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Samenvatting

De belangrijkste vraag in diversiteitsonderzoek is hoe verschillen tussen groeps-
leden groepsprocessen en -prestaties beïnvloeden. Meer dan 50 jaar onderzoek naar
diversiteit heeft duidelijk gemaakt dat diversiteit zowel positieve als negatieve effecten
kan hebben op prestaties, maar onderzoek en praktijk worstelen nog steeds om
modelen te formuleren die de uiteenlopende effecten van diversiteit kunnen verklaren
en een leidraad bieden voor het management van diversiteit. Het Categorisatie-
Elaboratie Model (CEM) richt zich op dit probleem. Het CEM stelt dat de effecten van
werkgroep-diversiteit op groepsprestaties begrepen kunnen worden vanuit twee
processen die onafhankelijk en in interactie invloed uitoefenen: elaboratie van taak-
relevante informatie en sociale categorisatie. Diversiteit heeft positieve effecten op
prestaties voor zover het tot de uitwisseling en integratie van taak-relevante informatie
(elaboratie) leidt. Tegelijkertijd kan diversiteit schadelijk zijn voor prestaties voor zover
het leidt tot “wij-zij” tegenstellingen (sociale categorisatie) en een negatieve houding
ten opzichte van andere groepen – in het bijzonder omdat deze negatieve houding
elaboratie-processen verstoort. Het CEM identificeert ook factoren waarvan het
optreden van elaboratie- en sociale categorisatie-processen afhankelijk is, factoren die
duidelijke invalshoeken voor diversiteits-management bieden.
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Abstract

The key question in diversity research is how differences between group members
affect work group process and performance. Over 50 years of research have made clear
that diversity can have positive as well as negative effects on performance, but research
and practice are still struggling to formulate models that are able to make sense of
these diverging effects and that offer clear guidance in how to manage diversity. The
Categorization-Elaboration Model (CEM) addresses this issue. The CEM proposes that
the effects of work group diversity on group performance should be understood in
terms of two processes that have independent and interactive effects: elaboration of
task-relevant information and social categorization. Diversity may have positive effects
on performance to the extent that it engenders the exchange and integration of task-
relevant information (elaboration). At the same time, diversity may be detrimental to
performance to the extent that it engenders “us-them” distinctions (social
categorization) and intergroup biases – especially because these intergroup biases
disrupt information elaboration processes.The CEM also identifies the factors on which
the occurrence of elaboration and social categorization processes is contingent, factors
that may offer clear angles for the management of diversity.
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Mijnheer de Rector Magnificus,
Geacht College van Dekanen,
Distinguished colleagues,
Ladies and gentlemen,

It has long been noted that organizations may take many different forms. With
increasing globalization and growing possibilities in information and communication
technology, there seems to be an ever-increasing variety in the ways organizations are
structured, in organizational goals and missions, and in the way members of the
organization communicate and coordinate their work. However, no matter what their
mission is, no matter what their structure is, no matter what their means of
communication or coordination of the activities of members is, all organizations have
at least one thing in common: All organizations are made up of people. This places – or
should place – organizational behavior, the study of the behavior of individuals and
groups in organizations, center-stage in management science. No matter what an
organization aims to accomplish, a core factor in the organization’s ability to be
effective in accomplishing its goals are its human resources. The knowledge, skills,
abilities, attitudes, motivations, and actual behavior of the people in the organization
inevitably affect the organization’s ability to achieve its aims. As a consequence, an
understanding of the behavior of people in organizations is key to management that is
effective in achieving the organization’s objectives.

A central issue in this respect is that achieving organizational goals typically is a
collective effort. Most of the work in organizations is performed by individuals working
together with others in the organization. More often than not, these people are
explicitly dependent on each others actions, for instance when they work in teams. And
rightly so. A key advantage of groups over single individuals is that group performance
may benefit from the diversity of perspectives, knowledge, and expertise that different
individuals may bring to the scene. Indeed, work is often organized in team-based ways
to allow organizations to benefit from the diversity of backgrounds of its members.
People with different backgrounds, for instance with different educational, functional,
or cultural backgrounds, may know different things that are relevant to the task at
hand. As a consequence, groups with a diverse membership may have a greater pool of
information, knowledge, and expertise to work from than individuals, or than groups
with a more homogeneous membership. In principle, therefore, diverse groups should
be able to outperform both individuals and more homogeneous groups in terms of the
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quality of their decisions, their creativity, and their ability to innovate. In practice,
however,groups often seem to have great problems in harvesting the potential benefits
of their diversity. Obviously, then, understanding and managing the effects of work
group diversity poses a great challenge to research and practice in organizational
behavior.

