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Drawing from self-categorization theory, we tested hypotheses on the effects of an organization's demographic
composition and cultural emphasis on work processes
and outcomes. Using an organizational simulation, we
found that the extent to which an organization emphasized individualistic or collectivistic values interacted with
demographic composition to influence social interaction,
conflict, productivity, and perceptions of creativity
among 258 MBA students. Our findings suggest that the
purported benefits of demographic diversity are more
likely to emerge in organizations that, through their culture, make organizational membership salient and encourage people to categorize one another as having the
organization's interests in common, rather than those
that emphasize individualism and distinctiveness among
members.'
Research generated from a varietyof fields predicts that importantbenefits will accrue from demographicheterogeneity
in organizationsby increasingthe variancein perspectives
and approaches to work that members of different identity
groups can bring(e.g., Thomas and Ely, 1996). Forexample,
cognitive and experientialdiversitymay add to the perspectives availablewithin an organizationand facilitateclarifying,
organizing,and combiningnovel approaches to accomplishing goals (e.g., Hoffmanand Maier, 1961). Further,work
units composed of diverse members can tap into broadnetworks of contacts, makingit likelythat useful new information will be incorporatedinto decisions, which can increase
commitment to choices and enhance responsiveness to rapidly changing organizationalenvironments (Tushman,1977;
Donnellon, 1993).
Managers'attempts to capitalizeon these advantages have
met with mixed success (e.g., Heilman,1994). Research on
the effects of demographicdiversityin organizationshas also
been characterizedby mixed findings (Watson, Kumar,and
Michaelsen, 1993), leading Guzzo and Dickson (1996: 331) to
conclude that, in spite of its recent popularity,there is little
consensus about either what constitutes diversityor how it
affects performance.Accordingto some researchers, demographicheterogeneity seems to be beneficial,supportinga
"value-in-diversity"
hypothesis (Cox, Lobel, and McLeod,
1991: 827); but others have found diversityto be detrimental
to work effectiveness (see Williamsand O'Reilly,1998, for a
review). Forexample, heterogeneous work groups have
been found to be less socially integratedand to have experienced more communicationproblems, more conflict, and
higherturnoverrates than homogeneous groups (O'Reilly,
Caldwell,and Barnett,1989; Zenger and Lawrence, 1989).
Further,people who were more differentfrom their coworkers in terms of age, tenure, education, sex, and race have
reportedfeeling more uncomfortableand less attached to
their employing organization(Tsui, Egan, and O'Reilly,1992).
We attempt to resolve some of these contradictionsby considering how differences in organizationalcultures moderate
how demographicallydiverse people approachand solve
problems. An organization'srelativefocus on individualismor
collectivism may affect the salience of organizationalmem749/AdministrativeScience Quarterly,43 (1998): 749-780
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bership as a social category and, as a result, coworkers' perceptions of having interchangeableinterests and a common
fate. We begin by exploringhow being demographicallysimilarto or differentfrom coworkers and an organization'semphasis on individualismor collectivism uniquelyand jointly
influence the self-categorizationprocess.
Self-Categorization, Demographic Composition, and
Individualistic Versus Collectivistic Values
Self-categorizationrefers to the process by which people
define their self-concept in terms of their memberships in
various social groups. It can be situationallybased, because
differentaspects of a person's self-concept may become
salient in response to the distributionof characteristicsof
others who are present in a situation(Markusand Cross,
1990). A salient social category is defined as one that functions psychologicallyto influence a person's perceptionand
behaviorand how others treat the focal individual(Turneret
al., 1987). To the extent that a particularin-groupmembership is salient, one's perceived similarityto others in the ingroup is increased (Brewer, 1979). Increasingthe salience of
in-groupmembership causes a depersonalizationof the self,
defined as perceivingoneself as an interchangeableexemplarof the social category (Turner,1985: 99). Members of a
salient in-groupare more likelyto cooperate with in-group
members and to compete against out-groupmembers (e.g.,
Wagner, Lampen,and Syllwasschy, 1986).
An organizationrelies on members to cooperate with one
another in accomplishinggoals to enhance its survival(Simon, 1976: 72). Since one way to enhance cooperationis to
increase the extent to which members view one another as
partof their in-group,identifyingthe factors that cause
people to categorize some people as in-groupmembers and
others as out-groupmembers becomes important.Two of
these factors may be the presence of demographicdiversity
among employees and an organization'sculturalemphasis
on individualismor collectivism.
Basing salient social categories on demographic attributes. People frequentlyuse demographiccharacteristicsto
categorize others and predicttheir likelybehaviors.Allport
(1954) observed that immediatelyapparentphysicalfeatures,
such as race and sex, are widely used to form impressions
of others (see also, Messick and Mackie, 1989). This tendency may be even more pronouncedwhen demographic
diversityis historicallyor normativelyuncommon in a situation, because novel, infrequent,or distinctivestimuliare
likelyto increase the salience of the particularcategory that
the stimuli represents (Kanter,1977; Taylorand Fiske, 1978).
Demographicattributesalso tend to be used as a basis for
social categorizationbecause demographicallysimilarpeople
are likelyto share similarbackgroundsand experiences.
They are more likelyto have been treated similarlyby others
in the past and may therefore expect one another to understand and react to situations similarly(e.g., Pfeffer, 1983). As
a result, demographicattributesare often assumed to be
associated with underlyingattributes,such as values, cognitive styles, or past experience. This implies that people will
be more likelyto use demographicattributesas social cat750/ASQ, December 1998
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egories when they are demographically different from others
in a situation and when that situation has typically not been
characterized by demographic heterogeneity in the past, as
in most U.S. business organizations. We therefore propose:
Proposition 1: People who are more demographicallydifferent
from their coworkerswill view demographicattributesas more salient than will people who are more similarto one another.
Basing social categories on an organization's emphasis
on individualism or collectivism. An organization's culture
may also influence which of its members' social categories
are activated. Organizational culture, defined as the observable norms and values that characterize an organization, influences which aspects of its operations and its members
become salient and how members perceive and interact
with one another, approach decisions, and solve problems
(Trice and Beyer, 1993; O'Reilly and Chatman, 1996). The
organizational culture's emphasis on either individualism or
collectivism may particularlyinfluence the social categorization process.
Research has shown that the individualism-collectivism dimension, while often examined at the societal level, is also
central to characterizing how work is conducted at the organizational level (Earley, 1993; Chatman and Barsade, 1995).
Individualistic cultures focus on and reward achievements
that can be attributed to a particular person. Emphasizing
individualism causes people to focus on their own and others' unique abilities and characteristics-on what differentiates them from others. In contrast, the focus in collectivistic
cultures is on shared objectives, interchangeable interests,
and commonalties among members. Members of collectivistic cultures are more likely than those in individualistic cultures to agree about what constitutes correct action, behave
according to the norms of the culture, and suffer or offer
severe criticism for even slight deviations from norms (Triandis, 1995: 52). Because of the heightened priority placed on
interdependence and cooperation, people in collectivistic organizational cultures may be more likely to use organizational
membership as a basis for social categorization. In these collectivistically oriented organizations, simply being a member
of the organization may be enough to qualify one as an ingroup member (e.g., Wagner, 1995). In contrast, more flexibility exists in how people are allowed to behave in individualistic cultures, reducing the salience of organizational
membership compared with collectivistic cultures. We therefore propose:
Proposition 2: Members of collectivisticorganizationalcultureswill
view organizationalmembershipas a more salient category than
will members of individualisticorganizations.
Since multiple social categories exist, one question is
whether they can be activated simultaneously. Research
supports an inverse relationship, labeled functional antagonism, between the salience of different categories. Functional antagonism predicts that as one category becomes
more salient, others become less salient (e.g., Turner et al.,
1994). In an organizational context, the notion of functional
antagonism implies that when organizational membership is

salient, demographicattributeswill be less salient. Specifically, a collectivisticculture may increase the salience of or751/ASQ, December 1998
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ganizationalmembership as a social category, causing a correspondingdecrease in the salience of demographic
categories.
Overt connectedness, attendingto others, and harmonious
interdependence are neither assumed nor valued in individualistic cultures. Individualsmaintaintheir independence from
others by attendingto the self and by discoveringand expressing their unique innerattributes(Markusand Kitayama,
1991: 224). Because the organizationalboundaryconnecting
members to one anotherwill not be so salient in individualistic cultures as in collectivisticcultures, an organizationalemphasis on individualismwill not cause demographiccategories to be replaced as the primarybasis for selfcategorization.An individualisticculturewill not lead people
to ignore the organizationalboundaryintentionally,but an
individualisticfocus may make the organizationalboundarya
less likelycandidatefor categorizingself and others. In the
absence of a salient organizationboundary,easily observed
and distinctivedemographiccategories may play a more
prominentrole in determiningcategory salience, as suggested in the following proposition:
Proposition 3: The salience of demographicattributesas social categories will be inverselyrelatedto the salience of organizational
attributesas social categories.

The above propositionscan be translatedinto testable hypotheses by consideringhow the extent to which people are
demographicallydifferentfrom one another and an organization's emphasis on individualismor collectivism can affect
work processes.
Work Processes: Social Interaction and Conflict
Social interaction. Being in a situationin which demographicdiversityexists and individualachievement is valued
increases one's tendency to categorize those who are demographicallysimilarinto an in-groupand those who are demographicallydifferent into out-groups. People trust and interact
with in-groupmembers significantlymore than out-group
members (e.g., Brewer, 1979). But, since the pooling of diverse informationyields many of the benefits of diversity
(e.g., Gruenfeldet al., 1996), one of the fundamentalchallenges to increasingthese benefits in organizationsis to get
people to recategorizedemographicallydissimilarpeople as
in-groupmembers to increase interactionand mutualtrust.
Research has shown that people of the same nationality,
racialbackground,or sex are more likelyto associate with
one another within organizations.Ibarra(1992), for example,
found that men and women tended to form friendshipand
supportties with others of the same sex in an advertising
firm. Even though people who are demographicallydifferent
may have multipleperspectives that are valuablein approachingand solving problems (e.g., Jackson, 1992), these
perspectives are less likelyto emerge because of people's
reluctanceto interactwith others who are demographically
differentand difficultiesin communicatingdifferent perspectives when interactiondoes take place. This suggests the
following hypothesis:
752/ASQ, December 1998
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Hypothesis la (Hia): Organizationalmembers who are less demographicallysimilarto their coworkerswill interactless frequently
when workingon tasks than will members who are more demographicallysimilar.

