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ABSTRACT

Knowledge sharing in work teams is ondlwécritical team processed/ithout
sharing of knowledge, work teams and organizations may not be able to fully utilize the
diverse knowledge brought into work teams by their members. The purpose of this study
was to investigate antecedents and underlyinchar@sms influencing the extent to
which team members share their knowledge with one another. Specifically, this study
ai med to examine whether and how team memb
safetymediate the effects of perceived disparity orplEyee knowledge shagnIn
addition, this study sedh investigate thenoderatingeffects of transformational team
leadership.

A correlational design was used to collect and analyze survey data. Data
werecollected from a crossectional sample &#40Korean employees of for
profit organizations in South Korea. The findiraf¢his study indicated that perceived
disparity(PD) negatively predicted knowledge sharing behavior (KSB). Also, both team
identification (Tl)and psychological safety (PS) meddatke relationship between PD
and KSB.Furthermore, the strength of the mediated relationships between PD and KSP
via Tl became weaker or nonsignificant under high transformational team leadership
than under low transformational team leadership. Howedwestrength of the mediated
relationships between PD and KSP via PS became stronger and significant under high
transformational team leadership than under low transformational team leadership. The
findings of this study can providae conceptual basis forterventions that are designed
to promote knowledge sharing within work teams. Theoretical and practical implications

are discussed, along with limitatioakthe study and directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As environmentatonditionsof organization$iavebeenrapidly shifting, CEOs

aroundtheworld identify creativity,innovation,andorganizationalearningamongtheir

corecompetenciefor sustainableompetitiveadvantage§lBM GlobalBusiness
Services2008).In aneffort to securghesecapabilities prganizationdravemade
increasediseof teambasedrganizationaktructuresntegratingdiverseexperiences,
expertiseandperspectivesf their employeesnto work groupsand teams(Cohen&
Bailey, 1997;Kozlowski & llgen, 2006;Mathieu,Maynard,Rapp,& Gilson,2008) In
factas Goodman (1986, p. 120) stated,
society. In organizations they are central building blocks for getting dameo work
teamsin manyof today'sorganizationgperformcritical taskssuchasdeveloping
strategiesgdesigningandproducingproductsdeliveringservicesandexecutingother
key tasksthatinfluenceorganizationaperformancgHorwitz, 2005;London& Sessa,
2006).

A centralpremiseof usingwork teamsin organization$asto do with taking
advantagef thediverseinformation,expertiseandperspectivesf all membersasan
importantassefor enablinga collectivelearning,advancingvork processs,and
enhancingrganization8ability to identify newopportunitiegBundersor& Sutcliffe,
2002;Bundersor& Reagans2011;MesmerMagnus& DeChurch2009;van
Knippenberg& Schippers2007).Forexample BundersorandReagan$2011)statel

that

grow or organizatiormembergainabroaderandmorerobustunderstanding

AGr oup



of pastactionsandfuture possibilitiesby utilizing the differentinformation,
insight,andperspectivesf all unit membersé Moreover,differencesn
perspectiveandexperiencenake it possiblefor organizationamembergo
learnfrom oneanotherthroughthe formal or informal transferof knowledge
andbestpracticesacrosgndividualsor units. (p. 1185)
In otherwords,organizationgxpectthatsuperiorproductsandgreaterperformanceare
morelikely to happerwhentheyhavework teamswhosemembersandrawfrom
differentpoolsof knowledgeandexperience.

While work teamsrepresenainimportantmanagerialzehicleto bring
individualswith diverseknowledgeto work together captalizing on the benefitsof this
expandeknowledgebasein ateamcanbe challengingatleastfor thefollowing two
reasonskFirst, althougha moreheterogeneousetof knowledgemaybe beneficial the
very natureof differencedn perspectivesindexperencegnakesit difficult for team
membergo communicategollaborateandcoordinatetheir work (Dahlin, Weingart,&
Hinds,2005;William & O 6 R e 19B8).Mareover,powerandauthoritydifferences
alsocomplicatedheseteaminteractionprocessesyhich areinherentin teamsand
organizationdecausef their hierarchicahature(Tyler & Lind, 1992;Yang,
Mossholder& Peng,2007).Secondit is not certainthatteammembersvho havea
relevanteducatiorbackgroundfunctionalexperiencespr uniquepergectiveswill share
their privateknowledgewith fellow teammembergBundersor& Reagans2011;Egan,
2005;vanGinkel & vanKnippenberg2008).This seeminglysimpleandobvious
mechanisnof sharingknowledgeopenlyturnsoutto befraughtwith difficulty (Cohen

& Bailey, 1997;Cronin& Weingart,2007;llgen, Hollenbeck JohnsonJundt,2005).



This mightbeavery critical problemsincewithout sharingof knowledge work
teamsandorganizationsnaynotbeableto fully utilize thediverseknowledgebrough
into theteamsby their memberqSrivastavaBartol, & Locke,2006;Zarrage& Bonache,
2003).Thereforeunderstandingpow to facilitate knowledgesharingwithin a
demographicallyandhierarchicallydiversework teamsoasto fully utilize its expanded
knowledgebasehasbecomeanimportantresearclagenddor humanresource
developmen{HRD) andknowledgemanagementKM) scholarsandpractitioners
(Ardichvili, 2002;London& Sessa2007;McCarthy& Garavan2008).Whatcan
ensurehatthe positiveaspecbf diversityoutweighsthe constraintdrequently
associateavith thediversity andturnsit into superiorteamperformanceandlearning?
addresshis questionby examiningtherole thatteamdiversity,emergenstatesand
teamleadershiganplay in work teamssetting.

Statementof the Problem

Knowledgesharing,ii t &ceof makingknowledgeavailableto otherswithin the
or gani (pa2003pr84l),is aconsciousyoluntaryactionby anemployeevho
is involvedin the procesof knowledgeexchange(Davenpor& Prusak,]1998).The
initial researctandpracticesn knowledgesharinghavebeendominatedby technology
drivenperspective¢Cabreraetal., 2006;DavenportDe Long, & Beers,1998;KPMG,
2000).While earlytechnologydrivenapproachesavemadea crucial contribution
throughthe developmenbf numerousnformationandcommunicatiorsystems
supportingknowledgesharing,a numberof studieshaveshownthattechnologyalone
cannotguarante&nowledgesharing(Cabrereetal., 2006;Connolly& Thorn,1990;

Cross,ParkerPrusak& Borgatti,2001;Davenpori& Prusak,1998;Ipe, 2003).



Building onthis prior researchscholarsandpractitioneran thefield of HRD andKM
havearguedthatsocialandpsychologicapeoplerelatedvariablesconstitue key success
factorsfor knowledgesharingandrecentstudies(e.g.,Cabreraetal., 2006;Ipe, 2003)
havefocusedon nontechnologicalpeoplerelatedfactorsinfluencingemployee
knowledgesharingsuchasindividual characteristicge.g.,personalitygeneraimental
ability, self-efficacy) andorganizationatontext(e.g.,organizationaktructure culture,
HR practices).

Althoughextantliteratureon peoplerelatedfactorsinfluencingemployee
knowledgesharingofferedvaluableinsightsone mp | 0 de@seissto share
knowledgethereareseveraimportantquestionsinansweredrirst, previousstudieson
antecedentsf employeeknowledgesharinghaverevealeda limited interestin the
effectsof teamdiversityandteamme mb emedgenstateqe.g.,teamidentification,
psychologicakafety)on knowledgesharingbehavior(Wang& Noe,2010).Forexample,
in their reviewof knowledgesharingliteraturepublishedsince1999throughearly 2008,
WangandNoe(2010)notedthatii o nalfew studieshaveinvestgateda smallnumber
of teamcharacteristicandprocesse relationto knowledges h a r (p. b1§)droma
theoreticaktandpointthelack of researclon teamcharacteristicendprocessesf
knowledgesharingis problematic sincetheoriespredictingi n d i v kndwledde s 6
sharingbehaviorsatthe organizationalevel of analysismaynot necessarilgxplainthe
samebehaviorgn awork teamsetting(Klein, Tosi, & Cannella,1999).

Secondalthoughcapitalizingon diversityin teamme mb experiénce
expertiseandperspectives a primaryreasorunderlyingthe pervasivepracticeof using

work teamsasafundamentaunit of organizationgKearney& Gebert,2009,van



Knippenbergetal., 2004),the effectsof teamdiversityon knowledgesharingarenot yet
fully understoodCurseu& Schruijer,2007).Paststudiesalsoshowedthatteam
diversityhaspositiveeffectsaswell asnegativeeffectson employeebehavioran work
teamg(e.g.,Jacksoretal., 2003;Van Knippenberg& Schippers2007;Williams &

00 R e i1998).FFqrexampleasCurseuandSchruijer(2007)statedfi iistgenerally
believedthatheterogeneougroupsaremorecreativeandreachbetterdecisionsyet
experiencenoredifficult groupinteractionprocessege.g.,suboptimalcommunication,
conflict, stereotypingthanhomogeneoug r o um E9@).Giventhefindingsthatthere
seemto benoreliableandgeneralizablenain effectsof teamdiversity, furtherresearch
Is neededo examinewhenandhow differencesamongteammembersitherbendit or
impedeemployeeknowledgesharingin work teams(Kearney& Gebert,2009;van
Knippenbergetal. 2004).

With respecto theunderlyingmechanismatermediatinghe effectsof team
diversityon employeeknowledgesharingteameffectivenesditerature hasindicated
thatteamemergenstatescognitive,motivational,andaffectivestatesof teamsmayplay
acritical rolein mediatingtheme mb entemdiondirectedtowardachieving
collectivegoals((Marks, Mathieu,& Zaccaro2001) Forexamplejn herstudyonteam
learning,Edmondsor{1999)showedhatpsychologicakafety,definedasfi aenseof
confidencehattheteamwill notembarrassieject,or punishsomeondor speakingu p 0
(p. 354),facilitatestheteamlearningbehaviorssuchasaskinga question seeking
feedbackreportinga mistake,or proposinganewidea.In addition,researchersuggest
thatteamidentificationmayhavea crucialrole in mitigatingthe negativeeffectsof

diversity(e.g.,intergroupbias;Williams & O 6 R e 19B8)rgsultingfrom social



categorizingorocesses(Hobman& Bordia,2006;Jehn& Bezrukova2010;Kearney,
Gebert,& Voelpel,2009).Building on thesestudieson teamemergenstatesit is
thereforereasonabléo proposehatthe degreeof teamidentificationandpsychological
safetyof membersnay mediatethe effectsof diversityon knowledgesharingin work
teams.Yet, few studieshavedirectly examinedhe mediatingeffectsof theseemergent
stateson knowledgesharingin work teams.

Lastly,teaml e a dbehavidishavebeenshownto affecttheinternaldynamics
of ateam,in particularinfluencingteamprocessandemergenstatesincluding
psychologicakafetyandteamidentification(Edmondson1999;Kaiser,Hogan,& Craig,
2008;Nembhard& Edmondson2006). Sinceteammembersasdemonstratety Tyler
andLind (1992),arehighly attunedo the behaviorof teamleadersandexaminetheir
actionsfor informationaboutwhatis expectecandacceptableén teaminteractionsFor
examplewhenteamleaderdakean authoritarianstanceandusetheir powerasameans
for advancingheir personainterestqe.g.,dominancegontrol,or prestige)feam
membersaremorelikely to feel thatvoluntaryactivitiessuchasaskingquestions,
expressinglifferentperspectivesanddiscussingerrorsin theteamis risky andunsafe
(McClelland,1975;Nembhard& Edmondson2006).In contrastwhenaleadershows
transformational team leadersHup usingtheir authorityandpowerasa meangor
pursuingcollectivegoalsandconcens,teammembersarelikely to feel greater
collectiveteamidentificationandpsychologicakafetyin theteamandin their
interactionswith eachother(Srivastavaetal., 2006) Yet, thereis little researchhat
examineghepossibleink betweerteaml e a deadershibehaviorandteamdiversity,

emergenstatesandemployeeknowledgesharing.Theinfluenceofe mp | oy e e s 6



perception®f theirl e a doehaviomnthelikelihood thatemployeewill share
knowledgeis animportanthithertounexaminedesearclarea.
Purposeof the Study and ResearchQuestions

The purposeof this studyis to advancehe currentunderstandingf knowledge
sharingin work teamsby examiningantecedentandunderlyingmechanisms
influencingthe extentto which teammembersharetheir knowledgewith oneanother
Specifically,this studyaimsto examinewhetherandhowteamme mb emesgént
statesnediatetherelationshipbetweerteamdiversityandemployeeknowledgesharing.
In addition,this studyseekdo investigatethe effectsof teamleadershipn the
relationshipbetweerteamdiversity,teamemergenstatesandknowledgesharing.In
sum,this studyaddressethefollowing researclguestion:

Under what conditions do employeeswithin awork team sharetheir

knowledgewith fellow team members?
In answeringhis question| examinethefollowing aspect®f thequestion:

Whatis therelationshipbetweerteamdiversityandknowledgesharingin work

teams?

Is therelationshipbetweerteamdiversityandemployeeknowledgesharng

influencedby emergenstatesof teammembers?

Is therelationshipbetweerteamdiversity emergenstates knowledge sharing

influencedby teamleaderbehaviors?
The hypotheses supporting these research questions are documented at the end of the

literature review.



Significanceof the Study

This studyis linked to existingresearctandfurtherattemptdo extendthe
literatureon knowledgesharing workplacediversity,teameffectivenessandteam
leadershipThestudyfindingswill offer theoreticalnd practicalinsightinto the micro-
socialprocessethatarethe foundationof knowledgesharingwhichis theheartof an
o r g an i abdity to leamngnsovate,andprosperFirstof all, theissueof facilitating
theknowledgesharingin work teamsmightbeoneof centralconcernsincea growing
bodyof researchasconsistentlyshownthatwork teamsplay a vital rolein
organizationalearningandinnovationasa collaborativework platform,andthe ability
to shareknowledgeis a key prerequisitan organizationalearningand performance
(Ardichvili, 2002; Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002; Egan, 2005; Horwitz, 2005; Knapp, 2010;
London & Sessa, 2006; McCarthy & Garavan, 2008; Senge, 199itherwords,
knowledgesharingin work teamss afundamentaperformancebehaviomecessaryor
achieving,sustainingor improvingorganizationaéffectivenessn arapidly changing
environmen{Edmondsoretal., 2007;Senge,1990).Understandinghe factorsthat
promoteor inhibit knowledgesharingin work teamstherefore js animportantresearch
agenddor scholarsaandpractitionersan HRD andKM (Ardichvili, 2002;London&
Sessa?2007;McCarthy& Garavan2008).

Secondthe presenstudyseekdo examinethe antecedentandunderlying
mechanismsaffectingthe extentof teamme mb &rmowldgdgesharing.In thedynamic,
globalenvironmentit is the positionof manyorganizationghatii d i v eantsibutesyp
anincreasedeservoirof experienceexpertiseknowledge perspectivesandskills that,

whentapped cancontributeto organizationaé x ¢ e | (Egan,20@5¢p. 207).



Althoughworkplacediversity canprovidetremendouspportunitiedor creativityand
innovationin organizatios, the challenge®f capitalizingon theseopportunitiesare
significant(vanKnippenbergetal., 2004).Oneof the mainchallengess how to
encouragéeammembergo work togetheito exchangediscussandintegratetheir
diverseperspectivesnduniqueideastowardcollectivecreativeresults(Ardichvili, Page,
& Wentling,2003;Egan 2005).By investigatingantecedentandunderlyingmechanism
influencingtherelationshipbetweerteamdiversityandknowledgesharing this study
highlightsthe necessityor HRD scholarsandpractitionergo investigatehe contextual
conditionsnecesary for teammembergo effectivelyengagen knowledgesharingand
therebyfully utilize diversesetof resourcedroughtinto theteamsby their members.

Third, the presenstudyemphasizetherelationshipbetweerorganizational
learningandknowledgesharingin work teams.n fact,asSong& Chermack(2008)
notesashift of learningcontextfrom individualsandcollectivesis oneof themain
concernsn theorganizationalearningliterature.In HRD andKM field, few studiesin
thepasthavetried to identify andexaminefactorsaffectingtheteamlearningfrom the
teameffectivenesf$ramework.Thus,the presenstudybringsa new perspectivento the
fields.

Lastly, knowledgemanagemenrtiasbeenconsideredsanimportant
organizationatevelopmen{OD) interventionintendedio improvework effectiveness
in knowledgeintensivesettings(Cross,Parker,Prusak& Borgatti, 2001).Up until now,
alargeamountof investmentasbeenmadebuilding informationandcommunication
infrastructuredatabasesnd organizationapoliciesto ensurecapturingof re-applicable

lessonsandwork experience¢Davenporttal., 1998).By examiningpeopleside
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factorsfacilitating knowledgemanagementhe presenstudyprovidescomplanentary
perspectivesbouthow to maxmize thereturnon technologicalnitiatives.
Definition of Key Terms

Thefollowing termsanddefinition will beusedin this study.A brief description
of eachtermis providedbelow,with anextendedeviewincludedin subsequent
chapters.
Work Teams

In this study,| drawon Kozlowskiandl | g €00@)somprehensiveefinition
of ateamasfi ( @9 or moreindividualswho (b) sociallyinteract(faceto-faceor,
increasinglyyirtually); (c) posses®neor morecommongoals;(d) arebroughttogether
to performorganizationallyrelevanttasks;(e) exhibitinterdependenciesith respecto
workflow, goals,andoutcomes(f) havedifferentrolesandresponsibilitiesand(g) are
togetherembeddedn anencompassingrganizationakystemwith boundariesand
linkagesto the broadersystemcontextandtaske nvi r o.M nt o

While severakesearcherge.g.,Guzzo& Dickson,1996)regardwork groups
andwork teamsasequivalentconcepts| qualify this definition for the purpose®f this
studyby treatingas a work teamonly thoseunitswith two or moreindividualswho
interactinterdependentlyo achievea commonobjectiveby performinga particular,
specifiedrole. This definition highlightsthe natureof realwork teams(Hackman 2011)
thatarecharacteredby oneor moretasksthattheyarecollectivelyresponsibldor, co-
operatiomandinteractionamongteammembersdifferentiatedmemberrolesand
responsibilitiesandthatoperatewithin anorganizationatontext.

Knowledge Sharing in Work Teams
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Drawing on previousstudieson knowledgesharing(Bartol, Liu, Zeng,& Wu,
2009;Srivastaveetal., 2006;Nonaka& Takeuchj 1995, knowledgesharingin work
teamss definedasteammemberésharingof taskrelateddata,information,experiences,
andexpertisewith eachother.Thus,knowledgesharingallowsintegratingpreviously
unconnecte#nowledge which constituteghe foundationfor the constructiorof new
knowledgeandfor innovation(Nahapiet& Ghoshal 1998).

Team Diversity

Work teamdiversityrefersto differencesbetweenndividualson anyattributes
whereindividualshavea perceptiorthatanothemersonis differentfrom the self
(Jackson1992;vanKnippenbergPe Dreu,& Homan,2004;Williams & O'Reilly,
1998).Thediversityattributesof interestmayreferto demographitvackgrounde.g.,
age,gendernationality),informationalbackgrounde.g.educationtenure functional
expertise)aswell aspowerandstatusin asocialhierarchy(Harrison & Klein, 2007)
Emergent States

Emergenstatescanbedefinedasii ¢ o g nmotivatioral,andaffectivestates
in teams. . . dynamicin natureandvary asfunctionof teamcontext,inputs,processes,
ando u t c o(kdegksedal.,2001,p. 357).Emergenstateghathavereceived
substantiatesearctocus in knowledgesharingandhavea significantrelevanceo this
studyincludeteamidentificationandpsychologicakafety. Teamidentificationrefersto
theteamme mb @ercepiiorof onenessvith or belongingnesto awork teamtheyare
working for (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Van derVegtandBundersor{2005)conceivedf
this constructasthe emotionalsignificancethatteammembersattachto their

membershipn ateam.Psychologicakafetyrefersto teamme mb éeligfisaboutbeing
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ableto discloseo n ssélf without excessiveoncernof negativeconsequences self-
image,statuspr career(Baer,& Frese2003; Kahn, 1990).
Team Leadership

Teamleadershigoncerngrimarily i t imflrenceof aleaderwhois
responsibldor, andhasauthorityfor, thet e amé s f o r (Mathiecetabd., 2008,p.
449).1n light of functionalperspectivef leadershigHackman& Walton,1986;Lord,
1977),previousresearcthasfocusedonidentifyingteaml e a deadershifbehaviors
thataremoreconduciveto stimulde me mb evitlirsydessto shareknowledge
Transformationaleaderships theteamleaderbehaviorthatmanyprior studieshave
focusedKearney& Gebert,2009;Srivastaveet al.,2006;Xue, Bradley,& Liang, 2011
Zhang& Peterson2011).In areviewof leadershipesearchPodsakoffMacKenzie,
MoormanandFetter(1990)identified six key classe®f transformationaleadership
behaviors(a) articulatingavision, (b) providinganappropriatenodel(e.g.,leadingby
example)(c) fosteringtheacceptancef groupgoals,(d) havinghigh performance
expectations(f) providingindividualizedsupportand(g) providingintellectual
stimulation.

Summary and Overview of Remaining Chapters

Knowledgesharingin work teamsrefersto teammembersharingtaskrelevant
information,experiencesandperspectivesvith eachother.As organizationfravemade
increasediseof work teamsasfundamentalnits of organizationaktructure oneof the
mainchallengess howto encouragéeammembergo exchangeheir diverse
information,experiencesandexpertiseowardcollectiveresults(Ardichvili, Page &

Wentling,2003;Egan,2005).Accordingly,an importantquestionto answelis under
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whatconditionmembersn awork teamsharetheir knowledgewith fellow team
membersThis studyseekgo answelthis questionby investigatingghe underlying
mechanismandcontextualconditionsthat arenecessaryor teammemberdo
effectivelyengagen knowledgesharing andtherebyfully utilize diverseses of
resourcedroughtinto theteamsby theirmembers.

