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| INITIALIZING STAGE | —| PROCESSING STAGE | —| RECONFIGURING STAGE |
A A L

weighing exchange altematives
projecting exchange into future

"y accderating leaming reaching end of expected duration
clanfylnig e>i(n: pEUr elgims' CaraTRIers managing conflict assessing performance gap
exe A gngoormninic;?;yn creating relational nomns redefining type of strategy

Change developing trust redefining nefure of exdrenge pracess

and negotiations
conducting initial exchange rounds

<Fig 1> A stage models of interorganizational processes (Zajac & Olsen, p142, 1993)

Dyer et alQ00De] AFANE AFZ2ALE AEIel] A AFe stAe 495
7k Qo slglon FARCR ALY AF 99 24, BEd W7k 2L A4, AF
@4 2 ATz 24, AFEE, AFE 2 FRSAGD Sk

Kale et al@002) AT 3} FA214e] whe, AFzAS 429} BaAG A7 78

o =

o AFFT 240] AFel 7 AT GLAcw g dal A4L

WA BAME Bad 93 vk s

=)
S

N
3
2
Em
B
ol
N
N



HISLA KIS S 930 A0 DAl ] H9r M5 435

o gfE dge] a7H,
MakadokQ0ODE AFAHE 71909 AF EEE S 49E Ansle #ALL 1A

o_g]l
a e el nA} 2

95 Mg R A5k o) SR HEvE 4
dn B ek AFZEE o MEAFE ATHete Qae WEA Y5

=
=
o e AL+ U A5 s EeR T4H drka sk

2. Ng 73

AF Aot #Hste] e AFH e AFH FHROE SHe w§ olHth wat
A R AR AT AFES HEAe] AlF Ao tigk Hrte] oEsHA = EAk
7b A1 #eAleln #el HypE AWRE Pstoditkd AAE Hrlste o] e Wl
2t el a ek

oo ALAEL AYAEY HME AFEY 24 A=, AFel dg HEH =, ‘xﬂvﬂ
AF ARG Vg A=, AF FEUE 2t A9} ¥ A= Fo=
gtk ol wel B dAtsc] A AfFe] 542 wdstn ded 71E

¢}
< dasnA AR FRHA Bl HGS E A% YL A5 9n A

]
A= RS
FOH el vike B AT 39 Pgor ok § AP £5, A% % A 4
3 5ol ek
Child & Faulker(1998)+= 24 A|fF= 7|EA o2 ZA GO 7 AfF Ao Tx o33

43
9 Aud o 2 ol Ag dom JFF Aelghn dgor BEUY A= Yo
GECRRELCESET

% 43t SEY JgozRE ARE B A Aol 4FE dx AL oy
sl AWATE A A4S ol BEHE AL BE AREo] AFE
S8 gelgth TAROER MU S ABE wokS ¢35, 14 FJud o J2, A
A 95 53 BAY 4AE ouekn AAYTE A A9l AT A AF A9
3 B 43E o,

l

=3

ol ot ot

o

A olgel BY 2o 45 gEYE AT A7el 240] 4A BT 5
r 7

wHE7] sl a5l AdE olgs] A Alekd AAlel7] WZel g



436 TI8EAL FieA M3R (20148 63 27)

gda 54, clsdAE A

i

18] So| gtk Hold HeFd AR £
PRI G THHT ANAES Nyl sk ol AT o2l o] Hnper)
web HeFA AL AR S99 QHola BAEE ST e Ases Hol]

T 3ted ol: FEY 7+ BEE AYTR, EgA, A8d 2314 A i we AF

o =

o 7

O
rZL‘ =)
ofr

4=

So] RAAMG Qe so]x, Wo] Tl pxWul ogt Bl A8, Ax}, A} 5A)
7% 5o AF Ao WAL o).

24 Winhouse) B Wal AF B W APEI BopE AL
Holstn =Y 7 €lEA BALS ol Bhike] FEU} 8%l 5 volw

% gl AR FFeAel 7] ool

%A g 2e@ elaas tEde] 44 57 2 45 AYAEY B
A=)
=

el A BAE L draL sfo] AlFrel gl 71 ke sEYA ] v

Anderson & Narus(1990)= HEUAS 7+ 7149 Ao ttE 7o 4% o &3t)e=
T A ofall7t sle Ameka ol ot1er Mohr & Speckman(1994)=
e Fota A3 o]ds 3 w5t du &N =2 HA=E 01”0}
ek WA Aelkanh =3 1E 94 oY A
4 AE 9} E90S WARAR S dAMFRE Ba glon gEYAY
o glo] AlE], F43 stele oA, Ald £ dste s8] falolzta Hith

