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Abstract: Team boundary activity is defined as team'’s actions to establish linkages and to manage interac-
tions with parties of the external environment. Such actions can assist a team in obtaining and securing re-
sources and information, as well as enforcing members' affiliation toward their team. Team boundary activity
is a multilevel construct. Its antecedents include individual differences, as well as characteristics of groups
and organizations. And it is able to boost team performance, knowledge transfer and innovation and so on.
Future studies should pay much more attention to its conceptualization and measurement, and issues of equi-
librium between internal and external activities.
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ks H): 20124E 7 H 17 H: EREBEW: 201247 H 29 H; FAHBEW: 201248 H 11 H
o OE: PSS BT A2 L ] T AR DA AR [ A AR A BA . ZH 23 DA R AN A
Z AR ARNES), ERBEIPGRE AR5 S5 TR, S5 0 AR . 1 & Bl & 2 E IR
PINES, EFRE THL. BB MEZEE _Lrysm, FEXFRILRE. RS B r= AR
SO ASKRIE TE B X AN FE S IR I &, CLR NANE B~ ah T i — PR .

XA PG AESD: L5 HIGRG QT

il

TREFHARERI R R, B IL AR A3 A 1 B2

BT, AN E IS R E R A, d (Hirschhom & Gilmore, 1992).. 1B\ 2 i _E f1i4 A& 71

FRITRETS RGN CAG B R H . B R BT
W EIFEE AR RG, DT ML
RS IIBR, TR T IE R BARAfEdr. A2
i1 5 (boundaryless) ZH LA ML AFAEIL S TG 2 (g
PEDLIFR) B RICE I, XFSEARTE R4
EHIFERIS T, ERNMIO PSR — LB
WG, RFEMNILFHERNAZ AT AR,
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(boundary management) | FH K 43 [41 A ] - H &
A, EREAHAERD R, XA T W%
(network-based) I ZH 215 11 2 B PA & i (multiteam
systems). 5 EE 1B\ (cross-functional team). i i Bk
¥ (strategic alliances)%s 7 AR THA LU R4 1) [F] S
WOk 7RG e AT R B I AN [R] St AN B T
Z AR ZR g 2 — AN T BN 75 22 AR 22 A0 i 2H 21
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AR, CAERSEET . AMBA L R L BIBA (A 12 B
) BN B LA 1A RS EA]
[ I 22 70 2R AR RS 2 BRURRI SRR, Rl 22
i ENEYSEN AR

FAE_EAMIEAD 50 AR, W LI FE S
ZF A AT OGTE (Seott, 1992, 2% Yan & Louis,
1999). H A, 14 FHiE st 5t 2 B b 72 [T B0 = 1 ()
R, HA TR mAE T BIBAL FHssh i e 70
BrACE S SEMIAIER . LU A2 [ AR ZH R4S SR (4]
BAGURA BB SRS AT AR BE S5 ) IR R

2. FP\B R BB S Gt
21 ftAREPE “A%”

A )32 R AT AW 2 B A 1) 320 S ANAAN & —
PR AR S, 58 2 & — PO BV B . AR5
(1 2 20T LUAR 95 26 23 285 44 0 3 R 3L &l o0 AN TR
il NN il o] 2] Nl 51 B2 R L R AT ) = R S A T
T FHALRYE, FNALHARMB LWL T . FH
AT RIS S i T ARIME . Bk, Ut
BN A X o3 2H 3 5 A BE ¥ 73 2k (demarcation), ‘&
T RGFUAAEM DR, A TRk, A4 55
HIRBT X Ak 2 o RIS LGRS — R 2 e fdk

R Hk, WFIEEAIN R — s KGR
(interface), ‘B RIAMNIE RGZAIIKAER RFNZEH.
TER, FHHt g —FTr & R AR I R RE—
. =, BRMEIA R MR RS R ZINET
PLRR 5 1 57 97 5 (perimeter) . & REL T 14 AL B 7
YeThee. mJa, WFERE B R RIEIEAE B
HiZ(frontier). E NHIEM LR T &, R4
8 IR 75 B B2 IR S E(Yan & Louis, 1999).
X PUFp G O IR IS T 14 S RRAE

