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BZAE 3 JThe83, 2024). AZE 0]

- Fass 7497t o, g
THASl FY BES} AE FYsHA of
qFe B Axste] S

Ty @Yol T84 E BTk, AA

Ao s T4 It 49 Aolz Q3 |

go] At o] FojAA = B9t WH

A yebdth ol T7dE0l $9% A

FgE M2 g2A olsfsta siXst= HA
=

gAY, 53 4d 2Eal oY A
Y o] FA) WS ZHoIAE o
9% A4 BN} S H3E F 9

YT WA B BAT & HE
u ejxle] BAk ot 4 2k A T
ze] FAZ ol Bast Yo, olg A

Mental Model: SMM)©]THCannon-Bowers et al.,
1993; Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994).
FTHAANRYE L JiQle] F¥ FFS A
Asta sty dFste S AHste
AR X E38 ThAnderson & Kosslyn,
1984). AARFL ARlo] $79 EAS 3ot
3l(Describing), B742] 7153 FHE o35t
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AZ FFHAANEEL © U A Ff(Kang et
al., 2006), Y7L A(de Vreede et al, 2013), B
SAEDsA, A9, 20097 22 IHA
ZEAAE FxleH, 27 O Z5S ¢
o

2021). =S FRHAANRE L FAL Hofo|A] A
Ztglo] o8, A¥X = §F gget gooz g

2] (}iQ_Eq(Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993; Mathieu
2000; Stout et al., 2017), HolE THY
g 22 Wbl O T840l S ZFxEa

et al,

Holl= E7etal Il FRANRE
3 24T 5 Ut HE o] ARHo=

N8} O H(Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997), & =
Ag e Awa Axihe WolA Lt
2Hg & ol & AT e B8 A

o=

2(_-'1
7F EAE 4 ATkByrne, 2016; Rice, 2024).

Ehddzad Taade o
At s AE7E ol FolHon,
DeChurchs’f]' Mesmer-Magnus(2010)< o A

2o Baye ANSLD, AZolE oF W

B3t 580 FE7F A= ATHVan Rensburg et
al, 2022)

oldl & A7= 7IE A= Ao e W
e gol, S 4% B 22 B AP
FRAATY B LS, BAN e
B Adee B8 I=d FRAENRY A=E

FURY Hzof Jidat Bt

ANSTA Bk ol B =34 o @
g ude] 4 PP H dE
Sl ol£A 7128 vidshs H AT B4

ol gltk

71&0l = 229 Aol JiAe] 7EH o
o Y Yol oY &
Hotou, =2 Ao BRAEH} L&A
o F7tetell wet & @ele <l
AIs Adste A4 84R B4EHI 3
th ol 3t 55 &olA F-FA AR Shared
Mental Model: SMM)& ¥ 74U It F54
ojgiet & wHe AHsk= Mdor AA
T oK Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993).
FTHABANEY S AQle] FH dgS <
stal sfAsty dSdte AAHS AWshe
AR A E3THAnderson & Kosslyn, 1984;
Rouse & Morris, 1986). FAI R 7jj2lo] 3}
73& 7)€ (Describing), 2 ™ (Explaining), =
(Predicting)3h= XA F2E 9v|shH, o]
& A & FEdA 24T 32 u
SHANEYEC] FEET & FREAR?
TEEEC] #AY, A, Al ois]
olsE FAsIL olE HIBOE Y=
QA& 71WkS ou] 8l Cannon-Bowers et al.,
1993; Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994).
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Al 71T Mathiea et al, 2000). AAZ FFAHA
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Pearce & Conger, 2002; Morgeson et al., 2010).
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28 S Fstshe a%o® AAEI 9]
THFF, A4, 2023). ol A & AT
AqAe ezt #A4d 1 BFEAeES A4S
T AR 58 PRAFOIA Y A4
o8l Yol 2ot 4BE SR AoE
HUE 3 QIthMarks et al, 2001; Morgeson et
al, 2010). 53] $E5ATNA 74D e &
AR ohyz} griel 4 ke BAlA
T FRAANRYe] 4" & glon, HYg
AHA AR AzAGE HolA u
F8A4E HAFKoIAY, &5, 2023; Van
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o E-&HHCarley, 1997; Mathieu et al., 2000).
A9 doe 9d 1 A4 TrE AU
sfokaiAle, 274 Tpgo] BT AT A9
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& Hamilton, 2012).
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sl AFTEA (Pearson’s correlation)= A A|

stk FRAARY Ao By BN

=
FAE AES] A8k Cronbachs a AlFE

23T
a 3

7l=8A

THAAEY Hxo HEEE gQIshy] A
of 3% 247) &9 Ivty FFI £ E
o A3 7MY T AFRE ddsr] Hs
P, BFHA =, =S 4= 9
= AYg 3 vk A=E AYgk 10 v
old ARzl ZAtE AR sk
(Kline, 2016), ¥ 479 EZE &2 A4
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(o
fru
J {
ro,
n
32
)

o mx
>

F{E ol

> T

““iﬂ

o &

AL 2
Mr o

(principal component analysis):% AHE-5HY
2318 =YHE FAHEA AT}
7V FEE fq7tx] 290S A= g
W2 3] A(varimax rotation)S AREEF] HAIE}

aem, 82l

H

==
LU )

