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ABSTRACT

This field study examines group diversity from two theoretical viewpoints: disper-
sion approach (heterogeneity) and alignment approach (faultlines). We argue that
the alignment approach provides an additional explanatory tool to that of the dis-
persion approach in understanding the effects of group composition on process and
outcomes. Data from 60 work groups show that whereas groups with strong fault-
lines had higher levels of intragroup conflict and lower levels of performance and
satisfaction, groups that were heterogeneous in tenure and functional background
had higher levels of performance. Task conflict and process conflict mediated the
relationship between faultlines and satisfaction. Our findings suggest that whereas
both views of diversity contribute to our understanding of the relationship among
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group-level diversity, group processes, and performance, the rationale underlying
group faultlines (the alignment approach) provides, in general, a more comprehen-
sive explanation of group processes and performance than does a group heterogene-
ity model alone. 

INTRODUCTION

As the trend continues toward greater economic globalization and societal diversity,
companies are recognizing the need to leverage the various backgrounds of their
employees to sustain their competitive advantage in a global marketplace (Jehn and
Bezrukova, 2004; Thomas and Ely, 1996). This trend is paralleled by the realization,
reinforced with empirical evidence, that well-managed work groups can serve as cat-
alysts to multiply the contributions of individual employees (Bishop, Scott, and
Burroughs, 2000; Donnellon, 1996). Unfortunately, it appears that these two trends
frequently fail to intersect and produce synergistic benefits for companies (Kochan,
Bezrukova, Ely, Jackson, Joshi, Jehn, Leonard, Levine, and Thomas, 2003). This may
be attributed to potential challenges that managers face regarding how to properly
translate the diversity of work groups into higher profits.

In response, many researchers have tackled the issues related to diversity in
teams. However, the results of the studies have been rather contradictory and thus
inconclusive; diversity seems as likely to hinder performance as it is to improve it
(compare Riordan, 2000; Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). According to the recent
reviews of diversity and relational demography research, one reason for these contra-
dictory findings is the lack of theoretical guidance for understanding diversity in
teams (Jackson, Joshi, and Erhardt, 2003; Webber and Donahue, 2001).

The most recent response to this claim of theoretical inadequacy has been to
focus on the issue of demographic alignment as put forth in the group faultline the-
ory introduced by Lau and Murnighan (1998). Previous diversity research has main-
ly drawn on heterogeneity, or the dispersion view of group composition. Group
diversity has been explained either through changes in information processing (for
example, introducing a broader array of information) or through a social categoriza-
tion process (for example, favoring in-groups and derogating out-groups to enhance
self-construals) (Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). From a methodological standpoint,
this line of research emphasizes the degree of distribution among group members
along relevant dimensions of attributes (Alexander, Nuchols, Bloom, and Lee, 1995).
This work has been criticized because it is based on the assumption that these demo-
graphic attributes are independent. For instance, when examining race, gender has
been ignored, leading to the assumption that the experiences of African American
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men in a group would be similar to that of African American women in an otherwise
identical group (for example, Roth, Huffcutt, and Bobko, 2003).

The alignment approach, in turn, argues that the compositional dynamics of
interacting multiple attributes affects group processes more than separate demo-
graphic characteristics (for example, Lau and Murnighan, 1998). Members who
share several similar attributes are likely to align and coalesce into subgroups, rein-
forcing one another and differentiating themselves from other subgroups in a team
(Earley and Mosakowski, 2000; Cramton and Hinds, 2005). Although some theo-
rizing about interacting or overlapping demographic dissimilarities has been done
in the past (for example, see the literature on multiform heterogeneity: Blau, 1977,
and Kanter, 1977; also see more recent studies: Lau and Murnighan, 2005; Li and
Hambrick, 2005; Roccas and Brewer, 2002), research examining the alignment
properties of such overlaps and the resulting splits within a group has remained
scarce.

