%ﬂl%iﬁ*ﬂ%

2021 # %4 4

ak: FNE

Z|BA R R RUME =, ML AR,
BE

£ WAhE HEE
“IR AR K ke S BUR AT AR, ik AR T AR a9 A
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AR B F
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W OE. EBAEZ B Feg AL # F 8 A T H K
BRI ELESFH, TIEERI T

£y B PAAT AR B v iE R T AR YR
Foy el A F X AR RAA N E L 5355, KT HIRBF R Inputs—Mediators—Out-
comes (IMO) AERAn 25 AT b, A3 2000~ 2020 4 B 7 988 2 5 4o 8 32 5 1

FFPANERERARAGBERTT 2@ ML, KLAANBT ANELR
A NE (a8 ki), BREFEBERANREZRR XBGHARER, R

BT R ERAREL A REFF I ANRERA T, G, ALAHARERR

R RRZ TR ETILERZ,
XEEE AIAES, B A, Wis; IMO; MR ERL

TEYS 4 B BRI DI PR EE N, B Ie AR TR C Jo il 2 S A 2 2 AT
Fa oK, PIBNZHT SO H P R B A Y TAEBIT (Mathieu et al. , 2019) , 52T
VR BAIE 5 /D B 400 3 FIAR 22 T J@ Al B, 1T BA B 03 22 ) 38 6 A7 7E B i T AU

Wi 3 B AE R T, BIAIBAZ S, (team hierarchy) ( Anderson & Brown,
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2010; Greer et al. , 2018), FRFFZHINAE T X
HAf (functional perspective of hierarchy) FJ 2%
HONAT I BT 4 )2 45 P AR A 52 9 s,
WAL BRI, e e, R4ERF A NS 1T A
AR EMLE] (Halevy et al., 2012; He &
Huang, 2011), /INKRAIE ATEE (2019) 45
AU JZ GOl B T B <SP 34 4 T
RCEEVEAEL, 7 1k 0 D 0 e 4 A B A 9
P, MR AN, NORAAURAEE” R
WL AE R, 47 2 RE P A 3 SCALAA ((dysfunc-
tional perspective of hierarchy) [HF5% & 11FF 1k
T8 2 Ak PH BA 25 4 1 A A, I DL R TR 1Y
FE BTN ( self-management teams) 2% fii 3F- (4
JE KR SR A2 32 A A B 5% 1] °F- 45 1) £ B 32 3k
AT SO b e 17 A1 B PR BE A T5 5K (Aime et al. |
2014; Bunderson & Reagans, 2011; Chen et al. ,
2018) . VFZ LI IR AT i) 90 A8 %
fitr, WEF LR LA U R R AR R
BN, BE A BN G B AR S 4 2 IR A A A
ERMJZH 25, M4 1 Johns Hopkins BE B
SCIBUN TN IZE- 9= ke WU K (LK (N STy E NRA OBV
SOFLERI BN R 5200 T, T ZCH; T 43
AEIRYL N 8 EAET, [RAFHTZY T 200 J7 EILHY
JA (Gawande, 2010), HMEAI WL, SCT)RH
PR3 2 i ~F- Ak 1 A BA &85 4 5 R F T B IS 17
BRI SRS B A AE ARV 2 A BT JE LA

Shy T T A b A 28R AT AR AT 5 1 A 0 R
SENTEREE, RATRGHI T 2R Y6 3
SCHReRES E XA P LA EE S '
e, 2T IR REXT A BA 2 9 AR A S T T
Wi — B, 2 E BT E BRI A5 18 5 bR
R H AN 2 R TSI 2 SORT ey
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Aok Z0m A BN )Z G, IS T BAA AR S i
%4518 (Bunderson et al. , 2016), Hk, 4%
WHFEIR A AT I AT BN 2 905 A BA S 2R =2 ] Y
CRRE T, BUR O —FEEHLE, T2
T ZAE PR I of P A A B 52 0 T B
A, B I 4 A X 43 A BN 2 A
JERAARIRI T RV IATBA 2 20 R fig 23 fid ik i
A B R, (B2 HRF) T Ho Al 2 7 1 (A
BAE SR, HeE, KR H B T4 RHIE 52 A
A R REUR BT B ) 2 A, B2 T VB HE Y
KU % (contingencies) T RIERIVER], —u&
[l o2 B 24 X E 9T g £ 5 D) Re R i
F SR I SR I T iR PP s T T, 48 A
BAJZ 5 A BA 5 SR 22 ) AT 68 [ B A7 75 AR 52 19
BEHLH] (Greer et al. , 2018) BIELE YT 5 28 i
( Anderson & Brown, 2010; Greer et al. , 2018; 11
JBAESE ) 2015) o, SR, 3 46 S HE % A A2 441
FUEBAESE, S Z BT AR, B
SRTER T R LS NS 2R, I JLAE 1Y Bof
SEUEMF ZE B WEFATT N 12 5 II0RS 240 14 b 34 i AT A
JEY W) N A A T ( Bunderson et al., 2016;
Wellman et al. , 2020; Yu et al. , 2019), B4
TET ML AR AT A2 S0 1) 22 A BB 5 T A PR P BIL A
(Shim et al. , 2020; Slade Shantz et al. , 2020),
LR Z R AT BN S 2R (Oedzes et al., 2018;
Snihur & Zott, 2020) FMIALZE K & ( Wellman
et al. , 2020; Xie et al. , 2020), Wik, FATx
BN Z G 5 SR o 5 2 T HIRHE L R 4
PREGRIEAR, BT, ASCERE T HIBA
R 5 SRRV, DA AR5 & I In-
puts—Mediators —Outcomes (IMO) (Mathieu et al. ,

2008) FNZEFIFAZ BRI (structural contingency the-



ory) (Bums & Stalker, 1961) JWHERL, /= A
MM —Fli A (inputs) , 4= TAT 2 40 b i B
P BN JZ G AR PR A o7 =, ZE T BAKF |
(R Z AU S TR AL (mediators) FIAN[H]
FHR A BT SR (outcomes ), LA K I8 F1 19 it oF
JEAA AN E  (contingencies ) , B A BAJZ
P AT HIE AL AR HA + o A X
fEde b, EEHIBNER T R4, BN A
VLR AR 45 T e dE e BELAS AT Az 1545 B 1
PRSI G IAT HE— 20 K s TESERR |
PRE BN Z G 1 F a SR aT LUAS B 48 3 AR 4
ERUNiDE RN e m i RN Ci N INAE St N TR =
JCH e A 1) T BA AR RE

FRATTENE LT LA 5 B 8 A SCI 2534
Tl S—, FRAITE Web of Science FIHIMAHE A
W PL “ hierarchy 7 disparity 7 “ centralization ”
“dispersion” “steepness” “inequality” “JZZ” “4&
&7 LI “team” “group” “HIBN” IR T
Kk, TEARGIFR i th OCTE )2 9 HOGH: A A
JERIIBETE; =, RATAFESH TUEXTZ
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1) SCHR £ 38 5T 73 H1 (Anderson & Brown,
2010; Greer et al., 2018) M1 BEHR A SEIEF 5T ;
F, A TR BRI IR, RATER R
THITPIAERYSEEAE B2y (Academy of Manage-
ment) AFELTGEICE, &R, A HEFE] T 2000~
2020 4FF) 44 FEAIBNZHEESCE (AR 1), XLk
WIFE R FAE Academy of Management Journal (AMJ) .
Strategic Management Journal (SMJ) . Organization Sci-
ence (0S), (AFERIF) 45 B N AMEH= T
% Journal of Applied Psychology (JAP) . Psycho-
logical Science (PS) . (UHRZA3RY 25 A 4M L
AT b SR S SEUE ST il R B, AN
9T & S 90 A BN 2 Gt 22 Ff AT At 2 (team
processes) . THILARZS (emergent states) 5 1A
JERAFAET TGRS , ASCKH ) T2, RS
HuXT AT BA R ARE & A . VEJIBILR AT BAJ 2
FVBAE R Z AT BB 7, 223008 AP JiG X 7
MBI B, JHRIR T — S R AR IR AT 1Y
[R5 18], AR SCHUBEEHESR AN 1 FTR

