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Abstract

This paper investigates empirically the relationship between various business
portfolic properties (particularly technological properties) and chaebol’s perform-
ance using data on the 50 largest chaebols in Korea. In addition to the tra-
ditional indexes to measure diversification such as entropy index, we calculated
inter—industry technological similarity using' R&D expenditure data by industry
and 1590 Input-output Table in Korea, and obtained chaebol—level technological
relatedness and internal transaction proportion from chaebols’ business profile,
inter~inustry technological similarity and 1990 input-output table, We applied
factor analysis on 13 business portfolio property indexes and showed that they
could be grouped into 3 dimensions, diversification scope, inter—business
relatedness and degree of vertical integrition,

In this paper, using 50 largest chaebols’ financial data (1989—1994), we
analyzed empirically the effect of business portfolio properties on ROS(Return
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On Sales) which is conventional index for firm performance and on TFP(Total
Factor Productivity) growth which is a pure measure of firm performance. To
utilize the advantage of panel data, FEM(Fixed Effect Model) and REM(Ran-
dom Effect Model) were used. The empirical result shows that the entropy in-
dex as a measurement of inter-business relatedness is not significant but techno-
logical relatedness index is significant, OLS estimates on pooled data were con-
siderably different from FEM or REM estimates on panel data. By introducing
interaction effect among the three variables for business portfolio properties, we
obtained three findings. First, only VI(Vertical integration) has a significant
positive correlation with ROS. Second, when using TFP growth as an depen-
dent variable, both TR(Technological Relatedness) and VI are significant and
positively related to the dependent variable, Third, the interaction term be-
tween TR and VI is significant and negatively affects TFP growth, meaning
that TR and VI are substitutes,

These results suggest strategic directions on restructuring business portfolio.
As VI is increased, chaebols will get more profit. A higher level of either TR
or VI will increase TFP growth rate, but increase in both TR and VI will have
a negative effect on TFP growth. .

To summarize, certain business portfolio properties such as VI and TR can be
considered "resources" themselves since they can affect profit rate and pro-
ductivity growth. VI and TR have a synergy effect of change in profit rate
and productivity growth, VI increases ROS and productivity growth, while TR
increases productivity growth representing a technological synergy effect.

Keywords : Business Portfolio, Chaebol, Technology Flow Matrix, TFP, Tech-

nological Relatedness, Pane! Data Analysis, Synergy Effect
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I. ¥ &

AP #FAA ] Qo] e ¥ ¥FE AXHL don I FY¥HS IUZH
Agtel] vixa ok 30t AE BRI FAFANAA AR e H]Fo] 19929
14.5%°014 19944 15.3% & F7tste 5 Ade ¥Fo] AR Uch? Ade A
7t FUAARAA vAe BFEA} AdSGes YPe E&4 FAL @FAA
o} FUE FAolt. 222 AdAe] AFLA dF FES ¢ FLF B
A7t otd 4 gink.

H A= vedd ZIdgeel Boluy ARIYF Fo2 viwe wop & Y
of disf FAAAALSSY 715E Aste F 714y AN} FAPEHAL 4538
71 A8 A B4R Y T, FTAAAY AF 5L FA83 oy FFAA, 53
Ade AR AAUSF] @ FHo)Y §JE AAGio) FHo) FAH 0} o]
FAJGRY =934 FAAA A T4 Poln,

1980t 9] FAMAPY Ao FRUULE XA Rol ¥ YA g
FOAsg oo ME JAYFEIAEe] AWAL, old dis 1990ExREH PR
BHo2 ANG Ro] (YT AR HAAYgolAdrt. FRe AWl ¥jFA Adu}
T dEos ARJIES JFARIASE APy g9 gy FAENE
A FFeEA AL L & AT AFFAESSY AAF AErdez Y9
43E FEYHE $ AAdE E78T AEdYde EAFL =Hun e
QAFAER} V33 VA4 ANN BHEGT 7GAF BPArtete 2F AF
o] AZi=a Ut '

gditzle 2 HAAEFFY 71 &8 FUAFI 4ot A2Yes @A
A4H FEg Yrose P 29 Y8l AF(market) Brhe =3 (organiza-
tion) 9] W& A (internal transaction)& #43te Zo] L Rz FAEHS
Az J2 J19AAE WD AR TE AQu LA Bhe Utk £H 7]

D $2vete 7dAde Adds 199 FYFAA 284749, AR 3R A, RARGEY 93
59 833 542 A A& Keiretsu, ©|=9 '‘Conglomerate’ st @& ‘A (Chaebol)’s #]
Z Atk 8 dFPefA e AR VGAF ol golg LA 8 RHolg

2) A4 (1995), p 38.
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st =7 mE23 QiR FAE 873 W] GxA A UM nl=7]
ol A dE7FY 9 2 FF71Y9Y FH L G dFE ¥ AL
AFE A=Y MdFIEY B4 4FYUl e FRol A & 7IdPey &
4% AR GEE A 3F FAYE + de AV2AEE JHAge Ao
ot 28y ol F Bl §F9 AATFZENA uE FFAAE YFoin YU
o3, 4% ugAAA AFTAA d¥ FHL @A old mE AUAF T
Aol €9 siojof & Rojnt.

Z1gAgeld JIdEEe] B AW wse §F9 YA UL 5 UA=S
EP gL WBAL £ UASE 79 €F5& 23 Wihe A9 988 I
oY 7IAAFe] F8 TP E T AHAE € F UAR? _

AA, 'A¥EH AF EEF2(product-market portfolio)’'s] B EA2A, "¢+
A7 Fg AU/ Tehe A AP Ak o€ 71F¥F] WSl (scope) &
%A AR ve Rz AF9 449, 71 FFFUY Yot AF/AY =
EEReE A% #¢ dFAAN M F4HA OdFo] & EAo|o

¥4, 9% %9 (operation mission)'s] FF EAUH, HFHe gyFujo AT
Z73("Make or Buy 7") 224 ole 7Ijld LA ¥/t 4 AN JdFEE
9] 4P F, 71949 A71H TYH Il YL vNEE AgFHoe vy
a3 \

AR, AYXEFT L (resource portfolio)’s]. AAEAEA, 'ﬂ“i-\zl-ﬂﬂ e
7t ¥ e 49 @AY A4 AF, 4], EA 9 YL S 239, 7e
g FY[NLE EH4E 7 A FIATAE 279 43, FEojvA, #FF
2, 714E3}, AY7l¢ § £22 ¥ § e 847 XY Hed, 744 33
Yo AT A3oin 71d9 ALHE AZAN e YPdaioln.

