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一、 中文摘要 

本研究首先以活動理論與寬廣與建立

理論為基礎來提出一個研究模式（模

式 A），在模式中，團隊績效透過團隊

主動與團隊精熟度的完全中介而受到

快樂與知識分享的間接影響，同時，

團隊績效與團隊精熟的關係受到團隊

主動的干擾；團隊主動和知識分享的

關係與團隊精熟和知識分享的關係均

受到快樂的干擾。除上述研究內容

外，本研究根據自我規範與社會認同

來分析團隊層級之團隊績效的形成(模

式 B)，在所提出的模式中，團隊績效

受到目標承諾、情緒智商和團隊互依

性的間接影響，其中團隊規劃與社會

認同為中介變數，同時團隊規劃與團

隊認同對於團隊績效的效果都假設會

受到目標承諾的干擾。整體而言，本

研究將會根據實證之研究發現提出重

要管理意涵。 

關鍵詞：團隊情感氛圍；目標承諾；

領導；團隊績效；情緒智商 

 

Abstract 

 

This study proposes a model (i.e. Model 

A) based on the activity theory and the 

broaden-and-build theory. In the 

proposed model, team performance 

positively relates to both happiness and 

knowledge sharing through the full 

mediation of team proactivity and team 

proficiency. At the same time, the 

relationship between team performance 

and team proficiency is positively 

moderated by team proactivity, whereas 

the relationship between team 

proactivity and knowledge sharing and 

that between team proficiency and 

knowledge sharing are positively 

moderated by happiness. Meanwhile, 

this study proposes another model (i.e., 

Model B) based on the theories of 

self-regulation and social identity to 

analyze the formation of team 

performance at the level analysis of 

teams. In the proposed model, team 

performance is influenced indirectly by 

goal commitment, emotional 

intelligence, and teamwork 

interdependence via the full mediation 

of team planning and team identity. At 

the same time, the effects of team 

planning and team identity on team 

performance are hypothetically 

moderated by goal commitment. 
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二、緣由與目的 

Model A 

  Team proactivity and team 

proficiency are both direct drivers for 

team performance. Team proficiency is 

defined as the extent to which team 

members have had the necessary 

teaming knowledge and skills needed to 

successfully perform their required 

in-role teaming tasks (Klein & Heuser, 

2008), whereas team proactivity is 

defined as the extent to which team 

members engage in self-directed 

behavior to change their team’s situation 

or the way their team works (Griffin, 

Neal, & Parker, 2007). The previous 

literature indicates that team proactivity 

in, for example, problem solving 

(defined as actively participating and 

resolving problems through proactive 

thinking, assessment, and action) can 

predict team learning and team 

performance (Garcia-Morales, 

Ruiz-Moreno & Llorens-Montes, 2007; 

Gruman, Saks & Zweig, 2006; Williams, 

Parker, & Turner, 2010). Teams with 

higher proactivity are more creative and 

capable of dealing with rapid changes in 

a timely manner, ultimately 

strengthening competitive advantages 

and creating good performance.  

  Similar to team proactivity, team 

proficiency is also a positive and 

straightforward motivator for team 

performance, because it directs how 

team members coherently complete 

teamwork. Team performance is likely 

enhanced given high levels of team 

proficiency that maximize team 

members’ coordinated abilities, 

communicative skills, and mutual help 

(Jong & De Ruyter, 2004; Kane & 

Borgatti, 2011). Collectively, teams that 

are more proficient at their work can 

achieve their target performance 

effectively (Kang & Santhanam, 2003; 

Wageman & Baker, 1997; Mun & Davis, 

2003). Based on the above rationales, 

we derive the first hypothesis below. 

HA1: Team performance positively 

relates to both team proactivity and team 

proficiency. 

  The broaden and build theory 

suggests that happiness as a positive 

emotion is linked with intellectual 

ability (e.g., proactivity) and social 

ability (e.g., proficiency) (Fredrickson, 

2001). Positive psychology notes that 

employees who possess happiness (i.e., 

delightful positive mindset) perform 

better at job challenges than others, 

which has been recognized as the 

“happiness advantage” (Achor, 2012). 

Achor (2012) found the positive effect 

of happiness in his research across 48 

countries. Teams with high levels of 

happiness often have positive benefits 

such as supporting team members 

(George, 1991), reinforcing optimistic 

expectations (Schwarz & Bless, 1991), 

and striving towards teamwork (George 

& brief, 1996). Happiness is an 

emotional trait that makes people be 

continuously active and creates a 

prosperous environment (e.g., 

proactivity) that contributes to 

successful outcomes (Achor, 2012; 

Komlosi, 2013), suggesting a full 

mediating role of team proactivity 

between happiness and team 

performance. 

  According to the broaden and build 

theory, happiness helps change the 

thinking of team members (i.e., 

improvement of proficiency) and makes 

them see things in a different and 

positive way (i.e., improvement of 

proactivity). In other words, happiness 

facilitates intrinsic teamwork motivation 

regarding team proficiency and 

promotes self-initiated participation 

related to proactivity (Bindl & Parker, 

2012; Fredrickson, 1998; Isen & Reeve, 

2005). Team members with strong 
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happiness tend to actively engage in the 

behavior of developing a better way to 

do things for performance improvement 

(e.g., actively finding a better way to 

accomplish teamwork) (Griffin, Neal & 

Parker, 2007), indicating the full 

mediating role of team proactivity 

between happiness and team 

performance. Happiness can enhance 

team performance more strongly 

through better social contacts and 

coordination within the team 

(Veenhoven, 1988), achieve a smoother 

information process (e.g., effective 

communication) (Matthews, 1992), and 

build up more mutual support in the 

team to pursue its goals (Baron, 2008; 

Fredrickson, 2004; Gruber, Mauss, & 

Tamir, 2011; Lu & Argyle, 1991), 

suggesting the full mediating role of 

team proficiency between happiness and 

team performance. Consequently, we 

derive the second hypothesis as below. 

HA2: Happiness positively relates to 

team performance via the full mediation 

of team proactivity and team 

proficiency. 

  Knowledge sharing is a critical 

factor that is conducive to team 

proactivity and team proficiency. 

According to the activity theory, 

knowledge sharing is considered a social 

process through which team members 

establish a shared understanding and 

comprehension about what each person 

knows (Boer, van Baalen & Kumar, 

2002). The more knowledge team 

members share with one other, the better 

synergy the team is likely to achieve, 

which accordingly boosts team 

performance. Specifically, knowledge 

sharing helps a team respond to external 

threats with speed and efficiency 

without the duplication of effort and a 

waste of team resources (e.g., team 

proactivity) (Freeman, Hutchings, 

Lazaris & Zyngier, 2010; Nonaka, 1995). 

As a result, a team with stronger 

knowledge sharing is more likely to 

engage in self-starting and 

future-focused action that aims to 

change the external situation or the team 

itself (e.g., taking the initiative to adjust 

methods to improve team performance) 

(Lustenhouwer, 2011), implying the full 

mediating role of team proactivity 

between knowledge sharing and team 

performance.  

  Team members sharing knowledge 

with other team members are more 

likely to build good social bonds or 

empathy (Aron, Norman, Aron, 

McKenna & Heyman, 2000) that propel 

team members to help and work closely 

with one another (i.e., high team 

proficiency). Knowledge sharing is also 

good for effective open communication 

(Mei, Lee & Al-Hawamdeh, 2004; 

Zakaria, Amelinckx, & Wilemon, 2004). 

To sum up, teams with strong 

knowledge sharing can make good use 

of their collective knowledge to become 

more proficient at teamwork (Srivastava, 

Bartol & Locke, 2006), resulting in high 

team performance. Hence, we now state 

the third hypothesis. 

HA3: Knowledge sharing positively 

relates to team performance via the full 

mediation of team proactivity and team 

proficiency. 

  Happy employees are more 

sensitive to opportunities at teamwork, 

more outgoing, and more optimistic and 

inspired by new information or 

knowledge (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; 

Frey & Stutzer, 2010; Lu & Argyle, 

1991), generating a larger effect of 

knowledge sharing on the way the team 

behaves as a collective group in terms of 

its proactivity and proficiency (e.g., 

Williams, Parker, & Turner, 2010). By 

contrary, unhappiness is more likely to 

make team workers be indifferent to 

quality control, be rude to others, and 

disrupt teamwork through absenteeism, 

exacerbating staff turnover and 

workplace problems and further eroding 

the positive effect of knowledge sharing 

(Friedman & Friedman, 1988; Poulston, 

2009). 
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Prior research has shown that team 

members with a happy mindset can 

better utilize knowledge sharing (Achor, 

2012; Heskett, 2003; Qi & Meloche, 

2009) to push team proactivity and 

proficiency forward, including making 

improvements to the way the team 

coordinates (i.e., a form of proficiency) 

(Arsenio, Gold, & Adams, 2004; Bindl 

& Parker, 2010), changing the external 

situation in a better way (i.e., a form of 

proactivity) (Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, 

2012), and translating ideas about 

resources into actions (i.e., a form of 

proactivity) (Hackman, 1998; Ramchand, 

2011). Hence, we describe the 

hypotheses about the moderating effect 

of happiness as below. 

