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i OE: AAFEMRNETEXN, TL2H A THREANERTHIE; M EAK
el h5FH, CEREZRY A, KEEEH, 5T, Morgeson, Mitchell Fo
Liu (2015) #EBTFEHRAE®, AR T TREGANTEFHRZF, HmiED
FERMAB, BELEHNERE, AL GAMETFHARE LN T FIRELS L2 RE,
PR iR (FFb. MBM. A4ti) . W E (FHE, HKFRE). 28/ (F
HRR. FHEER. FAREFHMEEFHEL) A BMIITR T Fr404 Ehey
Bw, EMEE Y, KRIF@BNT FHRAAERN T RO FETHFEMITL ERM
b, B, ARATERARBERAY, BARHRT ST 5 R IZREFEAR,

KR : FHRAAE®;, FHRE; FHTNE; FATE; BASH

—. EHRFERNEFER

ML PR LA AR, ARTARNET =B, BFmERE
. (variance — oriented theoretical paradigm) F1iF 7 5 n] B 7E . ( process — oriented
theoretical paradigm) (Mohr, 1982), Hr, ARG mBEISHRE TR L2 “Bim L
TR, RERETE (FmA AL B, HESE) AT E RHIE R R L
FARHEZ B AHSCHE ([B1%F what ZRBFSERER) o O T B EEMMRIE Z A ARG, 28
S A B TNE I TR EREA Sy AR, BRSNS O7 T SR AR B A A

@® X% (dong liu@ scheller. gatech. edu) , 3&E {15 VI T K2 Scheller B0 ; X%, FEARK¥ERY
Bio AXZERBABFEESTE “QIFTHAREMF=ENS 5SS (71672156) . “BIMIFEET HilE 4l
BTG A" (71632003) F1 “ o ERFX RS AR EEFHEAIFIR” (71332002) #Hj. fEENTIR
B E R U IOPEE RN AR R E R BTN, SHZRER; 2R B 73R,
Frled . Shige Makino, #XIERHGHEEN HEERTAMIE RS ZH.



xXJrm (IESf) 58E, i, ZRERT
MBS B So iR Ak BB SCALRRAE S5 Ak AT
PR AR, MR RHEXEH
REFEREZ W, MO 5w 58 4 8 T
KAHAEELI R THHSREA I AR E:
LTt (openness to experience) , 5T
( conscientiousness) . SM ¥ (extraversion) . 3
TPk (agreeableness) . 1545 RHEE M (neuroti-
cism), HEMRXARTEELERERE (NG
TTAERNR) HIXR,

B “Em b TR ERE, B
HTFRELAANRRBERIEMABE SRR, T
B LR 3 A M (Rescher, 1962),
Hit, SEESEANEmAeE, BT HSR
RN — T =L, HERHA (why).
BFE (how) ZKBFFTIRIEE, BIHRZEAMIAT. fof .
RETH 4. BESINT HME, URFEMIF
LT —RINGER (Langley, 1999), K&
RIS A H AR P IR E R, H
HARREME ERE, HAZLBEESLEL
HREIEXFE, S8R TR R,
AN AR A6 PR A T SR P e R AR SR 3 S 4K
A SRS R B & B S R SE IR T & T sh &5
HAFMT AR SR N ZERR B T

HURGHEREGE T AR R AERE RN
PRSI, JEAE R L — S E. R
o R AR B Yo 2 5 E S R 2 a0 faf 5% e S
iy, HRHEERKEE LREMEL -
&, RFAX LAY ZmESE; mMIHRAE
EEBREMNATEY (fAaF4BHEHRA
R A 55 2 5, X SR = A4 R R i
M), DA B3 4 Ja o 4nfay X SC AR = A e,
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b, —JrH, FHERGELSEEREIBK,
EREASEEMFR R (FHREEIBRE
HFR R, =E, REEYE) o —JrH, #
T RGHEGEIR B T —> i FH R P R e
BANEZ AROAN AL 57 T 1) M AR 2 1) B2
KR, EHRGEHERER T EFFRE,
ZE (RN RIS RAE AT, SRy 7= A2 AR 4k -
AR BT BT B SE AT R B A SR Sk
o LR ERR, 4RGN TEITE
b, AT EERE L, AHAR R R
fiH T e EL B B A TR

—. EHRAZEILHZONIE

RS SR, FEXETLIEAT
M “FREAHE” . “FREFHE” fEMRREE A
MRS, SRR TRRHE MR SS BiF s, B
X ERHE SORFFE I . A A2 TH R T M
Hi$ (big five personality)  ( Barrick & Mount,
1991) , HIBNZE H 24 #1i8 (faultline theo-
ry) (Lau & Murnighan, 1998), 4R HE KA
FIVE A% AE (/R B3 8 (agency theory; Eisen-
hardt, 1989) . TAHRT 37 #Z f4XoF S 44 e 7= A2
M, HEDE T, BEE R, RSk
e E R IE T B, HE, OELKREE
FRAE AT I 20 38 A J2 A 4 T A A 20 2 1 &5
WA, WMRBHEFEHHAMTZH, RiT&k
HEZAHBANEL, REENAHE RN
B, B, AH5E MR TRAMERERE S
O 5 TR TAE R, (B TAERKEARET.
TAEG R BT &P EE (NS EE BB 4R 3k