An organization'sculturalemphasis on individualismor collectivism may also influence interactionamong members.
Feelings of similarityand of a common fate among members
cultivatedin collectivisticcultures lead members to consider
more of their coworkers to be partof their in-group.Because
in-groupmembers seek out and preferto interactwith one
another, members of organizationsemphasizingcollectivistic
values should interactwith one another and participatein
joint efforts to solve organizationalproblems more frequently
than would members of individualisticorganizations:
Hypothesis lb (Hi b): Members of organizationsthat emphasize
collectivisticvalues will interactmore frequentlywhen workingon
tasks than will members of organizationsemphasizingindividualistic
values.

Perhaps most important,however, an organization'semphasis on either individualisticor collectivisticvalues may moderate how extensively demographicdissimilarityinfluences
interactionamong people. Members of individualisticcultures who are demographicallydifferentfrom their coworkers may be reluctantto interactwith one another because
in-groupand out-groupassignments are based on demographiccategories. Demographicallysimilarpeople, in contrast, may categorize one another as in-groupmembers because of their common demographicattributes,even in
individualisticcultures. In effect, the organizationalboundary
and demographiccategory memberships completely overlap
in organizationswith demographicallysimilarmembers. This
overlap makes the organizationalboundaryalmost redundant
in its capacityto define an in-groupin which all organizational
members share membership and to influence interaction
among organizationalmembers. Because they are likelyto
categorize the same set of organizationalmembers as the
in-group,regardless of whether the organizationor demographicattributesare used as the basis for categorization,
demographicallysimilarpeople should be less affected than
dissimilarpeople by whether the organizationalcultureemphasizes individualismor collectivism. Fordemographically
diverse people, categorizingorganizationalmembers into a
common in-groupmay displace categorizingmany of these
same people into out-groupsbased on demographicdifferences (Wilder,1986). Interactionamong demographicallydissimilarpeople, however, should be higher in collectivistic
cultures than in individualisticcultures because more organizationalmembers are perceived as partof the in-groupin the
former. More formally,we predictthe following:
Hypothesis ic (Hic): People who are more demographicallydifferent from their coworkerswill interactwith one another significantly
more frequentlywhen their organizationalcultureemphasizes collectivismthan when it emphasizes individualism,while members
who are more demographicallysimilarto one anotherwill interact
with one anotherwith the same frequency regardlessof the emphasis of their organizationalculture.

Since we focus on understandingthe effects of demographicdiversityand cultureon an arrayof work processes
and outcomes that may be influenced by how frequentlyco753/ASQ,
December1998
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workers interactwith one another and interactionamong
members may vary,we controlfor the influence of coworker
interactionin subsequent hypotheses.
Conflict. Once people begin interactingwith one anotherto
accomplish tasks, effectiveness is determined by the quality
of this interaction.Conflictis an importantindicatorof the
qualityof interactionand can be defined as perceived incompatibilitiesor perceptions by the parties involvedthat they
hold discrepantviews (Boulding,1963). Diverse employees
have the potentialto experience more conflict with one another because they are likelyto have fewer shared experiences, less in common, and more differences of opinion
than similaremployees (Pfeffer, 1983). Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Holdingconstant how frequentlypeople interact, people who are more demographicallydifferentfrom their
coworkerswill experience more conflictwhen workingon tasks
than will members who are more similarto their coworkers.

An organization'semphasis on individualisticor collectivistic
values will also influence conflict. The increased salience of
and members' shared commitment to organizationalobjectives in collectivisticorganizationsmay operate to create superordinategoals that transcend differences among individuals and, as a result, reduce conflict (e.g., Sherif et al., 1961).
Past research found greater cooperative behavioramong
groups composed of members from nations with collectivistic culturaltraditionsthan among raciallyhomogeneous
groups that emphasize individualisticculturaltraditions(Cox,
Lobel,and McLeod, 1991). Comparedwith members of individualisticorganizations,members workingin collectivistic
organizationswere rated by coworkers as more cooperative
(Chatmanand Barsade, 1995). Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Holdingconstant how frequentlymembers
interact,members of organizationsthat emphasize individualistic
values will experience more conflictwith coworkerswhen working
on tasks than will members of organizationsthat emphasize collectivisticvalues.

While the amount of conflict is important,the constructiveness of such conflict also influences effectiveness (Jehn,
1995). Comparedwith people who are more demographically
differentand view each other as out-groupmembers, similar
people, or those who are familiar,may feel more comfortable with one another and, as a result, be more likelyto engage in constructive debate. Research has shown that work
groups with stable membership experience beneficialconflict more often than groups characterizedby instabilityand
change among members (Arrowand McGrath,1993), and
groups of friends exhibit more constructive conflict while
workingon a decision task than groups of strangers (Shah
and Jehn, 1993). But if, as we hypothesized above, little conflict exists among similarcoworkers, even its positive expression may have little impact on derivingsolutions to complex problems. Thus, an organization'semphasis on
individualismor collectivism may be relevantto understanding if members, especially those who are demographically
differentfrom their coworkers, view the conflict they experi754/ASQ, December 1998
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ence as beneficial or detrimental to problem solving. Because collectivistic cultures emphasize common goals, challenges to and disagreements about ideas among members
may be viewed as constructive rather than as threatening.
Further, research showed that when collectivistic values
were emphasized, people were more motivated to combine
their different perspectives to reach common goals (e.g.,
Cox, Lobel, and McLeod, 1991). Conversely, in individualistic
cultures, challenges and disagreements, regardless of their
source, may be taken more personally and be viewed as
competitive (e.g., Axelrod, 1984). We, therefore, predict the
following:
Hypothesis 2c (H2c): Holdingconstant how frequentlypeople interact, people who are demographicallydifferentfrom their coworkers
will view conflictas significantlyless beneficialin individualisticcultures relativeto collectivisticcultures,while those who are more
similarto one anotherwill view conflictas similarlybeneficial
across the two types of cultures.
Work Outcomes: Creativity and Productivity
Demographic composition and cultural emphasis may also
influence work outcomes, such as creativity and how much
work is completed.
Creativity. Research has suggested that heterogeneous
groups outperform homogeneous groups on tasks requiring
creativity because of the availability of a greater variety of
ideas, perspectives, and approaches to solving problems
(e.g., Hoffman, 1979; Nemeth, 1992), but holding unique or
creative perspectives is not enough to improve solutions.
Group members must also be willing to share their novel,
controversial, or unique ideas. Studies of information sharing,
however, have shown that the probability that a given piece
of information will be shared in a group discussion decreases as the number of members who are aware of it decreases (e.g., Stasser and Stewart, 1992). Because creative
ideas are typically not commonly held, they are less likely to
be shared than are more common or obvious ideas. People
can also be reluctant to express novel ideas in organizations
(Amabile, 1988), especially to others perceived to be different from them. Information sharing is not constrained by
heterogeneity per se, rather, it appears to be based on a lack
of trust, as people are reluctant to voice novel or deviant
views for fear they will be ridiculed (Nemeth, 1986: 29).
Trust can be increased through direct knowledge of others
or through substitutes for this knowledge, such as in-group
membership that results in depersonalized trust (Brewer,
1981). Social categorization processes such as in-group enhancement and enhanced perceived similarity of actions and
attitudes among in-group members can influence individuals'
willingness to trust others and, therefore, their willingness to
share novel ideas (e.g., Kramer, Brewer, and Hanna, 1996).
In-group membership can be based on belonging to the
same demographic categories or to the same organization,
and for people who are demographically different, trust in
other organizational members may arise from the culture
within which they operate. To the extent that a collectivistic

organizationalculture highlightsmembers' common fate and
interdependence,they may use organizationalmembership
755/ASQ, December 1998
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as the basis for categorization,with less regardto their demographicdifferences.
High levels of creativitymay requireboth demographicheterogeneity, for idea variety,and a basis for common in-group
categorizationso that heterogeneous individualshave a basis
for trust and idea sharing. People who are demographically
similarmay have the requisitetrust in each other, but their
ideas may also be so similarthat creativityis stunted. Dissimilarpeople may have the requisitevarietyof ideas to
achieve high levels of creativitybut in an individualisticculture they may be inhibitedfrom sharingthese ideas because
of their lack of trust in each other. In such a culture, sharing
informationand novel perspectives is riskybecause of the
potentialfor social ostracism or dilutionof individualcredit
for such ideas or information.Giventhe lack of a naturally
occurringsocial lubricant(as exists among demographically
similarmembers), organizationalculture should have a
greater impact on demographicallydiverse members' production of creative ideas than on those who are similar.
Thus, the combinationof dissimilarpeople workingtogether
in a collectivisticculture may be the most potent for producing highlycreative output. More formally,we predictthe following:
Hypothesis 3a (H3a): Holdingconstant how frequentlypeople interact, people who are more differentfrom their coworkerswill produce significantlymore novel solutions when their organizational
cultureemphasizes collectivismthan when it emphasizes individualism, while people workingwith demographicallysimilarcoworkers
will vary less in terms of the novelty of their solutions across the
two types of cultures.

