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—. 51 &

TE H 2 E PSS 508 NSNS ER R T X A E L R — T Al s
B AT A S XA A A FEAT TR B M B9 AE H (DyerfliSingh, 1998 ; Nahapiet il
Ghoshal, 1998 ), 55— Jy T & XA & shaS 2, B = R vk, i 5 1 i 540 B 28 2 i A %) gl

(MajchrzakZ§,2014; ParmigianifIRivera-Santos, 2011 ) . Jo.7E =+ 44F 1T, IS PR 4 ZU9T

AP BUHr [ PR 55 LA T8 B 55 U~ 2 (TR AN [R] 1 B LA A, BEpT Al [a] &
VEIR R L 1AL PR B H ™ A (R 5] SR eI 5 i i 1 Z2 Rk RIS RS RIBAS R T o
BT RCR B R RL RIS AR S R LKL E A (HZE A5k — D XHZ UL

FIR A 2R (I AN RIS 5 o AT, BRIl 18] A 50 R A 28 1k B O [ P2 B 0 — AN EE 20,

(ELE [ P9 2 B2 B B S R0 BR A RO ARSI R 22 4R PR e AR K B 19358 (BRE 3
FIFE RLIE, 2007 ; SRIEFIFESE , 20045 B3, 2015) , S X HAL SR OCRIE S A RS ik
TP R R A SCA I F T T A T A I B 5 S 4 SERD RS B, JR4 Y Al RSk it

Y #s B H#A: 2016-12-26

EEWA: BR A KAF A2 A (71572005)

TEZ'N: &5 (1989—), 4, KR F A FE PR LA A GRRAES ) ;
12 % B (1983—), 5, b K F AL E B PRI HHKIE,

A ] A 1E R R AR R R RRE
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REHZWIr I, B TEHS Bl SR AL ] IR XS X — B4 ) B

ARSI GE = A FEFRET 55—, H a2 BIAAE R B ZE 1k 7EX —3 50 h, FRA T
BT BVERR L X — G, Wi TR SRR T 2k T 3, HE0AH A Sk ot e kA 717
R AT AR ST L RIAER R LR 2E X — 53, FRATE XX — S5 R
FH A 32 S A T 1 2 [R5 0 SRS, AT T Ring MTVan de Ven (1994 ) BT Hi i 2 21 1] 5%
FOTPTHEZR A TN R 5 5838 3R 1 T — B0 13 5 HEZR X AH X SCHR A T L 26—, ik R &
YEIEFR LR Al A ] 520w 23X — #8434 30 SCHR H 8 78 B9 28 1B e S AR B A

SRR SCHRAE 55 1 A T, FRATTE SCHREE R st AR R T DU <O R 5 — 240,
FATVE FHAR S B A VR 2R T A B ZH SN BT RD | [ PR 45 R T 7 B A A 40
BRI 20 B K AR SCAE AR A TI? B 2016411 A IS, FLE K FRAEX S T1) b (bR a4 2 v
T A A DG AR () SCEE , FRATTE N A B A TR AR AR e R v FR AT R A TR
Ak Al ARG R L VAR OM SR RS AN 5D Al 540 AN Z A 1E K
FRLE G ) o X T Bel 1247 X LA e M ) SCEE , FRATT38 2 ) 152 42 SOk B e S B O A AR R 1Y
FZEL R 5 A, FRATTFEEBSCO | Science DirectflIProQuest35 A5 722 Hhin A [RIRE ) S Edir] , L)
IRBUR FEAE HA AT A OG22 AR SRS W3R — AR R A R TR 8 58 =20 B EXT LR A
L BUE T A WEST , FRAT AR A JFEE ) A sz 1) 5 ) AR L, DASAR BE 240 503 o A, 34T
I TR E & R A Al (] A VR 5 BRI B 8l 2485 & R 1Y SCHR 258 (Majchrzakm 55
2014 ; ParmigianifilRivera-Santos,2011) , & —#;2r H:5 % SCHERER 43, LATE— 25U T BE 4 Z W
B SCHE I F IR AR FRATT ISR AR2 25 BRYE SCFE AN 1035 FCE SCE A8 DUE A P B i
SCEE PRSI MO8 s A S BB S SCEE ST R N SRS A T4 i R B, DA
TR BB PR AN SEUESE A — A A T ERR R

BATLER X FA R A AE S R W5 A A EE DTk 55—, PEAN R G (BB T [ Ah2
T A B A R LR 19 STk o 2738 0 75 A e Al SRR % P — (A i A 2 APl
B SRS TR AT i i — 2R A PEHE SR X O R AR =0 i R B 5 SR TR B, SR 24
X — ST (A AT IR B A — A 4 TV T A ME VE o 55—, AR AN LS AN S UE AN T X
ISR A SCHERAEST T P, i8R T ARAE Sk rh A5 B A 228 1 S Im] T, 25 v A
525 ] PN R X — 4 oY PR FE T AR SR T BEME

=, ARt EESEXRALIE

Al A S R L AR A A B2 AS R A VE R AR, 38 5 B R 2 Al B A
VER AR 1) fi 5 W Bt (DasFi Teng, 2002 ; Ring M1 Van de Van, 1994) X 4 F 56 R4 R HEF T
FERAHOCSCHR IR 3G T = Fh BAR R SCRIEA B4 (1D BRAERH (& %4k ) (BarkemaFll
Vermeulen, 1997;Kogut, 1991), (2) 3 Z) LB ¥ (Dussauge M Garrette, 1998 ; Hagedorn il
Sadowski, 1999;Li%,2012), (3) LW B—%& P ¢ & (Bakerds, 1998 ; Broschak, 2004 ; Jensen,
2006 )55 AEIX —FR AT AZRR Y FoA TS B e AR L b axX —BLG B-AT HE0T , B %t SCik b A ¢
28117 TN S AR DA SR B e A T A

(Djx e Xt £ 4% termination, dissolution, withdrawal, joint venture failure, partner exit, partner defection, tie instability, alliance dynamics,
joint venture longevity, partner buyout? .

Qi H T3 45: Academy of Management Journal, Academy of Management Review, American Journal of Sociology, American Sociological
Review, Administrative Science Quarterly, International Business Review, Management International Review, Management Science, Journal of
Business Research, Journal of Business Venturing, Journal of International Business Studies, Journal of Management, Journal of Management
Studies, Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing Research, Journal of Operations Management, Organization Science, Organization Studies,
Research Policy Fll Strategic Management Journal,,
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(—)BEL IR BT AER K

HAERRME A —E BRE GER RN F 5L, GRS R LT REAAAEPIFIME O «
2 AR Q2R R R IR A B IR R S VEC R B A SRARER , M5 7 WIFE i
TAAE B MG E00 k0 R A VR C R G 0 o ZEISE A B S5 v AR B 2R 1Y
55 0B AR AL, B Lk A, Makino &5 (2007 ) 76 %) H S (4 5 [ & e AL b A TR 5T i &
B AE AR B B A BIREA T, U 10% 2 Q28 1, T 15 35 90% M R A 2 78 B4 2K et
FAE S ZE