Cullen et al000)2] AFAAE HHA AFNN ARA AR PASE dRAD L 2]

o>‘

A,:
i
_\1
>
0
o>«

i rlr }olf

4011

ox

2t %e;% S1 gov] BEY 2 4 Nz BUES 2245 ARA 4B wEE
S CE R

g %6l 498 P A} ok Ree ] Adas w8 M o B
W a7 e BAL 2 W $A4S sAeEE AR e AN a,



HEYA MG T2 AT S0 Ol F0I &eF 4534 437

sk 2 HPATE FFa 2R AF ol /19 2 4T WY Aoz B
= I 0™ Peterson(1978)2 FEY 7t 73] FolA PFE AL B
o

£ 43¢ xﬂé}ﬁ N i 1oﬂ Bl o Ee wE

O{N
fo
oL
E
e
ftl
HI

A AF7E 227 FG9DE Sl BAd Ade] dAE SEbL AEES o
F71 91 Zolgke AelA 7I7Pdalst dets dojsta ok 79 Al B Rt
719 87 SolA AEAQ 4AE olF7] AR A 3 BF FAol7] whEelrh dutA
o7 g7 Alelg PAS B A2 A 7132 AFA7)7] Yste] 9¥e sl
MzE 7HE Fxste 1 ste A gt

Miller(1983)= 7I97HA& AlF3 A1ge] dil& F7dta o= = s s
WA o= thgsto] g 71dE AlFstel e dEoleta 75*-%}214 = 7197Pg Al

i

H

GAA, AHA, A Al 7 A" deR Folsta ¢lal Covin & Slevin(2006)
AN E 71d7Pg4le] dd fdes 7l #

Lumpkin and Dress(1996)= F7F 22 A&/d(autonomy)Z} 24 A =4 (competitive

Lo

aggressiveness)= 5715l 7d-S 4389 3 Morris & Kurato (2002)= 719784l tiste]
BYete olv tidol wet gebd Ed Fort glvka siiAI ABATFE Tl
B A4, JAA, A8l dEAQ] Hdele & & e ole v Zth
A, Al BUfle] AEE AFeolu AR|ze] digh A, Fgide] B4, 71e9
&, AZE ofelt)o] 7 55 EFehe Mdor AHHERAY giliole} g FolA
A Y WHEI AAAHQ ofeltjols} A4S F&ole VHHERA ] 2HE Eath A
ARG e AAE Ba AGlA APHAR] AE 271 A Aew AFHoln FHA
07 sk 7197 AAE Fote AoR AHHERAS Aol e fEE AHE
WHES G Féatn AEE 43 FA distd =S Folsky FWele HAH
A ARSI E 4 A-gshe A Lottt @S ASHEE A el 9
& Aot 454 Adolgt & F don AMHES 35S R s



438 TEBEAT FieA M3R (20148 63 27)

FEAL ST Gt ATSY B A 78S 2] 98 24 58 Tan

gst ol AAH Aol kg NG FIROE AgHlel Am Yot =
A2 AQNA A9 A1GAPA B 25 QVIN0E Bl AFEel A da o
£ 7k QA &4 F 844, A4, A8dedel APl 199 SHoR P
of shiel 9B FHAAL A% 719 A9HIAla & £ dnt

M. ALY A &

1. gpQy

2 A7dNe drnge APATES Fal e o] ARSAtkFg 2> BYRS
& AFGAY GFon AFYRFI) et W PATAAY FEBAAAY o
2% 4wz PEel] BEUE TAsn AFIGT HIE Hoke DAY, FEY g
ALl PRAE Fokn A% ABHE AGGY, U PRE aBtn AFUAM
5L Wl B AF LG9, AR 432 Adoe AFFRIgon FRaGon F
GasRE AFE B 92 ¢ At 24 43 SgRon Ad Ud dus A
Aol g 3] rrgae B A9l

[Fig. 2] Research Model



HEUA Mg EE 90| ATe] DR Qo] F9r AFA7 439

2. THee 4

Kumar & Nti(1998)2 A|FA &S AFHANA 242 olalstn g5 + e T
2 JEY 7 3 AFE FASty Belste e oR Ba ool AF 4HE
23A = ta ‘EFPUW AFF ZEA2 A ZIter ket Jaatel] Q14 FE7L ezt
ol FFe Foa o] AFEIEANNY FEstEe et F5A8] Fos A2
et

Reuer(2006)2 A|FZHE JAH 7 & “7]glo] 2utE JEVE Mg, H4d3 AF
A Mdsta, Hoo| wet dAE 2Hsta, AdsH HAFHAE Aste A dL=
o sto] AlFAETIIE o] TTS AAleta Stk

Hoffmann & Schlosser(2001)2 47|91l M2Hd Aol tig g aclel &3 Aol
AFHAER 3o nxe 8%lo] dated A4 ATE B3l Alsfe 22 AZES 94
T F8% aQlolAWt Ak FRvbeA, A FEd A VSR o A3 gl
Zha Bokoh23]. Eo AlEdt HEkA Alg T £ JEUY Aol AF ol IFEUE
AN o]59] AFA AFTAER FFAFAQ HF & o] HEe AT
Ao, 5% 7&@01] ZloPe ZEAA A Mg F AGABORZRE AREY 22,