Productivity. A finalconsiderationis whether organizational
composition and culture influence members' productivityin
terms of the numberof tasks they complete in a given time
period. Interactingwith others in individualisticcultures will
involve little sharingor modificationof ideas based on input
from others because of a belief in individualaccountability.
Members of individualisticcultures may not even consider
the need to work with others when given a task to complete. In collectivisticcultures, members are more compelled
to consider and debate each other's ideas. Further,in organizations composed of demographicallysimilarmembers, the
culturalemphasis will have a less pronouncedinfluence on
productivity.Even if similarmembers in collectivisticcultures
are inclinedto engage in debate, they have fewer ideas to
consider (e.g., Jackson, 1992).-When members of an organization are demographicallydifferent, culturalemphasis may
influence productivity.In individualisticcultures, even when
diverse members interactwith one another,they may not
spend as much time engaging in debate over their ideas,
allowingthem to complete more tasks in less time. In contrast, diverse members workingin collectivisticcultures will
be more motivatedto consider coworkers' perspectives and
will have a wider arrayof ideas to consider. Because their
diverse ideas will be more difficultto integrate,they will take
longer to complete their tasks. More formally,we predictthe
following:
Hypothesis 3b (H3b): Holdingconstant how frequentlypeople interact, people who are more demographicallydifferentfrom their

coworkerswilltakelongerto makedecisionsandmakefewerdeci756/ASQ, December 1998
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sions when their organizational culture emphasizes collectivism
than when it emphasizes individualism, while people's productivity
will vary less between the two cultures when they are working
with demographically similar others.

METHOD
Sample, Procedure, and Design
Two hundred fifty-eight first-year students enrolled in a twoyear full-time Master's of Business Administration (MBA)
program at a major American university participated in an
organizational simulation study as part of their required organization behavior course.
The Looking Glass simulation. We modified "Looking
Glass Inc." (Lombardo, McCall, and DeVries, 1989), a complex business simulation, to test the hypotheses. This simulation is a flexible, realistic, and engaging way of assessing
managerial behavior and has been used in industry for recruiting, training, and promoting managers. Represented in
the simulation were 20 managers per organization, ranging
from plant managers to vice presidents. Looking Glass Inc.
was further divided into three divisions to which a number of
tasks pertained: Advanced Products (seven managers), Commercial Glass (six managers), and Industrial Glass (seven
managers). Subjects were matched on demographic characteristics (nationality, race, and sex) and randomly assigned to
a role in one of 14 simulated organizations. Half the organizations were designated as demographically heterogeneous,
while half were designated as demographically homogeneous. But, to assess demographic differences more precisely, we measured each subject's relative differences from
others in his or her organization. In contrast, we manipulated
the culture of each organization such that half emphasized
collectivistic values while half emphasized individualistic values. Both variables are explained more fully below.
Half of the simulated organizations were administered on a
Wednesday evening, and the remaining seven were administered on the following Saturday morning. Subjects were
asked not to discuss their activities with others who had not
yet participated, and debriefing did not occur until the entire
study was completed. Subjects had no knowledge of the
manipulated conditions or the research hypotheses.
Subjects were given their Looking Glass Inc. packet the
night before participating in the simulation. Each packet contained their role assignment, detailed background information
about the firm, memos (depending on the role assignment,
packets included between 25 and 30 memos on which subjects could take action or make a decision), procedural instructions for the next day, and the culture manipulation
check. Subjects were instructed to review the materials for
45 minutes to become familiar with their role, but they were
not allowed to make any decisions or to discuss the simulation with anyone before participating.
Upon arrivingthe next evening (or morning), subjects were
directed to their organization, seated at a desk with their
name and job title on it, and provided with various office
supplies. They were also supplied with an organization chart
that specified the name, job title, and division of each indi-

vidualin their organization.The first message deliveredwas
a memo from the "president"of LookingGlass Inc. In all
757/ASQ,December1998
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conditions,the organizationchart specified that a subject androgynouslynamed Pat Stephenson was playingthe role of
the LookingGlass Inc. president. This was a fictitious person, however, as we intentionallydid not assign any participants to the role of president. The memo specified that the
president would hold a "state-of-the-firm"address for all
employees in 3.5 hours and that they should focus their efforts on three particularissues in the meantime. We designed these "salient tasks" to be complex and have broad
organizationalimplications.They included(1) a performance
appraisaltask that requiredsubjects to weight the importance of variousattributesthat should be used on organizational performanceappraisals(e.g., planningand organization, results orientation);(2) an asbestos cost allocationtask
requiringsubjects to determine ways of payingfor asbestos
removalin the LookingGlass Inc. plants;and, (3) a total quality management (TQM)task, requiringthat subjects develop
suggestions for improvingprocedures or productsat Looking
Glass Inc.
Ten minutes before the state-of-the-firmaddress was to convene and forty minutes before the simulationended, a final
"faxed" memo marked"urgentand confidential"was distributedto each participantfrom the president. In this memo
the president explainedthat he/she was in an emergency
meeting with the boardof directorsand that each LGInc.
division(APD,CGD,and IGD)would be requiredto downsize
by one executive-level position (vice president to plant manager) immediatelyto maintainLGInc.'s viability.Participants
were asked to give the messenger a memo that would be
"faxed"to the president layingout a decision-makingstrategy to fulfillthis executive reductionrequirement.The
memo also canceled the state-of-the-firmaddress and suggested that participantsinstead devote the 30 minutes to
addressing the downsizing requirement.We focused subjects' attention on these four variedtasks (the three mentioned above plus the downsizing task) to increase their ability to recallspecific aspects of their approachto these tasks,
such as how many people they met with and how much
conflict they experienced, to increase the reliabilityof their
post-simulationsurvey responses. These tasks were the only
four that were common to all subjects in all roles.
Subjects spent four hours dealing with issues from their inbasket in any way that they chose (writingmemos to others,
havingconversations with others, workingon their own,
etc.). A messenger service was availableif subjects wanted
to "mail"memos to other members of their organization.
Mailwas collected and delivered every 15 minutes during
the simulationby research assistants, who were instructed
not to discuss any substantive issues with participants.
Subjects' behaviorin the simulationwas trackedthroughthe
memos that they sent and received and throughtheir responses to the post-simulationsurvey. Subjects were given
carbon paper to send copies to multiplerecipients if they
wished. They were instructedto write down all decisions
that were made or discussed, and all written materialswere
collected at the end of the simulation.Subjects completed
an extensive survey at the end of the simulation,requesting
informationabout their experience duringthe simulation.Fi758/ASQ, December 1998
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nally,subjects were excused, and debriefingoccurredduring
the class periodfollowing the finaladministrationof the
simulation.

Independent Variables
Relationaldemography.Subjects' nationality,race, and sex
were collected from universityrecords. We manipulatedorganizationalcomposition at the organizationlevel because
we were interested in testing the hypotheses in situations in
which demographiccharacteristicswere either similarfor all
members or variedfor all members. Our hypotheses were
not relevantto the situation in which a single member of a
demographicgroup is workingwith others who are similarto
one another but differentfrom that person, for example, one
woman in an organizationof 19 men. Seven of the 14 organizationscontained homogeneous subjects who were the
same nationalorigin,race, and sex (onlywith white U.S.born males or females). The other seven were diverse in
that members represented differentnationalities,races, and
sexes. Two organizationswere specified as all-femaleorganizations, one with white, U.S. citizens, the other with diversity on these two attributes.We used the two all-femaleorganizationsto explore the differences between numeric
distinctiveness, or how diverse a group is in terms of the
numericcomposition of demographiccategories, and historical distinctiveness, or how typicalit is for people from a particularsocial category to be in the majorityor minorityin this
context (e.g., Kanter,1991). Because people still varied
slightlyin terms of their similarityto or differences from their
coworkers on the three demographicattributeswithin each
condition,we calculatedrelationaldifference scores for each
individualand used this score in all hypothesis tests. Measuring relationaldemography,ratherthan relyingon dichotomous organizationalcomposition conditions,allows for a
more fine-grainedanalysis of demographiccomposition.
Individual-level
relationaldemographyscores represent the
difference between a subject and all other subjects in his or
her organizationon nationality,race, and sex. FollowingTsui
and O'Reilly(1989), relationaldemographywas measured
using the following equation:[1/nl(xi - x1)2]1/2, where:
x= the focal individual'sscore on the dimension (e.g.,
0

=

male, 1 = female); xi = each other member's score on

that dimension;and n = the numberof subjects in the organization.Differences in nationality,race, and sex are each
represented by a score rangingfrom 0 to 1.0, with higher
scores on each measure indicatinggreater differences between the person and other organizationmembers on this
dimension. We computed the overallrelationaldemography
score as the average of the relationaldemographyscores
across these three dimensions. To ensure that our assignment procedureproducedsignificantdifferences between
homogenous and heterogeneous organizations,we assessed
subjects' average relationaldemographyscore in homogeneous organizations(x = .07, s.d. = .09) and in heterogeneous organizations(x = .60, s.d. = .17). An ANOVAshowed
that these means were significantlydifferent
[F(1,253)= 914.44; p < .0001]. Thus, comparingthe relational
demographyscores of those in homogeneous and heterogeneous organizations,in effect, assessed differences be759/ASQ, December 1998
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tween people who were workingin organizationsin which
their coworkers were relativelysimilarto themselves and in
which their coworkers were relativelydifferentfrom them.
Collectivisticversus individualisticculture.We developed
three ways to manipulatethe cultureat LookingGlass Inc.
First,in additionto providingvariousadministrativeinformation (e.g., organizationchart, list of employees, calendar),we
added the following paragraphto the company description
appearingon the first page of each subject's LookingGlass
materials:
The presidentand founder of LookingGlass Inc., M. L. Smith, is
still the drivingforce of LookingGlass Inc.'s corporateculture. He
and the foundingsenior managers are proudof LGInc.'s reputation
in the industryas an individualistic[or team] organization.At LGInc.
individualeffort and initiative[or cooperationand teamwork]are
highlyvalued and rewarded,and competition[or cooperation]
among individualsand departments is considered to be the best
roadtoward innovationand success. Both employees and outsiders
categorize LGInc. as havinga very individualistic[or collectivistic]
culture.