AA 849 MYy ¥FEHG FEE EA2A od §39 AdFAE FAE

3) Itami (1987) =

4) o] B4 Ae#u)g9) 7 At (transaction cost economics)ejA t}Ro] & EAojr}, Zige Ay ¥
Aoz A wAse AR ARuLE golrl A8 GAAT 933l v &(transaction
cost)s} WjE3te] A u] g (coordination cost)e] FBFAM 719 7 A (boundaries of firms)7} AF
Ve AL2 Coase(1937), Williamson(1975) S 28 AA =}



Aozt £A sSed o] e, @A ARl A B¥E ARlez o
BAY A -] Qe Aoz dxsE # A e, AL B (in-
ter —business relatedness) 7ide] Aol HASNA FYHo YA e A, F
Aoz 7149 AYEEEYLT BBPo] o8 AFH onlg erteEe Folo.
dyrze s FPAol L g3t FHo2 Y9 A (economy of scope)st Al
) &7 (synergy effect)?7} EAE o2 olgFog FAHI oy A4 o
¢ BENE HdFHLE HAFEe AFELS $5id. £¢ £ FAYNE £
ASHRTI 7149 AT ojd FEE vAEert §L& AFATI RET 4ol
. §3] ¥39 Afele 28t

¥ =89 AL, AAR A ZEZE L9 Hyd g 13 53 A XE
8o Y AFEY 4AF F3AAE Bt 719 ARH AAA 9] $aS
AFHA . EAE, A5H ARIXEENL §4 AFdd /¢y FFYA 7=
@ A5 vEE T3 FFAA A gloiA rIdIde] AREEEE e FYo HE
A3te] BAE AFEY LA o

olg|@ AT A#} A& 4 e AMALEE, AR ZEEZLY F¥ U
g P B3 /1Y g3 dig AR ol oA, ¥FAHA Y U 7
A3 43 A2PLAES F&Y F 9oH JiJTY AP GF AI&
AZH & & AL Roldh

II. FESERl FHERRBHME

1. M HERR

WA E Aol FAISI 7 QG827 T2 35T 713 Z{F7 WA
Aol da(d : 2HIEAEF dVNAR]], IFAAFG Zep2gAg]) HZo] @
oldte] FAl FHAs7] olsE APoe] AUtH( 1 BFAAA HEFA, dRdA F).
2y Y 2= FHAHA o] okl A FxE FHIHLZ Wagt. 7

5) AR Azt M9 AARY o Y olulojtt. gun|ge] it A old] YAAY L xFS
71974944 BEFH, HUPE5 s FoFA4e AAE 2o
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<3 Wizte wit Jdde] A AL AdEo] FHEA MEZE el @A
ZIE @Y. 2EE AT VYL Jledsldd g 4 ¢ don N2e
do] HEI}ZE FEZ J|&E ARE o&de Ffole A UG

53] 71€dAol 71x7Ieed ALE FHAML ofd 7|& 47149 §#(techno-
logical fusion)o] 93] 2Q3te F42t gtz Aok wiFtE2Y 29 H$ 7147
€% AR71e9 §oln], AFTH A AE, A% L Wi A4z AR
9a & 4 flen, vy fP4AA @FFELAY B4 sig, AE, 714§ 4F
A71ed] %L Yag @

FAT BEAY 3L A8 G WYPol ded 7 ad Ao SIC(Stan-
dard Industry Classification) MA& 2y E ol 4&& Wyo] Ut = SIC AAA
At R 39 £E MEFIANN 2L 7 £ 5 F Ao vkddn #
g, a2y ol #3 HPAAA ERA2H 2AH Jems a2Xd JEE
€ 7FsAdol dt®

A9 A3 NEdez2e olHY LHE MY F fon ANGZ Jley =
3 NFRAY wE g ARAAL ol S HebEty] ok AdeHe Fe
€ AAHe] slerg AYTR s AFe] AAYE <9 ZIE A3 B
# Al2¥ (hierachical classification system)o} we} notdle AL BAHoT I}
s,

53 g AFAN A 719423 oAM= A e A 2 (market definition)ol]
HFE AEFE FHLEY ARIEYE 492 o8P 278 35Y B¥e F
o SHY F Ao oA U7 T AAE Fefsfolte MU FIEY 454
TFANE AIRES FAE WAV g AP A8 FolR FARAELY A
TEY wWE 7ede AEd A4 3AE Ao Aol ddAe] & Wol
. o1& T3 AT FAMY, FEREYY 3 F dv] e Ay 4Eo] s
2 QY AA AAME i AL & 5 A& Aok

6) ol ¥ IS AAZE, AA, 492 SIC YFUHAM Tl ¥A, ¥F £32 A4 o
FUAY B=o) ¥ Aoy LT Ak olAW VA wALY YEHA 42 § F A Aol #d
H(glass)st 329 W BAZ 4JJozE A2 YWY dABAA Aoy SIC HAYezE ¢
qE g g9 48
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A Az 489 HIY 4F AFANR, AU BA s suis el
we} 719 AFZHEA EHAAMY EHEAY EEAYEF4 A (Standard Indus-
try Classification system)o] @& 47t #dA Z2FHoe A7 3 FAAY
APRE T3 AEP ATE Mdsto W I E Fo]XT U

A BEAY 3L A8 9FE P ded 7 3Ed Re2E SIC(Stan-
dard Industry Classification) MA& zgig o] &3l Pel Ud. & SIC AAN
od o ¥& 3 & MAEFIANN 2L £7d £ +F F Ao vxdidz &
gt a2y ol ¥X HEHAA EFAN2H 2AH denz aRdE JHE
& 7Fs4el Ao

FP1Y FEAVAEE e JGET F3FEE Heopsof st AdT
de f7¥ed AYEF] SAUY. B, 71¢ F9 F¥AA(intangible resources)
< HIEY F4HI e Lot FRYALY VAR TEL BT Ao}
A4 Bz AAL] E4o] 9¥E £ AL Aot aHY FAY nHlE B £=Ed
ME F2 40988 % R&D A& o839 4T F3AAE 4572 @

Z1€d QYL 7€ SHAMY MR FAHEE o olg M=
A4z Jlesgol St} st JlexE S D] A H2 PPes B
vEdMe AJAARRE o4 UYUE R&D € TUAAR T2 Wi de Yo
ZleE8Yd e ded.”

