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Abstract

Dynamic capability is the capability that enterprises integrate, construct,
and reconfigure their internal and external competences to respond to the
rapidly changing environment. This thesis reviews past researches on dynamic
capability, categorizing its underlying concepts into three dimensions, which are
product, market, and process respectively, and combining different scholars’
point of views to classify the antecedents of dynamic capability into three types,
tangible or intangible assets, mechanism or procedure, as well as behavioral
intention. Due to the limited academic output on the dynamic capability
antecedents, there’s much to be explored. Two new antecedents are proposed
in this research; one is entrepreneurial orientation which belongs to the
aforementioned behavioral intention type, and the other is strategic flexibility
that is a part of the mechanism or procedure type. Moreover, because of the
partly complementary connotations of entrepreneurial orientation and strategic
flexibility, it’s further proposed that the interaction effect of the two variables

can also serve as one dynamic capability antecedent.

The “Taiwanese Electronic Company Database” of the Department of
International Business, National Chengchi University, which contains the year
2009 data of 204 electronic firms based in Taiwan, is adopted to conduct an
experimental research of regression analysis. Entrepreneurial orientation,
strategic flexibility, and their interaction term are the three independent
variables, while product, market, and process dynamic capabilities are the three
dependent variables. The result points out that the impact of both
entrepreneurial orientation and strategic flexibility on the three types of
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dynamic capabilities all reach the significant level. However, the interaction
term does not generate significant influence on each of the three dynamic
capabilities. The situation may on the one hand arise from the partial
discrepancy of definition of the two main independent variables, and on the

other hand stem from the variety of the sample.

In order to generate a more satisfactory result, more regression analyses
are conducted with the entire sample trimmed according to different criteria.
Three regression models show positive results, that is when the sample only
contains OEM, ODM, or OBM firms respectively, the interaction effect can be
close or above the significant level. In the two models conducted with the OEM
and ODM samples, the interaction effect is most evident on the process
dynamic capability dependent variable, whereas the interaction effect of the
OBM model is most significant on the market dynamic capability dependent
variable. It shows that the interaction effect is able to reach the level of

significance within certain sample groupings.

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Orientation, Strategic Flexibility, Dynamic Capability



\

% "_‘p_ Y
¥ F W

¥

-~ FreBat R

Bt EH SR - BB aiEL > A1 e F E R EE L
UGN E o AR EWMGARRY > RSB - RREL THwe 40 2
-G RBEPAERNRERY 0 CBRBHF RN AR AE T FE
FIRP s Bifaid Tiho R4 Lo BARBES > 7 W7 Lk
B~ BB L G ke AP o L G HEAEEEAEL BT
A i ket g > BREITFE ALY Bk 0 RN

TFASHET G B ARG M T2 RS N E S o

R oo BRI ETLRR 0 S

&H
4y

R ‘@lsé g E m,gfgu b ,&,&;}{'
o - > n FATE i%‘m%i%';l s » L EE é»/%i‘lji’kfl?‘l:ﬁtl
AEHLAHED > F— = 5 LAIFT 4o (B~ S0 R 28 edoeg o .;);'aﬁjjﬁjg
RGBS FLAT - RFIF LT ERPR  REELFEATTAD ¢

A R YR S R TR e g R P o Fl o a AR E &

i

iﬁ’/z‘-ﬁ:G\"";"Mli.gl’t!vglr\’w‘";\‘ﬁmé;'{%’rﬁw?’;?'u?l\%m%lbf& B
Bod ria bR EREY aFep e g2 2 a4 > 77 Teece, Pisano,
and Shuen (1997)#7:2f8 2 F fiat 4 ML L FULTRE RF 7 B 1 ) 30E

fE o 10 K8 Fenss iBE

FRABLEERYRESOR LA 0 2 ERI fEALELFL I

g%';

oo ST AEFE- BT BEMAL B e



%._":g-j\?'/—‘—\‘? v 2| g A7 oF a
He EF b SE g B s FAEY ST AT RRET

d\_}, e o e
r{r@f’%px'&f'l\l % B AL A 2 ’I'Ef:‘-?ﬁ—ﬁ’éiﬂg%Pﬁﬁf’}'}/&?&’{@f@;

<
B

3. pAFRIRBEANOT IR (R I RPFESERE) 7 &

P R AR



oAk P BB }*Jc R B 3t E T & %32 1 % (the evolution theory
of the firm) ; (Nelson & Winter, 1982) » %32 # ¥ i ;% 1 Alchian (1950) ~ March
and Simon (1958)f= Simon (1993)57#7 § »dg 1 £ F {IL A A £ 5 5 IR
P RS FE TR B A E M i KB AR e TI% R iR (satisfice) | A 2b
" & & f2(optimize) ;> iE» B FEIA R BEEF F- I BfRAZAEL NP
i) 17 F A(routines) > @ E& 7 ¥7i3 & 2 PiEL SrdT ehit 4 (capability)
FRBE PSSP ELIER > 2P {42 B EITRAE B FF R

(March, 1991) -

AR B S AR LB A TR AAILS
(resource-based theory) & & P4 pF o TR A F PN 5 L BH AR K f
WAET G RE A U BB R OT R SR AE R L%
128 k2l 2 P e B B R LA G R RM AR i ks i chel
EIEE YR L B4 (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000) - %] i F ik & ' g
TIRAL B AP TRB R B TR AR A2 TG
SIEE ] FTRAEIREARFUF € F 6 RE % (Teece et al,, 1997) -

REPEEFIFY > PFEPRCTRT R ER IR R AR
Z FUETRB R K B IR0 F R (Leonard-Barton, 1992) o & A& &t 44 ¢

X RT R AABBE W DB A R
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Leonard-Barton (1992)3% 5% » #% fidv 4 LB jTAp R B G B Fie an
T o Fe g%k A5 5 A7) gk #EE g4 it 4 o D. ). Teece and Pisano (1994)
TEP A AEEETEN Y RS FOR it > B NITA K ARG F
(competence)st it 4 o @ % Teece etal. (1997)%7 3 ¢ » % & 1 fi e 4 A
REFE S EATRR N IV I A 1 Bt B i S o

Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) 45 1 # f i # &= & %%’J‘! PEATE RS
(new resource configuration) s 1% 143 ¥ 425 (strategic routine) » ¥ izt 48
B FEE S~ @ FTRGOFLS 5 ¢ Zollo and Winter (2002)

: B 1E
REACEAPERBAERAY { §EIBELS 0 TT LD AL LR
* ¢ #

F g e o Zahraand George (2002)dp i #- fi i 4 A F 1 AfE Meg s
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68 1 SRR F R ¥

Winter (2003)f]#-5c 4 & 23 % » — IR FT AR PR E L £ F 12

a4 el - S 4 (substantive/ordinary capability) ;> ¥ — P E_% 28
¥ 4 (force majeure)2. et I G AL ~ RAE P HFE D T B R
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EE S i U A O N ‘%F\PF@; - B2l e B A i A A £ e
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AEIR ARE T BB RBENE AR IHAEB IR AR
fe 3 o @ KK3: Winter (2003)14 2 H 3 ?}ﬁ 3t — AR 4 2§ > Zahra,
CHNE AT -
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i Fengd B i 4 EERE B a2 v el A2 (process) o
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1, 2
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Helfat (1997) 2 %62 & * chEF W F H A X 5 # F (1970 1 1980 & ) »
31 3 A (P (complementary know-how) % 3 48 3 & &2 8 fi e 4 B b
BE o @ R e 4 IR ik Rl § A IS 1973-
1974 £2 1978-1979 & = I 7] ehif Hoik B > i £ $150 Rb f Hoch) 7% > &
DA R AR PRt g 0 B¢ - 8% g T i (gasification) £ e i
(liquefaction) st jise 4 & £ i & e i 5o ¥ 4 bR B o w4, e

SR RRE RS T G RANER 0 F 20 AL P E Y L

k“\’?&

SAPLT £ S U i B A B S Akt i s F B R
2 5%  FAFFRIDEFTAE > TRG FREFAREIRRA L
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FHA T ERCEFEY S EYEE) R RFEEAFBEL
FREFLFS - BEK - 2 EL LG e ST LT
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& Griffith and Harvey (2001)s%7 3 @ » 4 L& fi iy 4 975 =% ¢ < | p 38
7 A& (internal assets)¥? *F 3R F A (external assets)c i 58 o p IRF A TR A

EE TR 7 A (specific asset) 14 2 &2 35 i B 220 & FEip| 1
IR A S H A AR (market-based view) 5 g 0 ¢ 7 T FAvaand i
SRR AL RAL LA CEFR e EEF L d R (RRE
AEEd2A5) BRYCRFEUSH A2 M ORTEF ~ LRFHR
ZERMFAS CHBRFEURHT F o Fom LA P> R FH R
% 2P e (A S G g Repfiie ) @ 2RE R S R
BEEHERA RS (power) s 2B R F M G B R o ApHE

L=
BbJ-

a“?!

