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3t EollA FAsH EHX% o}ﬂ 1426}71 19l olF *J%*(heterogeneous industry)

Azt Au| 0] Hot To= H‘ﬂ]ii}(servitization)ﬂ 7hEEe] 7

Z4, 7144, 718, BE SolA 71EL] opd=Tl WAloA HolE 7§t
71t HldolE (big data)E A5kl ofn] Qe Aol digt dieto= oA}
ZAA(making decision)< 32t Hlo|HE 7|¥tez2 Sh= 2dAZE  A5St
(hyper—connected intelligence) AlthE A Qlxzkel glo]Ef(Data), HIEYA
(Network), Q1325 (ADT THAH dojg &gog mfP wWE &g HHIL
AGE o]do] Het AReM= Hxd w2 (digital new deal)olet= AH
o2 ZFHFE(cloud)E Bl HolHE F(integrate)stal AAste] Ho]E]
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Ao, AT g (interactivity) I AY S 2]& A (interdependence)oll At © ¥
A(teamwork)7} 452402 P At 7[9E {5l 7]E0] ==l &
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Sfo] WA= 2
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oflz}, At YHE A-fdt
A+ S 2 (interaction)2 =5l
(&4, 2016).
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A (empirical analysis)®] Zt= 2 AFESIATE olg2A +=-H == SPSS ver.
229t AMOS ver. 22 BAZZ WS ALE
= Adgstint. olzlet B wet +PH & AGE w2 Zo] A
Aol Agode a9 wiia =2, 283 A4 PHY} =79 74
5 = Meet WS Foto] 71 At e AEAATY Fole A4S
12 sh=AlE EEetA AlAlSHAT
A27ge] o] 22 HiFoME &
of Tt rheFer Aot =

o
consulting)of] et A5 1HFY

Bl

o

3 Y (management
AHY m2AEO Aot fiste] F

1—

g 3094, 9 3uw

gt
ox,

[o
[/
o
i
K
og,

(research model)& 4=Holkal, A77Hd(research hypothesis)<

TASkL, olF AdFAe=s EAsh] ikt 9] AAE Bl S (empirical

analysis)e StalAb it AEals ol | ddel | Ayl vzl 9T ¥All
tiste] d S, © AR | A ° aede] 2242 Ao (operational
definition) S E35lo] AEX|S A5k, B4 vl =2 AASHITH

A47Fe] AFEA (empirical analysis) ZItol|A= $£HH AE2 =R 7%
sfe] SPSS ver. 22 BALRIHE Tt AT iAol dF ATEAA
EAol 2xo) disf ¥k FA(frequency analysis)< A3, A& &
o] A4t FRE ot 7]&F A4 (descriptive statistical analysis)2 43



steloH, A7 w9 HEZet AR SHE fiste] FAZA QQlEA
(exploratory factor analysis)¥ A1Z|&= EA(reliability analysis)& 335t
th. AMOS ver. 22 FAZ=IHS S8t 7HEHAES fls] SA¥ ol o
oF A 4ol Q1A g olRB M (confirmatory factor analysis)& Adsto] o
HEFS T (discriminant validity) @t HSEFE T (concentrated validity) & 2HE. o}
Ak Z1A QRIFEA A AAH HrES 741]945}1 ﬂﬂl:-— —E—H% oA A

R
Jd=n 2 Ao sPEEAS 5 2R E EA(structural model ana ys1s)
S 59 71E MEAPEAe APy, RFEAE#Y (bootstrapping)S &85

of dj7f¥igee] gt 7 @ THindirect effect) HAAS St} 181 € F
o 3

Y 3094, ¥ AREE, ¥ A48

I

o
o
)
_>;
jalu

a5l dgt AzdE=z Wy WH(phantom variable)E F7ele] e W
(phantom variable)E -89t 7HExRe] Fold HA(indirect effect significance
test)}= APsIGirt. mpRHtoRs A Autet ydsiel 7MAEAT diiayt 24
(mediating effect analysis)of] 3t =05 5}t

=
DW“*BE A5 AEoMe A5w4 2HE afstal Aot
2]
=



A2A ol2d 13

A1d AdY ZeAe

4" (management consulting)2 “E% tiAtef| tigh s Hofo
AZ7PF A48 A7AA= 85t 271" A4
(management
consulting)> 7149 A sj2a ZotFe AT B2 sl HARE Ax AR
Aol gle det 28A Ahelper role)Z A9 WE, +9F
(operational structure), =% 1% (operating rules)ol 3ot ] QS o
ol Adste AFEIA A Al APl digt FAUAQI 2
] 9 ¥ E(management consultant)7} Q=792 T2A| A L&
Algsl= Aoz Aosta i(Steele, F, 1975), Turner(1983)= “A A
(management consulting)< 7|9-2219] ofg] 712 £A1F ¥, A
(problem solving)= 91sll Zast x|A} oFAQl o7 HHE 2| Ysta,
A2 Tl AN A =S F5L ¢ J=E A Helet
Asshe As o= Izt Aosigith. AY A4
(management consulting)2 2 Yd&E = FAHSHAA et ZA9 S
(problem solving), B]ZUA 7]3]9] whAY} &g S S,
F=A G AT AT AEE

]l
=

-

Q] (responsibility)

O
ok rr ru

o N Qb g o
Mo L My ol
ofd
ol
ol ohf my ol o

j&
it
off
o

I
o
10
ol
ﬂd
;9
£~
=
c
E.
=
N
(e}
o
©
ﬁ
rji
nx

A
M

(management consulting)2 E£#H-2 E3 EXSH A& ]” 9 1}7—%:—%
w77F 7199 A ¥Eskal sidste dgd= AHPAQ] SHS
tH(Greiner et al., 1983). 131 Williams & WoodWard(1997)=
A" (management consulting)2 ALHEZL HMEH A& &-8olo] 1749
8o A= ABAE AlFcte ATe=x Hak A (professionalism)©]

ZzE ol Aostatt. A% 71" (management consulting)-2 “E3HH

oL
N
ol
P )

N
o
™

_10_



(advice service)”2tal A elstItHKubr, 2002).
97148 (management consulting)2> ARE7P7F 22 ZH @42 Q5] &

AHL ‘_]E-{;].o:] sfAa Hiere AA|EH= HAEAQl AR AH]A(advice service)

Sroz S 2, 2008)sty, AHLHET} A|-got= AH[A FHo] 1T
7ol 73 78?_94 BA512 (problem solving)S I3t QAFAA A ] E&-& A
%’—ﬂ% Ao z24o] g3l e A+@FHEF, FI4 2009)0]tt.

249 U8y 542 W] mEh AJAZZ

B AEsted, A AUe] AU o shol HA 2A FHUY
Zo] 1 o5 THUORRE AIHY F2E 2TVHGSuoh, 1987). Z.
Aage Aol Ao BAS s 9s Saugel drg olsiaA

At (stakholder)@Fe] &< (collaboration)™} A& ZF&(interaction)& £ 4
e Aoz AHosty Y, 2018). A A" (management
consulting)& 71912 Ao thet sHS AL FLT 719 JAFEA 9
7125 AFcte AEste A2 AHAE AFohs @_gag A ] AAre] o]tk

@AF2, A%, 014, B23] 7190 JHRAE o

Ast= A& "ol 17
A 22 0] §gkel o5 ol AEAY AAE AES ¢ U=E I A5
= FAo=R ot EFoR AU EIwE ¢, 2010). BF 04H
(management consulting)o]gt AR 2] A9} H@-& 7 AFEEFo] 229
SRE GA0ksd FY, 47 BAdS Aol S9A] dEelA
wAE Est FAlste] SfE Hehe AAstal H7lo] HPES ForM
Z2o] FAole HAS A 9t AEA] AH|A EEolgtar Ao

9 71/d¥ (management consulting)
21 24 Sl Aok 2AE

_J rlo

_11_



et

o

3
e
o

AABIAY 719Gl Haz
5

s AlS
= = "ol o qioH(el+-4, 2016)
TAHAQ BY Aw FEoer FIAEel avlskE 4
S tigt ZAHresearch), &4 (analysis), 1811
d 7Hset AAA JjAuet((problem solving)) T}
T A=E A g AlEste A 2w
(professional advisory activities)= 9u|st= Zoz2 7|gEC] Ftoh=
A B9 4™

=
753?

SE

[6)

ARy
i XS ©
oltt(Kubr, 1997). HH 7]&(information technology)¥ QIE{Ule] Ht
&0 dojyar 719 g2
23]
It} ol

H]ZUAAY] theFst A8 (problem solving), A2
L_—,
714" (management consulting) 2] =
s
. o
AR
E2Z3Hcomplication)8] AZE7F Folx|al 7] Ho]
H O
gF5o Aol Qo
&5t

Al
& 59
718le] AR g, st Zf, Wsle] A9 Sa e Avrzel 57}
|5=
AEe
01%

7]
Q E-E—ﬂ-o]

stol 41e] 2t
et BASS 719 Ao o sjhss] ods] o
o4 AA% ALY Fae 79
Tk, 2016). wEkA Risto]
7149 AH]A(professional management
Z71s ZAo2 AU cHH
e A

zot
iu)

R 1)
= 32

HU

A

=

ML

g8
(specialization) 2}
-1 =
S1 FAITHEA
T =2 O
Auto

SR LT
6L Fa3%t e472 g
gtsb] SiAel] A AR A
consulting service)©l Ho=zL AHK
Agt, 2016). 24 " (management consulting) 8] AJH|A G
o] wet JH Js
ot
2009). W& A" E(internal consultant)= £
=
o

i
=

30
m L

Skl 3
of gt 8+
AAE]
tol AF-2A-m A" F9 H
A4 AT consulting)
AR 7Y ALY di= &

e

T %

¢

]

T
il

ol
—
Rl

il

]

ol ﬂ,]?l_l[, [‘_\E
—

i

:og
il
B

™

2
[Ulﬂl
of
18
o

s

>
2
Bl o ol N %0

ol

<
Qo

.
39
2!

=9 4

1:!0
wstel WA Agute) 71U

ST T A

4ol A4ZelA &

e o

=

2o
~

k]

off Ha -z
o 12 o = ax

U XJE 7]

]

= O
/gO‘B_’

2D,
(external consultant)2}
st HA"Y S
gl
12 A4 AHA A3 5Ho= 7

18
O.E; £
=
i

A zste 7
4 o) B4 EE )

o
il



Scott & Hascall(2000)-& [&

IH(ERA7] £, 2016).

T

3 74" (Internal Consulting)

o

Ni T

gr F°
ok 7o

st
oF

ol

m

o
N

il

o

o

X

-

ST ofp
~ &

o

435-8-(2009)
A
=

7] 2], 2016). RIS}t

Q] AME E (internal consultant)e} W+

tolell

A

ta o (Ed7] 9], 2016).

°

Q¥ Ad¥ (External Consulting)

=

AAE E (external consultant) 2]

oEH)]
2-1]3} Zol

0

I

=iy

1jo

g

o ARVIRREH HFol

el

et

e

9]

22327 EA

o
ﬁo

J

A7t ZAst

gt

719 UielA

T

oF
N

T+

o
O

-

o

A

ARstel

Ho
Br
o
T
N

A

g A

F A

=

Z M| A (consulting process)= 7

=
=

L

2F HiA A
249

K

5

k)

N
=

ol

A

9

ks

7] €], 2016).

A

2

’

g ZZ2A|~(consulting process)E 2

TR ol2s 4dAz +

il

i

o
—

Al(initiation

A~
)

=}
Z)

8 T Z2AE (consulting project) 2]

=

al

_13_



)

3 FE mdstal Aok Aldste dAlelY, XdhdA (diagnosis stage) =
=

=
2e gHSlEE AT ARE SUST BT AV

l
kl
=)
o

@A (diagnosis stage)
Al(diagnosis stage)ll

A BAE ZARE ddeE sfEtsolution)s St ©AIEA HiEE

lo,
i
)
o
o I
ox
rol
O
[J
>~ U

Lot AEE tigke ZIRte g AIRAQ AlgS Syttt mpx|eto s A5
2 Fu e A4E FAHES Tl FAE 2AE ASAer 451
tigrs AAste] AdstH, HHHES] Hapof whE A HE 9 B7LE 2T
Hy 2] Fo] olfojdirt. 1l AAEY AFE Fste A oA He)
2] (change management)?} TZAE 2] (project management) S 7FF 4]
Al 7HE i og AAstal I (ERA7] £, 2016).

2) 7dY n2AE

A4"Y T2 E (consulting project) @] W82 ThstARE, {8 SHOA]

R

A2 FRETH(e]oE, 1999 £LE 2], 2003). WA 71 WiFo] A
<% T (production operations management), =7FA| 28 (logistics system),
A -2 ETE] (human resource management), VA (marketing), A-F3e]
(financial management), X A|A®l(information system) & >34 =A|
Sfde] 2H& sF A Hofle dFelAe] a&(efficiency) 72t ¥
7} AZ(cost reduction), 7|17F @=(lead time shortened) 5= ZSEE AA5}
Fofst =9 7149 (operations consulting)©] AN, 714e] mE diH]|
247132k (mid—to long—term strategy) 2 A5 AMY XE, EEA XA}

(feasibility study) & A=F 7" (strategy consulting) 02 FLEEH T}

K

e

A9 74" Z2AE(consulting project)= A A= (management
consulting)o] 7|4 AIA o 712 BAIE LR ol AEAH AH| 20|
A et A 9 He] U sid HEE @AStolof ol ZRAER A9
54& Al Efote ol =53ttt (Appelbaum & Steed, 2005; Hi-8-4,

2013; |4d%, o]AA, 2018). gty or ZAEE= AL FE Lol I

_14_



v EEo=H, A Q7F 9 Aol Aloks meRet B @AYol A9t
¢t 585 FA5P] fs ;s Fdd ZRAAASO 10006, 201D 7
olFt}, Tejal m2AES £ Aale 2, AY, HY, FA H Tx DA
o] £A=Z AYPHHPMBOK, 2017). A9 AHY Z=2A E(management

consulting project) Aot AT A A/ A
2HAEQS] et AHFGdel nA= G
W= AAste FHE forHt(e]dE
™, Appelbaum & Steed(2005)+&= 74
e 7] ZRAES Ot FAYY AL, 049 m=AEZ A4

=2 X o )

AERES} 7|9 E4do] &

A2 8 AFder 1 4
], 2020). =rf-o] A Aol 95
g I ZAE (consulting project)®] A
(organizational performance)®?} F2]52 (organizational competency) 2 =
2] &3} organizational culture)E 7HA%H AX Fo=2 AHolstyl HY 74"
(management consulting) A& Q<] et AFLE st =84
(2013)2 7 214" (management consulting) “dxke]] ¥t FFa el Aol
A AA"EES R YEF(ob performance)o] FAY ZZA E(consulting

J

project)®] HA® Ik (consulting completion)@t HFAdT} 7oA 4

rr o

2018). oA HES A3 H AHdEHE B dol
A9 m2AES] Aguet FF4ue] dF= nAle HY adol=tal &
UcHeldE £, 2020)

A AQ A7 et} Aefo] w=olEE TRAHES st B4 =
RAE Zrozzo] AL 2hdo] Feld oAMEAAETR= 22T ofsiA|,
P2 AT TF, o A= AREE B FAd H|r7] T g £29
4o WS JAEAS FAGCRE st T Fof| A e o
T Aol WSt e Aol ddot (9, 2018). wEhA BIHAHEE
(management consulting) 9] 52 F&sHA welstr] faide HALd &
Ash= FAEE 19 Fo& & (interaction) S &7 ALHsfjof eH(H-F

=
g, 2018). FHZ TFHIL e 5 LM A8 AT Mt 2



ZHolal HFAQl FdHim AL A oA o] FojAal Qo] mrAEQ
ok F4YE o dF dx 9 9A 9 JoAgo] FaE Ao
2 HA(HASY, 2018). HAY ZZAE(consulting project) = A= TS

2017). wj=e] 2HAE | @3](PMI, Project Management Institute):= I
RAES FA?t AFH ABAE AESH] fldf] olFofx= dAAS] Esow
Aolstal AvkHHE3d], H4s, 2021). HEE Z2AE (consulting projecH)+ &
HelRt A8 oY Z2AE 8o qlo] vt £AT TAE 4 Qv HE

=
A ~Hl(information system)®] -8 AtQio] tiefsla HO7F Wlgog Qs =
2EAEHHLS ofd 4Atgdel AE7tE ZEStsfjoF st (AE3], &

4" ZR2AE (consulting project)= ThFRt 221, oA A= Q)
o}, Turner(1993)+= Z2AEE XZlo] Hogh AFH =2 HAHQ] &
g2 ol HEE W8T AIRE WoflA Fojl A aed e S ER
k= HIAPA)] EFor AFogion, PMIoA AAlqt Z2AE ] 7|
A4 Al(Stackpole, 2013)0M & Z2AEE Ut AF, AH|A, 21 5=
A=) ol sk A EFor AFosty ity A4Y n2AE
(consulting project)= TFHE G0 TRAEQ} thE AolE AU Y1, &
< W9 7l& A-8ol L} o|sfA A (stakholder) 9] F7toll et H544d
(complexity)o] A}t Hl g ¢ F7tolH, Z2AES] 43S fsf oAt
2% %W AFe =4, ARAE Z1ddel Rt dd ¥ (collaboration

ability)ol tigt 2|7t FasitH (&3], w84, 202D).

&

3) meAES] B3ty

ro
lo
f
ro,

=2

£
Juort 2
i,
&

S5/ (complexity)> Z2AE Aujjo] JF= F= &
. Z2AE B34 (project complexity)
AE7F Qlojx= AA A PFE olsfst ASstal SA]
nZAES £A707 AHolsty, T2 A E EXA(project complexity)©]

o] M Adow FH At FHSHATH(Vidal et al, 2011).

I
fr
%
|m
>
|
)

2o

e
4> o
£,
Hj
|

e Lo o 30

gl



ATE Sofl ZRAES EZH(project complexity)s XA EHYA
(organizational complexity)¥t 7]&2] B34 (technical complexity) &2 Ui+

Aok 224 B34 (organizational complexity)2 X219 AlF zpole}t HA]

ot
2L
=
k)
ol

kol Apol(FHe] 4, MEZAA B Fxofl mE MEFYGe] Aehr F
Attty FASHIHF3] 2], 2015). 71e3 E3A (technical complexity)
< FAFN AEY, ZRAE AuEs 9T e s 4, ettt A7
B 4, olE BTG HLoEAY EAQor st B/ole L
& T4 Q49 £, 74 84 2}94 A3 9]& A (interdependence)
=

=
tl
1
Im
do
kel
ox,
)
=
O,
(@)
Q
O
(@]
=]
o
o
<8
—t
*5/
HU
O_u
1o
ol
ol
bass

thH(Baccarini, 1996).

A W A EElt A A
= IT ol o 719 WHH9
v Psh 22 olfr F Ot 8RR St ZRAE o] ZA|7}

)
o, Fr
=
Ll
Mo
N
1)
1o,
<l
o2l
i)
N
I,
(o]
rE
ot
i)
my

n ol
oZ,
215
A
0
0
=
l
%,
m
jalu
rlo
|E
u
X,
m

dE J7H(project performance) /3=

(o]
]

Ao =2 m2AEAE RE
|=517] ol eRR ZAZE HARSA] wE dix7F 22AE Ayt
|Hch(Vidal et al., 2011). Z2AE FHUEL EAH4
(problem solving)2 95l R a3t FHo] HEAAES oA dot. o] 74
ol ZEAEY FHLS ditt dEde st ZAlNEe fsi 1E

M
=2
i
2

=

u
of
o.?,‘.‘, J
tlo

d

o] AEA] Al (expertise knowledge)e A-gstA & Zoltt. &, & HRUF
(team transactive memory)®] 4ol dFS m|E Zolth, TI2jal H3eh T
2AELE o] AFS A2 A (interactivity)S AUl %"%(Baccanm 1996)
mrebA] EASH A (problem solving)oll B Qe HEZ A4S Ad E49] o|s|
AZZE A AEE FA, 9, AAEARS A 2 7/10113}. A4 s

5 3t}

2 FXIok= Sl(system integration) ZZAELE= ThFE ol AIAE ESH
ot 53/ (complexity)o] &2 Z=AE= A7t oA R}t 7o) Foa-g
A(interactivity)©] =222 FASIA (problem solving) 2 °JAFA 7 (making
decision)& 918+ @Y (collaboration)e] "= o]t}(Eriksson et al., 2011). &
Asid oA At dde sk B¢ 249 FAR Hide =

9

g 4 gom, &gAe @oe Ak 49 mease] diwt e,

M ol o
R

.

_17_



5] 2], 2018).

)
&
2
i
il
1o
ox,
or
il
ool
o
>,
Y
4
%0,
fijo
Sl
o,
B
oy
ot
(o]

4 mAE gt

a2 AE" Ailproject team performance)+ AFEE(outcome)d} AFEEO
FFe T WY Ax A= sk Qloh Kaplan & Norton(1992,
2001)9] #FATH7IA = (Balanced Score Card, ©]% BSC) Aa7l= A|FAIT}
Qo wreFet BRI ate]] 71 &5 ATEAo] Frkska Uoh(ESH|, 2018).
TAAIE7HBSC)Q] A F(financial), 1 Z(customer), UYHEIZ2A A (internal
process), o5 A% (learning and growth) @] 47}2] - (perspective) 0.2 43
e AASHL IeH(HFH], 2018). #@AAHE7HBSCO)= A4 (financial
performance) 2 & A% E(sales growth ratio), A (profitability), T2t
FEROD, FHolE 5= 2 vk 18 A FAHHF7HBSO)+= HIAF
A7+ non—-financial performance)2 174 ¥ o] A3}, PHE ZZ2A|A(process)
ol Aatel shsat A W] AotE FEskal QU

g AT} (team performance)E H|AFJIHnon—financial performance) 2
ZAotd = olf= tha Zth AR, SH¥4(independent variable)Ql ©
HAA(team collaboration)& B F£Fo dAFfolBnz  FEHI(dependent
variable) HA] © Fo] Gtz SAsioF Aokt Al 4 (correlation
analysis)o| o]Fo]d 4= Ql& Ao|ty. &4, © A (team performance)= A
et o] ARt & 4 Qe 538%S AR 47 o4k " Ay
(team performance)E& A7/ (financial performance)2 AREItCHA ok

2] ApolE BAjsid] olelul, Ut Faslge] REHoE Hgst A

@]

o

)
ol
ol
ol
N
52
)

%
o,
of
e
EN
)
o
i
>
e
4z
L
4
10
ofl
ful
=2
X
rlr
2
S
)
B{\Y
o

T =
27] gFolt, agBR durEl x2oA 5 "ol A1 Holzkal o}
AL, g2 9] mj&(sales)olHt o] (profind]] FEAHOoZ FAS dl= H

$7F Wb, 2018). 2822 ¥ e wjE357HE(sales growth ratio),



Aol (operating profit), FAEROID), AFH-FE(market share) &3
22 AT Ad3Hfinancial performance)2 Z%ot7] olHtt. 7]£9] A8 A
ol elstH "ol tigt A3Hperformance)E S5t S @ AJiH(team
performance)®] W@ AdAste] HAFEAJIHnon—financial performance)&
AMgSEATE 28| | Zro]l AakE Blwst] fsiA AFEA o whEr A
aclor o AME FAsh= A7t Bo(ETH, 2018). ®  AdiH(team
performance)E TEAoE F4 7Heet X =R ddote= Zo| 7 AT
< 7HARE 54 E7es7t 89lo] @5]e8 © AJyHteam performance)el T
2 ou7t JoHEHE Y, 2016). @ AT (team performance)& Z7ot7] 95t
of AAEE 8919 242 vt 2ol Al 7EA7F vk AR, & AT (team

El
performance) 2212 7]go] BT Y-2H1A olgle EAE FET 4 9

%S
ojof gttt A, SAEE © ATHteam performance)®] 2912 A} YA
d TS Aol A O AR, AFo Ao &) dojd Aol
olof A, 2007). A, © ATHteam performance)= € o] 2]A]

o] 35 T g¥ste &4l FAsHA A-gstal, A4e BAS S5t
I @] st w2 o AlFolu AH|IA AEd Elo]
(Kozlowski et al, 2003; Wellins et. al., 1991). o]e} ZH& X719
d7Hnon—financial performance)E B “§¥Hteam performance) 8102 Aozt
Shch AtiA Q1A H7Hrelative cognitive assessment) FA1S ARESE] wi2o, ©
dEE0l ke A4 a%Gituational factors)Eell s dde e o ke
2914 7id(complex concept)2 efsfiof ITH(SEE, 2018). 1Lt oz dAtof
A WL (satisfaction), EY(commitment), A& (trust) S 2 HAFA
(non—financial performance)= 719¢] AHF/drHfinancial performance)et B9t

A7t QA Yebt )™ (Dunphy & Bryant, 1996; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999;
Harley, 2001; Hackman, 2002), & $4lA © Ad1Kteam performance) 83102

A AREEAL Aok

0
9
o
S“l‘,
i)
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ko
ol

el
AL
o, i
ol
e

o

o

8

O

<

&

o

o)

=]

2

o

2

ES

- Rl e 359 olsiollA TdE= avAl
P £ W AAFE wERIEo] glon, mRAHERS § AT(team
performance)@t #EAEo] QIthH(Chiocchio et al., 2011; 2012). ZZAHE Q]
dee Hdide Z2AE g digh <14, F4Y 1 ARUAClA, A&
Z|Alo] gg, 1Al =
odl4t(budget) ™ 717+ Wo ERE AT 4+ UthHoegl & Gemuenden,
2001). Z2AEo] Fofst= HHRES Aol F4Y A2 119 AF
(trust), 131 AT Atolo] ZAo] Wesiy, TRAE oz} 7ho] HEZ]
210 AA|e} Fato] BAlHTE 5 Q5ltHChoi et al., 2010).

SUolol [182-19] SU0-ZRALD-HEORIE ANATHEA
=, 2013).

L3 E=dIES A
HE T2 M2 o
. Asojzy [ ¢ AHABRUHOM [ . sxA
- 23
Heted
- 7= l Ef = A8l
- 24 T - EHIohx
. Cheby - Alg]
AlBIAIS| M E A
=5 . T R
« HM —>| + 27 —>| - ZZ
- U= - ZoAMRy - ol
- FEhEA

[182-1] Cohen & Bailey(1997)2] € a7 1 gy
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g
>
o)

TALEC] 71 sk AME oulshe Ao=, | FAE QIAA ¥t
g ATHteam performance)gtyl & 4= ATHERFYY, 2016; W=, 2018).

9 AT} (team performance)@] 7Rl gt Fol= AFA= 7+ Aot &
AstARE, dEAQl | Ay ALY, §Hed, 2012) 71eo) A, it
H-89] Aat, 449 &5, ZIdel iRt 7bx], AAAQ d AT(team
performance) (Keller, 1997)¢} A9, of4tat H]-g tiv] A}, 414, 284
9 g} Bofeto] ¥&H52 (Tushman, 1977; Tushman & Katz, 1980)5 o=
QoFdtt 1231 Henderson & Lee(1992)+= ¥ ALY ¥ A3Hteam
performance)2te] TAES a3 (effectiveness) Tt &-87d (efficiency) 2] S|
A SAstTE 2T ° AR Eo] gHtEo] =& AaE G5t B9
540l FAAE Aot e A7 FdiE Qe diEFdd dFe
Blanchard et al.(1996), Parker & Forrest(1993)2} Katzenbach &
Smith(1993) 5ol UthEAE, 2013). Z2AEY AT} (team performance)
T B et A9 At AU (positive) SHIF FAG Q]
(negative) SHo] FAlo] A5t Ut} {FR1E(2001)2 Ho=A o Hfrt
Z2o] ¥ U2 A7 7hHen "ol kE olF "H930] F 9 3
2 A " 28X =71 ALY Z7HES8SE 2005; Kirkman & Rosen,
1999; Cohen, 1992; Wellins et al., 1991), AlFolvt Aujxo] A A
(Cohen, 1992; Wellins et al., 1991), 17 Rk ¥ 9 14 EgF »4
(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Wellins et al., 1991), ¢t84 ad(Cohen, 1992;
Goodman et al., 1988), A& AJ4iHu]& 7FA(Cohen, 1992), A& ALFAIZE 7
A(Manz, C. & Neck, P., 1997; Manz & Sims, 1986) 51} &2 o4 Zx

=2 "9 g (effectiveness)= A o2 QIAIQE ZAEo|th Iy Z2A

[
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Ego] gyt (effectiveness) ¥t TSt Wellins & Byham(1991)2 & Z%19]
W= v A, ALl GRAF AJARE O] ZAyb AH|A SRA) YA &
37h 2=al Q1A 2 &8 T S7HAE TS ArHEAlE, 2013).
Z39tohH ° a1 (team effectiveness) @] Q9212 7JHA OAAET o 1A
o] thFd(Varney, 1989), oot Hxel A3 AF a9
ZFd(Hackman, 1987), HAY 91 B7te] 43 /o] digt HeHeI<d
(Katzenbach & Smith, 1993) 5ol A= Qty. m=HET A} (project
team performance)®] 7H@2 Henderson & Lee(1992)7} AAISH &yt
(effectiveness) ¥t G-&4 (efficiency) SHof met Z2AEY AU & HY
(team collaboration)& Fste] QIAH A2 2E  ZEA|A(cognitive
interaction process)9] HIAUSS ol @ AME EAstA ohH, AxH

Ao 28 T2 M| A(cognitive interaction process)e] @AE st Qe H

A

oL

10

A7 (team effectiveness)= ZZHAE® I (project team performance) 2
TStz jith, Z2AEE AR JFE sk dAIAQ 20w A
AY Z2AE FdHdor Holste UHRES dRAely Ao 7hel 41F,
Al AR ] £Ao] Hast, ZRAE Fofxp 7t AR A4 0] dAAe}
Foro]l FelHt FQ3sttH(Choi et al, 2010). Z2HAEQ] F Qo] FXEH
A m2AE e 9 mgAdE kel Bt A4 ZRAE wefxpo] o
Fh-es, 715k, 2006, Bassellier et al., 2001), Z2AE AP (AL,
=719, 2011, Bakker et al, 2010), ® F-FAdx(HS, =gs}, 2016; 2
A, 2016, AFRE, 2020; HAHA, AL, 2021 5), ¥ AHIFEEAHE,
2013; A3 <], 2015, HAT, FEfS, 2016; ALY, 20165 BH=, %
9, 2021 ), @ AXTHHIG 9, 2013; Y, AF, 2014; A3

9], 2015; H&lE 9, 2020 5). B & e84, 2016; fA1¢, 20205 #
3 AF7F Y=L Qe

ol

gt 2020 5) 59
ICT 4I71&S& 283 149 ZRAES 22 BG4S descty =24
E A} FE2 95t © FU(team collaboration)?] P Q91-S utetsty,

|

A(collaboration) oA WASt= <Q1AH A28 Z2A|A(cognitive

o
interaction process)S UWZ/fHER Sho] A W 7ho] gk WAE miels
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17k jith olE fjof A dAFE HiFe=R ZRAES EHZ(project
complexity), © @A (team collaboration), & &1 Z](team shared cognition),
AHEWF(team transactive memory), © A4 5% team knowledge integration),
57 team efficacy), 714" Z2AEQ] A&<l © AT (team performance)
TEoto] Aty (research model)?t A7 (research hypothesis)& A
stal, A" ZRAEE sty Qe UAHREES tdos <+ ¥

2 r—=
o3k T},

[e]

¢

1o oX i gft of

=)

A& ASEA (empirical analysis)stalzt

r
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g 32 & AL(team system)= 19508 b]= NASAS] FF-FFA L
ZAMY Y shtE ZYElen, st g H3S flste] B2 7Y
A] U A9 JH F stHoltH(EAE, Aws, 2013). 9
20 FoF 27 Ak AA " 82 H& grEo] Al x2]9] 7]

7} E31 Atk De Grosky, 2005). &2 2 7fA EFo] A7tog

o,
%,
ofo
oli
ol
Rl

24, A, 28 AL Fol, 14 wE L AR

O le] = - 1

g al)
o] BAI Apy €L 295t glth(De Grosky, 2005).

il 75
2002). o3t ®eto] it =2 bt Ve, A=A, 99 2e4ds
FxoHA =7 diwel Eek fasta 854 Al A4 Qe wheel &
TEA o5 7FesHA st "ol "ashal skl At (EAlE, 2013)
749 ZZAE" (consulting project team)> 352 HE A4S 99
BROEAY FAALE T gL HYo] Festal, Aol ditt «d U=
HAgo] o]Fofxof gttt T17]al, HPF(20060)0= A}t Z2AEFO] &7
ATt 57HAl SEFx2ZANA 2% o] FAdol AvtE Fa;ol Wit A
E

A
O
(@]
j)
w
=0
=3
j=)

QQ

o)
=

K<}

(@)
O
—t
—t
o
o
2
i
o
o,
gL
ko
o

o,

O
rlr
e
e
o,
N,
re
o
10
1

of &17] wj&(Wellins & Byham, 1991)0]al, A 7He] A5z-git Fo
24 2 " Y 59 22g4g o]Folof gttk(Shonk, 1982; A,

[\ )
)
S
-
I
L)
kl
=
o
2
N
N
2,
k!
30, J
rr
)
>
10,
ok
do
N

15
= oo Welste @l FdstAl AScte A= QFEo] HnkBell &
Kozlowski, 2002). o]&gt A+¢] ZAy= Z2AlEd A3H(project team



2ZAEE A3 (project team performance)= =

o]
(@]
=
(@]
=
5
o
=
2
N
N
ol
ko
_O|L
E
]

2ol BEZ
}_z}—% %E}J Hlo| A H3}H Z}zﬂq G 2244 (uncertainty), A%
WA (interrelatedness), E#7d (complexity), 214 (volatility) 5= =L
o} I3 oldt vud uf dAdf e Exs}, difrest, =S} A
sh, 19il A#ESE Fo] o]FolFth IBR WAL HFAQL ¥
gfAlo 2= LSl Ad 7\]” B9, 9% 5ol IeHAY &8
S AAolth(@HE Y, 2016). & Al 222 U] AH Aset oFHe
Hebstal, x24]9] Afas= ?_”3}‘31 o] Ad A A=A Ty
o TS o] SUHSEES F6oF ot ditk 7
5 Hop A& oA oo A|det AAA AEL 4 AL, U
&S FAHL A=ske Aol oty A28/ (interactivity) ¥ S 0JE
“d(interdependence)o]l Ht&& Fil ool &R HE 2oz WS 8
Skal ik 1 tEAolal dwkAel £7] Fe7F HAIE (team system) 2}
3

£ AollA ZobE 4= ArhEE Y, 2016).