HA4: The relationship between 

knowledge sharing and team proactivity 

is positively moderated by happiness. 

HA5: The relationship between 

knowledge sharing and team proficiency 

is positively moderated by happiness. 

Team proactivity has not only a direct 

effect on team performance, but also an 

interaction with team proficiency 

towards the performance. In other words, 

team proactivity inspires members to 

detect errors and to encourage positive 

changes (Garcia-Morales et al., 2013), 

influencing the effect of team 

proficiency on team performance. Teams 

with higher proactivity are more likely 

to try various courses of action (for 

performance improvement) on their own 

initiative such as information seeking, 

ability development, and resource 

gathering (Ashford & Black, 1996; 

Parker & Collins, 2010), thus 

strengthening the relationship between 

team proficiency and team performance. 

Indeed, team proactivity amplifies the 

effect of team proficiency on team 

performance, because team proactivity 

expedites the process of translating ideas 

into actions to capture rent (i.e., the 

increased influence of team proficiency 

on performance) (Chung & Gibbons, 

1997). Based on the above justifications, 

we next state the hypothesis about the 

moderating effect of team proactivity. 

HA6: The relationship between team 

proficiency and team performance is 

positively moderated by team 

proactivity. 

 

Model B 

Team planning has been considered 

an important regulatory approach and 

team-based process for improving team 

performance (e.g., Janicik & Bartel, 

2003). Based on self-regulation, team 

planning relates to metacognition that 

represents people’s knowledge of and 

control over their cognition in 

workplaces (Kozlowski, Watola, Jensen, 

Kim, & Botero, 2009). Teams apply 

planning as a tactic to coordinate various 

complicated activities, consequently 

improving team performance (Weldon, 

Jehn, & Pradhan, 1991). Therefore, team 

planning turns out to be an essential 

meta-cognitive skill that influences team 

performance (Brown, Bransford, Ferrara, 

& Campione, 1983; Ford, Smith, 

Weissbein, Gully, & Salas, 1998).  

In addition to team planning, team 

identity is also positively related to team 

performance. The social identity theory 

suggests that members of a team with 

dramatic different perceived social 

categories (i.e., low team identity) may 

find it difficult to integrate their values 

and norms and work together (Jehn et al., 

1999). Team workers feel more 

comfortable working with the group 

they identify with (Eckel & Grossman, 

2005; Northcraft et al., 1996), 

consequently boosting their team 

performance. Strong team identity 

encourages team workers to behave 

according to team norms and 

conventions (Branscombe, Ellemers, 

Spears, & Doosje, 1999; Hobman & 

Bordia, 2006). The presence of team 

identity (which emphasizes team-based 

values) enhances the performance of 

functionally diverse teams (Jehn & 

Bezrukova, 2004). Collectively, the 
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positive effects of team planning and 

team identity on team performance can 

be stated as below. 

HB1: Team planning and team 

identity are both positively related to 

team performance. 

Goal commitment is defined as team 

members’ persistence in reaching the 

team goal (Ke & Zhang, 2009). 

Theoretically, clear goals only facilitate 

team activities (e.g., innovation) in 

reaching the goals if team members are 

committed to the goals given that strong 

goal commitment can substantially 

maintain people’s persistence for 

implementing team actions (West, 2002). 

Goal commitment is a mind-set that 

takes different forms and binds team 

members to a course of action that is of 

relevance to a particular target of the 

team (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001), 

suggesting its positive effect on team 

planning.  

The previous literature indicates that a 

subsequent proof of goal commitment is 

the taking of action (Locke & Latham, 

1994). Specifically, given stronger goal 

commitment, team members are more 

likely to arrange a course of action that 

can attain an already chosen objective 

(i.e., team planning). This is 

understandable, because goal 

commitment is viewed as people’s 

attachment toward specific goals and 

thus they are likely to do their best to 

work on actions that favor the goals 

(Fishbach & Dhar, 2005). On the other 

hand, goal commitment implies that 

team members persist in the face of 

difficulties (Aubé & Rosseau, 2005; 

Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981), 

and thus team members who are highly 

committed to their team goal will take 

action to cope with the difficulties and 

obtain the goal (i.e., team planning). 

Based on the preceding rationale, the 

hypothesis can be stated as below. 

HB2: Goal commitment is positively 

related to team planning. 

Research at the team level has shown 

that strong commitment towards team 

goals is critical for forming team 

identity (e.g., Hu & Liden, 2011). Goal 

commitment refers to team members’ 

attachment or determination to attain 

team goals (Liu, 1999). As previous 

research argues that people’s 

psychological attachment to certain 

objectives is influential to identity, 

attachment is a process that provides 

personal and team identity (Hernandez, 

Hidalgo, Salazar-Laplace, & Hess, 

2007). Indeed, team members often rely 

on their collective understanding and 

commitment to team goals (i.e., goal 

commitment) to guide their behavior and 

identification towards the team (Furst, 

Blackburn, & Rosen, 1999). Team 

identity develops over time as teams 

clarify goals, set priorities, become 

determined to achieve the objectives, 

and invest energy towards 

accomplishing team goals (Furst et al., 

1999; Sivunen, 2006). As a result, team 

identity is developed through the 

establishment of and commitment to 

team goals and objectives (Furst et al., 

1999), suggesting a positive relationship 

between goal commitment and team 

identity. Hence, the hypothesis is stated 

as below.  

HB3: Goal commitment is positively 

related to team identity. 

The intelligent use of people’s moods 

and emotions to observe, estimate, 

control, adapt, and analyze is considered 

“emotional intelligence” (e.g., Goleman, 

1995). This study focuses on the 

emotional regulation of teams because 

the regulation of emotion is critically a 

core set of control processes aimed at 

manipulating when, where, how and 

which emotion people experience and 

express (James, 1989; Quirk & Beer, 

2006). In a learning group, instructors 

readily use switched-on emotional 

intelligence in individual and team 

planning to stimulate thinking and 

encourage dialogue about the emotional 

needs of group members in the learning 
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process (Longaretti, 2008). Team 

workers with high emotional 

intelligence are more adept at regulating 

their own emotions and managing 

others’ emotions to facilitate more 

effective activities to achieve the team 

goal (Baruch & Lin, 2012). Jordan et al. 

(2002) found [*I believe you generally 

use past tense in this instance*] a link 

between team-based emotional 

intelligence and team process 

effectiveness (i.e., planning team 

activities to achieve its goal). Similarly, 

Menges and Bruch (2009) suggested that 

emotional intelligence accelerates a 

course of collaborative actions by which 

a team can obtain its goal and ultimately 

enhance performance, indicating a 

positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and team planning. Hence, 

the hypothesis is developed as below. 

HB4: Emotional intelligence is 

positively related to team planning. 

Emotional intelligence is highly 

relevant to important work-related 

factors such as team climate and team 

members’ development and sense of 

belongingness (e.g., Pirola-Merlo, Hartel, 

Mann, & Hirst, 2002), because its 

principles provide a new way to evaluate 

and understand the human behavior, 

management styles, attitudes, 

interpersonal skills, organizational 

identification, and potential of people 

(e.g., Landen, 2002; Serrat, 2009). 

Previous research suggests that the 

development of the social and emotional 

competencies of a team help facilitate 

cohesion, collaboration, and team 

identity (Chapman, 2005). In fact, 

emotional intelligence reflects an ability, 

capacity, or skill to evaluate, identify, 

and manage the emotions of one’s self, 

of others, and of a team (Serrat, 2009), 

leading to stronger unity. Similarly, 

previous studies indicate that high levels 

of team emotional intelligence 

encourage other important team 

processes such as trust and team identity 

(Druskat & Wolff, 2001; Yang & 

Mossholder, 2004). Accordingly, this 

study proposes the below hypothesis.  

HB5: Emotional intelligence is 

positively related to team identity. 

While the literature supports the 

advantage of team planning in boosting 

team performance, sparse research has 

focused on identifying such a teaming 

characteristic as teamwork 

interdependence that might push a team 

to engage in a particular style of team 

planning (Somech, Desivilya, & 

Lidogoster, 2009). Teamwork 

interdependence is defined as the extent 

to which individuals need information, 

resources, and support from the other 

team members so as to complete their 

work with collective activities (Brass, 

1981; van der Vegt, van de Vliert, & 

Oosterhof, 2003). The previous 

literature has discussed the antecedent 

role of teamwork interdependence (e.g., 

task interdependence) in team planning 

processes (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997). 

