(LEZFR) FRELSEERE N

ARH - BB N0 ATBA XU A Jee i S AL Tt 5t
i =HR 2RE

$—i

HBA1ENL:

FOCHET “EFA AL HESERBIME BN TR, 87T T BB BN ZExT FHBAXL
TR FE IR LA B T AR L 22 500 s SR AR 1 HR AR S A 3 18 A ST 1 SRR 78 R 51 NI
) B 2% e A B AR R RN 7 22 0 WY, 45 & S Ve SE G T R 7, 5 i B BB
P BRI EA RN S, A SR TTR . EIS SR AR W R A i A

B R 0T DR T A R B SR AR T BA S I szl [ AT Fe ?
IEIF_\‘Z:

(AT EAREE 5NN ERIEWFTONR, S AR SRS S I SCIR i — P
B, B SR BUATY A A B AT DARRE A B LI SR e ARG R (1) TE ) s, RIEEZ A
HIEE. 1EW Smith Al Tushman(2005)F5 i, A T s IRIR R AF H AT NIRRT E R R,
P A 75 0] 93 Ay S T8 BT IR A RIS o T A IA RIHE S 1) B B0 3812 ) ik R A SIS, PRk A
2 INFIEE 18 (Bandura, 2001) A& 45 B 2R ik AT BA S 0T BTRAUTT I FEMR o o\ A ER IR ) G B
B2, N ADUREE B QA R3HT 2], 1 HE M AT S T B, mifE#H
KR RN L B 54 2 (Myers, 2018). 11 [41BA s 4G 2 5 [ A R AR A F-48 . 43 2 DAk Al
]34 (% £ (Konradt et al., 2015), X Fhx} A 2 AL B R FIFR AR T2 BT HTRA 2% 2] ()
#f B (Schippers et al., 2014), —J7 1, BIPEABIFH B G B S 005 B (el
TR EANFEAE B, AT T 53 18] T BT P [ 242 g A 3 7] 25 1R (Crronin & Weingart,
2007; Vashdi, Bamberger, Erez, & Weiss-Meilik, 2007). % —J51, RSB Tt 2.
BUAE AR SR R GRS 35 P24 3 (Ellis et al., 2014). Kiid 2 SHURAIEE R BEIE T J
TR IAAL , IXHE R T BB s 3O R P TS B R ORI s T 0T AR SRV 2l R4 D [ BA R 52 St 1 i
PR LE, T ] B R 52 A T 4R 2% 3 45 1) (van Neerijnen et al., 2022). RIS (SR E
P A 50T T 22 YA S5 1R 20 2 5 SR UR XU TR JE 25 355 B HL et xS PR R 5 R FH v 3l
ME AR, BT BT B BB SE L.

SR, SR T KB RIS AR SAEE X TR BN, “ZR-Eai
HEZERENS 30 4 (1) AR 141 A S N 2R I BARUTG R R AR e . —T71HT, 2 b -8 a4k
REZL 2 XU TT A 78 e I 1T BB HESE . T BB, ZEARREXUIT SEBdE Y M D7 T 48 i
AR TR S S — 7T, 28 e Ab- B G A HE SR R R 7 55 A2 DR BRI B A A (Xt
T2 U545 B 53R AR 0CEE B2 @ 5, [R5 I B (1 4 S X AT S S I R
DRV, RS IAKD .

BT FIRELE, R ke b ATTHORRE AL <2 - B S A0 SR E DIt 78 I R Al BEAS
EFRATIOT R 10 At 2 FCAEAR W HEIH ¥ B BB AT T AREE AR S, DLRRAS TE L R AR R AT A
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(AT EAFEEEGNR: L REERMEN. &6 X2, RITEBSR
HH X ] R HA 0 SRR IR 43 P 530 AT T R R 5 TR, DU G 1R SR A 9T 1) R PR 4 A e
B, BRI S . — =R 7E R 05, BATE Ja S0 n B R EURS R [ it 1 A A i 50 R
WRIFRGEFERIAL, DUELFRSR 8. [F, RS AR ST HIIE R R g, 5838
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AT FURE N 1) 222 N5 RS, MBS I AER S AP A 734 1 TR S BN ZR 1 AT A
FaFA I o (HERAN L ST Y, IR S DU FOME S8 K25 5 1 s (i o DRI RATTHE
PR O HEZE EIEEAT 1B, PLEIBA R BNy B A& Jellit 5 LUKy A 22
. BIBTC K R AL &,