A Tl R A s BN g kR o D4R e 2

[\

fai g B ke g ﬁifﬁvﬁ’ 2 #1 4 (reward and coercive power)(Brown,
Lusch, & Muehling, 1983) & %o & /2 #2307 4 (expert, legitimate and referent
power)(Gaski, 1986) » 7 % T'F—”‘ {73 35 1% 4 (informational power) o #7
TREFR M AT RHEBTA U E I F B LEauEi R fFU
BB s it o RESG AR EF AR R S g

= B HrenfE R A - F_e

Rindova and Kotha (2001)#7 7 2 3 3] f& ~ 74 it &7 4L ipdr 2 B cds 5
B 0 X 1L Yahoo £ Excite & TR 2 PR T B AT EAL o (THRL D
B L G E A ST RER AR AITOT R AL £ 58 T 3 3
% # (continuous morphing) |k 3 & & ik & 4 £2 { v% 3 (strategic flexibility) »

Rk B PR P AT s B4 (transient competitive advantage) o |

4eiF % ¢ “rYahoo &7 Excite & > @ 0 — B s s MIEF I A= o e A gL
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P i A E Y 0 & R L AT A RAER F 0 R e
gzt i AEF S H % 24k i F (content) ik 2k (destination site) » * =
o S A Berkehr v f(internetportal) B Ak B AR 2 AR

PR R o T RS R 8 B AR 0 & 57 &2 Teeceetal. (1997,

p.513) % & 2. T A5 37| # L BF b B i 4 P iRAprE > 2 & Zollo,

Winter, and Insead (1999)#-#- i iv 4 2 5 T SEE Y M= 5 g%‘« %)
Mok kit A BB HFIERE ) 2P0 F o mRFEFRGET G e
BEEBLL

& -

King and Tucci (2002)F7 7 ‘s 5k B2 8 i ac 4 B enfd (2o b %A 5 # 1

<

& ¥

»

& B (static experience) £ #& 7| 5 % (transformational experience) » w1 & % 5

pi)

BB Hdhe 4o 18 4p ShELG WAL e BT (4 (organizational inertia) @ i& {7
e e o b i 4 AW AT B F ReahE & i 4 2 - (Eisenhardt &
Martin, 2000, p. 1107) » @& &2 7 BK > F R ff #8F A% 5 JRIFIM G 3 Fahlg
Ao B RALCATHIAT SRT RS 5 PR - S eRE e
PERARE o e AR Y ATIAD BT LG RS e IRAERG P
TEHRARE F o P A R FJUAT P F RAE Y AR B
WA AR RN R ARG LL A D REY AR 0 RP T
e A 4 AR 0 ARG TR E X ATOJIAT B P A G 1997 1 2005
EdARABFNITAFHF ~ 2208 BEFHE T2 BERTE > URFTF A
xR AE? ORTIAD H s 02 (S ehd R R KA F g e
A4 P HEBER ARG D HEREERFE N FTIAD BT N EK
BHBEEI FEFT ARz ke PR Ak N ABAE E R AR G
P R R HR *ii*u’% 7R R o ies ot

REERT C HFREHRTG NG S DA o
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Zollo and Winter (2002) 32 i 87 3 7 & ! ,E_F_Q%:@§ ¥ ¥4 (learning
mechanism)z#F E# it # > TREV VI L L2 v - HELEHR L
(experience accumulation) - 45 + | 34 {7 ¢ frm_ﬂ_%‘« AR A R T E o

A deed wainfe e A kg qlac 4 5 & - oA

(knowledge articulation) » 35 3% 8 & M43 ~ EardF L ~ A RFH kA E PR

¥
4

Ao euEAr 0 A B2 BT ARt~ AR RS R E G 2 5 3

BHEBRRFTEHBEF T FIEM RO F 25 R
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Sk
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B

(knowledge codification) » a‘ﬁ AR H#ATT ﬁ’*mtn i 7

(performance implication)# 122 F i & 4> bldrE B ~ T F £~ AL

%

G B EEEEMER S n] ABBBHE 0 A T R 2

]
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B

e
& Ab

5

P B AR AL A IR ARFT B (process R&D) ~ £ 4 ¥7 i if (restructuring

F_L

and reengineering) ~ 11 2 & {5 B £ (post-acquisition integration) == st k £
T AT BRFR FREREIEPN F ek TR AR R 5
BV mRmme i (RRLHE) £ B P ik g Y

(deliberate learning) § F 2430 fk it 4 eha) = o

Benner and Tushman (2003)#% 4! - 2458 § 2 ﬁ P ﬁ;_? 1T 2
WA BB A o ,f;f}_»g e T rm %‘f? 32 (total quality management) ~ =
B8 X (six sigma) ~ & #7428 12 (business process reengineering) % » ¥ 12
Fo P RIG E TS & B AR A FT(innovation) S5 T R 7

Lgdg > 2R 2 dr 2 AU 237 B eh] 3T & A FopiFd: F (technological

T
3
D
3
o)
e
g,,\;

PR S £ F AT 2 (exploit) &2 4% % 12 (explore)
hE s kRS TRARE e o F1 L B A 4 AT b A e o

EEFEAHE S R EF AR R 8 e Y AR B AT
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H BB E TR BAEFH 247 % 98 € (Wruck and Jensen, 1994; Hackman
and Wageman, 1995) > * R & 4 72 % 5 § ¢ ohZ [ (Pisano, 1996) » i&
B R RIRTA R i 0 A F R AF RSB ETRE Y R A TR

%% plATET A o

% Blyler and Coff (2003)cn5® 477 7 ¢ » H P — 384 G WPALE T
(social capita)£_35 = & jig iy # ¢ & (& 2520 4 (necessary but not sufficient) 7]
%o B AE T ARAE B ARG DT R e A R R e REE S b
et BB AL AIRT AR AR RDZFEFEISTR SRS DN
T R B B R R F AR R RS2 R
BEABT £l g X o 77 ¥ 51 % Teeceetal (1997) " fi it 4w ¥
Ao PR A cseE R g v A3 3R fY(generate rent) | sERLE 0

TP gl BE 0% A (stakeholder)FE R § E AT N R B~ angR e iF

ETIRN

g—;&f” 4m;fﬂﬁ‘°‘a ‘é‘ﬁ'g”vﬂwuﬂﬁ gﬁ' A, Bfg a4

TE khz- 2 & ifbﬁg‘m'ﬁ’ﬁ‘ﬁﬂi KT o

Kor and Mahoney (2005):% = F # c3fiz B (resource deployment) 3 2% 3% 2
PAIBFEMB LS A RLGRAR . TRPRE ¢ F Y
78 el ~ lF—*‘ BEF P B 3 RIEREFPFEFH T ROES%
AR SR TR D > K RBR DG RAR S FIAFAFE
S E VAR 5 3 A50Y 4 (tangible effort)(Hill and Snell, 1988; Mosakowski,
1993) » $ A FAIFTE FH Ed a4 F R RDF B > FEERA
Bz dEREFRE - N AR T A SR DR RT 4§ R
FEFEHFILL D o Byt 60 RETAIF I S P SR A 0 E R b
PYREFTRFELESARFITIHF - AL B5pd o o7 il
¥

PR g G U TR Y § AL MHBR AR AR T
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LI R PGB ¢ RATFE P A AP R BT A h P 0Ty AR

B & @R ek e AT o

Arthurs and Busenitz (2006)F7 7 3% & 2 B 3¢ 715 0 AT4] = 7 3 & 43K

s

AN FELR I NLE > 01 E R 1990 3 1994 & B AL EE 134 B
A (EEAELSFERTAES > L8R § BT AFRLFNLT L
B E AR A ) B o 0 P ehAc B I B (start-up stage)  F o $
B FE RO T AT A AR > i A P F 5 et LA
s£] £ iv 4 (entrepreneurial capabilities) ; # - L 2@ 4 s WL BB 7 &

SR TS B S P I SUF SIF SR O S TR N

,mﬁ ﬂ?'#.’

