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Abstract

The value-in-diversity hypothesis suggests that organizations should value diversity to
enhance organizational effectiveness. Even though empirical results are inconsistent, this
hypothesis has high face validity as the theoretical argumentation seems to be sophisticated
and highly plausible. Proponents of this approach argue that diverse teams can lead to
competitive advantage, skeptics point out that the homogeneity of a team might be more
important for success. So the key question is: Are diverse features or common features more
important for team success? The full paper develops a model to combine these both views as
it seems reasonable to exploit the advantages of “diversity” and “homogeneity”. It
additionally helps in reducing the inherent disadvantages of each of these approaches. This
model combines the resource based view (RBV) with the value-in-diversity hypothesis and
draws on team success research and cultural diversity research to use the chances of diverse
teams and to reduce their possible risks.

Key Words: Team diversity; team competence; team performance; resource-based view of the
firm; value-in-diversity
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INTRODUCTION

There have been considerable developments in business over the past few years, including the
financial crisis which has affected not only the economy but much of the world. This shows
again the importance of seeing innovation, change and flexibility as essential components of
successful organizations operating in highly dynamic and competitive environments. To meet
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these requirements organizations are increasingly dependent on diverse teams for many
reasons including changes in the demographics of the workforce, globalisation and changes in
organizational structures (Cope & Kalantzis, 1999). The resource-based view of the firm
(RBV) has led to an increased acknowledgement of internal resources. It explains the
importance of developing valuable and scarce resources and capabilities as the source of
sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Barney & Wright, 1998; Wright et al.,
1994; Collis & Montgomery, 1995). Considering the RBV, due to their high diversity
multicultural teams are provided with exceptionally good pre-conditions to generate
sustainable competitive advantage.

The value-in-diversity hypothesis (Cox & Blake, 1991: 46) suggests that organizations should
value diversity to enhance organizational effectiveness. Even though results have not been
consistent across studies (O'Reilly et al., 1998), this hypothesis has high face validity as the
theoretical argumentation seems to be sophisticated and highly plausible (Ely & Thomas,
2001; Swann et al., 2004). However there are two views among researchers: proponents of the
“value in diversity” hypothesis (e.g., Nemeth, 1986; Jehn et al., 1999; Watson et al., 1993)
argue that intra-team diversity improves performance as it e.g. brings more knowledge to a
team (Nemeth, 1986), while opponents argue that diversity impairs performance as it e.g.
disrupts social integrations (O'Reilly et al., 1989; Tsui et al., 1992; Wagner et al., 1984).

The initial question therefore is whether diverse features or homogeneous features are more
important for team success. In this paper we develop an integrated model in which we suggest
to combine both views as it seems that neither the mere concentration on value-in-diversity
nor the mere concentration on the homogeneity of a team might be sufficient for sustainable
team success. The purpose of this paper is to examine how to exploit the advantages of
diversity and homogeneity while simultaneously reducing the inherent disadvantages of each
of these approaches. To accomplish this, the model is based on the assumptions of the RBV
and combines the value-in-diversity hypothesis with the cultural diversity research and team
research to exploit the chances of diverse teams and to reduce their possible risks.

THEORY

In this article we develop a theory based model which is based on the findings from the
resource-based view, and the fields of team research and cultural diversity research. To derive
the model we reviewed the relevant state-of-the-art literature. The basis of our theoretical
framework is the RBV, which underlines that internal resources and especially people can be
the basis of competitive advantage (Barney, 1995; Wright et al., 2001).

Resource Based View

A basic assumption of the RBV is that a company can fundamentally be seen as a pool of
resources and capabilities that establish the basis for its competitive success (Barney, 1995;
Wright et al., 2001). According to the RBV, resources constitute a sustainable competitive
advantage in case they are valuable, rare and hard to imitate (Barney, 2001) or, as Barney
(1995: 50) earlier suggested VRIO: ‘...managers must address four important questions about
their resources and capabilities: (1) the question of value, (2) the question of rareness, (3) the
question of imitability, and (4) the question of organization’. Barney and Wright (1998)
conclude that sustainable competitive advantage comes from firm-specific more than from
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general skills; from teams more than from individuals; and from HR systems more than from
single HR practices.

