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Abstract 

Due to organizational mergers, post-merger teams can experience diversity in terms of pre-

merger company membership – i.e. teams may contain employees from different pre-merger 

organizations. I investigated whether actual differences in pre-merger companies are 

perceived as salient in post-merger teams, and in particular, I examined the role of team 

identification and status differences in determining this relationship. I found that status 

differences based on pre-merger company membership indirectly mediated the relationship 

between actual and perceived post-merger diversity, especially when team identification was 

low. Additionally, I studied the effects of perceived diversity on team communication quality, 

team satisfaction and team financial performance. Findings support the hypothesis that 

perceived diversity is negatively related to team communication quality.  

 

Keywords: Diversity, Status, Teams, Organizational Change 
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The Effects of Post-Merger Diversity on Team Effectiveness 

 

“German bank seeks merger after credit crunch leads to €1.5bn loss” (Seib, 2008). 

 

This headline was published in The Times a year after the credit crunch began. The 

crunch had cost the German bank, WestLB, €1.5 billion in 2007 and to survive this loss the 

bank needed to merge with another bank. This was not unique; banks and other organizations 

worldwide merged at an unprecedented rate due to the credit crunch. The combining of two 

or more organizations into one is called a merger (Hogan & Overmyer-Day, 1994). Mergers 

can impact work teams in the new organization by creating intra-team diversity based on 

employees’ membership in different pre-merger companies; this post-merger diversity may in 

turn influence team effectiveness. For example, in the case of the WestLB they sought a 

merger with Dekabank, which could result in teams with employees who worked for WestLB 

and employees who worked for Dekabank. When this diversity is salient to the employees, 

team effectiveness is likely to be affected. In this paper, I will provide an in-depth 

investigation of how this particularly important form of organizational diversity in the current 

economy - namely post-merger diversity - impacts team effectiveness.  

To answer this question my study will focus on the way people construe diversity 

perceptions, hereby aiming to reconcile the contradictory results found in multiple meta-

analyses on the effects of demographic diversity on team effectiveness (Horwitz & Horwitz, 

2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Some studies revealed positive effects 

of diversity on team effectiveness - through information elaboration - whereas others found 

negative effects - through social categorization - on team effectiveness (e.g., van 

Knippenberg, De Dreu & Homan, 2004; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2000). Therefore, 

recent research suggests that the effects of diversity may depend on the presence of certain 
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conditions. In line with this current trend in diversity research, this study takes a contingency 

approach to diversity (Joshi & Roh, 2009; van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). 

Namely, I propose that the effects of post-merger diversity will depend on the degree to 

which employees actually perceive post-merger diversity as being salient in their team and I 

expect that this is not a one-to-one relationship. More specifically, I propose that actual post-

merger diversity is only associated with perceptions of diversity when there are perceived 

status differences between the pre-merger companies’ members and thereby lower 

identification with the team.  

I further propose that the effects of actual post-merger diversity have an impact on 

team effectiveness via their effect on perceptions of post-merger diversity. However, the 

effects of perceptions of diversity - such as post-merger-diversity - on team outcomes are also 

not straight forward and may depend on certain contingent factors (e.g., Ayub & Jehn, 2008; 

Joshi & Roh, 2009). One such factor is leadership - previous studies show that team leaders 

can manage team diversity perceptions to maximize diverse team effectiveness (e.g., Homan 

& Jehn, 2010). I propose that leaders who engage in a high level of inter-team managerial 

communication - the communication of team managers with other managers across the 

organization - will be able to reduce the negative effects of perceived post-merger diversity in 

their teams. Such managers can, for example, acquire useful tips and practices for managing 

diverse teams in their communication with managers from other teams. Therefore, I will 

study the interactive effects of perceived diversity and inter-team managerial communication 

on three indictors of team effectiveness: (a) the quality of intra-team communication, (b) 

team satisfaction, and (c) team financial performance. See Figure 1 for a depiction of the full 

theoretical model. 
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Theoretical Background 

A team can be defined as a group consisting of unique and interdependent members 

(Kozlowski & Bell, 2006). Almost inevitably, teams in modern organizations are diverse on a 

wide array of characteristics (Jackson, Joshi & Erhardt, 2003). Diversity has been defined as 

differences between individuals on any attribute that may lead to the perception that another 

person is different from oneself (Mannix & Neale, 2005; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). For 

example, teams in organizations may consist of members who differ in gender, age, ethnicity, 

functional background, or in the case of mergers, in pre-merger company membership 

(Milliken & Martins, 1996; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 

1998).  

In line with Harrison and Klein (2007), who call for more research on specific diversity 

characteristics, this study will specifically focus on diversity caused by an organizational 

merger – i.e. post-merger diversity, which is diversity based on membership in different pre-

merger companies. Research has yet to specifically look at the effects of post-merger 

diversity on team effectiveness. To begin to understand the possible effects of post-merger 

diversity on team effectiveness, two contrasting perspectives from past diversity research can 

be drawn upon. Firstly, on the one hand, the information/decision-making perspective 

suggests that diversity of any form can benefit team performance (Williams & O’Reilly, 

1998). The starting point of this perspective is that diversity may introduce differences in 

knowledge, expertise and perspectives that may help teams to reach more creative, innovative 

and higher quality outcomes (van Knippenberg, De Dreu and Homan, 2004; van Knippenberg 