I e %9,

|

il

r{

—Ll

2) " %

gl

o]
H

A(collaboration) Aels7|7}F w9 B39t 7ide]nl, Hs(cooperation), &
Z:(collegiality) St EAE o] ARGEI QIATE o]F g ol EHRt Abo]
7t EARNHEAIE, A%, 2013). Kruse(1999)2} Dillenbourg(1999)+&= =2
A 7+e] ds(cooperation) FZ(collegiality), & (collaboration)®] 7Hd

Hes] FEstk Qlh & 23 A9 9] @5 (cooperation) “ZHH 9]
i Al 5o BAgollA AT 7]l 71221 AYE AlE —}— g o, 4
Z(collegiality)= “FEEY] AG} FHO] BFoA oshEo FH'R A
olstal it opAR, ¥ (collaboration) “FAAY RF7} —‘474]—}— e i

A HoRA NS TSI AT A G AL AHL s

of o

_]

[e]
sH st |84 F"or Holstal Frolu dxE Aol sfdoeleta
FAst Qk(Kruse, 1999). 181 ‘g5 1% FAY Atolo Yol
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e AR ot A ou vl FASHHA FE Aibe ol&
NelA A& (output) S Foh= Zldoz R it ¥ “H A (collaboration)
< Y AZeA E-E 1G9 g o] opd, dFe] ok &2 7t
549 stgolets 5ol loH, TIE oA o=k /\113-— g2l 2149 B
o e Ay et A o5t (Dillenbourg, 1999). & A (collaboration)S &
Folu dxete= 290 °E MEeRA F5Y %E 52 7HE S5
Qg Aoz-go] oulg AYtHEAE, 8-S, 2013). Friend et al.(2010)

e Y] FEe ERE F FHEH JArEA

5220l JH”2, Roschelle & Teasley(1994)= “&F

85 a2 FS5tL FAIsH] gt AEAR] Ao AFEA] FA WA
_]

49 BE7olgn %%6 St %81 ZAsh2el 9101*1 B

0!

)
@]
@]
S
(@)
=
=
@]
2
Mo
N
-
ox
e
=
)
m‘;"
rﬂ
k]
Jo
r&"
i
mlo
N
_>|i
N
N
e
o
k)
o
l
=
o

o]z Ak, 6é‘‘?.rﬂ(cOllaboration)—{i— —E—Zﬂ% 511755}7] %’46]1 ZA= l—..%—% SH

T A ool TEe Fx 24e ddl HaT AR, AT T
F2 7ol Mol oA Ax= AHste] dPFote deabgolzt & 4 3l
SHEAE, 2013). olft BACA dhol & He d=d "Holdt ‘FRE
SRS 7ML Y 39 B9t ol Mz FdFe AEste o A
 ATAES Sk s Ut (WS, 2018). ¥ <(collaboration)o]st
=2 o= AwuAleld, A=, AR B Ade] FRE Fot AV 3F
ox wFASHE AE AAstke 5= nRIHEAR, 2016). = H94
T2 57 oldll(shared understanding) T+ 55 33 (intersubjectivity) 2]
ANE oulshs FHH FEE 7PAoF shH, thE FAHA HE ] o
A= ATt Al o] FIPNN MEm FFE 7Ae FEUA

-
LA SR A%Heln FE AW Here

m
44
A

(mutual recognition

(interaction)& SHA| "the oIt FAlE, H&s, 2013).
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g Y el A(collaboration) ] ¥%aQ1S £ e Wt 7|9l 2
A B A2 4 Qlth A A Wae A HE, te 8 F4Y
o] gt Aol thigh ZIThAl, ‘S At ol it F e Al
AlgH= 2 0] 3712 AHojst 4= ek, 2018). & Yo He2 A,
THE 2Ho ERE FFY HBREE QIAote] 1Y AR e HFdS
AAsoF gty =4, HERt At Melox o] tigh 7S Al olof
Shet, A, Adatel] tiet BAFe] #RE Foll Aol £2lo] FAsa <14

sto] Agstal Q1 o]z <ol ' =39 zpolrt IS, 4
T 9 HAFO] A, Ao Mot uiEo] 24, olsjA|le] & 5 5FY =%
e AT oA AAAAZE FAIEA AL e, o]+
/d Aotz olofx|1L A3t e AHEo] HA JHEAE, A
g ZZ2AEE (consulting project team)2] & U(collaboration) A=
Aol ARl | AME AET 4 A, °H FAEES AR HE 5
7H1 WAQIEe] 249 HAS A5k] Aol FxetE 2 AoH,
5

a3
z

o ®
|
41
iy
o
2
o

o
=
Ir

A

2] Ao 2Hg T2 A A(cognitive interaction process)E Sote] 1Y
AAAl(collaboration system)7} dupu} 2 LxSE]|w, FAA
2 Useln 2okl maAEde] 4nE kol AT b
sttt Z2AE #HE]o A 2] @Y (collaboration)2 I EIPRE FoAdo] 7

4597, ZRAES] B4 FALES] @ (collaboration), EHAAke]

oo
1o
gl

NN ]| B

1%
o
T !
ko
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HA<A(collaboration), TATO] FHY(collaboration) 5 HE ojxo] HHA
k=

(
(collaboration)©] ©]Fo]Z]+= o 4 SITHEAT, 2016).

4 (collaboration)oll= 2t FHo] EAsh= Ae SEle dIFde=
Uy & g Qlek ofof tigh o=, BF FAete] HAAS
e BAoR ZY7te #9712 Qs ZRAETL EoA= .
aeln BAe] Agte g 2lgt dd(collaboration) o] & EAgtct, 18|11
=3 A (monopoly barrier) 0= H|2f4 Q1 F3Hclosed culture)2b 27|34l
2 S @YY AH(collaboration barrier) 02 Th7F2th T HAHO] A
(search barrier), AE Ftrtel YEYF S FHAZ QA FH: ZA3ITE, npx]
o oFFA AAl9F zdete] REo= It HY(collaboration) o] o]
AT EARE, 2016). ZRAEQS] dAol F2 FoRel HAHHES Y
(collaboration)ell #gH AFE APt G 4GS m2HE 4
7 & REdstal Qle Roko|oH(FE-AlTE 2016).

LZ2AE] Al s flall SJAAF(communication), &2 (cooperation),
AR F-sharing information) 5 ZESRF T1AUE 7H] F<h(collaboration)=
g st T2AE (project)= 1 EAAA EA5l= 7]%7‘4 X327 "}i"ﬂ?ﬂrﬂ
(correlation) 0.2 QIS4 24 F1F2o
Al Het AfQlelyr ExA 9] 5
anAoz $Pstr] oy, AFAY & e A= 2 4
¢t @(collaboration)o] f7-Htt. XL Z2AETL YAt dids), &
of et & <d(collaboration)®] BR42> L AR JoH(FAT, 2016).

Z

)
io

o [ A=
H
g1}l Aguto g JJ.EZWE_,] nE omn=

l%ri4
ot e

_28_



912 (shared cognition)o]| td}e] Craik(1943)= Abol digt oA
(foresight), FZ(inference), 181l A% (explanation)= ¢l AF&ot= A

o] “A7n AL Rd(small-scale models)”2 FAS}T AA|tgTh 18
I Wilson & Rutherford(1989)+= &1 (shared cognition)f] thsto] “3}
Aol At Ao o] 7]zSko] A|AH O] ARRARL} 14'0401] ,]6]]/\1 k!
H m@’o= AHostal, o

L g
Aot Sael S AT FHIGEHEA, 2016

Sl X (shared cognition)= A2 THA Argo]l A4lE2] &7
et ARE A4t e AegE AYslaes WAUSS Tt
(Rouse & Morris, 1986). 521 *](shared cognition)e] ©o]Z7}=¢f w=H

(shared cognition)E AA 7te] TAE Uetdl= EEY
Hjdolgt FAstth(Johnson—Laird, 1983). 122

AFE Ao AEE 7 U Sl i A2 oE ofet QI (cognition)

#Fe] Me Folo] Mssta AAact AMIEY] T 5E

o] 7Fsotttal F4sttH(Rasmussen, 1983).

QA (shared  cognition)®] &2 o3} Zo] AL & St
(Johnson—Laird, 1983; Rouse & Morris, 1986; Wilson & Rutherford,
1989). AA|, AAE S22 Aol ot FxoF FHE olsfcstesE siFil, &
A, AGA Aol o]FofR=%], oJBA A|AHlo] 7|5St=AE AEst
o, AA ojd AggoA Ast= AHdolu Ea= dlSSHA ST, YA, Al
2T 87 7h] TAE QASIEE ST, uwxuton P& AXT £

ol Aol 8 A5 FASH st (Johnson—Laird, 1983).

Johnson—Laird(1983)= “&-<1A](shared cognition)7} 7HAEANA S5l

tigh olsll, &, =& 7FssH st 2SS WEe AAStEE =obF

ol ot
AFFEel AAIES Bl e AAlE EZLE 7|Sdsha, FR<IA

]I T+

ng A

[*]
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+ 9 S T4k, TR (shared cognition) 9] 922 o3 22
oA 7HA 9AE AASHATHEEE Y, 2016). AA, AL T A3
(principle of comp utability) 22 &3] Z|(shared cognition)e] T4l A&

e Z2A|A(process)®] Aol Zhssity. 24, 359 Y2 (principle
offinitism) © &2 3321 ] (shared cognition)= &7 T+ o] A2l AME
2 BAsHAY I8dE = gtk RS Qs A, 4459 3

(principle of constructivism) 2 &30 %](shared cognition)+= &% AF2

gejE BASH] g E9s) AYE et g4 Zwt U4, A4 9
#(principle of economy) shFe] AT At BedeAets IR

7239 5 QA MER GH 7[Z5te AT Hebd £k ok HE
Johnson-Laird(1983)= &-421%](shared cognition)2] Ao HAA HRH=Z
ARgEOloF & deAde FASHAT oA, FRA dAA9 93]
(principleof structural identity) ©2 -F-f<1A](shared cognition)®] #+x+= &I
dlo] ZdstE g X (environmental structure)®t 5 YA (sameness)= ZH=
th 372 (shared cognition)i= “Alidel EAck= AAIECl Fdol= dE
£ Z3bstal, ol o2 EAY 11 ¥AlE Rdo] At b=
dAshe, 1 dAGE PAFZEO ALHH TG FAASHAY. 1E1
Johnson—Laird(1983)+&= “&-#< A (shared cognition)7} © &2 <1z 174
(cognition process) .2 o|dfje} =S HAWst= Z7olgtal ZFxsHATh
71ofo] AgE A9 folut {FFHH FeotAY o FasHA dAskE
AL AN O 24 el 23S WE 7] "iEe|wh(Johnson-Laird,
1983; Rouse & Morris, 1986). &< A](shared cognition)= T2 Z]4]
(Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997)& Z3tslH, ol= HA A|Adlo] o]EA| 7|55}
52 g o] ofEA BT Sl H#Y, A, 2 AA"Y] F
H 94 7ro] AowdAdS A=t (Goldsmith & Kraiger, 1997). 12|a
22 A A (structural knowledge)o] 12 2|4l (declarative knowledge)S

AxtA 2 A (procedural knowledge) © 2 9] Hgto| wjrf TS skal, AR

rlr
i
o
o
Buj
=

i)

=
Zof| st AAAH A A (procedural knowledge)o] 8= FAok= g
Sth(Jonassen et al., 1993). 1322 F-§21X|(shared cognition)2] 7ide]
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A& o] Aol Foldl oA A, oBA A8 AJAE olsfistes &

E(system) = 921 2 ¢l
Z](shared cognition)+=
Aol H7h(evaluation of solutions)oll 1olA o= AL FAMI (similarity)
I 23S 9ujgity. A 8Hpsychology)ollAl  17Fe]  Abal IS Q17
(cognition)2} 3F=d], <1Z](cognition)+= AAAHA| B (behavior) 02 0]o]Z]
Al H=Heh IAA T (cognitive perspective)ollA] Holgk FEo] HE ZHal

RS G5 flstel A71dor AoaE(interaction)sh= AFHE
2 FAE Arg)A el At (social collective)o]tt, ol#gt & Zdo] A=A 3}
A AX]7HE (cognitive concept)o] AR EHi= ©  FFUA|(team  shared
cognition) @] 7Hgo] ALY, &2 ] (shared cognition)= He] FEof| of
b g5, AH, ARl diste] AYsiEtHREE o, 2016). &< *](shared
cognition)+= © @919 AHE EE5H7] S0 old HHE F55to] o] F A
Aotal, EOA] Aol Al Akl ARgste ARl 7 (social process)=
oln|gtth(Fiske & Taylor, 1991). &8%1Z](shared cognition)= -&-f%o]of
& W-gol TR} T AAQ ou|rt Tzl s Wx| mtefsfjof
AeH(E -, 2018). F7U A (shared cognition)E 5= 4714 2kl o=
gy AA, ] B4 2Ao=m AU wy 4dfo] Zash AR
(procedure), ¥ (action), = (goal), HF(strategy) Soltt. =4, I e
A0 g ARl wty] 48] Halt A4S Kolal, AlA|, el o
Aoz o Y JiEe] Aoske Wg, A, A, H-ord el
Ao, miAjgto 2 FRE LI HEke
AFle] AEE ofnftth(EAlE, 2013).

2o "o et AF T2 ZRAEY ohelo] gS £3otr]d H
0] 24t 1A]o gt Eofo|th(Betternhausen, 1991). &-7%1](shared
cognition)+= © Y 7o Ao o|EAG ° FHLEY THE olshet A
© Zto] Zldistal, ZAre] A A FES &Eoto] A3A e 1
5

5t st= 840]7] wREo|ltk(Mohammed et al., 2000; Cannon—Bower

[¢]

¢
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o,

& Salas, 2001). HE°] FF% =3E(shared goalet 717 9]
A =HQst ZHABeavers & Veldof, 2001)02 QAL 7|x git}, &

(shared cognition)+= 7WEA LAe=A 7z} €O /o] Hol &l

Jo oz

rol rr
30,
e Lo i

e X o

A4z} He] 2R 94S 9l T & Yk WL, Bl oE PAUE
AA| E2 ZRE FUHE B8 59 ° 3R (team shared cognition)
2 #39E 5 e T2 FAEYE Y ARA, AEE F AdxHo=w
AHEE © AHEWF(team transactive memory)2 UERE 4 QITHEAE,
2013). &3] Z‘JT__LOH% Ad =2 ° 9919 X}‘?ﬂﬂo] S7tetoll wet HAd ¢F

o At F-791A(shared cognition)of] TeF A7} &Ehs] HePEy Q=
Arsto]th(Betternhausen, 1991).

o] AFAELS © FHA|(team shared cognition)2] oJm|7} &8
o thZit Zo] ARgsto] FRWERAGHEH, WdA, 2002; HEAH, HE
%, 2014: WS, st 20160 $49, 2016: €WE, Fob, 2018: UA

. 2020; A, Adig, 202D, FHEAREFEHFA, A=, 20060 22
d, 2010; A9, 2014; H23, 2020), @ HAHRI (A3, e, 2000),
g AWgRd e, 2016: HIE, Y, 2016 FL<k, olFH, 2016), ¥
FAA(A 3, 2005) =og 585to] AL&SlT 9Tt

i

! ]/\1 ArAow ofgA AfEY &
2E=2] AASHA Sk T}%O]E}(Dechurch & Mesmer—-Magnus, 2010a:
2010b). ®©<1Z](team cogmtlon)oﬂ et J|BAH JpPe 7F 5o LAUS]
g Tdo] ditt ofg] S ¥t QU] AE =W AL oldl, siA, A4,
LA FHQ1A] (shared cognition)E Afetth= Zolth(@HE €, 2016). ©
TS FHoH=EAE olsistyl fsid= olsl, Ad, 3dAl

(shared cognition) 52 &5 &2 FAMIS F7lstooF aoh(RIY, 2016).

-4

X
2
il
e

o



29| QIZ|(team cognition)= ZF ¥
o] Jozargoz uehge] wtet g
™ (Cooke et al., 2000), © <IZ|(team cognition)®] AF= & FFUA
(team shared cognition)ol] 23S 9r5a1 Q.

%1 ] (shared cognition)+= T/dHdE°] ZE2HAE A|AHoA Y5 o
%5}3—’ Aolar, Z2AE AAH] 4 Q40 AR 7He] IAE ¢IAlSH
a7 siFe Qe %%’@E}(Khmoski & Mohammed, 1994).
Johnson-Laird(1983)& “Q17+e 7|90 AAH Lx3}E 1 ou] Qle FH =
Z2 51 2| Ao oA mhgZel M Fr ?lxl(shared cognition) & TAE
o AAE olsiettt 2tal A5ttt o] A2 ARgrEe] @/del disto] &
&, 95, olsish= d e W= {fAs Wos, H9r YR ARTt
7FestES okal, ofHdt TS & AYAE EASNFIL, AL AYTA
(execution control)@} 12|31 ARAS] tigt dig] AH
7Heote s oSfEth(RHE Y, 2016). o272 AtEEe] Bd W4 tiegt o]
det P& Fto] AAE AHE dSshAY 3¢ (shared cognition)
o] Zheottal FAttt. dedos FFeA|(shared cognition)o] 75

AtgtEol 1}{1%94 S aAQl AoARA 714 ade AlESt
L,

ﬂl
>,\1

;‘_ il

(surrogate experience)<

HE9] g # 0}04 241 9] 0“142 1“15}71] —}b 2|4
structure) S 2]0|gHHCannon-Bowers et al., 1993). Fo]%

THEEY " Aol digh AT AAS ' {FaAo digh gF 840
o, © F529Z](team shared cognition)= © FAYUE Atolof o]=2g =]
9] BH¥HA(commonality)S 2Jn]tcHCannon-Bowers & Salas, 1998). whzt
A aARl ' ATl S T S8 AF E FHUAG 2o H
el A ZANA] HLHe gt O/\}O} Masts AfsteE Ax)
g 4= 9Jth(Salas & Fiore, 2005). g o] T2 A 81 Ayt

Al ’:|
Poto] g wpioR QS gEe andow s Aisty 43
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shared cognition)= FJLEC] Aol HIohs WHT ot i
7tell QlojA ol AL {AMdo] gloen=] ofd WS ASfiof sk, IA
= ofgA Faslof & A< %

(Mohammed et al., 2010).

>

or
=t
|, & o J—}Oqoﬂ et ARE JfEstelal AHe 4
1= %—,—4 32U A (shared cognition) & HFsty W= 73 =)
(Levine & Moreland, 1991; Rouse & Morris, 1986). Klimoski &
Mohammed(1994)+= “¥74 Aol d FALE Atolo] F&Esh= 549
g FTRAAE d= e Aolv el FESkH. P olg2 TS
(shared cognition)7} I94/71<, ¥Ry, H3 Sof TASH: FJE=Z A
AekE 4 il FTHERM Y, 2016).
olef #2 E49o © FHAA i NEstolA o 13 T
Z](shared cognition)& =
AdY Aol A YeEbd ok Young(1983)2 4 Q4-9F A 7He] HAE
xoteh= Ryt B4R fFEy ATE AT RdS AASHH
(Cannon—Bowers et al., 1993). Druskat & Pescosolido(2002)
(shared cognition)®] W-&3} &Aste] § mmA|Ae} Zifof tf
oA, A5 ok5o A o 22 AoyA - gt
aZotElojop Tty FxSHt(RAFY, 2016). £ oE ©H F
shared cognition) ©|&7t&-2 &1 A](shared cognition)e] £

tHRasmussen, 1983; Rouse & Morris, 1986). StAFF @E5Yo] A=

l_.

rr
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Atolof] Az A= © Wl 8 352 A (team shared cognition)] Y] 7}t

L Ao]tH(Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993; Duncan
et al.,, 1996; Rouse et al.,, 1992). o]e} st Y] 712 & F-FAX|(team
shared cognition) @] W5t Cannon-Bowers et al.(1993) 5°] A<
2 o5 &2 vl M /3= AASHT /3 1, ' FAAYEC] AeAE
St= 7le &2 AH|e FRoldl(Z]&/8H Ff<](shared cognition)).
d 2, 2R (shared cognition)= P Axtet Mek 2 3] A of
e o7 742 A 8AFF/H 3R (shared cognition)). 1@ 3, &
?1Z](shared cognition)+= © & Al B Joag o] et 24
F22g TR0 A (shared cognition)). AtATC =2 {3 4, 7PEHQ0 H
o oigt A4, A4, HE ¥ Ao e FH(H -FH<2AR(shared
cognition)) 5-°]tt.

ol&2 Y 7K Fd% ARl H &R (team shared cognition)=
‘ArgrEo] ZHIES] 2l e ARdell tigh BARe AW | ol SoleheT
29 A5 oldfohs H ke £l A5t (Mathieu et al., 2000).
Mathieu et al.(2000)> © F4Y 7+ FFEoloF & © &7 (team shared

cognition) 9] W82 [32-2]3} o] AlstAti(r e, 2020).

m %

of

-

=

gl T4 a4 A4 e
To/EQ A g Hg S digh A4
Tho] T A4 B S At Eak, Azl digh A4
S AA THe)/H WA o 5E, AP diet A4
A4 Ho] 715 9, Ao ek A4
g 49 | H 7YY e, A, Al Jet A4
od A4 g AL THA el Higt A4
g =2 84
- 13| _E'_O 7 ’61‘_ Z] Al
20017 T 2 297100 diet A4
el QA W ddEe] Ao g A4
d 79LE A FPhol it A4
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B B FRelA(shared cognition)= £ ol digt AR, Iyt
2| 41& ojujshy, -t FHAH A K (Task—Specific Information)= &4 1t
Aol sl =] &5 Y glo] 222 PFoe s FREHe FEE o]

[¢]

O:

SeH( @R, 2020). @ FAHEE 7Y Hdol dit a3 A, dFdY =
Aol diARet 5 ol ditt i AEE TotH, FARE A
oNME FA AL 4 dofof (PR, 2020). M W8 TEH A4
(task—Related knowledge)> 1o A3 ¥Aof Hast 35249 24 °
njetet. ool Adste An], Aaf, gl digh AA& S Adoltt
(3L, 2020).

Q1] (shared cognition)= & FAYS0]

A (teamwork) 2t Bt F-H<l
A2 A (role)t Ht(authority)oll et AAMIE AHE ZE531 Qlofof stal,
T8Y A5 749l A (knowledge of teammates)S F-Fote{oF Sitt € &
27F 7F A2 (knowledge), EfZ(attitude), AT, 7]&(technology) &=
2] (mutual recognition)stal = FFH A % olmjgtet, o]ujgt z|A]
Atolof| A AFT ARG, oAtAT W, AR A tigh ¥

= =

= [e)
ZotdEnh °d FAEEE BT AR ok Foff] MEAde MR, A
o
=2

Pol'

A
9

=°] 2
M-S Heh A3t & 4 QUeAl, e HYY FTS ASste] aeAor o
5 FAs=A7t T2 5 (Rasmussen, 1983). © 492 4A tF= 7
= 9 AR ditt A2 2L Qlojof st o5 o] PH= WA, =
Axy, Aef, o7]F] Eet Aol dixuieh, wy fEAA sl wet TRE
214S 7R 2L Qlojof (g, 2020). I3 © AL Afelo]l gtk
AR (roles and responsibilities) ©]%, & WdHauthority)oll thsh Z]4S FF
Skl Qlojof ity FAYUES FIEEY HE, Ak, A, AHaE 5
L dAE AHEE FHotL doloF s, 01315} e YA (shared
cognition)oll = A22g i, HHO 55, oiaT A, ALoEd o
Skt QA (roles and responsibilities), &-FF FEO] %Hoﬂ st X Ale ZSH
H, wAel gt M A sAAE FfEofof Srh(H P, 2020)

5320 A (team shared cognition)o]] T3t A3 JFE=FS

o
rg
o
e
rr o

>
o 2dl JfEre 7%51HA] SE=th(Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). o]<}
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A 8 TAHLE 7H| B9ELE EZ=o] F8el|(shared cognition)ﬂ 9\19_31,
ofute WFEAl EAYS ZAojtb#ty FHIH. H F-/UA(team  shared
cognition)«= GWAo® ZAXMe] FAZA] JF= ol skx
(Mathieu et al., 2000), ¥ 49 7 A gy €93 ¥ pd2
go| def ) otojd oataFol sA44 T mIATAL shydh

o
Mathieu et al.(2000) ‘3% g 5<% (team shared cognition)

g 5 71
He =, A%l B PR =01/, A/ 4ol d B =
58 AeR8/d B0 AL, *é%l Q1 ol 7] Sl | A

dAso] AL & FJsflof stH, shte]l Hog JRAIE Dot S5
LHS ffoF 3tf ST T, 2020). H T2 A](team  shared

re om

cognition) @+ Hat FiH Qe IE dSote AR ohfe ¥E o
FE(Cooke et al., 2000; Edwards & Bell, 2006; Klimoski & Mohammed,
19940)= Zoka 4 gloh
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A4d g ARAR

ARwWFOl Yol Transactive Memory oltt, ¥  AEWF(team
transactive memory)«= 7HQ1e]  7]9o] 4= (input)— A (storage) — AT
(retrieve)®] TS AotHA AZEQIH. =] Aoz A7E e
Wegner(1987)2t Moreland(1999)¢] ® A E W F(team transactive memory)
= ‘ﬂ*ﬁlm(ouZq Zeld, 2006; FHed, oldE, 2020), XFEH7ACE
, °o1d9, 2016), BHUFAARH T, 2018), w77 AALH GRS
% 94 2016), ARWZAA(EAZ, 2013; L, 2016: A5, ALH)
2017; #78&, &b, 2018), w77 4AA(AE3] <l, 2015, 2018; /T,

'o_>|: rul

Elo] AFtEo] 11 9l °J<>H 4131% g 4@%01 I 1 Qe Zhate] 7]
e A#Hoz A5 Wity Ets o2 golel ‘Memory' S HY
SH= TAollA] 7ot olgts golE AR Zo® mEETh(BTE, 2018).
SAE(2013)] ofste] Hofo] ZAA onE

gt ARZS AT wlste] FgIrhs oju]ofA
memory)& FEUFAA(FAE, 20135 P, 2016)§ Agstact. 74
of| gt Aoz ‘Wast x| ] Al Bosls HH W @y B
d Zol=t Ho(PFE, 2018)%tct 2 AT

r
—
71 Y8l '@ HHEWF(team transactive memory)' 21l oFZlTE.
T

e

g AR WF(team transactive memory)+= 17Fe] 7|9 & Q= AR <l
Sto] olE HeSH] Qo thE AFEY 7|9l =& ¥AY o]glttt= A

FEok1l oh(Wegner et al, 1991). o|&et 7199 WR/HE A4 uF(knowledge
transactive)2tal ot o™, 2|4 wF(knowledge transactive):= At2]d HELA
(social network)E @Agtct. olnf AFs]H WUE Y H(social network)e] A4
&= 2 i A FEHT Atk Aolth olF 2] oA AFSHAl =Sl

L Qlo]

=, o€ ¥ AHEWF(team transactive memory)etal sttt =, ZF A
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H 39t AH (information)¢t 24l (knowledge)= A7} EAfstER, T Hofe]
A7t A =g fol Hebsfof gtthe g olth(HH, 2018).

2 AHWF(team transactive memory)+ A|&A A S FelE0] 249
SAE drg@|)E Bekstr] ffste] oJFo] mEe] HExEFw thE AR
d f2eE &gsto] AHE d= A (storage) P A4 (retrieve) St
3

oF ARSI I TS T th(Wegner, 1987; 4, 2016).

Wegner et. al(1991)2 71&0 BAZE = AT BA7L e AHe o

—1

Fol, 118¥& A(painez Folx AFE St 1 A=
Wegner(1987)7F 73t vpel Zro] AlEE2 9F ¢S &8st 2419 @
5 7198& Fskebr] g k=8 gitke Aol o] A g WAL
U= F AR 22 75 2o 7R AUS & F 3 ARl Eot 7]
o1& shxol, 719S A= 7ol viro] Bt = AMSA A 34 st
AoHEFE], 2018). =, 9] g HRle] BE Aol sl olsfistal FE S}
B 2, 2, ARE 5o HEES WEL, AFE 5 o e Yl
A& Zgotels ARRY BAE FAEeArHs Aolth(WFH], 2018). I=EE

AR W F(team transactive memory)= He] B o=z W £3-& oA
H, 509 E2E 2457 st A3 AR (mutual recognition)of] 9§ T2
M (process)=tal Fold &= Qi

Argote & Ingram(2000)7} Wegner(1987)+= © X F(team transactive
memory)E ¥ Sh&(team learning)2] 7@ oz AWt ot © Shs(team
learning) #HoA HE o, €9 & AHHWF(team transactive memory)
£ Asetomm, JidEo] #4te AA T AEQD h=A(tacit knowledge) 2t
P2 A (format knowledge) & ZA%st] © 9o 2oz FEs1A Hr
a#Bg go] Sh5ohe FElo] Jhestttal Sshith &, © FHR(team

o
THUES] of® A4S Bgsta QA st

o

Ot

Lo

transactive memory)= &
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SHA stal, 7 At @ FAALolA 2AE Ealiste] AFAZIH, 2 4
A ARl A A BRE 7P 8apE o =

H olzgt Ao ® StE(team learning)o] o]FojXtal FAFstal Qltk
("==¢, 2018).

g B W F(team transactive memory+ HYI7}F doJULEE St AL
oz IR ZRE fo] 749 BF7F ApdHoR ofstA stof |
(collaboration)& %3 st= ©O AMaFAIAHClZ & 4 AT
g, 2018). ¥ AHXH W F(team transactive memory)= B A= G407
sto] 7H a8 ;5. A1 @YU (collaboration)= 535t " (teamwork)E
A g A sk Ala"o|ltr (W], 2018). ?F ARgo] EE A
(knowledge) ¥ g H (information)& HF A 2|ol= 22 dAH o7 EI55}
1, 7Fssttal st Aol (creativity) ¥ &414 (innovative) 9] A7} QS
FHrel glth. @978 "A(teamwork)E FFAIZ17] sl AAQlelA F
ol 4T HolE HAAaAZIAL QoA BE53 AeAe EEshr] sl o
AFEY ARAde E8ote ARoEAQd I 4ol LSt EAE,
2013). o] Bl € AAC] B82S SXAAF eh(Wegner, 1987). 1¢

bz & AHHWF(team transactive memory)= Z-&FQ AX|AH AJAH

il
o
(i
_O|L
rr
)
oL

1> ot Ho —lN 2

(cogmtlon system)= 5okl " A(teamwork)E 7Fefoto] @Al x 2]
2 75T & YA okt 7838 ZFoloh(WH, 2018). EAS FAE 4
Foke sl WYl 49 BESRE AN Aol AW ARt A4 @

o

Az Astel BANE] ol A, 1 o Felo] Y ARG AR
& dol T3t ARG Resh ArtEHY, 2016). mERY © HHWR
(team transactive memory)+= T/JHE Iroll st Z]é](knowledge)iq- AH

(information)”7} -&-(sharing) ¥li= Y-S olsfistr] {Igt 7Hdoltt.