This underlines the importance of developing valuable, unique and scarce resources and
capabilities in an organization, including its human resources that produce its unique
character and create sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Barney & Wright,
1998; Collis & Montgomery, 1995; Wright et al., 1994). Wright et al. (2001) point out that
the question of imitability is of particular interest as there is a need to recognize, that the
inimitability of resources and capabilities may be caused by unobservability due to causal
ambiguity, social complexity and / or path dependence. Barney and Wright (1998: 39) argue
that “[...] the exploitation of the synergistic value from a large number of individuals who
work together is quite costly if not impossible for competitors to imitate. Teams or larger
groups, due to causal ambiguity and social complexity, provide greater potential to be a
source of sustainable competitive advantage.”

These demanding aspects explicitly invite a more complex, less reductive view of
organizations and their system-level, intangible resources (Colbert, 2004; Stacey, 2010).
System-level resources (Black & Boal, 1994) are defined as those organizational capabilities
that exist only in relationships — in the interactions between persons and / or things. The
importance of these system-level, intangible resources has been highlighted throughout the
RBY literature (Colbert, 2004).

Organizations are increasingly dependent on diverse teams, particularly in highly dynamic
and competitive environments. In such rapidly changing environments, a key competitive
asset is a company’s capability to adjust to new requirements. Teece et al. describe this
‘ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competences’ (1997: 516) in
their dynamic capability approach!, which focuses on how future valuable resources can be
created and how the current stock of valuable resources can be refreshed in changing
environments (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009). Multicultural teams due to their diversity might
be able to better adapt to rapidly changing environments.

In summary, the RBV demonstrates the importance of valuable, rare, unique and scarce
resources for achieving competitive advantage. It highlights the importance of complex,
system-level, intangible resources and the importance of the interactions between persons,
inviting to a more complex, less reductive view of organizations and their resources. With this
focus on system-level resources, on interactions and on a more complex, less reductive view
of organizations, the RBV and its extensions (complex resource based view, Colbert 2004;
Dynamic Capabilities, Teece et al., 1997) support our thesis, that diverse teams may be an
important factor for achieving sustainable competitive advantage.

Team success research
The question of team effectiveness is a core question in team research. Many authors have

tried to identify factors related to team effectiveness (e.g. Hackman, 1987; Campion et al.,
1993; Hayatt & Ruddy, 1997). The following model summarizes the outcomes of several

I The concept of dynamic capabilities is a dynamic extension of the more static RBV, which focuses on
resources or competences as a stable concept. Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) as well as Nelson & Winter (1982)
respectively Zollo & Winter (2002) established two other dynamic capability approaches which slightly differ.
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studies (Campion et al., 1996; Hyatt & Ruddy, 1997; Cohen & Baily, 1997; Thompson, 2000;
Hackman, 2002; Robbins et al., 2010) into a relatively focused model (see figure 1).

Team effectiveness

N T

Context Composition Work Design Process
= Adequate resources = Abilities of = Autonomy = Common purpose
= [ eadership and members = Skill vareiety = Specific goals
structure = Personality = Task identity = Team efficacy
= Climate of trust = Allocating roles = Task significance = Conflict levels
= Performance = Diversity = Social loafing
evaluation and = Size of teams
reward systems = Member
preferences

Figure 1: Team effectiveness model (Robbins et al., 2010: 267)

The key factors of effective teams can be subsumed into four general categories. The first
category comprises the contextual factors. The variables which appear to be most
significantly related to team performance in this first category are the presence of adequate
resources, effective leadership, a positive climate of trust and a performance evaluation and
reward system that reflects team contributions. The team composition category includes
factors that relate to how teams should be staffed. The main factors in this category are the
ability and personality of team members, the allocation of roles, the diversity, the size of the
team and the members’ preference for teamwork. The work design category comprises
autonomy and freedom, the opportunity to use different skills and talents (skill variety), the
ability to complete a whole and identifiable task or product (task identity), and work on a task
or project that has a substantial impact on others (task significance). The fourth category
related to team effectiveness is the process. It includes the commitment of the team members
to a common purpose, the establishment of specific team goals, the team efficacy, a managed
level of conflict and a minimization of social loafing.

For the purpose of this paper we will concentrate on diversity and team homogeneity.
Diversity is a variable of the composition category. Team homogeneity refers to all process
variables of this model and to two context variables: climate of trust and leadership. A team
with high team homogeneity can therefore be defined as a team with successful processes, a
high climate of trust and an effective leadership.

