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Globalization has brought about major changes gamizations: First, as increased
market rivalry has led to decreased product lifeley the ability to be innovative is
nowadays considered key to organizations’ prospgress. To face this challenge,
organizations have more and more replaced indiVidbsassignments with team structures
(Devine, Clayton, Philips, Dunford & Melner, 199%wler, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1995).
Second, the workforce has become more diverserinstef people’s nationalities and
ethnicities (Schneider & Northcraft, 1999), as wall in terms of knowledge, skills,
abilities and personality. Therefore, team-basg@mizations have to find not only the best
individual for a certain job but also the best camakion of individuals in terms of their
specific characteristics.

Psychology has attended to this issue from a yaaEperspectives: Diversity was
analyzed in terms of demographic variables, sueface-level diversity (e.g. Jackson &
Joshi, 2004; Milliken & Martins, 1996; O’'Reilly, Wiams, & Barsade, 1998; Williams &
O'Reilly, 1998), and with regard to cognitive asgeinicluding differences in knowledge,
skills, and abilities deep-level diversity; e.g. Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990). The majority of previous reseat@dd a more unidirectional view of
either demographic or cognitive diversity, with te&ception of some taking a more
inclusive perspective and considering both surface deep-level diversity (e.g. Harrison,
Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002; Jehn, Northcraft, &ale, 1999; Schneider & Northcratft,
1999; Van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004; \Wdstist, Richter, & Shipton, 2004).

Research on diversity has paid little attentiopeosonality differences among work
group members, let alone how team composition imgeof personality relates to team
innovativeness. While several projects concernecetfects of personality in team settings
on group performance (e.g. Barrick, Stewart, Netjl#&rMount, 1998; Barry & Stewart,
1997; Le Pine, Hollenbeck, ligen, & Hedlund, 198hammed & Angell, 2003; Mount,
Barrick & Stewart, 1998, Neuman & Wright, 1999; Res, van Tuijl, & Rutte, in press;
Van Vianen & De Dreu, 2001), we know of only onedst relating work group members’
personality to group creativity (Taggar, 2002). Whimportant, creativity refers to the
development of new ideas, and as such is onlygfghe innovation process — innovation

goes beyond the generation of ideas by includingr thpplication in organizational
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everyday life (West, 1997).

In spite of the burgeoning interest of researchretle antecedents of organizational
innovation over the last decades (e.g. Anderson,Dbeu, & Nijstad, 2004; Fay &
Luehrmann, 2004; Hosking & Anderson, 1992; Jannsgan de Vliert, & West, 2004;
Kanter, 1983; Pettigrew, 1985; West & Anderson,69%est & Farr, 1990), to date there
is no elaborate theory relating team personaligdity to organizational innovation. More
specifically, we can answer the question whatdraie typical for creative individuals (e.qg.
Amabile, 1988; Feist, 2002; Woodman & Schoenfel®90) and we have some insights
into what team personality profile is most benelidior high group creativity (Taggar,
2002) but we are lacking these insights with redarthe implementation of creative ideas
into practice. Therefore, instead of restrictinge thesearch focus on individuals’
characteristics, organizational reality requires fpersonality diversity among work group
members is investigated.

The purpose of this paper is to resume what weentlyr know about the effects of
diversity among work group members on organizationaovation and elaborate from
thereof to the more unexplored area of team pelispasersity. Although an individual’s
personality may be broken down into numerous chearigtics, we will focus on five basic
traits that proved to be a parsimonious and crafistally valid approach to measure
people’s personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992): opesne experience, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. Welaborate on the significance of these
traits’ configuration in work groups (e.g. meandeversus variance; see e.g. Moynihan &
Peterson, 2001) and hypothesize that different {@arfiles are conducive to the generation

of ideas and their implementation into practiceessively.

