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#H #% [ B4 2 (interorganizational relationships > f& f IORs ) & M AYRE » —
HUKRE ZE G R EZMWHE R OHEE - MEHRRKR - BHERED
(R fE R TR il - PRAL T & #% o 0 AH 2 W8 1Y 1A ok B i I - (A
It ANEE TR B R A A BE CR P 22 B o kG Bl P AR B R A% Bl g (Moller Kz
Svahn » 2006) - 55 5t 52 flq b 9% . 3% 2K AR - R EUE £ 1970 U4 B 4n A
wE S R AR BRI AE ~ R ESHEAS 2 EmE
ez gmat - R > HRAMBREEE RGN AH R - g EH
Ryt & g A% B SR ik P G~ BB R IR m S BB EN - AL T kB
M EYIOR BRE W > A% rEHE 2R HRES » HRE
MHEEHFHE (B R~ 78 > HEREESE) CHmEFFME -

i > HRIIORSE B W52 Ui » EMHE S & ~ EiZ - BEESHE
IORs Ky JE = Bd P il Ji [A] ~ IORs 2 & B fi V5 (governance) ~ L K IORs Z ¥ AL
(evolution) 5 - ¢ & B ] BE HY A E 2K E - 58 2L 78 SO R B b Al Bl R — K
Bt 5% B A > O 6k A T (structural) (Y A 52 0 B0 HE & M BE AU AYIORs 72 =0 (i 1A 1
) S HP Rl K 32 B GE R aE - A kL B R B R R 1 e Bk R SR W 1 A
(configuration) ~ L Kz i #i ] #7 vo B ) o2 8% 5T R HL DO BE - Fir o 3 1Y) /2 25 6 B £
e i~ R X (' B {77 6 B R Y A AL 1R P S ie R (Ring Kz Vande Ven > 1992;
Heide > 1994; Sobrero Kz Schrader - 1998; Oliver k2 Ebers » 1998; Poppo iz Zenger >
2002; Srinivasan Jz Brush - 2006; Ryall 5 Sampson > 2009; Aggarwal ~ Siggelkow J
Singh > 2010) ° ()F2 JF [ (process) > £ > IORs 7 5% J&& Bd A - 2 7 BV
b~ BRGRA e Y ~ DL A AR iE o B 8 23 A < TORs 3 5E (adaptation)
R (Zajac Jz Olsen » 1993; Grandori fz Soda > 1995; Nooteboom » 1996; Woolthuis -
Hillebrand K Nooteboom > 2005; Jacobides §z Winter > 2005; Sarkar - Aulakh 5 Ma-
dhok - 2009; Xia » 2011) - [ 3t &% 1 1] B4 F2 e 1A — {16 B 52 Y (7] /9 IORs fff 52 3C
W ECHEEEMER TIORsA & 2 A'E - WiEHM&ME BB - 8
RmAR ~ BB A - DL G R Hl o B At B E S -

CEHAT R IR > (ERMEBELM S > IORs Z B 78 SRR EELFE © () IORs
RIS HER - R PRAE e 5+ (8 S Ay & 37 - 58 3 #H #% (focal firm) 4071 A7 58 {1 H:
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R e ST B RE T - DUE SOt AE AR FE FH #H #% [ & i (Das k& Teng » 2000;
Dyer }z Singh > 1998; Lavie » 2006; Schreiner ~ Kale 5 Corsten » 2009 ) » ()% 37 1F
¥ TORs it V6 B il 3% &1 < W 72 A » B2 H #H %% T BA fR SR I8 (Zajac K Olsen »
1993; Zaheer K Venkatraman > 1995) i ffi 4 55 li§ (Nooteboom » 1996) &~ ##f = » LA
Fe ) DL 5% 5% #5 Ry (8 B 2 AH #% ) 4. B 58 B% > 20 Chen ~ Smith 5z Grimm (1992)
< B HE i 5+ (Competitive Dynamics) ~ 1 5z Brandenburger Ei Stuart (2007) f7 $2 Hi &
“Biform games” » 5@ 3 #H A% 138 FH ({H ) (rent-competing) 5 {E {H J& A (value-capture)
Z L 8 [ 58 W& (Chatain - 2011) -

# 37 FA Hif 5 TORs 5 P Bl 55 B 4 TORs AH B BT 92 ST Bk 9 B 6t B A SCiE
10G ;7 — {[ — fi% £ TR % (two generic strategies for interorganizational governance) i+ ¥
SR - W R TORs BELE A 19 5E S 00 FE Y » R HE NS o AT 5 2K A i 9
(rationality) » e HE(EEl:E (value creation » VC)EE{E {H 2 J& (value appropriation °
VA) A — fig T SR -

— ~ IOR E#i’8

4018 FET R AR BT P T T (25 ) S BT BAIL A > BERA 4 1 B S A A

S > (G5 T I BT FABEL R ARRE A 3152 72 470 R interdependence)
(Grandori > 1997; Gulati 5 Singh » 1998 ) - [&] [FL {[&l 1] AH #8% iKF 22 28 {0 36 ~ 8 -
A A F8 38 1922 B (Grandori > 1997; Gulati % Singh » 1998) o [fij 5 L& 1% B &5 i

