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Abstract. Despite mixed evidence for the relationship between demographic diversity and
creativity, we propose that observers hold a lay belief that demographic diversity increases
creativity and apply this lay belief in judgments about teams and their creative work.
Across eight preregistered studies (1 = 5,530), we find that observers judge teams diverse in
terms of race and gender to be more creative than teams homogeneous in terms of race and
gender, including in incentive-compatible predictions made about real teams competing in
a creativity challenge. We also find that products attributed to demographically diverse
teams are evaluated as more creative compared with identical products attributed to demo-
graphically homogenous teams. Mediation analyses provide evidence consistent with the
notion that people perceive demographic diversity (i.e., social category differences) to be
correlated with cognitive diversity (i.e., difference of perspectives), and this belief contri-
butes to attributions of greater creativity to diverse teams and the ideas they generate. We
can also turn off the perceived association between demographic diversity and creativity
by directly manipulating people’s perceptions of team cognitive diversity. Furthermore, we
find evidence of a curvilinear relationship between the proportion of racial minorities or
women in a group and judgments of the group’s creativity. Together, our results suggest
that the popular uptake of the belief that diversity boosts creativity may impact how crea-
tivity is identified in organizational contexts.

History: Accepted by Yuval Rottenstreich, behavioral economics and decision analysis.

Funding: This research was supported by funds from the School of Industrial and Labor Relations, Cor-
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Introduction

Being able to effectively recognize who and what is crea-
tive is an important precursor to innovation (Elsbach
and Kramer 2003, Mueller et al. 2014, Berg 2016). Imag-
ine a competition in which teams of entrepreneurs pitch
their ideas to investors. Which kind of team is likely to
pitch a more creative idea: A team with members repre-
senting a variety of different races and ethnicities, or a
team with members representing just one race/ethnic-
ity? We propose that in this type of situation, observers
will bet on the diverse team. Specifically, drawing from
the notion that people hold implicit theories of creativity
(Loewenstein and Mueller 2016), we predict that obser-
vers use a group of individuals’ aggregated degree of

demographic diversity as a signal of their collective crea-
tive ability, thus attributing more creativity to groups
that appear diverse compared with groups that appear
homogenous. Given popular uptake of the argument
that demographic diversity boosts creativity (Rock and
Grant 2016, Schiller 2018, Levine 2020), this prediction
may not be surprising; however, if supported, it has
important implications for decision-making in organiza-
tional contexts.

The belief that diversity benefits creativity is ubiqui-
tous in the business world (Rock and Grant 2016, Ely
and Thomas 2020). At the same time, the academic liter-
ature suggests that the relationship between demo-
graphic diversity and creativity is, in fact, complex and


mailto:devon.proudfoot@cornell.edu
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2733-038X
mailto:ztb8@cornell.edu
mailto:ehchang@hbs.edu
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0502-2957
mailto:min.kay@ucanwest.ca
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0827-6437
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2023.4862
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2023.4862

Downloaded from informs.org by [67.241.66.181] on 23 July 2023, at 10:57 . For personal use only, all rights reserved.

2

Proudfoot et al.: The Diversity Heuristic
Management Science, Articles in Advance, pp. 1-23, © 2023 INFORMS

dependent on many moderating factors (Mannix and
Neale 2005, Galinsky et al. 2015, Ellemers and Rink
2016; also see Bell et al. (2011), Wang et al. (2019), and
Byron et al. (2023) for meta-analyses). Regardless of
whether demographic diversity has the potential to
boost team creativity under certain conditions, in our
research, we focus on examining whether observers
assume that diversity enhances creativity, leading them
to generally expect demographically diverse groups to
outperform demographically homogenous groups on
creative tasks. Furthermore, we test whether observers
judge the exact same idea to be more creative when it is
attributed to a demographically diverse team than when
it is attributed to a demographically homogenous team,
thus exploring whether homogenous teams’ creative
ideas may be overlooked relative to those generated by
diverse teams. We test a mechanism underlying our pro-
posed effects—the tendency to associate demographic
diversity (i.e., social category differences) with cognitive
diversity (i.e., difference of perspectives), given that cog-
nitive diversity is seen as important for creativity (Runco
and Jaeger 2012).

Theoretical Background

Social Context of Creativity Evaluation

A burgeoning literature illuminates how social factors
shape people’s judgments about others’ creativity. Stud-
ies have shown that assessments of a person’s creativity
may be shaped by their perceived fit with creative pro-
totypes (Elsbach and Kramer 2003) or readily observ-
able social cues such as gender (Proudfoot et al. 2015).
Our research is novel in extending the individual-level
focus of previous studies—which explored how the
attributes of solo creators influence evaluations of their
creativity—to the group level examining how salient
group-level characteristics may impact judgments about
a group’s collective creativity. To do so, we build on the-
ory positing that evaluators hold lay beliefs about crea-
tivity that influence what and who they judge to be
creative (Sternberg 1985, Runco and Bahleda 1986, Loe-
wenstein and Mueller 2016). According to this perspec-
tive, a person or idea may be judged to be creative to
the extent that the person or idea fits with observers’
existing lay theories about what it means to be creative.
For example, Loewenstein and Mueller (2016) explored
observers’ implicit theories of what makes ideas crea-
tive and found that, in Western contexts, observers tend
to believe that creative ideas are defined more by nov-
elty than usefulness. We propose that, in addition to
holding implicit theories of creative ideas (Loewenstein
and Mueller 2016) and creative individuals (Sternberg
1985, Elsbach and Kramer 2003), observers hold implicit
theories about creative groups—that is, lay beliefs about
the characteristics of groups that make them more or
less creative.

Demographic Diversity as a Cue for

Group Creativity

We argue that social perceivers may hold an implicit
lay theory that demographic diversity—differences
among individuals on social category dimensions such
as race/ethnicity and gender (Harrison et al. 2002)—
enhances group creativity. The actual relationship
between demographic diversity and creativity is com-
plex, with studies showing positive, negative, and null
relationships (Milliken and Martins 1996, Williams and
O'Reilly 1998, Mannix and Neale 2005, Van Knippen-
berg and Schippers 2007, Ellemers and Rink 2016). Yet
popular uptake of the research on the effects of demo-
graphic diversity on creativity has tended to emphasize
the evidence showing a positive association between
group diversity and creative performance (Catalyst
2014, Phillips 2014, Eswaran 2019). Indeed, popular
press business articles frequently tout the benefits of
race and gender diversity for creativity and innovation
in organizations (Rock and Grant 2016, Schiller 2018,
Levine 2020). In our own review of the “Diversity and
Inclusion” websites of 2019 s Fortune 100 companies,
we found that the idea that diversity increases creativ-
ity and/or innovation was explicitly mentioned on
more than half (62%) of these companies” websites (see
online appendix for study details). As such, we expect
that in the context of evaluating the creativity of
groups, observers may use a group of individuals’
aggregated degree of demographic diversity (Phillips
et al. 2018) as a signal of their collective creative ability,
attributing more creativity to groups that appear to be
demographically diverse, compared with groups that
appear to be demographically homogeneous.

As the first test of our predictions, we focus specifically
on how demographic diversity (versus homogeneity)
along the dimensions of race/ethnicity and gender influ-
ences judgments of group creativity. Race and gender
are highly salient forms of demographic diversity, with
observers spontaneously encoding visual cues related to
a person’s race and gender (Fiske and Neuberg 1990, Ito
and Urland 2003). Race and gender are also central to lay
conceptions of diversity in the United States, the context
of the current studies (Bell and Hartmann 2007, Unzueta
and Binning 2010). As such, race- and gender-based dif-
ferences are likely implicit in observers’ lay understand-
ing of the type of demographic diversity that promotes
creativity. Hence, we expect that cues of race- and
gender-based diversity (versus homogeneity) may be
salient and potent signals of a group’s creative ability.

Mediating Role of Perceived Cognitive Diversity

Although observers may make many mediating infer-
ences leading them to attribute more creativity to diverse
teams than to homogenous teams, as a first test, we exam-
ine one assumption on the part of observers contributing
to why demographically diverse groups may be judged
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more creative compared with demographically homo-
geneous groups: observers may associate demographic
diversity—differences on “surface level” demographic
dimensions—with cognitive diversity—differences on
more “deep level” dimensions such as personality,
skills, knowledge, and perspectives (Harrison et al.
2002). Observers may assume that a group of indivi-
duals who look different from each other (e.g., a group
with an Asian man, a Black man, and a White man) also
think differently from each other, whereas a group of
individuals who all look similar (e.g., a group of all
Asian men, a group of all Black men, or a group of all
White men) are assumed to all think in similar ways.
Given that diversity of thought is seen as important for
creative idea generation (Kanter 2010, Runco and Jaeger
2012), groups that are perceived as more cognitively
diverse should also be perceived as more creative.
Indeed, the belief that individuals who “look different”
also “think different” is ubiquitous in popular press
messaging on the benefits of diversity for creativity,
and these articles often argue that creativity and inno-
vation should follow from the unique perspectives and
experiences that demographic diversity brings (Cata-
lyst 2014, Phillips 2014, Eswaran 2019).

