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The Effect of Foreign Technology Acquisition Strategies on Firm
Performance: The Case of Korean Firms
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As the complexity of technology and the convergence between technologies increases, firms have actively
utilized foreign technology acquisition to strengthen their competitiveness. Based on TBP(Technology Balance
of Payment) data of 243 Korean firms, this paper empirically explores the impact of foreign technology
acquisition strategies on the financial performance and the moderating effect of a firm's absorption capacity on
the relationship between foreign technology acquisition and firm performance. The results indicate that the scale
of foreign technology acquisition has a positive impact on firm performance, while the concentration of
technology sources has a negative impact on firm performance. The introduction of intellectual property rights
had a negative impact on firm performance but was not statistically significant. This study is expected to provide
various implications for firm strategy and technology policy by suggesting the mechanisms for the impact of
foreign technology acquisition on firm performance.
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Figure 1. Data Collection and Pre-processing
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Figure 2. Research Model
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Table 1. Operational Definitions of Variables
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(Tsai et al.,, 2011). o]0 W APATFEL R&D HLFEE &
TAFE SHte A X FE5HT YTHLiu and Buck, 2007;
Romijn and Albaladejo, 2002; Schoenecker and Swanson, 2002;
Tsaietal,2011). =3 E3] AR E 7)Y AFNE S5 A
FHOE 24T 5 97 MR FHYFE e Fa
AXE &85 QItHMowery et al., 1996; Schoenecker and
Swanson, 2002). 18] 3 7|42 AE A AEE E3]9 &
A9 FHRRE FHY 5 9lon, o]t BE U =3
A5 7149 A4 digs 2He2 FHL 5 3
TE =99 S MY gAgwe 2z J&r
7] wj & o] th(Walsh and Nagaoka, 2009). WetA S5 &3} 3
ddto] o 22 7 & AAskG T

[ R
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H4.3: 7]3711 %“é Ol %*

o 49l BAE A ek Aol

39171459 Aego] 719 Aol vIA =
SR EEREEREER R EEE 39
A5l wEEE Aol nrke EHEES YFHOE

Variables

Description

Dependent Variable Firm Performance

Revenue per employee from 2 years after technology licensing

Acquisition Volume

Average acquisition fees with taking natural logarithm during three years (2009~2011)

Acquisition Source

Independent Variable Concentration

Herfindahl-Hirschman index of suppliers’ countries during three years (2009~2011)

Tech-IPR Concentration

Herfindahl-Hirschman index of technology-related IPRs such as the use of patents,
patterns, and designs during three years (2009~2011)

Category of Business

Financial and professional research business are classified as dummy 1 and wholesale
& retail and service business are classified as dummy 2 based on Pavitt’s classification

dummy of firms’ technological innovation patterns (i.e., sector 1: supplier-dominated, sector
Control 2: scale-intensive, sector 3: specialized-supplier, and sector 4: science-based types)
Variable Large companies with an average number of employees or more(Type 1) and SMEs
. . with less than 500 employees (Type 2) based on the average number of employees
Firm Size dummy | j ihe three years (2009~2011)
Large companies are classified as dummy 1
R&D Intensity Ratio of expenditures by a firm on research and development to the firm's sales during
(Input) three years (2009~2011)
Moderator . - . . . . .
Variable Technology Openness | Average number of international joint patent application with taking natural logarithm
(Process) during three years (2010~2012)

IPR Capability (Output) | Number of patents divided by average number of employees during three years (2009~2011)
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Z Panel B4 RO=Ad3AR
EA T2 0 Z = Stata

Jae-Hoon Kim

AL A7 7 Ak FL T
GA T gAY ThsA S BRlE] fEl ol Mo
B2F3) 2 A 4(variance inflation factor; VIF)E =3} th ¥
7 VIFE 1.290] 2 Ao} VIFE 1.77(7H 2 |
9 b€ hEste Hel £2 AHdte

