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A 7] 5©] E(Functional Model of Hierarchy)
o w2, YA hierarchy)y Q&3 =3
(coordination)s F3le] ZASHa, A&e EA
3d, FAFE T2 7t FrhHalevy,
Chou, & Galinsky, 2011; Magee & Galinsky,
2008; Ronay, Greenaway, Anicich, & Galinsky,
2012; Van Vugt, Hogart, & Kaiser, 2008). 1%
4 ge aTsaNE 9% Fa7 ok
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Vug et al, 2008). t}eFal 2 tiAd %?'Sg Zz B2
AFolM = 2H AF 7le HEA Leadership

Behavior Description Questionnaire, LBDQ)-E* /\]——9—

staet, ol dA saelM AAske=

Z ud wsddA gy P Vs Z‘—rxl*a‘
ggsta 7] HEeltt 2y P Ve A
A gt dsteuael 27 A
Aoz A= SlEd, o T B Al
T 79% 0% e Ao Hud 3
A S A tHJudge, Piccolo, & Ilies,

2004).

B ATANE AN AFT WYL HY
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A AT o] AAA ga B 7
SH}H(Levesque, Wilson, & Wholey,
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pen, A9 PALEC] Al
AgielgA alof sheAlE EREpl ok 2
o|tHHalevy et al., 2011; Halevy, Chou, Galinsky,
& Murnighan, 2012). £3] oo} 2 A=
Aol dgTe ARd ge AAHd 7
Hy} b M3l Agko]l Q7] w o ZZ
el AR Aok e celdes
QYT Blsl s 54 7HIthBaron &
Pfeffer, 1994; Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010).
_ﬂﬁ]zx]oﬂ/q oﬂz‘ﬂq.lgo o%UALgLoﬂ 1
G At BANES SRR By
A= (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), o] AlEEo|
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AL o] IS et o9
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2] B4 (initiating structure)ol] wa} dEHd 4
o 2 dFedAME gy dF Vs AEAE
olgsiol FhE AAtAe SAege,

Fernandez(2008)°] wWzmw FJoyd L “HAot
=

fl

o] %5& Holstu AAAIIH, Hte
E AFd digt #lS xdskE gde ¥

Tp. 17902 FojEn. Aguye U=
Ht FYI WA FeR dFEden
(Judge, et al., 2004; Tabernero, Chambel, Curral,
& Arana, 2009), Keller(2006)= I3 2t]4]o]
D IeAE Ho| Falg folsh FHo
dEaldes Hadia, Burke,
Klein, Goodwin, Salas, & Halpin(2006)2 2T 3}
T3 sl wAC g wEd el 2]
Audel AZE W R4 2 @ AN
A9 BAE AR B
EEEEEEREIS
oF & FEE EHelA A
< Aok gurde 2
i, dgd P 9FE YAy e
5ol AR o] FAXES rkBass, 1990;
Fernandez, 2008; Fleishman & Peters, 1962). W&
A el E A et e e
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27 =< Uidez A =g

StATE F 9809 ] SRl Fodsila, o F
SHol EAASAY v e el
FetEo] #Mo] Brbsd 4579 AFEA o
2 gw AWE, Jd7Ad s1Adgd T
A = JARERE AMgste dF e
o] gHe AEA 11FEE Addsta F7|8E

92457} Aol AHE-E AT

WIe] AFEEE AT, oW 1717
(185%), LY 320%(34.6%), A" 255%(27.6%),
B 1789(193%) 0.2 W3} AHe] B]go]
71 =skth Agdgzo] wrgh o] Ay
B, F71gd FddXe 4718 F oW
o] 649 (13.6%), Lol 154H(32.7%), "I o]
148%(31.4%), 7o) 105%(223%)°19 3, 7

g Hdde 4539 5 o|¥o] 1079
(23.6%), DHo] 1667 (36.6%), *FHo| 10773

=t A}

(23.6%), 7o) 13H161%C= 2] JT B
T AW e Hlgo] P with ot
b Yol HHS 22.168D = 1.08)°]310.H,
2041 5-E] 2841744 o] ®iglel AAT

Tzt Fdete A7 S4oR Qg ¢
PR WAs7] flste] 4] o BE A
Z(General Out Post, GOP) ZAAZS
2 AgetAch. Aol

o

0

Hshe 5
A3} S BAAE] S F AR AAE
et AFY Fdo] ATFPEERE a5k

el a0l K MELTES BOY Tigie|Ee] TYET

& (role differentiation)
AgEE SA ] flste] dthd011)0]
£ A rddd s SHse
S 7 A 4o g go]E upHo]
g3tk IAE 53 HE(1=x7

o

s=ohg 1 993, <52 Erd
Se RUAE Pt R ARE FAsE
A Az A gR g, <o BoaEe o
® R B AYApt FAA Az B
D3 g, “fe ROjUEE 47 FA4 2
A7 ol BEe] BHE AL YA @
d3 Qrbel F sRges FYHe ek 2

o)l A Cronbach’s alphat .900] %1t}

82 & (cohesion)