Academic studies also provide suggestive evidence
that observers interpret demographic diversity in a
group as a signal of the group’s underlying cognitive
diversity. For instance, Phillips et al. (2006) found that
while completing a hidden profile task, participants in
racially diverse groups assumed the experimenter had
given individual group members more varied informa-
tion compared with participants in racially homoge-
nous groups. Although this study examined group
members’ own judgments, rather than those of outside
observers, and specifically measured belief in how
information was distributed by the experimenter rather
than belief that racial diversity in a group might be a
signal of underlying cognitive differences between
group members (e.g., differences in perspectives,
experiences, and skills), the finding of Phillips et al.
(2006) provides some initial hints that the presence of
racial diversity may trigger the expectation of other dif-
ferences between group members. In other relevant
research, Daniels et al. (2017) examined whether obser-
vers’ judgments of one type of diversity can “spill
over” and influence judgments of another type of
diversity, finding in one study that observers judged an
organization with a higher degree of racial diversity to
also have a higher degree of computer programming
language skill diversity. This finding is also consistent
with our prediction that demographic diversity in a
group may be seen as evidence of that group’s cogni-
tive diversity. We extend the research of Daniels et al.
(2017) by examining whether the perceived connection
between demographic diversity and cognitive diversity
may influence judgments of team creativity.

Research on stereotyping and essentialism also sug-
gests that observers have a generalized tendency to
make assumptions about a person’s internal attributes
based on that person’s demographic characteristics.
Observers have been shown to use a person’s social cat-
egory memberships, such as their race or gender, to
make inferences about their individual dispositions
and personality traits (Fiske and Neuberg 1990).
Research on positive stereotyping in particular sug-
gests that observers often assume that members of dif-
ferent social categories (e.g., individuals of different
races) possess unique skills or virtues (Cuddy et al.
2008, Czopp et al. 2015). Studies of psychological essen-
tialism further show that such stereotypes may be
traceable to a belief that surface-level differences
between members of different social categories reflect
deeper, immutable trait-based differences (Yzerbytetal.
2001, Bastian and Haslam 2006, Haslam and Whelan
2008). As such, we suggest that observers’ proposed
tendency to attribute more creativity to demographi-
cally diverse groups than demographically homoge-
nous groups may be traceable to the assumption that
demographic diversity reflects underlying differences
in perspectives, skills, and experiences, which in turn
benefit group creativity.

Current Research

We predicted that observers would expect demograph-
ically diverse teams to be more creative compared with
demographically homogenous teams. In addition, con-
sistent with prior work suggesting that the attributes of
individuals can shape judgments about the creativity of
their ideas (Elsbach and Kramer 2003), we predicted
that output attributed to a team depicted as demo-
graphically diverse would be judged as more creative
compared with identical output attributed to a team
depicted as demographically homogeneous. We also
predicted that perceptions of team cognitive diversity
would account, in part, for these proposed effects.

We tested our predictions across eight preregis-
tered studies and three supplemental studies. Study 1
showed that when asked to consider how best to orga-
nize employees into teams to produce creative ideas,
observers judged demographically diverse team config-
urations to be more effective for creativity than demo-
graphically homogenous team configurations (also see
Study S1). Study 2 showed that in a real creativity
competition in which observers were incentivized for
accuracy, observers expected racially diverse teams to
outperform racially homogenous teams on a creative
task and provided mediation evidence for perceived
cognitive diversity as a mechanism underlying this
effect. Studies 3—4b showed that products attributed
to demographically diverse teams were judged more
creative compared with identical products attributed to
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Table 1. Participant Demographics for Study 1 to Study 6

Study 1  Study 2  Study 3  Study 4a  Study 4b  Study 5a  Study 5b  Study 6
Gender
Woman 68% 51% 51% 48% 53% 51% 52% 43%
Man 31% 49% 49% 50% 45% 49% 47% 57%
Other identity 1% 2% 1% 1%
Age
Mage 23.32 39.73 40.51 42.29 41.23 45.96 46.23 41.64
SDgge 6.93 11.95 12.88 13.39 12.94 16.70 16.67 19.54
Race/ethnicity
White 40% 78% 77% 80% 73% 72% 75% 73%
Asian 47% 12% 10% 8% 10% 5% 5% 10%
Black 5% 8% 9% 8% 10% 13% 11% 10%
Hispanic 11% 6% 7% 5% 7% 10% 10% 7%
Other 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2%

demographically homogenous teams and offered mod-
eration evidence consistent with our mechanistic
account (also see Studies S2 and S3). Studies 5a and 5b
explored whether there is a threshold above which
observers judge a group to have enough diversity to
produce creative ideas. We found an inverted
U-shaped relationship between the proportion of racial
minorities (or women) in a group and belief that the
group had enough diversity to produce creative ideas.
Finally, Study 6 explored our predicted effect in the
context of selection decisions, showing that when a
team’s task requires creativity, evaluators show a stron-
ger tendency to select new members to add to the team
who increase the team’s racial diversity.

We report all variables, manipulations, and mea-
sures included in each study. For all studies, study
design, sample size, predictions, exclusion criteria, and
analysis plans were preregistered at AsPredicted.org.
Data, materials, code, and preregistrations for all stud-
ies are available at https://osfio/eymn7/?view_
only=cc0a2274dc3b4a25b7f38c38bf99b1e3. For all stud-
ies, analyses were conducted using SPSS. All studies
received ethics approval from Cornell University’s
institutional review board. Complete details for all sup-
plemental studies are reported in the online appendix.

Study 1

As an initial test of our prediction that observers expect
diverse teams to outperform homogenous teams on
creative tasks, we asked study participants to consider
how best to arrange a group of employees into teams.
Specifically, we compared participants” evaluation of
the creativity of teams configured to be homogenous in
terms of both race and gender to participants’ evalua-
tion of the creativity of teams configured to be diverse
in terms of race and gender. We also included two
additional team configuration conditions: a condition
in which teams were configured to be diverse in terms
of race but not gender and a condition in which teams

were configured to be diverse in terms of gender but
not race to explore potential additive effects of different
dimensions of demographic diversity on perceived cre-
ativity. We predicted that observers would judge teams
configured to be diverse in terms of both race and gen-
der to be more creative compared with teams config-
ured to be homogenous in terms of race and gender.
We did not have specific a priori predictions for how
participants would judge the creativity of teams that
were diverse in terms of race only or gender only.

Participants

We recruited participants through the behavioral labora-
tory of a business school at a large private university in
the Northeastern United States. The pool consisted of
students, university staff, and community members. Par-
ticipants completed the survey in exchange for course
credit or the chance to win a $20 Amazon gift card. Sam-
ple size was determined by how many respondents com-
pleted the survey within two weeks after the survey was
sent out. We recruited 517 participants. No participants
were excluded from analyses. This study was preregis-
tered at Aspredicted.org (#93579). Participant demo-
graphics for Study 1 to Study 6 are presented in Table 1.

Materials and Procedure
First, participants read the following passage:

“In this survey, we are interested in how people eval-
uate managers’ decisions. A manager has 16 employ-
ees. Half are women and half are men. Half are Black
and half are White. The manager must organize the
employees into four teams, with four employees in
each team. Each team will work together to generate
creative ideas. The manager’s goal is to create teams
that will be effective at generating creative ideas
together. On the next page, you will see how the
manager organized the employees into teams. You
will be asked to consider whether you think the way
the manager sorted employees into teams will be
effective for generating creative ideas.”


https://aspredicted.org/
https://osf.io/eymn7/?view_only=cc0a2274dc3b4a25b7f38c38bf99b1e3
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Figure 1. (Color online) Face Stimuli (Study 1)
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Participants were then randomly assigned to one of
four conditions across which we varied how the employ-
ees were grouped together into teams. All participants
then saw the exact same 16 faces (4 Black male faces, 4
White male faces, 4 Black female faces, and 4 White
female faces). Faces were headshots taken from the Chi-
cago Face Database (Ma et al. 2015). Using existing rat-
ings of the faces provided by the database, we chose
faces that had a neutral expression and had been rated as
between the ages of 25 and 35 and as relatively unambig-
uous in terms of their sex and race. See Figure 1 for face
stimuli used.

