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Abstract

Ambidexterity can be a dynamic capability to enhance firm’s performance. Though some
empirical works support the positive relationship between ambidexterity and firm’s performance,
some recent empirical results indicate insignificant even negative relationship. The relationship
between ambidexterity and firm’s performance remains mixed. This proposal suggests that supply
chain integration can promote supply chain ambidexterity to overcome the tension between
exploration and exploitation. Thus, suppliers can benefit from supply chain ambidexterity to clarify
the debate of the ambidexterity-performance relationship. Therefore, the purpose of this research is
to explore the direct and cross-level interactive effect of supply chain ambidexterity on the
relationship between supplier’s ambidexterity and supplier’s performance. Evidence from 30 central
firms and 103 satellite firms that were listed in Taiwanese Central-Satellite Production System
indicated that supplier’s ambidexterity had positive impact on supplier’s performance. Supply chain
integration was the antecedent of supply chain ambidexterity and had positively direct impact on
firm’s performance. Supply chain ambidexterity also had cross level positively moderating effect on
the relationship between supplier’s ambidexterity and supplier’s performance.

Keywords: ambidexterity, exploration, exploitation, supply chain integration, supplier’s
performance
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% (exploration) £ 4% (exploitation) ¥ 4R 5 & B4 3 B 0% EH (Kim, Song,
& Nerkar, 2012; Nielsen & Gudergan, 2012; Weigelt & Sarkar, 2012) » % - = {ui e 7 iy §
R R I ;ﬁgmr; ¥t = (dual) &R Tk 0 defe SUPR A E\F'*:rhﬁxég (trade-off)
B %97 a = ek B g (strategic dilemma) PAER EIE S IR - MY HLIRT MR
B i fpday R AR e & 7 R4 (Blome, Schoenherr, & Kaesser, 2013; Gulati,
Puranam, & Tushman, 2012; Simsek, 2009) - e " = = {275 (ambidexterity) | epL2E3 & 7 &
"HFEE 8 T 2 FE 7 UBET g kpFg s B ek (March,1991) - fe 5 7 e PFi
KA BEGEPr LA FRG P 2 BFBFT o DT & B v b2Rehb R (routines
for changing other routines) ~ *73 A 1 &b {7en2 2 1 179 & 25721 iT3 ~Lr?if‘Jc e
NEBRFEE SN FEEHTEE TR ‘j sbauaﬁ | # Hovk 23 % Xk (Adler, Goldoftas &
Levine, 1999)° F]pt » & " = ~ B35 jshl By 4 AR G b i 4 (O Reilly & Tushman,
2008) > ~ ﬁk—fﬂ\ﬁ%«ﬂ KEL ik ;“E‘.%?PX ot % i 4 kow Bl s entk B (Teece, Pisano, &
Shuen, 1997) > O’ Reilly & Tushman (2008)#-= =~ & 54t 4 & 5 T RF i fg 1 A 2 fliR o
A R ?g__»iw« o e PR R %m;b':ﬁ:rrf"r& ;E;‘% fIr 2 E e TR > B IERT
Frenf € o B - AR Gad R F T NEEMNARIEE (loosely coupled) 2 7 X B it
(dlfferentlated) “ & M (separated) =¥ X H = 22458 (mode) 0 Fe BF i fIF R 224 F H ek
(Benner & Tushman, 2003; Stettner & Lavie, 2013) » F]pt » = ~ B3 4 = 5 { AR P F o
& FF o &'E*.‘T%P‘K/»\/EH?E EEAF - BTGNS Bl g Bl w2 (He & Wong,
2004) > fwiT ke FIMAGHTF 2R HEEE T AL - A5k (B4 @ Atuahene-Gima, 2005;
Lavie, Kang, & Rosenkopf 2011; Siggelkow & Rivkin, 2006; Stettner & Lavie, 2013; Wong, Wong,
& Boon-itt, 2013) - # I Nielsen & Gudergan (2012) 2% > &5 > #ehF #EF T 2 %é% - AR
i3 e w B e FP > - RGP HOIRE FrnahR Pl 2 v IR 5 LR R
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WIAPMATE  BFFLBEARPRFT G U T o B o 1% Fop 247 % {ng
- B a5 LA By (Gupta, Smith, & Shalley, 2006) ? 384 5 & 1 554 * §
VAR ARG EZEREF A o I KB HE 2 K A e F s s (blde
Eisenhardt, Furr, & Bingham, 2010; Lavie, Stettner, & Tushman, 2010; March, 1991; Stettner &
Lavie, 2013) ; e 384 chf Fou 2 1% RLop B4F 2 Wk A7 B 7 B3l aE & (b4 @ Katila &
Ahuja, 2002; Simsek, 2009; Taylor & Greve, 2006) > i& B T &k L B » BRITEI FZ § anF §
LR oo hek A F had o - RiEga 4 oprd 4% [T g7 (balance) g, (Auh &
Menguc, 2005; Lavie & Rosenkopf, 2006; Wong et al., 2013) > #3} * iy r’v’ﬂg’nj BAI* &9 Rh
Tr o mEehTENE MPMNEERFZENY 2B NTHE W WM BT 0§ RMF
Rl PR RAF R BN A A K B o T BRSSO gr@ IR S T E STS:N
v P EEFTURAER?E g E KGR DR R AT o blde D e IR 0 R h’ﬂ%’ﬂ?“‘f
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¥ehR 4 (Lavieetal., 2011) 0 FIot > 48 & &8 1% Ber oI B YR G ouev L A2 I1F
AL £ 87 e g B dfieig (match) @ L (Yamakawa, Yang, & Lin, 2011)e 2 4r % #-
FERE AL AA B P enileg > 4 ?fc{Cao, Gedajlovic, and Zhang (2009) #3f = " & &
(combined) L2 - & # 4_Simsek (2009) =3} ¢ " BpLEk (realized view) ;0 dp BT U
EB*L‘**JL 73 f8 K (He & Wong, 2004; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008) » = ~ (&% it A Agp I B2

