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TMT Y L J
SR R 71445
a4
(gl 1) TMT cieMo} 7[dMnizt A Adsts ChalS Agtes o
2 o] % A= TMT W A4, 3 o AF#HA g dubyg oz A v)d 3%
EAA T AR EAY oA H=rF TMT A< &S v Aozt 48 g}, ol F
o] Al oAbdH | o oyt 71973 el o' 2 O JEAQ S 24E 9F Ao
g8k S uXerlel gt B2 A7t AaE ¢ (information processing/decision making view),
o} 53] A 304 Bt A= HuBF g ol w2 AEAH e Z HuAGHo] B
o] ARAE Ty SAXd AdF4E, w57 ot e Ay #HE g A4, Ve, &
9 FE 2577 5)7F 7199 Ao 384 S Ag onlsta, Mt AFA-E gdde] F45
S FHAQ ks nA A qFd da B 4 TMT= B3 2k oabdsy Ao &l 2ot
AT AgE v sioh(o: W&, AAAE & oA olm Tkl tjoks mAle o= 9lth(Bantel
e, 2002 o]z & #FEE, 20050 2B & Jackson, 1989; Wiersema & Bantel, 1992).
& 274, 2002: Bantel & Jackson, 1989; g g Easke gkt AAHe A S Bl Hu
Hambrick et al., 1996). 3HAIRF SollA] AF3  AAAL B} ZHe JHE HE oS W oly
uko} o] olgfgt AFATA D] HubAQl s 2}, A gAMEA S fe Wi 7 54 g
EEWe A, ole tekde] Zte dHAd & &5 Bl ok FAQ B 45 (task conflict)
A, agla o] AHdte AR Y& o249l A < AL 7o) Ax ole Hu} FAIFQ &4 4
uj Folgkar & 4= 9t} A& o]ojd 7FsA o] At (Amason, Liu, & Fu,
A AgAY gAAAM T gAES TMT 2010: Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). =
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HDAATE| HPUH CM TN chE MBusse] THE| o ofEEY o

¢ ¥ AP I RS Bist ol TMTS 4 Astil7le 235 2@ + vkl Knight et
T+ Bie o RRE WAHE 7139 Ad el al., 1999; Simsek, Veiga, Lubatkin, & Dino,
€ Hop 2 AEE e sbedel 27] Wi, 20050 Smith et al., 1994). =3¢, thget wiA,
G5 ARG E dSotal old] ARACE gt AP, HES 22 e WHES TUE A o

£ o] vlud A Wi aEgt 4" TMTl 84 A2 b 88 & 7hsAdol 2x, oya o
H|g] ¢ Aoz 7IHHH Finkelstein, 1992; 21o] A (representation gap)E T3 &
Hambrick & Mason, 1984). AN A (e : A&e a2 FLE AR F)ol

SPAI T TMTY 253 theld 2 ool £44 o &o] & 4= 3l (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992:
&

QA FEgE S A 7}L’“ Tok Zkm Slt}, kg€ Hambrick D’Aveni, 1992: Hambrick et
TR W FEat o] Halle T2 ALY al., 1996).
A4 (social identity) ©]&(Ashforth & Mael, ol FellAl At upe} o] TMT v 714
1989: Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 2AE T3 A 34 we P44 IS 2F v F 9l
itk oo wWEW AFFEE 7JEHoR B9 A = S Za vt 3 AFAFEAA Hol
&7 L(self—esteem)% A, FFstazt s &7 &= BEEe dHe o AR g o4 o]
=gAg] %l.L o= EFQIFS AFSA Ml (social — 2AZ Aolga £ US Aot mEkA B AF
comparison) & —a—ﬂ o] FolXith ALEA Bl B o= TMT thefidol 7183t 484 0s 3%
Qlo] &3k AkElA W (social category), A& & A &2 FHHcge F4= BA7] Hue, o9
ol A, AF, Yo ] T AFEAITH A =8 4, 7Y, © T Al g s8A &
A9, GF7, w5 § 548 2A8t 22~ WL A F ASA (S FEAQ] Yol
Z s EPt P2 Yeh A Hi(Brewer  4E F USA) AFE o|BHORE nHd FIE
& Brown, 1998; Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, A WS FEstaat g B AFdAe 34 o
2002), o|#l st oA ARRES EAH TN T AR ZAEHUAAY 1 Tk
A AR S 7 AFREES WD ingroup) Al tig F4L ov A4 HFe] 5
o2 ety ToAQ A, HEE e v o ta dddE ¥WsEd 2YE wFuzt st
2 548 Ad AHRES dd%(out-group) 22 FAH R B9 4 (@A F), 7199 R
wretaL olof ek AA, 2P, o] A7k T FAA (24 7)), B 271 E> FF)o] TMT thekd
T 9 P55 72t= 4] itk (Brewer, 1979; & v 9 S WeEHES WS 58 £
Tajfel, 1982: Williams & O'Reilly, 1998). T Aoz A st g
oM e iR 2 H 249052 A= ljrE Hj
A 9 7Ade Ad W EdA EH A, s 2.2 24 d3Me =¥En
T dde b g o9la, ol uW 3 Ze
(emotional ¥ relationship conflict)S S7} 719 Wl HuAdzle] 9o 24de Fu Ad+E
A7]a WY 7 At WeEske ®e SHEs g & A IdAES TMT ¥ 84
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HE 7]%-4 Ta3 Tjrﬁ & ShEA Ao
$a(e: Dess & Beard 1984), 797
719 Wl &, A ATl leixe] A