2.2. FABNAR EBIHIEX

HIBA R — AR R S8, AMTHE R E R
Wre ATRASR Bk, (218 B 22 5 AP SR 047V 18
HH 3l (Ancona, 1990) . HLHL M A1 A N R ok S8 Tt 45
ROEAFI ), BN BN A EBAS AT e S BT i) o 22
P Y5 AI{5 B (Drach-Zahavy et al., 2010), 1@ 4M
B 5 A BN A AR R IR I AL S B A . BN 32
Zlj(team boundary activities)th k.2 1B 1815 51
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(external activities), ‘EIFRIMZAESHHKCHITES), TRIH
THMEIEE I DL B BN 5 AR AR . HZABL
AR Z 7] 128 2 (Ancona & Caldwell, 1988; Choi,
2002) . 121 FHiE AR A [ A E LA RF 5 AN A
Gt EE RS HAREIRA . HIR SR R A A
AVaIE, teanesilt, TS, BIEEE. B
S % (Ancona et al., 1988; Yan et a., 1999; Marrone,
Tesluk, & Carson, 2007; Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009).

1 515 B R 5 B SR T 4 2100 0t Fi (Ancona
et a., 1988; Yan et a., 1999), RI#RZEAL 5 H AL
B ESMI B [ 1R R, BEAE T HIBA AL 21
XSS, ARG S8 23 M S e B BN E T . X
FE B BN 5435 Bl 5 52 2 58 2 (1) 9% o [R] I X 9 35
Wy, LFNEEE N2 RS, R RN
LHMAL 6], NS IE], Ha] G A
JETH,  RIETBA R 3 54T . AR ST EE0 HIBA
J THI R S5 sl RIE T IR HEAT 204

2.3. FIBNA R FEBEIS 2

HI\L FHE s BdE — RAINATS), F2 % E s
TR 73277 e XS] R T HBA S5 AN A
M EF) 7 AN . @ X eyE B 7 X, H B AR
WHI. G1E. SCRFULASE T P 2% % 55 (Marrone,
2010), &3 b5 H Ath A R 44 (1 % & (Ancona et al.,
1988). ASCH H A B FL 32 B 43 2K 07 g B H Ak
WAMZRIEN K, W& 1.

BB\ g B ) o3 K07 iR 2, H 4RG3k
E, FEEREME T b BRES) EE g
It AR ST AN GE R AN A 7, DR AP IR B 1
A, FTIF S ANV IEIRIE, [ERIMBEES PR,
R R AN AE BB . AL B X M o i i 5 30 U7 2
T B i % 5 (scouting) KA i 5 (ambassador) 13
i (task coordinator). fX# (representation). & 1 111
(coordination) . {5 /.94 2 (information search). #714#
(spanning) (Ancona et al., 1988; Ancona & Caldwell,
1992; Yan et d., 1999; Cross, Yan et a., 2000; Fargj &
Yan, 2009; Drach-Zahavy et a., 2010) . iX L4355l 1] LL%¢
PR B2 543 435 5)) (team boundary scanning) .

5 MES AR T BN S e ThRE, Bk
RN AMRA RS FIUEAR 3, By by 2
SFIBHEME R 2, SRS B RIE S, ERERE T
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Table 1. A summary on taxonomy of team boundary activities

