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PR YR SR AT AR — B DR ST I TIE SR 8 H Y A BT
FUI 228 ST 2V 5 T BB A58 DR 17 T 54 i B 2R 46 (rational system)jzfrlﬂ,%éﬁ ,
R4 A G2 U5 AT 35S ™ L0 AL 2 HILAR o SR T 4% RO A AR XE Rl 2 4 2 V4, )
WA SR A I KA ZHE U A BEE A KA ok A 25 5T 22022 604R AR LUK , #5418
R LU R 5 REE PRS0 11 P (%) TF I R B8 (open system ) , I ZH S HE A7 5 R S AN TT
I E B ARSI R GRS 2T B3l 1Rk A RCRE SR IR T g BE ) i
(AR AR AN A ) 252 2 BTl o Tk , AU G (organizational legitimacy )%
W T AR BTG RS, T PR

AT, VAR MRS A AR OC T ZUN AT N R BAE AT SR B sk (7
SRR R A A Y0 B SRR AT R AR H I B2 % 4% (institutional approach )l
ik W 545 (strategic approach ) RIS LG il BE B AR HE Ay ME R M LU N FE 752K i
BT 1 e #9486 7 (structuration dynamics) FIVEFT T , B384 45 20 43 A 485 4 152 e ] ik

Weks B HA: 2016-09-12
EEUWH: B AL F A& —A4T A (15BSH103)
EERIN 2 =(1973—), 8, L2432 P R el ik GRS ) ;
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F TN E AN H RS E VR I 6kt T

/3



4

Bl BE [R]JE (institutional isomorphism ) (DiMaggioflIPowell, 1983 ), A AR T #r O ZH 214544
B2 2SR AN FE 7B A B T AR AS A A0 (validity ) , 557 A 2H 225 1) B8 52 B S 3 0458 A o
FE AL FE (Johnson, 2006 ) o % W& A2 FE -G v AR D T LURS BY A US4 HARAY e IR, 5
VT T G RYAR R R FE A2 TR s (Zimmerman 1 Zeitz, 2002 ) LA K 2H 23 ana] i %o il &
JEF3 19w (Oliver, 1991)

DL L PRI 9 A8 1) DX 1) B A ) o e — | PR B AR I S S AN ], S5 R A s A R s R 2
LU ST B s A REAE AT, (U ] BE AR50 R 2 SR A8 (1 9k sl e 7, BVZH 2L ) A i P AR
AN T 2247, SRS B AR S R AL SO PABE 1Y B s, RV ZUN B B B A kA B R
SR ] (ReastS5 , 2013 ) o He -, AR BEAR 0 BRIE SLAE AN ] , th 32 A2 A4 B Bt 20 ) 22 e
(new institutional theory ) , K& A2 A FEIE FL A2 PEUR AR5 PRIE (resource dependence theory )
24 25318 (organizational ecology theory ) (Deephousefl1Suchman, 2008 ) . H: =, Piff g%
B DT A AR AN [R] ik s A8 1) 22 35 R AL L B ) A0 (Tooking out) AR AR , O 4Ly 48
PRGBS B0 2R B B AR, i BE B AR 1 228 R 4t 25 ] B (looking in ) BYALAR , G
FHAF 25 2 (constitutive societal beliefs ) #{af#x A 2021+ (Suchman, 1995) .

MEEFALA R T DA A8UETE MRS A% O U 2 PE A (evaluation) , A%
AU IEAEAE T3 M4 IR 7 (Zimmerman 1 Zeitz, 2002 )  BESR S PEOY , AR5 Bk vEm & (BEHY
FAR) TP AN R FFE R G E R A LB MR UL, BTN SR BB A2 TP &
FEWAR (audience ) BULEE (observer) , ST gt WE a2 41 4L A 25 AH S E BRI SR T, AN
ST BE B AR IS AR B AR IR S AR A 2 Oy (80 IR ST A ZLE R Ak
DI SUERERIL AR AR A B Gkt A SR BRI 7 R & ) & an el Bl
LR ALUSUR BTN Y T RA FE U RE AL G R AR M ERZ RIS,
ST VAN E AT LU AR AN IR B (R R T B NP 3 56 TALEURN A A
Wt , PR AT 2 B v M BRI SEAG BT — AN Sk, IE R A Sk 5 | AT 1Y
1528, Ak g AMATPAN 01 Z B B 3l , e 285 A EEARZ R G B A 22 315K (social
reality ) (Tost,2011) . Kbt , 2120 A IR, 27 0 (T TR i OC T PN 2 A BT 20 2L ek, OF 4
HATEPE R (Tegitimacy judgment ) FAE S o 33X Bl 2H 2GR PERF O I P-4 5 4% (evaluator
approach ) , ZB& A% B % MR R AV G A 7 4K, RITF & .

BT 2O PR BSFUHT I BEHE , PP AR FE MR [a) R PPN e At AT ]
e FLH L9 W 2 A0 2 P (uncertainty ) Q04a] 52 W PEA 5 09 ] B 2485841 247 8 3 (external
social actors ) UNMA] 52 M) 516 TR BRI R P 20 38 B A2 X ol B2 B AR 0 A T4 72, R R B
i T QAR T2 1S A R ] [ st 1] AR A A5 B AT T B s B i O S Rp A 404 B el
LBV E P AR)ZIRAIL] TP AR X GRS BE AR A T b 38, B APEA & LA R 1T
et AT LS B3R AT A 25 A0 S FIWTE B A A, DA T ] DAFE AR AR S A 10t T2 2342 = Bk
PESS I 2 RN R 28 o TP 25 A BE SRR L LA R 25 AT R 28 AT | AR SO X
B FIWT RS 1 JEAR PN 25 S IR A 7 177 2 B OAR

Z. AiEN ARG EE AR

(— ) BIETER I S

N T DXBIEEIEFIWT 5 20 2V TR T R RE G IR, A SO A R . Rifflegitimacy B
AARME AEGEE S RLE SIS 2 A S T E R ) B B R ik SR EA R T
FIEAE (legality ) , Ak VR SR I A AT S ILTRALE , SIE TR A S YA AT Gk L

