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Bifi 5 IR 2R G 1 & TR, AT AT T %) ()4 55 B R
AT %, T B U IR B A, AR AT A
PR B A BRAIL TR A B ) RS BB S BE AR IE
B EARIIR R, BT DL A R i 2 b 7 22 L D
11531 %474 o Ancona F1 Bresman (2007) % & #L1R
Z AN AR HARTEMWT . 4 TR . A R, BR
WANERTT . G TR T, EEHA45 A
Ak T R R S, (BT AR TG 1k sl e B 4 Y R T
AT i R PR T P9 B Y AT BA & 4 JC VA TE 25 AR
4 532 T s 4 T B B

TEXFERE ST, PR H 5 0 A AR F
HEIRFR, WT SR 0 5 5T R F 58 IE AR
MR ZEMITERA . B B BA 5 %17 4 (Boundary-
spanning behavior), FLJEfT M &R T LHLHH H
FRIMHEATIY . B 755 H BN AR E S B R TR
Wr 5 S AT R (#4318, 2010; Choi, 2002), A b LA A:
BN G2 v T INF AR A T 5, 3% JC S8 2 A A B e
B —A~E 2R . Ancona F1 Bresman (2007)$2 T
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“4h ) B A BA (External team B X-team)” (Y E &, B
PAT BA 4 B N 1238 3k BRI AR O &R, SR v AT
P, RBOME LR, KEIMRIA R A LS B R
G5 5 AT R R R AR A I 245 A 2R G S B A
TR T, DABR T AT A J AT 55 340 S Ay %o B 4 A o
MIHETT

A1 BA 5 B AT R AL 38 AR FTAT BRI AN 2 R, AR
Chan (1998) 1Y f & 2H Wi U (Process Composition
Model), H1BAES FAT R 2 B Se i 2E AR L T2 IR
FEAER, B, B TEAIAEA S AN R, I
AN B D), ZJRMRERAT R E IR
AT BNZ R MR B . iR, AR ES AT
R I 12 AT BB A T R Y il o X R A AT BA RO
[ A B 5 B AT o 25 S Ak, 8 B T I
o7 AT B 51 S, O B A 4R T AT BARLRE o
Marrone (2010)%5 i, FH% T P BN 2 R WFFE 093 2
R, MMRZREFAT RAE LA A 75 2 i8R
R, MRNERAKME S5 . K, A3
HEIR TR R a0, BARINS, i
PRSI RBESE A
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Hi—, LAY FAT IR DL G i A A% =
SR HEAE 7 AT BAJZE IR0 5 AT A 0 R AR
OB RS . 5 i B0 Sl A A1 BN )2 18 T AR5 B
TN, REHZUH R B 22 L B ff D J7 58, DT A 2
A1 BN B S5O (A0, Ancona, 1990; Edmondson,
2003; Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009; Marrone, Tesluk,
& Carson, 2007; McFadyen, Semadeni, & Cannella,
2009), HZ, ¥ i FH0E SIAE 42 1L A 52 i DU A7
W, —J7TH, B T8 2 0(E B A5
U5, P LA AT BE 2 1 Bl R T 4 8 (Marrone, 2010),
A5 —J7 i, B AT AT e S 800 T8 A RSO
F1 17 faf & 34 0 (Fiol, Pratt, & O’Connor, 2009;
Marrone et al., 2007), MIMX G4 71 520 .
Phbmse s O RS RS, S gD TR
AT SRR A AR B R s, T B SE AR A AR
5 FAT AT S5 G sz, Herb B9 AR AL ) o
Bl = 81 (Marrone, 2010), Fr LAAS SCR B 250 1UE B
T8 AT AT 55 G Z B 2 &R o BT AR AR
A5 1Y B8 P50 SRR 0 A0THE AT AN 38 & 4 T A |LOE
A 7 X (Bresman, 2010), FATIA A AT H H Al A 51
X T 50 T AT R BT AR W ROR 2 A AR K i R
PEAEH . % &3] Marrone (2010)5 &2 AR FLN % 5%
TR A2 I 2% TR A SIEUIE R R A AR 5 AT R A 1A
FEE A R AR A, A S0 AL M rh
A WA 2% rhues 1 (Centrality)HE /&, 32 BT it B BA Y
HoAh [6] 52 anfa] & 75 52 T 5 AT R OF S5 i 7 5
THNY, o 5o T A A BN #2641y
s, JRURTT R 252 M HAT: 55 Bk

