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中 文 摘 要 ： 本研究根據交互記憶理論來提出一個模式以分析知識分享與團隊績
效的形成過程，在所提出的模式中，團隊績效受到超級競爭與情緒
智商的直接與間接影響，同時交互記憶與知識分享扮演著部份中介
的角色；同時，知識分享的直接效果受到超級競爭與情緒智商的干
擾；超級競爭與情緒智商則受到交互記憶的干擾。最後，本計畫將
根據實證發現來探討管理意涵與研究限制。

中文關鍵詞： 知識分享；團隊績效；交互記憶；超級競爭

英 文 摘 要 ： This study proposes a model based on the transactive memory
theory to analyze the formation of knowledge sharing and
team performance. In the proposed model, team performance
is influenced by hypercompetition and team emotional
intelligence (i.e., team EQ) directly and indirectly via
the mediation of transactive memory and knowledge sharing.
At the same time, the direct effect of knowledge sharing on
team performance is moderated by both hypercompetition and
team EQ, while the direct effects of both hypercompetition
and team EQ on team performance are moderated by
transactive memory. Lastly, the empirical findings of this
study provide managerial implications and research
limitations.

英文關鍵詞： Knowledge sharing, team performance, transactive memory,
hypercompetition.
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一、 中英文摘要 

本研究根據交互記憶理論來提出一個模

式以分析知識分享與團隊績效的形成過

程，在所提出的模式中，團隊績效受到

超級競爭與情緒智商的直接與間接影

響，同時交互記憶與知識分享扮演著部

份中介的角色；同時，知識分享的直接

效果受到超級競爭與情緒智商的干擾；

超級競爭與情緒智商則受到交互記憶的

干擾。最後，本計畫將根據實證發現來

探討管理意涵與研究限制。 

 

關鍵詞：知識分享；團隊績效；交互記

憶；超級競爭 

 

This study proposes a model based on the 

transactive memory theory to analyze the 

formation of knowledge sharing and team 

performance. In the proposed model, team 

performance is influenced by 

hypercompetition and team emotional 

intelligence (i.e., team EQ) directly and 

indirectly via the mediation of transactive 

memory and knowledge sharing. At the same 

time, the direct effect of knowledge sharing 

on team performance is moderated by both 

hypercompetition and team EQ, while the 

direct effects of both hypercompetition and 

team EQ on team performance are 

moderated by transactive memory. Lastly, 

the empirical findings of this study provide 

managerial implications and research 

limitations. 

 

Keywords: Knowledge sharing, team 

performance, transactive memory, 

hypercompetition. 

 

二、文獻探討 

Team performance often depends on how 

a team shares its knowledge and turns such 

shared knowledge into action, suggesting a 

critical influence of knowledge sharing on 

team performance (Choi, Lee, & Yoo, 2010). 

Knowledge sharing is defined as the 

exchange of information and knowledge 

relevant to teamwork. The previous literature 

has demonstrated that knowledge sharing in 

teams positively impacts team performance 

(Lee, Gillespie, Mann, & Wearing, 2010), 

which has been confirmed in various 

contexts such as software development 

teams (Faraj & Sproull, 2000), hospitality 

teams (Hu, Horng, & Sun, 2009), research 

and development teams (Bain, Mann, Atkins, 

& Dunning, 2005), and production teams 

(Choi et al., 2010). 
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Previous studies have indicated that team 

performance and knowledge sharing are 

driven by a socio-cognitive process, called a 

transactive memory system (e.g., Faraj & 

Sproull, 2000; Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 

2007; Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995; 

Moreland & Argote, 2004; Rico, 

Sánchez-Manzanares, Gil, & Gibson, 2008). 

A transactive memory system is defined as a 

team’s information-processing system that 

details the complementary expertise 

possessed by team members along with an 

awareness of the credible knowledge held by 

other members of the team (Wegner, 1987). 

