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I P BRSSO S TN S0 1 A7 3 FE AR 5 P ARG AN S 251> SMM. — B0 A 555 78 — BRI 1) 22 o 17 ]
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KR JLZEOFETREIRL, AR R b
442 B849.C93

1 el A2

PAT A e =2 0 AR AR i * A1 A 5 % 3 PAT BA il 7
I OGP R 1 =2 1) A H AU R LG BEER
fIE” (Mohammed & Dumville, 2001) , FLE.[MEAFE AT
( Shared Mental Model , faj Ik SMM ) 4 47) #% #F 9% & &
H &8 T i B BA 5% ( Rouse, Cannon-Bowers, &
Salas, 1992) , P, f£ 481N SMM J2 P BA 544 1)
AU HE (Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997 ; Rouse, Cannon-Bow-
ers, & Salas, 1992) iy T HIBAHY SMM, [A1 BA B 54
ISR IS RS g iy 1 7S S v B A i
AR 53 mT AW S A A AN i S, LA K AT BA Y
8, T AT LR A5 B B R i 4 A A e
JEHEE T H B\ i 5% ( Rasker, Post, & Schraagen,
2000) .

T SMM 25, A BAME SMM ( teamwork
mental model ) DL f Hl BA /£ 4 SMM ( task mental
model ) 2 R ZEMIFE AL, AR5 FE 58 MUT 55 1)
PR BAASE R A P 1 SR ) BB i A Y B M L LA S 3R
BEARDL o A BABIME 248 X5 T 141 BA N 28 B LA K AH
B OCFR AT AR, A4 BA 53X T A & 4E 58 A
FEAT: 55 (AR e 1 AR 1T A S8 i 45 =X AT AR 31 45
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( Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993) ,

A BRI SMM  BA A2 SMM FIT:- 55 SMM #4275
25350 B 1 45 47 (Lim & Klein, 2006; Mathieu,
Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000;
Smith-Jentsch, Campbell, Milanovich, & Reynolds,
2001 ; Tzeng, 2006) ,fHIZ[RIEF, AN[F A2 SMM (1)
— Bk ERVELL R BT S ST R R B AR
B0 1% B2 4K #i 4 ( Edwards, Day, Arthur, & Bell,
2006 ; Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Cannon-Bowers,
& Salas, 2005) . HLfET AL S5, W) S A58 L&
AL BA AT 55 5025, e FF AR,
FER IR il A TRt . (B2 AT 0
A, N AL FER B I B AL — =,
AR R T 10 4% 0T RE 1 S A A [R] , (H 2 B J AN T
TZEE FA00T AT O T 7R AUR BN AR
B, 2% T0URR BT 1Y £ 5 TANAT LA A AR A0 ., FATEA
HOAS ] BRI A €5 1) 2416 W] RE = A= AR SEAL