Following thisintroduction,Chapter2 presentsa comprehensiveeviewof the
relevantliteratureon the constructexaminedn this study.Additionally, this chapter
will moreexplicitly drawtogetherpreviouslyoutlinedeviderceto build anargumentor
specifichypothesesChapter3 providesan explanatiorof the proceduresindmethods
usedin this studyandChapter presentsheresultsof the dataanalysis Chapters
discusseshefindings presentedn the previouschapterandalsoprovidestheoreticaland

practicalimplicationsof thefindings, limitations,andfutureresearchdirections.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The purposeof this chapteris to providea summaryof researctandtheory
relatedto the presenstudy.Thefirst sectionof the chaptereviewsthetheoretical
perspective of knowledgesharingin work teamsandpresentsts effectson team
performanceThe secondsectionoutlinesdifferent perspectivesn work teamdiversity
andtheexiting literatureon the effectsof work teamdiversityon knowledgesharing A
discussioron theliteratureof emergent states (i.¢gamidentification,psychological
safety, andteamleadershigollows. Theliteraturereviewconcludeswith aresearch
modelandtheformulated hypothesesor this study.

Knowledge Sharing within Work Teams

Knowledge exists at multiple levels within organizations: individual, team,
departmental, divisional, and organizational (De Long & Fahey, 2000). Thus, knowledge
sharing may occur at thes#ferent levels (Ipe, 2003 he present study seeks to
understand the employee knowledge sharing behaviors waithatk team setting,
which requires a different frame of reference comparing with those beheniloirs an
individual or organizational sétg. In the following sectiopa conceptual clarification
about knowledge sharing within teamgrovided with key findings of eeview of
extant literaturen nature of knowledge, knowledge sharingrganizationsandthe
effects of knowledge sharingnéeam effectiveness ametrformance
Nature of Knowledge

Thetermfii k n o w | issadlifficlb conceptto defineandmeasureandmeans

differentthingsto differentresearcherandpractitionergDavenport& Prusak,1998;
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Ipe, 2003).However knowledges generallydistinguishedrom dataandinformation
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998Researchergroposedhatdataandinformationarerelated
to knowledgebut arenot the sameasknowledge(Davenpori& Prusak,1998;Nonaka&
Takeuchi,1995).At the simplestform, datarepresenfi o b s e r or faatsouvoh s
context,andthereforenotdirectlyme a n i f{Zgadk,a999p. 46). Informationis
organizedandanalyzeddatain away thatis relevantandmeaningfulto a particular
recipient.For exampleasurveymayyield databutit is the analysisof the datain the
form of areportor graphsthatprovidesinformation(Roberts 2000).
Althoughtheterms informationandknowledge areoftenused
interchangeablymnany researcheedsosuggest thathereis a cleardistinction between
thetwo. For exampleMarshall(1997)arguedthatinformationbecomeknowledge
whenanindividual reads understandsnterpretsandappliesinformationto a specific
work situation.Nonaka(1994)offeredsomefurtherdistinctionsproposng i i short,
informationis aflow of messagesvhile knowledgeis createcandorganizedoy thevery
flow of information,anchorednthecommitmentandbeliefsofitsh o | dpel5)oTo
extendthe previousexampleof therelationshipbetweersurveydataandinformation,
knowledges generatedvhenthe patternsof the graphicalinformationgeneratedrom
surveydataaresubsequentlinterpretecandrelatedto the underlyingphenomena.
Thereforewhile informationis organizeddata,knowledgeisii i n f @mgwvent i
meaningoy knowledgeable g e r{Rleskd997,p. 384),which providesii &ramework
for evaluatingandincorporatingnewexperienceandi n f o r naadofierorefedsto
experienceheuristicsjntuitions,andinsights(Davenpor& Prusak]1998,p. 5).

Knowledge also generally characterized on various dimensions such as
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articulability (i.e., tacit and explicit), complexity, and teachab{lidavenport & Prusak,
1998, p. 5)With respect to sharing knowledge in organizations, the articulability has
received most attention. Polanyi 6s el abora
individual knowledge (Polanyi, 1966) has been particularly influential in HRD and KM
studies (Ipe, 2003) as well as management and organizational studies (Da&enport
Prusak, 1998Explicit knowledgerefersto knowledgethathasbeenarticulatedand
codifiedusingsomeformal systematic language symbols(Choo,1998).According
Choo (1998, explicit knowledgeexistsindependentlyrom theindividual human beings
in theform of eitherobjectbaseknowledgesuchasproducts patentsandsoftware
code,or rule-basedknowledgesuchasroutinesor operatingorocedureslt is generally
believedthatthe morecodified somethingoecomesthe easierit is to distributewithout
lossof meaning or detail@Boisot,2002;Cho0,1998;Nonaka& Takeuchi,1995).Tacit
knowledge pntheotherhand,is personabhndembodied Nonaka,1994;Polanyi,1966),
which makesits codification(formalization)anddisseminatiorvery difficult (Nonaka,
1994).Polanyi(1966)explainedthis by statingfi w@nknow morethanwecant e (pl 0
4). Choo(2000)proposedhattacitknowledgemaybe,ii r e v ¢éhligleridh modesof
discoursdhatincludethe useof analogiesmetaphoror models,andthroughthe
communakharingofs t o r(p. 3®6). n thework teamcontext,the knowledgethat
membershareformally or informally is relevantto tasksperformedandit could be both
explicit (e.g.,salesdata,marketinformation)andtacit (e.g.,expertise perspectives)
(Bunderson2003;Srivastaveetal., 2006).

Knowledge Sharing in Organizations

A reviewof existingliteraturerevealsfour researclstreamsn knowledgethe collective
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knowledge of employees as a potential source of competitive advahtagesn
organization, as presented in Table 1. The first stream of research has examined the
movement of knowledge across individuals within an organization (individual sharing in
organizations; e.g., Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006; Collins, & S&086). Studies

in this stream have focused on how to exploit and capitalize on explicit and tacit
knowledgebased resources that already exist within the organization (Davenport &
Prusak, 1998). In this research stream, knowledge sharing has been ragarged
fundamental means through which creating and leveraging (Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado,
2006; Collins, & Smith, 2006; Wang & Noe, 2010). Research suggests that knowledge
sharing in organizations leads a number of positive results including reducthgpon
costs, enhancing organizationds innovative
revenues from new products (e.g., Collins & Smith, 2006; Cummings, 2004; Hansen,
2002; MesmeMagnus & DeChurch, 2009).

In the second stream of research, resear¢thersy e st udi ed i ndi vi dt
taskrelevant ideas, information, and suggestions with others in work teams setting.
Researchers in this research stream have focused on how work groups take advantage of
the perspectives, talents, and ideas of diffemegibers (Cummings, 2004) and create a
common understanding about their team context through sharing knowledge internally
(Hackman, 2002). In this research stream, knowledge sharing is regarded as a behavioral
aspect of team performance that is relevaaictieving outcomes that are the
consequences or results of this behavior (Beal, Cohen, Burke,& McLendon, 2003).
Previous research has shown that knowledge sharing between team members plays a

fundamental role in creating a common understanding, thereblirepbetter



Tablel

Four Researctstream®o©n KnowledgeSharingin Organizations

Stream

Researchrocus

ExpectedOutcomesof
KnowledgeSharing

Studies

Individual sharing
in organizations

Individual sharing
in work teams

Inter-unitssharingin
organizations

Inter-organizations
sharing

Movementof knowledgeacross
individual who createyecognize,
archie, accessandapply

knowledgein carryingouttheir tasks

within anorganization.

Teammembersharingof task
relevantideas,nformation,and
suggestionsvith eachother.

Knowledgesharingamong
organizationalnits (e.g.,teams,
businessnits)

Sharingmanagemeryractices,

technologybusinessnodelbetween

organizations.

Creatingandleveraginghe
collectiveknowledgeof
employeessa potentialsource
of competitiveadvantage

Creationof common
understandingherebyenabling
bettercoordinationamongteam
members

Makedecisionsandtakeactions
thatappropriatelyaddresshe
rangeof relevantfactors

Learnfrom eachotherandbenefit
from newknowledgedeveloped
by otherunit (e.g.,best
practices)

Createcrediblecommitmentsot
to exploit customersand
suppliers

Developnewtechnologyand
market

CabreraCollins, &
Salgadq2006).

Collins, & Smith(2006)

Davenport & Prusak
(1998)

Bundersor& Sutcliffe
(2002).

SrivastavaBartol, &
Locke (2006)

HansenMors & Lovas
(2005).
Tsai,W. P.(2002)

McEuvily, Das,&
McCabe,2000)
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coordinatioramongteammembersandmakingbetterdecisionghatappropriately
addressherangeof relevantfactors(eg., Bundersor& Sutcliffe,2002;Srivastaveet al.,
2006).Building onthis streamof researchpresenstudyfocusesonindividual team
me mb sharsngknowledgewith othersin work teamssetting.

Thethird streamof researchasinvestigatedhe knowledye movementcross
units(i.e., betweenwork teamsdepartmentspr divisions).In thisresearclstream,
researchersaveexaminechow anorganizationalinit gainsusefulknowledge(e.g.,best
practices)from otherunitsto enhancets innovationandperfaomance(e.g.,Hansen,
Mors & Lovas,2005;Tsai,2002).Researcthasshownthatknowledgesharingbetween
businessnits providesmutuallearningandcollaborationopportunitieghatfacilitate the
integrationof existingknowledgeandleadthe creationof newknowledge(e.g.,Kogut
& Zander,1992;Tsai& Ghoshal 1998).

Thelaststreamof researchn knowledgesharingexamineghetransferring
knowledgebetweerorganizationsTransferringknowledgebetweerorganizationrings
morecomplexitybecausef the multidimensionahatureof the organizational cultures,
processes, and boundariegolved (McEvily, Das,& McCabe,2000).0Organizations
exchangingnowledgewith eachothercansimultaneouslye suppliers, competitors,
andcustomergor eachother,which increasesnanyproblemsjncludingleakageof
intellectualpropertiesanderosionof competitiveadvantages the market(Easterby
Smith,Lyles, & Tsang,2008).Pastresearclsuggestshoweverthatwhenorganizations
understandhe knowledgetransferprocessandthe variableshataffectit, the
or g an i capabilitiesqrarsbéenhancedandtherebyincreasedknowledgesharing

contributedotheo r g a n i peddrmancersd/@rinnovativenesg¢EasterbySmithet
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al.,2008).

As far as specific employdxehaviors of kowledgesharingwithin work teams
are concerned, r@view of existingliteratureon thetaxonomyof knowledge
managemergystemge.g.,Bartol etal., 2009;Earl,2001;Nonaka& Takeuchj1995
revealsthreemajortypesof behaviordor individualsto sharetheir knowledgein work
teamsaspresentedn Table2: provision,socialization andexternalizationThefirst
type of knowledgesharingbehavioris provisionin which teammemberdransmittask
relevantdataandinformation.This behavor of sharingcanhapperthroughwritten or
verbalcommunicatior{Chen,2011;Bock, Zmud,Kim, & Lee,2005 Cummings2004;

Bartol etal., 2009).Team members also keep others informed of the emerging
developments that may increase their work effective(Bartol et al., 2009).

The second type of knowledge sharing behavior is socialization in which team
members share their knelmow or expertise by directly working with team members
through helping, advising, and-emorking in a common task (Faraj & Spro000;

Bartol et al., 2009; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). In their conceptualization of tacit
knowledge sharing, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) suggested that the recipient could gain
tacit knowledge from the source through personal interactions between iadByidu
observation, and apprenticeship. The socializing behavior could take place within teams
through team membersdé behaviors of sharing
to resolve work team problems by giving advice others in the team whosefiartk
could benefit from their expertise (Bartol et al., 2009).
The last behavior of knowledge sharing is externalization wherein individuals

within a work team communicate about their kab@w and expertise by articulating
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Table2

Behaviorsof Knowledge Sharingin Work Teams

Behaviors Description Examples Studies
Provision Transmittinganddistributing Employeegassalonginformationthat Chen(2011)
taskrelevantdataand maybehelpfulto thework of theteam. Bock, Zmud,Kim, & Lee
informationthroughwritten Employeekeepothersinformedof (2005)
or verbalcommunication emergingdevelopmentshatmay Cummings(2004)
increasaheir work effectiveness. Bartol etal. (2009)
Socialization Sharingknow-how or Employeegeadilysharehis/herexpertise Faraj& Sproull (2000)
expertiseby directly to helpotherteammemberdo resolve  Bartol etal. (2009)
working with team work teamproblems. Nonaka& Takeuchi(1995)
memberghrough Employeeswillingly give adviceto
observationimitation, and othersin theteamwhosework efforts
practice couldbenefitfrom his/herexpertise.
Externalization Sharingknow-how or Employeeoffer innovativeideasor Bartol etal. (2009)
expertiseby articulating work processe his/her areaof Nonaka& Takeuchi(1995)
andcommunicating expertisghatcanbenefittheg r o u p
throughconceptsmodels, work.
or stories Employeedrequentlysharehis/her
expertiseby makingsuggestionghat
benefitthework team.

Note.Adaptedandmodifiedfrom fi S o @jiclmhgeandknowledgesharingamongknowledgeworkers:The moderatingole of
perceivedobs e ¢ u By Banol, Ko M., Liu, W., Zeng,X., & Wu, K. (2009).Managemenand OrganizationReview 5(2), 223-240.
And i Adynamictheoryof organizationaknowledgec r e a By Nobmakag. (1994).Organizationscienceb(1), 14-37.
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their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge (Bartol et al., 2009; Earl, 2001; Nonaka
& Takeuchj 1995).Nonaka(1994,p. 20) suggestedhatii t @xeernalizatiormodeis
triggeredby successiveoundsof meaningfuldialogue.In this dialogue the
sophisticatediseof metaphorganbeusedto enableteammemberdo articulatetheir
own perspectivesandtherebyrevealhiddentacit knowledgethatis otherwisehardto
c 0 mmu n ilncaavorleteamsetting,this mayhapperthroughteamme mb er s 6
behaviorof offering innovativeideasor work processem their areaof expertisehat
canbenefittheworkt e a pedasmanceor sharingtheir expertisdoy making
suggestionshatbenefitthework team.
Theseknowledgesharingbehaviorsareconsistentwith HansenNohria,and
Ti er (1899)argumenthatorganization@mphasizeithera codificationstrategy
(i.e., knowledges carefullydocumente@ndstoredin computersystem)or a
personalizatiorstrategy(i.e., knowledges closelytied to the personwho create it and
sharedmainly directpersonatontact)for knowledgesharingin organizationsin the
classificationof knowledgesharingbehaviorsdescribedefore, whereaghe provisionof
explicit dataandinformationwould fall underthe codificationstrategythe othertwo
mechanismsarevariantsof the personalizatiorstrategylt is important to note thahese
knowledgesharingbehaviorsaarenot mutually exclusive(Nonaka &Takeuchj 1995)
Eventhoughwork teamsmayemphasize@neoverthe other,all of thesebehaviorsare
importantfor theteamsn tappingindividual knowledgefor collectiveuse(Bartol et al.,
2009)
Work Teams

There are number of definitions of work groups and teémtkis study,| draw
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onKozlowskiandl | g €808 somprehensiveefinition of ateamasii ( &g or
moreindividualswho (b) sociallyinteract(faceto-faceor, increasinglyyvirtually); (c)
possessneor morecommongoals;(d) arebroughttogetherto performorganizatonally
relevanttasks;(e) exhibitinterdependenciesith respecto workflow, goals,and
outcomes(f) havedifferentrolesandresponsibilitiesand(g) aretogetherembeddedn
anencompassingrganizationasystemwith boundariesindlinkagesto the broader
systemcontextandtaske n v i r o (p.7®¢Imualfy this definition for the purposeof
this studyby treatingasa teamonly thoseunitswith two or moreindividualswho
interactinterdependentlyo achievea commonobjective.This definition highlightsthe
natureof realwork teams(Hackman2011)thatarecharacterizedby oneor moretasks
thattheyarecollectivelyresponsibldor, co-operationandinteractionamongteam
membersdifferentiatedmemberrolesandresponsibilitiesandthatoperae within an
organizationatontext.

When it comes to the effects of knowledge sharing on team effectiveness,
researcthasshownthatknowledgesharingleadsto betterteamperformancéecaus®f
its beneficialeffecton the developmenof sharedeammertal modelandteam
transactivanemory,andtherebyenablingbetterteamcoordinatioramongteam
membergMesmerMagnus& DeChurch2009;Srivastavaetal., 2006;van Ginkel &
vanKnippenberg2008).Sharedeammentalmodelrefersto anorganized
understadingamongteammembersabouttheirt e a taskenvironmen{Klimoski &
Mohammed,1994;Mathieuetal., 2008).Kozlowskiandllgen (2006, p. 83) statedthat
i t toeceptof amentalmodeldevelopedn the humanfactorsliteratureasanexpert's

cognitiverepresentatioof a systenthatcould be usedfor predictingsystemstatesand
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for generatingnferencesaboutsystemb e havi or . 0

Suchcommonunderstandin@boutthe teamenvironmenhelpsteammembers
to anticipateotherme mb @eedsaihdactionsandtherebyto coordinateheir behaviors
(Kozlowski & llgen, 2006).Accordingto OkhuyserandWaller (2002),if members
sharediscussandintegrateknowledgeovertime, they candevelopanability to capture
andelaborate&knowledgein patternsor blocksratherthandiscreteunits. Thus,
knowledgesharingovertime canleadto thedevelopmenbffi c o | liencttuivtei o n o
(Isenberg1988).Throughthis knowledgesharing theteamdevelopssharedeam
mentalmodelsthatallow team member® be on the samepagewhile performing team
tasks and achievingigherteamperformancgMathieu,Heffner, Goodwin,Salas&
CannonrBowers,2000).

Knowledgesharingcanalsoenablethe coordinatioramongteammembers
throughthe developmenbf transactivanemory,whichis definedasthe common
understandingf who knowswhatwithin ateam(Wegner,1986).Wegner(1986)argued
thatwheneachteammemberhrave a basic under sareasofii ng of
expertisetheteamcandrawon thefull knowledgedistributedacrosseammemters.
Theformationof transactivenemoryinvolvesthetrackingandupdatingaboutother
me mb emnigseknowledgeandexpertisevia communicatiorandknowledgesharing.
(Mohammed& Dumville, 2001;Wegner1986,1995).With the developmenof
transactiveanenory, coordinations likely to improvebecausevorkerscananticipate
eacho t h beha¥ier(Wittenbaum Stasser& Merry, 1996).In summaryknowledge

sharingcanhelpteammembersuild shareccommonunderstandingndcollective
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knowledgebaseasa form of teammentalmodelandtransactivenemory,andthereby
facilitating effectiveteamcoordinatiorandperformancéKozlowski & ligen, 2006).
Work Team Diversity

Work teamdiversityrefersto differenceshetweenndividualson anyattributes
whereindividuds havea perceptiorthatanothempersons differentfrom theself (van
Knippenberget al.,2004;Williams & O'Reilly, 1998).Thediversityattributesof interest
mayreferto demographicharacteristic¢e.g.,age,gendernationality),informational
chaacteristicqde.g.educationtenure functionalexpertise)aswell aspowerandstatus
in asocialhierarchy.

Team Diversity Research.

Prior researclton teamdiversityhasshownthatdifferencesn teamme mb er s 0
attributescanberelatedto teamprocessesandperformancéoth positivelyand
negatively(e.g.,vanKnippenbergetal., 2004;Williams & O 6 R e 199§. Reyviewsof
literature(Harrison& Klein, 2007;Roberg& vanDick, 2010)aswell asmetaanalyses
(Bell, Villado, Lukasic,Belau,& Briggs,2011;Webber& Donahue2001),couldnot
establishconsistentnain effectsof diversityonteamprocesseandperformance.

Thenotionthatteamdiversityimprovesteamperformances baseddn the
information/decisiormakingperspectivéHinsz, Tindale,& Vollrath, 1997;Williams &
O 0 R e 1998, which suggestshatdiversityin highly job-relatedattributeg(e.g.,
educational and functional backgroumdnserveasindicatorsof enrichingthe supply
of taskrelatedresourcesAccordingto theinformationtecisioamakingperspective,
heterogeneougamsmaybemoresuccessfuthanhomogeneouteamsbecausehe

formerteamscandrawon a broadertaskrelevantknowledgeandperspectivedn other
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words,informationaldiversity givesdiverseteamsan expandegool of resourceshat
leadii t gr@uplevel exchangeprocessingandintegrationof diverseinformationand
p er s p e(Kaameys&e Gebert2009,p. 78).

Ontheotherhand,severatheoriesandstudiessuggesthatdiversityin lessjob-
relatedattribuessuchasdemographicsyork values,or socialstatuscanleadto
decreasedollaborationcommunicationandcohesioramongteammembersand
ultimately,decreaseteamprocesseandperformancégMilliken & Martins,1996).For
examplethesimilarityi atractiontheory(Byrne,1971)suggestshathomogeneous
teams could be more effective than diverse teams because team membgmilaith
characteristics or background are more likely to develop a mutual attraction. This mutual
attraction can result in me productive team interpersonal dynamics, sucdnasoth
coordination andrequentcommunication, thereby leading homogeneous teams to
outperform diverse teams (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992).

Similarly, social categorization perspecti{eajfel & Turner,1986 Williams &
O 0 R e 19989)syggestshatii d i f f areusedasabasisfor categorizingselfand
othersinto groupswith ensuingcategorizationslistinguishingoetweern n eo@rsin-
groupandoneor moreout-g r o u\\yarsKaippenberg& Schippers,2007)his social
categorizatiorprocessin turn,leadsmoreliking andtrusting,andfavoringingroup
memberoveroutgroupmembergi.e., intergroupbiasesBrewer,1979, andresultsin
increasecatonflictsanddecreasedommunicatiorbetween irgroup and otigroupteam
membergDiTomaso,Post,& ParksYancy,2007).As such,teammemberswith similar
characteristicsasopposedo differing characteristicamaybe moreattractedo andmay

collaboratemorewith oneanotherwhichimpliesthathomogeneoutgans should
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exceedliverseteamg(Harrison& Klein, 2007).

While the notionthatthe effectsof teamdiversityaredependentn the
characteristics deammemberdi.e., highly job-relatedvs. lessjob-related)seems
sound thereis insufficientempiricalsupportfor this proposition(van Knippenberg &
Schippers, 20075o0mestudies(e.g., Jehn et al., 199Faveprovided supporting
findingsfor this propositionwhereaothers(Simons& Peterson2000;Webber&
Donahue2001)haveshowedhatneitherdiversty on highly job-relatedcharacteristics
nor diversityonless jobrelatedattributescould be consistentlylinked to team processes
andperformanceFacingsuchinconsistent resulisesearcherBavebegunto searchor
mediatorsor moderatorge.g.,Kearney& Gebert,2009. In addition,HarrisonandKlein
(2007)arguedthatii t Yeeyconstruciof diversityrequirescloserexaminatiorand
refinement andesearchmustbe conductedn conjunctionwith amorenuanced
approacho diversityo (p. 1199).