I, SCHER TP T A VEL R B TR 2 R TR B LR IO, JA D58 B an,
— 2 S IAACE A, #5452 ZR A Ry Al 78 TR X AN 2 P Al 1) — AR AR
(Kogut, 1991 ; G0, 2013 ) o SHGEAH i P9 55 B, A 38 33 20k A 6 R AT TR,
FR K JE  Kumar(2005) BAF5E & I, iX — BB AEL 0 A Al ok IE TR A T S i
FU R, AT AT X AR LR A A2 14N, Makino % (2007 )N R, A E K R 2t
S H A B A ERE A W R R AT IE IR AR AR 2T B B T
B, S AT RESC IR AN A b o3 KA A U XU 20 e U5 B AN DL SR At S A SR AR H
Y, R EE ) BAT — 8 I EF R, IT 40 AT REFE — 2 B Tl N S8 1, B VR DG R Rl RI AT LA [ SR
ki (Makino%§,2007 ) ;OlkFTY ounge (1997 ) B S [RIAE A IR, 24 4l AT 2 B0 B3 v S B T A7 i
2 2 Jm S ) T AR AR E AR HEKRE

Br T L5 A A a2 0k, SRk A 4 R o3 i LA A BB SR AR TR R 2B i 1
O KT A Ve B T FEAE B B ICIRIAR B R, L RGRE ) VR I & 45 Al 1 i 8
FERAR MY o R, FRATTRFAE 2 J5 A 25 el Al an B 28 1k B DA B 8 E A

(ZOBTERRZ AT

J TR TR SR AR SOk I8 5 1) 2R A AR TR ST — 2 A9 PR IEA S R
B IKSEE R RN BA1E K R (Ahuja, 2008 ) o K-S VE R E 848 . sl 244k TR
S AR Tl B8 Al 22 o] il N7 B4, DA XU S BRI sk 31 R 28 0% R 5B D R~ ) LA,
IRBGH 23 G H A VE 4 & (Ahuja, 2008 ; Makinos, 2007 ) 3 A 1E 6 R &35 .
TEMEBE T ELAA IR UL A AT ST 1, B LASE IR IR A 5 VAR 2: 2T DL R
B 2B H 9 BAVE X 2 (Ahuja, 2008) o & Al A2 20 XI5 B g Tk P AR 6
2, MR P —HER i o 2R 8 3 B AR R o 3K PR ARUAE SCHk H () 2F R 45 e i, FRATTHS:
XFHEHAT ITR R 1FNR T SCHR S T AR OC R IE A I 26 1k =8 ARSI SE

F1 EUESEXREEARBENSIERSREEZLILETN

HERM | BIEES | IR SCHRHR B 28 1k Ty = T TR
ikt REE] (DR, 1T 73 2 (Duso , e .
(B¥edsl) 66 | 20105 Li%E, 2012: Ol Young, 1997; | (LI AHBPHITLAEMIE L

BT EL L HLE
SAIE e HERA IR AR
WL (2)
B Lk 2t

Rowley%§,2005) ; (2)FEFFWW , I BHE
Ak 78 (Kogut, 1991 ; ParkFlIRusso,
1996); (3) I A1EIKAE , FE A 1ETE S
N#EFTIH%% (Chang%s: , 2013 ; Park fl

IKFEEAE
R 36

Russo, 1996; Reuer, 2000; SteensmaZ¥, 5%ﬂ:ﬁjmzm XTI

2008) RE

SR A R SRR P AR E R Ly P
TG | BP0 | 23 | Baker'  1998:Broshak, | b 1 FHAIE

2004 ;Jensen, 2006 )
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TR SRR R B AR, SERRERN T SRHERI AL Z [ —Fhrh a2
TR, AR 2 D7 R M 26 0 E B T A —Ahamiz « (1) fiBR G VE X R 1 T 4k I ) if
(2)iE T HIAVE PRy B Z R LU AR ; (3l e SRR FE ARG R IEE N i
7% (Das 1 Teng,2000) .

XFF IR AE R FR U, AR SCHR AR PRI LB T X0 FARan B 24 ks — 1 0Ly
RV (AT A SEUE A A iR AR aE 2R BRI FR |, B 3K — ST A5 1T X A —
PR IS AE SR E L BOMRLRE . R 2B 538 1 LA IR 2Z (8] 5 5 )
44 5% (BarkemafllVermeulen, 1997 ; Deliosfl1Beamish, 2004 ; LufXu, 2006 ) FHf# = B, , I-AE
S AN VR R MR AR R 3K BERIFSR 200 T 2R A U B EZAE TS TS 1
ANFESIHLRP AR SR AR Lk ), Tovk S B S hn s m A i WA A 92 4518 . Kogut (199 1) i AF
FELEHNS AR F AR T DTk o i o PR A S RO A R AR — 2 X i RN
B W AN 72X, IR Al G588 B O SRAEA T SE AL, i — DR AR Y & T L
2 MEHE—F G VERY I ANt —k , fASAE S bS8 T X i R 2 b AR anJE 28 1k 1 X 4,
I ELAESEUE b 0 253 & T AFIT 4 SR i v 1 o A D 5 22 A9 s K ogut (199 1) 1 512, i
WEAARIGE JF IR S B A EZ R BT 2, IREEXT BRI G TR ST B LI 5K
LR AR R DIBR B AP AS , USRS By ) i 5% 45 2R (Park fllRusso, 1996 ; Park 1
Ungson, 1997),

A 2 2 D0 Ko 5 ) 45 ] 1 n PR 1 e W A [R) 7 I (Das Al Teng , 2000 ; Makino %,
2007) 5638, SE AR o HORE 2l 2 8 A VECR B i —Fh 44l it T B
), BN BN GRG0t SRS 3 HE5E B I E S B RS RET, JFRIEA R i
AP R IR Z S A ZUE RO LR SR —FP it e, RAEE G VR R X PR 5 1 2K
(InkpenfliBeamish, 1997 ) . &1 X iX—[n] 81, Makino%4 (2007 ) A FH [n] & 8 2 K , BLEICEE T4
M2 b AR R o SRk BB R T SRS IS IR P , U R AR T AR T S TR
1 AR K

TR ARAVE R R LA STk, S 2 A BOR B 2B R AETE R 20 i 2R i, K
TR EE AT 2 3 TR R RS 1) B VR AR AR FE AR AT S s R AT R o LA 2 B 244 S
BRI ST 2598 AN, T2 35X TR A BE ARG B8 Alb i I WA g g 26 k3 —
[P A AE AL, 3K — SRR R 20T [ 28 A — A [l R - SRR 2 E T U 2 KRR B L Refp R
1R BhAIL 73X W 35 2Z 6] A5 2 B AR 6 IO DG R 72 75 RE A5 18] S MK I T AV dn B 2 0k 1Y) —Fh 3R L 2
HeTE A A A A AR 1R S LTE SR W L BOMESE IR, TR DR — [l SR i — SR
R 2 JEBLE —~ RUF 1 BEA

