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3 7199 7] AFARE 71EeE & 71e999 wsle] 23S T #E Bolth 249 A4 (organizational
identity) @ o]2|3t AAA W3zl W 2ruldX(audience)d] WSS 7WEOE = HZY o237 A dATARES

E2 d77MES AR, olF vTe AR Hlo|EA 7Y divfE ASAL gt B AlFAA 4 (pair)
S ENEE sl ARAAL B4 (event history analysis)S 538 A5EA sidch 4 ZAdl nlo]eH= 7|de F4
o999l 7]&% wW3Hperipheral change)T W AFHAQ 7FeA(likelihood)dll Foveh 3z #dd = ¢IA
gk 9] 71%A Wakcore change)o] A WHE AFBAZL DAY Al 2R 4TS vAE Aoz
Bttt @, utol QA 7199 T1EF 11%7} Eo A9 A9 7%A e} ukE AFHA 849 sFsAel v
= 744 2945 g% Adgsie 202 Yt
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ofy
ofs

.M 2 AFBA ) FhkEs A vlgo WS
A#HlE B (transaction cost  perspective)
2127 7 Aok

Z2 7t AFEA MEY ANA FU3 =4 71 AR, wielAd  #(embeddedness  perspective)

o HHEAHoZ AFAAE Be e B A+ o7 HHd F e ATFERE FUs T

S #Ao] Hol Ytheg Chung et al, 2000; HHo wad thekst 232 7o) wAEe g

Gorezen, 2007, Gulati 199%). ¢f =& =zF& z E o

#AY FEUET oA AFHAE =72 o o e ATz wet AAEthGranovetter,

FG 2A gro] WAEhs WHE AFH A (repeated 1985 Gulati, 1995 Uzzi, 1997). 53] cThst

partnership)& 4 0’5}% #HHLE A 5 x2Fo] AT RY A FolAM BAFAEY ALEE #A

&3 MESA 72 3} of 93] =ZHHE A3 AR (social capital)o] AF
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Hehd, 2449 sey

239 9t AHHS

AP WAV} G FHe A% BAA B}
ol Aoz e Hgst 9390 s
o AN AFBALY APl g 54 £ 2ol

o ] =
A AFBAE 2E 7ol A "ok old

= o
A2 HgoE 4ZEAS FIF ATEL, 27
AFBAZ DL FEUS 4FE 9 A9 A
A%o] 99d 2H5% A AFBAS I3
ol girke HEly WA o)EH £

o
okt
{1

Atheg. Chung et al, 2000; Gulati
Gargiulo, 1999; Podolny, 1994, Walker et
., 1997).

A7), A8lE FH(transaction cost perspective)

of =, AAY AFAYL T ZHER 3o

B oo Joore
o
o
o

= 24 2 A=(tus)E FAH &, ole A
A FhtEe AR ARESE vE 5 3
2o FA AF FEUE Hiddos Aot

(Ring & Van de Ven, 1992, Zajac & Olsen,

1999). WEH AFE FH FHE 24 7 A
= ganes z_} }\]74 _ﬂrELﬂ Al s 4

HE}(Dyer & Chy, 2003),
7 FHo| tist &3S wW7AIA diHeR A

)\h;Htﬂ- F 29 A|AE

HAHES FAE F de Aol 7] "ol
(Zollo et al., 2002).

ZZ Zbol| WA sk BHE AlFE o] taf ol g
HHEo] FTfrste }é%, Bl ofsf Rt

£ AAE EUe BE AR 94 2 Agad)
e AABAe] 2 A WES AR EE
Agsh 2o A A o8 BARE BaEe
AN 5 Ak Ao, AuHeR 25 7
AFBAE FEI2A) Bl e rke
Aoltt
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A ALlEl=r el AR 3k shte) 2e A

Alsteal gt 56, o] dES OEIHLV#"J x
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o
Bom N X

Xi]"f#ﬁlﬂ MtHZq o2 ﬁ“ﬂ Ell n} kot
Fdohe dHe] 719t AHez Rt

)

E38 719 7o) o) FolNE Ao Asthn
@ 4 gk YukA oz ol Fejo) PAt Wi

(dyadic relationships)= H.t}h
T3 e 23 %
245 Wrhstal ddste A2
7} o) FolA= A7t BY] wjEo]H(Casciaro &
Piskorski, 2005; Gulati & Sytch, 2007), ©] uj
e 7199 %}ZHX# ngqu] A8 A (selection
pool)ol A A= Adl ZHAES W

