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Abstract The purpose of this study is to examine the mediating effects of emotional intelligence on the relationship
between internal entrepreneurship and individual adaptation performance and to analyze empirically the effect of
supportive leadership on the relationship between internal entrepreneurship and individual adaptation performance.
In order to do this, we conducted a questionnaire survey of employees in Busan Metropolitan Economic Area in
September 2018 (for convenience, graduates of Pusan National University Business School and employees of local
companies among current students). As a result, the mediating effect of emotional intelligence and the moderating
effect of supportive leadership were verified in the relation between entrepreneurship and individual 's adaptation

performance.
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2.1 AR7147H8 41

%9 E](Schumpeter) ©]13% 71784l digk A7}
A &A 02 o]Fozl ThgH] dharol A 717 Al
& A= 1990 el AlA=E A A[10], elH & 7197k
12 7199 el Al AFH 71971 58]
NGl e HE7tA] Tkt ojm R 2xo] 3L iTH11].
AR 0w AR EE ARZI97HEA1Y TRE S A
d sk X Ao ATt
5] ohFsisTHI2).

1970 d ] =7] A= "z gy 7]
Q7o) ojg A e 4 A=A
(Hill and Hlavacek 1972; Peterson
Hanan 1976).

1980t AFAES vhde 3] 7] & gl
< MEstr] A 71974 dE& AR7197H441(CE)
° 7 3 &kglvH Alterowitz 1988; Burgelman 1983a, b,
1984; Pinchott 1985; Kanter 1985; Schollhammer 1932).
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a4 224 #HCI97F AP o= o] Folxlon, 7Y
714 %o BAlsla AE-A o2 Al (innovativeness),
23 (proactiveness), #1877 (risk-taking) &2
FataAr

19801 thell(e.g., Duncan et al. 1983; Morse 1986), &=
OE ks #8794 24T xA 7197H 35S
sk AL 7FeetA 5 Blojeta Fsdth & &
SatE qriel] whet 7197H dlse] 7ed W ofyet
o= ojof & AQksl thBurgelman 1984; Kanter
1985; Kuratko and Montagno 1989). ©]% Covin and
Slevin(1989)2 719471H4 elAl = Ads} sl i, BF+
Miller(1983)¢} 53}l Lumpkin and Dess(1996)+=
‘A 7138]ell g 71e] alde)a fEE skl
AIA o 2 gFatEs A o8 B -84 (autonomy),
AR A2 (competitive aggressiveness)g F7}sto]
&tk Lumpkin and Dess(199%6)9] #H#2 w21
+ Vivien E. Jancenelle, Susan Storrud-Barnes &
Rajshekhar Javalgi(2017)& “A 2 v =Y 2 HAS 7]
WAL Salshs AT 22 thddt 71 25S B8
A2 A w8& B F6k= A3 #E 7
FAr Y] "R Gojtal gitk HAukd o R Ah|7|Y
184S 24 BECI97F A olA ZEA L e
z2] 73407 23 o] E A tH(Sathe 1989).

w2kA OdE ARRZI 7Ll HAlEY T1ss
NI ¢ = THOE o|F Aglsta FAI7|=H
F88(Jennings and Young 1990; Kuratko et al.
1990; Zahra 1991, Merrifield 1993; Brazeal 1993;
Homsby et al. 1993; Zahra and Covin 1995; Barringer
and Bluedom 1999; Borch et al. 1999).

A 1990 diell &= 22291 o7t FA8kE] 7] A2
gtk Guth and Ginsberg(1990)& F 714 2 #3 =,
71& 22 Wel 2% wa] FE(venture creation)¥} &
24 7 Al (strategic renewal)S & X3 FQ A 9]
WelE xasithal Zz2goi13].

