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G e K otk; (4) £ eHF P A3 AR A & B AL L B AT a158 ek BT R R R
HeFh T LACA) W20 YURACE I, 8 T AT b3 F M) R 69 IAIR , 5 A Rk B ok 55 4
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Al B R 2 TR At S Ak s A Z b (Aldrich f1Wiedenmayer, 1993
Sinef1David,2010) , K, Al (entrepreneurship ) f&—4~F S AL 20 F2 (Jack Al
Anderson, 2002 ) . BEAE A b I G ASBE 2 B o B v a0 B i SCAksh A RS e 2408 81 4
A (BRZHZ0) 19 H IR S A DL S B A 5 SO T 3R IATH, Lounsbury
MGlynn (2001) 42 17 SCALEDIYE BRIE  STALEDIE BRI T RN A sE4adE Hogsgm 7 —~wF
GEFA IR 2 B, 1 S bR — R R BRI 580 . R Dl A SR B 3 A Al
Ref R A TCEA BB b A2 an ol 75 LASE B o DA b ARAS AR 58 I TR Rk 5], K908 4
My E Rl F I A 22 S L] 9 U5 R 22 e A4 G R W R R e (50 77 RN R , 2015) o
KA, IS i K AR R 0 AL AN A AE 35 00 CRIE RJCIE ) BER BT 22 5 R

S HER: 2016-05-27

TEEEN: 12 T(1975—), 8, AT KR FHF 5 kB3 8 845
FABM(1994—) 4, LB ERFHFE EBFEMTE .
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2, A2 B AL RERS AR SN BT R B B C , 2 40H 1 b WA BE? (ol
RN AT AR — A% 0 BEVS ) AE, A G AR TCRE O A7 o 1 SCAE QP B W B A 5 1
TECH TR GEIRE 53 K A 2Z i, JCIE Y SCA 3l B 008 S e 2 o i SCARTE = —Fh o AR O
ERT TR A I SO RN IS SRR O 25 (Swidler, 1986) KA M7 5t
S By XA e — 2R I FRR AT 1 SAF HL SOk T RIS ZemE o o/ A SR 2, S0l
ADIPFEE X B S Bl BA S8 P ARG XIS, I SV A R A R R Y
B R RAEST, nl s ok 2 iE QDY S A TARELC BRI FS (Flan—8) TAERIZEE 3k
BN o

SCAEAY BIE 1— A DL, B P 2T B2 2 S B SO B b A B ZEAL

BV = AR AR E MR U5 7 T A4 O 245 21 R 5 SCUE IS B9S2 455 SR T, H TS = 38
R R G B B R AR R RS 1 B S R A 45 DA SIS o Bk U, b R
AT A T AR JEL 5[] A 40 A 1B 22 2, DT ol By AR B A 2 40 IS 6 S AR 2 Rl A8 4
(A B9#r 5% ) (Zimmerman i Zeitz, 2002 ; Suddaby #l1Greenwood, 2005) 7 33X~ [R]85 22
A SRR IR I2Z . S BGX — IUIR A R 2 — 2, FRATRH MY g A B i LA v AN 8
RA T Z, AL HE W E— 20 e J m 20 1 S TS Bl S 3 R O 254

KT HCE B9 N AL B, B BORIFZE AT LT 2 R W AR5, . — Pl 3R A TR [ T
/~ Ut (FissflZajac,2006) , A MY &R 96 55 40T PO 9 25 b AR N AR EFIAS
MNEE ADNLARC 2 T2l fe HEELWUS T —2e il Bl 5 R 25 A
Z A C FR BT AR AT 5 55 Fb—Fhn] LIFR Z W B HEES U (Martens 55, 2007) , A AL gl 5
{6 20 ¥ 5y L SR AL RN Rl B SR = KA AR A C o A 5 (identity
constructions ) , RIS Bl X J7 A AR 23 w) A AS P B AR 2 WK LAl A B4 T ) HHA 5 250
Z M (story elaboration) , B[} i {7 b figt B 1 S w1 (BEERD AL 5 58 ) iU LR TR 2 2
B Al ATEBE (contextual embedding) , RPRE IR T K 5 2 ABITE S B ARAlA 7E—i2 LA
8 & B SCIRE It B 85 R 5 O T A0 oMb ke = 4 ol 1) BA B 9 AR A7 A AT BH o A S
(1) 33K S Y500 4 e 2R AU Y i 3 B LSRN 43, T B LA BB o0 AR AN = 58—,
I B EA — et 5 (2) B WSRO 5 557 A AN IR iy 4 2ok Zb 2, 2000
T AT Z M BT s (3) F A H X Sl =R i o SR UM — B AR Z [HlfF
FEAT 2B WK R

