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high. Drawing on the categorization-elaboration model (CEM; van Knippenberg,
De Dreu, & Homan, 2004), we begin with the assumption that information
elaboration is the process whereby gender diversity fosters positive effects on team
performance. However, also in line with the CEM, we argue that this process can be
disrupted by adverse team dynamics. Specifically, we argue that as time pressure
increases, higher gender diversity leads to more team withdrawal, which, in turn,
moderates the positive indirect effect of gender diversity on team performance via
information elaboration such that this effect becomes weaker as team withdrawal
increases. In an experimental study of 142 four-person teams, we found support for
this model that explains why perceived time pressure affects the performance of
gender-diverse teams more negatively than that of gender-homogeneous teams. Our
study sheds new light on when and how gender diversity can become either an asset

or a liability for team performance.
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1 | INTRODUCTION O'Reilly, 1998). Hence, diversity has been called a “double-edged

sword” (e.g., van Dijk et al., 2012) in that it may constitute either an

Scholars have argued that diversity constitutes a potential for
& Joshi, 2011;

van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016). This view is often cited in conjunction

enhanced team performance (e.g., Jackson

with the fairness perspective on diversity (Agars & Kottke, 2004) to
argue that organizations should promote diversity and assemble more
diverse teams. At the same time, however, research suggests that
diversity also entails a negative potential and may undermine
team performance (van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016; Williams &

asset or a liability, depending upon whether diverse teams unlock the
positive or the negative potential that heterogeneity entails. Despite
much progress in the past two decades, our understanding of when
the former outweighs the latter is still incomplete (Guillaume
et al., 2017; van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016).

A theoretical perspective that explains the “double-edged
sword”-nature of team diversity is the categorization-elaboration
model (CEM; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). In a nutshell, the CEM
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posits that diversity can benefit team performance through informa-
tion elaboration—that is, the active use of the broader range of ideas,
perspectives, knowledge, and experience that diversity affords. How-
ever, adverse team dynamics such as relational conflict can impede
information elaboration and thus hamper team performance. One of
the most important points of the CEM is that the multifaceted effects
of diversity are contingent on moderating variables (van Knippenberg
et al., 2004). According to the CEM, there is no generalizable main
effect of team diversity on team performance (an assumption that has
been supported by several meta-analyses; e.g., Joshi & Roh, 2009; van
Dijk et al., 2012), and diversity does not automatically engender either
adverse team dynamics or information elaboration. Most prior
research informed by the CEM has placed a strong emphasis on mod-
erators of the diversity-information elaboration link (e.g., Hoever
et al., 2012; Nederveen Pieterse et al., 2013). We argue, however,
that a fuller investigation of the main ideas of the CEM and the view
of team diversity as a “double-edged sword” necessitates that mani-
festations of the negative potential of diversity and moderators of the
team diversity-adverse team dynamics link also need to be addressed.

Our research therefore examines two variables thus far neglected
in the diversity literature—team withdrawal and perceived time
pressure—that broaden our understanding of the team diversity-team
performance association through the CEM lens. In line with the CEM,
we begin by positing that diversity engenders positive effects on team
performance via information elaboration. We then turn to how this
realization of the positive potential of diversity can be undermined by
adverse team dynamics. Although much previous research on diversity
has focused on team conflict as an example of adverse team dynamics
(e.g., Nishii, 2013), we argue that there are other important manifesta-
tions of dysfunctional team processes. Specifically, we examine team
withdrawal—that is, team members turning quiet, disengaging, and no
longer contributing to team discussions (e.g., Woolum et al., 2017).
Aside from engaging in manifest conflict, team withdrawal is another
way in which team members may react. Team withdrawal could be
regarded as a more passive, quiet form of exhibiting discontent that
teams can resort to as an alternative to the more active, noisy option
of engaging in open conflict.

We argue that in diverse teams, team withdrawal increases as
perceived time pressure rises. Even though scholars have argued that
time pressure is one of the variables that should be included in every

team performance model (e.g., Salas et al., 2005), researchers have
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not yet examined whether time pressure (i.e., the perception that
there is less than adequate time to finish tasks and meet demands;
e.g., Cooper et al., 2001; Mohammed et al., 2009) plays a role in
unlocking either the positive or the negative potential of diversity. We
consider this to be a lamentable omission, given that prior theorizing
suggests that perceived time pressure could have a particularly nega-
tive effect on diverse teams. Specifically, Kruglanski et al. (2006) have
argued that time pressure fosters a behavioral syndrome called group-
centrism, which includes a reliance on stereotypical thinking, in-group
favoritism, pressures to opinion conformity, and a rejection of diver-
sity and perspectives that deviate from the majority. These are the
types of biases and adverse team processes that, according to the
CEM, prevent diverse teams from leveraging their positive potential
through information elaboration (van Knippenberg & van
Ginkel, 2010). We integrate this work by Kruglanski et al. (2006; also
see Kruglanski, 2004; Kruglanski et al., 2002) with the CEM and con-
tend that time pressure harms diverse teams more than homogeneous
teams.

In a nutshell, our model, depicted in Figure 1, posits that
perceived time pressure moderates the association between team
diversity and team withdrawal and that team withdrawal, in turn,
undermines information elaboration and thus impedes the realization
of the positive potential that diversity entails. While the CEM applies
to all types of diversity and the arguments we present in developing
our model may in large part also pertain to other diversity attributes,
we will argue that our model is particularly germane to gender
diversity.

With this research, we make two major contributions to the liter-
ature. First, we answer calls for a greater consideration of temporal
aspects in studying teams in general (e.g., Maruping et al., 2015;
Mohammed et al., 2009) and team diversity in particular (van
Knippenberg et al., 2004). We develop theory to argue that perceived
time pressure affects gender-diverse and gender-homogeneous teams
differentially in that it has particularly detrimental effects on diverse
teams. We show that time pressure promotes the negative and
thereby diminishes the positive effects of diversity. Second, whereas
most prior research informed by the CEM has focused on moderators
of the diversity-information elaboration link (e.g., Hoever et al., 2012;
Nederveen Pieterse et al., 2013), we offer a model that addresses
both explanatory processes specified by the CEM, information elabo-

ration (via which the positive potential of diversity may be realized)

FIGURE 1 Hypothesized model
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and adverse team processes (via which the negative potential of diver-
sity may become unlocked). In so doing, we provide a more holistic
test of the CEM by also investigating thus far neglected dynamics that
explain the possible negative effects of diversity. In this regard, we
argue that team withdrawal is an important manifestation of disagree-
ments and/or dissatisfaction in teams that complements and extends
the existing literature on what processes may undermine information
elaboration and thus prevent teams from leveraging the positive
potential that diversity affords. Together, these contributions enrich
our understanding of the performance implications of current trends
to make teams more gender diverse and at the same time demand
that these units often work under high degrees of time pressure. Our
findings reveal a potential dilemma: Although gender diversity and
time pressure are two phenomena that increasingly characterize work
in modern organizations, they may constitute a combination that

entails the risk of suboptimal team performance.

2 | THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
21 | Gender diversity, information elaboration,
and team performance

The CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) argues that basically the
same dynamics apply to all types of diversity. In essence, it states that
heterogeneity can engender positive effects on team performance via
information elaboration, but that this process can be impeded by dys-
functional team dynamics. As a result, many of the arguments we
develop below may also be extended to various forms of diversity.
However, our focus in this study lies on gender diversity. Gender
diversity—that is, the distribution of differences among the members
of a unit in regard to the common attribute gender (Harrison &
Klein, 2007)—pertains to differences concerning a particularly salient
social category that is “universally relevant” (Nishii, 2013, p. 1755) in
virtually all contexts and countries and plays a major role in societal
and organizational efforts to make workplaces more fair and inclusive.
Many organizations are currently making major efforts at promoting
gender diversity at all levels, and consulting firms are enthusiastically
touting the benefits of assembling gender-diverse teams
(e.g., McKinsey, 2020). While these actions are commendable from a
fairness perspective, it is important to bear in mind that several meta-
analyses have revealed that the average relationship between gender
diversity and team performance is near zero (e.g., Joshi & Roh, 2009;
Schneid et al., 2015; van Dijk et al., 2012). Given its link to tenacious
status differentials, gender has been argued to be a particularly rele-
vant diversity attribute with respect to team conflict (Nishii, 2013). It
is therefore imperative for researchers and practitioners alike to gain a
better understanding of the performance implications of promoting
team gender diversity and of when and how gender diversity benefits,
rather than impedes team performance.

Despite many similarities, there are some potentially team
process-relevant differences between men and women with respect
social variables

to cognitive as well as and personality

(e.g., Hyde, 2005). Whatever the reason for these differences may
be, according to the information/decision-making perspective
(van Knippenberg et al., 2004), these differences entail a positive
potential in that they broaden a team's range of experiential back-
grounds, network ties, cognitive styles, and problem-solving
approaches (Schneid et al., 2015; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). For
example, gender differences in interests and corresponding differ-
ences in knowledge in different domains (e.g., Ackerman et al., 2001)
can expand the overall knowledge base of diverse teams, in compari-
son to homogeneous teams, and help diverse teams generate a larger
number of ideas and options to draw on. Ideally, teams are able to
translate this greater information richness into better decisions and
solutions (Harrison & Klein, 2007). This process could be aided by, for
example, gender differences in extraversion (Feingold, 1994) that
promote complementary fit such that different team members fill
different team needs, which benefits team dynamics through role
differentiation (Humphrey et al., 2007); by gender differences in ten-
dencies to offer praise and elaborate on other person's comments as
well as differences in the willingness to voice criticisms (Leaper &
Smith, 2004), which could help to balance team interactions; and by
gender differences in tendencies to compete versus cooperate
(e.g., Croson & Gneezy, 2009), which could help teams to reconcile
requirements for speed and accuracy, respectively, in task completion
(Beersma et al., 2003).