Cultural Diversity Research

Geopolitical, social, economic and technological changes have impacted significantly on
many firms and created opportunities for managers and employees to interact with culturally
diverse populations (Wong-Mingji & Mir, 1997). The development of cultural diversity in the
workforce presents substantial and complex challenges for organizations and scholars as they
strive to determine the potential implications of cultural diversity for firm effectiveness.
Before examining the different views on the impact of diversity on firm effectiveness we will
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define our understanding of diversity and briefly consider the relationship between team
diversity and task complexity.

In our definition of diversity we follow Harrison & Klein (2007) who state that diversity can
be conceptualized as the distribution of differences among the members of a team with
respect to a common attribute. Distinctions can be made between not directly task-related,
“surface-level” diversity in demographic characteristics such as gender, age, race, and
nationality on the one hand, and more directly task-related informational or cognitive
diversity such as e.g. educational or functional background on the other hand (e.g., Jackson et
al., 2003; Jehn et al., 1999; Kearney et al., 2009). We define (cultural) diversity as real or
perceived differences among people with regard to these distinctions.

Higgs et al. (2005) explored the interrelationship between team diversity and task complexity
in terms of its impact on performance. In their study they found a clear relationship between
team composition (diversity), complexity of task and team performance. Diversity was found
to be positively related to performance for complex tasks and negatively related for
straightforward tasks. Their findings indicate that there can be benefit in considering the
complexity of a task or project before assembling a team. The degree of task complexity
could inform the mix of members to be included in the team in terms of diversity.

The results of research on diversity in working groups suggest that diversity offers both a
great opportunity for organizations as well as an enormous challenge. Diversity can increase
the opportunity for creativity and innovation but also the probability of dissatisfaction among
group members and a failure to identify with the group (Milliken & Martins, 1996). There has
been ongoing debate about the relationship between diversity and performance but so far
there is no consistent argument.

The dysfunctional diversity view proposes that diversity is related to poorer performance
outcomes (Richard et al., 2004). It argues that workforce diversity will lead to communication
problems and dysfunctional conflict, with negative implications for performance (e.g. Pelled
et al., 1999). Research in this field shows, that compared to cultural homogeneous teams,
members of diverse teams show less attachment to each other, have less commitment to their
respective organizations (Harrison et al., 1998; Tsui et al., 1992), display more
communication problems (Hoffman, 1985; Watson et al., 1993; Miroshnik, 2002; Pelled et
al., 1999), miss work more often (O’Reilly et al., 1989; Tsui et al., 1992, Wagner et al., 1984),
experience more conflict (Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled et al., 1999), and take more time to reach
decisions (Hambrick et al., 1996). However, there is also some evidence that diversity is at
least as likely to help performance as it is to impair it (e.g., Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Jehn et
al., 1999; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Pelled et al., 1999; for a review, see Williams &
O’Reilly, 1998).

The value-in-diversity hypothesis suggests that diversity in work groups will enhance
effectiveness (Cox & Blake, 1991; Cox 1993; Miroshnik, 2002). Proponents of this “value-in-
diversity” hypothesis (e.g., Jehn et al., 1999; Watson et al., 1993) argue that contact between
employees from diverse backgrounds will lead to the development of novel solutions to their
tasks. These novel solutions will, in turn, enable them to outperform employees from
homogeneous backgrounds. The value-in-diversity research focuses to some extent on adding
value by enhancing organizational effectiveness and performance. It suggests that culturally
diverse groups, such as multicultural project teams in transnational firms, will generate more
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different views and opinions, engage in more thorough critical analysis, and therefore make
higher-quality decisions (Shaw & Barret-Power, 1998).

However, there is still the question about performance benefits of diverse teams. Proponents
of the value-in-diversity hypotheses propose that differences in the performance of
homogenous workgroups and diverse workgroups depend on the period of collaboration.
Watson et al. (1993) found that depending on the duration of collaboration diverse teams
perform worse, even or better than cultural homogeneous teams. Hence the performance
potential of diverse teams increases with the duration of collaboration and the improvement of
the regulation of the collaboration.

In their meta-research Cox & Blake (1991) found that organizations which are able to attract,
retain, and motivate people with diverse cultural backgrounds can create a competitive
advantage in cost structures and through maintaining the highest quality human resources.
Furthermore they may gain a competitive advantage due to improved problem solving
(leading to a higher quality of decisions), increased creativity and innovation, increased
organizational flexibility, improved skill variety in the workforce, and improved marketing
(e.g. increased customer base) when capitalizing on the potential benefits of cultural diversity
in work groups (Cox & Blake, 1991). Thus a diverse workforce can e.g. better help to
understand the different needs and values of the cultural groups that comprise their client base
(Friday & Friday, 2003; Wentling, 2000).