Z, 7197F A9 24 o] ofd &
ANA “AlF R Z2A 2 QA AP s
A S AES] A% 3AF e v
3 9)(Zahra(1991))3t1L, 714 €] B4 3
A T s AAEITH
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and Bruton, 2007), 719} A¥} +"2=(Zahra, 1996), A<
(Hornshy, et al, 2009; Kelly, Peters, and O'Conner,
2009; Simsek, Veiga, and Lubatkin, 2007; Yiu and Lau,
2008), WA oA AA =2 A2~ (Heavey et al., 2000) 2
7] ZHE 2~ 2 A28 (Barringer and Bluedorn, 1999)
I 2L 24H a4 7] wiEel 958, B34 2
g 22 3 Sl Ah7|9 Al dEFE T
A A HHSimsek Veiga, and Lubatkin, 2007; Zahra,
1993). wpgtA] 7192 <] F3Aol g5t AAEs &
walm g oz Jig FEshA @rhGuth and
Ginsberg, 1990; Hitt et al., 2011; Ireland, Covin, and
Kuratko, 2009; Shimizu, 2012; Zahra, 1996)[14].

g 7ol AR S S st 7 5
Al 7135 AFsTE AL AR (Hayton and Kelley,
2006) 7t 7197H 382 A7l o2 B4
AoAxa 2= “7197F A8 (Dess and  Lumpkin,
2000p. 147)0] &% g,

71974484 (entrepreneurial orientation)< 714744
23 7199710 Aoy s 2 oujoA FUA|
AH&-E™ (Morris and Kuratko, 2002) 71437148 41¢] 714
A9l g5 2 &5 Hgoer B 5 rk(Peneder,
2009)[15].

A 71997121 9] B8 2 ElE Miller(1983)7F ¥13l
7197} A 8ke] 2+ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996)< Ei=
olm, o= AT, il H AR sl 24
3L Qith webA 5714 Ak Ze 4] A 7
FHo| S = T UE 7197 B LS At

e 38at7] wtel A9 7H7F Q1 €.
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2.1.1 Proactiveness %34

A =202 713 Fjel fojstaa) sk v
G B S T v A, B8 EE WIE
o Asle] 8)Edh= A (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996)S @3t}

719 ZEA|ZA A oUMEIEE v (Lumpkin
and Dess, 1996) 55421 Hejahs 71357940 <
F715h= ok vAdT e AlF et Penrose,
1959).
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2.1.2 Autonomy AH&A

A9 AES Lumpkin & Dess7F AlAI3F Z <
=] Fag Aotk A& 22 f A3} g
A FAHE ZARE grldith 5 Q03 "ol FHS
WAkl Fe ofelroje} 713)E 4 F AR

712 3)AF el ApA)7} EAste sleo] Fastth A
A AeAE Folgte Ak A Fo, 99 AL T,
AHo| gk Ae gle ", A glo] AbaLstal st
= AE ATl A9 s S I3ea 28-S
Wi g4 or P = e v8s BHoE: T Atk

2.1.3 Innovativeness 414
ga499) e FAle] EAQ A5E FAshs

Sa4el Aze zdel 249 e @
Shumpeter(1934)¢] 271 Aol A 725 AT} Lumpkin
& DessE Al olg “N 2 A& MH|2A EE 7%
ZZHAE 2T F = AZE ofelr]of, 3AIF, 4
Y 9 Pz x|z Fo]atn APk 3]ALe] A
g o7 Aot} AL sty o s
siEjo] gom B ATolN FA4T A Aol 3

AAQ AAAE #A s

Y Y2 o=

2.1.4 Competitive aggressivenss 3% 44

BAR FAAE AEA B JAE Sk )
&atelE E4S 1tk Lumpkin & DessE 7|49 7
A 9 Gl digt FAA dis] Aot 454

354 4
2 7192 Ao Al Bt sl i A=53]l
19 ARG, AIF Au]s e wpAg), e 6] B4
737 AL A we A I 5EE AAsHAY T
AL gt Fol S A7 dth BAY A=
A4 7HA FE ol Holy sAHA A wks
< B¥deZd 4 ok

2.1.5 Risk—taking Y& 7+
A& Arste A2 A A9 ZRAE 3}
ofgte Aol AES ongth e OFd FHE
g 4= 9tk Venkatraman(1939)& #e] A7} o4 =]
o] 2% HFH AR} ZRAEA 3E sk
Aol J5E A% aRlow Wil g E]r A e 2
G- BT TRAE S 2

