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Separating the Effects of Power and Status in Groups
ABSTRACT

[bookmark: _GoBack]Differences in power and status are the basis for social relations and interactions within workgroups. While a small body of research has investigated the consequences of power and status in groups, there is a general emphasis in the extant literature to consider power and status independently, even though they can be causally related and mutually reinforcing. The purpose of this paper is to explicate the opposing consequences of power and status on psychological safety, collective efficacy, and group effectiveness. In addition, we investigate the joint influence of power and status on psychological safety and collective efficacy. Testing the hypothesized model using survey data from 80 nursing workgroups, we found power differentiation to be positively related to workgroup effectiveness, while status differentiation is negatively related to psychological safety and collective efficacy. Implications for researchers and organizations are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION 
Given the heterogeneous nature of the workforce, organizations and researchers have increasingly focused on understanding the dynamics of diverse workgroups (Argote & McGrath, 1993; Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Jackson, May, & Whitney, 1995; Jackson, Salas, &Associates, 1992). Specifically, the literature on workgroups has recognized that group processes, and ultimately group performance and outcomes, are often linked to group compositional components (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). However, while past compositional group research has mainly focused on surface-level demographic factors, such age, gender, ethnicity, tenure, and education, and deep-level compositional factors such as abilities and values (Christie & Barling, 2010), it has neglected prior sociological research which that suggests that member interaction may be dictated by compositional factors more closely tied to salient work characteristics, such as social standing and resource possession (e.g. Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972; DiTomaso, Post, Parks-Yancy, 2007). Thus, the purpose of this paper is to examine how two types of differences based on social hierarchy influence group-level processes and outcomes.
Power and status, two forms of social hierarchies, have been identified as important sources of attributions within groups (Blau, 1964). Power is defined as the asymmetric control over valued resources in social relations (Galinsky, et al., 2012; Fast, et al., 2012; Fiske, 1993; Jordan, Sivanathan, & Galinsky, 2011), while status is an individual’s prominence, influence, and respect based on the implicit, collective evaluation of the group  (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Anderson & Kilduff, 2009a, Anderson & Kilduff, 2009b; Anderson, Willer, Kilduff, Brown, 2012; Blader & Chen, 2012; Bendersky & Shah 2012). Research has also found that social hierarchies influence views of others, interpersonal sensitivity, and social behaviors (e.g. discrimination, helping, generosity, advice-taking, objectification, trust, ingratiation, etc.) [Blader & Chen, 2012; Georgesen & Harris, 2000; Handgraaf, et al., 2008; Howard, Gardner, & Thompson, 2007; Gruenfeld et al., 2008; Konig et al., 2011; Major et al., 2002; Nadler & Halabi, 2006; Tost, Gino, & Larrick, 2012; See et al., 2011; Umphress, et al., 2007]. 
Past research has mainly focused on the effects of average levels of power and status (Costarelli, 2007; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Major, et al., 2002; Nadler & Halabi, 2006; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985, 1991; Scheepers & Ellemer, 2005). In contrast, we take into account the variations in perceptions of power and status among group members, as it is critical to consider given that variations in perceptions of power and status may emerge to affect important group-level processes and performance related outcomes. More specifically, because power and status differentiation have different bases and characteristics (see Magee & Galinsky, 2008), we posit that that may influence group member interactions, such as coordination and conflict, and subsequent performance differently. 
In this paper, we explore whether power and status differentiation (i.e. variation of members’ perceptions regarding power and status in the group; see Roberson, Sturman, & Simons, 2007) exert opposing influences on group emergent states (i.e. cognitive, motivational, and affective states that may vary as a function of group context, inputs, processes, and outcomes; Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). We also consider the effects on psychological safety (i.e., the shared belief that group members can take interpersonal risks; Edmondson, 1999), collective efficacy (i.e., the shared belief that a group can perform a task successfully; Bandura, 1997), and workgroup effectiveness (e.g. job performance).


THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 
Differentiation is the dispersion, or variation, of members’ attributes or characteristics within a group. The dispersion, or differentiation, perspective suggests that variability among individual responses or contributions to the group may influence group processes and outcomes in task-focused groups (Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Jehn, Rispens, & Thatcher, 2010; Roberson, Sturman, & Simons, 2007; Roberson & Williamson, 2012). Power differentiation is defined as the variation of members’ perceptions regarding control over valued resources among group members, while status differentiation is defined as the variation of members’ perceptions regarding prominence, respect, and influence among group members  (cf. Roberson, Sturman, & Simons, 2007). In contrast to the mean level of a group (or aggregation), differentiation accounts for variation in perceptions among group members.
Differentiation can be defined in accordance to its strength (c.f. Roberson, Sturman, & Simons, 2007). Higher differentiation may occur when one or more individuals within the group perceive different levels of power or status. For example, two group members may perceive that members have varying levels of power, while the other group members may perceive that there is no or a very low level of power differences among members. In contrast, when group differentiation is at its lowest, a great number of group members perceive the same levels of power or status differences within the group. For example, group members may perceive that all members possess the same amount of status or they may perceive that all group members possess differing levels of status.	
To understand the consequences of power differentiation in groups, researchers have focused on pay dispersion as a proxy of power differences, reasoning that differences in possession of rewards (e.g. reward-based power) are analogous to pay dispersion. Although the specific processes through which pay dispersion influences performance has not been examined, a shared conclusion is that pay dispersion engenders a competitive environment in which players exert more effort in hopes to receiving higher pay (e.g. rewards). Such research has been primarily grounded in tournament theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981), according to which people associate differences in pay with performance, and thus will be motivated to work hard (i.e. increase performance), in order to receive greater rewards (Bloom, 1999; Siegel & Hambrick, 2005). Following this logic, research on tournament theory has drawn attention to the spread in pay differentials that may influence increased performance (e.g. Becker & Huselid, 1992).
	Although a tournament theory perspective may be useful for explaining the consequences of reward-based power in independently working groups, it may not fully capture the consequences of power in interdependently working groups. Unlike independent teams, interdependent teams are tasked with working together to complete an assignment. Thus, this requires cooperation and collaboration (Siegel & Hambrick, 2005; Trevor, Reilly, & Gerhart, 2012). From a functionalist perspective, power differentiation facilitates a complementary and collaborative environment in interdependent groups (Galinsky, et al., 2012; Ronay, et al., 2012). According to Halevy and colleagues (2011), differentiation creates a psychologically rewarding environment (i.e. hierarchies fulfill fundamental psychological needs), functions as an incentive system (i.e. rewards are based upon actions that benefit the organization), promotes complementary psychological processes (i.e. high power and low power characteristics are complementary), increases coordination, and reduces conflict and enhances cooperation. For example, Ronay and colleagues (2012) found that power differentiation in interdependent tasks reduced group conflict and increased group effectiveness.
Based on these complementary theoretical perspectives, we propose that power differentiation, may positively influence workgroup outcomes. According to functionalist perspective, resource differences create a psychologically rewarding environment in which individuals’ beliefs in meritocracy and mobility are rewarded, and are motivated to take risks and expend effort for advancement (Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010). According to social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), individuals engage in a comparison process with referent others to determine if their input/outputs are similar or different from their group members. When differentiation is strong, access to and control over resources is widely dispersed and less equal among members. Given that members tend to compare themselves in an upward direction and that differences in power may reflect differences in contribution and performance, group members may believe that greater differences reflect higher relative worth and efficacy over less differentiations, wherein the control and access to valuable resources are less dispersed and spread equally across individuals.  