HElble, SORZAEMHR) HaBER



$4 452040008 AERHRE LR PGEASK

WA T AR R WAREEELE R, BHocs
RINH F 2 G5 FRE 2 0 2 Bl B3 R W
HARIEHESPEN KA FEA (41 CEO 284
R HALAFINOW) , 2 R B2 SR 8 7]
AT, AR AL S, BT, 23t
SR SCRR (8] 6 LA B 3 A9 BR B 4 3, Morgeson
5 (2015) R THAERGHEE, DHETMM
LEAWAE AR, S B
B #HFE BHREE,
HHRGEIEERE, R LIARKIED)
A2 (Morgeson et al. , 2015), B,
HARE A SR A EAE . RO A H A

E: eS|
ZEM

i

LHRFLETEEZS, X THERAPRE LK,
HUEA SN, HR AT 1R AN IR S BT
H— B oo ARIEX A RE L, SEARAY A TR AR AE
(I ARPERE . BTNV HREWAE) BRA
EEM. ROAEAAREKN =R, FET
FERNZEZT, FHEXENSK. ATATL
Al Bf [ (time ) Z= & ( space ). &
(strength) JEMRE LFHMF. aE 1 PRI=/4 2
e BB R RRR B £id R 2B MR
B, PEEHXRSRIEERETHEEKSP
W SFSR BE A, T ARSR I 2 DL S RS
BB TT A I MR R AR/ N A

Fh

36;75;{ \
i
B

e

HUERGHLR L, FHRERE (F4
BratE ., mUEE. SCEEYE) . REE M (FEAER
L. K, ZBAEFERER) . sHEE (FHE
B Em S5AmY BEEE . SRS EFMER
GHRER), JE T SRR 5 SE R 5 e 72 B
(Morgeson et al. , 2015) , ZE{H@itE R T =

7F X B FBAE S ATEAT A R AE ISR RO 5

E1

Wk PR

BT BEORLZ AN, A S TR SR
XEARERAG BRI, WL R, FH1E
TR RIHT AIAL B S i BB P SR 9 S F
XFSERHE LG SR . PEL. O T RN FIE
DI YE M, SRR EZXHE R HETERER
HIIn L, VR R B MR IR BAT A SRR E
HFRRBER R T B SRR EREAR



LSRR, MHAABRHELRAREER W, =
TR E T SRR Z 0 I AT A 26
TERR L e B % S 7 BRI A BT IR M SC B
RS EOR AR E m EEAMKRE, BifTHh.
HRFIE AT S A2 9 AT BEPE LB . 7
T8, BAEREARERSE T,
DL % J& 2 fFoR . mhEl, SR = FERR
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(ZHE2), HEFRE—ER, FIFBREEH
FESEIRE R RTER (BEFRBL) , Rkt i
(FFRR), eV ERERE (FFERE),
Bl ZgHL (FHFQRTBOERE) , fm
B X (FHFE R B ), Rk
ML (A5 CIREEE), BEE XS24t

R

Hf-Bf ] FI 3K (event time):
s} (duration; iy 7)
I AL(timing; #r 5 8)
3 i A8 fk (strength change; fiy5i9)

22 [H]E 3 (event space)
{£3%J5 ] (direction)
AL (origin; firii4ati4b)
P B (dispersion; fyf5i5)
BB (proximity firf5i6)

PR N

(event strength)

%

Hia(novelty: firii 1)

> S e B AR AT N

Jiji 78 (disruption; iy 5i2)
e Pl (criticality; Ay Si3)

Bilan, 1985 45 5 B SR BB A% ri VKA 2
i, FRETARKHIRNE o I3 B R 7 AT 1%
A, P EZE PO E B 1985 45, R
Bk R VKA T R S BB AL B b, B L 5K e B
HVK A8 25 1 3E 5 P ATE RO (2137 3
) 5 ZEMF BB TR ARG R, il
WT “BarT, BTRESRE " KERE
HO(EFEUE) s ZERI/RERIE LK
HEEES (BR8N, =FREERAE
B 7o [ KA AT AL B SR — R E R R & XK.
SRR I ) R BE SR A, A A A R AL,
IERFE I /R E B TR IR, RIFHERT ™ M
P R RFER, ERERAFERERE, BT
RIZEHFHYT R, KnEBEEAITT -1

&2

FRES B deE

ER T2, SRR GHIKA; mH
RHOEAMRE, T THE—E (FHFEE).
MR, PUORRRIE ST | BR L5507 R R,
TRZNEOLT MELARS S FSRBE , IF ], 23 JB] =7
JRPERIAECTE 2 R R R BEAT RS, FLL,
FNTT LIS G B © MOTRE E R AT 17 B B 18
@i, ZIBX=MEEZ PR —FEE,
BEATIE . AV BISHES, T AH L 5 45
RALHE

B2, BHERAGHEREU T =MW T
HORTTHR :