Mohammed £ Dumville (2001 ) $& i 2= 3¢ T4t
OB BRSNS B 2 IR T IR AR 55
(command & control ) 8% 2 ZEHAT 5, ILHATE 55
e LA ALY, #0022 I AE TR T, A D3 1] A A<
PEOMER A E By, I E SRR 5 2 24k
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JEE AT 55 30 AT 55 I B ASORYT | A €5 0 T AR T aie
ZHNRIAT 55 38 BRI X T — AR5k
U, A RO 2R R L A (— B R )
FEAHE S B, A1 AT A BAAE Rl SMML | iy S = i i
19 T3 — 28 SR ) — Pk 9 SMM Y2457 A /Y
ZE B A e 2 AR 32 45 19, Cannon-Bowers, Salas
Converse (1993 ) TA R G R00AT 52 Wi Y 2o 520 B AL Y
H FORBEARL (X T HOR B3R ) AT 55 BEAY P A
VERERI LA S BAACASE B Z TR AN S S 1, O B B R 22
[ AFAEAS BAE T, b AT 55 A5 18 2 1 P BA D 1 A 1
RAALH., BT B BROIF AR T A s 0B
RUHR 43—, WAE T HAR 5] 09 22 v RO 5 A
F2Z Ak 89 7% #p ( Cannon-Bowers, et al. , 1993), I
Smith-Jentsch , Mathieu FlI Kraiger (2005 ) £ 46 T 25 7
A3 A8 ) LA RO R AR —— IR - H AR
ORI ZE R — SR R ARLO AR 5 S ¢
2, R BUPIRC R RIS B T Sk Wt R UL,
PR B0 —— T 55 T iU SR 22 6 B
FA BABMETE B LT 22 TG00 5 5 SR Tt 1
AETE— S35k 2 1 SMM. el At 1) — B P I — 2
() SMM (%2 Wi VE Fl——JFAEREAS SMM — 2 g )
GUROT IR G, I SMM. — S0P ARG D) S5 25 5 6 SR AR
XR T o5 —46 SMM —EhE 5 e s, e A
G, BURCIRAT o BEAN AT S5 O AR A A BA L
BRI (A 45 A A F T BB ) Z 1R Y OC & R
Ao —MFFERIUE S5 OB BIARL— SRR AT A
B — 30 5 G5 E AR OC (Mathieu, et al. , 2000) ,
1117 75— SEMAAT e BT 55 O B B — B0 5 28 1Y)
TEAHDG, I LT BN R R R A 1 5 AT BN 8 A5 28
—BUETETE A B AE ] (Marks, Zaccaro, & Mathieu,
2000; Mathieu, et al. , 2005) . Xf 3o 52,0 B 4 7Y
— B X G R B A E A E B i B TE T,
R R A €0 1 5 AR A BA b 0 A I, AR AR
PE AT BEARAICAE 2 M M 23 AR =, 300 R 1Y T A 1 Y
HA B S48 ( Cooke, Salas, Cannon-Bowers, &
Stout, 2000) , fH 2 RIME x5 Tk 5, i 2453 11
ZAHF JE 4515 ( Marks, et al. , 2000; Webber,
Chen, Payne, Marsh, & Zaccaro, 2000) , [HIL7EA
T, 55— BT B U R 7R SR AT 55,
BAPIME Lo BB AT 55 B | BA DU — Bt 2 ] 2
AR HAE

Cooke 45 N (2000 ) TA Ay W 120K (5 & 45 14 14 )
HIA SMM i, SMM 454 1 440 4% He s iy Al
MBS 2454, {H Cooke 25 A [R]HFIA ly SMM 45

BAFAE B 32 ) A AE i AN B —— R &4k
2 8] B DXl 5 4548 5 454 2 18] 19 IX 51 .- Cannon-
Bowers £l Salas T~ 2001 448 B = N 5688 3 A
i P e ok A PRI M £ 55 R o TR ( task-specif-
ic)  fE45 M1 1R (task-related ) F1 5 4T 45 13K« BA
FHR LA RS FE & (knowledge of teammates and
attitudes/beliefs ) o 1T 5545 € FE R R E T 55 042
VRIS 579 DL S ih B0 SN, B A4S A A TC 75 18
AT 55 4 AT DU R P B AR A 55
AR ATF5 AR A AN TAT 55 A G R 1Y
HIPR, FEEHE XTI BN M BB X R TR A5 BA
KBEA UL S WBE ST, IF B — R 8RR 55 58 A
Mo BRSPS AT . B SR A BN
P ALFE B IR 4 e 4 25 34, itk — 20 2 R AE
VR A HY 4 43 A, 3 5 T 7 TR A5 BA A B8 A 8
TOIN BA A AT A RO B, I ELGE I A BA 51 0947
i B A SRR AL e 75 A BE IR A5 2, X AR AN a]
DITEVFZAT 5516 5 R AR AT 55 AR 5 — 5
T2 A BE S A&, B A5 AT BA R 5 % 3 31 B2 T 55
A2 B BRI T F BAE 1 Ro e
K H AR TRINN R T), XA BRI E &0 —3
PERESETERS FEAR T I AT: 55 h 2/ ] ( Cannon-Bowers
& Salas, 2001) . {5750 AT BA B 53 AR AT LA
TS 352 M)t 7] o ] Ak BT e [R) R, 40 Cannon 1
Edmondson (2001 ) i@ i2F [71] 45 0 £ & R A BA P A7 78 %
R A58 B2 SMM 1 — 3853, X T4
ST N AE PR SR ARG, T A BB 2 e 1 AT BA S 24

