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OB ASCET RS RER, R0HBUS BN I BARGTH K B2 (BT 1R TeRRIE S 500
SRR PNV 2). ABFFEEN 360 48RRI 90 MREEHIBA . #EFT 30 3 A~ H (BFFE 1)F1 656
AT 74 AQUETATBA . 2EAT 08 1 AERERERM A (BTIT 2), 70 R TR At b R R A 22 7 R X 5
WA o0 BRI (1) BASUEIZRIE [0 5200 T BARSOTHI B B () e 3= 50 sR P A T HIBASUR
NS AT BABUTHE KA IE 520, B2 P B2 SRR, AT BAST R 52 500 R K4 i, il
PIBASOTKF- BTt o W5 SR T BA S AR AR R P BAGE RERE ) . B iR XOC/KF IR, IR e b i — AP i
NAELE] o[RBT 7R B BASOC R stk S 3T 2 v BA BT

K@ AT, HIBAREINZ, TTRRIESE, WRUREE, <2 a s

SEE B849: C93

1 ®iH

— LA, P BAAE g 2H 2R 0 % 58 2 s 2R B A5 1Y)
Joit A ZUE 25 (Haas, 2010), el GEAE e BTHAFT 2%
REGZMREH T I R EE N, Hd, [H
HATERR LCRA 25 2] (RO AT BAROT), TR &
P kg AT BA P30 B 85 5 4 55 A8 Ak 1Y G B (Jansen
et al., 2016). FAAFGY 22 AT BA (A1 2 1 &, Kk
P 21 A BAZE A | AT 4580 A BAZE A A4 S XU
A 5%F A1 BA XT3 9 R A FH (Dean, 2022), 48
BCREAIF 5 ] T AT A T 5 BT K- T BA T HL A5 1
FRAE, R IFSRAT JCvk IR R B, 15 B8 &
FIEEFRATBA G . Rk, DA A 38 %) A B8 1T 55
PRI AR A BABLIC B & R, AT RE A5 £ 32F A
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MR . R, AR AT BA SR I 2o e 2 A
PAROCHE K EE F Bz —. NI, “2 51k
—# &4k HEZE (Differentiation-Integration framework)
Fa i, AT BOBIT A3 AR 22 AT AR 53 78 53 5 48
K H A7 1 22 S S RN B, TR R 7 A T
15 J2 T b (Can AT BA )2 T % T AR B A BT R A
(Heavey & Simsek, 2017). HIBASUEYIZRAEN A
BA B 7% 32 2 ) 38 R A2 4 AT BA BB OAS R 4R — A R
SIS SRS, T 1A BA B 5% A I SR A R [ A,
5% 5 B W 5 RN 7 UL (Schippers et al., 2008) ., [,
BAAS W= 2] 345 2 05 8., BEAE 1S 5 Al 01 Al R
TS ) LAY BE J7 (Knight & Paroutis, 2017), A,
25 7 AT BA Sz SEL I 25 e 6% A1 f7 AT A 5% A i AR 2R R
S 2E FARAE B, AR #E A A BT R . PLSE
B 7, ATBA S BN ZRX — T BA B S8 AR T
AT BATE Zh 58 5 TRl A H % TAE, A3 F1F A B
AHH. 22 [ [ ] i b A2 3t 54T 95 AR OC B9 TRURL, HESh A
RSB B R . LA, ASHIF 5 i B PR 5T AT BA
FCRBAN Z X AT BA XU TTHE 1 i 52 1

TE R AT BT AT A S SN 25565 14T BASLTT 3 K 5
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SN T AT 2 6 el 1 = 2o A 5 e 2 ]
JC J1HH 3 52 (Shared meta-knowledge) A1 W &5 2K £5
(Perspective taking)fPl-F- RE 1% i B A1 BA 52 S8 )11 25
3 ak 16 5 AT BA 22 Sk 5 S Ak, AT A CHE K
AR Bk, 25 RS fHE SE
i FE Bl A B 0K 25 AR R JF X s Y
A A ARG = A 1 S BEHL ] (Smith & Tushman,
2005), —J7 10, SR F R B A % E gl UL AL
S PATE B 51 X T AT BT 55 1 2 [ B A% (Marks et al.,
2001), BPoCHIRAEEE S Li %8 A (2018) W4k Hi o i
I 2[R A5 {7 AT BA B B3 2 67 O AR Bl N 4R 1 25 =
MR LK, ARFRNICES . 55—,
T BN S S 25 0 R A RIAT R E B L A A
IR, B SCRBE(LL, 2016), AR . 2ATFHY
W 5 RIBESFR, M0 S S LA R
F R IL S WS (BRE B 5%, 2015). Z5A T, A0
FEG I ATCHITR AL RO SCR BRAE S A A8 i, 5%
A1 BA SN 2555 A BA RT3 K [a] B P FEAIL I o

g LRk, AR ATT RN AL, BH AT
HARE EUE R I SE, AR A BR A A BASE I 25
XoF AT BA XL TC 3G K 14 5 Wi e HC 9 7R A7 B AL FRAIL ] (IR
RN 1 FR). B4, BT 13T SE i ot
I A4 8 s A e 48 K AR Y (Latent growth model), #5
By B fe et o A BA sz S8 I 5 X6 AT BA RO B 3 K
TAERMGE . FERFIE | 4518 3ERE I, 5T
b3 50 B T T ) T AR 25 3 A5 4 (Latent change
scores model)itt— & X Al @17 Ay, —EFEFE
AR TS 1 R e A BAAOT K I K Hd R
FRAPE . A, BRI AT BN S BN RROR S, T
1 S M o0 R e S A SR PEAE Ty h
MER . PR BAL T2 A G HELL R 1L
JUHESE, WRAb T b A XS T Anfal i ok 45 BT B F
TR 38 2 AR AR AR A BASUOTA 98 AN A2

ZilNN

 PIBABUT K JE#a %

K1 BeHESR A

1.1 3CEREm

BUAT T BABTT SUSBTE 58 2 1 S 4 2U80u i A
FIPATBA By AL X A0 ] 42 32 1T BA 52 B o 5 79
F G RBIRE AT TP R . R, ik

T 5% 22 5 7 AT B PR 50 a8 B3 3 I % AT [N e A AR5 Jo %
MICHY S, 7% S8 S Se ke B e o 11T, PRt e
12 Ay 2 SRR S 55 S Q] BT G b AR R A T AT A XL
JUR LN SR AR T o i HE DA X TR
i BRI AR IR S A B B AT T, A B FROR
A1 BA S 835 1 (Gurtner et al., 2007), #F—H, %
B 2 AL 1 1A BB 53 AN AR A% U1 A gt B A A
A . FHOC A R IE B W0 45 5 15 L (Cronin & Weingart,
2007), [FIEHA Bl T 60 15 B 6 T AT BAAE 55 9 2 ] 2
fift o AR T AT 47 i 5 R 22 A5 B, AT
fe ik A BASUT G o BRI, RET AT BA S B2 AR
R BT A A XU A O B T PRI AR EL 3 I S 7 S
1.2 FBA R Bl Z 3t F B X It i 1< 9 3 M