B, EA L SUR R TE R T R AT AR
YERIALE] A5 BRI VE T2 Marrone (2010)9 5
GLeriR IR AR MRS FAT MRS, A LR Y
SCUEAF Y <4 N B4R 19/ (surprisingly little, p.927),
Joshi 45(2009) ) £ 3 H U B Aff 45 H 238548 A0 SC AR D7
TH] Y A8 2 T DL TR AT R Y5 KRR
Onyemah, Rouzies fll Panagopoulos (2010)7E 6 ™[
FREN R THEAT R, EZX T 0 TR
T RBTE A TR0 . 32 Bk SCHERIY IS &, FAT
AR SO A 3R TR A A7 51 T8 AT o AR T AL
] P4 Y ) A (6 7 B8 B AR SOCTE Y AL,
RV AT B N B A2 I 2%, R )02 R RN BBl R R,
55 E R SO, FRATR IR M = VR 51 T
5 AT A AR AL ) o — AR, XA
F AR I 5 NBRIE]C & A 4 2 DIV IR & (Triandis,
1995), Al HEXT T4t 25 4% BT il AT B 2B 52 ) g5t

PR, H AT B H E SO R R 3 L R4
OPEZ R E R IESE o A o EAL G Bk o 2o
PR I X E ZE (Hofstede, 1991), {H i 25 5% Ay
AR, SOULE M E I E 26 M B TR KM 22 5%
fk.(Farh, Hackett, & Liang, 2007), Pt S0 %4
A1 BN B AR A = SCAU LR B 6T 0 T8 A AT i 45
AP . BT RAT I a5 A
A2 R SCAE IS A A, AR SCIER BN X 85 AT
RIS TEAR T AEBE T MR R A VE .

MG L B 23R 2%, Ry 124 E R A ), A
SC LA BN FEAR A3 B B, A A RS [ A5 0 A7 2 1)
ORGSR A, I 5 T A0S R N [ R R i DT
U] 5, 4 SCALFIRE 23 0 2% BRI 845 A BE FLAT H 40
S, BT BS BUAT R AEAS 6] 2 R B AL EA T
Br, MM & 2R T — IR IA R

2 WSRO

2.1 Mz DR AR

ARSI AR B AT LA, ST A
(175 1) W 46 RO PR AR B B AT AR AL B VR
7 4% (Advice network) e AT BA P 3 9 25 BF 5%
FW DT I 23 I 28 AU 8 1 2 AT BNy 5 i
AR A3 =2 5 U5 RN B ARAS Bl T 45 iU SC &R M5 1
D PEFR AN N5 P A P 25 v At A AR K 45
HYF2JE (Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001),
N NFEREAR M A S5 v i 67 B Aa bR, T LU R T
Pr— AR HE 25 75 (Freeman, 1979),

HTE 1986 4F, Miller 75232 AUl Hh stie 13 52
UERFFEAAIN T D8 T RYSMARER R (external  contacts)Xf
THMZE O A ELEER . TR, 46
Miller HJEE SAET XA AFARE(HFA L AEEF
N T LR FEA LU N AL, TR X
B2 C RTINS AT, ORISR
) TR L e N7 FP IR R R A AL DA T 2% 2 R B,
MIAE R b By M 2 32 177 (p.48), IF H Miller
(1986) BT 72 X A3 IR 2R 1A 0 8 0 L A i o, B2
WR TR TS5 MR | SR SR BB
FNE RS S5 MU S5 AR R A% . BT iX e R R
MIFETE, A W BAE AT BN 2R SR A 4 1 5
A7 R0 1 ik B — 20 O e R A T R, I HL
PLZ MBS S T RPIR R, MM Miller
(1986) 1) & BLARHE IR S HF o

