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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The companies must be located in the area, scale up, create jobs, and return to the local economy.
This paper attempted to analyze empirically the relationship between regional context and entrepreneurial
orientation(EO) in the region of Korea.

Methods: This paper analyzed survey data and regional statistics. We measured EO by region and then exam-
ined which regional context affect EO. Regional contexts were measured by population, economic size, budget
size, firm size, innovation capacity, and education level. EO was measured by innovativeness, risk taking,
proactiveness, autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, and need for achievement.

Results: EO was high in the region where the budget size per thousand population, the number of manufacturers
per thousand population, the number of new corporations per thousand population, the number of R&D person-—
nel per thousand population, and the number of students of higher education institutions per thousand pop—
ulation were high.

Conclusion: The implications of this paper are that regional context affect EO, and there are differences
in budget scale, firm size, innovation capacity, and education level. In regions with many investment resources
for innovation and startups and manufacturers, the number of R&D personnel and students of higher education

institutions (future R&D personnel), in particular, determines EO.
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1. A &

A7 AASE st gA" A8 5o EdER Ao FAEA HEH7F A4t Qv v dtE LA o)
w2 2040 A= APGARAGA] 7H-H| 30%7F L 7)es A A0 (Kang Rae Ma, 2017), 7L 5% 202
A7 gl7] Wt o = Vet 2 Azl wFS 719 A 711k, 7)E 719 AR e s Qlst
Axtg] =Fo] vk e A7 3d AES] 41.5%, 5 AEE0] 28.5%2 71-Ul(Statistics Korea,
2018) 714 Aol o3k AR 5 HA] A&7 &2 3ot} (Sunwoo Kim, et al., 2018). YAk 4=
71948783 A2 o] Aok 7197841 2BEQ I FAldl a3 Anto] ofyth. BE 7|§le] &, S 2AUY
g 4= glojof gtk A AAY HPH A&7 S M ALY 7199 S SIS $3 bl
npA Eofof g},

71971441 G Aol ‘2] Ho 1?} FAe SR AT799o® YehA] ZEHSunwoo Kim, et al., 2019).
AF7HA A2 AL G AA SR 0}14'3 CHEAY, 718 o2 #Hakal dth(Carlsson et al., 2013;
Meyer et al., 2014; Jung Woo Lee, et al., 2017). ‘71471841 0] W& == ‘A9’ on|= F7HE FE9} 2]
ue} s ‘)f‘ﬂﬂ%‘} 559k 7dolthSunwoo Kim, et al., 2018). @A7HA] 7147H441 AT 9olM A=
e A7FAY 52 A AdFg el V9T S thEe ATFAle SR SE SRR ES
AEopel] Btk 7]°u4 7HAa A ol E TAlol B skl AR B o] AAEsit.

o] AT FEVE A=Y AS a3 7197 7] BAlel il ASwAE stat gt o]

H 7197 A S SAsaL, o % 7|9 =AU s 913 7197F Adde
Abstaal ek olel AR thEZA A2 Miller(2016)9] 972 & 4 Jded, o de A

(regional entrepreneurship)"% ooz 1708 9] gha=gol ek W8E4S 538 ‘A 7|97 oA o5

rg 4
2
18
fo
[40
=2
of
o

=
A heket AFFAE FAEHITh Miller(2016)= ‘A% 71474 9] AT tifo] A, A9 -z,
e, F7HA 540] Y5 (entrepreneurial activity) S 7I97HEA] oGl GEE mA A, A, A
g Admste 7197k A7 e B30 tigk A57F FE olEthal Fofsisith

2. o124 w4 2 A7
2.1 7197} A48

719718 ATl Tt vheket Agofrh 9l T, & el ZIvEAlE rlEle] et et 8 el =
A3} & =

E78ka, e 2] A F& w3]ste] [H A< XW]E MZE M E ZFEshe A4 ™
Aoz Aot wak 22 2919 7| A7PAA Vo] X &skE B} A SOl tdk 548 aedof 5t
=g, o]z]dk 22 w799 % AFAHS 7)197F X84 (entrepreneurial orientation, ©]8F EO)o]g}al H gkt}

(Chang Hee Han, et al., 2014).

