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ABSTRACT 

Although it is often anticipated that demographic diversity in decision

making teams will enhance decision quality because individuals will offer unique 

perspectives, there is little empirical support for this hypothesis. Diverse work 

teams usually suffer from poor communication and are prone to conflict because 

individuals are so different from each other. My dissertation research tries to 

better understand how demographic diversity affects individuals in teams by 

examining the team decision-making process in depth. I study the intervening 

process variables of conflict and miscommunication, as well as the outcome 

variables of team identity and decision quality. I also examine how 

communication media affect individuals in these same teams. 

I conducted a field experiment. Subjects were assigned to conditions 

based on their actual roles in an organization. Using a balanced 2x2 design, I 

constructed demographically diverse and homogenous work teams along the 

dimensions of organizational function, racial-ethnic minority status, and sex. 

Teams communicated face-to-face or using computer-mediated communication 

technology. Results indicate that demographic diversity has both a positive and 

a negative effect on the ability of individuals to identify with their team and to 

negotiate higher quality decisions. Results also show that when teams' 

communication was computer mediated, individuals in these teams had weaker 

team identity and lower decision quality. An intervening process theory involving 

miscommunication and conflict is supported. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW: A MODEL OF TEAM EFFECTIVENESS 

In this chapter, I will review the literature on teams. I will begin by giving 

an overview of the model for team effectiveness that frames my thesis. I will then 

discuss in detail the various components of the model, reviewing prior research 

relevant to each component and defining each component as it relates to my 

thesis. 

AN OVERVIEW 

The model of team effectiveness (see Figure 4.1) that frames my thesis is 

based on the work of previous scholars (Gladstein, 1984; McGrath, 1984). In this 

model, team process leads to team effectiveness, which is the key output of the 

model. Team effectiveness includes task performance, member satisfaction and 

affiliation, and team viability. Team process describes the behaviors and actions 

of the team in their efforts to combine resources to make a decision or develop a 

product. There are two key inputs to team process. The first is the type of 

communication medium being used by the team. When teams Interact face-to-

face, they behave differently than when their interactions are mediated by the 

computer. The second key input to team process is team composition, which 

includes such things as the race, sex, age, and organizational function of team 

members. When team members differ along these demographic dimensions, 

interactions of these teams will differ from those in teams whose members are 

similar along these dimensions. 
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TEAM COMPOSITION 

Research on team composition is more commonly referred to as research 

on diversity in teams or demography in top management teams. A shortcoming 

of the literature on diversity in teams is defining precisely what is meant by the 

word diversity. Diversity has been used to encompass a wide variety of 

differences among team members, all relating in some way to the notion of 

individual identity (Nkomo, 1995). The debate that persists is whether diversity 

should be defined broadly or narrowly. Researchers who use a broad definition 

of diversity (e.g. McGrath, Berdahl, and Arrow, 1995) assume that all differences 

between team members are equivalent and that these differences have 

equivalent effects in teams. In general, researchers using broad definitions of 

diversity have been accused of yielding a meaningless construct because their 

reductionist conclusion is that everyone is different (Nkomo, 1995). 

Narrow definitions of diversity, which are primarily focused on the 

dimensions of sex and race, are also problematic. Most researchers (e.g. 

Bhappu, Griffith, and Northcraft, 1997) who use narrow definitions of diversity 

only focus on one demographic dimension at a time (Nkomo, 1995). In general, 

these researchers are accused of propagating the notion that differences in sex 

and race among team members only affect team members who are women and 

people of color (Ely, 1995). 

In my thesis, diversity or team composition refers to differences among 

team members in terms of demographic dimensions that are social distinctions 
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(Konrad and Gutek, 1987) such as race, sex, age, and organizational function. 

"A social distinction may be defined as a characteristic of individuals, that, when 

known and salient, elicits a predictable set of reactions from other people 

(Konrad and Gutek, 1987, p. 87)." Konrad and Gutek (1987) suggest that to be 

socially distinct, a demographic dimension must satisfy from one of the following 

five conditions: 1) it defines groups of individuals who behave in systematically 

different ways, 2) it defines groups of individuals who are in conflict, 3) it defines 

groups of individuals who are of different status; 4) it defines groups of 

individuals who are distinguished by institutional practices, and 5) it defines 

groups of individuals who are visually distinguishable. Moreover, Konrad and 

Gutek (1987) suggest that it is important to consider the interrelationships among 

these socially distinct, demographic dimensions. 

Given that individual team members can identify with several demographic 

dimensions at the same time, for example, a Hispanic female professor, it is 

important to specify how to operationalize diversity. Konrad and Gutek (1987) 

suggest that diversity be conceptualized as a multidimensional space with axes 

for each demographic dimension. In this way, each individual team member can 

be represented by a point in that space. While this conceptualization is valuable 

in recognizing demographic differences at the individual level, it leads to a 

complex equation for measuring diversity at the team level. 

In my thesis, diversity is defined as a team characteristic. Teams are 

diverse when individual members identify with different demographic dimensions 
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and can be categorized by others as belonging to these sanne dimensions. As 

such, diversity Is simply defined as a dichotomous variable, with team members 

being either different (demographically diverse team) or similar (demographically 

homogenous team) on a set of demographic dimensions that are socially distinct. 

Unlike prior research on diversity In teams (e.g. Bhappu, Griffith, and 

Northcraft, 1997; Elsass and Graves, 1997; Pelled, 1996; Watson, Kumar, and 

Michaelsen, 1993), the definition of diversity used In my thesis considers the 

effect of team members Identifying with multiple demographic dimensions. As 

such, my thesis can be generalized to teams whose members Identify with one or 

more socially distinct, demographic dimensions. This Is Important because 

several researchers (e.g. Ely, 1995; Thomas, 1989) have noted that the 

interactional effects of demographic dimensions can offer even more provocative 

explanations about the Impact of demographic diversity In teams. For example, 

there Is considerable evidence to suggest that demographic diversity Is 

confounded with organizational status (Cox, 1995) where women and people of 

color have less access to higher status positions in organizations. As such, their 

opinions are often marginalized In teams (Elsass and Graves, 1997). Moreover, 

studies have shown that demographic diversity also affects team members who 

are not women and people of color (Tsui, Egan, and O'Reilly, 1992). 

TEAM PROCESS 

Team process refers to the actions and behaviors of a team while working 

to achieve some outcome. Researchers (Gersick, 1989; McGrath, 1984; 
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Tuckman, 1965) have focused on how teams develop over time and the various 

stages they go through as they try to complete their task. One popular model of 

team development still cited today (Tuckman and Jensen, 1977; Tuckman, 1965) 

consists of following five sequential phases through which teams progress: 1) 

fomriing, 2) stonning, 3) nomriing, 4) perfomning, and 5) adjourning. In general, 

subsequent models (e.g. McGrath, 1984) have stayed within this paradigm and 

offered similar sequential pattems of team development. However, Gersick 

(1989) challenged the sequential pattems of team development when she 

suggested that teams progress through periods of punctuated equilibrium. "In 

this paradigm, systems progress through an alternation of stasis and sudden 

appearance - long periods of inertia, punctuated by concentrated revolutionary 

periods of quantum change (Gersick, 1989, p. 16)." Gersick (1989) also found 

that a team's actions and behaviors, their process, during the first team meeting 

dominated the first half of their team life. The behavioral norms that developed 

during this first meeting defined future interactions between team members. 

For purposes of my thesis, I am only concerned with team process during 

this pivotal first meeting. As such, my thesis should not be generalized to the 

latter half of a team's life. Also, since I am interested in the effects of diversity or 

team composition and communication media on team process, I will now review 

prior research that suggests a common definition and measurement for team 

process. 

Diversity and Team Process 
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When interpreting relationships between demographic variables and 

organizational outcomes, Lawrence (1997) proposes that three theoretical 

frameworks are possible: instrumental, indicator, and intervening. Instrumental 

theories focus on prediction rather than explanation. Demographic variables are 

used as predictors of organizational outcomes irrespective of the relationship 

context. No explanation using subjective concepts is necessary. On the other 

hand, both indicator and intervening theories do attempt to explain the 

relationship. Indicator theories use demographic variables as substitutes for the 

subjective concepts if reliability and validity are high while intervening theories 

treat subjective concepts as mediating the relationship between demographic 

variables and organizational outcomes. 

The model used to frame my thesis proposes an intervening process 

theory about the effects of diversity or team composition on team effectiveness 

because I am interested in studying team process. Team process is comprised 

of subjective concepts that mediate the relationship between diversity and team 

effectiveness. However, these subjective concepts still need to be defined. 

Some researchers (Elsass and Graves, 1997; Pelled, 1996) who have 

recently proposed intervening process theories about the effects of demographic 

diversity in teams suggest that team process can be measured by the subjective 

concepts of team conflict and team-member exchange. They (Elsass and 

Graves, 1997; Pelled, 1996) suggest that these subjective concepts can be 

divided up into actions and behaviors related to performing the task (substantive 



16 

conflict and instmmental exchanges) and those concerned with nnaintaining 

relationships (affective conflict and social exchanges). 

Pelled (1996) suggests that visible dimensions of demographic diversity 

signal and heighten group members' perceptions of interpersonal differences, 

Inducing social categorization processes (Tumer, 1987; Tajfel, 1978) and 

intergroup behavior (Tajfel and Tumer, 1986). This, in tum, causes hostility and 

anxiety between group members, characteristics of affective conflict. Pelled 

(1996) further suggests that job-related dimensions of demographic diversity 

have a stronger influence on individuals' selective perceptions of problems and 

tasks. When groups approach tasks from multiple perspectives, they experience 

substantive conflict, which induces better cognitive task performance. Finally, as 

groups become more familiar with themselves, members are less likely to 

engage in social categorization (less affective conflict) and more likely to have a 

shared understanding of group task processes (less substantive conflict). 

Whereas Pelled's (1996) theory clearly focuses on conflict as the 

intervening process, Elsass and Graves (1997) posit team-member exchange as 

the intervening process. "Extending the work of Seers (1989) who defined 'team-

member exchange' as the quality of the reciprocal relationship between an 

individual and the group, we distinguish between instrumental and social 

exchanges (Elsass and Graves, 1997, p. 951)." The distinction between 

instrumental and social exchange mirrors that of Pelled's (1996) for substantive 

and affective conflict. However, Pelled explicitly excludes communication as an 
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Intervening process variable in her theoretical nnodel because "communication 

does not necessarily refer to differences of opinion (Pelled, 1996, p. 620)." On 

the other hand, team-member exchange (Elsass and Graves, 1997) 

encompasses instances of both positive and negative affect in communication; It 

does not assume the existence of opposition. 