AN R 0 T e R s B AT o s B e e 5
PR 2 R 28 vt B AT REPE, HR AR
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AT T REWEZIEAM Z )5, Ancona
Bresman (2007) & 385 515 3l 4 R DU FP 2R . 85
bR ARG UMAAUS J3iAT . o, AR S TE Y
S 5T T E A8 TR0 A2 B A B A0 45 ERT A e
JEAE AT BN N AN EAT 40 B, 1R ANEREL & —2, It
I, AT TRA 25 ] AT BN A% 22 A5 B S BRI, T HoA [+
A 5E B A B TAE, %) ik Se T A T
SR, N 32 B0 1) 5 B Bt TR B TAEA G5 B Bk
W SBCRHOC A AR, AR IR T 1 5 5 51 T I 28 b Aoz

X 3X — £ BE IR AT L3255 Marrone (2010)1)
S0, WA DL ES B AT Rl DU e B A
GUT ], X2 NS 5T, boundary
spanner) 5 & . S AN L A BB IR L
E U = N < vl NS P N TR SR o Y e
(Structural holes)al“Z5#J#5> (Structural bridges)Ad
SRR, 2R Burt (1992)BUMRE, XM CHEN B
T BAT R F AT DI PR A O R B8 % b T (RP PR
ZEFNANER R0 28 ) i H O, Oy 3k i 4 ke O 1Y) BT
RO AR BT e i, BARTERI MG T,
A A SR B R AT DL o i BN A A BA Y B
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), #ii/rZ4AFFH . HT

FE 1Y fE B9 IR 2 A J) B9 2Ok TR (Hickson,
Hinings, Lee, Schneck, & Pennings 1971; Pettigrew,
1972), X#t A A NS T EH A RS2 ),

JiAbh, B RAT i E B TORFAAR AT HA A
BARL 03 58 22 1) T AR, X 28 TAEA AT GE Lk A AT BA A%
BN IS B0 TR IE U i N, B A
TN B A A S A BA H Y 3R OE X9 S: (Zhang,
Waldman, & Wang, 2012), XEEHELINGE T H &/
TSR T

b e AR R B B A 51 T AR AT A N A
il B BN B PR 0 S A 2 o, X — R,
5 5 51 T AN D 4% 2 T B PR T D TR R I 4%
B A AR

ik 1: 51 THYBS AT Ik 1] 520 % 51 TAE K
BN PR30 14 D 8% Ho 1

H—2p 0, RIEFE S HIIE, TR
RN A = O IR [ v/ = o = R R )
(Cook & Emerson, 1978), Ff# 7.5 A1 A HoAth A
DUHARTS B RO &R, TEH A ZRE I, HAb R 2>
H AR M A 92 T, NifiA B T HSERUES . H S
HoAth [5] 25 i) BB o6 Rt — B[R], X ee 5l T4
SRE TAEMIIN, &l mEae, FiEE
ZHGEIR, SRR VT LUTE BT G AT 55 ff DT 5

(Baldwin, Bedell, & Johnson, 1997). Seers (1989),
Liden, Wayne £l Sparrowe (2000) A4 BF 57 #B £ 4 S 1E
HER T 55 AT BA R 51 A8 R3O0 3R 2 e 9 51 T R4 55

G381, b T R ZE b Y DT B S ML 2 Bk
s, X ERAATH ST RSB B AR sh AL
(Day & Harrison, 2007), X FEAATT 2B n%% 1 Hu5¢
WAT S5, TR RAFI NG D T R 4%
HRUC PRI 55 S0 AE [n] S R L4/ Sparrowe 55
(2001) 1 5 T+ A1 BA A 23 19 2% 1Y 28 MBI vh A 21 1 552
UEAG Y S o BT, AR SCHR Y A R

