S| 19.89 £ 4.43 17.93 £3.77 4.01 p<0.001
BIHK 20.02 £4.11 17.99 £ 3.67 433 p<0.001

F2 BREMETLE

TEFS LHERSITR (N=357)

Table 2 Statistical table of differences in scores across various variables based on whether the individual is an only child (N=357)

R

A AT (N=66) M +SD A F4 (N=291) M +SD t P
BTN 24.06 +3.73 23.23 +4.96 1.29 0.20
HbRE 8] -0.38 +6.27 -0.71 +4.97 0.47 0.64
2> HARE) 38.53 +6.40 37.94 +8.13 0.55 0.58
LR HARE ] 38.91 + 6.50 38.65+7.34 0.26 0.79
NBRIFE 5= 0.98 +4.88 1.49+532 -0.71 0.48
5 A 19.88 +3.63 19.75 £3.90 0.25 0.80
BRARK 18.94 +4.06 18.38 +4.32 0.96 0.34
RESIIHIA 19.45 +3.83 18.15 + 4.02 2.40 0.02
L=l 18.38 +3.92 18.48 + 3.86 -0.20 0.84

TERAAERAT IS BARE 5T, P52

5.

PIRIRBNG 2 K. EABRIAE S 5w, 5
EZRBRAG2E R EAKF (p<0.05) , LM ABREH
FRAFT B E T B, X85 R ARk A
FRACAEA FAMBH R . HF—F 002, EAPRIEE
Jr B A B P OR [R I B AR AR B 5 . B
TERHREE (p<0.05) . BSHEE (p<0.05) | REHHE
(p<0.001 ) FI%:HHZE (p<0.001 ) ZELEEE 7S50 Y &5
T, SEZHIBIRSRTUER, BRBHA
NBRASHER & 2% B g, (H4o k2t B i
TR A PRAS A A A T R TR R 2
TENBRIF R 5 2 m R, BE 7 U9 DR 4k B A7 e k2
B2 (p=0.02) , THAERES LS UHES S
WIREIGIF 0. S5REW, BRigEHEN, H
Pl R BRAE A T S AR A T B fA) A e R
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3.3 TEEWEXRMDT

ABFFLL ] SPSS 27.0 W) 4% A5t HEAT B SR FR 25 4R
KM, KSR RN AR . KA T S B R
FEM (r=0.28, p<0.01) KHPGA-F4E Y5 8 EH
X, HE5ABRARTE (r=-0.17, p<0.01) NI 53R
X, BRRERSAREETR (r=-0.17, p<0.01) |
BERAN (r==0.12, p<0.05) HWEMGAAHLELER, Ji—
TR, TEBFRE M FUEEE T, %) s mA
L S58HBRER (=076, p<0.01) EA &R IEME,
MEHSABRHAE (r=-0.12, p<0.05) 2HAME, ABRH
PR 7 2 55 A0 05 TR T A AR 3 Gk I
(r=0.40, p<0.01) FEESIJTH (=029, p<0.01) HJEH
WEIEM KR, SIER, ABRIEE I 5 N EEFEA
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HepE RIREMANSE, BARRIHEESIAR (r=-032,
p<0.01) FIEESIAR (=-0.30, p<0.01) ¥EFAMK, Ik

Ab, NBRIE R 7 30y D04 2 R 447 7 B35 I T AR O
j&/%c

3 RFEEGFHITAH. BAHRERFMAREAEGREEXERE

Table 3 Correlation matrix of college students’ innovative behaviors, goal orientation and interpersonal attributions

A hE M =SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
L QAT N 2338 £4.76 -
2. HARE M -0.65+5.23 -0.28" -
3. 2 5E ) 38.05 +7.83 -0.67" -0.45" -
4. BRUE 3870 £7.18 -0.53" -0.23" -0.76” -
5. NBRIFK 1.40+5.24 -0.17" -0.17" -0.12" -0.01 -
6. 14 19.77 + 3.85 -0.01 -0.08 -0.01 -0.06 -0.40" -
7385, 18.48 +4.27 -0.09 -0.12" -0.07 -0.02 -0.29" 0.73" -
8. fik 18.39 +4.01 -0.07 -0.08 -0.03 -0.03 -0.32" 0.60™ 0.72" -
9. %% 71 18.46 +3.87 -0.06 -0.08 -0.05 -0.05 -0.30" 0.65™ 0.69™ 0.79™

E: fp<0.05, #p<0.01, **%*p<0.001, THFE,

34 BENEESAFENFITHNRER: PNME
RIS

FA A BT BRI R, K2k 0I30 . FL AR
SRR I sUFP 2 B, A A s R
GlE, UCAHITE L LR 10 E A, K2 BLBEA T
MR PR, BRI 72k A AR T Process BT
SRR A TS . 58, R 2
BT AL TP (p<0.01) | ARkl