Diversity and Organizational Innovation

More than an objective characteristic of a group/ersity is a subjective
phenomenon, created by group members themselvesowhbe basis of their different
social identities categorize others as similar @sichilar: “A group is diverse if it is
composed of individuals who differ on a characterisn which they base their own social
identity” (O’Reilly, Williams, & Barsade, 1998, (1.86).
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The idea that diversity among work group memberghibe positively related to
innovation (“value-in-diversity hypothesis”; Coxphel, & McLeod, 1991) grounds on two
propositions (Justesen, 2001): First, diverse meapt supposed to have more diverse and
thereby more novel ideas. Second, diverse grouphbesrmapproach the same task from
different points of view; thus, they are more likab have task-related conflicts. The
demand of tackling these conflicts, i.e. of combindiverse perspectives on task-related
issues, is supposed to evoke a more thorough amglete consideration of all aspects,
which in return should ensure more high-quality amgovative solutions However, the
guestion is whether empirical findings support éhpatatively positive effects of diversity.
First we review the literature on surface-levelnjdgraphic) diversity, and then move on to
consider the literature on deep-level (personatltygrsity.

Surface-level diversity may be equated with visiloldferences among group
members in terms of demographic characteristics dige, sex, and ethnicity (Milliken &
Martens, 1996; Harrison et al., 2002; Riordan, 2006 general, people feel more
comfortable with others perceived to be similarthe self because similarity in itself is
rewarding (Berscheid, 1985, Byrne, 1971; Lazarsf&ldMerton, 1964): Similarity is
reassuring in that it reaffirms our beliefs andimgerpreted as a signal that future
interactions will be free of conflict. Surface-léwgeterogeneity, however, engenders an
immediate impression of dissimilarity among groupmiers, thereby preventing them
from engaging in closer interpersonal contact. Addally, to define themselves, people
form self-conceptions, i.e. social identities, tlae partly based on their affiliation to
different social groups (Brewer, 1979; Tajfel & Ter, 1986). To ensure that belonging to
a certain social group provides a positive sodiantity, individuals seek to maximize
intergroup distinctions (“us”, i.e. in-group memsberversus “them”, i.e. out-group
members) in favor of their own group. For diffeiatihg people into in-group and out-
group members, even arbitrary criteria can suffi@@akes & Turner, 1980), including most
trivial ones like eye-colors (Nadler, 2003). Thwihin a surface-level diverse work group,
people’s inclination to in-group favoritism givese to the emergence of surface-level
homogeneous subgroups. Out-subgroup members areiygt in a more stereotyped way

and are more likely to be seen as less trustwohtbgest and cooperative than members of
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the in-subgroup. Thereby in-group favoritism caawdléo less communication with surface-
level diverse group members and induce goal-inaggpge between subgroups, which is
detrimental for group members’ collaboration andfgrenance (De Dreu & Weingart,
2003; Jehn, 1995; Mullen & Copper, 1994). Indeed careful review of the theory and
empirical research on diversity and group processerformance suggests the impact of
the changing demography of the workforce may noad@ositive as many would like to
believe” (O'Reilly et al., 1998, p. 184). Demographsurface-level diversity undermines
group creativity and innovation because it undeasjnin general, group cohesion and
thereby the processes and performance requiring Ieigels of cohesiveness (Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998).

Interestingly, the influence of surface-level dsigr on a group’s functioning is
temporary and peaks at the forming stage of a wookip (Phillips & Loyd, 2006). The
better group members get to know each other owes, tthe more the influence of surface-
level diversity decreases, while in return perceideep-level diversity becomes key to
explain groups’ functioning (Harrison et al.,, 2002)eep-level diversity refers to
differences among team members’ psychological cieniatics, including cognitive
abilities, knowledge, skills as well as valuesitadies, and non-performance oriented traits
(e.g. Harrison et al., 2002). These characterisiges] time to evolve and become salient in
work group settings, as group members need cloes fheir interactions with each other
to become aware of them (see Harrison et al., 2002)

Theoretical assumptions in what ways deep-leveémdity should be related to
innovation need to be divided into those focusingddferences among group members in
abilities, knowledge and skills (cognitive diveygitand those attending to differences in

personality.