Elsass and Graves (1997) suggest that when groups first form, 

dimensions of race, ethnicity, and sex are visibly salient, causing the focal 

individual and other group members to engage In social categorization. This Is 

enhanced if the situational factors (e.g. gender categorization of task) reinforce 

the saliency of one or more dimensions of demographic diversity. Categorization 

leads to stereotyping and intergroup behavior, which affects both the focal 

Individual and other group members' role expectations of the focal Individual 

(Ashforth and Mael, 1989). If the focal individual Is perceived as having lower 

status, they may be viewed as being less capable of performing the task. This 

entire set of cognitive processes in turn affects the behavioral processes of the 

group, which essentially consists of social and instrumental exchanges between 

the focal Individual and other group members. Expectations of the focal 

Individual, both negative and positive, will be communicated and reinforced 

through the verbal and non-verbal behaviors of both the focal individual and other 

group members. 

Clearly, both Pelled (1996) and Elsass and Graves (1997) suggest that 

diversity or team composition, through the Inducement of social categorization. 
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affects team process. Team process is the conflict and miscommunication^ that 

occur within a team related to perfomning the task (substantive conflict and 

instrumental exchanges) and maintaining member relationships (affective conflict 

and social exchanges). 

Communication Media and Team Process 

Similarly, the literature on the effects of communication media in teams is 

also concerned with the subjective variables of conflict and miscommunication. 

Kiesler and Sproull (1992) suggest that computer-mediated communication lacks 

social context cues when compared to face-to-face communication. Social 

context cues can be static, such as the clothes people are wearing, and dynamic, 

such as a nod of approval. They help people adjust the tone and content of their 

communication. The absence of these cues in computer-mediated 

communication leaves people feeling "distant from others and somewhat 

removed. These feelings tend to produce self-centered and unregulated 

behavior. People become less concerned about making a good appearance 

(Kiesler and Sproull, 1992, p. 103)." As a result, people are more likely to 

express conflict with others and openly challenge their ideas and opinions in 

ways that are offensive (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, and Sethna, 1991; Siegel, 

Dubrovsky, Kiesler, and McGuire, 1986). 

^ Miscommunication is used rather than communication to acknowledge Pelled's 
(1996) exclusion of positive communication between team members and to 
include only negative communication in the presence of opposition. 
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In general, comnnunication media structures team process through the 

absence or presence of social cues. Team process is the conflict (both affective 

and substantive) and miscommunication apparent in a team's social and 

instrumental exchanges. 

Since my thesis is concerned with the effects of both diversity and 

communication media on team process, I will define team process as the 

subjective variables of conflict and miscommunication with a team. However, I 

will also measure social categorization, as well as the level of social context cues 

present during a team's first meeting. 

TEAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Team effectiveness is the output of team process. At the end of the day, 

teams have to deliver results. However, some teams are able to perfomri their 

task more effectively than others. Hackman (1987) defined team effectiveness 

as having both an affective and substantive component. Affective components of 

team effectiveness refer to the ability of team members to work together on 

subsequent team tasks and the satisfaction of team members' personal needs. 

Substantive components of team effectiveness refer to the quality of a team's 

product in meeting or exceeding the expectations of those who review or receive 

the product. 

Several researchers (Pelled, 1996; Wiersema and Bird, 1993; Wagner, 

Pfeffer, and O'Reilly, 1984) have used turnover as an affective measure of team 

effectiveness. Their research has consistently shown that more demographic 
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diversity leads to higher turnover in teams. Others (Elsass and Graves, 1997; 

Jehn, 1995) have used attachment to the team, team member satisfaction, liking 

of other team members, and intent to stay in the team as affective measures of 

team effectiveness. Jehn (1995) found that team conflict, in general, was 

negatively associated with affective measures of team effectiveness. 

Cognitive task performance has been used as a substantive measure of 

team effectiveness by several researchers (Pelled, 1996; Watson, Kumar, and 

Michaelsen, 1993; Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; Bantel and Jackson, 1989). 

However, their results have been inconsistent in showing a clear relationship 

between demographic diversity and cognitive team performance. Elsass and 

Graves (1997) use a slightly different substantive measure of team effectiveness 

- a team member's contribution to the task. Both Jehn (1995) and Gladstein 

(1984) used a rating of team performance by organizational members external to 

the team as a substantive measure of team effectiveness. Jehn (1995) found 

that substantive conflict affected substantive team effectiveness, although this 

was only true in teams performing nonroutine or complex tasks. To the contrary, 

Gladstein (1984) found that while team process accounted for most of the 

variance in members' perceptions of their perfomnance, it did not account for any 

of the variance in teams' actual perfomnance. 

In my thesis, team effectiveness is defined as having both an affective and 

a substantive component. The affective component includes measures of team 

member satisfaction with the team experience, team member desire to work with 
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team on subsequent team tasks, and team member identification with the team. 

The substantive component is related to the negotiation and decision-making 

task performed by teams in my research. It includes team member ratings of the 

decisions they negotiated. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY IN DECISION-MAKING TEAMS 

Organizations today are using teams to make decisions because of the 

sharing of information and ideas (Bhappu, Griffith, and Northcraft, 1997) and the 

increased commitment to decisions often found in team settings. With the 

growing demographic diversity of the American labor market (Workforce 2000, 

1987), women and racial-ethnic minorities are likely to be part of these work 

teams. Cross-functional diversity is also likely (Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, and 

Kramer, 1995). As such, there is a clear need to understand how these changes 

in the wori<place are impacting organizations. 

In this chapter, I describe the results of a field experiment conducted to 

study the effects of demographic diversity on individuals in decision-making 

teams. Unlike previous research on demographic diversity in teams (e.g. 

Bhappu, Griffith, and Northcraft, 1997; Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen, 1993; 

Ancona and Caldwell, 1992;), I concurrently studied three dimensions of 

demographic diversity in teams: organizational function, sex, and racial-ethnic 

minority status. I also tested whether conflict and miscommunication provide 

intervening process explanations for the effects of demographic diversity on 

individuals in decision-making teams. 

SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY 

Social identity theory (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Turner, 1987; Tajfel, 

1978) captures the complexity of demographic diversity in work teams by 
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accounting for the individual identities people derive from membership in various 

social groups (e.g. organizational function, race, sex, age). It explains the 

influences of multiple dimensions of demographic diversity by considering the 

relative identity that an individual has with multiple social groups. Furthermore, 

social identity theory is able to link individuals to their embedding work teams by 

conceptualizing these structures to be social groups as well. 

According to social identity theory, individuals try to cognitively simplify 

their social environment by engaging in social categorization, the process of 

dividing themselves and others into discrete social groups (Tajfel and Turner, 

1986). Women are an example of a social group, as are professors. Affiliation 

with or membership in a social group helps an individual form a social identity, 

"that part of an individual's self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his 

membership in a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional 

significance attached to that membership" (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). Individuals also 

have a need for distinctiveness (Brewer, Manzi and Shaw, 1993) so they tend to 

exaggerate the differences between their social group {ingroup) and other social 

groups {outgroups). This type of differentiation, in which individuals act in 

concert with or as representatives of a social group, is called intergroup behavior. 

Intergroup behavior is characterized by stereotyping, distrust, and competition 

between individuals representing different social groups (Brewer, 1995) and 

contrasts with interpersonal behavior, when individuals act as unique selves. 

"Intergroup behavior, therefore, differs from non-intergroup [interpersonal] 
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behavior in that its locus of control is social, not personal, identity (Gudykunst 

and Hannmer, 1988, p.571)." 

TEAM IDENTITY 

When teams first form, social categorization is salient (Elsass and Graves, 

1997). Categorization may include visible dimensions of demographic diversity 

as well as dimensions relevant to the team's task and salient in a particular 

organizational context. If a team's task requires members to act as 

representatives of other social groups, as is often the case in cross-functional 

decision-making teams, social categorization and intergroup behavior are likely 

to occur. Differences in sex and race among team members can also lead to 

social categorization and intergroup behavior because these dimensions of 

demographic diversity are both visible and salient (Elsass and Graves, 1997). 

Since sex and race are often confounded with lower organizational status (Cox, 

1995), women and racial-ethnic minorities in teams are often marginalized (e.g. 

Konrad, Winter, and Gutek, 1992; Ibarra, 1992). 

In demographically diverse work teams, individual team members have 

different social identities aside from their shared identity as members of a work 

team (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). Given initial social categorization, new team 

members will perceive themselves as being different from others in the team who 

belong to other social groups. This cognitive assumption of dissimilarity will 

make it harder for individuals In diverse teams to emotionally affiliate and identify 

with their work team. 
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On the other hand, individuals in homogenous teams have convergent 

social identities because they share membership in several social groups aside 

from their collective identity as a work team. If these individuals see themselves 

as an ingroup, they will minimize differences between themselves while 

accentuating differences with outgroups (Brewer, 1995). This cognitive 

assumption of similarity will make it easier for individuals in homogenous teams 

to emotionally affiliate and identify with their work team. As such: 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals in homogenous teams will have stronger team identity 

than those in demographically diverse work teams. 

CONFLICT AND MISCOMMUNICATION 

When social categorization in teams leads to stereotypes and intergroup 

behavior, team members will likely experience relationship or affective conflict 

(Jehn, 1997; Pelled, 1996; Guetzkow and Gyr, 1954). Affective conflict is 

associated with interpersonal disagreements and is characterized by intense, 

negative emotions that create anxiety and hostility among team members. 

Communication between members breaks down and social exchanges (Elsass 

and Graves, 1997) are poor. As a result, team members are less likely to 

emotionally affiliate and identify with their work team (Jehn, 1995). 

Similarly, task or substantive conflict (Jehn, 1997; Pelled, 1996; Guetzkow 

and Gyr, 1954), involving disagreements about task-related issues, can also 
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prevent team members from emotionally affiliating and identifying with their work 

team. When team members disagree about task issues "they may begin to 

dislike other members and attribute this task-related conflict to personality issues. 

It is difficult for individuals to present and receive criticism, and often the critic is 

blamed for the adverse reaction (Jehn, 1997, p. 532)." Furthermore, when true 

cognitive differences between team members do exist, they are more likely to 

experience substantive conflict and miscommunication (Pelled, 1996), further 

diminishing their ability to emotionally affiliate and identify with their work team. 

While most definitions of substantive conflict focus on disagreements 

about ends, disagreements about means, or process conflict, can be just as 

important (Jehn, 1997). Even though most team members largely agree about 

their team's goals (McGrath, 1984), they still experience conflict in their "normal 

attempts to cooperate or coordinate efforts (Kabanoff, 1985, p. 114)." Process 

conflict resulting from this type of miscommunication leads to poor instrumental 

exchanges (Elsass and Graves, 1997). Team members who perceive that they 

are intentionally being left out of the infomriation loop or that their ideas are being 

consistently ignored will experience affective conflict, diminishing their ability to 

emotionally affiliate and identify with their work team. 

Since social categorization and intergroup behavior are especially salient 

in demographically diverse work teams, they are more likely to experience 

affective conflict. Furthermore, task and process conflict will be high if team 

members have different opinions and perspectives about decision alternatives 
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and the way that the task should be perfomned. In this way, demographic 

diversity in work teams is likely to increase both conflict and miscommunication, 

and in doing so, will diminish the ability of individuals to emotionally affiliate and 

identify with their work team. As such: 

Hypothesis 2: Individuals in diverse teams will experience more conflict and 

miscommunication than individuals in homogenous teams, and 

Hypothesis 3: Conflict and miscommunication will account for the effect of 

demographic diversity on the team identity of individuals in work teams. 

