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One important benefit of teamwork is the exchange and integration of diverse knowl-
edge, experience, and opinions groupmembers bring to the table. However, demographic
attributes—such as race, gender, and functional background—may create asymmetric
influence patterns between group members in diverse groups because these demo-
graphic characteristics are often associated with status differences. In the current
research, we examine how to attenuate this disparity in member influence in diverse
groups by focusing on the role of a leader’s gazing behavior. Across two studies, we found
that asymmetric influence patterns in which high-status members tend to wield greater
influence in group decision-making processes were attenuated when a leader increased
their visual attention toward low-status members in the group. This reduced disparity in
member influence which in turn improved group information elaboration and group
performance in a collective decision-making task. Theoretical and practical implica-
tions for leaders’ visual attention, diversity, groupdecision-making processes, and group
performance are discussed.

Organizations have become increasingly diverse
over the years (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007;
van Veelen & Ufkes, 2019). Accordingly, it is com-
mon for group members to work with colleagues
who differ from them in terms of their demographic
attributes (Chattopadhyay, George, & Ng, 2011;
Mayo, van Knippenberg, Guill�en, & Firfiray, 2016).
Although diversity in the workplace is considered
beneficial, differences among employees can create
challenges (Kulik, Perera, & Cregan, 2016; van Vee-
len & Ufkes, 2019).

Consider three types of diverse groups: a surgical
team comprised of members with different func-
tional backgrounds (e.g., surgeons and nurses), a
research team comprised of members of different
ages or tenures (e.g., senior and junior professors),

and an engineering team comprised of members of
different genders (e.g., male and female engineers).
Both status characteristics and the relational demog-
raphy literature have suggested thatmembers’ demo-
graphic characteristics tend to shape status
differentials, such that surgeons, senior professors,
andmale engineers, for example, are often perceived
as having higher status (e.g., Berger, Rosenholtz, &
Zelditch, 1980; Bunderson, 2003; Chattopadhyay
et al., 2011; Ridgeway, 1991). More importantly, sta-
tus differentials among group members can lead to
the creation of asymmetric influence patterns, which
means that in diverse groups, high-status members
tend to wield greater influence (e.g., Ridgeway &
Berger, 1986; Ridgeway & Correll, 2006). Specifi-
cally, higher-status members, such as surgeons, are
likely to lead discussions and make important deci-
sions, whereas lower-status members, such as
nurses, are likely to defer to others (Berger & Zel-
ditch, 1985; Ridgeway &Walker, 1995).
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This asymmetric influence pattern may prove prob-
lematic, especially in collective decision-making
tasks, as it may disrupt the elaboration of task-relevant
information that groupmembers bring to the table and
diminish optimal group performance. In a surgical
team, if lower-status members do not speak up about
issues based on their own expertise, the team will
forego opportunities to integrate diverse opinions and
information (Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, &
De Dreu, 2007). This may prevent the team from pro-
viding optimal care to patients. NASA’s Challenger
tragedy reflects the negative effects of asymmetric
influence patternswithin a group. Although engineers
at NASA opposed the launch of the Challenger shut-
tle, they did not object firmly enough to stopmanagers
who favored the launch (Antonsen, 2009; Garrett,
2004; Schwartz, 1987). Given that asymmetric influ-
ence patterns may lead to suboptimal decisions and
organizational failures, it is critical to understand how
to attenuate these patterns.

Despite the importance of reducing asymmetric
influence patterns among group members, how best
to accomplish this remains unclear. Although
numerous studies have indicated that diversity often
leads to differences in influence because of the
demographic dissimilarities inherent in diverse
groups (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Kilduff & Galinsky,
2013), diversity researchers have not directly inves-
tigated this inequality of influence in such groups
(Chattopadhyay, George, Li, & Gupta, 2020; Phillips,
Rothbard, & Dumas, 2009). Our failure to understand
the significance of this phenomenon hinders schol-
ars’ ability to identify and develop interventions that
will attenuate asymmetric influence patterns. How
can we shift these patterns of unequal influence
among members, thereby enhancing group informa-
tion elaboration and performance in collective
decision-making tasks?

To address this deficiency, we examine how to
attenuate asymmetric influence between members
of diverse groups by focusing on the role of a leader’s
nonverbal behavior. Specifically, we investigate the
role of a leader’s eye gaze or visual attention as an
influential nonverbal element that contributes to
changes in asymmetric influence patterns. Many
leadership studies have argued that leaders’ commu-
nication styles significantly influence group out-
comes (e.g., Nishii & Mayer, 2009; Zaccaro, Rittman,
& Marks, 2001). According to the literature on non-
verbal behavior, while the content of a leader’s ver-
bal communication is important, nonverbal cues are
often more influential (Bonaccio, O’Reilly, O’Sulli-
van, & Chiocchio, 2016; Hall, Bernieri, & Carney,

2005). Indeed, scholars in the areas of communica-
tion and psychology have found that between 65%
and 90% of all daily communication is nonverbal
(Matsumoto, Frank, & Hwang, 2013; Sooriya, 2017).
A quote from Sapir (1949) characterizing nonverbal
behavior as “an elaborate secret code that is written
nowhere, known by none, and used by all” (as
quoted in Hall et al., 2005: 240) reflects the ubiqui-
tous role of nonverbal behavior in communications.
Moreover, when verbal cues contradict nonverbal
cues, people tend to trust the latter over the former
(Remland, 1981).

As one of the most potent forms of nonverbal
behavior, eye gaze elicits the attention of others dur-
ing social interactions (Argyle, 2013; Birmingham,
Bischof, & Kingstone, 2008; Ohlsen, van Zoest, &
Van Vugt, 2013). Wirth, Sacco, Hugenberg, and Wil-
liams (2010: 869) have argued that gazing is a funda-
mental human trait in which individuals
spontaneously engage during social interactions:
“when we look at the faces of others, we tend to look
first and most frequently at their eyes.” This ten-
dency to be sensitive to the eye gaze of others is par-
ticularly salient in leader–follower relationships,
where followers—both human and nonhuman spe-
cies—automatically cue into a leader’s visual atten-
tion during interactions (Foulsham, Cheng, Tracy,
Henrich, & Kingstone, 2010; Ohlsen et al., 2013; Van
Vugt, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008). For example, macaque
monkeys selectively follow the direction of a high-
status monkey’s gaze (Ohlsen et al., 2013), and
human infants instinctively monitor and follow the
direction of adults’ visual attention very early in life
(Frischen, Bayliss, & Tipper, 2007).

By following the direction of leaders’ eye gaze, fol-
lowers engage in observational learning within their
environment (Emery, 2000; Shepherd, 2010). For
instance, individuals tend to be alert to objects that
receive a leader’s attention in a negative manner
(Emery, 2000). Biologists and cognitive scientists
have long argued that following the direction of lead-
ers’ visual attention represents an evolutionarily
adaptive process because it often signals the level of
leaders’ interest in and attention to certain objects,
events, or individuals in their environment (e.g.,
Van Vugt et al., 2008; Zuberb€uhler, 2008). These sig-
nals, which are based on a leader’s visual attention,
often provide useful information that aids in fol-
lowers’ well-being and survival (Frischen et al.,
2007; Liuzza et al., 2011).

In the current research, we focus on a leader’s
visual attention toward group members as an influ-
ential nonverbal element that can shift asymmetric
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influence patterns in demographically diverse
groups. Drawing on the literature on gazing behavior
and the categorization-elaboration model (CEM), we
argue that a leader’s greater visual attention toward
low-status members attenuates asymmetric influ-
ence patterns among members engaged in collective
decision-making tasks, which in turn leads to
enhanced group information elaboration and better
performance in collective decision-making tasks.

Our work contributes to the diversity literature by
demonstrating the emergence of asymmetric influ-
ence patterns in diverse groups and by identifying
the negative effects of these unequal patterns on
group decision-making processes and performance.
We further contribute to the literature on diversity
and group functioning by offering a countermeasure
to shift asymmetric influence patterns. Specifically,
we demonstrate that a leader’s increased visual
attention toward low-status members can attenuate
asymmetric influence patterns in diverse groups. In
doing so, we answer calls to identify potential solu-
tions that successfully manage diversity (Kulik,
2014). Finally, by exploring the sequential mediat-
ing mechanisms on the impact of a leader’s visual
attention on group performance, we seek to build a
more comprehensive explanation of how reduced
asymmetric influence patterns, driven by a leader’s
gaze, can positively affect group information elabo-
ration and performance.

A LEADER’S VISUAL ATTENTION

Scholars in the fields of sociology, psychology,
and anthropology have long emphasized the critical
nature of eye gaze as a nonverbal cue that affects
individuals’ perceptions and subsequent behaviors
(Ambady & Skowronski, 2008; Burgoon, Guerrero, &
Manusov, 2011; Emery, 2000; Knapp & Hall, 2009;
Manusov & Patterson, 2006). Among other nonver-
bal cues, people particularly rely on the eye gaze of
others during interactions because eye gaze often sig-
nals their intentions, thoughts, or beliefs (Baron-
Cohen, 1995; Emery, 2000; Shepherd, 2010). For
instance, if a person looks at a target individual for
an unusually long time (persistent gaze or staring), it
often signals that the gazer is motivated to threaten
or dominate the target (Staats, Ross, Irmscher, &
Rada, 2002). If a person looks at a target moderately
(direct and benign gaze), it generally signals that the
gazer perceives the target as trustworthy, valuable,
or likeable (Kleinke, 1986; Wirth, Sacco, Hugenberg,
& Williams, 2010). Finally, if a person looks away
from a target (averted gaze), it generally signals that

the gazer is not interested in the target or is not moti-
vated to be close to the target (Wirth et al., 2010;
Young, Slepian, Wilson, & Hugenberg, 2014). In
summary, because eye gaze often conveys informa-
tion that can facilitate communication as well as
interpersonal relationships (Edinger & Patterson,
1983; Purvis, Dabbs, & Hopper, 1984), it tends to be
distinguished from other attentional indicators,
such as head or body position, and is often specifi-
cally referred to as visual attention (Henderson,
2003; Pashler, 1998; Ziv, 2016) (hereafter, we will
primarily refer to eye gaze as visual attention). Given
that direct and benign gaze is common inmany com-
munication contexts, in the current research, we are
interested in this type of positive visual attention
from leaders in newly formed groups, especially
when they are providing guidelines and allocating
tasks to groupmembers.

In the current research, we focus on a leader’s posi-
tive visual attention as a potential solution tomitigate
asymmetric influence patterns in diverse groups for
at least two reasons. First, one important function of
positive visual attention is that it indicates a gazer’s
level of approval and recognition toward a receiver
(Friedman, 1967; Jones & Cooper, 1971). Goffman
(1963) contended that when a person looks at another
person frequently in a positive way, it indicates that
the gazer is attending positively to, or has positive
expectations of, the target person. When individuals
notice someone is looking at them during an interac-
tion, they spontaneously believe the person may be
interested in interacting with them, accepting them,
or valuing them (Friedman, 1967; Jones & Cooper,
1971; Wirth et al., 2010). More importantly, because
eye gaze is subtle (Emery, 2000), it is possible that a
leader provides his or her recognition and approval to
a certain group member in an indirect and subtle
manner rather than in a direct and overt way. Thus, a
leader’s subtle positive attention via eye gaze toward
low-status membersmaymore readily shift asymmet-
ric influence patterns among members in diverse
groups without eliciting negative reactions from
high-status members who receive less positive atten-
tion from a leader.

