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Howard E. Aldrich #5724 4U# 4k (organization evolution) IR KK, FEA W
%z%€ﬁ¢M@&ﬁ%@@?ﬁﬂ%m@%ﬁiﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ,%%TWEWMM
— RGN 2B A — 2 AN A E G D RE O 8 A 28 b anfer i 41 2 Ak
SEAE R T RN TS, TERFFE N A Z 40, Aldrich 204238 WA 300 H A3 FIAT
BEAR AR 2 3 AR, 2 P 20 2 Ak EARZE A [ JErb i P, AR S S [l i 2H 21
HAEHEIE R E N . B RS AR DGR i DG . ZEL AL b, SEREREE
SR H BRI, TR A A B R, BN AT 5 A AR A A
Aldrich ZH2 (141 218 AL 7E B U ) 1o FH R0 K AT BB A5 7 1]

MITL R FF, SRRSO <A Rk IR B AT B S I AE A
SRBLA, TS BN IR REA R E ] TAE B2 (Dennett, 1995; Spencer,

w AUZEFARBERESE FIH oA RN Zon @R S ST B AN R A
MHNE 5 SERFFT (71472009) DL EZR ARFIAEE T GTH W45 XA EFREE T AL # 1471 A A H 5
SEHLRIBEIE” (71532005) %,



1898) . MIEANZ BF&, EN—FICHIE (meta
theory) , ZHZVEH AL IR0 5w OITMERE T HESh i Ak |
FRA A B A R Y DU AN 8 i R (generic
process) : “ZF5E (variation) . EFE (selection) .
TRE (retention) | *F5+ (struggle) 7 (AARLIZE
1 Jf7R) o R, 2R 2R A0 3 e Ay O A5 i A
P RRE AR 2 e, R R a5
FAEP S AR B 1 7, I X R G A 4%
A, A kR, AR, R
Fofth b B, s B4, 2#2) . WA, fl
& BEENL, Bhlk, SYEFZESSE (Aldrich &
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Ruef, 2006) . Jf H 748 fb—k $E—1% B8 13} 4 [7]
AR TARIE KR, 92bn b, B RTEES:
(IR AE R (feedback loops) FIfEHR (cycles)
HIRRTE— Y . 78 S ARG PR 58 5l N AR AR v A A
LR AR DR R B Tk R AR S, [
B SRR T RTRE R AE AR MK e AR AR
A RESBUERBARERIE L, A, A —
SEREMS S IEE, FRATFEAR & i 2L 21 iy 2 21
FINBEAELE S B L EARAR: “ e ib iy, MR,
EATR T AW REURISE Z A B T AR Y
B, & NEE ey s

®1 ARBRULIENEXSEH

AL TE X

BB BAT I BIAIGE T s HEUE AR

W
3o

[i) R R SR R
HHE (blind) ; M0S7 TA B RBHHRIT & A

AR (intentional) : 4 AMTAE 223 #0305 520F TR

ALIAT . AR
iR PP YN o ¢ A v T E A
BRI, R, RAMRIIFE O

FE L TH BR LSS T A5 1
puined SN . SN SV BIRIBE ST R SRR Ty
PRI S . LHZ PR  HAS () R RE Y ) 4

Wit FE 4 0 R DA R
SRR TR E PERNR BEE AT R B I T, LR R AT T
BT PRE Y TH bR v

WE | BRSO | SR AT A

HLVATR: 73 T O AR A iR AR 280
LA ;S BRA AL R STAG AR A A (D0

Shgr | RIRBEL PR AL i TE A AR A SR ET IR

GraF EA A B

PORIRUER . Aldrich, H. E. , & Ruef, M. 2006. Organizations Evolving. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

(—) ALV LR B s A

LA HIE 1 B 5T F 2 A DL Y
AN :

(1) WFFRALUEN SN EES  (organization
emergency and coalesce) [, f4E. OFELIZL
MR AR B, B AERDEE (nascent entrepreneur)
SGIEU O AR A ORI N K O N ) g
(activity system) (RIS FF &8 it/ il 55 i FFJR 1)