SNEI 2 5 (F 395 % 5H)



0, BT E RS, A S F YN Z B 54, A AN A TF 4154k (legitimation )
G A BRGSO R A A S AT R R LT
(institutionalization ) Y EE 2R 53, M Ak R b LT R 25 R

AL A e T LB W B Weber & FAES BT BB R T Weberd (1924 1A, B
A 24287 (social order ) AT AR IO B AT A H A0 R 2 1% 1 DU i KL (maxims or
rules) , X MESERF AR AL AL SBT A AT Lok B T S A E A A
M o Parsons (1960 ) Weber i & iAMAE SN H FAZ, A A B WG AU T i S5t
SR ERE O A (E W AH—E . Dornbusch Al1Scott (1975 )TN N, WeberdliiR )& M A W2
AR (validity ) FITE 244 (propriety ) o 1E 4248 W E 115 &, Bl — AN S BT BT
FIVRR 24 5 B ) VG 2 1Y) o A7 O R AR AR A &, R AT S 55307 S SE R AR
B B O A At 7] o A 21 5 At A U0, Bl >k A )2 8080 A4 #E (authorization )
557 08 WA E el T & B9IA 1T (endorsement ) , #54 Bl 1G5 — LSBT AR B2, —
AFE SR USRS AT R T A, AT A B NS BT h— R4
23 55 RGN — B BT I OREST

(TOHBEEMER & X

Ph_ b2 PR A S T T ik, B 45 B Y A A A S A R 1 4
SO , FE NI A G A MRS IEAT T A R R, A ZVE AR R SO A AL FE
F(Suchman, 1995 ) : —F & PFM (evaluative ) MLA , WIS L1 A 24 NI A B
(desirable ), AR A LU AT T G0k ; 75 —F R IA A (cognitive ) FLF , Q1SRN T R 21T
PR %) (understandable ) , IR A ZUE 3RS T 6121 . Suchman (1995 ) X P LA G ke
Ko B T —DERAMER 10 ARG R AT 8 244112 2R FH - Suchmani\ hy , H LA
R — 5 PE (generalized ) F BB A5 , RNZH SR T A E—Sqt S ER O RLTEIAR 2 (B
R [5G R L IGE UK ZR N4 B (desirable ) | 1F 24 A9 (proper ) 8% £33 Y (appropriate ) »

Suchman %t 5E A 2L o BAT LR JUNRHIE 158 A 8UE M 2SR, IR B AR
£ T MEEEATRHHL Y SAEYEVEH (umbrella evaluation ) , XN EE#L T BARAYZH L7 M 5%

F, AR T — RV T R, — D SR RE M R B AL ML, EMTI R A SR E

PR SRy 3 A 28 A R R 1) N T B s R VA i e — N A sk o R E T
SRELEA DDA THR Th BT B0 A LH S0 SO, R, LSV L SV R A, HI o8
FRHA ST 5 SR L LR TE M R A S EA Y, TR B Bk T 5 SR AT R R — St S AR
PG Z I ARAT , PR A vA M ST TR A RS A T — AR AAR , — 221
AT e B MR I (DA A Gt PR SA BEAS 25 DRA AR SO o 822, 2 A T —
MALHA A, AT SO E W 5, RZEOMEEEE I — AR, R332 sl S H5
e B 23T Ay, A AP A0 2 AR .

(=) BRI & X

MELE 5381 LA, Suchmanii Y2215 T Z2 0 8 88 3 BE AU 21 2 iy 4 A
HI%E (collective perception ) , 2 2GRV J2: FHOWLER AR G 2 LA 1A PE K7 (subjective
legitimacy judgments ) FTH4 %, (HURFEERZ IR EAEREG SEMA T, B R T MEEE A1 —
AL LR FEARIA R TR BE (Johnson, 2004 ) , PR 2T 2043 5 B 40 R — 1> % UL A 4L 2 9% T
JEME, WA ST F RS WA A AT (Zimmerman 1 Zeitz, 2002 ) o WA Ry & 2P H IR AR HE A
ALHE IE 2% (propriety ) FIA R ME (validity ) AR L5335 (Dornbusch flScott, 1975 ), AF4
Suchman X TAHLUETEMEM & LR T A5 R RIS T 0 I PR, B8 2 0m i T &3k

KT IFNE W ANAR G R MR R Gk T
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AR AT R B3 o

Ja KA S E B RO T Ead ), Tost (2011 )IA R, G M FEAMAZ IR ) A1k
FERZRNE /ﬁ@ JSEIRIZ IR AYE M (collective-level legitimacy )f&DornbuschAIScott T ik
A R (validity )’ AR Suchman I e UG M B RHA LSS T T A 81
X A 2 S o 1R A A ) R 0 TR 22 KRR Bk B i — SOt R Z IR AR
(individual-level legitimacy ) 5t /& Dornbusch M Scott T Pd ) 1F 2414 (propriety ) , J&= 45 A ML H
KT A HAUE L KRR X T AT 2 SOk UL A 30 1) B FRAIBr AR 2R ARl
FRAOZ R GEME , BRI G R RAC ZZ R AR

UE VR A 0T, SCHR A B R R 1E S 10T, 2 TostTf8 i MAJZ IR M A1k
R ERAN ISR X B SUR S G ik ik 1 B FRAIWT . — DU PR B 7E R (HART] e
Bt 2 BT %) B AT AR S35 B0 R 1E 2 00, XA A B, M2 R B i R T UAS []
THBHA MR Z A RNE ARAR)Z R RE X ARZ R YRR W = A . 5
Hh A SCHTUL A B IEE AT DUZ RS A, AT DU B fE 23 SR B