-

Wegner(1987)& QZAFt oA dot= A 9=l AA TH|QlofA
AHEE g=stal, Aoty oAtAFsheE WA Ao 7+ &Sk Aol
Ues s eH, Hof AZo it AwxAL oAt 22k 1F ARUA
olA, wAfel obAY 7he] 9 AdPwf obzo] Wi 12al MR thE 2[4
ool Bagh AR et AT Aol ZIA| A (memory  system)



Sahe
AL oJulFHAME, 2015). oleld THgolA ThE Aol A4E Hus
AHgSHE e A Y AT 2R F, ARUACEL Bl 7He ezt
gog olzolArhEH4Y, 2016). 11 AL H2e JuE Fost ot
&317] et oFRA WAL WAA opAAelA ded it B Ao

2= 7ItE AR H(A7 4], Alord, 20105 <, 2016).
AHEL RE JHE ZHZ7o] JfQlEo] BE ARsHr] s 2=t A7t
I 35S AFESh= o] ofyet (Hollingshead, 1998), @939t AHE 4[5t

A Qe Blolu ZAEA & AEAR wiAlz A4Sk, Eed wopc
A

Wegner(1987)= 7iQ1 7ol £Ast= W
Al2"o] "ol Ao 24T

E
=i
)
ro,
N,
12,
i)
d
=}
2
N
N
)
tu
of:
Jo
0,

)
I Tl
%0,
lo
ke
>
il
iu)
it
i
o,
9
fu}
St

AR2AE Ad FAELE] o9& 1 9 735, 'rr
(team transactive memory®ll oJsiA FALEE 7H19] dF FoHE FAaAl7]
T, o AFRRY 24 A4S ded RS g eRA ARl g aE

A ade TR o lukal FESHITHEAE, 2015: fE€, 2016).
g HEWF(team transactive memory)st F T o] g F

sl HHE AFS A (storage)Stal AAY (retrieve)dte] QJAtAESH] 95|

B 7] (scattered memory)S HFZH O 2 ALgSl= Zoltt H

2 FrPpA oA oreFet AH7F "Wgsty, dAH oz sfcle] I e A

HE BEF F5otAY Z19skA] Xl wiZel A=z 719

(mutual suppord)s] = AA(system)E FHEO] WA HTHE@AY, 2016).

g4 FALER: T #Y #de sl AR E47<(transactive

memory)< ARESEL, o]Zlo] xZS}t FojA ' FEWF(team transactive

o
1
In
-
ol

2
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o
olt

memory)”7t 55 HeH(HF 3, Asld, 2006; Y, 2016).

oIz|H o7 AgAEole FAYUELS AR o2 YA (source)o|A A2 ]

¢

At JHE BE3Hencoding)skal, A% (storage)stH, ©]& A4 (retrieve) St
v 54T FAS TS0l Wi ARG, 2016). =, 48 o
A2AgoNM Be 999 A=A (specialization)g st AXTH 2pAIREO]
EATE ARA (specialization) S L35, FALL b2 FAYENA EH
oo thst HEA (specialization) S 7S Aolgts 7S stA Hct. o]
2Rt o] z&ske A AvpAoz | oA AFH| digt JoAtgol
28t 24T AR o] &8 (usability)o] FAEHER Q1 24 FEA

(redundancy)& €9 & A FHEAE, 2013; 784, 2016).

de ko] o)EA]] ARlEe] A AEO] HetAlelAr ARIES] 71 Al
A’z 1 FAUE AololA olgolAlt SIARAEY] diet ETA A2dol
gt ot & QIthH(Wegner, 1987). =2z H 7zﬂ_“%_fﬂ_—.‘?—(team transactive
memory)Zt R0 D42 7] EEH Aol AIEE A4 WS A4
o] Z1qA| Ao AAstARt, © HE W F(team transactive memory)°l| A& 7
Qo] BRRIS] A2 A4Sl Z1A Al WAIRAIZ "zt glal, @3] F71
of"d B FFstH " AwAd WA= 7les AUL =S AARlst
A == Aot (4174, Aotd, 2010).

_IZ‘L ne,

2) ¥ AEUFO 4 84

gol © JH W F(team transactive memory)s F-8otA &8sty 3t
=29 71998 Y3 "o AA=H (knowledge accumulation)o] $-Alsfof et
olE floliA= | A AR If Foel thgh A4 (specialization) & &

Hajlop st1l, Y A4S 7He] =t 2]4F-f(knowledge sharing)E $15]
A2/ (credibility) o] =otoF s, 7 dLdE0] Hatt A4 RS A4
5t &-&(coordination)d 4= Qlojof SFHEAHE, 2013). © AR WF(team
transactive memory)9] 4524 &8-S g AolA Wegner(1987)+= o
ArgrEo] Bt A Ao et tfd¥A (human relationship) 9] 14lo] 24

J\&
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ok 9t o]o] tiste] Moreland(1999)+= <134 (human relationship)
o I4E A, T4, 222 H8e A, 1Eal Austin(2003)
A 24 SH0H] 249 deh), A4 Aol it 59, AEA49]
Knowledge Identification)e] A2 & Aot
(884, 2016). Austin(2003)2 o7t ~x2 =87 3IALe 277 Hehs tiA

oz HAEXAME Fote © AHEWF(team transactive memory)E Y| 7}A|

I rlo
3
o
>,
>
ro
>,

o
AALAEA AAFH,  2A9 HEA(specialization), HE W F(transactive
memory) 2] 9] Aol AFgS A5, AHHE W F(transactive

[e]
=
Ao, 1 A3 ¥ AEWR(team

ol

ok

memory)et 3] T|AE At
transactive memory)®] Y| 7}2] Y FoA HEHWF(transactive memory)
o] Fgdo] MUt 39| 7P Fast o= WHelo=w uEynh T12al A
of oigt AHEWF(transactive memory)o] ZHAAME AX  HEA
(specialization)o] Htt 3= A Scl=t] o Fa% = shAut, <F &
A HEuF(transactive memory)oll et SN 7]l so7t
o Fa%t addes HARH (@AY, 2016).

oje} #2 © AHWF(team transactive memory)2] 14 Q4of tfjstod]
Lewis(2003)E &4 (specialization), 4124 (credibility) ¥ ¢ ZH(task
coordination) 52 Al ZHAE AAlstAth. & e © FAALSA HollA
7 AEA AAE 2 N CERA), TRt A ef diste] AlFEd 4 9l
oA, AEsHE A2 anAor xAslst= AEERA) 5= Al

AlstAcHLewis, 2003; Moreland, 1999). 1 #4121 @& oh23} At

et

-

7hH A

HEA (specialization)2 H FAYEC] 143t AATLRE H{staL

of gttt Aolth(@HA Y, 2016). Liang et al.(1995)2 2t e ZHAF A

o FHU50] 22 A2 g2 Zug sloe dres 2Ustn Jeg

gy 718 7199 23 (memory differentiation)2txl A H A THE A

= specialization)o|tt 7] 2] s} mE ok LAY
o

o] A AEAQ A4L Eajn] HASE A 1go] AEAA

|
=7

N
(@]
—_
2
I
e
Y, r.{u
oX,
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ojoptt Q] FofolA A4S FHE Hol thE AR MEA| Al A
= 7Feotthe Aolth(@HE Y, 2016). metAd © AAYEY] A FEE

Ak HollA 24 =15 9t 22483t s Eole a7t Uoh
olgigh ek Yol HEA(specialization) a%10] T2 42l
Hot 7B 7122 o|11 S4H&Q1 & HH W7 (team transactive memory)2] 94

THHollingshead, 20005 Lewis, 2003).

WE,
g M
1
uff
Mo

5
oy
o
El
30,

) A=l

A2 (credibility)> He] g F4ddo] Ad Al et T3 A=
AolHATt(SHE Y, 2016). EAHH QA X|(distributed cognition) IFA A1EA
(credibility)2 Qo] Ad HEA A (expertise)oll thoto] A== Aro]

A, H 9ol Btsta 2AskA Rt 2AE AT
A
-

. B B

njgttt, Colquitt et al.(2007) -2 AlZ|(trust), A=Z A& (trust propencity),
A E A (credibility)& FESHAT. 1= A (trust)= A=Sh=s Aol it
344 7o} 7|HkQl ¥ o= Ao 4Al=Zctke Bve ARl ot
Zfol= ZARbey, 18] A# ASK(trust propencity)-2 Zi¢lof digt A4 E
dozx o AE D AFdolth. iy A=A (credibility)2 AHAlO]
A=t Abgre]l dubuy 22Tkt AFERIZ]of digh 2|zt m Aol digh 4l
g2lo] AL Z=stth(erd Y, 2016). Salamon & Robibson(2008)-& ®of ojst
A=A (credibility) 2 FLE0] Y FFH(responsible norms)S FAJsHL,
olgA A Aol thiet S F AR e A HIoal Fst
At} Yeatts & Hyten(2008)2 ©2] thel& 34 (interpersonal process)= A=
=2 AT A (interrelationship)©] 3L, 147Hhigh performance) ©-2 At
2% $Fo] =31, 5 EJA(conflict expression)ol|A] 7AAZ Q1 HPHS AMESIAL,
TAE 7ol =2 4124 (credibility) #F 73et -3 2 (cohesion)©] FA=lo] Sl
= TSIt @ Y E ol A= A4l tigh AE7t == A%, "9YE
2 B Fol Bt AAFF(knowledge sharing)7} o]Fojx|1l 2 ALE L
sk & I (HES] 2, 2015).
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7(

)

rﬁ

E-YL

Az

o
EX
w
_O|L

Ir

Ir

%,
o
i
-
oX,
o

(task coordination)2 ThFSH Z

52 b oudt A& AYL UA=AE FHIEA oldidrE A1
(problem solving)el] tHste] w=311 HA S|

R, 2016). whebA oheet x4l digh 2etEelo] RAKHGE F
™ ® B WF(team transactive memory)ollA FH o] vt z]4] 2]
592 ouigcH(Ys|A, A, 2006). ol e @AELS 94 F
A4S AQ=AE QAsHY, e s i F4d 4
Sto] Wom, mprleto R Mz ohE XAS XA oAAFSheE W
Jgdogyn F5o QA A (cognitive system)S F=5H Sh= EATE A
7} © AHEWF(team transactive memory)2t & 5 UtHAIZEA], Ao},

20105 ?Hg<, 2016).

)
"
S
o
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%
&
o
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m
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i)
N
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ff ol
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Mo & @

i)
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As54d " AE

Epllg

D A4 AA

A XA A (knowledge system)= Ab4lo] oS Aot A 2p4lS] wHA O
2 Ao A5 A (interaction)= FolA FASH U ZibzE0]7]
2403 b2 24 A Al (knowledge system)E Hrolso]7]7F 4A] ¢rok(
9], 2020). Egjdoz Jirto] qltky Ak 7+ thito] Attite] 7
(knowledge system)t} 35 =€l (behavior pattern), T E]A(practice) &
A0l Ao g ARSER] ¢ o4 ZidE A e ed]# Fid] 0]'
htﬂ o & k9g 7129 Zo)7] dEolth(Crane, 19725 Keestra, 2017).(2}
AE, 2020). 3 FHEESS A 22 OA Aqlo] #e ARE 43¥sHH
A 22 WellA 7 HAsHE T E A(practice)E F50H FHAL, ©o]A
o] 7RQ19] QIAIA| A (cognitive system)oll AgotAA A2]H = (cognitive
frame)o] P HtH(Barley, 1989; Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Goffman,
1974; Weick, 1979).

35| o]AA9l Q1A mH QA(cognitive frame)-S 7HA]IL Y= AFFEO]
e Q1AA Eﬂﬂ%‘(cognitive frame)S 7HA2L Q= AFEES AAAA

ook s Aol 2t 1 AASL of| ¥k

=)
=2

13

_lﬁ_l
l'l 24 ol [o J
EN

2

O

>_\|L

(knowledge system)E

= B AR o] AE2 7} e AEA A= thE e X(practice)
£ st e olEH Hoo| &sh= AEY A4S e8shs Aer 1
s A 4 vk 283l o]dAQl FHY AXS 48ote P
g5 294 Atters 1O AVE f4A A5E 4 gtk e 2
29l sk U (paradigm)oflA AHAIRES] ZohA] hgof whet s o]
Sfisft7] w2l (Crossley, 2007; Green, 2004; Tracey et al., 2018), %|2]€]

FHIC= TAGLe] JHddo] of# 1AA |9l (cognitive frame)= Z7FAIL Q1
=7t et Fo] 2]A& 485kl olF A4l At 5ot(integration)Sh=
WA 7 A= g2 yeRE = itk(McAdam & Rucht, 1993; Scott
et al., 1994; Snow & Benford, 1999). £3d] H&E3td 249 79, vijetyd
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o] 3, webA FERAQ B ET FAIY & $Ith(Crane, 1972; Scott et
al. 1994), whebd] AHilo] AEAO R 5T Y TAE A (practice)tt ©]
SHAAE eHd5] FAISHL, 359 FANE fIoiA A9 PFS HEE Ao
2= 7l AMA FaSHAE gtk §9], @5 oAl dIxA mEYd
= A Aol FREAY o7t
Hoar Shep A oA ZRAI9] QIx]A me9d(cognitive frame) Sl
2 o= e WelArt o]fojxe w4l ARwEke] uR] s £k
ATH(Freeth et al, 2019). 3|8 wWeF Adite] <Q1z]4 = d(cognitive
frame)& BHFEIAF St A4 Aol7t A= o]= oW Ho|z] 9=
Zxog WA 7IsAL 2HASHA Eth(Arora et al., 2016; Snow & Soule,
2010). oHA] oA, HdEete A4 1 2o HjerAQl dAo s Tmlef
of, 1 Al F8oh= A9 JAAH e A(cognitive frame)o] 1 Z[A]0]
EASkHE 1 FHoll A dod FESHA 551717 18 A Go(ErRlE
<], 2020).

QF-o] ARA AAS o Wi 4 /Mder ‘o] Z3K(theorize) Sh=
7} ShH, o]ef FAlo| AH4le] ol gt ofBA A8 4 s AL
£ gy og pdstEe “§8SHapplication) ¥go] YeRGA "ot O8] 1
of AN AALHA LT AAE HPSHA Hrok(Nielsen et al.,
2014; Savory, 2006; Tracey et al., 2018; Waeraas & Nielsen, 2016).

M=z o2 24 A4 A (knowledge system) ZHll Yeb= 2] 458 knowledge
integration)&  7HA] oA =071 o]F ol Lrh(HrRlE 9], 2020). S}
U= AAE Hojd+ AA5SHknowledge integration)o] #Eo=w 71 ZY
o] A= thE A& 7iQle] ofEA Aetsh=Al, 55| AA U§ Ev FFol
52 ZAo] Q79 245 oBA WAStst=TtE =9
7 o]F R eH(ofl: De Luca & Atuahene-Gima, 2007; Kogut, 2008:;
Venturini et al., 2019). H§=°] oJ2fgt ¥l theet 2|49 Yoy 73
2 A2 2 A AA (knowledge system)olA H]EHS 7HsI] AR o2
A XA Al (knowledge  system)oll whe} thg 1@ o] A|Alo] HEHi, T1¥A
%

=5 ZAo] AAE HolA Aol o|Fofd uf, 2]4F(knowledge

A}
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integration)©] Wet= Zog oldfgttt(Kogut, 2008). 714l AgtoA=
7199] 7EAME WA A= BE 715 mA", R&D, Az, A+ 5
A AEEHE AA 2 1 A AE AATE dolsteiA, A F o A]Ao
TaEE2, HY(collaboration)olwt 71 WFE FA] ZH(cross—functional) @]
A ZZ(collaborative organization)=& Foll4, AAE Hold+ AATH
(knowledge integration)< FobAl Hth(Kogut, 2008; Kogut & Zander,
1992; Venturini et al., 2019). wety 22 o]z FAHYEC] oH AgA
A (social network)2  ZHA]Al Tt wEbA 2] AEFH(knowledge
integration) 22 Qlgt Ayt d2pd £ oyl Eoh(Burt, 20045 Soule,
2004; Strang & Tuma, 1993). FAAe=, AHAE FHoldw AXEHE
(knowledge integration)> A& MYst= FAe 8= FAVE X224
o7 SA(structural equivalent) Stk 7FASEA] (Soule, 2004 Strang &
Tuma, 1993), oF 7ol ANz o FHY XS T2 ohFo] o
(Haas & Hansen, 2007; Ipe, 2003; Van Wijk et al., 2008). 185}, H
AZ HoldEe A5 gHknowledge integration)9] 7=, ALEE 229
A& B5o] Jigle] of'd B4R Ao Sle Aol 1 AgHe= A49
go] B & o]Fofz=3] oty W ofH N A whet 24 9] £8o] o
g olFolx= T AAY olF AAlel Aol UM (Chiva & Alegre,
2005; Holden & Von Kortzfleisch, 2004; Jaffe, 1989; Kogut, 2008:;
Rogers, 2003; Wejnert, 2002). A2 ©E Z]AAA(knowledge system) 7Foll
et 21458 (knowledge integration)o] tigh E T2 IH2 2]4]o] Y
folyt {Fd-& FASotE AETE= 28 249 Y&oly f-S Z2HA
+ 724 Apolof 7|Htste] 2] AF e (knowledge integration)o] ¥
Al verd Aot &3] oleh ARR]FAIFC(social constructivism)?] 2] A5
knowledge integration)®] ¥, 7H¢lo] ojBA oF 2P JoAE
(interaction)StHA] QF9] AL 556t WASISHHA ARe]shrt Hof 7}
=7t SAHoR drHEo] ith(Barley, 1989; Berger & Luckmann, 1966;
Scott et al., 1994). @4t T Eotd, A4 A A (knowledge system)

L oulg SRy o R FHE Aol ofet ARE SAshe YA

—_

_48_



T AAA A (knowledge system)7F ZHQI WRAA FAE S TR
Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Cranton, 2016). =, =2 Z]4A|A|(knowledge
system)+= FH O Wk =g|A A (ogic system)E 9 oA Tle= AA
StechA, AEA A A A (knowledge system)= BFo] FASIE I o]Z o]
ZHQ oA 7|2t HA A ARt ekl ofsie 4+ UtH(Clemens, 1993:
Feldman et al., 2004; Orlikowski, 1992; Volkoff et al., 2007).

AFS]AdF 9] (social constructivism)&  Z]4]F5gH(knowledge integration)<
A2 tE 2AA A (knowledge system)E WARFsEIL Ql= 7HQIE0] o|® 3}
e 54 A4S w2 5d(ntegration)® 4 ert2 1 QulE 3
& 4 QIt}(Czarniawska & Sevon, 1996; Weeraas & Nielsen, 2016). wat
A AR F ] (social constructivism)?] 2] A5 (knowledge integration) 2]
HHe 24 FH| 7Hbet @3t 2] A (ostensible knowledge) &= E 35}
AqE PFoHAA  ASFEHAY ARE] ¥R oR  QIAHE A X4
(performative knowledge) & 3Egslo] 24158 (knowledge integration) ¥4
S A9ttt Bourdieu, 1977; Brisset, 2019; Giddens, 1979, 1984). <334
214 1ol dQloll S wA= dHoEHN AlFEEC] RHoR F2

o7 AgtEl= mTH;E| A(practice) 9F Zo] AFHQ] Q1A I ol WAE
olgtd 4 Qv HE s 9guety & 5 AHAlEH, A7,
2016; Callon, 1986; Johnson et al., 2007). A& th2 Z]4AA(knowledge
system)ol| A H|ZEH z]2]9] E3gH(knowledge integration)2 SJ#™H A= T
W & Zpol7t glEete 7S Ak siA sk B2 Ap4lo] ojwRt A
of Asf Qlar, A o' xAFA S AR =] wEbA ohekRt A9
2|2 E5oko] FAHTHSewell, 1992; Tracey et al., 2018; Waeraas & Nielsen,
2016).

2
re

2| A58 (knowledge integration)2 @AYSHH HO|A A2 T2 2AA|
Al(knowledge system)®] S7}A] ZsHA HebH, 2[4 48210 T oA
[e]

gl el AAE A Ao SoAA Mze Ae TE AP

2|2 5HS vigtH = o] Hoh(Weeraas &Nielsen, 2016).
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2) 8 A4

591 (shared cognition)2] 27 of| 4]
FPoz FHRIHL o]l52 FHUA

]_

Cannon-Bowers & Salas(2001)&=
g FEEEel 3 We= Ul 7HA
(shared cognition)oll4] 2t HF=9] 2|42 theket Tl FHfsHAl 21§
solH Gutate] 7hsAdE AASFATERME Y, 2016). WA, £ Tl i
A H (task—specific information)= F4YE ol ¥k =934 glo] P&5

= oFe FE4EEY ThEHe AHolx, £ Idol gt dHe 3

=
ol Haoh AAy, A4, A, 9, A S& EASL 3low, of AR

N

Il

-

O

= AR oA dutst 7HeAdS THRIT R Y, 2016) T A= T
7 AE A2 (task-related knowledge)-2 7} e Ao A o]
A 220z skl Heo RAEZA] kAl ofz|t 2[4l @ £ i}

4 =2
ol AHgEle dakel wet 4oz ditel FhsAdol Aok d, 2016).
E] =
= =

][y

d
Mol £ FHAH, AF & 41 Sle ARE 9ulstyl, FAHAEES
7h ol® Zopoll Hit AwA A AREAE L glofof siH, 1 4
= FAY Jhofl A=o] ofdS Hebsty thE 49 dF dS5S Ths
SsHA S, Yol Ad HMEA 2 A(expertise)oll wERA B840 2
ddfo] 7M5sle 2 siEchEHE Y, 2016). upAEto g2 FoH gLl Alge
g FALSe] AHer ZAo] diste] &2 sidE EobFal ol "o 4

ot} 571 @ olde] A A15Ae FAHAIH@RY, 2016).

2 2453 (team knowledge integration)2 ‘AtS]H F52HgS TS 7+
g FEEE AR ARAAY] T or AN o ZHUS Tl QL
th(Robert et al., 2008). A|A7|9F -2 2HA7|6F T of| A

2, SE5T U2 059 mio] Brksstn 71X gt A4 Aol 7]



2 A= QItH(Grant, 1996a, 1996b). #|217]¥F ¥
Oﬂ/q 7\]’494 A2 H9EF] 2YA J¥(Grant, 1996b)o|H, H3lsH= H]
ZU2 2o gkl $fsll 7199 ArdE Fdotal, F55te] AeA|st=
57 LHo|th(Eisenhardt Martin, 2000). 14" ZZAHE (consulting
projec)@t o] 2|4 HopAQl S fste ol A g4 d +4d
o] 731 Qe AHe} A4S FdhHknowledge integration)sh=dl @& 2l
Atoluf SAAA e M=ol 2AlE FRstl =oshe 5
o7 el o] Hast fER A4S WEL FASE A8 o, A4
HoFAQl e 3ot "2 ANE =Y 4 UtH(Dennis, 19965 Reus &
Liu, 2004; Robert et al., 2008). Z|A2} HHAE GFo] ALY ZZAHE
(consulting project)Be] At G4 It a3 &FolH, d AAFH
(team knowledge integration)®] & 24S ZZ(Lin et al., 2012)s}¥tt.
g 2] A& (team knowledge integration) F T o]/ "Heo] FEH

Ae Sqot BN WAL, A ARAH (expertise) S AH§to]

=]

wAIE ST o Zi7HQ1e] X[ Alo] ZREAE oA FHEHM, TRAE 4
gol] F8e Koz qrEo-tH(Okhuysen &  Eisenhardt, 2002).

Okhuysen & Fisenhardt(2002)+= A3& 2}75‘;_ OoH 2] 253 (knowledge
integration)®] IS s oH, = 0]/
a7 ot Z1R00] 2peT e Fust A4
Lin et al.(2012)2 59¥ ©o]4t9] IS(information strategy) 7H&F Z2AE Zrof
Aol = MBA PSS thter ¥ AR W (team transactive memory)

o AN FEF FAH BAS FASGHAFI 9, 2015, A4Y Z2A

E9] 4utg Rol7] 9 ¥ FHASC] B Suqo] FHsHe BAZ AW
sfef, sl ere AL Agals] o) HASS ARALL B
=

B ooty AEAA Y HEFds Fdote] M= B 52

o] Y Aol Fastth(Tiwana and McLean, 2005; &3] ¢, 2015)
QJF-o] 2|42 WolEolA M=g A4S FEd e HEoles & &

= #2458 (knowledge integration)2 XA 9] Alut 7o F gt gk

=2

ol
=1
| QA AAHog 2458 knowledge integration)S Faf|A]

1o
>
m\o

F

ol

ol
to %o

ol

o
=
| _l
o

o



24 ZNQle] A4S Eet ST ofBA A
S 2-&(interaction)ot=7tol| e} g2bd 4= QIth(Zahra et al, 2020). 53]
2140 &g Fofut A& WAo] hE Afolk ofHH ol Holx= 2]Ao]
2 s ks e AR ‘:]’EE]'(COIYV&S & Powell, 2007; Nielsen
et al., 2014).
| NYE JAl(open innovation)o] ZFREL =2} QI
& (collaboration)o]] 93t 24 FZo] o FatHolat= =
<] (Chesbrough, 2006; Wagner, 2018), A2 ©t& X4
system)S 7T Qe AFREE 7H9] AFeZF8(nteraction) 9 74#‘471101‘4
JFEA] 7|08 Fe] AlUAeE 2]4€] s (convergence)
S e WA ¢S AolthKappel, 2019). A& FEo F&HE 7t §
S A SHATE A2 -2 24 A A (knowledge system) S Ad5Fal
UE AFE el AYAE THEo] WrIst 3] 7] diZolth(Freeth et al.,
2019; Leahey et al., 2017; Mitchell, 2002; Wimsatt, 2007).
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APAA oJmle|l A B5 A (efficacy)2 & A Heg UEHU= 5
gF Ao, xZ FofolA= it 22 A4, Tle H F
S4% B} FANA AFA AHE 7HHE Aoldte Ad Ee &
ot dgt, 2020).
Bandura(1997)+= "The Self-Efficacy: Exercise of Controls; 2= #]A]9]
A B5EE ASIQIAl o]2(social cognition theory) THEOIA Q127 WS
(cognitive beliefs)?} P52 W3Hbehavioral changes)e] AR AstTh
(George & James, 1993). 18|11 Bandura(1986)= QI7F PFo] HsE AH
Stal ASstaat 71ES] FEFH e FARE A=, AR oA <l
Aol SHzlE 9e 2 AHE JA, 4, Adske 584 A=
otal, EAO] A7 (specific self confidence)S &'57 (efficacy)olgt A 2]
tH(eHg Y, 2016). A7 &5H (self-efficacy)> 7HPso] FH L=z
|5 (motivation) £ 75 Ast=d Fat HE2M(Bandura, 1986), 9l
7re] dg9et Ao Fash JFedltde] HEFH & AETH
(self-efficacy)> ZH419] Aol ot Adxf, Hx&, =8 3 =9 59 o5 &
AT A Aato]l 99eke vx|A Eoh(Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Bandura
& Wood, 1989). Z12]a 25 =y} 42]4 57]5of (motivation) 2t &2 A
TH4A (correlation)7F 21E] At (Holden et al., 2004; Bandura , 1997). 118]
I Y4 P A AgA duklHE(empowerment) ] A QAo
(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990), &4l Fsof et w7 HT= A=t
(Mulvey & Klein, 1998; ©|43], $4<, 2010). ¥ &5 (team efficacy)=
271 857 (self-efficacy)S 2Pt 7Hd S 2 (Lindsleyet et al., 1995), o]
T8 =2 Al it 49 e TR EaolH(Parker, 1994), @ A4
oAl T&EA 42 om|ettk(Babdura, 2000; Chan, 1998). © /Y=ol
St 57| 99102 (Gibson & Earley, 2007 293, 1749, 2012), 4
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HEo] ojeE Al Het HES Al=shH(Bandura, 2000), =44 Zx4
THDurham et al., 2000; Silver & Bufiano, 1996), &2l & o] 4=ai7}
A H(Bandura, 1986). 12|11 & A70] o|Z(Gully et al., 2002; Tasa et al.,
2007), 2% EA(Gibson, 1999; Day et al., 2009; Hoegl & Gemuenden,
2001), 254 (Prussia et al., 1998; Jung & Sosik, 2002), 2] £E217|¢t =3}
(Chot et al., 2010; Matthews & Kitsantas, 2007) 59| =& 2499 a3}
WA o] dA7E EARIY d S 8% 571 29 H
Z(team efficacy)(Gibson & Earley, 2007)= B &5 (team efficacy)?] =&
£ ° FHEE2 ofER BAlol digt siE-g A=skil(Bandura, 2000), A4
AR 285 AASHH(Durham et al, 2000), ol& A8¥str] 19t A&2Q1

38 2afsttty skt (Bandura, 1986).

e oX

—_

I

O[I‘

27185 (self-efficacy) 9] 2 A= NA¥s9] F840] =
CHEH Q@R 2020). wHepA] I7Ee] EAS AFE 4 e o€ Y shdl
A71asde s BAT 4 JAtHEAF, 2012; FFH, 2013). A|asd
(self—efficacy)> 1970 H} o] F AF2]QIZ] ©]&(social cognition theory)}
7 s, 22T AFellA iRle] ofEA ofsfstal mekst=rte o
Mge =z AYE i Qtk(Bandura, 1977). Wood et al.(1989)-& “zpAlo] 4=
o tigt ¥2o=2 AHolsldom, Schunk(1982)= AF 4o HQagt A4l
SEof oigt 2Ax0] o s MYy, w&F SHoAN= A= 7
of ™igh A4l A ol F7lo] diRt ®ETolEtal ZlEstth (AR,
2020). A7) 85 (self-efficacy)®] HEA o]2°o =24 Bandura(1977)+ 71!
o] A7 a5 (self-efficacy)& HH|St7] Al AF
theory)] BQAZ A9y, 1 ol ZA
912 (cognition), TG0 2 AolstAct. 1l 7] AF
= AoEe 27|85 (self-efficacy)& #AHA1o] 45 7
el digt dig] ohsoz ARlA oz HEEHAY A4l

FU-D' 10 o ot o o

Sh5o]&E(social learning
42 P=(behavior),
Lelo] gg meo
dolu, Bl 4%
of A Aol et

9]
34

l>
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9ok "rit}1 519 th(Bandura, 1981).