ANE D)) BABEBERAEHFHL (fledging or-
ganization) FY/7AE, FERXASEERET, ADE#F A
FVGAG BT A k£ R0 24 S 4 2 A4 4 7 A
N, QIEA LI A EES AT L, KR
ARSI (I (user) SHLUY “3Z
FFE” (supporter) WM LAupse, At AANE
Hits TR s AT T 2 JR 421
15" ( boundary — maintenance ) F1 “ 1 {a] T #4
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(reproduce) ZHZVHITR™ WA~ HH H.1K & 1Y ] B,
OFEMLUE L, BN R EEA IS 130 P4 Ry
R 1, B 42U 5 R A BV B ] (rou-
tines) FYVREE M AL T ARFRIES AL (or-
ganization form) 774 R T AU R HER
[, EARFTHE AR LA 25 B ER, (B2
IHEZ At 24k 7 (social process) JFF=E T
HEN AKX (organizational schemata) , Ff H.
W5 25 2 4% T ( division of labor) . 4147 ff (4
(organizational role) 572l 4FHAA (idiosyncratic
jobs) Wy AE ARGIARISTEAR M, J 5L 4 2 SUA
LB AL NHE R R e, X
PR T 8k,

(2) H8U5ER (transformation) F141 211
K (cohorts of organizations ) [H] ) 41 43 75 ¥ 7]
B, X — F AR, OO EH ST H by
(goal) . #1# (boundary) FNGEZh (activity) =
ANERE R A AR, XA AL R AT i H R, Pk
W RAT LA, TR A W 2 2 2 AR A
WREES . QU GO T I 2 28
%M T % 5% (historical context) HEAT i EE
JZUX (population—level ) YT,

(3) JRTEHTRIEE B S A PR A AR
RrgtE, HE. OISR BF, AE 5]
FiRe I TR B Z i, 23R b ™ 2N
FHLUE (Stinchcombe, 1965) , {HJ&, #r
AR AT LR E LR B, T & TR fE
IR, S LT Y 2 A TH R A5 Dk
Bl FF A, QWIS R, HalHS 0 A4 77
MERARMG, BARKE S i A FhEEAS B 22 10 %
Pk W AR AR

(4) FEFFZEIX (community level ) [
— 20—

WESE,  HLAE A T8 A MR T A B A 1 2% A
[ - RS AT = N S 4 T B S PO
F g . O FRE ) B AR R, R 5 T
M54 Te4 (full competition) F|F/E (symbio-
sis) HY/\FIARIRSC R . @K TEAEALHE SR A
BOIRZRT, Al Fokl g 42 A AT i /2,

() AL 5 I PR oL A W 45 Y

YEHR—Fh TS (meta theory) , ZHZME AL
AL S R CF, B BT 48 5 3K 5
AR ERE, TRERTIE, MR, SRR
—FE, — B R AR, W kA
FEE 45 B (Dennett, 1995)., FrLA, 16 BAT
(CIERDEN U (ol B (1P SRTTREE 2" (if...
then) B, HSIA] HE AT A 4 HAth JLFh 21
R BRI FER AR (EEMNAE S B
TRE = A RS A A ) , BAEHE (in-
stitution theory ) | & B¢ J5 5 ( interpretive ap-
proach) | #1Z12%>) (organizational learning theo-
ry) . FiEEAEZS (population ecology) . % IEAK i
(resource dependence) 5385 A ( transaction
cost economics) LA, BN, Aldrich #2718
SR PR B A S AL IR R DAAS G RORAK
TRIRVR R W 5 A DG A [ R, 9 AR 1 B O 1
LN A BRBE b H A 2H 28] 14 RH B AR
(interdependency ) iR HUAY AR WS AT 3, 41410
REDIEARLAL, MR EWEHTFH
P72 (8] ) H A 25 AL B & &R (Aldrich & Ruef,
2006) , B HIK AP HHTC A A2 0 2R 4 4
FEEE Y — M R B A, B