ASCIE 2 1 A B WF 9T SRR 3t L, LV A7 AL S AR e BILe i de 5, W —
e ) 5 SOKAF 5 Al e =g 2 i PR AN AN i o L oA B, T AR RS Al o 2
[) P8 I o AR I A LS B AT - w1254 JF T A il X A~ 2UA AR LA 9 22
6, TNV AE SCAH S 1] S TEOUL RN BE TR 22 2 R A AT RE o T B8 1 A B b e =R A B o3 B RN
AR T A S I S M S R SR AR S 5 A ) KR SR SRR AR AR SR A5 R
(S B DTRRAE T S — > A BL s U HE SR 7R LS L Rttt — 20t 2y Ik
e B 2 PE A IS b B BB Bl T R A R R = T (B R 2 BAAIR T
L 1 FE AR OC TS B RO B S b B R RS K, TS Al 5 2h
AL SR ABIFSE AR DGR FT LA ZE FnBE DI s i B N 25

=, ShlEERRERE
B HARAL S AR N AR P BN EAL B H B L — RIS

Al b B = R R R R U e B BT A

59



60

CH A 405 Pl 35 B B ARSI BR ) J14 ) (Fiol, 1989) 5 HA S 5] Ak S+ A0 —25, Gl ik g+
38 5 DA SCR A 4k R TS, PR 8 2 N ATFERIST BT A SEBLELR]  RA5 RS
B UL SIE W 25 S B T R AR 0 8 I w5 sl i 17 (Lounsbury Fl1Glynn, 2001) o A,
Lounsbury MGlynnBH 45 1, Bl s 2R 1) N 22 L 585 G0 B0y i 98 3% G 1A B S
S DX A b = AR il Can BG4S PSSR ) B DOCBRARRAIE  AS IS 4k o — WA, L FFIA
R, LA T ALY B 3 Bl S BRI s o Bk A TR 2 AR R IUE A e, 61
b (k) 19 FAR B RIZ 5% XPEDE & IR TR (AU ALY S E AL AR TPORYH I 2
R RI B I E A 5 Sk Rk 4545 (Eppler®:, 2011 ; Kennedy , 2008 ; Phillips %,
2004 ; GarudflKarnee, 2003 ; HargadonfllDouglas, 2001 ; Martens%§ , 2007 ) , iS55 57 I Fi
AEJE A AL AL 2T TR (OgdenFiClarke, 2005 ; SamkinZs, 2010 ; DeTienne fllLewis,
2005 ; Castell6f1Lozano,2011) .

GGG, AL B st SN L AT AL —EULFE (claims ) , LA
VLR TR R LA S FRATT IEFE ST A A4 (NavisFIGlynn, 2011) o Ik e i # ]
DL () B iy Feik o — PR AR AN (Bedlk) B4t 2 By X P By ok e AR T |
SR BN = AR A7 3h EARM LSS 47 M AT sh a5 R a i (E s 2 A
2.7 TR EEA 2 N (BHEOE RS 5o —MEFR BT MGG 0 XM S r
FIR B R AT NA RS2 5 9118 1K ARIEARZATIL S 55 T n)
Attt 4 CEM IR G RS Bk, Gk sceR Z R Y 22 57 5 Sk BirE
H iR B0 S e 220

PR Y SR B B By B, ST RN (4 W AR (i 4 sl 2 4% B8 ) i ]
FHAF AR NS (TEES,2011) LA I VT A B e, w0 Bl B 403 T A X 53
P (distinctiveness ) K4 N4 AR X IR, Al F SURRSGIER] A S 7Rl (WA &
R TR T SRR ) ik CAn s FH b 4 %) SOk B e B S e M AR ) Rk
R (A B PEN LU BEEREAS ™ S A5 T AL O Tk ) 1 AR5 oAt Al A7 7 i 2%
ANTF] AR ECERTT 7, PRI 2545 58 5 A M e 5 1 I EE B By R 1 o b, S 7 i B
AP B 1R DA vl I S A RS 5 JR R Al 2 4 2 R ) DGR B U s U A 46 5k
1 B DL 5 R BT 5 JR s Al A R A A 55 R AIE o 3K 8 PR 2 1 A T 100 BH Al 2
MABGERFA N AR UE (Grégoireds , 2008 ) o H1 T UL, 5 B B 73 AR [R] 5 AN [] 44 1§
T AN SR AR E B LA 225 R [A] %) 3808 B Bk 1 5 3B 5 A i AL HE
12200

