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A 2 IS o| Aol A FAHH T FHHI Gk AT =A< diifo] Hol Yok FALFY ¥HF
ol A3 M ol A T} o] FolA AT, BAZFH A3t Alele] BA] i A7 Y AIE B
Z7) Zapm 9, ol2lg o|fE dF AFAEL 483 FH(contingency perspective)s =YHE B8AS A7l
st

B e AskA Houd mhe} 7970 it ZRAE HE dides £ 4F ARE 5 ° A%l #EE
7 & A3 Alole] BAe| v G nAIATY. 4F FAEAH IRALFS w5 HF D A G 259} o] @
AZ 7L Y Ao ey 53 o A%4S IETH § A3 Aol #AE 2AsT IS LA
8] Zso| wsHrld vlAle 9 © AFH0] ¥2 Afde Aol7t i W] wE Afdle 9@ Ao]E R
odF3 lEd, FHHoE QAT FHEFE IFHPL RolAle Aoz Yepdth 3, HqjdFe] dE 2
AF7ol e 4L § Aol FE Afde Aozt GAT, &S Afole @ AojE BojFa Sled,
A5 2 ZAdE ATl FHEFE A Wke RolAa S-S Wt A+AnE EdE 979 A
AT 3 Ak AAlE

FAlol: A2E, § Aed, © 4% 2HEH ZRAE Y

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Mathieu and Zaccaro, 2001). ¥ %32 o
A AL FPste F2E vAYZeR LA
%A 9H Campion, Papper and Medsker, 1996:

B2 71Y9E0] 8 @99 dF5de] 7+4dEd
MEAQ =HHoe 27 £9°/4 43} oA
Frotte d7asd 7198 gAY o+
A< Asta T2, Thomas, 2006: Marks,

Gersick, 1988), EAAY WS AFd}e dHoe
73] Be EASe] #lAHor & e 7
AA $iH(Hoegl and Gemuenden, 2001).
< 0¥ 99, 44, A%, 7K 2 958 A
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T THYER THHY o2 A% Z50] He F
A e Agsted M F8F BlE F9 v
de 7B 9459 AAS $h(Bantel and
Jackson, 1989: Jehn, 1995, 1997). & |
A AR g2 54T Angds 7 FAYE9
TEY EXE A8 3R ese N 2L
Yaxoz dastan dct(Jehn, 1995). 252
g FAE oldstz] A7 F4 W (Tjosvold.
1998)2.2, ZA o} © d}E ofaisl= de 4
429l 84o|tH(Gamero, Gonzalez-Roma, and
Peiro, 2008). ©|g& °o|&& & W Z5<= old]
stn B g¥Aoeg Felshy] A Wete A
8 gAGE, 71E AFEL F2 A T, MR
3, 23 7 25 23 L A2, FA FLA
Zz251 e B o9 Z5d F ATe
A9 93 o] 558 @2 oz ¥
5ol ¢4H(Simons and Peterson, 2000).

Z25E od Fo3 AR dig oA, F4, 9
&, S7dMe FEo] dojue AR FoF
th(Pondy, 1967: Wall and Callister, 1995).
259 digk 27] A+AE(Brown, 1983 Pondy,
1967)& Z%5o] =3 9o FAALS AA
1, 259 93 At 2HE R3] &
t}. sAT 2 A5 (Amason, 1996: Jehn,
1995: Van de Vliert and De Dreu, 1994)2
ERG ABN ATl @ Ao FEF .+ U
E F3L Avlsgd. &, 49F 4AEL 2%
& 89 2 239 AT &L Ay F3
31 whA (Bourgeois, 1980: Gladstein, 1984),
g2 A3 8 i 25 dAE% FE, Al
224 A3 2 23 AFd 71dqstn A 2A
a1 9oh(Bourgeois, 1985: Eisenhardt and
Schoonhoven, 1990).
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HEY - HX|E - 43U - 2o - 5

A2 d U 252 AYZ5(task conflict)
P#A25 (relationship conflict) &2 &3+ &
Aol AA=H e, HAZTolE Uud HE
2 A 3 ddd FH4TY A, 929,
79 Apo] B BEYA A TAse 25 T
st Wb BAZFol FAA AU G B
TRYE 19 ATAANAN Yehvde g, A3,
24, 742 59 Folz 3 BAse 25 T
gH(Amason and Sapienza, 1997: Brehmer,
1976 Pinkley, 1990: Priem and Price, 1991).

oo AFeA BAZFTS d FAHULE Aol
o #ANN FAHQ FME FEHoEN 749
59 B2 A x¥o] © Y ZF da =9
gt ajaehe Zred QHIEAY, 2o Y
A dhe YA E Fo] PHE Adjsie] JIHE
NAdstele o8& dojzy Ade ATt i
A AZEHA AAE + den, 53 § A%
(Gladstein, 1984), 8 %= % &%(De Dreu
and Weingart, 2002: Gladstein, 1984: Jehn,
1995: Jehn and Chatman, 2000) & ch%d
g ¥ige) duHA FHAA 9FS F A=
Yeld 9lth(Amason and Sapienza, 1997:
Deutsch, 1969: Pinkley, 1990).

FEL AZ AFE0] IAZEY °§ A Al
o Bo| WAE HaF3 glEd], dl2 Evan(1965),
Schwenk and Cosier(1993) 52 #4 2%l
ge £ A Aol #A= S-S L
A, Pelled(1996) &7 94l @ W 8A 2%
< 8 A A $#3AA ¥ F1 Us<
EZalipii=d

aZAT #AZSHE 99, A9EsH 8 A
gote] BAC ojME 4BE dF ZAST B
o Fz 3l g 4 AFASLE AAZTFO

AT H3sA H6= 20094 12%



ngiusol Z2HE g Muol ojxE: ¥Y: § asye] =HEY

g oAAA Y BEEE Foln Yol WEL 4
e AEE Z/H7n A4S wdsn o
(Amason, 1996: Simons and Peterson, 2000),
75 AL A FAE gHS FA
dn 9L B ooz wE Ive d7%
9ltH(De Dreu, 2006). oldl ®&f, ¥& <
FJzsol FAYY W& BYS Foln, RS
9= d7E0| Yth(Amason, 1996: Baron,
1990: Jehn, 1995, 1997: Jehn and Mannix,
2001).

oAy FAZETL © Ao ¥EAA ¥
FE 7oz UREe d7s0] d¥d AR B
AFn AT, HHATY B¢ 4% dFAEL
g Ade 344 BAS BAFAT, 45 4T
AL $AAQd FAE ¥qFD Ut (Amason,
1996: Jehn, 1995: Jehn, Chadwick, and
Thatcher, 1997: Van de Vliert and De Dreu,
1994). BAZT B3 7|1E AFE0] EAE 2
#}g HolFa ke AN, ¥ AFASL I
AZ253 o Azjsle] #AE AFA 294 s
229, 8 W 253 9 45 Aol £33 #
AZ oddly] YaMe dEHs 5 EPste
Au o84 =y AL 4FH AFE 8
2 gda AAskn ch(Gladstein, 1984: Jehn,
Chadwick and Thatcher, 1997: Van de Ven
and Ferry, 1980). #iZ%ol A#d vA&
244 T2 ¥AAQ 4FE 2E o, o] I
&S 3 T2 AHNE F de 89E EFde
AL Fr|2F AFFAYL Aol