A 1’}_5;’1%;2\;5" J?f—rff,m Z<iﬁ-»€$’£li°
Zahra et al. (2006)# 1 £ 3 #F 4/ (entrepreneurship) &2 & i it 4 2 ¥ gt

FAEEF IR e v P gl A A s A fh o A At 4 o dp I
TR N E P XS % (outcome) i 4 5 ¥ — FAR]E B R A )
Apreg S EATR R - a4 2w A o de a4 o TP M eniEsk Y o
FAEER N E @A 4 T B EE £ B (integration skill) % £13% » F] 5 7%
UM i 4 RS RS A 0 B R %R hE A
(redundancy) I Fg i% i v% P #&47— 3% (Zahra & Nielsen, 2002) ; % = &% 1
R R A P TR RERCE DRSS Rt
\ﬂ#¥ﬂﬁééﬁbnﬂﬁ { SRRE R G ~ & A BfLa 4 il

3
A2 B IS TE RGP AR E X SRR R R B4
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A2 o Flaad vt Rl LR IRE 0T e g p R

B HEAER > X H RTINS € (Cyert & James, 1963) -

Wu (2007)FF 7 = @ 4 IFEEPF > & fi i * g ¥ 7 /R(entrepreneurial
resources)£? 4§ »x & 2 B o1 x Y 4 & ¢ (mediating role) - TH 35 AT
plodms  Fliand A RpABERTFE - FRETR 2 3

S F A R PE AT chE ¥ BLi(specialized know-how) ~ A ~ 02 IR 4
(managerial capacity) ; 2 = & ¢t ¥R35 e s T F R iﬁ; HELEL,E T

B BRSPS IR A PR ET R §RBANP L L L

Rl

EPRER > H - e Tk M A RF AR A A 0 RISE

I NF AR o P Y SF200 FTF A H T R AKRERE S A B
R iy 4 gt R EE Y - BV R B anE R L B £ % (semantic differential scale) %
fmE > P ¥ A5 Teece etal. (1997)e7 3 @l iT > ¢ 22 Bg » >~ W
AFThEER ~FThEEn ~F¥ad  MEwiegauwmt o Py

B AP OB BT B R R AP Ll (TRRAET G BE

1=

B
She

PGS O A

Rothaermel and Hess (2007)215\5@216)’%;&%@%@?2 A A TEEEIFTRGE R
:2 % | (Rothaermel & Hess, 2007; Teece et al., 1997, p. 516) 12 H-41 3 > 53t &2
tﬁ\q A7 kG 8 (T2 L1372 B enfd o LB 4 & & (individual level)
P EEH LT A S F 0 £ F & o (firm level) 2430 3% 2 ) 3% R&D at #
S F 0 A 5 (network level) BT B v 3 ¢ R A B« BWREEERF o 0T

HERR B A ER PREZ KRG AIRT 0 R H TR G e LR

s ‘.\,

fgag 3 AR I A | FTA d(innovation output) o $L AT F H* 1980

12001 # >3k 81 R HAE D P ik > 112 FA B L ok R AIAT

AP R  PHELEFAF BB E G DEX > BRI EY I AR
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FoOfFART R AT o Flpt o 2 F TN R el A §l et
Ardefiiv 4 hd A RERREF BAR KT kavip e ua

BhG Eo > SHAARIPEFT AL BEURRSPp L RRREFTH B
fa

Danneels (2008)% 7 e & {4 &2 i ft 2. B chBf 1% o T’F—*‘Ff L A B
g 3] - Iy i @l (first-order competence) &g 7 av 4 U7 4 Teniz gy o -
¢ it mt(second-order competence) B £_" £ A7t mteniv wf g5 2 ¢ A& A
w7 A B ehs A 3 4R DR E R R (willingness to cannibalize)
3= 2% M % (constructive conflict) ~ % . % Pz (tolerance of failure) ~ & A7k 35
(environmental scanning) ~ 14 2 & /R A ¥ (resource slack) ¥ I 58 > H38 2 & i
ARFERF B2 M EEEY A K R R SR AR F R

FHEFEFR LGS TER KRt H* W77 TR WAE o9 254>

A fk 2000 & £ 2004 # % BEROFTHEERFE 0 ET FERFEL
PR T ABNEHARERS L RRE PR BRALY

2

bl §# (longitudinal regression)® p ¥¥OP T A R 2 F oL AE ER

i EERCE Y BTG REF R AL IF AP REE P R

4o A 4 )
Zhouand Li (2010)2 P B 2 # F > F3 8 B 3720 Fao oo iid
BHPRB T 0 F 1 K% e (strategic orientation) k £l F fi A 4 o F

Gatignon and Xuereb (1997):r1%_% ° (-] Ll 32 B3 FlEa o
F L ZAF % ¥+ (customer orientation) » 3 A T fRAE R AR gL o &
MR AR E S ARH EARG & 5 % - AL %9 (competitor

orientation) » g B fRFE F chk re2 534 TP Y IER 8 F = L R
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# = (technology orientation) > RIS Eﬁ‘fﬁ‘ FTAR R A o R % SRR~
AR BE R Y PO E cngrdh o ke chlich 27 7 ¢ (Benner, 2009;
Griffith, Noble, & Chen, 2006) » 45 d1 > fi it # ehE & ~ % 2 - & if Jii
(adaptive capability) » 4piL i ® § 25 b £ 2 TR A AR 1 F] ik
AT G AP A SRR ¥ BT RS
W € R e i 4 0 XA RREE AT R FE L F (high
demand uncertainty)¥? %% 33 B * (high competitive intensity) i ;= ™ » 11
IBERETF P ER2 o e WAAP P RAEY 20 B R EFE 55K
Ak SRl HEAEEE e T G BT AR 4 A o R &

B F e ek LI FF LT AERG B AN ST

S RERTES FEEAFELEFRAL R o

% 21 i wFlZpMAE T

(A} =y ugdl R+ B R A 4 2 W F) PrIBXR/FL18%%
;:z}i‘; .ll'_‘jﬂr‘mﬂb é’—%/‘\
2 #‘E”’L‘f/rfﬁf_" v %
Teece et al. 15 N EFEF T ARFRER | FRF AFE ZUE A
2 % # 5
(1997) mreA i o % 5 B BT s 3 ¥ 5
T oy 2 ml’]/i" K ‘;T‘;‘
Brad fi a4 o
4 B2 HEdsd o
FR26 7 | TAEHEFUZE s 3 i 3 '
, L | PHEMEFHACERD
BREREA | MHETAE > ¢ ZFHT . .
-'Ehaslgzrm/ . PR 2.7 Ay 'H—'-%}f&
Helfat (1997) | * =% % R A (AR FH WM RE )| L - e
2 ] o . - ) Zrd”l’*f;i,{dir
13 (1976-81 | #h#HFA (v 22
e » L. ,%&})a\r{aﬂ Ny = = g
E2FH) | BB AR ) o —
Ll Rt °
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MR bR

A E I RITA DM AT A~ o Hav L pEv
. o 228 g o W\?“%"‘Tl]b’:’ :ﬁ\%%:}i?&éo Eé}i&%%%\iiﬁﬁ%
Griffith and REFL | ey . a4 o RH AW
FEE= & :Hu ’ e a
Harvey (2001) i . F , IRT A LW FAowm A ¢ , ',, . *
FEC s SR
o B~ A o / . _
130 % 7 B e & st HaE 7 Rl
- ':"Lo
Yahoo £ Excite & 7B %
NP SEEFE e
TR T L R P Feodlg g i (0F
i N 4 A+ 4
Rindova and @37 % /| Yahoo ~ G5 i e %éi’—“ Pl EF>prh— v R
Kotha (2001) % Excite P 8 ) R E R RE
— ERcRr o R
PRt BAFL MY
LR
1997-05 # | 18 L y
WL L g | BT 7 .| R FERGRA L
Kingand Tucci | § %/ 5 1';4 7:5; -2 T o *ETIA S BT
Jik
(2002) i F v £ 208 | HA sk e E o RS (RN &
ii;ﬂéﬁf‘; 7 fiic 4 A o
i =8 >
B ) 2 A L e FREEF RN F DR
Zollo and 235 1 ) T Tl oadde
Winter (2002) | e éF T s e A
kS = fho e e g s
ARE T RN P IR
iG] fﬁﬂ‘f;‘ N R AT
Benner and TG E Eingeeng] | © AT T HFE
Tushman Y=y & * 4 (exploit)iE# > 112 v FR @ EP A I 2 AT
(2003) S AT R AN HE | A glRT

P &7‘
|4

14 (explore)i= &> o
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2% PR 2 e
T AAP R FTHOGY 0 B
Bre & BT R 4 o

Blyler and Coff

o

ﬁig ?ﬂ\ v | de A % B
T Ak

MEALE T AL

RL s 4 e B (e 2E A

BT kR o
FoPBEFE RS N
EEREHTR o § R
FruEBEL S 5
O A Fe s LN A 5 L F ik 3k 2 .
Kor and -?;)g_pr;i 60 %fréll B BT B ¢ #ﬁ SF ak’?é:p l&.@ g AT R IR S
Mahoney v dwne JEEIFEEERE AR T FRA 0%
2 4 B - i .
(2005) *m oo g AP~ A Y