B, BRERALANEBEREZ T, 7
AL BB F, 4o BIE 5 T S A A 3R

FRAE, T 25 b8 I 23 R 3R A 28 1 5 1) LR B A
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RS SeBF5E 3 2. 5% F event history analysis [{) 75
B, EWIEAE AR E S5 AR (Hubbard
etal. , in press; Li & Qian, 2013; Xia et al. ,
2016) , (HIMAHREEAR RARTEMHZ)E
PRI, B ESCEN R, M RGEEIBE U
HWEIFEANE B R e S B A, 18515
ENVERT ] S E4EETWEEDNE, BRA
fIZHZR IS (George & Jones, 2000) , #RT, Xf
Bk 1) 125 6] ) 2% 2 4 A 48RP AR 5 1) O BF 5 BT 22
Mo B, REMEPHEA ST (down-
stream consequences, H1—NZF{FH) H &% %
—RIVEEEM), BRFIESREMFTREA b
AERTEMHL, KBEMRGE L, X E
M A% SRR SR FE N E e 4
ARty <E

B, FETHEMFASMHEE, RECHFE
— R W B R T R, (HX
MRBARFEEUT AR : ORRRTFREIE
M CanE R e ORI 1R R,
Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), Wi AE4:5% B
RIrEm &R EN; QIEFME TR
(1=K4; 0=RkikH4), RALEEMLE—F
5Bt (empirical design) i I ARKBEHFI AL
Bz, BN S, 0% BEAFNNER
fiE CGRATAMBEARBARN T, BETIA
SRARAR) o B, DAAEX AR ST AR XA
by 350 B A0 00 2 1 B 5 2 A AT B SRR T kAR
BB

B2, BHRGHRAMES T EFFTMH
MBS AR RN, BT 5F
ARG I 2 SR B4 0 22 2 RV R e 1) 3 25 1

AR, w7 HARE. pn,

1 R G 3RS O 4k 5 WA I AR AR DG 5 BT S
(Holtom et al. , 2016; Lee & Mitchell, 1994;
Mitchell et al. , 2014 ), W35 A BE A FsLik
FHEAR 2 51 TR RS R . 4] LUE o
SABAEMBEIR (WRERIK . BAMEEIHE
AR TAESIE) , FHERT DUE S — 55872 5]
REHR (TAEWBEKTE) . FEARRBERES, &
TXTESHR P E 2 B B B K. A7 AR 1
(WHERITH) UKEESFHAKBEEHSHE
iR, XKW, RAZETHEM, 46
M e R IS L 2 A A L P BLA,

TOCKTE R FE M R G I T ORI E
TR 5 SR LIA .

=, B RGEREETERM
5LERAHIM A

T B SR STk BT T A R 28 S
(FBGHREG) WNE, BRPIEXHE
REGWEERISSLRE N, #E, NEH’.
FRPELL BB A BT vk A B, TR A ] 7 =
HRGHIE, HXFMHIFRILIENRR . TEHE
AR, FBFSE 7k M 1 BUR B 5T 1)
RRAE, TAEF R BB BT g M

(—) BHRR

MBS KL IRMIERARRRE, FF
ARG RIS — I W R Eh A R
i (FIBEN); H—RRELERBIRZ M
i (BEhBIEM)

1. 2HRFH

BREMFREHB NN FHRIFRRIER
g — 43, R [R) A o 3 0 S A RT LA = 3 B



fF, UIBUESRSE SR, XEmLAREZ A E
HRAEA AR “ ESHBIEM", BHET, X
FESNBMEHMPE. B BRIFAZI,
HHRGEHEILERA, LA UESN BT, Ll
—SE M, RBURARE, SLIRE B, Fln
ik Kk RS A TERRES, B TEREEL
B, SIREAL “RFERFE. “LFLEIE,
TR S BIIR . 9150 1999 4F TR 25 41 5 1 J5 56
HVF, WIRBRBFE =T HETELEET T
MBS, X TR A 2k B e 4 1 M
BIF MR METE L, MEEE, AR
SPLEA CXWt—". “6187 ZHEME, Ak
RIBIEAMKE)T1, BT B EIK M W )
MRS SA& R N R A8 B SOk o A O R 1
% ( strategic noise ). El £ 45 ¥ ( impression
management) MIBFFEHEH, FLdil, BAKRS
NN, WARSELFEALE, Dk M
(Elsbach et al. , 1998; Fiss & Zajac, 2006;
Graffi et al. , 2011), ATATLIG A EHREGH
W, BESTEANATE I PR IR A E]. WA
W, A% EshbhlEEd, SHEAEE
E¥Ro FHICHIF ST 45 FAE X oA S ik s 35 108 B 3
¥R EEENE X,

2015 46 A 30 H, JiEFaHicfElns
WAeEKREEZFICH, EREREZMAHN
W, ZFEZBIC “THEANL”, 2010 F6
H23 H, sHMEEZRREIERE KNS EF, R
TRAFE £, EHEF TEERE S LRI 2
THEANLMENSFH, REEOCEEPE “M
TH”  (cognition, INHI) b, FEAHRAITE
“BiT#E” (motivation, FE) b, JERESIJRI
& “&THE” (behavior, 178) b, LHARE
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SAE “FRE”  (assessment, VM) I, 44
FHRGHE, WA EZEEHR (CMBA)
AF, FREGEIHFHME, #2%. Bl
WHENE (HTHE, grafelmzm L
BY AT S i BRI, SR BIRE . Al A
) AFENBR (BFHE, SFRaMESPZ
R AT E B REH SR s ITFENE
(&THE, PrEfafEfrhZm R A5
WP IERE SRR (BRI BN
KHEtE) . Al RIERNAEL) ; REHE
(TR, PEanf7er MR b8 B 1
W BB B AR RAESEHE, LSO RER A 58
EXID