A e
‘HH}E TP} A& A Fo] T AF8RI0E Yoy FaUY ARAEL o
A 1A EHA %%} 1

Kale & Singh(2007)<= =
Foll PX= Gl e ASENNA Al FollA] SFZaAs 2P
Asl, Ff, WAt ol AFAEe] AF ATl vAe 4= 6}%2 A7} wiAN o}lﬂ
SrEFZRA 27 AlF AT A dFE Ze

A - AVFE - B718011)S AFS TS AFZRAEE JEVULY, AGAE, QAL

5 A, B7F 2 FRAFeR Ha WATIAe] AT nAs &l et

R

P FEIGA, A $9, FrAYel nART FHA



A 73]

0

55t

7}

of 9o FEUAE Hit

=2

=

a7
_‘?_Tr

|

el
o maka A

iR

°
p 8l

A
o

o
=

3}
=

SAREAD HicH M32 (20149 68 279)
M 2 AF A Al FEURA, 7

794 P90l o

440

—_
~ wo B oMo of BT o T Ko o "
— ol " o Nlo o No o~ T ) 1 T =
m O E o wE T E e
LT mvﬂﬂam_d#Wzﬂ o b
N W Mo B oW TR W ooz "
= & zo T I &m o _Am mwe Ho ™
- 3 P &S o X T r o0 <
o e T ol B
B! X = ﬁo_ﬂ,l@ o o T = & T A
oF o oKk & SR> S 1] QP =) o o
2oty Ao danwl T Euon
— O - Jlﬂ
2 w20 bad leTIs Dol
4 AT e pga Tl q 8
T ssaszsilsilzoy Foop
< ERAREcLpETRY Il
[any ) ) e =
#odewk L gR T B R
T PR UTE g P sl B E 8.
& Ho_.qqono_aﬂ] m.ﬂw%xﬂ% mmWﬂ
el I R SCL R "R o o o wr
o TN T e e g 3 o
b E,Nrﬁ%@mom oq T ¥ E o
- ﬂm_v m&%ﬂ;o ch_awwﬂ%ml Hmﬂ
Ho T o W = & o ® D e AR
N 3 o = 2 TN SR ™
O T WS W NN B g T
. &xaﬂ%ﬁwwwﬂ,m%ﬁﬁwm.ﬂm%
g E BB R EEr N d T e oW
W g T E D g 87 Mg T 5w
™ CCERSICY — ol __IL m 0% mvml = m ol 5z S Wl M =
MM Wm%&%ﬂwﬁm&qu/ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ
A AipkSiPEaT s Lmz
= B 0 T = of R =
~ %O_L‘OIC,L-N_/HOE EED& dﬂm E_O
" Mo W S e B 5 A
TR F R s p PO L T RoAd g
mmo}]x koL > o o~ of No K== R %zt =
o o T OR° W A W ON BB 3 oS o
= Mo T B H < ® B o R G ~ o oy =

1}

o

=

F2140] 91e] o
% ol

o

[e]

W SHEVAS AF 95 e 39

M3 AF BAE e SEURA, A



HEUA FS B 20| 3] Oifs 3] O 4591 441

71 2 HEYRNEY o 7197F BAle]l 2R e AYE el ok =g 7147t

A Bee A AN e R Z1dEclA MEsh] fld Al Aer AR
u

Aol AF gz 43 = 71970 2E a9 AdS Tk Aok

Sarkar, Echambadi & Harrison(2001)& A 571471842 A A zte] #ak Ao 7197}
Aaol g a9l AFHA0] NA7HAlS dEsHE ide] E 5 dvha suA AHAATS
7R3 AF A wAe G diate] AFsiinh AFAI 7197PEAlE AR AR
ARH o FHAQ S vAH AF7IAPEAN] AF B mA= G| tistd]
Al AEE AL -8k gt <l = 4%

GBS dol APUEA B AAE S0 F4
7} wokita sgleh ol /19T AF ke AHAA BA o) APAEES 7
Ada AFE Gl AFTIGE Bol 9 Axeta ek

Teng(2007)¢] Aol e AAAF7E 71949 71d7bEEdl & mAL 71949 7147b

g5 Al 71999 A Agap) S8 AG EES 23S ste] Al A Alfel o

& T FAsAA A AR A 7I9e 54 9EFE AshAl demA Aadd

e SEtL 4 5 v8S 7M1 HAxH(innovation effort)o] AF7t YA CE

e ) 719 2= (venturing effor)o], FHA A 43} 7]Eo] dntsisn FfEw

A AR AgaAL A& e AlRte]l g W H2kH 4] (strategic renewal
&

=
AT NGAAAT 45 BAYL 9ee e,
A

#lo] ltke Aol el dAs] a3t



442 SEBEAL FicH MR (20148 6 279)

A7 We 19 AHBAE st AHHESRE o Foldl FaI9A, T4
719383, AEESTE, 71 RSV 5 e5E UAYE pool F 1400985 Y
o=