2. #Fe mouEe| Al

VAR ZPALYY 25 PEBY FY-4E AFE ogde iz
A7 713 &L &8V A8 FTAEES IYARYAPYEEL 58 R&D A2
ZTES S JesE FEERH WAL A AFE FFsed ole 72F
9 R d(structural equivalence modelling)7§'d& w& AHeolgt® AP 7|¢3E

o] He oz Ry Y7 71€ 9 (technological inflow) 2] A}adA| 4= (correlation) &

o >

olft

7) Lemelin(1982), Farjourn(1994), Robins and Wiersma(1995) £¢] 9+%7} 18

8) Schmookler (1966), Terleckyj(1974), Scherer(1982) &=

9) ‘7232 9 (structural equivalence)' 7l do] A= Burt(1987), o1& o]4 ¢ AE A e Burt and
Carlton(1989) ==
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}

A& B AU 71474 (inter —industry technological similarity) A48 &3 3

2 dFEH e RAMIAS 4&E 98 Borgatti, Everett and Freeman(1992)
o] UCINET IV #& 1.09¢ A3 44 Fde o¢ [(# 13 29

MelZh JlwRALY HE

WU NERA

[®# 1]

)

BE3588559559398YSvssyYgsy -
£88Y59885858485299336335583°8
58889Y588895°3893338859%985
BY3929855%95559595995888 Y8y
$5885558854395388999853 8338
598535 538989599883853 38889
CEEERLEEREREEEEELEEPERE ETTEY
B9395855939999Y85893 5555838
§8983Y35945989998Y3 3588848
8535855858350988958-3953839%8
CEREERERREEEEEY EEFREPEEPE TR
$458855539854883 8304989938
- EEELEEELEERCRE THEEREEETEE
SEEEEREERFEFEEREFE T EETERET-EY-
SCEEEREEEEERT R TEPEREE EET I
895895999999 9959559559558°9¢
CELECL LR FERETTCR TEE L EETYEE T
ek EERE e EEEEREEETEFEEEE
588585898 -9998854983835834883
89335985-889953H838995595888
898¢235-599839994998598539848
858°859-58839899899955939859Y
B892 938580295805 5855555898
3836 39355988995 84995355583Y
835°83°933584959989958395485
58°5589959988898553039883832
CREEELEELVEERVERF SRR EERTTE T
B EEEEREEREEFERREVEEEEERYEEL

AEE 71efFAe 4AF oulE Heter] Astel gALYY=U(MDS, Multiple
Dimension Scaling) & AHg3tel 2 Y& /AHIS A A= A5

o MDS 473} 2947 7143 §AL 38902 BUSE Ao AP o=

¥4 ojdniel, A9 Jl€3 F(technological space) FojA 2 A& A

7B ez EAY & ded, [28 1144 A 7AE4E A2 redes

S 4oz BRY + Aok

AuA AL F71&-A714 FUOT ANY & AT FUA AW FrF -
718 AES Aoz A AA AL FHA-LuAY Aoz HHT 4 Uk

10) social network £4& 9§ T2y

1) 37234 % TRARYPEFe] AL FE 712Ao2 UYABEY BYE FUFERE /g2 &

fov 49 R&D $A9 244 FA71eA9 “FYr¢ AT ERAN19899)"F 71Foz 287 4

29 R&D A&d 277} ol F7Hesle 712 E R4 287 IYREE Yoz Ak
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;} 1.6 PIAITIAN A
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LY B ~eima
7] 15 ZH35
A | g 14
Z 5 e g 22 (e ze
3 e oA 33 ) = !
¢ Hoptas 11
" 7 'R
oor 10 28 6
¢ %5 2 ¢ EER=NERSE] °
% 7 1 5 13
® ° ge / e ©
. B
i i :
-1' T Y 3 1 5

-6 -4 -2 -0 2 4 6 "B 10

Wl s A
(38 1] WlE-F71E 271-97| B0l A8 MY Ay

L9444, 2 39, 3. 48F R B 4 4498 B 7R, 5 854 R UTAE 6.
Fol, ZoAE, AW, 7. VYSARE, 8 EAE, 0. HHHA, 10. £ L
HeARg, 1L TRAE, 12 Se¥FEA @& =e2d, 13 57, 37 R E7, #A
&, 14. 75 ME4ZEAE, 15 2244, 16 NATEA], 17. YIS SAT (1 AZNA
o)), 18. AIAA =Y (H7AL), 19. A7 B AR77), 20 534, 21 AFAT R Ao
By A R BUAE, 2 842, 23 Wke R FEAR], 24 349, 5. 4%
3% EAQ, 26 38, HEY, 27. 7148949, 8. /Y

M. #xFeEQ FiEI HIHAAA

1. RREEY FRIEZLL

1ol 8 FHHoE F AT LAY S F9%E 71A(single business
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firm)2.g2 WolidZ ok 2y ddidl AN EFFAHY 719 (multi —business
firm), & A8 A4F AZs I AL E A=Y 7149 S L33 A9
A @ioltt. Salyele] ALx A¥UFes AL SR FHE Ady
o], tridelr & F£Ho2 YHAQA gelolz FIFAANM AAde HFE W
Ed.

50df 7igAee dFEREYeE A¥RY, A, 8, LG 9 B¢ A A d4F
of A&& UL FA, 7o} 2L 7IAL FA GF Fol F auw} Jjote B¢
£t BE HF0 A% 442 4% ¥43A FHATFAAFTE 70 7)) £
AFE B ({5 /=0 7IopMH|2)E 8 AT FodYd Eoldh. ozl 7R
A EEEZL T YFa

AQEEEN 0 B4 A3 detsiEw Jd, JdAEE A=A ARIE
(line of business) @2 EAso} g & 71]i¢tel] A HFo] & 49 AdE
98 A% Aol A&l ety A ¢ oy # A (line of business)
¥ FF doleljol2r}t EAFHA gorvg AT A Ao Y AP E
AFdMe 7y £4€ 7Ide] ARE AIEH ARER s AHEE F
At

WA, 3 38 AF2e Jx9 449 we), ¥FY A x(categirical measures)
$} 943 A x(continuous measures)7t Utk WFY 2le(categiri‘cal measures) &
Wrigley(1970), Rumelt(1974) A74M AAEAed 7199 ARYXEEL §4E
A3 71Ee) g AT, vFAY, FAFTHY F9 ¥F2 Yvo) A7 &8
&2 Qlo. 94Y Iyx{continuous measures)t EFAJVEFAAZRE =3dHE
d, ol= & Aldol O & AQe2RY Aol #A-H JAUE EEAJEFAA
(SIC)ol g&3e] MALFAES] RiA A& 74 FL7td B AQze] A
g 2383 Yt AEZ 9 X4 (entripy index) s} EME A4 (concentric index)
7t R QY olx ®A9 ARYH WP 2 U3 9 2]X A

gtz 24 dsHE ‘BHA (relatedness)’ojete 7gol Fo¥d ole
AA7E {AME 2N AFTRUR ARG ARG AEI-AE uidd. 71U
AL BEA2 dopd ARIZE AYAaRE B ded £ UAxE FRFLE &
A7hE duisted ole ‘AFH {AM (strategic similarity)’ /st 4@, SIC
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EFAAE dAdR7Idel 6 ol FaT “BHEH {FAE ] A oS ATE 3
Bt AFstA Rt chzhdi(diversification) 2 58 #@ A (relatedness) g Y 3]
FEA I Ao 2HBE, G2 @ EHoME ojHT AHFH {KA 4
23e 98 71€3 HAH4(technological similarities) & Aested E43tdr).