DECISION QUALITY 

Conflict and miscommunication also affect the task performance of work 

teams. However, these effects are dependent on the type of task being 

performed (Jehn, 1995; Gladstein, 1984). Since I am studying decision-making 

teams, I limit my review of the literature to nonroutine or mixed-motive (McGrath, 

1984) tasks. "Nonroutine tasks require problem solving, have few set 

procedures, and have a high degree of uncertainty (Jehn, 1995: 260)." 

When team members experience affective conflict with each other, their 

task perfomriance is negatively affected. The intense, negative emotions that 

create anxiety and hostility among team members reduce team members' 

cognitive processing of information and decision alternatives (Pelled, 1996; 
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Baron, 1991). Team members are also less receptive to the ideas of others, 

especially those they don't like (Pelled, 1996). Furthermore, the time devoted to 

personal conflicts between team members detracts from the time spent working 

on the task (Pelled, 1996; Evan, 1965). Similarly, process conflict has been 

shown to negatively affect team perfomnance (Jehn, 1997). Gersick (1989) found 

groups that had extended discussions and continually generated alternatives 

were not able to reach a decision and move to implementation. 

However, task conflict in decision-making teams can be beneficial when it 

encourages the team to consider different viewpoints and decision alternatives 

(Jehn, 1995; Amason and Schweiger, 1994). Decision quality is increased when 

teams critically and constructively evaluate each other's ideas and suggestions 

(Jehn, 1995). 

To understand how individuals in work teams rise above their conflict to 

reach a group decision, we turn to the literature on negotiation. 'The language of 

negotiation provides team members with a way to think and talk about the 

potentially disruptive conflicts they encounter in trying to bring together their 

diverse cognitive and physical resources (Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, and Kramer, 

1995, p. 74)." Negotiation is about giving and taking. In work teams, individual 

members give their cognitive resources in exchange for some collective team 

accomplishment. 

There are three different types of issues (situations) in negotiation: 

distributive, congruent, and integrative (Northcraft and Neale, 1994). Distributive 
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issues are instances where individual team members value things equally but in 

mutually exclusive ways. In other words, conflict exists and it is divisive. 

Congruent issues are instances where individual team members value things 

equally and in the same ways. In other words, there is really no conflict. Finally, 

integrative issues are instances where individual team members value things 

differently and in mutually exclusive ways. In other words, there is conflict but it 

can be resolved if team members are willing to trade things of lesser importance 

to them for things of greater importance. In all three cases, teams are striving to 

reach high quality decisions, defined in this research as good agreements: 

"Good agreements are negotiated when disputing parties discern what 
resources and demands each brings to the table, and discover positive 
ways to integrate those resources and demands. Integration does not 
mean that everyone gets everything ... that he or she wants; it does mean 
that disputants get more than they give, by giving concessions on less 
Important issues in exchange for getting concessions on more important 
ones (Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, and Kramer, 1995, p. 76)." 

Research on diverse teams suggests that incremental performance gains 

anticipated as a consequence of the teams' cognitive diversity are not always 

realized (e.g. Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, and Kramer, 1995; Watson, Kumar, and 

Michaelsen, 1993) because they have more affective and process conflict than 

cognitive task conflict. Since demographic diversity in work teams leads to social 

categorization and intergroup behavior, affective conflict is likely to occur. As a 

result, team members' cognitive processing of information and decision 

alternatives is reduced and they spend too much time on their personal conflicts. 
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This makes it harder for them to see integrative potential and reach good 

agreements. As such: 

Hypothesis 4: Individuals in diverse teams will negotiate lower quality decisions 

than individuals in homogenous teams, and 

Hypothesis 5: Conflict and miscommunication will account for the effect of 

demographic diversity on the quality of decisions negotiated by individuals in 

work teams. 

METHOD 

Experimental Design 

Data were collected in the context of a field experiment with a balanced 2 

X 2 design, with two media conditions^ and two team conditions (see Tables 5.1 

and 5.2). For the team conditions, subjects worked in both demographically 

diverse and homogenous teams. Demographic diversity was sampled along the 

dimensions of sex, racial-ethnic minority status, and organizational function. 

Each cell within the 2x2 design had eight (8) teams, each consisting of four (4) 

subjects.^ Each subject identified him/herself as an undergraduate student, a 

^ The effects of communication media in decision-making teams were 
investigated separately. 

^ One of the 64 subjects dropped out before the experiment started, so two of the 
32 groups had 3 members. Instructions were adjusted to accommodate this. 
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graduate student, a staff member, or a faculty member at a large state university. 

This was their self-identified organizational fiinction. Age was confounded with 

organizational function since undergraduate and graduate students were 

younger, on average, than staff and faculty members. Within each organizational 

function, there was one homogenous team of self-identified, minority women; one 

homogenous team of self-identified, non-minority wonnen; one homogenous team 

of self-identified, minority men; and one homogenous team of self-identified, non-

minority men. To experimentally introduce dimensions of demographic diversity, 

each diverse team was comprised of four subjects, one from each of the four 

organizational positions. Each diverse team also contained one self-Identified, 

minority woman; one self-identified, non-minority woman; one self-identified, 

minority man; and one self-identified, non-minority man. Put simply, all 

individuals in homogeneous work teams were similar along three demographic 

dimensions of diversity, whereas individuals in diverse work teams were different 

along the same three demographic dimensions. 

Procedure 

Subjects were screened and categorized using a qualification 

questionnaire prior to the experiment. If qualified, subjects were notified that they 

had been chosen to participate in a study about teams and computers at a major 

University in the Southwest. Based on their self-identified categorization (e.g. 

female, minority faculty) on the qualification questionnaire, they were arbitrarily 

assigned to teams. Each subject participated in two different teams on two 
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different days: one demographicaily homogenous team on the first day and one 

demographically diverse team on the second day. Subjects were paid $40 for 

their two-day participation and given lunch on both days. Also, to provide team 

incentives, subjects were eligible to win a $400 team prize ($100 per member) 

each day based, in part, on the quality of their discussion. 

All data were collected using questionnaires. On the first day of 

experiments, subjects completed a background questionnaire about their 

personal characteristics. On both days, subjects were told that their role in the 

study was to represent people like themselves (e.g. male, non-minority 

undergraduates) at the university. This specific role was primed by having them 

participate in their demographically homogenous team prior to participating in 

their demographically diverse team.^ In the demographically homogenous 

teams, subjects had the opportunity to discuss the needs of people like 

themselves with three other individuals who were similar to them in 

organizational function, sex, and racial-ethnic-minority status. 

On each day, subjects completed a fund-allocation task individually and 

with their team. First, they were asked to individually propose one program at 

the University that, if funded at $1 million, would benefit people like themselves. 

Next, they were given an instruction sheet informing them that they were going to 

^ Since communication media are balanced, any potential learning effect for 
media is minimized. Also, I did not control team process, knowing that all 
subjects had prior team experience. 
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participate in a team activity and identifying the specific demographic 

characteristics of their team (descriptions of each team member). They were 

instructed that, as a four-person team, they had to choose three proposals for 

programs benefiting people at the University. Furthermore, they had to 

determine at what level to fund these three programs given that they had $1 

million In total available funding. They were free to combine any of their 

individual proposals or create new ones. In this way, I created a nonroutlne or 

mixed-motive task (McGrath, 1984). "Nonroutlne tasks require problem solving, 

have few set procedures, and have a high degree of uncertainty (Jehn, 1995: 

260)." 

In the face-to-face condition, subjects went to their team room and began 

their team discussion. In the computer-mediated condition, subjects took their 

assigned seats, participated in a training module of the media (10 additional 

minutes), and then began their team discussion via GroupSystems®, group 

support system. In both media conditions, subjects were given pseudonyms 

(purple, orange, blue, green) (as shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2) and knew their 

own and the other team members' assignments. In the computer-mediated 

communication condition, subjects were physically separated such that no 

subject could know the human behind the pseudonym. Subjects in computer-

mediated communication interacted solely through the text based group support 

system (for more on the GroupSystems® software, see Nunamaker, Briggs, 

MIttleman, Vogel, and Balthazard, 1997). In the face-to-face condition, subjects 
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interacted as would any face-to-face team situated around a table. The only 

support they had was flip chart paper and markers. 

Each team had 45 minutes to discuss and complete their activity. When 

time was over or when the team had completed its task, subjects completed a 

questionnaire about their overall team experience, their team's decision-making 

process, their final decision on the activity, and their identification with their team. 

MEASURES 

Independent Variables 

Diversity was experimentally manipulated. Teams that were diverse were 

coded as 2 and teams that were homogenous were coded as 1. 

Dependent Variables 

To measure conflict, a three-item scale was developed based on 

traditional definitions of conflict (Jehn, 1997; Pelled, 1996; Guetzkow and Gyr, 

1954). It was included in the post-study questionnaire. The scale included the 

following items with 5-point response categories (1 - strongly disagree, 5 -

strongly agree): our personalities conflicted with one another, there was much 

agreement about our goals (reverse coded), and there was much agreement 

about our approach (reverse coded). Cronbach's alpha was calculated to 

confinn scale reliability and confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the 

scale. An index score for conflict was derived from the average of the scale 

items. The index score ranged from 1.0 (low conflict) to 5.0 (high conflict). 
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To measure miscommunication, a ten-item scale was developed. It was 

included in the post-study questionnaire. The scale included the following items 

with 5-point response categories (1 - strongly disagree, 5 - strongly agree): as a 

group we got confused about what we were saying (typing) to each other, we had 

few misunderstandings (reverse coded), I was often confused about what others 

were saying, often we had to go back over our conversation and figure out what 

we meant, it took a long time to figure out what we were saying, I clearly 

understood the positions taken by others in my group (reverse coded), it was 

hard to interpret what I meant, important criticisms I made were ignored. I always 

knew where others were going in the conversation (reverse coded), I always 

knew why the others said the things they did (reverse coded). Cronbach's alpha 

was calculated to confinn scale reliability and confinnatory factor analysis was 

performed on the scale. An index score for miscommunication was derived from 

the average of the scale items. The index score ranged from 1.0 (low 

miscommunication) to 5.0 (high miscommunication). 

To measure team identity, a four-item scale was used, which was an 

adapted version of the scale used by Brewer, Manzi, and Shaw (1993). It was 

included in the post-study questionnaire. The scale included the following items 

with 5-point response categories (1 - strongly disagree, 5 - strongly agree): I liked 

being a member of my group, I would work with my group again, I identified with 

my group, I felt respected by my group. Cronbach's alpha was calculated to 

confirm scale reliability and confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the 
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scale. An index score for team identity was derived from the average of the 

scale items. The index score ranged from 1.0 (low team identity) to 5.0 (high 

team identity). 

