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Table 1 Evaluation dimensions and observations of cooperative enterprise selection
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Table 2 The overall concept of cooperative enterprise selection model
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The capability — performance screening model of co—

operative enterprise



« 7. 2014

® “ » .
( g
@« 7 o 4.1
( b h) ( 1) “ ”»
@« 7 o M 7 2009
( acde) 2012 3.
7 43 b4
o 4,
2 B C
M «“ ” .

( 2) 43 » R

M Delphi method( ) A.D.E.F.G
Y M 5 o

3 1

Table 3 Summary of individual — related index normalization

A B c D E F G
R&D 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1
R&D 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.5 2.0
¢l 2.0 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.5
1.5 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 1.5
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
o 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 1.5
1.7 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.0 1.8 2.0
1.7 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.6 1.4
1.2 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.8
2.0 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2 0.3
3
Q 1.7 1.5 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.9
1.6 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.0 2.0 1.9
1.2 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.3 2.0
1.0 2.0 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4
c4 2.0 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.5
1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1

@D 2012 12 .
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Table 4 Attribute values of partner — related index for seven listed companies
A B C D E F G
2009 1.62 1.57 1.55 2.45 1.62 1.57 1.55
2010 1.61 1.46 1.48 1.65 1.61 1.46 1.48
2011 1.53 1.40 1.46 1.29 1.53 1.40 1.46
2012 1.36 1.32 39 0.86 1.36 1.32 1.39
5 « »
Table 5 Results of “partner - related factors” evaluation 5
A D E F G
81 85 85 90 90 ( 1 )
Cs 86 85 88 85 90 « ”»
75 86 80 85 85
85 88 88 90 92
6 85 88 90 92 95 .
90 88 90 90 92 ;
W =(0.170
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Enterprise partner evaluation of generic technology development in strategic emerging industries
—Construction and application of double — dimension and two — phase model

Xiong Yongqing Bai Yun Chen Xiaohong
( School of Business Central South University Changsha 410083 Hunan China)

Abstract: Focuses on the problem of enterprise partner selection for generic technology development in strategic emerging indus—
tries  this paper identifies a cooperative enterprise selection model of double — dimension and two — phase based on the “individu—
al” and “relationship” dimension. Then the “first — round selection” aims to choose some finalist enterprises by using the meth—
od based on MCDM and ameliorated multi — objective optimal decision and the “dynamic adjustment” phase establishes the dy—
namic screening of enterprises by constructing a cooperation capability — performance matrix model. The cooperative enterprises
are divided into “motivated typé’  “balanced type” and “suspended type”. Finally an example applies the model to verify its
rationality and operability providing a practical approach for enterprise partner selection on strategic emerging industrial generic
technology development.

Keywords: Strategic emerging industries; generic technology development; enterprise partner; selection model