=. BiEEHERFIEEKX ST RS

BVENERIW IR S = SCHARTE | BRI PP LA A W A o 78 AR T Bk
IR I A 25, B2 T R, AR SORE A 28 A vk M T 0% BT B =R 5 1 W R TR R A
X3 AT ) A BT A TS G b PR 5 R T ) A

(— ) BRI W s

BEFIK B (modes of legitimacy judgments ) B4 P & 7E G124 FIWOE B F2 rh
B A I T AR 2 (modes of information processing ) (Tost, 2011 ) o A/ 18 H R B FIIA
O TASECR AT SRR KT, Bt sl 2 (passive mode ) Fll £ 811K (active mode ), HiH 32
SR B FR N PEMN B, (evaluative mode ) (Tost,2011) . FriE# shAs=t, 2 tEm # 7Edef 40
UG TR VBT ST Y W b 82 327 T P O T2 VA VAR TEA), AR R 3 Bl Hb 2% 4l 4Lk
TP AR TRV, B UL, B 2 1 B L2V B 224 T VR 3 56 T AL SR A vE I TiE &
SR, RPN B TR T A SUE T M TN A 32 B 2 2 50 s ) (a5 1 ) 32 J2 1 1Y)
HAT MR ARTE ) , 1 2 3 Sl AR b X 2 SR A T 52 SEAE AR B PEA o X PRI AR R AR B
TEUR NN R A T A A TN

TEAAERIW AR b AN RN A A (] B 05 S A2 AN TR o A SRR 32 3l =X
R ATE BN T, A5 B IER A TN E XA 41201 R FRRIE A UL ISR F B 5y
BT 5 BN T, v 5 R 3 2k A T 4V 4 & (organizational validity cues ). 21
BUA RS R FEAFELU N LA : (1) J8 RS PO IAN 2 e Tz 8 U & B G ik
H2y & (majority opinion) ; (2)iZZHZIA91 TR 51t 4 SCALEE (cultural expectations ) PR4F—E 1)
FEEE 5 (3) A | FIEML I FBUR 2 KT 5 IEH LAY (judgment validation institutions ) 3¢ Fi% 414!
HA PRI

B, U2V B LR 2R R AR GV E PR B, 33X A — B s s AR —Fh A

@ F52, DornbuschHIScott(1975)FFH FI A9 A7 2 (validity WA ) A ELIE B8 S 1 A2 2345 54 (organizational validity) . FLIE & FAF
ML S Tost(201 1) I8 AR JZ IR A M (collective-level legitimacy)5 Suchman(1995)F & Y41 21472 (organizational legitimacy),
AR E 1T AL T AL S TR VR AR A RN 4R XA 56 10 T8 R A iy 74, B % 00 P i
DornbuschFlScott i 8 17 %01  ARAE AL TR R RS , S48 AMALER 5 06 T2l SR T B L AR SR 3 L R T A vA VR A e , sl U, 24811k
MERH ST LU A R A Z R VE I 158 , BAT 3 00E 1 . P , DornbuschFlScott T # B (45 #4cvE ST I 248 AMAI SR & i
A BT & (validity belief) , TAEFLIE R S AZHEVE oA B

SNEI 2 5 (F 395 % 5H)



B LA A BRI B XA BT A B W AR A R R — B U, ST
W 2] J] BB LA T 2 i A A A SR B UR S IR BN B 2P E SR UG
REAGIER o HW, FE— A Fa 0 00 1) BE PR 5 BT, A7 7045 &5 R 25 AR R Ak A0 2 3
(institutionalized social norms ), X 2E4E 2 TEAR R 177 R A ARBYIN AT BB . T, HEUWAT
R 5 e S HE AR R B SR T A A R Z A R E AR B sl U, I
B B S LT R AF A X el B A A AL S e B SO R IR AT B i S A iz 4L
AETME, 2 A Z A LR G R I, 22U T St SCAE T B AR A R B
T B AT B AR W T A R ER R Z — e, FIWT A LA , B An A R Fnm) ik
RO W AR B T A LA R E R OGRS AR T e E S T R TAHLUE R BTEM
Ve, BOMHLAS HP 7 LB B TN G L HETE R AL, /v RGPk B X HEUR BB EM
RS | PR T — R B B A R R T | ST AR AR AN T4 o LA LA 7 IS
AR LA AT LAY 25 77 AR DG TR A U A A5 & (validity beliefs) , g2 42 UR S
TEZ )2 T EAT A A, IE R A RE S &7 Y T 3 R s B 1 8L 7
Ak B f5 S5 A

TE F S PR 555 A O F— U SR AT E AN SR, ZE R SR =
VAN B AHEIT S 7 0905 BN TR A s M0, i 2 28 2l B S 3 A 3 e R R
(validity cues WE N HIFERR K28 B A L HI BT, 22 4% 2l b A S R L3857 SCAL A (cultural
expectations ) I ZH LY BAT Gk, B AMETA Z AN, FoAH L3RS T AU B9 AL s i/F ]
(authorizations or endorsements ) , X F A LB AT Bt 2 — AR P& AR X >
LRG EATFHT AN TXRZ AL 34T E 0, 2 B i S Bk 2
WIREHENHLNIT A —EMRF G 1 A FRA 2, (AR5 S SRS TP E s
FELA LU AT AR BRI AR T A ik M TR L 80 R UL, 76 B v B R A e sl i =
B LR R ol B 32 300 (mere acceptance effect) SR BIEM 4 TE SR B3 BT (Tost, 2011 )

(AR TN A

FEAIEMERIRr R, an SRS H R S B E A TN T, X 2 Sk AT S S AR FE R ITANY
X5 KDV A0 AR 28 B 04[] R 5 v 1k S BT R A A R Sk B P L T 1) JE il (bases of
legitimacy judgments ) , 575 G 1A HIWTY DY) 41 (concerns ) , AR VPN HIMr A 2HEUR R H
AP R S

