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RARGEERIREE R EHMEES - ’V"éﬂL%ﬁ%I%{bé‘éﬁlﬁﬁ% (newly
industrialized economies, NIEs) MNEs % #& A v 42 3842 (transitional economies,

TEs) 4T foreign direct investment (FDI) #9% H/\% (multinational enterprises,
MNEs) » TR a 8% 8 THEAEZIEF  FAIAEANAR - &5 B EZEK
RN BDERE - AR SR ARBRRZZENER  SREG THAEN
R TFHEAF - FARERBERKPEME (Greater China area) é’] NIEs (&) &
TEs (‘PEIAME) #Z&EH 820 £ ¥ - FRLERE A 0 (1) BAANER - BE
FEERAS HFAIGIHBERARBE: Q) TRAANER ®EH
BELRLZ - HNAIHEEALABE; Q) RoBRERELZERELS
HRTFRABEITHEERERBE: @) ﬁ’\é] BR %’\:]i’dliﬂ BESZ

B AR AR A RO NERLT ﬁ%AﬁﬁiﬁﬁFﬁﬁﬁEQ () F
’\7 TRAEFRNIBMERREZRT  HaIHEEREABE -
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Abstracts

This study integrates the resource dependence theory and the institution theory to
exam how MNEs subsidiaries’ autonomy will be influenced by the resources,
experiences, and institutional differences. The moderating effects of institutional
variables have also been discussed. Hypotheses were tested on a sample of 820 firms
from newly industrialized economies (Taiwan) to transitional economies (China).
Findings suggest that the parent’s resource and experience will decrease subsidiary’s
autonomy level, subsidiary’s resource and experience will increase their autonomy
level, institutional differences will have negative effects on subsidiary’s autonomy
level. Under different institutional situation, the subsidiary’s resource has positive
effects on the autonomy level, but the parent’s resource and the subsidiary’s

experience only have effects under perceived no institutional difference situation.

Keywords: MNEs, Autonomy, Resource dependence theory, Institution theory.
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BEIMNERAHAABREEZERTINBBEN S FAE (Child, 1973) - £
MNEs & » TAS A THZHNE] ZRI T A8 REEIE FHNBRAFE
M BT F A3 By A AR (Edwards, Ahmad, & Moss, 2002; Garnier, 1982; Gates
& Egelhoft, 1986; Taggart, 1997) - # X ¥ F A8 B THNFAR > BRARFER
B FNE R R R A EEITIES (Edwards et al., 2002; Garnier, 1982; Gates et
al., 1986; Young & Tavares, 2004) » A& R 4&E S FERIRBIE B EEEIES > HHIE
FEH S FRANER & ABMBEREEZZHE IHNBE -

#A M MNEs g THW#HRT - SHEARETHEBEE (DCs) #) MNEs £
H At DCs #) FDI BT B 3% - 122 &R B DCs By A% MNEs # % & B AL « BA &
ABNERELTNBINEECR  MMUEEERTREREBZHHBIRA
NIEs » 8 4522 % F  EIREiE &5 H MNEs » 545 MNEs S8 A% » ¥
BATAANBEBER Y - 5 FRAMNEZEAR  EE2 TR EELBHE
FEg o RRBDFROER  SHEFNEGFE—FER - b - LF 3] TEs
W4T FDI 893} & ¥ &% (Hoskisson, Eden, Lau, & Wright, 2000; Wright,
Filatotchev, Hoskisson, & Peng, 2005) » #5 % TEs ¥ A B AT 578 H R IR R &
FARA  FTOAR 3| K4t MNEs XN » (B2 BB K % RN T35 8 bt - &
LR EERBNRAE B - MAERBEIE T M F 4o DCs » {£43F MNEs £ TEs #
/B ) B R E AR BE R Pk B (Hoskisson et al., 2000) -

Bt - A9 A NIEs (€%) £ TEs (P B K[%) #4T FDL #FRHESE - &
B KRR EN R G NIEs  ~ MBI MNEs 2 #HAM > FEH#d (1) ERIK
MR HATR B NIEs & A MNEs 898 ~ TR HR >~ &8 > HRTAF
BEHENPE: 2) BEERRT TEs WERERIAZRH T G 8 THNPE,
(3) I — IR TEs MMBEBIREZ BHE - TRAANER  ERAAQ EHH
BWTFHER - AR ZZURE B BBEE - aTah%x EELER R