T R — M R B R R AR A 5 AR R, AT Re 2 AR AF e Al el HAT (3%
AR ) AP R ME AR A5 G B T B B AT W AR S e e s 2 22
ok D3 SR 25 B 0 T P OB A R R g6 ) o DR, BRI R B M S AR [R], Bl ik
FAT LRSS T IS, A el = A BB A 3 = S5 S T SE i R
W T RS T B, a0 A O3 L 35545 (Barry FlIEImes, 1997) 1 FH il 6]
T VAR {7 FH iy 25 46 o IE 2 R T-RL e mT DA mse P TR AT PR FRATT HHL AL AT W
(SmithFlAnderson,2004) , Bt LA = 255 i AR 4f ¢ 150 1) 5 2 T A [ 2 32 b (5 Y 9y 1 8
BE, I G R PEF IS

SNEZGFHSEE(EI8EF 1)



25 LATIR A SCHE IR SR LAY (BN AR ) B A iS5 Bl

A 3 SR PR Bl 5 S B R 22 5 sl AR ) 2 Ak IR & — e R R 7B, e
R — A BDE B r e S 2, AT A S A 5 =TT, 23512 B B 0y
R AR Oy B TR R R s T o LA K I =000 i 2 0 A 1l S 2 G

=, tlEEN=E
(—) BLE B e

FIrvE AL S0y, e AH XS F 1H B3 5962 758 i 9 9y (Lounsbury AIGlynn, 2001 ) o

AT 2 B0y RS (AshforthflIMael, 1996) , {842 412 B0y 75 2 AT shshbL M EARENS

MR IEX =AY T S IR, A @ B -t 2 78 U B iU HE XS (HeFIBaruch,

2010) . S22, WA S BEASBEIE BT I8 (1) 45 Fh B0y o — 7 T, i3 [0 <32 B AR T 3R
W2 i (Ashforth FIMael , 1996) o 75— 77 1 , 11 5 4 X T 1 < B S AN 0™ , Al 2 PR
B A AE T L2 AR 5 (Tinitch %%, 1996) o B 5502 a0 S22 ) BRI B 40, it
IR IRJ AL 3 OC T 3R 5 2 AT G 1 3 54 I8, GO PR 2 2 [l T AR 24 Bl = (Aisall) 1Y
By s AEMEEL? ) AR TN RS A5 B

1 ETFADEE (B l) F 5 B

58, A s A R AL S TS 205 8, B, AR s PR AR
D1 FERBE ST R L B R 22 345 L HAR i AR AR 2L 3G T AE 2 (Al ) SRk
PRSI SAF B X S5 BT R4 AR AL B8 HERS TAE (Pollack 55, 2014) IR
K G RELAR 52 BN P G R U BT A SO R, DL RS RTHUS B 4K o 1k 4k
S W S A5 R T AT B S S A o BT, TR DA LS AR T R i 2 A v D g 3k
FEAFE B, RE LRV AT A SL 3 545F B Ay ] FEPE (Maclean®s,2012) .

2. RT S LMFHILFER

XN ARG —FE T AN ) BN TS X S5 B Hrhid
FEADLE 5 25 A OCE SR BAF B, B, 538 NSA K Z T & o€ | 5 L) /5
RN 257 & 5 -4 NPT SRR R AU BN o] B UESE o5 b — 2 ¢
TS A A AT FF LR 355045 8. Al S35 s o8 1 B B HL AT 19— 26 5 B B (7 RRAIE
(Carland%,2002) o X SERHE TG 2EAE Ho e vh = A TR, -T2 JEXT 4 (St iy A O alse 4
XF ) WS SR B AN AT /D Gl AL A S E B Oy B 6T T £ AH DG SR R Ay AT 3
f# R =% (AldrichFlIFiol, 1994 ; Lounsbury #1Glynn, 2001 ; Martens% , 2007 ; Zimmerman I
Zeitz,2002; Garud%:,2014) .