F1 K20 FEARERZIEHARICE

BRac | R | W | JERUR | EEE | BBV | AR | B T
GINGE R
(WS 5 I 24 b B BA AR P AR ()
RS | . 3t A . W, RORRA (R) FITH
Xie 4 ) el —F ;
u&i ﬁ; WA | ARG | FAZ ), Hﬂg” Al BA ;ﬁﬁ'mﬁw%ﬁ;tﬁﬁmQﬁm
- wWE | eS| | O AR A % 1 o 1 )
{3 15 B 2 7
2
. P A B 5 2 I B ) 2 5 4
Shim % | widy | w2 R | | e .
= — O o AT, T E
(2020) O BRI A1 BAGRRL A S Eﬁzj Jn T, B AR EE A A
iR

— 123 —



HARAEZZ A, wHlfesR: FXKH-ELS

ik
Wk | mhs | WEAK | (EARE | HSEE | BRI | A | Bk FEEN
A A S T SR G MR B 1
L /2:\ Il AL .
oA 4 TN N BT L 5 e S T
S N S FERA L ek, #H 2
iiﬁ N A A ziﬁgi WAL W | STHE | . e
PRI ELIE BB wﬁ‘x R ) Sh AR A, [k
MRS
Snibur BB 0 g N | BB e e 5t
o IR s | - R e B R R A
(2020) || v » PIEHEAE R ALE AR
- 55 B 4 TR 2 A £ 4 1T
ER | (R | akom | e | LEPHATRL, M\ A
ntz % : = YL ENS A1 R _
?;%f G | E o | ke | TISVREC IS R L B
[y b5
iz - N Y s %
Wellman | | EEOUBBUBRE | IR || e | AR FREZHAL, S
flman | ot | s e \ ML R (e )
% B R | T (ke | R | AR | B o
ooy | B e | 2 g | poemp | g | CERSWIERER (R
' - e W) BAT BT B Ak
. | mmma (2 ‘ N VAP 5% 12 28 2 30 T B )
! ) LG 3
?%;f g; 549G mié% — | A é@% Sl | SRR, T
h TI&) A BA 8] 14 ] 1 25
— QLB AT 45 15 4l
Bird % | #UH U \ B MZWAFER “U” XA,
(2020) | R - - i;ﬁﬁlk b3 | Al EI e 2 I K R
g R P R
B IR 1L 5 M T 2 0 5
A B Sy
vow | e | s o | P we | R | sy b,
B L B 4y ; It | BE R R, R ;
(2019) JER | At W, [T 253 TR BES Zﬂ%?ﬁﬁm A HF H A
Evans #1 - " o = Sl 438 A A 4
R TS B BB | S || SR 0 H
Samer | JEAL | g gos | HEB IS
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AR R 5 3 AT
Trembla SRR PR, HAZR
ko | mmER (R | e e || cww i s %
ey | | st g | H . AR i
BRI, (B2 B R
TN
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edzes N . @ﬁ Sars] 2 .
O Dt | estiwmon | v | SR g | SRR e mee s,
uam B | M ER AT %rﬁ4ﬂk s 1 *mm HIME AT 5 3 10 B2 R 45 2 £ F
! LIS R A R
S0 A A 355 T 3 FEE 2
o b S ol B £ 8 T 43
P | g | SEOERI o e e | s 7 S
Q018) | AR | B4k gk | #wEs | SO A SN 3 R B
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s
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Wik | s | MR (B | EE | AR | FO | Bk FEEA
W e, FEVER 5 2T R VA R
Buley % | S| 0 K HE A | R B e || | e, B b
b gt = P i ,
(2007) | b | BEER R | B | PR L B R e e
Jie ol A
LR ‘ s T B o 22 9 1
A
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(2006) | "y | BN R R e Uitk | XIS 9 P DA )
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Smith | KU e | e L | R 2 5 el 5
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Siegel I . . -_F = A BN N 22 S AR T B R
B SR FIRIS . - . .
Hambrick z@ ;ﬁiiﬁz? e | HOREEE | G | R | OB, | SRR R A
(2005) ! intieh W% | ARl G B B
—_— BT LIRS B B DR B2 1 £
arpenter N . ST s "
S| R I ol A N SRR T R, L
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o | e L EAT Bt T Al SR | RN | TR | i 2 b2 ol 0 L B A T
B2 It T} R T
45 by I 5 T4 %
SR (T o e
Beersma % | A | #4A ok % e, || s || AATESERE, S
el s | manman |~ oo | A R e | ke, sy
e S, T2 4R L AT
” W A S

BERRIUR ;2000 ~2020 AR BHTBAZ 205 RIGIEDFST; Hirp « AURSCHIZZROERIILE] FOR e S, IR BISOER S, HaaTr
FERINRE T FERH,

W ZFEEZE ( contingencies )
HEBNEERE:
FESRHE (BARME/E 20 B ) 5
PIBNVRAIE. PRI AR, ) 5
FEEAE (55 PAT 13U 19
)
SR R -
ERFE (BRI SAT R )
LR (AMEALR/ST8 I )
IREERHAE (Shi kWi )

ERMLE (M)
HBAEZ (1) ThREEN:
S R | U (A TEIRHERER ) L ARLER (O)
Tl (A e /BENE/ il CTAEBA/ZIL) P BAZE R0/ 1 77 5 il B 5
2B ) IheERERS £ X VBB J /A b R A=A 5
x Wh5E (2 H A A I AU 42 15 A A 5 2 /37 1 S

‘ WA R /EER 1) 5
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—. BB RSN IE

TRATFRHL T 3k A SEUEAIF 5T v 1A B2 1)
R SCRERAEAL T2, RIFENTRA T 2
ANTF R A PR L R AE Al e SO 7 Xk %
i A BAJZ 2, X AR AT A2 5 30O T BN Z
WA I Ar B, Tk, FRATTHE AL A
P 2 WA 1 4 1T A 2% P B2 G RO & P
NG SCZR I RE FE SOM T RE R 2 SR A 1 3
A,

(—) B2 LR

JZY AT (base of hierarchy) 8 71 BA i
B Z (A ) S R T e T A AR B . Magee
F1 Galinsky (2008) F5ti, )1 (power) FilHb
i (status) S JZGAFFE PR 22 HAH B0 ST
A gEat, BRSO R P
PR ARXTFRAYE S (Blau, 1964), Hifiifg4
PR3z 3 i N 25 8 AR I Y R B2 (Ridgeway &
Walker, 1995). i, U2 FRMR GBI
BB B3 2 4 1 9 RO LAY 4 ROIRT (Xie
et al. , 2020; Z9H45, 2019), A2 JEAR
A7 I A B 57 32 1) Al N 2 A5 1 R R T ) 45
KT (Hays & Bendersky, 2015; Luan et al. |
2017) ,

TEVIMER B2 GTUER R, 46 K 25
SEHERET LA HZ (Xie et al., 2020,
55, 2019) B /298 (Hays & Bendersky,
2015; Luan et al. , 2017), WA ZEHRFEILTIHE
TR 2 B AU s A T U AT B2 2%, il
BT L FHM S (expert power) (Chen et al.,
2018) HET LA ( professionally based sta-

%ﬂl%?*ﬂ
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tus) (Mitchell et al. , 2015) J& B A4 A1 BAJZ 9%,
GBI BRI S, 2
SR ISP AR FRVE S A BN 2 S H i, 451
FHM KT (pay level) BIHBAJZ %% (Ridge
et al. , 2014; Trevor et al., 2012), 3T By
(equity) HBIHIBANZZ% ( Breugst et al. , 2015),
EARE R, X LB A 5T 7E PR HE- T il
JIT T ) 75 L o oA AR L 11 BA B 574 14 AL g B8 b
i, 0 4n FH 357 B 7K S S e A B B3 Ao
(Christie & Barling, 2010), FH AL (ownership
power) fRFEALS) (Ridge et al. , 2014), B4,
AT W I BAZ 53 R 2 T IE AR ( for-
mal authority) B{HRZ ( position) 11 B 2 57 1Y
ERX 2 9% (formal hierarchy) ( Wellman et al. |
2020) DL FARIE G F (informal influ-
ence) BMIKIT (deference order) JHBLAYAEIE
X )2 4% (informal hierarchy ) ( He & Huang,
2011; Oedzes et al. , 2018), M, 2%k
HHLUIRIRZEY , WIRR X 43 T 5 22 (6] AL BT
a5t B—FANRAY (explicit) FRKIF, 7¢
FLEHE S IR E S B IE 2 O R A
Frge iyt 22 B2 i R T M B R B 2 25 R
JE—FNER (implicit) FHK)T, IR
BT T M A7 2 9 ( Magee & Galinsky,
2008; Slade Shantz et al. , 2020),