z 23 ie* (Katila & Ahuja, 2002) F S fE R eI AR —"Ff ~ B % (Wong et al.,
2013) r*a—*ﬁm?énﬁf“‘iA WAL TSR e Fp s A E¥I S A S
T E AT EEAA R R OR T - o

o o REPEERIM G- BEXFRFFOPILLHIT - BEEFFEDT FHH
% ¥ (group vs. group) ; =h#ts 31§ (Gomes-Casseres, 1994) » FJpt » s Ak it » bdF Lehik
e ? @ 2 BRRE DE S ok g iRFOL IATE R % PR (Gomes-Casseres, 1994;
Gulati et al., 2000) > % & - 38 Fhie s 7 i & 2 L4 (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004) - i w4 Fif
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AP B sk E A ch A B (Lavie & Rosenkopf, 2006; Yamakawa et al., 2011) > by
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(Lavie et al., 2010) » 4F 2 -1 * 2 B ek 4 € 3 4 & % B % F 4 % (Chandrasekaran,
Linderman, & Schoeder, 2012; Gupta et al., 2006; Raisch, Birkinshaw, Probst, & Tushman, 2009;
Simsek, 2009) A FE LRV R AR A REENELR TR L - > R RFE RS
iz AEFR S BRART Il ?T' R endp AT 3 AP 84§ 907 T (Im & Rai, 2008) - #]
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TAR %ﬁ?r;mr‘aé % (Gupta et al., 2006) ~ 275 i & (TR Ryt £ 17 (Gupta et al., 2006;
Lavie etal., 2011) ~ =t @ & £4F 3 chig B 8 2 ¢ (Tiwana, 2008) ~ 4240 5 $1 * Bor chl 5k
WA 74 F o e 3g v Toyota Production System 2 JIT & jgdae ity » B &5 €478 & urm%‘
Bl AR i&"ﬁ‘é‘?} FEAOFT W BT TR 4 AT I'Uz?»év'ﬂ.féﬁ »% (Huang,

Yen, & Liu, 2013) » B RE L ¥ it ¥ LAl - B A B G E RARER K SLIRES S R
EpchipBred - REBLHRFEULE 0 Fa %éi FRE = mlgr;nb 4 Jf,zif;;:ﬁﬁfzzﬁnrﬁg % o
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March (1991) 45 » f1* ®et L4y @ F g #F:e (refinement) ~ s (efficiency) » F 3% 2
RESFERARGH20F %L e REFTHR-BRELRT - - Bz e
BLFED B R g Poe 2 B 0T e i S e PRE R fE vk hiv 4 (Chandrasekaran et al., 2012;
Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; O’ Reilly & Tushman, 2008) -

FI* Rt EEFFR* 8% hopA# N e ng aatauw 5B fI¥ o7
(exploitative innovations) &_ji ¥ % F chi e e riec L S HFE R R EF %3 B F R
ko FHATAR S TP FR M mﬁ FTAJE TG enfr i g B 3 ¥ - B i o #
poenfae 370 T & 57 B4R (Guptaetal., 2006) © 1 * ok chg W EET Y T heho (e
FRARGERIAZI e 7% ¥% 0 (Im&Rai, 2008) > @ f]* Rz B2 K B2 #7100 ¢ 5 &
FER S Bt (D)F RO R e S e R R TR (Im & Rai, 2008; Lavie et al,
2011; March, 1991) » #F % W vk ke ATaridanglag > 1% Roi Pl F G i mfenie * 2 i
(Levinthal & March, 1993) 5 (2) & i vs B~ $8 2 5 p 24 35 it e 41 (self-reinforcing) - Gupta et
al. (2006) #-iz3 8 245 415 T 2 7 Rt (success trap) ;£ T % pekard (failure trap)
A; = Atuahene-Gima (2005) #3} & [ &t 4 - @ F1 04 °§ (capability-rigidity paradox) ;- #]@ -
A B B T RS K i P PR RS G i 4 AR YorahahE £ 4 o



() Btafc s A M A4S TAEE-BE R MR AR

ERAAFLIMELEERFLZRFA v AR DERERSI 8 £ v (Huang et al.,
2013) 0 KE & chit bl d5 1 AR HEHHEREZ Bo b o & %ﬁ%*é£¢iﬁéﬁ
B B2 chidEa e (Arlbjern & Paulraj, 2013) » 35 # % B i udlis 5 chip B AT 3 38 75 3
%%@ﬁﬁﬁE{%%%ﬁﬁ%i@ﬁﬁ%%éﬁﬁ@ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁrﬁpﬂﬂﬁ-T@FJ
enfe %2538 (Choi & Wu, 2009; Lazzarini, Claro, & Mesquita, 2008; Roseira, Brito, & Henneberg,
2010; Wu, Choi, & Rungtusanatham, 2010) o &]4c®w ;37 & & @ ¢ i 2 pF 4 2 48 %
(just-in-time production system) ;]+ WO BT & T 2 B eng 7 (Dyer, 2000) 0 & &P iF
& 4-_"5 e A-Team 2 248 4+ £ %A BRF2ZF L TR G Flot > BRAEK S & F IR
g (dyadic) B e "AEE-BRF-ERF N EEM BT E

- BRARFEDERELL - B P OMEEDE L BR (mega organization) 1A=
ek 3 (Gulati, Puranam, & Tushman, 2012) » & 4a g & § & 1231 973 HA S0 dg o Tt o
EEEDiEREREEY > TA % (Information sharing) £ 4p 3 & ¥ (mutual interdependence)
A B E & e (Huangetal 2013; % 44% %,2012) e &3y~ G h ~Fin 2 A 5%
B L RAEY FREFOFLHREEEE DE T I FH AL F LT (Léger, Cassivi,
Hadaya, & Caya, 2006; Lee, Kwon, & Severance, 2007; Lummus, Vokurka, & Krumwiede, 2008;
Simatupang Wright & Sridharan, 2002; Svahn & Westerlund, 2007)> @ 330 04 % i858 £ Hp c4)
#h g -iGE (Im & Rai, 2008)0 « H & %533 just-in-time (JIT) £ ¢ build-to-order (BTO) =
A xr’ﬁg 4% T (Fredriksson & Gadde, 2005) » ¥ - * 6 » 5 By Lenfp i g PL2ZFH
) —E??f%gxaf%ﬁ oz Benfpd Rdg B> e PP L 2 B 3F S X R (76 (joint actions) » {
g feiR ket 2 B o3 4 M T (Koka & Prescott, 2008; Lazzarini et al., 2008) » 7w 4%.c4p 3 ik 4 {
R~ 4y R TR TR JE 1 4F s 3k 15 2 (Simatupang et al., 2002) > F]ut o &
3% %4 Huangetal. (2013) ~ & 423 $(2012) %= 3 » M- R4EE & T & 5 Eksa? T A
TPEERF LR CTERFEERF LT FTAL T HpT kifafek c B 1 EMT FARE
i RARFE L T |