(1) 785, BR 7L RET 50 T AR
EHANTLAMANE Z A1, LS A RS R il
MIRE I WA H oK (B ) A B M



P, BRI S )R O AL ZH 2R, R B E
fbZH A AT, eS8 1k, 45 PR ] fig
Ao 6T P 85 R AT 7N WG AR 9 8 118 T =Xk sk
G AR, ) Q38 ek 1IN P2 A A el A AN A A X
PR A S, ERE i i e I ok 40 i 41 21 1)
L4 (Pleffer & Salancik, 1978)

(2) e, BRI AR RIS K FR p A
1, — A NIRRT BB 7E o — A AR 4R
1 (Emerson, 1972), Jf H 45 il 5 5 i il A A9
B AEFF A e R e . o B O 34
— 738 3 0 B R A S e, R S — T I
TR,

(3) TRER. MBFIRMIS Y M Rk, (R
AL PR AT BEAFAE 0] R . A by B i ) 20 U2 AT 1A
IR 25 O BE M, FEAS 1 SUERAR B3 1 5l A
MR R IE L AR TG, A AAE A
A EH#r ( Peffer & Salancik, 1978), FTLL,
TRETEGT RO LM FIEEA S S KA, B
B, WURORE Y R — T IR i A A B AT
S5 e, TR Bl DA G VAR R 1 A R A
AU R SRR 015, 5408 B8 0 i 7 el 25 A8
BB FaE (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006) .

M2, Aldrich 282 1 21 213 Ak 38 o IR
w.EEN, S ZMEnRE, N
AN Y PR OC R AR — A AR R AEE S
HALI A HTHESS (B, A& 7E = AR E
TR “ T 19d#) (Aldrich & Yang,
2014) 5 5 —J7 T X RE A AN R FIE 19 85 2 R 43 Bt
(BT, A FIRE % 2 B A0 a3 ot v 1 B T
AN E BB BIESE)  (Baum, 1992)  Jisi4y
Frigfit TR (flan, =303 B AR B4l
WK R Y IR D s SR R ) (Edwards,

%‘ﬂ%?ﬁd
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1997) . 44K, HLUHE AN — L 5 2 [n) AT SR A7
PR, ALAE A AL B T B A 4 2 Uk i
Fioebr (flan, ALV, anfar e SCHTY AL
AR DR R X T Ol A AR A R R
eSS

=, REFTEAER

M 20 H4d 80 4EARTF 4R, Aldrich 2(#2TT 46
LA 20 AL FE 5 A S 25 A ok, JFHL,
fb7E 1999 4FH Y (412U AL)  ( Organizations
Evolving) (#f5—fR) —A92F FJ& X TAhLAY
L, WML, HEUVE MR BTN ST,
JIT LAZH U AL B 0 SR 9 S Bl R, fl B S
A, HBUEAL IS S BT E IR 2R, AR Sk
AP SR ZHEUR IR, T A i A
B AT 5 Al 3k A 5 4 1 B PEIR Aldrich 2
52 1) 28 25 A B 7 A0 ol 450 48R 1 7 R O mT
REMIBFIE T Ih],

() @hlkAin

HAEAL IS N R BN E A& TT (crea-
tivity) 5AI# (innovation) 32 %52 FI| M 55 Hif W
e AR BN IR R PR EE DL R R Al A R
HE B2 A AR B 52 0 (Aldrich & Martinez,
2015), XEEHEEAAERE, KLU
WP, PR R, BRI S, Bk, D
RIRIAE SR (N TAEZR4%) 2T 4l
AR R S AR, BRI AT S
PR BL S . X A& F A R i 41 ok
TRV, XA FRRESGIFIRE ) A O BT
HATRE S AT R B RO SCARBR T, Rz, &

