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Organizational Team Diversity: 
Why Should The Degree of Alignment Amongst Differences Matter?


Abstract
Research on organizational team diversity has produced mixed results. We take this as a justification for outlining an assumption underlying such research, which is, that team diversity matters for organizational team behavior. In this paper, we search for logical support for the latter. Our search covers the possible origins of organizational team diversity research, models on group composition and collective behavior, as well as Blau’s Index (1977). We find no strong evidence in favor of the field’s assumption. The implications of this finding are discussed.  



Organizational Team Diversity: 
Why Should The Degree of Alignment Amongst Differences Matter?


INTRODUCTION
For organizations, it is important that work groups are effective. Threats to group effectiveness are often understood to arise with the existence of differences amongst group members (e.g. Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Katzenbach & Smith, 1993; Levine & Moreland, 1990). Research on the effects of such differences is plentiful and one way in which they have been examined is through the concept of organizational team diversity. The outcomes of such investigations, however, are difficult to summarize.
This can be derived from several literature reviews. A quantitative one, for instance, concludes that task-related diversity (e.g. functional expertise) was positively associated with team performance while null-effects were found for bio-demographic diversity (e.g. ethnicity/race) (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). Somewhat in contrast, a qualitative review finds that no individual attribute’s diversity specific effect, positive or negative, could consistently be linked with group outcomes (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). And a more recent meta-analysis, finds mixed effects of demographic diversity (Bell, et al., 2010). As a result, we concur with what others have expressed before: “…much is still unclear about the effects of diversity (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007, p. 532).”
In the past, research has aimed at overcoming this confusing state-of-the-art by introducing more complexity. Complexity describes a process which begins with presupposing a causal connection between organizational team diversity and team processes/outcomes and then proceeds by referring to ‘auxiliary’ concepts. The latter have the purpose of explaining what was left unexplained by organizational team diversity. Lau and Murnighan (1998) have, for instance, introduced a new variable, group faultlines. Faultlines are understood to divide groups into subgroups and subgroup formation is thought to enhance group conflict potential (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). The proposed association between faultlines and diversity is that diversity levels can be used to determine the likelihood of subgroup formation and empirical tests have supported this association (Thatcher & Patel, 2011). Others have suggested a new arrangement of variables. Van Knippenberg and colleagues (2004), for example, developed a framework for workgroup diversity referred to as the categorization-elaboration model. The framework unites opposing rationales on team diversity, namely the social identity approach which predicts negative effects and information processing logics which suggests positive ones. Although model verification is rather challenging empirically, some parts of it have received support (van Dick, et al., 2008; van Knippenberg, et al., 2011). In this paper, however, we refrain from introducing additional complexity. Instead, we aim at understanding the merits of the focal, causal connection, i.e. why organizational team diversity should matter for organizational team behavior.
We approach this by investigating the adequacy of an assumption underlying research on organizational team diversity. Checking for the appropriateness of assumptions, especially when inconsistent findings had accumulated, has had far-reaching consequences before. Behavioral economics, for instance, developed as a field in response to neoclassical economics’ shortcomings (Augier, 2013). This development was induced by findings which questioned the neoclassical view of the firm, in particular, its assumptions with regards to human behavior (Mullainathan & Thaler, 2000; Simon, 1991). Others have described the same development as an addition of greater psychological realism to the assumptions of the neoclassical model (Camerer & Loewenstein, 2004). And such modifications have, in turn, even permeated the boundaries of their own discipline: Behavioral economics has strongly influenced the creation of prominent strategic theories (Augier & Teece, 2009). Of course, we can neither expect nor do we propose that our investigation will lead to developments equal in magnitude; we rather regard the persistent ambiguity surrounding the effects of diversity in organizational teams, as a situation which warrants an investigation of the assumptions underlying research on organizational team diversity.