(=)
1OBRF AR BRR - G ERD S el 4

& vk kIE A pranh ' (Guptaetal., 2006) 0 #7if FeenE £ iR F (Im & Rai, 2008) -
e % Kk hldrdnr - B h "G REH o o B A LD FY > REERATFE
g R :NE S m#h,g,jﬁu{;; T fRAs Sy EEN s R EEY) s - REAFEDTHA 2 (Blomeet
al, 2013) © = &L ehiy 4 P T LA R Rp 2 0r Rus A ¥ 2 BISERR i f e R
F5 48§ 9% (Chandrasekaran et al., 2012; O’ Reilly & Tushman, 2008)  f&-T frgLgk %z » 41 *
ﬁ%ﬁ@&ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁw’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%g’ﬁﬁ%mﬁ%ﬁi%%%{
£ & i d (Caoetal, 2009); € EpBhm 5 » = A BG4 RRFT U fock g
Mtnis 4 0 TR AT B ok 0 4 WA E 2 T b7 2oed (Simsek, 2009) « F] gt
T Bt BRP T UESF R o 4 F U R RIS ¥ e B (Raisch &
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Nickerson, & Zenger, 2012; Farjoun, 2010) o e % g 7 - —*Fmﬁ” Poghcnff i H-g A 4 P Men
Wz 5k 4 (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) » F]yt > & 3 = B i 4 O BT A £ B2
FRATHOT R > v BERBE DR JELE DL DGR B - ARFL 2
BE B A Mo ERLHLRE T R4 o FR 0 B F D A4 SR
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2009) « AT IFH = AL A A HKE BF G T B Fa @I RR 4T
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Prajogo & Olhager 2012; Stock, Boyer, & Harmon, 2010; Terjesen, Patel, & Sanders, 2012; Wong
et al, 2011) > »cf &rinfgend N A2 R 2 JEXARR F B o BEAEATIRE L 1N L R
R R S A M L My cndka ~H B F (homogeneity) 42 & (Lavie etal.,
2010; Nielsen & Gudergan, 2012; Weigelt & Sarkar, 2012) - f1 & 7 14 3% i ik G daen & (v B n’"ﬁ' | #
B T enP i ﬁ% 2ens 4 s 4 (Lavie & Rosenkopf, 2006; Terjesen et al., 2012 ) » A #73)
soan € & (knowledge overlap) »c/g™ ¥ 1A A SR L F s R KR 3R B LR oD
R 3% f2 /- (Helper & Sako, 2010) o F]p* » B R4EE & hr it 5 &F T * oA (the
exploitative nature) ; (Lavie & Rosenkopf, 2006; Yamakawa et al., 2011) - % 7 £]i2 f%’ B ER
gAY AT R i EARE £ 4 - R4 (alignment) ~ & ¥ R R e 4 :,g,» BEE eni®
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R RED R L& e (T4 S 3%2%5 (mutual adjustment) - ;; 7 W’}@I%.E‘ m@z-ﬁv ' Rk
P oaRAEHARTEATH N KT o 4 R #ATehaE » #7407 3 (Nielsen & Gudergan, 2012) -
Sk TR R i B B il (Adleretal., 1999)- 22 @ Lao, Hong, and Rao (2010)
;.’ix]:» » ZERRIERE mﬁ]{n‘_'f’ e fphh e S b R IR Bl Reniddn (TS S T
LA BT > F R E P R AR 4 R R TEN T R A BB RT T 4
%1r M&A’afﬁm%@@ﬁ’ﬁﬁbﬁ@m ST ) AR T IR AR T
o ¥ AR R iﬁ@ﬁﬁgo@@@@u¢a%P%@a»ﬁ*?%ﬁa%wmﬁ
F oo ERR e HERER RER DS & FP s ~ B ga AP ERF Hox
i & FlF o

IE 2 a‘;u’x;g;:ﬁvﬂfr gl o I K R A F R o mtenié ¥ Ze:c g (Levinthal & March,
1993) I T chioa s F RATIS ¢ PO 8 sl B Thehd £ ﬁvﬁﬁ (Lavie et
, 2011) > P pEy foraF By ERPFEL PP R o BB RRENE FH AP > BRF
#7’ B ¥ gl B3 end gh X (Huang etal, 2013) » # 8 = A (B 3% ehR RLiE iﬁfitﬁfi—i,%?é' ¥
T8 1 £ 4L (Blome etal., 2013) A7 § et RS L PEA T LR F R AL AT A A ok
FHBHE AP g ERAFLEEIRDILECRIFERDES  FE Ao R
B3 22— (Adler et al., 1999; Benner & Tushman, 2003; Nielsen & Gudergan, 2012;
Srettner & Lavie, 2013) « & i Jsdi®l 5 ¥ > & - BP P 2P IE - B2 OB Gk
Far s 1 4 (Gomes-Casseres, 1994) « Flpbt » G & i gl kP > 7 4 LA R
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BT R FE AR ERFICLE T AR 0
ok theh g B rw%ub*fﬁl’ﬁﬁzi%ﬁrr
Z AR TF a4 enik At koo

oo 5 - PRy E - BFRARF AT S HPTRRIETADRE 4
2R3 ARZFADERFZEAG 2 4 AFITEw o £ A B F Py B
¥ar 4 (Weigelt &Sarkar, 2012) > F]pt ferkF enif KPP HRT O B E ik RsAT NEEFT AL
T RREFE PR > B - Bz 4 o B PF > Simsek (2009) s %Y L (network
centrallty) LERER -~ EFae A BAEEO b ¢ B R Y AR BRP
L aPIdFa . 23 2 womhEamckaj et e -
R BRI R L SRRY GFLREIL) F - BRERNE
& - AR Jlgrs? oA ERAARE R A fg,‘#ﬁ%?ﬁ%& 0
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S ARG A A S

