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Aow vESA o] TAA =& HyE1l FRIg 7159 7]374 212}
TN el AFEE F AF7IHe] A Zof mx= dFE Tt
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QA - 2A AT

T

[.A 2

7192 ARAR A A7 ks Edfjslar A]EAQ] HAls o]Fe] W] $1%F skt diqke
2A AdeEEs 3l o A4S o] A(grafting) sk Wiebe AEsl7| = e Huber,
1991; Puranam & Srikanth, 2007). 153 A=ke] A=d& 53l I 7|42 7|l
71990l 7L e 71 kot die S 7 L o Al AEE S+ 9
= 2R 25 v =k 53] 71 ar =
Aol FEgt A2 Y] Rt A|EA ] HAle S ik T8t =3
gl (Puranam et al., 2000; Ranft & Lord, 2002). AAZ 19809 ] o]F AT E ¢jjo]
AL, AR}, ARE A 22 Tkl HAAR RoklA TEeEsS=
AR g ey A 2 FRE ZEEsH S8k dEE, ARUls &

of AE Fx}l2-38)¢]l Updata Advisore] R A¢] w2 20079 AR7|&E Ak Eof
3t

ek
l'
4

ol2fgk &2 7|2E vkl AAES2 TANA A5 A Hske 7=
o] =3 A =|o] K e.g. Bresman et at., 1999; Ahuja & Katila, 2001; Hagedoorn
& Duyster, 2002; McEvily et al., 2004; Puranam & Srikanth, 2007). &3] &A%<k
A Blole| 2 A dPFe® 3l ojudt 27 slel|A] A3 F 714 A
ql B S W HAAES ST 5 Aol A3 ASAF7) FH L o] F R
o} o]t Fok] V|EAdTE2 AFEYH A FIF7IEe] ARt 74 S5 24
= o] T4 AujA A 7|REY =27, A7) AA) 7|8k} v gt A
A 2|2 7ke] Z7), 7|93 714 AN W T S 22 8”lEe] Iy
W F Q51909 AT D SRR G TRk AT A EAE - &
21, 2005; Mowery et al.,, 1998; Ahuja & Katila, 2001).

& A ol g A2 Al Hste] ml_ler]fde] ddE A Anska |
7le vEfZAeNA ] EAAC FEA R} g B FARCE, A A9

(technological status)&} =709]x](brokerage) 53 722 #9l71439] 153hd A

!
Ef= EA(network position)e] =3 F Q1571539 FAalPdEel vx= d3d=
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AZH 02 BASR Bl 2 FaBAo] glek A|AAleks sjolela 419] vhe)
A~

FgelA 71430] ofwzt vEfa A ARshe 7l w2t FF- 71ee] Al 5
87 9 Y =3 AR 71 ZEe] 713N B e’ ARE SEE 5 )
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HES)= Aate) o)A

wlZo]™(Podolny & Stuart, 1995; Stuart, 1998), Z|el7]33<] |23t 7|4 g2
A F Q9798 A Aol FE vA Zlolghe At witelch

o] H3l & AFelAE UESRZ o] 7IREe R Z|dFEelAe] 7eA AAlE &
gt 7l UESZE EANWECE s tkgt A7=9] o|E4 =9et ASA U 5=
HiEle 2 sl A77de EESIgith B 7AA o E vES A o]EL] IAleA =5
gt Sl TRl 71949 714 2|92t TSR] o] A F AT 3

Zof| mx|= dEFE el Bt sigich g o2 gt -l <l

A YEL = ¥ X142 337} 24 ¥ (moderating variable) & AAEE gl27]332] 7=
% 737 2]¥4(path dependency)?] el wie} H3psl=A] x| Aw|r uA} s}3ick

& ATrellA= dEAR] A2 A e FA 4k F9] skl 3}18l/A| 2R (chemical/pharma—
ceutical) ARl A 19941358 1997 7F4] ezl 13P AlRlE 3205 slo] A5
A& FEssich At oA Al F Ad7IelA 98 53 AeE ARSS)
o Qlg7lde] Al e AxES SAskL ol w°lF 3]F1¥A(negative binomial
regression)®] FEHFE Alo} BAS|GI 4] 2 B)_lr]9e] 7=A A9} TN
] L AFFEH F U979 Al Sl 344 FE vAe Aew Y
), ZR15719e] 7R 299 SAA g eI e FEeEde] AE A
% A a7 moderating effect) & a4 <F3l=]= H oz W&Fick