HHZ N, T B A ER R LA B AE R AR IR e 22 5 HI ARG
R, BVERARIEARSE R TG AE B R W, BRI I EASAEZEMERR U 28 1 Sh LAY T 5 o H SCHRATS 7
TE— D EZONE AR KZ A VR, BITE G AR C R G N A TR R i 2k )
A, MAHFBR AR SR, TR i D 58, SO i 1 BT S RN Z Ak v 3
P2k T SO LT P B X e [ TR B AR AE ARAE HE— 28R 1) -

=, BWEEEXRRATALLE

AT S BEIE , AN [5] A M T 365 451 ¢ L 4 D DR R A T A T o X 2L B A0 4 - 52 5
BB B IRMOBIE | STRIERIDUL | AR 2UHE Ak 2 e BIE il B B LA R S AR
FEBAF R SCHR I B i 2 3e L AGRMT R AT T 845
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®2 PUESEXREEFARVNERTERSUS

His AN RFMI
S 5 A AR LR FEHL R SUBE R S8 A VEZL 1E /Y| ParkFTRusso, 1996 ; ParkHlUngson, 1997
-~ e ATt Li%,2012
Ve $N%%ﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁ$¥@%ﬂm% , | Blodgett, 1992; Cui%, 2011 ; Hamel,,
D B VEZAE AT BeE 1991 ; InkpenFlBeamish, 1997; Xia, 2011
PR EVES T IR BE R P TR A B m B AT 2% | SteensmaFlLyles,2000;CuifilKumar,
SO IR AR AR AT B 2012
A RSB B B I AR O Y TAF D730 SOk | Lampel #1Shamsie , 2000 ; Barkema il
- B ) SN AR T BE Vermeulen, 1997 ; HennartflZeng , 2002
bR BRI HARG AT 5 OB 2 23R AR 51 | Broschak FliBlock, 2014; Rowley%%,
21y A] REYE 2005 ; Seabright:, 1992
e EVES iR & G AR G EZ L | LufiXu,2006; Jensen, 2006 ; Jonsson%s:,
By AT et 2009
- | BVEE—F o P XURSE 1 SE 43 %A
SEYTIAACES ;ziiEZmﬁggéiﬁggﬁi%¢gégfgﬁgi§§§%i A Kogut, 1991 ; Kumar, 2005

OB A AR A G SCHR A 2

XSRS A A M, JCHX T 4R S F O R K AR E AR OB X — ) A [A]
SRS, o A5 4« 52 7 AR IS NP ZH UG GO SRR LAE FRIE IA R, BEATR A AR RN s UL 5
SR AR A VE L R LR IR B 4 S8 BE A A EXT S SR RE
FOETREA ; B HREWHEA R A2 ik R PRI AR S TR AR 0 SCSE D 22 o i 00 S50 TA]
ANFHEE FORRAMIE T SRR L L — T A SE Bk F , S E R A LR & —1
AU TR L, AN RIS 2 (8] ] LGS A R X G VR R 2 AN T S8 34 ) I e g ol
Loy AT X T AEE Bl & U R T A1, 28 7457 Z G A5 EEaES
DEEWAE X — BRI & 2 A il 55 1IE X TF- B TR FRAVE X R b2k, 20038 1o
HAGFEE S R AR R SR IE T B E AR it S sc e b e e s e e =X
HIRHLH VR . R, 38 55 BUARBRIS 542 S S AR B AN FS , RS TG A1) TR AT
YERRLEIX — G 5 hh , KER B 458 1 b AEVEC R NIRRT T AR 1L 1%
M), 11 1) R RN S A DU T 3 ) SRR R 2 IR T e R BB R L AN
o UNSRRENSHE AR A NI B I R 22 A 5T, AT e FRA T HR AL O 9E 4518 .

WA 7 W SRR A A BE XA B 5 R BEA T 15T (0, Ring Ml Van de Van(1994 )12
T — T Al (3] — A VR G R R IR A I HEZR (BLJE AR RVAEZR ) o B U, £l
) 5 2 1) K B — e 2 0y = A B B, RVE R S5 iR A 578 DA ST 5 58 o X =B
BAEAER R R PR I, A A BB B B8 T R AP S5 P AL O AR HEXT B AR
KRBTV o A 253X P4 O 1 DU 25 fof G T A R ) Fe B o RVAE AR A 42 i Ay il []
YEXR R MG Lot de it T 5ar B JEaY , MR R 5| TASSCAZRAHESE

FEFX] SCHR AR , AR SCH RVAEZE AT 1 LAR P S AN FEFNSE 3 o 1 58, A HEZRKE Al 7]
K Z A 15 B XHESE R (dyadic relationship ), PR ESCR P FISES5PE B R VHE SR (1) 0 KA
OB SR A B OC R IFARAAE T B2 M A B4 E 25355 9 (Granovetter, 1985 )
PRI , £ill (8] 5 2R [ SZ BT S PR I B A, Ak (B OC R 2 AT G At 20, BDG etk , il
MY 8] 6 2R & R A9 — K HE B2 %6 (Jensen, 2006 ; Jonsson%5 , 2009 ; Lampel #1Shamsie , 2000
LufllXu,2006) . F UL, FA TR G IEETREVE RS =R G VR OC R AR [ A B 2 e, A 3 b

bl efE K R KB Gk SRR RE
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HEZR rb VR, FRATTHE W B — b R JR BT BORAE (4 BE il b B SR T iR B T BB DG R i
(ORI NS S AT T VAN 5 32 oA N IR ZRIR o, FAT PR B e X HESL AP AR OB A T
1 R PH X —HEZRO SCHR T ATE M SRS R A T

W5k
GEF N BEST
AERIH A
BE A e
R E
oPat
Atk ;
PUT 5 588 7 BAS &G
LAV FIRTN
B SUBR A

S

PORIEIR 3T Ring A Van de Van(1994 ) 23 HTHESR , FHHRHEAR & SCHRIE PS¢ 38
1 flEEEXREIEHNEIE: —1E51EZR

(—)FE B 1EIRE

FaE B EAREEIERCR M -5 A% JRingflVan de Ven (1994 K ELA “RRPE”
A ] B AR G R 8 SCRFEZ A7 AR B BRI T, R DASR IR AR 58 i — 3058 &) B R LS
¥4 %8 SUORE AR A (B AR R R R B 3 2R X — AR &, i Rl &
YEAE AT S RHZ B A LU 0] B —Fh R SR TR 2 Al 1 1 A HRURS R 1Y) AR B I 5
T 0 SNV B8 T 22 8] R By B — oo 19 8 AR I L BUR 2 TR, S il [l 5 A8 A
1, B A A VE R B IEME R BT, 28 1k A VEXT L R ks — A BB

AR RIS Sy 0 PR SR A A AR Z ] 9 B B H (Arino Ml Torre, 1998
RingfVan de Ven, 1994) 335t , iX — iR ga il 2B EE NG TEC R TG 5 A %A
AHVCHC Y (B4 o A SRS AR — 7 I DA S AR A A1 25 R SRURAR , B VR DG R I P
ST A B BV R — IR T SRR Z R S BE ) X RO A P25
HIES B G Z B R w2, XS 1 S K $T 5 (Arino il Torre, 1998 ; Shankar fllYan,
2002) AHEL , HAT A THARFIE 1 AR G 2 T 2k A —Fifeu g bl i) & e s =Xe, 5 B il SE i
LEAE B R,

e, L R AR RIL A 125155 L (DimaggioflPowell, 1983 ; Meyer il
Rowan, 1977) . &5k (legitimacy )48 FEAE S HEAXS TR G A & — 78 B 41
1T RH—Fh H SR B9332 5 (MeyerfilRowan, 1977 ) o A AR A2 PRI IR, $2 = A A7 RE
(MeyerfllRowan, 1977;Scott, 2001 ) . FIL, T4 H St GEMN 28, Sl Ed a4 5
T2 A i HAt A IV Bk 2 7E—it (Jensen, 2006 ) o 3X il A A VEA 1HAYSE = ZEHLHI