Jansen %5 (20164 A1 BAXTT R XA AT BA 5] i) i
iR FEA I MA AR =T WEREI T, BT
AP LT S B[R] ) HERS T A2 4k, PRI AT A 25 AN
Wy b~ AR R 2 ) AR 2 0T B 2,
A1 BA X TG 9 55 B i 2 5L A 58 3 A P (Luger et al,
2018), LA LINOTT B A PENFFE FE AT H Y
FIEBER MK, 2K THREAF] A W
AT AR, PR SR G 2B ol H 2
Aam R L T I B AR R B A . Rk, ATBA
ANWTTER R 5 AT A 18] F-5K -7 DB e 1 i
Top & ) Ryt B rh, HOH B bz 42
THEREE 4%, 2022), 5 Z, HIABUCH 2 AN B2
eIt

AF A3 7 AIF 58 4 AT BA BT HE & A Sy — e T
FI N sh & Re T, Wik« Rl G 1 HESE
R BRAE AT A XTSI A K ARt T B LA o AT
JELUIE P BA B 53 Sy o R B A8 A, o) il i 2 58 T ) AT
BAE A o SR IR 1A PSR W R3S i B AT A TF I
(West, 1996), i # 50045 A BA 3% 5 R 1% P 45 4]
BAAE 25 45 A & (Tannenbaum & Cerasoli, 2013), 4
PRk AT BAXC R IE K, 22 b — 3 5 AUHE SR 2K A
AL 53 AN EE 55 T o S B R B 25 5%, i %2
MR B O ] 22 Ab DL SEBR & A (Smith & Tushman,
2005) AT BN S SR Z5 Ay 1A A B B () 3 3 5 8 A
BARAE T A5, R A A 2xid i SO B
A XHAT 5515 B AL P (Schippers et al., 2018), #5H)
PAT BA B 53 80 AT BN 3 A DA ST B B A o ZEAS W
BB AT A SR N 22 A AT BA R B[] B A
T, BIBAE AN (Rong et al., 2019), {2 1A% bt 5
P21 S5 B e Y = SN a7 2 N T DD VIS
(Wang et al., 2022), [AIE, PIBA B BT 881
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VI A B % S 3290 8 JE 17 BRI 51728, BIBAAS
W i 4 T A AR R [l R B T, ol AT BA R B B
T B PRI o AT B SR TS s AS TR BB AL 5 AN
Z 55 B S, iR i A AT A B .
FET I, R R

H1: F A S EIN SR IE [0 52 0 T BASOT S .
1.3 FTHIAHZFYERFHFNIER

TG AR I =20 4 AT A B D 2600 16 HC At B B LA
2 iR 5 % K I F (Wegner, 1995), 2B #&E 3C
HACIZ RGBT 2. Ren F1 Argote
(201 1)45 H, A BRI R A T i HoAh B 03 14T 55 5
AT 55 $EAT 850 38 T, REME P& A BASE B 12 &
Bt MiAEFEFN 532455 A O B2 A1 BA S L Y 2
RSy PR, ASHIFFE I AT BA S B 2] AT BA
XUTCHE K A 1E ) 5% 2 R oo AR = BT 35 1

1E 4N Schippers %5(2014)#8 H, HBA S B 75 2 5,
O IS8 I 11 A BT 55 2 g SR F IR A S 58
FE SRRt AR R, BB REAS T 2 A S R TR
FOWEA . A SR, [E AT S,
A BT RIBE BT MRt = [[lat, Joaidh e
% {57 AT A S 53 ¥ T e, T A AT AR i B, DA
B RIS MWL A 515 . (Olabisi & Lewis, 2018),
IFH, MM BEA EocHiRt =y, %) | g2
55 At ol 51 1 38 17 20 B PR 23 7R P B B v 4
H(Lewis et al., 2007), M5 AT G2 & th B B9 AR,
F LB BARICE] T A

JC AR I =2 T 5] A A S LI 25kt A1 BA BT 1
KB IE s, WA s T 22 b5 A b B HE
P K, RIS AE S R O A T R A
X — PR FE o T RS e, P A S B
fifi A1 BATE 1 T A A T4 8 A9 05 B Tk Hk 45
Bh i 52 24 B 1R 515 B (Schippers et al., 2014),
M A A DA LA 2 R S (5 8, 2
% AT BA XL T Y 5 B DA AT HL i (Smith & Tushman,
2005), FET UL, AP ST B

H2: A1 BATE IR =2 Ay T B A S S I 2500 1A
BARTT Y K ) 1 ) 2 M, BRI BA S S8 2538 3 1 ]
S A BAICRR IE5E, gkinixe A BABLCHE K 7= A 1
] 5]

P BA R 557, SR 6 2 i 1A A B 2 U b % 3 R f
fb NAR: . BhALRUERAZ, DL JABATT A A2 ik S
% K 37 1) — B 45 R DA 1 i & (Hoever et al.,
2012)0 A5 I, P AU SR Bt 2 7E 784 A B0
FOvHe e BT —ME B A IR, Ehe

JRTREHS B AT BA A 22 06 4k R 58 B2 2% 4T 55 i ok
PL#(Hoever et al., 2012), ARMFFTIN N, A B EI
G s T BaRE R, PE i ik A A A5 SRR A A
XUTCHE T 7 A R 2L AR ) 52

TEANRTSCHTIR, A AR 53 R SE AT 55 32F R R A 7 IR
A B VA8 5 A2 51 2 A BA SR A #E . Rtk A
BA B 53 AN BE % 7E K BBl b 58 0 T AR BN 1Y
WAL, X TAE 55 AT SRS A R S AL PP TE g 1
Rt AU IR, R, B T e R 4 94
5 HZNA R T 5L TR TR 4 /A, f
Y 1 J R SR 4 A A A (Parker & Axtell, 2001),
PRI, v AT A IS S AT A1) e B Vi B A %) X a5
R, (T v B 2 AR RO I RN
Ko HET, USRS A BA B 5L A T R
A, VA BN R R 25, #E R A BASUTRE
TG T 2= e SR BIRESE, A S R
SRAG TR PR R, (AR N R (5 B fig
g R O e i 25 5, JF DL 22 2RI A X
InuiEE A, AR UE T BSOS K, SEF I,
ABFFEHRE A R

H3: F BAE s R B8 R A 1 1 BA S SR I ot 14T BA
MG A T2 e, R BA s B I 2R ik 1 1 52
M AT AR A SR 5, 4k i % [T BA BT 34 4 7 A= IE 1)

RN

2 WE5E 1. BIBASC IR A BAXL
JUA SRS 1 52 563 M

5T 1 B IERIAARDT G P G 1 3400, R
A B SE N S 2 75 X AT BA ROG I P~ A= 2 i . R T A
PRI AR, TR A G . EEBRAE T
AR Tk, WX S5 QA R AR A S
Y BRAR (LA 8] FR A 0L S IR AR ) i 7R K 2
31 i I (E RV B A 0 D € B A W
21 MIRAE
211 EWHEARSHIE

AT E R A H A h LR 5 T
432 ARAW SRR . MRS It 8RR K
A, R HEEAAFIRFENE . BUTEREFER
Ja, BEHE S LA it 360 B RFAES
ST o Ry ikt G 01 ER RGN TT RE X 5% 45 SR i S )
AHIFFEAL U I TR o B G ) T R AR A ) T AT
BASAERUINZE, Tf AR 4N AR N A . 78
RSN PR v, AT BA B 5% e BRI 199 7l R e 75
KA FEST . SEPME, 51 RS ss s
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AHEARIS . FHI H, AT BA AR 53 78 R AT & e b 2L
AAHMRREE R A BB, AFEERR T 5 5 A 5
ARIFR . JEARER G 5 E B . 77 BB 2B -5 i 4 o 4
T A, DA SAE BARPA T R oo 73 AR 55 . 3
FAE BRI . R AHTE . A BENAES
TEEET, PR T A BASE BB S BT 4 1 % 458 HAE
[ -, Ay P BA R 574 = 2 ST 4RI T 45 ]