B BT
14 EARE & R h
r i { AP BE o

A LR I A 2
BT K e TR g7
) g A B Ak B
% ® 1990 /g »lifﬁ
; 7 ’ ? A !
Arthurs and ., 3 1 1994 # P . pmf s F -
Busenitz LR ek A SHE- -1 PR S o IR IR TR AL
g BRIREN-F A $i - B A E SRS AR
(2006) 134 2 = %t .
X B oo & AT E ads fE
4o b de s A A K
AL ;;g_»); i%ﬂ?ﬁu
4o
WA m H ARBF
Jahra et al BEHN SR | FeRLT o BEEE
ahra et al.
2006 LA g & A RS R AR | B aE Y o E T
( ) Bs 3

B2
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(1) AIEFT R 224 4] | HATH 27 A 5 > B i
iy hE EH |t R AR AET
HES TR ILE FIT | GRILE RIS L eh s i
o A 5 LL 1 :5(}7)\
Wu (2007) @y /| sw2003] ‘Ufzﬁ”l mﬁj#i’m&
= =
g apaar | @ deprmpg |10 TPIEEE
_ NN f?ﬁ‘l,'gs}ﬁﬁ’ﬂ/ﬁ\;ﬂl?vflﬁ
EF %jl/ “;g*"%iév ) B IE SR L |
)ﬁ\, F“}E%LLF& Iﬁo L-Lq}g\‘ﬁvlnuﬂb
Mo~ i
N e 1 G- BEE AR
L TR T4 o
Lok e CBAE | FHEEFLAFZBRY
1o50 s AP AR EEHET A | K K 22T 0
=L = a1 S “ -~ o e
Rothaermel 2w s | 2001 & 3 R F o b EEGE | P I RRKEF 64
R A o s
and Hess Fﬂ ,:L e ot A N IRR&D i 4 | T FE o A TAR L
e SIS i 3 . o - . VY
(2007 pEan | TRF A G R | T AARE > B
alEE Seag thIRENF 0L TR 2P p L RRKEFA
MR o b e B o
ok B 8 5 R HIRFELRS T
BN & TRMAY o
W77 R | EHRAR ﬁ‘zﬁﬁj AN RN 2
! : - [ | EER
Danneels FEFALS A A | 7 %F‘I i o BEEEYERE
“ Ao ’ :u .
(2008) 2 AN u;réz% B OHR R
2’ B~ P TREE
AR 0 B R RIRTE S
L 3 kR o
RSEARTT T IR TT A Al
Zhou and Li FRFL/ | P ALY . ‘;ﬁ 94%‘3)’@%4 g %
I o W 1
(2010) g 420 1 % {v%“‘ e T
ra» o
FFE ! TABEFE -
(FHR KR 27 FR)
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Wvk o IEAR R ¢ B A IR AL A ¥ Ao BB T B4 (Rumelt
& Teece,1994) » e S W enF i 124 5 FE A 172 2 K vt » 112 4o
RIS EEIR G R B R L BRAFT hAAEEL R

WP AP dele B P TR Y 2 RS (AT B

TR FES B LA AT RR MY R AR AR

' e
SR AT R E R 2R it 5 B2 B B R —*‘FfL
HLFTE it o FEERNERR Y
Pleng ¥ QAU rg R 2 englf- 2 RUORFHE @
ROPREF R R A AR B EFLPIRE T D R FAIATA S -
Tt AT ERBELA A SBIERFITARTO T AR ELS S R
R 2 SR o TV R RRR PR B L L, ST A s i

il PR A

R o N DRV Y R AR o TR A R B
h TEAMARRTA > REBERE o g%

TRl EAR ¢ T EY A AREE S B
Bb o, BRI TEFLAB ) MR Ee o KA T UFR B
HROHFERF S L BAR M

foac 4w F o wH W G EBEFEFER I

P
e

S LR T R o3 S T SV B o8 PR L
F s

Feip e Bl AP TAEEe 2 TRGER TR

i

Y AT VR AN 2 A Rk R R RS A

4T B AR M TR R B T - B R
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$- 8 pEER

ERER AR ) Eanhy 1I§’<7 ? > Miller (1983)4% 1 £] £ 4] & & (entrepreneurial
firm) € K F A 57 FAIAT B AR G RBES s 2 F AR DA SN
£15#7(proactive innovation) » ¥TEf R F L L 5 RE P L 0 7 —'ﬁ;ﬂ

= 1 F E ¢ 7 1A7(innovativeness)~ i & | (proactiveness)~ | % (risk-taking)

% 7 % (Covin & Slevin, 1989; Wiklund, 1999) > ie. 3 # is & —“‘Ff £ ® Miller (1983)
NEE O RE T Y E G v i P4 (competitive aggressiveness)(Covin
& Covin, 1990; C. C. Dean, 1993) - @ { Lumpkin and Dess (1996)7%7 7 ¢ » #%
1Al E A (entrepreneurship)Z £l £ o 5 AR & hL B oW ﬁ E¥
FAFnp F el —*‘Ff FRAl XA ERoREF ) T T ALIEE
w AR o P AR O~ RTT He(new entry) et A2~ B (practice) ~ 82K b
(decision-making style) » & Z £]FT ~ A #° ~ | % ~ FE BB~ U E P s R

)

< h b

X}

RS IES AN Y S RIS LS AO R & S R RS ia
% > @ Wang (2008)4g 1 1 fLerFt 5 A AL e § B il 3 2 7 45 AR
Shigred o e (T4 3 Miea B ¥z B 5 - 7 1 % #ic(mediator variable)
— & ¥ %+ (learning orientation) > Al ¥ F 5 ¢ L4 R BV Ew  a Y E v
18- HERDP Wehyrn ) TRy FRER Fivy g Ae A
% ficen DAL AR AR 21 a2 B enBE 4 o WU (2007) ) 17 2 2 4-
BIFFE G 3t By i * apl ¥ T hE ¥k Rz BF A igand
idd  THFRAETRTES 2 PA IR TIRG] PR MSRRT A
TR LR FTABLE S EE S DE I BRI A EFT R > -

BOEEA P L EE LR V- e T RaER i 4 )



RS- HF B RLNE LM oI AT o AP v arp| L B 4

Pl B M i B feR L S RS Y bk - P Y R
AR R R Er B R A BT Ry AR AN
Wu (2007)087 7 '8 7 A1 Tl § GBS fi it 4 ) > ¥ g X L4

T & AP ¥ B L 0 % fr Lumpkin and Dess (1996) %t

rTJ
RIEEDDTRF EH2 i A H BREFErF R AR L 4 o

w 31| Lumpkin and Dess (1996)#r 2 & 4| L H s T 6w » H P il R feds
i 4 F et o FALART ) B F RN E RN~ fod FATRE
T~ R AR EAR 0 AR DATEA & PRAE B P AR 0 AIRTS
A AT B ¥ R H 3 FAZAR§ @ £ B (current state of the art) s,
A (Kimberly, 1981) ; & A1#7% & Ph e 50 S giies e AL o B % 49 A
ERFPEANE CNEREGEH I A CHRFENATE SL AT R
PEE F B F A ARG LIRTIE S B g iR E Y PR
=¥ (cutting-edge) 3t » B E 3 4 R A F 0 2R{s1 ‘?‘rﬁ SEIER - ISR ES
R A EEr T - Ba e A el R A AR AL
ARAGREFEMATF 2 5T EFEAP A HAREFAE 1 E

B0 B TP FHE RS AT 0 7 - L R LT AR -

R

kA QAT R I HEEREATES O > o] R B
Bk (Tenh g5 AR T2 e FIEPOATHAT » AT AT S g E o

&
MR AN ATE S RS s R R X RoehE AR 0 EASTRE

FLEREPT N A ARARG R R .

moad & - fE A pE gL Ek(forward looking perspective) 4p ¢ 7 *
RV e o P8~ F R W2 AERB I Rhizd o FPrEFa s

y SRR e m&’!'&iﬂ(follower)’ M A R A E K d AE éﬁ-ﬁ(leader) .
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(responsiveness) = & » % 'rﬁ*fri‘%i Jﬁ%ﬁ‘ 4 o #rR (head-to-head
confrontation) » & 4ri& {7 ] nif fa B o 3 F 5 A B L R e Bt
#p I 1> & Lumpkin and Dess (1996).p7 7 ﬁ PR 2 o ABHEE ST
20T Bl g (T B T @B AL P2 R B s &