i 2: 5% AR AT A P 3R I 26 14 v oo 1 ) 52
e 32 % T AT 55 B8

FATHE RS2, diaRie 1 MRk 2, 5
T BT A AR T RE 2338 3 2% e P X AT 55 Sk
PRAEHESIVE T o T DR BRI OT IR B SRS
it 5V TR AT N S HAE S S KR, RS
FEAEARI, MBI — B8 AR, A SO LU 1 an R Y
15 -

fBeise 3. DT A5 B4 T T 1] 50 i Ot T AT

sz 4: W2 PETE BT L AT N T 55 Bt
RO R Z MR A EH
22 HHREXHIATIER

Wi 22 05 1 R SR AL 2 1 A8 IE, MR Al SR AR
F2 SO B € v NI A A B T BT (L& B &
FEIE T ORMEFE, XS0, B, 2011), W& X —
R, AT BAZ IR AR T L, ik
F S e A 2 AR R 4R AR Ch A0 1Y B A (Triandis,
1995). fEMAJZ IR b, AR TAMA F L3 BN,
SRR 32 SO ) 1Y 5T A A N SR — 1 T
(FLJ7E, EPHIE, 2009), flufi 12 2 ZURIAT AT TAE,
imi 4k 22 8 BN 89 Al 25 (Markus & Kitayama,
1991),

AEHAR N, X T EZ AR R R EEE
S, BN UCER AR 32 SO By A DG 52 3 A i 2D
(Dierdorft, Bell, & Belohlav, 2011; Workman, 2001),
1T AT BAAE 2 AR 2 Ol B R 22 2 S, AT A=
YRR B AR SCARL Bk B A 3 2 R B R (Pillai &
Meindl, 1998; Workman, 2001), i T4¢E IR .
LG FME & 552 DL B B 7 =2 . IR R S92,
v LA AT BART LA b e 09 o 1 W A& B30 Ak 4
(Anderson & West, 1998; Earley & Mosakowski,
2000), MM T AR S, H— DRI BA 4%



6 ] XUFATE 2 BT B SRAT AR HIBLE] . 2% e PE AR IR 2 SO APE 855

R F g R T 20, SRHA T R R UK
Fil(Drach-Zahavy, 2004), #4EiX—& X, HIBAEA
F S FERAEBINZ R SR Z R EE E X
S pi) A AR A, AT LA 3 5 A BA R T R
) B8 1R 32 S5 ) 1Y 2 (B R I 4 (Dierdorff et al.,
2011) 0 Z T AASSC IR £ T A AR S 44 3= SR, 2
AT N B TAMA M 2 o PR IE R, AR KL
- o @ Rl i N YN A S R (N i = (S P SRS R NS
(Bresman, 2010),

M AT B T SR T UR IR, e R
TANZRER T LT E LT m, B
)R b B o A5 B 5 R IR i BT R IR
F T 6 Tk H O R4l 20N R R R i
(Jetten, Postmes, & Mcauliffe, 2002), M i 5 In A A%
iy AT AR DR iS4 S SO ) A9 51 T 253
TR 3 SUR B R M54k A #4720k, IF HAEX
FER SR, 2 R Bk 3 SCS iy RT3,
bt 25 7= A PR R 43 S T REAE 3G N B O b A R
FEEE, HEMTSCELA SMEN T . Ak, Btk X
AT, BRI TERS A CHRIESERESER
Ao, ACE B AR R RA %
(232, I d 243 X6 AT BAIY B S o M 1 5 B, Xt
PR HBE 08 I 5 5 HA [R) 2F 5.3l 1435 . Karau
H1 Williams (1993) A HEA %S Sy (Collective effort
model) g4, FA Y REA 9 5 U B B O
B 1fe 3t e BRI GOl i E R, 4 &/ =
JETTHERX AN S ), AEHTA IR . &5, A
AR, BT RESENENY ST, £k
2 SO 1 1 A AR 51 2 3 st ) HA R 2 A BURTA
AR EUR G B 5L 51 T AR ORI UL, DT v
5 L O3 TR R R 28 B oG B RT RE M o TR
HER, ASCEE R T ARk