& 1 FAARENS AL

HRERH fE#% W2 GE
o WS RS BRI, SRR 5B
i E) (soout) L RS HEREL, UCHEAS
ol 37 5y (ambassador) HOFHBIEE . (5 B A6 Sl AU, BB . 5 ) 5 LA A
10 (sentry) Ancona& Caldwell, 1988, Uity A\ {5 EL4iiE. iTiE. g5 AN AT ) B L
Ancona& Caldwell, 1992a ‘ BRMHRLE R HRNE S
i (task coordinator) HARMG T ERE1E. dhethim . SREUx . &1E. BT A
HIWTE BRI 2R, R BB, R A%
B4 (quard) AP RS . B (3 BT, A T A S 2 S
S,
11 54757 (bringing-up) RIBIMEI . AT,
WA (bufferi SRS AR, BT AN s \
Fr gt (buffering) Drach Zehavy & Somech, PRI SZ IR, B7 1k A PR SRS 7R S SR AL 7 7 S
1 T2 (soouting) 2010 KW 2 (050 [ BRI AR . S FF, (3 BRI LA Vs,
iﬁﬁﬁm@ SRR JH AR A A UG AE t 7 H TEAR
. : . UL s ‘ SRULE RS HE . $ e DR
1% % (representation) PR B e . 48 T IR AR gl
o fE. ML, iR
£r{f:b i (coordination) M 5 A A 1 5E AR5 F AR %2 gwgg gﬁﬁggM

{5 244 (informationsearch)

Fi(spanning) Yan & Louis, 1999; Cross, Yan, )

22 1 (buffering) & Louis, 2000; Fargj & Yan, P15 245 Eii
. . 2009

R 77/584% (bringing up)

T SRS SR SRR AR A5 B B R
WA SR RINE R

RitkER BRABTA B
WS R RFIIA R AR B« R4 P9 E T B

R 3E BT A I RO GHE . ARV TE
AR A

55 BN ROR 0 B 22 A RAARAR 5%

BRI ARAEAH S SOk B

HMERIAE BT B, I IS TR FH A
Ko AL IR T ) TR Bl 3 B il (sentry) . B
$1(quard). ZZrh(buffering)s, Krix 2355 52 N IEIBA
11 2% i 7 (team boundary buffering) (Anconaet d.,
1992a: Fargj et dl., 2009).

B =i B 3 B R R A I I AEAE . AHEE
BIPIRROT 2, =0 B WA, Ws] ETBA R
GO HEAN P BA AR BRI [, R3S SR AR 1 B
WATE PR — 2, RSB N RS XKT7
AT B LR R 5% (bringing up) Fli2 A 524k (reinforce-
ment), 38 HORE 55 = 2810 FUE SR 2 N B BN A iRk i
zlj(team boundary reinforcement) (Fargj et al., 2009; Yan
et al., 2000).

3. HIBA AR FER TR

BUA UM RIS B A — R TN A2 &
IATAEN A BEARRLGUR T b o R B AIL i 3D
B2 HBAA R, EIBIAGIR.  SI MALH .

31 MEEFNEE
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311 BHMEE

HFES R EE TR, B2 HANTOCR,
SFETR R B I (B AURS 77, DALt B A AR s i R ik 1
(Marrone, Tesluk, & Carson, 2007). g% Xt H %
PG RANBEE, RN AN ) I AR — RS 5
1, RIS B & B R, MERC
A e SRR — A . Marrone £5(2007) 5 77 & B 1 AL 49
Hi B 2% g /B¢ (boundary-spanning self-efficacy) 5 /M4
R NAAERNAR G, S Ee MR E A O
HRENVEHIFINE R R (R RITES 5 A 7] BEF%
TR R 5 BN, ARHH BE 22 R ST 5 Fig 3o [A]
i, BUA R TR ALRE A A AR08 B A AT Re AL AN Al
FAESs, Iadk, s AT BEHE AR A il 5t
K

312. Tt

[T BN % 572 A1 45 N D & — Fh el LT AR AT 147
AEEN 4L 242 (Marrone et al., 2007). %1% 21 (1) T.
A RS 0 S I T AR AR 5540 67 kS ST AN L 55 .
BN SR 3 e AR BB, 2 BRI ST AT A
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RE T I M YL AT (Choi, 2002). Marrone £5(2007)#f 5t %%
B, M R AT N E R TAEIR ST —i
SYEF, AT A AT BRI T . I S
£ € n] DLAR AR M P00 AN 41 /AT . (R UM B
T B AN T IS I 1 2 06 1 S AT R A T A
A BTSRRI R ), STEFERAMATE 2
FAKN TR, AL AN S B 7= A Hik Ak . Bettencourt
Z5(2003) Wi Fidt s 1 AR B R 1 (FA Eaarh ANy EUTR ) S5
G R I FARAT N RAFE AR R, X
BH 7R PR B 1) TAR R ST M R AT, A2
L TARIRTI AU I, AME S BRACA M IS SR

