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The Intellectual Structure of the Dynamic Capabilities Research:
An Document Co-citation Analysis.
Student : Chia-Ling Li Advisor : Chyan Yang
Institute of Business and Management

National Chiao Tung University

Abstract

The issue of dynamic capabilities(DC) has been extensively conducted
for the last two decades. However, most previous studies focused on specific
variables discussion rather than on summarization and integration of
previously published researches on a given topic. It is especially necessary to
identify weaknesses and limitation in extent research, and to create a roadmap
and agenda in a mature research field for future studies. In this thesis, we
attempt to classify and integrate past literature contexts by bibliometrics
techniques, a well-developes analytic process in a field of library and
information sciences. Besides data was collected from ISI Web of Knowledge
database and was matched based on core document files. Accordingly, a
co-citation matrix was summarized and uses by further analysis. Furthermore,
the effects of co-document clustered on every DC topic, on intellectual
structure and on its main trends are discussed. At the same time, the derived
clusters were named and positioned respectively.

According to the results of document co-citation analysis, we concluded
that intellectual structure of DC contained (1) resources-based view, RBV; (2)
knowledge-bases view, KBV, path dependency and relational view; (3)

organizational behavior and (4) risk of market entry and market uncertainty.

Keywords: dynamics capabilities; document co-citation analysis; bibliometrics
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1395 Mahoney (2002) =% 7 4 11 ¥ fi i # (dynamic capabilities)s-
5 Hp z’v’ﬂ?é?);% %k p g Ag 4p e (Demsetz, 1973 ; Gort, 1962 ; Marris,
1964 : Penrose, 1959 ; Richardson, 1960, 1972 ; Rubin, 1973 ; Slater,
1980) » ¥ Fo iy # i @ B T ¥ 5 AL U N DT o B A
4oendz g AR S B T R A A ELEE(resources-based view, RBV) i E
4, 4, 4p & (Teece, Pisano, and Shuen, 1997 ; Eisenhardt and Martin,
2000 ; Rindova and Kotha, 2001 ; Zollo and Winter 2002 ; Keil, 2004 ;
Ethiraj, Kale, Krishnan, and Singh, 2005 ; Zahra, Sapienza, and
Davidsson, 2006) - F R A #FELE AFFTRT 5 £ EF kL 4 o 4
NI if‘m‘iﬁx’ﬁ WA 4 gh- F 7k (Barney,. 1991; 2001) - » ;Tki;;u ’

SR e £ R LAGE SONGE = (i S S i e s
L Egs F 4 52 2k (Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984) -

R > Teece et al(1997)ed m b -fdm ¥t Poif B H IR B F > d 2050
AHP RS o TR AHBBERIPR TR GRS
% - >t & > Teece et al.(1997)3 913 "' i it 4+ | (dynamic capabilities)
LA 0 £ B TR A AR B IR DL 0 ¢ PR R E e

3 IR i B el B = 1 I -

-

H0H R IR LF S R G e s T S M

i B R A R N7 0 LA 1 adE o (Petroni, 1998 ; Eisenhardt
and Martin, 2000 ; Zollo and Winter , 2000 ; Makadok , 2001 ; Rindova

and Kotha, 2001 ) 7= 5 & f& 5c 4 4p B 9 F 47 7 (Wu, 2006a,2006b) -
(FEFINEL AR PR F (e AT v 87 R)ABEAGFEH

fide 4 1T E RS G g;ﬁjz"@v&ﬂb A LA M W T 3T A F B F (40 Petroni,

1998 ; Deeds et al, 2000 ; Majumdar, 2000 ; King and Tucci, 2002)f- &



¥ ¥ %k (4o @ Griffith and Harvey, 2001 ; Luo, 2000 ; Madhok and
Osegowitsch, 2000) % 4f
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- Y- BEMALEE S N TROL RS FEF L op g 1259
£ 3 # % % &9 (Acedo, Barraso and Galan, 2006) - #k @ - fp ¥t < & 0
B =& 7 (individual study) > f1* > B e d BT & i ? 9T 7R %
KRG B AR w bR e i 5 ",ftbiﬂ v & FECB YR A 4 Y
v A1 % R A (expert opinions)iE 17 §F 4 B30 7 #1345 Acedo, Barraso
and Galan (2006) #7345 » B 3 & Ld 3 H 3 ey » pELEF §
EEOCRERPEDIBELAGFERERN FEF LR o VoL FETHRT
ﬁﬁ%@&%ﬁ’%%??ﬁ‘.@éw%mﬁg@WmZF LR
oAt RS i $E P B ERER R - R %
(Prahalad and Bettis, 1986) -

3 #ET Y A g % McCain (1990) 2 White and McCain (1998) %1

TS A7 ikivyd ‘QJEJMBQN a2 2 gl TR
BB E I NRT P RFREE L J R R
BHOEARE J T > TS ip B R AR LE N AR 5 75
L R LR IER AR e L A S A (McCain, 1983) -
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3 E 2k %(Culnan, 1986) ~ 7 3t #1 & (White and McCain, 1998) ~ A #*
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and Ruiz-Navarro, 2004 ; Nerur, Rasheed, and Natarajan, 2008) ~ #x %
a1 ##(McCain, Verner, Hislop, Evanco, and Cole, 2005)% -
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P g ibins b i 4 g At TR AARE o KR A
BERBV)kg > ARFFERT LG EEF ks
(competitiveness) ; Penrose (1959)z% % Fafd crdF F o £ # 4 Kk p 2R
pIRATE G R blde F IR 4 B R BT E S Wernerfelt
(1984) » & didF A & B Kk p R F ~ 24T F 0T R o Aaker
(1989) i i & & Y BHFAME IR P P VD R 0 pF Carmel

