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R, QUAIEEZS S SENMRE LT
Al ST FIE T B SCE A ], AR SORE BAR
P T = e Ak e 4 Y BRI,

=, KT REEESER
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Al M T O 9 3R Bl R A
A FEARAE BRI BRI (information asymmetry )
MEMFAN S 58 Z R R 25 W2 (conflicts of
interests) , MRYEZ S HGARL o 7 1w X
R J5 Z MG AR B — A T. A (Shannon &
Weaver, 1949) , 7EI438 W 58 SCHk oA K¢ T
A A B FHIE 5 b 2 5 Z2 i) R £ vh € DA
WFREIT MG (Asheraft et al. , 2009;
Burke, 1966) . IF4H Burke 7E il A 5% H fir $2 5
(1 1 RAEA R D RE S i — 2 A SCF R
FAES M0 5y — 26 N 28 B 5075 S A AT A 47 3l
(Burke, 1969) ., A4 A Ml 5 s 1 18 75 {6l FH A D
B, Gao 55 (2016) HfAlkiF 7 1 il A g 2
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M TEA X TR, Hrb, <A
macy) JET8 “FE—E At S ER B, A,
FIMLLBGE U F e T o — SR AT A
FIIRC, E 2 R A 3E ) — Rl T2 R S E
(Suchman, 1995) . {7 ZERICE EHEARIEN] &
AL SRR PRI, B IR 25 AH DGR 1 52
F§ (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990) . Ak, FHkINEA
KOG B ST s L Al ) 5 A, R G
PARIE F IR B R (Porter, 1980)

BT A O 1 O 0 T R R B PR R
DI =25 M R B, A T Al g i
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B LGN 5; @M 5516 5t @il .
P11 Al il S R A R IR Bl A
o, VURR AR S AN =2 T e R R 2 T Y
KFR. IEMBEATZAr42 2009, 15 B AXFRAF
i PR 2 R ZE AN G 5 A S fEHLE
S, MR SORSE I RN ML AR R
WOGEUR W5 5 4 R 5 T E 20 18 5 2 51 R 25
HXREMESFHIERE, NEkiEsa0na
(14— T B SR — B A Ml ] 7 DY A
 FEHTE S,

(legiti-

B

L o et )

|

[ mwmm
¥ )
[ g e

A R IEIE S A BB R

& Cannella, A. A.2016. The use of public language in strategy: A multidisciplinary



R T BAZET?

GREFHERAAZEFTNERSPH

(—) Bhlkhs st

FRATTH B AR B 3 3 5 4 52 R VT
SEARSCRPEAR B O A DR DA 51 R 25 A 56
AHIRIE, AEPDRBE, "B T A7 Hella skl
SERIRE 22 RO 28 AR A b i Bl s . At 2
A 5 JUAN ] 2 — e A A b 58 3 R 2 P AT A
DX BRHE BB AR BB — A “ik T 27 b
BTG, K R T AT AT — N
2015 43R5 3. 5 1235 TC E Fml 5% 198 A B
B, A A A Bl A 35 AR
FUAREL T BEUR, RS B b A T 2 B
ARG R RN T, A FUR] 55 A
K Z M EE B S BAXFR, B Tk
WEAEE BB B —TC R A, Bz
BT R B AR E AT 54 L RO T
WY S A7 (Navis & Glynn, 2010; Santos &
Eisenhardt, 2009), Flzi#HoCH (A2
PN BN AR SLAE) X IX S ARRR B A1l
R IFAZE (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Cor-
nelissen & Clarke, 2010; Lounsbury & Glynn,
2001) . K, ZEENEE ST RS S T 3
TEOCTE M A) R, . Bl 25 2 e 3 3 1 5 4
FRRARAN RN Al B AR HERR AT, AR S U5
BT AR

RN, SRISEE S gz s T
YRR B 28 7 5 i F (Garud et al., 2014;
Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001; Martens et al.,
2007) . HEH T FA (Alexy & George,
2013; Navis & Glynn, 2010; Santos & Eisenhardt,
2009) DI RGlid A Hmr 5 28 He IR i R 2
UEW] 5 BT AL 22 9 B {5 ( Cornelissen & Clarke,

2010) . ZERILHE B F 36 25 T 6 BT5E 1

PR LA 32 B T B Y (sense making)
B AT (sense giving) (Gioia & Chittipeddi,
1991; Thomas et al. , 1994; Weick, 1995) #/>
B, 3 SCEER 5 R SUAA T R A SR T —
SO R, EXA AR, AR X
HENE—ANER 3 AHDCHE ThBtEAIAA, ZEAE
S HA B IANRIIA R (Fiss & Hirsch, 2005;
Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991)