Bandura(1977)= 455 #dsks F+ 7HA #l& Ae7|dl(efficacy
expectation)®} A7t (outcome expectation)2 o] [T 2-2]ofA A
Al5FAR, @571l (efficacy expectation)= 7Helo] Axfel Aryglo] Axm

[e)
s 4 Ath= E=olw, A3 (outcome eXpectatiorl)h Yol oj" A

Aol * 43 I

(Persan) (behavior) (outcome)

g7t =Ry
(afficacy expectation) (outcome expectation)

[1H2-2] &57|Het o719 Aol

hQlo] A7 a5 (self-efficacy)S &4 &2 FAHHoR AZtot= 550
w2t Z3E Add(execution), H|A Y (non—execution) o2 ZAAX]E= Aot

o Y7t F2 AEo| U= A= oW AdyYS st IHA vl
Aztetd dPFo WEbh yeuxA etk Aoldk(Bandura, 1977;
Goldfried & Robins, 1982). &s7|t(efficacy expectation)”7} =2 AFE
Z29] §17100lA W, A, di-s, #7124, 45 k=¥ 5= §9f ol =5
Sh= 530l HoluA dFel B2y HFE o+ jloH, o Higor F
AnE f5stuar et ds= AF =
2ttt (Schaubroeck & Merritt, 1997). A3}7]dj(outcome expectation)+=
Fsol ofd diatE E Aol gt A FSoly wke wshal,
A AU B2 AFEE 382 29E ZYish] diiel dFer ¢

2
lo
Hl
4
9:54
ek
>
o,
o,
rir
1=}
mlo
2 A 1o
2ood & orle
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rr

o] wle AHFZolw A oltk(Bandura, 1986). AV|ETH

(self—efficacy) ?F ZFa-4-2 Hlt g o= Holu A= o 7fgelth. A
A2 Al gigt W o g2 HOskA|Rt Ap7| 85 (self-efficacy)> AH4lol ¢
5 Z F3LT 5 Svke 5o die T2or AHo & 4 U (Gist &
Mitchell, 1992). 1}7]§7§(self—efﬁcacy)—‘% 47} 2 QoFslH ofefjel Tt
AR, 2t7] Bed(self—efficacy)> wlefoll gt T H7F o= 74|11, =
A9l F8& T A2r ZRE 2GS AT + e 5EHe getth

=4, A7)a%5 A self-efficacy)> AFTH Al
S

o x
Zaehs © ‘3]":5_}‘:}(%] 3, 2020).

A7) 85 (self—efficacy)> 5] 7d 2 (achievement experience), t2] ¥
(proxy experience), ¢do]d5(language persuasion), “JA1-5-E(emotional
excitement) 5 47}2|2] ZQ3t Q40| IS vro} FAETH o|HA FAH
A7) 557 self—efficacy) 2 7§21 fFo] 2 WHEE gozlty AV|aszt
(self—efficacy)] F& AR EAHolR, FF=olm, A7) 55T self—efficacy)

o W2 AR zZlel FA WY <ol eEE HARE AdEtth(Bandura,

1998). & A7|as (self-efficacy)oll oiet 7g2 5ol IFHS v,
A7124, F715o, XA, AYA AdEete 9t A4S Adod>otr
o, BFeldd, 2001). wabA 7] 8% (self-efficacy)2 QI7F P52 o|sfistaL

AFsizd Fad Ao Jidlel 4R, §7, 2RAE, A 5 79
gFell  wie  FasthQEeay,  1997).  Bandura(1977)2 A&
(sel-efficacy)®] B4L A%I0l 4A BUsAAe] B wzol we
AAR=H, 435 A (achievement experience), 2] ¥ (proxy experience),

Aol dE(language persuasion), A4S (emotional excitement)®] 47}Z]
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a3t 94 RY FHEHT T

2R, A% 7 (achievement experience)= 714 A& & (reliability) 7} &=

4FH (influence) Y= AR WA(nformant)e]l, 7HQ1e] AFA 71zskL QL
7HR19] BeH(efficacy)= =°17] #oll & G2 gt} oo} ¥tz Anj7
(failure experience)> #}419] F8-& Wost=d IA A& XA &
wrebA] 2b7] @5 (self-efficacy) S =°17] $sll A&4Q0 AFHE HHot=
o] matHolty, =4, the] A (proxy experience)o|T 2 AFe] JHE
oA B Aoz AFH & (achievement experience) ThHXO2 FFS 0]

)

= AHY(informant)o]ct. BRI A-F(success) ¥ Aufj(failure)S &5t 2}
Aol & & ke #MlS Sl AV a5 (self—efficacy)= Hl-¢= & Het
o}, A, do]dS(language persuasion)t eS| 7jQ1S 7ol ddojd A5
oltf, H, Al T WAooz A7 G5 (self-efficacy)oll g AEE d+=
o 9 & 4 Sl ol A5 AR E afdor 23 & 4 Sl 59
= Higote ZACR2A 7P ol 2ol ot (et 2020). 1y <o
2 AE9 A= At AAA A7 qlo] 1 mart miE|sit) T1eja <
ol dETog JAH A7l asH(self-efficacy)> LT HS 44 T4
A, o] e AEAE mRbste] 27| ARl tigh E4lo] Wi AF 4 3l
THHERY, 2020). mAEro® ARl REE T A e AAAS

(self-efficacy)oll FF& njx]= 89l
H AEED HEA e e gEol =oHEH IR 2020).
3) © ast
g a5 ¢ (team—efficacy)2 7N FAYES G509 o o] ofd o
ztog ESHA &£A4S _JU]?}E]-(Bandura, 2000; Chan, 1998). & &%7+
(team—efficacy)2 ol 5= fdez o A Fast 571 &

A
ololth (A, 2015). ® A% (team—efficacy)o] HSFE ojde EAS

A7 A 4 daBandura, 2000), AAE A AAES HAHSI] 2F
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of =AY} € @5 (team—efficacy)o] 5823 olfE= ©o| EAE (team
problem sloving) ¥ & 8l (team learning)ofl &S ©v|Z Hatb oz} &
Aol 2AEA FolE7] wjiZoltHGibson et al. g
(team—efficacy)> g2 AL o "ol zd %‘g.oﬂ ot 44 Bt
(Gibson, 1999)¢0]1, ©o| 11 ERE Z
St (Murry et al.,, 2002). olof w2} © &57(team—efficacy)> A4 A
S5 Ao digt B2l FRt, 2020).

A7) 85 (self-efficacy)> AH41o] Fof digh 7i%le] 4lgolal, © 8%
H(team—efficacy)> E74 S AYst=
1994), © &5 (team—efficacy)2 7HQ A€ a5l i
g A 594 A4S ‘Q?}E’r(Bandura 2000). AP FA-sf(group
efﬁcacy)ﬁ Ao 52, g tigh FAAYE T AT 35d d5oly, ©

S (team—efficacy) ¥H=  *}o]7}t %1‘:}(71:]

efﬁcacy)ol 2, B4, A st HE idelEtd, ¥ 857 (team—efficacy)=
Hout Hgx= fgor 1A o] ti=h(Lindsley & Brass, 1995).

S0 d4 2919 ' a5 (team—efficacy)o] &2 FZL oz &
Aside Alxshyl, 222 BRE AHste, ol5 Adgtth(Bandura, 2000)
4 (team—efficacy)> T2 o] 7lQlod Ho=m sHgEgloH,
NS FhsHHA QFEE A5 BY 28R & 5 Qe T 97 ]
gt Ago|tH(Gibson, 1999). 1#iA © #-57H(team—efficacy)2 AH4ilo] &3
g o=Fo] digt GAlo|a, A a5 (self-efficacy)2 AH4A1o] o=fo] digh 415
tt. © 85t (team—efficacy)o] FEFEI A= 7 2 o= € W EAS)
2 WA go shgell g mAa, | QoA #REE BE s 53
A1Z17] W—F:O]E}(Guﬂy et al., 2002). ol mwet 27| &5 (self—efficacy) ¥ ©
ZHteam—efficacy)2 A2 2]& % (interdependent) ©]1(Day et al., 2004),
A% Hebo] AHof el AA7E ck(Bandura, 1997). B39 7|
A a5 (group efficacy)> B B (team—efficacy)?} B 7id L
o] &4, a3sk= Aol et o] zpol7p EAESK(

H(group efficacy)2 a5l dieh HeA7E |, A,

N
S
S
=
AN

jalu)
kol

ot

oy

s

o
B
S
]
=
o
MU
fol
oh‘
LJ



i
ol
oid
oE
do
Ot
el
)
=
,

1t © 85 (team—efficacy)> BolltF =gtEo] ARgSt=

|
d a5 (team—efficacy)> He] F7]5(motivation)o] 384 FF=
L FAkol Z7lo] wet d41 %5 (innovation action) o= (prediction)
of 583t Q9l(factor) o2 AL 11 Ut 7|& Ad) A= Ar|a
HHA, X2 "o AR THoA AdEY

S (self-efficacy)oll HF 5= Ht

ARAGY =72 ol §84 PE 947 B g-Zo] mje Eadx1
Utt(Bandura, 1977). o3 X FFE A7 &5 (self—efficacy)o gt
vgo] ZiQle] Aot thE A t7] 918l AA = 1 (Bandura,

Stz ol s @2 #AHS 7|2 AUtHChen & Bliese, 2002). H E%ﬂ
(team—efficacy)S 3] &3 A (resilience), A5 (positivism)} A %
P50 ok Qaolth(West & Farr, 1990). e oA F4¥= 57
of A7l= F2% QQlo|al o] wet AE oIt (Zaccaro et al., 2001).
a5 (team—efficacy)> 24 = ©, 15 HFSL Uil ol
MAE9] Aol diet FE%= oh=ck(Bandura, 2000). © 8%
(team—efficacy)e] 7fgo] ©O] JF5goll T A= (trust)ol 2, TyA1 et
P> B (complexity)= 5, &4 Q1 AS A (interrelationship) &
xgtoty] el A7 med(self-efficacy) = F 2tol7t ATHEGRE, 2020).
Bandura(1997)= © &% Z(team—efficacy)o] @2 &7 LS AEst= A
of e wmAal, I ko] ANE /\}%(outcome)ﬁ}htﬂ o g2 Ay
(performance)E L7t stlct. webA] © &5 (team—efficacy)2 =

Gibson, 1999), ¥ &% (team—efficacy)S ©o

jalu

01] 11414 Oﬂoko u] ]
HAg ookt &4 F
(group performance), &
oz AHolsty QrhAlY

g_l

A oz | WA

—_

Jlm ,\
ol
)
ri
0|0
o
i)
—
(@]
o.
o
a
=
(@]
O
@)
=
2
o
g
N,
T,
2,
i)

Al 3 %(mnovatlon behavior)oll 9= vjx]&= Q91
A 9], 2009). 2381 ¥ &5 (team—efficacy) ¥
(team potency)O] VPG (Guzzo et al., 1993), &+
7H2] E BE "ol Hed a4t dior A HIRSH BEL QUth 54

gt 7P & Apole @ BH (team—efﬁcacy)l—’—]r 2l A2 (team potency) AHO]

rr
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O] ti/dell et HFolty. © BeH (team—efficacy) Bty © A= o]

oL
or do
N

g Y3 ZZAHo|tHGuzzo et al., 1993). Bandura(1997)= ¥ o537
(team—efﬁcacy)oﬂ et gt QA2 HEA ool et FRE <ol
1 sk, | Bs(team—efficacy)= 5735H7] o A AAQ1%], F
H 2lA]9lx] Woﬁ nogto]l opal st tH(Zaccaro et al,, 1995). & A=
(team potency)®] 79 " dF5dol A4l w1, ¢ H2 ARE
SpAsA SAeE, 97 Be B W AL AL ARl At 5 ol

F2g =9 ABAHAI AT, 2020).

_60_



Mohammed & Dumville(2001)2 ¥ 3721 Z|(team shared cognition)<}t
g HHWF(team transactive memory)’t A2 o2 Zjdo|xqt T Jid TF
o A% wH(cross—fertilization)+= 9 7ttty FASIT € AH W
S(team transactive memory)= B TFAYUEC] AW #Hd FH HEA]A
(expertise) Tt TSt o] A (heterogeneity)S FXotA| T, © &7 A](team
shared cognition)= A1 HNA HAt 224 9] FAA (homogeneity)-=
gzeth A9 o] A (heterogeneity) ¥ A/ (homogeneity)= B A3}
(team performance)E 1ol Fasttt. ©2 & Algo] 24T & gle 1Y
= F3st7] floiA B 2 H7] wjZof 24e] o] & (heterogeneity)<
ZQ35tH(Cooke, et al., 2000). 18] & FAYPL A2E o]sstr] YshA
oL AL FHH A2 (shared knowledge)& L5t JoH(EHEY, 2016).
=, A4t 245 Adide B9 (teamwork)d] 2[Al& FEAIE Hart 9
THMohammed & Dumville, 2001). o]g% A-52<Q1 & AJ3Kteam performance)
5 Y= o W 229 o]HA(heterogeneity) ¥ H T FEA
(homogeneity)e] Q7¢ctyl & 4 ok o] A(heterogeneity) ¥ FEA
(homogeneity) 5+ © AHHWF(team transactive memory)e] T4 Q4]

ZgEo] et = M5 AFEAQ HEA (specialization)-2 T}t T EH
A

i

212 9] o]d A (heterogeneity)= WEFHAT, “F7F F9& g1 Qi et 94
2 g #H #49 FEA(homogeneity)= YWEPHATHCannon—-Bowers, et al.,
1993). © &8-<21A](team shared cognition) 7+ © AH W F(team transactive

ﬁ

memory)®] 4 84 5|, BAAA F4 848 24 oibd Rgg £

(Lewis, 2003; Austin, 2003), ©]&/(heterogeneity)oll High 54 WS A7eHe
22 ¥ AHBEWF(team transactive memory)2] ATZRE §o& A= 4 Utk

(Mohammed & Dumville, 2001).

g FFX](team shared cognition)= He AL 7=yt Fulof Hjel
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olali7t i, v ol wigt ols H AR | Fo] JHEshH, Hoe A
3+ A (roles and responsibilities) 59 &80 it oJsik 7Fsotal ot
2 FAAEEY Aoy 2 Fol et AHE @o] Afsty Sle HHE
TR Y, 2016). © 57| (team shared cognition)@] 4=5=0] =rh=
A ° FALEC] A= gt olsirt FEsithe Aoz, ° FRUA

(team shared cognition)= AT FAYLE THe] HEWF(transactive
memory), & Y& FALE0] A2 At ALt A} ;S flof =73
WA 1Al A=zof tigh olsiet AZE ZHeskA & Ao|nh(RHE Y, 2016).
a8 8 321X (team shared cognition)®} B AR W F(team transactive
memory) 2] F&H2> AT AR digt olsiAT, ® FR-<1A|(team shared
cognition)= °olafle] el 8-S F11, © HEWF(team transactive memory)
+ olsle] HEE oulstal &, AHE A=sk AhE Aw/d(specialization)©]
=0 QIAekAL, AJthere] A (task coordination)oll 28-S Fil JITHEH
9, 2016). o]A2 © FiAA](team shared cognition)E FAsH= olsfie] i
=2 8 AR WF(team transactive memory)2] Aol tigt oldfe] AElE 7hs
A sh= Aotk © ¥

transactive memory)©}

Q12| (team shared cognition)+= ¥ AHH W F(team

o
LR
FFe nHHL & 4 QU

=

2) | adAet | A 2ke] A

T © F8AA(team shared cognition)”7} FEEE= olf= &© AT (team
performance)E 7N Al ASE 5 7] "iEelth @ F
shared cognition)?} © A7} (team performance) 7+ TAIE 214 A Q0 A9
BES 3 F5AX](shared cognition)2} © &< A](shared cognition) &t
5 © AdH(team performance)oll FHAQ FFS
o} #Aste] Mathieu et al.(2000)2 ® +A4Y 7t ¢
cognition)?} © 3-8 A|(shared cognition)2] FAHJO] =
(team performance)®l] FA384Q FFE A= Aoz YetH(Mathieu et

al.,, 2000). E3F Marks et al.(2002)% ¥ &< Z|(team shared cognition)

[}
245 g A
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£ © 4¥Hteam performance)o] Aoz FId= vlA= Hlez Sy
drt. 53], @ FAHYEE ol FfHe FFU A (shared cognition) ] A 291
ZHI fAMY EHES ¥ WS Mathieu et al,, (2005)9] A+ ZAite © 74
o ol FfEe A AA pddEOE fFAM] a0l H Ad¥Hteam

[e]
o
A dlSshe Aoz yebdtt(Mathieu et al,

= g A3Hteam performance)ol AFS 2l
o 4 IHHEH Y, 2016). &R BF49(2003)2 TR o] oW
d d¥H(team performance), © &9, 174 T=F Fio|A BAo] FTlek=
Ao gRIsklal, vres 9](2003)= H =

cognition)+= T W A5 JAHEAE Fadel {2t
Aot Ao ASR(2006)2 IT FAES ez ARt AFapAofA

sol
w1 9ol @ 94 dF, |

N

x

2ol & 4l 2 o5 asol fott 9% niAl= AL
2 SHlstdeh (A 9GSt 2020). HiHSet =HeH2016)0= #+24S diAteR
g FR9lA(team shared cognition)7} ©AO 2HA]

AgPH A
(leadership)® & A3 (team performance)oll &42 IFS njActy s},
AB8H(2012)2 & T2 A (team shared cognition) FA-2 ©]At3]e] &-84
(efficiency)& #=ITHL sHth. AwF9F +787(2009)+ gt @ 492
42 HEE olne 8 =

4912 (team shared cognition)”} & &IHAFl
=
=

A3 (team performance)E Z7HA171ck A A5t

>.
lo
o
£
N
koo
o,
B}
e
=
(@]
=1
w(/)
N
(e}
(@]
uL,\)
N
o
o
o
c
c
@
&
N
(e}
—_
o

%S

g A X W H(team transactive memory)} © A
FHteam performance) 7] TAOl= HE FAE 7]8o]A] &gttt €| &
g S YA @ HEWF(team transactive memory)2t B Al ¥H(team

performance) 7o WAUEZS oloid 4 J== EHEA(black box)E 7H
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Hiek W Qrb (Y, 2016). A1AES ¥ AXH WS (team transactive
memory)7} B “J¥Hteam performance)o]] ¥ o2 7|ofditial Aot il
(Lewis, 2003, 2004; Liu, Lv, & Fan, 2010; Zhang et al., 2007), Yoo &
Kanawattanachai(2001)= ® B F(team transactive memory)”} © A7}t
(team performance)oll "X+ AR FJFS FeIstet. Michinov &
Michinov(2009)= ® A E W HF(team transactive memory)”} @ ©e| A7}
(team performance)oll P|x= FFS dA+oto] ©HEo] FHQ V&S UE
Yt =2 © ABWF(team transactive memory)E 7H W, & Ad7Hteam
performance)Zt 7Rt A& SIsHIohERHE Y, 2016). 123l A%% <
TollA © HEIWF(team transactive memory)’t & FEH A, © Y3t
AAQ TAY] 93, Rau(2001)= ¥ HEWF(team transactive memory)”7}
1A JAY] =2 FRHANE YA ke HE Hed b ok =ule]
Ao FAE(2013)2 & YT ¥ HHEWF(team transactive memory)
7} © A (team performance)of] PIZ|= FaFol TRt AolA © HAHWF
(team transactive memory)®] st Q<Q RF7F & AdiH(team performance)
of d= mAlE Aezx FAEHJL, FHAPEQ2015)°] AFolME H HEW
F(team transactive memory)2] 3B} 22l H-EA(specialization), A=A
(credibility), +HZxA(task coordination) 5F & ZdF}(team performance)ol|
FEF= A= E2 237 UERT

4) ° JEuRet § msite] ¥

fol

2 B WF(team transactive memory)7} & F5H ©H2 AF¥Hoz ¥
Fe T 7ol Skt ey AL JEARD QIX|eF HE wiE
o HtEA] J¥x]E= ¢t © AR W R (team transactive memory)= B 74
dEso] 54 A diste] Fr A2 A A (expertise knowledge)= 28311 Sl
0= As & & A sige 849 A4 AA"ES wetoh(Prichard &

Ashleigh, 2007). Mannix et al.(2002)+= ¥ AKX F(team transactive

memory)’t ® &% (team efficacy) FAo IS vt FHstAch
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Kanawattanachai & Yoo(2007)¢] ¢Js}H, ®o] av&el ¥ AHHWZF(team
transactive memory)E 7Hd ®, © FALES B ol AEA A (expertise
knowledge)= metstil thg FALES] el te A= (trus)E 55}
o7l Tl ozt 2418 F-&2Q AYE FITHHEAY, 2016). 1212
AGA 520092 #Y Z5(task conflict)?t & “d3Hteam performance)?]
AN & G5 (team efficacy)e] 24 WS AASIHL, d7 A=
7] A5 (task conflict)o] AHzte @ G5 ZH(team efficacy)o] o™ & A
FHteam performance)s FFAIA &= Uth= Ao=2 1Y A5 (task conflict)
Ao A © a5 (team efficacy)] g&o] FQsitteE AL ZAx

o]lF © AHWF(team transactive memory)2] 7jgo] H|Fo| & W, & AR
WF(team transactive memory)= JFTE FAYE o 7} AS(task
conflic)JEf7t ofyzt PxA(task coordination)©o] 7Hsgt AEfE olu|gh
ok 283 fHe FHEEEe] A9 "ol Al fdxAo] st dHE

It
R
N
o,

;lo
o>
)
o
&
?l

=4 of el dig %?_5’4' de7t gt Aes T

7 ° Asd(team efficacy)= ¢ & As= 579 & 7 ARAY,

=, ° AR WF(team transactive memory)E 7H © FAAY
A=) "elZe AT A AlE Y 4 e

o1Z]& 4 JATH@RMEY, 2016). A=, a¥&0l ¥ HHWZ(team transactive
o}

memory)+ © a5 (team efficacy)S =QIttyl & & Q1

2§57 (team efficacy)= GAo2 433 £ Q= 5o dight 9
BZolr, ® AF(team performance)®] ZAAJA = Zo] WAEAH
(Gibson, 1999). @ &% (team efficacy)2 ©ol] & 5 UAtt= A& &=+
7] W2l @ &ef(team efficacy)®] 52 T& Hol ol Ax9 &
710l AT ol AJqoEHEY, 2016). © a5 (team efficacy)oll Hgh
T2 Zpolzt UAIRE, "ol A Ao ot T2 Alg2> EA%H vA7t
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Fojd wj, o] F4st7] ffste] H HolAl 8 == Fs dFE 4
Ysto] Aol et d5 /‘]ﬁHE 153}71] stol 7] gl d aad
FFS vAA Hh(Zacczro et al., 1995). Gibson(1999)2 & &
efficacy)® ® “d¥H(team performance)@rfﬂ AL ot Qlal A
(causality)ir/} A (task) T B3HA EA(cultural characteristics)of] 24 &
FAotAl 2Hgstral Fsk | #j o] 84 (uncertainty)o] EOH
YL e 5H3A R $R¥sH Ho| AHE FRote do] RokAY, H
A5 (team efficacy)> B “d¥Hteam performance)o]l FFS H|Z]A] Z3lrt,
g2 o A7 SAstE AU A olEH (interdependent) = THAIE
THSH| =i FREE o] Wolnh(RHE ¥, 2016). o=t © a-54 (team

efficacy)= B “d3Hteam performance)oll F(+)o] FFE vx]A Hrt

rol

o

6) © AHEuFe @ A7 o] PA § aeHe] w3

g HHWF(team transactive memory)+=
wote AAS Afotl EAE d 3L
o] A=) (credibility)& a1, T12]3l o|F zbdste A2 avpHos XA
4 A §ch(Wegner, 1987: Zhang, et al., 2007). QAtAELS & AH W
S(team transactive memory)2] Q3 o= <QIAH(Lewis, 2003; Liu et al.,
2010)01H, FdEEC] AZE & 41 olsfd ], 152 Al H= A4l
e w7A "ot &, 9 858 (team efficacy)2

memory)2t © “d7Hteam performance) 7o SHHQI Ado] 2 4 St .
g HH W F(team transactive memory)= B &5 (team efficacy)e] Jdx
Ax1 8 Aikteam performance)olr A m|Ztty 2 4 rk Liu &
Zang(2010)%  1499°] dioh¥s 31719 Hog uwo]l d AHuF(team
transactive memory)2} © “J¥Hteam performance) 7te] HAlo] @ &0l f
N IS sh=AE AFet 2t o AHEWF(team transactive memory)2} ¥
J3Hteam performance) 7toll © &5 (team efficacy)o] g mf7l s S

A e sk

g FHYUEE spolF ot A
S

[‘h‘ I‘

A EA (specialization), 1 A4

o

A H W= (team transactive

el
oL

_66_



g X W F(transactive memory)7t 2 FAE O] = H2 A2 HEA
Hol -tk THAE el FHH olshE Avtom Aue] v AYL )
ot =4 25 YAAIGESH, 2018). o2t AR S Fof

S VS
- -
A -8sta ApEstE Puit A4 %

HthH(Lewis, 2006). 1H°
24 "o] dogy o #H & & Q= A

Al

S 7 (team efficacy)©] FATE
g Atz HAEcHe Y, 2017). Gully et al.(2002)2] ATofAE €
85 (team efficacy)® & ATH(team performance) 7Ho]l © A E W3 (team

transactive memory)+= A2 <2l Q9lo7g z85k31 QU

U};B-

R

2! ?é“?aﬂ(team collaboration)% g Aliteam performance)ol] G421 JFS
o)z]al ot ' JY(team collaboration)©] FPAEH, AFEE 24 © B3 G4
59| g HJ_’}(team performance)7} @Ect olnff © “JHuwF(team transactive
memory)= B H<Uteam collaboration)?} ® AJ¥Hteam performance) 7+2] wii7f
kS oh & @<A(team collaboration) ] 7Z3ka Q1o g AREsIrHsAls, 2013).
Y AHEWR(team transactive memory)+= B 2Pl QIZAH  ZR2A|A(cognition
process) 1=52] 5935 - toltt, © K wFteam transactive memory) & 5o %
Ul EEe] Xz} e, AoE M (complementarity)& ZESH= &
ARl AA”le] FEEL HYF(teamwork) S FIAZE 4 Ut olHet olf= €
B WS (team transactive memory)+= BZ(teamwork) ol F251H, BYA
(teamwork)E= 7|19 AAY o FQoichTFE, 2018). ¥ AHEWH(team
transactive memory)+= E3A0] w2 TZ2AENA 4 &84S ST Bt
o= T m2AE FoplA & Tile HRItHHE3] 2|, 2018). © X (team
transactive memory)= © AA5%Hteam knowledge integration)¥} TRAEE A
of| FoRt FFe Rk Aoz UETHASY 9, 2013: HSY, olFF,
2014; AAA, Moted, 2010; 9MA] o), 2014; S|P, 7N, 2006; Choi et al,
2010; Hsu et al., 2012; Lin et al., 2012).

nt[o
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A3 F a9 4

A12d 972

ol
N,
2

(e}

A A Aldiet fA1e dideH(digital transformation) &2
4 2 hd(industrial paradigm) ®3h= AHLE Q0] gt
Zajsty, 1AM ALY QFARGe] B njg A%
HI7FESH E(mega trend) &4, o|F AtH 9] g5 A4,
o] o142} FH(M&A: mergers & acquisitions) & ©]Hf ¢IAE H2&
ZYA Bdl(business model) WZoA A g0 BERE &
E7F @FHA 09, 2018). AAHE 4t

Bol Wil Q= #ofelil, ZeAE] dAo]
et A4S JYSHATHEANE, 2016). ALY
7 @3, ohfel, SgetEy 140l 9% vofsbEe] ot Yo e
e H& AAL otk Z2AHE Feof49] A (collaboration)> 1 HIAB
n2AES EAN FAAYEY] E, dEd

Aotel @9, 1A d & nE oA @A (collaboration)o] ©]Fo]

(& ol
o
_O|L

e o
=
g ol
— ol
- -
c 1
o)

N hu

o 2 & Qo uE

o
o
ol
|E
f

Mo
=
l
N
|
(0]
o,
Y
ftlo
ﬁ&

Hokel AHEES] FY

=

g o

Z A E (consulting  project)

o=} H
AL AL & & AEAT, 2016)

A48 mEAE (consulting projec)®] AEA 5HE 9d| oAILE, @
o gw 2o =9 (collaboration) ZQsotyl =

25 LAHYE 719 3§
%

%
2AE B4 EASHE 7164, 244 4EABPoR AA A

i

B ofEt 4o de o] 59 )
+ ZRAES HE ARE A or ¥ty oyl AFAR o
oME HoixkE e EdE FA(collaboration)©] 3——;’-%1’/]-(—‘%7\1]‘?},
2016). AAY ZZAE (consulting project)= THFSH AE7H=9] HEYIE F

=
o) maAEd Folshl W1 FelWE o] ZAE AT BE SF o
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274 A, AR Ax 9 97lell uigt ARt uS 5 dFdnt vsto]
M= g T, otolde], oA 59 2dA=

49 Z=AE (consulting project)E ste LS 14 A
+ ¥ %(collaboration)& #|sict= o] EAGH. FA Tto] FAow &

Hrhe B97|2 Qe Z2AES} AHYAe ASrt WS, B B
(]

2171344, 2HE S @ (collaboration) @] #Ho] Hct, |1l HH wprhe}
UIERZLS] HA|= QIRt HAS] e EAstal, A=2] A9t ldete] #
o= QIet F(collaboration) o] o] ZA}THEFAIE, 2016). Z=AHE
o] AEAQ w2 Sl ortaT, 98, AE 3F = AT +4d
7te] @ (collaboration)o] B Qsicy, Z2AEL 11 EAA ZA 5= 7]
A, ZAA Ardddoz QIsiA A4l 1[0 JFETE ofyRt AR
(collaboration)stA| Hr. |+ Z=AEZL {2} tigs}, E5439dol ot
% (collaboration)?] BAAL BL AR YrhEAH 2016).

294" A B sHoM= ERAES Aiflgs WA Hot A
ol e R} Fxpe] 4ol Eoh ZRAES] AujE Weha, A
g 1 &40 HAIE QI3 m2AE 9yt et ohEd A+
o|Fojx FHH7IF £, 2016).

