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Abstract

Scholars have long wrestled with whether hierarchical differentiation is functional or dysfunctional for
teams. Building on emerging research that emphasizes the distinction between power (i.e., control over
resources) and status (i.e., respect from others), we aim to help reconcile the functional and dysfunctional
accounts of hierarchy by examining the effects of power differentiation on team performance, contingent
on status differentiation. We theorize that power differentiation is dysfunctional for teams with high status
differentiation by increasing knowledge hiding, which undermines team performance. In contrast, we
predict that power differentiation is functional for teams with low status differentiation by decreasing
knowledge hiding, which improves team performance. In a field study, we found that power
differentiation harmed team performance via knowledge hiding in teams with high status differentiation,
but power differentiation had no effect on knowledge hiding or performance in teams with low status
differentiation. In an experiment, we again found that power differentiation harmed team performance by
increasing knowledge hiding in teams with high status differentiation. However, power differentiation
improved team performance by decreasing knowledge hiding in teams with status equality. Finally, in a
third study, we confirm the role of status differentiation in making team climates more competitive and
examine the effect of power-status alignment within teams, finding that misalignment exacerbates the
dysfunctional effects of power differentiation in teams with high status differentiation. By examining how
power and status hierarchies operate in tandem, this work underscores the need to take a more nuanced
approach to studying hierarchy in teams.
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Introduction

Hierarchy, defined as differentiation along a socially valued dimension (Magee and Galinsky
2008), is ubiquitous in organizations (llgen et al. 2005; Kozlowski and Bell 2013). Unsurprisingly,
therefore, hierarchy has generated significant interest among organizational scholars at all levels of
analysis, including micro-level research on individuals (e.g., DeCelles et al. 2012; Pitesa and Thau 2013;
Tost et al. 2013), meso-level research on teams (e.g., Bunderson and Reagans 2011; Greer and van Kleef
2010; Hollenbeck et al. 2012), and macro-level research on organizations and markets (e.g., Jensen and
Kim 2015; Podolny 1993; Williamson 1981).

Despite significant scholarly attention to hierarchy, one basic question that remains unanswered is
whether hierarchy is functional or dysfunctional for teams. The functional account of hierarchy posits that
hierarchy boosts team effectiveness by facilitating coordination of action and decision-making (Anderson
and Brown 2010). In contrast, the dysfunctional account of hierarchy posits that hierarchy undermines
team effectiveness by engendering conflict and competition between team members (Greer et al. 2018).
Empirical evidence supports both the functional and dysfunctional accounts (e.g., Bendersky and Hays
2012; Carzo and Yanouzas 1969; Halevy et al. 2011b; Van Bunderen et al. 2018). Organizations have
been similarly conflicted, with some organizations eschewing hierarchy (e.g., IDEO; Amabile et al.
2014), and others struggling with a lack of hierarchy (e.g., Zappos; Lam 2016). Thus, the debate about the
functionality of hierarchy rages on.

We posit that disentangling hierarchical differentiation based on power, defined as asymmetric
control over valued resources, and status, defined as the extent to which an individual is respected by
others (Magee and Galinsky 2008), can reconcile the functional and dysfunctional accounts of hierarchy.
At the individual level, power and status have divergent and interactive psychological effects (Anicich et
al. 2016; Blader and Chen 2012; Blader et al. 2016; Fast et al. 2012). At the team level, we theorize that
power differentiation and status differentiation interactively impact team effectiveness. We define power
differentiation as the relative concentration of power among members of a team and, similarly, status
differentiation as the relative concentration of status among members of a team (Harrison and Klein
2007). Specifically, we predict that, contingent on the level of status differentiation, power differentiation
can increase or decrease knowledge hiding, which subsequently undermines or benefits team
performance. Knowledge hiding is defined as “an intentional attempt by an individual to withhold or
conceal knowledge” (Connelly et al. 2012, p. 65). Thus, we posit that status differentiation serves as a
“switch” that makes power differentiation either functional or dysfunctional for teams.

We test our predictions in two studies that span methodology (lab experiment and field survey),
sample (undergraduates and working teams), and cultural context (American and Chinese). In a third
study, we confirm the role of status differentiation in making team climates more competitive, which is at
the heart of our arguments about the moderating role of status differentiation. We also examine the effect
of within-team alignment of power and status, predicting and finding that misalignment of power and
status exacerbates the dysfunctional effects of power differentiation combined with status differentiation.

Our research makes several contributions to the literatures on teams and hierarchy. First, we help
reconcile the functional and dysfunctional accounts of hierarchy by showing that power differentiation
and status differentiation interactively affect team effectiveness. This sheds light on a topic that has been
a longstanding debate among hierarchy scholars (e.g., Greer et al. 2018). Second, although previous
research has illuminated distinct effects of power and status for individuals (Anicich et al. 2016; Blader
and Chen 2012; Blader et al. 2016; Fast et al. 2012), we answer calls to consider the team-level effects of
differentiation based on power or status. Notably, individual-level effects do not translate neatly to the
team level because teams involve interactions between people with differing levels of power and status
(Greer et al. 2017). Third, this paper is the first to disentangle power differentiation and status
differentiation and then examine how they operate in tandem, as they typically do in organizations.
Although past research has examined effects of hierarchical differentiation, this work has tended to



POWER/STATUS DIFFERENTIATION AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 2

examine differentiation based on either power or status in isolation (Greer and van Kleef 2010; Halevy et
al. 2011b; Ronay et al. 2012). Finally, this research examines how the level of alignment between power
and status hierarchies within teams affects team processes. For individuals, misalignment between one’s
power and status can have toxic interpersonal consequences (Anicich et al. 2016; Fast et al. 2012). We
examine the consequences of misalignment for teams.

Hierarchy and Team Effectiveness: Functional and Dysfunctional Accounts

Two distinct accounts of hierarchy exist in the literature. The functional account of hierarchy
argues that hierarchical differentiation improves team effectiveness by coordinating action and collective
decision making (Anderson and Brown 2010; March and Simon 1958; Van Vugt et al. 2008). Hierarchies
coordinate action by establishing complementary roles, norms, and expectations (Anicich et al. 2015;
Dornbusch and Scott 1975; Halevy et al. 2011b; Tiedens and Fragale 2003). Hierarchies coordinate
collective decision making by providing one or a few group members with disproportionate control and
influence over the group, which can improve decision-making efficiency (Keum and See 2017; Ridgeway
and Diekema 1989; Van Vugt 2006). As a result, the team members with the greatest control and
influence can facilitate discussions, coordinate the exchange of information and use of resources, make
decisions quickly, and take action.

The dysfunctional account of hierarchy argues that hierarchical differentiation interferes with
performance by engendering counterproductive conflict and competition among group members
(Bendersky and Hays 2012; Greer et al. 2018; Greer and van Kleef 2010). Hierarchy can stifle effective
idea generation and information exchange within teams, and ultimately undermine team effectiveness
(Becker and Baloff 1969; Keum and See 2017; Ridgeway and Diekema 1989; Tost et al. 2013; Van der
Vegt et al. 2010; Van Vugt 2006; Woolley et al. 2010). High-rank individuals often have a sense of
deservingness and entitlement, leading them to hoard resources for themselves, and ignore and denigrate
lower-rank team members (De Cremer and Van Dijk 2005; Georgesen and Harris 2000; Hays and Blader
2017; Kipnis 1972; Pettit and Sivanathan 2012; Tost et al. 2012). At the same time, low-rank individuals
may withhold their perspectives out of a concern that their contributions will be discounted or ignored
(Bunderson and Reagans 2011; Torrance 1955). Thus, hierarchy can hinder the exchange of information
among team members.

We argue that considering the specific basis of the hierarchical differentiation is an important
means of reconciling the functional and dysfunctional accounts of hierarchy for organizations. Status and
power are two of the most prevalent and fundamental bases of social hierarchy (Blader and Chen 2014;
Blau 1964; Fiske 2010; Kemper and Collins 1990; Magee and Galinsky 2008). Earlier definitions
obscured the distinctions between power and status by conflating them with related constructs (e.g.,
prominence) and shared consequences (e.g., influence) (Magee and Galinsky 2008). For example, French
and Raven (1959) defined power as “potential influence of some individual or group over an [other]
individual” (p. 400), and Anderson and colleagues (2001) defined status as respect, prominence, and
influence. Fortunately, social hierarchy researchers have recognized the importance of differentiating
between bases of hierarchy (power and status) and distinguishing these bases from related constructs and
consequences. This is accomplished with the definitions we adopt here, which highlight the
distinctiveness of power and status.