3.1.3. IT{EAEFN{EIRHAMR

DAFENTEANMES B . 2L
b ) S ATV I, X AR R O,
X % e 5 R BEAT A R B ARG o AR 2 P R
IR ), el AR R 5 SRR R A S
B, FRXEEREARRY, EREMEEGEEN
206 A BT 94555 . Ancona £ Caldwell(1990)1A 54
P N TAE B 2856 AT A RE S THABATT (0 3 A i 47
Ne MERA TAEMAI MR FE . LK, b
SRS MR . A, NBRE . 5 818k &1E
LIRS, A — MR T, 2RFEENE
AT AR 5 RS 51 F AR AT
. MIRIEMATS A TR RAER, AT 330
B SHRL,

32. AEEmNEE

3.2.1. EIBAHIAK

P\ ) 1% (composition) 18 ) & 1 BA % 51 1 N 101 42
THEAAR R (MR L ARG « bS8 A B SRR (B ARG
AN EE BT R 1) 43 AT A 350 (Arrow & McGrath, 1995).
2 AR BRRFIE 23 AT A AT, [ AR R I
JR LB 2 BRI BOHFAE . Choi (2002) 1A 4 1 A %, 54 5t Ji
FREE kR, U A & B KT bk s . 1K 2R N
P BA P o 7 o M ARF IR BELRS: 17 P38 8 8 1 v 3 S5\ [
HATTIR e = — S = AR A, IR I ARATT 23 1 b
R, HAMBH S AMA RS 88 5 A 1F . Ancona
£5(1992) Fi HH A1 BA B 573 76 T R (T Mk A ) R BRI
PR E R B m R ZE R, WARATTEE i ok T4
. Joshi 4(2009)th ik H MR DIRe 2 FEME . HIBAF
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BI HSUT I BAT A2 5Pk 54T 45 B R R KA V5 S A
RRAE DG o ALLSF- P 08 350 A v PRl 2 [T = R RN
TP I i A 4R 3EnY . Edmondson(1999)#F 7t 1 H 1
BE 2 FEVE IS BRAE A A R I B 2 1 ARG 20

ZilYN TR A = R N 1Y NP U N 1
WRERRAT N B IRE R e B ER R HIBA
FS 7 TR S5 o A ) PN SRR B B, AT T > AR 22 5 )
RS . 75 AR A AR TR A A 5 AR
BEk AT
322 MBITA

FH A 12 S A B S SRR SR I, AT 2552 31 ]
BASI AT A2 . BA 5055 A B 02 5 5 41 383
Bl R %% B 1 /E F (Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009). Lt
w, HRSSAGE TN, BRS55ME8ES),
WEZFF NESAREE. Mk, BR85S TR
P, TARE QI RET TN, ARk
SHNRATIRIE, BT 8 kA3 A B A R SR
M55, Druskat 1 Wheeler(2003) /(T 5T 1R 4 56 B 1
XA, A ATT R B A A AL A A4S (external 1eaders)
R BOMATIN T E B, MATFR T LR N, #Ahh
KRR, WEEE, Mk FAFI SN At A B 5
Rk, BRBEIBARS R E AT S, S HbR. BRItz
Ab, ThfEPE4S47 8 (Functional leadership). 15414
5 (directive leaders). 4l )18 ¥ 17 4 (championing
behavior) ¥ it % (e ik B\ 2 514 FHiE 30, I A1 BA [a]
#1522 it (DeChurch & Marks, 2006; Choi, 2002
Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009).

