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Abstract

The analyzed unit in international business mainly focuses on organization behavior,
which corresponds to game theory that analysis is based on interactive individual decision
making. The purpose of present study is to compare the differences among various foreign
direst investment (FDI) theories and devel op research propositions by using game theory. The
game in this study is assumed as two countries and two firms mode. The results showed that
firms FDI decisions were supported by internalization theory, that is, the firm-specific
advantage and level of market completeness were associated with behavior of firms FDI
action. The variable of location advantages from OLI (ownership-location-internalization)
theory is robust to explain firms FDI decision. As mentioned here, the viewpoint of network
theory is helpful to delineate the unaccountable phenomenon that firm made FDI decision
without specific advantage when the dynamic interaction between firms is considered. The
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global environments is getting complicated and interactive, our research finding demonstrated
that the studies of international business have to investigate rigorously with more precise
instrument, and the game theory would be the useful tool to obtain it.

Keywords: Internalization Theory, Eclectic Theory, Entry Mode, Network Theory, Game
Theory.

1. 5 &8P ch

PR CIE 4 87 37 R 32 3% (Eclectic Theory) e 44+ £ % 4 f2 8 5 » MNEs

(multinational enterprises):e » & *t % Fend B (7 L - ¥ 4 ¢ EEF L FHES il

;}f o e d P IRNILIMABITRIVG I NEE I RESP SFETH R Flp b EE -

[ E¥BRETEFEF €7 aﬁﬁéiwfﬂ?§4°*ur?¢$iﬁ”$?é

blo 3R fEeg P HAE BT G ik B g T A JEE R D e
Flpt o frsm P fHs hE k&p\wwi,éiﬂﬁl—iV'F“

Simon (1960)# 4 #-* NIk B AR 5 Je gk kB2 = 3N EE 0 B e H b

Fod M EEANMFTAEFRARC L E I LY 3'39152* RS S ST

AT A AR R RRR R TN KGR B PR %%4@&5 3T o

Hannan and Freeman (1977) 7 #-2 L ¢ k2 BIRHEF ST RILG Y o o i

AN

Bl

BYop R4 R BREE Eﬁv&,"?’r,z&:a,@_:%‘ —f.b’E’Iizf“% T3 By 8RR

BB AL FHT 67 P MrE T & » SRR %‘ﬁ?& iﬁ"iﬁ»-ﬁﬁl}’?

W R w R PINEE 2 B oA P hike Blé:'ef.k b - BAEF AT AE
B f

4
-7k a R - BRENRD T d B £ r@muwﬁ ° ’s,@wﬂ;ﬁ hEERRTIE
WY o mT R ERR P AL ’E\‘;‘)}"{lu,—h oA A MR R ML e g A
AP BRr TR UK AR g%itiﬁﬁiﬁvﬁi% P ﬁ' AR 2 Jre rﬂt‘* AT Bl
tt.«?mh/n TR 417 Hs»p Wk 2 WA B IR 2

FARRIS AR L 75 -

& 1‘3—5\ FRER E ARG RETDT R T 0 e T RAES A
SFrFar e ader FIEELY A IALE T E 2 - cmipd e P IEE
chdy B 40t P 7T 1 B (ownership advantage) ¥t f 7 FDI 7 5 ¥ Fb 5 £ &
(Mascarenhas, 1982 ; Mascarenhas, Baveja and Jamil, 1998) » @ #- it ™ » = 32 i% i* (location)
R Jfé%’%‘ﬂ #-# 4 3 $(Dunning, 1988) - Casson (1986, 1987 ) v 5 H 1976# v i &_
IR IR E T IR R SR 0 Y73 B (Ownership)# ¥ i~ (Location) g3t 2 £ &
fo B B A RAcm BB ¥ ox e Buckley (1988) ui #* F OfpA » FIp Frit 2
**éﬁﬁ%ﬁi%lﬁ‘%ﬁfua P g Fs s BINERR D WS T RGBT R M-«m :
Flv #-2 # P B R 2L 34 T AT R R R AR TR g TSP
*Ek&p/% POV RT IR AR RE N E k&ﬁ AR H1A %%ﬂmﬁp
BARHILT LT R R R )

\‘:;; F“"

X‘

B2 BT

/Fb

-18-

uli



# f

(gr

Flpt AT R R G St oh B R4 F 32 % (foreign direct investment) -
R323% (network theory) & BLgE » 02 F & 3234 (game theory) 5 #5832 AL > 2 Bl = -
LR LRGP R B SRS R AR A RP R F- Bs D B E 1 GG

.

BB T OUEILE AP D e r BB 1 SR 2 M AT B T A
;E;M-}A,lr‘;s 1&%,4 E iﬁ—/”\“;_ ﬂ}; s Fé'?;fhi iﬁ;ﬁxﬁﬁgpﬁ&k;}@_ﬂz N FM”"%'T’L ‘ﬁjt&
B APz £ B P A S ﬁ\uxﬁj@\,ﬁ, *'?13“ @ » ]‘\Vhiﬂfgf xaﬁg\Mﬁ_;\
7 F o

2. % pReFH

2.1 F'R & F4p B2

B2 WS G LA DIz a0 o FE
FOBRE R REITRIEH S E L - R T
PR A SRR - T8 SRR LI ]

4 -w—ft'f‘%f = Bliﬁm]]\
%iﬂ%?mﬁﬁ%w“
7 ;;&rwég

L3z
AN

2.1.1 p #8it 3225 (The Theory of Internalization)

SR 1 B F AR B R o ) A
ioo e B gARFaE u‘m ‘F LGRS FEARY REL - FEEFF TR
VI N A A R §§Lfi EREERBOERRET > h GRF DR G S

AR om PRI Fd > BRI v R A SN R F T F IR g e “"Fﬂ‘#&%ﬁr
3 FDI (foreign direct investment) s 4 > @ p FRC I 4 77 fr sl B4 EIFL%L 7% B
(Anderson and Gatignon, 1986) - #]}* MNE (multinational enterprise) =i+ & TS PRI
Friz e (e A E)2 8 @250 50 FA §