Participants in the first condition saw the faces orga-
nized into teams that were homogenous in terms of
both race and gender (i.e., a team of four Black men, a
team of four White men, a team of four Black women,
and a team of four White women). Participants in the
second condition saw the faces organized into teams

BM3 BM4

WM3

BW3 BW4

that were diverse in terms of gender but not race (i.e.,
two teams each composed on two Black men and two
Black women, two teams each composed of two White
men and two White women). Participants in the third
condition saw the faces organized into teams that were
diverse in terms of race but not gender (i.e., two teams
each composed of two Black men and two White men,
two teams composed of two Black women and two
White women). Participants in the fourth condition
saw the faces organized teams that were diverse in
terms of both race and gender (i.e., four teams each
composed of one Black man, one White man, one Black
woman, and one White woman). After participants
viewed the team configuration, they were asked, “How
effective do you think this configuration is for generat-
ing creative ideas?” rated on a seven-point scale
(1=not at all effective for generating creative ideas,
7 = extremely effective for generating creative ideas).
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Results and Discussion

There was a main effect of condition on judgments of
how effective the team configuration was for creativity
(F(3,513)=158.08, p < 0.001; 1]2 =0.480; Figure 2). As pre-
dicted, teams that were configured to be diverse in terms
of both race and gender were judged more effective for
generating creative ideas (mean (M)=>5.38, standard
deviation (SD)=1.36) compared with teams configured
to be homogenous in terms of both race and gender
(M=224, SD=121; £513) = —20.75, p < 0.001, d =2.58).
Teams configured to be diverse in terms of both race and
gender were also judged more effective for generating
creative ideas compared with teams diverse in terms of
gender only (M =294, SD=1.13; 513)=-16.07, p<
0.001, d=2.01) and teams diverse in terms of race only
(M=343, SD=1.17; t(513) = —12.87, p<0.001, d =1.60),
indicating additive effects of introducing multiple types
of diversity on judgments of team creativity.

Teams configured to be diverse in terms of gender
only and teams configured to be diverse in terms of race
only were judged more effective for generating creative
ideas compared with teams configured to be homoge-
nous in terms of race and gender (gender diverse versus
homogenous: #(513) = —4.61, p <0.001, d=0.57; racially
diverse versus homogenous: #(513)=—7.89, p<0.001,
d = 0.98). Interestingly, teams configured to be diverse in
terms of race only were judged more effective for crea-
tive idea generation compared with teams configured
to be diverse in terms of gender only (#(513)=—3.25,
p=0.007, d=0.41). We replicated Study 1’s pattern of
effects in a separate sample that more closely approxi-
mated the general U.S. population, recruited from Clou-
dResearch (1 =400, see Study S1 in the online appendix).

Study 2

Study 1 provided evidence that observers perceive demo-
graphically diverse teams to be more effective for creative
idea generation than demographically homogenous teams

in a hypothetical scenario. Study 2 tested whether our
predicted effect extended to incentive-compatible judg-
ments made about real teams. We assembled teams
who competed in a team-based creativity challenge.
The teams included three racially homogenous teams
(an all-Asian team, and all-Black team, an all-White
team) and a racially diverse team made up of an Asian
member, a Black member, and a White member. Study
participants then read about the creativity challenge
and viewed one of the four teams who competed in the
challenge. Participants were given a $0.25 bonus and
had the option to bet any amount of this bonus on this
team winning the competition. We predicted that parti-
cipants given the option to bet on the racially diverse
team would bet more of their bonus on the team win-
ning the creativity competition compared with partici-
pants given the option to bet on the homogenous teams.
We also tested whether the belief that racial diversity
gives rise to cognitive diversity may be a mechanism
underlying this effect.

Method

Participants. We requested 800 participants from Clou-
dResearch (Litman et al. 2017). We did not know exactly
what effect size to expect, thus we aimed to maximize
power by recruiting 800 participants (400 participants per
condition), which provided adequate power to detect a
small- to medium-sized effect. U.S. residents with a >95%
approval rating on CloudResearch were invited to partici-
pate. A total of 801 participants completed the survey, in
exchange for $0.40 each, with the possibility of an addi-
tional $0.25 bonus. No participants were excluded from
analyses. This study was preregistered at Aspredicted.
org (#64817).

Materials and Procedure
Creation of Team Stimuli. Prior to conducting the
main study, we recruited male U.S. residents via Prolific

Figure 2. Effect of Team Configuration Condition on Perceived Effectiveness for Creativity (Study 1)

7 ~
2
E® 6|
o
2
5 o E
[@)] -
[ = 5
8
S o 4
> c 0
Z0® I
o ©9
o9 3 F I
£ 9
(S I
8L 27
2 ©
>
° > 1
d‘f hS Teams Teams diverse in  Teams diverse in  Teams diverse in
8 homogenous in terms of gender  terms of race only terms of both race
terms of race and only and gender
gender

Condition


https://aspredicted.org/
https://aspredicted.org/

Downloaded from informs.org by [67.241.66.181] on 23 July 2023, at 10:57 . For personal use only, all rights reserved.

Proudfoot et al.: The Diversity Heuristic
Management Science, Articles in Advance, pp. 1-23, © 2023 INFORMS

Figure 3. (Color online) Team Photos (Study 2)

Academic (Peer et al. 2017) to participate in a team-
based creativity challenge. Specifically, using the demo-
graphics filters provided by Prolific, we recruited four
three-person teams: one consisting of three East Asian
members, one consisting of three Black members, one
consisting of three White members, and one diverse
team consisting of one East Asian member, one Black
member, and one White member. All team members
confirmed their race and gender prior to completing the
creativity challenge and were asked to select a headshot
to represent themselves in the study from options pre-
sented by the researchers. Each team then completed the
alternative uses task (Guilford 1967) via an online chat
platform. Specifically, each team was given five minutes
to generate different uses for a newspaper. The four
teams (represented by team members’ selected head-
shots) are shown in Figure 3.

Next, two research assistants for whom the demo-
graphic composition of the teams was masked indepen-
dently read through the four teams’ chat transcripts.
Following the measure of creative performance of Silvia
et al. (2009), the research assistants were instructed to
consider a set of ideas to be highly creative to the extent
that they perceived them as original and useful and
believed that only a few teams would come up with
them. The research assistants then used a scale of one to
seven to score each team’s set of ideas, with one indicat-
ing “not creative at all” and seven indicating “extremely
creative.” The two research assistants’ ratings were
highly reliable (intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC)
=0.962) and thus were averaged to create a creativity
score for each team.

Main Study. Participants read that the purpose of the
study was to examine how accurate people were at
guessing how creative different teams will be. Partici-
pants then read the following information: “A few

weeks ago, we conducted an online study where we
recruited participants to take part in a team-based crea-
tivity challenge. Each team was made up of three male
US. residents. Each participant was asked to select a
photo to represent themselves for the creativity chal-
lenge. Each team entered a chatroom together and had
five minutes to complete the creativity challenge. Each
of the teams chatted for five minutes about different
ways to use a newspaper. We then scored each team’s
uses in terms of how creative they were.”

Participants then read that they would see one of the
four teams that competed in the creativity challenge
and would have a chance to bet on whether the team
won the creativity challenge. Participants read that
they would be allocated a bonus of $0.25 to bet and that
they could bet any amount of this bonus on the team.
Participants further read that if the team actually won
the creativity challenge, whatever amount they bet
would be doubled; however, if the team did not win
the creativity challenge, whatever amount they bet
would be forfeited. Participants were then given exam-
ples of the outcomes associated with betting different
amounts and completed two comprehension questions
about the betting scheme which they had to answer
correctly before proceeding.

Participants were then randomly assigned to view a
photo of either the diverse team from the creativity
challenge or one of the three homogenous teams from
the challenge. Participants read, “We would like you to
bet on whether this team came up with the most crea-
tive set of ideas in the creativity competition—that is,
the more original and useful ideas that few teams
would come up with. How many cents of your 25-cent
bonus would you like to bet that this team won the cre-
ativity competition? Below, type in any number rang-
ing from 0 to 25 to indicate how many cents of your
25-cent bonus you would like to bet.” After participants
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Figure 4. Mediational Model (Study 2)
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Notes. This figure shows the indirect effect of team composition condition (diverse versus homogeneous) on amount bet on team winning crea-
tivity competition through perceived cognitive diversity of the team. Regression coefficients are unstandardized. **p < 0.001,"p = 0.742.

made their bet, they were shown a photo of the team
again and were asked to rate the team on perceived
cognitive diversity using a scale adapted from the mea-
sure of Van der Vegt and Janssen (2003): “Please rate
the extent to which the members of this team: (i) differ
in their way of thinking, (ii) differ in their knowledge
and skills, (iii) differ in how they view the world, and
(iv) differ in their beliefs about what is right and what
is wrong.” These items were rated on a seven-point
scale (1 =Very small extent, 7= Very large extent) and
were averaged to form a perceived cognitive diversity
composite (o = 0.88).