While this stream of research incorporates several assumptions, in this paper, we will focus on one particular assumption. We derive it in the following paragraph, from a definition of organizational team diversity and from the concept’s operationalization. Organizational team diversity is “an aggregate team-level construct that represents differences among members of an interdependent work group with respect to a specific personal attribute (Joshi & Roh, 2009, p. 600).” Implicit in this is that differences among employees in reference to a particular individual attribute matter or, by analogy, differences are expected to exert some sort of influence on group behaviors. In support of such an understanding is the generic input-process-output design of studies on group composition (e.g. Ilgen, et al., 2005). Furthermore, team diversity is operationalized with measures of variation (c.f. Harrison & Klein, 2007) and so, the concept is indicative of varying degrees of alignment amongst specific differences (Stewart, 2006). By combing this, with the idea that differences in individual attributes matter, the assumption we challenge is as follows:
In organizations, varying degrees of alignment amongst differences on team member attributes can be associated with team behavioral effects. (Hereafter also referred to as A1)
Because of the abstract character of this assumption, we offer a highly simplified example of what it implies. Consider two organizational teams: one (1) which can be described by a mean age of 30 years and a standard deviation of 2 years and another one (2) with a mean age of 30 years and a standard deviation of zero years. The assumption of interest now suggests, ceteris paribus, that team (1) would behave differently from team (2) and that such behavioral differences are attributable to team (1)’s deviation in age. In this paper, we will search for a logical support forA1. Our search begins by postulating that the origins of a research field contain information which, in one way or the other, outlines reasons for its existence. We then delve into other pieces of information – models on group compositional effects, collective behavior theories, and Blau’s Index (1977) – in assessing the adequacy of A1.

THE ORIGINS OF ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DIVERSITY RESEARCH
The origins of a research field are often associated with the discovery of new phenomena. Thomas S. Kuhn (1970) argues that such discoveries are the outcome of a repetitive process of observing and conceptualizing. By arguing in this way, the same author proposes that the exact moment of discovery cannot be distinctively identified because discoveries cannot be linked to single acts. As an alternative, Kuhn (1970) suggests that discovery is a complex process; initially, an understanding that “something is” unexplained emerges. After describing this particular state of “something is” over and over again, the discoverer develops an explanation for “something is” which in turn changes the initial status to “what is”. In particular, the “something is” is understood to arise with the perception of an irregularity, irregular in the sense that current paradigms cannot account for it. And by conceptualizing the “something is”, the “what is” is understood to take shape, ultimately, making sense of the irregularity. Kuhn (1970) provides several examples in this regard. In the case of oxygen, he shows that the accumulation of experimental evidence did not fit to the dominant paradigm of the day (pneumatic chemistry). This meant that the extant paradigm left the “something is” unexplained. Over time, descriptions for the “something is” recurred, in a way that the unexplainable became more explainable, and eventually, there was enough understanding so that the descriptions could be used in specifying the “something is” to “what is”. “What is” became labeled as oxygen. But applying Kuhn’s (1970) logic to our search is rather tricky.  
This is the case because while we do have definitions for “what is”, the concept called organizational team diversity, we are less certain of the unexplainable irregularities which lead to the formulation of these definitions. It might be argued that in the course of investigating group behaviors, unexplainable irregularities were attributed to differences amongst team members. And such an understanding could be derived from articles on the subject whose titles, in one way or the other, ask whether or not differences amongst group members matter (e.g. Herring, 2009; Jehn, et al., 1999; Mannix & Neale, 2005;). The same understanding could also be obtained when reviewing the two theories which are commonly used to predict team diversity effects (c.f., for example, Mannix & Neale, 2005; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Information-processing logic and social identity approaches both suggest that individual differences can be used for explaining behaviors. While organizational team diversity scholars examine, in the broadest sense, the effects of differences, referring to individual differences as the “something is” and to organizational team diversity as the “what is”, does not seem to withstand scrutiny.  The reason for this is that a focus on differences does not set the field apart from others. Research on relational demography, for example, examines the effect of individual differences on superior-subordinate dyads (e.g. Tsui & O'Reilly III, 1989). In other words, it remains vague how one could advance from an association between differences amongst group members and group behaviors to an association between various degrees of alignment amongst the same differences and group behaviors. Because of this the application of Kuhn’s (1970) logic sheds little light on the origins of organizational team diversity. 
Political developments, somewhat in contrast, are often used as reference when the field’s origins are being explained. Ashkanasy and colleagues (2002), for instance, argue that the origins of research on organizational team diversity lie in the anti-discrimination movements in the United States. Similarly, anti-discrimination movements are also referred to in European context (Danowitz & Claes, 2012). The relevance of these movements for organizational teams is that they altered team composition. In particular, any given organizational team can be understood as a sample which was drawn from the overall workforce. And the level of heterogeneity amongst the workforce sets the boundary conditions to what diversity levels can be found within a given sample, i.e. the organizational team. Thus, it appears that increasing workforce heterogeneity would have shifted the boundary conditions on what levels of organizational team diversity can exist. But what this account does not mention at all, is why a specific increase in organizational team heterogeneity should matter for organizational team behaviors. 