2. AR FH

ARLEAR S ph S i E BB v R A, (HS ik
TR RIXT R, AR s RHEG,
HR s B R 5T E B T AT
U5 & F A (Ut 7 B T X A B A =
7)o FENEBFERT, HXFKA BT
PRI A% ) B 3l US4, A 280 R B 1 B
HAEEME, & LR, RS RIEZH (Plarrer et
al. , 2010; Werbel & Wortman, 2000), £,
AIBA . 5% T R 42 P 36 E T B 67 T ) i s AL =
fF (CAnZEERA 2 M RAER B . A% .0 B AR 5L
FEEHFER, BARMMFRL RIS, &
WIELFEHL) o BrLA, anfef Bk, EIBN. &
T B A g s B, BRIE/HEA
BroE i ) B, BN, fnfa R A, A5 Al
BHRA T, KB R B sh B4k ey =4
SREE. aslE). BRI ARRE, R VRN b sh B 4
IR 1 B J5 3R WA BONE R L A A B B

B
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HURGEHBINS, HREATUNEER
BETISA USSR E T, 3R B ARk T R
REMRREMHNFER . FEEFARER S,
MEEEL ELE RN A FEMFERD, FE K
PR RMREE . A, BRERNOER,
BIE T AT, 72N 58 R 1 72
B, ATLCRIBUGE B SR B (35 1 BEIR AR
BrAE . BUEME. SREME) . WIS EAER RS
A LY MR, DEEEREYhE . &
BRSO L i 3 3h A B R S ok
FEHIBMBsh R F AR m (a0 A A FIRZEA
B ARMEHEE, BARMNALUCRRE
FAREBIA B R RIE, BT LLESFHEA AL
RAIMEHEE), BZ, ERSl. AR, 4~
NAnfayfgpe o8 R H ke, RATRZKE “UHE
HZE” B,

(Z) FEETE

BIANH A E &R (FEET TR
BB, FHBEHEFFEL), FEERM
DID 7 ¥ ( Difference in Difference; Abadie,
2005), HWECEMHRBMEE, BEPARRRAK
AR, BRLL, BEAER ARG, RE—
ST (empirical design), T IFAS J& fE #Y
Hif7A5 & (Faccio & Parsley, 2009; McWilliams
& Siegel, 1997; Sun et al. , 2015), 4£F%t E£3h
RS B H M BT, FEHREMEREM
TR S AR RIS . AT
MESEERNAERERNBEFERIR
FHko

1. F4mE

HURGHEBRY, HREETREFFY

R (GGREE. WFE. =mEIAR) REMLFES,

BACkYE, SFRENTUEANE. —F5E
(archival data) BB RELEL, W
REFERE. AR, SEEER, #dRbFE
fF, FREMNTURENFZBAENEMER,
RIEHEHER . BELHMERE, Bk, FE]
AR R T8 (archival data) &AL
2, WM ENEREGRE (WHH. BE.
AR . BHE] (nEdAL, BHE) . SREIEE
(IEFBHAFES .. My BEE . HmikEa
ZUZG) , AT SE A 550 FH 342 R 1 0 45 SR A
o T, ZEMAMT R IHZ BT 8RB
FRGLT 25 MEZH 670 S H ARSI F AR R
A, Dai % (2013) fE=[H5EE EEFA
X EIELEM (S WESERSEHE
B MR B, AT sh Al X B st 7 A R
SRR (BSEIRRE) . MH, BEERBE KR
HE, ST MBRRERBEABRSEE ., RS
RMR XA R EN (SIEEIEE),
HEShF20 F A 1) K E RS, AR EE
HARKRES A AEME RN, Tilesik Al Marquis
(2013) FEHR 22 E IR B =l
HEMHERER (1=HH, 0=AHH);
n, WMARKELEMAER, BEALTH
RREXNAFBWH BEMEM, FTLL, BIMK
AR KFETERNETMAREE, HEAK
FEMEXDH /N (NT 10 {ZETH AT
K). “H7 (1042 ~50 {ZETHAETTHER) |
“R” (KT 50 {LETMAETTIR) =ZHRFEM,
AT R IR EL B SRR F XA A B WA U
M, /NELE SRR E R R I A LR T
m, TR H AR E R XA ARG B E

R



HOX AR, 3 SR A
RERAL T, MR SR AR, 2
POEE X LR MR EERER, U, %
AR SR I SEAR S R TEM SRR AL
F, WA SE B T 5 5 4 A DR R S AR
g, B, ROTTUA—REEPA, %
ERET A EN . BEE, RBEM, X
T SEAR R 25 R AR, I BANFEA B T, B
FHEE Sk AT 25 BMZ AR £ & A i ) B
A BN SE AL 55 BB 0 . T E AT LT
MM Hk, FSSS5 AN ENFF
RBTAYE . BB PR, REEME (TEILM SRS
fap %) (Morgeson, 2005; Morgeson &
DeRue, 2006) . #5772 th 7] DL 38 A2 2] AKXt B
AR B R MEA (B R =
BEMmREMS) SHORES (EFA. S,
B poBsive . mUEME. BN (3F
TLH R SRR R) o ARIE SRV Y ZE
F, BATERAT LUHE — NS4 B 0R B 4B
(BPSEARXTRAbE . RN . BT 43 M F
8), WSRO R AR, W Ligl
BEEAAFEZR vk, BEME. RENE),
ML RA R, R, RATEALGE ST
A HE A 3R OR DN A5 S AT S A B ) (4] 2o 2 A
Pl BHK) . i (Bl gREFElAH8 )z
F. PHGGE) RS, B L SR
AN, VR B RET], 2S AR B 5| AR
ZHe Bz, WHHEEATE LUR 35 HF 5T e
W, QlE IR S ETR, REk
HOSREE . BIE, EFEE,