A SURKE B A R

MNEs A& § THEE B ZHEE (scope) BB EHIRE (scale)- B ¥
BEZRTANGELE TH AFE HF AAREELBBETHLTEAA
F# (Bowman, Duncan, & Weir, 2000; Edwards et al., 2002; Garnier, 1982; Gates et
al., 1986; Newburry, Zeira, & Yeheskel, 2003; Taggart & Hood, 1999) » % & & 5& » X,
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A FNEATRAEBITARNBEEH TS B EMEERET A EEBEEES
TR W R RN R AR RETFT A EZIRABEEH P T AT R
WIEBMAS > £ EAEAREEEE (Newburry etal, 2003) - % MNEs F/\ &) 3
REMRBEEES R BAENBEEZHRA RN A FER - B~ MNEs
TAABAR BB TH -

BENARET  BET AN BEIHENAZTRBREREFAE]  FAI] - R
. B3R 3% (Andersson & Forsgren, 1996; Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989; Garnier, 1982;
Gates et al., 1986) - -\ a] $#374F A 8] B THER MR IE - % 2] MNEs 428569 %%
WA RIERF T AT B E - fEIEHIN A B REE > MNEs B2 3 €8 F 2
SRR EA s B EEE) R A EEATER AN BREGTRE T A
BB ERIE - AAE (maturing) BTN &) RSN ERBIAE ) B E (Prahalad &
Doz, 1981) - F /M & i % MNEs 552 K ng R > AF RS EHEFRNAE
EHEACHLEBETASNE THMEE (White & Poynter, 1984) - —fx F /A 8]
FERRILANER - RIRF R - L/ARBE N MEE - HibE MNEs 84 &b
&) 2% (Gupta & Govindarajan, 1991; Jarillo & Martinez, 1990) » F )\ &) %A & b
Hg X BEETASZRIREK  BA LS HRE > TAIMEREEAAN
WA - A AE ) IR A MNEs W3R FE 24 % 1) B & (Birkinshaw & Hood, 1998) < £
WEBRG @ AR TAAMRUEEREAFEANAZR > BB G WESE
FEXEEGHER  LXEA TEs B9F 28 > AT GFHBMEA - BOLRY - RiE
SRBRFTRENERT  BEREHR T AANPEE A8 (Delios & Henisz,
2000) - {45 MNEs 28388 TN &) 9 RHETR - AR RS e B F IR E

KRS A X

PEBEEHRAR S EIR 85 (Penrose, 1959) » T & Z IR A

B BB (value) ~ # /0 (rare) -~ 3 oA £ {5 (imitable) B & 7 % X
(non substitutable) F 45 » ZWMEBLE TR - DETUAZE IR FEY  BEFRTY
4 % (Barney, 1991; Porter, 1980) » 45 7] & & & ¥ fE 59 £ X BLIRA & R A IE I

¥ﬁE R BAF-TH70F » fEEA B RBZE (Wernerfelt, 1984) o *”’ﬁﬂi%k BT
s BN ARB R RET R Z B R R EETHNFEENR S §4
Zfﬂc'ﬁd‘?ﬁ%lﬁ s BRI SAR B HACARLR > T AR B E S B8y AR E M (Thompson,
1967) - 4ABKEA 9 KR R EW BRI ZFIAE S - W RAKOES) - AFRR
BBEP —FTHRANERECABE  ASHHRAEKR AIBAEKRNEN



(Andersson et al., 1996; Simmel, 1978) -

HhEHAARAR (WEL - BMEFEENT) AVBF > TArITHA
MNEs W3 (de& A& REMTFANE)) WES)  AERTENER  LIFF N F
FHEARZZRMBA 2RO FTFTAE 8 THRK RZ - FT2A4
RREE » RIFEHR MNEs REREFMENRR - EFFAANBE jJF%ﬁi
F NGB T CABEAR 8% 89 B 4 (Ghoshal & Nohria, 1989)  #8 & R Shth /4 B
B FTFNANERRIESREFAAGF > BRZFAN (inflow) JKE > BT
T LARBENT 2R E T AANERESZRLE (outflow) By ERF -
RN BRBEIRY c HuEE > FTAIAZEN > BALSHERAERA
A2 e A1 (bargaining power) ¥4 5 (Gupta et al., 1991) o #4E 2A E 35k »
AFRBEEDBE 1 %2

HIL: BADMANARES  TADMANE LHAE B -
H2: FASMANARES  FAAMANE LHREEH -

MNEs 4T BN % K L A BLl 09 T 354038 > 18 L 403 A BY 7 MNEs 34T
BN BEEE  TARABEMNER - & MNEs HEARSE&RAYE  &F
HEFHRBEHE ZEER - ARAGKREIEEFTHTN  REILRIFIERE
R ABHR MNEs & ¥ FDI &?ﬁﬁ’é@*"*’ﬁﬁ“‘ﬁi (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) ° Ff
A MNEs BIIREEZLRAYTE > BARANES HATAANEEEE  £F
FAF B TG -

