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EXo| 7]uksle] A3} ol 9Ja) 2AAEGFH AFAYo|B TN AF Al oy AAFes ZHH Ho
cEd AEA 9] 728 59 AR]EoklA Ashke 71Y9EY 25 YIEHA(oint involvement networks)ell
Y3 EHZ 2MS B8 248n, 2 33 £33 2 71 AuANY 72 §Aol A vAe 9% B4
th 0|2 9 B AT E FUG A Rok Holdhe 7198 AAoleks QATA e HoR Ba ol o
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| M2 ARt A NHEY TERA HES
A(joint involvement networks)ell tht W EH
ayNg B8 FFstn, 2 A% =29 &4 74
B =RME $gud 285 (systems  AEXAS F2F 5ol 2 AAH A
integration: SI) AHgdel £ 714E9 A wAE dFE EMeA 2 Aol
(niche) T2 2 &4 & 7Ide] AAgz 3l I B9 AR (niche)d Mg F2 AFF
E 9A7t 23 Ao nxe 9FE vixests 9% 293 (organizational ecology) Eokel
ABEY BN (social network analysis)E A AFHo sk, aG ARG RN E A
Al AzAoz AFF ol Y 1 B HAY AdE E3) dFle ey 7AHY
ZAAYE AR HodM AdHeze 2 A FgU L A A=HA 43, uT
z AzHol gtout AFHez 239 Ho| att  Ig YA (high-end niche)$ s YA (low-
A 2A gl AR (niche)d) T2E $Y  end niche) 59 BdAAM & £ Rl AFHA
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(market position)9t A1 Adog =31
AtREle 4t (Porter, 1980, 1998). =&t AJe)
219 Wdg AESo|U ALEg Ropo] AEatA

A2 d&stq FwshA Fdg =AYy
(organizational ecology) ¥oFe] 7]& ATE
M= AR 99 dAe|m o] 222 & F2
FHE €3 gon, AAZ YHAYE A5

75 28 23 24sles Ars 284 21 ¢

Holth(Hannan & Freeman, 1977). &
TollXE AR #E 7]E A7EY o9
WHER HAE FEs] A8 220l &x
g3 v 23t A e Aol AA Pz
9] 5‘3/}} WHELR THHole A ENA
network analysis)< &-83to] Ae)
23 & A=
AR E RN S €83l A4 E A o
A2 ANE AHAAE Zfez HFY
e 7 s Aolge F4L 1980 St

SEERE

!

DiMaggio(1986)°] <& #Aotso}, Ax] o
d FE9 A7t Axd AL Fagd Bsi
{(Podolny et al, 1996). & A4+ ojd Ao
A A E AN Y 22838, 1gn A
FolEF Ao Lasld el AaHE
T 7IHEY HHAYE AAE EHsn, £ 24
d A de A7 71 A e 4%
& AF5Hez ¥A8 Hax g

I. ol=x

1970 ) 3kl Ao FAgEAcs 543
AN Z2o] 29 oY FHYYE F AEE dF
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of FFY A7 EY wdoge 29
B 3A 719 o8& shed vt

(organizational ecology)°|th(Pfeffer,
zzl/%lEszq— 1;(1&]240 o} }}o},._cﬂ 7}/(]— ojul 9]
T Be g 2R 22 BAT} ol AR
2129 T(population)® FEA (community) et
AN B dAdzAe el (liability
of newness), A

BelA 7}
=24y
1997).

rr l-N l‘

#&(resource partitioning),

"E‘EJ}—”(densmy dependence) % <& 7}A)
TRY ClBEE AL AFHoR Yl ¢

tH(Hannan & Freeman, 1989: Hannan &
Carroll, 1992: Carroll & Hannan, 2000).
Z2 43N HAE g Ads 5 R F
83 A F 37t ui2 AeiA 9 (niche) o]t
Aol glojA Aexge A F2 9t
of 228 AAS AFete B4 22EY
=
N

ox

ZAEHgE 2

Agte Auist 34 =2ge g 3
=o] 8 23 FEHY apEF
Stes she A 499 9nlE Xz sig
(Hannan & Freeman, 1977). Z2AegtoA
AEA SolA 22 Fel £33 AAEe] HE
A% 7vedol AEiA9 (niche) ZHE A THE

g AdsY Fe 9ulste 454 (carrying
capacity)® F=d] e} A¥"ctn EriHannan
& Freeman, 1989: Hannan & Carroll, 1992:
Carroll & Hannan, 2000). o]& e 7)uté}
of ZAAYTMN = 1 B 2HFEY ARAY
TZ9 ¥, 28n 48E #F3s] 9 g
drEol o]FAAH $tth(Freeman & Hannan,
1983 McPherson, 1985 Carroll, 1985; Singh,
1994).
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B2 AlAMEY Mefol Mefx|(Niche) TZS} 7197t 22t HENI EA2 &8 7Y 4ni9 4Y

oke] Y AAAR 2H7 BA (competition)