2. FhHER

B, FHEATAT LGRS DA bS5
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%, HEEEAENTRTIAKR, REFMH
AN GRAR RN . 40, Morgeson F1 De-
Rue (2006) X=X (event criticality)
REEZFMMBENEREZ KREEZR T (dis-
ruption to the team) ( Bl event criticality X disrup-
tion to the team B E RN ), Tilesik FI Marquis
(2013) IERA— X Z I EKF/F (mega -
events) (MEUE2ESW) BUNIHRRES
f4 (small — scale natural disasters) 57 Fi% b
XH A FIRMETTA (corporate giving) 7 7R 5% H)
NACES 3N
FUHRBRHELRNGAHEERERX
(integrative theory — building approach), HJ7FZE
ERESEH, FRATTAT R 25 R SR B AR (N4
Lg5H . AN DR ERE . NAMBEHE)
SR A, BT SR B N TERHE S
R R XT SRR B BEAEM (interac-
tive or moderation effect) , 7 — 3 B 55 H PA 2
Ry ScEY, HES A & EEEREA (dis-
ruptive events) B, BN B B UG BT B
(4SS HE AT HEHE, leader sense — making activ-
ities) 2% F BA B 5 BN B i 0S8 RO E AR
ez (B A M 215 A BA S i Ok
G EHXE A MR EmZEAER)  (Morge-
son, 2005), o7 F—Hh X #2A & 6] A Bl K %
MM RER (AFEIH R RRFE, network cohe-
sion) , ZHIX LM EREMN (NBEE2ES
W) BN ERKE 5 AT % X A 7 18
TR EBRIIER KRR, ERRPTIELFH
(AnEE) A A& RER R, FATAT LA
B BOZREM SR (SRE ., W, BHE)

SMANKAEMARRER (e B3 0m) 505
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XN B % B b e ma A R 5 T LB 5T
HHAR (RE. =M. NE) S55HARLE
JRERRZRBZBN ANKAEEBRR (%
BGmE) BT XTI R BT RN,
IR R F sh s R A SRR R AR, B¥F
PRI B 5 R 2 BB 24k o

SEARERZ D W B B KR
(PG EARGRE, BVEARSE. OE
P, REHNTE) SEARERER (4§
WMEFRE. VB, SRS HAWER),
SM B R R LREE RIBE R
W, FFRE GEEHENE. BB, KMk
EABERTRA, 20 = (2) L FF
WE") S E RS XA 4R AR
ST AR EAE . REAE R RE S
R —E, FHERNHAARSERE, &Y
FWERRE ML, VBB, SLRE
BB, SR AR B R S R
pan, HMIRR TE%HE—E, HPEmE R
ML, MHRGH B A E KA G
mi—E, WAKMETME, Xl EE
AR

SEARERZE DD W B A BV KR
FF (BEMEARE, BFEAHEN, BE
P, SREVERFIIE) SEAMEIRR (4]
WNEAFRIRPL, BHS) , SXTEAFER LR
SO o SRR AR R I ) AR A [ A X SR
RpEEMmSLgw, mH, KEEFRGEHEE,
SRR CESHAN., BEE, REEXTFE
R EHfTRA, 20 "= (2) 1L FH40
B7) MHERGRLARKIEN, BazBIH

[B] N Z AT (moderate) o BUEHHFIRE—XE,

FAFICRCSL AR R TR (IPHL) , fpEEms [a]
B, FOXGRBRK T IR, MY 5
THERBYBRGRE, e i T
(M), ZEHFRRPLBRSE S, MR TR
M AR K . AN AFXFEIH B8R (F
) &B—En, BTSRRI, &0
HXA R R R SBR, BF5E#EA1E T L
R e EHAREE . S E]. BRI E R, Hss
RAE, WE AR =F MR EHL, =
L HAER (three — way interactive effects) , ANHF
HRERREFEMHE LB (social entrepre-
neurship) WK RN, AL UE K FHFH
(AR % WEMIECR) . BEREM, L
K= g2 Gk i F 208, d AT LUl
ENN =T B, REBREABR, #F
SR, KREFH SRR L8
2%&.