KT AR 4120 BR2E AT A4 1 T IR A, T4 (instrumental ) F1G
F M (relational ) MLFI (Tyler, 1997) . Gn R — 2B AT B THEO 4 15 2 B 3w SR B AR A
SERTIT F A A Gk B AT B & 5 T T B A A 7 Bk v s i —
AR R BEH E VEN AU B3y (social identity ), SCHFAATTAY B Fe M (E (self-worth )J&%,
ORI TR B P45 LR, FHA5 215 A 1984 (entitlement) AHFR P 14 872N & 90 8 BA
B B2V B R T O R A A T B VR M IBT At 25 O3 0 1 th T A ik A
PSR — AP, RIE M (moral ) ¥ A (Skitka%F, 2009 ) o 41— EUE Ry WA 51T 4 O
— E ) TE ARSI T T B AT Bkt IS ATTAN 3 e 56 T FE e M i T
AT

0] BE S 2 AT TN AT G M T A8 T EL 0 A R AR AR AR D LAS AT e 25 5
R, FOZ A SR RS A AE T LA ORAAT TR R 25 K o [RIB Ay et B T4 40
T 5 LAY (moral status) , B 1, 41 ZU7F 22 KRR BE 1% M FEA0 (5 A48 2 5 . Suchman
(1995 )X Fh FEFAMA SR AT B R BT TARAR 1 AL LVETEMERR S & 72 (pragmatic

KT IFNE W ANAR G R MR R Gk T
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legitimacy ) , FEL3X A 35 T A~ A ol B A 20 A7 3 A0 0 TG SR AS () 4 21 B9 PR FR R B AR A 1 bk
(moral legitimacy ). 73 &b, il BEBRIR2E G AR YA LUNAT R 5 AN A T B F1
Pz IR S R — BT Z A BB S AT A X R 2L G 9 Suchman (1995 ) FR
FINFI A 1% (cognitive legitimacy ) o fH 2, il B BRI ZATTBEA $E 2 578 M 2 B i 56 R vk
A

Tost(201 1)K, NS PR B A AT TR REAS L AUTCTE AT 305 R AT T € , i U1 TR
M TR 5] 55 ) T g AM TR R < BRAT 248K (taken-for-grantedness ) , i TIAFI &7 MR &
NS KOOSR E R BT AR MDA sl BT, BRLE , AN Bk AN AR s v M i sl X Y
TR Z — T, RS OB A T, Tost (201 1 HEPFAN 2R F T sl ik 17 &
AERIWTALA A0 =4, RV B G Z A A FE PR Af

BT DL =I5 EA 2 D] R PR IS AR R 2 e, T HE LA Bk
BN A EET YA 35 10 B BB LU A7k S AR LU H BRARZ IR T 2L
T EFRRE s CR MU EIRE TP B B TR MME 1) B R BRI U Gk G AR
MU B P )2 KT A R TR B R B R VRN T — R oA S
(Suchman, 1995 )7 KA LU G et , I R U HE SR R GFH 2 1A 2 A A B0
TR Z T LAt SR AD) AR SERE R . T A A & T A R 517 (self-interested orientation ) , &
A FEPE AL AR & TR b 517 (other-interested orientation ) o 7y ZoVE B AR , AL TEHIW Y =4~
FAA A HEF ), -0 T ATE = A0 L R O T A R, e mT LATE =S
B F5E XA AP (Tost, 201 1) o 1 HLZEPEM = RS TEM 3 B 1 nT DI
AR LU AT, SRS BT LA AR AT g e W A b TR Se by

M. SEMFIERE

BT EEME RN Y A (process of legitimacy judgments )JWLFEAT 1 ik o A 210
TR SRR AT & X R 2L U T G L PRV A0 B 2  Bitektine (2011) 1Ay, 24
FIWTTH UG TIP3 SR BT S T SR FIWT 75 2, SRS PPN 2 16 48 53 i I s =, i
T HLUHERIF B X X 25 B T Al SEPEPEM 5 7 A — BT, SR 5 FEak I A
OS5 H LT BB AN Tost(2011) IR, Sk MEHIWHR B2 — M BEE IR Iy , G046 ) Wr
JE R Bt (judgment formation ) Wil FH B Bz (judgment use ) FLHEI B4k B B (judgment
reassessment ) . Bitektine f1Haack (2015 )83+ T ZE il B #2522 (institutional stability ) A1 &A% 4
(institutional change ) PAFFHE 5t T VRO AT S IEMAIBT A IR AR 7RI FERSE IR 5,
MR L R AT — 20, BT SV RO 2 BT R4 7 A8 B st A R A5 ) 5 7
il B2 AR G 52, Bl A AR G R A TP JE AR S, PR A HORE A O Al
SEVPN SRS T VAR

ASCAETost (2011) UL BRI, 2855 HAD A5 LA AR e 1 — PPN 3 Rl SR R e 2
SURAT A RIW AR , AR PPN TR A T BRI, B Je e Blrh 48 S 402
AL RAFEA R R |l F S B s T R T AR A e R e
TN HAZASE B BT, QRN AEAE AR BCE R Z, W 2R B S A T RN 1, e B A
PER AL LA TV , TR BGRB8 R I 32 Sl X 2 sl X, itk
FKr— B SOttt A B, DTS e PPAN 2 X 2 28 B A 7R (B S Re i 4 sl s 6 40
20) 1 H, 7R PR AT ) £ FH 3 A v 0 B A DA R [R) A 000 25 DL RS AL T BR T B A 5 12
FIWT , BRAE VA ORGP E R GE O, I AR DE O 3 F 8 w0 S B L & 2 1 0

SNEI 2 5 (F 395 % 5H)



= S A BT AT A

EEZUGEEEE FEM B CEA 1% S T Aok s

—— AN T, T IR 575 A — G A
H A~ Al Se A
ey .