{Table 3—1> The general characteristics of the sample

Division Contents N %
Sex Man 285 96.9
Woman 9 3.1
Less Than 30 4 14
40 ~ 49 73 24.8
Age 50 ~ 59 164 55.8
60 ~ 69 49 16.7
Over 70 4 1.4
Bachleor 65 22.1
Education Master 145 49.3
Ph.D 84 28.6
Private 13 4.4
Business Type Personal Company 79 26.9
Corporation 202 68.7
Less Than 3 64 21.8
Less Than 5 43 14.6
Company Scale(Employee) Less Than 10 109 371
Over 10 78 26.5

Bgoln od AH-HEI} vig A2 dgom Iy

AERE 29483 95.9%%1 2857 0] 2
AAE Al e Fere v A2 Ao vegt E3 d@eze sotizh 74
B2 558%5 Asha slom SEE MAR eelAE 493%% M Wtk @l ARl
FH= HAARIATE 68.7%¢l elFstRom RS Hu 591 o] 1091 mwke] AAHARES
+Gehe AHHES] 37.1%2 7} o 39 mgke] AMRAE ste AMHEES
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Source
Zajac & Olsen(1993)
Hoffmann & Schlosser(2001)
Judge & Dooley(2006)
Moeller(2010)
Covin & Slevin(1991)
Lumpkin & Dess(1996)

Schilke & Goezen(2010)

Mohr & Speckman(1994)

}93 Th<Table 3-2>.

[e]

=2

o

Number
11
10
2 74
Windows$ SPSS 18.02} Amos 18.0

(Table 3—2> Measured variables

A

Partnership
=

Searching capability
Operating capability
Termination capability
Customer performance
Learning performance
Entrepreneurship

Contrating capability

L=

Anderson & Gerbing(1988)°l] <]

HETE A
B

Variable Name

L

L

=

2
FHE A

e
SERP

REs

A

R4

Meatiating variables
L

Independent variables
Dependent variables

A=A
AR

N
)

X

©m SMC(Squared Mutiple Correlation, 7]
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677} = AT

&

0

=

‘(H
Ak

RMSEA
070
075
.105
122
.089
150
074

098

CFl
924
946
927
952
.865
969
.887
988

A, AFDT

GFl
875
915
870
916
876
966
.850
976

=
s

RMR
029
027
025
019
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{Table 4—1> Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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(’\Ji]l) FE9} Atg AF|(AF])2), k&3t A2 o] (A3, A At olgrlE]s), 4
S gk AR F6) Tol Edol B3 HERe AFHA AHEYD, A71E &
d

ﬁhm 2, 4714 BAGAC] U T FHEY, ALY AFEE DA
(&4s) 5ol Haisa om 77PNl HAoR BelA PEE AREA, 3
ofeltlo] FA|(EAl AARoRE ARE PRE F

A4S ofoltlel (3413l
3]

A
7 -
(RF2), aWlehs @40t A3(RH3), Adrdons
]

g %3 %5 o gl
29 B4 A7 }% QWSS B AYEE <Table 41594 L v} o] Ak
2 58 715d AEE Holn gl

s o] BQA a9l BA A4S wigow AFAY @ AF el AARSE
Tol FRAG WA F RE ZHASe AAS A ol 29Rd BAS ANF9n:
A% ZHRd $423 CFI7F 949, RMSEA7} 062, RMR] 0282 71 #& 435k 9l
o GRIZF 894% 71 g shEjstal glo] Bg AgEE Hep] el WA 44
o el FAHCE fole e HEUSES Avngiort sgagel glo sMC kol A
& 24052 o T BY A94 BuE 93 A% AALIE et B8
GF 3 Avel U A 29 FHERY e Ul GRS AAFORA £ <Tabled-2>
S} #Zo] GFI7} 903, CFI7} 954, RMSEA7} 062, RMRO] .025 5 71 #= “J3Jsta Slo]
4 7hed 2 HP=s FHe Holo
(Table 4—-2> Measurement model assesment
Potential variables Measureme SiSS%?S‘éﬁd Standar | cr | s M C | Relailiy
weight
st 3 0.709 - 0.000 502
Searching capability sr 2 0.804 0.080 11.569 647 770
alliance st 1 0.698 0087 | 10444 | 487
capabilities contr 4 0.741 - 0000 | 550
Contrating capability contr 2 0.837 0094 | 13558 | .700 842
contr 1 0.839 0094 | 13582 | .703
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{Table4—3> First analysis of the proposed model