A% 2 0w AR £ F Ff(meeting demand) » £ F B L F F(competing

fordemand) ; #F 3335 A3 F Pk P AL BRI S T AR

“ﬂ

R FRT AT G RWMLF A AR LR FARI A F R
AL ERER RS T H RSP EAR WA FRFORFR

Fltd G e D @ 2o e FED SR

e Ap$T F SR Fl(bureaucracy) PR g o 4 B 4 2 WA A RATES
ERF AR MATEE AR THF R T2 E Pl ahi E4E 4 (Lumpkin &
Dess, 1996) » @ Jt f A7 E anfeds 4 3@ §F k p3te P g PR enk s (Bower
& Administration, 1970) > 4 M= p A ei8 (THGYE I TR~ G G s
LA FEP INE EI AR 0 ARG 5’%%’1’\?%‘ R R K g 5 b A
Jantunen, Puumalainen, Saarenketo, and Kyldheiko (2005) %= 3 42 » . £] &
%@ﬁé?@U&rwﬁﬁmﬂﬁg’i&@ﬁﬂﬁ%éﬁéﬁﬁﬁé&
# (asset base) > ¢ 357 ARE ~ > 2 ~ F E 45" (business model) ~ T AT A
(complementary asset) & & > w3 Fap AL ATRA & P R R aurh o F
o R F R RPN T AR FR - R AR GRS 0 @ A
YEvHP 2 fise e 0 [ FBNBREER 2B BN P AF TR

AL A o

— - S

3y
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B ke ;;&mmv Auldrir s g A EE e 0 P R B AT
TR RTBR G o R AR BS N RBMITE S TR
FARE A Beni Bt A BRI HE R Rl e F o7 {7
PR gD A S A R D A R > @ e
ME S R ART A R E RPN INIERE TR 2 S AT a4
DEERIE1$: ¥ ' fr Teece et al. (1997) T & d i iv # 5 iy~ £ p
TROLARLIN | BE T hm & 5 ¥ G E it daih s WKL E Ee 7

Fe e RIAS T H SPPNIUREERP AL > 2 HF

I

i)

w AT KRBT A G B AT B3] 4 (clear-cut) 0 R m o A K enw a2

BB B b 0 B RAETRARL A GRS 2 KR(Wy,
2007)eHH BT 5 AT RAAIEES AT DL BEAIE TR s8R

42w E T R

B3R Ub): FaepE AR o ARE B K 0 G s
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AR KA 45 -
2 &~ RREME

Reg Bl dn 5872 $rec QMG PE 7~ TR - HFT %
g e ORI g s 1 aE R oh 30Tk B % 18 (Aaker & Mascarenhas, 1984;
Bahrami, 1992; Hitt, Keats, & DeMarie, 1998; Sanchez, 1995) - i % 840 § &
et 2 3B e R (resource pool) 4 2§ & ini vk iE & & & (portfolio of
strategic option)2. + s R P (B0 T H F A LR R g
H-(Aaker & Mascarenhas, 1984) ; = 7 # F:n 5 {vi v * ke Ed

A
PE R e L RS S0 RHEE TR L P g

»z 4 I.(Miles, Snow, Meyer, & Coleman Jr, 1978) -

R SEM S Y RIFF Y e 4 B2 B el % - Nadkarni and
Narayanan (2007)s% 3 4 4 & & % "% #+:& & (industry clockspeed)-ch2 %
KB v d k2P granfsc F 205 f o F5 @ & Grewal and
Tansuhaj (2001)%7 3 # > P § & ¥ ST 34 % & % (high competitive
intensity) ~ % &7 &z 1+ % (high demand uncertainty) ~ # # % #z %% < (high
technological uncertainty) ek 5t ¢ > Log s < 5 B4 f X F IR ol ox
Ao Tl o g RAL PR F PR - R BT € A

Ea b Ao

Johnson, Lee, Saini, and Grohmann (2003) 32 w0 A it » 3 Rig g A

1A

F-L

g 5 REFAMER TS FHEG e Tive § ARG
sBfd 2 ¢ s ptelb s g3 e /I?w Ao AL R ek S S w |4 (reactive or

responsive)siids (T » ‘_L.-c]r?‘f e R EMIEA R AT H s FH ZRE
ThpEEREIFEaY BloEiE T AZRATY CARFH S 2 K
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VAEILAN G - % 5 R ML pE R R HEATEER > T - 2 6

§ P E RS ¥ P o WA B R R

Zhou and Wu (2010) Rl # 3¢ F it # (technological capability) ~ | * & £

% (exploitation and exploration)z_ B il 7% » 12 &2 FeA B M AT T & &

¢ (moderating role) » HcjFic g = FiE* 2 PHTF A chic 4 0 LT A
Foae @ BB P AR~ A AN PRy hiy LR R 0 AT

(organizational inertia) T BLEBE T 533 0 BLpFa 4 5 @ O P E AR IR
A MFDFT A > RO FEMPN Y A LR FITDE T L FP s
€ B F BEY M AR R b o T g R IBERATE F T 5 fra
s IR R AT € 0 A o f{ﬁﬁr iy & B iR i fodf
AR E U F AR o blderTy ¢ B k|3 o Polaroid 2 7 % & dp 2 B 4P

W9 B R 0 R T 0 ATendic RSP 0 @ 2001 AL 7 2 0
7

FLamitm T o LB N LB Rk A e 3 TR EsE LR

g L fL E—jj’;‘; 4 ?j/}f@%g‘ ;I;Il ~ %ﬁv}z‘__ £ é‘#;t’ ’ ‘i—f‘%" a:ﬂ% éﬁ_:k};g %;L
% o

)
(=
W
~N
El
7.\..
&
ki
=
=g
&
.
*
&

vk IRTE B ¢ %ﬁ: IREAL | RLEL
I e AR > KEEBE O E LI B FAED Rk - £AT

=

f
TR E R ek B K2 b4 Leonard-Barton (1992) ek T 4P (% BLEE

—n

LS

B o T R R P R R R R SRER 0

Zollo and Winter (2002) <77 f 8 & %' BLBE ~ Winter (2003):97 e & Boie 4 BLEE
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FEIFCRAFER DA R W RO RIS g g T
DK E Lt P UG E TR - HEBUEE RGPS
SERIE Tt S S SRRt & R i S0 2ok Sulls S 3 2o

R b s a4 o B ow B RSB A £ g B R SR ke

G

GERRIE SRR SEE S EARN LT ST S R Ry Tl SRR ¥
BB SR 2 RN R LT R T HF L
?ﬁi@ﬁma@:ﬁﬁ’ﬁvﬁwg S SR L S AR
BAREDRER AR QRPN HE R e e B R D
A E LN R R AR RS 0 B S iR R AR B

5% R G RORTAES « T AL ER AT

P A ey AR S P

3

Bk 2(a) Faskani{ stk x > AXF by

&
¥

3
ﬂ\:v

Bk 2(b): sk AR & > AR T BB R D Fog ke fi A 4 o

3

Bk 2(c): Fle v AR S ARE B B R RS b i 4 o

K}
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Pz AlEE e R 2T 0E

)

Fama | & andin o Al EES 2 KB ¥ A ATE T
¥ hE & dpi% > 2 Wiklund and Shepherd (2003):% 5 7 A1 % Hohf ¥¢
BIRHE ¥k eh— & > Jantunen etal. (2005) R 5533 %S & Al £ A
(entrepreneurship)£? v ¢ 2 (strategic management) 7L 8L & 28 i B £33

SRR e R T R AR T SRk o

& C. Dean and Thibodeaux (1994) &%= 3 ¥ - Z_3& k9% if i 4 (strategic
adaptiveness) iz & 7 FRIBB F L I 2 A F R ani 4 o0 2 2 ¥ 233 B
WAEFFEAT  FRRERERA BLE RS & w B 2 Barringer
and Bluedorn (1999)R] 12 T ¥ ¢ & = fenimm ex g Loi v 4 ) ot 358
4 (planning flexibility) 3 2 F /A7 7 cn¥ ez - > THEP I FEHE LR

w2 R DR

Green, Covin, and Slevin (2008) % & = A &7 3 > 3 IR L v% & Ji(strategic
reactiveness) ¥t 4| £ E o ¥ I o g Al E o m_ﬂ_ﬁ%& N H
AFRS CAIATAFEHAN > IS - FHEREY I P T D
RTHEIER O RFIEIPRAET ARG RERT S R KA
AP Y R E kA AT FRER RN AL B R 0 KRS

VARG A LR DT % L5 M b Y03 T 54 (corrective mechanism) o
f’vﬁ - HEIne k2 ﬁ‘a(orgamzatlon structure) 22 B & /- K b #(top
management decision-making style) = & #7 = thw AR N5 Fi R
BE BB LA R G FEEE TR BARS Flehl v M G 2R A

EAFRT YA 0 R AR AL AR K R
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Pa BAEAIAT ) FUBR R R S E A4 5 R M R S R
AniEr 4 s E R EE s G A HNE T IR e e
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1.