FFER (— )W R B

TEFNWTIE BB B, PPAN 5 sl s
KB ST W — W12 1 A b
W o 73X A~ B B, PEA 0 T I R S 1
£5, BT Cas R R i LA 1 4

A IAHI 2355 2# (cognitive economy )
SR, AATTFE DN TR F =R b
PN RIS R A5 e 2 A5 8. IFZE A
SuN L R U N NS R A S D=3
(heuristics ), 41 B AN T AR &
F, AT B DAt AT FEL A 40 i i
e H O EAEHIBr R, PR A FEXTH R
AT AP, EZE RS A X
LTV, T 7 ) R P rh i B S 2

M1 SRR LU RAERISE IR IR BT P A A
RPELR R PP B W R AR S G A T A I W AR A SR 2R B R /R I LA TR
W o AR U, QR BE A HZUR GERY , PR B WA M A GUZ GA Y, IR B A A
HHLUEAGER), PN E WA HLURAGIER SR, MR h A EE AL R T
M EWEAIRIAST A E BB LA T BB DAL P4 25 BT 22 D3 56— ik 8, AR S
FRZ A FIWsE A e+

WA A PRl 2 S O A T 80 T PR #0645 0148 T VR R S AT WA G
HIA5 D, TR BEAR R B PN LA R XTZH BUHE A T B MDA, IR 1G5 v M W D 7T LA
KA =, T AL ORI BTSN A, PPN & AT At B — A R A 7
VR, A AT DA RIS B 5 LA R A T IR o DAL AP 2 BIr 48 I3 B 3 — A 88, AR SCRRZ
FIWTIE AR 2 ERIWOE o B, PPN 35 38 i ot al E w s ik il — w12 i &
AR XA 5 2R A W — B st A (B B

(Z)FWr s B Be

TEFNB T FH B B, ZH A B 0P, b B BOE s 490 256 ik A e A S — bt L DA A
(pivotal cognition) (Lind, 2001 )5 [ P& 91T R . — 7 T, WER A LI A 1689, B 52
FUPFAN T 0 S RE AR T A A KRS s O — T, SR G A AN G, AT K
MU T PR AEAE FH B B, PPN AN TG A i B A TR B, T 2R FH S LR HE 2 (motivated
reasoning ) (Kunda, 1990 ) (il T 77 =, W WSCHR JEA W %) 45 S RO 388~ S 3 SE e i )
BV AR, 15 G PR B AR B R 5 | S PR 6 A O B AR T 4 5 (new
legitimacy-related experience ) RS, L2 T8 {5 BN 501 1R G R AT M2 — 200 L 3xX 5t
S R AR FH I B AT R AL AU (cognitive assimilation effect ) , 3X 4 [R) AR (i 7547
Y B I ML AN 2 S i rh AR A5 RN T4, X PPAN 2517 R O il )t R 7R

KT IFNE W ANAR G R MR R Gk T

RPN B B BIETE PP R
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TostHILind(2010)IA N, XA [E 4L i3 2 (cognitive assimilation process ) ol & A A1 F
(affirmation process ) A AN PR T A& A o 1 4G, [RIARA FEHS B ITAN 25 48 B4 S RS AN 2
PR NSRBI R 2 AR MR L — IO AT 1 & A E R Bk PRI, K
LU AR AW A2 B T SE , i BT 0 e 0 ke 5 | S P4 25 X A B ) i e e
PRIXFPICHE N 1 BT RN R PR 9 e/ M o LR, [ R e /M T 200 B3 A4
WA IAFIBE & (cognitive energy ) o (R ASEH T ZH LAY S MU T REY , SR E SR PR & HUAS:
HAUANEVL BRI 5 52 WA 2 2R T By, R s o B 1) W 4 5 2 R 2 i B R g 2
AR MARAS e N ILA WA 55 535 3, R L , 1 (i FH Y B LR RRAE ) [l Ak i sk T 1A
H AT AR R AT PIA RN BE R

(=) FNBT FERTAL B B

JAETE R WA 9 BEAEAE NN [RIAE AN , P 5 e W T i ) 72 P 4 i AS 1] B — 55 7K ik
HAETE , AT RE— ELHR PN & W70 AN RN 2 i AR AE , B R TN & B
INFME M BRI, 24PN & B 424 R 45 (neural alarm system ) #3804 A B, A0 20K A S5
70N SRR BN T, TR SR B v 0 i A 7 0 o 00, S A A T T P
WAL Y B o 22 TITM 3 B R R Gl ) 290K, Tost (2011) IR, Sl BE 3l A e R
A% (jolts ) Al F F J& (institutional contradiction ) BB, DA K 4340 & BHAT B P4 i
(reflexive traits ) B, TP B AR 4R R 40 T RE A0 TR

FRAFFA R B T PP B AERI AR A W A b ) TR, TR Y 3 T AR T
W, AT AT X 20 2B AR B S0 W T RE S B AT, NIRRT 3P4 2 190 B 4R (mental
alarm ) o N, —A~32 N BEAUR A A2 5% R R A SR BRERIRAF 4t S AL SV A 1) 0 2 B R 50 R B
JIT 2GR 00 B X PR R B — S AN R B 22 AR Ayt INITT 5 | & TP 35 AR E 0 T8 2 o el
BAEGEE ISR (2R ) BL, REA/NMEZICERIULH T BAH (R4 3R 254K, 7t
M—A RO TJ2IR, 5 R 2 RARSG 4 B BT 5 0E | O SGHT T A 192 FA W il DX 4
U, ZRAS A VE F SRR 4 5 R TE R IR A R W 2 T B B, IR A & 2 s I GE L
HIBE a2 MR AN I, Tost(2011) I A, 7078 5848 #1481 A 200 75 408 L0 D 2 1 T
Ju [ (realm of expectation ) , W& L T PEAN 2 A FIUELZ A0, B A REBH I KN [R] fb d #2 10 &
A AR AR IAE R B vA IR T 25 A BRI PEA 2 O3], B/ N T 6 5 AN
A AR A P 1 O B