Disentangling Power and Status for Individuals

Although power and status are both sources of influence over others (Magee and Galinsky 2008),
they differ in important ways, most significantly in their loci and reliance on social conferral processes.
Power is a function of the level of valued resources one controls and is therefore largely located in the
individual. Although power requires that others ascribe value to the resource one controls (Emerson
1962), resources often have inherent value (e.g., money) or fulfill core psychological needs (e.g., group
membership) and therefore individuals often cannot simply decide to devalue the resource. In contrast,
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status is the amount of respect, prestige, and esteem that one has in the eyes of others and is therefore
located in observers (Berger et al. 1972). Status is wholly reliant on voluntary social conferral processes;
individuals have status to the extent that others are willing to confer it, and they gain or lose status to the
extent others decide that individuals deserve more or less respect. Moreover, status is continuously
negotiated through interactions with others, as individuals attempt to demonstrate their competence and
group orientation (Bendersky and Hays 2012; Strauss et al. 1963). As Magee and Galinsky (2008)
describe, “power, more than status, therefore, is a property of the actor. Status, more than power, is a
property of co-actors and observers” (p. 364).

Empirical research that disentangles power and status has uncovered distinct consequences of
these bases of hierarchy for individuals. For example, because status is more reliant than is power on
voluntary, continuous social conferral processes, high status (vs. low status) tends to orient people
outwardly to their relationships, manifest as increased perspective-taking and justice enactment toward
others (Blader and Chen 2012; Blader et al. 2016). In contrast, high power (vs. low power) tends to orient
people inwardly, decreasing perspective-taking and justice enactment toward others (Blader et al. 2016;
Galinsky et al. 2006). Moreover, power and status can have interactive consequences for individuals. In
particular, individuals with high power but low status tend to disparage and initiate conflict with others
(Anicich et al. 2016; Fast et al. 2012). In sum, prior theoretical and empirical work highlights the
distinctiveness of power and status as bases of hierarchy.

Disentangling Power Differentiation and Status Differentiation for Teams

Building on past research that disentangles effects of individuals’ power and status, we
disentangle teams’ power differentiation and status differentiation. Whereas power and status reflect an
individual’s position in a hierarchy, power differentiation and status differentiation reflect a ream ’s
distribution of these bases of hierarchy. Moreover, we conceptualize differentiation in power or status in
vertical terms (i.e., disparity; Harrison and Klein 2007) because power and status have value for
individuals (Anderson et al. 2015; Deci and Ryan 1987). Central to vertical differentiation is the notion of
asymmetry, which reflects the idea that differentiation is greatest when a few are advantaged relative to
many. A high level of differentiation means that power or status in a team is concentrated in one or two
team members, whereas a low level of differentiation means that power or status are relatively evenly
distributed among members of the team.

A high degree of power differentiation means that a small number of powerful team members can
coordinate the actions of the team by integrating information, allocating resources, and making decisions,
whereas the less powerful members must carry out those decisions. These differences in decision-making
authority and resource control underlie the functional account of hierarchy (Anderson and Brown 2010;
Dornbusch and Scott 1975). However, power differentiation can also lead to competition and conflict
(Greer et al. 2017; VVan Bunderen et al. 2018). These dynamics underlie the dysfunctional account of
hierarchy. Thus, paralleling the functional and dysfunctional accounts of hierarchy, we theorize that
power differentiation can be either functional or dysfunctional. We posit that status differentiation—by
shaping teams’ climate and goals, from competitive and self-oriented to cooperative and team-oriented
(Hays and Bendersky 2015)—serves as a “switch” that determines whether power differentiation is
functional or dysfunctional.

Dysfunctional Hierarchies: Power Differentiation Combined with High Status Differentiation

Because status is continuously negotiated among team members, hierarchies based on status
differentiation are perceived as relatively mutable, which creates opportunities for team members to
jockey for position (DeRue and Ashford 2010; Hays and Bendersky 2015; Strauss et al. 1963; Sutton and
Hargadon 1996). The perceived mutability of status differentiation tends to heighten competition between
team members, causing them to prioritize oneself over the team (Case et al. 2018; Maner and Mead 2010;
Wright 1997; Wright et al. 1990). For example, Hays and Bendersky (2015) found that status
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differentiation made participants more likely to keep resources for themselves rather than contribute them
to the group, compared to participants in a control condition in which status differentiation was not
salient. Thus, teams with a high level of status differentiation are likely characterized by a competitive
team climate, which shapes team members’ interactions (Schneider et al. 2013; Zohar and Hofmann
2012).

In teams with a high level of status differentiation, we posit that power differentiation will be
dysfunctional by increasing members’ tendency to withhold an important resource—knowledge—rather
than sharing it with the team. That is, in these teams, we expect that increasing levels of power
differentiation will heighten knowledge hiding. Importantly, knowledge hiding is distinct from simply
failing to share knowledge. Whereas failing to share knowledge can result from the absence of
knowledge, knowledge hiding is deliberate, and is often self-interested and strategic (Connelly et al.
2012). Because a high level of status differentiation creates a climate characterized by competition and
self-focus, we predict that power differentiation will increase knowledge hiding by eliciting
dysfunctional, complementary psychological effects of high and low power (Tiedens and Fragale 2003;
Tiedens et al. 2007). High power heightens focus on one’s goals (Guinote 2007; Keltner et al. 2003),
which tend to be competitive and self-interested in teams with a high level of status differentiation (Hays
and Bendersky 2015). As a result, high-power team members are more likely to allocate resources in self-
interested ways, such as by hiding information (among other resources) from others (Kipnis 1972; Magee
and Langner 2008; McClelland 1970). Moreover, high-power team members may distrust others’
intentions (Inesi et al. 2012), which can heighten knowledge hiding (Connelly et al. 2012).

At the same time, less powerful team members may engage in knowledge hiding out of a concern
that information, if shared, will be ignored, discounted, or punished by high-power members (Humphrey
1985; Postmes et al. 2001; Sande et al. 1986; See et al. 2011; Wittenbaum et al. 2004). Perceptions of
others’ hostility can lead to greater knowledge hiding (Connelly et al. 2012). Although the psychological
reasons for knowledge hiding may differ somewhat as a function of team members’ position in the power
hierarchy, the behavioral consequence is the same: a high degree of power differentiation predicts
elevated levels of knowledge hiding. In contrast, when power differentiation is minimized, power will be
less salient (Greer et al. 2017) and the dysfunctional, complementary psychological effects of high and
low power described above will be attenuated. Thus, we expect that, in teams with a high degree of status
differentiation, increasing levels of power differentiation will unleash the dysfunctional effects of
hierarchy by encouraging knowledge hiding.

Functional Hierarchies: Power Differentiation Combined with Low Status Differentiation

When status differentiation is minimized, all team members are respected relatively equally,
regardless of their formal roles or authority. Minimizing status differentiation makes status less salient
overall, with team members less focused on or concerned about their own or others’ status (Greer et al.
2017). As a result, teams with low status differentiation are characterized by less competitive team
climates and team members are less focused on their own self-interests (Hays and Bendersky 2015).
Instead, team members tend to be more cooperative, prioritizing collective interests over individual
interests (Cunningham et al. in press; Tyler and Blader 2003). Moreover, status equality reduces the
tendency to evaluate team members’ ideas through the lens of their relative status, a lens that tends to
amplify the perceived value of ideas from high-status members and diminish the perceived value of ideas
from low-status members (Berger et al. 1972).

In teams with a low level of status differentiation, we posit that power differentiation will be
functional by decreasing knowledge hiding. Because a low level of status differentiation creates a climate
characterized by cooperation and prioritization of the group interests, we predict that power
differentiation will elicit functional, complementary psychological effects of high and low power
(Tiedens and Fragale 2003; Tiedens et al. 2007). Specifically, the cooperative climate created by status
equality is likely to encourage more powerful team members to pursue group goals by using their power
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in prosocial ways that benefit the group (Chen et al. 2001; Magee and Langner 2008; McClelland 1970).
Pursuing group goals means that high-power team members are less likely to withhold and hide
knowledge for themselves or discount others’ views and contributions (Tost et al. 2012). Instead, high-
power team members can facilitate balanced discussions, identify gaps where they exist, and elicit
information as needed (Bunderson and Reagans 2011).