A S

2 %8 Lumpkin and Dess (1996, 2001) 77 3 > #-4] ¥ o L& 5 2
B P & ﬂff’:}i,ﬁvégi AEFd T3 RkHE L 2P gF BT 1%
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1 2 3 q 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Pearson #p B 1
e 6 AL o A
1| ARPAES MEE (E)
Pearson #p R 0.661 1
LI s — -
2 o WEL (%) | 0.000
3 e g Pearson #p B 0.754 0.751 1
' EEN (L) | 0.000 0.000
Pearson p B 0.630" | 0519 | 0.587 | 1
4 HE % BEM (L) | 0.000 0.000 0.000
5 S mp Pearson 4p B | 0.557 | 0.478 | 0.517 | 0460 | 1
T BEM (L) | 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
6 RS T T Pearson #p B 0.676 | 0568 | 0.631 | 0.860° | 0.829" | 1
Stz 23 (T BEM (#2) | 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
7 I Pearson p B 0.095 0.072 0.085 0.025 0.109 0.058 1
T MEW (L) | 0174 0.309 0.229 0.721 0.120 0.409
g . Pearson AnB | -0.016 0.044 0.077 |-0.027 |-0.004 |-0010 [-0277" | 1
= BMEW (L) | 0822 0.534 0.275 0.704 0.954 0.883 0.000
9 R Pearson #p B 0.066 0.044 | -0.019 0.111 | -0.017 0.070° | -0.122 0.017 1
T BMEW (#E) | 0410 0.586 0.816 0.163 0.829 0.385 0.127 0.832
10 N Pearson #p B 0.121 0.141 0.125 0.079 0.135 0.111 0.285" | 0.022 |-0.052 1
T BMEM (L) | 0.104 0.059 0.094 0.292 0.070 0.136 0.000 0.768 0.527
1 s R A Peirson W 0.034 0.087 0.088 0.132 0.094 0.141° | -0.082 0.085 0.004 | -0.034
BMEW (#E) | 0629 0.217 0.210 0.059 0.181 0.045 0.243 0.228 0.964 0.653
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j\F‘ 7 B

K 1) fr L(b)prak = 45 -
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% 511 #3- — A SF Gt F RPN ESE

&k P, Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
A 5B 8k -# Beta & | #&# % | Betai® | % % | Beta /& | {H# £
£ % % % (EO) 0.461*** | 0.071 0.454 0.377
p gk i v SH2(SF) 0.390*** | 0.078 0.383 0.318
EO #2 SF 2. % 3 i&% 1§ 0.001 0.069
NP EE 0.006 0.008 | 0.004 0.006 0.004 0.006
A=t -0.002 0.341 | 0.097 0.258 0.097 0.260
Pl g kR 0.009 0.008 | 0.002 0.006 0.002 0.006
N 0.075** | 0.054 |0.028 0.041 0.028 0.041
R 0.106** | 0.066 |-0.042 0.052 |-0.042 0.053
A FEIE 4.041*** | 0.531 | 0.631 0.518 0.664 1.720
Adjusted R Square 0.011 0.436 0.432
i SR
Anova table P-value 0.249 0.000*** 0.000%***
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PR FREARR = B
| ¥ 4%
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WA RF o M
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EF oo TP B 2c)F B2 oo
512 HA - — B FEH a4 RSk EANES
ik Rk Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
W Hhe Rk 4 FEeF Betae | &M% % | Betaie | &% % | Betai®e | ¥ %
4% % % (EO) 0.325*** [0.091 |0.067 | 0.484
T v SE(SF) 0.411*** [ 0100 |0.196 | 0.409
EO 87 SF2 % 5 (% 7§ 0.048 | 0.088
AN N 0.004 0.008 0.002 0.007 0.002 0.007
A X n 0.200 0.381 0.264 0.332 0.250 0.334
A IE & S P kR 0.011* |0.008 |0.006 ~ |0.007 |0.006 |0.007
N 0.099* |0.061 |0059 |0053 |0.059 |0.053
e 2R SR 0.161** | 0.074 0.030 0.067 0.033 0.067
¥ #He 3.282*** | 0.594 0.332 0.666 1.475 2.209
Adjusted R Square 0.030 0.267 0.264
AR )
Anova table P-value 0.093* 0.000*** 0.000***
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L he %:& é‘ fﬁ; 71 32 PN a2 I 9
AR E R A 4 Beta iz | &% % | Betaig | % % | Betai® | ¥ i
4% %+ (EO) 0.429*** | 0.079 | 0.235 0.421
Bk i vk SE% (SF) 0.308*** | 0.087 | 0.147 0.356
EO ¥ SF2 % 5 iv% I8 0.036 0.077
AR 0.004 0.008 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.006
A ¥y 0.414 0.347 0.509** | 0.289 0.498** | 0.291
iR R R 0.003  |0.008 |-0.003 = |0.006 |-0.003 |0.006
AN T 0.055 0.055 0.015 0.046 0.015 0.046
W R iER 0.143** | 0.068 0.016 0.058 0.018 0.059
¥ #He 3.626*** | 0.542 0.671 0.579 1.530 1.923
Adjusted R Square 0.017 0.324 0.320
B st g
Anova table P-value 0.187 0.000*** 0.000***
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% 5-14 % #-7) Model 2 2_ 33t 5 &

\ B Model 2
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A2 fkrde Tiokk o HRL

#AGEHEY OEM ODM OBM
# Ak 79 66 69

RELH T Lok | HREEL | Tiokk | REL | Tiok | FEL

7 LI o AN P 4.78 1.24
L3S oA ds i A 4 4.97 1.10 5.07 1.00

) £ %+ (EO) 4.69 0.95 4.81 0.99 4.76 0.99

A K 9% SE4 (SF) 5.39 0.83 5.33 0.84 5.31 0.88

Tk EO¥#SFz % 3 iv# 1§ 25.56 7.32 26.05 7.97 25.63 8.09

DR 20.73 10.19 22.06 10.03 21.32 11.91

£ PR iR 8.10 9.30 10.70 12.86 9.78 10.20
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i o ek Beta & | ¥ % | Beta® | % % | Betai® | {&# %

£] % % % (EO) 0.545*** | 0.106 | 1.161** | 0.632

I S % vk SE{4(SF) 0.340*** | 0.128 | 0.840* | 0.522

EO ¥ SF2 2 3 iT% 38 -0.113 0.115

2P Ed 0.004 0.012 | 0.009 0.010 | 0.009 0.010

A EE -0.409 0.648 | 0.447 0.534 | 0.422 0.535

En IR 3 FERER -0.001 0.013 |-0.004 0.010 |-0.004 0.010

AR RN 0.137** | 0.076 |0.084* |0.062 |0.092* | 0.062

R S i 0.359*** | 0.098 | 0.176** | 0.086 | 0.192** | 0.088

¥ 3.075%** | 0.845 |-1.174 0.952 |-3.957* |2.974

B st € Adjusted R Square 0.128 0.442 0.442
Anova table P-value 0.100%* 0.000*** 0.000%***

MH EEFR AT P E 3 0.01 el FORE S *FL T P ] 3 0.05 e0Bg F R

57

v ¥4 5k P Bl 0.1 cBg E K o




£/ ODM Ruff &3 Bt A “F0 i7 enie JF A 479 o e i B R4S f

i iR B AR

e ? s

=

%{TZ\mMOdEIZ f, Eﬁ-ravm;? %#Eé “‘F"*"FTJ

R

\IX G el

G {EH IE 2

WERERG -

3+ Model 3 4c » 2 3 1%

EE AN ERE SRR SIES LT SRS T

TS \Beta B s f o LA X T IEH MEFAEFKE S BK 3()F o

R E_F1 5 ODM Fuf cnE 1438 (T OEM 5 4f e » K" H 8 & H 7&K

—,ﬁ?ié_ﬁﬂlf%’JJf]*aiPﬁfﬁ FAIR IS KA 4 > whEE

BRGEE 2T ITRRFLEL LI o
% 5-17 11 ODM & EH A2 #A % %
%k . Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
i o 1Y bk Beta e | 1% 4% | Betaf® | 8 % |Betai® | B8 L%
)% % % (EO) 0.614*** | 0.118 |-0.141 | 0.577
i % u% 5B (SF) 0.059 0.143 |-0.619 |0.527
EO¥ SF2 % 3 {F% 18 0.146* | 0.109
AR -0.017 0.013 -0.012 0.010 -0.012 0.010
A Eiga -0.063 0.611 0.413 0.481 0.383 0.479
P8 8 LR 0.001 0010 |-0.007 |0.008 |-0.006 |0.008
AR 0.096 0.086 0.083 0.068 0.096* | 0.068
B HRRER 0.213** |0.106 |0.142* |0.087 |0.135* |0.087
¥ #c 4.134*** | 0.827 0.732 0.873 4.158* 2.707
Adjusted R Square 0.028 0.412 0.420
sy
Anova table P-value 0.248 0.000*** 0.000***