Such gender differences are particularly likely to benefit teams on
complex tasks, which are the focus of the present research. One
important example of complex tasks are conjunctive, hidden profile
tasks—such as the work performed by interdisciplinary or cross-
functional teams—where contributions from all team members
possessing unique information are required. Similarly, on tasks that
require team members to reconcile the interests of different stake-
holders (e.g., their employer and their customers) and the attendant
different objectives (e.g., revenues and customer satisfaction), gender
diversity could potentially prove beneficial. For example, gender dif-
ferences in moral reasoning (Jaffee & Hyde, 2000) could increase the
chances that different viewpoints and interests are considered when
completing the task. In a similar vein, gender differences in risk prefer-
ences (e.g., Croson & Gneezy, 2009) could help ensure that teams
strike a sensible balance between taking too much and too little risk.
Indirect support for these assumptions can be gleaned, for example,
from studies that show a positive relationship between corporate
boardroom gender diversity and firm performance (Conyon &
He, 2017; Reguera-Alvarado et al., 2017).

Hence, we argue that gender diversity entails a positive potential
for team performance. In line with the CEM, however, we propose
that the realization of this potential is by no means guaranteed. To
benefit from team diversity, teams need to actively engage in eliciting,
sharing, discussing, vetting, and integrating the ideas and insights of
their members. It is only through this process of information elabora-
tion that teams can leverage the positive potential that diversity
affords (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). In support of this assumption,
numerous studies have confirmed the positive mediating role of infor-

mation elaboration in the team diversity-team performance link
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(e.g., Hoever et al., 2012; Hoever et al., 2018; Homan et al., 2008;
Kearney et al., 2009; Nederveen Pieterse et al., 2013). Consequently,
information elaboration can now be regarded as the established
construct via which diversity engenders positive effects on team
performance (e.g., Homan et al., 2020). We therefore posit:

Hypothesis 1. Gender diversity has a positive indirect

effect on team performance via information elaboration.

2.2 | The moderating effect of perceived time
pressure on the association between gender diversity
and team withdrawal

The CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) takes a balanced approach by
proposing that to understand the overall effects of diversity, not only
the potential positive effects (through information elaboration) but
also the potential negative effects (through adverse team processes)
need to be considered. Thus far, however, most of the research on
moderators has focused on variables that help to realize the positive
potential of diversity via information elaboration (Guillaume et al.,
2017; Nishii, 2013; van Knippenberg & van Ginkel, 2010). For exam-
ple, scholars have investigated the positive influence of leadership
(e.g., Kearney & Gebert, 2009), personality (e.g., Homan et al., 2008;
Kearney et al., 2009), and diversity beliefs, mindsets, and climates
(e.g., van Knippenberg et al., 2013). By contrast, there has been less
interest in examining moderators that may pose a threat to diverse
teams and make them underperform. While fully acknowledging the
importance of examining the “bright side” of diversity, in line with the
CEM, we argue that a deeper understanding of the effects of gender
heterogeneity also requires an investigation of factors that may
unlock the negative potential of diversity by undermining information
elaboration. If diversity truly is a “double-edged sword,” then both
sides need to be explored. Hence, our model introduces two variables
into the diversity literature that together illustrate how gender diverse
teams may fail to realize their full performance potential.

According to the CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), the greatest
threat to information elaboration in diverse teams stems from adverse
team processes (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). By far the most fre-
quently studied of these processes is team conflict, especially relation-
ship conflict (e.g., Jehn et al., 1999; Lee et al., 2018; Nishii, 2013;
Pelled et al., 1999; Polzer et al., 2002). Relationship conflicts are dis-
agreements at an interpersonal level that diminish trust, cohesion, sat-
isfaction, commitment, and identification (de Wit et al., 2012). Prior
research has assumed that such disagreements often lead team mem-
bers to engage in open conflict. We argue, however, that it is also pos-
sible that team members who disagree and become discontented may
refrain from openly voicing their dissent and grievances and instead
opt to psychologically withdraw—that is, to turn quiet, withhold effort,
disengage, and no longer participate in and contribute to team
discussions.

The literature generally distinguishes between two types of

withdrawal—physical withdrawal (e.g., absenteeism, lateness, and
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early departure), which pertains to individuals being physically absent,
and psychological withdrawal, which pertains to individuals being
physically present, but withdrawn from the task and from team inter-
actions (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2007). Although psychological with-
drawal has been studied extensively at the individual level in regard to
other organizational behavior topics (e.g., Phillips, 2001; Shaffer
et al., 2001; Woolum et al., 2017), somewhat surprisingly, it has not
yet been thoroughly investigated at the team level more generally (for
an exception, see Pearsall et al., 2009) and the team diversity litera-
ture specifically. This is surprising given the diversity literature's
strong emphasis on conflict as the main manifestation of adverse
team processes (Nishii, 2013). While engaging in conflict can be con-
sidered as an active “fight” response to disagreements and/or frustra-
tions, psychological withdrawal could be construed as a more passive
“flight” response. Pearsall et al. (2009) have shown that team with-
drawal correlates negatively with a team's engagement in problem-
solving coping, and Carver and Connor-Smith (2010) have labeled
withdrawal as a form of disengagement coping (as opposed to
engagement coping). Withdrawal enables team members to reduce
stress by psychologically distancing themselves and avoiding involve-
ment in team interactions (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007; Pearsall
et al, 2009; Weick & Roberts, 1993). We argue that team
withdrawal—that is, a state in which team members reduce their
effort, no longer actively participate, and refrain from contributing to
team discussions—like relationship conflict, can undermine the pro-
cess of reaping benefits from diversity through information elabora-
tion. Importantly, we propose that the association between gender
diversity and team withdrawal is contingent on perceived time pres-
sure. In moderating this association, we submit that time pressure is a
variable that can unlock the negative potential of gender diversity—
via team withdrawal—and thus prevent the realization of the positive
potential of heterogeneity via information elaboration.

The role of temporal aspects in determining whether there will be
a preponderance of positive or negative effects in diverse teams is still
unclear. Virtually all of the prior research on the role of time as a mod-
erator of diversity-outcome relationships has examined the impact of
the passage of time (i.e., team tenure or team longevity). This research
has yielded remarkably mixed findings, with some work suggesting
that the effects of demographic diversity become less negative and/or
more positive over time (e.g., Harrison et al., 1998, 2002), whereas
others have found that demographic diversity is more beneficial in
short-term, rather than long-term teams (e.g., Joshi & Roh, 2009; Stahl
et al., 2010). Time pressure is a different temporal aspect that, we
argue, should be studied in its own right because prior work suggests
that it engenders effects that are highly pertinent to interactions in
diverse teams (e.g., Kruglanski et al., 2002, 2006). Whereas research
on the effects of time pressure on teams in general is mixed
(e.g., Driskell et al., 1999; Maruping et al., 2015; Pearsall et al., 2009),
we argue that time pressure affects diverse and homogeneous teams
differentially.

When perceived time pressure is low, we expect a negative asso-
ciation between gender diversity and team withdrawal. In other

words, under low time pressure, we expect homogeneous teams to
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exhibit higher levels of team withdrawal than diverse teams. The
range of different ideas and perspectives is likely to be more restricted
in homogeneous teams. Right from the start of the interaction, the
members of homogeneous teams may perceive similarities between
their own ideas and those of the other team members. As this percep-
tion becomes reinforced in the course of the team discussion, team
members may increasingly believe that their own contributions are
not particularly unique or essential. Moreover, compared to diverse
teams, the point at which all relevant information has been discussed
is likely to be reached sooner in homogeneous units. From that point
on, there is likely to be repetition and redundancy in member contri-
butions, which is bound to become all the more obvious to team
members the less urgency there is to complete the task. As a result,
team members may perceive themselves as dispensable, which
increases the likelihood that they will withhold effort (Kidwell &
Bennett, 1993; Price et al., 2006). Not having anything unique to offer
decreases motivation and can be experienced as frustrating and disap-
pointing, thus promoting withdrawal (Kerr & Bruun, 1983). Impor-
tantly, team withdrawal is not a state of shared contentment resulting
from task completion. It is a state in which team members become
passive and no longer contribute to team discussions. We argue that
in homogeneous teams, this is most likely due to the frustrations and
diminished motivation that result from feeling dispensable (Kerr &
Bruun, 1983).

Gender-diverse teams, by contrast, will need more time to share
and discuss their greater range of ideas and perspectives. Low time
pressure enables teams to process the higher number of unique views,
insights, and suggestions in a deliberate and systematic fashion.
Hence, compared to homogeneous teams, diverse teams should be
less likely to experience team withdrawal under low perceived time
pressure because the more time-consuming processing of different
proposals and viewing matters from different angles will keep them
engaged longer.