Low-power team members are less likely to engage in knowledge hiding when high-power
members elicit their participation and cooperation (De Cremer and van Knippenberg 2002; Tyler 2002).
Moreover, low-power team members are less likely to withhold their perspectives if they trust others,
knowing that their contributions will be considered rather than ignored (Connelly et al. 2012; Tost et al.
2013). Once again, the psychological reasons for knowledge hiding may differ somewnhat by level of
power, but the behavioral consequence is the same: a high degree of power differentiation decreases
knowledge hiding. As before, when power differences between team members are absent or minimized,
power will be less salient (Greer et al. 2017) and the functional, complementary psychological effects of
high and low power described above will be attenuated. Thus, we predict that, in teams with a low level
of status differentiation, increasing levels of power differentiation will unleash the functional effects of
hierarchy by discouraging knowledge hiding.

In sum, we argue that power differentiation can be either functional or dysfunctional, contingent
on the level of status differentiation present in a team. Because a high level of status differentiation
encourages competition and focuses team members on their self-interests, we predict that increasing
levels of power differentiation in such teams will have the dysfunctional effect of heightening knowledge
hiding among team members. Conversely, because status equality encourages cooperation and focuses
team members on the interests of the group, we predict that increasing levels of power differentiation in
such teams will have the functional effect of decreasing knowledge hiding among team members. More
formally, we predict:

Hypothesis 1: Status differentiation moderates the effect of power differentiation on knowledge
hiding, such that (a) the effect of power differentiation will be positive when status differentiation
is high, and (b) the effect of power differentiation will be negative when status differentiation is
low.

Considering that a core function of teams is to bring greater information to bear on tasks than
could an individual (Kozlowski and Bell 2013), knowledge hiding tends to undermine team effectiveness
(Cerne et al. 2014; Connelly et al. 2012; Haas and Park 2010). Instead, open communication is critical for
team effectiveness (Dionne et al. 2004; Gardner et al. 2012; Guzzo and Dickson 1996). This is
particularly true in decision-making groups with a high degree of interdependence (Evans et al. 2015;
Lam and Schaubroeck 2000). In light of our predictions about the interactive effects of power
differentiation and status differentiation on knowledge hiding, this implies that when status differentiation
is high, power differentiation will increase knowledge hiding and hinder team performance, whereas
when status differentiation is low, power differentiation will decrease knowledge hiding and improve
team performance. Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis 2: Status differentiation moderates the indirect effect of power differentiation on team
performance via knowledge hiding, such that (a) the indirect effect of power differentiation will
be negative when status differentiation is high, and (b) the indirect effect of power differentiation
will be positive when status differentiation is low.

Figure 1 depicts our theoretical model.

Insert Figure 1 about here
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Overview of Studies

We test Hypotheses 1 and 2 in two studies that span sample, methodology, and culture. We
conducted Study 1 in a field setting with long-term project teams in Chinese organizations. This study
allows us to test our hypotheses in a natural setting to demonstrate external validity. Study 2 is a
laboratory experiment conducted with undergraduate participants in the U.S. In the study, we manipulate
power differentiation and status differentiation to examine the proposed causal claims. Moreover, Study 2
allowed us to test an intervention intended to minimize status differentiation. Study 3 is an online
experiment that allows us to confirm the role of status differentiation in making team climates
competitive (versus cooperative), which is central in our theoretical arguments and predictions. Moreover,
we explore the role of within-team alignment between members’ power and status. We elaborate on the
topic of alignment before Study 3.

Study 1:
Examining Power Differentiation and Status Differentiation in a Field Setting

Methods

Participants and Procedure

We employed a professional data collection company to recruit long-term project teams in China to
participate in our research. The company provided data from teams in which all team members responded to
the surveys. In the end, 256 full-time employees (178 males, 69.5%) organized into 50 work teams
participated in this study. Teams ranged in size from two to eight employees (M =5.16, SD = 1.48) and
came from companies in the computer, hospitality, and logistics industries. Teams were created by the
members themselves to work on self-initiated projects. Each team was responsible for developing a
prototype of an information technology product or service, and projects lasted 3-12 months. As examples,
one team was developing a mobile application to pay for public parking and another was developing food
delivery software.

We collected data for this study as part of a larger data collection effort. Each participant was
compensated about $15 (100 RMB) for completing each survey. We collected three waves of survey data
at the beginning (Time 1), mid-point (Time 2), and end (Time 3) of each project. At Time 1, each
participant provided round-robin ratings of each other team member’s power and status. Because of our
round-robin measures and space constraints in the surveys, we used one to two items to measure each
construct. Power was measured using two items (r = .74, p <.001; “Member X has decision making
power over our product development in our team,” and “Member X has decision making power over
project management in our team”), based on the definition of power in Magee and Galinsky (2008).
Status was measured by one item (“I respect Member X and view him/her as having high status™),
adapted from Anderson et al. (2006). All responses were on a seven-point scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

We calculated each participant’s power and status by averaging the ratings of them provided by
their team members. We then calculated power differentiation and status differentiation values for each
team as the coefficient of variation (CV), a standard measure of differentiation on a valued attribute (i.e.,
power or status) (Harrison and Klein 2007). CV is equal to the within-team standard deviation divided by
the within-team mean. Thus, power differentiation is the CV of the participants’ power scores within each
team and status differentiation is the CV of the participants’ status scores within each team.

At Time 2, each participant provided round-robin ratings of knowledge hiding in their
interactions with each other team member. Participants responded to the item, “Regarding this work
project, I exchange a wide range of information with Member X” (reverse-coded), adapted from Mesmer-
Magnus and DeChurch (2009). We calculated a team-level knowledge hiding score by averaging the
values of all members. Because participants were rating their own behavior and not a group process, this
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represents an additive construct for which consensus is not expected or required to justify aggregation to
the team level (Chan 1998).

At Time 3, the leader of each team assessed team performance. Although there were no formal
team leaders appointed by the organizations at the beginning of these projects, leaders naturally emerged.
Prior to the Time 3 survey, researchers asked members of each team to nominate a team leader, and the
most frequently nominated team members were selected to rate the team’s performance in the Time 3
survey. Team leaders responded to a nine-item measure (o = .84) of team performance used in previous
research on product development teams (Tiwana and Keil 2007). Leaders rated teams’ performance
relative to other teams on nine dimensions (e.g., work quality) on a seven-point scale from 1 (much
worse) to 7 (much better).!

Given evidence of gender differences in motivation to acquire power and status (Hays 2013), we
control for team gender composition in our hypothesis tests. Moreover, we also calculated and control for
the team-mean level of power and the team-mean level of status among individuals because mean levels
should be controlled for when testing the effect of differentiation (Roberson et al. 2007). Finally, we
control for the within-team standard deviation of knowledge hiding when predicting team-mean
knowledge hiding to ensure that our effects were driven by power differentiation and status differentiation
(and their interaction), above and beyond any effects of differentiation on knowledge hiding itself.?

Insert Table 1 about here

Results

Table 1a includes descriptive statistics and correlations between variables. We tested our
hypotheses using SEM path analysis, with bootstrapped standard errors (with 1,000 replications). We
standardized power differentiation and status differentiation prior to analysis and report bias-corrected
confidence intervals.

Interactive Effects of Power and Status Differentiation on Knowledge Hiding

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the interaction between power differentiation and status
differentiation (at Time 1) on knowledge hiding (at Time 2) was significant, B =.19, 95% CI: [.034,
.391].3 As predicted in Hypothesis 1a, power differentiation was significantly and positively related to
knowledge hiding in teams with high status differentiation (+1 SD), B = .34, 95% CI: [.102, .563] (see
Figure 2). However, in teams with low status differentiation (-1 SD), power differentiation was not
significantly related to knowledge hiding, B = -.05, 95% CI: [-.339, .225]. Thus, Hypothesis 1b was not
supported. 4

Conditional Indirect Effects of Power Differentiation on Team Performance via Knowledge Hiding

As expected, knowledge hiding (at Time 2) was negatively associated with team performance (at
Time 3), B =-.40, 95% CI: [-.726, -.014]. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, status differentiation moderated
the indirect effect of power differentiation on team performance via knowledge hiding, B = -.08, 95% CI:

I'A complete list of items for all measures across all studies is available in the Supplemental Materials.