()R 5IRA

T RTERVERREN Z W), B RTEZ 5 W R v, L #R 5 2 A W btk 4 7 1E R
TE R EE PR 5 R X FE 8 SR AU TS 5 AR A Z 8], i & AR R 5
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FEFT R AR 28 At e AR Z ) Tl 3 — a7, 25 GRS 7 AN REAIE I T AN W o
FOEAECR B, BRI AR R AT E P, RIS AR A2 ke, T — B R ARIR
BOE LA AR IX —id R S VR R R EVER I I ZORIET S /E I AL RE I AN
BERRI L GIENE,

®3 A SRFI ST E S EL LR RN E R

ZOERE | WAL | TS FEMIRLE L REWFFE
Ao e BAER TR BE 1 &55% | BakerdF,1998; Hamel, 1991 ;
AT e | JRIEH a0, B0 | Steensma, 2008: Xia, 2011
e e KRA Cui%§,2011;Cui, 2013
A FEBIAMERUIRA A AE R 2 | LufiXu, 2006; Lampel il

o y s Gtk RS | BB ST SCRE , F2E 1 | Shamsie, 20005 Jensen, 20065
“=H FRA I Jonsson%s, 2009

GBI VR AR A S SCHRBE PR

1. A1ET I RE

BT YRR BEIE (PfefferfllSalancik, 1978 ) , & N A SAETT KA BN fiE 1 232 &
VERZIE A5, ITTSE MR AR 5C R I ARUE ST R I, WM B D 38 — Ty A A 2 S/
A—FHAKF S HPIRZS T  B A R AR A BURAAG AT Rl 10 T 5L 5 AV O R A 3R 3 ]
RS ASBN RS 0 , W RE TR 1Y — 7 A AT REH T 2l 55, 5B 0455 i —J WUl ) 142
#%iR 1 (MataFllPortugal , 2000,2015 ; Reuer, 2002 )

AR R T — RIS AE T B RE T BRI 2, i : (1) Al (9 RS 5 00 551k
. (Bakers:, 1998 ) ; (2) 45 L] (Blodgett, 1992 ; Steensma®%:, 2008 ) ; (3) YR AL # (Weiss I
Kurland, 1997; Xia,2011) ; (4) B Z547 AL # (Polidoro%, 2011 ; Rowley?5, 2005 ) ; (5) &7 7E
HAh B ACPESVEIKEE (Cui, 2013 ; Cuis, 2011 ; Greveds,2013).

— BB PR R SR WU BB ) R X B AR LR I R SR AR S R A B RlA R
Steensma®§ (2008 ) &I, 7EHIEAA 1A VEC R T AX &ML e T T A S R BUAEL L.
HUOREAE R R A B R B TR SRS, BN B 1 858 i — 5 A X ) — Jr A 1)
BEIFEA BRI , 2R I EREGAE G &R (WeissFlKurland, 1997) 55, FAERY AT
871 FO B L de 0 ) sh A R 6 T B AT IR BRI A VESC R, U BE T A X 45 S I
S PRUOSUT 3435) 0 T ARG TN & VE ¢ R 524 (Chung Al Beamish, 2010 )

2. BERI S AR

AV AT A3 A A 38 A SNV R S AR S A S B AR Y XS A
TR BRI A EE WU A VES T X BOCR G BN, 5 —EB
BAER R A TAZAME AR S5 BB N, 33 B O 2R 1 IS i PR e v T o 20l 55 Y
MG AE X RN R G PR RR TS BX BE S VR R PAR ARSI E 2 1 55 HOR DL AE BT
BRI A (Ocasio, 1997) , NS Bl GAESC R ARFFERRE KA  LufiXu (2006 ) F A B4
A5 B AT — SOME R W A A R N IR A A T, BRI S R AT T SEE R
LampelfIShamsie (2000 ) B 52 & B, 254 55 4l 25 BFA vz 5 1 32 722 5 (dominant
logic i, &85 R AT ] REDLE AA . BRI 2 A1, Puck 5 (2009 ) fi F 8 A (] 46 FLEE I 1 4ll
A4 PR IR 5 ME ) (internal isomorphic pressure ) , & 3 24 N ER IR B & 3 & i), & Ak
FuE LA # BN 7 (14 [ B4k (isomorphism ) ZE3K , T JC IR ARG N0 Akt , BB A n B
AR AN EEERATER R

bl efE K R KB Gk SRR RE
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5N R ATEENDE B FATEXR R AR ML 51t 4 W sMR &5 e &
B, AR SRR A A A B B s 1t S Bk BRI S MR e R A B 1R G
% (DaviesfllPrince, 1999 ; LufiXu, 2006 ) . A5 , RIS 1% B el AN B S 47 e st 51
PRI 2B B AR T 55, S ECETE R R 1L (Jensen, 2006 ) o A0 AR A B i i
Wi G 1E R, M PR 252 B G MBI 13 K (spillover effects ) , I T2k HABA ME RS S 1E
fk £ (Jonsson%5, 2009 ).,

(WA

BAES T SAESE BT R A S AE B AR R IR A 6 Rkt R R, il XS 1E R
RN SR 4E i SRR e A 2 i Ab G & AR RCR BRI ATEA RS 1, 35
A VE Y B B 254 (Dwyerds , 1987 ; GanesanZ, 2010 ) . i 1<t SCHik [0 B e 1 2 90, AT I £ 8
ZEL T AN AE PN YERE XA VR R BRI « GEIRTE AN BRI SR AR T 4
X — B B AVE R R E AR . — 7T, X — B A VE R R B SR A S, AR AR S 15
DIFN AT 5 53—, Al 1Y 5C R A8 B 4% A (relation-specific investment )2 , iX Br G4
KR MY AT A B =, LR AT SIHLAE S X Be AR R RRE e — B L I Bt ks
BRI 2 DU B A AR A b = 8] AR AT A TR] L AT 54T /8% (Ganesan®5, 2010 ) oAV X S 1E L R 1)
i AR R, Alb 2 (Rl B VR R AR

R4 BANSFEH RS EESELIERRITE R

ZOERER | WAL | BT FEM LS AEITEN

VeI GEIRIER | Al XSG R B> HATEAR | Hennart¥:, 1998 Kogut, 19915

%% e HeEbE | S | M ER IR A SRS ER | SteensmafiLyles,2000; Cuiss,
BCHEE RO, AL R 2011;Cui, 2013

RSP

Al R R AR AR AR A i

Broschak#Block,2014;

IR WORAE P

e o WS A2 | R SR ARy | Oreve™ -2010:Rowley®, 2005,

RZTRIL | S5b SR AR - Seabright4%, 1992 ; Spedale5¥,
o 2007
OB - A AREAH S SRR B

1. SRR A

AT BT DN T 5t O RN S AR 45 1y T R AR R SRR AR S A O R AR
PERISZ IR ORI AR OCR T MR 2 ont: AN B AR AL P & /R C R &R 1B
FHZE L BMARUL, A EAER R PR R E , I R e R T A, B E A |
M, B AR BB S RS TR M AT

TG, PR AR IR BT ARG R BAR e e AR S e AN, B RO £ b AT A R
BN 22 (I 55 BEUR, P TR SZ AR E F9 45 455 2 (Davies FllPrince, 1999 ; Hennart %, 1998 ) .
R 70 55 IR AR, BOR A BRI SETOIE 58 7 iR A2ty >k AR E B B VR &R (Duso&s,
2010; SteensmaFlILyles,2000; XuFILu, 2006 ).