H4E Magee Fil Galinsky (2008), £HZUH%5E
AT A7 SR B e ) Y R R, TEE
o BEAR DGO BT LB AHSRAL,  RIAL T 23 o i
£, HuA7 23 A JJ, 7E Hays il Bendersky
(2015) MYSCIERFsEAS R, HBAKSERIAU) 2
P GHAN R RAFTE B E I IEMHCKER (r=0.74,

p<0.01) , R, A5 Hu A2 WA Bk S Y
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M, U TAMMEA B &M (property of
the actor) , HBAZIU A AR T MAR JEHE (prop-
erty of co—actors and observers) , FHHFHif7, FX
THERLESE N E RSB AIE M (Magee & Gali-
nsky, 2008; Wellman et al. , 2020), It4l, Hays
il Bendersky (2015) &t i T A7 2 % AL )
EHE BB A M (mutability ), BERZE A FIR S
AURTREMETE R, PRI 2 5 R AR 2 U 0 1Y 38
447 M (competitive behavior) , T AH#L M &
SEIAR R A A SR G SR . FRATHESR T AT BA
JE GO B N R B AL ) R RS ML E
DS HRAR , AT T o ity b AR AR PR

(=) HBNZZIIE L

DATERIF SN T J2 G MR 2 P ok R 1 A
SAFTEZ R AL, R 22 F AT T 2 B
3 (form of hierarchy) +F4 A [R] 1 Fi 42 B 22
A4 (inequality) J2&— 7l HL #5832 1 A1 BA 2
G VIR, B T A BB A A A A4y
PHERYBTIRAE B oy AT A SERYFEEE (Bunder-
son et al. , 2016) o SFEHFX— WAL 102735 30 K
RS E X RHEEPE (centralization) , WA HE
SUHBERE (steepness) BEBTZIL (stratification)
X =R SRR AT AR5 P BN 18 BT A 5%
AT IR — 2GR, B R g s 5, |
Je Ak B A BN S AL, dn 3 s BT B, AR,
=FiE R (AR E AN F I H BN Z GO
Horr, SEh B PRAE 2 AR (disparity )
(Harrison & Klein, 2007), & BB\ AYAL 7.
Hp s R T A BRI BB AR
W R E P EIRPR (Freeman, 1978)  JEJE
ZH (Gini, 1936) 2385 R AL (coefficient of
variation) ik, RN —A~ B A T 2
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G, WHABFTA RO TARZ A, b
Wb fe i, a0 o — 74 R 2 T R A
IHAEGE TAERIBA, BERERML T /B E (sepa-
ration) (Harrison & Klein, 2007), 5&7F: M1 BA 51
FERE—RHESC T IR A B 1 22 SRR A, &
T H R HIFREZ:  (standard deviation) B4R
#EE (mean Euclidean distance) (De Vries et al. ,
2006) , HHIBANH—PRUAAL TR 29, J)—FB ik
SUETARZS, BEREAL TR e i, filhn i 74
B AR A R EIA, B2 e
AR A3 A AN R 2 ORI RR B, 0 3
KHI Blau (1977) 88 EZ KM% (Bunder-
son & Van der Vegt, 2018; Yu et al., 2019),
24 A BN r B AL B B R AL TR R R GOK P, By
AT, Pl —f R g, — (gl
2 TR — 37 1o % R R A A T A A AL
P BAJ2 20 20 1] Ay A ~F- S5 18 BF 53 5 SR T 4 |
S TR R T

Brutz oh, Bk 588 o TP (acy-
clicity) K& XBIANZH , X —MESRIE T4 &
RS LR BT TE, A T BA KT 19 )2 G A A
UK ) R FR, AR ) — B
A AR — AME M JE Y (Emerson, 1962), G
R A AR A T sl B R B 2
(] (R A ) DG R B ] 1Y), st B AR i 5% 1
XA 2 A H BB RSN F), BB 2 XA
1 WA 25 B 4% R 4% 952 0 77 (Krackhardt,
1994) ., Kitt, 7ETCIPEm A A A, 551 Z 18]
SN I BE SRR M, BOK IR B —HEAR AT
flan, 7F Klein 4 (2006) W57 H 4N AR A
BAPY, BB O HRES A L B O 2 BRI B,
TG 5 0 2 % ) b I 5% 0l 1717 6 TG B 1 45



R B, B3 =2 [R]85 i) g 4 2% U 2 A7 7
IR, HITC IR B B A T, 1A B PN G 7
IR 20 g O R AR 2 AT 3y, BV 57 1 R
XA R K ARSE A Y T — T R AL
I ATNSEH SR FHICEMAE e B9 38 8 % 48
1% (vound robin) [ 45 s P BA i 19 79 o 5% =2
[ FFEN ) 6 &R, i) Krackhardt (1994) Y
W2 J2 G A ORI S TC IR (Bunderson et al. |
2016; Oedzes et al. , 2019),

(=) KIBAA BB HedT

DL FRAT 3 5k L Ak A =X P T T 0 A 2
THIBNZ R R, R T AR
LR SCZ [ X FIER &, A48 1 AH L
Fey N 2 RS BB v R R 1 AT BA 2 BB (L 3R

o RMAITE, BEAlYE T AR B L T AT
LAY, MR R T AR g T R
IAIFITERS X P RRRAE B — A AT, AS [ £
Ji L ) 220 P AR R AR A PR (A
R, —Sb FH A S I R R B AE AL 2 L
J2 AT BN JZ G —ME & iy JLA AT LAAR B2 AR
i, SR, ARG Allison (1978) AUWLE, &
ATTAEE RN 4t 7 = B D S S A — A A Ay JL A
T SCZ MM R, F892 b, P A S S A Y 5
WEFSEZ S ) TR 2 A —BEE 2 T AT G
Mgkt AR —J7 i R R E AT X2
FIME R SRR IR A N R R e . B,
DI SEUEA 58 B A2 i S6 A+ o7 266, |
AT BB S BOC T BRI M S5 FEAE 22 5
40, Joshi Al Knight (2015) A& ¥, B\ b3t
FAE 55 DT HRIE B0 A2 SRR E B Sk, T
BEFE 43 56 Z 1 A J2 G B ikl AT BA s,
W, VMERTF 2058 224 A B2 99612 e

%;ﬁ%éﬁ*ﬂ
2021 £ % 4 #

SMAHAFERZH2ZES (hierarchical differentia-
tion) , VA TH M Hh 5t a2 A1 BA 2 4 R B X
(Greer & van Kleef, 2010; Halevy et al. , 2012)
Forp— SRS OC T 2 A BRI 51 2Z [T
KTy, M AL BG52 W ) 22 5% (Breugst et al.

