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Task Uncertainty, Structure, and Communication Patterns of R&D
Project Teams in Korea . A Structural Contingency Approach

Byongwook Min* and Youngbae Kim**

Abstract

This study examines a contingency relationship between task uncertainty and structure of
project teams in conjunction with the leader-member communication patterns. Multivariate
analyses are used to analyze the data from 63 R&D project teams of research laboratory in a
large manufacturing corporation.

Major findings for this study can be summarized as follows. First, project teams with an or-
ganic structure are found to yield high performance when task uncertainty is high, while project
teams with a mechanistic structure achieve high performance when their tasks are relatively
certain. Second, patterns of leader-member communication are significantly associated with both
task uncertainty and structural characteristics of project teams. This implies that leaders of
project teams communicate with their members in more consultative manner when their tasks
are uncertain or when their team structure exhibits organic characteristics. Finally, task uncer-
tainty plays a significant moderating role in the relationship between consultative communi-
cation patterns and performances of project teams.

Based upon these findings, this study offers several theoretical, practical, and methodological

implications.
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HrV e sl el (Fry & Slocum[17], Manz
& Sims[42], Morrow[45], Stahl & Steger
[671).
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ok (Aiken & Hage[l], Ito & Peterson
[28], Kim[37], Van de Ven et al.[75]).

gl =&z X score,

X =1rx+—-1- %X--]
A R ST

7 =1,project leader :j =/ 1, project subordinates
Si=project team size

Male)l H4E Z2HE $FEOF Aggregation
e Aol xS Brl 913t one-way
ANOVAE %3l Z2dE Hue FA4Y9E
o] Aot Z2Ao gl7tel Ao AolE X
akeh(Daft & Maclntosh[11], Dixon & Ma-
ssey[13], Fry & Slocum[17]}, Ito & Peters-
on[28], Katz & Tushman[34], Keller[35]).
(E el 23t BAM7FeA AA1E WA
fradute] Z2AE ®E7h H4] o)z} ¢l
o= ASHES 7148 g gl A 2
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dl o]l 637 HES ¥ TRV 2 AlE 2
ol A @7l wfEl(F#=6.35 ZFHUA
=313, 2% —-159 EZ)EAY oA L &
FAl7E =R ot=ch Kim[36]9] ATelAE
MY AFE Fdste] 159 ATE AHes)
A3, E James[32]= ATV, o]8e] EA
FATES 28E g 5HIE A4 =
342 5] glrieke Aggregationo] A3}
otk shich

5.1 Fause] A<y FAF o
HE, BEEy

o9

2 AFA AR FAETES A EA
(Pilot Study)E &3l HFHA=HUASG. &

A el i Hrge AHRAE B3 W
44 e Eg AS5e § Bt HE A
stk Zlebe] A EFEL 7|E2 AT-E
Al olu] APl AMEEIGR ZIEO|EE o] Fd
daide=  FAEEA (Principal  Component
Analysis)-& E3F Q<¢l¥ A (Factor Analysis)
22 offe} o] MNYH I E HES AA
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68 g8 - 7)odul (AT R R 24 3
(E 2 FQ ol MEN EAZ MRE Y Aggregation2! EIEM HE
A A Aggregation®]
W4 5 Zap (Cronbach ) EbFA
(25493)  AAA AAAF ANOVA F Bartlett-Box F
(N=62) (H =) (P Value) (P Value)

=Z2NE e SEAY

-o 9o Ww 3.419 5 5 .8827 3.5191 1.214
(.480) (58 #Hx) (.000) (.126)

-EA7MEA a 2.850 5 5 7347 .9072* 1.208
(.256) (53 Hx) (.6709) (.129)

-5 B A 3.342 2 2 7922 2.8066 .829
(.553) (68 Hx) (.0000) (.827)

Z2NE BO| TAFX

-Axg J= b 3.518 7 4 6771 2.3523 .987
(.369) (53 H®) (.0000) (.504)

T8 EF Db 2.119 3 2 .8398 1.2895 1.059
(.404) (53 H®%) (.0851) (.353)

-AAA Fom 1.904 5 4 7756 1.9106 2.103*
(.493) (54 Ax) (.0002) (.000)

-S4 A= b 3.165 5 3 7795 2.4887 .954
(.579) (53 A=) (.0000) (.578)

SE -7t Isd 7Y

AlO| M HEH2| HIAIX| &

-AA] 5.361 5 5 7590 .8886* 1.240
(.505) (94 ¥x) (.7070) {.100)

=2 H A 5.474 5 5 8713 1.8145 .855
(.746) (94 Hx) (.0005) (.783)

-9 7} 4.441 4 4 .7970 2.1520 1.121
(.777) (98 4x) (.0000) (.243)

AR TR 4.601 4 3 .8751 2.3775 .679
(1.036) (9% dx) (.0000) (.974)

-4 % 9 5.541 6 6 .7850 1.5352 .907
(.629) (9% H=) (.0102) (.681)

z=2NES Mit

-7leA 41 4.329 3 3 .8128 - -
(.698) (74 Hw)

& & A4 4.552 3 3 .8020 - -
(.777) (748 Hx)

--§871s4 4.533 2 2 .7359 - -
(.518) (74 =)

one—way ANOVA, Homogeneity of Variance Test Z# Aggregationo] &7} 5= HEES

7)
a BA7bsAol He 45 Fsle BFYYL ANES 274
b AEE HE FEES 979 Ash 29 AAH 247
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R&D Z=2AE €9 slq] EgAA,

AT 2, AFUAIA §4 69

tiong AH-8-3}sich

@®© 4o B Wy 4 &
ol Mz (Factor Loadings)o] s Qo=
25 A deldbA 71Ee] QA BE o
2]9] W% (Variability), +47}54 (Analyzab-
ility), #74¢ Eei4d(Dynamism)e] 37}
Mgz HEgs FEEAG olE 384l9]
At Fe A 641%019 53] d9
ol WxE Adists 849l 19 "é"&‘a% 35.4%
2 7 #=A4 vedd. 4 deE FAsm
= F3E7te) A E A4 Cronbach «Ff
2 734788275 Holx girh

@ zAFz HFE 9] 7 E4E9 89
A o] sFaqEz A JehiA 7129
ATl olu] A el el JEEH R,
AAY AE, JAEAAAR, =3} A, F