Given high teamwork interdependence, 

team members can communicate more 

frequently, support each other more 

regularly, and are sympathetically closer 

to one another. As a result, teamwork 

interdependence generates a positive 

effect on the degree of interaction and 

communication among team members 

and on the level of collective planning 

that is necessary for teams to coordinate 

and integrate team actions (Gundlach, 

Zivnuska, & Stoner, 2006). 

Consequently, the hypothesis is derived 

as below. 

HB6: Teamwork interdependence is 

positively related to team planning. 

As a particular type of social identity, 

team identity represents team members’ 

cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

bonds between members and their team 

(Henry, Arrow, & Carini, 1999). Team 

identity is purely a group-level construct 

representing the collective level of team 

identification occurring across all 

members of a team (Lembke & Wilson, 

1998). Similar to team identity that 



 6 

reveals the extent to which individuals 

perceive a sense of “oneness” within a 

team (Gundlach et al., 2006; Hogg & 

Terry, 2000; van Knippenberg & van 

Schie, 2000), teamwork interdependence 

requires team members to work together 

(as oneness) in order to complete a team 

task (Somech et al., 2009). Specifically, 

high teamwork interdependence 

encourages team members to collaborate 

and adopt a constructive and cooperative 

management style (Somech et al., 2009), 

consequently fostering a shared social 

identity of the team (e.g., Kramer, 2006). 

Thus, this study hypothesizes a positive 

relationship between teamwork 

interdependence and team identity as 

below. 

HB7: Teamwork interdependence is 

positively related to team identity.  

The action-performance relationship 

in a team is stronger when people are 

committed to their goals (e.g., Klein, 

Wesson, Hollenbeck, & Alge, 1999). 

Goal commitment is more obviously 

important and relevant when team 

members have more difficulty preparing 

a course of action by which the team can 

attain an already chosen objective (Ercz 

& Zidon, 1984; Locke & Latham, 2002). 

Goal commitment plays a moderating 

role in the association between team 

planning and team performance, because 

enhanced goal commitment prompts 

team members to more enthusiastically 

schedule their activities to reach the goal 

(e.g., Hollenbeck, Williams, & Klein, 

1989; Seijts & Latham, 2000), 

amplifying the effect of team planning 

on team performance. By contrary, 

despite good team identity, team 

members with low goal commitment are 

unlikely to perform well due to their 

indetermination and lack of passion to 

move forward towards the goal. 

Consequently, the hypothesis regarding 

the interaction between goal 

commitment and team planning is 

described as below. 

HB8: Goal commitment positively 

moderates the relationship between team 

planning and team performance. 

While the previous literature has 

found a moderating effect of goal 

commitment on the 

goal-difficulty-performance relation 

(Erez & Zidon, 1984), this study 

complements the literature by examining 

the moderating effect of goal 

commitment on the 

identity-performance relation. As goal 

commitment represents the 

determination or the persistence in 

pursuing a specific goal over time 

(Theodorakis, 1996), it is both a 

predictor and a moderator that affect the 

formation of team performance (e.g., 

Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Locke, 

1968). In this study, goal commitment is 

a potential moderator, because team 

workers who have decided not to pursue 

their team goal with effort-withholding 

behavior are people who have less 

engagement in teamwork (e.g., Zsambok, 

Klein, Kyne, & Klinger, 1992) and low 

team identity (Ferguson, 2010). Goal 

commitment implies the extension of 

effort, over time, toward the 

accomplishment of a specific goal and 

emphasizes an unwillingness to abandon 

or to lower the goal (Campion & Lord, 

1982). For that reason, if team members 

present weak goal commitment, then 

their team performance is unlikely to 

increase despite certain levels of team 

identity. Hence, this study proposes the 

following hypothesis.  

HB9: Goal commitment positively 

moderates the relationship between team 

identity and team performance. 

三、結果與討論 

3.1  Subjects and procedures 

Model A 

This project empirically tests the 

research hypotheses described above 

using a survey of professionals across 

different work teams from high-tech 

firms in Taiwan. High-tech firms 

provide an appropriate representative 

sample of work teams, because the work 



 7 

mode of a team prevails in the high-tech 

industry (Lin, 2010). Jackson, Brett, 

Sessa, Cooper, Julin and Peyronnin 

(1991) proposed that the minimum size 

for studying a team should be at least 

three members. Since we plan to 

investigate both team members and their 

leaders, we surveyed five members from 

each team, including one leader and four 

members (i.e., four subordinates). This 

study surveyed respondents 

anonymously to reduce their suspicion 

on factually filling out questionnaires. 

Respondents were assured of complete 

anonymity in the cover letter (e.g., 

Baruch & Holtom, 2008), confirming 

that neither their names nor teams would 

be revealed. Moreover, we collected the 

measures of factors from different 

sources (i.e., antecedents were measured 

by team members, while the others were 

measured by their team leaders) to 

reduce the potential threat of common 

method variances (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). A threat 

of common method bias is unlikely to 

appear in this study due in part to our 

focus of moderating effects. As 

interactions are less subject to common 

sources from a statistical point of view, 

this study is unlikely to suffer from 

CMV (i.e., common method variances) 

(Chen & Lin, 2013). Testing moderating 

effects has the advantage of mitigating 

the CMV problem (Chen & Lin, 2013). 

The rationale is that more complex 

relationships owing to moderating 

effects are less susceptible to CMV, 

because such relationships are unlikely 

to be a part of respondents’ cognitive 

maps (Chang, van Witteloostuijn, & 

Eden, 2010). Due to the above three 

measures, CMV is unlikely a threat in 

our data sample. Of the 650 

questionnaires distributed to the 

members of 130 teams, 447 usable 

questionnaires from 116 teams were 

returned for a questionnaire response 

rate of 68.77%. 

Model B 

The proposed hypotheses of this study 

were empirically tested using two 

separate surveys of working 

professionals on teams from high-tech 

organizations in Taiwan. The surveys of 

this study were conducted in two stages 

with one month apart. In the first stage, 

of the 600 questionnaires distributed to 

the team members of 150 teams for 

measuring three exogenous factors and 

two mediators in this study’s research 

model (i.e., goal commitment, emotional 

intelligence, teamwork interdependence, 

team planning, and team identity), a 

total of 412 usable questionnaires from 

106 teams were returned. In the 

second-stage survey, 106 questionnaires 

were distributed to each team leader of 

the above-mentioned 106 teams (i.e., 

each leader just measured team 

performance), because these teams had 

provided usable data in the first-stage 

survey. After both sets of questionnaires 

collected across the two different points 

of time were matched up, this study 

obtained usable data from a total of 93 

matched teams that include 359 team 

members and 93 team leaders.  

3.4  Results 

Model A 

After the aggregation had been 

justified based on ICC1, ICC2, and rwg, 

team-level data were analyzed using 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for 

verifying the data of team members and 

the data of team leaders, respectively. 

The use of EFA based on our limited 

sample size is quite appropriate 

according to previous literature 

(Fabrigar, Porter & Norris, 2010; 

Hatcher, 1994). Reliability analysis 

indicated that each of our constructs has 

a Cronbach alpha of 0.8 or higher, and 

hence reliability is supported. Harman’s 

single factor test was also performed 

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), revealing 

no single factor found that accounted for 

a majority of the variances. 

To test the hypotheses of this study, 

we conducted team-level hierarchical 
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regression analyses for examining 

various main, mediating, and 

moderating effects in depth. This study 

took the three major steps suggested by 

Baron and Kenny (1986) to test the full 

or partial mediations of team proactivity 

and team proficiency. The first step is to 

show the direct relationship between the 

mediators (i.e., team proactivity and 

team proficiency) and their outcome (i.e., 

team performance). More specifically, 

we include team proactivity, team 

proficiency, and three control variables 

(e.g., cooperation) in Model 1 to test the 

effects of team proactivity and team 

proficiency on team performance. The 

test result shows team performance does 

positively and significantly relate to both 

team proactivity and team proficiency 

(thus supporting HA1). 

The second step is to show the direct 

relationship between the predictors (i.e., 

knowledge sharing and happiness) and 

the mediators (i.e., team proactivity and 

team proficiency). The test results show 

that knowledge sharing positively relates 

to both team proactivity and team 

proficiency, while happiness only 

positively relates to team proficiency. 

The third step is to show the relational 

strength between the predictors and the 

outcome when the mediators are 

simultaneously included in the model. 

Previous literature suggests that, if a 

mediating variable is a full mediator 

rather than a partial mediator, then the 

relationship between the predictors and 

their outcome will be insignificant given 

the mediating variable included in the 

same model. In our study, the test results 

in Model 4 show that the effects of 

happiness and knowledge sharing on 

team performance are not significant 

when two mediators (i.e., team 

proactivity and proficiency) are 

simultaneously included in the model. 

As a result, happiness positively relates 

to team performance only through the 

full mediation of team proficiency 

(partially supporting HA2), whereas 

knowledge sharing positively relates to 

team performance via the full mediation 

of team proactivity and team proficiency 

(supporting HA3). 