FLUR, BEIRBEA ) & R B 1 (relation-specific investment )k 5 , S 1E K RBA K H AL
(Levinthal fllFichman, 1988 ; Rogan, 2014 ; White, 2005 ) . iX J& Kk, #% A 206 R & M ZERAY
Ay HAT R e B i AS , DTSR AT 80 0 i Y i G E AR e PR R B, B VB R ST AT
[, SRR S5 I 2 PR =, b Bt ) T X SR RBAE Z 09 & HR % A, M E1E
T 55 B AN M Ay, £ T O SR BN 3k BB/ 26 R AT PR AR, BV B30 A P BTG
(Lazzarini%$,2008 ),
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FRR, IR A Z ot E— D EE A W R 2R e — L, B AT R g e A
— B TS & I 2 T I IR S SRR B B G R o X BRI XA AR R
REAE 1y 4 Ml Aty S B TUAR B8 U RN RS2 1) HIR s 1, T 42 =5 A AR X T Ak i 5 | 71 (Park F1
Ungson, 1997 ) o 2 , Hoftl— A58 W & B T AR SE 2R IACh 2o b 8RB A S &4
T BB A (Nakamula®: , 1996 ; White , 2005 ) o 55 T 53 PR AP I 0F J& AUV T, A BIFSE 48 H 3¢
AWM Z TS BEXR R L L Z MAFEUIE X R (Mohr%,2016) , 1 CuifllKumar (2012) A
K Cui(2013) ANy, HAT B2 0 b i IR A 2 1] [W] ik ELAT B AR, A e g A om0 &
ZERy T EE

e I — ST R, AR A R W B RN (R — A A R BE S A A 1E
K RGNS IR BT 25 A A AT AE Ak o 10, 24— R ) () s 50 K ARG B VR SR I
BEIRAN AR T B, AT T e S ECA ME MR IR (Cuid$,2011; HarriganflINewman, 1990;
Seabright&F, 1992) . 44l i T HITR2E 2T 1) B B g — BEAAE I R BRI , 3 B G Rl ki o8
TR S AE A 58 R 2] 2 J5 B [ (Hamel , 1991 ; Puck%5,2009) . 1E A0, LA
BVEAER RN B ST A VR R LIRS VRO B E0ECh H ST I AR R 2
i3 2 (Grantf1Badenfuller, 2004 ) . M 7E I BT 2 1, T A B 1% sh il & FEEEXR R M E
KA, NI AR C R 1% (Kogut, 1989) .

2. IR AR

Bl AR R IR, Al 2 () S 2R 7 7= A 5 TR A o 1 e R i A R () U 25— B AR )
Br, RO T Ak 2Z [ 7E A AR h 5 5 A AR AT AT 5 a5 BRI B R M A E S R A R

A B RCRAE RSPS54, BERS S IIIUM) 3 5¢ A3 A4 55 o REAT SCRR PR 1T — R SRR AL

T TR S5 FAE A R 72 A SR A TR 2 o, 2SR BRAS A4 Tl 2 B i, Al =22 [] 4=
PR R A AE AT AIA AR (Doyles: , 1980 ; O1kFIY oung, 1997) £ ] 5 28 <7 A IRk a] |, B

PRI AFTE BB VE 4 D7t 2 X548 I 18] 8 45 4 72 A2 1E W) 52 ] ( Broschak AIBlock , 2014 ; Greve 4,

2010; Tahinenf1Vaaland, 2006 ) . It 41 , 24 51ES T BA MU AL S AL, b 2 (o] £ 87 i
BT AR S FE R E A (Rowley 5, 2005 ) o 117 24 A E Alb itk A B4t 25 I 26 77 A8 2 [R5 3R
5 =T KRR, Al 22 [a] B 45 5 S B A5 1T (GrevedE, 2010,2013 ) AL AN, BFFE
RG2S AAE R R PETB, 910 S B A 5500 1 30 S s AR 1 sl i A AR st mT DA
B Z A 51T (Kang%%:, 2014 ; PajunenfIFang, 2013 ; Spedales , 2007 ) .

B T Ak 2 R RS, A SR 853 55 51 (boundary spanner ) Z [H] I FAN E R
XAl 23 T I B A 22 DG E R — T, S T AN D1 2 R A B A A S A AT RAN
FRFM Al Z R F AT RO AL 255 E N3 (SeabrightF , 1992) o & — J5 T , X AR T
SN FN GRS T AERF R b ARG R W 7RI 10 8 S R B MR AR 151431 55 ( Baker
% ,1998 ; Broschak fliBlock , 2014 ; Rogan, 2014 ) , ILAh, 2485 1 A G sh 2 HA AV B, 8 1R
A ] BB Z 5 AR IR R B Al O R GER CRETIRZ P )4 8 , DA 52 M 2] J5 A7 e 32 10 R 25
(Bermiss f1Greenbaum, 2016 ) .

(M)A 5 58 1%

FEIE I DR R IR A B L [ U IR A 2 Bk P A8 AR L A B IR AR A RIS B i i, A

B EFIAT 5 5E R BESE BR % U AN E T B 283% 4 (Ring MVan de Ven, 1994) JTEIISFE T,

i i B L SR A AL SR B R R P E AR
1. LA PR A
PR ISASSRIR T 25 5 AR R AL e B 5 4% 1 GRS BE T PPl B A 25 b IRDYE e A b

bl efE K R KB Gk SRR RE
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x5 PUTSERMEX S EEELIERZIME R
ZOERE | WEHLE | TS FEMTR L BT
LA RESIERN | W S R PR AR ) S E G R | BarkemaFllVermulen, 1997;
IEJZ;!-‘\ L& W, IR | SRR AR, S B0 | CuifIKumar, 2012 ; Makino il
LA 2k Beamish, 1997
o Lo o | o | A EIKFER R E LB | BakkerFiKnoben. 2015;
B JLRHEE SR | il ey ERIE 5 | Greves 20105Li%. 2012;
e SEAELIL ParkFlRusso, 1996
BRI « /E B AR A S SR B

HUAR 2R ARG R RCRY: , S EGEM R 1 58, R Z RIZE & R 25 7 S LB
T ARG I 22 [) %) TR DRI o 80 4, A Ay L BT A AU T RN S e A [T SRR R A 2R
FHE A B TAEW] (routine ) o X BRI MK A Al 2 6] B A AE A KA Kk K (GrevedE,
2010;MakinoflIBeamish, 1997 ; Park f1Ungson, 1997 ) . 7EFE PR 45 1535 T, S A1E 7 Z A1 8K
SCAR R B Bl Rk [ R B S s BHAR A VR AR 2 8] B A R0 38, 5 B0 R AR 1 1S
(Barkema#flVermulen, 1997 ; Hennertf1Zeng, 2002 ; Park fllUngson, 1997 ) . F1J5Z , 245 1E4 kb
TRl —FE 2 L ], BIMJE AR U] 25 i 25T B8 L 3 — 1y TR DR Ay %86 4 I 8% il >R ) 15 2 IR I g %
FEAR A AE LKA Z R 5 BARXTFRYE | 55— 07 T2 T AZESE RIS b i il A7 A 35—
1) TAEB ] (Duso®%:,2010; RowleyZ,2005 ).