& Schippers, 2007). Therefore, if post-merger team members exchange, discuss and integrate 

the knowledge they have learned at their own pre-merger companies it may result in higher 

team effectiveness.  
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On the other hand, a number of studies have found a negative impact of diversity on 

performance (for reviews, see Mannix & Neale, 2005; Milliken & Martins, 1996) this has 

been explained by the social categorization perspective and the similarity–attraction 

perspective (e.g., van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). At the 

core of these perspectives lies the notion that individuals have the tendency to be attracted to 

persons who they perceive to be similar to them (Byrne, 1971) and to distinguish between 

similar in-group members and dissimilar out-group members (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 

2007). This social categorization disrupts team processes, as people tend to favor in-group 

members over out-group members, trust in-group members more and are more willing to 

cooperate with in-group members (e.g., Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Lau & Murnighan, 

2005; Li & Hambrick, 2005; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Therefore, if post-merger team 

members prefer to interact with their own pre-merger members, categorization into subgroups 

on the basis of pre-merger company membership may originate, which will ultimately 

impede team effectiveness (Byrne, Clore, & Worchel, 1966; Jackson, 1992; Lincoln & 

Miller, 1979).  

Although diversity may stimulate team effectiveness through information elaboration, it 

also may undermine team effectiveness through social categorization and similarity–

attraction processes (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Clarifying these mixed effects of diversity 

in teams may be possible by carefully considering moderators and by focusing more on 

mediating mechanisms (Mannix & Neale, 2005). Therefore, the current study, in focusing on 

the relationship between actual post-merger diversity and its effects on team effectiveness, 

considers a mediating mechanism - perceived diversity - and several moderators - status 

differences, team identification, and inter-team managerial communication - to clarify the 

potential mixed effects of team post-merger diversity.  
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Actual and Perceived Diversity 

In order to account for the above-mentioned contrasting results on the effects of 

diversity and in response to the call for a mediating approach (cf., Mannix & Neale, 2005), 

this study focuses on the way people construe diversity. Although the definition of diversity 

(Mannix & Neale, 2005; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) stresses the importance of perceptions, 

past research typically focused on actual diversity (e.g., Chatman, Polzer, Barsade & Neale, 

1998; Jehn, Northcraft & Neale, 1999), without taking into account whether or not team 

members actually perceived the studied form of diversity as salient. This may be problematic, 

as actual differences are only likely to be meaningful when the differences are seen and 

experienced by the team (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Mannix & Neale, 2005). Research at the 

dyad level already showed that perceived diversity is stronger in predicting differences in 

dyad outcomes compared to actual diversity (Orpen, 1984; Strauss, Barrick & Connerley, 

2001; Turban & Jones, 1988; Wayne & Liden, 1995), supporting the suggestion that people 

tend to “react on the bases of perceptions of reality, not reality per se” (Ferris & Judge, 1991, 

p. 464). Although actual diversity is generally positively related to perceptions of diversity 

(Cunningham, 2006), recent research has indicated that there is no one-to-one relationship 

between actual and perceived diversity (e.g., Homan, Greer, Jehn, & Koning, 2010; Homan 

& Jehn, 2010; Zellmer-Bruhn, Maloney, Bhappu & Salvador, 2008). A moderator approach 

is necessary to better understand the relation between perceived and actual diversity (Homan 

et al., 2010).  

I integrate and extend the above findings by proposing that the relationship between 

actual and perceived post-merger diversity depends on the perceived status differences 

between employees of the pre-merger companies. Only a few organizational mergers are 

mergers of equals; rather, most mergers involve organizations that differ in status (Cartwright 

& Cooper, 1992; van Oudenhoven & de Boer, 1995). Status is defined as the extent to which 
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an individual or group is respected or admired by others (Ridgeway & Walker, 1995). In case 

of a merger, if there is a marked difference in the respect and prestige for the pre-merger 

companies, this can lead to status differences between employees coming from these different 

pre-merger companies (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton & Hume, 2001). Past research suggests 

that team processes can be negatively affected by perceived differences in status (e.g., 

Bloom, 1980; Boen, Vanbeselaere & Wostyn, 2010; Cott, 1997; Harrison & Klein, 2007; 

Lichtenstein, Alexander, McCarthy & Wells, 2004). I specifically propose that status 

differences will be negatively related to team identification - a perception of belonging to, or 

oneness with a team and captures the extent to which a team is valued and contributes to a 

sense of self (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).   

Status differences are likely to be negatively related to team identification for several 

reasons. Firstly, differences in the status of pre-merger companies may create feelings of 

inequality and injustice within teams with members from both pre-merger companies 

(Henderson & Frederickson, 2001; Muller, 1985). Feelings of inequity and inequality in turn 

have been shown to lower identification with the team (Boen et al., 2010). Secondly, social 

identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986) argues that when teams experience status 

differences, members may engage in competitive strategies, which are likely to negatively 

relate to team identification (Bettencourt et al., 2001; Bloom, 1999; Ellemers, Wieke & van 

Knippenberg, 1993). For example, the higher status group can feel threatened by the 

inclusion of the lower status group (Feld, 1984; Hornsey, van Leeuwen & van Santen, 2003) 

and the lower status group may try to assert their group to challenge the higher status group 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Competitive strategies within the post-merger team, due to 

differences in status of the pre-merger companies, are likely to make pre-merger differences 

more salient and post-merger team identification less salient. In contrast, when teams 

experience feelings of status equality, this induces team members to feel positive about the 
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team as a whole (Cowherd & Levine, 1992; Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Hogg & Mullin, 1999; 

Mullin & Hogg, 1998). Therefore, to summarize, perceived differences in status within the 

post-merger team may create feelings of inequality and injustice (Henderson & Frederickson, 

2001; Muller, 1985) and may heighten competition (Bloom, 1999) which all are likely to 

reduce team identification (Boen et al., 2010).  I propose the following: 

Hypothesis 1: Perceived intra-team status differences based on pre-merger company 

will have a negative effect on team identification.  