250 #F FAL AYEEH © AF Aol9
WAl g F= ZHESFE IS 73, AY
A5EY, AFEAYH 74, | 7R F 0%
g WSS Aok Sith(Amason and Schweiger,

HAsIAT y383 ®M6E 20094 128

e

1994: Jehn, Chadwick and Thatcher, 1997).
JgA T o]5 WSS Ui #2A side] &0l
A GAY uigds] g ¥ EAT F 3
. g &5ie I £39 FUlvd aRE A
date ° F8F Wy g 23 #4444
g ARE Afdshe $eog 1 F840 ZHA
QA so] $h(Campion, Medsker and Higgs,
1993: Zaccaro, Rittman, and Marks, 2001).
8 FAYS0] Alo] a&d FAde EFE B4
871 9 T "ol 8T I 4FE ZRn
Atz AAELE "ol 3F ZEE 24N 4
) FALE 4370 AT AF £l ol F
A 1(Campion et al., 1996), 9Ata%3 Y
o] Zuj&5{(Campion et al., 1996), &% =8
4] ¥o}H (Cohen , Ledford, and Spreitzer,
1996), FAYE Alojdll o7 Aol2 A 284
Ag B 2 ¥ + AdE@HFF AT o
#4. 2005: Levin and Cross, 2004: Olson,
Parayitam, and Bao, 2007). 8 &&#& 3¢

d8 Aol "o| AUz Y& o4 7A 54

FoA A £ tIe] A IS
FE 8% ¥ god. °§ A2 I
o oyzE FALE o] ZTHLE BHSHA
gx oo ZRE 245 3 Eid Ady
AAEE Bt 4 2SS Foon AidTH
g B34 Alole] BAE ZAE FAYo] 2 W
oz B7stn AYZRTH B A Aol
AN @ T A B dFE °f
FolAA %2 At oldF HolH HY2Tol |
Fpe nAe 9% 24T + Ue FEG W
F2A B4 Aol ol d FeHo] ol A
ol9] #A oud P Ferte ASde R
< © Z3d b olgje #EE Eole d °l
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Y - Hx| % - 43T - FHY - YR

4oz 4740z oujz} A AHeld.
gzt B dFoME 71E A7 48d 2
3}E BdFa e f*ﬁlllr%it}‘* o3 AnE
BaF3 gl QAT 2HS #H ZIAE
g f4zgol & A CMEP e F
E3 125 o A Aole #AE Ef-.?éah:
AAzAcR ¥ &%y 2AAARE T vigte]
790 Bty T2AE P gz 4F BAg
27k k.

Il S7HiE & ek

2%5d W Fole gAErG 24 vedn
A gH(Jehn, 1992), Ao g ZAFo|@ ofd
Al A 9A, 4, o3, &FdMe FE]
dojub= Hel2 & 4 UH(Pondy, 1967: Wall
and Callister, 1995). Z&%°] 243 nlx
£ 9%E Adde de F 7k Bold #A
o] ZA%}H(Dyck, Brunning, and Driedger,
1996). AEAQ HIWel oot Z5e o &F
of 24Ae AE YT & de P ¥
B} (Rayeski and Bryant, 1994)&, =4 W &
#e 2Ystn oUAE FANA Z2F9 A
AWAoz Agslng Z25L I} e A
o2 273 $H(Amason, 1996: Jehn, 1995).
g9, A2 AzFeF P2l od 252
z2 oA Besie, e32 229 43S A4
Aegolo} gdn F4n UH(Jehn, 1997:
Schwenk, 1990). °|& A7AEL 23 Y 25
Fzo] YF god zAL H2g B4 ¢HF
3 AA= stz 2 2y 239 At e
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F Q7] W AEF 39 Aol EAHF F
< A%sta 3deH(De Dreu and Van de Vliert,
1997). 4 W EAsts 43 2eHe 2%
2 #2s7] U8 Jehn(1997)2 259 W&o o
gt JA 245 BAZS S Adsteor dvtn F4
&9ct. Amason, Tompson, Hochwarter and
Harrison(1995)& %< A4 QE(cognitive
conflict) % FMA Z5(affective conflict) &
Batm, A%AH W LA BAA %a
Aol Ao} Bo] AYAAE ze vk, AAH
25e A3ALFe HIYH dASA AR
FEAA ZARUE FIND F S s
t}.

A w2 AFAE° ¢ W A5S AULF
3 #AZToR EF AAStL H(Amason,
1996: Jehn, 1995, 1997: Pelled, 1996a). Z
59 f8& dFAETT O o|§oE HHHL
Aded, 9dAA Z5(cognitive conflict)# BA
2 Z%(affective conflict) (Amason, 1996).
2242 Z%(substantive conflict)® i1 Z
S(interpersonal conflict) (Eisenhardt, Kahwajy.
and Bourgeois, 1997), 3% Z%(substantive
conflict) ¥ BM7 2% (affective conflict) (Pelled,
1996h), #312%5task conflict) 2 BA4125{emotional
conflict) (Jehn, 1994), 9A#-3¢] #A 2%
(cognitive, task-related conflict)® A}24-%
XA 7% (social-emotional conflict) (Priem and
Price, 1991) $olt}. 7|& AFEL I 27
ge 9L AHgsn AT, g3Fes 22 )
do] £ 9, &, 325 (task conflict) % BA
2% (relationship conflict) &2 FE3dtxn, A%
Aoz o= ZAZE #Ati(Jehn, 1995: Simons
and Peterson, 2000). #AZEL & 744

{30
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ojso| Z2HE § Mo ozl g8 § s ZWEY

£ Afold i AFH o2 F™o] g MUA
BEAZ A% 57 979 £LAE Wakn, A
452 ARIEE, 4R oAHER AR 9F 7
3 Az 9 A3 PFALF T AA-P B
g 97o} ofeltiole] EUAE oJu|ArH(ER
&, 7%, 2002: Amason, 1996: Guetzkow
and Gyr, 1954: Jehn, 1995: Priem and Price,
1991). ¥4 AZFAFEL 2 {39 Z5de
#Ag0l §4 £¥9 Z5ol § Aol DA 9
&S Fe71E 139 g, ole HiEES &
A 25 d49 584Q dgE nese £
4 (separation perspective)S Wdati glct,
1349, Janssen, Van de Vliert, and Veenstra
(1999) & Z% #¥ g K39 259 <
Fe FE BT 2T WA HolA APgAF
o B Hojud F §89 ZFo] 45zt
45 58 © Ao 932 Foe 534 #F
(complexity perspective)& AAlst Sich,
HAZSS @ FAYE 7o /U4 EA= Q
g dido] A= Ao dehde] € FHLE Aol
o 2%, ¥k, B4, 4%, 2, 9%, A4
e FAHA ANE x&si0], FAHLE Alold
2UF 33 PES F=d FAYEC Her
g dste A Wald 4+ dth(Jehn, 1995:
Ross, 1989). Fd7A4YEC] didd EA=
ohdE w7l A, o2 Pl AN FEyY
9AL AdE Hristn s8dke 58 Ay
(Eisenhardt, 1989), &%# o 4& $4h& &
ol Ao wEste o] Uch(Argyris,
1962: Kelly, 1979). #A1250] A& o 34
9EY B AT =85S ° i 259 dd =
ostn aHete Fed FHgAY, L Jd
o & Adletes 2o FAEEe 4oz

AU 38 M6ZE 20094 12%

As) kel At YAEE AzsHA AT +
itk gebd FeASS €@ W #AZTY 4d%
Ao vlXe 9% oldstn AL FME
A8 FEAY ANe FE F e 9FS
7bAopt gth(Ayoko and Hartel, 2006).