X T A G SRR 4, B A TR,
A BEFEHAT IS . WERIRATHA M JEFT, Al
DI —2)5 % . NS SMM GIRZEX &, B A]
RERS B SMM 1 7= Az, 5 1 T SMM 1Y 52 i,
Langfield-Smith (1992 ) Zfot — PR A RE A
LZE AN BRI 5T, o Je 2 B0 It P A 0 AT BA PN 2R
NAFURTPEAT 2030 MRl N R
TR TR S 5ihie, P H S 5 A’
REEHJE L IRRE  (Owen, 1985) o XA~ F 7]
DA P BA 53 1Y) SMML B0 — 380, 177 PN 58 7 R A
e /N B A G R Y 22 )5 ] ((Turner, Pratkanis,
Probasco, & Leve, 2006) ., #F5% & &1\ 0 B & A
TN 7, BEAC B D 1O AR AR 22 ] 19 58 B TR 42
AT TR 1915 P ] s AT 758 3 3850 b AT DA R {ELAS T
MBS, X g BE AR AR SMIML ) g 09 FEAA 8
PN R G T B NR R TR Rt b, MR 1l A
(1] FA) O R AR DL 2 AR IS, A AT A 0 8 B A 1) 2
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A A BESE IR R AR T AT FL, Wt st s b 7/
RS ATRErE . AAMTEXFFIET 58 iR
HNZE g Z 8] 1Y 4316 ) B S BOAN [A] 1y (), 350 EL7E 5K
B b DR BRIBEN T REE 84— B AT RE R Y
4 AN[A] B ( Fischhoff & Johnson, 1997) . a2V,
MR, —BOEAR = (H MER PEAR AR 1 1A BR Sk, AT
BEAN AN N SR I, — SRR A 1 i 1) AT BA o

XHPWERT RS NER MM X RA
Ko HZEWFRBHARKAAEX THAEL
(R4 5L RN B A 1Y R348 (3K I SMML 2 M Bff (AN —
) WREIE BUE M o WS, AR BIFSEIA N
TAE R AR i SEAR AT RE 2 THRSCH T R 28 B IE =X
(Simons & Peterson, 2000) , ixffif5 Ei{f &35 F
AR o IE ] LA S BB ZE R . n—4JT
SAFT R T LARTHOA 2 “ 1) b 98 5 B8 2 1]
A AH % (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003), Ensley #ll
Pearce (2001 ) i I [ 4535 & A (4 A0l e 23 45 21
HIBN(TMT) th, 7 AT S s D SRAT: 55 1), W ER g R
NSRRI S TC O, TS5 24 v 5 . 2 AR G T B
EABPNIRUIERY S = P AN RULEATE Sy =iy o]
NP IR MFAEIEAR G, 51 28 th 98 R/IMETE T
AHSG . U B PN 3R 07 v 1 AT AT 28 o 58 LU AT 5 T ik
ol IR 1 I S5 />, X6 528801 T A S i L a4 oK A
o XA N B T3 5 P BATE V) 3 R W3R R A
TR R P A AT O, AT AR Z2 BRI ih 2 AR 2 T il
o< B A1 BARE IS A T & Y B AL

REAZ 7E 11 BA 1 388 H A5 2 TA 1 vp 5 11 sl /D 17 2 o
FIE I BN EHEERE T7 . PSSR AT LAAS Bl e —
Mo IERLTE ( confrontation norm ) 7 5 T I 1
WF 5 AR S NG R T o A
(Burgelman, 2002 ; Jelinek & Schoonhoven, 1990) ,
ISR A [8] B W0 b 58, B AT S
MR B E 21728, RIS AR A NIEGN L) AN E
BB (FE N IF M 19 A5 HE) ( Burgelman, 1994;
Burgelman, 2002) , ¥ J& Hb i3, iX L8505 0] AR
VER B & M #f 28 S04k ( constructive confrontation cul-
ture ) , OIS PR SR 2 ik T S0 AY AETE AR SR 9 AL
a2 M (Burgelman, 1994) . QIFTRIHLU, 5iX
SERTE A FRAR A — B0 S P BN ey B ) I sk R
TEHE, A R LAY 3 58 2 W il 1Y (Jelinek &
Schoonhoven, 1990) , #E— /K] () 4544 v, 55
90 22 535/ INAT LA R 1 SMM 1) % g , R T L
D AN HERA Y E 1R 7 A I AT R o LRRIBASLOL A
Hb S 3t AR B RCR T RE AR A9 o 3X PRI 0 T A