7197F A 719 FALEY 7197 S gtk 7197 ARl #e 9= Mintzberg(1973)9
77 Ak 4 wAlof] $ak Ao A 1 AY9S 28 4 glon EAAo R AL 2+ AL Miller(1983)
7} EO9] #+4 24 & 414 (innovativeness), ¥87H44(risk taking), X134 (proactiveness) 0.2 T3+ AF-5-
Elo]th(Jung Woo Lee, et al., 2018 #21-€). Lumpkin & Dess(1996)% ©|S LAAAM Millere] Al 2240 24



Kim & Kim : A Study on the Effects of Regional Context on Entrepreneurial Orientation(EO) 849

A (autonomy) @} A% FA 4 (competitive aggressiveness)S 57181 & 5714 242 EO /dS AA L33
t}. o] 9] EO A7-= Miller(1983), Covin & Slevin(1989, 1991)2] A4, d4A, JAFHA ] 3848 wEA
t, Lumpkin & Dess(1996)¢] S, 8748, JIFHA, A&, A4 3449 5714 84 & et AEs &
3 EOE A3 tkJung Woo Lee, et al., 2018). o]E9] A+ BFE AT SAHsIL Utk

Table 1. Related Factors of Entrepreneurial Orientation

Constituents
Researcher innovative— risk proactive- competl.tlve need for
. autonomy | aggressive— .
ness taking ness achievement
ness
McClelland (1962) ® ®
Mintzberg (1973) ® ®
Miller (1983) ® ®
Covin & Slevin
(1988, 1989, 1991) ® ®
Lumpkin & Dess (1996) ® ® ® ®
ARaglon AR “BAl A4 /19D glol ABT EFH WUS A¥sa Agske 7
@’(Robinson et al., 1991), “T}& 7z}t vluste] iAoz A2 Zd 48 A3ste 5899 A

%"(Canlantone et al., 2002), “2B|Ake] Yz} FAld et Q22 s A2S A sy et FxA, 49, 7%
7 294, R&DE E&3AY A9k 73 (Hughes & Morgan, 2007), “A 2% AF, Au|x 715 ZR2AAR
ojojA= A =& ofolt]o], AR, FxA ZrAlzel thgt 229 Fro] gl A9 A" (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), “A
2 AFI A2, g ZEAS S SRR g A B2 ZEAAE S8 2 AS 7170] de
v}2-"(Chang Hee Han, et al., 2014)°. = A 2J3ic},

=4, A8 33 T2 AEES 7)7o] Fedlele 24 g 22 B GA4S 8 =AY R
= 33t A58 &= AL o AEsE A9k A% (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), “49A7 Add =% =
713)o &l 23 YA AYE BstelE o X"Miller & Friesen, 1978) o8 Aw 3t}

AR, AFZL ‘N2 A1 Y Z2AH 2 sloA 249 H54 A% 7]§ A 2 78T =g 4

E”(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), “@A9] AFFH-Z3 AAYAY FaAAe Q=2 7|35 23, AAS Y8 A2
AFEH BAEE =]letH, A/ 5 Gl ”Oi% A S e o ® g o2 mge] A Y=E o S35tal
1ol g8k EZA A" (Venkatraman, 1989) 502 ¥t}

YA, A4S “TRlolu ’lo] ofojr]oju} HlHd-& ZW%}J——’ ol& ¢Holl o274 sh= S HA"(Lumpkin & Dess,
1996), ““JAragol glojx el et B a s AR A9 7Fs/d (Hughes & Morgan, 2007)0]th. A4 EO
of o 84l i, JFHA, A8 el vle) @ FEgton), 71s]e A0S E3ekal 7199 A
1S A7 - Wsteled $838 TS ohe 2 0E EeubdA ZI7HEAS et 8% 84 BAES)
tHSunwoo Kim, et al., 2018 #|¢1€; Lumpkin et al., 2009).

cAlA, AR A A (competitive aggressiveness)S “AlZo A Ak AAAERTE Yol A7) Y& A =
g S 93 A4 713 AW SRS AEeE 4 (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996)0]t}, A2 3244
719 AFhellA AR vlulsiA] AR vAY, A 3, 7HA] AERs T AT 2 9 E oA

