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Abstract: This paper takes 185 high — tech enterprises in the eastern coastal areas of China as samples and constructs the
overcoming mechanism of entrepreneurship orientation to knowledge rigidity from the perspective of environmental dynam—
ics. Entrepreneurship orientation innovation dimension and risk — taking dimension have significant negative effects on
knowledge rigidity but pro — activeness has positive effect on experience rigidity and negative effect on learning rigidity.

Environmental dynamics promotes the overcoming effect of entrepreneurship orientation on knowledge rigidity.
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