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Abstract  This study analyzed the direct effect of peer trustworthiness dimensions on individual
Ambidexterity, and also tested the moderating effect of market turbulence. Market turbulence reflected
in this study is to refer to the degree of changes in consumer preferences and demand in the market.
The research results are as follows. First, as a result of analyzing the relationship between
trustworthiness dimensions and individual Ambidexterity, it was found that competence and
authenticity had a significant effect on individual Ambidexterity. Second, in the relationship between
trustworthiness dimensions and individual Ambidexterity, market turbulence shows a negative (—)
interaction effect with ability, and a positive (+) interaction effect with integrity, thereby was analyzed

to be playing a moderating role between trustworthiness dimensions and individual Ambidexterity.
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Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Variables Estimate Alpha AVE C.R.
ABIL1 .855
ABIL2 791
ABIL3 .895
Ability .943 .800 .960
ABIL4 776
ABIL5 .950
ABIL6 .886
BENE1 760
BENE2 .816
Benevolence BENE3 .647 .946 .651 1903
BENE4 .880
BENES .887
INTE1 .649
INTE2 .807
INTE3 .842
Integrity .905 733 1943
INTE4 764
INTES 617
INTE6 770
TURB1 814
TURB2 744
Market TURB3 289 892 699 | 902
Turbulence
TURB4 429
TURB5 469
INNO1 .868
Individual INNO2 875
Innovation .874 .646 .900
Activity INNO3 .802
INNO4 .648

Chi—Square: 485.64(df=205, p<0.001), KMO: 0.947,
Bartlett's Test: 7571.59(p<0.001)



100 dAEgEHFAT A194 A9s

12 APy Ae)

2 QeI ALE MFEL 54 Al fALE 5
Aoz e AR PEe Fa SYskiths A
o4 FQPE BZL WAT 7P5Hol Ak ol F v
Qg B 9% B NS Hasksh) s
of A FHTANA HEe) 2Ao] me A5 wIE
2717 A3 T A Fejz ARe] 24 2R
o A9l wlEatedTh, Ei, Aol Tl Haol
ot olslE ATE A A AFS weomH 32

o] FEHUAL, 7P drgHol Z aclo] HA 4t
H
i=]

S|
AAAA B2 A= Table 29F 2t} WA, A<
HA L AN AT AHaA vt

=A VUERYa glom, A EAd 7= 0.199, 0.154,
7} Tk AEde) AEAt
A3} Aol A km Al o] ATASE Zh2) (0.348, 0.449,
AR E0] BT Q1A

=
Pyl T FFS 1A o AT,

Table 2. Result of Correlation Analysis

Category Mean | SD 1 2 8] 4 B
1.Ability 5.737 | .956 | .894
2.Benevolence |5.386 | 1.087 |.692" | .807
3.Integrity 5.753 | .947 |.845™|.757" | .856

4.Turbulence |5.397 | .867 |.199™|.154™|.212" | .836
5.Innovation 5.143 | .976 |.348™ | .449™ | .412"|.231"| .804

#p <.05, =xp <01, #=xxp <001

4.4 7t AA

21g)d o] EAk o] Z1Q1A Fsdel WA= ek 4
55 A% Axnrd DeAE 59 (B=0.187,
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Table 3. Result of Hypothesis

Dependent Variables: Individual Ambidexterity
Category Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 VIF
Constant 4.820™" 5.055™" 5.048""
Job Period 111 .040 .040 1.044
Ability(A) 187 .204™ 2.959
Benevolence(B) —.068 —.069 2.911
Integrity(C) 255 248" 4.053
Turbulence(D) 468" A75™ 1.108
A XD —.215" 3.374
B XD .036 2.680
C XD 197" 4.757
R? .026 .385 408
AR? .359™ .023™
F 8.116™ 36.693™ 24,947

#p <.05, #xp <01, =xp <001
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