1539 YA M39# M6 20104 12%(pp. 1539~1557)

KAleZEo| CiMnt HIEYT FXI} B HoMofl 0|xl= HEH
st ZCHEN o ofojHET (Y 2YE J|HE FMos
ojzi&

ATACD DAUT VM Aojeis HE B
(kunchaglee@naver. com)

#Hey

LG CNSHY Buse

{cvehoi96 Bpmail com)
MA@
HERAMNUTIRE SWEIHE| HiTy
{seovy 1 23@gmail.com)

279 4z 9 gale] doeM o Aoje) o] Bxsn glen, oo uet § Fejel dRadd i@ @
FEo| ghurs| o|Foj|m glck ¥ =ReME | Aodel F4ad ¥ | F4L9 A4eEe oepdst dEd2 7
z - AAdw FANT F2H 39 - b A 54 whet § Belgd o9 932 vlAE AR depE B
2 7|9 e o fate] BMaisinh. $HAs A A4sRe ded % vESA P2 25 ° Beldd Fag dUe
ol 2L dlslelc) aeu, Aztel el nig A71H BHME YESAY Fad et ol HYE Hol
AL 88 4 A%k oE Sald, 374 Belde ©e dESZ vt A ANSEe o 2 | 3
o4e] £ o Be 9% vlAcke AL HAY F Yt

FAjel: ®§ B4, A4FE HEHA FE, ojo|dE| 2HF

24do] 79l A o] FolAy] Brie © Dol
A o] FojA 1 Ytk A4S Phad, ° 7F

Ao Zeldu o QAgkacle g Fade E2
Z7hetn ok & & ok @, el $E0] of

I.NE

A7 Aelne 229 A 98 2

Hoza Folgol d AHo] TSl goul,
29 YRINE ASE A2 E Aol 247
RS B YU 318 4 de 59
% A¥ 24727 3 FRAAL Y. 54,
Aagl 243 1 eS| WA g 47
& Age) B4 Fes @ AASEANS 39
A} 978 ¥l 24 v ZeMzhe BN
9 2 245249 Bo4d U@ 972 92
93 Sck(Scott, 1995). 2444 A% 2 43k9)

d g FEoMe Felde] wHnAg duap)
delxEe 7ol A 54 - A4 58, AU
54, gewjold, &7 &% F - o|9d Helghe
FARA AAE gD 8UEE nefslaief F
th(Sternberg & Lubart, 1995 Woodman,
Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). &, § olghe ¢
o] AAE 54 AHE ¥4 - F2(size),
ok (diversity), ©]24 (heterogeneity), 232
(cohesiveness), 24312] 417 (task characteristics),

=2d+Y: 2010, 5 AHFparEed: 2010, 10
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Z3FZ(structure), T4Y T ARE dAge
FZ(network structure) 5 - o @ #e]4dd] of
G G o2 Asle] gig meizt o] Fof Aok
she Alojoh. oA el | PR AL 214
5L 7% FE} AAFEAAY B2 Holzke
Ald 8745 A folN dEahes} Pumge]
Z2AAE Fold © Aoz ¥ o
webd, & =Ee © 39 Feldd dig
Fuage ATE WII g, AL/EBA
(Resource Based View)3d} 4ES|2 FZeo|E
(Network Structure Theory)e 973¢l4e] ©
Fel4 dFagso] Aol 54 utet g P4
o old @ EE olAE AF drstan &, o
29 F 712 Aol $3E £ A, d 744
o] zte AMAA AH¢Ee choddol 8 oAl
o AL Fer1? A, 2 TAY Alolel 4
w24 o B E MEND P28 B 2
Bajok @ Aejde] BAAY & desh? 99 A
of thet H2e2 E ATE | FAY B A
Zo| thoby 9@ HEYA P27} AZHe] EEe] @
2t g Fejdo ojFA FEE FEAE do|AET
W 22 (Agent-Based Modeling) 71'8& %3t
of BMg Buz gk &, 7]E9] Ao BR 4
FEo| 7470 (construct)7te] 9 BAE B4
g 493 4F A7t digelgd ke 2
AFeME Ate] Eiel whE 42 9jate do|
AE7|g vl vl MMl 2 @ doldE
719 2l ojA g PAEe] S45 Pt
o 4xag 9 BT d3AE 52 S A
AH oMo daerd e d3ste 7HezA,
Abg| B4t (social emergence) B S3A #del
g d77ger 2 Aesqn gdok(Sawyer,
2005: North & Macal, 2007). &, v|A3 ¥+
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o sl mE AMY dge WslE dy@oz
A, A e ANY sES G2 s e 9
Fubfolch, atgkM, B =R g 2ol | A4l
E9 §43 FALENE YESHIE B8 487
£ viekog § FojAo] Wsets Hodstrld
A d77Yoletn & & gl

ojo] £ A7E oh&a} 22 ATEHE AAg

A o Aede] 9gagioz A3
AU AdEe] dedda HEHR 32 S99
Me] dd3x $44(Degree Centrality) 2 +
Z# 24 (Structural Hole)$ Zzh 4#sla o
E 7429850 § Ao A 93 A
A& A