SR ek e 2244 FoJ= <l
o THE v, B AFM = Sdo
Siebold(2008)2] Ao AME-H
2 Z L(peer group cohesion scale)E Fh=r
oA wekste] ALeagn & A
Z5 2ol AWAE AR WBs
2 Wom R wsddAel $HEe
sgsksion, B 9 AU 2 o
daglor el glomz B A 7}
T gue Axw gaEn. e sy A
=78 ohyd, s=rj$ aEthz 2399
om, ‘Yzt FAVLE o2 & 9 Y $g
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A B HZE(team member satisfaction)

LRSS SH6k7] 2Jske] Ve, Emans,
2 Van de Vliert(2001)7} AF&-3F 37) #-3ke] &
W= 2 T(team member satisfaction scale) S 3F=*
F el Al 9 skl A1Ea
AAE sH Ara=49 ot s=u}% 1%

h —%@ﬂﬂv Ut @A W Agee
BB AFENA DEAD, U $7 4
g2 A Eur 7 Qeke WAo] nhge] £
o, U $2) Agael Agee By

3= Zo] MEAATPY &=
Fof glom, &
930]t}

3Rgow 1A
Aol A Cronbach’s alphat

Rz} Eoh 43l (perceived group
performance)
B3-S Griffich(2002) 7} AH&-3F
FE-EH](perceived combat  readiness)
AREst] BIAE 53 Hm(a=Hd of
s=mj- 2FEThE A3t} “d4lol
3 wolel A% 6 e o e
52 AR5 Ul
whh ﬂﬂww 59 izgez PAHo
= 89%Th

b4
K
FFI
é
>
Q
3
=3
8
=)
=
=
=
m
A

7 #4214 (nitiating structure)

Bogel g E 230 sleta
Halpin(1957)¢] 2|t} g 7= ZAEALBDQ
pehe g A W Wee] e
Atk #4264 (initiating structure) @ 913}2] T

Al(consideration structure)®] 27Fx] z}do] Z+ 15
N FFer FAE lon, o F HYd
did sigete 157 dES BN ES o

Gk eI 53 AT0=Ael sk i)

+ a¥hE S Een, Bl
oA Ao s BEYsiA I “l‘i_rfﬁ
te Adsl BARY 5o Bgon 74
o] Stk & AFeA FGud HE9
Cronbach’s alphat= .860]%{t}.

J_4

Z-A) 2l (control variable)
TolM AT AAZAAMY =2
ARete daAd 240 FAld =
A& olnlei, RHE RS
AzpHole] Foigt S v|xE
thAm A 5, 2013; AEA, o4,
A m s

3} 58, BRAg 5
5]
==

PO 1o Ll

jui
P2 5, 2013). WA B Ao A =
2] By AFES BA¥er ?%‘6‘}04

8¢ AAsgh

Mr ox

AMygd
—1od

M

A

oAty JME HASs] flske] spss
21.0% Amos 18.0 ZT2I#:S AL&sFTh
AeFo AFEE A=387] Yste] Cronbach's
a AFE ol &y, SHHJASI A
= Ay H7] 98le] Pearson HTAF EAE
AAETE Eek wEQlo]l ZAlE A
AstAl SsteA ASstr] st <14

il

8RAI%AME AAl & F2A A B3 Structural
Equation Model, SEM) A HH-S AL&-3}ith

W EIE A
(bootstrapping) 2,0008H-S A3}
Al 2] -7 Hbias corrected confidence mterval)% 95%
2 %5} CHPreacher & Hayes, 2008; Taylor,

S8t TEAEm»

a1, HEgws

- 10 -



Mackinnon, & Tein, 2008).
95%4 A FHA 0

tlo

Bolger, 2002).
F2ugA RPN Ho g

= &l 3= 4Kitem parceling) S A A|

Widaman,

Hong(1999>91 Agte] wat <&
ato] FEFAS

2159 JlzsSAlxIt ¢

HI 1

FAwTel el

w5k ThShrout

CERERE
Ik &

N,

DAE BAE7] Yst] Pearson ATEAS
AN F Az} ol AFES MG F9 Wl
S| ] BAHCR feldsith A, &
EHA, AE P S ARRA ¥
AATEZ F 19 AXSGTE AT AHeE
Zo WIS Aoe thew 2ok A4, 9
e oAH Gy = 65, p < 01), AZHA

53, p < .0, AFLHNC = 47, p < o}
Z4zb fefnlet AAQl AHE Bk =4,
SHEEe AFRVE = 52, p < 01, A%
g BdFde = 59, p < 0D, AN
= 50, p < ODF} 2zt Fon|gh Al g
< BT AR, AgaAvEe A4" 28
e = 37, p < .01, AFHTHC = 32, p <
onF fFojwlEtAl Al Fde UEl,
A28 Edide AFYtie = 42, p
ODZ frefuler B4 FHe B3t

SR EF Y B Asstr] A& 2A
Holzt g91a 2 <9lE-A(Confirmatory Factor
Analysis) S AAIGH AR, 2o AFPETl P
= 239.75, df = 48, p = .000, x¥df = 5.00,

n

>

U‘.