AqstS BAEted %3??} ANAMEE AZE T
. AR e F 2A T TG AEHA
g dstn s o, A L% e M2 o] gste
HEo] FEI| "ol AjTte] Adel| wet
7t AAA vl (competitive exclusion)7}
A ddn 2o 23 Auae g
T2 (fundamental) AEHAAY} Hdd
(realized) HeHA|9E Tk $i=vl(Hutchinson,
1957: Hannan & Freeman, 1989), ¥4 A
AT 2ATLE Atol9] AR ALl gt
1 RS W AHAAY FERAM A

-
i

fir d2 30 1to r~1n:

2
bu 2 an

lo

292 e AQY RIAY 28E 23] 4
A9lg F3E Aol
% 9u = J

©
ste BE AdS 9 o188 F W He 4
7b g7l mEolrt, weF FAA dxAE
é ofd =T A7t BE 23T Bl ¢l

A 9 (niche) Z7E wiAHHA AT A
AEA gl e 228 Al v =
It} w2ty dE 2H s Az Y
(niche overlap)®} fittA 3R 432
go] glo] S&A A A7t AddE Y
A9e FdaAm, 2 A 2AFL A9 Fg
o wel FHE 22 AHAYY RE AdES
Ao AEE Ao FE3] LT & oA BE
7V ATt wobd Aol

o] 27 B4z 29 B o ZA Ay gt
oA AEIA 9 (niche)E Z3T(organizational
population) F&IA JAFH AAELY *¥<

Yehlle g eg dfzd AHEHAA, olA7HA]

M oz

i
o

oro.kg_%ﬁ_llm_\z—{o
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ruz
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o A A¥H dFe F2 NE 2F FEAAA
)R g9 Z(niche width)# & A ze A
29 ZE(niche overlap)? FTE FHOZ
o]#o]A $tth(Baum & Singh, 1994: Podolny

et al., 1996; Dobrev et al., 20015 Dobrev
et al., 2002). X FFoA & o *Mxlw"’l
o Ze F2 37 233 AFY &

ALY oA = B LAE e
(EESEE LR *@EH%I%’M Ze 7 240 @
=]

Ao ABsHe ALY BFE TR (miv) T

A oul g 1A A e

5 ZANH L 7t 27o] AHAYE HtH e
z29] A9 HF(niche
strategy) ol o 6& A 845E % WA 2
£3le 2859 (generalist) A} £3 298
Ao g AH&ehe £3159 (specialist) A
gre] £ 77} &g} (Carroll, 1985: Hannan
& Freeman, 1989). F¥F< EgF9e 4
7l g2 AT dAdS A2 ded, FEF9
A4 O AdeLES 8oz AW
of A&ty felsty =@ 47 Jhedel ¥
Hhd | Aol deket M E FeiMn Be
A5 AAsoF & W opvy 23 Aol ¢}
g AR oMY ALY S FAEL =
AA FEAMe AEAo] Robd £ gl old
ol A4e ATE 4499 Ad8LrE
o BUQF A vjEEAHS Y
Rha ) AR A7t e E ol A oAt
Alefen gk Aalo] E3tate YA Ao 13
A3t Tk A&l Hold ¢ o}
AeiA 99l ZE(niche width)e] ZAF %3
W 2A FEAAM Yr7t g F e i, A

}\Ezt]
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EjA)949] FE(niche overlap)
Z29 di=f 1 9ujst HwA %a‘ﬁ}‘?}. ZAE
o QA FAqE0] HE FAIE A
T A FEL Z2HHer FY 8 A
A4 BIAE s 2AENY AAS ¥e
(Hannan & Freeman, 1989; Hannan &
Carroll, 1992). ZAT 7te] A9 FH o
g AL 23T & 25 3 YA
AgetAA 2T AAY A 78S AL
o} old Hla) 4 x37] FEo) AHAY] FHL
Z2 59 AR FzALe bedes AR,
B3RS Aste 2HEY 43 AstE MAL 9
o, F5HeE AHANY AR FE2 HE
Z7 M AdE o8 AAE I AT
g AZA Helg

rlo
N
s
4
i)
iE

2 A B 9 ATE &
Aol AU 8¢ dand e 248
o ol @ He e shtelslE s,

€ dtdMe 24 FEAAY AR £
(niche width)# Aei2)919] FH(niche overlap)
o] 2259 A gA dFgS nXeANE 4
T2 A3l A EQ R 49 WS o] &3t
ARAe T3 QA FES AFHeR &
ARt 5L A4S S8 AYBAE Jeh
= AYAY FE5E A3 JEYZ EHdM Tehe
T% 94 (structural equivalence)®} FARH
o9& 7PN White et al., 1976: DiMaggio,
1986; Burt, 1987). YIEHZ 49 @A ¥
713 AZlg wEgd Fx 594 (structural
equivalence) Wd<& AISIHA o] E(White)
o FEE(1976)e F2ASE F5H AR ¥
Jd F AL UE A 39 2AEH P& BAY

30l 27 “Hﬂ*"ﬂ Mz dAddez ARBAE
ZA o FFEY. o] =42 AHAY FE
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A4goH FAE ALEd did 498 7389
MAE FHete AL, F AHYAY F5o] &
ZAE2 N2 728 TH489 et & Aot
(DiMaggio, 1986: Burt, 1992). °]&{g =zl
o2} DiMaggio(1986)E 23 % (organizational
field)ol #Z& WESZ #49 oz A7