WAL 2 AQYETLe ¥ FHYEd 4
3234 3N et Ad Wl #He] Yol
U FAle] g3 EGAd #g¢ ASZ(De Dreu,
2006: Pelled, Eisenhardt, and Xin, 1999).
Ad J 3339 SR J¢8n 342 F A2
Agte A el Fase A4 Aol dig of
A 2937 EAE 5+ dde A4 7] x3n
9ltH(Amason, 1996: Brehmer, 1976: Gersick
and Hackman, 1990: Jehn, 1997: Jehn,
Northcraft, and Neale, 1999). 715 ujZo]
U Aokl wet gt FAHALES dold #
A7} A BE HAA =, oy @ XA HA
ne LSS A #AYE 24 ojsfsta, A
2 o 29 WS A3 FsAe] wof #E
o2 £%9 4 UM Amason, 1996 Hambrick
and Mason, 1984).

25 A (group thinking)9 #Hel
€ 93 vHFoln §FAQ A3ES F 9
AAAL F8F 84S A EEF gog
W EANZES 38 4 At (Peterson, Owens,
Tetlock, Fan, and Martorana, 1998: Schweiger,
Sandberg. and Ragan, 1986). #Ml#} widE
E A4E A% 9 o FH9E2 N2 ARE
oy, FAd Hoh 25, Ao i@ Ho}
A oalg ke NS 2 + g
(Tjosvold, 1986). #A|t #dE A4 #F
Thdg #4e U wf 2 ATYPAU AL
B AZE A #@F%E 2 ¢+ Ad
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(Amason, 1996: Eisenhardt, Kahwajy and
Bourgeois, 1997).

A YA A LS Aol 1%
o EATS zYd AHEAFY AL AsAlAIH,
& Zo] dstnr e YAE S F U
Ross(1989)€ | Fejo|& 25 g it
Q ¥ FAF BUFAE Adstn Ao &
W 325 3y 42 ERHEA BEo Jd
TE9Ec] EUE 2 sa, FEE A,
AXA 22 (burn out)& X HEHE A
e 982 ¥o=¥ F% ItHAmason and
Schweiger, 1994:. Schweiger, Sanberg, and
Ragan, 1986). =3, Z5c] 28 ALE5E ©
TAYELS A% FPE AT =4 wA A
3 g JEHA Hol AfE o & I
tH(Z%<«, 274¢, 2002 Ayoko and Hartel,
2006: Brown, 1983. Gersick, 1988). c]2igt
A3}EL Bailey(2000), De Dreu and Weingart
(2002) ol F3d viet Zo] AYZT A &
Azte AsE 2T  Yvke Aot

o33 AT4%E EdE B d3re Hidss
g A3 Alolo] ot o] dy7ME S AR

M iEe | Aste B9 BAd) ok
M la: BAZES 9 Aol 2ol WA
1.

A5 @ 43 Alole] BAS OEn e
Q750 EA9 A% HAFT ke Ao,
9r Q7Ase FULEH 9 Ande e
A 2dd o8l gelglon, ¥ W 253 ¥
H3t Aol BRe BAE olash] A 4
Puse TPe A7 Bestda F4sa A
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(Gladstein, 1984: Jehn et al., 1997: Van
de Ven and Ferry, 1980). £3& #9253
A3} Aele] #A 9FE F 2ARSFE Y
3, 2% T, 3 B3EY, dTEAEA
74, ¥ 72 52 A¢A $%H(Amason and
Schweiger, 1994: Jehn et al., 1997 Van
de Ven and Ferry, 1980). Jehn(1995)2 H
W 253 @ A Ale]9 #e 259 33
TE AT 54, 8 Ul A59&Y, 25d #
e A3 7o o8 A dvtn A|AlE
3, AFATE B9 24ARY A2 FPde ©
o B A5 g 247 & 43 FEHL
2 Zgste W, udAA HE sk B
o] Zfolgt 7o g £} FTEAY 9
< F1 &S sy, A HEe FHYE
Atole]l #9E THAlste 71ELR, A FAHYE
o] 25L& %A A4seslel diF AD FHS
250 A3 ¢ FAYEY g rlAe FEd
43S £ 4+ U (Ayoko and Hirtel, 2006:
Jehn, 1995). =&, Wageman(1995)2 2¢¢]
A3 EN B BAAA T9 2388 844 9
8 HdZSol 8 Ao diall e 93| 22
g F A2 Aojgtn AAstn gl

Z2 J "o dig #o] Fd=En e 7hE
o g9 d7sHn e Adel ¥ d%F(team
potency) ¥& ® Z%FZ(team efficacy)olth
(Campion et al., 1993: Guzzo and Shea,
1992). © &%s7e vnd N2E MdolAT,
A A £59 /%o ARE Adse d F
3 w42 g2 #4E ¥ gt (Campion et
al., 1993: Hackman, 1987: Riggs and Knight,
1994: Zaccaro et al., 2001). ¥ H¥Z<
Bandura(1986, 1997) §°l #3832 A& /i

ZYEoT 38 MeE 20094 128



Dleiztsol Z2HE © Mo ojxle ¥ § &5 =Han

FF A1E5EE A R YT gL
2, A|Esge] BdE A3Hez Y% 7 AU
E A gt did AUY Lgeletd, § &
AL Aol £3 Fdo] AFHeE IS T
Y& £ Qe A FHUEY UeoE @y
TRYEEY A7) 5 ol ope FHAHR
vehbs I 249 £4o]t%(Lindsley, Brass,
and Thomas, 1995). ¥ &&#e o] 43t
1 e FAFA T Jle 1 AAE 9v]
e A#A Aol oidg, 3% +8E A3 2
8% 55 8 U2 + e 707 ¥4 2%
Hol 53 ¥%< 43Hez #9% 4 Yde
FA o1 AN A oy FAE Hdold(Lee
and Bobko, 1994). £%5%% 45 H4Y &
A A% e B AFHo|n TFHLE
Aeahn, ST Yol ASHLRE B2 xR A
e FAS, FYsor & dFd & Eo %
& 71EE A ol 24 A8 HF3He
2 x¥3lm AEHoz EYde 54 U
(Bandura, 1990: Lerner and Locke, 1995).