Moreover, previous studies have shown significant effects for various demograph-
ic heterogeneity factors (for example, age, race, gender, tenure) on group processes and
performance. Although these findings are important, a weakness of this previous
research is that none of the studies has contrasted group faultline models (that is,
alignment) with group heterogeneity models (that is, dispersion). Therefore, the main
purpose of our study is to examine the relative importance of group faultlines and
group heterogeneity on group processes and performance. We hope to explain the
missing variance inherent in the studies that examined only group heterogeneity. For
several reasons, we believe that the rationale underlying group faultlines provides a
better explanation of group processes and performance than does the rationale under-
lying group heterogeneity alone. Our central argument is that the presence (or
absence) of certain demographic differences within a group may (or may not) influ-
ence members’ behaviors, but the particular alignment of group members based on
these differences will influence behavior. Alignment explains how evolving subgroups
may become polarized around certain viewpoints because of conformity pressure aris-
ing within subgroups and competition across them (Lau and Murnighan, 1998;
Thatcher, Jehn, and Zanutto, 2003; Wit and Kerr, 2002); therefore, “faultlines may
have more potential for performance losses owing to increased conflict” (Lau and
Murnighan, 1998, p. 327). Thus, our second theoretical contribution is to extend
conflict literature by examining how group composition based on alignment enables
us to better explain how group composition acts as an antecedent of conflict. Our
methodological contribution to existing research on group composition and faultlines
comes in the form of examining the predictive power of both heterogeneity variables
and faultline variables on group processes and outcomes. Understanding how forms
of group composition affect group processes and outcomes will provide valuable infor-
mation to managers as they form and supervise teams.
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DISPERSION VERSUS ALIGNMENT

We classify approaches to group composition into two types, the dispersion approach
and the alignment approach. Group composition research based on the dispersion
approach1 examines how members’ attributes are distributed within a group and how
this dispersion may influence a number of group outcomes (McGrath, 1998;
Milliken and Martins, 1996; Moreland and Levine, 1992). The concept of hetero-
geneity has been often used to reflect dispersion in this line of research. Social-
categorization theory, the similarity/attraction paradigm, and the cognitive-resource
perspective have been used to explain the theoretical mechanisms underlying the
relationship among heterogeneity, group process, and performance. Social-
categorization theory posits that individuals classify themselves and others into in-
group and out-group categories. Classification occurs to enhance positive self-
construal and to make predictions about subsequent interactions (Tajfel and Turner,
1986). These categorization processes tend to give rise to stereotypes, prejudice, and
out-group discrimination that may result in conflict and lead to substandard per-
formance (Jehn, Northcraft, and Neale, 1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, and Xin, 1999).
Byrne (1971) proposed the similarity/attraction paradigm to explain why people are
attracted to similar others and why they apply negative assumptions to those who are
dissimilar (Byrne, 1971). The similarity/attraction paradigm suggests that demo-
graphic characteristics serve as a method for determining similarity, leading to more
frequent communication and a desire to remain in the group (Lincoln and Miller,
1979). Finally, a cognitive-resource perspective suggests that the dispersion of mem-
ber attributes supplies a large amount of information and facilitates a complex
problem-solving process. That is, decision making of high quality may arise from dif-
ferent experiences and perspectives that diverse group members bring to their team
(Dahlin, Weingart, and Hinds, 2005; Gruenfeld, Mannix, Williams, and Neale,
1996).

Although much empirical work has been conducted under the dispersion
framework, there is still no consensus around the relationship between diversity and
performance (Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). Some studies have shown that diversity
leads to decreased levels of performance (Michel and Hambrick, 1992; Thatcher,
1999; Zajac, Golden, and Shortell, 1991) due to social-categorization and similarity/
attraction effects (Byrne, 1971; Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Other studies have shown
that diversity can improve group performance (Bantel and Jackson, 1989; Hambrick,
Cho, and Chen, 1996; Eisenhardt, Kahwajy, and Bourgeois, 1997) by increasing
cognitive-resource diversity (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; Gruenfeld et al., 1996).
Still other studies have shown no relationship between diversity and performance
(O’Reilly, Snyder, and Boothe, 1993; Wiersema and Bantel, 1992).

