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ABSTRACT

We investigated a plausible intermediate process and a boundary condition
that elaborates the diversity—team creativity relationship to address mixed
findings on the relationship between diversity and creativity. Our analysis
using multi-source data collected from 128 work groups showed that age
diversity and functional background diversity had negative and positive
effects, respectively, on knowledge sharing and subsequent team creativity.
Moreover, the effects of the four diversity attributes (age, gender, functional
background, and tenure) on knowledge sharing were all negative in groups
with low status differential, whereas the same effects became significantly
positive in groups with high status differential. This study demonstrates
a mechanism through which group diversity facilitates team creativity
based on the information processing view of diversity and the functional
approach to social status.

The performance implications of group diversity remain controversial after decades of research, and
the cliché of double-edged swords prevails relative to diversity (Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, &
Briggs, 2011; Pieterse, Van Knippenberg, & Van Dierendonck, 2013). Membership diversity, as
advanced via the information processing view or value-in-diversity perspective, enhances team
performance by providing human capital with additional and diverse resources that enable the
team to address various task challenges successfully (Hiilsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009). By
contrast, as denoted by social categorization theory, these benefits are often counteracted via
competing social categorization processes that instigate biased perceptions and discrimination
toward members of differing social backgrounds, thereby blocking communication and coordinated
efforts among members toward collective performance (Cunningham & Sagas, 2004; Harrison &
Klein, 2007; Van der Vegt, 2002).

Highlighting such competing processes invoked by diversity, Van Knippenberg, De Dreu, and
Homan (2004) proposed the categorization—elaboration model and argued that the diversity—per-
formance relationship cannot be understood without examining the mediating group process and
moderating contingencies that shape such mediated relationships. Thus, the diversity literature
presents the need “to understand when (i.e., the conditions under which) and how (i.e., the processes
through which) ... diversity has more or less positive effects on team performance” (Kearney &
Gebert, 2009, p. 78). Drawing on recent developments in the diversity literature, the present study
examines a critical intermediate group process and a contextual moderator that shape the effects of
diversity on team creativity in organizational settings. In this study, “team creativity” is defined as
the generation of novel and appropriate ideas, solutions, or processes in the context of team task
performance (Sung & Choi, 2012, p. 4)
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To explain the diversity-creativity relationship, we identify knowledge sharing among members as
a critical intervening process because sharing and using knowledge is a core driver of team creativity
(Taylor & Greve, 2006; Zhou, Shin, Brass, Choi, & Zhang, 2009). Unfortunately, such knowledge-
related processes have been overlooked in the diversity literature perhaps owing to the prevailing
focus on the social chasm and the accompanying interpersonal challenges, such as stereotyping,
dissent, and conflict (Cunningham & Sagas, 2004; Van der Vegt, 2002), which have limited value in
explaining positive group outcomes, particularly creativity (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The
benefit of diverse inputs is limited and remains only as a “potential” unless shared and applied to
problem solving and converted into social capital (Jia, Shaw, Tsui, & Park, 2014). Thus, we propose
that knowledge sharing is a core reason or intervening mechanism that connects group diversity to
team creativity.

Encountering largely mixed and inconclusive empirical findings, diversity researchers suggested
that examining the main effects of diversity may be limiting and recommended the exploration of
moderating contingencies of shifting and ambivalent diversity effects (Bell et al., 2011; Joshi & Roh,
2009). Social categorization processes present a critical challenge to knowledge sharing benefits that
can be derived from group diversity, because these processes hinder the flow of knowledge and
information across members of different backgrounds (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Departing
from the previous focus on member dispositions and leader characteristics as moderating contin-
gencies of diversity effects (Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Pieterse et al., 2013), we attend to status
differential among members as a critical boundary condition for group diversity that may directly
address the challenge of social categorization.

Grounded in status characteristics theory (Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977), extant
studies have typically highlighted the detrimental functions of status differential, which engenders
interpersonal undermining on the basis of elitism and cliques (Howell, Harrison, Burris, & Detert,
2015). However, researchers have raised counterarguments that clear status differential may decrease
the negative functions of social categorization through clarifying the social rubric and internal
structure of roles and positions among members, thus promoting and regulating social interactions
across members with different attributes (Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, & Chatman, 2006;
Gould, 2003; Overbeck, Correll, & Park, 2005). Considering these diverging perspectives, the current
investigation of status differential as a social boundary condition should complement and enrich the
literature on group diversity and team creativity.

In sum, the present study contributes to organizational literature in several important ways. First,
this study specifies the distinct implications of various aspects of group diversity toward knowledge
sharing and creativity in organizational teams. Second, we propose that the potential benefit of diversity
toward team creativity can be realized when diversity leads to increased knowledge sharing among
members, thereby enhancing the likelihood of generating new ideas using diverse resources. This focus
on knowledge sharing as an intervening mechanism offers new insights into diversity literature. Third,
drawing on the functional perspective of status, we theorize that the mediation by knowledge sharing
can be enabled by clear status differential among members, which counteracts the dysfunctional social
categorization effects of membership diversity. The revelation of the potential benefits of clear informal
social order should offer intriguing new insights into the literature, which is filled with negative
connotations of status. The overall conceptual framework is depicted in Figure 1.

Aside from these theoretical contributions, this study extends the empirical literature on diversity,
status, and creativity. Departing from the prevailing focus on organizations in Western countries,
this study validates the current propositions in a non-Western country to broaden the empirical
scope and cultural generalizability of the theoretical perspective. Considering that Asian countries
are often characterized by their high tolerance for power differentials (Kee, 2008), examining the
status-related dynamics in Asian organizations may provide a unique and meaningful opportunity
for understanding the phenomenon in culturally diverse settings with differing viewpoints on status.
Specifically, the current framework was empirically validated using data from 128 work teams from
various Korean organizations.
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework of group diversity and group creativity.