TRt S]AMY R yEehdt 7ol AR 7]
3 & mAs) %’4311 7]}—94 01"4 1%01]"1 3401 Lok
SRR A3 S

AUtk e ”]Z]L ‘5
nomw A AAE el
= ARl A WS {3k O]‘jr[lﬁ]

AZIA7HEAS Tk 25 THloH, ' 9
4 74, A, 134, 7442 (Sharma and Chrisman,
1999; Dess et al,, 2003)& 58 29lo0 7 A7} Wo] 7
ot 7|1 Aapeke] Aol gt A= 9]
AP A B8t JHZahra, 1991; Antoncic and
Hisrich, 2004). at#|7F 29 3252 ARH7| 47140
7190l WA= @S olFfstes o] Fasitta @t
(Covin and Miles, 1999; Hornsby et al, 2002). A5 &
3 AR7I 97184 Tk Z3E vhstrlel 7199
FA AR A Fad e sh= AL WAFY L

7197 s E Aol A<l s %

Ao & 2 AzFS 3t Ao A3 =
7HAe A AZE 719E wEs Al 23lo] %
o] A SITH17].

A7 97141 9] 3] o] ks WAE 29s AT
HH 2o nesiE & vk @AY 2uy 28
A2 AL AR7IR7H 5ol S MAE Ao
M5k A gedelth webA Zue AEEE &

fFola, MEYely 73S A, FYso] N2
e A}E}E% fHiestal, J1ER A AlE et el
o]

& Qeoha 7199 43 Mg AHHoE 9y B 4

AP 7197 0] = AJS o Al Aol HAH
S AN = IR B EXE AT 2 Aol
ol ANH R A4 Fo FEE FA JFE 2HH
ow Fag = gl "rH13].

S 20009 o] F AATANN AL B FES
W3 glaL e ATl oA HAES 2t Bl
7h 2Ad] fFad S AE FoRE e NS W

J

2 9l a1 (Humphery, 2002; Zhou & George, 2003; &%,
2015), BiR19] 25 & olsfstar &Eartdl 7]H<l

el A 719de) Aot ddE 4 AH19).
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A3} A, ANA G, A3t A

=] [¢)

7+ A% (Emotional Intelligence)®] 719-& 192013 o
% Edward L. ThomndikeZ5-8 AAEATE 224
‘A8 AEE BQGEEAIT)7E 8% &S AFAE
o= AP S H2E AAE AL, ©]F D. Goleman(1998)
o 93] A A7t hsstEA

1990 7B A Aol tigk A7} Al A 8t Q?ii
“ARA G OlF AL AT B QAR THE ALY
A& Fofetal Aol & sk, 121d gl g A
HE PFatod E8ste sH'2® Jdst =Ao
(Salovey and Mayer, 1990). Daniel Goleman(1995)-2
H;q et O]/K]ﬁl olb Leﬂog/\ﬂgu}%
AL AAs A FY2 Aot

Hay-McBer9 %R 2@ 2 26 52d 25714 9
= 1270 AdS ddem 207k dEe
D.Goleman(1998)2 A 74 #H& 7HA] a1 7Hd =
NAA Qe g AF AFE A & X
A 0] AL ALS] A 07 5&eh 8 (Bar-On, 2000:364
o] JIRNAR] Aoz Q1AsHA HATH19].

Wong & Law(2002)] w23 74 %] 52 “7H 1e] 7+

Ij\l

O:

Ea
ki

HU
XN O\V-‘i
OIF off B~ I
to lo o @

=

B AT A7I9 Belel S olsista o]
£ % Bsel A8 PAS 2HtE SHOE ol
242U ool vh Al Gee ), 248
o) ol A3 ARl = JFE v 5 1ol 4

%!
¥} el Fa3k W) wa o2l
WA Gy GHL o|2stEo] A%E + 3l
tHBoyatizis and Sala, 2003, Boyatzis, 1982, Boyatzs,
2000). T4 o] & st el A8 iU
7].,3/] /\u]_ o1 oé
71el ALdEe] WA 571

LR

= 42 H=E B Aolu23].
T o2 A AArIE7EAle A At
F93F kS v x+= Ao ® YEltal(Donavan, Tom

& John, 2004, Elmadag, Ellimger & Frank, 2008; Rod &
Ashill, 2009; #5¢, 2011, 5%, 2013), TFHo=Z F
FELE] 2=l A S MAE RS AA
akal ArH24]

olo] wheh B ATE o] EH DAY AYATES B
sl thee) Fhae ekl

ZHAL APIZIZPEAL L Aol Ao 9FS

v o).