2 A E O] A3 (project performance) TS YlA= E
AFe 9EsHA st A7 2AAS

=
(collaboration)2.2 AAHE] mZAEELC Ag 71o] mEH|S
]

ineld
@ >

gl

m o pol
RATY)

o

5t
o
o
io
©
>

olN
N,
o,
[
L
oli
<l
b &
©
o
zl
gl
e

o|N
N
N
>,
N
A

=]

2AEO AdA, A4t FAR ] it AEH Folot frge] At 242 7t
SotA H(HF3], wH4, 2021). B @A (team collaboration)2 &2 4
Y BE7F FE9 7HAE FRotal olE A 6l ATAgole e

ot 2AlE” Ol A (project performance) FE=S INA]
collaboration)-& £Q3%F @elozg 7FxE 1 Qow EL39 ZQ35t Qolojtt
(Vaaland, 2004; Walker et al., 2017; %3], 2|4, 2021). wabA A3
A5 Edlz 49 ZEAE ZgAA yiste] WAskE A9 AR o
E AAAARE AAMAAE 2ASFshr] s oho] [1E3-113 22 HA4"

o,
inels
iR
o
fab)
3

_69_



nZAEQ [-p-O Rdo|t},

A

BEm ) W o ) gREom
! ' ' opsysuszaposn | ! '
- < Jo &7 Y . . BREN
E  .zedEss . opi4d + ZENE £ RS
B e g . xyechy Bl o
g - JeiTy b o1 sl
g B4 5 .3 4

« YA +HEl - R

|
(HEY Narrra
Wl = —( 83geR | P
- 33888 sl N—— [
- S N gasas ¥ =Emg ) |
» BHol7Y N Pl  OftEs
- i A %V_; b REIE

[193-1] A4 m2AE [-P-0 »d

g AJHWF(team transactive memory)= Wegner(1995)2] @Ae}
Lewis(2003)9] 9145 vz A ¥4E TE6H, © A4 E & (team
knowledge integration)< Grant(1996a, 1996b)2} Lin et al.(2012)9] AF+&
Higro = stk m=HEY A= Choi et al. (2010) Hsu et al. (2012)
Lin et al.(2012)9] 75 Edlz A7 ¥eet SAHATTS =25 o
H W3R (team transactive memory)= T8 AFAHE Q%ﬁ]—l—j A& —r—‘ﬁg} ]—
1 AR g AN 98 dth(Whelan & Teigland, 2013). ®

HWRF(team transactive memory)= HAEFGe] thet A" ELGAA 9

g e A HA " a5 AR Y- fAYSF R & 4 9L
253t (team knowledge integration) AF3]2 A48 F
THHES] AHet AEAA Fgeor | FAHUEY FHe}F HAEZAA

ARE J¢olo] AHWRE epdHH(Robert et al,, 2008). T2AE

1o om _Q 12 ox
o,
R
>
e
> N
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2 4 Qi T2AE /H-L]'(prO]CCt performance)“ oA
o 712r &5, A &5, BMES FE, BY oiv] Ax 24 19a =
AE g a8 oz SAHHARAAA, AMotd, 2010; Choi et al,

2010; Hsu et al., 2012; Lin et al., 2012; A%3] 9, 2015)
g 2458 team knowledge integration)2 HHA|IAH 7jgt T2 AE 4
9 5 gt TS Fsl 9 Besel wesin 9 o
1 E=oste S ol B dol Bag =g A4
fdo] Hgtozy ZZAEY AJiHproject team performance)o] FIFS
A =ttt (Dennis, 1996; Robert et al,, 2008; Reus & Liu, 2004). ===
d AL Ee] Bt 242 ° AAFH(team knowledge integration)<
soto] ® $Fo AXH HRE Aitety mz=AEY  AJiH(project team
performance)ell F2Jet dFS A 4 AHFHF3] 2], 2015). whepA] 4198
A4E Ed= o [193-2]9F Zo] A1RFS FHoh

-

g | ) gEsy

W
Y

HY=uR

R

T

[1E83-2] A7 F
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2 dU(team collaboration)9] 82152 © AJ3Hteam performance)©]
FYF oFo] EA 7HsAdol Utk HEe] "o avdes AAH3e a9l
okt avE WA S5 AL A HY o wEbd "o
HA(team collaboration)®] 4 247F © AJTH(team
performance)oll Pl|R= FFE FA5H] flsto] 7S f:i%i’é}oﬂt}. =
o] F7FstH 4 kel 1 A3r 7K Aot

2] ¥ FU(team collaboration)e F9t AAA ATARE TR2A|A(cognitive

ox [o

(team collaboration)

interaction process)oA B &f<QIA|(team shared cognition), B HHuF{team
transactive memory), © AlAEHteam knowledge integration), B
efficacy)©] ® “g7Hteam performance) 7tol| ojwet WA} Ql=A] AFEAS staat
7HaE Aottt B @Y(team collaboration)& ot 499 & A¥Hteam
performance) 71l © 5321 X](team shared cognition), ® X wW-HF(team transactive
memory), © Z|[A5%Hteam knowledge integration), B &5 (team efficacy)o] Tf
N g FAstA M AAsiloh Ad dFE EYE ° Al 4§
F= vAE g 7He] Ao tiste] AmE Y 7HdS AASHA

N
o,
o}
Jo
r (9]
)
o
o
o,

HuFo| A

Mohammed & Dumville(2001)2 & &% (team shared cognition)2}t
g AH W H(team transactive memory)Zt A2 o2 7 gojx|gt, = g 7+
o] A% W F(cross—fertilization)+= i’l‘l}% 7}1135}5’— FHotdh ° AR

o
g Tl AEA A

- =

—Ll
r*°
mln
D)
re
4 &

(team transactive memory)= B
THASEe] o] A A (heterogeneity) S ZFZSHA|TE,

cognition)= A2 Q1 LA FJr"Ur 214 9] F2AX (homogeneity) S 7=
ottt 22419 o] A (heterogeneity) ¥t &2/ (homogeneity)=> © “A¥H(team
performance)E 1ol F2s5tt. ©2 o Algo]l 2AE &+ gl S 3

st7] flsiA 53] 227 2o 24| o] A (heterogeneity)> 873}

=l F80lA](team  shared
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tH(Cooke, et al.,, 2000). TFH& ¥, © a2 A=E oldistz] fIsiA of
L Ar F4% AAl(shared knowledge)S 875t Ut =, At 2AHL
Aeide " Z(teamwork) 9] A4S FHAIE Ba7F vt (Mohammed &
Dumville, 2001). o]g% A352&<d © AF(team performance)E A=
e A A9 o]F A (heterogeneity) ¥ © TH 52 A (homogeneity)©]
Q7 g 4 ok o] & (heterogeneity) ¥ 524 (homogeneity) H5F+=
Y AHWF(team transactive memory)®] 74 Q40 WEEH Qe=d, &
NRIES] APEA Q] 742 B W 2419 o]F d (heterogeneity)e HEIU
A9, w7 BE g Sldiee oAl "1 Rl AKY FEA
(homogeneity)= WEFHTHCannon—Bowers, et al., 1993).

g 321X (team shared cognition)% A FAHUE A2 71o] 7]&T)
gk olslizt =i, b ] tigh ojsf W AR of|So] FHEeka,
ot} WA (roles and respon51b1 ities) 59 AS2hgo] fgt o
P o FEEE9 Aol 2 Foll e AHE @ol &

. © T892l A|(team shared cognition)e] Fo] ETH
O] WMol thgt ofsirt FEstal "ol gk ofsirt
, 8 52 A|(team shared cognition)= HA& FAALS T+
= Y FAYEE0] AR B9, AdS dstHA Adst] 9
o A, Teal A=of tigh olsfet A=EE 7HssHAl & Aol 17l

g F59X|(team shared cognition)®t ¥ AEWF(team transactive

ol
=
=2
18 £‘.j

i)
r-{m Mo 1 olr r
0%
I,
mlm
e
S
Ku)

=
H—]

ot

N
)
uil
e 4
ox
o
i
©
>
i

1o ofr W 3o
(0]

o
HT
l
-

memory)9] FEHL TP Ao it ofsfolz|qt, ® F-FS1X](team
shared cognition)+= ©Jsfe] ti/4Ql 71, v, ¥4, @ 9T, 8 =89 A

Aoy A7 Fof 2¥& =t © HHEWF(team transactive memory)+= ©]
sie] el =, AHE Al=let AHE AE-d(specialization)©] =Thal Q14]
otal, Artiete] A XA (task coordination)of] Z2H-E Fi Ut 9] =
FHAA](team shared cognition)E F4ot= olafld] didES ¥ AHUF
(team transactive memory)2] Athe] thgh olsf & ATz d T/
Z](team shared cognition)= & AE W F(team transactive memory)oll I

g AT & 4 gt
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U H

ol

TAAet © A 7] B

T © F4AA(team shared cognition)”7} FEE= o]f= © AT (team
performance)E A4 Al AS5HE & Q7] wizo =
shared cognition)®t ® AJ¥Hteam performance) 7+2] T’_ﬂ]%
o] tiRES ¢ FHA(shared cognition)®t B F-F<1A](shared
cognition) 5% ® AiHteam performance)ol Al FFS vty F
7okl Qlct. 1222 Mathieu et al.(2000)9] AolA & AL 7He] 3t
A TR (shared cognition)®} B -&-F21A](shared cognition)2] -FAHO]
=S5+2 & A (team performance)o] F8ZQ1 AFS v|x]E= ZAoR e
Wt (Mathieu et al., 2000). I2]31 Marks et al.(2002)2 € 2
shared cognition)S ® ¥ (team performance)ol] 2]HA o2 JFS n|x]=
Hdow deuigith. 56l © FAHYEE ol FREHe 37U A (hared
cognition)®] Al =Wt FAMY ZSW-S H|WIF Mathieu et al.(2000)—°4
A4 Avte 8@ Y gl FREe AAY 24 5
o] © A3Hteam performance)S ©< 7FEsH] 01]%5}% Zﬂi

=
(Mathieu et al., 2005). oA} Z-& oy A3 A Ax=E E o

o
T
N, of
% do

-1 A (team

= o, ¥ 35

Q12| (team shared cognition)= ® AJ¥Hteam performance)o| FFS F= F
a3t Asgclolals AL o 2= 9
ot ¥ AHRwFeL © Aol A

AdY Ao HeX dA4AEe] o A ¥ AR F(team

transactive memory)”} ©2 ATNE o= AL HAFI QJATH( Lewis,

2003, 2004; Liu et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2007), diF& &
(team transactive memory)2} & 43I (team performance) 712 #A+= &
E WS 71eolA otk " and S oA ° BHEIF(team
transactive memory)?} © “J¥(team performance) 7+ HAYSE

o
=
& =% BEuAblack boE AYE BRr} k. ATAEL Y Auw
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F(team transactive memory)7t ® “d¥H(team performance)o] &itHo=
Z1ofstt . A5t (Lewis, 2003, 2004; Liu et al., 2010; Zhang et
al., 2007), Kanawattanachai & Yoo(2007)+= ¥ AX 1 F(team transactive
memory)”7} ® “J¥Hteam performance)oll P& F8A FFS RIsHA
t}. Michinov & Michinov(2009)= © X1 F(team transactive memory)7}
Ad FY Aol mA= FFE AR "'HEol A A5 UE=
H o, o A¥Hteam
performance)”t 7HAH = A2 SIstich. ERF, A%Y dAolA H HHW
F(team transactive memory)7t & FFEo] & ol B FF A
A 3, Rau(2001)= © AR F(team transactive memory)”t 117
BAY] =2 FAANE YA e Ae Hed BF Aok =Ue] el
A FAE2013)2 © LT © HABWF(team transactive memory)’t B
J3H(team performance)ell B2|= FaFe] et AtoA & FEWF(team
transactive memory)2] sF¢] Q29 B%E7F & Ai(team performance)ol GaF
< A= Aeg BEARL, HAE20159] AFNME " HHIF(team
transactive memory)2] St]8¢1 74 (specialization), 4124 (credibility) %
NP ZEA(task coordination) B5F B AJ3Hteam performance)oll FFS VA=
e At yepgdh webd " AR W F(team transactive memory)= B

|
43} team performance)ol FFS v AHolgt= 7HAS AA AT

A
)

=2 © AHWF(team transactive memory)E

o | gnage 9 A5G W

21419]  Fg(knowledge integration) B WHE AHE F-H(sharing
information)2} FE E-&(information utilization)®] ZZA|AE  QF7ch
(Dennis, 1996; Reus & Liu, 2004). A& 2|45 (knowledge integration)<
ALR|A doAge e 7 ' FAEEY AEeF HAEAAY FdoR H
TAYES AR AB2 A wgt AHE Al wH 7] (transactive
memory)= YWEFHTHRobert et al., 2008). Okhuysen & Eisenhardt(2002)+=

AP A4S Foll © AAF @ (team knowledge integration)®] A4S ¥z
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Shalal, 7 1 ol "ol 3FH wAIE sidsty] sl Aicle] xd HH
o

o} A48 St AS s Lin et al.(2012)2 59 o]4F9] IS 7w
ZZAE ol ZHYol Q= MBA IS diderR o HHWF(team

transactive memory)®}t |4l ZFo] FFA B|AE SRlstIcH(H-E3] 2,
2015). m2bs] & AHBEWF(team transactive memory)= B Z|A53H(team

knowledge integration)o] F&F= & Holzt= M-S AAg

2 Ao JFS F4 HtH(Dennis, 1996; Robert et al.,, 2008; Reus
and Liu, 2004). © A|A]53%Hteam knowledge integration)2 F T o]Aro] ©

= FAots WA ofA LA, A=o] HAEA|AS ARESE
of FAIE 2T o ZHS AAo] ZRAE oA FAEHY, TRHE
g G835 Aoz wEoAH(Okhuysen &  Fisenhardt, 2002).
Tiwana & McLean(2005)2 IS 7ig Z2AEA HAEX]A 3 HEHFILS

IS ZRAEY FHYASC] BT A4

integration)= ‘5ot

£
o
+
BN
lo
R
>
i)
o,
KT
i o
o,
2
ol
=l
|El
f
)
|m
o,
ox,
&
<2

2 YR W F(team transactive memory)7} & F=H g2 JyHoz it
1

de T 7FsAo] kRt ey AL AEARD QIXeF AP wE
of FtEA] 2= ot} © AHH WS (team transactive memory)= A
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dEol 5 A thoto] F71 ZEA] A (expertise knowledge)= ZE5al Sl
the A& & & A dise @840 924 A2d"E wetth(Prichard &

Ashleigh, 2007). Mannix et al.(2002)2 ¥ AEWF(team transactive
memory)’t B &5{(team efficacy) P FFS

Kanawattanachai & Yo0o(2007)2] d+toll ©JotdH, "ol aupdel ¥ JEuw
F(team transactive memory)E 7} w © LSS

(expertise knowledge)e $IAAIZ]L ofE FAY 5
(trust) & FFotal, ol& Fold Il tigh 249 a&4<l AHE =2
o gtoy e A9 92009+ #Y EF
(team performance)®] TAA & BEF(team efficacy)e] =4 BIE A
AlstEd], o]&59] o4:rL A= 3’4“” Z5(task conflict)e] ezt & 8%

ruln
lo

-
g
7
(@]
O
=
s
)
N
H
o
)

1=
H(team efficacy)o] Qo™ © ATHteam performance)E o= AR
W] ZS(task conflict) A=olA] & a57(team efficacy)e] o] FQst

A
o}, o]& ¥ AKX F(team transactive memory)2] 7

e Ae Zxsta 9l

Jol #]Fo] B uff, ¥ HHWF(team transactive memory)= Hot TALE
kol Wl #S(task conflict) JeEi7F ozt HAxA o] 7Hedt AHIE 9]
ot ey A ?"3%%01 H‘_J DO] OW]E}E HAxAo] 7t JH

=] 3%% (team efﬁcacy)—p: %L;—‘ﬂ =
F(team transactive memory)E 7H 8 FAYES AHE 939
A4 7AW S 8 4 e "9 T8 Fg9] <
A=y, abFel o AR uWR(team transactive memory)= B 85 (team
efficacy)= A2ot= Ze= & 4 St e © AHUF
transactive memory)= B 857 (team efficacy)oll FFS n]d Zolzt= 7}
A A3 &+ Sl
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€]
1=

i)
2
fu)
rol

< ol

S (team efficacy)2 G402 £ & Qe
woo)y, © A¥team performance)?] ZAX A=
(Gibson, 1999). & &5 (team efficacy)2 ®o] &
7] W2 © &5 (team efficacy)d] 2 FF5 "ol
710l A B4 ] At @ &5 (team efficacy)ol
ARG "o TA] FAde] ot e Ald> 5% wA7
£ 2457 fste] & FAHA 2= e B dFE
it s Ao ASsHA st 7] wigel @ matde] 9
Hth(Zacczro et al.,, 1995). Gibson(1999)2 © &5 (team efficacy)™}
JT}H(team performance)2}e] TA= Tt <13t ﬂﬂ]EE} bu e ) R !
defl wret BdshA A8ttt ekl |
A9 mHHor e sty AH ¥ =
(team efficacy)2 © Ad¥}(team performance)o] FFS U]i]x] Soett), wt
g A7 GASHH YL JooEHoE HAE &
71 Sl AEE FRSte Zo] Woldth olegh |

& © ATHteam performance)o] &= nAE 7Hd= 27EsH ot

e
=
.

1% 3@ ol
o 4N L 1o

[r oy o
rr
N

rol
oo
o i
H,

£ 9 30
l_n

L E
o
o

2 &
2

> =

o2

ol

o

Mo @ wx rlo lo o

B
)
N
=

ok

o] 2]

.llm o Y, 2

fol
o{l‘
U\J
r/—_r\
@
o
3
o)
EF‘
Q
o5
o
=

of, ¥ HAHWFS & Ay 1o Ao © B wirf 9
g AH (team transactive memory)+= FAHLE°] Frh ;ﬂ%i}%

2 2 = A sk (Wegner, 1987: Zhang, et al.,
2007). oJAtAES © AEWR(team transactive memory)8] 583 o=

ZH(Lewis, 2004; Liu et al, 2010)°]x, FAYE°] A=2E & 4L Olﬁﬁ%]’
o, 152 FAlo H 2HIHE W7A "o =, ' 85 (team efficacy)>
Y HH W F(team transactive memory)2t © “d¥Hteam performance) 719 44

=
ol Ado] & £ gtk = © AHHWH(team transactive memory)+= © 8%
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Hteam efficacy)©] 47 TAE H A7 team performance)olle FF= U]

Ay & 5 S{lﬂ}. | Liu & Zang(2010)%= 1499 9] tietAdS 31719 ©

2 Yol © JHWF(team transactive memory)2t © A7 team performance)
Zke] A au a5 7Hteam efficacy)o] w7 d&S =22 AR Ait o

=1

AR W F(team transactive memory)2t © “d¥Hteam performance) 7tof] 8 &%
Hteam efficacy)o] et vi7ff s sk A== TSI

2 YR W F(team transactive memory)7} & FAAE o] U= H2 A =29
A Aol digt FEEE 7J9J S olsfE ZIHte s AgHof ik Y]
e o524 F2E5 FAAN ol AHue A2 T NS
11 2pEstE ﬂp_ur A& 72 Hoh(Lewis, 2006). 1HOo2H Hol
24 9 & & & o= ° 8§57 (team efficacy)o] FAAET H A

T A (eY7, 2017). Gully £](2002)¢] AFolAE © &ei(team

Oll
ol

N T
o o

ol

12

ki
=)
o

3
-
H g
-
o)
T
E]
=

=

)

)

efficacy)” ® A¥H(team performance) 7to] © HHWF(team transactive
memory)—‘.f %L 14 o] _g_o] og ;(l_gs = o]r/}

g @U(team collaboration)2 & A3 team performance)oll A& 4
F2 nx1 ot © PA(team collaboration)©] FAEHH, A&E =4, ©
2% 24 59 ° Aikteam performance)7} FAHECH oju € AHHEWH
(team transactive memory)+ © HY(team collaboration)?t & A} (team
performance) 7+e] w7} H&= st @ FAU(team collaboration)®] 7+2ta
Qlog Z8SIATHEAE, 2013). @ HHIF(team transactive memory)+
g2 Zpdo] QIz]A ZFEA|A(cognition process) =] F Q% T o|th ©
AKX W F(team transactive memory)E 5o B8 W FAHAYSEY JAAZH ZX3},
A, Ao EeHd (complementarity)< ZEShH= 8&4 Q1 A|AHIO] LE5E]
1 G A (teamwork)E FHAIZA F Aok o]t olffE ©H FH i F(team
transactive memory)+= HY I (teamwork) Ao F2351H, © A (teamwork)
= 719 AR Fgol FastH(PFH, 2018). © HHE W F(team transactive
memory)= /o] 2 DA EAN 9 aaide TUHATIE HteR
FT mrAE FopoA IS HJAK(HE3 2|, 2018). H FEHWF

1

=
(team transactive memory)= H Z|A45%(team knowledge integration)}
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2 A EE AT (project team performance)®l 23t JF2

UERTH (el ©f, 20135 A]Y, o5, 2014; 4734, AMotd, 20105 %
B2 9], 2014; 43A, ZFsi=, 2006; Choi et al., 2010; Hsu et al., 2012;
Lin et al., 2012). gt A3 AF1=E EO2 ° FA(team collaboration)-&
Az Aoz T2 AAQ H FHF2AA|(team shared cognition), 8 AXH W
(team transactive memory), ® #2453 (team knowledge integration), ©
a5H(team efficacy)= &l H “d¥Hteam performance)®] FF A EH
ok 7Hd2 AAskiH

#3-1]12 A3 A4E Ediz £HE d7RPFY A AFE HiE =
H 7S Ay aoft £ A9 dUHEE thait Erh
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[E3-1] A7 Q9F

712 g1

HF:

e meAEo] Hofol= VHHES] | A2 H SelRlel 9] ¥ vl Aot
H2. | 29 Z=AEd] Hofole ZHRES] | 992 | FHuRe] A9 9= vl Aol
H3. | 79 Z2AEd] Hofol= HEHES] | dde | Rl A9 e nld ol
H4. | 29 Z=AEd ook ZHHES] | gl | sl A(He] 32 v Zolrt

H5. | 29 zmeAEd Hofol= 2VdHES] | A2 | Al H(H9] 3= vl Aot

H6. | 29 meaeo] Holshe 7RIS § Bhe | Arage] H()0) 9 13 Zolk

H7. | 7489 zZeAE Hojsl= TERES]

o,
A
5
fl
rr
nXE

ARl Aol 9 1 Zelek

ﬂJ

H8. | 23 ZeAEd Hofohk= IEHES] | 3-Flxle | Esdel 4] e vid Zlolo
HO. | 29 Z=AEd] Hofohs ZEHES] | AHuRe | Tedel 4] e nid Zlolo.

HI0. | 789 ZzAEd] Hofoh= ZEHES] | ek | asdel] A2 ¥ v Aol

HI1. | 289 Z2dEd Hojsli= AAHES] | a5tk | Al 4] ¥ vl Zolt.

HI2. | 29 zeAEed] Jofoh= VRIES] | Fieile | el B(He] Fade nid Zold.

HI3. | 2489 ] Yool AERES] § JHwFe | Aol B9 932 vl otk

Hl4. | 7489 e Fofoh= AERES] § 2SR | el B9 32 vl ol

HI5.

249 e olshe AURES] | Fa9l, W ARILR
39 %

el 9 wAlIA miviid Aol




2
rE
3
1o
Ex
L
2
o
1o

AY AFE Fol ZlE Hpo] ARA Aolo digt FANES B
S5t JA=AE Asta, "o gt onjE Folst= W& 7HA 9l
olof stH, W40 gyt T W0l SAL AlololA dAare] Jds She
7ol 2224 A o](operational definition)o]thH(o]t3], 2014).

2 A7) S (dependent variable)?l B ¥HU(team collboration), wi7iwI4
(mediated variable)?l & F7<21|(team shared cognition), © AHEuFteam
transactive memory), © A[A1E3Hteam knowledge integration), ® HE's{(team
efficacy), E4H5(independent variable)Q! © “d¥Kteam performance)2 275t
ok 2 dFelA AEE e 54 232 ASEAS ol A" 548 =+
AAE SAote= dolvt S48 & §Egsta J=AE HESH: W8 B
o] FHE 9 7|& B 1 (literature review)s Fof AFEEHRAY, 1 EF
A (validity) ZF A4 (reliability)2 AFEHo=z AE SEHEH A95
of £ oo W& HAs| £A|9lsH3IH.

g FAU(team collboration)2 Senge(1990), A435](2003), FA+(2013),
o|F¢, ¢FE35](2011) T A¥ dAFE EdE THH S¥Es 499
FAFEY =5 45 T dd 2 IS AATSk glow, “gEgt
ZH

i oft
.?l[:
J

2 392X (team  shared  cognition)+=

Mathieu(2000), #-541(2015), H4(2016), ALFTH2020) 59 AFE EH

= © FAAYEC] HEE ofFA F5, FASkL ozt AHHo| dis ojEA

= 124 HHor & FHHEE

ol Ao olEA, S oldliet e 7+ Zldiel ARpel XA HEe
=)

A X W H(team transactive

r

of

o

memory)+= Wegner(1987), Lewis(2003), 52H=(2013), HFL(2016) T2
St AARLS st AE

re
-
i
T
Huj
i
-
o,
i)
o2
1o
o
[
i
)
)
fol
2o
ofo
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2 Bos} A, APSHs AAYZOR HAS0] Bgstn

= HIe 2N FAEE 559 AAZ AAE oulttt. & A
2158 team knowledge integration)= Lin et al.(2012); Tiwana &
McLean(2005); 3149, A$%(2014); AE3] 22015 59 d+E EHE
ALR|A AoAge et 2 @ FAAEEY AEeF MEAAe Fdor F
g ool "ol F5H e sk HAoA Sk, AR HER
A& AMgSte] ZAIE S o Zi7iQ1e] z]Alo] A ES FofA F
Hu, ZRAE pofoA {83 A (HE3S] £, 2015)°] THEolA+= A
oulgtet, & G557 (team efficacy)2 Gibson(1991), Murry et al.(2002),
44(2016), G2 (2020) 59 IFE Ed=z AHY Z=AES] | Hge

szl fs aF=He Pee AL Ast= 7leolu s Hiske

A

o o

2
T
€]

jm
Emo

olm|gtcy, © AF(team performance)= Henderson & Lee(1992), &A=
-" Z

(2013), 44(2016) 5 AFE Ediz o 74Ul dAsh= /MdH w=
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AT W ESEED M8 23 74 Tl @
o ma Senge(1990)
o= = =

g | 49 mEAER] ok | st ol o
Lo 7o) B9 aol | malel 7 ae. s
&5 ’
01D =
TR T T .
2 s Aol | 749 0] g )
3R | = AU ol g | A oleldolel digk A | S0 ©
A A el AR el | oo =
& 74 o] o °
A9 meAEd o | WY EEAEA HOPRE | Wegner(1987)
o g | S THES RN e | udEe] ey Lewis(2003)
Aot Qe IR A | Amae) gigh 415 SAF(2013)
AAA Amz S A(2016) 5
Lin et al.(2012)
9 T4 AR | Tiwana &
V" meAE| Zojol | HEFe] tigt AE McLean(2005)
| NS | o] Mg o2 A | gEkt grsd 29, A%
ARl et AAER | meAEs ggt AR | (2014)
2% A58, B, 2
Ej=(2015)
298 IRAEd Fols) [ Gibson(1991)
= Y] | akdefA —g910] 77} e Murry Avoil &

R R e R Tl I e Jung(2002)

go] Ad Sl digt | - g A(2016)
F9ae) Wish wg gw | T e 192020) 5
9 de] Eu 2 Henderson &

g gy | S AR elel | 29 &4 Lee(1992)

" L 9o & a9l | it 25 £ 2(2013)

FHLQ016) 5
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= A7 AFSEAS g AR 22 7€ 239 Ad dFE Tx=
At Y& 7Ivtes A AHogg Folo i S Aot AE
239 "z 5= AASHIH. AEA A2 6719 SRSt Helsto] 31
N =, AALEATH Ao Tt 2 6/0E E9tetal F 37T AR I
oz FAstty. HAY ZRAE ootz AHHES d HY(team
collaboration)of] 3t HE gF=o] 57Y, QIA|A Foz2g T2 A0 | F5
Q12| (team shared cognition)o] ¥t AR F& 570, © AHEWF(team
transactive memory)ol] ¥t AR dFo] 67], © 245 (team knowledge

=
integration)ol] e A& F&Ho| 570, @ "5 (team efficacy)o] #3F H&
F2o] 57/0]1, F&LHpQ 8 A team performance)of] B &R Eglo]
SHE F 31709 AR dxoz Aottt S (dependent variable)?l &
A (team collaboration), Pi7H¥4(mediated variable))¢l B F-8<21Z|(team shared
cognition), ¥ AHEWF(team transactive memory), B A|2F%Hteam knowledge
integration), B ®'&ff(team efficacy), E&H4(independent variable)Ql & Azt
(team performance), QIF+EASTE EAo] et A& 22 =9 [#3-3]}
ol A2 & aokstalth. JIFEA H UVAIGS HEFHEE FAS)

A, SYW4a

=

r
3

H A(team collaboration), "7l B -5-<1%|(team shared
g 2|2l team  knowledge

N

cognition), ¥ X uF{team transactive memory),
integration), B &5 team efficacy), F5HT] © AJHteam performance)e] A

i 2@ Likert 58 H=g5 &85t F445kAH
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[#3-3] A2A9 T4 89
g2 8 23 5 Ao

iR 4D g 84 5 2% Likert 54 A&
g /94 5 2% Likert 53 Hx

I oIz Arsztg | H FEIF 6 =& Likert 58 #Hx
o EALCP) | & AR | 5 BF | Liket 58 HE

g9 g-n 5 B3} Likert 53 A&

F&u5 2(0) g A7t 5 23 | Likert 58 Hx

AFAE E4 6 =% HEAL
o A 37 &%

2 d7Ae A= A4S fste] HE ARE ASTetoA ARESh=
EA mj7)|AZ 275 SPSS ver. 229 AMOS ver. 225 g5t Hx 2
EFAH Z]

L= e B |

%

frequency analysis), 7]&%7|E4] (descriptive statistics analysis),
1

Fo
o

oz
o o

HA(EFA: exploratory factor analysis), A1%]%= £ (reliability analysis),
TA EA(correlation analysis)= SPSS ver 22.0= ©]& sttt 12]a
A QQlBX(CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis)= 93t SHRd
(mesurement model)2] 2@ A3 EX(model fit analysis)) , % BT
2w BT (discriminant validity) T
55t 7MEHA, i/l (mediated effect) &
A 83 WMy W(Phantom Variable)S & ZFH @3 (indirect effect)
olid A2 AMOS ver. 225 o]-gsto] 453

FxE A A (Structural Equation Modeling, SEM) o]zt “F-EAH
] (Analysis of Covariance Structures, or Causal Modeling)’ ©o]2tilx
= Ao g, AR Y (measurement model) T F+EZ 2 (structural model) & &
off ohg=o] AW S(latent variable) 7te]l EAst= <13t TAE EAI5H]

¢ RYs TIT@dY, 2016). ol AR del A" S

—

B2

=]
™ A

1

(convergent validity)

=
B d(structural model) &4

e/
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(measurement error)S 1l2jste] &4 AuE AASIER AS|AAS z
Hah & QA BY A £ g AFEE $ eiEAE, 2016). B =
Hape g FEHSTE O Qloj oiakd BA7|HoR FA| FHo] 7155t

T, ool elgsel WS zre] ik oA BAolme A Fak(direct

o

A gt

1
=

of
i

<

effect), 7H4a3(indirect effect) W & T (total effect) S Tt 4 Qo
=}

 FERE BA L AR 2 Aol B4 5o okt £

—

A

o

He AN 5 Sde Aol e HHolth#H =2, 2018).
B =R qigh ARA 4584 Bge thewt gt

O

-
D gurgel mEe APEAstd 54 sershs] Sls) vk A
2 gkt
—Z

2) FYRS W OAS, FEUSEY ey AFS Slete] g4 ael
=]

(frequency analysis)

3
HEX(EFA:  exploratory factor analysis)®] T4 L)
analysis) 3 Q<12]-e] 217y 24 F varimax SAHAlE E-8513101, 4]
A AARE Yste] Cronbach's o AFTE E8ste] AFE EX(reliability
analysis)= 345}t

3) &AH QEA(CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis)e] =& A3t

ol
o
filo
do
st
rE
P
o
2
i)
o2
o
N
2
H—1
i
A,
it
i)
il
i)
ol
lo
f
B[\
o,
rE
r
il
lo
ko

o,
2
=
g\l

I oA AA 2 SARY BXY(measurement model analysis)S
o WEHS 9] HAEAFE(AVED  Average
Variance Extracted), 74708 AIZE|Z=(CR: Construct Reliability)e] #% €t
T 24 (convergent validity analysis)?t FAH = 7Ho] oAl S48 &
4t o B EA(discriminant validity analysis))= A3k,

4) 2 Ao AQtet AFREO] A 7o QI wA|et THd A=
Qote] FxmE EA(structural model analysis)& Aot}

5 EPHeet FEHSO BAA tEHzEpo] diet mizia 24
I8l Bootstrapping©.2 213 @ ¥H(direct effect), ZHdA T (indirect effect) & 3
AH(total effect)E ToIStNL, thg Hi7fHsEol tiste] WY H(phantom

variable)& &-83to] ZHFHE7Hindirect effect)®] -Fo)Ade skt

>
o
ol
ok
Q.
=
ale)
2
rE

o

i
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749 AHEE F9Ystal Qe AALYHEE gidoR A4y n2AES g
Aato] m2e © F(team collaboration)¥} QA7 Aoz TRMAS F

Astal = ' F5AR|(team shared cognition), B X H(team transactive
memory), B Z|4]5%H(team knowledge integration), B &5 (team efficacy)
v ALY T2HES] g AJIH(team performance)o| Wet IF TAE ASE
A (empirical analysis)o}7] ¢Jste] AREA|E FAISte] 22lo g HjEZsH Y.
259 717t ¢ IaeE dE SHLS 33270]1, F4d AEA] FolA A

Hgt 297 36742 Aet 296742 SEH]

of BEstgck 2 Ave] AFEAS 93

S22 (empirical analysis)

EAxZZ2 W SPSS ver. 229

i
=
il
[
o
w
av]
wn
wn
<

o

=

N
N
il

e
ofo
_0|L
£,
I

T B4 (frequency analysis)<
Ao, 1 A [#4-117 Zo] FFch

Wi BX(frequency analysis)®] ZiHE AHEH ALHEOS ¥ Hi
= "ol 76.7%(227g)0lal of/do] 23.3%(69) = UrErutTth AAY A%

oM o FLHE Ho g4 ALARHET A4dY &5 ¢ ©ol st A°
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S AmEH, 50007t 41.2%(122%) & 7V
b 28.7%@85%)=E =A Hetwtow, drgo
B2 60t ool 16.6%(498)2 EA= . Aol g 2o oJstd 40

7TE olAofA 10¥ ujgto] 28%(83W) =2 7P Wol 2z|5kal, 10W o]4fo]
23.3%(697), 2 o]AtollA 54 mdto] 20.9%(627), 5¥ olAtollA 7Td 1]
dro] 18.6%(55%) 2] «o=v EAmQIct HAdY Ao oskH 53 o]Afo]

~
IS
N
N
(@)
~J
o,
u
(@)]
[
o
olt
el
N
N,
(O8]
S
EN
Qo
O
o4,
=2
=
ol
>,
=2
o
Hir
Mo
pou
flo
12
P
30
O

35.1%(1047) = 7H

= Yegy, oz AR Bolrt 27.4%(81%), 181 AAAY Hoprt
13.5%(40%), IT AAE Bofrl 10.1%(30%), AAtaa]l Hokrb 8.4%(25%),

]_
N7 54%16%)] wor BAH) A4 Hope] B4 Avto] ojaiu

L AAY aTAgel AAE A4, AAE Y, AAE SR A

T—— 1=

Ad =1 S A" Agy A" dEel

Y A 5O B St Fe ] MRoR ok AR Rops



A
A5t Sl AR Hrt JEoA= FA4F ¥ dd"d Ee e dA4Y
& EFerL Sl mpA e AMYES A A4 e A4S Eeoky
5ot AERHETL 77.7%Q230%) 2 =A Ut
=]

ir
AN
At

1 x5t AMEET) 22.3%(66%)2 EA

[(24-1] JATEASH EA

T HE HAE 2 HAE
¢4 227 76.7 76.7
k! 014 69 23.3 100.0
ol 296 100.0
304 =gt 5 1.7 1.7
304 o]AF~394 o]s} 35 11.8 13.5
- 404 o]/F~494] olst 85 28.7 42.2
50A] ©14~594] o]st 122 41.2 83.4
6041 o4 49 16.6 100.0
4 296 100.0
& 99 33.4 33.4
wg s | HASCIEE A 197 66.6 100.0
FA 296 100.0
24 gt 27 9.1 32.4
24 ol4~5d w|gh 62 20.9 53.4
58 o]~7d =gt 55 18.6 72.0
99 2= 1 0y oge0d mu 83 28.0 100.0
109 o4 69 23.3 23.3
A 296 100.0
ITHAY =oF 30 10.1 10.1
7€} 16 5.4 15.5
A4y Bof
njA| gl Hof 104 35.1 50.7
A atgha] Hok 25 8.4 59.1
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ol A At Tha] Hof 40 135 72.6
A7 Hok 81 27.4 100.0
A 296 100.0
slct 66 22.3 22.3
A 5 At 230 71.7 100.0
A 296 100.0

3) 7lsEAEA

ARG Sl ot A (mormality) H78= 98l 7Ie€sAEAE
SPSS ver. 225 &&sto] AUt 7IESAEA (descriptive  statistical
analysis) A4k  Hoigh, Mo, EFWEAGtandard  deviation), &
(skewness), Ik (kurtosis) = SRISHATHEF S, 2018). 7|&&AH &4 24
= oo [34-2]9 At

At (normality) AR HEX

1=
7b Quh ARRES w2y gled] SISk Zolth AN ALY SEM:

Jl

Ro)
rr
rog
rE
o
o
=N
oX,

Structural Equation Modeling)f] =

AHeEo] AdREE W23 Joke 7HEstel 4o IFHHSFE,
2016). A7t (normality) HAFS =5k A= S|

2.58( .019] FooE 013}0131 —E—Ej—/{_iﬂ dddes UEde

6]'7]' ﬂ‘ﬂo}: O]”/ﬂﬂ' = 7‘4%*401 SHET & %E]r(—or—é“%, 2016).