J2 SMM #JE8 ifii— £ ( Fischhoff & Johnson, 1997) ,
Amason FI Schweiger (1997 ) 1A b f A %% 1 8 B ph 2
1) 7 2 5 i e AL o 2 [ R A OG R b, XA
J 5B S AR O SMM ST AR AR AR . I
TR) 38 [T SR T LA /D i 5, {HL 5k ol 4 e A 9 il ok /b
WPk ) T W% 52 W BT 78 T5 . Levesque, Wilson Al
Wholey (2001) i} 5% 1 %44 IF A A BA 1 SMM. 1) & Ji&
A, G IR AT BAEIME LA R BA A SMML 32K B I 1]
B ARG SAHARL, 33k 2 PR R A 68 0k 1 1 ik g
A R AT 2 SMM — BvE YRR, 5y — Lk
WFFE B 25 R A i s SMM —0PE  AERPE ) K/ A%
BRI AAH B B f# A 5%, U0 Baba, Gluesing, Ratner
H1 Wagner (2004 ) A3, bR 1 F1iR 5322 LA SME L [R]1F
5 R ARRLAY 27 2] 22 I3, Wk AT B G B3 T8] 15 A 5
U5 AT 55 A FARH P A B T AR BE A2 2 e 2 R e
A, Gurtner, Tschan, Semmer F1 Nogele (2007 ) &
PR, 38 5 S 5 % B S (reflexcivity ) (g Ab iz 8L 1
2 A BB B0 S SE AT A H B e m e O Hoad
IO 24 i FY) P BA PN A0 B 45 ) S0 43 2% 4 A H 3 e A
SMM —Ztfir th A A1 BABE 53 AN 5 58 i W
B N B2 Ui i 45 AT B R B, AR I BR A |
SMM A fig & Ji th — 2 .

IXEEHFFER N, w9 ML 5 1A BA K 5% 1) 2 I i
TEHCHY B SE UL, LA K i B 3 A 5 D A2 it T sl
WAl R G Z M AT O o AEIX I I T AT BOZ 11
DU AIBA B 53 A REXT 22 S R 47 J8 25 O 7 LA, DA
AL SER SRR SR . A 1% A R 2R
B R T AS v 5 1) T B PR 3R B T B9 E 7 2 SMM
542z B EEAR 7, Kellermanns, Floyd, Pear-
son £l Spencer (2008 ) ¥ WF 7% JF — B UE 5L T 3X A5,
AT & R P P 22 #1L Y8 ( constructive confrontation
norms ) S 75/ B R ISR o i 22 ] — 4> T 2 10 48
o SMM AERLE 45 P BA B 53 $HL A% 5310 A A W0 5 A
T /D 2 i AT BB, QN b el st Dok i . S A7 AE
55 P R T IS, AT AR X w5 LA % ol £ 1Y)
AE TR , RS DA i 58 A5 B 2 AR Ak 1Y D SR i A
ST ERAGUF AL, JH A o 8 A 2R B B8 ARG 2 i mT LA
PSR R, MR T A9 SMML 2 1 AS A TR o
(7= A B0 T A 4 SMM AR B BE AR BT 23 8 o 24
R AR 5505, AT BA R XT wh 5 A BE 148855 , LA AH
RLEE R SMM. AT LAREAIR o 5 AR SESTRL

