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ABSTRACT  Although employee diversity can contribute to team creativity, extant research has 
shown that, when diverse employees form strong demographic faultlines, subgroup identity 
separation and intensified relationship conflicts may be harmful to team creativity. Therefore, 
effective remedies in managing relationships and bridging identities between subgroups are 
urgently needed in these teams. Building on brokering research, we introduce team iungens 
practice (TIP) – so named from a Latin phrase meaning ‘joins or unites’ – as a new team process 
that team members or leaders can engage to forge and strengthen connections or facilitate new 
coordination among team members. We propose that teams can effectively utilize this behav-
ioural strategy to bridge structural (faultline) and process (conflict) divides rooted in subgroup 
identity separation, thereby mitigating their negative impacts on team creativity. In Study 1, 
we developed and validated a scale to measure TIP. In Study 2, we found that TIPs effectively 
mitigated the positive effect of  demographic faultline strength on relationship conflict and 
attenuated the negative impact of  relationship conflict on team creativity from a multisource 
and multistage survey study. We demonstrate the value of  TIPs as a behavioural strategy for 
managing demographic faultlines and relationship conflicts in teams.

Keywords: team creativity, team demographic faultline, team relationship conflict, tertius 
iungens

Journal of Management Studies 0:0 Month 2026
doi:10.1111/joms.70070

Address for reprints: Yahua Cai, College of  Business, Shanghai University of  Finance and Economics, Yangpu, 
Shanghai, China (cai.yahua@shufe.edu.cn).

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5319-6041
mailto:
mailto:cai.yahua@shufe.edu.cn
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fjoms.70070&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-02-11


2 Q. Su et al.

© 2026 Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

INTRODUCTION

Team creativity, the production of  novel and useful ideas concerning products, services, 
processes, and procedures by a group of  individuals working together (Amabile, 1988; 
Shin and Zhou, 2007), is a critical driving force underlying organizational innovation 
and development (Schumpeter, 1934). Diverse teams are widely employed by orga-
nizations to increase creativity and innovation through bringing in and stimulating 
novel combinations of  heterogeneous information and knowledge (see reviews from 
Bell et  al.,  2011; Guillaume et  al.,  2017; van Knippenberg and Schippers,  2007). 
However, team diversity is sometimes associated with identity separation and con-
flict, which will interfere with diverse information processing and harm creativity 
(Jackson et al., 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2004), especially when diverse members 
form strong faultlines (Lau and Murnighan, 1998; Nishii and Goncalo, 2008; Pearsall 
et al., 2008).

Team faultlines refer to ‘hypothetical dividing lines that may split a group into 
subgroups based on one or more attributes’ (Lau and Murnighan,  1998, p. 328). 
Based on social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1986) and self-categorization the-
ory (Turner,  1985), individuals with similar characteristics are more likely to self-
categorize as group members and display in-group favouritism. In teams with strong 
faultlines, members are likely to identify more strongly with subgroups than with 
the whole team, and the in-subgroup and out-subgroup dynamics may lead to more 
conflicts (Jehn and Bezrukova, 2010; Polzer et al., 2006). Compared with information 
faultlines (usually based on functional background and tenure) that can stimulate 
information elaboration and enhance team performance, demographic faultlines 
(usually based on such social identities as gender, race, and age) can elicit identity 
separation and relationship conflict and harm team performance (e.g., Bezrukova 
et al., 2009; Carton and Cummings, 2013; Chung et al., 2015; Hutzschenreuter and 
Horstkotte, 2013). Specifically, relationship conflict, which refers to ‘personal issues 
such as dislike among group members and feelings such as annoyance, frustration, 
and irritation’ (Jehn and Mannix, 2001, p. 238), is especially detrimental to team per-
formance in strong faultline teams (Jehn and Bezrukova, 2010; Thatcher et al., 2024; 
Thatcher and Patel, 2012). This raises two questions: (1) how to bridge demographic 
faultlines and (2) how to mitigate the negative impact of  subgroup identity separation 
on team creativity (Murnighan and Lau, 2017; van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

Individuals working in the same team are expected to connect with each other 
for accomplishing tasks and goals, but salient subgroup separation in teams with 
strong demographic faultlines may cause members to communicate more with their 
in-subgroup members (Lau and Murnighan,  2005) and intentionally avoid work-
ing with out-subgroup members due to ongoing or potential conflicts between sub-
groups. This dynamic may hinder necessary information elaboration for creativity 
(Pearsall et al., 2008; Thatcher et al., 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Under 
such conditions, uniting practices, such as providing opportunities for members to 
communicate and collaborate, identifying common ground among conflicting view-
points, and bridging diverse subgroups towards shared goals, are urgently needed to 
mitigate subgroup identity separation. These practices are reflected in the concept of  
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tertius iungens, meaning ‘to join, unite or connect’ (Obstfeld, 2005, p. 102). This con-
cept has continued to be of  interest in brokering research (Grosser et al., 2019; Halevy 
et al., 2019, 2020; Obstfeld, 2005), which focused on investigating individuals’ tertius 
iungens orientation, the ‘strategic, behavioral orientation toward connecting people 
in one’s social network’ (Obstfeld, 2005, p. 102). In this study, we emphasize the sig-
nificance of  uniting practices in teams (Halevy et  al.,  2020; Obstfeld et  al.,  2014), 
and develop team iungens practice (TIP) as a new team process (Marks et al., 2001) 
to describe how teams as a whole can forge and strengthen connections and facilitate 
new coordination among team members. Correspondingly, we develop scale items to 
measure TIP and demonstrate its impact in strong faultline teams.

We respond to calls for research on the contingent factors of  faultline effects 
(Thatcher et al., 2024; van Knippenberg et al., 2004) and propose the unique function 
of  TIPs in mitigating subgroup identity separation, thereby preventing the indirect 
negative impacts of  demographic faultlines on team creativity through lowering rela-
tionship conflict. TIP reflects the teams’ collective actions (Gold and Sugden, 2007; 
King et al., 2010; Shteynberg et al., 2022) in managing connections between team 
members, which is independent of  the team structural element of  faultlines (Burt 
et al., 2013; Tasselli and Kilduff, 2021). Therefore, team faultlines and TIPs could in-
teract to influence team outcomes. In strong faultline teams, if  members consciously 
choose to engage in TIPs, they are expected to strengthen interpersonal connections 
and inhibit the emergence of  relationship conflict from demographic subgroups. 
Moreover, such behaviours can be an additional approach to lessen the negative im-
pact of  relationship conflict on team creativity, beyond the effects of  conflict manage-
ment processes that have been identified in previous research (Deutsch, 1990; Rahim 
and Magner, 1995; Tjosvold et al., 2006).

Team members can be effective enactors of  TIPs through their proximity to team pro-
cesses and can provide timely reactions. Team leaders or managers can also employ TIPs 
to manage connections and identity separation in strong faultline teams through position 
authority and role modelling. Different from the leadership approaches applied to diverse 
teams previously, such as articulating a common goal and fostering an inclusive climate for 
the whole team (c.f., Homan et al., 2007; Kunze and Bruch, 2010; Mitchell and Boyle, 2021; 
Qi et al., 2022), TIPs displayed by leaders serve to role model the types of  positive connec-
tions and collaborative interaction processes among team members desired by the leader 
(Lehmann-Willenbrock,  2024; Shore and Chung,  2023). In summary, as displayed in 
Figure 1, we expect strong demographic faultline teams with more TIPs enacted by team 
leaders or members will experience lower team relationship conflict and achieve higher 

Figure 1. Theoretical model

Team demographic

faultline strength
Team relationship conflict Team creativity

Member TIP

Leader TIP
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creativity. We developed the items used to measure the new construct TIP in Study 1 and 
tested the theoretical model with a multi-phased and multi-sourced field survey in Study 2.

This study contributes to team faultline research in two ways. First, we propose TIP as 
a new team-level connecting process that both team leaders and members can engage in. 
We introduce the concept of  TIP, develop a psychometrically sound scale to measure it, 
and delineate its function in faultline teams. In addition to critical interpersonal processes 
identified in existing literature, such as conflict management (Deutsch, 1990; Rahim and 
Magner,  1995; Tjosvold,  1990), motivating and confidence building, and affect man-
agement (Marks et al., 2001), we shed light on the value of  a new process of  facilitating 
connections for subgroup separation management and performance enhancement in 
teams (Halevy et al., 2020; Obstfeld et al., 2014).

Second, we identify a new contingency factor that modifies faultline effects and, in 
doing so, extend the repertoire of  tools available to practitioners seeking to manage them. 
Inspired by research on brokering and conflict management, this study demonstrates that 
TIPs are team processes that are independent of  team structural faultlines and can be 
employed proactively to manage team faultline effects (Gold and Sugden, 2007; Tasselli 
and Kilduff,  2021). We underscore the significant roles of  members in team faultline 
management, which have not been explicitly investigated in previous studies. Rather, 
leaders’ behaviours (Homan et al., 2020; Zhao et al., 2019), such as transformational lead-
ership (Kunze and Bruch, 2010) and inclusive leadership (Mitchell and Boyle, 2021; Qi 
et al., 2022), have been researched more often. Moreover, TIPs can be cultivated through 
organizational training and development programmes with current team members, a 
simpler and less disruptive approach to faultline challenges compared with cross-cutting 
membership (Mäs et al., 2013; Rico et al., 2012; Sawyer et al., 2006) and redesigning task 
characteristics (e.g., Jehn and Bezrukova, 2010; Rico et al., 2007, 2012).