2 In addition to the control vatiables reported in the focal analysis, we conducted additional analysis in which we
controlled for team size, project length (in months), and team functional area (i.e., research and development, marketing,
and operations). The pattern of results remained the same with these additional control variables.

3 Complete results, including control variables, for all studies are provided in the Supplemental Materials.

*We tested but found no evidence for differences in knowledge hiding as a function of individuals’ power and status.
Please see Supplemental Materials for details of this analysis.
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[-.209, -.004]. As predicted in Hypothesis 2a, when status differentiation was high (+1 SD), the indirect
effect of power differentiation on team performance, via knowledge hiding, was significant and negative,
B =-.14, 95% CI: [-.321, -.007]. However, in teams with low status differentiation (-1 SD), the indirect
effect of power differentiation on team performance was not significant, B =.02, 95% CI: [-.080, .187].
Thus, Hypothesis 2b was not supported.

Insert Figure 2 about here

Discussion

In this study, we found that power differentiation and status differentiation interactively affected
knowledge hiding and, subsequently, team performance. In teams with a high level of status
differentiation, power differentiation increased knowledge hiding and harmed team performance, as we
predicted. However, in teams with a low level of status differentiation, power differentiation was
unrelated to knowledge hiding or team performance. Thus, this study provides partial support for our
theorizing. Specifically, we found evidence of the dysfunctional effects of power differentiation but not
the functional effects.

One reason why this study may not have supported our theorizing about potential functional
effects of power differentiation is because power differentiation and status differentiation were positively
correlated (r = .41, p =.004), whereas our theorizing treats them as independent constructs. The positive
correlation suggests that there may be relatively few teams with a high level of power differentiation and
a low level of status differentiation, which is precisely where we expect teams to be most effective. That
is, if power differentiation tends to be positively correlated with status differentiation across teams, we are
more likely to find the dysfunctional effects we predicted (when a high level of power differentiation is
combined with a high level of status differentiation) than to find the functional effects we predicted (when
a high level of power differentiation is combined with a low level of status differentiation).

The results of Study 1 suggest that, in the presence of a high level of power differentiation, teams
may naturally drift toward a high level of status differentiation, despite the detrimental effects of this
combination. Thus, in teams with a high level of power differentiation, proactive interventions may be
necessary to encourage status equality (or at least minimize status differentiation), to produce the most
effective teams that we stipulated. Taking the view that experiments have value not only in demonstrating
what does happen but also what can happen (Berkowitz and Donnerstein 1982; Colquitt 2008; llgen
1985), we designed Study 2 to test an intervention intended to encourage status equality. We expect this
intervention to produce the proposed functional effect of power differentiation in the presence of low
status differentiation.

Study 2: Examining Causality and Testing Status Equality Intervention

In this study, we manipulated our independent variables to examine the interactive effects of
power differentiation and status differentiation on knowledge hiding and team performance. This
experiment allows us to test an intervention intended to minimize status differentiation, particularly in the
presence of a high degree of power differentiation. In addition, we employed a validated measure of
knowledge hiding (adapted from Connelly et al. 2012) as a better test of our theorized mechanism than
was possible in Study 1. Finally, we used a measure of objective performance rather than having team
leaders rate the performance of their own teams. We utilized an engaging, interdependent team task that
requires pooling of information to converge on accurate decisions, which closely resembles what
organizational teams typically do.
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Method

Participants and Procedure

Three hundred fifteen undergraduate students (174 males, 55.2%) at a large U.S. university,
organized into 63 five-person teams, participated in our study in exchange for course credit. Participants
averaged 21.31 years in age (SD = 2.26 years), and 70.3 percent reported English as their first language.

Teams were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in a 2 (power differentiation: high vs.
low) x 2 (status differentiation: high vs. low) study design. Each session consisted of 15 participants
organized into three teams. As an additional performance incentive, the highest scoring team in each
study session (i.e., one of the three teams per session) received a $50 cash reward, divided equally among
the team members.

We used a strategic decision-making simulation, LDX, that has been used in prior research as the
platform for this study (see Lee et al. 2015; Lorinkova et al. 2013; Sleesman et al. 2018). In the
simulation, team members must work together to allocate scarce team resources used to seek out targets
while simultaneously protecting their own resources from threats in an initially unknown and dynamic
environment. Individual team members have unique roles that provide them control over specific
resources and decisions, and team success is dependent on effective communication, coordination, and
team decision-making. Knowledge hiding could result in inefficient use of team assets and ineffective
decision-making.

Upon arrival, we randomly assigned participants to a five-person team and moved each team into
a private room for the study. At the beginning of each session, participants individually completed a pre-
survey, which included demographic questions, their college GPA, college admission test scores, and
work experience (ostensibly used to assign roles in some conditions, as described below). Next,
participants watched a brief video to familiarize themselves with the simulation. Following the video, we
assigned participants to their roles within the team. The role assignments varied as a function of
experimental condition in the 2 (power differentiation) x 2 (status differentiation) design, as we describe
below.

High Power Differentiation. In the high power differentiation conditions, we assigned each team
member to one of five roles: Mission Commander, Director of Operations, Director of Intelligence,
Operations Analyst, or Intelligence Analyst. The Mission Commander had the highest level of power
within the team, the two directors had a moderate level of power, and the two analysts had the lowest
level of power. We did not differentiate the power levels between the two director roles or between the
two analyst roles. During the simulation, analysts made the first series of decisions during the analyst
planning phase. In the subsequent director planning phase, directors could approve or revise any decisions
made by the analyst within their division (e.g., Director of Operations could approve or revise decisions
made by the Operations Analyst). In the final, commander planning phase, the Mission Commander could
approve or revise any decisions made by other members of the team. Thus, directors had authority over
the analysts’ deployment decisions and resources, and the Mission Commander had authority over all
team decisions and resources. In addition, the Mission Commander maintained the common operational
picture, a record of information about enemy targets and an important component of determining the
team’s strategy. We reinforced these power differences with an organizational chart displaying a three-
level hierarchy. The experimenter wrote participants’ names on the organization chart as role assignments
were announced.

Low Power Differentiation. In the low power differentiation conditions, we assigned each team
member to one of the following roles: Liaison Officer, Signal Intelligence Officer, Human Intelligence
Officer, Offensive Operations Officer, and Support Operations Officer. We told participants that power
was equally distributed across all members of the team and no member was more powerful than any
other. During the simulation, the two Intelligence and two Operations Officers all made decisions



POWER/STATUS DIFFERENTIATION AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 10

simultaneously and were responsible for their own unique resources, while the Liaison Officer’s role was
to help facilitate the decision-making process among the team members and to maintain the common
operational picture. No member of the team had authority to approve or revise other members’ decisions.
Power equality was reinforced with an organizational chart displaying all participants at an equal
hierarchical level. The experimenter wrote participants’ names on the organization chart as role
assignments were announced.

High Status Differentiation. In the high status differentiation conditions, we informed
participants that some roles were more important than other roles to team success, and therefore the team
members holding the most important roles should be more respected than the other members. Moreover,
we informed participants that roles would be assigned based on each person’s relative leadership
potential, determined from their responses in the pre-survey. In reality, roles were randomly assigned. We
also accentuated status distinctions between roles using various props to signal status differences.
Specifically, the organizational chart depicted the high-status Mission Commander (in the high power
differentiation condition) or Liaison Officer (in the low power differentiation condition) title in a larger,
more prominent font, accentuated by gold stars. Participants in these roles were also provided with fancy
pens and notepads (Dubois et al. 2012; Rucker and Galinsky 2008). The low-status analysts’ (in the high
power differentiation condition) or operations officers’ (in the low power differentiation condition) titles
were depicted in smaller font with no accentuating stars, and participants received inexpensive pens and
notepads.

Low Status Differentiation. In the low status differentiation conditions, we stated that all team
members should be respected equally because all roles were equally important. We did not mention a
leadership aptitude score and all participants received the same pens and notepads.