245 % Uk, Lounsbury Al Glynn (2001) LA
S Martens 55 (2007) #2i1, QDI Rk
REAS LL—Fh S W Bl 5 5 A i ik HLS P Oy
JE S 75 2Ok SC—AN T Al H el 55 U5
A Z w3 S =] L Bl 4l oy 3 A
AR 25 A G B LRI Ak A B, 8 i
AT BT PER, BNl AT LD« SRR ok
— RGN BT A B E RIS )
FE W LA B G 4 i — WR AR OGS 7 53 % B Y i
%" ( Ashforth & Humphrey, 1997) . ZERDIL 1%
Sl S R B S U A R IR AT SR L SR N
Al RIS TE 0, DA AL AT IS 8 4
Martens Z5AG 56 1BV H iF = (8 ASE IR AR B .
HIRCHR, JRIESE THEE Sk YR LK
HIRMATAE P A AE PO BB A b i
HEM,

SN A T TE AL, BT 2% 10737 W i 55
AW 5 A B € PE. Santos Hl Eisenhardt
(2009) LK Navis F1 Glynn (2010) #H, 7
XHERTgT, Sl aZ5RAFELSTH
AN T (MEEHTSMER) , EHAd
B ERF T L —A A S (e
WX T MR R) . SRR, Z Al
5

»
Z 5B SCEM B R b, 0T 2 5



A A FITER S LRI, Wi AR 2 %
WIRFFE 7, Santos Hl Eisenhardt 421, A
5 A R P AT AR 5 R AR A 1 ) R A
Xof oA 4 i 5 ] BT B4k . Navis A1 Glynn
WA ARG A R R R E DA
Tt 8, —HHNTman 5 Aikik,
BN ARy T MAZ 5 BF A AR IS 7 23 U
FIC R o A 4R, RIS I8 42 (A RS 1k 5 Sy i
PEAS AR

(=) B RN 5

1w wE DR E SR F ASTER
TE5 18 32 fa L B0 4 8 | & A 3, 2017
AR, CURICET I B R E R TR
HAmMERFEIRE . R gamER
KEIEAT) T KIE” & — RPN SRR,
IR BT E S — B ) R RBOKAE, AN UKIA T B
PRATIESER N ZE, T H R TRl i (4 A
N AT RS 55 K il 1) W B 48 s FR AT T AR B
Wi, XRER T RO TR 25
VR B 0 ST BRI 8 AL BT /A Z T AR, X
SN FF [0 i g R A B LS VA JES 55 V) S 5 B i B
HHIR £, T ARAT T TH 9% 3 1 BLAR 55 S
XU ET S RO EOT B, SRR SRS Y
“UEEE AR SR O] X L, SERTEE
“VEEHEMET FRAER, B EeEa T
“FARRIE" aoRBRRT, IR W] < HBTUE |
NI — i R AR R AR A
R R TR &, SR, A RALF- X
ERIR BB IFAINTT (XMEHE, 2017),

AV IE G fe ML S 2 i = RS R,
QAR 2 b vk B 9T (Elsbach,
1994; Elshach & Sutton, 1992; Rhee & Fiss,
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2014; Zajac & Westphal, 1995) . 72\ #l fi& #l
( Coombs, 1995; Marcus & Goodman, 1991;
Perry et al., 2003; Sillince & Brown, 2009;
Sturges, 1994; Tyler, 1997 ). A~ K I %%
(Salancik & Meindl, 1984; Staw et al. , 1983) .
TR 4> BT AL ( Westphal & Graebner, 2010) .
il XF AN [5) ] g B A T S8 4 AR R B
(Carter & Deephouse, 1999) . [ W& %575 ( Cor-
nelissen et al. , 2011; Fiss & Zajac, 2006) %5,
BT T Al X 4L S AR W BT (Livesey,
2002; Marquis & Qian, 2014; Wesiphal &
Zajac, 1998; Zajac & Westphal, 2004) A i