Concepualization of TeamDiversity.

HarrisonandKlein (2007)proposed setof diversity constructonsistingof
A t htr teie sughasseparationyariety,anddisparity,which varyin termsof their
substancepattern,andoperationalizatiorand,andtheir consequence3.able3 showsa
summaryof threetypesof teamdiversity.

Separation Separatiorasatype of teamdiversityrefersto differencedsn
positionor opinionamongteammembersandrepresentslisagreemendr oppositionin
work-relatedattitudesregardinggeamgoalsanddirections(Harrison & Klein, 2007).
With separationaccording to Harrison and Klein (200d)yersity effectsarethoughtto

besymmetricaljn thatsimilarity on a diversity characteristiés oftenexpectedo be
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favorablewhetherall membersarehigh onthis characteristior all membersarelow. On
thebasisof the similarity andattractionperspectivéByrne,1971),socialidentity and
self-categorizatiorperspectivéTajfel & Turner,1986),researchersonceptualizing
teamdiversityasseparatiorhypothesizeéhatgreatersimilarity yieldshigherlevelsof
collaborationtrust,andintegration.For example McGrath,Berdahl,andArrow (1995,
p. 25) statedthatdiversityin work valuesmayinfluence6 6 tevekof attractionand
respeceamongmemberseaseof communicationanddegreeof overtconflictin the
g r o WweghnandhercolleaguegJehn,Chadwick,& Thatcher1997;Jehn& Mannix,
2001)alsodemonstratethatdiversityin valuesleadsto tensionandconflict andthus
poor coordinationwithin ateam

Variety. Varietyreferstoi d i f f enkiedorcaegoryprimarily of
information,knowledge or experiencemongunitme mb gHagigon& Klein, 2007,
p.1200).In this conceptualizatioof teamdiversity,teammembersredifferent
qualitativelyon categoricalliversity attributes suchasfunctionalbackgroundgontentof
educationwhich hasno high or low value.Researcherdefiningteamdiversityas
variety positthatgreatewariety potentiallytranslatesnto greder breadthanddepthof
informationpotentiallyavailableto theteamthatcanbeleveragedo improveplanning
anddecisionmaking,andto stimulateinnovation(Harrison& Klein, 2007).This
propositionis directly relatedto the primaryreasorfor the existenceof teamsn
organizationswhichis to integratethe distributedexpertiseandexperiencef individual
membersnto relevantandactionablecollectiveknowledge(Cohen& Bailey, 1997).
However,as discussed earlier, research has shown that bengéise variety

represented by team membersd distinct

nf o
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Conceptualizatiorf TeamDiversity
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Diversity Type

Meaning/ Synonyms Attribute Examples

PredictedOutcomes

Foundational
Theories

Separation
(onattributeS)

Variety
(onattributeV)

Disparity (on
attributeD)

Compositionof differencesn Attitudes,values,and
positionor opinionamong opinions,especially
unit membersprimarily of regardingieamgoals
value,belief, or attitude; anddirections

Disagreementr opposition

Compositionof differencesn Contentexpertise,
kind, source pr categoryof functional

relevantknowledgeor background,
experiencamongunit nonredundanetwork
members; ties,industry

Uniqueor distinctive experience
information

Compositionof (vertical) Pay,income prestige,
differencesn proportionof statusdecision
sociallyvaluedassetor makingauthority,
resource$ieldamongunit socialpower
members;

Inequalityor relative
concentration

Reduced:ohesiveness,

more interpersonal
conflict, distrust,
decreasethsk
performance

Greatercreativity,

innovation,higher
decisionquality, more
taskconflict, increased
unit flexibility;
knowledgesharing.
teamlearning

More within-unit

competition resentful
deviancereduced
memberinput,
withdrawal

Similarity attraction;
social
categorization

Information
processingtaw of
requisitevariety;
variation,selection,
andretention(VSR)

Distributive
(in)justiceand
(in)equity; status
hierarchy;
tournamentsocial
stratificaion

Note. Adapted and modified from i Wh athe dgference?Diversity constructsas separation,variety, or disparity in
or gani ZBgHarrisonB. A.0& Klein, K. J.(2007).Academyf ManagemenReview32(4), 11991228.
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because of separation adidparity resulting from the sangéversity attributegHarrison
& Klein, 2007).

Disparity . Disparityexists when inequality or relative concentration among
teammembers in terms of socially valued or desired resource (e.g., power, status, and
prestige) ipresenin awork team(Harrison& Klein, 2007).With disparity,diversity
effectsarethoughtto be asymmetricain contrastto the symmetricaleffectsof
separatiordiversity, becauselisparitydescribesherelativedistributionof avalued
assebr resource(Harrison& Klein, 2007).The construciof disparitysharesubstantive
similaritieswith the conceptof grouppowerdistanceorientation(e.g.,Yang,
Mossholder& Peng,2007),represents n d i v atwibhuteshbowthe powerand
authoritydifferencedn workteamsin Ho f s t (£980gp065) study,the constructof
powerdistancecapturesi p e r ¢ efthtes 0 p s rstyleof décsionmakingandof
c ol | efeagtodisagéeeniths u p e raithe masonor societallevel. In later
applicaton, researcherasedthis constructexaminingthe effectsof powerandauthority
differencesoni n d i v atitudeahdpeéceptiomatwork groupsandteamdevel (e.g.,
Yang,etal.,2007).

Researcherdefiningteamdiversityasdisparitypositthatdifferencesn power
andstatusamongteammembersnayhavedifferentialimpactson the patternsof
interactionandcommunicationinfluenceattemptsandresourcellocationof alow
powervs. high powermembergKeltner,Gruenfeld,& Anderson2003) For lower
powermemberdisparityis commonlyviewedasfosteringbehaviorainhibition in the
form self-censoringjn beingpassiveor silentanduninvolvedin teammeetingsecause

of their concernsf threatandpunishmenfrom high powermembergEisenhard&
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Bourgeois,1988;Keltneretal., 2003; Tucker& Edmondson2003).In contrastfor high
powerteammembershigh statusseammembersaremorelikely to be seenasinfluential,
and,thereforeto be givenmoreopportunitiego participatein teamdiscussios (Bales,
1950;Ridgeway,1982. Theyarealsomorelikely to haveothermembersaaddresshem
moreoftenrelativeto low statusmembersandhavetheirideasevaluatednore
favorably(Berger,Rosenholtz& Zelditch,1980).

In addition,the knowledgeandideasof high statusmemberss likely to be
attendedo, positivelyviewed,andintegratedo a greaterdegreeby teammembers
relativeto thosesharedoy low statusmembergRidgeway,1982). As aresult,high
statusindividualsarelikely to dominatemeetingsandconversationsandlow status
individualsmaybe unableto voicetheir knowledgeandideas As Keltner, Gruenfeld,
andAndersonsummarizefl H i gpwerindividualstalk more,interruptmore,aremore
likely to speakout of turn,andaremoredirective of o t h ®erbal@ntributionsthanare
lower-poweri n d i v i(2603,p. R73)0T 0 the extentthatthe statudifferentialsare
steepthesediscrepancies the opportunityfor inputsarelarge(Keltneretal., 2003).In
theteamdiversityliterature,asHarrisonandKlein (2007,p. 1206)notedfic onc e pt u a l
andempiricaltreatmentf diversityasseparatioror asvarietyarerelativelycommon.
Treatment®f diversityasdisparityaren o tCongistentvith teamdiversityresearctihat
callsfor more researcltaddressinglisparityasteamdiversity, the presenstudyfocuses
onthedisparityasafocal variable, which arethe mostrelevantto this studyof
knowledgesharingin the SouthKoreancontext.

PerceivedTeam Diversity

Perceivedeamdiversitycapturesne mb éeliesfsaboutdiversitywithin their
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team(HentschelShemlaWegge & Kearney,2013),which canbe assessely asking
individualshow they perceivediversityvariables to be exhibitedwithin their team
(Dooley, Fryxell, & Judge 2000;Harrisonetal., 1998;Harrisonetal., 2002;Jehnetal.,
1999;Miller, Burke,& Glick, 1998;Turban& Jones1988).It is distinctfrom actual
teamdiversity,whichis usuallyoperationalizeégsa compositionabistributionof
diversityattributesusingsuchnumericalindicesasstandardieviation,Euclidean
distanceandcoefficientof variance(e.g.,Harrison& Klein, 2007).While most
diversityresearchasfocusedon actualteamdiversity (Hentschektal., 2013;van
Knippenberg& Schippers2007),astreamof researcthasshownthati ndi vi dual s 6
perception®f their socialenvironmentavestrongermoredirectinfluenceson
behaviorthandoesthe actualenvironmenitself (e.g.,Eisenbergerduntington,
Hutchison,& Sowa,1986;Krackhardt,1990).In thatsenseasnotedby Harrisonand
Klein (2007,p. 1216),ii p e r cdeversityavithin ateammayhaveunigueandmore
proximalexplanatorypowerthanactualteamd i ver si ty. 0
Moreover,theimportanceof perceivediversity hasthusbeendocumentedboth
theoreticallyandempirically (Hentschektal., 2013).In particular,asdiscussedbove,
thesocialcategorizatiorperspectivestateghatpeoplecategorizeahemselvesndothers
into in-groupsandout-groupshasedn perceivedsimilaritiesanddifferences (Tajfel &
Turner,1986;Williams & O 6 R e 1999. $eyeraktudieshaveacknowledgedhe
importanceof measuringsuchperceptionsattheindividual level. For example,Turban
andJoneg1988)showedthatthe perceptiorof attitudinalsimilarity between
supervisor@ndsubordinatesandnot somuchattitudinalsimilarity itself, waspositively

relatedtos u b o r dgatisfactioamerdormanceatings,andpayratings.In another
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study,employeeperception®f diversity at the seniormanagemerandnon-manager
levelswerestronglyrelatedto overallperformancgAllen, Dawson Wheatley,& White,
2008).At theteamlevel, severaresearcheravefoundthatactualdiversityin work
teamshasonly anindirectinfluenceon teamoutcomesan effectmediatedoy
perception®f diversity (Harrisonetal., 2002;Ries,Diestel, Wegge, & Schmidt,2010).
Consistentvith thisline of reasoningandresearchin the presenstudy,| focuson
perceivedliversity.
Emergent States

Emergenstatescanbedefinedasii ¢ o ge)motivational,andaffectivestates
of teams. . . dynamicin natureandvary asfunctionof teamcontext,inputs,processes,
ando u t c o(kdegksedal.,2001,p. 357).Emergenstateghathavereceived
substantiatesearctiocusin knowledgesharingandhavea significantrelevanceo this
studyincludeteamidentificationandpsychologicakafety.
Team Identification

Teamidentificationrefersto theteamme mb @ercepiiorof onenessvith or
belongingnest awork teamtheyareworking for (Ashforth & Mael,1989).Thesocial
identity perspectiveof groupprocesseandintergrouprelationsprovidesatheoretical
foundationfor explainingthe effectsof teamidentificationon knowledgesharingin
work teamsAccordingto socialidentity perspectivée.g.,Ashforth& Mael, 1989;
Tajfel, 1982, 0 n eséifsdentityis derivednotonly from o n esdlisntuniquepersonal
characteristichut alsofrom collectiveattributesof a grouptheybelongto. Whenateam
membeilperceiveghe collectiveattributesof ateamassalient,central,andenduring the

personis morelike to incorporateheteamattributesinto his/herseltconceptand
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therebydevelopa high level of teamidentification(Ashforth& Mael, 1989;Dutton,
Dukerich,& Harquail,1994).

Thesocid identity perspectivdurthersuggestshatthe morepeopledefinethe
selfin termsof theteamattributesthe moreindividualssubsumehet e a amisand
goalsastheirown (Ashforth& Mael, 1989. Thus,whenteammembersstrongly
identify with their team theteamidentificationcreatesa powerfulandpersonal
motivationto work towardsachievingthet e amés goal s and successe
1989; Dutton et al., 1994;; van Dick, 2001).

Consistent with this line of theoretical argument, researstdamonstrated that
i ndividual 6s identification with a work te
(Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002) and citizenship behaviors (e.g., Carmeli, 2005).
For example, in their study on antecedents of top management teah lg€Navioral
integration, Carmeli and Shteigman (2010) found that team identification assists team
members to develop a high level of behavioral integration (e.g., information exchange,
collaborative behavior, joint decision making). Similarly, Bezrukdedun, Zanutto, and
Thatcher (2009) found that not all differences are necessarily deleterious for team
performance, especially when a high level of team identification among team members
is in place. Therefore, when work teams have a high level of testifidation, it may
help these teams Ain avoiding potenti al pe
via the united group feeling toward a comm
Table 4 shows a summary of studies examining the effeatauof identification on

team processes and outcomes.
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Table4

A Summanpof StudiesExaminingthe Effectsof Teamldentificationon TeamProcessesnd Outcomes

Study Independent DependenVariables  Effectof Tl Key Findings
Variables 2
BezrukovaJehn, Socialcategoryand  Groupperformance MO Teamidentificationservedasa
Zanuto, & informationbased outcomes moderatorenhancingerformance
Thatcher fault lines of groupswith informationbased
(2009) faultlines
Carmeli,& Perceived TMT behavioral ME Perceivedrestigehada greatereffect
Shteigman organiational& integration(e.g., on collectiveteamidentification,
(2010) top management informationexchange, which,in turn, resultedn TMT
team(TMT) collaborative behavioraintegration
prestige behavior)
Hobman,& Demographicsyalue Taskandrelationship MO VD waspositivelyassociatedvith
Bordia (2006) dissimilarity (VD) conflict (TRC) TRC. Its effectsonrelationship

conflict weremoderatedy team
identification.

Kearney,Gebert, Ageeducational Teamperformance ME Collectiveteamidentification
& Voelpel. specialization mediateda moderatingeffect of
(2009 diversity needfor cognitiononthe
relationshipbetweerdiversityand
teamperformance
VanDerVegt,G. Expertisediversity Collectiveteam MO In teamswith low collective
S.And J.S. identification identification,expertisadiversity
Bunderson wasnegativelyrelatedto team
(2005). learningandperformance;

Note.? Effect of teamidentification(T1) in the study:MO - Moderator ME - Mediator
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PsychologicalSafety

Psychologicabafetyrefersto teamme mb deligismboutbeingableto show
andemployo n esdéfsvithoutfearof damagingselfimage,statusor career(Baer,&
Frese2003;Kahn,1990).1t describes n d i v pedceptaolotopennessf whichno
onein theteamwill notembarrass,eject,or punishfor askingquestionsexpressing
disagreemengr proposingnewideas(Edmondson2004).Accordingto Edmondson
(2004)psychologicakafetydoesnotimply a comfortableenvironmenivherepeopleare
closefriends,nor doesit suggest lack of problemsor pressureRather,it refersto a
climatein whichteammembersareeasilyexpressindheir differencesandalsoengage
in productiveconversatiofEdmondson, 2004)
Research suggedhat sychologicakafetyis distinctfrom othercommonlystudied
psychologicatonstrucs, includingcohesiorandtrust(e.g.,Bradley,Postlethwaite,
Klotz, Hamdani, & Brown, 2012; Carmeli, & Gittell, 2009; Edmondson, 2004). It differs
from cohesion,d f i ned as team member sdé commit ment
other (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003), in that it facilitates, rather than
discourages, constructive disagreement interpersonal consequences. Psychological
safety is also distinct frormust: while trust pertains to anticipated consequences across a
wide temporal range, psychological safety concerns relatively-srartinterpersonal
consequences (Edmondson, 2004).

Researchers examining the antecedents and consequences of psychological
safety have shown that when team members experience a high level of psychological
safety, it can alleviate the excessive con

potential to cause embarrassment or be perceived as a threat (Brueller, & Cariigli,
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A Summanpof StudiesExaminingthe Effectsof PsychologicaSafety(PS on TeamProcesseand Outcomes

Study Diversity Attributes(s) DependenVariable(s) Effectof TI @ Key Findings
Edmondson Teammembers' Quality of team ME Teammembersperception®f powerand
(2002) perception®of reflection; interpersonatisk affectthe quality of
powerand organization'sbility teamreflection,which hasimplications
interpersonatisk to change for theirteam'sandtheir organization's
ability to change
Lau, & Demographic Teamlearning, ME Groupswith strongfaultlinesexperience
Murnighan Faultlines; psychologicakafety, moreintragroupconflict andpoorer
(2005) satisfactionand groupoutcomeggrouplearning,
expectederformance psychologicasafety,satisfactiorand
expectedyroupperformancejhando
groupswith weakfaultlines.
Nembhard& Statuddifferencedn Speakingup and MO Teaml e asleade@hipehaviorhelps
Edmondson professional learningbehavior; teamsovercomeheinhibiting effectsof
(2006) hierarchy engagemenh quality statudifferencesallowing membergo
improvemenwork collaboraten processmprovement
Post(2012) Deeplevelteam Teaminnovation ME Seaqientialthinking contributego

composition(i.e.,
cognitivestyle:
sequential,
connective)

decreases teaminnovationby
inhibiting psychologicakafety.

Note.? Effect of psychologicakafety(PS)in the study:MO - Moderator ME - Mediator
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This diminishing concern for negative interpersonal consequendesnjrencourage
tem members to engage in constructive learning behaviors such as sharing knowledge,
asking for feedback, or speaking up about errors and concerns (Carmeli, Brueller, &
Dutton, 2009). Table 5 shows a summary of studies examining the effects
psychological safety on team processes and outcomes
Team Leadership
Teamleadershigoncerngrimarily i t imflrenceof aleaderwhois
responsibldor, andhasauthorityfor, thet e amé s f o r (Mathiecetabd., 2008,p.
449).0Oneapproacho understandindeadershipn teamsettingss the functional
perspectiveof leadershigHackman& Walton,1986;Lord, 1977).Thefunctional
perspectiveonceptualizeteadershimssocialproblemsolvingin which leadersdo
whatevemeededo bedonefor theteamto succeedandsurvive(Hackman& Walton,
1986;; Lord, 1977;McGrath,1962) as indicated by Hackman and Walton (1986, p. 75)
as follows:
The key assertion in the functional
main job is to do, or get denwhatever is not being adequately handled for
group needBH62 d Wdf & leaer manages, by whatever means, to
ensure that all functions critical to both task accomplishment and group
maintenance are adequately taken care of, then the leasldone his or her
job well.
In line with thefunctionalperspectiveZaccaroRittman,andMarks (2001, p.
454) indicatedthatateaml e a dmainj@bdiesin fulfilling thosefunctions including

A(a) diagnosing any pr peddgmupsandtorfgamizationad u | d

api

p o
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goal attainment, (b) generating and planning appropriate solutions, and (c) implementing
solutions within typi thabearglofexammmdthe x soci al
relationshipbetweerteamdiversityandknowledgesharirg, anumberof leadership
behaviordhavebeenstudied ,amongwhich transformationaleaderships theteam
leaderbehaviorghatprior studieshavefocusedon (Kearney& Gebert,2009;Zhang&
Peterson2011).
Transformational Team Leadership
Transformatioal leadershibehaviorgefertoi t h leaslebehaviorghat
influencef o | | oaluesarsld@spirationsactivatetheir higherorderneedsandarouse
themto transcendheir own seltinterestdor thesakeof theo r g a n i (Padsakofh, n 0
MacKenzie & Bommer,1996,p. 259).Similarly, Kaiser,Hogan,andCraig(2008,p.
104)notedthatii t toeceptof transformationaleadershiplescribeowleaders
persuaddollowersto setasideselfishpursuitsandwork towardacollectivep ur pins e . 0
theirreviewof transformationaleadershipesearci{e.g.,Avolio & Bass,1987 Bums,
1978;Conger& Kanungo,1987;House,Spangle& Woycke,1991;Shamir,House&
Arthur, 1993;Tichy & DeVanna1986),Podsakoff MacKenzie MoormanandFetter
(1990)concluded:
while each of theseapproachediffers somewhatn the specificbehaviorghey
associatavith transformationaleadershipall of themsharethe common
perspectivehateffectiveleadergransformor changethebasicvalues beliefs,
andattitudesof followerssothattheyarewilling to performbeyondthe
minimumlevelsspecifiedby the organization(p. 108).

Building on their work, Podsakofietal. (1990)arguedhatthe majority of



40

transformationaleadershigehaviorsharethefollowing six dimensions(a)
articulatingavision of thefuture of the organization(b) providinga modelthatis
consistentvith thatvision, (c) fosteringthe acceptancef groupgoals,(d) havinghigh
performanceexpectations(e) providingindividualizedsupportand(f) providing
intellectualstimulation.Pastresearctsuggestshatthrougha combinationof these
behaviorsfransformationateamleadersarebelievedto keepteamstogetheby ensuring
clearchannelf communicationglarifying misunderstandinggndfacilitating group
interactionanddiscussior(Burkeetal., 2006).Transformationateamleadersalso
facilitate goalachievemenby providingvision, identifying roles,clarifying performance
expectationsandcoordinatingcollectiveaction(Burkeetal., 2006)

With respectto therelationshipbetweerteamdiversityandteamprocessegast
researchasshownthattransformationaleadershipbviatesadverseeffectsof diversity
(e.g.,Kearney& Gebert,2009).For example Ling, Simsek,Lubatkin,andVeiga (2008)
foundthatthel e a dransférmationaleadershighaspositiveinfluenceontheteam
me mb enut@atandcollectiveinteractionssuchascollaborativebehaviorjnformation
exchangeandjoint decisionmaking.Additionally, researchthatexaminedhe
relationsip betweerpositiveemotionsandadvicetaking (Chua,Ingram,& Morris,
2008;Gino & Schweitzer2008;Hofmann,Lei, Grant,2009)supportghatfollowers of
transformationaleadersaremorelikely to seekadvicefrom eachother.