&7 487 HEEA iddez FRES
WS & 7 sk ol E 484209 7 AA

%

ZZHE & 4ozl

—VARIMAX Rotation0]|

Aol AHHL 654%2A 53] 29 19 9
AR FAedxr) 21.7% 2 MR =4 Jehvn
ek ZF Mg AR dv BSR4
#]E A4l Cronbach aZte .6771-—.8398&
Holm glt}

@ AfdAlel A9 wAA] FHx Gatewood
et al[19}e] o}n] QlZq NdA €IFE=F 3
215k3. gle}. A Al Direction), =824 (Ra-
tionale), 37} Evaluation), % X2-F-&(Sharing
Information), Ar8F3 (Subordinate Initiated
Communication)2] 58¢leg =&s14 g
el Qleh o]E 524l o7 AA Babke)
AREE 6LI%ZE 29 0] 322%= 74 &
& MW S Rolw ) 7 WE4E LMz

FE7re] A2l A4<¢l Cronbach ot
2 .7590—.8751& Kol gt}

@ Katz & Tushman[34]& HF 4799

B7EAHE7ke] WA U342 Spearman-Bro-

2012 ZI(N=205)

2|8t Factor Loadings

& o =3 3
g 2

494 A% 9 w4 =
4 4w & W W KA
A d 43 3E FAE

Eigen value
% of Variance
Cum. %

(71=x4 ) (E&4) (S87Fs4)
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
89551 17281 113294
86011 .26496 -.00528
67755 .12683 42965
.22579 83317 .10160
.10395 81146 .23203
28255 71513 .33417
.38992 17107 82385
-.03482 .34283 80642
3.9640 1.2767 8891

49.5 16.0 11.1

49.5 65.5 76.6
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shtel Z2AEd us) HF 32599 A}
7} A7RBlEE o= (205/63)2 FEA
v £ H&4S #R3ldchLibby & Blashfi-

eld[40]). 4259 AE7IER AR H7A2
A2 % (Interrater Reliability)& 7}% R43

ol WA d#AA) (Internal Consistency : ) o2
gt Azt ojefe} Asieh Mo} &
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qg AHLe 766%2A, olF 7IERAAFH}
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AR e ERERY AR Aga
Cronbach aZt-e .7359—.8128& Holi gt}

52 7Hd 9 HF

H De salel SHQ sl W
A5 2e% Aeiere Fe4em Q
s BgAYs 24729 714 54
o Aol A= 4ne} oy WA
23 SlEAE WA @ Relth (E H9

m
& ok

A
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f

ABBA st 9o HE, Feio)

3 BARSAe) wod A, FHEF ¢

A Axe ‘;}O}X] gAAA Y DAL =
opA| 1 Al%.z T sk :Lai»} JJrolj,; B

4l Canonical Relationships:% ‘%}%
o] WAHQl AAY9S FH3k7l #sted Canoni-
cal AnalysisE 3lgch. (E 5)¢9) HEAZ3td
o5l Fglel A WHTE FYPHSTL
2 dla z2AE"e 2AT2E FLHAST
22 o] 11:‘ el aAE
Correlations & ZA3 o] & Tl o7 I
A7F Az 53] g0 /297 Canonical Co-
rrelationo] E&% Gk (F=1.6789, d.f.=12,

p=00770) AWA Canonical Variate2 A
wake] 2248%% A3 2w (eigenvalue
0.2248), Canonical Correlatione] 0.428399

(p=00770)22 Feld, 49 W%, #A49
PFoleFe oz FAF(AES AE=-0.
7008, T4 2= —0.5666)} QA2 1A
o5 =0.8211, dAHE=-02431) H(—)e

B mlm
4

Canonical

i

WAE VAT AeL & 5 Uk F A
E siqle) BA4e] AYOE Qato] FuA

gl 2 7ee] FH 5 2372 FAIA
T wEa gaEA e A E
24 AEANYsEE FMFLEN Z2AE
e FAdHEE =wsty US4 T o
t}. Kim[36]2 o]& “ABAzle A&7 A
¢rez gty gl

(£ 59 AFH4 =&% AWA Canonical
Variate > 258 3}gle] EHAA WS, 23+
Z ®W4x] 2474E Canonical Weights2 7}
#AH5l Canonical Scores& F-3a o): 7zt
gedel BgAAT 2T FAESead
AR 7 ARAFHE orls



B 2 R&D Z2AE R sy YUY, 2472, ARUANE 4 71
(E &) m2dEe Ho| NUEHNY, ZNTXE, HAKREY ZSHE MBZio| ARH (N=5)
Correlations : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1 oee] wlm ~  (I2F4H4) (2AF=x) AFWAAY wAA] £8) (Z2HE A7)
287 A -4 —
3F € A 55 -200 —
4 =3AE-21* 06 -28% —
59F A & -.25% 25" -.07 29% -
6% o = 27 -17% B/ -A44-04 0 —
78 A A E-27% 25%-12 3¢ 17 207 —
8 A Al 26" .00 24%-03 04 -15 08 -
Qxal A ZA 3¢ -17 U= -35"-15 .16 -21* 56" —
10 = ZF 09 -11 .04 12 .28% -06 .14 .46 42 —
11 A B 3 A4 -3 AT -48™ -30% 1= - 30= 49== 73= 25 —
124 8 3 52= -10 58 -30" -.09 .27%-20* .43%* H5=* 35= 61 —
13714 A3 30% -.02 200 -29* .01 .21* -11 -21* -.09 -.21* -.00 .14 -
4&r2 & AH-0 .13 -02 -200 .15 .20° -.00 -.04 -13 -.09 -.00 .15 .50™ —
15 8715 A 27 -25% 38 -47* -13 45%-19* -.06 .03 -22* 26™ 32%= 44 35 —
2P0 *:P <.05 ™:P<L.01
(E 5 ZZME Elo] 1o SEAMIMIE XXIJZXZE| Canonical Correlation
(N=62) Canonical Variates
I I m
Variables W L W L W L
() 2A5F)
o oje] Wx 0.1349 0.7176 -0.8557 -0.4757 -0.9753 -0.5087
7V 5A -(.3482 -0.5980 0.4652 0.5597 -0.9262 -0.5737
A 0.7532 0.9227 0.9670 0.3439 0.1582 -0.1741
(53w 4T)
AEIFAH T -0.3181 -0.7008 -0.6637 -0.2821 0.8946 0.6551
TRET -0.4347 -0.5666 0.7117 0.6155 -0.1738 0.1104
AAAA Zodx 0.6872 0.8211 0.1214 0.1515 0.7770 0.2757
A9 A= 0.1376 -0.2431 0.6643 0.5363 0.4506 0.4859
Canonical R 0.428399 0.354352 0.073996
Canonical Root 0.183526 0.125565 0.005475
Eigenvalue 0.2248 0.1436 0.0055
Approx, F 1.6789 1.3502 0.1569
d.f. 12 6 2
Level of Signif. 0.0770° 0.2411 0.8552