1.08
0.48
0.45
0.39
0.78
0.78
0.90
0.87
0.55

-45™

=36

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
-30™ -
05 .06

* ok %

.06 .10 65 -

%

05 427 52 -

e % e %

.04 .09 53 59 37 -

sk

01 -01 477 50 32" 427 -

& 1. Dummy 1(0=°]4

21), Dummy 2(0=0]

W, 1="4"), Dummy 30=°]", 1=47%); "p < 05, " p < 0L

- 11 -



K

=k
=

-

ol

&

1PN

),

ENEIE

s

CFI = 98, TLI = .97, SRMR = .03, RMSEA =

Aok a2 2y, SEHEAS e TLb

12]4=0] RMSEAS} SRMR

5]
H

96, 94, A)A]

Klo

-

0

1999).

?.

THHu & Bentler

oo

],
. 2012

A
HolA A}

o
=

H(Maximum  Likelihood Estimate)

H

?.

=
9

Gt

BN

IH

&

X

3| ¢}

gto]

Arbuckle, 2009).

°ol'g, 2=

, EAMRIo 2 Al

5|

TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR AIC

df

df

4.48 .94 .96 .06 .03 660.68

113

506.68

9.00 .87 91 .09 15 1177.48

114

5.24 .93 .95 .07 .05 749.57

114

597.57

732.74

.07 .05

5.09 .93 .96

114

580.74

.34

R? =

N

w
B

o
FA A

- 12 -



S, e ¥ ATdiE gl £3
ol FAQ J&E WX (Griffith & Vaitkus,
1999), &8> © T JAFPSdo &
Siebold, 2008; Williams & Hacker, 1982)2 A
o= JE3ine AYdTe oS vEe
2 7 A2 i AAGET adln
sdete AE7F 98 weol ¢S wE vwdt
oM QPR duwde Wmadc
% A9RY s APREAS 3

o
=
2
td
ofl
3]
9,
>
r

- 015
N,
I
£
o=
m&‘ﬂ
r:i
rlj
I

= AZOﬂ?UaOi Attt AR
I BRAS7E 2" 100 AAE AT
gt e FHPB = 70, p < 0D A
SRV = 24, p < 00, AZE Y
(B =27, p < onll FefmISHAl A1 IF
< "Ale Aoz vEut w1
“EES gt A 9% 1
A Zelty, M 2 “qdrEe SHE 4
A dg= wA Aew, 7ML 6
o

o A7k g 44 92 1 A

okt ARG o] A%E Fal Trizt
o] RHaA PAH Yrka AN B5E
SR ABBIE, A%E Brgel ¥

el a0l K MELTES BOY Tigie|Ee] TYET

44, p < onz
A" B3B8 = 38, p < .01 £-u
A AAEQ 4L nx= Aoz Yl
ganksd] 4

A3 JEANS ¢ AZ4d 2dF
o] FA AN FHHY AEH

A ERE B iAo d7AkE
L HE~EfY WHE 333 MacKinnon,
Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Preacher & Hayes,
2008). AETEI YHPVE I A|zkg 2o
wae] AN g1 A ERE P2l
7] fJated 20007 FES AHES FEXE

3 WS ARSI 0 W (Preacher & Hayes,
2008), 235 X 39 A

Qe o SASFINE O 95959]
AT 02 Tt YA 9] w ol
Agtpd ) AdgurEe] BAE 97

ofatA mj7hsh=

44 gaYe

Azkd Foisede] #AE Sl ol
2bA 7HE 8 “gF Y

z‘:;} = T
o qgpun AgBUEY BAE T
Rolth 7t A4 H9iek

- 13 -



E 3. oigipen) MEmeiE 9 xjzke 2oiase] BolM SEel npfEnt 25
273 23} aER
5 . Bootstrap 95% CI
Estimate
Lower Upper
og g7l 70 03 o P2 R A 31 22 Al
ol 5} a4 o 24 07 TS AR 26 20 34
AR 2%

Z 2. S.E = Standard Error, CI = Confidence Interval; &=t Aut=ASHv= x| E=xZF Erj

%3,

AT PEANSY] AN B
dFze 2HEH

Agdrzrt qedds dguansel @

gy ggawtEe] #A

E AP oH(B = .13, p < .0, TAHL

2 ¥ 29 o] Euidzt 4ol 5

2 35
25

15

BERY W), F1YBUY
g7e] QBB 1)

°of =& u, AARLR

Je78 AzE Bosde) BANA
o4 Aty 2455

2ogel BgjelEde] daEs Az
pojsde wAE 28 Aolehe Mg

i




——Low 2 EE|E Y

High ZHRI2| o

ZAolA] 2t

Tl

o} x|zte) Brjs

=

B

A= A2 YEyiT

1°

)
Njo

K

Nr
er

ReH(B = .07,

a9 33 o)
el Fdegiol =&

A

g

L

pu

= W, 2

3T

p < .05, FAHoR
ol

ol

N

729

)
w

-

=0 BA A A

Ell_

iy

3} 4

ggaol o A vent

9 <@ st Az Brigae B

mo
XO

i)l

—_—
o

&

Boige] dgeleigel 288 Rolh 7 W] B W AANBAE A
Adow poigel Hetiiel B W, @

[e]

=

mjn

mEoh gegdo] X

A3, Ago]

)
—

K

Szo] BE ), we ush wmale A

1°

M

ol g}
12

Ae= yeh} 744 1«

L

.