ResearchModel and Hypotheses

Thefollowing sectionthe hypothesesreformulatedbasedntheliterature

review.Also, theoreticalandempiricalrationalefor the hypothesizedelationship

betweerconstructss provided.
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PerceivedDisparity and Knowledge Sharing in Teams

Teamgsrepresenimportantvehiclesfor bringingtogetherndividualswith
diversebackgroundsindcomplementargxpertise skills andresourceso performwork
thatmaybetoo big, andtoo complexfor a singleindividual to undertakg Cohen&
Bailey, 1997;Marks,Mathieu& Zaccaro2001).Forteamsto be effective,members
haveto sharetheir diverseknowledge jdeas,andexperienceelevantfor the conductof
collectivetasks.Thatis, knowledgesharingamongteammemberss critical for team
performancée.g.,Faraj& Sproull,2000,Lewis, 2004;Cummings2004).However,
this seeminglysimplemechanisnfor teamperformanceaurnsoutto befraughtwith
difficulty (Cohen& Bailey,1997;Cronin& Weingart,2007;llgen, Hollenbeck,Johnson,
Jundt,2005).

Onthebass of theoriesandresearctaddressingpowerandstatushierarchiesn
organizationge.g.,Deutsch,1985;Grusky,1994;Hofstede 1980),| expectthat
knowledgesharingin teamscanbe stymiedby perceiveddisparityin powerandstatus
amongmemberdecaus this perceivedoowerasymmetrymay provokeconformity,
silence,andsuppressionf differentperspectivesf low powerteammembergBales,
1950;Tucker& Edmondson2003).In addition,morepowerfulmembersnayignore
theinformationprovidedby otherlessinfluential memberspr inadvertentiylimit
opportunitiedor articulatingsuchinformation(Cohen& Zhou,1991).Despitethe
relevanceof perceiveddisparityfor knowledgesharing theideathatthe perceived
disparityin powerandstatusmayhavedetrimentaleffectson employeeknowledge
sharingbehaviorhasnot beenfully demonstrate@van deVegtetal., 2010)

BundersorandR e a g @201%)&esearctontherole of asocialhierarchyin
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collectivelearningprocesseandoutcomesould, however provide insightson how
perceivedpowerhierarchiesn work teamsareassociateavith knowledgesharing.In
theirreviewof studieson power,status andteamlearning,BundersorandReagans
(2011)foundthatwhename mb g@aweérsf controloverresourcesealedor valued
by othersfar exceededhatof otherteammembersthe powerdifferencecanaffectlow-
poweri n d i v pedcapdmnsdiognitionin suchwaysof (a) increasingconcernfor
the conformityto the behaviorsf the powerful (e.g.,bossessupevisors),(b) making
themnotfeel safeengagingn key behaviorge.g.,expressinglisagreemengsking
guestions)and(c) decreasinghe opensharingandequalconsideratiorof different

me mb &mowlédgeandinsight.

Studiesexaminingdifferential effectsof powerdifferenceson the patternsof
interactionandinfluenceattemptge.g.,Cohen& Zhou,1991;Keltneretal., 2003)also
provideempiricalsupporton the propositionthatperceiveddisparitycouldleadto
behaviorainhibition in theform sef-censoringjn beingpassiveor silentin team
meetingsMoreover,suchconformityandself-censoringoy low statusmembers
translatesnto thereducedwillingness,opportunity,andmotivationto shareunique
knowledge(Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988or example EisenhardandBourgeois
(1988)foundthatlow statusseammembersverenotwilling to sharetheir knowledgeof
whichtheyperceiveit asoppositeto thatof dominantmembersSimilarly, in their study
ontheeffectsof CEOdominanceHaleblian& Finkelstein(1993)foundthatteam
membergrying to fathomthe preferencesf the dominanteader,andin attemptingto
tailor theirideasto matchthel e a dpeeferénsesatherthansharingtheir different

opinion.Onthe basisof theabovetheoreticalandempiricalresearctindings, | propose
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thefollowing:

Hypothesidl: Perceivedisparityof teammemberss negativelyassociated

with knowledgesharingin work teams
Mediating Role of Team Identification

Of thegreatesinterestin the presenstudyis the mediatingrole of team
identificationin explainingthe negativeinfluenceof perceiveddisparityon knowledge
sharingin teams Consistentvith the socialidentity perspectivel expectthatby
negativelyaffectingthe senseof teamidentification perceiveddisparitycanactasan
impedimentactorfor knowledgesharingin teamsAccordingto the socialidentity
perspectiveteamidentificationis a senseof onenesshatbindsmembergogetherinto a
powerfulpsychologicallyandbehaviorallyintegatedentity (Van derVegtand
Bundersor2005).Thus,whenmembersn awork teamdevelopstrongattachmento the
group,theyredefinetheselfasfi w gadherthanfi 1aadsharecommonground.

Whena strongsenseof teamidentificationexists,the groupis not merelya
collectionof individualsbut rathera cohesiveentity thatactstogetheranddisplays
helpingandjoint activities(Ashforth& Mael,1989;Hogg,2001).0n the basisof this
perspectiveresearcthasshownthatwhenteammembersievelopstrongidentification
towardtheirteamandbecomecloselyidentified with enduringcharacteristicef the
team,theywerelikely to makeindividual efforts on behalfof the whole suchas
perceivingthet e a goélsinterestsandnormsastheir own, sharinginformationand
expertiseandstriving activelyto collaborateandreachagreement(e.g.,Bezrukovaet
al., 2009;Carmeli,2008;Kearneyetal., 2009).While teamidentificationhaspositive

effectson teamprocesseandperformancethis teamidentificationcanbe scatteredy
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the presencef perceivedlisparityamongteammembersThe previoustheoretical
discussioron the effectsof teamdiversityimpliesthatmembersn ateampreferto work
with similar ratherthandissimilarothers(Byrne,1971).In addition,dissimilarityin
powerandstatuscanleadto socially categorizingeammembersitherhigh-poweror
low-powermembersandto treatout-grouplessfavorablythanin-groupmembers
(Milliken & Martins,1996;Williams & O 6 R e 1998) @nthebasisof theabove
theoreticalandempiricalresearcHindings, | proposehefollowing:

Hypothesi®: Teamidentificationmediategherelationshipbetweerperceived

disparityof teammembersaandknowledgesharingin work teams.
Mediating Role of Psychologcal Safety

Psychologicatafetycaptureseamme mb eercemiornof opennessvhereno
onein theirteamwill notnegativelyresporml to actionsthathavethe potentialfor
embarrassmenmr threat(Edmondson1999;2004).Pastresearclsuggestshat
psychdogical safetyfacilitateslearningbehaviod sharingdifferentperspectiveand
uniqueknowledge askingfor feedbackpr expressinglisagreemeidt in work teams
becausét canalleviatetheexcessiveoncernabouto t h eegspgnédo thesebehaviors
(Brueller & Carmeli,2011;Edmondson1999;SiemsenRoth, Balasubramaniar&
Anand,2009).

Forexample Edmondsor{1999)foundthatteampsychologicakafetyis
positivelyrelatedto learningbehaviorandteamperformanceSimilarly, Bruellerand
Carmeli(2011)foundthatpsychologicakafetymediate thelink betweerhigh-quality
relationshipsamongteammembersandteamlearningandperformanceSiemsenRoth,

BalasubramaniamndAnand(2009)alsofoundthatpsychologicakafetyis ateam
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me mb e r s 6 ashatcahovevcemexbdtaclesassociateavith alow level of
confidencan their own knowledge andthus stimulaté&nowledgesharing.Taken
togethertheseexistingempiricalfindings suggesthatwhenteamshavea high level of
psychologicabkafety,the full rangeof me mb &nowletgeandperspectivesouldbe
exchange@ndintegrated.

Despitethe necessityfor psychologicakafetyin knowledgesharingperceived
disparityin powerandstatuscanweakenteamme mb deliesfsdf which theirteamis
safefor interpersonatisk (Kahn,1990;Nembhard% Edmondson2006;Tucker&
Edmondson2003).For memberswith low powerandauthority,the perceivedhower
asymmetrymakeshemmoresensitiveto threatandpunishmenfrom high power
membersandfeel greateraccountabilityfor the knowledgeandideasshared Keltneret
al.,2003). That is, | ow powermnnthmembaeaenesndeccc @n s off
unpleasant personal consequences as a results may constrain the state of psychological
safety(Nembhard& Edmondson2006).K a h 1§1899)qualitativestudyprovidesan
evidenceof thedetrimentaleffectof perceiveddisparityon psychologicakafety.In
Ka h n 06 s oveetstatdsydividdalsperceived their interaction with higher status
individual as stifling &ad threatening because they had a concern that higher status
individuals would embarrass or reject them for sharing contradictory thoughts.

In contrastresearch suggests thiabsewith high powerandauthoritymaybe
lesslikely to feel the needfor sodal validationor evaluatiomapprehensiorandthusmay
haveautonomyof self-expressionn front of others(Keltner et al., 2003)Researcton
politenesgprovides a support for this argument (Nembhard & Edmondson , 2006). As

Brown and Levinson (1987) natewith increased statyeoplehavelessconcermabout
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damaging t h &aceopinionscanbefreelyvoiced,andrequestxanbe madeof
otherswithout verbalcompensatiomo conveyapology,humility, or deferenceDrawing
this line of reasoningNembhardand Edmondson (2006. 945 argued thafithis well-
documentednverserelationshipbetweerstatusandpolitenessuggestsorresponding
differencedn psychologicakafetyacrosdifferentstatusgroups tm summaryfor low
powermemberspowerdisparity couldleadto behaviorainhibition in theform self
censoringjn beingpassiveor silentanduninvolvedin teammeetingsin the contextof
teamsnvolvedin knowledgework, suchconformityandself-censoringoy low status
membergranslatesnto thereducedwillingness,opportunity,andmotivationto share
uniqueknowledge Drawing on theseestablishe@mpiricalfindings, | proposedhe
following:

Hypothesis3: Psychologicakafetymediategherelationshipbetweerperceived

disparityof teammembersand knowledgesharingin work teams
Moderating Role of Transformational Leadership

Drawingon establishedheoriesandempiricalfindings, | haveproposedhat
perceivedlisparityin powerandstatuscancomplicatethe affectiveandcognitive
processesf individualsin work teamsandtherefore perceivedpowerdifferencesn the
teamcanpresenbbstaclesndimpedimentgo knowledgesharingin work teams Given
theseexistingfindings, it seemsalogically soundconclusionthatpowerandstatus
differences shouldbe minimizedor eveneliminatedwhenknowledgesharingor
collectivelearningis the goal (Brooks1994,HarrisonandKlein 2007).However,it is
difficult to imagineanygroupor organizatiorwherepowerandstatusdifferencesdo not

exist(Magee& Galinsky,2008),andknowledgesharingandcollectivelearninghave
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beentakingplacein organizationslespitethe powerandstatusdifferencesexit
(Bundersor& Reagans2011).In line with thisreasoning| proposehatthestifling
effectsof powerdifferenceson knowledgesharingin work teamscanbe mitigatedby
teaml e a dransformationabehavios.

Consistentvith the functionalperspectivef leadershigHackman& Walton,
1986;Lord, 1977), it is anestablishe@rgumenthatteamleadersarepivotal for
eliminatingthebarriersthatoftendiscouragegeam memberfom expressingheir
concernsandotherideas(e.g.,Kearney& Gebert,2009;Walumbwa& Schaubroek,
2009).Particularly,diverseteamscomposedf demographicallyandhierarchically
deferentmembersnaybenefitfrom al e a dgeidaricgWalumbwa& Schaubroek,
2009) For exampletransformationaleamleaderscanattenuatehe negativeeffectsof
perceivedlisparityby shiftingt e a m m eattebtienfreandhe difficulties entailedby
theneedto accommodatéequalities in power and stattssthe sharedgoalsandthe
potentialadvantagesf these difference@Valumbwa& Schaubroek2009)

With respecto knowledgesharingin teams prior research{e.g.,Kearney&
Gebert,2009;Zhang& Pderson,2011)hasshownthattransformationaleadership
behaviordosterthe exchangé&nowledgein diverseteamsthroughthe following ways
First, by articulatingcommonvision andfosteringthe acceptancef groupgoals,
transformationaleadershiehaiors promotethe internalizationof the goalsandvalues
thatestablisha unifying superordinatsocialidentity thatunderliethe collectivecause
(Bass& Riggio, 2006).Secondmodelingtowardmeetingthe commonobjectivesthatis
consistentvith thevisionbecomes meandor afollower to enhancéis or herself

conceptiShamir,House & Arthur, 1993).Third, by havinghigh performance
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expectationsiransformationaleaderdostercollectiveenthusiasmoptimism,and
efficacy(Shin& Zhou,2007).Fourh, by providingindividualizedsupportthe
transformational e a doehavioensureshatall teammemberdeel acknowledge@nd
appreciatedn their uniquenesandarepositivelyreinforcedfor theinputtheyprovide
(Kearney& Gebert,2009).Lastly, by providingintellectualstimulation teamleaders
encourageheirteammemberdo welcomeandtakeadvantagef diverseknowledge
basesandperspectivegBass& Riggio, 2006).

In line with theseargumentsl.ing, Simsek,Lubatkin,andVeiga(2008)found
thatthel e a dransfdrmationaleadershighaspositiveinfluenceonthe management
teamme mb enutd@atandcollectiveinteractionssuchascollaborativebehavior,
informationexchangeandjoint decisionmaking.Additionally, researchthatexamined
therelationshipbetweerpositiveemotionsandadvicetaking (Chua,Ingram,& Morris,
2008;Gino & Schweitzer2008;Hofmann,Lei, Grant,2009)supportedhatfollowers of
transformationaleadersaremorelikely to seekadvicefrom eachother.Therefore)
proposedhefollowing:

Hypothesigt: Transformational team leadersmppderatesherelationship

betweerperceivedlisparityandknowledgesharingsuchthatthe negative

relationship betweeperceivedlisparityandknowledgesharingbecome
weakenor norsignificant whentransformationateamleaderships high.

Collectively,consideredciforementionedhypothesigogetherthe proposed
patternof interrelationshipamongkey variablesmplies moderatednediation(Preacher,
Rucker,& Hayes,2007)wherebymediaton effectof perceivedlisparityon knowledge

sharingthroughteamidentificationandpsychologicakafetydependonteaml eader s 6
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transformationaleadershibehaviorFor example research on the effects of
transformati onal {caeeptsesuggeststhat tfamsformationalr s 6 s e |
leadership can prevent adverse effects such as low levels of team identification resulting
from perceived disparity (e.g., Lord & Brown, 2004; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993;
van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, De Creneijogg, 2004).

According tothe socialidentity approactto leadershiptransformationateam
leadergnfluence team processes and performdngeersuadingeam memberto
identify with their teamandto internalizet e a ms 6and/goagEhamir et al 1993;
vanKnippenberget al.,2004).That is,thetransformationateam leaders make team
members see themselves not the isolated individuals, but the members of a larger team.
As the transformational leadership theory suggestisstormationaleadersio this by
reinforcing collective goals, shared values, modeling collective commitment, and
emphasizing common interests (Shamir et al., 1993; van Knippenberg, et al., 2004).
Thus, vhenteam memberseethemselvessmemberf ateam theytendto accept
teamvaluesandgoalsas their ownandthis motivates team members to share their
knowledge, and therelig contributeto the greatercommon purposé_ord & Brown,
2004).Building on this line of reasoning proposedhefollowing:

Hypothesi$: Transfamational team leadershipoderateshe strengthof the

mediatedelationshipdbetweerperceivedisparityandknowledgesharingvia

teamidentification,suchthatthe mediatedelationshippbecomeweakeror

nonsignificantunderhigh transformational teane&dershighanunderlow

transformational team leadership

Additionally, research suggests that transformational team leadsrsreatea
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psychologicallysafecontextandtherebyalleviatesexcessiveoncernf threatand
punishmenfrom high powermembes which incurredwhenteammembergperceive
differencedn powerandstatusamongteammembergNemanich & Vera, 2009).
Althoughthereis not muchempiricalresearcho supportthis proposition, asmall but
growingbodyof empiricalwork in alearningteam cultureis beginningto studythe
assumptiorthattransformationaleadershipmaylesserthelow powerme mb er s 6
excessiveoncerndor otherme mb eeacsiah(e.g., Hannah & Lester, 2008emanich
& Vera,2009 Shin & Zhou, 2008 For example Hannahand Lester(2009)showedhat
transformationaleadershigpromotessuchteamlearningclimateby employinggreater
levelsof individual considerationSimilarly, Bass (1998) showed that through
intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration, ti@msational leaders create
a team culture that is open to diverse ideas by valuing team members' divergent views,
creating open exchanges of information, and resolving conflicts effectirealy,
NembhardandEdmondsor(2006)foundthatwhenleadersnvited andappreciated
others'contributions]ower statusmembersveremorelikely to perceivethattheir
leaderssawthemasvaluablecontributorsto theteam andasaresulttheyreportechigh
psychologicakafety.Drawingon theseexiting empiricalfindings,| expectedhe
following:
Hypothesis®: Transformational team leadersimmderateshe strengthof the
mediatedelationshipdbetweerperceiveddisparityandknowledgesharingvia
psychologicakafety,suchthatthe mediatedelationshippbecomewealer or
nonsignificantunderhigh transformational team leadershi@nunderlow

transformational team leadership
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Summary

This chaptemprovidedanoverviewof thetheoryandconstructgelatedto this
study, includingknowledgesharingin work teamsteamdiversity, emergenstatesand
teamleadershipKnowledgesharingin work teamswasreviewedasa conscious,
voluntarily behavior As contextuafactorsaffectingknowledgesharing,work team
diversitywasreviewedon the basisof HarrisonandK | e i(2603)sonceptualization.
Basedon areviewof existingliteratureon teameffectivenesstwo emergent
states teamidentificationandpsychologicakafety wereexaminedln addition,team
leadershigocusingon transformationaleaderbehaviordefinedasmoderatingactors
for knowledgesharingin teamswerediscussedin summarythis chaptedaid the
foundationfor examiningtherelationshipbetweerknowledgesharingandperceived
disparityasteamdiversity, emergenstatesandtransformationateamleadership.
Drawingon a comprehensivéteraturereview,six hypothesesarepresentedrigurel

depictsthe hypothesizedesearchmodel.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

The purpose of this study is to advance the current understanding of knowledge
sharing in work teams by examining antecedents and underlying mechanisms
influencing the etent to which team members share their knowledge with one another.
Specifically,this studyseekdo understandhe effectsof perceivedlisparitydiversityon
teamme mb &nowletigesharingbehaviorsandexaminehow the psychologicakafety
andteamidertification mediatetherelationshipbetweerperceivedisparityand
knowledgesharing.Further,this studyinvestigatediow transformational team
leadershipinfluencethe strengthanddirectionof theindirecteffectsof perceived
disparityon knowledgesharingthroughpsychologicakafetyandteamidentification.In
thecurrentstudy,a correlationaldesignwasusedto collectandanalyzedata.
Hypothesesveretestedby usinghierarchicaimultiple regressioranalysig(Preacher,
Rucker,& Hayes,2007).This chapterdescribeshe participantsdatacollection
proceduresinstrumentsanddataanalysisechniquesisedin the presenstudy.

Participants and Procedures

FourleadingKoreancompaniesn petrochemicalsglectronicmaterialsand
consumeelectroncsindustry,thelargestandleadingindustrysectorin the Korean
economyprovidedtheresearctsite for this study.All participatingcompaniesre
headquarteresh Seoul,SouthKorea,andhavebetweer2,000and5,000employees.
Work teamsn thesecompanieswereimplementedn mid 90sto promoteemployee
participationandcrossfunctionalcollaboration andconsistof threetypes:on-going

functionalteams sel-managedeamsin manufacturingandtime-limited cross
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functionalprojectteams.TheselfFmanagedeamswereexcludedrom the presenstudy
populationbecaus@neof the main objectivesof this studywasto examinetherole of
teaml e a deadershifbehavioron knowledgesharing.In addition,time-limited
projectteamswith lessthansix months of teamlongevitywerealsoexcludedrom the
targetpopulation Accordingly,respondentsf this studywereworkingin thework
teamswhich consistedf aleader(with thetitle of teamleader)andtwo or more
membergwith thetitle of teammember) By andlarge,eachmemberthada functional
specialty(e.g.,operationsmarketing finance,technologyresearclanddevelopment,
administration)Within theteamsteamleadertemporaryemployeesandnew
employeewith lessthansix monthsof working expeienceswvereexcludedrom the
studypopulation.

The primarycontactat the participatingcompaniesvasa managein aninternal
humanresourcedevelopmen{HRD) or organizatiordevelopmen{OD) teamwho
workedcloselywith meto facilitate datacollection TheHRD or OD manager®f the
targetorganizationsvereprovidedwith informationon theresearchopic, research
proceduresandpotentialrisksandbenefits.If theyagreedo participatein this study,
theresearctsupportconsenform wassignedby managersOncethe studyparticipation
decisionwasmade the HRD or OD manages sentmealist of participantswith team
information(e.g.,teamname teamsize,teamme mb @madadidressandteam
me mb elemegvaphics)Theinitial pool of surveyparticipantswascomposeaf 459
individualsfrom 81 work teams.To checkthe actuallevel of teamdiversity,theteam
demographiénformationwasanalyzed AppendixD). Theresultsshowthattheteams

in theinitial studypool wereinformationally(e.g.,educdional level, tenure)and
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hierarchicallydiverse(e.g.,organizationatank).

Prior to thedatacollection,this studywasapprovedoy the InstitutionalReview
Board(IRB) atthe Universityof Minnesotafor review of theresearci{StudyNumber:
1302E2804). IRB approvedhis researctwith anemailconfirmationnotifying thatthis
researclwascategorizegsexemptfrom full committeereview.

Data Collection and ResponseRates

Participantsompletedhe questionnaireria anonline survey.GoogleDocswas
usedas anonlinedatacollectiontool, which offeredby Googlewithin its GoogleDrive
service Priorto the survey,participantsverebriefly informedthatthe studypertainedo
their perception®f their teams colleaguespverallteamclimates theirimmediate
supervisorsandthe organizationgheyworkedfor. In accordanceviththel RB 6 s
protocol,written assurancewereprovidedthatindividual responsesvould be kept
confidentialandthatemployeesverefreeto decidenotto participatein the study or to
terminatetheir participationat anytime without questionsRespondentaereaskedo
assessheirteamcontextin termsof perceivedisparityin powerandstatus andto rate
theirimmediates u p e r \eadsrshipéhaviortheir senseof psyclologicalsafety,
team identification, and knowledge sharing. In the last section in the survey, respondents
were asked to include their demographic information, including age, gender, education,
rank (hierarchical level), organizational tenure, and jok.tffp ensure anonymity of
responses, the information collected in the survey did not identify a respondent. No
identifying information(e.gi ncl udi ng the participantos
was collected to protect privacy.