° o
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at, ZAAL iR AP, M 3 ToR SA.

oA A A, ’“ﬁﬁ?(need for achievement)¥= “o® o] do|gtx 1AL FE3} T AF2lS Y3}
(& A3E 3= AgEA"(Yoon—jun Lee, et al., 2014; Murray, 1938)0.8 =& AF LIS 717 At
2 749 il}o]”r Atgl el Aol e AMcClelland, 1962) 2.2 YRR

2.2 A9 71974

19784 AR AN AF S e AFFA F2 A AFG A TH7HN S e AT
A oA EYA o R FHH SHERIHIFS AFRoPE Bre FETh 2388 77T AY ohE T
A3t Sunwoo Kim, et al., 2018). ¥4 AF2Z4 Carlsson et
27 al & AR AA A e shuR 7]% ket Meyer et al.(2014)7}
—Er@ﬁ?} 7197F4 Al AT G E ‘A2 )%l 7|7} e entrepreneurial university), 2% 3}, 7157]
Y(family business)s THF= 71978219 T4l - ellA Hlojd V]efol| 77k Sel2=Eol £3s o] ik
Baumgartner et al.(2013)& 3 &2 719714412 X194 714kS- 1) Urban core, 2) Suburban, 3) Small city,
4) Rural metropolitan, 5) Rural nonmetropolitan®.& 338 % 9l i1(Renski, 2008), 7o) t}2 A&
EAl-%F o] W(urban-rural dichotomy) €2 7|54 TAE TAHLR 3t TA-FHH o] H(centre-pe-
riphery dichotomy)©] §&3+ &A1/ d ot} &2 Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, & 2] 7147}
AT AGLAE = A de] 7l AN o] HA] sl SR ATddew Wil st
ol wskar 71947 Alel tigh Aol A Ao o] THAlE T84S Tl GRS Al A9H
Q01" WEo]th(Youngsoo Kim, 2006). 7101 Flo|gli= o AbA A6 akS njx]= Q01 w9 thoFabA|ut ‘x|’

T

2>
g =2
= L
® _1m
rir
_OL
T
o,
Q
-
N
2
fru
o
rir
poy
o,
Zi

_4

o £3}4, ALs|H, AXH, F§4 o] wl¢ T8 cHWagner & Sternberg, 2004; Youngsoo Kim, 2006).

olel wpe} & Aol M= AGH wWehs S, AAl, dih 714, A", wsFE 59 6714 aEE T,
S5t e ‘j”i ol 88ES *}517% é (AT, e, SHFE)F A SAAATE, 7197, 549
Fow Bl B vk AA, AbsA L 58k QUM A A o] 52 A oA 7PES BHf =S
ASls FEAY EE%L 7Fs/dol Erh ﬂ‘#é}tﬂ A& A T8 fsie =S RS} 7)e, A4S
711 1A A o] AgsiAl g Eolof aF7] wimolth webA 1A - A9 7197 AEH el S A
o= ZA-ggtt B4, AAA SHAA BH vy 2Tt Sdstal AAEe] Wel o= A9l 7HES Bt A
AR o7 N2 AFYS 78 beAdo] k. Hl=YA PRV A3, kst A9e ankE uASo] B thkat

fr
Ho

& 7 329 P AR ok vebd AR 23, Adske 71dEe] B, )
lez]
Ll

o r2
o,
e
u
o

v RIom

N
o
B

B e MER AR, 670 498 Ue aaEe FUANS FEE Sust 3 7 500
2 BR Pseh 04 wsrEst GA9F, 195 FYA9E FEe 20002 ¥ 5 gk Age) afeE
o F, olo] WE HAY HFo] F5a0 £ar} BLFS Telw A 7Y BEFS Y B A3
A, 7164 waks Sol wol 358 Aola ol 1 A9 /17t AHE ol I4H GFE v W Aol
oh B AT, oAk, FATRE 39713 A9 SWOR WEHE 5 vk AU AT B 25T o
o] Fatvl, 4G9 AN TR ARFS Bl Bk 718 FFE Bobd AolY] Woleh Telwm o] F 7
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2 AT oeld 1EAT N8 B Tes 2 AT Fhagi