QBHLLE

* 1 HIRHESE

B 4: bR CHRRAA /K, BT, 1IE30h “ZR - Ba” Wb B,
EIVE

(OXFREA B SR B R R BATAEAE o o SCEUEAT Ak
ot e P B EAR T2 R - B A W HER S LA AR REAT IR . TR MIE,
1T A L SO0 S R BRI A B R RIS BA VR AT RE RS a7 43¢, B B/
TERN TR N AR5 A SO WIS (a0 (EL AT DA & SR IR, AN SO & RENE 3RS 2541
e L NG AR K AINTT, FATRALIE COPEAR) BORAE R 258 M AR 2 SO AT B 1A
PE A AT o

QMBS LLE

BT BB FRL Bk, ExZIMS RS EE .

HiBA2EN:

1ZCEERT 90 ANERFEFT AN 74 A58 I AT B BT 5, 4R 50 1 1 BA S B XT A XUE &
R, HERR T RREES WS RBENFHMMER, B 2R . RTXRLE, RE
LR LA = 2%

B BRI EENE . 12O EIERT A - A A RE SRR T AE BN LA RO A
2 A B AR BEH AT, 36 1 P BV HE SR 7 (AR B B e 8 4R ) — B0,
RPN MELR R 2 — B, REALEAWNAHEIRMESRMR:, 20—
1?2 Heavey Al Simsek(2017)7E#R 1 =1 HIBA 1) 22 JAL I 2 tH 1 o0 T2 R A RS IR A,
XAHEZEAEE & AR &E A ey, R ABA X ? 534, 1ZSCE B E S LR
(Information processing model) SKfig s 7o AR IL R m R A3 1 Hh /e WL BB IR AN 7897
AR AT LI —AN 5020 VRN 280 P A B8 2 Jn o] R B A R B 11

[5] R :

(XTI EE HUGH: B FAE I — RAVGER, FHGZ % B B R AT
Mo B4, TAVNA, CLEPASESAE SELE AR ASHIE 78 i) N A S e — B . R RATTZ
A UL B S B X B R — EohE, XSS BRI, R, BATEES]
I RRMHAAIL T BT ZF RARWIR (BIns] 55 =B FEE TS
My oo GZHREH], TSRO AL RN T A, ... ..) o ARHRINL KT H
(17, WA LR AESLAE R LA I AR I — B R, TE R R BRI, SR
BPINLE R NI LA ASEE X B E YN, 2 - AL HEZE BENE 3 U7 R
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H IR, Heavey 1 Simsek(2017)7EER T =1 A1 BA B 2 TCAGE i SEARSR Y 1 5% T 22 A0 0
BEAKIRE, XEARBFITET 2R - B A OHERE — 8. (HIZAEZIFIE R ags
SR PR TR TMT BRI il i, 5l Li £5(2018) A 32 ) — i BT BA BT 3C 2[R A I FH 1%
HEZEHR 7~ 1 A PAIR BB ¢ 2 AP0 A BA ST I s mapLi] . 10 Tempelaar(2010)45 H, “% 57
RS A NE SR TR B Bm b S 1 T2 ORI e A R AR AL, s Y
AR B Z I AR Y i) e

wJa, BT ERATIRE AEAE O T A FAE T [ BAE SO0 AR 9 A 78 ) R A BE VAR
B8, WO FEL TTIINES 230 LA T VAN 2 o AEAESCHRR RIS 73, FRATIIG I 1 e 22 Sk
BAACHEZR AN AR FOAEZRE A R, DAS RENS T 47 A6 B 183 FH PR AT BB
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B 2: BRI ERSE H S R OTR . %R AR AW ST R B H IR 7R 43 [ A
KICHR, FRIESLIEAE FIRBF A2 A (research gap), Kk, W TERIRBIEEAE
VA0 TR S SEAN T BA 22 70 IR 78 SCRREAT AHBURRER,  SRIRAT H AT 58 1) DTk
5] 7 :