We expect this negative association between gender diversity
and team withdrawal to turn increasingly positive as perceived time
pressure rises. We argue that under high time pressure, gender-
diverse teams will experience withdrawal to a higher extent than
gender-homogeneous teams. Time pressure enhances the need to
reach closure and quickly find definitive answers and solutions and to
avoid confusion and ambiguity (e.g., Kruglanski, 2004). In teams, these
cognitive tendencies tend to be exacerbated and manifested in a dys-
functional team process called group-centrism (Kruglanski et al., 2006),
which entails a general preference for homogeneous and self-
resembling over diverse teams. Group-centrism consists of a pattern
of behaviors that includes pressures to opinion conformity and sup-
pression of dissent. Such teams undergo a closing of the group mind
(e.g., Kruglanski et al., 2002, 2006; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) and
are no longer open to divergent, alternative views. This behavioral
syndrome can set in motion an increasingly negative spiral of in-group
favoritism—that is, preferential treatment of others who are similar to
oneself (Kruglanski et al., 2006)—an increased stereotyping of interac-
tion partners (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) and an outright rejection
of diversity (Kruglanski et al., 2006).

All of this is more likely to harm diverse, rather than homogeneous
teams, because the presence of gender differences provides a basis for
viewing members of the opposite gender in stereotypical ways. Gen-
der has frequently been cited as a diversity attribute that may prompt
biased interactions with dissimilar others (e.g., Seong et al., 2015;
Wegge et al., 2008), and measurable inequality and status differences
are still associated with gender (Joshi et al, 2015; Nishii, 2013).
Gender-based stereotypes and biases may be suppressed and lie
dormant most of the time (Devine, 1989; Devine et al., 2002). Under
certain circumstances, however, they are prone to become activated
and influence behavior. These circumstances include being busy,
overwhelmed, distracted, and unable or unwilling to expend the neces-
sary cognitive energy to override negative stereotypes (Crandall &
Eshleman, 2003; Devine, 1989; Greenwald et al., 2003). Time pressure
can trigger or compound all of these conditions. Moreover, negative
stereotypes have a greater influence on people's behavior when there
appears to be some external justification for viewing and treating
members of demographic outgroups less favorably (Crandall &
Eshleman, 2003; Duguid & Thomas-Hunt, 2015). The pressure to
finish tasks and meet deadlines and the discontent over what one may
perceive as unwarranted, deviant perspectives on the part of
demographic out-group members may serve as such a justification.

However, diverse teams can only tap their full performance poten-
tial if members refrain from viewing one another in stereotypical and
biased ways, as this would likely impede the thorough utilization of dif-
ferent perspectives and ideas (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). As the
members of gender diverse teams become aware of group-centrism
problems in their team interactions—and the resulting lack of progress
on the team task—they are likely to become dissatisfied, to which they
may react by withdrawing. We therefore expect that, under high per-
ceived time pressure, diverse teams are more likely to exhibit team with-
drawal than homogeneous teams. The latter are bound to be harmed
less by the effects of time pressure such as group-centrism because
their (negative) potential to view one another in stereotypical and biased
ways is more restricted to begin with. Consequently, in their team inter-
actions, they are less likely to experience the discontent that may lead
them to withdrawal. For them, perceived time pressure may even be
beneficial in that it creates a positive sense of urgency that prevents

members from disengaging prematurely. In sum, we therefore posit:

Hypothesis 2. Perceived time pressure moderates the
effect of gender diversity on team withdrawal such that
this effect is negative when perceived time pressure is
low, but becomes increasingly positive as perceived

time pressure rises.

2.3 | The links among gender diversity, team
withdrawal, information elaboration, and team
performance

Thus far, we have proposed that gender diversity has a positive

effect on team performance via information elaboration and that
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time pressure moderates the relation between gender diversity and
team withdrawal. In connecting these two lines of reasoning within
our model, we now further submit that team withdrawal, in turn,
moderates the indirect effect of gender diversity on team perfor-
mance via information elaboration such that this positive effect
becomes weaker as team withdrawal increases. This logic is in line
with the CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), which also proposes
that adverse social categorization effects precede information
elaboration in the sense that these negative effects engendered by
diversity moderate the relation between diversity and information
elaboration.

When team withdrawal is low, diverse teams remain engaged in
team discussions and participate in sharing, evaluating, and integrat-
ing different views and ideas. Under these conditions, diverse teams
are thus most likely to be able to translate their broader range of per-
spectives into constructive information elaboration that ultimately
results in higher levels of team performance on complex tasks. By
contrast, even if team withdrawal is low, homogeneous teams are at
a disadvantage compared to diverse teams in that they are bound to
have a more restricted range of perspectives and ideas to draw
on. Whereas discussions in diverse teams are more likely to be mar-
ked by sharing unique insights and viewing the task from different
angles, discussions in homogeneous teams are bound to focus more
on shared information and be characterized by repetitiveness and
redundancy (e.g., van Knippenberg et al., 2004; van Knippenberg &
van Ginkel, 2010). In other words, when team withdrawal is low,
diverse teams are more likely to exhibit higher levels of information
elaboration than homogeneous teams because they can draw on a
larger pool of task-relevant ideas, knowledge, and insights to
exchange, discuss, and integrate (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).
Hence, we argue that when team withdrawal is low, gender diversity
will be positively related to information elaboration, which in turn
fosters team performance.

As team withdrawal rises, however, we expect the positive effect
of gender diversity on team performance via information elaboration
to become increasingly weaker. The potential advantage of diverse
over homogeneous teams lies in their broader pool of unique, non-
redundant perspectives. In order for diverse teams to leverage this
potential, their members must remain engaged and share the informa-
tion only they possess. The more teams resort to withdrawal, the
more this unique information is withheld and the positive potential of
their diversity remains locked. In comparison to diverse teams, homo-
geneous teams are less likely to be harmed by team withdrawal
because there tends to be greater redundancy in perspectives and
ideas. Thus, team withdrawal in homogeneous team has a less
detrimental effect on information elaboration and, in turn, team
performance. We therefore posit:

Hypothesis 3. Team withdrawal moderates the
positive indirect effect of gender diversity on team
performance via information elaboration such that this
positive effect becomes weaker as team withdrawal

increases.
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3 | METHOD

3.1 | Participants and design

To test our hypotheses, we conducted an experiment in the experi-
mental laboratory of a large German university. In a between-subjects
design, participants were randomly assigned to 145 four-person
teams. All participants granted permission for audio and video record-
ing of their team interactions. Due to technical problems with the
recording, three of the teams had to be excluded from our final sam-
ple, which thus included 142 teams, with 71 gender-diverse teams
consisting of two women and two men and 71 gender-homogeneous
teams, 36 of which consisted of four women and 35 of which com-
prised four men. The participants in our final sample were 568 stu-
dents (282 males; 296 females) from different fields of study (most
notably business administration, economics, humanities, and natural
sciences). The mean age was 24.82 years (s.d. = 7.13). Each partici-
pant received 8 euros as basic compensation for participation plus the
opportunity to receive a team performance-contingent bonus of up to
45 euros. We offered this monetary incentive to enhance the team
members' motivation to attain high levels of team performance.
Teams were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions—that
is, to the high or the low time pressure condition. We thus used a
2 x 2 experimental design (gender diverse vs. gender homogeneous
and high vs. low time pressure).

The complete experimental session, which was conducted in
German, lasted 90 min in the non-time pressure condition and 75 min
in the time pressure condition. After receiving general instructions on
both the procedures in the session and their attainable compensation,
the teams started with a warm-up exercise, the Winter Survival Task
(Johnson & Johnson, 2009). This task was intended to afford team
members the opportunity to become acquainted with one another,
familiarize themselves with the laboratory setting, and instigate team
interactions before moving on to the actual experimental task. After
having completed the experimental task, which is explained in the
next section, the participants individually completed the questionnaire
described below on tablet computers. Subsequently, participants were
debriefed and received their compensation based on their team's

performance.

3.2 | Experimental task

A distributive information decision task previously used by
van Knippenberg et al. (2010) and based on the architectural design
firm task (Palmer & Thompson, 1998) served as our experimental task.
Participants were told that they were an expert team working for an
architectural design firm. Together, they had to design a house based
on client specifications and with a limited budget. The team was
informed that their objective was to maximize revenue for their archi-
tectural design firm. Given that the design of the house involved vari-
ous potential options and customer's preferences to be considered,

the instructions also included information about the cost of the
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various available options as well as the revenues for the architectural
design firm if a particular option was selected by the team. Moreover,
certain combinations of options enabled the team to ensure extra rev-
enue for the firm. Since identifying those combinations necessitated
combining information from different expert roles within the team,
this distributed information setup constituted an ideal scenario within
which heterogeneity could potentially benefit teams via information
elaboration (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Only through exchanging,
discussing, and integrating information shared by different team mem-
bers could teams attain high levels of performance. Informational
diversity was thus a constant in our experiment, whereas gender
diversity was a variable (with two levels: gender diversity and gender
homogeneity).

Before they began working on the experimental task, participants
received a folder containing both general information about the task
that was shared among the team members and unique, specific infor-
mation pertaining to their respective expert role. In all conditions, par-
ticipants had 10 min to read the materials and were not permitted to
talk or otherwise interact with their team members during this time.
Subsequently, the teams worked on their task until they either
reached a consensus on what proposal they would offer their client or
their allotted time ran out. The teams then filled out a form provided
to them on which they were to enter the options they had chosen
along with the associated prices and revenues. With very few excep-
tions, the teams made use of the complete time they had been
allotted.