3. RTFANE RIS IE B

B T ESC R AL S 2 rh s S A IR IR R R S N A (TEAE,2011) , 38
(7SS IE | e Y SRR TR |k A ) SO =90 il bt (B Y EN i) 8 ey P N B e e )

TEWLE o b e 2 R R B R R SE A BURRIE B RO X PR RIS A (Gioia%s,

2013) . E X 43 (distinctiveness ) e e, PRRCER 5 H 58 PR BT 7= b AH X 55 40 % T8 R B
FIRPERES AL, BUE R R R (Lb an B8 ) B i I 28 B (= S A A 3 ) 1Y 2
B CEAEY R AR FEAIG , DT R A AS T 35 o (H X S fi A S R 152, IF AR S 52 o b A, 7

Al b B = R R R R U e B BT A
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AR BY B, B 6 (T AR SUZ T (1) IX 43 B (A, T 22 (2 AR LA
FI Y BRAEIR S IR, T3 AR ASTE S RTE I A S R, w0 B4 il ke 2 b o K 11
Wi A IR F 85 B o X BeAE S5 BT 40 R UFRR . (1) & Tk (1B 38 A EFh B e
A, BT R T AT K ) BGE SR R E (GE2E M8 I 7RI (2) KT
B35 (A BA ) X6 St B 28 4 (5] G, 3z 0T 265 gy o T 2% A B 2 3 WA 9 1) 28 R A ) 1)
A 5 (3) KT IR PISR ] FELE SR N AE 2 4 (Martens®,2007) o L AN, £ A iR
PaE TR HEOR SRS EAR QB A — 20 () XD A MZE S B B
FAE BN, BEFR H O LTI & aiss A ) 09 e 554+ (Santos fEisenhardt,
2004 ; Martens%$,2007) o

(Z) Atk s ER

WHTETIA , Gk B 1 R B AT LAGT R 2 — R Ui B AL By 2 8 WAL SR, 53
— IR UL AL B HA X A

1. ULEHAIMY B 43 11 388 AP

BNV kA FHTE S48 4 (Roundy , 2014) DL K A F-3B B A1, AT LU AS T Akt
R B A AT (Sarpong fllDavies, 2014) ZE AN T, Bk (k) ik H B ) & i
AL GE), LS iz B B 0y 0 & 2 v o BRAT STk W, Bk T ELiE T {5 (Grégoire s,
2008) 240, — M HA G AN B i 75 2RI AL 74 (entrepreneurial passion) ,
DL R AR 2 A S T 8508 T

B 85155 2 8 o B b 3 B4 F6 B o A T R AR T B ) — el ik 1 EOIR 2
(Jennings%5,2015) o8& , AN R FRB FHADY A6 71 18 A, BRI T 4 Hh AR LR 4
FUME# (Cardon%,2005) , 22 A28 175 A0 S FURS o488 2 B 2489 , bk mT B fiok 2 T AX 119
i SRR, | DT BN ) F SRz AL

AR BB S 8 7, TR S A 2 i e R R 1) 5 B Bl 2 A — B
fIE (van Wervena§,2015) . b, 14 2 454k 9 B %42 (Zott AT Huy , 2007 ) | i AU fh 47
(ArrowH1Lind,2014) AT AFNE S (MillanFE,2014) TR L2 09 B8
(GagliofllKatz, 2001 ) . fi# £k [ 51 () G158 M (Campos®5,2015) DL K & H A5 (Boyd Al
Vozikis, 1994) %45,

AR S Ty 50 7, WHETe 5 8 F 15 AH 38 I AR A — B0 AL 8URRAE . L,
St AR R F 25 KOG BAT 3R R R 5| J1 (BaumlSilverman, 2004 ) , Y147 1 i () 4H 21 T-BL
(ZottFIHuy,2007) , $il4 Sl 1% U (Grégoire K oning , 2008 ) , #4575 & HE %  FI 25 IO T
AP A (BohnsackF,2014) (Euan, Ak H HAT BAR Al gE B AR FEE A mh A4 1) o