Cognitive Diversity and Group Creativity

The positive image of diversity in work group desvirom the effects of deep-level
diversity among group members in terms of abiljtiksowledge, and skills (cognitive
diversity). In contrast to homogeneous teams, ¢ovgty diverse work groups are superior

to cognitively homogeneous teams with regard to pherequisites of innovation like
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gathering, processing, and applying informatiorsigdsen, 2001). More specifically, they
have more absorptive capacities at their disptisay, are characterized by higher requisite
and network variety, and they are less prone tagtonk). Each of these four aspects will
be addressed below.

Absor ptive capacities comprise the “ability to recognize the value olvpexternal
information, assimilate it, and apply it to commalends” (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990, p.
128). The higher and more encompassing an indiVglpaor knowledge, the more easily
he or she will assimilate new knowledge and utilizéccording to Cohen and Levinthal,
high absorptive capacities give rise to creatieag] as they increase an individual’s ability
to detect new linkages between previously unrelatéts of knowledge. Transferring this
reasoning to the group level suggests that cogtidiverse work groups have a greater
pool of resources at their disposal when it coroegenerating novel ideas.

Requisite variety (e.g. Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) results from hidis@ptive
capacities, as it relates to the availability obwtedge and skills within an organization to
deal with unforeseen incidents that might requimeovative problem solving strategies.
Work groups high in requisite variety can reverttheir internal pool of knowledge and
variety of skills to solve problems.

Network variety. Higher levels of communication and information lgatng are
associated with higher levels of innovation in ersh and development (R&D) project
groups (e.g. Kanter, 1988; Tjosvold & McNeely, 1R88dditionally, the patterns of
communication and information flowing in organioss are related to successful
innovation (Monge, Cozzens, & Contractor, 1992; K&tTushman, 1979): For example,
facing complex problems, more effective innovatweas associated with widespread face
to face communication within research groups bso alith external professionals outside
the group (Katz & Tushman, 1979). Access to anragtediverse knowledge pool, i.e.
network variety, enhances a group’s innovative i€ and diverse work groups will
outperform homogeneous groups in this regard, &g de likely to have a higher network
variety.

Groupthink. Without a continuous questioning of present pcasti there is no

search for novel ideas and no striving for innawatiGroup members, however, can
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become so consumed with conforming to what appbargroup’s consensus that they do
not dare to express their doubts and criticize edjigoon decisions. For this phenomenon
Irving Janis (1972) coined the term “groupthink’dagtefined it as a mode of thinking that
people engage in when they are deeply involved aolzesive in-group and when their
members' strivings for unanimity override their mation to realistically appraise
alternative courses of action. For being innovatwerk groups must overcome their
inclination to groupthink. Cognitively diverse gmmsiconsisting of people with genuinely
diverse points of view should be less prone todigsfunctional group phenomenon.

An open question that needs to be addressed rafecehesion in cognitively
diverse groups, the lack of which appeared to beiakfor explaining the mixed effects of
perceived surface-level diversity on innovatione&wnore than surface-level diverse group
members, those differing in knowledge, skills, atulities should have the impression to
be dissimilar. But their perception of dissimilgrdoes not impair but even enhance their
innovative input. How can this apparent contradittbe resolved?

Building on extant literature, we suggest two medb@s: First, cohesion is a
multidimensional concept including both interpermoand task cohesion (Feldman &
Arnold, 1983). Task cohesion denotes group memlistia‘ed commitment or attraction to
the group task or goal. Cross-functional teams,dognitively diverse work groups, are
built for a specific purpose, which can providethitgsk cohesion. In return, agreeing on a
common goal can create a “sense of unit”, i.e.rigesonal cohesion, among cognitively
diverse members.