This is the issue I will talk about today: work group diversity and its effects on the
performance of work groups and teams in organizations. Clearly, work group diversity
is an issue that is central to organizational behavior. It also is an issue that allows me to
illustrate the kind of approach I believe we should take in the study of organizational
behavior. As more than an afterthought, it is also an issue that is particularly relevant to
work in academia, and especially to work in a multi-disciplinary business school
environment.

10
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Work Group Diversity: A Brief Review of the Field

First, let me introduce the field of research to you. I’ll start with the concept of
diversity itself. The concept of diversity refers to a characteristic of a group or
organization. It reflects the degree to which there are objective or subjective differences
between people within the group (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).There are three
aspects of the conceptualization of diversity that I would like to emphasize. First,
diversity is a group characteristic, not an individual characteristic. Diversity deals with
how differences between group members affect group functioning,not with how being
different from others affects individual functioning.For the latter question,we have the
field of relational demography (e.g., Chattopadhyay, Tluchowska, & George, 2004).
Second, the study of diversity is not about explaining differences between different
organizational groups. It is about explaining how the extent to which there are
differences between members of a group affect group functioning. To make this more
concrete in an example, let’s take gender diversity. Diversity research is not about
understanding differences between the performance of men and women in organi-
zations; it is about understanding how work groups with both male and female
members may differ in their performance from groups that are all-male or all-female in
their membership. Third, issues of diversity are at least as much about subjective
differences as they are about objective differences. To a large extent, the differences
people believe exist between group members are as important in causing the effects of
diversity as the differences that may exist in terms of more objective standards.To stick
to the gender example: If a mixed-gender group performs more poorly than a same-
gender group, biased perceptions of the own and the other gender may be at least as
important in causing these effects as any objective differences that may exist between
men and women.

It should also be clear from the definition of diversity that diversity in principle may
refer to any dimension of differentiation – whether this be age or income, skin color or
hair color, sexual preference or toothpaste preference. In practice, however, diversity
research and practice has mainly concerned itself with differences in gender, age,
ethnicity, tenure, educational background, and functional background (Milliken &
Martins, 1996). No matter which dimension of diversity is studied, however, the key
question in diversity research has always been how differences between work group
members affect group process and performance – the very issue I am talking about
today.
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When I first started to get a serious interest in diversity research around the year 2000,
the state of the field was beautifully captured by an influential review by Williams and
O’Reilly (1998). In short, it was a mess. Findings were all over the shop, and the field was
lacking a unified theoretical framework to make sense of all of this. From the
perspective of the discipline, this is not good. From the perspective of the individual
researcher, however, things look different. An empirical and conceptual mess there for
you to make sense of offers an attractive challenge. And one we happily accepted.
However, in this respect I should note up front that I am not going to claim that we were
able to clean up the mess. I do claim, though, that we made substantial progress in
making sense of the mess, and in paving the way for diversity research to clean up the
mess.

To explain this messy state of affairs, I first need to introduce the two main
theoretical traditions in diversity research. In its attempts to understand the effects of
work group diversity, diversity research has been guided by two theoretical pers-
pectives: the social categorization perspective and the information/decision making
perspective (Williams & O’Reilly 1998). In short, the basic prediction of the social
categorization perspective in diversity research is that diversity is bad for group
performance. In sharp contrast, the basic prediction of the information/decision
making perspective is that diversity is good for group performance.

The Social Categorization Perspective
Starting point for the social categorization perspective is the notion that people

categorize others based on perceived similarities and differences. Others that are seen
as similar to self tend to be categorized as ingroup – part of the own group, part of “us.”
Others that are seen as dissimilar to self tend to be categorized as outgroup – as part of
another group, as part of “them.” The social categorization perspective thus proposes
that in diverse groups, differences between group members may lead group members
to distinguish subgroups within the work group – differentiating an ingroup of people
similar to self from an outgroup of others that are different from self – in a very real
sense differentiating “us” and “them.” A large body of research in social psychology
suggests that such subgroup categorizations are not without consequence. People
typically like ingroup more than outgroup, trust ingroup more than outgroup, and are
more willing to cooperate with ingroup than with outgroup. The social categorization
perspective in diversity research therefore predicts that diversity disrupts group
process because group members are less prone to like, trust, and cooperate with

12
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dissimilar others.The ultimate effect of this is that diverse groups should perform more
poorly than more homogenous groups in which the members are more similar to each
other.

To illustrate this with a simple example – let’s stick to the gender example – consider
the case of a gender-diverse team. The social categorization perspective would predict
that gender differences give rise to subgrouping. Male team members would cluster
together, and female team members would cluster together. Male and female
subgroups would also be biased in their perception of ingroup and outgroup. Male
members would prefer to work with male team mates, trust male team mates more,
and cooperate more with male team mates. Female team members would show a
similar preference for other female team members. The resultant lack of communi-
cation and cooperation between male and female team members would be bad for
group functioning. Indeed, it would lead this gender-diverse team to perform more
poorly than an otherwise comparable gender-homogeneous team.