Y FAYEC o] £4d T BRE 4
Ast7] A8 dF ol FEF EH 4FE 2n
Adckn AAE+-E go 25 ZEHE B4 4
8 FEUE A5z ARG AF E=o| o] F]
A3 (Campion et al., 1996), 9AtA%3 3F
o] Zdi= v (Campion et al., 1996), 4 =3
AA] oA (Cohen et al., 1996), B A=H(A4t
A, 8 849 )7t 188 + AHAFS 9, 2005:
Bhe A4, 1998). Levin and Cross(2004)
£ 9 e A7t 92 q, FHYELS f85n
AR A4 E A Fen, A= Je =Yg 4
2oy, AFHE FEE AR J4& stele] ¥
< 278U, Olson et al.(2007) =3 9

HAEAT xi38H Me2 20094 128

SR

o 7]kt gl 412 (competence-based trust)
7b B2 He FAYE Alold 9A zolz g
2344¢ Bg 2 #YE F de AVlsa
At

go] AT AAF 25 FT W @ FF
g 22E /A gle B TALES AYH B
A9 25U EAE FHY AZE F Ue 9%
3 AUz 7D dde Q4ste EAEZES
e AIeE fxsin, HAY =y$ oA 2
Zojtt, oA T3 i FHLE] MR HE #
A3 974 AYdaAs #A4 2502 s
7b7] ¥ 4E osig o FL& dA%S T
AT 33S WEo AYPLTol A #FLE A
AEE AS AT B ol A2 g #39
€8S 5 FAY At =284 2 Aol
g AdF g A4 °d Yo & & Udke HE
(can-do attitude)E& &3l ©H #HHeole Z9&
A, &8 FEE Fol1, =AHR 97 i
ME QWA S ERFo2N 245 &N Bloju
33422 (g /AT 4 UK (Bourgeois,
1985). ¥, © Eegtel] g A zo] e g
FaEe] RolAx, gd FERE =2 b
Aol Bollnz 2% A% AT o witz
st X A2 side] Jeh} 25 3N
Hoju ARl AYd2 Ags) 2 7} (e
+. A4, 2006: Bandura, 1997). o3 2
< Q72T HlFo] & o) ¥ £FY § %
#E Hole §e 134 gL Ho v g W &
Ashe A42E2 AAs] AT A Agsie
5 AgoeN 48 34 739& 3E + 9
ofe 4 &+ 3. F, § FHE4EY 9 &
T AL AYZEH 8 A Alole] BA Q)
o] ZHANE BY ZoE o35 tn ZL
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HYY - HxE - 250 - 2HY - HYE

7HdE A&

7H 2: & 57 AAATH © A Alol9
#AE 24 Aol

lll. e

3.1 Az % B2

2 A7e d a3 WEsH 9 4% Al
o A nAE dFS n2s] A Coiga
9 e Wdez HERAE Aot o
HYEL FYT uyel o APHE AF
BAEE, 2 By o 74 2 2 9, 97t
AAE s 8 ZZAEE F5b7] Aol
S A7 24 % AxE dgstn,
HPeL U9z "o PR ¥ TEE 5%
Wele sz FAHUt. 4, d 5 )
Jol @)z Q= Wt Foll H8€ 5 e
kol i@ 9 2o A7IE & A}, AAle] &3t A
to] 4zAoz Qe £9% & Yve JT 7
A9E FRAQY B © T AU #
2 g 43a8s B 9%S 2 v 4
A, gg dHoze Al Tt AA A
7, Fe o2 ¥ TA9EY sy A3 o
@ F2ol Zdiol og o] F4dE Z71@A N
AT 248 4 o =3, 47 2 dd
ge] 4% 7] Zo| go] 748 F AFH2=
g 428 gj@ =] ojFojFed, "ol &
2 g P4goly Z2HE #A, ¥ 34 T
o2REe s g A%579 F8¢ o=

1606

AASo] $ith(el, Bandura, 1997). Khan, Afzal
and Rehman(2009), Lira, Ripoll, Peiro and
Gonzalez(2007) % g €2 diez &
AEdTd 8 557 M2 A8stn, § B
o] & Ane nAe IS nAstn U, wt
A @ B5ze g3 Z24E g Ffo] 7%
& ldolgr & & Ao

Z2AE S5 o) 7] Zo AEA FAHA
155 &< fAEeH, §717F AR F 2-3F
Fo A9 W 7194E AFEA, o|F F 7IgE0l
MR dE AEAe FAEE =&6n AHAEL
Agtsle #HA7E 242 FoAA, & e 2o
A R opz} RN T g o #d B
5L =2 g7HQlen, gdse] 3L
g gL 713 AT PSS 87| T
AFFATA wLEn ¥4 47 ¥4 W
T2 A 2o B AENE AAsta, &7 2o 2
Aoz o Qe Hrsidd. Arg £ 2
7l 24 @ ZZAE Fo FYST o=
olFojH L FAE F 389%9 A¥A F Aw}
ojujsi AU B &F ATl TR AEA
4852 A9stn F 3414e=2 7A€ T84 €
(g #F 4.379)9 48N 287t HF 4
o] &5t

F2o ATEANH 5AS AL, Jdel 7
2 324(50.1%). dAH49.9%)2 A9 TLF H|
golQdx, HF dghe 23.24, Fddae 13
o] 1.5%, 28hdo| 31.7%, 38do| 47.5%, 4%
do] 19.3%% 2, 3%de] v|Fe] 7HF BT
FEo AFFAYH 54 (E D3 2.

ZYstod T m3sA MeE 20094 128



izso| Z2HE g Ao olxl= 9% B Z5U9 =FaEn

(1) B289 7SAEH 2%

€ BE2(4/") 244](%)
W% RS
a} 171 50.1
A
oz} 170 49.9
12hd 5 15
28hd 108 31.7
g
38hd 162 47.5
483 66 19.3
224 o|3} 136 39.9
~ 7.9
i 23 ~ 244 129 3
25 ~ 264 62 18.2
274 o4 14 3.6
3.2 w5 Z5lo] gt} (Campion, Papper, and Medsker.

#4245 (task conflict) & THYLE AboldllA
FHgolz)E #Hej9 Y& tig EYAE ofnls}
5, Jehn(1995)°] AN G ZHYEE EE31%L
o, FAZoz g | T2AES i Az}l
HA5Y 9% T diF 25, TEHE ofo]
gojo] tigt 25 W, © ) T E FAUZ
HYE oAzle)'e FAE 47 FEo dig) 74
JAE Ax2 ZHsq

g fis7H(team efficacy)2 ¥ FALYEY 9
3 "Ho|] ARHd F Utk ANUH 98 F& Al

dol o2 Campion et al.(1993)¢] A|Ag
ZAYES 28313, FAAHA HEF5L 29
Z2AE £ 2] FE, He TBAEE
gelstA FE £ U, "W e AR
(team spirit) S 7FA 3 9159 370 =] dj3
74 BAE FxE AL, °JF I g%
& 23] 4% ATl 2 A g A

ZAUST 382 H6Z 20094 128

1996).

d a7 AR 54 #g A7 °}
Z719A9 & 312w (Bandura, 2000),
= % 33 FFd dig 57t o] FAAA &
e Aol Gully et al., 2002). ¥4+
A4 (2006)9 At (D) e x}71
Zoe g2 Aded, VEHeg 35 L &
Yot Ao APE d2ss do) FHLEY
A7NEs7e) FEEY o $5sidn AAstn 9l
o @8, °d 3579 AU JoME | A
A RS0 EES B3l & Hrit) e AE
£ =38 Bioly, 2z el " Y o
a A F 12 A4E FEHE Wl AAH
$A%, Bandura(2000)& @43o2 g 44
Eo] EES 54l © A%y 9P o H4E A
Zdte Ao ojdx, FdAa(group thmkmg)
qge Fx2 & g *e
sta, S384E FYse 9y ‘El%}“"ll ﬂi?} 7