Non—standardiz Standardized
Pl ed estimates SE Cd P estimates
Searching capability -> Customer
performance 0.453 0.11 4.109 ok 0413
Contrating capability -> Customer 0347 0.102 34 st 0315
performance : ’ ) )
Operating capability -> Customer
performance 0.846 0.105 8.06 ok 0.753
Termination capability -> Customer 20,091 0.085 -1.069 0285 0,084
performance ) : : ’ ’
Searching capability -> Learning
performance 0.376 0.124 3.031 0.002 0.307
Contrating capability -> Learning 0234 0.115 2008 0.043 0.19
performance ’ ) ’ ) )
Operating capability -> Learning
performance 0.828 0.118 7.005 ok 0.658
Termination capability -> Learning 0.04 0.098 20,409 0.683 0,033
performance : ) ) ) )
X () xdf RMR GFI CHI RMSEA
Model fit
.000 2458 029 887 094 071

A MI 343} Par chang #-2 <Tabled-4>9} 2om| AA7bs $4AFF ol 7ME =

< e199} 203F S 22k tisle] FEARE AR § A FREE $A4E AABIR Sigith
el99} €207t A 2Ab bl FEARE ARt FREY BAE AAS EAZARE ol

<Table 4-5>¢} 2t} 23 HAIFwS WA xJdf gto] 1.861% 7]53

E 9182 7]FA] 902 A3etn 9o RMSEA7l 054& 71%] 10% st3lstar glo] #uk

Aox Y AYEE F471s ¢ Ao BuEt
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{Table 4—4> Modification indices

Covariance M.I. Par chang Covariance M.I. Par chang
€28 <--> €29 41.03 0.090 el9 <--> €20 69.494 0.106
e26 <--> e28 7.285 0.032 el7 <--> e20 13.077 -0.052
€25 <--> €28 7.988 0.033 el7 <--> el8 10.017 0.050
e24 <--> €29 15.183 0.060 el6 <--> €28 14.156 0.048
e24 <--> €26 12.418 0.045 el6 <--> €20 12.077 -0.045
e22 <--> e25 4226 0.022 el6 <--> el9 10.384 -0.045
€20 <--> e28 10.348 -0.038 el6 <--> el7 17.035 0.065
el9 <--> €29 13.148 -0.055 e7 <--> e8 8.898 0.047
el9 <--> €28 18.714 -0.055 e5 <--> €20 6.134 0.035
el9 <--> €26 7418 -0.035 e5 <--> e8 5.749 -0.039
el9 <--> e23 8.106 -0.033 e3 <--> el9 4434 0.027

{Table 4—5 > Final analysis of the proposed model

et | on | o | s
Carching ‘;gf;‘é’;h;gm‘; 039 0.105 3775 ek 0363
Cnirating ;:%aﬂi&cg 0364 0.1 3.642 o 10330
Operating ﬁfr’?ggggn; 0922 0.101 9.124 ok 0856
T"éff;?é‘;‘nﬁé’r“pi?f’iﬁﬂﬁc? 0.111 0.083 134 0.18 0.103
Sf:;ﬂ}“}f;‘g gglr’fa(}’;ggc‘; 0311 0.12 2595 0.009 0254
C&‘;gﬁlgg ;:&':‘};Lﬁ;ﬁcj -0.239 0.113 2115 0.034 -0.193
%ﬁ’;‘g s 0.804 0.113 7911 ik 0741
Tﬁiﬁgﬁfg’npﬁm e‘> -0.055 0.097 -0.567 0.571 -0.045
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048
047
-.001

RMSEA

927
928
.001

CHl

.860
.858
-.002

GFI

029
031
.001

RMR

1.682
1.639
-.043

x/df

p
0.000
0.000
0.000

df
274
287

13

ol <Table 4-6>3} Zt}

L

.

X2
470.431
9.599

(Table 4—6> Measurement equivalence verification of the partnership
460.832

Model
Unconstrr

ained

om 1 A
ed model
Change

)

model
Constrain
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FholzAlol RERG AREIF 13L S 5% FHAFTO5% AHFDANM HAk 3 2ol 7}
Ao Fho| 2o g 22365 d3]atodof st AAl FUkeR Fho] 952 o & sk3]sta
of F A 1 Aole TAHCR FonlsiA FE Aoz Yeht S4FUd0l FrEITL
& o = 7} [270] 2k ol9le] A= A5 R ] AFdd] Hla] Alfrdo]
A AR @9k 71 APE Aol s At gEEo] SH L SRt
& 5 gl nan E}%ﬁ% TEYYANE dEstel HEUYY] 2AEAE AHT 5 M
gk & 2w & AEAsE dvEd By B oldas % vtk a5 2E 2
2 &Gl DA vAE P LTl g el vAE JF dstel T
A &I ATk A R FRAFE AF B dFE T4 g Aom ekt

ez JEUYS Hiold a5 FvT IFoR FEdte] AAuss Sgus
el 2 ‘%1 éhﬁb&*% e A=E AleA %‘—8— H) Alekrest A FrE 7t