(2001) 982§ ¥ # B R FIRERF AR § A2 BF P 7L

ul

TR RRRE S R E R KRz - o FRPFEY p Lot oh
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Ao TREARTEFEDT Lo BT RAIE ) T L FaR
BB hP TR RRFER G G B ¥ L TRl
(portfolios) » & 55 34 & F < 4 > B2 5 % & (valuable )~ #> (rare) ~
% % #7 (inimitable ) 7°% 3 % (nonsubstitutable ) % 3 7 gk (§
H#VRINF /& ) (Barney, 1986; Peteraf;;1993) - § & ¥ 07 h e & 4 d
"VRINF /& | ”er#z\ﬂi"’m—l ¥ Km0 BB s kA A A
B4 2 g 3 iF i vx(Barney, 1986; Penrose, 1959 ; Wernerfelt, 1984) -
REIE  VHERRLTRAABRLET § 5 2R kb B RP T
e

Ra o AP BenRBE? > L0 R2ESL A 54 &P ey
WF K FfeftH g g & % Ptk (Desarbo, Di Benedetto, Song,
and Sinha, 2005 ; Teece, 2007) » d *t3s A # .~ ¢ "g2 = % (Eisenhardt
and Martin, 2000) » F]@ it § ¥ AAF L E HhF R 0 PR FF R
Hxs g4 7] > Teece et al.(1997)#% 17 & i it 4 (dynamic capability)
ELEL— ¥ L 22 R ET R o A TR
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BTk B2 T 0 LW E R TSI hF s F g o A 4 R
TR A A EE] &7 f321 4 (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Makadok,
2001; Teece et al., 1997; Zollo and Winter, 2002; Zott, 2003) -

B2 2R % iy sc 4 (dynamic capability)- ##& % §_d Teece et al. #1997
EHR DS A2 ’iﬁﬁ % % 5 i epr & fo BBk > )4 Selznick(1957)
i iz Db s 4 (distinctive competence) » % & 3 Cohen and
Levinthal(1990) # 1 Tex izt # | (absorptive capability) -+ Kogut and
Zander(1992)3# 41 " % & it # | (combinative capabilities) ~ Amit and
Schoemaker(1993)# ) it 4 | (capabilities) > T4t & ehp jhis{ods
it 4 £ 3 p ke e A (Wu, 2006b) » H P jdix 4RAR 5 R 4 RBVIZH chid
Lgvzg? v p Teece et al. (1997)%,)5 LY SRy IS R BN -
Um0 A Y KA R R F e e - PR R -
TPty AR R o
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Boidfo s frimiF 2 eng it o BP0 FIL B A anE b ol

B3 T KT R AR FH AN & Tl FERE S TR
A IL 4 chat ¥ g2aE = (Barney, 2007) 5 4e ¢ TR A A BB T K
Leonard-Barton (1995)# 17 :& * sv@v & £ it # ~Ander and Helfat (2003)
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HNEE TR et 26 i 4 FH Teece(2007)4 74 H #~ &
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EApik LA S E R Y 4o qzie 4 (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) » #

B 4 U TR IR LA T A RIS L F Y A
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$0 TR AL fods B A A MARIE R aF 5 L3R TAL S AR

- B s FP A ARBE S e F AR R 2 2T IRE A S A
L R A - RIS AR PRS0 & F] 5 Barney(1991)4r
Wernerfelt(1984)k »* Fik ch a2 B > o H3u 5 7 & £ ¢ %7 041
RECEVES € 'ﬁ;ﬂ*—‘ﬁ?{; ey TERFTRMyER T AT EE? TS
LR - 528 SRALATHRFFFIED > 5 - LR LHTRS
WP RBV - BF MR AR 8% o %2 1 F R A Ean| 7
FoEFS O AL BEATRIET RS T FAREREL - AT F
55 2P "(Rules for riches) o 4p #3468 8h2x A B (877 0 & 4 54 B4 2
F L F R 4 5 Barney (1991) ~ Dierickkx and Cool (1989) -
Peteraf(1993) £ 4«8 it 43 ¥ 5 £ ¥ H 3L BH RR DT Ao + 2
P 5z P FIRSABRZIU T L EThE Y2 i G F EFY
B REEAEP T RSN ISP R L R B
FER e Flpt o e BIEAF L bf e FTh{oa 4 2 B h kR
B.i34p ik (path dependent) ~ F] & B % c17 £z T (causally ambiguous) ~ &t
Ak ¢ 5% & H(socially complex) - iz 5% a?—‘h e BE o i LG
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MRS T_E VR B 2 ehF R E_E £ 45 S B4 ok R (Barney,2007) - i 48
REDTZREFLEEFFIHTRAABIEET BRI ~HH S WA LD
Bk I e e A A gk (Knowledge-bases view,KBV) ~ i & &
7% (relational view) ~ # fg i + % > B REER D R4 RBV A &k » %
AR N H G ek 3 AT R

W4 FF IR HTRAAE SR B S B A AL
MedEid o BB FE R LR > 4o 0 Amit and Schoemaker(1993)p] £ -
"ER L, E TR R P REDENER TR FTALGE DM
£ e 37 4 b chpriesk (Aol #E)  MBATHTE (M A

AffrE g ) Eeant LT EL T EFFTDEEAIRET R

B e s AR BT RE £ dulife o Makadok(2001) R & - 4 dp T iR
et 32 BARDES (et A d X B HruRat e foie s ¢
R R R (2)FRT HiEa 4 it FE ot A4 (3)i 4 ApRERS
e T B o M LR )T* EE e

"ﬁt“if’*w’ 7 F A TR, BTN 4 2 RS ﬂf%mx
s -Teece etal.(1997):% 5 (TR FHAT IR L 5 d AP I8 £ (#
)~ Y (5 6)~ £ (#4#) 0 1 i TR A 0% - Eisenhardtand
Martin(2000)~ #& 3] : " & feic # £ g $F* FRhaHER o FulLaFE -
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REEAR 0 E B i P IR ENEF T e e A2 2 ¥ o Zollo and

Winter(2002)~ 25 $-fiic 4 £ ¥ 57 ¢ foxaed » HEL 5’4« AL

KANEY R FEG RS L4 fE ki 3 2 - Zott(2003)