Second, even if non-existent at the beginning, sitipe attitude towards cognitive
diversity should prevail in work groups over timbem group members come to realize the
task-related advantages resulting from the integradf different skills and abilities in one
group. In other words, whereas surface-level dityelgs negative effects on interpersonal
cohesion because interacting with similar otherserently more rewarding, cognitive
diversity should have positive effects because instrumental in achieving task-related
goals. This line of reasoning, however, does noessarily hold for deep-level diversity in

terms of personality.
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Personality diversity and group creativity

Personality refers to an individual’s unique arablt pattern of thinking, feeling,
acting and reacting to his or her social environng@ervin, 1980). For example, whereas
some people prioritize harmony in their social tielaships, others are more status-seeking,
interested in power and dominance; whereas some i@yinative and have
unconventional ideas, others strength is to beagalhe accurate even in long spells of
detailed work. As these traits affect both indiatil interpersonal and work-related
behavior, their influence on team-related procesisesonsidered to be substantial:
“Personality has more direct and powerful effects group processes than other
composition variables typically studied (e.g. agmce, gender, and information
distribution)” (Moynihan & Peterson, 2001, p. 328).

Theoretical approaches to illuminate the effectpartonality — which we take here
as a generic term including a person’s values amdides — in work groups equal those
serving to explain the effects of surface-leveledsity: People take pleasure in interacting
with similar others, as being confirmed in onesueal and attitudes is reinforcing (e.g.
Harrison et al., 2002). Indeed empirical findingsttat negative effects of value diversity
in work groups: New employees whose values diffédreth the mean values of others in
their work groups or small organizations were lestsfied, showed lower organizational
commitment, and were more likely to quit (O’Reili@hatman, & Caldwell, 1991). Greater
a priori consensus on work values evoked a moez&fe dealing with task-conflicts and
evoked less relationship conflicts over time (J&arMannix, 2001). With regard to
attitudes, low diversity was associated with higleehesion (Harrison, Price, & Bell,
1998).

Given these findings, one might hypothesize thganizations’ staffs become more
and more homogeneous in values and attitudes avey, as people who do not feel
comfortable with their co-workers values and adk#s will leave. This is the key
assumption of the Attraction-Selection-Attrition§A) model (Schneider, 1995). The ASA
model assumes that people are differently attrattiedrganizations by some sort of fit
between their personal and the organizations’ dbariatics. Similarly, organizations seek

to select people that “fit”, thereby creating a fimsocial reproductive system” (Schneider
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et al., 1995, p. 757), which bases staffing denision attitudes and values that correspond
to the attitudes and values of the decision makedeed, among accountants, life history
experiences which formed people’s personality arftlenced their attitudes and values
distinguished among those who worked in four dé@fgraccounting firms; among lawyers,
life history experiences distinguished among that® worked in public versus private

sector law organizations (Schneider & Schneide®4).9

Research questions

Due to this “similarity attracts” paradigm in pers@l selection and due to the
tendency of dissimilar employees to leave the dmgdion on their own initiative in the
long run, personality diversity in organization®sld decline over time. But is personality
homogeneity beneficial for organizational innovaffdo work groups consisting of people
with similar personality produce more innovativeaput because their smooth interpersonal
functioning paves the way to effective collabora®idOr is it true that, as with the effects of
cognitive diversity, innovation in work groups bétefrom the combination of different
people bringing a multitude of different pointsviéw to the table that may originate from
their diverse personalities? What is the best caitipa of individuals for work groups to
ensure high-quality innovative outcomes?

Previous research findings regarding the impadeaim personality diversity were
described as far from conclusive with regard tortggerformance (Mohammed & Angell,
2003, p. 652) and they hardly exist with regardinaovation. Furthermore, group
composition research has been criticized for bémtheoretical” (Levine & Moreland,
1990, p. 594) and “conceptually scattered” (McGra®n8, p. 256), which might partly be
attributed to the difficulty of simultaneously castering various types of diversity in work
groups, various types of team tasks (e.g. highitierdependence), and various statistical
operationalizations of team composition (e.g. mead variance) (Mohammed & Angell,
2003).