A RES A LU G Z fEhL
TEAMIE RS ST, 55 r W
PR BT 2 el ELA S iSO A 35 R A T A B 3R
HAWZRKZ HHAAHEE, FEAFEZE
#. WEASEEE, EOWELENERT
A DG 5T 1 B SL Al E B RN R
IS (organizational impression management
theory) FIFYZEFHIE (framing theory) , 41ZULE]
QAT IR F A SUR AT E A < B b
RO, RMHALS KR, DREIES
FEALF S S A AT A B RE” R B Gk
P (Elsbach, 1994), MR45X WA, 55l
FHJ2—FhEN QA RIS, B Al A 1
TEHBEA B, WRMEET Goffman
(1959) XFI5AMAEIIITT, M —HES b
Iz R EIH 22185 (social movement) AR
WF5E 24 H ( Benford & Snow, 2000; Snow &
Benford, 1988) . Ui 1] LAH LR (Y F 42
T (IR IR ) B 2805 T = 5
GEM, DA B UG T X 32 AR AR S A Y 5E e
7 —
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(Goffman, 1974), FJri, k4 #7500
SRA L Y Ry — FB Ay 4R AR AR, Staw G
(1983) KR BURACTYTE S (LR IE T SF 0945 T
A NI ) LA K B AL TR (Aneks £
PERZS AP AN A ) AE A X ) 45 AH G 5
A UL S, Marcus 1 Goodman (1991) 4% Hi 4%
TEFATO R — =l L 0™ 2 L
ZJE IR AL T B RS A R AN
], AT AR X A S T B S ST
A, B YA RN TR R X A F 2 AT
NGB, Elsbach JzH:[R) 2 R0 50 W0 BTG
B S R IS AH OCHR (Elsbach, 1994;
Elsbach & Sutton, 1992), flifi145 H 4 7 it = ¢
ey, R B AR A 3 S N X AR
TERHE S AR, AANE S 2 SIS &
TERAP UG AL AR

B TSR, R O — R R £
HAAE Z IRV R 25 wh o I % G A T e U 1
TG, RO S AT v S H M U
F B0 O S Y H K5 E (Gioia et al.
1994) , I Hax BEAE AR5 5 237 ) 45 AH G vh ™
AR X (Cornelissen et al. , 2011; Fiss &
Zajac, 2006) . I, Fiss Fl Zajac & 3 - £ 5
WE (W AR G A f5 BE AR L5 2 1k) 1t
BOANBITR (WO S A R 5 A OCHEAR) 78
ARIBOR 21 FH O SR T AR

(=) Wit

FRATTH K 23 B A Ml T 1) K AR R e H 0 55
e Al EEEELZEE, Kot
— el R AR IR i, b w Y
EREPATE Jeff Bezos LAH AR AR B A A

Wos R B4, M43, < HATA R TIT

Kindle 7 DA K “FRATMB IR S A LT 7
Prime {42627 (Stenovec, 2014) , Jeff Bezos
F B AHIE Kindle A fE J1 281 iPad 354,
{EJEREE AENFREE Kindle 198 B HIE B A X
2UF, HETE Jeff Bezos HUFE Y K A50HY

FEWE 16 5T, AR S 5515 B B 67
SESRMIMER) (ANIEZRAZ A SCR) , A LE A
JE (CHMCATI) Al 5 2 A AR 1
AL G ALK, TEM 55165 TS
HHHIFFE R 2 i U P Y A B A R 0T
S ES (Healy & Palepu, 2001), XZR0F57E
B . O HE A ARl BEAE R
Kl i A7 46 By 3853 195 . (Darrough &
Stoughton, 1990; Ellis et al. , 2012; Healy &
Palepu, 2001; Verrecchia, 1983); @KW A£:
PiEAs B A RS iR (5 B a9 T SE P (Gigler,
1994; Healy et al. , 1999; Hutton et al. , 2003;
Skinner, 1994; Verrecchia, 1983), i T W
A BAN KT AR LA BV 6 1 R 25 o o8, A6 W 551
S N BYTE T R AR GBI 9T 3 000 A B ey
A P AR B LR S B AN Z Ry
TR BAXFR, FELA RIS AS

FEMFERT, HEENEEE T RS
RAEE HEEWAEN, B W (Bamber &
Cheon, 1998; Johnson et al., 2001; Libby &
Hun-Tong, 1999) . AIAZSZAYHT % (Hutton
et al., 2003; Pae, 2002). fi 0t A & 4b
(negative earnings surprises ) HiI B & Pk il %
(Libby & Hun-Tong, 1999) . CEO %W R H15
( Amernic et al. , 2007) . CEO 3. CEO F1
SIATIM B # BE NZ (B[R] 2% (Rogers, 2000) |
4 % ( Grinblatt & Keloharju, 2001; Hope,



2003; Jeanjean et al. , 2014), AN A\ EAHHY
PiFE (Bens, 2002) , TEXLEY G, HF F
BT A—F 5 5 (T8 2UTE Al AR 25 40 G 35
ZHAEHAE R, BARERZARKRZ BTN,
FE IV 5515 55 v A R R 5T AR R S BT X BTN
S 2R AL TE 1 (Arya et al. |
2010; Darrough & Stoughton, 1990; Gigler,
1994 ; Harris, 1998; Pae & Verrecchia, 1983),