QPSR Z (strong tie), PNFPAEESR T (cohesive)
— 2] —
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MZ RN (diverse) QL& HBAEA F T4
FEQ Y FAIH (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006),
U, PR X B 3 7 5 BT Y & A A A
WOR: WARMMAERE, S5 E LT i
AR | b2 BT A B A b 3 0 20 38 ST 1Y) 3 Y
Fhbrte, SR, ML EERE, BN
TR 2P J L € BE A 7E JLAS T (2 i Ok
Bl Sy, EdE. OARRF AT X HLURR
MABIER, AT LA AR B R 1Y 7T BE R I R KA
Qf 2B Al K BEE AR B A [7) il B2 2544 v
Moy 248 3T DBl A e @
Bl L 2, L) S5 A i BE AR 1 7 = )
BN, SRR T B R i i Rk
J¥ (Khaire, 2014) , )5, FEQDILIFEHRIED S
BIVE (improvisation) 824813 1 i R A4 T
Bles, PORREMEEE TIEARBE ek, W
AR RIEWERIA FRZS (Aldrich &
Martinez, 2015) ,

FEMCHER 1, A SCA A =R — IR ER
s fa],

B, WEUEAIEIR Iy, ka4
BRI A BB F T A FE Ml fiTie
WO 2 B ARAT IR IR L 1 g 2H ZUI5 ) 7 g
J1o FEX—d R, AL AT LA o0 R0 R
1 “BaAE” (framing) BUE “HFAL” (sto-
ries) K5 AREF G5 AHSCT W3, FEUAC Y0
A, DAL I3 4 b B S 14 0 R AR B A S )
fiE}1 (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006), iX5Z5 [t
EANE Ry TR 55 At = K S i R 28 ok 1
SN T e R . R R, XA~ < F3h”
R <Ak fe B0 <M T 2,

AP [ B B 200 SE Rl 45 R BN 22 ad —

SEMIERE TRE . ASCN Dy, XFP kSRS IR
A AR FTRESLZ L« B0y iATm])” A A
A (CHAF, 2015) & ik 6] B8 (identity
theory) s&—MHOW A 2522 898 (Deaux, 1991;
Hitlin, 2003), FH R 5 KA 6 5C 1 17
HNo Bkl —F g IR, MR A
FHEE, 250 & MR E LI T L 1 A 3K e
X, BT, Al #E S OrNFELZEE T — A AN
TAEGEIFHE | O 3R BT 55 2 R A B
BT A S — A DL BB (Fauchart &
Gruber, 2011; Hoang & Gimeno, 2010), H3iA
[Fi) 2 P oK il e 2 o R A A 22 39m 1 — 4> A
YRR AT N UK RS Wy, By
WAIR AL S B A 25 1] g Bl 35 1 B 5% 2 i ) 2%
WRRPNAEAT R SRR R, B, R
LR ZUE AL IS T LU T30 B 0 A IR) B 10
PR, DA A 2080l 32 422 S T I 46 R R
BN A A TS BN SRRL

S, R EME ST R PR Y — S S
HATE U AL B S v B2 30 1 ) B2 A 455 0 40 3
73 500 1 BUEE 5 W (18 W, R SR T LA E— 2
Xof il BE PR BE An el 52 B AT A HEA TR R L il An,
VEAL T — AT BT B 55 R iR, 25 i IX
(AT B A S K- AN A, TR ) 1 — [ P 1Y
95 iy du§ 5] A ) BEHE 25 (Chan et al. , 2010; Ma
et al. ,2013) , SXFPASIAE]H DX ] B & K-
225 Lo BN Bl HL 2y . s EDE AT A Y
VRN A b By 28 Ssk, Bldn, IEngEde
2B BN A M 23 W P 5 53 R T AE M
TBRE (Ma et al. , 2013), Ak 7EVEEA L B
TEH A b 7T 28 AN T) X314 o] 2 2 e g
BVRRRE | BRI X AU, R ok