R PRS2 0 5 s LA AR Y 1 L
T, SMM BT 5 X A5 A A A7 s AE
BN R], 1 RE RS 22 vhuO B AR — B S B I
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WS e o PP 220 ] Rl 55 P BAAE & A wh 9 B An o] g
PR Ak i 8 A G, Tk Fp s & 5 I R
JIAEARL, REAE R — A P BAAE A A& 1 J2 R L A S —
A eI IR A PR 1 i 2 5 R 1 67 1T 2 )
BAKEHH (team spirit ) J2 X PP A5 & B — D EAF AR
P BAKES AR A A 2 33— o A 2 < T A B o) £k A
X FR I A R BRI,  HE RR B3 2 B B AR AT,
K ZR R 5 P BB 526 A A DA R ER, I oM AR A X
FER AT BA P 3 H 52 (Barclay, 1991) , ZHZ A7
FEX RS 0T DL BOG T UM E LA B AR
LZAE BB 1 (Seiler, 1963 ), I f5 249 /b wji 52
(Smith, 1966) . WNHR—A~FBAEREA X {5 &, I8
2% A BAORS Rt s =20 A A — OB AR 5, el
R A AEA LR AIBAE & IR ATRATEAT LAHE
B YA HA7 1R LS 0 1A BAOKS # A AT BA BB %
FEFFHCH X ] BAS B T AN J2: 5C 2R 5 A 2 ) )
2, SR S HE B TR AR B . L
B EE 2 1005 8 4T 55 50 [T B DM i 2o 11 o
LA —F Ok 1 2 AR R R A T A e
P AN B BAAG SC R w5, 5k A SRR A 0 )
PELERAF AT P BA BB 8% WA B8 22 1 [R) R, 7 A A 1)
PRSI R OLF , A BAKE e A A X e 2 0
AR IR FH , 28 ol SMM AR — B0 Sk BT A 5%
M 222, 24—~ H BA g /D 2 () A AR 4, R 45k
Z A, AN A B A 2 S EOR R R vhoe
A K AN BE AR 22 1915 B, T A5 B Ak B T A2 B A
JIE 57 TR S G 33 ol T BA DD 7 O 14 9k S R R
F T BA AT He S s 2 B AT 55 1 R e — A
P BA ) G085 S TS T 7 k=2 A8 3, B A T 2 i X
155 AT BA DM R 2 | DT Ao 25 DL i 58, SRR 1Y)
100 R AT

JIT LA ASBIF ST 0 565 A [ 38 2 11 BAKE ift 0 5
B — S R 5 5 At O B R — SR AR AR RS B

IR ARTE 87 54T 55, RO 0 S E AR Y IR
B ARAG BRI | IR 2 5 7 A 3 AR ZE L
RIEAFAEANTE A8 , AN 5 H B DL vh e, IRt
L P PORS PR AE AN G0 AR B, BT AARTF9Y 3222 H
(R WF 5T 5 R AT 55 b, A5 A& iy SMM 5 41 BA B 4
SMM [l 32 HAEF, DL R HA B SMM. P 25 5
BABIME SMM 2 [6] 156 5 o

AR FE IR FAB Al 2278 2 B A 2 AT 551
SRS G A S5 I AT S BR R) B, 1T X T SMML B N
(AFEAESS S BA A A BAEIME | 1T BAKS 111 ) 55 A
AERICE AR R TR A Z AT E, ITE

B SMM (1 [a) 4 . BIr LABIFSE 43 PR R 43, AT —
MBI BFoE il i PET ST 00 7 A5 2 4l )
b SRR AT I 52 0 £ Ml oz 5 A B OB PR 3R
ST 55 SMM €55 SMM | A & SMM | 4] BA 1 15
SMM LXKz AT BORS#f SMM. LA™ FR 43, [i] Hof A6z 56 2% 48
Sy A FEIEHEAT IR, DT A5 380 00 600 8 55 8 i
AIME o F9E i At BT 5T — A5 31 0 M 2t ) S
A (pair wise comparison ) F[A) 45 , X HEA 74l 457 2
RSO S 30 1 AT AR AS i 4710 >R 43 3] 1 14T BA B 5
B ABEAY DA T S8 IE A 9 AR A 2 75 AT o
2 WF5E— IO AR i PR Y