E4: Ae] BEe whet o oo Y 9%
89150 ojm g ez &2 vlAo] £ ojug
HAE e AF FHg

. R d7E A9 AFEHAA W3 vl o],
Aglolehs WA § Felde 4389 A4
Agle] 54 A9 71E, A ARl 423 2
2 (Andriopoulos, 2001) &, & 4159 24
FEo] S | Pojde] @ g9leg B3 o
2 ey ¥ A9 e 240 Pue wg
£ YR vESA 72 F AR TN 7=
A g g ggez s of@ fglse] A
o] ZFo wet g Helde] FEd vjAe 9%
A, ¥4e dggoz de|dEsN 2
P& AHele E4staat

B ate d Fod4E wole Foozy U3
A dopd e S48l g A4 E wole
ek, aglm 236 YEYA P2 F AAYE F
A4z P22 9 3HE | A5 vEY
Ay 22 9 dEHA U &L o5 3o
of @ o4 E ¥Y + U AUA ] tF MK
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X4eZe| i WENI T2} § Mool vizle Yool g FOEY G HOIVEI 298 J|UE U2

€ E&shed 3 9orh ol & =Re FHe o
&3 2. A1de A& 7lE £ A2 E o
&4 ez ¥ a7 23 3 Rl
ES|a 2o g# 712AFE 9. A3
He ¥ e a7y 2 49 438 7ledd.
Z 2 a7dM e Fadle § 4 9%
299 AR A, dAYE FH4, F24 Y
o] Ate] 5o wet | e oug JES
ojAE 2§ #dsp] A A7l doldET]
v RdYe 58 492948 AN A%
2, A4 d7date] dig 2o 3 AAel
8 =ojatn, 22 % $F TS ANEY.

II. 0|2 A

2.1 © oy

224 (Creativity) ol e thekdt deold hekdd
WAooz AgED Sle AEe ATFAE it
A7t o £ dou, dtdez 4FA Fogl
718 B0l @ £ e 588 7122 3oy A5
£ =2 JE g¥y Fyez A9 5 g
(Amabile, 1988). ¥ d7elq 23 & F2 e
el ol o] TS M2 daatdsle ¢
2 gAsle) A, olo|tjojegl ZaAx ¢ A £
AEL SR 9o e AE ¥oHoR Y
3t Hdolch Amabile, 1988: Woodman et al.,
1993). 12§ & agelMel Fejido g A
& ofd] 744 2 AHSd 4 9128, Amabile(1988)
& AlE wE A2t Bse] A o e do] vet
uA =ul, e oL T 23d ED &

ZYUEIT 3o MeE 20104 123

4 zlelgtn duisilct. £%, Woodman et
al.(1993)& el H3g A3 AlzadddA
yelshs PAY AAEA o8 FEde 7 A
A2E AF, Mulx, ofelcle], it T2 F
< ojejgctn Ayseict

Ao A A7 A B4 % 9XF F
ol 7]k AQFEAM e B dFERE A
alof, Hal 2§ FelM9l A2l (group creativity)
9 =2} FMe] 2l (organizational creativity)
of tfg A2 gule] sk Kurtzberg & Amabile,
2001: Woodman et al., 1993), o]34 #e4
o e £49 FEe] AAFEdM © F& =3
FEoz g uet, a7 e AL
FollAe A+ H2 Wyate 2} shed), 9
£ 8 & 204 e Hol 7k 4
873 = 230 A ), %4 f7seM
AEAEL Folo HEss] Yol 58, € 5
FollAg Fode ZaAsH S4L 7 o
oo}, HAckol} 2o o) i F doke I
So] wteA] nejEojo} #cHLeonard & Swap,
1999). elgl& © Fo zaLFoMe Leoj4e
WE A & ddslr] sadE AdsEdA 7Ale
£ - 74912 5% (personal characteristics) 3
9128 53 (cognitive capability) - ©]]e] &
Fg z2%0] 7B e 48A 8dla 723 8958
nejételol gch(Sternberg & Lubart, 1995:
Woodman et al., 1993).