P B AR BT X A B 223k (4 ), AT
SRR | BEHLECE] 90 ASHIBA T, iR, A%
WFFE R BT AT 1A BB AL 53 Ay 52 56 4 R il 4, Fer,
SIS AL 45 DNEIBN, FERIAEE 45 ANHEIBA . FE
P gk, Bk 180 &4, Ltk 180 £ FH4FEIE
h21.05 %, brifEZER 0.71; FH) GPA K 3.27 &
(SD = 0.42), K55 t K zs R won, LAy
P AR AE -1 GPA (1(88) = 0.29, p=0.77) Rl JE
W (TO)YHA BABLIT(1(88) = 0.05, p = 0.96) F I ARTFELE
BEES, RN A 7E 2 00 B 2 1)
ARG w2
212 FLHRESBRIKRK

AR AF 58 R A 1) 4 03K AT -3 S i 1
(Longitudinal pre-/post-test design), FEMHLLISZYIER
FEFF U HT(TO) A B2 H — R B BR AR B (T 1~T6) e i
1 7 WIBWEE, JRESE IR (T2) R k47T i
(HI BN INZh) . BARRFRGNT -

R SZURAR TR LA AT (TO), F 3% A ik i e
B SSIERERAT 50 . HARZER . SEACHLIN | $4E
TEM SRR . VST )R, & A o dLis Bl A
BABI IR A A7 e e T8 PR th Py T BN A €5 T
Je, PR R AT L AR RN GPA AR 5E
AAE BB IR] o 117 AT AL B 4 DU A 4l O 52 1) 17 450
HUAHBBUICIN G . )i, EREK A AREHL K
S0 AT RN 2

B — IR (T1) . 12T R 202 R A,
FFBLR A1 A UL Bl PR 7E 1R AR 45 R A 4 L 28
B 4,5 P A2 S8R A BARSUOT 6 ) 24 o

B R (T2). ABFSES IR Chen %5(2018)
i A A S U 2k #2 ¥, & F SED  (Shift-end
debriefing) /58 i 2 JEV It 45 517 52 96 2 1A A i 3 g
TN B 8. fERFE T iRaT— K, X EFFAS
VT AU 2 B SLEA T 850, PR 28 B AT A R )
SED Jy M AR . i e iRAE K, ERr A B
FEIRFN T 45 1E 7 IR AR S AL A o IR 52 AR
Joi, ERF TS T i Ak AT A7 P B g B I 2k
A BB AT #E2S /N AE), $5-5 S dH HEAT AT A S

b58 1] 17/

R A AR BTG shif, TR AMRYE SED 7
Freg R, falH N7 OETHR AR . BB RA)
g 25 min oAy e U BA SRS B, (B AR SR I
(B 45D 3] 5~10 min, [RIA, ASBIFSYEIR 85 ATEAE
WA A SRS B R $2 38 “SED &k A5, LATh i
AHIF 5T A0 W A5 AT B S SR B B . IRl A A
BA P AT A 2 ST B 357 A% A SED 9 S AL 7%, H
i AR A 18 T O AT 55 1Y H B IR A B A T
FASIE BN . ik BRI AN, 55 4H AT BATE
R R 25 5 7 A BN 15 3l o £E 35 Sl R] 22
HE L, B oA A BTG sh B aEA T TE] R 20~30 min,
H A B R B BEAT B R) SRy b — YRk S 56 20 A BA S S8 T
PR, R S HI NG Sh 45 R 5, 2K A
AU 52 By SRR 41 U S 3505 (AT BA BT 0] 4

SR SIS PR R, AR AE SR R
Ko PN B S8 3% Bh 45 RS (T2), 73 AMESR AT BOLER
BLNER @R R il NS S T S g N )
(THAEFEH (M = 4.69, SD = 0.55)5 % FBZH(M = 4.65,
SD = 0.57) 9 AT BA S SN AFAE i 35 22 5, 1(88) = 0.33,
p = 0.74; SLEARIS (T2)MBA (M = 5.04, SD =
0.33) B & THEHIHM = 4.55, SD = 0.64)A A1 A
F K-, t(88) = 4.57, p< 0.001, Cohen's d = 0.96,,

5 =R B N IKIRFL(T3~T6) ., WIFARLLH Y
BEADERE RIS EBNE 30, JF 22K A1 AL 82 B B 7E
B2 5 W BAAE 2l 25 o i AR i H UL %€ S5 5 AT A
BOCH A, SfBE AL SRR, M350
TR LT 50 Ju A TR .

213 MRIER

A AR, 5Bt A 0F 5 (Jansen et al., 2016),
AHIFFE R W2 0 1 FT ARG . 35— 2, WS
& H Kostopoulos Fll Bozionelos (2011)% il i 41 BA
24> i % (Team learning scale)fffif i 4] BA F AUTT AT
iz R T A AR R A 2 FUR X 2 A~
TR, FRFERAE I FERILEE 5 A,
W FRATHAN A 22 LA 0y . A B 7 i 07 =k 58 L
TAEBIBNRI A S ) FR R & 5 N0, an
“FRATT AT BA SR AR AR B T AR 7 32 I S 1) TAE R
T EARME T T, BIBMRE A Fak 7 il
f) Cronbach’s o %17k 0.85.0.85, 0.85. 0.86.,
0.89. 0.88 #1 0.87, KIBAFI M=) Fmk 7 il
Y Cronbach’s a RH4351M 0.86, 0.87. 0.87,
0.88. 0.88. 0.88 Al 0.87, % ", AWFFTKFHIBA
PR ) 5 AR 202 2 3 8o n, - A Sk 1T A
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WOCHR41 o IR, RAETEROohR E 248
FLAEIREE | i . WA AL R R ORI A 2
143 He 4 I AICAE 4 (Junni et al., 2013), (AT
Edwards (1994)$2 it p e 50 J5, o 11 AR 22 AT BA
XTI 5T 4 R, IR A5 S0 2 BEAIR
BHRA R 5
214 BIESHAE

T LA R 3.2.3 5, RHEHE 17 36 AR 1) 3%
PS030 o TEMRA ST, ASHIFSESexT i Er s i
ATEA TG . R AT B AN B AR (AR AR A I, JF
X £5 AB JEHEAT Pearson MO T . A e AT BA s &L
YNZRXT A BAROTTIG K B 2w, ASBIF 5204 A1 BA B 2]
Y5 (S 56 21 B0t REZH 1 JE AR F A Sk DA o, A At
A FAT T AR K AR Y (Conditional latent growth
model) . AR 53 A7 BF, 56 38 o #4 H 0 1Y 4K AL
(No-growth model), &3 K A8 (Liner growth
model) Il — ¥k il £k % 4 #5 AY (Quadratic growth
model) iR B AL IF L RIE BB, B S 45 1 41
ST 50 20 AT BARCOCHE < e Y B AR . TS, 7E
R R AL [, WP A A A

A A% i B AR G A T Bk
22 #R
221 HEMEFEEWRE

T A SCR BGE R e A 7, PRt R 246k
FAE I M AR o A 548 e AT BARUOT Y
LA S A I A R A A A, LRI AR SR
(Configural invariance, M1) . 55 %% {H 1 (Weak
invariance, M2). 5% {H 4 (Strong invariance, M3)
™A S5 (B P (Strict invariance, M4)ZJ 3R oA 7l
2257, AERNFR 1 PR, HHABIE BRI R T 2
SRR B, BELGE8 2 Ra 0 5 4
/NFIRFE(ACFI < 0.01) (Cheung & Rensvold,
2002) 3% B 5 SE A MR B0 BT, M AT BARL
JUi R I H I A5 R EE
222 kgt 5EXSH