To measure decision quality, a five-item scale was developed based on 

the definition of good agreements discussed earlier (Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, 

and Kramer, 1995). It was included in the post-study questionnaire. The scale 

included the following items with 5-point response categories (1 - strongly 

disagree, 5 - strongly agree): my group reached a good decision, our group 

negotiated to make a final decision, during the discussion I gave up on less 

important issues to gain on more important Issues, overall I gained more than I 

conceded, my group's final decision was fair. Cronbach's alpha was calculated 

to confirm scale reliability and confimnatory factor analysis was perfomned on the 

scale. An index score for decision quality was derived from the average of these 

items. The index score ranged from 1.0 (low decision quality) to 5.0 (high 

decision quality). 

To control for differences in subjects' perceptions of similarity to their team 

members, irrespective of the diversity condition, subjects were also asked to rate 

the similarity of their background to other team members on a 5-point scale (1 -

disagree strongly, 5 - agree strongly). The score for similarity perception ranged 

from 1.0 (low similarity) to 5.0 (high similarity). 

RESULTS 

Descriptive 
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Index scores for conflict, miscommunication, team identity, and decision 

quality were derived from the average of the relevant scale items. (See Tables 

5.3, 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6, respectively.) Means for each of these dependent 

variables in the diverse and homogenous team conditions were calculated. (See 

Table 5.7.) Given my balanced study design, I was able to test the difference in 

means by regressing the effect of diversity on each dependent variable. Only the 

means for similarity perception in diverse and homogenous team conditions were 

significantly different (F(1,123)=119.3, p<0.01). Individuals perceived their team 

members to be more similar to them in homogenous work teams (MHOM=3.95) 

than in diverse work teams (MDIV=2.00). 

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated for all variables. (See 

Table 5.8.) All the dependent variables were significantly correlated with each 

other, suggesting that these measures were not independent. Also, the 

independent variable, diversity condition, was significantly correlated with the 

dependent and control variable of similarity perception. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that individuals in homogenous teams would have 

stronger team identity than those in demographically diverse work teams. This 

hypothesis would be supported if, while controlling for similarity perception, the 

means for team identity in homogenous teams were higher than the means for 

team identity in diverse teams. Given my balanced study design, I was able to 

test this hypothesis by regressing the effect of diversity and similarity perception 
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on team identity. Hypothesis 1 was unsupported. (See Table 5.9, Model 1 of 

Table 5.10.) In fact, individuals in diverse teams had stronger team identity than 

individuals in homogenous teams. At the same time, however, individuals with 

higher similarity perception, in both diverse and homogenous teams, had 

stronger team identity than individuals with lower similarity perception (See Table 

5.9, Model 1 of Table 5.10, and Figure 5.1.) 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that Individuals in diverse teams would experience 

more conflict and miscommunication than individuals in homogenous teams. 

This hypothesis would be supported if, while controlling for similarity perception, 

the means for conflict and miscommunication in diverse teams were higher than 

the means for conflict and miscommunication in homogenous teams. Given my 

balanced study design, I was able to test this hypothesis by regressing the effect 

of diversity and similarity perception on both conflict and miscommunication. 

Hypothesis 2 was unsupported. (See Tables 5.11 and 5.12.) In fact, individuals 

In diverse teams had less conflict than individuals in homogenous teams. At the 

same time, however, individuals in both diverse and homogenous teams with 

higher similarity perception had less conflict than individuals with lower similarity 

perception. (See Tables 5.11 and 5.12.) 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that conflict and miscommunication would account 

for the effect of diversity on the team identity of individuals in teams. This 

hypothesis would be supported if, while controlling for similarity perception, 

diversity had an effect on team identity and then, after controlling for the 
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mediating effects of conflict and miscommunication. diversity and similarity 

perception no longer had effects on team identity. I was able to test this 

hypothesis by perfomning stepwise regression since it allowed me to first test the 

effects of diversity on team identity, while controlling for similarity perception, and 

then test the same effect while controlling for conflict and miscommunication. 

Hypothesis 3 was supported. (See Model 2 of Table 5.10.) Conflict and 

miscommunication accounted for the effect of diversity on team identity. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that individuals in diverse teams would negotiate 

lower quality decisions than individuals in homogenous teams. This hypothesis 

would be supported if, while controlling for similarity perception, the means for 

decision quality in diverse teams were lower than the means for decision quality 

in homogenous teams. Given my balanced study design, I was able to test this 

hypothesis by regressing the effect of diversity and similarity perception on 

decision quality. Hypothesis 4 was not supported. In fact, individuals in diverse 

teams negotiated higher quality decisions than individuals in homogenous teams. 

At the same time, however, individuals with higher similarity perception, in both 

diverse and homogenous teams, negotiated higher quality decisions than 

individuals with lower similarity perception (See Table 5.15 and Model 1 of Table 

5.16.) 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that conflict and miscommunication would account 

for the effect of diversity on the quality of decisions negotiated by individuals in 

teams. This hypothesis would be supported if, while controlling for similarity 
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perception, diversity had an effect on decision quality and then, after controlling 

for the mediating effects of conflict and misconnmunication, diversity and 

similarity perception no longer had effects on decision quality. I was able to test 

this hypothesis by performing stepwise regression since it allowed me to first test 

the effects of diversity on decision quality, while controlling for similarity 

perception, and then test the same effect while controlling for conflict and 

miscommunication. Hypothesis 5 was supported. (See Model 2 of Table 5.16.) 

Conflict and miscommunication accounted for the effect of diversity on decision 

quality. 

DISCUSSION 

It is important to consider the limitations of the results. First and foremost, 

these results are based on perceptual data. These data consist of subjects' 

interpretations of their team experience. That is not to say that these data are 

not valid. One can argue that it is optimal to have team members, as opposed to 

other objective parties, rate their team experience, especially when the task 

demanded that they individually negotiate with their team to reach good 

agreements (Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, and Kramer, 1995) to benefit people like 

themselves. Regardless, there are no data on evaluations of the teams' 

experience by other objective parties. Furthermore, these results are based on 

cross-sectional data from teams' first meetings. Lastly, the subjects in this study 

were from an academic institution and were engaged in a decision-making task. 
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The results of this study suggest that individuals in diverse teams have 

stronger team identity, experience less conflict, and negotiate higher quality 

decisions than individuals in homogenous teams. At the same time, the results 

of this study also suggest that it is important for individuals to perceive some 

similarity with other team members. Individuals who had high perceived 

similarity, regardless of whether they were in diverse or homogenous, had 

stronger team identity, experienced less conflict and miscommunication, and 

negotiated higher quality decisions than individuals who had low perceived 

similarity. However, the results of this study also suggest that individuals In 

diverse teams perceived less similarity with other team members than individuals 

in homogenous teams. As such, individuals in diverse teams had an additional 

challenge. Having overcome this challenge, they had stronger team identity and 

negotiated higher quality decisions than individuals in homogenous teams who 

did not have this additional challenge. 

Furthemiore, the results of this study demonstrate that conflict and 

miscommunication mediate the effects of demographic diversity and similarity 

perception on team identity and decision quality. In general, individuals who 

experienced more conflict and miscommunication with their team had weaker 

team identity and negotiated lower quality decisions. 

In summary, managers should emphasize common team goals and team 

members' overarching organizational identity. This is especially important in 

diverse teams where individuals perceive themselves as being dissimilar to other 



42 

team members. For researchers, it is important to distinguish between the 

demographic diversity of a team and team members' perceptions of similarity. 

Also, researchers should consider using a field experiment to isolate the effects 

of demographic diversity in teams. 
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COMMUNICATION MEDIA IN DECISION-MAKING TEAMS 

Many organizations use teams to make decisions because group settings 

facilitate information sharing and the cross-fertilization of ideas. However, teams 

today are not always co-located. It is not unusual for team members to be 

distributed around the globe and to have different backgrounds, both culturally 

and functionally (O'Hara-Devereaux and Johansen, 1994). With advances in 

computer technology and the Internet, many organizations are encouraging their 

global teams to use email and Intemet conferencing to communicate because it 

is a cheaper alternative to having a team meeting at a common location around 

the worid. But even co-located teams use email and Internet conferencing to 

communicate. As such, there is a clear need to understand how this new 

communication technology affects the work processes and outcomes of teams, 

especially those that are geographically distributed and demographically diverse. 

In this chapter, I describe the results of a field experiment conducted to 

study the effects of communication technology (specifically face-to-face 

discussions versus distributed discussions using a group support system or 

GSS®) on individuals in demographically diverse and homogenous decision-

® "GSS are a class of software that enable individuals, each at separate 
computer terminals, to partake in meetings — either same-time/same-place, 
different-time/different-place, or something in between. (See Jessup and 
Valacich, 1993, for a broader discussion of GSS forms and functions.) In a GSS, 
participants interact with and through computer-mediated communication 
networks (largely via text input) to work collaboratively (e.g. DeSanctis and 
Gallupe, 1987). The GSS may be used to facilitate meetings, discussions, and 
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making teams. I concurrently studied three dimensions of demographic diversity 

in these teams: organizational function, sex, and racial-ethnic minority status. I 

also tested whether conflict and miscommunication provide intervening process 

explanations for how communication technology affects the ability of individuals 

to identify with their embedding work team and to negotiate high quality decisions 

with their team. 

SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY 

Social identity theory (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Turner, 1987; Tajfel, 

1978) captures the complexity of demographic diversity in work teams by 

accounting for the individual identities people derive from membership in various 

social groups (e.g. organizational function, race, sex, age). It explains the 

influences of multiple dimensions of demographic diversity by considering the 

relative identity that an individual has with multiple social groups. Furthemnore, 

social identity theory is able to link Individuals to their embedding work teams by 

conceptualizing these structures to be social groups as well. 

According to social identity theory, individuals try to cognitively simplify 

their social environment by engaging in social categorization, the process of 

dividing themselves and others into discrete social groups (Tajfel and Turner, 

1986). Women are an example of a social group, as are professors. Affiliation 

with or membership in a social group helps an individual form a social identity, 

"that part of an individual's self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his 

brainstorming sessions (Bhappu, Griffith, and Northcraft, 1997)." 
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membership in a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional 

significance attached to that membership" (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). Individuals also 

have a need for distinctiveness (Brewer, Manzi and Shaw, 1993) so they tend to 

exaggerate the differences between their social group (ingroup) and other social 

groups {outgroups). This type of differentiation, in which individuals act in 

concert with or as representatives of a social group, is called intergroup behavior. 

Intergroup behavior is characterized by stereotyping, distrust, and competition 

between individuals representing different social groups (Brewer, 1995) and 

contrasts with interpersonal behavior, when individuals act as unique selves. 

"Intergroup behavior, therefore, differs from non-intergroup [interpersonal] 

behavior in that its locus of control is social, not personal, identity (Gudykunst 

and Hammer, 1988, p.571)." 

TEAM IDENTITY 

Recent research (Bhappu, Griffith and Northcraft, 1997) has found that 

ingroup and outgroup distinctions are diminished in teams using computer-

mediated communication when compared to those using face-to-face 

communication. The researchers (Bhappu, Griffith and Northcraft, 1997) suggest 

that social categorization is diminished in work teams using computer-mediated 

communication because dimensions of diversity are not visually reinforced. If 

this is true, then work teams using computer-mediated communication should 

have more team identity than those using face-to-face communication because 

social-group differentiation within their team is not salient. 
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Hypothesis 1a: Individuals in work teams who interact via computer-mediated 

communication will have stronger team identity than those in work teams who 

interact face-to-face. 