The Information/Decision Making Perspective
The information/decision making perspective arrives at a quite different predic-

tion. Starting point for this perspective is the notion that diverse groups possess a
broader range of task-relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities. As a consequence of their
diversity, members are also more likely to have different opinions and perspectives on
the task at hand.This gives diverse groups a larger pool of resources that may be helpful
in task performance. It may also set the stage for more creativity and innovation,
because the need to integrate diverse information and reconcile diverse perspectives
may stimulate creative thinking. In short, using their diversity as an informational
resource, diverse groups may outperform more homogeneous groups.

Going back to the example of a gender-diverse team: The information/decision
making perspective would predict that gender differences may be associated with
valuable differences in task-relevant information and perspectives. Male and female
group members may through differences in prior experiences, different backgrounds,
or through other gender-related differences have different information and different
opinions that are relevant to the group’s task. By exchanging and integrating these
informational resources, this gender-diverse team may reach a richer, more in-depth
understanding of the task. As a consequence, the team may be able to generate more
creative and higher-quality solutions to problems, reach higher-quality decisions, or
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develop more innovative products than an otherwise comparable gender-homoge-
neous team.

But Where is the Evidence?
So much about the theoretical perspectives that have dominated the field. Now

consider the actual support in empirical research for each of these perspectives. It does
not matter whether you look at the state of the literature at the time Williams and
O’Reilly reviewed the field – in 1998 – or at the current state of the literature as Michaela
Schippers and I recently reviewed it (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Plain and
simple, neither the social categorization perspective nor the information/decision
making perspective is reliably supported in empirical research.Each and every review of
the literature has to come to the conclusion that diversity is neither reliably associated
with positive effects nor with negative effects. This conclusion derives not only from
narrative reviews, but also from meta-analyses that quantitatively integrate research
findings (Bowers, Pharmer, & Salas, 2000; Webber & Donahue, 2001). In short, anyone
who believes that diversity is mainly associated with positive effects is wrong. And
anyone who believes that diversity is mainly associated with negative effects is wrong
too.

The most common way to make sense of this seems to be to propose that clearly,
obviously, the effects of diversity depend on the type of diversity.The negative effects of
diversity that are caused by subgroupings and “us – them” thinking would be tied to
dimensions of diversity that are typically associated with stereotypes and prejudice,
such as gender, age, and ethnicity.The positive effects of diversity that are caused by the
integration of diverse informational resources would be tied to dimensions of diversity
that are typically associated with differences in knowledge and expertise, such as
diversity in educational and functional background.The notion that this would explain
the inconsistent findings in diversity research seems to be widely shared among
diversity researchers (e.g., Mannix & Neale, 2005). Too bad for these widely shared
beliefs, but again they are wrong. Findings for any dimension of diversity that has been
investigated in more than a few studies are inconsistent. Sometimes the dimension in
question is associated with positive effects, sometimes with negative effects, and
sometimes with no effects at all. Again this conclusion derives not only from narrative
reviews, but also from meta-analyses that explicitly tested the role of diversity type
(Bowers et al., 2000;Webber & Donahue, 2001).

14
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The explanation for this is simple. A first thing to realize is that any dimension of
diversity may be associated with meaningful differences in task-relevant information
and perspectives. Such differences need not be tied to formal education or functional
background but can derive from a host of differences in experiences and preferences
that may be associated with all kinds of differences between people – with differences
in demographic characteristics and in personality just as well as with differences in
educational and functional background. At the same time, the ability to elicit
subgroupings and stereotypes is not limited to differences in demographic charac-
teristics. For an example, one need only to look at the stereotypes and prejudices that
some people in this school hold about economists, psychologists, or sociologists to
realize that such effects go beyond simple demographic differences. In short, all
dimensions of diversity may elicit the effects described in the social categorization
perspective. And all dimensions of diversity may elicit the effects described in the
information/decision making perspective.