olglg ® & ¢ 23 FEM el dl
& A7e A9 ey ds) Qs a9 ¥
ok ohgt g7 a9l o8 48E dede FEE
A1 Amabile(1988)¢l oja 223} gof, o| &
el B4 a9 $4% TG o4 497t =
Afzoz #45AckWoodman et al., 1993:
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Drazin et al., 1999). @ 2 33 +Fojxe] 3
ool dig Jgagle 24 239 #4471, g
A 4, 2483, A4 7, 28 243E9
A28 Fo] slcAndriopoulos, 2001), 54,
Q7o) daelA £ o, 2 BEE B4 9
8 ofe] AYLE Fa AAA S deln 3]
£ s34 Wie A9l adz24, | 394
o dn BAF Fo Agdeze §¥ FAUE0
71 A, 715 2 AR4E ¥ 7 ck(Brand,
1998). & wdolMe 27 B o 2oy
Age9 F d THUEY AA$E ok 2
e %32 g

2d, o4 o ool Adel il ofelA
E7lg vy Yo Agsly) dade AAd
223 Ao} o] Fel ol Pt B mRHE 9
o HE7|g Rullg) & aa}y] Slale], 1&g @
% Lazaric & Raybaut(2004)9] =23 Helg
7oz o e dg Hejstgict.”

2.2 HER3 ¥=

HEfIae 229 ), 98 T4245 74 3
Be wig golel A4 488 At &
Ao glch(Kogut, 2000). o]2|§ 2de)A £
e PYAzte] PAa AYE A E A5,

W3 A8 Al (social capital)®] &
Hej2 ol sih, AbEE Alo A yEY
Ao didiMe YEHNZ U5 (density) e YESY

ae] Pz Féolgle F 7bal b2 o] i)
gk yES D Uxe BE Byold, et =
< HESA 945 a2 JEYA U #FYAE T
d2let He A=E w9 T Slde Faed
(Coleman. 1990). Coleman(1990)& HE$=
7b AdeHA dALFE JEYA Y959 713
Fol3 #glol thgt AAel 471 BAEA Heg
el AHszte Azlol Y Hrr) woladm F
A}, ol @ e & SdHE] P HES=
Hro HHE dFATELS EfHoR P nde|
olFojale 4k £ UEYIE 2 A2 sholA
€ Astetn Azle Y FANA, W EHA
el FHE el BEs LANIR BA BE
A BEYdd S SN T U8 HoFa g
(Di Maggio & Powel, 1983).

whal o]z Ure BAF AHTE g, vE
2o g e BdLe Faae AHe gus
a7 e F24 e Bt Burt, 1992).
Burt(1992)& WESZ 22| a84n A9 S
zol7] 1@ woz pzal Fulo|d e =
e, ole YEHZ el F 7o) 42 jele|
F5H7] g WAE Yujsie Aoz JyEHA
HAYE A7 A Yo ojEgn Ut F
a4 HEND Uol WESo] 9l 23
o] k& o Hlg) FHEA % PLE
o2 HEHR WiolMe] ae4dst g a4
o Fdg HRgde Aoy, ol F2A 7
< AR S 8 5 dA A e Ao

1 ¥ &84 © $2044 Lazaric & Raybaut(2004)9) 47§ wed ) A44S A9 Yo w243 29 v 248

AYfL 220 GUELEA o8 g2 e
R=4e(), A=p+&i=l..n,

A7, K 413 el 2350E @ Bel4e) £300u 600 A4 1ef4is] Be] sigisuel o Feleae) Sot
A€ & el 339 A484 4 F FYLVe] FEREE velehs £ 2 T Belh
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th oleg 724 P ARG AFEHY sy
2, Podolny & Baron(1997)& ¢33 +24 ¥
uizke] BAl delel dsigled, FAH 48L
FHste 9243 1 ol WAE] e B8
gl oa) Aol o] USS BAFoRN,
T2 3o A3 45402 YFdu
A, 2 =Ry 23S 5o de d Fed4da
ddsiel, FA4 2 2 Fo WEAD T2
7h | AR Ee | e nlAle 93 dEiME
ohekgt @771 o] FolA ftrh(Soda et al., 2004:
Uzzi & Spiro, 2005: Balkundi & Harrison,
2006. Reagans & Zuckerman. 2001). %4,
HEZ A5st g A3 9 | Ael4d njAE o
shah ghE Aol e, Uzzigh Spiro(2005)
£ FL A HER 72 slely FALE Al
o dAAs} gAY £EE degoay P
8 TANE 2t Y Ao o 43t P24
e E dosisict. £8, Balkundi® Harrison
(2006) © =lvist pAQEN VEYD 727}
olg7] & aspgdo] GEE vlH e AE dFelE
o, 49 2 Ao] Feln WYLI FL HE
932 72E 713 980 BEE 4 248 5+ US
2 dusgln, ol 58 WENAY F2d g
do] A3z} gak £ S v Folo vES]
A Pz} g Fel4da) g Tsai(2000)2] 4