In addition, interventions based on a leader’s
visual attention may offer a relatively simple and
effective strategy to increase low-status members’
participation without imposing an undue burden on
the person or organization involved. Although the
implementation of procedural systems may yield
significant improvements in group communication
styles, these interventions often require extensive
systematic communications, intensive training
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sessions, and even cultural changes to help employ-
ees apply new policies to their work (Kelly & Moen,
2007). Consequently, the implementation of such
procedures in the workplace tends to require a sig-
nificant amount of time and effort, as well as finan-
cial investment (Kelly & Moen, 2007). In contrast,
although visual attention may seem reflexive, it is
actually within the gazer’s control (Ellsberg, 2010).
That is, leaders can readily learn to regulate and
improve their gazing behavior through simple inter-
ventions (e.g., watching videos of themselves and
sensitivity training programs) (Alberts, Nakayama, &
Martin, 2007; Ellsberg, 2010).

Accordingly, we believe it is worthwhile to focus
on a leader’s visual attention as an important and
effective countermeasure to reduce asymmetric influ-
ence patterns among members in diverse groups. The
goal of this research is to investigate how a leader’s
greater visual attention toward a low-status member
can shift group members’ asymmetric behavioral pat-
terns and how this change can affect subsequent
group decision-making processes and group perfor-
mance. Below, we first describe how demographic
diversity creates an asymmetric influence pattern
among group members. We then explain how a
leader’s greater visual attention toward a low-status
member attenuates this asymmetric influence pat-
tern among members in diverse groups and conse-
quently affects group information elaboration and
performance.

THE IMPACT OF A LEADER’S VISUAL
ATTENTION ON DISPARITY IN

MEMBER INFLUENCE

According to status characteristics and expecta-
tion states theories (Berger et al., 1980; Berger & Zel-
ditch, 1985; Ridgeway & Walker, 1995), group
members’ demographic attributes tend to shape
implicit evaluations about who will make valuable
contributions to group tasks. These evaluations are
called “performance expectation states” or
“performance expectations.” Key elements in estab-
lishing group members’ performance expectations
are status cues or status characteristics (i.e., signals
that indicate who is likely to help the group reach its
goals or who has helped the group to do so) (e.g.,
Berger et al., 1980; Bunderson, 2003; Ridgeway,
1982; 1987). According to Bunderson (2003: 560),
“through socialization in a broader culture (society,
industry, profession, organization), individuals
learn to associate different personal characteristics
with task competence or ability.”When individuals’

different demographic attributes are salient within a
diverse group, these demographic characteristics
often serve as status cues (Berger & Zelditch, 1985;
Ridgeway & Walker, 1995). In other words, group
members tend to use these cues to make implicit
judgments regarding individual members’ future
performance and consequently determine who will
attain higher status within a group (Berger & Zel-
ditch, 1985; Bunderson, 2003).

More importantly, group members’ behaviors are
often shaped in amanner consistentwith their status
(Berger et al., 1980; Berger & Zelditch, 1985; Ridge-
way & Walker, 1995). Thus, in diverse groups where
demographic characteristics often lead to the crea-
tion of performance expectations and status differen-
tials between members, high-status members are
likely to speak up and take the initiative at the begin-
ning of interactions (e.g., Ridgeway, 1991). In a com-
plementary way, low-status members are likely to
respond submissively by listening to high-status
members’ ideas and deferring to them as they lead
the discussion (e.g., Berger & Zelditch, 1985). In this
way, asymmetric influence patterns amongmembers
can be established in diverse groups.

In the current research, we refer to this asymmetric
influence pattern as the disparity in member influ-
ence, which refers to the degree to which high- and
low-status members differ in terms of their influence
over important team decisions when working
together (Harrison & Klein, 2007). As noted in the
introduction, disparity in member influence fre-
quently occurs in demographically diverse groups,
such as surgical teams (e.g., surgeons and nurses),
research teams (e.g., scientists and technicians), and
engineering teams (e.g., male and female engineers).
For example, if high-status members such as sur-
geons, scientists, or male engineers lead group dis-
cussions and make suggestions at the beginning of
interactions, low-status members may comply with,
and be submissive toward, high-status members
rather than voice their opinions and concerns (e.g.,
Berger et al., 1980; Berger & Zelditch, 1985; Ridge-
way, 1991). In a surgical team, for instance, asym-
metric influence patterns between surgeons and
nurses are strong and clear, which means “surgeons
routinely ask for and receive unquestioning obedi-
ence fromnurses … and nurses are unlikely to ques-
tion surgeons’ superiority concerning medical
issues” (Chattopadhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010:
810). Although nurses should actively share their
expertise and perspectives regarding various issues
involved in surgical procedures, in many cases they
tend to follow surgeons’ directives and decisions,
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and surgeons tend to take a unilateral stance in
decision-making processes and make important
decisions on their own instead of considering
nurses’ perspectives and opinions (Chattopadhyay
et al., 2010). Consequently, this disparity in member
influence may prevent groups from considering and
integrating different perspectives and solutions
based on diverse opinions and knowledge from
members, which can diminish group performance.

Indeed, professionals at one of the top hospitals in
the world, Johns Hopkins, have long realized that an
environment in which disparity in member influ-
ence is prevalent (such as that between surgeons and
nurses in hospitals) may pose serious dangers. Thus,
Johns Hopkins recently developed a checklist to
reducemedical mistakes through communication by
empowering nurses and frontline workers to speak
up. The results were so dramatic that two years after
adopting the checklist and allowing nurses and
frontline workers to vocalize their opinions, the hos-
pital found that 43 infections and eight deaths had
been prevented and $2 million in cost savings had
been realized (Bedi & McGrory, 2018; Gawande,
2010). These results highlight the importance of
nurses and frontline healthcare workers making
their voices heard to ensure optimal outcomes are
achieved. Bedi and McGrory (2018) quoted patient
safety researcher Douglas McCarthy, who said: “the
people on the frontlines are the ones who really
know what the problems are and how to solve
them.” Accordingly, it is critical to understand how
to attenuate asymmetric influence patterns—in other
words, how to help low-status members speak up
when both high- and low-status members work
together in demographically diverse groups. Our
success in understanding this important issue
clearly has the potential to facilitate the successful
management of diversity.

In the current research, we seek to address this
issue by focusing on a leader’s visual attention as a
simple and effective intervention to attenuate asym-
metric influence patterns amongmembers. As previ-
ously noted, we believe it is useful to focus on a
leader’s visual attention as an effective countermea-
sure to reduce asymmetric influence patterns among
members, particularly because this subtle, nonverbal
attention may be less likely to elicit negative reac-
tions from other members, and it does not require
significant time and effort to successfully implement
the intervention in the workplace. Although a lead-
er’s visual attention is a subtle cue, we propose that
when it is positively directed at a low-status member
more often than a high-status member in task-

oriented situations, group members will selectively
pay attention to this subtle but visible difference
from a leader. This notion aligns with the larger
body of research on selective attention, suggesting
that due to limited information-processing capacity,
individuals tend to selectively focus on certain infor-
mational cues driven by their motivation, goals, or
task demands (Lavie, 1995; Ocasio, 2011; Trawalter,
Todd, Baird, & Richeson, 2008). Given that members
are instinctively motivated to follow the direction of
a leader’s visual attention (e.g., Emery, 2000; Ohlsen
et al., 2013), they will selectively pay attention to a
leader’s greater visual attention toward a certain
member during an interactionwithin a group.

Drawing on the literature on gazing behavior and
organizational support, we propose that when a
leader devotes greater visual attention to a low-
status member during initial interactions, such
increased attention will attenuate the asymmetric
pattern of influence between members in demo-
graphically diverse groups. According to the litera-
ture on eye gaze, because positive visual attention
indicates a gazer’s level of approval and recognition
toward a receiver (Friedman, 1967; Jones & Cooper,
1971), individuals who receive positive visual atten-
tion from someone may subsequently feel accepted,
valued, and supported (Friedman, 1967; Jones &
Cooper, 1971; Wirth et al., 2010). In addition, the
organizational support literature has suggested that
when individuals feel validated and accepted by
leaders, they are more likely to feel empowered and
motivated to actively engage in work assignments
(Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012;
Gomez & Rosen, 2001).

Building on this logic, when a leader devotes
greater positive visual attention to a low-statusmem-
ber as opposed to providing equal visual attention or
greater visual attention to a high-status member, the
low-status member should feel encouraged and
motivated to engage in the assigned group task. As a
result, the low-status member may be likely to speak
up and share his or her knowledge, opinions, and
suggestions during a group discussion that includes
a high-status member. Likewise, when a high-status
member notices that a low-status partner receives
more positive visual attention from a leader, he or
she may be likely to listen to and respect that low-
status member’s perspectives and information.

Taken together, when a leader gives greater visual
attention to a low-status member than a high-status
member, the low-status member would be likely to
actively raise his or her voice and make suggestions,
and the high-status member would be likely to pay
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attention to the low-status member’s perspectives
rather than substantially lead decision-making pro-
cesses and make important decisions without con-
sidering the perspectives of low-status members. In
this way, a leader’s increased visual attention toward
a low-status member may attenuate the disparity in
member influence between high- and low-status
members that generally arises in diverse groups.
Therefore, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 1. When a member with a low-status
diverse characteristic receives greater visual attention
from a leader than a member with a high-status
diverse characteristic in a diverse group, the disparity
in member influence is lower than when both mem-
bers receive equal visual attention or when a member
with a high-status diverse characteristic receives
greater visual attention than a member with a low-
status diverse characteristic.

THE IMPACT OF A LEADER’S VISUAL
ATTENTION ON GROUP EFFECTIVENESS

If a leader’s increased visual attention directed
toward a low-status member is capable of attenuat-
ing the disparity in member influence, how would
this change impact group effectiveness?What under-
lying mechanism would drive this effect? To answer
these questions, we focus on how reduced disparity
inmember influence affects the information elabora-
tion process, which refers to the way in which group
members exchange, process, and integrate diverse
information, knowledge, and perspectives with one
another (e.g., van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan,
2004).

According to the CEM, group information elabora-
tion is critical in tasks requiring groups to consider
diverse information and opinions to solve problems
(e.g., Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Hargadon & Bechky,
2006; Larson, 2007). In particular, the CEM contends
that in addition to the exchange of information and
perspectives, a deeper, more extensive discussion
and integration of diverse information and knowl-
edgemay lead to better group performance (De Dreu,
2007; Homan et al., 2007; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale,
1999). Indeed, meta-analysis research and empirical
studies have consistently demonstrated that when
group members carefully discuss information and
perspectives brought to the table to better under-
stand the implications of each member’s expertise
and experience and integrate these implications,
they can find creative solutions to problems and gen-
erate new ideas and insights, leading to enhanced
group performance in collective decision-making

tasks (e.g., Hoever, van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, &
Barkema, 2012; Homan et al., 2008; van Ginkel & van
Knippenberg, 2008).

A core tenet of the CEM is that group members
must be motivated to actively share, process, and
integrate diverse task-relevant information together
to ensure a productive information-elaboration pro-
cess (Nederveen Pieterse, van Knippenberg, & van
Dierendonck, 2013; van Knippenberg et al., 2004).
Importantly, this collective motivation within a
group to actively search for and consider a wider
range of information depends on the extent to which
group members are responsible and accountable for
a group task. Research on social cognition has clearly
suggested that individuals tend to be motivated to
actively and deliberately process knowledge and
opinions raised by group members when they feel
they are responsible and accountable for assigned
tasks (Bunderson, 2003; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Lerner
& Tetlock, 1999). In addition, in circumstances in
which all groupmembers are likely to equally partic-
ipate in group decisions and have some influence
over these decisions, they are likely to feel a greater
sense of responsibility and accountability for those
decisions (Bunderson, 2003). Therefore, we argue
that if disparity in member influence is reduced and
all group members are likely to influence decisions
that are made, these members will feel accountable
and responsible for their decisions and group tasks
and will consequently be motivated to actively
search for and consider a wider range of information
and knowledge together. In contrast, in circumstan-
ces in which high-status members lead discussions
while low-status members behave in a more submis-
sive manner, this disparity in member influence
may lead low-status members to feel less responsible
for group tasks and diminish groupmembers’ overall
motivation to share, process, and integrate diverse
information and perspectives together to achieve
better outcomes.