WFFEIA 551 55 T 1 & T A 2 >R
AV IG5 HIE  (signaling theory) R
WEASME., EESER TS, EE RN
OEAHPE T, BB B ) R s B
HEAT(E AL, BN, Spence (1973) K2
W4 H L 2 DA AAT] 1) 32 2808 A B A Sy Tl g
B RGIR TR I ME R, FhZHE
PERAEGWAER, HTESHIL, Ver-
recchia ( 1983 ) #§ i B o fr A A& L A
(proprietary cost) [FEAE, FIEHEEE MM 4 n]
AR AT SEAR 5, Bin AT BOAS o e 4 % 15 B
TR HER AT, DL R KA (AR AR it
PR, LARIRSE AT R 2 Flk 2615 RS 547 )
W wg A wl L )| AF B A ( Darrough &
Stoughton, 1990; Verrecchia, 1983), Mix—ff
FEW R, A RO 5 5 T o 5, Fik
REAIR T Al 5 HAMR BB A Z 8] B 05 A XA
HETTHG 5 T Al AT 306 L5 BF N SCHE 7T g
(Gigler, 1994), WFtin, Al by #E (s Bk
Z, ENSAFHIESR 0l (Bamber & Cheon,
1998; Hope, 2003) FI# % A (Healy et al.,
1999; Kim & Verrecchia, 1991; Leuz & Verrec-
chia, 2000) 5 4l

bR RS ARG (A B R
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i) ZAb, EE MR (R R R
Darrough & Stoughton, 1990) . B[] ( Skinner,
1994) . 15 (Tan et al. , 2014), LK 5tk
(Rennekamp, 2012) #RAJ LS a5 58 A T &
J1. I, Skinner & H AT PRI B Y 4 2
FUXT - JE 18 48 T80T ) 25 R OG5 1 5 e B R
F T RN, Skinner £ H A AT LLAR
WP b R B SR R, R A — A R
VT ) AR 19 AN AR 2 P AR SR I 1 B AL, 1
S, BRPIEEAEE (Dye, 1985), $B ML
RO BT BUTSE Al & F A B B IE BT
fE P Ak MK, 2% T Skinner (1994) HY B 5%,
Hutton 5% (2003) #2 ) K A 411 B 75 24 L —
SO AR BT, HR A AR SE A UM IR, ik
TTRYAIFFE 8 7 X 264 B M 1 55 AT DAL 4 T
JATEE, Tan F 4 [R50 K BETH 7 56 06 0 4%
ENMVE 2 s  m T ek S R . b,
AT SO R, KR OE T Y T AR R
B A B O EAR A SR, Grinblatt F1 Kelo-
harju (2001) F8 H W5 Al 5898 A AT
REERIE I 5505 B, SR AEA TR A 55
AR By S, 5 e AH L, Jeanjean 4§
(2014) BAFFEIE S (A FH S e Y
BT RATAEAR ) JE WA 5, BT
RIRBETEAE A E bR 52 5 vh (38 R, T DL B
e AV I S48 9% NI 45 R RIS A L R AT [ 4k
F 5 AR B SCAT T, AT HR T AR e
TR 5 TN SE G 2 WS B AR ABUX )
WoE R IR R & A BRAR IV 4515 8 9 o 5 18 FH g
HORHETE NS4, (H Rk 2 5 il A AT
REMK 518 1 5% 4 5 sl ik B0 A 5% 4 3 I K 4% 9%

(Darrough & Stoughton, 1990; Gigler, 1994 ),
— 73—
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AU, AR A AN BAR IV 5515 B TE S
SN WG, AH ik S 5 fd L w]
REMAE A5 S 8 AR E LT Y

(P9) EArhst

A AR Z B2 B AT 38 4 3 B 422 3 1)
Beh 0%, FEIX XIS, A ST DUAR &G
RN 2B, B I ) e =2 28 B I 4
kKSRGS, TEILE PG T HZ
i R, D EE (ofo) 5 EFE B4
(mobike) WA THRJFMME %, M0l A %
e N E T RE S S EFEA I, IR EA &K
GENFE HiEE FE 1) 7 Ml ASE 2 X ) T /0N 5 4 1) 7
AR A R BB, /INET S 0 B A R
BAFIR “TEPRATIE— AP, ek
AN, TS 2 AR R AL T L 4 AR 55 1
JEEh 17« AR, dERIBIEEA, BEh
BEARBY S T A PR R T | TR A E U
REEANIE], WA X EEZ AT G AR — A3k
ELFFMITTEIR MY R Zdh, HEH
CEO EX4HEH “anRERMBEMITERR, XA
E—RA, RO CRE MRET Z)E, T
WNAT R CEO BA4EF M, “/REM,
i FRAER N, 2017 A T I B MR N T —
4, 2018 Ex e iy, BRFEIR 1R s
s, AR ERXS FRFUR] 5 vh SR HS AR B R, R
TARMU e # A A AL, Al 23 %% 138
{5 B (Porter, 1980, 1985), [AI, 7E354
b, 65 0 AH R 9T 32 B0 & T e A
SN A3E i o O R T A A T
oA DL SR L AR A, RS i Bt Tl S
A AT DU ™ Ty, e R PR R A,
XFEFFIE R, A, XL F LU I8 A
4