E g2 UEND 44 U g 3R
Aol het A S ¥ £ 2loy, £ H4d 3
A e Ade] A4 P98 44 488 5
AdeS ¥a 9} tpgog F2H Fujo g A
7 9 ° oA niAe 9% FAAAME,
Nerkar$} Paruchuri(2005)9] 9448 &3, 7%
A pue 24g gUg Pust AYd P2
ghel, ol2lg T2 WS #4F 7 ol 242
382 24§ zAuc B Al RS Eafe
B o Je 43E 3¢ S s ¢ 4
F38oz 724 FUE Wol BHY 2YE2 A
28 A4S FEsin A& Fds] A A
& AL 4 oA BeM, A 324 FRE
ool © o4 3AZ F 9l dohRegans
et al., 2004).

olo|AE7|Y 2 S B8 WEHDR 72E 4
#abr] daidE el sl AAG SPASH
2 s, 923 444 daME Batallas &
Yassine(2006)2] @olA Hejg uts} o], W
84 (in-degree) 3 9134 (out-degree) e &4
Aol & mejetA e Tt dExnE e
g dutd oo dAAE FH4 FAAF dE
zole * Fz4 Fud dlsixt Burt(1992)7t
Aol Aofd & wpo® Soda 5(2004)8 A7
oA Aol g 24157k EA 0|} Y

2) # =R4ME Batallas & Yassine(2006)8] @i Hej@ AyE 448 AHstelan], 33A5E thast 2.

Culn)=dn)=

ZX.
e
n=1

71, dln) 49 i7F Basa gt dzis] e, x & ish 7t sl gew 1, a%A) ped 09 g Rted
3) £ E=8ME Soda $(2004)8) A7elA Hel@ AP F24 FAE Agsiglen, APAFE oo i

) :
C=(p+2.pop) g=ij

g1

7|4, pie FAY i) A9 sl Aol Falsls vlgels, Structural Hole = 1 - € & At
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IIl. Sipaiy ol Alsizin}

3.1 gy

2 =RdME ¥ P9 Y5 g
Y UEHA T2 me} g Aej4e] Fodoz
oA WalsheAel e BHslr2 d d 2
e © FHYEe] Bidtn e T g
AR AdeEd met FaEn, | F448
el Ayl Aae] daaeg AYste EYA
T2 wel gelAA o oA gae, AnER
Ao Belde SAdolel Ui Mg A4 E
2 oo g AR e YA FHE ¢
5o (Feldhusen, 1995: Sternberg & Lubart,
1995), EAldl WIESZ 72 ZudA o 744
Fol 7HE MEAZ $4 § 9445 F4499
T4 399 o8 o Aeldel 42 Iy 4%
2 g 9 el ojgh DAY A7 E Usin
9 ohga 2ok elE ANSES WESR 227
g 3ol vjAle deke 4967] 98, Ashworth
& Carley(2006)€ 9EAE F44 A9 KEI
(Knowledge Exclusivity Index) 5% o]&3ld
o 435 539 v 2len, Song et al.(2007)2
HENZ F2o| SANAE AAYE FA93 7
=7 FNE AREAA o5l A v 2oy
(Work Unit Creativity)el vlalE k) tig
ATFE FHe vt Ao}, Yo BHS Y7 o)F
o dyske 28] & ddMe ¥ PHYLE A
7 7B g AHe 79 £F0] 9E Pk -
B4 Az g - o gt dadx
THA% 724 39 4L Nte £5d gt
S Aok, webd, Azte] B8 w2 | 3
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4 A=E F45) Hald deo|dE | vld] 7
He Aoz Agsiast g, dojAEs|
2EE 7Y njA A do|HEF 43 LS
58 AXAQ B3E e o ez B
o do|HEFo| cjeit 53 9 e 3 M2
4524 SR 2l Azl A ojvjgic

2 AP E o FHYEY AYFES S8
7] Y&, Ashworth & Carley(2006)7} Zelg
KEI(Knowledge Exclusivity Index)® &%
o}, KEIZ #9%7] ¢4, Ashworth & Carley
(2006) € UHARESZH o 8o FYHEE ofefe
25 s

1 iﬂ,sme" i)