B

A

H

4, A3} THO brien, 2007). WebA £ AT AF 24 AHES 3|4
ol ool sl fde 18 A ¥oa & F Yot
4.1 ABAAEAE A 71254
A3 AHEA
CTibe 1 YRS FEUS 2ARSe) ABEATH 4.2 A¥3AELA
FHABAE el SHHF, A L¢ ZAUT ol = <Table 3> FEH R 719 Aol vAl& SHHTFES
S ABBA} QoW AZRY Ao Mo FFgAAe  HHA EHE ASH AHE et 2 12 FAHEST
Table 2. Intercorrelations and Basic Statistics
1 2 4 5 6 7 8
1. Firm Performance
2. Firm size 338"
3. Acquisition Volume 338 497"
4. Acquisition Source Concentration =207 -363" =351
5. Tech-IPR Concentration -079 -1917 024 056
6. R&D Intensity -377° -.188 014 -.044 -.043
7. IPR Capability 161° 129° 212" -.044 081 041
8. Technology Openness 127" 4117 288" 1317 -019 -.028 273
Minimum Value 10.854 3.091 6.039 119 0 0 0 0
Maximum Value 17.369 11.454 | 21.655 1 1 1.245 661 5.026
Average Value 13.441 6479 | 13.059 706 328 047 070 181
Standard Deviation 978 1.587 2.266 293 404 114 105 .641
Table 3. Regression Analysis Results Related to Firm Performance
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Pavitt 1 -966" -978" 10117 -999"
(.288) (281) (.287) (.290)
Pavitt 2 -641" 0.644" -.668" -.658"
(263) (257) (262) (.264)
Pavitt 3 -893" -.894" -952" -924"
(274) (.268) (274) (.276)
Firm Size 1977 128" 167" 190
(.037) (.042) (.040) (.038)
Acquisition Volume (0029;;
Acquisition Source Concentration ~428
(212)
Tech-IPR Concentration (11437(;
Constant 12.8917 12.061 13.425 13.002"
(341) (412) (.430) (.363)
F-value 11.83" 12.24" 10.40" 9.61"
Adjusted R’ 151 187 162 150

' p<l, *p<.05, **p<.01, Values in parentheses are standard errors.
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S xoein, B 2, 3,45 R o] SY MFE
T oty B4R Ay mE RYLS 5
g AR Yeht £ AT 37 B FA %
HYPSE& & Uk <Table 3> 2 204
= 719 Aol B+ FFE vAE AS
=.098; p < .01). & AFAgA 714 12 s 7=
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Z FuF F() GFE FE A OE YEPITHB=-428; p
<.05). webA 74 2= 714 Tk 28 49 A Tech-IPR 9
AeEe 719 BFol F(HY SFE PAAT, FAHCE
Fou3A ¢t} o] AFE Tech-IPR =Y HF=9 719 A4
3 2ke] B9 #AE AAGE 7HE 28 AA A B
weld 28 29 28 38 o g T4 2HFHRE
A8 At
<Table 4>+ 71%} A 7ol A& &f 2
EUYH ATEY S FY 45AE aAE AT 2
7

2 eIt 28 59 62 RaD AobEe 24 a3, 2

Table 4. Regression Analysis Results Related to the Moderating Effect of Absorptive Capacity

Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
. -651° -730" -954" -960" -979" -1o11”
Pavitt 1
(.269) (.276) (.283) (.288) (.282) (.288)
, -542 -593" -612" -.640 -633" -.664"
Pavitt 2
(.241) (.248) (.258) (.:262) (.258) (.263)
_ -.800" -891" -867" 911 -8917 -950"
Pavitt 3
(251) (.259) (.268) (274) (.269) (275)
o 073" 1197 1307 160" 1377 171"
Firm Size
(.040) (.038) (.042) (.040) (.044) (.043)
. 138" 1217 108"
Acquisition Volume
(.031) (.036) (.030)
Acquisition Source -632" -.380 -434"
Concentration (.218) (.251) (.222)
R&D Intensit 4.247 -3.936"
ntenst
Y (5.832) (1.394)
5.490 1.316
IPR Capabilit
apabiity (3.882) (1.435)
290 -.045
Technology Openness (480) (196)
Acquisition Volume -.559
x R&D Intensity (.454)
Acquisition Source Concentration 1.765
x R&D Intensity (2.014)
Acquisition Volume -361
x IPR Capability (282)
Acquisition Source Concentration -.639
x IPR Capability (1.915)
Acquisition Volume -.022
x Technology Openness (.029)
Acquisition Source Concentration .039
x Technology Openness (.340)
11.910” 13.905" 11.689" 13.345" 11.885" 13.406"
Constant
(.434) (.419) (.511) (.440) (.449) (.448)
F-value 15217 12.87" 9.16" 7.82" 8.85" 738"
Adjusted R’ 290 254 .190 164 184 155

' p<l, *p<.05, **p<.01, Values in parentheses are standard errors.
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A o B3 YS EobA Al FtH(Colombo et al., 2009).
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