FAl i & IR A s BB A - [ EE N MAKE - IORs Z KB A[ L) F & 3
TELAIFR L - WEHNAEMS - WRERHEMK K - BIER S
o B I B/ A R BRI+ DA SIAH 8k & I 2 #R B A 8 Vi ) o #8775 { L (economiizing)
(Williamson » 1991) » [t A1 5 Williamson Kz #0543 9 4% 75 BE 5 225 A fi o2 #EE |
B9 IE A4 - SRR PO TS Williamson (2005) & 8 1 » 6 i B9 2 i 3
B JRED A ST (O AFE T FER | (good order) » Bl R (2) AT SE{E
9 T %4k | (workable arrangement) < 75 $R A" & [t — 75 K 5 FE IR IORs Y AR E - Al
A MY AH # fE # 16 (JOG) » BI4E MM RAfR e " 2Bk ) S5 2R - EHHAE A
By TR F ) aoB AL o DUNE RS A AR R R B AR R 2 AR (ERR
b))+ 52 B BE A w2 SR 1 H AR -
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e Hem A BB K E - ARRIERERNTE > HEZEERZE —
"R ER [ (big question) * Ry (a[ Wk /E T EEAAEIE , B & — £ (Why do
firms differ in value creation?) (Zajac sz Olsen » 1993; Pitelis Jz Teece » 2009 ) - F A
Fo Gt EREMREZEHERLARLSE (UERFEHECHEHLH) ER
HEHE o BB EAYSE o ST — B AR o AN R Y SR i 2R 22 1 B F AR
[E] Gl > FIA0O 5 38N R A EEANEZ "), 0 40 > Porter i fi & 18 H (H
T B 3 O 5 18 25 B A S B G B2 A AT E AR IUAMEL AR B IR ZARARE A 0 B
EHE o QFFMMANFRINEEASE "AR REAM "o, REE
a0 > Ik (Pie 5 Rent) HYEIE B 55552 (JRED » FLEIKEBFEL 736 ) (Gulati J2
Wang > 2003; Dyer ~ Singh 7z Kale » 2008 ) -+ Kz £A7H F1| 25 B H: [&] F1] %% (private/common
benefit) 1 & 43> (Lavie > 2006; Kumar > 2008; Chatain J; Zemsky > 2009; Chatain >
2011) o FE4N > (3) 3K 40 Lepak ~ Smith f Taylor (2007) /£ Academy of Management
Review 15 B8 " {E{E A& #JZ T (Special Topic Forum) f# & 1 Fft 58 5 (9 - %
28 {E 81 55 B {5 {5 1 B (capture) # 2 Y VG > BF 58 & & o JE U I ot W& o0 (BB
19 "B Y (target) B {E {H HY T 2R Y (source) o TR Y FB HY 2 0 G FE AN
(perceived) B 5 73 & B T (realized) (EAE A ERY 5 " 2RI 4 AE+E - G DU AR
iy 77 =\ 3 (B {5 7 4 (generate) BV Bl 3E T MY INEE - It ~ & H 5% &~ — KA
il B R o A R 5 JEOM RE B AR EE B R (Bl “source”) - ME B T
RGP E E 2 EEEE (Bl “arget) - Hoh o {1 fE g A 2 (H Al & B 5
F B2 H fir R B 15 B (activities/actions) 5 S 55 g B/ 50 B 7 Y (H (2 H B BE
il > Al AT RE AL 5 3 FF ~ BR A~ B [H 8 (isolating) £% i ( Brandenburger J Stuart -
1996; Lepak er al. » 2007; Pitelis » 2009 ) - it » Lepak er al. (2007) 3£ — 3 5 Hi >
bt TARERY BT ORJE BRI AN EEENEEEAE & FH
AEH G E AR > BIFEESE ARFER TN RBERE - 85
{& SR 1Y A E 2R 5 5 A TORs /Y SRME MR BRI 2 B 9% - @ K OB B FR & R
;AR OFEHFEE LNEESEEE - Q&FEERAYEELNE
B 55 535 o) W B (H B > DL 3) 5 2 IORs I R o {8 {5 A1) 55 B {E (E £ B > 4
BEJIV)Z EEA S EE R (Gulat 5z Wang > 2003; Kumar > 2010) -~ DL R ik
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< EE A S H R (Dyer et al. » 2008; Adegbesan J; Higgins » 2011) -

= ~ 10G —fig M SR B

7 £ Hil 7t IORs WY A8 DL K (E Bl 5 Bl {5 (5 1 B Y SRS A E - A SCp i
% IR J0G) RIg w B EfE + TEMMAMREKEREEN "L, #B
AT HARGHEEMMAKER —EREN " &5F, BE (ORE1 52T &
{FHJIORs) - TRl — & FAYIORs & » FEEIHRRRIGE (0 " HEE, ) #
"ZE, B —IORs.z T HEHE , (B EC T AR, ) o HHEMERE WEE
HRkE g "R F L 0 DUBKIL—IORsfF ez " E{E , (E(IORs {H {E i K
) 4 - fE—IOGRIG B » Frafey " BB L, BV Ry A SO #2 Hi 2 10G
) W — i e (EREEA ) SRS - JRED - Ky T 3 4 IORs {778 < (EEHEGE K
IORs fE{E I Kb - EEFH R E R IORs 228 - B HEEANEE (IR
# ) Jim o WEEENS > FREEHAMLHIORs e ' BE , ER RS EE
BE QEESER ZEHEEMMAMKZYE ORs v "EH, E£RHELRKRE
(safeguard) - 3 42 )tk — IORs 17 £ .2 {E {H A H -

ARSI A —{E 10G KM Z Az Ry T — Mk, - EEEREH
(1) A8 — figz 1% SR W P 78 o SRS B[ - S A B K 2% B TORs - i R (- R FF
EW A (ARGl 2 & & B ) 5 Q) — i 1% 3R I 09 SR IS /E B ml 58 FH £ 1
(7] £F 5 HH % B2 7O TORs » 115 TORs (P ple (A0F% FEHY 25 )~ TORs 17 78 HH
i Z & 8~ DL IORs 2 #% 1F (Heide » 1994) 5 (3) 4 S 2R 15 58 F 52 BT 5 Y 2 €
B MIFEREENESRE R AAMEXRRFE (5 TLHEREXRERES)
HREEASEEEEBA NFEEAM#EE (Hansen - Hoskisson fz Barney
2008) -

AR S B 5 25 AH BRSO D [B] o2 g 72 R ¢ (1) A3 ¥ Porter (1980) . 3¢ 5+ i #5 1Y
TR — A RS ASCRIE R T AF L R ARG
i — e PESR G - oo > FREEAY TSR, o 4R & 3 #H #% (Industrial Organization)
EZ K (Porter » 1980) ~ & 5 K #iE % 2L (Resource Based View » Barney » 1991) ~ DI &
B RE i 5+ (Cheneral. > 1992) .7 Fm % > Wi F 2 EHE (L) BEFE (A - =
F o5 EHEE) EE Lo B outperform) ¥ F 5 1 " & F L AlE S
HII 7 #1] (Gulati fz Wang > 2003; Hansen eral. » 2008 ) - B\ #& FH &/ HEH a1 iR E




RREFHEZER BT

15 /2 B f (win-win) #Y 28 J&) (Chatain > 2011) » [Ntk A& BB BZR 2B R - 2)
NER R Z O FrE A EE 2 "L, (Teece » 2006; Brandenburger %
Stuart > 1996; Lepak er al. » 2007; Pitelis > 2009) » A X DAEE. "HE | B
Koo BT K 2 LU % T A% Ry 73 B BE L > SE SR AR Y B - R Itk A7) FH 5 i 5
RS T i, #E#5 (Pitelis - 2009; Chatain » 2011) -~ 17 A< 32 Il LLAH #% 5 BA 17 Fs
ATEAL ¢ (3)5t8 KA 5T SURK £ ¥ R € P 20 10Rs o {8 {H 5= B R i (value-based
strategy) ( Brandenburger J Stuart - 1996 ) > A SCHI DL —fi% 72 AV IORs B B 5 &2
F5 o (R s A R A A T B R R A B R A A B SRS I 2 PR o SIS DAAI i 2
[7] 1] 2 % 7= B (Hansen et al., 2008) - 8537 & & I JF I — SRBS PR R SR Z 0 -

i BRI - ASCHI0G Rig B ERE - HEHEM " Ak F L
ZHEA T T ARCENE 5 B IORs (2 A5 REELEE ] 0 #4E F H IORs ZAERL - I
h o AR ZRETAE T EF ) BEER L (KASKIEIORs 2 A H —
FrisEmoat > AR T, ~ T EE L WEEKIOR) o i HskE — ik P =
Y TORs & & B i i LARL B 2 Ry F AR BL - (Kt - FR B HH #% 2 TR 3R & 1 5 7
IORs +H B 7R/ < TR g M /85 > B34 2 5 e IORs #ft o A% s B il A2 2 & FF (B
e Et) B BN T HERE B2 o O MORAL LA % 1 Bl S B 2) fR 3B
HBHA A Z A HAGH FD o AR SCEL I 2K (H 5L SR AH B SR
AE o R MEEAER R