Theoretical framework and hypotheses

In the present study, we attend to team creativity instead of general group performance as the
outcome of group diversity for several reasons. First, researchers and practitioners appreciate the
increasing value of creativity, which is typically achieved via collective efforts in contemporary
organizations, thus rendering team creativity an important area of research (Anderson, Poto¢nik,
& Zhou, 2014). Second, researchers are increasingly interested in understanding group input factors
and processes that facilitate the creativity of work teams (Hiilsheger et al., 2009). Among various
inputs, group diversity has been consistently identified as a key driver of team creativity, which
requires non-overlapping inputs from members (Hoever, Van Knippenberg, Van Ginkel, &
Barkema, 2012). Third, based on the value-in-diversity perspective that emphasizes the informational
benefit of diversity, scholars have acknowledged creativity, innovation, and decision quality as more
plausible outcomes of diversity than efficiency or productivity involving routine tasks (Bell et al.,
2011; Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Thus, team creativity constitutes a promising and plausible
outcome of group diversity.

To extend the understanding of the effect of diversity on team creativity, we attend to both the
intermediate group process and the group context that modulate such an effect. Diversity may
provide a broad set of knowledge and non-redundant information, which stimulates the group to
find unusual combinations and recombination of existing ideas (Hoever et al., 2012). In this sense,
groups can realize the value of diversity to the extent that such diversity is exploited through the free
flow of non-overlapping information, knowledge, and ideas across members with different back-
grounds, thereby facilitating the encounter of different perspectives (Jia et al., 2014; Sung & Choi,
2012). Thus, we propose that group diversity may increase team creativity to the extent that group
diversity promotes knowledge sharing.

Encountering mixed effects of diversity on group processes and outcomes, researchers have
examined various moderating contingencies, including member characteristics (goal orienta-
tion or diversity beliefs), leader behavior (transformational leadership), task properties (task
interdependence, task complexity), and environmental characteristics (high-tech industry)
(Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009; Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Pieterse et al.,
2013). Interestingly, no study has yet investigated the social or relational properties of
a group as a potential moderator of diversity effects, which poses a critical omission. In the
present study, we attend to a relational factor that may reduce the social risks and ambiguities
accompanying group diversity and unleash members from these constraints. Unclear status
hierarchy and resulting social chaos or anarchy is highly likely and serious in groups with
heterogeneous members who often hold differing social values, experiences, and expectations
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(Aime, Humphrey, Derue, & Paul, 2014; Choi, 2007). Thus, we identify status differential
among members as a meaningful moderator of the diversity-process—outcome relationship.

Departing from Western countries characterized by lower levels of power distance, tolerance
for power differential, and individualism, the potential positive function of status differential
can be particularly noticeable in Asian countries characterized by relatively higher levels of
tolerance for power differentials and collectivism, which emphasize acceptance and conformity
toward status- and power-dispersed social structure (Kee, 2008). Thus, we validate the current
propositions in a non-Western country to provide an understanding of the phenomenon
related to status differential. Below, we elaborate on each relationship in our research model
summarized in Figure 1.

Group diversity and knowledge sharing

As contemporary organizations are becoming increasingly diverse, scholars have identified the
benefits and risks of diversity. Demographic diversity based on bio-demographic attributes (e.g.,
age, gender, and race) may readily activate salient social categories (e.g., “old man”) because
these attributes are easily recognizable. Thus, focusing on demographic diversity, self-
categorization theory (or similarity attraction paradigm) highlights the negative implications of
diversity (Bell et al., 2011). Diversity in bio-demographic attributes polarizes social category-
based groups and invigorates the discriminatory climate driven by biased and unfavorable
perceptions and attitudes toward members of out-group versus in-group (Cunningham &
Sagas, 2004; Van der Vegt, 2002). A severe social chasm and faultline produced by the bio-
demographic diversity reduces members’ willingness to coordinate work efforts and share
information (Van der Vegt, Van de Vliert, & Huang, 2005). Accordingly, when activated, this
social categorization process and intergroup bias based on “separation” of members from
different subgroups invite detrimental interpersonal implications such as discrimination, inter-
personal conflict, and reduced communication (Choi & Sy, 2010; Harrison & Klein, 2007). In
effect, demographic diversity may stifle exchanges of task-related information and suppress
knowledge-sharing activities among members. Thus, we hypothesize the following relationship.

Hypothesis 1a. Group diversity in demographic characteristics (i.e., age and gender) is negatively
related to knowledge sharing.

By contrast, focusing on informational diversity on the basis of work-related or organizational
attributes (e.g., functional background, tenure, work experience), the information and decision-
making perspective underscores positive performance implications of work-related or profes-
sional diversity (Joshi & Roh, 2009). Informational diversity based on non-demographic char-
acteristics, such as function and tenure, is less prone to activate salient social categories and
discriminatory climate. Instead, these organizationally bound characteristics may stimulate pro-
fessionalism and urge members to share their distinct views and unique experiences and pool
diverse cognitive resources to find better solutions (Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Perry-Smith &
Shalley, 2003). This type of work-related, informational diversity offers a “variety” of cognitive
resources and expands skills and perspectives available for a group that can be exploited to attain
better decisions through increased knowledge sharing (Harrison & Klein, 2007). These argu-
ments lead to the following hypothesis.

Hpypothesis 1b. Group diversity in work-related, informational characteristics (i.e., functional back-
ground and tenure) is positively related to knowledge sharing.
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Knowledge sharing as a mediator between group diversity and team creativity

The categorization—elaboration model does not treat social categorization theory and information/
decision-making theory as separate perspectives (Van Knippenberg, 2007). Rather than separating
the two perspectives, the model integrates them by identifying the processes underlying the positive
or negative effects of group diversity. Highlighting the significance of the intervening process that
accounts for the diversity—performance relationship, the categorization—-elaboration model proposes
that diversity exerts positive effects on group outcomes, such as creativity and decision quality, to the
extent that diversity elicits elaboration of task-relevant information among members (Van
Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). The notion of elaboration is a multi-faceted, multi-level construct
involving various interactive and cognitive processes that occur at the individual and group levels of
analysis (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004, p. 1011). In line with this model, empirical studies reported
that information elaboration mediates the relationship between diversity and team performance
(Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Pieterse et al, 2013). The present study extends this literature by
identifying knowledge sharing as a group-level, intervening process that mediates the effects of
diversity on team creativity.