Results and Discussion
As predicted, participants who saw a diverse team bet
more of their bonus (measured in cents) on the team
winning the creativity challenge (M =14.27, SD = 8.69)
compared with participants who saw a homogenous
team (M=11.85 SD=9.10; #799)=3.86, p<0.001,
d=0.27).! Using the PROCESS macro for SPSS of Hayes
(2017), there was a significant indirect effect from team
composition (diverse versus homogenous) to amount
bet through perceptions of team cognitive diversity
(b=2.18, standard error (SE)=0.31, 95% confidence
interval [1.58, 2.80]), suggesting that the belief that the
racially diverse team was more cognitively diverse
compared with the racially homogenous teams may
help explain participants’ tendency to bet more of their
bonus on the diverse team winning the creativity com-
petition than the homogenous teams (Figure 4).
Comparing bets by homogenous team race, we found
significant effects for comparisons involving the diverse
team versus the all-Black team and the diverse team

versus the all-White team and a marginally significant
effect for the diverse team versus the all-Asian team
(Table 2).

Study 3

Study 2 showed that in an incentive-compatible para-
digm in which participants judged real teams, obser-
vers predicted that a racially diverse team would be
more creative than racially homogeneous teams. We
also provided mediation evidence that perceived cog-
nitive diversity may be one mechanism underlying this
effect. In Study 3, we tested whether participants attri-
bute more creativity to diverse teams than homoge-
nous teams even when the team’s output is held
constant. We predicted that a product attributed to a
racially diverse team would be judged more creative
compared with an identical product attributed to a
racially homogenous team. We used a larger sample of
team photo stimuli than were used in Studies 1 and 2
and rotated the individual face photos across teams to
rule out the possibility that any effects we observed
were due to the specific faces that composed the
diverse and homogenous teams.

In addition, although Study 2 showed our predicted
effect in a fully between-participants design in which
participants only viewed one team in isolation, we
were interested in directly examining whether showing
participants one team in isolation versus presenting
multiple teams together moderated our predicted effect
in the context of product evaluation, given that a team’s
degree of demographic diversity would likely be more
salient in a joint evaluation context compared with a
separate evaluation context. Thus, Study 3 varied both

Table 2. Bets (in Cents) by Homogenous Team Race (Study 2)

Homogenous team race MdiZYEVSE team Mhomngem’nus team df t 14 Cohen’s d
All-Asian team 14.27 12.81 517 1.66 0.098 0.17
All-Black team 14.27 12.19 524 2.37 0.018 0.23
All-White team 14.27 10.64 530 4.27 <0.001 0.42
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Figure 5. (Color online) Face Stimuli (Study 3)

AMI1

whether participants evaluated a diverse team or a
homogenous team and whether this team was pre-
sented jointly with other teams prior to evaluating that
team’s product.

Method

Participants. We requested 800 participants from
CloudResearch. We did not know exactly what effect
size to expect, thus we aimed to maximize power by
recruiting 800 participants (200 participants per condi-
tion), which provided adequate power to detect a
small-to-medium-sized effect. U.S. residents with a
>95% approval rating on CloudResearch were invited
to participate. A total of 798 participants completed the
survey, in exchange for $0.40 each. No participants
were excluded from analyses. This study was preregis-
tered at Aspredicted.org (#96608).

Materials and Procedure. All participants read about
five teams who ostensibly competed in a creativity
competition in which each team submitted an idea for
a company logo. Participants were then randomly
assigned to either a joint evaluation condition or a sepa-
rate evaluation condition. Participants in the joint evalua-
tion condition saw photos of five teams. We varied the

teams in terms of both the race and gender of team
members. Specifically, all participants saw an all-Asian
male team, an all-White male team, an all-Asian female
team and an all-White female team. Participants also
saw a diverse team consisting of one Asian man, one
White man, one Asian woman, and one White woman.
Team photos were created using headshots taken from
the Chicago Face Database (Ma et al. 2015). From this
database, we selected 20 faces (5 White women, 5 White
men, 5 Asian women, 5 Asian men). All faces had a
neutral expression and had previously been rated as
between the ages of 25 and 35 and as relatively unam-
biguous in terms of their sex and race. All participants
saw the exact same 20 faces. Across participants, we
varied how the faces were organized into the four
homogenous teams and one diverse team. As our stim-
uli consisted of five faces that were the same in terms
of both race and gender, each participant was shown
four members of each race/gender group together in a
homogenous team and the remaining member of that
group in the diverse team. The specific member of each
group shown in the diverse team was rotated across par-
ticipants. Figure 5 shows face stimuli used in Study 3.
After participants viewed the five teams together,
they were randomly assigned to either evaluate the
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Figure 6. Logo Stimuli (Study 3)
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clothing

logo submitted by the diverse team or the logo sub-
mitted by one of the four homogenous teams. Before
participants viewed the team’s logo, they read some
background information about the focal team, specifi-
cally, where the focal team was based, how long the
team had been working together, how many clients
they had, how many projects they had completed
prior to evaluating their logo. This information was
held constant across conditions. We then showed par-
ticipants the team’s logo which was identical across
conditions. Figure 6 shows logo stimuli used. Partici-
pants were asked to evaluate whether they thought
the team’s logo was likely the most creative in the
competition (Yes/No).

Participants in the separate evaluation condition fol-
lowed the same procedure and completed the same
dependent measure as participants in the joint evalua-
tion condition except that they only saw a photo of the
focal team they evaluated. That is, while participants
in the separate evaluation condition were told that five

teams competed in the challenge, they did not see
photos of the other four teams prior to evaluating the
focal team.

Results and Discussion
We tested whether there was an interaction between
team composition condition (diverse versus homoge-
neous) and evaluation type condition (joint versus sepa-
rate) on logo evaluation. This analysis revealed a main
effect of team composition (b= —0.258, SE =0.07, Wald
x*(1)=12.25, p<0.001), whereby, overall, participants
who saw a diverse team were more likely to judge the
logo to be the most creative in the competition com-
pared with participants who saw a homogeneous team.
This main effect was qualified by a significant interac-
tion (b=0.261, SE=0.07, Wald x*(1)=12.56, p <0.001).
In the joint evaluation condition, there was a significant
effect of team composition. A larger proportion of parti-
cipants judged the logo as likely to be the most creative
in the competition when the logo was attributed to a
diverse team (73.4%) compared with when an identical
logo was attributed to a homogeneous team (49.5%;
x*(1, n=399) =24.23, p<0.001, w=0.25). In the separate
evaluation condition, the effect of team composition
was nonsignificant (x*(1, n=399) = 0.001, p=0974, w=
0.00); 57.8% of participants judged the logo as likely to
be most creative when attributed to a diverse team,
whereas 58.0% of participants judged the logo as likely
to be most creative when attributed to a homogenous
team. Table 3 shows effects by homogenous team race
within evaluation type condition (joint versus separate).
Thus, Study 3’s results showed that in the context of
product evaluation, racially diverse teams” output was
judged as more creative compared with identical out-
put by racially homogenous teams, but this effect was
specific to an evaluative context in which participants
viewed a series of teams varying on demographic
make-up before evaluating the focal team’s product.

Table 3. Comparison of Teams by Homogenous Team Race (Study 3)

% choosing homogenous

team’s logo as most

creative versus % choosing

diverse team’s logo as

Team comparison most creative n X p w
Joint evaluation condition
Asian male teams versus diverse teams 449 versus 73.4 256 14.82 <0.001 0.24
White male teams versus diverse teams 37.2 versus 73.4 250 21.19 <0.001 0.29
Asian female teams versus diverse teams 62.5 versus 73.4 255  2.28 0.131  0.09
White female teams versus diverse teams 51.9 versus 73.4 259  9.01 0.003 0.19
Separate evaluation condition
Asian male teams versus diverse teams 66.7 versus 57.8 243 1.31 0.252  0.07
White male teams versus diverse teams 52.6 versus 57.8 249  0.480 0.488 0.04
Asian female teams versus diverse teams 54.9 versus 57.8 243 0.139 0.709 0.02
White female teams versus diverse teams 58.3 versus 57.8 240  0.004 0.948 0.00
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We did not find our predicted effect when the focal
team was judged in isolation, a result we discuss fur-
ther in the General Discussion.

Study 4a

In Study 2, we provided evidence of our proposed mech-
anism (that perceivers view demographic diversity as
linked to cognitive diversity) via mediation. Study 4a’s
goal was to provide evidence of mechanism through
moderation. We argue that one reason why observers
attribute greater creativity to products created by demo-
graphically diverse teams as opposed to demographi-
cally homogeneous teams is because observers assume
that demographically diverse teams are more cognitively
diverse compared with demographically homogenous
teams, and cognitive diversity is seen as important for
creativity. If this account is correct, we would expect that
participants” tendency to attribute more creativity to a
racially diverse team’s output than to a racially homoge-
nous team'’s output would be attenuated if we described
the racially diverse team as lacking in cognitive diversity
and described the racially homogeneous team as posses-
sing cognitive diversity.