In summary, in the high power differentiation-high status differentiation condition, we informed
participants that the Mission Commander was the most powerful and respected role on the team, the
Directors were the second most powerful and respected roles, and the Analysts were the least powerful
and least respected roles. In the high power differentiation-low status differentiation condition, we
informed participants that while the Mission Commander was the most powerful role on the team, the
Directors were the second most powerful roles, and the Analysts were the least powerful roles, all team
members should respect each other equally. In the low power differentiation-high status differentiation
condition, we informed participants that all roles had an equal amount of power and authority, however,
the Liaison Officer was the most respected role on the team, the intelligence officers were the second
most respected roles, and the operations officers were the least respected roles. In the low power
differentiation-low status differentiation condition, we informed participants that all roles had an equal
amount of power and authority, and all team members should respect each other equally.

Following the experimental manipulation, we conducted hands-on training to allow participants
to practice their specific roles in the context of the simulation. After the training, each team proceeded
through 10 rounds of the simulation. In the simulation, teams earned points by destroying enemy targets,
and lost points each time the enemy destroyed the team’s aircraft or attacked the team’s base. We
operationalize team performance using the teams’ total score after playing ten rounds of the simulation.

After the simulation, participants responded to a four-item measure of knowledge hiding (a =
.87), adapted from Connelly et al. (2012), on a five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). A sample item is: “T offered team members some other information instead of what they really
wanted.” As in Study 1, we calculated a team-level knowledge hiding score by averaging the values of the
five members of each team. Again, because participants were rating their own behavior and not a group
process, this represents an additive construct for which consensus is not required to justify aggregation to
the team level (Chan 1998).

As a manipulation check, participants responded to a single, round-robin item about the extent to
which each group member had high power, described as control over valuable resources, authority to



POWER/STATUS DIFFERENTIATION AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 11

make decisions, and responsibility for evaluating others. Similarly, participants responded to a single,
round-robin item about the extent to which each group member had high status, described as being
respected by others and sought out for advice. Responses to both round-robin items were on five-point
scales from 1 (Never) to 5 (All of the time). Mirroring Study 1, we calculated a power score and a status
score for each participant by averaging the power and status ratings, respectively, that s/he received from
other team members. We then calculated power differentiation within each team as the CV of team
members’ power, and status differentiation within each team as the CV of team members’ status.

Consistent with Study 1, we controlled for the gender composition of teams (i.e., percentage of
female team members). Moreover, because of the highly interactive nature of the simulation, our
hypotheses related to knowledge hiding, and the influence of language proficiency on speaking up (Li et
al. 2018), we also control for the percentage of team members whose native language was English.
Finally, we controlled for the within-team standard deviation of knowledge hiding when predicting team-
mean knowledge hiding.

Results

Table 1b includes descriptive statistics and correlations between variables. We tested our
hypotheses using SEM path analysis, with bootstrapped standard errors (with 1,000 replications). We
report bias-corrected confidence intervals.

Manipulation Checks

We first confirmed the effectiveness of our power differentiation and status differentiation
manipulations. A 2 (power differentiation) x 2 (status differentiation) ANOVA on power differentiation
scores indicated a main effect of power differentiation, F (1, 59) = 20.10, p < .001. As intended, teams in
the high power differentiation condition (M = .22, SD = .11) had higher levels of power differentiation
than did teams in the low power differentiation condition (M = .12, SD = .06). Neither the main effect of
status differentiation, F (1, 59) = 1.60, p = .211, nor the interaction of power differentiation and status
differentiation, F (1, 59) = 1.52, p = .223, was significant.

A 2 (power differentiation) x 2 (status differentiation) ANOVA on status differentiation scores
indicated a main effect of status differentiation, F (1, 59) = 11.33, p = .001. As intended, teams in the high
status differentiation condition (M = .17, SD =.10) had higher levels of status differentiation than did
teams in the low status differentiation condition (M = .10, SD = .06). Unexpectedly, there was a main
effect of power differentiation, F (1, 59) = 5.03, p = .029. Teams in the high power differentiation
condition (M = .15, SD =.10) had higher levels of status differentiation than did teams in the low power
differentiation condition (M = .11, SD =.07). This indicates that the presence of power differentiation
within the team had the unanticipated side effect of heightening status differentiation as well. ® The
interaction between power differentiation and status differentiation was not significant, F (1, 59) = .27, p
=.604.

Interactive Effects of Power and Status Differentiation on Knowledge Hiding

As expected, we found a significant interaction of power differentiation and status differentiation
on knowledge hiding, B = .48, 95% ClI: [.191, .788]. Supporting Hypothesis 1a, power differentiation has
a positive effect on knowledge hiding in the high status differentiation condition, B = .30, 95% CI: [.060,
.537] (see Figure 3). Supporting Hypothesis 1b, power differentiation has a negative effect on knowledge
hiding in the low status differentiation condition, B = -.18, 95% ClI: [-.389, -.014].®

5> Please see Supplemental Materials for additional analysis of this unanticipated main effect.
¢ Consistent with Study 1, we tested but found no evidence for differences in knowledge hiding as a function of
individuals® rank in the hierarchy. Please see Supplemental Materials for details of this analysis
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Conditional Indirect Effects of Power Differentiation on Team Performance via Knowledge Hiding

Mirroring past research and Study 1, knowledge hiding has a negative relationship with
performance, B = -41.22, 95% CI: [-75.493, -11.751]. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, status differentiation
moderates the indirect effect of power differentiation on team performance via knowledge hiding, B = -
19.95, 95% CI: [-44.473, -6.469]. As predicted in Hypothesis 2a, power differentiation has a
significant negative indirect effect on performance, via knowledge hiding, in the high status
differentiation condition, B = -12.55, 95% CI.: [-30.721, -2.675]. As predicted in Hypothesis 2b,
power differentiation has a significant positive indirect effect on team performance in the low status
differentiation condition, B = 7.40, 95% CI: [.873, 21.544].

Insert Figure 3 about here

Discussion

Study 2 provides causal evidence for our hypotheses that power differentiation can increase or
decrease knowledge hiding, contingent on status differentiation, which, consequently, affects team
performance. Consistent with Hypotheses 1a and 2a, we found that when status differentiation was high,
power differentiation increased knowledge hiding and subsequently hindered team performance. This is
consistent with the dysfunctional effect of power differentiation. Moreover, consistent with Hypotheses
1b and 2b, when status differentiation was low, power differentiation decreased knowledge hiding and, as
a result, improved team performance. This is consistent with the functional effect of power
differentiation.

This study also provides evidence that a proactive intervention (i.e., our manipulation of low
status differentiation) can decrease status differentiation, even in the presence of significant power
differentiation. This is likely one of the reasons why we found support for our hypotheses (1b and 2b) that
power differentiation in the presence of a low level of status differentiation can be functional by
decreasing knowledge hiding and improving team performance. This study therefore offers a prescription
for leaders of teams as they seek to maximize team effectiveness. We elaborate on this point in the
General Discussion.

Although we have so far provided robust evidence that power differentiation is dysfunctional in
teams with a high degree of status differentiation, compared to teams with a low degree of status
differentiation (and, indeed, can be functional in teams with status equality), we note two questions raised
by our studies so far. First, our theorizing centers on status differentiation as a “switch” that determines
whether power differentiation is functional or dysfunctional. Our logic hinges on the role of status
differentiation in making team climates relatively more competitive (when status differentiation is high)
versus cooperative (when status differentiation is low). Although we found evidence that status
differentiation moderates the effect of power differentiation on knowledge hiding, our focal mechanism,
we have not yet examined the role of status differentiation in shaping team climate to be more
competitive versus cooperative.

Second, we note that, in Study 2, team members’ power and status were aligned in the condition
with both power differentiation and status differentiation. By aligned, we mean that team members’
power and status were positively correlated, i.e., those who had high (or low) power also had high (or
low) status. This power-status alignment reflects the reality of most teams. Empirical research that
simultaneously considers power and status reports correlations between power and status ranging from
+0.37 (Anicich et al. 2016) to +0.75 (Hays and Bendersky 2015). At the same time, we acknowledge that
power and status hierarchies are not always in perfect alignment, as reflected in the wide range of power-
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status correlations just described. In reality, the degree of power-status alignment varies from one team to
the next.’