Knowledge sharing represents group-level exchanges among members that allow them to expose
and share their information and ideas. Although the presence of extensive cognitive resources within
the group supplies the raw materials needed for team creativity (Leenders, Van Engelen, & Kratzer,
2003), the mere presence of knowledge stock does not necessarily foster creativity unless such
knowledge resources are shared and utilized (Sung & Choi, 2012). Knowledge sharing allows
members to access relevant knowledge held by others, thus promoting collective learning and
enhancing the application of within-group cognitive resources to creative problem solving
(Leenders et al., 2003). Moreover, the social structural perspective denotes that dense communica-
tion networks and knowledge-sharing activities foster coordinated action and the development and
refinement of new ideas (Jia et al., 2014; Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003). In relation to these, the
following hypothesis is presented.

Hypothesis 2. Knowledge sharing is positively related to team creativity.

Our analysis suggests that knowledge sharing is a meaningful venue through which diversity
affects team creativity. The ability of diverse group members to generate creative ideas is
inextricably hinged on the connection between group diversity and knowledge sharing (Taylor
& Greve, 2006; Zhou et al., 2009). Members acquire and accumulate cognitive resources through
knowledge sharing, and this flow of resources facilitates cross-fertilization and creativity (Sung &
Choi, 2012). Through knowledge-sharing processes, groups generate social capital that trans-
forms the presence of, or opportunities from, diverse backgrounds of members into actual
creative performance (Han, Han, & Brass, 2014; Hoever et al., 2012). Demographic and informa-
tional diversity are apt in generating disparate group processes and outcomes because the former
tends to activate social categories that suppress member interactions, whereas the latter stimu-
lates professionalism and task orientation to promote the sharing of distinct experiences and
information. Thus, we expect that knowledge sharing constitutes a critical conduit through
which these differing types of diversity lead to creativity, thereby leading to the following
mediation hypotheses.

Hypothesis 3a. Knowledge sharing mediates the negative relationship between demographic diversity
(i.e., age and gender) and team creativity.

Hypothesis 3b. Knowledge sharing mediates the positive relationship between informational diversity
(i.e., functional background and tenure) and team creativity.
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Status differential as a moderating contingency

Status refers to the prominence and influence of a person, and respect from others, in a social setting
(Howell et al., 2015; Van Dijk & Van Engen, 2013). Although status can be partly driven by formal
hierarchical ranks, status should be distinguished from formal power, which is based on a person’s
hierarchical rank or position (Owens & Sutton, 2002). In the present study, we focus on status that
reflects members’ informal social standings relative to one another, that is, the relative level of
respect, admiration, and influence each member commands within the group (Anderson, Hildreth,
& Howland, 2015). When a clear status differential exists between members of a group, this group
has a clear informal hierarchy or pecking order among members (Anderson et al., 2015). Unlike the
prevailing beliefs regarding the detrimental interpersonal implications of social hierarchy, empirical
studies on group structure denote that status differential or unequal distribution of status across
group members offers a desirable social context for knowledge flow and learning among members
(Fragale, Sumanth, Tiedens, & Northcraft, 2012; Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010). We expect that status
differential positively moderates the effects of diversity on knowledge sharing and consequently team
creativity, particularly in Asian countries characterized by a high level of tolerance for power
differentials and collectivism (Kee, 2008).

First, clear status differential among members introduces a clear role structure to the group,
thereby reducing interpersonal uncertainty or social risks associated with diversity. Status reflects the
extent to which a member, relative to others, possesses the resources necessary for addressing the
challenges and task goals of the group (Aime et al., 2014). Thus, clear status differential provides
high-status members with legitimacy to assign roles to each member, coordinate task processes, and
intervene in interactions among members. By contrast, when status differential is unclear, and the
group is less structured, group members have ambiguous role assignments and loosely defined
responsibilities; such a situation stifles effective communication and coordination in the group,
particularly when characterized by diversity (Hoever et al,, 2012). Thus, status differential may
strengthen the connection between diversity and knowledge sharing.

Second, clear status differential brings clarity and order to social interactions, thereby reducing
interpersonal tension by preventing unnecessary conflicts and power struggles among members
(Gould, 2003; Overbeck et al., 2005). High status members with considerable respect, admiration,
and influence can be role models for low status members to receive advice from and lead their task
behavior. For example, apprenticeship and mentorship are widely used knowledge transfer practices
in Asian countries. By contrast, ambiguity over status among members triggers interpersonal conflict
and distrust owing to disagreement and status contests among similar- or equal-status members
(Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010). This situation offers an unfavorable social context for knowledge
sharing among members with diverse backgrounds.

Third, status differential enhances favorable member motivation toward sharing and accepting
high-quality knowledge with mutual benefits. Clear informal hierarchy relieves members from status
conflict and consequent status-related anxiety or threat in relation to information sharing. With
unclear status differential often accompanied by status contests among members, the members can
(mis)interpret knowledge sharing of others as an attempt to gain influence and seek deference from
others (Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011). For this reason, status conflict was reported to impede
team performance by reducing information exchange (Bendersky & Hays, 2012). Thus, clear status
differential frees high- and low-status members from such threats and social risks.