QE5Y V1YL Bty EAQl PO RREH &
Aglo]l M2 7|3 E FTalloF she asgdol 2dsta
A, 714 oA FHEE HRYA A6 Mg
o2 fg)3sh= Aol Fasitils]

A& vk 2] Uje e wslel 23S o3t
i, Wslele el HA-s] Aeate dHadios A
9] (Pulakos et al., 2000)=H, o]+ Wstate= 4 F st
Aol A9l FAFAE - DA wado] glrh(Els]

7l - frEg, 2009)[25].

Hoeo] e dEAol Age] H98 2= 9l 7
9] sH o2 Aol rH(Hesketh & Neal, 1999). T¢
o] Bes A 4 2R gl BHA 24
owx Hges W3 sHA Ark(Pulakos., 2000).
A&y Fo TaAe SRS (Allworth & Hesketh,
1996, Hesketh & Neal, 1999; Hollenbeck, LePine &
Hgen, 1996; IIgen, 1994; London & Mone, 1999; Murphy
& Jackson, 1999)el o8] Fx= lon Adel Hx
A 2] Pulakos et al.(2000)°]tH26].
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ol Vande Ven and Chu, 1989). A}3|mglo] 23T X3}
®  (Blay, 1964), @ 7499 57150 9 oapAgol 33k
2l & A7) Hie] 2o AdHY B2 9 7w
91 Z9d 98-S st Mumford et al, 2002; Rhoades and

vews 3 Fol GEg HE5d o Eisenberger 2002). =3 221 ApdelA & | 4%
Aol tighk Ago] dast SR aHQl 4 & AEHoR ARste SES FIATI=d ToS
= S 3, AR P %‘ F e THE e

o2 AL} AYPATES § 30, #1< q?l g9 dFo] FAYET 232
A8 #AF EX50)(Greene & Schriesheim, 1980;

House & Dessler, 1974) 74952 45 w9} 22

mrﬁ_ﬂm

7Pd2. AT Nl A gl A1) TS B SAAA T AT A & F sl WE

v Aol SR FAH #e] 95 & 5 )ltHGagnon &

7143, A7 A7 AIS A2l e] 28 Tte] A (+)9] Michael, 2004; Ng & Sorensen, 2008; Parker, Axtell, &