After a merger, team members may perceive diversity in pre-merger company 

membership which may elicit an “us versus them” attitude (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). Research has proposed that equal status - i.e. low status 

differences - could be an important factor in the reduction of an “us versus them” distinction 

through its positive relationship with team identification (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, 

Bachman & Rust, 1993). I expand on this by expecting that low status differences will 

enhance high team identification, and this may bind members together into one team that 

does not perceive the actual diversity within it. This expectation is in line with the common 

in-group identity model (Gaertner et al., 1993). This model asserts that intergroup bias and 

stereotyping can be reduced by increasing the salience of the common group identity and 

transforming group member perceptions from two groups to one group (Brewer, 1979; 

Brown & Turner, 1981; Gaertner, Dovidio & Bachman, 1996; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 

Indeed, research has shown that when teams experience high team identification, team 

members’ perceptions of actual diversity are reduced (e.g., Gaertner et al., 1993; Gaertner & 

Dovidio, 2000) and they are more likely to perceive homogeneity within the team (Kelly, 

1989; Simon & Pettigrew, 1990). Research thus supports the idea that transforming members’ 

perceptions of team diversity from “us” and “them” to a more inclusive “we”, through the 
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reduction of status differences, can reduce the positive relationship between actual and 

perceived post-merger diversity.  

Hypothesis 2: Team identification mediates the moderating effect of status differences 

on the relationship between actual and perceived diversity, such that, perceived intra-

team status differences based on pre-merger company exacerbate the positive impact 

of actual diversity on perceived diversity through the negative relationship status 

difference has with identification with the team. 

The Effects of Perceived Diversity on Team Effectiveness 

Initial research on the team-level effects of perceived diversity has shown that 

perceived diversity has a powerful, negative effect on outcomes such as social integration 

(Harrison, Price, Gavin & Florey, 2002), work group involvement (Hobman, Bordia & 

Gallois, 2004), organizational commitment (Jehn et al., 1999), helping behavior (Riordan & 

Weatherly, 1999; van de Vegt & van de Vliert, 2005) and turnover intentions (Cunningham, 

2007a, 2007b; Jehn et al., 1999). These findings are in line with the social categorization 

perspective on diversity, which suggests that perceptions of diversity can drive negative inter-

subgroup relations within the team which will negatively impact team outcomes (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). Thus, I propose that when team members experience high team 

diversity team effectiveness will suffer. I focus on the effects of perceived diversity on three 

indictors of team effectiveness.  

The first indictor of team effectiveness I investigate is the quality of intra-team 

communication, which can be defined as the process through which team members 

communicate with one another (Froyd, 2010). After a merger, team members may categorize 

the team into subgroups because they perceive diversity based on pre-merger company 

background. This categorization could lower the level of intra-team communication since 

people tend to prefer communication with similar others and they perceive the other pre-
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merger company team members as different (Byrne, Clore, & Worchel, 1966; Jackson, 1992; 

Lincoln & Miller, 1979). Furthermore perceived diversity may diminish communication due 

to intersubgroup conflicts, which are negatively related to trust, respect and psychological 

safety within the team (Greer & Jehn, 2010). Trust, respect and psychological safety within 

the team are crucial for open communication. Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 3a: Perceived post-merger diversity will be negatively related to intra-

team communication. 

The second indictor of team effectiveness this study investigates is team satisfaction, 

which reflects the degree to which members of a team enjoy their working relationships 

(Witteman, 1991). Due to subgroup formation, which highlights the distinction between “us” 

and “them”, team members can experience a negative workplace climate with conflict and a 

lack of trust (e.g., Polzer, Crisp, Jarvenpaa & Kim, 2006). This negative atmosphere within 

the newly formed team may lead to team dissatisfaction (Jehn et al., 1999). Indeed, perceived 

racial and value diversity are negatively related to team satisfaction (Cunningham, 2007a; 

Cunningham, 2007b; Jehn et al., 1999). This could be due to the fact that diversity 

exacerbates conflict within the team, which in turn negatively affects satisfaction (Jehn et al., 

1999). In a merger context, I propose that if the team perceives post-merger diversity, team 

members will be less satisfied with the team.  

Hypothesis 3b: Perceived post-merger diversity will be negatively related to team 

satisfaction. 

Team effectiveness is thirdly assessed in terms of team financial performance, which 

is operationalized in the current study as the sales per team divided by the number of 

customers per team. This is in line with past operationalizations of team performance that 

focused on the sales performance of employees (Jackson & Joshi, 2004). Social identity 

theory asserts that team membership creates subgroup categorization and enhancement in 
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ways that favor the in-group at the expense of the out-group (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986). If 

team members perceive diversity based on pre-merger company membership, subgroup 

categorization may originate. In turn subgroup categorization may harm team financial 

performance (e.g., Li & Hambrick, 2005), for example due to conflict (Jehn et al., 1999), a 

lack of trust, (Polzer et al., 2006) less helping behavior (Van der Vegt & Van der Vliert, 

2005) and less social integration between team members (Harrison et al., 2002). Therefore, I 

expect that teams, which perceive post-merger diversity, function less efficiently due to the 

consequences of subgroup categorization and thereby impede team financial performance. 

Hypothesis 3c: Perceived post-merger diversity will be negatively related to team 

financial performance. 