BRI G5 N TR, AR EF Y
RN, iR IRE . BlRiE &1L,
P T B R AL B 3% S 5 T i A TF
Rtk (Al A5 DL i — A TR B A R 1y 5K
5 EGE

FESEAE ST, K M A S 58
RO B FE (1980) Y 3E F MR 5 AR
(competitive signaling) 4 3 2 Y FH I8 AR 5L
SEAE S HIE IR N A E SRS R R 4y
FEE, RT3 AR L Al ik i s o
SRR, R AR, SR fETE < —
A TE B AR — A s AR AL T R R
L, HARELNEBIE B R AT " (Porter,
1980) , #HIL T &5 HY{E I (Spence,
1973) , BRI TE 455 BIR B SR IS = AT A
PEE L, Spence FY{5 = Hlie 5 T # % AR ix,
TR 50 45 5 B St S O P2 A TE &
OCHR, RIVBR HE 5 AE A% 3 5 52 i 5 55 B2 U A
AP (CAfE S Re) BEmI LR BT

BT % 4 5 5 B8, Heil Ml Robertson
(1995) 5, F 5 B —LLRRAE (AN VE M BE
—EHPE | BEhPESE) SR s A 0 BEBOE B
PR A 132, AT S W) 52 2 2 000 B (Al
U RNRYERE) . 5 ZE L, Robertson 5%
(1995) f5ilh, Ter# B AT RES X BN 1Y, B
AR AE B IS A T BGE R . BR T
FEVE T R ORI B8 4 [l B 22 [ 09 4 O B, —
SerE R R I T VF 2 R MR A 1 S
Xt B AR SRISTE S, K
Pl E R FREE (Robertson et al. , 1995)
XL R 3R 23 52 0 55 S 3 0 R B AR 5 AR, A

5 e Al (81 A R



T AT R R Al i WA BRI 5T P A R0 R
Mz —, SR, e sh, BEENES
FERNMERIR Z —, B IR IF 1A 15 308 2
FANVEHER S (Rindova et al. , 2004) , FFLA
1EF—#5r, ¥UEES SEENPIRCT 4
AP TES RIS A 0 SCE W, BAR ST
F TS e S

=, BEEREE TR FHE
ERE =

(—) WS BN

HRAE B T8 4 e, Aol H 23 [l i IR 2
Mg 2] T 324474 (Chen et al., 1992;
Chen et al., 2007; Yu & Cannella, 2007), #&
1M, W ETE R TR AT S (OG7E, atten-
tion) FNHELAFIXLLALNE (fi#i, interpretation) J&
P AR R R AT 5. 4E & A (social
cognition) AFFEFRE, DI SEA AL 7] 1 75 2 P
ZF. G R f# 2 (Daft & Weick, 1984;
Dutton & Jackson, 1987; Kiesler & Sproull,
1982; Thomas et al. , 1993) . it #F58 LI
HHEE R REWIE TS (vague language) (X H
AT BRSBTS TR
o U 2N 60 I FLIC I ORS00 Hb f# B% . Chan-
nell, 1994), Guo % (2017) KB 3ES 1T
A B IG5 B G R BE R 52, 1
HLAZ B Al i 323X 2605 B BE I Y520, Guo Al
A VR ST T — A ES AR R  f B 55 3R
B ] 52 A Ml A PR R S R T REVE, A&
AR A 2 A Bt ok 5 0 38 4 % T 1
TG AR,