2

=l

Atol & ulj7)

65

x

1°

Bsr

oftiret b 2 ¢

gl A dg

gk 4

<

- 15 -



Kl
K

=k
=

-

ol

A

NEILEPNE

=

t

_,o._

)

olthst M B

Al

K

PN E Zele7h AR = e

al.,

et

3K Tiedens

£ AL 9l

7]

A=
A

3

L
T

W=, ol

Aoz g

FolN 2o 9ol

CERIES

517]

&

AL A

ki3

950

el g el A=A T

A= 3

=
N

H
)

2] 0]
1w

A 5F

=
-

]

[¢)

=z)
=

Al g

3}
o

1
o A el

3
7l Aygstr]

)

il
3
o

o]

A

o ofw
M &

52
HH

Pl o

=
wmuf

L
pu

A 2ol A

=l
TS 2 AT o FrIdLRR

gerh o

A SHA]

=
T

ERBICESEN

A =Ed, A4,

(Halevy et al., 2011; Van Vugt et al., 2008), 9|

W|(Gruenfeld & Tiedens,

qe g
2010), AL} YL

Atk

A

tatke A,

5

7F el

AAZE 7=

cls

Tl Ao 27

A dAE

.mo
XO
ol
A

Aoz

ste

ujj 7}

=
=

JEantsel oA

A

e

AYA7sh

=3

o]
} (Griffith, 1988; Williams & Hacker,

S

7}

3}

ol

el

A7)

Aol st 7}

2 gasle] 71 6 g7

1982), G&dz AR HA AA

=

uE

Agse 2oeAe 43

T

N

BN

LR

e Aozt

=
=

therage] A

A2 = At

o
o

)
=0

3@7e|

713t}
7 s

H, ol&

1}
AT

3]

Jol =2 o= Ue

=i

T3 4

ol &}
=t

-
T

of guel 4@

]

bt alok @ o

& gFA 5

o g7y

Fol ¥ Ad Aeoprslon, ole AAH

Bo

(dominance-submissiveness complementarity)©] |

- 16 -



% AJZig] Srhadol Ihi: MENTE S0P TigleIEie] TRET

o] FOIA =& 3JITKBiggart & Hamilton, 1984; 1988)5 77 AHHIAT o5 EFAHO
Halevy et al., 2011). T3t $-HHo] =& AH A E Ad4es AY UL B Ao
se 258 oo 9ol ¥0n A2, o2 FRACR AvEez gl
sqRe daust Azt Bosdel BA WS AR S US4 44
2 WA, ol eddel $UE dhe % vAne We AU 54, 444

z2dA ezl SFdo] ol

o
of oo rfr

5 23} A2 JusdL d3ss W F8

gdel AzE wolgadl BA 9L ¢ UGS e

04 W, 9ol 2% 49S Atk R BA, 4UTW, B 2 S wA

% HoZ WAL PG ol 53 2 &
M ov Q@S AZE Roiegel  FoH zEuom Y YABTRG B

WAE BPe Al 24T Rolh oY AdeEde T 2He) AN F94

FAAeR Buge Agebiel ¥ W, o BAL WSolw, oo U e
SE wun 98780 AZY puiedd  2AE AZATE J9E AN $4 42

—HE
nAe FA Gl o AR Ao, HFE
ol AAHAY. HFTH S H il tidl =AW
AR Heke] g x| A #HA AAAER
< g83t= 2t]e 5o |ThFernandez, 2008).  ofd AT AdHurEo] AAES A}
HYgguie Hole e JdrddEd = A4 vAYZeR Agdte Hs B

o]

—4

AT} YIRS BAN
ow FAHYY. ol FIALAT
o Algo] Bed ARTEe Aol7

kS Aolsta odte] wA YRS st FAk E=g B Adedae 9
of Fobo] Fshe IAE & AT & ¢ FEHH A4 Foigae] AN 2l
5 ShBass, 1990). olH g AR TS & o2 FAHIE A7 FHA Tl
A wEd dEFEo]l w2 AHES 2l SR o]Fox ud die #HAES
of HHege] = Fod o AZ4E B A EESE A 21 S gFo] AAlE
o] T Aste]e AR Rl o] $IthF-8A, 2010; ¥k, ¥k, 2015,

o] %3], &5, 2014). AT B AFoE
O|2X U AN AAM HAME 3 2y 98-S FYste 2ulge &

tijol ey} 2 7he Buled Apo]el| A

2 ATe oA AAFE WA, U, xAvelen JBHET MilomH # B
S, 9F L £ BAT SEACE Ay Ao A B ket PAAA
ST otk APATEL 4P B 5 YT RAFAGE 9uE A

v 9 S=3io] FA|(Halevy et al, 2012; t}.