+* Teece etal.(1997)% > fi it 4 eha & > FARB B 4 5 - w3 HF
Tpe B k] Rt EAR o

bbsfiic 4 NS R A G 0 VB R REBFR ST F o o T

B4 2 g i 4 (sensing capability) » # 2 LB K P3G 0 fREEE
2 R AR > BB LTS B BN B F s ah LB
it 4 BELELZ 5w 2 — (Teece, 2007; Wang and Ahmed, 2007) - % = » &
W & & i # (integrating«capability)(2: 2 & 2006a, 2006b; Wang and
Ahmed, 2007 ; Teece, 2007) > -Teece(2007 )&% @ F g & ~ += K18 ¢ &2

2 S e R 2 b4 o d

Wang and Ahmed, 2007) > stk spe # A p 4+ € 5 ik ¢ F A 1235 (Burt,
1992; Coleman, 1988) » ¥ 4¢ » % & i % pLEL(Relational view) =22 %
(Dyer, Singh and Manor, 1998 ) - 4+ ¢ F A 7 AR 5 - &R * TR
£ o mizi g KB B T4 & ita 2 2 il % (Burt, 1992;

Chung, Singh and Lee(2000) ; & & 375 $enhf (h e is > Aot & (P
T DRHA D VERPFRF TR I A S L& TR - (Nahapiet and

Ghoshal, 1998) - @ 2= 2 Ak ¢ F A e 2B Thac 4 + A5 a4 R 3

2.- TR EBREF R LB 2 FRE #2F R(Blyler and

Cooff, 2003) -
PR A BEER T 0 B AR AT BT 0 3 BRI e i
Rl st g FHE A S D BB R O MR B
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e g ¥ ﬁ& it M4 27 47 fe 4 gk iy T (Eisenhardt and Martin,

2000) » Flptdx ZAE € 7 A BE (3 R 2 B~ 18 5 22 F R (Blyler and Cooff,

2003; Moller and Svahn,2003) > F]4t » 5 7 ¥l 3 2 BB ¥ 2 2 £ i
B R RSB B L EHE BT RE LS

2w J&( Blyler and Cooff,2003) -

Bois o LM E Y 2 vfzic 4 (absorptive capacity) > & 45 Frgk e
wagie @A ey 2% (=%, 2006a, 2006b; Zahra and George,
2002; Teece, 2007 ) » Fladfiic 3 e > A Z R @t~ F ¥ fod
48 By a(Argote, 1999; Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) -

d FiEv e B i A AR wﬂ@p;\v;;w ? % REATIR
Wenp g g Fl R R AT A Gl IR ] e /?w’i
FERE - BEZOI R 22 535 ek B B 3 (Prahalad and
Bettis, 1986 ; Acedo, Barroso and Galan; 2006) .» = 7 #-3 g ke
FED B AT R 2 AR R R T o473 BN p A
BB R L 0 KRBT AR T  feagd (Small, 1973 ; White
and Griffith, 1981 ; Ramos-Rodriguez and Ruiz-Navarro, 2004) - izt %

oAb R 22 {5 7 STl W ad iR AT 0 BT 0 wAR AT T e g B AR

“W]

FE R A BB PR R SRy RERT BRI T
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%- 8 :3F p 3£ (bibliometic research)g % 4t 51 & 47 (Co-citation

m,g%g{ﬁ%%w~%£ﬁwﬂiﬁﬁ%W’ 7 s ol ] b an g
FLAG AT 2 RD P R A A2 2 2 g (Zitt and

Bassecoulard, 1996 ; Diodato, 1994) - @ & #& R EDF s g v o

\\\Xr

1i_
% ¥ fi(references) it A7 2 i {r R AR A AT Y el r v
L) i e Fovk% o BHAL B BRSNS 25
(Acedo, Barroso and Galan, 2006) »
TRFEY Al 2 ks i dpdr Mg 47 G ERE RS
(bibliographic coupling)¥ £ 4% 51(co-citation) f& - ¥ 2 &L A 3w ¥ &

U7 § 2 o s fifhe fEL el R Bk RN o 5 8 e fe2
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EE TR R S E A S RN RS X LR S}

A
‘Ev(
=

N ‘gfjug%o‘ % — Bt el o }!% » DU AR H 2 ﬂ}}%y AN
i ¥ - 487 L &M fk(lkpaahinki, 1985) ; & & & RI LR 4p 5 i 5
% f o PR - FUTHERT  w pkeril o R BE K g 0§ A
Bk T R RS B A tiile o vk e pEk- e g b 3]

* E'Jéﬁ%‘—' ez 2 xatsle s S aNby H3l% 2 o fi i 2 4k5] =tk
(co-citation frequency) » ¥ XAt 51 ch=k oAk 5 TR S H B E e R ARG

Z|(Small, 1973) -
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? LI%J% chi 4k 31 58 & (co-citation strength)#-v. it 2 #renh 3 5 > i@ 7 U

R - TR A T ET e LB T e A F eV AR L ELEE v & (Small,

e

(
1973); #km > Z B ﬁabz}ﬁmﬁ\;&{pﬁ g%ﬂvﬂw Fal*ehgd 2 p
F s A B AR g2 B hf & 5 & (coupling strength) £ F % s(Smalll,
1973) > 2 § A P ’fﬁ?)‘k’?z\ PFRF R LS 0 Bm e‘i«ﬁ'rﬁazfrm?)’?mﬁt
B P AR R ALY R TR TR B%;‘%é/g%%:b‘%\»ﬁﬁﬁ“p\%%ﬁw}
TR R S HATER R R4 THY O FRPEBARMME LI o B
FREo FSEARIAERE LAY S o FR ARy @ £ TR -
gﬁ,fi B RS B Pfr,}\zgimp;i__g o
1245 Pilkington and Liston-Heyes ( 1999 )s#= 7 305 » 2 517 1 7
uﬁyamnﬂﬁﬁ\éﬁ\ﬁﬁé%%ipiﬁﬁi@ﬁﬁ%%%