Building on this logic, we expect that if a leader
provides greater visual attention to a low-status
member and this visual attention attenuates the dis-
parity in member influence, group members may be
motivated to actively share their own information
and perspectives, consider the implications of those
perspectives, and integrate all such knowledge into
their decision-making processes. As a result, group
information elaboration will be increased. Accord-
ingly, we predict that a leader’s greater visual atten-
tion toward a low-status member, as opposed to the
leader’s equal or greater visual attention toward a
high-status member, will enhance information
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elaboration in the group. In addition, we predict that
reduced disparity in member influence will mediate
the impact of a leader’s greater visual attention
toward a low-status member on information elabora-
tion. Therefore, we predict the following:

Hypothesis 2. When a member with a low-status
diverse characteristic receives greater visual attention
from a leader than a member with a high-status
diverse characteristic in a diverse group, group infor-
mation elaboration is higher than when both mem-
bers receive equal visual attention or when a member
with a high-status diverse characteristic receives
greater visual attention than a member with a low-
status diverse characteristic.

Hypothesis 3. The positive effect of a leader’s greater
visual attention toward a member with a low-status
diverse characteristic (compared to a leader’s equal
visual attention or a leader’s greater visual attention
toward a member with a high-status diverse charac-
teristic) on group information elaboration is mediated
by disparity in member influence.

Furthermore, because information elaboration is
critical to group performance (e.g., Homan et al.,
2008; Homan et al., 2007; van Knippenberg et al.,
2004), we expect that a leader’s greater visual atten-
tion toward a low-status member will ultimately
improve group performance when compared to the
other two conditions. We therefore propose the
following:

Hypothesis 4. When a member with a low-status
diverse characteristic receives greater visual attention
from a leader than a member with a high-status
diverse characteristic in a diverse group, group per-
formance is higher than when both members receive
equal visual attention or when a member with a high-
status diverse characteristic receives greater visual
attention than a member with a low-status diverse
characteristic.

This series of proposals converges on the model
depicted in Figure 1. Specifically, our theoretical
perspective proposes that compared to a leader’s
equal visual attention toward high- and low-status
members or a leader’s greater visual attention toward

a high-status member, a leader’s greater visual atten-
tion toward a low-status member will attenuate the
disparity in member influence, thereby promoting
higher group information elaboration that will in
turn improve group performance. We therefore pro-
pose the following causal hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5. The positive effect of a leader’s greater
visual attention toward a member with a low-status
diverse characteristic (compared to a leader’s equal
visual attention or a leader’s greater visual attention
toward a member with a high-status diverse charac-
teristic) on group performance is mediated in
sequence by disparity in member influence and by
group information elaboration in a diverse group.

RESEARCH OVERVIEW

To test these hypotheses, we conducted two
experimental studies. Laboratory experiments
enabled us to examine causal mechanisms, observe
and code group-level behavior, and systematically
control a leader’s visual attention. Our studies were
designed to investigate how a leader’s visual atten-
tion (i.e., a leader’s greater visual attention toward a
low-status member) affects disparity in member
influence, as well as how this effect influences group
information elaboration and performance in diverse
groups. Because the focus of our research is on
diverse groups, we created two types of
diverse groups to increase the generalizability of
the findings. According to the diversity literature,
one way to distinguish between different types of
diversity characteristics within a group is to divide
them into two dimensions: readily observable
attributes that may be less job related (e.g., race
and gender) and less readily observable attributes
that may be more job related (e.g., educational
background and pay) (Jehn et al., 1999; Milliken &
Martins, 1996; van Knippenberg et al., 2004; van
Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Based on this
distinction, in Study 1, we examined diverse
groups with a readily observable characteristic
(i.e., race) by recruiting racially diverse individuals
(i.e., White and Black members within a group).

FIGURE 1
A Theoretical Model of the Impact of a Leader’s Visual Attention on Performance in Diverse Groups

Greater Attention to
Low-Status Member

Disparity in
Member Influence

Group Information
Elaboration 

_ 

Group Performance
+ _ 
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In Study 2, we examined diverse groups with a less
readily observable characteristic (i.e., educational
background) by recruiting educationally diverse
individuals (i.e., one member from an advanced pro-
gram and another member from a regular program).
Across the two studies, we used collective decision-
making tasks (i.e., a ranking task and a hidden-
profile task) to examine the elaboration of diverse
perspectives and information during discussions as
well as subsequent performance.1

STUDY 1

Participants and Task

Two hundred and twenty-six undergraduates (60
male, 166 female) at Midwestern and East Coast uni-
versities participated in this study.2 Half of the

participants were White, and the other half were
Black. Given that gender is one of the primary diver-
sity characteristics that affects group dynamics, we
controlled for the gender of groupmembers and their
confederate leader bymatching all groups (including
leaders) by gender (i.e., male groups or female
groups). We also controlled for the potential influ-
ence of leaders’ race by recruiting only White
confederates.

In the study, we defined a group as a unit of three
persons (two members and a leader). Although
group leaders did not participate in decision-making
processes in the study, they played a critical role by
delivering the goals of a group task and providing
detailed background information, as well as guide-
lines about how to complete the tasks at hand. The
unique roles of group leaders and group members
were clearly explained to members at the beginning
of the study.

The group’s task followed Lafferty and Pond’s
(1974) desert survival task. Participants were asked
to rank the importance of 15 items (e.g., salt, a mir-
ror, a raincoat, etc.) in achieving two goals: (a) being
rescued in the desert and (b) surviving until they
were rescued. This task involved the correct ranking
of the items based on an assessment by experts.
Thus, this task allows for an objective assessment of
individual competence and group performance.
These ranking tasks and the modified versions of the
desert survival task have been widely employed as a
collective decision-making task because they allow
people to exchange and discuss ideas and perspec-
tives when making group decisions (Farh, Lanaj, &
Ilies, 2017; Kilduff & Galinsky, 2013; Oedzes, Van
der Vegt, Rink, & Walter, 2018; Stroebe, Nijstad, &
Hemelrijk, 2017; Tost, Gino, & Larrick, 2013). Kilduff
and Galinsky (2013: 821) argued that these ranking
tasks “are engaging, encourage debate, and serve to
simulate real-world situations in which group deci-
sionsmust bemade.”

Procedure

This study comprised four phases. In Phase 1, to
manipulate a leader’s visual attention, we first
recruited four White confederates (i.e., two White
males and twoWhite females) tomatch the gender of
the participants. The confederates were asked to
memorize the script for the desert survival task.

1 Consistent with the relational demography literature
and status characteristics theory, our theoretical assump-
tion in the current research is that group members’ race
and educational background tend to shape status differen-
tials between group members (e.g., Berger & Zelditch,
1985; Leslie, 2017; Ridgeway, 1987). For example, when a
group comprises racially diverse members, such as White
and Black individuals, the White members are often per-
ceived as more valuable and influential; consequently,
they often attain higher status in a group than Black mem-
bers (e.g., Fiske, 2000; Leslie, 2017; Ridgeway, 1991; Zou &
Cheryan, 2017). To test this assumption, we conducted
two studies using the same subject pools we used for our
data collection in Studies 1 and 2. In the studies, we asked
participants to rate their partner’s status (Kilduff & Galin-
sky, 2013; “I respect my partner” and “I feel that my part-
ner will have an influence on a group task”) on a scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The
results of the first study showed that Black participants
perceived their White partners to have higher status (M 5
5.27, SD 5 .95); conversely, White participants perceived
their Black partners to have lower status ([M 5 4.67, SD5
1.01], F[1, 83]5 7.96, p, .01, h2 5 .09). The results of the
second study revealed that students in the advanced pro-
gramwere perceived to have higher status (M5 5.50, SD5
.68) than those in the regular program ([M 5 5.00, SD 5
.95], F[1, 118]5 23.66, p, .001, h2 5 .17).

2 In order to obtain sufficient Black representatives, we
conducted the experiment in two different business
schools: one located at a Midwestern university and the
other located at an East Coast university. At each univer-
sity, we first recruited two White confederates (one male
and one female) who could perform the role of a group
leader; thus, we ended up recruiting a total of four White
confederates from two universities and training them. At
the Midwestern university, the participants were 120
undergraduates (28 males and 92 females). At the East

Coast university, the participants were 106 undergraduates
(32males and 74 females).

1880 Academy of Management Journal December



They were then trained to gaze at participants for
prescribed amounts of time without appearing
unnatural or robotic. After ensuring that the confed-
erates were confident about properly according
either unequal or equal visual attention (the specific
visual attention conditions are described below)
while delivering specific task guidelines, we
recruited participants for the data collection process.

Specifically, we recruited racially diverse individ-
uals (i.e., White and Black members within a group)
and created three conditions: (a) the low-status
attention condition, in which a member with a low-
status diverse characteristic (i.e., a Black participant)
received greater visual attention from a leader than a
member with a high-status diverse characteristic
(i.e., a White participant); (b) the high-status
attention condition, in which a member with a high-
status diverse characteristic (i.e., a White partici-
pant) received greater visual attention from a leader
than a member with a low-status diverse characteris-
tic (i.e., a Black participant); and (c) the equal atten-
tion condition, in which both White and Black
participants received an equal amount of visual
attention from a leader.

In Phase 2, following completion of the consent
form, two participants were randomly paired and
assigned to one of the three conditions outlined
above (i.e., low-status attention, high-status atten-
tion, and equal attention conditions). To ensure that
the different roles of the group leader and group
members were clear to members, we informed par-
ticipants that their group leader would assign them
to a group task and provide detailed guidelines on
how to approach the task. Specifically, two paired
participants entered a room and an experimenter
then recited the following script:

Welcome to the group decision-making study. Today,
you will be placed with a group of two people—you
and your partner here—and a group leader, who will
be coming into the room shortly. All three of you will
work on a group task. Your group leader will initially
provide your group with information about the goals
and missions of the task. He/she will also provide
detailed background information about the task and
specific guidelines about how to complete it. Each
one of you will then have time to brainstorm the task
individually. Afterward, you two will work together
to make a decision. During this time, you will share
ideas and perspectives with each other in order to
make a collective decision without input from your
leader. Your leader will not participate with you two
in the actual decision-making process but will review
your decision later and make a final decision. Guide-
lines and background information for the task

provided by the leader will be critical and helpful in
working on the group task. So please pay attention to
your group leader’s explanations.

Subsequently, the group leader entered the room
and welcomed the two group members. The leader
first provided a brief introduction to the partici-
pants, explaining that he or she was a second-year
MBA student with leadership experience at a com-
pany, and that he or she had used the desert survival
task to train his or her group members before joining
the MBA program. All of this information was
designed to give the leader legitimacy, as employed
in previous research (e.g., Sauer, 2011;Weber &Mur-
nighan, 2008). The leader then explained that the
desert survival task asks participants to rank 15
items according to their importance for survival in
the desert after a plane crash. Following this, the
leader instructed participants to first rank the items
individually and then as a group. Before leaving, the
leader emphasized the groups’ two goals: to be res-
cued and to survive until their rescue. The leader
then encouraged participants to carefully consider
which items would be more useful in their rescue
and survival. During this initial interaction between
the leader and groupmembers, the leader gave either
unequal or equal visual attention to group members,
as assigned.