2 Aol dAE HAE
T/dste] A5k é;‘é% Ael g ooy 14, 197 4k 23, K
soltt 3d, "‘Igoy 44, ¢ T

2 =2AscH g, 2020). A8 2] g é%** SHE STt VT
A (descriptive statistical analysis) 23}, FEFHZ}(standard deviation)+=
W o] Hdjgro] 2.58( .019] o) olstE olA4A7E glglom,
& (skewness) @] Adzgle] BEEF 2.58( .019] Ko]4F) olstolr, HE

\/
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Gl

t= A

o)

(kurtosis)©] Atjzro] 2.58( .019] Fol4=) 9]

= 5 JHEFE, 2016).

TH

o
<

7

4-2] 7]

L2

[

e = I PN P e e N N S T I I - D R B I e A R N e N R B P e B sl Y R
H TSR =SSR |25 Q=S |a oo 0|02 |N|aFo|o|x|q|e
o Ko < | N =N R N R N R N R N RS R B A N A R KA S OSIR|—|<|©
ﬂnE._o?_Z._/oo..l..3..............1.....
L IR I T T T I R T IO A A
—lolo|z|ale|lvg|L|Z || @|lvle|a||N D O slola ||| S0 |2|0|
Eu_1.%!2003002620036181945311353458151607
ﬂEo6.4.4.8.6.1.03.lO75.2.5.1.10.1.0111.3.0.2.3.3.2.43.0.
[ T T T T T T O NN T I T AR I
rd el P P R S E N o = P R N Y P R s R B F = B = AN T = BN s R = T R B R T s
nn|o|o|Qun|o|ladnfv|lo| | N|[A|O(n|E(F|n|N|[A|n[=|A[N|D|[—= | |F |
o el e e e e Kl o L el A g R R R A A A e A e L N L L IS N L R I L I El Ll R R St
T Kl Ao Pl IR ENT RN ol IR o) Rl K- A K N K N (R KR ol Ll BB Eoal =0 Vel Ioal [N BN Ko\l = ol BC-R Kl Ko K=Y Koall Fa
e ol B e R Bl B B B B B B B B B T AT A B e e B B L B B B B R A B A B
Rl P B P R e e R R R R e e R e S R R R R e B P P P P P P R e e
& |
ﬂ__lﬂE._,.__AIOS555555555555555555555555555555
Ny
N | =
Ny
Sl el el E<J INo N INoN N} N}l iNcJ INoJl NN INol INo N ANo N INol INo 3l iNo N Vol N}l ANo N iNe i IVl INo N Vol ENo 3l ol Vo3l INo Nl ANoll ENel AN} INo N I\
aﬂl
N DDA D[NV [DN[ DY [ DN[ D[ D[ DY | D[ DYDY [ DY [ DY [ D[ DY [ DY | DY | DYDY | DY[DY [ DY [DOY[DY[DY | DYDY [OY| O
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Hr 12345xxzxze_“e_ua_ue_ua_uav__%@u__%aaaaﬂuﬂuﬂnﬂnﬂul2345}m)a
B || %E|3R (3R (TR | !l ol ol o _rn__:n__:n__:n__rn_ﬂEo&o&o&o&oL_oL_oL_oL_oL_o_ﬂHﬂHﬂHﬂHﬂ.,_oLiﬁ
Ro ||| || TR | ok | ok ok ok ok T | o | T | ;| B | B | <R IRTIRT\RT ey o ooy | 0| RO R0 70| %0
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A2 A EHPgwet Agfe 24

M0 22k2 HOlE Foto] AAE S T AR 230 dit HY
T2 AASH] flste] 8984 8o Hoh gBdE= HANE ST
wAE 4 et E(internal validity) SEE Qs 54 =FHEED7E 4
Stalzl st A dubd # SASEAE A4S o 22 HNEE
TSt Q= SAVSEC] 2 2R%10=E Hol=XE st= A4S
AP (FAF T, 2018). TetA 8lEAS &t 54 =49 B o

dohe AS B AAolL FH(EAIE, 2016).

SPSS FAZ=HA AdPst= T QIFA(EFA: exploratory
factor analysis)S O|2Aro 2 o} At £ HHYEA] HgH Ao A
FFol A7 Wde nefsty] Y gAA 5o APt SATHEA
=, 2016). EAHA @R o]2 AHAIA(theory generating procedure) S
2 o] HH(d, Aol Be ST duCdEEAD =l vk 7t

Z4Wa7 o| 7@1?}(3?1 48

S5tz sk= Mde Aty AF8] SAsglETtE mebshs AoR,
g2 MdS SAshs Wesc] 22 80102 FOlAE AR, =
=70 gddS AScle WHeR Ol%ﬁqwﬁi, 2016) LIRS

o
lo,
u)
ofl
ki
M
%
rlo
—Ll
oZ:
:|:‘
ulm)
a
O
2
:{
c
Q
o,
ofl
HW
é

4
%

A (correlation) 7} =2 & E}E}E(convergent Vahdlty)@r = é
A7 e 3 et (discriminant validity) S 2-8sh=t], S
223t 3] A (regression analysis)oflAl= B4 Q1A (EFA: exploratory
factor analysis)= & °©lE AHASH] HHIFZ, 2013). AT HEE
(convergent validity)sh 72 Q22 Fols A, & QAHAGe] =2 A

BA A~

oz A2 7t A (correlation) 7} =7 YERLL IS HAFH, sht9]
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shtel A,
(discriminant validity)gt Z-
Azl AAghel ‘?zi‘

H ool o7 o Bt L A (validity analysis)= $sl =

A (team collaboration)ﬂ- olz]A AT ZE L ZAMAES JLAGHY Q= €
=
=

rit
i)
rr
N
o
—E
By
o
}O“
N
(@)
Q

d
rE
%
0,

Q12| (team shared cognition), @ AE W F(team transactive memory),

259 (team knowledge integration), B &5 (team efficacy)Q! w7

211 S50l ALY T2AES] ¥ Aik(team performance)©f st
g qliAe Adstalnt. EAA QQEA(EFA)NA a4 Ag2 M4
=9 £ Uedle ez 1 A7t @24E $8E7 Woe
Hog QAR 04 olstd W= T HFE AA
9] A|A), FAA AR (EFA)S AA ;q;q]g 74
il

ko
l_r[
o,
H

H Qe HSE HE A4e 59 gEsl S A AREA B4

(correlation analysis) S| A A (regression analysis) 5 F5& v‘f—éﬂoﬂ -G Ho}

(HFHFS, 2018). A2 QRIEA(EFA)S] =42 @ dHole9 Q°F, @
Hpo] F2 “Jr ® =Zast "o AA, @ SHEF HIE HF

B4 (discriminant analysis) 52| F

E

Z= QItHAIAA, 2016).

S S A9, SPSS ZRIMoAME
A4

557 (Commonality), A%

® S|HEA (regressmn analysis)o|th
74 24 @140 o]golztal ¢

EHH;G _QLO]EL/H(EFA)Q,] ﬂ-ﬂ-l;_ A=
KMO(Kaiser—-Meyer—Olkin)2} Bartlett®
7] 2B N % of Accumulated), 3|4 AE sl 4719 B2 AEHLH A
A, adiAe Adgstrlo] Ad7HE UHUe HxEN KMOS| HPAet
Lot =4 HM4E9] A A4 (correlation coefficient)2] PHo] TP H(F&
SAHSE7YY A7 loja,  uHZz] S (measurement
variables) &= RF ATAG7E 0)olete AF7HES 712stal, Tl Eo]
ozl SAMFET Aol R o2 A (correlation
coefficient)7} 0© = HH7MES AQEsty] A% Bartlett] F+94e 2

Zt AA(AE 591, p< .05°]H, 95% A FEZFo| A tF7ME-S A=) FHHF]

%

1o
ox
9>~1

)
/\nLr
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25 2018).
A gato =z
stH, 170

o2 ) 60%c= Elofof
2 ol gk

I (convergent validity) 2}
Aol tHH%5, 2013).

I (convergent validity) & ¢

B30 Eﬂoﬂ/\-] /R%B(_g_o])l:lﬂfc_

WAael AR

gEol 50% ol
%k(ﬁo o] 271 ©]
a8 )01]*1 s

=

Y
o
2

o2,

2
o,
o, odl

O

>

ok

{

bo °—V#
I:O .
ro,

4 L2 Ho 1
o)

o,
K
N

-

l"_,

=
flo
et
ro

~~

e

0?4
ne
o,

ol

&Zﬂﬁ(om}ﬁ o=z ) 5%
Ao =< A& Rid
THEMS &= (discriminant  validity) S A5

o,
ofN Hr & orE

>
ael

2y

=

B A

Ay

sheict,
(pr1nc1ple component analysis)= 4l
157 Q Z] H]—M o] HH a] ol A (Varlma )_%

HEG & (discriminant validity) @} %€}

-

[e)

-

e
X el
A

ofl J%

obii7] $lste] BAA QolRAS AWsielrt

ZSAFES] A QQRBAM(EFA)S gt [E4-3]& HEWH, KMO<t
Bartlett®] #AAoA FEO] AgrE Tdst= KMO A43ke] 9360z dut
Aol Lol >8 oJAto]al, Bartlett®] FdA  AABartlett’s test of

sphericity) AT} x*(p)gte] .0000.&
A7t sttt Sle
A2 sh7lel ARt Ao=w wd

@go]

ol

QldlA o] 7

=2 71w

1% .05HTH 27 veht @
A2 et 2 HolHe fele
2018).

St
\_

drhEHE =,

[F4-3] 2AFE 9 KMO%} Bartlett?] 7AA
Kaiser—-Meyer—Olkin B2 AT, .936
AL Zhol Al 7270.055
Bartlett®] S E HA df 465
PsET 000
oz [WA-419] BEH 2Z e AHEE wE Qwrd sEd



50%=

]_

g
, 2018).

Arh Jeht 2 7oA e
2 et e AA gy

Z;"g—_—(?‘_

o] gith wehETK(

_Z—E NN | VN |[—]|0 || [ N|[XRO|WVN|[X0[WN[N|OD |
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o N Il Rl ECH ECH Il R e Rl S Lt e Rl Rl )
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N Ol ||| || |||l |O
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— — — — — — i — — — — — i — —
— [N | N ||V
AR R I R R R R R A .
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w0 | Mo | Mo o o\ Mo\ Yo | Yo | o | o | o | B | B | ||
[0 [ o' o'l oy oy eI IC TR T G T i e g g
N Wm Wm Wu Wn Wm el R I e R R
_z—E O R0|F |0 [O|DO | WN[OD|OC |0 DN|WVN|[—]|0|D |
— O || X[V N2 | DT N|O[OD|0 [N
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— ||| ||| ||| ||| ||| O
N O ||| ||| |||l || O
M |22 |2eleee|e|le e eee|ele
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—A I N [ F [V |— | N[ [ | \O
o |a|o(s|vn|[X[IK[IX[X|X en_w EM Eku Eku EM an_w
w |3 | |wn || 5| el |ol o) | |o | H R (R |
%o | L | BN | U | BN | U | oF | oF foF ok | ok | ™ | W ™| m
N | 87| RO (DR WP | Ho | Mo | Mo | Mo | Fo | ®e | RO | RO | RO | RO | RO
R | R | WR | WR SRR R | R R R | R

o] 21-3-4f(eigen value)

o] 1197Fo] 3.161~4.6852

&

o] 1 ol grer AAslo] 9dof 2 A

(factor loading value)ollAl Z A

Aow et

s

£ 23}

o] 70.767%= e}

zﬂ
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[(34-5] A9gd F B4
27 19% 22 ABY 29 I AR =29

Py ERENIEEE Bite] | w4E By | wAE

A | 7O TS gy | U TR gy | | T

% (%) % (%) % (%)

1 13.784 44.465 44.465 13.784 44.465 44.465 4,685 15.113 15.113

2 2.447 7.894 52.360 2.447 7.894 52.360 3.715 11.983 27.096

3 1.686 5.439 57.799 1.686 5.439 57.799 3.673 11.848 38.944

4 1.622 5.232 63.031 1.622 5.232 63.031 3.502 11.297 50.241

5 1.277 4,119 67.150 1.277 4.119 67.150 3.202 10.329 60.570

6 1.121 3.617 70.767 1.121 3.617 70.767 3.161 10.196 70.767
7 .798 2.575 73.342
8 738 2.382 75.724
9 .654 2.109 77.833
10 .650 2.097 79.930
11 568 1.832 81.762
12 510 1.646 83.408
13 488 1.574 84.982
14 451 1.456 86.438
15 406 1.309 87.747
16 405 1.308 89.055
17 363 1.171 90.226
18 350 1.130 91.355
19 323 1.042 92.397
20 307 992 93,389
21 .296 954 94.343
22 281 907 95.250
23 263 .849 96.099
24 246 794 96.892
25 218 704 97.596
26 198 .640 98.237
27 174 561 98.798
28 144 463 99.261
29 .109 351 99.612
30 .090 291 99.903
31 .030 .097 100.000
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[¢)

Aitel g QB (EFA)S] QoFEQl [E4-6]0

S, 31719 S8R 47N del digt ZF 29 e dAAglo] AWHAl

=90 58 A3lote Aer BAEo] HUFEFY L (convergent validity)7} &

HE ok w28l HAFL 45 stelotal Qlo] e (discriminant

validity)7} St Eo] BFEE Adfst= S4F=0] gle Aoxr woETh

3171 SAF=TC] 6719 IFer Aol FAHM HAHY mzAE
=

‘B ¥ <A(team collaboration)’ © & “5%5}9111} 207 Qx|AH ASAg T
2A29 HFRRAA1, AEFA2, HF3RAR3, B5aAA4, dEFFAAS

7t ASEHE et wEHErd s gHEol " F-F9X](team  shared
cognition)'® HHSILE o2 HARUF], @HEHNT2 HAHHIF]

YARIR, FHYRIFS, GYRLF60] WFHGES WHHIEES Sy
=

=
o] '§ AHHWF(team transactive memory

2 By, 193 9A4%
T, ANERL FALEUS, 9114450‘4, BANEUTE 4T Hdes)

A5 EF = (convergent validity) 2t ¥ Bl L (discriminant validity) & &R
Lol "H "eH(team efficacy) 0= FrSIIth. wpx|eto 2 G4, @A
2, BAT3, "R, gA757F HEEdE (convergent validity) @} THHENG
(discriminant validity) S %o} g “J¥Hteam performance) & §F5}F3t
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[N Bl Bl Kol K=l Rl L al B el Bl E A Kl I E=R Rl R s Kl E=N Kol Eeo N o\l R'a N He okl NN Neo il HVa il Iev ) NN B ol i es il e o3 le o} O | O
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2) AF= 24

AME . B (reliability analysis)2 w3 719 544& Yelll= &3¢ WHY
Z]E(internal consistency reliability)& Cronbach’s alpha ZAl+& €-8oto] AASH
1’4—(5‘4545 2013). AE|E A (reliability analysis) S4st2t sh= 7Hgo] A&

SEARRYH At dEEA SAENEIE SRlske WHor 54 =9
;QS’)”‘%O]L} ;ﬁa = U= Zolal, FYgh 7idel tisl S78< RHESE o &
Aot S P 7FeAE TITHEAE, 2016).

QoA Aggst A AR (FFA)-S Foto] HFEdE(convergent validity)
o} T B (discriminant validity) & Aslfoh= SAG=S AL Tdateld
(unidimensionality)= H$H AejolA], Sdwa<l © @U(team collaboration) =}
AAA Foatg ZRAAE Aokl Q= % T-3-212](team shared cognition), &
AHEWF(team transactive memory), B A[4F % (team knowledge integration),
g §57Hteam efficacy)?} 74 ZT2AEO] & Aikteam performance) S AHs}
v SAEF diste] SPSS ver. 225 ARgSto] o] @ldEE AlFE 74
(reliability analysis)= st

A F I B4 (reliability analysis) 23}, A 22 Cronbach’s a gto]l ¥
JFA Q1 7191 T oo #he HoFal SlojA SAFE FollA A=

3
Asste F=o] gle Aom ZAHAY. SEurEs duEd, | 9
T

g

A(team collaboration)oll Tgt o= AMA Al9] Cronbach’s a #4=2 .810 ~ .854
132, Cronbach’s a@fo] .856C0% WAl 7|&9] 7 olfor AAT F=o|
‘:1' g F-791%](team shared cognition)o]] thet F5& AHA| A9 Cronbach’s «a
4 753 ~ 846°= —‘?—Hﬂ‘ﬂgb} Ha3-720249] gto] .8460]Z|qt, Cronbach’s
a grol 844= AWHAQl 7]ES] 7 olfo= AAsHA] fiith ® AHWF
(team transactive memory)oﬂ gt &5 AHA] Al9] Cronbach’s a @b .896 ~
9322 HAEWR30] & Ak Al9] Cronbach a Ft .9322 &9t A<l
Cronbach’s a#to]l .9260= =A yeht AAGH] ¢tk d 2[4&dHteam
knowledge integration)oll thgt &= AMA| Al9] Cronbach’s gl .839 ~
86822 Cronbach’s a#te] 8792 AAYT ZAIZo] gltt. ¥ &5¢(team

LA

.|_4
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efficacy)oll ™It &= 2tA] Al9] Cronbach’s adf2 .848 ~ 8822 Cronbach’s
agto] 8882 AAY SAF=o] gt viRHeR & AJiHteam performance)©]]
et &= A Al€] Cronbach’s a2 .873 ~ 90622 Cronbach’s agte] 917
2 AT Z5F=0] ¢ltt. =E Cronbach’s a Fro] dREA<QI 7|2l 7 o)A
e HolFal ok webA e SAHao] SATE e AT X
Hdct AF = EX(reliability analysis) Z23= ool [T4-7]9F Lt

[®4-7) £4F2e) AslE 24 A 2o

L T AA A Cronbach®] L I AA A Cronbach®]
=4g= Cronbach®| ot} SAZE Cronbach®] o1}
o} ot
g4l .823 ERIEAR | .868
H842 .854 A A5 2 857
H3HU3 825 856 22543 839 879
HA A4 814 =2 4594 .853
HAA5 810 A A5 851
"3 841 a5zl 882
391212 814 HESA2 859
572173 .801 .844 Ha8s43 .865 .888
25074 846 a5 848
HTHA5 753 a5 867
AR TR] 915 e 7H 906
2R R=EmE=) 915 LR EUY) .903
EESIERA ! 932 e 4713 905 917
EEEREY] 921 20 24744 902
HARNES 897 B A 3t5 873
EAHHTR6 896

AA AP FAA QRJARA(EFA)OIA e & (discriminant validity)

- 101 -



S} ZEFE (convergent validity) AFolA DAAEAe] EfEs} SR
1, A=E BN 248 Crombach's « gt Ed slE YA
(internal consistency reliability)©] A2|E7} R E AdgE Edboto] EFFEet
A2 B4 (reliability analysis)2 Q¢FsHH g [F4-8]3F 2t}
[#4-8] 242 emot AFE B4 A3 2o
zAqEo) PGP, AFHIE
) 9 9 g g ] Cronbach
° A | dEy | 28y | A
Buas | ANER a5y | 24AA
gAEwRs | 894 142 210 132 168 140 929
YRR 887 164 206 140 182 168 937
ggEwR2 | .839 053 083 153 115 120 765
926
ggEwR] | 782 113 111 215 138 165 729
g4EwR3 | 682 278 163 045 123 119 601
HAH R .651 136 315 110 279 .236 .688
gA4ssl | 124 769 148 142 171 087 685
GAAE3 | .182 761 199 176 151 173 735
A E4 137 152 120 212 195 .099 .691 .879
A5 103 143 159 .268 170 .100 .698
HA SR .199 .648 232 178 .058 211 .593
=835 .210 .246 .802 267 194 224 .907
=474 211 .220 136 205 .166 .188 740
=283 .249 178 126 173 158 216 723 917
P4 140 263 676 276 148 266 715
B Agat] 259 142 675 312 140 218 708
Has4l .109 141 .130 126 .200 155 .640
.888
a5 155 199 276 723 123 209 721

- 102 -



Hasa4 203 .260 276 112 158 224 7168
= 134 311 181 107 168 161 702
gdas45 .193 .236 265 .674 176 130 .665
HE-5125 .190 198 193 .189 .837 223 .898
232174 112 .060 128 133 702 .058 .546
541 211 133 .028 .148 .665 162 .553 .844
320212 .150 283 .160 125 .662 182 .615
23821413 237 233 .302 199 .584 .328 .690
Hed1 126 .145 216 122 101 .780 16
2343 .109 .206 274 .101 145 716 674
A5 .249 195 230 .289 238 .646 710 .856
HA 4 .307 212 168 .248 227 .638 .688
HA2 222 .002 120 .230 263 .568 .508
SRS 4.685 3.715 3.673 3.502 3.202 3.161
24k % 15.113 11.983 11.848 11.297 10.329 10.196
FHE%) 15.113 27.096 38.944 50.241 60.570 70.767
Kaiser—-Meyer—Olkin E& A g, .936
o] tHols =P IS
Bartlett;; @._—H =] 7};_] 7\1]]-% 727;).05 df 465 g:; 000

AP A B4 (correlation analysis)-2 FA¥ S 7o) A
7V EA5t=AE metstar A (correlation) o] AEE

(A, 2014). *J o 74]—/|\—(cor1relation coefﬁcient)t

1o
S
>
)
B,

-,

(@]

O

.

[¢)

8

o

g

=
7 WS YEARATE sl Ao 8
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A9l Ak (density)E metsh= Aol AdHA (correlation)= W4E 719
TAE Gol= Aoz AT ](Correlanon)J Al oA +1 Ao]l2 et
uH, 1o 77hea5 A (correlation)+= =04l 09 7W7hasSE AL
A (correlation) = ‘7%0]';35}(‘5’—}%-5'-, 2001).

AP A B4 (correlation analysis) ZAxtoll ©5tA 718 =4 yehd gt
6655 FAHSE 7+ AAA|S(correlation coefficient)7} .8 o|5t2 thEFAl
(multicollinearity) ] A7} gtk & 4 Qltk(Bagozzi et al., 1991). Art
A B4 (correlation analysis) Z2¥t= [H4-9]2} Zo] 7|&54 &4 ¥ 1

& AFA| S (pearson correlation coefficient)S WERHIL Qlch,

o_>|: Mo

Q2

- z= } El =l El El
N o 284 . B _ g A3t
wap 7oolx] | AREE | ST | a5
9389 | 296 | 3.97 | .616 1 603" 5517 5117 6017 653"
g - - . - -
o 296 | 3.76 | .612 | .603 1 .525 1526 551 551
217
o 296 | 4.07 | .636 | .5517" 525" 1 461" 484" 562"
o ' . . . . ) )
= 296 | 3.62 | .611 | .5117" 526" 461" 1 605" 578"
AAE ) . . . ) ) )
_ 296 | 3.80 | .640 | .601 .551 484 .605 1 665
=
g Aak | 296 | 398 | .627 | 653" 551" 562" 578" 665" 1

*EOAATe] 0.01 oA SFUTHEE). Pearson AdEAS
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A 34 U0 gE4
D SARd 74
Hoojpnmdof gt gAA QoI B A (EFA: Exploratory Factor Analysis)
2 =

=
= o] BT Aol gtEE A A
of Py B Q7ML AT olEA "ol AW A7t flolk
bil 2 =4

T gaHor =4 s IS 4 Qe doly  Z3FH(data
driven)?l B4 71 (Van et al,, 200)0]3, 214 QQIEA(CFA: Confirmatory
Y AFE HEoR AFATL

Factor Analysis)-> &gt o]&2] w7 % A
Ao dAF UiEe Fsk= olE AFAH(theory driven)l EA47IH
(Stapleton 1997)oltt. QQ1EA(Factor Analysis)2 Spearman(1904)] 2|5
A= R, Joreskog(1967)2} Joreskog & Lawley(1968) Fofl olsiAl Z|th
S EHMmaximum likelihood)E 7]222 dt= HEHML approach)e] 7H
el o™, Anderson and Rubin(1956)3} Joreskog(1969)7F 7]&2] & 84
SRIEAEFA)Z g3t 719l &91d QQIEA(CFA)C] i = UTHEE
o, 2016). ©]F Joreskog(1973)7} &91& QIEA(CFA)S —.4?_ = nd
(measurement model) ¥ AZEA W (path analysis model)-& Z%ste] 1=
WA A A (SEM: Structural Equation Modeling)©] E’r/‘gﬁnl’/]’(—?—ﬁ o, 2016).
HAA QQIEA(EFAS] AF, 280G REHST 835 7127 25%
94 /lEtﬂEﬂ(_QLo];HxHﬂ— 5 o]/k})o] u_,_gl.;qn]- %.}?_]75‘ _go]lﬂ/ﬂ(CFA)gq
e EfAoz qRFRHT HEE)Y ZIEA7 50%0 dEE(add
F: factor loading, .7 °)/)< 84dt= Zo| HEAsHEH =R, 2018).
gHlA QRIEA(CFA)2 HAHsoF TS 7he] A W AAHa 1t
TAE AAste Ae=zA, A3 59 o|F4 HiHoY =24 ZAE
stoz olE AHA 1Y (theory testing procedure)ol] 7HAtHal & 4= 9}
olglgt EA4o=® <ldf &lA QQlEA(CFA)2 FEEA (convergent
1d1ty) v & e (discriminant validity) % 22 54 =9 g4

AAol ol &= ™, A RUEA (measurement model analysis)®] B7}= x4

Ol

ol

o Lo ;m &

_Elw
>

r°|'
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AS &8 x2pghH Ex o2 7Y A% (GFl, AGFI, CFI, RMR) 5
of o5 o]FUTHLZEY, 2016). BAZ QQIEX(EFA)T} 3Helz] QolB A
(CFA)& wvwste] A2|shd o229 [#4-10]7 Zt.