FEUA B dPEd, FIFH g ol8F A7 LA v AF
< AFE FE5F Hojvh. Y VY FHATHAEE FFs7] Aside 44 4
iiel Az A&7 dooF stegE &Ho] Z@3tr}. Davies and Morris(1995)9) A
T+, T AZE VIGAN 2o AU ZiduR AYFeE n3, A
SR2YEY AFE FH}e PSR WYL 359 HojHE o839 Z1duit
AR EE vlolEE FB e WIE AL ded o WHeE £33 FHF
TE& B& A8 ¥eglel A4AFoz ZZE 4 QU

ALEARAE 93d, 7199 AJQXEEHLE YUGFE T2 YHE A
oltt. & 7]de] 9zt diy AL Ao aRde 7YY AYsdH @Al
S Aol € Aot} (Montgomery and Wernerfelt, 1988 ; Teece et al, 1994) &
vEdqMe ALEATHA 439 ARJEEEZQ HHE BAUD & (LFEA
e duFd Ageside 7led FEH 23F FYol FAEH uiNd
F & AFH KA (strategic similarities)o] e AGFH] Yol Fodtuz
NER FAMEl et Ay REE Q9 54 & HopsinA .

2 WREEEZD 29 AUX|ER0 L5 EieR HH

AA] B3e] 9% 2 AFEFAS AP L AHEY, 329 ZHAME 71F -]
£ g sdle YHE, FYSUdMe v FHANE A4 Fu=
yetdo. ol AYA e Fi SHuEE F2AYE ndE FdAA B
R JtFe £ $4E ¥ § JEF o

Tzhstel 714/ e BRG] dE 72, Rumelt(1974)7F AZFAE ARIE
EEZLE 71 7ol vA-IIdA Hsl(zA Tz EYHoR) & AAE
B29e 2oz Axsgrt. 28U Montgomery(1985) £9] dAo)A], 2t ze}
71dEA ] 71 Fd 2 FFE FH 7Y AREEE e FHHL MU
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of A9 Y%L FA ¥ Aoz e,

AlF, B, 3=g 29T Be A4 dFHe QF 2AE Ry g o3
o} Fels} 7198 zte) BAlel dis §FF AEL HHA R At (Hoskisson
and Hitt, 1990) ©]&3 FWojM, AIRIZE AF Bl 7d4AE €Y Rojge
F3 2 =A7 AgA7d ALZEABH(Resource—Based View)dlA FH A 7
w57 dot.(Wernerfelt, 1984 ; Barney, 1991 : Prahalad and Hamel, 1990) 18y
o3 FXYAxz #7853 MdBFYE § 4577 RF3 A2 ARIXEES
2 B4 A7 BA U ATFRAE AU AAs W fvjs|jate}
71898 AAZFEF B EMEHA FEIJEFAA(Standard Industry
Classification system)of w}& A}¢JZb #¥ A (inter —industry relatedness) 3B}
E Y899 ALRE Fd 959 §34€ 59 Hd A¥E AL, o8
< BY3] FFA 7€ AFATES vEge 448 AFEZ o (Markides
and Williamson, 1994 ; Robins and Wiersma, 1995 ; Brush, 1996)

FRY izt FE 72 FAB(1986)9) AFOIFRE 7IYdAGE YU
¥ 2 Ayt Jddx £4 € Ad7FAE 3 79I A g §gd
@ A% APE FA XL AG? 222 4% A5 dI3 L AJEEE
e B4A59 Ui B3 ZIUPes XL S48 43T FAY A=
A& F4o] Has,

. 500 M) & s d®e KBS

. ® #

ARle] Fi2 ¥F EEAYJERKSICIE 71§22 819 4-digit 714 FEIFHA
% EHUAE S 500 dAEE AR AR ol 7IdF G L4E

12) 30 g2k JAaAe] @ A72e FAD(1986)0) % P I5(1988), =E4(1990), AFH(1991),
219911 9 A7st ATk A EATE G4 o] Yo Rumelt § T& EFVYEFE o8
@ AESAASE ojgstT Ut 2FA(1990), FFVAW) S A7 &, dAde WYL E
o} F94ge) ¥A4A A%L v B}

13) 19943 71% A0 &, 19943 B $&o] Aol Felgel wa 4S5 509 AgAT) 23
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1989~1994d 7 S 7Ide] AFARE ENYUYLR 3ttt 1989¢0]A 1994371 A]
AR 50 71PAG 2502 RAAIE WE HR o4 7L ddez ¥
. 37143 e 2 71 e (8 2]s 2o

(¥ 2] SAxd M4 (AT I

FE\QA= 89d 9l a1 92d 93d 94
7193 49 49 49 49 49 50
7 463 463 510 516 531 589

¢z EYEL 199099 AAARES} 198095 FH4/|EATRE RAIHINE
ol F2AYUT EFNJYEFAA(KSIC)ste] QAL Zaste] 287) RESS B
FHUT NRAEEE TAARALN(1992) A2 E A 19909 2 WA
8 EFUY FER od¥s FU $399L J1Fez /EH e daeun
ARARE ABE 187158 A8/t 2239 A

1-1. AIIZEF2|L X|F

A ZEEDLY B42 R Yoz FUY 4 vt e AF7Y A
ojth. 23¥Y & UX 3AY U & slsH olo] YA I AJYZEEL] 7
BAE Y & J& 7180 ¥asd aez gL [E 3]9 13714 AFEL
gAdoez2 8154 (factor analysis)2 AA&gT}.