(clusters interrelate) - McCain(1990)#-p- = j 14 i 3u2 3% 4o maZ 4 > 385
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PR FE-EFHEE A CBERE T2 g ik E A
EAAF R BT L AR Y F L{oE & (prominent) T chf EELE

(empirical) ] » I 7 & Ak31e & 5 F P83 27 A F ARt S
% 2. — (Acedo, Barroso and Galan, 2006) > 3% > /2 1 & §4:FR * & 5 2

;;%ﬁa*i”ﬁ%f%*ﬁ M RPEARF T HAEL BT AP RELIT o Ao H
EAir~FFZ A NE SRR RZERE S B TARB ORI @;];J%g%%i NEY)
A TR 0 Pl R AR L Y R R A R AR L R
A ES: AL ;gleﬁ? erifg 7% (McCain, 1983) -

gLk s 2F 5 B 2 4k 91 (co-citation analysis) s % 87 > 2 & e JI?M
a3 % (Zitt and Bassecoulard, 1996 ; White, 2003a, 2003b ; Nerur -
Rasheed ¥# Natarajan, 20087 s ¥ et 125 5 2 2 & + gugig > ¢

Rl Hpkilia v i 2 ke fEad peEmy 1 o
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E N ey 2

VN NN S DR Eﬂiﬁﬁfﬁév}gkﬁhvlﬁ* IRy gAY Sy
Sk 3 % g McCain(1990)#r& f2 A3l A TR 70 Fo> B A KL >
4r@ 3.2 #7o7 -

R ST
18 i 4 BT AT e R R et
2.

¢

G

* 2r N enE 3k 38 31 2 £ 7 (snowball citation research)
- T F A7 et u (initial core) ¥t % &2 dp Y
&Jifwvﬁvﬁﬁéﬁ%Q P

A 4

@ e sats e

7ok 8 (compile) 22 42 "L ]
1. Rdn X AR 51580
2. # 4] Pearson’s #p B 55

SRE A
1. B¥E L2 47 - Q)%‘Jc/»\ii

2. FIE A - HHA L
3. 5% RiE - 2 RRM AR

)

A 4
Hi A 1

B13.2: A% w2 Az(3 & McCain, 1990)
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fgx X AL51 2 JE (co-citation method)#= 7 ¢ 5 w4 o w B
(initial core)S_ip § B 4k ehsh 2 > K M5 T B Hdp 5 B 2w 1w
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Levitt B (1988) 51 -

Peteraf M (1993) 25 -
Tversky A (1974) 48 | l
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~ 7% & 45 (factor analysis)

Flg A rfr ke it i - AR gL 44T 2 0 FlE AT
GPROLB AN RRRE BEC AT AER R LR E L
WAL > BEHG GFR T ORTORMER AT ST TR EE S T
TG S RARI Mgl TRZRT PEENSRE O B AR
M %% ¢ (Andrews, 2003) ¢ 4p #3t B A 47 R A7 7 R BEEECE
R F o FRAATRIRIE bR RET hI B M o AT RRTF A
gk THEE L o

AR BT F AT A A AT R SR 0 A S AT AL
BFH A r/)év 1B o Eaksliiphd xBcserL (correlation matrix) R
PR AT AT E SR ¥ B2 (Varimax rotation) B~ F % o &
HE PR E 2k 7t 4% i (eigenvalug®) X s 1o B AT B0 & 1T S #ic
(McCain, 1990; White.and McCain, 1998; Andrewd, 2003 ; Nerur, et al.,
2008) =+ ¢h » kp7 g fl# ¢ 2i(orthogonal)is fik B 7 S5t (8 F A
FH o RS E R R aahis e 2 (rotated component matrix) ¢
2405057 FH 1 gl Rl D onFE § BEAPM o TR
L ¥ R g ¥ - F1F RF D F > McCain(1990)ff & i &
¥ % ig(simple structure) » #iufs & A F7  chfFd | ka2 1’% (RN T Tt
H-F2? 5138 a AR PARRSFEF LS o Bl
PooA — fciE i Tf &1 & 7+ # k2 F1% § i £ (factor loadings) »
LR TR TR E R B s A AR

B BT o hphis A AE LT L A AR 0 FI A 2L T

g R -FIATFEY R o fi-*‘u.f‘f‘u?_* SRR LI RF S
f§ H 2 H(simple structure) o 2@ » R AL T AR Y o R E AT

BEMS R Wk - T REREE L R BRI R

4’3‘1&15 2T H T EFHEN AR EEER -
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P BIRAATACELLT BT T TR PR B - % ?é;fufm
TR T ¥ % A& (breadth):8s f%(McCain, 1990) -  p*
2 AR R A S ELY o (FEE G HESR G o G Ao 0 A0
AR N R - FEFF IRy R L FEG R RIELFE
CH0. TR 0 4 AR S BB 2 f2fl > ¥ i d FlE R 4 202051
2 PEA A A 1R E (McCain, 1990) -

% 4.1%)% %4 +7(Factor analysis)

Component
1 2 3

9.Conner KR (1991) 0.996

33. Mahoney JT, Pandian JR (1992) 0.996

2. Amit R, Schoemaker PJH (1993) 0.993

35. Peteraf M (1993) 0.991

40. Priem RL, Butler JE (2000) 0.991

32. Lippman SA, Rumelt RP (1982) 0.991

4. Barney JB (1986) 0.991

34. Nelson RR (1991) 0.984

10. Dierickx |, Cool K (1989) 0.981

41. Rumelt RP (1991) 0.974

46. Teece DJ (1982) 0.970

36. Porter M (1996) 0.967

49. Wernerfelt B (1984) 0.952

39 .Prahalad CK, Hamel G (1990) 0.948

44. Teece D, Pisano G, Shuen A (1997) 0.917

45. Teece DJ (1980) 0.909

3. Barney JB(1991) 0.909

42. Schmalensee R (1985) 0.850 -0.424
14. Eisenhardt K, Martin J (2000) 0.820 0.500
38. Prahalad CK, Bettis RA (1986) 0.809 0.504
24. Henderson R, Cockburn | (1994) 0.795 0.597
22. Helfat CE (1997) 0.765 0.601
29. Leonard-Barton D (1992) 0.727 0.643
43. Szulanski G (1996) 0.968
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28. Lane PJ, Lubatkin M (1998) 0.961