In total, 459 surveywere distributed to 81 work teams. Out of distributed
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guestionnaires, 285 were submitted. This represents response rates of 62.1 percent. Yet,
45 cases were eliminated from the sample due to incomplete surveys or suspect
responses (e.g., participantsiespd i ng al | 16s or all 50s acr
effective sample size used to test the hypotheses was 240. Table 6 provides a summary
of the demographic characteristics of the participants. In the sample of 240 participants,
as presented Tab& 86.7%were male, and 90.3% held at least a university degree. In
terms of age, 16.3% of the samplere younger than 30 years old, 68.4% were between
the ages of 30 and 44, and 15.4% were older than 45 years old. The average age of the
participants wa86.52 years, ranging from 21 to 64 ye&@B® € 7.52). All participants
had been employed by their organizations for at least six months. On average,
participants had been employed in their company for 7.85 y8Brs 7.32).
Instrumentation

All items usedh Likerttype five-point scale with anchors of 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Respondents reported the degree to which they agreed
with the items. The questionnaire was administered in Korean following a back
translation procedure (Brislii980). The questionnaire items were originally compiled
in English. Thus, the measurement items were translated to Korean artdeinastkied
into English. To initiate the badkanslation process, one bilingual translator translated
the questionnaire froranglish into Korean. The resulting Korean version then was
backtranslated into English by another bilingual translator who had not seen the original
instrument in English. After the batkanslation, all items of the batkanslated
instrument with the ginal version of the instrument compared and assured that the

original meaning of the items was retained. After a repetition of thetbaaglation
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Demographics Category Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 208 86.7
Female 32 13.3
Age Lessthan24 5 2.1
25-29 34 14.2
30-34 71 29.6
35-39 58 24.2
40-44 35 14.6
45-50 19 7.9
51orover 18 7.5
Highestlevel High schoolcompleted 9 3.9
of education
completed Associatedegree 14 5.8
B ac h edegree 6 s 170 70.9
Ma s t degraes 42 17.5
Doctoraldegree 5 1.9
Rank Clerk 73 30.4
AssistantManager 54 22.5
Manager 57 23.8
SeniorManager 40 16.7
GeneraManager 16 6.7
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Tenure Lessthanl 3 1.3
1-5 131 54.6
6-10 36 15.0
11-15 27 11.3
16-20 22 9.2
21-25 16 6.7
25or over 5 2.1
Functional Production/Operation 53 21.9
Background
Researcl& Development 44 18.3
Marketing/Sales 29 12.0
Finance/Accounting 10 4.0
HRM/HRD 54 22.3
Purchasing 17 7.2
Construction 15 6.4
Administration 8 3.2
Others 12 4.8
Industry Petrochemicals 93 38.7
Electronicsmaterials 67 27.9
Homeelectronics 80 33.3
Note.N=240.

process to correct errors in translation, several items were reworded or retranslated for a

valid translation of the instrument. Consegflyg no further instances were found where
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an itemds meaning had significantly change
primary measures are provided in Appendix B.
Knowledge Sharing Behaviors (DV)

In theliterature,a numberof scaleshavebeenusedto measuré&nowledge
sharingin work teams(e.g.,Cummings2004,Faraj& Sproull,2000;Hansen2002,
Szulenski1996).Giventhelack of consensusn agreeduponmeasurs (Golden&
Raghuram2010),knowledgesharingbehaviorwasassesselasedn the eight-item
scaledevelopedy Bartol, Liu, Zeng,andWu (2009),which bestfits thethreetypesof
knowledgesharingbehaviordi.e., provision,socialization gxternalizationputlined
earlierin theliteraturereviewsection.ln addition,on the basisof theargumenthat
knowledgesharedn work teamscould be both explicit andtacit (Bunderson2003;
Srivastavaetal., 2006) this scalewasdevelopedo reflectthe sharingof bothtypesof
knowledge(Bartol etal., 2009).

In the presenstudy,the scalemeasuredknowledgesharingbehaviorby asking
individual respondentto indicatethe extentto which colleaguesn their own teamhave
sharedknowledgethroughtransmittingtaskrelevantinformation,helpingothersto
resolveproblemspor offeringinnovative ideasandhelpful suggestion# their areaof
expertiseInternalconsistencyor the knowledgesharingbehaviormeasuravasU= .85.
Sampletemsincludethefollowing: i M e m birenmy seamreadilypassalong
informationthatmaybe helpful to thework of thegroup( p r o v i fs Meombjremmgs,
teamreadilysharehis/herexpertiseo helpresolvework groupproblems
(socializato n ) andd ,M e m birenty s2amoffer innovativeideasin his/herareaof

expertisghatcanbenefittheg r o wprb(se x t e r n aAn explerdtarylaatoy . 0
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analysig[EFA) for the eightitem scaleindicateda singlefactor solutionexplaining
59.65%0f total variance.
PerceivedDisparity (IV)

Perceivedlisparityrefersto theteamme mb eercemiorthatpowerand
statusin ateamaredistributedunequally.This constructvasmeasuredisingfour-item
powerdistanceorientationscaledevelopedy Brockneretal. (2001),andappliedto
Koreanorganizationdy Kim andLeung(2007)..InH o f s t (£980gp06S) study,the
construciof powerdistancecapturesi p e r ¢ eofthes 0 p & rstyleof décssion
makingandofc o | | e feaytodisagbeenith supe i oattleenatioral or societal
level. In laterapplication researcherasedthis constructexaminingthe effectsof power
andauthoritydifferenceson individual®attitudeandperceptiorat the work groupand
teamlevel (e.g.,Yang,Mossholder& Perg, 2007).Thesampleitemsof thescale
includeft S u b o r shouldoterpeesslisagreementwith theirs u per vi Bloe s . 0,
highestrankingmanagein ateamshouldtakethel e a ahdfol work-relatedmatters,
supervisordavearight to expectobediemefrom theirs u b o r d Ameaploetsry 0
factoranalysis(EFA) on this scalerevealedhe onefactormodelexplaining58.31%of
variance Cronbach'alphafor thescalewas.72.

Team Identification (IV, Mediator)

Teamidentificationwasmeasureavith afive-item scaledevelopedy Maeland
Ashfort (1992),andusedin work teamsettingsby vanKnippenbergandvan Schie
(2000).Respondentwereaskedo indicatethe degreeto which the membersf their
teamfeel a strongsenseof belongingnesso theirtean. Sampletemswereiin Wh e n

someoneriticizesmy work team,it feelslike apersonal n s andit Vlih someone
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praiseamy work team.,it feelslike apersonat o mp | i Anexplorataryfactor
analysis(EFA) onthis scalerevealedhe onefactormodelexplaining50.11% of
variance Cronbach'alphafor the scalewas.86.

PsychologicalSafety (IV, Mediator)

Psychologicabafetyassessethe extentto which memberf a work teamfeel
psychologicallysafeto takerisks,speakup, discusgssuesopenly.l usal the sevenitem
scaledevelopedy Edmondsor{1999)basednK a h 111699)work. Exampleitemsare:
i Me m boéthisteamareableto bring up problemsandtoughi s s ufelistsaf@to
takeariskonthist e a mndid I\ oneon thisteamwould deliberaely actin away that
undermineotherme mb e f § @AnN exploraioryfactoranalysiS(EFA) onthis scale
revealedhe onefactor modelexplainedd7.61% of variance Cronbach'salphafor the
scalewas.91.

Transformational Team Leadership((IV, Moderator)

Transformational team leadersliphaviorwasmeasuredavith Podsakofiet
a | (1998)thefourteenitem transformationaleadershiehaviorinventory(TLI). This
scaleis designedo measuresix key dimensionf transformationaleadershighathave
beenidentifiedin theresearchiterature includingarticulatingavision, providingan
appropriatanodel,fosteringthe acceptancef groupgoals,high performance
expectationsprovidingindividualizedsupport.andintellectualstimulation.

Hypothested factor structure, internal consistency reliability, and concurrent
and discriminant validity of the scale have been confirmedé&yigusresearch
(PodsakoffMacKenzie,& Bommerl1996;Podsakofetal. 1990) However three

dimensionssucharticulatinga vision, providinganappropriatenodel,andfosteringthe
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acceptancef groupgoalswerefoundto behighly intercorrelatedandPodsakoff et al.
(1990)identifiesthese three dimensioasindicatorsof a secondorderconstructcalled
coretransformatbnalleaderbehavior Thus,following MacKenzie Podsakoffand

Ri c (2@3¥)recommendatiorthis measureonsiss of four dimensions(a) core
transformationaleaderbehavior,(b) high performancesxpectations(c) providing
individualizedsupport,and(d) intellectualstimulation.

Theresultof confirmatoryfactoranalysis(CFA) to assesshevalidity of this
measureonfirmedthefit indexesfor four first-orderfactorsplusonesecondorder
factorfell within anacceptableange( 6 2 [=310.D2,p<.001;GFI=.92,CFl = .98,
NFI =.05,RMSEA = .09),indicatingthatthe dimensiongeflectedthe overall construct.
In the currentstudy,internalconsistencyor transformationaleadershipvasU= .93. A
sampleitem andinternalconsistencyor eachsubscalewasii M yeamleaderarticulates
av i s i(coretransformationaleaderbehavior,U=.92);fi M yeamleaderwill not
settlefor secondbest (high performanceexpectationsl)=.88); i M yeamleader
considersmy personafeelingsbeforea ¢ t i(snpgptiiveleaderbehavior,U= .88);and
i M yeamleaderhasideasthathavechallengedneto reexaminesomeof my basic
assumptionsboutmyw o r (ini@llectualstimulation,U= .84).

Control Variables.

A setof variableswerecontrolledto eliminatespuribusrelationshipsn this
studybecauserior researctioundthatindividual differenceqe.g.,participantage,rank,
tenure,) taskinterdependencendorganizationasupportinfluencedknowledgesharing
behavior(LePine& Van Dyne,2001;Stampe& VanDyne,2001).Age andtenure

werecodedin numberof years.Rankdatawerecollectedin ordinalform andcodedas1
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(clerk/seniorclerk), 2 (assistanmanager)3(manager)4(seniormanager)and5(general
manager)However therewasa high correlation(r = .82) betweernageandrank

potentiallydueto senioritybasedpromotionsn SouthKorea.Taskinterdependencand
organizationasupportwerealsocontrolledbecausgersonalityfactorsmayinfluence

individual knowledgesharing.The present studgssessttaskinterdependencand
organizationakupportusingthe team diagnostic inventory (TDdgaledeveloped by
WagemarandH a ¢ k m@00%).5 TDI, task interdependence scalascomposed of

three items, and a s ampl eGereratagitheautcdmeiont er n a

product of this team requires a great deal of communication and coordination among

memberso (U = .84). Organizational support
items and internal consi stepgsoffinthees NAExcel |l
organi zation. o0, and AWhen something comes
handle, it is easy for them to obtain the

Data Analysis and Statistical Methods

| testedthe studyhypothesegin threeinterlinkedstepsFirst, prior to hypothesis
tests preliminarydatascreeningvasconductedSecond] examineda simplemediation
model(Hypothesedi 3). Third, | integratedhe proposednoderatowvariableinto the
model(Hypothesis4) andl empiricallytestedthe overallmoderateanediation
hypothesigHypothesis and6).
Preliminary Analysis.

Following Orr, SackettandD u b o (129 DHrecommendatior,examinedhe
studentizedesidual scatterplotsandMahalanobiglistanceto detectunivariateand

multivariateoutliers.Accordingto Belsley,Kuh, andWelsch(1980),inflated variances
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arisingfrom multicollinearityamongtheindependentariablesareproblematicsinceit
may not give valid resultsaboutanyindividual predictor,or aboutwhich predictorsare
redundantvith respecto others.Thus,thevariancenflation factor (VIF), a statistical
indexquantifyingthe severityof multicollinearity, wasexaminedo detectthe degreeof
multicollinearity.In addition,in orderto testtheassumptionsf normality, linearity, and
homoscedasticitgf residualsnormalprobability plots, histogramsandscatterplot®of
standardizedesidualsvereexamined Tabachnick& Fidell, 2007).Lastly, for the
preliminaryanalysego assesshediscrimimativeandconstructvalidity of the
measuremennodel,a seriesof confirmatoryfactoranalysiS(CFA) wereconducted.
Testing Simple Mediation with Regression Analysis

Theresearcldesignemployed aswell astheresearclguestionexploredin this
study, requiredseveralifferentdataanalytictechniquesCollectively,Hypotheseq, 2,
and3 suggest mediation effect or an indirect effect (often used interchangeably, as they
are here) model examining by what means perceived disparity exerts itopffect
knowledge sharing. In the present study, | hypothesized the relationship between
perceived disparity and knowledge sharing is transmitted by psychological safety
(Hypothess 2) and team identificatiorariable, M=Mediator,W=Moderator
(Hypothesis 3). fie regression and mediation techniques are well established and are
employed in a majority of social science research (Summers, Humphrey, & Ferris, 2012).
Tests of such mediation hypotheses are guided by the multistep approach proposed by
Baron and Kenny (1986Model (a) in figure 2 shows conceptual path diagram of
mediation. In this model, the total effect of independent varialjlp€¥ceived disparity)

on the depedent variable (Y; knowledge sharing) is the sum of the direct etfedr{d
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M
(Team Identification;
a Psychological Safety) b
X . Y
(Perceived Disparity) ¢’ (c) (Knowledge Sharing)
(a) Simple mediation or indirect model
W
(Transformational Team
Leadership)
X Y - Y
(Perceived Disparity) (Knowledge Sharing)
(b) Simple moderation model
w
(Transformational Team
Leadership)
M
(Team Identification;
Psychological Safety)
a b
X . Y
(Perceived Disparity) ¢’ (c) (Knowledge Sharing)

(c) Moderated mediation model

Figure 2. Pathdiagramsof direct,mediationandmoderatednediation Adaptedand
modifiedfromi A d d r ensderatedgediationhypothesesTheory,methodsand
prescription s by&. J.Preacher). D. Rucker,andA. F. Hayes,2007,Multivariate
behavioralresearch42(1), 185227.Note.X=independentariable,Y=dependent
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the indirect effect oK on Y through the mediator (M; team identification, psychological
safety), wheh is equal to the product of theandb path(i.e., ab). It is saidthat
mediationeffectexistswhenthedirecteffect,X A Y, becomenorsignificant,after
mediatoris takeninto accountAppendix E shows the regression equations estimated to
test Hypokesis 1 through 3.
Testing Simple Moderation with Regression Analysis

In the present study, it is of critical interest to determine whether or not
transformational leadership moderates the relationship between perceived disparity and
knowledge sharingiithin teams dependent variable described in literature reyiéov
test theses hypothesg$ypothesist), | performed hierarchical multiple regression
analyses in which the control variables were entered in the first step followed by the
inclusion of the man effects variables of perceived disparity in the second. In the third
step, three interaction terms (perceived dispartigrsformational team leadership
were additionally enteredlodel (b) in figure 2 shows conceptual path diagram of
mediation.

To probe the nature of this moderation effect, | plotted the interactions following
Ai ken and Westods (1991) procethaddigogl and con
calculated the biasorrected bootstrap conditional effects udimg procedure proposed
by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) using the PROCESS computational program for
SPSS developed by Hayes (2012). PROCESS provides a flexible computation tool that
integrates contemporary techniques for testing relationships involving multiple
mediating ananoderating variables (e.g., Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Hayes & Preacher,

2012; MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007; Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005; Preacher et
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al., 2007).The program calculates thascorrected bootstraponditional effects,
sampling erroi®B), t score, angb level of the moderation on the basislgpf00i 5,000
bootstrap sampleBhe bootstrapping technique is recommended because the products of
interaction terms and regression coefficients are rarely normally distributed (Edwards &
Lambert,2007). Bootstrapping is the nonparametric statistical method of estimating
properties of an statistics (e.g., variance of means) by constructing a number of
resamples of the observed dataset, each of which is obtained by random sampling with
replacementrbm the original dataset (Efron & Tibishirat®98 Mooney & Duval,
1993.. Appendix E show the regression equations estimated to test Hypothesis 4.
Testing Moderated M ediation with Regression Analysis

In addition to the simple moderation analysis, it is also of critical interest to
determinewhetheror not theindirecteffectof X (i.e., perceivedisparity) onY (i.e.,
knowledgesharing throughM (i.e., teamidentification psychologicakafety remains
constamacrosdifferentteamcontext® W (i.e., moderatoriransformationateam
leadership)For example ashypothesizedn this study,perhapgeamidentification(M)
mediateghe perceiveddisparity(X) A knowledgesharing(Y) relationshipfor high
transfornationalteamleadershigut not for low transformationateamleadershigW).
More generallythe strengthand/ordirectionof anindirecteffectmaydependinearly
uponthelevel of amoderato(W; transformationateamleadership).

Varioussourcegeferto this effectasmoderatednediation(e.g.,Baron&
Kenny,1986;Edwards& Lambert,2007;MorganLopez,& MacKinnon,2006;Muller
et al.,2005;Ng, Ang, & Chan,2008)or conditionalindirecteffects(Preacher et al.,

2007).Preacheetal. (2007,p. 186) definea conditionalindirecteffectasiithe
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magnitudeof anindirecteffectataparticularvalueofamo d e r & summang
moderatednediationmodelsrepresenattemptgo explainbothhow andwhena given
effectoccurs(Frone,1999).Model (c) in Figure 2 showsconceptuapathdiagramof
moderatednediationor conditionalindirecteffects.

Hypothesiss and6 suggestwo moderatednediationmodel,which proposehat
theindirecteffectsof perceiveddisparityon knowledgesharingvia psychologicakafety
(Hypothese$) andteamidentification(Hypothese$) aredependenbnthelevel of
transformational team leadersbifo testthe moderatednediationhypothesed, relied
onthe PROCESS computational program for SPSS developed by Hayes {2042)
routineestimateshe mediatedoathof theindependentariable(X)on the dependent
variable(Y) throughthe mediatorvariable(M) at differentvaluesof the moderator
variables\W). Appendix E shows the regression equations estimated to test Hypothesis 5
and 6.

Summary

This chaptereviewedthe datacollection,measuresanddataanalysis
approachesaswell astargetpopulationandsampleof this study.Thetargetpopulation
wasnonmanagingole Koreanemployee®f for-profit organizationsn SouthKorea
Datawerecollectedfrom four majorcompaniesn petrochemicalelectronicanaterials,
andhomeelectronicandustry,which areall headquarteresh SouthKorea.With
cooperatiorof HR or HRD manager®f theseorganizations459 surveyquestionnaires
were distributedand285 usablequestionnairegverereturned Prior to the datacollection,
thisresearclwasapprovedoy the IRB atthe Universityof Minnesota.

Forthesurveyquestionnairevalidatedmeasuremerdcalesvereusedto assess
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knowledgesharingperceivedisparity,psychologicakafety,teamidentification,and
transformational team leadershiydl of themeasuresisedin this studywerepreviously
developedandvalidated.The questionnairevasadministeredn Koreanfollowing a
backtranslationprocedureA seriesof confirmatoryfactoranalysesvereconductedo
testthe constructvalidity of the measurement&onsistentvith acceptegracticein
CFA, severalifferentfit indiceswereusedto assesshefit of themodel.Hierarchical
multiple regressioranalysesvereusedto testthe maineffectof perceiveddisparityon
knowledgesharing the simplemediationeffectsof psychologicakafetyandteam
identificationon therelationshipbetweermperceivedisparityandknowledgesharing
guidedby the multistepapproactproposedy BaronandKenny(1986) Themoderated
mediationeffectsof perceiveddisparityon knowledgesharingvia psychologicakafety
andteamidentificationweretestedusingSPSSstatisticalroutinesdevelopedy

Preacheetal. (2007).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This chaptempresentsheresultsof the dataanalysis First, preliminaryanalyses
includingdescriptivestatistics correlationmatrix, andCFA arepresentedSecond,
resultsof the hierarchicalmultiple regressioranalysesor testingthe hypothesesn the
mainandsimplemediationareprovided.Lastly, resultsof moderateanediationfor
testingthe hypothesesn the conditionalindirect effectsarepresented.

Preliminary Analyses

Priorto analysesto checkfor univariateoutliersandmultivariateoutliers, |
examinedhe z scoresof eachof the overallscalesandMahalanobiglistanceamong
thevariableg(Tabachnick& Fidell, 2007).No extremeoutlierswerefound.| also
conducted a preliminary analysis to access differences on the substantive variables
among four organizations in the present study.-@ag analysis of variance (ANOVA)
suggests no mean differences for perceived digpa(B, 236) = 0.28p = .84, team
identification,F(3, 236) = 1.28p = .31, psychological safet(3, 236) = 1.52p = .26,
transformational team leadershif{;3, 236) = 1.12p = .34, and knowledge sharirg3,
236) = 1.90p = .13.

Table7 presentshe meansstandardieviations andintercorrelation®f the
studyvariablesAn inspectionof the correlationsndicatedthatperceiveddisparitywas

negativelyandsignificantlyrelatedto team identificationr(=-.30,p < .01),
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DescriptiveSttisticsandBivariate Correlations
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
36.52 7.52
1.Age
247 126 .81
2. Rank
785 732 .76 65"
3. Tenure
349 078 -12° -12° -09°
4. TaskInterdependence
335 072 -17° -08 @ -16° 18"
5. Org. support
271 078 .06 05  -01" -09 -28
6.PD
396 081 -177 -217 -1%3 417 38" -30°
7. Tl
367 073 -127 -14 -06 36 40 -44 73"
8.PS
380 078 -10° -13° -06° 27 42" .35 64" 60"
9.TTL
3.77 072 -12°0 -13° -12° 38" 52"  -35 64" 62" 64"
10.KS

Note.N=240.PD = Perceivedlisparity;PS= Psychologicakafety; Tl = Teamidentification; TTL = Transformational team

leadershipKS = Knowledgesharhg.  p<05,” p<.01
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psychological safetyr = -.44,p < .01), transformational team leadership-(35,p<.01),
and knowledge sharing € -.35,p < .01).Transformational team leadership was
significantly correlated with team identification= .64, p <.01), psychological safety

(r =.60,p<.01), and knowledge sharing=£ .64,p <.01). Among the demographic
variables, rankr(=-.13,p < .05) was negatively and significantly related to knowledge
sharing, whereas age and tenure was not significaorrelated with knowledge sharing.
Correlation matrix also showed that task interdependenee3g,p < .01) and
organizational support € .52,p <.01) were significantly related to knowledge sharing.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Before forming lhe scales for hierarchical multiple regression analyses, a series
of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using SPSS AMOS version 20.0 was performed.
SPSSAMOS is acomprehensivéext andgraphicsbasedstructuralequationrmodeling
andCFA programsimilar in designto LISREL andEQS(Anderson& West,1998).The
overallmo d echi-Sgsiaregoodnessit index(GFI), comparativdit index (CFI),
normedfit index (NFI), androot meansquareerrorof approximatiofRMSEA) were
usedto assessnodelfit. Fortransbrmational team leadershiwhichis afour-
dimensionconstruct) reducedhe numberof itemsby creatingfour indicators,with
eachindicatorbeingrepresentedy the dimensionscore.l did notreducethe numberof
itemsof psychologicakafety,teamidentification, knowledgesharing,andtwo control
variables.