Even though there is a considerable amount of research exploring the value-in-diversity there
are still many questions unanswered. Recent research has begun to explore the factors that
moderate the relationship between diversity and performance in order to bring answers to the
question of how to measure this relationship (Richard, 2000; Grimes & Richard, 2003).
Richard (2000: 74) concluded that cultural diversity does add value to organizations but the
effects of diversity “are likely to be determined by the strategies a firm pursues and by how
organization leaders and participants respond to and manage diversity”.

Besides the dysfunctional diversity view and the value-in-diversity view there are also
approaches trying to integrate these two opposing views. Richard et al. (2004) developed a
theoretical framework based on Blau's (1977) theory of heterogeneity and social identity
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985), where they hypothesized that cultural diversity in
management groups has a U-shaped curvilinear relationship to performance. Although their
empirical findings did not fully support it, this hypothesis raised an interesting issue for future
exploration.

TEAM-PERFORMANCE: AN INTEGRATED MODEL

The following model suggests an alternative integrated approach considering the combination
of the results of team success research and the value-in-diversity research through the lens of
the resource based view. Each of the two opposing views regarding the effectiveness of
diversity is consistent and plausible. The following model shows that diversity and
homogeneity are interdependent and thus the combination of both views is a key success
factor for effective high-performance teams.

Performance benefits of diverse teams are often deployed only after a longer period of
collaboration (Watson et al., 1993). Therefore specific steps must be taken to increase the
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homogeneity of all members of the diverse team. It is for instance necessary for members of
diverse teams to have awareness of the attitudinal differences of other members (Cox &
Blake, 1991: 50). In addition, to promote coherent actions on organizational goals, the team
members must share some common values and norms. Cox and Blake (1991: 51) state that
“[t]he need for heterogeneity, to promote problem solving and innovation, must be balanced
with the need for organizational coherence and unity of action.” A balance of high diversity of
the team members and high homogeneity of the team therefore builds the success factor for
high performance teams in complex tasks (Czerny & Steinkellner, 2009).

Figure 2 shows under which conditions diverse teams may generate sustainable competitive
advantage. Neither low-diversity teams nor high-diversity teams can be successful in complex
tasks if their team homogeneity is low. Low-diversity teams with a high degree of team
homogeneity are functioning and therefore have advantages compared to non-functioning
teams. In straightforward tasks these teams are effective and achieve a high performance; in
complex tasks though they only show medium to low performance. Only if both the team
homogeneity as well as the diversity is on a high level a generation of sustainable competitive
advantage is possible, as only on this level the benefits of diversity can be enhanced. Teams in
the upper right quadrant (high-performance teams) achieve sustainable competitive advantage
in complex tasks through maintaining team homogeneity on a high level while simultaneously
exploiting the benefits of diversity.

Diversity Task Complexity
. A A
high high

High-Performance Team
high performance in
complex tasks

Low-Performance Team

“Standard-Team”
high performance in straightforward
tasks; medium to low performance
in complex tasks

low

low e
Homogeneity high

Figure 2: Impact of diversity, team homogeneity, and task complexity on the performance of teams
(adapted and extended from Czerny & Steinkellner, 2009)

Having constructed a model of how diversity, team homogeneity, and task complexity impact
the performance of teams, we can now turn towards deriving practical implications from the
model.

Practical Implications

The purpose of this paper is to examine how to exploit the advantages of diversity and
homogeneity while simultaneously reducing the inherent disadvantages of each of these
approaches. For this purpose we suggest to combine the results from team success research