To see this, consider that it is quite likely that organizational teams were heterogeneous before anti-discrimination movements. The account would seemingly suggest that in the period preceding antidiscrimination acts, the comparatively low levels of team heterogeneity did not make the concept of organizational team diversity salient. But, after the implementation of anti-discrimination policies, this supposedly changed. For this to be true, a threshold for team heterogeneity would have to exist, in a way that anything below the threshold would not have behavioral consequences, while anything above the threshold would have such consequences. But this is, in our mind, unlikely. One reason is that quantifications of levels of heterogeneity/diversity are inherently difficult. The contemporary literature on team diversity usually describes these levels in a qualitative manner and does not provide thresholds. Another reason is that, to the best of our knowledge, there is neither theory nor discussion on the existence of such thresholds in organizational teams. 
We argue, furthermore, that the act of ascribing the origins of a research field to political movements, per se, does not serve the field well. One reason for this is that, from the present perspective, anti-discrimination movements are historical events and hence empirical verification becomes impossible. Even if we could make some sort of sensory experience which would support the existence of a trend describable as increasing workforce heterogeneity, the trend itself, might not be perceived universally. Because current states of heterogeneity and changes in heterogeneity are rather non-quantifiable what one perceives as an increase in heterogeneity might be perceived as a steady-state by another. Therefore, the perception of the trend’s existence itself is subjective. Another reason is that antidiscrimination laws appear irrelevant altogether, or limiting, to what contemporary research on organizational team diversity is all about: how changes in team composition influence team outcomes (Bell, 2007; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996). Irrelevant, because teams experience compositional changes for many different reasons other than anti-discrimination laws and limiting, because making organizational hiring practices subject to specific quotas, equates to creating constraints which reduce the ease with which group composition can be manipulated. 
As a result of what has been stated in this section, the origins of research on organizational team diversity remain rather vague. Neither is it possible to unambiguously identify the phenomenon which lead to the establishment of the research field nor do anti-discrimination movements explain why team diversity should have behavioral effects. Given such vagueness, we suggest that the accounts on the origins of research on organizational team diversity do not provide information in support of A1. Because of this, we feel encouraged to engage in our own search on why the degree of alignment amongst individual differences in organizational teams should be associated with team behavioral effects.

WHERE COULD THE IDEA OF INVESTIGATING ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DIVERSITY COME FROM? 
In what follows, we set out to search for clues. In our case, a clue is anything which potentially explains the influence of team diversity on team behaviors in organizations. In other words, a clue is anything in support of A1. By searching for clues, we adopt the conjectural approach where the interpretation of clues is used to explain reality (c.f. Ginzburg & Davin, 1980). 
We began our search by electronically searching the Business Source Premier Database via EBSCO for literature on organizational team diversity. Because a myriad of studies has been published on this subject, the population of relevant studies was refined by limiting our review to top management journal publications. Amongst those journals were the Academy of Management Journal, Academy of Management Review, Administrative Science Quarterly, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Management Science, and Organization Science. Our final sample consisted of 31 journals. We then reviewed a time period ranging from 1985 to 2014, searching for key terms by following the recommendation of others (Harrison & Klein, 2007). Our search identified 278 studies in total out of which 38 were conceptual, while the large bulk was empirical, by design (detailed information available from the authors). We then manually searched these outlets for possible clues.
1. Group composition models
Because team diversity research, in a broader sense, can also be referred to as research on group composition (Levine & Moreland, 1990), a clue might be found in models on group compositional effects. According to some, Kanter’s (1977) work on group life is one of the best developed models in this respect (Smith-Lovin & Brody, 1989). The starting point of her logic is that groups consist of individuals with varying cultural and social characteristics. These differences are understood to split groups into proportions: group members with a particular attribute versus group members without such an attribute. The resulting proportions, in turn, indicate majority-minority constellations which influence group interactions (Kanter, 1977). While proportions can be obtained through aggregation techniques, it is Kanter’s (1977) concept of a skewed group within which the idea is formulated that deviations from group means’ are meaningful for group behaviors.  
