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ABSTRACT

This article aims to interpret the long existing question in contingency
theory: mixed empirical support, i.e., no consistency can be found in the
empirical relationship between fit and performance. This is intriguing, since
according to contingency theory, organizational effectiveness is dependent on
the fit between an organization’s characteristics (such as strategy and
structure) and its existing circumstances, and with such a fit, the organization
will have a better performance. Consequently, firms that pursue fit will achieve
better performances. Since the concept of fit includes implications on
performance, fit plays an important role in the development of many theories,
e.g., the well-known eclectic theory. Hence, when contingency theory’s core
proposition of fit is conducive to performance becomes fallible, overall theory

construction and development will be affected.

To further understand the fit issue, three studies are conducted in this
thesis. For the first study, contingency theory literature was systematically
studied and meta-analyzed with a special focus on the relationship between fit
and performance. The findings show that fit has a positive effect size on
performance which supports the core proposition of contingency theory in
which organizational pursuit of fit does lead to positive performance. The
reason for mixed empirical supports originates from three interference
indicators of fit measurement methodology, number of variables, and whether

the use of time lag. This finding echoes Venkatraman’ s (1989) viewpoint.

Next, a second study was conducted using qualitative approach to further
explore the relationship between fit and performance. By integrating the
concept of dynamic capability into the study, the researcher, by analyzing

business operation activities in different stages of firm growth, observed how



businesses pursued fit, how existing fit configurations were adjusted or
changed, and what effects were created through the pursuit of fit in a firm.
Three major study findings were identified. Firstly, in terms of how businesses
pursue fit, a pre-requisite is that businesses must possess valuable core
competences (e.g., manufacturing, R&D) and, by closely combining and
coordinating different value activities to these core competences, initial fit
configurations are built. Secondly, in terms of adjusting and changing fit, the
findings include: (1) with the business’ initial successful fit configuration,
slack is produced within the business; (2) as the business strengthens its value
activities, previous temporary core competences will gradually transform into
long-term core competences; and (3) through entrepreneurship and strategy
renewal, the business will utilize its slack create a fit configuration of multiple
core competences. Lastly, effects of fit on business management includes: (1)
in the process constructing a business’ fit mechanisms, as the relationship
between value activities become closer and more complex, isolating
mechanisms are more easily formed, leading to more sustainable competitive
advantages; and (2) by capitalizing on isolating mechanisms and time
compression diseconomies, imitation become more difficult and the distance

between competitors are widened, thereby creating performance.

The third study adopted the findings of the previous two studies to
empirically re-examine the relationship between fit and performance, while
also proposing an explanation to the slack resource debate found in past
literature. The research findings include: (1) when a business possesses
complementary proprietary resources and highly experienced top
management team (TMT), it enjoys a higher success rate of using slack
resources to create fit exists; (2) agency costs can be reduced and increase in
the efficiency of slack resource utilization to create fit can be achieved by

adjusting the configuration of the TMT; and (3) with a higher rate of fit



achievement through slack resource utilization comes stronger abilities to

generate profits from business assets as well as a higher performance rate.

In conclusion, this thesis started off by providing an explanation to the
empirical inconsistency between fit and performance. Moving along, the
researcher then used the qualitative case study research method to explore
the process of businesses’ pursuit of fit and the effects of fit. Lastly, with an
empirical study, the relationship between fit and performance is re-examined
and specific suggestions are provided on effective business utilization of slack

resources.

Keywords: contingency theory, fit, dynamic capability, strategy renewal, slack

resources
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0 ;I;wf;w 3 N EIRLE R RGA TR 2 AR Nzl X

ﬁxlbﬁﬁ F‘ I ) _éggr‘]_% °

éuh)
=

- & égkwéﬁ_;ﬁgf—ﬁ
- ~60~70 & N fEREILcARARS B

18 g ELEk 42>t 60 & X (Donaldson, 1995; Hitt, Boyd and Li, 2004) > &

Bl REFFHEFFENPLRpARN ¥ > @ F Il FErd P X
“i(closed systems)d# 5 B 3x % YLpiLEE(open system) > F]pt % #h B & AR ¢ 2

FArt M PR L T REE M ERE S o NE PR - B
preig TR AR 0 b4e ¢ Lawrence and Lorsch(1967, 1969)¢7 Organization and
Environment ¥2 Thompson(1967)¢ Organization in Action & ~ ¥ it > p % ¢
T EREIF A e R B R O T T - BERG 1967 &£ LERR
BES G F AR O R R B ehA ok i (Pfeffer, 1997; Donaldson, 1995; Hitt,
Boyd and Li, 2004) > @ Tfeif 5 (s » W FHRAE IR - B8 $ o

FEERLRY REMEEFTEHFT > blde! %ﬂ%.&ﬁ«%f?ﬁ’ SR



[V

FIER LR Glde ! $FFFRER ST KD 7S#ﬁ’ﬁ%?

|-

FRIELR ©

Ik

RARFARRRPL L F o R A SR S AR A
BEET OMECE PR Y anP R (7 D% 0 b4 “appropriate for”(Thompson,
1967) ~ “conform”(Woodward, 1965) ~ “consistent with”(Lawrence and Lorsch,
1969) -~ “congruence”(Perrow, 1970) -~ “fit”(Perrow, 1970) ~ “aligned”
( Khandwalla, 1974 ) ~ “coalighment”(Lawrence, 1975) 14 2 “match”(Tushman,
1978)% » $R ALY PFA)F il ¥ 50 o 0k ER feif ena 4 kS R R
TR % 0 JEFR Y F FRIR % i 7 2§ chdy i (Burns and Stalker, 1961) 0 F X
TR A TR 4L B F Mk T (Woodward, 1965; Mhor, 1971) > & ¥
B #ic & 7 (Pennings, 1975)% {8 k efp B & 47 & TF % +7 (Khandwalla,

1974) -

B3t g B ol g R PR LN - mE R @F @A R
M2 STUE R PN F F R AL R G E A S
modhas At o PR R R E S % 3 - X eh R F(Schoohnoven, 1981;
Venkatraman, 1989) o fizthen L BT > i} B £ 80 & ¥ LA e
BEFRELH > b4 feif (hE A L @ 7 (e.g. Nadler and Tushman, 1980;
Pennings, 1987; Venkatraman, 1989) ~ 4o e {1 * feif 24 & 32 7 (e.g. Fry
and Smith, 1987) ~ 4 47 e if 1 % 5 ¥Rt ? (e.g. Venkatraman, 1989) » @ §
KK RSB NS B PR R M AT L B
IR M T _# 1k F](Schoohnoven, 1981; Drazin and Van de Ven, 1985;

Venkatraman, 1989) -

A% dem AriE > B BELEEARAT 1960 £ > TR 60 0 E 70 & X
H 5@ A A ERRESP oL TR ity ¢ bt PR
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o @AY % 74 FA0 Aesg 5 B A (Hitt, Boyd and Li, 2004) -
R wEEAD D R L R PEA P AL A o TR E L e odF
WERF - B R FE A R ,agﬁbﬂ%%ﬂ{g—g&c?gﬁ%%z—

R ¥ oo

it eI g B A § # Short, Payne and Ketchen(2008)¥+32 3% % & &1
2o TERA - BREFEADPEN ¢ I TER Ufe¥ 2R A dppn

A
Flpt - BRGEAFFERE W HERFELRATEREIR A 80

S N80 E NN ERRBATREfIAS N

70 £ R ¥ E R BB GELAT R p 3 B B3k (Galbraith, 1973) -

i<
‘F.

v

FEFOEBE?P T2 3 g s Ho S fEEF A2 Fafs ™ o
A

d

AR G S g Ra TR P AERE? PR

~

ks
¥
ek [ FMERDAK TR R RO RER A BT

=i

EAZBHRT0 & K hP BT AP A

P80 R H KL AR AL R B B AR

WP S PREIREHE LT - R E 0 FIR B RE - kAR

¢ % fei h & 5 (Schoonhoven, 1981; Fry and Smith, 1987) ? viit ¥ (7

4473 2 v Lk §FE fe i (Venkatraman, 1989; Drazin and Van de Ven,

1985) ? 1 & B HofRBh e i LT & 2 R pe i $5 2k b 1 (Greso,
1989) 7 T & WD E RALE TP o

1. feifen@ & 5@ ?

ML S RESLIP DL B EE R R

iR ERE atEr A4 L H7 F 97558 (Schoohnoven, 1981; Drazin and

-11-



Van de Ven, 1985) » # & k3 » ¢ feif e @ & 5 “aligned with” ~ “consonant
with” ~ “fit” 1 2 “be appropriate for” % * FpF » i ¥ Adp FEF HL f M
REFDME f R DT T (Y= (X X)) TR frip ehd 77 5 a5 feif

T ;}F, X_“matching” FF > ;}FI AP E_ BB h L R TR Y R

2
(deviations)=+ -] (Y = |x(1)x l)%» & fieif ¢74% & (Schoohnoven, 1981) » #7114 7
1=A2

fefeif TE X EETRRI AR > AFARS 2 R o

R 7 & 4rip {;&jﬁox “uo?[gkpﬁy\—?]-}s + 3 E"f’l'ifé’:{’ﬁ?—-fﬁ

puu|

14 (congruence) & % I i% * (interaction) =% & % 2_3& fe if (Nadler and

Tushman, 1980; Schoohnoven, 1981; Fry and Smith1987; Pennings, 1987) » *t

- fli'l”i#%év”! - e L ENFE RSP fﬂ—fr‘*v}#r}’ Y- e g3

g R B R e fEiE 1] - R a2 & g(Nadler and Tushman, 1980, p. 45)

Mo 3T P KA i AR 5 R 3k JE (interaction term) o 3 5 i B e i e
€77 (e.g, TRH)E BB F]F (g, HRIBH ~ HIN) A F L DR M

oo FPT LR QLT K E K feif (Pennings, 1987, p.225) o @ 1t it en
-

WE L R L AN DARME R 5 o
2. HFiipeiy VREV TR AT 2 7

I FR A A A S R R A ko B 70 & R eh
feif 77 0 = $8 4 FH * “aligned with” ~  “consonant with” ~ 12 2 “be
appropriate for” % * & 7 & B % #c okl l‘*;ﬁ PR EFEAE 0 FIt - A
HERHEOLRM BT U RET DR FE R T BT
WOF B 335]% YA eh 3 3F 1% 5 feif #F 33 04 47 = % (Namboodiri, Carter,

and Blalock, 1975, p109) -

=3
I 7T

R A e KR R A EfRAE o T RF Dm0

wooeE

ES
=
e PEA 0 TS BA  AEFRRET T R B

:—\

-12-



3. > Drazin and Van de Ven(1985)3% % " ¥ {E ¥ BLBEcHF B » ey 1 3 =
A H7 > 2 0 A W 5 £ A 4772 (selection approaches) ~ % 3/ (interaction
approaches))? 2 s ¥/ 47 ;% (systems approaches) > @ # — fafieif = 2 ’F’K’ﬁ
HF % 8 - BHhi s s dr3 2 29 (1):EHE A 4772 0 B

FHRRFF 2o R Tl 340 £ b e drapy, i
Qﬁ#&,%&ﬁ%&ﬁ%ﬁ%&@?ﬁ?i Sl 0o FletF R Ap B
Pedgeebat fF Bk 47 © (2) k02 1R 5 BRETR P T RER T & e

3

—i

fE% o 9r 3 T o R BB B L MANOVA s it §f

I~

B4 (regression) s T ¢ & Jf B AR F 0 1)t KBk H % fie i oh Hhe (2) k¥

™

BATE A Rl R AR TS B RS Sl - R F R

Forcp A AT BHEERT Bt h - BRESRENE > ¥ LASHYR
- REYE Hop gL A BRESPRFIRIRG L BRI e
% - 3o od YU ¥ IfR S i 4 472 2 0 7 Drazin and Van de Ven(1985)

A FRY T AR A N2 R HE o

B bt A Hg IR > Venkatraman(1989):& — ¥ 444 vk ILAR 8 A Ap
B chpie i AT 3 R AT 0 A% (1)IR3 B P FEARR o O TR i ) X e
PrEAR R 5 BQR)FE A HF TR FE DR GRE  BREwRAL,
R tRE s S 0 4 B S P 4 03 (fit as mediation) ~ 3 & 03] (fit as
moderation) ~ fiz & #-4](fit as matching) ~ 3] & #-3 (fit as gestalts) ~ -7 &t
£ 27| (fit as profile deviation) 2 2 £ % £ #-7|(fit as covariation) o £ # ¢ fj
B3l (fit as mediation) ¥t fesf &2 F 2 & W F B 5 ¢ 4 (intervention)x %
k&g 7oA RS e 7 KB A e WA (fit as moderation)i 5 it i
FReAE A RFHEE NI T JFE R AL RFPE v UAE
IR Ef?‘ 4 #1772 (moderated regression analysis , MRA) ¥ 3 ¥ & 47
(subgroup analysis):& 7 4 47 ; ffe & #-3](fit as matching) LB P > e i &2

-13 -



FH AR R EHRER I NBEAEERET DM G TIP3
% ¥+ prendf it 0 2@ Venkatraman (1989) n i @ R L F M & 27 4
P H P B R R T RE > T i&ﬁa EHCAIBES 3 0 RS ¥
T fp IR ERR Ay EERE iy ke S ERATT LY
P Pl ERE- B P R BE TR T AR TRES LA
4 +7 ;% (deviation score analysis) ~ 7 £ 4 47 (residual analysis)¥ % B #ics 47
(ANVOA) ; + % B -7 (fit as covariation) &>t 4F 3t — 8 d W4 474 g #c
TP I REIR G HF 2o F Qv e w i 5 TRl
(coalignment) 5 > ¥ #-FE et 4R 5 ,%x?«f# . (latent construct) » #7140 # 12| *
BRFF 2R FF NFFEFHHEG F L hi b FlF 0 £ &- HEE:

GE e Fl RSB AR A5 3 L C FF F]E A 45 (second-order
factor analysis) ; 73|34 £ #C21(fit as profile deviation)™ & » 7 L B %
Bl -2EAEA R ERAE § FRRAhE T - R
* RS 2ALEESZ (Euclidean distance) #7E & fr o B I8 E B R
FEHEREAHS AT GRG0 Rl ag Lo FI IR Soxl ip b 1L
s fARM o JRut e el o Bt A 03] (fit as gestalts) T dp 7§ % H
Lo RPN A RO TR R 0 R
I gL Rl f,",ﬁ_f@éf#“{ff%g ?];;%ﬁ;ﬁm]&a B3 A p N RCEREE - A4 ¥ -

FRTT G o> ST E G EEAT

B s - R R > AR

=1
Aga

d po¥ dro Py FEREE AT F 0 5 d Drazin and Van de
Ven(1985)14 %2 Venkatraman(1989)cr/m 522 Fr3@ {2 » LA+ o 2L X

Rk A o
3. BB Ofe i §F TR fe i g b 15 ?
WG D] 7080 E RNfERE F L S S LR R Lo fleif 0 T

-14 -



Eiﬁﬂﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂlfﬂ?%ﬂ‘ﬁaiﬁﬁﬁﬁ e FIP R B RS > < S U ER
i d o Rm fE R g R RE Y { AR AT E Y EREIT
F“# ﬁﬁoi’%l#ﬁ/é#éb&ﬁrmﬁolﬁilﬁ,%’Jv "—‘?gzé""%" m‘épé‘r,
(Ginsberg and Venkatraman, 1985; Gresov, 1989) o #7143 » F it & * § {§
% F]+ (multiple-contingencies approach)#y g fieif I % » #2430 2 H - ¢
5% F]+ (simple approach) & ;2 #.P? eI % > Fl 5 5 F]F BLEEF T UK E S

A

|

AMEF N 2o & 7 LG EF R 50 %k (Gresoy, 1989) 5 i — 1B

|m}

NS

%7 R% AR 7 & B (systems model) » R~ F oo 8
Fa

535 2
Ll

(Hofer, 1983) » 4o pt A iv ¥ 45 feif $F Frcen 58 o

°]+ & 1 Short, Payne and Ketchen(2008)3% = 3234 & 4~ 3 ¥ € 1§ 3| 2

o
>z

LR PR R TGS REFE 0 FE AP AR
)z

AR T EIPFEARIR o 5 80 & N ew fE 0 ¥ U LA PR e

-

FERDEB S 5B Tk A DR ARER S L 0 4R 5 &
[P SRR X RNE R S R R Ol F R - R

% o

BEARAPEH S E R Y o ARy ane mME AR e g oK
frenfdid2 i > Ra AREEY D EG - L REFHRONIE B kR
BT RGO - RESME R ARG RAHTREALT §A
23 Htry 2R F ‘-’””?1 7% > B4 ¢ Nadler and Tushman (1980)%
Pennings (1987)3% % R Fl+ &1 M F|F & - REFT LA 2 § 4o it
Fry and Smith(1987)4r % &332 5 > Fry and Smith i 5k — IR &4 4 57 fie i
SR il 0 F T RRF - LEF R F Tttt RS D - LATHR
B R AR HE e h B B % blde 2P E
Schoohnoven(1981):% % & Jf L & R Hcrhzb Ul A > ot 4 40 7 £ R

A Ba W R T R 5 LRI 5 Aol LIk TR pe il gtk

-15 -



(Gresov, 1989)° @ g FTerzh BE A WA 1 feif B2 B I - RO FD

frope B 00 & R EAT Y hde 0 R FPONE R ELIEL AT o

5“3

= 290 & N EHWEBRBAT R B[R N

d 3 80 E RN AN IKR MR AT EFG F Ok wr &

s F| i~ 90 E R A RN e BT B R g
g sxenbd % o 5)4e: Newman and Nollen (1996)4 * fie & #-73|(fit as matching)
FHR R & FILEE A K g $ 4 i 5 0 Venkatraman and
Prescott (1990)% * 314 £ #-3(fit as profile deviation)#5 343k 5 & { v% fie

FHE ‘7”“574%13 9

Fobos APEEL e PR 80 & AR hARTEFUN 5 B
K > 80 & g d i § o feif cnELEEE N B AL F) S ehfie i BLEL(Gresov,
1989) > F4 3|7 90 &£ % > B 4n R IEZE * F R o Bk (Holistic
perspective) > %18 ¥ ~ B> N EF FAFRROANF o FAEL 1 ET
=+ 8 X B2 (Reductionistic perspective)si7 & (Venkatraman and Prescott,

1990) -

Jeh > 80 £ ks A LB B pT 90 RN EAIL G E AR

(Meyer, Tsui and Hinings, 1993) - #3432 405 B AE S EEE Y § 9

(reductionism) sk » 14 B eSS T % B AR AL § FA T S
R 2 AR E S i BES TS s

& JFH T BERE M (holistic stance) s & R B B 2 0 @ TR chiE Al 4p ch AT
F RREA TR S # % #¥(Multidimensional constellation) 5 (Meyer et al.,
1993, p. 1175) » T R3]34 5 4 R ER h § M gtk o blde 2Ea
MR B iEs 0 M in i A % ?;rs{@ Bz ATFFaES R R

o ARG S A%, BRAEREEG TEAR > B kR 31

-16 -
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w5 FRE T i 1 (equifinality) shPL g > 3R 5 & e LT e R ey