The Pivotal Role of Inter-team Managerial Communication   

Managers and leaders of diverse teams have often been suggested to play a pivotal 

role in determining how diversity impacts team outcomes - such as the quality of 

communication, satisfaction and financial performance (e.g., Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Shin 

& Zhou, 2007; Somech, 2006). However, past research that examined the role of leaders in 

diverse groups has focused on leadership styles and not necessarily on specific leader 

behaviors (e.g., Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Shin & Zhou, 2007; Somech, 2006). Furthermore 

these studies did not focus on the effects of perceived diversity but on the effects of actual 

diversity. However, focusing on leader behaviors and their influence on diversity perceptions 

- and their effects - is critical in understanding the nuanced effects of diversity on team 

outcomes (Dierdorff, Rubin & Morgeson, 2009; Homan & Jehn, 2010). I therefore focus on 

the role of a specific leader behavior that may be particularly important in diverse teams, 

namely inter-team managerial communication. This can be defined as the communication of 

team managers with other managers across the organization to monitor and maintain the 

alignment of various teams (DeChurch & Marks, 2006). I propose that inter-team managerial 
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communication will ameliorate the negative relationship between perceived diversity and 

team effectiveness - e.g., the quality of intra-team communication, team satisfaction and team 

financial performance - for several reasons. 

First of all, team managers that communicate with other managers can learn tips and 

best practices from other managers on how to create positive diversity climates within the 

team. This is an environment in which team members respect and value the views of those 

who are different, enjoy interacting with and work productively with diverse individuals 

(Kossek & Zonia, 1993). Research has shown that a positive diversity climate is critical for 

the effective use of team diversity (Cox, 1991; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Larkey, 1996), because 

it can prevent categorization and stimulate open communication and information elaboration 

within the team. When information elaboration is encouraged, diverse teams may outperform 

more homogeneous teams (Bowers, Pharmer & Salas, 2000; De Dreu, 2007; Greer, Homan, 

De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2010; Jehn et al., 1999; Scholten, van Knippenberg, Nijstad, & De 

Dreu, 2007).  

Secondly, inter-team managerial communication will moderate the effects of 

perceived diversity on team effectiveness - such as communication, satisfaction and financial 

performance - by allowing managers to share resources with each other. In unstable rapidly 

changing environments, the role of the manager as boundary spanner with other teams is even 

more important (Aldrich & Herker, 1977). When a manager is able to secure valuable 

resources for the team and secure the team a positive position in the broader organization, this 

may increase members’ pride in and commitment to their team, thereby weakening the 

negative categorization processes resulting from perceived diversity. 

Thirdly, inter-team managerial communication may reduce ties between pre-merger 

team members and thereby the salience of pre-merger identities. In a merger context, team 

members may have strong ties with colleagues in other teams with whom they used to work 
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in the pre-merger company. These team members likely still communicate and serve as a 

boundary spanner between teams following the merger. However, when team members - 

instead of team managers - engage in boundary-spanning functions, this can divert teams' 

focus away from their task (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). This makes it an inefficient and 

ineffective method of communicating externally and diminishes team effectiveness (Katz & 

Tushman, 1979). If a team manager takes over the boundary-spanning role, team success is 

enabled (Urch Druskat & Wheeler, 2003), suggesting managers can best communicate 

between teams. To lose the feeling of pre-merger membership it is important to discourage 

contact between pre-merger members across teams and stimulate a post-merger common 

identity. This can be reached by effective communication between team managers instead of 

team members. 

In sum, I expect that inter-team managerial communication plays a pivotal role in 

determining the effects of perceived diversity on team effectiveness - as measured by (a) the 

quality of intra-team communication, (b) team satisfaction, and (c) team financial 

performance - by stimulating the exchange of best practices and resources across teams, 

thereby promoting a positive diversity climate, common team identity, and a reduction of ties 

between pre-merger team members. Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 4a: Inter-team managerial communication will moderate the effects of 

perceived diversity on intra-team communication, such that when a team’s manager has 

a high level of inter-team communication, team perceived diversity will be more 

positively related to intra-team communication. 

Hypothesis 4b: Inter-team managerial communication will moderate the effects of 

perceived diversity on team satisfaction, such that when a team’s manager has a high 

level of inter-team communication, team perceived diversity will be more positively 

related to team satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis 4c: Inter-team managerial communication will moderate the effects of 

perceived diversity on team financial performance, such that when a team’s manager 

has a high level of inter-team communication, team perceived diversity will be more 

positively related to team financial performance. 

Method 

To test these hypotheses, I conducted a field study among 1537 employees working in 

233 branch offices of a multinational services corporation in the Netherlands. Each branch 

office employed two to ten employees and a manager, all of whom worked together closely, 

had a common goal, and identified themselves as a team, thus each branch office was treated 

as a unique team (Hackman, 1987). The employees and managers at different branch offices 

filled in an online survey that assessed their perceptions of post-merger diversity and team 

effectiveness, as well as employee demographic characteristics. Participation in the research 

was voluntary, but the management emphasized filling in of the survey by all employees.   

Sample 

I had a full response from 156 of the branch offices, yielding 156 teams (598 

employees) on which to test my hypotheses. The average age was 39.5 years, 60.7% of the 

participants were female, 68.1% were ex-pre-merger company X employees, 17.6% were ex-

pre-merger company Y employees and 14.4% were externals.  

Procedure 

The survey was embedded within the company’s annual engagement survey. All 

employees received an email to participate in the online survey. In this email, there was a link 

to the survey through the Survey Tool of the University of Amsterdam. Managers of the 

branch offices filled in a separate survey from employees, which allowed me to have multi-

source data to test the model.  In addition to this survey data, I also had access to the team 

financial performance data (sales/visitors) of the offices from the month before the survey 
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(Time 1) and the month after the survey (Time 3). The survey was online for five weeks 

(Time 2) between these two periods.  