with the results from value-in-diversity research.
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There are two central factors to be considered for high performance-teams: 1) the pre-
condition factors for successful team work and 2) factors which can be a result of exploiting
the advantages of diversity. The pre-condition factors can be derived from the team
effectiveness model (see figure 1). We earlier in this paper defined these pre-condition factors
as team homogeneity which includes all process variables of the team effectiveness model
and two context variables: climate of trust and leadership. These factors are mainly about
reducing the inherent risks which diverse teams are faced with due to their heterogeneity and
are an important indicator for the necessity of organizational change. If the pre-condition
factors are not established on a high level the advantages of diversity cannot be exploited
successfully. The organization therefore has to support the establishment of the relevant pre-
condition factors in order to ensure that the team will be able to deploy its full potential. The
diversity factors can be derived from the value-in-diversity research and contain factors which
can be a result of exploiting the advantages of diversity: a higher decision quality, increased
team creativity and innovation and an enhanced organizational flexibility. These factors show
the necessity for keeping the team heterogeneous and therefore allow the exploitation of the
value-in-diversity. The diversity factors are emergent characteristics on group level and thus
cannot be attributed to single members of the team but only to the team as a whole. They are
clearly system-level factors and therefore can only be created on group level. The purpose is
to exploit the chances and thus the resources of diverse teams to gain sustainable competitive
advantage.

The balance of team homogeneity and diversity is central for the exploitation of the value-in-
diversity. The performance benefits resulting from the value-in-diversity can only be
exploited to a maximum, if the team members share specific values and norms while
simultaneously preserve their diversity. The optimum of diversity then depends on the
complexity of the team task.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

We want to close with a critical reflection on the limits of this work: The significance of this
paper is limited as the development of our integrated team-performance model is primarily
based on theoretical research. So far there are no empirical studies focusing on the results of
this concept, therefore further evidence is needed to underline the proposed improvement of
team performance of diverse teams.

The paper however helps to explain some contradictions on the results of the performance of
diverse teams as it shows that in complex tasks team homogeneity and diversity are
interdependent for achieving outperforming results. Thus both, the value in diversity
hypothesis and the dysfunctional diversity hypothesis are consistent and plausible. The paper
tries to dissolve this paradox by combining different research fields. To further investigate
this obvious paradox would be an interesting starting point for future research.

So far, most research concentrates either on the advantages and disadvantages of diverse
teams or on teambuilding in general but does not explicitly pay that attention to the specific
characteristics of teambuilding for diverse teams. However, there are peculiarities in team
building of diverse teams. This paper shows that a simultaneous concentration on the
exploitation of diversity and team homogeneity may help to create high-performance teams
which in complex tasks will outperform culturally homogenous teams and hence create
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sustainable competitive advantage for the organization. Additionally the paper has identified
concrete implications for team-building of diverse teams which show where organizations
may focus to exploit the advantages of diversity and homogeneity while simultaneously
reducing their inherent disadvantages.

The RBV shows the importance of creating valuable, rare, inimitable resources which needs
to be well organized. As Barney & Wright (1998) stated competitive advantage comes firm
specific skills more than from general skills, and from teams more than from individuals. The
exploitation of diversity is a characteristic on group level and cannot be attributed to single
members of the team. The suggested combination of diversity and team homogeneity in this
paper leads to such complex system-level resources which build the basis for sustainable
competitive advantage. Moreover the organization needs to support the establishment of the
necessary pre-conditions that allow the team to deploy its full potential. A high-performance
team therefore cannot easily be transferred to another firm and thus represents a central source
of competitive advantage.

REFERENCES

Ambrosini, V. & Bowman, C. (2009). What are dynamic capabilities and are they a useful
construct in strategic management?. International Journal of Management Reviews, 11,
29-49.

Ashby, W. R. (1956). An introduction to cybernetics. London: Chapman and Hall.

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of

Management, 17, 99-120.

Barney, J. B. (1995). Looking inside for competitive advantage. Academy of Management
Executive, 9 (4), 49-61.

Barney, J. B. (2001). Is the resource-based ‘view’ a useful perspective for strategic
management research? Yes. Academy of Management Review, 26, 41-56.

Barney, J. B. & Wright, P. M. (1998). On becoming a strategic partner: The role of human
resources in gaining competitive advantage. Human Resource Management, 37, 31-46.

Black, J. A. & Boal, K. B. (1994). Strategic resources: Traits, configurations and paths to
sustainable competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 15 (Special Issue),
131-148.

Blau, P. M. (1977). A macrosociological theory of social structure. American Journal of
Sociology, 83, 26-54.

Campion, M. A., Medsker, G. J. & Higgs, C. A. (1993). Relations between work group
characteristics and effectiveness: Implications for designing effective work groups.
Personnel Psychology, 46 ( 4), pp. 823-847.

Campion, M. A., Papper, E. M. & Medsker, G. J. (1996). Relations between work team
characteristics and effectiveness: A replication and extension. Personnel Psychology, 49
(2), pp- 429-452.