Z 7 ,

BREE AR ART AT - BT BRP FRFIRERT S
I8 Freen A% 2 & A (Doty, Glick, and Huber, 1993; Meyer, Tsui, and
Hinings, 1993; Drazin and Van de Ven, 1985) > @ i&fk e 5k &t 43 3% i F L
BEFBERIPAFTFRT I NG - A g E SRR DR G o T

PR A T R LA S - B

BHRERRLTE A (7 FILRREI LR G A R S
RN A - R %&{ﬁolﬁm L & (Galbraith, 1973) o

f?iﬂg];‘i’;ﬁ A APEHp e Tl Voud B d mﬁ_"'JF TR Blde

Doty, Glick and Huber(1993)i% if 7k i ETF M FPE & W % Mintzberg(1983) 2
Miles and Snow(1978):& = i 4|32 35 5 Ward, Bickford, Leong(1996)4% i ~

e Ap o # B Ul Res B E R0 S RE R B RS 4 i )
Birkinshaw and Morrison(1995) 7| 17 & "2 & ¥ % &/ 38 > EHUERS - B%F h
CEHSES LR E RG] o T RIS A Y “f TR 80

BRI S AR LK RS REABEYE] S

B TEWE A BT A0 90 E R AR E A T A P
H- G ipg 80 & ARG AR - SR EAY  H D SR
FF fe il BLEL N R TR D T SR (Glde AT H) 0 & BS B AT
hBLAE AT B A LB T KRR ERE A ARG o B T o AP
WPEE AR AR b e TR 0 1 R SRS RE R R 0 2505
BAAED POFET NG - B N aiiEs o €73 F R B

A€ ¢ B & IR % (Meyer, Tsui, and Hinings, 1993) -
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=~ 2000 # 2 {2 EITERREEOTRE RS

FERDFEFATET O REHE DR EDERLG - REDEH
&4 : Child, Chung, and Davies(2003)#% * p X % % (natural selection) ~ # %

i¥ # (strategic choice) £ £ % 7234 (contingency theories) = 48 7 147 34

WipEd e s F R R B M o Y SRS R %
R EL T R EEET  TERLEA S E L - o RN B AT 4T
SRR TRl & nh TR o 7Y 2000 E 0k 0 B KL w e
BE TR R 0 X BECT - P TR o T A R4
LR A RR B P o

feif & 47 > i D R

FE & 80 £ F GREE Al FoEERE ST FERET
e 55 23 FF 12 (e.g. Drazin and Van de Ven, 1985; Venkatraman, 1989) ¢ iz &_
TE KT Ao adr s Lag s e e P B %7 - R 7
(Meilich, 2006; Parker and Witteloostuijn, 2010) > £ ] % 3 > Meilich(2006):%
= & Venkatraman(1989)4* ¥t feif cha 47 = 2 & i Hiha dp &y JFaL - 2%
ARE P EEINREMER LA GG AR R FIERN AN
(Polynomial regression) » B~ % i@ sk 3773 58 (eg. K E AL E) ) WL

Fle A TRAE S ZEY iR L FREFDRFE

CARMAT T4 SR E L R T T )N SR el 8 ok el
B4 &% & P 5 2B & ehP 5% (e.g., Donaldson, 2001)° ] 5 1345
feif R4 LA o g B M FF B RERF]F LR LRER ¢

# 2 B i ehl »x(Nadler and Tushman, 1980; Pennings, 1987) » ¥ @ it jiF <h 2

]

AW E R Rtk 2o RF a2 & 72 gdz & (Donaldson, 2001) ©

F ol R BRERFF SRS T 0SEET AT RARE DT
8



T Ao § BT (g HHE)EERFF AR R R ERE(1*L S 2%2
3%3 L) ¢ A kBT B (14590 .) 0 4 ﬂ*{ﬁw ek g
R ipthaIR g i FRCIIh kR Y o frg F15 3 EH hipfonk A
PO o #E T feif e rtk @ bt el e a0 B4t (1%2~ 2%3
3*5 % L) & TS B R R TS AR o IR R AT e E T A
F R oyl o AT 2 JF MO B TS 20 4p e oK B pE (1615 2%2 5 3%3)
AL 409) 0 Rh RFOIFEY AL REER S F A g FlL

LFRIFF AL L(26515) A3 R AP (B 1.1 TT) 0 @ E‘AIA“{

R R gk R SRR R & R A

d v A L }l"*/i‘]ﬁc‘i A ppm""ﬂr - 3R> Aﬁ'iﬁ,‘“ﬁ mlﬂz‘—‘ﬂ}‘/‘ 24
dew HEER R K LiES Wy a4 o TP B A RTen F fElmy o
2 e B (B]4r: Meilich(2006) 4 ) % 78 ;‘3&&?; Parker and Witteloostuijn

(2010)3% 1 5 H o feiff B 3-id) o

Structure
FIT

5 5 10 15 20 25
4 4 8 12 16 20
3 3 6 Lo 12 15
2 2 4 6 8 10
1 1 2 3 4 5
0

1 2 3 4 5

Contingency

Bl 2.1: 23 (0% apeig 2 b7 i85 g

! 224/ F1 Donaldson (2001)



$H7e 4 R DT R R

WA 80 E R AREY T Rp, L LEFE 0 KA 80 hE
iﬂ”ﬁ% - REZF A RFEHERLAR REIRA fEgiE 0 - IR KRB
ZFA - RV LA 4 43 % »(Nadler and Tushman, 1980; Pennings, 1987) ;
oo RPIERG - RMEEART U kR R 0 LA - REBEn i
AR RN B A €0 A i P T BB el scd o Flpt - REEY
PRI AR E G B A BES F e~ e A= fAR T (Fry and

Smith, 1987: 123) -

B 80 & R i 0 A KR RIHM R DR R0 GRE - R
¥ 7 I i s d Benis Bh(e.g., Fry and Smith, 1987)x % (£ » F 5 § B

F - REER LG A2 8§ e 3 G feif (Donaldson, 2001)  §

Re $Hin- A IR TR 32 > Donaldson(2001: 189) f v 3n 4 & ff 15 i 14
FFERFAL S U A R RS EROER -
3. it #H R AT S B (symmetry) ~ ¥ 5 »x(fit as iso-performance)

WikEz 80 ﬁfﬂag—gﬂﬁ%?ﬁa; Bl GATEIRDTR K

7 80 ﬁ@«,]}mppp ot TR M S P 2 g s AT SR

o @ RN R ITE ko b T A i A TR AT E R

NfEE . LY HEREEATER S TR E e EALT

— =

Wi

(constant) » 2 # ¥4 (symmetry)? 5 ( Burton, Eriksen, Hakonsson, and Snow,

2006: 157; Donaldson, 2001: 263; Zajac, et al., 2000: 439, 450) -

Fdo Ui R R o R AR E ALY o N
FOOURP AP TR R RN T E G ORI S R R TG DR

B oo 91 € 8 4 i R % 2 (excessive change) 4 2 % E % & (insufficient

-20-



change)sP R 4 » i R % & F i3 HE g 2 PP ET 7 € 4P (Zajac et
, 2000) « FlP e il @ 5 0wkl R vk K 4 6 F 5 gL
EEirdrr gkl d AL ERREE I LRGEOR T
(Donaldson, 2001) » 3t ip i 82 4 2 hfieif I % > B AL REET A
FEEAOR TP R R e R AR BT R T L
i B il 3 K e i R B M EAR R e T A T BREAl ¥k
% ¥FHIR % (asymmetry) » Zajac et al.(2000) 7 % B &4 % ﬁﬁﬁ‘;m” LES 1

A BFEARREEF ARG DB ERT IR oo

B BLBRRRLEIHBEAT DR PR BRI LT
Ao i e 0 BIH o o AR =0 (1 B 247 80) enfie ff $ 5 enl E Lp e
¢ Donaldson(2001)4f2. 5 fie if eh% & »<IR % (fit as is-performance) © #
FEF R EFRDRA S B S FRR R SRET oo B HEPER

if R AR ot S R RS E 6 BRG TR s R BT
it R BB TR R R R AR TS & B S TS B ek i

Ad R T EE AT RARET o ER TS 2 e RS ik S
P B R R BRI G o R T F G A TR P W TR i
AR o i RAF e £ AT e 82 ook e S 87 3 ac(fit as
hetero-performance) » 4ept 4 L3P 5 e e sk ¢ 7 Srehig K& > TR
FRLT G ehfe ik i i R B & = ehpe i -k % (Donaldson, 2001) ¢ & i&

B3 42000 £ 2k F AT feil ok IS 0 HOT AR & 5l T

L *’]%" e
4. ¥ B (full fit)sh i 5

BB R E I L R R T ARG iR
B ST DR RS R A iR pe R BAS TR R (full

-21-



fit) 5 (Donaldson, 2001) » X @ § "% eI % #r 8¢ IF’:% LAt LR R
FepE o d A e b TR R 5 R G T 1 I8 (overshooting) 2 7
% (undershooting) s 4 » #712 s ig Fefieif eiBAEE R E PR A fE 0 @
2L indrang i @ ie kool AL 5 T fe i (quasifit) s(Donaldson, 2001:

257-272) °

Kp 0 erLEL B Dow(2006: 215)a7 % § » B 3 E o TR HEAA T R
£ =

B At o FHREHE PR EL T L AT iy LS
F- RRFZ - 0 R TR g 2 A g 0 2D 4

PRLMAFES O ERT ALK E R

PR RS 60 E RASRE £ o0 A h & E ST el R B
B0 PLe AR AT R BT TR L PREHSRORE S &

[P

T

pr]
s

FHRIEFI-RhgR? - GREEATFHI RN P LK K
B - R G TG 2 fEh e FIATE Ry R A HEBRT o
%‘rﬁ BER o/ NT TR yEE o blde i D S N EF; % +7 ;%2 (Meilich,
2006) » % o feif 73" 72 (Parker and Witteloostuijn, 2010) % 4 [ WA T
] o B Fedf eh A & sTIR % (Donaldson, 2001) - fie i ¥ s B AR
17§12 ( Burton et al.,, 2006; Zajac et al., 2000) % % f§ i@ 4@ ¢ pLEk ik
4 o

g fm B O el RALHE bz vh o w L E EHRG 2R
FAEROALEN > Aot I AFTY A 07w s%i{ﬁ@vgkmﬁﬂﬁ
AR - R R EREAREA S 0 T - 2 R PR ARG 2R R
Ao X - BrARBREORE AR ERDLE Y REFH
D (e d 11) 0 3 MR BB AR S Bl (o) 12) 0 B R R £

N B BE S R PR % o
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1960

1980

1990

2000

2010

B A R R Gh®As ¢ A & ¥ 175 Lawrence and
Lorsch(1967) =7 Organization and Environment 12 % Thompson(1967) 7

Organization in Action

BREEm < 2 EF 7 ﬁ—%i’??ﬁlﬂ 7‘5 ¥ G4t Miles and Snow(1978)
fod F AR &7 TS % EH RHESITIFAFTSES - K
3R % (Schoonhoven, 1981) -

AR I RMAES T 2 ﬁ‘!i-}f(Venkatraman, 1989) -

Nk p%%”i(mm@];%]:}

3R RAHEAEE (Meyer, Tsui and Hinings, 1993) ©

i & 34 ;% ! Donaldson(2001)3% 1 TATHERBH , ¢ § : feii o
R A FEA > 112 Meilich (2006)3% 3 #5447 /& o

Parker and Witteloostuijn (2010)4- %} fie if $& I #7453 3% o

B 2.2 18 % B0 &
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2020 feif i & v A
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e
f

e
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.

?ﬁ%‘zpn ﬁ..LA

Schoonhoven (1981)

Venkatraman and Camillus (1984)
Ginsberg and Venkatraman (1985)
Van de Ven and Drazin (1985)

Fry and Smith (1987)
Venkatraman (1989)

Gresov (1989)

Meyer, Tsui and Hinings (1993)
Milgrom and Roberts (1995)
Donaldson(2001)

Meilich (2006)

Burton, Eriksen, Hakonsson, and

Snow (2006)
Parker and Witteloostuijn (2010)

Problems with Contingency Theory: Testing
Assumptions Hidden within the Language of
Contingency “Theory”

Exploring the Concept of Fit in Strategic
Management

Contingency Perspectives of Organizational
Strategy: A Critical Review of the Empirical
Research

The Concept of Fit in Contingency Theory
Congruence, Contingency, and Theory Building

The Concept of Fit in Strategy Research: Toward
Verbal and Statistical Correspondence
Exploring Fit and Misfit with
Contingencies

Configurational Approach to Organizational
Analysis

Complementarities and fit —Strategy, structure,
and organizational change in manufacturing

The Contingency Theory of Organziations

Multiple

Bivariate Models of Fit in Contingency
Theory-Critique and a Polynominal Regression
Alternative

Organization Design- the evolving state-of-the-art

A General Framework  for
Multidimensional Contingency Fit

Estimating

PEE &2

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

WP @SR L K eI BRAE £
Galbraith(1973) &%= § % H & 375k » FE 4
WP T BRFAOE R
:{"Li‘fﬁ\“xéﬁ‘f\”k %/l\mﬁc‘lﬁf’ & ‘I’/—o\
@

R S #ﬁ’*@%“%ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁ
%m? wAY JL v T3 \s.ur-r }E;pxd{}kq" ,:"i .‘.,bﬁ_,%.
3% T TS

= fhfie i A 472 ik o
WP RRES ARG & 2L D
B3
RS T TR

Fdir s Apeig gl RRGE SR
O G o
Fo N AIIE A 1F 5 pe i R
B GAE T BLEEELE feif (A o

% 0 3T HE % 72 3% (neo-contingency theory)
E&é ﬁﬁ@«uﬁiﬁ9ﬂ*fﬁ%i
# ! % 38 ;% 1 fF (Polynomial regression) (%

B REFIS i A 41 ik
P ET LEF T T L ERE IR

B AR AR MHFRT FE S
fieif B % -
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g élﬁ‘%'ﬂéﬁ? oo FHRIFEFHIEELF - RERF TR
T Rfc- G Fyedeiheonn fiégu BEEIEET - KRR F] 0 4
R VREFMEDTE R DL N E T HET F AR
feif FRDTFF o FIL AP F RPN AEALA TR BT FRA
S 0 S %ﬁ{%;‘%fﬁéﬁ Aeif o ¥ AR T P end ANk A AT enfie i T
Zoon AFZENBRP R DTERGF R LT Rl A

%

-».\
LS

EYER BRI E ETor S R RSl S N P

T
FREE = BERAERED o

- ~d AR ERTLEZ A EHFTERE L T Pk

2

ﬁ%ﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁ?%’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁisoﬁ@;ﬂﬁ%i%ﬁﬁﬁm

o

and Tushman, 1980; Schoohnoven, 1981; Fry and Smith1987; Pennings, 1987)
e I S e DA SRl ,?u ¥_2 3% 78 (interaction approach) £ §E @t (profile
deviation)s g > 8 > Fl2 TR 3 M%) AP ERF)F & i%}« |3 4p
IRPUHN R PR e I R G - R el

EEARI IR SN L S 3 ﬁﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ—?&.@_fﬁiﬂ;é%‘— Rt

O
él?%%?ﬁ?fﬁ"’ﬁ” I ATH Ao hfRiE 0 € Fla Lk AEA R FF S R
Wi rcamek » Fla 3 5 329 FE % hiiE(Donaldson, 2001) ;5 & 2. »
- REOPE EROLIR R F]F 2 B R TS S F ARk o F B E

e NG F i ki MAE - B REGPRES S FL S



et B S S R LIRS T AR R

FARIT A R TR R A S HT By - 7]

EAS

ENEE T TN

H1: /23 ¢ 3% - R4 e 2 3l (% (meta-analytic et 3+ 9%

FE)E BT AT ET Y o

v 5 A AR ¥ B R

Iy

PAC80 & REEH » Bis) BF 1 RBAETF BB MAT &
2 % gl E e i 3 % (Ginsberg and Venkatraman, 1985; Gresov, 1989) »
Flpt kit § AT BRI g o B T E KD T S dp 0 B
ERETIFRGAE > VA PFR e FRE  ERSH - BR AT EA
#Hc % (Beeretal., 2005) 0 B L 5 A~ F]F chfieif LB Fuar S RO E R0

I o

ek s F1E 7 B F]SF B ¥ a3 23 47 (complements) ¥ & X (substitutes)

M % (Siggelkow, 2002a) > #T1 K * § F]F ¥ 113 & ¢ 7 @R (conflict)Z 3%

(synergy) 7= €1 % f& 2% % (Gresov, 1989) > & & FF]F 4ry it FIRE ¢ - f§
Foo F AR L IRG F F]F R hpe i M AP ET S FlF o d v g

-

L5 dmck o Bl Laume7 thaad feif & 5 onnll > Rt A g i

el

T

H2 -

H2: P3¢ % S AFF L E i yaMth§uitir g7

B3

N R e e LTS N

Ji

doabfeif AL B - B iAo TSRS e N
% £ (time lag)shIk 4 > B w| Z U %o & 47 5 4 997 7 K 3+ (Hamilton and
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Shergill, 1992) - Donaldson(2001):% & T ¢ MOTE A A sk E L R
T &3 BRAL > — 5 fei & 4 suen ¥ & ek (causal inference) 0 ¥ - 5 feif
Byl henrg o B¢ A% % ehdEdk % > Donaldson(2001) 4 %) 5 34 fie
BiZ A oo st b 5T BREFI S R
eif g PR BRI W 0 Bk kil o IOVPERE L DR R 2 gk b Be X
Lo BP R T - MG A E D F T R fe i 5 0
3% % (Donaldson, 1987; Hoffman, Carter, and Cullen, 1994) o F]* » #7732

AT PR BRI AR EE DR ok o s Sy Ken R e

-~

H3: v @ FRELARP LA SRR nM i g n>ting @wiR

-27 -



¥=2&% A3 ii-i‘—?@f'ﬁ%
EOWERET(- ) TYREF R € BT E L R Y e i
-Venkatraman # BLegkiE g AT T R H % 37 7% (Meta-analysis) > 2%