2 A7) AL vl 2k o AelAs vIERA o] S v E T vIES =AY
oA vz x4} Al A= ZAlAd (innovative potential) ol] Zal] 7] Ao,
olE v R AFTME EEE Aot Al IPdellx= 7RSS % AlaAla vy
o] SA, TAA EAEF e oisl] 71=E Zlolct Al VAelA= AlSEA ZAaE A A
o, miA|u} Foflx= AT el AgE 2ok W E A2 AprpAle] sl =2 Aol

o
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. o]&4 w73 d77H2

1. HIERA ZX|Ea & FE2| Erlld

7192 A4 AL Befstal gle Aare] Al of 2t x| A& AlE3 st A2 A



AlS- Zolglo] =3l Yol 89 AkelthKogut & Zander, 1992; Grant, 1996). o]
A& Ao S8 s A A 7o) Bi3H =l A Al 7]eell= vk

2z 7)%00] mgst A2l A1) Wapol 719e) AslE, 2AA, AaHel 520l
A7) Wl A2 7o) BE W FAS A 790 S wolus
cheat A, o)A pASe] RaER nesiol @ks Ao]th(Reed & Defillippi,

A
A3 WA e vpekst A2 B dde i vk & 4 glvk oA
HAFES 7Aoo R 2] Ui-o] 25 AA1Et o}
= ol (Galunic &
Rodan, 1998), Al 52 M= A2l F=37] $Isix= 2219 Z3A(organizational
boundaries) & ol = thekgt A2 fAlelle] o] S8’ 92 v Rosenkopf
& Nerkar, 2001). 2= f=22 A2 Z2 Ao A5 AHsh7| SsliAs 242 7
H 2]4] 22 ofo]ro] 2] k= (node) @} ©]# gt == (node) 7] thekgl A (tie) =
AEl A4 HELF F2E Ao & e do] A sk Zlelvk(Latour, 1987).
Podolny et al.(1996) HA], 7]&2] AR= tpofit 2215 7ko| A7 A52-g-2 A
=0°]7] wliZell 54 2] Y§-2] S o]fellx 11 A]o] AFgl 7]& HIES I el A
o vELRm RS Eslof dvkal FAslgich
wEba] 2|2 22 7] HIELaAelA ofudt $IXE ARk gl Ao %= o

¥t 714 BAle] 7)3] W Aok 2 719le] Bgsha gAY Hao) lsdt A9 8
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HES)= Aate) o)A

2. Q=g HESL|T XRAe| 01X

AARES BAow sl 4ghd Ak Als
Gt e Fad 7l 59 shelrh 1571909 el FagA
]

Rus

= 3 =

<= el 719 ez AAske Zlo] AXESelEe 58S AdEsh] f't 72
= o

o,
=2
o Y2
2
X
)
i)
g
<l
ro,
iy
N
r?
o
2

719}
270] 2 Zloleh, & AFelA |2157]51e) HEHD EA el FESR o] g o}
3} 72,

B, 3)1571992] 714 MEA Al A 2] 131 Fel57]9le] Bgsha gl 7]
Zo) AelA F2S R B 71 dEgZAIA S0 AEA 7]

28 Bo3l 7]9de ole} A=l Rekd =r7bAg) 71& A 7)9S(follow—on in—
ventors)ell &gt 7|54 A7 FAS 3 =2 A9 AXE AL = e
ql oz}, 7& vIES A Aske) wAd dAlA AiE o R JfHe] =11 A
gl ks =3t o= A K Freeman, 1979; Bonacich, 1982). welA 7]& 4|
Aol 54 7o AdA 4L sidries Bt 7199 7s vES =
oA o] AAE B3l WAEA ek A, 799 7 vEFA AL 1A
£ 33l F1F7]d0] AR BAgk AAAQl 7)3]Y] AxE ddd 5= Qi) V)
Aoz, vELIA AL AAA Y9Ake] EA| Ao sl B A) o] AAA
Y25 Azl lofAle RS AAdE A UEY S o]ES =313k At
A AEt d7=2] 71 7Pdeltie.g. White, 1981; Granovetter, 1985;
Burt, 1992). ¢|2]dt =95 vlgo g J|& vESIANAY $IAE FAoE e
71955}9] Xﬂ-?r“‘é/‘iﬂ-@*% 712)2.31(Stuart, 1998), AF2 2K Powell et al., 1999),
3o Ao Aeke g gt AE7)3] 74 (Baum & Singh, 1994; Podolny et al., 1996)
55 AgdTEe] o]FolFch