KET™Y

KEL =

i 1

714, Sy, = L=t g Swaolwl, KEI ™ &
KEL ¢ 714 2 @t elv|@). o 212 sof] ol
7sAelth, KELE 03 1 Alol9] @& Zed
KEle & 7440 543 24, 7% @ A24L
et o g BEsD e FAEE Jehle 234
Holn, o] A E7t 5& FAYLE 54 71%0 A
Hah A el glold g LS vla) ety
A A4 E o] 7k 2 sle Ao 4T +
=3, 8 744 dde) KEPF 2olAE, d9 98
A% e € FAYE B AR 8 Jen
A2, ARYE Bl WP Aoz d4E 5 g
B P o FEoNY AY5EE 24
fAstel, | P49 2zte] KEIE #Hdsle] ®e
KEIZ 3¢},

€ =idde A8E dd (23 DI Re|
NetLogo 4.1% ABCS(Agent-Based Creativity
Simulator) & 7#slzien 49% 913 Fyu&
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Hye3e cludy EHI FEI H S240 ojxe PP B FoEY A7 ofoHENY 29 MYE B4

Fie Esn Teoh Imm Tam Mew
atace | mhsematon | Praceduns
7] v s

e iy v

Bed doxiE

7"

[ Agpetd -z Crestivily Sonukalion (ABCS) Vi £ 0 )

(O% 1) 4y8A: Agent-Based Creativity Simulator

& ohga) e

A, NEYeld & U @ P A o
g 874 4L das 2ol Al FEI}
z2 g2 vESA Agate] A vehta R7b
2 g2 eI AFgte] A vehlr] oz
AR L delide HAd o F28§ ¥ 4ot
ok, mebd, JESZ PAde d4de vl
dall, 229 F PALE 3008 4Asin £
2 el g 2072 YAHEE siflen, 74 €
W pAglel £ g2 FAHHES g oF
Al 223 o FRE FATCEA AlSYoldS
3 IES]A Uxe P2 Fue W3hE dkatA
A ¢ JEE s B olgh #E A
w8 42 F71AY FAE £4shrl Sso
time-lag 1§ 37192 443, AEgod 4
Al o oleh time-lag 158 48743 #F 12d7ke)

AElolp 1397 x6E 20104 128

Algde|do] said + IU=F sl

S5, | FAHAE g A 52 AAlE o
&3 2, § dFeMe FFHLE g AYF
Fo| gepdd mE YES A P2 ENE #AY
HAol7] e el A e 24 A3} - FALE o
A7 AR AN R AP M A= - F
a7 flel, 2 dlo|AESC] A7 F e A4
Fo Agde] 255 1072 et of A
Belol4l 44 wiejch 2t FAAEAAE F2AUH
o2 A4 9 AgAe] FF71 fosng g9 A
340 chefzisle] Agaeldd AA% £ U
% sglch, =8, F 1603 MBS 44 @
¥. time-lag 1914 #49 A4Fze 94 &
(Knowledge Diversity)2l #%8(0.4540)% 7|
Tog TAYTY AHTae el w2
(HKD: High Knowledge Diversity) - & ]

1545



ol - ATy - MUK

KED} & 2% - 3 744209 A47z9 o
Mo| 22 &(LKD: Low Knowledge Diversity) -
& Adle) KEIZ} 9 44 - 2 J& st

A, | FANE el YEND 4AE AT 4
A 2 dEAZ ¥4 J9 FEL et 2o
g FAHYE e vES Y 44 7AgE 74
g & A=F dAE. £¢, ¢34 JEYa
U ddo] AE gle HEHIS} YA FESF,
time-lag 1914 HESZ vl&e] 34 1%4A F
o 10%77 F2912 449 5 A= g o,
time-lag 2%E ¥ time-lag 1914 4§ Y ES]
a 47 $A92 g4 T F7RIES de A
o Az 2 YEHI H} B F UES
T, @9, A2 FUAde Ate B
of g Z3E ZHs] Astdd, & 1603 A8
ol Ag A & %, time-lag 1914 A2YE F44
o] %& ®(HDC: High Degree of Centrality) -
8 Ade dAAE FH40 e A% - o 92

Knowledge Diversity & Degree Centrality

= F44o] w& P(LDC: Low Degree of
Centrality) - © A9 d44z FU4o %
A% - 2 FEsG F2E 39 £ 934k
Z449 A%9 PR time-lag 194 72
4 gwo] 52 Y (HSH: High Structural Hole)
3} fzA Feo| ¥& ©(LSH: Low Structural
Hole) 2.2 F¥#35ich,