Measures 

This research used two surveys to assess the variables, one for the employee and one 

for the manager. The survey items utilized a 1-7 Likert scale, with 7 indicating high 

agreement with the item.  

Actual post-merger diversity. Actual post-merger diversity was assessed based on 

employees’ pre-merger company. Three different possibilities were present in our study 

(company X, company Y, external). To calculate a team score of post-merger diversity, I 

used the formula of Blau (Harrison & Klein, 2007), which calculates the presence of diverse 

categories in a team, which can range from 0 to 1. 

Perceived post-merger diversity. To measure perceived post-merger diversity; I based 

my items on the scale used by Homan et al. (2010). This scale included two items (e.g., 

“There are subgroups in our team on basis of our company background (company X, 

company Y, external).” “I see that there are diverse subgroups within our team on basis of 

our company background (company X, company Y, external)” and exhibited sufficient 

reliability (α=.93). 

Intra-team status differences based on pre-merger company. Based on previous pre-

merger status measures (van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, Monden & de Lima, 2002; 

Terry & O’Brein, 2001), I developed a 4-item scale to measure intra-team status differences 

based on pre-merger company membership. The items are: “Ex-company X employees are 

high in prestige”, “Ex-company Y employees are high in prestige” (reverse-coded), “The 

status of ex-company X employees is low”, and “The status of ex-company Y employees is 

low”. This adapted scale was exhibited sufficient reliable (α=.72). 
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Team identification. Team identification was measured based on the scale of Mael 

and Ashforth (1992). This study included the following three items; “I recognize/identify 

myself with the team where I work”, “I see myself as a member of the team where I work”, “I 

feel connected with my team members”. These items showed high internal reliability (α=.90). 

Inter-team managerial communication The scale to measure inter-team managerial 

communication was based on the scale of De Dreu (2007). This scale included five items 

(e.g., “The quality of information sharing between the managers is good.”, “I regularly 

perceive new fact, ideas and insights about work from other mangers”, “During meetings 

with managers often the same things are discussed over and over again without something 

new is said” (reverse-coded), “I regularly provided other managers with new facts, ideas and 

insight about work”, “During meetings with manager we rarely repeat things”) and exhibited 

sufficient reliability (α=.76).  

Intra-team communication. To measure the quality of intra-team communication, I 

based my items on the scale of De Dreu (2007). This scale included five items (e.g., 

“Communication is a problem in this team” (reverse-coded), “There are enough opportunities 

for members to inform each other about work-related issues”, “In our team, we are able to 

quickly obtain necessary information from each other”, “We have regular contact with each 

other in this team”, “In this team, we seldom have the time to catch up with each other” 

(reverse-coded)). The internal reliability was .75 

 Team satisfaction. Team satisfaction was measured with the following three items 

from Jehn (1995): “Generally I am satisfied with my team”, “I am satisfied with the 

recognition of my team members when I am doing a good job”, “I am satisfied with the 

impact I have on the decision in my team”. The reliability for the scale was .86. 

Team financial performance. I measured team financial performance based on the 

number of sales divided by the number of customers walking into the office per week. 
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Previous financial performance (team financial performance Time 1) was measured by the 

average performance of the office for the month before the survey, and post-survey financial 

performance (team financial performance Time 3) was measured by taking the average of the 

performance of the office for the month after the survey.  

Control variables. To rule out possible alternative explanations for my results, I 

controlled for a number of variables, including previous financial performance, team tenure, 

work experience and other dimensions of team diversity (age, gender, functional, cultural and 

educational diversity measured using Blau’s formula [Harrison & Klein, 2007]).  

Analysis 

The theoretical level of analysis in this study is at the team-level. To test the 

appropriateness of conducting my analyses at the team level of analysis, I calculated ICCs 

and corresponding F-tests. These tests yielded sufficient support to aggregate my data to the 

team level of analysis for (a) perceived pre-merger company diversity (ICC [1] =.09, ICC [2] 

= .28, F(1, 140) = 1066.98, p < .0001), (b) perceived intra-team status difference based on 

pre-merger company (ICC [1] =.03, ICC [2] =.10, F(1, 132) = 2459.58, p < .0001, rwg = .7) 

(c) team identification (ICC [1] =.08, ICC [2] = .26, F(1, 120) =15627.98, p < .0001, rwg = .8), 

(d) intra-team communication (ICC [1] =.00, ICC[2] =.00, F(1, 598) =16972.39, p < .0001 , 

rwg = .8) and (e) team satisfaction (ICC [1]=.03, ICC[2]=.09, F(1, 137) = 23179.57, p < .0001, 

rwg = .8) (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). 

Results 

 Means, standard deviations, and correlations are presented in Table 1. To test 

hypotheses, I used linear hierarchical regression analysis. To compute interaction terms and 

to ensure the comparability of variables on different scales - i.e. actual diversity compared to 

the other survey variables - I created the product terms for the interactions based on the 
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standardized independent variables and moderators in line with the procedure of Aiken and 

West (1991). 

As seen in Table 1 and in support of my first hypothesis,  I find that perceived intra-

team status differences are significantly negatively related to team identification (β = -.18, p 

< .05).  