il

M A9 meel nre} 7 95E) 7197 AFHS Folsk 9 Aol
M1 A9 Qe a7 7197k AFHS Ael7k 9 Aol
M 21 A9 AR aret 7G5 7197k AGHS el7t 9 Aol
7ML 31 A9 aktRel net 75 7197k AFHS Ael7k 9 Hole.
M 41 A9 )it aet 7G5 7197k AGHS Aelrk 9 Aol
M 5 1 A9 Haeel gt 75l 7197k AFHe Felrk A Aol
M6 1 A9 weEe] uhet 7195E] 7197k AFHS Folsk 9 Aol

a3 o)de] MMES EYglelH a9l <Figure 1> 2t}

Entrepreneurial

Regional Context

Orientation
+ Population + Innovativeness
» Production + Risk taking
+ Budget + Proactiveness
« Company size + Autonomy
» Innovation Capacity + Competitive aggressiveness
+ Education Level + Need for achievement

Figure 1. Research Model

3. dHE

3.1 £EF3 U A9 +4
ER7199] 197 AFHL 20184 V1974 et B e stk V1974 ARt & %
W 7174 A% % AEE 4e delln 45 AUE 4 ot BAAR ATH B9 AT 2w ol

AR 2A AR FEFE BAOE 20144 AHEAIE Ao vhd 2AE 3L gl 77}

AMHAIE o 3HME AV 53 PEE 8 d FEEAReIH
FE7HS A= 3,29970 AFFAIR, 20169 7] ASAFFA AL AFGA] BEE AR 952 170 95F
I 57 FAR} FEFOE RO, A9S WA TeHsR 8ot S EFEYHoR 44 RS
FEolom, ATl SARAE TR F UlelA] FARE ek A9l wE AY § AlFFEstt
Z3he AE-A|(structured questionaire)S )&, A

Al o, AFANE MHEAE AT

2R
= AFE 95%, BE0A £1.71%, £HY Tl o i

:‘o
ol
=51
e

(

} 6.95%= A= At

FN
to

1) 2017 =71sAEA A SA(EAME 427001, 2017.2.28.).
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3.2 H9 234
7198 7197F AL 670 aQ1(FAA, A7, AR, AEA, A8, AFHETHeRE TR ¢
AE AER 2483 ok ¢4, AL 1) 7164 99 22, 2) 397 AF 2 Aus 1w, 3) 347 AFE 2
AR~ W AEE Ev I £Fo® S0 AT D A8 g AT 2) BEAA/ES A dig
E48 9 Q) 3) B/20 P AFAD) 24¢ Fu ) FFog P AFAELS 1) F4A
of tigk MAA A, 2) AF 713 Fo oA AR 2HE Fil I £FoRE ARSI
Table 2. Metrics for Entrepreneurial Orientation : innovativeness, risk taking, proactiveness

innovativeness

risk taking

proactiveness

Our organization emphasizes R&D,
technological superiority and
technological innovation.

Our organization believes that acting
boldly and comprehensively is best
for achieving corporate goals.

Our organization takes action before
everything else

Our organization has had many
product and services over the last
three years.

Our organization has a high risk, but
a strong tendency to pursue high
profitable projects.

Our organization is the first to
introduce new products, new
management techniques and new
process technologies in the industry.

Our organization has undergone
significant changes and innovations
in products and services over the

past three years.

Our organization is bold and
aggressive to explore potential
opportunities when making decisions

in uncertain situations.

Our organization takes the lead over
competitors when introducing new
products or ideas.

EF AEE2 D Fed A AR, 2) AF 78 A F
sHdos 3l E@ew sS4 78‘%—’%%1 3—8— D 74 Al ﬂ]
4, 3) Al tE 55l 23e Fal 5 £FeE ARG S
2] w@em A

Table 3. Metrics for Entrepreneurial Orientation :

autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, need for achievement

autonomy

competitive aggressiveness

need for achievement

Our organizations often work
independently and on teams to create
and complete ideas or action plans.

Our organization enjoys competition
and is motivated by competition.

Our organization tends to push things
to the end, no matter what the
difficulties are.