2015; Shim et al. , 2020), Joi% X BNZ %%
AR R BUE 20, 78 d1 = A7 5 LA b i 5% 44 B 17
Z NAIBNBEFE Y, A DFE S A AR S Al
HE A BN S B BEAL 43 A 2 5 F 55 (Hellmann &
Wasserman, 2017) 5 H] 5 20 5 P BA B 51 2% 0
FF A 22 5 (Mitchell et al. , 2015), %A H
Azl i P BN )22 2 58 38 R A AN E 20, Bunder-
son 5 (2016) KR, MRIAAF-SHR, K
BAJZ 45 2 il AT A 2o 722 b 5% I 451 5 AT BA 2 405

MR IR TCIA MR, P A2 G2 /b P BA it AR
HRIFEIEFIAGRL, Yu S5 (2019) &P, A
T4 7R (pyrimaid—shaped) HIBAZES,
B TIEH) (ladder—shaped) WIAZZ (BRIFYE
FRRERE ) T2 5y s AT BA P9 i 4k 2 L S5t 1)
(intragroup social comparison propensity ), M ifij$i
FHHIBARL 5 Z (B i O R BT (relationship quali-
ty), ZAWIBAGRLCH R SNTE AR 1520, Wellman
E(2020) MR T A AR KA IR EE (skew-
ness) , BRI TR A I Z2 88080 53 AL T AR 0 B
SRR 2 G0, TR T IE A Y 4 T 3R
P B2 2045 1 T BB 5% (9 08 AR 8% ( perspec-
tive taking) , T fR A E & FIEIE (inverse pyr-
amid—-shaped) FBAZRNIA A AR, R,

FAINVARYE A C 0B FE G B IR A 1L 0
W10 ) BE Al R 2k 20 i A B2 2, £ o
S EADC S, IR 5] SR O A A A2

e SUFN 7 R 4518
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=. BANNERBIIERNE .
Thee E X FINREFERT E X
WA “Xfir”

5K I BAZ B 1 IMO HE S A i R AR
T, LI AT BA T R R BIR S AE P i £ R
HLAHI AT A B2 ZORT BAR SR 2Z 101 56 R
“RRET", KT HIBNZ 9538 o i iF i 2 3 il
B S BRAR A a8 1T, B LK WA AR 3 2
Frit, HET Ok, A SRR B ) A8 32 AL A
S IRERERT 32 SO A T T A2 90V FH I 2 bk
NS U IR UL S =D S B N I a3
A28 A BN G0 LA FHAIL

(—) ik ¥ ¥

1. iR

FHRETIAE & LA 2 e R UR Ak
AE IR REF  (establish order) , BT A
BA PB4 TN 56 38 AL €53 T, IR IF 2 R 5
R ERA BN 2 G0 AT LA 25 i AR 22 A A P 3 1) 4T
55 W3 (coordination) , Ff-i it A JZ LA A IR
T 155 2 G A A A A7 250 i ke A BA A B3 22 1) Y
AR, WD AR ZE (conflict resolution)
(Greer & Van Kleef, 2010; Halevy et al. , 2011)
BN, Halevy 2% (2012) KB ERIA I T 35
N5 B 1 PR R 0 2 53 R T4 T AT BA 8 By
WHAIEAE (cooperation) . JZHWARA T M (LR,
PRI AH T LA R AV AT A RS 53 JR% 0 38 R A 7 P (-
certainty reduction) , b fIT5E N IE & B A
o PLEFTT (Oedzes et al., 2019), (il
SR Z T WA R 2 AR S, BB Skt
QAT B Bl R A R v BE N E 1, AT

%ﬂl%?*ﬂ

2021 # %4 4

PR BN (role ambiguity) FIAT(LIHSE (role
conflict) o BN, AFFEEAT K& BUAE FE 16 A1 € M
AR RS B AT BA B 53 S s G-t SREA g
Fgm A AGE R, IO Sl # 18 E
OB —FE, TR IG BE0Y H0 88 5 5 e 2R AT BA
(Foo et al. , 2006; Tzabbar & Margolis, 2017)

2. MR

AL, RIEHARTERIS (tournament theory)
(Lazear & Rosen, 1981), HBARE G = 7] 22 F 1k
A GHE e T LIy — R4 289 U (incen-
tive) F-Br, FEMALAT & T s i B br A W 55
77, A2 5 Jh A B R DT A BA
PRI TAERA (inputs) #2FF, EHEF AL
REAEVURN = )22 A T 4 d A O B9 AU Rl
LT A AT BAABCEE B 22 Y BTk, [) I 3d BE A8 350
RIZGAARAT T 22 1 55 ) 2k A5 2 R R A A
IR, LA R4 T2 9 Y AT BB (Halevy
etal., 2011), fl4n, Ridge %5 (2014) i,
204 15 A T BA B B e 20 B 2 (] ) 3 I 22 S
ORI, BT 22 S A )T 9l s 4 1T A B 3 R
AT ST, AT B 2 TAESS ),
— TR T L S O UK BR T 1 — TR 5 &
B, FEFBROA I ETN 0 (dispersion in ex-
plained pay) AESE AT By P BAWE 5| I8l /&5 7 B 7
TR (Trevor et al. , 2012)

() ThfeRind ¥ UM

1. %

T REREAT = SO A BB 5% 3 R AR 2
U o WM (conflict perspective ) ( Greer
et al., 2018), AN ELIARER R4S B op
5, M Y5l ko, Wtk B it
(social comparison theory) (Festinger, 1954) [1]
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W, Afilesidab s A i A\ FE B2 4 -
HEATHLBOR H RPN, JFS R A AL T
FAXTOL B 07 B, Greer 45 (2017) HiBLiR i,
5 A AR5 T A7 (1 AS 35 45 43 T 2 fifE P A K £
SR 5 5% 8 I 52 B AT BN B IR 3 FE R 520, A
17 A B g AN T U BE (power sensitivity ) ,
P B 25 5 & A o & ML F1 435 (power strug-
gle), I, Greer Fll Van Kleef (2010) HJHF5TE
KW, TR Eng A B, R 53 AL
I35 A BA BT 25 5 & A AL ) 43 AT BELA
BRI o 8 e, IR A — 2 35 AP 38
(equity theory) (Adams, 1965) %, #&H7E
o BE AR A BN TAE o 29025 544 BB
ST BIAF45 . s G117y, Wk
MR MTE S, FEARIATBAEER J1 (cohesiveness) .
W54 BRI BA DA 194 2 0 2 S foft A BA s 0
2O ARSI 25, BRI BA S 5
FIFEARO BT A FL (collective psychological own-
ership) , FEEZ % (Slade Shantz et al. ,
2020)

(EAF I R, WFSEE AT % B BA P 1) e
R R NAT 55 %€ (task conflict) , 2R
% (relationship conflict) , i T2 /1 5€ ( process
conflict) FIHLAZ %8 (status conflict) PUFPAS[H]
AL, Horb, AT 55 vl 548 56 T A0 4] fi AT 55
OPUNSEIF=N/ S P S RUIEE FPN TS S g 1}
AR, AR b9 9R 5 5T 5 A A4 BUAR O
fmss, Hi AL w2 WG B X T A C 7E A BA
JZ A XS 37 B 4y 4 ( Bendersky & Hays,
2012; Jehn, 1995; Jehn, 1997), EBARLIA:ZIfE
WA 2 SO AR 1) R 22 BT 53 01 A B4 4 Hh A
BAZG AR TR S B 0 2E (Greer et al. |
— 134 —

2018; Greer & Van Kleef, 2010; Slade Shantz
et al. , 2020), HHLA /DEFFE LE T HIBA
JRHR AR AL W 5 (520, 40, Bunderson
F(2016) FBIFFEAEIE SCER /M R £ T4 A o
5, BORMEF AN E 530 i psgm ) 6 &
FOVEMTRE (EDJCHPE) Ao, JF HimBEA 2
O BAGsk . R TE S SCR A SE i, 1
BRGE T N2 RIS vh € . 56 F vl 5 Al b
DL IR RZ I, I HLIEA EIHIE T 1E 3¢ 1 B 52
R, BIAS45 23 0 i A 2 80 % 1T BA o g€
TR 2 i FE vh o8 | AT 55 o 5 &R
&, X ML A 1 5 0N T AR (RS B It Al
Ensley % (2007) BIBFSGE KRB0, w04 A A B 3
Be2E o A BN i1 I8 vh %8 (affective con-
flict, BPOC AR v 5e), WA 45 B N b 58
(cognitive conflict, BME4Fm%) .,

