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(Baudryf1Chassagnon, 2012 ) . FF- 25 4% B &+ = T Wi e vh E 450 & R 255, A R 4 5%
S JE M St E AR S TN H s AL T e g R R 28U o TR TS 00 AR A
“ghk W [E) 17 1Y 75 2 A E PR T %) (Keesing #Lall,, 1992 ; Piore fllDuran, 1998 ; Gereffi, 1999 ), 4
I 28 R 5T 0 T 2 5 4 1) S P OATIT, Keaplinskey (2000 )41 H 2 Ji& o [ 5% il I 2 22
BEBUETEATE B P0G 3l AR BORITE FARR , TRIG TH T 18 o Afer SEme 9 adiae , S8 B0 e
PeAbT G, 2 S E A P 45 Kk AR AR .
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REH(1980—), 4, LM EXPEFEALE TRPRELHTAE, LB KFHFF RN HI(GE
wAEH);
T AR(1972—), B, L EMZ KR FEFEHAFE TRPRIHIE, ML FIF,
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(BoschmafilFrenken, 2006 ) . i1 JLAF: , 4V [ 28 A58 B9 I A0 SCHR e RR 2 b ot B N 2= ot

X LGS T —E W OCTE  (HAR ST 5T R 22 LAZE SR S P R 3, P98 38 TR IR SR 1) 245 ) fi
B SALIRE IR BRI A, DLIZE 2540 R B B iy 15 e AR i, AR T I 4% 23 (R BLA A2 £k S Tt
R In) BRI TRAAR 8L, HARTE R G BRI HELE ; RV A ST 5 b P28 T2, o R 2
LR P X R T AL 2% BT ST, Ay I SERE I 2% R AR BET IS, X — R S Bk
DR 4% T 20 114 22 8 HEAVE 58 D) B /0> o sl o 2% 5L A e BE Bl A% % SR 145 55 (Butler fllHansen, 1991 ;
GibbFIDabies, 1991;Beamish,2012), HET AT ST T P48 S A5 & e i ik = RGEM T M, R

TERS AR /0 2 T2 A PN A AL st = T DDA DL, 6T il R0 28 7 e Jr il A8 Hh A i S B (L1 i

Gr g S B DA AL 19 AR S i e i 4 SR 452 ] Lk = — i Y BEAE AR 5 JCIE 2 Al R 45 T2 B
G T AN 45 T S -5 [ G 3 W B0 £ B, ARk Ao T TR Al I 288 TR, LA G-t
T A R 4 R SR a A, S I A P A AR BRI S B (B SR T HR AT 225 il

3 1 X KR FE AR SCHR I B SE , A SOkl 2% FHAR S LR T T R G, DAl 1o
IR RN T, H I Rl 2% T 81 ) B3R N TERLER LA R A e £

=, TR AR R E

Porter(1996 ) 7EM M B SAERFIT 815 50 AV AT T 558 I Aot 2 ik A BAT
R MBI AR 7 381 o Gereffi (1994 )48 H FH-GUUR Al i A 2RI BB 5 F 98727 2 5K
AU R . 2 J5 , Kaplinsky flReadman (2001 ) ,Humphrey fISchmitz(2002 ) X } Pietrobellifl
Rabellotti(2006 )4t , FHIHIE L0 AT L AR ;™7™ i A ORI A= 7™ 7 i LA B R A 12
HRBSTRA RE ) o FHME S R IE Tl (HBEE il Z [ GAVERY H 25712, W28 I 2 55 1
B ER AEE TR D BT S AL S e 2 Aol I 48 s , T — 35 %
HA X ] W Humphrey A1Schmitz (2002 ) 76X} FH A &34 T 5 Bl b e — &
A8 —ZH AV ZE M B BE N RO %% F1 a3 72 . MorrisonZs (2008 ) # H Tl J& 4 Br AR B8 i (B 1Y
AR XA THRAT LR — Al , AR R — il B 4%