%2 BT HBEMIAYEG T S s
o G5B IR, BRI ET 55 A A ROT A 5
{HJEIHAH DG HERRAR . X R ZRmT BB ™ A T &5CR,
T B[R] 2H 1] AH <08 B s AT BA XU ] 4 AH 5 FR AR
WS

1 MR 1NEFEERE

i 1 df CFI TLI RMSEA  SRMR Ay Adf p ACFI
M1: EEHME 340.27 238 0.97 0.95 0.07 0.05
M2: 555 (H M 388.61 286 0.97 0.96 0.06 0.07 48.34 48 0.46 <0.001
M3: SRAE(E M 443.02 334 0.96 0.97 0.06 0.07 54.41 48 0.24 0.002
M4: JPRSSE(E 495.15 394 0.97 0.97 0.05 0.08 52.12 60 0.76 0.002
2 MR IERERITEEXDH
QIS 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
1. EIBARIT TO —
2. BIBAXIE T1 0.38" —
3. BBAXOT T2 0.35"" 0.68"" —
4. FBARUG T3 0.26"" 0.37"" 0.49"
5. BIBAXT T4 0.43"" 0.27""" 0.30" 0.57""" —
6. HIBAXLIT T5 0.24™" 0.27""" 0.36" 041" 0.48""" —
7. BIBARLIT T6 0.09 0.11 0.28 0.41"" 0.40"" 0.69" —
8. RIBASE T1 -0.03 0.07 0.02 0.02 -0.08 -0.11 -0.08 —
9. HIBASAE T2 -0.07 -0.04 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.39"" —
M 9.18 9.17 9.10 9.16 9.17 9.11 9.13 4.67 4.79
D 0.91 0.96 0.90 0.89 0.94 1.08 0.96 0.56 0.56

H: "p<0.05,

" p<0.01," p<0.001, SEKLK, FFH.,
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20 0 A Y 1 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR AY*(Adf) p
MI1: JCHR AR 77.22 19 0.70 0.77 0.19 0.12 — —
M2: 2R Pk AR 25.30 16 0.95 0.96 0.08 0.07 45.54(3) <0.001
M3: YR KRR 19.39 12 0.96 0.95 0.08 0.06 5.39(4) 0.25

223 HEELRRESWE

AHIF 5% 1 S0l R 4 A 2 A2 06 4 406 A AR
TG B A B AR, ZE RN 3 s, Lk
KA ] A T oI KA (M1 vs. M2: Ay*(Adf) =
45.54(3), p < 0.001), H Yk i £k 4 KA R H) 548
PRI AR AT B i 25 (M2 vs. M3: Ay’(Adf) =
5.39(4), p=0.25 ), EMF, ZePEIG AR REAE L
A 1 4L RN S 56 4 R RUOT & SR
224 (RIZKHW

AU TE Fic B 25 5 R, AR BT AL R A 2R
TR 3 KA RIS K" = 30.16, df = 20, CFI =
0.95, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.07), f#
AR ER 4), HIBAE N2 1 BA XSGR
(RIS fE a3 A IE M B = 0.12, p = 0.02), TiXf
P BA ST AR (RI) 46 7K 7 ) T i 352 i (B = 0.03,
p>0.05),

x4 BAMRRBINGSEFANRTEKEZHNEFGHEE

EERKERRERE
PRAR A AR Bate  z-test p
1 g% 72 HIBA S8 Z—  0.03 0.19  0.90
TR
HBZ EiNZ%—  0.12°  0.06  0.02
AR DG A2 (RIS R —-0.11""  0.05 <0.001
WA R e 9.14™  0.13  <0.001
FaE -0.07 0.04  0.09
AR M e 0.64™"  0.11 <0.001
PR 0.04"  0.01 <0.001

B BG4 R R, NSRBI 2R 22 1R 1
i AT A RO, B HT A5 S50 0E 15 3 5

FRUAIESE, AR SLg o A BEDL T 21, JEARFEE R
PR R 22 (WD 43 2 3 BUAT AT 22 S A7 FE ) o LLAMIE
FER KB, AN Gk A BRI RO K A b S
R RSP = —0.07, p = 0.09), R4 FiREHTE
95% {5 X H NI A B, (AFE 90% 1) {5 X [ 4]
B, XEWRE, 16 HRRET A A TG 45 H
WA, EEARRE BRI S,
2.2.5 ZEJF5#r(Post-hoc analysis)

IEANET ST, S FASE MW, B BASUTAT
LR TE . MK 7T 258 RS b, AT
OB R AR RIS RS, By . Rk Ak i =L
TCHFE R PSSR SR BRnFE 5), RS
i ) 3 F <32 H.(Combined)” WL i T % B, A1 BA S
S 250k P BRI A% 238 (D728 AR08 350 A7 I [6] 532 Wi
(B =0.56, p=0.02), 1M 7&K 2TV fj(Balanced)”
WA IR LR, FIRFZ AN 3B = 0.01, p = 0.88).
— 7, FE SRR R0 B i Ok 5 T vk )it 43
Brad f—5, KUIARPIFRL ISRt %—Jrm,
5 Cao F5(2009)55 SCHK WS AHRL, R I T fy
LB 9832 T LG 1T RE A7 AE 5 BIS T AN — B0
[) 51

3 WF5E 2. PIBAOCHIRSL S 50
KA HESE 58 5 B

31 WRF*E
311 HEREHE

AW AT EE A 26 FMNFHEEBHEAR .
25 S R A 1 o) 245 4 G 3 T AR ATl Atk T
I & A BAE Bl U5, 2B & T B, BA K B
TAERIRE EAT B B AR, HLAE Q] S BT 45 07

R5 HMRIEFESTER

. o i ek ERES
Bate (SE) Bate (SE) p Bate (SE) p
EYEN%ZE A1 BA S S8 25— B 0.03 (0.19) 0.90 0.15 (0.87) 0.86 -0.10 (0.12) 0.42
A Az B 2 — 4} 0.12 (0.05) 0.02 0.56 (0.24) 0.02 0.01 (0.03) 0.88
[ ES Bl Rt R -0.11 (0.02) <0.001 —2.23 (0.50) <0.001 -0.03 (0.01) 0.04

T RIRATER, UL I 2 A it ai R .
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WEA AT, ARHE TAETZR . AR50 T
P00 55 N2 o A b G ST ER 0N T BT S 25 SR A R
A ) R U A ASHIF 5 Ry Al B3 TAF B J 45 )1 2 4k
TORIZRDER, MR A AR N A

2 B EHT AR 5 AT B WA (B 0E 76 I B R R
FE) A TIRES s g A A, H I
I 4 AR B B g 45 R s g i T AR AT o8,
PRl L A IF 5 78 S 300 (TO) PR AR IR0 122 28 B T HERS: .
A S 55 Ml IEs 656 N, A fE 744~ HBA
o, B BN RIRLE 7~11 N Z 18] 15, ARAF5E
TR A A AR 3o S g 2l sl 20 . Horp, 52
WAL s 37 AHIA, A AR 8.81
A(SD = 1.39), F¥IHIBMERIH 5.58 4F(SD = 0.34);
WIS 37 AN, 54 A K 5B
8.92 A(SD = 1.34), FIH ML 5.44 4F(SD =
0.31), t Kegugh R i R, SCowd 54 i 2l 7E A
BARLAL(1(72) = 0.34, p = 0.74). FXJHBAEW K
(1(72) =1.86, p = 0.07)FFEW A A BLIT(1(72) =0.63,
p =053 AFHEREES, AT, Bk
472 %, Wtk 184 445 IR R 26.40 %, iz
7 3.10; 180 NEA AR, 313 ABAM 05
AT, 163 NEA Mo A0, 76 2570 A BA
FSF BTN 5.51 4%, ARiEZEN 0.96,
312 LERESBRIEIE