Resultsn Table8 showedhatthe proposedive-factorstructure(perceived

disparity,psychologicakafety,teamidentification,transformational team leadership
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Table8

ConfirmatoryFactor Andysis Resultdor the StudyVariables

Model 2 df a2 GFI CFl NFI RMSEA
Five-factormodel® 707.29 340 92 .90 92 .069
Fourfactormodel® 746.45 344 39.16 .88 .89 .87 .072
Threefactormodel  g99 04 347 15339 77 84 .77 084
Singlefactor 112115 350 221.31 .72 .78 .71 105

model®

Note.N = 240.All ¢ 2ndas® valuesarep < .001.
# Five-factor mode! includes perceiveddisparity,teamidentification, psychologicakafety,

transformational team leadershgmdknowledgesharing b Four- factor model includes
perceivedisparity,transformational team leadershikmowledgesharing,and a factor

combiningteamidentificationand psychologicalsafetyc Threefador model includes
perceivedlisparity,knowledgesharing,andafador combiningteamidentification,

psychologicakafety,andtransformational team Ieadersh%ﬁinglefactor model

includes onefactor combining all five condructs.

knowledge sharing) demonstrated good fit with the (&840] = 707.29; GFI = .92;
CFI =.90; NFI = .92; RMSEA = .069). To test for the discriminant validity of the
constructs, | compared the fifactor model with three alternative models with fewer
factors: a fowfactor model that combined psychologicalesg and team identification
into one factor, a three factor model that combined psychological safety, team
identification, and transformational team leadership into one factor, and afsicigle
model in which all items were specified to load on a siglent variable. Nested model
comparisons demonstrated that the fi@etor model was superior to the alternative
models; results showed a significantly worse fit for the -fastor model (GFI = .88;

CFI =.89; NFI = .87; RMSEA = .07), the thréactor nodel (GFI = .77; CFI =.84; NFI
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= .77, RMSEA = .08), and the singlactor model (GFI = .72; CFI =.78; NFI = .71,
RMSEA = .12). Taken together, the fit indices of the nested models showed that
psychological safety, team identification, transformational teEsdership were distinct
constructs. | computed the various constructs by taking the average of their respective
items.
HypothesisTests
Testingthe Main and Mediation Effects
Collectively,Hypothesisl, 2, and3 proposedhat psychologicakafetyand
team identification mediateshe relationshipfor perceiveddisparity with knowledge
sharing Accordingto BaronandKenny (1986),four conditionsarenecessaryo
establisimediation:
1. theindependenti.e., perceivedisparity)anddependen(i.e., knowledge
sharing)variablesmustbe significantlyrelated
2. theindependentariableandmediator(i.e.,teamidentificationand
psychologicakafety)mustbe significantly related;
3. the mediatorand dependenvariable must be significantly related;and
4. the reldionship betweenthe independentariable and dependent
variable should be nonsignificantor weakerwhen the mediatoris added.
Theregressiomesultsfor testingmediationarereportedin Table9 and 10.
Resultsin thethird columnof Table9 and10 shavedthat,aftercontrollingfor

age,tenure rank,taskinterdependencendorganizationakupport,perceivedisparity

is negativelyrelated( b-21,p <.01)to knowledgesharingwhich supported
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Table 9

Regression Results for Testing Main and Mediation (Team Identification) Effects

Knowledge Sharing

Factor and statistic =~ Team Identificatiol Step 1 Step 2

Step 1. Control variables

*k Kk Rkl

Age .08 14 .10

Tenure -.20" -127 -.03"
Rank 01" -.06" -.06"
Task interdependence 33" 29" 15
Organizational support 27 41" 29

Step 2. Main effect

*k *%

Perceived disparity -.19 c? -21 c1®® -13 cF

Step 3. Mediation effect

Team identification 43" 4
R 32" 41" 53"
@R 03" 04" A7
AdjustedR? 31 35 52

Note Standardized coefficients reportedR® = Riviodell R control

& Conditions 1 for mediation (C1): the independent (i.e., perceived disparity)and
dependent variables (i.e., knowledge stgrimust be significantly relateBiConditions

2 for mediation (C2): independent variable (i.e., perceived disparity) and mediator (i.e.,
team identification) must be significantly relaté@ondition 3 (C3): mediator and
dependent variable must be sfgrantly related® Condition 4 (C4): relationship

between the independent variable and dependent variable should be nonsignificant or
weaker when the mediator is added.

"p<.05," p<.01.
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Table 10

Regression Results for Testing Main Effect MediatiRsychological Safety) Effects

Knowledge Sharing

Factor and statistic ~ Psychological Safet  Step 1 Step 2

Step 1. Control variables

Age 07" 14" 117
Tenure -16 -127 -.05"
Rank .05 -.06" -.08"
Task interdependence 27 29" A7
Organizational support 26" 417 307

Step 2. Main effect

Perceived disparity -34" c?  -21 cr .07 cF

Step 3. Mediation effect

PS 4l co
R 37" 417 51"
®R 10" 04" 15"
AdjustedR? 35 39" 50"

Note PS = Psychological Safety. Standardized coefficients rep@eieti= Rivodeli R

Control-

& Conditions 1 for mediation (C1): the independent (i.e., perceived disparity)and
dependent vaables (i.e., knowledge sharing) must be significantly reldt€dnditions

2 for mediation (C2): independent variable (i.e., perceived disparity) and mediator (i.e.,
team identification) must be significantly relaté@ondition 3 (C3): mediator and
dependent variable must be significantly relaté@ondition 4 (C4): relationship

between the independent variable and dependent variable should be nonsignificant or
weaker when the mediator is added.

Ap<.10," p<.05," p<.0l.
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Hypothesis 1. Since Cdition 1 was supported for both mediatdrgsted for
mediation separately for each of twediators. For team identification, results in the
second column of Table 9 and 10 show that perceived disparity was significantly related
to team identificationff -49,p< . 01), and psyeHps.0lyi cal saf
thus, support Condition 2 for mediation.

Results in the fourth column in Table 9 demonstrated that team identification
waspositively related tp<.0R)raodwnlsesdpgoet s hari ng
Condition 3. Further, results showed that after team identification was taken into account,
the effects of p.Erpgdl)beeathe weakerpatbeitisttly (b =
significant, which suggests partial mediation; whereas after psygibalsafety was
taken into account , -.07,hsebecarhefnensignificart, whice r c e i v e
suggests complete mediatidrakentogether Hypothese® and 3veresupported
Figure 3 shows path diagram of mediational regression results.

Teasing he Moderating Effect of Transformational Leadership

Hypothesis 4 predicted that transformational leadership moderated the
relationship between perceived disparity and knowledge sharing. To test Hypotheses 5,
hierarchical moderated regression analysis veafopmed. In step 1, all of the control
variables were entered. In step 2, main effect variables, power disparity and
transformational team leadership were added. In step 3, interaction by entering the
product of power disparity and transformational teaadérship (power disparity x
transformational team leadership) was tested. Of the control variables, task
interdependpgnc®dl1()bh oDrgah, zap<d.d)ware support

significantly related to knkdwd,edge sharing
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Perceived Disparity

~13%%(-21%%)

Knowledge Sharing

(a) Mediation effect of team identification on the relationship between perceived
disparity and knowledge sharing

AT%*®

Psychological
Safety
-.34%*
Perceived Disparity
-07 (-.21%%)

Figure 3. Path diagrams of mediation

rank-14,hs) = and

Knowledge Sharing

t-.@3 m3) weee ndt fignificantly related to knowledge

sharing. Results in the fourth column of Table 11 showed that, after controlling for age,

tenure, rank, task inteegendence, and organizational support, the interaction between

perceived disparity and

to predict knowledge sharing.

t r ang wds pot sigaificanto n a |

To probethe natureof the effects,| plottedtheinteractiondollowing Aiken and

We s {1894)proceduremndconductedsimpleslopegests.Therelationship

t
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Table11

RegressiorResultdor TestingMain Effectin Hypothesisl and Mediationin Hypothesis
3

Factorandstatistic Stepl Step2 Step3

Stepl. Controlvariables

*k *k Rl

Age 12 09 09
Tenure -147 -.04" 04"
Rank -.03" -.08" -.08"
Task interdependence .30 21 21
Organizational support a7’ 27 27
Step 2. Main effect
Perceived Disparity (PD) -11° -12"
Transformational Team Leatship 43" 42
(TTL)
Step 3Moderationeffect
PD xTTL 01"
R 366 539" 539"
&R A7 .00
AdjustedR? 35" 54" 54"

Note.PS= PsychologicaSafety.Standardizedoefficientsreported e R? = Riyvogel | R

Control-
Ap<.10," p<.05" p<.01.
between perceived disparity xknowledge sharing was plotted using conditional
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values for transformational team leadership that were calculated to be 1 standard

deviation above and 1 standard deviation below the mean (Aiken & Y@&df). Figure

4 shows that the relationship between perceived disparity and knowledge sharing is

negative for both high and low transformational team leadership, but the relationship is
stronger for low transformational team leadership (dashed line) ihlan h

transformational team leadership (solid line). Furthermore, | conducted a simple slopes
test, which is the method for testing fAthe

simple regression lines representing relations between

L IR N . — High TTL, + 1SD (+.78)
o © o o) == Low TTL, -1SD (-.78)
————— v
. 5 O ngh TTL
4.0000 Mid TTL
*s. O LowTTL
oh Ca,
= Cep
- "
- - v
g T “a O
$  3.00004 ‘o,
= oo
o o} “es
2 “
=] =
§ g .
2.0000
1.0000
1 1 I 1
1.00 2.00 3.00 400 5.00

Perceived Disparity

Figure 4. Interadion effectof perceiveddisparityandtransformationaleadershipn

knowledgesharing TTL = Transformational team leadership.



81

the predictor and the outcome at specific

& Barron2004, p. 122). Frazier ek §2004) further point out that testing the simple

slopes can give information about the significance of the relationships between the

independent and dependent variable at different levels of the moderator. In the present

study, simple slope tests indied that perceived disparity has a stronger negative effect

on knowledge sharing withittams when transformatiortale am | eader shi p wa

-17,t=255p< . 01) than when transfor mall,nspnal t e
To further probe the nature of the moderation effectsaosformational team

leadership, | conducted additional analyses to assess/arallmoderatiormodel with

the procedure proposed by Preacher et al. (2007) usiRROEESS computational

program for SPSS developed by Hayes (20l@lculated the biasorrected bootstrap

conditional effects, sampling err&®), t score, angb level of the moderation on the

basis of 5,000 bootstrap sampl€ke results in Table 12 shows that perceived disparity

(-.155,p <.05)was significantly and negatively related to knowledge sharing when

transformational leadership behavior was low, whettleagffect {.107,ns) was

nonsignificanwhen transformational leadership behavior was high. Taken together,

Hypothesis 4 was supported.

Testing the Moderated Mediation Effects

Hypothese$ and6 predictedthatthe mediatingeffectof team identification
and psychological safety for the negative relationship between perceived disparity and
knowledge sharing would be weakened or become nonsignificant when high

transformational team leadership is high.
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Table12

Moderating Effects of Transformational Ted.eadership in Predicting Knowledge
Sharing

Boot indirect Boot

Moderator value offect SE

Boott Boot p

Moderating (conditionalgffect at TTL =M +£1 SD

Low TTL, -1SD ¢.78) -.155 .063 -2.44 .02
Average TTL -131 .048 -2.71 .01
HighTTL, + 1SD (+.78) -.107 .067 -1.60 A1

Note. N=240. TTL =Transformational team leadershipnstandardized coefficients are
reported. Bootstrap size = 5,000.

To assess moderated mediation (Muller et al., 2005; Preacher et al., 2007), |

examined four conditions followg Preacher et al., (2007) recommendation

1. significanteffectof theindependen(i.e., perceivedlisparity)anddependent
(i.e.,knowledgesharing)variables

2. significant effect oimediator(i.e., team identification; psychological safety)
on dependent vable;

3. significant interactions betweémdependent variabl@gndmoderator (i.e.,
transformational team leadership predictingmediator andsignificant
interactionbetweermoderatorandmediatorin predictingdependentariable;

4. differentconditionalindirecteffectof independentariableon dependent
variable,via mediatoracrosdifferent(i.e., low andhigh levels)of
moderator.

Thelastcondition,whichis theessencef moderatednediation(Preacheetal., 2007)



83

Moderatednediationis demongtatedwhenthe conditionalindirect effect of perceived
disparity on knowledgesharing via teamidentificationandpsychologicakafety differs
in strengthacrosdow andhigh levelsof transformational team leadership

The results for Hypothesis 1, whidemonstrated that perceived disparity was
significantly related to knowledge sharing, supported Condition 1 for moderated
mediation. Conditior2 was also supported by the results for Hypothesis 1, in which
team identification and psychological safety wasitively related to knowledge sharing.

To test for Condition 3 first examined whether the interaction of perceived
disparity withtransformational team leadershi@as significant in predicting team
identification and psychological safety. Resultsh&f moderated regressions of
transformational team leaderstup team identification and psychological safety and
knowledge sharing are presented in Tdld@and14. Results shows that in predicting
team identification, the interaction terms for perceigiesgpharity withtransformational
team leadership b 01sns) wasnotsignificant and in predicting psychological safety,
the interaction terms for perceived disparity wirdmsformational team leadershipb - =
.22,p < .05) was significant.

| next examined whether the interactionstfansformatioal team leadership
with team identification and psychological safety were significant in predicting
knowledge sharing. Results presented in the last column of Tahled14 show that
both team idenpi f.iI063t iaommdd @ERB y=.M9%p<205)i cal saf

interacted withtransformational team leadershippredicting knowledge sharing.
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Table13

RegressioriResultdor TestingModerationfor Transformational.eadershipand
Teamldentificationand KnowledgeSharing

Factorandstatistic Teamldentification KnowledgeSharing

Stepl. Controlvariables

Age 03" 07"
Tenure 117 -.01"
Rank -.01" -.06"
TaskInterdependence 23" 15
OrganizationaSupport 117 23"

Step2. Main effect

ok Kk

Perceivedlisparity(PD) -.08 -.08

Step3. MODMED effect

TransformationaleamLeadership 49" -0

(TTL)

PDxTTL 01"

Teamldentification(T1) VA

TIxTTL 77
R 50" 58"
®R 217 22"
AdjustedR? 49" 57

Note.MODMED = Moderatednediation.Standardizedoefficientsreported.
$R2 = RzModel i R Control-
Ap<.10," p<.05," p<.01.
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Table14
RegressioriResultdor TestingModerationfor Transformational.eadeship and
PsychologicalSafetyand KnowledgeSharing

Psychological KnowledgeSharing
Factorandstatistic Safety

Stepl. Controlvariables

Age 02" 07"
Tenure -.09 -01"
Rank .03 -.08"
TaskInterdependence 20 17"
OrganizationaBupmrt 13" 23"

Step2. Main effect

Kk Sk

Perceivedlisparity(PD) -.03 -.04

Step3. MODMED effect

*k *k

TransformationaleamLeadership .56 -.08

(TTL)

PDxTTL -227

PsychologicaBafety(PS) -18"

PSx TTL 76
R 48 59
&R 22 22
AdjustedR? AT 59"

Note.MODMED = Moderatedmediation.Standardizedoefficientsreported.
&RZ = |:\>2Model i R Control-
Ap<.10," p<.05,” p<.01.
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As noted by Preacher et al. (2007), several methodologists have defined or
discussed moderated mediation, sometimigls conflicting definitions. Wegener and
Fabrigar (20006 har e James and Brettds (1984)
could occumwhen a moderatox 1V interaction is observed (because of differences in
IV to medator and/or mediator to DV paths) or when no moderatdf interactionis
observed (because different mediators create the same magnitude of effect or a
mediator operates at some levels of the moderator but direct effects occur at other
|l evel s).0 (p. 437)

To further validate findings of moderatedmediationrelationshipgor
psychological safefyf examinedCondition4, which requiresthe magnitudeof the
conditional indirect effect of thperceived disparityia team identification and
psychological saty to be differenfor knowledge sharingcrosshighandlow levels
of transformational team leadershipusedPreacheeta | (2@0%)statistical
significant testFollowing Preacheeta | (2003)recommendation, operationalized
high andlow levelsof transformational team leaderslapone standarddeviation
aboveand belowthe meanscoreof the leadership behavior

Table 15and 16presentshe estimatesstandarderrors,t statisticsand
significance valuef the conditionalindirect effectsfor perceived disparityacross
low and high levels of transformational team leadershipesults show in Tabl&5
showsthat the conditionalindirect effectsof perceived disparity through team
identification wasstrongerand significantin low transformationateam leadershif
.036,p < .05 but wereweakerandnonsignificantin the high transformational

team leadershifr.022,ns). Thus, HypotheseS was supported..

def i

I



87

Table15

Conditionallndirect Effectsvia Teamldentificationin PredictingKnowledgeSharing

Boot indirect Boot

effect SE Boott Bootp

Moderatorvalue

ConditionalindirecteffectatTTL=M + 1 SD

Low TTL, -1SD(-.78) -.036 .019 -1.89 .012
AverageTTL -.029 .025 -1.15 .062
HighTTL, + 1SD(+.78) -.022 .026 -0.85 .098

Note.N=240.TTL = Trarsformational team leadershignstandardizedoefficientsare
reported Bootstrapsize= 5,000.

Table16

Conditionallndirect Effectsvia PsychologicaSafetyin PredictingKnowledgeSharing

Boot indirect Boot

effect SE Boott Bootp

Moderatorvalue

ConditionalindirecteffectatTTL=M + 1 SD

Low TTL, -1SD(-.78) -.068 .026 -2.96 .0031
AverageTTL -.087 .023 -3.83 .0001
HighTTL, + 1SD(+.78) -.098 .030 -3.31 .0009

Note.N=240.TTL = Transformational team leadershignstandardizedoefficientsare
reported Bootstrapsize= 5,000.
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In contrast, for psychological safetgsults show iTable 16 shows that the
conditional indirect effects of perceived disparity were stronger and significant in high
transformational team leadershi0@8, p< .01) but were weaker and significant in the
low transformational team leadersh#068, p < .01). Thus, Hypotheses 6 was not
supported

Summary

This chapter presents the results of data analyses. First, hierarchical multiple
regression analyses were canted to test the main and mediation effects. The results of
regression analyses showed that perceived disparity was significantly and negatively
associated with knowledge sharing, supporting Hypotheses 1. In support of Hypothesis 2
and 3, team identificatn and psychological safety mediated the relationship between
perceived disparity and knowledge sharing behavinraddition transformational team
leadership moderated the relationship between perceived disparity and knowledge
sharing, supporting Hypbeésis 4. Furthermoréje conditional indirect effect of
perceived disparity on knowledge shanng team identification was weaker and
nonsignificanwhen transformational team leadership was high, supporting Hypothesis
5. However, for psychological s@yethe conditional indirect effect of perceived
disparity on knowledge sharing was stronger and significant when transformation team

leadership was. Thus Hypothesis 6 was not supported.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter discusssthe findingspresented in the previouschapter. First, a
summary of theresuts and discusson are presented. Theoreticd and pradicd
impli cationsof thefindings are discussed. Next, thenlimitationsof this study are
addressed. Finally, the chapter concludes by outliningfuture reseach directions.

Summary of Resultsand Discusson

A central intuition guiding the present study is that work teams in many
organizations perform a number of important tasks under the central premise that when
organizations integraiedividuals with a different knowledge base into a tdzased
structure, a superior performance is more likely to happen. This study also notes that
knowledge sharing is a crucial team process, without which, work teams may not be able
to meet this fundaental expectatiornder what conditions do employees within a
work team share their knowledge with fellow team memb&h&?present study
addresses this questibg examining the interrelationships between perceived disparity,
team identification, psychogical safety, and transformational team leaderstigpugh
the investigation of the following hypotheses.
Hypothesis1: PerceivedDisparity and Knowledge Sharing in Work Teams

Hypothesis 1 predicted thpérceived disparitywould benegativelyrelated
to knowledge sharing in work teamBhis hypothesis was confirmgddicating that
team memberaho perceivd a high level of disparity in power and statusreless
likely to engage irknowledge sharingehavios. There has been increasing interest

in the efects of social hierarcldy differences in power and status among
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individual®d onteam processes andllective learning irorganizations and teams
(Bunderson & Reagans, 201However,despite the relevance of perceived disparity
for knowledge sharing, thelea that the power disparity may have detrimental effects
on employee knowledge sharing behavior has not been fully demong&ate®¥an
de Vegt et al., 2010This finding supports the argument ttie¢ power and status
differencesamong team membersud gifle andconstraint e am me mber s6 knowl
sharingwhich isviewed as criticalor team performance anelarning (e.g., Brooks
1994, Edmondson 2002).
Hypotheses 2-3: Team Identification, Psychological Safety, and Knowledge Sharing
Hypothesis 2 pradted thateam identificatiorwould mediate the negative
relationship between perceived disparity and knowledge sharing befdigor.
hypothesis was also confirmedth negativeand indirect effects of perceived
disparity on knowledge sharing via tearentification. More specifically, team
identification was negatively related to perceived disparity, yet this team
identification was positively associated with knowledge sharing.
The results from Hypothesis 2 provide evidence for the notion that team
members with a high perceived disparity are less likely to engage in knowledge
sharing behavior because dissimilarities in power and status may lead to socially
categorizing team members either hghwer or lowpower members and to
decrease the extent to whidissimilar individuals identify with other team members
(Milli ken & Martins, 1996; Wi lliams & OO0ORe
Chattopadhyay and Georgeod6s (2001) argument

may heighten intragroup fractures andréty undermine the team processes
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including knowledge sharing.