83 o2, AFH % & A7t e A
At 53] & A9 A5
e EYZE HgAAA

ZASS W= AL =
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HlOI2E3 7| U0] TI=d Hatet MoE|Alfel MH HF: FHEAC| Hatet iMiolol Hslo] M2 7|E LEL Mfs|Aletel BhE MFE Y et o7

S

alliances)’”} F%& o]F& Wi el QHA 79SS AMHES=(re-partnering) I3
(Powell et al, 1996; Powell et al, 2005 o= o1%tt) o] w ulo|oH A 7YY &R
Roijakkers et al, 2005; Sytch & Bubenzer, (technology scope).2 WHHE 7)1&Z AHAA
2008). AFHAE o] "—‘Oixli 4840 gt (technological ~identity)o] A3 A} YA M=

AiHoz FRE ATALS A A S V)2 BEUQ voled A /ge ARk 3
 olol ATAE AR AN L08R 8B B AR F9 Sujeld, ol1B Bl 2
AFARL zge) TE W) sAARNertical ) ARAHE AFow Aoz 2 Basd

transaction) S Hol7] wiEo]oKStuart, 2003). S, & 71EY Ved FAALES s 9ue Al

e =
A, o] el 7|9 AFelA As|Atet S WS BF AGIAE EY viel LH A V)
AFHAE FHste e, oE Hlo|QH A 7|98 AT & AFHAE A G FEUHS F
S AN AgAEtE H4 et (audience)’  AFCZA ANE 718 7bsAo] JTkn B AT
2RE ‘FES 97 93 AA (competition for  Ae FATCH
the attention)olXe] ]9 A=<l Aot Amburgey ojeigt =& o R FAHOE E AFA
et al, 199, Baum & Silverman, 2004, Filson AZs A s AFEAl(research  question)=
& Morales, 2006; Nicholson et al, 2005 o3 2o}
Sytch & Bubenzer, 2008)

olglgt AFFAE F7at7] A3 & AFelMe Hto] QB 7199 Alk3|Areke] 7] AlFAIF L.
z2 9] A4 (organizational identity)¥} ]2 2HE 9 7legde Hste IFF T Aors|Ate}

1o

& 424 wste] mE orA2Y WSS ko R
e o o823, 7A¥H dAT7EARE EYE o
T7HeE ARG o] ATSEA &l do £ 4 a7, o)y 7129 wate] FH= oo
FollAe vfol QEA 71l AekAtst AFAAE 719 71EA A9 (technological status)ell  oJsl
A= AlA(event)S, AFIAlgle A QT 728 Bo okglE=s]9

A7} Thrg o] Bl 7]91e) AR (selection

o W AFIFA e FFE vAEN

pool) FolA JEUE AElshe dde A9 2 oj9} 2 AFEAE W] H& £ dAte
H2A AAE, S AFHAE DS AFALe W] AR vpo]QH A 7|AT tiitE AoFS|A
HHEA O R AFE FAHste ARdevent) FA Al Zhell WA AIFHAY Apair)S A (unit

A7} 718 AFBA UE vlo] LA YL of analysis)Z 3} AFHAL E4(event history
ZHE e A5 (signal)?] Aol we} dF blo] analysis)S 53l AFEA Sk B4 A3, wlo]

1) gukz E 2 A2 (audience)= 54 FY(domain)dl] ©lEFAIE AW ot A=Y FHFS uisid, B4 9dd &3 o
et 2159 Aol YT nXe EF1Y S 4AH AYE FAS o]fd oy oEE, 23 Y o9z 7‘31 9|
5] ”ZHZ—'] A, AR, 1, vgriel 247 5& £ 4 Sloh 53], vlolEA JIdelA oA ASAlE Ak AT
NS 93 Agd 9gs = A iﬂ"** %9 d}olthBaum & Silverman, 2004; Nicholson et al, 2005 Robbins-
Roth, 2000; Rothaermel, 2002, Stuart et al., 1999).
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QEHA 7P ‘TR
change)= Rk Xﬂ?‘rlﬁl 3739 7Fs(likelihood)
o Fojn3t J3E S

o] 7]%2 W3Hcore change)?]
AT TG Aol RAHA
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A A A (organizational  indentity)l
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A79] A& Al tel 24 Aolth
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| O|2X D} o3 77pM