(AT EAREE SR L KRR @I FAERRRE N, X5 A8 A
SR 1) RS N A T IR BN 7847, 3X T BUHE 7L DR R H AR FEAS A2 - PRI FE R A B SO A
PATAE BT R 38 1 TR IO I B B 7025 ), I O AT T @42t R SRR (] e
Gy WARHT T AN 5%, LS AR 70 18] R 42 A el 2. BRI S . WA FEIR)
ZL g AR E—BIAIOTHE ARG, H AT F 2O m Tt /K - B BT B A& FRRHAE (15
LI BINGE ) 5551t BIBARSC A 205 F1 40 T XUt ) o 3X 65T+ [ BA ] = [f (Between-team
level). AL A BRI T TG ] 2 4 B4 SE e vh i ArT SR T B AT /K- I T R, [ B 60 X0
A MEIX — BRI R AT EANE B RE o T AASHIE FE A% O A AR B —— P BA SR, R
EHE OB T B R EE R X, AR TR 245 B AE SO G AN J7 T
X} T FTRA s JEAE (A1 A S AL 8 K 5 262 =) 77 TR DR 38T AN A5 60 o 58T 199 77 TR 7 I A 1) [
JB, FRATREE 7 AT FEHESE U AR S TR 4 H ATBE ST T A E B AEA 2, L LT A= & B BAXY
TCA T A S5 FBAH 5% 1) @t P IR
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F = B\ S8 Ce.g., Leblanc et al., 2022; van Neerijnen et al., 2022) F1 ] B\ £ JoAH < 8 2
SCHRAYE Ce.g., Knight & Cuganesan, 2020; Zhang et al., 2022), 5% /644 Mokm th kAT inag .
5] 2 :

(AT R AR EE 5 BT R @I IR AL [ R 2 iR B, k4]
FE R e o T BIAXOT . BB 2 K BB EA 78 7 o 856 R 2 s, |AHE
I R Y SCHR B B2 32 H 350 23 (R0 o B 3G T 3 4k P BA X A AT A e SELIF 9 1)
BECHR,  DASIRENS ST (1) A BIE 0] 330 ARt AR T P B V0 HE V5 B kAl
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1R 5 1 B

2.1 SCHRRIE 565 1 B

2.2 BB I ZRRt HIBAXUTT R e 55 1 Bk

B 4: BINZurmEe & . B2 oM RN e 5, @i S5 1B\ 2 Joi
BRI BN 2 oM I RE . 5341, ST HIBAZ Je Il &, %30 % 3 221 Jason et
al. (2016) WA 75, X AR Z 2 SRR FH 205 ST AT Lok = AL I BARSLT A5 73« H TS T
PAKC R AR T HoAth 7720t B BAX T 4, Bl WiAHYEk (difference, e.g., He &Wong,
2004). AH#Ee (multiplicative, e.g., Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). ¢ ULHC (Latent Congruence
Modeling, e.g., Fernhaber & Patel, 2012) %5, AFEIMITHE J7 302 B S5 EdE o A v 25 5 2
VR T DL R AN 8] 1) 77 2Nk AT IBA 2 Je T, R 70 e 45 RAE post-hoc analysis H1iEAT
b 6 A 7S

5] 7 :

(AT AR EE 5 L R R I ST R A K IR B, AT
VELE B — (50 H [B] B I 1 B 0 i

BESACIE : [ BARUTHRYR T2 3 A 1R BUET = 5 1 BA (New product team) [=] i FF & #1825 AN
I =X RS 3h R 8 G SR THIBA 53 (Gilson et al., 2005; Haas, 2010). Jansen %(2016)37. /&
T 1418\ %7 > 2 18 (Edmondson, 2002), 72 H 1 BA X Tt 1 BA A $AT 48 2 205 ) FH AT 9 i g
77, B EBA R 7 7 25200 AR ST R AT AN EE T, [R5 75 B8 e S #E6 R0 S IAE 1)
HR 5+ I5(Gilson et al., 2005; Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 2011; Jansen et al., 2016). F&Hi % &5
FeAERTT A IE I BEOF JE H A R i N AR R ) PRI AT ) A .

H AT, AHECT HARAE 702 Rk Cangigi, S0, BB Z BT i 8D  (H R R AE Acad.
Manage. J., Knowl. Manag. Res. Pract.. Eur. Manag. J.%5 = 3t i 70 X F 224500 ) L i1 [ A
RICHEFC L #AE S T Jansen 55 (2016) A 7T, ¢ A BARUTTE 9 BT BA RN i AT $R 2R AR
R ST AT ARSI IEHEAT IR . R Zhang £5(2022) 78 & % T+ Academy of Management
Journal F3CE HHRIN, HIBAXUTRT BEA A RIAT A R IE A,  aneag Bk %5 BB FEA KT 58
HATIA RS, AR P RAVE I E SRR (RIRD ER, RS HEAR . 3
SKFTHIRTRENE, DURHRE P BT R GRZED, TSl s I EI A R g . (HIR FL A
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MR T R S R 27 20 ) 3.