Olr 1E l"—’ B i

)..
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TAYY ke Foske e A%sta dd.
2 97t ¥ Bvde 99 3} 3 59/4%
o dg /Y 49 FFeleke B4 (Campion
et al., 1993)9llA A5kt

Z2AE g9 #] Ade "Ho] 44 AHE
of g ¥ A, TL FaA 71T dite F5
5oz o9 & gig. ZEAE Ho| 3119 A3}
© 8 Z2AE giF 7ld7t drld FEEHUE
7F2, Hoegl and Gemuenden(2001), Henderson
and Lee(1992), Gemuenden and Lechler
(1997)7F AN e § B SHYEES
4, B 117 2 73 Fx2 S8,
TAAA AEFEL Y g v f] gL
Aoz #QYE g4y, 'til deo ZeAEE
AR o2 JFPE, 2 899 AHEL =24
E9| SFARS BE wEAF, '$2] gol o]F
2 @ Z2AHAE ERE AAHUS, $2l "ol
7Y% TRHAEE AF8 +E qRuTE §
g ©§ Z2AE ZAyd 9y, ‘fe] g2 Z2H
E ZAdd =3, 98 g9 2L +4L T
3 il A9 g, T8 29 ZEAE 3L
E2A0IAE, §2 99 ZEAEE AT 583
d wWyoz YPHUS, ‘f8 g9 E2AEE
AL 9% s & FYPHUEL T2 LS9
AAH ez Hrlsisd.

Y, ZZAE HF AR F7iAe] A o
g o2 F o] Z2AE AAE AT o g
& 2H(P A 7 8 AR BhE 2l
Aol F93th AdFE Z2AE "o 39 Anel
s T2AE AREd g a5 H7tE 2w
g, 877 B ¥ 7 /% neyd 9 3
Jte Z2AE HS4E YR BESE § AR
At aFErhs 1) 2l g 2ukE o
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MY - x| - 280l 2oy - HHE

38 ugoz du UertelE 834) 2) £3
g ZAge AW} FAHA 24 ARE A
Ae7HAge] FA/F44) 3) 719 AN
437} 7FeHAY 7HeA), 4) ERAY of
ojdely W& #n YE7HERA). 5) B1A
E AAdez FASHAE oy FAE o
g3 AgdsHeh(EaN A4 2 749)9 54 &
o dial ztz} 244 104 e s Hkei

3.3 &4

AN AMEE OFE Hx ¥4 AIx
T4E& 98] 22ukst €9 (cronbach’s alpha)7}
ol £t ¥ANAR (F 2)oH Hi uls} o]
A1eY J o3E Hr WFESo AITA S}
2% 0.8 oJ4/2Z Van de Ven and Ferry
(1980)7F A|M sk 71EXE FFA71H A= E
g e Jgydg A5E9 HEEE £435]
A&l ¥ S F21E4 (principal component
analysis)l &g WHoz AAsn ALY
< A2t 4 (varimax) W42 AHESIST 1%
A Az}t ztzte] MFEdA 1HA (eigenvalue) 7t
10149 ahte] g9lo] =&t ATE BAd
47t Z2AE golug o FFo] ¥MFE 1Y
g8 | A SEAEY APAQ] FHAE Fadst
Ao}, g SHAEY MEAQ] SHANE B +
Fo2 Fkste Ao] A E 2AuE7] & &
A2 rwgy 242 $381%90HJames, Demaree,
and Wolfe, 1984). Z ¥5¥ B rwgy &2
0.8 o]Ao2 o]E ghe d FEo9 it 7
7F g2 AlAlE Fa 3l

AAstodT x3sA HeZ 20004 128



neigso] =2HE g Mulo] ojxs 9%: § E5Zd zHaN

v, g7 2

WA Z 9M ABAA B4 S AAFAT (R
2) #z). ARAS BN A ostd TN
ATATE o foid ARAAL EAGL S
< ¢ 5 g AzsH d 257 Aol #9
g Ro| BAE Za gon, AYBTe 25Yst
2 ZA #rel R FAE, ¥ BFHE 259
7b 2 A ool Ao #AE Ze Aoz Uy
gt

B A7E 1259 o 45 Alele] #AE H
Bs7o) z4sle ERE AFd] dstoq Az
53 o 5579 43#4 Y(interaction term)

< Agsigen, o J3Ae goz Y=
tE2A4 BAE #2807 A8l DAt (residual)
2 she] =74 (instrumental variable) 2 ©]
23] d#e] AZA 3]H%¥ (hierarchical regression
analysis) 2 423t tH(Hansen, 1982: White,
1993). ol EYuise zAwS a2la SYHY
Fo} 2] F3AE ¢S dAFCE 37t
#2 o A4 A9FLS Yehle R @e @
32 53 24EHE UdFshe Yot A @
A HAd25H @ Zsge] A4 F7HH2
2 ¥ggQa, g4 HdMe g2 g &
7] A5Ag o] EFE Aol FHHA
o. AAEA 2oe (F 3)F 2.

125 3 o FFzte] A3 Bt ¥Pd &

(E 2) Jua| 24

g gFUz | Az AF 1 - 2 3
a5 2.49 0.72 .89 -
g 557 4.83 0.77 9 .| -253° -
125 g7} 7.53 0.98 -V -407*** | .400°* -
A 37} 4.70 0.77 .95 - 714%* | 740*** P71 S

2) 1) 24 97k 104 9 9Y §2o2 23gAS. *: p < .05: **: p < .01 ***: p < .005.

(£ 3) ABH 27EM

2FH7Hyl) 2L 7H y2)

B B B B
3925 -1.245%** -1.245"** -2.100*** -2.100***
g 557 1.218°* 1218 2.261°** 2.261***
HA2e+E 57 1977 237**
F ' 7.538*** 6.399"** 45.399"** 37.594***

R .167 206 548 604

AR? .039 .056

F) " p<l06, " 1 p< 0L, "t p< 005

ZABIAT X3 HMpE 20094 128

1609



dey - Hx| % - LE

gHo 2 7lddte AE BAYp] AT 194 3
ALY A9, PA25L 35 H7HB=-1.245, p<
0.005), #HA H7HB=-2.100, p<0.005)°] %
A 9L Fu e udd, § EFEE 2T
H7HB=1.245, p<0.005), #=l B7HB=2.261,
p<0.005)e] 334 4FE 7L US BY
Fa otk 24 H7k 2 A Hrle A A7
2534 g 59 FYskie Y 49 4
7 16.7%% 54.8%2 f5F p<0.00594 =
T EA4ez fosigd. IARN 2z, #97
5ol °d Ad FE 9FL FHFH o2 Ygy 7}
A lazt "= A,