Specifically, a transactive memory system 

developed in a team ensures that critical 

knowledge (or information) can be recalled 

in a timely manner (Moreland & 

Myaskovsky, 2000), because the system 

integrates what every team member knows 

with a collective awareness of who knows 

what professionally (Moreland & 

Myaskovsky, 2000). That is, a transactive 

memory system provides a team’s members 

with more abundant and precise knowledge 

(or information) than any individual of them 

could recall alone (Moreland & Myaskovsky, 

2000). Such a transactive memory system 

plays an important role in a team’s ability to 

leverage team members’ knowledge so as to 

consequently obtain good performance 

through efficient knowledge sharing or 

communication (Choi et al., 2010).  

While previous studies focus on how 

team performance is influenced by 

knowledge sharing, the precise role of a 

transactive memory system for 

understanding knowledge sharing and team 

performance has not been fully explored. 

The purpose of this study is to enrich the 

understanding of transactive memory 

systems and knowledge sharing by 

empirically validating their measures to 

study organizational teams and examine their 

effects in the formation of team performance. 

Altogether, we develop several hypotheses 

for this study based on transactive memory 

theory and justify these hypotheses in detail 

in the next section. 

三、理論與研究假設 

Transactive memory is the shared part of 

cognitive labor with respect to the encoding, 

storage, retrieval, and communication of 

professional knowledge from different 

expertise domains, which develops in teams 

and supports the improvement of team 

performance (Brandon & Hollingshead, 

2004). For that reason, this study establishes 

a research model based on transactive 

memory theory in order to analyze team 

performance formation. In the proposed 

model, team performance is affected by 

hypercompetition (i.e., within-team 

hypercompetition) and emotional regulation 

directly and indirectly through both 

transactive memory and knowledge sharing. 

Concurrently, the direct effects of 

hypercompetition and emotional regulation 

on team performance are moderated by 

transactive memory. Finally, to continue the 

line of our focusing on transactive memory 

and knowledge sharing in this study, we 

further extend our research to hypothesize 

that the direct effect of knowledge sharing 

on team performance is moderated by the 

antecedents of transactive memory (i.e., 

hypercompetition and emotional regulation).  

Although the potential links among 

collective emotion, competition (or conflict), 

and team performance continue to garner 

interest, little empirical research has been 

done to examine this phenomenon (Jordan & 

Troth, 2004). Previous studies indicate that 

in the intergroup context, especially when 

competition is involved, the stage for the 

emergence and escalation of negative 

emotions is set (Forsyth, 2000; Kelly & 

Barsade, 2001). Hence, it is important for 

this study to examine hypercompetition and 

emotional regulation as key determinants for 

understanding the development of team 

performance. Previous literature finds that 

emotional regulation is correlated with a 

team’s performance under some 

circumstances of competition (Crombie, 

Lombard, & Noakes, 2009; Fatas, 

Neugebauer, & Perote, 2006; Fellner, 2008; 

Gross, 2007; Johnson et al., 2006). Moreover, 
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previous literature has suggested that 

competition and emotion are equally 

important for people’s problem-solving (Li, 

Ma, Luo, & Zhang, 2012) and social 

development (Lane, Thelwell, Lowther, & 

Devonport, 2009; Sandhu, 2014).  

According to transactive memory theory, 

a transactive memory system is a collective 

information-processing system made up of 

the memory systems possessed by the team 

members as well as the communication 

processes linking their memory systems 

together (Yuan, Fulk, Monge, & Contractor, 

in press). The theory has been extended to 

include organizational knowledge systems as 

well as those at the team level (Anand, Manz, 

& Glick, 1998; Yuan et al., in press). Based 

on the transactive memory theory, previous 

studies reveal that a quality transactive 

system results in effective knowledge 

sharing among team members (Akgun, 

Byrne, Keskin, & Lynn, 2006; Hollingshead, 

1998; Moreland & Argote, 2004). 

Transactive memory provides the necessary 

meta-knowledge that helps team members 

share credible knowledge within the team 

(Choi et al., 2010). Previous literature has 

argued that transactive memory theory offers 

a useful basis for predicting how team 

members would share new information that 

was encountered by the team (Lambert & 

Shaw, 2002). A team with a superior 

transactive memory system can help its team 

members access and leverage key knowledge 

directly from the right person on the team 

without wasting too much time searching for 

information. With their superior transactive 

memory, team members can not only inquire 

about the information they need but also 

share what they know with each other (i.e., 

effective knowledge sharing), suggesting a 

positive relationship between transactive 

memory and knowledge sharing.  