Coase (1937)% £ FEin2 b & & achE § » # I 5 * **MNE
(multinational enterprise) 2 # 2_ f2f o« FIR'E % e H 42 FE 5 2 AR R RREP A
AgFe o @@ ArMNESH H 5 % & o e ZMNESp 381 A7 kenfl & > & Jf &g 8 &
2 A SRE St X3 %f(i%Tm? Fx Ao - 2 MNESA 2 > Iggfﬁd 4 A B %? L2 2¥ed
ook LR § B R Al > MNESR] € sedr e N kg2 8 B BT
A RIS E o FERFT P IO o &5 F 2 Hymer (1960)4, 2w 3] & s 35
% % o 2 & > Kindleberger (1969)4x ™ 41 i ¥ Ha& 1) 2 & FDIIZH ch A o w 48 3] fi o9
54 mév\ IR (DA SERF7 54 %~ (QRHEA (3);&&%{ COERE RE
Fio gt ﬁﬁélgku‘ﬁ HrA g 075 FDIZRG 2 P o fe 3 A g uldg ) 3000 2 FDIZRG 2 8§ -

Buckley and Casson (1976) & 7 L 4 vl s -4 g & ? Fp4p 3nit 5
2 B Ui 7395 o Casson (1979) I #8133 1771 Bid dnmi - # & ‘:%:‘J“T il
Fﬁv Buckley and Casson (1976)#7#% d1z. p 3RV 3225 » A & S 28 % & T OEA (e

‘ﬁl’*‘*—f‘)ﬂg’ PR NG > AR TR IR o MR L ‘fprﬁ'g &

Baar 2P §EEZMN LR O NVED LTIEREF i‘cq‘ € R H

-19-

2T FDI A R fRA0 4 2 v AR — R B I B AT AR

uli



B3 Vol.7,No.l, 2010

PRviten o d B3 2P EARR Y oo Pipg s EPR I Bl E o8P B3
22V iacd TS AR FATE A (D) F A AL~ (T TERE (3);%%‘*1@ Fs (B 52
THBRE-RIPH T d PHL GRG0 AL T RIS A PN IR IR
R ERBRER G R i A AR RITIRET RN IR IR &ﬁ*ﬁFD“ = Fl& i
& R F o @ Kojima (1978)zn 5 P ;VFDIE % 3 4 3% 2L ﬁvf F A FE r‘t%@ﬁffh‘
22252 IR el fﬁ\i@%”& dck ;2 E N OFDIREE 5 R —‘F% P Bl R H A

EHE v gl F S R N N P?B*fvl’? P R R A B
BEY7 2w TG TR N R J}EF DFDI 2 MNESZ 5 5 i m 2L3 48 (818 % o p IR{L IR 2512

FMNESzE B p 38% FI % o A id biepneh IR i;‘?—t’ v E R ET B oand
ABRUHEFTH 0 A MNEHP 303 Hp] i35t & /31, WF LG orxeni * o MNEF
%ﬁr* POIRIC I KSR & A IR F A F el g Warade? BFpad 2812
oo 2w B erik N2 FDIg S > 5 e IEE% AT A A
A i 9k PER AR B4 G R oo F\ FRICIA R < INEFDIaR F] 0 &=
P3Gt A FDle- L o o n\MNE/,_F £
BEAR L B A AR 2980 %i CEEZGARRP] > ZEH L ET
RMAALZTE Ak K Agud nrfsps\'f v @ ¥ 0 3IE B~ i - Andersen (1997)
WERE AR PENFNER PR s 72 S & A enRi> - Ghosha and
Moran (1996)R|:ns = & & AJ ik i# * & 5 m@ R S Tl I LR S &
R A TG ha 3 o v s B e Tseetd. (1997)4 912 3 & A
- L RASP LB frhd i p IR E £ B orig & hP 8 - Andersen (1997) -
Dunning and McQueen (1982) ~ Tseetal. (1997)1% Verbeke ( 2003) % = Dunning#7#
POLIZEHeed 1 2 5 & AT > F 5 v ndy I eng s ¥ 1 2 3 & & (internalization )
AT AL ;‘f*ﬁmgﬂf} b AR A T ERRE SRR B BY E T o

212 IFREH

3B Dunnlng Q9774 > ZRELEF Y R EE D BKF TE

R - S EEE RS L RBGRIES § 4] BEH (ownership
advantag&) . % v &4 (internalization advantages) ~ % i~ g4+ (location advantages) > @
CER!ZBEERFXET 0 4 €5 #HERKFTHF 2 (Dunning, 1980) - Dunning:

pMNES&%W"’é’ '+lﬁﬁ,:_’ J—Qr"f:
Bo i RBER-SEEETRA L ()T A B4 (Oa asset
hFEFAT A 5 (22 & B4 (O, transaction advantage) : MNESF] e 3

EE D BE (N IR)D B4 F (market failure)s i F] L ()R e A
FEEE(? = 27 3 Ti" 5T R FREERL 2 (Q) E A ek IR A
FIF » @RS LR proo

iz % g4 (locational advantages)--+ H S HE P H L S A & o

MNEs:u4r#-¢ [ p4 38 ?&%Bﬂﬁﬁ PRSEF ALY BRI LT JIFF > MNESET R

-20-

uli



>

[

i

i

Zoge T FDI SR A fRa 4 2 v BUR — R B IR 2 AT A

A A P HF R IEMNESE AR R T 4 5w 2 gk ()P R #4% )

R ARG R P EE LA PR B A2 S AR RSN ERET
FAK o (2P H 2 E A F o Ao j}’&ﬁ(f‘f—l TR > F MNESE 7 e e Bh2 Fd ¥ A 4 %
PAIE s~ E MR R R T R) MNESZ FE g A o KA B B

% T AL AR RO % 4% 22 s o Rugman (1981) #-MNESH 46 (7 3
s T hps 4 EW’JF\ PRI A et g 2 EEAMNESSS 2 P4 & R B
i AP MNES: PEHEH R F 27 o

Brouthers, Brouthers, and Werner (1996) 4%t % BT "odi i A4 ¥ 2 F# &
MESEFR Y 0 RFHOLLE N BEFRA P LOHLY B RA PRE o 4 6
iramf*ﬁrévi%ﬁ%f@ﬁﬁﬂ(ﬁ"?)i@'\”‘ PR A A DU”“'“Q‘” ff-- Tseetdl. (1997)
LAY BRI LY FMIOLIL B G RBERE o § e E B LB (BT
i~ 3300 X LR A $F 7 Dunningsaze Jﬁ& Tatoglu and Glaister (1998) 4 4 772 8 H =
FREFERY > 4 430 DunningshZE 4 o