21 00401 [=13e)

= =

9|(domain consensus)2}
ZZ| F#|Ad(organizational identity)

ZA9 AE F AR 2
(external audience)®] ‘116‘;}% Z oA #A
ZZo|&, BAAE S, 7
ofol A FE3] FHE o] YtHcf Hannan et al,
2007). o]¥3 #AHE AW AFE9 4] =9

re
[
o
ol
o
LS
ng
dlo
&
=
n
S
2
I
S,
o
@,
o
o
2

expectations)”}
sttb= Aol
o]#3t =9 = o]:'lo] U= oi&] A 99
g+9](domain consensus)®] 7Hdel 1 wlES T
AHThompson, 1967). Z& 9 9 (domain)©]
B= AL z2-o] o3l Q= AR B J]e
A AOE o] W Joe xA Axg WA
st Aol ofel etk gHojaAel o3y
%918 ol A (legitimacy)S FHsfojop F
HThompson, 1967, pp. 26-28). ©|#3 9H
ol(domain consensus)?] S FI EH %

Ao %A Ao thdt o|n|A|(Thompson, 1967,

p29), & AF3lF FE(social code)E TAE Z
2 A4 (organizational identity)S& E 53
He ZAolH(Polos et al, 2002, Hsu & Hannan,
2005, Hannan et al, 2006, Durand et al,
2007), olgst 237 AAA FH F $AE EF

=
24 3 AE 2 AR 2o Ade 22
& g Sle Aolnh webA, £4o] A3 HHUEA
(task environment)el]A| o] FQZ 3= =
A4 A4 8 A X}%% A3t

oq oo oj=A X& B¢ T 242 A4
=
=

H7] identity crisis) &‘ﬂl Hu, o] AS AE
2 o] dadt AYdS #qRd 5 g "o
2 85 99

(Hsu & Hannan, 2005). AthZ o
o] AGAAE 2UdLZREH $9
ZA 9 APEEO] Erhe H2 ol
o A]7} HTH(Stinchcombe, 1965).

A, AFEe 719 B ASBAE ASEAY
gA wgto g HAs & AFelA 229 AAA
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-
N

Bk ol thad 2ok ALY wghaA
AAAM AR A G(actor’s  identities)>
oA EY S P E AAlstL FAL T e
A WMAYF 2N 75T ¥ oblzk(Hsu
Hannan, 2005; Polos et al, 2002), ZEY
xA 9% ggeti(Tripsas, 2009). <jvk
, QU2 1A= A FAAA 7]
g 249 FFof W 3wl 7t B
of thall «l=, Q1st7] Wiolck. webd w
Al Sl= IEY 7199 BAEL AlFAA 9
AJ(contractual ~ safeguards) FE9 FTo
2M 7158 Bt ohye}t Aok hdAA] SR
et 24 Arde 9 vAA =X, 7=
Aoz ol FF T 7ol HEY ZYGelA of
= AR AdE FAG A disl FF= mAA
Hth(Stuart, 2003). 23 w@@A Y= IAE
U dolA, A 7o 24 FAES Ak
WAE ¥t A& d5A AEA

L = |
(social norm)9] 9k slar = Aol

-3
rﬂ

[N N

ol
-

forQ e oot £
ozirxioﬁirﬂ
__18;

¢

22 7= MoilM At 7o Iy

FeEPRol, 24 AALL AA ZE(social
code) =& AF3|A 3 (social rules)o.Z F+4H
o] wj o]e|gk ALS|H FEE i ZZ o] B3}
a9 Aolgta ZidiE e ddY EAES A5
T A0l sY A A BANEHE HAES
x5t A Bch(Hannan et al, 2006). wEbd =
2 BAAL Azt AYe g Al tigt

1999;  Zuckerman et al, 2003; Hanna et
al, 2004). ol= 99 ¥ FAFA ¢F od
AxE QARAZF  FA(cognitive limitations)dl] 2]
HalA 7] wEd(Ferguson et al, 2000), &
g 2AY BARS AL | FHEaE 279
(category schema)ol] 9J&3ste] 54 z3ZS £
W3 Sl AA 7 Aol EAlsy] wiEolth
(Hsu & Podolny, 2005; Zuckerman ‘
JOE B AT AR %ﬁ?l Hlo] 2 Hl =
AANA, AFIAL, WA FAE AAEA7Fe
& Hlo]QH A V1YY 8 QT AdxT) Hhe] 2 H|
WEstete] =
z2 9 2A(