Thus, in Study 4a, observers viewed both a racially
diverse team and a racially homogeneous team and a
product idea ostensibly created by each team. All partici-
pants viewed two products. We randomized which
team (diverse or homogeneous) was assigned which
product. In addition, observers were randomly assigned
to one of two experimental conditions: a baseline condi-
tion in which observers simply chose which team’s out-
put they thought was more creative, and a cognitive
diversity manipulation condition, in which observers read
information indicating that the racially diverse team was
low on cognitive diversity while the racially homogenous
team was high on cognitive diversity before choosing
which team’s output they thought was more creative. We
predicted that, in the baseline condition, observers would
be more likely to select the diverse team’s product as
more creative, consistent with the results from our previ-
ous studies. However, we predicted that this effect would
be diminished in the cognitive diversity manipulation condi-
tion, in which we manipulated the cognitive diversity of
the teams such that the racially diverse team was por-
trayed as having less cognitive diversity than the racially
homogenous team.

Method

Participants. We requested 1,092 participants from
CloudResearch. This sample size was determined by a
power analysis using the effect size found in a pilot
study (n =402, see Study S2 in the online appendix). U.S.
residents with a >95% approval rating were invited to
participate. A total of 1,095 participants completed the
survey, in exchange for $0.40 each. No participants were

excluded from analyses. This study was preregistered at
Aspredicted.org (#96341).

Materials and Procedure. Participants read that they
would evaluate the creativity of product ideas gener-
ated by two teams of consultants. Participants were
then randomly assigned to either a baseline condition or
a cognitive diversity manipulation condition. In the base-
line condition, participants saw an all-White team and a
racially diverse team, presented side by side. Teams
were constructed using headshots taken from the Chi-
cago Face Database (Ma et al. 2015). From this database,
we selected 20 faces (5 East Asian male faces, 5 Black
male faces, 5 Hispanic male faces, and 5 White male
faces). All faces had a neutral expression and had previ-
ously been rated as between the ages of 25 and 35 and
as relatively unambiguous in terms of their sex and
race. Figure 7 shows face stimuli used in Study 4a.

From this set of face stimuli, we constructed five
pairs of teams, each consisting of an all-White four-
person team and a racially diverse four-person team
with one Asian member, one Black member, one His-
panic member, and one White member. Across partici-
pants, we varied which faces from our stimuli set were
shown in the all-White team versus the diverse team.
As there were five White male faces in the stimuli set,
each participant was shown four of the White male
faces together in a homogenous team and the remain-
ing White male face in a diverse team with a randomly
selected Asian male face, Black male face, and His-
panic male face. The specific White male face shown in
the diverse team was rotated across participants.

In the cognitive diversity manipulation condition, partici-
pants were randomly assigned to one of the same White
team-diverse team pairs as were shown in the baseline
condition, with the addition of background information
provided about each team. Specifically, participants in
the cognitive diversity manipulation condition read the fol-
lowing about the all-White team: “Each of Team 1’s
members are trained in a different specialty and each
grew up in different circumstances. As such, Team 1’s
members bring very different knowledge areas, sets of
skills, and perspectives to the table.” Participants in the
cognitive diversity manipulation condition also read the
following about the diverse team: “Each of Team 2’s
members are trained in the same specialty and each
grew up in similar circumstances. As such, Team 2’s
members bring very similar knowledge areas, sets of
skills, and perspectives to the table.” Participants in both
conditions then saw the product ideas ostensibly gener-
ated by the two teams. We used the two product ideas
shown in Figure 8 and randomly varied which product
was assigned to which team. Participants were asked to
choose which product idea they thought was more
creative.
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Figure 7. (Color online) Face Stimuli (Study 4a)
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Results and Discussion

Product assignment (stirrer assigned to diverse team
versus strainer assigned to diverse team) did not moder-
ate the effect of condition (baseline versus cognitive diver-
sity manipulation) on product choice (b=-0.090, SE=
0.062, Wald x*(1) =2.08, p =0.150). Consistent with pre-
dictions, as shown in Figure 9, describing the racially
diverse team as low in cognitive diversity and the
racially homogeneous team as high in cognitive diver-
sity significantly shifted participants’ judgments regard-
ing which team’s product was more creative (a1, n=
1,095) =24.83, p < 0.001, w = 0.15).

In the baseline condition, participants were more
likely to choose the diverse team’s product as more cre-
ative, with 58.0% of participants choosing the diverse
team’s product as more creative and 42.0% choosing
the homogeneous team’s product as more creative
(X*(1, n=553)=14.32, p<0.001, w=0.16). This pattern
reversed in the cognitive diversity manipulation condi-
tion, with 43.0% of participants in this condition choos-
ing the diverse team’s product as more creative and

57.0% choosing the homogeneous team’s product as
more creative (Y*(1, n=542) = 10.66, p=0.001, w=0.14).
These results support our mechanistic account—that the
tendency to judge demographically diverse teams as
more creative compared with demographically homoge-
nous teams may be driven in part by a tendency to asso-
ciate demographic diversity with cognitive diversity.

Study 4b

Study 4b aimed to conceptually replicate Study 4a’s
results using a different manipulation of cognitive
diversity. Instead of directly manipulating team cogni-
tive diversity by explicitly describing the diverse team
as cognitively homogenous and the homogenous team
as cognitively diverse, we provided personal details
about each team member which conveyed that the
racially homogenous team was cognitively diverse,
and the racially diverse team was cognitively homoge-
nous. Consistent with Study 4a, we predicted that, at
baseline, observers would be more likely to select the
diverse team’s product as more creative and that this
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Figure 8. (Color online) Product Stimuli (Study 4a)

Kitchen Gizmo Snap ‘N Strain Strainer

Strain your pasta with ease using this
gadget that clips on to the side of your
pot, eliminating the need for bulky
bowl strainers that never fit into the
sink or your cabinet properly

Smart Pot Stirrer

Automatically stirs your food for you

Stirrer designed to gentle sweep the
pot bottom and prevent food burning
and pot scorching

effect would be diminished when we manipulated the
cognitive diversity of the teams such that the racially
diverse team was portrayed as having less cognitive
diversity than the racially homogenous team.

Method

Participants. We requested 1,092 participants from
CloudResearch, maintaining the same sample size goal
as Study 4a. U.S. residents with a >95% approval rating
were invited to participate. A total of 1,108 participants
completed the survey, in exchange for $0.40 each. No
participants were excluded from analyses. This study
was preregistered at Aspredicted.org (#93969).

Materials and Procedure. Materials and procedure were
identical to Study 4a, with the exception of the cognitive

Figure 9. Effect of Team Composition and Condition on
Product Choice (Study 4a)

m % choosing homogenous team's product as more creative
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% choosing diverse team's product as more creative
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Condition Manipulation

diversity manipulation. Participants in the cognitive diver-
sity manipulation condition were provided with informa-
tion about each team member’s hometown, their college
major, current role, and their Myers Briggs personality
type. Each member of the all-White team was shown to
have a different hometown, a different college major, a
different current role, and a different Myers Briggs per-
sonality type. Conversely, each member of the racially
diverse team was shown to have the same hometown,
the same college major, the same current role, and the
same Myers Briggs personality type.” See Figure 10 for
an example of the stimuli used.

Results and Discussion

Product assignment (stirrer assigned to diverse team ver-
sus strainer assigned to diverse team) did not moderate
the effect of condition (baseline versus cognitive diversity
manipulation) on product choice (b=0.066, SE=0.064,
Wald x*(1) =1.09, p=0.297). Consistent with predictions,
portraying the racially diverse team as lacking cognitive
diversity and the racially homogeneous team as high
in cognitive diversity significantly shifted participants’
judgments regarding which team’s product was more
creative (Y*(1, n=1,108)=15.25, p<0.001, w=0.12). In
the baseline condition, participants were more likely to
choose the diverse team’s product as more creative, with
56.8% of participants choosing the diverse team’s prod-
uct as more creative and 43.2% choosing the homoge-
neous team’s product as more creative (x*(1, n="555)=
10.14, p=0.001, w=0.14). This pattern reversed in the
cognitive diversity manipulation condition, with 45.0%
of participants in this condition choosing the diverse
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Figure 10. (Color online) Example Stimuli (Study 4b)

S

Hometown: New York City Tokyo Sacramento Fayetteville

College Major Math French Literature Psychology Biology
Software Sales :

Current Role developer Representative Product Designer Data Analyst

Myers Briggs

Personality INTJ INTP ISFJ

Type:

Hometown: Fayetteville Fayetteville Fayetteville Fayetteville

College Major Math Math Math Math

Current Role Software Software Software Software
developer developer developer developer

Myers Briggs

Personality ISFP ISFP ISFP ISFP

Type:

Notes. Racially homogenous team with high cognitive diversity. Racially diverse team lacking cognitive diversity.

team’s product as more creative and 55.0% choosing the
homogeneous team’s product as more creative (x*(1,
n=>553)=547, p=0.019, w=0.10). Along with the re-
sults of Study 4a, these results are consistent with the
notion that observers’ tendency to judge output by a
racially diverse team as more creative compared with
identical output by a racially homogenous team may be
driven by an assumption that a racially diverse team is
more cognitively diverse than a racially homogenous
team.