2.1.3 AMNEsip M~ 3

Kogut and Zander (1993)L/EH ToVHRAIRARE L ERG 2 AT 2

(Verbeke, 2003) - H #h8L3l 4227 5 & HEA TR % 2 % & A2 % (transaction cost economics)
¢ 3 2+ (bounded rationality) £ 35 31 & (opportunlsm assumptions) s B & & K 2
F«@]%L - Kogut and Zander (1993):% 5 #83 MNEIZ % ~ 35 < 5 = & > 12 ﬂ[,v 4o

P EF AP R HYE ?/"r’\s Foorrridem flid &0 Haofl o s AL
RS AT I 2P AT e A PR R AR L & (Kogut and
Zander,1993) » M RER K F ma;xﬁxri MNESU o A P RIRIV I A BRI L S S

AAFe s s BRI AAMAE R FIZ LB R EHRFFDIE S A4 NIRF S HE R
8 eI % o F]pt > Kogut and Zander (1993) 32 5 P 38 1% 324 i 4% 47 ?\\E—Jw g H

i { B EMFE A Y MNEZ 7 5 > #8505 458 (governance structures) ~ & 2 & &
6 % (subsidiaries-specific advantages) - £ jiwic @ (technological competences) 3 B2 f
MRRRIE IR 0 BRI A KRR £ EF %2 7 3 E (Verbeke, 2003) -
moAT R BEAI e BN E R - AR 3 % AMaEE (Anderson
and Gatignon, 1986) > iz Pan and Tse (2000) #74& &1 = FE £ ok R B3 ~ #5538 8% > 305
MNEZ&E » 3 b3 BpF> A g A7 a3 e FRFZBHT L A28 502
EE A MNERS AR By B7 i & (FRF 2 s jeic 4 2 7 SRR » Fligkt
T & #8550 2 ¥ 744 (Brown, Dev and Zhou, 2003) o #4714 22\ 2R L 38 35 4055 3
B e~ BN G zs_'v’p“fﬂ,} At o Pan and Tse (2000)%t:E ~ ficsV 2 5 e i 5 ~ L
& oo
MR E L ERAEFFE > o %%’ lea (knowledgetacitn%s) ~ HEER
LA 2 I G L U R S %MNE& i H5VEH# (Martin
and Salomon, 2003) © @ ¥+ = 2 Fpkrae 4 s PEA ~ p A AR 2T A FRAR
EEEm2 AT E R F] S HILGIOBERAMNEZ HOrf b i fgioa 2 o7 B3 3 2o

-21-

uli



B3 Vol.7,No.l, 2010

N

a,

eEEA I AP A E WA RN R :"If{,f%f 53 NP RS ELT S O —ﬂﬁmq
F o T3 o P HMNESZ B E #B-d ok R K f ) S x-rFﬁQMNEJ—%ﬁ’? fhad
(Birkinshaw and Hood, 1998; O’ donnell, 2000; Taggart 1997) Lebd R (|nst|tut|on)7» 2
BER T K5 ER > HMNESZ 23 ey K2 BB £ (Peng, 2003) ~ # 3 MNE
Brp EE]JIFTF"*F&E v u HER %‘;w%{fé_ﬂ—% o HEILIEE AL B SID 4T 0 G 0 o
511"4»\’:‘ \)%ya#“:ffl’f’ﬁﬂ’“‘ o FpL 5 ¥ L FHEBRAGARAEHRARE L ER L
S ST i’ ToORELEFEEGF R PR {7 %“ﬂct’#wah?@f—l# °

2.2 2323 (Network Theory)

% 4 § + Granovetter (1973)#-% % TE L TELESE (A setof actors)
i B AR e A gd A i 0 SRR TR RS > TR LR
FREAARZ 2 A 7N b m BT S o a8 (7 5 0 2 AF AP
FEP T o AR WL M T R A R rﬂﬁbﬁai‘ B e BB 3 e
fp ¥Rt 5 f1 o Podolny and Page (1998) = & % % @ 'He AR L kg REF - F A
FR f’ﬁaerIl ESEERAb: SCCANIEIR =8 L e e Ek A n"« 4p 2 Granovetter (1973) 2 %
TEARFA L LTS A s B SR B - BEYHIE D nfEd
B8 Bt e ARS8 4] (economic ingtitution) o TE B R fIF B R AR
P ARz i R oo

MAtgpkag & TP e .f%«}l\ N2 .?aF‘« b E BRSNS ZERE TR

FRE B LS N TN PR s RN 2R TR R B R TR %
ot i G b ow fER TR o o ‘“*Piﬁ#ﬂw‘f’ P L R N S
CEE PR T A b B b M R ) ,m;gw;gg (- )i oh g 4

3
2 h W EERANRE S APE R FRL Rt B AR P TR F ke
Bobchs i g > BEAME S T 2R R 2P EPHEY Foro (2) ki
PR AR DT E RS G SR 8 T d R EE RAT R R RIS
PR e g fp b flE s RO ZLEDPNE TN G FEES L’;Jc EEE
IR A B B B 5 T 5 endd T (Thorelli |, 1986; Johanson and Mattsson, 1987,
Jarillo, 1988) » (1) % ik d — FRb =l S A FIG gt 3 af 7Ry el TR o ()R T HE M R
FEEL IR A A RAREBERE NI EL o QREFHIBTLE A
g a4 (exchange) & ad4F £ M GArivand i & (adaption) o (4) % %
SRARRFETF ISR %o
¥ Jarillo (1988) s i » )+ i R e Fl2 - ML 5 2 4
RFBEDBIHFLEOGPI A FAEL I Rmo> A EDEGE & A
RRELFRE A EN AR SRS S A ¥ - B
%,Lt MAFEN PR &SAFERTNEREEN 2 PFRIET 2P BRI
i e L s 1R 1'&1——%m7r£§£¢\]“}’rﬂ“‘ '#.“"}]&'_gﬁﬁ““ M & A
#’m PERLm s o gty E- BAg g TR REY 20 R
?,:_,—éﬁvmliﬁv J’K"’ﬁ; ‘,)Eﬂrnf%,ﬂ o 1Y ,L*ﬁ‘-_)g]% D 3

>

4

C
AR

"“\3\‘

A

‘\‘J

SR
2 A=
Bl
& F
FE

fa} E L
“@%"

\‘:r%m 3 >+ v
Tii

ST |

jl
wE =
25

\‘S't \?k a

o
=
N

[

4

.