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Team Iungens Practice

Individuals working in teams are interdependent and rely on one another to achieve both per-
sonal and common goals (Johnson and Johnson, 2005; Rand and Nowak, 2013). Therefore, 
the quality of  working relationships within teams largely influences individuals’ willingness 
and behaviours in support of  team collaboration (De Jong and Elfring, 2010; Lehmann-
Willenbrock, 2024; Perry-Smith and Shalley, 2003). Studies on team innovation have also 
identified several team processes that are critical to translating diverse knowledge into new 
idea generation and implementation, such as social integration (Knight and Eisenkraft, 2015; 
Smith et al., 1994) in which members are attracted to the group and are satisfied with each 
other, and information elaboration (Homan et al., 2008; van Knippenberg, 2017) in which 
members are willing to contribute and utilize unique information from each other. However, 
identity separation among diverse employees, especially salient subgroups in strong faultline 
teams, may disrupt these processes (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

Social identity theory posits that individuals with shared social identities are more 
likely to interact and identify with one another, while also differentiating themselves 
from other identity groups (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Recent research on individual 
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brokering offers a new perspective for investigating how team members can effec-
tively manage the disruption of  identity separation through intentional behaviours. 
Traditional social network research suggests that individuals’ social behaviours, in 
terms of  whom and how to interact with in work settings, are primarily influenced 
by their social network positions, such as socioeconomic status or social network cen-
trality. However, recent brokering studies suggest that individuals in similar social net-
work positions can purposefully take different actions to manage their social networks 
when pursuing different goals. These decisions and actions, driven by ‘motives, cog-
nitions, and personality’ (Tasselli and Kilduff, 2021, p. 69), are independent of  social 
network positions and can interactively influence individuals’ social interactions (Burt 
et al., 2013; Tasselli and Kilduff, 2021). For instance, individuals in a brokerage posi-
tion can keep people apart and take advantage of  them (tertius gaudens), bring different 
parties together to benefit all (tertius iungens), or maintain the status quo and merely 
pass information between parties (mediation) (Grosser et al., 2019; Halevy et al., 2019, 
2020; Obstfeld, 2005). Correspondingly, we propose that individuals can employ dif-
ferent brokering behaviours to manage intergroup actions and relationships regard-
less of  their social identities.

Extant research found that individuals with tertius iungens orientation are more likely 
to facilitate ties and coordinate actions (Lingo and O’Mahony, 2010; Obstfeld, 2005), 
mediate the flow of  information (Quintane and Carnabuci, 2016), and build trust re-
lationships among different identity parties (Halevy et al., 2020). We propose that ter-
tius iungens or connecting behaviours have the potential to mitigate subgroup identity 
separation in strong faultline teams. Accordingly, we introduce a new team-level pro-
cess – team iungens practice (TIP) – to describe the extent to which enactors generally 
engage in connecting behaviours, which involves behaviours such as including members 
from disparate subgroups to work on a project together, and enhancing existing team 
member connections, such as pointing out the common ground shared among members 
who have conflicts on an issue. This new team process is different from other team pro-
cesses, such as information elaboration that describes members’ behaviours to process 
and integrate diverse knowledge (van Knippenberg,  2017), conflict management that 
clarifies the actions members employed to handle task, relationship, and process conflicts 
(Deutsch, 1990; Rahim and Magner, 1995; Tjosvold, 1990), or team states such as so-
cial integration that describes how members are associated with each other in the team 
(Knight and Eisenkraft, 2015; Smith et al., 1994).

TIPs can be intentionally performed by team leaders as individuals or the team as a 
collective. Leader TIP emphasizes the role of  leaders in influencing relationships among 
team members, which is different from existing leadership constructs that focus on 
leader–member dyadic relationships, such as leader–member exchange (LMX, Graen 
and Uhl–Bien, 1995), or leaders’ consideration of  followers (Hemphill and Coons, 1957; 
Judge et al., 2004). One exception is the research on relational leadership, which pro-
posed the importance of  ‘cultivating positive relational interaction’ in followers (Carmeli 
et al., 2009a, p. 1553, 2009b), but does not describe specific leader behaviours that can 
enhance connections and build good relationships among members as TIP does. In the 
following sections, we will elaborate further on the differences between members and 
followers as TIP enactors in the hypothesis development section.
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Lastly, the targets of  TIPs are the members working in the same team rather than 
people within one’s social network. We propose that TIPs function in three ways to 
bridge subgroup identity separation and reconcile conflicts in teams. First, TIPs can 
create opportunities for all members to strengthen their relationships with other mem-
bers. The contact hypothesis proposes that the more people have contact with one 
another, the more likely they are to reduce bias towards out-groups and build positive 
relationships (Gaertner et al., 1993, 1996; Krackhardt, 1992). Second, TIPs can high-
light common ground shared by team members and downplay the differences in posi-
tions and opinions between subgroups, which has been found as an effective strategy to 
mitigate the negative impact of  social identity separation (Homan et al., 2007; Polzer 
et al., 2006; Rico et al., 2012). Finally, engaging in TIPs can facilitate building collabo-
rative team norms to deal with subgroup separation and conflict, which has been found 
to be an effective way to bridge across identity boundaries (Hargadon, 2002; Kaplan 
et al., 2017; Nakashima et al., 2017). In the following hypothesis development section, 
we will apply these three mechanisms to explain how TIPs will weaken the negative 
impact of  subgroup identity separation in strong demographic faultline teams.

Team Iungens Practice in Strong Faultline Teams

When working in strong faultline teams, identity separation and relationship conflict 
may make diverse employees to take constructive criticism as a personal attack and pre-
vent them from sharing information (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003; De Wit et al., 2012; 
Jehn, 1997; Shaw et al., 2011), therefore, weakening teams’ potential to generate creative 
solutions (Pearsall et al., 2008; Thatcher et al., 2024; Thatcher and Patel, 2012). As a 
result, effective behavioural solutions are needed to bridge subgroup division and pre-
vent relationship conflict in strong faultline teams, and we propose team iungens practice 
(TIP) as a promising one.

First, engaging in TIPs can forge and strengthen positive connections among mem-
bers of  different subgroups, which may transcend faultlines based on demographic dif-
ferences (Ren et al., 2015). Social identity theory proposes that members interact with 
each other following the principle of  homophily (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Accordingly, 
in strong faultline teams, members are more likely to interact with in-subgroup mem-
bers and establish strong positive relationships with each other and strengthen their 
demographic divides (Ren et  al.,  2015). However, research has shown that teams’ 
informal connections are more easily reshaped compared with demographics that 
are relatively permanent (Reagans et al., 2004; Reagans and Zuckerman, 2001; Ren 
et al., 2015). We propose TIP as an effective strategy to strengthen informal positive 
connections among team members, and these informal connections can go beyond 
compositional divides caused by strong demographic faultlines (Halevy et al., 2019). 
With the engagement in more TIPs, members are expected to have greater opportu-
nities to communicate and collaborate across subgroups so that members’ familiar-
ity will increase and lay the groundwork for members to build stronger connections 
across subgroups (Harrison et al., 2003).

Second, we expect that, when engaging in TIPs, team leaders and members would 
behave as helpful brokers to make the team focus on the common ground shared by each 
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other, which has been demonstrated to be an effective practice to reduce bias towards 
out-subgroups (Gaertner et al., 1996; Krackhardt, 1992) and recategorize to the collec-
tive team identity (Hogg and Terry, 2000; Van Der Vegt and Bunderson, 2005). Having 
different opinions or perspectives on an issue is unavoidable and a necessary input into 
creative processes, and engaging in TIPs can highlight the common goals behind these 
differences. Teams with common goals should be able to collaboratively communicate 
disagreements and express doubts, thereby increasing the use of  diverse information 
(Lovelace et al., 2001). Thus, teams using TIPs are able to incorporate as much diverse 
information as possible to investigate the focal issue, without the fear of  subgroup dis-
crimination and conflict (Sutton and Hargadon, 1996).

Third, another benefit of  engaging in TIPs is to establish a collaborative norm for 
the team to deal with differences and disagreements constructively (Hargadon, 2002; 
Nakashima et al., 2017). The repeated interaction behaviours that promote connection 
among team members create socially shared behavioural scripts (DiMaggio, 1997), con-
stituting a team’s common understandings and appropriate actions in a context. Team 
norms can constrain team members to only engage in appropriate actions and, at the 
same time, legitimize these actions for team members and leaders (Hargadon, 2002). 
Teams with more TIPs will prioritize positive connections within the team and collab-
oration from different members. Therefore, when subgroups diverge towards different 
perspectives or goals, members will carry out TIPs to reconcile conflicting subgroups and 
thereby allow the team to concentrate on innovative solutions.

