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information sampling model

safety priority team
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5 5 S A A A R L TR SR, Rl H 14
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WA TR, AT A1 A 22 i SUm B 58 A 55 o TER
JEid B CRM I HARRAE T 56748, JRAR N T Ik
DTRAT AR, WDH, R RE S AR 4R ]



15 B 2 W

[ A3 B L5 R 3 -363-

BATEARSS Gk, ERARRAE B, e RN
RS H A, St B AR IS AR I R A AR 1 il
LUK TR AR R (35 1 7 2150, CRML 9B DI UK
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BB LSS AT AR S5 D I0AT 0 PUAS 2 % CRM
FRBURIEAT T V-0 . 25 BRI 2500 AT A
AEM CRM Bl bk, & T SR IMER Rl
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Team Decision Making and Its Influencing Factors
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Abstract: Along with the change of organizational structure, team decision has been taken widely within
organizations. Four kinds of team decision-making models were categorized in this article as follows: social
decision scheme, information sampling model, ranking item task and safety priority teams in organizations. Then
influencing factors of team decision making and the strategies to improve the quality of decision making were
discussed. Finally, critical issues concerning team decision making research and promising fields were also pointed
out.
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