IR, BAEAESS PR E AL 2 2 MR AR o M B AVEAE 558 52 2 sl S 2 i & b sl
BV BGAS 25 . 338 h (White , 2005 ; CuiATKumar, 2012 ) o 3% T2 KR TAR s K i fs BAL B
I EHOIN L BEAh, 5 R T AR A E IR R AR PR A T AR R PSR ) TARAE:
S5t Ok B = A B AR (Park AlTRusso, 1996 ; Reuer#f1Zollo, 2005 ) .

2. AL S

A AEEHIL 3 S ) 2 PSR A B VERY 75— DB K 23R o — 7 T, R AR AL ) 2345 R
RIS A ARG AERCR L 53— 5 T, HA B i Al i A W] R LA E S VR K A sk
L EAER 5 AN R A BREERLF, NITSZ IR SR SC R A, SECS RO wh o
Ly SEIMAVERAR AL

AR FELL R 50T Al AL ) 2 0™ 5 - (1) BRI Z AT 4 ¢
Z o B A—E) 5 g B AR (Greved,2010; KangfllJindal , 2015 ; Park fIRusso, 1996 ) ; (2 ) &4F
%7 Rt A5 5 1F (BakkerfllKnoben, 2015 ) 5 (3 ) A5 BT i1 I 0 A58 AN 2 1488 5 B (Lu il
Hebert, 2005 ) o LA, W PRI 25 S BEHIL 32 SRR A= SR HRLIR o 814, 75 K Bat: R RS 1 T
Y445 (HadgedoornFl1Sadowski, 1999 ; Millington fl1Bayliss, 1997 ) . 2™ 4iids ol & A4 & Jr L [A]
2 5/ TAE{E55 (Pennings%, 1994 ; Park flIRusso, 1996 ; Valdes-Llanezf1Garcia-Canal, 2006 ),
A2 Fh T3 R ) A e B TR Al B B AL ), AT BB R

52, Ak AT LA B — 2 A it e 0 i 5 VRO AR A AL (Brown s, 1989) 7l ,
PABAL A VR A A AT (Lazzarini® , 20083 Li%E, 2012; Lumineau, 2011) 3l i3 5 G471k
P2 [ 211 8l (multimarket contact ) &7 XA T 0 A9 S 8P (Greveds,2010) , %
TEIA AR R Z AN S 8 = Jr gt r B 2 AR A1E R (CuifE, 2011;Kogut, 1989;
ParkF1Russo, 1996 )55 , LA FH 24 dix A SE I G AE K AEF ML ) A4 i, 445 e 1 s 2l i)
HYEXRR

B BT, SO TR RT R AR, R RS b A RS A [
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BRSSO T 250 Tk RS VROC R MR AR R R P X S8 R 0 A T a1 R R Y =
ANEETE, I A O AL 5 A O AR BB P L 1 5 TR RS R BIB BE, Al Al AN
XA T RE ) 22 B AR A A A P A5, DATTTSE A5 1 5 JR AR B4 R RE ANt , ek
L B IEE R B SR LI Ak LU TEBA SR I B, 2 05 % T A VR RT LA BBt
TR (BB o, 1 BRI , Al I ) S VB BAT AR AP A5, TR E i , TR
PRI BE , Al 5 2 T IR AR AL 32 SNBSSl s B ik PR G A FT i e 5 A O A 28

AR, ARG R C R AR E 5 KA AR SEIE b, SCHRR ] — T80 (Cuifs, 20135 LidE,

2012 ; ParkfIRusso, 1996 ) . JH4¥ [ 3554 H& ( Lunnan fTHaugland , 2008 ; Puck5% , 2009 ; Steensma il
Lyles,2000) . 32560504 (Lazzarini% , 2008 ; Ganesan%s: , 2010 ) &5 ZFp 5 X FEIS AT IE . 8 A
—BURIFSE R T LT 5T B )71 (Arino Ml Torre, 1998 ; Harrison,, 2004 ; ShenkarfYan, 2002 ), 3
AR T RS = B SR
M., 1EXEHLZIEITCIFHFAZME

BAER R LR HAA H 0 s 2 S AR, AH EL AT, B SR T A EL -G
SR FEATIAL FR A B B - ZE AR SCERR AT 1035 LIRS, A 125 T A E R REEXT
a4 A PSS e o SR 2 G| i e Y =

B A BE AL T AN E A N AT S VR, A 45 o) 2 W i AR ¢

F, SRS VR R AR T B 55 I, W R 2 i IE 181 15t (Reuer, 2001 ; Meschi,

2005) AHMKIRE , T 47525 LA S I A9 AR AR AR Al 8 2R e (Meschi, 2005) . 5341, DA
SEYTIRL AR EE R, A AE AR IR 25 R AT RIS 5 e ) TA5 R AAE , BB sk AR &
BLZs AHRHL, T2 X I A VEZ 1 45 7782 (Kumar, 2005 )

55 XL AR A YRR S B2 S R B, AN B A VR DT SR 2 g iAol 2 ] ) 6 R
J i, PRI B Al A R AR S A VR AT BETE AL , 33 2 A B ) A AR LR 2 TR 235 4

oAb B 7 7 AR R AR A ll 553 A AT A1 ) AT BE P (Zhelyazkov FIGulati,

2016),

8= A B VEL IR TP SE B > 8% . Pangarkar (2003 ,2009 )iA K, 4l BE 2L W 2
> BTN SER 5 2, oAb A RIFIE 3, 28 D7 3 B8 22 20 OB A B Al , e AR R B 2 3%
IR B A 2R e Heimeriks 55 (2015) WA T Ailboxss 556 2R A AN ] JRL 0T 464 7 IR G ) iy
K S AR AT B, XA VAR Ao R AN B 2 11 B B (RRER B3 AW HR AR R B B ) EA T
IR G , AT LA Bl Aol 45 e AR K B ZH G i 2 I AR IR B2 G R 0 A L o BL a1 TR iR G
MARGE ] WIARSA XA RRCR X 2RI R AT TR 24, HiX M iR BA
IR RA LA, M A I B A A SRR B A PR