AES vE Aot Turner, 2001). A% (93 o] w3gchA &y

7Hd4. A s APZI97E Al AiQle] 28 FEA] WS deketa A95] Bekg v

Fel] o] v &S T Aofrk 2ol a3k w3lste] e ~EY S gelae

Bl =0l A & glrk wha A =7 A1 o) 4] girhd

2.4 A4 Hui ALEe] ~EY L FEI} -89 FEo| Tk
A4 A W Bk A AT 2EAEY Age 97 AR dEREEELL

g WE A guiqe] G| AL 5 o Folsith THHom AL fuAS TRdEe] S 54

oA W Tlriyel ts) B ATk offolae ol W A EAE EAHD FAH ANS AT

uhd 2] QA 2 Ale] Adte] i BAL 71%o)x okt ElHe] AFoR Aef(House, 1971 Rafferty &

2 ATH3. Griffin, 2004)[8]¥ 31, F=FAhz2] HQ.9F HA)of thgt 3

A9 24 7499 P53 UEE 2 Qg A EES FEA e AeHES A A 2

HAol Qare n)x=d LA BT} gwo] 2Rx 7] 2 d™o] Slrk aeja dEe] 2udt

J AFHL A& oz WHGE AL RE P T ANE Al AR A Fofsha TS ¢

298 o7/} & Sl Qln) ol Wt Elule) Apxer & Aa3], LS WE s wdsta A9l
ofoltol = ¢ USo] A JES PAstEt 7] dortehs 18 4 ri33l.
FHH 28], wpeba] fA) ol Xl 2pdel A okS WA a1 7|35
Ae] AgHe A5 AA5] Hre} Az g Fre, ¥ e duds vgew o}: Apa
Aol F23 #A7F e House et al., 2004). 2143 g 9 s FAA 7197 Al o dEs = A
Y49 97 -E(Fiedler, 1996; Hersey & Blanchard, 1993; ArebAvi3d]. 3, Aol = AF%‘% A1)
House & Mitchell, 1974)& A =7pe] @5o] 27 g5z <Ak AAE, A 3, BRlate) #7945 3% &
[y =]

o] BapAe) AL WA= FAA ks njAky T HEA A4

12

Fkﬂi

kﬂi

, k]
Aletskar itk Bandura, 1986; Shamir, 1990). IR W) Qlx|ElaL sAgre =M Aple] st Ayt
AQAHQ AL 5 A5G GaHor ojgn ¥ EE F ALHDL
4gS w9 Es UFoRA RIS e He ole we} B AT o2 9} NYATES §
1[29] 249 19 7 QA AEY P vy 3 el M A
| A5 4849 B e 3 5 Qu W3
Ag o] Aolo] Watel 12 ) BA S 2 B 7Y 7Hd5. A4 2y A AR 7P Al 7919 A4

2l
el Al S3E oFold o= It Carmeli et al,, 2010; </l WAE 2 ol
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3. ATFAA

w

1 AT
A= AR 78 A3 A%
g AHEI 3 BN 3R 5] MiAER} =
A, 2E AL AR 71978 A3 A S0l Y] A8
ol oloix] A PA eio] 2AaHrt J=AE 18
2] $13 Fig. 13 22 AFEES AAIEA .

g

i

H343e] B

1m

. Individual
Intra- Emotional i
. i Adaptive
preneurship Intelligence
Performance

T

?

Supportive
Leadership

Fig. 1. Research Model

B ATl E TH AES 918 e 22 B
ol FASH: FYAEL PPoR JRRFEYY
& AHgSIel A% £L STk ZAPEES 20184 04
0U7H 109 29744 A9 WEe] AuAgow

e HEA 1598 ASIF F 1375 AFRA A
shelct

Fo] B0 WA 99(87.6%), AFE2 40EH 49
(434%), 84 Eﬂil =% 9H(788%), Y& Ax
o SR, GRS Ytesleolge By

oM,

(381%), Aw< &
4 106 o] 79%(69.9%),
(3279901 714 @l A3k A

4?42} 379(32.7%), 1A 717ke]
B9 4= 1'5%o] 37

S8 e

of

3.3 W] 22 Aoy 8l 5
& A ARZI47E Al o] JiR1e] A8 el WA
= 9%, 1;41 ]'o Aol A, A A el

o,

4
A}Lﬂﬂ?iﬂzéﬂ% “FFH ol FAlHolv, FIEE
= s flsl dAeEel A9E TRl ek

7199 WHoE 719 el AR Aoy AFES
FEo U 24 S ald o WA E AR &
= 2006) Hisrich(2001), #AZ#
g-Hekstof A}%o} E1r,

i
o,

O:

oﬁ

+ Lassen et

N8 BT

(

ﬂ‘ﬂ, A Hhler EFa)
= AP7I97HEAY SR8 A E

3 g8tz eb=d|, AdATEE
W8l %A}ﬁ}"i ?“éﬁ?_ oA AALA} §
Aol 93 HsA Ao R s 28
EE Adstazt U}C ol &5 o gtrh(Miller, 1983;
Zahra, 1993). o)== M=% 7FeAS oS3t F7-35k9]
A& Al ZodstE = AL X34 (proactiveness)[36]
I Wgol fratste]l 37X AASEA T whekA
ARAFEE ALdsta MHAS F7lete] 9 eaR
21/ (innovativeness), %1%/ (proactiveness), 744
-4 (competitive aggressiveness), A& (autonomy),
“J(alertness) 9] A M= FHEekaral it
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Table 1. Reliability and Validity analysis result