B AFE Y Ardk ANz 3E B o
- A

S B ELE A 74 B 2 & (B4 ¢ Damanpour, 1991; Ketchen et al.,
1997; Daniel, Lohrke, Fornaciari and Turner, 2004; Dalton and Dalton, 2005;
Crook, Ketchen, Combs, and Todd, 2008) =i i® ;= » ~ ¥ 7 # *
Venkatraman(1989) ¥t feif s g et &> K T = T HRAL ~ MaEF - &
41 3. “contingency” ~ “fit” ~ “matching” ~ “contingent” ~ “consistent”
“congruence” ~ “congruent” ~ “coalignment” > 12 % & < ¢ 138 “contingency
theory” » T3 A WH enikdy > 5 1 AT T B3 R4 e 3 7
~FE 7 A T T F 3 Strategic Management Journal fhv G A o W B
1990~2009 & enF & 77 & - Vﬁ:}%“flﬂ",m%‘? Tl 32K IFaeH

o 4

ARG FE* Schmitt and Klimoski(1991) ehse & &~ 4745 3¢ - 11 Ap B Crdcr
i® % 20% £ (effect size)shZd 71 » I AT BT DR EITL R AT
AL coding fhikdg c e TR 2 2 F A N0 A Ay WHEHF Y afit
as moderation 1 % fit as profile deviation i& {7 4 #7 > d ** fit as profile
deviation ¥ 12 i iF B AL BEAL O HFE > N3 H feif (@ (Venkatraman,

1989) » Ft ¥ B (F e if &2 Fawengp M a¥c® ; A A fit as moderation R 14
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LEF S ML AR P RZEEREE M GEECLEE) -
ST AR 3 %+ Peterson and Brown (2005: 180) 7 3 1% el 4 i > ¥ K IE
i dRE 4R & r @0 X 45 Rosenthal (1991)i 3 5h P 7% 2ot 3% -
Wt Lo e A RS B (1) o 10T )N AR R AL E A T

(1) 45325 f TR AL

(2) 7 Ap BEFT %

(3) B3~ & ~ £33 ¥ i e 7 R~ A B

(4) 3 B nFB 2 P 22 S kh 4

(5) it {7 "% Sk

(6) » 41 FHEER T %

GFHA BT 0 0 R BT 3L M e g e (e p
tiE >~ R 5 K) 0 Fletie- VF A LB FElchp otk A & Fo2b o
FAATHE (R 22K) 0 210 KO EF SRR o 1L TP A g 2
Bl > (1) # 71 ® % 7 robustness sn& f > Wik & FTHEEFHE > B A
T H-HALE A T4 A (640 ¢ Venkatraman and Prescott (1990)) 5 (2)F 4~ %

¢ oA fEfe i TR 5 (fit as moderation®, fit as profile deviation) 4 47 fit if

. Z - , s e
TR = go (PR 2 N B

P . tz N =t 7B L s
Tl T = /m » t B} R AR L o df ERF IR o

B i1k © r = [ 4+ 0.05A, where A is an indicator variable that equals 1 when B is nonnegative

and 0 when B is negative.
® e TR E IR IR AR PR > PR R RS o~ ERE ]
L "ﬂi{?} EP - FUPLE RS B P N PRI - 02 RE PR B gt o
N Tf\L?%EVenkatraman(l%Ea)%%iJ‘? fit as moderation iUl - » E&FF moderation iU 0E R4 > & 5
strength I'] % form RyFEis=¢ » £ G2 1973k £ subgroup = interaction » Xl f[1 subgroup iR
FO THGARN 5T RYFSE T AL I RIS RN o pOEOARYERL Bk %“%’d%?i%f’?ﬁf%%
B3 ieSES (RS WL%WZ#EB%J‘J subgroup 1% = fit as moderation E@%“Eﬁ@‘a’ °
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BHEAM R E AR RN FRE PR S L H R A (B4
Powell (1992)) ; (3)% 7~ % ¥ ™M 7% Fr e ;N & 4 (&40 : ROA, ROS) > *
MRt RN ETRE MG LR A ()BT BT Rk
hd &0 56w & o 0 blde t g 46 4 Prospector 4 % Defender % 7%
P BRNEFTERK%KE MRS F LR A (640 Thomas,
Litschert, Ramaswamy (1991)) - £iE + W endpfg > 4 » A7 X EF 36 £

FLBTELE & 47 o

-~

R
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Y& FHEES

By b AT IRAR » AT Y el b B R ] b R B
2120 & § T ()RR A p s i e R el B e

X7 PR E A (timelag) & fieif i o

FTARAITEEFTA 137 A MY REHE B I G BER
& AT % B I el i pke % £ 5.182(2: 15.905)0 ¥ i s R E
WP R Al ik o B o BB B ok R E T
EFEFE 0 R BTk 2 Q@ F i 281.972(P-value: .000) > ® if st

BF 0 RP R AR PR s et TR

BT RAFTYEHE 36 LFAEF LI EXTHE T A H K (£
1.3)p £ > & HL afA » A7 35 % fit as moderation 77 54 ¢ 7 §
gz b feif & i oanen g B Tt F A 7 $ * fit as profile deviation snEESE §F
B2 0 i O ren B P > # oc % £ €+ 2t moderation hFg > ;¢
REAPTESETFHE T £ deviation FFE |k £(.278) 0 P B
= ** moderation £533% 4 (.054) > @ 4-¥} deviation ¥ moderation = ¥ 3l iE
7eh Q # T8 98.550(.000)+ i FlAEEE o FP A4 H1o B0 0 A H2
A RETERE 6 S R R R i R e S 0 i
et {5 ok (G4eT A s F R SBER EE) a AP RRS BT
£ 5 RRCHTR ehfie i 1 o (2 (257)0 H ok B A A R R

B5(058) @ H %A HEE LB 9 Q Ky 75.67(.000)4 & FIEF -

A

PO H2 o Bt 0 A H3 PR A > AFT G el M R B AT %
Mo e ALTIRR S FRFE A RS ALY g
gk P AHTE P SRR PFRF T L (time lag)en 5N AT AR R

e ER L hfe g gk ko Honk B RGP ARG ERE
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eSS S A PFRFE L s £ (.247) < N
PR T ek £ (101) 0 i AP AT F(Q1 42.779) 0 Flut A 4 % A

A H3 A &2 o

Bt S TG A E v BT E o bAoA 477 R
BAT G 0 57 A dp e e B R P T AR ) i
Tl g o TR L T Kf:d_ T F RO RE Sk AT - AR
ot g AR B TR AR AR 1.4) ~ feif BE(R 1.5) BFRE A(£ 1.6)
zﬁlﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁaﬁiaﬂbﬁ%%iwwf:ﬁi’wﬁnkwﬁﬁ
A P Bk 0 AT RE T F A R L P o fit as profile
deviation % if g% £ ¥ + * fitas moderations B ¢ % ficif B g PR T
AHRTE(5 %% E L) RAR s s HEHFR IS BRI RV E
%(6.854(.009)) » F)} A 4F H1 > 7 r & feif 7 o 5% — RML K MR

BrE 2 AE R GTE S N AR TR ok Rid o

Nhud
\\
-

s tfieil BEHF PP Tk AT RRB ST § Bl
S fefeirik R endE P Y BN ER oo s 0 Y i
SR A T €5 (Deviation, 3 jF A )t A E TS EET A
N Q¥ % _B(4.611(.032)):E FIE F P A TR P ORGEY P Rk
¥

s bRBR et frak (b4t T4 ~ F i ocd), T

e 3

‘_E?
&
a*fht?ﬁ'
Ak

"'\’Ij

£ 3FH2-

Bl o BPFREA SR (2 16) 0 AT R T #4112
feif BB Lok P FRFEFALAOE T X IR EFE LA
ek £ 0 P Afeif ap ) 2 pe g B B4 f(Moderation, B #E)PF 0 B
Q
7

=F

& ¥ 7| B ¥ (7.939(.005)) » FLP & % PERFJE L ATy 4 Pehfe il ik R

Vﬁ“ﬁ

B B A e o FU A 4E H3 o
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O EE A K § TS AP E BRI S F R A
B S R L R R 5 R elE ) L B E o i L
WA R kA RER 2 L HAEPA R - Tt fRh et 2 3

W 3 i € ¥ 3 B (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins and Rothstein, 2009:

283)
Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Fisher's 2
0.00
o ke
0.05 4
= je
-
g
S o0 ans | amE
=
= < &
-
=
S
L3 P O
0.15
0.20
o
-2.0 -1.5 -1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Fisher's Z

Bl 2.3 & A 476 B
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% 2.2

‘ﬁ,g @‘*?f?gk

e (& ) L iRk FEEL  REps T A kA R
Brush and Artz (1999)-1 717 Moderation 2(fF%)+) O(#& &) Environment*resource Sample

Brush and Artz (1999)-2 79 Moderation 2 0 Environment*resource

Katsikeas, Samiee and Theodosiou (2006) 736 Deviation 3(47+) o0 Environment*strategy

Li, Poppo and Zhou (2008)-1 101 Moderation 2 1(3 j%#&)  Environment*ties Sample

Li, Poppo and Zhou (2008)-2 179 Moderation 2 1 Environment*ties

Lin and Gemain (2003)-1 274 Moderation 3 1 Context*structure Context

Lin and Gemain (2003)-2 274 Moderation 3 1 Context*structure

Lin and Gemain (2003)-3 274 Moderation 3 1 Context*structure

Lin and Gemain (2003)-4 274 Moderation 3 1 Context*structure

Naman and Slevin (1993) 82 Deviation 3 1 Environment*style*structure

Nohria and Ghoshal (1994)-1 54 Deviation 3 1 Environment*resource*structure  performance

Nohria and Ghoshal (1994)-2 54 Deviation 3 1 Environment*resource*structure

Nohria and Ghoshal (1994)-3 54 Deviation 3 1 Environment*resource*structure

Parthasarthy and Sethi (1993)-1 87 Moderation 2 1 Technology*context context

Parthasarthy and Sethi (1993)-2 87 Moderation 2 1 Technology*context

Powell (1992)-1 113 Deviation 2 1 Environment*structure Profitability ~ & 5 ~ ..“:é%fﬁ%j%:
Powell (1992)-2 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-3 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-4 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure
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fef (& ) Hd pRip il iR BEEL  pEEps WA R

Powell (1992)-5 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-6 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-7 113 Deviation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-8 113 Deviation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-9 113 Deviation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-10 113 Deviation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-11 113 Deviation 2 1 Environment*structure Overall performance ~ &3 -~
R Xy

Powell (1992)-12 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-13 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-14 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Powell (1992)-15 113 Moderation 2 1 Environment*structure

Thomas, Litschert, Ramaswamy (1991)-1 224 Deviation 3 0 Manager*strategy Performance

Thomas, Litschert, Ramaswamy (1991)-2 224 Deviation 3 0 Manager*strategy

Thomas, Litschert, Ramaswamy (1991)-3 224 Deviation 3 0 Manager*strategy

Thomas, Litschert, Ramaswamy (1991)-4 224 Deviation 3 0 Manager*strategy

Venkatraman and Prescott (1990)-1 1035 Deviation 3 0 Environment*strategy Period

Venkatraman and Prescott (1990)-1 654 Deviation 3 0 Environment*strategy
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423 BMEAEE

(=824 Bilk 5§ Z Y3 E 95% Q
(p-value) Confidence Interval 23t & (p-value)
feif 22 3 % 36 .182 15.905(.000) .160~.203 281.972(.000)
fe i A5 3% 98.550(.000)
Interaction 19 .054 18.485(.000) .020~.088
Deviation 17 .278 3.135(.002) .250~.306
BBk 75.67(.000)
P& & 21 .056 3.033(.002) .020~.093
Y ¥ 15 .257 17.873(.000) .230~.284
PR A 42.779(.000)
& 9 247 16.158(.000) .218~.276
3 27 101 5.889(.000) .067~.134
7 2.4 & A7 % — e sE A
(=804 ik mFxE Z3E 95%
(4] : BBrE L) Confidence Interval WitiE
feig 2574 (2,0)
Interaction 2 -.039 -1.090(.276) -.108~.031
Deviation 0
feig 53¢ (2,1) .186(.666)
Interaction 13 .086 3.257(.006) -.029~.191
Deviation 6 .106 2.732(.001) .034~.137
fe i 2535 (3,0)
Interaction 0
Deviation 7 312 18.520(.000) .280~.342
feif 3555 (3,1) 6.854(.009)
Interaction 4 .081 4.116(.000) .021~.139
Deviation 4 .264 2.662(.008) .141~.379
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# 25 &S e B
B Bilk EE  ZMPE 95%
(4]t A L) Confidence Interval Wwit@
8B #(M, 0)
5% K 2 039  -1.090(.276) -.108~.031
X ¥4 0
% ¥ 7 #(D, 0)
P2 ¥ 3 0
5 % 7 312 18.52(.000) .280~.342
PEBEM,I1) 0.017(.897)
i 5% i 13 086  3.257(.001) .034~.137
5 Bk 4 081  2.662(.008) .021~.139
% # B #&(D, 1) 4.611(.032)
5% ¥ 6 106 2.732(.006) .030~.181
5 Bk 4 264 4.116(.000) 141~.379
%26 HEATTEHEE-—FREL
B HAilk ckE Z Bt 95% Q
(241 - a2 @ #K) Confidence Interval S @
R L(M,2) 7.939(.005)
& 2 -.039 -1.090(.276) -.108~.031
4 13 .086 3.257(.001) .034~.137
PEREZ(D,2)
-3 0
3 6 .106 2.732(.006) .030~.181
PR %A (M, 3)
) 0
] 4 .081 2.662(.008) .021~.139
S % 4.(D, 3) .586(.444)
F 7 312 18.520(.000) .280~.342
4 4 264 4.116(.000) .141~.379
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518 BmmEHk

§E S PLEL K 1960 & % 4% N0 % o FrT 50 & ehiwik o B fhiE 5 R

E “?/E CEPTRE SRR S BT 0 A BRI G R
12 25 (fundamental theory)(eg., TCE, RBV)£2 8 7330 % cav PRIZ 35 B G| k3 -
FORAAPE D EF T RSET VRIN 2 LR B TR L R
kA kR iRE(Barney, 1991) 0 A A FIRAH GBI EE @Y > F L
VRIN 2] 2% AR5 @ % (Wernefelt, 1984; Hunt, 2000: 77) > F]#* T R A&
HPES TR KRR P TR AR AT > T R
VRIN st m & 4 s B4 f el LR YR ARG F R S 5P
iRk § oo H A R ELERIE Lthfrz(normatlve)m’q‘ﬁ‘r A JEREY S
emehiF B d STRBEE P P - o H T o g dg R
It $ 304 do B ohiim a5 0 Fe ik - B e B B &R # { (normative)
BRlchz Ry > Bl R RIS & ¥ F & o %32 % (Eclectic theory) >
EEBEAY G FEEES N R %;pa 1+ (normative) » %] Brouthers,
Brouthers and Werner (1999)3% i 1 % BLEE crfic i P25 3P &7 B s ™o
& £ ¥ 2% i OLI (ownership; location; Internalization) =2 B iE 3% & if ehig

M T BB R R Y A R AT AT RIE

@

—El’ﬁ *ﬁf"fﬂ;’ %’%—ﬁl‘i’f&"ﬂ HenT R 2R 0 BT RELETLARLE AR

PREEEE o

B ARt T IR BB AT AR Y - B E
5’ﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁwi%fﬁﬁéy%ﬁﬂﬁﬁgz—aﬁig,
Pl SRR BEHFT o d WEFRET E AR - AR OF

¢ & & 7% (meta-analytical approach):i& 7 & it &4 37 >

e HE  TehE F ok o Fp ATy IR 78 Venkatraman(1989) % #p R fie

\vm
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v i o R T (R A7 REB R PR L)Y AN PR
CEEIEELT LR &SR

RS T o REA SRR RSk A0 0 BPER
BB AREES: > BHE LR T AL D 2
LFFFF ST 0 BRI R OREHD 0 LR ok A
FA > A RF RS TS N 07 g ARk 07 dxd o T
RIS Z 0 A - BREDRE S AR REER Y > RS
AT BT R 5 TS ik ko d N RGLE RS B
LRI FREM G FIPERNEFF ST o IR TR
T A E T BEF RO T o AL AR AR B EL
vk PR ET AT PR L R T A BT e H e
BAE ka,qu EF R Fl AR R L e S sV ¢ AR
GE B -

AT FRRALEF 2B A AETEERE LT L L (eg,
Schoonhoven, 1981; Venkatraman, 1989; Meilich, 2006; Parker and
Witteloostuijn, 2010): 5& T feif 22 F e 272 - k¥ a0 k p 30y 302

Nk B - BERENAE -

et

LR ARE Y RV il

Sk B o BB TR E g el B a7t - R % hE - R

ﬁs‘

ik LR R R 0 bR - BRGS0 T A F

Qmﬁﬁg%ﬁiﬁir’ﬁﬁé%i%ﬁgh@o

v

KoM EREETFTEFATRESITRREE S M G 22

et

ER NSRS B BARFEFF DERKE AL ERIFH
Feif 22 % oxhd ApF > ik * T - &R (congruence) j sh# & » @ 252 3 (%

oA ok T Feil 0 Tl AT 2 E &R Y it as profile deviation



FEHTE N 0 AERFES MG AN EBRER ) > Ay
RET O RBETEEREREHE R LR e Ry AR
oo FlP AT RE Y PR L e 47 2 o &R H R R

EE S

o
B s 0 50

(%
o

L 45 j‘lﬂf é._o}fk:}%?f SHEAEY 0 SRR R
L 3 # N ond SRR
%@%%w@?ﬁpiaﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁiﬁ L RS F3

& 2000 # 12 %k » TT%’;% 0 e g {5 7 #HAE I (asymmetry)

PTG B IR S A AT 0 F e

—

~ 4

B X % s (fit as hetero-performance) (Zejac et al., 2000; Donaldson,
2001) » 11 % 3F % A70F2 3 7 2 (Meilich, 2006; Parker and Witteloostuijn,

2010) > & & K Wit /')ﬁ{fﬂii}l’ﬁ Eﬂ’iﬁLifleﬁiif*?i S Rt

(&

TR R RREAE Y I L AT R ]

AFTF BRG] A APy WEHE - IR AR
BoRAETRAHSFETRE D EEREEETT IR AT
3t rUH S i R (robustness) o H = AT rUR R A B0
o @A R RN AE - A min o Bh R A A

AR VUREANLOLPHEG  R R AP R Rl

o FRFATRELEMPER R AP IR LFEHFF
ML G e UF|(B4e 4k 2 P R p-value) » Flpt B fs BTdR 10 B 2 F - ¥
36 £ A B TR 0 BE AR AFT T & R L Bl (funnel plot) » P # & 3 7 7%

G R A (bias) > 1A AT BV B R MEEREEE L TR A

a7 2 E R TR DA 1T 0 B E %% % 2 (robustness) o
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Pz AR BRBTAEESE
— o if dud > P g

WY AR AR TREE Sl Ry BES - RhRE AN
(Meta-analysis)w % fieif ¥ reenB Lox %k M2 F R TF)E c A F R }’%
bR i SR T 4 4 2T #F A P i (Zajac et al., 2000) 0 F ¥ 1% i 6 A A 4

BEE L E S LA P Pl ~ 2 P AL A i~ A i A0

ol

34
3

TER T A b - BE R ER S

FIRS
Ty
Ak

G

(TS TP S
AR

’

REPHP S ARHEY BEAT N FHATAEFE s AR

R E PRI MG TR P IRRE %o P i BN o IRIR G fies

(=

&

W ARG S B F A RS EEE A
st B AR F R TR 0 AR RS AR E AR TR 5T
AHHLEHRLBER  AFTRINTIABELIRIEF- > P
TG "nia7™ o 22 R 3 2 SR HIx e RK? 5=

FFEF I L RERFIFAFIRR? S FREFISHE L WL
g ?