The second culture manipulationconsisted of information
about subjects' compensation and bonus. Inthe individualistic culture condition,subjects were informedthat their bonus
was "based on individualachievement and contributionto
LookingGlass Inc.'s performance,"and in the collectivistic
conditionit was "based on teamworkand the team's contributionto LookingGlass Inc.'s performance."Third,subjects
were invitedto an "Individuals[or Teams]are the Reason for
our Success" awards celebration.Awardwinners were listed
on the invitationeither with individualnames (individualistic
culture condition)or as entire work teams (collectivisticculture condition).These two manipulationswere interspersed
among the middle and end pages, respectively, of the many
pages of simulationmaterials.
Each manipulationwas designed to operationalizeour conand the saceptual definitionof individualism-collectivism
lience of organizationalmembership.Thus, the organization
was portrayedas valuingand rewardingindividualachievement, effort, and initiativein the individualisticconditionand
cooperation,shared benefits, and teamwork in the collectivistic condition.The bonus and award ceremony manipulations, in particular,were intended to simulate differences in
the salience of organizationalmembership. Inthe individualistic conditionpeople could be successful (get largerbonuses and awards) based solely on their own accomplishments, regardless of their relationshipswith others. This
should have increased their focus on what differentiated
them from others. In contrast, in the collectivisticcondition,
success was contingent on coordinatedperformanceamong
organizationalmembers, increasingthe salience of shared
objectives and commonalties among members. Finally,these
manipulationsdid not provideany instructionsfor how participants should approachthe tasks (e.g., interactingwith
others via written correspondence or workingalone). Rather,
the manipulationsmerely conveyed informationabout the
values, beliefs, and rewards associated with the organization, matchingour conceptualizationof culture.
To test the effectiveness of our culture manipulation,subjects were asked to complete the "OrganizationalCulture
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Diagnosis Survey" (developed for this study) the night before the simulation,after they reviewed the materialsbut
before they participatedin the simulation.This survey asked
respondents to rate 13 dimensions of LookingGlass Inc.'s
organizationalculture,four of which were relevantto individualism-collectivism,on a 7-point Likert-typescale (from
1 = "extremely uncharacteristic"to 7 = "extremely characteristic").As expected, subjects in the two culture conditions differed in their perceptions of how individualistic[individualisticculturex = 5.74, collectivisticculturex = 3.52;
F(1,251)= 153.63, p < .001] and collectivisticthe culturewas
culturex = 3.69, collectivisticculturex = 5.14;
[individualistic
F(1,247)= 79.08, p < .001], and how competitive [individualistic culturex~= 5.67, collectivisticculturex = 4.36;
F(1,252)= 74.00, p < .001] and team-orientedthe culture
culturex = 3.43, collectivisticculture
was [individualistic
x = 5.72; F(1,252) = 185.43, p

<

.001].

To ensure that the culture manipulationpersisted untilthe
end of the simulation,we re-administeredthe Organizational
CultureDiagnosis Survey after the simulationconcluded. We
again found significantdifferences between the subjects'
culture ratingsin the two cultureconditions in the expected
directions, mirroringthe results from the pre-simulationmanipulationcheck. Ratingswere significantlydifferentfor the
extent to which the organizationwas characterizedas indiculturex = 5.37, collectivisticculture
vidualistic[individualistic
x = 3.50; F(1,236)= 98.37, p < .001], collectivistic[individualistic culturex = 4.05, collectivisticculturex = 5.26;
culF(1,235)= 47.70, p < .001], competitive [individualistic
ture x = 4.93, collectivistic culture x = 3.85; F(1,236)

=

37.14,

culturex = 3.78,
p < .0011,and team-oriented[individualistic
collectivisticculturex = 5.56; F(1,236)= 86.79, p < .001].
Onlythe extent to which the organizationwas viewed as
competitive changed over the course of the simulation,with
subjects ratingtheir cultureas significantlymore competitive
before the simulation(x = 4.90) than after the simulation
(x = 4.30) [t(230)= 6.12, p < .001]. This shift occurredin both
the individualisticand collectivisticculture conditions.
Dependent Variables
Salience of social categories. On the post-simulationsurvey,
subjects were asked to reportthe extent to which various
social categories were salient to them duringthe simulation.
They responded to the question: "Duringthe simulation,to
what extent were your decisions and actions influenced by
your membership in the following groups?" Subjects rated
six items on a scale from 1 ("I never thought about my
membership in this group.")to 7 ("Ifrequentlythought
about my membership in this group.").Two factors emerged
from a factor analysis, using varimaxrotation,of these
items. Three items loaded on a factor representingdemographicattributes:sex, race, and nationality(eigenvalue = 2.57), accountingfor 43 percent of the variance.
Three items loaded on a second factor representingorganizationalattributes:"yourentire LookingGlass organization,"
"yourjob level within LookingGlass," and "yourdivision
within LookingGlass" (eigenvalue= 1.34), accountingfor 22
percent of the variance.We developed two scales based on
these results (demographicattributesscale: x = 2.14,
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s.d. = 1.73; organizational attributes scale: x = 4.33,

s.d. = 1.13) and used the scales in subsequent analyses.
Interactionwith coworkers.The first of two measures of coworker interactionconsisted of a count of all the memos
each respondent sent to other people in his or her organization duringthe simulationon all tasks (not just the four salient tasks) (x = 9.48; s.d. = 6.49). The second measure consisted of respondents' reports on the post-simulationsurvey
of the numberof people they met with duringthe simulation
while workingon each of the four salient tasks (the tasks
they were assigned by the president:asbestos, downsizing,
performanceappraisal,and TQM).Subjects' responses were
averaged across the four questions, and this average score
was used in subsequent analyses (overallmean for number
of people met with = 3.33; s.d. = 1.93).

Conflict.Conflictwas assessed by responses to the question, "Ifyou worked with others on this task, how much
conflict existed among those who were involvedin completing the task?" Respondents answered this question four
separate times in the post-simulationsurvey, once for each
of the four salient tasks. They used a 7-point Likert-typeresponse scale on which 1 represented "no conflict"and 7
represented "extreme conflict." Foreach individual,the responses were summed and divided by the numberof tasks
on which they reportedinteractingwith coworkers. This
mean score was used to represent conflict (x = 2.50;
s.d. = 1.18). If subjects' ratingon the conflict question for a
task was greater than 1, they also responded to the question, "To what extent was the conflict beneficialor detrimental to accomplishingthe task?" (1 = detrimental;7 = beneficial).These scores were also averaged across the tasks
addressed by subjects (x = 4.62; s.d. = 1.25).

Performance:Idea qualityand productivity.The TQMtask
was designed to test our creativityhypothesis. Idea creativity was assessed throughself-reportand expert ratings.The
self-reportedmeasure of creativityconsisted of subjects' response to the question, "How creative are your qualityapplications?" using a Likertscale (1 = "not at all creative"to
7 = "extremely creative").The mean for this scale was 3.95
(s.d. = 1.55). Three independentjudges who had worked in
qualitymanagement in both the privateand publicsectors
also rated every TQMsuggestion by respondingto the same
question used for the self-reportresponse described above
(except that the question was phrased appropriatelyfor assessing single suggestions). Each suggestion was separated
and randomlyassigned so that the judges were unawareof
which subjects wrote which suggestions and to avoid order
biases. The reliabilityamong the judges across suggestions
was .87 (Cronbach'salpha).We then averaged the three ratings for each suggestion across judges and summed these
mean ratingsfor all the ideas each subject produced.This
created a variablethat incorporatedboth the numberof
ideas and the creativityof those ideas. This approachwas
intended to match closely the way that individualswould
rate their own creativity.We assumed that a person would
focus on the total creativityof all his or her ideas, ratherthan
on the average creativityof these ideas, when ratinghis or
her own creativity.Thus, a subject suggesting two extremely
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creative ideas (each with a mean expert ratingof 5) received
a creativityscore of 10, while a subject with three average
ideas (each with an expert ratingof 3) received a score of 9.
A mean ratingcould not have capturedboth the level of creativityand the number of ideas a person suggested. The
mean for the summed total creative output scale was 8.59
(s.d. = 5.93).

Productivitywas assessed in three ways: (1) as a count of
how many of the four salient tasks subjects had completed,
defined as reachinga decision; 72 percent of subjects completed the performanceappraisaltask, 43 percent completed
the asbestos cost allocationtask, 42 percent completed the
total qualitymanagement task, and 40 percent completed
the downsizing task; (2) the average number of minutes
spent on each of the four tasks reportedby each subject
(x = 16.66 minutes per task; s.d. = 9.99); and (3) the percentage of total tasks each subject addressed, calculatedas the
numberof tasks on which subjects took some action (e.g.,
taking notes, requesting additionalinformation,makinga decision), divided by the total numberof tasks includedin his
or her specific LookingGlass role (x = 23 percent of total
tasks; s.d. = 11 percent of total tasks).
Control Variables
We includeda varietyof controlvariablesin each analysis to
rule out alternativeexplanationsfor effects. Dichotomous
dummy variablesfor nationality(O= U.S., 1 = non-U.S.),race
(O= white, 1 = non-white), and sex (O= male, 1 = female)

were includedto controlfor the possibilitythat demographic
patterns influencedone nationality,race, or sex more than
others. These three variableswere entered on the first step
of each hierarchicalregression equation.
We includedtwo controlvariablesthat pertainedspecifically
to the LookingGlass simulation.The first was a division
dummy variableto rule out any differences in outcomes attributableto the slight differences in tasks assigned to each
division(the four assigned by the president were identical
regardless of division).We also created a dummy variableto
controlfor a participant'sjob level (vice president, director,
or plant manager),as greater formalauthoritycould influence
one's work processes and outcomes.
We controlledfor three variablespertainingto the simulation
procedures and to the minordifferences in distributionsof
subjects in our sample. First,we created a dummy variable
for date of participation(O= Wednesday evening; 1 = Saturday morning)to rule out effects for the day of the week individuals participated.We also created a dummy variablefor
the fourteenth group because it contained only eleven instead of twenty members (allother groups only varied in
size by one or two members). Finally,we created a dummy
variablethat identifiedthe two homogenous all-female
groups. Because an all-femalebusiness organizationis unusual in Americanbusinesses, we wanted to rule out variations in demand effects across the simulated organizations.
Finally,we controlledfor the numberof priorfriends subjects had in their simulated organization.Randomlyassigning
subjects to organizationsshould have eliminatedan alterna763/ASQ, December 1998
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tive explanationfor our results based on priorfriendship.To
be sure, however, we measured the numberof friends each
subject had in his or her assigned organization.The night
before the simulation,subjects were asked to indicatefrom
a list of all first-yearMBAstudents all those who were personal friends and rate each friend on a scale of 1-5 (1 = casual friend; 3 = moderately close friend; 5 = very close