%ﬂl%?*ﬂ
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THHEAW KRB BTIRBA, PIx T
AT e — WU R g TR, TEE AT
ZHi, WIEVEAE (potential entrants) T Ifi
TG 2 AF AT A L 25 R ELAE 55
1MXf F i35 A% (incumbent firms) K5, B
HEAF AR —A BRI B, K i A
23 1 R B R T i B AR AR T 0 L
ot T A A BRI E S AR R S
FOMTETEIE A I FL RS2 3] 1) Jgl By 7K~ AH DG TR
9, AT MR AT G B U, Guo
SE(2017) WA T I R—Ti W 51 )
(market attractiveness ) F1 ¥ 76 #F A & 1) 5 =
(prevalence of potential entrants) . JGHTHIAFFT 3
W, Al 45 B i ak 32 3] 1 5 4 J I A B 5
B TEIEAE B 5] T3 VIR G, TEPEAG —
GRS Iy, WA K 28 A
Y 247 #4 4F) BE ok Al R SR i ] 23 ]
HTFEEANE T S P BA Sl 2B ESHE
HJERSZ IR 1 VA B B RO, R A ] T
A TTRESE BRI 5 R PR 4P Hose e e, A4l
ZHIRWEIE, “WBTEHEAE” IR AT A
Krisy, (BHA 585 8 A #F ARG IR A A
(Goolsbee & Syverson, 2008; Peteraf & Bergen,
2003), ISR ESEAE VERTN &, WAeik
ABEAELEZREAE A P AL ™ it s IS BUIR 55
IE5 A AT IEE R AT, shAE
FAHOCHT T R I, Al g B2 . B P 38
BRI S [ R EMLI AR, 25 L
W, FATAMERF 538 . —A> T 37 04 ) e 2 bk
L, WTEHEAEBERZ, TS E
AT REAT IR TE 5

IR T AESE S R A AT

75
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T ARG R BWIE S . IR 2B 5 X
TR A MRS WA W Guo 25 (2017) KT
Yy 5 A A8 5 00 4 1T T A 23 B ARV 7E
AENZHATREE, R BOMIE 5 233 g 7e
HEATE AR T 35 ok A A Ml A5 AR I G S Y
MERE . 1 TRIMITE 5 ReAS I R i 15 B B
flif5 BRI 424k (Eisenberg, 1984), Ty
P A A A ASOR T 5 0T DAUAE A A
EEP S S uR (1] 2 ST YN R )
REVE. BLAN, X SEROR (5 B I n] AE 23 14 v 7e
HEAE RRAZ B 14 5 7E PSR O RS, AT
PRATVETE T A L4 KUK AR 1Y 14 A SR g )
JCTH 3T i

Pl , FRATAMETR 38 o 18 7 18 ok 3L
Al 38 e SR AR W A, Guo % (2017)
BRI 4 B0 1) 308 3 A8 T 3 7 Ok 114 38 4 L 3
PR T 555 M5 S 3R W B s, 1558
AT S BRI — S Al R W Aty HLAR
AW )V 308 A A T 5 4 X T AR B T A R A 1
( Heil & Roberison, 1991; Moore, 1992;
Porter, 1980) . #RIM, 43 i 20 FF %2 38 1
MES, HZ R BB SV 2 H 45 A AH [
MIARSC DT (I Be s %, W I 3E g
H) o —IIIEWTEE S AR BE R AR 2 2 B R
B B EDUGE (R T R TE A 4R
HET A A S, B TR A A8 O
Wi A B 7, AT 3 T B AT R A]
et

AN, Guo 55 (2017) i MFFTIE S,
HE—AEE B T B A B X i & 5 4 8D Y R

Bk, SRS TER ISR, Al EEE
SrpEARNEL, B XX

IE

fE e, HSX MR IEF (A R HERY . 4
SN IBIFSE B DG TR 52 1) 56 2 SR — AP
AR ES R, Ho, BEEEMESCTE R — 4,
IR EE 0 W ER AL NG A BRI T |
AHRL B[R (Daft & Weick, 1984), Wik, 7
JrA S DR A O TE A7 B, S AT B AR A 1 )i
{5 BRI A AL R LE Al D& T B BE k4l
PR AR S . IR A BORI TR S i TR 1
TESEA RT3 A ol S 45 2 A PR AR BE
XK F A RN 5 A & T i A=
AT REPE

() WSS Rk

RO B 4 14 1] 107 614 ] R A 5 EE — B 3
BRSO A (Chen et al. , 1992;
Smith et al. , 2001) . BRI AT L3 i SR B 4%
FATER AT 52 G B AL H, H X S 3
25 R 5 4 38 K LA A HG 401 S o 1T 52 38 1 553
(Porter, 1985), Smith % (1992) RTHAFE
Ab P B3 (organizational information processing
theory), #2 i Ml “ ¥ di—fx &7 (action -
response ) AL A1 R BIF 58 Al Z 1] B 56 A7
IAEIX— LA C AN B8 TE Frit oE i) — P
(Chen, 1996; Ferrier et al., 1999; Marcel et
Wk —t
XA E S . — D (BGE#) 1R
BT —G o FRYBGER, X5 (RN
AT LA Bl A7 sh i 47 ) iF (action responses)
W HERARZ T (Chen & MacMillan, 1992)
B2, 33— B R A Ml A B 5 2878 PR v i il
FIREOIFA R E 2R, e, AT &
23R IAE B B Ja AN 2338 ik BAR R AT 30
et )i, i H ARSI P4 R s T