S, A AR R AV BT SR HRU) 7838 SR M 25 X 2 1k A 45 SR = AR 2 o Al A 28 1 1 SR
FEAEAE LT WA B AT B DX (1) 438 2 15 e T —— % T AR i LS R PR A 7 R
A I AE A AR 5 (2) V)38 I 2 75 A T4 007 B 2% —— 3R WG 5 o il 2% 1 E 3k 25 (Alajoutsijarvi
45,2000 ) AHFFERIT, ML AT R A T R BC—Fh B4, e B2 i 38y S, g2k
758 g 2% 5 A B (GillerfTMatear, 2001 )

25 TR A F 5 A SCYARCEE 28 5 AR RIS (42 ) R SE M R R, R B
)5 AE 2 R LR X T T AN B 22507 > DL AR B A i St 2 2 o 2 1 s
SABARE R E , F F TR R CEA WK 46, Toie & Bie b 2 SO 5 F s vk
ABIRFFHE R, AR — S R T 2 hL 2 .

bl efE K R KB Gk SRR RE

63



64

., ZFRERKAREE

W = AR R RRLR, LR A VRS R AU BIRRFE T2 51 4S5 BLE 5 BIR TR B4
PERUE A ATHT I AR R AR I = 8 5 0 SR R AN = A B 25 SR A TR, B B R AT 1
A G I — UG A PR 3 T A SO SR W] LR, 13X — 4T A FF 95 B SR A7 A6 T £ [ L, (H
W R EA B KITOE ) (EA R — ST

L AEBEFEEHAEXLRIES T A EXR ML L

ARSCRI, AW P PECE RETA T2k XA IR I A EX RIEA
SETEANJE BRI , Bt 300 A R 72 Ml P15 1 ) 8 PR AN A s 1 1) R B4 I, Al b 2 Hsf 20 (e ik
W& 5 7 M, S 4 SR % e 3 (Eisenhardt, 1989 ; Eisenhardtf1Martin, 2000 ) . [ I, R & -4
YERZ (3224 A ER G , L 2Rl i T35 58 2 SE I G AE ) 28 A5 R 8 3l o il A I 2 b
BN DI A VR R E P 2O EDOR A TR S A O R INZAEA & AR FRHLE]
GIES W S SRS SEN S ks 2 fr ey (5 T o S N I 11 AR T e (A YR N D
WRE RN FEEWEEXRRIES, GG 5E & (licensing) ETINEE C R (franchising ) 5%,
ARG HEFRAT XMl 0] B/ O R U Y B o

2. PR S 5 I 2 ] ) — B

WIRTATIR , WA SCHRIR SN T A 1E 6 R A5 B R v D i iR ) A8 AR ST 58 18 = A By
B SRETRE S ECAEL IR 2R R X SR E R HIS o] DIAS R BOE M X 5, 3
TEN P EAAE I 2 A 2 AL ARG SCHA , Al AR iR All (B A A 56 SRR i — A T
TOIN PR 2 SR, AS ] B B A X — A8 T 1 AN [R) A B A A o 5 AR S K i ) RIS Ry
TR A RE 71 B (Davies f1Prince, 1999 ; LufiBeamish, 2006 ) , 1M HABAF 5 WPHf X — A8 18 FH F
AL RE S B (BakersE , 1998) , i A BFFORHX — A8 eV A Al 4 2 G et i & (Lun
Xu,2006) . BRI Z A1, A E 5 Z ST A IR e SR P g PR R AE 2 Fh e 2 BE A &
Al 1] B 175 SRR R G 2R S ( Broschak A Block , 2014 ; Greves ,2010) , A ) XA 4E %
Z & FIPER P (Levinthal fllFichman, 1988 ; Seabright5:, 1992 ) , X SUARUK At 1 BHAS 1T 3411
XoF RS A THERA () B0 , 75 ZEAE AR IFTE b | s E

3. fEPCR R BE Z IR A 7 R e T

AT SCHk - — 251 AH R ITE W R AR 2R AR O IF I AR B Dk o B dn , SR FH 56 R AR A0 A
FIBFFE IR, flb 3 56 2R & TR B8 7= OB A AT DR 5 Al A BB 40 AR iAol 2 [l 9151
PR E A VE X R BT (Levinthal fllIFichman, 1988 ; White, 2005 ) . fH M3 5 A BB K F , K R
LG A S AU SR HERL 2, BT 2 18 0 VAR ) JXUBS: (LufiTHebert , 2006 )
Xt , Z e BERA AR R BRI ) B) S AR BE B2, A 158 B R AR A X
PRI 2 X5V O R M52 R A AR AE D SRS 2RI RGBS i C RIEAS I FME S RHE T A 5
TEAREAR R ML FH 73 S ) B EAS AR AR A58 h— 4R 5 3% .

4. I AR HEE 2 0] AN AT g

CLA W98 R IR RIS 38 50 AR BEIE | DRV SL AL 23 28 # e o B Be L St
OS5 2R B R AR SC R 2 M TR SR, DA A R R AN RIS 2 [a] ]
REAEAERY B AME oAl A1 ARG R L A — DB IS, R RIS 2 (1]
FIRL A SH R T E & AIRFFEHLES BN X T AR K R A B IR AR I 2 75 23 AR Al
ZAEABGBIER G AR N B ) 24l i 256 iz AL 2 s e e B 32 ik i R TE 2R FEAL
TN T AR BT FE 9K i E A FRBLE , R OR R G A OC AR AR A Ji8 2Bk T A BB Z (A1
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FHE AT, AR FIBIFTEIE 1T LS | AHT A B SR i B — B4 i an , AR I IF5E T LAG I AAE 2
D FEEA S ERIS K F AR R LR — B 5 B O SE A

5. KA FEFAELATH

JRESCERE 20N THPY 5 1 S EAE R R LA RET L, H A5 — L6 5w R 2 2145 1
HH Y 28 BLASUETE AT TR — U A SCHIFSE 2 B DG o 4 , v T BA )RR AIE G e s 5 G
R 2 EBSE B BT 40 Bl 6 I, Hambrick 25 (2001 )42 11 T — M FLARE FRN7EA %
Al A T AR RS R AR XA B Al 19328 785 7 A B SR T, I SR SR SCUE RIS )
XIS WA T 36 o PRI, ol FH 50 B B X Al A DG R AR AR A T 5 2 — MEAR OCTE R
] MEA, Ak B B 1A R A G Al 2 ma SRS S AR C R SR 2Cui (2013 )N, S5 —5
YOG By K i B2 U855 Al A A VRO B TS R A BRI AR BARST , A- VEAR A %) AT BB &
AT AR5 AT Lt — AR 5T HA A A R AR R R 52 ), B N 5C R AL A 13 B i\ 2otk
PRl B A5 (Wassmer, 2010 )