il

Klimoski £l Mohammed (1994 ) A& “ X FH A
BA L BB AT 2GR Y BIFTE 8 I 24 4 0 /<2 BRFk T F
FERTATBAAT Ry A B BRI 58 00 Re 507 (p. 432)
A5, A5 2R FH A 0 et e =00 8 il P ) o L
YL A I T R A AT S I B . X TR 2 fi
PR SEBAT 55— ERP Y AU S, T 58 Je %)
H 471 % 4> $r. ERP ( Enterprise resource plan-
ning ) J&— P R LRI A ] Aol P BT A o i R
G % DL R % R B BE R 1Y J7 1% ( Sheikh,
2003) . BFFEATR A ERP B4l 2 @ i 5 A
AN, A YL B T S A, 55 7 FIA S AR Ak T
WIGOK- A= T 3 W 55 25 A BB TR 2R 1R
FEARTEE , A I B T 58 B 1 A 70 78 4 B
G AR AR IE—— T8 - 2577 - BRI - 47
(T B ——FF 5 R 2 Bl 9 2 7 B A =X, T LA
VLR R Z B = R 45 , BAT w1, T LA
IXCANBALE Al AT DA 33 K 22 B Ml 9 S A AR 48
Holt(1992) iy5& S, il adt #2328 1y A~ B B, 43 5]
SR B B (Al & AR S B 1 B8 ) K 40 25 T
Vi, RIBCEE IR ZHZ A ) DI B B (B 75 VR 4
S0 AE T 37 09 5E A, FFAE S 4 1Y I8 % LU Ok Be A7
15 B B B (Rl mT e 25 38 3 1T 37 W 55 B
DR b B H AR A ) B 1 01 A B B (Al i
AR B BB Al , 76 288 T i 35 4 X0 T, ot
g ARSI A B AR RN A A ARy ) o 58
B IE AT G Holt s SCHY AP Y 5101 A B B A
W IR A B B ) R L, A — Al iy Bl 7 48
A BT B A B B, 8 OO T S B, T
— R X IEAE B 8 4 28 ik A e 9 6 B
Ml B A S AT R 3K R Sl 2 e Y R R AR
AR, DT T 8 — > ¥ 4 R — A 1) M A R (G
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T, LAZEAT T — 25 0 8 5 R 4 5 6 0 4
TEVIRIT IR L, WF 508 R I GBS o
IR . AT AR RIE R — TP R 94T o [e]
IR, 7 U7 51 AR A (8
i) F 2 B S B, A I A G T AR A L~
2 0, 5805 AR AT R A A IR S e A A T
o A BRI FE AR5 AEMAT N, B TA
VIR B 7SO Sl 355 3l A S A 24 235 10
ML AAER, SRR B 2 B DR B 1T RE 51 B
VIR A AR , T T A SR S A A i —
W B3R , 3 BT T O B S BBORE A i 22 0 SR AT M
FAFUTR I ] LU S BRSOk i T R
RGN A REAEURITEH 250 i [ 3 52 P A A A A, A
1115 77 RIS 2 %08 T o AR BIF 5 [ LA 380G 2 ST
FEDIRE N NS R
2.1 7#iE5EE
2.1.1 #iX i T DR B B AR S R
S FITRURMBE &, i i 2 0F DT A i 7 A0 141 BA S5 300 £
FHEY A 2 R BB & i A7 0" i aR T
CHT MR E AR S T A O R, e
AT O R TR) R, i LA DX 438 RS R KA 55
A PR T 23 B IO AR 2 0], DTS2 A7 2 % £ 7 12
TEAWTFE 2 B A T SCRY , L2 AN ] RS (2 A
A GRS AT TE = IR SURCA Rl B HE AR —
R, AT 28 5 (25, (E sk s [l AR T RE S L
BRI F) B A By, AN BE AR AR I 25 S i — BRI
A) (BB ELIEM ) o ARSI
A 7E P U5 iR g sl 22 T iAo 2 B I H 224
(REABL PR AL — R ) , A 24 1 4
AMPIR H S (P04 — A2 /] TG 3 9 2
SEBEA]) o PRI, FEFETTIR T 9 > A [F] Ff 26
M55 28 Fl 2 B e AR, o 8 G Al A6 T A M,
L ZokASM. BT N a2 N FltERRE
42 % F/NE 2T X33 %,
2.1.2 FEMER