Hypothesis 1: Power differentiation positively influences group (a) psychological safety, (b) collective efficacy, and (c) workgroup effectiveness, such that strong differentiation will be related to higher levels of psychological safety, collective efficacy, and workgroup effectiveness.
Researchers have also examined the consequences of status differences within groups, and found that status differentiation is more likely to limit exploration processes within groups (Peretti & Negro, 2006; Silver, Cohen, & Crutchfield, 1994). Although a social exchange perspective may be useful for explaining the emergence of status-based homophily within groups, it does not completely capture how interactions among group members influence group outcomes. From an expectation states perspective (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972), researchers argue differentiation provides opportunity for high status members to share their ideas and perform, while low status members are not given the opportunity to do so and are more likely to defer to higher status members (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; Foddy & Smithson, 1996; Ridgeway & Bourg, 2004; Silver, Cohen, & Crutchfield, 1994). In general, status differentiation creates distance in social standing between members in a group, which marks a member’s relative advantage and prestige over another member, and becomes the structure for social interactions and relationships among group members (e.g. Laumann & Guttman, 1966). Strong status differentiation, or social distance between members, engenders feelings of detachment and distance from others, particularly in regards to status, which is tied to one’s self-worth and social esteem (Berdahl, 2007; Christie & Barling, 2010; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005). Further, dissimilarity based upon positions of disadvantage, undermine feelings of solidarity, which can be detrimental to group processes and performance (Christie & Barling, 2010). 
Based on these theoretical perspectives, we propose that status differentiation, may negatively influence workgroup outcomes. In status differentiated groups, low-status members are more likely to defer to the choices made by higher-status, and are less likely to criticize or find faults with the suggestions and ideas of higher-status members. In addition, given the social support (and sometimes favoritism) that is typically provided to high-status members of groups (Rudman, 1998; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), low-status members may feel very little incentive to compete for respect and engage in interpersonal risk-taking. As group members possess varying levels of skill and competency in status-differentiated groups, such behavior may also lower a group’s collective efficacy. As participation and contributions to the group may be made based on status, such that low status members may have less input into group problem-solving and decision-making, status-differentiated groups may have less access to the knowledge, skills, and abilities within the group; thereby, lowering group performance.
Hypothesis 2: Status differentiation negatively influences group (a) psychological safety, (b) collective efficacy, and (c) workgroup effectiveness, such that strong differentiation will be related to lower levels of psychological safety, collective efficacy, and workgroup effectiveness.
	Although we theorize that power differentiation and status differentiation exert opposing influences on group emergent states and effectiveness, these constructs are highly related (see DiTomaso, Post, Parks-Yancy, 2007). On the one hand, power differentiation may lead to the creation of status differences among group members as power may become tied to reputation and admiration. On the other hand, power differentiated groups may be motivated enough to thwart against any negative group interactional processes that may result from status differentiation. Of course, another possibility is that different power differentiated groups may react differently to the same level of status differentiation in their groups (e.g. some groups may give in to the social ranks, whereas others may focus more on positive group interactions). Thus, we acknowledge that these two compositional factors may interact to affect group emergent states.