According to Kanter (1977), skewed groups are characterized by a majority-minority ratio of at least 85:15 and minorities can come in two forms: several individuals or one individual, i.e. a token. The presence of a token, and by analogy, although to a lesser extent, the presence of a minority, is associated with more stereotyping and marginalization behavior on behalf of the majority. The identification of a token equates to searching for extreme values or measuring an individual’s dispersion away from the group’s mean. Tokens do, therefore, not provide a rationale for team diversity investigation as the concept exists at a different level-of-analysis. But minorities made up of several individuals, in the sense that they deviate significantly from the group’s mean, do indeed provide a theoretical explanation for investigating team diversity effects. 
It follows that models on group compositional effects represent a hot lead in finding support for A1. But such an interpretation is rather rudimentary when current investigations are put into context. The reason is that the logic was proposed only for the special case of skewed groups. If this is acknowledged then it would seem that team diversity studies, more or less by convention, check for the degree of group skewedness. To the best of our knowledge such checks usually do not occur. In addition, the defining feature of skewed groups, 85:15 majority-minority constellations, can most readily be applied when studying gender composition. But for other attributes, essentially all non-dichotomous ones, as well as for investigations that examine several attributes simultaneously, the concept of a skewed group becomes difficult to apply. Consider, for instance, a four-member group, highly diverse in terms of educational background (e.g. each member is different). Such high levels of diversity and the idea of 85:15 majority-minority constellations do not easily combine. While it is beyond this paper to ponder on these aspects, we propose that discussions on this matter should be considered in the team diversity literature if the logic of group compositional models would have, in fact, stimulated organizational team diversity research.  
2. Collective behavior models
Another clue might be found in theories on collective behavior. The reason for this is that team diversity research is concerned with the group level-of-analysis (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007) and hence, must presuppose that a group behaves as one collective. Simple threshold models seem to be especially intriguing in this regard because they suggest using variations amongst group members’ attributes, instead of majority counts, when aiming at predicting collective behavior (Granovetter, 1978). Because threshold models belong to the broader category of critical mass models (Oliver, 1993), an explanation for using variation measures can be found in the Theory of the Critical Mass (Oliver, et al., 1985). It states that collective behavior presupposes the development of a critical mass. A critical mass, is thought to exist, when a sufficiently large number of members of the collective start contributing towards its collective objective, thereby, stimulating other members to follow. In other words, the critical mass can be thought of as the threshold, after which, all of the remaining individualistically behaving members adopt a collectivistic approach. Critical mass members are usually those that are different from the rest of the collective and so, Critical Mass Theory suggests that the degree of heterogeneity in a collective can be used to determine when individuals overcome their barriers and behave as a collective. 
Borrowing this idea and applying it to any type of collective, however, is not straightforward. One reason is that threshold models are built on the neoclassical assumption of rational individuals possessing complete and relevant information (Granovetter, 1978). This implies that individuals act independently. In cases where the collective under investigation is an organizational team, the condition of independence amongst members does not hold. Interdependence, one of the defining team characteristics (e.g. Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Mathieu, et al., 2008) and the opposite of independence, collapses the logic of threshold models. 
To show this, consider Granovetter’s (1978) original example of a riot: The population of a city is said to be uniformly distributed in terms of inhabitants’ propensity to riot. This means that 1% of the population possess a propensity to riot of 0%, 1% has a propensity of 1%,…, and 1% has a propensity of 99%. From this population, a sample of 100 individuals is drawn and critical mass logic is applied. This implies that individuals with a rioting propensity of 99% will need little incentive to riot and thus, will engage in rioting behavior first. These individuals, then, stimulate people with a rioting propensity of 98% to join and so on. In essence, if the sampling distribution is the same as the population distribution, there will always be a riot and, if the concept of sampling variability is introduced, the distribution is either skewed to the left or right, there might or might not be a riot. Notice that this logic is fundamentally based upon individuals’ ability to act independently, i.e. their propensity to riot equates to their actual behavior. But by introducing the notion of interdependence, an individual’s rioting propensity does not necessarily have to align with that same individual’s actual behavior. More generally stated, interdependence allows for individuals to display deviant behaviors from what their own dispositions would imply. As a result, while threshold models indicate the usefulness of examining variations, these variations are only meaningful if they translate into actual behaviors. But because interdependence allows for a discrepancy between an individual’s propensity to act and the same individual’s actual behavior, the formation of a critical mass is difficult to predict. It follows that the logic of threshold models does not support A1. 