As we proposed, both team members and leaders can engage in TIPs to manage sub-
group divides from strong faultlines. Team members are more proximate to problematic 
subgroup behaviour in the team, such as gossiping or ostracizing out-subgroup members 
(Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly, 1998), providing them opportunities to engage in TIPs to 
reconcile and unite conflicting members promptly. Leaders have more formal power and 
influence to be effective TIP enactors (Homan et al., 2020). Formally, they can use their 
authority to reward team members’ TIPs and correct dividing behaviours. Informally, 
leaders can be good role models and norm establishers (Hackman and Wageman, 2004; 
Zaccaro et al., 2001). Through engaging in TIPs, they can establish the norm of  collab-
oration across different subgroups and create procedures for dealing with relationship 
conflicts in the team. When leaders engage in TIPs, they can establish a team code of  
conduct based on TIPs and, as role models, send a message to members that these prac-
tices are valued in this team. Accordingly, members can imitate and integrate TIPs into 
their daily work. We therefore pose two hypotheses as follows:

Hypothesis 1:  Member TIP moderates the positive relationship between 
team demographic faultline strength and team relationship conflict, such 
that the relationship is weaker when member TIP is higher.

Hypothesis 2:  Leader TIP moderates the positive relationship between team 
demographic faultline strength and team relationship conflict, such that the 
relationship is weaker when leader TIP is higher.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.70070 by D
ora L

au - T
he C

hinese U
niversity of H

ong K
ong , W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/02/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



8 Q. Su et al.

© 2026 Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Team Iungens Practice in Teams with Relationship Conflicts

When teams with strong faultlines engage in TIPs, they are able not only to reduce 
relationship conflict but also to reduce the negative effects of  relationship conflict on 
team creativity when such conflict occurs. Differences in ideas or opinions are inev-
itable when working in teams (Jehn, 1994; Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled et al., 1999), and 
effectively processing these differences can facilitate creative idea generation (Pearsall 
et al., 2008; Pelled, 1996; Pelled et al., 1999). Extant research on team conflict found 
that a moderate level of  task conflict can stimulate team creativity (Jehn,  1994; 
Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled et al., 1999) because it increases the elaboration of  relevant 
information, generates more alternative solutions in decision-making processes, and 
thus increases decision quality (De Dreu and West, 2001). However, if  team mem-
bers focus more on social identity differences and thus experience high relationship 
conflict, they may feel annoyed and irritated with each other (Jehn, 1997; Jehn and 
Mannix, 2001), be distracted by interpersonal tensions during information exchange, 
or their constructive criticism may be taken as a personal attack. These types of  
team member reactions can undermine the team’s creativity potential (De Dreu and 
Weingart, 2003; De Wit et al., 2012; Jehn, 1997; Shaw et al., 2011). Therefore, in addi-
tion to extant conflict management styles (Deutsch, 1990; Rahim and Magner, 1995; 
Tjosvold,  1990), effective behavioural strategies and team processes, such as TIPs, 
are critical to inhibiting relationship conflict and reaching the creative potential of  
diverse members in strong faultline teams.

First, as we have proposed, teams with more TIPs can create opportunities for 
identity subgroups to meet and strengthen connections with each other. This is the 
first step for members to put aside presumptions of  the differing or even hostile posi-
tions of  dissimilar subgroups and to be willing to get to know each other. With more 
thoughts exchanged deeply, members can discover different knowledge and perspec-
tives embedded in other subgroup members and, thus, value the contributions that 
other subgroups make to team creative tasks (Ren et al., 2015). Second, TIPs can rec-
oncile conflicting subgroups and help them concentrate on the team’s common goals. 
New ideas come from integrating knowledge and information from different domains 
and generating new combinations from previously disconnected ideas (Amabile, 1988; 
Hoever et al., 2012; Shin and Zhou, 2007). When including all members in decision-
making through TIPs, the team increases the likelihood that they thoroughly dis-
cuss and process conflicting perspectives (Hoever et al., 2012) and integrate diverse 
cognitive resources to generate creative ideas for team issues (Evans,  1965; Paulus 
and Yang, 2000). Third, more TIPs can contribute to collaborative norms with more 
tolerance of  criticism (Jehn and Mannix, 2001; Lovelace et al., 2001) and minimize 
productivity loss from interpersonal friction (Sutton and Hargadon, 1996). New idea 
generation requires brainstorming possible solutions for a focal issue. In teams with 
more TIPs, members are likely to experience lower evaluation apprehension and, as 
a result, will focus on exchanging information and knowledge from different domains 
(Diehl and Stroebe, 1987). Therefore, teams with more TIPs can better utilize diverse 
resources for idea generation.
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Both team members and leaders have the opportunity to be effective enactors of  
TIPs in managing relationship conflicts. Members are frequently involved in or ob-
serve disputes among team members, and therefore, they can adopt this behavioural 
strategy once needed. When members can identify situations that need increased 
levels of  TIPs and engage in such behaviours accordingly, they can maximize the 
effectiveness of  these behaviours. Similarly, we propose that leaders can engage in 
TIPs to mitigate the negative influence of  relationship conflict on team creativity. 
Diversity management and conflict resolution have long been highlighted in lead-
ership roles (Homan et al., 2020; Shore et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019). If  members 
fail to resolve conflicts among themselves, they can appeal to the leader. Leaders can 
use their authority to encourage conflicting parties to have a discussion and point 
out the common ground shared by these conflicting members (Barbuto et al., 2010; 
Tjosvold et al., 2006). However, appealing to the leader to deal with unresolved team 
conflict may not work as effectively as when members voluntarily resolve the conflict 
among themselves (Karambayya and Brett, 1989; Meyer et al., 2015). Furthermore, 
team leaders may be absent when problematic interactions among team members 
occur and may lack the relevant information to appease conflicting disputants (Landis 
et  al.,  2018). Nevertheless, when leaders observe relationship conflict among team 
members, they may deliberately engage in more TIPs to help team members resolve 
it. Accordingly, we propose that:

Hypothesis 3:  Member TIP moderates the negative relationship between 
team relationship conflict and team creativity, such that the relationship is 
weaker when member TIP is higher.

Hypothesis 4:  Leader TIP moderates the negative relationship between team 
relationship conflict and team creativity, such that the relationship is weaker 
when leader TIP is higher.

Based on our discussion in the previous hypotheses, TIP is an effective behavioural 
strategy for strong faultline teams to deal with challenges of  subgroup separation and 
corresponding relationship conflict interfering with new idea generation (Pearsall 
et al., 2008; Pelled, 1996; Pelled et al., 1999). In teams with strong faultlines, the indi-
rect detrimental effect of  strong faultlines on team creativity through team relationship 
conflict will be mitigated when the team can engage in more TIPs (Kaplan et al., 2017; 
Nakashima et al., 2017). On the contrary, strong faultline teams that do not engage in 
TIPs are more likely to suffer from relationship conflict, which results in lower creativity. 
Based on our discussion on the roles of  team members and leaders in engaging in TIPs, 
we propose that:

Hypothesis 5:  Member TIP moderates the negative indirect effect of  team 
demographic faultline strength on team creativity through team relationship 
conflict, such that the negative indirect effect is weaker when member TIP 
is higher.
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Hypothesis 6:  Leader TIP moderates the negative indirect effect of  team 
demographic faultline strength on team creativity through team relationship 
conflict, such that the negative indirect effect is weaker when leader TIP is 
higher.

OVERVIEW OF STUDIES

We conducted two studies to test the proposed ideas. In Study 1, we developed the items 
used to measure the new team-level construct – TIP and demonstrated the reliability 
and validity of  this measure with four different samples. In Study 2, we tested the roles 
of  member TIP and leader TIP with a multi-phased, multi-sourced field survey study on 
work teams.

STUDY 1: TIP SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION

We conducted four studies to develop and validate the TIP measure. First, we used the 
deductive method (Hinkin, 1998) to adapt the items of  tertius iungens orientation measure 
from Obstfeld (2005) and supplemented new items from Lingo and O’Mahony (2010) 
with the referent shift method (Chan, 1998) to capture individuals’ tertius iungens be-
haviours within the team with seven items (items 1–7 in Table I). In Study 1a, we invited 
79 undergraduate students working in 15 project teams from a university in Hong Kong 
to recall their teamwork experience and answer questions related to the concept of  TIP. 
However, the results extracted two factors in the principal component factor analysis 
with varimax rotation (Cronbach’s α was 0.71, columns F1 and F2 in Table I). We itera-
tively tried to delete items that loaded high on another factor (items 1, 6, and 7) to extract 
one cohesive factor, which left four items with low reliability (Cronbach’s α was 0.68; 
items 2–5 in column Fa in Table I).