b DX JE 22 Je K - 11 25 S5 A T R S 1 £l 2
N AN AT A 2B S0

(7 B e 7 o BE A S P AR AR A E A L 2T
H b = A RIS, Jo HR A o [ R
DULRE , S FEIREE TS, AN [R] B2 2 [ Bk
Z 8tk Tl B AT A AR — Bk i R
ARG AT 1 B B AR 4R o Y 2
O PERYHR S (institutional polycentrism) , A AN
Ivi) F 1 B2 22 ) ] B S AH BAR FE, A LB DU A B
hgE, A A M 20 2506 3 26 1) B %) 21 A 1
R ( Batjargal et al., 2013), E KK FH,
Batjargal % (2013) &8, HLH . BOAMZ T
i BE A AL 5 Tl 2 S 5 B Al R SR AL
RSl E SRR R R
[ B B Al A SETERRF 98 R B, 7E AR 55
HIRERREE T, A W4k 2 4 A A 3 A
M ZE R T 1) 55 1 B A B X A 4ol
1 SRR 3 T G TR o T 4 R I A S ) TE 2
HEER R, HEHE T A S R . SR,
ST EL o 1 B AL R AEAE A IS, 3R
W ARAR TC I AL, PR A R DA A B S A — T T R
PRI D — 7, R T A ol 5 S M fE AL,
O TG B A BREE” T Al e
F (Stinchcombe, 1965) . A KAl & Z oL ik
BB ST 30 3E — 25 X 43 T R[] 25 Y 1 1) B o 5%
(PR Ebr vs. BRERAZFB), LU LAHS
PR o€ H AR 1AL FRE (internal represen-
tation) , PABLAE A 41 4U[R] R 22 0 o 2 i B 1) R
W& PSR (Pache & Santos, 2010)

BRit 2 5, MK I 7 i B B0 55 B 5 1 ] 174
WAL, 76 (EHSRR) 2019 455 2 M
M4 FRCE F, Hin Fl Xu (2019) L9642

%‘ﬂ%?ﬁd
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FUBSA R R T AL LB K 2 e R IR 40
AT S b 2 o T R RE R T R e s 4
TANEALZ, HR XL SR ZE R EIEIES
257% (informal economies) W, %28 P IAHY
USR8 IO 1% 38 3 2 B A 2 B R 8l Al
HEATERZBE (Tian et al. , 2019), HHhnsR A
SCRpIEAH B RS (Hin & Xu, 2019)
ML AL A A, FRHE ST
[l A2 v 2 AR TE B 4 b B R SRR I AN
IR ) 22 v M R o BE AR Y AR A
IR TR Z AR NI B )
SR ALE R . IF 40 Batjargal % (2013) JF
R IR ERE T, SR HEST
KA AL 2 W 28 B ARE R EEAE T . SR R4
BRI 28, T A T flk i S A
W2 T22J7 0, AR T AE T A FRE A2 5
SR A O R R s B |4+ F 7 NI B
CEEPET ARUE, AR T REAE S — R A A
ST F RS I AL, e T
XA R RS, R T 2R,
AR T SA0E R T 2N R, =
JEZ el ARG AR 2K, AN FE A
TR G T A IR O b v T A 2, AT
Al 52 i £ B AL 7] B2 (AL e R RS 22T R
VU 2t R ol R e RO IS A I AN T o 5 T 3R B
SRS T kBT WER, SiEk—KHMt
Teik SRR HE R Aol AR 07 A Al Hhoin 2
L, P T R OR B R e 7
=, AERS T E R A& G A i R
BURF A Sy 20 B 4, RO Al 28 5 1
A AL 2 VG 5 AT 3 28 T A ) P B BORE