Studies 5a and 5b

The majority of our studies thus far have compared
teams that were completely homogeneous (for instance,
all members of the same race/ethnicity) to teams that
were completely diverse (e.g., each member of a differ-
ent race/ethnicity). Given that teams are often some-
where in the middle between these two extremes (e.g.,
having a majority of members of one race or gender
and a minority of members of another race or gender),
in Studies 5a and 5b, we explored the how much diver-
sity a group needed to be seen as creative. To do so, we
adapted the diversity threshold paradigm of Danbold
and Unzueta (2020). We randomly assigned observers
to view one of 21 organizations. We varied the demo-
graphic make-up of the organization’s workforce in 5%
increments. In Study 5a, the organizations ranged from
100% racial minority employees/0% White employees to
100% White employees/0% racial minority employees.

In Study 5b, the organizations ranged from 100%
women employees/0% men employees to 100% men
employees/0% women employees. We asked observers
to assess whether the organization had sufficient diver-
sity for creativity. In both studies we tested whether
there was an inverted U-shaped relationship between
degree of diversity and belief that the organization was
sufficiently diverse to produce creative ideas.

Study 5a

Study 5a examined how the degree of racial diversity
in an organization’s workforce impacted judgments of
that organization’s creativity. We predicted a curvilin-
ear relationship between proportion of racial minority
employees in an organization and judgments that the
organization had sufficient diversity to be creative.

Method

Participants. We recruited a nationally representative
sample of 400U.S. residents using Lucid theorem’s
quota survey sampling service (Coppock and McClel-
lan 2019). We did not know exactly what effect size to
expect; thus, we aimed to maximize power by recruit-
ing 400 participants, which provided adequate power
to detect a small- to-medium-sized effect. A total of 405
participants completed the survey.’ This study was pre-
registered at Aspredicted.org (#94347).
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Figure 11. Example Stimuli (Study 5a)
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Materials and Procedure. Following the method used by
Danbold and Unzueta (2020), participants were randomly
assigned to evaluate 1 of 21 organizations. The organiza-
tions differed in intervals of 5% from 0% racial minority
employees/100% White employees to 100% racial minority
employees/0% White employees. Figure 11 shows the
stimuli used in one of the conditions.

Participants rated the organization on three items using
a seven-point scale (1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly dis-
agree): (a) “There is enough variety in terms of race at this
company for the company to produce highly creative
ideas.” (b) “The percentage of racial minority employees
and white employees in this company’s workforce is ideal
for creativity.” (c) “This company is unlikely to produce
innovative ideas for new products” (reverse coded).
These items were averaged to form a composite measure
reflecting participants’ agreement that there was suffi-
cient racial diversity in the organization’s workforce for
creativity (o = 0.72).

Results and Discussion

We used a two-lines test (Simonsohn 2018) to examine
whether there was a U-shaped relationship between
the percentage of racial minority employees at the orga-
nization and participants’ agreement that the organiza-
tion had sufficient diversity for creativity. As predicted,

we found evidence of a U-shaped effect. Results are
visualized in Figure 12. The relationship between per-
centage of racial minority employees and agreement
that the organization had sufficient racial diversity for
creativity was positive and significant at low to moder-
ate percentages of racial minority employees (b=0.03,
z=473, p<0.001) and was negative and significant
at moderate to high percentages of racial minority em-
ployees (b=—0.03, z= —3.33, p=0.001).

We also examined whether mean ratings within each
condition differed from the scale midpoint (4) of our
composite measure. Results are summarized in Table 4.
These analyses indicated that participants judged orga-
nizations with between 45% and 65% racial minority
employees to have sufficient racial diversity (i.e., above
the midpoint on the scale) for creativity.

Study 5b

Study 5b examined how the degree of gender diversity
in an organization’s workforce impacted judgments of
that organization’s creativity. We predicted a curvilinear
relationship between proportion of women employees
in an organization and judgments that the organization
had sufficient diversity to be creative.

Method

Participants. Maintaining the same sample size goal as
Study 5a, we recruited a nationally representative sam-
ple of 400 U.S. residents using the Lucid theorem. A
total of 406 participants completed the survey. This
study was preregistered at Aspredicted.org (#94405).

Materials and Procedure. Participants were randomly
assigned to evaluate one of 21 organizations. Materials
were similar to those of Study 5a except that the orga-
nizations differed in intervals of 5% from 0% women
employees/100% men employees to 100% women
employees/0% men employees. Participants rated the
organization on three items using a seven-point scale
(1 =strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree): (a) “There
is enough variety in terms of gender at this company
for the company to produce highly creative ideas.”
(b) “The percentage of men and women in this com-
pany’s workforce is ideal for creativity.” (c) “This com-
pany is unlikely to produce innovative ideas for new
products” (reverse coded). These items were averaged
to form a composite measure reflecting participants’
agreement that there was sufficient gender diversity at
the organization for creativity (o« =0.77).

Results and Discussion

Results are visualized in Figure 13. As predicted, a
two-lines test showed that the relationship between
percentage of women employees and agreement that the
organization had sufficient gender diversity for creativity
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Figure 12. Effect of Condition on Agreement with Sufficient Racial Diversity for Creativity Statements (Study 5a)
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was positive and significant at low to moderate percen-
tages of women employees (b=0.06, z=7.21, p <0.001)
and was negative and significant at moderate to high
percentages of women employees (b=—0.05, z=—-5.42,
p <0.001), providing evidence of a U-shaped effect.

Table 4. Results (Studies 5a and 5b)

We also examined whether mean ratings within each
condition differed from the scale midpoint (4) of our com-
posite measure. Results are summarized in Table 4. The
pattern of results suggests that participants judged orga-
nizations with between 45% and 55% women employees

Study 5a Study 5b
Percentage racial Percentage women
minority employees M SD t df P employees M SD t df p
100% 3.83 171 —0.338 11 0.742 100% 2.31 0.95 —6.68 13 <0.001*
95% 3.54 1.28 —1.44 15 0.171 95% 3.32 1.46 —2.29 23 0.032*
90% 3.37 1.10 —242 17 0.027* 90% 2.98 1.05 —4.22 18 <0.001*
85% 3.97 1.56 —0.096 19 0.925 85% 3.51 1.76 -1.15 16 0.269
80% 443 1.32 161 24 0.120 80% 3.68 1.40 —0.984 18 0.338
75% 3.56 1.65 -1.32 23 0.200 75% 3.58 1.25 —1.61 22 0.122
70% 422 1.54 0.630 19 0.536 70% 3.86 1.55 —0.447 22 0.659
65% 4.47 1.09 1.35 9 0.209 65% 4.02 121 0.062 19 0.952
60% 4.61 113 2.23 16 0.041* 60% 4.76 1.73 1.69 14 0.113
55% 5.07 1.50 3.90 29 <0.001* 55% 5.17 1.15 5.55 29 <0.001*
50% 4.76 1.53 2.29 20 0.033* 50% 5.45 0.91 6.56 16 <0.001*
45% 4.87 1.24 3.24 20 0.004* 45% 4.89 1.47 2.42 15 0.029*
40% 3.95 1.35 —0.157 21 0.876 40% 4.04 1.43 0.117 15 0.909
35% 4.44 1.05 1.66 15 0.117 35% 3.95 1.33 —0.169 19 0.868
30% 3.50 1.29 —1.74 19 0.098 30% 3.48 1.49 —1.62 20 0.122
25% 3.83 1.32 —0.657 24 0.518 25% 3.54 1.37 —1.45 18 0.164
20% 4.70 121 1.75 8 0.118 20% 3.52 1.34 —-1.61 19 0.123
15% 3.62 1.62 -1.03 19 0.318 15% 2.71 1.01 —6.24 23 <0.001*
10% 3.59 1.73 —0.998 17 0.332 10% 2.78 1.65 —2.88 14 0.012*
5% 3.38 0.99 —2.33 13 0.037 5% 2.22 1.40 —4.93 14 <0.001*
0% 2.85 1.45 —4.11 26 <0.001* 0% 2.39 1.22 —5.77 18 <0.001*

*p < 0.05 threshold for statistical significance.
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Figure 13. Effect of Condition on Agreement with Sufficient Gender Diversity for Creativity Statements (Study 5b)
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to have sufficient gender diversity (i.e., above the mid-
point on the scale) for creativity.