SR FZENfREA S B DS > F R B
Penrose(1959) & # = £ B/ ML B BFEL T T # v HX o P #
R A 4 l’i’ﬁalﬁ’f#y 2 H Sk ﬁv%%fgﬁ Bofs o BRI BH R

PRREESEER E AN TR EREF L FR
¥ 8w e

- G EF ARG EE LT

w

Penroe # & *t 1959 # 1 4 # 5\ £ 12 Z5(The growth of the firm)— % » %
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& # #7ac JE# e% f(net advantages) ° ’”ﬁt“ BRLPEEK- BRES AL
Y- BARACEAR o F)P o HINEARIE LS S 0 A K W T A% e
BT AREARE oA L PR ER S L BRI A e

(human motivation)£? j&- 3 & 2 = £ B 27 0% & (Penrose, 1959: 1,2) -

& %W%m‘&%%%;ﬂ%ﬁ@
FoEd (s FEENA S ERHEA A ERA IR HEMORY)

F
@ oipdt F]F L H Penrose 3§ £ R & ik AR e

Penrose 7 7 A F =+ R EAHE ES R & & IR % ’"/f T EARIR
g FlE S BT DIER 0 F 'FA{?E“"‘*‘&‘%JL FnE HIIE R
FoooT R E R I A5 5k B 845 (Penrose, 1959: 27, 29) o fip i
BE2 T o RIUERAR G EHFS S L e B iEE - ° Lﬁﬁkyﬁ

BRI S B %R T

v

pt ¢t > Penrose & 0 B E EPINFIRET AR SRPE S Flp ¥ 7 R
@ Ty ;) F]12 > Penrose (712d ¥ Ty - e FprEFRER
PR F e R g EEM A WFTWE IR D EEL P T RER

HAEREEE TR RE o ¥

Bt g od FiRETA @ Kehd R EPRAR 0 Aot A A f3 2 & X F(Penrose,

1959: 5)
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_“\

Xdof AR g A e e £ 2 Penrose 3 s T & X ROM A

E'D

(entrepreneurship) 5 £ T &4 7 Jh (unused productive services) j 2_f ¥ = &
3 PERE A o d W EERENARFP ALY B LAFFF REFPT
i ¥ e A A PPRIE 08 € (productive opportunity) 0 338 4 A M PRFR 0%
EEPVREEFFE V- 20 SEMP AN RORRBRTR(F ZER
¥ efe ik (ideas) ~ ok ~ ATELU R AP E A I HER) F e
MEROT RN A fEMN G - BFEIE T 2 L BE Ok T
SEET A A KR NERT o EEFEAE TR 0 L pIFTeRS N
E P o~ IR R GE KRG EAKE B B € (M40 § & 1 (Penrose,
1959: 85; Kor and Mahoney, 2004; Kor and Leblebici, 2005: 968)) » F]* & ¥ R

M SBAL TR A L SRS R R DS B A AR -

A

Ik

S

¥ 4oim - T JH5k > B L ? Penrose LG FAFM AT AL
o FlE L ENG A S S ] LKA ReOF R B FREY - A
BRFEA T AR RS s $ AR T A 3> Fla L)
TiReig® sl o FIEN S E R 3 o ) R A s T R (underutilized
resources) » #3351 & ¥ X ket £ #37% (Kor and Mahoney, 2004) » #7171 f

Penrose siLELT > f E S £ P p B F I RaFE L L 4R o

N l\)
TREFSEEATUFR S FESEDHEY - @O VE P A PR
@ Penrose » % i £ ¥ T A HARR TR R et 0 X2 A S

BB R T kT o R R EFE N L E AL PP A B4 KR

#H 1353 o Kor and Mahoney (2004)3% 5 & ¥ = & I $50 {ed g e B -
SR ENT m?ﬂ% @ 7 ()FEEREL BE A 4 (creation) 5 (2)

P 12 R 5 B A R (sustaining) § ()RR ]S 4E 5 (4)jR TR EE B

Fou 2 S AR R el Tk o L%t > Penrose i i Bhe 2 S F AT I

d b %I}lj\\aﬁ-‘ ARAL ‘/}Elm’}’gi ?}t}%/ﬂt}%%%&) \32%\} » @ gfk
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A F R 5 22 (Tan and Peng, 2003) ~ #ji£] #T7(Nohria and Gulati, 1996) ~
K% i #% & (Tseng, Tansuhaj, Hallagan, and McCullough, 2007; Lin, Cheng, and

Liu, 2009) 632 3¢ > 3o b 7 3 e gk it AR TR B4 = 3F T daia] o &

B ¥EtH %k o ,‘f’%r} BT THDE 0 AT L5 B2 SR Penrose & 1 ARAE
A
e

d 3t Penrose HEN P A P AL amit o TEXAFTAERINELE
FHPTRBE T DT F o T LR PIRBER T L E AL
B KR

BEBIUFIN P EE AL 2 RF R o B

-

3% 0 B2 #R Penrose 3% 5

ERERMTLE R RS RAagd 2 n i Y E R RER
FF) % T L fxg; P G4 D TRB Y R L E Ry T 28
BEESE DT R 2L - oL E FIr L FLRARPBELRTRERR
PERB ARl AT TR E R g e MR e B

A
vl
=
?\_
it
'SH
?‘"\
™
.*ﬂ‘,
o
=
*

TRES BB T E o BENEEL

*RIEHER EARPN 2SR T

|

ﬁ$_dﬂ%ﬁ%@#ﬁﬁn%iﬁﬁ%’?ﬁ%wi£%$£;ﬁﬁ#i%

AR TR A R K B W A S A U L RB TR H AL
SR P AP LRGN EF SRR B AH D T R AT

:’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ’%kﬁﬂ%@?mﬁgéﬁéﬂ@ﬁﬂ%%§;$

'

A e R T REN PSR L E S L o pleh s fEAET
HPrBEFFR DT R LN AR TRASRBLEXE S e
f)

50 REFRRBBESL BN S E ikt A B
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> }%‘L{j ¥ %5 15 it 4 (dynamic capabilities) £ 4 ik d > A2k vk AR
BB RET R IR F KR cdF 3 (Teece, Pisano and Shuen, 1997) » 5 7 f#

Ny
BrwEFaRe ki ™ P ET UFFH 8L B5 - TR IE G

i

c
=

4 enpr 4 (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000) > 30 5 # it 4 £ - A A FF v R

BB i 4 o PR TR TE fi(dynamic) y dpeh g E G kR R
o 2@ £ ¥ (renew) it @ (competences) i® B 27 1k 5 iE = — 3k (congruence)
15y 4 (capacity) ; @ T it 4 (capabilities) g P& & % i 43 15 8 W vs g e

7 #Zri%‘« poek IR e (skills) ~ F R £ s (e @t (functional competences)

B {7 E £ - £ i (reconfiguring)  if 5Tk B i1 K (Teece et al.,, 1997) -

RIHILEFTUFR > a4 g - B BRAR - ERE L FF
it ehag 4 0 5 3 pe g (fitness)shE & |2 (Helfat et al., 2007: 7; Pettus, Kor, and
Mahoney, 2009) o A m # fg iy # 4oi@ S & B F R R o RF O
R P R FEEE o od R BAE Y E & [ (Teece et al,
1997; Augier and Teece, 2009; Pettus et al., 2009) » ¢ 5 4 & ﬁ:
(sensemaking) i 2 F /R £ ¥ (reconfiguring)® BIRA > #r10§ B A 4 g1

P BT LS A AR o e MR R T § g

REZ 4 ~ sl o 7~ & ) Y T Ji}'ﬂ-‘,‘z—«, 8 Horeng il o fﬁ%iﬁ/ﬁ
R Rt R ORG AL > F A ORE AL E R R DL AR
AAFAP eSS BT RE Lo AR KRG T IRAH &5

(‘V‘“«;

I AEFTIRLFEARFIZ A FR LGP e > FEFEFER
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5 4 e il e i () 3.0) -

HEE

R R ) "
i
(Sensemaking) (Reconfiguring)

AL

CREE PRI R Ey SN ER I S

R v(sense) s € g 4~ 1 %* (seize)# ¢ A 4~ 14 2 £ ¥ (reconfiguring)

‘F..

S
~zh
N
NS
IS
E=)
At

FR A IR i s B % ahit 4 (Teece, 2007; Augier and
Teece, 2009) - ;;ﬁd T AL 4 B REILIR G REFPR B gtebchpeig 0 B ¢
P s LA B A A R B e 0 L
iEd fe ig (Technical fitness) 5 @ ¥ ¢h cnfi o B ARG E B Hr anadFr 1z 3 5
FARRmROEE S Bl e R hEEe Ak LRy

(Evolutionary fitness)(Helfat et al., 2007) -

Tt RS 4 R R i R F A
oL F B R RIRG F R B0 A R R B E 2

TR RIS S % > BB ’%ffl}’i"f#d\bm%fﬂr}*‘ A IFF v RIRE %

oo R AR B SR PEART s BRAIRIE B
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FESEBE SRR BI R E LS EERSAK NG - B E
Y¥EA(rents) 2 F > T 2R p FRhDIE > a a3 EhoP L TR
(Penrose, 1959: 54; Mahoney and Pandian, 1992) ; F]t & #-# it sv 4 BLEL G
»EESERHZAIFEY > TEEAR EE S RGN AR R

B erag g o

i&%@ﬁ%%@éi’uié@gAﬂmﬂkwﬂ GERE=E) ol
oA BLEEE f R X E ML ER DT o R F AR
SRR T RA AR B A PIRIEEERY d’“ﬁiﬁﬁgfﬁf?ﬂ_@]%
(management team) f # F miE * RG]0 2 2 F M8 € (productive
opportunity) s % > T B AR B I ff o R T A B iR RAeeh g
Y &Eso s EEROSS%R > 15 2 3renB = B 8 TR § ol AT A
A A& PIRGE £ FE PR TEH Pt IR 4 AR T R (Penrose,
1959: 54) - ¥ R TR ¥ A EH TP SEENERT RN X e S
% AE @ ke 4 F R (surplus)(Cyert and March, 1963, Chakravarthy, 1982;

Lengnick-Hall and Beck, 2005) -

R ARAS T Rdo e A Y I R e ehsE A ;rﬁzi 5 AL Ay 4 BELEEY 1 {F T 1
TfEfR o NH G BAERAEL LGV H OB KR
(Teece, et al., 1997) » ¥ ¥ £ ¢ EE-’_"F? 7 kheng g { Z7(Pisano, 1994;
Foss, 1996; Helfat et al., 2007; Pettus et al., 2009) > F|* 3 ‘—‘« LERL TR I )
(KR AL 0 § Fl 5 i Rl AT L B (eg, WAL or FiElE
Feif) > & TRF) A R R a2 & N B AL R TR R KGR
FPAEAFR TN ARBAAFRELT L ETNBEELEPORERIEFT TR
fed o RIABRB AL FE ORI A BPUFTTE S RE Haop i
THRE T UAER O T AT RE BRSO L BRF LR LG
(exploitation)=:i& * (Voss, et al., 2008; March, 1991) » % i T /RE * »c 5 h
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B KA SRS k] R LB o e 4 A
MK A PR N REY TR Bk Bt e Y g

g =
B AR RE T IERERE > FEJY T RO EFELNHF R
(exploration) » 1 F1 R % % er® B3 Foo A R g o Fl M Y

I

B eARAR T R(bl4e 0 B E B ~ R SEF - hE)

c‘“ﬂ}

W A SR EEAA B ART AL AIUTEM et AR AR
Ak Bk IRt gy Essy Maeip T R(Har e ST

I S~ I

o}

bl

d v i g Eeds i 4 o ",ﬁ% T R R RTRE AR £ F
(Pettus et al., 2009) 5 F PF&E ¥ fieif 03 Ko ¢ HERBF RN A 2
(Lengnick-Hall and Beck, 2005: 740)° & ** 445 F ik e Al 4o @ S5 8 7 0 )

g XL > AT IE Rk { #f(strategic renewal)# F FE & ek 4 o

BT OREBMP AR TR R (TR L E LR DB g o
~ AR TR S W vE { AT(strategic renewal) &2 £ ¥ = &

EEFLRG TR ERL - 82 AT RNE S MW(The firm as a
collection of productive resources) ° “ﬁ%? 12 ;i ¥ (administrative decision)
PR REFTRIVEEE*® 330 (Penrose, 1959,:24) » d ptF dv g F s &
BERLLAAM - RFREFPFR ORI pRAEPFRE D FIFER

oA ARG T RA#A T £ (Wernerfelt, 1984) » 2 A7 b K vk & B0

55> (Hamel and Prahalad, 1993) > £ 7 F e £ Lod (& § ~ FH2L %
FE ek 0 2007) 0 FlH S EARAB T R S N ik g NERfELESE

SiE AR ©

—daF o FERZAY FTEADORREF KA A ERE N AR
s B (Henderson, 1999) » FIpt I 7 13 e ARAR TR > d X A48 » £ ¥

-48 -



I ﬁiéé‘ﬁi Pk @ FE A IR B s A SEIRIED

% BT BT FF R RS FFOPE o Ra TR 0T
B F L ESET R ERAARTREY A kg F R EEE TG
SR RBLFDF R LR FEORE R REFLEF S D
FETT ko ¥ E EE 4z § M (Legitimacy) ) B AR R R A LS 0 Aot - K
EFAENEEREEETT DA R Y EG O EBAFRABT R
P AR EANRBET IR G A#HDp PR EHG X AKIE AR

o

EARPATFINRRT 0 BEIRE SRR TREHT O S G
1959; Sirmon and Hitt, 2009) - F]y* 4§ %’ﬁ#ﬁ&ﬁ@ 1@« v ¥ g E g
I‘J‘g@j»ﬁﬂ, ﬁ“:}ijﬁ’g-&rlpﬁ‘w‘ﬁjfé\ 213 yéﬁﬁ‘é‘/}fﬂ’léﬁb

M- B S AT AR T R 2 & (Wholey and Brittain, 1986)

R fERETABTRIET AL L %fr%ﬁ:’ﬁ % eh4e (rents) o

Penrose(1959):% % AL % B & JRAR £ Ehoim L % FTihm 2> Fpt L ed L AT

r

(strategic renewal) T B_i& * &4 T k- f&3i4 2 ( Ravasi and Lojacono, 2005;
Agarwal and Helfat, 2009) = 1345 & Kv¢ L Ardp 8 T £ ¥ % 7 se g Hox
(economic performance)® # {7 — & 8 7 B 7 /R3] ik (pattern) & vk & v #3
iy @5 % (Ravasi and Lojacono, 2005) » F]pt 3¢

¢ %
PR g ey #ﬁMWﬁa?mﬁﬁaﬁﬁffwﬁﬁﬁ;’

TARL R A EEAL 0 T TS AR KM TR iR v
ST RAFERWARD A LRSS EIORT S AT

& ¥ X E 2§84 B (Penrose, 1959)c d gL T Arier { AT E_L FEH e
TR EREHRREH ME REFY S L E & EAR(Floyd and Lane, 2000;

Agarwal and Helfat, 2009) -
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PN v‘;gk/y

AETEEEFFEEE B fha S B R {ATEORRE 0 2 2

- g 2 BAARAEEE 7 oUW 32)7 U £ E S L

EEETLY > SEFRF o G4 KRR e TR
N - Renfeif ok R AR P 3 RE e A o RS F S kan
AL &2 PRI EEAEY o R FEEE Y 2Rkl

ER R T M R T R E BB AR T RS 3 BB R B

GRS S T ROE

- *q\

R G EFHIME S DR T R AL EFP T N ERY
WA A A BT RAT 0 blde t AR T ROE 2 € IR B
P> 38 B N IR RE%F 4 07 it 12 (Love and Nohria, 2005; Kor and Mahoney,

2005) i {7 F Y A £ 2B nF Rk AR F T R

.:_u
i

GERG i RE  EEERL P RP ARG o 0 g EL B i
FREFE I R BT ind A BRI > 2 T AT T e

iE s ik (Chakravarthy, 1982) » b4 38 > 77 -4k 2 & i il B ~ 2 5 R 3

S

Ll—

ATA AL PRI F X o

v

ﬂ&Tzwﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ’%ﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁirﬂ—a%%

F AL A ERRE A A2 D7 fei(bde MG S FRMPEE A
) B L F s LK 9rE enI 4 F A (complementary asset)® % e

e
7 Eedl (Blde i AT A L A S E) o @ i BT R LA K0k
{ #7(strategic renewal) B € o B B KW o HIF - AR 7 feif
A 0 EF T LB P E e
"

SRR TR R IR IL R AL L o D] T3 W e

RREE LIS AL E

{
\

Tobo R S RS L I A TR frip A T o £ FT 1T R
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AR TIRITEES EIEN L hE g > X R S h B E A

]
2
R
i

éﬁéﬁﬁ%éﬁ%%ﬁ%;’ﬂﬁm [RCE S U

Feif AR 0 i KT - pE RS £

-

— it
Strateoic renewal Fitz

1 .