G

-22-

uli



# f

(gr

PGB T DI SR 2R A 4 2 v BRAF T — L B R 5 A 4T A

BRI REROAT o ok At e RS APVOTRIPN o Al B BARE 2 F A E
PR EAER T 0w ﬁ‘\%n?" s RPN R TR E N AZ gﬂ*-ﬁ;fg.FD|ﬁ,,§as
g4z o Snow and Miles (1992):% 5 i le 2 &3 Fiaehp ¥ F 17> - L g
BREFOFLRS Ahe@hake P ThL  ATHES NG FL SRR
T2 BReEEe st p Rt A SRR EERBLEF FORFEFEAL A I
L (1994) H-ie % T K f&ﬁ%ﬁmmiﬁm MR L BN 2
ﬁﬁgﬁqﬁﬁﬁ$W’p1&¢ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁi BT B A AT L L ELS
1~ FRI AR ;ﬁd lbﬁ]@é—‘ﬁjﬁﬁxﬁl)ﬁ\;;& CEE S
¥ B FFDIFF > &G Wi 4 2 B
THFR o FEFFDIE £3 #‘%%mu R ECEC T A R Y £ SR S
ﬁ%*ﬁ%m@%ﬁfm_%@j?%@fogi?i,nggumaﬂﬁé%KT
SR Ed B Y RpF B £ LFDIY a b - nd §0q o
GES GAMBEFY R ELNE S P fE R T LA AU A LTS ? B
B FA s £ 54 D P B BRER T LR E o] K
(gt N A &m%C£H$ﬂ%WM@ma%ﬂ%m B L
it R 4 o B2 AR AT B AR GRE
W%?’?W”ﬂﬁi%i{ﬁ%m+ﬁ’é’ﬁﬁ ﬁéﬂ%
Bk s BT B FEATA S deim p A ehk E oy
mr/\ﬂf 7L (deep-niche strategy) » & $e3@ 34 12 g j\g*gﬁ FDI
d B FlesfFda 85 ki 3ot o £FL 65
Forms "*%k’ﬁ?fi—‘ﬁ? 't ﬁi*ﬁ B3 @ S 38 I & OLIIL % 4 2k 2 FDIA) & i

ED

L

sriknow-how - § &4~

$7+

Penrose ,11959 # #7% &1 T The Theory of The Growth of the Firm |, -
Pl edImhandaw ok T ?7%.‘;7» ofER BB oL AP AR & R FET
“«T'ffm (organizational slack) 5 fF # = 2w Hoo LFHH Gilog o F g
Ao WA A - RO P FRERIERE P R BT TR, oA T4 BT
fp oA B TR a4 A Fert BmERE k3 L TIRAHIL G i # - Prahalad
and Hamel (1990)#% ! +% . #v 4 (core competence) vk gLeh » Hu L £E R & L5584 o9
ARF s A2 A e TREFE | > LLART gEPTANPei4 | - Hins
Pouge 4 B0 7L BB K2 13k - Teece ~ Pisano and Shuen (1997)42 % 7 ik A& A
W Rig- R THfad (the dynamic capabilities approach) 7z B o pt 34 Bh A
ERNAA Bae D %- 1 or T (dynamic) > B 2 PR ALY A BFEATH & K
B o R H R Y P IRRE o T AIRTE @fr#ﬁ?ﬁpﬁﬁ“ﬁ}i{&mﬁ £ o
= o) Tav 4 (copabilities) » 7 % 3 3 W vk ¥ 12 A2 if (adapting) ~ & £
(integrating) ~ € # (reconfiguring) h $% £ b 3R e S ie ~ TR B & b o P2t Motz
B4 TR R -

far o

“JJ

-23-

uli



B3 Vol.7,No.l, 2010

FDIE 43074 ¢h 3 Frend g > P BB TR e 57 3¢ - 2 &
FRCFINF A2 J WA T F L 4 5 e i 2 F A (Chenand Chen,
1998) - ¥t Wtk - Bhnd H- fEB T LL §F R RLIE NER
(Ozawa, 1993) o £ % AR P e =i Sade it H RE 1 A2 > F] 5 20 bl
BN B B F RN o RRP NTIRE R b 2P R BN BT R &
B g ¥R i 47 (Johanson and Mattson, 1987) o ]yt 35 i 4 S B 1 K3 4 £ F A £
NE R A > T ERBFE T IRA A N o TP AT RL R RRE RS A
BERDREFFTRATR AT o LB B PEFAE S FFERF 2P HT R
BaiAd s MARMNBR IRFEEA AT LA AR EAALF T MAART AR
BogAs 2 A e 2 7T 0 HAZ L RRF A 4 Hdrg feend B R R
S FEHAIEZ R ER S c R LR R RF A S B TR 2 A 2T
B TR B RE AR RG] HIERSAHE) o P FRFRE IR AR
BIZA TR RSP TRLPEEEY & 87 o T E ST B

3. mAEdRIE

SN AR R

® Fm1l
/ \
Firm 2 @ Frm?2 Firm 2
f I{ n / n f Il n
30-E 30-E 55-E 5+T 5+T 54T 5 5 5
30-e 5+t 5 30-e 5+t 5 55-e 5+t 5

(- ) g
F:firml/a ¢ 2 830 F 2 2 ~ 5% (FDI entry mode)
fofirm2is o 2 2405238 » 50
L : firm 1 3248 & ~ #-5¢ (licensing entry mode)
| firm 2 #2488~ H050
N : firm1 32 & i @ & & (No action)
n:firm2##Es& @21
E:firmlz x4
e:firm2z & » = 4
T:firm1 34z »

-24-

uli



&

(gr

i

t:

firm 2 324847 »~

(z)BE*R
LBEXER P &a BRRAMAEN)Z 2 F(S) o A WP 357 Ffio] L d 3 Hjwrpie

2.

3.
4.