=AM F2 FAAl 2AHGANN FH=
AR T2 AFHo2 drsted A A
g Ee] 2 £ 3l& Aolgtx At
wEbA A oM =9Fole AIFAA] A
3 (market positioning) ZHPorter, 1980, 1998),
ZAAG st Fste AHAH] E3 AR
He FE(Carroll, 1985: Carroll & Hannan,
2000), 18z YWESHZ o9 Fz24 FT44
(White et. al., 1976 DiMaggio, 1986: Burt,
1987)& BF AR 4<% dEn o £
F Aok, o] Al olE2EL BT A §Ao]
ZA 9 A3, 53] AE 713 FUT 4FE |
Ackn 2o AgEde 72l E(industry
structure theory)olA Porter(1980)= Z39]
At A&l 74 783 248 HA IYPF=R
HolM oftle] X st=u} e Foln], 1 FolA
7Y AR AL S T3 AAske UE JgE
e 731347417} 7P 88 4L vidn
gt = A9 Fxrt 2 AHAYE 3
32 2‘3}% &L 71371 goldlte Aelth
UEHIo|2NE Y AdS E8idn §

< ZAEY AR 2AE HY, 7xE Y
(structural holes)& &&3ld F5 FHxr}t &
A HES AAAT e PAAEC] & AAE

A&ty T Burt, 1992).
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8T AAHEY Melo] Meix|Y(Niche) =9 Izt AMAth WIEST B4 88 J|Y 49 48

2 7199 AAAe P29 Yol 24 4T o
At gl del 0|28 MES £23%n ol

AFA0R HFPR A gt

0

Il g7 2zt Jpd

Aol Ao EgtRo] A G| &Y AFAAA
A (market positioning)°o] &3 Z2Aejgte] A
A9 8 agn YEHIIEY TF2F
qe vE Agd AL s 2ARY AR
Ads AL dEw gt add B[ o
g ol 2A Eo7t o|HE @] Fopolx o] FoiA
gd Aol wg o) izt AFH FHI B
acA gusix] £k A Rold s AH
A9l 3] AAAR o|2EL AATA ZhE
ol gl AF dAFoMz FEAZE 7MY F
E3A A" SHAE AT 29 HiE
X“@EH‘iMW AR ol digt AAReln FE
o278 BMEL A3 vbH o] AFHO

24Y + e Pee 3

Ir e

P

rSL

EAA 7N A ER

zAR e 229 Aol AR
T A¥AoE 7HE &4 (attributes)olut ¥
(categories) 5 At 2ALY ZA T
Bo Agsled], oz FEAL e F
ot (tautology)®] A& WXt Il ol
Fo12 AR dF AEH AFEZ AAd
Hg AR wol AT, e BF =
A, dAW FALEY A7 54 (McPherson,
1977: Sorensen, 1999) 3-& 7|&4 A% (Dobrev
et al., 2001: Dobrev et al.. 2002) ol A
AA A=HE Al gl

qum_:um
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E dAFeMe @5 Al2EEE 71dEe A
A9 722 AFHoz FAsted AV ESA
BAG ojgslual ¥U. UEYI FAL UM
EEF F oAy A¥HeE wAHHE &4

(attributes) &2 WF(categories)o &
o]
AA

%u guxg 725 sty BN F UEF
T£S FtH(White et al., 1976). & & A4
zAQgete] oA FAT UEHIRAY WY
2% Asled 2H ST DET. 53 & FFA
' A9 g @AM FiRie] Fdel] s
E f¥o] /Aty #Ae EHE EA9FTIE 3
T EG B0 ezt #Ae B4 BAFT|E
ke Mg Hue A (duality)d 9

(Breiger, 1974)9 48X MEHA 24 9y
< A g B Agstuzt doh. o] 4
Ao 988 229 AHAAE FHste © o
g e T AFEEE FF(2003)9 9+
s uha$(2001a, 2001b)9 97 5% #=*
& & 9o

e deld ddsM  FlEY A (quasi-
network) &2 719] HlE¢]A(affiliation network)
S o] 4% gAY EMYFL bR d
#r}, A28l B3 (Systems Integration) 4Hiol
E 9y 38 ARiEekse] EAlskedl, Z1dntd
Foste ARIEOFEY FRY 47 471 Ha2h
o 2] ARJEobSd] FAlo] BojspdA FHFY A
T2 FHole 7I9Eel ek s, & Al Eolel
ot BRdle E3Ey AEE Hste VIY9ER 9
o w2l o5 AIYEoLE wWR sl FEF
Aokl Adste 7IdE Atoldl ME FAAA
ARBAY QA (tie) S AT F ow, Y
7198 mAY AdEokel Fdste A T i
A 71gio] jAR At Foto] Fodatd 1, 187

1445



FHozH Ag ol

g X& AP X-XE
g Az & 71?35 7te] ZERA EHA

(joint involvement network)8 #d&& 7% F
oltH{Wasserman & Faust, 1994). X -X &
ol 7z A(cel)d FA e FUAT Z 3 Foj
FL3 71dY A5 D 7ol e AR
oko] 42 oujsln, 18z % ASdE F 7]
glo] Ao ejstm e AFEORY ol
i YEYIE YuHE HEHI £49
A9l 49 (one-mode) UESZS 2l ofd
(two-mode) WEHZE 7|22 & Zejth. oA
) Ak AFe HESIS 2e 29 UEYA