=1 [EEERRIMERE A
ez | bmren @ T
NS AR IR T G1E/ T &1E
PARIIR:RIvA K FEL % A R B 1R L 7% FET R 4%
T KA E{EAE E{EAE
=82k [EREREYN EEHEE
EEEEES] | %5 & (market power) FH #& (isolating) P/ 14 (safeguarding)
J& 1 (monopoly) & A HE /7 (bargain power) 15 B (governing)
Fl 3 E N ]

BRI © A




L kP 7 v B — iR 1 TR s

R TR A 0 R SCRE B R R R PR GRS o SR PR AT AL A R R AR Y
B F R RR o Sl R AR D T Y B e R R R o FLOR > R BRI G AR B
EEAE K EEEB R IR - 3 DUEE S & E E R0 R
e ot B T R E R S A B R AT ST SR AT R o R IS E(E
S M EESBRAVIEZ A > #REEEESEAR WIREE -

A~ A RE1ROARE

IORs 2 J5 7% #H #% [ 2 70 T B &5 F > 5% 2% 5 B IORs b 58 SCRK - &8 & 72 7K
AT RH B R AR B B A AR B (IR EITTEE - pF e - BOE - B E MG
#£%% ) (Grandori Jz Soda > 1995; Ryall fz Sampson > 2009 ) - i E N 3 Bl B 1T
A ] & R < %2 5 (pool) Bl 22 3 (flow) » 71 BI 82 & {1 it 7 BY & Y It (resource
flow) = % i Das Jz Teng (2000) - J5 ARBTG5 (R97) FE2EF ZwmE > &
VR L R B A] B 93 R B 7E B B (property-based) & i B K11 5 B £ (knowledge- based)
EIF -

MEMRERER FEWRW (%) SHMAEMSZERIMEH - K
WEL T A RS R o PRIC.ZAN - 8k R A W02 B ik ] B s A B 0 & R Y
AR o 3 R B A7 R A T B B R I A R o 2 R B R AL B R Y B RE B
(Demsetz > 1988) - [j ;5 ££ & BE R A AH & ] T~ 52 R B B89 T & A |
(information flow)(Nooteboom » 2004) - FF & - [ Fij it $H #% [ K & 5 22 #A B 3 [5]
FEEEMEENABERG > HrEE M (%) &H& M EE -
M A ES A E) - &2k EE LAY E (Grandori » 1997; Cohendet ~ Kern
Mehmanpazir 5z Munier > 1999) - 2% » A5 F U b A& N " &R
Y g 3

S—JiHE > HERERER > FRNRMEEERE ] (Das ) Teng
2000) > FEW R (%) 35 H & B E AR Ry (AR ) Z#8H (B
A BB HEEHEERNEE) - HRABEAS ZERE - NE
M~ EREME - REENS > B HEEREEMIESYS <% 8 8l &) &
(Grandori Jz Kogut » 2002; Foss » 2007 ) - 20 5 %R B Rz 5 1Y CHIGR ) €
HIFBEE BB E AR E -t —H B A I 2 & B #18 » Cohendet
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et al. (1999) } Foss (2007) % - fi 3 A B G R BLBL A 2 s T RO R 4 (knowledge
flow) B9 iz 3 ©

o LR o AT 5 A% IORs (Y A& A s L 7% ] i B bk — & R A] RE
ez VARG BTN L 2 BB (R B AR

BN SR ANSA M E £ L NE

AH 8 [ A7 V6 A2 — {8 2 1 5] B9 B & (Heide - 1994) » 5&8 2 A # 3 /2 1 Ak f]
ARG AR AR E VSR DARE W AW (%) S E R/ B E E
EEy " 5%, (Grandori f& Soda - 1995) - BN E ~ EFRY KT
ate /B2 > DL s R AR P b R E RO B B S TR RE 0 58 SR B A ST A A AR
MG LR R L EEW - st M Bl "5 5% Z & > Sobrero K
Schrader (1998) B[l & 55t - W [H1 BA PR AU AR IR R A RO RS 22 » 2 B 48 — (F &R
#E o BB B S Y RTRE ¢ 10 T 20 Bd L (distribution) * fE #H % R AC RS B R 2
te T A G R (term of trade) By 17758 ( JREIRER B #5 AU RE L ) -~ 75 AH A% [
AAEEESFAEMHRATEES R RH EREE R aED (AIMERE) 1Y
SK{E#E (Grandori }z Soda » 1995) - 2. " 13 | (coordination) : /& 5 fH #% 5 7£
T B 53 Bid o2 7% P 2 78 i PR B B2 & R (Grandori jz Soda > 1995) - /&5 #H #% ]
IR RS R - A - BB R AT BT 4 T
fiiy 22 [ REL R 8 PR ( B 175 3 (renegotiation) )+ DL R ik ] 28 /28 15 B op R SR
o FH B B B R Bl 2 1 e (Sobrero Kz Schrader > 1998 ) o [fh4h - Williamson
(1991) RI 1t 8 17 2% 2K {L (first-order economizing) HY 8 B - 50 (AH A& ) £ IE
B (EACRELETRD) BT FENTHTN FERR - FHiZER
BHEAA T IE ) KRB RS i 0 ) R R A AR RSO A U O BT
TR o PRAME A A R B ORI E E 2R R - A AR G 2 B A AR A A
5] B 1 =0 B/ B i BE Y Z2 HE (Grandori Fz Soda » 1995; Oliver Jz Ebers » 1998; Sobrero
Jz Schrader » 1998) » ALH ¢ O) fH % 25 MBA (R =0HY T #5285 (structuring > 4[]
Ring 7 Van de Ven (1992) ~ Sobrero J; Schrader (1998) &, architecturing » Z[] Gulati }%
Singh (1998)) : OFFER ERIB BT - ARERFER ~ i - HaH - 7ESE
s H 2 3% e (Williamson > 1991; Chi » 1994; Grandori > 1997 ) ° 433ft 4| :
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A A% R AR A TR ZR T X IR B — % P A Y R A S R B
( Williamson > 1991; Ring 5z Van de Ven > 1992; Hennart > 1994; Grandori > 1997 ) -
HEER LS REL > WS - Ek - Bl - W5 R&EAFRD
% 5L 15 2 (Grandori » 1997) = B A B {547 15 £ 20 A& H FE Ay E - 20
M5 iG R 2 T B E AR B H - AF T #7 TE BE 20N BY a5 2 B 1E (authority)
it i e 16 18 2 B {5 1 B A7 58 (reciprocity) = A Il 5 58 28 B 7 5 1 # #5 1Y #H
& (mixture)(Powell » 1990; Grandori » 1997) - | #H #% B &t 15 » HWH R A [EF =
ZEZR P R B & F % (discriminate) [ 3 (F 5 B o 0 BLOEFRERE 0 (€ AR ST
o 7 B TORs A& 7 BB 2R ER - $5 1Y /2 45 5[ (direct) fH #% [ & ZH T B 1 5% I 1Y
— fii J7 & (force) -