Carsten De Dreu, Astrid Homan, and I reached these conclusions in a conceptual
paper we published a few years ago (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004), and I
truly believe these are two important observations for our understanding of diversity:
Diversity is not uniformly associated with either positive or negative effects; and,
making a distinction between types of diversity does not help us much in making sense
of the effects of diversity. The obvious question of course then is, what does? Or put
differently, can the perspectives on the positive and the negative effects of diversity be
reconciled and integrated? – and if so, how? To answer this question, we need to more
carefully consider the group processes through which diversity may affect group
performance, and we need to take the contingencies of these processes into account.
This is something that diversity research typically has not done much. In terms of the
lingo of organizational behavior research: we need to more carefully look at mediating
processes and moderating variables. By more than happy coincidence, Carsten De Dreu,
Astrid Homan, and I proposed a model that does exactly that – the Categorization-
Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).
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The Categorization-Elaboration Model of 
Group Diversity and Performance

In proposing the Categorization-Elaboration Model, we did not discard the social
categorization and information/decision making perspectives. As I just discussed,
neither perspective is supported in the form in which it is typically invoked. That does
not mean that there is no value in these perspectives. Rather it implies – at least to us –
that we need more sophisticated developments of these perspectives – versions that
are more up to speed with the state of the art in research in social categorization,
information processing, and decision making outside the diversity arena. Moreover, to
account for the effects of diversity,we cannot treat the social categorization perspective
and the information/decision making perspective as separate perspectives.We need to
integrate them. All this is exactly what we aimed to accomplish with the Catego-
rization-Elaboration Model.

The observation that lies at the heart of the Categorization-Elaboration Model is
that work groups are information processing systems (De Dreu, Nijstad, & van
Knippenberg, in press; Hinsz,Tindale,& Vollrath, 1997).To arrive at task outcomes,group
members exchange, process, and integrate parts of the information and knowledge
available to them. We called this process elaboration of task-relevant information (van
Knippenberg et al., 2004). To a certain extent, information elaboration is central to the
performance of all task groups. It is of specific significance to diverse groups, however.
This follows directly from the information/decision making perspective. In this perspec-
tive, the value of diversity to group functioning is seen in diversity as an informational
resource. Clearly, for this informational resource to feed into group performance, it
needs to be mobilized by the group. Task-relevant information needs to be exchanged
and integrated. Group members need to think about the implications of different
pieces of information and about the viability and compatibility of different perspec-
tives. In short, groups need to engage in information elaboration to use the infor-
mational resource provided by the group’s diversity. Only to the extent that groups
engage in elaboration of task-relevant information and perspectives will they be able to
harvest the potential benefits of their diversity (cf. van Ginkel & van Knippenberg, in
press).

16
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I believe this is a simple and straightforward proposition. At the same time, however, it
is a proposition that had not really been articulated in diversity research. Until we
introduced it, diversity research did not really incorporate measures of group
information processing. The importance of the proposition that elaboration is the key
process underlying the positive effects of diversity lies in the fact that it suggest that if
we want to understand how to realize the positive effects of diversity, we should
identify variables that may render information elaboration in diverse groups more
likely.

Stimulating Information Elaboration
A first observation to make in this respect, is that some tasks are more knowledge-

intensive than others. That is, some tasks require group members to process and
integrate a lot of information, for instance the tasks faced by Research & Development
teams or by top management teams. These tasks are often non-routine, and appro-
priate solutions to task problems are ill-defined and require creative and careful
integration of information. In short, elaboration of task-relevant information is of the
essence. Other tasks, in contrast, are simple, straightforward, and routine with only very
modest information processing requirements. Take for example simple production
tasks. Such tasks require far less elaboration. Clearly then, diversity as an informational
resource may make more of a difference in group performance for complex, nonroutine
tasks than for simple, routine tasks (Bowers et al., 2000; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999;
van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Thus, when we talk about the potential benefits of
diversity, we should realize that these are likely to be limited to certain types of tasks –
or teams, if you wish.

Information elaboration is an effortful process. It takes time and energy to exchange
and integrate diversity of information and perspectives. There is a large body of
evidence from the study of individual information processing that such effortful
processing is contingent on both motivation and ability:more motivated and more able
individuals are more likely to engage in extensive processing of information (e.g.,
Chaiken & Trope, 1999). The same should hold for groups as information processors.
Diverse groups with more motivated and more able members should be more likely to
harvest the benefits of their diversity. Initial evidence for this can be found in research
by Lotte Scholten and colleagues (Scholten, van Knippenberg, Nijstad, & De Dreu, 2007).
Scholten and colleagues studied decision making groups with diversity of information
in an experiment. They induced differences in processing motivation by holding some
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groups accountable for their decision making process while other groups were not held
accountable. Process accountability is known to feed into the motivation to carefully
consider information. As expected, accountable groups engaged in more elaboration of
information and reached higher-quality decisions. In short, they made better use of
their diversity of information than less motivated groups. This implies that an
important aspect of managing work group diversity is managing group motivation. I
expect that future research will show that the same holds for developing group
members’ ability to process and integrate information.