However, computer-mediated communication has also been found to 

consistently deindividuate participants by increasing the perceived social 

distance between group members (Jessup and Tansik, 1991; Sproull and 

Kiesler, 1986; Short, Williams, and Christie, 1976), resulting in the 

disengagement of individuals from their work team. As such, work teams using 

computer-mediated communication should have less team identity than those 

using face-to-face communication. 

Hypothesis 1b: Individuals in work teams who interact via computer-mediated 

communication will have weaker team identity than those in work teams who 

interact face-to-face. 

At the same time, because computer-mediated communication provides 

fewer social and infomnational cues than face-to-face communication (Siegel, 

Dubrovsky, Kiesler and McGuire, 1986; Sproull and Kiesler, 1986), work teams 

who interact via computer-mediated communication experience more conflict and 
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miscommunication than work teams who interact face-to-face. As a result, their 

team identity is diminished. 

Hypothesis 2: Individuals in work teams who interact via computer-mediated 

communication will experience more conflict than those in work teams who 

interact face-to-face. 

Hypothesis 3: Individuals in work teams who interact via computer-mediated 

communication will experience more miscommunication than those in work 

teams who interact face-to-face. 

Hypothesis 4: Conflict and miscommunication will account for the effect of 

communication media on team identity. 

When considering possible differences between demographically diverse 

and homogenous work teams, the Social Identification and Deindividuation 

(SIDE) model (Spears and Lea, 1994; Lea and Spears, 1991) is relevant. It 

predicts that if individual identification with the work team Is low initially and team 

members see themselves as belonging to outgroups, the isolation of computer-

mediated communication will further reduce their sense of being a part of the 

work team, effectively deindividuating them. In demographically diverse work 

teams, individual identification with the work team is weak initially because 
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individual team members have different social identities aside from their shared 

identity as members of a work team (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). Given initial 

social categorization, new team members will perceive themselves as being 

different from team members who belong to other social groups. 

Hypothesis 5: Individuals in diverse teams who interact via computer-mediated 

communication will have weaker team identity than those in diverse teams who 

interact face-to-face. 

However, in homogenous teams , team identity is strong initially. 

Individuals in homogenous teams have convergent social identities because they 

share membership in several social groups aside from their collective identity as 

a work team. If these individuals see themselves as an ingroup, they will 

minimize differences between themselves while accentuating differences with 

outgroups (Brewer, 1995). The SIDE model suggests that if individual 

identification with the work team is high initially, the isolation of computer-

mediated communication will further reduce the detection of differences between 

individual members, and in doing so, enhance perceived group homogeneity. 

Hypothesis 6: Individuals in homogenous teams who interact via computer-

mediated communication will have stronger team identity than those in 

homogenous teams who interact face-to-face. 
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DECISION QUALITY 

To understand how individuals in decision-making teams resolve their 

differences of opinion and reach a team decision, we turn to the literature on 

negotiation. "The language of negotiation provides team members with a way to 

think and talk about the potentially disruptive conflicts they encounter in trying to 

bring together their diverse cognitive and physical resources (Northcraft, Polzer, 

Neale, and Kramer, 1995, p. 74)." Negotiation is about giving and taking. In 

work teams, individual members give their cognitive resources in exchange for 

some collective team accomplishment. 

There are three different types of issues (situations) in negotiation: 

distributive, congruent, and integrative (Northcraft and Neale, 1994). Distributive 

issues are instances where individual team members value things equally but in 

mutually exclusive ways. In other words, conflict exists and it is divisive. 

Congruent issues are instances where individual team members value things 

equally and in the same ways. In other words, there is really no conflict. Finally, 

integrative issues are instances where individual team members value things 

differently and in mutually exclusive ways. In other words, there is conflict but it 

can be resolved if team members are willing trade things of lesser importance to 

them for things of greater importance. In all three cases, teams are striving to 

reach high quality decisions or good agreements: 

"Good agreements are negotiated when disputing parties discern what 
resources and demands each brings to the table, and discover positive 
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ways to integrate thiose resources and demands. Integration does not 
mean that everyone gets everything ... that he or she wants; it does mean 
that disputants get more than they give, by giving concessions on less 
Important issues In exchange for getting concessions on more Important 
ones (Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, and Kramer, 1995, p. 76)." 

Prior research on decision-making teams has found that teams using a 

GSS generated more Ideas and made more good agreements than teams 

communicating face-to-face (Jessup and Tanslk, 1991; Connolly, Jessup and 

Valacich, 1990) because Individuals were more open and honest when using 

computer-mediated communication than when they use face-to-face 

communication. Similarly, Welsband (1992) found that the content and tone of 

the team discussions were qualitatively different In the two media. She found 

that the computer-mediated team discussions were more argumentative and 

prone to conflict than In face-to-face communication. In general, computer-

mediated discussions were more uninhibited than face-to-face discussions, a 

finding that has been found in other studies (Sproull and Klesler, 1986; McGuire, 

Klesler and Siegel., 1987). In the case of decision-making teams, uninhibited 

behavior by team members should yield more decision alternatives and divergent 

perspectives, which are essential for negotiating good agreements or high quality 

decisions (Tjosvold, 1991). 

Hypothesis 7: Individuals In work teams who interact via computer-mediated 

communication will negotiate higher quality decisions than those In work teams 

who Interact face-to-face. 
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Hypothesis 8: Conflict and miscommunication will account for the effect of 

comnnunication media on the quality of decisions negotiated by individuals in 

work teams. 

METHOD (See Chapter 5) 

MEASURES 

Independent Variables 

Communication media were experimentally manipulated. Teams that 

used computer-mediated communication were coded as 2 and teams that 

communicated face-to-face were coded as 1. 

Dependent Variables (See Chapter 5) 

RESULTS 

Descriptive 

Index scores for conflict, miscommunication, team identity, and decision 

quality were derived from the average of the relevant scale items. (See Tables 

5.3, 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6, respectively.) Means for each of these dependent 

variables In the face-to-face and computer-mediated media conditions were 

calculated. (See Table 6.1.) 

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated for all variables. (See 

Table 6.2.) All the dependent and independent variables were significantly 
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correlated with each other, suggesting that these measures were not 

independent. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 a predicted that individuals in computer-mediated teams 

would have stronger team identity than those in face-to-face teams. This 

hypothesis would be supported if the mean for team identity in computer-

mediated teams was higher than the mean for team identity in face-to-face 

teams. Alternatively, Hypothesis 1 b predicted that individuals in computer-

mediated teams would have weaker team identity than those in face-to-face 

teams. This hypothesis would be supported if the mean for team identity in 

computer-mediated teams was lower than the mean for team identity in face-to-

face teams. Given my balanced study design, I was able to test these 

hypotheses by regressing the effect of communication media on team identity. 

Hypothesis 1b was supported and Hypothesis 1a was contradicted. (See Model 

1 in Table 6.3.) Individuals in computer-mediated teams had weaker team 

identity than individuals in face-to-face teams. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that individuals in computer-mediated teams would 

experience more conflict than those in face-to-face teams. This hypothesis 

would be supported if the mean for conflict in computer-mediated teams was 

higher than the mean for conflict in face-to-face teams. Given my balanced study 

design, 1 was able to test this hypothesis by regressing the effect of 

communication media on conflict. Hypothesis 2 was supported. (See Table 6.4.) 
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Individuals in computer-mediated teams experienced more conflict those in than 

face-to-face teams. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that individuals in computer-mediated teams would 

experience more miscommunication than those in face-to-face teams. This 

hypothesis would be supported if the mean for miscommunication in computer-

mediated teams was higher than the mean for miscommunication in face-to-face 

teams. Given my balanced study design, I was able to test this hypothesis by 

regressing the effect of communication media on miscommunication. Hypothesis 

3 was supported. (See Table 6.5.) Individuals in computer-mediated teams 

experienced more miscommunication than those in face-to-face teams. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that conflict and miscommunication would account 

for the effect of communication media on the team identity of individuals in work 

teams. This hypothesis would be supported if communication media had an 

effect on team identity and, after controlling for the mediating effects of conflict 

and miscommunication, communication media no longer had an effect on team 

identity. I was able to test this hypothesis by performing stepwise regression 

since it allowed me to first test the effect of communication media on team 

identity and then test the same effect while controlling for conflict and 

miscommunication. Hypothesis 4 was supported. (See Model 2 in Table 6.3.) 

Conflict and miscommunication accounted for the effect of communication media 

on team identity. 
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Hypothesis 5 predicted that individuals in diverse, computer-mediated 

teams would have weaker team identity than those in diverse, face-to-face 

teams. This hypothesis would be supported if the mean for team identity in 

diverse, computer-mediated teams was lower than the mean for team identity in 

diverse, face-to-face teams. Given my balanced study design, I was able to test 

these hypotheses by regressing the effect of communication media on team 

identity for individuals in diverse work teams. Hypothesis 5 was supported. 

Team identity was significantly lower (F(1, 61)=18.4, p<0.001) for individuals in 

diverse, computer-mediated teams (/WcMC=3.48) than for those in diverse, face-

to-face teams (MprF=4.19). 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that individuals in homogenous, computer-

mediated teams would have stronger team identity than those in homogenous, 

face-to-face teams. This hypothesis would be supported if the mean for team 

identity in homogenous, computer-mediated teams was higher than the mean for 

team identity in homogenous, face-to-face teams. Given my balanced study 

design, I was able to test these hypotheses by regressing the effect of 

communication media on team identity for individuals in homogenous work 

teams. Hypothesis 6 was contradicted. In fact, team identity was significantly 

lower (F(1, 61)=4.31, p<0.05) for individuals in homogenous, computer-mediated 

teams (MCMC=3.84) than for those in homogenous, face-to-face teams 

(MFTF=4.35). 
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Hypothesis 7 predicted that individuals in computer-mediated teams would 

negotiate higher quality decisions than those In face-to-face teams. This 

hypothesis would be supported If the mean for decision quality in computer-

mediated teams was higher than the mean for decision quality In face-to-face 

teams. Given my balanced study design, I was able to test this hypothesis by 

regressing the effect of communication media on decision quality. Hypothesis 7 

was contradicted. (See Model 1 In Table 6.6.) In fact, individuals in computer-

mediated teams negotiated lower quality decisions than those in face-to-face 

teams. 

Finally. Hypothesis 8 predicted that conflict and miscommunicatlon would 

account for the effect of communication media on decision quality. This 

hypothesis would be supported if communication media had an effect on decision 

quality and, after controlling for the mediating effects of conflict and 

miscommunicatlon, communication media no longer had an effect on decision 

quality. I was able to test this hypothesis by performing stepwise regression 

since it allowed me to first test the effect of communication media on decision 

quality and then test the same effect while controlling for conflict and 

miscommunicatlon. Hypothesis 8 was supported. (See Model 2 in Table 6.6.) 