32 44 2o

o4 Zled Ay 2 AYE A% 4A g
& uigog dojHEs|Y Bdald Falo time-
lag 1914 time-lag 48%¢F % 1603] A& A&
dolde] AE dnjud g3} 2o

oA, (3¥ e B AYsEe gz 42
AR 344 dig) A45Ee dekdst 923
F440] BF & H(HKD-HDC), A4FEe o
R AT QAPE F44L ¥ Y(HKD-

Team Creativity

03

LKD- HDC
== LKD-LDC

21

Time-lag

3 41

(38 2) ®A5ES gy d2UE U g 8 Hdel wat
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LDC), A4 9] tekgo] YAt dAYE F4
A& & "U(LKD-HDC), Ad+Ee dg4s
AAYE F440] 25 ¥ J(LKD-LDC) &zt
of dialed Alzte] B ot © o) HFg
< el Jebd ool =8, (28 3L
de A ¢Ee qudn 23 3 did A
o] tpydn pxa Fuo] BF 22 §
(HKD-HSH), #45&e chobd & A¢ 723
Fule e = (HKD-LSH), A4FEe] ek
o] A% 724 Ful & W(LKD-HSH), A
Agzo ki FzA Fue BT WL ©
(LKD-LSH) zZ}zte] tidle] Alite] 559 02 o
Bolde] Hazd FEsle Uehd a9 zolch

(2d 28 (23 39| ABHeld £4EAE
time-lag 2 Aelstd (E )3 2ok (X DelA
£ 7} A9 time-lag 1. 15, 30, 4841734l A
of o o4 Hagtat o A © el HEdt
9 E vepigich

EG, time-lag¥ 2 Adte] g Aol o] FAH
o2 o] glea] gelsly] fsld, SPSS 13.02
o] &g HAHEA (ANOVA) & AH8-3t9] time-lagH
2 ° 394 Adgd A7 Aol E 24sigich
Z, time-lag 1. 15, 30, 48 ZztoM & ey
Bagkel distel AA5Fe] el & HAd
(HKD), A4+&e] thekdo] @& (LKD),
A44= 440 & JAH(HDC), 922E F
Aol Be FATHLDC) Atele] Aol & EHdjge
o, ohgd] A44Ee kel & HAB(HKD),
A rEe] dobde] v IAHLKD). 723 T
Wo] & JH(HSH), 724 Fdo] ¥ Ad
(LSH) Alele] apo] =g EAsigic ¥4HeH
(ANOVA) 9] Hzh= (F 2)8) (& 3)of f.9ksisich

(E 2)¢] uepd F4e] FdAHd A A
(Test of Homogeneity of Variances)ell thzle]
Aslud Aeie) g 3 A2 F444
d time-lag 1, 15, 30, 4802 fre| &gl

Knowledge Diversity & Structural Hole

——— HKD-H 5H

Team Creativity

03 +

Time-lag

----- HKD-L SH
LED - HSH
— — LKD-LSH

3 41
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(E 1) MZejold 24Zzt 2%

o oA d4g
s A 78 time-lag | time-lag | time-lag | time-lag 4 23
=1 | =15 | =30 | =48

® | HKD [ HDC | 04346 | 0.5653 | 06796 | 05856 |0\ ooovane
K]-:’DC& @ | HKD | Lpe | 04277 | 05374 | 06326 | 0.5205 |time-lagl5: D>@>E®
(2uz | ® | LKD | HDC | 04158 | 0.5469 | 0.6640 | 0.5699 |time-lag30: D>®>2>®

@ | LKD | LDC | 04146 | 0.5245 | 0.6223 | 0.5131 |timelagdd: D>

® | HKD | HsH | 04393 [ 05725 | 0.6882 | 05950 | oonane
KéDH& @ | HKD | 1SH | 04238 | 0.5316 | 0.6256 | 0.5128 |time-lagl5: D>E>@®
(23 | ® | LKD | HSH | 04213 | 0.5543 | 06730 | 0.5808 |time-lag30: ©>G>2>@

@ | LKD | LSH | 0.4080 | 0.5155 | 0.6112 | 0.4998 |tmelagds: D>PD>D

*K.D = Knowledge Diversity.

D.C = Degree Centrality, S.H = Structural Hole

(& 2) 242 SEY dE(Test of Homogeneity of Variances)

E time-lag | Levene Statistic drl dre Sig.