Motivation and ability may be important. However, perhaps the main challenge in
managing information elaboration in diverse groups lies in the social categorization
processes that diversity may set in motion. When group members are biased against
fellow group members because they are different from them, this lowers the willing-
ness to share information. It also lowers the openness to information and perspectives
introduced by different others (cf. van Knippenberg, 1999). In other words, it reduces the
elaboration of task-relevant information. A key element in the management of
information elaboration in diverse groups thus is the management of social categori-
zation processes.

We know, however, that the social categorization perspective in its most-invoked
form does not hold in diversity research. Therefore, to understand the role of social
categorization in information elaboration in diverse groups, we first need a better
understanding of social categorization processes in diverse groups more generally.

Refining Our View of Social Categorization Processes
The Categorization-Elaboration Model provides this better understanding in two

ways. First, by suggesting a more complex relationship between diversity and social
categorization. Second, by proposing that social categorization per se should not be
equated with disruptive intergroup processes.

As to the first, theory in diversity typically suggests a direct relationship between
differences between people and social categorization processes. The greater the
diversity in a group, the stronger the tendency for subgroups to form. This is not true.
The key issue is whether a potential subgrouping is salient – that is, whether it is
activated in people’s mind. We know from research outside the diversity arena that
there is no one-on-one relationship between differences between people and the
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salience of categorizations (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). Salience is
contingent on a number of factors (for a more elaborate discussion, see van
Knippenberg et al.,2004).One of these I highlight here,because it has more recently also
been studied in diversity research and therefore best allows me to make the more
general point I want to make:To understand social categorization processes in diversity,
we need to understand what makes potential subgroupings salient and not just focus
on the extent to which there are differences between group members.

An important influence in this respect is comparative fit (Turner et al., 1987).
Comparative fit refers to the extent to which a categorization would result in groupings
with high similarity between the members of a group as well as in large differences
between groups. This is important, because people think in terms of groups because it
helps make sense of the world. It helps summarize what individuals have in common,
and what distinguishes certain groups of people from other groups of people. People
are therefore more likely to think in terms of a particular categorization when this
categorization seems to adequately capture similarities and differences between
people. That is, when it has high comparative fit. The important implication of the
notion of comparative fit is that we should consider the influence of more than one
dimension of diversity simultaneously. This is something that is typically not done in
diversity research and practice. Let me illustrate the notion of comparative fit with an
example, returning again to our gender diverse team.

Suppose that our gender diverse team is composed of people with different
educational backgrounds. Roughly half the members of the team have a background in
economics, the other half have a background in sociology. If it so happens that all the
economists are female, while all the sociologists are male, focusing on gender
differences also captures differences in educational background. In that sense, thinking
in terms of a grouping of female economists and male sociologists nicely summarizes
some of the differences between people in the team. In a sense, the combination of
gender and educational background creates a faultline along which the team may be
divided into subgroups (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Now compare this to the situation in
which differences in educational background cross-cut gender differences – a situation
in which there are both male and female economists and both male and female
sociologists in the team. In this case, a grouping based on gender does not capture
differences in educational background. Its comparative fit is lower than in the former
case. Therefore, its salience should be lower than in the former case. Accordingly, social
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categorization processes are more likely to disrupt the functioning of the team in the
former case than in the latter case.

This understanding of the effects of diversity in terms of comparative fit and
faultlines is an understanding we can only reach when we do not consider dimensions
of diversity in isolation. We need to consider the influence of different dimensions of
diversity in combination. After all, both teams in our example are equally gender
diverse. They are also equally diverse in terms of educational background. The
differences lies not in diversity on each of these dimensions per se, but in the salience of
these differences.

Now let me use some of our own research to illustrate how these notions may be
used to predict when diversity may engender social categorization processes that
disrupt the elaboration of task-relevant information. Lead author of this study is Astrid
Homan (Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007a). The purpose of this
study was to show how gender diversity and diversity in the task-relevant information
available to group members may combine to affect group processes – much like in our
example of the economist and sociologists in our gender-diverse team. The main point
was to show that elaboration would not suffer from gender diversity when differences
in background information and gender differences cross-cut each other, while
elaboration would suffer from gender diversity when differences in background
information and gender differences combined to form a faultline.

What we did is the following. We invited groups of four people into our lab for an
experiment. Some of these groups were all-male. Others were all-female. Yet others
consisted of two male and two female members. In this way we could test the effects of
gender diversity.The groups were required to complete a decision making assignment.
For this assignment, they received a package of background information. This
information was necessary to reach an optimal decision. In half of the groups, each
member received the full package of information. In the other half of the groups, some
parts of the information were only given to two of the members,while other parts of the
information were only given to the two other members. So, these latter groups had
diversity in informational background, and needed to exchange information to make
the full package of information available to all group members. The most important
point is that there were two different ways in which we combined gender diversity and
informational diversity.