XAl DX 28 TG S A9 KB R UK  — IR DA 7 {6 FRELE M IFSE 8 5, 5 — IR LA
SRR EBE RS MW S (S UL D) SR R JH 1 7 6 BEXT TR E AR, LB 285 Hh B

R Al T R AT

MRS R EEES

AR AR B i A i TR | \ \ .
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Pyke(1992); Storper(1995) ; Scott(1996); GereffifllKorzeniewicz(1994); Dolan#l
Maillat(1996) ; PykeZ5(1998) ; Maskell Fl Humphrey(2000) ; GereffiZ$(2001); Humphrey

fRFEME22E | Malmberg(1999); PietrobelliFl FSchmitz(2002) ; GiulianiZ:(2005);; StaritzFl
Rabellotti(2006); OliveiraflFortes(2014); | Morris(2013); KadarusmanNadvi(2013);
Thomsen(2015) GereffiFllLee(2016)
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S XA BB sE O 3 AT TIA Al e SRR R LA M Ty 7 Ml R ) AR R AR 1 T2 Y
SN, SRV PR 2% 64 8 S T 4 HE T G0RT LT Ak B A A Aol AR o) B PR A L S BE
T 5 SRR ANEBIVE T, DA AR 3l A 7 3 IO I A BRI S 25 Ak 2 ] Bner bt A = i 7, LAAR A
R P BRI (R BE 9 A S L AU VO ENTDRIEE B LIRS M AL
SR, X B4 Al BV W 28 B AR TR 2 o LR PR BEIE B SR S THRAL 2 FI T
G 73T AR AERS TR S TR 8 AT B AR — B B 5, BN IO TR — R 4 U
(BT Bl A H, 5 TR BEAE T P O AE A o IE QnBell (1997 ) Bl th iy, I A A7 e T2
FUA A BT MIA 7 S 2 R 25 SR8 7 B R I AR <2 ie ™, R 2 U Hiy .
v, PRI Al 2% TR — R SR B G R BN —FIRAS S 55— FRES AL

=. A MEFARPIREHEER

H AV IE 3K R 2R AL A B AR A 22 B (Weick lQuinn, 1999 ) o i £ 48 {b 5% I KF
SRV ARIRAL SR B TR A A XA [ R A AR RS A USRS X SRS
BT, A0 355 2H 20 P BB s 7 2 i 3 35 (Mudambi M Swift, 2011 ) 5 F BEAs 46 I 5 38 406+
W ARIZH LR S M PSR O o BT, AR SR AU 5 THD A 44 il 9 4 TR SR Bl PR 2%

(— AT ] W

MOBASH A W5 2H R 56 B4R T Wasserman Al Faust, {175 199448242 H3 20 21 il 51 2 AR 9 3
F KR A B A M 25 AT AR R8O e AR TR 2 2R 25 M AT 35 8% . S5 Ok, Jackson I
Watts (2002 ) BBF5E SR R BAS I BE e 1 LAl A AT TIA A AT R 2 52 M o) 28 B Pk 1) — > 2
At Watts (2003 )TAH [ E8 S50 JE DR e 22 55 O 227 Hh Y 224845 , JT-7E JacksonFll Watts (2002 )
AR R SRRl L T T SRR B A DAk A 7 28 i AR /N T X 48 B P 47 25 T
LRGSR ARG B, 5 W2 5 A b S 3 s D AN I 1 IR 246 56 22 R = U 25 - Hummon (2000)
BT Agent@ A 5 (5 7 EEd— L AR T iR, Il i B B — A B 45 T Al 25 3
T4 A W25 1 LU AR = R 8 S5 AT A (e 3 A B AR ) 22 b AT 4, LS )
MBI KA AR LA, XY A VR RUAS ) TR 2 ), ISR AL TR Hh B, IS S R IT IR TR
4 o AT UL, D028 5 28 B AR WS 25 L3 2 I 28 45 ) SIK 50 D) 28 -0, s B AR 3 3o 25 43X — /AR
SEHES ST, TRE , Al 48 T R AL 1 ) B A PR B PR I 45 544 1 e