At E%}—‘EH} <Table 4-7>%}

e

ol FEXY ARFEIF 219 AF 5%

kol 32.6701780] ojof st=ul o] & d3lsta glo] F Rdl 7
oA B AoRE YetEth s AlFgEs A F #A g
W7} AdE Aeltpeks /M 38 71Z4E i
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<Table 4-7> Summary of the partnership analysis

G Tt Aol kel wstEs
S7tekn. 7hel
Ael7t sloefw Fro] 2o

bFatole SAMCR Fov]
ol FEUA ] 2ddhe &

[>

Above average group of Below average group of

partnership partnership path label
Above

Path Standar Standar average
(Hypothesis) dized dized group
coeffici C.R. P coeffici C.R. P Below

ents ents average
group
carching  capability >34 1812 0.07 0346 | 1987 | 0047 bI_L
ustomer performance bl 2
Commating capability *> | o35 | 2680 | 0007 | 0276 | -1813 | 0070 b2.1
ustomer performance b2_2
Qperating _ capability > 839 | 5641 o 0714 | 4457 ok b3_1
ustomer performance b3 2
Comination capability > 149 | 155 | 0120 | 0003 | 0019 | 0985 ba 1
ustomer performance b4 2
Searching capability -> b5_1
I ing_perfo e 0.058 0.429 0.668 0.233 1.385 0.166 b5_2
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Above average group of Below average group of
partnership partnership path label
Above
Path Standar Standar average
(Hypothesis) dized dized group
coeffici C.R. P coeffici C.R. P Below
ents ents average
group
Contrating capability -> | i _ | b6_1
I ing petfo e 0.254 1.939 0.053 0.137 0.947 0.344 b6_2
Operating ~ capability -> b7_1
I ing_petfo e 0.917 5.853 ok 0.449 3.074 0.002 b7 2
Termination capability -> | 143 |y 44 0.15 0153 | 0929 | 03%3 b8_L
Learning performance b8_2
model X df D x2/df RMR GFI CFl RMSEA
Unconstrrained model 429514 274 .000 1.568 0.031 0.873 939 .044
Constrained model 447.496 295 .000 1.517 0.034 0.869 941 042
Change(2) 17.982 21 000 -0.051 .0003 -.0004 .002 -.002

o7h BAROR Felah ol AAH o FEUY

o] 2Az¢S A GE Yoy A or gafd e ndS =31
H| Ardo|r T 2§ It ARaolE A HEW ol <Table 48> <} 2ol b7_1, b7_2

o] CR#to] 2248% 5%-frelFelld FAACE n| Sle Aol7t Sle AE & F Utk ©f

[¢]
© w9qFol g5 Aol vAE Gl o FEUY FHHold o

e
B
o
=
=)
rlj
.
el

<Table 4-8>Analysis of the path difference between the groups(partnership)

b1_1 b2_T b3_1 b4_1 bb5_1 b6_1 b7_1 b8_1
bl 2 0.409 3.189 -2.543 2477 1.151 2.768 -3.191 2.446
b2 2 -2.499 -0.251 -4.871 -1.11 -1.715 -0.46 -5.301 -1.029
b3_2 2413 5.194 -0.639 4.687 3.015 4.688 -1.454 4.579
b4_2 -1.018 1.445 -3.634 0.644 -0.255 1.149 -4.166 0.681
b5_2 0.048 2.637 2725 191 0.774 2275 -3.341 1.906
b6_2 -1.729 041 -4.036 -0.352 -1.025 0.19 -4.52 -0.295
b7_2 1.382 4.052 -1.523 3.444 2.036 3.618 -2.248 3.387
b8_2 -0.147 2.107 -2.614 1.425 0.509 1.819 -3.203 1.441
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5. YL FERIL WY
HA 71Q7PAl S Hatold aFd Huvnw 259 SHFYAS AFs] Y] AA
HE 983 ks FAHeR ol 253 Javnt 252 B/3t & o] &+ I
o] BE 8RAA gho] Zrhn rPgste AdRdy) v Adrd 7he] g SHRd
B4E AAsiH e O Zi= <Table 4-9>9 2t}
{Table 4—9> Measurement equivalence verification of the entrepreneurship(First)
model X df D x/df RMR GFI CFI RMSEA
Unconstrrai
| 525811 274 000 1.919 033 839 920 0356
Constrained | 55 08 287 000 1.924 038 831 916 056
model
(ange 26269 -13 .000 -0.005 005 -008 .000 .000
HSAY Flol2A BEXRY AFE7E 138 A 5%TA5T05% AEFo)dA4 A
7t 2ol 7} 9lom FrolAdo] Fhe 22362 F3|sHA Hl=ulk AA S7FgE gho] 262622 o]
g 433tn Qo] F P 1 Aol FARCE v gl Aoz veht FYFUYo]
By & 4 gtk
olg} o] F Ft 2 Aol7} ta = AL F o] SAETE MZ tEA 94
g & due Ao WS st AT 1 Apo|rt B SHWMFE A AL tA] g
H 2] F5AS AS3AAY AA F A I Ao Aolz} It olof tiste] zpo]z} #
Aot Qo tisle] Aol o]Fo] ok st} wEhd E AFfdM e SHIFEAA At
7 zZpol7t Y Q] g el A2 A4 o]d FE(EF9) olEke g e dES
AAG & ] S TLNS AR e HSA = <Tabled-10>2F 2T}
(Table 4—10> Measurement equivalence verification of the entrepreneurship(Final)
model X df D X/ df RMR GFI
Unconstrrai
o model | 480351 240 0.000 2.001 0.033 0.844
Constrained | 456 56 252 0.000 1.944 0.034 0.843
model
%*;“ge 9.654 12 0.000 0.057 0.001 -0.001
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ArE7d 129 AT 5% TE95% AT [
b Apel7h glodd Frolado] e 21032 F] s Heuk Al S1e #hel 9.652 o]
£ skglota glo] F e 3t Aole FAA SR ogurt gle AoR Uit $4 5Ll
719718 Aol tigk ateld 253 vt 25 g S 5Ll HASE Ty
TS Goto] AFAAE gFo] 7197l WAE Gl distd 7197H
o] 28aNE A 23 ARz W Flolxdo] e Wl gl A
<Table 4-11>3} 2o 2AFEE 20, 7lo]2do] 32 37.57F S71sk4Th
Frol~dlo] EZHA AEF 204 AF 5% RFreleEelM Hek 2F Zolzt 9ledd gt
o|2Fo] gko] 31.140]/0] ElojoF dtent o] & AIlstal Slo] T B 3F Aole FAAL