20

Pagina 20  B&T 27483 knippenberg binnen



21

In half of the groups that were both gender diverse and informationally diverse, same-
gender members always received the same package of information, and different-
gender members received different information. In other words, gender and
information combined formed a faultline. In the other half of the groups, gender
differences cross-cut informational differences. One male member and one female
member received the one package of information, the other male member and the
other female member received the other package of information. To measure team
process, we used audio-video recordings for the observation of behavior and
questionnaires for group members to report about team process. The expectation was
that in the faultline condition, but not in the cross-cutting condition, diversity would be
salient. Accordingly, diversity should be more likely to engender social categorization
processes in the faultline condition.This should be evident in poorer team climate,more
conflict among team members, and less information elaboration in the faultline
condition than in the cross-cutting condition.This is exactly what we found.

This study nicely illustrates the value added of a focus on diversity salience rather
than on differences per se. In the cross-cutting condition and the faultline condition
groups were equally gender diverse. Groups were also equally informationally diverse.
Focusing on each of these dimensions in isolation or in additive models would not allow
you to understand the differences in group processes between the two conditions.
Taking a salience approach and focusing on the influence of the specific configuration
of gender and informational differences in combination, however, allows us to predict
and understand the effects of diversity.

For those of you who are more hesitant to accept findings from laboratory
experiments, and want evidence from what sometimes is called the “real world”, we
have that too. We used the same faultline approach in a study of top management
teams in the UK (van Knippenberg, Dawson, West, & Homan, 2006). In this study, we
show that a focus on a faultline formed by gender and professional background allowed
us to predict organizational performance, whereas a focus on each diversity dimension
separately did not.

As an aside, this also allows me to make a point I believe is important. In behavioral
research,we need lab experiments to prove causality.We also need field studies to show
that the same relationships may be observed outside of the lab. Ideally, therefore, we
would test the same hypotheses using both methods. This is what we aim to do
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whenever possible. And this has allowed us to conclude that what we find in the lab, we
typically also find in the field (e.g., van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg, 2005; van
Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001).

The Categorization-Elaboration Model not only offers a different view of the relation-
ship between diversity and social categorization; it also emphasizes the fact that social
categorization should not be equated with disruptive intergroup processes. Social
categorization may set the stage for more negative responses to people that are seen as
outgroup. It does not inevitably do so,however.Let’s go back to our gender-diverse team.
It may make sense to a member of this group to think of the team in terms of gender
differences. Team members may associate the male members of the team with other
behavior and other expertise than the female members of the team.This could also lead
them to prefer to work with same-gender team members over working with other-
gender team members – but it need not. Team members may also think of the team in
terms of gender differences without feeling that the own gender is in some way
superior to the other gender. In that sense, the problem with diversity is not that it may
lead to social categorization per se.The problem with diversity is that social categoriza-
tion may lead to biases against other groups.This is an important observation, because
it suggests that the real challenge is not to prevent social categorization. The real
challenge is to prevent intergroup biases. An understanding of the effects of diversity,
and the management of diversity, thus involves understanding the factors that render
it more or less likely that social categorization results in intergroup biases.

Before I address this issue in more detail, let me summarize my discussion of the
Categorization-Elaboration Model in a figure (see Figure 1).This figure shows that diversity
– any dimension of diversity – may engender a process of information elaboration that
benefits group performance. Diversity may also engender social categorization, however.
When this social categorization results in intergroup biases, it disrupts elaboration
processes and thus stands in the way of group performance. Managing diversity thus
requires stimulating elaboration as well as preventing social categorization processes
from resulting in intergroup biases. I have already discussed the role of motivation and
ability in stimulating elaboration. Wendy van Ginkel in particular has done quite some
work on other factors that may stimulate elaboration in groups with distributed
information. In short,what her work shows is that people’s mental models of the team and
of the task – their understanding of the team and the task – influence the extent to which
they engage in information elaboration (e.g., van Ginkel & van Knippenberg, in press).
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Figure 1 – The Categorization-Elaboration Model of Work Group Diversity and Group Performance

The question I have left unanswered so far is how to prevent intergroup biases. The
Categorization-Elaboration Model suggests that there are basically two ways to do so.
Prevent social categorization from occurring, or prevent the translation of social
categorization into intergroup bias. Research on faultlines suggest that the former may
be aided by carefully composing teams to let different dimensions of diversity cross-cut
each other. In practice, I suspect that the number of cases in which this is a realistic
option is limited. More often than not, team composition will already be a given. In
other cases there will be insufficient opportunity to take faultlines into account when
composing the team or bringing new members into the team. From a more applied
point of view, it thus might make more sense to take salient differences as a given. From
that perspective, we should focus on the question of what affects responses to salient
diversity within a team.