With regard to the moderating effect 

of happiness, we included the interaction 

term of happiness and knowledge 

sharing in Models 5 and 6. Their test 

results indicate that happiness positively 

moderates the relationship between 

knowledge sharing and team proactivity 

(thus supporting HA4), but there is no 

significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between knowledge sharing 

and team proficiency (HA5 is not 

supported). We finally tested the 

moderating effect of team proactivity in 

Model 7. The test result shows that team 

proactivity positively moderates the 

relationship between team proficiency 

and team performance (supporting 

HA6). 

Model B 

This study applies two major 

statistical methods to test our hypotheses. 

First, the survey data were analyzed 

using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

to verify the quality of the data collected. 

Second, this study tested its proposed 

exogenous main, mediating, and 

moderating effects with hierarchical 

regression models by simultaneously 

including interaction terms. 

Following the above analyses, this 

study performed hierarchical regression 

analysis to test the hypothesized 

relationships of this study. To confirm 

the full mediation effects of team 

planning on team performance, this 

study conducted an analysis under three 

steps proposed by Kenny, Kashy, and 

Bolger (1998), which have been 

frequently recommended in the literature 

(e.g., Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). 

Note that this study tested models with 

team-level data by simultaneously 

including four team-level control 

variables. The three steps indicated 

above are explained in detail below. 

In Model 1, this study included team 
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planning and its three exogenous 

determinants. The test results in Model 1 

showed that goal commitment and 

teamwork interdependence were 

positively related to team planning, 

while emotional intelligence was 

unrelated to team planning. Model 2 

included team identity and its three 

exogenous determinants. The test results 

in Model 2 presented that goal 

commitment and emotional intelligence 

were positively related to team identity, 

while teamwork interdependence was 

unrelated to team identity. In Model 3, 

this study included team performance 

and its two mediators. The test results in 

Model 3 showed that team planning and 

team identity were both related to team 

performance. Model 4 included team 

performance, its two mediators, and 

three exogenous determinants to 

examine whether team performance was 

fully mediated by team planning and 

team identity. The test results in Model 4 

showed that the significant effects of 

team planning and team identity in 

Model 3 remained significant in Model 

4, while all three exogenous 

determinants were insignificantly related 

to team performance, suggesting a full 

mediation of team planning and team 

identity. Finally, Model 5 included two 

interaction terms to test the moderating 

effects of goal commitment. The test 

results in Model 5 illustrated that the 

effect of team planning on team 

performance was moderated by goal 

commitment while the effect of team 

identity on team performance was not. 

Based on the above statistical outcomes, 

As a result, of the nine hypotheses, this 

study obtains six supported hypotheses 

(i.e., HB1, HB2, HB3, HB5, HB6, and 

HB8) and three unsupported hypotheses 

(i.e., HB4, HB7, and HB9). 

3.5  Discussion 

Implications for Model A 

This study applies the broaden and 

build theory to effectively explain the 

main and moderating effects of 

happiness in team performance 

formation. The mediating process 

between happiness and team 

performance has been rarely discussed 

and is often considered a black box in 

previous literature. This study sheds 

light on this black box by verifying the 

mediating process and providing insight 

into how happiness motivates team 

performance via strengthening a team’s 

intellectual and social resources (i.e., 

proactivity and proficiency). The 

broaden and build theory can also be 

extensively used to predict the 

moderating effect of happiness on the 

relationship between knowledge sharing 

and team proactivity, answering a 

question of whether happiness can be a 

kind of endocrine that facilitates the 

positive influence of knowledge sharing 

on team proactivity.  

This study complements the previous 

literature of knowledge sharing by 

integrating knowledge sharing and 

happiness together in a model to jointly 

predict team performance more 

accurately than previous other models 

that consider only one of the two (i.e., 

either happiness or knowledge sharing). 

While many studies often link 

knowledge sharing to performance 

directly without exploring or justifying 

their potential mediators, we discuss 

knowledge sharing based on the activity 

theory and find that knowledge sharing 

is powerful in first boosting both team 

proactivity and team proficiency directly 

and then team performance indirectly. 

This helps solve a theoretical mystery in 

which oftentimes knowledge sharing 

may lead to dramatic high and low 

levels of team performance across 

different teams.  

Implications for Model B 

While previous literature has clearly 

focused on team planning as the only 

mediator between team performance and 

its antecedents, an important gap exists 
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regarding a potential co-equal mediator 

of such team planning (i.e., team identity) 

and its potential moderator (i.e., goal 

commitment) in the formation of team 

performance. This study provides 

important findings that complement 

previous literature by examining three 

fresh exogenous determinants for 

simultaneously explaining team 

planning and team identity, how these 

determinants are indirectly related to 

team performance, and a key moderator 

that intervenes in the relationship 

between team planning and team 

performance.  

The full mediation of team identity 

and team planning in this study suggests 

that these two factors are dual key 

checkpoints that catalyze the 

relationship between team status (e.g., 

commitment towards a goal) and team 

outcome (e.g., performance). 

Management should keep track of the 

levels of their team planning and team 

identity respectively via an exchange of 

knowledge and information and the 

sharing of vision and emotion in order to 

streamline team activities and tighten 

team members’ perceived oneness with 

the team. Problems that occur in team 

planning or team identity suggest that 

either team members are not well 

convinced of common goals (i.e., due to 

a lack of goal commitment) or there is 

room for management to strengthen the 

self-concept in terms of the team in 

which members belong to (i.e., due to a 

lack of team identity). Periodical 

surveys about the status of team 

planning and team identity can 

substantially help fine-tune team 

performance. 

The positive effect of goal 

commitment on both team planning and 

team identity suggests that management 

should maintain smooth communication 

channels, officially or unofficially, with 

team members while hurrying to convey 

team goals to team members. While 

previous literature recommends that 

employees learn about their manager’s 

expectations regarding team goals (e.g., 

Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997), this 

study complements such findings by 

suggesting that today’s managers should 

take the initiative to illustrate team goals 

to their employees and try to obtain a 

consensus over their actively dedicating 

efforts to reach the goals.  

The positive effect of teamwork 

interdependence on team planning 

suggests that management should try to 

design tasks that facilitate the team’s 

consolidation so as to improve team 

planning. Teamwork interdependence 

means team members within a team 

should feel responsible for each other’s 

work. Team members have to learn to 

realize that team planning can be more 

effective and efficient as long as they are 

able to support and count on each other 

during the process of heading towards 

their team goals. 

The positive effect of emotional 

intelligence on team identity suggests 

that emotional intelligence contributes to 

effective team collaboration by fostering 

and maintaining a meaningful identity 

with the team that the people work on 

(e.g., George, 2000). This viewpoint 

complements previous literature 

describing that an emotionally 

intelligent team provides a great deal of 

supporting information to demonstrate 

the effect of emotional intelligence on 

team performance through role identity 

and work team cohesion (e.g., Prati, 

Ferris, Ammeter, & Buckley, 2003).  

The moderating effect of goal 

commitment on the relationship between 

team planning and team performance 

implies that team performance might be 

ineffective with good team planning 

under a lack of motivation to attain the 

team goal. In other words, team 

planning is likely to have a more 

positive effect on team performance 

given a stronger goal commitment. 
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Management should encourage a 

continuous interactive process 

promoting future team achievement for 

already chosen team goals, consequently 

inspiring and augmenting goal 

commitment. 

四、參考文獻 

Achor, S. (2012). Positive intelligence. Harvard 

Business Review, 90, 100-102.  

Amabile, T. M., Schatzel, E. A., Moneta, G. B., 

& Kramer, S. J. (2004). Leader behaviors and 

the work environment for creativity: 

Perceived leader support. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 15, 5-32. 

Aron, A., Norman, C. C., Aron, E. N., McKenna, 

C., & Heyman, R. E. (2000). Couples' shared 

participation in novel and arousing activities 

and experienced relationship quality. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 

273-284. 

Arsenio, W. F., Gold, J., & Adams, E. (2004). 

Adolescents’ emotion expectancies regarding 

aggressive and nonaggressive events: 

Connections with behavior problems. Journal 

of Experimental Child Psychology, 89, 

338-355. 

Arya, A., Fellingham, J., & Glover, J. (1997). 

Teams, repeated tasks, and implicit incentives. 

Journal of Accounting and Economics, 23, 

7-30. 

Ashford, S. J., & Black, J. S. (1996). Proactivity 

during organizational entry: The role of desire 

for control. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 

199-214. 

Ashkanasy, N. M., & Daus, C. S. (2002). 

Emotion in the workplace: The new challenge 

for managers. Academy of Management 

Executive, 16, 76-86. 

Ashton-James, C. E., & Ashkanasy, N. M. 

(2005). What lies beneath? A process analysis 

of affective events theory. In N. M. Ashkanasy, 

W. J. Zerbe, & C. E. J. Ha r̈tel (Eds.), 

Research on emotions in organizations (Vol. 1, 

pp. 23– 46). Amsterdam: Elsevier. 