BT AR R R L

R Hr A ST FRIAPFAIAASREEXF H1Lhp it 2 SR
Foehk iR 3TA & rm:éf" ELZRELD R obIng el faom vt’alj: (Blome et al., 2013) » #]
“ Nielsen and Gudergan (2012) 325 > & F 3 48 $hav & S % ) 17 105 »0edf B RTenp|RT8
FY o2 T Mg A E DRk > Pl Bkt #—zz» At A iR
7 r?)i)fflﬁ BAR 0 B AIRTETEORRAT o Bl 0 /@ra § L R if stk ) 3 "f’iﬁﬁirﬁ

She

RIFT » MR E L chE B¢ R AIZTE &R E G 22k 5 F 225 (Arlbjern & Paulraj, 2013) -
%a“l“imféf@ 3o A iesa 4 ¢ & > Boumgardenetal. (2012) plini 0 L + mfggﬁﬁ
P R4 R vk 2 41* Reg hw 72 o Wong et al. (2011) ¢ #AT L SRS L EFERE K
EBEDF LAV AR CASST A A A2 2 A hi2 G B Farjoun (2010) ¢
WA BE AR L EARFRLNED > RS T IR AIRTEH R o F
ARG 0 g £ 254 - (B4 02 Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) #r% J e &
£ 7% (structural ambidexterity) - 48K & 3 2 B R4A R Lk K BG4 o BR4ER
EF MIRE R e R LB ga 4 0 Fla @R BT

BRABSE L AR b R LGS F bl
OIS T RN AR LY TE AL e

Im and Rai (2008) 3% 5 % % &= = {E7% (contextual ambldexterlty) {%%’U&Fg L TR
B Ay s PG E & FF o ) ks ARG T A BEIMGRT 0 L
#F e P - 3% (alignment) £ 31 :if (adaptation) {7 5 s # (capamty)J PR K K
Tedheipenz A8 G4 TR T ALY L IFE R > H AR kA RN
FIRFPERPEFE - REDBF o 4 o LREEN*Y Kupend 2235 > £8 4 ‘“%i:@’@
T p Hjzar: Fhang scfl* > BIER ﬁ\“% A G o ERR BB LATEE Y
J& b 3Rengs ¢ (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) -



Wong et al. (2013) %= 7 45 1 > & s fE & W aﬂ.f;» - BIAEE S BB L FEAR
[N AR AR A "’”"Eﬂp eI AT IS > AT A E LKA BB I o R EF S
Fehg»ce > BB H e FERABTORASLIRT  TRI A AP LM i it

iR say P f/‘fﬁ R 2 rERIRG i EehEFe4p > 2] (Stettner & Lavie,
2013) > e H - L OAIATED G R H VB LE ORIATA 2T A 3 A R S 2 AT
FpAE 32 0¥ s i (Anand, Oriani, & Vassolo, 2010) » & R 2 3 8 - B3 cPAIAT 0 2t RIATHN
A SRR PR M e g 50 g R 4 ar’fr”’i kphImehF M 0 @ 3 M P
¥ ‘?%mﬁﬁ’*’ib@wfw“*v'%mﬁﬁ RN e S N R
(Wong et al., 2013) - Noseleit and de Faria (2013) T gL 2bdp & > b I8 Avgad g $ p 307 3
Ba G RIFTOA D P IR R IR T AT A PR AR 2R RS
B gRAPFFEFEH IS REFP LTINS I A BT A SR

A REY S AF o FRAFRFEHTF T2 JI* K87 R Akl
ekl i F RIS 4 (Blomeetal, 2013)) B e A B A 4 TR s I KD
B s IR S BTG Bl e BT o

: i@ £ g
&ﬁ%ﬁ&{f%#%(m&RmZW&-&*L&%%% ol - A R
- ,%‘L,L&F‘lﬁtj LT S R m’;}:}ﬁi fe 48 4% ,{J,_,,aag: ;DITELT'}EE 4 .’rﬁi%}:@é@?ﬁ,]‘i L a»
TRkl B R B > B BT L R
ﬂ%ﬁ?r,fh@@qﬁvg4 % g 45 (Lao etal., 2010) o

qw’*Pﬂﬁﬁh@%%“®iﬁ:i@ﬁﬁ*%%@ﬁﬁ?ﬁjﬁﬁﬁ%@ﬂ,y
2 Elpshie Rk s B EET fr g A E o BG4 ,;\,ﬁ:%;é] ShT A X R
ﬂ%@ﬁﬁ%ﬁoﬂ&@ﬂpz%ﬂhﬂ

Hy & i Rdtieins 20850 4 $p 20 B o oef 2 o 45
Hy : B fdders 2 @504 g5 1 ERP = R EG0N A B ERP ST A b K

BT A o WA AT LA AR AW 2 4T

0y WEY N > ) WY BN R
Hz
H
ARk = Ha 3
MR =
Hi
R - e ¥ > BT ok

W20 ki hRA %
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I

it
o+
-3""%
-y
‘_

(=) Tl

AEF AP R e REN SRR B B R F Lﬂwﬂi%w&spa
b FRERADE S R - BT 2 T R BT Y 2005 & TR B 47 G B
oy ErjeaR. T R ER RGBT LN AT H Y ¢ R kR ot st
T AR RS ITEIR NI R BEAEL PR T - 2 G 0 ¢ FEH ARG T E
FAEAR CBEERF LS IRPALEAEENLAPRF L7 - wAd ER AR