Together, the results of Study 5a and Study 5b pro-
vide evidence of a curvilinear relationship between
degree of demographic diversity along the lines of race
and gender and perceptions of that group’s ability to
generate creative ideas. We find that observers perceive
there to be an optimal amount of demographic hetero-
geneity in groups for creativity—for racial diversity,
45%-65% racial minorities, and for gender diversity,
45%-55% women.

Study 6

Study 6 explored an additional implication of our pre-
diction that observers associate diversity with creativity.
If we are correct that observers hold a lay belief that
demographically diverse teams are more creative com-
pared with demographically homogenous teams, we
would expect this belief to impact evaluators” decisions
about how to assemble teams for creative tasks. Thus, in
Study 6, rather than ask observers to judge the creativity
of homogenous and diverse teams, we manipulated
whether a team’s task involved creativity and measured
whether observers chose to add a member to the team
who increased the team’s racial diversity. We predicted
that observers would be particularly likely to add new
members to teams who increased the team’s racial diver-
sity when the team’s task required creativity.

Method

Participants. We requested 400 participants from Cloud-
Research, maintaining the same sample size goal as
Study 3. U.S. residents with a >95% approval rating
were invited to participate. A total of 400 participants

completed the survey, in exchange for $0.40 each. No
participants were excluded from analyses. This study
was preregistered at Aspredicted.org (#78093).

Materials and Procedure. Participants read that the
purpose of the study was to understand how evalua-
tors selected new members to join teams. Participants
then read, “Imagine that you are a manager at a mid-
sized company. Your role includes assembling teams of
employees to come up with ideas for how to increase
the company’s market share.” Participants were then
randomly assigned to one of two task conditions (crea-
tive versus noncreative). Participants in the creative task
condition read, “While some teams at the company
have been assembled to specifically generate practical,
non-creative ideas for how to increase market share,
your job is to assemble a team that will specifically gen-
erate extremely creative, innovative ideas for how to
increase market share.” Participants in the noncreative
task condition read, “While some teams at the company
have been assembled to specifically generate creative,
innovative ideas for how to increase market share, your
job is to assemble a team that will specifically generate
extremely practical, non-creative ideas for how to in-
crease market share.” Participants in both conditions
were then shown a photo of a team with two male
members. Team photos were constructed using head-
shots from the Face Research Laboratory London Set
(DeBruine and Jones 2017). From this database, we
selected two East Asian male faces, two Black male
faces, and two White male faces, based on the self-
reported race and gender of the photographed indivi-
duals. All faces selected had a neutral expression and
were self-reported to be between the ages of 20 and
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Figure 14. (Color online) Photo Stimuli for Team Pairs (Study 6)

T1

@
X3

30. Using these headshots, we create six two-person
teams (Figure 14). Three of the teams were composed of
members of the same race (White-White, Asian-Asian,
Black-Black), and three of the teams were composed of
members of different races (Asian-Black, Asian-White,
Black-White).

Participants were randomly assigned to view one of
the six teams and were asked to select a candidate to
add to the team. Participants were shown three head-
shots of candidates to choose between: one Asian male,
one Black male, and one White male (Figure 15). These
headshots were also from the Face Research Laboratory
London Set. Candidate race and gender were deter-
mined by self-report. All faces selected had a neutral
expression and were self-reported to be between the
ages of 20 and 30. Our dependent measure was whether

Figure 15. (Color online) Candidate Stimuli (Study 6)

participants chose to diversify the team: If participants
chose to add a candidate to the team who was a different
race than the existing team members, their response was
coded as one. If participants chose to add a candidate to
the team who was the same race as at least one existing
team member, their response was coded as zero.

Results and Discussion

As predicted, our manipulation of the team’s task (crea-
tive versus noncreative) shifted participants’ tendency
to diversify the team ()(2(1, n=400)=9.25, p=0.002,
w = 0.15; Figure 16).

In the creative task condition, as expected, 76.5% of
participants chose to diversify the team, more than
would be expected by chance (i.e., 50%; x*(1, n=200) =
56.18, p <0.001, w=0.53). By contrast, in the noncreative
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Figure 16. Effect of Team Task Condition on Choice to
Diversify the Team (Study 6)
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task condition, whereas a larger proportion of partici-
pants (62.5%) chose to diversify the team than would
be expected by chance (50%; x*(1, n=200)=12.50, p<
0.001, w = 0.25), this proportion was significantly smal-
ler than in the creative task condition (x*(1, n=400)=
9.25, p=0.002). This pattern of results is consistent with
our prediction that observers should be particularly
likely to assemble a racially diverse team when the
team’s task required creativity.

In additional analyses, we examined the effect of con-
dition separately for participants who saw a team that
started out as a homogenous pair (T1 T2 T3) and for
participants who saw a team that started out as a
diverse pair (T4 T5 T6). For participants who saw a
team that started out as a homogenous pair (T1 T2 T3),
our manipulation of the team’s task shifted partici-
pants’ tendency to diversify the team (x*(1, n=198) =
572, p=0.017, w=17). In the creative task condition,
85.1% of participants chose to diversify the team when
it started out as homogenous, significantly more than
would be expected by chance (i.e., 66.7%; x*(1, n=101)
=15.53, p<0.001, w=0.39). By contrast, in the noncrea-
tive task condition, 71.1% chose to diversify the team
when it started out as homogenous, which was not sig-
nificantly different than what would be expected by
chance (66.7%; x*(1, n=97) = 0.871, p = 0.351, w = 0.09).

For participants who saw teams that started out as a
diverse pair (T4 T5 T6), our manipulation of the team’s
task shifted participants’ tendency to diversify the team,
though the effect was marginally significant (x*(1, n=
202) =3.75, p=0.053, w=0.14). In the creative task condi-
tion, 67.7% of participants chose to diversify the team
when it started out as diverse, significantly more than
would be expected by chance (i.e., 33.3%; X1, n=99)
=52.55,p < 0.001, w = 0.73). By contrast, in the noncreative
task condition, 54.4% chose to diversify the team, which
also significantly more than would be expected by
chance (33.3%; x*(1, n=103)=20.51, p <0.001, w=0.45),
but a marginally smaller proportion than in the creative
task condition. Furthermore, in both the creative task

condition and the noncreative task condition, we found
that a larger proportion of participants chose to diversify
the homogenous team than chose to diversify the al-
ready diverse team (creative task condition: X, n=
200)=8.49, p=0.004, w=0.21; noncreative task condi-
tion: x*(1, n=200) = 5.99, p=0.014, w=0.17).

Overall, these results provide evidence that evalua-
tors show a stronger preference for racially diversifying
teams when the team’s task is to produce creative ideas
relative to when the team’s task is to produce noncrea-
tive ideas, consistent with our prediction that observers
believe that demographic diversity boosts creativity.
This effect appears to be relatively robust to whether
the team started out as homogenous or diverse.

General Discussion

Eight preregistered studies support our prediction that
observers hold a lay belief that diversity increases creativ-
ity and apply this lay belief in judgments about teams and
their creative work. Specifically, our studies show that
observers predict that demographically diverse teams—
that is, groups diverse in terms of race and/or gender—
will outperform demographically homogenous teams
on creative tasks (Studies 1 and 2, Study S1), including
in an incentive-compatible study in which participants
were paid for accuracy and teams were evaluated in iso-
lation, rather than jointly (Study 2). We also show that
identical output is judged more creative when attributed
to demographically diverse teams compared with demo-
graphically homogenous teams (Studies 3—4b). We iden-
tify one mechanism underlying these effects: Observers
believe that demographic diversity is associated with
cognitive diversity, with cognitive diversity contributing
to perceptions of creativity. Our mechanistic account is
supported by evidence from mediation (Study 2) and
moderation (Study 4a and 4b, Study S2). Furthermore,
we find evidence of a curvilinear relationship between
the proportion of racial minorities or women in a group
and judgments of the group’s creativity (Studies 5a and
5b). We also find that, although evaluators choose to
diversify teams for both creative and noncreative tasks,
evaluators more often choose candidates who add
demographic diversity to teams when the team'’s task
requires creativity (Study 6).

Contributions and Implications

Although our results may not be surprising—after all,
the argument that diversity boosts creativity is a core
element of the “business case for diversity” (Kochan
et al. 2003, Mannix and Neale 2005)—we believe they
are important to document, as the aggregation of
decades of research on group creativity does not show
a robust positive association between demographic
diversity and group creative performance (Bell et al.
2011, Wang et al. 2019, Byron et al. 2023). Thus, our
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findings not only suggest that evaluators tend to apply
a heuristic—a diversity heuristic one might say—when
assessing team creativity, but in the context of the liter-
ature on the actual relationship between demographic
diversity and team creativity, our results suggest that
this heuristic can lead evaluators astray, impeding
accurate assessment of teams and their work. Our
results suggest that the tendency to attribute greater
creativity to demographically diverse teams compared
with demographically homogenous teams may influ-
ence organizational decisions regarding which teams
are assigned to creative projects, which teams’ creative
ideas are ultimately selected and invested in, and how
creative teams are assembled.