323 EZ5BHFE

FH A 22 1) AH B4R AT 55 45 H A2 18 5 1 B 12
TGS o 1] BA AR 55 B 2 1 [T BA 75 22 oAy
VH BN 1) S 35 M1 Bh A e e R SE AT 55, IR AN RE NG
B FIBNTR] AR AR 48 2 BAT TAE H AR R
A S MEA B A BEURAOR AR A AR E
(Hillman, Withers, & Collins, 2009), [#1B\x T HoAth 4]
BARRIBEA Ml 1R S5 SR R R A R 8 5 S AT TR
FEEN o EARAHR B TARAT SR I T R dd S35 3y
(Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009). Drach-Zahavy %%(2010)
MAHEAE B BT S 5 B ARG e — i, BARK
HRP A IR FE 2= AN R I AT . MBI
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[ H AR AR P AT 25 A 1 S B R L T, HIPATE 2
i M A 4E 5 Bl (bringing-up boundary activity),

1M 2% (buffering)« 1572 (scouting) 4 1F (coordinating)
TEBNELEUD s AT B AR . (AT 55 M P 1
BUR, PIBNEE 2 i NS SRz phidi 2, T HAh =g
AR D AT BT S UE L K H RO
BUT, AHECHAD =ME3h, BB\ 2 I S s
s 2 H RO AT S M E R AR = I OL R, AH
EEH A =FESh, BIAHILE 2 S 1SS . A
Fe FT A W BN L2 P v 130 55 3, AR 7%
B A AN A 15 B 2% A

33 ALAETNTE

33.1 SHEASTILAFE

2 SCAE N IE M E G ST R
Wi 35 2 2R s 3 ) P REL . BB AN BT 4 (Scheiin, 1990) . A
[ P SC AR AIE 2 5% W0 AS [ 28 AL 1) [ BA 32 5738 3
Triandis(1996) 4 t | — LA RHIE L HG: UL I %
e EBhE - B tE. HERE S - MAE N EE. A
WHNTEEERPALCT, FIAAT RE 5 2tk 471k
R gD, HALEE. iE . BfEs R
TEF SRRSO R, HZU% 01 5 7N AR 7
TN ELAE AR 2 LU AR o T ARG 30 SC Ak G
T, LR R AN 1 R IR LR, &
HIE, WS R BB EED . AN SRR E
FHor, e 1. BIREARIE, WA E
SRR B AR IR A R, LD BRI 4
(Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2010). 7E/MAE UL T,
HIBA i SR YRS ) AT AE S A1 2 & Bl 2 R L)
PEBe ot . MITERAAR T SO, FIBARIL A VRIS
I E SRR

33.2. tHARTEKFHE

GG e ) — 2 ] DA [ B S5 Bl
PCUnZH 2 BE M) B 2H . HIROUAR BEUR . Rt il T A
4(Cross, Yan, & Louis, 1999). A #E, fL4i A4
PBILEA NI IR B 4L, R 1 B2 Soph
P, TR B AR 1. ALV IR,
SFER, NIBRIEERF TR HAE, HL4E
PR 2 AR GO T S T R . 1 s shftE
BEIHLA M HAZET b, AN ET. A= g

202

JE4E T, HERA FESERREFIA . M R EL B A
1E. FESIRE THEGESEE, HEiTvHEIBEE
B IEAIAS B . Yan 45(1999)iA il F g2 b AIAj 5 %
NI FREAEA N EHNE T TS M . MM
LA B (cutting of slack) i[RI, tH 235k — L i
VER, Ehn—sexd G LR SRS B AF 5 b
(R BTV P BERE . XA ST 7R T R
ARG R, KRR, LRI R 4R
TEAEE R R, DUE B4 23R U (Ancona
& Caldwell, 1988; Yan & Louis, 1999). It4k, HIBNi4
FHEENIESZ B8 TEM W, M0k &R
VA TR, BB FSES) 7K P 3 m(Yan & Louis,
1999) . X A& R A4 [174 38 T H 390 7 BB\ 5 4h i
AR AN AT BEE o