AW FT R HE L6 5T (Quasi-experiment), i
A A I TS e SEETT 3 UGB ER M
WH(TO~T2), HRIEME 6 ™A It 14, IFfEE K
PEBF(TO) 5 47 T (T BA S BN ZR) o A2 BRI KR i
(IR, B T B T it 0 8 e %) % o Y0 A
Hh, RWFEEMA T IMNGNEEZ S BB
TEAN S B, WIS BEALFT AL, A0 01 T Ra 2%
> R[] 2 MRS SO P [R) B, 3 e ) S 0 A
% B B I 52 51 R R, BRI AR

KA (TO). e, M ERe A gl Yk A
WA BA BN R A1 50 . EAREER . BEACHN | 4
e M S E B . IR, Ml 2 E
T AT BA =1 B3 e B, 43 e A AT A R g i —
ARG, ISR B o A 7 g 50 R ) 45 1) T 2 o7 4
1R[] 5 % 2 U5 3 B 2 S (B8 YR — T BA—#3) . T ),
FOR P I ARG A BASCE . ARG . A AT
PO | HIBAOLSCR BRI S . ARl . SZHH IR
FAE 5717 A BME A A A B, I In) 454 A A
BT I (R O B s B () 45 ) o B, 4 T BB AL 53
Ry S A 4

TE B IR MER I RS ST, 430 %) 52 36 2 s o]
H BN AT ISR, Hodr, ISR d E48 A
& T AT B 52 B 7 SR AT BN I 2 (Can AT A A L 4k
TN AR ), S AU 2R T R 38 S 5E i A
BASC BN SR, BRI SRt B 5058 1 28501, RIS
I8 Chen Z5(2018) A% A1 BA S SN 2542 7 TF & .

IRt BRALRFEE 1 AN H, 28 4H T A 225K 7R
B R TAES G AT BN S8 TG 3, A E
R Rl Zk, AN B B0 RN Zhad FE (S5 5T 1
FAF) o Fyite— DR Ak, 2 il 28 A1 BATE B3 1K
IRRRES S R4 T BN R 6 B o AR B0 S IR R AT
bk, AWFFEAE A A BNt B as kG, R
Bl T e BN R Eid s To AR
B2 R R i, SRRV, IR AT AL H
(M =4.65,SD = 0.52) 5 X} FZ(M = 4.66, SD = 0.57)
(9 AT BA SN FEAE Bk 35 25 5%, 1(72) = 0.05, p = 0.96;
SEGEEIN G AL FEZH(M = 4.86, SD = 0.37)l W T
EEHIAM = 423, SD = 0.41) 14 A BA 2 S K,
t(72) = 6.99, p< 0.001, Cohen's d = 1.63,

T H INZRgs o5 25 IR AT, S256 20 A BA
B EORTE B 1 TAR S s A AT #EA7  BA s SR
oy, Fa il 4P AR SR A Rt [B) AT 2 HE AT BA 1%
8, ZH SRR AR R

BT S (TI~T2). TSN BE—
ADTAEH (T1), KA F S 41 7 H BAOBOT |
P BA TG R0 3 52 FT AU 17, R 426 R L Al AT (14 (i)
% [FF 218 Chen Z5(2018)19 &I, MEB-E4HIT
R BER AT B LRI sh o B /b 22 P — IR X S A
Rz A 6 A A BN RS R, HIBNE & Reip i
AL R T AR IE B, RS v A A TR
gl fefigol BB R . RE R G, 7561+
“AAEE—A TAEH(T2), ZoREHgHIIEE
A1 75 P A SLTG A A R0 1 ) 4 o 4308 B )R A 245
WG, WSS 5L & e il U 255
INAL A R I o
313 HMRIA

T AR A BN, AR R A Y
AN SCHR S B T2 R, IEARIEA IS
TEEEIMPAETT o ¥ K AR AE B N . e 2 B R
MR AR ST, AT 0G| KM E L
Mr 2 F T 2 BB, SRR I A < 1 [e]
PRI AL S S 2, DLk S i IR R e R
25 500} B R T RS ) o AR IS0 i 0 AR 1Y
M52 1 Likert 7 si3143, H“%8 2G5 5%
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B

#H % 56 &

Y,
=

ERFABUE MR IR

AR T, AR S0E5E 1 HoA R fy 3R
Wi A AR R = SRS 2], IF R DL s A
TR AT, ARG, BBARR A2 T i
2% 2 YK 1) Cronbach’s o 2 4351 4y 0.86 #i1 0.86,
BN 32 ) 75 3% 2 I 5% Cronbach’s o 43
ok 0.87 1 0.87,

A FAML &, 5K 4 , K Li (2016)JTF & A4 A AW
SREERLER, 4 I, B ) 0 R AR
HIBAIHE Y, FRATT4 24T BRUREAS B 53 A .~
TEARMFH, %32 2 I ) Cronbach’s a 435l
49 0.83 Fi1 0.82,

A PR 43R 3k 3, R A Richter 45 (2012) 7 & 1Y
A TR = g, Jt 3 AN H, SR
T H AN AN RAR T EEAE AN [ R4S Ll R,
PRAGEAE XA A A iz sk B . R 2R e 7
HERIT, N 1“B2ARfFE7H 1“F 2/ 6, 4
32 2 IR Cronbach’s o 435124 0.80 i1 0.80,
314 HBEHWHE

ST 2 [AIFE(E A R 3.2.3 3k, XPEIH i 47 HE AR
(BP0 HT . TEARBEAL IR AT, AHEFE e X8 B4
AT AT | o AT BRI 4 S T S A

HIBATTAHIRIE S

1

4

I Xt 448 1 AT Pearson AHIKAHT. A ERIE A BA T
RS UL SCRFER R AEH], 28 McArdle il
Grimm (2010) 9 AF 5%, #4 HE ¥ 7 2= 4 B 7 (Latent
change scores model), UMl 2 ffi7n . ZBLRUN Y RE
G378 F Bl S (R AR A 2Z T DG R, IR REN A TR
TR S AL o DA BT R 5], HAZ k(T
F| T2) WAL A AR 1 (ATA), FFE7R A T1 H AR
JUHYPREL; 1 T2 HIBAAT I ER7R Sk T1 B BA XSG
P BAOBUT A A A8 1 9 pR AR, B
ATA = BTITA[TI]; TA[TZ] =ATA+ TA[TI]

HT LR pREL, HIBAROTA LI AE JE A T1 A
BALTE X T2 P BA ST Y B A4 R ol L e oy 1, 3
B T1 FIBAATTX A BAACAR A AR 1 1 A 1
S HEAGTE. DS, FRATIER A il g 1
HAh AR 5T BOE B R b, ARUFFELHA IR
H A8 5 (TO~T1)FERS ] |58 T IRAS R (T1~T2), LA
TAFA RO R i 3 458
32 #R
321 HENEHEMELK