In this respect, we have recently proposed a core role for diversity beliefs – group
members’ beliefs about diversity, and specifically about the extent to which diversity
has value for the group or is a burden to the group (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003;
van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 2007; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). I will
use the remainder of this address to introduce the concept of diversity beliefs to you,
and to discuss the role diversity beliefs may play in our understanding of diversity, and
in our ability to manage diverse groups.

Social
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Intergroup
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Work group
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Diversity Beliefs

The basic point I want to make here is that what you believe diversity does makes a
difference.The social categorization perspective recognizes that people may hold biases
against dissimilar others that may inform responses to diversity.Diversity research thus
has acknowledged the role of beliefs about different others. It has paid far less attention
to the potential influence of the beliefs that individuals may hold about diversity itself.
Based on stereotypes, prior experience, and a host of other factors, people may hold
beliefs about the effects of diversity on work group functioning. We called such beliefs
diversity beliefs – beliefs about the value of diversity to work group functioning (van
Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2007). When people believe that
diversity has benefits for group performance, for instance because they believe that
diversity is associated with a larger pool of knowledge and perspectives, they may value
diverse groups more than homogeneous groups. We propose that if group members
believe in the value of diversity, they are more likely to positively engage with diversity
to realize its benefits. In contrast, if group members believe that diversity is a burden,
responses to a diverse group will be less positive. In other words, we propose that value-
in-diversity beliefs affect group members’ responses to salient differences within their
group. If group members believe in the value of diversity, diversity is less likely to elicit
intergroup biases, and more likely to lead to elaboration, than when group members
believe diversity is problematic.

Again, I believe this is a simple and straightforward idea,but I believe it is important,
and for some reason it has not really appeared on the agenda of diversity research until
recently (cf. van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).The importance of the idea lies in that
it suggests that to understand the effects of diversity, we also need to understand the
role of group members’ understanding of diversity. It also suggest that to manage
diversity, we may need to influence group members’ beliefs about diversity. Let me
illustrate the role of diversity beliefs with some of our own research.

In the first study we did on diversity beliefs, Alex Haslam, Michael Platow, and I (van
Knippenberg et al., 2007) aimed to show that individual responses to work group
diversity are contingent on their beliefs about diversity. To do so, we focused on group
members’ identification with their group. The typical reading of the social
categorization perspective would suggest that diversity would lower identification,
because people will not identify with a group of diverse others. Our hypothesis was that

24

Pagina 24  B&T 27483 knippenberg binnen



25

this may hold for individuals who believe homogeneity is preferable, but not for people
who believe in the value of diversity. In a straightforward test we surveyed members of
a variety of work groups. We asked them to report about the gender composition of
their group,so we could compute gender diversity.We also measured their beliefs about
the value in gender diversity and their group identification. As predicted, we found that
gender diversity was negatively related to identification for people believing in the
value of homogeneity, whereas it was positively related to identification for people
believing in the value of gender diversity. Ergo: what diversity does is what you make of
it.

I already noted that I value a multimethod approach in research.Where possible, we
aim to test the same hypothesis in controlled lab experiments as well as in surveys of
people in organizations. This is also what we did for this particular study. To
complement the survey, we also conducted a lab experiment in which we induced
independent variations of diversity beliefs and group diversity versus homogeneity. In
this experiment we found the same as in the field. Diversity beliefs moderated the
relationship between diversity and identification.When people believed in the value of
diversity, they identified more with a diverse group than with a homogeneous group.

This study provides important first evidence for the role of diversity beliefs in
moderating the effects of diversity. Ideally, of course, we’d also show that the effect of
diversity on performance is contingent on diversity beliefs. This is exactly what we
aimed to show in a study in which Astrid Homan took the lead (Homan, van
Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007b). We used a similar experimental set-up as I
described before. In our lab, we assigned people to four-person gender-diverse groups.
The groups were to work on a decision making task, using the background information
provided to them. In half of the groups, all members received the full package of
information. In the other half of the groups, different-gender members always received
different information. Informational differences could thus be expected to render
gender diversity salient. Indeed, note that this is the faultline condition from the study
by Homan and colleagues I discussed earlier. Equally important, especially groups in
this condition needed to engage in information elaboration to put their informational
resources to good use. We predicted that whether or not they would do so would be
contingent on diversity beliefs. Through a cover story, we led half of the groups to
believe in the value of gender diversity. The other half of the groups we led to believe
that gender diversity would actually be bad for group performance. We expected that
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these differences in diversity beliefs would especially affect groups with diversity of
information – the groups that relied more on information elaboration for high-quality
decisions.This is exactly what we found.