Witks” Lambda=0.71004403 : F=1.6789, d.f.=12, p=0.0770, *:p < .1




7 N L - z1od vl WERAREEE
(E & MEXz| 72 HEXMZ s Q& Mo £ g7EM Eut
A b 4= Constant IPR IPC IPR*IPC R2 F prob.
71 & A A 31 361000 34110 -1.43647 75121 11655 2.37460 .0802*
( .478) ( .215) ( 917) ( .409) (D.F.=354)
A 5 A 4.92095 -.17983 -.55315 41153 .04687 838523 4547
( .554) ( .249) (1.061) ( .473) (D.F.=354)
s 271 FA 4.34125 16742 .53640 -.04806 .21365 5.16234 0032
( .311) ( .137) ( .594) ( .255) (D.F.=357)

( )& SE B,(*:p<.l *:p<.05 *=:p<.01)

. ARAE R sl FHsie B84
Z2AE g9 ARANITHS F7H
gla, 2AF2 §718 EAL z2AE €9
ARAYTYH S FAALGL ot Z2AHAE
o] i Fol AW AP EFAHUA
7 2AF-Z7Le [AE olE ARAMY 87
I AR $He] BAE FHTEA W
g 5 qlch webA elste] sMd AFelA A
$3te FEAEY a7 ARANAFHL o
Canonical ScoresE& 4143172 jic)
Venkatraman(77] ¢} A& 3} zro] A A
(Fit) & %A Aeojst=rfel we} 2 Z5%
HE ofrpx digkEe] A& & Uk B A
Tl ARAE 2T T A B A=
27 A¥ ALY 7 A3ALEH
(Interacion Effect)2 A28}y, Ao 7=
£ %5}l Schoonhoven[62], Argote[6],
Kim[36] -2 Aol e} o] Jaz&a35
233 GFHARLYS 2E3tAch

oX.

it
o &

Performance = bo+b*IPR+bAIPC+bs*IPR*IPC+e

Performance=7144 A3}, £8&4, $47154

IPR=3Hqje 242 AT uA2TRE o
el = Canonical Score

IPC=27728 §714 5422 QT JuADEY
& elJl& Canonical Score

Allison[5]-& E3u4E7)e] AlsxtganE
%37 dstode 33 ARY Y vEES
3] 7 A 4(Unstandardized Coefficient : b;) &
FA%I 1 fdAE AFshe Aol et
3 &gk oldl wel ArXeaTeEn R
A2 5H7re) Azzae3aE 183 3HARY
+ FAsH (& 6)3% 2t

oAl AEA g FFEA wets] HH
A5y Azlelel @AV} GEbR & Hol7)
fAsled, A FAE IAAAFF FEALER
s}l IPR*IPCS v ®%3} HAASF7E F97
71X 34 IAAANE 93 F olF A
EA2 5 (IPC) o2 An|Esd,

a(7 E’*Xallﬂ ?H

2(IPC)

< =58 7 3tk

= -1.43647+.75212 *IPR (1)



CAVE VA 2

R&D =ZzAe ®o 3] BaAlA,

g 47549 FAHIA AN A
ZAEaT Ag7E FolshA gerz AH{A
< AZHA dUch 9 G4 ARA= LT

g ghe[1.135 3.260], AR A5y gel-
947, 86919 F71& zZtw glemz A(1)EH
B A B s $Fo] [1.135, 1.912208]
o] W9l e HEAFEHY e 4Tt
() #AE, FEAHLTEe] FFo[L
912208, 3.260] & W elelAe AR A 5H
7R3t A(+H) };AE Ze AS
F Atk ol & FAdel EgAAe] 2w ¥
A stel AAsrE e {U14 2AF2E A
224 7ed AARE FIIL USS 911:]?‘&
o} = Fgje) BgAAe] ztod F
A3zl & JAA 2AF2E FAFeE2A 7
A AFE F3L dSS vt} uepA
(7Hd )& AA=

°W°M T2 Ao A 0 o
ghx] 22 F-ze} JeH AT BA L Depzl

the zﬂ% & # ek ol ZzAE "o 7
A T FRAY FEel oA, 22

E9 JeAAAE Aslty] $3te] 2A+x
£ A o2 dA ool & ou|dr) o]
£ 7129 F232 Also] Z(Structural—Con-
tingency Theory)Zd 358 A A|38}laL gt}

olA(7FA 2)F FHEF37] At (F 4H9
ARDAE B9, d2] WE, FHAFH 24,
el A 27, FRIH, A XA F3S
A(+)el folg BAE Holx i, 471
AT =2 2A, AERFTR4e F(-)9
frolgt BAE Holi sk & 2AFxY F
A5t AA3 A= =813 oA, ARFTF,
AeFd w A2 K I KA F(-)9 [A
g Holx 9, FHESFY WA E &
203k A(+)] AAE Holx girh ugia] =

2472, AFUAA #3 7
2AE o] Auske A Lo =29
Q"L A A, EPH2A, FEBE, A
F3 A7 §3L wol A4sd, 2472
o $714 BA4o] zw xHIA, RIS,
Aoy AR 8 ol AsRTE AL
T 5 ok Hdel BHAe]l 29 A4
A w

WAA FHS ol A}M&w
ko

2 O 2-De
L E 2ATR B4F A
43 o3 W2} e 3

A% w7
& Agstae (I 2-2) A ARE AA)
93 st}

olAI(714 3)& HF3H] e FAYd ¥
A4 W " -ddzke] dr) A £3
T3¢ EAA< Canonical Relationships &
gl A o]F Zhol WAl AL FHE
2 8}o] Canonical Analysis& 3stch (X 7)
o EAXAIN o3id FAde) BFAA ¥
EPdFToR s dAA 78S TS
Tez s F wWaeTze AL
Correlationg & A3 o|F o= ol 3
A7 gl E3] N9 §9)3 Canonical Cor-
relation ] % £ 5| ¢] tH(F=3.2010, d.f.=15,
p=0.0001). A M3 Canonical Variate> # A
wHekel 7524%F AWl ¢) 2 v (eigenvalue
0.7524), Correlation®] 0.655250(p=0.0001)2 %
FHA, A Hx Fo| =uA2A, AT
F, Y A (+)2 ;AE 22 ok