1 0.230 3 156 0.875

KD & D.C 15 0.308 3 156 0.819
(282) 30 0.940 3 156 0.423
48 1.274 3 156 0.285

1 0.596 3 156 0.618

KD & S.H 15 1.027 3 156 0.382
(2%3) 30 1.173 3 156 0.322
43 1.137 3 156 0.336

*K.D = Knowledge Diversity, D.C = Degree Centrality, S.H = Structural Hole

7z} (.875, 0.819, 0.423, 0.285 o|2 A4 F&
o derd 2 724 F9e i time-lag 1, 15,
30, 489149 £ &8 27 0,618, 0.382,
0.322, 0.3362 Jeh} 2% fe5F 0.058c
327] wFe] RN Fabe g & 4
slet,

(& 3)9) vehd ANOVA Hlol & dujid, #|
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A debd 3 924 4498 Ad5Ee
dekd 2 723 Fuld giF time-lag 1. 15,
30, 48 ztzt =% Af=r} (3. 156)8 F-EEd|
A 2t FAAFAZE feldEel 25 0.0584 %
A dehtz2 HKD, LKD, HDC, LDC gzt
o] | Aoy HAghe o)z} glen £ HKD,
LKD, HSH. LSH #9zte] & o4 Hage
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(£ 3) 24424 ZHANOVA Table)

T time-lag Groups s Df Ao F Sig.
Squares Square
Between Groups 0.011 3 0.004 9.124 | 0.000***
1 Within Groups 0.060 156 0.000
Total 0.071 159
Between Groups 0.032 3 0.011 12.084 | 0.000***
15 Within Groups 0.139 156 0.001
KD & DC Total 0.171 159
(3%2) Between Groups 0.081 3 0.027 16.646 | 0.000"**
30 Within Groups 0.254 156 0.002
Total 0.335 159
Between Groups 0.149 3 0.050 20.862 | 0.000"**
48 Within Groups 0.371 156 0.002
Total 0.520 159
Between Groups 0.018 3 0.006 17.580 | 0.000***
1 Within Groups 0.053 156 0.000
Total 0.071 159
Between Groups 0.070 3 0.023 | 35.964 | 0.000***
15 Within Groups 0.101 156 0.001
KD & SH Total 0.171 159
(2§3) Between Groups 0.156 3 0.052 | 45.429 | 0.000"""
30 Within Groups 0.179 156 0.001
Total 0.335 159
Between Groups 0.265 3 0.088 53.849 | 0.000"**
48 Within Groups 0.256 156 0.002
Total 0.520 159

*K.D = Knowledge Diversity, D.C = Degree Centrality, S.H = Structural Hole

F)"pd0.001

o7} ok & + At

gl BAHEM (ANOVA)E Folad ek &
o o) wAH7] w2, AHF3H (Post Hoc
test) & 54 oj2] AY F ol= o] Ziel o
AL oA 89 dof drk, o & Ssle] Scheffe
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AE7A (Post Hoce test) 4% dAlsglen, 24
time-lag 2 ol Fthe] 2§ o] o|AYE Bole
A Aelshd (E )9 2ok 9A, A d¥
A5t AR T FANS EeR @ Pt 024
2 B9 time-lag 19lME A4eEe] dgdol
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(E 4) MFHHE ZoHScheffe)

T Time-lag Pl T Siz. BEE]
S(HKD-LDC) | 0485 %
1(HKD-HDC) [ 3(LKD-HDC) | 0001 o
i 4010010001 :
3(LKD-HDC 0.050" o
2(HKD-LDC) =4 Rp1DC) | 0,037 5
3LKDHDC) | 4(LKD-LDC) | 0995 X
2(HKD-LDC) | 0.001" ¢
IH{HKD-HDC) 3(LKD-HDC) 0.060* ¥}
15 KT :
KD-HDC 531 %
2xp-Loe) SN .1 X
KD & DC SKDADC) | 40LKDLDC) | 0.0137 o
(232) (HKD-LDC) | 0000 .
1(HKD-HDC) [ 3(LKD-HDC) | 0399 %
5 4LIDLDO 0000 o
3(LKD-HDC - 0
2(HKDLDC) ™3 KD-LDC) | 0733 P
ILKD-HDC) | 4(LKD-LDC) | 0.000% o
(HKD-LDC) | 0.000" &
1(HKD-HDC) [ 3(LKD-HDC) | 0.566 X
. s
o - . 4]
2(HKD-LDC) | —4'Kp-1oe) | 0.928 X
SKDHDG | 4(LKD-LDC) | 0.0007 :
2{HKD-LSH) 0.004** 1}
1(HKD-HSH) [ 3(LKD-HSH) | 0.000" o
i ALKD-LSH) 0000 o
S(LKD-HS 0.939 x
2(HKD-LSH) (" KD-LSH) 0.003™ o
SKDHSH | 4(LKD-LSH) | _0.0187 0
2(HKD-LSH) | 0.000™ g
1(HKD-HSH) [ 3(LKD-HSH) | 0.020" 5
5 LD T 0000 2
LKD-HSH 0.001*" 0
2(HKD-LSH) (X DLSH) 0.052° o
KD & SH J(LKD-HSH) 4(LKD-LSH) 0.000"" 1]
(2383) 2(HKD-LSH) | 0.000° 0
1(HKD-HSH) | _3(LKD-HSH) | 0.270 %
. S| e
=] [1]
2(HKD-LSH) | ikn-1sH) | 0.319 %
SLKD-HSH) | 4(LKD-LSH) | 0.000 2
2(HKD-LSH) | 0.000" 0
1(HKD-HSH) | _3(LKD-HSH) | 0491 %
" ALKDLSH T 0000 0
3(LKD-HSE = o
2HKD-LsH) |—SLKD-HSH) - 0.000 2
SCKDHSH | 4(LKD-LSH) | 0000 5