To ensure content adequacy of  the TIP measurement (Schriesheim et al., 1993), we 
invited 21 MBA students from the same university in Hong Kong to participate in a 
focus group study to generate items to reflect the construct. We described the defini-
tion of  TIP to participants and asked them to give examples of  behaviours consistent 
with this definition based on their teamwork experience. Participants generated nine 
specific behaviours that reflect the meaning of  TIP, among which included four be-
haviours that were similar to existing items. We also asked participants to evaluate the 
four items from Study 1a, and they pointed out two significant shortcomings: (1) items 
needed to describe members’ specific behaviours; (2) the targets of  behaviours should 
be team members. Based on the interviews, we revised the wording of  the retained 
four items and added another five items to create the nine-item measure (see Table I 
for all items in bold). These items include ‘to what extent team members or leaders 
see opportunities for collaboration within the team’ and ‘to what extent team mem-
bers or leaders point out the common ground shared by members who have different 
perspectives on an issue’.
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Table I. Factor analysis results in Studies 1a, 1b, 1c, and 1d

Items

Study 1a Study 1b Study 1c Study 1d

F1 F2 Fa Fb Fc Fd

1. Group members try to describe an 
issue in a way that will appeal to a 
diverse set of  interests

0.75 −0.38

2a. Group members see opportunities for 
collaboration between people within 
the group

2b. Group members see opportu-
nities for collaboration within 
the group

0.55 0.57 0.80 0.73 0.70 0.70

3a. Group members point out the com-
mon ground shared by people who 
have different perspectives on an issue

3b. Group members point out 
the common ground shared by 
members who have different 
perspectives on a particular 
issue

0.24 0.87 0.85 0.67 0.68 0.61

4a. Group members forge connections 
between different people dealing with 
a particular issue

4b. Group members forge connec-
tions within the team to facilitate 
dealing with a particular issue

0.41 0.35 0.61 0.71 0.57 0.51

5a. Group members try to include all 
members in making important team 
decisions and that means we may need 
to postpone the decision to a later 
point

5b. Group members try to include 
all members in making impor-
tant team decisions even though 
it sometimes means we may 
need to postpone the decision to 
a later point

0.02 0.74 0.63 0.74 0.61 0.63

6. Group members create positive energy 
and team atmosphere

0.73 0.28

7. Group members publicly recognize 
and affirm team member contributions

0.72 0.18

8. Group members are able to 
work successfully even when 
someone’s ideas are not retained 
for the group project

0.61 0.63 0.68

(Continues)
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Next, in Study 1b, we used the Q-method (Schriesheim et al., 1993) to test the content 
validity of  the nine-item measure. We recruited 200 participants whose first language 
is English via Prolific Academic, an online platform designed to recruit representative 
samples for scientific research. To ensure participants have experience working in teams, 
we pre-selected participants who have a bachelor’s degree and are full-time employees 
working in groups of  2–15 members. We displayed the definition of  TIP, strategic con-
necting behaviours that forge and strengthen connections or facilitate new coordination 
among team members, to participants and asked them to indicate the extent to which 
these statements reflect the TIP definition on a five-point response scale (1 = None or 
hardly any; 2 = Some; 3 = Moderately or about half; 4 = Much; 5 = Completely or almost 
completely) based on their teamwork experience. The final sample consisted of  196 
valid responses, in which 76 (38.8%) were women, 71 (36.2%) had a master’s degree or 
above, and their average age was 37.5 years old (SD = 9.00). On average, 89.3% (ranging 
from 82.7% to 94.4%) of  participants agreed that each item ‘Moderately’, ‘Much’, or 
‘Completely’ reflected the TIP definition. We extracted one factor that explained 55.6% 
of  the variance in the principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation, and the 
factor loadings are displayed in column Fb in Table I. Therefore, this nine-item measure 
shows high content validity.

In Studies 1c and 1d, we conducted two online survey studies via Prolific Academic 
to demonstrate the convergent and discriminant validity of  this measure of  a new 
team-level construct (Westen and Rosenthal,  2003). Again, we preselected partici-
pants who have a bachelor’s degree and are full-time employees working in small 

Items

Study 1a Study 1b Study 1c Study 1d

F1 F2 Fa Fb Fc Fd

9. Even when time constraints 
make it difficult, our group 
members make sure that we stay 
connected so we can accomplish 
group goals

0.78 0.79 0.70

10. Our group members make 
sure to synthesize ideas and 
contributions from different 
members

0.83 0.79 0.73

11. We are careful to keep the ties 
among members strong, in order 
to facilitate our work

0.82 0.79 0.79

12. By listening to and appreciat-
ing all members’ ideas, our team 
is able to perform successfully

0.81 0.75 0.80

Note: The first seven items were rewritten from the tertius iungens orientation measure from Obstfeld (2005) and behav-
iours from Lingo and O’Mahony (2010). The last five items were added from interviews. Wordings were revised based on 
the comments from interviewees.

Table I.  (Continued)
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groups of  2–15 members. First, as a behavioural strategy to manage relationships in 
teams, TIP is expected to be different from its dispositional construct tertius iungens 
orientation (TIO). Second, it is expected to enhance cooperative conflict manage-
ment, information sharing, and intra-team trust, but to reduce relationship conflict. 
Third, since items focused on managing relationships between members, we expected 
TIP to be different from leader–member exchange (LMX) and leaders’ relational 
and transformational leadership behaviours. Lastly, TIPs are team management be-
haviours that differ from team states or processes, such as social integration, informa-
tion elaboration, and knowledge integration. We selected established measures, which 
are listed in Table II, and all measures were administered in English. In Studies 1c 
and 1d, all scales used a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree).

Table II. Measures and sources in Studies 1 and 2

Measures Sources Sample items

Team iungens orientation Obstfeld (2005) I introduce people to each other who might 
have a common strategic work interest.

Relationship conflict Jehn (1995); Jehn and 
Mannix (2001)

How much relationship tension is there in 
your work team? (1 = none to 7 = a lot)

Task conflict Jehn (1995); Jehn and 
Mannix (2001)

How much conflict of  ideas is there in your 
work group? (1 = none to 7 = a lot)

Intrateam trust De Jong and 
Elfring (2010)

We trust each other a lot in my team.

Information sharing Bunderson and Sutcliffe 
(2002)

Information used to make key decisions was 
freely shared among the members of  the 
team.

Conflict management 
approaches

Tjosvold et al. (2006) Cooperative: We seek a solution that will be 
good for the team

Competitive: Team members treat conflict as 
a win–lose contest.

Leader-member exchange Graen and 
Uhl–Bien (1995)

My team leader understands my problems 
and needs.

Relational leadership Carmeli et al. (2011) Our team leader cultivates a trustful work 
environment in the team.

Transformational 
leadership

Carless et al. (2000) Our team leader communicates a clear and 
positive vision of  the future.

Behavioural integration Li and Hambrick (2005) Team members frequently share experience 
and expertise.

Information elaboration Homan et al. (2008) The team members contributed a lot of  infor-
mation during the group task.

Knowledge integration 
capability

Gardner et al. (2012) Communications within our team were rel-
evant – neutral – irrelevant.

Team cohesion Tekleab et al. (2009) The members of  this team get along well 
together.
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In Study 1c, there was a total of  200 participants. Of  the 181 participants who passed 
the screening process, 61 (33.7%) were women, and their average age was 36.8 years 
old (SD = 7.80). The average team size was 6.5 members (SD = 3.34). The results of  
the principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation extracted one cohesive 
factor (as shown in column Fc in Table I). Table III displays the means, standard devia-
tions, reliabilities, and intercorrelations of  these variables. TIP refers to actions that bring 
people together in a collaborative way, and member TIP was positively related to TIO 
(r = 0.40, p < 0.01), intra-team trust (r = 0.79, p < 0.01), information sharing (r = 0.74, 
p < 0.01), and cooperative conflict management (r = 0.81, p < 0.01), but negatively re-
lated to team relationship conflict (r = −0.53, p < 0.01), task conflict (r = −0.35, p < 0.01), 
and competitive conflict management (r = −0.42, p < 0.01). Correlation analyses pro-
vided preliminary support for the convergent validity of  TIP.

Furthermore, we conducted a series of  CFAs to examine the discriminant validity 
of  the new TIP construct measure. First, a single factor model in which all nine items 
loaded on one latent variable of  TIP showed a good fit to the structure (χ2

(27) = 49.10, 
RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, and SRMR = 0.04), supporting the one-
factor solution. Second, we conducted a two-factor model in which TIP and TIO 
loaded on two factors (χ2

(89) = 163.38, RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, and 
SRMR = 0.06) and obtained a better fit than the one-factor model (χ2

(90) = 503.10, 
RMSEA = 0.16, CFI = 0.64, TLI = 0.58, and SRMR = 0.12; Δχ2 = 339.72, p < 0.01), 
indicating that TIP is a construct distinctive from TIO. Third, we examined the dis-
criminant validity of  TIP and other team-level constructs, such as intrateam trust, 
relationship conflict, task conflict, and information sharing. The results in Table V 
support that TIP is a construct distinct from these other team-level constructs. Finally, 
we examined the discriminant validity of  TIP and leadership behaviours that have 
been identified to manage followers or teams, such as LMX, relational leadership, 

Table IV. Study 1d: Descriptive statistics and correlations of  team-level variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Gender 1.41 0.54

2. Age 37.44 10.33 0.04

3. TIP 4.23 0.56 0.01 0.13* (0.85)

4. Behavioural 
integration

4.21 0.67 −0.01 0.18** 0.72** (0.80)

5. Information 
elaboration

4.21 0.66 0.06 0.18** 0.61** 0.72** (0.81)

6. Knowledge inte-
gration capability

2.74 0.26 −0.06 0.14* 0.59** 0.65** 0.50** (0.74)

7. Team cohesion 4.34 0.64 0.00 0.15* 0.80** 0.74** 0.67** 0.65** (0.87)

Note: Values in the parentheses are alpha coefficients that are calculated at the individual level, and N = 268. The scores of  
knowledge integration capability were reverse-coded to have higher scores to represent higher capabilities.
Abbreviations: TIO, Tertius iungens orientation; TIP, Team iungens practice.
**p < 0.01;
*p < 0.05.
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transformational leadership, and team conflict management approaches. Similarly, 
the results in Table V support the distinctiveness of  TIP as a new behavioural strategy 
to manage relationships between team members. These findings support TIP as a new 
construct that is distinctive from other team processes and states, as well as leadership 
behaviours.