2 A9 Xgo] dsjre dYe] YaPd @, @ = Robins and Wiersma(1995) 9]
o8] AAR Rz G, @ 9 AoHL ryol Yetd O ALe 7NEesSPHRY ¢
23 F90/% (structural equivalence)ol] 71Z2% Y7 FAMo|IY @& 71€BEE9 #
Y (inflow) F 29 FAMEE SAT Ao 4 (1), (2) o & A5t A2 gt

14) 71€259 #Ulnflow) 2} {2 (outflow) FZE 5 Za§ 440 §A4
15) Robins and Wiersma(1995)2] ¢ Scherer(1982)2] 7|45 EH YL o)& 72 FUF=9 FAHL 4+
47 A5 B> A (inter —business inter —relatedness) 0.2 A&35it).
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[X 3] Alg REE2|2 S4of St X2

g5

7 2 4 % 3 o
@914 4 (BNUM) 71493 ¢9 AL
FoAAF1SIC2)  |KSIC 299 £F4 Z19ARe] Foste AY £
o/} 42(SICY) KSIC 4¢9] 84 71dAdo] Fqdte Ay &
= &4 i R 4B AR SIET) Jacquemin and Berry(1979) MA@ KSIC 499 4
ZoMe dEZME AAL I
© 42874 (CONC) Caves7} AA Y A4 KSIC I=4 d8 FojAH Ue
ARRlol BETR & g 7H3
U A Nz Ey T2 %*W% 339 Al
© | HF€ zeEe J1dACY AL BAHE Be
® 7| 2@ H2(TRI) AR 7 ® /U A€ ¥ AdE )
Al AN ©{e€ 2 JdFA Y AT FdEE A
® I FAFAHE(SS) AR WA R /S &3
® 3.4 %A (CS) [AL A A& FAH4€ &4
@ FYAFFARU0S) |4 $A2R 723 444 23
©“AAEGE VD) A}fa?w TAHET B ARAAAN VITE e
4 gy 4 : o S
FyEe= : : ‘
© 35 A %7 (SOT) AEAANEE FAY Adqdg AP dEPc=
HI AR vlB§ 23 4w
_ Jacquemin and Berry(1079) A A], KSIC 499 4&
71 g |@aEsmnx42ER) |AA AEZAAGM 289 £EAMe] dESAF A
g ez 3 gz 3 AddAds P
®, @=Mk

Rj=Pirii+P;rj

4714,

(1)

Rj=4Eadgsl B3z H54+
Pi= il 7 g &ste WauF

Pj=idd 7Rl &3te 213
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r; =19} jA Y FEF Y FAM (structural equivalence similarity)
_ ‘?;R: _ Tr P+ P
N.—1 N—-1

o714,
M, =71 k9| AR FEAEA FZA+F
(aggregate index of interrelationship of the businesses of the firm k)
N, =719 k7t F4F5A A9 +
(number of industry categories in which firm k is active)
®, ® @ 2 YEY ¥4 (Social Network Analysis)e] WJE&& o]&8 Aoz
AAABEE °l8, 4 WYY 71&3Y FEr=(@e WA TG T
Wl F4)9 f#A4E 38 4 A (Burt and Carlton, 1989). §¢, 4&9 7x3
FHRAE KOS AL, J(3)e2 Fdd A2t O WYY FAFRY
FA(TERA fAHE) S, @S APT AET2Y FAGEARADE @ & 34
T FYAE T2 FAHIE §3 €.
dy=[ £(za/Ri~2u /R +2(2a /C~2s /C) ]", i # k #},

Mk y _ISMtsl (2)

A7NA, za: FYTE FE A k2o wj2 o (3)
Ri: RIS HFA 199 #-8E vj2de] R(Zz)

C:FUAB BN 199 FEY vgdy §(Zz)

® (=VI) &, Davis and Morris(1995)9] A8 #39 7|4Je A=) L3
. o] AFe 44 BFAY YAFEE YehiAe Zad, WEAYRAE fole
7149 WA 7Hede FAY £E ¢ § e FAA £YTFI=E 23
g & e "G AFolt}. ol Coase-Williamson Paradigm® uwtal £§e] Fx=
€ "9 viEgol duld ZIduiRe] Aoz 813, N /9 g RAY
Aol %ZH.Q’ d, 714ie] FEHZE & 4o (4) Zol AAFAG

16) o] A9 e AEE WFARHEolEs] B W ARuEe FAX § HAs WAy
&l £AFUATE AHE B¢ FAFYR7 piSfe} FRAAE 2 AL, 'EL@® WEAY
e F7tHo2 "WREAHY sHeA’el v e Al T do.
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. R R . .
VI=3% £X,/X

il k#j

X'=i7199 ¥ w29 (4)
Xi=1i719W A1} j2R5E AlY k29 4239 55
® (=FSOT)& 44T 43 AdAg 7Ig2238to ATl Gy IR BA
AAE FH3Y clg 7122 714l ARNZEZHLr drid AAT AQIER
45 dedE & F e ATl ol 4 (5) % .

S, = \/<ﬁ-) X () =B
R G VRXG

FSOT =3 S,/P. P, (5)

P;: 7143 el A 9] idie] wl@Au]F
Si: Adu| F& e g AT AHA
ol&¥ 137h4 A disl 29¥4 (factor analysis) & AA], W4T A FE

€ T3 9n Ade A7A s9de= (1) 943} ¥ 9 (diversification scope) (2) AHY)
FA 4 (inter-business relatedness) (3) +HEFHX (vertical integrity) M7FA] 22
& 2% 4 AL s wE A8 ZF d5EL, VA LQe o=
VARIMAX 2/Z3]d¢ % 3714 32593 2489 4%82%2= [2d¥ 2] %
2ol et AE2HAFI(ET), J5#A4(CONC) 5 570 H47t 45 44
BEYE 23 AL, 71e3 FEA(TR) 5 5/ 9457 288 FdL 22 Ut &
E2VAF2(ER)E FHEA A9 AZA 82 F ol: sue £33t & 4 gl
EFYE ALY 448 9o
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Factor Plot in Rotated Factor Space

1.2
1.0
s 8

+558% OV 33502 Jamuy

[08 2] EHFE QolZZHle] 1371X Al ZEZe|e SMHT

1-2 7|4 B

7149 A#E vehde 4FRE, A3 4454 dBFes FAEY
#(ROA, return on total asset), &v]j&o]¢&(ROS, return on sales), A7|ZAEE
o]} &(ROE, return on equity) Tl Ix F4AF9] F71& ol&3te Z4F A7
F AFAFE) UG T JI99 AN, 1e€{A9 FF 38 BLEE 9%
o AR FAYE €5 duldyg g9 AA#E F 22444 (total factor
productivity) ¢ 2 ZA3e WHE g E=F 7199 71£8A(innovation) F= &
2337 43 old u¥ g ¥4 (proxy variable)2 A7 EPF=(RDI, R&D
Intensty) & A48t A= ok

2 d7dAe 7199 AAAFE £ 23E 98, FNEFFIYEROS)E
AL EEI A =7 2 7e8AFx 2P L Y] TFP(Total Factor Pro-
ductivity) Z7}8, RDI(Research and Development Intensity, R&D/SALES) &
A2 B A$o sl A9e Yaglow, TFP 37188 ¥xe 4ol dg
std), ASAAGH 240] Wagle A4H 24 (index approach) g AME-ste] EFn
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2E A 4(Tornqvist index)& &3}t Lichtenberg(1992)o] 9§ A 43+
of dis] dstd, 4 (6)M F2A2434(TFP)S 42 E Q9 wsald dis) Yas
29 = FFYMIF ARBFA(K) F9 ¥z g8 d9HA g 2o d(residual
term) In 224 Ty A& ¥ § &S T