Mis fit

Pool.,

Time

T2 T3

F32 &% L@ manmiiiii
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AEFTEER A BT AT LA E S R iR 5 R AR E
- B E el I A o 2 e AU A N B 4 LR K AT
PPLE 0 B R F ARG FIF o A FA R (R 3.2) -
BOBRRLAE R TR LR S E ] RG S aw g S

ﬂtbﬂ%ﬂ’{ﬁﬁﬁ%gé /%fimﬁ;){?#—"ﬁf?}!\*" AT A R BB IR o
S PP THYE B RER

AR EHETBEN A BRLEREBLEIE R FE L BLEOESTES
Bi- BREREOEGAH - FL A HEEFRELLE L EPFR

Fr b ERE Y@L > 2 8BRS PR

d IR en R B f R A KA 0 F GENFE R R R
PR aRe ~ S AR o B F MR T R * 2 S AT E
IR R AT T B AR T R AR FRR 1 B R &
e L b B FRENEFIELAS ST A LA ELF R ot
AT e @i FlitieR R R EF A FE TR
Sk B T A B E R T B ¥t AFT 3 F % Venkatraman(1989) s ik
MAE? G ARG LR T I T ETRENED G L FEp A
Brr ALk A SH- BAEAEniv e o LA il

AR RS e
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%231 L ELAARE LR

TR KR PRk RE TR OFHLS
Rige 2 2 15 # iR ARl
R 3 8 8& BRLEEFEFELE
AEF EaEF B G
EpnEE ) 3 2 # B Rl Rl eni®i: SR
% 7
3 AREER 1 1 7E  BfEERaTE RE
e B % 7 2
FBFAH AR F 2 o F N BEHBE XD s
TEERE CFEFE D BB A B RE
AR TR~ & ¥t MR BRBREFTR

PRAGHBEFIERTHEME DHERE TR ESRAMLE f?ﬁ
R R PR PR AT L (U)F REP P S
QRFZPFHRM PP [ FOLIETHFALRE Q)N 27 248
PR BRIREFER Q) TR ME T2 RN EE LRSS E
e dd KRR g A8 B AR F P (5)n F o R AL RE 7 LR

Fhoir A2 2(6)2 P 2 I LA RMT IR A D & DY B B g 0

BRPEHL G AMTRERIE T SR TREN FHE 0L

LA 0 P R R(- R PBeS L TIE 3 )E Fh e RRE 0 Y
-54 -



BEFH ORI RLEFR - F2Y FERFTA Laphin . L&
BROLFEMERFL PP o L ) RAHEIRES AR

IHER

' e iR

1

RS
)
=
=
R]
L
i

E DAl oA 0 FIP i cdg it o AT
*ok SLBLEE o M-l ad S ehfie iR B AR 5 - IR (20 ) Si(coherent system)
& - HEP g% & f(bundle of practices)( MacDuffie, 1995; Delery and
Doty, 1996; Delery, 1998) > & & stp £ & % ¥ 13 =2 3 (¥ * (interaction)st 4p
3 3 5 (reinforcement) 3R % BF 0 B & 07 33 B fe i PRI G o @ AR h T 0F
Pt E TAZ AR EmA L w R iRIg BE Az ey @ 493 H 5 RI A4
AL ZH EcFulfse L A RIE BREF T 2 AB 2 T3 & F 5o
Pl S VR BT I A o G < ok AR AR CURN e A AT S gl e

Mgy iR FEE e 3§ H3] (Siggelkow, 2002b) ©

Mt d - fEd § 4~ T ReF U hE &
AR R Y 0 P LE M AR LR A EL Y o @ A
TAEMALRSAE RS T AR I ARPRE AR IRF SR A
ARF o~ A3 T ARRM s KB AR R AR a8 b <3 1R
RS IR R S AR E D B N A B g SRR
MAERBEERBELIEAE IR H 0 F AR IR EIU] S A T
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A T S SN IR LI TN SUE Lt SRR Y ]

FAR U] 0 1R L B £

-

FpL L IR A v B ALeE 1 3 3N S
EF CEBRFRALTFRY CINASET RA R Mg g 5121990
E RN G LR AR e
GoP A3 1996 & 4~ W iv KB FETE A F L L 3
PREIRFYALLL RPN FZAARF N OFEER Y L g
KREE PG EELZ T ASHADTER

ZRERES
'éﬁﬁhiﬁ’%%%*wixﬁw o FL G 5 e B

HGgFerr¥ 1t Adsod 2 agprd 2 o gy

=
E'BS
2
(4’-«

\

B R B 0 A 1 R R 2 e FL B
FH LB OEEF A GEED I B ET R AREE LT

M BEAR MR I REL AW FF 1R

A4 #(199671999) & T R JRELMFHR AR S AL S F 0 T ES A
B epr iy Rfens Sk A0k B (i & R A A JEd 3 el
B RIRIE L R R A et A N T dfed 2R g_fg(y%ﬁ "z

g 2 AR H 4 R R AR 5 1R

-\\

2 AR E DR gy R RN
B R B BRDOFERERELT Y L 5 G EFFROHUET L AR
APt P F AR EA DB - B p B AR
f6x EIFIS9001 R c AN ASH L2 G o XA 1 i SR
2l Bp A FREH L e b v E IR R R o e

Pl o

2000~2004 # = L H R > G = f’“,érf ORI ARt A b 5T



HRGHFOLE RAAEL ) WAL T BEHPEREFE&SD
8 o F]PL K 2002 ERAET R End AKX A 22N RE fASKER
BRF R LI ARBBG - S d BB AMRBEBHERP L AR

B ~E B A R o R AREBG A LRSI ARAE

B2 P s 1 RG] S K AR R 4R 0 20 e 1 gt en

Ao BRI I ARAER o F o R ARER o T YA B2 Ao g
PR B L TR Gen G EES FPENEES ARBRFEE S (2
AR = P )hE R RS FEFASS L By A SRS

|~

e

*ﬁﬁ@ﬁ%$%?%Q?ﬂﬁﬁﬂ“’ﬂ%é4%ﬁ?i%mﬁ@%ﬁ
4 S 1 AREEK LR B R IR A St ] 0 FIR A

LR DIER VT[RRI B B

—

P s A SRR o

2004 & i era thIFSRIFENE A RS VR R B P R A
4 AT B BIE R R A R RNA 17 E A 2 SR

TR gl B A R L FA o R RN AR

e

T Eend AR ERGY 0 F ARSI B bR g

(4'-*}
b

im

3L EREY ARG LR OP RS Ho kg @k B rlia b0 R T
GEFIFENBHAFRAOIEMBE T - 2 3 EFRP FHEDRAH
MERRF AR > B2 B G EFASNERFRENIEROPHTH
Mg FHEFIRER o g0 2 BRAFF AR ASBEF S o R
ARG HFEFEE B FITARTN A o bl LT E R G L ERTF
AL BB R STEF R EY R AR o d JLF LB IR 2004 &
G & ¥d W@ * AR Fhehi 4 p b FIPL BEANART R L

R B B P K L ATE REFEH SR o
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 BRER

EHRP R AL DB EPHE TR T R S SR AR

TROTEEPFEREHBFTLHER
— S K RIH(TL)E B fh it 4 i fepef H3

fEX2AY > FTEORREF hp A ERENZE L7l P
(Henderson, 1999) » # 7 5 tipip T il 0 & RSB 3E A1 ¥ R R B g+
B e dE > B E WG hBE s 5% TR KRB E (Technical
fitness) £2 /# it | fie i (Evolutionary fitness) * it 5 /% £ = & (Helfat et al,
2007, p7) > T £ XL T FE UK EIF AT H FLAFER
FRendk B R A RERE P AL RO R w BT B2 £ (Miller and
Friesen, 1984) o k@ » Fla * L4 L FTih o FIP £ ¥ 57 3E AN
HABE? a L@ a s .

3

—dLm T o e 4 oA e 74?6 (routine)£? 1 4 (Helfat,
et al., 2007, Augier and Teece, 2009, Pettus et al., 2009)= 384 > X @ 7 &
FFpoAra sk Risd B ;ﬂ’—‘k BAed R H L 4 (e.g, Augier and Teece,
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and March, 1963) o A @ > &4 TR T 2L W5 S e B 0 i > R &

o

Rlid BB REF S &R

Penrose(1959) 3 & ¥ = & & - il ¢ FFMARAE T ML FF AR T IR
WA FIM AR TIRT LG A EF RFIFRDBE > TR TIRIET L
|

Mo F S EMHF AR T R B2 3587 F 2 KB E(Penrose, 1959;

Aol FEGTULEFALE oL R TIREG AT

8\/
W

Mahoney and Pandian, 1992) > #717 &7 FER L F iR T o § F P30

EIRE G { BOF T E TR AL R B RN

*EEmA% . fFALRFTHFT RS EE M (bundles of

i

&

e A IR R

e

R

~mh
[t

heterogeneous resources) » & 7z 7 ;P & F A 0 Ra f

NS
= »

(1‘4]-

A

-~

BT A AR L éfl‘—f]‘JLﬂb ¥ep Ae(rent) > @ & JEAR & Foofe L

5
a o

(Penrose, 1959: 54; Mahoney and Pandian, 1992: 365) o I »t § ¥ drim & *

R

P BN 4 ig*“gl‘}l—ﬁﬁ{ﬁ#ﬁ FRF eI B2 a2 (Helfat, et al., 2007) >

AR E bR TR Y o RPN FREFF E ) R e
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# 48 (dominant logic)(Prahalad and Bettis, 1986; Mahoney, 1995)- d ** ¢ 32 Jﬁ
AT B é’} 3 ﬁ it JEA 1 * F R (unused resources)® 3 ¥ B
chd A {2 PRi+(Penrose, 1959)> @ A ¥4 F AL F L 34 o B Y g 4o

Bf 4& %] % (Hambrick and Mason, 1984) » F]p A 3 302 F LB A £ 4

S @

Zgﬁ RS \_}nb;ﬁ’?%ifﬁ”rég Fenig b TS o Jp it o FHtEF HL o

H1 : ¥ 72 B F§ (Top management team, TMT) 14 ¥ % § @ o ARAR
FiRen ® 525 43 o

i TR D A B F AL 0 BB AR S i k2 b iR
Jod 7l s oI A e i 4 - Teece(1986)33 5 TR E il 3 %
EHIT o CENNSR G TAHTR AL BN R I

v A e gl ST e R T2harg an x‘a“?;}ﬁ—‘,gﬂ?,l‘z SEENIFTRF K
BE A IAFTIRELF A PR 0 ¢ 7 - 44 (generic

assets) ~ % Jf 14 (specialized assets) ~ ¥ & /& {4 (cospecialized assets)= #f > d

o T WA T UBED H L EE S Tl EF ¥
%

B

£ g eh kB (Rotheaermel and Hill, 2005) ; & & fii i 2 X & e

£
S A o d 3t E 5 H i ik g (unilateral dependence) i if ix #f (bilateral

1_;

*"”)%

dependence) st o € (7 A 2 ilf B¥ IR A

£ R H KR -

—n\g,
X

g
£ Fn

LEHE £

T ERF I TEE L - B HENEEREY ke
ﬂﬁ’ﬁuféLﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁyﬁiﬁﬂ%#&‘%A_uﬁwﬁm

(Day, 1994) o & & ¥ P 3Wehd eI 4 i 4 4 & % p 20 FF g & (740 A 91

& 7% %% (Rotheaermel, 2001; Rotheaermel and Hill, 2005) - & £3# » 7= % » &

MLE P IRME TR L AN 0 F A AT mf}i % B (Tripsas, 1997) » &|

o L ATAE S P B S oa T4 R A ETENNRTREEE TR

\

S A 0 - B EERB RN TRIE U R A at
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(capacity) » 3 £ ¥ &7 Fraom 7 BRI L B4 0 RER T FF R

A & % & (Rotheaermel and Hill, 2005) -

d WRF R T ER SR a4 0 B S BRI
?ﬁﬁi%ﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁwﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ$$ﬁw I SR
DR ER B J AR R 22 g 2 E 4 B (Teece et al., 1997) » F]pt i 4f

A TR Y G G EE T o S R B A kR (Barney,
1991) o d pt ¥ dv> FEPIMF T Ty AP T R Arak L B2 T A e 4
BF R E R R AR T RO B o M B T RAER R
BEEAPEFTAELEP N OREL ISR A BT RAL LGRS
Fe R eng B W B | MR S A SRR TR B
A4 » Frax % % (appropriateing profits) i i (Ray, et al., 2004) - | &
FHPAMCFEL G VU RPBTRFELY EHI A BT R Aot - &
1A AR E THER B T REARETET AL E P Vo Rt o datE H2

H2-1 ~ H2-2 -
H2: E ¥R B3 wi 4 43 SBRFTHOR ¥k 43 -
H2-1: §F P R BeniTdlit 4 43 BB FTHOR ¥ 22k 43 -

H2-2: S P R BrP g 4 43 > BB TR ¥ 52k g3 -

W2 FOTARAR TORIR P G LRG0 & 5 U N IRIB G T L it en
A PRI B B JIE SRR T o R AR -
giﬁwmﬂﬂééfﬁiﬂﬁ’ﬁﬁm’g;%@,@%ﬁzgﬁk
EEFAEF A EFLARABEREL DT - R0 LR BRP I F
A @ R F R @ SR R IL R AL ehp £ 14 (Tan and Peng, 2003) » ] 4e

EEPMFEFTENE RTRHRE? > EADAFHEFFE TRIA
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PR AT RNL B A X AP R R PRy E RS o 17

FU*t & # = & (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) °

P IR A K ey £ RIS R Flt R - R
AL R TR R DEAAF] o - BRI DS 3 0 F R
= (behavior-based control) ¢ % % #~ 4] (outcome-based control) 17 = 3\
(Eisenhardt, 1989)> H# ¢ & 12 A Jg FI&JIE hx X 8 bldo kg A F

A - AR IAIH 0 4 - B L 3o

f&ﬁﬂpimé%ﬂiﬁﬁ%zﬁfw&&%%%%ﬁ$%@ﬁ@ﬁ%

/

-\

TR IA

t))‘ﬂ

%
=
3
ETINE
i
=
)

= AE”—EM-}: FAIBBp S BT e s 7L
RIRARH A eh % o AP R FEBB ORI T UL R T A ES N
E M AIEREE L T A v B EER B e 2
%@@gwg:ﬁ:’ﬁﬁgﬁﬁ%%éﬁiﬁ&&’ﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

T ‘E‘mﬂ’ go o PR M NIRRT R o
KA FTBB R AT A S 2 A5 - A
(generic skill) ~ & % & & &t # (industry-related skill) ~ & % & J§ & 4

(firm-specific) » 2 ¢ & ¥ & B it 4 43 534 > /8 42 (quasi-rent)

(Monteverde and Teece, 1982) F]u* 3 FF f ¥ (s ¥ £ 2 £ A2 PP &
AIFEFHE AN EFBBAS LFZEFRF L LFPLP T
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P EEREN A EY R - LB S ER R FREG 0 § B

¥ ¥g f4¥(Wang, He and Mahoney, 2009) » F]t 4 ¢ 2 H AL ¥ 2

P2t FEEE G A FIMT RS I o R EEfIESR
— RO PIF g o tE R NIRRT 3R g 4 e € (Castanias and Helfat, 1991) ©

TR EENT K,;_é#w;,fﬁ’agﬂ[ﬁ]r;ﬁﬁa;wg;;;g;gi;.gg,r%.;i

7‘-
. k&

SR RAB IR PRY ML ERIALL e PR UF

FIR B A (S T AR TR Bt PR Y o FE > 4478 H3 o

H3:TMT'§ W]F}ﬁ*,ﬁ% L7 e el B Q%

B IR RS S s s ERBT IR LT o F L FE S
E ERA A IR RALELST > BELEN GRS L - BRA PS
IR L) e k@ RO wd BIVE P ooom g4 T L
e s gt by TR EAEAMA LT FIE mRE EL T A HF R H
BrBANME g R 2 LA HER R DRF A FTAT HAR %

Y,

)
F_*

KR - G IR AR 4 chi € (Mahoney, 2005) 0 d 3t A IZ X (agent)
¥ AR Eaadlir e mE o g AL v S (Pratt and Zeckhauser,
1985) » #711 A F A %ﬁ;z’v’ﬁ%ﬂj’f CHE S RIAHE T E 0 B0 A
D) TR TR R ATLA 03 WA iR F i Ao R A AT A

N {ﬁké_ 4 A 32 & A (agency loss or agency costs)(Eisenhardt, 1989) -

T AT A BRI A EAR G B S § R ST ATE 4 5 A

AT o ARAEF L EFRT F O REEFDRYIE > FRORR R =l

Tegeem s REFNEYE o B RGHEF R RILAd N EHF - T
Fllt PP B AEFEESL %tL#iJgﬁ\mx% B hE e E

Kood EARE A T HEEF IR T E > BT R "6 48 f (Eisenhardt, 1989;
Latham and Braun, 2009) #7102 2.3 J2 A 7 (N 38 A 430 R PG R B A e T o

%«ﬂﬂ}ﬁggﬂl,xgmggo



dEEBEE Y kA EENI RO R ERGEET R
g o R T FEERBMFOR R REI R T A EP IR A
BART R RE B IR EEEE T > RHE R T 2T Rakhiing

AAGENHEET flhXE e -

il E fRA-RIER R 0T S A2 5N 1 7 5 454 (behavior-oriented)

£2 2 % f~ 4| (outcome-oriented)(Eisenhardt, 1989); 2 ¢ & % #r 4| F 5 iF R L
EHREFPLZ DD A RERA LEENIE Y P2 2T
5 #I P E3% 1B & & 5uis (hierarchical governance)en™ ViE 4] 0 d AT
TMT B P BIFEhs |R A ST p 30 e chdh oo A 30 & X475 F
(principal)® % > Z4F L 7 T3 > B IL K RIRB AL S 1 (programmability)
SURALE B TMT B e B4 o Bt > FARd SR30A TMT B+ f 4
EFEFOI N TR AR TMT R - R EF L8 EEE BLF
FAFHFE S ORERFE LN O BTMT SR L EEE > » 7 U 4o i
AT A G HID AR A R 2t M hp R EER A E R IR

{0 o Hpt o 421 HE o
HE:TMT FRRG L EH A 5 - BT R 2 5k g3 -

Penrose i3 § ¥ F L chle > dg = B ¥ )2 £ £ & & Ul eh
F1% . F v * (managerial ability) ~ & & & & % 7 3-(product or factor
market) ~ 7 F& T_}+ ¥ b % (uncertainty and risk) (Penrose, 1959:43) -
Penrose(1959):% & F Mav * A3 & £ F P IV U] 5 A S & F 7 S
AR p ARG A AR G AE K ‘“?I“""“ﬁ hERE B AR

G BN RN R BRIV e 4 o

@ Penrose(1959:43-44)%t & ¥ = £ U] 2 3FH F L300 308 2L
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Penrose (1959:45) 5.5 ¢ ILF & ¢
i

d 3 EREPE S LG - B

L J R A > & : W
NN Y ri?]L gg/_gg? 237__/,,;;;3 y I & _{E =
IR AR BB R G R rT R B

i
Wk A @ EEHEE R -

Penrose(1959:53) 1 % ¢ L H & JFAF LR A ffm FY o d B P INh
By e 7 Mg Y (lower-level learning)®2 3 F¢ & ¥ (higher-level learning)
(Fiol and Lyles, 1985) o ¢ & ¥ cnp & & 47 & G| R | F ie? » B Y
e FIRE { P MEEYEFF 2 PR 2 FET 5 -2

G RREY D REAAERLARDEAE N FIRER AR B

%

4

P A F 2O~ ARG GOERT 0 FR AR T T LA

i

AARBRTOTUENBHEY A T A FF LN EEN(Z)E LH

Bif Fpei Az o B IR 6 HHehi R ¥ 0~ 7
RN RERDIFEFY LN T AL v Ik > T
PEFRIORAGOCEE T RSN HREESRE S )
PR E R R FE A4 A E R LR H Y g
WeFWAL § 3 i Theh™ N2 arehd & BIRFE 15 € (Penrose,