Cohen, S. G. & Baily, D. E. (1997). What makes teams work: Group effectiveness research
from the shop floor to the executive suite. Journal of Management, 23 (3), 239-290.

Colbert, B. A. (2004). The complex resource-based view: Implications for theory and practice
in strategic human resource management. Academy of Management Review, 29, 341-
358.

Collis, D., & Montgomery, C. (1995). Competing on resources: Strategy in the 1990s.
Harvard Business Review, 76 (3), 118-128.



Cope, B. & Kalantzis, M. (1999). Frameworks for Cross-Cultural Intervention, In A. Bastaja
(ed.), Cultural Dimensions: Approaches to Diversity Training in Australia, Sydney:
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, 6-26.

Cox, T. H. (1993). Cultural diversity in organizations: Theory, research and practice. San
Francisco: Berret-Koehler.

Cox, T. H. & Blake, S. (1991). Managing cultural diversity: Implications for organizational
competitiveness. Academy of Management Executive, 5 (3), 45-56.

Czerny, E. J. & Steinkellner, P. S. (2009). Diversitit als Basis erfolgreicher Teams. Eine
ressourcenorientierte Betrachtung. Unpublished Working Paper, Vienna: PEF
Privatuniversitit fiir Management.

Eisenhardt, K. M. & Martin J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they?. Strategic

Management Journal, 21, 1105-1121.

Ely, R.J. & Thomas, D. A. (2001). Cultural diversity at work: The effects of diversity
perspectives on work group processes and outcomes. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 46 (2001), 229-273.

Friday, E. & Friday, S. S. (2003). Managing diversity using a strategic planned change
approach. Journal of Management Development, 22, 863-880.

Gleick, J. (1987). Chaos: Making a New Science. New York: Viking.

Grimes, D. S. & Richard, O. C. (2003). Could communication form impact organizations’

experience with diversity?. Journal of Business Communication, 40, 7-27.

Guzzo, R. A. & Dickson, M. W. (1996). Teams in organizations: Recent research on
performance and effectiveness. Annual Review of Psychology, 47, 307-338.

Hackman, J. R. (1987). The design of work teams. In J. W. Lorsch (ed.), Handbook of
Organizational Behavior, Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 315-342.

Hackman, J. R. (2002). Leading Teams: Setting the Stage for Great Performance. Boston,
MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Hambrick, D. C., Cho, T. S., & Chen, M. J. (1996). The influence of top management teams’
heterogeneity on firm’s competitive moves. Administrative Science Quarterly, 41,
659-684.

Harrison, D. A., & Klein, K. J. (2007). What’s the difference? Diversity constructs as
separation, variety, or disparity in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 32,
1199-1228.

Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., & Bell, M. P. (1998). Beyond relational demography: Time and
the effects of surface- and deep-level diversity on work group cohesion. Academy of
Management Journal, 41, 96-107.

Higgs, M., Plewnia, U. & Ploch, J. (2005). Influence of team composition and task
complexity on team performance. Team Performance Management, 11 (7/8), 227-250.

Hoffman, E. (1985). The effect of race-ratio composition on the frequency of organizational
communication. Social Psychology Quarterly, 48, 17-26.

Holland, J. H. (1975). Adaptation in natural and artificial systems. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press.

Hayatt, D. E. & Ruddy, T. M. (1997). An examination of the relationship between work group
characteristics and performance: Once more into the breech. Personnel Psychology, 50
(3), 553-585.

Jackson, S. E., Joshi, A., & Erhardt, N. L. (2003). Recent research on team and organizational
diversity: SWOT analysis and implications. Journal of Management, 29, 801-830.

Jantsch, E. (1980). The self-organizing universe: Scientific and human implications of the
emerging paradigm of evolution. Oxford: Pergamon.

-10 -



Jehn, K. A., Northcraft, G. B., & Neale, M. A. (1999). Why some differences make a
difference: A field study of diversity, conflict, and performance in workgroups.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 741-763.
Kauffman, S. A. (1992). Origins of order: Self-organization and selection in evolution.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Kearney, E., Gebert, D. & Voelpel, S. (2009). When and how diversity benefits teams: The
importance of team members' need for cognition. Academy of Management Journal,
52, 581-598.
Langton, C. G. (Ed.). (1989). Artificial life. Santa Fe Institute Studies in the Sciences of
Complexity. Redwood City, CA: Addison-Wesley.