7Hd 2 © &A%l IiZEH ¥ A% 1Y
#AE 2482 AN g 24 DA 2H
AN fg25y HETHY 4353E o] X
FEAS o w5 Hrksh A Frtel R @ 7
7t 3.9%. 6.0% fsA Fvkeke, EE3HE 3
A AF 94 BF f9sA deptn Ao (B=
1.97, p<0.10: B=.237, p<0.005). ¥¥H L=
ZA 31A £4(moderated regression analysis)
oA FE2E o g FHAA AEHI} {o
=7} u$ 24 dehdy, o] Ade 53] 27
E Jx9 o]§og Qg 473 & F Utz
ANHn Yok, d2, Chaplin(1991)9 F7
maw Agg Pojdld FAWS Hie Zon,
ABAF 0.10(3L R =0.01)9 H9el &S
ANEL 93, aR® 7+ 0.01 WA 0.03& ¥4
A7 A7olM 2 Ede] AFAA WA=
HHE 4 e 2 Fr2 dFHD U 4
B oAzse AaAs Yo dF fAFES
p<0.10 o2 gslgio} Fkn FAstn Aot
(McClelland and Judd, 1993: Mohammed
and Angell, 2004: Sauley and Bedeian,

1610

|

- B2 - HEx

1989). d743e o A5ge] 325} € 4
I Atele] #AE ZAIYE M 28 AAstn
it

ALY At A2 ug #Jh 2 A
Hrte] A0 diF @ E5HY FoH 2E8
4E AAGn YAT, 2PEY] FYE FAA
o2 AWEy] g8 § asge FHRE F4e
25 Yo ¥R A 74 A A2 sH
g A3 A4S =435l AAESE (a¥ 1
I (23 2)9 24 (a¥ 1) #AAZTel 2F
Hold vlAe FgYL o A5 2 A4l
E Aoz} e uhe] ¥ A5 ¥ Afele
fro @ AolE BAFa o}, FAHLR AHR
A o B ¥ Atde #AZTY FE
geiAete 25Hste vixe 988 Aozt A
9 ¢ ¥ (ZF R5=7.90, ZF E&=
7.86), ¥ AE7o] ¥ A #HAZ5]
7MaEE ag Fpt gelAle Ao Jehd
57 ¥& fE @2 A9 4475l
FH7Me mAE $EAA 9% B Ade A
AL AN Fo k(BT ¥e=7.30, 2% =
+=7.10). (28 2)& BUZTe] S A
Bl njAE gL | Aol ¥ Ade
HAB5e FFo] AT AA ot FE
g olsl A gl wHd(BE ¥E=
4.13, 25 £2=4.18), ¥ EsPo| ¥ A%
dE #AYZFo| F/HEFE AA H7Pt RolAln
NS HoFw JUH(EE R5=540, 25 =
&=5.10).

=
)

o

El

AUt x3sA MeE 20099 12¥



jeizso] Z2HME g Mijof olixls ¥8: © #szo =Hay

8.0[
7.90 7.86
1.8
Al
- g 852 =8
(+8JD e ——
g 85U s
1.4
;3\
70 7.10
e =3
as
Qg 1) 7 fotd nuZsSn g doimsgzh el oAl
6.0]
5.40
55
Al 50l g asd =3
(XtA1E oD ———e
o a5 RS
45
L o *
4.0 443 418
3.5
42 =2
2s

(3% 2) 7 Mehy HAZS o HRHXIAEI 9t 2|

ZYST y38A MeZ 20094 128 1611



Y - Hx|x - 4SO - 28 Y

V. B9} ZE

E d3e Ay 472 Edz2 RiEsH 37
HE Alo]e] #AE nFstn, @ AT °oE
Atolo] Al mlAlE Y&S T diFRY Z2A
E 8 oz 3 HERAE Bl AFHoR
AZsa, o2 58 E94 HS 43 afF<
g ere AAstna 5. 7K AF 2% &
oA 2 7k AMdel digl =9etd da 2o

AR, JAZELS 15 F7H 2 E A Gk =
T g ¥ 4FE FE AR URNG.
A7ATE Q25T B AT Alojd] Fof #A
2 ANd F2 de 97E(Jehn et al., 1999:
Lovelace, Shapiro, and Weingart, 2001)3%
dAge Ao, o 3 FHoA 25 BAd
2%5< 2o e "ol 2%A % ol vl 7
& F£F9 AE Holxn YT AA F 3
o, £8, 4743 9 g4 asHtE F
gozy g Z5ATdM EAYoE AAEo
gd Fdubde] 9§ EAH(common method
variance) 22 EAE wAE F e A
oul7} Qle}. olgj§ dFATe g3 2o &4
g 4 9o AA, 8 W FA425E IMEFS
suke] #9 $74¢ B U8 FJT 744
2o AL Agsie, AdAHAE Mdsteie 9
89 dojzd £% gt} EF, 2T A%dF
2 8 A998 3] Feuylel did =4 B
A Az =28 e Hon, 2o U 94
AR L Bdsled A4S o]E 5 UHERT,
Z7%, 2002: Ayoko and Hartel, 2006). &
A, 250 WP B3 ZL FHY AolE € F
olth(Jehn, 1997). Nibler and Harris(2003)

1612

of ostd T Age] gAY =4S H4is)
stz sk AgEdA W& ARl 2F 4
ge N33 FARY Aoz 4Hn, v oA
S e FA9E 34 AZeE vEE 4 9
oul Az gig 25 PN 9% 4P
& dth. =3, JdFId4Fol =2 AFdA e
WA 25T ARZEY Aolg W4T 1540l
wol #R 5ol AAH oS A Aol ¥#
th(Nibler and Harris, 2003). #2%°] &
Aate] #AAQ d4%E F3 e FEHE
2% o FAe AYZTeR A¢ ¥ A
At FAasd £ e kE nEsort ¥
Ao},

A, B e uy %7t 2 A g7 BF
o A¥Hecz PR 42 F£ A2 Y&
Wt ols FAYEY ¥ EeEE Anske A9
g Axg 2030 71E 4rdnss dAjstke
Aoz ©e AFAEC] © Fedol 8 AT
e S nAsn © A5LS FHde A
A7 Ax =909 "eAL A7ld $HZaccaro
et al., 2001). 97dne 8 FHLEd A
E71%dsl a0 wE Agadele] #AYS AL
g B @ 74 2 49 o F8F
NS A28 F A o 857 #A9 #
Y A8 2L A4 o FHL & Ade FeA
g 7449 a57e Ansp] A8 4344 &
A 439 28L 223 =E Astn, FAR
z2AEY 4F AHE AN Fe Az & ¥
Qo] & & Ag Aojth(W71 %, BFY, AAT.
2000: Lindsley et al., 1995: Riggs and
Knight, 1994). £& ¥]2 Agsdzs 744
SoA A&Hoz 2719 Fu AolFo FFY
A3lo] tial 2AAY HES REF e Yol