AL GAVATL FY £EY PAAL F )Y
A AFHoz BolAxd Ha, FERA WE

9o 7197 ARidorks oAt Ajolel
BANN 2dael AQRoE Az T 750
FHoE d2E Aoz B0, 2 og YEY
2elAE o £ 7]ge] Uuhh BE Ay Fofe
ik ﬂoﬂfs}hw geb 5 7199 EA BAR

=

FAe, o) A Vgt MEH A diE &
Mg %H 719E9 e B4E sorg. o
2 A AZe AA wEA AKle 71eA AH
A9E EAMshAA  Podolny® F5E(1996)0]

TAEo FAY FqE 7}*6"301 E‘E—-‘-’* 7]%?%
HEHZY $4F Ao Folnz, od 7Y
o} 294 (centrality)e] ETh ¢ o] =°
ot AZAAA B AlgRolE miz Hojxl
R YEHAGAY FEAE AGECk 7]

L un 2

il
o
Z
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g gAY F59 FxE I dAZ T
& 4 9lg. a¥uE FeEd UESIAA
Aol & 7IPdEL U2 7IgEHY gAY
Bol Axr}t g3, gtA AHAAE FHste 7
dEZREY A9 4 HAs] Wi 71
o Aaprt Rold Zlolga d&d &+ U,
R FER] YIEYIM] 594 (centrality)
I NYEY AHE oJHF Tt dANA
FE el a3 O&H #2 ofdAoth
A, HEHZ BN HEHRY FFd HAl
e AEE 38 33X (measure) 7t ©Ust
Al eek( Wasserman & Faust, 1994: 7283},
2003) T wel HEHIAM S 9
W 2R W Zo] Thopaly] M
= A 7 AtE AT, 7HE
degree centrality) ©I
A9 AHEY AteloA
=& Jehlle At
(betweenness centrahty " agn Al A
AZd PP ® opet A} FHA=E
o] ¥n e vEHAA s2A8 HAMl(prestige)
¥ E] (eigenvector) T84l o277}
A U9 YA et olE FHAEL
Zkzr Fpdkela SlE ol 23 2 wet thE T
= 7}7‘]”4 Zt7] & djXe] shgdttt. &4, o)A
77}*] A YEYA(one-mode network)A 7l
g 2y =AU ATEL Aga Bgt
A Ao HlE B AFelA olggtaat s oY
YEY A (two-mode network)el] 7]¥keiA T+Eo]
A Fedad YEYA(oint involvement network)
o) 294 (centrality) ZAA o i A+ 18
27 @tH(Faust, 1997). &gk ohyel 49
EToMe] FFA HlE old WEHIAA A
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o] FFdolt A T Fele B Bibsi)
2 TN ERUFE AMLSnA g 294
HAQ Ato]l FUA (betweenness centrality)

ol zZo] o] &3 ofg] ARIEolEd &
F Adle D7 2 (geodesic)

o ¥ AEE oujgct. AlQiEokd WE BF

1=

=
AR AA, oA AlgRok] Fostn
gl o] Foksd FAqzhe e 2HE A
oAl 2 7heAde]l wohe A, X, AN
tolste Al okl Foddle 02 2xEe

ot o ti3d Algobs

tlo mb ox & o N
o —%
° I
¥ %
PN
o
i
-~
tlo
rR

¥2
N

2
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Aol 9ul gt (Faust, 1997).

VR R ofd zAo] BE AlEold
9, BE 2HEE AolT shle) Al
Fostn ivhd, o] 22 TE 2 EY

SLhe] Aol q whd . opjet of

>,\1

42

Z
a

S DR ¢ J =)
o2 o
=
1o

L Aokl s Bl v Eabw efst
AR Sl Atde b 23R A

kg WAZ vHEA Ahsgel glemz Ao
ol H2AQ 00l Ak, FAT @Y A7
e 034 1 Alelg) @g 7HA
£ ThR Aol
gelsts Al okl %2
Boiapol ol el Y 23 gepA9el E3)

ofN zj?. 2 S ae N 2 Mr b
Mo

o
ox

2
1o
o)
Hz
gl
1o,
[
>,
o
r
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BAste] FEFY A HAdde AL A
O, WA Ato] A0l WSS E A AR
obT Ao} i, o] F ARjEolE B 24E
of BAE zx FsiA g Rokghs AL 9n
. A3 Alo] F¢4o] e AL I 2Ho
TEFY AgE F2 APk AL Foke v,
Ate] $44do] Ythe AL 1 2Fo| E3Fe A