;(1 ;G;q] 0 o) A&} Lq]

3 719& VA

RIS

dimension)&

*Ur 71&0], iﬂ «1 AA GGl A, sl nfo]
QHA 7199 AAAE A5 Hohu FAs
T g, erjdae 54714 Y 715l

AU+ 7149 Y9(technology scope)oll weh, “A7]

4% B8l Al e SEad wren
£ Aoltk $I5HH, oW 71%S Bashn gl
S CEV R BI ERICER L L
PsE g FaE AYelge vl

2) o] wl kst W (multiple category)dll Z

o %7}

Ax Ao AAE
o E% WF(single category)dl] HZ3ld] z}/\u AR AL
(Caroll et al, 2002). & A BAS B2 ATEC] ol
%qu e 5’4-':1'-74 15dTke] Aol Bt AFENS

”‘35]'3’— PE F2S AU AE(generalist)Etl B2 £ glo
Z22 2w e]2E(specialist) 2L -r-—‘j§ F
—F':v% FHoE 2A AAT LRSS W 2 ARIME

8 #Heg. Caroll & Swaminathan, 2000, Park & Podolny,

2000; Podolny & Hsu, 2003; Rhee & Haunschild, 2006; Zuckerman & Kim, 2003).
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AZgHE o]H 3t == P 517] 95
A8} 74 A} Foko] FH'l(routine) MNdS 2H8-3HA

o} X3AA kY] x4 kA9l Nelson®t Winter
(1982)7F AAE F=(routine) 7Mde) 45A A
Ae, 229 ZAAHL T 2Ao] g5sta, A
atal, SAelle Aol S3ke go s 1HH
o= etk 7] o 34 Fd
(task routines)l 3] FAHH, o] uw FEE

Al

4

o
EX 0

HRog

T Tl

7195 A9 AAa(firm-specific knowledge
repository) &S 317] wiEo]thKogut & Zander,

199%). 2349 Fd2, vkx] A FHze} 2
o], 279 E4S tET Wt o} 239 PF
Ojﬁ}x] T4 Nelson & Winter, 1982, p.
). WA, FAd| F2Eo] & FRl] e} v
le,] Pz dA] o]FojATT 7= ™ (Nelson
& Winter, 1982, pp. 134-136), ©] wj =4
71EE HREe 2Fd e FAAE
s THSE eHdae i 242 £
1= A A ek e i
3t gl 7I9olAl SlolA, 71& 99
Holl Aste A7 By FRIS o5t
23t 7|edde 224 AP E 85
fo]  HHDemsetz,
1997).
ojgjgh =& ol ZAd A,
A 7199 7egdew
(technological identity)©]
o|lQH A 7|HE Ftete F

veta F43

7]

é“.:

DU

3
o

rkl

olr

i
o3

}1\_]__
o
T

ol
of
N

_&

f
wm, o]
Qs =
1988, Zucker & Darby,

o

TolME Hho] 2|

=
2 b= 7)&3d AAA

il
A
AFBAL hel A HE
L3 J7h A-dF e 8

23 YA Biafet 2C|AA0f HIZ

AE mEAY £3 BL Al ezl o

[e)

s AYs
Zajac, 1996;
ARk

Minkoff, 1999).

z27 7o sy ehdz9] Az
12 ofyth o] wf Axje] ARE

2% aQle vtz 229 Wyt 3

] HgtE o7 AR AP
E]LLF«] o] 2olth(Polos et al, 2002
Hannan et al., 2006).

R sE 54 JHHaeE WEstd 239
AR 2udzY FH tio] H7| A
(Bielby & Bielby, 1994, Faulkner & Anderson,
1987, Zuckerman, 1999), Z&2 & AAl9
AEA 5 S A %X]* s 219 7§iﬂ
3] W9 dellA eudz=e) B33 7ol &-8-3)
oF 3HDimaggio & Powell, 1983, Myer &
Rowan, 1977; White, 1981). we}x, 7o) &
ag ZZ(J',] quﬂ/ﬂoﬂ ]-__ EEEQ 3} 7:]_?_ 3H
9 AL AL A Xéﬂ/“g S5 F A He W
HW(Hsu & Hannan, 2005 Tripsas, 2009), &
AR d9s Hojue P55 & Ade 2
29] ajFzA o gt Ao TS opr|stA "ot
(Benner, 2007, Hannan et al, 2006). T4
P, W7t 229 FAAolgke WY el
Fof FetE = ol W X P4 HstE
AT FErst=rtel we @

o=

Ho
O{N Y

rr

BN
g
O

tlo oft o it
S,
\l

.]r:

T

&l

13
=

ol

Tﬂy
=]
[
=

Jo N 2
e g
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o)
AR

s L
TE UT
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HO|2E3 70| 71=EY

KellyS’Jr Amburgey(1991)% gAY =4
€ WdeE & A7, F
Ao7bs73el S7kek A A
< et R ‘ﬂﬂ

A é% AT

re to
X,
ofl
ox
llo

] el AAE 7hete Aol
St (Hsu & Hannan, 2005 Durand et
o7 ZA 4 oo ®s}

=

)

[\.)
S
=)
RS
N

by

087 k3 AR 44 o Y
3]'7] “H’&:O]U}(Hannan & Freeman, 1984). ©]
9} #A#HSEY Hannand® Freeman(1984)& thet
9 —3— d 51, F2 wAe] WA 2o W}
oJstA o] Fojd & AR AEH Y WA %}
2E WA wgle At 24 39 H3s 5

? FAsta qioh tete] AEFHe 230
249 it AAH HAE e Ao, o] 4
S AYEFHY Wzl 239 YA wTS of
715t R LT Ax9 HE H
o AxA T 2L B3 FTAES 4o + 4
7] o)t

A=, AF3AL Gl M=
FHAE 39 AL Vedde
s whol el A 719 BAA e 9A B &
Qs 8l wEAA Y JEUEA HEs FAoke 9
mlolH, o] A% AFHAL A&7 F uto] LH|
A 71go] 71EY AAAGE AE st AadS
boks 7ol gl Aks|Ate el wio]LH A 7

I‘_‘M
AFRAS A oo JEYY &

ﬁ—r

o
o

ZASATL misoA H15 20104 2

Aafor Mool HEE Mg FHgele) Hale siuYsle)

a0 M2 7|Z mEU HoslARtel B MFE Y et o7

FAGoRA ANE T A5H0l EABGE 2

ol =oo] st gt 22 TPl =&

7HE 10 wpol QB 713 AoFEjArete] 27] Al
FAA ol Foll A, ulo|HA 7Y
o Fud9ge 71¢4 wWskperipheral
changes in technology scope)= 3%
Hto] QB 7142 el AlFjAbete] vk

AFE 73 F&FS vIAA &

2ol

7He 20 vto] QB A 714 F A|oFsiakeke] 7] A
FAIR o] Foll BAE nlo] QB 7|9

A9 99] 7154 W3Hcore changes

tlo

in technology scope)= 3@ Hlo] S H|
3 7197 T Alks]Abele] wHE Al

G40 B2 9FL 12 Aol

A, 2749 AA G wE PAY A J=E
g 2Ho] ojw3 2|9 (status)S M3t =7t
ATHHsu & Hannan, 2005).
= Aol AYe & FFY A9e
o Alofo 2 HE Y Hew &S 7HsetA st
7] wEolth(Durand et al, 2007, Phillips &

Zuckerman, 2001, Podolny, 1993; Rao, 19%4).
o2 54, Phillips® Zuckerman(2001)& HE
tgq_]yjr x}gsgg TRoz 3 Nzlﬂ/uoﬂ/q =
< 7Y AYE AY 242, 2029 Y ¢

ol dAsA £k e T AT Y A
AE A A= 2, o2 Al GGl
AT H AFA =0 s e Al ddF e
2 AHETe AL gt gk, & bl e

13



B0
10
2

B 71glel Wal B& 529 71478 A9E AY
T Qe vheleHa Age] A% AFAE )%
S99 714 Make Euata SuE ©
Hedzszny 484 AdE e AR} ok A
o)k

7H 3a wlol2E|a A14e] Gygee sl

W3l (core changes in technology
scope)7} Zﬂ‘*ﬂ/\}g}-‘ﬂ e AFEA
of WAE BAAQ e vlo] 9B
Jelel 7124 A9 585 o