Page 9 of 26



SUS.DIV position paper research task 3.2

Universal, contingent and configurational approachto the effects of
personality diversity on innovation

In the past, personality composition research hsdatused on the mean level of
personality traits in groups and their effects a@rf@rmance. This approach has been
criticized, as it falls short of the variety of pdslities in which individual personality
potentially transpires into the group and affetdsoutput (e.g. Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).
In sum, personality composition research “has detie average level of an attribute, which
really begs the composition question except initheed meaning of composition as ‘more
versus less’ of a factor” (McGrath, 1998, p. 268).

Multilevel theorists have developed various framgdo explain how lower level
(i.e. individual) properties combine to evoke coliee (e.g. group) phenomena (Chan,
1998; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000): They range from morphic composition assuming that
higher level property is essentially the same ascdnstituent lower level elements, to
discontinuous compilation regarding higher levebgarty as a complex combination of
lower level contributions. Similarly, Moynihan arReterson (2001) elaborated on three
different theoretical approaches to study the &dfexd team personality diversity which
they labeled as (1) universal, (2) contingent, @)ctonfigurational.

(1) According to the universal framework, group nbems’ traits affect team
outcomes directly irrespective of task charactiegsand situational context. The way to
operationalize this view is to compute the groupsan in the personality variable under
scrutiny. The major shortcoming of this approadahwéver, is not to consider the nature of
the group’s task. Aggregating group members’ pabiynbased on the mean implies that
the task at hand is additive, i.e. that the groupcame is a result of the summative
combination of the contributions of all group mem#éSteiner, 1972). But if the task is
conjunctive, the group outcome depends on the vetajeup member and would require
to base the analyses on the lowest group membeotes for example, the group member
scoring lowest in conscientiousness and therefeiagbleast hard-working, diligent and
reliable can be decisive for the performance ofuimle team (e.g. Neuman & Wright,
1999); whereas in case of a disjunctive task, geospccess would solely depend on
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performance of the highest scoring member. For @l@mith regard to creativity, it might
be that the group’s output would equal its mosative individual member.

(2) The contingent approach is more complex, aseés group members’
personality just as one input variable into thetesysbesides context variables like task
characteristics and organizational culture. Hehe g¢roup’s outcome results from the
interaction of members’ personality and situatioraiables.

(3) The most complex view is taken by the confijoraapproach stating that the
group’s outcome is predicted by the mix and distidn of personality traits within the
group. Thus, the variance of personality traits Mdae the appropriate measure to include
into analyses. This approach appears to be the apmbpriate for studying diversity
effects because it is the only one consideringtimeposition of the group.

Empirical findings support all three approaches yNban & Peterson, 2001).
Therefore, a comprehensive view of personality it on innovation should include both
means (universal approach) and variance of tragsfiguration approach) and consider
moderating effects by task characteristics (comtimigapproach). With regard to the last
point, we assume that cognitively diverse work geouare mainly confronted with
conjunctive tasks: In a project group consistinganfengineer, accountant and marketing
specialist responsible for a creativity demandasgktlike the development and launching of
a new product, each member’s professional skillg beaunique and the group’s outcome
depend on the contributions of the weakest linkthangroup. The same might also result in
professionally homogeneous groups that divide dis& it hand and assign responsibility
for different parts to different group members. ddiditive framework to model their task
accomplishments would be more appropriate if pfeglly homogeneous groups could
compensate for potentially lacking inputs of otheembers, e.g. if a group of editorial
journalists brainstormed about topics to covehimforthcoming issues of their magazine.

An interesting question refers to the convertipilif a task’s character subject to
the group members’ attributions about their collessj behavior (Le Pine et al., 1997): A
conjunctive task might still remain conjunctivetérms of conscientiousness even if one of
the group members is very low in conscientiousesause other team members are not

likely to take action to reduce the negative impafcthe low-conscientious member. But
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the same task might take on additive or disjunctikiaracteristics in terms of cognitive
abilities because the other members may engagelping behaviors that, in turn, may
reduce the negative effects of the low-ability membrhat is to say the internal group
dynamics of a team whose worst member seems tazlganay differ a great deal from the
internal dynamics of a group whose worst group memskems to be unintelligent.