POH PR AR POEL AT 0.01 SRTEORIE 0 XFAGE P2 0.05 PRTE R ¥R P 0.1 BT R

58




Bfé 0 Bl OBM R 6 E R A& 973 17 amae FAate o RIED FE i

ﬁ‘; 3 ;‘_;h l’z‘;f’%g{ﬁjﬁ’:ﬂ' f' }Era, b"i ﬁ\ux r]ﬁl“} a iRk JE7 %F'*’J\—g‘ﬁ’irﬁ o

$4 7 % enA 78} > v OEM i sPHEI 4 % § 24707 > & Model 2 p¥ 4

»

FAEESApE B F A A Model3 4 » 2 3 (8% 15 18 f2fa 4 < gk

20219 T A EHE e ok B S PRDIFM Y T sBeta B 5 f o

fza&«ﬁﬁmj T B E D7 45 B R B3R 3(b)= = - 7 2 & ¥ OBM

RMEFERFTTRFRRGAFR > 2 TEF SR I - C &85 58 - K

S T RBRA FHEAS T BEEL A AR IR S

A bl EEe Rk A3 E AN L RAPIFER A o

% 5-18 M OBM &g A 182 3% %

ik Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
. . REH y » »
LI o ol Y Beta iz | ¥ % | Betai® | %% % | Betaie | ¥ %
#1 % %+ (EO) 0.450 0.157 |-0.992 0.836
ik § 2 SE1(SF) 0170 |0.183 |-1.140  |0.768
EO # SF2 23 {F% 1§ 0.274 0.156
AT I 0.008 0.014 0.012 0.013 0.015 0.013
A j_—}_é ) -0.031 0.543 0.281 0.507 0.286 0.498
I SRR 0024 0015 |0.016 |0.014 |0.013 |0.014
2 0.121 0.105 0.060 0.098 0.038 0.097
B HRRER 0.217 |0.115 |0.113 0.114 |0.115 0.112
¥ # 2.888 0.879 0.287 1.116 7.155 4,064
Adjusted R Square 0.044 0.192 0.219
B st
Anova table P-value 0.165 0.005 0.003

VH B FHR R FYRA T P ]2 0.01 ¢PBTE K > ** A P B 0.05 OETE K 5 ¥A R P ]2 0.1 0BT E R E o

59




40 g s AT U T 0 A E e 2 Sk sEi 2 3T (F Y HE

.

oAt 4 P e L PR E KR 0 TR s K B AL

(

iRy £E -

RS SRS LA T T SR TR T
B3 4P 3 2 F(trade-off)snfi-in » &3 = B p ¥ # Model3 ¢ > FAI¥
Frofo Bty - BUEF O IVREIITRET HF R 0 FA
FEP RGBS 2 RF ORI T FERF o 5 - Er f B2 F
Fim o fModel3 P » FAIEH e frlisE42 Beta B 5L > BRI (FH
B2 Betalm i f i k2 FRAIEE ot Beta e 5 f > P 30F
32 Betal@ i o %= > ¥ OEM - ODM crfifd @ 3 » Fla F & 1 (88
KETHAAF & winnfid fia 4 RE £ 8 > @ ¥ OBM i ok o
FEREFTOEBEERRE T B SF VTR % A FEp 0 T
HHa 2 o9 Fd it snE & P ho 5 ek OEM v OBM B #74k » e
P GIREERART SR 0 ZHFEH L §RBIRRF PR E ol

S o

60



Bl Ap EREE S EATRE P A A R 8
BB a4 0 ATY RS A ik o BB a4 8- A L AR T H

AR Z B e o TUT G BE A 4 WG MY gk e Fle LR

FORAL DI SR AN M BRSNS FRIR

PR E SRR AT THART Ad  p e ERER R B
o > 2 RSN B Ry T2 ER R K AT
%ﬁﬁJﬁ%%ﬁﬁ’#%@@ﬁ*?ﬂzﬁa’a@%ﬁﬁi%iﬁf
A FARS P~ PREDip 3 R RAF T R RE LA R e 2

BehR 3 iER S B a4 2w ] o

AFTRYFLAERTL T oRT I ESTTHE 0 £ 204
FRRP T F 2 FHRA 2009 £ 2 TR R EFEA TR R B L REAF

W o KRR A E S P 2T (¥

(TN
Jir
=
Rt
(%j‘i
g
f‘m
™
IR

SR AS B H R e R Bk EFR

s
o+

B o AE e R R G

RS
=%
e
=
e
m&\'_

EREDEE > B A FEEe By e
oA SR RN ATEEE R ATHE S A B ARAT B LR B R
Wirh 4 AinAe A I Ee arck Tioa 2 RGBS o RRIRA

61



B H P E DL B K AT B A OB R E G R A B A A
Rus AR LR RS R FE TR FAHE - FREIOVRA P B
S K R AR R R B A LS ST Y
Bt s sl 0 AR SR IR Ao o R S R e
BRI AE (7~ 4 A IRARANEER o G BT R R GRTR R A A B
Bt s 1o PIRRG R A E R TR R A EE BT R

AR R e R > R 5 KRR o 7 ek o

R o A EREe B R EEE2 23 THA S B AR A 4T

RIREPE Peig FHo e Loz B chh 'GAREE = A 3 2 BFIg  p JRF (7 >

1

PN T WKk G B S KT R AN T g A
AR OR AT T oG FALEN ORI T 03 LA

e

PR T A E R E G EE L FRERDLE > LA HEAD

B 3 (E% PR g AR o @ R A do i DIRBEF K -

AT SFEHRF LB BRI B AL A ET R gl (T
A 470 B IE A B 2 OEM ~ ODM ~ OBM #iE # 4 15 %44 7 fF 07 » # ¢
| B 2 PR T TR R BTN K F R o & OEM v
ODM & R 8 th A cie fFdmpl @ viifeds i 4 5 R B2 23
R RELELF R EEA T2 AW BLZER A T OBM
BB AR UB FR A RS Rare R AP R A EY D
FEBSRE AT R W Ee T K ek RFRLD B B

TR E AR L R R Pz PR WA

62



~=h
_kn
0
—}&
m
fon
s
pu
A
=
@
[=3
'
5
%,.
=
(15}
3
\ N

)23
BREERFESEE  BERY R P Hy a4 T IE R RETR
d

3 % B Ao Rp ¢ A BB odTaa 4 L RBRE Y h o 1

B RIGP AFTRIAL AR S Az B &
LR 4L F SRS B A F RS S RRES AL FRT T
NP RAEDIT AP A EESR DL R ENEE R LT
2 AR 0 BB A B S RIRT S kel L B AIRTT 0 KR

O PRI AR g B P NE Fead TS

=
;?j}

o

V-3

T- RAPHBF A ek -

7
B
it
.3\
1 ~
E“b.
]
b
=\
A

a

¥

b
3;
ER

REE PR - REFFRATY T ROT R G Y OB
A B iF A

RS AT - AR EHFEHLHL 0

‘74)
(ﬂm
a
\m.\
e
]
=

I~

EAVRBE s T g«gy %fri.,!, =P p ﬁ/ﬁj%i:i” 28 LA R
Lo iR PR LIRS R A E & B R IR (Fendh B

BALART B 0 A E ST AR AL R U R W
o &4 2@y E5asifd s gk R PR3 AEEUELAE

& RELDEE -

63



Ra o S ELEE - E LGB Z 2P E LN SRR
B - BFEIE o % o 0 fENT RS- MO G bldeds fia 4

FETAATAE S R EAE  FEFRES TRAL f 5 BE bl

TR IRE (T oty RAF R AVRE DR 0 Vi Tl 5 Rk B

FZ 0 A RHETTRIEAIATZAR r%kﬁpmf’&@
H4) E_4 W) 4%t OEM~ODM ~0BM = #f 2= # i& {7 4 47 > $43* OEM £2 ODM

A F a3 0 ek AL FE ARG LR T T

2 _af'rgif‘Z»T s ot Ar B PR A3 E T oA B E o FL o ki ,kpﬂ_»ﬁ +
FEFRALEGR R ERANB L AR - AT RGER

it 4 oA R ED ARG 2 T A R EER R JIE

64



AR AL S B s a4 RAL 0 B R AT KM Y a4

=k
A

E:r'ﬂ% im&/},l\ay_paf’ %@,\ﬁ\uxﬁﬁr}\u;#}{r? '?'IZQ
IEF > gym i i 4 2w F G Ra AR R ] AT TG 7

K2 fo #0T F E BA R EA R F fei e w oo

FoARATHRAUR  AFFOTHRERAGT SIS A
BrA A RMERL XTI e 58830 HuARE? 675 F
AMFHFEERFL > R AER R FEHEDOFRT TR AL R
FEE O FNF LA RET A EHE AL F T s &

HEZAEEGELIT

TRBEAIFDFA L AR EE > v
A

2

B A RAPREEEST ATk

B
L

BEFLEAFRBRE S AFLEPLARRTEE » DAF LA

J

SO

Bots o %t L S dfha 4 om T AARFEHen o R A2 B2
A

RBADFLM AU LI HSART A BHISEL 12 AR
BIPHHDFSEL > X RN E - B s FE L
s B5 Ak At

- 3

A

gp%’%\i\% E#$‘§W¢£¢1mm$jm 1’%91’2}1?' #'ﬁﬁ;’é’_i‘%

AOPE o A WA Sp TR IR o rUT B { g e

65



Aaker, D. A., & Mascarenhas, B. (1984). The need for strategic flexibility. Journal
of Business Strategy, 5(2), 74-82.