Our theorizing predicts that teams with a high level of power differentiation and a low level of
status differentiation will be more effective than will teams with high levels of both power differentiation
and status differentiation. However, in teams with high levels of both power differentiation and status
differentiation, we expect that the level of power-status alignment will further shape the level of
knowledge hiding that occurs.® Specifically, we predict that the knowledge hiding will be even greater in
a team in which power and status are misaligned than in a team in which power and status are aligned. As
the alignment between power and status decreases, the power hierarchy would less likely be seen as
legitimate—defined as the belief that a hierarchy, is “appropriate, proper, and just” (Tyler 2006, p. 376).
If the most powerful team members are not also high in status, they may be perceived as undeserving of
their power, perhaps because they are not seen as the most competent and group-oriented team members
(Anderson and Kilduff 2009). In addition to the competitive climate created by status differentiation
(Hays and Bendersky 2015), team members are less likely to support an illegitimate power hierarchy
(Walker et al. 1986). Moreover, team members who have high power but low status tend to exhibit toxic
interpersonal behaviors (Anicich et al. 2016; Fast et al. 2012), which may further heighten the level of
competition and distrust among team members.

In sum, we posit that the illegitimacy and toxic interpersonal behaviors encouraged by power-
status misalignment in teams with both power differentiation and status differentiation present would
exaggerate the competitive climate (and diminish the cooperative climate) and increase knowledge hiding
among team members (Case and Maner 2014; Lammers et al. 2008). Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis 3: In teams with power differentiation and status differentiation, increasing levels of
power-status misalignment will increase a) knowledge hiding and b) competitiveness, and
decrease c) cooperativeness.

Study 3: Exploring the Effect of Power-Status Alignment

The purpose of Study 3 was to corroborate our theorizing that a high (vs. low) level of status
differentiation makes team climates more competitive, and to examine the effect of (mis)alignment of
power and status on knowledge hiding and team climate. Because the focus of our theorizing is on how
the presence of power differentiation can be functional or dysfunctional, contingent on status
differentiation, we have high power differentiation present in all conditions. Based on our theoretical
logic and the results of Studies 1 and 2, we expect that knowledge hiding and competitiveness will be
higher, and cooperativeness will be lower, in teams with status differentiation than in teams with status
equality. Moreover, we expect to find that, in teams with both power differentiation and status
differentiation present, increasing misalignment between power and status will further increase
knowledge hiding and competitiveness, and decrease cooperativeness.

This study can also help to reconcile differences in the results of Studies 1 and 2. In Study 2,

7 Importantly, power-status alignment is distinct from the degree of similarity in the levels power differentiation and
status differentiation within a team. Teams can have similar or dissimilar levels of power differentiation and status
differentiation regardless of the magnitude of the alignment between power and status. Consider two hypothetical teams
of four in which power and status are measured on a 10-point scale. In Team A, team members’ power values are 10, 7,
4, and 1, whereas their status values are 6, 5, 4, and 3, respectively. In this team, power and status are perfectly aligned,
correlated at +1.0, but the team has much more power differentiation (CV=.70) than status differentiation (CV=.29). In
Team B, members’ power values are 10, 7, 4, and 1, whereas their status values are 1, 4, 7, and 10, respectively. In this
team, power and status are perfectly misaligned, correlated at -1.0, but the team has identical levels of power
differentiation (CV=.70) and status differentiation (CV=.70).

8 At least a moderate level of differentiation in both power and status is likely required for alignment to have an effect. If
differentiation exists in power but not status (or vice versa), the concept of alignment is irrelevant. Further, a hierarchy
with minimal differentiation is unlikely to be salient (Greer et al. 2017), making the degree of alignment less noticeable.
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there was perfect alignment between power and status in the condition with high power differentiation
and high status differentiation. However, in Study 1, power-status alignment varied by team.® To the
extent that misalignment between power and status further increases knowledge hiding, the benefits of
high power differentiation combined with low status differentiation may have been attenuated by
imperfect alignment.

Methods

Participants and design. One hundred seventy-eight adults (31.5% male) recruited from Prolific
Academic participated in the study in exchange for $3.25. We required that participants be native English
speakers and work at least 20 hours per week to be eligible for the study. Participants averaged 34.20
years of age (SD =9.97) and 91.6 percent of the participants were Caucasian. In addition, 73.0 percent of
participants held a bachelor’s degree or higher, 86.1 percent of participants reported working 30 hours or
more per week, on average, and the average organizational tenure was 5.02 years (SD = 5.18).

The study had four conditions: power differentiation with status differentiation and aligned power
and status hierarchies (alignment), power differentiation with status differentiation and orthogonal power
and status hierarchies (orthogonal), power differentiation with status differentiation and inversely aligned
power and status hierarchies (misalignment), and power differentiation with status equality (equality).
Hereafter, we will refer to the conditions using the labels in parentheses.

Procedure. The study employed a fully within-subjects design, meaning that participants saw all
four conditions in random order. For each condition, we asked participants to recall a past experience of
working with others in a team that fit certain criteria that differed by condition (see below). In all
conditions, we asked participants to recall working in a team in which some people had higher levels of
power than others did (i.e., the presence of power differentiation). In addition, in the equality condition,
we specified to participants that, in the team they recalled, all members should have been equally
respected and held in similar esteem (i.e., status equality). We did not mention the concept of power-
status alignment in the equality condition.

In the alignment, independent, and misalignment conditions, we specified to participants that, in
the teams they recalled, some members should also have been more respected and held in higher esteem
than others were (i.e., the presence of status differentiation). Further, we specified the way in which
power and status were aligned in these teams. In the alignment condition, we asked participants to think
of a team in which team members’ level of power and status were consistent, meaning that the members
who had the most power were also the most respected. In the orthogonal condition, we asked participants
to think of a team in which team members’ level of power and status were independent, meaning that the
members who had the most power were not necessarily the most respected. Finally, in the misalignment
condition, we asked participants to think of a team in which team members’ level of power and status
were inversely related, meaning that the members who had the most power were the least respected.

After reading the prompt for each condition, participants described their experience working in
the team, including how they thought about and interacted with other members of their team. After
writing about their experience with each recalled team, participants responded to a series of measures
about that team on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). We
measured knowledge hiding using the same four-item scale (a. = .92) as in Study 2, adapted from
Connelly et al. (2012). We measured competitive and cooperative team climate using four items each
(Otcompetitive = -91, Olcooperative = -91) from Tjosvold and Yu (2004). A sample competitive climate item is “My
co-workers have a ‘win—lose’ relationship.” A sample cooperative climate item is “My co-workers and |

9 We examined the role of power-status alignment in Study 1. Although the three-way interaction of power
differentiation, status differentiation, and power-status alighment was non-significant, this is likely due to a lack of
sufficient statistical power to detect a three-way interaction. However, the pattern of results was consistent with our
theorizing about the role of alignment. Please see the Supplemental Materials for details of this analysis.
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want each other to succeed.”

Results

Table 1c includes descriptive statistics and correlations between variables. Because of the within-
subjects study design, we analyzed the data using mixed-effects regression models with condition nested
within participants. We examine the effects of condition, order, and their interaction on all outcome
variables. We provide ANOVA-style results for ease of interpretation.

Knowledge Hiding. Mixed-effects regression revealed a significant main effect of condition
((3) = 52.57, p <.001), an unexpected significant main effect of order (¥*(3) = 10.42, p = .015)*, but no
significant interaction of condition and order (*(9) = 10.52, p = .310). As expected, participants reported
lower levels of knowledge hiding in the equality condition (M = 1.88, SD = 1.16) than in the alignment
condition (M = 2.29, SD = 1.44), *(1) = 14.57, p < .001, the orthogonal condition (M = 2.45, SD = 1.38),
7/(1) = 35.16, p <.001, and the misalignment condition (M = 2.52, SD = 1.38), (1) = 42.71, p < .001
(see Figure 4a). Consistent with our theorizing and the prior studies, these results indicate that knowledge
hiding is lower when power differentiation is combined with status equality than when it is combined
with status differentiation.

Turning to the effects of power-status alignment within teams that have both power
differentiation and status differentiation, participants reported lower levels of knowledge hiding in the
alignment condition than in the orthogonal condition, #*(1) = 4.33, p = .038, and the misalignment
condition, #4(1) = 7.17, p = .007). The misalignment condition did not differ from the orthogonal
condition, #4(1) = .36, p = .550. These results support our prediction that knowledge hiding increases as
power-status alignment decreases.