	Extending the functionalist perspective, we propose that stronger power differentiation is less likely to exert positive influences on emergent states in the presence of higher levels of status differentiation because the social distance influence of status differentiation are likely to interfere with the cooperative influences of power differentiation. In order for groups to be successful on interdependent tasks, group members need to cooperate and work collaboratively with one another, and such an environment is likely to lend to low status differences, rather than high. In contrast to groups with low status differences, groups with high status differences are less likely to work in a cohesive and collegial manner. As such, the collaborative environment present in a power differentiated group is less likely to occur in a group experiencing high status differentiation.
Hypothesis 3: Strong power differentiation influences (a) psychological safety and (b) team efficacy more positively when the team has lower, rather than higher status differentiation.
METHOD 
Research Site and Sample
We recruited nursing workgroups from a hospital located in the Southeast region of the United States, and administered surveys to 80 groups.  I received permission from the hospital’s Director of Nursing Research to administer surveys to 80 nursing workgroups. In unit in-service meetings, respondents were asked to participate in an anonymous study on workgroup dynamics and effectiveness, in exchange for points added to their internal career ladder. Paper surveys were then distributed to nurses and nurse directors (or managers, if directors were unavailable), and matched by assigning each group an identification number. In total, 500 surveys were distributed and 446 surveys were returned; thus resulting in a response rate of 89%.  After removing surveys in which respondents selected the same response for each question or for which large sections of data were missing, the final sample 421 surveys and 80 groups.
	An average of 5 nurses per workgroup responded to the survey. The nursing workgroups are responsible for the care of an average of 104 patients per week, ranging from 12 patients to 500 patients. From the nursing workgroup sample, 83.7 % of the respondents were female with an average age of 40.11, ranging from 22 to 70 years of age (SD=12.63). In terms of race/ethnicity, 35.3% were White; 23.0% were Asian, 13.1% were Black; and 7.9 % were Hispanic. A majority of the participants received an undergraduate degree (61.1%) or had a Master’s degree (11.1%). Of the respondents, 79.8% majored in Nursing. Respondents had worked in a healthcare setting an average of 13.34 years and worked as a member of their group an average of 5.59 years. A majority of the healthcare groups represented in the sample were cardiology (14.3%), internal medicine (10.7%), surgery (10.3%), and pediatrics (9.5%).
	From the nursing director sample, 84.1% of the respondents were female with an average age of 44.85, ranging from 26 to 70 years of age (standard deviation= 10.64). In terms of race/ethnicity, 49.0% were White; and 32.7% were Black. Master’s degree was the highest level of education attained for 57.1% of respondents, with 28.6% having an undergraduate degree, and 8.2% having a Ph.D or M.D. degree. Eighty one percent of the nursing supervisors received their highest degree earned in Nursing. Respondents had worked in a healthcare setting an average of 21.18 years (SD=12.08) and worked as a supervisor of their group an average of 4.48 years (SD=5.64).
Measures
	We used an adapted version of Anderson & Galinsky’s (2006) measure of power, which included eight items (e.g., “Group members have the ability to get people to listen to what they say,” and “Group members’ wishes carry the same amount of weight”).  Responses were made on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1= “Strongly disagree” and 7=”Strongly agree.” Three items were reverse coded so that a higher number indicated perceived differences in power versus similarity. By averaging each item across each group, and then calculating the coefficient alpha, power produced an aggregated Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of 0.75.
Status was assessed with adapted versions of Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, & Chatman (2006), which asked respondents to rate the extent to which they agreed with six statements about perceived status differences within the workgroup. Sample items include: “Group members receive differing amounts of respect,” and “Group members make the same valuable contributions.” Responses were made on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1= “Strongly disagree” and 7=”Strongly agree.” Three items were reverse coded so that a higher number indicated perceived differences in status versus similarity in perceived status (Cronbach’s α=0.69). 