2. 28w

BLAh, SFERFD AR R AT 32 SCH A 192 3 IR A
Sk A A2 23 BELAR A BA S 945 80 T (informa-
tion processing ) . R 4 A J1 9 4 3T — B0 i B 38
(approach — inhibition theory of power) ( Keltner
etal., 2003), EAUHAMRTE A RERI “ "
(approach) MR, BIANTESCENLLy, &
PULL AR 26 R B AT s TAARA ) A A T fh
i FREC <307 (inhibition) (BB, il
W B R R b, R T A G AT R
P, FBA R AL 22 S 2 il ab T AR R A ) 2
PRI W 1947 W, HAREC # R
JERIA H O RS BN e, e R, WIERES
BB (expectation states theory) (Berger et al. |
1974) dG i, ARHLAL Y B 5% 38 23 7 T BN B
P T e i AL (4 R, T 6 R 43 = LA



Fo 27 2] A VAT A . 2l A 3E IH ARG R ( Bunder-
son & Reagans, 2011; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; i
BN/ N, 2015) , 49120, Wellman %5 (2020)
P, ST IEARUB 290 2% 5 23 5 A BA s 53
WL S5 R B HL ( perspective taking motivation ) |
fefr i HTHERORN [ AR SRS 2 90 51 A
2.0 L 3 2 SEAR)Z G R r W, 2Bl
Oedzes 55 (2018) HYMFFE A T AR IEXZ
G, 5 R R T SR G A BA
AT HBAAE T H.8h, ARG 5t 2
AL B C B, A TFHAT 1 AR Y
BEAREMT.,

PAEFRATRE T Tk 32 5 DAk R A 3= X
PR A BA T2 G 1 D e B 5 9 A% £ FHATL ]
SRR Rl . TR g AR AR BN T
ATLLVEH, 1B R 9T BE 2338 o 42 3 S 2 141 BA
R (BT S5 PR MR ARG, W]
A o 0 e AT A AR (B AnfE 2o ) i
BHATHIBNIZ 1T, BRIk, W2 FRL X far
FAGWIFAEE R AP E, 0 TAEAFE
HSHLA AT SEE ST, AR R 2 A
PLRIEE ™S &, A6 T E SR,

M., ARRERHIERER:
Z IR E R U

HRAE IMO HEZE A1 B JZ G i 7 5 SR sl
Rtk (effectiveness) A 2 A~ 4E B ( Mathieu
et at., 2008) . H1 T[] 4 B2 2 [8] 1% 141 A ) 2R
ME A T 25 55, P BA )2 4007 A 1 2580 07 A1 T g
BRI . R IMO HE S 14 25 SC 338 5 5 141
BAJG SR 4] 43 4 AT BA S8 (team performance) 5

%ﬂl%?*ﬂ
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AIARL G 25 (team members’ work—related atti-
tudes) PANZERE (Mathieu et al. , 2019), 433
PR A BAJZ T 9 A8 B AR R AL & AT R
[FIS2mm, RN, A8 AT BN 2 G058 b OG Y A
NG Rk 2 ZdniEfL (standardization) 44K
& bR [ B a0 IR AR (Wellman et al.
2020) ; BRBAE® (Halevy et al. , 2012; Trevor
etal., 2012) ], fABA DR CESTH
HIBABIE 71 (team creativity) BUBIHTSAL (in-
novative performance ) AHJCHY I BAJE SR ((Oedzes
et al., 2018; Snihur & Zott, 2020), Gilson 5§
(2005) Hgih, ShnifEfln A BAGTRCRA] BA B i
JIRER L ¥ AEAL T AT RE S8 R, PR, i
S AT A T sk DL AE Y £5 R SC B (Zhu et al.
2018) , FATHF BN S SR ARG . A1 BAEY
SR IZi N AR i e - s 1 PSS A L RN
JE I AR B R

(—) KB

SRZEA BT+, WIBNZ HAWF 5T
B OCTE Y A1 BA S A2 BT BASTAL (Halevy et al. |
2012; Tarakci et al. , 2016), HRIATAR, HF
P BAJZ G0 R i A 0 A2 32 AT BA N B 8, 2 0F 5%
17745 v Y AT BA 252 %4 i ) 2 T 380 5 MR
P A JZ2 9530 2 0L HE AR S i), A T v
PMERYIZ 0 11 A 5% T 8 i F 5338 5 & B 1A
BAJZ R BEE by AT A G50 SR B 9 800, ol
Halevy %5 (2012) %f 1997 ~2007 4F 11 3%
()% B ROl 5 BREXFE ( National Basketball Asso-
ciation) FHCHEHEAT S HT, K BLER G 2 ) A
THM ., B & KE A (starting lineup) 1S
TEMHC (playing time) JE R JE 22 A H) T

FETHATBA PR BRI A5, B4 T AT BA 4 J:
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# (winning percentage ) , ZS Ml #1, Trevor %5
(2012) %tF & E Pk BREK % ( National Hockey
League) WHEM — TR0 58 L 8L, FATBA P 5
FLA I A OB B AR A AR T R A R,
MR e B G, SR, X T UMET R EAR Y
BB BE, BN 2 G0 o 0 2 A P BA 540
R 3N, B4, Bloom (1999) M5
KA T 1985 ~ 1993 4F 3¢ [ HR Ml 5 35k R B T
(Major League Baseball) ) F-%di, Wstasi
< B P B P 4 38 P 2 S5 AR T BR S AL ., Ha-
levy % (2012) $§ i, X A AH T SR A
vKER, BRER LEFE i 141 BB 5% 22 1] f) ELAR P B
VERGRECAL, P I 2 R Ak 1) 14T BA 455 4 VA 1k B
AR

BEAh, AR = B BAEEE LM (upper ech-
elons perspective ) ( Hambrick, 1995), £ [y
11 R ANETR80 e I H e 9 BRI DA AR B g 45
B I M ( Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Klotz
et al., 2014), Htk, PAAIE BN . % A BA
B H N SRR ST (firm per-
formance) & 1EHIBAZ R 1EH G R (He &
Huang, 2011; Patel et al. , 2018), &N, He FiI
Huang (2011) #EF 530 52 35 [ Hl LAl L 4F
ATEAREAE ST, KRR SAEER B IR &
BWEEImA I 55 558, IF4e & i TR IERR
BRI IE I E N UME, AR T T
H A, Smith 5 (2006) X 51 K E R Y
B ) B 98 K0, 0 AT A A
22 R G FGE , EROR R RE 4
TEFRA LS, VEE TN R X AR 7T RE 2 H A - 45
AR T 45 K 23 6 8 46 AT A T AR BAE ( con-

sensus norms ) A1 HEK L 4E ( groupthink ) A9 H
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4y, NI AE AR D SR R AR A AR, A, 7E
JBEACR T Zikey i TR ) AR v TR
JURLR A B, o 4 AT BA R A 230t A1) FH O gt
FRAGEIR, FEm R SR

() HIBA@IE D

BIRAMG A A BT — A B2 3898, W
A —WF5E B T AT B JZ GOnt A 3 )
S S AL A BN S SRR, R AR R
AR TAERI BN (BNt & FBN) 18T,
FH 3K S [T B Jis 53 B0 11 BA P 1 £ 8 Jn T2
SpOJ AR AR TSP )2 T R R A A SO
FERAL R, AT A J22 2 3 2 B0 14 31 4 1 5
filtn, Shim 4% (2020) JTJ&RY— T SLERATTE K
B, BN O 22 8] i 52 0 ) 22 S 25 BELAR A 2
T2, HE 5 A BATE BT 55 h i SR B
KM, Oedzes 25 (2018) %1%k H Z A Al
AT FZHZ Y 63 A~ T A AT BA Y 0] 45 i 58 A& PR,
P BA A TE 222 90 3 2 T W e i A BB T
FIRARRE ELEAT X — 52 W OC R h i i R AL
VEREATTAE B HE 5 A5 4 T BRI S AL AR 2
1. ( Motivated Information Processing in Groups,
MIPG) HHSHLA, 32 S 80X — AR Y J5E
PRI IE 22 2 BELAS 17 T A PR 3 4 O B 4 8.
. (deliberate information processing) , i 45 A4l
BABIE 3 R AN