50. Zander U, Kogut B(1995) 0.958

37. Powell WW, Koput KW, Smith-Doerr L (1996) 0.954

27. Kogut B (1996) 0.944

17. Grant RM (1996a) 0.941

12. Dougherty D (1992) 0.935

23. Henderson R, Clark K (1990) 0.916

5. Brown SL, Eisenhardt KM (1995) 0.908

21. Hansen MT (1999) 0.904

30. Levinthal DA, March JG (1993) 0.899

6. Brown SL, Eisenhardt KM (1997) 0.880

18. Grant RM (1996b) 0.436 0.878

26. Kogut B, Zander U (1992) 0.419 0.877

31. Levitt B, March JG (1988) 0.874

16. Fiol C, Lyles M (1985) 0.827 0.402
13. Dyer J, Singh H (1998) 0.538 0.820

7. Cohen WM, Levinthal DA (1990) 0.493 0.774

47. Teece DJ (1986) 0.607 0.764

8. Conner KR, Prahalad CK (1996) 0.646 0.721

1. Abernathy, WJ and Clark K(1985) 0.699

15. Fama, E F (1980) 0.482 -0.555 0.527
48. Tversky A, Kahneman D (1974) -0.423 -0.545

25. Peteraf M (1993) -0.514

19. Hambrick DC, Mason P (1984) 0.879
20. Hannan MT, Freeman J (1984) 0.868
11. DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW (1983) 0.707

%428 4 7DCF 5 AR BT T A en @ R B 2l 4 o AR

TR AL E B L R R R R E SR T S e F 70%
P AFLRREER > FPER T E R A i 2 ke (eigenvalue) +
WAEE PR T P A Tz BRE L R AR B

90.781% -

29



2 4.2 EPFR AR EF

Component % of variance Cumulative %
1 52.573 52.573
2 31.831 84.405
3 6.377 90.781

i AT IR E fﬂ%iiﬁé)ﬁ"%éﬁ% RTINS S A AR
HEmd e Fh i 4 Fasaiefip 7 (RERALR)

”)v"'@"’j'% & /—prmmli Jf#-j\/}ﬁ"t?/—pml]\/w’ﬂu'éﬂiﬁ%t& ¢ * N

2% 7 ik p RBV » 4o @ Conner KR (1991) ~ Mahoney JT, Pandian JR
(1992) ~ Barney(1986) ~ Peteraf M (1993)% ; i % 7 R 4-RBVEF £ e
RERPF IR R R B Y e s T A RIRR G R IR
BLA v 4ot Porter(1996)% 5 # ¢ 4 35 4 TRT ARG B A 4 L A
v Teece D, Pisano G, Shuen A (1997) 2 Helfat CE (1997) & ;% & * # i
w4 - R r it E AR Y &% > Amit Ry Schoemaker PJH (1993)% i
Tad B E R ool il 4 BRBVIFT RIE %tbiﬂ s ok - F
“rit Prahalad CK, Hamel G (1990)#1#h4* .« st.* (core competence)~
BEfsa 4 F iR AP TR
- B FE A A Feml A el e i kL EE(Relational view) £ i,
= 4p iz (Path dependency) » & # fi ic # &2 H i RBVAp b 323kt 0 8 %
BeniRe s A% - F &P T3 FEEk g s 5 /];%Szulanski G (1996):+
BT RPEA ¥ R R BB e ey 4 > Lane PJ and

Lubatkin M (1998) 1] +4 %

ﬁﬂ‘\z

MEgBmI gy ek o LR ERE A

%$

Ap ik~ o A A eL(KBV) Y 4 & R % gk (Relational view)s32 34 5 igut
WhHIM S FHPLn A R FY > FER ~FYV a4 ERRn i
¥4 ek ik o 4o Dyer J, Singh H (1998) £ Powell WW, Koput KW,

Smith-Doerr L (1996) ¥ #_Relational view:€ & < /]?;Je P BIFT R e

DT R R S SN = N ’E'f‘ RFenfd Taae 4 AR 5 AP i 4
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- fé(Helfat, Finkelstein, Mitchell, Peteraf, Singh, Teece, Winter,

2007) ; ¥ *t » KBVeit £ iF ¢ $2Zander U, Kogut B(1995) ~ Kogut B
(1996)~Grant RM (1996a,1996b) % % ; &% = & F]% ¢ 4 » ¢hCohen WM,
Levinthal DA (1990)#% ! % j5 4p & e 4 22 vx jz iy # 2% (Absorptive
capacity) » &+ EF i F P AAEFT A RLEM APEEFEF2 - > P &
KBV{rRelational view = ﬁ’ﬁ % * ¥ 4 il 2 (Helfat, Finkelstein, Mitchell,
Peteraf, Singh, Teece, Winter, 2007) » #- {3336 82 & 45 e384 3 & - )

R oA FZ BFIAA AN ERRE A E L EF AL ES > L

Zﬂr

Li A LR NT - Bo e 0§ F 0 BRBEHE(e I A ek

5

Zehl ARNCR Y g e
f]ﬁﬁ;ﬁrﬁﬁ’*ﬁ?%iﬂ’?&%i FRAY FlE R E <307

oo Bl&gE R }F;Jc W3 EEaTREL G & ?q‘-;(specialty)ﬁ/’;%(White and
McCain, 1998) - 4 : Conner KR (1991) ~ Mahoney JT and Pandian JR
(1992) % 3+ % 7 gk A gL fods i 4 0Rf % ~ Zander U, Kogut
B(1995)% i A A BB Bl VB Y B G B F T o P
$0R L RALR PRI A 0T N RN 2B R R AR T
SR IR b T 7 R E G ﬁ#&(bridge)ﬁvﬁﬁ%(Acedo, et al.,
2006) > & il F 5 R ALE (7 & AR AL 4R > 4 ¢ Helfat CE (1997)
HEAE BEARE > 20 B i R B 1 E e