Furthermore, we find that people believe that the
inclusion of a variety of different races in groups and
teams facilitates creativity. This result points to a poten-
tial silver lining for diverse teams, given past research
showing that diverse teams may be subject to negative
evaluations by outsiders on a variety of outcomes (Van
Dijk et al. 2012, Lount et al. 2015). We show that diverse
teams may benefit along the dimension of creativity
evaluations, even in an incentive-compatible study
where participants are paid for accuracy in predicting
the output of real teams. Yet the pattern of results we
find points to implications for members of minority
populations and women that are more complex. We
demonstrate that the tendency to associate diversity
with creativity may benefit non-White individuals and
women, but only if they are members of diverse groups.
Our studies show that creativity judgments of racial
minority and women individuals depend on group
composition—minority individuals and women work-
ing in groups with others who share their social category
membership were less likely to be seen as creative com-
pared with similar individuals working in groups with
socially dissimilar others. In addition, we find that the
assumption that cognitive diversity underlies demo-
graphic diversity explains people’s beliefs about why
diversity facilitates team creativity. This mechanism s-
uggests that the promotion of this particular lay theory
of creativity may unintentionally reinforce stereotyping
and essentialist thinking—the notion that those who
“look different” also “think different” (Fiske and Neu-
berg 1990, Bastian and Haslam 2006). Our work thus
adds to a growing number of studies illuminating how
diversity-related beliefs that seem favorable for minorities
may have unintended negative consequences (Giindemir
and Galinsky 2018, Wilton et al. 2019).

As demographic diversity is increasing the U.S. labor
force and as workers are increasingly collaborating in
small groups on projects rather than working alone
(Kozlowski and Bell 2003, Wuchty et al. 2007, Toossi
2015), our research also provides a timely extension of
previous work on the role of social cues in creativity
evaluation. Although previous studies have focused on

how attributes of individuals influence judgments of
their personal creativity (Elsbach and Kramer 2003,
Proudfoot et al. 2015), our work identifies a key group-
level attribute—a collection of individuals’ aggregated
level of demographic diversity—influencing judgments
about a group’s collective creativity. Our research is
also the first to consider observers’ implicit theories of
creative groups, thus contributing to a growing litera-
ture exploring people’s lay theories about where crea-
tive ideas come from and the factors that are important
for creativity (Sternberg 1985, Loewenstein and Mueller
2016).

Limitations and Future Directions
An important limitation of our research pertains to our
test of mechanism. We focused on perceived cognitive
diversity of the team as one factor driving observers’
tendency to attribute more creativity to demographi-
cally diverse teams than to demographically homoge-
nous teams. However, it is possible that observers
are making many mediating inferences that could be
contributing to our effect which we did not measure.
One possibility, for instance, is that observers assume
more close-minded people self-select into homogenous
groups than into diverse groups, thus explaining our
effects. We tested this possibility in a supplemental
study, finding that our effects were not moderated by
whether observers were told the members self-selected
into the team or were randomly assigned to the team
(see Study S3 in the online appendix). It is also possible
that observers are making inferences about different
group processes taking place in diverse groups and
homogenous groups, which could also contribute to our
effects. For instance, observers might tend to believe that
cognitive diversity in demographically diverse teams
facilitates creative performance because cognitive diver-
sity produces greater task conflict. More research is
needed to fully explore the inferences observers are
making—including inferences about group process—
that might contribute to the tendency to attribute more
creativity to diverse teams than to homogenous teams.

In addition, our research specifically examined how
demographic differences along the dimensions of race
and gender informed judgments of group creativity. We
did so because race and gender are highly salient forms
of demographic difference and central to lay conceptions
of diversity (Unzueta and Binning 2010). Future research
is needed to explore whether a group’s degree of per-
ceived diversity on other demographic dimensions (e.g.,
age) and on combinations of demographic dimensions
might influence a group’s perceived creativity, as well as
which other types of demographic diversity not exam-
ined here are understood as particularly strong indica-
tors of group creativity.

Another limitation of our studies is that they relied
exclusively on experiments conducted with laboratory
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and online samples. Although our results hold both
in hypothetical scenarios and in incentive-compatible
judgments of real teams, future tests of these theories in
the field would undoubtedly be useful. Our findings
may also be specific to Western cultural contexts where
the belief that diversity is beneficial for group perfor-
mance is particularly pervasive (Ely and Thomas 2020).
As people’s lay theories of creativity have been shown
to differ across cultures (Loewenstein and Mueller
2016), future studies are needed to examine the general-
izability of our findings to non-U.S. settings.

It is also important to note potential boundary condi-
tions to our effects. First, our studies provided little extra
information about the teams being evaluated beyond
their level of demographic diversity. Although this ap-
proach allowed us to precisely isolate the effect of demo-
graphic diversity on judgments of group creativity, it
also raises the possibility of a boundary condition—in
situations in which much more is known about the
teams being evaluated (such as in Study 4b’s manipula-
tion of cognitive diversity), observers likely have more
direct evidence of their cognitive diversity, which would
make demographic diversity a less potent cue for their
creativity. Second, we find weaker effects for compari-
sons involving some of the homogenous teams we
included in our studies. Specifically, we did not find a
statistically significant effect when we compared judg-
ments of the diverse team with the team of Asian men
(Study 2) or when we compared the diverse team with
the team of Asian women (Study 3). Future studies are
needed to more directly explore whether certain types of
demographically homogenous groups may be seen as
similarly creative to diverse groups.

Finally, although we find our effects across study
designs, including between subjects and within subjects,
incentivized and not, and in joint and separate evalua-
tion, Study 3 provides evidence that our effects may be
more robust in joint evaluation as compared with sepa-
rate evaluation. Specifically, while we find our predicted
effects in separate evaluation in Study 2 and Studies 5a
and 5b, in which participants are asked to make predic-
tions about team creative performance, Study 3 showed
that when asked to judge products, our predicted effect
only emerged when participants evaluated the focal
team in the context of other teams; we did not find the
same effect when participants only saw one team in iso-
lation. In many creativity evaluation contexts, people
engage in joint evaluation (e.g.,, when judging which
idea to endorse or move forward with at work; when
deciding which projects to back or fund on Kickstarter
or in venture capital; in tournament-style competitions
like the Oscars) as opposed to separate evaluation, but
the evidence we present suggests that our effects may be
more likely to occur in contexts in which teams are eval-
uated in the context of other teams.

Concluding Remarks

Demographic diversity is often celebrated as an impor-
tant precursor to creativity and innovation, despite mixed
evidence supporting this claim. Our studies show that the
lay belief that diversity enhances creativity leads people
to attribute more creativity to demographically diverse
groups compared with demographically homogenous
groups, even when both groups generate the exact same
idea. Our findings document a potential barrier to identi-
fying creativity in organizational contexts.

Endnotes

T Our research assistants’ blind scoring of the teams’ sets of ideas
revealed that the diverse team’s set of ideas were, in fact, the most
creative. Hence, in this instance, observers who predicted that the
diverse team would be most creative were accurate.

2 We planned to measure the perceived cognitive diversity of each
team after participants chose which team’s product they thought
was more creative using Study 2’s measure to confirm that our sub-
tle manipulation of cognitive diversity was effective. However,
because of a programming error, only participants in the cognitive
diversity manipulation condition rated the cognitive diversity of the
teams. Analysis of these ratings showed that our manipulation was
successful in this condition. The racially homogenous team (which
was described as having higher variety of experiences and perspec-
tives) was rated as more cognitively diverse (M =5.02, SD =1.19)
compared with the racially diverse team (which was described as
having no variety of experiences and perspectives; M =3.20, SD =
1.44; t(535)=21.98, p<0.001, d=0.95). This result is in contrast to
Study 2, which showed that, at baseline, the racially homogeneous
teams were rated as less cognitively diverse compared with the
racially diverse team.

% The data sets for Study 5a and Study 5b, both recruited from the
Lucid theorem, included extra responses that the Lucid theorem clas-
sified as “speeders.” The Lucid theorem did not count these responses
toward the nationally representative samples recruited. In the main
text of the manuscript, we report results from the nationally represen-
tative samples. For transparency, in the online appendix, we report
the results of Study 5a and Study 5b with the full samples (no
responses excluded) and with the first 400 responses collected for
each sample. In both studies, results are consistent across samples
using different exclusion criteria.
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