3. Blau’s Index (1977)
One of the more consistent patterns throughout the reviewed literature can be found in the operationalization of team diversity. Blau’s heterogeneity index was used in many empirical studies when the construct was imposed upon nominal variables (c.f. Bell, et al., 2010; Nielsen, 2010). It represents a measure for social structures, i.e. it accounts for the number of subgroups and, at the same time, how evenly the population is split up in-between subgroups (Blau, 1977). Statistically, it is interpreted as the probability that two randomly chosen individuals do not belong to the same group (Blau, 1977). By analogy, team diversity scholars use the index to measure team structures. Given the importance of construct validity throughout the social sciences, the frequent usage of Blau’s Index might represent a clue. To assess this, we reviewed the index’s source.    
It originates within the context of Peter Blau’s (1977) macro-sociological theory called “Inequality and Heterogeneity” (Blau, 1977). The theory’s main objective is to predict the effects of population size and population composition on social patterns (Blau, 1987). The latter is regarded as synonymous for social differentiation and is conceptualized in two distinct ways: heterogeneity and inequality. The theory proposes then, that the degrees of heterogeneity and inequality within a particular population are indicative of its social structure. In short, Blau’s (1977) theory uses two explanatory mechanisms in describing social structures. But the theory neither considers the effect of social interactions on social structures (Blau, 1987) nor, and most crucial for our purposes, does it propose any particular social behaviors which would arise from these structures. Because information in support of A1 must somehow specify a link between team structures and team behaviors, we stop following this clue any further. 
After concluding our search, we have to admit that we did not find compelling information in support of A1. Our best clue stems from models on group composition. It is not easy to argue, however, that the logic of such models has influenced the development of research on organizational team diversity. The same can be said about models of collective behavior. As a result, none of our clues provides evidence in favor of A1. 

DISCUSSION & FUTURE RESEARCH
Our limited success in finding explanations for A1 seems surprising. This appears so because the concept of team diversity is, in fact, quite popular, especially in political affairs and in business matters. The German government, for instance, adopted a bill which obliges publicly-traded companies to staff their Boards of Directors, at a minimum, with 30% nonexecutive females from 2016 onwards (Dauer, 2014). The inspiration for this comes from the comparatively low levels of gender diversity exhibited by such committees, coupled with the apparent belief, that Boards’ current compositions are partially the result of gender discrimination. And organizational team diversity topic is popular among business organizations because a diverse workforce is often associated with competitive benefits. A major consulting firm, for example, proposes a relative consistent, positive association between top management team diversity and firm financial performance (Barta, et al., 2012). Similarly, another strategy consultant suggests that diversity is beneficial for firm internationalization; it enables easier foreign market entry accomplished through hiring nationals from the prospective entry candidate (Knauß, 2012). It thus seems that the potential value in diversity as well as social justice concerns, help in explaining the concept’s popularity. 
Despite this, the prominence of organizational team diversity is surprising when research findings are considered (for example, c.f. van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007) and additionally, the finding of this paper. While we took the former as a starting point for our inquiry, it was unexpected to find that the assumption which has to hold for the concept to make sense is very difficult to verify. Most specifically, we believe that our search showed that there is only a patchy understanding for why the degree of alignment amongst differences should matter for team behaviors. Let alone for why it should matter in organizational contexts where it has been argued that the organizational setting, by itself, has a more profound impact on behaviors than individual dispositions (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989). It is therefore surprising to find that organizational team diversity and team diversity are popular concepts while, at the same time, the concepts’ assumption is pretty challenging to verify.  
In contrast, it may very well be argued that it was to be expected that our search would not detect any strong evidence. One reason for this is that it is consistent with the state-of-the-art of organizational team diversity research which continues to report mixed evidence when examining the link between team diversity and team performance (Jackson, et al., 2003). By cross-study comparison the same observation can be made: In U.S. organizations, Herring (2009) finds positive effects of racial diveristy on organizational performance whereas Richard (2000) finds no connection between racial diversity and the performance of U.S. banks. Such inconsistency is, in turn, consistent with what we found in this paper: the assumption(s) of research on organizational team diversity are unmet and hence research that assumes that organizational team diversity is a logically grounded concept cannot yield logical results. 