(Z)EEU,

SR WL LI SARFITH A (Donaldson, 1987,2001) Ay 2EAl, LAZHZISCK S i, IR R Al
I £ FH- G 1) 51 B 880 5 ST Ay TN 24 2H R 28 A R AN SR T T AR A S 3R B AR AR Ak, o o
B2 A VR T 20 BN TR SR = A T 22, N5 15 K 5 ik B3k 2 (R A7 A 1E AH 5G E && (Aldrich,
2000; NewbertFll Tornikoski, 2012 ) o SARFITAR Y == 5251 ] 2] SV AR S50 2 24544 1) e 1A
H - 1 FAZVE A XA PR 0 R 2 5w E, L A SUE L TS H S5 K — 7R
o] FELfigp e HE AR  IX A ERE I 25 | — R AL LTI, S0l R 28 B AR 45 4 () T 8% L Bl
TOUIA R Al 9 28 T+ JE — R A R R R AR AR b 72, X Sl ) PFAG HE Sl 1 R 28 R A T
P SEI  A M 48 S A R R S A SU T R i AR R R — IR S5 MR 2 ) AHEVER T
BRG] FAB S 35 N AH AR , Al B AR A7 R 2 2 2 dn D tth D R A 5 4 i
BRI, BARGSU W s R S K Gl VE A8 A A 1 78 f B A A S s R BUR %2, 3% b
SR RIS 22 58 A 5B RIS, SO0 o LR R 45 i A lb B 5 I 28 SRR G 2 [RII E R
XS S A A AT AN A [ EME AR S R 2R A5 R, — SERESY R RS A
B i 5 H ARG AR RAHDCOC R JUHIE YA ZUS5F AR A A BE , 3 (7 AH DGO 2R 3R
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IS R W 2 (ChungFiBeamish, 2012) AMER H1 , 45 5 Al A2t 8505 B 25 Wi I £ - 4% 16
A, RIS 25 M X 48 2854 T DR 2% 25 A A 52 R A 2t 252 i I 2% i A, TRL G, #E 4
LGRS KT 0], L8 2500 R A TR T DI RE , & T Th A AR 15 A8 o B DA, Al o 45 7
M BRI — T HR i S A5 A AR i i 2

(=) IR B LR

Al 28 TR T 2055 RN, 5 lk /Y 3 5 K #E 4G 5% . BatheltFGliickler (2003 )5
PRIl R 2 2 JR ok 32 4H SN AN 1) BREFBRONEAE 281, 3 52 285 5 Aol AR BEHL I A5,
ANT) i FE 9 BB P 0 R 5 SR Rk s 2 PR A R 8% Jre i S B BR  [R 2R L &85 LA () il I 4%
JEZS , PietrobelliFlRabellotti (2000 ) IA Ay , B 1Y L2 OCHEAE T4k K BF 2 iR A T M SR H L 72
WAL KA RIS T NG T T RS AW 5T, Yok SEEUE R 2 Ur K B T 57 5))
1 K28 oy 22 FEPE I Smith 23 4 LT+ AR AT 1 Schumpeter =0T K, Al I 4% & J& i LA
Schumpeter=( I vy, DUHR G 905 5 B8 AHES) I , LAZE s Al B SR e
R 1) o Al R 28 K R 32 AT Bl R A BT BE R s i, 265 Al Al R %) W B B 2 s M il
FEE BT R AR R 43R AR 28 (Das I Teng , 2002 ) o M4 A Ml 0 28 T2 AR MR, Al 48 T
PAE— R b SR 45 i A i SRR R B o R L, AT IR R —TITF & (exploration-
exploitation ) & i HI T LA ¢ R WP, ILZEAHFE AR T KozafLewin(1998 ) , Fifi 5 Bl 24 ¢ %
TEBRR—IT R B IR 3T T Al A 78 [0 28 8 23 s AT 48 T e s =2 ) B A T e R 1)
AT 1 R v SR N 28 T T (K oza FllLewin, 2000 ; Rothaermel , 2001 ; ParkZ, 2002 ; Rothaermel /1
Deeds, 2004 ) . FH AT UL, %S5 5624 51 R 28 & e i A AN T Z 40000 220K 3 ), PRl k2 AR 3
B Sl R L 0 S5 N2 31 7 ATty sl