£ Ao 2 gudg

2FGE A RoFE WE @& FERA EY
Aol zk 7199 Ate] g0l dehle 85

5 Ea3oel TR 279 Hud olm ol
2 7 AWN 2A49gANE AolN 4

¢ FRFIG Sy72 WYY o] 24 @

¢

Ael B4 et 279 4o A2 TE G
slAtha #8053 839 2BYAY AE
7} En, $Ae MBSl B Agde W
9 AeRol we 3T HYe Aol ¥
$2eT g va S35 ARS He AlYs
& Aol Ade A@E AdAde nag A
Wsjo] W2A) Hea] olele BAZ A o,
2 Q79 ggd AARERE) A 22
E4e AuEAIE Bt BRE 2350 J%
Mae] S5 WE W ohie) AEA 870 wo|
HE 29440 15 Foh old SRolA ¥ o,
$UE 22 Al 29402 dugE $H5o
Aol 29 58 7195 Aol vy f2
292 7HAe Aoz daE & g Aol

7HE 10 Ate] 4L 19 el 34E 9%

ARIECES MR & FERA UEA A A
=

of F440] AN EFFlsh TR At
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ole] ZpolE yephdtid, Y EY AL 12H
(structural hole)& AEjAIHe FEo] ¢l
=5 vepdoh. 723 39 (structural hole) ©]
2 UEHZA B r]ulele ZAYBAE £4T
HEAQ o]&o|th(Burt, 1992). BurtE White
(1965)9] 71819} Al&(chain of opportunities)’
o3 Granovetter(1973)9 ‘23t dAA9 74
(strength of weak ties) ©]ZolM AAE =&
g YEHNZ Fxo FHo] #3 FAHES A
shste] "fF2A FW(structural holes)°lghs 4
AA 49 8 FHE ANSAG. Burtst

3
[¢]
=
=

oX, 1%

ANE 2R 28 hde 499 2ol olF,
Te AXVA 59 2L 99 YEQAY A4S 9

ARAANY F5o| §lo] &0l ¥, B F
el (bridge)d 48L& 4 Slo AYSAE
74 & Aoz 7F54E AAEI(Burt,
1992; Granovetter, 1973). 3kA%t M A5
£ ubel Zo| AR Eolole] FEHAE vijz @
old WESAAM F27 Fuo HgL od
2ol & 2 EFHY AABA NN FEA|A %
€ AL 9ulaiy, o] 1 xFe] 7} AQE
opnit}y 7] tte zAEH AAse, ® o 23
of AAste 2AE7EE M2 AR Fede
I @A ARG B9 F59

£ T 0 Aolth. o
o WESZAM HEHA
g ZAEH} A AR

ol ZA Mz EidetA AHAM ARy Bue
7 AdsE 7
g AR A

=

=z
e

=

A1 329 Ao} vhe
o TEA MEY2AMY Fe YED 58
He e 49A 32 Fud g B9 4

o1 R
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£8 oulshe 4 glenz, e W

550 G AdeA BADTY A3 24
F< U2 Aoz d3% 4 9 Aol

Aog B

719 Azl 244

9 (structural hole) ©]&dM Zz3}
1 YE T e UENZ 54L& UEAT A4
(network constraint)°]t™(Burt,1992). YE$
3 Aepdold & Pzt g PAAEZREH
e 2R Y ARE Ty, Y dABAS
A E e HAER ofe, o8 A3 949
FAAEH 949 & PAREZRY L= T4
A A ZANAE EHAT HEAT AGAol

e AL U2 YAAET AHer F8
ddsgo] M2 FF(clique) & °]F2 Yoke RE
Lottt U AMJEOIEY U3 TEHA YEY

=
=
£ A ofu 2Ho] FUF 2ASH B AYY

388 AYBAE T Yz, E

2x AGstA ZAAstn
g HEHI AP
74 Aot wekd ZAZUEC] AllRopER

FEHl BAsta, E ojgo] AEVYE T

AAStATR M33A M52 200449 108



= Al*%}—%ﬂ Helel AJEHF(ITKN:(:h(-z .LQ} 7|7t ZYAE WENI 242 B8 JiY Anjel MY

Hog Ay v FEE Vel HEYA
AR E o2 o drse 538 A 54
ki Ao o

A

719 Aol g

$9 2420 &at 2359 B fo 2
4 23] L= (density)} 249 H=E 47
A9 201 SA9d g, 190040 F
oF zANHTANAE 53 247 e 2353

o} YA FEAA "“30}“ Ao Zw B o}
Yet, oldf ZAAste ddle AAEHANE 1)
of A9 Hok dHAQ ZEE HAFEHn A
o gk AR A 2EY Bl v 27
59 AFd mAe 9FE Adgstad & Jx
o] AlEE Barnett(1997)9) A7 = (competitive
intensity) ©]&°|th. Barnett2 749 FZE
AAste A5 9, & 279 1k
(density) o2 ZA3 7]&9] e oA
§2E o Yoyt A Adlge] dnh BEE
AYAANE AAHez 23dssidc. a2y
Barnettd 944 2L ZAFA A AAstE 27
g9 FRS 4# 5 AT T 23
ol AMste A9 FEE ZF}AYE S
7R3 AT, AT dE 7)E AFES o
d g = ‘5H f8 £ d7dre JEYA
49 T AEE FoAA JM T34 (prestige
centrality) < ©]& }04 A Robe] TEFA YE
439 123 B4 &4 g7 223 AAde
Z2 50| dop} 2Ed ARAEAANE SH I
3