= 42 7 7% HIESFAeNA 0] SIAE A3 2N
FRIg71de] B8t 7] AoA Fedw) o] gt 7|3 ajlES Tekdt 3,1711

o] B

3t 7% vEYa2delAL] Fade] Axs) ol

1

f

27191 Q)& oA B 2= 9]

o] | 4 glek AT AF B 5t e ANFLS /)9 FEA
AA e A A AR AT AL gulsie, o] A% /19E 7k =Y
aafelne] 7 AL AEA A2 BAZ B ez o]Ho] o]Feix|7] w)

& ol

s r\r



QA - 2A AT

FoltH(Blau, 1964; Merton, 1973; Goode, 1978; Latour, 1987). wa}x] 91471439
el M= Tl vEY It x-SR el e ARt FAAHE, S Tl
71939] 71E vEL A ARES F5E = gl Zlojth

2.1 m|2==7|4e| 7IEX KIRet T2 Sl HE

o] MESIAelA A5k P A9 (status) = HES) Aol A5 Aol
o] Agshd AE Jusir, ol AA VIESAR RHE Tx SelA AU =
= AdA FeAe] ou|E YEsk ¢JtH(Podolny, 2005).

FAlNA ZEshs ATAR] AF B2 FEHATES olF e AEE A5
A AR ER A7 e 2 elA 9] =2 A #9525 v A
of] zkekslod(Merton, 1973), Podolny & Stuart(1995)+= gAl& o1 A= AQl 7]&S
B3k 719 T 71950l 29b4)l 7 AlE A= 55 @ (follow—on
inventions)2] 7FsAS DojEo 2 J|E vELIANA =2 AHE
Tk ik vhA] e, okt TR0 Tlee] Rl | e Vs HIES A
AellA =2 AE Ak ke AL v I9EETE 75 e’ rles
HAShaL lrke ofujolw, o= A|&HAQl iA=L 7leAdE us SHrTI= B
o] ZAIzI = ZloltPodolny, 2005). wetA, 71&2 2|97} =2 7|4 A-des
# el 719e] 7P 5 e AR A2 714 713](technological oppor—
tunities) & FHE = vk= A& & F Uk FdF7Ige] 7l vIES 2NN =
< A9E devke vl AAPPE 2 7se] 9FE 2 A %B—ﬁﬂ% Ela i i E

of, TjlF7|He R stdw 28 7]eA] X9E s Y EE A 7EE W
ZHHH% 283 7|3]7) ol AR D-]A| == Aolth
E3F AFA (legitimacy) 3 A2 A (reliability) SHolA =2 x]9of] = Il

71532 011‘/';\% E3 gl 7]9do] 9SS 9= AAL
=2 50 71Ed A9 Rl Qe A2
ekt o) F-22S 7he] BARA N ol 4 Ax FEE Al ivks ZE 2
75}“4(Podolny, Stuart, & Hannan, 1996), °]2]gt |3l
oA =]e] glr]|de] A A B8 = Q= Y79

=
T 9t} o|& 5, Stuart, Hoang, & Hybels(1999)= Ao 7 =2 x]91& A|d
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HES)= Aate) o)A

7197 BAE R 7192 vEAZ W] e 7IdERTE 752 dlde] 2 vt

oz} ArbAl Al=le) 5 JA] moplvka FsIge 5 54 240] =&

= <ls °é7ﬂ ﬂ% 93747 A=A szt 0473J+7JHE FAE vEvEA=
2 A=A JA| et et 22 5

N
)
N
2
%
k)
B
_\ﬂ
m
k)
13
o
Lo

g8 Bl 450 A0 A5aE 5
ol Hx, AgAoR ur) Be 470 WY WAS B 5 oS Bt opjet WY
A Gl QelAE FEAL A 5 ol ek
M 71 dESD Yellde] A7k we} 2AsAE, Be} ekt 44 25
Aol A 4 g FPeAe] AR wiel Z)e] A4 F HA AR Axt
ol ek,

olie] ool wel B ol vheT} e s AAsisie)

H 1: ¢l F 2¢57]92] 7]=3F A4 (technological status)’} =575 ¢/
T F U] il FEe) FFEH U FEE #JE Aol