# oo TR HRF KL Dn=10- tadte B G G s 08 B F R Ds=h0 -

Bk firm 1 2 firm 2 5 & WEk LR F > 2 $ cournot #E5 > 5 R BK A

FR T2 Ad - o T AT Ho

¥ NBRR RIS SRRF 6 - %o SHA LIS S BEDRE -

SRR AT IREm EFREFIRR O S AB 0 Adir A 2AEFFR
ToRRRE A GERE WG GL A RAPME BN v ks AR

v AR R T A PR ) -

(2) &%

A4k
1

R R

W HF KA E Ao (commonknowledge) 5 R AT B B E REE R

Ao W A R e 5 F(# R P ATivenigdp) > F1 5 ﬂ]r’?l;y;zp\ IR L 18

e OLl 3 » Vi w o g 7 FDI e @ A5 o # 3 EE i%‘;l

e AR E BRI ESKH 0 TR B RO KRR rﬂ“f\ IF“”‘HIVLE/)-

Fo B A fi‘z}‘ﬁfﬁ*/’v\*‘?ﬁ’t"?ﬁzﬂﬂb REEEEN N B O N < R 2 ol

d*““;ii:“a%%ﬁi”*’]“‘%‘i’\f’*i‘ ’P%xpf"rfﬂf ’%‘“'»5 T T g%
)I‘ZE FAMAL(F AN S RECBTCET)on AP R s v

FhASER 2 gL » @ 2l pF 4 (Simultaneous move) o

B HFT R ERPABRFE g H LI OB MR T R ARG RER T

(sequential move)™ - i AeiE gt FF R & = 23 4 (complete information) ¢ #- ik

(dynamic) » ] ¥ r2 03 3 K 32 r(subgame perfect equilibrium, Selten 1965) »

- B U 2T LE R R - B pure nash equilibrium(Zermelo, 1913 ;

Kuhn 1953) » F]pt Aoy a‘firaﬁﬁ 4 ;2 (backward induction) -

SRR AT R - 2 P e &k (EQR B (T) ) IR

BT @R BT BB RS S s Rk o

AP ALEED R D (Efe(TH) 5 i ¥ 2 HEFT L 5 %‘*\T#L’ é{Eﬂ’

WwEN T (“f?bﬁi@?]ﬁ(?j‘ﬁ?é TRRFZET A ORBFLEN AL T ]

R o ERArE B A Wﬁ%ﬁkﬁ%pﬁﬁE’J9ﬁ@“°ghw%”i“

%7??11]?F1r‘3f’lgxi)\’ﬂ?’a$‘f ) e

2T ‘\IFBIFAVQ L"%Ni*&? y F 1%;@_;{—,‘5—{??7}’;5—; , @%’gﬂ;”ﬁ i%:té;’

PIEEARE P EERL e r P A RREf* 2P g TP G

o BRI R AR ERIRERD

FR AP eE e T ENE  t AN E o eﬂ’*‘v?SOB%’ﬁ*‘ufirmzaf;{f}%aV

dominated strategy » Flpt JtpE R B t X3 EN 00 RIMRF 0 T EREE IR

ﬁﬁﬂ’ﬁgtE%O’&ﬁgéﬁﬂﬁ’%zﬁﬁ@@wﬂ%ﬁo

’}”lz}fi\p\ T2 BRDFHF 2T R Pﬁ KemE NP AED i%‘ﬂ&—l%’fﬂ‘% Ao/

R 29w e B B F S iy R oo 0B TRE AR R AR e

A AR BMEER  RESFEL S FH RS RECEREE > BT

Ev

-25.-

ey T FDI SZimjaffac 4 20 R — U B Ik 5 4 4T A HL

uli



B3 Vol.7,No.l, 2010

ME e Flpaxy Zb%i'ﬁ%%mﬁr@j*iﬁb Bt AR o AP T T
firm2 7 it 4 #e™ i 25T » 2 49 FF 2T ’ﬁkésﬁa‘%ﬁ{f}

9. d *(Ee)(Tt) L ffien Fpt A v i 4vif firm 1 best response & {F} o #7141 &
BAPNIRIDH BERT 0TI HF A R RF AT BFRER AR LT &7
g (BT i) B R 2 € EH FDI &~ TP T RS D H o

AU~ B FRT LREER 2 AFTRPBKHIAIHFLFET P

PR 25y OLl Easa7 # 1/ p# @ g i FDI 7 3

B - R ARG ARMKSE AR E DA
® Frm1l
////////// N
Firm 2 @ Frm?2 Firm 2
f I{ n / n f [l n
1000 1000 2000 T T T 0 0 800
1000 t 0 1000 t 0 2000 t 800

(- ) B 5w
Ff:aehE &3 F 2 8~ #5558 (FDI entry mode)
L,l: 348 (licensing entry mode)
N,n: & ¥ & (No action)
T:firm1 4~
t: firm2 34T ~
(= )iz
1 B&A BRF - FHERF > 2 Hcournot #4 - 8 - $0 5 AR S R
B 2 A — o g e B
2 R G SRR RNEI RO 23 RT G RR
3 WA AT HN)RF &5 0 Q100-P > &9 B i ?*%*%*éF*GO PR L
L Q=40, - 2 ﬁﬂ(i*@%ﬂ)m—m,&m~~ﬁgiw G2 =20, * =
Hix@g4 22220 #Rp2fliEss 800-
4. aHP FO)MHF RN NEFZ A A VRBPFRG AR F 2 2R F1
FHETA SRR AERT 10~
5. F NRRBHEBELSHRREF > %@ SRAL T 22 42 B PRE > 27 U

er TRITHE -
-26-

uli



kg
@

B2 e 0T FDI ah s 4 2 v R — R A2 5 AT A

(=) Rz
1 2 R0RER- BRFTAR2ESELEFAH 2T 7 UwgR 7N
backward induction F-dir - 3 F & 154 o
20 BAFA R I VAT HA R DLEKT L FRAE OIRF o AP R
gl ~ (1000 12 b)) o i R 2 0D Hens SRR L o sogrkg LA
TG F Dl kM2 A A XY A H 502 BRANRKD FHEL
BB JIE o Flpt A pdacs T T
(1) #2781 EREE2 AHEMFFEILNA)
(2) ¥ L RFEF FIPRFrEMS Aind F R F
() P HF x> mEEREEI B LD
@ M43 Faginh (FRFFR5ET 0 2§ Loy DI 2F
) RIRE § E#& Y FDl a0 Vi x4 W3 5o
|2 KR T Ao 4 OLL 2 B3k TR Sle BT O FDIA A4 -
i%m%ﬂg%mﬁﬁﬁﬁl~3$i1’WFM#ﬁ%i’@éiﬁ%ﬁém’%%
P22 BEERRE NS @R L& A URE §F FD R & AR AR
Tl 2 4 H =T o AN i 28 FDI - @ i3 Tseetd. (1997)4 12 4 & 4
Bh(Hennart #-2 5 2 AB AR IBHEAR L Ap)- £ %D 27 L HHERHE FPL T
Bixd ARG AP TAREG o smAFT Y TN T S 2 AATHIT

