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Effect mechanism of relational embeddedness
on cooperative innovation

—An integrative framework

FAN Qiantao
(School of Economics and Management, Zhejiang University of Science and Technology , Hangzhou 310023, China)

Abstract: This paper analyzes the effect mechanism of relational embeddedness on cooperative
innovation with an integrative framework. Based on questionnaire survey from 354 enterprises,
we test the hypothesises using the hierarchical regression and moderated mediation model
respectively. The results show that relational embeddedness influences the cooperative
innovation, positively with the intermediary role of interorganizational routines, product
modularity moderates both the direct effect between relational embeddedness and cooperative
innovation, and the indirect effect that relational embeddedness affects cooperative innovation
through interorganizational routines.
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Table 1 Reliability and validity of data

AR B N g it A a CR AVE
RE1 0. 86
. RE2 0. 87
KRMANE RE3 0. 89 0.93 0.93 0.77
RE4 0. 89
IR1 0. 66
41 2 [ 45 431 1R 0.7 0. 81 0.82 0.53
IR3 0.85
IR4 0.59
PM1 0.79
7 i UL PV 081 0. 88 0. 88 0. 64
PM3 0.82
PM4 0.79
cn 0. 88
CI2 0. 89
A 1EA B CI3 0. 90 0. 94 0. 94 0.77
Cl4 0. 85
CI5 0.87

VE B DG TE 45 %, x2(113) =183, 043 GFI=0. 94 ; CFI=0. 98;IF1=0. 98; RMSEA=0. 042, A NHRMEMLLH R E o N
Cronbach — B R ¥ CR WA GF E s AVE P30Ty .
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Table 2 Descriptivestatistics and correlation matrix(N=354)

¥I{H T fE 2% 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. & AEEH 3.71 1.01
2. L ZLA] 15 ) 3.73 1.07 0.30""
3.7 R AL 3.45 1.09  —0.01 0.11"
4. RFEMAM 3.63 1.26 0.26"" 0.33"" 0.06
5. ik AT 1% 2.42 0.81 0.24"" 0.18" " 0.05 0.08
6. ik AR 4.37 0. 94 0.15"" 0.13" 0. 04 0. 06 0.08
7. WK B 2.35 1.02 0.38"" 0.13" 0.07 0.15"" 0.29"" —0.02

VE XL E B A R AVE D5 « 18 P<<0.05. % x 4§ P<C0.01,
3.2 XRBMAEMFRERUEHMEE

A 2o J2 U [ U 73 B A 36 5 2R ik AR RS A 1 BB 2 5 A7 AR IR 1) Y R W 8 R (RI& D . B G ibTA I
P AE BEHEA S 7 B L AR S R R AR REOC R IR A A MR R, 3R 3 i LA R BOR L R ik A
PEX B AR B AT 3 A9 1E [ 520 (3=0. 18, P<C0. 001) , K it . RI& 1 il i SZIEAG B0 . 35 3 ML ik %
1 7 AL X B VR BB ASAF AL 3 152 (B= — 0. 06, P=0. 224) .

F3ZWE5 TSR (N=354)
Table 3 Hierarchical regression analysis( N=2354)

Step 1 Step 2
B T o 1% 8 B T o 1% B8
e —0. 36 0.19 —0.14 —0.34 0.18 —0.14
%@ —0.25 0.21 —0.07 —0.27 0.21 —0.08
prdiiil 0.22 0.18 0.09 0.20 0.18 0.08
=N —0.05 0.16 —0.02 —0.07 0.16 —0.04
4l AT 0.16 0.06 0.13" 0.15 0.06 0.12"
Ak B A 0.14 0.05 0.13"" 0.13 0.05 0.12*
W & 9 B2 0.29 0.05 0.30" "~ 0.28 0.05 0.28" "
7 R Ak —0.05 0.04 —0.06 —0.05 0.04 —0.06
K F AN 0.15 0. 04 0.18"*~
R2 0.22 0.25
AR2 0.03""

T« 22 o T A B B M AL 10T R B + 4 P<<0.05, % % 4§ P<C0.01, x x x f§ P<<0.001, SURK % .
3.3 FARREMET LK

SR VAT B B AR A3 AT TR G 56 T A 114 R A RN R Y RN, B ARG 5 (MR 2 FIMRRE 3. 1. RiE 3. 2)
X I A B A B AR B R AT T O A Ak B D A 22 R L R M X E A A R A R . e T A R AN SR 4 RIE 2 B
TN o 7 A AR B A R R AT 0 AR A XA ) A 3 RR U > — A bR o 22 BT H SR KR B T 6
REBE BLERYHERADE,
3.3.1 LA IR 4G A 2R A T