iz 5. HIBANARAR 3= USRI 5L T 85 ATk
FUH 2 PR 2Z MR BT EH, BRI, SR X
S ETERER, 51 TR AT R T D 2% o P B A ) 5
M K

% BB R R R 5 B T B AT M
W& PR Z RN SR, M o Bt T3
T AT S5 GARCZ R A AR i, 850G R JLAMR
W5, TR v BEAE AR I 3= SCAF oi (1 AT BA
5 B 58 TR B R 2 s, AT R TG 1)
580, Wleul, SR F SR B ST 0
& B IGHT 55 G 2L A WNAE R, X — 4 52 3]
W2t g A, DT TR LA 78 B (81 A 1

PHT A9 5% &R (Mediated moderation)., fT L), A4k
S an T B

i 6: PATBNAY SRR S SO IR B T AT
RFE S SR R R, A o R

Al 3 U

mEkR

A RIZK

|5 cas o om0

BT AT B A

3 R
3.1 HASHEWE

EN TR €13 SR E I | KA s 1 | NS 1)
P RAUBHE e X, FEAS AT AR A T bl XA 22 234
0 17 FmPHAR . AR sRATFE AT &
S, PIBNEIPS Rt e . B . AL BRRRAE LA
BASEA ] TAEPE T . FRATTHEHR 7 7E L5 W 352
SSIEE S EIN oy W = A D A R 3w oy i M I s M I 2
BB NFE B, MM PRI do R B Y LS A R
FERF L1 (T1), FRATMIE AT 135 A4~ AR i 1
KIS 631 pl bt &k i, WaE T I T AT
SR rp M RN AE AR 3 SRR S [T 8 S (T2),
FATEAH X N 8 A S ST T . BT
FEAS B 3 2 RN TCAK ) 45 i 5l B, FRATT e A5 21 )
AR AT 61 ARSI S FIH T JE Ay 292
AR T, Horp, BT RFR4ERE O 28.74 %7, 43.2%
R, BERRE AR SR 40.4%, 7EAHABA
B TAERF S8 20.64 4~ H o AT BASE IR Ry
4.9 N, Fnil KA g 2 AU A BN i 21 59%, R
RS HATBA A7 21 19.7%, 4485 AT BAFTA: 72 AT BA 45 o
9.8%.

FEAAR ) 286 X 5 TS i SR AR vy, A A
BAHT 80% LA L A i 7 # LA 8% [) 45 (Sparrowe et al.,
2001), MREARKHERE, FRATIEHUM A AR HRAS K (6
ANKLITR), (HEZATh 8K B BA RCR BRI G O o 77
FEULI SR, 5 DU Y AT BA A 2 2% F 58 M L
(Sparrowe et al., 2001; Carson et al., 2007), JLH:%
JEFNHEAT T MR EURE R, AWTTERIREA B
AT DAHEAZ Y, A R LAY
32 METLR

AT B b K I TS ok AR
R, XN TERNERMHMER, RAOTRMET™
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kB BiE—— WIERRT, DR AS R, 3
TR XT A REARZ AN 3 DHIBAIE 14 24 03 T b7
T IORBE, XF IR SRR AN MY 5% B BT TR,
FERAIN T PR 2 A A BE AR B SRR 0 Y5 LN
R RARIIT

RIWERITA RHBYE Marrone %5(2007)
FFRMER, R 6 N4, RAOTMER T
TP L T XA G AT B R 3T 1 AN 45H,
Fridt s ANRHE, Hanedk s MHATBAANEE AR B R
FRATAT A TR A 45 o TEARTFE ] Likert 7 45
M7k, | FoREREA”, T RRMWKRFERE 7,
Zat R 0T AT EI B RAT S, H Cronbach’s a
FH0H 0.869,