REREBRNE, FEENERRS, FOR
B, =i, mRE RS R EBE B, XHE
HEFENRE THMARN S, BARkRYE,
fTRT LA S S B 25 B) B[] PR 3R A 2R
WAER LR, RESSHE, B2
R BREE A R I S AS A (FERY LTI AR
B, REEERS MR WL, TR A W AR Ak 1
(Chen et al. , 2011; Kammeyer — Mueller et al. ,
2005) o B, FATAT LR =LA B A ] SO0
BEERMFRRBEKF, JFARYE WA (E 58 R
AREBNIE (trajectory, [z RZEAF 5 BE AR AL H 2 B
577 m) 558 ETE LA R A B8O EIKF,
PSR B AR LBk 5 58 - 3K, SRR
MERA R, FHE, 2HENQATUPRESFS
], 1] 2R B AR AL I 5 S 380K, AR



MSHASEAL, 32 F e K IS AR B 2 ),
S TR AL B 5 S 249 7K F of 45 SR A8 B B e
WP, SZHAEM. B, BEHEBHHALZ
FOBRBR ), TR BRI A 56 SRR I R R
TR, S B AR Al B RE X 45 SR AR R AR
e, FIL, SRATEANPBRYHSEE (£
— B I A ORI R R AR B IR A, B EG R AR
BT, R ZJE AT R RS R A &
HERES, BIGERASRMKT) M, shASRA
MIRRERE D B E IR, JUHE NS R T R
MRSAR BT R A MR ERT (Liv et al
2012) ,

3. FHRBAR

HHRGEEB AR E BT RERME T HE
WA, AR S RN R T REALES,
B, RGP E R T R w
HBUES T EM, FRRE. S, a
HFER, KRBT HEGIRNE. Bk, F4
SREERRR (BUBTAT. MRENAE. MIOCHE), FFLLM
K, BUSHRIARRKEMER (RL), M
P HEEE A (=H) MELE, BEHR
Wi, HK, EHRGERER S TFHMAR
WS HESE, BN RaR B, 25 [a], B JA) A
KT, LL2017 4 4 A RERMR T HE S
ARG, EHEMTURTEERSEHE, RA
FRPEWFGE s, MLLTF A 2 5 1) FF R B 5T

B, FHmEREE, BRI
BHEMMICH A, BA. R (X80
SREERI R, SRERMUK HEATIRLL A B, 7= A s
AL P ER X R A, E A T B 4R
MR ERMER I, BRTFEEI AR FEMA
R, (BIERLAR PR 22 B 0 28 ) it BB %%
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VR, AR TARE, A EE. E,
EHAE S H BFMBOR, B G IKED %
PIRE . £, EMFRIER, BITAnEE
FMAETMR T EEFF w2 K2 B
ERTRIMHER, FAE. BB, Xk
A=A ARARR (BGIRERIGS ) 7 i
B B LRT REBOR T m, R 3 AR
—ANH, EBEBREE R, B AR X
LA AR 55 T B A e, AR, PR —
4 TR 2 TR EE SR T4 4R 5 2 e b 701 e o R R
W, AEeBHL. ERMRETRT, HEE—
FONB BRSO R Z 5, T LB 4
FRRE, NIRRT ER, Hit, ZHE M
—ZHI, MR THARE. MHEFEHD
REHFRFH, NRBWAEMFER, 8% #
TR R, B=, FHEEEE, MTRFE
a2z e REERMEE (A A
A ZHEL. RRESIKEE) S Anfar SR AR R BB |
MR XIZFE AN ZET R, iR
PRI Ay 547 36 BRI 412 2% 2 A 3R b R 152 o 8 TR Y
VIR E R, MRAERBNEHAT. U8
P SREEYE, HETTSRIBURMT. 78800 B X RS
S0, BIREERT LISCEFMREE., B E., =
B =2, WA BV R R R R R
LHATR S MR F A R AR 7E 36 H 3SE AR AL 2 0
T, RESRWR LR Z T ELEZ INFFHER
KL, HL, ZFEMSIRT HASEAMTKE
o NI HE SR B F AR R AETE— N /LY,
HEm A EH s RE, RIEWARER, X
SREGIZE R, SEIBATR N AR L iR 45 F K A
LA TR, FEERTH AT 0 RS B AE

B, EESL CEO BB B Ar (Oscar Munoz) F§
— 73—
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TEMRRGMERIR “system error” o 8 i3 B
FUHRGEEE, XU LRSI REETR, K
REASHY B S B HoAth Aok, R RGP
TIRER S, BEMHRBETZ A R ER I,
BRK T HM, PFoE T LS 2% H A SCHk,
WA RAEAR T, AMESHMAE&, AF
SRR, N, &R T A R RS, B
55 % 1177 LA 2 B8 unfolding model SCHk (Lee &
Mitchell, 1994), &RELISEMMZLHFR TH
FEEHE S, E B T R R T T R R
R AF S (Bluhm et al. , 2011; Lee et al. |
1999; Lee et al. , 1996)

4. FHRAEFR

BREMARFTEREEREPEHERE SR
WM SR T, SHRFMHE (event
chain) 544 (event cluster) B, WF35# i@
BT BN R oY O B B A B AR O R T R
Mot BEEMNERERIET S, FHTL
REEM, LA T —E Rz E; E
HOAT DURESN, R —F MR —&
PG ELEAF TR, BRI R R 5
MR A L2 R — S R 4E (event chain;
Morgeson et al. , 2015), XS24 N 5% i, 4
. —RMEEEM, TR REHREN
AR, —TURBRMNAG, TRES AR SR k4
LNTHMESRE; AP —-Z2RFEATHE
HNESHR, AT BE SR o FE BA o At AR 5L A B R
FLBFHFAFEM, TRRSTIRAE IR
FLBFHER, AT FLE5EAEFHAE
AHEIHRRE, RT3 2 WAL TE 3,
MR BEHAR T, R E MRS R BN,