In the unequal visual attention conditions (i.e.,
low-status attention and high-status attention condi-
tions), the confederate who acted in the role of group
leader explained the task and its goals while looking
at a member who was assigned to receive greater
attention for roughly six seconds before shifting their
attention to a member who was assigned to receive
less attention for roughly two seconds (Argyle &
Cook, 1976; Argyle & Ingham, 1972).3 The confeder-
ate leader then shifted their attention back to the
member who was assigned to receive greater atten-
tion for about six seconds before again shifting their
attention to his or her partner for about two seconds.

3 This gaze distribution manipulation was based on pre-
vious research suggesting that the preferred duration of a
gaze is approximately two to six seconds (Argyle & Cook,
1976; Argyle & Ingham, 1972). Based on these findings, we
designed the manipulation such that individuals who
were assigned to receive more attention would receive the
maximum amount of attention people generally prefer
(approximately a six-second gaze), and individuals who
were assigned to receive less attention would receive the
minimum amount of attention people generally prefer
(approximately a two-second gaze).
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This shift in attention continued for approximately
three minutes, which was the amount of time
required to explain the task. In the equal visual atten-
tion condition, the confederate leader alternated his
or her gaze between each group member approxi-
mately every four seconds during the three-minute
presentation.

To ensure that gazemanipulationwas the only dif-
ference across the conditions, and to pursue internal
validity, we trained four confederate leaders to fol-
low the same script and specific guidelines precisely
(e.g., they made certain they did not smile at or lean
toward a certain group member while explaining a
group task). We also required confederate leaders to
maintain the same physical distance between the
two groupmembers by establishing seating positions
accordingly. Specifically, the confederate leader
took a seat at the head of the table, and the two group
members sat either to the right or to the left of the
leader at the same distance. The initial analyses
revealed that there were no significant differences
between the four confederate leaders. This indicates
that other characteristics of confederate leaders (e.g.,
voice tone, extraverted behavior, warm character)
were controlled for, with the exception of their gaze.

In Phase 3, each participant went to an individual
breakout room and ranked the desert survival items
frommost to least important. Afterward, the two par-
ticipants were reunited and asked to jointly rank the
15 items without input from their leader. We used
this group ranking to determine group performance
(i.e., the extent to which the final decision was cor-
rect), as employed in previous research (Littlepage &
Mueller, 1997; Littlepage, Schmidt, Whisler, & Frost,
1995). The group discussion was videotaped to
assess disparity in member influence as well as
group information elaboration during the group
discussion.

In Phase 4, participants again went to individual
breakout rooms and completed a post-discussion
questionnaire to assess their influence during a
group discussion and to determine whether the
manipulation of a leader’s visual attention was suc-
cessful. Specifically, as a manipulation check, we
asked the participants to rate how much attention
they had received from the leader during the initial
interaction: “Do you think you and your partner
received the same amount of attention from your
leader at the beginning of the study? (yes/no). If not,
howmuch attention do you think you received from
the leader? (1 5 none at all, 7 5 very much).”
Finally, we debriefed the participants by providing
them with a debriefing statement that included an

explanation of the purpose of the study.We also ver-
bally asked if there was anything they would like to
talk about regarding the study to determine whether
there were any suspicions among the participants
regarding the study’s procedure.

Measures

Disparity in member influence. Disparity in
member influence involves the degree to which two
members differ in terms of their influence over
important team decisions when working together
(Harrison & Klein, 2007). Based on thework of Harri-
son and Klein (2007) and scales of influence that
have been used in previous research (e.g., Anderson
& Kilduff, 2009), we focused on three major compo-
nents (i.e., talking time, making decisions and sug-
gestions, and leading or controlling discussions) and
created a coding scheme to capture the disparity in
member influence. Specifically, based on the three
components identified above, we measured the
degree to which one member talks more, makes
important decisions and suggestions, and leads the
discussion (e.g., “Let’s talk about other items such as
water” and “I think it is a waste of time to keep talk-
ing about this issue”), whereas the other member lis-
tens to his or her partner’s opinions, seems to
hesitate in making suggestions, and defers to his or
her partner’s ideas (e.g., “I think that is a good idea”
and “I don’t mind following your decisions”).

Table 1 includes a specific coding scheme per each
range of disparity in member influence. To assess the
disparity in member influence during a group discus-
sion, two independent coders who were blind to the
hypotheses watched each videotape and rated the
disparity in member influence based on the specific
coding scheme shown in Table 1. Since two coders’
ratings demonstrated good interrater reliability (ICC1
5 .68, ICC25 .81, p, .001; mean rwg5 .88), we aver-
aged them to compute an overall score for disparity in
member influence (Bliese, 2000; Klein & Kozlowski,
2000; LeBrenton & Senter, 2008).

Group information elaboration. To assess group
information elaboration, a second set of two inde-
pendent coders who were blind to the hypotheses
watched each videotape and rated each group’s
information elaboration. Based on scales from previ-
ous researchers (Homan et al., 2007; Resick, Murase,
Randall, & DeChurch, 2014; van Dick, van Knippen-
berg, H€agele, Guillaume, & Brodbeck, 2008), we
modified the scales and measured two core behav-
iors related to group information elaboration (i.e.,
processing and integration of information and
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TABLE 1
Specific Guidelines of Each Range for Measuring Disparity in Member Influence

Points Meaning Description Additional Explanations

1 Two members have the
same amount of
influence

Two members talk in overall equal amounts,
collaboratively make important decisions and
offer suggestions, and lead discussions in an equal
manner with the other member. The two members
seem to be open to hearing each other’s
suggestions.

� Usually, no interruptions occur during the
conversation.

� Members tend to mention facts first and
then make suggestions, rather than
directly making their own suggestions.

� Members use “maybe” often.
2 One member has

slightly more
influence than the
other

One member talks slightly more, makes slightly
more decisions and suggestions, and tends to lead
the discussions slightly more than the other
member (e.g., by saying, “Let’s move on,” “Let’s
talk about the other items, such as the salt or
raincoat,” or “Let’s discuss him after we go
through all the candidates”), whereas the other
member tends to hesitate slightly in making
suggestions, listens to the other person’s opinions
slightly more, and defers slightly to the other
person (e.g., by making comments such as, “I
think your point/suggestion makes sense” or
“That’s right” a couple of times).

� Few interruptions occur, but these
interruptions do not really hinder how the
other member comments.

� Members tend to say, “Mine is not like
that, but you can give me more
information about it.”

3 One member has more
influence than the
other

One member talks noticeably more, occasionally
makes decisions and suggestions, and actively
leads discussions (e.g., by making comments such
as, “I don’t think that is a valid point to consider”
or “I think the first thing we should do is to make
sure…”), whereas the other member typically
hesitates in making suggestions, occasionally
simply listens to the opinion of the other person,
and generally defers to the other person (e.g., by
occasionally saying, “That’s a great suggestion” or
“That’s so true”).

� The more influential member occasionally
asks the other member, “What else?” in
order to facilitate the discussion and
allow the other member to speak.

� The more influential member tends to
summarize his/her own opinions, as well
as the other person’s thoughts, and then
draws a conclusion.

4 One member has
significantly more
influence than the
other

One member talks significantly more, makes most of
the decisions and suggestions, and dominantly
leads the discussion (e.g., by commenting, “We
should exclude Chris as a good candidate,” “Salt
should be ranked as less important,” or “We
should stop talking about water now”), whereas
the other member hesitates in making suggestions
during most of the discussion, listens to the other
person most of the time, and defers significantly
to the other person (e.g., by generally making
comments such as, “I totally agree with you,”
“You would know more about this candidate than
I do,” or “That makes complete sense”).

� The more influential member tends to ask
“Are you sure it is… ?” when the other
member makes some points/suggestions.

5 One member has far
more influence than
the other

It is possible but not necessary that one member is
almost always talking, makes almost all of the
decisions and suggestions, and leads the
discussion almost entirely (e.g., by commenting,
“Brian should be the best candidate” or “Water
should be ranked as the most important”),
whereas the other member hesitates in making
suggestions most of the time, listens
unconditionally, defers almost entirely to the
other person, and only infrequently voices an
opinion (e.g., by commenting, “I have no ideas to
add here,” “You’re right, of course,” or “I don’t
mind following your suggestion”).

� The more influential person often uses
phrases such as “I am sure it is” when
expressing his or her views.

� The more influential member seems to be
almost entirely responsible for
summarizing discussions and controlling
the flow of the conversation, whereas the
other member only responds to his/her
partner, commenting “Okay” or “Right.”
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perspectives).4 Specifically, this measure included
two items: “When one of the members mentioned a
piece of information, the group members discussed
new perspectives or implications regarding the
information (processing)” and “Group members
combined implications that arose from a piece of
information with implications from other pieces of
information (integration of information and
perspectives).” All of the items were scored on a
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Because two independent coders achieved good
interrater reliability (ICC1 5 .71, ICC2 5 .83, p ,
.001; mean rwg5 .84), we averaged their ratings.
Group performance. We determined group per-

formance by comparing each group’s final rankings
of the 15 desert survival items to the expert rankings
(e.g., Lafferty & Pond, 1974; Littlepage & Mueller,
1997; Littlepage et al., 1995). Specifically, we used
Littlepage et al.’s (1995: 879) formula as follows:

Group Performance

51122ðS
15

1
j group ranking2expert ranking jÞ

Discrepancies between the group’s and experts’
rankings counted as errors. To create an index of
group performance in which higher scores reflected
higher levels of performance, we subtracted the sum
of the errors from a constant.

Results

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations,
and correlations.

Manipulation checks. The manipulation of the
leader’s attention was successful. In the equal atten-
tion condition, all of the participants reported that
they had received the same amount of attention from
the leader. In the unequal attention conditions (i.e.,
low-status attention and high-status attention condi-
tions), all of the participants (with the exception of
three people, each from a different group) reported
that they and their partner had not received the same
amount of attention from the leader. In the low-status
attention condition, members with a low-status
diverse characteristic (i.e., Black members) reported

having received more attention (M 5 4.86, SD 5 .76)
than members with a high-status diverse characteris-
tic (i.e., White members) ([M 5 3.67, SD 5 .72], F[1,
70] 5 46.93, p , .001, h2 5 .40). Similarly, in the
high-status attention condition,memberswith a high-
status diverse characteristic (i.e., White members)
reported having received more attention (M 5 4.97,
SD 5 .89) than members with a low-status diverse
characteristic (i.e., Black members) ([M 5 3.63, SD 5
.84], F[1, 68]5 41.96, p, .001, h25 .38).

During the debriefing session, we learned that
three participants (from different groups) suspected
that the leader’s attention had been contrived; these
participants and their groups were excluded from
subsequent analyses. Thus, the final sample
included 220 participants.5 The number of low-
status attention groups was 38, the number of equal
attention groups was 36, and the number of high-
status attention groups was 36. We coded low-status
attention groups as 0, equal attention groups as 1,
and high-status attention groups as 2.6

Disparity in member influence. There was a sig-
nificant difference in disparity in member influence
across the three groups (F[2, 107] 5 7.74, p 5 .001,
h25 .13). Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the post hoc
analyses indicated that in the low-status attention
groups in which a Black member received greater

4 To ensure the two measures (i.e., group information
elaboration and disparity in member influence) were
clearly distinct, we focused on two core behaviors related
to group information elaboration (processing and integra-
tion), excluding the exchange of information component
because this component may overlap with the measure of
disparity in member influence (e.g., making suggestions
and decisions).