In Study 1d, we employed procedures similar to Study 1c to recruit 300 participants 
via Prolific Academic to test the discriminant validity of  TIP with team behavioural 
integration,[1] informational elaboration, knowledge integration capability, and team co-
hesion. A total of  268 participants passed the screening process, and their answers were 
retained for data analysis. Of  the 268 participants, 102 (38.1%) were women, and their 
average age was 37.4 years old (SD = 10.33). The average team size was 7.0 members 
(SD = 3.23). The results of  the principal component factor analysis with varimax rota-
tion extracted one cohesive factor (as shown in column Fd in Table I). Table IV displays 
the means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorrelations of  these variables. 
The results showed that TIP was positively related to behavioural integration (r = 0.72, 
p < 0.01), information elaboration (r = 0.61, p < 0.01), knowledge integration capabil-
ity (r = 0.59, p < 0.01), and team cohesion (r = 0.80, p < 0.01). Meanwhile, a series of  
CFAs demonstrated the discriminant validity of  TIP with these measures. First, a single 
factor model of  TIP showed a good fit to the structure (χ2

(27) = 49.90, RMSEA = 0.06, 
CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96, and SRMR = 0.03), supporting the one-factor structure in items. 
Second, model comparison results in Table V supported that TIP is a construct distinct 
from these other team-level constructs.

STUDY 2: TESTING THE ROLE OF MEMBER TIP AND LEADER TIP

Sample and Procedure

In Study 2, we conducted a team-level survey study with three companies from 
Mainland China with a time-lag design to test Hypotheses 1–6. One was a state-owned 
company, from which there were 271 participants from 53 work teams; the other two 
were private companies, from which there were 54 participants from 14 work teams 
and 79 participants from 23 work teams, respectively. We excluded 13 teams that had 
only two members, as faultlines did not exist in groups of  two, and eight teams that had 
a participation rate lower than 70% (e.g., one member failed to participate in a three-
member team), which made the faultline calculation impossible. In addition, seven 
teams in which the leaders failed to rate team creativity at Time 3 were excluded. In 
the final sample, 313 employees from 62 (68.9%) teams remained. The average team 
size was five members, and the average response rate was 94.5%. Of  the 313 team 
members, 137 (43.8%) were female, 170 (54.3%) had undergraduate degrees or higher, 
their average age was 37.1 years old (SD = 7.82), and their average organizational ten-
ure was 11.4 years (SD = 8.29). Of  the 62 team leaders, 19 (30.6%) were women, 42 
(67.7%) had undergraduate degrees or higher, their average age was 40.8 years old 
(SD = 6.06), and their average organizational tenure was 16.3 years (SD = 7.99).

Data collection took place at three time points. At time 1, team members and leaders 
reported their demographics, such as age, gender, education level, and organizational 
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tenure. Two months later, the same teams were invited to report team relationship con-
flict that they had experienced in the last 2 months. At the same time, team members 
rated their leaders’ TIP, while leaders rated the team members’ TIP within the same 
period. Another 2 months later, team leaders were invited to report team creativity.

Measures

All measures were administered in Chinese. To ensure measurement equivalence, the 
fourth author translated the original English items into Chinese, and two Chinese Ph.D. 
students who were blind to the research purpose of  this study helped translate the Chinese 
items back into English. Then, the first author compared the original and the backtrans-
lated items and resolved inconsistent wordings in the Chinese items (Brislin, 1980). All 
scales used a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Team faultline strength. We calculated the team faultline strength for each team, following 
the procedure proposed by Shaw (2004) and using the SAS program developed by Chung 
et al. (2006). We used four demographic attributes in the calculation: Gender (female = 1; 
male = 2), educational level (1 = middle school or below, 2 = technical high school, 
3 = junior college, 4 = undergraduate or above), age (born in the 1990s = 1, born in the 
1980s = 2, born in the 1970s = 3, and born in 1960s and before = 4), and organizational 
tenure (0–5 years = 1, 5–10 years = 2, 10–15 years = 3, 15–20 years = 4, 20–25 year = 5, 
and above 25 years = 6). Participants were assigned to four categories based on their age, 
which is consistent with the norm in Chinese society to describe people in the generation 
that they were born in. These four attributes were especially salient to our research 
participants (Turner et al., 1994) and have been examined in extant faultline studies (e.g., 
Homan et al., 2007; Pearsall et al., 2008; Rico et al., 2012). With this method, we first 
calculated faultline strength based on each attribute, which indicates the degree to which 
members of  the team can be divided into potential subgroups based on that attribute. 
Then, we obtained the mean score of  these four faultline strength scores to represent the 
faultline strength of  a team.

Team iungens practice (TIP). The nine-item scale validated in Study 1, as shown in Table I, 
was adapted to measure member and leader TIP, respectively. In measuring member 
TIP, team leaders were asked to rate to what extent team members ‘see opportunities 
for collaboration within the team’ and ‘point out the common ground shared by 
members who have different perspectives on an issue’. As for leader TIP, members 
were asked to rate to what extent team leaders have engaged in similar behaviours in 
the last 2 months. The Cronbach’s α for member TIP was 0.95, while for leader TIP, 
it was 0.98.

Relationship conflict. Team members were asked to rate the frequency with which they had 
experienced the conflict described in the same items used in Study 1 (Jehn, 1995; Jehn 
and Mannix, 2001; Cronbach’s α = 0.89).

Team creativity. Team leaders assessed team creativity on the eight-item scale developed and 
validated by Barczak et al. (2010). Sample items include ‘My team members suggest new 
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ways to achieve goals or objectives’ and ‘My team members develop adequate plans and 
schedules for the implementation of  new ideas’. The Cronbach’s α of  this scale was 0.96.

Control variables. We created two organizational dummies to control for potential organizational 
effects (company 1 = 1, company 2 = 0, if  teams were from the state-owned company; 
or company 1 = 0, company 2 = 1, if  teams were from the first private company; or 
company 1 = 0, company 2 = 0, if  teams were from the second private company). Extant 
studies found that special attributes in different enterprises may play a role in faultline 
formation and working process, such as stakeholders in social enterprises (Crucke and 
Knockaert, 2016) and family members in family businesses (Minichilli et al., 2010). At the 
same time, we controlled for the effects of  team size, the proportion of  female members 
(female = 1, male = 2), members who have a bachelor’s degree (the largest proportion of  
employees in this sample), the team mean of  members’ age and organizational tenure 
in years, and team diversity in age, gender, education, and organizational tenure. We 
used Blau’s index for gender and education, and the standard deviation for age and 
organizational tenure to measure their corresponding team diversity. First, team size and 
the aggregate and heterogeneity of  demographics are important team design features 
that can influence team performance (Stewart,  2006). Second, we established the 
incremental validity of  faultlines beyond the impacts of  the aggregate and heterogeneity 
of  demographics. Lastly, we tested models without any control variables and models that 
only controlled for the company dummy and team size, and the results were robust and 
consistent. The results are shown in Tables S.II and S.III of  the Supplementary Material.

Analytic Strategy

We first conducted a series of  (multilevel) confirmatory factor analyses (MCFAs) to verify the 
discriminant validity of  the measures with Dyer et al.’s (2005) approach. Next, we checked 
the aggregation statistics of  these measures that were reported by team members using ref-
erent shift items, including leader TIP and team relationship conflict (James et al., 1984). 
Then, we tested the hypotheses with four path models using Mplus 8.3 (Muthén and 
Muthén, 1998–2017). Specifically, we first estimated Model 1 to test the effects of  control 
variables, and then, we estimated Model 2 and 3 to test the moderation effect of  member/
leader TIP (Preacher et al., 2016). Specifically, we estimated the interaction effect of  faultline 
strength and member TIP on relationship conflict and the interaction effect of  relationship 
conflict and member TIP on team creativity simultaneously, while controlling for the inter-
action effect of  faultline strength and member TIP on team creativity. In Model 4, we exam-
ined the moderation effects of  member and leader TIP simultaneously and compared their 
strengths in predicting team relationship conflict and creativity, respectively. Furthermore, 
we tested the conditional indirect impact via the Monte Carlo simulation method (Bauer 
et al., 2006) using the open-source software R (Selig and Preacher, 2008). This method is 
advantageous in accurately reflecting the asymmetric sampling distribution of  an indirect 
effect (Preacher et al., 2010). According to Preacher et al. (2010), we calculated the indirect 
effect based on 95% confidence intervals (CI). An indirect effect exists if  the 95% CI does 
not include zero. To obtain unbiased estimates of  the moderation effects, we grandmean-
centred the predictors and moderators when generating the interaction terms in the path 
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model analyses (Cohen et al., 2003). We used Snijders and Bosker’s (1999) formula to calcu-
late the values of  R2 and estimate effect sizes for each model.