A HFRITEA . ZITSEFE LR LI 6] 4

EEERH—EWNTEREM (41 Amburgey &
Miner, 1992; Beck et al. , 2008), Byt
10 R A AR SRS S SR R A
HAB, BERXEXRTE, FFXDO
( (W) B (BERIRE)) . FHARILAF
e, M RER, AFEEAERIE S T RFESHS
THRE—BIEE “FHE” (event cluster) , Xf
SR, “EAET NREHIFAE R E
R, HReE G —RILREMRFIA, m3ER
fit 2008 4EF M4 2017 4E 3 A BB HEMS
2017 4F 4 AR B EFMN, BEAFERRXR,
BHAREAETFAFERE 2, HAEILRE 5 E s F 8
PRFIA RN LRI PEA 5 Al I 1 3 i
MEMLAIMEM (T HE LE) 558FE
e TSR ER) R HESIMEER; X
BT AR F 25 R H L 58 B T %7 b i
R EEM, BMRAFRRBERMEALILE
F, ToBA RO & R B 7= i, B
P R T E X TR R M 285 o
IR A [F) 24 an o] 44 5 3 10 55 X =
L SLARE, BT LR AT A2 5
S, ERRMERE T E, XA, #R. #
BEMEE i E M5, @t Bt sdE, R
HEREFREMABIT R AT 2R EEHaEE R
R, WBE s, WARFHE, AREF
BERmRERI 4 “EHET PrEARILRE
YER TS24k, 0 ERREBRAH =RFM4, BA
FERRXR, BEETARKEZE, BEAMN
B2 BB T EBM R AR 5,
B (IEERM) JEZRE. B, Xt
R, MERESEANTRERESM
FERFEME (TEAEARSITRIT) MWLM E



W, AN, TR E M AT i (qualita-
tive comparative analysis; Fiss, 2007; Fiss,
20115 5kil&E, 2017), EoHrBUIHRSE M4 Kk
HEIRM—RINGAERESF (R, &) BT
PR AR5, T2 e 24 Al B9 28 25 Al
(social entrepreneurship) o &P L 77 J7 14 2
— RS R AL R B AL 2 M & B DL SR TR A0 2 A
Tk, R A BEAT R R A ) (AnsE
SRS FH M mERAER), TS
METEBEZ R ESI KRR (MEAHEPRHEZA
S G o] ELAH S MR, R R B ] 45 R AR
). MR, BEE WA LR ARG SCH R
(ZH “=(2) 1. FHNE") 5K (2
W= (Z) 20 FHEET), sk
MREGESEHE, OFBETFENE, S
HOEE S B EE RS RITR, BB
BmENFEM, TUTERMARE (aggregation)
(Chan, 1998; Woehr et al. , 2015). £ #f 4
(Harrison & Klein, 2007) B #13% ( trajectory;
Chen et al. , 2011; Kammeyer — Mueller et al. ,
2005; Liu et al. , 2012) J7¥:, £8{L3 4k
HHEME,

 NEHRGEIEMATR
RISHFBEESR

T, BATK LR THEAEGERR (24
R BB Jfl, FHanfr 4

R EIR I RIS
(—) PR R TREEEER CE
BRI

BG, M B e MR — S
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(tn A AFRIBHEMAAHI . A AR KA T HHE
) o HR, ARETES B HIKRBIRIF]
SITEEMN A AR, REER T ZFR
ER (SRR ERERR) . B
b3 = (Z) L FEFWE, 5 TX S
SR BE AT VAR, FRATBE AT LHE — AN E R
ESREEAME (BPIiRRT RSt BEME . e
PEATA AP 3ME) , ISR SR S T 53 42
TR E B IR AT REE, AT LA = AR AR
B (MRS, BUEN . M), RE R
THEAEEBRYA M, FIFRE R ‘=
(=) L HAmE", “= () 2. FFas,
FATRAT LU AR BB R R R (IR
gEfK) UREERE (P> AFBREY
Pl M) AR, JREEERNERR (I
NHFHE2 R, demographic diversity) ZEHAF
AR, WY EERESRTIEKEER
B2 KR, FATEF LA A 25
(AR B A B &, shared collective turnover in-
tention ) , % 3 {58 B X A1k H BB B ME AL
MEMFRA, FRAMES TR R E
TR . BFE] . Zs IR R AR R 35 40 i i
EHHE); MRS REERIE, #1178 LR
FERISCHI R (WL “= () 2. HMEET),
TSR, EEGIRE. A E. HREER
MR s i, T B Tk B R H,

(Z) AR RTAEEAEER (R
BIEIE)

B, FEMALCRAREMR T, &
K & SC#E (Ilies et al., 2011; Maybery,
2003; Maybery, 2004; Maybery et al. , 2007) .