ﬂ%%}{(eigen value)©] 1

H 6. 1K EMA QOolFAM Ant
=10 g_?l
T oy 254
84 1 2 3
2241 676 433 333 755
22} 743 368 317 788
2+7}3 677 284 452 743
A4 7%4 534 723 180 840
A
2+2}s 548 363 526 708
2+2Y6 496 548 414 717
A42}7 511 441 489 695
24218 433769 252 843
2% 225 468 660 706
252 464 456 434 611
A2E3 146 393 746 731
2F4 176 791 388 808
E
) 120 585 619 739
256 367 620 457 728
A7 219 467 700 757
2F8 211 808 362 829
A8 423 334 653 716
A2 477 330 635 739
A3 395 198 701 687
A4 405 735 305 797
A3
A3ls 472 221 697 757
A6 481 278 676 766
A7 401 240 690 695
A3l 364 763 310 811
Ao
4779 6514 6671
(eige-n value)
FTEE4 %) 19912 27.143 27.797
T8 24K %) 19912 47.055 74.852

KMO=.982, Bartlett x2=127199.486(p<.001)
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odd w shte] gflo® AU T
H(communality)ill- 8291 Az a]:(factor loading)ol
40 olgeln &g gflo® ERSIALEFA
&, 2015, 881 2+ b XP017} 20 °]73ol
HoaapEste] ZA7F gl Ao® dHekdd
Ch(Hair et al., 2010).

z7] B4F eqleAe A4 =€
o7 FYPLon o|F J|E wet £IE
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_?{_:
off
offt
o,

22l 1 2 3

A7+ 747 341 325 780

AZ2 806 268 316 822
2z A3 706 238 453 761
A2Ys 661 337 428 734
A7 636 401 395 721
2284 306 824 274 846
S T ) 274 719 413 763
2F8 329 831 263  .867

A1 403 388 648 732
A2 445 3560 652 749
A3 274 246 792 762
Adgs 390 263 754 789
A6 402 302 742 804
A7 302 269 775 765

TR

3.665 2975 4.255
(eige-n value)
TEE %) 26177 21247 30.395
FAREAN %) 26177 47425 77.820

KMO=.965, Bartlett Xx2=064234.139(p<.001)
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24HURY Ao BoEe 4557 9
ol E1E 2 0EH(confirmatory factor analysis)
S )

= AAEAY. SAHARIEY AF=E HUt
3171 218l RMR(Root Mean Square Residual),
GFI(Goodness of Fit Index), RMSEA(Root Mean
Square Error or Approximation), NFI(Normed Fit
Index), TLI(Tucker-Lewis Index),
Fit Index) 5& HHE T2 AGSIH 5

AEyel EA AYE A5el e ®
o) )%k Aze) S0l S LA B
Wit weby ERe) 47h YolAw, w
B9 A% o Folule Ane
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ThBollen & Long, 1993). A¥= AF 7|&ES
NFI, TLI, CFI7} 19 7W7H&5E oAl =
Folm, 90 oldold R HYPEIL F&
Ao 2 HhSKKline, 2016). ATEEFol| ALE
A 74 gl dig gd8-s Brskr] 9@
THANREGY A, 4%, A9 FHoE
ASHRAES FABH] FF 8184 S AA
ST 2E AT E= RMR=.034, GFI=.946,
RMSEA=.058, NFI=.980, TLI=.975, CFI=.981%
¥53Pa, BE FEe| a9l FapFo] 50 o]
doz yehd #FHRIEC] dd AAEL]
< & Wgste ZoE HaEfden, 74
Ade] AdA s

=

Al C.R Construct Reliability)<
70 o), W

5E(C
AFFZ(AVE, Average Variance

H 8 QX oogM At
3¢ — Factor
891 = loading o AVE
A2 819
p¥dp) 804
22y 2243 819 914 681
A2ts 846
A2t 837
A4 874
2% ) 814 .895 740
28 892
A 838
A2 854
A3 807
A3 934 703
A5 852
A6 863
A7 813

X'=1265.685(df=69 p<.001), RMR=.034, GFI=.946,
RMSEA=.058, NFI=.980, TLI=.975, CFI=.981

o

50 oo w FHEHTE 7|E
= 92 YEPITHFornell & Larcker,
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Development and Validation
of the Shared Mental Model Scale

Byungjun Kzamg'r Sanghyun Kim"

aSSIST University aSSIST University
SDG Management School

This study aims to develop and validate a Shared Mental Model (SMM) scale that reflects the Korean
industrial and organizational context. Previous measures have largely relied on direct translations or partial
adaptations of foreign instruments, thereby limiting their contextual relevance. Based on prior SMM
research and existing team and interaction-related scales, this study developed a 14-item instrument with
a three-factor structure consisting of Awareness, Communication, and Execution. Data were collected from
5,137 employees in the manufacturing and IT sectors in Korea, and analyzed using exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results supported the three-factor structure,
demonstrating acceptable levels of reliability and wvalidity. Correlations among factors were statistically
significant, and convergent, discriminant, and criterion-related validity were also confirmed. The findings
suggest that the proposed scale reflects organizational dynamics beyond the traditional task - teamwork
distinction by incorporating context-specific characteristics. This study contributes to the literature by
refining the conceptualization of SMM in the Korean context and provides practical implications for

assessing and improving collaboration, communication, and team effectiveness in organizations.
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