5 The pattern and significance (p, .05) of all of the find-
ings remained the same when we included participants
who were excluded from the analyses. In addition, the ini-
tial analyses included location (i.e., two schools where we
collected data), but significant location effects were not
observed. Accordingly, we dropped the location from the
analyses.

6 To test our mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses 3 and
5), we needed to establish the low-status attention condi-
tion as the baseline because we wanted to compare the
low-status attention condition (as our main experimental
condition) with the equal attention condition and also to
compare the low-status attention condition with the high-
status attention condition. The PROCESS macro was
appropriate for testing our mediation hypotheses, and the
coding system in the PROCESS macro program automati-
cally established the condition coded as the lowest num-
ber (e.g., the condition coded as 0) as the baseline.
Accordingly, we have coded the low-status attention con-
dition as 0 for the data analyses in Studies 1 and 2. Because
the low-status attention condition was coded as the lowest
number, the signs of the effect were negative in the media-
tion analyses for testing Hypotheses 3 and 5 in both stud-
ies, whereas our theoretical model represents the positive
effect of a low-status attention condition on group informa-
tion elaboration (Hypothesis 3) and group performance
(Hypothesis 5).
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attention, disparity in member influence was lower
(M 5 2.28, SD 5 .79) than in the equal attention
groups ([M 5 2.94, SD 5 .73], p 5 .001) and in the
high-status attention groups in which a White mem-
ber received greater attention ([M 5 2.71, SD 5 .69],
p 5 .04). There was no significant difference in dis-
parity in member influence between the high-status
attention groups and the equal attention groups
(p5 .37).

Group information elaboration. There was a sig-
nificant difference in group information elaboration
across the three groups (F[2, 107] 5 6.22, p , .01,
h25 .10). Consistent with Hypothesis 2, the post hoc
analyses indicated that in the low-status attention
groups, group information elaboration was higher
(M 5 4.24, SD 5 1.29) than in the equal attention
groups ([M 5 3.36, SD 5 .94], p , .01) and in the
high-status attention groups ([M 5 3.68, SD 5 .97],
p 5 .07), although this finding was not statistically
significant. There was no difference in group
information elaboration between the high-status
attention groups and the equal attention groups
(p5 .43).

Mediation analyses. Hypothesis 3 predicts that in
the low-status attention groups (compared to the
equal attention groups and the high-status attention
groups), the positive effect of a leader’s visual atten-
tion on group information elaboration will be medi-
ated by disparity in member influence. We tested
thismediation hypothesiswith the PROCESSmacro,
specifying Model 4 (Hayes, 2013). As expected, the
relative indirect effect of a leader’s visual attention
on group information elaboration was significant
when we compared the low-status attention groups
with the equal attention groups (b 5 –.39, SE 5 .14,
95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–.70, –.16]). Likewise, the
relative indirect effect was also significant when we
compared the low-status attention groups with the
high-status attention groups (b 5 –.25, SE 5 .12,

95% bias-corrected CI5 [–.51, –.05]). Thus, Hypoth-
esis 3 was supported.

Group performance. To examine how a leader’s
visual attention affects group performance, we ana-
lyzed group performance, controlling for individu-
als’ actual competence. As expected, there was a
significant difference in group performance across
the three groups (F[2, 106]5 6.54, p, .01, h2 5 .11),
controlling for individuals’ actual competence using
the average score.7 Consistent with Hypothesis 4, in
the low-status attention groups, group performance
was better (M5 53.50, SD5 13.94) than in the equal
attention groups ([M 5 44.17, SD 5 11.44], F[1, 71]
5 11.65, p5 .001, h2 5 .14), controlling for individ-
uals’ actual competence. Similarly, in the low-status
attention groups, group performance was better than
in the high-status attention groups ([M 5 48.17, SD
5 10.91], F[1, 71]5 4.60, p5 .04, h2 5 .06), control-
ling for individuals’ actual competence. Thus, the
results demonstrated that a leader’s greater visual
attention toward a low-status member benefited the
group’s performance. Additional analyses showed
that there was no significant difference in group per-
formance between the high-status attention groups
and the equal attention groups (F[1, 69]5 2.31,
p5 .13, h25 .03), controlling for individuals’
actual competence.

Sequential mediation analyses. Hypothesis 5
predicts that in the low-status attention groups
(compared to the equal attention groups and the
high-status attention groups), the positive effect of a
leader’s visual attention on group performance will
be mediated in sequence by disparity in member
influence and group information elaboration. We
tested this two-step mediation hypothesis with the
PROCESS macro, specifying Model 6 (Hayes, 2013).
As expected, the relative indirect effect of a leader’s

TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations in

Study 1

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3

1. Group Type .98 .82
2. Disparity in Member

Influence
2.64 .79 .23†

3. Group Information
Elaboration

3.77 1.13 –.21† –.47�

4. Group Performance 48.70 12.69 –.18 –.40� .46�

† p , .05
� p , .001

7 Much like group performance, actual competence was
determined by comparing individual rankings of the 15
desert survival items to expert rankings (e.g., Lafferty &
Pond, 1974; Littlepage & Mueller, 1997; Littlepage et al.,
1995). Additional analyses showed that there was no main
effect of group type on actual competence ([g01 5 –.87],
t[108] 5 –.83, ns] and no interaction ([g11 5 –.24], t[108]
5 –.24, ns), indicating there was no difference in individu-
als’ actual competence across conditions. Since group
members’ actual competence is an individual-level out-
come, whereas group performance is a group-level out-
come, we first aggregated the actual competence of two
members to create a group-level variable (after verifying
that there was no significant difference in actual compe-
tence between group members). We then analyzed group
performance, controlling for average actual competence.
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visual attention on group performance was signifi-
cant when we compared the low-status attention
groups with the equal attention groups (b 5 –1.41,
SE 5 .64, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–2.93, –.39]).
Likewise, the relative indirect effect was also signifi-
cant when we compared the low-status attention
groups with the high-status attention groups (b 5
–.91, SE 5 .51, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–2.08,
–.12]). Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported.

Supplementary analysis of disparity in member
influence. After testing our hypotheses, we con-
ducted a supplementary analysis to better under-
stand how disparity in member influence is reduced
when a leader provides greater positive visual atten-
tion to a low-statusmember. At the end of the experi-
ment, we asked participants to rate their level of
influence during the group discussion (e.g., Kilduff
& Galinsky, 2013; “I feel like I led the group dis-
cussion,” “I contributed to the group discussion by
making important decisions and suggestions,” and
“My input during the discussion was influential” [a
5 78]) on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). We then examined how asym-
metric influence patterns between high- and low-
status members were reduced compared to the
control condition (i.e., equal attention condition) by
separately focusing on high- and low-status mem-
bers’ influence. Specifically, to examine whether
and how low-status members’ influence in the low-
status attention groups shifted compared to that in
the baseline groups, we compared low-status mem-
bers’ influence in the low-status attention condition
with their influence in the equal attention condition.
Likewise, to examine whether and how high-status
members’ influence in the low-status attention
groups shifted compared to that in the baseline
groups, we compared high-status members’ influ-
ence in the low-status attention condition with their
influence in the equal attention condition.

These analyses revealed that low-status members’
influence in the low-status attention condition was
significantly higher (M 5 4.97, SD 5 .86) than their
influence in the equal attention condition ([M 5
4.46, SD 5 .94], F[1, 72] 5 5.92, p 5 .02, h2 5 .08),
whereas there was no difference in high-status mem-
bers’ influence between the low-status attention con-
dition (M 5 4.92, SD 5 .88) and the equal attention
condition ([M 5 5.07, SD 5 .94], F[1, 72] 5 .51, p 5
.48). These findings suggest that disparity inmember
influence is primarily reduced through a low-status
member’s increased contribution and input, whereas
a high-status member’s influence remains largely
unchanged. In other words, when a leader gives

greater visual attention to a low-status member, the
low-status member is more likely to speak up and
make decisions and suggestions, which leads to
the attenuation of asymmetric influence patterns
between high- and low-statusmembers.

Additional analyses demonstrated that there was
no difference in low-status members’ influence
between the high-status attention condition (M 5
4.68, SD5 .74) and the equal attention condition ([M
5 4.46, SD 5 .94], F[1, 70] 5 1.13, p 5 .29). Simi-
larly, there was no difference in high-status mem-
bers’ influence between the high-status attention
condition (M 5 5.02, SD 5 .88) and the equal atten-
tion condition ([M 5 5.07, SD 5 .94], F[1, 70] 5 .07,
p5 .80).

Robustness checks. Employing the measure of
self-rating individual influence in the supplemen-
tary analysis above, we conducted additional analy-
ses to check the robustness of our findings using the
main outcome variable (i.e., disparity in member
influence based on observer-rated measures). Thus,
we created a difference score by subtracting a low-
status member’s self-rating score from a high-status
member’s self-rating score within a team. Then,
using an absolute value of the difference score, we
reanalyzed the data.

Across the three groups, there was a significant
difference in the disparity in member influence
based on the self-rated measure (F[2, 107] 5 5.75,
p, .01, h2 5 .10). In the low-status attention groups,
disparity in member influence was lower (M 5 .61,
SD 5 .33) than in the equal attention groups ([M 5
.89, SD 5 .39], p , .01) and in the high-status
attention groups ([M 5 .79, SD 5 .34], p 5 .09),
although this finding was not statistically signifi-
cant. There was no significant difference in the
disparity in member influence between the high-
status attention groups and the equal attention
groups (p5 .45).

Additionally, the relative indirect effect of a lead-
er’s visual attention on information elaboration
(through disparity in member influence) was signifi-
cant when we compared the low-status attention
groups with the equal attention groups (b 5 –.29, SE
5 .11, 95% bias-corrected CI5 [–.53, –.09]) and was
also significant when we compared the low-status
attention groups with the high-status attention
groups (b 5 –.18, SE5 .09, 95% bias-corrected CI5
[–.39, –.02]). Further, the relative indirect effect of a
leader’s visual attention on group performance
(through disparity in member influence and infor-
mation elaboration) was significant when we com-
pared the low-status attention groups with the equal
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attention groups (b 5 –1.23, SE 5 .58, 95% bias-
corrected CI5 [–2.56, –.31]) and was also significant
when we compared the low-status attention groups
with the high-status attention groups (b5 –.78, SE5
.44, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–1.83, –.08]). Overall,
the findings utilizing disparity in member influence
based on the self-rated measure remained similar to
the results utilizing disparity in member influence
based on the observer-ratedmeasure.

DISCUSSION

Study 1 was designed to examine how a leader’s
visual attention affects disparities in member influ-
ence, group information processing, and perfor-
mance in racially diverse groups. We found that
when a Black member received greater visual atten-
tion from a leader, the disparity inmember influence
was lower than when both members received equal
visual attention or when a White member received
greater visual attention. We also found that when a
Black member received greater visual attention from
a leader, group members were more likely to discuss
each other’s diverse ideas and to integrate their
implications more fully, compared to when both
members received equal visual attention or when a
White member received greater visual attention.
Finally, we found that when a Black member
received greater visual attention from a leader, group
performance was better than when both members
received equal visual attention or when a White
member received greater visual attention. The
sequential mediation analyses demonstrated that a
leader’s increased visual attention toward a Black
member led to decreased disparity in member influ-
ence, which in turn led to increased group informa-
tion elaboration, which ultimately resulted in better
group performance in racially diverse groups.