[£4-10] B44 AR Sad QR4 54 Hlm
SR A Q74 gold Qli Ay
= (EFA:Exploratory Factor Analysis) (CFA:Confirmatory Factor Analysis)
Atg Z2 SPSS A= AMOA EA == 7=

b b gAH AEA I 1, HeA U

o e Sl Ea

ol 1A ol A M4 ol AZF M4

AT o A% A ol24 HiFo] gl | AT olEA wiFo] FERt
73 785
] tlo] el 2324 (data driven) o]2 Z] k4 (theory driven)
aolo] 2 319] = B4 A7 & 4 gl | 8AFAMNE)ECl A4 A4
= ojm| 2=l U
A70E A 4 S =X
ol el ol gme] Fojn | 1o MEEAET T =7
RS FEESHT)EC] 24 Hof| o]
VA 7 o 5 g
a] AgsiA

EA4: 954, 2016. +2LAA 2d JHEH o)

Q17 FA(causual relrationship)oll Hisll F+A470E 7He] 7HAHEA A 4A
AMOS ver. 228 F% @914 QRACEANS Adele] 7 ZWsE
FA 2L (unidimensionality)& ARSI THH -84, 2020). <14 Q154
(CFAYS AA%9} BER% 7o) i&zﬂ W AL 7o) WS Ao
Ao B3, sheld QolRA(CFANS TEW4el AAMS o] aglus)e
(factor loading)& SAY &+ A, E%‘E’J Autzel Atz e myrisk 4 9l
ocvzg FAMNE eFA(Construct Validity)& SAst= ol 85t AHEH
A ITHS-FE, 2016). <17 WA Aol SRIAARA(CFA)S A= B
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4 Aol E8HA U, 1 AL FAHSEY] G (unidimensionality)
= 116]13]“# FES AAss AolthEAIE, 2016). =, dutdo=w 914 g
| SdRd 74
(measurement model analysis)= ]
do] 554 o=z 40l oy B¢ ¢
QAFA(EFA)S A 5 oA A e S4RE 242 /\]ﬁgﬁé T
T At EAS, 2018). A RY EA(measurement model analysis)ollA F%
B ot Hojzl= #H49] AP O #FE9F QR lE S (standardized factor
loading)e] 7Rt 22 SAHWSRE AAstke WHH @ SMC(squared
multiple correlation) gfe]l .SHETH 22 SHHSE A Astk= o] oA
3, 2018). SMC(squared multiple correlation)= FAHF7F S0l o5
AYEE A s ‘/}E}LH_’ FAEA ] RA(EAAPL} g Ado=2 wEs)
Ag=2e] gro] 2o SMC(squared multiple correlation)7} Yoboh(41 744,
2016). & %_"——D‘-:% F2re] S 285k EAE, 2018). EHARTE (model
fit) H7t= A AEdR| s (absolute fit index)2} S22} A4 (incremental
fit index) 5= ol-8stH, Aol thet Bt 7|&2 [F4-11]11} o] g3}
A, 2016).
A& A (absolute fit index)+= ZAAZE £33 HlolE o ST EE
7} ol2g vige @ qpmde] TRy Pdo| Uuht AIPAS HolF
| izol e Ry} vlwsk] ¢ Aol S54olal, AdiAdA]4(absolute
fit index)oll= CMIN(x2)(p), Normed x?(CMIN/DF), RMR, GFI, AGFI,
RMSEA 5o QuhH&eEd, 2016). Z=EATZ]4(incremental fit index)=
FRdo] R (null modeDXE et dnt & SAHEHA=AE YD} H W5t
of Ryl AATE Hrlote A4($FE, 20160024 AFEdo] JRU(=
Hrd)o| Hs) AaE dnty & A¥st=x& UerHTH(JEAl, 2014). &
BAA4=(incremental fit index)oll~= NFI, CFI, TLI &°] JqrH&$=d,
2016). Y24 (null model)& HE Wt TAZE A5 AAHA 42 Rd=
A BHE BEHS 7RO e 0oz JPYstal glenz AR ko] A
e 0] Reojth(-FH, 2016).
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[E4-11] RATE w5

TE A= A5 A 71E | A% 7= 7Nzt
CMIN(x?
. (x )(p). . PS5 oo
[CHi-square statistic]
W h t ,
Normed x? 2 o]} Sl Muth ©d Aol n
[CMIN/DF] 3ol | HE HHhen, A,
& Summers, 1977
GFI 5 9 ots Joreskog &
[Goodness of Fit Index] ) ° Sorbom, 1984
A AR5
) AGFI _ Joreskog &
[absolute fit ) > .85 Rl
index] [Adjusted GFI] Sorbom, 1984
RMR Stei & Lind
[Root Mean—squared .5 >3 1986(;ger ne
Residual]
RMSEA .1 HE B &
[Root Mean Squared Error < .08 Slked Cro;vnli 1993
of Approximation] .05 F= Heees
NFI 5 9 oks Bentler & Bonett,
[Nomed Fit Index] ¢ 1980
ZB A2 4=
o. A TLI _ Bentler & Bonett,
[incremental >.9 ple
. [Tucker—Lewis Index] 1980
fit index]
CEl >.9 *Fs Bentler, 1990
[Comparative Fit Index]

S $F2(2016), FA=(2016), A1738(2016), 2 (2018)S AFA7E AA =

A A &ﬂ—E—*—i(EFA)ﬂr A Z] & (reliability) #42 AeYsH

H0l © dA(team collaboration)™} QAA|A AFS2ARE T2 M| A

iy

’

A5
45

2

=]

= ¥ %’——.‘%—?JZ] (team shared cognition), B AH W F(team transactive memory),
gl

=

i o

[
30,

team intelligent intergration), ¥ &5 (team efficacy)?} 7AHE =

_6'
1=
ZAHEO] & AiKteam performance)?l 67 AWM =(latent variable) W =%
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B

E

oIx|5
21%14
R K] B F2E
El =7 2I%[2
B=7 2%
EEERET
EECFRES
EEEImEY)
bl ﬂ;a fyuas
EldEng?
EEEED
EIx| A 234
EREEER EREE 3]
XA 232
EEEEST
EE=85
BT
R Bassd
Ea=22
El=sd1
[ E835 |
BEEERT

EERE gda
| 2832 |
PRSI Y

Off| offl okl ofaff ok

=
E
E

=]
i
7
=
7
[=]

se390aateatsunatsanetsanel

[13 4-1] SHED(F=)

oold QRIEA(CFA)S SARY EX(measurement model analysis)=

oA FE7NE S AE T (reliability) @t BFd I (validity) & AAste o=
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ML: maximum likelihood methood)& ©]|-&3}
qrde] tiste] REAYE SAS ot 54
18 ZAeE et A= Sy, A7) o
oFdel= [H4-12]9F Aok Hd= HA SAZS AWETY, CMIN/If9] =

=1 S stal, RMR= .031, RMSEA= .056,
TLI= 938, CFI= .9449] 4|4 7|2 o9 gher #EAHo] as)
L}, GFI= .856, AGFI= .829, NFI= .892°] &=AZre 7]&X] olste] grto=z
wAEo] &8 7Fsd AHeldl st gEsitia wdshrls ol 8 &
7ke] ARt ApglE Eol7] 9AsiAl Estimates®] SMC gfe] .5 o]skql &4

(¢]
Mg Astel AREE Eolof T,

gu!
oflt
i
o
tlo
4o
ol
i)
fu)
o
H
n/:%

o

u!
e
lo,
iy
o

H

N
o
£
o
my e
i)
>

o
a
l
N
(N
ﬁ(‘
ro
N
ju|
rlj
lo
¢ hu

[#4-12] SARD APz 74 24 2HEFH=)

=2 | pvae C“é"l}\l/ RMR | GFI | AGFI | NFI | TLI | CFI | RMSEA

1= | > .05 <2 CS5 1 >9(1>8 1 >91>9 | >9 <.08

=78 .000 1.941 .031 .856 .829 .892 938 944 .056

g | - |95 | 9s | E% | 2R | IF |9 | 92| 9=
Estimates®] SMC(squared multiple correlation)gte] .5 o|st= Uehd =
Al A28 WA AAStL 2R HE3RAA4, "HEadAll, dasd
1, 98HNR{3, A3, AT, HAATH2, dasd3, T4
o] Lo SAHAWMSE AASHAH. iAo R G SHHSE A AT
WA 31718 SRS FolM F 11719 SAHAMSTE AAEL 20709 54
Aol Hiet SAHRE S A vt BRE V|Ee AT A BAE
QAR EFAAM= 31718 SRS FoA st HAEA] gdekont, &
AH QREA(CFAAAE 2d A3 Z(model fiNs FFA1717] HsiA 11
Mol S4dFo] AN #lA 2074 (CFA) 23} Variances®| &4t



A4E (HFE Holxl oo, BEESE QQlXsStEF(factor  loading) Q!
SMC(squared multiple correlation)g@fe] Zto] SAW4 m&F 5 o]4fe] A
e HolFw gloy, 1S 47608 BALYAT A|ASHA] 1w =
4G 7 GREQT Hx By 2FHQ RAAFE (model fit) 485
= RIS Aot &913 QA (CFA) A= [#4-13]7 Zh

)

[(#4-13] SAHEED Hd: 4% 24 2HEHP)

= P C/%{:N RMR | GFI | AGA | NFI | TLI | CFI | RMSEA
2z
| 000 | 1941 | 031 | 856 | 829 | .892 | .938 | 944 | 056
= e

.000 1.539 .020 927 .901 952 | 979 | .983 .043

Z1EA | > .05 <2 <5 >9 >85> 9 1 >9 (> <.08

N
]
bt
|
ol
fol
ol
fol
ol
fol
ol
fol
ol
fol
ol
fol
oS
fol
ol
fol

ool

A A 2y, AAISkE A Y APk (model fi)7F

%

rr

e mgov 13 A% AN xYp kS Adstns RE AET E

o] Rgote BEAFER tehty Ark(a84, 2020). BDAFE(model
fiv 44 2WE AFHOR BHSE J1EL RE AYE o] 71EA] of
Ao gre 9L WAt Qu, 919 AnA Foladel(x) AH Anhe 7}
Ho] 7|ztwle] HAg o] WU, stoladel(x) AA Ave] A
ot mdo Pazgolx] FHEo] ohyy] R U2 AT A 2
Bz Bestd "rhEAE, 2016). AH ZARde] AT Aol Hold
P AARE ARt Bo ZAREY SR g, Wz R9AgE

o
=2
02 HPE A5 @A veste] RdARES A
=
=

A4, 2016). w2hA 2E
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ZZ314] 2HY GFlE= 856 ——> .927= 71% |
829 —=> 901, NFI+= .892 —-) 9522 AgF A= BE
7lee 5ok Aox AT ol AME = u, HdiAt
“(absolute fit index) ¥ FEAFA]<(incremental fit index) tHFEEL] =
ol 71EAE WEAoRN HorHor =Py ol X (measurement
model fit)7} 5]-85t= WLl & 7Festttal id & 4 Qo FHF S
A B2 9l (measurement model)-& [1H 4-2]¢} Zrt.

%
kel
A]
%
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22

[O¥ 4-2] 3% 534
2) ATHTE 24
SHnd B4g Adste] 54 7Hset RAHTE(model fiDE T=ETH
5 =Ando] g Hrisfor st=dl, HSEFFA (convergent validity)©]
& TS NEES A5 Qst] AR o2 wyoez AT g Alold =
2 ATEAZE Qlojof g omjojth(FAE, 2016). FREAA mEoA
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YEHTEE  Fok= B O EstimatesollA]  BF3RaQl  Folg
(standardized factor loading) 0= ZHsk= WH () .7), @ #4559 B
7}(average variance extracted, AVE)E 7]&C2 AZol= WH( ) SHoz T
=(AVE)= BESH @917skde Aud #s0 o= =0k 2
Aol gt @2 #4te] o= ke gholth(Fornel et al, 1981). 3
(AVE)9] gto] .5 ool HAFTHFETL e Al AT
, 2016). , ® ZHEAZE(construct reliability: CR)E EFSHH QQl¥slaF
Alae EEoHE 8976k oo Alet o2 24 ez e ol
(%34, 2016). S4%ts 7122 sk () Dol ATHEF=Z, 2018).
2 Ao HFEFG A (convergent validity?] thEZ Q1 2|39l
AFE(AVE) Y FANEAIZI=(CR) @& 7Iel® &85t HAF
Aoty Zt A ¥S=(latent variable) o WSHEE|
Z(AVE)?t AN EAR=(CR) B4 AY gt [E4-14]7F Lt
S AWEY, FFIAFEAVE) g2 24 7307 2oigh 8769
2 SAEA 3§ 7IE 5ol e dEL Ao FAANEAEE
(CR) gk & 889%E Hdf 9652 5§ 7% .7 oS Asletl

[:E:

ol
1o -Dl'

ol
-

10

S el I = R A C A
i3
i
g

OFL
EN

uf
o-‘l
l.r[

M Mr Mo

)
=
ot
fr

ax

Zog BAxo] FotHor = el (convergent validity)o] EHHE It
1 wASHAtHAAA, 2016). 121 SR AAHY G =AHGE
2 ez A= (reliability) 42 Ad5te] Cronbach's a#t-Z S3Igh
Ayl 4 829KE Ho 9342 48 7|FZH 7 o]AS Ardlsl: Aoz
ZA 5o AF T (reliability)7} &EHE 7oz mdsiict
[F4-14] HSEF=et A 24 Q°F
ws | pEEs Eigg se | cr | §;§ *jﬂﬂli Cronbach
Q7] valee | ve | (@ ¢
=g 690 - - -
9 24 HAA4 815 090 | 12343 | *** 730 .889 .829
EREE 865 | 084 | 12.841 | **»
4 H3R20A2 761 - - - 817 930 872
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23421413 .870 .068 15.38 ok
214
H3-52145 .890 063 | 15672 | ***
HAEgE] 794 055 | 16.519 | ***
g A H W7D 823 - - -
e 876 | 965 934
BHAF | gauwas | 980 | 039 | 23.604 | ***
A H 126 .986 039 | 23.848 | ***
225313 .806 - - -
4 ,
El 2] A ES} * %k
quzg | © 455H 811 069 | 14.301 778 913 .849
A4 555 .805 068 | 14.207 | ***
das572 .801 - - -
_ o das74 899 065 | 16.981 | *** 811 928 874
a5
gas4s5 812 064 15.25 *xk
2472 792 - - -
gA4113 812 066 | 15973 | ***
9 At .837 .953 .906
274 827 066 | 16.386 | ***
=415 978 056 | 20255 | ***
(initial model) x2=813.268, df=419, p= .000, CMIN/DF=1.941
RMR= .031, GFI= .856, AGFI= .829, RMSEA= .056
24 NFI= .892, CFI= .944, TLI= .938
A= (final model) x2=238.519, df=155, p= .000, CMIN/DF=1.539
RMR= .020, GFI= .927, AGFI= .901, RMSEA= .043
NFI= .952, CFI= .983, TLI= .979
3) THET T &4

THEPG T (discriminant  validity)2 A2 o2 A ¥4=(latent variable)
O] ZpolE UHUl= A2 AW 4o W2 s Hlogd ey
do] Q= Ao, HAHS THe] =2 AHE Hdod & FAANE 1he] A
HAo] Hojzl= AL oulstEz A HS(latent variable) 7He] md el
do] gle Aog 7 H(eFE, 2016).

e & (discriminant validity) & Aot W2 o5 Zo] Al 714
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=

7} ot A AR, YFEAFZ(AVE) ALt NG 7F ATASE
=S #(&, dEASAD Squared Correlation)=  Hlwste] Hd4EE
(AVE) A57F AdASo] AlFe ghich 2H[AVE > @ ] ©d ghgAo]
SHEQT & 5 e Ueln Hoh AZARE ot (A, 2019). F
HA 2 2 FNE TF 95% ‘A FAFEE] AT A (correlation) 7t

FANE 7+ EAst AAA S (correlation coefficient) S o]n|sh= ‘179 tieh

EE /72 Hass A0R AN 7] BUsi Y A7 o
2 pugtoRn, 95% AFHO +2xSEL] T Eg R4 ‘To] o
W Ty

eEtAdo]l il & 4 Qlth(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). % ##jH
s(latent variable) 7Fe] Ar#HA|(correlation)o] +2 JFsl7] EFL A}
(standard error)E& e 3¢, 27t TS oA vt THeGA o]
Ue Aol TS I waEFAgo] gl Aolth(EdE, 2016). A

A, v|A| kR Ey} Aok E (constrained model) 74 x? zto] AHE Sh=

Aolty, F WS 7 A2 ARS ZHe v|A2FR 9 (unconstrained model)

I T WS4 7F ZEA(covariance)S ‘1’2 1ASE Aok d(constrained

model) 7+ x? o] BAS AP & T mel 7+ x? zfo] o] {olF
3

X

[4 x? 2384 o]]eg EAEA F /g o] wletdo] oty wet
SHHS-FY, 2016; AT, 2018).

B AFo|E mHeld E (discriminant validity) #HALS skl Al 714
U 5 7P dirdo s AR HdEAEES(AVE) g AAls Als

= HIZ[AVE > @° ] st= 242 Adstint. Ietd(discriminant
validity) 74 23 & 9% & F5Ux9] #AH4(atent variable) 7+ 4
THAG7Y 7P 3A YT 7207 %), A Al #S 2ZAs=
S18elth( 720 x .720). & A7) FAREAFE(AVE) ghEe] BF 518
B 388 et T (discriminant validity) = SR E|QICHY & 4 QIeH(A
74, 2016). TEHEFG T (discriminant validity) Aol oigh AAgH 24 2

= ohe o] [E4-15]19F 2tk
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[E4-15] TEElg s A4 2w
=

H & E] 3 B gL g A
g dd 201 qugs | O 2455 | | asd | ¥ A
g 34 .854
J20%**
.904
A7 (.033)
5T6%** | 5pgHkx
- 936
Hlw (.032) (.031)
576%** | 597%** A48x**
s 882
2453 ( .030) (.030) (.026)
676%** | gop*E* 501%** 644 **
asz .900
(.032) (.031) (.028) (.031)
668**F* | g]7R** 520%** 595% ** L690% **
g A3 915
( .030) (.028) (.027) (.028) (.031)

( Z09). * p< .05, ** pl0l, *** pd00l.
o8 G AVES] AT ol WA S ATAS 22 ek,

Skl QQIEAM(CFA)S SHEY EX(measurement model analysis) 2
s Bt d B 74 Ay, & Ao SR Higt
I (convergent validity) @t THEFG I (discriminant validity) 7} 25 SHEEQL
o JHEAAAT} UHﬂflﬂ—E—’ﬂ(mediated effect analysis)= ¢ +x2d &

S FH7F SR E -S4, 2020).

A (structural model analysis)= A3

d 15]-\:1—

e
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A4d FHaEd

A4Y meAsd] Folshs AMYEL mgdso] F4u 2 ogu
49, BAel 39, £45Y 5O @Y 49 R0 mRAEd Folal
A At AMY ZRAES SYEA THUE o) JEAE LRALE
Fgotol A4S AP Bk @ PHAL AXH AEHE LA Lo
A g ARl 2T Qe Aot g 5L olsista Qs | B

91| (team shared cognition), T+l tigt o]s] Atefe} AEA-S A5}t
TY 7He] ARE XAok= © HHWF(team transactive memory), I
A Aege T " FAEEEY ARt dEAAe Fgche E
(team knowledge integration), © 2pgoA Aol FHHQd S40=
o] Zd Fof thet Al Hrkel ¥2o | B
JiHteam performance)E &0+ dTs & Zloz Hr}
g QRIEAN(EFA), <14 gAEBA(CFA), HSEFEk(convergent
validity) 4], THEIS T (discriminant validity) 54, A2 &= (reliability) &

A Ay, B =70 dAnygo] Fxud BM(structural model analysis)oll
o

ot ot o N

Aagt Zor EARQrt FRYAXRY(SEM:  Structural Equation
Modeling) 9] A2 E4(path analysis)o]st Wright(1960)°l 54 1otH 7]
Ho 24, Wright(1960)«= W4 7Ho] AATAE ¥ 7Ho] Q1 A (causal
relationship) 2 EojUl= F&& WH(SFE, 2016) st3lal ATRES 4
St= ZC=2 Standardized Regression Weights®] E=2} 7 2 A= (estimate)
2 7MdE AAHSH= AoltHFA S, 2018). 181 A aiH(direct effect),
ZHE 8 T (indirect effect), & A (total effect) Fol ot 4 "H-E AA]
SEATHSFE, 2016). Anderson & Gerbing(1988)] <JaflAl AtH 2THA
HEH(wo step approach) 1G@AOA A7 21014 9 QIEA(CFA)S
Fol] SAEHALY A} (model finet BHFAHAHFTETE, BEETE)S 1

S, 23 A A H2EAH R (path analysis model)& F4ot= Yot

i

(¢}

ox
e
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(%4, 2016). +2HAA R (SEM: Structural Equation Modeling)oll A}
S5 W] tig 432 g [#4-16]02 a°FstdthHF T, 2018).

[54-16] FERE B BLHE Wao) g 47
&2 &
o FAZNE (construct)el] NG
o A SAEA 41 SHTS)HTE o8 54

o SRARSER), WAARSES;

A4

(latent/unobserved variable)

2R (@SS o AAIR dojAe HlolH(EED)
(measured/observed variable) [ o  ZFAH o] AT 0] A WSS =ASH

=40 xus . ARSI ZAWSE AWetn O A

(measurement error veriable) | o sz Eolls BR

ARSI} e Al ofs] AWET o
Ui

« AP SShe B

FEOANG

(structural error veriable)

I3y F2EAPA R (SEM:  Structural Equation Modeling) &4 of| 4]
HAARLE (model fit)7} FHEZ] ¢gFow 7HdHA (hypothesis) F2]m|6HA|
Hok A2 Ajret AR Eo] REARIE (model fi)7h SHHEZ] O™
$214(M.I, Modification indices) BHE ol SHRAS] WAL
(model fit)ES &tHS}ojofF SttH(FAS, 2018). AR (measurement model)
o] 1A QARA(CFA)Z ol &EH AF=> [1H4-3] Lt
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% % %I
HEF22) | SRR ESRUNS

B2 5 8] f———{on
S EEIFLD
FETFLE
g EEEFLT] Ty -
B EE : UEE L
Qa5 =
- HEEHS
S—e{Euss
o 0B e B . 'EIEM:%
1 il
EER : 3
T ——eErn ey g5l

BAYEUs| BAsEE H HANEES
1 i i

[234-3] 712 7HEdAES S8l 48 42

I

=
-

gls!

o] FAWTE F /2 SHHsE= © @ Y(team collaboration)©] 1,

=
7= © F-3-91%](team shared cognition), (team transactive memory), &
=)
|

2|25 8Hteam knowledge integration), B #5#(team efficacy), FLHHTE=
/d3Hteam performance)= A= o] Ut} o] WS 7Ho] HAEE FUIeE
Zrdl o] BEARLE (model fiE SAsIAT 4 A= [#4-17]1¢F 2t
TEAA R (SEM:  Structural  Equation Modeling)®] REA T
(model fit) #4 Z¥, CMIN(x?) pgk& Alelstal, CMIN/DF= 1.620,
RMR= .023, GFI= .922, AGFI= .896, NFI= .949, TLI, CFI= .980,
RMSEA= 0467} 7]&F2]o] H3gsl= RAAYE (model fiE HAFS
CMIN(x Hpte 00022 A FE 7]#¢Q] SHt; Ix] ¢rof Relzglrof Hz

Fotlal, RMR #]&7F 02302 of¢ FSolal, RMSEA ZE7F 0462 8
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oJsto]al, GFI, AGFI A ®7} 8§ olo =2 Yergtoew, NFI, TLI, CFI A&7}
HE 9 x5 Ao® Ueh diFEo] 7|EAE WEAFHLREN 4§ Tt
S A% (model fit) F7T 712 FTESIRTHE I, 2020). A

T (model fi)7F dREFoZ 7HIAA (hypothesis) S & o UA = AL

[24-17] F224d A= A4 24 4%

32 | pvae | MV | RMR | GFI | AGFI | NFI | TLI | CFI | RMSEA

7%= | > .05 <2 <5 >9 (>85> 9 1 >9]>.9 .8

2744 [ 000 | 1620 | .023 | 922 | .89 | 949 | 975 | 980 | .046
A | - | s | s | s | gs | gu | gu | gu | I@

2) 712 7247

o

712 7Hde] Wig 6719 LA AH S (exogenous latent variable)?l ©
AU (team collaboration)a WM 4=(endogenous latent variable)?l B

Q12| (team shared cognition), © #AX 1 F(team transactive memory),

o
T
2] 215 (team knowledge integration), ® &-5%(team efficacy), © A

}(team performance) 7Fe] Q13 A EAX(regression analysis) A¥= [
H4-4], [E4-18]} Lt

ot of mgh

- 121 -



H11.320

241t

H14 .138

B Agro]l Yz AfHS=(endogenous latent variable)E2] A2 (explanatory
power)< AHHEHA & FU(eam collaboration)o] © -&FAA|(team shared
cognition)& AHsH= A e (explanatory power)-Z 54.8%((R*= .548)0]1, € ¢
(team collaboration)o] B AE W F(team transactive memory)S AHoh= A
& (explanatory power)- 35.8%(R*= .358)°]™, ® ¥<(team collaboration)©]
g 2253 team knowledge mtegratlon)g A= A (explanatory power)
2 382%[R*= .382)°]ck. © HA(team collaboration), & F&21](team shared
cognition), © ?gl"%_ﬁ'_—?r(team transactive memory), ® Z]A}&%Hteam knowledge
integration)©] ¥ Q54 (team efficacy)= AHol= A= (explanatory power)<
56.6%(R*= 56602 JeRdth 8 EU(team collaboration), © 28217 (team
shared cognition), © “HEWF(team transactive memory), © AA15%Hteam
knowledge integration)©] ® &5 (team efficacy)©] ® “d¥Hteam performance)=

Ar5k= e (explanatory power)-2 58%(R*= .580) & HA=|Q]ct.
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[24-18] 712 7HaA% A3t 2o

714 Az wES ?]E% SE | cr. | P | an
A4 StA 4 value

H1 g 3 (— © FY 740 74 | 082 | 9.439 | *** | ¥

H2 q AR —° ¥ 416 490 A12 | 4369 | *** | A"

H3 9 et ——° Y .523 549 | 088 | 6.277 | *** | A

H4 dasd 98 .332 350 | .109 | 3.218 | .001 | A=

H5 g g (- d 89 232 230 | 095 | 2.426 | 015 | A"

H6 | € ARuR (— & TN 221 .249 101 | 2.467 | .014 | A€

H7 g AR (- E AeuF .146 .130 062 | 2.090 | .037 | A<

H8 g 857 — 2 3 159 .161 084 | 1.917 | .055 | 71Z&

H9 9 857 (—— ¥ HuR .086 .077 053 | 1.443 | 149 | 71Z&

H10 | | 853 < 9 AP 316 317 | 070 | 4512 | *** | AY
HI11 g 4 (— d a5 .320 .301 071 | 4247 | *** | YA
H12 2 47 (— 2 FRIA 113 107 | 071 | 1.511 | .131 | 71
H13 9 At (- | gEan .104 087 | .045 | 1.945 | .052 | 1%
H14 g g (— | AAEE 138 130 | .062 | 2.089 | .037 | A<

CMIN= 252.750, df=156, p= .000, CMIN/DF= 1.620,
= RMR= .023, GFI= .922, AGFI= .896, TLI= .975, CFI=
.980, NFI= .949, RMSEA= .046

F2ud 7

e

74 H19l ‘© @<Y(team collaboration)& © F821Z|(team shared
cognition)®ll F(+)9] FFE A Aot 9] H= EA(path analysis) 2%,
AZA T (EZS} ]—r)% .740, C.R. 32 9.439, p-valuex < .052 7ML
Atk &, HAY Z2AE st © TA4dE 119

=
TR FEell A1) o] &= viAE Aem Z4=H A

of,
gl
Q,
lo
o
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7Hd H29l " @YU(team collaboration)2 © AH 1 F(team transactive
memory)®l] A(+)9] FFS v|F Zloltf o] AR EA(path analysis) A},
ARAT(EEZA )= 416, CR. 32 4.369, p-valuex < .052 7Hd2
Q. &, H4" ZeAE Hojste & FAHYE 119 | |92 H
AHIF %“}Oﬂ AH)e] dF= mAle Aer ZAEHA

714 H39] ‘& ¥<U(team collaboration)2 & A|A]53Hteam knowledge
integration)ol] A (+)2] JFFS v Zoltf o] AR EA(path analysis) 27},

F(EEZHA )= 523, CR. A2 6.277, p-valuee < 052 7MdE
Q. &, H4" ZeAE Fojste & FAHYE 119 | dd2 H
TS Foll (99 Y= A= Aex FAHSIH.

714 H49] ‘& F<d(team collaboration)2 ® #-5%(team efficacy)ol] &
()] 9 ujd oty o] AH72 HEAH(path analysis) A7 ZH=2A4(EES}
A= 332, CR. @2 3.218, p-valuexs < .052 7HHE AHE I =
AdY Z2AEo] Fojo= | FAHAYEE 119 ©H 92 © a5
AH)E] dF= nAe AerE FAEHT

714 H59] ‘€ @(team collaboration)& © AiHteam performance)©]]
A9 9 n|d Aoty o] AR EA(path analysis) A, HARAS(ESE
A= 232, CR. ZHe 2.426, p-value: < 052 7ML Y=gt =
g JAYE 7to] B doe = Ay} gFAle] %

l

€

ol
ok

2

7Fd H69l "® F7<AX|(team shared cognition)= © AHEIF(team
transactive memory)°ll F(+)e] FdFS mE Aol HE  EA(path
analysis) 23, A2ASE A= 221, CR. 32 2.467, p-valuex= <
052 7ML AEESRI. &, 14" ZRAE ot | FAYE 1Y
d TadAle © AEuF el A9 T Al Aor ZA4HAUTh

HU

[e)
knowledge integration)ell “8(+)] FFZ m[A Zoltf o = EA4(path
analysis) A3, A=2AFEEH|4)+= 146, CR. 32 2.090, p-values <
052 7Hde AEE gt &, A4y Z2HE | FAAYE 7Ho] € AHHE
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O
=

.159,

efﬁcacy)oﬂ A (+)—4 Y
A (EZSA)= 316,
gxatt. S

g=7t

% 7]7PQ011:} = 7
A= © A el
7Hd HI139 'H
performance)ol] A (+)2

o, AEAS(EESA

149 nAE

A9 dFe mAlE AL
Z](team shared cognition)+=
o]zl Zolty o] H=2 EA(path analysis) 2},
C.R. &= 1917, p-valuex > .052 7]-
Fojshs | FHE9EE 19 ©

122 &= AR —E—ﬁuﬂﬁi‘:}.
(team transactive memory)=
] Zlolt} o] A2 EA(path analysis) 23t
I 1.443, p-valuex > 052 7Hd&
ol B A4S

Z|A] k= Aor _‘?__/HE]

o,

o

A}

=1

57t (team

]

=

o}

;d—oqal.l_—_
12&= Aog A=
efficacy)2 ® AJ¥H(team performance)®]
o] H2 EAH(path analysis) 23 H=2A4+
4247, p—valuex < .052 7142 2"
3 FEds e " &
2 A=A
212 (team g AT} (team
n|d Aot o] A= EA(path analysis) 2
3, C.R. &2 1.511, p—valuex= > 052 7H4
Z2AE| Holst= ° FAYE 9 ° 3/
= A2 = Aoz EAE

g AdHteam
]zl Zojty’ o] A2 EA(path analysis) 2
104, C.R. 32 1.945, p-value= > 052 7H4

a

rzto
[¢}

uE

shared cognition) =

SF(team transactive memory)+=
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o)

&2 ujd Aoty o] Az EX(path analysis) 2
T 138, C.R. g2 2.089, p—value= < .052 714

A4Y ZRAEC ook d FAEE 1 ° AAE
2

o qema, =

=
e | AT Pl
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A5 A wWlaEdE
D) w7y 24

7] & 7HEA] (mediated effect analysis) SPSS SA| =2 1387 AMOS
FAZEIH] o2k SPSS FAZEIHES &8t wifay 24
(mediated effect analysis)2 Baron and Kenny(1986)2] 394 A
g8k WHolal, AMOS FAZ=IHS 8% mifjay gAds 7
Efl(bootstrap)&  &-8stol 7 aTHndirect effect)®] FoldS  H*%
(significance test)SHAl HHEAHS, 2018). FEAEHH (bootstrapping) X
Ado =Ry A9 FE53 B2 HloHE tPdes AR ESE(resampling)
Sl B QAHsampling error)E FHStE WHoR FEARRHH EY
(sampling with replacement)= o} S}9]E2(subsample)= AJ4dot7] =l
BAm7F BT A g2 sH "k & BT ZEE HEE AJH A
HE HolHE HIF o g YA & BpE TSk WAoo (9, 2016).
o (A" mRAEC Holste © Fddse] 8 49E Eo17] 9

1

Q1 F494 Aol

> o 4

H
o
E

o

N e

d

ki

o 4> o
o
o,
oX,
i)

X

= 1
31 O =1
A7, @ AHWF, €

| ZrAA0 g 397, ° AHuE 8 XS, o

Aatol FFE A= tEuviRdE WE HS4(phantom variable)E ©]-8-5}
Bt MY W(phantom variable)= 7He] W42 A

HAAAE (model fit) W B[]0 ke T F=ttEHE, 2014).

Baron & Kenny(1986)°] 415 7|%2 od}o] Hair et al.(2006)2 tf7H&E
Aol disiA o2t &2 HAE AASHL JATH(SFE, 2016). AA, ¥4
ko] BARIA AR} WA FAH(Y) 2 ABREA(R) = 79
Stofof shar, AL} mi7iH~(Me) F AHHA . f-ostoiof St
o, 7SOV WA (YY) 2F ABEATE fofstojoF St (e-EE,
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2016). =4, AAFAHEF)} HAAFLAHF(Y) Atelof mj7iHs=(M)7F 7H
dE AdElelA] BRSO WA (YY) BAZE foet dHi= A
5 Hgho] it i axtrt gle ZAo|vh(w-FE, 2016). AA|, A HS
X)et WAEAES(Y) Atolol wiZia(Mediator)7F ZHAE ZgeiollA €48
FARHCOLE WARAAS(Y) BAZE FolshAgt oFsHA] d&F= mx= A
o7 WelH REuj7§§ T (partial medation effect)7} Uth= Zolil, AIZE
AAFCOLE YWARARS(Y) Atelo] wiZiHs-Me)7F ZHAE AejellA] <A
FAHSX)F WAZARAS(Y)BAZE frolsthA] o2 AdHi= Hokd e
HEIH(full medation effect)7t ltt= Aolth(-FE, 2016). A7EEof|A]
QYA A S=(exogenous latent variable)7} WA M =(endogenous latent
variable)oll 214 w2l FX—Y)= A A (direct effect)’ 2t ShH, 2]
AR = (exogenous latent variable)7} mi7H#H 4=(mediator) S AA WA
A 4=(endogenous latent variable)o] v]x]E= FFX—-Me—Y)S THHE
(indirect effect)’stx st1, AHFGHe} HHEHe 42 ‘F  aiHtotal
effect)’2Fal Stth(Hair et al., 2006).