WFFE 2 SR S 0F5E 1 AH RN ) D0 550 P Ao
)5k BER BIR (IR 6), AHARIE AL AR J7
ERKERRIIAEE, HUEIEr2 S Ea %S

A BATCAIRIE T

(T0)

(T1)

A BT
o T1
FHBA TR a
ez AR fy,
71 BA I BN %5 BIBARTAE L ]
AL
(T2)
B BAUR ps R B B BATH s R B
(T0) T (T1)
K 2 LCS fAEIE
*x6 MR 2MVNEFEMKRIE
A r df CFI TLI RMSEA  SRMR Ay Adf p ACFI
Ml1: JEA%EE 202.18 266 1.00 1.00 0.000 0.023
M2: 555 (E 214.17 239 1.00 1.00 0.000 0.024 11.99 13 0.53 0.000
M3: SR 232.59 252 1.00 1.00 0.000 0.025 18.42 13 0.14 0.000
M4: =R AE 252.06 269 1.00 1.00 0.000 0.025 19.47 17 0.30 0.000
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/N T FAE(ACFT < 0.01). 33 2 B I 25 (PG
BT, RGBT 2 hIAIBARGT . A AW SRR
AT BA G PR I 5 a3 %) i 5 DU 85 R [ P 4
322 #HARFITEEXSH

A5 AR I A bR 22 R OC R BN R 7 R
P R DG A SR T 22 0 1) 3, O VA
BB A R OC R, T B — 20 R I i B
Xof 7tk ] 56 R THLER

323 RBREeWww

W TFSE 2 A As g 2 DA AR 2 T I ST R,
BT AT SR AR 56 LAIE BH A BA 2 1 A8 T8 B A
Rtk RAN—BHERE Rweg HH . A 50
ZH A SE R B R ICC (1), 1CC (2)i% 4 MR, X
B AR AT R A K 25 R R (R 8), s &
(A AT . SRR Tim FEE N, &R
HHT AT A )2 T A0 SR A i PR A 0

x7 PR 2ERERITERXSH

K
fen
N

4 5

6 7 8 9 10 11 12

A BANJZ T (N = 74)

1 WLRCR$E TO —

2. WMRCREE T 096"  —
3. JCHHRIEE TO  -0.04  —0.08 —
4. JTARRILE T1 -0.06  —0.07 0.96"" —
5. HIBABLT T1 0.16 0.18 —0.05  —0.02 —
6. HIB\BLIT T2 -0.07 0.03  —0.08 0.02 0397 —
7. BIBMEM 0.18 0.23  —0.05 -0.04  0.03 0.21 —
8. A BAAIASE 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.05 -0.10  —0.12 —
M 4.52 4.53 4.67 470 091 094 551 8.86
D 0.33 0.34 0.43 0.44 045 0.44 033 1.36
AMEJZ T (n = 656)
1 R T1 —
2. WRAH¥I T2 006 —
3. MM TI 0.01 0.05 —
4. MM T2 013 0107 0.097 —
5. WLACREE TO -0.00 0.02 0.06  —0.03 —
6. WLEUCREE T 0.01 0.02 0.07 -0.00  0.877" —
7. JTCARRSEE TO  -0.03  —0.02 0.03  -0.02 —0.04 —0.04 —
8. JLHIILEE TL  -0.04 0.06 0.07 -0.02 -006 —0.06 0.80"" —
9. M5 -0.02 0.01  —0.05 0.03 -0.03 -0.03 —0.03  —0.06 —
10. 4% -0.05 0.01 -0.07  —0.06 0.02 0.01 —0.04  —0.03 0.01 —
1. ZHERE -0.04 0.08" —0.04 0.04  0.01 0.02 -0.05 -0.00 -0.01 0.04 —
12. ABAEMI(A) —0.09"  0.08° —0.04 0.01 0.02 0.03  0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 —0.01 —
M 4.53 4.69 4.56 469 452 453 467 4.70 028 264 1.97 5.51
D 0.57 0.58 0.57 0.58  0.57 057  0.59 0.60 0.45 3.10 0.72 0.96
=8 HIEREHW
S PR R AT 1B B8 AT B R R A BATT AR L5
i3
T2 T3 T2 T3 Tl T2 T1 T2
Rue BIE 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95
Rug T OLEL 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.97 0.97
ICC (1) 0.12 0.10 0.14 0.13 0.24 0.27 0.47 0.46
ICC (2) 0.55 0.49 0.58 0.56 0.73 0.76 0.88 0.88
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7 5 56 4

Y,
=

324 (RIZHWIE

AT T Sek I T AR 22 40 BT A O B . 4
P, BRI TE B bR R AT () = 9.17; df = 13;
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.02; RMSEA = 0.000; SRMR =
0.06), FEF b, AHFIEIE— 2 X W 7E 25 0 B A ik 1%
F A DAL LUAR 5 A BRI 2R3 141 ARG 3
S I S FERL . 25 R (B 3, fRifEfk 25D,
P BN S5 JEL I 5 1 [0] 5 1 (A1 BR O AR AL =22 A8 1 (B, =
0.08, p = 0.005)F1 A BAW 5 KRB AR 1L (B, = 0.05; p
0.023), 171 A BA T 1 TR e =2 A5 £ i AT BAOUR S5 SR A48
A2 3%F A BA ST (Bs = 0.96, p = 0.009; B, = 1.01, p=
0.024) 48 b= AL IE [l 2 M o ifF— 25 R R AR ko vk
Xof HR A SIORE R T ARG 5 (B R ERCA 5000 ¥R), 4553k
AH << A BA 2 S8 31 25— P BA 56 1 3 2 A5 Ak — FT BA L
TCARAR” BEAR ) R A BONAE R 0.07, 95% A7 DX [H]
[0.011, 0.19], ANELHE<0™; W1 BN S I Zr— AT BAOUR
SURBEAR A — F BABUT AR A6 B AR 1 TR A 800k
0.05, 95% & {5 X [1] }[0.005, 0.17], AaiF<0”, LI
R, B IG5 AR L R P AR R
ALK AR SO, B H2 . H3 15 2501k

325 ERHM

FKHSWEFE | AR 02 T 2 AT 35 o
Br, G59ANEE 9 Wi, T ZARRIUL IR, AT
b7 b (R AN ) RTC 1153 O i T A A R A R AR 22
5, MK LR AR ML IR R, S5 1 FR
Gy BT 45 A TR, BRI AE SR 5 ik R 3k F 52 B
(Combined)” Wi i) e v B, A1 BA 5T 1R 2 =2 45 4 Al
AT BRI A3 R B A8 AL Y X HIBARLOG (B = 4.57, p =
0.006; B = 4.46, p = 0.03)Z L= A 1E 0] 520 . 1 7E
K H 5T <A (Balanced)” LAYV EE B, RS2 0w
AR E@PB=0.04,p=0.90; p=-0.48, p=10.21).