TER 4 T B a5 R 58 AT O SBE SRR B2 7 M 3R BT A FEAS B BR800 o A% 70 2 3
3 B 5 — B B i 435 SR R B G R i A MR 4 21 [R5 ) A 3 Y G I 2 R (b= 0. 27, P<C0. 001) , 5 — Fr
B 1 235 S 32 B 41 4 JR) 149 O 1) B A MR BT (b=10. 22, P<C0. 001) s B AT L B4 43 T 45 R B R, X R
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A T A 1 B B9 LB 8 (b=0. 12, P<C0. 01) I3RS (b=0. 06, P<C0. 01) ¥ 0 .3 . i gkl
DL o A b [T ABE 451 £ 5% 2R i A PR R BISBT B9 3 Wi 5C 2 P A AR R A A T L R 2 i i SRR 5
R4 AW RO AL I (N =354)
Table 4 Analysis of moderated mediation effect(N=354)

b i Bt BN
i — - HiE [i] 4% RN
=1 0.31"" 0.37""" 0.20"" 0.12° " 0.32°""
Tl A 1y 0.27"" 0.22°"" 0.12°" 0.06"" 0.18" "~
Ak B AR 0.23"" 0.07 0.04 0.01 0.06
X5 0.08 0.31"" 0.15" 0.11"" 0.26""

R AT IR A AR AR AR MEAL A R R BB — B BE P 1 PR AR a2 BB 1 R AR b, 28 — B BRI
BB BN Ca X o) AR e [ BERLNT » BB A% ¢ 102 B BERIOUNT 5 A A% 2 T2 20K AR V] 432 250 BT 1) A 5 7 R e A R R v A
AR 3 B S A S A Al b BRI > — AN FRAEZS 5 + 48 P<<0. 05, » = 1§ P<C0.01, * » = #§ P<<0. 001 (AR K .

HLu) 15 {51

023 ZH L a5 .. 0.07 0.37

BHLRE AR RIS
B2 7 R (R v R A AR R ) J A AR K
Fig.2 Path coefficients with high or low product modularity

3.3.2  F AR L6 IR T A S A B

AL BT A R AR5 SR B B B BT L 9% AR R AR X T A VR BB B9 BRSO
TE T A2 3 (b By, 0=0. 20, P<<0. 01) , T 75 7= fil B B AL P2 2 BLAR A 175 00 1 » 58 R AR T4 AR 818 19
B B W IE R0 (b 5K .0=0. 04, P=>0. 1) 74 [A] 19 7 dh B AL TR BE R 56 R4 A PEXS T 5 11 8 37
M B ARV B AT 35 AR (A0=0. 15, P<C0. 05) , 7= iy BB AR JBE 1 57 56 AR R A PR X T & 1 QT 9 B 4%
RSB P R 3. 1 AR B SGIE SR o R 4 R R T S A R T A R IR 7 A BB R R L R
FR A AN W A BB A 18] 42 2000t B 4 A Ta] L A8 B A A B s (O B . 0=10. 12, P<<0. 001) I
BAR O BAK.0=0. 01, P=0. 05) BB T + 5 FR i AP T35 1 BT (4 8] $ 46 3500E 25 A [ (ab=0. 11,
P<20.01) . Pt 7™ di BB AL AR JBE T 180 3 5 58 A A T 5 41 BB (4 A1 423800

MNFE 4 e 0 A 45 2R AT DK B L 7 il BB AL AR R X T

BUA R R (S B BRI B b B | -
B 2b=0.37,P<0. 001 A (b B A, b=0. 07, P=>0. 05) ) o — RRMLRER
T BLR AL R0 T4 7 BT 10 S 0 06 2 L B AT E
(Ab=0. 31, P<<0.01) , I BiZ 3. 2 3 i SLHE AR5 &

B L ZR AR T 1 BT A AR R (3 B B | |
SO A6 32 00N ) AE 7= A B AL R R v B O IE 1m) B3 (O ~1SD +1SD
B . b=0. 32, P<C0. 001) . T 76 7 it 4 Bl AL 2 4 AR (1 15 00 RAWNE
AFRZEGHEAK,6=0.06,P>>0.05), H I, Mk /e ek 307 A e AL R B A VR R
TR B T 160 945 06 ZR A AME XS T4 1R B3 I 52 m 6 & . A 3 Fig. 3 Moderating effect of
i product modularity
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