Conflict and miscommunicatlon accounted for the effect of communication media 

on decision quality. 

DISCUSSION 

(See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the limitations of these results.) 
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The results of this study suggest that individuals in computer-mediated 

teams have weaker team identity, experience more conflict and 

miscommunication, and negotiate lower quality decisions than individuals in face-

to-face teams. Furthermore, the results of this study also demonstrate that 

conflict and miscommunication mediate the effects of communication media on 

team identity and decision quality. Individuals in computer-mediated teams 

experienced more conflict and miscommunication with their team, lowering their 

team identity and the quality of the decisions they negotiated with their team. 

At a minimum, these results suggest that organizations should carefully 

consider the effects of the new communication technology on the work processes 

and outcomes of teams, especially those that are distributed around the globe 

and have team members with different backgrounds, both culturally and 

functionally. While computer-mediated communication may be a cheaper 

alternative to face-to-face communication, it Is not an equally effective one when 

it comes to decision-making and negotiation. In this sense, computer-mediated 

communication a challenge for organizations as they move towards a more 

globally-distributed and team-based work environment (O'Hara-Deveraux and 

Johansen, 1994). 
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CONCLUSIONS: A PROCESS MODEL OF TEAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Up to this point, I have presented the model of team effectiveness that 

framed my thesis. I have discussed my specific hypotheses and how I tested 

them. I have also presented my empirical findings. In this chapter, 1 will now 

bring everything together and discuss the significance of my empirical findings. I 

will discuss the theoretical implications of my thesis by presenting a new 

intervening process model on the effects of demographic diversity and 

communication media in teams. 

Essentially, the new intervening process model (see Figure 7.1) 

elaborates on and adds depth to the original model that I presented to you in 

Chapter 4. It summarizes what I have learned in conducting my thesis. It is 

based on the empirical findings of my thesis. I will begin by giving an overview of 

the model. I will then discuss in detail the various components of the model, 

defining each component as it relates to my thesis and integrating it with prior 

research. 

I have specifically referred to the new model as an intervening process 

model (Lawrence, 1997) because, unlike the original model of team effectiveness 

that I presented in Chapter 4, it defines the subjective concepts that mediate the 

relationship between demographic diversity and team effectiveness. In other 

words, it elaborates on and defines more clearly what lies within the box labeled 
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team process in the original model. In doing so, it sheds some light into "the 

black box of organizational demography (Lawrence, 1997, p. 2)." 

The key output of the new model (see Figure 7.1) is also team 

effectiveness. However, there are now three process variables that lead to team 

effectiveness: conflict, miscommunication, and similarity perception. Conflict, 

miscommunication, and perceptions of dissimilarity reduce team effectiveness. 

Perceptions of dissimilarity among team members lead to conflict and 

miscommunication, but these are also affected by the nature of the task and 

communication media used by the team. The greater the demographic diversity 

of the team, the lower the perceptions of similarity among team members. 

Demographic diversity refers to differences and similarities among team 

members in terms of demographic dimensions that are social distinctions 

(Konrad and Gutek, 1987) such as race, sex, age, and organizational function. 

For a demographic dimension to be socially distinct, it must satisfy from one of 

the following five conditions (Konrad and Gutek, 1987): 1) it defines groups of 

individuals who behave in systematically different ways, 2) it defines groups of 

individuals who are in conflict, 3) it defines groups of individuals who are of 

different status; 4) it defines groups of individuals who are distinguished by 

institutional practices, and 5) it defines groups of individuals who are visually 

distinguishable. 

Moreover, demographic diversity is conceptualized as a team 

characteristic. Teams are diverse when individual members identify with different 
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demographic dimensions and can be categorized by others as belonging to these 

same dimensions. Unlike prior research on diversity in teams (e.g. Bhappu, 

Griffith, and Northcraft, 1997; Elsass and Graves, 1997; Pelled, 1996; Watson, 

Kumar, and Michaelsen, 1993), this definition of diversity considers the fact that 

team members can belong to several overlapping demographic dimensions. 

Also, team members may be different on some demographic dimensions and 

similar on others. 

What's important is that their differences and similarities are socially 

meaningful, that is, when known and salient, these differences and similarities 

elicit a predictable set of reactions from other team members (Konrad and Gutek, 

1987). It is less important whether demographic dimensions are visible or job-

related (Pelled, 1996). Also, the relative proportion of women and people of color 

in the team is not the issue. What is important is whether the differences and 

similarities between team members on these socially distinct dimensions induce 

social categorization (Tajfel and Turner, 1986) within the team and whether team 

members perceive similarity or dissimilarity with others in the team. 

Perceptions of dissimilarity among team members result in conflict and 

miscommunication within teams. Additionally, when teams communication is 

computer mediated, they experience more conflict because the computer media 

filters out social and infomnational cues that regulate team members' interactions. 

Conflict consists of both affective and substantive components. My empirical 

data suggest that affective and substantive conflict are positively correlated with 
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each other and negatively correlated with team effectiveness. My empirical data 

also suggest that social categorization and perceptions of dissimilarity among 

team members induce both substantive and affective conflict, suggesting that 

team members are less receptive to the ideas of others, especially those they 

see as different from themselves (Pelled, 1996; Baron, 1991). 

Miscommunication refers to instances of negative social and instrumental 

exchanges (Elsass and Graves, 1997) where the team suffers from a lack of 

shared understanding and interactions between team members are strained. My 

empirical data also suggest that miscommunication is distinct from conflict, and 

therefore, unlike Pelled (1996), I include it in this model. 

Communication media refer to the use of communication technologies 

such as email, telephone, and video conferencing that are different from the 

referent face-to-face medium. This definition assumes that communication 

media can be dispersed along a continuum of media richness (Daft and Lengel, 

1986), with face-to-face communication providing the richest source of social and 

informational cues, both verbal and non-verbal. 

My empirical data suggest that when teams use communication 

technologies of lower media richness than face-to-face communication, they 

experience more conflict and miscommunication. Team members are 

deindividuated and openly challenge the ideas and opinions of other team 

members in ways that are offensive (Kiesler and Sproull, 1992; Dubrovsky, 

Kiesler, and Sethna, 1991; Siegel, Dubrovsky, Kiesler, and McGuire, 1986). This 
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type of conflict negatively innpacts team effectiveness. Also, misconnmunication 

is higher because computer-mediated communication provides few social and 

Informational cues that help to clarify communication (Siegel, Dubrovsky, Kiesler 

and McGuire, 1986; Sproull and Kiesler, 1986), 

The nature of the team task was not included In the original model of team 

effectiveness because it was held constant during my experiment. However, my 

empirical data, when compared to prior research, suggest that it does matter. As 

such, I am including it in this new model. 

A team's task can be simple and routine or It can be complex and 

nonroutine (Jehn, 1995). "Nonroutine tasks require problem solving, have few 

set procedures, and have a high degree of uncertainty (Jehn, 1995: 260)." Other 

researchers (Jehn, 1995, Gersick, 1989) have shown that the team's task can 

directly Induce both conflict and miscommunlcatlon within the team. However, 

my empirical findings suggest that mixed motive tasks (McGrath, 1984), such as 

the negotiation and decision-making task performed by teams in my experiment, 

can also Indirectly Induce both conflict and miscommunication by instigating 

social categorization and perceptions of dissimilarity among team members. In 

doing so, the nature of the team task can negatively impact team effectiveness. 

Team effectiveness is the key output of this intervening process model. 

Team effectiveness Is conceptualized as having both an affective and 

substantive component. Using Hackman's (1987) typology, the affective 

components of team effectiveness refer to the ability of team members to work 
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together on subsequent team tasks and the satisfaction of team members' 

personal needs. The substantive components of team effectiveness refer to the 

quality of a teams' product in meeting or exceeding the expectations of those 

who review or receive the product. 

My empirical data suggest that the affective and substantive components 

of team effectiveness are strongly correlated. In other words, team members 

have to attend to both the task and relationship aspects of team life. Neglecting 

one will negatively affect the other. 
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APPENDIX A: FIGURES 



FIGURE 4.1: A MODEL OF TEAM EFFECTIVENESS 
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FIGURE 7.1: THE EFFECTS OF DEMOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY AND COMMUNICATION MEDIA IN TEAMS 
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APPENDIX B: TABLES 



TABLE 5.1: STUDY DESIGN FOR HOMOGENOUS TEAMS 

Team" Subject Sex EEO Status Function Color' Team Subject Sex EEO Status Function Color 

Gl 1 Male Minority Faculty P F1 33 Female Minority Faculty P 
2 Male Minority Faculty 0 34 Female Minority Faculty 0 
3 Male Minority Faculty B 35 Female Minority Faculty B 
4 Male Minority Faculty G 36 Female Minority Faculty G 

G2 5 Male Minority Staff O F2 37 Female Minority Staff O 
6 Male Minority Staff B 38 Female Minority Staff B 
7 Male Minority staff G 39 Female Minority Staff G 
8 Male Minority Staff P 40 Female Minority Staff P 

G3 9 Female Minority Undergrad B F3 41 Male Minority Undergrad B 
10 Female Minority Undergrad G 42 Male Minority Undergrad G 
11 Female Minority (Jndergrad P 43 Male Minority Undergrad P 
12 Female Minority Undergrad 0 44 Male Minority Undergrad 0 

G4 13 Female Minority Grad G F4 45 Male Minority Grad G 
14 Female Minority Grad P 46 Male Minority Grad P 
15 Female Minority Grad 0 47 Male Minority Grad 0 
16 Female Minority Grad B 48 Male Minority Grad B 

GS 17 Female Nonminority Faculty P F5 49 Male Nonminority Faculty P 
18 Female Nonminority Faculty 0 50 Male Nonminority Faculty 0 
19 Female Nonminority Faculty B 51 Male Nonminority Faculty B 
20 Female Nonmlnorlty Faculty G 52 Male Nonminority Faculty G 

G6 21 Female Nonminority Staff O F6 53 Male Nonminority Staff O 
22 Female Nonminority Staff B 54 Male Nonminority Staff B 
23 Female Nonminority Staff G 55 Male Nonminority Staff G 
24 Female Nonminority staff P 56 Male Nonminority Staff P 

G7 25 Male Nonminority Undergrad B F7 57 Female Nonminority Undergrad B 
26 Male Nonminority Undergrad G 58 Female Nonminority Undergrad G 
27 Male Nonminority Undergrad P 59 Female Nonminority Undergrad P 
28 Male Nonminority Undergrad 0 60 Female Nonminority Undergrad 0 

G8 29 Male Nonminority Grad G F8 61 Female Nonminority Grad G 
30 Male Nonminority Grad P 62 Female Nonminority Grad P 
31 Male Nonminority Grad 0 63 Female Nonminority Grad 0 
32 Male Nonminority Grad B 64 Female Nonminority Grad B 

® Gn = computer supported, Fn = face-to-face unsupported 

^ Subjects were given the following pseudonyms: P = purple, O = orange, B = blue, and G = green o> 
00 