2 o] gt o veht AFWAM Szl AF Aol nAE g tisie] 7157
Aalo] 2L Ak FM 4k foIE Ao QEAT

w A 1gAe] BEold 15l AzASE BY A egelge] nA
A Gl 247 030, 0672 FlF Ao Yetor sk Al YoNE Lg%

gFdA FAACRE on ' Aol7t e A & F 3

{Table 4—11>Entrepreneurship mediating effect

Above average group of Below average group of path label
entrepreneurship entrepreneurship

Above

Path Standar Standar average
(Hypothesis) dized CR dized CR group
coeffici o P coeffici o P Below

ents ents average
group
: o bl_1

Searching capability >3, | 5458 | (014 037 2354 | 0019

Customer performance bl 2
Conrating capability ->| o) | o912 | 0362 | 0558 | 3473 | e b2l
Customer performance ’ ) ) ) : 02
Operating ~ capability -> b3_1
Customer perfo e 0.677 6.63 kk 1.171 5.142 ok b3 2
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Above average group of

Below average group of

entrepreneurship entrepreneurship path label

Above

Path Standar Standar average
(Hypothesis) dzed | g 0 dzed | (p 0 group
coeffici o coeffici o Below

ents ents average

group
Termination capability -> b4_1
Customer perfo co -0.061 -0.631 0.528 -0.401 -2.167 0.03 4 2
Searching capability -> b5_1
I ing_petfo e 0.084 0.682 0.495 0.38 2.323 0.02 b5.2
Contrating _capability > 107 | g 0363 | 0544 | 3358 | be.1
Learning performance ) ’ ’ ’ ’ b6_2
Operating _ capability - -> | 567 | 5479 ok 1,104 5.03 ok b7l
Learning performance ’ ’ : : b7 2
Termination capability -> b8_1
Leaming perfo ce 0.073 0.728 0.467 -0.431 -2.26 0.024 b8 2

model ¥ df P X/df | RMR GFI CFl | RMSEA

Unconstrrained model 418.451 240 0.000 1.744 .034 .869 939 .050

Constrained model 455.96 260 0.000 1.754 .037 .859 934 051

Change (2) 37.509 20 0.000 -010 -.003 010 .005 -.001

(Table 4—12> Analysis of the path difference between

the groups(Entrepreneurship)