2.2 m|QI47|He =JHIX|(brokerage) =1} QI47|H9|

I

IS

Y EQ) = gl F7)9) %] (brokerage)®] A5 &3l A& = ol 2 A= 24
I} A o] A 2Adef| QIeK Tushman, 1977; Podolny & Baron, 1997). 7l$1x](bro—
kerage) 3t W|EH T/ o] tekgt == (node) Alele] 92 18]E ow]sicHBurt, 1992).
wle}A], 8 F=2]gFoA o]e 3t FIl9)x](brokerage) 2] HeS 3 - A2
ek Anole] Te Ao s wREe] AR ol Feld AU B
Rk 4= QleK(Liitz, 1997; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; Sutton, 2002; Hargadon, 2003).
E3F UER]TZA oA A ol $IxFeEH UELD W AT Al ARy
7S 233 5 = = 713 JA] =olAAl =i Obstfeld, 2005). o2&t
et 4 Uzzi & Spiro(2005)+ =& S/ o 9&s +3lsk= 792 v 74
e Eo] Bt gl AR ololyolet FRl(routines) & HEFE 4 = 7ks
ol oA 719 el EABFE 7122 ololelolst F14d Spel Fushs Az

T = 7187F ava 4 skl Fleming(2002)2 o2& 4
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2tol| Al Hewlett—Packard®] A& #41815it}. Hewlett—Packards 21718 T2 AE
DS AbolellM Z1EAEE ol FATIE Al2EE FABIt ol2dt AlzEle Ve
A2 3ldm PSS 3 A Al FHAKbroker) & dtEE 3te] AT
= 1t AAe 23 53 5= =0 sslen, oF &3l Hewlett—Packards= A
22 7w M 22 0] ¥4 ARE A5E 5 93k

AEAOE, ¥ 57 FAIANE Hug w5719 ks
7

A B ARE Fetn Axg @ 4 ol 7131E 2t wel s 9, o2 <l
s Q15 71919 Q1 F HA HE AR ol Aolr

b

H2: ¢I3P A 2¢57]99] 793 55 (brokerage scores)?] =555 ¢/
T F 7] i FEo) FF YIS v/ H Aol

2.3 ZEHSZAQ QT(YHo| ZAREG LT Ye| HIER/T XK &=

Song, et al.(2003) % Song & Shin(2008)¢]] w=H, 7|&=AZ 7/Je] 7] A=
AL o= Ax 2prmEe] Z[EAEE AW 7199 AT A2 o FAAle ol
AdAskL, F3l e = ]le] Aash) =lok 7|2 A R 22 50 S5
71&2] A|Alo] FAE o] & dAef g xS AT TN AFAHAAE A=
AEA, FAAR] FFo e Hole Aol 7] wWiEeltk(Stuart & Podolny,
1996). webA, 77t 7 %2 (path—dependency)& Hol&= Qlg 7|HL4= <l
719 2] 71& ARbelu 7188 AR A Aol o] o|Exrt EolR|aL, o] - ql
e 3l AEA FEF Tl 7198 vE A AR o dig &850} &R
= 7heAde] EAIR) - AgellAe o]} 3ol Qlg 7| AR LEAde] Tl
71944 vES = AHAE Zg-ell lojA] mx]= 24 g7 (moderating effect) ol] 531

e 22 S =EEI

I

T

H3a : ¢l5=3Pg & #U77]%9] 7|5 F]F] (technological status)?} L1771 %</
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HES)= Aate) o)A

FiLYEN PIAE FFAY aFE 7)Y FEYEYY HxE] mef
of2fE Aol

H3b : I3 A T)9l+7]92] FH$)3 25 (brokerage scores)o] 27814 F
U7 ¥ FFEN rIFE 5FF U EHE A7]YY 2= F
o nje} ofgfg Zloj

. 973 9 2=

N

=My

i

B o] 7 AZS 9)3F 322 SDC Platinum DtabaseS %3l 2%.381¢ic) SDC
Platinum Dtabase+ Thompson Financial Company®ll4] ZA|A] AR djake =
ols=a, 71937l, Alg)Ale]A(sundicated loans), ZZAE slo]WlAl(project fi—
nancing) ol ®gr TZAH ol FAHQ] ARE AlFske do|eo]2olt) 53]

SDC Platinum Worldwide M&A Databaseol|Al+= ¢34y g Ixl qlghgo] A
A<

1) = Als
el 4= SDC Platinum Worldwide M&A Databases -3} o4l x]2]1%] k4]
Ak 2] skl 3}8l/A| 2R chemical/pharmaceutical) T AFdoll Azt 1994134
B 1997d7kA] 4 E<t Lol 13 AlellE B2o = AEsiglvl shel/Alef At
Aellxe AE5A Rl AAE/ALF 7S 3l Q=2 7] F50] A e T83% =
grpgle 7 g8k Bt ol Henderson & Cockburn, 1996; Pisano, 1997), ]l
ghro] 2|52l Al J52 FEslr] $15) A3 Age] Wil 285 gl
Folo]7] wjFo|vh(Higgins & Rodriguez, 2006).