1959) » #h b » AFTE 427 HG -

H5 @ A FFiRenié ® s g3 > § ¥ & oo

-83-



¥-8 3

-3.‘%
-l
i

AR ATMT B R T2 AR $ oo 3 £ a3 L ERY i

w oy PLiE é#}feg;‘*,},ému% AR I A T E“Féﬂmﬁﬁg 5 ik IEK
fesh T L E 0T SR R (e 4.0) 0 TR LB ] AR S

LR ERE ch g E o

P AR

[ TMT & H 2 % 1%

Fit/slack (BR¥AEYRIPYIIE[35)

= ) | Frmm e (5§17 slack [ ') Al AOTRSHED
FosRIn 4 PR

ARG L2004 # SBEAFTHETREZ S ()2 2P AT %

2T AL s RS e % P R T 'J“fﬁﬁ#ﬁ&éé_?—"#’
FE B ERAE D VITE RFURRE £ RER ?gﬁﬁﬁ?%ﬁ%ﬁ-t“ifﬁf
FE L e d  @F TR R2E R TR 7
PA IR e B 0 SR IRASRMNATY > S PR AFIFL Y

%t % (e.g., Lin, Cheng, and Liu, 2008) » F]p* & it $$ 4L 5 & ¥ chpy f2 0 &
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REAHEAE B A
SRR R end £ N ie- BaE R e 0 AT H ik 14 B

A ¥ 280 R £17 5 B M A T A 40k 1)

PP AR FI AL A Ik

%41 AEUEHEAL R

A ¥ # + fkc s
kiR % 7 2.5%
RN 17 6.07%
¥ 20 7.14%
RBML 6 2.14%
BRI 6 2.14%
R 4 1.43%
Koy ¥ 5 1.79%
YRR 45 16.07%
T 1408 43 15.36%
‘3*_%‘;@31 37 13.21%
TELE 10 3.57%
Y 31 11.07%
- 34 12.14%
4 #g 15 5.36%
. 280

- S REkraoeEd

LREHTE 2 6 (4 42) ¢ FAEA (it Ha e Kok i)

P A NTMT Z3E £ TMT R E§ % 4 8o 25

HL o BARA SRItA o AL UERE S R i AR AR
Ryp % R a2k 0 % Venkatraman(1989) s 4 £ (fit as profile

deviation)it {7 e if A2/ c3- B o d AARR Foks F B Kok A BIA
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BIRB IS > AT Y Ry A FHERE TR A T * Dess and Beard(1984) ~
Keats and Hitt(1988) ~ Rasheed(2005) % 4 suEzx > 38> 11 2 & £ 3 E g » &
Ff(net sales) i 5 fr € K > A ERBEFLT LA ZREEF I
(Munificence) ~ I 5 % # % (Dynamism) s #E°> o & § v e384 MG R H
Finkelstein and Hambrick(1990 : p.491)s3- & & 34 » #-F 2 55~ % ip thig
7% : ¢ 7 : adverstising intensity(& & % * /¥ 1z) - research and
development intensity(# % % * /% 1) ~ plant and equipment newness(# T_

7 A h% it £) ~ nonproduction overhead (- #kg % * /3 17) ~ inventory

levels (7 b /% 1z) ~ financial leverage(debt/equity) °

L ARAR TR 0 & ) e %&M@ AR 5 T R 8 {r(total resource)
& 2 R4 Jr(total necessary payments)siiZ £ ;(Cyert and March, 1963: 36) »
SH I AL FRL G A bl T Nohria and Gulati(1996: 1246) #4245 T ik
TE G e R AR DT AR, P A

Penrose(1959):ni & » M £ E P IRANET FALLPE TR F5 HTE

T

GLLE PG L ST F P LR R A

BB - fEA MR SR SRS > ML 8 AR T

[RE
T ARtk o GRS LR R A TR T ok o

B TMT BlFpiendt s Rl Bl e 7 RRpaa 25 R 5~
FRMGTIEF 0 FRAGEEET § A ke bF RBEDE Y
BSAMIG » AT 2004 g EEFLAHF HAHEFY BFEIE
BB Y S FE A ¥ T § 2 (Finkelstein, 1992 ~ Finkelstein and
Hambrick, 1996; Hambrick and Chen, 1996) » 3+ & ? TEGAEEFE A
f4o 33 LA R & T RI4K T Kor and Mahoney(2005)i & 7 3% » ik Jg

> Fé‘f,%Elfnggi +=, %El Keats and Hitt (1988)fiU¥ F,](pp 596-957) o
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IR B R P LEgE P Bivi &7 o

<
N
|

LEERNME BTN SR AEFTREAFRASL AN BER

oL

R R L VA ﬁﬂp%uJ%mmiipearﬂ%a RS R Kk
RO BRI HOS e g W AR A T AL U R B R (AR

LM e enib b )8 #74F ic 4 (Kor and Mahoney, 2005)° I *t {7 4 5 4 >
T E g ER IR EAH R R A D R R B N
mokmaat Pl AT IR GEAR D ~ FH L NHY B )FE

741 5t 4 (Caves, 1996) -

T A G EAEFIN v AR SR SR § Y
(sales revenues) ~ f 1 (employees) ~ % 7 & (assets) » A # € > ;% (Tan
and Mahoney, 2005; Helfat et al., 2007) ; A @ 47 3 1 & ¥ 4o & 2 445
F BEENNFAORY AR F RARM 2 R
He0 BAPEER EaRA > VBB G O PR A f R

FORE O R AT ERES K iR BB
FAEMSEFTL EESEFDEE AH -

Boid o AR dI BT 0 AEE F AR A B HFA T Y W AARS
FEE S LML R RN B A NP HAET L ERER G
EFFHOBITE R B > SR EITE Thew B s £ - HE T R
T p e adF- BT DS R 2 & (Wholey and Brittain, 1986)
f&éﬁﬁiﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂvﬁﬁ%§’¢Mi%ﬁ%ﬁwéﬁﬁﬂ’ip
7 ML chs = & fic(years since incorporation) i® S$Hco H=t o A
BoeriRe s M TR T EEF ALY € p B aRRN o FLRES L
AREEERF RSP SR B ES > REEEE IS D Hl

A

W1z g8 i iER G %8 R B (Thompson, 1967) > 1 ¥ F2 544 T iR



B E S TG LR ESREGE T AR AT A A
Bl g2 o d WA 14 BAE  JREHHEEFBE

Gl A Ry A E R p RS e ERd e

thod AR Y B A & TMT B Fj e 8 4R 3 0 @ g IR R
AR ) RPN RT RO E o f pEBRAREE R
% B, Gk g g A% 0 2 BB S A BT RO * g > TP
FRSEARBGREE Y AP ERF P ERE A HiT
FIRBGARABAOEE c T AEPE S G 0 £ F 50 A EERORIE
MR EFEF §HY A ZREL A5 Beh> 35" MR IR AT 2 g g o
MmOAFET IR 3840 R AR RR DT e nfEid > Fp R R
BRI Rk R R R AR s TMT B Ff g it b1
% #¥& & 7% (Kor and Mahoney, 2005; Mahoney et al., 1997) * = 7 82X ¥ &

PEE B FHET S Ra FRAR O T g Ep 3R ~ A&
Bige R 5t hm g - Al e E PR T R b E LR 2 R
1 RIS R EFORPGIR LY Y ERBEZ A LA iR IS
ok -
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7 42 REFEONEIFH S

PEEP g 5t
p#%
TMT A ¥4+ F 3 ~ 4 TMT & B & £ 4 8 40 8
AD RE%* /8 Fier
RD FAGE k[ H N
TMT T 39& F TMT & f & F4c 43 T 35

T™MT £ i § % 4 &
X %S

25 4%

AT R

A% 3 T enig * s (fit/slack)

RETAFM=KF
Ee ik S

R E R

£ F R4

s A

TMT 39500 B3]

TMT 4.8

TMT 2 B 5% ¢ X #ik

# * fit as profile deviation 3+ & Tk B ¥7 3§ v% fie:f 425

g B
R BT IRT DA

(2004ROA-2003R0OA)/2003

(5 HER-KZER)
BERPp AREEC
Ao A o bt

TMT 35353 )
BIEE @R A

B kg 5
ol -
flt/ slack — =Bot+ B

ﬂ\'g‘. A RIS R ?:}Efﬁ?ﬁgp JRenE 3 IR éﬁa&eﬁ JaeniE o3
=

T ERFEAEYBER o AFEY

FE &

PRS0 2 CTMT B nd o ~ 0 Pl AR R R PREE B &

B A BRI w4

¥ Dummy + B,Age + B3R+ B 1 A =

+ BsTMT 4% %14 &) + B TMT 44 + B,AD + BgRD

+ BoTMT A2 % % &

+ B TMT { = ¥ +¢
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Growth rate, g4
=y +a; A2 ¥ Dummy + a,Age + oz e+ oy B 1 A o
+ as TMT #F %0 &) + agTMT 24 + a;AD + agRD
+ agTMT A £ 4 F % A4 + aoTMT T30z 7

HY o {0 - % BT HLD HA S v Bk a - A AT

AR - ¢ % A0 4e % R R B S Rl e LHS -
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¥=28 2¥3BLoH

BATiE B3R 0 A 43 H AR liEr ~ 02 B R oeh T dogk
ERLEHRATR - d 0 4p el g7 7 & BT M GlkcF E.50

M RIRARRARRE BB 0 T A FTiEARY &P E VIF BT E A

Z o
GG RINA > AT A BEH T BRI R N
(4c% 4.4)> 2 ¢ modell T model 6 i & * **5% % H1 T H4> model 7 * %

% HS o F 4 0 fomodel 1 3R A A & ¥ 3NF S Ird| Rcarek =
model 2 & model 5 i & T IR MG P 2 7 FHcni 2k ;) {8 0 model
67 R 5RERT > IR T ATY LI BT S 2 iAo gt 3
THRTAY EAEALT P ERANEEF DL BEE > ¢ g AR A
AApBE o ARG A B[ E AR D VIF B8 DW iR T o BT B R AT
LR NVIF BB B 5 2.560 % AAZE 10 | oK B Raor AFT Y A IEHC
AR ERPE LD AR RFORLAET 2B o p ATt > 2R
B2l H DW B 220 2.072.333 2 - Bm B3] # % model 7.2 b 1t G Bk

£ e[ 54 B R AT -

EAFTERE TG 0 F A 0 d model 22 model 6 i 3t kAR

7 TMT g REFAFEF R d s 8 084 TR DRE 4%

TP, o @ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬂ2lmiwm%m%?%ﬂMTﬁﬂ@%ﬂ
;\'E’l f;&_# ﬁ s \_}ﬂb)"ﬁ]’%%{f@‘?é ‘/[)jﬂml%} ¥ (}' s LL H1 jé,f:'
AFE AT AL YL RTREERTRE Y TR E s o F Y A

AR L R EREFERERAN FHUNEEL BT RE RS
model3 22 model 6 (A 452 %°¢ P R A BB RBFEFE RER T w

B2 EH AT R A3 PR R ok > i 52 B ¥ (AD: 1.87, p<.01;
P 7
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RD: 1.74, p<.05 : model 6) » & p* ¥ 5oy EF A MNB HFTRE 5 0 fi H

AR T D * 2xd o A4 (B aRR o Ft H2 EE L 4F o

P¥  AFLRTMTEROET AR > 12 TMTEEY L 25%
AHCf S TG Rt R ILR AL AR TR Y hE R g B RGR
¥ d model4~model 5 1 2 model 6 S @& F £ & TMT B fj & Fdns
model 4 & model 6 Pt jF fhdfe? ¥ R > TMT F LB T 30E 4 3
HAER T 00 F S NIRRT B e AR TR e * o s (e fr A id st
BEF>FH3 AL - Ra > ATMT ¥ B ZE 4 > 4 model
5% model 6 ¥ TMT 4L i & ¥ eis 3+ h BB o1 (.121, p<.1 : model 6) » TMT
FRBGY FA A ZEF A g o RIFEF G FEHRER R
ST RN F 33 o X8Rt E W g B | PR Rk o AT
LR IS A T s TR AR T R N® * 2 > TP HA B A

F* o

Bis o o HS Bk 3ENA o d model 7 e 72 % T UF IR & H 4

W F R en® * seF (Fit/slack)$t ROA = & F R » B8 7 F D3 ¥

(139, p<.05) » Bi7F % & F P 3087 H gy TR Rl chieF S g % o
A 3F

.ﬁ’ﬁﬂ%?ﬁ%’w\%"? R ek A 0 F HS E R AL
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EP Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

-.478 8.904

2.Fit/slack

.154 —

10542841.0 25653054.2

4.4 -.018 -.031 .268 —

5.603 8.280

6.TMT 3F 151t ) -.047 .022 -.187 -.162 -.103 Y

8.AD 008 0304 057 161 041 -035  -047  .086 035 —

617 453

10TMT A £ 4 F 5 g - : 033 114 050  -061  -139 087 155 -005  -031  —
RIMT L 5% 1.698 1.213 055 137 117 253 142 210 194 028 002 -011 193 _

NEEITARM BT B Rde s SR TR -
p<.005 for r>.117 and p<.001 r>.155
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1084w FA R

Model 1 Model2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Age .167* .157* .166* .162* .157* 141* -.026
(.062) (.062) (.061) (.062) (.061) (.061) (.060)
%ﬁ(.&&’;?é_% log) -.243** -.225%* -.220* -.241%* -.257** -.207* -.085
(1.590) (1.599) (1.592) (1.592) (1.587) (1.599) (1.562)
R1sk .070 .083 .065 .069 .056 .065 .029
(.011) (.011) (.011) (.011) (.011) (.011) (.011)
TMT $F 38 5 -.016 -.028 -.043 -.033 -.051 -.101 -.043
(.071) (.071) (.070) (.075) (.073) (.076) (.073)
TMT R0 117+ .089 .086 118+ .103 .035 -.025
(.154) (.159) (.155) (.154) (.154) (.161) (.155)
TMT 2% % A4 .100+ 122+ -.004
(1.280) (1.267) (1.233)
AD .187** .187** .030
(18.070) (17.946) (17.657)
RD .158+ 174%* -.044
(37.480) (37.347)  (36.411)
TMT X328 3 .051 .025 .035
(.159) (.157) (.152)
TMT{ =25 % 124+ 121+ -.038
(.483) (.482) (.469)
Fit/slack .139*
(.063)
F 1.777* 1.812* 2.244%** 1.713* 1.886* 2.295%** 2.420%***
R-square 117 .125 .159 .119 .130 .184 .200
Adjust R-square .051 .056 .088 .050 .061 .104 117
VIF 1-2.21 1-2.25 1-2.53 1-2.22 1-2.21 1-2.56 1-2.56
D-W 2.109 2.093 2.113 2.112 2.125 2.103 2.333

3 (1) model 7 2 i %% 5 ROA = £ F » H i

S SRR (2)R & E A AT Y ¢
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N IRE & 42 B 4 2 (Augier and Teece, 2009; Ray, Barny and Muhanna,
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Hrer AL A B FE CTMT F B i 4 2 fEP AT G

N

GHBRET RIS L BT R - F LB R

$

L% 47

R B g ot

@h—

Jf}\g‘g’;}‘ﬁu"fi q*f#‘%é,/}Elmlgq*';'\"ﬂj%ﬁéﬁl)ﬁlsb;@ﬁ
£ % >+ Penrose(1959)ini 5k o £ ¥ o M PN INEF A B Y 3 AT

P
PRI T R R % 2 g R g ot I AT R e



£lid {8 LR § ot

RIPIEA 2 5 o AL RS R P o ETMT B Ff ahje
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SEMEREGQREEEGEFRALEITRFIEEE LR
FEEERMES RS AT S T AT PR S

Reng Btk o RIS ko @ LS TRIE Y ) o

d 3§ ¥ BB aoig| 3 S AR quasi-rent B RS FIHE @ OF 2
ﬁééﬁvﬁ,fﬁ@%m%m’%u—iﬁﬂ@%?ﬁi%%%%ﬁﬁ
fo 4 {80 A AR R BT G skde B f K ehf$ § I (Castanias and
Helfat, 1991) o 4ot — & » FL X 2 f % 5 ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ LA Flt e
FEFRBRT RO ERE S S NEREFJIES S LA BT
IETEERS T RSN

v 2

APl Za A LA FT SR
et AL RETR ré]%-ﬂ??f’x‘iﬂ

:r
Pord o b d KR

e

2L}
EAH S Glhe FREXATAF o ARERY FE ALY EN PR
(Hambrick, 1994; Virany, Tushman and Romanelli, 1992) » & % 445 7 h & /2

B dpel > AR T LSRRI A AL i pRE .

Ao $P0 R R M- a3 0 AL AKREY BT

?‘/E?m
$’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ£%?éﬁw R E PR ERT A KT AL

Wen? NEE V- AR ESERAGRAIFOINEVEET - % - &
FROEVHE YT EEN - AR TEE, @ 25 A
AFmLBR o oA ¥V R TER® ) SRL%KT
¥EZGAE > A Y - L A4 PR A RS TR i o

¥
4 -7t 4% 2 (Penrose, 1959) ¢ F]pt > — L F 1T S A IR L
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FFeg, TMT B R 7)o i AR TR * saF end B o FlUt > A4

THEmA T 0 L &G T SRR

B A AT AR T Rk (effect)dt - B R B iR 0 o
AiE2 ATy WE* % 3K (eg., Tan and Peng, 2003):* §_# % B¢ 1% (Nohria
and Gulati, 1996)%% & 445 T R 5 e 58 o A TR s en e ok
{gkukﬁiﬁi%’ﬂmW@,ﬁﬁu%mﬁﬁpi*iﬁ?ﬁiﬁ
Heh? U - BRAPEGT IR 0 A ek 2 X g B
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I
F_*
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R ED G A ik o BARGAS EC B- B L 2 R A o R
AR W MM GEE ] PER RERBORE > FAF R AP F T
Bt R EARTROLE S DEFFEN Y L o Y AT
WA EHEATER g MDA T T R AT Rty SR TR

PR ET UFERRE T RGCE  F LR 7 FRED I T
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hfp FALIEZGY 7 g R Penrose I A ¥R g;’ﬁﬁﬁ FhiEms ¥
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Penrose(1959) & ¥ = £ 124 5 M FBLE M AT T Wi s F % & o0 (RIS

i

WA WERE AN RERFEEELEY T iRiEA(e.g, Kor and

Mahoney, 2005; Pitelis and Teece, 2009) -

ot A3 RTMT ?ﬂ@]%m? BB VB AEERET ~ ¥
FERA? BEFHFN ) BRI LELER SR Y- BRLAERL NS B
-G R R ESERBOP kB A TROE B E AN PR
AT 0 T - B S AAEF RO F B B fER
PR T RE FATER Y B Al T RO E Y - 26 TMT g2
Bl > 5 B TMT BB | e ekt g g et i g

FIRRIEE Y AR TR NS TR AT 0 R B AR TR ¥ o o

%= > AFT 7 rE L Ray et al. (2004) 55768 - 777 ¢ 3% Tie B 4ok
IR ok(e.g, PATRE 2R) KR AR TR ok o iF 3 N ER

RBV BRLEL:FT 7 & 5 41 % BERE S »0d (TP %8 » #r £v% RBV chfk A4 Bk

B e ie BT R i@ TN IR AR ey 18 2% 5 (Barney, 1991;
Peteraf, 1993; Wernerfelt, 1984) o d L+ R A A LB T T 2L
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BT RacE: > TR hh B MG S B kR FENRRE A
e i 53 R A R TR & 0 LR bl
41‘7'"537{) 2K %A gﬁo A EFH AR o o@ AR 4 7 g £ '%‘Ligr_ﬁi g
7o F|PLiF % RBV BLELFF » { b7 cniTE 3% ¥ 2R BondrE S N o
R T RAT A Lok AR kg o AP AVRE A R

i il CEPNMERIBAESE % PRRERACRFEIINNLLEEF

RS o S RBV B T - B e 5

-99.