Hypercompetition among team members 

actually increases the cost of communication 

processes that link these individual memory 

systems together (i.e., transactive memory), 

leading to a negative relationship between 

hypercompetition and transactive memory. 

Research on expertise transferring or 

knowledge sharing shows that extensive 

competition inside a team weakens its 

transactive memory, because a knowledge 

group cannot afford the waste of human 

energy and mental effort caused by the 

unhealthy competition (e.g., Conklin, 2001). 

Hypercompetitive situations can engender 

negative interpersonal effects (e.g., hatred 

and aggression) and thus negatively affect 

such within-team communication as 

transactive memory. Specifically, when a 

team is hypercompetitive, team members 

tend to isolate themselves from other team 

members (Ruscher & Fiske, 1990; Ruscher, 

Fiske, Mikl, & Van Manen, 1991), 

negatively affecting a team’s shared system 

for encoding, storing, and retrieving 

information. Hence, the direct relationship 

between hypercompetition and transactive 

memory is negative. 

This study also proposes a direct and 

positive relationship between emotional 

regulation and transactive memory. 

Emotional regulation is often considered a 

proxy of emotional intelligence (Grandey, 

2000; Joe, Tsai, Lin, & Liu, 2014; Law et al., 

2004). It is defined as the factor by which 

emotional arousal is redirected, controlled, 

modulated, and modified so that a team can 

adaptively function in emotionally 

challenging situations (Prince-Embury & 

Courville, 2008). Previous literature 

indicates that emotional regulation shares a 

commonality with the concept of team 

transactive memory (e.g., Elfenbein, Polzer, 

& Ambady, 2007; Moreland, 1999) in which 

the knowledge held by different team 

members can be more effectively combined 

together for a team (i.e., higher levels of 

transactive memory) which fosters a stronger 

emotional regulation (e.g., Hollingshead, 

2001). Because a team’s collective emotional 

regulation facilitates its adaptation and 

change (Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 1999), a 

team with high emotional regulation can 

have superior transactive memory by 

improving a set of knowledge-relevant 

transactive storage and retrieval processes 

that occur among team members (e.g., 
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Decker, Landaeta, & Kotnour, 2009; Reus & 

Liu, 2004). Such phenomenon shows a 

positive relationship between emotional 

regulation and transactive memory. As a 

summary of the above justifications, we state 

the hypothesis about transactive memory and 

its determinants as below. 

H1: Knowledge sharing is negatively 

related to hypercompetition, but positively 

related to emotional regulation through the 

full mediation of transactive memory. 

Knowledge sharing enables the sharing 

of relevant experiences and information 

among team members. It helps team mem-

bers to recognize more alternatives before 

making decisions, to learn more from the 

experiences of others, to create better 

solutions for unexpected problems. This 

leads to improved team performance (Lee et 

al., 2010). In other words, knowledge 

sharing improves team performance by 

optimizing the availability of scarce team 

resources to given members, reducing time 

wasted in trial-and-error, and facilitating 

overall team performance through a more 

effective utilization of resources and 

intellectual capital (Lin, 2007). Previous 

research supports the perspective that 

knowledge sharing is a facilitator for team 

performance (Faraj & Sproull, 2000; Hong, 

Doll, Nahm, & Li, 2004; Lin, Wang, Tsai, & 

Hsu, 2010). 

A fundamental premise of the transactive 

memory theory is that other people can serve 

as external memory aids to improve a 

group’s benefits and outcomes (Hollingshead 

& Brandon, 2003). A team’s accurate and 

efficient transactive memory helps in quality 

knowledge sharing, which leads to superior 

team performance. Therefore, we propose 

the following hypothesis. 

H2: Transactive memory is positively 

related to team performance via the full 

mediation of knowledge sharing. 

In addition to knowledge sharing, team 

performance is also directly affected by 

hypercompetition and emotional regulation. 