In Hypothesis 2, I proposed that team identification mediates the moderating effect of 

perceived intra-team status differences based on pre-merger company on the relationship 

between actual and perceived post-merger diversity, such that, status differences exacerbate 

the positive impact of actual diversity on perceived diversity through the negative 

relationship status differences have with identification with the team. I conducted my 

analyses according to the procedure of Muller and colleagues (2005, based on Baron and 

Kenny (1986) procedure). Mediated moderation can happen only when overall moderation 

occurs, so the first step was to check if status differences moderate the relationship between 

actual and perceived diversity. If this is the case, the question then is whether the mediating 

process - team identification - accounts for this moderation. Controlling for this mediating 

process should reduce the overall moderating effect or in the case of ‘full’ mediated 

moderation even turn non-significant. As seen in Table 2, I find a non-significant two way 

interaction between actual post-merger diversity and perceived intra-team status differences 

on perceived post-merger diversity (β = -.20, n.s.). This finding does not support Hypothesis 

2, since there is no moderation in the first place. Results did show a significant two way 

interaction between actual post-merger diversity and team identification on perceived post-

merger diversity (β = -.22, p < 0.10). This shows moderation of team identification on the 

relationship between actual and perceived diversity. Following the procedure of Aiken and 

West (1991), I decomposed this significant interaction term by plotting the relationship 

between actual and perceived diversity at values one standard deviation below the mean and 
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one standard deviation above the mean of team identification. As seen in Figure 2, I find that 

the interaction between actual post-merger diversity is positively related to perceived post-

merger diversity when team identification is low (β = 2.01, p < .05), but not when team 

identification is high (β = -0.55, n.s.).  

In Hypothesis 3a, I proposed that perceived post-merger diversity would be negatively 

related to intra-team communication. In support of this hypothesis – and as seen in Table 1 

and Table 2 - perceived post-merger diversity is significantly negatively related to intra-team 

communication (β = -.18, p < .05). In Hypothesis 3b and 3c, I proposed that perceived post-

merger diversity would be negatively related to team satisfaction and to team financial 

performance respectively. I did not find support for either Hypothesis 3b (β = -.11, n.s.) or 

Hypothesis 3c (β = -.07, n.s.). 

 In my fourth hypothesis, I proposed that inter-team managerial communication would 

moderate the effects of perceived post-merger diversity on intra-team communication 

(Hypothesis 4a), team satisfaction (Hypothesis 4b) and team financial performance 

(Hypothesis 4c), such that under a high level of managerial inter-team communication, team 

perceived diversity will be more positively related to intra-team communication, team 

satisfaction and team financial performance. I did not find an effect of the two way 

interaction between inter-team managerial communication and perceived post-merger 

diversity on any of the dependent variables - (a) intra-team communication (β = -.03, n.s.), 

(b) team satisfaction (β = -.01, n.s.) and (c) team financial performance (β = -.04, n.s.). 

Supplementary analyses 

 In this section, I will describe some additional findings from the hierarchical 

regression analysis and the supplementary analyses I conducted. As seen in Table 1, actual 

post-merger diversity is significantly positively related to perceived post-merger diversity (β 

= .15, p < .10), but when perceived intra-team status differences are included, the direct effect 
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of actual diversity on perceived diversity is non-significant (β = .07, n.s.). In turn, perceived 

intra-team status differences - as seen in Table 1 and Table 2 – are directly positively related 

to perceived post-merger diversity (β = .44, p < .01). These findings could imply an indirect 

effect of actual diversity on perceived diversity through perceived intra-team status 

differences. A Sobel test provided some support for status differences as an indirect mediator 

of the relationship between actual and perceived post-merger diversity (z = 1.31, p < 0.10).  

 If actual post-merger diversity is indirectly affecting perceived post-merger diversity, 

than the question rises whether team identification is moderating the relationship between 

actual diversity and status differences. The two way interaction between actual post-merger 

diversity and team identification on perceived intra-team status differences is significant (β = 

-.20, p < 0.05).  When decomposing this interaction, I find that the interaction between actual 

post-merger diversity and team identification on perceived status differences has no 

significant effect when team identification is high (β = -0.77, n.s.), but does have a significant 

effect when teams have low team identification (β = 2.58, p < .01). As seen in Figure 3, 

actual diversity appears to be more strongly related to perceived status differences when team 

identification is low. 

 Lastly, I conducted supplementary analyses to investigate the relationship between the 

intra-team communication and team satisfaction. As seen in Table 1 intra-team 

communication is directly positively related to team satisfaction. Additional analyses support 

this by showing that intra-team communication is significantly positively related to team 

satisfaction (β = .45, p < .0001). In respect to Hypothesis 3b - where I proposed that 

perceived post-merger diversity would be negatively related to team satisfaction - perceived 

post-merger diversity could indirectly harm team satisfaction through the negative impact it 

has on intra-team communication. A Sobel test provided support for intra-team 

communication as an indirect mediator of the relationship between perceived post-merger 
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diversity and team satisfaction (z = -1.91, p < 0.01).  

Discussion 

In this study, I find that actual post-merger diversity is likely to be more perceived 

when team members identify less with the team, and the reason actual diversity then becomes 

salient is the perception of status differences between the pre-merger organizations. By 

showing that in a real-life merger situation the relationship between actual and perceived 

diversity is shaped by status differences, this study adds to recent research of Boen et al. 

(2010), which denoted that researchers should pay attention to pre-merger status in order to 

understand reactions of employees to the merged organization. Furthermore the present focus 

on status differences and team identification as determinants of diversity perceptions answers 

the call for a mediating and moderating approach on the effects of diversity (Mannix & 

Neale, 2005). While most research just focused on the effects of actual diversity (e.g., 

Chatman et al., 1998; Jehn et al., 1999) my study reveals how imperative it is to identify how 

actual diversity comes to be perceived.  