UNHTRTAE, AR AR A S LA (Ham-
brick, 1995), WFFEEATEICTER) T 4 A1 BAEL
RO 102 G R £ Ml A T AR S Sk i 4
JE . BN, Siegel 1 Hambrick (2005) % ¥,
X T B R AE R A (high—technol-
ogy firms) T 7, 7o FH BB 22 S A T
W&k, MAEAER AR LA (low—technolo-



gy firms) v, = DA AY 3B 22 5 X5 Ml SRR
IPATE S AN

(HAFE A, BT R o B AR ZEIR
FERAR BN T, 3 e 20X 125 B A A o 1 O
JEFIAT A B B3 =22 ) A 4 ORI A0, AR5 AT
BT BN Z I EA SR R T A R S, il
Keum F1 See (2017) ¥ 8IF7 i (innovation
process) A7 (idea generation) 1N
JRIEFE (idea selection) WEIBr, A BAURIZ
AT T P BA B 5% 7E B o i 7 A ) 0
F, AT F T 5 T e 2 R WL ARG B K
FE—JGURT X Iof 24 5 B A BA 1% — 3= %040 43 A v
VE& 2 AR Z DA 1) T T JhOUL A7 A 118 I 3
BN BB 400, (ELA ) T 10 EEOUL AR R Y 2 ]
BARGES B %5, BEAh, Snihur £ Zott (2020) — I3
Dy -BAE 1 22 Z2 9N 5 R 584 e Al P B
KA TR )7 (powerful centralized deci-
sion making) A T I M S5 R Ml A XA
(business model innovation) , BRI, Y
By 5 F B8 AT m] e Al A BAAE B 1) 4l 9 B
PSR Bk AR M2, R AL A
AR Y BRI A 3 e AL Ty, WIS AEAR KRR BE |
REATRI B Aol B I B 0B B B T RE I, BRI R
FAAARME A ZUE S A3 DGR R — 3

(=) HBARE &%

BRUCZ AN, —LeF 580 SCTE T 25 B 5 1 ik
AERE R ATBA G SR, ) n 1T BA G 53 X6 AR B AT BA
MR (satisfaction) DA M HAIBABSHRZ  (turn-
over) o IX — 4k FE Yy AT B J5 SR 38 B X R AR 2 b
B AP AE MR SRR OC R VE FEALEL, PR 1A
BAJZ: 9% T Z M 3% B AR 0 52 BB
Breugst 55 (2015) &F 16 Ak A BN 17 %

%ﬂl%?*ﬂ
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WIFE B, B A AP 55 5 B o3 A 23 4 T
BA B X T B A 53 A 28, T £ 7 1A
BA PR3 04 5 AT R BE R 7. 25 {lHh, Ensley %
(2007) BIWTFEARIL, o AT A DA S A 37 7 22
ST e A8 R 5L 22 ] P A SRR 5, R A i 4 A
BARKBESRE J1 FIZLRE (potency) , H_E RN 7E
FIEA M B sR ZL, e Ah, Messersmith 55
(2011) 30 B ey AT AT - B O R 5 v
P BA B IR TEAR G

SRINT,  H T A1 BA 2 9 A B AT B 7 P 1Y
IRe. FE— L0 B AN R BT o, SR
AT K B AT BN JZ 2% 2 203 1l B3 1 5 2 SR AR AR Y
S, BN, Foo %% (2006) HIBFIT K& BLAE 7B
T e BN R R R B R S v, 4R TR A B 1A
AR 25 SEA A #e . PR — S TE I . W Y
GF BB R, TEE G EL A MR 5
EPE SR AT A, AT S 284 ol 7 Pl R

WAL ESCH R, FRATTRT LLR X AN [
i A B SR, A BA )2 20T e e R SR M
SRR, PRI, FRATTAS i 167 SR b, 45 P BA )
PFETE A I I A BRI, TN % B
Bt X I — o 4 ) JAT BA U R R A [ )
SR, FIBZ R AL T AR &4 ik 5 A A J5
R, HIBEAG 5 — R BN S 5L

. ANEBHRIERAHNTRERE.
ThEe = X FNTHEERERG £ X
M £ B9 Fn
s TR B 3 SURI TN RERE RS SURFIE I

WILOR AN e, ARk, —Lt g F I iR

TR AR A AR DR 3R 08 9 3 1T BA = A AT BA
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JERZIE R, X — AT AR A T 45 Fg AL AE
P (Burns & Stalker, 1961), A\ A AFEAE—
Tl FH T i A A7 45 0 Fe OO0 11 B 254 (461 an s P
TEEUE AL ) 5 2 2 1A BARY J= 245 14 1 AT BA B
A &S R AR (situational requirements) FHPT
FCHE, A A BRI e BEAR A S80S S (Hol-
lenbeck et al. , 2002) ., XU R 25 40 45 A1 BA
WERIATE 55 P . AT BAARAE | 5 2 A AR AR
PR AT BR AN AR A 1E 2405 R A A SV
PFRAIESS

(—) MIRBUERE

I AT B2 G AT: 55 B 78 B B 25 AN I XHT:
SR, BIHAT S 1R 22 (complexi-
ty) . MM (interdependence) . ZFEME (vari-
ety) SERFAESENITE A A5 O TE AY — 28 N TR AL
MK % (internal contingencies ), ] I, Ronay
S5 (2012) B BN R 902 S AE o FE AR
( procedural interdependence) & A4 oG F T
AN A =56, T 7E 3 AR BAR AR AT S5,
TR BN EME B SR B AR 1T, P BA )= 28 22 S )
XA NA: P R A W, A, A
22 K B T H BA R AE T AT BA 2 20 AR FE 1 5%
W, ELHGE A AR (team composition) | 344X
73 (mean power) . BIBAKLEL (team size) 55,
B, Xie % (2020) %& B 2G04 BA 5L 51 Fr
AR S AL R BT, RO AE 5[5 B
(functional background homogeneity) I3 [w] 4] A
2:JJj (shared team experience) &N, #J1)24%
SARE S R ERTORSBR T B, 2
PEF I SRR T Rz, SRR S
SR TR P v, RPVHR B 8 5% [m] o 1 sl 2 [
P BAZE 5 I, AT J2 200 AS A1) T 985 4 AT BA
— 138 —

PP AE (5 B e, 3% B IR D3R I i
P F T8 B Ak 873, Greer I Van Kleef
(2010) I % 3T BN 5% 9~ F-359 A8 3 7K 77T LA £
REIZIN 77 JE RO . >4 A BRSS9 A ) B B
(B2 TAERIBA ), 141 BB 5% B8 Mt 1) T 42 32
JEHACTRL S 2540, A T 2 9 RE % A 2
T 425, AR AT A DO Y wh oS e AR,
AT AU e i ()40 2 BTN )
A T 1 1A AR 5% S A SE i ], A Y
JERSZ BIAR XS AL g 2 S R WUy, BUT )2 S
VBRI O Sl SR IINEORUENS (139

1 TR 2 B 5% i 56 1 19 2 R 45 #1547
B, H—A SO & R BRI AE A
BAJZ G To e, 356 26 %3 J2 AN IR (0 FRAE 54T h
Xt AT A 2 G A FH A ™ 2R T R G H Y S
Tarakei 55 (2016) #2&Hid FERFE KA ERIAAL T
JBYORFETAE S WEAE T (task competence) 437
1, MifAT] & BAE — S A A, B R E
(powerholder, BIAfmifnl ot ) JEABRA
AT 55 REAT: WA RE ) ket S A A
WEERUT S5, I AL ) 25 5 2 5 R A BA oY B9 i
PR g DT 63 A BA SR, R Y A N AT
55 AT 0 S5 e 1) R D HRAE R ) 5 5 B, AL
ZFAA BT RIS, BRIKLZl, Bunderson
1 Reagans (2011) &, B FIHLALE S 25 [
AIRIATBA B 53 % 35 /) H 7 19 & 13 (anchoring on
shared goals) , Il 'E F:47 R (risk taking) Al
KITERS (knowledge transfer) , BELAREPA2:S
SR, 24 AT BA A e 2 A AT T4 T 2R JH AR AR
SR ( “socialized” use of power) Hf,
s & A B AR i N B bR, SOtz
K51z 5 HE), R BT 20 55