H3: BN REREERRATY

By

FE PR A B EHALE AL

FAEARIMB K S22 BEER ARILFFHEE BIFEIF:24

He & WA IR BIRBAF B R - AL ARBE A3 X 3% (Gates et al., 1986) - [&
%/\ﬂLﬁﬁ? BEECR  FETUAMNMNERGE CLEHEIEMTIECEY
B TURFESTUNEREFEE > & HAHEFA 889K HE (Young et al,
2004) » EEHEHFERT - FTAAERMEM > ARENBITBRENENER > LRE
BELH > ERZETAIRRRAREN > A BN MNEs 2588 K JRFR
(Garnier, 1982) » Hb& @M P F A3 F £ 2K T (Prahalad et al., 1981) - #%
i S e

He: FRAAMBEIREECRELE  TAIBEANAIHEELS



MEREE g T

FmERARFFEXWABEHATERSF AR E  ga Y
REGCEELRR > ARTATRSNRE > AT ERENEL (Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967) - & & B 3 * R B IRIE£EZ B AR 08 R
FHRERBIEIEER HEHEIRH AR AR R - AT # Lk
R > Baa gEmRET A R B EEEERE AT AR (Garnier,
1982) 5 h T R RRSIS - WRRABREWAERE  BRAACLBELT T AAR
% a#E R (Ghoshal et al., 1989) - H b - MAEFIE A R AR - TASMAE L
&2 %5 (Egelhoff, 1988; Gates et al., 1986; Gupta et al., 1991; Hedlund, 1981) - #&
B RS

HS : BAG R T BMEREEZRERE > TAIBAMA THER

MAERS T

SEERZHFIT RGN EM > TR RAHNEHR AR ERA LT REH
TR BARM  LBRAINEME BRILF ARG AL (Collis &
Montgomery, 1995) » % ax & ¥ 5t F & % (Grant, 1991) » A E S E 5K
(Granovetter, 1985) - MBI B B N5 R 2 E8) MNEs £ A8 S HER
i RERE > §#% MNEs fiiE A 0 B REEY - 45 MNEs 32 3 7 8 % 8
R Ey R4 W EFAARAR SN ERRER B EifraE® LnEs
RETHERAREERR)  BRARNREGEIABBIRN P ROFTHEE B
RN X AR IEH E BRAERILH B (Nohria & Ghoshal, 1994) - &
TFAABJABRSZNERIER (A HERENBELZHRESHHIRETER
) BARANEEREN  FRAACHELTTAAES A EH - Bk &
TAAWAR &8 THORG €XBBBERETE - AT REERKO6:

H6: &\ a R X BMERIZ ZORN B THRFAAFE  FTAF
R T NG B EHRE MR ARRE -

Hba: 47\ 7] 2040 510 2 FYH MR 55 £ B QA BE + HI 264200 3] 2RI
FONT G EHREZ B A B -

H6b: #22\ 7] 2840 H#h & B REHE IR % 2 A RS - H I T2 7 BIRA
F LG B LR AT E R 17



Hé6c: 42\ ] 3840 iy & B IR IE A R BAGF - I # A2 ] B &
EERET A GEEFREZ 59 A 1 e

H6d: £ 2\ a] s8 40 1 & PR IR 5% £ B BABF - HFIF T2 AL F]
SELGRI T 2\ 7] § EEFEE R 5 E 17

S BRF %

AFREH KR EHEEIRY " BB EHIIREAE o EHAEHM A 2003
F4R;AEHEAZE 2002 F 12 A1k KERBBAZENE XX HEEST FDI
MEEERY  AS PAHEEREITEI S E TSN E MR E 2,375 K
% BREU 1,852 4 » AR 72.03% - AFFREIFE RMEHK EZ 820 R EA
REITEEMN - RARE A 36.95% L HMETE ; 2854% A& BHERE &£
BRILETERRAETELNEAE 17%  ALERBE ST - 200 AATH P ¥
15 75% > 200 ASA BB R A ¥4k 25% « AT 5B RAA RGBT HR  HEH
;{ o

TAE 8 THER

AFRHEEHAT FTANAIHERE | - RASHEMABEET T AT A LH
AR 2R B (1) BIMFEXTRR - (2) FHTIHEEES - Q) 1T
B E R - (4) SHAFRAR - R (5) SHHHEHAE -