TABLE 5.2: STUDY DESIGN FOR DIVERSE TEAMS 

Team' Subject Sex EEC Status Function Color* Team Subject Sex EEC Status Function Color 

G9 1 Male Minority Faculty P F9 3 Male Minority Faculty P 
37 Female Minority Staff 0 39 Female Minority Staff 0 
25 Male Nonmlnorlty Undergrad B 27 Male Nonmlnorlty Undergrad B 
61 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad G 63 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad G 

G10 2 Male Minority Faculty 0 F10 4 Male Minority Faculty 0 
38 Female Minority Staff B 40 Female Minority staff B 
26 Male Nonmlnorlty Undergrad G 28 Male Nonmlnorlty Undergrad G 

62 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad P 64 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad P 

G11 17 Male Nonmlnorlty Faculty B F11 19 Male Nonmlnorlty Faculty B 
5 Female Minority Staff G 7 Female Minority Staff G 
9 Male Minority Undergrad P 11 Male Minority Undergrad P 
29 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad 0 31 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad 0 

G12 18 Male Nonmlnorlty Faculty G F12 20 Male Nonminority Faculty G 

6 Female Minority staff P 6 Female Minority Staff P 
10 Male Minority Undergrad 0 12 Male Minority Undergrad 0 
30 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad B 32 Female Nonmlnorlty Grad B 

G13 49 Male Nonmlnorlty Faculty P F13 51 Male Nonminorily Faculty P 
21 Female Nonmlnorlty Staff 0 23 Female Nonminority Staff 0 
41 Male Minority Undergrad B 43 Male Minority Undergrad B 
13 Female Minority Grad G 15 Female Minority Grad G 

G1/t 50 Male Nonmlnorlty Faculty 0 F14 52 Male Nonminorily I'acully O 
22 Female Nonmlnorlty Staff B 24 Female Nonminority Staff B 
42 Male Minority Undergrad G 44 Male Minority Undergrad G 
14 Female Minority Grad P 16 Female Minority Grad P 

G15 33 Male Minority Faculty B F15 35 Male Minority Faculty B 
53 Female Nonmlnorlty Staff G 55 Female Nonminority Staff G 
57 Male Nonmlnorlty Undergrad P 59 Male Nonminorily Undergrad P 
45 Female Minority Grad 0 47 Female Minority Grad 0 

G16 34 Male Minority Faculty G FIG 36 Male Minority Faculty G 
54 Female Nonmlnorlty staff P 56 Female Nonminority Staff P 
58 Male Nonmlnorlty Undergrad 0 60 Male Nonminority Undergrad 0 
46 Female Minority Grad B 48 Female Minority Grad B 

° Gn = computer supported, Fn = face-to-face unsupported 

® Subjects were given the following pseudonyms: P = purple, O = orange, B = blue, and G = green o 
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TABLE 5.3: DESCRIPTION OF CONFLICT INDEX (N = 126) 

Item Factor Loading 

Our personalities conflicted with one another. 0.78 

There was much agreement about our goals. (RC) 0.88 

There was much agreement about our approach. (RC) 0.86 

Cronbach Alpha=0.79 
RC-reverse coded 
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TABLE 5.4: DESCRIPTION OF MISCOMMUNICATION INDEX (N = 126) 

Item Factor 
Loading 

As a group, we got confused about what we were saying (typing) to 0.77 

each other. 

We had few misunderstandings. (RC) 0.71 

1 was often confused about what others were saying. 0.83 

Often, we had to go back over our conversation and figure out what 0.77 

we meant. 

It took a long time to figure out what we were saying. 0.86 

1 clearly understood the positions taken by others in my group. (RC) 0.82 

It was hard to interpret what was meant. 0.86 

Important criticisms 1 made were ignored. 0.56 

1 always knew where the others were going in the conversation. (RC) 0.81 

1 always knew why others said the things they did. (RC) 0.69 

Cronbach Alpha=0.92 
RC-reverse coded 
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TABLE 5.5: DESCRIPTION OF TEAM IDENTITY INDEX (N = 126) 

Item Factor Loading 

1 liked being a member of my group. 0.91 

1 would work with my group again. 0.91 

1 identified with my group. 0.89 

1 felt respected by my group members. 0.87 

Cronbach Alpha=0.91 
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TABLE 5.6: DESCRIPTION OF DECISION QUALITY INDEX (N = 126) 

Item Factor Loading 

My group reached a good decision. 0.87 

Our group negotiated to make a final decision. 0.80 

During the discussion, 1 gave up on less important 0.37 

issues to gain on more important issues. 

Overall, 1 gained more than 1 conceded. 0.51 

My group's final decision was fair. 0.88 

Cronbach Alpha=0.74 
RC-reverse coded 



TABLE 5.7: MEANS FOR ALL DEPENDENT VARIABLES (N = 126) 

Diverse Homogenous 

Team Identity 3.83 4.10 

Decision Quality 3.94 3.94 

Conflict 2.25 2.06 

Miscommunication 2.33 2.23 

Similarity Perception 2.00 3.95 
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TABLE 5.8: PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX (N = 126) 

Diversity 
Condition 

Similarity 
Perception 

Conflict Miscommunication Team 
Identity 

Similarity 
Perception 

-0.702" 

Conflict +0.111 -0.385" 

Miscommunication +0.072 -0.228* +0.709" 

Team 
Identity 

-0.156 +0.417" -0.851" -0.660" 

Decision 
Quality 

+0.000 +0.211* -0.680" -0.542" +0.673" 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 



TABLE 5.9; MEANS FOR TEAM IDENTITY (N = 126) 

Similarity Homogenous %NHOM Diverse %NDIV 
Perception 

1 2.25 3% 3.72 29% 

2 3.39 11% 3.75 52% 

3 2.70 8% 4.07 11% 

4 4.33 43% 4.19 6% 

5 4.53 35% 5.00 2% 
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TABLE 5.10: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR TEAM IDENTITY (N = 126) 

Team Identity 
Model 1 

Team Identity 
Model 2 

Diversity (S) 0.481* 0.047 

Similarity Perception (8) 0.398" 0.084 

Conflict (B) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.743** 

Miscommunication (S) - Step 2 (not In model) -0.151 

Adjusted 0.198 0.734 

F 16.3** 86.5** 

*p<0.05. **p<0.01 



TABLE 5.11; MEANS FOR CONFLICT (N = 126) 

Similarity Homogenous %NHOM Diverse %NDIV 
Perception 

1 4.67 3% 2.15 29% 

2 2.67 11% 2.42 52% 

3 3.07 8% 2.00 11% 

4 1.95 43% 2.00 6% 

5 1.53 35% 1.33 2% 



TABLE 5.12: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR CONFLICT (N = 126) 

Conflict 

Diversity (B) -0.534** 

Similarity Perception (S) -0.370** 

Adjusted 0.185 

F 15.1** 

*p<0.05. **p<0.0^ 



TABLE 5.13: MEANS FOR MISCOMMUNICATION (N = 126) 

Similarity 
Perception 

Homogenous %NHOM Diverse %NDIV 

1 3.30 3% 2.36 29% 

2 2.44 11% 2.42 52% 

3 2.46 8% 2.20 11% 

4 2.27 43% 2.03 6% 

5 1.95 35% 1.60 2% 
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TABLE 5.14: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR MISCOMMUNICATION (N = 126) 

Miscommunication 

Diversity (B) -0.251 

Similarity Perception (B) -0.187** 

Adjusted 0.051 

F 4.31* 

*p<0.05. **p<0.01 



TABLE 5.15: MEANS FOR DECISION QUALITY (N = 126) 

Similarity Homogenous %NHOM Diverse %NDIV 
Perception 

1 2.30 3% 4.07 29% 

2 3.29 11% 3.83 52% 

3 3.36 8% 4.17 11% 

4 4.14 43% 3.85 6% 

5 4.18 35% 4.00 2% 
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TABLE 5.16: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR DECISION QUALITY (N = 126) 

Decision Quality 
Model 1 

Decision Quality 
Model 2 

Diversity (S) 0.413* 0.117 

Similarity Perception (S) 0.212** 0.005 

Conflict (S) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.500** 

Miscommunication (S) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.115 

Adjusted 0.072 0.458 

F 5.82** 27.2** 

*p<0.05. **p<0.01 
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TABLE 6.1: MEANS FOR ALL DEPENDENT VARIABLES (N = 126) 

Face-to-Face Computer-
Mediated 

Team Identity 4.27 3.66 

Decision Quality 4.16 3.72 

Conflict 1.84 2.46 

Miscommunication 1.97 2.59 

Similarity Perception 3.02 2.95 
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TABLE 6.2: PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX (N = 126) 

Media Conflict Miscommunication Team 
Condition identity 

Conflict +0.359" 

Miscommunication +0.414" +0.709" 

Team -0.347" -0.851" -0.660" 
Identity 

0.314" -0.680" -0.542" +0.673" Decision 
Quality 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 



TABLE 6.3: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR TEAM IDENTITY (N = 126) 

Team Identity 
Model 1 

Team Identity 
Model 2 

Communication Media (S) -0.613** -0.057 

Conflict (S) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.797** 

Miscommunication (S) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.125 

Adjusted 0.113 0.726 

F 17.0** 110.5** 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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TABLE 6.4: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR CONFLICT (N = 126) 

Conflict 

Communication Media (S) 0.611** 

Adjusted 0.122 

F 18.2** 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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TABLE 6.5: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR MISCOMMUNICATION (N = 126) 

Miscommunication 

Communication Media (S) 0.622** 

Adjusted 0.165 

F 25.7** 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 



TABLE 6.6: REGRESSION RESULTS FOR DECISION QUALITY (N = 126) 

Decision Quality 
Model 1 

Decision Quality 
Model 2 

Communication Media (B) -0.444** -0.088 

Conflict (S) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.489** 

Miscommunication (S) - Step 2 (not in model) -0.096 

Adjusted 0.091 0.460 

F 13.5** 36.2** 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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APPENDIX C: METHOD 

To recruit subjects, I placed advertisements for the study at various 

campus locations. I also sent the advertisements to several online mailing lists 

subscribed to by my target groups. To recruit faculty, I had a junior faculty 

member call all qualified individuals on the faculty list to solicit volunteers. 

Faculty were told that the study was critical to the junior faculty member's tenure 

application and was the dissertation for a graduate student. 

Potential subjects that responded to the advertisement had to fill out the 

qualification questionnaire. Based on their responses, they were either chosen 

or rejected for the study. For each team, homogenous or diverse, I recruited an 

extra subject. In general, I was screening potential subjects on their 

demographic characteristics. Subjects were assigned to teams as they qualified 

for the study. I tried to assign subjects so that no two team members came from 

the same department. Every assigned subject was given a reminder call two-

days prior to the study. Last minute cancellations were replaced by qualified 

substitutes. 