Finally, a strong sense of status differential and resulting self-perception as a member of a group
with a defined position invigorates group membership and social identity, which in turn, should
enable a member to transcend the social category and accept the entire group as a locus of his/her
action (Halevy, Chou, & Galinsky, 2011). This increased sense of group membership and group
identity can intensify the motivation of members toward collective efforts, thereby accentuating the
positive implications of diversity for knowledge sharing. On the basis of these arguments, we submit
the following moderation hypotheses.
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Hypothesis 4a. Status differential positively moderates the relationship between demographic diversity
(i.e., age and gender) and knowledge sharing, such that the relationship is less negative for groups with
higher status differential.

Hpypothesis 4b. Status differential positively moderates the relationship between informational diver-
sity (i.e., functional background and tenure) and knowledge sharing, such that the relationship is more
positive for groups with higher status differential.

When these moderation hypotheses are combined with the mediating role of knowledge sharing
between group diversity and team creativity as proposed earlier, we can advance the following
moderated mediation hypotheses.

Hpypothesis 5a. Status differential positively moderates the indirect effect of demographic diversity (i.e.,
age and gender) on team creativity via knowledge sharing, such that the mediated relationship is less
negative for groups with higher status differential.

Hpypothesis 5b. Status differential positively moderates the indirect effect of informational diversity
(i.e., functional background and tenure) on team creativity via knowledge sharing, such that the
mediated relationship is more positive for groups with higher status differential.

Method
Sample and data collection

We collected data from managers enrolled in a part-time MBA program in a university in South
Korea to test the current theoretical propositions. To recruit participants, we sent a public notice to
170 managers employed in various Korean organizations representing diverse industries, including
transportation, manufacturing, financial services, and telecommunications. We prepared a brief
presentation to inform the participants of the definition of a work team and instruct them to recruit
a collocated team that performs collective tasks. Among the 170 managers, 168 responded. We
delivered the survey packets to the 168 leaders and their 1,274 followers in 168 work groups.
Participants were instructed to return the completed survey to the researchers directly using the
post-stamped and preaddressed envelopes. Over a two-month period, completed questionnaires
were returned from 129 leaders and 1,011 members of 131 work groups. We excluded the ques-
tionnaires with incomplete responses and unreliable patterns of responses, such as offering the same
response throughout several sections of the questionnaire and groups without leader data.

After completing the screening process, the final sample for the analysis included data from 128
leaders and 909 members of 128 work groups representing various functional areas, such as general
management (63.6%), sales (11.6%), research and development (R&D) (14.0%), engineering (9.9%),
and others (0.8%). The overall response rate was 76.2% for the leaders and 71.4% for the members.
Each group in the final sample had an average of 7.15 participating members (SD = 2.65, ranging
from 3 to 15 members), representing 73.5% of the total membership based on the average actual
group size of 9.73 as reported by leaders. Having the majority of group membership represented in
the data is important in studies on group-level dispersion, such as group diversity and status
differential because substantial missing observations at the group level invite random and systematic
biases in the estimates involving diversity (Allen, Stanley, Williams, & Ross, 2007).

The leader sample was 96.7% males with an average age of 44.5 years (SD = 5.51) and an average
group tenure of 3.4 years (SD = 3.84). The educational attainment of leaders included high school
(1.6%), two-year college degree (5.7%), bachelor’s degree (47.5%), and graduate degree (45.2%). The
member sample included 70.8% males with an average age of 34.2 years (SD = 7.06) and an average
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group tenure of 2.9 years (SD = 3.84). The educational level of group members was classified as high
school (4.1%), two-year college degree (10.8%), bachelor’s degree (70.0%), and graduate
degree (15.1%).

Measures

Data were collected from two different sources to avoid potential problems associated with common
method variance. Leaders reported team creativity and the level of interdependence of the group
task. Group members reported their demographic and other personal characteristics, perceptions of
their own status, and knowledge sharing among members within the same group. All variables were
rated on a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”).
Group member responses were aggregated to the group level for analysis. All scales exhibited
acceptable levels of (a) scale reliability, (b) within-group agreement among members, and (c) intra-
class correlations that indicated the presence of shared and collective perceptions of the present
constructs at the group level (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

Group diversity
We calculated diversity for each group using demographic information reported by group members:
(a) age in years, (b) gender (0 = female, 1 = male), (c) functional background (1 = general manage-
ment, 2 = sales, 3 = R&D, 4 = engineering, 5 = others), and (d) the years of organizational tenure
(1 =1 to5years; 2 =5 to 10 years; 3 = 10 to 15 years; 4 = 15 to 20 years; 5 = above 20 years).
According to the typology of diversity suggested by Harrison and Klein (2007), the current
theoretical propositions related to demographic diversity indicate that demographic diversity should
be regarded as the separation in which distinct subgroups or social categories are formed in the
separate ends. Thus, in line with the recommendation of Harrison and Klein (2007), age diversity
was operationalized in the present study as the group-level standard deviation (SD) of members’ age
in years, thus operationalizing age diversity as a separation measure of diversity (Bell et al., 2011).
Although the current framework suggests that gender diversity should be operationalized as
a separation, gender is a categorical variable and is difficult to be operationalized consistent with
the concept of separation (Bell et al., 2011, p. 721). For the categorical composition variables (gender,
functional background, and group tenure), we computed an entropy-based diversity index using the
following formula (Teachman, 1980), which is most widely used in the diversity literature (Choi,
2007; Van der Vegt et al., 2005):

n
H=— ZP,»(InP,»)
i=1

where i is a particular category, n is the total number of possible categories, and P; is the proportion
of members of a particular category within the group. Harrison and Klein (2007) stated that this index
offers a variety measure of diversity. The variety measure is theoretically consistent with our arguments
related to functional and tenure diversity, which provides groups with the benefit of informational
variety and rich cognitive resources.