Mgee & Galinsky, 2008, G277 29 A, F PWELS guom @ 24 29
(Shelley, 1958; Siebold, 1999), &g ¥} Wk 2l o WSS Rlsgithe Holth FujofA]
=81 2] #A|(Ahronson & Cameron, 2007; Griffith, = HAHES Ao Z o|Fojz 7|& AFE

- 17 -



Kl
K

=k
=

-

ol

&

NEILEPNE

=

t

_,o|_

- H
R

AHHIEER

=
o

<

2~
T

o
AU Ry AQIUY B

=)
o

stof olFe] . oe

o AgwAt ¥

F=Z AA

o
L

o a8eg JFddis &

A

o
=

Al
=

AAEAM7E
ez gy} o] o

L
R

ey I

(Mast, 2010), A&t

2009).

o
=

FoIx & ZZo| L& (Halevy et al, 2011) T &

al
=
Aol

A, 2 ARE B33

=
P
N O
- B
T
= ~
F M
7 2
&
o Ar
Fo T
T
R
o 2
N
e}
W
o 1_“
RS
T ~
o Jl
w B
R
T~
i
i)
o
O T

7]

4 3

A~
T

N
=
5
o

g
=0

AQolN THE

=

Aolt}. & A7dw

Se) e elol &

s+=

7

B

o

\WO
—,AO

}

A7A

Pl

—_

Eigl

o

%

oln

A77F 7HE AFA ARRE o

ol

A8 Jos AAYBR AL

s

o]

o#a@ﬂA
r ~o
ﬂﬂmﬁ7o€
o*omwﬁ,m
<O
mﬂoﬂoﬁl
i o
e
R L=
J X o
Nﬂlﬂazo
T oy =n
_.,TOrlZ
ﬂﬂi
mﬂ@z_
— oF W
s~ 0w
LA ¥
< o
<0 M or
BER
—~ JI
N X
ﬁoZM
o
HTM,Jod
i S oo
=

< =z
G
UEHOr.Z
-0 =
=

g 8
,m.L‘o|27
p
o go =
EaﬂLﬂZ
O -~
P
UMY
) %o
7o Mo &/

|},

5o 4

mo
XO
o
o

}

7ol =5 W AN

1

o

no
.mo
XO
s
)

o

r

o
3

=
B

R
=

o] F714

™

ol

oltk. ¥ AFAA Nl o

=
a=

o7l AeiX e Lo F714Ld A

3
°]

'y
3

f
Gl

ZAA|, 2014,

o)
Xj‘

AFTEE

ot

5> ©

Q.

Ho
=2 =

2012; &l

12, 1. 2 APAPe B A7AT

&

=
AE4A,

ATHH L,

=
<]
:Tl

&) X ™ (Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010), o

=h

7}

3 Agenie] Aol #le 71gofor &

13
=2

SuR, AN Pl BHBEE 9

=]
RN

=i 2 ol

7y 3}

- 18 -



oj
T

!

X
g
)

o meba e 7ol

9

T ATk TR B AET

515 2|

o

&4 o010, 2

z

=

o
s
a

AA 9] 7]

1

©
pal

ARA ALl

sel

=

1

cheel

7F k& Aotk

ATl A

B

A
@ 2

tis

¥

—

|

7
S|

BIEEPNIPEE R

Mol 5

A=

714

jec
=

)
B

=

o

gl

s

gATE AAEHA7]

(¢}

gore

A

ol
il

il

B

Tor

A (2012, 9, 24). ¥ 4AFTZY

o

15(4), 1627-1646.
7=
1429(12-38).

A,

]

TR Q010). B AL dulE
TR 012, B AL dEulE

H

=
<]
A

L
pu

L

pu

ATl A

=3
T

(common method bias)

9] ThPodsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee,
olty. £ AtolA

]
=

-
.

gl

L

2571 A7 B

1

©
pal

A 7t
& Podsakoff, 2003). wekA]

A 22y Al ol o

al
EERES

TC

s S

3
7!
o
0

wjr

9

z]
T, 5103), 61-92.

1 (2008). o=

il

e vd & gk

%

=z

A4 (2015). AHEZHA O] &

tod
1B

=]
o

Nfo

éa
-
‘.mo

3

o

|

K

71712 W

&

414, 5-34.

At
1d12] (2008). AA AL

=1

| AT} A}

—

)

oAt 16(1), 25-43.
AT A (2012, 7, 2). FEH Aoy

A
o
A o

A13]
- 19 -

2~
T

i3

b

=95
o3

=

[e]
=2 "

K

H(Griffith, 2002; Shamir, 2000) E.C} 4

f4

o7 E AfdrME 3 doly o

1

u
=

n}x]
Al 2718 are] 7]

297}

o



W e

oAy, uEd, o33, AAE (2013). PAL
o & Y 2EY A9 T AL Hg9
Aol A GEAe) FAE. AlgtstelT

5 014). ST7E. g 1wl %
oA (014, 4, 25). ‘A, FEEY PHT
g
k31

A @o1d). & AN g2
ATl A= 2
el mifEsE FAHCE. 2y,
5(4), 115-139.
AT o1 SwUYR0l MEILE
=opdol| ojxls ¥
ol 2f gt
A7, L7145 (2009).
ik §-ol 7\}”«]‘: l
&9 vias A2 ABISXAT, 40(4),
453-483.
B, oleA o1, AHE 99 AR Al
257 AT HESAT, 120), 897914,
A, T o11). WARS & FAHS H

),

MAE 9%

2e9 gt B T AFEge] A
HAaUsi 18(1), 49-71.