This study defines hypercompetition (i.e., 

within-team hypercompetition) as a team’s 

working environment, which involves 

frequent competence-destroying turbulence 

and weakens its ability to execute teamwork 

(D’Aveni, 1994). This study defines 

emotional regulation as a team’s ability to 

regulate its collective emotional responses to 

others. Hypercompetition is negatively 

related to team performance, because under 

hypercompetition, individual members are 

driven to achieve their own personal 

interests (or goals) as being their own first 

priority even at the costs of other 

team-related interests (or goals). The 

collective ability of a team for achieving 

good performance is substantially worn 

down by hypercompetition. Due to its trait of 

competence-destroying turbulence (D’Aveni, 

1999), hypercompetition often approaches a 

constant unstable condition of disequilibrium 

(D’Aveni, 1994). Brown and Eisenhardt 

(1998) described hypercompetition as being 

on the “edge of chaos.” Hence, it is difficult 

to effectively accomplish team tasks and 

achieve good performance. Similarly, when a 

team is hypercompetitive, team members 

tend to individuate themselves from other 

team members (Ruscher & Fiske, 1990; 

Ruscher et al., 1991), which in turn damages 

the conditions necessary for successful 

teamwork. As a result, team performance 

will suffer when hypercompetition is present.  

Team performance can increase due to 

high levels of emotional regulation (e.g., 

Rhee, 2005). Emotional regulation 

represents a team’s non-cognitive 

capabilities and skills that influence its 

ability to succeed in coping with 

environmental demands and pressures (Wolff, 

Pescosolido, & Druskat, 2002). Emotional 

regulation predicts a team’s performance at 

both the initial and later stages (Baruch & 

Lin, 2012; Perlini & Halverson, 2006) and 

helps solve problems, eventually enhancing 

team performance (Jordan & Troth, 2004). A 

high level of emotional regulation facilitates 

understanding and utilization, and thus helps 

cultivate positive social exchange, social 

support, or advice (e.g., Law, Wong, & Song, 

2004), and eventually strengthens team 
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performance (Baruch & Lin, 2012; Côté & 

Miners, 2006; Law et al., 2004; Feyerherm 

& Rice, 2002). Teams with high emotional 

regulation should be more adept at 

regulating their own collective emotions and 

managing the emotions of others (e.g., peer 

teams, buyers, or suppliers) in order to foster 

more positive social relationships between 

both sides, leading to greater performance 

(Sy, Tram, & O’Hara, 2006). Based on these 

results, we propose the following hypothesis.  

H3: Team performance is directly and 

negatively related to hypercompetition, but 

is directly and positively related to emotional 

regulation. 

Although team members under 

hypercompetition are likely to view things 

from conflicting perspectives that eventually 

reduce team performance (Faraj & Sproull, 

2000; Hsu, Lin, & Wang, 2012), such a 

negative relationship between 

hypercompetition and team performance can 

grow weaker in case of stronger transactive 

memory. A fundamental premise of 

transactive memory theory is that members 

develop a directory of ‘who knows what' so 

as to determine where to go for information 

in a particular knowledge domain and what 

to do to successfully accomplish teamwork 

(Su, Huang, & Contractor, 2010). Such 

clarification about an individuals’ 

responsibility in their team helps mitigate the 

excessively negative effect of within-team 

hypercompetition.  

Transactive memory concerns itself with 

the prediction of group behavior through a 

within-team understanding of the manner in 

which the group processes and structures 

information (Wegner, 1987). Based on such 

a within-team understanding, 

hypercompetition will have less impact even 

if team members have different ideas about 

their teamwork from one another. In other 

words, a team with strong transactive 

memory tends to bring about richer 

communication interactions (Alavi & 

Tiwana, 2002), a smoother exchange of ideas 

(Thompson & Cohen, 2012), and dynamic 

capabilities under different levels of 

complementary expertise (Hsu et al., 2012), 

thereby relieving the negative effects of 

hypercomeptition on team performance. A 

number of studies have found that 

transactive memory facilitates team 

coordination (Wegner, Erber, & Raymond, 

1991; Moreland, Argote, & Krishnan, 1998; 

Ren, Carley, & Argote, 2001), the integration 

of tasks, and the effective utilization of 

shared knowledge (van der Kleij & 

Hoeppermans, 2011), thus weakening the 

negative effect of hypercompetition on team 

performance. Consequently, we propose the 

hypothesis below.  