FRA, EEOF A 2010 4G I &
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TR R R PR T 2477 MV 7E 2018 4F E K Se it
JRRATH (R PER 426 (2018) ) H
s AR —AUE B EOR T e A%
SCYRS AN 5T S el A DI WG B 5 Wi WY 02
JETT ], 33X A B X AT Ml K AR AT BT R S
ATV B 4 R 55 BOR PR N B B B e w5, X
PR T —A> 15 8 20 2 A $He R0 ) B B e v
$& HE T 7 M Hh B 2 T I 1 i R S TS
T 6 5%, Aldrich F1 Foil (1994) [HHF5T
i T2 M v 4 S B T I B TR A A
TEVERRR, TR B R IBOAS [7) J2 180 1) 45 7 1 e
BRI 1477 it/ R 55 R A 132 9 DA R R L e
(RN G ), B AR A BUAT ] 3 T i %
FRAE 48 (BN S BOR &%) . fEPE,
P 2 7l ) SR B AR A ATl
JIE 2 T AL 5 v 1 1Y) AW 7T BE RN Aldrich T Foil
(1994) R RIVEXA AR, Flan, BN
FEHELCRE S A LR Ak, B
T AT 2 B R _E AT 14 A i A
(Aldrich & Foil, 1994) , Bt4h, 2H21 3 L H i
MR, AR A EERIIA, BT Al i Bl
AR JE T F 8% (Hannan & Freeman,
1989) , A Re SR R AR F il B2 S o X T Fh i
BRI /DR e BIK S 1 38 1) S0 R A TE PE S ALY
W (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott & Meyer,
1983) , 22 ML iy 20 23 16 BRI 1 SEHIE S B Ak
T 1 Y 55 T2 SURNHOI Y 4 3918 1k 0 Ik B
TX— 4 (Delacroix & Rao, 1993) ., Tt
T H B DR T 4 Bl RO A 2% 7 M & e

ST, R R AR A, RO 3k
PR — P BRI, Hh S RKE
PR B BBl AT A RS SR S IR IR o AR
[l At 2 ) 15 B T 48 B 2R ST I — N R
WEITI0]

(=) fhlkidf

HAF IS . O HE A EH T E
T H L2 By (organizational identity )
FAARY S R WF SR, P R A 4
(growth) . BI#F (innovation or innovativeness)
FIHLEAR 5 (opportunity recognition) 3 & A
i, 53 A A A R 22U e B R 22 . X
DR B A7 AE A R 1R B S R, 17T SR T
AL By (9 7 Az o ARk e A A A7 A X
Al @ N FAE X — i FE f B
THIER . By, RSN A R SR Z
WEREE ) s 2 QIR R O 1), AN 235
M AR AL Y — Al LU — SRR AR B
BF, A2t an AT AR 2 B HHR A IR AT B
ERER, @ HLUATER N 5E 2 AR T
AR A RRIE R SIS VE A LRIk,
BTy 5 HADH S A ENAT o
@DIEH FEIFFGE S Z 5, R A 15
MRESI AT AT Ak, BLRt, EfsHEA TR
AR S AL B, BUE AR B Sk, il
FRE P E RS ok . @ FEEA/E N —A A
B IG , GV h B 7 5 159 A RE g i 2%
B0 B 2 LSRR S e U IX Rl 2H U
OB 5 PR N, AR — AR IE 3 i 20 41

@ (5B TP & R R IR e ) (F% (2010) 325),



AL (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006)

M RIS N R A, AL R
FEE A B A% (membership) K B E 44130
B o AU ] T S AN U R ok 3R ) S 3 A
GRS XA, Bilan, KA B N T e A
PRI TR — 2 A TFHEBR A, ™ 4% X537 X
PARAL R ER “R T M “dERT; MR
BERE B IRFAT 5 P B A 45 2R 1) 2 2B R
7 R P 9 | 1 N5 7 7 7 9
N RTEAATR IR TR, AT o
I “FEWE”  (Van Maanen & Kunda, 1989)
IEHL, YRR i AR AE 23 SN 7 A K e
SRR filan, 43 O E E RS
SRFEAL RIS IR 2 SRR IR TR S
Ui 55 i B, AR AT B AR FT UL T ( Smigel,
1964) . WIMHEEE, AL R H4E 7R
EHLIFE G, JRHXT AN A kB, BT,
Bl A 55 A B 53 1 38 AR R 5 e 21 2 Y
AIRRAS SR IR 41 2050 F 4 2R A S22 21 20 A 57
FEAERITRR AR 6. 2RI & 5800
THEE . BE EEFENAEAA T FRA S
FIZERTE 2L, J5 & WISRIE R B FEA TN B S
AU —BhE, Frbh, MRS Mt &, 2l
Al 5 ZE A SR I, S 2R AL
SRS, HEUBR SRR, OB 5t iy 48
S, RPN EER T, U0 R 207 i
BT, MICReE MR &, AEURREE BN — A4
Gt MO A TR (AR
ARG S Re T, AL AIERE, F2
ML A FFE I, Bz, HAELHB
O B R A e AU R, AU A
USRS g & T keE, RE 535