BN KR

BAATRMOEEFRXA: ¢ () ABREEE - Q BAIAHRKE - Q) #
NEAERKEFE=ZAGR -ARFEEHLEATREBRANLELH F 0
WA A B T AEIR log 14 NG ERKERS : (3-1) HA8ERHERE
(3-2) BN ERER R (3-3) BN EREMAKE -

T8 RIR

FAAMAROEES XA+ (1) FTLAAFBRLE - 2) TAIERKE
(Edwards et al., 2002)~ & (3) TS BEES TERE F =AGE - TASHE
REATAGFRER & SEQATRE RG] TG ERKEMER 7 MR
SR A (2-1) ERBMAS G TAG BTHE Y 22) TANEAREAEER
ANRRE -~ (2-3) TRAESRBWEZRARE : 24) TRAAESRMMEME
(2-5) FAFERKE S (2-6) TRAAEBER - R (2-7) FAEZEETHES
BWEBEFHAERERARR #1837 BB 0F > B



ERRHESE SEBHEEHWANRI  THA RHIANR  BIF NG BA RE
LIBBEEBWIAE S » AN FRREIFFIN BT A8 RFEBEBEED
BIREN TR -

FNAEREESR

FRFEA (1) BIFEERBAEEFIL - Q) BIEEGEAEL
Bl R Q) BRI ABAELAE TARILA S 3 EEEFNABEREELR -

FARNEIEEEER

FEPEANERFERMEETFADRLIAEEER  HETRD &M
WEEE (2002) Bk F AT ALER -

MAR RS

HRFEALE (1) REEF - Q) WMBALBARS  O) ARERAR
o (4) RAPHEAsERRRE S (5) ERREEBARS - (6) SPREILAIRA
(7) BAGHRRF > ) BEFEH -~ ) T8HE - (10) LEHEFH (1D
BETHRAT A BEHERBREEZRZNRE -

el 2 2

AAREREERN  TAAGH RENEX S @EEF S8 - £ ERRE
KRN RAREEXS (SIC code) 7T 2 HMEAE S 5 & BEME
TTEHE L21E RRAIE UASEBRBREHER - FAIEEART
NEBEARAEE - FAAEABRKXRATPUAEY>ZHBEE - GARHE

B FEER

BRI EEIHS L BERENTAI A THEEAEER S ABAEX
o ETANABER T8 THEEBIN bR A (Garnier, 1982) 2
(Gates et al., 1986) W RRAERIFE - LSO 2 RAER 3 BB > AF N KR
FECEEHEEEE BAIRAE RESKEFEM P EEARTEE (f=
-0.10, p<0.01)~F A a] A (f=-0.09,p<0.1) TN &] 5§ ETHLEMBGAZH
AmBEE ERKERP)ARZFEEKE B= 0.00) » KB 1 H 5 2&F - £F
NEA KRG @ FTArAFBEER (= 007, p<0.1) » E&KE (= 0.11 ,
p<0.01) » BBEEFHTERE (=0.14,p<0.01) FEB - BFNE 8 ETHAEER
HERERMBE > HIFBRR2 - HFAAHBREELER (= -0.10, p<0.05) #E-F
NEBIHEEZRAGEE  XHBER 3 TAARIABEER (b= 0.10,
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p<0.01) BFAF A XHAEEZREMBEE  IFBEA 4 BoBBERREE (b=
-0.16, p<0.01) RF R A B EHAERZRAMBE > ABRATWHER - £THA
Fm o MEFRERKT FTALER ERAT N8 THRGMTHEER
(moderating effect) 34k FHIFBEKE - BHK 6 REFIIF - PATLERFIR
&1

MR TABARERIEE BN THRAR T A B A RE— P BARARBEE
RREZBRETPUANE  RIALEFTRANBEIRT & TLAANER &Y
MTF A BEIHBRENBELE AL - EREBH AEEN T B BREE
BRE BB ENTANBIHBERS  ABANBERX T T BHZTFEA
HERREZRE BAENNT LB THAEARIK - AREREEZENEN
T BAAMEHERTFAIEBIERENBE  FREaREE (b~ -0.17,
p<0.05) ; FAEAERE R (b= 0.14, p<0.1) ~ BEFHTEAZE (b= 0.15,
p<0.05); HEBRBEEH (b= 011, p<0.1) HF NI B IHEEETHEE -
ERmBEREEZBRNERLT  EF A8 ERKE (B=0.15,p<0.05) ; RIEHE
EERERE (f~0.11,p<0.1) HF AN B IHREZLELREE -