BRI BEE T kA Ok, B ias, B
SE 105 BRI PR 7 32 ) BA Gt 2 S i e 35 R0k

(p<0.01) ; feJ, FAPRERXRAEQHT NV EA B#
FMARCR (p<0.001) , APRIERIT S F R EBHTT
HIFCR W EA BEEH (p<0.05) o LR,
TEGIAR ARG, AR O RS B A AT DR
., WUCET LAAIE ABRIAR 5 207 B bR 45 A )
AT RS T AAE T AR

F 4 ProcessH & EFZ BN MRS ER

Table 4 Results of mediation effect test by stepwise regression method of Process

PRI AR i ERS T R R-sq F B t
BIHAT N HFRsE m) 0.28 0.08 29.20™ -0.25 -5.40""
ABRIAE = HFRsE m 0.17 0.03 10.70” -0.17 327"
e H s m -0.23 -4.94™
BT . . 0.30 0.09 17.91 .
PNGNESyF -0.12 -2.49

E: p<0.05, *p<0.01, *F*p<0.001, TR,

bSpines IR NGB S Wi B S s A O N
K HBootstrapiE X P MOMHEA T T eSS . e s T
N, FRRRE X A A BT B4 BSOS L BRI
PRI A RN 995 % B AR IX T AL & A8, X R
PRIF P 7 2 = e R P EAR A . 2R R o)

Pras SRR, B 5 SBUNIN92%, TP BONAL
8%, ISR ABRIAN T3 2CAE B AR RE a5 Q5T 2 18]
HSCAFTE A AR, (RS BERIXT AT BR . RS DL
R, HSLEARER . RFAEQHT T S AR HE D
ZIBIR PR, ANl TR

F5 BN, BREREENESEER

Table 5 Analysis of indirect effects, total effects, and direct effects

LTS LY OmALER SE LLCI ULCI BN L
SR 0.25 0.05 0.16 0.34

BN 0.23 0.12 0.14 0.32 92%

[N, 0.02 0.01 0.001 0.04 8%
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Figure 1 Mediation model figure
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41 ADFERESKFELIFITNZERWERKR

MEERATOL LR, ABPRERA R L. R
ABIAT RTEE S R TSR EIRIB TS
TR FKE RN B0 T R
TER T LR ES (BIRE, 2016) , (HUA HALBISY
RBVER 2 A QR T 0 EERDEA RS (Rl
W, 2012) o XARESHERIM @R B L HE
PRSEXT A O UL U AT G . R AN R (2012) 8%
U, AR 2 BOR OR 2 A B T A Y R R L LG
AN, AT RES AR T AR A T AR K AR RS
B PANSRF T AR 6, (HR S8 25 o 2 )
FOTHAT ) SRR

42 RFEBHEBSKFECFTNZEEE
MBRKFR

AT S BR A2 F R 18] 5 K22 A B T 2 1]
FAEMISER AR, Jerbag o] FARRE 5 5% HARE [ 54>
YERER S R E QAT N BA BB R . R H
B ol A1) PR QAT A7 AE W R AEAR G HL FARSE 7]
AT RATE ) B~ AR QR AT, RV T2 > H bR sE
6] (5 AR MA A 5y P AR AU AT, XS DITESS R —3L
CF/NE, BREZE, 2007) o AW, BA¥%>H
BRAE 1) R =2 AR B MESR N AESAL, Al T3 =
S S A, AR A O TE R A R . X
ol A i by 5 i F) SIAUASE S CRE A 3 DI R~ A 7 T i B
AR O BRAS , FF— RU B Ak L %
BT IR R, 27 ) FUARE ] B4R i R
A ) B BE , d i SRAL N LE SRR AT T Y
BB S35k, B Toi ) FARAE [l RS A BN =
HIRFHAN . STk, O el RIME R T
Bkl . AITUR AL, AL T BA ST H ARE 1)
BN, HAT 27 20 B T A AT TR DR BR o 2
RIGH T o AL A AT AR SR A HITH AR
L, A1 A ISR LA R o B A o
PURAEE, IR 20 . AR (D7 2%,
2001) o i, BATET BARRE IR AENTX e TAR
M2 R T E WL 0. BEE FIRE R FEE )1 2
Th, XA A A RARRES, I A2k
XAEHET A B RE R — A TARR S+ 1 E3)
FEAMALARITH (Seijts, 2006) o HILATLIFEH,
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23] HARE [ AL B b AR BT e T e L e,
R RE N A AR RE AN LR S B Tk

43 ANRPBRBAEBREASEIFTRZEN
PN

ARTGT K BN BRIE 5 207 K2 A B AR ) 5008
TR Z EAFER S R AER . BbRE A RS B HE
FF KA T A, m A APRIE R 5 X
AR AR M K22 A BB AT A K, BRI R A
RN R AT BR . P 45 9 5 e R 06T H AR E 15 5805
TTRNZIERRZAPETHYA (Raz, 2016; B4 %,
2017) , FEE—2EAIN T BRI Ry 2078 H AR E 1] 5K
AT R Z R h R AR