33.3. ARMEIEIFE

Ancona s (1990) A A ZH LI IR A Hfl i 1R AE B
g S LSS s . A A =N B4
P (complexity) . 575 P (dynamism) . AN 2 P (uncer-
tainty) (Koka, Madhavan, & Prescott, 2006). fR4EiX =
FhRME, Drach-Zahavy 2(2010)% & 24 . ANFaE
AN 8 HIPRE Fe ASFI RS S6 A, TTHE 3 B 11
Fe 8 IR 58 IR B 8 SONE RIS 264 . EA R
MIFREE 6 AF T, HARAESS IR BE (= - iK1 -
s % - ) SRR Sih . AR Z R AR K
RAFR RN MAEARIAEFZMAT, BTSSR
WRIFFLIE (7 - ) ST G AR 3 2 I AR G Rt
BEIR . IR A 2 R AE 5 10 A B A7
FEF RN . Joshi Z5(2009)WF Fu 48 i, ZHZFREE KA
EVES DRI RAEIEIAFAE LR R, HESEE
TEAMFIERUAE R K R . {HAE, 454 Drach-Zahavy B
FAT LB B, I BAZ (8] AT 45 H b 21 s 6 1
W, e T2 A RS, AT 1A E
PEXTE AR B 1 AR A

4. BIRNIAR EshREE SRR
4.1 HBNSH

e 4t i SC_E Xt [ B S5 i) B 2 22 T Ak 3 7)
A, BIBNAERFsF R g 1 HISUk. H
i&s IR — NI RS, SATF S SN
AZHFEM o BN S S A1 AT R BN 2 e
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ANBIFIAAH, $5 7 FIBs/ERRE, Mk B i
285 5 o BT RN 5 A D 2 3R AL 2 BROAR 1) i G
(Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2010), T#l# R iFHt4%
A HIABHL, HAARE RIS BIRKI . HIRAGiR
RN TR RN EEN B —, ZHW AN A
S R T = B BA G 80Uk (Marrone, Tesluk, &
Carson, 2007). Marks %5(2005) A A it5 41 A A2 i 2 b
PN S i B 4 U 22 B (A1 BA &R St (multiteam sys-
tems) IS RL, #5 FAAE FL R A1 BA G soR 1 B8y 2
L, R 2 TR L A1 I\ TR L AR A I i A [T A
B FEBEEAR AT T HIBAG, HR A il FHE B
%ot A GG AT 1R Ancona 25:(1988) T 7t & Bl KA
A ARG 1E S BIBAGTRR AR O, Tl &iEs) S
GUR ARG, i 2 i i ST A 2 BRI A BA B SR 30K
o FUNASUREMT S BIEAE, & 7 Z0HE Bt
ITREBAIFIA] . Ancona %5 (1990) W FT & W, 141 A1 5
TSN Ll N R R RE S A b N A S8 AN S B
LA R R A ERE BRI ER, HAL S AN
L

4.2. BIR\F I 5HRERE

BTG, (ER. BIR. iR, R83knT LA
AN 8] 5 BN 2 (B 3ET AR IS IR B, XA AR A
THURMLRE, PR SAT R, RO REtE .
B4, BIBAA USSR AR D REIER
EAL SV H, 5 BRI R A BN A
Boone%%:(2008) it 7t % W 24 24 w] PN A 5 2 (VA 1@ I
SN AT AR 4L % . Argote %5(2003) T 7T th & I,
A 6 2 T AR B, @ B A ARSI
IR DLAS 2 2 A i3 o AR A 2 X 45 20 BT A1
1, Hoegl %5 (2003)#f Fidi th, A1 B\ i T4 it 42 1Y
LRI KT RERS L MARIR 28 M . AN RTR G
SREUE T B BA 4 232 K. Hoik, B SE
T T RIS 2147 . #ha22 S BN, AMERR
47k E 442 H (Bandura, 1977). HIB\Z [A] )
ZHAER e 1 B BA A E 2% 2147 8 . Edmondson
(2004) A My i1 F A3 HEAT ot 2 14T 9 B U 5
Wi E AE I R AT e S A RS B R AT
2, PRUERIBA AT LLIRTSA RO AR ARG B, IXFE
PEHE T AN BN 2 21K
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5. BR\ia R iERI S EI RS IR
X EH 0