Zodstod 2 x3sA M6Z 20094 128



S0l Z2HE § Mo il 9% @ &5Ze xHEY

288 Zlold. @49, w4, ¥A%(2006)9 @
T Agaszel Add Y AL I
FE A2 opMa, FEFAdEc] FoE A
datel AUXA ¥ A57E 7M1 3% 749
g0 =0y AdE € FASH doeTt 27
Mgle] Aga7lune 71&e A4 PAges
# 23 el qapdE Asad 27t o
3 FAea, 43d7e S 9 A9y 8 4
3 Aeld qUAR #AF Edstn o 2 @
79 A4 g Z2AE e F2 2-33d
o s FHH Az, A FIF Bl
AU AL 7197498 #AME =Fstm AA
Pk Adete #AE FPstn sdrke HelA
d Zszol AUAA S 7Hede AAT, $F
d B54% § A% Aol @A W@ Ho 3
qg A7} ol iAok & Aol

AN, @72% | E5e IRjden d A4
Aole AE 2Ashe Ao veht 434 A
=YY 784 ANd Fu o d7E%E
A 253 Atskel WAl dF H2E A S
AZE 5 ded, A92Td BF 71E 78]
BaF3 gle A A%e ¥ g% 2 4
24 294 22 sz, ° W ZeR § 4% A
olel 3¢ #AE gl AsMe s
% E¥Pcte Fud 239 En 4% 447t
222 ANg F1 k. 7AR § ESPE
AA2eH a7 B7 Alole 7o BAE AA
FE 982 s 202 deiid d 2%zl
£ A5ole 4428 g2} m4Erte Aozt
A9 AT, | B3] % Ftde ET
°| BEFE 2T Bt RobA ° o] %
3ol HQZTol mFHItd vlAE o Il
age AME ¢ 5 g 8 2de] B2 2%

ZAUBIOIT H3sA HM6E 20001 128

oA & FALEL E U AT BdF 2Fe
A & dde 948 712 F e A3
o A9 YL FEE FEFOEN HUZF
AR Aol o3 @ 4FE L 5 e
Aol § 8570 22 doe obfe] x¥E dx
A7t FA & Aolgtn A7 Wi 2%
HAEE AT =8 FFo] YolAx, YRS =
4 7Vs40| Eot 2% 3¥dA "oy b3 @A
2 Yol  g1E bl Ex, "N FHZ
5o] F71ErE ¢ A49E By F U
a3 gL F4HR1 27157 K self-evaluation)
A AA Bt ZAfole @ Esdo ¥e A5
£ 32T e Aozt A9 gle ¥, °H X

S ®e A9l AY2E 0l ¥oHdTE

A G7pE RolA e ez vt g Hrist
E g2 2%E 2oFa U Aol 43 Ho
ATALE RS 798 F gde LEod A
Alzbol gle "o FAYELS offe =iz A
Bt FA Beddge FEAE =2 74l
wol 8 U # 2] 34 o9 #H glo] &
229 Ao g3 ¥ FrtE WE & dd. @
A g Ao =& WY #A4sL iy B
df Z5o] Ax o] dX|J} o] Fold S ol
F3d A did 2RAE A | ARE 3
g7t & 4 o, w2 ° g B ddd
2ol A&ALR EAde Ay o FAYEL
250 HEACcE w=2goex HFHQ w9
78 4 d(Mroczek and Almeida, 2004),
o A Az} o |9 i gio
2 AT JAEA Y A A7t o] FoA NS
AAFe 2N AA Ade de AE © A4
Ig #ayrt ¥ 5 Qg
ol2|g wWelol M AAF7tY ENAHI} ug
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HEYY - H{X|= - SF0 - FH - HYR

7t ENAe g2 fdg ol ofe IT
B7te g2 FAHA 44 AYn e A4S
7t A% 2228 Hrske AN LAY 5
e A7H7F 279 719RE S FE
B & gt FAHoE ANES AYS A2E
Arlebe AS 253 & 9YAA DA (extrinsic
cue) Boke ¥ &7 22 WAA DA (intrinsic
cue)7t #4402 nd shsAol ¥7] wWEel
Jdad ez nAdE § AHe 4F9 dsxd
olgt & # gley, ¥/t mHHE 2T
FEzolg ¥ & Aok AAHeE H7H A 2
gzyoz aHoAE ¥ Hed FE°] %2
ALdE 24 e 250 FHHoE
Gk o] 4HAE 7heAe] itk W] § T
7 FF0] R Afde HrlM Bexhd B
5ol HE2YPA 2ap] w2 A7 axd
7= Hto| o] faof s TNt W] o
Ro| 259 E3 Wgo BAglel AR F
g3t =2HAE sFeAe] EART. H7HEYE
2 247239 sdo] g2A =Fd olfE H7t
FA4 AUx le 54489 &F f5d 713
o HAL sQen, FF AFdMe AA 2T
olfo g AUA oA T2 figtA AU <
g AAAE A F9Y F de AAUFA
B A77F o] FolAk T Ao,

2o ° 3¢ 58 FAolN I4AA @Zdoln
g AF 4P S Fpdhe 788 840 (Jehn,
1995). metd 2SS 2AAFN7# 44 g o
AW ugdsA 42 $5 g aFAT, A9
250 971539 29e Kz UeE 2
o), AYGASL go] F= 25e A S
we 4 98-S Asjobet gtk(Jehn, 1995). &
gAe § FHYEC] 35 ZEE P B 9
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F2 AU 3T & I=F EH/IE 2%
o9 F71%de BAL 71&o} k. A+2
Fde 253 43 Aol #AE 2Ase WS
Yoz 23R 43S AAAN] A #
g4 AAEE 4 + Aok B9 A4S An
3he Wk digd #e] Az e oA A
T AZ7A 4771 vlERE °d FEAA A
250 Ug 434 2d g A5Po=N E Y 2
5ol W3 olse} &7 8 EFHe xole FAA
Weko] 25 BAAQ 4% Y4 F U WL
oz mA" "eAs AAYde HoA o]8H,
ARA 99 AYx vt

A7 dAH 2 FF A7 AAE A o
3 2. AA, A7 9 Ul 2528 #ALF
S WA A AAEERE dFa ke FAA
AUz . A4Sy RS 25 9%
Fade 9HE Adolele AdA #AZTF
AFRE o g2 2 Y £ U dE

of }Y25H @ A7 Aol FHAA #AE
$259 A4 an|ude #4aTel A
252 22em o2 U3 ¥ A} g #
Az &8 £= . FF A7 AYEFH
7 BAZSE FAd ze¥ 8ot A% =
A, A7 g4 Z2AE &8 gaes dn 3l
o] A7ZAFHE dutslse o §AHe #E FH
of glth, H]2 B Q7o) g TIAE go| 4
719 839 EAS BAetn, b Adse
ZZAES 9587 g8 o Azt 2R
dajor Frhe HolM 719 @3 do] Fdske
AT §AH 92 AUz Qo sejete gty
FARL IR dade FF 719 €39 o
gt BES oz sl F& Ayt 98¥ A
olth, AR, dFE HMFE Aold ARAAE 7}

& oun om ple e

ZAA3tod T 538 62 20094 128



Hgzsol Z2ME § 4o ojxis oY H as5de =AY

Asta YA, YDA AFAHAR A A
A FE3te dHee dAE AUz Ao 59
Ao 35d oet AY2TH ¥ el 01‘5
Hﬁ‘}?} dojderkE 458 +71 A