Aubé, C. & Rosseau, V. (2005). Team goal 

commitment and team effectiveness: The role 

of task interdependence and supportive 

behaviors. Group Dynamics: Theory, 

Research, and Practice, 9, 189-204. 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards 

a model of work engagement. Career 

Development International, 13, 209-223. 

Balthazard, P. A., Cooke, R. A., & Potter, R. E. 

(2006). Dysfunctional culture, dysfunctional 

organization: Capturing the behavioral norms 

that form organizational culture and drive 

performance. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology, 21, 709-732. 

Baron, R. A. (2008). The role of affect in the 

entrepreneurial process. Academy of 

Management Review, 33, 328-340.   

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The 

moderator–mediator variable distinction in 

social psychological research: Conceptual, 

strategic, and statistical considerations. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

51, 1173-1182. 

Barsade, S. G. (2002). The ripple effect: 

Emotional contagion and its influence on 

group behavior. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 47, 644-675. 

Baruch, Y., & Lin, C. P. (2012). All for one, one 

for all: Coopetition and virtual team 

performance. Technological Forecasting and 

Social Change, 79, 1155-1168. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (Eds.). 

(1994). Improving organizational effectiveness 

through transformational leadership. Sage. 

Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2009). The Bass 

handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and 

managerial applications. SimonandSchuster. 

com. 

Bezrukova, K., Jehn, K. A., Zanutto, E. L., & 

Thatcher, S. M. B. (2009). Do workgroup 

faultlines help or hurt? A moderated model of 

faultlines, team identification, and group 

performance. Organization Science, 20, 

35-50. 

Bindl, U. K., & Parker, S. K. (2012). Affect and 

employee proactivity: A goal-regulatory 

perspective. Research on Emotion in 

Organizations, 8, 225-254. 

Bindl, U. K., & Parker, S. K. (2010). Proactive 

work behavior: Forward-thinking and 

change-oriented action in organizations. APA 

Handbook of Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology, 2, 567-598. 

Boer, N. I., van Baalen, P. J., & Kumar, K. 

(2002). An activity theory approach for 

studying the situatedness of knowledge 

sharing. In System Sciences, 2002, HICSS, 

Proceedings of the 35th Annual Hawaii 

International Conference on (pp. 1483-1492). 

IEEE. 

Branscombe, N. R., Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & 

Doosje, B. (1999). The context and content of 

social identity threats. In N. Ellemers, R. 

Spears and B. Doosje (eds), Social identity: 

context, commitment, content, pp. 35–56. 

Oxford: Blackwell. 

Branscombe, N. R., Spears, R., Ellemers, N., & 

Doosje, B. (2002). Intragroup and intergroup 

evaluation effects on group behavior. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 

28, 744-753. 

Brewer, M. B., & Silver, M. D. (2000). Group 

distinctiveness, social identification, and 

collective mobilization. In S. Stryker & T. 



 12 

Owens (Eds.), Self, identity, and social 

movements (pp. 153-171). Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press. 

Carmeli, A., Reiter-Palmon, R., & Ziv, E. (2010). 

Inclusive leadership and employee 

involvement in creative tasks in the workplace: 

The mediating role of psychological 

safety. Creativity Research Journal, 22, 

250-260. 

Chow, R. M., Tiedens, L. Z., & Govan, C. L. 

(2008). Excluded emotions: The role of anger 

in antisocial responses to ostracism. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 

896-903. 

Clore, G. L., Gasper, K., & Garvin, E. (2001). 

Affect as information. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.), 

Handbook of affect and social cognition (pp. 

121–144). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Cohen, S. G., & Bailey, D. E. (1997). What 

makes teams work: Group effectiveness 

research from the shop floor to the executive 

suite. Journal of Management, 23, 239-290. 

Cole, M. S., Walter, F., & Bruch, H. (2008). 

Affective mechanisms linking dysfunctional 

behavior to performance in work teams: a 

moderated mediation study. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 93, 945. 

Crook, T. R., Ketchen, D. J., Combs, J. G., & 

Todd, S. Y. (2008). Strategic resources and 

performance: a meta ‐ analysis. Strategic 

Management Journal, 29, 1141-1154. 

Dirks, K. T. (2000). Trust in leadership and team 

performance: Evidence from NCAA 

basketball. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 

1004-1012. 

Eckel, C. C. & Grossman, P. J. (2005). 

Managing diversity by creating team identity. 

Journal of Economic Behavior & 

Organization, 58, 371–392. 

Elfenbein, H. A. (2007). Emotion in 

organizations: A review in stages. In A. Brief 

& J. Walsh (Eds.), Annals of the Academy of 

Management (Vol. 1, pp. 315–386). 

Amsterdam: Elsevier. 

Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (2002). 

Self and social identity. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 53, 161-186. 

Ellemers, N., De Gilder, D., & Haslam, S. A. 

(2004). Motivating individuals and groups at 

work: A social identity perspective on 

leadership and group performance. Academy 

of Management Review, 29, 459-478. 

Ellemers, N., Sleebos, E., Stam, D., & Gilder, D. 

(2013). Feeling included and valued: How 

perceived respect affects positive team 

identity and willingness to invest in the 

team. British Journal of Management, 24, 

21-37. 

Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J. (2012). The impact of 

team empowerment on proactivity: The 

moderating roles of leader's emotional 

intelligence and proactive personality. Journal 

of Health Organization and Management, 26, 

560-577. 

Estrada, C. A., Isen, A. M., & Young, M. J. 

(1994). Positive affect improves creative 

problem solving and influences reported 

source of practice satisfaction in physicians. 

Motivation and Emotion, 18, 285-299.  

Estrada, C. A., Isen, A. M., & Young, M. J. 

(1997). Positive affect facilitates integration of 

information and decreases anchoring in 

reasoning among physicians. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 72, 

117-135. 

Fabrigar, L. R., Porter, R. D., & Norris, M. E. 

(2010). Some things you should know about 

structural equation modeling but never 

thought to ask. Journal of Consumer 

Psychology, 20, 221-225. 

Fishbach, A., & Dhar, R. (2005). Goals as 

excuses or guides: The liberating effect of 

perceived goal progress on choice. Journal of 

Consumer Research, 32, 370-377. 

Forgas, J. P. (1995). Mood and judgment: The 

affect infusion model (AIM). Psychological 

Bulletin, 117, 39-66. 

Forgas, J. P., & George, J. M. (2001). Affective 

influences on judgments and behavior in 

organizations: An information processing 

perspective. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 86, 3-34. 

Fredrickson, B. L. (1998). What good are 

positive emotions?, Review of General 

Psychology, 2, 300-319. 

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive 

emotions in positive psychology: The 

broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. 

American Psychologist, 56, 218-226. 

Fredrickson, B. L. (2004). The 

broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. 

Philosophical Transactions-Royal Society of 

London Series B Biological Sciences, 

1367-1378. 

Freeman, S., Hutchings, K., Lazaris, M., & 

Zyngier, S. (2010). A model of rapid 

knowledge development: The smaller 

born-global firm. International Business 

Review, 19, 70-84.  

Frey, B. S., & Stutzer, A. (2010). Happiness and 

economics: How the economy and institutions 

affect human well-being. Princeton University 

Press. 

Frijda, N. H. (1986). The emotions. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Furst, S., Blackburn, R., & Rosen, B. (1999). 

Virtual team effectiveness: a proposed 

research agenda. Information Systems Journal, 

9, 249-269.  



 13 

Gaertner, S. L., Dovidio, J. F., Anastasio, P. A., 

Bachman, B. A., & Rust, M. C. (1993). The 

common ingroup identity model: 

Recategorization and the reduction of 

integroup bias. European Review of Social 

Psychology, 4, 1-26. 

George, J. M. (1991). State or trait: Effects of 

positive mood on prosocial behaviors at work. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 299-307. 

George, J. M., & Brief, A. P. (1996). 

Motivational agendas in the workplace: The 

effects of feelings on focus of attention and 

work motivation. Elsevier Science/JAI Press. 

George, J. M. (1990). Personality, affect, and 

behavior in groups. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 75, 107–116. 

George, J. M. (1996). Group affective tone. In M. 

West (Ed.), Handbook of work group 

psychology (pp. 77-93). New York: Wiley.  

George, J. M. (2000). Emotions and leadership: 

The role of emotional intelligence. Human 

Relations, 53, 1027-1055. 

George, J. M., & Brief, A. P. (1992). Feeling 

good—doing good: A conceptual analysis of 

the mood at work–organizational spontaneity 

relationship. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 

310–329. 

Grawitch, M. J., Munz, D. C., & Kramer, T. J. 

(2003). Effects of member mood states on 

creative performance in temporary 

workgroups. Group Dynamics: Theory, 

Research, and Practice, 7, 41-54. 