G R TRT T RS KA AREAARL L ZRF A HT 2P
LR ARG Rz T OLl ZaRp P62 #FDl /7 3 7 R & Az fF +

Bz R REDHEE S LKA RS H AN ARE

@ Frm1l
N M
Firm 2 Firm2
f n f n
R 0 R-T R-T
r-c 0 -C 0

(- )FEEp
N:d ki MizerEis (Exchangethrough origina network relation)
M: #iE 1 E®H FiE 7 % (Exchangethrough host market)
fii 4 ERET (FDI)

-27-

uli



BREFAFF T Vol7,No.l, 2010

n: 7 HEB {7

R: firml &% i FzZ 2 &

T:firmliu%:&_ﬁ\

re firm2 a3 W2 gz

c: firm2z a3 B F A

(= )X

L AR R BRTC ARNE2RO) . 75 BF T >R 293525
* R

2. FEmA A DRFE LA PR S

3. F bR b B

4 Firml i e 8 r 3 A W SEF e i > Frm2 527 FDI AL hpe 2R o

5. FIrm2 2 & < F Z 5B REM % FAmMm2 2 Ades tpand BHE$ > ¥ S 3
Hiirm2a 3 2 @23 KRHEpLF Digdo

6. T2 firmlakr i WiFFZEEEIFLE2AAc5 firm2:2F/5 3 248
T2 A

(=) kfz

1 2R 0RE3 -  BRFTAR2IZELEFR > BT E CFA7 Margis »
¥ 11 backward induction R Hiri— =+ F 5 32T o

2. bAFRY fim2agr g Faic FAPrAARLFiMmlIgesEes
2 A2 firm2arjpc A3 500 B firm2§£g@ﬁ FDI > BRI §EH 7 iF
FDI

3. % firmsl g $FH{N}{M}LHK P> d 208 Fa2bm 20 #1005 2 b 2 & T
T 3% O’b'“r"l%l'fil'mlm'f‘ CERSHFRLETE{N} -

4, F Al AR R P FEFELEERILAAAH TR fim2d 2
B O orE el r <3t co R firm zq}g EFFDI d a0 Frtle
S BT RBRFEDE T RIS FEVC RERR(ER
Jd s & AP ) B EAim 24 T 0 pp EH G 2T R fim 2
VP EBchr g 23t oo Flfirml g BRI EEETHTESAT
FR*>firm2avz g rt (Mrt,ﬁhfirmz*i%firmln‘—a;% - AL Teip g s 4
firmlaZ GiEdad > uRAM2: 2 aFR 25 TE 2 P A 303 532
AT c 23 T)o

5. FlptAPss o AT ERES2T 5 firm2 ¢ i2i5 FDI

(D firm2 243 75 R (2 AFFE L i 4)
(2) firm2 &3 2 WAFEG % L F RS FIFDI fc Z ot 83 7 9
41,;\,57 L\,«t—ﬁﬁg,ao
3 + k‘*"f’ﬁ.‘?r‘* FRh o #igr A3 c 2 TAMNCc TRETAR kp 3 H2
7R20m CRV ARERIAFIAPREET M IefimlEiksfim2 R
“%“@ﬁiéféﬁy » 2 firml A% B A e frim2y @ rafse - Blrx3tc

-28-

uli



&

35

Eila LI 323k 20 B3k i i 2 3 Fpt = 3R 975 3 ink
Bggogpfim2a 5 5ap e 2 EOIRK B 2 vk R & TR RE 50 R firm2
BT FDIe 837 AP r e R firm2 7 @ % g R F RS 2D @%‘bzﬁ,? ownership
specific advantage » i b FRIC IR OLI MR EF A 4F - L2 ¥ 55 0 FIF AP &
mAARERMG AR ARELLER o R FEMFEHZAR
AL HRDNT S ﬁfif,ﬁ% » g P OLIEE > B st 2 3%

3 SRR C ROE A Y |7 02 dk FDI > 3% B enh 30 L
A& AR EEINERL 2

.}
3
Tﬁr
i

£@ % %272 OLIGH -
- 5 2 FFDle £ 2 0

CRLE SN Y RN TP -2 ¥ Ll'f'»%‘“’ EEERLF AT RIET
1id QF?i%’g" ? 5 I FDIZ & {7 o 4eHymer{feMcmanus i”;&"f;\.ffug |5 &
BIL M A ARG g ek BE 55 0 RIIEE G ) el R Le o
4 g AAFDI > 3T P L AT > RFFDIGA S o

13 ket EEREELN BT 2 R EaEd

RN R L E Y T

2 L H
§ FDI Partial FDI
L No FDI FDI

CER LR LY R BT AT OLlI BFt s 13 427 FDI

4 FF B

ol
3

W Ed > AFE Y oeriE 2oz BRCE #U/‘U‘aF’*? AR AT E 2
B S 7 A f*mﬁxximw*’r’zb 2L FR WA - LR R
ARG AT FF R WA R AR AR R AR AR WA S M GRS
A e A H B EE T ’$£~ Wb 3FFRAPFEFIHET 22T Ml &5
BR g Eig iz

BEAGPERILF AR BKT 0 HE 2 RIEE D OLIE S BBk iE AR
*’%%’aﬁ'ﬁ P RHR AT ERIT TR AR A 2 RPNV IER G ;
ERE S R @%T’%d*m%&%%a"@EA”géﬁﬁﬂiﬁﬁ‘
UT@AU—@ﬁﬂ Vi B R A T
f“—m],_
1 Bhe» RF FRAHIEHLE ARt Em (K42 L8 fL)fzs v H_F I
EREME R PHRFTRE T AR ISR DR H T e 2
-29.

B2 e 08T FDI ahfaffic 4 2 v RUFH — MR A% 5 AT AR

uli



BREFAFF T Vol7,No.l, 2010

il =

;;}’L‘

AxE.)\’}’J;_‘\bE’;? ;?':ﬂ%éf?o

AR R RPERSARFENF IRD S LT B EGRES HEPE
TRz > HPWF 2R L Pl ?

AR v R e B R F) R AR R H T o P F e ?