Status differential

We used the within-group status of each member as perceived by him/herself to develop an index of
status differential. Prior research has shown that self-reported status is highly congruent with the
status assessed by other group members (Anderson et al., 2006). We asked group members to rate
the following three items (a = .90) drawn from Anderson, Willer, Kilduff, and Brown (2012): (a) “I
have high status in this group,” (b) “I receive considerable respect from other members in this
group,” and (c) “I exert considerable influence in this group.” We operationalized status differential
by computing the coefficient of variation, in which the group-level SD of the perceived status of
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members is divided by the group mean. This approach is in line with the recommendation for
assessing the distribution of valued attributes within the group, such as status (i.e., disparity,
Harrison & Klein, 2007).

Knowledge sharing

Adopting an existing measure (Usoro, Sharratt, Tsui, & Shekhar, 2007), we used a three-item scale
(a = .93) to evaluate the level of knowledge sharing: (a) “Team members share ideas with cow-
orkers,” (b) “Team members share business knowledge and expertise with coworkers,” and (c)
“Team members share information with coworkers.” We aggregated individual-level responses at
the group level given that knowledge sharing is conceptualized as a group-level construct. Thus, we
verified their psychometric properties to empirically justify the group-level aggregation. The mean
I'wg() O the index of within-group agreement for knowledge sharing in the current sample of 128
teams was .81, suggesting appropriate levels of inter-rater agreement (James, Demaree, & Wolf,
1984). Moreover, this scale exhibited acceptable levels of intra-class correlations (ICC(1) = .18 and
ICC(2) = .63) on the basis of statistically significant ANOVA results (F = 2.71, p < .001). These
aggregation statistics indicate the presence of shared, collective perceptions of knowledge sharing
with sufficient levels of group-level variance and sharedness within each work group (LeBreton &
Senter, 2008; Van Mierlo, Vermunt, & Rutte, 2009).

Team creativity

In accordance with existing studies (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004), team creativity was reported by
leaders. Adopting items from Sung and Choi (2012), we measured team creativity using the
following three items (a = .89): (a) “My team comes up with new and practical ideas in solving
problems,” (b) “My team easily develops new ways and procedures related to the task,” and (c)
“Confronting problems, my team generates creative solutions.”

Control variables

The current theoretical framework can be affected by the basic parameters of a group because it
specifies group-level emergent processes, which involve group composition input toward social
interactions and resulting group performance (Jia et al., 2014; Leenders et al.,, 2003). As the most
basic parameter of a group, we controlled the effects of group size, the average group tenure of
members, and gender, age, and tenure of the group leader in all equations that test the current
hypotheses. The unit-level SD of an attribute is often affected by its unit-level mean, which requires
the unit-level mean as a control variable when testing the diversity effect using the SD (Harrison &
Klein, 2007). Thus, we controlled mean age in our analysis in which the group-level SD was used as
an index of age diversity. The group literature acknowledges task interdependence as a critical driver
of various group-level phenomena, including coordination, cohesion, collective efficacy, perfor-
mance, and creativity (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Hiilsheger et al., 2009). In the present study, we
adopted three items (a = .89) for task interdependence from the scale developed by Pearce and
Gregersen (1991): (a) “The way my team members perform the jobs has a significant impact on one
another,” (b) “My team members’ work requires them to consult with one another fairly frequently,”
and (c) “My team members must frequently coordinate their efforts with one another.” These items
were rated by leaders and included as a control variable in all equations.

Results

Before testing the hypotheses, we examined the empirical validity of the scales using confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) at the group level for the 9 items for status, knowledge sharing, and team creativity
(Geldhof, Preacher, & Zyphur, 2014). This measurement model included covariances among all study
variables. The three-factor model exhibited decent fit to the data (x* (df = 24) = 47.34, p = .003, CFI = .98,
RMR = .016) and performed better than the alternative single- and two-factor models (x° difference tests,
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in all cases, p < .001). All indicators loaded significantly on the corresponding latent factors (p < .001),
and the covariances among the latent factors remained low (all below .20). Descriptive statistics and
correlations among the study variables are reported in Table 1.

Hypothesis testing

The present hypotheses were tested via a series of hierarchical regression analyses conducted at the
group level. The results of our stepwise hierarchical regression analysis are reported in Tables 2
and 3. Group size and mean age of group members were positively related to knowledge sharing
(B = .21 and P = .24, respectively, both p < .05). Task interdependence was positively related to
knowledge sharing and team creativity (p = .21, p < .05 and = .38, p < .001, respectively). Leader
gender was positively related to team creativity (f = .17, p < .10).

Main effects

In Hypotheses la and 1b, we hypothesized the negative effects of demographic diversity (age and
gender) and the positive effects of informational diversity (functional background and tenure) on
knowledge sharing, respectively. Results revealed a negative effect of age diversity, and a positive
effect of functional background diversity on knowledge sharing (p = — .23 and = .24, respectively,
both p < .05) (Model 2, Table 2). Gender and tenure diversity did not indicate any significant main
effects on knowledge sharing. Thus, Hypotheses la and 1b were partially confirmed. In addition,
consistent with Hypothesis 2, knowledge sharing significantly predicted team creativity (f = .30,
p < .01) (Model 5, Table 3).

Mediating effects

Hypotheses 3a and 3b further suggest that knowledge sharing mediates the effects of group diversity
on team creativity. We validated the mediation hypothesis by using the product-of-coefficient
approach on the basis of the bootstrapping procedure (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007). This
procedure has been increasingly accepted and recommended because it avoids the problems
prompted by asymmetric and non-normal sampling distributions that often characterize mediated
effects (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). As depicted in Table 4, functional background diversity
exerted a significant indirect effect on team creativity through knowledge sharing (point esti-
mate = .11, 95% confidence interval (CI) [.01, .40]). Diversity in other characteristics showed no
significant indirect effects on team creativity. Therefore, the hypothesized mediation through knowl-
edge sharing was supported only for the relationship between functional background diversity and
team creativity, thus partially confirming Hypothesis 3b.