Griffin, M. A., Neal, A., & Parker, S. K. (2007). 

A new model of work role performance: 

Positive behavior in uncertain and 

interdependent contexts. Academy of 

Management Journal, 50, 327-347.  

Gross, J. J. (1998a). Antecedent- and 

response-focused emotion regulation: 

Divergent consequences for experience, 

expression, and physiology. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 

224–237. 

Gross, J. J. (1998b). The emerging field of 

emotion regulation: An integrative review. 

Review of General Psychology, 2, 271–299. 

Gruber, J., Mauss, I. B., & Tamir, M. (2011). A 

dark side of happiness? How, when, and why 

happiness is not always good. Perspectives on 

Psychological Science, 6, 222-233. 

Gundlach, M., Zivnuska, S., & Stoner, J. (2006). 

Understanding the relationship between 

individualism-collectivism and team 

performance through an integration of social 

identity theory and the social relations model. 

Human Relations, 59, 1603-1632. 

Gwinner, K., & Swanson, S. R. (2003). A model 

of fan identification: antecedents and 

sponsorship outcomes. Journal of Services 

Marketing, 17, 275-294. 

Hart, P. M., Wearing, A. J., Conn, M., & Carter, 

N. L. (2000). Development of the school 

organizational health questionnaire: A 

measure for assessing teacher morale and 

school organizational climate. British Journal 

of Educational Psychology, 70, 211-228. 

Henry, B. H., Arrow, H., & Carini, B. (1999). A 

tripartite model of group identification: theory 

and measurement. Small Group Research, 30, 

558-581. 

Hernandez, B., Hidalgo, M. C., Salazar-Laplace, 

M. E., & Hess, S. (2007). Place attachment 

and place identity in natives and non-natives. 

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 27, 

310-319. 

Herrbach, O. (2006). A matter of feeling? The 

affective tone of organizational commitment 

and identification. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 27, 629-643. 

Hirst, G., van Dick, R., & van Knippenberg, D. 

(2009). A social identity perspective on 

leadership and employee creativity. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 30, 963-982 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: 

A new attempt at conceptualizing 

stress. American Psychologist, 44, 513-524. 

Hobfoll, S. E., & Jackson, A. P. (1991). 

Conservation of resources in community 

intervention. American Journal of Community 

Psychology, 19, 111-121. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (2001). The influence of culture, 

community, and the nested‐self in the stress 

process: advancing conservation of resources 

theory. Applied Psychology, 50, 337-421. 

Hobman, E. V., & Bordia, P. (2006). The team 

identification in the dissimilarity–conflict 

relationship. Group Processes and Intergroup 

Relations, 9, 483-507. 

Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. J. (2000). Social 

identity and self categorization processes in 

organizational contexts. Academy of 

Management Review, 25, 121-140. 

Hong, E., & O’Neil, H. F. Jr. (2001). Construct 

validation of a trait self-regulation model. 

International Journal of Psychology, 36, 

186-194. 

Hu, M.-L. M., Horng, J.-S., & Sun, Y.-H. C. 

(2009). Hospitality Teams: Knowledge 

Sharing and Service Innovation Performance. 

Tourism Management, 30, 41-50. 

Hu, J., & Liden, R. C. (2011). Antecedents of 

team potency and team effectiveness: An 

examination of goal and process clarity and 

servant leadership. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 96, 851-862. 

Ilies, R., Scott, B. A., & Judge, T. A. (2006). The 

interactive effects of personal traits and 

experienced states on intraindividual patterns 

of citizenship behavior. Academy of 

Management Journal, 49, 561-575. 



 14 

Isen, A. M. (1970). Success, failure, attention, 

and reaction to others: The warm glow of 

success. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 15, 294-301. 

Isen, A. M. (2000). Positive affect and decision 

making. In M. Lewis & J. M. Haviland-Jones 

(Eds.), Handbook of emotions (2nd ed., pp. 

417-435). New York: Guilford Press. 

Isen, A. M., Daubman, K. A., & Nowicki, G. P. 

(1987). Positive affect facilitates creative 

problem solving. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 52, 1122-1131. 

Isen, A. M., & Levin, P. F. (1972). The effect of 

feeling good on helping: Cookies and 

kindness. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 21, 384-388. 

Isen, A. M., & Means, B. (1983).The influence 

of positive affect on decision-making strategy. 

Social Cognition, 2, 18-31. 

Isen, A. M., & Reeve, J. (2005). The influence of 

positive affect on intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation: Facilitating enjoyment of play, 

responsible work behavior, and self-control. 

Motivation and Emotion, 29, 295-323. 

Isen, A. M., Johnson, M. M., Mertz, E., & 

Robinson, G. F. (1985). The influence of 

positive affect on the unusualness of word 

associations. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 48, 1413-1426. 

Janicik, G. A., & Bartel, C. A. (2003). Talking 

about time: effects of temporal planning and 

time awareness norms on group coordination 

and performance. Group Dynamics: Theory, 

Research, and Practice, 7, 122-134. 

Jehn, K. A., Northcraft, G., & Neale, M. (1999). 

Why differences make a difference: A field 

study of diversity, conflict, and performance 

in work groups. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 44, 741-763. 

Jehn, K. A., & Bezrukova, K. (2004). A field 

study of group diversity, workgroup context, 

and performance. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 25, 703–729. 

Jordan, P. J., & Troth, A. C. (2004). Managing 

emotions during team problem solving: 

Emotional intelligence and conflict resolution. 

Human Performance, 17, 195-218. 

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Rubenstein, A. L., 

Long, D. M., Odio, M. A., Buckman, B. R., 

Zhang, Y., & Halvorsen-Ganepola, M. D. K. 

(2013). A meta-analytic structural model of 

dispositonal affectivity and emotional labor. 

Personnel Psychology, 66, 47-90. 

Kane, G. C., & Borgatti, S. P. (2011). 

Centrality-IS proficiency alignment and 

workgroup performance. MIS 

Quarterly-Management Information Systems, 

35, 1063-1078.  

Ke, W. L., & Zhang, P. (2009). Motivations in 

open source software communities: The 

mediating role of effort intensity and goal 

commitment. International Journal of 

Electronic Commerce, 13, 39-66. 

Kelly, J. R., & Barsade, S. G. (2001). Mood and 

emotions in small groups and work 

teams. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 86, 99-130. 

Kelly, J. R., & Spoor, J. R. (2006). Affective 

influence in groups. Affect in social thinking 

and behavior, 311-325. 

Kessler, T., & Hollbach, S. (2005). Group-based 

emotions as determinants of ingroup 

identification. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 41, 677-685. 

Kiefer, T. (2005). Feeling bad: Antecedents and 

consequences of negative emotions in ongoing 

change. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

26, 875-897. 

Kiggundu, M. N. (1983). Task interdependence 

and job design: Test of a theory. 

Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 31, 145-172. 

King, E. B., Hebl, M. R., & Beal, D. J. (2009). 

Conflict and cooperation in diverse 

workgroups. Journal of Social Issues, 65, 

261-285. 

Klein, H. J., & Heuser, A. E. (2008). The 

learning of socialization content: A framework 

for researching orientating practices. Research 

in Personnel and Human Resources 

Management, 27, 279-336 

Klein, H. J., Wesson, M. J., Hollenbeck, J. R., 

Wright, P. M., & DeShon, R. P. (2001). The 

assessment of goal commitment: A 

measurement model meta-analysis. 

Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 85, 32-55. 

Klep, A., Wisse, B., & Van der Flier, H. (2011). 

Interactive affective sharing versus 

non-interactive affective sharing in work 

groups: Comparative effects of group affect 

on work group performance and dynamics. 

European Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 

312-323. 

Knights, J. A., & Kennedy, B. J. (2007). Medical 

school selection: impact of dysfunctional 

tendencies on academic performance. Medical 

Education, 41, 362-368. 

Kozlowski, S. W. J., Watola, D. J., Jensen, J. M., 

Kim, B. H., & Botero, I. C. (2009). 

Developing adaptive teams: a theory of 

dynamic team leadership. In E. Salas, G. F. 

Goodwin, C. S. Burke (Eds) Team 

Effectiveness in Complex Organisations: 

Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives and 

Approaches (SIOP Frontier Series). Taylor 

and Francis, New York, pp 113-156. 

Kramer, R. M. (2006). Social capital and 

cooperative behavior in the workplace: A 

social identity perspective. Advances in Group 



 15 

Processes, 23, 1-30. 

Kramer, R. M., Hanna, B. A., Su, S., & Wei, J. 

(2001). Collective identity, collective trust, 

and social capital: Linking group 

identification and group cooperation. In M. E. 

Turner (Ed.), Groups at work: Theory and 

research (pp. 173–196). Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Law, K. S., Wong, C.-S., & Song, L. J. (2004). 

The construct and criterion validity of 

emotional intelligence and its potential utility 

for management studies. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 89, 483-496. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Cognition and motivation 

in emotion. American Psychologist, 46, 

352-367. 