AP P L PR G R TR EA T U RFRELEELE R
VRBEAT EMAIEIE SR o

AT A F A AR RE o b2 AR A A R 2P s

BEPE TEEFFDI oA R R A S RIHEAR A A R 7
€ EHE N QLB B ﬁg&tﬁxa‘.%?ﬁ—’ PABEBNZARE R RIEE SRR
B #E s {1k ‘JIKT/Z Ly E’%x oA A FT RE R "i(‘-'%‘/?r_r'r" B

SEN SEC R S RO SR Y QF%@”

B 55 2 A% %~ ARtz

T oA
BEE S LB R LT G LD TN BEF P AR RELE ML R

a2

J+ n ﬁ":il

P AT LFE O IR R

%22 P PRE e fi%%i_ri%i“%fgﬁ%“i

Fe fifg%ﬁ‘
R TS | A ARF AN
i PR
i oA Entry FDI
% T
Z 3 Entry ?

A

ToFHNFHRPIARIEESR 2

Y N 12T

I

=2
®
R T N LR N N e S T - R X SEL
BBV AP 2= A

5 Hp
¢

.
fs Hp

PRI AMEERTE - REF R R b ER(SW A R)

FRLEG I TG RRE AR E - L LR REF LD L
E - fRE

PREARET B A b By BE S LTV NS REFET R S LT RS
ﬁ@i LN f«[{i;@»]"ﬁ}%‘}é)\o

AP AR TS GIEZ BICAFL . Ty X BRAG EF FDI 2 0 8 R -
PR - AT TP R A e RS T 0 R g KRR T ek
AR L& PRFER me*ﬁpﬂ°mrﬂ’ﬂ?uﬂﬁ%kﬁ%iimMﬁ

FDI 3 % 2.

s

LR BARLFERREY RZBEREIF > IREERP L €5

$¥§E°WW”“E%W€’H5“%F“%WFM%47@W’¢—%&&ﬁﬁ@
WhHpRT RERSFG (parsmony) » ki - B RBEICF e nFE R 0T E > 12
i{f}ﬁl‘?‘mﬁ*%-} 3 % VIRA R 2 i e AR ¥Fen > OLI 2235 % @ #4382 P 8 H 1834 A

-30-

uli



5 A%

(gr

e BT FDI SR A a 4 2 v RAR — U R IR G A 1T A

R A R IR IR R 2 TR 4 R RS 0 S R 1 i
R GREFT T E I A R

i
fb ARG DR 2 A R AR i Ap et 0 T B R ¥R FDI 2 2R -

F)% # ch FDI 322 % » a FEFEBBRRDL 2D Lo %o & AR s e
@ FDI e @ > § U4 R G P RV IS R B2 e B BB R B A 7
e & P ‘";5‘?“ i v 3 J/J'\-'#-giif‘ FDI > » T:"Jlﬁ]’s%}\ e Eﬁ F\—Tv‘? m;;g“?\

PR BEAFERTE ARPABERGFRERRT L2 o T UERITH L AT
AREAH > BT FHAREE INRBRFISREM G FLFIE L R aH ) RT
%%&%“%&ﬁ&f@’ﬁ%ﬂﬁiﬁéﬁﬁéﬁiﬁi&ﬁ%ww*“&%%@%
FRTERBHEAEF L AN AR URBHIFIH RO EFEAR > BT A
B FREAHTFLAFEARIET  EFLEFIFLFR -

5. L WIE R EF L ER

1 AR FF g ERZ VRN G 2 h2 L H (payoff) € 00§ 5 %
FiFA T o SRt B R o A E AR B B AR T
Z- ot A EERFLIRFEAEGAGER AN BT A4 7 FiDFES
FoREFFL VR S EREBERRITL G S8 B2 £07 > i LRI Z iy
B OR s 2 TR Ao

2.iFiH%%c%éﬁﬁ%@:ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁ&Téﬁaaﬁ o X
WAIPF VAR R FR iR e a RFE R B2 AR TS 2 g Hen
GMBEHER L SN FINM ARV Y B2 B U E R PSR L RagE
TAFZF R ARE S o

|~

w
NS
ht!
oy
Z
I
=

SRR RA O BERET R F I o T AR T TR

TRRE S T M RB{LERITRIE R ORF AR T 2 B

A
4. RFE R 0 FF %Wﬁ#ﬁlmﬁmﬁT’@4{$$W/LW§# F RS
hF o b il R I A R AR RS AT N AL 0 Fl R Aol Rk £ %
&M\mawﬁiﬁihﬁ%% RO O
S, AFE STREMEREL ﬁm’ﬂ“ﬁ¢uﬁ?%%%%ﬁi&£ﬁﬁﬂ A
FE W hiard {@5’* Mhifmem R XE52 SRR E A AT G
2

Fiph L HE 2 pEP2 &zﬁéauépiﬁp{§%fiﬁ

# g B o Pl 4ed] B (indtitution) ~ # F 2 @ B % (headquarter-subsidiary
relatlonshlps) e H e 4 (knowledge transfer capacity) ~ T F B £ 45
(ownerships and control) ~ %t#(#-;% (governance structure) % + it %2 58 MNEs 2_ /4
KBS £ el LAKRFETVIUFEMNFEH B o

-31-

uli



B3 Vol.7,No.l, 2010

=

4

FRE(2000) 0 TReEA4 R KRR R, 0 St s TEA o

2. Andersen, O. (1997), “Internationalization and Market Entry Mode: A Review of Theories

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

and Conceptual Frameworks,” Management International Review, 2, special issue, pp.
27-42.

Anderson, E. & Gatignon, H (1986), “Modes of foreign entry: A transaction cost analysis
and propositions’, Journal of International Business Studies, 17(4), pp. 1-26.

Birkinshaw, J. a& Hood, N. (1998), “Multinational Subsidiary Evolution: Capability and
Charter Change in Foreign-Owned Subsidiary Companies,” Academy of Management
Review, 23(4), pp. 773-795.

Brouthers, K. D., Brouthers, L. E. & Werner, S (1996), “Dunning’s Eclectic Theory and
the Smaller Firm: The Impact of Ownership and Locational Advantages on the Choice of
Entry Modes in the Computer Software Industry,” International Business Review, 5(4), pp.
377-394

Brown, JR, Dev, CS & Zhou, Z. (2003), “Broadening the Foreign Market Entry Mode
Decision: Separating Ownership and Control,” Journal of International Business Studies,
34(5), pp. 473-488.

Buckley, P. J. (1988), “ The Limits of Explanation: Testing the Internalization Theory of
the Multinational Enterprise,” Journal of International Business Studies, 18(Summer), pp.
181-94.