al. , 2011; Young et al. , 1996),



RFFEW G ERH#ATRGE, T A ATE
AR P, Gao % (2017) 5l
T—FE, B “3CFRET (word re-
sponses ) , BATTHF HE SCHEE SAL K TE G+ 5 1Y
Wk TR AR AR A TF R, O T XA 2
WESARB T Ar B, —ifEE LG sh &
SEATE AT, TR R T Al R B8R S0
Sk i LR G B

ATER ISR 1, Al 75 580 3 B il
oA R i sh LR Iy if, A A T gk sh it
i, i, ARG AR T A ) = AT O R
HEER (5%, SIPLMEET), AMC), Gao FET
M e FATEAR M I A T 0 8 3 B0k 3 S 1 R
WA VA T G S L RN T A R A
PR RS AH BT B i, SCFREGEA TR
TRERA TR L #F 2, RAE TSR
M —A~ak 29K Bh A 1R T kAR B R i, Al
AR RER SO T LR, XA,
A ST R ARy mg TH, —Jr iR T
FIAHXTBOl B, 3 —Jr gy T 4k
TR A5 Bk B R Ut R

Gao 554 £l W] Rl 32 3] 1) T i 25 A0 4 R 3R
J¥ (magnitude) FIEZ2HE (complexity) M4k
JERIEE G AT 02 ATTER 1, Aol 5 AT RE X
R BE AR E 24 (low magnitude and low com-
plexity) MBI AT ) Kb, B oS ek
AT LA A R TP, IF H AR
DL, HRZAHLE, YAl T I A R
e R AT 2% B DA R e R B A AR
B v 7180 4 O B T 4 R & 9

EZFERE R AE (low magnitude and

high complexity) HJZCH B, W XF Ak a] LA

I

o
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SCF R AR A Z A S o Z E BN
KR, XERTHNESEZME T IFRER
TN, M A B 5T R K47 8 1 5t b
FSK R (U)o SR AR A 2% B (high
magnitude and low complexity) (%1t 3 % &
RGP, TRy EROR il 152 e 28 T 75 0 1 A
i RON T N BV IR E it S DR UG e <y N
W A S T M S LR IR, Rk, 7 T
R S e e i, Al BT A S0 R i
VERRIR IR E R ms T2 LUK T
S A A T DR B T AR, FE X
FERSCFE R, NGl 3l 25 R R — 24T
S A, BN SR N G RN B R
[l ey, KT i M K 2 a5 1) T AR e T o
MR 3 U S R
HRWIME, PR A RIXE AR 2, AR T
BEWE, WATRERZ KA RMESR,

R B 5 4% F (high magnitude and high
complexity) 4 J ot 3 B BN B A 7T BE 3 11
ik, 1 E A T RENS e A T, XTI X
T, I i v o R v R 2 B G 7Y S I o8
S =l T TS R S T B N A 1)
TGN 3 LR R B o A AT s e, sy
SEM AR AE S . BT RGER AT R 2B 5
Gt 4, X A A LA 3 2 1 R s
ZHTLIR A P ARTE . R, e o R e A R
W F A T e N SO R AT REME . AL,
FEXF IR Bt 1 ST e i, ) 25 2l
PR T BE 19 J7 2Ok AR 58 4 TR XU, %
T T AW AAT B A FR N i P 25 o 28 T
AR, 28 ST i 1 P 2 T R AL AR R
PGS RE . T MERIERN B 22T
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SRAVERIER . W T 3RATTZ A Br i 2] ) 3 LA 3
Bk, M lk sz 2wy o 2 vy &2 4 R i ol A ARk
BRSO S T BEAS A2 LK BRI 5 4l o 52 o
PERYFZM  SC7 B i USR] AR D b 8 /N LA T
Sy S i s TR, AR 8 X AT 3l i i
PARBEI, Beoh, SCF RGBT 8
ERECRE IR i 2 Ao B A e

K SCE A PFaR, BATA DL S il
FHEIBFTERS B0 5 4 2 S ol (49 Al e K S i 75
AREREEN, WEG Rl —S i AL A
A, Gao FFMIEGIA “ICF " AU E
T AMC BUSEER BRI T AT
ol FHAE Al 34 v A S 2 1Y T A