Z B AT M UM (prestige T2 eigen-

A4 B33 M5E 20044 10%

vector centrality)% 0 25T gAY
AR AEE F4F oA
Z259 A7
gt d3Fo] o= HEAAE wEldth. Bonacich
(19870 =R M F94 (prestige centrality)
ol HA MEYIAN FHFol g2 & ==
(node) &3 #AE 7W‘—= ATE onjsly, 2
AN E S0 & Ad AYER 5L A
HEoklA ZAAstE =g 23t AuagAst
(neo-classical economics)®] 78tz e 7
APAAES] E47 FAgo| FAlE FAEH A
o] WAL e A ojwA g g} (FFA, 2000),
ZAo| 2ol HEYZ #H, agn AAAE
dMe Al F2AQN AHAA (status order)
7b A, detd ARAANA FAE YA e
AT 7IHEL ZIggoly E44E 5 MY 7Y
_,] 89 nogx= /Hnia‘;_} gil—. A]Z}—X]HHE‘:‘E}. 7z
A S YAt 2 (Podolny, 1993). whehA
2 ARoklN AAste 2 2359 A4
(prestige) & W4 UENIL FAHAA 944 F
FRE ol ulel o] Fag G v
A AR 42T F 3. & FY A Eekl Ul
B e HEYZNY 9H FYHL EF 7
A e AAZE ok, I 7igiThe)l Aejx] S
5 53 ARy teie 1]‘*‘ OE 719 E59
AME verde, omEix o] AL A FUA ol
w2 719 AEY Ay %}@,% dol B2j3 9
Ao FolA A,
gl o zZ o] AlgiRolo| A FAFHA A
Aote Aozt 2% A2 a4 719 sl
W ZX‘E et Axo AAE P Aojng
B FEoA Rl Ao Y Aojrt whd
of"d 23 o] FAste AR A2 £

i

ok
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e FEeh FA%n AUY 2350
oistel oS3t Aol GThA, 1 24
A4 s B4 ¥
2 suel 912 Aolth Wepd 19 FEv 99
Aeliel 4 5 WA AFSd 9GS A4 5
Avti, #dd AUASHY AR 2 ¥

% AEE guiste 94 Y 1Y AT ¥
A7 92 A Aol A28 & 9 Reldt

71 45 4 TUAE 19 A3 13 2

2 dtdMe et A28 %5 (systems in-
tegration) 719E°]l g AECFS FollA
T4 B ARIEokEd Fddte JEH e
TE3d YEYA(joint involvement network)
og Bu ESYA AEE Y & £ 4
TFellME ol T 7|gde] LT AdEokel 4
atal ok o] ARiEoLE WA B F 7Y

ojgh= "J.‘Zf_ AZol EAgttn Mg
o Zogte F 719 Atelel

2 AARolgte "BAV E4gdan &
g3 Y] T4 S8l YES

¥4 2w UCINET6.0& o&std 719
o AIE 2] nxmEEHY ol FE(two-mode
matrix) & 719 437 nxnd 2L (one-
mode matrix)2 H#IAH (n=7]4F, m=4A
d). BE nxmI¥IEE ALY mxmPEER
A8 Fe glot B AFe 4 7199 AHAY

AU PR G U
3
2
M,

1450

-
PN
lo,
tlo Jm
oX
38 e

sV
2
il
o)
>
ne
o,

A4 3472 AN e 1087H A
of el 7 719EY FEH A¥E 2ASY
2 Q7o BARAT 7}@@%@1% (CIEEE
2k FEUF(0]Y), 5
283 4 7bAe BAESTE zwam. 72 s
o 2237 Hels 2PPye os .
4.1 BHGS:

Fole): ¥ o Fe NsAEY 1Y
9| gztolct. 71 51 95 ARAEL A
g5t 2ol9), mZ9 ROE, ROIL ROS 5

2 ASL
Jb
rE

o AXE FoM B dFoMe 7 duEd
ol (net income) & AHEEIHTH w0l o]
9 (income) E& °|&(profit) Nd< 7]7} &
oo Ak 3 o] EF e AAHAN A& A
A Folth, ool AF HTEEER Zd?}‘é}ﬂ
e 2 w@s. eoldo] glo] wEdd
Adde ¥xa Asigdr. v AAxE
232 719 12E FAs] A %*ﬂ%?—i =
o TFAAY. E thE 4} AF ROEE <

BYSoI M33H H5E 20044 10%



= AlAdSE A

olgs AT e Adghs HAN ALES
2ZoA FASL 7l g AHHoRe ol
oz 22 BARA 2HE HalF Zlojth

4.2 Sgps:

Alo] 94 HEHZ oA 2 A (node)
o AT Pl o2 FYaAe 7t HYAz
(geodesic) 4ol EAgozH o]E Aol BAE
) 22 FAske 98S 99ste Yo 29

°ﬂ’\1 Ato] TS SAstAtH(Freeman, 1979).