4.1 NFHA} B

AL EgelnA s Ado] dwd A S4H
A% SRSk FHolR, BYAE el 3] 4
A Selaks BAL ofna;

B QAT WeEe) AES BAS A9 Table 13 2
oh B A W WE 90(723, 802, 815,852, 767),

897(.816, .81, 877, .817), .90, 917E AFE9 AlE =

7} =1 WEA#HAe] 9= Aoz Hetdt) Waol g}
FAE SRe) 98 2ATES detelelrh. 247
% kol 05015k vhehd A% Bl g Asshs a1l
©2 B3 B4 Aske Table 13+ 2k,
4.2 ZABAEA
shte] M7t v Mot o) = A& WA, oY
Al Wskel=AE glebr] fls) Al E AAlsk
AL, A A= 06 o3l AF FHAATE =,
08 o]l B tvgeididel =& Aor Add 4= Qlrk
g Aol B AL Al A ool W B

Variable Cronbach’s a item Variable Cronbach’s a item
Innovativeness 723 5 SEA .816 4
Procativeness .802 5 ) OEA .861 4
" Emotional
Intrapre- Compstitive 815 5 Intelligence UOE 877 4
neurship aggressiveness
autonomy 852 5 ROE 817 4
Adaptative Performance .900 21
alertness 767 S Supportive Leadership 917 6
Table 2. Correlation analysis result
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Sex 1
2. Age -4 1
3. Education 041 | -.264" 1
4. Type 016 | =203 | -.007 1
5. Department -145| 138 | -022 | .106 1
6. Position -.102" | 587" | -.151 | .101 | .190° 1
7. Period -233" | 507" | 116 |[-.2867| .008 | .228" 1
8.Team number | -069 | .337" | -012 | -.075 | -.085 | .150 | .261" 1
9. LV -098 | .216' | -.309" | -.186" | .023 | .055 | .015 | .102 1
10. P.A -025 | .091 | -195"| .024 | -.050 | -.050 | -.151 | 170 | .726" 1
11. CA -122 | 317" |-294"| -130 | .063 | .267" | -.030 | .236" | .673" | 666" 1
12. AN 064 | .086 |-331"| .101 | -.046 | 112 | -.146 | .093 | .622" | 681" | 597" 1
13. AL -054 | 183 | -203 | -.128 | -.039 | .231" | .052 | .302" | .520" | 408" | .550" | 431" 1
14, E-l -065 | 157 | -287°| .037 | 111 | .183 | .031 | .087 | .520" | 434" | .328™ | 427" | 541" 1
15. S L -245" | 312" |-333"| .156 | .189" | .383" | .050 | .153 | 469" | 403" | 457" | 477" | 527" | 331" 1
16. A+ P -073 | .085 | 173 | -.036 | .124 | .128 | -.165 | 045 | .377" | 357" | 462" | 359" | .384" | 236 | .230° 1
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4.3 7VEHs
AT 7PES AAE ] ¢J38) SPSS 238

R4S AN

AHg3to] 3]

714 180 AR Q7P A Rl g B
& A= Table 30 AXBHTh A7IQ7bg 49 2

A5l BAE FA A BakS 520, 434, 328, 427,
Sd10]1L, p<0.001e] oA frolskAl e R 74
Ae s et A eI A3 Al tiek 74

20X = BFHE 631, p<0.001] ol A frolahAl vhel
u 7Hd2E AT

7Hd 38 ARRZIQ7HEA T A g sl Hhg 7k 3
ol M Bk 469, 403, 457, 477, 5270111, p<0.0012]
FEol A fofshA veh 73 B A s gl 7}

1& 25

Table 3. Hypothesis 1 analysis result

A 491 AR7I47HA AL
o MiNEE AT Z—ifﬂr% < Table 63} 7+o] A|A]
atiet.