) "pf0.1. **p<0.05
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o) o]A4E Bolm glovt, time-lag 307 time-
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AT F440] B YT 7o oj WA o] WA
o g n B3, AYeze dedds 724 7Y
< 71Eeg @ Pzt o|A4E BY, time-lag
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o] ®& A 723 Fuo] @& o] 0|2
4g Bye ¢ 5 ook

Algaoldd £ AU 2 BAA 24 2
of g 4L e 2o $4, (g 24 ¥
AR ADE Fole Yo AYEe] ceps @
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LKD-HDC, LKD-LDC Hl 7} g} Zej4d #d
2 BAE An o 7R A BF A2 Bl
wel | ey Ha otttz 23 A ol %
€ Aelde] 434 oz st 4y 2T 2
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dn Hugh L AT Re] 571 3okl |
Aol de] A3t ke, HEHR D] 7t
g} 2R EE FAd 7kl AU dre F
e © AE ¥E & dcke 71E9] d7ATe
2atats sold £ 2k (Reagans & Zuckerman,
2001: Uzzi & Spiro. 2005: Balkundi &
Harrison, 2006). ZeiZelA B upep o], 7|
A3 tekde] Fe g B g AEE
o Bl g vimel HH AH5Ee el ¥
& "o & Aojio] XA4E thae] We d
3} vwale A&H o A FAHE AL #AT
#oloh, aey, 923 = FA4E e o
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Longitudinal Analysis Results from Investigating Team
Creativity Patterns Based on Knowledge Diversity and
Network Structures: Agent-Based Modeling Approach®

Kun Chang Lee** - Do Young Choi*** - Young-Wook Seo"***

Abstract

Creativity management has remained one of hot issues in the realm of management studies.
However, previous studies about creativity were divided into several kinds of approaches such
as personal traits, network approach, etc. Creativity can be described as an individual creativity,
team creativity, and organizational creativity in the context of organization. Since individuals
are working under a team, and organizational creativity is a result of team creativity, team
creativity has been at the center of debates regarding how to improve corporate performance.
Though many approaches were proposed to tackle the team creativity research issues, this
study adopts a network structure approach which assumes that the network structure formulated
by interrelationships among team members decide individuals’ position in the complicated
network, and their performance due to varying quality of information flow and information
diversity. Typical examples of network structure under consideration in this study are degree
centrality and structural hole. Research framework proposed in this study is composed of
hypotheses saying that (1) diversity of individual knowledge will be in a positive relationship
with team creativity, (2) degree centrality implying how much individuals take central position
at the network will affect team creativity positively, and (3) structural hole will have a positive
influence on team creativity. Structural holes in social structure are buffers like an insulator
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in an electric circuit. The structural hole between two groups does not mean that people in the
groups are unaware of one another. It only means that the people are focused on their own
activities such that they do not attend to the activities of people in the other group. In other
words, structural holes are an opportunity to broker the flow of information between people.
and control the projects that bring together people from opposite sides of the hole.

To prove the validity of the research hypotheses, we adopted ABM (agent-based modeling)
simulation rather than questionnaire survey method because we want to investigate the
long-term patterns of team creativity in response to individual knowledge (diversity), degree
centrality, and structural hole. For the sake of ABM experiments, Netlogo language was used
to build up a prototype named ABCS (Agent-Based Creativity Simulator). Simulation results
from ABCS revealed that team creativity shows an inverted-U pattern as time dimension is
expanded in the long run, Especially, in the long run view, network structures such as degree
centrality and structural hole have more impact on team creativity than individual knowledge
itself.

Key words: Team Creativity, Network Structure, Agent-Based Modeling, Individual
Knowledge. Knowledge Diversity
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