ViR, W, R AR5 R ERE R FH 4,
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IEHN AR HE B (checklist) (1N
Bok kR &SF 4. Ry RE45%) . HK,
AR 2Rk (experience sampling meth-
od; Z I, Tlies et al. , 2011), iFFEAZ G R
HHRAF I EMHIE, L2 PEMIZE G R E
(BERI B — N HE SR EAE (BPSE AT B
PE. BB BT REE) , Wl flE
SAARFEBE—FEHEMN. BB, o
P£), WA FEHE SRR R AR & (40
B4, BRER)

BAOTH AT AR B FE G H#HITHR
(Morgeson, 2005; Morgeson & DeRue, 2006),
IFHEARE SRR, #RE—-NEEN (dE
W—NHA. —1NFE) TRRETIREKEER
W, HETNEBANEREMHNRE, &
JEWETA FE MR ERNFHE (SR TEER
FEAX B FEN R B, BEEASNEHNRE
BRI 25 R B R], AFIHBEIA FLR
FEWESIE) o 303, 1EFEAS TR FE I BB [R] Y
RS R EAR B IR IRE A B komE, &
BT LA EEAR S & T 20 IRE
HHRPREM, ISR IRE A EORR
REMRE (Ilies et al. , 2011), [FIFE, HKHfE
B3 = (Z) 2.0 FAEET, BATATLUMA
RS A EE (EGEL) . SREER
(>R TEBINZEFS) WEE, UAE
PRNTZERE R (ANE BAME S5 4KH 3, team task in-
terdependence) AFEAE AT AR, AT HMR
ES5RTEKBEESR-_FEZRPXR, KA
ERTLUIMA A28 & (IH A Z 2S5, team
safety climate) , 1% 328 5 {4 3% B Xf S 14K B JE B3 HR

IR

(=) RTAKHERREN CEEWRIT
%)

Sk B EEIRA S —MFM (Morgeson
etal., 2015), FTLA, BFSEE W LLSGRALEEIAES
REMRE (UM REfRERR) . =
], BRIE R, i, HREEARNRAEREE
BHRSEAESE, BT RALEFR 1 405 2 Ath A BA 45
XZEA R AL B R T
W3 AT LA P 42 1A 8 R 28 1 i 8 2 T 4% SR AR
& (PInHLA S B, FAE 24, BB
ANRITHE) . BRIV E3chm “=
(=) 1L HEmE”, “= () 2. B4,
SIARBeF et R, 2 AR R, DRE
ENERIEERE R ER, RATEKR
IR R 54 R R R; WATHRA
DAGkSiR R Bk 5 BB R 545 R AR R 1R
AR (IEBVATESRED o

AL BT AR E G REEIR O N
A LA K% B s R B BHIE 5 S BRALIB , X
HERWKRANE S, L E, FAF
K, BINBRBESHEAEHEMITLE,
BRI, 2SR, AEfEg, HF
FEFEX A TN B4 AW, BEERT)
BYRHEM, BATEHMRFGHEL, K
ke EEEARN - NEEDASRE “F4
PR . BB WA IR RZ R E A
MALRWELY, EREATEHEL, FHR
SR e E DA Bt 5 b oA by R B SRR
A i T o B BRI R S 4B B 5T
JC, MU THEAHRMEARER, Fx5H
m, KX EEENRRESLRAEEER S

B



Bt 5%

BB R

HUERGHERI N F A RE FEQFEM
HIFTRHE (novelty) . ERZEPE (disruption) FIK
B (criticality) = A & ( Morgeson et al.
2015) , S AU TERNEFAREN=ZRER
W, ATRURIEATSER S, AR R A A R

ZHXME (FaA AL BB, FBIT. AR,
EHHHE (Event Novelty)  ( Morgeson,
2005)

HEZRBE L (7T #ZFnpidiite, 1=
TEARFE, 4=95, 7=22FE):

Lo E X 244 1 5 vk =R T 0B (B IR)
&) (There is a clear, known way to respond to
this event (R))

2. XFmfra B — 4, R 5 TR
BFA T (Jn@8) (There is an understandable

sequence of steps that can be followed in responding
to this event (R))

3. AT LUMREE B B0 AR T 15 1 R B X 31X —
HM (Jxiajf) (Can rely on established proce-
dures and practices in responding to the events
(R))

4 HHRMREZE, AN, BFEEE
PRI F M ()

dures, or guidelines to follow when this event oc-

(Had rules, proce-

curred (R))

HMA4LHE M (Event Criticality)  ( Morgeson
& DeRue, 2006)

EEZREEE (T RFERFEERITD, 1=

tmz2xE
2017 4 02

TEAFE, 4=mH3, 7=%2FAE):

L ST H R I R R
(‘This event is critical for the long — term success of
)
2. X& BB ZEH4 (This event is
of a priority to )
3. xR WEZHM: (This is an im-
portant event for )

EEIZETE (Event Disruption) ( Morgeson,
2005)

HEZRBE L (7T #Fwpgiite, 1=
TEARFE, 4=93, 7=22FE):

L X—F IR T HRE S, fif5
TAHEFEE 52, (This event disrupts a-
bility to get its work done)

2. X—HHF 15T R 82 fn g
M %F ( This event causes to stop and
think about how to respond)

3. X—HMARET 15 B9 B J7

¥ (This event alters normal way of re-
sponding)
4 X—HOHFE

777 (This event requires

A2 LART A9 AR

to change the

way it does its work )

(2% JHEHE
Wekis H . 2017 4£3 H 3 H
B2 HP: 201745 A23 H)

&% 0k
(1] Ko, RPBEAS. ERAM: M B HriktEe

HHEMAFRTHNMA: RIFSRE), SELETFS
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