L 8 7 7a A PN R RIS R A T B A R B R R R R 51 o BIA - TG
AT BB A E (R B2 - A A% B2 A AH A% 5 & U 2 3R B 5t 7] A 728 VS &l
o G EMESBESE > HEWBRARZ SR RESET L (S - #E -
HRITEH) W ELH " BRE A, #YES (Hennart » 1994) » B[ 7 aH HY
CEERVE L o T RIERUR o BUFE o BIELEE HI AR R A~ B Y R R A U Y R &= R
it E %5 (Noteboom » 2000) = 1 38 B B B B A 22 2 0m 3 - g =X v 1 =AY i
HESE (773 2 B25F -+ B AITR I 2 86 2 Grant - 1996) - #65 25 T 0 1k i 6 F
7 ] % 4 R AU BB [ W R (Conner J¢ Prahalad » 1996) -+ g #1612 =X
F) ik 1 B 3% [F] (identity) (Kogut Fz Zander » 1996 ) J2 8 %Y & (F 45 -

Z~ iRAHHIRIERE

e {58 B 7 1Y e 10 B 20 A H 2 B Y (endowed) 3 {F 3 45 > ME Bk 4 Mayer J¢
Salomon (2006) fi7 & Hi /Y - HIJ 6 [F] 45 &8 A g kUi ia B = (B & s < AR
AE J1 & H B 1Y (heterogeneity) - [K] It » Mayer Jz Salomen (2006) Eil Powell (1990) fift
AR R 0 AR EMIG T 0 M AR IR E $FE R E B B AT T A 2 R
[l 3% &F — & fF T8 F5 Bt (Chi - 1994) 1 5k /2 Al 38 B9 19 37 6% 0 22 #7155 i
( Grandori Kz Soda » 1995; Grandori > 1997; Oliver k7 Ebers » 1998) - [t 4f » Z& 4
Demsetz (1988) ~ Powell (1990) ~ Hennart (1994) 7 Grandori (1997) % & 3% > {2 2
HE L T AT A T A 4E f% | (market-like organization) 2 B & 0 E 5 7EE R HH

— 9 —
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o BRETE U GG EF R 2 e EE - fia 82 0 Lillim B =
% (DA IEE— M " R RE ) (context-dependent) FY # & » LA K (2) £&
Bl A A 2 A B R R Y A A R R VA R T 0 AR R B B A A A0 (AT BT P 83 R
i) (embedded) 7 7E % #& K 38 - % 513 & #Y BCH R A TG H ] -

A 8k [ A0 v B Tl o 3% BT 2 Ry (R 3 & AH U B R T A G o HO# iR § 1
IR 3 5 i 55 8k R oL T 5 U B R Bk VY R 3 = 120 > Subramani 2 Venkatraman
(2003) #5 Hi B & 17 B oint action) AJ Hk i (B¢l 8 ) #H #k ] 1 & B2 22 TR SR IRF
o e EPHBE (B ¥R ) EEH G AY A3 - Nooteboom (2000 - 2004) HIf #5
(> 58 0 BE B (cognitive distance) ¥t £l #% [ 5 > — J7 [H 7 BE /2 K1 3% it B X Uit 38
P BER 2 » gl (%) Sl skl H IR s EEB A~ —2 (5
AN R ) T B EGH A AR TR Y R RE C S — | > WA R RER A MRS o
ol T A By B2 ES ) (learning by interaction) F] AU MAFY (2% ) i A Ak ] #AH IT
(fBL) B9 FE K 2R 1% (cognitive frame) » DL i {5 AH #i% (41 28 R0 BH 8 - S8 177 522 2 B X
FHMMENFRRCEEE - FE 52 AXATRFANE - FEELH & FE ST
FCTORs FiT $% fi 19 2 #& IR 32 0 3% aF A SR fEL & BT e B 1 5 58 B2 IR R S R
TR A AN [F] Y & EH I B R 58 < it B RE 7 (Grandori > 1997; Cohendet et al. »
1999) » [t —RE I PR E T FE B AH 5% 2 & n] {8 A A A% A1 B RO B A 3 o T
i% o

FOR B & B H A2 B T A B9 (distinetive) ## [ (Cowan ~ David k7
Foray > 2000; Hakanson > 2007 ) - iR YA (tacit) F1E% &L 7] LEH S {k(codified)
Ry &R 0 iR 35 Polanyi (1962) J51 2 b ¥ 1% 1A [ 1 3k B AS T2 40 [ e Al 5 = ~
T HY e 20+ 7K L B R vE B HY 0 0 8k DU SCAE (uncodifiable-unarti-
culable) 35 KH [N B 058k &2 75 O =] DL it 5 42 {H 4l 4% 2% AH S #Y (articulable-un-
codifiable) k158 » 2N E HE T 55 > O W DIAALEAI S SR - GEFE W
(codifiable-nonarticulable) 1 3% - 2118 B 22 B FR B9 i FE 2848 - e 2 7] DUE P 2K 2%
T~ AE N B A R —2E I i A 2 DL 2 1Y (Cowan et al. » 2000; Hakanson » 2007) o
RG-S SCRF A B 0 38k By 58 - JE B9 &k - 11 RF AT DU BA S2AK B (articulable-
codifiable) %1 5% il 5 & M -

TE RN o WY T G R B T B (A B A A A 5 1 A B B (Transaction cost
theory) Eil X, 3 ¥ iy (Agency theory) » H: G Bl /2 DAL R BB Fy (1 38 BhAGE 28
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A VE A5 RS/ B o T RER U ) RO B e R TR BN Ry &0 3% B 1 25 (Knowledge-
based view) » H F B 5w BL /2 0 AH Ak K EE H R E 1Y SR AE o KL o fH AR T
Ve B Y B AT AR Y AT {2 5 55 28 0 SR B Ik L A A TE A R
B~ ioE - B S (Kogut k& Zander - 1992) - #2515 > kK N (EEE
Y BE #H & (a processor of information) » [A] i > 1 /2 {# %1 3% 7Y BE # 2 (a processor
of knowledge) ( Amin 5z Cohendet » 2000) - [t — .29y » B R AT HE
kARG - BERANFEZEMW -

Ak &R L H e 0 AR B B S - S B A
7t 7y am 2 1 3R FUEL (Vande Ven » 1976) - {5 BE % #H 8k ) A 80568 72 & A Ry 2 48
G R E - EHA&MEEGE R L ENE R E B 7 (Amin K
Cohendet » 2000) ~ ZK 71 - #H #% [ W9 5E & 72 & G Y & Bl 55 2 A2 & m] Re 1 F1H
7] - AR 4% & S B H 3% (Information processing theory) » & ZE & HAYE @M%
QAT DURE {5 A fife % 7 (Egelhoff » 1991) - — 85 5 i £2 Bl 5 B2 32 30 5 18 1N 58 &
HAXERNHET » HREACHVENZER N ITRGEIFEELS
RERANE 2T MEEEHNKAR - FIL - 385 ol A 5m 52 70 R Wk s 75 B
5L B R A E B A R B Y 22 P LR (R & 5 B Y B FB SRAT By - i 11
It R By ) 255 187 22 (conflict of interests) ( Amin Fz Cohendet » 2000 )