An alignment approach to group composition suggests that whereas the social-
categorization processes may be similar for heterogeneous and faultline-based groups,
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there will be additional perceptual categorizations and behavioral outcomes due to
the creation of subgroups based on overlapping similarities in faultline-based groups.
An overlap of social categories sharpens the boundaries around subgroups and results
in salient subgroup identities. The added effect of this overlap is that strong
subgroups emerging from faultlines may be less fluid and more stable, especially as
more characteristics align. Thus, alignment models predict group processes and
performance as a function of simultaneous alignment across members based on mul-
tiple characteristics. This differs from the dispersion models of group composition,
which do not take into account the interdependence among multiple forms of diver-
sity. The heterogeneity concept, for example, captures the degree to which a group
differs on only one demographic characteristic (for example, gender; see Table 3.1 for
comparison between faultlines and diversity scores) while often ignoring other demo-
graphic characteristics (for example, race) (McGrath, 1998). Even when dispersion
researchers take into account more than one demographic characteristic by examin-
ing overall demographic diversity (for example, Schippers, Den Hartog, Koopman,
and Wienk, 2003), they use an additive model and aggregate the effects of the single-
characteristic dispersion model (for an exception, see Alexander et al., 1995).
Although these aggregate dispersion models explain the degree to which a group is
demographically different on age and gender and tenure, for instance, they
inadequately reflect the degree of interdependence among these characteristics. For
example, we are unable to tell if all the Caucasians in a group are also men. This
limitation is overcome in alignment-based research.

Three areas of work inform the theoretical mechanisms underlying the align-
ment perspective: multiform heterogeneity (Blau, 1977; Kanter, 1977), group fault-
lines (Lau and Murnighan, 1998), and factional groups (Hambrick, Li, Xin, and
Tsui, 2001; Li and Hambrick, 2005). The literature on multiform heterogeneity has
stressed the importance of focusing on the multiple parameters of social structure (for
example, sex, race). Multiform heterogeneity refers to overlapping groups and
subgroups generated by the differences in sex, race, national background, religion,
and so on (Blau, 1977). Consolidated or highly correlated parameters strengthen
in-group bonds and reinforce group barriers, whereas low correlation among them
indicates the intersection of parameters that promotes group integration.

Faultline theory reasons that the compositional dynamics of multiple attributes
(for example, alignment) have a greater effect on group processes and performance
than separate demographic characteristics (e.g., Lau and Murnighan, 1998; 2005;
Thatcher et al., 2003). Faultline theory defines group faultlines as hypothetical divid-
ing lines that split a group into relatively homogeneous subgroups based on the
group members’ demographic alignment along one or more attributes (adapted from
Lau and Murnighan, 1998). For instance, Cramton and Hinds (2005) have theorized
about how the alignment of compositional diversity and geographic distribution cre-
ates tension between subgroups emerging from faultlines. In a study of the formation
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of breakaway organizations, Dyck and Starke (1999) found that competition
between the breakaway group and supporters of the status quo became evident when
there was increased alignment of subgroup members.

Finally, Hambrick and his colleagues argue that in international joint ventures
(IJVs), “compositional gaps” that occur along multiple demographic dimensions (for
example, culture, age) in factional groups may accentuate managerial coalitions and
influence group functioning and effectiveness (Hambrick et al., 2001; Li and
Hambrick, 2005). A compositional gap is the difference between managerial coali-
tions on one or more dimensions that are of potential importance to the group’s
functioning. This gap separates a group into two distinctly different factions, where
a faction is relatively homogeneous or is tightly clustered around its own central ten-
dency (Hambrick et al., 2001; Li and Hambrick, 2005). Studies of IJV management
groups have shown that the formation of subgroups based on demographics is inher-
ently coalitional and is likely to reduce identification with the whole team and neg-
atively affect group functioning and IJV effectiveness (Earley and Mosakowski, 2000;
Hambrick et al., 2001).