friend).Foreach subject we created a dichotomous variable
for each other organizationalposition (O= not a friend;
1 = friendto any extent). We then summed these dichotomous variablesfor each participant.Thus, a score of 5 on
this friendshipvariable,for example, indicates that priorto
the simulationthe subject had listed five members of his or
her organizationas friends. These six controlvariableswere
entered on the second step of the hierarchicalregression
equations. Two additionalcontrolvariablesfor the amount of
interactionamong participants(numberof memos sent and
numberof people met with) were entered for hypotheses
2a-3b following the nine standardcontrolvariableslisted
above.
Analysis
We used hierarchicalregressions and slope analyses to test
each hypothesis, entering the controlvariableson the first
and second steps as specified above. The thirdblock consisted of the two independent variables(relationaldemography and organizationalculture).The final block contained the
term for the interactionbetween relationaldemographyand
culture.We tested predictionsfor interactionsbetween relational demographyand cultureon the dependent variables
(hypotheses 1c, 2c, 3a, 3b), if the interactioncoefficient was
significant,using a slope analysis appropriatefor one continuous variable(relationaldemography)and one dichotomous variable(culture).We conducted slope analyses rather
than an analysis of means because we did not want to discard informationby dichotomizingthe continuous relational
demographymeasure (Cohen and Cohen, 1983). We used
the following equation:y = a + b1xl + b2x2 + b3x1x2+ e,
where y = the dependent variable; a = the constant; b1 = the

unstandardizedcoefficient for culture;x1 = a dummy code
for culture;b2 = the unstandardizedcoefficient for relational
demography;x2 = the value of the relationaldemography
variable;b3 = the unstandardizedcoefficient for the interaction term; and e = the errorterm (Jaccard,Turrisi,and Wan,
1990). Using this equation twice for each dependent variable, we substituted the dummy code for organizationalculture (O= individualisticin the first equation; 1 = collectivistic
in the second equation)wherever x1 appeared and solved for
x2, resultingin a separate equationfor each type of organizational culture.The slopes that appear in these two equations
are considered significantlydifferentwhen the coefficient for
the interactionterm is significantin the originalregression
equation. The difference between the slopes equals the unstandardizedcoefficient for the interactionterm. We comparedthe directionand magnitudeof the slopes to determine the form of the interaction.Sample relational
demographyscores (with heterogeneity increasingfrom 0 to
1) can be substituted for x2 in the reduced equation for each
cultureconditionto demonstrate how the dependent variable
764/ASQ, December 1998
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changes in directionand magnitudeas heterogeneity increases.
RESULTS
Propositions
Our initialpropositionspropose relationshipsbetween social
categorizationand both demographicdiversityand cultural
emphasis. To examine these relationships,we conducted a
multipleanalysis of variance(MANOVA)in which the scale
of demographiccategories and the scale of organizational
categories were dependent variables,and organizationalculture (a dichotomous measure) and relationaldemography(a
continuous measure) were independentvariables.We proposed that being differentwould affect the salience of demographiccategories, but we found no significanteffect for
subjects' relationaldemographyon the extent to which demographiccategories were salient [univariateF(1, 241) =
1.16, n.s.]. This effect became significant[multivariate
F(2, 240) = 2.44, p < .10; univariate F(1, 241) = 4.90, p < .03],

however, with a positive relationshipbetween degree of demographicdifferences and salience of demographiccategories, when we removed sex from the demographicattributes
scale (alphaof scale with race and citizenship= .93). This
difference may have to do with the atypicalityof all-female
work organizations.Historicaldistinctiveness may contrast
with the numericaldistinctiveness that was operatingin conditions in which all demographicattributeswere varied. In
the two all-femaleorganizations,participantsrated the salience of sex as a demographiccategory significantlyhigher
(x = 3.21) than did participantsin all other organizations
[x = 2.36; F(1,249) = 5.43, p < .05]. Thus, even though no

diversityexisted on sex in these organizations,it may have
been highlysalient because of how unusual it was, especiallyfor business school students, to be in an all-femaleorganization.We address this issue furtherthroughadditional
analyses reportedbelow.
The effects of cultureon the salience of organizationalattributes as social categories were clearer.The MANOVArevealed that subjects in collectivisticcultures viewed membership in organizationalcategories as significantlymore
salient (x = 4.50) than did subjects in individualisticcultures
[x = 4.14; multivariate F(2, 240) = 3.90, p < .05; univariate

F(1, 241) = 7.77, p < .01]. Culturedid not significantlyaffect
the salience of demographiccategories, nor did relational
demographysignificantlyaffect the salience of organizational
attributes. Finally,we found that, as proposed, the salience
of demographiccategories was inversely relatedto the salience of organizationalmembership (r = -.13, p < .05), supportingthe existence of functionalantagonism between
these two categories.
Hypothesis Tests
Table 1 reportsthe means, standarddeviations, and zeroorder correlationsamong the control, independent, and dependent variables.
Hypothesis 1: Interaction among coworkers. Hia predicted that members of heterogeneous organizationswould
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables
Mean or
frequency

Variable
1. Sex
2. Citizenship
3. Race
4. AP Division
5. CG Division
6. Job level

0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
1
2
3

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

Male
Female
U.S.
Non-U.S.
White
Non-white
Division B or C
Division A
Division A or C
Division B
Plant manager
Director
Vice president

75.4%
24.6%
77.0%
23.0%
69.5%
30.5%
65.2%
34.8%
69.3%
30.7%
38.6%
46.6%
14.8%

0
1
0
1

=
=
=
=

Wednesday
Saturday
Large group
Small group

52.3%
47.7%
95.1%
4.9%

1

S.D.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Simulation day
Small group
Female groups
Prior friendships
Relational demography
Culture
Total memos sent
Amount of interaction
Overall conflict
Beneficial conflict
Creativity on TQM task
Expert-rated creativity
Productivity
Minutes spent per task
Percent of total issues

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Beneficial conflict
Creativity on TQM task
Expert-rated creativity
Productivity
Minutes spent per task
Percent of total issues

6

-.02

.46---.02

-.02

-.01

.01

.03
.01

-.03

-.04

.07

-.03

.02

.00

-.49----

.04

-.03

.01
-.02
.10

.07
.62---.11-

.21.52---.04

6.49 -.111.93
.09
1.18 -.17--.07
1.25
.02
1.55
.01
5.93
1 .11 -.15--

-.08
-.19-.12.05
.09
-.04
.1 s5e

-.07
-.07
-.07
-.02
.14-.04
.07

9.99
0.11

-.04
-.08

.01
-.14-

11

12

-.17--.01
10

9

.03

.00

.00

.02

.01

.00

-.03
.00
-.01

-.1 2
.01
.02

-.05
.01
-.01

.06
.08
.01
.00
-.05
.02
.06

-.06
.07
.11-.04
-.01
.00
-.15--

.35---.29---.15-.01
.18--.23--.07

-.02

-.01

.72**** -.22**** -.20* **
1.54
0.30

.01

.02

.06

.06

.12.;24

.00
-.12-

.08
.07

13

14

15

-.1 6-.07
-.1 3.16.12
.30----.04
.64----

.28--.02
-.05
.21 *-.34---.31----.31----

-.22---.07
.01
-.04
.28----.05

-

.24--.27---.06
.11
-.13
-.25---.1 6-.09
.13--.16--.1 1
.05
.13-.27---16

Variable

48.1%
51.9%
9.48
3.33
2.50
4.62
3.95
8.59
1.96
72%
43%
42%
40%
16.66
0.23
8

7

Variable

85.6%
14.4%
1.93
0.37

5

-.03

9. Female groups
0 = Not all-female
1 = All-female
Prior friendships
Relational demography
Culture
0 = Individualistic
1 = Collectivistic
Total memos sent
Amount of interaction
Overall conflict
Beneficial conflict
Creativity on TQM task
Expert-rated creative output
Productivity: Count of 4 tasks
Performance appraisal task
Asbestos task
TQM task
Downsizing task
Minutes spent per task
Percent of total issues dealt with

4

3

-

7. Simulation day
8. Small group

2

-

-.09
.00
.15--.24---.03
-.13--.14-.20--.04
-.04
.10-.07
.01

-

.03
-.40---.01
-.15-.22----.13.06
-.09
.10
-.19---.10
.00

17

-

-.01
-.07
-.04
-.08
-.01
-.06
.01
-.07
.02
.07
-.06

-

18

.08
.01
-.23----.08
.02
.14-.1 7.23----.04
-.06

-.07
.1 2--. 18-.1 5-.06
.18-. 12--.14--.03

19

20

-

-

.1 5
.06
.13--.01
-.09

-

.26.10
.01
.09

-

-.01
.15
.01

-

.02
.34----

-.07
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Table 2
Hierarchical Regression Equations Predicting Work Processes*
Social Interaction
Total memos
sent (directly
and cc'd)
1

Variable
Sex
Citizenship
Race
Contribution to R2
AP Division
CG Division
Job level
Simulation day
Small group
Female groups
Priorfriendships
Contribution to R2
Amount of interaction
Total memos sent
Contribution to R2
Amount of overall conflict (CON)
Contribution to R2
Relational demography (RD)
Organizational culture (OC)
Contribution to R2
RD x OC
Contribution to R2
R?2
Adjusted R2
Overall F-ratio
D.F.