Power differentiation. Power differentiation is defined as the variation in group members’ power perceptions. Based on Roberson et al.’s (2007) model of dispersion, power differentiation was calculated for each group by computing the standard deviation of members’ power perceptions. Higher scores indicated greater differences between group members and thus, higher levels of power differentiation. Group power differentiation ranged between 0.54 and 2.49 (M=1.42, SD=.35). Power differentiation is high when members of groups disagree more on the perception of powers within the group. Conversely, power differentiation is low when members of groups agree more on the perception of power within the group. 
Status differentiation. Status differentiation is defined as the variation in perception of status among group members, and therefore was measured for each group by computing the standard deviation of members’ status perceptions (Roberson et al., 2007). Higher scores indicated greater disagreement between group members and thus, higher levels of status differentiation. Group status differentiation ranged between 0.68 and 2.26 (M=1.36, SD=.29). Status differentiation is high when members of groups disagree more on the perception of status within the group. Conversely, status differentiation is low when members of groups agree more on the perception of status within the group. 
	Psychological Safety. Consistent with past research (e.g. Bradley et al., 2012; Pearsall & Ellis, 2011; Schaubroeck, Lam, & Peng, 2011; Tangirala, et al., 2013), psychological safety was measured using Edmondson’s (1999) scale. Respondents were presented with seven items (“If you make a mistake in this group, it is often held against you,” “Members of this group are able to bring up problems and tough issues,” and “People in this group sometimes reject others for being different”), and each item was rated on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). Three of the items were reverse coded so that a higher number indicated decreased psychological safety. The aggregated Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is 0.74, and the values ranged from 4.19 to 6.52. Before aggregating the individual scores, we calculated rwg, ICC(1), and ICC(2), which were 0.86, 0.18 and 0.41, respectively. The values of the intraclass coefficients and within group agreement justified aggregation to the group level (Bliese, 2000). 
	Collective efficacy. Consistent with past research (e.g. Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003; Liao & Chuang, 2007; Porter, 2005), I measured collective efficacy using a six item scale adapted from Riggs & Knight (1994). Sample items include: “The group I work with has above average ability,” and “The members of this group have excellent job skills.” Items were rated using a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) and 7 (Strongly agree). Four of the items were reverse coded so that a higher number indicated decreased collective efficacy. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was 0.77. The ICC(1), ICC(2), and rwg scores were 0.17, 0.24, and 0.82, respectively, which suggests that the individual scores may be aggregated to the group level.
	Workgroup effectiveness. Job performance (adapted from Fox, Dwyer, & Ganster, 1993; Phillips & Bedeian, 1994) was measured to assess types of workgroup effectiveness. Supervisors rated job performance using nine items from Fox et al.’s (1993) and Phillips & Bedeian’s (1993) measure of performance. Supervisors rated all items on a 5- point Likert scale, ranging from 1= “Poor” and 5=”Excellent.” Sample items include: patient assessment, planning, and developing patient care plans. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is 0.90.
Controls. In selecting control variables, we focused on variables that have been empirically shown to influence group performance outcomes and that could be viewed as alternative explanations for performance effects. For example, we controlled for group size, as it has been shown to be an important factor in group processes and outcomes (Goodman, Ravlin, & Argote, 1986). In addition, we controlled for power and status level of the group, as levels (i.e., means) have been shown to influence the effects of dispersion (Greer & Van Kleef, 2010). The effects of racial and educational diversity were also controlled using Blau’s (1977) heterogeneity index, as previous research suggests that these demographic characteristics may influence interactional patterns (Chatman & Flynn, 2001; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). 
Results
	Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study constructs at the group level of analysis[footnoteRef:1]. Table 2 and 3 shows the results of the hierarchical regression analysis testing the hypotheses. [1:  A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to explore whether psychological safety and collective efficacy were two different constructs. Although, the CFA failed to support these variables as separate constructs, I reported the findings for each separately because they are previously validated measures for two different constructs.] 