As both cognitive abilities and conscientiousness associated with individual
creativity (Feist, 1998; Woodman & Schoenfeldt, @99t is unclear in what way groups
might react to low-creativity group members, thgrehanging or keeping the character of
the task.

Personality variables and creativity

Besides the appropriate aggregation method of stréthean, variance) and task
characteristics (e.g. additive, conjunctive, dispiwe) that have to be considered, the third
question refers to the choice of personality vdeisb Potentially, an individual's
personality can be broken down into numerous fadetsavoid an inflation of terms while
at the same time providing a comprehensive viewesfonality, the trait variables we are
going to analyze comprise five basic dimensionpeaftonality (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
They have been shown to be a parsimonious and -cuttssally valid approach to
personality, as they are based on factor-analyiiciiess of personality structure that
consistently extract five major facets: (1) opemsresexperience, (2) conscientiousness, (3)
extraversion, (4) agreeableness, and (5) neunaticis

(1) People high in openness to experience are descebedesthically oriented,
curious, flexible, imaginative, intelligent, semg#, sophisticated and widely interested.

(2) People high in conscientiousness are describedra$ut cautious, controlled,
endurant, fastidious, orderly, persevering, reBabésponsible, and self-controlled.

(3) People high in extraversion are described as acewvergetic, exhibitionistic,
expressive, sociable, and socially present — teefesring to the sociability component of
extraversion. The confidence-dominance componeakiaversion is described by being a
leader, having a need for recognition, being powregnted, self-accepting, self-assured,

and self-confident.
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4) People high in agreeableness are described amtafél cooperative, easy-going,
empathic, friendly, generous, nurturing, peacefupportive, and warm.

(5) People high in neuroticism are described as anxiaefensive, depressed,
emotional, excitable, guilt-prone, insecure, lalslerewd, and worrying (Feist, 1998).

In his meta-analysis Feist (1998) analyzed thetiogla of these five dimensions with
regard to creativity on the individual level. Hédfeientiated between scientists versus non-
scientists, and artists versus non-artists; withengroup of the scientists he also compared
creative versus less creative individuals. The tlivoensions consistently associated with
creativity across all groups were openness to éxpex and conscientiousness: Artists
were much more open to experience than non-arféts.47), and so were creative
scientists d = .31) but not scientists compared with non-sesént Scientists were much
more conscientious d(=.50) than non-scientists, whereas artists wenechmless
conscientious than non-artistd £ -.49), as were creative versus less creativenssts

(d = -.30).Additionally, creative scientists score@yier on the confidence-dominance
component of extraversiord € .39), whereas this facet hardly distinguishedwben
individuals in the other two groups. Additionalbstists were emotionally somewhat more
unstable than non-artistd € .24).

The picture emerging from this study is that higbilgative scientists and artists are
very open to new experiences, i.e. they are unatdioral, imaginative and flexible. Yet,
creative people in science and arts do not shaes#ime unique personality profiles:
Creative scientists appear to be more self-cortlplambitious, and perseverant, whereas
the opposite is true for artists; additionally, atree versus less creative scientists, more
than artists versus non-artists, were distinguishgda high need for recognition, self-
confidence, and dominance (= confidence-dominararaponent of extraversion), and
artists were more strongly characterized by ematidanstability than scientists. This
finding fits into the demands of being an artist tlae expression of deep emotions may be
considered the essence of a lot of artistic wolker&fore, the propensity to be sensitive
towards emotions almost seems like a prerequisitartistic creativity. However, these are
not the demands work groups in profit organizati@ame confronted with. Instead of

focusing on emotions, work groups are expectednfmrave on task-related processes and
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outputs to the benefit of their organizations. Bfiere we suggest that their members’
profile be more akin to the one of scientists tlorartists: High openness to experience
should associate with the originality of their ideaonscientiousness with the motivation
and self-discipline to elaborate on them, and #l&confidence and need for recognition
conveyed by high extraversion should encourage toetommunicate their ideas.