In sum, the alignment approach to group composition takes into account the
facts that (1) individuals have multiple identities simultaneously (for example, Asian,
male) rather than one identity at a time (Asian), (2) these identities are interdepen-
dent, and (3) they interact with one another. Thus, the alignment approach accounts
for the interdependence among multiple demographic characteristics that the disper-
sion approach often neglects.

COMPOSITIONAL EFFECTS ON CONFLICT AND
PERFORMANCE

Theorizing on group diversity suggests that group composition influences patterns of
interaction in a group (for example, conflict) and affects outcomes (for example, per-
formance, satisfaction) (Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). In this study, we focus on
three types of conflict—relationship conflict, task conflict, and process conflict—that
have been identified in working groups, bicultural teams, and other organizing enti-
ties (Amason, 1996; Jehn, 1997; Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled, 1996). Since most disper-
sion studies in the literature on group diversity are concerned with the effects of
diversity on conflict and group performance, we develop our rationale predicting
first, the effects of heterogeneity and second, the effects of faultlines on group-level
conflict and performance. In general, we believe that faultlines will be better predic-
tors of performance due to the effects of additional social categorization (the partic-
ular subgroup within the larger group).

The dispersion approach is based on theories of social identity and social cate-
gorization (Tajfel and Turner, 1986), which assert that individuals classify themselves
and others into social categories based on demographic characteristics (for example,
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race, gender, function). Group members confirm their affiliation with a certain cate-
gory by showing in-group favoritism and out-group hostility (Tajfel and Turner,
1986). As a result of these negative categorization processes, individuals in groups
with high levels of heterogeneity may experience frustration, discomfort, hostility,
and anxiety resulting in high levels of relationship conflict (disagreements and
incompatibilities about personal issues unrelated to the task) and low levels of satis-
faction (Jehn, 1997). For example, heterogeneity on the dimensions of gender and
ethnicity is related to interpersonal tension, low levels of friendliness, and low levels
of satisfaction (Jehn et al., 1999; O’Reilly, Caldwell, and Barnett, 1989; Pelled, Xin,
and Weiss, 2001).

Likewise, the alignment approach also predicts conflict based on similarity/
attraction and social categorization, but there are additional perceptual and behav-
ioral phenomena due to the creation of subgroups based on overlapping similarities.
Members’ perception of distinct subgroups and their engagement in coalition forma-
tion as a result of an alignment are examples of such phenomena. Alignment perspec-
tive suggests that these strong subgroupings resulting from faultlines can lead to
political issues and covert relationship conflict in the group (Lau and Murnighan,
1998). Members of one subgroup may develop negative stereotypes toward members
of another subgroup while simultaneously cultivating homegrown stereotypes (over-
ly positive generalizations that groups develop about their own characteristics) to
support their own subgroup (Prentice and Miller, 2002). This us-versus-them men-
tality in subgroups may incite antagonism from members of one subgroup toward
members of another subgroup (Labianca, Brass, and Gray, 1998). We argue that as a
result, members of such groups will perceive that the overall work group is filled with
tension and anger, resulting in high levels of intragroup relationship conflict and low
levels of satisfaction.

Groups with high levels of heterogeneity and groups with strong faultlines are
both predicted to experience high levels of relationship conflict and low levels of sat-
isfaction; we now explain why we expect faultlines to have a stronger effect than het-
erogeneity. Literature based on the cross-categorization perspective (for example,
Brewer, 2000; Hewstone, Rubin, and Willis, 2002; Vanbeselaere, 2000) suggests that
members of groups with faultlines may exhibit stronger intergroup bias and animos-
ity toward members of another subgroup than do individuals in heterogeneous
groups due to an additional social categorization (the particular subgroup within the
larger group). Members of heterogeneous groups may possess crosscutting social
identities that contribute to cooperative contact by reducing bias toward out-group
members (Brewer, 2000; Ensari and Miller, 2001). For example, two women in a
group may consider the male members to be an out-group; however, if the female
members and some of the male members are white, the category of race will crosscut
that of gender. This crosscutting will dilute the out-group bias based on gender.
Therefore, we propose that intergroup bias based on the alignment of multiple char-