EIREX R llies, Wagner fll Morgeson
oo Hitrym 2, I3 N4 H, ek A
AR, I8 B A S TAE" S5 FEA 5
H i Likert 7 S8R5 3%, 1 FonAER A RE, 7
FondEE R i TX A O iz TRy 4
A 32 SR ) o MR R AH DG A5 A9 38 4T 4802 (40 Dierdorff
et al., 2011), FRA KA A H A~ A B PER 4B AE R ]
PAR A 32 SRRl %R 1Y Cronbach’s a RECH
0.891,

LMo RIS Sparrowe 55(2001)
K B9 45 A T P (in-degree  centrality, Borgatti,
Everett, & Freeman, 1992)R9M & ik, b T UREE
IR E R, FRATAEREA A A #0517 e i
M4, ARJEEOR T R S T . mRdt
2 NAH, BemepR m (A TR A K AR B E
WG, FRATT G0 AR S X Bl OC R (58 B (strength),
LAl it Likert 5 iR it AT, 1 R R“MA", 555
TRCRGET . ITIE A O PR AR T A ot
(out-degree centrality, b1 T A ATEM 5 H & HAth
B G FR) I /Y, F8 B2 B B TR | B
Al B8 53 PEA 0 X 4 b 57 34 . EASHIFSE Y, %
1 ¥ Cronbach’s a R %N 0.869,

S5 KM Liden, Wayne £ Stilwell
(1993)JF kSR, 4 45H, Hhinx 4 The
FEOTTE AT EL AR 554, ORI . ARG
i Likert7 Sl 7%, 1| oRAEHAFE", 7 FR
“AEH [FE", % £ Cronbach’s a RETH 0.919,

HRAE LA T 58 09 505 (40 Marrone et al., 2007),
ASCEHARZ IR 5L TARRS . BERE . HRIRmA
BN AR [ VR 4 i AR fE o AT BAZE A AR AFTE A
], EE B Ry 220 T (ANOVA)ZE Sl F = 0.33,

df = 60, p > 0.05 ({£55%%0), F = 2.11, df = 60, p >
0.05(Wg 2 rhta ), i 7 AN [A] 1 AT BA 2R B A D T
55 B8R R 2% vhuO R T TR R I TR B3
225, BT LATEJS T Y 73BT AR 25 01 BA # A1 BA S 1Y
VE AL i o BORAE B R e 1 /N BAAE
FEA LAy B ARAT H A I 2 B8, {HL P A v 8 A e
AT, Fr AR il 1 A AR — A8
[FIERF, 25 P& 3 LAOC T A1 BRI v oA 2% 1 31 A 0 4]
A 14 399 AT BA B9 52 1 (Van Knippenberg, De Dreu, &
Homan, 2004; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993),
VAT BA L 53 T A T A1 - 22 A e i) 0 2 AR SC R 45
il — b, ARG AL R A A SCAL S BT 5
AYPE7%:(Yang, Mossholder, & Peng, 2012), & T iH R
MR UK F T I 52, A SO TN A
MAENR T LR IX —A2 . FEM G, AR FIA 4]
BA AR 1] 4350 LA<AE A F S B, 280 AR B A
1(E T R AT E] 6(I 2200, B 1(B )
0(Z& k).

4 WERER

41 BIRWMITRLE

FRATTE Se X A5 A v P K 3 114 A% 8 (1o AT BA A 4
A 3 UGB A AT B TIE 1 IR 40 T (CFA) . 45 51 ik
N4 BRI TR . IR E LR W
2O PR 55 BEOPL A BORIR IR = 164.96, df =
71, RMSEA = 0.067, CFI = 0.964, NFI = 0.939), H1f:
THEERAR, RIS TRA RIS

AT A SR = R B AR A R R &
FIA B Z R L, BT RAZES 2 P [R) S5 A ) 22
SEVEFEATIONE . 45 R 2B, Rwg YI(H M 0.80, ICC (1)
F1ICC (2)439)20 0.11 1 0.88 . i HH 4% 748 36
RA WhRME(James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984), 7] L)
FHE AT A BAJZ IR B 4317
42 RS