Members are self-directed in
creating market opportunities.

Our organization tends to take a bold
and aggressive approach to
competition.

Our organization keeps pushing
ahead even if it is difficult.

Members are free to work regardless
of the organization's own rules or
restrictions.

Our organization tends to neutralize
and overwhelm competitors.

Our organization is very active in
order to win competition from other
companies in the same industry.

The management practices of our
organizational management are very
aggressive and always competitive.
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4.1 71284

3,29970 AF A R, AR, dEd AL v Aok REE BE 10~4990 AMIAIZE 39.8%E 71
H|go] Fom, AR E AH|2glo] 39.2%0|th JEHEE FH7IY Buke 74 o)dE dRIg e Hsol
89.5%°]t}.

Table 4. Distribution by size, firm age and industry
frequency ratio(%) frequency ratio(%)
Agriculture,
1~9 580 17.6 Forestry & 42 1.3
Fisheries
] 10~49 1,313 39.8 manufacturing 466 14.1
size ;
50~99 472 14.3 Wholesale & retal 336 10.2
business
100~299 617 18.7 industry Accommodation 198 6.0
300~ 317 9.6 Service 1,293 39.2
~3year 6 0.2 Hinance & 195 5.9
Insurance
firm 3~7year 342 10.4 Real estate & 134 41
age rental business
T~44year 2,750 83.4 others 635 19.2
45year~ 201 6.1
AgHZ Szt ¥ S AvE™ ME 28.2%, 7] 19.5%, HAF 8.7% 2] <ot
Table 5. Respondent Distribution by Region

region frequency | ratio(%) region | frequency | ratio(%) region frequency | ratio(%)

Gangwon 85 2.6 Daejeon 74 2.2 Jeonnam 112 3.4

Gyeonggi 644 19.5 Busan 287 8.7 Jeonbuk 70 2.1
Gyeongnam 203 6.2 Seoul 931 28.2 Jeju 36 1.1
Gyeongbuk 152 4.6 Sejong 8 0.2 Chungnam 104 3.2

Gwangju 62 1.9 Ulsan 68 2.1 Chungbuk 87 2.6

Daegu 252 7.6 Incheon 124 3.8
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Table 6. Mean value and inter—item reliability for each factor