= TR

Q=¢-T(., K)

T(L, K) =L' K* & CD 484§ 713std (6)

InQ=Ine+aln L+pIn K

ol o, a, 8 52 OLS FAHAE Alg3te U4, 84X Fo] SFYolZ HAFYF

7t CRS e sHEstd 2z £ede] gg4ol g 3232 22u49 ¥l 1
—sp k& AHEE 4 U QE FA4Vdez = A, x=F(0L), FB(K), 4=
(M)e] M7tA FJe4§ F2isiof v, 24U Bul&& 4 (7)3 Zo] ALY,

=V
S,——‘—,%

S. =¥k (7)

S ==1"'S.,'-S,
EHAu2E FYA4(Torngvist input index)F ALEE A4 F/HEL 2(8)+#
Zol &A= e,

EP‘#[’ +i
In “T;;;,") ~mn(5 v o)

~[05(S0+8.)) In(525) (8)

[0S 8601 In(S55)
M.,
)

Q M 59 ke Bwrlz 7% (real value)o]ojof gtk EHU|ZE 7|eHIA T
B84 AE2F4 9 AFUF giF oA ABE otz AT &+ Ut 294
4 AJArgH4(translog production function)d 7§ ArZ o] FE&8 x| (scale elas-

~[0.5(Su.i+Su)] In(
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ticity)7} 1019, EFANAEX 7t 4EEh” EFAULZE AFe YJAgsd A
FA%] FARAANY 2280 F vigEF AR2FE FY JedsE FH0
Fatd= Zo] Bolrh

FU7Ide AIYFTH FF LAY 7IzREE, AAA(VQ) € wE&d + S EA
I FH+ATEALY F7HE AHLEAR, 4248 Qe VQ/23 ¥ Deflator,
AAAREY K [=AR25F(, j, t)] 42 dalMe 7198 FR25L FHsoF
Bt BN FEIZANE ARAEGEYIH(, 1)E Yo Fo| AT =
$9 5¢ VL & QA¥E A8suL, 4ax5859 Le VL/AMAEAXS
(1990'd) & AHE, F2AAE VMES(AgH -ABAIF/HE, 4ASWAAE M
< VM /PM(SZAZIRAF) S AHE3t A

2. AAX| - R B

719 AR EZY I Zhe B4 7 AA0e] BAE AFEHS
7l 18t F2-YF-JFH(S—-C—P) o] 7xslq 29L& 4P, A
FEEDQ S4US9d FAH4(control variables) B, 7| o] Fosie A4
W ol w2} 7MEEEE ALJY=(KI, kapital intensity), AFRFE=(MCR,
market concentration ratio)”, ZEl3 Aol A A3(industry effect)E A A s
71998 Foq AQuF) o MEBETE AYBFYF(ABGPF), #29 &34
(scale effect)& i@ FEMF(SCALE, In(Evj&d) T In(EA49)AH:),
R&D & #3e] A%E 33|¢ R&D JA%=(RDI, R&DAIE /&) FaJ%=
(ADI, ¥ /oj& o) ol

AMPEEZY LY S48 & BASY] 98 U2 29¥HASH =38 AR
82, 9z3t Yo, AGBYAY, FIAFTHET FIA & 29 FA A (factor loading)
€ Ze Z4F v WsE JdY9ste dyisg dYfed, 713 ol '3y
o] ¥tz A= ET(IAEZY A1), TRI(1€H #dA2), VI(F3E SIx)

17) BG4 21(1995), T8 A e}y, p292 F2
18) A F=Ee Feeudetey FaNFT=(FHAAALS 74, 1992)9] AEAYE SALA5E AR+
2rIEo g /tEH Tt AEsUY.
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A4g 2tz 2stch HANANY W59 2N VWAL [E 49 2o

[E 4] SAMOIM Bie| 2

¥ 4 £ 9 € A A 2
2 %vi &0l 4 &(ROS) KISH o] g}l o] 2 AAol9) /&
we 28284 %71&(TFPG) - Tornqvist A4 A&
71€¥ 085 (RDI) - Ay /&
Jacquemin and Berry(1979) 9]
sk A(ET) -
AEZAASF
A}l 24 (TRD) ) Robins and Wiersma(1995)¢] 71&3
' T84 A
N Davis and Morris(1995) ]
4 Y%= (VD) - SRS
: 2% 24 3 (IABGPF) i Az J1g3ed FAAduF
& 28 WY FAASF &
T ] SCALE1 : In($vl2 )
719+ 2(SCALE) | - SCALEZ: In(2744%)
A3 F=(KI) - IPARL/FAETF
_ 2—digit AYPER dWE A5d
N33 =(MCR) AN .
e ke
ATAYAAZ(RDI) | KISHeE#ol2 A7y /e
33y 2k=(ADI) - FRAR /REY

AzpAgge HfIARENE AHHEY,” 19899 19943749} 50 7]
QA g A8 W 2B EHARY(FFM, Fixed Effect Model)3 Yojas=

19) s 3 dlojel(panel data)e AEH €58 P A& (cross-section data), AlA YA E(time series
data) Rt} B& olAg ztedH, 7 FRE olde AddelgdMe AAA 47 Y woldde
Hojt}. olg £8 G A4 Qe 2rFHel 7i%Etn of R 5l Lol 7IEddg. FHA
2, dddolge 494 2714 AL B2 Agtol WsiEg & FVBVAE 7MY sMeAel
Ao TFF M4 (nulticollinearity) 8] EAE Rz 4 Ae Aol Ach AMEA o|F L, &4 Jad
B4, AALGEAGA FohlA] Réhe AAE 24 d 4 dd oA, ISdREE FVFH AHE
AAGAEE @713 AFE 3480T shed, $riA ARE A@eo Addelee] 542 ¥8 0
S 9uEQ 2y ASE FHY 4 Ak(Balestra, 1992, p22)
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3 (REM, Random Effect Model) & 2 &3t A3 823G ®

(2R EHARY (FEM))
BGPF, = a*+f’ xsq, T84, i =1, , 50, t=12,-eer 6, (9)
(Ee=0,Egse’=dl, Egeg'=0ifi#j)

(YA i72¥(REM))

BGPF, =8’ x,,, +v,, 1 =1, , 50, t =2, ,0, (10)

(vi=a+e, E,;=E & =0, E o & =0)

Eoga=difi=j

=0 ifi#])

Ewx,’=E € x,,=0.)

rit—1 719 7143 e 54 ¥4

, LET,.,, TRI,., VI, IABGPF, KI,, MC,, SCALE,, RDI,., ADI,]
A7\ A, pE %8 A4 9E

BGPF, : tA| Z 14 9] 7144 #(ROS, TEPE7}e, R&DI%E)