Moderating effects

In Hypotheses 4a and 4b, we proposed that status differential positively moderates the relationship
between group diversity and knowledge sharing. All variables were mean-centered to reduce multi-
collinearity among the main effect variables and their interaction terms (Katrichis, 1993). We
entered the interaction terms after controlling for the corresponding main effects to test the
hypothesized moderating effects.

As reported in Model 3 of Table 2, status differential exhibited significant and positive interac-
tions with all aspects of diversity, including age, gender, functional background, and tenure diversity
in predicting knowledge sharing (f = .21, p < .05; f = .23, p < .05; B = .27, p < .01; p = .22, p < .05,
respectively). We conducted simple slope analyses (Aiken & West, 1991) to probe these significant
interactions further. Plot A of Figure 2 reveals that age diversity is negatively related to knowledge
sharing in groups with a low status differential among members (b = — .53, p < .05), but positively
related to knowledge sharing in groups with a high status differential (b = .43, p < .10). As depicted
in Plot B of Figure 2, gender diversity exerted a significant and positive effect on knowledge sharing
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Table 2. Results of hierarchical regression analyses predicting knowledge sharing.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Step 1: Main Effects

Group Size 21% .20% 28%*

Member Group Tenure -23 —-.26% —.29%*

Member Mean Age 24% 39%* 35%

Leader Gender .06 .05 1

Leader Age -.08 -.16 -21

Leader Group Tenure .03 .08 .03

Task Interdependence 21% 9% .06

Age Diversity (AgeDiver) —.23% -.19

Gender Diversity (GenDiver) —-.04 -.06

Functional Background Diversity (FunDiver) 24% 25%

Tenure Diversity (TenuDiver) -.04 .02

Status Differential (StatusDiff) 27%*

Step 2: Moderation

AgeDiver* StatusDiff 21%

GenDiver* StatusDiff 23%

FunDiver* StatusDiff 27%%

TenuDiver* StatusDiff 22%

F 2.97%* 2.86%* 3.29%x*

R? 18 26 38

AR? .08* 2%

Note. N = 128. Standardized beta coefficients are shown.
*p < .05 % p < 01, ** p < 001
Table 3. Results of hierarchical regression analyses predicting team creativity.

Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Step 1: Main Effects
Group Size -.03 -.01 -.01 -.07 -.09
Member Group Tenure -.18 -19 -.16 -.06 =12
Member Mean Age 12 .03 .03 -.07 .05
Leader Gender 17 .16 17 14 15
Leader Age .03 .04 .06 12 .06
Leader Group Tenure -.08 —-.08 -12 -.13 -.09
Task Interdependence .38%%% .38**¥ 37%% 35%% 32%%
Age Diversity (AgeDiver) .06 .06 12
Gender Diversity (GenDiver) -.08 -.07 -.05
Functional Background Diversity (FunDiver) .03 .01 -.06
Tenure Diversity (TenuDiver) Al 7 16
Status Differential (StatusDiff) 13 .05
Knowledge Sharing 30%* 27%%
Step 2: Moderation
AgeDiver* StatusDiff -1 -.18
GenDiver* StatusDiff .05 -.02
FunDiver* StatusDiff .08 -.01
TenuDiver* StatusDiff 1 .04
F 4.14%x* 2.79%* 2.35% 2.82%** 4.97%**
R 23 25 30 36 30
AR? .02 .05 06** 07%%

Note. N = 125. Standardized beta coefficients are shown.
*p < .05 ** p < .01; *** p < .001

in groups with a high status differential (b = .50, p < .05), which became negative and significant in
groups with a low status differential (b = — .56, p < .05).

The two regression lines shown in Plot A of Figure 3 further demonstrate the positive effect
of functional background diversity on knowledge sharing in groups with a high status differential
among members (b = .68, p < .01). However, the same effect was negative in groups with a low
status differential (b = — .63, p < .01). A similar pattern was observed in Plot B of Figure 3:
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Table 4. Bootstrapped mediation and moderated mediation.

Indirect Effects on Diversity on Team

Creativity Conditional Indirect Effects of Diversity on Team
through Knowledge Sharing Creativity through Knowledge Sharing

Product of Bootstrapping Bias- Bootstrapping Bias-

Coefficients Corrected 95% Cl Product of Coefficients Corrected 95% Cl

Variables Point Estimate SE  Lower Upper Point Estimate SE Lower Upper
Age Diversity -.02 .02 -.07 .01 Low -.03 .02 -.10 -.01
High -.01 .02 -.07 .01
Gender Diversity —-.08 .09 -.36 .04 Low -12 13 —-.50 .06
High -.01 12 =30 19
Functional Background 1 .09 .01 40 Low —-.04 .09 -24 14
Diversity High 27 a7 .03 .66
Tenure Diversity -.10 .27 -.82 .29 Low -.09 34 -93 46
High .07 31 —47 .82

Note. Bootstrap sample size = 1,000. Coefficients in bold indicate significant mediation. Cl = confidence interval.

5 / 5
Knowledge n Knowledge 4
Sharing *-_‘ Sharing
3 e 3
2 ~~‘. 2
Low High Low High
Age Diversity Gender Diversity
—e— High Status Differential —e—  High Status Differential
--m-- Low Status Differential --@=- Low Status Differential
[a] [b]

Figure 2. Interaction between demographic diversity and status differential in predicting group knowledge sharing.

Tenure diversity was positively related to knowledge sharing in groups with a high status
differential (b = .40, p < .10), but it showed a negative effect in groups with a low status
differential (b = — .79, p < .01). Thus, the hypothesized moderation was supported for the
relationships between all four aspects of group diversity and knowledge sharing, thereby con-
firming Hypotheses 4a and 4b.