H4: The relationship between 

hypercompetition and team performance is 

negatively moderated by transactive 

memory. 

Brandon and Hollingshead (2004) called 

for future studies to evaluate group process 

issues such as a dispositional mood or 

emotion that interacts with the development 

of a transactive memory system (e.g., Huang, 

2009). They indicated a lack of research on 

how members’ dispositional mood (or 

emotion) interacts with the effectiveness of 

the knowledge-pooling work groups (i.e., 

teams with transactive memory). Transactive 

memory facilitates the smooth exchange of 

ideas that interact with emotional regulation, 

jointly influencing team performance in a 

variety of domains, including product 

production and team creativity (e.g., Tang, 

2010). Specifically, the effect of emotional 

regulation on team performance is larger 

among teams with greater transactive 

memory, because emotional regulation helps 

team performance flourish more highly in a 

social environment where team members 

know, help, share, and rely on each other 

(i.e., strong transactive memory), and where 

they appreciate each other’s unique abilities 

and contributions (Magnini, 2008).  

Because transactive memory contributes 

to the mutual understanding among team 

members (Jin, Huang, Wu, & Tsai, 2012), 

team members with strong transactive 

memory can regulate and/or harness 

collective emotions more effectively when 
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striving to improve team performance. For 

example, business surveys and practitioners 

(Emotional Labor, 2012) report that one of 

the most effective ways to help emotional 

workers improve their job performance is to 

share success stories and knowledge among 

employees through a transactive memory 

system, suggesting a positive moderating 

effect of transactive memory on the 

relationship between emotional regulation 

and team performance. For that reason, we 

state the following hypothesis. 

  H5: The relationship between 

emotional regulation and team performance 

is positively moderated by transactive 

memory. 

In addition to transactive memory being 

a moderator in the formation of team 

performance, hypercompetition and 

emotional regulation both play important 

roles that moderate the relationship between 

knowledge sharing and team performance. 

According to the hypercompetition theory 

(D'Aveni, 1994; Ferrier, Smith, & Grimm, 

1999), team members working under 

intensive competence-destroying turbulence 

are unlikely to share knowledge with each 

other (i.e., the turbulence that distorts the 

equality of within-team communication), 

consequently decreasing team performance 

(e.g., Joshi, Sarker, & Sarker, 2007). The 

turbulence within the team due to its internal 

hypercompetition is actually “a hidden 

obstacle” in team performance and 

knowledge sharing. For example, Pfeffer and 

Sutton (2000) suggest that too much 

destructive internal competition (i.e., 

within-team hypercompetition) causes a 

serious impediment to the effective 

functioning of a team, such as knowledge 

sharing effectiveness for improving team 

performance (e.g., Connelly & Kelloway, 

2000). Therefore, the effect of knowledge 

sharing on team performance becomes 

stronger under the condition of lower levels 

of hypercompetition. Therefore, we propose 

the following hypothesis. 

H6: The relationship between knowledge 

and team performance is negatively 

moderated by hypercompetition. 

Previous research based on the emotional 

intelligence theory (Assanova & McGuire, 

2009; Goleman, 1997; Stough, Saklofske, & 

Parker, 2008) indicates that employees with 

high levels of emotional regulation are more 

capable of identifying potential problems 

and solving problems in a creative way than 

those with lower emotional regulation (Cui, 

Hu, & Griffith, in press). This suggests a 

greater effect of knowledge sharing on the 

improvement of performance problems. This 

is understandable, because team members 

with high levels of emotional regulation are 

often happier and more successful in their 

knowledge sharing to improve their 

performance as they have greater ability to 

effectively deal with emotions in the work 

place (Poon, 2003). There are an increasing 

number studies demonstrating that 

employees with higher levels of emotional 

regulation economically outperform those 

who have lower levels of emotional 

regulation in terms of sales performance, 

income, knowledge sharing, and so on 

(Cardy & Miller, 2003; Green, 2012). 

Therefore, we propose the following 

hypothesis. 