AR JZ U T BN JZ UK R AR e A 3408 . bR
ZRAHRRBIT NS IER 1 R 2, ATUEM, 7
MEZH, (EFSSHERE . B TERT R,
DR 28 HC PR AEAE 2 B ARG, S T i — X
AR R Z MG R, AW R £ E 8 (HLM)
ST RN AT o
4.3 {ERNFIELE
431 ATHEA

T AS B 5% i 6 K 1 28 s 4 A T AT BA AR 1R
PINZR, i AFRATE T 22 )2 4 AR A (HL M) o 6
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£1 MROKELEEFRTENH RS IT
i M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.5 TAR % 28.74 5.43
2.5 TR 0.43 0.50 -0.02
SHERE 3.28 0.85 —0.22%* 0.79
4B BA T AER 7] 20.64 18.47 0.45%* -0.07 —0.17%*
5.0 T RAT R 4.98 0.84 -0.08 -0.06 0.01 0.03
6. &K LT m) 5.84 1.05 0.14% 0.03 0.05 0.08 0.10
7. P2 e 3.10 0.59 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.27%* —0.43
84T 55 Biak 5.57 0.81 0.06 -0.00 0.26%* 0.09 0.31%* 0.03 0.19%*
o on=292; *FIR p< 0.05, **FIR p<0.01
£ 2 BANKELEZEFRT RS IT BALE AR = SCARU TR 9 2800 TN ] 2 fir s
At M SD 1 2 R T 5 A BN Z IR B R SUR R B S, FRAT]
LV TARR ] 2064 13.42 M AR 2 AR AR 2 SO 1l R AR FHEEAT T
2. A BAHLAE 511 075 -0.02 Br, Wk 3 HhAgBIRL 5 FroR, FE R A AR i
SRAEXRE 581 058 015 006 SRR NS 32 S 1 P35 A8 B, A A

HE: N=61; *F/R p<0.05, **FLIR p<0.01

UEASSC AR 5 o

e 3 PR 4 (S SRR, AT AR BRI T X
SRR T B T 0 AT R R 24 Hh o 1k 22 TRD S R
EdEH By = 0.25, p < 0.01), 1R 5185 732

w

i HAE Aiken F1 West (199 1)HE# 19 75 B2 1 4]

=2

AR FE X FHAIFTE R (y = 0.00, n.s.), 10 B BN
SR USRI MRS . AR, P IAEE IR 3 U4
AR R N AR, 52 A, AR E SR
TR RN AT L Z s AN T

FAN, MR 2, BT RYES AT M RHZ R T
(A 285 Hr A TE [MFE IR (B = 0.19, p < 0.01), FFLL
ik 1 W3R T 24,

LS 2A
w

F3 FATHMEBERLER
- o) 28 M
IR 1 LR 2 PR 3 HETY 4 A 5

TR G 3.09%%* 3.09%** 3.09%** 3.09%** 3.09%**
MEE X

OLARIE 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

BT A5 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.08

HERE 0.11° 0.12% 0.12% 0.11% 0.11%

A% A B\ T AR B i) 0.00* 0.00* 0.00% 0.00* 0.00%

R R m -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03

BTERATH 0.19%* 0.19%* 0.16%* 0.16%*

RTERATN X ERELTMH 0.00
EilYNZIN

1 T A e ] -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00

AT BA R A 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04

B HH -0.03 -0.03 -0.03

RTERATN X R E SR 0.25%* 0.25%*

7 0.23 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.20

00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12

Deviance 513.48 493.65 498.33 485.15 494.73

TR n=292, HIBA N=61; "R p<0.1, ¥R p<0.05, **FIR p<0.01, ***F/R p<0.001; B A ZEO0H A Kl fi br 1R (robust standard

errors){E . (FIA])