When dealing with informational diversity, groups that believed in the value of
gender diversity engaged in more information elaboration and reached higher quality
decisions than groups that believed that gender diversity was bad. Such differences
were not present in groups that did not have to deal with informational diversity.What
this study shows is that whether salient differences do not necessarily disrupt group
information elaboration and performance – they do not when group members believe
in the value of diversity.

Sharp observers among you may note that all the groups in this study were gender
diverse. Therefore, we do not really show that gender diversity beliefs moderate the
effects of gender diversity.We show that gender diversity beliefs affect the performance
of gender diverse groups. Fair enough. For those sharp observers then, and for those of
you who also demand evidence from the field, let me note that a study by Jana Raver
and myself (Raver & van Knippenberg, 2007) may put your minds at ease. In a survey of
student project teams, we assessed gender diversity, gender diversity beliefs,
information elaboration, and group performance. Results showed that the relationship
between gender diversity and elaboration was contingent on gender diversity beliefs as
predicted. Elaboration in turn predicted group performance.

What these studies suggest then, is that an important part of managing diversity
may be managing people’s understanding of diversity. If we can convince people of the
value of diversity, diverse groups are more likely to benefit from their diversity and less
likely to suffer the potential negative consequences of diversity.The next step thus is to
identify the determinants of diversity beliefs – and more specifically ways to influence
diversity beliefs. In this respect, we have started to investigate how team leaders may
influence group members understanding of diversity. Research by Wendy van Ginkel
yields promising first evidence. It shows that team leaders may influence group
members’mental models of diversity,and in this way influence the effect of diversity on
group performance. I am the first to note that this is only first evidence. It does suggest,
however, that part of the management of diversity may be team leadership that
persuades group members of the value of diversity.
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Understanding Diversity – In Conclusion

To conclude, let me just recap a few issues.To understand and manage the effects of
diversity, we need to carefully consider the group processes we are trying to manage,
and the contingencies of these processes. First and foremost, to harvest the benefits of
diversity we need to stimulate the elaboration of task-relevant information. In this
respect, it is essential that we also prevent salient differences to engender intergroup
biases. While several factors are important in this respect, one of the more important
one’s is group members’ understanding of diversity. We need to realize that
management scholars are not the only ones thinking about diversity. People in diverse
groups do to, and what they believe makes a difference.

Interestingly and importantly, these are all issues that emerged relatively recently
on the research agenda (cf.van Knippenberg & Schippers,2007). In that sense,even after
more than 50 years of diversity research (cf. Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), we have really
only just begun.The challenge to clean up the mess in diversity research is still there.

That suits me just fine.
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A Word of Thanks

I received my PhD from Leiden University, where custom has it that you cannot
thank your PhD advisor in the acknowledgements to your dissertation, because
advisors are only doing their work. In a similar vein, the American Psychological Associa-
tion which has a huge influence on publication habits in my field has a rule that you
cannot thank editors or reviewers for their efforts, because they are only doing their
work. I thus have been thoroughly socialized into not thanking people for doing their
work.

In that spirit, rather than thanking them, I’d like to extent my compliments for their
excellent decision to offer me a position at RSM Erasmus University to Prof. Barbara
Krug, chair of the selection committee, to Prof. Berend Wierenga, Director of ERIM at the
time,and to Prof. Paul Verhaegen,dean at the time. Similar compliments are due to Prof.
Ale Smidts, current director of ERIM, and to Prof. Han van Dissel, successor of Paul
Verhaegen as dean, for their continuous support for the development of research and
teaching in organizational behavior. Looking back on that decision, I hope you are
satisfied with the outcome so far.

Having said that, I do realize that it is customary to end an inaugural address with a
word of thanks. Looking back at my working life for the past decade or so, I happily do so.
At the risk of offending several people, however, I’d like to reserve this word of thanks to
acknowledge three people in particular.

Eric, if I would consider for how long we have been friends, I’d start feeling old. In our
time in Leiden, your friendship helped me to survive the gang warfare that was going
on at the time in our department. It also made work so much more enjoyable. And if we
ever find the time to convert this huge pile of data on comparability into a series of
papers, it could even lead to a serious contribution to the literature. Most importantly,
however, hanging out with you makes life more fun, and I hope we can keep this on the
agenda for at least as long as it has been there so far.
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David, I know you will criticize me afterwards for using the M-word, but you are an
inspiring maniac. Working with you is as inspiring as it is productive. No doubt it has
also lead to too many ambitious plans and produced far more work than is good for us.
So be it. More importantly, you are also a great friend and I thank you for being there for
me.

Barbara, your support and wise advice have made working life much easier. Your
sharp insights have also helped to make it more productive. And your wonderfully
twisted sense of humor ensured that it was not only productive but also extremely
enjoyable.Thank you for making doing research such a rewarding experience.

Ik heb gezegd.
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