WEI: IEWE KRR, HETAUGHTEEE RS LA I ik, SR soH
HILAIVC LY . T ERIR B, XS RN R T 223 6 T XOG A FERA IR . Bk, FeAT#
BT UL, DR A 38 ¥ 7 AR UEAH G B

1E4n Gupta 55(2006) 5 H AREE,  [RIEHEEER 2 =X 50 200 sl 25 78 R 1 e O,
BT P 0 Zh AR N 56 il & AN IT i o —J7 10, E 50T TR XA — e XU
&> (Bi-polar construct), WN“IRZE 5 F| R — A ELLMEE I A K P (Simsek et al., 2009).
4 March(1991)45 i, #RZR 5FIHIE R A 7 WAE BRI R 5B TR, 18T B
TP AR BIE S AT . T, S SO XTI A S AN R AT N TE S
March(1991)7E 3. [RIFE SR 1 [F I I e P AhiG s i) 2 1 7 s A H = S BB
UM FS E SBIERA R, 1B AR Y R 2T s T 2 R IR R AN AE H LRGN, M
T JE i B R H R A5 AR08 B B o 2 il DL[RI I 3RA5 7K P IR R 5 R D BRSO RE 4
) AT EIN, A AR5 A K (e.g. Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004; He & Wong, 2004). MiZEEE, RESHHHAR 2R AR AL ES), [
BT A B TE P SR AR E, RERE STy —Fh IERZ K422 (Uotila et al., 2009). sk
1K 5, PR 554 ) AP 17 (Balanced ) A1 A2 H.(Combined)” ff & J ik 2H £ BYAMA I X TAT
N, T AT AR PR IR 8 S ST A B8 B U A b s Bl (R R 5 0 ) (i 25
5K P AT E S BN FE FEAS 2 DA IR L X EOR A B XOT, B2 BB BTN I S
A H A FE R VAP RIS SR, {5 R PRI IS B BN FE BE AR 43 A SR i A N (10 (K A5 B X
(Junni et al., 2013).

JUE POV p Y LR AR, 10 R 5 1 27tk 2 2R 552 5 8 ) TR BB 3K 3 KPR
RAF AT NTIRRIAFAE Fi . HIEQ Cao % (2009) 7T U vl 8 (1) 28 #L STk 4
A R RIR 22 SRR E N, BRB AR I A — 2 AR A LI, Sebr ] BE & AH B
&3 1) (Gupta et al., 2006), XM mfFE] | —LL 5HERA)H(Beckman, 2006; Katila & Ahuja,
2002)FIZH 2124 5] (Baum, Li & Usher, 20000 AHIC LR IGUEHE I3 FF CHORILA N I 5% [H)
FECHFZOU D T Junni 55 (2013) 7G5 BTt 78 [FRE B, AHELT-AE s H3fe,  AHDR
B SR O XGil & J7 205 SRR AR G PEAL S, ABNATE & B T

M AR BONRER I, & KRB UCH /7% &7 VE R L5 6 DA L BRI W a5,
1E— R BOREH AR (Bl T 72308 LB LCM T SEIBTE 2 20 i i, il
AW FORZ I VE AR B BN I T AT A — e AR E SR (A latent factor 7E 2 AN
S NS VFAE Ik Congruence 43 £ 7R AH B 34 A IRl SO A w2 A .
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PRk PRz E JRXER) FeE RE
Bate(SE) p Bate(SE) p Bate(SE) p
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LR, R ROy S B RE T, TR AR 5 RSO 6 RTINS TS
SR —8. RIFEDTFE 1, BIASEIIZonS BT R (RN AR a8 B IE 52 (8 =
0.56, p = 0.02), X} FAXUT AR (BT 4R 7K 1) J . Fe (8 = 0.15, p > 0.05), {Bi H1 153
BUIAE; ERET 2, BIBA S BN Gk 1 82 ] AT AR AL A2 4k (6, = 0.08, p = 0.005) /1 [4]
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