3.3 | Manipulation of time pressure

In the time pressure condition, we restricted the allotted time such
that there was significant time pressure, but still enough time to finish
the task. To determine what amount of time would be appropriate in
this regard and engender perceptions of high and low time pressure,
respectively, we conducted a pre-test of the task with 13 teams.
Based on this pretest, we determined that 20 min would constitute an
adequate time pressure condition in the actual experiment. By
contrast, teams in the low time pressure condition were given 35 min

for the task (excluding the time given for reading the materials).

3.4 | Measures

We used three different sources for measuring the variables in our
research model. First, we drew on objective measures for gender
diversity and team performance. Second, we collected self-report
measures from each team member to capture perceived time
pressure. Third, we videotaped the experimental sessions (with the
consent of the participants) and two different sets of trained video
coders rated each team on either team withdrawal or information
elaboration to minimize common-method variance in the hypothe-
sized mechanism connecting gender diversity with team performance.

We used Likert-type items (with a response format ranging from

1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) for the item-based scales

collected from both the participants and the video coders.

341 | Team performance

We operationalized our dependent variable team performance as the
revenues achieved by the teams in the experimental task. The highest
possible revenue that teams could achieve was 34.250 euros. As did
van Knippenberg et al. (2010), for ease of presentation, we divided
revenues by 1.000 for the subsequent statistical analyses. This yields
numbers with fewer digits, but does not otherwise affect the findings
and tests of hypotheses.

3.4.2 | Gender diversity

For gender diversity, we used a binary variable capturing whether the
teams were homogeneous (comprising only female or only male team
members) or diverse (comprising two female and two male team mem-
bers). Homogeneous teams were coded 0, and diverse teams were
coded 1. We did not find any significant means differences regarding
our main study variables between all-male and all-female teams. We
therefore combined these types of teams into one overall category of
homogeneous (non-gender-diverse) teams.

3.4.3 | Perceived time pressure

After the experimental task and before receiving feedback on their
performance and payment, participants filled out a questionnaire that
included a perceived time pressure scale. Using a referent-shift logic
(Chan, 1998), this scale contained three Likert-type items adapted
from Durham et al. (2000) and Madjar and Oldham (2006): “We were
working under excessive time pressure,” “We did not have the time
to fully focus on the tasks,” and “Given more time, we could have
found better solutions.” The individual-level Cronbach's o« for this
scale was .74. Analogous to previous studies on time pressure in
teams (e.g., Maruping et al., 2015), we aggregated the individual-level
responses to the team level given the acceptable agreement among
the participating team members (median r,yg; = .77, ICC[1] = .44, ICC
[2] =.76).

3.44 | Information elaboration

In the diversity literature, audio-video coding is widely used for
the operationalization of information elaboration (e.g., Hoever
et al.,, 2018; van Knippenberg et al., 2010). We followed this common
practice and had a team of two trained video coders who were blind
to our study's hypotheses separately analyze each of the 142 experi-
mental sessions. Our approach in training the video coders comprised

three steps. First, we defined and explained the constructs for coding
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to the coders. This also included the terms used in the individual items
and possible exemplar behaviors and additional statements describing
the respective behaviors. Second, each coder completed coding one
team session while being assisted by the second or third author, to
whom the coder explained his or her coding decisions. Third, each
coder independently coded a set of three team sessions and
subsequently received feedback on the coding from the second or
third author. Each coder was trained individually.

Our scale for information elaboration was adapted from
scales previously used by Homan et al. (2008) and Kearney and
Gebert (2009). For each team, the coders answered the following
four items intended to capture information elaboration: “All the
information introduced in this team was carefully considered,”
“All ideas brought forward in this team were thoroughly processed,”
“The team ultimately opted for a solution without discussing other
possible solutions (reverse-coded),” and “The team made a decision
that was not thoroughly questioned (reverse-coded).” Cronbach's o
for this scale was .89. Since the video coders exhibited high
agreement (median ryg( = .97) and interrater reliability (ICC[1] = .58,
ICC[2] = .73), we used the arithmetic mean of their ratings to

represent the extent of information elaboration in each team.

3.4.5 | Team withdrawal

A team of two raters that was different from the team that rated
information elaboration and also blind to our study's hypotheses
coded the videos for team withdrawal. The training of the video
coders for this variable followed the same procedure described above
for training the video coders of information elaboration. To capture
team withdrawal, we used a scale with four items based on the
description and measurement of psychological withdrawal by
Phillips (2001), which we adapted to the context of our study. For
each team, the coders answered the following four items: “Some team
members withdrew from the work on the task,” “Some team members
did not actively participate in the team task,” “Some team members
invested less energy in the teamwork than they should have,” and
“Some team members reduced their effort in the teamwork.!
Cronbach's a for this scale was .83. The raters exhibited high agree-
ment (median ryg = .92) and interrater reliability (ICC[1] = .67, ICC
[2] = .80), which justified using the arithmetic mean of their ratings to
represent the extent of team withdrawal.

3.4.6 | Control variables

Although we manipulated gender diversity in our experimental design,
there were still other types of diversity in the teams in our sample. To
ensure that our results were not biased by the presence or absence of
these other types of diversity, we controlled for age, language, and
educational background diversity, respectively. In line with previous
studies on age diversity (e.g., Williams, 2016), we used the standard
deviation of team members' age to operationalize age diversity. We
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followed previous studies on cultural and educational differences in
teams (e.g., Kearney et al., 2009) and used Blau's (1977) index of
homogeneity to operationalize language diversity (i.e., differences in
team members' native language) and educational background diversity
(i.e., differences in team members' fields of study). Finally, since we
framed team withdrawal as the “flight” response that may manifest in
teams, we also controlled for one of the most obvious “fight”
responses, namely, relational conflict. The video coders evaluated
each team's relational conflict based on a three-item scale by Jehn
and Mannix (2001). This scale had a Cronbach's a of .95 and
sufficient interrater agreement (median rygj = 1.00) and reliability
(ICC[1] = .59, ICC[2] = .75) to justify using its arithmetic mean for
capturing the extent of relational conflict at the team level. The inclu-
sion or exclusion of control variables can substantially impact study
results (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016). However, controlling for the three
other types of team diversity and relational conflict had no notewor-
thy effect on the results presented below, which underscores the
robustness of our findings and lends credence to our claim that our
results were driven by our experimental manipulations.

4 | RESULTS

The means, standard deviations, and correlations among our study
variables are depicted in Table 1. To test whether our manipulation of
time pressure was effective, we checked if teams in the time pressure
condition perceived higher levels of time pressure than those in the
non-time pressure condition. A t-test revealed significantly higher
(t = 6.44, p < .01) perceptions of time pressure in the time pressure
condition (m = 2.82, s.d. = .66) than in the non-time pressure condi-
tion (m = 2.11, s.d. = .66), thus supporting the effectiveness of our
manipulation.

We tested our hypotheses with hierarchical regression analyses
(Cohen et al., 2003; Hayes, 2017). The results are shown in Tables 2
and 3. To check for potential multicollinearity, we calculated variance
inflation factors (VIFs) for all coefficients in our models (Cohen
2003). All VIFs were below three, indicating that

multicollinearity was not a problem in our analyses. To test Hypothe-

et al,

sis 1, which predicts a positive indirect effect of gender diversity on
team performance via information elaboration, we first tested and
confirmed that team performance is predicted by information elabora-
tion (Model 3 of Table 2) and that information elaboration, in turn, is
predicted by gender diversity (Model 5). We then used PROCESS
(Hayes, 2017) to test for the significance of the indirect effect by cal-
culating bias-corrected confidence intervals with 50.000 bootstrap
samples. This analysis revealed that the indirect effect of gender
diversity on team performance via information elaboration is signifi-
cantly positive (b = .38, s.e. = .20, t = 1.87, p < .05), which supports
Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicts that perceived time pressure moderates
the effect of gender diversity on team withdrawal such that this effect
is negative when perceived time pressure is low, but becomes increas-

ingly positive as perceived time pressure rises. In line with this
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TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations (s.d.), and correlations®
Variables Mean  sd. 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age diversity 5.16 4.68 -
2. Language diversity 0.25 0.25 —-.03
3. Educational background diversity 0.66 0.12 .09 A5t -
4, Relational conflict 1.44 0.78 .07 11 12 (.95)
5. Gender diversity 0.50 0.50 25%* —.08 -.01 -.02 -
6. Perceived time pressure 2.47 0.75 —.02 .00 .04 .08 .04 (.74)
7.  Team withdrawal 243 081 14 A18*  —.02 .10 -.10 -.05 (.83)
8.  Information elaboration 363 082 -.05 -.10 -.21* —.36™" A7* —.34** —26  (.89)
9. Team performance 30.18 3.49 —.141 .06 -.08 -.02 -.04 —41* -.05 27
“n = 142 teams; coefficient alphas are on the diagonal in parentheses.
fp < .10.
*p < .05. **p < .01, two-tailed tests.
TABLE 2 Results of hierarchical regression analyses for team performance and information elaboration®
Team performance Information elaboration
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Control variables
Age diversity —.10 (.06) -.10(.07)  —.08(.06) .00 (.01) —-.01(.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01)
Language diversity 91(1.2) 90(12) 1.02(1.1) —.12(.26) —.08 (.25) .04 (.25) —.05(.25)
Educational background diversity —2.16(2.5) —2.17 (2.5) —.70(2.4) —1.11* (.54) —1.09* (.54) —1.20*(.53) —1.39**(.51)
Relational conflict —.04(.38) —.04(.38) 43(.39) —.35**(.08) —.35**(.08) —.33**(.08) —.31**(.08)
Main effects
Gender diversity (GD) —.05(61) —.43(.60) .29%(.13) 241 (.13) 237 (.12)
Information elaboration 1.34** (.39)
Team withdrawal (TW) —.22**(.08) .06 (.12)
Interaction effect
GD*TW —.50** (.15)
R? .03 .03 16 19 23 29
AR? .00 .08** .03* .04 06™*
F 1.00 .80 2.75* 6.48** 6.29** 6.73** 7.67**