AAEeg @o15, 2, 23). /ISR -Hd
el g gl WA

HEAA (2014, 12, 12). HAHAY, 2270
H B3 vl A dske w
]

SlEReE

e

A 015, 9, 27). =Y 3dx), olA&

Anele 57 W
Ahronson, A., & Cameron, J. E. (2007). The
nature and consequences of group cohesion in

a military sample. Military Psychology, 19(1),

9-25.
Anderson, C., & Brown, C. E. (2010). The
functions and  dysfunctions of hierarchy.

Research in Organizational Behavior, 30, 55-89.

Arbuckle, J. (2009). Amos 18 user's guide. Armonk,
New York, USA: SPSS Incorporated.

Baron, J. N. & Pfeffer, J. (1994). The social
psychology of organizations and inequality.
Social Psychology Quarterly, 57(3), 190-209.

Bass, B. M. (1990). Buass and Stogdill’s handbook of
leadership: — Theory,
applications. 3d ed. New York: Free Press.

Beal, D. J.,, Cohen, R. R, Burke, M. J., &
McLendon, C. L. (2003).

research, and — managerial

Cohesion and

performance in  groups: A  meta-analytic
clarification of construct relations. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88(6), 989-1004.

Biggart, N. W., & Hamilton, G. G. (1984). The
power of obedience.
Quarterly, 29(4), 540-549.

Blinder, A. S., & Morgan, J. (2007). Leadership in

Administrative  Science

groups: A monetary policy  experiment.
International  Journal of Central Banking, 4(4),
117-150.

Bluedorn, A. C. (1979). Structure, environment,
and satisfaction: Toward a causal model of
turnover from military organizations. Journal of
Political and Military Sociology, 7, 181-207.

Boer, P. C. (2001). Small Unit Cohesion: The Case
of Fighter Squadron 3-VLG.IV. Armed Forces

& Sociery, 28(1), 33-54.

- 20 -



Burke, C. S., Stagl, K. C., Klein, C., Goodwin, G.
F., Salas, E., & Halpin, S. M. (2006). What
type of leadership behaviors are functional in
teams? Leadership

Quarterly, 17(3), 288-307.
Carpenter, H. H. (1971). Formal organizational

A meta-analysis.  The

structural factors and perceived job satisfaction

of classroom teachers. Administrative  Science

Quarterly, 16(4), 460-466.
A. V. (1982). Cohesiveness in

Carron, sport

groups: Interpretations and  considerations.
Journal of Sport Psychology, 4(2), 123-138.

Dion, K. L. (2000). Group cohesion: From "field
of forces" to multidimensional construct. Group
Dynamics:  Theory, Research, and Pracice, 4(1),
7-26.

Fernandez, S. (2008). Examining the effects of

leadership behavior on employee perceptions of

performance and  job  satisfaction.  Public
Performance & Management  Review,  32(2),
175-205.

Fleishman, E. A., & Peters, D. R. (1962).

Interpersonal values, leadership attitudes, and
managerial “success”. Personnel Psychology, 15(2),
127-143.

Galinsky, A. D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Magee, J.
C. (2003). From power to action. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 85(3), 453-466.

Greer, L. L, & van Kleef, G. A. (2010). Equality
versus  differentiation: The effects of power
dispersion on group interaction. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 95(6), 1032-1044.

Griffith, J. (1988). Measurement of group cohesion
in US. Army units. Basic and Applied Social
Psychology, 9(2), 149-171.

28l 2oage] W) SETES EOY TRl ZEET

Griffith, J. (2002). Multilevel analysis of cohesion's

relation to stress, well-being, identification,
disintegration, and perceived combat readiness.
Military Psychology, 14(3), 217-239.

Griffith, J., & Vaitkus, M. (1999).

cohesion to stress, strain, disintegration, and

Relating

performance:  An  organizing  framework.
Military Psychology, 11(1), 27-55.
Gruenfeld, D. H. & Tiedens, L. Z. (2010).

Organizational preferences and their
consequences. Handbook of social psychology.
Halevy, N., Chou, E. Y., & Galinsky, A. D.

(2011). A functional model of hierarchy:
Why, how, and when vertical differentiation
enhances group performance.

Psychology, 1(1), 32-52.

Halevy, N., Chou, E. Y., Galinsky, A. D., &

Murnighan, J. K. (2012). When hierarchy

Organizational

wins: Evidence from the National Basketball
Association.  Social  Psychological and  Personality
Science, 3(4), 398-4006.
A W, (1957).

description

Halpin, Manual ~ for  the leader

bebavior questionnaire.  Bureau  of
Business Research, College of Commerce and
Administration, The Ohio State University.

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria
for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 6(1), 1-55.