Conflict

Amount of
interaction
with coworkers
2

Overall
conflict
with others
3

-.11 -.06
-.05
.02
.05
-.05
.36----.27---.07
-.18--.01
.22

.08
-.20--.03
.04
.13-.12.27---.19--.15-.25--.03
.18

-.17--.11
-.02
.04
.07
.14-.14-.14-.18-.13
-.03
.09
.26---.10
.05

.08
-.07
.00
.39--.04
.28
.23
6.86---13, 235

-.19.14-.03
-.34--.02
.27
.23
6.88---13, 239

-.01
-.24---.05
.11
.00
.23
.18
4.56---15, 230

Benefit
of conflict
with others
4
.08
.08
-.06
.01
-.04
-.07
.02
.20---.25---.04
-.08
.09
-.06
-.11
.01
-.29---.06
.07
.06
.01
.38-.02
.20
.14
3.05---16, 190

*p < .10; *-p < .05; *--p < .01; 0000p < .001.
Entries represent standardized coefficients and are reported in the order entered.

*

interactwith each other less frequentlythan would members of homogeneous organizations.The two indicatorsof
interactionwere moderatelyinverselycorrelated(r= -.16,
p < .05), suggesting that meeting with people partiallysubstituted for sending memos. Table 2 (models 1 and 2) shows
partialsupportfor HIa. While relationaldemographydid not
influence the numberof memos sent to others in the organization, members who were more demographicallydifferent
from coworkers reportedmeeting with significantlyfewer
people compared with members who were more like their
coworkers. Hypothesis 1b, which predictedthat members in
collectivisticorganizationswould reportinteractingmore frequently with each other than would members of individualistic cultures, was partiallysupported. The numberof memos
sent was not influenced by culturalvalues, but those in collectivisticcultures met with significantlymore coworkers.
Hic predictedthat group composition and culturalvalues
would interactsuch that demographicallydifferent people
would be more influenced by the culturalemphasis on individualismor collectivism in their contact with others than
would similarmembers. Table 2 (models 1 and 2) shows
that the interactionbetween organizationalcultureand relational demographywas significantfor both the numberof
memos sent and the number of coworkers with whom sub767/ASQ, December 1998
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jects met. We used the slope analysis to examine the form
of these interactions:for individualisticculture, number of
memos sent (NOMS)= 7.673 + -3.808(0) + -3.647(x2) +
8.316(0)(x2)+ e, which reduces to NOMS= 7.673 +
-3.647(x2) + e. Forthe slope of NOMS on relationaldemographyfor collectivisticculture, NOMS = 7.673 + -3.808(1) +
-3.647(x2) + 8.316(1)(x2) + e, which reduces to NOMS =
3.865 + 4.669(x2) + e. For illustrativepurposes, we can in,
sert the two mean values of relationaldemographyin the
homogeneous (x = .07) and heterogeneous (x = .60) organizations for each equation:[7.673 + -3.647(.07)] = 7.42;
[3.865 + 4.669(.07)] = 4.19 versus [7.673 + -3.647(.60)]

=

5.48; [3.865 + 4.669(.60)] = 6.67. This shows that subjects
who are more similarto others sent more memos in the individualisticconditionthan in the collectivisticcondition,
while subjects who were dissimilarto others sent more
memos in the collectivisticconditionthan in the individualistic condition.This patternoffers partialsupportfor H1c, as
interactionamong dissimilarpeople was higher in collectivistic than individualisticcultures.
Forthe numberof coworkers met with, the reduced slope
equationfor individualisticcultures was
y = .990 + .152(x2)+ e; and for collectivisticcultures it was
y = 2.271 + -1.965(x2) + e. This reveals that subjects who
were more similarmet with more coworkers in the collectivistic conditionthan in the individualisticcondition,while
there was no difference in the numberof coworkers dissimilarothers met with across the two cultureconditions. Culture had more of an impact as a person's demographicsimilarityto his or her coworkers increased, contraryto our
predictionin HMc.Unlikethe result for numberof memos
sent, however, as similarityincreased, the number of people
met with was significantlyhigher in collectivisticthan individualisticcultures. Thus, culture moderatedthe effect of
relationaldemographyon social interaction,as predicted.
These results suggest that interactionwas relativelyhigh
among similarpeople, but the type of interactiondiffered by
culturalcondition.Forsimilarpeople, individualisticcultures
caused high memo sending but low face-to-face interaction,
while collectivisticcultures caused low memo sending but
high face-to-face interaction.Fordissimilarpeople, interaction also depended on the culturalcondition,but the pattern
was differentthan for similarpeople. Fordissimilarpeople,
individualisticcultures caused both memo sending and faceto-face interactionto be low, while in collectivisticcultures,
face-to-face interactionwas low but memo sending was relatively high. Takentogether, either memo sending or face-toface interactionoccurredwith relativelyhigh frequency in all
conditions except among dissimilarpeople in individualistic
cultures.
Hypothesis 2: Conflict. We predictedthat members who
were more differentfrom their coworkers (H2a)and members of individualisticcultures (H2b)would experience more
conflict than would those who were more similarto coworkers and workingin collectivisticcultures, respectively. Table
2 (model 3) shows the regression results of tests of these
predictions.H2a was not supported, but, as predicted in
7681ASQ,December 1998

This content downloaded from 128.83.205.78 on Thu, 26 Feb 2015 20:52:52 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

Being Different

H2b, more conflict occurredwhen subjects worked in individualisticcultures than in collectivisticcultures. H2c predicted that as people's demographicdissimilarityto others
increased, assessments of the benefits of conflict would be
more influenced by whether the culture emphasized individualistic or collectivisticvalues. Both the amount of interaction
(memos sent and face-to-face) and conflict were controlled
when predictinghow beneficialthe conflict was, since the
amount of conflict could be correlatedwith the evaluationof
its benefit. Table 2 (model 4) shows that the interactionbetween relationaldemographyand culture significantlyaffected the extent to which conflict was viewed as beneficial.
The slope analysis for this interactionrevealed that the type
of culture had a stronger impact on people who were different from coworkers than it did on people who were similar,
as predicted. In the individualisticculturecondition,the reduced equation was: beneficialconflict = 5.347 + -.654(x2) +
e, while in the collectivisticculturecondition,the reduced
equation was: beneficialconflict = 4.946 + .887(x2)+ e. Thus,
as dissimilarityincreased, those in collectivisticcultures
viewed conflict as more beneficialthan did those in individualistic cultures.
Hypothesis 3: Performance. Table 3 shows the results of
the test of H3a, predictingsubjects' successful development
of novel solutions, one of the most widely purportedbenefits of diversity(models 1 and 2). The interactionbetween
organizationalcultureand relationaldemographysignificantly
affected subjects' self-reportedcreativityon the TQMtask,
as predicted.The slope analysis equations reduced to
y = 3.882 + -0.441 (x2)+ e for individualisticcultures and to
y = 3.198 + 1.595(x2)+ e for collectivisticcultures. As dissimilarityincreased, subjects' creativitydecreased in individualistic cultures but increased in collectivisticcultures, such
that the highest rated creativityoccurredamong dissimilar
people in collectivisticcultures. The interactionpredicting
expert judges' ratingsof subjects' creativitywas not significant (see table 3, model 2), but we found a strong main effect for relationaldemography,suggesting that people who
were more differentcame up with more creative ideas for
the TQMeffort at LookingGlass Inc. We also found a marginallysignificantmain effect for culture, indicatingthat
people in collectivisticcultures had slightly more creative
ideas than did those in individualisticcultures. Thus, H3a received supportfor subjects' self-perceptions of creativity,
and, while we did not find that culture moderated relational
demographyfor experts' ratingsof creativity,the significant
main effects indicatethat the highest total creative output
was achieved by dissimilarpeople in collectivisticcultures.
H3b predictedthat culturewould have a greater impact on
productivityamong subjects who were more differentthan
their coworkers than among those who were more similarto
their coworkers. These results are shown in table 3 (models
3, 4, and 5). In model 3 we found, unexpectedly, that those
who were more differentfrom their coworkers finished
more of the four tasks. The interactionterm was also significant, and we conducted the slope analysis. The reduced
equations were, for individualisticculture,y = 2.174 +
0.148(x2)+ e, and for collectivisticculture,y = 1.688 +
769/ASQ, December 1998
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Table3
HierarchicalRegression Equations Predicting Work Outcomes*
Creativity
Creativity
on TQM
task
1

Variable
Sex
Citizenship
Race
Contribution
to W2
AP Division
CG Division
Job level
Simulationday
Smallgroup
Female groups
Priorfriendships
to R2
Contribution

.09
.08
.15`
.05
.03
-.04
.10-.20--.11-.14
.06
07

Productivity

Expert-rated
creative
output
2

Count
of four
tasks
3

.01
-.07
.07
.01
.01
-.01
.23--.13
.01
.24
.00
.08

-.15-.14.01
.04
-.02
-.16--.04
.03
.08
-.13
-.11
.05

Amount of interaction

-.24----

Interactionon TQMtask
Totalmemos sent
Contribution
to R2
Relationaldemography(RD)
Organizational
culture(OC)
to R2
Contribution
RD x OC
to R2
Contribution
RF2
AdjustedR2
OverallF-ratio
D.F.

-.01
.07
.00
.12
.01
.00
.31-.02
.14
.09
2.59---15, 233

.06
.05
.01
.58---.18.16
.03
.00
.26
.14
2.14-15, 91

.33---.16
.20--.06
.02
.27-.01
.28
.24
6.16---15, 233

-

Minutes
spent per
task
4

Percent of
total issues
dealt with
5

-.17---.06
.03
.03
.13.06
.09
.15--.1 0
-.01
-. 10
.06

.00
-.02
-.13.02
.25---.01
.10
-.28---.08
-.06
-.02
.15

.32----

.01
.08
.00
-.19--.03
.37--.02
.22
.17
4.51---15, 233

-.39----

.11
.00
.02
.00
.28"
.02
.30
.26
7.00---14, 231

* p < .1 0; `p < .05; e'p < .01; e-00p < .001.
*

Entriesrepresentstandardizedcoefficients and are reportedin the orderentered.