H7: The relationship between knowledge 

sharing and team performance is positively 

moderated by emotional regulation. 

 

四、方法 

We tested the research hypotheses of this 

study empirically using a survey of 

professionals working in teams from banking, 

insurance, and financial firms in Taiwan. 

These teams were all related to 

sales, servicing and marketing functions. 

This study recruited team professionals from 

these firms because the working mode of 

teams is very popular across these firms for 

the purpose of maintaining good customer 

relationships. After inviting the top 100 firms 

from our targeted industries in Taiwan to 

take part our survey, we surveyed a total of 

18 large firms that agreed to help with our 

data collection. Previous literature (Jackson, 
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Brett, Sessa, Cooper, Julin, & Peyronnin, 

1991) recommends that the minimum size 

for studying a team should be at least three 

members. Nevertheless, considering that 

survey respondents sometimes intentionally 

or unintentionally ignore questions in the 

questionnaire (in which data become invalid), 

this study thus surveys four team members 

(i.e., more than the minimum of three people) 

from each team as a precaution (for the 

purpose of collecting more valid data). 

Finally, since we had planned to investigate 

both team members and their leader 

respectively, teams smaller than five people 

were excluded from our actual survey due to 

their inappropriateness.  

In our survey, personnel departments of 

our sample firms randomly distributed 

questionnaires to team leaders and members 

expressing their interest in volunteering and 

subsequently traced the status of returned 

questionnaires. Of the 800 questionnaires 

distributed to 160 teams (i.e., four members 

and one leader and from each team), 476 

usable questionnaires from 125 teams were 

returned for a questionnaire response rate of 

59.50%. In each team, this study surveyed its 

members to measure three predictors (i.e., 

hypercompetition, emotional regulation, and 

transactive memory) and its leader to 

measure knowledge sharing and team 

performance. Given that knowledge sharing 

and team performance are often synthetically 

considered as all-around factors related to a 

team’s overall effectiveness, it is more 

appropriate for team leaders instead of team 

members to evaluate such factors. Measuring 

different factors by different research 

subjects can reduce the serious threat of 

common method variances, which is one of 

this study’s important advantages. Reliability 

analysis indicated that each of our constructs 

had a Cronbach alpha larger than 0.7. 

We measured the constructs in this study 

using 5-point Likert scales based on the 

existing literature (please refer to the 

proposal of this project). The scale items of 

this study were substantially refined by a 

focus group of seven researchers familiar 

with organizational behavior, including six 

graduate students and one professor. 

Unsuitable items were reworded or removed 

from our survey questionnaire after a pilot 

test using exploratory factor analysis. 

Respondents for the pilot study were then 

excluded from the actual survey. We 

aggregated all the data to the team level, 

which is consistent with Rousseau’s (1985) 

suggestion that the level of analysis should 

be chosen on the basis of the focal unit of the 

study — the team (e.g., Dirks, 2000). 

Focusing on the team level of analysis is 

particularly important because the dependent 

variable of team performance is a function of 

the collective outcome of the team’s efforts 

in terms of transactive memory (i.e., it is an 

aggregation of them). Because it is necessary 

to determine whether data aggregation is 

empirically acceptable and justifiable, we 

compute ICC1, ICC2, and rwg of our research 

factors (see Appendix B). All of the study’s 

ICC1 values are greater than the criterion of 

0.12 (James, 1982). ICC2 values are higher 

than the minimum standard value of 0.50 

(Baruch & Lin, 2012; Lu, 2010), and all the 

figures of rwg are greater than the criterion of 

0.70 (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). These 

results indicate that our data aggregation is 

valid. 

 

五、實證結果 

To confirm the mediation effects 

hypothesized in this study, this study 

conducted an analysis under three steps 

proposed by Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger 

(1998), which has been frequently 

recommended in the literature (e.g., Frazier, 

Tix, & Barron, 2004). This study also tested 

its hypotheses with team-level data by 

simultaneously including three team-level 

control variables (e.g., the ratio of members’ 

differences in gender) to avoid unpredictable 

bias due to a team’s traits. Focusing on the 

team-level analysis for studying transactive 

memory systems in this study is appropriate 

because previous literature has suggested 

that transactive memory systems are 

specifically important for teams designed to 
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leverage their collective expertise (Lewis, 

2003). Moreover, team-level analysis is more 

appropriate than the other analyses when 

performance is collectively interdependent 

as examined in our study (Elliott, Dalrymple, 

& Neville, 1997). We explain the three steps 

in detail below.  