QUPEZS:Zs= APV

G T T Al AL, QAR R T 05 A R e S A s T S M R T
MV SHMBIREEZ IR, B2k H TOHS: ST st a2 = AR A S H0E
S 5 SRR PR 5 AR IR, 48 20 UV S 28 B Sz i L IR A — S h LA
BT AL 20, AN A B & BRI 52 ) () =), i L FR A T B AN T NI IS5 1 B i) o B 58
A S AR Al ] I 2% B AR R 2R, L rboRs R ARG I8 R BBl 1 22— IS A9 S
FARE B A L AR YE4R S (Wedin, 2001 ; BaraldifiBocconcelli, 2001 ; Hakansson Al
Waluszewski, 2002 ; Baraldi, 2003 ) , ZHZUSER AT LAZr MWt B AR 2l LS54 Rk 5¢ 2R U Fb
AL M E AR 5 AR IR B T B2 8 2 (8] A AH EAE 7 =X o B BBl 238
i AR GER 2 ] )42 )7 =K (interface ) SEEAY . AR AR Sk I 25 it £k i A1 A8 FIT AR R 2R AL
] He i, He v AINER B AR A1) 35 24 5% 2 4 oy i ol 9 2 P 0 U o 4l % 3% o S EE AR ) T 2 B )
(Hakansson#ISnehota, 1995 ) . Baraldi% (2011 )3 15 X 758 KA 1 #EZHHE R 22 A9 1m) ZE 4511 TF
FERE AN B R RAR T 2847 5K, RIS /0 T I 286 N ) A0 M O 3R BRI 2 Ab, SRR
FIHESIVE AR 28 Z A0, Sophia- AntipolisixX — i Bk M X 1) e st 5 A T3k 1 IBURF ) #E 3
(Longhi, 1999) . RITMT , BR3P R AR 2L 0K 8h 1 26 2 F i Ab AN nT R ) S B AR i 2 —

M., el TR EY R FEHLER

Al P28 B VR Al A8 B, A Ml 18] Fé AH TARCRS DG 22 44 15 0 2% 1 B Al . CamagniFll Capello
(2000 )4 i , X145 T Ak P SI2 SO Az Do 28 5 22 S AR el A, Xo 2H 2 1] 5 2R R R AP o 1) 4 s S B
PR 268 B GR AR I 14 S o T DL, D 2 O 2R T fb 2 R AiE X 4% Bl 28 R 8 19— G B FR A (Hiite , 2003 )
X DX A A ) 5 2R AR AR 43, A5 XS4l I 28 -2 PR FE HILER A% it R 1R P

A b W 25 T+ AT 58 BT IR G kR R 2
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(— )k 2% e R o2

) £ A 7 T P9 4% P8 AE A AL A 43T, A B T I 45 ¢ 2R 1 ELAS) o Granovetter (1985)
PR AEIE S UFFRATT, E8 AT I B TAE S R 501 Z 1 (GordonFflIMeCann, 2000 ) , 8 A K &R
BRI SEBR A AEAT R, R Al B B2 A F 5 3K 5 1 Grewal (2008 ) W4 T IZ5 AT G Mk
B IEU R IR AR F B AR Z A BAE A —FPE XS FRIRAS , Akl AR A
FRTH S 1) S ST 0 4% i J s TR v Al X 24 b S AN KR A TE et 2 o Y28 A R L 2 i A
EGA T 5 Z ARt A R 4% v A T £ 2 U RN 0 0 %) A8 B 1T BB K 21 (Hand field fINichols,
1999 ) . Jack&5E2= 3 (2010 )4 P45 K R K 43 Riix A S R FIRUT 56 28, £ HH 3 ik A 22 AR
FIR R, REAE TR 24 71~ Al Do 265 Y A b ) S o