Ate] 9 é-?: E}E AHE AtololA AL B
Eﬂ Qe 2 watin B 4 9l

HEHA }Ig"é YEHA &4 (efficiency)

< o9 A 2E4S UelE AEE 74 g9
A7t Zxm e BAY AN el Zn i
#Ae o HEE W A TG A7 B
o F2 ¥ & %E} A7) Ao A ¢
7 e A9 FE B o aRle] HESY
a7t Bop A& 0] ab’l EE =
JEHT Aoy WEHNZ A %A (constraint)
2 27 Al (dyad) M MG S ZE PYAR
fH?SH tg oz Aol e A2 EYR
Zstol A Ahale] &4 Pt A et
7/4\:% it} ol 221 TA|A < A& 23l
o AV & datetel BA SN FE
% A=E oujditt. wapd YESA A
92 Pt YESAVL & PAAEHY &
EollN FEAA F2A, F Bl AZ™
g PARE ez N2 dZHo] sleAd s
AR
AA S99 vESZ gtelAd T2
Ado] 1 FAA YA TAT ¥ OM

o)

2
g
A

g
1.0
=2

OFX
%
o

i)

[
2

]

Al

rlo

210 Bl ol
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42 QE}IXH Niche) 7x2 71%‘.’) 3y YE Ja 42 8% 7|Y 4no 4Y

ST

o] & tE YAz AdH e A2t =
& A% 94 FAel oz B9gth(Bonacich,
1987). olw A FLEE AAAR
index)2tn% s}n] YAt dgkeo] F FAtst
o dAls 2¥A Z3 P4z dAAS xR
ol YulE Adde A NEE YEHA &

Aol Aoz Yl fM () o
—514 Zo] Aejdth(Bonacich, 1987).

=
T
[

-
).

(prestige

cila, B) = 2(a + Bej)Ry

o7lelA e i HAZE 929 e PUAAE

o HE Wdste AEE Uepdth @d Re
ALY PHolth. UCINETHME N7e 9
HL7é’“(simultaneous equation) &2 o] FojA
P(Z-AD=0 Cxzelgd s Feixed] ojHe
T P8 2 ofoldll gzt #HEE ool WEE
AMRTE A Hol fA FLIEE ofolAd
Y E] (eigenvector) B H2t}.

4.3 Mg

)
2
I‘.Q.

ZAXEE} o] 8o ma2H AA 7Y
94 Ao, oF A Ee 2o, 7
A, B 719E3HY BAY B T
3}1 AZAA e AR Ao 71E E 7]
Ha] doig oz e 7iAn, ol& 4l
3 ﬂ-°4 £ 8 (liability of newness)o2 %
Ev(Stinchcombe, 1965: Hannan & Freeman,
1984, 1989). wahd B =23} zro] 2AAe st
I #HE FAE dFEe dFodMe dAR T
FAsiFE o] wig F8% s JRRIY. 2
AFoM e AEIRE 7oz 714 d¥e 29

o
o2
031

e i
Wuo e e
Jn
o L

¢

2 |0 ¢
ﬂllﬂ
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2 FAksH.

IR £ dFdNE T
el AEEE A 71%14

= ayogs YA Bo nad =
Zste A4 AEE 32 2Y
%9 $8e SHste At e
Ate 7 Ade W E At
2 21 wssig.

Aol AFY Holo] 4
Ne B 24 gy 7=
AL7GolA Lt
anet R 99,

€ g7dAM HEHaE
EXzo znE

Hoz Agde SrayEe

HEEs Jehie 3
SAIAT.

okzhel (X 1)olle 71€%EA (descriptive statistics)

S ABATE 8oHof Sl A 3

234

o] A&2} A2d VIF(variation inflation factor)
e 1L5WYE SHUFE o ts 44
A A8 g A0z Holx 2ug Ao
2 JeEA

£ 04?9] EZE T A T M =2
719E F 8709 Alddokdl Rgsta dglen,
3 7199 Fdste F8 AY EobEdle SOC,
CIM, #AM" ERP, NW, GIS $°] &g o
T Boke A2REY AKlY diEF Eolgor|x
gtk o] 7o) Foddhe AR EorSe] Hi o
719 e 17.8752 4938 & H19 AldEoIE
o F2 sty &L ¢ + Atk a9 w3
Abo] FFAel M e 53 7199 A% CTIL
UMS, ITI9 Al Zolollwt Fofztn don, o
g Foke 7] #o 71 71 5, 3, 12 F34
ToFdE & & UK. Al 39T Al Eole
T 3 2719 BAE A7 8 Aol T4
#* SR 3 IARNE AT A A
2ok F9 7] BF fostA 4o ERE 7
T AL NIF & ARG Ae] 58 =-0.597+

(B 1) 7185 SA9 M

2F

M B 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.&olY(2) 5246 1.976
2714994 9.356  7.106 0.504™**
3.AHES(2T) 27734 2144 0.765"  0.504"*"
4. 34AR1 e & 3.200 0.947 0.464™* 0.186"" (.352**
5. Aol 54 0.441 0574 0.371*** 0.156*** 0.227"** 0.377***
6. ALY 8.257 5569 0.001 0.065  -0.031 0.116 0.488***
THEHS &84 | 0617 0110 0.330** 0.173"** 0.203*** 0.562*** 0.581*** 0.420***
8MEHNA Aokd | 0084 0102 -0.043  -0.031 0.007 -0.067 -0.28" -0.462"*  0.005

p (.1, , p <05 *
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(F 2) wo|dof| cist 2= Z3t