Humphrey, S. E., Morgeson, F. P., & Mannor, M.
J. (2009).
strategic core of teams: A role composition.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 48-61.
G. M, 1. ] (2000).

Developing a theory of the

Hurtz, & Donovan,

- 21 -



o

TARISEIA: A Y EA

=

Personality and job performance: the Big Five
revisited. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(6),
869-879.

Ingraham, L. H., & Manning, F. J. (1981).
Cohesion: Who needs it, what is it and how
do we get it to them. Military Review, 61(0),
3-12.

Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1993). LISREL 8:
Structural  equation modeling  with  the
SIMPLIS command language. Scientific Software
International.

Judge, T. A, & Bono, J. E. (2001). Relationship
of core self-evaluations  traits —self-esteem,
generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and
emotional stability —with job satisfaction and
job petformance: A meta-analysis. Jowrnal of
Applied Psychology, 86(1), 80-92..

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & Ilies, R. (2004).

ones? The validity of

structure  in

The  forgotten

consideration and  initiating
leadership research. Journal of Applied Psychology,
89(1), 36-51.

Keller, R. T. (20006). Transformational leadership,
initiating  structure, and  substitutes  for
leadership: A longitudinal study of research
and development project team performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(1), 202-210.

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C.
(2003). inhibition.
Psychological Review, 110(2), 265-284.

Kirke, C. (2010). Military cohesion, culture and

Power, approach, and

social psychology. Defense & Security Analysis,
26(2), 143-159.
Lee, S. Y., & Brand, J. L (2005). Effects of

control over office workspace on perceptions of

the work environment and work outcomes.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 25, 323-333.
Leonard, J. S. (1990). Executive pay and firm
petformance.  Industrial — and  Labor
Review, 43, 13-29.
Levesque, L. L, Wilson, J. M., & Wholey, D. R.
(2001). shared

mental models in software development project

Relations

Cognitive ~ divergence  and
teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22,
135-144.

MacCallum, R. C, Browne, M. W., & Sugawara,
H M (1996).

determination of sample size for covariance

Power  analysis  and
structure modeling.  Psychological  Merhods, 1,
130-149.

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., & Williams,
J. (2004). Confidence limits for the indirect

Distribution of the

effect: product  and

resampling  methods.  Multivariate  Bebavioral
Research, 39(1), 99-128.

Magee, J. C, & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Social
hierarchy: The self-reinforcing nature of power
and status. The Academy of Management Annals,
2(1), 351-398.

Manning, F. J., & Fullerton, T. D. (1988). Health
and well-being in highly cohesive units of the
US. Army. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
18(6), 503-519.

Mast, M. S. (2010). Interpersonal behaviour and
social  perception in a  hierarchy:  The

model.

21(1),

interpersonal  power and  behaviour
Eurgpean  Review of Social  Psychology,
1-33.

Moody, J., & White, D. R. (2003). Structural

cohesion and embeddedness: A hierarchical

-2 -



concept of social groups. American Sociological

Review, 68(1), 103-127.

Motowidlo, S. J., & Borman, W. C. (1978).

Relationships ~ between  military  morale,
motivation, satisfaction, and unit effectiveness.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(1), 47-52.

Mullen, B., & Cooper, C. (1994). The relation
between group cohesiveness and performance:
An integration. Psychological Bulletin, 115(2),
210-227.

O’Connell, M. J., Cummings, L. L., & Huber, G.
P. (1976). The effects of environmental

information and decision unit structure on felt

tension. Journal of Applied Psychology, 61(4),
493-500.

Oliver, L. W., Harman, J., Hoover, E., Hayes, S.
M. & Pandhi, N. A. (1999). A quantitative
integration of the military cohesion literature.
Military Psychology, 11(1), 57-83.

Overbeck, J. R.,, Correll, J., & Park, B. (2005).
Internal status sorting in groups: The problem
of too many stars. Status and Groups Research
on Managing Groups and Teams, 7, 171-202.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., &
Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review
of the literature and recommended remedies.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903.

Porter, L. W., & Lawler, E. E. (1964). The effects
of “tall” versus “flat” organization structures
on managerial job  satisfaction.  Personnel
Psychology, 17(2), 135-148.

Porter, L. W., Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., &
Boulian, P. V. (1974).

job satisfaction,

Organizational

commitment, and turnover

el a0l K MELTES BOY Tigie|Ee] TYET

among  psychiatric  technicians. Jowrnal  of
Applied Psychology, 59(5), 603-609.
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008).

Asymptotic and resampling  strategies  for

assessing and comparing indirect effects in

multiple mediator models. Behavior Research
Methods, 40(3), 879-891.

Ronan, W. W., & Prien, E. P. (1973). An analysis
of organizational behavior and organizational
performance. Behavior — and
Human Performance, 9, 78-99.

Ronay, R., Greenaway, K., Anicich, E. M., &
Galinsky, A. D. (2012). The path to glory is

When  hierarchical

effectiveness.

Organizational

paved with hierarchy:

differentiation  increases

group
Psychological Science, 23(6), 669-677.

Salo, M., & Siebold, G. L. (2008). Variables

impacting peer group cohesion in the Finnish

conscript ~ service. Jowrnal of  Political  and
Military Sociology, 36(1), 1-18.