oz B enkg B4~ Leonard-Barton D (1992)3#% 41 Tz s 4 0 34#4hiE

PR E LA BARDRRTEFE Y RFEE T RARTE -TF
AR HIERT s fh i 4 PR A fr i A AR e PR A 0 TR 2

FEFAAR S R A RALE § AR DT

et s BN R B RS A - eI R PR RE Y 2
BT (2% vk )3 p 3§ 9w 7 2 ¢ (Acedo, et al., 2006) - iz Acedo »
Barroso£ Galan(2006):7j2ff > f & f mE &7 k- FlR ¥ anivf > L F
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EAG I G o eI F 2 2 -ﬁw%k'fT%mﬁvﬁuﬁ #-73 €
iﬁ*%??°ﬂw’H*?%WB% R
7 TR ALAR R TR o

B ’Eﬁﬁuk&mxrﬁ% » ] gL

W
T
-
3
~=y
Y
38
ETS
¥
T\

-
—4
3
=
N
:ﬁ‘
b

T ‘EH—
fln

1

s a7 B2 (multi-dimensional scaling,MDS)

AR B2 A - AR AR 2 Fopw s B PR fe2 B eh
Ap i fE (2 7 4p 2 1k) & 2 AR Bl(Wilkinson, 2002) 4 7 & £ Ak 31 2 fx
BEFATRS S AV RERIEFEATEROF NI F AT DY & R
Boo AL RA Y o BAEGE RS Rk 51 v 5 AP o df el i
10 B (White and McCain, 1998)» @ a2 425 f§8 @ M2 7 H &5 & F &
BL2 R fevE o @ BLOTERF ARAR 5 L - 480 3i(subjectarea) ~ 7 1 &

¥ (research specialities) - 2.;# mri(schools of thought) ~ £ % F=z83;

fe=

(shared intellectual styles)s' F0% 5 PRV ET 33+ el i

AN

;A B R

Bom o B AR R B orit 4ooh ;@,fxﬁﬁ&? EETRURIE S &G RLR ) &g
% B @ » (McCain, 1990) -

Ao Es AR TSRS E 0 B e IR e o i

EEfhe mraz Y T 5 £ # 47 B(configuration) » 7 3

2z
i

%15 SPSS £ A H MY R PR Y fpl 2 XA p e TR

)

Gelc(stress)ecnfic & RPIE - AR R A BB HRERRES 0T £

4.3 #7o7
% 4.3 : DC = 3 4838 2. MDS pe & R Bl
Rk R4 ¥k R-square
- Bk 0.29601 0.82947
- BaRk 0.15906 0.93975
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= BAaR 0.13579 0.94382

% SPSS 3%t 7 FARFMREBPFRBERY Staged 27 &
PHEFES ) - BARARM A BRAR S fe b RiptRgEY BRL A S
EHF L 09 M s el = BARM > RS hicT 82 R-square #
B AR ol gt b AR A TRl ] 2 0.2 F fEfR A 4 <20 0.85
&7 &R 2 %% (McCain, 1990) » ¥ = a2 Blip = BT, 5 R
-~ S Y aﬁﬂ,b’%‘]x@q LV A - EST ¥/ W

Beid 0 APTIRBEEATAHLE KR - BRET Y P
Bonfrd b iR IR 0 BB R AR ST A AL LR R B
e4p B 12 (McCain, 1990; Andrews, 2003) > & £ #3173 { 5 2 & > ¥
FRD sz PR p Femphe s SR B 3 v s 3 EWmm2 b ko

HE % EE3E 4.3 950
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Dimension 2

g = — ~ - _ ______ [
_- 75, A |J£|\’ ’,’ : HE- |
P = b [ c'm}j,-._ ¢ - - I RBYV #p i 12 2% |
- ¢ DIT DY 00 T memmemm—-
L o |
/ 0 DaGhiny DS 1 e e e e e = =
BIE o : I I
/ D3 o 3 O Ly :
/ o 9 | HEC
0.5 ¢ 1ol DD P | I
; p |ﬂ%ouﬁ i D16 L]ll ~ =l KBV srpipmemy |
(o] ) -
\ Dty D 1 o= -;D i Sl - —— |
00 L
.0~ 7 pu™ I —— -
\ |j|_1'ut.ln|_'.|."ﬁl 0 IT\ i ,/’ el | _ |
o \ ro LEAMMITH n"l' / Dol P | ‘,L]:n oy
. \ D489 s p D3 A TR “oo"
o0 2. MO np I TTTTT" TN
. D9 : +
\ o L33 "'lflm © DS 1 I ~_ -~
L= m 9 7 o - ———— - -/
N M :
& ’ =, | #Br ckBERG |
~-/ p [42 I
L ~ -~ (4] / e S
=of - \_/
T ] | | T ] |

& 4.3 : MDS 4% &

Dimension 1

D1 : Abernathy, WJ & Clark

D18+ Grant RM (1996b)

D35 : Peteraf M (1993)