64 CONFLICT AND THE INDIVIDUAL GROUP MEMBER

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 64



acteristics (faultlines) may result in more negative stereotyping and animosity than
that occurring in heterogeneous groups. Thus, we posit the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Whereas groups with high levels of heterogeneity and
groups with strong faultlines will both experience high levels of intragroup
relationship conflict and low levels of satisfaction, faultlines will have a
stronger effect on relationship conflict and satisfaction than will
heterogeneity.

The dispersion approach suggests that members of heterogeneous groups are
likely to have different training and socialization experiences (Lovelace, Shapiro, and
Weingart, 2001; Mortensen and Hinds, 2001). Although these differences may
reflect a variety of ideas and perspectives in a team (Milliken and Martins, 1996),
they may also be the cause of debates and disagreements about group tasks (Tziner
and Eden, 1985; Wittenbaum and Stasser, 1996). The presence of differing perspec-
tives is likely to manifest itself as intragroup task conflict (Pelled et al., 1999). Task
conflicts are disagreements among group members’ ideas and opinions about the task
being performed, such as disagreements regarding an organization’s current strategic
position (Jehn, 1997). Empirical studies have demonstrated that employees in groups
that were heterogeneous in terms of the members’ functional backgrounds and
education experienced high levels of task-related conflicts (Jehn, Chadwick, and
Thatcher, 1997; Pelled et al., 1999).

On the other hand, the alignment perspective would suggest that when groups
have faultlines, members of emerging subgroups may freely express divergent opin-
ions as they feel support from their subgroup members due to mutual liking and per-
ceived similarity of aligned members (Lau and Murnighan, 1998; Phillips, 2003;
Phillips, Mannix, Neale, and Gruenfeld, 2004). They may also have a tendency
toward conformity to the opinion or perspectives favored by their own subgroup
(Baron, Kerr, and Miller, 1993) and a need to distinguish their views from those of
the other subgroup (Brewer, 2000; Hogg, Turner, and Davidson, 1990). The result—
with each subgroup intensely polarized around its ideas and thoughts (Ancona,
1990) and exhibiting strong vocal support for its particular position—is a high level
of intragroup task conflict.

We expect faultlines to be a better predictor of intragroup task conflict than het-
erogeneity. On the basis of research into interindividual/intergroup discontinuity
(Schopler, Insko, Graetz, Drigotas, and Smith, 1991; Wildschut, Insko, and
Gaertner, 2002), we argue that members of groups with faultlines may disagree over
various ideas or perspectives in a more convincing way than do individuals in hetero-
geneous groups. Interindividual/intergroup discontinuity refers to the tendency for
intergroup relations to be more competitive and less cooperative than interindividual
relations (Schopler et al., 1991). One of the proposed explanations for this tendency
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is that mutual social support for the competitive pursuit of self-interested behavior is
available to subgroup members but absent for individuals (Wildschut et al., 2002).
Although the potential exists that divergent viewpoints will emerge from heteroge-
neous groups, individuals in these groups may not actively share their points of view
if they are not supported by others (Wit and Kerr, 2002). Groups with strong fault-
lines are likely to have intense conflicts over tasks because each subgroup rallies
around one particular point of view (Lau and Murnighan, 2005). Thus, we propose
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Whereas groups with high levels of heterogeneity and
groups with strong faultlines will both experience high levels of intragroup
task conflict, faultlines will have a stronger effect on task conflict than
will heterogeneity.