®n = 142 teams; unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

tp <.10.
*p < .05. **p < .01, two-tailed tests.

hypothesis, the results of Model 4 in Table 3 show a significant inter-
action effect of gender diversity and perceived time pressure on team
withdrawal. This interaction explains 7% of additional variance over
and above the controls and the predictor variables. We then plotted
the simple slopes at one standard deviation above and below the
mean of perceived time pressure, which reveals a pattern in line with
our predictions (see Figure 2). To identify the regions of significance
of the relationship between gender diversity and team withdrawal
contingent on perceived time pressure, we applied the Johnson-
Neyman technique (Dawson, 2014; Hayes, 2017). Results showed
that the relationship between gender diversity and team withdrawal is
significantly negative for values of perceived time pressure lower than

2.38 (i.e., 0.12 s.d. below the scale's mean of 2.47) and significantly

positive for values of perceived time pressure higher than 3.64
(i.e.,, 1.57 s.d. above the mean). These findings are in line with
Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 predicts that the positive indirect effect of gender
diversity on team performance via information elaboration is moder-
ated by team withdrawal such that it becomes weaker as team with-
drawal increases. We first tested whether gender diversity and team
withdrawal interact in predicting information elaboration. As shown in
Model 7 of Table 2, this interaction is significant and explains an
additional variance of 6% over and above the controls and the
predictor variables. As shown in Figure 3, this interaction is also in line
with the predicted pattern. Applying the Johnson-Neyman technique
(Dawson, 2014; Hayes, 2017) revealed that the relationship between
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TABLE 3 Results of hierarchical
regression analyses for team withdrawal®
Variables

Control variables
Age diversity

Language diversity

Educational background diversity

Relational conflict
Main effects

Gender diversity (GD)

Perceived time pressure (TP)

Interaction effect
GD*TP

R2

AR?

F

WILEY—

Team withdrawal

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
02" (01) 03*(.02) 03*(.02) 04*(01)
60* (.27) 57%(.27) 57%(.27) .59*(.26)

— 49 (.57) —.50 (.56) —49(57) —.51(.55)
.08 (.09) .08 (.09) .08 (.09) .07 (.08)

—.20 (.14) —.20(.14) —.21(13)
—.05 (.09) —.37**(13)
.59** (.17)
.06 .08 .08 .15
02 .00 07+
2.30" 2.30* 197t 3.43*

®n = 142 teams; unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

p < .10.

*p < .05. **p < .01, two-tailed tests.

FIGURE 2 The moderating effect of
perceived time pressure on the relationship 29

between gender diversity and team withdrawal
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gender diversity and information elaboration is significantly positive 5 | DISCUSSION

for values of team withdrawal lower than 2.40 (i.e., .04 s.d. below the
scale's mean of 2.43) and significantly negative for values of team
withdrawal higher than 3.97 (i.e., 1.91 s.d. above the mean). We then
tested whether the positive indirect effect of gender diversity on
team performance via information elaboration is contingent on team
withdrawal. In line with our expectations, results yielded a significant
index of moderated mediation (—.67, s.e. =.29, t = —2.31, p < .01).
Based on 50.000 bootstrap samples calculating bias-corrected confi-
dence intervals (Hayes, 2017), the positive indirect effect of gender
diversity on team performance via information elaboration becomes
significantly more negative as team withdrawal increases (b = —1.08,

s.e. = .47,t = —2.31, p < .01). These results support Hypothesis 3.

Drawing on the CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) and literature that
suggests that perceived time pressure could have a particularly nega-
tive effect on diverse teams (e.g., Kruglanski et al., 2002, 2006), we
examined a model that posits that (1) gender diversity fosters positive
effects on team performance via information elaboration, but that
(2) perceived time pressure moderates the association between gen-
der diversity and team withdrawal, and that (3) team withdrawal, in
turn, moderates the indirect effect of gender diversity on team perfor-
mance via information elaboration such that this positive effect
becomes weaker as team withdrawal increases. In other words, our

model proposes that perceived time pressure affects gender-diverse
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teams more negatively than either all-male or all-female gender-
homogeneous teams via the adverse team process team withdrawal,
which prevents gender-diverse teams from leveraging their positive
potential through information elaboration. We found support for this

model in an experimental study of 142 four-person teams.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

Our research advances the team diversity literature, and specifically
the literature on gender diversity, in several important ways. One
important contribution is that we provide a fuller test of the main
ideas of the CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) than previous studies.
Prior empirical research informed by the CEM has primarily explored
the conditions under which teams can benefit from diversity through
information elaboration (e.g., Hoever et al., 2012; Nederveen Pieterse
et al., 2013). However, the CEM argues that diversity not only entails
a positive potential (that can be realized via information elaboration)
but also a negative potential (that can become unlocked via adverse
team processes). Our study addresses both of these parts of the CEM
and how they together determine whether the positive or the nega-
tive effects of diversity will prevail. We show when and how gender-
diverse teams outperform gender-homogeneous teams and when and
how the reverse is true. This is important because teams may fail to
avail themselves of the potential benefits that diversity affords either
because they do not know how to foster the mechanisms that unlock
this potential (i.e., information elaboration; van Knippenberg
et al., 2004) or because they do not know enough about and therefore
inadvertently ignore the conditions and mechanisms that promote
negative (side) effects of diversity. The extant literature has identified
different ways in which diversity may become an asset (e.g., Hoever
et al, 2012; Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Nederveen Pieterse
et al., 2013; Nishii, 2013). By contrast, knowledge of when and why
diversity can become a liability is less well developed. Given that there

is no indication that, on average, gender-diverse teams succeed in

leveraging their positive potential (e.g., Schneid et al., 2015; van Dijk
et al., 2012), it is crucial to understand why this is so, and our research
offers novel insights in this regard. Our research introduces into the
diversity literature two previously neglected variables—time pressure
and team withdrawal—that help explain how gender-diverse teams,
despite their superior potential, might derail.

Our research also furthers understanding of the interactive
effects of gender diversity and perceived time pressure. Findings on
the effects of time pressure on teams in general are mixed (Maruping
et al.,, 2015), but our research shows that time pressure affects diverse
and homogeneous teams differentially. Specifically, we found more
team withdrawal in diverse than in homogeneous teams under time
pressure. Team withdrawal, in turn, prevents diverse teams from tap-
ping into the positive potential that diversity entails. This dynamic of
undermining a positive potential corresponds to what the stressor lit-
erature frames as a hindrance stressor (i.e., a stressor that tends to be
appraised as potentially constraining development and achievement;
Podsakoff et al., 2007). Thus, in addition to contributing to the team
diversity literature, our work also informs the teams literature on
stressors in general (e.g., Razinskas & Hoegl, 2020) and time pressure
in particular (e.g., Karau & Kelly, 2004).

By adopting a reverse perspective on the statistically symmetrical
gender diversity-time pressure interaction, our research shows that
the effects of time pressure depend on team composition. This is in
line with the attentional focus model (Karau & Kelly, 2004), which
suggests that time pressure interacts with structural team variables
such as team composition to predict contribution patterns in teams.
The assumed benefits of time pressure—which the stressor literature
describes as a challenge stressor (i.e., a stressor that tends to be
appraised as potentially promoting development and achievement;
Podsakoff et al., 2007)—may hence only materialize in teams of a cer-
tain composition. Our findings suggest that perceived time pressure
may constitute a challenge stressor for gender-homogeneous teams,
whereas it may be a hindrance stressor for gender-diverse teams.
Razinskas and Hoegl (2020) have shown that the mechanisms via
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which team stressors impact team performance resemble those identi-
fied in the CEM, which led these authors to call for an integration of
the respective literatures on team stressors and team diversity. Our
research contributes toward such an integrative view by examining
how team diversity interacts with the collective experience of tempo-
ral demands.

Finally, our research enriches knowledge about the specific mani-
festations of adverse team processes that prevent gender-diverse
teams from unlocking their positive potential via information elabora-
tion. With respect to this negative side of diversity, the CEM (van
Knippenberg et al., 2004) offers a broad range of possibilities and lists
relational conflict and reduced cohesion, identification, and commit-
ment as outcomes of dysfunctional team processes triggered by social
categorization. Whereas much prior research has focused on conflict
(e.g., Jehn et al, 1999; Lee et al, 2018; Nishii, 2013; Polzer
et al, 2002), we investigate an alternative manifestation of adverse
team processes. We regard team withdrawal as an important and
overdue addition to the diversity literature because, arguably, team
members are just as likely to exhibit “flight” responses to disagree-
ments and dissatisfaction with their team members as they are to
engage in “fight” responses (i.e., open conflict).