AN AT RE SR AR 5 V5 2, B B
SE AN S B R LR A A LR R AEAE o T2 Y S B
5ANRIE A EAE R 45 % . Ancona 25 (1992a)iA M,
B A AFRIR (R, 0T BRAR PS5 305 40 30
e A B, LA E AT Tan e g ik A S R AR %
BRI AR\ FE 51 5 A P 0 I 5 7 4 1]
1) ZHEAAHARMECR? 2) ZHMRXKWMATER
R i 3 A1 A2 B 2

A S5 3 5 & s A TAE I, BATTE
HPELAR(Choi, 2002). B, EATEARSER.
ANE T NI FRIE R MRS BN, BT B FE B 55
P, MR BERA RN — B IR R kg 2 b
F—IIRT BRI, B R, SE RS
G AN 2 TN RIS FR A A, T PR )k
JRANERAE BN, Bl IR P 38— 2 (Ancona. &
Cadwell, 19923). Hit, AHE NN HMKFRELL
B9 M 19 (Smith, 1989; 2% Ancona & Caldwell,
1992a), H.ik, EATRAMER, KIMEEATAT L
FHELRE,  bhdn &4 00 po A B AT DAY Ik f E i
B R I BVUR (T BA O B 22 4x) 5, IR B w]
NI FHE IR SRR o SO R, AN B R
BORFN G 0] LR R A i A .

— LK, BN R A A A2 B RE 4
BAZGR, AR JER, 2T A B 1 46
T B B LG N B 3 B e A2 i (4] B 5t &% (Ancona. &
Cadwell, 1990). 4 FAAX AT F FE R e S8 ak
VRN, BTN S A r Bk I B
HAL— N AR T HBAN RSk e . 38 1P
IR NAZAE BE AP IRk $E . A TG S IR A 75 22
FREEB| NSRRI LR R B RSN 5,
GBS, WA G Z XS B IR R A R, AT
REIERUHIA R, HIBAR B SAFRE . RN
AN R, WAMBIESNE S, B2 b, B
ZAME, FIBNLRE B Re I bz . Hik, HIBA
GBS N R T AR R — AP

6. WIRFIRE
A BA 32 5337 301 2 U £ BE SR A 5 T 1
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7o BT R R RO ] R BRI = A5 A5
B 5B ORAF AN SR AL . A s Bl R AR,
EA DR T 2 ERE L, WAL 2 Em R Es R A
oM. HHT, 2RI AL SO0 T EZR R R
LTS HIN G o SRR, Bl an e ikid k4%
TER, AR RS2 L. d1 T RIAL
Flod— R B E RIS, T T R BN A
FART P 2 — 2,

B BIBNAFHENE 2] 7R A E A S
FRAE, H R M R REAF AL — L ] R 75 EE R SR R A [l

6.1 MSRESNE

BN S5 B R & 7€ J7 AR 20, BRI
SRR Z L. R Ancona X H1BA 1L 53]
IS AT TH S E, (BRI mRgin 7
IRZNE. BIBA S B BARR 707 X h 76 48—
PR ot LR RN, ARAMER LA FAR R 2y
HIE e MAE . L2385 A AN R 48 FE R AR 7
58, WA TS R A AR E L. HAT, HBA
WFES N E EES RN, RASZRFE
R A1 FAT NI VEE A 2 BB T _EoRAR
KUNA TGS, I T HBAFK . 54, W
A 23 R @SR 5 7 AR E B . 5
HMEEIB AR ) 2 5, B T A1 S 5 s S
FREE o A2 IS VA S AR T A LI &) 3% 3 1 A
AT 4 (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992b). Ancona Z il
BRAART RMESN S VN E S A g i, BT
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