TAA R & =72 M A= A% 32 P I7AE v 22 A=
AFRE A A5 ER olF g FATE W A WA A] > Al Biel
Al ALsiet. EAE, ARSIAE 2F A dgel] siEshe ARl Al FellA Al 2)sksl

o AR, Q4 FAV} TR, AR, FAA 23k 2] Q14 BAo] s

1 4]
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A F50] opd A= FEoA ALtk vixtte s, Fto £31El 7]%de] 7
=+ 53]A(U.S. Patent and Trademark Office)oll 535 553 497} 9+ A=
FoA ALt o] & ATellA 714 2t 7l vEZE A5 $13 Al
= = 53] 53 dlelgo| AE 7Nk R st FEIIG7] wiolth o]t
HAIE AAFA, B AFelA= FETHo R 7370 el 71l 23k 102709] ol Al
AT FEoF A

N
—_

2. 7|1HIER A F1z=2} S5{2E HIO|E

nl=oll A 1% 7 B3jolle sha-o gy} o] A7+ Jﬂr"q"’ﬂ/‘i Zrzg A
3 Sl Higt olgo] Eo Sl o8 FAFeEHA A]4e] = =
4 e Bk opdz) kRt A4 Wl r]e 7k AAAIE BEE 5 Jk(affe &
Trajtenberg, 2002; Almeida et al., 2002; Song et al., 2003; Song & Shin, 2008).
Az 717e] o) Fo1x)7] Slehats 7| Bak ole} vlekik ol o wy
Ele] ojolele] 9 Ajale] o] BaAole), Tz Al|&elels AL 71 Al
Aze x3tozRE shysls FAH] ArfEo)s] wiEolch wWel, 713le] Sale) 5
Sl it A71% A A 719 el BAshm Gl 7)Ao}
e} el gdele] el Solgl ekt o RAAle] ek Al A4
3 Afrole). s]8lo] BelE SEa] SlsiME, e SEAAA A} )
el A17]1&2] 53] AH<(patent claim)E &3] sfjof 3=t o] o 7|&=2] /I
ol o] HAH AW ETA 7)Ee] ofu] EHHo] gt B3 E shim wiAl
o] ql-&3te] ¥AJsl Folof gt vhA] e, 58S 53kt ke 7 AlVls
o) B8] sk S 52 Bdo] Yrkeky AYE: s)2] BE B2 YA
sllok sl WA o152 Al Hw, o] AS- FlE 71%e) Sa] FEsiela S
s B3] Apslel Tl Selne Yol =) olejat BR5E AR
Zzte] Ese oigt l-8(patent citation)-> ¥l= 537l 455 58] A patent
examiner)ll 2J5] A3} BelHo] 7S}, Ba] 52 AFole 8] 22 73]
N A, A 913, A S 2o L AR o|Slelx B8] als BEo)
A ARt g =1, 53] Yol 23t 53 Xe] &2 53] Y7t 53] Xell A
7]l ou] TASk= AAlell 7Rkl A= Qv e velde 53] Yok 5

—UE‘I“

:i
O.I.z

—_

1
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HES)= Aate) o)A

3 X& 7Iedos A7) v A on|gitt o]} 22 53 18 AmE
3 A7AES 54 53 Zleridel 9% Al Adrles FEE 5 UL, o]
sl A, = E

ATt webA, &
3] ¢l 8 AR E o83l gltHe.g. Jaffe et al, 1993; Almeida, 1996; Ahuja & Katila,
2001; Almeida et al., 2002; Song et al., 2003; Puranam & Srikanth; 2007; Rothaermel &
Boeker, 2008).