2. ULEAAY B3 19 X o1

BRI DX A3 B 0 040 S AR L QSR B o B Y 5 A R 2 Ak, W%
B G e 2 B X G g iR H K o IE W Lounsbury MGlynn (2001) T if - “ 3% A X 43
JEE R P ) A SN RERR LA B B3 B BV 38 E R B4 A 2R A E ok BT
BRI B A CAE T L P i 40, BB A A e Tk AR T4 53 T o X B i
TRARETE A O B R AA T ™ R X DY e 2T A — RE R 5 I LRS- AH DT L 1Y)
SEratE RAEBANLE X B O B 0 B AT IR Y, BB B B — N S

SNEZGFHSEE(EI8EF 1)



PRI R o X SRR T LA PO A BE A LA, 23 2 RE B 1 | R A =R Y
AT R BIREZ B HLLL AN (PRI BRI
MB35 DX P 1 e R B E AL AR B B | A LE B SR 25 T e

SR T JC SR A R Bl 25 0 FLA ) X b e phe o B 25 A S PR (R B R sl
AT DR B ™ i BT 0l 25 168 B 5 A B i P A LA B B B 3R 2 2 5 T o S L

DA AR E 2RI (BT B ) 2R Gt Q3 ) A0 2a & B 4 3 5 17 37 LATE e
A S 5B BIRA R HHT RO, TELE b RAF B W 55 BT8O RE TR & — B 14k /Y
I

FHELZ R FERAR 7 i R M AR S B BT 2 AT, B (P BA) B IX 34 B 22 3

PRIAE AL 2 S LRI (PP RR 10 75 T8 o 0 , A7 S8 A\ e B A SR 2y 1 ek

A L AR SHAILIN 32 B2 528 A B st 2 (e FELL an, O TIR0 | 2 B2 M s
e, A AL H B BT ROEN A C Ll EE A5, A A ) B2 75 e 5 BT Ik S5
(AL X 5 25 PO O 2R o TN — g (8 4k 2 Al B 3 2 B GRJR SC 3 U = A X
A A AN S0 ) , Bk AR BB AR a1 S 0 28 H s Horb iy — Fh 4k
(FauchartFl1Gruber,2011) , B¢ 3& 5@ MY B 053 17 06 B2 R0 X 43 B

(=) MvifEFEiz H

A BT B AR AT DA B O SR A 0 R (Nagy 55, 2012) . %5 1 3R 19 Ak
AN B ) EARAAT 55 (Zimmerman £l Zeitz, 2002) . 5K 1007, BB 43 8 388 AR FI X 43P RE
SR T AR 3 42257 (HX AN 25 02— F BRI B8 o R, AIRIS S M R R, B
b 5 R 7T B s R AE R, DA TR b 2 A8 By AR OC T XA 2 AR CERE R A G
) ARFELH LA AR NG, 5 A 0 NS L, IR AL B 3 0 X 5P 45 5 5 | e
Wr AN %) 52 5 (BRCRE (500 58 ), DA T A T AR B ™A% 9 o A, T LA, — LB RS 1Al
Sy X5k TR LA P A BB TR T BR X 4P X 2H 25 e ety Sfe 1 U Rl 2
o 2ol AU TEE , LEVT AR (S B B 453 (1) <N [R] 50717 R B e A 5 R 23 R A 1Y

FeA 13X B A B AR & 38 1 58 A ST AE B AT FINIE S 1S T S A B R 1B B R
WIE I —AN N0 3, BT RO PR 0BRSS AN 5 R B B AE ] B REAR U R
iR HAt A (JarzabkowskiFlSillince, 2010 ; Suddaby FllGreenwood, 2005 ) , R34 AEE 35 1l
a7 [ Fe A 5] (Fine, 1996 ; JarzabkowskiFl1Sillince , 2007) .

AL, B SC T MM N 45, 75 2Eis B TRERG T B B 4N, B A2 L 2 i
A WAEEE 772 (Cornelissen®s, 201 1) o Bt IS Fb A B T2 SGRIURITE AHEZR , &
A AL B B UK B 7 (Baloguna,2014)  HartzAlISteger (2010) & P, & T/ GG B
(14) 725 AR A = v i ol R B e 1) 1 o AR e =Rl AR Al Ll g G I, TR X T LA
LT RS X W ARTE 32 0 B3 A N AN b it A2 B Al =15 5 i o (B2 B o