LA DT AN g 0 A3 J2 9 45 T BA = )
AR S

() ShEBUERE

EAR M, A — SR AT A
HIBNZ G, I B A7 98 A T BA 1 1F 2045 5
(formal leader) , T2 H A 1 A BA SN A 17 455
SN E  (external contingency) , U, Oedzes
G (2018) KR, HHBASNEAYIE X H R
B 5 K T B 2 AU R4S 4T R ((empowering
leadership) I, 4513 & 23 55 il AT BA a8 53 F 75 b
FEIRAE M ) UL AR DL i, AR R S 5RO,
M A# T F A 1 22 Z20R A BA )3 7 =[]
BT AR . L AM, Ridge 25 (2014) JE T4
PRPEBIIE, B2 BB 2 B 2 A v A A A B
Z IR 22 5 25 7 A R B SR RN, AR T
RO 2 B 2B T g S, B R
FALI I M AP R TR [ 2 AR, A
[ KN =R =9 AR LRI A

I THBIFETE B higdy, —&%H X
FERIT AIBA BT iR A WU B8, R 20 8 3
e SBOR A A BN Z A E AR R R 6l
un, Ridge % (2014) K BHALUn B4 8
HEFEHLE] (presence of an heir apparent, B[ B
TR AEBZBALE) B, T HAb R R
DU AL 2 W3 AR, O 3 85 11 BA 3 7 2
ST A I RN RN [RI R 23 Z B . Van der
Vegt % (2010) K T S8 ( performance
feedback ) 75 #O0F TN Z A TR IR . 4 i
1 B\ 5 %% 2 15 ( group performance feedback )
i, BT AXFR (power asymmetry) A F] T[]
BA PR e AT A A HE Bl P A 2% T, DTG 4 T 1A
BAZR; S B ARG 5 (individual per-
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formance feedback) I, HIBAAR 51 206 78 7 7 5%
B BNy $2 F- A~ NGk b, AU A X AR BH
AT BN~ DA ARG A BAS38

WA, He T2 P A 25 A SN Y R B
HERERS), PP ENE LTS T AR
VERRE M 2 A E FH I AMERALAE B2, N, He
1 Huang (2011) BIFGE LB, b Frabi7lk
fIFR 855 % Pk (environmental dynamism) 432
THEF S PMET K, ATk se#EF2dEER
JEGT A Ml W 55 451 5% 0 AR 52 ;. Breugst 55
(2015) FOOFFEI A& B, =AY AT A RS 53 T % il
T SIS B (external threats) B, JREAS
FH P45 B B 43 e 51 A ) B 1] BA B 3l 25 3 A
WORIEL RN

DA AT TR T 50 11 BA 2= 9 A FH i LT
HMRBUERR, BT M R T 2hEE £ X
S IRe RT3 S A Z 0 4rise , S5 RUE BEe
(Donaldson, 2001) & th, 2H 25k A BN 1Y 25 14
(BIaZEg) 5Ea0Z IFAE 2 F ook
F, e B AL H &R 1 “1m
FRNTEREAVERE W I HBUE 2 =R 2%, 3841
TCEET X OREXF Y A AN, FEAN TR
PR PR 3R BB o s AR I B0 (8] ey sl Ak
SER R ARYE, Ronay et al. |, 2012), FREH)
AR X 1 BA 25 A8 ) 5 K e A= 1 AR Ak ()
Tt e UK R BMETR R, AR N 5 22 9
s AL AT BRES G ) | DRI PAT A )2 4 2 52
A AR VG 2R

z

N, AREBEERKARRE

A B AN E R E 2 UG 1 45 ry ik
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&, SRIGE Ik A iR, AT X —#F5E &
BUAAFEVF 2 — DR R WA 0], 42 Rk,
AR ARE S TR AL . A R R A
FEAATUAN J5 A A 1) 141 BA 2 G A 5% 41 7 1]
TR,

() BEZPi: DASRAL 5 20 %) mi 4 55

WA HIBNZ R BT, AR 5T % 141 BA
JEGA I i = — A i A2 0 3E L (well —estab-
lished definition) , T2 73 M H C B A 5E &
RR)Z G0 B 2n A B R RS2, R, A
SCAERT AT BN 2 G S oA ek B R A R 2
ANERE B4R RE N A 2R SORIN & 1 ik
o ARBFSE AT LATE Ao T o 240 S50 4 1 2 )23
5 AR RE 2 PR DA T ABSCEE T80 0 B AR, Ok,
AR 22 HOCTE . — Al T BAZ 9, X
AT SR T 2R Bl Y 2 R A Y T
Beok s HALN (Slade Shantz et al. , 2020; Z=i
88, 2019) . AMARIKFIIRU SH A —FE &
SIE TR BN LI (Anicich et al. | 2016;
Blader & Chen, 2012; Fast et al. , 2012), Z=¥;
SE(2019) RILIA BAIKF-AL T 5 H A AS VT L Y
ZREE T AU A 2F, FETTE H BAGTAL,
ARSI DL — 20 F 5 X R R, KT
Z R R HFERE 2 — B0 (Bl <R
B ) G RERRE W, Hik, 2
TF5T R 1A BA 2 2R 5607 b e SO A4 2
%i55 (Greer & Van Kleef, 2010; Halevy et al.
2012) , AR ST AR S ELAA Y 2 [a] Bk 1€
PERMAET R | BERE . YR MBI AR 2
FRIIL A, I B2 P &R 2 8] Y
VCRC, fhn, GniRagT s A B OGTE J2 4 b g M

AR B 25 X 14T BA DI = A S i s iy, R
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FH 5 755 0] 26 W0 A2 P BA 0 I 45 2 9% ( Krack-
hardt, 1994) A # )2 HAY O Ll — T
Bt AT BA B 53 7 T s A 19 8 v R T
Y, PR, B B2 RO A BA )2 90 5 R 3k
ST, AN 5T AR 45 EL AR 1 WF 53 1 1% A
FEAFFIE SR AR A N 1 B ROB AR, 3 — PR R
AN ZFIE AR5 A BAAT S (52 . il 4n, 4o )
WFFEEAE R 2 R AR B AR TR 2 R 4 A B 4l
BT AR B BAhIF R IR RAST, = Ry
PIBNZE #a) W iZ R I R VP I (hourglass —shaped )
MAESFHIE (Wellman et al., 2020), f)m, B
EELEEEZIQ VROV 5 /TP S e eNZi | N BB 8 N
AT BN J2 G BE 0 BT A 1 7 o 0 AT, KT
Yu Fl Kilduff (2020) & IA [FARXTF H A7 J2=
IR B UETHPE  (perceived status hierarchy ac-
curacy) FATEARKZES: . ML THIALZRS, )
JZYGH H AN (Magee & Galinsky, 2008)
(EX — 2510t 4 52 BB D445 B S B Y vt ——
[ 2020 458 A, FIEEEERENK ., T4
FREDATBR R THRHMEL, Fik, &
HBFE T LASL IR G T BTN R “REDLEE™ 44
VBN EL Sl Sk 52 e, o, B st MR 9 A 2
S R AR IR R T2 [ (s Boac e, dbim
25 AN G R B i

(=) PSR IAEAT A P 30 i B AR s

LI P B2 R 5T AV £ 2 i T2 Bl A
BAER o4 AT BA 1 — T2 o0 A, STy i 1 dE
LA AT BA 2 9 B o B ML AR A T ER A 2 i, BRI
JET L, SR S5 AU BRI B SR A 55 3
A R fiff o AN A DR 3% 81 4 45 R A 1 e R AL o
(Hollenbeck et al. , 2002) . [RIJEA 3C =44 ()
44 R AINZ G SR FY, Hdh A I 2R 5T