Schacter, S., Ellertson, N., McBride, D. &
Gregory, D. (1951). An expetimental study of
cohesiveness and productivity. Human Relations,
4, 229-238.

Shamir, B. (2000). Perceived combat readiness as
collective efficacy:
analysis. Military Psychology, 12(2), 105-119.

Shelley, H. P. (1958). Focused leadership and

Individual-and ~ group-level

cohesiveness in small groups. Sociomerry, 23(2),
209-216.
Shields, D. L. L., Gardner, D. E., Bredemeire, B.
J. L, & Bostro, A. (1997). The relationship
leadership ~ behaviors and  group
The Journal —of

between
cohesion in team sports.

Psychology, 131(2), 196-210.

- 23 -



TARISEIA: A Y EA

=

o

Shrout, P. E. & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in
experimental  and Studies:
New
Psychological Merhods, 7(4), 422-445.

Siebold, G. L. (1999). The
measurement of cohesion. Military Psychology,

11(1), 5-26.
Siebold, G. L. (2007). The essence of military

nonexperimental
procedures  and  recommendations.

evolution of the

group cohesion. Armed Forces & Sociery, 33(2),
286-295.

Sondak, H., & Bazerman, M. H. (1991). Power
balance and the rationality of outcomes in
matching markets. Organizational Bebavior and
Human Decision Processes, 50(1), 1-23.

Steinhardt, M. A., Dolbier, C. L., Gottlieb, N. H.,
& McCalister, K. T. (2003). The relationship
between hardiness, supervisor support, group
cohesion, and job stress as a predictors of job

of Journal of Health
Promotion, 17(6), 382-389.

Tabernero, C., Chambel, M. J., Curral, L, &
Arana, J. M. (2009). The role of task-oriented

satisfaction.  American

versus  relationship-oriented  leadership  on
normative contract and group performance.
Social Behavior and Persondlity: An  International
Journal, 37(10), 1391-1404.

Taylor, A. B., Mackinnon, D. P., & Tein, J. Y.
(2008).

Tests of the three-path mediated

effect. Organizational Research Methods, 11(2),
241-269.

Tiedens, L. Z., & Fragale, A. R. (2003). Power

in dominant and

Journal  of
Personality and Social Psychology, 84(3), 558-568.

moves:  Complementarity

submissive  nonverbal  behavior.

Tiedens, L. Z., Unzueta, M. M., & Young, M. J.,
(2007). An unconscious desire for hierarchy?
The motivated perception of dominance

complementarity in task partners. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 93(3), 402-414.

Van Vugt, M., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R B.
(2008). Leadership, followship, and evolution:
Some lessons from the past.  American

Psychologist, 63(3), 182-196.

Vegt, G., Emans, B. J., & Vliert, E. (2001).
Patterns of interdependence in work teams: A
two-level investigation of the relations with
job and team satisfaction. Personnel Psychology,
54, 51-69.

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job
satisfaction and organizational commitment as
predictors  of organizational citizenship and
in-role behaviors. Journal of Managemens, 17(3),
601-617.

Williams, J. M., & Hacker, C. M. (1982). Causal
relationships among cohesion, satisfaction, and
performance in women's intercollegiate field
hockey teams. Journal of Sport Psychology, 4,
324-337.

12 QS ¢ 2015, 12, 22
22 QIAHSG - 2016, 02. 23
HZAANAA : 2016. 02. 23

- 24 -



EREEE R AR ET
Korean Journal of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
2016. Vol. 29, No. 1, 1-25

Relationships of Role Differentiation, Cohesion, Team Member
Satisfaction and Perceived Group Performance: The Moderating Effects
of Barrack’s Structure and Squad Leader's Initiating Structure

Jung In Lim  Suran Lee  Jaehyun Shin  In-Jo Park  Young Woo Sohn
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The purpose of the present research was to investigate the structural relationships of role differentiation,
cohesion, team member satisfaction, and perceived group performance and to examine the moderating
effects of barrack’s structure and squad leader’s initiating structure in these relationships. A total of 924
ROK Army soldiers participated in this research and data were collected through survey. Results of the
structural equation modeling analysis showed that role differentiation was positively related to cohesion,
team member satisfaction, and perceived group performance, respectively. Also, cohesion mediated the
relationships  between role differentiation and team member satisfaction as well as between role
differentiation and perceived group petformance. The moderating effect of barrack ’s structure in the
relationship between role differentiation and team member satisfaction was significant, suggesting that
team member satisfaction was higher in the hierarchical barrack than in the horizontal barrack when
soldiers perceived that the role differentiation was high. The moderating effect of squad leader’s initiating
structure in the relationship between role differentiation and perceived group performance was also
significant, suggesting that the relationship between role differentiation and perceived group performance
was stronger when squad leader’s initiating structure was high than low. Lastly, the results, implications,

and limitations of this research were discussed.

Key words : Role Differentiation, Cobesion, Team Member Satisfaction, Perceived Group Performance, Barrack's

Structuve, Squad Leader’s Initiating Structure
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