Moderated mediation effects

Hypotheses 5a and 5b suggest that status differential moderates the indirect effects of group diversity
on team creativity via knowledge sharing. We verified whether the indirect effects of group diversity
change at different levels of status differential (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Preacher et al., 2007).
Table 4 summarizes the results of bootstrapping analysis, including the control variables as covari-
ates. The indirect effect of age diversity on team creativity through knowledge sharing was insignif-
icant for groups with a high status differential (point estimate = — .01, 95% CI [-.07, .01]);
nonetheless, the indirect effect of age diversity became significantly negative for groups with a low
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Figure 3. Interaction between work-based diversity and status differential in predicting group knowledge sharing.
status differential (point estimate = — .03, 95% CI [-.10, —.01]). Moreover, bootstrapping analysis

demonstrated that the indirect effect of functional background diversity on team creativity via
knowledge sharing was significant and positive for groups with high status differential (point
estimate = .27, 95% CI [.03, .66]), but not for groups with low status differential (point esti-
mate = — .04, 95% CI [-.24, .14]). Thus, the hypothesized moderated mediation was confirmed
for the conditional indirect effects of diversity in age and functional background, which partially
confirmed Hypotheses 5a and 5b.

Post-hoc analysis

We performed a series of post-hoc analyses to check the robustness of the current findings. First,
following the most common practice, we operationalized gender diversity using the entropy-based
diversity index. However, in several studies, gender diversity has also been operationalized using
group-level SD or heterogeneity index (Wegge, Roth, Neubach, & Schmidt, 2008). We replicated the
same hierarchical regression analyses using these alternative indexes of gender diversity even though
it remains unclear whether these alternative measures provide a better operationalization of gender
diversity in line with the conception of separation (Harrison & Klein, 2007). The results based on the
group-level SD of the gender of members were the same as those reported above. When hetero-
geneity index was used to operationalize gender diversity, the overall pattern of results remained the
same except that the main and interaction effects of age diversity in predicting knowledge sharing
became statistically insignificant. In sum, the present analysis results are robust across different
approaches to operationalizing gender diversity, increasing the confidence in the findings.

Second, in the present study, tenure diversity was conceptualized as variety, and thus operatio-
nalized using an entropy-based diversity index to develop a variety measure (Harrison & Klein,
2007). However, tenure diversity has often been operationalized as the unit-level SD, which is
consistent with the notion of separation rather than variety (Bell et al., 2011). Thus, we operationa-
lized tenure diversity by using group-level SD and repeated the same analyses to test the current
hypotheses. When group-level SD of tenure was used, its interaction effect became marginally
significant, perhaps because the tenure diversity measure now reflected separation instead of variety
as hypothesized (Harrison & Klein, 2007).
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Discussion

Departing from the examination of the main effects of group diversity on creativity, we propose
that the potential value of group diversity toward creativity can be realized through intermediate
knowledge sharing processes. Moreover, we isolate status differential as a group boundary condi-
tion that addresses the social and interpersonal challenges of diversity, such as image risks and
social uncertainties that degenerate the potential benefit of diversity. The current analysis of data
from 128 organizational teams supported the overall theoretical framework and accompanying
hypotheses. Below, we discuss the implications of the current study and its limitations that warrant
future research.

Group diversity, knowledge sharing, and creativity

Among the four dimensions of group diversity examined in the present study, age diversity exerted
a significant, negative main effect on knowledge sharing, whereas functional background diversity
exhibited a significant, positive effect. Age diversity often divides employees because of generation
gaps and decreased communication (Bunderson, 2003). Members of different generations may use
distinct channels to communicate and share information and knowledge. For example, the younger
generation is likely to use social networking service to share their ideas and information, whereas
older generation may prefer face-to-face interaction. Thus, knowledge is less likely to move from one
generation to another. By contrast, functional background diversity is an effective way to engender
potential informational benefits from the non-overlapping professional backgrounds of the consti-
tuting members. This pattern is consistent with the meta-analytic findings of Joshi and Roh (2009),
in which only age diversity was significant and negative of the three demographic diversity (race,
gender, and age), whereas only functional diversity was significant and positive of the three
informational diversity (function, education, and tenure) in predicting work unit performance.

Contrary to our expectations, the effects of gender and tenure diversity on knowledge sharing
were not significant. Although we proposed the negative effects of demographic diversity and the
positive effects of informational diversity, the literature offers varying theoretical perspectives that
make the negative and positive effects of diversity highly compelling and plausible. For example,
a recent study demonstrated the positive implications of a gender-diverse workforce owing to the
complementarity between males and females (Lee, Choi, & Kim, 2018). Despite the potential
detriment of social categorization, gender diversity may offer diverse experiences and perspectives,
thereby generating somewhat ambivalent effects on group processes and outcomes (Van
Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Similarly, despite the potential informational benefit of tenure
diversity, such diversity may continue to engender strong divisions between in-groups and out-
groups and generate negative interpersonal processes among members from different cohorts
characterized by varying organizational experiences (Choi, 2007). Given these complex dynamics
involving gender and tenure diversity, a fruitful direction for further research is to examine their
effects with consideration of boundary conditions rather than their main effects.

The present analysis further extends the above findings by revealing that functional diversity
affects team creativity through shaping group processes, such as knowledge sharing. Examining the
implications of diversity toward critical intervening processes addresses the call for opening the black
box between diversity and outcomes and is also consistent with the conventional input-process-
output model of group effectiveness (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). As the most representative aspect of
informational diversity, functional background diversity renders a broad range of cognitive skills and
knowledge assets accessible to a group (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). In addition, scholars focus on the
improved role clarifications resulting from functional diversity (Hoever et al., 2012). Members from
different functions are naturally assigned to perform different roles and are responsible for different
aspects of problem solving. As such, differentiated perspectives from different functions are derived,
expected, and readily accepted (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002). Thus, functional diversity among
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members softens unnecessary conflicts and competition among members; moreover, differences in
ideas and knowledge become a normal or even desired state, enabling positive and cooperative
interpersonal exchanges and subsequent creative performance for organizational teams. In sum, the
present findings indicate that the effect of diversity may be clearly explained if we attend to
intermediate group processes that may be proximal to group composition input and pertinent to
the outcome in question (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

Status differential as a positive contingency for group diversity

Considering the ambivalent potential of group diversity for instigating social categorization and
information processing (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004), the function of group diversity depends on
boundary group contingencies. The present analysis shows that status differential positively moder-
ates the effects of group diversity on knowledge sharing by turning its negative effect to a positive
one. These findings indicate that status differential as an internal social structure or social order can
address the social risks and cognitive challenges associated with membership diversity (Anderson
et al,, 2015, 2006).