-----------------------------------------
Insert Tables 1, 2 and 3 about here
-----------------------------------------
Hypothesis 1(H1) predicted that power differentiation would be positively associated with psychological safety (1a), collective efficacy (1b), and workgroup effectiveness (1c). In support of Hypotheses 1c, power differentiation was found to have a significant positive relationship with workgroup effectiveness (b=-.68, S.E.=.33, p<.05; Model 3, Table 2). However, power differentiation did not significantly predict psychological safety (b=.23, S.E.=.25, n.s.; Model 1), and collective efficacy, (b=.47, S.E.=.35, n.s.; Model 2).
Hypothesis 2 (H2) predicted that status differentiation would be negatively associated with psychological safety (H2a), collective efficacy (H2b), and workgroup effectiveness (H2c). In support of Hypotheses 2b, status differentiation was found to have a significant negative relationship with psychological safety (b=-.33, S.E.=.16,  p<.05; Model 1, Table 2) and collective efficacy, (b=-.95, S.E.=.43, p<.05; Model 2). In contrast, status differentiation did not significantly predict workgroup effectiveness (b=-.65, S.E.=.45,  n.s.; Model 3). 
Tests of Moderation
Hypothesis 3 predicted that power differentiation and status differentiation would interact to affect psychological safety (Hypothesis 3a) and collective efficacy (Hypothesis 3b). The influence of power differentiation and status differentiation interaction on psychological safety (B=.55, n.s.; Table 4) and collective efficacy were not significant (B= 1.17, n.s.; Table 4).
-----------------------------------------
Insert Table 4 about here
-----------------------------------------
DISCUSSION
	Building upon existing conceptual and theoretical work (see DiTomaso, Post, Parks-Yancy, 2007 for a review), we examined the consequences of power differentiation and status differentiation, and also sought to empirically distinguish the terms from one another. Generally, the findings suggest that differentiation (both power and status) can significantly affect group processes and outcomes, both in positive and negative ways. On one hand, power differentiation appears to lead to higher workgroup effectiveness. On the other hand, status differentiation may lead to lower psychological safety and collective efficacy.
	The present findings contribute to existing theory in three ways. First, this research extends prior theoretical models of power and status in groups by delineating the processes through which group compositional factors, specifically differentiation, may exert both positive and negative influences on group effectiveness. To date, very little research has examined power differentiation in groups (e.g. Greer & Van Kleef, 2010), and although very little research has considered status differentiation in groups (e.g. Bridges, Doyle, & Mahan, 1968; Christie & Barling, 2010), most of this work has focused on either one or the other. Extending prior work, a key contribution of this paper involves finding that (a) power differentiation leads to higher workgroup effectiveness and (b) status differentiation leads to lower psychological safety and collective efficacy. We can, then, conclude from these findings that greater power differentiation is more likely to promote group effectiveness, while greater status differentiation hinders group processes. 
	Second, by considering both power and status in groups, as well as positive and negative group-level outcomes, this study helps integrate theories of social hierarchy and small groups. As previously noted, the small groups literature to-date has mainly focused on compositional factors related to demographic and informational differences (Christie & Barling, 2010), whereas the power and status literatures have examined these constructs absent of each other. The theorizing and empirical findings presented here clearly demonstrate that integrating these perspective allows for a greater understanding of power and status in workgroups. Furthermore, in line with the predictions that group members may potentially be exposed to both power and status differentiation in groups, we found that considering both types of group compositional factors can explain more variance in group members’ emergent states and outcomes than just considering only one type of compositional factor.
This work also has practical significance. Social hierarchies are the basic fundamental structures of any workgroup; furthermore, power and status are common within organizations, given the differences in organizational roles and performance. Although a strong focus on power differences can relate to better workgroup effectiveness compared to status differences, it may not have an impact on group processes. If managers would like to increase positive group processes, a solution would be to reduce perceived status differences among group members. By emphasizing a superordinate group identity, which focuses on treating individuals with equal respect and admiration, may replace the harmful effects of perceived status differences.
The present findings suggest several possible diversity management strategies. First, selecting group members who are highly differentiated in power might help groups avoid errors in the performance of their job. Second, when a group has low power differences, a solution would be to advocate differentiation in power in order to stimulate a collaborative environment that may lead to higher group effectiveness. Third, another practical solution for managing groups with power differences would be to encourage differences as to increase power salience and encourage effectiveness. One way in which management may accomplish this is by using reward structures that emphasize or trigger power differences.
Although the studies presented here provide support for many of the hypotheses, it is important to acknowledge its limitations. First, the study design does not allow us to draw causal inferences regarding the direction of the relationships identified.  Because power, status, and emergent states were measured at the same time, we cannot definitively state that power and status led to differences in emergent states. It may be that feelings of psychological safety or collective efficacy lead to the perception of power and status differences within groups.  Second, although functionalist perspective posits that power differentiation creates a collaborative environment, that then increases performance, we did not measure collaboration in the current study and therefore cannot test this mechanism. Similarly, expectation states theory posits that expectations of performance leads to differences in interactions that then affect performance. Likewise, we did not measure expectations in this study and therefore cannot test this mechanism.
Third, the participants were members of healthcare workgroups, composed primarily of women, thus these findings may not generalize to a more diverse population.
	There are several avenues for potential research directions for the topic of power and status in groups. First, one limitation of this study was that it only investigated workgroups in the healthcare industry, which were primarily composed of female members, thus as a consequence these results do not represent the diversity common in most workgroups. Studies conducted in a greater area of organizational contexts (e.g. innovation teams, virtual teams, etc.) would permit more conclusive statements to be made about the influence of power and status differentiation on group effectiveness. Second, our understanding of power and status in groups could be increased by investigation additional shared group processes that underlie its consequences for group behavior and outcomes. More closely related to the theoretical arguments made here, one could investigate if power leads to more collaboration than status in groups. Additionally, one could investigate if more positive expectations about performance-related outcomes are generated more for groups with power or status. Additionally, it would be interesting to see how power and status in groups interact to impact collaboration and expectation formation.
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Table 1. 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-order Correlations Among Variables