Hypothesis 3 predicted thpsychological safetwould mediatethe negative
relationship betweeperceived disparity and knowledge sharing behavVioeresult
of mediation analysiprovides spport for hypothesis,3ndicating thathe indirect
effects of perceived disparity on knowledge sharing through team identification is
negative and significant. This result supports the argument that perceived disparity
negatively affect the extent to vahi team members perceive their team as
psychologically safe for proposing different perspectives, expressing disagreements,
or suggesting innovative ideasahn, 1990) This decreased level of psychological
safety, in turn, may idatiamioshare thdir&nowleglgem me mb e
within the teamKahn, 1990; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Tucker & Edmondson,
2003) Thisfindingis congstent with theargument that while the psychological safety
is an important prerequisite for facilitating the shaang integrating the knowledge
in work teams, yet differenc@s power and status can weakeet e am me mber s 0
beliefs of which their team is safe for interpersonal risk (Kahn, 1990; Nembhard &
Edmondson, 2006; Tucker & Edmondson, 2003).
Hypotheses 46: Transformational Team Leadership, Perceived Disparity, and
Knowledge Sharing

Hypothesis 4 predicted thiaansformational team leadershyould
moderate the negative effects of perceived disparity on knowledge sfdnisng.
hypothesis was confirmed; indicagithatthe negative relationship between
perceived disparity and knowledge sharing become nonsignificant when

transformational team leadership is highis result is in line with the argument that
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team leaders are crucial for eliminating beeriersthatoften discouragéeam
memberdrom voicing their concerns and other ideas (Kearney & Gebert, 2009;
Walumbwa & Schaubroek, 2009). Particularly, transformational team leaders can
attenuate the negative effects of perceived disparity by shifting atterdgian fr
difficulties to potential advantages diversity (Walumbwa & Schaubroek, 2009)

Hypothesis fand 6further investigated how transformational team
leadership moderate the effects of perceived disparity on knowledge sharing. More
specifically,Hypothess 5and 6predicted thatransformational team leadership
would moderate the strength of the mediated relationships between perceived
disparity and knowledge sharing via team identification (Hypothesis 5) or
psychological safety (Hypothesis 6), such thatmediated relationships would be
weaker or nonsignificant under high transformational team leadership than under low
transformational team leadership.

For the team identificationhé result of moderated mediation analysis
provides support forypothess 5, indicating thatnediated relationships was weaker
and nonsignificant under high transformational team leadership than under low
transformational team leadershigy contrast, the results do not provide support for
Hypothesis 6, indicating that for pdyological safety, the conditional indirect effects
of perceived disparity was stronger and significant in high transformational team
leadership but were weaker and significant in low transformational team leadership.
Thus, the findings partially suppohe proposition that the indirect effects of
perceived disparity on knowledge sharing through emergent states (i.e., team

identification, psychological safety) dependingommtextual circumstancesich as
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transformationateam leadership

Theresuls suggest thatransformational teadeadership itself is not always
sufficient tobuild a psychologically safe climate in a team. Although more research
is needed to explore the relationship among perceived disparity, psychological safety,
and transformationaeam leadership, the findings imply that team leaders may need
to also engage in behaviors other than transformational team leadership to promote
psychological safety in their teams. For example, while this study does not give
direction here, team leades&followers perceiving high power disparity may need to
also exhibit more inclusive leadership style (i.e., making themselves available and
approachableflembhard & Edmondson, 200&uch as the servant leadership style
(i .e., team | e astessesving diherd, auvturimgpasitive mp h
relationships between team members, and sharing p8eleaubroeck, Lam, & Peng,
2011)

Theoretical Implications

The present study provides four significant theoretical contributions to the
existing literature oknowledge sharing-irst, this study sought to contribute to the
body of knowledge oteam diversity, team identification, psychological safety,
transformational team leadership, and knowledge sharing belwgvimriquely
integratingfive streams of reseetn that have not been connected previouskRD
and KM literature Knowledge sharingn work teamss one approach for an
organization todke advantage of diverse information, expertise, and perspectives of
all members as an important asset for colMeckearning, innovation, and

performance (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Bunderson & Reagans, 2011; Mesmer
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Magnus & DeChurch, 2009; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 260R)ever, littl e
research has examined therelationshp between team diversityand knowledge
sharing behavior

Particularly limited reseach has examined therole of perceived disparitin
predictingknowledge sharingh work teamsettings, even though implicit or explicit
rank orders in a team hierarcphays an importantroleindetermining e am me mber s 0
willingness to share knowledgBunderson & Reagans, 201More importantly,
limited research has investigated theimportant mediatingrole of team identification
and psychological safety facilitatingknowledge sharing in work teams aihe t
moderating role of transformational team leadershgfindings of the present
study suggestthat team identification, psychological safety, and transformational team
leadershigre significant determinants of knowledge sharing in work teafoshe
best of my knowledge, the presenstudyisthefirstto jointly examinetheeffeds of
these variablesn knowledge sharing in the HRD and KM literature

Second, another theoretical contribution is that this study ident#ad
identification and psychotpcal safetyasmediatoran the relationship between
perceived disparitgand knowledge sharing. The results of this study suggest that
team member s& i de n tsignificactigmediadectheeffectsiof t hei r t e
perceived disparity on knowledge singrsuch that while team identification had
positive effects on knowledge sharing (Bezrukova et al., 2009; Carmeli, 2008;
Kearney et al., 2009), yet this sense of oneness can be scattered by the presence of
perceived disparity among team members.

In addiion, thefindings of the present study alsoggest hat t eam membe
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perception of psychological safétyno one on the team will negatively response to

actions that have the potential for embarrassment or dheegmificantlymediated

theeffects of perceed disparity on knowledge sharing. Despite the necessity for

psychological safety in knowledge shariigahn, 1990; Nembhard & Edmondson,

2006; Tucker & Edmondson, 2003erceived disparity in power and status

weakened team me mb einteard is bate for igerpersonal riskwh i ¢ h t h
Thus, a key contribution of this study is the importance of identifying team member

emergent states which supports improving social and psychological context, since

both are critical for knowledge sharing within degraphically and hierarchically

diverse teams.

Third, another key finding of this study is thegnsformational team
leadershipoperates as a condition that moderates the relationship beberssived
disparity and knowledge sharing in work teams suchtthasformational team
leadership weakens timegativerelationship betweeperceived disparitgnd
knowledge sharingehavior.This finding demonstrates thiatowledge sharing in
work teamss likely to befacilitatedwhent eam | eader s6 transfor mat
leadership words and deeds by persuading team members to set asitgeselt
concerns and work toward mutual goddsiSer et al., 2008) mitigates the stifling
effects of perceived disparity on knowledge sharirgs is a very interesting finding
suggesting thaknowledge sharing could take place in organizations despite power
and status differences (Bunderson & Reagans, 2011). Consistent with the functional
perspective of leadership (Hackman & Walton, 1986; Lord, 19fig)result

suggests thaeamleaders are critical for removing the constraints that often
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discourage team members from sharing unique perspectives and expressing different
opinions (Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Walumbwa & Schaubroek, 200%)is respect,
thepresent gudy supportsValumb wa and Schaubroekdés (2009)
teams composed of demographically and hierarchically deferent members may
benefit from a | eaderdés transformational

Finally, the present study also contributes totéeem diversity and
knowledge sharin@iterature by exploringvhether or not the mediation effect of
perceived disparity on knowledge sharing via team identification or psychological
safety remains constant across different levels of transformational team leadership.
For theteam identification,tte findings of this study suggest ttia¢ mediated
negative effects of perceived disparity was weaker and nonsignificant under high
transformational team leadership, indicating high transformation team leaders
alleviated the negatéveffects of perceived disparity on team identification, and
thereby enhanced knowledge sharing in work teams. In contrast, for psychological
safety,the findings of this study suggest thia¢ mediated negative effects of
perceived disparityas strongeand significant when transformational team
leadership was higfhis result suggests thiaansformational tearleadership itself
is not always sufficient tbuild a psychologically safe climate in teams.

Implication for Practice

This study sheds light amne of the potential reasons why some team
members are willing to share their knowledge while others remain silent, and
consequently, whyreexpanded pool of perspectives and expedaes not

inevitably improve team processes and performaHoe finding of the present

a
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studycan providamportantinsights from different angles for HRD practitioners,
managers, and organizations on how to effectively promote knowledge sharing in
work teams. The most fundamental implication of this study is that the fexding
provide the conceptual basis for HRD and KM interventions that are designed to
promote knowledge sharing in teams.

Because team diversity is likely to further increase in the future (Kearney &
Gerbert, 2009), the importance of knowledge shériag a wayf actualizing the
potential benefits inherent in diverse work teénis likewise inevitable to increase.
However, hisimpliesthatit would bethe firststepfor line managers and HRD
professionals to help team leaders understand and anticipate thgapoteilenges
diverse teams may face (e.g., less social integration, greater communication problems;
Wi Il Ii ams & OAd&tonallylappropridtleaingnd development
interventiondor team leaders should be provided so thase challengesan be
overcome with effective team leadership. That is, organizations must take active and
informed steps to fully utilizeliverseresources in work teamasnd to avoid the
stifling effectsof perceived disparitpmong team members.

In particular, thisstudy suggests that although perceive differenceswer
and statupresent obstacles or impediments to knowledge sharing, these stifling
effects of perceivedisparityamong team members can be mitigated by building a
positive social and psychologicalam context which is characterizedadsgh level
of team identification and psychological safety, under the guidance of team leaders.
Considering the practical implication of the findirgfghe present study, a central

HRD challenge in knowledge sharingsearch would be how to create this positive
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social and psychological team conteékteview of extant literature on team
identification, psychological safety, and transformational team leadership presents
several key tasks HRD practitioners need togrerfwith appropriate HRD and OD
interventions, as shown in Table 17.

Table 17

A summary of Key Tasks of Line Manager and HRD Practitioners

Motivating and Key Tasks of Line Managers and HRD and OD
Enabling Factors HRD Practitioners Interventions

Team Setting common compelling goals that wo Leading teams;
Identification: teams should strive to achieve and team leadership
Perception of a  consolidating team members around the behavior
shared mutual goals (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 20( —
0 ONENE S ¢ Hackman, 2002; Kearney & Gerbert, Wg:g;ﬁggeizsgﬁﬂé

2009) structure
Creatirg the right mix of interdependence

among team members (e.g., Van de Ve

et al., 2003; Van de Vegt & Bunderson,

2005)

Psychological Creating a respectful interpersonal HRM practices
Safety: relationships Baker & Dutton, 2007; (e.g., recruitment,
Perception of a  Brueller & Carmeli, 2011; Edmondson,  appraisal systems
shared 2004) and rewards)
OORBESS Training and coaching team members on Training and

how to handle interpersonal risk taking t  development
others inanopen and respectful manner
(Bradley ¢ al., 2012)

Team Leadership Training and coaching leadership Team leadership
competencies to establish and maintain  competency
climate of team identification and assessment,
psychologicasafety (Detet & Burris, feedback,

2007) development

Creating Team Conditions that Promote Team Identification
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The findings of the current study underscore the role of team identification in
the knowledge sharing in work teani® encourage team members to sharing their
knowledge in diverse teams, it is important for line managers and HRD professionals
to take steps to foster team identification. As a way of creating team conditions that
promote team identification, researclggasts following key tasks, including setting
common compelling goals that work teams should strive to achieve and consolidate
team members around these mutual goals (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Hackman,
2002; Kearney & Gerbert, 2009), and creating tletmix of interdependence
among team members (e.g., Van de Vegt et al., 2003; Van de Vegt & Bunderson,
2005).

Compelling directions. Compelling directions may consolidate team
members around common goals tvark teams should strive to achieasd
evertually promoteoverall team identification and team performance (Bezrukova et
al., 2009; Hackman, 2002; Kearney & Gerbert, 2009). According to Hackman (2002),
compelling team direction has three characteristics, including (a) a challenging
direction whichmotivates team members; (b) a clear direction which sitiggmm
memberso6 efforts toward common goals; and
a significant impact on the team, organization, and customer, and timeoglgtes
team members to fully uide their talents. In order to haagood team direction,
team leaders should first clearly articulate the mission, vision, and values for their
team, which are aligned to those of organizations. They should also take into account
the needs and expectat®of team members and key stakeholders and develop a

strong focus on creating and enabling team conditions that are conducive to high



100

team performance, individual development and initiative, and collective team
learning (Wageman & Hackman, 2005). Fronracfical perspective, the findings of
the present study indicate that creating the perception of a shared identity within a
group is an effective strategy for promoting knowledge sharing, which can be
promoted by setting compelling goals that work teanosilshstrive to achieve, and
uniting team members around these mutual goals.

Interdependence among team memberdine managers and HRD
professionals can encourage team identification among team members by creating
the right mix of task and goal interdepende among team members (e.g., Van der
Vegt et al., 2003). According @ully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, and Beaubien (20@%e
chances for team effectiveness are higher when team members are interdependent in
terms of (a) the levels of tasklevant interactin necessary for effective task
performance (i.e., task interdependence); (b) the levels of interconnections among
team membersdé goal (e. g., i ndi vidual or
punishments, and feedback that are shared by team mee(neg outcome
interdependence).

Gully et al. (2005) also suggest that team leaders could promote
interdependence in several ways, including altering workflow from independent to
more reciprocal task structure, employing team goals that may facii&ate t
development of cooperative strategies, and rewarding collective outcomes that
encourage team members to collaborate and assist in the performance of other
members. In addition, Van der Vegt and Van de Vliert's (2002)dtyr decision tree

also provids a practical tool that team leaders can use to choose the most appropriate
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intervention strategy within a team. According to these authors, team leaders can
facilitate the task interdependence by changing the distribution of individual tasks
and responsibties within the team. Perceptions of goal interdependence could be
altered by either formulating joint team objectives or providing team feedback (Van
der Vegt et al., 2003). In summary, by creating the right mix of task, goal, and
outcome interdependee, team leaders may not only reduce the deleterious effects
of team diversity, but also may stimulate cooperation that is important for the
effective functioning of work teams.

Creating Team Conditions that Promote Psychological Safety

The results of theurrent study highlight the effects of psychological safety
on knowledge sharing in work teams. To create enabling conditions for psychological
safety among team members, research suggests following key tasks, including
creating trusting and respectful@npersonal relationships (Brueller & Carmeli, 2011,
Edmondson, 2004), and training and coaching team members on how to handle
interpersonal risk taking by others in an open and respectful manner (Bradley et al.,
2012).

Respectful interpersonal relationshigs. The research on highuality
relationships conducted by Carmeli and colleagues (e.g. Brueller & Carmeli, 2011,
Carmeli, Brueller, & Dutton, 2009; Carmeli & Gittell, 20095uggest that organizations
may promote psychological safety within a work teanihélping team leaders
encourage the development of higihality interpersonal relationships among team
members. Carmeli and Gittell (2009) argued that the concept of -ahadity

relationshi@ characterized as a respectful interpersonal interaction ardemgnd is
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the Aunderpinnings of psychol ogi cal safety
building of highquality relationships, Baker and Dutton (2007) identify several clusters
of HR practices, including (a) employee selection practices (e.g.,isgleatployees on
the basis of relational skills), (b) socialization practices focusing on building relational
connections among employees, (c) rewarding practices for appreciating relational skills,
and (d) relational meeting practices. While these pexticay not make highuality
relationships spontaneously happen, work practices iaddgly environments can
enable or disable the building of this kind of respectful relationship which is conducive
to a sense of psychological safety (Baker & Dutton,72@xarmeli & Gittell, 2009)In
thisregard, team developmemrogramsamed at fogeringpsychological safetgan
benefit from focusing on creatingspectful interpersonal relationships among team
members.
Diversity training interventions. The presenttady suggests that
organizations should pay special attention to create a positive social and
psychological team context that embrace and leverage all the differences of team
members to benefit the work teams and ultimately organizations. Research on the
oogani zationds diversity management 1initiat
be a unique HRD intervention to train and coach team members on how to handle
interpersonal risk taking by others in an open and respectful manner (Bradley et al.,
2012).That is, diversity training interventions may create a positive link between
di versity and performance by designing, de
efforts aimed at embracing all differences within organizations (Curtis & Dreachslin,

2008; Jgne & Dipboye, 2004). In their review of organizational initiatives for



103

managing diversity, Jayne and Dipboye (2004) also argued that without effective
training and development to support valid selection processes, increased diversity
does not necessariljnprove the talent pool.

However, as shown in Table 18, a literature review of diversity training
literature (Curtis & Dreachs, 2008) and an industry survey of diversity training
practices (Bendick, Egan, & Lofhjelm, 2001) show that the majority of refseesr
and practitioners have focused on the compliance aspects of workplace diversity,
Table 18

Diversity Training Interventions: Focus / Content

Academic Industry
Focus / Conterit Research Practice®

|l ncreasing participe:e
awarenss of discrimination and stereotype 16 71°¢
(or reducing bias or prejudice)

Improving skills such as conflict
management to address these

C
discrimination and stereotype; changing ! &
participantsd behavi
Framing/ changing t he 3

perceptios of training effectiveness
N=26 Studies = N=108 Firms

Note’Adapted and modified from Alntegrative

i nterventions and organi zational perfor man
Curtis & J. L. Dreahslin, 2008 Human Resource Development Revieid),7.07134."
Adapted and modified from AWorkforce diver
compliance to organizational development, 0O
Lofhjelm, 2001 Human ResourcBlanning, 242), 10-25.¢ Respondents could select

more tharoneresponse.

including problems of discrimination in the workplace, the role of stereotypes in
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discrimination, and the content of stereotypes about different grdtpke this kind
of diversty training for building awareness may have remedial or preventive effects
avoiding negative effects of diversity, shifts in training contents from reducing
compliance issues to promoting more positive states of employees may be more
effective for work tems to ensure thalifferent perspectives and experiences are
actually used tamprove task performance (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004). Because, as
Jayne and Dipboye (2004) indicated, capitalizing on the strengths that individual
members bring to the team requieedeepetevel of interpersonal understanding
beyond just avoiding discrimination, prejudices, and stereotypes in work teams.
Team Leadership Assessment, Feedback, and Development

The findings of this study suggest that team leadership behaviors and
processes contribute to the building and sustaining of team identification and
psychological safety among team members, which in turn, contribute to knowledge
sharing in work teams. The findings about the value of transformational team
leadership behaviors & important action implications. First, transformational team
leadership behaviors should be assessed, developed, and rewarded. For example,
team leadership behaviors found to influence team identification and psychological
safety could be incorporatedanmulti-source leadership assessment instruments and
subsequent leadership coaching and training programs. Such team leadership
assessment instruments would help organizations identify leadership training needs,
and develop training and development inggmvons.Additionally, when hiring new
team leaders internally or externally, an examinabiotie leadership competencies

to establish and maintain a climatet@dm identification and psychological safety
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should be included in the selection process.
Second transformationaleadership should be part of leadership programs.
This study provides evidence thatowledge sharing strongly influenced by
transformational team leadershipoughteam identificationPodsakoff et al. (1996,
p. 259) stateditran s f or mat i on al | eaders focus on i

aspirations, activate their higherder needs, and arouse them to transcend their own

nfl

selfi nt erests for the sake of the organizati

of transformawnal leadership behaviors, including (a) articulating a vision of the
future of the organization, (b) providing a model that is consistent with that vision, (c)
fostering the acceptance of group goals, (d) having high performance expectations, (e)
providing individualized support, and (f) providing intellectual stimulatibimese
transformationaleader behaviors can beused as a guidefor developingHRD
intervention®t eam | eader sd | e ad that dirdetiy giffecdtheai ni ng
relationship betweengpceived disparity and team identification.

Third, as noted abovégam leaders may need to also engage in behaviors
other than transformational team leadership to promote psychological safety in their
teams. Although futureesearcttould examinemorecloselytherelationshipof
psychological safetgnd transformational team leadership, past research has also
shown that leaders of work teams may have to be open and coaching oriented to
create an atmosphere of psychological safety (Edmondson, Zabéulboeck et
a | (2@l%) study alsprovides practical implications for how leaders may
developmore psychologically safe teams. In their study examining the effects of

servant leadership on psychological saf8ghaubroeck et al. found that the servant

pr
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teaml eader shi p behavi or hieakadowntebamiegse f u | for |
between membessnd t o buil d a climate of psychol oc¢
with the core argument of situational leadership theory, they further argued that the
effects ofservant leadership on team performaaenot redundant with those of
transformational leadership, and team leaders can engage in each type of lashavior
the situation warrants. In line with the argumengohaubroeclet al. (2011),
thereforetem lea@rship development initiativesay beimprovedby seekingo
promot e t dehaviorbl dexibiligyindhs way. In summary, in order to
maximizethe benefits of team diversjtieam leaders with behavionadicators
associated with team identifiean and psychological safety should be selected,
developed, and retained.
Limitations

The present study has several limitations that should be acknowledged and
addressed in future research. Fitlsg mediation model of the present study implies
causal radtionships between perceived disparity, team identification, psychological
safety, and knowledge sharing. However, the current research design does not allow
usto conclude definitively that perceived disparity leads to lower team identification
or psychobgical safety sincéhe data for this study were collected at a single point in
time. Thus, the crossectional nature of the study design precludes definitive claims
on the causality of the relationships between the variables.

For example, this study cbmmed thatteam member&/ho reported having
higher levels ofeam identificatiorwere more likely to engage kmowledge sharing

but the alternative explanation cannot be ruled out that higher levei®wfedge
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sharingmight influenceteam identificabn. Although this study did not investigate
this possibility, the theoretical rationale for the proposed relationships was provided,
and the results show that the proposed madsk reasonable representation of the
hypothesized relationships among thastoucts. Nonetheless, to provide more
conclusive evidence about caussétionshpsof themodel, alongitudinal research
design is necessary for future research.