On both days of the study, subjects checked in 15 minutes prior to the 

start of the study. They were given a manila envelope marked with their subject 

ID# and the location of their study room. All face-to-face subjects went to one 

room while the computer-mediated subjects went to another room. Once in their 

respective rooms, subjects were instructed to open the various study instructions 



and forms. Each was sealed in a white envelope and marked with a 

corresponding number. Envelope 1 (Envelope 4 on Day 2) contained the study 

background, consent fonn, recording consent form, background survey, the 

Individual Instructions and task. Subjects read and completed these forms first. 

When they were all done, they were instructed to open Envelope 2 (Envelope 5 

on Day 2) and read the group instructions and task. Once they had done this, 

each of the face-to-face teams were escorted to their respective team rooms. In 

the computer-mediated condition, subjects were seated at specific computer 

terminals as they entered the study room. Their seating location was noted on 

their manila envelopes and they were escorted to their seats as they entered the 

study room. Seating was arranged so that no two team members were next to 

each other. At the end of their team meetings, subjects were instructed to open 

Envelope 3 (Envelope 6 on Day 2) and complete the post-study questionnaire. 

At the end of Day 2, subjects were paid and given an experimental 

debriefing form. The team prizes were awarded two weeks later after all team 

discussions and decisions were reviewed. 



92 

REFERENCES 

Amason, A.C., and Schweiger, D.M. 1994. Resolving the paradox of conflict, 
strategic decision making, and organizational performance. International 
Joumal of Conflict Management, 5: 239-253. 

Ancona, D.G., and Caldwell, D.F. 1992. Demography and design: Predictors of 
new product team performance. Organizational Science, 3: 334-365. 

Ashforth, B.E., and Mael, F. 1989. Social identity theory and the organization. 
Academy of Management Review, 14: 20-39. 

Bantel, K.A., and Jackson, S.E. 1989. Top management and innovations in 
banking: Does the composition of the top team make a difference?. 
Strategic Management Journal, 10: 107-124. 

Baron, R.A. 1991. Positive effects of conflict: A cognitive perspective. Employee 
Responsibilities and Rights Joumal, 4: 25-36. 

Bhappu, A.D., Griffith, T.L., and Northcraft, G.B. 1997. Media effects and 
communication bias in diverse groups. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 70(3): 199-205. 

Brewer, M.B. 1995. Managing diversity: The role of social identities. In S.E. 
Jackson and M.N. Ruderman (Eds.), Diversity in work teams. Washington, 
DC: APA. 

Brewer, M.B., Manzi, J.M., and Shaw, J.S. 1993. In-group identification as a 
function of depersonalization, distinctiveness, and status. Psychological 
Science, 4(2): 88-92. 

Cohen, J., and Cohen, P. 1983. Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis 

for the behavioral sciences (2 ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Eribaum 
Associates, Publishers. 

Connolly, T., Jessup, L.M., and Valacich, J.S. 1990. Effects of anonymity and 
evaluative tone on idea generation in computer-mediated groups. 
Management Science, 36: 689-703. 

Cox, T., 1995. The complexity of diversity: Challenges and directions for future 
research. In S.E. Jackson and M.N. Rudemian (Eds.), Diversity in work 
teams. Washington, DC: APA. 



93 

Daft, R., and Lengel, R. 1986. Organizational infomnation requirennents, media 

richness and structural design. Management Science. 32: 554-571. 

DeSanctis, G., and Gallupe, R.B. 1987. A foundation for the study of group 
decision support systems. Management Science. 33: 589-609. 

Dubrovsky. V., Kiesler. S., and Sethna, B. 1991. The equalization phenomenon: 
Status effects in computer-mediated and face-to-face decision making 
groups. Human Computer Interaction. 6: 119-146. 

Elsass, P.M., and Graves, LM. 1997. Demographic diversity in decision-making 
groups: The experiences of women and people of color. Academy of 
Management Review. 22(4): 946-973. 

Ely, R.J. 1995. The role of dominant identity and experience in organizational 
work on diversity. In S.E. Jackson and M.N. Ruderman (Eds.). Diversity in 
work teams. Washington, DC: APA. 

Evan, W. 1965. Conflict and performance in R&D organizations. Industrial 
Management Review. 7: 37-46. 

Gersick, C. J.G. 1989. Marking time: Predictable transitions in task groups. 
Academy of Management Journal, 32: 274-309. 

Gladstein, D.L 1984. A model of task group effectiveness. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 29: 499-517. 

Gudykunst. W.B.. and Hammer, M.R. 1988. The influence of social identity and 
intimacy of interethnic relationships on uncertainty reduction processes. 
Human Communication Research, 14: 569-601. 

Guetzkow, H., and Gyr. J. 1954. An analysis of conflict In decision-making 
groups. Human Relations, 7: 367-381. 

Hackman, J.R. 1987. The design of work teams. In J.W. Lorsch (Ed.) Handbook 
of Organizational Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Ibarra, H. 1992. Homophily and differential returns: Sex differences in network 
structure and access in advertising fimn. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
37: 422-447. 

Jehn, K.A. 1997. A qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in 
organizational groups. Administrative Science Quarterly. 42: 530-557. 



94 

Jehn, K.A. 1995. A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of 
intragroup conflict. Administrative Science Quarteriy, 40: 256-282. 

Jessup, LM., and Tansik, D.A. 1991. Decision making in an automated 
environment: The effects of anonymity and proximity with a group decision 
support system. Decision Sciences. 22: 266-279. 

Jessup, L.M., and Valacich, J.S. 1993. Group support systems: New 
perspectives. New York, NY: Macmillan. 

Kabanoff, B. 1985. Potential influence structures as sources of interpersonal 
conflict in groups and organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 36: 113-141. 

Kiesler, S., Siegel, J., and McGuire, T. 1984. Social psychological aspects of 
computer-mediated communication. American Psychologist, 39: 1123-
1134. 

Kiesler, S., and Sproull, L. 1992. Group decision making and communication 
technology. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 53: 
96-123. 

Konrad, A., Winter, S., and Gutek, B.A. 1992. Diversity in work group sex 
composition: Implications for majority and minority members. In P. Tolbert 
and S.B. Bacharach (Eds.), Research in Sociology of Organizations, 10: 
115-140. Greenwich. CT: JAI Press. 

Lawrence, B.S. 1997. The black box of organizational demography. 
Organizational Science. 8(1): 1-22. 

Lea, M., and Spears, R. 1991. Computer-mediated communication, de-
individuation and group decision-making. International Journal of Man-
Machine Studies, 34: 283-301. 

McGrath, J.E. 1984. Groups: interaction and performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

McGrath, J.E., Berdahl, J.L., and Arrow, H. 1995. Traits, expectations, culture, 
and clout: The dynamics of diversity in work groups. In S.E. Jackson and 
M.N. Ruderman (Eds.), Diversity in work teams. Washington, DC: APA. 

McGuire, T.W., Kiesler, S., and Siegel. J. 1987. Group and computer-mediated 
discussion effects in risk decision making. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 52(5): 917-930. 



95 

Nkomo, S.M. 1995. Identities and the complexity of diversity. In S.E. Jackson and 
M.N. Rudemian (Eds.), Diversity in work teams. Washington, DC: APA. 

Northcraft, G.B., and Neale, M.A. (1994). Organizational behavior: A 
management challenge, 2nd edition. Fort Worth: Dryden Press. 

Northcraft, G.B., Polzer, J.T., Neale, M.A., and Kramer, R.M. 1995. Diversity, 
social identity, and performance: Emergent social dynamics in cross-
functional teams. In S.E. Jackson and M.N. Rudemnan (Eds.), Diversity in 
work teams. Washington, DC: APA. 

Nunamaker, J.F., Briggs, R.O., Mittleman, D.D.. Vogel, D.R., and Balthazard, 
P.A. 1997. Lessons from a dozen years of group support systems 
research: A discussion of lab and field findings. Journal of Management 
information Systems. 13(3): 163-207. 

O'Hara-Deveraux, K., and Johansen, R. 1994. Global work: Bridging distance, 
culture, time. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Pelled, L. 1996. Demographic diversity, conflict, and work group outcomes: An 
intervening process theory. Organization Science. 7: 615-631. 

Pfeffer, J. 1981. Some consequences of organizational demography: Potential 
impacts of an aging work forse on formal organization. In S.B. Kiesler, J.N. 
Morgan, and V.K. Oppenheimer (Eds.), Aging: Social Change. New York: 
Academic Press. 

Pfeffer, J. 1983. Organizational demography. In L.L. Cummings and B.M. Staw 
(Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior, vol. 5. Greenwich, CT: JAI 
Press. 

Short, J.A., Williams, E., and Christie, B. 1976. The social psychology of 
telecommunications. London: Wiley. 

Siegel, J., Dubrovsky, V., Kiesler, S., and McGuire, T. 1986. Group processes in 
computer-mediated communication. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes. 37: 157-187. 

Spears, R., and Lea, M. 1994. Panacea or panopticon? The hidden power of 
computer-mediated communication. Communication Research, 21(4): 
427-459. 

Sproull, L., and Kiesler, S. 1986. Reducing social context cues: Electronic mail in 
organizational communication. Management Science. 32:1492-1512. 



96 

Tajfel, H. 1978. Social categorization, social identity, and social comparison. In 
H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social 
psychology of intergroup relations. London: Academic Press. 

Tajfel, H., and Tumer, J.C. 1986. The social identity theory of Intergroup 
behavior. In S. Worchel and W.G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup 
relations. Chicago: Nelson-Hall. 

Thomas, D.A. 1989. Mentoring and irrationality: The role of racial taboos. Human 
Resource Management, 28(2): 279-290. 

Tjosvold, D. 1991. The conflict-positive organization. Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley. 

Tsui, A.S., Egan, T.D., and O'Reilly III, C.A. 1992. Being different: Relational 
demography and organizational attachment. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 37: 549-579. 

Tuckman, B. 1965. Developmental sequence in small groups. Psychological 

Bulletin. 63: 384-399. 

Tuckman, B., and Jensen, M. 1977. Stages of small-group development. Group 
and Organizational Studies, 2: 419-427. 

Turner, J.C. 1987. Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. 
Oxford, England: Basil Blackwell. 

Wagner, W.G., Pfeffer, J., and O'Reilly HI, C.A. 1984. Organizational 
demography and turnover in top management groups. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 29: 74-92. 

Watson, W.E., Kumar, K., and Michaelsen, L.K. 1993. Cultural diversity's impact 
on interaction process and performance: Comparing homogenous and 
diverse task groups. Academy of Management Joumal, 36: 590-602. 

Weisband, S.P. 1992. Group discussion and first advocacy effects in computer-
mediated and face-to-face decision making groups. Organization Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 53: 352-380. 

Wiersema, M.F., and Bird, A. 1993. Organizational demography in Japanese 
firms: Group heterogeneity, individual dissimilarity, and top management 
team turnover. Academy of Management Joumal, 36: 996-1025. 

Workforce 2000.1987. Work and workers in the 21st century. New York, NY: 
Hudson Institute. 



IMAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (QA-3) 

150mm 

IIV14GE. Inc 
1653 East Main Street 
Roctiester. NY 14609 USA 
Phone: 716/482-0300 
Fax: 716/288-5989 