6. KA VEL Xl B )

HEPER , XS s BN A5k TR0 B B, PR EL & S i A R 5 0 2
R T BEXRRLZ XA T AU E AR BT A2 > I T RE L 4 5 58 & T
PAE— 2R A VR 2 b XAl LAt A O T (4 A 7R PR i) o B, 24 b 2 5 IHE R &
YEAKAERT , 2 ST AT Z R BEIERk A AT &2 AR BEIR A RE 7 , DI S ma il 1) A1 35 ik
W 2V S A A TE B AR I B 5 1) A s, LASRAS L (4 s U5 7 A A SR A, Al T
DL i (B R A E RSB AR G R A RlA Ak RATREA A K T BEA A AR RS 74T 4
R 2 2 3 5% 247 R MCA VRS AR AR T R A VR 2 3Ll 5 1k B A G R PR i 5 7
X LEHR S AE AR ARSI 7] 8

7. MENR T AEXRRA LR E

AR R SCHR CAE E ANE R T T3 = AR A L R, o R = 3T [ 5
BRI AL Z T [ P2 SRR 3 — U ) DGR R AN I o SR b, v BB R A ] B SC Ak
SRR — PR A VE R NZAE A HA E bR 4 2 SO B DTk, 24 T AT A
IOV 5 FE T REAS

58, REAE N R — AN A AR X AR Al i i AR 52 28 SR B B R
W« IS R R AT R B AR, B8 A IO X A e e A BIR i o E XA A EOR BREE T , ik b
R AR B LA S BARAE b A, LLA B A T E SN BE Al 4 Gy 45 o 5 1R N
A A B AVE, ST AR Ak 35 Puck 5 (2009 ) X2 I A1 5 MR AL B BRI 223047 T %
58 ACATYAG 15 22 S ) 30 iy A A5 B M85 o A, SRR KA I B VR L b X T A AV A7 7 (B
(A SE M 7 [ PN il 2 75 23 PR R A B 25 RO Rt 2 2 ST AL sl R e =46 B 2R R 78 12 3
F1, NI SEBEERE 755 — T, FEBOR BRI B DL, SN lb 7E R A [ A AR L
WA RKZ W BEREAT L FESEMMIER T, A KRR R B S R e MR A S E R R ?

W FEFR I BRI 151 3, T E AL Sy Sy A TEE AN 9, DUBIERAS St Y
FoR EHANA, B2 R R AN 7. 201 54F , TR E B 208 R 1 5L = R X AR
(UNCTAD, 2015) o 7E fm KU « 15 S IS i ke A5 e st A e ok 0 (I B 1Y) a0 PR XL
W , B GR  HTT3  SCACFN I EE , X il A b A — AN B T A R 1B 05 o BA SR gt/ X i
P B2 T B B A R 14 S 1 o el 2 7 RS I L PR A 1R SC R L S RSk # 45 # (liability of
foreignness ) , L3kl B2 KUK , 75 BLAE AR RO il — 2% %% .

55 = FEIR I A FE RV DRI T BUR XA Ml S i o2 A 245 B VE R 25 20, Tii

bl efE K R KB Gk SRR RE
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PRAT ST 3K — A R SR B 0+ 20 AT B A X — 5 1), AR R BT T AR A DU AL 4 - A
b5 U 22 18] 59 SCBAR AT Al 22 18] 1465 156 22 7BURFAE D 28 = D7 HUMITE Al 54 s it
TERERBLE & HE SRRV E T 2BUR S — AU 5 Al A B BRI SRS 1 XM G VRN
R RS2 AT Foft R 2] 2 L 8 AL RSUAT S AT Ak S A v B 05 A B S i A
HSERAB R T HL2x
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A Literature Review of Interfirm Partnership Termination
and Future Prospects

Gao Danxue, Zhong Weiguo
(Guanghua School of Management, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China )

Summary: Interfirm partnership is crucial for operation and success of firms, as it serves to
provide various aspects of economic and social benefits. However, interfirm partnership is usually
highly dynamic and unstable, thereby bringing great management challenges to managers and
stimulating a lot of research interests in understanding interfirm partnership termination. Prior
researchers have adopted a wide range of theoretical perspectives, trying to reveal the causes and

outcomes of interfirm partnership termination. Research findings have been revealed plentifully, but
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interfirm partnership termination research has developed for decades without such a systematic
synthesis.

This paper attempts to fill the research gap above by providing a comprehensive literature review of
interfirm partnership termination. It is organized around three major questions. Firstly, what is interfirm
partnership termination? In answering this question, we first distinguish desired and undesired
termination, and summarize major forms of partnership termination under various types of interfirm
partnership. Secondly, what are the antecedents of interfirm partnership termination? Based on a review
of seven major theories employed in this field, we supplement and perfect the inter-organizational
relationship analysis framework put forward by Ring and Van de Ven (1994), propose a more
comprehensive analytical framework and make a relevant literature review. Our framework identifies
three core mechanisms of maintaining stable interfirm partnership, namely, efficiency, equity and
legitimacy. The reasons for the volatility of these three mechanisms leading to partnership termination
lie in three stages of interfirm partnership development, namely negotiations, commitment and execution
& completion. Thirdly, how does interfirm partnership termination matter to firms? In this part, we
identify termination outcomes revealed by the literature in three major aspects: influences on future
collaboration potential, learning effects of termination, as well as the effects of termination
communication strategies on termination outcomes.

Based on a comprehensive review of prior literature, we identify seven research directions that are
worthy of further investigation: (1) to explore interfirm partnership termination in more various forms;
(2) to improve the consistency between theoretical construct and empirical measures; (3) to reconcile
contradictory arguments proposed by different theoretical perspectives; (4) to explore complementarities
among varied theoretical perspectives; (5) to investigate more rich antecedents of interfirm partnership
termination; (6) to conduct more studies on the effects of interfirm partnership termination on firms;
(7) to conduct more interfirm partnership termination studies embedded in Chinese context.

We follow a four-step procedure of selecting our review sample to ensure the comprehensiveness of
literature coverage. First, we search 20 high-level English academic journals in fields of strategic
management, organization studies, innovation & entrepreneurship, international business, and marketing
by using key words such as termination, dissolution, tie instability, tie continuity, alliance dynamics,
joint venture failure, alliance withdrawal, partner buyout and joint venture exit. Articles containing these
keywords in tittles or abstracts are further examined by reading their abstracts. Treatment of interfirm
partnership termination as a core construct is used as the major criterion to determine relevance. Second,
we conduct literature search for scholarly publications in EBSCO, Science Direct and ProQuest database
by using the same set of key words. Third, for each search hit in prior two steps, we examine its forward
and backward citation information to further collect pertinent articles. We also examine reference
sections of published reviews on interfirm partnership, alliance and joint venture to obtain articles that
may have been ignored. The procedure yields 22 conceptual articles and 103 empirical studies. Fourth,
we code theoretical perspectives and core arguments for each article, as well as research design and
empirical conclusions for all empirical studies, to develop a comprehensive picture of current theoretical

and empirical development in this stream.
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Our review contributes to the literature of interfirm partnership in two aspects. First, we provide a
systematic review of foreign literature of interfirm partnership termination including joint ventures,
strategic alliances, and buyer-supplier relationship. We also sorts out forms, antecedents and outcomes
of interfirm partnership termination by constructing an integrated framework, to provide a
comprehensive and clear overview of current research situation in this field. Second, we evaluate
existing literature from both theoretical and empirical perspectives, and propose future research
directions through identifying limitations of current literature.

Key words: interfirm partnership; relationship termination; literature review
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