A second potential limitation relates to the fact thatpresent study
operationalized &m diversity by asking team members to indidete they
perceive thalifferences in power and status among team members. However, some
researchers (e.g., Harrison & Klein, 2007) have pointed outubbpsrceived
diversitymeasuresnaynot be constructvalid measures of actual diversfty the
following reasons(a) individuals within a teanmaynot havenecessary information
to correctlyevaluatehedifferencesamongtheir teammembers(b) comparing with
actual diversityperceivedatings of teandiversity are likely tdoe biasegand (c)
reported correlation between perceived diversity measures and outcome variables
may be overestimated Ispme methodological problems, includimgrceptual error
andcommon method biagVhile this study did not exame this possibilitya stream
of organizational research has shown that
environment have stronger, more direct influences on behavior than does the actual
enviromment itself (e.g., Eisenberger et 4986; Krackhadt, 1990). Moreover, the
importance of perceived diversity has thus been documented both theoretically and
empirically (Hentschel et al., 2013). Howewver provide more conclusive evidence

aboutoperationalization of team diversity, perceived diversityusth be incorporated
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into future research

Finally, another limitation of this study stems from the characteristics of the
sample. This study was conducted in ntallargesized, forprofit companies in
South Korea with mostly educated male participarte. nature of the sample
composed of South Korean employees may limit the generalizability of the findings
of this study to other cultural contexts or other types of organizational settings. This
limitation provides an opportunity for future research tarexe the present findings
in other types of organizations with more heterogeneous or culturally diverse samples.

Future Research Diredions

The present study demonstrates that team identification and psychological
safety are the central social and psyogial mechanisms that link perceived disparity
to knowledge sharing in diverse teams and therefore suggests that these mechanisms
are fruitful mediators. Future research should examine other motivational mechanisms
that can further understanding of thegess through which team diversity affects
knowledge sharing in work teams. For instamesearch suggests that team members
with a high need for cogniti@n a stableintrinsic motivation to process a broad range
of knowledg® naturally enjoy thinking, bypersons low in need for cognition engage
in cognitive endeavors mostly when there is some incentive or reason to do so
(Kearney et a).2009 Petty Brinol, Loersch & McCaslin, 2009)Thus, future studies
could examinewhether theeam diversityaffecs thelevelof t eam member s6 n
cognitionand whetherthis needexplairs therelationshipsetweerteam diversityand
subsequentnowledge sharing behaviorko betterunderstandiniquerelationships

betweenteam diversityandthe different mechanismsn predictingknowledge sharing
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in work teamsresearctcould build uponfindingsfrom this studyandexamine
multiple mediatorssuchasteam identification, psychological safegndneed for
cognition simultaneously.

The results of the moderated meadatdf this study have underscored the
importance of incorporating the role of team leaders when research examines the link
between team diversity, emergent psychological states of team members, and
knowledge sharing in work teams. The focus on transfoomatteam leadership is
in Iine with van Knippenberg et alodés (2004
to take into account the moderators and mediators influencing the relationship
between team diversity and team processes and performance heo furt
understanding of the intermediating mechanisms, future research could expand on the
types of contextual factors that are relevant to team diversity and knowledge sharing.
Forexampleyesearchermight hypothesize thaéambasedncentives,
organizatonal culture, or availability of virtual communication systeould also
encourage a collective orientatiaithin a demographically and hierarchically
diverse teanand therefore encouragaowledge sharingehaviors. Investigating
these variousontextualkelements offers one promising direction fioture research.

Finally, the linkage between transformational team leadership and
psychological safety provides a perspective for further insights. As noted above, the
present study did not demonstrate the metdey effect of transformational team
leadership for the psychological safety, thus this study could not provide a complete
understanding about the nature of the relationship between perceived disparity,

psychological safetygnd transformational team @exship.Therebre, futurereseach
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might explore what sacial and psychological medhanisms undeti e therelationship
between transformational team leaderslapdt e a m m esandead psycldological
safety
Conclusion

Given therapidly shiftingenvironmenal conditions of organizations, work
teams in many of today's organizations perform critical tasks which are directly
related to the core competencies for sustainable competitive advai@apes &
Bailey, 1997; Kozlowski & llgen, 2006; Mathieu, MaynaRBpp, & Gilson, 2008)
A fundamental assumption underlying the usteafmbased organizational
structures as a basic building block is to capitalizdigarse experiences, expertise,
and perspectives of their employees into work groups and &sarsinportant asset
for enhancing team effectiveness and organizational performance (Bunderson &
Sutcliffe, 2002; Bunderson & Reagans, 2011; Mesktagnus & DeChurch, 2009;
van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).

In this organizational context, facilitating knowtgglsharing in work teams
is one of critical concerns of HRD scholars and practitioners alike, since without
sharing of knowledge, work teams and organizations may not be able to fully utilize
the diverse knowledge brought into work teams by their memhedghvili, 2002;
London & Sessa, 2007; McCarthy & Garavan, 2008; Srivastava et al., 2006; Zarrage
& Bonache, 2003)Nonetheless, the topic khowledge sharing in work tearhas
not been sufficiently explored among HRD professioniiss study tested a oadel
of antecedents dnowledge sharin@ order to investigate specific hypotheses while

generating new insight into the mechanisms relatéaowvledge sharinghlong
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with providing new insights into the literature kbmowledge sharinghis study

serves as a foundation for further inquiry into related research questions.
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ResearchSupport ConsentForm

My nameis JaeHangNoh.| amaPh.D.studentmajoringin HumanResource
Developmentn the Departmentf OrganizationalLeadeship, Policy,andDevelopment
atthe Universityof Minnesotal amconductingastudyon6 E mp | kngwéedge
Sharingin Work Teams Effectsof Work TeamDiversity, TeamClimates,andTeam

L e a d e rYaulwvergselegtedor this studybecausehe Directorof HumanResource
Developmentn your companyhasrecommendegou asa possibleparticipant.

Background Information

As environmentatonditionsof organizationdhavebeenrapidly shifting, CEOsaround
theworld identify creativity,innovation,andorganizaibnal learningasamongtheir core
competenciefor sustainableompetitiveadvantagedn aneffort to secureghese
capabilitiesprganizationdhhavemadeincreasediseof teambasedrganizational
structuresntegratingdiverseknowledge expertiseandperspective®f employeesnto
work groupsandteamsA centralpremiseof usingwork teamsn organization$asto
do with takingadvantagef the diverseinformation,experiencesandperspectivesf all
membersasanimportantassefor enablinga colledive learning,advancingvork
processesandenhancingheir ability to identify newopportunitiesConsequently,
facilitating employeeknowledgesharingbehaviorin work teamss oneof the biggest
challengesnodernorganizationdavefaced.

However,asmanystudieshaveillustrated,it is not certainthatteammembersvho have
relevanteducationegxperiencespr networkswill sharetheir privateresourcesvith
fellow teammemberseventhoughtheyareworking togetherfor the commongoalsin
thesameteam In this context,the purposeof this studyis to advanceahe current
understandingf knowledgesharingin organizationdy examiningthe antecedentand
underlyingmechanism#fluencingthe extentof employeeknowledgesharingin the
work teamsetting.Specifically,this studyaimsto examinewhetherteamemergent
stateqe.g.,collectiveteamidentification,teampsychologicakafety)moderatehe
relationshipbetweerteamdiversity(i.e., separationyariety, disparity)andemployee
knowledgesharing.In addition,this studyseekdo investigatehe effectsof empowering
teamleadershimsateamlevel input variablemoderatingherelationshipeamdiversity
andteamemergenstatesIn sum,this studyaddressethefollowing researclguestion:
Underwhatconditionsemployeesn awork teamarewilling to sharetheir knowledge
with fellow teammembers?

Procedures

If youagreeto bein this study,| would askyou to respondo a multi-item questionnaire
thatmeasuresariableselatedto teamdiversity, teamclimate,teamleadershipand
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knowledgesharingin work teams Also, thereareitemswhich collectinformationon
yourrole, genderage,level of educationjob title, type of job, yearsof study,etc.
However the collectedinformationwill beusedneitherby theresearchenoryour
employerto identify you. In addition,privateinformation,suchasyour name addres®r
phonenumberwill notbe collected.Theexpectedime to completethis questionnairés
1520 minutes.

Confidentiality

Therecordsof this studywill bekeptprivate.In anysortof reporttheresearchemight
publish,theresearchewill notincludeanyinformationthatwill makeit possibleto
identify asubject.Researchecordswill bestoredsecurelyandonly theresearchewill
haveaccesdo therecords After surveyresponsearecollected,universitynameswill
be codedappropriatelyAll dataof this studywill be maintainedanonymouslySince
only theaggregatedesultswill bereportedjndividual resultswill remainconfidential.

Voluntary Nature of the Study

Participationin the procedureof this researchs voluntary.Your decisionwhetheror not
to participatewill notaffectyour currentor futurerelationswith youremployer Any
participantsarefreeto withdrawat any time without affectingthoserelationships.

Contactsand Questions

Theresearcheconductinghis studyis JaeHangNoh. If you haveanycommentsor
guestionsaboutthe survey,you cancontactme at nohxx021@umn.agdor 612-743-6402
(USA)/070-75182448(Korea).

Or you maycontactmy adviser,Dr. Christesepat chril614@umn.eduf you haveany
guestionsor concerngegardinghis studyandwould like to talk to someonetherthan
theresearcheryou areencouragedo contactthe Researcts u b | Advdcateiine at
theUniversityof MinnesotaD528 Mayo, 420 DelawareStreet.SoutheastMinneapolis,
MN 55455;telephones12- 6251650

You maykeep a copy of this form for your records.

Statement of Consent
| have read theabove information. | have asked quedionsand recived answers. |
give consent for participationin this study.

Company:
Department:

Title/ Name
Signature; Date:



mailto:nohxx021@umn.edu
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Survey Questionnaire

Secton # 1. EmployeeKnowledge Sharing (Bartol, Liu, Zeng,& Wu, 2009).

Thefollowing itemsasses&nowledgesharingbehaviorin yourteammembersPlease
indicatethe extentto whichyouagreeor disagreewith eachstatement.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Moderately Slightly Neitheragree  Slightly agree
disagree disagree disagree nordisagree

1. Membersn myteamreadily passalonginformationthatmaybe helpful to the
work of theteam.

2. Membersn my teamkeepothersin thework teaminformedof emerging
developmentshatmayincreaseheir work effectiveness.

3. Membersn my teamactivelyseekhelpful informationto sharewith theteam.

Membersn my teamshareinformationthathe/shehaswhenit canbebeneficial
to othersin thework team.

5. Membersin my teamsharehis/herexpertiseo helpresolvework team
problems.

6. Membersn myteamwillingly aid othersin theteamwhosework efforts could
benefitfrom his/herexpertise.

7. Membersin my teamoffer innovativeideasin his/herareaof expertisghatcan
benefitthetean 6 work.

8. Membersin my teamfrequentlysharehis/herexpertiseby makinghelpful
suggestionshatbenefitthework team.

Section# 2. Perceiveddisparity (Brockneretal.,2001;Kim & Leung,2007).

Thefollowing itemsasses&nowledgesharingbehaviorin yourteammembersPlease
indicatethe extentto whichyouagreeor disagreewith eachstatement.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Moderately Slightly Neitheragree  Slightly agree
disagree disagree disagree nordisagree

1. In mywork team,subordinateshouldnot expressdisagreementwith their
supervisors.

In my work team,the highestrankingmanagein ateamshouldtakethelead.

In my work team,subordinateshouldcarryout therequest®f supervisors
without question.
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4. In mywork team,supervisordiavearight to expectobediencdrom their
subordinates work-relatedmatters,.

Section# 3. Team Identification : (vanKnippenberg& van Schieff,2000).

Thefollowing itemsasses®verall climatein your team.Pleaseindicatethe extentto
whichyouagreeor disagreewith eachstatement.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Moderately Slightly Neitheragree  Slightly agree
disagree disagree disagree nordisagree

1. In mywork team,whensomeoneriticizesmy work team.it feelslike a
personainsult.

2. In mywork team,my teammembersarevery interestedn whatothersthink
aboutmy work team.

3. In mywork team,whenteammembergalk aboutmy work team,we usuallysay
A w egadherthanfit hey .

In my work team teammembergegarddeamsuccessstheir successes.

In my work team,whensomeongraisesny work team,teammemberghink
like atheir personatompliment.

Section# 4. PsychologicalSafety (Edmondson1999)

Thefollowing itemsasses®verall climatein your team.Pleasendicatethe extentto
whichyouagreeor disagreewith eachstatement.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Moderately Slightly Neitheragree Slightly agree
disagree disagree disagree nor disagree

1. In myteam,if | makea mistakeonthisteam,it is oftenheldagainsime.
Membersof my teamareableto bring up problemsandtoughissues.
Membersof my teamsometimesgejectothersfor beingdifferent.

It is safeto takearisk on my team.

It is difficult to askothermembersof my teamfor help.

No oneon my teamwould deliberatelyactin away thatunderminesny efforts.

N o o bk wD

Working with membersf this team,my uniqueskills andtalentsarevaluedand
utilized.

Section# 5. Transformational Leadership (MacKenzie Podsakoff& Rich,2001)
Thefollowing itemsassesyourteaml e a doehaviosPleasendicatethe extentto
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whichyouagreeor disagreewith eachstatement.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Moderately Slightly Neitheragree Slightly agree
disagree disagree disagree nor disagree

1. My teamleaderarticulatesavision

2. My teamleademrovidesanappropriatenodel.

3. My teamleaderfacilitatesthe acceptancef groupgoals
4

My teamleadermakest clearto methatsheor he expectaneto give 110
percentall of thetime

5. My teamleaderinsistson only thebestperformance

6. My teamleaderwill notsettlefor secondest

7. My teamleaderactswithoutconsideringny feelings(R)

8. My teamleaderconsidersny personafeelingsbeforeacting

9. My teamleadershowsrespecfor my personafeelings

10. My teamleadertreatsmewithout consideringmy personafeelings

11. My teamleaderchallengesneto think aboutold problemsin newways

12. My teamleaderasksquestionghatpromptmeto think abouttheway | do
things

13. My teamleaderhasstimulatedmeto rethinktheway | do somethings

14. My teamleaderhasideasthathavechallengedneto reexaminesomeof my
basicassumptionaboutmy work

Section# 7. Demographics

Thefollowing questionsare to obtaindemographidgnformationaboutyou. The
informationis beingcollectedto explorebasiccharacteristicsof the respondentand
will

not beusedto identifyyou Pleaseanswerthe following questions.

1. Putan"X" in theblankbelowthatbestdescribegourteam.

Thisis atemporaryor projectteamthatwill disbandonceits work is
finished.

Thisis anongoingteamthatwill keepoperding indefinitely into thefuture.



2.Whatis yourage? (in years)
3. Whatis your gender?a) Male b) Female
4. Whatis your highestlevel of education?
a) High schooldiploma
b) Associatedegree
c)Bac h edegree 6 s
dMa s t degrees
e) Doctoraldegree

5. How long haveyou workedin your currentorganization? (year& month)

7. Whatis your currentposition?
a) Clerk/SeniorClerk
b) AssistantManager
c) Manager
d) SeniorManager
e) GeneralManager

f) Other (Pleassdill in)

8. Whatis yourjob functionin the organization?

a) Finance/Accounting

b) Marketing/Sales

¢) Administration/Management
d) TrainingandDevelopment

e) ResearctandDevelopment

f) Production g) Others

(Pleasdill in)

6. How long haveyou workedin your currentteam? (year& month)
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irb@umn.edu
Feb15
TO : chril614@umn.edunohxx021@umn.edu,

The IRB: HumanSubjectsCommitteedeterminedhatthereferencedtudyis exempt
from reviewunderfederalguidelines45 CFR Part46.101(b)category#2
SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS;STANDARDIZED EDUCATIONAL TESTS;
OBSERVATIONOF PUBLIC BEHAVIOR.

StudyNumber:1302E28041
PrincipallnvestigatorJaeHangNoh
Title(s):

EmployeeKnowledgeShaing in Work Teams Effectsof Work TeamDiversity, Team
Climates,andTeamLeadership

This e-mail confirmationis your official University of MinnesotaHRPPnotification of
exemptionfrom full committeereview.You will notreceivea hardcopyor letter.

This secureelectronicnotificationbetweerpasswordrotectedauthenticationfiasbeen
deemedy the University of Minnesotato constitutea legalsignature.

Thestudynumberaboveis assignedo your research. Thatnumberandthetitle of
your studymustbeusedin all communicatiorwith the IRB office.

Researclhatinvolvesobservatiorcanbe approvedinderthis categorywithout
obtainingconsent.

SURVEY ORINTERVIEW RESEARCHAPPROVEDAS EXEMPTUNDERTHIS
CATEGORYIS LIMITED TOADULT SUBJECTS.

This exemptionis valid for five yearsfrom the dateof this correspondencendwill be
filed inactiveatthattime. You will receivea notificationprior to inactivation.If this
researchwill extendbeyondfive years,you mustsubmita newapplicationto the IRB
beforethes t u eéxpi@ondate.

Uponreceiptof this email,you maybeginyour research. If you havequestionsplease
call theIRB office at(612)626-5654.You maygo to the View Completedsectionof
eResearcikCentralat http://eresearch.umrda/ to view furtherdetailson your study.

TheIRB wishesyou successvith thisresearch.
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ORGANIZATIONAL RANK
TEAMID QIEZAENI GEI\:ERA 3%'/?5 MANAG ASE?TA CLERK
MANAG ER ER MANAG

ER ER
1 4 1 1 2
2 5 1 2 2
3 6 1 2 2 1
4 7 2 3 2
5 3 2 1
6 3 1 1
7 7 2 3 2
8 5 3 1 1
9 6 2 4
10 7 3 3 1
11 4 1 3
12 5 1 1 1 2
13 4 1 2 1
14 5 2 3
15 2 1 1
16 3 1 1 1
17 3 1 2
18 3 1 1
19 3 2
20 4 4
21 4 1 1 1 1
22 5 1 1 3
23 6 1 2 1 2
24 4 2 1 1
25 9 4 2 3
26 7 3 1 1 2
27 6 3 2 1
28 6 1 4 1
29 10 6 1 2 1
30 9 5 2 1 1
31 8 6 1 1
32 7 1 2 4
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62
63
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71

93

78

99

116

10

14

81
TEAM

70
71

72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
TOTAL

N=459

AGE

45-50

40-44

33-39

AGE GROUP

30-34

2529

<24

TEAM
SIZE

TEAM ID

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
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56 3 1 1
57 2 1 1
58 9 1 1 2 3
59 5 1 2 2
60 4 1 1 2
61 6 1 2 2 1
62 12 1 1 1 2 4
63 4 1 1 2
64 3 1 1 1
65 7 2 3 1 1
66 6 2 1 1 1
67 6 2 1 2 1
68 5 1 2 1 1
69 7 1 2 2 1 1
70 4 2 1 1
71 6 1 1 2 2
72 7 2 2 3
73 10 2 2 2 3
74 2 1 1
75 2 1 1
76 5 3 2
77 3 2 1
78 7 1 1 2 2
79 9 1 2 1 1 1 1
80 5 1 1 2 1
81 14 1 5 5 2 1
81
TOTAL | oo | 9 64 | 84 | 8 | 103 | 87
N=459
ECUCATION LEVEL
AN EDUCATION LEVEL
TEAMID T “gize | nign | ASSQCIA| BACHAL | yasTER | OTHER
TE OR
4 4
5 1 3 1
6 6
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APPENDIX E

Estimation of Regression Equation for Hypothesis Tests
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Mediation, Direct, and Indirect Effects
The direct(Hypothesis 1and indirect effectéHypothesis 2 and 3)f perceived
disparity (X) are derived from two linear models, one estimalthfyjom X

M =1, +a1X+e_H

(1)

and a second estimatifvgrom bothX andM:

Y=i +c1’X +E;-1M+e!_
(2)

whereM is team identification and psychological safety, and knowledge sharing.
Thedirect effecof X onY is estimated witlt'l in equation 2. Thandirect effeciof X on
Y throughM is estimated aglbl, meaning the product of the effectobnM (al in

equation 1) and the effect &f onY controlling forX (b1 in equation 2).

Moderation and Conditional Effects

The Equation 3 and 4 estimate the moderation effégtothesis 4pf
transformational team leadership on the relationship between perceiverttyl spe
knowledge sharinglhe statistical model of aderationtakes the form of a linear
equation (Aiken & West, 1991n which is estimated as a weighted functionoi,
and, most typically, the product fandM (XM), as in equation 3:

Y=iteX+e M+e XM +e
1 2 3 ¥ (3)

whereX is perceived disparityy is knowledge sharing, arM is transformational team
leadershipBy grouping terms in equation 3 involvixgand then factoring ou,
equation 3 can be writteas

Y=i+(c+eM)X +c, M +e,

4)

which makes it apparent that the effecXain Y is not asingle number but, rather, a
function ofM ? This function,cl + c3M is the conditional effect & onY or simple
slope forX. This expression for the conditional effectoélso clarifies the
interpretation ot1 andc3in equations3 and 4c1 estimdes the effect oK on'Y when
M = 0, andc3 estimates how much the effectXbnY changes abl changes by one

unit.
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Moderated Mediation: Conditional Direct and Indirect Effects

When there is evidence of the moderation of the effextafM, theeffed of
M onY, or both, estimation of and inference about what Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes
(2007)coined theconditional indirect effeabf X gives the analyst insight into the
contingent nature of the independena r i abl e6s ef f ect thoooght he
the mediator(s), depending on the moderator.

The Equation 5 and 6 estimate the conditional indirect effects of perceived
disparity on knowledge sharing via team identification (Hypothesis 5) and psychological
safety (Hypothesis 6) at the differdatvel of transformational team leadership.

In statistical form, this model is represented with two linear models, onéinath

outcome and one withi as outcome:

M=i +aX+aW+a XW+e
A 1 2 3 M (5)

Y=i +c;X+c;FP’+ C;XW+E?1M+ e,

whereX is perceived disparityy is knowledge sharindy is team identificatio or
psychological safety, and/is transformational team leadershifecauseX6 s ef f ect
M is modeled as contingent & then so too is the indirect effectXbn Y, becaus¢he
indirect effect is the product of conditional effectxodn M and the unonditional effect

of M onY. Using the same logic as described earlier, the conditional eff¥aioM is
derived fromequation 5 by grouping terms involvixgand factoring ouX, which

yieldsal +a3W. The effect oM onYis bl in equation 6. Theorditional indirect effect

of X onY throughM is the product of thedwvo effects: &1 +a3W)b1l (see Edwards &
Lambert, 2007, and Preacher et al., 2007).

on