A robust finding of creativity research shows tiratividuals working separately
generate more and more creative ideas than graugaging in face-to-face interaction
(e.g. McGrath, 1984). Interacting groups show gjrtendencies of social influence and
conformity, and participation is unevenly distriedtover members, leaving some members
uninvolved with the group. Thus, to ensure thatugeorise to their full creative potential
and minimize their production losses (Steiner, }972e group’s atmosphere should be
open for each member’s input and encourage thepresent their ideas. By recognizing
individuals’ contributions, the group should be mdikely to develop an expanded pool of
knowledge and information for group members uskfutreative problem solving. Taggar
(2002) speaks of necessary “team-creativity releyancesses” (p. 317) including (1)
inspirational motivation, i.e. inspiring group meenb to elevate their goals, (2)
organization and coordination, i.e. effective comination including providing feedback,
and (3) individualized consideration, i.e. askiog &nd recognize different ideas. Groups
should be most creative when they contain creatidividuals and take care of these team-
creativity relevant processes. Indeed, both commtsnappeared key to creative group
performance: A low incidence of team-creativityernt processes stifled the effects of
individual’s creative inputs and vice versa.

Personality variables on the individual level ass®d with these team-creativity
relevant processes were conscientiousness, ageeeab) and extraversion. Applying the
universal framework, Taggar (2002) reports that hgher the mean value of these
personality variables in the groups, the higherdgbality of these team-creativity relevant
processes. Findings from other studies supponpdiséive effects of high average levels of
conscientiousness and agreeableness on group gescesd outcomes (Moynihan &
Peterson, 2001) but opt for high variance in exdrawn (e.g. Mohammed & Angell, 2003;

Barry and Stewart, 1997). Groups homogeneously Imglextraversion might be at a
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disadvantage because if all members would be “vetgoing, more social, and less task-
focused”, conflict and power struggles would restidin the other extreme, if all of the

members are reserved, no one may be willing tonassleadership” (Mohammed &

Angell, 2003, p. 660). We would suggest differetmiga between the sociability and

confidence-dominance component of extraversiorhals might induce different effects.

Whereas a homogeneously high level of the sociglibmponent could be conducive to
interpersonal communication, thereby increasingesan, variance in the confidence-
dominance component would be crucial to preventgastruggles in the group.

The idea of team-creativity relevant process ierggting because it sheds some
light on the way in which input variables like penslity diversity influence group
outcomes. It suggests that both task-related psesekke goal setting and structure and
interpersonal processes like mutual recognitiomiortant. Our question is if personality
affects more the interpersonal or task-related gsses or both. For example, in cross-
functional teams, conscientiousness should be ifapbbecause teams with high levels of
conscientiousness should be persistent in focusingthe task and developing and
maintaining effective working procedures. Howeveonscientiousness should also be
relevant to the interpersonal processes becausg b@reliable can create a lack of trust
that destroys cooperation. Therefore, the quessioAre work groups innovative because
they work together well (interpersonal relations)hecause they stay focused on the task?
And which personality traits or configuration ofails work best to achieve smooth
interpersonal relations and/or task focus?

Vice versa, in what way does a group providing ghhtask focus and/or pleasant
interpersonal relations affect group members’ ihlial creativity performance? It might
be that individuals high in conscientiousness parfavorse in groups with a low group
level of conscientiousness because a lack of tasksf stifles their motivation; group
members high in neuroticism, in contrast to thaghnhespecially suffer from a low group
level in agreeableness that might prevent them &gpressing their ideas. The idea that an
individual's behavior is influenced by group chasaistics has also been called “frog-
pond” effect, meaning that a big frog may act ddfgially in a small pond than in a big

one; this assumption is an important concept otitauél research (Rousseau, 1985).
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Personality diversity and the implementation of creative ideasinto practice

The second component of innovation refers to thasfiormation of creative ideas
into organizational routine: It requires that amaing ideas generated the most promising is
chosen and that their technical realization is wdrlkipon. We are not aware of any study
that explicitly focused on personality diversity work groups and the implementation
component of innovation. On the individual levele wsuggest that the sociability
component of extraversion and conscientiousnesasBeciated with it: As extraverted
people are sociable and talkative, they shouldt la@ @dvantage when it comes to promote
ideas and convince others to adopt them. And thleenian individual's conscientiousness,
the more reliable, self-disciplined and motivateddn she will engage even in potentially
tedious spells of work that might be involved wiitie product’s technical implementation.