CARET e

BARFET G AFELFUTER BA ABRBRTIRS B o A

7 # * Penrose(1959)cimm B MR T FARIT L AR T hAOFTE > Ra £ ¥
RIRF R G RT BRSO TR RE F A A T
s 2 AP TIRE D FALORBR TR FIN AT ER AR
T T OB R i TR R B R AP AL ]

fppo Bt fEPIDERE F3F 5 F R AL 2T ek Porter(1996),

A
N

Helfat et al. (2007):: 5k » H#-3{v% fleig 4R 5 i%‘« pfEReNE B 42 R et
GEPNIEFeE R Ry A IR AER F A R A Fl A R
EH PR A R FHE O B R R PR AT AT BN

R 2l

-100 -



FIF FEedwm o BRmEER

— = b2 A g L)
CFEEmE SR

%Zﬂm%quﬁs‘w ﬁolﬁ(flt);‘f“* 38 ;,g;‘rs/ - :L’(f'} ,J,_\;tilm;ﬁﬁ s
TP BRI AT 0 AN R A F R

(=% -1 #iE- % 51]&@/5%@;@;2? SREAPTES > BFWMPR OFE D

Fu-
g

THERF RS ET - RAAPFFAZ - Ra > AFLRIGFHEFLED
4

BEBHT - R {RAE FE R e R B R E S

frrt 2 dofr i fofeif o Flpd [P D # R EFEERFOEST

PR R R IR ) o A A R R RS g E gy
greom [P =21 RIF ﬁﬂ B R T - chkE i fit as profile
deviation t1= N HFE feif 0 T HE [P =] TS % EATHRE G
HEorarck > FREERET 0 EXR AR EY BT IRAIZ L F e o

PlEEandon(SEF)gF c T ANBHEET N FEAERP -

Fr- MERNEIFEFIEIRGHEXDEE?

Venkatraman =77 8L

AFT BB A RO B o B R RS
PReif o cPM £ BT A 4Rk o 60 A il PR AR T2 18 o
B HE e R A 0 P 80 & SBALT X BAWT T R feif b

PEARGFRHEAIT  FIN A2 F S A RN P A4 2 T E 0 Ra

%=
e
Rl

AYFL BB RPN F A A FERLEALE

L
7% (Venkatraman, 1989) > ]t Venkatraman & 7 f#4-3%3R % > i} 45

T w

m
A T EE AT R EAA LY R0 Au L 1984 & S¥R R4
S

.x\‘

@;

Bt HBA A X B 1R 1989 F AL A T A 0 B T KRR

-101 -



Basi A Aair st e Ra gt Fapy Fehi D ©0F § okfaik
"Eei AFEL AT RHOT - R % 0 EDT 90 £ R H T E 2000
ER BT gxyfgyg@ﬁﬁg’w%:%&@ﬁﬂﬁﬂ
Wkl b3 it 2R T mhd & el chig T F 2o - (Meyer et al,
1993) » -4 % BLERAR 5 R4 AL % - A4 6] 5 2000 # 3% 0 UE e
(quasi-fit)sipr & » of I X 10 NIILOR A > Gif fpeif Wi

G ARfEoa g TR (fullfit) ;> 12 28 AF FREERT

—

EAff AL ch a2 fpk o EREI R PR E IRk EE Y

Pk T AR E - FRehd sk o Fla & 07 & 5 2x(fit as hetero-performance) ©

Witk 2 b AR MmAR D auEik o £ F L FEARRE A
WA - R Ko F kAR EFE Ten(Peteraf and Reed, 2007; Meilich,
2006) > Flpt AR g AL E & ez }gkfgi‘—l & 2 &9 Venkatraman(1989)
A SR AR REAFTLE - REBE S UE A RHRARFEFTES B
S ORI RO BB B ERE AR FEGLE RELT L ET
HEEDTIETF]F Ty RS Y AR E Ty oofit
as profile deviation 4p #3127 2 3k 38 28 T fie if 5 0 fit as moderation @ % -
§ i g a@»ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ@%ﬁ@ﬁ’ﬁ%%%&agﬁﬁ
JPRELIHERED 3 04 FJREDRENA CEREFKERFF A
FrIRIPEDAFAFFZEDTT > W "F‘Tﬁi? % B OIRfe i HF pnerk
B0 plok % I %il—l:}%_'ﬂ—l FHEIFZ > A TR kS o

v

Hordrik AL 0 Ko B R A kB Hoco

AR [T - ]k S E AT RIS KA AT 0 E
PEEIPNEREG o FRRERGEE Sl 27 a7t =]
P BRAEAS RN BREH e e E IR R 0 12 S e

WG R KR Moo

-102 -



Bz it BT g £ K iAol g g wik

EFg-1oBErtrd s AFTHES IHHEES - FEH R
BEp ETLBEARA BEZLE LIRS EHEOFEERAL
o RE L FAoe e o O 2 R e Al o 7 0 RS
feif 2o 0 AT F T ABEIR (1) ¥ R awde o 2 A
PR ESP e B (bt W~ ASEF) QU RS o B
7 RN R A s R A i
g R o FRAT o (1)F £ F S H Al A Y ORI > EF R
A2 TR G QMEF L LG EE g o WP PP B E
DR S R WP A Q) BB AI K A E R LA EFRAE
PR TREA S P BRG] RS g e E ok B2 G o
FRET (L FSEREHAUPF TR EFHTH BGF 5 g
@?¥H%M@mw#’nm1%# A (2)BE IRk DR
SLE PR BT E > QIR O FIELR B 2SS 2 B e

e

Pz BRTR -RAE%E XL gl Sk

BTra [Frz)ais s gk [Fi-)2 [F7o]) awts
B BT RE S A RER B DR (0 I PF A4 RBV R A 4 kR

B E AT RS L N EAR cE B RAT () A ER NG A

]

HAOL (L BT RUE PG L5 AF SRR RG> RRBET R

g * ,4% (2);ﬁr¥ F’%%%fTMT*g ? )[R 3 NE LG ok @'gﬁg,’_
%mﬁﬂ&{,%%:nyeJﬁﬁ BALH Hondred ; (3)E £ LEY &
ST RAIEARR G 48 0 M E T FTARAI NS G35 T

WFARPEESL 44 -

-103 -



REZ BT IR > FRFESIOM BTN FL A RoA T i
XA REE DI - Rod SLE LY oo F * fit as profile deviation -
B REA LERE S R FR TR N ERG VR F A
£ PN R A BEE L Sk e T fEE R RA T

# 0T

s E AR A A #

eh.

%’ E’ﬂ’f’!.'\* I%%JL ’ T' 1z /*";l\; ;i tél;‘/

FREFRRT RO MFERE L IR 4 i g a2y
e B il ’ﬁﬁ?ﬁ@“%@ﬁi&iﬁﬁaﬁu%ﬁaﬁfﬁ’,uszﬁ-;j_fgsﬁ;«‘;pxgrs
L34 3 FREF SO TMT § LB 52 fFd R LB = F
TP NERTMT R B GAAL T 5 &3 RIBT RO T 22— &
EERIGREF PART RE R R EF LN RS A P S
EaFEEAE o

o mGTREGHEER

ATt s xm—g;w@;gw PR = B BT L s
HOBB LSRN F IR BRARAFTHELFOI - RIL % 0 SRR (S
S A A kS e Rl v R AT v e P
B TN AELREKE B RS R A Y - AR
> BTk B R AT BRI E MR N T REBEE LT A

Eik

FRown [FE-107% T 2B F s gt fps
HU) AL B8 8 ALY phw T e E R L R Y R R
BREVUGEEFIF Y AR L 2 R LATE DR (AT K
RiEL R RE Y SEREAEY RS R gy £ 50
BT e SGE R v RS o BRI REE ST

AP BEEOR R (3) R - A B Y 2R L R (R RS

-104 -



IREERE S 33 L ERCE R TR SE R R i A P

€ FERFHE TSR HEE TR BEFAT A2 %y o

BiEik oo o (1)d Ay WA E - P T (Strategic Management
Journal)i& 7 1990~2009 & s~ /ﬁk?r}»’ﬁf% TR AR PR Bg 7 B B
ARy EERL B OR R N BHT 7 X FERDREE IR
iR R EEREFFAT T LR E AR ADLE IR e Sk
QA7 57w EREHE AP FPERC 2RI EFHHR Ra
(o FA L7 AR 8 SR TR (Bl e LR A IR AE Al chpe i H

=

PR ) s ot R T OREEER { B R IrEik o

EESE N (=5, ]%ﬁ,iﬁjufﬁ%ﬁﬁ (1) A 7 538 B &
253 AR & EE Rpeif B AR 5 B R % L2 (Zajac et al., 2000)
R BB efafE S S R AR B L £ e R g s (2)
g@@%»ﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁ%ké%%ﬁ%%@%%ii@’ﬂ%
A5 = FE FE ¥ 4 (isolating mechanisms) 27 pF B R A Hhd g AT % (time

compression diseconomies)m K e % > P feif HHE AT S BT AL oSk

EARFLER AN AFTERNEEEEFE S L DL E A
SPREFIIOE ARG PEFFTAL BRI FMER AT
BRI B A AR WIFR S A gAY g s oA R

A AT AT Y P Ko

Biso /g 2 Y RIGER H S 5GP £ Fdoim fgd TMT
BGOSR R A E R T RE R e gm0 © R E
PR TRE R AOCF AR 0 EFEOF RS 2R o T L2

BEREARELE R BTG (1) A S EART R K e

%m

- 105 -



B S 0 A BELE R N I 0l A LB 2 TR IE e

>&_
B

ga)
o HP S B ERERR T RO E L Y R L ER T T
IHFTREERE R DTMT B ~ R T MR IS A enE S F
P ERAR TR L ARk R BRERSS 2 QAT TR ;§J< e
% Penrose(1959) e # # & £ T R p » NI B B 03 5k (Kor and
Mahoney, 2005; Pitelis and Teece, 2009) » F]“#7 3 ¢ &-%F TMT ¢ 32 B [ <
Hih o P IR TMT BB S | him s S RF 00 o AT E A  H
de TReNiE F sx S o BRI A A G TMT BFf e B~ £ # 40 £ w0
BT o (3)AF 1 *H /i Ray et al. (2004):% 5 RBV J&3%4x * A2 5 § s (7
FHA %k BRERGRIERGE . ZAMATREY - 7 Fho

A

A KZR D G o d AT Y WY E - A e T RS R e
AREEFHE FIARFEL T Ry AFT adeh % 7 kil ok

AT RE RGREAEEFTLAT S NRFEATY Shougdal o

- 106 -



3 °

EAE R A e 020070 T fESE A ER LRy p PR
PP %7 £ % - # 11135

Aldrich, H. E. (1979). Organizations and Environments. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Agarwal, R., and Helfat, C. E. (2009). Strategic renewal of organizations. Organization
Science, 20, 281-293.

Augier, M., and Teece, D. J. (2009). Dynamic capabilities and the role of managers in
business strategy and economic performance. Organization Science, 20, 410-421.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of
Management, 17, 99-120.

Beer, M. Voelpel, S. C., Leibold, M., and Tekie, E. B. (2005). Strategic management as
organizational learning: Development fit and alignment through a disciplined
process. Long Range Planning, 38, 445-465.

Birkinshaw, J. M., and Morrison, A. J. (1995). Configurations of strategy and structure
in subsidiaries of multinational corporations. Journal of International Business
Studies, 26, 729-753.

Black, J. A. and Boal K. B. (1994). Strategic resources: traits, configurations and paths
to sustainable competitive adventage. Strategic Management Journal, 15,
131-148.

Blyler, M., and Coff, R. W. (2003). Dynamic capabilities, social capital, and rent
appropriation: ties that split pies. Strategic Management Journal, 24, 677-686.
Borenstein, M. Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P. T., and Rothstein, H. R. (2009). Introduction

to Meta-Analysis. NY: John Wiley and Sons, Ltd.

Bourgeois, J. L. (1981). On the measurement of organizational slack. Academy of
Management Review, 26, 29-39.

Bourgeois, J. L., and Singh, J. (1983). Organizational proliferation and density
dependent selsection. In J. Kimberly an dR. H. Miles (Eds.), The organizational life
cycle (pp. 291-338). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Boyd, B. (1990). Corporate linkages and organizational environment: a test of the
resource dependence model. Strategic Management Journal, 11, 419-430.

Boyd, B. K. (1995). CEO duality and firm performance: A contingency model.
Strategic Management Journal, 16, 301-312.

Brouthers, L. E., Brouthers, K. D., and Werner, S. (1999). Is Dunning's Eclectic
Framework Descriptive or Normative? Journal of International Business Studies,
30, 831-844.

R TR
-107 -



*Brush, T. H., and Artz, W. (1999). Toward a contingency resource-based theory: the
impact of information asymmetry on the value of capabilities in veteran medicine.
Strategic Management Journal, 20, 223-250.

Burns, T., and Stalker, G. M. (1961). The Management of Innovation. London:
Tavistock.

Burton, R. M., Eriksen, B., Hakosson D. D., and Snow, C. C. (2006). Organization
design- The evolving state-of-the-art. New York: Springer Science+Business
Media.

Capron, L., and Mitchell, W. (2009). Selection capability: how capability gaps and
internal social frictions affect internal and external strategic renewal. Organization
Science, 20, 294-312.

Carpenter, R. E., and Petersen, B. C. (2002). Is the growth of small firms constrained
by internal finance? The Review of Economics and Statistics, 84, 289-309.

Castanias, R. P. and Helfat, C. E. (1991). Managerial resources and rents. Journal of
Management, 17, 155-171.

Cave, R. E. (1996). Multinational Enterprise and Economic Analysis. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Chakravarthy, B. S. (1982). Adaptation: a promising metaphor for strategic
management. Academy of Management Review, 7, 35-44.

Cheng, J. L. C., and Kesner, |. F. (1997). Organizational slack and response to
environmental shifts: the impact of resource allocation patterns. Journal of
Management, 23, 1-18.

Chandler, A. D. (1962). Strategy and Structure. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Child, J., Chung, L., and Davies, H. (2003). The performance of cross-border units in
China: a test of nature selection, strategic choice and contingency theories.
Journal of International Business Studies, 34, 242-254.

Crook, T. R., Ketchen, D. J., Combs, J. G., and Todd, S. Y. (2008). Strategic resources
and performance: a meta-analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 29,
1141-1154.

Cyert, R. C., and March, J. G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm. New York:
Prentice-Hall.

Dalton, D. R., and Dalton, C. M. (2005). Strategic management studies are a special
case for meta-analysis. Research Methodology in Strategy and Management, 2,
31-63.

Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational innovation: a meta-analysis of effects of
determinants and moderators. Academy of Management Journal, 34, 555-590.

Daniel, F., Lohrke, F. T., Fornaciari, R., and Turner, A. (2004). Slack resource and firm

performance: A meta-analysis. Journal of Business Research, 57, 565-574.

- 108 -



Day, G. (1994). The capabilities of market-driven organizations. Journal of Marketing,
58, 37-52.

Delery, J. E. (1998). Issues of fit in strategic human resource management:
implications for research. Human Resource Management Review, 8, 289-309.

Delery, J. E., and Doty, D. H. (1996). Modes of theorizing in strategic human resource
management: test of universalistic, contingency, and configuration performance
predictions. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 802-835.

Dess, G. G., and Beard, D. W. (1984). Dimensions of organizational task environments.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 29, 52-73.

Dierickx, 1., and Cool, K. (1989). Asset stock accumulateon and sustainability of
competitive advantage. Management Science, 35, 1504-1511.

Donaldson, L. (1987). Strategy and structural adjustment to regain fit and
performance: In defense of contingency theory. Journal of Management Studies,
24, 1-24.

Donaldson, L. (1995). American Anti-Management Theories of Organization: A
critique of paradigm proliferation. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Donaldson, L. (2001). The contingency theory of organizations. Sage: Thousand Oaks,
CA.

Doty, D., Glick, W., and Huber, G. (1993). Fit, equifinality and
organizational-effectiveness: a test of two configurational theories. Academy of
Management Journal, 36, 1196-1250.

Dow, D. (2006). Adaptation and performance in foreign markets: evidence of
systematic under-adaptation. Journal of International Business Studies, 37,
212-226.

Drazin, R., and Van de Ven, A. H. (1985). Alternative forms of fit in contingency theory.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 30, 514-539.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Agency theory: an assessment and review. Academy of
Management Journal, 14, 57-74.

Eisenhardt, K. M., and Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: what are they?
Strategic Management Journal, 21, 1105-1121.

Finkelstein, S. (1992). Power in top management teams: dimensions, measurement,
and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 35, 505-538.

Finkelstein, S. and Hambrick, D. C. (1996). Strategic leadership: top executives and
their effects on organizations. West Publishing: St Paul. MN.

Fiol, C.M., and Lyles, M.A. (1985). Organizational learning. Academy of Management
Review, 10, 803-813.

Floyd, S. W,, and Lane, P. J. (2000). Strategizing throughout the organization:

managing role conflict in strategic renewal. Academy of Management Review, 25,

-109 -



154-177.

Foss, N. J. (1996). Knowledge-based approach to the theory of the firm: some critical
comments. Organizations Science, 7, 470-476.

Fry, L. W., and Smith, D. A. (1987). Congruence, contingency and theory building.
Academy of Management Review, 12, 117-132.

Galbraith, J. R. (1973). Designing complex organizations. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Galbraith, J. R., and Nathanson, D. A. (1978). Strategy implementation: The role of
structure and process. St. Paul, MN: West Publishing.

George, G. (2005). Slack resources and the performance of privately held firms.
Academy of Management Journal, 48, 661-676.