The dispersion perspective suggests that members of heterogeneous groups tend
to rely on approaches to work that are particular to their backgrounds (Bantel and
Jackson, 1989; Gruenfeld et al., 1996), and they display differing views about how
one should approach a task (Jehn et al., 1999). These differences of opinion about
how to do the work affects a group’s ability to coordinate task progress (Behfar,
Mannix, Peterson, and Trochin, 2005) and often results in disagreements over pro-
cedural issues (Jehn et al., 1999). Process conflict refers to disagreements about the
process of doing a task or dealing with logistical problems—how task accomplish-
ment should proceed in the work unit, who is responsible for what, and how things
should be delegated (Jehn, 1997). For instance, research has demonstrated that het-
erogeneous groups experienced more difficulty defining how to proceed with their
task than did homogeneous groups (Jehn, 1997; Watson, Kumar, and Michaelson,
1993).

The alignment approach proposes that members across subgroups formed by
faultlines might have different “thought worlds” (Dougherty, 1987) and different
understandings about how work should be done in a group. Members of such groups
may feel that their priorities and work approaches are not aligned within a group, and
so they may spend more time staking out territory and viciously arguing who does
what, when, and how (Behfar et al., 2005). A faultline that breaks a group into sub-
groups may also inhibit boundary-spanning activities, leading to less coordination of
interdependent but differentiated subgroups within a group (for example,
Edmondson, 1999; Miles and Perreault, 1976). Under these circumstances, develop-
ing a shared approach to task accomplishment in groups with strong faultlines will
be difficult, and process conflict will be more likely to surface.

Groups with high levels of heterogeneity and groups with strong faultlines are
both predicted to experience high levels of process conflict; however, we expect fault-
lines to be a better predictor than heterogeneity. For example, a group with two
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homogeneous subgroups whose respective members are aligned along two differing
characteristics of age and tenure will be likely to have two very diverse approaches to
a task. Assuming that each subgroup has several supporters, there is likely to be a
strong degree of competitiveness between the two subgroups. Members of groups
with strong faultlines may support certain ways of doing work favored by their
respective subgroups, at the same time displaying prejudice and intolerance toward
opinions of members of another subgroup. Heterogeneous groups, in turn, may have
several divergent viewpoints, but without support from others, individuals may not
vigorously compete and argue their points of view. Thus, whereas heterogeneous
groups and groups with strong faultlines will both experience challenges in coordi-
nating accomplishment of a task, groups with strong faultlines will disagree over
process-related issues in a more competitive way than will heterogeneous groups.
This leads us to the third hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Whereas groups with high levels of heterogeneity and
groups with strong faultlines will both experience high levels of intragroup
process conflict, faultlines will have a stronger effect on process conflict than
will heterogeneity.

We further predict that heterogeneity and faultlines will have differing effects
on a group’s performance. The dispersion approach, which is grounded in the well-
respected perspective of value in diversity, expects heterogeneous groups to outper-
form homogeneous groups because people who are different from one another are
able to bring new knowledge, skills, and perspectives to the group (Cox, Lobel, and
McLeod, 1991; Watson et al., 1993; Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). Whereas the
value-in-diversity perspective acknowledges the fact that greater heterogeneity makes
it more difficult for people to cooperate, it also predicts that heterogeneity greatly
enhances the potential for a wider array of views and information, novel solutions,
creative synthesis, and overall group performance (Gruenfeld et al., 1996; Phillips et
al., 2004). Furthermore, in management groups with high levels of heterogeneity,
out-group discrimination is less likely to occur because there are few common bases
for subgroup formation (Early and Mosakowski, 2000). Due to the number of out-
group contacts that heterogeneous group members are likely to have, they may not
be seriously inhibited by social identity and categorization processes and may,
instead, greatly benefit from their diverse pool of resources (Richard, Barnett, Dwyer,
and Chadwick, 2004). For example, groups with heterogeneous backgrounds per-
formed better than homogenous groups even though their responses were slower
(Hambrick et al., 1996). Jehn et al. (1999) also found that heterogeneous groups had
higher levels of group performance than homogeneous groups, and Bantel and
Jackson (1989) found higher levels of innovation in groups that were heterogeneous
than in groups that were homogenous. Thus,
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Hypothesis 4a (H4a): Groups with high levels of heterogeneity will have high
levels of performance.