STUDY 2

Study 2 was designed to extend the results of
Study 1 by pursuing two goals. The first was to repli-
cate Study 1’s findings by creating diverse groups
based on a less readily observable characteristic (i.e.,
group members’ educational background). Specifi-
cally, we created a group that included two mem-
bers—one from an advanced program and the other
from a regular program in a business school. By
examining diverse groups based on a readily observ-
able characteristic (i.e., race) in Study 1 and subse-
quently examining different types of diverse groups
based on a less readily observable characteristic in

Study 2, we sought to replicate our findings in a dif-
ferent context.

The second goal of Study 2 was to examine our
predictions in the context of a hidden-profile task.
Hidden-profile tasks are referred to as “team tasks
that contain a correct or best alternative, in which
the information about these alternatives is distrib-
uted among team members in such a way that no
team member can detect the best alternative by rely-
ing exclusively on his or her own information” (Tost
et al., 2013: 1473). This task allowed us to more pre-
cisely capture one of the key mediators, group infor-
mation elaboration, because group members solve
the task only if they actively exchange and discuss
each other’s unique information and then pool the
full information set held by each group member
(Stasser & Stewart, 1992). We measured group infor-
mation elaboration using an established coding
scheme that was specifically designed for a hidden-
profile task (Homan et al., 2007; van Ginkel & van
Knippenberg, 2008).

Participants and Task

The participants were 200 Asian undergraduates
(66male, 134 female) from a business school at a uni-
versity in China. Half of the participants were from
an advanced program, and the other half were from a
regular program. To avoid the possibility that gender
would affect the group dynamics, all groups, includ-
ing their confederate leader, were matched based on
gender (i.e., male groups or female groups), as in
Study 1.

We used a modified version of the hidden-profile
task, “PB technology, a group decision-making task,”
developed by Peterson (2001). This task involved a
fictitious company, South Bay Mart, a moderate-
sized supermarket chain that specializes in selling
organic food products. South Bay Mart has experi-
enced explosive growth and there has been a tremen-
dous amount of friction among different divisions in
terms of its marketing campaigns. More critically,
the position of marketing director has remained
open for the past three months, and as a result, sev-
eral major marketing-related decisions have not
been made. Participants were told they were vice
presidents at South Bay Mart, and their task was to
work with each other to recommend a new market-
ing director after reviewing a list of three candidates.
They were then given information about the three
candidates.

Following the procedures used by Stasser andTitus
(1985), we modified a PB technology hidden-profile
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task in which each group member received informa-
tion that favored a different candidate. One partici-
pant was randomly given an information packet
designed to persuade him or her to choose Candidate
A as the best candidate for the position of marketing
director. The other participant was randomly given
an information packet designed to persuade him or
her to choose Candidate B as the best candidate for
the position. Although eachmember read an informa-
tion packet that favored a different candidate, if all
the information was considered during the group dis-
cussion, Candidate Cwould clearly be the best choice
for the company.

Procedure

This study consisted of four phases. In Phase 1, we
first recruited two Asian confederates (i.e., one
Asian male and one Asian female) to act as group
leaders during the experiments. The confederate
leaders memorized the script for the South Bay Mart
task, which is a modified version of a hidden-
profile task, and theywere also trained to gaze at par-
ticipants for the prescribed amounts of time,
depending on the conditions. Following this, we
recruited undergraduate students from a business
school that has two different, well-established pro-
grams (i.e., an advanced program and a regular pro-
gram). Entrance into the advanced program requires
much higher entrance exam scores than entrance
into the regular program. By recruiting group mem-
bers from two distinct programs, we sought to create
a diverse group inwhich eachmember’s educational
level was clearly distinguished, suggesting that a
member in the advanced program was perceived to
have higher status than a member in the regular
program.

In Phase 2, after completing the consent form, one
participant from the advanced program and one par-
ticipant from the regular program were randomly
paired and assigned to one of the three conditions:
(a) the low-status attention condition, in which a
member with a low-status diverse characteristic (i.e.,
a participant from the regular program) received
greater visual attention from a leader than a member
with a high-status diverse characteristic (i.e., a par-
ticipant from the advanced program); (b) the high-
status attention condition, in which a member with
a high-status diverse characteristic received greater
visual attention from a leader than a member with a
low-status diverse characteristic; and (c) the equal
attention condition, in which both participants from

different programs received an equal amount of
visual attention from a leader.

To render the two group members’ different pro-
grams clearly salient and visible, the members were
introduced to each other by their program names. In
addition, the name placards placed on the table
clearly indicated each person’s respective program
affiliation. The overall procedure was identical to
Study 1. While explaining the goals of the task
and the guidelines to the group members, the con-
federate leader gave either unequal or equal visual
attention to the members, depending on the
assigned condition. As in Study 1, we used a cover
story to establish a leader’s credentials, highlighting
his or her advanced education and leadership
experience.

In Phase 3, each participant went to an individual
workspace, reviewed all three candidate profiles,
and individually chose the best candidate. Follow-
ing this, the two participants were reunited and
were then asked to select the best candidate as a
group. We used this group decision to determine
group performance at the end of the process. This
group discussion was videotaped to assess each
group’s disparity in member influence and group
information elaboration. Once the group had made a
decision, the participants were each sent to an indi-
vidual workspace andwere then asked to complete a
short questionnaire to assess their influence during a
group discussion and to determine whether the
manipulation of a leader’s visual attention had been
successful.

In Phase 4, the leader again joined the groups to
discuss their decision and provide feedback. The
leader asked the groups about their decision, includ-
ing the reasons for their decision and their views on
the other two candidates. The leader then provided
positive comments about the decision, using words
of affirmation such as “logical” and “well-
supported.” Next, we debriefed participants by pro-
viding a statement that explained the purpose of the
study, as in Study 1. Finally, we provided a short
form to participants and asked them to write down
any additional thoughts or questions they may have
had about the study.

Measures

Disparity in member influence. We used the
same coding scheme employed in Study 1 to mea-
sure the disparity in member influence. Two inde-
pendent coders watched each group discussion and
measured the disparity in member influence based
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on the guidelines listed in Table 1.8 Since two
coders’ ratings demonstrated good interrater reliabil-
ity (ICC1 5 .65, ICC2 5 .79, p , .001; mean rwg 5
.79), we averaged them to compute an overall score
for disparity in member influence (Bliese, 2000;
Klein & Kozlowski, 2000; LeBrenton & Senter, 2008).

Group information elaboration. As in Study 1,
we measured group information elaboration by cod-
ing the videotapes of group discussions. Because we
used a hidden-profile task, which means partici-
pants received unique information in Study 2, we
measured group information elaboration based on
the degree to which groupmembers elaborated upon
the unique information items adapted by previous
researchers (Homan et al., 2007; van Ginkel & van
Knippenberg, 2008). Specifically, we modified the
coding scheme developed by Homan and colleagues
(2007) to assess how attentively group members
processed and integrated each information item
mentioned during a group discussion. In other
words, coders received a list of unique information
items first (a total of 18), and while watching each
video clip, they applied the coding scheme below to
each information item mentioned by a member and
scored each item using a five-point scale. For exam-
ple, if one member mentioned an information item
(e.g., “He is emotionally unstable”) during a group
discussion, coders assessed the degree to which the
group elaborated upon that particular item and
scored it.

Below is the coding scheme we used to measure
group information elaboration. A higher score
reflects an information item that was elaborated
upon in greater detail during a group discussion. A
score of 1 (not attentive) was assigned when one
member mentioned an information item and the
othermember did not react to it. A score of 2 (slightly
attentive) was assigned when one member men-
tioned an information item and the other member
simply reacted to it (e.g., by nodding or by saying
“okay,” “uh-huh,” or “yeah”). A score of 3 (moder-
ately attentive) was assigned when one member
mentioned an information item and the other mem-
ber clearly responded by asking questions or restat-
ing what his or her partner had said (e.g., “Is he

emotional or emotionally unstable?”). A score of 4
(attentive) was assigned when one member men-
tioned an information item and the group made a
judgment or conclusion about whether something
was important or problematic (e.g., “Being emotion-
ally unstable should be a big problem”). Finally, a
score of 5 (very attentive) was assigned when one
member mentioned an information item and the
group combined this information with another piece
of information and drew an integrated conclusion or
judgment (e.g., “If he is emotionally unstable and is
occasionally dominating, he might not be able to
develop a good relationship with team members,
right? It would ultimately hamper team building and
morale.”)

A second set of two independent coders, who
were blind to the hypotheses and experimental con-
ditions, rated the level of information elaboration
per each information item on a five-point scale (from
1 to 5). We then computed the sum of each informa-
tion elaboration score for the 18 unique information
items to measure total elaboration. Because the aver-
age ICC for the two coders was .88, we averaged their
ratings.

Group performance. Group decision performance
was based on whether the group chose the correct
candidate (Candidate C). This was a dichotomous
dependent variable (15 correct, 05 not correct).

Results

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations,
and correlations.

Manipulation checks. The manipulation of the
leader’s attention was successful. In the equal atten-
tion condition, all but two of the participants
reported that they and their partner had received the
same amount of attention from the leader. In the
unequal attention conditions (i.e., low-status atten-
tion and high-status attention conditions), all but
two of the participants reported that they and their
partner had not received the same amount of atten-
tion from the leader. All the participants who said
they had received unequal attention from the leader
also answered the following question: “If not, how
much attention do you think you received from the
leader? (15 none at all; 75 very much).” In the low-
status attention condition, members with a low-
status diverse characteristic (i.e., participants from
the regular program) reported having received
greater attention (M5 5.06, SD5 .77) than members
with a high-status diverse characteristic (i.e., partici-
pants from the advanced program) ([M 5 3.79,

8 Because seven participants from a different group
indicated on the consent form that they did not want to be
videotaped during the group discussion, we did not record
their discussion. In addition, two groups’ discussions were
not successfully recorded because of technical issues.
Thus, the final sample for disparity in member influence
and group information elaboration comprised 89 groups.
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SD5 .82], F[1, 62]5 41.09, p, .001, h25 .40). Simi-
larly, in the high-status attention condition, mem-
bers with a high-status diverse characteristic
reported having received greater attention (M 5
5.22, SD 5 .75) than members with a low-status
diverse characteristic ([M5 3.97, SD5 .82], F[1, 62]
5 40.33, p, .001, h25 .39).

During the debriefing session, we learned that two
participants (each from a different group) suspected
that the leader’s attention had been contrived. As a
result, these two groups were excluded from subse-
quent analyses. The final sample included 196 par-
ticipants.9 The number of low-status attention
groups was 32, the number of equal attention groups
was 34, and the number of high-status attention
groups was 32. We coded low-status attention
groups as 0, equal attention groups as 1, and high-
status attention groups as 2. Initial analyses included
gender, but significant gender effects were not
observed, so we excluded gender from the analyses.

Disparity in member influence. There was a sig-
nificant difference in disparity in member influence
across the three groups, (F[2, 86]5 7.64, p5 .001, h2

5 .15). Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the post hoc
analyses indicated that in the low-status attention
groups, disparity in member influence was lower (M
5 2.08, SD 5 .93) than in the equal attention groups
([M 5 2.97, SD 5 .73], p 5 .001) and in the high-
status attention groups ([M 5 2.75, SD 5 1.08], p 5
.02). There was no significant difference in disparity
in member influence between the high-status
attention groups and the equal attention groups
(p5 .65).