(1) SEtidT A FAFITR

WRAEIT BB AT A ST R IE Y™, gk
OB AR ROl AT 47y SRR %
o BN ANMVIREKA 3.5 A/NF, A 14
NI AP 2 A/ o DFRISBEF- 17 9996

(2) it T Wy e s

B2 RUTRM B TR 3%

0 R THRBENHE B9 A A 70 BT ( content
analysis) J7 I XA BT IR BEAT A . EEERHATS

— 9t (FipS2)E ) , HHNE E SORYE ITERTSE,
G302 A BAAT: 55 ( 58 WU 55 1 11 B 2 6l 1) 5K
Wl RE A AR Y A B0 LA KR S AR B ), 4
O TG MR B B s A1 SF B IR,
BAAC (% —JBEBA B3 R BE 7 A Dk a5 A5 A
W), ATBA M (AT A A 38 5 L LA e A 56 % 09 AT A
R, AL BA BRSO R A 55 B TR
PERIIR AT BASE A S | AT BA LT 45 ) LA R PAT A il
(AT BA B B30 kB 5C 28 0 8 A R I, A8 B
IR 22 6] ARG AT, 5 2R R 5 PR 57 %ok AT BAAT A
(1%, I B AR A 34 B4 P BA R TSR A 52, L e
RN — it o 2t id A 15 5 LU A% S 734
6], AL T3 (1.2) X U5 iR A 47 2h 7 A 436 oo
Fro ARIEHIFFERIRR, X DR A R E A T R 3L, i ik 5
IR ) BRSO B o B S 20 A B O 1) < s
H B IARSE A A o B, BRSO A TR %
A2 2B AT AL = OB AR ZE N, A2 P
T, ST BAE AR . oA e S b 4
M — R, I SE A OFE [ AR A K-
MEARAI N GACE-IFUG , 12 PR S BOAR X ECs 41k
AT o BB — 2 — 22— b, & A5 5
MR JE R GE . Gt — A AN JZ A IR K
o B RUCRR Y K, B B b P A S
OB TR A IR AR5 AT A M ESE
S IRYIE T2 K, BIPLE 2 g I LU A ()
BRI, A MR R 2R e, 12K R A
BATe] F A | P BA IR 35 7 38 | AT A 2R SR XA 25 AR Sl
(B R i) (I ) 25 T H BT A A 3C
Mk, Xob B — R AT S, IR I 4R T BT A Y
T R AT IR L5 o WAL g & i 26 T
B A AR I =R AR iR 254, TR B

=0 W E S T RIS ST T TR R Y
IIRARGM— G T, LA Xk B L 2 S
TRJE B SC L E T B U e R — R
e AR B A A g S g T, DA g 5 3 M0 B
it

SO TE P4 AR i (3 4 ) ML 2 A 0
PEAT ST AT , AR L6 A BE 4 1 i B - A A T 2 P
PR e 2 A (A R 2 B 3 o ) AR A% ™) |, i
SR 5 i 1.2 BEATTHE, X g Tt 47 ek
ko R RS T T R R E ST
e DA o 2R A e b R A —
Sy AR AT RE A — 288 g (g A T Lk
25 FA D T 04 2 5 BOR 25, W00 2% B8 A 20 4 T J
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W INZZEE o AR SRIEAS 2 T T A S A A A
A W2 I8 A IR R B HABSE v, [ RH:
b I i e G