Z2ZAE FIYPg AT Hdo A9 Hlx,
713 A0 FHAe] T4E WA WY
9] A TA, ARFTH, A PAA
€ 2R3 gt ol T TEAE F
At #dY EHAAe] 45 A -H
e ‘FelAH MAAFHS &8 3l

2
4=
H

4w

Canonical

=~

mlo oft

do e o2
r\l
)

fllo



74 a1 S - 7l edul HERENEgSE
ETD z2ME Elo| nig EEAMI OA|X|F&ZEe] Canonical Correlation
(N=62) Canonical Variates
I il
Variables W L W L \"% L
(d &b 4-F)
olele] wix 0.5381 0.8333 -0.3766 0.1377 -1.1271 -0.5354
BANEA 0.2105 -0.1745 -1.0717 -0.9559 0.0520 0.2361
e A 0.6474 0.9088 0.1395 0.1964 1.0435 0.3682
(5HT)
=] X] 0.0810 0.4019 -0.4502 0.0595 1.1909 0.6184
=& ZA 0.0988 0.5871 -0.6350 0.1797 -0.9606 -0.2426
7} -0.3815 0.0261 0.5808 0.3344 -0.1765 -0.0102
AR TG 0.0861 0.6835 1.5387 0.6348 0.3175 0.0707
ey 0.9163 0.9392 -0.5464 0.0550 -0.1325 -0.0394
Canonical R 0.655250 0.428246 0.073471
Canonical Root 0.429353 0.183395 0.005398
Eigenvalue 0.7524 0.2246 0.0054
Apprx. F 3.2010 1.5071 0.1013
d.f. 15 8 3
Level of Signif. 0.0001* 0.1628 0.9589

Wilks’ Lambda=0.46347798 : F=3.2010, d.f.=15, p=0.0001, **: p < .01

ojuj g}, uwabA WA Canonical Variate&
‘ol wiAlz FFol ot BAZAY AL
oz gyd £ & Aol o]= Courtright
et al.[9]c] =AY Fatte ARUANA &
gd& #7183 2AFzEY 93 {3 (Con-
sultative Forms), 71Al13 ZAFZ3s AAF
%38 (Top—Down Influence, Command-like
Forms)o.2 &3 A 4t Ut} Katz
& Tushman[34]= #H¢ie] Bldgdo] AAA
5@ o] &, ofelrle], & & aHRHow EF
a7 9% g FASE AFUANA
(Problem—solving communication)°] T35
t} % v, d3AHQA AP Aede o
21 HQ Fde] A gl AFHL] Hue A
H(locus of expertise)o] Xt} A9l AR
2H AFHEZ JUief FHAS ZASE A
FUAleldE e ¥, AEFH ARUAA
( Administrative, Supervisory commun-
ication)-& %3 £ A% (control & pl-

anning) o] FasPvke A7 ZFE W =F ok,
Z2HE do] HAFF Ads= A
o BEAA A -dLTY viAA K7
o] 488 BAE FEEl7] st (E DA
=23 A Canonical Variate2 2% ¥ Ca-
T3t 9 ot o] Canonical
Scores= #Hge] EE8449 W, AAA {3
W3] Z+ 248 Canonical Weights& 7}&4t
g grolth wetA APdEGZEHo R U3
Bxeg a7%d w=u®y 27, JLTH, 4T
d 5o "AR fFFPoz A3 HF-H
doF mAA FFe FAAR 2

o (714 3) 9 dAFe dstd (7HE Do 3

nonical Scores &

=
ox

=

ZolAst 2ol HEABEAE 1T BF
Azde olels ol mestgch

Performance=ho+b*IPR+b*CMT+b I PR*CMT+e
Performance=71&% A3, &4, $87154
IPR=3¢9 EgdAoz % JuAlaradE

el &= Canonical Score



EAVECI VA R&D Z2Ade "o 3¢ BHAM, 2ATE, AR &3 75
(£ & HEXM2 272 oA AR RE oSt Mt FHIHEM AR
A s 4= Constant IPR CMT  IPR*CMT R2 F prob.

71 & & A3 1268722  -1.93594  -2.10148 A7789 15638 3.33675 0260
(4.962) (1.117) (1.046) (.228) (D.F.=354)

E & A 1078283  -181744 -.94350 29875 .08656 1.70575 1767
(5.753) (1.295) (1.213) ( 264) (DF.=354)

L 8735 A 7397325 - 82641 - 69254 19185 13050 2.85170 0452
(3.275) ( .729) ( .678) ( .145) (D.F.=357)

( )= SE B,(*:p<. *=:p<05 = :p<.01)

CMT=x=214 37, FE2FH, AL d3 oAz

%3L el Canonical Score

FHoje] B oz ¥ AHH A T
FFo w2t goAA HAA ¥z ZAE
Aztelel A7 dElA & Bolr] 93, (&
ellA FHE AAAFTEF AxALAHQY
IPR*CMTS ®E2F3} A7 ol 7ls
HA e 4 3A4E d3 H ol o
W22 43 (CMT)o2 Hr]|ishd,

7| X3

2(CMT)

& =F ¥ 5 ok

= -2.10148+.47789 *IPR (2)

gAY 4749 FAHIAAXNME A
3383 A7t foldA denmz AAsAg
A9E AFeA ¥uct W HEA R
k& [3457, 5957], & 91F wAA 43 g
[3.151, 638719 F7+& Z3 glemz, A(2)

2 ny AR aFge FFo] [3457, 4
3974119 #HeAAE AEAYFYH 71EHA
Fob= F(-)9 IAE, ARANLTHF] T
Fo] [4.39741, 5957]¢) WSl FEA LS
A3 s1sd Asste AP IAE #e
AE & F AUtk ole F FAgie] EFAUA0]
29 g3 -"dUzt] fA wAA] F¥S A
gozg 7 ARE w3l 9SS vl
t} = Fhele] EgAdAe] Ao ®lAg -4
Zhell 44 wAA el 7led AAE A
sl 9l&g ouidch webA (FHA 3)2
FEHog 22 =}

olal (14 4)9 e BTN 2AF
2t A4, HARAFE IS At A
AE BN E ¢k 4 M 4-DE
B338l7] fAslke] (E 9D FAIAAE 2l
Y ol AR fyte] 1A A, LA,
£7b5A A(+H) e FAE Relx Uk