Group information elaboration. There was a sig-
nificant difference in group information elaboration
across the three groups (F[2, 86] 5 4.69, p 5 .01, h2

5 .10). Consistent with Hypothesis 2, the post hoc
analyses indicated that in the low-status attention
groups, group information elaboration was higher
(M 5 23.65, SD 5 9.66) than in the equal attention
groups ([M 5 17.13, SD 5 8.23], p 5 .02) and in the
high-status attention groups ([M 5 18.16, SD 5
8.76], p 5 .05). There was no difference in group
information elaboration between the high-status
attention groups and the equal attention groups
(p5 .90).

Mediation analyses. Hypothesis 3 predicts that in
the low-status attention groups (compared to the
equal attention groups and the high-status attention
groups), the positive effect of a leader’s visual atten-
tion on group information elaboration will be medi-
ated by disparity in member influence. We tested
thismediation hypothesiswith the PROCESSmacro,
specifying Model 4 (Hayes, 2013). As expected, the
relative indirect effect of a leader’s visual attention
on group information elaboration was significant
when we compared the low-status attention groups
with the equal attention groups (b 5 –3.18, SE 5
1.24, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–5.91, –1.11]). Like-
wise, the relative indirect effect was also significant
when we compared the low-status attention groups
with the high-status attention groups (b 5 –2.40, SE
5 1.21, 95% bias-corrected CI5 [–5.15, –.42]). Thus,
Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Group performance. There was a significant dif-
ference in group performance across the three groups
(x2 [2, n 5 98] 5 6.41, p 5 .04). Consistent with
Hypothesis 4, in the low-status attention groups
(44.7%), a higher percentage of groups chose the
right candidate compared to the equal attention
groups (25.5%) (x2 [1, n 5 66] 5 6.07, p 5 .01) and
the high-status attention groups (29.8%) (x2 [1, n 5
64] 5 3.09, p 5 .08), although this finding was not
significant. Additional analyses revealed that there
was no difference in group performance between the
high-status attention groups and the equal attention
groups (x2 [1, n5 66]5 .49, p5 .48).

Sequential mediation analyses. To replicate our
underlying mechanism on the effect of a leader’s
visual attention on group performance, we tested
the hypothesized model with the dichotomous
dependent variable (i.e., whether the group chose
the correct candidate). To accomplish this, we
employed the PROCESS macro version 3.3, specify-
ing Model 6 (Hayes, 2013), as in Study 1. We would
like to note that PROCESS macro version 3.3 allows

TABLE 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations in

Study 2

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3

1. Group Type 1.00 .81
2. Disparity in Member

Influence
2.59 .99 .28�

3. Group Information
Elaboration

19.72 9.28 –.25† –.45��

4. Group Performance .48 .50 –.18 –.38�� .46��

† p , .05
� p , .01
�� p , .001

9 The pattern and significance (p, .05) of all of the find-
ings remained the same when we included participants
who were excluded from the analyses.

1890 Academy of Management Journal December



for the use of dichotomous outcome variables in
anymodel.

As expected, the relative indirect effect of a lead-
er’s visual attention on group performance was sig-
nificant when we compared the low-status attention
groups with the equal attention groups (b 5 –.31, SE
5 .18, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–.77, –.08]). Like-
wise, the relative indirect effect was also significant
when we compared the low-status attention groups
with the high-status attention groups (b5 –.23, SE5
.16, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–.64, –.03]). Thus,
Hypothesis 5 was supported.

Supplementary analysis of disparity in member
influence. To better understand how disparity in
member influence was reduced in the low-status
attention condition, at the end of the experiment, we
asked participants to rate their level of influence dur-
ing the group discussion using the same items (a 5
.73) employed in Study 1. Consistent with the find-
ings in Study 1, low-status members’ influence in
the low-status attention condition was significantly
higher (M 5 4.95, SD 5 .92) than their influence in
the equal attention condition [(M 5 4.37, SD 5 .94],
F[1, 64]5 6.31, p5 .02, h25 .09), whereas there was
no difference in high-status members’ influence
between the low-status attention condition (M 5
4.90, SD5 .74) and the equal attention condition ([M
5 5.01, SD5 .93], F[1, 64]5 .30, p5 .58).
These findings indicate that in the low-status

attention condition, disparity in member influence
is reduced primarily through low-status members’
increased contributions and input, whereas high-
status members’ influence remains largely
unchanged. In other words, when a leader gives
greater visual attention to a low-status member, the
low-status member’s participation and engagement
are likely to be boosted, which in turn leads to the
attenuation of asymmetric influence patterns
between high- and low-status members and their
ultimate reduction.

Additional analyses showed that there was no dif-
ference in low-status members’ influence between
the high-status attention condition (M 5 4.52, SD 5
.76) and the equal attention condition ([M5 4.37, SD
5 .94], F[1, 64] 5 .49, p 5 .49). Similarly, there was
no difference in high-status members’ influence
between the high-status attention condition (M 5
5.04, SD5 .72) and the equal attention condition ([M
5 5.01, SD5 .93], F[1, 64]5 .02, p5 .88).
Robustness checks. As in Study 1, we conducted

additional analyses to check for robustness using the
measure of self-rating individual influence. Across
the three groups, therewas a significant difference in

disparity in member influence based on the self-
rated measure (F[2, 95] 5 4.64, p 5 .01, h2 5 .09).
In the low-status attention groups, disparity inmem-
ber influence was lower (M 5 .70, SD 5 .37) than in
the equal attention groups ([M5 1.07, SD5 .60], p5
.01) and in the high-status attention groups ([M 5
.98, SD 5 .53], p 5 .08), although this finding was
not statistically significant. There was no significant
difference in disparity inmember influence between
the high-status attention groups and the equal atten-
tion groups (p5 .75).

Additionally, the relative indirect effect of a lead-
er’s visual attention on information elaboration
(through disparity in member influence) was signifi-
cant when we compared the low-status attention
groups with the equal attention groups (b 5 –2.16,
SE 5 1.01, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–4.43, –.51])
andwas also significant whenwe compared the low-
status attention groupswith the high-status attention
groups (b 5 –1.87, SE 5 .88, 95% bias-corrected CI
5 [–3.77, –.32]). Further, the relative indirect effect
of a leader’s visual attention on group performance
(through disparity in member influence and infor-
mation elaboration) was significant when we com-
pared the low-status attention groups with the equal
attention groups (b 5 –.20, SE 5 .14, 95% bias-
corrected CI 5 [–.59, –.04]) and was also significant
when we compared the low-status attention groups
with the high-status attention groups (b5 –.17, SE5
.13, 95% bias-corrected CI 5 [–.51, –.02]). Overall,
the findings using disparity in member influence
based on the self-ratedmeasure remain similar to the
results obtained using disparity in member influ-
ence based on the observer-rated measure, as in
Study 1.

DISCUSSION

The results of Study 2 support our hypotheses and
theoretical model, illustrating that a leader’s greater
visual attention toward a low-status member can
reduce disparity in member influence, leading to
enhanced group information elaboration that in turn
leads to increased group performance in education-
ally diverse groups. These findings suggest that a
leader’s greater visual attention toward a low-status
member may prove beneficial to group functioning
and group performance in a diverse groupwhere dis-
parities in member influence are likely to emerge.
These findings also support the generalizability of
the effects of a leader’s visual attention on group pro-
cesses and performance found in Study 1 in light of
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the fact that similar results were identified in the dif-
ferent diversity context of Study 2.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Scholars, leaders, and practitioners have long
been interested in how to successfullymanage diver-
sity within an organization (Kulik, 2014; van Knip-
penberg et al., 2004). The current research focuses
on the important phenomenon of disparity in mem-
ber influence, which often occurs among demo-
graphically dissimilar members of a group, and the
negative effects it can bring about, including the dis-
ruption of group processes. The goal of this research
is to investigate how to attenuate disparities between
members in diverse groups and consequently
enhance group processes through information elabo-
ration by focusing on the role of a leader’s nonverbal
behavior: specifically, a leader’s visual attention.

Across the two studies, we consistently found that
a leader’s greater visual attention toward a low-
status member attenuated disparity inmember influ-
ence in situations where high-status members tend
to wield greater influence in group decision-making
processes. Our sequential mediation analyses dem-
onstrated that a leader’s greater visual attention
toward a low-status member attenuated disparity in
member influence, leading to better group informa-
tion elaborationwhich in turn led to enhanced group
performance in collective decision-making tasks.
Our supplementary analyses revealed that a leader’s
greater visual attention toward a low-status member
reduced disparity inmember influence, primarily by
increasing the low-statusmember’s influence. A par-
ticularly notable finding across the two studies is
that long after group leaders had left the scene, their
early visual attention still had significant conse-
quences for group processes and performance.

Theoretical Contributions

The current research offers several theoretical con-
tributions to the literature on diversity, group
decision-making processes, and group performance.
First, this study extends our understanding of how
diversity often undermines group processes and
organizational outcomes. As we addressed in the
introduction, in diverse groups, members’ demo-
graphic characteristics tend to shape status differen-
tials between them, as well as asymmetric patterns
of influence, in which high-status members tend to
have greater influence than low-status members
(Berger et al., 1980; Kilduff & Galinsky, 2013;

Ridgeway & Correll, 2006; van Knippenberg & Schip-
pers, 2007). Importantly, real-world examples—
such as NASA’s Challenger tragedy and the unequal
communication styles evidenced in hospitals (for
example, the Johns Hopkins case)—suggest that this
asymmetric pattern of influence between members
may hinder the elaboration of task-relevant informa-
tion that group members bring to the table, which is
critical for optimal group performance.

Despite the potential negative impacts of asym-
metric influence patterns on group functioning,
especially in collective decision-making tasks,
diversity scholars have remained largely silent on
this important issue (Chattopadhyay et al., 2020;
Phillips et al., 2009). In the current research, we
focus on this critical phenomenon, which often
occurs in diverse groups, and seek to identify how
disparity in member influence affects group func-
tioning through information elaboration and group
performance. Specifically, across the two studies,
we first demonstrate that members’ demographic
characteristics (i.e., race and educational back-
ground) create asymmetric influence patterns in
diverse groups working on collective decision-
making tasks. Additionally, we identify the negative
effects of these unequal influential patterns on group
decision-making processes, showing that such pat-
terns can disrupt information elaboration processes
and, ultimately, group performance. By demonstrat-
ing that diversity often creates disparity in member
influence and that this unequal influence pattern
hinders information-elaboration processes, we pro-
vide more comprehensive explanations for why
diversity often undermines group processes and
performance.

In addition, we contribute to the literature on
diversity and group functioning by identifying con-
structive countermeasures to attenuate asymmetric
influence patterns among group members. To the
best of our knowledge, our research, which focuses
on a leader’s gazing behavior, is the first to offer a
potential solution that will effectively shift disparity
in member influence in diverse groups. Although
the implementation of procedural systemsmay yield
substantial improvements in group communication
styles, such interventions often require a significant
amount of time and effort as well as financial invest-
ment to implement in the workplace (Kelly & Moen,
2007). In contrast, our intervention—which is based
on a leader’s nonverbal behavior, specifically a lead-
er’s eye gaze—is capable of providing a relatively
simple and effective strategy that can reduce dispar-
ity in member influence without imposing an undue
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burden on the person or organization involved.
Employing two diverse group studies, we consis-
tently demonstrate that a leader’s increased visual
attention toward low-status members in such groups
attenuates asymmetric influence patterns. The inter-
vention we developed represents a direct response
to calls for potential solutions that will effectively
embrace and successfully manage diversity (Kulik,
2014), offering a simple but useful strategy to help
leaders create a more open and equal environment
in diverse groups.