In newly formed teams, team withdrawal may be even more likely
to occur than relational conflict given that such teams tend to start
working under politeness norms that prevent members from openly
voicing strong criticism and dissent (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Moreover,
the “flight” response (withdrawal) may offer distinct advantages over
the “fight” response (conflict) for team members. Whereas the latter
may entail the experience of highly negative emotions, detaching one-
self from the teamwork may attenuate the displeasure of experiencing
such negative emotions (Pearsall et al., 2009). For the team, however,
withdrawal is arguably always negative and inferior to a (potentially)
more constructive approach such as engaging in task (rather than
relational) conflict. Simply put, withdrawal is akin to “taking the easy
road” and the “path of least resistance,” with psychological benefits

for the individual, but high costs for the team.

5.2 | Limitations and future research

This study is subject to several limitations that could serve as starting
points for future research. As is the case with any experiment, the
external validity and generalizability of our findings need to be
ascertained in future studies in the field. We studied newly formed
teams, which may differ in some ways from teams that have been
working together for longer periods of time. Many teams in the work-
place are such newly formed teams that have not been and will not
remain together for long. Such teams include most project teams as
well as high-reliability teams such as airline crews. However, future
research is needed to test whether our findings also hold in teams that
have worked together for many months or years. It is possible that
“flight” responses (e.g., team withdrawal) are more likely in the early
stages of teamwork, whereas “fight” responses become more likely as

team longevity increases and as politeness norms get replaced by a
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shared understanding of how to voice critique and disagreement. In
this regard, further research is also needed to explore how the find-
ings of the present study can be integrated with prior findings regard-
ing the effects of team tenure. Although findings on how team tenure
(or team lifespan) affects diverse teams are mixed (e.g., Harrison
et al., 1998; Joshi & Roh, 2009), a plausible assumption that has
received empirical support in some studies is that the negative effects
of demographic diversity diminish over time (Harrison et al., 2002). It
is possible, for example, that time pressure can engender a relapse in
demographically dissimilar teams such that the relationship quality
that had been improving over time returns to lower levels experienced
in earlier stages of collaboration. Since our research was conducted
with newly formed student teams, we encourage researchers to inves-
tigate how, with increasing team tenure, the familiarity and trust that
may develop among real-life project team members influence the
interactive effects of gender diversity and perceived time pressure.

With respect to future research on team withdrawal, we con-
sider it worthwhile to empirically compare conflict and withdrawal as
two possible reactions to disagreeing and/or experiencing dissatisfac-
tion with one's team. We argued above that task conflict may be
preferable to both relational conflict and withdrawal. But which of
the latter two is worse, and under what conditions? We would
expect that, compared to relational conflict, team withdrawal might
be easier to remedy and have less adverse effects on team function-
ing over time. Moreover, future research is needed to examine when
individual team members are more inclined to withdraw rather than
engage in conflict, and vice versa. Both situational variables
(e.g., team size, team tenure, importance of the task, cultural and
organizational norms, team leadership, and team dynamics) and per-
son variables (e.g., traits such as agreeableness and extroversion) are
likely to play a role in this regard. For example, when signs of group-
centrism (i.e., in-group favoritism) are manifested in more implicit
ways (e.g., group members making more eye contact with and engag-
ing more with contributions from in-group members, rather than out-
group members—i.e., members of the same gender), we would expect
more team withdrawal, rather than relational conflict, given that
there was no blatant breach of politeness norms. By contrast, when
these signs are more explicit (e.g., derogatory comments against out-
group members), we would expect more relational conflict, rather
than withdrawal.

In this study, we examined one particular type of diversity, gender
diversity. Current efforts by many companies and countries to foster
gender heterogeneity throughout all organizational levels make this a
particular timely topic. Some of the arguments we presented in devel-
oping our hypotheses may be specific to gender diversity. However,
probably most of our arguments are also likely to apply to other forms
of demographic diversity (e.g., with respect to age, culture, or ethnic-
ity). Future research is needed to investigate whether our theoretical
arguments and empirical findings also hold in regard to other diversity
attributes (although possible adverse effects of time pressure on
teams that are diverse in regard to, e.g., nationality or culture may,
compared to gender diversity, be attributable to a larger extent to

differences in language).
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In a similar vein, we conducted our study with students in
Germany, and the vast majority of them had a German cultural back-
ground. Given that gender roles differ vastly across cultures (Schneid
et al., 2015), further research is needed to ascertain the generalizabil-
ity of our findings to other cultures. We also tested only maximum
and minimum levels of gender diversity because our experiment,
which already included 142 teams and 568 individuals, was limited in
the number of conditions that we were able to examine with
adequate statistical power. Therefore, further research is needed to
investigate the dynamics in teams that have more than four members
and/or are characterized by levels of diversity not considered
here (e.g., diverse teams with majority male and majority female
compositions).

5.3 | Managerial implications and conclusion

Both gender diversity and time pressure are increasing in many, if not
most, organizations and entail multiple challenges for organizational
members. The present research underscores the importance of the
connection between these two issues that leaders and team members
need to proactively address in the effort to foster team performance.
They need not only be aware of what they can do to facilitate positive
effects of gender diversity but also be cognizant of the conditions
they must strive to avoid to prevent diverse teams from under-
performing. However, neither fully alleviating time pressure nor
assembling more gender-homogeneous teams may be realistic or
desirable options. Hence, the most sensible step to take would be to
raise awareness of the adverse effects that gender-diverse teams are
likely to encounter under time pressure and to teach team leaders and
team members ways in which they can counteract these negative
effects. The threat of heightened team withdrawal under time
pressure could be addressed in the diversity management and
diversity training programs that an increasing number of organizations
have been developing in recent years (e.g., Olsen & Martins, 2012;
Rawski & Conroy, 2020).

Moreover, our research shows that managers are well advised to
watch for any signs of team withdrawal, the likelihood of whose
occurrence is determined by the interaction between gender diversity
and perceived time pressure, and to address it immediately, before it
undermines information elaboration and harms team performance.
This is not only important in diverse teams but also in homogeneous
teams, whose members may tend to psychologically withdraw—often
prematurely—when time pressure is low. Overall, our research
identifies three interrelated aspects that team leaders need to con-
sider in fostering the performance of teams with varying degrees of
gender diversity: facilitate information elaboration, monitor teams for
signs of withdrawal and take remedial actions if they emerge, and
mitigate the potentially destructive effects of time pressure in these
efforts.

In conclusion, our work highlights the need to be mindful of the
risk that perceived time pressure poses for gender-diverse teams.

Providing diversity training programs that address these detrimental

effects of time pressure and teach constructive ways of curtailing and
reversing these harmful effects should go a long way toward
turning gender diversity into an asset and prevent it from becoming a
liability.
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1 As noted by a reviewer, the first and the last of these withdrawal items
suggest a change in team member behavior over the course of the
teamwork, whereas the other two items do not. We therefore tested
our hypotheses not only with the four-item measure described above
but also with a shortened two-item team withdrawal measure that
comprised only the first and the last item (x = .84). There was no
noteworthy difference in results.

REFERENCES

Ackerman, P. L., Bowen, K. R., Beier, M. E., & Kanfer, R. (2001). Determi-
nants of individual differences and gender differences in knowledge.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 93, 797-825. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-0663.93.4.797

Agars, M. D., & Kottke, J. L. (2004). Models and practice of diversity man-
agement: A historical review and presentation of a new integration
theory. In M. S. Stockdale & F. J. Crosby (Eds.), The psychology and
management of workplace diversity (pp. 55-77). Blackwell Publishing.

Beersma, B., Hollenbeck, J. R., Humphrey, S. E., Moon, H., Conlon, D. E., &
ligen, D. R. (2003). Cooperation, competition, and team performance:
Toward a contingency approach. Academy of Management Journal, 46,
572-590.

Bernerth, J. B., & Aguinis, H. (2016). A critical review and best-practice
recommendations for control variable usage. Personnel Psychology, 69,
229-283. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12103

Blau, P. M. (1977). Inequality and heterogeneity: A primitive theory of social
structure. Free Press.

Carver, C. S., & Connor-Smith, J. (2010). Personality and coping. Annual
Review of Psychology, 61, 679-704. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
psych.093008.100352

Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same con-
tent domain at different levels of analysis: A typology of composition
models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 234-246. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multiple
regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral science (3rd ed.).
Erlbaum.

Connor-Smith, J. K., & Flachsbart, C. (2007). Relations between personality
and coping: A meta-analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 93, 1080-1107. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.6.1080

Conyon, M. J,, & He, L. (2017). Firm performance and boardroom gender
diversity: A quantile regression approach. Journal of Business Research,
79,198-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.02.006

Cooper, C. L., Dewe, P., & O'Driscoll, M. P. (2001). Organizational stress: A
review and critique of theory, research, and applications. Sage
Publications.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2783-3726
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2783-3726
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3100-5969
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3100-5969
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0447-760X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0447-760X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4339-8616
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4339-8616
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.4.797
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.4.797
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12103
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100352
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100352
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.6.1080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.02.006

KEARNEY ET AL

Crandall, C. S., & Eshleman, A. (2003). A justification-suppression model of
the expression and experience of prejudice. Psychological Bulletin, 129,
414-446. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.414

Croson, R., & Gneezy, U. (2009). Gender differences in preferences. Jour-
nal of Economic Literatur, 47, 448-474. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.
2448

Dawson, J. F. (2014). Moderation in management research: What, why,
when, and how. Journal of Business and Psychology, 29, 1-19. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7

de Wit, F. R. C, Greer, L. L, & Jehn, K. A. (2012). The paradox of
intragroup conflict: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97,
360-390. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024844

Devine, P. G. (1989). Automatic and controlled processes in prejudice: The
roles of stereotypes and personal beliefs. In A. R. Pratikanis, S. J.
Breckler, & A. G. Greenwald (Eds.), Attitude structure and function
(pp. 181-212). Erlbaum.