I

oo ox o



(E 9 HAIXI &0l st ZZHE Mute] FX &|HA
Tl (7143 44 (£284) (54 715A4)
\
=Yg BETA SE B BETA SE B BETA SE B
2] A -.25586 .18876 -.01452 27521 -.06434 .16975
=g d A 02926 .18796 -.24195 21873 -.33191 .14868
b 7} -.23023 13519 -11711 15733 -.17614 09795
A HFH -.08131 13918 -00725 16196 33714 .10468
A 3 3 37579 .18876% .33784 21966% 31249 .13474*
Multiple R= .41030 Multiple R= .30468 ’ Multiple R= .41669

R Square= .16835
F=2.105(D.F.=5,52)
Signif F= .0795*

R Square= .09283
F=1.064(D.F.=5,52)
Signif F= .3908

R Square= .17363

Signif F=

F=2311(D.F.=5,55)

0562

*P<L1 *PL05 ™ PL.01

(ZE 10 HEMe|el HEdd mE HRUAOIMS] HAIX|SEY Muietel A
Cell I il li| v
HeAelaTd  ¥e Py Ge 2 AA T
Ao 5 ¥4 3E 52 H
(n=15) (n=14) (n=13) (n=16) (N=58)
WX 2] £33 71$2 A 77Ee] Pearson Correlations
(vl Al A # 3)
] A] -.4362* 2247 .0936 -.6664*** -.2131*
=g Hd A -.1766 .1401 -.0182 -.1646 -.0917
o] 7} -.2989 -.2801 -.1724 -.1384 -.2183*
A H F -.0306 0592 -.1445 -.14605 -.0096
A sF 3] .3834* .2562 -.0227 -.07185 1490
AR $3 3 84712 Pearson Correlations
(o] A1 A % 8)
A A) .0339 .4005* -.3063 5825 -.0474
=33 A 1004 .0937 -.4459* -.3341 -.1363
o2} 7} .0007 -.1568 -.3864* -.3926* -.0977
b2 - I - 3203 2286 -4167* -.2770 -.0064
L S .3260 4501* -.1375 0502 1516
AR -3 7 387154712 Pearson Correlations
(el A =} % &) ‘
=] A} -.5493* 6145 -.2601 .0001 -.0627
=8 34 &4 -.3081 3480 -.1366 -.0397 0375
b 7} -4311* -.0411 .3969* .0656 -.2264*
A B FH -.1346 54537+ -.1439 -.1196 .2654**
2 gk 3 1147 H775" L0870 0085 3257+
() *:PValue *:P< .1 =:P< 05 ™:P< 01



CAVECIE VL S

R&D Zz4E geo 39 BFAA,

ATz, AFUAd 3 7

Y (F 1009 AAFR #AF Auad
ATE BE A, #7} vAz] §3L 7E
Abel] F(—-)9o AL vlHa Qi HR

tlo oX o} 2o

2] 5L
f, Y WAA 3L 874
(B8 #AE, 97t £33
HAL e & F AUtk wEA (OFA
4-1)& FEHoz A=}

st ete 2 (7Fd 4-2)F FF3H7] A8,
(ZHd D9 AFE A8t (& 6)ell A A3}
9w Fde B 9T AEAJ_TH
3 z2AFze] {71d EHoR 13 HRA=
548 273 (Median) &2 o] #3lo] o] E
FAAQ zAFx2Ee] AT A[" 4714
o] A A <H(Subgroup)& FAste] 7 A
el el w2}z §33} Z2AE AIrte] 4
BAFE viwste] Bgio)h

(B 1006M 25, ArAeleads A
25 H e Aol EAstE g-2(Cell I,
), A4, 2718 wlA]A] f3o] ZR2AHE A
Fol] FAAQ g mAL UASS & F A
ot ey AR T ARA5H T
FAgA o] EAFE d2(Cell I, ), =lA|
A fr3o] 71EA Aol ol Fod A
E vIAA @2 ok 2Ev A EAEFHEH

e
[
o
o
oft

(E 1) ZzME Elo| HASHN, ZAFE, HAIX|

vla] A RA el 8| ”CH —1 2 X2
AE €e(Cell U) x4, ] AlA] £
oz Z2AEQ Eg“ﬂr %ﬂhé% =l
I Ud5E & 7 ek F AR, A XA
FEE AFoZAN ARAYFTHE ¥l
(KX 1) ABAFE 7ol Ao [AE Hol

T gle), metd EeAT L4 5AE o
AL & 4 9ok = AR5 v
BRAglgFete] AgAoeg Yo zgAdE
(Cell M) =213 =4, F7}, ARZTH
A= Hrpyg e

—4

o,
HoRe A84E Y F

R ZZHE MIZo] ABHH(N=5T)

Corrleations : 1 2 2] A] 24

7147
o 66 T -
= 7V

(IPR*) (IPC")

2 IPC - -11 .25%

(AFAlel A wAA £3)
07 DS2mE obmr 227 -.05 ALl
2 VAR Vade .29% 21* 14 497

1 IPRe - 417 247 3T

(Zz2AE A3}

*:P< 10 =P 05 ™ P< .01

a IPR(Fge] Bga4ez g A we] a7
b IPC(ZATx2 #7184 BAo=E 3 AEXe5H)




& =145 - 73

HEEEREEE

YAlel e wAlA f3e i}%azi A g,
=24 zedEe 43E ¥U 4 Uee T 4
alth. webd (4 4-2)& AR

6. 2 &

6.1 A2

(714 1)e|A+= Canonical Analysis®] Ca-
nonical Variate2 ZHFE|9] Feje] £&4A47
ZAFZ7F] Aol WAt &L uy
‘:} % #Aqlel 71eA Fo] FEA el I

3 EAe] wdAdAd HASoll= ZEA
%‘—4 AEA e Q7] FrtetA =i, o
ZHA FAE ATE I gAEA ] FHox
g o224 Z2AE Y AW 3
A, 71€3 FA&EZEAS A% AERAYTHS
ZA3A ) #Asie] EFAAT 22727 A
8}43-8- Canonical Scoreol] 2%} AR A= Q-F2k
7 ArAeleyrre] AL ATIE Ao,
HrAe Qe $F wdebi FEXE Y
I Z2AE 7l AIele] AV ¥ &=
%}9]-%-(Non-Monononic Relationship) ®.$t}.
ole & Ikie Bl amd FAset A
3t ¥ {71 2ATFERE sk, e
Al Ado) ’5}"“”‘ A3kt AW & 71AA
Z7“:1" Hﬂ'°i’5‘1 714 ”-‘4'— Y T

o

mt

u’.?‘..