Competitive Climate. Mixed-effects regression revealed a significant main effect of condition
(#4(3) = 130.17, p < .001), no significant main effect of order (¥*(3) = .87, p = .832), and a marginally
significant interaction of condition and order (#*(9) = 15.49, p = .078). As expected, participants reported
less competitive team climates in the equality condition (M = 2.92, SD = 1.50) than in the alignment
condition (M = 3.45, SD = 1.65), #*(1) = 14.82, p < .001, the orthogonal condition (M = 4.06, SD = 1.59),
7/(1) =69.90, p <.001, and the misalignment condition (M = 4.36, SD = 1.41), *(1) = 108.12, p < .001
(see Figure 4b). This supports our theorizing that teams with power differentiation combined with status
differentiation have more competitive team climates than do teams with power differentiation combined
with status equality.

Turning to the effects of power-status alignment within teams that have both power
differentiation and status differentiation, participants reported less competitive climates in the alignment
condition than in the orthogonal condition, #*(1) = 19.90, p < .001, and the misalignment condition, #*(1)
=42.00, p < .001. In addition, participants reported less competitive climates in the orthogonal condition
than in the misalignment condition, #*(1) = 4.09, p = .043. These results indicate that team climates
become more competitive as power-status alignment decreases, as expected.

Cooperative Climate. Mixed-effects regression revealed a significant main effect of condition
((3) = 138.28, p < .001), a marginally significant main effect of order (#*(3) = 6.31, p =.097), and a

10 Although not expected, participants reported increasing levels of knowledge hiding as they proceeded through the
four conditions, independent of condition. Knowledge hiding did not differ between the first (M = 2.14, SD = 1.18) and
second (M = 2.23, SD = 1.28) conditions presented, y*(1) = .58, p = .447, between the second and third (M = 2.38, D
= 1.53) conditions presented, (1) = 2.18, p = .140, or between the third and fourth (M = 2.40, §D = 1.43) conditions
presented, *(1) = .39, p = .530. However, participants reported lower levels of knowledge hiding in the first condition
than in the third condition presented, (1) = 5.04, p = .025, between the first and fourth conditions presented, y*(1) =
8.15, p = .004, and between the second and fourth conditions presented, y*(1) = 4.37, p = .037.
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marginally significant interaction of condition and order (4*(9) = 16.74, p = .053). In contrast to the
results for our measure of competitive climate, participants reported more cooperative climates in the
equality condition (M = 5.64, SD = 1.15) than in the alignment condition (M = 5.25, SD = 1.32), /4(1) =
10.67, p = .001, the orthogonal condition (M = 4.60, SD = 1.39), (1) = 74.00, p < .001, and the
misalignment condition (M = 4.36, SD = 1.48), #*(1) = 108.84, p < .001 (see Figure 4c). Together, the
results support our theorizing that teams with power differentiation combined with status differentiation
have less cooperative (and more competitive) team climates than do teams with power differentiation
combined with status equality.

Within teams that have both power differentiation and status differentiation, participants reported
more cooperative climates in the alignment condition than in the orthogonal condition, »*(1) = 27.90, p <
.001, and in the misalignment condition, #*(1) = 50.38, p < .001. In addition, participants reported
marginally more cooperative climates in the orthogonal condition than in the misalignment condition,
7(1) =3.30, p = .069. Thus, as expected, team climates become less cooperative as power-status
alignment decreases.

Insert Figure 4 about here

Discussion

This study provides evidence that the presence of a high (versus low) level of status
differentiation shapes a team’s climate to be more competitive and less cooperative. This effect is central
to our arguments about why status differentiation serves as a “switch” that makes power differentiation
either functional or dysfunctional. Moreover, as expected, we found that knowledge hiding increases, and
team climates become more competitive and less cooperative, as the alignment of power and status within
teams declines.

General Discussion

The question of whether hierarchy is functional or dysfunctional for teams has long perplexed
scholars. Building on recent evidence that power and status are distinct and can have interactive
psychological effects on individuals, we argue that power differentiation and status differentiation can
also have interactive effects on teams. We find consistent evidence that the effects of power
differentiation on knowledge hiding and team performance are contingent on status differentiation. In
Study 1, power differentiation was dysfunctional in teams with a high level of status differentiation by
increasing knowledge hiding and harming performance. We did not find evidence that power
differentiation could be functional by reducing knowledge hiding in teams with low status differentiation,
likely because power differentiation and status differentiation were positively correlated. In Study 2, we
tested an intervention intended to reduce status differentiation. We found that power differentiation was
functional in teams with low status differentiation by reducing knowledge hiding and improving
performance, as we expected, and we replicated the dysfunctional effect of power differentiation found in
Study 1 in teams with high status differentiation.

Lastly, we examined the effect of status differentiation on team climate, and the effects of power-
status alignment in Study 3. We found that status differentiation makes team climates more competitive
and less cooperative, compared to teams with status equality. This is consistent with our theorizing that
status differentiation serves as a “switch” that makes power differentiation functional or dysfunctional by
heightening a sense of competitiveness in teams. We also found that, in teams with high levels of power
differentiation and status differentiation, misalignment between power and status within these teams
exacerbates knowledge hiding, and increases the competitiveness and decreases the cooperativeness of
the team climate. Thus, our research addresses calls from hierarchy scholars to shed light on hierarchy
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functionality (Anderson and Brown 2010; Sturm and Antonakis 2015) and highlights the importance of
taking a nuanced approach to considering how team structure can affect team dynamics and effectiveness.

Theoretical Contributions

This research makes several contributions to our understanding of hierarchy. First, this work
helps to reconcile the functional and dysfunctional accounts of hierarchy. Both of these accounts are
supported by theorizing and empirical evidence, leading to efforts to understand the conditions under
which hierarchy helps versus harms teams. We highlight that the basis of hierarchical differentiation can
determine whether hierarchical differentiation is functional versus dysfunctional by attenuating or
exaggerating self-interested knowledge hiding behaviors that undermine the work of the team. Our
research indicates that when members are differentiated in both power and status, team performance is
likely to suffer as members hide their knowledge and perspectives from each other. However, in teams
where everyone is respected relatively equally, power differentiation can reduce knowledge hiding, which
benefits team performance.

We note, however, that power differentiation and status differentiation were positively correlated
in Study 1, which is one likely reason why power differentiation was never functional in this study. This
suggests that teams with high power differentiation may naturally drift toward also having high status
differentiation in the absence of proactive efforts to reduce status differentiation. This may also explain
why a recent meta-analysis (Greer et al. 2018) found high variability in the relationship between
hierarchical differentiation and performance but, overall, a small, significant negative relationship. We
hope that the intervention we tested in Study 2 to reduce status differentiation will be helpful by showing
how teams can realize benefits of hierarchy while minimizing its costs. Given the ubiquity of hierarchy in
all social settings, understanding the conditions under which differentiation is beneficial holds enormous
value for social hierarchy and teams researchers.

Second, we contribute to a growing body of research that highlights important differences
between power and status. We show that, at the team level, power differentiation and status differentiation
are distinct and have interactive consequences for teams. Our research also highlights the importance of
examining power and status at the team level. Individual-level effects of power and status do not directly
translate to the team level because teams involve interactions between people who differ in power and
status (Greer et al. 2017). For example, Galinsky et al. (2014) found that high power combined with
perspective-taking, which is associated with high status (Blader et al. 2016), increased information
sharing among individuals. In contrast, our research indicates that high power differentiation combined
with high status differentiation increases the tendency to hide rather than share information within teams.
We encourage scholars to investigate other ways that constructs such as power and status have distinct
effects at the individual versus at the team level.

Third, we disentangle power differentiation and status differentiation but examine how they
operate in tandem, as they typically exist in organizations. In doing so, we find that power differentiation
can be helpful as long as status differentiation is minimized. In some ways, our findings mirror research
on team demographic diversity (e.g., gender, race, etc.), which can have positive or negative effects on
team performance (e.g., Guzzo and Dickson 1996; Milliken and Martins 1996; Williams and O'Reilly
1998). Team diversity can be dysfunctional when more versus less valued social categories (e.g., Whites
versus Blacks, doctors versus nurses, etc.) are salient, which creates status differentiation that heightens
members’ prioritization of self-interests over those of the group and reduces information exchange (Jehn
et al. 1999; Murnighan and Conlon 1991; Simons et al. 1999). However, when social categories are not
salient and members have equal status, competitive tendencies are reduced. In this environment, diversity
can improve team performance by providing access to more information (Bantel and Jackson 1989; Cox
et al. 1991; Jehn et al. 1999) and improving the integration of information among team members (Hinsz et
al. 1997; Homan et al. 2007; van Knippenberg et al. 2004). Just as power differentiation can be functional
or dysfunctional, contingent upon status differentiation, whether diversity is functional or dysfunctional
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for team performance depends on whether people with diverse characteristics and perspectives are equally
valued.