& AFelAE pIEEEAA Algshks viw 53 dHolEE o]&ste] 27199
Zl& HESZE 738 o] o 78 535 2 =(node) & AASEL 5318 7]
S-(patent citation record)& &3 7S] =5 QAN AL EHN 7] vEH=ZE
TFAE = 9t Podolny & Stuart, 1995; Stuart, 1998).

g, shel/AleF Akl A w1l 7]4de] sk = A8t TS Thetshr]
AAE M Ad W AA] 7]de] K8 537 Hasitk o]F flF $AAACE
COMPUSTATS &3l 1989y%-¥] 199697}#] chemical/pharmaceutical sector(SIC
28)°l sfgsle AAl 719 555 A8tk Aol wel(Podolny & Stuart,
1995), 7= HIEf =2l B4 d= t8] 54 714 ad] = AR o)A 59
et 555 S3lof A7be] 537t o183 539 SR 555 S st dlolEH|e]
23p3te] g YELZE TSI AsAeR 19899 ~1993edl= 6,14971<]
X =(node)$} 72,70871<] A (link), 1990 ~1994ell:= 69857 =2} 81,4177
o] 174, 1991 ~1995\ell= 7,687/ =9} 148,366712] 9172, 199211 ~19961d°]]
+ 8,57171 :==2} 163,705712] 2] 7l& vz =l 23S 7le dE
A2 725 AP SEiAe dEY = =R 299 Pajeks ARSI

)
=
>
@ 12,
r\l
Hl
A
F“
3
B
>
(o]
Jof
ulit
ha| >\'_4
>
>
o]
e
i
<
X
i
A
2
it
Aoty e ofn

r
5%
rlo
¢
3
P
o
N
rl
i
Lo
X
>
5
)
N,
e
i
i
X
i
A F
X
do
=

5 7t 55% 53]e] F olrt olg}
7ol A& ] Aztelu} F2tell A As= AF1e] Fr(event count) 7} FE5H) 7
F FolF 3]71A(poisson regression)e] AP e ® ARg-Eth(Hausman et al.,
1984; Henderson & Cockburn, 1994). s}x|ut AF-dtol| = Htz} Ale] U3}
= ol 2X o Ul 271& wWESHA] 3Bk 7o) 4k over —dispersion) 2]



QA - 2A AT

He)E == A-57} vdsie) o2 gt 9o 503 3] 7F4(negative binomial re—

gression)= 3l 1 FAAS A —’T— o)tk (Hausman et al., 1984). o]l uje} &
A= 2ol ATAS F3l 7S AS3SIoh

4. M=o Hof 3

I
0

s F ola 7149 HAl Aee] Axs <l HRxdsEs VEer 24 ¥
= 71980] 59 7t 5535 53 S ARSIt <l o] F E53 A4S 2gsl
5315 9% S35kl 285w Alke ATl AEStaAl E =EelA= 2l
T olF 29 Zke] AAE T3k 714do] 53 53 A Al Ao AHES
F3= HeE 2y o] 853 gloke.g., Ahuja & Katila, 2001; Puranam & Srikanth,

2007; Rothaermel & Hess, 2007).

HESZA A o A= v 71953 Aol A== ARl 9]
u]gek(Podolny, 2005). o] 7% == o] o 71953 ¥ 52 92
A = 71 & =2 A9l & FEe] oAtk Knoke & Burt, 1983). ¢]<} 2
HEE 5= 42" Vs Lﬂ—‘z—*ﬂi TENA = o 719l &3l qlge] "ol
S3E "ol B 719YTE =2 7154 A9](technological status)E 7 4=
Al FeH(Podolny & Stuart, 1995; Stuart, 1998). ¥ gd7ro| A= ¥} sl ==
oA Zl&A A5 SAsH| A3 9725 A T84 o Axel 7EAE
21917} =2 7195 wol A2=5E A4l X9 F(status score) JA| S7FE 4=
%)= Bonacich Power Index(Bonacich, 1982)% AF&-3ld ¥sl=7]39] 71&24] #]¢]
(technological status)S =43}t

HESZ o] o2 719E Aolell s1xIste] vt 7 ke & = Sl Aol B3t
7091 9=F(brokerage score)2 PajekollA Algsh= 702 9 $<4(Brokerage
Roles F unction) & ¢]-83} S48t Nooy, Mrvar, & Batageji, 2005). 1714 ‘F7H

tlo

e Lo

“ 3
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A ojare B4 7)glo] VIS o] T 7105 AolelA Hgk Awel $lxlsle]
A R & S Y A9 45 R 7 Aolek, B Aol FAAA d T ARy
2 7he 23] Agsigich