The finding that status differential is a positive catalyst for diversity is particularly meaningful,
because status disparity among members has often been regarded as dysfunctional in that it can
engender interpersonal undermining, voice suppression, and reduced communication (Howell et al.,
2015; Van der Vegt et al,, 2005). However, the present analysis exhibits the opposite in support of the
functional perspective of status differential (Anderson et al., 2015). This result is consistent with
recent studies on group structure that emphasize benefits of status hierarchy (Bunderson & Reagans,
2010; Van Dijk & Van Engen, 2013). Despite the increasing interest in status-related issues in
organizational literature, the cost and benefit of status and its effects on different group processes
and outcomes remain to be explored further.

From the knowledge management perspective, the literature emphasizes the coordination and
the formation of normative principles as a critical enabler of knowledge flow in groups (cf.
shared mental model or SMM, Mohammed, Klimoski, & Rentsch, 2000). As a form of informally
shared images of social structure, status differential may facilitate group knowledge sharing
through prescribing shared normative rules of communication, which should enhance SMM.
Another perspective on knowledge management underscores a cognitive division of labor across
members and the importance of knowing who knows what across members (transactive memory
systems or TMS, Moreland & Myaskovsky, 2000). Studies on TMS suggest that accurate
identification of who knows what leads to effective knowledge flows (Gino, Argote, Miron-
Spektor, & Todorova, 2010). The positive function of status differential can also be related to the
formation of TMS, in that it promotes clear role assignments and distributions of cognitive loads
(Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010). Thus, the benefit of status differential as a positive con-
tingency for group diversity can be driven by either SMM, TMS, or both. Future studies may
further specify these intriguing possibilities and underlying knowledge-based mechanisms that
account for the functions of status differential.

Study limitations and conclusion

The present findings should be interpreted with caution in view of several limitations. First, the
current measure of status differential was computed using the self-reported status of group
members. Based on multiple studies, Anderson et al. (2006) concluded that “individuals’ percep-
tions of their status are highly accurate - that is, they closely match the group’s perception of
their status - because forming overly positive status self-perceptions can damage individuals’
acceptance in a group” (p. 1094). We further verified the correlation between the self-reported
perceptions of status and the formal hierarchical rank or organizational positions of the
participants, which was moderately high and significant (r = .41, p < .01). Nonetheless, future
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studies may replicate the current results regarding the positive function of status differential by
adopting a network-style assessment of distribution of status across members or global assess-
ment by the manager or external experts (Aime et al., 2014).

Second, the present sample included teams with a relatively low female ratio of 29.2% of group
membership, and most teams were led by male leaders. This low gender diversity in the sampled
teams can lead to an insignificant gender diversity effect in the current analysis. Future studies
should validate the current propositions using samples with gender-balanced group composition in
the membership and the leader. In addition, following previous research (e.g., Sung & Choi, 2012),
we employed a leader-rated measure of team creativity. Although leader ratings represent a widely
adopted approach to measure team performance, considering a high mean and a low variance
observed for the current measure of team creativity, future research may assess team creativity
using alternative approaches, such as a global assessment reported via external experts or objective
indicators such as patents.

Third, the present data included teams performing diverse functions, such as general manage-
ment, sales, R&D, engineering, and others. Considering that the demands for creativity and the
implications of knowledge sharing may vary across functional areas, we verified whether group
differences exist in team creativity and knowledge sharing levels. The results, however, did not
reveal any significant differences across functions for creativity and knowledge sharing (F = .52, p
> .60 and F = .55, p > .70). Nonetheless, a fruitful approach is to further investigate potential
function-specific dynamics that render distinct roles of group diversity and knowledge sharing
toward team creativity using large samples of teams performing diverse functions or from various
industries.

Finally, departing from most prior research conducted in Western organizations with low power
distance and low tolerance for status differential, our research design using data from work teams in
Korean organizations provides a unique opportunity to examine the phenomenon in a new and
culturally different setting. The Korean culture, which is characterized by tolerance for power
differentials and collectivism (Kee, 2008), highlights the significance of status differential with regard
to knowledge sharing. Status differential often engenders unfavorable perceptions followed by
hostility and resistance toward inequality and unfair allocation of resources within the group
(Harrison & Klein, 2007). In this respect, the function of status differential relies on how well status-
based structure is received by group members (Owens & Sutton, 2002). Future research should
validate the current framework in other cultural contexts with different levels of tolerance or
willingness to accept status differential.

Despite these limitations, the present study makes meaningful contributions. Extending the
current effort, further conceptual and empirical endeavors should be directed to exploring additional
boundary contingencies. For example, group climate and leader values related to diversity and
information sharing may function as situational conditions that activate either the functional or
the dysfunctional effects of diversity on group processes and outcomes. Future studies may be
directed to distinct drivers of status differentials in groups, such as seniority, task expertise, likability,
social network or capital, and formal power. The status of members acquired from these differing
sources may instigate disparate implications toward various group processes and emergent states,
such as knowledge sharing and participative safety. In addition, given the inherent nature and
implications of status differential relating to influence and power, investigations on status differential
issues using data from groups with clearly defined levels of power, such as the military, may generate
intriguing insights.
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