Finally, we highlight the effects of alignment between teams’ power and status hierarchies on the
team climate and knowledge hiding behavior. Although power and status tend to be positively correlated
in real-world settings (Kennedy and Anderson 2017; Yu et al. 2019), this correlation varies substantially.
However, we are unaware of research that has examined the effects of power-status alignment in teams.
We find that misalignment between power and status and increases knowledge hiding, heightens
competitiveness, and decreases cooperativeness in the team climate. We encourage more research to
distinguish between power and status but examine them in tandem, exploring the effects of within-team
alignment between these two hierarchies on team processes and outcomes.

Practical Implications

Our research has a variety of practical implications for constructing teams. Our findings suggest
that the rush to abandon hierarchy may be “throwing the baby out with the bathwater.” Hierarchy can
have a number of important benefits that allow collectives to function, which is likely why hierarchy
exists in all types of settings and has persisted over time. To the extent that organizations and collectives
can maintain these benefits while minimizing dysfunctional conflict and competition among their
members, they are likely to outperform groups that cannot strike this balance. The present research
suggests that one way of maximizing the value of hierarchy is to allow differentiation based on decision-
making authority and control over resources (i.e., high power differentiation) but ensure that all members
are respected relatively equally regardless of their role or rank in the organization (i.e., low status
differentiation).

Our work also highlights the importance of leaders in minimizing status differentiation. The
positive correlation between power differentiation and status differentiation in Study 1 and the effect of
our power manipulation on status differentiation scores in Study 2 suggest that having differentiation in
power but not in status may not occur naturally or easily. Creating an environment with minimal status
differentiation requires proactive effort and, most likely, ongoing reinforcement and maintenance. The
intervention we tested in Study 2 to minimize status differentiation indicates that this is possible.
However, team leaders need to be explicit and assertive in reminding team members that, despite different
roles, responsibilities, and levels of authority, all team members are vital to accomplishing team goals
and, therefore, deserve equal respect.

Directions for Future Research

Our research answers important questions about the functionality of hierarchy, but also raises
several new questions that we hope will stimulate future research. First, although power differentiation
and status differentiation interactively affected knowledge hiding and team performance in two studies,
the nature of the interactions differed somewhat. Specifically, power differentiation in teams with a high
level of status differentiation was detrimental in both studies, but power differentiation in teams with a
low level of status differentiation was beneficial in only one study (Study 2). We speculate that this
difference is due to the positive correlation of power differentiation and status differentiation and greater
variance in power-status alignment in Study 1, but this is ultimately an empirical question. Differences in
the type of task may have also played a role. Although the tasks we used in both studies were
interdependent in nature, which benefit from hierarchy (Halevy et al. 2011a; Ronay et al. 2012), the task
in Study 2 was more structured (while still complex) as teams attempted to converge on a correct solution,
whereas the tasks undertaken by the teams in Study 1 were less structured, involved greater creativity, and
had no single “right answer.” This is consistent with past research indicating that hierarchy is more
helpful for idea selection than for idea generation (Keum and See 2017). Future research should examine
the effects of these possible moderators more directly.
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More broadly, we encourage future research to consider other factors that may further moderate
the interaction of power differentiation and status differentiation. Past research suggests that the
functionality of various team structures is contingent on many factors, including how work is divided
(Becker and Baloff 1969), the type of feedback provided (Van der Vegt et al. 2010), the nature of
outcome (Anicich et al. 2015), and the average level of power within a team (Greer and van Kleef 2010).
Perhaps the benefits of power differentiation that we observe in Study 2 rely on all team members being
equal and high in status. Moreover, researchers should investigate whether power differentiation and
status differentiation have the same effects in virtual teams as in the face-to-face teams we studied here.
This is particularly important because the trend toward telecommuting was significantly expedited by the
recent coronavirus pandemic. Perhaps the effects of status differentiation are attenuated in virtual
environments because the experience of having high or low status matters less without the rich social cues
provided through face-to-face interaction (Weisband et al. 1995). We encourage future research to
consider whether the basis of differentiation interacts with a variety of moderators, including those
examined in past research.

Second, we examined knowledge hiding as our focal mechanism because of the interdependent
nature of the task. Future research should also examine other mechanisms, and in particular, motivation-
related mechanisms (e.g., effort). Although status differentiation can create a competitive climate that is
dysfunctional, status differentiation may be beneficial if the hierarchy is highly meritocratic, with rank
based solely on output that benefits the group. For example, if status is tied to revenue generation within a
sales team, the competition engendered by status differentiation could benefit the team as individual
salespeople attempt to outsell each other, even though their desire for status is self-interested.

Finally, we call for additional research on how the alignment between power and status in a team
predicts team processes and performance. In addition to the effects of alignment we found in Study 3,
researchers have also found that power differentiation benefits team performance when people’s power
and task competence are aligned, and harms team performance when they are not (Tarakci et al. 2016).
We examined the effects of power and status alignment on knowledge hiding and team climate but there
are many other potential consequences of alignment for team processes and outcomes. How the alignment
between power and status in a team influences team processes and performance is a theoretically valuable
guestion that we encourage researchers to examine more carefully in the future.

Conclusion

The inconsistent effects of hierarchy on performance documented in past research have limited
our understanding of a ubiquitous and fundamental feature of social life. We examine effects of specific
bases of hierarchical differentiation on individuals’ behavior and team performance. We find that power
differentiation can be either functional or dysfunctional, contingent on status differentiation. Moreover,
when both power differentiation and status differentiation are present, the alignment of the power and
status hierarchies also shapes team interactions. We hope that our work sheds light on the functionality of
hierarchy for teams and is instructive for practitioners who create and manage teams.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Study Variables
(a)

Study 1 (N =50 teams) Mean  S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Power differentiation .09 .10 —

2. Status differentiation .02 .03 A1 —

3. Knowledge hiding 2.32 51 29% .01 —

4, Team performance 5.62 .63 -.15 18 -.40** —

5. Mean power 5.32 1.02 -57** - 38** -12 -.06 —

6. Mean status 6.49 .36 -.24 -47 A2 -.19 22 —

7. Gender composition (% of females) .30 .28 -.16 -.18 A1 -12 .20 .04 —
8. S. D. of knowledge hiding .70 .29 .06 -.02 38**  -33* -.03 A1 14
(b)

Study 2 (N = 63 teams) Mean  S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Power differentiation (=1 vs. equality =0) 49 .50 —

2. Status differentiation (=1 vs. equality =0) 49 .50 -.02 —

3. Knowledge hiding 2.37 40 .08 32* —

4. Team performance 3213 47.17 .16 -.07 -.25 —

5. % of native English speakers .70 21 .05 -.18 - 49** A3 —

6. Gender composition (% of females) 45 21 -.16 -.19 -.24 -.21 -.01 —

7. S. D. of knowledge hiding 1.02 .34 .02 .03 33** .05 -.20 .05
(©

Study 3 (N = 178 participants) Mean S. D. 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Equality condition (=1) .25 43 —

2. Alignment condition (=1) .25 43 -.33** —

3. Orthogonal condition (=1) .25 43 -33**  -33** —

4. Misaligned condition (=1) .25 43 -33**  -33** -33** —

5. Knowledge hiding 2.28 136  -.17** .01 .07 10* —

6. Competitive team climate 3.70 163  -28** -09*  13**  23**  40** —

7. Cooperative team climate 4.96 1.43 27**  12%* - 15%*% - 4%* - 32*F* - B7F*

Note. * p <.05. **p <.01.
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Figure 2

Interactive Effect of Power Differentiation and Status Differentiation on Knowledge Hiding
(Study 1)
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Figure 3

Interactive Effect of Power Differentiation and Status Differentiation on Knowledge Hiding
(Study 2)
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Figure 4

Means of Knowledge Hiding, Competitive and Cooperative Climate by Condition (Study 3)
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