K(1985)
D2 : Amit R, Schoemaker PJH D19 : Hambrick DC, Mason.P D36 : Porter M (1996)
(1993) (1984)
D3 : Barney JB(1991) D20: Hannan MT, Freeman J D37 : Powell WW, Koput KW,
(1984) Smith-Doerr L (1996)
D4 : Barney JB (1986) D21 :.Hansen-MT-(1999) D38 : Prahalad CK, Bettis RA
o - (1986)
D5 : Brown SL, Eisenhardt KM D22 : Helfat CE (1997) D39 : Prahalad CK, Hamel G
(1995) ! (1990)
D6 : Brown SL, Eisenhardt KM D23 : Henderson Ry Clark K (1990) D40 : Priem RL, Butler JE (2000)
(1997)
D7 : Cohen WM, Levinthal DA D24 : Henderson R, Cockburn | D41 : Rumelt RP (1991)
(1990) (1994)
D8 : Conner KR, Prahalad CK D25 : Peteraf M (1993) D42 : Schmalensee R (1985)
(1996)
D9 : Conner KR (1991) D26 : Kogut B, Zander U (1992) D43 : Szulanski G (1996)
D10 : Dierickx I, Cool K (1989) D27 : Kogut B (1996) D44 : Teece D, Pisano G, Shuen A
(1997)
D11 : DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW D28 : Lane PJ, Lubatkin M (1998) D45 : Teece DJ (1980)
(1983)
D12 : Dougherty D (1992) D29 : Leonard-Barton D (1992) D46 : Teece DJ (1982)
D13 : Dyer J, Singh H (1998) D30 : Levinthal DA, March JG D47 : Teece DJ (1986)
(1993)
D14 : Eisenhardt K, Martin J (2000) D31 : Levitt B, March JG (1988) D48 : Tversky A, Kahneman D
(1974)
D15 : Fama, E F (1980) D32 : Lippman SA, Rumelt RP D49 : Wernerfelt B (1984)
(1982)
D16 : Fiol C, Lyles M (1985) D33 : Mahoney JT, Pandian JR D50 : Zander U, Kogut B(1995)
(1992)
D17 : Grant RM (1996a) D34 : Nelson RR (1991)
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Iy

§ 48 AT
L g E T BT FRABF LA e i 4 H R
AFER G5 PEELSI PSSR Z AT S SRS P ?—’F% d
FHIR AR BREFATSEFTEIGOT R HELS RS
3 - HRBVAR M % Lk £ P 35T R(RBVY) 2 o 203k 5 A w4 3
A RER RIRAIEG  FHE - KBV e R it A AR o ¥
R 1238242 b > B4 » T RS 4R %k (path dependency) £ s T B 45 e 4 5
HEZ P R FH eSS R F 2 S0 5 e B0

BEDOR'GEF T vz BEE D) &L BEFF LT B FE AP

j V:i)lfﬁj o
4o frit > RBVIZ@®m S TR T L3 PN T & > BARGAR L
£ W PDP b e AP E RN A A By ) 0 U ROTR S 2

RBV» { 5 FlEge Flpbo (S MR 257 R iEm 5 ~appaghd 8¢ 48 L

® L3t R RBVIL g R e d i i A AR A ALY 2 -
d AR T L B i 4 IRIR T i B i 4 e
)3

\4
=

AL 82 o ?ﬁ@#ﬁi? AR pPRBYA K >« AFEE-{rFlF- 27 <
/»\ﬁﬁjgk’ftsrﬁ;i,ﬁ » P2 Bt RAeRBVeIZ i BLEl 4ot B - e
Flk = 2 ¢ ik ¢ e kg EL(Relational view) ~ s A # gL EL(KBV) ~ BT
#p i% (Path dependency)¥ = jz iy 4 (absorptive capability)@#% % & - # &
el E Z e R E B R PRIRT S F e IR ZER W e

g
SEE SN EVE R B TR S _3_%%%5,,

L T

o
i
K
5

Kihenfzfy { 20 M o
W B AR B NL R W g R
FAG - B OB KAINDE FRE S A F BHERE(5]4e ¢ Porter,

1980) % £_p R enF il 2k HPLEE( 5] 4o - Barney, 1991)B~ 18 # 3 4§ chii s i

2\7
(=

.‘

_\_
3\
nﬂ’;
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% (Gulati, Nohria, and Zaheer, 2000; Teece, Pisano, and Shuen, 1997,

Dyer and Singh; 1998 ) ; &3 § - g % 7 5 1 1 d G i 4 A E R
it §_% p RBV(core paper 10 ~ 11~ 12) > e p e 4 B3| £ £ MR K h

%)% (core paper 2~ 3):iz» T & i | — # P & (core paper 13~ 14) ;
/]* GIEF PR R L AH LT HR A
FECE S FA SR R R R T B

%
%‘%‘\‘

S AR R P RS R N
(Tversky, 1974; Teece, 2007) (core paper 2 ~ 13 ~ 14) - @ efa g v ¥
FEIRB P R0 FURT b ehd Sfodijirn BT FEciog 0 i £ F 7 97
B FT e 1 e 4 7&2{— fa b ik ic 4 (Teece, 2007; Winter, 2000 ) ; 4
Eisenhardt and Martin(2000)5 5 # B fc 405 e e Fr & ~ £ 5 ~ B if &2
B ihainde o 22 BETROEFERE e £ A AlE D F ) e

; Amit and Schoemaker(1993)> # 31 £ & & 45 3 T4 S f
Hoobid A FTROEES B G G s HE o 2 B A g
R o

f Bz otk i RPN P ISBIREIREINL o F a2 VARG - AT
FenEE & a4 0 2 K £ (integrate) ~ e ¥ (deploy) ~ £ £ (configure) i

—

e TR NS TR TR P T TR TR R 3

Y

AL

5
B

PELENa ERNITHNER TR $pros) 73

S
o=
=

o

La

v

b 4o B & (Aoki, 1990) it & Hf i i i chat s

=%
Sk

4 F ok

(core paper

r4-5-6); MASEH L b FIRET 8§ AN £l
¥ JE 4| ehi7 A & 2% JR7%x(Eisenhard and Martin, 2000)(core paper 9) »
vt o gt AFIRTRE PR G AR PREE Y «g

‘=4 m
SRR Aol RS - E VR e ﬁwﬁ‘ Ry
5

L

“5"* ﬂ o
e TR

&

& e
oo BHFL A - BTREL N et > TIPS LR
i 4 hb 47 % (Teece et al., 1997) » » H - fE#-7h FRIR B &7 ) I8 F IR 4
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3 i B 4 (core paper2-~3-~13~14)-

B b RATT W T B AR PR A B SRR R E B )