Do 285 AT T % A A R L (RAE B 0 1 — 28 i S AR TP R IR AR G T 3958
Sy K HE N 45 5K 22 (LarsonFIStarr, 1993 ; Hite f1Hesterly, 2001 ) , 33X 6 5% 22 AN FAUAE: FL 10 A9 i
ARZR, A KRIGHEC AR AL TR 00 & R BHIR . SR RIS B T R AT ya LS IR 4
SR T AR A IR 28 1 R it A G R AT AR 3, LR B8 3R 7 0l I 45 fix A K FR 55
B AR 1 & Hite (2003 ) , 7RI 22T A8 OC R F55 ¢ R R 431 JE A B4l I 26 i A G
AR BB A ThES A IRETE IR A B R A TR IR AR SE 2 i AL A
B, FE Al ik A G RIE— AL i, TR 4 KSR RIBT B i AR R SA A
[] AR R o T DL Al o 48 T2 e R ) i s PR 6 i A\ G R S

DX TR AR RBEFY , 22 B AT TG S Al P48 AT ) OG22 AR A s el o AU 2
— PR X 5 IR AR PTG B AR TR B RE ) o A ZURAU ) SC RIS T A 22,
5 E B e R TS, B G DA B e sk ol B 3 40 Bl S8 - 5 by 2 ¢
FE (Gelderman%¥,2016 ) o S K& —F i FERZ 0 7, 225 55 Ak BAT e ik A R 40
7 LA s E M BT R e S —FR T 7E BB /) (Meehan 1 Wright, 2011 ) . Finne® (2015)
KA I ZEAT 1 5 ZR AR 53 AL UR TR G Z AR AN 4 A 5 —Fh 2 Forh H BUR IR AL
WA 35 7 SRR A RRASE REIR SR HOR ; e R R IR AE(F B ARBURIEE ] A5 AR A
PE TR S HREROC R AL S S A B R s 2R IR AL A5 45 s YRR i A

(MR R G 2T+

AR R TAT i AL S50 2 sidie A G R AL BRI, 551 A G R AT IR
PEHITR (Granovetter, 1985) . PR PIZE AT A & , 48 IR AR R R AU U , BRI Bl s
1) 2 IR LA B e U5 AR AR L 3 A G 2R IS [l A T 25 e B e T 45 BT Ak B Bt (Larson il
Starr, 1993 ; Uzzi M Gillespite, 2002 ; Hite, 2003 ) . Uzzi (1997 )Rtk A F 53 5 Fetin A FNHAN %
NPT, 85 A A5 0 28 HAT 35 B 5 B (ELA 5 i U 28 B 5 i AR T o F
R EETEAS Bl T W28 Th A TOAR AR B B T B X5 Tligse Z , 2k 25 7 4 1)
B A 2% S 2 ¢ R LU AR SR R, B AR AFNEA A W E A 2L [m) 4k
T M2 AT (AhujaldF, 2009 )

W 28R ) 5 22 0 R 25 AR AR R BE R A BT 4 v T 19994F DL , L1011 2% 56 22 R 98 4 vh T i
BE RSS2 KR AL IIAL ) 5 R 23 52 ma i b 0 3R W S 0T B B VE TR B . Weele
FIRozemeijer(1999 )IA N H AT BT A1 K R IB B, AVEA BEMS Ak S , RF-2ERIALT ) e R Je:
AREVERIFH T ; Cox (2007 ) B i — AU 7 SUMPE BT S AEGU M) F B R . RIS
BRI R R G MG KR E TR 5 N0 (R E TR MBI R IR H
JEEIRT ] R B DL AU e R AT 5 | R R 488 Ak o o5 — 5 o3 58I AU
(B A BEEA T 20 B R e , PRATAR A il AN A — S5 B (B , AT ) O 3R AR A0 £ by S fif
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B W25 2, Al ] i 8 DL 2% 3h 35 & e S 15 S i oT o AL D) 56 R A8 4k . Cendon Al
Jarvenpaa (2001 ) Hi L5 AL T 1 2352 M 45 i Al 14 5 w426 B2 X 248636 BRAS ¥4 . Zolkiewski (2001 )
A I R 55 R 81053 AT T IR 28 PN 02 2% A 06 28 S LA sl ks St 1) I 28 25 4K  Finne 5 (2015 )
TEVirolainen(2011) FEEAL T 4347 1) S Ali_E R 85 22 B 5%, LA b Al 28 R 1], 34 T
KU1 R AACHES T 10 I 26 2 J o R UL, | I8 A T 5 2R AR AR 43 B PR 245 sl 25 AR R B L £
W26 e S AZAN ) R ZR BRI, AT 6 R IR U A8 T BB G R AR HE