The alignment perspective predicts that faulty group processes emerging from
negative categorizations across subgroups formed by faultlines may lead to severe
losses in group performance. Due to additional subgroup identification, group mem-
bers may be less supportive across different subgroups (Kramer, Hanna, Su, and Wei,
2001) and thus may not disclose accurate data needed to complete the task (Putnam
and Jones, 1982). For example, faultline theory describes how conformity pressures
arise in subgroups, causing polarization around different viewpoints and competition
across them (Lau and Murnighan, 1998; Wit and Kerr, 2002). This polarization can
interfere with subgroup members’ willingness to make choices that benefit all group
members, thus resulting in productivity losses (Polzer, Mannix, and Neale, 1998). As
Lau and Murnighan note, “Although turmoil among a number of internal subgroups
may be debilitating, it may not generate as much intensity as two competing sub-
groups that can foment diametric opposition to one another” (1998, p. 331).
Therefore, we propose this hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4b (H4b): Groups with strong faultlines will have low levels of
performance.

MEDIATORS OF HETEROGENEITY AND
FAULTLINES EFFECTS

Finally, because we have hypothesized that group heterogeneity and faultlines pro-
mote conflict and also affect team members’ satisfaction and performance, we further
hypothesize that the effects of both group heterogeneity and faultlines will be medi-
ated by conflict. Organizational research has reported the negative consequences of
relationship conflict for satisfaction with a team (Amason, 1996; De Dreu and Van
De Vliert, 1997; Jehn, 1995, 1997). Researchers propose that the anxiety and threats
produced by relationship conflict detract a group from task accomplishment (Jehn,
1997) and cause dissatisfaction among group members (Amason and Schweiger,
1994; Jehn, 1994). Moreover, when a group argues about who does what, the result-
ing process conflict may shift focus to irrelevant discussions of members’ abilities and
set off tension and personal attacks (Jehn, 1997). For example, groups with high lev-
els of process conflict were unable to define priorities, agree on a common approach,
or divide responsibility, and members were generally dissatisfied with the group (Jehn
et al., 1999). Task conflict also negatively relates to team member satisfaction
(Amason, 1996; Jehn, 1997; Schwenk and Cosier, 1993). Ross (1989) argues that a
person’s first reaction to disagreement and questioning of one’s opinion is dissatisfac-
tion, and, as such, task conflict can cause tension, anxiety, and discomfort among
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group members. Given our previous arguments that faultlines will have a stronger
effect on conflict and satisfaction than heterogeneity, we think there will be stronger
mediated relationships with faultlines than with heterogeneity. Thus,

Hypothesis 5 (H5): All types of conflict (relationship, task, and process) will
mediate the effects of group heterogeneity and group faultlines on group sat-
isfaction; in addition, groups with strong faultlines will have stronger medi-
ated relationships.

There has been a growing tendency in the literature to assume that task conflict
can, under certain circumstances, be a positive force and improve group performance
(Jehn, 1995; Jehn and Bendersky, 2003). For example, research has demonstrated that
minorities who argued consistently and flexibly promoted a thorough, intensive elabo-
ration of the problem (De Dreu and West, 2001; Moscovici, 1980; Phillips, 2003).
Task conflict also counteracts the biased information seeking of consensus-based sub-
groups (Schultz-Hardt, Jochims, and Frey, 2002) and leads to problem solutions char-
acterized by high levels of creativity and quality (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; De Dreu
and Van De Vliert, 1997; Nemeth and Kwan, 1987). Although the disagreements relat-
ed to the task appear to stimulate the quality of group decision making and are good
for performance, this positive effect breaks down quickly when task conflict is intense.
A recent meta-analysis has indicated that task conflict may not always be beneficial for
group performance and can, indeed, be negatively associated with performance (De
Dreu and Weingart, 2003). As conflict intensifies, cognitive load increases and inter-
feres with creative thinking and cognitive flexibility, information processing slows
down, and group performance suffers. Task conflict generated by heterogeneous groups
may be qualitatively different than the task conflict generated by aligned subgroups.
Groups with high levels of heterogeneity will be more likely to benefit from task
conflict because these groups are characterized by less competition and a more open
environment. Thus, conflict generated by heterogeneity will be less intense than the
conflict generated by faultlines. Because we have argued for different effects of group
faultlines and heterogeneity on performance, we likewise argue for different mediating
effects of task conflict. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6a (H6a): Task conflict will mediate the effects of group hetero-
geneity on group performance; that is, the more heterogeneous the group is,
the higher the level of task conflict within the group, which leads to higher
levels of group performance.