Ginsberg, A., and Venkatraman, N. (1985). Contingency perspectives of
organizational strategy: A critical review of the empirical research. Academy of
Management Review, 10, 421-434,

Gander, J.P. (1991). Managerial intensity, firm size and growth. Managerial and
Decision Economics, 12, 261-266.

Gresov, C. (1989). Exploring fit and misfit with multiple contingencies. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 34, 431-453.

Greve, H. R. (2008). A behavioral theory of firm growth: sequential attention to size
and performance goals. Academy of Management Journal, 51, 476-494.

Hambrick, D. C. (1994). Top management group: a conceptual integration and
reconsideration of the “team” label. Research in Organizational Behavior, 16,
171-213.

Hambrick, D. C. and Chen, M. J. (1996). The influence of top management team
heterogeneity on firms’ competitive moves. Administrative Science Quarterly, 41,
659-684.

Hamel, G., and Prahalad, C. K. (1993). Strategy as stretch, Harvard Business Review,
Mar.-Apr., 75-84.

Hamilton, R. T., and Shergill, G. S. (1992). The relationship between strategy-structure
fit and financial performance in New Zealand: Evidence of generality and validity
with enhanced controls. Journal of Management Studies, 29, 95-113.

Hay, D.A., and Morris, D.J. (1991). Industrial Economics and Organization: Theory
and Evidence. New York: Oxford University Press.

Helfat, C. E., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M. A., Singh, H., Teece, D. J., and
Winter, S. G. (2007). Dynamic capabilities: understanding strategic change in
organizations. Oxford: Blackwell.

Henderson, A. D. (1999). Firm strategy and age dependence: A contingent view of the

liabilities of newness, adolescence, and obsolescence. Administrative Science

-110-



Quarterly, 44, 281-314.

Hitt, M. A., Bierman, L., Shimizu, K., and Kochhar, R. (2001). Direct and moderating
effects of human capital on strategy and performance in professional service firms:
a resource-based perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 13-28.

Hitt, M. A., Boyd, B. K., and Li, D. (2004). The state of strategic management research
and a vision of the future. Research Methodology in Strategy and Management,
1,1-31.

Hofer, C. W. (1983). ROVA: a new measure of assessing organizational performance.
In Lamb, Robert (ed.), Advances in Strategic Management. Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press, 2, 43-56.

Hoffman, J. J., Carter, N. M., and Cullen, J. B. (1994). The effect of lag-structure
identification when testing for fit. Organization Studies, 15, 829-848.

Holcomb, T. R., Holmes, R. M. and Connelly B. L. (2009). Making the most of what
you have: Mangrial ability as a source of resource value creation. Strategic
Management Journal, 30, 457-485.

Hunt, S. D. (2000). A General Theory of Competition. Sage Publications, Inc.

Hunter, J., and Schmidt, F. (1990). Methods of meta-analysis. Newbury Park: Sage
Publicaions.

Jensen, M., and Meckling, W. (1976). Theory of the firm: managerial behavior, agency
cost, and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3, 305-360.

Kahneman, D., and Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: an analysis of decision under
risk. Econometrica, 47, 263-291.

*Katsikeas, C. S., Samiee, S., and Theodosiou, M. (2006). Strategy fit and
performance consequences of international marketing standardization. Strategic
Management Journal, 27, 867-890.

Keats, B. W., and Hitt, M. A. (1988). A causal model of linkages among environment
dimensions, macro organizational characteristics, and performance. Academy of
Management Journal, 31, 570-598.

Ketchen, D. R., Combs, J. G., Russell, C. J., and Shook, C. (1997). Organizational
configurations and performance: A meta-analysis. Academy of Management
Journal, 40, 223-240.

Khandwalla, P. N. (1974). Mass output orientation of operations technology and
organizational structure. Administrative Science Quarterly, 19, 74-97.

Kor, Y. Y., and Leblebici, H. (2005). How do interdependencies among human-capital
deployment, development, and diversification strategies affect firm’s financial
performance? Strategic Management Journal, 16, 967-985.

Kor, Y. Y., and Mahoney, J. T. (2000). Penrose’s resource based approach: the process

and product of research creativity. Journal of Management Studies, 37, 109-139.

-111-



Kor, Y. Y., and Mahoney, J. T. (2004). Edith Penrose’s (1959) contributions to the
resource-based view of strategic management. Journal of Management Studies,
41, 183-191.

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

Kraatz, M. S., and Zajac, E. J. (2001). How organizational resources affect strategic
change and performance in turbulent environments: theory and evidence.
Organization Science, 12, 632-657.

Latham, S. F., and Braun, M. (2009). Managerial risk, innovation, and organizational
decline. Journal of Management, 35, 258-281.

Lawrence, P. R. (1975). Strategy: A new conceptualization. In L. S. Sproull (ed.),
Seminars on Organizations at Stanford University, 2, 38-40.

Lawrence, P. R., and Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Organization and Environment: Managing
differentiation and integration. Boston: Harvard University, Graduate School of
Business Administration, Division of Research.

Lawrence, P. R., and Lorsch, J. W. (1969). Organization and Environment. Homewood,
IL: Richard D. Irwin.

Lengnick-Hall, C. A., and Beck, T. E. (2005). Adaptive fit versus robust transformation:
how organizations respond to environmental change. Journal of Management, 31,
758-757.

*Li, J. J., Poppo, L., and Zhou, K. Z. (2008). Do managerial ties in china always produce
value? Competition, uncertainty, and domestic vs. foreign firms. Strategic
Management Journal, 29, 383-400.

Lin, W. T., Cheng, K. Y., and Liu, Y. S. (2009). Organizational slack and firm’s
internationalization: a longitudinal study of high-technology firms. Journal of
World Business, 44, 397-406.

*Lin, X., and Germain, R. (2003). Organizational structure, context, customer
orientation, and performance: lessons from Chinese state-owned enterprises.
Strategic Management Journal, 24, 1131-1151.

Love, E. G., and Nohria, N. (2005). Reducing slack: the performance consequences of
downsizing by large industrial firms, 1977-1993. Strategic Management Journal,
26, 1087-1108.

Lowendahl, B. (1997). Strategic Management of Professional Service Firms.
Copenhagen: Handelshojskolens Forlag.

MacDuffie, J. P. (1995). Human resource bundles and manufacturing performance
organizational logic and flexible production systems in the world auto Industry.

Industrial and Labor relations review, 48, 197-221.

-112 -



Mahoney, J. M., Sundaramurthy, C., and Mahoney, J. T. (1997). The effects of
corporate antitakeover provisions in long-term investment: empirical evidence.
Managerial and Decision Economics, 18, 349-365.

Mahoney, J. T. (2005). Economic foundations of strategy. Sage Publications, Inc.

Mahoney, J. T., and Pandian, J. R. (1992). The resource-based view within the
conversation of strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 13,
363-380.

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning.
Organization Science, 2, 71-87.

Marino, K. E., and Lange, D. R. (1983). Measuring organizational slack: a note on the
convergence and divergence of alternative operational definitions. Journal of
Management, 9, 81-92.

Meilich, O. (2006). Bivariate models of fit in contingency theory- Critique and a
polynomial regression alternative. Organizational Research Methods, 9, 161-193.

Merton, R. K. (1968). Social theory and social structure. New York: The Free Press.

Meyer, A., Tsui, A., and Hinings, C. (1993). Configurational approaches to
organizational analysis. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 1175-1195.

Miles, R. E., and Snow, C. C. (1978). Organization strategy, structure, and process.
New York: Mcgraw-Hill.

Milgrom, P., and Roberts, J. (1995). Complementarities and fit: Strategy, structure,
and organizational change in manufacturing. Journal of Accounting and Economics,
19, 179-208.

Miller, D. (1992). Environment fit versus internal fit. Organization Science, 3,
159-178.

Miller, D., and Friesen, P. H. (1984). A longitudinal study of the corporate life cycle.
Management Science, 30, 1161-1183.

Mintzberg, H. T. (1983). Structure in fives: Designing effective organizations.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Mishina, Y., Pollock, T. G., and Porac, J. F. (2004). Are more resources always better
for growth? Resource stickiness in market and product expansion. Strategic
Management Journal, 25, 1179-1197.

Mohr, L. B. (1971). Organizational Structure and organizational technology.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 16, 444-459.

Monteverde, K. and Teece, D. J. (1982). Supplier switching costs and vertical
integration in the automobile industry. The Bell Journal of Economics, 13, 206-213.

Nadler, D., and Tushman, M. L. (1980). A congruence model for diagnosing
organizational behavior. In R. Miler (Ed.), Resource book in macro organizational
behavior (p. 30-49). Santa Clara, CA: Goodyear.

-113 -



*Naman, J. L., and Slevin, D. P. (1993). Entrepreneurship and the concept of fit: A
model and empirical tests. Strategic Management Journal, 14, 137-153.

Namboodiri, N. K, Carter, L. R. and Blalock, Jr. H. M. (1975). Applied Multivariate
Analysis and Experimental Designs. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Newman, K. L., and Nollen, S. D. (1996). Culture and congruence: The fit between
management practices and national culture. Journal of International Business
Studies, 27, 753-779.

*Nohria, N. and Ghoshal, S. (1994). Differentiation fit and shared values: alternatives
for managing headquarters-subsidiary relations. Strategic Management Journal,
15, 491-502.

Nohria, N., and Gulati, R. (1996). Is slack good or bad for innovation? Academy of
Management Journal, 39, 1245-1264.

Orser, B.J., Hogarth-Scott, S., and Riding, A.L. (2000). Performance, firm size, and
management problem solving, Journal of Small Business Management, 49, 42-58.

Parker, S. C., and Witteloostuijn, A. V. (2010). A general framework for estimating
multidimensional contingency fit. Organization Science, 21, 540-553.

*Parthasarthy, R., and Sethi, S. P. (1993). Relating strategy and structure to flexible
automation: a test of fit and performance implications. Strategic Management
Journal, 14, 529-549.

Peng, M. W. (1997). Firm growth in transitional economies: three longitudinal cases
from China, 1986-96. Organization Studies, 18, 385-413.

Pennings, J. M. (1975). The relevance of the structural-contingency model for
organizational effectiveness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 30, 393-410.

Pennings, J. M. (1987). Structural contingency theory: A multivariate test.
Organization studies, 8, 223-240

Penning, J. M. (1992). Structural contingency theory: A reappraisal. Research in
Organizational Behavior, 14, 267-309.

Penrose, E. (1959). The theory of the growth of the firm. Wiley: New York.

Perrow, C. (1970). Organizational Analysis: A Sociological View. Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.

Peteraf, M. A. (1993). The competitive advent: a resource-based view. Strategic
Management Journal, 14, 179-192.

Peteraf, M. and Reed, R. (2007). Managerial discretion and internal alignment under
regulatory constraints and change. Strategic Management Journal, 28,
1089-1112.

Peterson, R. A., and Brown, S. P. (2005). On the use of beta coefficients in
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 175-181.

Pettus, M. L., Kor, Y. Y., and Mahoney, J. T. (2009). A theory of change in turbulent

-114 -



environments: the sequencing of dynamic capabilities following industry
deregulation. International Journal of Strategic Change Management, 1,
186-211.

Pfeffer, J. (1997). New Directions for Organization Theory: Problems and Prospects.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Pisano, G. P. (1994). Knowledge, integration, and the locus of learning: an empirical
analysis of process development. Strategic Management Journal, 15, 85-100.

Pitelis, C. N. (2007). A behavioral resource-based view of the firm: the synergy of
Cyert and March (1963) and Penrose (1959). Organization Science, 18, 478-490.

Pitelis, C. N. and Teece, D. J. (2009). The nature and essence of the firm. European
Management Review, 6, 5-15.

Porter, M. E. (1996). What is strategy? Harvard Business Review,
November/December.

*Powell, T. C. (1992). Organizational alignment as competitive advantage. Strategic
Management Journal, 13, 119-134.

Pratt, J. W., and Zeckhauser, R. J. (1985). In principals and agents: the structure of
business. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Rasheed, H. S. (2005). Foreign entry mode and performance: the moderating effect
of environment. Journal of Small Business Management, 43, 41-54.

Ravasi, D., and Lojacono, G. (2005). Managing design and designers for strategic
renewal. Long Range Planning, 38, 51-77.

Ray, G., Barney, J. B. and Muhanna, W. A. (2004). Capabilities, businesss processes
and competitive advent: choosing the dependent variable in empirical tests of the
resources-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 25, 23-37.

Rosenthal, R. (1991). Meta-Analytic Procedures for Social Research. Sage
Publications, Inc.

Rothaermel, F. T. (2001). Incumbent’s advantage through exploiting complementary
assets via interfirm cooperation. Strategic Management Journal, 22, 687-699.

Rotheaermel, F. T. and Hill, C. W. L. (2005). Technological discontinuities and
complementary assets: a longitudinal study of industry and firm performance.
Organization Science, 16, 52-70.

Schmitt, N. W,, and Klimoski, R. J. (1991). Summarizing and interpreting human
resource research using meta-analyses. In Research methods in human resources
management. Cincinnati, OH: South-Western Publishing.

Schoonhoven, C. B. (1981). Problems with contingency theory: Testing assumptions
hidden within the language of contingency “theory.” Administrative Science
Quarterly, 26, 349-377.

Shane, S.A. (1996). Hybrid organizational arrangements and their implications for

-115-



firm growth and survival: a study of new franchisors. Academy of Management
Journal, 39, 216-234.

Sharfman, M. P., Wolf, G., Chase, R. B., and Tansik, D. A. (1988). Antecedents of
organizational slack, Academy of Management Review, 13, 601-614.

Short, J. C., Payne, G. T., and Ketchen Jr. D. J. (2008). Research on organizational
configurations: Past accomplishments and future challenges. Journal of
Management, 34, 1053-1079.

Siggelkow, N. (2001). Change in the presence of fit: the rise, the fall, and the
renaissance of Liz Claiborne. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 838-857.

Siggelkow, N. (2002a). Misperceiving interactions among complements and
substitutes: Organizational consequences. Management Science, 48, 900-916.

Siggelkow, N. (2002b). Evolution toward fit. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47,
125-159.

Singh, J. (1986). Performance, slack and risk taking in organizational decision making.
Academy of Management Journal, 29, 562-585.

Sirmon, D. G., and Hitt, M. A. (2009). Contingencies within dynamic managerial
capabilities: interdependent effects of resource investment and deployment on
firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 30, 1375-1394.

Stinchcombe, A. L. (1968). Constructing social theories. New York: Harcourt, Brace,
and World.

Thompson, J. D. 1967. Organizations in action. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Tan, D., and Mahoney, J.T. (2005). Examining the Penrose effect in an international
business context: the dynamics of Japanese firm growth in U.S. industries.
Managerial and Decision Economics, 26, 113-127.

Tan, D., and Mahoney, J.T. (2007). The dynamics of Japanese firm growth in U.S.
industries: the Penrose effect. Management International Review, 47, 259-279.

Tan, J., and Peng, M. W. (2003). Organizational slack and firm performance during
economic transitions: two studies from an emerging economy. Strategic
Management Journal, 24, 1249-1263.

Teece, D. J. (1986). Profiting from technological innovation: implications for
integration, collaboration, licensing and public policy. Research Policy, 15,
285-305.

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

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., and Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic
management. Strategic Management Journal, 18, 509-553.

*Thomas, A. S., Litschert, R. J., and Ramaswamy, K. (1991). The performance impact

-116 -



of strategy-manager coalignment: an empirical examination. Strategic
Management Journal, 12, 509-522.

Thompson, J. D. (1967). Organizations in action. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Thompson, R.S. (1994). The franchise life cycle and the Penrose effect. Journal of
Economic Behavior and Organization, 24, 207-218.

Tripsas, M. (1997). Unraveling the process of creative destruction: complementary
assets and incumbent survival in the typesetter industry. Strategic Management
Journal, 18, 119-142.

Tsai, W. and Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital and value creation: the role of intrafirm
networks. Academy of Management Journal, 41, 464-476.

Tseng, C. H., Tansuhaj, P., Hallagan, W., and McCullough, J. (2007). Effects of firm
resources on growth in multinationality. Journal of International Business Studies,
38, 961-974.

Tushman, M. L. (1978). Technical communication in R. & D. laboratories: The impact
of project work characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 22, 624-645.

Van de Ven, A., and Drazin, R. (1985). The concept of fit in contingency theory. In
Cummings, L. L. and B. M. Staw (eds). Research in Organizational Behavior, JAl
Press, New York, 7, 333-365.

Venkatraman, N. (1989). The concept of fit in strategy research: Toward verbal and
statistical correspondence. Academy of Management Review, 14, 423-444.

Venkatraman, N., and Camillus J.C. (1984). Exploring the concept of “fit” in strategic
management. Academy of Management Review, 9, 513-525.

*Venkatraman, N., and Prescott, J. E. (1990). Environment strategy coalignment: An
empirical test of its performance implications. Strategic Management Journal, 11,
1-23.

Virany, B., Tushman, M. L., and Romanelli, E. (1992). Executive succession and
organization outcomes in turbulent environments: an organization learning
approach. Organization Science, 3, 72-91.

Voss, G. B., Sirdeshmukh, D., and Voss, Z. G. (2008). The effects of slack resources and
environmental threat on product exploration and exploitation. Academy of
Management Journal, 51, 147-164.

Wang, H. C., He, J., and Mahoney, J. T. (2009). Firm-specific knowledge resources and
competitive advantage: the roles of economic-and relationship-based employee
governance mechanisms. Strategic Management Journal, 30, 1265-1285.

Ward, P. T., Bickford, D. J., and Leong, G. K. (1996). Configurations of manufacturing
strategy, business strategy, environment and structure. Journal of Management,
22, 597-626.

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource-base view of the firm, Strategic Management

-117 -



Journal, 5, 171-180.

Wholey, D. R., and Brittain, J. W. (1986). Organizational Ecology: Findings and
Implications. Academy of Management Review, 11, 513-533.

Wilkund, J. and Shepherd, D. (2003). Aspiring for, and achieving growth: the
moderating role of resources and opportunities. Journal of Management Studies,
40, 1919-1941.

Woodward, J. (1965). Industrial Organization: Theory and Practice. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

Zajac, E. J., Kraatz, M. S., and Bresser R. K. F. (2000). Modeling the dynamics of
strategic fit: A normative approach to strategic change. Strategic Management
Journal, 21, 429-453,

Zott, C. and Amit, R. (2008). The fit between product market strategy and business
model: implications for firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 29,
1-26.

-118 -



	論文封面.pdf
	論文口試委員會審議單.jpg
	感謝本論文的口試委員.pdf
	致 謝 辭.pdf
	Bo-Yuan-摘要.pdf
	Bo-Yuan-english-abstract.pdf
	目錄.pdf
	Bo-博士論文定稿-配適與績效的關係？20120507.pdf