AR K, BArE S5 AREE R E 5
EHURE, B AR AT LA ) 00 A BRI By
3, B 27 2T HARE 0 A A AT B 2 A
PREECFMALTNIHEFNEHEE . BRI, BiaEm
ER—FhSMLIEE, FEZRFIE M RARTE: TE55 h i
EAREUE ( EJRZE, XIHE, 2000) o WATARF & B L,
BIShHLEE AR, shiLBERS e AT T (FKE1, 2
iR, 2003) o FTLAARTFITINE, B2 HERE K
AR F SN AR, ARSI REE )
TR TR, PR Al AT T 2 A0 T B AR A
BN EZE . BAokiE, B2 BFRE R X214
A H S LT SRR T A B Eh A AIEE ), TR
WM+ H O S A RS EAN Y . 3R e By
A BT AR R (42 ) 25 B Ak 22 U g gy
NG FT BEE— 2 Mo g m b Al 17 A PR 28 A T VA R )y
Ko TG, BA 2T HERE AR R RE 25
8] 4 A BRI A D F4th B B9S2 S, FFIA L
RTIAL—FE T BSR4 . AT P58 %
U, 2] H bR aE ) 2 A A1 2 B T Y A R
(Fuedy, mhkd:, 2014) , 1S HEE AR
R . ORI R A S AT RE AT PR AE
A=A R R, AR AT T A VR P B SRS RS
BITER . X FhaE 2] B AR ) B e Pt Ay Bh R 2
SRR B R AR R

KSR K, ANBRAFE I 25 KA QBT
R RE RS PR AT R, ABRIAE Dy 27
B bra M5 REFE QAT N Z A TE P A ER . BARE
HI = R R B AR WA R, H5R B AR
BB, BT RS2 LM N E AR, ARk &2,
SE I A B ) 2 R YR EME, RS S 2R R
PROMNZBRIG s A h 238 A, 24 AR 1T DU S0 7 H Bt
JE A BB BOANAK T . X—RBER T
o E S EAM AR 2 T R R RPN EZEMEN (Laird,
2005) . AV ER, MEAFRIERFE 7AW
HAI P ER A SR, (TR¥T, DB, 2016) . 7F
23 fF AR AR SRR TR R
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By, AR AR A SE B B S B BE T sk
F1o XA PE B A B PR THAMAR B TR A B
2 B RAREK T, FEERE B 1505 B IRk reER a4
Ft, AT RERI B A RIEAT R, SR
B R R 5K (SR 45, 2022) o 57
A, FEEAE I P A PR ] 2 388 5 A A0 S Tl 4 A R
AR 5%, 2016) o 7EH# ABREHF, MimFpiE
PR B R TR 25 B e A AR IR AC S &R, AT T RES
DA MEAT SRR, DA 2 13 FF, X7
FRrafEy iR, MRS . [ RILEMAENLS ., £
A IR AN SRR T T RS A BT R A RE T o 24T I
LB, MR BRI E O, 20k
HAGHAT R, A AN & B AE TA R &M

5 MEFRSRE

BT AT T HARRE 1815 K2 B QUHT T o 2Z 1] A1
KKF, FHRINPRFRN 7 AP A T PR
TERE b, ABEFEAMLEEH TR A BT ik
FHEIEWHR, WHEADT TRALIHIT AR, AR
RIGBEFEIUE TSR . 7ESCBR b, AT TR
AR BRI PR 7 3B e A 1) AR R A R T oA )
oy, RO T ORI AR QHTRE ) A SRR A F S
Tt o

{HRAB AT —E s o], FEERHAE
BN OGS R AT . B, AT
FAULET X R —2 TP T A, IF BLEAR Pl L
19 A B A e AR A T LU R A7, Sm] e e
B LR AT SRR . FOR, AP aE i Rk
ARFIE, BRI AYIA I RE S SECARITTE IR
LR H RGO R A —E 2
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The Impact of Goal Orientation on College Students’
Innovative Behavior: The Mediating Role of Interpersonal
Attribution Style

Shen Dongyan Luo Yanhong

Department of Applied Psychology, Hunan University of Chinese Medicine, Changsha

Abstract: Against the backdrop of the accelerating evolution of the global technological revolution, economic

transformation and upgrading, and the paradigm shift in higher education, this study focuses on the innovative behavior

of college students, exploring the impact of goal orientation on their innovative behavior and the mediating role of

interpersonal attribution style in this relationship. The research employed The Multidimensional-Multiattributional
Causality Scale (K-AIS) , Goal Orientation Scale (GOS) , and the Kirton Adaption-Innovation Scale (MMCS) . Through

convenience sampling, 357 freshmen from a university in Hunan Province were surveyed. The results indicated that

college students’ innovative behavior was significantly positively correlated with goal orientation and significantly

negatively correlated with interpersonal attribution style. Goal orientation was significantly negatively correlated

with interpersonal attribution style and its sub-dimension of luck attribution. Interpersonal attribution style partially

mediated the relationship between goal orientation and college students’ innovative behavior. This study provides

theoretical basis and practical guidance for the reform of innovation and entrepreneurship education and teaching in

colleges and universities, contributing to the continuous progress of higher education in cultivating innovative talents.
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