858 L poiil 2 iR 46 %
F4 PAMBEREPNEAT AR
- £ %5 5%
S HL
A ] T 2 A 3 A 4 R 5 TR 6
HRIE 0m) 5.58%*x 5.58%%* 5.58%%* 5.58%** 5.58%%* 5.58%%*
MEE R
BT AR 0.02" 0.03%* 0.02" 0.02* 0.03* 0.02*
5T -0.05 -0.05 -0.07 -0.06 -0.02 -0.05
HERE 0.22%** 0.23%* 0.17%* 0.19%*x* 0.22%%* 0.19%*
2 A1 BN T A e ] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AR LT ) -0.04 -0.05 -0.03 -0.04 -0.05
BT TR 0.24%** 0.17%* 0.20%** 0.16%*
P £ rpe 0.42%* 0.33%* 0.30%*
EilIN=PN
I T AER [E] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A1 BA RS -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.09
SRR A 0.18 0.18
BT AT Sy < S A 3 SUAURR 0.25%* 0.17*
o 0.36 0.32 0.32 0.30 0.31 0.30
00 0.29 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.30
Deviance 658.61 637.90 632.26 625.94 634.05 625.81
.77 ﬂiiiﬁ ’i”“::i Judd FI Yzerbyt (2005104 . 2 A (2009)
. SRR U 6 AR TR S TR, BB AT
- S AR AR 3 SCSFE 28 B 1] U5 R ANy =
: 10 4 0.25,p < 0.01 5| y = 0.17, p < 0.05), 4 & ik
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AW IR TTERAE T R G T 0 TR 5
RAT R B L) A B (whether, how and when)
R AT 55 B30 o

s 2 1 S WAl 1 i AT O S AT 55 SR 2 )
MIE I SC R o NET SO IR, BARFETESIL, e,
A o3 Hr e S AT S n] e B0 TRy AR (RO N
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Abstract

Currently boundary spanning behavior is a hot topic in team research field, which involves phenomena at
two levels (team level and individual level). Compared to team level, employee’s boundary spanning has not
been well discussed yet. In addition, few studies have systematically explored its outcomes and impact
mechanism in Chinese context. This study aimed to address the above gaps by examining whether, when and
how employee’s boundary spanning behavior impacted his or her task performance. Specifically, integrating
culture and social network theory into boundary spanning field, this study theorized that boundary spanning
behavior led to centrality of the employee’s social network, and in turn enhance his or her task behavior. At the
same time, team’s collectivism climate moderated the above path.

The participants were recruited from 17 companies in two high-tech parks located in Beijing and Tianjin,
China. We invited 135 team leaders and their subordinates to participate the survey, after collecting 2 wave
longitudinal data sets and dropping out invalid questionnaires, responses from 61 team leaders and 292 team
members were valid finally. To get enough whole network data, we purposely chose teams with small size. All
measurements were (or adapted from) well-established scales. Employee’s boundary spanning behavior,
centrality, and collectivism were collected at time 1, and after 8 weeks, employees’ task performance was
collected at time 2. Confirmatory factor analyses showed satisfactory model fit indices. Inter-rated agreement
(Rwg) and intra-class correlation (ICC) value justified the aggregation of team collectivism climate. HLM were
applied to test our hypotheses since this is a cross-level research. Variables like age, education, gender, tenure
and collectivism orientation at individual level, and team size at group level were controlled for.

The results showed that centrality of the social network positively mediated the relation between
employees’ boundary spanning behavior and his or her task performance. The climate of team collectivism
positively moderated the relation between employees’ boundary spanning behavior and network centrality. In
addition, network centrality mediated the interaction between boundary spanning behavior and team collectivism
climate on employee’s task performance such that the relation between boundary spanning behavior and task
performance via network centrality will be stronger for teams higher on collectivism climate than for those
lower on collectivism.

This study revealed that employee’s boundary spanning behavior had positive influence on task
performance and confirmed the mechanism between the two constructs. Interestingly, we found collectivism at
individual level and at team level had different effects for the effect of boundary spanning behavior, which
revealed that in transformational Chinese context, cultural elements at micro levels were worthy of discussing.
The finding of mediating mechanism of centrality established a logic chain of “external relationship — internal
embeddedness - performance”, helping in explaining the formation of performance and social network in teams.
Managerial implications, limitations and future directions were discussed at the end.

Key words boundary spanning behavior; centrality; collectivism; task performance