Additionally, my study offers insight into the importance of diversity perceptions for 

team effectiveness. Results suggest that perceived post-merger diversity is negatively related 

to intra-team communication. In line with recent work (Greer & Jehn, 2010; Homan & Jehn, 

2010) this result highlights that the effects of post-merger diversity depend on the degree to 

which employees perceive diversity as being salient in their team and not the actual diversity 

per se. However, this study does not show a direct negative effect of perceived post-merger 

diversity on both team satisfaction and team financial performance. These findings differ 

from previous studies on other forms of diversity, which showed that perceived diversity is 

negative related to team satisfaction and team performance (Cunningham, 2007; Greer et al., 

2010; Jehn et al., 1999; Riordan & Weatherly, 1999). A possible solution for the lack of a 

negative relation could be the mediating role of intra-team communication. Although results 
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indicate no direct effect, supplementary analyses show that perceived post-merger diversity 

indirectly harms team satisfaction through the negative impact it has on intra-team 

communication. My research thus contributes to diversity and organizational change 

literature by showing that when teams perceive post-merger diversity, the quality of team 

communication deteriorates and hereby harms team members’ satisfaction with the team. 

Lastly, I did not find inter-team managerial communication to moderate the 

relationship between perceived post-merger diversity and any of the team effectiveness 

outcomes - namely intra-team communication, team satisfaction and team financial 

performance. This finding could be due to the data collection. My data comes from one 

specific organization with its own organizational structure. It could be that the structure of 

this organization does not lend itself to study the role of inter-team managerial 

communication because teams stand alone and were highly independent of each other. Future 

research may benefit from exploring the role of inter-team managerial communication on the 

relation between perceived diversity and team effectiveness in multi-team systems, where 

teams are more dependent on each other (cf. for multi-team system research DeChurch & 

Marks, 2006).  

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

 The current study does have several shortcomings and additional suggestions for 

future research that need to be noted. Firstly, this multi-source study took place in the context 

of a real-world organization that deals with real merger processes. On the one hand this is a 

strength, as I am able to offer one of the first empirical real-world organization examinations 

of the effects of post-merger diversity - and the interplay with pre-merger status differences 

and team identification - on team effectiveness. On the other hand this has two limitations. 

Firstly studies in controlled laboratory settings could increase confidence in the internal 

validity and robustness of the findings. Furthermore, due to the field study setting, my data 
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comes from just one specific organization with its own organizational culture, background 

and politics. Future research would benefit from examining whether the effects of post-

merger diversity - and the moderation of pre-merger status differences and team identification 

- on team effectiveness are replicated in a more controlled setting (cf. for experimental design 

Boen et al., 2010) and in other organizational cultures.  

Secondly, this study specifically focuses on the effects of actual and perceived 

diversity caused by an organizational merger and the role of status differences based on pre-

merger company. Although this answers the call of Harrison and Klein (2007) to focus on a 

specific form of diversity, it would be interesting for future research to investigate if status 

differences based on different types of diversity play the same role on actual and perceived 

diversity. For example, one might expect that actual cultural diversity is likely to be more 

perceived when team members perceive status differences between cultural groups through 

which they experience low team identification. 

Thirdly, this study aimed to show that perceived post-merger diversity matters for the 

core objective of commercial organizations, namely financial performance. Unfortunately - in 

contrast with Greer et al. (2010) who found an indirect relation between ethnic diversity and 

team financial performance - my findings do not support the link from psychological 

processes to financial performance. The current study may have failed to find support for this 

link due to the specific form of diversity - namely post-merger diversity - which is studied. 

Future research would benefit from further investigation of the effects of different forms of 

diversity on team financial performance, since this is of added value for the organizational 

world. 

Fourthly, although intraclass correlations were significant for all scales they were 

small in size – specifically for intra-team communication. This indicated that the teams did 

differ from each other, although team members within the team had a low level of agreement 
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concerning the quality of intra-team communication. It is remarkable that within the team, 

team members’ answers - in this case on intra-team communication - vastly differ from each 

other. It would be interesting for future research to invest why and between whom this 

variation within the team comes about. 

Managerial Implications 

For managers in a merged organization, the results show that it is important to be 

aware of the perceptions team members have about the diversity based on pre-merger 

company membership instead of focusing on the actual differences in a team, since 

perceptions - not true diversity - influences team effectiveness. To effectively manage post-

merger teams, one of the first crucial steps for managers is to identify if the team members 

actually perceive the present diversity based on pre-merger company membership. Managers 

who try to overcome diversity boundaries in teams that do not experience subgroup 

categorization - due to a merger - run a risk of highlighting the not yet perceived diversity. By 

first identifying if members perceive diversity, managers can exclusively help to overcome 

subgroup categorization in teams where team members actually experience diversity. 

In addition, the present findings denote that it is important, as a manager, to be aware 

of not only the perceptions of subgroups in teams but also the underlying factors that 

determine these perceptions, such as status differences and identification with the team. By 

ensuring that the team experiences feelings of status equality between pre-merger subgroups, 

managers can promote the post-merger team and counteract pre-merger subgroup 

categorization. When a manager encourages status equality and team identification, team 

members are likely to perceive less team diversity based on pre-merger company 

membership.  

Finally, these findings can inspire managers to stimulate intra-team communication in 

post-merger teams. Results show that if post-merger teams have a high level of intra-team 
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communication - e.g., regular contact with other team members, effective information sharing 

within the team - team members are more satisfaction with the team. Therefore, a key role for 

managers is to promote good communication within the team.  