il B2 27 i 0 H0 IR 5 2 YA DY 3 1 0 B R o ) BE P i 4 A [ ] 2 2§ (institutional
logics ) Z A 20 J& , T il B 38 4R 48 A7 T EE 3 rb i e IR, i S 7R s AN 1
AR A St A 7 vk o B R A MR R i T 2 i B iz v, AN [ml il B
sl A A N () ] B8 R, G SR S e ] BB AR A B v R AR JE Y A 5 5 | S AR T e
17 B 2 HER) &2 (Greenwood Fl1Suddaby , 2006 ) o PRI , 401 SR A [w) il B Y738 22 8] A ol 8 42 B
FEHE T P0G S IOR TN 5 0 O B, SRR PEAN 2 ST SRR B A B AN
B PP A K I B B HE D, P S R TCANANTE R, IS 2 B MR L7 I RE 5 | S P 24 1Y
HEEWE7Tost(2011)F5 H , a8 il B 453l A o I ZEREL R0 AN 3 9O BV , 31 F i b2
FERET VRN B WM E B #738K (valued goal pursuits ) , 15X A7 J& X TR0 & B RO E H
PRI BE I AT S A5, IS 20 K AN K AT e b B IA N R 1 25 J R TAL © A Y
AT

TIAN  VE I H ROV BT S S B PR A O B . A RCPE (reflexivity ) BEFR PFAT
AT R S SR BE e HERRE T o R T REXTBRAT i B e HEEA T U I B A A 2 S
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PUAT ] B HE R AR RE B8 oA 2 B A AT PR RR IR A& R T A A 2 58 AT A ) T DA X b
FA SR X ST E AT AT RUEAT R B ) B, PR X S ) sl S AL E RO PR R
B NFEB R A PRI PE 2 DA R B Bea U B P A B B, T AN 5 AN 1) 9828 s il B 7 Ji 1)
FETE S

S RERE TR VAN 2 O BRI AR (PPN 28 IAIA RN [R] fh ik 7 rhoe ke A fil  #43 PR
2% INTESi % 2% (internal triggers ) FIZNEfih & 5 (external triggers ) o il BE &3 8 58 A8 S 44 F k]
FEF & @ TAMERUEZ RS , PR3 I A 0 SUEHERE UE T FE Al & 48 o Aad, ZEUERA A2, EA
FIWTFEPTAL B BT A — 2 B DG A I WA SR AT, T BRIV & FHTITAG X
AHIWT ISR BT ERAETT S F W FEITAN 9 B SRR P 5 52 Bl B U 8 %
JEC AP G RIWT, R, ZE FTAR BB A5 B0 TR sl =0k = A E A PP & B Uk
Sty % T HAANE 6 R el B LA 21PN A A e, BRI J— S A 0 B, AT
AR T — MG

F. BEEFIEESH N ANE

QOFTSCHTA , SRS AR SR T LT R B AR A TR Bk e, i BE B A SR
BT B ) Bt AR DL R B AR S A AL SR T, 3K P A R AR OC T AVE A PRI oY
FA 1 2 212 UK (organization-level ) 543738 /2 UK (field-level ) (Schneiberg flIClemens, 2006 ) , &%
P 0 DT PR P b A 745 35K 6 U022 UK P B 5 ) FOUR 22 R B A, 5 Rt v 1 D Sl o 5
TRBE R GET BE o PRI, ZH 2G5 i AT 5 A DA 50 [ A0 A o ) B 6 A8 0 5 ek B A2 ) A T b 7
MASZRAR N T LA 6B A2 W B 0 A i 5 sl iV AN (L

(— )X B2 B AR B SR 7S

B, B RS X i B At R S B B AR AT 22 T
FBRR M R, SR BE AL i A2 (process of institutionalization ) BAG &M, B A &1THY
FMLH , AT BT RGO IR, an SR FRAT AT VR B 002 U _E AR Ya138 R AT, DL
FTRBAREG Z)Z U B 22 (R 28 BAE FH TS, 39 S B A ol B Ak el A il B A8 S A MLk AN
RERE SC AR UE T I  FE A AT EE I 1 3EAE - |, Bitektine Ml Haack (2015) 42 T —4 5 F
il B2 AT R A 5 3R S8 BSOS A AR R A s A i AR 5T, B DR Bk Y e R
(destabilization ) B G2 I W RS [B1)H o [RI R B RS T FEAeue I BEFREE S
EATAE BRGNS R (iron cage) , OULZ IR 94T 8 AT AATHSR BEAS oo A8 il B ;
DL RS T HE— AR W] BE BREE v, O[] Gy P 0 W 2 1) 7 7 4 2 - 0T o A A
I BERR T AR E Ak

YR, Bk T R ) B2 A M A 53 5Tl i S I3 A B TR TR A 5 e )
Ahlk 2 (institutional entrepreneurs ) 7E il B QI o B b pl D453 1 & 5 PEACHE N (agents of
legitimacy ) i 8 1 PR PRI 2R o il BE QI 5 1 IS L o) B A0 3% ) oA 400 3 A £ (R AL
25 F5HE (social skill ) K175t A TE B >R AL 55 A4 3o F oA 5. B VE )M ( Greenwood A1Suddaby
2006 ) i, ARGy R W R e, a0 SRR G 2 i3 BE AL T PR B B, i EE R
T X B A AR SRS R R R R AR o PR, AR v ) EE A A R AR, ,
VOB Pl 1 A BT P PAik B B o T SR Bt A RS2 B2 A 2, Il B2 ALk 5 1 Xk T]
A 8 — B A PR ST M AR 38 Bt 2 11800 BRE 42 (mental alarm ) , FEAAT5HE A KW F- 2 E AL
BB s R, an SR BE AL #5538 Bl B9 OC &R Lu s, IR 4t FE Al & A BN — A ] LA
8 FEE RS 3 2848 (jolts ) A B 77 J& (institutional contradiction ) RIS , DAL AT TGO