Devine, P. G, Plant, E. A., Amodio, D. M., Harmon-Jones, E., & Vance, S. L.
(2002). The regulation of explicit and implicit race bias: The role of
motivations to respond without prejudice. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 82, 835-848. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
82.5.835

Driskell, J., Salas, E., & Johnston, J. (1999). Does stress lead to a loss of
team perspective? Group Dynamics, 3, 291-302. https://doi.org/10.
1037/1089-2699.3.4.291

Duguid, M. M., & Thomas-Hunt, M. C. (2015). Condoning stereotyping?
How awareness of stereotyping prevalence impacts expression of ste-
reotypes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 343-359. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0037908

Durham, C. C., Locke, E. A., Poon, J. M., & McLeod, P. L. (2000). Effects of
group goals and time pressure on group efficacy, information-seeking
strategy, and performance. Human Performance, 13, 115-138. https://
doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1302_1

Feingold, A. (1994). Gender differences in personality: A meta-analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 116, 429-456. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.116.3.429

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and
using the implicit association test: I. An improved scoring algorithm.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 197-216. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.197

Guillaume, Y. R. F., Dawson, J. F., Otaye-Ebede, L., Woods, S. A, &
West, M. A. (2017). Harnessing demographic differences in organiza-
tions: What moderates the effects of workplace diversity? Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 38, 276-303. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.
2040

Harrison, D. A., & Klein, K. J. (2007). Whats the difference? Diversity con-
structs as separation, variety or disparity in organizations. Academy of
Management Review, 32, 1199-1228. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.
2007.26586096

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.

Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., Gavin, J. H., & Florey, A. T. (2002). Time,
teams, and task performance: Changing effects of surface-and deep-
level diversity on group functioning. Academy of Management Journal,
45, 1029-1045. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069328

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional
process analysis: A regression-based approach (Second ed.). Guilford.

Hoever, I, van Knippenberg, D., van Ginkel, W. P., & Barkema, H. G.
(2012). Fostering team creativity: Perspective taking as key to
unlocking diversity's potential. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97,
982-996. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029159

Hoever, 1., Zhou, J., & van Knippenberg, D. (2018). Different strokes for
different teams: The contingent effects of positive and negative feed-
back on the creativity of informationally homogeneous and diverse

WILEY- B

teams. Academy of Management Journal, 61, 2159-2181. https://doi.
org/10.5465/am;j.2016.0642

Homan, A. C., Glindemir, S., Buengeler, C., & van Kleef, G. (2020). Leading
diversity: Towards a theory of functional leadership in diverse teams.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 105, 1101-1128. https://doi.org/10.
1037/apl0000482

Homan, A. C., Hollenbeck, J. R., Humphrey, S. E., van Knippenberg, D.,
ligen, D. R., & van Kleef, G. A. (2008). Facing differences with an open
mind: Openness to experience, salience of intragroup differences, and
performance of diverse work groups. Academy of Management Journal,
51, 1204-1222. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2008.35732995

Humphrey, S. E., Hollenbeck, J. R., Meyer, C. J., & ligen, D. R. (2007). Trait
configurations in self-managed teams: A conceptual examination of
the use of seeding in maximizing and minimizing trait variance in
teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 885-892. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0021-9010.92.3.885

Hyde, J. S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psycholo-
gist, 60, 581-592. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.6.581

Jackson, S. E., & Joshi, A. (2011). Work team diversity. In S. Zedeck (Ed.),
APA handbook of industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. I,
pp. 651-686). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.
1037/12169-020

Jaffee, S., & Hyde, J. S. (2000). Gender differences in moral orientation: A
meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 703-726. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-2909.126.5.703

Jehn, K. A., & Mannix, E. A. (2001). The dynamic nature of conflict: A longi-
tudinal study of intragroup conflict and group performance. Academy
of Management Journal, 44, 238-251.

Jehn, K. A, Northcraft, G. B., & Neale, M. A. (1999). Why differences make
a difference: A field study of diversity, conflict, and performance in
workgroups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 741-763. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2667054

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, F. P. (2009). Joining together. Pearson.

Joshi, A., & Roh, H. (2009). The role of context in work team diversity
research: A meta-analytic review. Academy of Management Journal, 52,
599-627. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331491

Joshi, A., Son, J., & Roh, H. (2015). When can women close the gap? A
meta-analytic test of sex differences in performance and rewards.
Academy of Management Journal, 58, 1516-1545. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amj.2013.0721

Karau, S. J., & Kelly, J. R. (2004). Time pressure and team performance: An
attentional focus integration. In S. Blount (Ed.), Time in groups (Vol. 6
Research on Managing Groups and Teams) (pp. 185-212). Emerald.
https://doi.org/10.1016/51534-0856(03)06009-2

Kearney, E., & Gebert, D. (2009). Managing diversity and enhancing team
outcomes: The promise of transformational leadership. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 94, 77-89. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013077

Kearney, E., Gebert, D., & Voelpel, S. C. (2009). When and how diversity
benefits teams: The importance of team members' need for cognition.
Academy of Management Journal, 52, 581-598. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amj.2009.41331431

Kerr, N. L., & Bruun, S. E. (1983). Dispensability of member effort and
group motivation losses: Free-rider effects. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 44, 78-94. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.
1.78

Kidwell, R. E., & Bennett, N. (1993). Employee propensity to withhold
effort: A conceptual model to intersect three avenues of research.
Academy of Management Review, 18, 429-456. https://doi.org/10.
2307/258904

Kruglanski, A. W. (2004). The psychology of closed-mindedness. Psychology
Press.

Kruglanski, A. W., Pierro, A., Mannetti, L., & De Grada, E. (2006). Groups
as epistemic providers: Need for closure and the unfolding of group-
centrism. Psychological Review, 113, 84-100. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0033-295X.113.1.84


https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.414
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.2.448
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.2.448
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024844
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.5.835
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.5.835
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.3.4.291
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.3.4.291
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037908
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037908
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1302_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1302_1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.3.429
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.3.429
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.197
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.197
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2040
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2040
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.26586096
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.26586096
https://doi.org/10.5465/3069328
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029159
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0642
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0642
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000482
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000482
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.35732995
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.885
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.885
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.6.581
https://doi.org/10.1037/12169-020
https://doi.org/10.1037/12169-020
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.5.703
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.5.703
https://doi.org/10.2307/2667054
https://doi.org/10.2307/2667054
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331491
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0721
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0721
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1534-0856(03)06009-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013077
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331431
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331431
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.78
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.78
https://doi.org/10.2307/258904
https://doi.org/10.2307/258904
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84

KEARNEY ET AL.

28 | \WILEY=

Kruglanski, A. W., Shah, J. Y., Pierro, A, & Mannetti, L. (2002). When
similarity breeds content: Need for closure and the allure of
homogeneous and self-resembling groups. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 83, 648-662. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
83.3.648

Kruglanski, A. W., & Webster, D. M. (1996). Motivated closing of the mind:
“Seizing” and “freezing”. Psychological Review, 103, 263-283. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.263

Leaper, C., & Smith, T. E. (2004). A meta-analytic review of gender varia-
tions in childrens language use: Talkativeness, affiliative speech, and
assertive speech. Developmental Psychology, 40, 993-1027. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.6.993

Lee, H. W., Choi, J. N, & Kim, S. (2018). Does gender diversity help teams
constructively manage status conflict? An evolutionary perspective of
status conflict, team psychological safety, and team creativity.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 144, 187-199.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2017.09.005

Madjar, N., & Oldham, G. R. (2006). Task rotation and polychronicity:
Effects on individuals creativity. Human Performance, 19, 117-131.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1902_2

Maruping, L. M., Venkatesh, V., Thatcher, S. M. B., & Patel, P. C. (2015).
Folding under pressure or rising to the occasion? Perceived time pres-
sure and the moderating role of team temporal leadership. Academy of
Management Journal, 58, 1313-1333. https://doi.org/10.5465/am,;.
2012.0468

McKinsey. (2020). Diversity wins: How inclusion matters. May, 2020.
Report. McKinsey & Company. https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-
insights/diversity-and-inclusion/diversity-wins-how-inclusion-matters

Mohammed, S., Hamilton, K., & Lim, A. (2009). The incorporation of time
in team research: Past, current, and future. In E. Salas, G. F. Goodwin, &
C. S. Burke (Eds.), Team effectiveness in complex organizations
(pp. 321-348). Routledge.