=K

MERNFHFIZ DL EIBFT R FEE 2> B4 pidBe 357
AL § 4 & B hELEk(core paper 3) 0 J{F E - frFlE - s 2 5 o 4
FOTRBV et H b H - R I0p Sy &V IRdlnTRE A 4 AL
Hms Bfrakih > g gach f ¥ p 80 Jh(Dyer and Singh, 1998) ;
BB Xiui £ ¥ € & on(Critical) TR 7 i £k 5] § % b Ren
(Dyer and Singh, 1998; Powell, Koput, Smith-Doerr, 1996; Gulati, Nohria,
Zaheer, 2000; Gulati, 1999) > e £ $4p 3 2 gl % ®eha 4 T 54k ¢
a4 ooy EF e - IR oo

EFF DR RIE T FETE R e ERF R YT
R MET U B A g BRI Y S el e
% /%, (Knowledge-sharing routine) » & i st - 3 i [T g 48 38 2 i
WEART NGRS (T E Pg ¥ 2 B eraeah R 3% (Grant, 1996; Kogut, 1996) »
e AArE A AT g a0 SR B A R L B e 2 2
- S PR EEF A AES G RS- R Y Al o a7 BTt

e

e gl FRAFH BV T RE LA T UH P REEY TR

\‘Jxr

N

Bicd o B B RRY maap|itE s g4 (Dyer and Singh, 1998;
Powell et al, 1996) -

Mg B ATE e B oanig T e rmw4wmmﬁM~—oP4wmmﬁ
W E B Y F{oqzic 4 (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Szulanski,
1996) > fsd > il > FEPRB AT HaoiE 2 =R s g lr KL
K p & ivH agp M ATA0Rs q* - #" =z 4 (Cohen, Levinthal,
1990; Szulanski, 1996) » s fxic # AL T & 5 L= ~ B~ B E o f*
hIRFIR R 4 o RN EEPFY A4 o WP B a4 2 G
B TR~ B Y o A5 Y (Argote, 1999; Cohen and Levinthal,

37



1990) » FH| AR ¥ ~ i d AL H U mRaranF g o MRy

s S # (core paper 7 ~ 8 ~ 9) ; Zahra and George(2002):& - # 4| * #
e 4 2 AR RELE AT ST 4 0 A BT 4 F - AT s
FEnt e o BEAEEE Y ORA Y ] *ﬁf EAF AR B 1 0F
AR FL o RN TRL - FEFTROEEER > TR
AT B A hx o Mody(1993)dp 1 0 & 1T e BT AL G m R F
Vel B e R BB & K Rentliz > @ e Kok b hh 3o BR

FTHEERGHPELF AR R RP RSP N E T %KY

YA oRa b i 4L c RFTEERSART VR NEF1EY

SR XS Edh A BIP T aT R Y o AR 1 gkl 2 1 &
B i@ R4 AR5 SRR o

KL R5FEE )BT m MR o AR 2§

TR v pte R R il e e )

2
Ak
P
"3\

R (% (core paper 3~ ~ 8  9) A F] L e B G ¥ et & A

K= g ), 27 ST PSS < o [ Lr 24
BaAr # = Wiy o f FER LR R A Z 2 RE IR Rk o §

i F B 4 B JTAD P AR, 4 0 AF e Hed e B

1989) » @ f ¥ ehie A S BT L EPREAEL S > THHEY 5
éﬁiﬁﬁ%ﬁéiﬁ?ﬂ%Lﬁ’iw e RILE Y A LA V&
BOASAR it 4 R ehE R o AR R o e g A if (T

MG A ko S Hp ey TR IR 3

Eps

P sk T
(Isomorphism) ~ ZHg g 12 (inertia) ~ o5k (4ot 7 T ek~ 7,0 £ 5
¥4 ,Tak)i i BB i ARt s o B a4

7
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%ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ&ﬁﬁ BEV I wREL fY
purehE & 12 (Teece etal, 1997) > 37 % B 3L & 6 $HATR AL R 4R w
P F R 2 T E S R BRAR kR 7 TR BT AR R LA R R
%1 - Eisenhardt and Martin(2000)#& 3| » &2 5% ¥ i B A 7 I IRk
RRE O RERFE I FRAS ENAR S LG R FHR A

Bofia 4 A - A FBE R T PN OER o et A
BB~ FI TR Ap AR E KQRERE % > 2 & a4 aoef st

GREFTHRE D ALRN BT BEL S S L AP TR

~

fed 4 RIFERG AREPEE N EFERDT R AR ERD
L BEA o Bm T2 o AN FRPE BFOREA R A RS

g F Y 4
(Argote, 1999) -

- B

AR IR e R B i 4 7

\\\
ﬂ
A

LR VIES O e %ﬁﬁ%gﬁii’%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ,
FrEARE hl (g { PR AR ol 4 B2 e RBV R § LA

| Rk Ak B Y Bl st B A A TRBY
BEEARE RN > 4ot IR B RN B S - e s AR E
ol 4 [ H- BRI AR B KRR T
—g A # AR A 4 m%?s\—ﬁ-%—}kﬂ W HEwe 2 g A 4 (sensing

capability) ~ A& i 233 B & i 4 (integrating capability) ~ & % B %5t 4

(relationl capability) ~ 12 2 e 5 & 2_ e jzic 4 (absorptive capacity) » i
EHLSd it hi adaeibfins {20 EELE XV IFLF

c2Eh s S
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KA G B RBEFG 0 N R LR 4 AT AR 'ﬂ:f,uv}?km
C T R E AR AR L B B RS R ERE - AT R

TRHGE BT PR AT 0 AR BRSNS 0k A
B R —SMJ 2 ¢ o EE R A AR Y R A frend
T e RSB e JRE AR HT A7 5 R A B R 4 g
=

SRR T R R AR FLE S R e B R EN A R W R

B a4 T D AR R T BT R T A T B R4
ﬁfﬂ?@(%fwvﬁéﬂ TR XA AgEERE AR

BPRELCEFLFHNE L S LA S o

AT SRR BN AR SILG L BRI TR AR
2o fe FiR4e 2 7 3F 5 HE IR B EE Ao R R s ey 4 TR
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