A7198 714 ZHRo0EAde] AxE SAs] AsliAs AdzidTel 7dkste
(Sorensen & Stuart, 2000; Song et al., 2003) XA} 53] ¢l-§ B]S(self—citation ra—
tio)& ARSI ARAES] Q182 57 7]ji0] 553t 5319 18 HFel T3 714
o] oJn] 553 A 537} Sl AAFE Hilrt 7140l AEA E3E S8k dl 9l
Al Z]&l ARAPE ZHA AL Qs E3E "ol IEsIsive Al A7 Jitkell SlojA] A;
Ake] 717l Higt ol rt Hrhe Ae oulshH, o] 1 sjtke] A AlA o
gk Az oA o] rhe 2o E T = vk ARAF 53 Q1S v, lT|Se] alg
3 A 59 ZF 53 5319 F A8l digt AAF 53 <lE A= ARbslsich

4.3 SHH

= 7o) SRS ofefellm A1 A F HAHE N IS VI H 7HA
2elSe] EAETE o5 a)lEs & A7 ATEA SAMNTE 2 AR
B ArdEs =olaat sigint Al VLA 2] ial HIE 3 W (network
density)& &A W2 EIAZTE VBT HEe A VBT sollAe] AR
350 Aot WAd AS P Ho|vi(Yamaguchi, 1994). HE9 3 HEs vE
TN AAR 25 2 AR F3 55 AA 2E=50] 7K 5 9l BE QR =2

2] =2 ol Akl ®3E 71’15 7|4o] i 2S5 Al(clustering coefficient) <
Al A R 23AZCR BT Wert B = AAY] 2Udke vekdlE vh,
A AlFe 54 228 TACE FXH R 7 = 92 Axo] =S YER
ot} 54 7190] FH 71999} 2= ZAS(clustering) A= wel A2 5= 9l= AR 9
Felli= 2ke)7F QAL o= MER A2 AEell Tuligh F3s vA]7] Wikl 54 7149
o] zk= AL Axt Al AFof glo] F23 29l 283 KHFleming et al.,
2007; Schilling & Phelps, 2007). o]°l me} & dgelx= 25 AlsE A =
E3ANAY A Al B4 228 TACE A F e =T MR BF
=)o) wkE-o]%l AZF8(triangles) 2] 7l5=(the number of triangles in the graph)el] 3ul
gk 3= SA x=ot Aox & F /9] =5 % (connected triple) =

73$-2] 4~(the number of connected triples; ¢37]4] W3d}= ‘connected triple’e]&t, |
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= =01 M9 == A3APE oA o] == 12 k= 29F k& 33 BF A=

UARE == 20} = 32 HkEA] AE o] §le o §lv AHlolthE e fhew

AAF=EI i Newman et al., 2002; Schilling & Phelps, 2007). 358 ]ql47]3] 50

Ao vEf]a =x49] a3E A A3 Tl 9e] 25 d (degree cen—

trality)= 2ol ¥3A)FH o} AZFHd(degree centrality)2 YEL A oA SA

71430] dnp 71l st 92 ARE 2k QA5 YeRiLh 7dE T ¥
7

3t d

EE S SHAA de]de] BaskaL e 7S] TeA g A5 Al
ol o] Hof Qg olF A7l Al A A= ¥ vixe T2
gk gqlo] v}, mlel7|dde] 7leA A% g4 e olF s 3A A=
A FolaL 15719 7E 7k HBlEE Q7] Al el FE= vA=
%23 29leo] Frk(Ahuja & Katila; 2001). o]l wle} £ =Fo| M= l57]=) 1
ol=71939] 7|&4& H¥H(technological capabilities)< EAI3}7] $3l Ql=A|A oA 5
H Egke] 57193 FRlr|de] 298 559 5 2yl E3eigict ¥4 <l
T719 oA e F FAE dFE vA Fx Sl AR HeER 230 ¥
AR AL FAo] v 714 2k el A = 2 w3, AElA A
oz ]l qlg F 3l 7| A4 o)A Al o] Axe)] A vAE =
9low 7 (&8 - $-9%1, 2008; Morosini et al., 1998; Bresman et al., 1999), &4

7158 SPAIA i) 71918 Q1 A% o] WS olsle] mge] Tasisic) B,
Q4 ABL Q5 ol 7108 Aol TR S mA= 28l F shjols] whre]

(Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1999; Zollo & Singh, 2004) ¢1<= 7]1e] s 7] <l