E do] A Fgle BPUHoR AT HR
AelaFgel AYY AvAASHS PEg =
A72E Ao AA, Agsielelt e
=9 FeA4HE AT 5 ks 244
AIE ANk Ak

M 2ol =2
o] BaalAMol zw WA-"U7k A,
wAAEA, AuTE, Y WA F9E
wo) Al43ly, AT &

H =EHEA, ARTR, A HAAA &3
< wol| A3tk ZE Bokrh

(714 3)¢] 7AF A% Canonical Analysis
9] Canonical Variate®2H5E Z2HE 3
< Q% FAsie 499 Wk, rled #HY
FHAel F5E UA-HUZY ==IAEA,
BEFF, A% wAA £38E =R gl
& By ol & ZEAE PSS T

el EEdAe] 25 HA-HAE
‘FIH wAA] Rl o7 A
3t S-S 9uldltl o]+ Courtright et
al.[9]o] =AW Abslzte] AfdAleld #3e
4713 zAFz3te #9" 43 (Consulta-
tive Forms), 7|A|F FAF-xsle] 1A
3] (Top-Down Influence, Command-like Forms)
o2 FEF Az dAsI Uk

o=z FHe AR golA HAA §3
9] Canonical Score® 3le] o|&57te) A3zt
SEAZ, o FHAAT FoF HRAA
#3d3+= v 24 FA(Non-Monononic Re-
lationship)7} 1% B4rh & IAgde &%
A el Fod dA w7k oA v
A7 78S A2 JSAAAHAE
AR, FHelel BEAKY FFe] Row g
—2A7ke] oA XA F¥o] 2318 7
AR5 F3)= d Fel7l & HHrh Hage
et al[21]& 7I€dAdFr} 2 2L BAY,
FA7E AR AUl wxrt Fu=
A& 93l wt gl =3 Huseman & Alexa-
nder[26]%  Galbraith[18]9} Tushman &
Nadler{72]9) AuAeld =24 BH&

3
i
o
B

My ol Ay



VR )

R&D ZzAE €9 slq] ZAA, zxF2, AFUAAH ¢4 79

Perrow[55]¢] 7|&RFAlAl 2l dAstd =2y
AfwdAelde FxE5 AWz 9k F 7
=9 dAel ol Hgels AEAE 8T
o] FrFstR R ofldl Ayt ARAE FHE&
27 $3ted 3R - A - A - 7
A AFYAle]de] A4l =t} Duncan
(14]= 87 wistgo] 55 &sistels} 3
ek BHAALE AR o) whel HH e
s7FE FUEk, By He 3, =i
d A3, FAHH A A7 gEEI) e
s ERAAd dHE F e FAYe
F7dda g aeg o9 By @
Astell A A7t & 22 e £
stEl AfFAlolA el (decentralized com-
munication pattern) 2 & vwA We AR
2l 87 AT 5 9l kAl FAs)
A AIrE £ 23 G A=
AR A el &l (centralized communication
pattern) 2.2 HlwA HE AR 2]Q Tk
WX & AA Aoz s olae ARE
S ZFgst B o ZeAE o] AWy Iy
o EHAHA FFd diA, Z2AEY J|¢
AARINE Anslr] Aste] A -7k §
A wAA] §3& PR F4sleiol g
< ¢ 5 Uk

A (FHd Dol 2R -4 AR
Aol deln oA E Auielel #AAr} 3}
de BT AT AP o
&S Holxzt It ZEAE "o J&
A A3, 584, 87158 E E37 A
= A%Y WAA f3e] 1 FagdS 4 5
Wdek = Age] EFAATY z2AFzi
AL o1F e "HelAle A, 373
WA f¥e] ZIAE Aulo] LA o
< vAZ UKtk 2 asle) Ay

2AF27} RAFAe] EAshs oA o
AA f¥o) 71eA Yol obpd foy @
AL wHA Fn Ak a2y 22Tz
sl Fole) BaAMe] AuHes o =
AE De AA, A4 AR f9S Age
2N -HRAesd e Eeu-TedEe &
A 87 S ol RAE o F Ud
o = 2ATEA vld gl BgAge] 4
Aoz 3o Zeds 9 =d 27, 3
P} ARES $9e Ao GeozH-AB
Ae) 59L& BFm-zadEee EEAS ¥
ol AL & 4 gl = Wb $3e Ao
2ZH —Hue 5He FA-Zedse g8
S BSE AL & AT ol B
Aol 4] ZRAE de] Bele] LeUAT 22T
z7re) APA ool uheb ARuslolAle] wiA|
A FHE AR AMFeRH ZaAEQ]
3oE ¥ F U ¢ F Atk

2 2 A7 9e

1) J1&H FHRUHOIMS DIAIX| B30 B3t

o

R&D =Zz2AE gug 71¢d AfFuAelA
A& Huseman et al[27], Courtright et al.
[9]e] AAST sl ARIAIAY AR
o 2HF PH-PASBe AN FEVE
zesdrh olzg ARUAIMe wHAA
Yo AFUAIMY Fad WE Fo s&f&
Ao wlste] giHoz A7} gol olHA
A Eaqch E ATAME Tade Py
o FAHA HHa 71EH ARUAA A
o) ez FezAe) dAA f30] Tele)
BHAo ) 2 Fze) Wl LAY DA



80 Q% - 7o

BEALERHEER

23 Y& w3tk 53 A4 2H4AM
Foll webd oA w1 F3¥E Aoz
Abgslodol Z2AE XaE And¥ F ASE
Bojoh =3 2728 #7148 543 d9
A WA f¥AE o DA At AS
< Bddh vHATe R Fglel EHAAR =
AF27te] A oFe] webi] TIAEL
475 Y 5 dE vAA #¥e] dEde
As wygezs, WAA 33 At #
Ag A7 glelA e BN 23
T2 245 W3 sk