T M5 F3d Slo] FYWH ——]‘?} LAy
(common method variance) 22 U3 FAHZ
M+ Ao 35 AFdM e LU &
e AR A9 A/PS w7l 4 &
TAAZE deojop & Zlojtt, JFAT, APe
ojg{g 2f{E =007 Hal ¥ HuE AAHI} B
gt ope}t RH7HasE/NE 2o nsigit
oiAgte 2 AFe AYZTIH AT Alele #A
o 94%% Ft 2PUFE 9 meie 1
A%k, ol9ole ZHMFZH TeFe sfglol |
2L 27 54 59 9% AEFo2HN dFE
$4% 487} gl

AES olAS. B4(2005),
a3de) A" AL, 20, 251-289.
344, K. Thomas(2006), "8 FAUEY] 2314 o3
43k 319 E3tol f Aeg T2 1)z
E 9% " istelzk3sts x|, 25, 7-16.
e, d44(1998), o AFEAT Y gz B
Ao B3 AFA A7 FAddR, 13, 1-30.
HHS, 9 (2006), ATl g Jeasye
24" At 7, 35(5), 1427-1448.
0718, BEY. AAF(2000), A g ofz)H A
qg F A7 e 33, BHo £F g
g% 3?‘““4 YgE FHoR " AN XN
w2 2(1), 115-140.

de 54 3 A7a

AYSAT H3sA MeE 20094 129

Z8E, F235(2002), "H a3 YA H(TMT) S gekdel
22 3ol v 9% JAd W 259
ol gk A4 ¥4 AM=HAHR 10(2),
119-147.
Amason, A. C.(1996), "Distinguishing the Effects
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demy of Management Journal, 39, 123-48.
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The Influence of Task Conflict on Project Team
Performance: The Moderating Effect of Team Efficacy

Duksup Shim® - Jiho Choi* - Dongmin Yang** - Younhee Moon** - Youngho Heo**

Abstract

Team work to accomplish work-related activities in organizations is gaining the increasing
popularity. However, for teams to realize their potential benefits, the challenges of working
effectively as a team are considerable. One challenge is a conflict among team members due
to the actual or perceived differences (Jehn, 1995). Even though a stream of research has
been grown recently for an intragroup conflict and its potential effects on team performance
and member satisfaction, the effect of intragroup conflict on team performance has been
remained as a controversial topic. The search for the potential effects of conflict has been
facilitated by distinguishing different types of conflict, task and relationship (Jehn, 1995,
1997: Pelled, 1996). A task conflict, sometimes referred as substantive or cognitive conflict,
exists when team members differ in views and opinions about how particular aspects of
tasks are accomplished, especially in procedural, policy, resource distribution issues (Amason,
1996: Simon and Peterson, 2000). In contrast, an affective or relationship conflict has an
affective element at its core and involves perceived tension and frustration about personal
differences such as interpersonal style, attitude and preference and personality.

A long-held notion in the conflict literature is that a task conflict may actually be
beneficial to team effectiveness, as opposed to a relationship conflict that has been theorized
as an exclusively negative factor for teams (Jehn, 1995, 1997: Pelled, 1996). Given the
opposite effects of different types of conflict, it would seem easy to resolve this dilemma by
simply minimizing a relationship conflict and maximizing a task conflict. However, while a
certain amount of agreement exists on the negative effect of relational conflict, the findings
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concerning a task conflict are not consistent. While task conflicts is generally associated
with positive outcomes for teams (Simon and Peterson, 2000), recent a research has indicated
that a task conflict may be most beneficial at moderate levels but may have a detrimental
impact at higher level (Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Alternatively, a recent meta-analysis examining
task conflict impacts suggests that a task conflict may be negatively associated with both
group performance and satisfaction outcomes (De Dreu and Weingart, 2002). To analyze the
controversial role of a task conflict, some researchers such as Jehn (1997) propose a contingency
perspective in the study of team conflict. One promising potential moderator is team efficacy,
or the belief by a team that it can be effective (Campion. Medsker and Higgs., 1993: Guzzo
and Shea, 1992). A number of studies argues that teams with a high sense of team efficacy
are more committed and willing to work hard for the team(Zaccaro, Rittman, and Marks,
2001), and are more effective at managing uncertainty due to the differences or conflicts
among team members (Levin and Cross, 2004: Olson, Parayitam, and Bao, 2007). However,
to the best of our knowledge, few studies have investigated moderating impact of team efficacy
on the relationship between a task conflict and team performance. Following this line of
research, this study investigates the moderating effects of team efficacy on the relationship
between a task conflict and team performance with a sample of 78 university student teams,
comprising 341 respondents (on average 4.37 per team).

A series of multiple regression analyses are used to test the hypothesized relationships.
Hypothesis 1 predicts that a task conflict is positively related with team performance.
Hypothesis la, as a contrasting hypothesis, predicts that a task conflict is negatively related
to team performance. Hypothesis 2 predicts that the association between a task conflict and
team performance will be moderated by team efficacy.

The reliability coefficients for the variables are assessed by calculating Cronbach alpha
coefficients. The reliability coefficients for all variables ranged from 0.89 to 0.95. which is
considered to be satisfactory (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). To assess the convergent and
discriminant validity, the exploratory factor analysis with Varimax rotation is conducted.
The result indicated that all items that constitute each variable clearly load on the intended
factor, and that all factor loadings are significant. The level of analysis in this study is the
team. To justify the aggregation of the responses of multiple respondents for obtaining
measures at the team level, we used inter-rater agreement indices, rwg (James, Femaree,
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and Wolf. 1984). In all cases, the rwg score provided a support for combining team members
perceptions to produce aggregated scores for the measures (i.e., the rwg indices exceeds 0.8).

The findings showed that a task conflict is negatively associated with team performance,
both rated by professor and rated by the team members, in line with findings of De Dreu
and Weingart (2002). Team efficacy had also a significant impact on team performance.
Furthermore, team efficacy had a moderating effect on the relationship between a task
conflict and team performance. In teams with low level of team efficacy, a disagreement
about the task was detrimental to team performance as rated by professor. In contrast, in
teams with high team efficacy, a disagreement about the tasks did not have a detrimental
effect. Contrary to expectation, while a disagreement about the task were detrimental to
team performance as rated by the team members in teams with high level of team efficacy.
a task conflict did not have a detrimental effect in teams with low level of team efficacy.
Overall, these patterns suggest a complete link between a task conflict and team functioning.
This findings suggest that it is necessary to be sensitive to the team efficacy that team
members hold before choosing a intervention strategy.

Given the small number of samples from the student teams, this study is an exploratory
attempt in nature. Caution must be warranted in attempting to interpret findings and to
generalize the recommendations. The results proposed in this study must be validated by
further research in diverse research settings. Causality could not be claimed due to the
cross-sectional nature of the data. Longitudinal and experimental designs are needed to
settle the dynamic relationships between a task conflict and performance. Several studies
have called for more research on potential conditions such as intragroup trust (Simon and
Peterson, 2000). Such contextual variables are not fully measured in this study but could be
included in future research. This study has highlighted the need for further research that
focuses on the development of valid and reliable contingency model.

Key words: Task conflict, Team efficacy, Team performance, Moderating effect, Project
team
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