4 g

XUTCAT A ek P BAGE I 3 | 42 T BASSCR Y
HEF B, AR H A T B A 15 3R A
BA LU G B TH PR AT XUOTAT S 9 BE 1 3R 51 e 7
PL, A WETANAFTEA R o AW T2 1k
BAHESL, i RS SRR T AT BA S S
YNGR P A XT3 4 3 50952 w1 B B e N 7E AL
o BFFE 1 SERFRN], RS0 A A SCE IR A1

RIBASTAIRIE=E 1 RIBATTAHIIEE
(TO) > (T1)
-0.02
1
A BAST
Tl
HBATAIA oee/ LT
0.08" AR 0.96™
HIAR B 00 HBARUTAE .
0.05* AL SR 1.01° | _
ik RIBABT
(T2)
1
-0.01
P AT R 1 I BAR R B
(T0) (T1)
B 3 LCS ta#ifbif iz R B 145 5%
®9 ME2EEHWER
B ik Teik Wk
Bate (SE) p Bate (SE) p Bate (SE) p
A1 BA S S 2k — o iR L AR 0.08 (0.03) 0.005 0.08 (0.03) 0.005 0.08 (0.03) 0.005
A1 BA Bz B 25— W R 438 4k 0.05 (0.02) 0.02 0.05 (0.02) 0.02 0.05 (0.02) 0.02
TR 2 ARk — P AT AR 1k 0.96 (0.37) 0.009 4.57 (1.68) 0.006 0.04 (0.31) 0.90
M ASCRPRAE b — P AT AS b 1.01 (0.45) 0.024 4.46 (2.05) 0.03 —0.48 (0.38) 0.21
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B, FLPAIAROC R IR B NS Mk, =
5 BN ATBA,  H A AT 2 21 f 25 i 354
P W 2 20 on MRS 50 SR B
AR, JFLAMESE ST B HE M AT 1 4518/ 4k
TRRLRE . WFIE R B, HIBNFEZS R B4k )5, oo
AR IR SOR BT A B g DT [T BA XYL
Jui K

AT AMUNF G 22 b~ & A0 HEZE 3
e, [T A S R X A BA s SEAE B 5
AH, IEUN Smith Fi1 Tushman (200535, A T 5e ik
WREXAF AT H BT JE R TR, A AT 20
A ZhIE BB A RITREZE o X Aok AR 22 (%) 98 52
B2 S R S ES, A bk 2 A B 8S (Bandura,
2001)HE % 35 B 2 figk AT BA S SEXT AT BA BT 14 5% 1]
FEESIN AR A SR B, D AARTURYE A S
g bt eE ), R A AT B i TR A
2, i E KRR B R A H B AR 2 (Myers,
2018). i A1 BA S JELAE 4l AT A i B ARV S48 4
TEAE A A 75 8 (Konradt et al., 2016), X flixt A BA
5 LA AT AR ) R S e T BT AT A 2% 2 Y O gk
ZH i (Schippers et al., 2014), —J5 T, B\ BA B
TATHR O A J {5 B . R AT £ =A
[ A5 L, AT 7 g B3 [R1 I BT 174 2 ] 2 A
[ 7 1H (Cronin & Weingart, 2007). 53— J5 1, HBA
S KT Xt 25 - A R SR 1 R GEPEAL IT A
2% (Ellis et al., 2014). ¥ L5 BB R BEML
A s B st S RA R T WA BN BRI I Bl ) DG TS
T X 2 R 176 By 1 4 v DU) Ay AT A ok B3 243t 1 i ES 12
Sk, A BN B D3 AT T R 4 2R S B0 8] (van
Neerijnen et al., 2022). EHIRE, HBAR R X T£
TAE B0 43 55 55 3R BORT < XU S8 25 45 B HL Ok
s AR R 5 R RS ST E AR, i B T
FABTT RIS o
4.1 gk

S, ASHIF S o S RN S g U T Y 7 ZH
SLABERIFSY, BHIA T A BA SR 2R 2 AT BA AT
R VEH, ARIAROCH T R s34 73
WG RUEE . KILOR, H 2RI R K Z
TS A Z R AN 2L . A ) ZUTCHEFE 2 5 1 Jé I,
FEXEXUTC A BN 254 | 5 B8 AT A R R R TT T
YA BB (Dean, 2022), AiH 50 H & i v EBA
PRAL T BRIE S, SRR S Eerh, R BN
ey 355 & P BA S AR S BT BT T R R T o IRl RE
TEHS T, T BRI EARSS R0 £ BE o T A 4 {2 ik

HIBAShZS RE 1 0 TFBE, sl B0 A1 BA % e fiff 5%
IR IR P EE A T ), T A AL HESE,
ARG AT BN S S 25 2 38 % AT BA LG 4 22 4
o ) EE LA T P B T R ST N 1) S5
5 SCu0 A Kk, & AR T R BR 2 AT BA (R R
ZIIIER), S5 41 A BA (RISl Z5) 8T K P-4
SLERTE o WERAE R SRR T A BA S BN ZRiiE o — B Y
W5 (Gurtner et al., 2007), BIAE M4 HE B BA & &l
FREYHR . FCRERIRE ) A ER T I B, ISR
VIR BE U8 A 32 AT BAE W BE 1 . AFRYS van
Neerijnen 55 (2022) 3¢ T = 5 A1 A s B A Bl F2H 4T
JUSE IR R IARRE R, AR s ie i — D At fih
AIBNZ K o [RIEE, ARG RAS T A AE AR X T
] 15 Bh A BA 2 3 ST BUOGAT R BE A7 1) B S6 TR 5%
IR, R T PE R IR AE (2017) 06 T4 58 anfaf
SRR R HEAA 5 19 & R R I 58 P IT

L AR T2 RS HESE, F
B T A BA S S YIZ5%F A BRSOG4 e 9 A 1 A B ik
R, R T X F B BA ST IE Bt B N AE LB A IA
o AE KRR P 5 Rl . G2 fd 1ok o i B 2O B
BUHI, 22 52 5 A R B0 5 B BA XU IE
i A 5 (Smith & Tushman, 2005), = i FITK
(2013)tdg s, HIBANEZ M EAARTT R . IF R
AT Sl R LAl o (H BRA B 95 K224 AT S8 4 1Y) JEL A A
R R GE) BN RE T (A RGPk | AR 4K
BHE)SE X RUTT Y i A R (Jansen et al., 2016), X
T A ELAA A D0 3 R BB A8 fish S AT BA BT FRR 4k 2
T REA AR . Rk, AR as & 2 51—
BAAHESE, M5 B AL BRAL AR & 38 I E 52 A
BA G 0 TR 3 =2 500 e R 62 AT BA S SR I 25 52 i [A4]
BA XL T3 K ) 2 A B R . IR RS
Salas-Vallina 4(2020)¢ T F1BA B 53 [0] 4 ZE 915 B
BE 4G 5 R 9 2 WA BA AL TT I B A A28 25 A1 SO 5 A 32
A, W TINVAAA TSGR . R, 7R T
ZifYN i ST VR R L K (=0 s WU A S
WS WA JE (Nijstad & de Dreu, 2012), FRRIFSE T
1o R B Ak BRAE D e AT BA A R0 v B R A S Y
B PEAE T

55 =, ARWFIE 1 AR A A BUG I SRR 5T 5 |
ABFAIELZE, 3 3 43 # A BAOSUG3G K e 35 K 5 i [R]
2, WAL T X RO sh A PEAR BT B HAR . RN
Wi b, #E R IR SR RBOT A B IE
Z—, WA Y 2EE BRI ol (28 61 43 A i %
FHOC ) R IR (R B 5%, 2022), {HILABFREE
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56 4%