T AIE Avud 3
oZA AR7IA7HA Al e deeo
& sto] fFelahA veldTh (B=.129, 078, -.059, .169,
345, p<0.001— B=.363, p<0.001). &3+ Am e RS 529
oA 507 718 Aoz Hol 7R 5o] mirlsE A
o2 ey 7k 4= AEEih 7Hd 59 HE A=
<Table 7>°] A|A8k3ATh Bgkol 023, .-009, 088,152,
207, p<O.001ell A Bgkol -.1.662, 1943, 291, -1.141,
1.377, p<0.001, 18] 31 R%0] 6044 GGl1= Z7tstn=
7Hd5E A EE A

Emotional Intelligence
Beta t
Innovativeness .520 6.417
Proactiveness 434 5.080
Competitive aggressive 328 3.654
Autonomy 427 4975
Alertness 541 6.779
F 15.012
R? 412
AR? .385
Dependent variable : El / N=113, * p<.05, * p<.001, =+ p<.0001
Table 4. Hypothesis 2 analysis result
Adaptative Performance
Beta t
Emotional Intelligence .631 8.569
F 73428
R .398
AR? .393
Dependent variable : AP / N=113, = p<.05, = p<.001, *» p<.0001
Table 5. Hypothesis 3 analysis result
Adaptative Performance
Beta t
Innovativeness 469 5.600
Proactiveness 403 4.640
Competitive aggressive 457 5.420
Autonomy A77 5.710
Alertness 527 6.534
F 12.374
R? .366
AR? 337

Dependent variable : AP / N=113, = p<.05, * p<.001, *: p<.0001
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Table 6. Hypothesis 4 analysis result

Step1 Step2 Step3
Beta t Beta t Beta t
Sex -.109 -1.170 -121 -1.526 -.131 -1.784
Age .056 425 .066 587 071 673
Education -.276* -3.031 -.128 -1.59%4 -.099 -1.327
Type of Business 139 1.526 196+ 2412 168+ 2220
Department 114 1.318 137 1.888 .092 1.355
Position 214 1.920 .136 1.322 .089 922
Period -.012 -1 .047 515 021 246
Team member number 115 1.270 -.018 -227 .002 033
Innovativeness 129 1.052 .020 173
Proactiveness .078 606 -.010 -087
Competitive aggressive -.059 -509 .067 599
Autonomy 169 1.563 145 1.439
Alertness 345+ 3786 188+ 2,031
Emotional Intelligence 363k 4148
F 5.01 1xxx 013w 047w
R? 278 529 599
AR? 223 467 542

Dependent variable : AP / N=113, = p<.05, * p<.001, *: p<.0001

Table 7. Hypothesis 5 analysis result

Step1 Step2 Step3
Beta t Beta t Beta t

Sex -.109 -1.170 -.135 -1.847 -.136 -1.892

Age .056 425 072 690 A77 1.542
Education -.276* -3.031 -.098 -1.316 -.051 -683

Type of Business 139 1.526 165+ 2178 225+ 2.807
Department 114 1.318 102 1.489 101 1.482
Position 214 1.920 .089 927 .037 365

Period -012 -1 .006 066 -.056 -656

Team member number 115 1.270 -002 -025 .031 426
Innovativeness .023 201 746 1.305
Proactiveness -.009 -073 -.960 -1.670
Competitive aggressive .088 775 -.002 -.003
Autonomy 152 1.515 701 1.524
Alertness 207+ 2202 -434 -1.152
Supportive Leadership -.085 -1.127 =452+ 2434
Interactiont —1.662% -1.260
Interaction2 1.948+ 1.742
Interaction3 291« 269
Interaction4 =1.141% -1.138
Interaction5 1.377+ 1.740

F 5.01 1xxx 9.872x+x 8.591 xxx
R? 278 604 651
AR? 223 543 575

Dependent variable : AP / N=113, = p<.05, * p<.001, *: p<.0001

5. A% AT 23E ok oew 2o
A, "}LH7]‘§7V4/‘J% WA A9 FFE
5.1 7da} 8.oF Bl AAH n) 2= A o7 et 22 oA BT 7L 7]

BATE ARATE Bl AVIRHAT A48 Qg sl ofs) welEelgon], jel el
e BAeE A wihEI AdE Heide Jdngae s =451 gitkeg. Baron, 1999; 2009;
FAaNE AFs] 8 2SS S Cardon et al, 2005, 2009; Shepherd et al, 2009
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