IABGPF, : tAd, #4449 ¥F3 714493 (ROS, TFPE7HE, R&DAYER)

3. o KR

o] 2dE 71Ee2do Al EEEEQ FE W47 714G @99

20) FEM 3} REM ol & Mddserte B4, 299 F4U4E 49ss 49u499 Atd A
4-(ommitted variables)®] A7} T (fixed)FH o]} &E3(random)ol ko] &8 sy, FEM 3
REM Z ojd 299 :HNE A9 st E4e MM AF(individual effect)e] 420} me} A
gsojzel st olv AL A ol Hausman(1978)2 MIDS(Michigan Income Dynamic
Study) #dzgel o 6dzte] 629 Hel :FHE EYAE FRoZ gIYHYL QY
FEM #2417} REM A X9 folsiAd d& Z3E§ Bdg ¢add =g, od 288 Hey
AQdste B 4o} ua} AAYsleje} #r). Hsiao(1986) ) 2istd Ut REM & 7H43te A
o] uj@A e Pt} 2= dd REM & 7138 o] 23] g§33A 8 Hausman(1978) 9] %
HZFE olgdtd AF/IEE FFshed AFL7HES REM o ¢ GLSFA %ol HEHSAYFolale A
olt}. AF7HA & 7143t FEM & A&t 7|zbeiA] ¢4o, REM £ Algsle Zio] ulga s,
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Hausman test of F2 vs. RE : CHISQ(12) = 31.177 P—value = .0019
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(E 5] $=9AM(ROS)RE SAHT}
i 2 [ gaNus £% AAAZEA |
¥ | (aanyes As) | 29 1ER) | 28 D(TR) T =3 V(REM)
— 65187 —63.540 | —68.649 —38.102
Constant [ (_7 o77) (—6.813) (—7.479) (~3.055)
or —3.393 —4503+ | —24.364" —4.588
(—1.279) (~1.625) (—2.547) (-.371)
7.501 7.618+
TRI (1.051) (1.404)
R ~10.545
(—1.013)
. 4.5%0° 4.301° 14.040° 14.999%
(1.550) (1.785) (1.892) (2.243)
17.629% 5.173
ET'TRI (2.395) (.535)
. 6.028°
ET'ER (1.687)
. 7.983+ —8.570*
TRI*VI (~1.365) (—1.801)
. 915 ~1.123 366 3,665
ET'VI (~.357) (—.431) (-.134) (~1.088)
, 5.753 :
ER*VI
: (.836)
8 736= 967 631
1AROA (2.416) (2.148) (2.783) (2.072)
\LE 5,227 3,184 3,344 1,696
sc (6.724) (6.621) (6.920) (2.603)
K — 018" —.016™ —~ 016~ —.013"
(--3.410) (—2.908) (-3.101) (—2.457)
MCR 5.953 6.719+ 1.004 12.200°
(1.270) (1.325) (.203) (1.798)
RDI —227.226™ ~213.155"* | —199.359* —-111.171%
(-4.353) (~4.028) (~3.802) (—1.951)
DI 76,401 62.539™ 74.427% —5.572
{2.539) (2.016) (2.336) (—.132)
R-square 0.258 0.278 0.285 0.120




oE F¥E Feste WEAABEH L 8 AE SAAGY WA, AdEE4E vE
He HsE A9 e, FA5R=Te 3HAE 3¢ F ET, VI ¥

& AYEEZYL SNUFE XIFY AL, (=¥ 1), 29 AQjFEAE AF ER,
ET & 718 A% (28 0, T/t 498l £3, 9& AFY fA4¥E FAA
o add (29 I, 0, 0] #AS$ HdaAse 54& FAs% A8EE &
OLS & A &% RojuZ, Asd U@ 47 ERFF%¥0] @ F fle=2 sy
AgEHE A% [ZZ N, V] & FH&sok gk [F 5), [E 6], [E 7)o vebd
ul9} zto] Hausman Test A} £94, RDI € $45442 & Atde [23 V)
(FEM)7} A%eta F2LMAGF7HE(EAUIEEAT) S F4UFE ALY B8
£ [28 VI(REM)7} Hgaio.

Asge] URE 1Y, [F 5] £940) A £49 A9, 29 1, A dzs
WA ETY A7t 29 @& 7144 28 NejMe ETe 498 A5s 24 g
o, =@ SCALE ¢ Al4gke] {0 49 2 7iNEg 3R AL e AL
2 yelgtey 23 IV e SCALE o AFzte] §oatA g Aoz ey
add 28 1, 1, T4NE f98d e AFIZ=MCR)WF7E 28 Nojde
Wt fodsid (£ 6] EANLIEAF] g $4¢& & e BYU AF9 23
U Addigte] ol € ¥ate @ik (X 7] R&D I4=9] A4, 29 I, 0,09 3
¥ dASEA ET7F 49 AS4#e 7HAY 2¥ NelMe fo4 =7t @, SCALE
W47H-)9A ()2 KI 8i5e ($)d4 (-)2 ¥asisich ojsh go] =dy A
ol mizl Asge] T3 AgAd] & %S uA7] o] AP 2P Ao
¢ S8

21) TSP 4. 2B & o|&3te] B4
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(¥ 6]

ZRAMUMSO(TFPG)2E B4

2y I TS XY Hdza gy
¥ |(@agus A9 | 9 [ER) | 2% D(TRD |28 VFFM)
~.047 -.051+ —.139™ -
Constant
(-1.267) (~1.333) (—3.314)
0.024 0.035 315+ ~.352
E’I‘ .
(0.654) (.883) {2.147) (~.689)
507 645™
TRI
(4.664) (4.801)
~0.57
ER
(~—.331)
0.26 .026 431 415
VI
(.722) (.708) (3.723) (1.818)
-2 276
ET*TRI
(-193) (.702)
- 020
ET*ER
(~-.334)
~.343 —.304"
TRI*VI
(—3.805) (—3.240)
-- 754 -.014 -.041 .024
ET*VI
(--.205) (—.373) (-1.057) (.176)
078
ER*VI
{.669)
644 648 .660% 27
IATFPG
£.486) (5.310) (5.785) (5.428)
R—square 129 132 209 233