BT WA gD (5.6) #AE% 2] i
T BEAT ST G

(3) Gt Y f5 BEAG 5

PG RS AT I S GE T e, 5T
SKJH SPSS 11. 0 A1 mGENOVA E %, mGENOVA 4%
IR 2 B R~ ) 396 2% 51 2% ACT /Y Brennan 55 A7
2001 44 il 19 % 171 T 22 72 5 MR AL BS99
L gL
2.2 HmEBEE
2.2.1 3ZE—F 1% ( Category Agreement, CA)
VAZE—BOPE R AR PE 53 & Z A0 AH [F] DR AR 2 A
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HBKS 3 24 ( Hbral ) 25 (G R dnl Dl ) ,26 (VTSR 2 LUE) 27 (BUAFRRZ LUE) , 28 (HIBA B dlk.Cr) ,29 (F A 32 ARG
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KIBMEREEMK, B TS FRBIN, BT
AR BE L AN . h T 405 28 Jm 1Y 5 B2 AR
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FHBEA T o
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ZAb AT AR SMM 24T 55 SMM 1 5 A T £
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AN TR FEALE A AT BAAH OG5 B R AT SRl o A
N L R D 0 2 2 B R iy g 0 o T
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T IO EERL PRk BUOACRIAE 55 1 S B, 45 3
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SRR, DA (8] AH LA AT | AT 45 LA S [R) 2R AR
fElo eSh, Payne FiI Pheysey 121 S5 F A4 AT BAKS #f
Y J3 0 0G4 P BAAR ) LA S A4 S50 (This: organiza-

tion has a real interest in the welfare and happiness of
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SRR SR FEAE . IR IER L B A AR
MR | ~2 AN, 3 TR IF IR 4 42
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AR - A BA G54 1E55 BAA 1 BAPME
Bt 1 2
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B ] A ZE LS o PF 4R SEE B (R BRI NS5 4 , A48 PF — 20 (coherence ) FIARBIME: ( closeness ) , £F Sy 454> 2 .00 8 B A0 —
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Tl LAA 4155 DL ST B B 43 531 5 1A BA A
TERHAE M o BAAC O B A — S0 AN e T 4 54,
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Interaction of Shared Mental Models in A Complex Task

XU Han-Yi, MA Jian-Hong, YANG Kai, FANG Hui-Zhen
( Department of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences , Zhejiang University , Hangzhou 310028, China)

Abstract

Shared Mental Model is a shared, organized mental representation of the key factors of a team$ state which helps
teammates to explain and expect the requirements of team§ task and of its members. Share mental model facilitates the
communication and coordination within a team and improves a team$ performance. But it$ extremely hard and risky to
overlap all the mental models, which may leads to group thinking. What teammates share more may make up for what
they share less. Moreover, the function of SMMs depends on how teammates deal with difference between mental
models within a team. When sharedness of certain belief is low, the difference between mental models leads to
misunderstanding, conflicts and low performance. But with a shared belief held by teammates, a much more effective
teamwork is reinforced through various thoughts, intercommunication and global understanding. Team spirit is such a

belief that stands for shared team targets and shared team values. This study hypothesized that as moderator(s) , some
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SMM (s) , especially shared Team Spirit Mental Model, would strengthen the positive relation between other SMM('s)
and performance in a complex task.

We interviewed 9 enterprisers in different new venture programs. A coding manual based on which we compiled a
questionnaire was derived from the interviews. Using the questionnaire we then conducted an ERP simulation game in
order to collect mental models and performances. 31 teams of 127 subjects of different backgrounds participated. We
used Path Finder to get the closeness index C of teams”SMMs for later analysis.

Analysis based on Ground Theory showed a reliability of 0.92 of the coding manual with 35 concepts sorted in 4
SMMs (task model, teammate model, teamwork model and team spirit model). Stepwise regression analysis showed
that sharedness of Teamwork Mental Model had a significant positive effect when regressed on performance; ANOVAs
showed that team composition did not influence the closeness of each SMM; hierarchical regression analysis showed that
as a moderator, sharedness of Task Mental Model strengthened positive relation between sharedness of Teamwork
Mental Model and performance; sharedness of Team Spirit Mental Model strengthened the positive relation between
sharedness of Teamwork Mental Model and performance.

The study implies that Teamwork Mental Model is a robust indicator of performance. Team composition didn’ t
influence sharedness of SMM, indicating that experience has little impact on the development of SMM. The study also
shows that Task Mental Model and Team Spirit Model have moderating effects. Finally, the moderating effect of Team
Spirit Mental Model implies that belief has a function of alleviating conflicts between team members. Due to shared
belief people think of, care about and understand others with a result of improved performance and better decision-
making. Future research should pay more attention to the role of SMM in conflicts and in understanding with other
teammates.

Key words shared mental model; team spirit; moderation