Al X245 P R 5 2R Bt 0 245 T8 0K 59 PR 28 R R R ), ST A AT oYL 81 52 2% 1 sl 25 T
M e ST X 28 AN I i R | I 28 A DG 2R INTRR H £ 2 o X R A G 8 e 114 5 B I 4%
SERASHT R | S B 2 S 04 £l D 286 £ 87 B A 1) 1 < S AR TR AR I I A
PR A5 17T PR 28 A ) O Z2 02— AR 2 I Bk A8 Ak, S e 1) 2 i b X 45 O 2 3 ¥ DA 1) 25 2
b, 5 HAZ O Aty 3 X 28 B AR T i AR flast it o 7 £l o0 26 21 S ) S D 9 B, R % =2 TR 4%
BUITRE , M A2 AT 2 X FR I, (H P T 26 B8 5 0 TR B AP 7 25 57, S Ak M 4%
HIAEE A4k B s R SRARSS & AU R RIE A 5, B 2 S EAU M A A FR 5
BEEE R T A A SR R I 9 IR A Al 2 T BRI 4% R R A% O Aol . Markusen
(1996 ) FHi“anchor’— i & S 454004 , TA A 0 45 2% i B AT I 45 45Tl 119 5 | 400, 4 BRAE 7=k 2
HAERIREE A Be I E4E (Gereffi, 1996) , 7045 SRS AINAH — A FE Z H A & H
KNGk J1 (Dicken, 2007 ) o 48 B HE AR AYAZ o A ll 2352 0 £l I 2 25 9 4544 ( Giuliani,
2005,2007 ), 4l [ 45 5 8 32 ¥ Y- 7 S A Ak, <t — 5 78 X 2% 01 25 BB G R
(Filho%#,2006 ) . MaZ§ (2013) 55 & 3, AU 1 BREL B 2 W 5R A 4U ] S VE R IE RN , FEARZ
AT BT, AR AT, ST S 25 LA, flk 28 FHRAE A S 5 AL
KRS HAEH NS LASEEL

W2 PR R IR A G TR AT G R SN 7k o016 5728 5 0T B 22 946 Jeg B 50
A MARA IR T SRS R ML DRIk 388 3t 2 AN ) 2 A LB P A AR )
FEBILHI AT o0 2% T it B o 5 X o

F. Al RE BRI IEE

NelsonFIWinter (1982 ) {5 5 4= Wyt Ak 16 AR tH A 2y Ak & i R 2 WAL 4 8l . —
JE H R, i R G A A K AR B B s TR REALE] 7 M Bk i T R G
Al 00 4% T 22 Al P90 285 i fh i i v 45 Al B e 8% ) 25 S (Meenzel fiTFornahl, 2010) . H
FIT L A MIFIE Al R 45 TH 2 AR 1) SCRRIFAS 22 DL, B9 35 5L LA AR B F 22 (B9 458 EIA T
AR AR, — 3 X 46 B A AR 1) X 246 285 i Al e M T 20 i 4% (Sadler, 2004 ; Fornahl Al
Menzel, 2010 ) ; 23T A= ay SR HIFRTE 1 /9 28 [ B 40 1644 (Heggie AlTHut , 2003 ; Maskell £l
Malmberg, 2007 ) ; —JE I F LB EBEHLE 1 W 2% & R PETHH 72 (Dicken, 2001 )