Hausman test of FE vs. RE : CHISQ(7) = 5. 417 P—value = .6092
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(2 7] R&D HAZ(APHYUH|/ tfEH)2E ST

ey I FEAS 2 bR
W T
ST (@aagas A9) | 28 I(ER) | 2% O(TRI) )28 V(REM)
Constant - 070" —.067*™ -.060"™ —.T44E—02
(—6.760) (—6.649) {—5.867) (—.543)
ET 374E—-02 .533E—02* 049 .03g™*
(1.159) (1.651) (4.256) (2.930)
—.044 -.002
TRI (=.502) (~.435)
—.055"*
R
E (—3.865)
VI J400E—02+ 265E—02 —.003
(1.401) (.937) (—.340)
—~0.37" "
ET*TRI (—4.208)
007+
*ER
ETER. (1.480)
006
TRI*VI *
(.879)
- .495E—02+- -~ .533E—02* —.007*
VI : .
ET* (~1.607) (-1.780) | (~2.133)
.034*
F -*
RV (2.867)
.358™ 482+ .39
1 1
ARD (6.719) (8.034) (7.522)
L43E—02 .333E—02** 003 —.542E-04
SCALE | ™ (6.205) (6.356) (5249 | (—.075)
K1 —.763E—05 —.140E—04** | —.832E—05+ J101E — 04
(—1.192) (—2.221) (—1.327) (1.976)
MCR .306E—02 J968E—02+ L983E—-02+ —.127E—-02
(.501) (1.603) (1.617) (—.167)
ADI .106*** .118™ .096* .048
(2.910) (3.309) (2.534) (1.050)
R—square .437 .493 .483 .306

Hausman test of FE vs. RE : CHISQ(11) = 38.180, P—value = .0001
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ALAEEZE L A7t ol dsf Ze §4& a%std dg (29 313 24
olg T3 & # e AL, 7Y AL FEAME FHAFRE ALt FYuF
38 Zede A AAT ZddAMe A dF 2E fouishd siead
43 FATHEE M2 dAAAd &S v ol A4 A FWA, 7|
€YY AR FATH= A Aol TN FAHE Re 4 422 o
ol SIS E A2 FHAAN, FRo|] FA% Wre oy Ot iR
43 AR 2ERBA, gAE A FAFHEE dABA s ¢ £
At

o =l

. . \
g1y cumms ggmew T T +¢qg§& TigEety + FHEES

*'+t € ALY 3 RYATE 10% 54N S FEF AE Af duHT ‘—'E §9) F2E BE A
€ 9uj¥rt « = R5WUSLE o)

(08" 3] rezefiz|e BRMUS(CRINHY, 7GSRBS, $REHE)ZE SN

EAWNSGE, FEUS(SCALE), FEJF(KI), NFYFE(MCR), 7ML
=(RDI), 32/AQYF=(ADD) of @ A+ EE ALY, FRES(SCALE)S] 7
£ AFALAGE RDI of $(-)e) AXg O1AG. &, ot AR/} ALSFE /&
HAZFo FolEgE: RE YN /Y FEYG A SRR} 2248 7|
€PNV Hojdthe #MH 7HFE 402 79D FRI FL4E 714y
AgFol ot e FAT Yo FRIGEEKDE IRALYL=(RDD) A
(H)9 4%e nAed, ol AJEFH(industry effect) & AAT £, A2AFJS
(capital intensity)7t ¥ 7Ig3A el £F ATFALALGEs) ohe A o @
AZAFEMCR)e 4943 FABAE 2 Aoz Jyged, d4us Ry
N2 (RYN) o4 o BAE 7HEe 2oz Y.

ATMLYFS(RD S BuPG=(ADDE (29 I, 1, MaxE g3 4
el w2 4L HAE Ao YugEd IPALIYERD) e 7



@ $o4 ZAEFE AE BB FRYGE(ADD) FUE 44 FU 4AE
Aoz yehdch 2@y AYEN 28 N i 4984 @S 202 ey A
FALYEE 207 £948 Yo=ATE sHae AU 5 fioh

V. %% &

€ =22 FFAAA oA Ad AJREEZEL Fgo] 4HAd ofd 4TS
i ete] di, HdAse S4& 43 dFEHEUT. o|EAU WM I
AF2e, AA, AREEZE LY 5L IA AVA, sk A (diversification
scope), Ab] @ AA(business relatedness), $2E 3§ % (vertical integrity)e] o
2 FEY & A3, oJHE MFTF A4E ALY o AYEEZ A g
g £4o] 7iedide Aol A, ARITAAE 337 A AF5HY dER
3 A4(ER)E AH&3re B8HE FEs 23387 §&3 7143 A (technologi-
cal relatedness) A 4°¢1 TRIE Al&dte Ro| Boh 38T AnE A AA, 5
YASEHRYL HE3tY By J{T AL L A=ded, FA4RE As
B ARH(OLS)E LU 399 A=xge ot F=3yzcH(SCALE, K],
MCR, RDI, ADI #<). ole RA¥7ZIY ZKAEH7L $£4492F N A FFol
agi & 4 A3, g3AA & AY 54us7t A= OLS Ry AFFH
o] ¥3EYL VY. vi(Hog, AJXEEZHLY AYAERE AFdHUL. 7&
#FAYoY, $AFEE UE7t FLAYVYZFRA 498 ] FI3E HAE R
2 dol, 7leBdAYold FHYTYE/} AMEEE Y AVAARE FEHS ¢
F A &, 7Bl £ATREE dATA A

T8 FHHA AL AANHLZE, A, FHFHA BSAYEFAA e 4F
AL Fzitde “‘FEAY AL ofHE ‘THFRE FIREE fEde Aol A
We] 584 FUE Al vgAsigE Aol F, £94 FdE AdMe #ASY
o ARyt $4F0)n, YAPAFUE M e 71¢BBHAL, FATHREAL o
o2 gyt $4Fe. &, olgg Y FAde WY J5Asa
(interaction effect) & ajsfior dtct. 4, AYUE] AGREEEL9 E4o] g
FE Z AHUEL /Y AGEEZL E4ASFY 2¢L 23 o aYeEs
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Ade ARQATE AP UM 2 AEe 4F gt A IY(entry) EE
& (exit)o] Badh & 53 ARG 7I1E AYPEEZT L 371 E& A9
g o, 71&9 dEs, JleddY, FATEE Ao HUE Wd 4¥E ¥
27t Atk 2 FAME J1&BFAY, £ATTEY WS 2 2 F3EHAE /9IS
AA 9 A A uste] 1% JEFE vjAd,
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A, g eAgced a8 A7, SIFFAETY, 191

#7162 (1889), T3 8}71&BFEERARIN,

FRAARALN(1992), Fe-eldedel FaAgTR, .

294(1995), TAN7AA g, HIA

$95.(1988), T& 500 7Id2Eel A 3 Joof A 43y A7, IAIY/R
3985 Ao =8

ZMA(1986), TRFA Y] A, wx, A - ARUEH 2y, ASAGR ALY HAEH
=&

FFEA099), T4371d e dastdSsd FAR4Y,, F3FALTL

2F4(1990), TAFAYAF,, WLAA AR}

34 x(1995), 719959 300 71 A g, ¥FAAATY

V3288(1993), 19903 YA AH,
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