e 194 A4 204 3#2
(3) 2.237(0.357) 1.990(0.599)
FANE
Nga= 0.041(0.017)** 0.038(0.015)**
AL (ED) 0.556(0.059)*** 0.511(0.054)***
AR Eote 0.328(0.109)*** 0.117(0.111)
=g
Ato] F44d 0.845(0.226)**
VEYSZ 584 2.439(1.182)*"
HEHA AGY -1.450(1.070)
AA F9A4 -0.082(0.022)***
Adjusted R? 0.642 0.713
F 64.231*** 49.716***
A R? 0.652 0.071
AF 64.231*** 14.515***
Ad.f 3 4
D < *,p <05, *, p <01 **(2-tailed)
( 4 FAe= g_—,—g_z}ﬂ
N= 117
0.239*A1d B0k 4:+0.014x 1180k 37, o= 9 7t BEFE Ade 5 AoE UEyH
0.372). g Axd 2 edd VIYPEYFE e AAE

=g 47
@ D AT 93 ASH HFARRL gAlc Aop B 3 He
A% 47 2ota 9. < A
FANS SYUSE 9o 2A 2Ade 9 mz%aows] 34 AvEs 724 T8

2 EQ3 YAA dsAEY An, AAELE AFES IR IFY FF, JHAA A5
=3¢ fo $3E R*E 0.71398M & A FUE Ao FIEL Ao A ¥ 7
Byg At & F gtk $4 R WA 1E Xe i, A F98e Ao #E4 9%
23S B AR FEY 7Y d9, 2En Ae Ao Jehdt, =9t Lﬂ_E_%ﬂ AeAol
ol AlQjRote) & BF g fof 032?}:% B A da FFH 4T vAe Aoz ved
A Aoz vegtt FAMSsEY 948 4 b VEN]I AL Gt dis —r7§’* T
BE, AR ooz FAF A 2 & PIAE Aom veyn Iy A frelk
PP nHe Roz Jehgon Fdalg] Fob WM UEYD A AFdE K| @2
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B 394l g AU 245H AU B
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M 4 92 AR 90

MEAHEE AT, Alol 2AA(+), A 294
(), 28lx HEAA B84(+) °] Zhzh A 2" F
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Niche Structures and Inter-firm Competitive Dynamics in

the Korean Systems Integration Industry:
Explaining Firm Performance From A Network Perspective

Joon Han* - Dongyoub Shin* - Nokyoung Ki*

Abstract

The current study empirically examines the effects of niche structures on firm performance
in the Korean systems integration industry using the methods of social network analysis.
Although the concept of niche has been frequently used in the literatures of organizational
ecology and strategic management, it has been seldom empirically measured in a systematic
manner. The concept of niche has been just referred to without being clearly defined in the
strategic management literature, while it has been discussed primarily at the theoretical
level without an elaboration of methods for measurement in the literature of organizational
ecology that has taken this concept seriously in its theory developments.

In the organizational ecology literature, the concept of niche has occupied the very central
stage of its theoretical formulations since the early years of this influential paradigm. For
instance, many of its theoretical arguments, such as competitive exclusion, niche overlap,
and resource partitioning, cannot be sustained without presuming the dynamics of niche.
Although the concept of niche has been rigorously articulated at the theoretical level in the
organizational ecology literature for these reasons, this otherwise methodologically
sophisticated paradigm has been uncharacteristically lenient in the empirical measurement of
niche. Niche has been measured usually by a priori categories in product markets in most
empirical studies of the organizational ecology literature.

To overcome these limits of existing literatures that have not been able to provide a

generally acceptable measure of niche, the current paper employs the methods of social

* Yonsei University.
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network analysis in the empirical configuration of niche structures. Relying on methods for
the analysis of joint-involvement networks, we measured structural characteristics of niches
by constructing a network data-set in which firms participating in a same business area
were regarded to have a tie of competition. By applying the theoretical implications of
network properties to our case of joint involvement in same business areas, we erect the
following four hypotheses.

First, we hypothesize that betweenness centrality as a measure of the firm's adoption of
generalist strategy will positively affect performance. Second, we hypothesize that network
efficiency as a measure of the firm's structural hole strategy will positively affect
performance. Third, we hypothesize that network constraint as a measure of the firm's
compounding competition with a particular set of other firms will negatively affect
performance. Fourth, prestige centrality as a measure of the firm's competition with
powerful other firms will negatively affect performance.

We empirically tested the four hypotheses for the sample of Korean systems integration
firms. According to the results of hypothesis-testing, three out of the four independent
variables measuring structural characteristics of niche - betweenness centrality, prestige
centrality, and network efficiency - turned out to have statistically significant effects on
firm performance measured by net profit. The findings of this study may contribute
significantly to the literatures of organizational ecology, social network analysis, and
strategic management by providing a generally acceptable measure of niche and also by
suggesting a way to integrate these three important areas of management studies. Moreover,
the findings of this study may practically contribute to business practitioners by suggesting

effective strategies for building the firm's niche structures.

Key words: Niche Structures, Network Analysis, Betweenness Centrality, Prestige

Centrality, Network Efficiency, Network Constraint
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