(— ) L8 L A BT A2

1. X FR— AR AR e

X R 2R 6 A8 T 405 5 R T 0 B AR R PR 11 B AR AR 2 o A I X 46 1 LA BER 254 B 0B A
KB (Gulati, 1995 ; Walkera , 1997 ; Chung &5, 2000 ) o ST A £l P 28 S5 R4 H AL 1 ) 2% 1F
— R B2 (Gulati, 1995 ; GulatiFISingh, 1998 ) , FF LA FR L B8 42 e ELAT BRAR IR . 1 Tk
ST | B TR AR A2 [R) 5 ()R A o P 45 A5 A 1 SR TR T AN R TG R IWTEAE i R A
AEAETCIE TP A N 23 26 2R Al AR Ry FEAR IO B2 BR IR AR A2 o < B 1 0 X 246 S A
i S SR WIE A, R sSUR AR /I 8 B AR S AT AR AR A o Al I 4 76 52 Tl Ak Tk

A b W 25 T+ AT 58 BT IR G kR R 2

59



60

R PP A S0, — SR AR R e I U], B Aol AR AN W A R it R rh S S AR S A L A A
S (MilanovFlFernhaber, 2009 )55, 5 Z Hi A AT A BRI Al HSE BT 1S VEIE R L BT LA
P4 P 2 102 ST T P 285 1 T BRI S AR ], X4 RIABEZR T, (LI 4% 25 4 ) T 5 — A 4
BRI, BV T o045 R A B R 80N, B — 5 1 s R AR AR [ ) 2y 23 5 I 4% P )
DA R R I DA 2R FERBZ AL R B LAl AW F R F A, A B iy B0 2%
JE Rt —AR SR P 4% (Guimerads , 2004 ) , Hut—48 SR 458 2 Al 48 THR Y e 2B 3

WA BTN R TE R AR AR I RN W AET I FRE T, P28+ ZOR TR PRIE RS, SCal E 2
(RosenkopfFlPadula, 2008 ) o 4>l [ £ T4 A2 ELAT J18T 8 (7 A RE AL, DR A B AR AR P A P o
P2 3 UM 4 K L T B (LechnerflDowling , 2003 ), HUA F 8 fc &4 RETE Al SE A A2 1Y)
SE5K BRI T IR SL R B 5, AT R SEh GO i & Rl o SR A A 3 R R
BHTRE ST B, BB T AR T P28 rhoca i B ot Alb tn 25 ) HEE R LR, 48 K R AFAEAS KRR
PEARIEE  ASKIFR M AL AR SE Rl A AE D R 5 Al M 4% & e BAT EIUTE ¢ & (Gulati, 1995),
PEBE R [ BTA 25 Al of 1 sk b, 48 A Al B ke it i) T oKk 5 < Bt Al g 51 A 1F
EFR AR W 28 T GORE A LA 55 3% 42 2 A A RS , I 28 N M) i 40 R 2 T i 432, N 4%
TEARESH, & A K EEAT N 22 0« SE B 22 IR , ARG T AT A T 4 D)
F2 BLE S B Bm A i AP (HBES BUAAL R BB , 285547 ke Tl 3y, 2= A )
W R ATAT , BVAMB 285500 SIS 32 4k 23 K R A 2, T ELAt 23 56 R R e e 7135 7 4 AR
BTG SR K R S TEZS  AXTFRIESAE & R T 10 M 45T 24 o 5 R 3 P (Dittrich, 2007 )

2. RR—IT R AR e PR
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A Review of Theoretical Research Frontier of Enterprise
Network Upgrading and Prospects

Sun Guogqiang', Zhang Huimin"? Ji Yingdong'
(1. School of Management Science and Engineering, Shanxi University of Finance & Economics, Taiyuan
030006, China;?2. Business College, Shanxi University, Taiyuan 030031, China)

Summary: Enterprise network is highly dynamic, and to study the dynamic development process
of enterprise network, clarify the mechanism of general network upgrading, and capture the path
selection of enterprise network upgrading, has very important significance to the improvement of the
overall competitive ability of enterprise network. Based on Web of Science database, this paper collects
and combs the 1990-2016 foreign related literature about enterprise network upgrading, and than
analyzes four hot issues: connotation, power, internal mechanism and path selection of enterprise
network upgrading.