Leach, C. W., Van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, 

M. L. W., Pennekamp, S. F., Doosje, B., 

Ouwerkerk, J. W., & Spears, R. (2008). 

Group-level self-definition and 

self-investment: a hierarchical 

(multi-component) model of in-group 

identification. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 95, 144-165. 

Lembke, S., & Wilson, M. G. (1998). Putting the 

‘team’ into teamwork: Alternative theoretical 

contributions for contemporary management 

practice. Human Relations, 51, 927–944. 

Lin, C. P. (2010). Learning task effectiveness 

and social interdependence through the 

mediating mechanisms of sharing and helping: 

A survey of online knowledge workers. Group 

& Organization Management, 35, 299-328. 

Lin, C. P. (2007). To share or not to share: 

Modeling tacit knowledge sharing, its 

mediators and antecedents. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 70, 411-428. 

Little, L. M., Kluemper, D., Nelson, D. L., & 

Ward, A. (2013). More than happy to help? 

Customer-focused emotion management 

strategies. Personnel Psychology, 66, 

261-286. 

Liu, A. M. M. (1999). A research model of 

project complexity and goal commitment 

effects on project outcome. Engineering, 

Construction and Architectural Management, 

6, 105-111. 

Loch, C., Galunic, C., & Schneider, S. (2006). 

Balancing cooperation and competition in 

human groups: The role of emotional 

algorithms and evolution. Managerial and 

Decision Economics, 27, 217-233. 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. 1994. Goal setting 

theory. In H. F. O'Neil, Jr. & M. Drillings 

(Eds.), Motivation: Theory and Research (pp. 

13-29), Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Locke, E. A., Shaw, K. M., Saari, L. M., & 

Latham, G. P. (1981). Goal setting and task 

performance: 1969-1980. Psychological 

Bulletin, 90, 125-152. 

Locke, E. A. (1968). Toward a theory of task 

motivation and incentives. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Performance, 3, 

157-189. 

Locke, E.A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a 

practically useful theory of goal setting and 

task motivation: A 35 year odyssey. American 

Psychologist, 57,  705-717. 

Longaretti, L. (2008). Switched-on ideas: 

Wellbeing. Carlton, Vic: Curriculum 

Corporation. 

Losada, M., & Heaphy, E. (2004). The role of 

positivity and connectivity in the performance 

of business teams. American Behavioral 

Scientist, 47, 740-765. 

Lu, L., & Argyle, M. (1991). Happiness and 

cooperation. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 12, 1019-1030. 

Lustenhouwer, A. D. (2011). The mediation role 

of organizational commitment on the 

relationship between organizational learning 

culture and team proactivity. University of 

Amsterdam. 

Mackie, D. M., Silver, L. A., & Smith, E. R. 

(2004). Intergroup emotions: Emotion as an 

intergroup phenomenon. In L. Z. Tiedens & C. 

W. Leach (Eds.), The social life of emotions 

(pp. 227-245). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and 

their alma mater: A partial test of the 

reformulated model of organizational 

identification. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 13, 103-123. 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1995). Loyal from 

day one: Biodata, organizational identification, 

and turnover among newcomers. Personnel 

Psychology, 48, 309-333. 

Man, D. C., & Lam, S. S. (2003). The effects of 

job complexity and autonomy on cohesiveness 

in collectivistic and individualistic work 

groups: a cross‐cultural analysis. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 24, 979-1001. 

Mason, C. M., & Griffin, M. A. (2003). Group 

absenteeism and positive affective tone: A 

longitudinal study. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 24, 667-688. 

Mathieu, J., Maynard, M. T., Rapp, T., & Gilson, 

L. (2008). Team effectiveness 1997-2007: A 

review of recent advancements and a glimpse 

into the future. Journal of Management, 34, 

410-476. 

Matthews, G. (1992). Mood. In A. P. Smith & D. 

M. Jones (Eds.), Handbook of Human 

Performance (Vol. 3, pp. 161-193). London: 

Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

Mehta, A., Field, H., Armenakis, A., & Mehta, N. 

(2009). Team goal orientation and team 

performance: The mediating role of team 

planning. Journal of Management, 35, 



 16 

1026-1046. 

Menges, J. I., & Bruch, H. (2009). 

Organizational emotional intelligence: an 

empirical study, in C. E. J. Hartel, N. M. 

Ashkanasy, & W.J. Zerbe (Eds), Research on 

Emotion in Organizations, Vol. 5, Emotions 

in Groups, Organizations and Cultures, pp. 

181-209, Bingley, UK: Emerald Group 

Publishing. 

Meyer, J. P., & Herscovitch, L. (2001). 

Commitment in the workplace: Toward a 

general model. Human Resource Management 

Review, 11, 299-326. 

Michel, A., Stegmaier, R., & Sonntag, K. (2010). 

I scratch your back - You scratch mine: Do 

procedural justice and organizational 

identification matter for employees’ 

cooperation during change? Journal of 

Change Management, 10, 41-59. 

Mittal, V., & Ross Jr., W. T. (1998). The impact 

of positive and negative affect and issue 

framing on issue interpretation and risk taking. 

Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 76, 298-324. 

Mun, Y. Y., & Davis, F. D. (2003). Developing 

and validating an observational learning 

model of computer software training and skill 

acquisition. Information Systems Research, 14, 

146-169. 

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2006). 

Making it safe: The effects of leader 

inclusiveness and professional status on 

psychological safety and improvement efforts 

in health care teams. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 27, 941-966. 

Neumann, R., & Strack, F. (2000). Mood 

contagion: The automatic transfer of mood 

between persons. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 79, 211-223. 

Nezlek, J. B., Feist, G. J., Wilson, F. C., & 

Plesko, R. M. (2001). Day-to-day variability 

in empathy as a function of daily events and 

mood. Journal of Research in Personality, 35, 

401-423. 

Parker, S. K., & Collins, C. G. (2010). Taking 

stock: Integrating and differentiating multiple 

proactive behaviors. Journal of Management, 

36, 633-662. 

Peslak, A. R. (2005). Emotions and team 

projects and processes. Team Performance 

Management, 11, 251-262. 

Phillips, K. W., & Lount, R. B. (2007). The 

affective consequences of diversity and 

homogeneity in groups. Research on 

Managing Groups and Teams, 10, 1-20. 

Pirola-Merlo, A., Hartel, C., Mann, L., & Hirst, 

G. (2002). How leaders influence the impact 

of affective events on team climate and 

performance in R&D teams. Leadership 

Quarterly, 13, 561-581. 

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). 

Self-reports in organizational research: 

Problems and prospects. Journal of 

Management, 12, 531-544. 

Poulston, J. M. (2009). Working conditions in 

hospitality: employees' views of the 

dissatisfactory hygiene factors. Journal of 

Quality Assurance in Hospitality & Tourism, 

10, 23-43. 

Quirk, G. J., & Beer, J. S. (2006). Prefrontal 

involvement in the regulation of emotion: 

convergence of rat and human studies. 

Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 16, 

723-727. 

Ramchand, A. M. (2011). The development of 

organizational agility: The role of bricolage in 

resource management. Doctorial Dissertation 

of National University of Singapore. 

Riantoputra, C. D. (2010). Know thyself: 

Examining factors that influence the 

activation of organizational identity concepts 

in top managers’ minds. Group & 

Organization Management, 35, 8-38. 

Rousseau, V., & Aubé, C. (2010). Social support 

at work and affective commitment to the 

organization: the moderating effect of job 

resource adequacy and ambient 

conditions. The Journal of Social 

Psychology, 150, 321-340. 

Rousseau, D. (1985). Issues of level in 

organizational research: Multi-level and 

cross-level perspectives. In L. L. Cummings 

& B. Staw (Eds.), Research in Organizational 

Behavior (pp. 1-37). Greenwich, CT: JAI 

Press. 

Schug, J., Matsumoto, D., Horita, Y., Yamagishi, 

T., & Bonnet, K. (2010). Emotional 

expressivity as a signal of cooperation. 

Evolution and Human Behavior, 31, 87-94. 

Schwarz, N., & Bless, H. (1991). Happy and 

mindless, but sad and smart? The impact of 

affective states on analytic reasoning. Emotion 

and Social Judgments, 55-71. 

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (1983). Mood, 

misattribution, and judgments of well-being: 

Informative and directive functions of 

affective states. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 45, 513-523. 

Seo, M.-G., Barrett, L. F., & Bartunek, J. M. 

(2004). The role of affective experience in 

work motivation. Academy of Management 

Review, 29, 423-439. 

Siegrist, J., Starke, D., Chandola, T., Godin, I., 

Marmot, M., Niedhammer, I., & Peter, R. 

(2004). The measurement of effort–reward 

imbalance at work: European 

comparisons. Social Science & Medicine, 58, 

1483-1499. 