A 3 Sleg Ak SA Wz 2t

V. $AEY 23

2 QAyella] AlgE i) 7% B ATTAYL <E 1> 2ofge] gle). v
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Variance Inflation Factor)S A3t} VIFZ7F av+= 71 54 53] H

= SHHETE 3l o8 AMEE ARl aves As Yuidit) dibkE o s
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HES)= Aate) o)A

<E 2> 30/ F72AM At
W5 231 2y 2 =33 23 4
o 499 -1.568 -1.620 -1.552
°r (1.799) (1.976) (2.164) (1.932)
dEslm e 3695.648 5460.744 4416.364 | 5437.617"
(2847.796) | (2805.631) | (3067.381) |(2741.599)
2.519™ 2.139™ 2.131°" 21417
FlolA 7]l AL 2
A7 A5 A (816) (.590) (.610) (.588)
6.295 -83.261" -72.289 -83.577"
7)Q14=7]8] AR}
Al 42T (29.512) (42.555) (48.297) | (42.443)
063 165 141 170
o] o]l
alelzisd <l (.248) (.242) (.250) (.253)
) 1227 128" 116™ 1287
o]l2=7]ad ol AA
L5715 5 A= (.035) (.031) (.035) (.031)
0027 002" 0027 0027
o]lZ27]] & odak
71 71E R (.0003) (.0004) (.0004) (.0003)
.005 005 .005 005
Tlo]2=r]el 71 od=F
AT 7% 47 (.004) (.003) (.003) (.003)
3.250" 4.125™ 10.043™ 4.093™
ol2=7]0] A= ol ZA
15719 =) (1.321) (1.596) 4.292) | (1519
A9] 10.6117" 18.412 | 10.599™
(3.872) (5.651) (3.861)
151 .00007" .00005 .00007
s (.00004) (.00004) (.00006)
-65.905™
o) x A7 olE&A]
A A2 E (33.657)
.00006
ZMNelx] x A2 o)lFA]
FN$I A X A 7 2] EA (001)
Wald statistic(2? statistic) 69.317 95.99™ 111.95™ 97.23™
Log pseudolikelihood -554.141 -549.147 -546.910 -549.144
N 102 102 102 102
df 8 10 11 11
Clustered robust standard errors are in the parentheses.
Significance level: " p < 0.1; ™ p < 0.05; p < 0.01.
Qlg7]4de] AAFIALe 28 29} 4ol Mut 22 Al5E Holu EAIFC R Fol5ksd
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Transferring Network Assets:
How Technological Network Positions of
the Acquired firm Influence Subsequent

Innovation of the Acquiring Firm in

TechNological Acquisitions?
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to examine the impact of status and brokerage of the acquired
firm on the subsequent innovation performance of the acquiring firm in technological
acquisitions. We draw upon the network theory to develop a theoretical model and a network-
based mapping of the technological positions of the acquired firms in an industry. Specifically,
we focus on two dimensions of the acquired firm: status and brokerage. This study further
examines how path-dependency of the acquiring firm moderates the positive effect of status
and brokerage of the acquired firm on the subsequent innovation performance of the former.
Specifically, we propose the following hypotheses:

H1: Technological status of the acquired firm is positively related to the subsequent innovation

performance of the acquired firm.

H2: Brokerage scores of the acquired firm is positively relatd to the subsequent innovation

performance of the acquired firm.

H3a: The positive effect of the technological status of the acquired firm on the subsequent
innovation performance of the acquiring firm is weaker for the acquiring firm with
higher path-dependency of the acquiring firm.

H3b: The positive effect of the brokerage scores of the acquired firm on the subsequent
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innovation performance of the acquiring firm is weaker for the acquiring firm with
higher path-dependency of the acquiring firm.

To empirically examine the above hypotheses, we indentify 102 sample firms whose acquisition
announcements were completed in chemical/pharmaceutical industry of high-tech industries
during 1994 ~1997, using the SDC (Securities Data Corporation) database. Following Podolny
and Stuart (1995), we configure the patent data in a binary, patent-to-patent citation matrix
to compute measures of technological positioning.

The results of the study generally support our theoretical predictions. Status and brokerage
of the acquired firm have positive and significant effects on subsequent innovation output of
the acquiring firm. Path-dependency of the acquiring firm has a negatively moderating effect
between status and innovation output.

Key words : Technological Acquisition, Subsequent Innovation, Technological Network
Positions, Status, Brokerage
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