Results

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorrelations of  the variables used in 
this study are displayed in Table VI.

Confirmatory factor analysis. We conducted a series of  confirmatory factor analyses to 
verify the factor structure of  our measures used in the surveys. First, we created 
parcels as indicators for the member TIP, leader TIP, and team creativity measures to 
increase the ratio of  sample size to number of  estimated parameters, especially at the 
team level (Kline, 2011; Williams et al., 2009). We fitted a single-factor model for each 
measure, and items with the highest and the lowest factor loadings in the exploratory 
factor analysis were parcelled into one indicator, and items with the second highest 
and the second lowest factor loadings were parcelled into another indicator (Landis 
et al., 2000). The third parcel was created in a similar fashion, and the last three items 
in the TIP measure and the last two items in the creativity measure were parcelled into 
the fourth indicator. As shown in Table V, the four-factor baseline model, composed 
of  member TIP, leader TIP, relationship conflict, and team creativity, fitted the data 
better than the alternative models. The RMSEAbetween value was slightly higher than 
the conventional criterion (0.06, Hu and Bentler,  1999), but indicated a mediocre 
fit (Kenny et al., 2015; MacCallum et al., 1996). For small samples, like in our study 
(N = 62 at the team level), the slightly higher value of  RMSEA may falsely indicate 
a poor model fit. Therefore, with a holistic assessment, these results support the 
distinctiveness of  the constructs examined in our study (West et al., 2012).

Aggregation. Our proposed model consists of  team-level constructs, but some constructs 
were reported by team members, including leader TIP and team conflict; therefore, 
we justified the aggregation of  these individual members’ ratings by calculating Rwg, 
ICC(1), and ICC(2). The median values of  interrater reliability Rwg for leader TIP and 
relationship conflict were 0.98 and 0.83, respectively. Both are larger than the threshold 
of  0.70 (James et  al.,  1984), suggesting a high agreement in team members’ ratings. 
Meanwhile, following the suggestions of  Bliese (2000), we calculated intraclass correlation 
coefficients, ICC(1) and ICC(2), to test the validity of  these team-level constructs. We first 
conducted one-way analyses of  variance and found between-teams variance for these 
three variables significant at the 0.01 level, indicating that the scores of  team members 
were non-independent and the team level was the appropriate level of  analysis. The 
values of  ICC(1) of  leader TIP and relationship conflict were 0.16 and 0.16, and the 
values of  ICC(2) were 0.46 and 0.45, respectively. The results suggested that much of  
the variance in these two variables was due to team membership; thus, aggregation was 
justified.

Hypotheses test. Table VII summarizes the results from path model analyses. In the first 
and second hypotheses, we proposed that, if  team members or leaders engage in 
more TIPs, strong faultlines will lead to fewer relationship conflicts in teams. To test 
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Hypotheses 1 and 2, we first controlled for team size, team means, and diversity in age, 
gender, education, and organizational tenure and then regressed team relationship 
conflict on faultline strength, member/leader TIP, and their interaction terms. The 
results in Model 2a showed that member TIP moderated the relationship between 
faultline strength and relationship conflict (b = −4.51, SE = 1.17, p < 0.001). Following 
Preacher and colleagues’ procedures (Preacher et al., 2006), we plotted the moderation 
effect on relationship conflict at two values of  the moderator at 1 SD above and below 
the mean (see Figure 2a). Simple slope tests showed that the direct effect of  faultline 
strength on relationship conflict was stronger when member TIP was lower (b = 6.93, 
SE = 1.83, p < 0.001) rather than higher (b = −0.61, SE = 1.06, p = 0.564). The 
difference in strength between these two effects was significant (b = −7.54, SE = 1.96, 
p < 0.001). Similarly, the results from Model 3a show that leader TIP moderated the 

Figure 2. Study 2: Interaction effect between demographic faultline strength and member (a) and leader (b) 
TIP in predicting team relationship conflict

(a)

(b)
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relationship between faultline strength and relationship conflict (b = −4.21, SE = 1.03, 
p < 0.001). We conducted simple slope tests and plotted the moderation effect in 
Figure 2b, which showed that the direct effect of  faultline strength on team relationship 
conflict was stronger when leader TIP was lower (b = 9.01, SE = 1.92, p < 0.001) rather 
than higher (b = 0.67, SE = 0.87, p = 0.444). The difference in strength between these 
two effects was significant (b = −8.34, SE = 2.04, p < 0.001). Hypotheses 1 and 2 were 
supported. As shown in Model 4a, when testing the moderation effects of  member 
and leader TIPs together, both were sustained (member TIP: b = −2.53, SE = 0.67, 
p < 0.001; leader TIP, b = −4.19, SE = 1.04, p < 0.001). However, comparing Model 
2a and 3a showed that, compared to team members, team leaders (ΔR2 = 0.16) were 
more effective enactors of  TIPs in preventing relationship conflict caused by strong 
demographic faultlines.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted that member/leader TIP moderates the relationships 
between team relationship conflict and team creativity. The results in Model 2b showed 
that the interaction term between relationship conflict and member TIP was significant 
and positive in predicting team creativity (b = 0.62, SE = 0.12, p < 0.001). We plotted 
the moderation effect in Figure 3 and conducted simple slope tests, which showed that 
the direct effect of  relationship conflict on team creativity was negative when member 
TIP was lower (b = −0.64, SE = 0.15, p < 0.001) rather than higher (b = 0.39, SE = 0.20, 
p = 0.049). The difference in these two effects was also significant (b = 1.03, SE = 0.20, 
p < 0.001). In contrast, the results in Model 3b showed that the interaction term be-
tween team relationship conflict and leader TIP was not significant in predicting team 
creativity (b = −0.01, SE = 0.18, p = 0.974). We conducted simple slope tests, which 
showed that the direct effect of  team relationship conflict on team creativity was both 
positive but not significant when leader TIP was lower (b = 0.02, SE = 0.24, p = 0.942) 
or higher (b = 0.01, SE = 0.30, p = 0.985). The difference in these two effects was also 
not significant (b = −0.01, SE = 0.35, p = 0.974). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported, 
but Hypothesis 4 was not. As shown in Model 4b, when testing the moderation effects 

Figure 3. Study 3: Interaction effect between team relationship conflict and member TIP in predicting team 
creativity
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of  member and leader TIPs together, only the moderation effect of  member TIP was 
sustained (member TIP: b = 0.84, SE = 0.14, p < 0.001; leader TIP, b = −0.16, SE = 0.13, 
p = 0.227), suggesting that compared to team leaders, team members (ΔR2 = 0.27) were 
more effective enactors of  TIPs in weakening the negative effect of  relationship conflict 
on team creativity.

Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that member/leader TIP would moderate the neg-
ative indirect effect of  team faultline strength on team creativity through team rela-
tionship conflict. With 20,000 Monte Carlo replications (Selig and Preacher, 2008), 
we found that faultline strength had a strong negative indirect effect on team cre-
ativity through team relationship conflict when member TIP was lower (1 SD below 
the mean, estimate = −4.42, 95% CI = [−6.8320, −2.1640]) rather than higher (1 SD 
above the mean, estimate = −0.24, 95% CI = [−1.0330, 0.8027]), and the difference in 
the strength of  these two effects was significant (estimate = −4.19, 95% CI = [−11.8900, 
−3.8570]). Similar analyses showed that faultline strength had no significant indirect 
effect on team creativity through team relationship conflict either when leader TIP 
was lower (1 SD below the mean, estimate = 0.15, 95% CI = [−3.0740, 5.5080]) or 
higher (1 SD above the mean, estimate = 0.00, 95% CI = [−0.7153, 0.7645]), and the 
difference in the strength of  these two effects was not significant (estimate = 0.15, 95% 
CI = [−4.4520, 7.7740]). Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was supported, but Hypothesis 6 
was not, suggesting that members can attenuate the negative impact of  strong demo-
graphic faultlines on team creativity by engaging in TIPs to reduce team relationship 
conflict.