Enterprise network upgrading refers to a kind of organizational value-added activities resulting
from active governance of network main bodies driven by a series of elements. Weick and Quinn (1999)
said organizational positive growth is continuous and section changes alternately, resulting from
criticism and improvement of existing organization state, and gradual adaption to the external
environment by organizational managers. Therefore, on the basis of detailed literature, this paper divides
power elements of enterprise network upgrading as cost orientation, performance feedback, strategic
choice and environmental impact, and argues that under the impetus of these elements, network

upgrading happens. Network upgrading is endogenous growth process, and its essence lies in the
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reconstruction of various kinds of complex relationships within a network. Jack etc (2010) divided the
network relation into embedded network relation and power relation, put forward that the interpretation
of embedded relation and power relation could profoundly reveal the essence of enterprise network
evolution. Embedded relation is impacted by continuous driving factors, and follows the dynamic
development from simple evolution to complex evolution. With the continuous network development,
the connotation of network embedded relation is increasingly enriched. The essence of embedded
relationship development is the constant network structure change, presenting the transformation from
simple structure to network form with the rich “structural holes” and “bridges”; and power relation is a
complex and recessive change, reflecting the changes in enterprise network relations gradually from
balance to grading, finally to the whole network upgrading driven by the core enterprises. Different
embedded relations and power relations, and different sequence patterns and distance gap phenomena
brought by their continuous expansion, differentiation and variation form the inner mechanism of the
network upgrading basically. As for the research of enterprise network upgrading path, at present foreign
literature is not rich, the research background is mainly based on industrial clusters, but the research
conclusions are relatively concentrated: the first is network node selective upgrading path research based
on the theory of network growth (Sadler, 2004; Fornahl and Menzel, 2010); the second is the network
stage upgrading path research based on the theory of the life cycle (Heggie and Hut, 2003; Maskell and
Malmberg, 2007); the third is network expansibility upgrading path research based on the theory of
global value chain (Dicken, 2001).

In conclusion, our predecessors in this field through long-term continuous exploration, have formed
rich research achievements, but there still is larger research space in some ways: firstly, the network
upgrading is the dynamic process of changes in all kinds of relations which are impacted by a series of
internal and external factors. Enterprise network upgrading research should be based on inter-organiza-
tional relationships, and analyze dynamic evolution process of network value promotion through
enterprise network upgrading path selection triggered by changes in inter-organizational relationships.
Therefore, further research needs to systematically think front, mediation, adjustment and outcome
variables of enterprise network upgrading, and then build the theoretical network upgrading evolution
model, in order to clarify the logical relationship between various variables. Secondly, all kinds of
upgrading do not necessarily realize the “positive” upgrading as expected, so the subsequent research
needs to dig deeper into the relevant elements that affect the upgrading, enhance the research of
upgrading direction, amplitude, and the problems of the “disconnection” risk, and avoid the risk of
upgrading as far as possible. Thirdly, along with the development of world economic integration,
China’s enterprise network gradually add in the global value chain to participate in market competition,
but due to a lack of technical ability and management intervention by developed countries, are deep in
upgrading paradox. This requires that Chinese scholars, based on China’s national conditions, take the
new normal of China’s economic development as the background, build a set of scientific, forward-
looking and strategic theories of Chinese enterprise network upgrading, capture a new approach to net-
work transformation and upgrading in China, and improve the competitiveness of Chinese enterprises.

Key words: enterprise network; enterprise network upgrading; driving factor; inner mechan-

ism; path selection
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