Conclusion 

My study shows the importance of status differences and team identification when 

considering the effects of actual and perceived diversity on team effectiveness. I find that 

actual post-merger diversity is likely to be more perceived when team members perceive 

status differences between the pre-merger companies through which they identify less with 

the team. Additionally, results show that when teams perceive post-merger diversity, the 

quality of team communication deteriorates and hereby harms satisfaction with the team. 
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations (N=156 teams)a 
 

aNote: all variables other than financial performance were measured at Time 2 

 Variable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Team Tenure                
 

2. Work Experience .15*               
 

3.  Age Diversity  -.26* -.12              
 

4. Gender Diversity -.20** .13 .09             
 

5. Cultural Diversity .02 -.25** .08 -.05            
 

6. Educational Diversity .07 .04 -.09 .09 -.01           
 

7.  Functional Diversity  -.04 .12 .05 .06 -.08 .11          
 

8. Actual Pre-Merger Diversity -.04 -.13 .10 .07 .03 .05 .09         
 

9.  Perceived Intra-Team Status Differences .15* .13 -.11 .06 -.08 -.12 .07 .11        
 

10. Team Identification .03 .12 -.03 -.01 .05 -.05 -.02 .06 -.18*       
 

11. Perceived Pre-Merger Diversity -.12 -.05 .13 .04 .04 -.05 .18* .17* .40** -.15*      
 

12. Inter-Team Managerial Communication -.15* -.07 -.03 -.03 .04 -.08 .11 -.05 -.07 .04 -.07     
 

13. Intra-Team Communication .01 .11 -.02 -.02 .04 -.09 .08 .08 -.22* .16* -.16* .05    
 

14. Team Satisfaction .09 .09 .09 .02 -.09 -.07 .14* -.02  -.08 .23** -.09 .09 .45**   
 

15. Team Financial Performance Time 1 .00 .13 -.15* -.13 .05 .11 .04 -.09 -.07 .05 -.02 .01 -.07 -.17*  
 

16. Team Financial Performance Time 3 .00 .12 -.09 -.16* .00 .00 .05 -.14*    -.03 .09 -.07 .11 .05 -.05 .74** 
 

Mean 1.35 12.36 .33 .34 .14 .37 .27 .33 2.58 5.64 2.18 4.91 .525 5.69 21.7 23.1 

Standard Deviation .27 7.37 .16 .19 .22 .19 .22 .23 .70 .64 .89 .87 .522 .50 5.64 6.82 

*p<.05; **p<.01  
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Table 2. Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses (N=156 teams) 
 
    Perceived 

Post-merger 
Diversity 

Intra-
Team 

Communi
cation 

Team 
Satisfaction 

Team 
Financial 

Performance 
Time 3 

Step 1. Team Financial Performance Time 1 .00 -.09 -.15 .73** 

 Team Tenure -.07 -.02 .11 -.04 

 Work Experience -.04 .11 .03 .03 

 Age Diversity .08 -.01 .12 -.02 

 Gender Diversity .02 -.02 -.03 -.09 

 Cultural Diversity .06 .07 -.13 -.02 

 Educational Diversity -.05 -.10 -.07 -.06 

 Functional Diversity  .18* .13 .17 .01 

 F 0.99 .81 1.87+ 22.59** 

 R2 / Adj. R2 .05/.00 .04/-.01 .10/.05 .57/.54 

Step 2. Perceived Post-merger Diversity  -.18* -.11 -.07 

 Inter-Team Managerial Communication  .02 .09 .07 

 F  2.40+ 1.62 1.72 

 R2 / Adj. R2  .08/.01 .12/.05 .58/.55 

 ∆R2  .03 .02 .01 

Step 3. Perceived Post-merger Diversity X    
Inter-Team Managerial Communication 

 -.03 -.01 -.04 

 F  .08 .03 .49 

 R2 / Adj. R2  .08/.00 .12/.05 .58/.54 

 ∆R2  .00 .00 .00 

Step 4. Actual Post-merger Diversity .07 .16+ .01 -.06 

 Perceived Intra-Team Status Differences  .44** -.27** -.12 .05 

 F 17.27** 5.42** .81 .71 

 R2 / Adj. R2 .24/.19 .15/.06 .13/.05 .58/.54 

 ∆R2 .19 .07 .01 .00 

Step 5. Actual Post-merger Diversity X 
Perceived Intra-Team Status Differences  

-.12 .05 -.01 .10+ 

 F 2.23 .33 .01 2.91+ 

 R2 / Adj. R2 .26/.20 .15/.06 .13/.04 .59/.55 

 ∆R2 .01 .00 .00 .01 

Step 6. Team Identification -.09 .08 .24** .06 

 F 1.43 .78 8.40** 1.07 

 R2 / Adj. R2 .26/.20 .15/.06 .18/.09 .59/.55 

 ∆R2 .01 .01 .05 .00 

Step 7. Actual Post-merger Diversity X         
Team Identification 

-.14+ -.04 -.03 .06 

 F 3.22+ 0.20 .09 1.12 

 R2 / Adj. R2 .28/.21 .15/.05 .18/.08 .60/.55 

 ∆R2 .02 .00 .00 .00 

 **p<.01; *p<.05., +p<.10     
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Figure1. Theoretical model 
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Figure 2. Effects of Actual Post-merger Diversity and Team Identification on Perceived Post-

merger Diversity 
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Figure 3. Effects of Actual Post-merger Diversity and Team Identification on Perceived 

Intra-Team Status Differences based on Pre-merger Company 
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