%Fi"#&l‘/f@siﬁ%tl-‘%\fhﬁsgl»ﬂlﬁﬁ;«kgﬁ_‘: CAE S R EA e T Al Xl
%;f%kﬂ~f1 FHE A RETHDE L BAFL P OAPE L o bkl 1 ¥
ﬂ*ﬁ%ﬁ@mﬁ$é¢kﬁiémﬁﬁ’_%WAuﬂW%@Aaﬁp e LS
CEI P AR EERN A AREHEEL T L R RE RS R LB e
?édﬂ%%?*"ﬁfﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁoﬁﬁ’ﬂ?%iﬁﬁﬁﬁ“%%%%%%
é*?ﬁ’%‘*??’ﬁﬂ”ﬂW%éé’mi’éﬂWEM95%@ﬂ¢€ﬁwﬁ’
FEAHERBFGRE P THEY e > T
ot 1 E R 0 Eare gﬁﬂ%\ié_fgz—sﬁ.ﬁ,ﬁlﬁq‘—;ﬁgi&,%__ﬁﬁ\gzzfg@ﬁo A XY
BORCRBCZET S 0 R R e s 1T 2 s g R e i
P FR AN AT 203 MR T HADIOMAE F G

j‘*

PG -ﬁoﬁa%ﬁ',agﬁab

TJ
tav /‘*‘

-

I ﬁs‘\
A p.m

TR B BARA LS BIFRIET 0 ¥ - R A R R A B Ak s ren s i
PR R TR TR R R AR & 1T Rl Wbkl FARM E L gt (7S
FoOMEREFFZY oAk RFIEF E FL F,’ﬁ 5 ‘F&gfi‘<%~7f; ~H IR R
H25 0 RIH-H G 15 28 4 (sampling frame) ¢ G fﬂ i® R RS ﬂ\lﬂ""i?ﬁ—
Fe ;f{’*ﬁ?&y%*f;\mw P R R L —%E}i‘:l'\-*r{}i Fa 4 % )‘3’%‘—-8?\ f‘—ké,‘:’w}g, 9 Fo
PREAEATORIAE IO T 8 FAF 4T FEEM 6 Fo R FFTRAEM 14
Fo TWEM 1L o ﬁk‘a FH 8 Fo B EM L 10 Fy o BT ok 5 90 Fo R
f&”ﬁ AL RAESBFOPRER I FopFEAE6O TN EAE 12T T S KA

EBFoFETEMAOCLFOT I FTANAEM L T3 RO WEM LTl 70182 48 % 20 7o
t’%&ﬁi’%ﬁm 103 Fey » B FA By 571 Foo

:N\\

AR AZ AEA G G oA RAE 13% TR AL 07% 7B AL S
152% 6 S A £ 1 0.7% R A% B 51%  FHAEEF22% TF FUA LR 203% T
Wg Lk 24.6% - 8P & L ik 6.5% iR A L @Lm%ommﬁ?%m,swmﬂﬂwm#w
BRI AHch 50 AT 5 17.4%:0 e 36.1%:7F h Ayt 51-200 4 > 30.4%:h¢ < iy
v 16.7%:hf#Fh i & 201-1,000 4 > 43.5% 7 < i fe 11.1% 6 h 21,000 4 12+ o F ¢
43%mﬂ~rﬁr%%wmﬁw@,;ﬁﬁpﬁmﬁ 8 AT 5 43%:7 e 21.3% i
AR TR AST A B U AT 2 A ) 5 39.1%7 e 30.6%:iEE 2 T AR B

T~
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AT O 2 AT 20 R 0 52.2%:0¢ e 10.2%:iE 2 T oA fuAT o B 20 R

fe b A TR REEY CREFERUDERRE S - £ 2nihin BTl o R A s
VR RSB kR 0 HLM Z AR IR 2 R R AR 5 4 2 F KW
+ - & (Mass & Hox, 2004; Liao & Chuang, 2004) - e = f=* f8cn? i o ] o0
P iR R T e T AR gr@xqw@ R B Flptr- B
BAEPed 7dh 4 R(FEZ B E S - B ERMATE - AR SF N3 AP ERAART ERITE 4
BERFEE PR AT R - BT PiFd Ry SHETS R
T B K BT e AR s P R S E w e 3l o w L 3444% 0 mH P - 7P
B T aniEd - o g 0 R R S A FI R RE 0 § onr fe30 Fo P i ox
W%~30%%°%§RFéﬂﬂ(ﬂQW’wﬁqﬁZZw%°Jfﬂ&&%?%\ﬁﬂ@W§
WAivrEAE3 A A2 EARJEEET ZFENLTHE AL X G 103 7dFE Rz * it
Forew e 5 18.04% c AFT L M GEE R BFARME S RS ARG - B ks SRR L R
el > R e 30 m s F R BERAERF LT 3FIFERT R ORI G T RdF
B e * e kbeas 3 FALP Ak 50.0% 0 4 R R Pk 33.3% 0 5 R Pk 13.3% 0 7 R
R ik 3.3% -

\

BEF flr £ A,\?ja’]fﬁ P 1&%’%’&71\;;%4 @ﬁﬁquﬁ\— ,]v} ) QF*ﬁ W »]'{f{; Vot A a‘)gfijrg i

A= K_,\ A x;:}fg\’ x *LA,\ N 30 w an@;égg ’]ﬂ:}}i%ﬁg % v 'uf;ﬁu\ & a=0. 05 - ’Pearson
+ = =32.00 (df=28, p=0.28>0.05) A E 2 F > % 1 ¥ R AE 2 f 4 10 B A ¥ w91 ikagnt 5
“ROEFA-PEORALG AL TTAET DR AR AL GEA AT LAR

(=) B

1 Rp A=

(1) l——)@—‘# j:_\
AFE 3 4% Caoetal (2009) 77 » AERF Freanfrd F 5% 2 = 29 (1) ¥
7 (2) FE»E ;(3) B HEEE S #F]’F‘Z’Ej‘if_.ké‘%,llﬁi’%-lialFﬁ.é =4 19 j\fgj