M. SEUSHNEBRSEEFERAZERNXE

WL R g, G0l 45 =T, BRI By BB 52 A B 0 1) 2 B R
VB TE Iz A B B R S B M 2R S RN RS 8 0 By ) A S
JIT R SE B o PRI, A A ST Tl W AR FIAR A 37 5 o TS A AL B0 1 T K B 22 33

Al b B = R R R R U e B BT A
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Wi 35 ) IR LE 55 B 003 IR AH OC ) A 28 B 23 B TR B0 TR O L, 3B R iz FH =
LA B AL Oy Y R TR 0 IR o P LR s 1 Bl A A

T ‘ﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁ |
' ' | Y .
LR
Bk N ! R BRI
S B0 N ey
SR oM | K
5 Ry Y BRMK
<i:i: ER G TR RLA X A e
BT HBDL B HTIZHH
T, EFHHEMR A
%£FHE HF W
LTFBRMR

Bl el AE R S R

Suchman (1995 ) ¥ 51U IR I 7 h =28 - (1) (conform) S W, &35 Ak 1Y
178038 BR Rk B B T 5 (2) 3558 (select) M, S 18 1o o8 5 1358 DA R AT A1)
25 (3) A (manipulate ) T WS , J2 45 BV AR il BE FNIASE S TEFRA B K, BRI AR
et R AR R FRATTER S, B A A T SR AT TT LA U kg IR 55 T35 AR R X 31
X

(—) BC& XA BT R g

KBRS 1A 0 D7 5 W B - 227800 3 1 = B RE RS, - ml 23t T
W FEF MRS T BB RE R I (Cope, 1867) o 224, LSRR B2 5 A1 1) 12
HeaZ M IBTERISG A IHELL Oh T A AR RS AN E MAE e < IX o3 2, T LAZRA-fd
- ) = B RE R .

BT ERE T R AR NE I AR R A HERE (Kwonss,2014) FEAE S8 4EnY i
R A R AR A AR [ A% 12 Fk ) G2 ) sE eI st (R A HE 3L ikt 2 N 5 N g iR
T AT TEA T VA A Y R R I, 2 St 3 T e B T, T BT BR T A R R A A
O M & IS 2 28 R 11 2% 57 (JarzabkowskiZs , 2010) o HAAK I, 7T L 38 40 Xof A0 2 A 200 5
5E (redefining ) B # FRAUHHME S SBrinliL , Xof 52 2% (4 IS S22 38 i LA 1 46 (simplifying ) , 15
2 G0 = B RO (DL A5 2 5 AT (reconciling ) &5 7 5 810, 22 R BHAR S AR A 2 2 H
B E], UXITE [ 2 215 A A AL 8520 m) R KR IR A5G A A 2 A
SR R K W) FK FURSRIK T Y 5 3 o X SE BB R AE SR AT A A& e X
(Suddaby,2010) , M T 732 % P 2 ) i s 454270 2l 1) JEL 4 o 15 LU AN, A BE R 95
24 it 1 2 WSO SR 7 A g — R P R 3R, AT e A8 AT A ) <25 4 G- 25 i > S 2
12 #5 (Edvardsson5 , 2014 ; Suddaby FllGreenwood , 2005) .,

AH LG T2 5 B TE 1, B T EDWL A BT 5 12 6 W AR AR5 e BEIIR 2, PR A B
KBS R TEAL X A R E M (0 (Anglin%g:, 2014) o FE T U B B IEEE 7 e sl 2 ve Bl o

SNEZGFHSEE(EI8EF 1)



AR N B AL T B (A0 B 2 X R B T 3 2 00 AR T O AS -4 AR L AR
FERF AP A 72 o O3 TR 2 B9 (RIS 223 B 3R 212 R ) B e A o 3o 08
(A AR AN 5 B 58 5 AP E (Schulz%5:,2015) , 1 77 SEBUFE R e ™ B
RISRFT LA T AN, LB DL IE 5 S 8 L (A I SEAR A R B IS, B
PG ORI SR T A A A BOE SR I R R A RE IR R AR I 25 K X AL A (L
U o X FMETE— 5 T AT LA Ak SR (14 Y BA— 5 TR A B ], DATTTT 222 3 b — 64 S (1Y)
WA o o — 5 T AT DAYy isd Iy 2 20875 L& (54 (Green Jré5,2009) o L AN, K
P2 i E SRR i R R AR B X 2 P 2 AT B 1 2 1] A B R R
i SR Z 18] 1A