Sor 03 9g3S nAtn gEA bl 9k
(Hambrick & Abrahamson, 1995). Z'd TMT
o oﬂ:rloﬂ’\i OE Fad SWd, dE &

QA s, =7hE BEEA T 93
24< & 9750 EAs (! Goll, Johnson,
& Rasheed, 2007; Wiersema & Bird, 1993),

Ty Ayt BsaAg wg AR B 5o
A4 (2 AT o3 BAdE e B
bl A geel 2E Qg oo et
TMTY 9% 5ol #HS T A5ATFE 2
AtH(d: 128 & 9%, 2005; Cannella, Park,

& Lee, 2008; Carpenter & Fredrickson, 2001
Hambrick et al., 1996; Keck, 1997; West &
Schwenk, 1996).

gutd o7 Beasly Wl
A 718 Fele
= H%i w93

-

723
9l
—r°ﬂ ﬂEO}J— ‘}lt go] 1%7\] °L%
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AtH(Hambrick et al., 1996). o|& ¢¥-37
B o] 245 9 g E TRHeR
o Z3laL FAs tl-g3k= Aol F 88k (Hambrick
& Mason, 1984), thekdt 7914, Ate]l4 7 4
Al E 7 FHALER A TMT= H H2 A
278k HRAAYS B8 o g A4 E 53
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AEE gHsty 483 ¢ 917] "Eo|tH(Ancona
& Caldwell, 1992). L3t £ 3AzI=o] B
geta WtpAEA aiAe] A7 F45 TMT
TAHEEY AAH &5 Siejz =, old 43
oA theket FAL Sl 2o e dsl, AEA &
A sl BEAE, TAHNE Fe vtdE 7he/do]

A4 Aolth(Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1996).
W 8l 23S Zxste 4 A= whgate]
HIAFREL 25 QAF, HEAY FH9
Aol & AF G&sto] Hoh U2 gk 2oy ¥
Zlo] 1 (Tushman & Anderson, 1986: Wiersema
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Fredrickson, 2001: West & Schwenk, 1996).
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AFol A Z=AFE vF Sl (Carpenter, 2002;
Bantel & Jackson, 1989), +=% &< ©
AN Fg T IS A T8 Wl
o2 7kEo] gti(dl: Harrison, Price, & Bell,
1998; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002
Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993).
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5 sgusse TEE| O ojE2A o

ol 2 9o A3k gy FFol delAlt Bl

AYE M= Aoz waAthH(Harrison et al.,

1998: Waston et al., 1993). o|& t}okat uj A
= Ad ® FALEC] Z7|dE AR Aold] A
S Rt 45, 45 vEed 52 A S

UARE, A|Zo] Aol mEh A2 54 ©
AA =i, GAF HAA A Hloju B sjel
Ql oal7} 7heetAl HHA thekd el F4 03?2?
7ra%]7] wj#o]tH(Harrison et al., 1998).
1ZF WhEE Ao A2 ME T E fHE 7
Zto] (surface level)? FE=# 4 (salience)
AaA7le W (Gaertner & Dovidio,
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et al., 1998; Huber & Lewis, 2010). & 74
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1986)E A 4= 9lal(van Knippenberg, De
Dreu, & Homan, 2004), o|2]gt 7] &AM A <]

e ° Ul e gEe m=a 3590 A
£ A2 lth(Lewis, 2003).
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Top management team task-related diversity and

firm performance: A meta-analytic examination of the role of
multilevel contextual contingencies”

Hyuntak Roh**

Abstract

Our study is an attempt to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the TMT diversity
and firm performance linkage by considering various contextual contingencies relevant to TMT
diversity research. Integrating contingency theory, structural inertia based perspectives, and
team diversity literature, we conducted a meta-analysis to examine the role of multilevel contextual
contingencies in TMT diversity research. Using data from 13,478 top teams across 42 studies
conducted from 1984 till 2013, we examined whether, across multiple levels, contextual factors
such as environmental dynamism, firm characteristics such as firm size as well as team-level
tenure influenced the overall performance outcomes of TMT diversity. Our findings indicated
that while TMT diversity matters for overall firm performance (weighted mean r = .04, p ¢
.001), it matters more when there is an appropriate “fit” with contextual contingencies. Specifically,
we found that while positive effects of diversity doubled or even tripled in highly dynamic
environment (weighted mean r = .08, p < .001) and in small organizations (weighted mean r =
.13, p €.001), these effects became non-significant under relatively stable environmental
conditions and in a large organization setting. Moreover, our findings also revealed that overall
positive effects of TMT diversity became strengthened over time (8= .44, p { .01), i.e., being
more positive as team members have spent more time on the same team. We provided discussion
of theoretical and empirical implications of the findings and also offered suggestions for future
research. Practical implications for organizations as well as limitations of the study were also
discussed.

Key words: top management team, diversity, firm performance, meta-analysis
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