= £
¥ T#I—f,@-ﬁ%i e’ »% o % 4238 < Cronbach’s Alpha & 5 0.87 -

A3 %% O'Reilly & Tushman (2008) eha & » #-= ~ B30 4 AR 5 3 e PFiE )
PREERD ﬁi%ﬁ“* ﬁﬂﬁé 45 hfF® + %% Atuahene-Gima (2005) fFE 3 N R HER RE D
FIr e > M e (1) ASLPFNORA PARBE DB EEL 2 6 0 (2) AHER
FoHa P IERF oo IE A NPk ec L MG plIATER L A4 0 (3) ARE A ST
B ik gy chig AR Y o ﬁ?éb%5?'? NP R SR E N FTHRAE R e 4 0 & REIE P
Cronbach’sAlpha & 2 0.86- 2=t a4z Kt > o > I & 35 (1) EH 7@ R E 237
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2 &P i 5 (2) BEHAIRTRR A 2ATHEILE B () B ailEd LG g
Bk FTH0A0 0 % 4878 9 Cronbach’s Alpha i& % 0.88 -

FHEFELR T ARG ERRGFE SR h- ~ &3 4 &z Caoetal. (2009)
FFFEER 0 - LB rar P ERE R K Ak I e hiE 4 (ambidexterity =
explorationx exploitation) -

Al R =
(1) B Rsdk & 2R

AF2 3 %% Huang et al. (2012) v Lazzarini etal. (2008) %= % > kP4 & TR 2 -k

v ()
BoWE L 2 Bendd M GRS MG R R BT SRR S e
AR EART RIBER > NT AR ETFE RRAFERR (1) RRFEY SREFF

NP ARRERF Q) SRFLEFFTAISENRREEF Q) CRPE? SRLF AR
HEF AR RAF AR R (4) BRF R AP AT ZE R 5 B) P o RERF RE T &
ol S 3 (6) A P LR AN R PR ABEAST rA LR
4% o £ %237 ¢0 Cronbach’s Alpha &5 0.90 > 2 {8 AF7 3 #-7 R B ERFEE DT > 12
aggregation s42 B o 44 % L AR A X OFALITL S HE AP o

(2) & bacns &

FladxL st e Sl GAfp P T 5T 0 AT ST RE A o g
PR st G R A “r#ml—@éé WEFEE s 2 g asn > B i
AR w1 K 2 G R IR e 45 (1) A BB A S i SRR REE
AT E o g s (2) j\f#—ﬁ%é{é}&r@ lﬁ;'ﬁ*.‘liﬁ,y fEA-S X RfREAAE L R RE o @ A BF
PR ATE R kR (3) AMERAARE kT A SF B B g x*;‘rav*“ﬁlj% o

© B B ik E ~ FTEAR R iy 4 2 4238 &0 Cronbach’s Alpha & 5 0.89 - H =t A dE %
R m o BRI (1) AERERFEEEHLST RREA2ATH2 Z s Ha 5 (2) »
ERAAREEVH S 7 KRR A2F0E B B Ha &0 5 (3) A BB BEHAIFTR
WA DRTOE LA ‘Ef‘ Fiv 0 % 4278 79 Cronbach’s Alpha & % 0.86 -

g Caoetal (2009) chffFE &2k > = ~ B34 4 A R4F 2 Lovg eniB o gk F 1 # [k enf®
4 (ambidexterity = exploration x exploitation) - *#* 7 #-ik 78 # ¥ 7 4L > §]* aggregation
SERE SR LR N Sl SR E WA S

3. B RdaE R

AR ARMEF A # TP TR, 2 TR Cd, AR ) R
FERARE & 0 T R 8 e # #(log) -
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(2) BRA T

BRMEAEE LRI AEDETR  FERS RPN EFREA T RS - F AR
ARRARL > AT Rl E N RARM o AFF 7 ¥ Cronbach’s o & K 185 p 8- R end|w]izfy o
*F 7 A1 * SPSS22.0 st A iR A HE - ’f?,ﬁ%ﬁ:&ﬁ TRAYT B If'u?@f#{i&
Cronbach’s o % % * 080 1} » 27 #F 3 L& & 4 - i%']ifa’ﬁiﬁéf BoTF AR o

(z) 2R A 47

MBS LR NG § R S LB T ARR A FEE R A S BALE 2 R A
B .

1 BAEE =

ERF - AEGN Y B ERTECE B L Sl AT RERT A R0 s
ERHFEEREZ2 LB H 2h BRAZEFZAPFEFTRB T 7 LY REr L
#c (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin; KMO) » & % %+ KMO & 5 0.76(* *+ 0.7) » :7 i+ = & 5 508.09 p
B30 0001 Flp g £ FFRAY VT E AR RS LA AT HOF R G ¢ 0 &
- X2 FF T A3 050 (3] ©=0.82; B+ ©£=091) EJairR o b PF A ZEAT R T

R ¢ REL 050 EREATR T AL R TS E TP AT BHA T LGEE R
- e gpr R o B THELFIE AT R R A0L 1T o

1 BWE LTRSS

A A FEEFE
1843 S gareani 2 > RE ARBE Do e 3 g 0.91
BT AT W 2 ARG A BT o I & B ke 0.82
WG plFTEE s A 4
3 gk A SH B H BT > el 2P LR 0.88
A B 1B~ ATHOIAR I s 4
1EFB@8 P R > 3794 ;Zw}iﬁn FAe 0.85
ERERAFR R 25N AR AR LR ATOP LR R ER 0.86
3wt b2 G Kok BT AIATH A 0.90
1“1z4 FRERTE 0.86
EETE 2 BT FER T 0.89
3Eé%$¢&$%ﬁ%§% 0.84

KMO=0.76; i1+ = i#=508.09; p i#=0.00

2. BAK %

AL R AR S R AR L AR R B s B 4 )e0A) 4 0 i (aggregate)
Yoo R R o den 0 R 3 H g o Tl FRE e #4 (within-unit
variance) © g P - REFE QLT BEE X ZRERF TR E R 22 Bk