L

AR RUTT K S A T7 10135 AL R, i s A
SEUEAF BT T R IR B, XANH TR GE . SE R I
RO ASMEA T . R, 2 3] A B 2 1) w5
A, LA s S AR A BASUGELA 35 i i BRI M
{H (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003), fEiFFEMFFE I FERE I,
ABF5E i A B 5 o B A, Bk B BAROTH
Wi Fsf (] 4 A% 52 B AR BT AL Bl o A e 458 5 A
BA ] 2 ) B B AR AR (R A 25 (O'Reilly &
Tushman, 2008), i 5 Luger %:(2018)4% i} A XLC 11
H 3R SR AR P FUARAH — 30, X ERAE, 7ETCHAD
HZ M2, BB D AR B R ER BONT
XA AT B AT TAE, ROm AT RS
8 MR AE AR A T RE 8 36 3l AR R%b
T A RGN A SEUEWFFE A 2, AR A B 3L
JCAR AL T 1 A Sk S . R, S5
LHIFFE R S5 TE AR, ASHIF 58 A0 I A BA XU
IR BL T 5075 SRS ASVER T, 3k e A1 BA ST A 1)
AR X AF T 2 T A B 1 IR 2
42 ZERBT

—J7 I, Al 1 A A BA SR AT 5 AT BA S S Y 4
FEERIIARE, sk o FC PR Al 2008 M A7 e i 2 e 2k
MICHE ST o KA, A2 B ST ) i JE I
THISIRER, (ARZUF5EALREE i e Ui e 55
BRYRE ., ARSI, BN B R A i A BA XU
A ZNALE] . 7E L BERE B, BT FBA S EI
Zr) BARERAE T BOM R I T X TR 2242 71 141 A
MOICHIRR o [RIBT AR 5E b A 3R, 7ETCHMIE T Hlre
TEOLT, FIBAATTR 2 3 85 O ) 9 T
o CEAT SR LLUE B, o A AT e Y
P BN e A5 SRR (AN 00 XU L AT BA 254 5 ) £ A A
BAXLTC b #B AT BEAFAEAS T RESE A (R, PRt 7 A 3
SEier, A7 AR RS BT T B DA 1 AT BA
MOCK P RREe 4 T . BRI Eem 5, —Jr
AT LA AL AT BA S SRR, DS B A 53 ) A5 3% A R
W TAER R W, S5 —Jrm, o] LAE i il A
IO ) R (A T 5 i ] S5 43130 ) | S A bh B SR (4
st Fn A B 5 ) i 7 3 B 1A AR 82 5 KT I
FBE B, T A BA ST IKSF H BT R 8 JRURS: -

T3 — 7, AR AT AR S Ak 3R AT BA i L
A BRSSO R SRR, 4 S SR BBOHH B T B %
HIBNE B 2 S Gk 8 . IR S R R, oo
TR 500 e SR B2 AT BA S S X AT ARG 3 K
By AR TE W R ) OB ML . SR H T, K24
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Abstract

Performing explorative and exploitative behaviors simultaneously is a key means for teams to quickly adapt
to environmental and task changes. How to improve team ambidexterity is an important topic of concern in
theoretical and management practice. Although scholars have conducted preliminary analyses on the antecedents
of team ambidexterity, conclusions at the between-team level can only be used to identify ambidextrous teams
but not to answer the question of how to cultivate team ambidexterity. Based on the “differentiation-integration”
framework, this study argues that the realization of team ambidexterity requires team members to obtain and
process different types of information. Open collective reflexivity activities provide a rich source of information
for teams. However, reflexivity activities are highly complex and resource-consuming, and companies need to
use reflexivity interventions (e.g., team reflexivity training) to guide teams to engage in reflexivity activities on
their own initiative. The team information processing model states that teams enhance team effectiveness and
adaptability through two paths of information sharing and integration. Based on the above deduction, this study
suggests that meta-knowledge sharing and perspective picking are the key cognitive mechanisms through which
team reflexivity training positively influences team ambidexterity development.

We test our theoretical propositions in an experimental study and a quasiexperimental study. In Study 1, we
conducted a course experiment with students and seven wave measurement waves over 4 months, resulting in
630 observations from 90 teams. We invited 360 undergraduates majoring in economics or management from a
university in southern China. We randomly and equally assigned 360 college students into 90 teams and then
divided the teams into experimental and control groups. We gave the experimental group team reflexivity
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training and assisted them with reflexivity activities in subsequent sessions, while the control group was given
team building training to avoid a placebo effect. We measured team ambidexterity at all seven measurement
waves and team reflexivity after and before intervention using established scales and items. Conditional latent
growth modeling was applied to test the slope difference of the team ambidexterity trend between the
experimental and control groups. To investigate the theoretical hypotheses in Study 2, we further conducted a
quasiexperimental study, which took one year and involved three measurement waves; the study resulted in 222
observations from 74 teams. We invited a total of 656 employees from R&D teams in 26 companies engaged in
high-tech industries related to information technology, precision instruments, and biopharmaceuticals in a
southern Chinese province in this study. Seventy-four R&D teams were randomly and equally divided into
experimental and control groups. We gave the experimental group team reflexivity training in the first month
and required them to conduct a formal reflexivity activity at a regular time each week (or two weeks) thereafter.
We measured team ambidexterity in the first and second measurement waves and meta-knowledge sharing and
perspective taking in the second and third measurement waves. To account for the mediating effect of
meta-knowledge sharing and perspective taking between team reflexivity training and team ambidexterity
development, latent change score modeling was applied.

The statistical analyses supported our hypotheses. The results of Study 1 showed that teams that did not
participate in team reflexivity training showed a nonsignificant downward trend in team duality; in contrast,
teams that participated in reflexivity training showed a significant upward trend in team ambidexterity. Based on
this, for Study 2, we further analyzed the mediating role of meta-knowledge sharing and perspective taking and
improved the external validity of the Study 1 finding with a quasiexperimental research design. It was found that
teams' meta-knowledge sharing and perspective taking improved after participating in reflexivity training, which
led to an increase in team ambidexterity.

By increasing our understanding of how to improve team ambidexterity and the key information cognitive
mechanisms of it, our study contributes to the literature in three ways. First, this study provides rich empirical
evidence for ambidexterity research by confirming the role of team reflexivity training in sustainably enhancing
team ambidexterity. The findings support the consistent view of team reflexivity training research that it is
effective in enhancing team adaptability as a management intervention. At the same time, this study bridges the
gap regarding how to help teams build the capacity to perform ambidextrous behaviors, responding to the call
for research on “exploring how to guide paradoxical coping into a beneficial developmental process”. Second,
based on the “differentiation-integration” framework and the team information processing model, this study
infers and confirms that team meta-knowledge sharing and perspective taking are important cognitive processes
that influence the development of team ambidexterity through team reflexivity training. The findings are not
only consistent with the view that “information exchange and adoption among team members is necessary for
team ambidexterity” but also expand ambidexterity research from a cognitive perspective. Meanwhile, the
findings enrich the narrow research on the team information processing model in enhancing team adaptability
and flexibility and reaffirm the fundamental role of efficient information processing in determining team
effectiveness. Third, this study introduces the element of time in the empirical study of team ambidexterity for
the first time, deepening the understanding of the nature of ambidexterity dynamics. The results found that team
ambidexterity was unable to show positive trends over time, which is consistent with the expected negative
self-reinforcing effect. This suggests that our team members are not willing to consistently adopt complex
behavioral patterns such as ambidexterity for work but instead prefer specific activities due to behavioral inertia.

Our findings also offer empirical evidence that companies need to provide reflexivity courses for their
teams to help members acquire and develop good work rethinking habits. At the same time, supervisors can
activate and optimize the team information processing process by developing corresponding systems (e.g., a set
time and frequency), providing necessary support (e.g., venue and accompanying guidance), and building a good
team climate to continuously improve team ambidexterity.

Keywords Team ambidexterity, team reflexivity training, meta-knowledge sharing, perspective taking, differentiation-
integration framework