BATTIT AT BAZ A AR AL, A —SE it oY
ATEBIE HE O 42 1 B —HUR, EIF R AT 58
MR (WL 1), FE IR R A A2 AR AL
il Y SEUE SCRE R, WF5E B 22 50 T B A A2 9
XF AT AR A 52, Gl anfi i U F1 G 4F (Ha-
levy et al. , 2012) , ¥R SIS (Bunderson
et al. , 2016; Ensley et al., 2007; Ronay et al. ,
2012) , At i 540 AL ) 4+ 3F (Greer & van
Kleef, 2010; ZEi%5, 2019) 4%, i /o6 5
BN BLAR 2, 1 W B AR (S AR (Yu et al.,
2019) . #E% S (Ensley et al. , 2007) RIS
FHRTA M (Slade Shaniz et al. , 2020), Marks %5
(2001) $2i, FHILTRIAERE, WIDRERZ —
FIEENENET . S M BARN, R, Rk
FEAT AT I 4 T b A 36 PAT BA J2 9%t AT BA 52 AL
(team empowerment ) . /0> Hi %2 4> ( psychological
safety) . A (team climate) %5 FOIR 25
AIRZm IR, SHALRG A 2 B i — 20 F
= R AT BN Z G AR FIAL

(=) BAEPIE: NI A A BT i 2 %

FHEGTAR 55 REAE | 11 BAARRAIE 55 141 B P9 95 17
BUBRZ, A IF 58 0 DT A B A 4 A S
R, A JUR BRI SRS PR 3R 11 S0 3 4 2
5t %F 2 4 A BN ( Fredrickson et al., 2010) ., #&
#H2> (He & Huang, 2011) mAMAEA (Breugst
etal., 2015) MIWFST, IXAR KA HE 2 I DUAE
WS W — 0 AR A BN AR B P R 4
A DG T2 o] 3 5 e N B B 22 I Y
kBB BANE R, SR, AR E T A
ZUEARR H 15 BAT, BOREZ EA L THR
TR AR AT AT 2 B 4% 5 M IR B b iy H R A
RS a2 1, A1 BN 5 20 2R it 5 10 A 5 31
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FATHE, ST, WF58E AT b i 0 ok S8 2%
VI BABIE 50 v 1) S PR PR, DL —Fh IR IR 4
(open system) FHLAA R SCTE AT A5 A R 1Y
TF1 (Mortensen & Haas, 2018), K, &Kk
5 %5 IR AR R SN AU R 256t A1 A2
HAEIMISEN , 40 Chen 8 (2018) &I, Ml
AR IR B ) AR 1% M (technological tur-
bulence) £xH A4 A1 BN Hr (AL MM 56 2, (i 141
AR A A BRI A5 I B R % 58 ((de —depend-
ence on established team experts) , AL, i ik
S 22 (i 20 UL E B [T U9 @ T 2 AN AT BL, B
HZ A5 B4 (multiple team membership )
(Chen et al., 2019), JEZ B — F BA PN 3B (1 AL
J1 B MRS SR AR A TN 2%, (EAS AR i
RENRARE,

(M) WEZEER: I\ IMO HERLF] IMOT HE%e

AT 11 BN J2 G AT 55 5 >R FH 25 i F 50
W, KU 2 HEVE— i e A B 451 )8
M, BREHAE BB st A B R i Bk
A K BN R R A WS, SR, Tlgen 4
(2005) #2i1, XFESER IMO HESL H G 3|
THRER N PR R R, Zm T A
KBS AR P R A FR - (feedback loops) Y
ER, BIDAT—Br BB SR (0) RATfESs
ST — BRI S B (D), B —F IMOI
PRI ] 8% AR G &, PR, FRATT AR 80K >k A
BAJZ G 58 % I IMOT 1 38K 9k 4% 48 1Y TMO
BRIRAS JE DT 4 T 220 i 11 BN J2 9% 11 2l A
WIS, 10, Magee 5 Galinsky (2008) 42
BRI J2 90 FOA R RS T A i ¢
FRE A, MEIGEINBAE S (external change)

I, A Y2 ST W 2 Bl 58 TR, ARk
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WEFETT AR IMOT HE 426 8 7% 141 BA 23 2 113X —
AR, RS T, M)Z9Ch BB
SRR ) S5 A, BB B e 7K 1 A BA S5
T T R 5 2 o AT A P % 1 S A Y
IO, DA 5 T T — B B 1) 1T BA 2 2R 1 58 3 5
BN (legitimacy ), & W2 H M B 58 AL
(self-reinforcing) ; 4 [T BA 78 18 H& A A8 5 45 SRR
I R A 12 R e KRR, A
BAB DA 75 23 TE ST RCHE 7 1 9 114 PRI 5% v J5 S A
BAPN A ) 5 A B 5 A 40, s XA 1Y
MAFIITUN , - DT A DAL BA T — B B 1 2 R 235 4
A SN F

2. Bl
WekEastE] . 2020 4F 11 H 8 H
ez mE] . 2021 458 H 21 H

EF R

I TP E R K 57 8 N F 2B F
Ui, FEWTTL R A A B AR 2, 5%
HAIAE QI BN | AT 5 7 RV - A2 AT 5t
TIRIBNALU T BTSSR & RAE Jowrnal of
Business Venturing Fll (.O3R2EAR) SFHIT),

Wz, BUEWTIL R A pe Bz .
ARSI, FEWTLR A A B AR AR 2 A0
WXL R 4T ) S A R, gV
B B R LU T R 5N SRR
S . BFFEBUR KRTE Journal of Business Ventu-
ring M Journal of Business Ethics, VK (& ¥Rl
By QOISR ST,

BB (G HAE ¥, Email; gqjhu @ zu.

edu. cn) , FUEWTTT RS2 B2 Be Rl 28z, 7Edb
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Concepts, Mechanisms and Consequences of

Team Hierarchy: Debate and Integration
Wen Feng' Xiaoyun Xie’ Qiongjing Hu’
(1. School of Labor and Human Resources, Renmin University of China;

2. School of Management, Zhejiang University )

Abstract: Which is the more effective structure for team functioning, a hierarchical or flat one? Team hierarchy is defined as
a rank ordering of team members in power, status or influence. There has been a long—lasting debate in academia over whether
team hierarchy is beneficial or detrimental to teams, and disagreements and conflicts exist between two different camps—the func-
tional versus dysfunctional perspective on team hierarchy. The functional perspective believes that a defined hierarchy clarifies who
should defer to whom in team interaction, thus facilitating coordination and efficiently resolve disputes. The dysfunctional perspec-
tive, however, suggests that it is a flat rather than hierarchical team structure that benefits information elaboration and ensures flexi-
ble adaptation to situational demands. The low consensus in team hierarchy research results from four main issues. First, various
definitions and operationalizations of team hierarchy across studies lead to paradoxical findings. Second, the coexistence and inter-
play of multiple mechanisms between team hierarchy and team outcomes have not been fully explored. Third, researchers do not
differentiate the distinct effects of team hierarchy on different team outcomes. Last, researchers actively support the positive or neg-
ative main effects of team hierarchy, but overlook the existence of potential contingency factors. Drawing on the Inputs—Mediators—
Outcomes (IMO) framework and the structural contingency theory, this paper systematically reviews research on the consequences
of team hierarchy from both English and Chinese management and psychology journals during 2000-2020. We clarify team hierar-
chy’ s conceptualization in terms of base (power and status) and form (centralization, steepness, stratification and acyclicity) ,
summarize its positive and negative mediating mechanisms ( coordination, incentive, conflict and information processing) and its
effects on various team outcomes ( performance, creativity and attitudes) . Besides, we classify the internal and external contin-
gency factors (task, team and high—rank member’s characteristics; formal leader’ s, organizational and environmental characteris-
tics) that reconcile the functional and dysfunctional perspectives of team hierarchy. Finally, we discuss new avenues for future re-
search on team hierarchy. That is, future research may focus on exploring comprehensive characteristics of team hierarchy such as
the alignment between power and status hierarchy and the perceived accuracy of team hierarchy, and more team processes of team
hierarchy, especially the emergent states such as team empowerment and psychological safety. Future research may adopt an open
system view to explore team hierarchy’ s effect in broader context such as multiple team systems. The Input—Mechanism—Output—
Input (IMOI) framework could be used to depict the long—term, dynamic effect of team hierarchy.

Key Words: team hierarchy; power; status; IMO; structural contingency theory
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