M, &RIERAREHARTE

TESNSTE PO h ik S Z i Lz 3 2
ML, H AR B S — A T DR B A IR B
(cheap talk theory) . Crawford 1 Sobel (1982)
IR BT B SLA —2, T2 18] 19 52 i
SARPRBRFER “HAFELIERIIE”  (bubble e-
quilibrium) , HHFMHNESERZLE L (Far-
rell, 1987), Heth a5 iRFIS BN . 7E15 B2
FHWNE B N E A sy, 15 5w
SRR R SR, R, FRATIFAZE 4N
XA~ 2518, 1E 40 Porter (1980) Ards Ay,
oK A 55 1Y R TS BB R TR R A
RN, 2 A 46 AT B AR VB A AT 4%
MBI AR AT N TE BT 8 7 O 45 B
A AT 950 I X6 26 75 B I il b A 55 A4
REA KIS RIS SR, SCF R AT AF B 2
AR o 2 TF R WIE T Al 0487 B3 75 25 1Y 5
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i 234 U 3 N R ATT 19 18 55 2% VI R 7E — 2,
tean, ALl mT PLAZ g5 TR 01 & A T HEH B
JIT BRI S R A AR
FR PR I Al SR & B AT SO
Tevk A R 25 A C 3 S AR, B AT AT A Bl
AR SCE AL R I —ME R IBE R E
B, W R AR Al 3E A v i) H BB e AN A
FMEMR T Z M CE MY, NI NES
2 AR, 5% 0 L R B i 258 ke FF 25 A
BE, S ARAH WIS th— 2] RE AR5 5 1] .

B, ARRMFE AT LIE 2 L R EES
I Z M2 A (multiple audiences) , 4 55 %
A s P O 5 25 5 R 25 AR DG B, At AT
R R 2B ) Z R A TR IR B AL HG 45 2 Fh Y
TRFIAMIAZ A, X L2 AR H W S AN IR TS &
KA TR MIEH ST Z R R
T T P A RO A A
i A 3 oL 18 5l FH 25 ) AN [R] 32 Ak 2 [ g e
REARFLIE A C AR Z 7 X IE
AR IR,

W, ARG IE T DL G TR F AL
MRS, F AT RS 20 T AR —

oy

HHEAEA (information intermediar-
ies) . ZSOIDRUE, T 5E g Z 8] 178 38 JLF-4T
e R ARAL WL HEAT AL 3K, Iz 5 N s
HIE TS TR < i THGE & A 454 5
i e 0 32 B 22, BT LA B ) R BE S b
Hu e Al A H AR 32 AR Z B B VAE Y, 5 A
o, FEWESE IR ARS8 AT R
7 | ) 25 AH DG 28 1) 8 FH 2 o g A [l A 8 v Tl A
AT R FT SR P 7 o A A 8 SR BRI L6 545 7 25 3
REAE B A S RO 5 i AN B



(IR ? FR i HE (Tesla) FE R4 (GM)
(88111 1T AAR et J 7R AE E BR 52 A% 2 ] 52 0
T IR TR 240 R AR A R AT
ik, R E ST E Elon Musk 42 Hi A%
T R BT L 14 T 37 03 AN S IR B AT
HETT, AR B XX B 2 T S R A 2 R 2
FARRBEA TR, KA 2 H 4
FERWHR T S5 AR 3 R (Tesla Motors,
2013) , AR, JRE T 3X— B 2% 4143 i 3 1 4
Az, WA T O B SRR AR, e
“GM W& H ML P58 EVs [ REITRLIT &7
M “GM REETE T RS SRR 7, ik 2Ly
M R I T R SO R IR AR SE A, T X
FEAIE Musk FHIH 5 AR IR 2 AR AR
=, ARRBYWFFEIE AT DL 2 OCTE Al 7E 8
) — S T 58 2 A i A An e e o 2%
Bl R AI 35 4 5 B AT BEVE Y . SERAT R
MR Z e T IXFE AT 43
Peik, BEE XX AT AR R R B SER, H
Bb, 22—l 0 X T TG 9 Al s TG vk
A Rt (Porter, 1980) W, EiEfES T3
thiti, 52, 24—l 000 5% 4 X T
ffE5s5, XAk A AT BEX LR B sh it
, VA Al 4 e 55 MO AN R — A S i
18, PSS xh TAT— s 2 d e B B4 1) 9%
I 88 H B 558, TERXFERLT, SE4 X T
XAV 38 T A 1 1 5 4 Lk A A DG £l
FIWT NG 55 1 1 B EAK G . Guo 2% (2018) 7k
AT IR 3 Y — s SCEE R, A — i A — A
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