MM E - KT L i B B B & 2R AN (A BFE 0 O & R 58 R
FY) 2 W B B R B Y R 0 R R AU EE R A AR R A e S Y RS e
7B Bt 58 A R 7 2K 12 15 52 AU A RE (Amin Jz Cohendet - 2000) 3 O) 7 #f
i [ 22 24 B0 A1 5% Bl S @ A2 o - & A2 B A (input) 7 - S SE AN [B] A B 3 B B
e B % Hog T (output) ] GE L /2 A F% 5 O & LB R I N H R E AR
B> DU Wi v 75 5 Al R Ve B R 2R B2 i i Y RE AT - EL P FOE YA
¥ H A E 2 B M & A (hidden information) = 2.2 - i # [T 1 38k B9 B A B2
i H AN ¥R A E 2 B 1T Fy (hidden action) - [ B R GE & N R A3 2 & 5
BIEW  FEHRRFENKES > BIEANZERR - B 7828 EEAHRE -
AL - A R Y B 92 82 3 o Bl e B (R i B B (40 > Dyer k¢ Singh >
1998; Aggarwal et al. » 2010) B2 33 41 ¥ &% (20 - Grandori > 1997; Nooteboom -
2000) - 53 3 A1 5% 53 = 18 B (routines) Bl 77 8y 52 2 55 R % [ #0756 B% < 3 A o
R o K 58 DR R IEL — I3 B 17 % P 14 A o K10 3k 7 3P o g -
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¥

RR&EFHEEHR BRI

B2~ SARE e EHR AR

AT R A AL A8 D A 3 ) A R B 9T SRR L BB A T R B A B G AR
LHENEER (Th) B - HamReE - 35 [F 8918 & i #EE 1 2E 5a
E ¥ (Sobrero ¢ Schrader » 1998) - ik LU B fi F8 H 4% [ 0 v il ’E e 2 (U 2%
M (B0 F 0 ) BB R ¢ A0 ) AN B G B R0 G 5L 0 B G il ¢

— s XBRAANIER

A A% P G A2 PR 2K i R EAL TE A AH 4% 2 ZERE B /T R > Coase (1937) B 2% 1 2%
Rl FAE > RRETNSGERZT » AF A IEA 5 (arm’s-length) # 1 72 5 B He
B % G Y ) = (hierarchies) 32 &) » 11 & R AH & B AH % 7Y £ 05 5 B 5 2
BEARBRATHE > BE > MHERENLSHEE RN L 5H N F &
o NEIZERE XL ESAE LS - MiE —(EE B R E 7B
By AN B E B E B (Gedajlovic Kz Carney » 2010) o %8 5 B A< B 3 77 5 AT F9 —
EEAREHFEABEEEIREGRESE MBS AREENRRERLS
RV AR B BRI - A0& 2 FF € 1 (specificity) ~ 22 B 0K ~ N EE M - BLA
A] ff; & P (Williamson » 1985) o F b i B 728 85 B i b - 5005 5 fH A% A2 i
ZERVRREEEERE (BEMBAZE NELZT G ZHER) BEEHS
K& LA THETE WEEATAEE2HEMRK EHAEAEHTHREHN
Bt (IR ETE=) B2 AIZE (Hennart » 1994; Hansen et al. » 2008) -

AL ZEWMME @ MR EEEZREEHMNA —EEENE
M - BEAWEEXABE > BEEAANREEAES EEENEE T
( Williamson > 1991; Ring F Van de Ven » 1992) - 4R > % F J& #f =% (9 #8 04 5
KW IF B A - FIAFEE R T - B R R A& R 8 Ry — 75
WU ST TR E B RE 22k o D 2 R AR 2 I RE B R B 5K (E B (Chi 0 1994)
9 T & 3 &l (high-power incentive) ## %2 f [ # #8 v5 1€ =0 A TR 35 & 5 (low-
power incentive) 1 il - 5 58 1 % i & B 19 — 5 45 2 18 (shirking) o 40k > FE
A AR BSOS B R — 7 0 MHBINEARRIERAR > SR T A1E
AT TG EE, BT ERETH L B BHIREREMT S -
RAAIHIEBE R > R IR & ARG (Powell » 1990; Williamson
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1991; Hennart > 1994; Srinivasan 5 Brush » 2006) -

e > 78 5 AR B G o2 ER A 2% T U5 5 B T 5% B B (opportunism-based)
Fy R AR R RER - JRBIA0fa) 76 A0 8% 1 2. B 15 5 B S A A= A5
THER AR EEEN— T B AR ES (holdup) » Kt &% " HAEEM
(mutual hostage) B K W 18 15 i 22 AN SE T 20 (B B I @ a9 #tiG Al (Chi -
1994; Rindfleisch } Heide » 1997) - f7& 5 2 » 2 5 A B G ¥ 10 7% [ #7078 2
TR WE o Ak A e B SR 22 PR B R A R R AR T D B RSB SR D X
05 % B B By B F M N b o IRBIAC 5 B B AN AL e TR

T MEEREE

HBERER T ENREREMEN (R - FIREREEEEREL -
TE AH A ] RN A A0 R B A EE VE B (ANERENE ) IR ZR G - B EREZLEM
FEFC 53 6k 4+ (Ghoshal 5z Moran » 1996) = HI7& A 5 H & 8 B 8% i S 55 1%
EEMFEHSENANRBEER  HEBEEROEMENT R HRETR
[y gE 77 (Conner J Prahalad » 1996 ) - 2I1{n] iR $% fix % #H 78 (i % A0 %058 8% 3 iR 0
MEIRE L S FMERE R &M MR mEEE (]
ig) 2B  MABRLRORESFHFHEASREEN S &L
— W AR AHA S ERER o (Nonaka » 1994 5 #5884 ~ SR -~ B fE
Z o R98) -

T O B R B B RN A R R A A R S R Bt o 35 S AR A R YRR 1 R
HIE B Bl & Bl B2 - Conner Jz Prahalad (1996) 5t - FH ¥ [ #H % [ 22 5 19 T
5 F R R Ia 20 o T R B AH R T A e 1R 2O 08 B (e 2 AT B R R A B Y 0 E
BEEMG  HOHEBKBEEHEKEZAEMBHEAEN " AR H
M E, N ERHBREREREAEEFAENEEE (REEEE
24 ) o Grant (1996) 5t » &g ik 1 RH 48 8 0 5 A 207G Bl A A #8k 1] A2 =5 25 5%
Y43 T B B & > BR] L 3 B g Ak A R A8 T e e B =0 Bl i i A R 3 Y B 5 1
FIERET LT R - HMIBEHEE B - FEE L MBEREEEE
o A R A ) REL A R A A R U T SRR R Ry 0 TR R T H A AR B RN S A
a0 PR AH AR RN ER Y EIE - EM R AR FES (TR FIRE
EEW - K9 -
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RR&EFHEEHR BRI