Z==T=1 1
Zlolth,

[
=

DR+ R w (e N O

X
=2
:Oé

N
=
ETgg~)
Y

)
e
ol

o Hir

f rlo

O-
12
ill's3
ofN
o>
go ol B X b rlo ooft Y 12

Phillips, 1996).
zA9 By V1€
AR WE e 42 484 Sl
o AT Sl A1 s @

a3 s 22907 QolN A

288 7hsAdo]l  EA3HWashington

e

i mﬂ
offt

e o2
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2

].

f
ol of
o @,
2

¢

o=

0i>
2
0o

Zajac, 2005). wrebA ThE HlolQE|E 7] H]
& =& 7Y 7Ied AE AYL e vl
Xﬂ-?r"];“ °V’°ﬂ HNFGY 7=
223E 2o e
T ARSA AA ol X‘U%}ﬂ] En o] Hiole
H3 7199 4999 7€ W3k core changes
in technology scope)?] A4 &3& ¢ o3}
A s Aot
71 3b: wlol9 el F19e) Sggele) /1%
3Hcore changes in technology scope)
7b A ek3|Abete] HhE A F3 A

&4

T3]

© 5449 5ad+= HMOHIEL 7199
718 At 2&5F ZA3HE Roltk
ll. i dy H X2
31 B2 ME
2 A3 JMEASS Y% HES BioScan

Industry Directory® HFROZ 2002 A
St dlo] Bl A 71T} A ekS|ALte] Hx AFHA
o] Apainoz F4=HAt. BioScan Industry
Directorye HFo] B2 2H¢o] FHofsla Qe 7]

Ase BRE AL Y& dolguo] x|,

2o XMyPATE(eg. Rothaermel & Boeker,
2008, Stuart et al, 1999)°] olo] 7Jutsled w}
O|RH A AYS BEOF 3 AFEME 7P
TAAHCE, B AT MASS AT ZES
2} ’5‘} 71N AE EP*JJr e e ARG A
T vol Qe A 719 Al eks|ALete] AlFH
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HIOI2E3 7| Uo] TSPy Hatet Mos|Aletel M

Aol 48 T Jorz fokdh npe]oHA £
of Foll A Aleks|ALle] Al FHA T} H}oloali 1
oA FL8A0] =LS(Robbins-Roth, 2000) 4

s HHo= O}t Eol(e. therapeutlcs)i
EES AT ¢, B ATy ASEA A

ol SEUZE Bt A AlFHA (asymmetric
alliances)ell =S g3l Q17| wiFol, nio]LH)
3 74 79 AFe REAA AsAT) g &
ATE Hx AFAAANAY o AF F9E BF
dhe Aol7] Wi #2 71F 9= 20029 o]
o ojw] AFAAE P BF ] A= H}O]E’-Eﬂ
7193 Alk3| ALk} A Al
ofatet. ol #H8& F
F 249 A& Afad
A A3 A *
TOE A AFWAE 2L AHA
59 (20039 2007 d7HA)) g
of 98 AFAAE LS 7S SEHUTFE A
Al EX(event history analysis)S A
wEtr B AT F #=A|(observations)v 125
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(event history analysis)g AMEstith 3H  wf
o|QElZ 7| AkS|A} wbE AFHAE A
e AR JA7IZE St 23] o) wAE & 3l
= Abde]7] wid, old g FEj9] vlolHE &4
st © Afet 2¥(Amburgey, 1986; Dacin,
1997, Delios & Henisz, 2003)
Transiion Rate Model& ARE3INTE  Exponential
Transition Rate Modelo| A= oJHlE wAfo] tf
3k AIZF 9E4(time dependence)S 7HYSHA] &
E0HBlossfeld et al, 2007, p. 89). ¥ A7
Transition Rate Modelol~] 4HE
AF7E TASA % %7] “dH(original state) J
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kE A3 G52 ol 9} 2t
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Exponential
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H% B ;ﬁ 12 3 4 5 708 9 10
L WEAF 0032 01767 100
2. FHYYY w3t 016 03681 169 100
3 Y9 wst 0248 043% -104 -251x 100
47188 9% 103 113% 144 339+ 320+ 100
5 7183 A4 099 1441 169 -184x  -101  -134 100
6. o2 2453 AF 1816 258 -0 -071  -053 06 058 100
7. AREA 0024 01537 -029 -069  -273% -013 0% -090 100
8 9F Agzxe 0024 01537 -029 074  -090 051 -041 1%+  -025 100
9. AAE &4 004 01967 -037 -089  -117 -0 161 046 -032 -032 100
10. 71970 008 02124 -054 -048 14 -0 -15% -128  -046 146 090 100
% significant at p<0.05 level
<E 2> ARIAL 24 Zo} (ZEok2 ZEHA)
Base model Model 1 Model 2
35 ~11.045% (0.787) ~11.966%++ (1.359) 11966+ (1.383)
71EH A% 0034  (0.021) 0059  (0.044) 0059 (0.040)
g2 245749 AF 0291  (0.290) -0.770++  (0.290) -0.770+  (0.3975)
A REF A} 15814 (1.142) 0765 (1.555) 0725 (1.854)
I gz ~12.980#x (1.897) -9.887xxx (2.115) -10.835%+ (2.781)
)