Buckley, P. J. & Casson, M. C. (1976), The Future of the Multinational Enterprise,
London: Macmillan.

Casson, M. C. (1979), Alternatives to the Multinational Enterprise, London: Macmillan.
Casson, M. C. (1986), “The Role of Vertical Integration in the Shipping industry,” journal
of Transport Economics and Policy, 22(January), pp. 7-29.

Casson, M. C. (1987), The Firm and the Market, Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Chen, H. & Chen T. J (1998), “Network Linkages and Location Choice in Foreign Direct
Investment,” Journal of International Business Studies, 29(3), pp. 445-468.

Coase, R. H. (1937), “The nature of the firm,” Economica N. S. , 4, pp. 386-405.
Reprinted in O. E.

Dunning, J. H.  (1977), “Trade, Location of Economic Activity and the MNE: A Search for
an Eclectic Approach,” in The International Allocation of Economic Activity, O. Bertil et a.,
eds. Proceeding of Noble Symposium held in Stockholm, London: Macmillan.

Dunning, J. H. (1980), “Toward an Eclectic Theory of International Production,” Journal of
International Business Studies, 11(1), pp.9-31.

Dunning, J. H. (1988), “The Eclectic Paradigm of International Production: A
Restatement and Some Possible Extensions,” Journal of International Business Studies,

-32-




B 2 B S T FDI Sk iR a0 4 20t AR — L B 5 A 15 AR

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

19(1), pp.1-31

Dunning, JH. & McQueen, M. (1982),” The eclectic theory of the multinational
enterprise and the international hotel industry.” In A.M. Rugman, editor, New Theories of
the Multinational Firm. London: Croom Helm.

Ghoshal, S., Moran, P. (1996), “Bad for practice: a critique of the transaction cost theory,”
Academy of Management Review, 21(1), pp. 13-47.

Gomes-Casseres, B. (1997), "Alliance Strategies of Small Firms,” Small Business
Economics, 9(1), pp.33-44.

Granovetter, M. (1973), " The strength of weak ties,” American Journal of Sociology, 78,
pp. 1360-1380.

Hannan, M. & J. Freeman (1997), “The population ecology of organization,” American
journal of Sociology, 82(5), pp. 929-964.

Hymer, S. (1960), “The international operations of National firms: A study of direct
foreign investment,” PhD thesis, MIT, Cambridge: MIT Press, 1976.

Jarillo, J. C (1988), “On the Networks,” Strategic Management Journal, 102(1), pp.31-41.
Johanson J. & Mattsson, L.G (1987)," Internationalization in Industrial System-A Network
Approach”, Strategies in Global Competition, London: Croom Helm.

Kindleberger, C (1969), “American Business Abroad.” New Haven: Yale University Press.
Kogut, B. & Zander, U. (1993), “Knowledge of the Firm and the Evolutionary Theory of
the Multinational Corporation,” Journal of International Business Studies, 4, pp. 625-645.
Kohn, T. O. (1997), " Small Firms as International Players,” Small Business Economics, 9,
pp. 45-51.

Kojima, K. (1978), “Direct Foreign Investment”, London: Croom Helm.

Martin, X. & Salomon, R. (2003), “Knowledge Transfer Capacity and Its Implications for
the Theory of the Multinational Corporation, Journal of International Business Studies,
34(4), pp. 356-373.

Mascarenhas, B. (1982), “Coping with Uncertainty in International Business,” Journal of
International Business Studies, 13(2), pp. 87-98.

Mascarenhas, B. & Baveja, A. & Jamil M. (1998), “Dynamics of Core Competencies in
Leading Multinational Companies,” California Management Review, 40, pp. 117-132.
Miles, R. E., Snow, C. C (1992), “Causes of Failure in Network Organizations,”
California Management Review, (Summer), pp. 57-72.

O’'donnell S. W. (2000), “Managing Foreign Subsidiaries: A Agents of Headquarters, or
an Interdependent Network?” Strategic Management Journal, 21, pp. 525-548.

Ozawa, T. (1993), the Dynamics of Pacific Rim Industrialization: How Mexico Can Join
the Asian Flock of Flying Geese, in Daniel Chudnovsky, Editior, Transnational
Corporations and Industrialization, London, Uk: Routledge.

Pan, Y. & Tse, D. K. (2000), “The Hierarchical Model of Market Entry Modes,” Journal

-33-




B3 Vol.7,No.l, 2010

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

45,

46.

47.

of International Business Studies, 31(4), pp. 535-554.

Peng, M. W. (2003), “Institutional Transitions and Strategic Choices,” Academy of
Management Review, 28(2), pp. 275-296.

Penrose, E.T. (1959), “The Theory of the Growth of the Firm”, New York: John Wiley.
Podolny, J. M. & Page, K. L. (1998), “Network Forms of Organization,” Annual Review
of Sociology, 24, pp.57-76.

Prahalad, C. K., & Hamel, G. (1990), “The core competence of the corporation,” Harvard
Business Review, 68(5), pp. 79- 91.

Rugman, A. M. (1981), “International Diversification and the Multinational Enterprise”,
Farnborough: Lexington.

Simon, H. A. (1960), “The new science of management decision”, New York: Harper &
Row.

Taggart J. H. (1997), “Autonomy and Procedural Justice a Framework for Evaluating
Subsidiary Strategy,” Journal of International Business Studies, 28, pp. 51-76.

. Tatoglu, E. & Glaister, K. W. (1998), “Determinants of Foreign Direst Investment in

Turkey,” Thunderbird International Business Review, 40(3), pp. 279-314.

. Teece, D.J,, Pisano, G, & Shuen, A. (1997), “Dynamic capabilities and strategic

management,” Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), pp.509-533.

Thorelli, H. B. (1986), “Network: Between Markets and Hierarchies,” Strategic
management Journal, 17(1), pp.37-51

Tse, D., Pan, K., Y., & Au, K. Y (1997),”"How MNCS Choose Entry Modes and Form
Alliances: The China Experience”’, Journal of International Business Studies, 28(4), pp.
779-805.

Verbeke, A. (2003), “The Evolutionary View of the MNE and the Future of
Internalization Theory,” Journal of International Business Studies, 34(6), pp. 498-504.

-34-




	2.1 國際企業相關理論
	2.1.1 內部化理論 (The Theory of Internalization)
	2.1.2 折衷理論
	2.2 網絡理論(Network Theory)
	2.3 資源理論基礎
	3. 命題推理
	4. 研究結論