-14 -



FRER TR ALL A SRR AT A NIEY 1y~ ICC(1)% ICCQ)=z A R 41 >
Wk R ATAL DL Ay BT H ) ﬂ—wfﬁﬂ% SEESY SRR 3 9 W BN ¥ $u)
2 AP 2RIl TR G FIL Ry R A BRAET - BY o RERZ FFEL R
AR - kAl o

SRR NG 6 A1 ikl AT 444 30 i RdaE R he N - R
BT B RRET  AHME = f;“m @A L BN - R g %3 0.7 2 18 (/s
T2 1wg=0.72 0 BAAIE % 4 2 (=080 - fﬁ}@é&—?@ 27k 2 Twg=0.92) « ICC()RIE &
k- o r'm\guj K«E%gﬂﬁi » 12 0.2 5 2| EHEE S 2875 ICC(1)% » 0.49 + % 0.12-
ICC(2)d ICC(1):* & @ % »ICC(2) %7 & ®w X - f#m L YT T AR A PARR o o

3 BT gt mﬁfﬂ ChE§ HMT 35 0 B ICC(2) % % 0.75 7 4 % 07 2 %) '”U%%i@°
M AET AR RRTREL G M ”}5 AFE TR e

3. LRI ERELAT

BEAR R AT TR A Rk p ¢ R R R AT R r2p Pt (self-report) & 2 B 5E iR
Feni gyl @A £k 2 %8 (common method variance) » Tt 45 * 4 P H T3 Rl
2 (Harman’s one-factor test) k& 787 7 %7 & x F = 2 ¥ 8 o4 = (Podsakoff & Organ,
1986) IV E Y RN R CTANCY XS UL ST Wt i QPSS WL L ST

AR L ARR E MR F ot $E A B R EEFRE A ‘fi“;.'__‘@‘fl T
AAT(BA SR HE R HEH)E > p 19 BRI B 6 B AE L] mr‘]% 1 4 2
HREEL5 T764% > % - BFFOEERFEE S 35.93% 0 o] 3 50% » Fpt AFT R m&mﬁ L
TREESEFZRARNI LR AT AAPTE R TR SR ARG B
+ B - K ds 0 2§ s 45 H i (escalating unit of analysis) - gt 2 5V - TAER SRS
ER 2B it o TR SR OERIFAEBR R S ATUIREE B2 H B
AT EETEET RN S o

4. M A

# R =t %] e Pearson ApRE A 478k Acd 20 8 2 Bor A BRA T2 HRF - B
ot BT éz;ﬂ];i&&«ﬁ%ﬁu 1B (r=0.40; p<0.01) > #r#|%fice @ F A gp & & 1@1@%*

M@ (r=0.25; p <0.01) » - #| % # > # F AFFE R 1 «gu A0 M (r=0.62; p <0.01) » +=4

Bl 1 A dcEp Rk r]éz%:m#ﬁfa? B AEREFLE - ARMAE Y o A LR FHEYT
#ﬁ?s‘é:%;f—&)% B s 0 H U AERBL L AT RE S R4S BG4 2 R REE S
A2 AP B A Be(A B 5 0.22 $7-0.08; p>0.05) & i A F K o BRAAK £ AR R B kA &
%4 PRI D 4p M (r=0.76; p <0.01) -
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2 L 4ES Tod s RE L8N Gk

i e 1 2 3 4

BRA =

1B Rp = ~iEgan 31.75 8.86 1

2 T ok 4.93 1.03 0.40™ 1

3 7 ~#f(log) 18.73 2.44 0.18 0.25" 1

4 F 1~ #(log) 4.70 1.81 0.15 0.04 0.62" 1
RAHE <

1 ® ks 2R 32.66 7.82 1

2 B sRIE L ARR 5.47 0.62 0.76" 1

3AE LB R 0.22 -0.08 1

311 p<0.01, T p<0.01; n (7B 4% & =<)=103 ; n(:& 48 & =)=30 o

B FHAREF S

(-) BRARK LR 2 AT RGN 4 M AT

LS 3 S S#c fkor Er:’}s_‘\ oo A R-H LR B % B (dummy
variable) - *# 3 £ 3 1019}344: P FPL TR BRI n AT v R AY > T4
AEE A PN BRE > 2 g Uk BERRLIE LS AR AP RET S
# & %% (reference group)st fi- §i ik & (base case) > 14 HP o rotRARE T AT K F chiw bF 1%
Boo TP EL RRREL O AV RARZ AENRBL L ATLG PP AERTORE
fE’ en R mg@ﬁ Pt R Bend B oo AT Hy R 8 4 & 42 & 1 -
A EeRP R FA TS R 3.

(M
Ex

LAy

2 3HA- WE o A ERIdI% e J & 3R - FRAF R RN k- g
P EAREY ﬁo*ﬂ"ﬂfﬁé‘-—“%‘ﬁc F£Aer p FEERAE L 0 d & 3 PR Bt
SR AEHERM . AEGFRA R B (6=-12.88;t=-2.33; p<0.01) » ¥ 48 kE
Fe R g e B %»@;@é: AEFa 4 (6=9.67; t=6.24; p<0.001) > ¥ ¥ A FH I ¥k
b gt B 4 B MR (AR?=0.56; p<0.001) o F]t 0 AFT G 2 Hy BT A 4F o

“x
=7
T L
v
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4 BRI R A RGN PRl et
el - el =
#EE 34.0777(8.88) -18.027(-2.09)
ot %ﬁx(é ¥4))
-7 -5.61(-0.90) -5.51(-1.50)
B EYE T -10.47(-1.11) -12.887(-2.33)
BT -3.39(-0.59) -4.78(-1.41)
ER- 1.93(0.21) -0.26(-0.05)
R T 1.89(0.30) -1.85(-0.50)
T 5.19(0.55) 3.53(0.64)
TH-T W -2.01(-0.41) -2.19(-0.76)
BT 3.42(0.48) 0.48(0.11)
P78 -2.51(0.35) -0.30(-0.07)
B S
E R L R 9.6777(6.24)
R? 0.17 0.73
AR e R -0.21 0.58
AR? 0.17 0.56
F 0.45 5.08""

zx 1 n=30, 'p<0.05, "p<0.01,  p<0.001; 3 » & % AHEE it 2 BigtE » FEELN Lt E o

(2) r A SR

BoERpEaEp btk T2 BRFERT AL - BT PERE -~ L

R TRE  ETIEHE RASE s RIRE £l % 5% - B 5 &= (multi-level) &
&%‘ﬁi = (crosslevel) ] o 5 T B iR SRR ~ B4R A BG4 BEF D A EE R
PR G Bl o AR S R R /’q*»wr"’ BHe s e KiERYE
(aggregate) SARR 0 SRR T2 R R B R4 B a d odpik o G-