AAE 22

7149370

-14.53 7+ (1.063
-15.101= (0.94)

-15.279: (1.016)
-14.348xx (1.481)

-16.252##x (1.34

)
-15.370xx+ (1.398)

FHA A W) 0.728 (2.157) 0.7278  (2.191)
999 Hsh -16.461#xx (2.074) -16.612+xx (2.374)
71€4 A4 0.618+xx (0.219) 0.6177+=x (0.217)
(A9 Hs}) x -1.167+  (0.623)
13 A9

Wald Chi-square 775.65 1396.49 7582.13

* significant at p<0.1 level, ** p<0.05, *+* p<0.01

F B AFdA BRu" ZEA; He

robust standard errors Zt%.
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Technology scope changes and repeated partnerships in

U.S biotechnology firms:
The impact of peripheral changes and core changes

Woajin Yoon* - Jagyong Song*

Abstract

This study investigates whether a change in technology scope affects the likelihood to
establish repeated alliance formation between small and medium sized biotechnology firms and
large, established pharmaceutical companies in the U.S. biotechnology sector.

To address this question, we employ “the organizational identity” literature, which has recently
drawn attention in organizational sociology and economic sociology. We conceptualize the
repeated tie formation between a pair of organizations with an existing tie as an event when
an audience organization —— an established pharmaceutical company in our study -- decides to
re-partner with the candidate organization —- a biotech venture in our study -- based on the
signal that the audience organization receives from its existing partner. In this study, we
consider technological identity (i.e. technology scope) as an important evaluative dimension.
We suggest that the audience organization is likely to penalize the candidate organization
with an incoherent technological identity by deciding not to establish a repeated relationship.

The main research question of this study is as follows:

To what extent a change in technology scope of a biotechnology firm influences the likelihood
of the repeated alliance formation with an established pharmaceutical firm?

We also examine the moderating effect of technological status on the main effect (the
relationship between a change in technology scope and the repeated alliance formation with an

existing partner). Specifically, we propose the following hypotheses:

* Institute of Management Research, Seoul National University
w Corresponding author; Professor, Graduate School of Business, Seoul National University
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H 1 Peripheral changes in the technology scope of a biotechnology firm have no significant
impact upon the likelihood of repeated ties between the biotechnology firm and an
Incumbent pharmaceutical firm.

HZ2  The likelihood of repeated ties between a biotechnology firm and an incumbent
pharmaceutical firm is negatively related to the core changes in the technology scope ol
the biotechnology firm.

H3a' The negative efiect of the core changes in the technology scope of a biotechnology firm
on the likelihood of repeated ties with an incumbent pharmaceutical firm is weaker r
the biotechnology firm with higher technological status (the greater the status of the
technology that the biotechnology firm has).

H3b: The negative eflect of the core changes in the technology scope of a biotechnology on
the likelihood of repeated ties with an incumbent pharmaceutical firm 1s stronger Ibr
the biotechnology firm with higher technological status (the greater the status of the
technology that the biotechnology firm has)

To examine the above hypotheses, we use data of alliance relationships between large,
established pharmaceutical companies and small and medium-sized biotechnology firms over a
five-year period. Focusing on the partnership formed between biotechnology firms and established
pharmaceutical firms as the unit of analysis, we examine whether a change in the coherent
technological identity of a candidate biotechnology company influences the probability —of
repeated alliance formation.

Using event history analysis, we find support for the negative effect of technology scope
change of a biotechnology firm on the likelihood of the repeated partnership. We also find that
the negative effect of major technology scope change of a biotechnology firm on the likelihood
of repeated ties is stronger if the biotechnology firm has higher technological status.

Key words: biotechnology, repeated partnerships, organizational identity, domain consensus,
technological status
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