Related to the contribution above, we further con-
tribute to the literature on group decision-making
processes and group performance by systematically
investigating why disparities in member influence
in diverse groups should be attenuated, especially in
collective decision-making tasks. In the process of
our investigation, we employed two approaches: (a)
a theoretical approach, by combining ideas from the
CEM and the social cognition literature to enhance
our understanding of how attenuated disparities in
member influence enhance group information elabo-
ration and outcomes in a collective decision-making
task; and (b) an empirical approach, by exploring the
mechanisms underlying the positive impact of
reduced disparity in member influence on group
information elaboration and performance. By testing
the two-step mediation processes, we empirically
demonstrate that the attenuation of disparity in
member influence (driven by a leader’s greater visual
attention toward a low-status member) improves
group information elaboration, which in turn enhan-
ces performance in diverse groups. By examining
this underlying mechanism and exploring how
reduced disparity in member influence in diverse
groups positively affects group decision-making pro-
cesses and team performance, we extend our under-
standing of why the attenuation of asymmetric
influence patterns in diverse groups is critical to the
integrity and effectiveness of collective decision-
making processes. Importantly, our study will help
diversity scholars and leaders in real-world organi-
zations understand the beneficial effects of attenuat-
ing asymmetric influence patterns in diverse groups
engaged in collective decision-making processes.

Moreover, we advance the literature on gazing
behavior by investigating the effects of leaders’
unequal distribution of visual attention in a group
context. Although ample evidence demonstrates that
relative rather than absolute differences between peo-
ple significantly affect their perceptions and behavior
(Bazerman, Loewenstein, & White, 1992; Medvec,
Madey, & Gilovich, 1995), our field lacks an

understanding of the patterns of unequal visual atten-
tion in a group context. Previous research on gazing
behavior has primarily examined how a person’s
absolute amount of visual attention (direct gaze) or
lack thereof (averted gaze) affects recipients’ percep-
tions (Khalid, Deska, & Hugenberg, 2016; Wessel-
mann, Cardoso, Slater, & Williams, 2012; Wirth et al.,
2010). Although recent research has examined
unequal gaze distribution in a group context, this
research has focused on the circumstances under
which unequal gaze distribution among members
occurs rather than how the unequal gaze distribution
of high-status members, such as leaders, affects group
dynamics and outcomes (Koch, Baehne, Kruse, Zim-
mermann, & Zumbach, 2010). We sought to fill this
gap in the extant literature and consequently advance
our knowledge of gazing behavior by investigating
how a leader’s unequal visual attention toward group
members affects members’ influence patterns, infor-
mation elaboration processes, and overall (group)
performance.

Furthermore, we sought to make a methodological
contribution by developing an observational mea-
sure to capture the degree of disparity in groupmem-
bers’ influence based on a suggestion from Harrison
and Klein (2007). As noted previously, although the
diversity literature and real-world examples (e.g.,
NASA’s Challenger tragedy) have implied that dis-
parity in member influence in demographically
diverse groups occurs often and that this unequal
pattern may disrupt group functioning, we believe
this important phenomenon has not been systemati-
cally examined, partly because of the lack of mea-
surement criteria. In future research, our measure
for capturing the degree of disparity in member
influence may serve as a guide for investigating this
concept in more complex and dynamic group
contexts.

A leader’s gazing behavior, as derived from cogni-
tive and biological science, is an important but
neglected topic in the management domain. The
importance of investigating nonverbal behavior such
as eye gaze in an organizational context is implicit in
the concluding arguments of Bonaccio and col-
leagues (2016), who contended that systematically
incorporating nonverbal cues such as gazing behav-
iors into organizational research offers a number of
practical implications. They further argued that a
better understanding of nonverbal behavior and
communication will facilitate the development of
evidence-based tools that will help managers
address a broad array of challenges in the workplace.
In light of the fact that a leader’s greater visual
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attention can signal his or her recognition of, and
attention toward, a certain group (Friedman, 1967;
Jones & Cooper, 1971), and the fact that members
tend to be sensitive about their leader’s recognition
and approval (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), it is
especially important to understand how a leader’s
visual attention toward a certain member can affect
group dynamics and processes. Yet, despite the
potential impact of nonverbal behaviors in the work-
place, organizational researchers have not theoreti-
cally developed or empirically tested how these
behaviors, including gaze, affect group processes
and group outcomes in organizations (Bonaccio
et al., 2016). As Bonaccio and colleagues (2016:
1045) aptly pointed out, “it is surprising to notice
that management scholars have lagged behind in
understanding [nonverbal cues such as gazing
behavior].” By introducing this topic to the manage-
ment field, we seek to extend our understanding of
visual attention in an organizational context and
provide a cross-disciplinary perspective of the
effects of visual attention on group dynamics and
group outcomes.

Practical Implications

From a practical standpoint, the current research
has important implications for leadership, group
effectiveness, and group performance in real-world
organizations. Given that employees frequently join
ad hoc groups in today’s organizations and are moti-
vated to follow the direction of their leader’s gaze,
our research findings have particularly important
implications for leaders. One critical implication is
that a leader’s gazing behavior (i.e., his or her visual
attention toward a member) can have significant
consequences for group dynamics and group perfor-
mance. For example, if a group leader provides more
positive visual attention to a low-status employee in
a diverse group, this attention pattern can attenuate
disparities in member influence that are often based
on employees’ demographic differences. This in
turn leads to increased group information elabora-
tion and enhanced group performance in collective
decision-making tasks as a result.

As noted previously, although people may not
always be aware of their gazing patterns because gaz-
ing behavior is subtle and often subconscious, they
can become aware of, and improve on, such behavior
through simple interventions (e.g., watching videos
of themselves and attending sensitivity training pro-
grams) (Alberts et al., 2007; Ellsberg, 2010). By con-
sciously practicing appropriate gazing behavior

through training and personal development, leaders
can create a more equalized group atmosphere and
consequently achieve better group outcomes in col-
lective decision-making tasks. We believe that if
leaders understand the power of eye gaze—that is, if
leaders recognize that eye gaze is a clear indicator of
the level and quality of a gazer’s attention (Emery,
2000)—and seek to recognize and modify how they
distribute their visual attention during initial inter-
actions with groupmembers (e.g., when a new group
project begins), they can create a better work envi-
ronment in which all group members will be
empowered to voice their own opinions and inte-
grate the diverse perspectives of all members.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current research is subject to a number of limi-
tations that point to directions for future research.
First, it would be interesting to investigate group
size as a potential moderator. In this study, to exam-
ine the role of a leader’s visual attention in a simple,
straightforward setting, we defined a group as a unit
of three persons, comprising two group members
and a leader. It would be worthwhile to examine the
effects of a leader’s visual attention in larger groups
to gain a better understanding of the complex group
dynamics a leader’s visual attention may help to cre-
ate. It is possible that such dynamics will differ in
larger groups in which individuals who receive less
visual attention from a leader may form coalitions
against individuals who receive more visual atten-
tion. In a related vein, it would be useful to examine
the impact of a leader’s visual attention in multicul-
tural teams, where members are not always in the
same physical location. Although the current
research focuses on face-to-face communications,
increasingly diverse teams in contemporary organi-
zations often work across time, space, and different
communication media. This global context may
influence the role of a leader’s visual attention. It
would be interesting to investigate whether a lead-
er’s visual attention toward group members is more
or less important in these contexts.

In addition, the groups we examined in the cur-
rent research were newly formed and were interact-
ing with each other for the first time. Our
examination was based on the assumption that all
group members, including the group leader, would
share the same perceptions about diversity charac-
teristics. However, determining who should receive
greater visual attention in a group requires leaders
and group members to agree on what the current
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demographic characteristics reflect with respect to
potential disparity of influence. In other words, it is
possible that the perceptions of leaders and group
members may not always be aligned. For instance, a
low-status member may have strong social connec-
tions, of which the leader is unaware, that boost his
or her opportunities to influence group decision-
making processes. Future research should investi-
gate the contextual factors that could influence per-
ceptions of demographic characteristics to better
establish the conditions under which the effects of a
leader’s visual attention in groups may be strength-
ened or mitigated. In a related vein, it would be
worthwhile to examine a leader’s demographic char-
acteristics as a potential moderator. For example,
what happens when the leader is a minority or a
female overseeing an all-male team? Future research
could investigate how a leader’s demographic char-
acteristics influence the effects of his or her visual
attention on group dynamics.

Furthermore, the purpose of this research was to
examine how to attenuate asymmetric influence pat-
terns among members in diverse groups. Our central
concern was whether a leader’s visual attention (i.e.,
a leader’s greater visual attention toward a low-
status member) could reduce asymmetric influence
patterns among members and, if so, how this shift
subsequently affects group processes and outcomes.
Thus, focusing on group-level outcomes with a
between-team design was useful in extending our
knowledge regarding how a leader’s visual attention
affects disparity in member influence, group infor-
mation elaboration, and group performance. It
would also be interesting to investigate how a lead-
er’s visual attention affects individual-level out-
comes using a within-team design. Although we
conducted supplementary analyses and examined
individual members’ influence to understand how
disparity in member influence was reduced, one
potential consideration for future research would be
a thorough examination of how differences between
members are diminished when a leader provides
greater visual attention to a low-status member,
focusing on individual-level outcomes, such as indi-
vidual perceptions, employing a within-team
design.

Regarding individual-level outcomes, we would
like to note that in the analyses of the robustness
check, the difference scores based on individual
members’ self-rating of influence did not completely
capture the disparity in member influence. That is,
the self-rating influence measure is based on how
individuals perceive their own behavioral influence

without comparing it to their partner’s behavioral
influence, whereas our observer-rated disparity in
member influence (based on videotapes) was based
on a comparison between the two group members.
Although the findings from the difference scores
among individuals’ self-rating of influence are simi-
lar to the results from observer-rated disparity in
member influence in our studies, it would be inter-
esting to investigate systematically whether individ-
ual members’ perceptions align with, or differ from,
group dynamics captured by observers when mem-
bers receive a different level of visual attention from
a leader.

Finally, the current study examines the impact of
a leader’s visual attention on group dynamics using
tasks of relatively short duration. It remains to be
seen whether and under what conditions the effects
of visual attention are maintained, diminished, or
even strengthened over time. It is possible that the
effects of visual attention may be stronger over time;
that is, there could be a spiraling effect. For example,
visual attention might encourage members of a
group who receive more attention to provide greater
input to the group, which in turn encourages greater
visual attention toward those members. In a related
vein, the current study focuses on collective
decision-making tasks (i.e., a ranking task and a
hidden-profile task) to examine the elaboration of
diverse perspectives and information during discus-
sions, as well as subsequent performance. Whether
the patterns generalize to different types of tasks,
such as more structured, repetitive, effort-oriented
tasks or tasks requiring coordination rather than
information elaboration, could be a valuable topic
for future research. It would be interesting to exam-
ine whether a leader’s visual attention toward group
members is more or less important according to the
nature of the task.

CONCLUSION

Eye gaze is a fundamental and potent force in face-
to-face interactions because it signals attention. As
one business analyst noted, “if the boss looks at you
longer than your co-workers during conversations or
meetings, it may be a sign your star is rising” (Shel-
lenbarger, 2013). By providing greater visual atten-
tion to low-status members, leaders could
nonverbally support and encourage them, thereby
creating a more equalized communication atmo-
sphere that proves beneficial to the group as a whole.
Because individuals are instinctively motivated to
follow a leader’s gazing behavior, it is important to
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understand how this subtle visual attention from a
leader, which is almost invariably under the leader’s
control, can affect group dynamics and performance
in diverse groups.
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