ERMIGEFTAEET TmE » MR ERSE 2R @ ARG
P By a2 ET o AT EE A R0 ER LAY iE BE % EE (Cohendet et al. » 1999 5 Ji 7% » R
97) - & e HIF A Bk 6 B RIS BY L4 22 16k £ (Nooteboom > 2000) = 5 %1 HY
A% A EE R DR D TS (Postrel » 2002) - By T [ K £H 1 S
SR PN TG i Bl Y R R o A O — (A RS A R R R A O = F B LR % (Ba)
(Nonaka » 1994) » & {iff #H 8 {[& #5 K138 1F (1 F¥E 30 U7 3 8 A AR Y &0 3% > 7R Bl
“know who” ~ “know what” ~ Eil “know where” » 5 A 1T F1 3k 2 &5 ~ R EA AT
HArsHE - (2) " RABUE & L (loosely coupling) B #k [ A1 3 Wil i 1§ > /2 — IR IE
TUHY ~ FR ALY B - 5] Y (semi-ambiguity) 5 1 5% 51 ot — B ] & 09 #1502
a. BXEE I R 38 U F A5 (linkage) [& X B B R fH A R W ~ - EHBEE > (B
J2 3t (novel) K1 38 B W H ~ BX 75 DL B 8% > 51 B Ry — 78 [H B5F (Hansen »
1999) = b. #f % 1= 2 B Bk 1 5 (authority-based) F1 5 2 it - #] AE 15 Bl B [ HY A1 5%
FlE B G > ANH A .30 58 B 7y = 2 55 Al (Nikerson [z Zenger » 2004) -
RIBE - 78 AH f T BA AR A 1A RO B BE 2k 30 - AEARFEIAE R " REE S L A g
fh 3 2 A B T > BT R S A AR R 22 Y % 2 (Nikerson 2 Zenger » 2004 ) -

& ~ 10G —18 — A2 4% R 88

A S e i AH % [ #7876 ORI R H Brandenburger k Stuart (1996) {5 {H 5 £ 5 i
LW EEREREERERENEEETH LEABRFBRFES  8E
A BRI EIRERE ST - WRE RS & R P K ELL ERY S Bl (JREN - 78
B R R B A BfH ) (Teece ~ Pisano J Shuen » 1997) = §il#1] » 1. &
1% 15 (Schumpeter) T 7 1930 = EI45 5 » Mg B BT RE I Al Ry ks gl i " &l
#7THH , (innovationrent) « 2. 7 ZE Al #k 2 AR5 2 FE (L MR s IR B AT LSRR T
ABE B | (entry barriers) B & Ji B2 G2 /7 » #REME AL " BB FH  (monopolistic rent)
IR - 3. EIR BB BB Ay 22 3 e g N80 2 B R (R 2Ry B BL - 45
MR T N EREE DR T S - B HAmeesEHE "HEZ
B | (isolating effect) » i Bl 3& H FTEE AY " 2 5 B fH | (Ricardianrent) - 4. 3 5
AR ENEE-SEL > MEATCHBRE AT EEFRA THREERE
(asset specificity) 7 % & » Wigk 518 & A (REEM S > BT ZAE HPrE8 g %
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fH | (quasi-rent) (Chi > 1994; Dyer » 1996 ~ 1997) - DLl K 5. B4 1% Bl Bf (Relational
view) & i om F B - WG E RE A R T AEAR A L (leveraging) £ #% B 4% -
AR AR A @R P UK - H A Mg HERE&EE (L
HEAwmMEERE)  HEMAE 7% - Dyer & Singh (1998) 5 It — & #H
FEM 2R " BI{RTE ) (relational rent)

DI ERR "M Wamat - K2 E R E — w5 Gm Rk 2 B E B R -
Ban - BT RE ~ ¥EMH ~ AR BHRESE T - FrsRdi ey 2 - s E B E
EIRKETHRE  TREMKE " EHEME , BT A 0 EEMAKEIR
FA BB [ TH Bl o R AL R L B A 2 SR B AL S A o Bl R - RRp R BEE T
G EEER (FBEEEN > MAEM > S5EGEAATIRAERE) (&
VR o F& T [H 48 (isolating) .t i g @ I Fr Bl & Hi k2 ", (Bl - &
EH) " EEBER T EEHE ) ARKEER - A HREETENEEH
Zm (theory of value) (Lepak et al. » 2007, Pitelis - 2009) 7k &6t - 38 26 B — /] (4] BY 5@ St
HWHARHBH AL EGRGEME - 52 REEEWKRBEHIEKE
( Brandenburger Jz Stuart » 1996; Chatain » 2011 ) - [ & < {8 (B 15 8 <~ fHEE TR TR >
WL HITEREEAN HEREEESE > OEEEE SN ZEHEERE
)7 & (Gulati Jz Singh > 1998) - grlthif 5 - $+ ¥ IORs #YAH B b 72 2K 37 >
PR B A AR (hkRd ) % 5# IORs p A& KAV EE () > ROHEEEE
HREE o KL - [F % E S E(EH A S (B (E H B2 JFH #H 2 A 10G K%
B (Dyer J Singh > 1998; Hansen et al. » 2008) o DL K 43 Bl & it VC B VA 7 1

L -

ot

— > BEAIEZRIEE#

DITEEAEZE ) BEESE (4] Zajac K Olsen » 1993; Dyer » 1997;
Ghoshal 2 Moran » 1996; Madhok 7 Tallman > 1998 ) 26 L& J5 B 8 2L ~ H3% 3L
PEELEL M EEAREEERTHRMETGCRE - EEEZFRLGHA R &
J& 5 B R RIS EAE A CE R R E R A M EE S ER s R
W P DA R e B HL A B9 1T Ry e I o B 40 22 7 B {F £ (Ghoshal J; Moran »
1996) - gz > "EHEASZZEE WEEIXBMABRENESEREZE —E
BEEEENRRER - KR &R S (FR R IR R fsges
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B A A N B B RO R A AR Y B B T2 AV E R (Madhok K Tallman » 1998) -

Zajac Jz Olsen (1993) 58 Fy #H # [l 22 &5 2 — M ) RE @ 12 - RIBLER FHAZ P
BN SEEESEMNE A —EFEEN TS E - O 5% R
WA SRR 5 Q)M s [ BE GG FE A B2~ i R 1R 2 7 R O B (R AR T B (E A
(3) & TF 48 %k 7= 52 (gap) 3fi B 7 31 1 B FE % R 2K #Y 42 5 B £ - Dyer (1997) 1 i/ 5%
HAEEEEEREL - HMRETUIER =R ERS > BIHRK LB K
HEERER (NEESFHEREGLSE) ~ Bl E - BT (LF E (self-
enforcing agreement) ( {H 1§ F £ - BB KM BEEM) DS AFENAE K
EMERMEERERREBEEZE LRV EEEE > RMAEL S EE -