Minimun Maximum Average Standard deviation | Questions cronbach's a
innovativeness 1.00 7.00 3.80 1.25 3 0.907
risk taking 1.00 7.00 3.94 1.17 3 0.889
proactiveness 1.00 7.00 3.91 1.14 3 0.888
Entrepreneurial | tonomy 1.00 7.00 4.04 1.16 3 0.885
competitive _
AQrESSVENess 1.00 7.00 3.89 1.15 5 0.922
need for
achievement 1.00 7.00 4.97 1.19 2 0.903
AQH=Z 7|97}t NS T8¢ Zi= <Table 7>3 )
Table 7. Regional level of entrepreneurial orientation
region score |ranking region score |ranking region score |ranking
Gangwon 47.49 16 Gyeonggi 51.98 6 Gyeongnam 51.40 8
innovativeness | 38.43 17 innovativeness | 46.87 7 innovativeness | 46.14 10
risk taking 46.73 11 risk taking 49.11 8 risk taking 47.73 10
proactiveness | 42.29 17 proactiveness | 48.30 7 proactiveness | 47.48
autonomy 46.01 15 autonomy 50.99 7 autonomy 50.41
compeﬁtwe 43.73 17 compgtltlve 48.96 8 compgtltlve 47.45 10
aggressiveness aggressiveness aggressiveness
need for 1 775 | 1o need for | ga a5 | 7 need for g 17 | 4
achievement achievement achievement
Gyeongbuk 49.86 11 Gwangju 53.05 4 Daegu 49.83 12
innovativeness | 45.32 12 innovativeness | 47.13 6 innovativeness | 47.51 4
risk taking 45.69 16 risk taking 49.55 6 risk taking 46.60 13
proactiveness | 46.67 12 proactiveness | 51.08 4 proactiveness | 48.06 8
autonomy 48.17 12 autonomy 51.52 5 autonomy 49.12 10
compgtltlve 45.46 13 compgtltlve 48.44 7 compgtltlve 47.91 11
aggressiveness aggressiveness aggressiveness
need for 1 gr 00 | g need for 1 6 56 | g need for g6 48 | 16
achievement achievement achievement
Daejeon 57.49 1 Busan 51.35 10 Seoul 52.51 5
innovativeness | 56.01 1 innovativeness | 47.21 5 innovativeness | 46.64 9
risk taking 55.33 1 risk taking 50.54 4 risk taking 50.44 5
proactiveness | 53.53 2 proactiveness | 49.94 5 proactiveness | 49.87 6
autonomy 58.56 1 autonomy 51.24 6 autonomy 52.36 4
Comp§t1tlve 52.61 9 compgtltlve 49.55 5 Compe.tltlve 48.97 6
aggressiveness aggressiveness aggressiveness
need for 1 g9 | 5 need for 1 5061 | 17 need for 1 geue | 11
achievement achievement achievement
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region score |ranking region score |ranking region score |ranking
Sejong 56.81 2 Ulsan 51.36 9 Incheon 49.06 13
innovativeness | 53.47 2 innovativeness | 44.04 14 innovativeness | 45.97 11
risk taking 52.08 3 risk taking 48.20 9 risk taking 46.37 14
proactiveness | 54.86 1 proactiveness | 46.98 10 proactiveness | 46.28 14
autonomy 56.25 3 autonomy 48.45 11 autonomy 46.64 13
ag(ig?’rssseisngeGSS 03.33 1 agfgorzlé)seitflgr\:;s 50.39 4 agi;orr:spsiszr\ll;s 45.75 12
acr}llfeegerfr?;nt 7083 ! acr;lfeegerfl?ernt 70.10 3 acr;lfj\iierfr?;nt 63.37 13
Jeonnam 47.52 15 Jeonbuk 48.12 14 Jeju 46.82 17
innovativeness | 41.72 15 innovativeness | 44.92 13 innovativeness | 41.05 16
risk taking 46.03 15 risk taking 46.67 12 risk taking 43.52 17
proactiveness | 44.05 16 proactiveness | 44.76 15 proactiveness | 46.45 13
autonomy 44.69 16 autonomy 46.19 14 autonomy 42.59 17
ag(ig?rélg;s;l;s ss 45.03 15 ag(igirerl:sitflgr\:eejss 4414 16 agcgorr:spseis:r\ll;s 45.28 14
ac?lfs\(/jerfsént 63.62 12 acr;lfeegefr?ernt 62.02 15 acrfll?ee)\iierfl?;nt 62.04 14
Chungnam 56.25 3 Chungbuk 51.54 7
innovativeness | 53.31 3 innovativeness | 46.68
risk taking 53.85 2 risk taking 49.17
proactiveness | 51.82 3 proactiveness | 46.93 11
autonomy 57.48 2 autonomy 50.96 8
ag(igcl)’rerfseiser;S 02.15 3 ag(ig()rrerfsei:/lzr\:eejss 4770 J
acrlllfeejefr?(:nt 68.91 6 acrllleisgefr?(:nt 67.82 I

%47k AT vl G B Aol A A5 S AP L TE0
Fom T 5 ALY W) 25L A1 WA, $ 170 A%e) /197 Ay B
g B3 A 40% A%E A7 0 3, OF 1, 7§ 22 BRI 2, 717t

=
Ty
I, Aol e

?‘M @?% E 3, L 2, % 1 o R ) vehdth T1E 3ol oA, Mg B
T 20 A7), A, A Ak Ak s, Wi 23 VI7E AgA o] AP e g 1ol 91, A,
A, A9, AlF7E SRk T R A9 2 <Table 8>3 &t
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Table 8. Regional level of entrepreneurial orientation