1.130(x2)+ e. Thus, in contrast to our prediction,as similarity
increased, those workingin collectivisticcultures reached
decisions on fewer tasks.
Table 3 (model 4) also shows results for our second measure of productivity,the amount of time it took subjects to
complete the four tasks. While not predicted,organizational
culture had a negative main effect, indicatingthat those in
individualisticcultures took longer to complete tasks. The
interactionterm was also significant.The reduced equation
for the individualisticcultureslope analysis was
y = 15.475 + -7.336(x2) + e, and for the collectivisticculture,
y = 7.463 + 4.679(x2)+ e. Corroborating
the findingfor the
first productivitymeasure reportedabove, and in contrast to
our predictionin H3b, as demographicsimilarityto their coworkers increased, those in collectivisticcultures spent substantiallyless time on tasks than did those in individualistic
cultures.
Finally,model 5 in table 3 shows the results for our third
productivitymeasure, the total percentage of issues subjects
addressed in the simulation.The variable"total memos
sent" was not used as a control in this equation because of
its overlapwith the denominatorof the dependent variable
(r = .60, p < .01). A significantinteractioneffect emerged.
The slope analysis reduced equation for the individualistic
culture was y = 0.272 + -0.065(x2) + e, and for the collectiv770/ASQ, December 1998
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istic culture,y = 0.240 + 0.039(x2)+ e. As dissimilarityincreased, the total percentage of issues dealt with decreased
in individualisticcultures but increased in collectivisticcultures, a patternconsistent with the other two productivity
variablesbut inconsistent with our prediction.
Additional Analyses
We conducted two types of additionalanalyses to rule out
alternativeexplanationsfor the results reportedabove. First,
it is possible that either personalityalone or the fit between
personalityand organizationalculture explains these work
processes and outcomes. Therefore,we collected a measure of personal collectivism, modeled after Chatmanand
Barsade (1995), from a portionof this sample (one of the
three instructorshad collected personalitydata on 138 subjects a month before the simulation).We ran each of our
analyses again two ways. First,we entered the personality
measure of collectivism on the first step of the regression
equations along with the demographyvariables.Second, we
entered as controlvariablesboth personal collectivism and a
dummy variableindicatingwhether a subject did or did not
fit with the cultureto which he or she was assigned. Thus,
subjects received a zero, indicatingmisfit, if they were
above the median on personal collectivism and were assigned to an individualisticcultureor if they were below the
median on personal collectivism and were assigned to a collectivisticculture. Conversely,subjects received a one, indicating fit, if they were above the median on personal collectivism and were assigned to a collectivisticculture or if they
were below the median on personal collectivism and were
assigned to an individualisticculture.
When controllingfor personalityor personalityand fit, the
same patternof results emerged as those reportedabove
except that some of the effects were slightlyweaker, probably because of the reduced sample on which we had personality data. Forexample, the interactioneffect for the dependent variable"total memos sent" remainedsignificant,
but slightly less so when personal collectivism and fit were
controlled(I = .36, p< .05, d.f. = 15,117). Similarly,the interaction effect for the dependent variable"amount of interaction with coworkers" remainedsignificant,although,again,
less so when we controlledfor personal collectivism and fit
(P = -.36, p < .05, d.f. = 15,117). This pattern,in which the
directionand magnitudeof the standardizedbeta coefficients
remainapproximatelythe same but the significance levels
decrease slightly,occurs repeatedlyfor the other dependent
variables.Despite this reduced sample size, all of the tests
of our hypotheses remainedsignificant(at least at the .10
level) when we controlledfor personal collectivism and the
fit between personal collectivism and organizationalculture.
We conducted an additionaldiagnostictest by rerunning
each of our regression analyses without the data from the
two all-femaleorganizations,which we had includedas a
way of distinguishingbetween the salience of demographic
categories based on numericalcomposition versus contextual norms. Being female was salient in these all-female
groups which, on the surface, seems to contradictour hypothesis of homogeneity, reducingthe salience of demo771/ASQ, December 1998
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graphiccategories. Our patternof results with and without
the two all-femaleorganizationsincludedin the sample,
however, was virtuallyidentical:the beta coefficients were
the same sign but were often slightlysmaller and slightly
less significant.The patternof slightlysmaller coefficients
may be explained by the reduced sample size when the two
all-femalegroups were removed (decreasingthe sample size
by 40 people, or 16 percent), ratherthan by substantive dif
ferences in individuals'behaviorin a homogeneous group of
"minority"members (relativeto their presence in professional U.S. organizations).These additionalanalyses, combined with our inclusionin the originalanalyses of a dummy
variablecontrollingfor membership in all-femaleorganizations, should eliminate differences in these two organizations as a viable alternativeexplanationfor our results.
DISCUSSION
Ourgoal in this study was to determine whether an organization's relativefocus on individualismor collectivism influenced whether coworkers would view one another as having
interchangeableinterests and a common fate by affecting
the salience of organizationalmembership as a social category. We proposed that demographicdifferences would
remainsalient categories unless the organizationalculture
emphasized commonalties among members' interests and
that a relativeemphasis on individualismor collectivism
would influence coworkers who were similarto one another
differentlythan those who were differentfrom one another.
We began by focusing on how demographyand culture influenced the social categorizationprocess. We found that the
salience of demographicattributesas social categories was
higher in heterogeneous than homogeneous organizations
only when we excluded sex from the demographicattribute
scale. This may have been due to the two all-femalesimulated organizationssince, even though they were more homogeneous than conditions in which sex was mixed, sex
may have been more salient than in all-maleorganizations.
This increased salience may be accounted for by the generally low incidence of all-femaleorganizations,both in corporationsand business schools (includingthis research site, in
which 71 percent of students were male). Futureresearch
should distinguishbetween numericaldistinctiveness and
historicalatypicality,as these appearto have differenteffects on the salience of social categories.
We also found that the salience of organizationalattributes
as social categories was higher in collectivisticthan individualistic organizationalcultures. Further,the salience of organizationaland demographiccategories were inversely related.
Takentogether, these results suggest that the extent to
which a person is demographicallysimilaror differentfrom
coworkers and an organization'sculturalemphasis influence
the social categorizationprocess, a findingthat has been assumed but not tested in priorresearch. These propositions
set the stage for the primaryfocus of the study, considering
the effects of diversityand cultureon work processes and
outcomes.
We examined two indicatorsof interpersonalinteraction
among coworkers. The number of memos sent had no sig772/ASQ, December 1998
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nificantmain effects, but the interactionshowed that, as
predicted,an emphasis on collectivism led to a greater increase in memo sending among diverse members than
among members who were more similarto their coworkers.
Interestingly,we found the opposite effect for our other
measure of interaction.Members who were more similarto
their coworkers were more influenced by their organization's
focus on either individualismor collectivism.Thus, in contrast to our prediction,as similarityamong coworkers increased, so did the numberof people with whom collectivistic culture members met.
The differences in the patternof results suggest that sending memos and meeting with others represent different
types of interaction.Meetings and memos may be substitutes for one another, as indicatedby their negative relationship. But if, as network researchers argue, the real work of
an organizationgets done through informalface-to-face interactions, sending memos may be less effective for conveying
1992).
informationand resolving problems (e.g., Krackhardt,
One implicationof this findingis that when people are more
differentfrom their coworkers they are more reluctantto
interactin person and that an organizationalculturethat is
sufficientlystrong to cause differences in interactionamong
similarcoworkers does not have such an effect when coworkers are differentfrom one another. Coworkerswho
were differentfrom one another were responsive to the organizationalculture in sending memos, but they may have
been comfortableparticipatingin only a narrowrange of
types of interaction.Futureresearch should compare how
demographicallysimilarand different people use a broader
arrayof communicationmodes than were studied here.
H2a predictedthat more conflict would emerge when people
were more demographicallydifferentfrom one another, but
we found no difference between people workingwith similar
and differentcoworkers. This may have been due to subjects' reluctanceto reportor acknowledge conflict, particularlywhen greater diversityexisted, due to concerns over
being politicallycorrect (e.g., Briefet al., 1995). But, as predicted in H2b, more conflict existed in individualisticthan in
collectivisticcultures. Further,as demographicsimilaritydecreased, those workingin collectivisticcultures experienced
conflict as more beneficialthan did those workingin individualistic cultures, supportingH2c. Thus, members of individualistic cultures, whose goals and values probablyvaried more
than the common goals among members of collectivisticcultures, experienced more conflict. Further,culture moderated
the extent to which people who were differentfrom their
coworkers perceived conflict as beneficial. Conflict,which
would otherwise be viewed as detrimentalamong diverse
people, was perceived as beneficialwhen the organization
emphasized collective outcomes. This finding has significant
implicationsfor makingconflict more constructivefor demographicallydiverse workers. Futureresearch should investigate whether different behavioralmanifestationsof conflict
emerged in the differentconditions or whether the same
behaviorswere simply perceived differentlyin one context
than the other. One remainingquestion, however, is
whether beneficialconflict is perceived as similarto having
773/ASQ, December 1998
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less conflict, as suggested by the main effect for overall
amount of conflict.
We found supportfor our creativityhypothesis (3a) for selfratings. Followingour prediction,as similaritydecreased, the
impact of culture on creativitywas greater, such that those
in collectivisticcultures perceived themselves as more creative than did those in individualisticcultures. We did not
find this significantinteractionfor the expert ratings,but the
two significantmain effects were consistent with the logic
underlyingour interactionhypothesis. Specifically,dissimilar
people in collectivisticcultures had the highest creative output. This patternwas revealed by an interactioneffect for
self-reportedcreativityand by additivemain effects for expert-ratedcreativity.Takentogether, these results suggest
that creativityemerges from the combinationof (1) access
to a largerset of novel ideas afforded by more diverse members and (2) trust that novel ideas will be used for the benefit of the collective. Thus, while we cannot offer an unequivocal resolutionto past inconsistencies in research
findings on the role of diversityin heighteningor dampening
creativity,these results suggest that future research should
continue to consider the organizationalcontext, such as an
organization'sdegree of individualismor collectivism, when
examiningthese issues.
Finally,the patternof findings was consistent across the
three productivitymeasures but inconsistent with our prediction in H3b. Culturehad more influence on productivity
among coworkers who were demographicallysimilarthan
among those who were more differentfrom one another.
Similarpeople were significantlymore productivein individualistic than collectivisticcultures, while dissimilarpeople
were similarlyproductiveacross the two cultures. Productivity may have decreased more among similarmembers of
collectivisticcultures because less of their time interacting
with one another was spent on task-relatedissues, and
more may have been spent socializing.Thus, even though
we controlledfor the amount of interactionamong members, the content of that interactionmay have varied based
on how similarpeople were to one another. Dissimilarmembers may have focused more consistently on tasks, as suggested by the significantmain effect for relationaldemography on productivity,because they may have had fewer other
topics in common to discuss with one another.This suggests that both the amount and content of interactioninfluence work outcomes. Futureresearch might examine
whether identicalamounts of interactionhave greater benefit
among demographicallysimilarcoworkers, compared with
homogeneous coworkers, because the task content is richer.
Diverse people should have a wider varietyof ideas to share
and debate duringtheir interaction,allowingthem to realize
greater returnsfor the time invested. Unfortunately,interaction among dissimilarpeople, while perhaps the most beneficial, also appears to be the most difficultto cultivate.
Interestingly,increased diversitywas related to decreased
interactionbut to increased productivity.This could imply
that the tasks themselves were more efficientlycompleted
by individualsthan by teams. We designed the four salient
tasks to be completed either by individualsworkingalone or
774/ASQ, December 1998
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in groups, but since many of the issues embedded in the
tasks were relevantto a large partof the organization,we
expected coworker interactionto be at least somewhat beneficial. One possibilityis that subjects who completed more
tasks simply did not do them as well. A second possibilityis
that the benefit from interactionmay have been attenuated
if people interactedtoo much; that is, the discussions that
make up social interactionmay have carriedover to many
topics that were not relevantto the task that broughtthe
people together to begin with. The negative relationshipbetween face-to-face social interactionand productivity
(r = -.34, p < .001) may have been due to more discussion

