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#% IPO (Input-Process-Output) 2RI,
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PR & NG S A I 1T | Y e a1 I N
7, B EE R E R 0, Gt
WEMMEM, RSB R L Z | 2
(AR AR R,

1 Rl ERI RS
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HAEML IS A % % JmPE (requisite task attributes):
M (variety). HZEM (autonomy). DA AL
H. (required interaction). #¢1E 128 H. (optional
interaction) 5 75 ) AN1H 5+ & (knowledge and skill
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ANAS [V B - FR 00 B A 4 T A7 A e v AR TS L
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St (feedback) PUAMZ LEERY; %BIFST R 3110
SHF (VM BT HE QAR A T IR SRR, Atk
fili_ I, Hackman ! Oldman JT & H T {fEi2 K 5% (Job
Diagnostic Survey, JIDS), % L HAL& FHAZ L TAE
HEfT. FAEZFEYE (skill variety) EMV[FR—VE. 1E
M E P (Task significance) H 1. &k H,
Hife 2 FEE R HR bR TAE P AR T & BN S 3)
TR, e nMEReSae); MEkRE—H
AR T “HEAR” SERIE . “ANHITTI” 58K
PIFFERRRE, AT FHEMNLB RS 5158 s
VB b 3 SR Fa AR bt b N AR 3 BT A 1) S B g
W)y PR R R DUTE S AR R T AR
FEIPIERE MM A B Mort; RBUEFR1EL
56 B R PR R LIRS R AR T B R A
E B F SRR g AN BRI T TR R X
G, B EMEARILT LAES DTS, S
PRI T A3 3 552 B 0 45 00, 3% B O 1
U 60 0 N e T2 0 T AP Kiggundu
Mg TAE 2 W &R 2T E TR Ctask
interdependence), 7S5 A SCERIEEAN B, Fi5 R AE
M AR AR ARV RHE I — MO iR I HL
YEME TAR PE AT LA 43 =3 RN T AR PE - (initiated
task interdependence) FAHEBNVEML FAKYE (received
task interdependence), R F 2T HEHRAL 1) TAERT L
IR, TAERE AR, 58 MR e TEZH
M AR IORERE s fE45 £+ Hackman A1 Oldman ff)
ARV B LA Bk — e, BRI EAK
ST ETIRFE ITHUTL, WM s TIEmEE. ™~
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AR IRAT R, Wl R ) SR 2 2
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A% B RVENL R SRARTCRC 45 B 0 L Re T,
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RIS, a3 9 4400 T 15 21 R AP Wood X
M B2t T 2 — PR R, AR 24
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PneR RHEEAE. AT s S0 JRee
W FRAR IR g 55 Bk B2, BRBMLLEIS, 1Rk 3
PR S B (R TS5 R mrE SAXFRD.
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Ji: EHEE M (component complexity), f&fTiF
PATENVEE I LT N A5 BB &R (cue) MLk
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NS AR IS FOC R, R B3R, 1730,
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BAT DAL TLARYE R 7 gk, B RS FAR YR e
) HARAEAE A A2 T L PR A R R 0 2 15 7 B
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A Critical Reviews of Team Task Characteristics Studies

LI Feng'” WANG Er-Ping'
('Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100101, China)

(Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100039, China)

Abstract: As one important input variable in the team effectiveness model, team task characteristics were the

contributions of difference of team performance. This paper summed up several theories on task characteristics, and

then pointed out that the core dimensions of team task characteristics should include skill variety, task identity, task

significance, task feedback, task autonomy, task interdependence, task complexity. Along with these dimensions,

this paper reviewed the studies about task characteristics at both individual level and team level. Based on the

reviews, some suggestions for future research were given such as the measurement of team task characteristics, the

functional mechanism of team task characteristics and the further studies on the core dimensions.

Key words: team task characteristics, task meaningfulness, task autonomy, task interdependence, task complexity.