>
2d

N

2) ArEl0|2 ZZE(Contingency Test)giHol &t
Tushman[69], [70], [7119] B elAE= sub-
groupZte] zjo}lE Bl 7W& AHEFe R
# % &AFA(Equifinality)& 74L&
WE 2ATE, A4 deEe] FHE B oo
Al =t} w2bA] System apporacht} Gest-
altsZ E3 AFo] "aslclw FH(Van de
Ven & Drazin[76]). 71&9] &2 A3z o
TE9 At dFAPE A3t e A=
AL ol2gt FAle] L o] sk & A
olch. ¥ oo R&D Z2AHE o] 2
agt ele] AR ZAFEE] AP
I Z2AE Asele] A3y BAle), Hgde
2t Ads A2 §37re AP 224
E Asjele] Asby AAE A3ALEHAE 2
g O3 ARY L AHEst S §
Al Canonical Analysis® E3}e] 7zt ¥gFE
7re] oA AARdAlE 3eid ¥, Canoni-
cal Variate& %3}o] ol&7tel A Ad&
Z3}e] Canonical ScoresE7}e] A5 A48
_‘,}% A Asledr}. o] Canonical Scores:s F
FE EABIE Qe AAF A diE
% HpSo] o Hxo) a3 (Loadings)

_8.

& Z3 dEAE 2y
Weights & 7}5-§Hake 7oz, WSt &
Asle A AR el 8dEA Y
Factor Scores®} UA3cH(Kim[36], Hair et
al.[22]).

Canonical

6.3 £ AF9 gA9} ¢35 A7t

1) 7188 FRUAOIMe| CIRFX Z=04o| 1

R&D ZzAE =9 7jed HFUAA
dee ArAAA, & A SAHANE o
u]st7] wlEe] AFYAe]de A F
s zEsteder & Aelth[9], [27]. wehA
FF AFelMe Zled AfdAelde Wk,
Tz, WAA F¥ 5& AFUAeldY 5%
A el g mlofsle] ZIAE Astele] A
E Aoz FAslodol & Zlojr)

2) ZEPxEL} HFUHO|M mEIZ] MAFQl

e 7Y

AR R w2H AHAFUA|R =&
HREEFL T2 ALY HAE v
golz sgcbl]. £ 2AFR BAL £
Aeo] Fzsld g TAEALES] A9 A
A oF3E vA7] dEe ZAFZE EA|
upz} AfFAlA sivle] Hepzlcia stdck
(Jablin[31], Weick[79]). Schuler[63] ¢4] #
‘n“’]ﬂ]"]"q"] Z7 FAKXEY 4¥7ETF, 9%

345 A Fo2A 159 ALl
= e —r‘7] ool AfFUAl A 2AW
FEFE= A3 AT (Reciprocal Causality)-<
Ay 314 g}k 22lEe g5 dFiAe
AfFAI AT 2ATF27Y AZAAEE W
33 FElF ATFE FEslodor & Zlelr)



BT B

R&D Z2AE 99 mg 2844, 247, AFUANA #3

81

3) AEEEN Mol ey

71Ee] Aol s, FH 2R A
23} (Information Load)®} &jAFEA 9] H QA
o WA L2 Fe HAae v Hd
e Z39E 3 F e ARAYSTERE e
o]l A JMg A AHEshe 2Fe] He
Zolg} gl ey A dEd HEA
2] & x| (Information Processor)® u}e}la}=] ¢
I Qzrel AR AE HE FAFAL ol 2
A A 2ol wkeistolof vk AHAEH
HA oA EcohH (Nonaka[47], [48], [49]), A
7 B Qe AR ARAE AR
A, AFUAIEY wAA 3 52 R&D
zzAEe "o AiE Azslr] 43 g8z
So] FAle EoE FERALS 2 F dUd=e
ol Hwlsict. R&D T2AE o AHfFYA
oMzl AR It 7]EY ATHAE0]
olatdoe] ZHoj"l 71-&(Morrow[45], Verderb-
er[78])e]2]¥t olf-2t AWZEch

22Tz 23t 8¢ EA4]| (Behavior cont-
ro) & E34 BB st HAdY AHRIFS
Fsls ARARY AN =2EFFH AEA
2] Mg R&D Z2AE €9 435 A
Hale dlol #HE 7 deS =i
stk "W, FAzEe], 227k AdEE A
A AZBRAE Bt FEHs AR F5F
F$&(information redundancy)E& $3lodAt
FANAE, gAEA, AL ol 7Y% 5
9l ¢vj& ¥ (meaningful information)”} #
Z5 3 oo weld] ZRAE] Ayt AAE
Zolgle ABAEAHA AL AAEn de
Nonaka®] FAL& 1 etgAde] F¥3] dFH
I 9lth. R&DE o]23g 3 4] %] (Syntactic In-
formation) & 7]E¥4le] FAHAA E8 2 3

= &= (Semantic Informations)® A

A Wb ABAE ol BHNA BF
AT} olFeioF & Rolch

4) MEBnFietel EHoid =32 18
Morrow[45]+= E&8AIAde 23 399
9] FAHYEL 259 A dgt ol E A
RNAE 5 e 22 U, 29 AEARET
AfAld VIEY S £A), &H, YAz
24 AANE Y 5 Aotz ok gehA
HEIF o] FAcldx, EAA ] 7]
oqx, B4 i dF Ve & A
BARAAN Fog HFLR AEA g
71&9 AT A}ET | d#Ado] A" AL
A58 gdsivhe HE A EI glch Ebadi
& Dilts[15]¢] Afganistan TN Az}
F& ZIAE g2 AFYFeld viEYe] o
TAa e ¢ AP SN AFHL UeE 2
o}iL g)th. Obradovic[50]-& Yugoslaviag] =}
71%e]d ©l(Self-Managing Team)o] 713
d 2AFEE ZI U E £ 274
AERT dAe] R A, ol df3tE st
Ui 2o} @2 At o F23 9L s
dSS Hiezn {7134 zAFEIAE
Ak

F= A 63 (Dispersed Control Pattern)e]
3
2!