	Variables
	Mean
	S.D.
	1
	2

	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1. Group Size
	5.07
	2.50
	-----
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Social Category Heterogeneity
	.48
	.20
	.23
	-----
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Informational Heterogeneity
	.18
	.22
	-.02
	-.13
	-----
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Power Level
	4.01
	.52
	-.28
	-.06
	-.01
	-----
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Status Level
	3.52
	.55
	.05
	.13
	.08
	.51**
	-----
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Power Differentiation
	1.42
	.35
	.15
	.31
	-.26
	-.25
	.06
	-----
	
	
	
	

	7. Status Differentiation
	1.36
	.29
	.36*
	.09
	.03
	.00
	.49**
	.29
	-----
	
	
	

	8. Psychological Safety
	5.08
	.47
	-.15
	.08
	.29
	.43*
	.51**
	.02
	-.33
	-----
	
	

	9. Collective Efficacy
	5.27
	.60
	-.09
	.08
	.07
	.34
	.35*
	.15
	-.44*
	.72**
	-----
	

	10. Effectiveness
	1.78
	.58
	-.10
	-.12
	-.16
	.23
	.17
	.35
	-.26
	-.24
	-.17
	-----

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. N=80 workgroup members
*p<0.05, **p<0.01






Table 2. Hypothesis Testing Using Hierarchical Regression Analysis
	
	Psychological Safety
	
	Collective Efficacy
	
	Effectiveness

	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2
	
	Model 3

	Group Size
	-.01(.03)
	
	-.00(.05)
	
	.02(.05)

	Social Category   
  Heterogeneity
	.28(.43)
	
	.14(.58)
	
	-.10(.56)

	Informational  
  Heterogeneity
	.78(.38)*
	
	.41(.53)
	
	.14(.51)

	Power  
  Level
	.43(.16)*
	
	.46(.23)*
	
	.35(.22)

	Power 
  Differentiation
	.23(.25)
	
	.47(.35)
	
	.68(.33)*

	R2
	.19
	
	.19
	
	.24


Note. N= 80 supervisors/workgroups and 421 workgroup members. Table entries represent unstandardized parameter estimates with standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01



























Table 3. Hypothesis Testing Using Hierarchical Regression Analysis
	
	Psychological Safety
	
	Collective Efficacy
	
	Effectiveness

	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2
	
	Model 3

	Group Size
	-.05(.03)
	
	-.07(.05)
	
	.06(.05)

	Social Category   
  Heterogeneity
	.25(.39)
	
	.28(.53)
	
	-.37(.58)

	Informational  
  Heterogeneity
	.58(.36)
	
	.13(.48)
	
	.44(.52)

	Status  
  Level
	-.35(.32)
	
	.13(.22)
	
	-.01(.23)

	Status 
  Differentiation
	-.33(.16)*
	
	-.95(.43)*
	
	-.65(.45)

	R2
	.39*
	
	.29
	
	.16


Note. N= 80 supervisors/workgroups and 421 workgroup members. Table entries represent unstandardized parameter estimates with standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01



























Table 4. Moderated Regression Analyses Predicting Psychological Safety and Collective Efficacy

	
	Psychological Safety
	
	Collective Efficacy
	

	
	β
	SE
	
	
	
	
	β
	SE
	
	

	Group Size
	-.04
	.04
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.05
	
	

	Social Category   
  Heterogeneity
	.33
	.42
	
	
	
	
	.36
	.55
	
	

	Informational  
  Heterogeneity
	.69
	.38
	
	
	
	
	.37
	.50
	
	

	Power  
  Level
	.27
	.20
	
	
	
	
	.41
	.26
	
	

	Status  
  Level
	.17
	.20
	
	
	
	
	-.09
	.27
	
	

	Power 
  Differentiation
	.61
	.95
	
	
	
	
	1.18
	1.24
	
	

	Status 
  Differentiation
	-.32
	1.10
	
	
	
	
	-.56
	1.44
	
	

	Power X Status    
  Differentiation
	.55
	.76
	
	
	
	
	1.17
	1.00
	
	

	R2
	.53
	
	
	
	.40
	

	Change in R2
	.01
	
	
	
	.04
	


Note. N= 80 workgroups. Standard errors are based on standardized coefficients.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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