b1_1 b2_1 b3_1 bd_1 b5_1 b6_1 b7_1 b8_1
bl 2 0.107 2.444 -1.434 2.346 1.152 121 -1.238 1.506
b2.2 -4.254 -2.539 -6.056 -2.854 3.1 -3.376 -5.743 -3.375
b3 2 3.53 5.12 2.787 5.086 4.148 4.286 2.822 4.537
b4 2 -3.191 -1.433 -4.833 -1.693 2.11 -2.307 -4.568 -2.247
b5 2 045 2.469 -0.813 2.369 1.36 1414 -0.674 1.666
b6_2 -4.145 -2.629 -5.618 -2.886 -3.15 -3.369 -5.383 -3.346
b7 2 3.668 5.057 3.002 5.014 4.226 4.333 3.035 4.543
b8_2 -3.185 -1.674 -4.511 -1.89 -2.263 2421 -4.316 -2.36
A e Fguwk 289 FE3 ASE BW E1F8 A5} 10] 2BEE Aol Yehdth
XF3} Alee 115 236 Adde TS 28 AP Jelde ddor F
A 2 RS AR 4 @ WY shue] AAHSsR ke Wie] St o]9f 2
2 A QoM AzAS I A HELS guirt gl AFFHEFIIE AFIAE
G o znt 2 Pekar&Allio(1994)2] AAFE 7[wto g gddy FeATFE she]
W4 ghelo] o r A En 25 449 <Table 4-13>9F 2t}
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A9 2do) Ay e BH AHEE 18, 7to]AF o] ghe 27971 F7tslth Fho] 47
ol BEXRY AfrETF 18Y ¥ 5% ol Je IF Apolrt oW Fho] ~Fo] gk

28.87¢]7%d¢] Hojof sh=n} o] & sk3|eta glo] 7 Rd I Afol= FAHCE ofn|7t ¢l
© AoE Ueyth tut <Table 4-14>9F #Zo] 7 2§ It ARAke] AFE EW w2_13%
b2_2 b3_13} b3_2, bS_13} b5_2, b6_13} b6_2914 95%45(1.96 23 =& 99%FT(2.58%7
AA 9w e Aoz Yeht 2d9gie] nAdn 9 s At mXe GEF] st

& 285 B3t 9t 20 te,
o

(Table 4—13> Summary analysis of entrepreneurship(Final Revised)

Above average group of Below average group of path

entrepreneurship entrepreneurship |abel

Above

Path (Hvoothesis Standar Standar average
(Hyp ) dized CR D dized CR D group

coeffici o coeffici o Below

ents ents average

group
searching  capability > | ), 211 0.035 0249 1.833 0.067 bl
customer performance bl_2
contrating capability > o a0 | 003 | 0196 | 0588 | -3861 o b2 1
customer performance b2_2
operating  capability - > | 75 6.543 s 0.986 5764 s b3.1
customer performance b3 2
Searching capability - -> | 55 0475 0.635 0259 1.804 0.071 ba 1
Learning performance b4 2
Contrating capability -> . i ks b5_1
I ing perfo o 0.095 0.864 0.387 0.567 3.697 b5_2
Operating ~ capability -> o ok b6_1
Learning performance 0.643 5.835 0.881 5.448 b6_2

model X df D x/df | RMR GFI CFl | RMSEA

Unconstrrained model 418.416 218 0.000 1.919 .036 .860 929 .056
Constrained model 446.320 236 0.000 1.891 .039 851 925 .055

Change (2) 27.904 18 .000 028 -.003 .010 .005 -.001
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{Table 4—14> Analysis of the path difference between the groups
(Final Revised about entrepreneurship)

b1_1 b2_1 b3_1 b4_1 b5_1 b6_1 b7_1 b8_1
bl 2 -0.124 224 -2.387 0.872 0.753 -2.426 -1.238 1.506
b2_2 -4.364 -2.639 -6.564 -3.248 -3.647 -6.436 -5.743 -3.375
b3_2 3.793 5.718 2.388 4.388 4.482 2.165 2.822 4.537
b4_2 0.185 2215 -1.697 1.046 0.947 -1.781 -4.568 -2.247
b5_2 -4.256 -2.736 -6.095 -33 -3.627 -6.034 -0.674 1.666
b6_2 3.781 5.498 2.499 4.341 4.404 2.303 -5.383 -3.346
b7.2 3.668 5.057 3.002 5.014 4.226 4.333 3.035 4.543
b8_2 -3.185 -1.674 -4.511 -1.89 -2.263 -2421 -4.316 -2.36
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ABSTRACT

Empirical Study on the Effects of Business Alliance
capabilities needed for each stage of alliance lifecycle on

Performance*

- Focused on the Moderating Effect of Partnership & Entrepreneurship Using
Multi-Group Analysis -

In-Su Lee** - Jae-Whak Roh*** - Yen-Yoo You****

This paper analyzed the effect of the alliance capabilities needed for each stage of alliance
lifecycle(search & negociation, contract, operation, evaluation/termination) according to the alliance life
cycle of SMEs consulting firms on the performance, and the moderating effect of the partnership &
entrepreneurship between the process capabilities and performance using the multi-group analysis

The result shows that searching & operational capabilities have a positive impact on the customer &
learning performance, not contracting and termination capabilities, and the partnership & entrepreneurship
moderated between the process capabilities and alliance performance.

This study shows that the operation stage in the alliance life cycle is the most important, in this process
alliance partners show the higher partnership & entrepreneurship than any other stages

Key Words : Alliance process capabilities, Alliance performance, learning performance, Partnership,

Entrepreneurship
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