%‘ﬂ%?ﬁd
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TR, NI R fil 2 S AL e S5 4 Sl R
(A 15 B A AR ARER R AR

MATT FoRFE, 40 e X 7
MR I 2 21 21 5 7 /1 ( organizational
identity) &, AL G MM T AR5
TSN L Anfa] B4R | LS, R4 41
BT I AEAE, 723X HLA1 2L ik 3 S
A (sense — making) FES1EHE ( Weick,
1995) o A%0o W s 2 4 200 L 1% 1 5 A RS il
AL Gy 5 H TP RT3 — 2 (coherent)
MMy . SRR E T “CRATZHE" X
AN PSR, % WS 43 R A B TR
— RGN BETE, TR ELA BRI
HEZE Qe 30 35 A AT 9 AT 30, JF 98 A AT 132X
B (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986; Walsh, 1995;
Weick, 1995); 53— 2HHAG MWV, F
SIS L LR BRI S AN (W Y R U R A £
WATRA B ) A0 B M DL S kR . A AN
B 5T f 32 B 09 DT Rt 2 PR 0 B T 2 SR
PATCER IO B PR AAAE . X R ECE B T
UL T e, RIIA S 1 B AR 45 Rl & ik
R IEPETPAN SR, R A 2L R E B
A F WM DL K S B & (Aldrich & Ruef,
2006)

B2, H4E Santos F Eisenhardt (2005) 1
5T, B 200 FOR A EE 5 A = A He, |
FET R F (efficiency ) . #LJ1 (power) . HE JJ
(capability) HURLAR . PR, T FSCh2H 20
EHIR N ZS, ASCA, AokR4 U e
THLGL R RS T DN = AT,
7T BE S 4t DA ] A 8 A £ 40300 SR 0 4 280
BRI (AT, 2015) . HASKE .

o5
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(1) ZCRWA T 42050 F a2 80
TH/MEIGFLALAR , LA A AR e 5 — £ %8
Dy W% T 3 58 G S TE Al R 58 . 34
IR E I, dHEUWE S — R B vk
LS, SR Tl aLH mAr7E Ry, 228k
W RSEIA BB A 244, T LT
KR, I X4 B AT Ol AT W s DL AR
THHTERIEPEAE S (Masten et al. , 1991)
— IR 32 5 15 Bl 3 aod T 3 L 58 1R AR
STEALNEEARRG, Kk, 805050 %
B AR B A Fe /AL 3R BB AR (9 H 77 ( Coase,
1937), FEHEIEE T, B THF2ZHSERAE
i, JLHIEENL EEZ FIRMIER T, &
B VR 2 HAL T BOH B AR BT FR (fildn,
FWEMZs . NHIHESE) o ik, XLeFBralfg
BCR AR AR A T L A BRI, Bz,
A3 o 2 2 A Y B 4 5 O B O AR T R A A
XK, IR OB, AT AT RCHE R B A
A MERAYE R A LA T, A RES U R
T — AR AR

(2) AU WL 200 B0 5 6 0 1 A
fuf Pl 5 20 S B 4 mR) 45 R 2 OQ B Y e AA
TERXF AT, HABANE—F & 12D A
SEPE RN 3 i BE S 4 ( Pleffer & Salan-
cik, 1978; Thompson, 1967), #%.0rHYWL S &4
Z1h P U T RE 08 f A R BE 1k AR £5
A Tt % w42 i A b 5 (Davis & Powell,
1992; Porter, 1980), H UL, BRI A T A
BUN T RAOCTEH LA Yy, MY s H
JURE S R A R K R UYL
A DISE 7 AL R 3 Ji 28 48 1] FO G 1] 1) 34