Lorenz, E. (1963). Deterministic non-periodic flow, Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences, 20,
130-141.

Milliken, F. J. & Martins, L. L. (1996). Searching for common threads: Understanding the
multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Academy of Management Review,
21, 402-433.

Miroshnik, V. (2002). Culture and international management: A review. Journal of
Management Development, 21, 521-544.

Nelson, R. R. & Winter, S. G. (1982). An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change.
Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press.

Nemeth, C. J. (1986). Differential contributions of majority and minority influence.
Psychological Review, 93, 23-32.

O’Reilly, C. A., III, Caldwell, D. F., & Barnett, W. P. (1989). Work group demography,
social integration, and turnover. Administrative Science Quarterly, 34, 21-37.

O’Reilly, C.A., III, Williams, K.Y. & Barsade, W. (1998). Group demography and
innovation: Does diversity help?. In D. Gruenfeld (ed.), Research on Managing
Groups and Teams, St. Louis, MO: Elsevier, 183-207.

Pelled, L. H., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Xin, K. R. (1999). Exploring the black box: An analysis of
work group diversity, conflict and performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44,
1-28.

Prigogene, 1., & Stengers, 1. (1984). Order out of chaos: Man’s new dialogue with nature.
New York: Bantam Books.

Richard, O. C. (2000). Racial diversity, business strategy, and firm performance: A resource-
based view. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 164-177.

Richard, O. C., Barnett, T., Dwyer, S. & Chadwick, K. (2004). Cultural diversity in
management, firm performance, and the moderating role of entrepreneurial orientation
dimensions. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 255-266.

Robbins, S. P., Judge, T. A. & Campbell, T. T. (2010). Organizational Behaviour. London:
Prentice Hall.

Shaw, J. B. & Barret-Power, E. (1998). The effects of diversity on small work group
processes and performance. Human Relations, 51, 1307-1325.

Stacey, R. D. (2010). Complexity and organizational reality: Uncertainty and the need to
rethink management after the collapse of investment capitalism. 2nd ed. London , New
York: Routledge.

Swann, W. B., Polzer, J. T., Seyle, D. C. & Ko, S. J. (2004). Finding value in diversity:
Verification of personal and social self-views in diverse groups. Academy of
Management Review, 29 (1), 9-27.

Tajfel, H. & Turner, J. (1985). The social identity of intergroup behaviour. In S. Worchel &

W. Austin (eds.), Psychology and Intergroup Relations, Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 7-24.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G. & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management.

Strategic Management Journal, 18, 509-533.

-11 -



Thompson, L. L. (2000). Making the Team. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Tsui, A. S., Egan, T. D., & O’Reilly, C. A., III. (1992). Being different: Relational
demography and organizational attachment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37,
549-579.

Wagner, W. G., Pfeffer, J., & O’Reilly, C. A., III. (1984). Organizational demography and

turnover in top management groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 29, 74-92.

Watson, W. E., Kumar, K., & Michaelsen, L. K. (1993). Cultural diversity’s impact on
interaction process and performance: Comparing homogeneous and diverse task groups.
Academy of Management Journal, 36, 590-602.

Weiner, N. (1948). Cybernetics. New York: Wiley.

Wentling, R. M. (2000). Evaluation of diversity initiatives in multinational corporations.
Human Resource Development International, 3, 435-450.

Williams, K. Y. & O’Reilly, C. A., III. (1998). Demography and diversity in organizations: A
review of 40 years of research. Research in Organizational Behavior, 20, 77-140.

Wong-Mingji, D. & Mir, A. H. (1997). How international is international management?
Provincialism, parochialism, and the problematic of global diversity. In P. Prasad, A. J.
Mills, M. Elmes, and A. Prasad (eds.), Managing the Organizational Melting Pot:
Dilemma of Workplace Diversity, Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage, 340-364.

Wright, P. M., Dunford, B. B. & Snell, S. A. (2001). Human resources and the resource based
view of the firm. Journal of Management, 27, 701-721.

Wright, P. M., McMahan, G. C. & McWilliams, A. (1994). Human resources and sustained
competitive advantage: A resource-based perspective. International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 5, 301-326.

Zimmerman, B. J., Lindberg, C., & Plsek, P. (1998). Edgeware: Insights from complexity
science for health care leaders. Irving, TX: VHA Inc.

Zollo, M. and Winter, S. G. (2002). Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic
capabilities. Organization Science, 13, 339-351.

-12 -