GEEZ B TEHEAEESE  WEBSWRELTEESEEER T#
IR NELC HARFAMEIFEI LB IR - EFCMERGTE
RUBAIE e AR EEER > ETRAERBE—EgaRETH - K&
EZMEHERE —EAEANEE - H2—(FrT VB HAYEE (Ghoshal
J:Moran » 1996) - HEL AT > DL T EEAEFSE ) B EERREHES
A Ry 0 TR P E DL AH % 1 B R 2S5 T P RE BN S 1Y (B R SR I i 2 B A
T2 Mg > TEFBIENRE IR B L EEEHITEE (Ghoshal & Moran
1996) - M AR LI B & R R EEE B FT A L HRAEEREBG
2N (i | R =R =R -UB =y NG (A S P * SO

—EBEEBZRIEEEY

DITEHEREBRZ R B EEEREHENESE (20 Williamson > 1991; Gulati
J¢ Singh > 1998 55 ) 25 DLAZ By il A B G ~ UBER B G ~ 2250 M B 55 & am ol PR G
HBE MG iR E - BEEETR > BHENREEEERMEESIFRALS
EEF—EEZANARMERTREE  HEGFEBHETREEREK
] 7% (self-interest) TR Bt 28 SR WS 1 17 5 > WIMCE A& A - SREGH FH91T R
NEERMEGELUENAA N EEBTHE2ER " HAT, EEGERE
(moral hazard) DA Fe B B & &1 5 T S A o 78 HCBE R 0 R R A% L B R R B
fir ~ HB/EEED (hold-up & locked-in) 5 PIK " HEik | 155G 7FEF] = 550
& F R (Muthusamy 5z White » 2005) -

MR EEEBESEZENERR > LIEMAWRKEBETE ZEH 6%
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W R HEREFENFEE -HEAFNEE > KESGEERNBHERS
EREBERNELNEREHERAEA  BEEGFERA BEBHERET
By BMERCEZER - K > fEH&NE B HEZIREFREES - B
AR EME AT ESRENME - 252> WAEHEES
TR 3E FE O 8 AR B 1Y% 0 B8 Bl B 1 3 DA R | SR AR = o
MMM EFR —(HE el RS ERE - 575 Lk - DUEEHES
TE Rk SRR EEFENEZER R - & FE1E EE T #EE
B H DA R AE SRR e DIE SR E B I H B0/ - Blfsiae )
AN EBHEMMAEBI > LUEMEANEBEE NESR - R EGERE
tr B C A DUEUS 2 S A 2 e
e DL Bz Gl o A SRR 10G T — ik MR SRS D E e 0 REHMAR A
3 s P HLIORs o7 SR S8 AfE e HL 5B SR Y SR i P H B2 ( Bl Hansen et al. » 2008
At #8 2 “Gain maximization-Opportunism minimization” ) - [t %} - 3§ 21 Hansen et al.,
(2008) 5 G Y T A KAL - HRIME ) BYSREE EHEELSENE H IR A H B R A E N
HRE o AR BAM LA I0G /Y =k 2K 85+ RIS BL 7L B FH I B R T . TORs
KET 10G Zas g ain "2k, - HEH S 15 R K& R 8% R
Z Ui [ (barriers » 2 28 A1 Ry s AL i “dual flows” Z 5@ 5 ) - BEA > &
AU AY PR RE 2 5 28 " E A, /Y 2R 3% (Williamson - 1985) » [ [ & &
fafk ) FERBEEBT RASIE  BHREREERGNZR D ERAEHE
1717 01 8% 7 1) [ BgE R JRE 97 ZE Grandori(2001) B Foss(2007) 55 23 it i 2 T 138 /&
%  (knowledge hazard) - [ " 1% f& B8 | = B QI Ry 05 19 8 2 P 4F -
AT R o A SR PR AT DA 1 B i 3 A1) Ry bt VC B VA 2 TR R R 3R
HY F ol - RUARSCRT#E i 2 VCEE VAR & B R 88 - v T B Gm (LA 1 fros e
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=
g VC VC & VA
=
&)
an
o]
2
3
E VA
&
& =
Moral hazard

1 VC and VA in terms of “dual flows” barriers

P2 ~ IORs —ME RS Z B ERIE

A SC¥E VC B VA /Y8 A A FEME S b o I T SR R e B AR 0 A
A B A A HAS[E Y (distinctive) B+ 3if H — 7 % £ BE i p% 2 TORs #5248 2
JF % B 2 1Y (Lavie » 2006 ~ 2007; Pitelis » 2009) » Ji& - DA [F] 5 5 & H 7] g 17 £ 1Y
A #)j B % (interplay / interaction) « Bt » 7N S & £ 1 B EE JY VC B VA T EE [H] 5
{2 | (ambidexterity) (Kang K Snell » 2009) - {4 scmoifl T #E g sRE |
=18 T RESH T [ 19 A SH | (the power of using both hands alike) - {H Kk %%
BIANEBERETHRELG T > B0 H NGEHETTHY T - Duncan (1976)
B AR T EEE A RS E N AR E BRI A B o G R [ S
BRI BT A - 2R > Duncan(1976) 7 £ H & [A] 3 (B S IRe - Slf R =2 8 165 7
il BRI B2 B B 0 B E] March (1991) 38 5% T #H i B2 2 op i) PR 3R Bl i
H | (exploration and exploitation in organizational learning) .7 Y. & % » 4 FAIGH 2 &
2R R LG A A P R A AR SR R B Rl AHAEOCE E - SRS R B A s B
WHTEH - fr A E B AR SO > A SCFrTE AR ARE L > Ty fE R RE S [
IR 3E 17 B¢ S iy W9 {1 EL 7 & (paradoxical) B 4 #6 B £ B AH #%v5 &) > B 65 B G B 1T
T S = %8 &5 (evolutionary change) Hi &5 7 [4: % &5 (revolut ionary change) ( Tushman 57
O’Relilly » 1996) ~ [F]FRf FFE R FCGE (FAIRERELTE % (Adler ~ Goldoftas k& Levine
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1999) ~ [A] iy 417 72 2 AL B K e A R i (Porter » 1996) ~ 1% Y (alignment) &2 3 58
(adaptation) ( Gibson } Birkinshaw » 2004 ) - DL 5 [F] 15 2% e 8 22 4 B2 75 B g ) 1k
B8 77 (Gupta ~ Smith J Shally - 2006; Kang }%z Snell » 2009 ) %5 fH #& /5 & -

Hrp o AR EEBEM RSO RS - TEERE, ATEER 0 K
F A [A] A E R R RUE BB R RS 2 T K 0 G JE A D BR R DU 2 RE T
(Gibson % Birkinshaw » 2004) 35 28 SCJER A7 58 3 BY 2 > WP $= 300 O A2 1 B
T 78 B8 SVt 15 78 14 (continuity) B 2 % ( Brown J% Eisenhardt » 1997; Leana 57 Barry »
2000) © SHAh o EAAREEEH A B > BRI T EHFE, EX
Wz Py T[] PR % 98 3 1) SR 38 < S R i FH VR 5 B TG SH 2 BE T (Kang JZ Smelll »
2009) - BEERMEE W R - BE - EbEaE - Hk o B BIET S
BRI HYTE B > BT M ER A E A ELESK > B R AR EKGEEE RS
HLLESTE 7 (Baum ~ Li Jz Usher - 2000) 5 J& MR 52 24 Al W0 RORg R~ 322 4%
R~ RER - BT~ BT EH B AY IS B (March - 1991) > 72 & H 1F 3 5 = (local
search) ~ FEER ARG IR ~ B LB AHHNWEEEMNLUETEYE -