Alchian, A. A. (1950). Uncertainty, evolution, and economic theory. The Journal
of Political Economy, 58(3), 211-221.

Arthurs, J. D., & Busenitz, L. W. (2006). Dynamic capabilities and venture
performance: The effects of venture capitalists. Journal of Business
Venturing, 21(2), 195-215.

Bahrami, H. (1992). The emerging flexible organization: Perspectives from
Silicon Valley. Organization, 34(4), 33-52.

Barringer, B. R., & Bluedorn, A. C. (1999). The relationship between corporate
entrepreneurship and strategic management. Strategic Management
Journal, 20(5), 421-444,

Benner, M. J. (2009). Dynamic or Static Capabilities? Process Management
Practices and Response to Technological Change*. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 26(5), 473-486.

Benner, M. J., & Tushman, M. L. (2003). Exploitation, exploration, and process
management: The productivity dilemma revisited. Academy of
management review, 28(2), 238-256.

Blyler, M., & Coff, R. W. (2003). Dynamic capabilities, social capital, and rent
appropriation: Ties that split pies. Strategic Management Journal, 24(7),
677-686.

Bower, J. L., & Administration, H. U. G. S. 0. B. (1970). Managing the resource
allocation process: A study of corporate planning and investment:
Division of Research, Graduate School of Business Administration,

Harvard University.

Brown, J. R, Lusch, R. F., & Muehling, D. D. (1983). Conflict and
power-dependence relations in retailer-supplier channels. Journal of
Retailing, 59(4).

66



Covin, J. G., & Covin, T. J. (1990). Competitive aggressiveness, environmental
context, and small firm performance. Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice, 14(4), 35-50.

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

Cyert, R. M., & James, G. (1963). March, A behavioral theory of the firm.
Englewood Cliffs.

Danneels, E. (2008). Organizational antecedents of second-order competences.
Strategic Management Journal, 29(5), 519-543.

Dean, C., & Thibodeaux, M. (1994). Corporate entrepreneurship: US firms
operating in the middle east and the Arab world. Advances in

international comparative management, 9, 193-222.

Dean, C. C. (1993). Corporate entrepreneurship: Strategic and structural
correlates and impact on the global presence of United States firms.

University of North Texas.
Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: what are they?

Gaski, J. F. (1986). Interrelations among a channel entity's power sources:
Impact of the exercise of reward and coercion on expert, referent, and

legitimate power sources. Journal of Marketing Research, 62-77.

Gatignon, H., & Xuereb, J. M. (1997). Strategic orientation of the firm and new

product performance. Journal of Marketing Research, 77-90.

Green, K. M., Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (2008). Exploring the relationship
between strategic reactiveness and entrepreneurial orientation: The

role of structure—style fit. Journal of Business Venturing, 23(3), 356-383.

Grewal, R., & Tansuhaj, P. (2001). Building organizational capabilities for
managing economic crisis: The role of market orientation and strategic
flexibility. The Journal of Marketing, 67-80.

Griffith, D. A., & Harvey, M. G. (2001). A resource perspective of global dynamic

capabilities. Journal of International Business Studies, 597-606.

67



Griffith, D. A., Noble, S. M., & Chen, Q. (2006). The performance implications of
entrepreneurial proclivity: A dynamic capabilties approach. Journal of
Retailing, 82(1), 51-62.

Helfat, C. E. (1997). Know-how and asset complementarity and dynamic
capability accumulation: The case of R&D. Strategic Management
Journal, 18(5), 339-360.

Hitt, M. A., Keats, B. W., & DeMarie, S. M. (1998). Navigating in the new
competitive landscape: Building strategic flexibility and competitive
advantage in the 21st century. The Academy of Management Executive
(1993-2005), 22-42.

Jantunen, A., Puumalainen, K., Saarenketo, S., & Kylaheiko, K. (2005).
Entrepreneurial orientation, dynamic capabilities and international

performance. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 3(3), 223-243.

Johnson, J. L., Lee, R. P. W,, Saini, A., & Grohmann, B. (2003). Market-focused
strategic flexibility: conceptual advances and an integrative model.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 31(1), 74-89.

Kimberly, J. R. (1981). Managerial innovation. Handbook of organizational
design, 1(84), 104.

King, A. A., & Tucci, C. L. (2002). Incumbent entry into new market niches: the
role of experience and managerial choice in the creation of dynamic

capabilities. Management Science, 171-186.

Kor, Y. Y., & Mahoney, J. T. (2005). How dynamics, management, and governance
of resource deployments influence firm-level performance. Strategic
Management Journal, 26(5), 489-496.

Leonard-Barton, D. (1992). Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in
managing new product development. Strategic Management Journal,
13(S1), 111-125.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation
construct and linking it to performance. Academy of management
review, 135-172.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (2001). Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial

68



orientation to firm performance: The moderating role of environment

and industry life cycle. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(5), 429-451.

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning.

Organization science, 71-87.
March, J. G., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Organizations.

Miles, R. E., Snow, C. C., Meyer, A. D., & Coleman Jr, H. J. (1978). Organizational
strategy, structure, and process. Academy of management review,
546-562.

Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms.

Management Science, 770-791.

Nadkarni, S., & Narayanan, V. (2007). Strategic schemas, strategic flexibility, and
firm performance: the moderating role of industry clockspeed. Strategic
Management Journal, 28(3), 243-270.

Nelson, R. R., & Winter, S. G. (1982). An evolutionary theory of economic change:

Belknap press.

Rindova, V. P., & Kotha, S. (2001). Continuous" morphing": Competing through
dynamic capabilities, form, and function. Academy of Management
Journal, 1263-1280.

Rothaermel, F. T., & Hess, A. M. (2007). Building dynamic capabilities:
Innovation driven by individual-, firm-, and network-level effects.
Organization science, 18(6), 898-921.

Rumelt, R. P, & Teece, D. J. (1994). Fundamental issues in strategy: A research

agenda: Harvard Business Press.

Sanchez, R. (1995). Strategic flexibility in product competition. Strategic
Management Journal, 16(S1), 135-159.

Simon, H. A. (1993). Strategy and organizational evolution. Strategic
Management Journal, 14(S2), 131-142.

Teece, Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic
management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. doi:

69



10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(199708) 18:7<509::aid-smj882>3.0.c0;2-z

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and
microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic
Management Journal, 28(13), 1319-1350.

Teece, D. J., & Pisano, G. (1994). The dynamic capabilities of firms: an
introduction. Industrial and corporate change, 3(3), 537-556.

Wang, C. L. (2008). Entrepreneurial orientation, learning orientation, and firm
performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(4), 635-657.

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2007). Dynamic capabilities: A review and research
agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews, 9(1), 31-51.

Wiklund, J. (1999). The sustainability of the entrepreneurial
orientation-performance relationship. Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice, 24(1).

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003). Knowledge-based resources,
entrepreneurial orientation, and the performance of small and medium-
sized businesses. Strategic Management Journal, 24(13), 1307-1314.

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic
Management Journal, 24(10), 991-995.

Wu, L. Y. (2007). Entrepreneurial resources, dynamic capabilities and start-up
performance of Taiwan's high-tech firms. Journal of Business Research,
60(5), 549-555.

Zahra, S. A., & George, G. (2002). Absorptive capacity: A review,
reconceptualization, and extension. Academy of management review,
185-203.

Zahra, S. A., & Nielsen, A. P. (2002). Sources of capabilities, integration and
technology commercialization. Strategic Management Journal, 23(5),
377-398.

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and
Dynamic Capabilities: A Review, Model and Research Agenda*. Journal
of Management studies, 43(4), 917-955.

70



Zhou, K. Z., & Li, C. B. (2010). How strategic orientations influence the building
of dynamic capability in emerging economies. Journal of Business
Research, 63(3), 224-231.

Zhou, K. Z., & Wu, F. (2010). Technological capability, strategic flexibility, and
product innovation. Strategic Management Journal, 31(5), 547-561.

Zollo, M., & Winter, S. G. (2002). Deliberate learning and the evolution of

dynamic capabilities. Organization science, 339-351.

Zollo, M., Winter, S. G., & Insead. (1999). From organizational routines to

dynamic capabilities: Citeseer.

71