1~ REER

A RER B RRBIE R EREE S R H FRAALEZNER &5 -
BREHREAZESHAEZ HTQAABIHRENBE - TELERET  ERKWM
ANER &8 RSB %54 - A NIEs &% % TEs #47 FDI $9F A3 B
FHERE REBETAZTHBBERBRES - EHEmE  AFRBESBREEFX
FORTRAANEIHEESZIT  FRAAZR ERIBE - HASTHNF
WA RIRES > T AL i MNEs 3R ~ EHIE4] - BB T A RS ERMAE -
BRFAETRARBENE] BIKT AR 8 TR & RHE (Garnier, 1982;
Gates et al., 1986; Gupta et al., 1991) Z#RABH - FTFAIAEAER > TIALRE
ZIRBFNN BITEE > W FAJBEELETFTAIRSNE T - EFNAY
RREEEREY T ATOARBELERPESHEETAAEEMBILT R BB
o FEMRES BT AINEES AR SR ARV G T e
R % (Garnier, 1982; Gates et al., 1986; Sullivan, 1992; Taggart et al., 1999) & %
— B - EFRNAFARENEIREELER  RTUAEAEHARELT R L TUS
EREER REFENEBNOME AT AARENEITESARE > 204
CRERET NG  ENBRERRLZEZHRN TR G THOBE ERARERFS
BHPTIAE > (EAFREIR - EH MNEs BB EERRNAELE > §T2AF
MERFANNEEETENRS  EFETRAIANEERKETHES MNEs ay4
BH o BAS TR AEHNIER ARSI AT A BFEEE  UAEE T4
&% 8 ER & (Garnier, 1982) -



TP ES L BTN eSS ER DTS et
SRR FAAMER  SRET A 8 N TENR - R RERE LR
A2 MR B 2B 3 BHEAT post hoc analysis % B3R §MMAIEE B AW - B
AAMERES B ER NS BT B4 RE AR A B E NS5
HERE - ERFAANTRNBEN EFARBERERT LB ENALH
KA - EEHY 8 E R RBTRAERE - BN A TURERIASR
BYTHTADREEE LSS RAE R RBREE R AR FATBLNE
BT AE R AR IR IR B 1 - P DA A 3 FAR M AT A 3 b 2 B S B
AR -

BFFAAEZEHBAEIHE  TUAEAREIRES - /4 MNEs g EE
B AT RS R RRBEEMAEIZ S - AR FAAEZNBE KA FR
BERRGRAEMEIRIE A RN B THNBE BB THERNERER > P&
(Birkinshaw et al., 1998) #17F A& A& &R > ARANREBET N A X
HAEENRAFLEFA TR TARRENL EERE - {4t MNEs &3]
FIET TR IR HE - B T RMERZE AURIE - KRBT 4t 4 B T EH® MNEs T 4E
FERABE - BATRNIRE -
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k— #BHE A ER (N =820)

Dependent Variable: Autonomy level

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

5 t p t p t VIF
Control Variables
Metal industry 207 (5.16) A4 (3.71) A4 (3.50) 1.467
Chemical industry 09" (2.50) 04  (1.16) 05  (1.25) 1.347
Civil industry A3 (3.56) 05 (142 05 (1.37) 1.369
Subsidiary’s performance 04 (1.03) -00 (-0.05) .00 (.00) 1.124
Entry mode 19" (-5.70) -16™ (-4.87) -16* (-4.75) 1.071
Independent Variables
Parent’s R & D intensity (X1) =10 (-2.90) =10 (-2.97) 1.12
Parent's size (X2) -08t (-1.85) -09t (-1.90) 1.94
Parent's products’ level (X3) .00 (.07) .00 (.09) 1.19
Subsidiary’s R & D intensity (X4) 071 (1.80) 071 (1.74) 1.50
Subsidiary's products’ level (X5) A1 (2.85) A1 (2.97) 1.38
Subsidiary’s value activities (X6) A3 (4.01) 4% (4.18) 1.09
Parent’s international experience (X7) -09*  (-2.10) -09*  (-2.30) 1.93
Subsidiary’s host experience (X8) A0 (2.83) 0% (2.74) 1.24
Institutional difference (Z) =117 (-3.28) -16** (-3.51) 1.94
Interaction effects
X1’z .03 (.68) 1.24
X2*Z 05  (1.38) 1.13
X3*Z 04 (1.18) 1.19
X4z 02 (-39 1.54
X5*Z 01 (-25) 1.49
X6*Z 01 (-.23) 1.09
X7z 07 (145 221
X8*Z 03 (-94) 1.21

F 12.65*** 10.21** 6.98*
Adjusted R .08 14 A5
AR? .06** .01

Tp< 0.10; *p< 0.05; **p< 0.01.
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