First, this study includes our two 

exogenous determinants (i.e., 

hypercompetition and emotional regulation) 

in Model 1. The test results in Model 1 show 

that both hypercompetition and emotional 

regulation are positively related to 

transactive memory. Second, this study 

examines the direct relationship between 

transactive memory and knowledge sharing. 

The test results in Model 2 present that 

transactive memory is positively related to 

knowledge sharing. Third, this study 

includes hypercompetition, emotional 

regulation, and transactive memory as 

independent variables in Model 3 for testing 

the full mediation of transactive memory. 

The test results in Model 3 show that both 

hypercompetition and emotional regulation 

are not directly related to knowledge sharing, 

while transactive memory sustains a 

significant effect on knowledge sharing. 

These results indicate that the full mediation 

of transactive memory indeed exists between 

our exogenous determinants and knowledge 

sharing to a large extent (thus, H1 is 

supported).  

Fourth, the test results of Model 4 show a 

significant relationship between knowledge 

sharing and team performance. Fifth, this 

study includes hypercompetition, emotional 

regulation, transactive memory, and 

knowledge sharing in Model 5. The test 

results of Model 5 show that the relationship 

between transactive memory and team 

performance is fully mediated by knowledge 

sharing (thus, H2 is supported).  The results 

also show that emotional regulation rather 

than hypercompetition has a direct effect on 

team performance (thus, H3 is partially 

supported).  

Sixth, for the purpose of testing 

moderating effects, this study further 

includes two interaction terms of transactive 

memory in Model 6. The test results in 

Model 6 illustrate that only the relationship 

between emotional regulation and team 

performance is positively moderated by 

transactive memory (thus, H4 is not 

supported, while H5 is supported). Seventh, 

this study includes two interaction terms 

connecting hypercompetition and knowledge 

sharing and between emotional regulation 

and knowledge sharing in Model 7. The test 

results in Model 7 show that 

hypercompetition negatively moderates the 

relationship between knowledge sharing and 

team performance (H6 is supported, while 

H7 is not supported).  

Based on the above empirical results, of 

our seven hypotheses, this study obtains four 

fully supported hypotheses (i.e., H1, H2, H5, 

and H6), one partially supported hypothesis 

(i.e., H3), and two unsupported hypotheses 

(i.e., H4 and H7).  

 

六、結論與管理意涵 

The full mediation of transactive 

memory between hypercompetition and 

knowledge sharing and between emotional 

regulation and knowledge sharing indicate 

that a collective system for storing and 

retrieving information based on an 

awareness of “knowing who has the required 

knowledge and expertise” can fully facilitate 

successful knowledge sharing. Team 

members can be inspired to strengthen 

transactive memory through low 

hypercompetition and high emotional 

regulation. A team leader who wishes to 

design a reward structure for teamwork 

should be able to identify a potential 

negative effect of hypercompetition. 

Malicious competition might unexpectedly 

emerge if managers unintentionally push 

within-team contests without knowing the 

existence of emotional regulation, which 

actually plays a major role for improved 

transactive memory and knowledge sharing. 

To improve knowledge sharing through 

increased transactive memory, a team leader 

should periodically identify and praise team 

members with different skills and expertise 
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in team meetings so that a team memory 

system that details the expertise possessed 

by different members is clear for all team 

members to see and to make good use of it. 

The positive moderating effect of 

transactive memory on the relationship 

between emotional regulation and team 

performance suggests that transactive 

memory represents a beneficial catalyzer that 

amplifies the direct effect of emotional 

regulation on team performance. Given that 

strong transactive memory helps team 

members avoid transmitting unnecessary or 

inaccurate information inside their team, 

team members with a higher emotional 

regulation can more accurately identify, 

appraise, and discriminate among emotions 

by themselves and regulate positive and 

negative emotions during collaboration 

within the team, which in turn enhances 

team performance. Team leaders should 

occasionally monitor the levels of emotional 

regulation and team transactive memory with 

their corresponding team performance in 

order to sketch out the moderating 

magnitude of transactive memory on the 

direct linkage between emotional regulation 

and team action. Based on the records, 

appropriate mentoring to maintain and 

improve emotional regulation can be 

provided in a timely manner. 