KT IFNE W ANAR G R MR R Gk T
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PRAEAR | FFAE AT AT FEREAL B B o S AR IS A i AT BES , BARTEM H T LN T 2
PE G R M FE TN X B AR A AT AR R AT, AS S ZE PP 0 AR S B B e, AN ] A9 T
W& A A g o PRI, o B A0 M 25 P Al ot 52 il 38 Bt 2 R TP A e ok 5 | SB RS 1
TN W, DT 5 A8 5 T ) o G HR: 308 B AR 36 21 T v 58 19 B vk M T e (e dn e,
T B AT, A2 A0, SR DE A A TN AR AR B,
il FE B 2 AT DASE i #1555y 2 e Bl A T AR e R, AR IR B A K

()R AR Y SR 7S

S R AR ) 2 (T T 1 T AR IR (BRI A PR A AR A 2L
PR, (H R X SO SN LT ERAS S RS P 5 DRI AS A B A T il ), R I e 5
WS P SIS 8% B0 SR T, A i RN BRI A B TR R AL SR AT 25 1 S 00K W 14
2 e SR WS R B SR o B VR RIS U R VA B S T 3 1A R R, O
ST PG B AL BV R M PP X AL SR A T A ik T, TR AN 5 B A 3
P (perceived validity ) , B0 78 %05 & (validity belief) ZEZ M P & 1A 32 PRI i H., I
AT TN B 02 5 T R MR SR, s B D R A5 R, S RIPE A 2 B A 3K
PEE AR —FERY R UL, AN RPN AT REHH AT AN IR A AT RS A AR A 35 2R i
PR, L 2R A B IR T LS Gl E R, LU PR SR IS T L SR R i
T B AT S5O A S A I 2 M

BB — PP RR B TE TR W 7E 3N U (persuasion ) BF 5T 408K , ¢ TG 15 AHEZL B2 (discourse
and framing theory ) %) SCRk B 200U T 2 EABHE SR 1 (rhetorical strategies ) o iX S8 & FF IR &t ]
DL M PPN 2 5 TR Al A A B85 S Gk M Wy b 385 I 5 A Ak 5 &
BB TR RIS ) 1) A5« R FHA AVA AT 5K (endorsement ), [a] Wi AR B AR K 280N ol Ok ik £
B NI SRR P il 5 SR FHAUEEZF 71T K 1 (authorization ) , [ SIAR B AR FILI i 52 2 sl HAth A
SZM T NIRRT R SAF T Al o 55 80, AR HEVTAN A0 B v R M B B e SR ek 174 51
A RS JH S (success emphasizing ) [] 23 A B AL AV B D4, il dn— i il 52 8% —
AFE 2 S B IR R L T A R R D7 %8, LR ARBGPEA 25 114 S RE 5 2R FH AL 0 401 2 2 ek
(resonance creating ) [~ Ak B AL A\l 14 T8 FEAN (8 X 17T -5 P4 2 I BV 15 & (normative
belief)JE 5 ALY ; 5% FH B 344 i 5 (identity constructing ) [7] 23 G b AR 442, LU
HORIETHTEM 5 A2V E A

S5 R R AT SR S L PPN A R EAR Ak B AR BR L SRR R T A A
BOVEAS BOUR AR 2 [F) 45 ] S5 AL EAT 5200 7 A9 o o5 J8 £ 407 B (subject position ) YA, Bl WAV
+ R TR RS ) A B 2L SEEr A R I G BRI 285 ) &
K (experts) Ft23 44 it (social celebrities ) AV (= (7 5 (high-status actors )55, X 46 A A AR
FI ST 25 5C T PPN A SR AT S0 o A7 AR R 2 i R A A At A 25 A B TRk
U, XS {E B A TS A AT SR, DR AT A% 8 A A8 S T BB SR VTN 3 B A AR R
& ITTE AT SEPE SR (credibility strategies ) St 41 SUR BUIME XS T SE PR = 1A (S B IR
AT it o e R E AT o, DA T () 422 b 2 5 e -0 2 AT R A A 9 A0, SR R £ 3
(focused communication ) i 75 XM AN I TE X (5 4 AR B N HEA T UL, 175 o 4 247
HINRIANHLZA G

N AEEHIERIS TR EMRRE
B KT EEMEFI AT RN , R AT oA 5 B e B A B B, A DG SEE DT
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G IR F B EEBIGELLT JUA BT TR Ak M B 0 W= Ay kA
FIPEM A AR A T B 1RO B 7 2 LA K Al sE A A R4 7 v M T 19 SR s 55 T LA T
] o RZFEHRMA)Z R AR A 2 L], 7T LAHS B3R AT dr e B SRR 2 IR B i sl s
AT AT BRI 2 S A, DA R B b S AR TP 28 A i it 2 v Byl R VR
Z T LA DR B AR D AR Z R B BRI, A2 PR Ry 2 B AT TR 26 T A IO AL
ARG, TR PR R A 2 R A A 0 1 WA B T A S5 O 22 O T B I R I 5 1
AR T BRI A o AR, XL A TAR R AR R IRIMERY , PR R 3 5 S BAF da foff
AR A2t X, A NS B T AN E AY ) 5C 2R (nomological networks ) 2 H, 31 HL7E
T )JER AR o Tost(2011) 3 il T axX Sefiefig , M)A T A e M BT 5% 1 e Tn] , 76 B
FS A S0 B G A SEAE ST T — NGRS R AR R, i i i AR AR R T
Al g ERELL KA 2R 5 O T B e 480 A W AR ANk (B OR
BIRAEREWR) NI FBOMATTA 2 TR AR (B 4ERe IR ) o AE SER T T TR A T 214
BT B OB, G B T 4121 3 3l bR U EL BT X PR A SR SR v e dr fie 2 B 5
M AR BRI I, NI 3 A EE SR AV G I MR K =E & T LA R N 2,
SRR T B 6 A8 RIS S A8 AT TN FE L BRI, 3K T 4T IR R AETEVF 2 N I, TR ARk
S ARSI L oe 3

5G] RS AL A S B L AR R BT AR MR R IR I LA Tk
T BTN 2 OC TR U0 T HA 1 SOR B A A B A BT A R WA K2
A BUE L, ZH8 2 T & OC TR A U6 T HAL 21 SR U A LAY — S0 21
T F A S MAR)Z IR G W T8 G R L DL R A 20 5 A s i A2 R 6
FIWT AT i B o (H2: , AR JZ R B A e i T dn e Y SR SRR 2 IR B AL 48U R0,
S VAR AT i B A A 2 B, 1A (R EAR 828, AR AT LAAEIX 7 T LA DG .