of irrelevantissues among similarpeople. Those who were
more differentfrom their coworkers, however, were also
more productive,controllingfor amount of social interaction.
Thus, the negative relationshipbetween social interaction
and productivitydoes not explainthe positive effect on productivityof being demographicallydifferent.
An alternativeexplanationis that meeting with other people
may have had both a direct and an indirectnegative effect
on completing the four majortasks. The direct effect was
that the time spent interactingabout issues other than the
four majortasks may have detracted from completing these
tasks. The indirecteffect was that interactionwith others
may have highlightedissues other than the four majortasks,
so that when people did returnto workingalone they may
have attended to these other issues. While the direct effect
would be accounted for by the social interactioncontrolvariable, the indirecteffect would not. Further,the idea that social interactionhad an indirectnegative effect on completing
the four majortasks is consistent with the lack of effect of
being differenton the variable"percent of total issues dealt
with." This lack of effect suggests that when consideringall
issues, people completed the same percent regardless of
their similarityto others. Thus, social interactionmay have
caused people to attend to more issues, decreasing their
productivityon the four majortasks but not affecting their
productivitywhen consideringall tasks.
Despite the value of a simulationfor increasingcontrol over
demographicand culturalpatterns, generalizationsfrom this
study are limitedby our approach.Our sample consisted of
MBAstudents, who may be somewhat unrepresentativeof
organizationalemployees in the U.S. In particular,our subjects were likelyto be younger, wealthier, and more educated than the working population.Ironically,one way that
this sample may have biased our results was to increase the
conservativeness of our tests. Business school students
should be less prone to inappropriatediscrimination,or at
least more attuned to behaving in a politicallycorrect manner
(Briefet al., 1995). Further,the school had recently ranked
extremely highlyon the Business Week Business School
Rankings,which would be expected to create a sense of
prideand a common bond among the students (e.g., Elsbach
and Kramer,1995). Takentogether, one would expect these
students to attempt to be open and able to work with any of
their classmates, regardless of their demographicdifferences. And yet we found substantialvariancein work processes and outcomes even among individualswho were
7751ASQ,December 1998
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more homogeneous on some dimensions than members of
the work force at large. Futurestudies should examine these
issues in work organizations,using broadersamples of employees to enhance representativeness and to include other
potentiallyimportantrelationaldemographycharacteristics,
such as tenure and functionalbackground.
Futureresearch might also reconsiderour relationaldemographymeasure, as we aggregated across multipledemographiccategories. Each demographicattributemay have
differenteffects in differentcontexts and certain minority
groups may use their networks in differentways and have
differentialaccess to members of other demographicgroups
based on structuralconstraints (e.g., Ibarra,1992). Future
researchers should attempt to understandthe relativeimportance of differentdemographicattributesin various situations (e.g., Riordanand Shore, 1997). A related issue is that
our focus was on situations in which all members of an organizationwere either relativelysimilarto one another or
relativelydifferentfrom one another, but the moderatingeffects of cultureon diversitymay relate differentlyto different
patterns of diversity.Futureresearch should examine the
effects of cultureon differentdemographicpatterns among
members, such as when smaller numbers of people are
more demographicallydifferentthan are others in an organizationalsetting.
Oursimulationalso simplifieda numberof complexities that
exist in real organizations.Forexample, cultureestablished
in a short-termsimulationis not the same as a firm's ongoing culture. Organizationalcultures are more ambiguous than
the culturewe manipulated(e.g., Meyerson, 1994). Ironically, such ambiguitymay result from the greater cultural
informationto which real employees would have access. For
example, inconsistencies between the purportedcultureand
the actual culture may be greater to the extent that employees observe differences between what leaders say and what
they do. The simulationapproachwas valuablegiven the difficultyof findingpure field analogs of firms that only vary on
dimension. But organizational
the individualism-collectivism
culture is multifaceted,and a varietyof importantdimensions may be salient simultaneouslyor emerge at different
times (e.g., Chatmanand Jehn, 1994). Also, culture may be
linkedto strategic and structuraldifferences among firms,
variablesthat we essentially held constant in this study.
Variationsin culture,strategy,,and structuremay cause jobs
to be defined differentlyand human resource practices to
vary. Such variationsmay even affect the incidence with
which the combinationsof demographicdiversityand type of
cultureactuallyoccur. Forthese reasons, future research
should examine the moderatingeffects of cultureon demographicdiversityin real firms.
Despite these limitations,our results suggest that social categorizationmay be a linkingmechanism between various
attributesand behaviorsinfluencingwork processes and outcomes, though the extent to which the salience of various
categories is context-dependent increases the complexityof
these links (Oakes, 1987). We found some supportfor the
relationshipbetween demographicand organizationalattributes and the salience of the associated categories, but much
776/ASQ, December 1998
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work remains to verifythese and to identifyother contextual
factors that influence the relationshipbetween social categorizationand behavior.
One contributionof this study is the focus on specific differences in how demographicallydiverse members interactand
work. Forexample, increased diversitywas relatedto decreased interactionbut also to increased productivity.A second contributionis a better understandingof the effects of
individualisticand collectivisticcultures. Less conflict and
more interactionoccurredin collectivisticcultures, but less
time was spent on tasks. The most importantfindings
emerged from interactionsbetween demographyand culture, suggesting that each has differenteffects on work processes and outcomes. Some of the negative factors emerging in firms with greater diversitymay be minimizedby
increasingthe extent to which membershipwith the organization and members' sense of shared fate is made salient.
Conflictwas seen as more beneficialand creativitywas enhanced more in heterogeneous organizationswhen the organizationemphasized collectivism.The study also shows that
many challenges remainfor managers, such as reduced interactionand a reduced willingness to share ideas among
diverse members. Interestingly,ratherthan collectivisticcultures enablingthe positive effects from diversityto emerge,
for example, by encouragingpeople to work together, the
individualisticculture may actuallyaccount for the effects
found here. Organizationsthat promote individualisticvalues
may be inadvertentlyprohibitingthe positive effects that
would otherwise arise from havingdiverse members.
Organizationsmay want to consider ways of enhancing
members' sense of shared values and a common fate. Developing a more collectivisticculture may be accomplished
by drawingfrom the means we used to establish our cultural
conditions in the simulation.Forexample, top executives
could develop a statement of values emphasizingthe common good and behave in accordance with it. One reason
why our culture manipulationmight have been so clearlyperceived was because there was no evidence of inconsistencies between stated values and actual behaviorat the top.
Since the president was not actuallypresent, his or her behaviorcould not be viewed as contradictingthe espoused
culture.Thus, members had to rely on what was said rather
than what was done. Organizationsmay also increase collectivism by basing partof employees' compensation on organizationaloutcomes and by collecting performancefeedback
from a varietyof people who work with the focal individuals,
which would tie members to one another and the organization (e.g., Chatman,Schnog, and Spataro, 1998). Further,
research has shown that cultures are formed and maintained
through ritualsand celebration(e.g., Trice and Beyer, 1984),
and celebratingteam successes on a regularbasis may thus
contributeto a sense of shared fate. As for diversity,our
conclusion is quite straightforward.Giventhe demographic
changes occurringnow and in the near future, and given the
strong employment rate, most organizationswill have no
choice but to integrate diverse people into their organizations. A collectivisticemphasis may help to increase the effectiveness of diverse people workingtogether.
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