5) 7lggdnde THE FAFUAOIY mH

Nex Zletdadde JAst-3&7] AH
d slojxe] ZzAEe Y5 43t AA,
ez Al 52 71%%5H (technological ca-
pability)® 7Z-& #AI7E Adch(Lee, Bae, &
Choi[39]). el&l’t 7lesHel waka A7
W 5o 8ol ZiA L, 85 Jless ¥
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1ol d A2t deAE 5 7led FadA
o] ¥ FE WYHE olHs ol we} T2
AE "o AFYAelH dAvx gepd Zo]
ot 2228 3% olz|g 89& 3 FH
A <A77t gsojob & Flolth. De Meyer
[12]= 71 E5o B ATFo4, 71&EF

F71 Mde =dzte] 2719 AFHA DA
A A3 Q) (Non—hierarchical) 7| & B%E
o] sy, ¥ FHFIYA M= A=
A, F*# (Hierarchical) 7|€% R50] vieh
I UFE Rl =AAEA A8l IE
A e AR ol FHAA AAlsle
w7l zcka sk olAAE mEd AR/
Aol A A" AFE 7EARH AMe &
< ZHEAFAZ sk Selvele] Aste e )
T a3 7l E & Aoz Az

6) CiTZnie| EftM EHEE 2[5t 7o MA

A EAT JEd AFUAld Az
32 PAE o-E Tushman[69], [70], [71]
2] 39} Allen & Cohen[2], Allen et al.[3],
Katz & Tushman[34], Hauptman[24]%¢]
Ate Y d7ade Z2AE 58 A4
22 3 <34l Hrebiniak[25], Van de
Ven & Delbecq[74], Ito & Peterson[28]%-¢]
A7 FA] dd =AW 39 =ik (Work
Unit, Subunit)E W32z A4 7€ &
A3 2AFELY FAE BH3L £ Q@
TE 94 @A VA dTFade] ZRAE
HE5S WALz dx ok 2 d7ad
A ANt ER dgdebd QFH-EE7
H}d9 F¥H 71e3 EAe] tEy,
2t Z2AE 57t Aqlel A, =7
TE 59 A" EAHEC] tEdes Qs B
AFEat ofyel 7j&e] B QdFEAAME o

a3k ok
Ju @l AFAE FROE FoBy
TE, ZAT48, 71edAidA, A
R&D FAFE, 2% - ¥9)7], 4+
74 7@—‘?—% )&l W AZMTE
AT-AAL AAe] U ¢
o, ATHsE Wakgrol HIA e,
A7AHY AHetdErt FF3lche
HHS Estz gloh 53] 3sie) EEAA,
ZATFE T WEo] TERAE o 23
A FEFHU Wil AFHA = vl ¢l
ok w2k FF ol FE HA ATt
o] F-ojH e} & Aot}
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° =]
(4% 72 W5 Y A3
=2 1) Z2ME glo| 1t SEAMN Qol2M HIH(N=383)
—VARIMAX Rotatione| 2%} Factor Loadings—
2993 (of2]e] Wlx) (F47154) (F &9 A)
=+ 3} FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
TASKUNS5 84227 .11589 -.12031
TASKUN4 82754 .05171 -.13735
TASKUNI1 82184 .16154 -.08818
TASKUN3 7274 .01895 -.06369
TASKUN?2 .715983 .16382 -.13980
TASKUNS -.00995 .80948 .07081
TASKUNI10 07770 .80146 -.10233
TASKUN7 -.01039 .68520 .04806
TASKUN9 .36333 .56666 -.20232
TASKUNG6 .24889 55127 -.09277
DYNA2 -.15937 -.05183 89547
DYNAL1 -.16236 -.04457 .88990
Eigen value 4.2538 2.0412 1.3930
% of Variance 35.4 17.0 11.6
Cum. % 35.4 52.5 64.1
(B2 D Z2ME Blo| ZXJAxo| QI8N HIH(N=2382)
—~VARIMAX Rotationd] 2|3}t Factor Loadings—
f9194 (A AR LA ) (A9 Ax) (AMxsd x) (4 E=F)
= &} FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
PARTI4 .85421 -.06352 11271 -.02453
PARTIS 84674 - 11932 05234 -.00119
PARTI3 73649 04433 09111 10794
PARTI 70414 - 08333 10288 - 00876
STRU3 -.04520 .85315 -.12155 -.00576
STRU2 -.12547 .82729 -.17147 .07654
STRU4 - 12841 74103 - 15912 /26805
STRU9 .11546 -.04465 .15500 -.07641
STRU7 -.05988 -.09840 68835 -.01530
STRUS8 14731 -.27819 67398 -.16336
STRU6 .19327 -.10085 63366 .05857
STRU10 .05913 11229 -.05078 91045
STRU12 .02191 .13084 -.06945 90817
Eigen value 3.6066 2.2473 1.4253 1.2380
% of Variance 27.7 17.3 10.9 9.5
Cum. % 27.7 45.0 55.9 65.4




8 185 - A GEEENEEE
(BFE 3D Bl —El27t HRUAIOIMS HAIX| FE(N=369)
—~VARIMAX Rotatione] £]%}F Factor Loadings—

219 (A Al &) (Fei42A) (2 7B (AR (4 & 3)
i g FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5
MTCB9 .83538 .20514 .15766 .09448 .13586
MTCBI10 .80066 .19168 12795 . 14308 .10269
MTCBS8 .67615 .13873 .22468 .34923 15124
MTCB6 61750 13030 33735 .23653 13477
MTCB7 .61345 17728 .21386 .35577 .07013
MTCB21 .13039 13931 -.00903 .00478 .15043
MTCBI19 11074 68701 .27582 -.14228 -.00580
MTCB20 -.01170 67132 .24176 32875 -.09615
MTCB24 15737 64068 .05354 .20616 .26726
MTCB22 .21685 .63583 .04678 17375 -.01874
MTCB23 .20003 .55644 -.06478 .39521 .05534
MTCB4 .24697 -.03041 .69154 .19930 .14864
MTCB2 .02891 .15801 .67870 -.13516 .04438
MTCBI1 .17098 .12092 .66463 .09765 .08727
MTCB5 12205 .09672 .63657 .12330 .19293
MTCB3 .23868 .01524 .63159 .21148 .18087
MTCBI18 .30584 .16410 15411 .78873 13974
MTCBI17 .20449 17146 .12107 J7114 .19362
MTCBI16 .32731 .18341 12291 73184 .08709
MTCBI12 .19459 .06608 13182 .06252 79347
MTCBI13 .00848 -.02287 .04521 .30003 .76486
MTCB14 .08573 .13597 .16544 .16619 15297
MTCBI1 .15150 .07760 .28248 -.12582 69789
Eigen value 7.4319 2.2469 1.7008 1.6699 1.1131
% of Variance 32.3 9.8 7.4 7.3 4.8

Cum. % 32.3 42.1 49.5 56.7 61.6
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