7] & #HE4 (mediated effect analysis)®] 2 WA Az}l H4 74
9] Fo4d &S fAsh ABaA 24 (correlation analysis)= X138 s}
Ardl B (measurement model analysis)& 5ot EFF el 4=k

95ty AAE AAHS(latent variable)S HE3s}sle] AFA
(correlation analysis)& Adget Ayt = M =(latent variable) 7] A
A Haprt sAACE GoJstA yebH . FAR S (latent variable) 7F

AA] B4 (correlation analysis) A¥b= [E4-19]9F Zth

L

At

=

o.
£

r

8

.

M e
At
1

v

o

- 128 -



[#4-19] FARAS o] oA B4 F3 29
o= E] E] E]
g | N | mz | FE | F o - ol o 5
A | Y | TR | AEuR | AREE | 252 | A
238y | 296 | 4.08 | 674 1 5957 | 507 | 4787 | 56977 | 6177
% * % * %k * % * % * %
R 296 | 3.86 | .648 | .595 1 477 .520 544" | 571
204
= 296 | 4.12 | 657 | 507" | 47T 1 387" | 468" | 497"
Z—TE—IH%
o 206 | 3.61 | .642 | .478"" | .520™" 387" 1 560" | 548"
- . ) i i ) ) )
_% 296 | 3.94 | 666 | .569°" | 544" | 468" | .560" 1 6417
a5
g4k | 296 | 4.02 | 631 | 61777 | 57177 | 49777 | 548" | 64177 1

&) 0.01 oA FFYUTHYE). Pearson A

2052 AMOS ver 22.0 SAZR 10l HEAE (bootstrap)
A-gsto] mf7f § A (mediated effect analysis)S AYstAct. £4 A
of o] [F4-2017 #rh AEE ZRAE ojsh= H FAL] H
v A gRe) AAA Ao ZEAAQ ' FRelA,
AMEE, @ asd Azl U miAay 24 2y, 7HHavindirect
effect)= AZAL 445, p-value( .004) < .05=2 wiZfayt= 95% A==
oA FAACE Fofgt Ao=w yeiytth M4 H159 | |4y | 43 1
o] QIAA HoAg mEAA ° TR, ° AEuF, © 2459 |

jalu

o

HL

El

=i

c ol

ot @ rr e

HE”

=
a57ro] il A aib(direct effect)ollA] m|Z|= d5Fo] Golstal,
H 8 (indirect effect)oll A mZ]&= dFe] FosHA Uy R Wiz axt
(partial medation effect)7} Q= Aoz EAEQdTt ALY L2AE 3o
sl ° Y9 © d<(team collaboration) © Ad¥H(team performance)
7re] 21z A Ae2AE T2 AMAQl ¥ 721X (team shared cognition), © HE
WHF(team transactive memory), ® Z|AF%H(team knowledge integration),

A5 (team efficacy) @] 7F2o] Wit th7fEH(mediated effect)= ZHEI=] At
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[¥4-20] 7+8&x 24 Ay}

A= Hl j}ii} SE p—value i?;f} 23

¥ 94 - ¥ 43 e R
Qa7 230 .105 022 232
Tt 445 .092 .004 449
Z a7 675 197 .026 .681

CMIN= 265.182, df=160, p= .000, CMIN/DF= 1.657, RMR= .027,

A ey BElASE | GFI= 920, AGFI= .894, TLI= .974, CFI= 978, NFI= 947, RMSEA=

047

1. ZtZ+e] s|fASsE BEs) A

A&7 p-value= Estimation®] H|EZ3Z 3] AA4=9] CR(p)ZEA(***<.001)
Havt 9@ % @79 p-value: Bootstrap®] pat(Two Tailed Significance)$]
% 2o SAAS & = A 5o AL I + HHEA AAS FY

Rl
r¥

2) Y HeE &8

ot

e ol @A

Baron & Kenny (1986)2} Sobel(1982)¢] ®H=Z2 ufj7i & ¥ (mediated
effec) & FASH7] fIsiA d2] AMEEHIL Ut SHATE o]F9 74 W2
BEO F717F 2HS AS, AEE(normal distribution)E $HiE &HE°] =
otA thF 7l @ (multiple mediation model) ¥} ©]5 7] & (dual mediation
model) & H52] W7l avE Ao FHAE AUl Utk(Preacher et al,
2004). 131 AMOSE &89 ZAAE w77t 27] ol dd ¢ &
Zro] 7@ (indirect effect)”7} HE2|H2] ¢Fa1 gellAd AAHY. 122
ZYZk o]l AR AR it w7 @ (mediated effect) & HASH7] oIt o]
Aol e RAAEE(model fit) B RpX[o] FF= v|AA] gomHA
f 7 5= (mediator) ZYZ+e] £ 7H &I (indirect effec) s AT 4 A=
el ¥Ha(phantom variable) & €-8stA I E, 2014).

AMOS ver. 22°] FEAE#M(bootstrap) W2 E50] /] F=29] {2

rfe
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I (significance) S & Wl &l 4 ‘il‘jr% ol A 3ol AR, ol &
Ao g3uiZl A2E 7= ®Q1e] HA HH A (total indirect effect)©]
Ths Hista iE i H =29 %—JE(Slgmﬁcance)E HATSHA] ok
6}71"01715 St E, 2014). weha] 3 avtol] dist getet siA
M 7HH a3 (indirect effect) HAREQ EAZA {olrE FHelsjof
a7t ot g5mAlE So M A (indirect effect)7b TS 73
A (indirect effect) 2o tigt WME WH(phantom variable)E 9
. A7 ArRdE=R ddASE 4Ed HHadE REAEYE
(bootstrapping) Ao g2 ZAA §o% (significance) S AASH= Wy W
(Phantom Variable)E& -89t ZHaat(i7lavhE AAE + ATEEE
2014). oetA 2 AFelA= WY Ha(phantom variable)E &-8517] 91l
Amde Helste] 4% & FEAEHH (bootstrapping) WHO=E F
4% st LA HS(exogenous  latent  variable)l ®  HY(team
collaboration)©] ® “J7Hteam performance)2 7F= R4 QIAH Aozkg =

ZAAQ ©H FRQIR](team shared cognition), ® AR Fteam transactive

g ko 2‘,{ jlz
O

N e o

3 i T

o,
ol
-
=

-{E jaiii)

memory), & AA5FHteam knowledge integration), B &5 (team efficacy)®]
EY HHasE H2AS oA WY Wa(phantom variable) 237§(P1~P23)
S F7betalal, 718 7HdEA (hypothesis)oll Al Fejm|sto] 712be ZH=of of
A& ot &Skt 712 7HdH 7 (hypothesis)ofl Al Fofm] et 7}
AR didl a(d dd-—d" /U2, b(E dd-—-" HAELF), (B ¥
AY9-—E =B
), (& AEuF-—E 4D, g(@ AXNTE-——DE a5, h(% 21 4]
%@“>E] A, i(d a%d-- d il
(labeD)= sttt WY W<(phantom variable)E 83t E4 7 A
(indirect effect)PJ o4 A (significance test)= 9ol AAHH = =)
4-5]¢} At WY W4(phantom variable) & &-gote] Zzto] ARE &F3t
il (& el it 7HdE Frekela, 54 & (indirect effect)
of thgt 7HdH A (hypothesis)= 485t
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9
@ [g2aom2 || gagoins ]| 22 ¢2ixs |
| ! EEEELD oY)
0 { [ X .
() (52 ) () (715) .6 EEEELT, @
IOV G B
‘ @
EDe-EDHE-()
@
@+@<@ ! Esg2]e—)
Bt
@,
g s T4
—»{ 2ze o o EEEE g ®
[ase =0
(v0) () FEEA L 2®
® &) [rdse|[TeEs][naEe]
1 ! !
@) @
[194-5] Y W<4=(phantom variable)E &-83F =4 W3 AA
AMOS SAZZ 304 Wy Ha(phantom variable)E ©]-83F 7 avt
(indirect effect)®] 24 HA(ignificance test)o] ¢ HIEZESE A

(non—standardized coefficient (B))+= AAIE]Z|9F EF3} A4 (standardization
coefficient (8))+= AAtel A e=thes Aol JJeB=®EE, 2014),
H ZZ3HA=B)E AAstFA, WY 7]E2 95% 4A1=]4-F(confidence level)
o] HFH(point estimation)o] gt p-values T83At WH WL
(phantom  variable)E 283t ZH&v(ndirect effect)e] oA HA
(significance test) A¥= [ 4-21]13 Zo] A2fste] QoFsiiTt.

74 H15a9] EA 798 (indirect effect) A=<l ‘€ dd-—Hd AAE
FPD-—>" P2 H2ASFMH|EZHAG)= B= 071, p-value( .064)
> 0524 7F9 a3 (indirect effect)7} A1Z]4==(confidence level) 95%°A &
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Aoz fostr] ge Ao=x FAHSM wEbd, @ d(team
collaboration) © Ad¥Hteam performance)?] JF TANA & AAF
(team knowledge integration)®] "7l &¥}H(mediated effect)”} SAXH SR +
SH2] ¢d= o= #A%] 7Hd HlSawe 714H 31

7Hd H15bel £4 7Hdfvkindirect effect) A2 ‘8 @A-—>E &7
(P3)-—>& ATHP4) o] A 2AG(H|BZ=S A= B= .105, p-value( .003) < .05
24 ZPdE v (indirect effect)”} Al=]a==(confidence level) 95%°llA] TAIHL=Z
FrousHl A%, wEbA, o HU(team  collaboration)¥} H  Ad¥Hteam
performance)®] FF TACIN B &S (team efficacy)®] "i7iE*Hmediated
effect)7t EAH o= Fom|gt Zow EAEo] 7Md HlShe A==k

7Hd H15co] &4 7FH & (indirect effect) A=< © FA-—H>H FEHW
FP)-—FE AAFAPO)-—-H"E AR BEATMHEEIAT)= B=
008, p-value( .051) > .052A4 ZFH&IH(indirect effect)7} Al=]4
(confidence level) 95%°A EAZ o2 Gol5tA] ¢ Aoz BAEQ o}
b4, & @U(team collaboration)? ¥ 7} (team performance)e] FaF Aol
A AHWF(team transactive memory)et © Z]AEZ(team knowledge
integration) 9] &4 wi7f & ¥Hmediated effect)”7} A2 [-2lo1A] %2 A
o= FAxlo] 7 Hl5ce 712 =Tt

7Hd H15de] &4 7HdayH(indirect effect) A=<l ‘B dA-——>E 2]A=39}
P8-—" a5 P-—>" HrHP10)e H=ASMEEIAT)= B= 021,
p—value( .002) < 0524 ZFEaTH(indirect effect)”} A1F]4Z(confidence
level) 95%°lA SAACE Fou|stA] A=A webs, 8 FA(team
collaboration)™} ® Ad¥}H(team performance)®] FF TAloA & 2|25 (team
knowledge integration)¥} © &-57(team efficacy)o] £ w7 & #Hmediated
effect)7t AR Foet Aog FAxo] 7Hd H15dw= A e =]l

7Hd H15%e9] 54 P& (indirect effect) A2 'H dA-—>8 FAHwF
P1D-->® AAeFPIE &5dP13)-—HF H7HP14)'e] ARASFMEE
SHAI4)= B= .004, C.IO95% A1=]47hH= .000 ~ .024, p—value( .074) < .05=

A 7P A (indirect effect)”7} A1&]4F(confidence level) 95%°A EAA =
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fFolmlstAl EAEAT wetAd " FY(team collaboration)®t © /g3 team
performance)®] A TAA © HE W F(team transactive memory), B A
215 3Hteam knowledge integration), 18|11 B §'57(team efficacy)e] ==}
2 o7l & (mediated effect)”} EA|ZA 2 Solot Aorg HAx]o] 7Hd Hlb5e
+ A= ]l

7Hd H15f9] EA 7FHa3H(indirect effect) A=< ‘€ FA-—>8E F&
21(P15)-—>" AEWFPI6)-—>E AXFF P17 -—E 47HP18)' Y H=A
FEIEESH)= B= 003, p-value( .048) < 0524 ZFH&EH(indirect
effect)7} A1&]4==F(confidence level) 95%°A BAHO R fojn|st] EA ]
. webA g @ <h(team collaboration)®t © AJ3Hteam performance) @] JF

=
AN & FFAR|(team shared cognition)@}t © X WHF(team transactive

ol OH
ro

memory), B A|245 & (team knowledge integration), 12|31 ¥ #5#(team
efficacy)®] =24 w7 & (mediated effect)”} BAIHCZ Folt Zoeg B4
&of 7Hd Histe e = 3ich

7F H15¢ge] E4 7 & (indirect effect) 29 © dd-—>" Fa<
Z(P19)-—d AHIFP20)-—>E AXFEP2D-—HE as#P2)-->H
A(P23)'e] ARE B= .002, p-value( .037) < .052A 7+ &7} (indirect
effect)7} A1&]4=F(confidence level) 95%°A BAAHCZ f-ojn|stA EA 5]
Aot wrebA ° @<A(team collaboration)¥ © Ad3Kteam performance) 2] 3F

=
DA ' FR21R|(team shared cognition)®} © X W F(team transactive

fol

memory), B AA5%Hteam knowledge integration), 131 ¥ &57Hteam
efficacy)@] =24 7l & H(mediated effect)”7t BAALZE Folgt Zlog R4
wof 7Hd H15g2 A== it
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[34-21] We] #5(phantom variable)E 883t 7Fdaxt fold A4 At Q9F

} v ZF35}
H{a A= . Sk p—value 23t
A4
c*h P2 071 041 .064 712+
d*i P4 .105 .045 .003 A=
b*f*h P7 .008 .007 .051 717}
c*g*i P10 .052 .020 .002 2=
b*f*g*i P14 .006 .004 019 2 A
a*e*f*h P18 .003 .003 .048 phs
a*e*f*g*i P23 .002 .002 .037 Rl
CMIN= 265.182, df=160, p= .000, CMIN/DF= 1.657, RMR= .027,
ey AT GFI= .920, AGFI= .894, TLI= .974, CFI= .978, NFI= 947,
RMSEA= .047
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Ae6d AF AF At =9

D 712 7ol it =9

= A= 14" ZRAES Fojste HFHHES ° 9ol | A
2 Gl T A+=2 A dFE vger ZrRAEES Y5t A
oAA AA = 2ol

Al d
A2l Foz AdY RN THY 2ol AN Zd5E oA H
A, oy Qo] FItsHAl HYH FdsAt 5o A7 TASHA "ok 2=
A4 RN WA= TAES 4" ZRAEY Ao A
FFS AA "ot 2¥oH Z2AES § AT (team performance)o] F
A FFE vA = 85 FAE HEsks Weto] gl AL

7o) A Aol oo, Z2HE" AJiKteam performance)o]l FFS W]
A= QIRH AT2RE ZEAA FolA ' F-FAR|(team shared cognition), H

H(team knowledge integration),

g E5eam efficacy)el] Tste] FRAoR T8l Ankael s|9x3,
2227, go, dRpe] 24 5 oR 978 Agstn ok 1
01 YYP BAD ATE J19% 9L o S FY, AT Aw
2 o St WY, /97 FRE dgoz sk 39, 2 232
dgoz st WY, A4Y Holldl AdYES 174 Jgite Y 5
Q7h Aol o3 gck, Tt AAY ZaAEd] Felshe AYHUE 2t
o Fol @ Ao} mFstek webd 449 s Fojske A4Y
E o] | AE gol] gia) A Ave] Ane Evz A8Y S
o QA 4EAg DAL HAUES EYstel AT B Bast gt
149 m2AEd Folst AMYEL nzAEY T4Y BE, 49%
A, BALY 79, £85% 5o g9 49L slFor mzAEd Fols
A Ak AMY ZRAES SASEA THUE 7o) HEAE ZRAAE
ggste] DAY AP Bk § UL AAH FERE LzA Lo



A
~

ol

Al
A

o] FRet AEA

=
=

44

ol

ol

8r

=

AE 714487 (hypothesis)

(hypothesis)> A2 o] H2A G (REIA S

=

Ef2 A2 d(research model)S st AMOS EA T
e

T

1<

Q.

=
¢}

=

AT
o

g

A
il

_‘I

2a%e

&5l olFAXA He

71ZHH](C.R. t—value)
7178 (C.R.p<0.05) 28] AlE]l4E 95%2] 1.96

il

f

[e]
[e]

=

=

[e)

=

=

1
—

o, & AFoA

0]

al|

_z_ r

—_—
Ife]

=
1T

AHE .

o

jm ]

4-22]9F 2t
E]

i1
ar

Fte |

12](team shared cognition),

-

1

[©Xfe)
2]

a1
o

E]
=

o

1

o B AlF =

i

%S

ql

Sty

5]
HA(team collaboration)

=

g AAL 51993, Cronbach’s «a
=

T
3]
=

~A

_dQn_

E]
™

(team knowledge integration),

(team transactive memory), & Z|4]

(team

F

4

a5

13|
=

o

—

CERE

=

2 dFEed By 2 delde
Al

Ao et

(team knowledge integration)
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AA1S

13
=

L3P el A A= Tk
efficacy)®t © AJ¥Hteam performance)oll 5%
L= P A= A2
a9y |

(team efficacy), B “J¥Hteam performance)®|

vS|
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2
ol
rr

Aol A BAYSHE =

£ st s 74

i
B
UM
e
-d
S,
of
)
ol
1o
o Mo
2

R T ECT A )
oo
ofl, E
o

ne,
r g
)
LN
ol
ol
1o

[#4-22] A7 Q& A7

= — —T—
7t A= i:} 3;]: SE | CR. v‘; o xﬂj
H1 g 209 (— | 8 740 774 | 082 | 9.439 | *** | Ay
H2 | ©Aees(— 98y 416 490 | 112 | 4369 | *** | A9
H3 | o 245 (— o 89 523 549 | 088 | 6277 | *** | A9
H4 g 857 (— ° 8 332 350 | .109 | 3218 | .001 | A
H5 9 A (— ° EY 232 230 | .095 | 2426 | 015 | A=
H6 | 974uws (— 938 | 221 249 | 101 | 2467 | 014 | A"
H7 | 258 (— J AEas | .146 130 | 062 | 2,090 | 037 | A=
H8 g 8553 (— 9 3/ .159 161 084 | 1917 | .055 | 71&
HY | 9asd<— 93Ems | .086 077 | .053 | 1.443 | .149 | 7z
HI0 | o 857 — 9 Aus8 | 316 317 | 070 | 4512 | *** | A=y
Hi1 o A} (— o a7 320 301 | 071 | 4247 | *** | Ay
H12 9 At — | I 113 107 071 | 1511 | .131 712+
HI3 | 947 — 9 guus 104 | 087 | .045 | 1.945 | 052 | 717
Hi4 | ® A9 o xpisgt 138 130 | .062 | 2.089 | .037 | A
2) We WSS 283 /i E AAo gk =9
Aznd BX(path analysis mode)o|x] FEAESS 289t oij7f gyt
w4 (mediated effect analysis)olAl= B @G & Aol G3F TAA &
T4, @ AEwRF, g AASe, ¥ &g ot e 44 dx



FEAHo= vi/fad(mediated effect)’7} e A= A=A T84 7
2hd FAoA AR H=7t 71ZtEo] AAAQ w7 &} (mediated effect) H
A=z tit miAaE 24T Bt lojA WY ¥4 (phantom
variable) & 817t THH Ay} o4 7 (significance test)2 A5
2 d7olMe #WE WMa(phantom variable)E &-8517] fsf A+EEE
HEAE#H (bootstrapping) WHo 2 F7} BAS 3l

R

s

GRS | Yol | AU M BRI AAH Jaag maA
- e

20 " TR, 8 JEAF, J A4EY, ° asdel 54 HHade 4
BE oA WE W 2370(P1~P23)E FUksHRlL, 712 THEHA A o
ujste] 71Ztd Azl dHside dz dAS sk fskd. e HEEA
(hypothesis)oll A fojulet zF Azl s a(d dU-—" T+UAD, b(d

-
AY-" FEIR), (@ FY-—F A4, dE FY--° a5D),

(¢
—~

H =
g TR " AHWR), (H AERuF--HE D), g8 AAE
A ) 7

. WE ¥eE 283 e

(indirect effect) 24 HA(significance test)2 H|EFSH4~(B)E AAISHAL,

Y 712 95% AEeEe] 50l Wiet p-values E-&oiQltt. WY HSE

28t TP Aol fold AAAYE [34-23]3 2ol Aste] &

AN GO AR Aol oohd, 7Hd Hisae d ¢

o JF AN © AATEE HiSHA] e Aoz FAETY 1
o

g
b2 HiScol B @9t § 4l 9% wAeId | gRus

|
A
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g 189 7te] AR EYA, © 8Y 1Y B4 45, 291 RASA 5
o] A= ° Aol 1YY FFAR] £402 "ol Ad FEof| figt
THAR] Prrel B39 " f5H(team efficacy)o] Wi - ofo] Z=
AEY AigE wole T4t 8oz "o 2 ¥ A (team
performance)E ®°17] 9diA= © FAH Hig oJsiE 7Hte s ¢
of tigt ol Aeiet MRS Al=oty F4d 7te] YFE XAsta, Q1A
2 Ao2g L EAM|A(cognitive interaction process)S B9 © TAHALES
JHo} HE]AlE Soete] | ApdelA FAdde] A H4H40= Hol
2 T ot A< ﬂﬂ7}9‘r 5o =244 HEE Fote] 1A4H
Z2AES g5 Fofof of= Zo= 5 Alrh
[¥£4-23] WY WH4(phantom variable)S -89t 7Hdav 71MAAA Ax Q9F
HHaT AR
7+ o et —value A}
(@Y F4E T A2 74 P =
g 899 A4ERP)- D
Hl5a b S 3HPY) c*h 064 712
g dd-—" a54P3)-—>8E . .
H15b 3P4 d*i .003 A=
9 29--d ARLFE5)->d vor .
H15¢ 74] e =3HPE)-—>5 ATHPT) b*f*h .051 712
g @98 A P8)-—H _— -
H13d a5AP9-—>" HIHP10) <8 002 A
9 49--d
4 = ——VHE
H15e zéiggg_ia b*f*g*i 019 A=
B5aP13)-->8 A1HP14)
4 999
H15f @EET(PM)——)FJ e*f*h 048 A=
22153+ P17)-->d A 7HP18)
g 99--9
FTRAAPLY-—>HE
Hl5¢g HAEWFP20)-—>E a*e*f*g*i .037 A=
A A5 P2)-—>H
S5 P22)-->" 7HP23)
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AsSE A&

A1d a7 AR A

1) a5 Aol Qof

2 A= A A AFE Fote] ZERAE EAS AduiEY, Z2AE
TR oll A WS BAIES whefskqlet. T1=lal AR Aol 1S =
AE sidstz] fls A" Z2AES] AptA N F-/E FH, Fee A
At o, HAFO] #y, &4 o] © P YU(team collaboration) o] HH G810
=2 SgHss AAER oo sAdA oA XA doA-gots TEA|
291 g o] 245 Qe AAeolg A 5= oldlstal st ° F
Q1A (team shared cognition), /3@l tigt olsf AJefet MEAS 4=t
I FAAY 7o) ARE Ao ¥ AHWF(team transactive memory), I
A4 AJ2aeE Tl @ FAALEY AHEe} ARAAE FFcte © AT
H(team knowledge integration), © XA FAALL] T A44SR
gol A9 FElo] dizt T2 Brket &9 © a5 (team efficacy)=
a2 AASH e R uwAls TRAES Eg 9, 44
=, At E, AAEE] S8 Uie ® AdHteam performance)E F5H
T2 AA5IH. olF EdlE dFRFS sHstl dA47HdS skl

efol HEAE B3 3328

lo
Sy
o

2

o

: 2] 3655 Aleletal 29652 HEA]
£ SPSS ver. 229F AMOS ver. 22 FAZ=1HS S-gsto] HAFEAGIA

41 SPSS ver. 22 SAZRIHE -85t AR el ditt HdE A4S
Aol FAA QRJABA(EFA)S At 21 HEEE Adols A& & ¢l
67e] AFPo R ZA4rlo] BT E SHEIY T, ¥ FU(team collaboration), € &

1] (team shared cognition), © JE W Fteam transactive memory), B AJ215%t

e

(team knowledge integration), © &'5{Hteam efficacy), © “d7Hteam performance)
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12]= EX(reliability analysis)

AA glo] AFwrt SR ERILE I8y AMOS ver. 22 54

<A
To!

i

FAct Z12]3 Cronbach’s a3k

50

2 3

nE’]

i

2 8AFA(CFA)=

BT

S|
=~

A

il

fl A

1jo

NI
\

el
Np

o gt 7]

51

=

=
T

1

=

=

= 11749

o

2~
L

]

]Fglo

o

—

BaR4, D47

J

8

o7 A=A Ty

<

K

HA(team collaboration)

2543, H
EPd T (discriminant validity) 2} HSEFdE(convergent validity)

e

1=
il

=
o

El
A=A

€]
=

)

=:]
=

B
o

2

ol

ol
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2oz A2 2d EA(path analysis model)olA]

7 &3 B4 (mediated effect analysis)ol| 4]



A E SRR, AERR), ° AASe, | el dikt ey 44 2yt
Fedos miigyprt e Aoz EAHAH. 2y F2Rd ZH(path

analysis model)ol|Al LF A=Z7} 71ZtE]o] HAA Q] w7l & (mediated effect)

-

2

|
B
Jo
1o
oX,
ot
o
@)
a9
=
=
O
o
=
(@)
(@)
—t
(@)
w
fa
lo
>
ok
ol
iel)
&

variable) & 283t 7+
2 dAFoAeE HEg ¥HeE ZEshr] f8 drds #HIlsto

e
=
, FEAE#H (bootstrapping) WHo= F7F £4-& oto] QAR
e} T

N
g @del | AT sk ARAM Ad duatg mEAsel W 24914,
Y AREE, W AN5W 9 abdl 54 0Hans 74 e @
B 23712 FASHATL, 718 MR Relulstel F12E Azl dsiA
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ABSTRACT

A study on Team Collaboration Affecting Team

Performance of Consulting Projects : Mediating

effect of team shared cognition, team transactive

memory, team knowledge integration, and team
efficacy

Shin, Chae-Sang

Major in Smart Convergence Consulting
Dept. of Smart Convergence Consulting
The Graduate School

Hansung University

With  data—based  hyper—connected intelligence and  digital
transformation, the global economy is facing a paradigm shift in platform
economy, on—demand economy, sharing economy, and evolution of
business models. In order to flexibly cope with and adapt to changes
such as digital transformation, going beyond data and informatization
across industries, through a hyper—connected intelligent society,
collaboration between heterogeneous industries, convergence of industries
and technologies, and combination of manufacturing and services
Serviceization is accelerating. The development of information technology
has made the viewpoints of customers diversified, and customers with
various needs are diversifying the requirements of organizations and
companies.

Due to the nature of the consulting project, experts in various fields
form the project team, and the members' different cognition systems and

- 188 -



knowledge systems have goals such as mismatch of goals, information
discrepancy, relationship conflict, free ride, etc. Another problem is that it
negatively affects the project performance. Therefore, in this study, we try
to find a way to minimize the negative influencing factors that occur
during the project implementation process.

This study first looked at the project characteristics through previous
studies and identified the problems that occurred during the project
execution process. And to solve such a problem in previous studies, the
shared goals, clear responsibilities and roles, balance of rewards, and
team collaboration by example were set as independent variables at the
initiation stage of the consulting project. In the next stage of
performance, team shared cognition, which is a process of cognitive
interaction, that understands and recognizes the knowledge and
competencies possessed by team members, trusts the understanding and
expertise of members, and coordinates work among members Team
transactive memory, which integrates information and expertise of team
members through cognitive interaction, and team knowledge integration
comprehensive assessment and team efficacy of belief were set as
parameters. Lastly, in the completion stage, team performance on project
goal achievement, schedule adherence, budget adherence, and product
quality were set as dependent variables. Based on this, a research model
was established and a research hypothesis was established.

And in this study, 37 questionnaire items were constituted for
empirical analysis and 332 questionnaires were collected through the
online questionnaire. 22 and AMOS ver. 22 An empirical analysis was
performed for hypothesis testing using a statistical program. In the basic
hypothesis test through path analysis model, team shared cognition was
analyzed to have no effect on team efficacy and team performance. And,
it was analyzed that team transactive memory did not affect team efficacy
and team performance. In mediated effect analysis using bootstrap, in the
relationship between team collaboration and team performance, the results
of testing indirect effects on team shared cognition, team transactive
memory, team knowledge integration, and team efficacy were partially
mediated. However, as some pathways are rejected in the path analysis
model, it is necessary to analyze the mediating effects of individual
pathways rather than the overall mediating effects. Therefore, an indirect
effect significance test using a phantom variable was performed. After
additionally setting phantom variables by transforming the research model,
through additional analysis with the bootstrapping method, the cognitive
interaction process, which is an exogenous latent variable, is on the way
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to team performance. 23 phantom variables were added to test specific
indirect effects of team sharing, team transactive memory, team
knowledge integration, and team efficacy. For each significant pathway in
the basic hypothesis test, 7 pathways were set and labels were assigned.

Problems such as information discrepancy, relationship conflict, and
free ride between team members due to different cognitive and knowledge
systems in the interaction between members are the integrated attributes
of members at the team level. It was found that team efficacy, which is
a comprehensive evaluation and belief of the abilities possessed, plays a
mediating role and is an important factor in enhancing the project team's
performance. And in order to improve team performance, based on
understanding of team members, trust the understanding and expertise of
members, coordinate work among members, and integrate information
and expertise of team members through a cognitive interaction process to
create a team level In this study, it was found that a comprehensive
evaluation and belief in the team's ability as an integrated attribute of the
members should enhance the effectiveness of the consulting project
through a sequential path.

The results of this study are summarized and summarized as follows.
According to the results of the mediating effect analysis, it was found
that team shared cognition and team transactive memory increased team
performance through team knowledge integration and team efficacy. This
study is different from previous studies because it is a study on a
consulting project in which not only internal members of the existing
organization but also external experts participate due to the nature of the
consulting project. Members participating in the complex and diversified
consulting project will have to consider the importance of different
cognitive systems and knowledge systems. Team shared cognition is an
important factor in reinforcing different knowledge systems through team
transactive memory and team knowledge integration by reinforcing
different cognitive systems of team members. This suggests that efforts
should be made to enhance mutual understanding among members and to
minimize the problem of information discrepancy caused by different
knowledge systems by integrating active transactive memory and
knowledge.

The cognitive interaction process at the project execution stage
coordinates work based on trust in the members' expertise through
mutual understanding and transactive memorye between members, and
integrates different knowledge systems between team members to form a
team at the team level. It has a positive effect on team efficacy, which is
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a comprehensive evaluation and belief in the abilities of members.

The sense of team efficacy has significant implications as it has been
found to play a role in minimizing the free ride of members and increase
the team performance of the project. It was analyzed that, in order to
successfully carry out a consulting project, team performance cannot be
improved only by improving the recognition system, and it is difficult to
increase team performance by strengthening only the knowledge system.
Therefore, in order to increase team performance, it is suggested that
team sharing awareness and team transactive memory should be
strengthened to improve the cognitive system, and team knowledge
integration should be made together to improve the knowledge system.

It is necessary to have a sense of team efficacy that integrates different
cognitive and knowledge systems, trusts each other's expertise, and can
successfully perform team tasks.

However, this study was revealed through a cross—sectional
investigation at one point, and there is a limit to the change in the
long—term perspective. And, there is a lack of research on detailed
attributes that affect team performance by identifying sub—factors of team
shared cognition, team information exchange, team knowledge integration,
and team efficacy of the cognitive interaction process. In future research,
in order to expand the organization's target or to classify consulting
projects by field to solve more problems that occur within the cognitive
interaction process, identify the influence relationship between sub—factors
for improving the cognitive system and sub—factors for improving the
knowledge system A more detailed study is needed to understand the
relationship between the two. And it is necessary to conduct research
with objective indicators of team performance.

[(Key words] Management consulting, consulting project, team shared
cognition, collaboration, team performance, team shared cognition, team
transactive memory, team knowledge integration, team efficacy
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