Supplementary Analyses and Results

First, we calculated faultline strength using the average silhouette width (ASW) method 
based on the same four demographic attributes (age, gender, education, and organiza-
tional tenure) but with age and organizational tenure as continuous variables (Meyer and 
Glenz, 2013). This method can identify all possible subgroups and display each mem-
ber’s subgroup membership. As shown in Table S.IV of  the Supplementary Material, 
the moderation effects of  member TIP were sustained, but the moderation effect of  
leader TIP on the relationship between faultline strength and relationship conflict be-
came insignificant. These findings demonstrated that categorical measures of  members’ 
age and organizational tenure, as used in the faultline calculation in the main analyses, 
are more consistent with participants’ normal practice in differentiating each other and 
have higher cognitive accessibility among participants (Turner et al., 1994), therefore, 
had stronger predictions in the main analyses.

Second, we calculated faultline strength based on age, gender, and organizational 
tenure (e.g., Kunze and Bruch, 2010; Meyer et al., 2015) and tested all hypotheses 
with two measures of  faultline strength (FLS and ASW). The results in Tables S.V and 
S.VI of  the Supplementary Material showed that the findings were consistent with 
the four-factor measure, except that the moderation effect of  member TIP on the 
relationship between faultline strength and relationship conflict became weaker when 
faultline strength was measured with the FLS method. It demonstrated that education 
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is a salient factor for participants in differentiating identity-based subgroups (e.g., 
Bezrukova et al., 2010).

Third, some scholars proposed to differentiate faultlines into demographic versus in-
formation faultlines (e.g., Bezrukova et  al.,  2009; Carton and Cummings,  2013; Chung 
et al., 2015; Hutzschenreuter and Horstkotte, 2013) based on the property of  diversity at-
tributes (Harrison and Klein, 2007) and found that information faultlines can be positively 
associated with team performance. Accordingly, we proposed age- and gender-based fault-
lines as demographic faultlines and education and organizational tenure-based faultlines 
as information faultlines (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Chung et al., 2015) and used demo-
graphic faultlines to predict relationship conflict and information faultlines to predict task 
conflict, respectively. The results in Table S.VII (a) of  the Supplementary Material showed 
that neither member TIP nor leader TIP moderated the relationship between age- and 
gender-based faultline strength and relationship conflict. However, the results in Table S.
VII (a) showed that member TIP moderated the relationship between education faultline 
strength and task conflict, and leader TIP moderated the relationship between organiza-
tional tenure faultline strength and task conflict. However, leader TIP moderated the rela-
tionship between education faultline and task conflict in the opposite direction. Although, in 
general, these significant moderation effects worked in similar directions as the findings in 
the main tests, the high correlations between these four types of  faultlines (from 0.18 to 0.54 
in Table S.I) may cause multicollinearity issues and weaken the predictions if  they worked as 
independent predictors simultaneously. Model testing received similar findings when mea-
suring these two types of  faultlines with the ASW method as in the main tests, as shown in 
Tables S.VII (b) and S.VII (b) of  the Supplementary Material. These findings showed the 
robust moderation effects of  TIPs in mitigating the negative impacts of  strong faultlines.

Fourth, we tested the hypotheses by replacing relationship conflict with task conflict and 
displayed the results in Table S.IX of  the Supplementary Material. These results showed 
high consistency with the findings in the main tests. Considering the high correlation be-
tween relationship conflict and task conflict (r = 0.73, p < 0.001), we also combined relation-
ship conflict and task conflict as a measure of  team conflict and tested the moderation effects 
of  member TIP and leader TIP with similar procedures. As shown in Table S.X of  the 
Supplementary Material, the results are consistent with those of  the main tests. However, 
if  we took relationship conflict and task conflict as two parallel mediators and tested the 
moderation effects of  member TIP and leader TIP simultaneously, as shown in Table S.
XI of  the Supplementary Material, some results changed, especially the moderation effects 
of  member TIP and Leader TIP on the relationship between the two conflicts and team 
creativity. We need to be cautious in interpreting these findings and implications because the 
high correlation between relationship and task conflict may cause multicollinearity issues. 
Discussions regarding these findings can be found in the Supplementary Material.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

A long-standing question in team faultline research is what team members and leaders can 
do to mitigate the interference of  subgroup identity separation and relationship conflict on 
diverse teams’ creative potential. Social identities associated with groups are a potent source 
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of  influence, given that acceptance by the group prevents isolation (Pickett et al., 2002), pro-
motes favourable treatment by other members (Turner, 1975), and fulfils needs for belonging 
(Baumeister and Leary, 1995). TIP is consistent with the type of  favourable treatment that 
members of  a social identity group extend to each other and may serve to make faultlines 
less influential in satisfying needs for acceptance and belonging. Clearly, TIP involves a set of  
behaviours that both team members and leaders can engage to strengthen people’s connec-
tions within the work team and through which to effectively deal with subgroup identity sep-
aration in strong faultline teams. In Study 1, we developed and showed validity evidence for 
the TIP scale. In Study 2, using survey evidence from one sample of  work teams across three 
time points, we found that demographic faultlines elicited less team relationship conflict 
when team members and team leaders displayed higher levels of  TIPs. At the same time, 
when team members, rather than leaders, engaged in more TIPs, they helped prevent the 
undermining effects of  team conflict on creativity. With these two studies, we incorporate 
brokering (Halevy et al., 2019; Obstfeld, 2005) into team faultline studies and demonstrate 
the value of  TIPs in mitigating the adverse demographic faultline effects in teams (Joshi and 
Roh, 2009; Thatcher and Patel, 2012).

We provide several important contributions to the faultline literature. First, we introduce 
and validate TIP as a new team process to strengthen connections and mitigate identity 
separation among team members. Study 1, consisting of  four substudies, verified that this 
new construct is distinctive from existing team processes, such as information elaboration 
(Homan et al., 2008) and conflict management (Rahim and Magner, 1995; Tjosvold, 1990), 
as well as team states, such as social integration (Knight and Eisenkraft,  2015; Smith 
et al., 1994) and intrateam trust (De Jong and Elfring, 2010). Furthermore, we developed a 
nine-item scale with high content validity and reliability to measure TIP, which can be used 
in future empirical studies to test other potential impacts of  this new construct. This study 
laid the theoretical and empirical foundations to build the nomological network of  this new 
construct.

Second, we demonstrate TIPs as a new moderator of  team faultline effects and expand 
available strategies to manage identity separation in strong faultline teams and enhance 
creativity. Building on the brokering research, this study pointed out that when team lead-
ers and members intentionally strengthen connections and collaboration across potential 
subgroups, diverse or even divided teams can work effectively on creative tasks and goals. 
Supplementing one stream of  faultline research to identify contextual factors that can 
suppress subgroup division from demographic faultlines (Joshi and Roh, 2009), such as 
building superordinate goals or shared identities (Homan et al., 2007; Rico et al., 2012), 
increasing task interdependence (Rico et al., 2012), and transformational and inclusive 
leadership (e.g., Kunze and Bruch, 2010; Mitchell and Boyle, 2021; Qi et al., 2022), this 
study demonstrates TIP as another important contingent factor.

Third, this study highlights a paradigm shift to re-emphasize the significance of  inves-
tigating the integrative effects of  team faultlines and TIP processes on team creativity. 
Research on team faultlines has been dominated by a structural approach in which this 
structure could impact team outcomes through processes such as conflict and informa-
tion elaboration (Lau and Murnighan, 1998; Thatcher et al., 2024). Correspondingly, 
a structural perspective proposes cross-cutting membership as an effective manage-
rial approach to mitigating the negative impact of  faultlines (Mäs et  al.,  2013; Rico 
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et al., 2012; Sawyer et al., 2006). However, structural change involves adding, removing, 
or replacing members, which might be unworkable or costly for some teams. Meanwhile, 
studies of  team processes have demonstrated that teams can collectively address chal-
lenges arising from compositional structures (Gold and Sugden, 2007; King et al., 2010; 
Shteynberg et al., 2022), such as employing conflict management strategies (Rahim and 
Magner,  1995; Tjosvold,  1990). The present study demonstrated that, in addition to 
post hoc conflict management, teams with strong demographic faultlines can proac-
tively engage in TIPs to bridge subgroup identity boundaries and inhibit conflicts from 
occurring.

Fourth, this study primarily focused on the role of  TIPs in mitigating identity sepa-
ration in teams with demographic faultlines. However, faultline research has proposed 
varied types of  faultlines based on the property of  faultline attributes, such as demo-
graphic versus information faultlines, and found that these faultlines can work differently 
on team outcomes (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Carton and Cummings, 2013; Chung 
et al., 2015; Hutzschenreuter and Horstkotte, 2013). However, participants in Study 2 
could not differentiate task conflict from relationship conflict. Therefore, the results in 
the Supplementary Material showed that TIPs worked in similar ways in moderating the 
effect of  information faultlines on team creativity through task conflict. Future studies 
should investigate how TIPs will stimulate information elaboration and enhance the pos-
itive impact of  information faultlines on team creativity. This focus would be especially 
important in teams where diverse information processing is common, such as research 
and development teams, or in teams where tasks are urgent and highly consequential, 
such as extreme action teams (Klein et al., 2006). Furthermore, future studies should 
compare these two types of  faultlines and the roles of  TIPs within different samples, such 
as stakeholder teams in social enterprises (Crucke and Knockaert, 2016) and top man-
agement teams in family businesses (Minichilli et al., 2010). Such studies would enhance 
knowledge of  the effects of  TIP across contexts in which faultlines have been shown to 
be detrimental.