HWR BT A PR B A R OC R R 250 B2 AR AR AT A - J% (fairness ) 1R
RE PRI FEZNE (Tyler, 1997 ), H B G 1A (legitimacy )& -5 A EIR b —iR . 1X
PO Z WA LB IE A AR SRR N A — i e, A BN R T Ak
PERT, TR A Z R RIS AR T 2 R0 A NN G R AT
TR AE £ (Tyler,2006) , A NI B & A B 25 348 1 (HegtvedtAllJohnson, 2000 ),
WAT NN R AT BB A R A PR AR St 2 By A M 25 AR o, IO T I 4 Wit R 1Y
FLIARRY B (Tost, 2011) o HARAK U, 78S IEE M B, B MR A T HE (i R AR 5, SR T 7E
K E DB T EIE TN B B, A B B TE MR T R AR 1 ARG P AR SRR )
B SAPRZ R FERER,

PRI, 500 Gy WA e B DR 3R o FE B v PR e A9 T G B B, P-4 80145 TR I 14 s
K PEPE AR AT PAFE A LU LR R T B A b Sk PR s B A AN T, (1
S WASHEBRTERX R 00 B PP R = sl 3= X S s AR 25 & i Ok
T AL TERIBT A AT BEME IBA |, Ml A EAE AT UM R R AT A DL NPT 237 mT LAkt
U 85 T R B, e BT 2N I O R 55 0 ) F2 SR kA 7 A vk MR ) B e 7Haack 55
(2014) I\, PEMY & RO 54T (accountability ) 7% A5 ] [ 77 (absence of time pressure )25 F 5
PRI EE AN T PPN TR Bl s TR FH 3 S X e W it vl REME , SR, PE B = 3X 26 R 3R 11
TEOCT ST A PEN B IE S A WA KT RE  BLAb, PR 2 BARRTE , 491 4> A 2% (personal
interest) FISEHTHITH (previous knowledge )W 1 PF A 285 S RN 0 im T 1) 7T g 1
(BitektineFIHaack , 2015 ) . Bitektine (2011)I\hy , 7t 2 FIMHE A RE v, ST R Bl 28 5%

KT IFNE W ANAR G R MR R Gk T
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2 M) 35 O ZR sy, AT PN IR — S IR Ak 2 T s, SO At e ) B ZR  PRARAER
T QIS B R BRAE B LAY T AR R Ay R S AN 2 R ] 2 s AT PO, A S 1
SRR BT R BB A TP ARRBIE ST AT LI S8 LA LA R T SEUEAR 6

RS, RV AR e I PR 2R o TR M TR ) R B B, SRV 25 2R 2 sl ik
FEVFHT , AT LR TR 45 T AR A 5 2 LA AE PERL AR 25 IR 2 W — > sl MR LSRR £ mT
REZ AP & RO Se e 45, iX AN )2 AT ARTAR 2D 56T o Tost (2011 )IAK , PPN LA (4 AR
XLl 2 w2252 BIPF XTI 2 ZU A4 23[Rl — 8 (social identification ) A5 , 41
e[ — R L P PP 2 ) T T OC ZR M AN TE M AL A o ZH A T B i P T A 25 [ —
JERECAAR PPN A T35 T AU X S T AR R I, AR IFSE 3 7T LA 4%
SR AL A B A R B AR
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Jin Yonghong, Luo Dan
(School of Business, East China University of Science and Technology, Shanghai 200237, China )

Abstract: In behavior finance, heterogeneous belief and investor sentiment are widely used in
analyzing financial anomalies. Current literature studies separately the effects of heterogeneous belief
and investor sentiment on asset pricing. According to related studies, this paper puts forth that
heterogeneous belief and investor sentiment should be combined to study the integrated effects on asset
pricing. Hence, this paper surveys separately the literature about the effects of heterogeneous belief and
investor sentiment on asset pricing, including mainly the definitions, theoretical models, the selection of
proxy indexes and the application effects on asset pricing. Accordingly, it puts forward a simple model
of the integrated effects of the interaction between heterogeneous belief and investor sentiment on asset
pricing. We hope that it will be favor to contrast the difference and relation between heterogeneous
belief and investor sentiment, and to provide some inspiration about the theoretical and empirical study
of combining heterogeneous belief and investor sentiment.

Key words: heterogeneous belief; investor sentiment; asset pricing
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The Research on Organizational Legitimacy from the
Evaluator Perspective: Legitimacy Judgement

. 1 2
Liu Yun, Wang G Greg
(1. School of Business Administration, Shanghai Lixin University of Accounting and Finance, Shanghai
201620, China;2. College of Business and Technology, The University of Texas at Tyler, Texas 75799, USA)

Abstract: As a powerful tool to analyze and explain organizational behavior, organizational
legitimacy is increasingly becoming the hot topic of organization theory researchers. Up to date, the
study of organizational legitimacy has been carried out mainly through three approaches: institutional,
strategic and evaluator approaches. The evaluator approach is the most recent one in organizational
legitimacy field, and its core concept is legitimacy judgement which means the evaluator’s self-
judgement of the legitimacy about a given organization. This paper states the definition of legitimacy
judgment, analyzes its judgement models, evaluative perspectives and psychological process, and the
application value of legitimacy judgment theory. It has also pointed out eventually research prospects for
legitimacy judgment theory.

Key words: legitimacy; organizational legitimacy; legitimacy judgement
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