group region score
Jeju 3.8093

Gangwon 3.8493

Group 1 Jeonnam 3.8513
Jeonbuk 3.8871

Incheon 3.9439

Daegu 3.9898

Gyeongbuk 3.9913

Busan 4.0809

Group 2 Ulsan 4.0815
Gyeongnam 4.0839

Chungbuk 4.0926

Gyeonggi 4.1189

Seoul 4.1504

Gwangju 4.1829

Group 3 Chungnam 4.3751
Sejong 4.4083

Daejeon 4.4495

0 G/ AN ARE S ST TAHA BT Table 0>k ek A U] A7 kel

l hul
A, 1Y TR, HNGF, BEFEL A BHAA AR g, AT £ 20174 FAR 71F AFFE,

B G 195 GROP, AHEE. 17 18099 o) T, A9 T 1 12 A 7 10
SEEQSE otk SA9%e AT 1A% RED A AF 1999 RED AN wolth WE5E o4
AT 199F NS/ % FFE Boh
Table 9. Regional Context Index
regional context index variable unit / year of measurement
Population (D number of population thousand people/2017
Production @ GRDP per person %/2015
Budget @ Budget scale per thousand people one million(¥)/2017

@ Manufacturers per thousand

(® Startups per thousand no./2015, no./2016

Company size

® R&D personnel per thousand

@ R&D investment per thousand person/2015, 1 billion(#)/2015

Innovation capacity

Education level Higher education student per thousand person/2016
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T 87 Wl e w3t S golslr] Yato] BAHEA(ANOVA)S A8 e o Ay
<Table 10>3} 2t} & 87 W4 FollA o5 5%l = 1Y dibtE, 1393 Alz2A] ﬂl#, 1%4\33% kil
TN FTE Fo S AolE BHYlTh aea 179} 138 15§73 G =
10%01 4 o8k 2Fel & Btk ek Q15+ 1919 GRDP 1?41 1AH G A AEFEA = 157 %91@ Z}o]
& HolA ottt

Table 10. One-way ANOVA

Variable Label N Mean Pargmeter DF Mean F p-value
Estimate Square
1 5 1722 BSS | 13537377.32 2 6768689 | 0.61 | 0.557
@ number of 2 7 3875 WSS | 155324710.8 14 | 11094622
population 3 5 3048.2 TSS | 168862088.1 16
A 17 | 2998.59
1 5 2585.6 BSS | 1550097.059 2 775048.5 [0.659| 0.534
@ GRDP 2 7 | 3291714 | WSS | 15285209.38 13 1175785
per person 3 4 3176.25 TSS 16835306.44 15
AA | 16% | 3042.188
1 5 | 8.112814 | BSS 24,963 2 12.481 [4.684| 0.028
®) Budget scale ™ 7 | 5.805822 | WSS 37.302 14 2.664
per thousand 131 1 1
people 3 5 | 5.131676 | TSS 62.26 6
A 17 | 6.286071
1 5 | 6.058408 | BSS 45.738 2 22.869 | 8.09 | 0.005
@ 2 7 | 9.13527 WSS 39.577 14 2.827
Manufacturers 1 1
per thousand 3 5 | 5.587069 | TSS 85.315 6
A 17 | 7.186722
1 5 | 1.679306 | BSS 1.346 2 0.673 |2.746| 0.099
® Startups 2 7 | 1.365624 | WSS 3.432 14 0.245
per thousand 3 5 | 2.044189 | TSS 4.778 16
A 17 | 1.657461
1 5 6.38481 BSS 313.72 2 156.86 [5.335| 0.019
® R&D person- 2 7 | 9.620793 | WSS 411.659 14 29.404
nel per thousand 3 5 | 17.229801 | TSS 725.379 16
A 17 | 10.906977
, 1 5 | 0.42346 BSS 4516 2 2.958 2476 0.12
@ R&D invest= 7 | 0959792 | WSS 12.769 14 | 0912
ment per thou-
sand 3 5 | 1.757085 | TSS 17.285 16
A 17 | 1.036545
_ 1 5 | 55520358 | BSS 2650.917 2 1325.458 |2.789| 0.096
Higher educa~ = 7 | 56.123675 | WSS 6652.873 14 | 475.205
tion student per 272882 | TSS 9303.79 16
thousand 3 5 83.27 7
A 17 | 63.931289

