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Tab.2 The general information on R&D teams smaples
/% /% /%
17 12.98 5 14 10.56 3 4 3.11
29 22.14 6~10 68 51.55 4~6 11 8.07
36 27.48 11 ~15 29 22.36 7~12 26 19.88
49 37.40 16 ~20 11 8.70 1~3 70 53.42
21 9 6.83 3 20 15.53
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.® Armstrong  Overton( 1977)
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2.3

Cronbach’s o N s N



Cronbach’s o 0.831.0.847.0. 868.0. 849.0. 834 Nunnally
(a>0.70)
( CFA)
Fornell — Larcker 3 (N (CR)
( AVE) 3 S A
0.40. CR
0.70. AVE 2
AVE 0. 50 AVE 0.70
. 3 A 0.50 CR 0.70 AVE
0.70
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Tab.3  The convergent validity of the variables
A AVE  CR A AVE CR
ACI  0.678  0.709  0.834 x*=159.71; TCI  0.678 0.733 0.853 x> =13.29;df=5;
AC2 0.781 df =74; TC2 0.768 RMSEA =0.081;
AC3  0.686 RMSEA TC3  0.794 TLI =0.91;
AC4  0.716 =0.078; TC4  0.714 CF1=0.94;
ACS  0.676 TLI=0.90; TCS  0.707 1F1=0.94
CCl 0.624  0.732  0.849 CFI=0.93 PL - 0.694 0.712 0.837 X =3.07:df=5;
2 093 IF1=0.93 0686 ;{SSE(;& =0.010;
CC3  0.671 3 0.713 =0.95;
cc4 0.714 P4 0.728 G =0.96;
' ' IFI =0.96
CC5  0.678 5 0.736
SC1 0.849  0.796  0.873
SC2 0.860
SC3 0.762
SC4 0.704
Fornell
AVE 2 3 4
AVE
0.541 AVE 0.709) .
4 ~

Tab.4 The descriptive statistics of variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. 1

2. 0.325** 1

3. 0.316** 0.526** 1

4. -0.062 -0.131 0.008 1

5. -0.093 -0.180 -0.035 0.299 ** 1

6. -0.075 0.062 0.109 0.147 0. 065 1

7. -0.022 0.058 0.076 0.291** 0.356** 0.371** 1

8. 0.026 -0.116 -0.054 0.541** 0.451** 0.253** 0.505 ** 1
14.177 6.173 2.983 5.565 5.566 5.650 5.554 5.707
8.052 4.148 1.119 0.473 0.412 0.467 0.454 0.597

© T p<0.05 " p<0.01( )
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Tab.5 The results of hierarchical regression analyses on team’s innovativeness performance
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
0.066 0.117 0.115 0.109 -0.087
-0.188 -0.014 -0.058 -0.043 0.208"
0.066 -0.052 -0.038 -0.114 0.175"
R? 0.020 0.425 0.485 0.559
0.419** 0.371** 0.284 R? -0.012 0.386 0.444 0.507
0.320%* 0.230"  0.134 F 0.627  10.974** 11.851**  10.781**
0.185" 0.092 0.119 AR? 0.405 0.060 0.074
AF 29.114™* 14.330** 6.712"
0.290*%  0.294**
;T p<0.05 *Fp<0.01( )
5
3 ( . )
(R =0.020 ns) F
3
N N 3 2 (F=10.974 p<0.01)
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2 3 AY Y
(p <0.05). Hla.Hlb Hlec
2 ( ) -
3 (F =11.851 p < 0.01) 48.5% 2
(AR* = 0.060 AF = 14.330 p < 0.01).
4 (F=10.781 p<0.01) 55.9%
3 (AR’ =0.074 AF =6.712 p <0.05).
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Effect of R&D Team’s Boundary Spanning

Behavior on Innovation Performance
——Moderating Role of Task Complexity

FENG Xiao-bin
( College of Economics and Management Zhejiang Sci+ech University Hangzhou 310018 China)

Abstract: Based on literature review it takes task complexity as moderator into the effect of team’s boundary spanning

behavior on innovation performance. Based on the research on 131 R&D teams of high-tech enterprises in Zhejiang

Hunan and other places it shows that R&D team’s boundary spanning behavior ( including ambassador task coordina—

tion and scanning) has direct positive impact on innovation performance and task complexity has obvious moderating

effect on the relationship between task coordination/scanning and innovation performance but not significant about the

moderating effect on the relationship between ambassador and innovation performance.

Keywords: R&D team; team’s boundary spanning behavior; innovation performance; task complexity