FEF R B AMERE L2 2R E T UL LA, B0 T a5 | i 28 R ok 52 i Wy
A T AR AZ B FBTE Y 52 0 1] B8 T R Bl R LG, B2 F T I A AUk
M AEXF AR B S S 2 i S 3 SRR I, AU T 25 RS R BRI TR e 52 ik T AR 1Y)
125 OB, I e e B H SKE 2 1] (LundqyistSs:, 2013) o 10, Fe A e HSOAR b i i

BEREEARARZEM BT, HAERR RO 1 -G — M BSSU (Hartog M Verburg,,

1997) o FH HL AN, 484348 25 IS Wotss 26 ) A0 7 B 10 5, 2456 SRS LI R AR Jo, DT 3 ok

oA R T o R BRI R LA e AR i S, JUHOR BT (Down M Warren,

2008) o 5k, X PRI T R AAE TR A PR LT A 7 B , DT 22 BRERE X TR 2%
PR LR

RO\ RUGTE RS 5 VR T B A DO A 27 47 T E 4 (Hahn ML fs, 2014) o 7F
LAY % R 2 S SRR B Y A LA TR X R ALY = A — b Bk
o7 R fEplam 4L (abstraction ) HtJE 5 T2 58 (U BRHMETE ; <A HL ML T A

1 {E> (rationalization instrumental ) 5 J& T3 T Hr (W AY B2 HAME&E (Hahn MILilfs, 2014) .

Suddaby 1Greenwood (2005 ) £ 1 (1) P i E Fr R M A5 2 e A RUB T L HLrb 5 FH a1 B 3RV Y
MGG | )R R e e S ) TRV (BRI ) K W 25 () 2 1 5 | 1 ek A & A R iE R
(FordfiIFord, 1994) . il , Jz %A% 43 3 i H1E A8 MY (moral and normative ) il &
TN, TR B Y 7 R R 0 22t S AL (pragmatic ) B9 BE TR o 5 M 6F 7, B Tn] R (an Az

) IS AR SN, B A O SRR BARWE SRR — N e — A B A AR EE il
R T UL A A SR AR AR A A S R Y «on BRE (i Witeleological | historical |

cosmological ,ontological filvalue based ) Bk Rk

(=) P AP B TE R s

5 XGIPENEAR, Pl 5 7 28 28 IR N BN 2 330 R B I A SR il , i 2
K H Hea 5 & 00 20 W B8 R  van Werven % (2015) FOBIFSE & 81, BR 1 | FH 3R 45
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The Three Component Model of Entrepreneurial Story: The
Exploration of Micro Structure of Cultural
Entrepreneurship

Ni Ning, Li Zhaoyi
(School of Philosophy, Law and Politics, Shanghai Normal University, Shanghai 200234, China)

Abstract: The proposal of cultural entrepreneurship theory is an important breakthrough lately in
entrepreneurship research. The theory holds that the entrepreneurial performance in the start-up stage
largely depends on the entrepreneurial story which is the most important mechanism to obtain
organizational legitimacy. However, the theoretical research of the structure of entrepreneurial story is
still in the early exploratory stage. Based on the literature review of the past 15 years, it puts forward a
three component entrepreneurial story model (entrepreneurial identity explanation, legitimating identity
intention and rhetoric application). It arrives at the main viewpoints as follows: firstly, the
entrepreneurial story focuses on the explanation of entrepreneurial identity; secondly, the construction of
the entrepreneurial identity in the story is based on both factual and non factual information; thirdly, the
entrepreneurial story contains two kinds of expression intentions on entrepreneurial identity, namely the
compliance of its identity and the distinctiveness of its identity; fourthly, in the entrepreneurial story,
there are corresponding rhetorical strategies for these two kinds of expression intentions. The research
results abovementioned promote the deeper and wider development of cultural entrepreneurship theory,
extend our understanding of entrepreneurial storytelling, and build a solid foundation for more precise
empirical research in the future. With the help of the three component model and related knowledge,
entrepreneurship education practitioners will be more effective in guiding the prospective entrepreneurs
to improve the entrepreneurial communication ability and entrepreneurial success rates.

Key words: cultural entrepreneurship theory; entrepreneurial story;organizational legitimacy;

entrepreneurial identity ; rhetorical strategy
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