* note. Sejong’s GRDP(2015) value does not exist



858 J Korean Soc Qual Manag Vol. 47, No. 4: 847-859, December 2019

s

o
frtl
Lot
ro,
A,
32
£
-
utl
2
o
frtl
N
2
2
w
o
N
incs
N
>
o
ox N

4
[40
[t
ox,
[40
rO
-4
td
o
ox
2
=
td
f
O,
rir
ek
>
ot
offl
tjo
-
o
i)
4
%9,
rir
-3
2
By
BN

? o2
Nox e

in!
L]
fhed
o}
fd
3
o
2

>

2
o
o
=

o3
o

N
)
ol
2
=
o
e
X
2
=
:oé
i3
Je olN
M
to 1%

[ez]

-
SARIL, o]F 2ALYC D] AR 7He
5, A9 ot Axg ABEQS 5, Ay 9 5, s asTwe] g

kil o

A Theat ol A 4 gtk A

o
~
e
N
sl
R
o
oX
)
2,
)
lo
=
N
o
ol\
ol
_OrL
32
ful

2
(r oft
o,
rL
ki
=,
lo,
Of
)
ft

dx oz sAslor Sk A, 2 7oA

& 974
CERE ATIAE BN, SN, 2EA] FolE For sl sk
gl

REFERENCES

Calantone, R. et al. 2002. “Learning orientation, firm innovation capability, and firm performance.” Industrial
Marketing Management 31(6):515-524.

Carlsson, B. et al. 2013. “The evolving domain of entrepreneurship research.” Small Business Economics 41,
913-930.

Chang Hee Han, et al. 2014. “Development of entrepreneurship level diagnosis model.” KoEF + KORMS

Covin, J., and Slevin, D. 1989. “Strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign environments.” Strategic
Management Journal 10(1):75-87.

Covin, J., and Slevin, D. 1991. “A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior.” Entrepreneurship theory
and practice (16)1:7-26.

Hughes, M., and Robert, M. 2007. “Deconstructing the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and business
performance at the embryonic stage of firm growth.” Industrial Marketing Management 36(5):651-661.

Jung Woo Lee, et al. 2017. “In-depth study of 2017 Entrepreneurship Survey.” KoEF-STEPL
Kang Rae Ma. 2017. Local City Death Note, gaemagowon.

Lumpkin, T, et al. 2009. “Understanding and measuring autonomy: An entrepreneurial orientation perspective.”
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 33(1):47-69.

Lumpkin, T., and Gregory, D. 1996. “Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to
performance.” Academy of management Review 21(1):135-172.

McClelland, D. 1962. “Business drive and national achievement.” Harvard Business Review 40(4):99-112.

Meyer, M. et al. 2014. “Origin and emergence of entrepreneurship as a research field, Scientometrics.”



Kim & Kim : A Study on the Effects of Regional Context on Entrepreneurial Orientation(EO) 859

98(1):473-485.
Miller, D. 1983. “The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms.” Management Science 29(7):770-791.
Miller, D., and Peter, F. 1978. “Archetypes of strategy formulation.” Management Science 24(9):921-933.
Mintzberg, H. 1973. “A new look at the chief executive's job.” Organizational Dynamics 1(3):21-30.
Miller. 2016. Dominant perspectives and discussions within the regional entrepreneurship liter

Murray, A. 1938. “Explorations in personality: A clinical and experimental study of fifty men of college age.” New
York: Oxford Press.

Robinson, P. et al., 1991. “Entrepreneurship education in America's major universities.” Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice 15(3):41-52.

Statistics Korea. 2018. statistics on corporate life and death.
Sunwoo Kim, et al. 2018. “How to Scale Up Local Small and Medium Cities.” STEPI Insigh 225, STEPL

Sunwoo Kim, et al. 2019. “The impact of regional factors on entrepreneurship.” Presentation at The Korean
Assocation of Small Business Studies Spring Conference.

Venkatraman, N. 1989. “The concept of fit in strategy research: Toward verbal and statistical correspondence.”
Academy of Management Review 14(3):423-444.

Yoon-jun Lee, et al. 2014. “Startup Activation Strategies for Corporate Partnership - Focused on Corporate
Venturing Activities.” Policy Research, 1-208.

Youngsoo Kim. 2006. “Entrepreneurship and Regional Development : Theoretical Approach.” KIET Industrial
Economy, Korea Institute for Industrial Economics & Trade.