S, b U ARG L], i

PESAT | ICBA | T UAYE Bh L R 5 3R A Z 11
RV 3 ok 2 4L A (Hillman et al.
2009) . 4N, Santos 1 Eisenhardt (2005) %
AL 4T3 (nascent market) A BIY %4>
T = BOREE 7= AL oFe 2 57 At AT 14 52 1l
T, A2 T SRR R BRI, T TG 1 4k 2
I, JE AL AR 754 S A A fE,
mrerp EER T, T, MMl &1
Je R, LR 2 48 RE B 52 0 1 5t
MOCHER 2 . 7RI T, SEFEm FpdE
PR AR R AL B SRR R AT AL,
W AT RE R — D55 1]

(3) REIIRLA T LU0 A58 e T4
SUR G A TF R AT Al R R 1 L B
TN IR (Penrose, 1959), ALY
A WL BE U R B 1% Bl A e ek A
LG PR A IALE AL A VEBC T e, (A5 41
LR HE M B B i 8 IR 2 20 A W 51 T AL
Zx, MRS R, oW G RHE I
IO 3 BT e KAk A Ml B R 2 S (B 3 T
PRI SR 2 SR R S R Al Fr) T 1
e, AL IM T, FHRHERNRZ
— BRI, T2 —Rhr 4 O DA e R 7, I
A BRI PR RN 235 18 5 22 95 IR e 4 AR
7Tl L Bl 2H 2w I B A BA A B4k
ST ARG (homophilous affili-
ation) , ¥EPES A CAHIERARE (ANt AR
FIRBARRL) , MARRETIIRE S Bt (functional
diversity) >k 41 & 4 Ml A BA ( Ruef et al. ,
2003) . — T T 7 30 4R #7442k ( Stanford
Project on Emerging Companies, SPEC) HY3f i
JEAE s, AR A AEAD SRR A R



BHSE L B 2L ] (organizational blueprint )
MBI R T SR R SR RS EMER, T8
BT IR B <R iR N 35 " (founders’ legacy )
(Baron & Hannan, 2000) ,

(ELIE ST W0 A 0F 9 2 B M 7 2 A 9 U R
Al B B TR 1 2 P 2 (founders” di-
lemma) , 4 Wasserman (2017) % PR, Ffi#
AL & R, T A Ml 4R 2 4 1 4l ) 2
SRALITE , B A AR AT RE TC ik M5 | 30 % 4l & Jé
FREBERIMTITIR, MAMETEAR AL,
Sl 6000 FK A Al (1 1 Ak AUT AL 5T 3
B, FER Al Oy AR Z 0, IR A R ARk
P A A PSR A (0 o 4% 2 52 2 B0 (7
FHRFEEAT A CEO) , AR i Ak
W32 3 00 B0, Wasserman 2042 4 it A1
HPMEE PR WU, X T AN E X <8
SR E AR E SRR BAREE, X— U
SR B I A By A [ R AR S R
FA 1L FR A 52 R VLR N TE— 2k, B, A
Al B A B, ARl R A e R
UEAE—FF IR $8 @0 il & R )t i 11, 5 i
A K Bl 25 R A e IR AR A 1y SR AT
FEARMY 3 FENTE B B 05 4 01 1Y) AR 3F
A 1] A2 B 4 2L AL I 5 O B T i —

= AN
G R

[k

=, B4

~ 15y =H

G

S, HEEAHEB AN, 8
FlZk:, JF 500 BeI R %, FrHAE
B AU ) AR 22 T7 1A AR R B R 25 6], AR 3
I Aldrich 2 AT % 21 2 AL B 55 A1l 2
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WHYEE L, LA XA A 5 e
NN Au g D ERA R VR vaf s O £ 5
FHISE RS P EE S, XA RIS TR T
LI 7E B O A ) B BT R R | e
AN T 2 R A2 3 1 i 9 BLE B 5 ==
], 48K, Aldrich ##2A9H A AL HIE A 1T
XTI, AN TS, 44U f P
WA T B B 5 KRRy, KB AF e
AR ECIEPNCY. &1/
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HRFHFREMAM S (2011.9~2012.9),
R AL 7 KA S RUT R 2 E (2017.1 ~
2018. 1), W MR ¥ Kk R AE Journal of Small
Business Management , Asia Pacific Journal of Man-
agement, Management and Organization Review L)
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