EHS—ENE FHEKEENWMREZE  REF B EMHAKESA]
(] H5p 7 A0t 4 Y B g 17 2L o7 & B T 22 Y #H A% 75 B (20 Miller JZ Friesen - 1986) -
DAL Jb o e e DA 52 B EE R SRR o AR > March (1991) AlIEE B > Bl Ty B i 75 1 B
A R T R A RE ST B W FE (R IR e 1T B R B PR RS E) o T FEH |
HE SR TG HA R AR 0 (B B AR RE T B B - B8 W s A v B IRE Y [B]
SN B 5 B (Ahuja Jz Lampert » 2001) © [z > T ERER | BfEH B L R0 JE
FY 58 8T - Al AT RE e R A B 1 S B R MR E B R W By B i oh (Volberda Rt
Lewin > 2003) - [K[tt » M E S RN E LT - JhEGR R H 2 5 6E 4
7 2 2 4 1 JE A DATE R RHL #80o B RS 4B 77 - 3f HL [R] IR SE 1T 72 49 B9 PR 2% DATE £R
RAHIESF (Levinthal jz March » 1993) o 3T 48 2 15 #H #% & 24 1 A Bl iFF 52 0
B2 3 BH 00 1 A AN 7 T FE AH A R e Y B B - B g I W B 28 B9 R Ak TR
.~ [ #9E # (Eisenhardt £ Martin » 2000 )

NI MG EERERREEERNESS » HP R EENREEKEEE
56 B 2¢ B A A% S B 0 o AR M 52 A A% 1Y A A & 5 B v S (attention)
9 [ %8 (March » 1991; Gupta et al. » 2006) » 15 J1 28 » W e Bk 5 AR 31
FrERMHEBEE S - EHZEH BB REE > AR EHE S —(E




RREFHEZER BT

ZEVERITEE) > RIS TEEIRI R A - RIL - MRS E S ER R E - m
HEFERNTEZSFRNIERE IR - BIAT %@ = 4 50 AY & 3 3% 5T (B0 45
o BREBAS R MR o flA > EHEEEER R E o EHHEKE
BEEEEAERESENE > MREELELSENEE > TEBTEESTHE
BH AN HEABR—HEE S - 6 B &% € 5k (2152 ) (Gupta er
al. » 2006) - fHRZHE - B EHEEEREERFEZ IR - 2EFERE RO
DM B R A JE 7 O B T R 1 R B B R R Y SN ER R RS 0 L A E R AR
W57 E§ (Das k& Teng » 2000) - A1 A GE G R i fig T X & IR 7 2 1T I
FENAH RS RENEE -

TRE Lol M B e B A SCEE S A A R — P A E T A AR
gl - S E 2 > T0G —{H — % M SR 0 /E 3 2L [ 55 T 7T e /2 AU s B0 By 28
MRy > (B A2 B 5% 04 78 [5] 15 %5 & 1% (Hansen er al. » 2008; Pitelis » 2009) - 7R
AIASCRr g " EESEmIEE,  HEM—XWEms > &R RERZEEE
BERY R R - (HiL P pE 2 8 B EE BB a ey AR UR o 72 B & 89 4H #% [H BE 47
T TEERE EMEEEH&ESEREACETZEZEGW > m T EEHEE
W 18 B 2 g e R AR R o TRT DG o R R AT A R R R S R Y A2 o ] I A
KAGEEENE @ W/ ML EEE B A - 2 e E @ & E & (F LLATE 55
FEBMLOFRREEZSWEEHRE -

IE TR S (EL o2 A A SR B G R R o L R T S VR B R 2 B (DL
WA LEEEER T  ZG/NMOEEEBRGEEE  BURERGETNE
# 1 (Khanna ~ Gulati Jz Nohria > 1998; Kale ~ Singh 7 Perlmutter - 2000) - [
17 48 P 38 B9 (8 5 8 % K (value-inefficiency)(Madhok - 2000) - AH 5 3 » %5 i #i [
i H N ZHE A ESREG/NMOEEER 2GR - BIgEMHR A LEERE
AT RE MG BB E IR B A TF AR - B 3AC 5 % =R (transaction-inefficiency)
(Modhok > 2000) = Jtb#h > 7F 3¢ 51 #% [ AT 16 S R B il F > 58 & AR 0y
A EA E o B a0 A % R (5 B A b A2 2 (Ring Jz Vande Van » 1992) -
MHAREREE 2R (FIRA—30) HEEMEEE (FRA—E0) Z12E (Nooteboom
2000; Das Jz Teng > 2000) % < 5 /2 KRy » & H & M E E£1E = B R R K
o BUAE VA A R s Bl AR ST B E DU E A& B X - MK - i
8% (3 (A EL R B i B > R VA A R B i A B 5T TR AR R R (H
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JBELEE A S R o KT - £ 35 i e 25 st 3 A [ /Y A A 18] B (R 16 SR Al & 3
BT AN[F] B AH A% R E < ZHR B DUV R 18 16 Bl & 1 i 3E 7 (remedies)
(Chi » 1994; Das k% Teng » 2000; Poppo Kz Zenger » 2002 ) » 1t A GEZEF] " HE
~EE, ZHB ﬁﬁﬁ’ﬂ%ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁﬁ@éf’ﬁﬁ@ °

AR ST R AR 482 A 0 SRR PR A A BA O B AR A R 0 K BRI R AR VC B VA
Z FTRERIAE VA - A 2 R - HA o IRy E ‘f’]ﬁﬁ'*%ﬁﬂ(contraﬁ based)
MIE= 35 ~ A B #Z (Poppo K Zenger » 2002; Hansen et al. » 2008 ) 5@ I i
A 8% [ (5 A 15 HL B 08 B = 1RF - e V0 % 1 B9 B 51 = 22 DU N 5 8 (B /Y 8 D
AR ARG b - BRI BA RIS R - 2051 ~ ZLESE (Zaheer Jz VenKatraman -
1995; Dyer Jz Singh > 1998; Poppo J% Zenger » 2002; Dyer et al. » 2008 ) & F KA #H #%
[ (5 5 1R = 5B AR B B A - F 5 I ol e {5 - e V5 4 ) 1Y B 51 AU DU (2 HE (B
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Abstract

From strategic thinking, this article extend value-based strategy by propose two generic
strategies, value creation (VC) and value appropriation (VA), for inter-organizational governance.
It explores the nature of interorganizational relationships and interorganizational governance,
the theoretical foundation; moreover, it proposes the concept of ambidexterity base on the
strategic logic of value creation and value appropriation which are often conflict and trade-
off. Finally, we develop the discussion and future research directions.
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