% 1 %fsﬂl“*%iﬂ' (HLM) k¥E ik X S BM2 Mt A7 LR ERMFLRRE 2 &

W‘%*F“

)f%é:é T TR R L SRR R T A e L B R S BT
IR R 'L@éé 2 eRPHEATHE  EREHoTeRdcd 4”'“r:r o J¥F& 4¥F 1
wIW o L ,ez*%iémf{é:ﬁ’ ER4a - A Egat BETAAPE > ATEDAF ES 3.61 % 858>

=
E3 0001 crdgF -k 7 AEBEREDFEEARE B R - LB G AFTL R e
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24 AR L AR~ M s T 4 2 R HA T

AR £ AR o R 36.92 29 1.27 3.61 0.00
o 25.76 73 0.35
e 62.68 102

Eshs AEFE 4 B 7062.49 29 243,53 8.58 0.00
®p 2070.95 73 28.37

B 9133.44 102

o iR 30 M e RS Y Bl RGN RERLFER T R T
HEdyod 5or3 o i e Levene i3t B 4 5] 5 140 0 1.60 0 & 0.05 kg F R BT 3 KR
ME HBrinthRFERRE K- ~EFN PR EEFFHAREF - B £
iR TR BFFHBEE S RERT 2B %o

L5 AR R R TR T

Levene %t3*# A~ F pd B AR A d R By
AR & AT R 1.40 29 73 0.06
[ 0 Bl R = S 1.60 29 73 0.13

1. Z#-3] (Null Model)

BACNUEHEARRIERELT EFLLE o4 L6 FHIAREINFH T2
s ® = & (between group component,roo) B EgE 4 (x°=124.72; df=29; p<0.001) > * ICC(1)
% 049 HEHEEHICC(l) Ro&x %1 % - & 2 &= 4p b T #c (intraclass correlation coefficient,
ICC) > 243 2 ICC(1)=0.42 > % 77 e F2x® 7 49% % R 5 L2/ > 5l%n %3 5ol

F\ o

¥ *F 1CC(2)=0.75>0.7 ”'T? }J@‘Hﬁ‘?——? P FIL T R FEHE T R T2 ¥
— PR AEALE R FRREFIRES AT A - B 0 TAE R 1 A 2 IR E
RET Too 7B BEM (yf =121.72, df=29; p<0.001) > & % % 6 © %1 ¥ » #5482 F #7)

ZEEES S
2 g4 fr g jF 03] (Random Coefficient Regression Model)
i EHCI Ly b HLM 0307 55 5 - R R o R (8 )R R e

& )Z —: %]ﬁ”ﬂf?%I? m‘.}t T_ I—LJJ&,},_ %Lﬁrﬁﬁ_"ﬂl]mﬂ}zﬁﬁ lﬁg y & Eé‘.&}}';é‘bb’m’r}i i
#ﬁﬁi¥:%mkﬁﬁﬂﬁ’”&i;%%x% TR AT B b Y p i
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6 Ir' ’ 'Y30

s

BRREE DM ko B P oy A F - K ehp %"ﬁi'}’ UM 0 Sl

F R 3k 0.04 (1=2.31; df‘29' p<0.05) » #F 7 2 Hi e F 2 #F» EkpE - ~ —E'.—“# DR & A
NI RSN B s - O %ﬁﬂ Too ¥ER F 14 (X =21.91; df=8; p<0.01) 2| %7 » ¥ (B 7 F &
4z i E 4)3 & 43 mé\ﬁﬁ%‘;ﬂ * o ERERE S IE e }‘f ER ® *{rﬂ&?é] #c (level 2)
ZERTEF VN E TR AT I RIEFRND  BEHFLBA SR if_ﬁ-*";’»% °

3 #EEFERH-A] (Intercepts-as-Outcomes Models)

A A REB T G AT T kS 2 R R B ) 2
e «LHg FEEELFF - d £ 6977 2y & 0.08 (t=7.53; df=28; p<0.001):% &g ¥ -k & » £
%%@;muﬁﬁ4§ E R T ERFE O m He B - P BEPHEE S P E ToE HF
k# (*=51.29; df=28;p<0.01) > A7 Ak = ¢ 5 v HU RBART R o FprEET - H
% eI B o

4 4 Z3gp4-3] (Slopes-as-Outcomes Models)

d TSR Al Y W RFET RS AN T AR A A S AN
PRERR SR GT R DR e AR L H L R L 4o 69

31 & 0.01 (t=3.76; p<0.001)> ¥ & a7 = ~ 540 4 L FRE R4l AL Fa 4 3 (5% 2 1%
&&@%*ﬁ?ii@,iﬁip*%HN%f%W%Tm,@@_ ggﬂJﬁ&ﬁ@ﬁ

oo MY et Bk T B F K (=58.33; df=28; p<0.001) - ¥ ¢ HoAl e B e
(deviance) R4 > K _E 3] e 274.07 "% I AL X3 P73 50 253.05 0 0 1 21020 3 ﬁ A
B A FAppERl e T aopg R RV R ﬁ:;} & eFHF o

BSEER 32 e 2 AN T FT UFR B LB ER SRR
PHERE Fnn S TR dE s LB AR BR R a4 Bl
ﬁﬁé%%%gﬁﬁoﬁ3ﬂﬁﬂﬁ%(dPﬂT)AwH Ry -2 U R A ¢
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