Fifth, some of  our findings (shown in Models 2, 3, and 4 in Table VII) demonstrated 
that the moderation effect size of  TIPs may differ when performed by different par-
ties, either team members or team leaders (Goldman et  al.,  2012; Jameson, 2001). 
This highlights the importance of  the source of  TIPs in effectively minimizing the 
impact of  faultlines. One plausible explanation is that team leaders usually have the 
responsibility and authority to design workflows and assign tasks to team members 
(Hackman and Wageman, 2004). Their TIPs, such as assigning members to collab-
orate with different members across varied projects and forging connections within 
each of  the teams, could fundamentally reshape connections across subgroups and 
prevent team conflict from occurring. This finding is consistent with extant research 
showing that leaders are influential in diversity management (Homan et  al.,  2020; 
Shore et al., 2018; Shore and Chung, 2023; Zhao et al., 2019) and faultlines man-
agement (Kunze and Bruch, 2010; Qi et al., 2022). However, if  leaders are unable 
to effectively address subgroup identity division or corresponding team relationship 
conflicts through TIPs, our results show that members can effectively deal with these 
issues by themselves and weaken the negative impact of  relationship conflict on team 
creativity. Another possible research area is to examine whether leaders align with 
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some identity subgroups more than others to more fully determine the degree to 
which TIP is effective in addressing conflict and creativity. Leader favouritism towards 
a similar subgroup is an ongoing issue in research on leadership and team dynamics 
(Meyer et al., 2015). The differing results for leader TIP and team TIP suggest the 
need for more fine-grained studies exploring the mechanisms that link TIP displayed 
by these different sources to conflict and creativity.

Creative idea generation requires individuals to share and elaborate on their unique 
information and knowledge and generate alternative solutions to meet new challenges 
(De Dreu and West, 2001). However, if  team members’ behaviour is aligned more with 
their subgroup identity, separation and relationship conflicts will interfere with infor-
mation exchange (Jehn,  1997; Jehn and Mannix,  2001) and decrease team creativity 
(Pearsall et al., 2008). Our findings showed that when members engage in more TIPs, 
they are more likely to employ these behaviours to resolve disputes with colleagues imme-
diately, thereby focusing on information processing and preventing them from escalating 
into relational friction. Therefore, it is worth noting that, other than leaders who are ex-
pected to manage team conflict, members themselves can be effective conflict managers 
with behavioural readiness and timeliness.

Practical Implications

The findings of  our study also have several practical implications for faultline and 
conflict management. First, we demonstrate that leaders’ and members’ strategic be-
haviours are important in ameliorating team structural problems, such as subgroup 
identity divisions caused by strong demographic faultlines. Structural solutions that 
have been identified are difficult to implement for organizations (Rico et al., 2012) 
as compared with behavioural strategies, such as TIP, that can be applied to exist-
ing teams. Second, a company’s human resource department can design training 
programmes for leaders and employees to help them learn the core ideas of  TIPs 
and train them on how to engage in these behaviours through different scenarios. At 
the same time, organizations can integrate these behaviours into the performance 
evaluation system, thereby enhancing employees’ engagement in these behaviours. 
Furthermore, organizations with more TIPs may be able to facilitate an inclusive 
organizational climate for diverse employees and enable knowledge and perspective 
integration for organizational innovation (Shore et al., 2018). A positive reinforcing 
circle is likely to form once employees recognize the benefits of  TIPs from the first 
adopters and proactively imitate and spread similar practices across the team and the 
organization.

At the same time, our study provides insights into team conflict management practices. 
In addition to effective conflict management tactics that focus on leaders or other third 
parties as effective conflict managers (Giebels and Janssen, 2005; Goldman et al., 2012; 
Zhao et al., 2019), our findings show that members can be effective in managing team 
conflict through engaging in TIPs. In addition, TIP may create a team environment in 
which members perceive higher respect and are more willing to collaborate across sub-
groups. Therefore, organizational training on TIPs can equip members with an effective 
tool to deal with potential team conflicts.
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Limitations and Future Research

While this study offers insights into our understanding of  TIP as an effective strate-
gic behaviour for addressing connection challenges from strong faultlines, it does so 
with several limitations, many of  which highlight opportunities for future research. 
First, we proposed TIPs as a strategic behaviour to deal with issues originating from 
subgroup identity separation, such as strong faultlines and corresponding relationship 
conflicts, but we did not rule out the possibility that teams can engage in other types of  
behaviours when they have different intentions or goals, such as dividing behaviours 
or mediating behaviours (Grosser et al., 2019; Halevy et al., 2019). Future studies can 
distinguish different team behaviours and investigate the conditions in which they will 
be implemented. In addition, we did not intend to propose that team behaviours are 
reactive and can only be employed to deal with structural issues. Team behaviours 
are independent of  compositional structures and can directly influence team out-
comes. For instance, team members and leaders who want to enhance team perfor-
mance, especially team innovative performance, can engage in more TIPs (Kauppila 
et al., 2018; Obstfeld, 2005), as teams with more TIPs are likely to better access and 
integrate external and internal knowledge and information from diverse employees. 
Therefore, we highlight the potential of  TIPs working as an important behavioural 
input in strengthening connections, weakening subgroup identity separation and bias, 
and establishing collaborative norms, in turn promoting work team performance. We 
call for future studies to investigate the psychological mechanisms through which TIPs 
can influence team performance.

Second, although in Study 2, we surveyed the participants at three time points, we 
cannot claim causality of  the relationships in our proposed model. However, several 
studies of  faultlines have been conducted in laboratories and found that experimen-
tally induced faultline strength can predict team processes and outcomes (e.g., Homan 
et al., 2007; Jehn and Bezrukova, 2010; Lau and Murnighan, 2005; Pearsall et al., 2008; 
Polzer et al., 2006; Rico et al., 2012; Sawyer et al., 2006). To examine the causality of  
our proposed model, future research can manipulate both faultline strength and the level 
of  the team members’ and leaders’ TIPs using experiments to examine the predictability 
of  their interactions on team conflict and creativity.

Third, we only obtained subjective measures of  team creativity from team leaders, 
but no other objective indicators of  team creative performance. Future studies should 
include objective creative output, such as the number of  patents or new products. This 
can enhance our understanding of  the effect of  faultlines and TIPs in predicting team 
creativity and innovation. At the same time, future studies could investigate the interac-
tive effects of  TIPs with other team structural attributes, such as social network density, 
on team dynamics.

Fourth, Study 1a had a small sample size, which may have weakened the power of  the 
exploratory factor analysis (Guadagnoli and Velicer, 1988; Hinkin, 1998). Similarly, in 
the field study, we started with a large sample at the beginning of  our research, but due to 
the strict requirements on the calculation of  faultline strength, such as full demographic 
information of  all team members and teams with no less than three members, our final 
sample after three surveys was significantly smaller than anticipated, which decreased 
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our statistical power in model testing. Even so, our results demonstrate the value of  TIPs 
performed by team members and leaders. Future research should sample more teams to 
increase confidence in the statistical predictions. Furthermore, our sample was drawn 
from Chinese organizations. Team diversity and faultlines have seldom been studied in a 
Chinese context, and it was striking that we obtained strong support for our predictions 
in these samples. We suspect that future studies of  teams from other cultures may ob-
tain even stronger effect sizes, such as in US companies, where there is a broader array 
of  diversity characteristics and identity groups, and members are more individualistic 
(Hofstede, 1980).

CONCLUSION

We present an important step forward in team structural composition research and man-
agement by showing that teams hampered by subgroup divisions and corresponding 
team relationship conflicts can employ team iungens practice (TIP) as a useful team 
process to deal with these challenges and boost team creativity. More specifically, our 
study suggests that when team members or leaders engage more in TIPs, the positive link 
between demographic faultline strength and team relationship conflict will be weakened. 
At the same time, team members can attenuate the negative impact of  relationship con-
flict on team creativity through engaging in TIPs. In this way, we show the potential of  
team members’ and team leaders’ connection management behaviours in unfavourable 
team structural compositions to improve team functioning and performance.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The work described in this paper was partially supported by three grants from the National Natural Science 
Foundation of  China (Nos. 72002227, 72272094, and 72532008), and two research grants from the Research 
Grants Council of  Hong Kong (Nos. 2170264 and 2170229).

NOTE

	[1]	 We also measured social integration (Smith et  al.,  1994) and individual perceived social integration 
(Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013) in the data collection. However, reverse items weakened the valid-
ity of  these two measures (social integration: χ2

(27) = 256.31, RMSEA = 0.18, CFI = 0.73, TLI = 0.64, 
and SRMR = 0.12; individual perceived social integration: χ2

(9) = 137.17, RMSEA = 0.23, CFI = 0.78, 
TLI = 0.63, and SRMR = 0.09), therefore, we did not include them in the model comparisons.
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