Finally, the negative moderating effect of 

hypercompetition on the relationship 

between knowledge sharing and team 

performance reveals that knowledge sharing 

can be more effective in uplifting team 

performance when hypercompetition is more 

restrained. For that reason, while stressing 

the importance of collective teamwork, team 

leaders should clearly discourage any 

self-centered working style that may 

unintentionally foster hypercompetition. 

Team members can learn through the 

socialization process to fit into a work group 

in which they compete through ethical 

behavior with, rather than against, others to 

accomplish their collective goals (e.g., 

Leung, 2008). With the cultivation of rivals 

through sportsmanship among team 

members, they can maintain a more 

psychologically healthy attitude by 

following team rules in their teamwork and 

focus on the benefit of the entire team 

(Ryckman et al., 1997). 
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2015 3
rd

 International Conference on Hospitality, 

 Leisure, Sports, and Tourism 

論文發表與心得報告 

蔡淵輝 

致理科技大學 財務金融系  副教授 

一、參加會議經過 

本次參加的會議下列主辦單位所共同籌辦，參加會議經過如下： 

舉辦單位： Waseda University, Tamkang University, International Academy Institute 

會議名稱： 2015 3
rd

 ICHLST 

地    點：Tokyo, Japan 

會議時間：2015 年 7 月 22 日至 24 日 

於 2015 年 7 月下旬出席於日本東京早稻田大學所舉辦的國際學術研討會，

會議名稱為" 2015 3
rd

 International Conference on Hospitality, Leisure, Sports, and 

Tourism (ICHLST)"，主要的研討會議題為與商業管理相關的各種跨學科領域，

因此是個兼具研究高度與深度的國際研討會，出席會議的學者來自不同的國家，

是個分享研究成果的最佳場所。 

議程共計三天，第一天開幕式後進行海報展，第二及第三天依據各項主題分

別進行簡報及交流，全部的參與過程均以英文為唯一國際語言，各時段都有多個

場次論文發表同時進行。本論文發表為共同發表，場次為 ICHLST Session 5B，

發表日期為七月二十四日，發表時間為上午的八點三十分到十點之間，地點為

Room A 會議室，論文發表過程中亦同時進行發問與研討，在與各國學者進行交

流互動中，學習到許多學術上思考角度，對於未來個人尋求學術研究品質之提升

及不同角度，有很大的助益。在短短三天的會議過程中，學者們可藉由海報表與

現場論文發表等不同方式進行研究分享，並交換寶貴意見，由於本研討會的主題

與內容相當豐富，參與的專家學者們都在其研究領域上有許多豐富的收獲。 

二、與會心得 

從參加的學者與專家在會中的發表論文品質與報告內容來看，研討會之舉辦

過程有許多值得學習之處，未來國內也可以多舉辦類似的國際研討會，並邀請學

者專家進行專題演講，如此不僅可以提升我國學術界在國際上的地位與能見度，

並可以提供國內碩士生更多學習與增廣見聞的機會。預估明年五月份會在致理科

大先行舉辦國內研討會，之後再舉辦類似的國際研討會。 
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三、攜回資料名稱及內容 

會議光碟與議程各一份。 

四、結論 

1. 研討會主辦地點：日本首都東京的著名學府早稻田大學，親身體驗該校學風

及研究風氣，會議場地良好的規劃與完整設備，同時認識會議場地與設備是

舉辦國際研討會的重要成功因素； 

2. 參加效益：本次的研討會有許多良好的效益，除了能發表學術論文之外，也

其他國家學者交流意見，一定要走出去，才能相得益彰！ 

3. 總而言之，本研討會主辦單位的細心規劃與安排，可以稱得上是一個成功且

具備水準的國際學術研討會。 
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