Nederveen Pieterse, A., van Knippenberg, D., & van Dierendonck, D.
(2013). Cultural diversity and team performance: The role of team
member goal orientation. Academy of Management Journal, 56,
782-804. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0992

Nishii, L. H. (2013). The benefits of climate for inclusion for gender-diverse
groups. Academy of Management Journal, 56, 1754-1774. https://doi.
org/10.5465/am;j.2009.0823

Olsen, J. E., & Martins, L. L. (2012). Understanding organizational diversity
management programs: A theoretical framework and directions for
future research. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33, 1168-1187.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1792

Palmer, L., & Thompson, L. (1998). Architectural design firm. Multi-party
negotiation exercise. Dispute Resolution Research Center, Kellogg
School of Management, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL. http://
www.kellogg.northwestern.edu/drrc

Pearsall, M., Ellis, A, & Stein, J. (2009). Coping with challenge and
hindrance stressors in teams: Behavioral, cognitive, and affective
outcomes. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 109,
18-28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2009.02.002

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. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2667029

Phillips, J. M. (2001). The role of decision influence and team performance
in member self-efficacy, withdrawal, satisfaction with the leader,
and willingness to return. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 84, 122-147. https://doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.2000.
2922

Podsakoff, N. P., LePine, J. A, & LePine, M. A. (2007). Differential
challenge stressor-hindrance stressor relationships with job attitudes,
turnover intentions, turnover, and withdrawal behavior: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 438-454. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438

Polzer, J. T., Milton, L. P., & Swann, W. B. (2002). Capitalizing on diversity:
Interpersonal congruence in small work groups. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 47, 296-324. https://doi.org/10.2307/3094807

Price, K. H., Harrison, D. A., & Gavin, J. H. (2006). Withholding inputs in
team contexts: Member composition, interaction processes, evaluation
structure, and social loafing. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91,
1375-1384. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1375

Rawski, S. L., & Conroy, S. A. (2020). Beyond demographic identities and
motivation to learn: The effect of organizational identification on
diversity training outcomes. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 41,
461-478. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2439

Razinskas, S., & Hoegl, M. (2020). A multilevel review of stressor research
in teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 41, 185-209. https://doi.
org/10.1002/job.2420

Reguera-Alvarado, N., de Fuentes, P., & Laffarga, J. (2017). Does board
gender diversity influence financial performance? Journal of Business
Ethics, 141, 337-350. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2735-9

Salas, E., Guthrie, J. W. Jr., Wilson-Donnelly, K. A., Priest, H. A, &
Burke, C. S. (2005). Modeling team performance: The basic ingredients
and research needs. In W. B. Rouse & K. R. Boff (Eds.), Organizational
simulation (pp. 185-228). Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/047173
9448.ch7

Schneid, M,, Isidor, R., Li, C., & Kabst, R. (2015). The influence of cultural
context on the relationship between gender diversity and team perfor-
mance: A meta-analysis. International Journal of Human Resource Man-
agement, 26, 733-756. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2014.
957712

Seong, J. Y., Kristof-Brown, A. L., Park, W.-W., Hong, D.-S., & Shin, Y.
(2015). Person-group fit: Diversity antecedents, proximal outcomes,
and performance at the group level. Journal of Management, 41,
1184-1213. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312453738

Shaffer, M. A,, Harrison, D. A,, Gilley, K. M., & Luk, D. M. (2001). Struggling
for balance amid turbulence on international assignments: Work-
family conflict, support and commitment. Journal of Management, 27,
99-121. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700106

Stahl, G. K., Maznevski, M. L., Voigt, A., & Jonsen, K. (2010). Unraveling
the effects of cultural diversity in teams: A meta-analysis of research
on multicultural work groups. Journal of International Business Studies,
41, 690-709. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2009.85

van Dijk, H., van Engen, M. L., & van Knippenberg, D. (2012). Defying
conventional wisdom: A meta-analytical examination of the differ-
ences between demographic and job-related diversity relationships
with performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 119, 38-53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2012.06.003

van Knippenberg, D., de Dreu, C. K. W., & Homan, A. C. (2004). Work
group diversity and group performance. An integrative model and
research agenda. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 1008-1022.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.6.1008

van Knippenberg, D., Kooij-de Bode, H. J. M., & van Ginkel, W. P. (2010).
The interactive effects of mood and trait negative affect in group deci-
sion making. Organization Science, 21, 731-744. https://doi.org/10.
1287/0rsc.1090.0461

van Knippenberg, D., & Mell, J. N. (2016). Past, present, and potential
future of team diversity research: From compositional diversity to
emergent diversity. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Pro-
cesses, 136, 135-145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2016.05.007

van Knippenberg, D., & van Ginkel, W. P. (2010). The categorization-
elaboration model of work group diversity: Wielding the double-edged
sword. In R. J. Crisp (Ed.), The psychology of social and cultural diversity
(pp. 257-280). Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444325447.
ch11

van Knippenberg, D., van Ginkel, W. P., & Homan, A. C. (2013). Diversity
mindsets and the performance of diverse teams. Organizational Behav-
ior and Human Decision Processes, 121, 183-193. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.0bhdp.2013.03.003


https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.3.648
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.3.648
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.263
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.263
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.6.993
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.6.993
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2017.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1902_2
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0468
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0468
https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/diversity-and-inclusion/diversity-wins-how-inclusion-matters
https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/diversity-and-inclusion/diversity-wins-how-inclusion-matters
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0992
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0823
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0823
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1792
http://www.kellogg.northwestern.edu/drrc
http://www.kellogg.northwestern.edu/drrc
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.02.002
https://doi.org/10.2307/2667029
https://doi.org/10.2307/2667029
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2922
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2922
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438
https://doi.org/10.2307/3094807
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1375
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2439
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2420
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2420
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2735-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471739448.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471739448.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2014.957712
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2014.957712
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312453738
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700106
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2009.85
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.6.1008
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0461
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444325447.ch11
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444325447.ch11
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.03.003

KEARNEY ET AL

1239

Wegge, J., Roth, C., Neubach, B., Schmidt, K., & Kanfer, R. (2008). Age and
gender diversity as determinants of performance and health in a public
organization: The role of task complexity and group size. Journal of
Applied  Psychology, 93, 1301-1313. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0012680

Weick, K. E., & Roberts, K. H. (1993). Collective mind in organizations:
Heedful interrelating on flight decks. Administrative Science Quarterly,
38, 357-381. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393372

Williams, K. W., & O'Reilly, C. A. (1998). Demography and diversity in
organizations: A review of 40 years of research. Research in Organiza-
tional Behavior, 20, 77-140.

Williams, M. (2016). Being trusted: How team generational age diversity
promotes and undermines trust in cross-boundary relationships. Jour-
nal of Organizational Behavior, 37, 346-373. https://doi.org/10.1002/
job.2045

Woolum, A., Foulk, T., Lanaj, K., & Erez, A. (2017). Rude color glasses: The
contaminating effects of witnessed morning rudeness on perceptions
and behaviors throughout the workday. Journal of Applied Psychology,
102, 1658-1672. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000247

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Eric Kearney is professor of leadership, organizational behavior,
and human resource management at the University of Potsdam,
Germany. He received his doctorate in management at the TU
Berlin. In his research, he studies leadership, with a particular
focus on visionary and empowering leadership, and teamwork,

with an emphasis on the effects of team composition.

Stefan Razinskas is an assistant professor of management at Freie
Universitat Berlin (Berlin, Germany). Before joining FU Berlin, he
was an assistant professor at Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitat

WILEY—

Minchen (Munich, Germany) and a research assistant at WHU-
Otto Beisheim School of Management (Vallendar, Germany). His
research is motivated by his interest in team-based activities just

as in stress-related phenomena at different organizational levels.

Matthias Weiss is professor of innovation management at the
Center for Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and Transformation
(CEIT) at Ruhr-Universitit Bochum (Germany). Before joining
RUB, he was assistant professor at Ludwig-Maximilians-
Universitat Miinchen (Munich, Germany), postdoc at WHU-Otto
Beisheim School of Management (Vallendar, Germany), and visit-
ing researcher at Bocconi University (Milan, Italy). His research

focuses on aspects such as resilience, teamwork, and innovation.

Martin Hoegl is professor and head of the Institute for Leadership
and Organization (ILO) at Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitat
Miinchen (Munich, Germany). Before joining LMU Munich, he
served on the faculties of Washington State Univ. (USA), Bocconi
University (Milan, Italy), and WHU-Otto Beisheim School of
Management (Vallendar, Germany). His main research interests

include leadership, collaboration, and innovation in organizations.

How to cite this article: Kearney, E., Razinskas, S., Weiss, M.,
& Hoegl, M. (2022). Gender diversity and team performance
under time pressure: The role of team withdrawal and
information elaboration. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
43(7), 1224-1239. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2630



https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012680
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012680
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393372
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2045
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2045
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000247
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2630

	Gender diversity and team performance under time pressure: The role of team withdrawal and information elaboration
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
	2.1  Gender diversity, information elaboration, and team performance
	2.2  The moderating effect of perceived time pressure on the association between gender diversity and team withdrawal
	2.3  The links among gender diversity, team withdrawal, information elaboration, and team performance

	3  METHOD
	3.1  Participants and design
	3.2  Experimental task
	3.3  Manipulation of time pressure
	3.4  Measures
	3.4.1  Team performance
	3.4.2  Gender diversity
	3.4.3  Perceived time pressure
	3.4.4  Information elaboration
	3.4.5  Team withdrawal
	3.4.6  Control variables


	4  RESULTS
	5  DISCUSSION
	5.1  Theoretical implications
	5.2  Limitations and future research
	5.3  Managerial implications and conclusion

	ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
	ENDNOTE
	REFERENCES