Similarly, another reason could be the abstract character of the assumption. Empirically speaking, who could ever claim to have observed organizational team diversity with any degree of accuracy? The sheer possibility of imposing the concept on many different individual attributes, the challenge of quantifying its exact magnitude, and distinguishing individual team member behavior from team behavior, are just some aspects which pose barriers to empirical examinations. Because of this, it appears indeed questionable in how far the assumption of interest represents something we can observe in reality. A disassociation between reality and the assumptions of a particular scientific discipline, as has been argued before, can be detrimental to the research field (Hudson, 2000). According to Hudson (2000) this is so because all that is necessary for a valid theory is that the conclusions follow from the premises, even though – neither conclusion nor premises correspond to reality. 
Two caveats emerge at this juncture. One is that we have made a mistake. The identified assumption, a composite from a definition of the concept and its operationalization, does not, contrary to what we have suggested here, underlie research on organizational team diversity. At best, we can acknowledge this possibility and thus, we consider the content presented here as provisional. The other caveat concerns the possibility of us not having made a mistake. It makes one wonder what the purpose of social science is when it examines concepts that do not correspond to reality. If the purpose of social science is to enable an understanding of what can be observed (Moss & Edmonds, 2005) then what role do we ascribe to things that are unobservable? And what to do, when research on unobservable phenomenon repeatedly fails to produce a coherent body of knowledge?
While this is a topic in its own right, in the context of organizational team diversity, a possible answer to the latter directly challenges research conventions. New research is usually expected to cite existing research and to position itself within the existing literature. But doing so in a research field whose assumption has not been verified, equates to committing a mistake in the first-step of a multi-step calculation. We do not regard such a scenario as a purely hypothetical one. When, for example, a review on ten years of team composition research concludes that “…as many questions remain as have been answered (Mathieu, et al., 2008, p. 441)”, it might be because of the inherent complexity of compositional arrangements – but it might also be because the assumptions behind this type of research do not hold. 
It seems therefore straightforward to propose that future research should identify the assumptions underlying research on organizational team diversity. For example, this type of research also assumes that all team members contribute to team processes/outcomes in the same manner. Equally contributing to team processes/outcomes, however, appears to be more of an abstract idea rather than the reality of group life. Especially, in cases where teams possess a hierarchy (e.g. top management teams) the argument in favor of equal weighting appears weak. In addition, complexity is exacerbated by other team characteristics such as interdependence. The latter and the notion of equally contributing team members it appears can only be aligned with one another, if the dependencies between all team members are somewhat similar. Thus, conceptual work can dwell into all kinds of possible assumptions inherent in organizational team diversity research and assess how crucial they are for the existence of such studies (c.f. Solow, 1956).  
Maybe theory development is less cumbersome than understanding where the idea came from. A theory on organizational team diversity would at first, formulate the behavioral consequences which are associated with various types and levels of team diversity. And context, as has been argued before, should play a prominent role in such theorizing (Joshi & Roh, 2009). A theory on organizational team diversity should address, whether and how far a specific context allows for individual attributes and dispositions to unfold. In many cases, team members might mask their true dispositions simply because meeting their basic needs necessitates having or keeping a job. At other times, employees’ dispositions do not translate into behaviors because of promotion-related desires. Even in top management teams, where it would seem that members have already met their basic needs and promotion opportunities are rather limited, individuals might mask their true nature for financial incentives. Considering context is therefore quintessential for a theory on organizational team diversity.  

CONCLUSION
Nature is diverse. Diversity describes that there are differences amongst the things that exist in nature. Often the idea exists that the presence of differences influences the behaviors of the things in nature. This idea also prevails in research on organizational team behavior. Over the past decades, findings of these types of inquiries did not necessarily support such thinking. While the explanations for such results have usually introduced ‘auxiliary’ concepts, in this paper, we searched for a logic which would outline the influence of diversity on behaviors in organizational teams. 
What we found was that organizational teams are, and they are diverse. Anything beyond that, in particular the notion that differences amongst team members influence organizational team behaviors, does not withstand considerable scrutiny. The relevance of this is not limited to organizational behaviors. The positive connotation ascribed to diversity in social debates seems to deserve a more nuanced treatment. We hope that this paper enables claims of the latter. 
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