On the group level, the evaluation of ideas shdddefit from heterogeneity in
extraversion because the few members high in extseon would take leadership in
organizing the evaluation of ideas and communigatirem to the group. If all members
scored high in extraversion, discussion of ideaghinget out of hand. However, to assure
that the high extraverted do not assert their ijiesthecause they are more communicative
and sociable, we assume that the group would atswefth from heterogeneity in
agreeableness: Whereas a few members high in &tgaeas would be essential to create a
positive group climate, those scoring lower in agideness should dare to take the roles of
“advocati diaboli” and express concerns about wsueable ideas. In fact they might be
indispensable to prevent teams from groupthinkhe phase of idea evaluation. The
subsequent phase of implementation should bemefit & high homogeneous group level
in conscientiousness: It should prevent socialihgafLatane, Williams, & Harkins, 1979)
among group members and ensure that all group nrenthe efforts into the technical

realization of the idea chosen. The following figuecaps our hypotheses.
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Creativity Implementation
Group Lesvel Group Level

Creativity
Individual Level

Implementation
Individual Level

Openness to ientious- ientious-
n Canstientious Extrawversian Afreeableness Extraversion Canstientious

Experience ness nEss Afreeableness

Figure 1: Effects of team personality diversity on both cemgnts of innovation (creativity and

implementation of creative ideas into practiceuymmary of hypotheses.

Specific Research Projects
To study the effects of personality diversity onomation requires both field studies
and longitudinal research designs, e.g. in collatmn with team projects at Haagse

Hogeschoool. Additionally, experimental designs ledae appropriate to study

. if the assumptions of social identity theory — tlggbup members feel more
comfortable with similar group members (p.4, p.2®xtend to personality diversity
(e.g. do group members high in neuroticism préfier company of similarly or less
neurotic colleagues?);

. interactive effects of personality diversity andskacharacteristics (additive,
disjunctive, conjunctive) on creativity, includingrocess variables about the
convertibility of tasks characteristics (p. 14);

. if it is more important with regard to group creéti to look for a combination of
team member personalities that results in smod#rparsonal relationships or in a
high task-focus (p. 19);

. the “big frog little pond™-effect” (see p. 20);

. the effects of personality diversity on groups’ddevaluation and decision processes
(first phase of the implementation process; séd p.

. crossed effects of salient surface- and deep-tvelsity (e.g. Could negative effects
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of surface-level diversity in the forming stagenairk groups be overcome by making
personality variables more salient, i.e. by drawgrgup members’ attention to an
optimal match in traits?)

Expected output

Our studies would contribute to solve scientifimtoversies with regard to the
equivocal effects of diversity among work group nbems, especially in the area of
personality composition. Results of this researehsaipposed to be published in academic
journals (e.g.Journal of Applied Psychology, Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, Academy of Management Journal, European Journal of Work &
Organizational Psychology, Journal of Management). Beside the scientific value, explicit
recommendations for the optimal design of work geowould be the benefits for practical
human resource management. These might be conbeyledy training courses and more

popular scientific literature like guidebooks.

Time-line for the first 18 months

Table 1 summarizes the timeline of our researdiities from October 2005 (month 1) till
March 2007 (month 18).

Table 1: Research timeline

Year 2005 2006 2007

Month |OIN|DJ|J]| FIMJAIM]J] J]l Al SI 9N DO 3 B M
(Calendar)

(1) Exploration of
literature;

(2) designing
experimental studies;
(3) negotiating access to
organizations.

Activities
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(1) Gathering and analyzinJ;
data;
(2) preliminary reports.

2-3 articles under review.
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