Simons, T., Pelled, L. H., & Smith, K. A. (1999). 

Making use of difference: Diversity, debate, 



 17 

and decision comprehensiveness in top 

management teams. Academy of Management 

Journal, 42, 662-673. 

Somech, A., & Drach-Zahavy, A. (2013). 

Organizational citizenship behaviour and 

employee's strain: Examining the buffering 

effects of leader support and participation in 

decision making. European Journal of Work 

and Organizational Psychology, 22, 138-149.  

Somech, A., Desivilya, H. S., & Lidogoster, H. 

(2009). Team conflict management and team 

effectiveness: the effects of task 

interdependence and team 

identification. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 30, 359-378. 

Sonnentag, S., & Grant, A. M. (2012). Doing 

good at work feels good at home, but not right 

away: When and why perceived prosocial 

impact predicts positive affect. Personnel 

Psychology, 65, 495-530. 

Srivastava, A., Bartol, K. M., & Locke, E. A. 

(2006). Empowering leadership in 

management teams: Effects on knowledge 

sharing, efficacy, and performance. Academy 

of Management Journal, 49, 1239-1251 

Stegmann, S., Roberge, M. É ., & van Dick, R. 

(2012). Getting tuned in to those who are 

different: The role of empathy as mediator 

between diversity and performance. 

In Managing diversity in organizations (pp. 

19-44). Gabler Verlag. 

Sy, T., Côté , S., & Saavedra, R. (2005). The 

contagious leader: Impact of the leader’s 

mood on the mood of group members, group 

affective tone, and group processes. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 90, 295-305. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social 

identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. 

Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of 

intergroup relations (2nd ed., pp. 7-24). 

Chicago: Nelson-Hall. 

Tanghe, J., Wisse, B., & Van Der Flier, H. (2010). 

The formation of group affect and team 

effectiveness: The moderating role of 

identification. British Journal of Management, 

21, 340-358. 

Tsai, W. C., Chi, N. W., Grandey, A. A., & Fung, 

S. C. (in press). Positive group affective tone 

and team creativity: Negative group affective 

tone and team trust as boundary conditions. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

DOI: 10.1002/job.775 

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, 

S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). 

Rediscovering the social group. Oxford, UK: 

Blackwell. 

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2003). The group 

engagement model: procedural justice, social 

identity, and cooperative behavior. Personality 

and Social Psychology Review, 7, 349–361. 

Underwood, B., & Froming, W. J. (1980). The 

mood survey: A personality measure of happy 

and sad moods. Journal of Personality 

Assessment, 44, 404-414. 

Van Vegchel, N., De Jonge, J., Bosma, H., & 

Schaufeli, W. (2005). Reviewing the 

effort–reward imbalance model: drawing up 

the balance of 45 empirical studies. Social 

Science & Medicine, 60, 1117-1131. 

Veenhoven, R. (1988). The utility of happiness. 

Social Indicators Research, 20, 333-354. 

Wageman, R., & Baker, G. P. (1997). Incentives 

and cooperation: The joint effects of task and 

reward interdependence on group 

performance. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 18, 139-158. 

Walter, F., & Bruch, H. (2008). The positive 

group affect spiral: A dynamic model of the 

emergence of positive affective similarity in 

work groups. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 29, 239-261. 

Walumbwa, F. O., Cropanzano, R., & Hartnell, C. 

A. (2009). Organizational justice, voluntary 

learning behavior, and job performance: A test 

of the mediating effects of identification and 

leader-member exchange. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 30, 1103-1126.  

Wann, D., Melnick, M., Russell, G., & Pease, D. 

(2001). Sport fans: the psychology and social 

impact of spectators. New York & London 

Routledge  

Wann, D. L., Hunter, J. L., Ryan, J. A., & Wright, 

L. A. (2001). The relationship between team 

identification and willingness of sport fans to 

consider illegally assisting their team. Social 

Behavior and Personality: An International 

Journal, 29, 531-536. 

Wann, D. L., Haynes, G., McLean, B., & Pullen, 

P. (2003). Sport team identification and 

willingness to consider anonymous acts of 

hostile aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 29(5), 

406-413. 

Watson, D., Clark, A. L., & Tellegen, A. (1988). 

Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: The PANAS 

scale. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54(6), 1063-1070. 

Wegge, J., van Dick, R., Fisher, G. K., West, M. 

A., & Dawson, J. F. (2006). A test of basic 

assumptions of affective events theory (AET) 

in call centre work. British Journal of 

Management, 17(3), 237-254. 

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). 

Affective events theory: A theoretical 

discussion of the structure, causes and 

consequences of affective experiences at work. 

Research in Organizational Behavior, 18(1), 

1-74. 

Weiss, M., Hoegl, M., & Gibbert, M. (2011). 

Making virtue of necessity: the role of team 



 18 

climate for innovation in resource‐constrained 

innovation projects. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management, 28(s1), 196-207. 

Weldon, E., Jehn, K. A., & Pradhan, P. (1991). 

Processes that mediate the relationship 

between a group goal and improved group 

performance. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 61(4), 555-569. 

West, B. J., Patera, J. L., & Carsten, M. K. 

(2009). Team level positivity: Investigating 

positive psychological capacities and team 

level outcomes. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 30, 249-267. 

West, M. A. (2002). Sparkling fountains or 

stagnant ponds: An integrative model of 

creativity and innovation implementation in 

work groups. Applied Psychology: An 

International Review, 51, 355-424. 

Wiesenfeld, B. M., Raghuram, S., & Garud, R. 

(2001). Organizational identification among 

virtual workers: The role of need for 

affiliation and perceived work-based social 

support. Journal of Management, 27, 213-229. 

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003). Aspiring for, 

and achieving growth: the moderating role of 

resources and opportunities. Journal of 

Management Studies, 40(8), 1919-1941. 

Williams, M. (2001). In whom we trust: Group 

membership as an affective context for trust 

development. Academy of Management 

Review, 26, 377-396. 

Williams, H. M., Parker, S. K., & Turner, N. 

(2010). Proactively performing teams: The 

role of work design, transformational 

leadership, and team composition. Journal of 

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 

83, 301-324. 

Wong, A., Tjosvold, D., & Liu, C. (2009). 

Innovation by teams in Shanghai, China: 

Cooperative goals for group confidence and 

persistence. British Journal of Management, 

20, 238-251. 

Yang, J., & Mossholder, K. W. (2004). 

Decoupling task and relationship conflict: The 

role of intragroup emotional processing. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 

589-605. 

Zakaria, N., Amelinckx, A., & Wilemon, D. 

(2004). Working Together Apart? Building a 

Knowledge‐Sharing Culture for Global Virtual 

Teams. Creativity and Innovation 

Management, 13, 15-29. 

Zsambok, C., Klein, G., Kyne, M., & Klinger, D. 

(1992). Advanced team decision making: A 

developmental model (Contract 

MDA903-90-C-0117, U.S. Army Research 

Institute for the Behavioral and Social 

Sciences, Fairborn, OH: Klein Associates, Inc. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



國科會補助專題研究計畫成果報告自評表 
請就研究內容與原計畫相符程度、達成預期目標情況、研究成果之學術或應用價

值（簡要敘述成果所代表之意義、價值、影響或進一步發展之可能性）、是否適

合在學術期刊發表或申請專利、主要發現（簡要敘述成果是否有嚴重損及公共利

益之發現）或其他有關價值等，作一綜合評估。 

1. 請就研究內容與原計畫相符程度、達成預期目標情況作一綜合評估 

  達成目標 

□ 未達成目標（請說明，以 100 字為限） 

□ 實驗失敗 

□ 因故實驗中斷 

□ 其他原因 

說明： 

 

2. 研究成果在學術期刊發表或申請專利等情形： 

論文：□已發表 未發表之文稿 □撰寫中 □無 

專利：□已獲得 □申請中 無 

技轉：□已技轉 □洽談中 無 

其他：（以 100 字為限） 
 

3. 請依學術成就、技術創新、社會影響等方面，評估研究成果之學術或應用價

值（簡要敘述成果所代表之意義、價值、影響或進一步發展之可能性），如已

有嚴重損及公共利益之發現，請簡述可能損及之相關程度（以 500 字為限） 

 

工作績效一直是學術與實務上重要的研究議題，本計畫嘗試從不同理論

觀點去研究這項議題，這個二年期計畫所提出的所有假設將以團隊層級的分

析為基礎來進行實證檢定。 

    本研究主要是著眼於純粹的商業領域內企業組織團隊合作與績效之改

善，因此本計畫的研究內涵或成果並未有任何嚴重損及公共利益之發現。本

計畫之研究成果與管理意涵可以提供企業高階主管與主要領導人重要的參

考，透過本計畫之執行結果，公司組織的經理人可以有效地學習深入了解組

織內部團隊運作的關鍵因素，並進行團隊功能與運作之改善，以達成團隊績

效的整體提升。 
 