Hypothesis 6b (H6b): Task conflict will mediate the effects of group fault-
lines on group performance; that is, the stronger the group faultlines, the
higher the level of task conflict within the group, which leads to lower lev-
els of group performance.
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METHOD

RESEARCH SITE AND SAMPLE

Our sample includes 60 colocated groups from a Fortune 500 corporation in the
information processing industry. We identified the work groups using a reporting
system developed by the company and information about the structure of the depart-
ments provided by key senior staff members. By interview and observation, we veri-
fied that these were actual working groups (that is, they interacted frequently and
were task interdependent, individual members identified each other as group mem-
bers, and groups were seen by other members of the organization as work groups) in
existence for, on average, more than a year. They included employees in production,
sales, marketing, and distribution departments. These were all management groups
involved in solving complex cognitive tasks, and the type of work they did was rela-
tively similar across all groups. Key senior staff believed that “groups” of 1 or 2
employees or groups with more than 16 employees were not actual working groups.
This is consistent with our definition of a group and with group process theories
regarding group size (Goodman, Ravlin, and Argote, 1986). We also eliminated all
3-person groups since it was impossible not to have “token” splits (that is, having a
“subgroup” consisting of only 1 member). Thus, we have a sample of 60 groups and
455 individuals with complete demographic and performance data. The age of
employees ranged from 27 to 68 years with a mean of 47 years. Seventy-two percent
of the employees were male. Most employees (88 percent) were white, 7 percent were
African American, 2.7 percent were Asian, and 2.3 percent were Hispanic. The level
of education ranged from grade school to the Ph.D. level; the modal level was a bach-
elor’s degree. Tenure with the company ranged from 1 year to 44 years with a mean
of 14 years. Work functions included four distinct categories (administrative, cus-
tomer service, finance, and marketing).

MEASURES

Heterogeneity
We used Blau’s (1977) heterogeneity index to measure group heterogeneity for cat-
egorical variables (that is, race, gender, function) calculated as H = –ΣPi2, where P
represents the fractional share of team members assigned to a particular grouping
within a given characteristic and i is the number of different categories represented
on a team. We used the coefficient of variation to measure group diversity for con-
tinuous variables (for example, age, level of education) (Allison, 1978), as is com-
mon in diversity research that compares diversity across groups of different sizes
(O’Reilly, Williams, and Barsade, 1998; Pelled et al., 1999; Polzer, Milton, and
Swann, 2002).
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Faultlines
The development of our faultline measure was motivated by Lau and Murnighan’s
(1998) original faultline theory suggesting that the alignment of multiple demo-
graphic attributes can potentially subdivide a group. Our faultline measure hence
takes into account cumulative proportions of variance across demographic variables.
This makes our measure different from a simple aggregate measure, in that it esti-
mates how well the variability within the group can be explained by the presence of
different clusters within the group (for more details see Thatcher et al., 2003;
Zanutto, Bezrukova, and Jehn, 2005). We measure the strength of faultline splits
using a multivariate measure of group similarities over several variables taken from
the literature on statistical cluster analysis (Jobson 1992, p. 549). This statistic essen-
tially measures the degree of alignment or correlation of attributes in the resulting
subgroups. Faultline strength can take on values between 0 and 1, with larger values
indicating greater strength. Possible values of faultline strength ranged from .318
(weak faultline strength) to .782 (very strong faultline strength) in our data set. We
also measure the degree of difference between two subgroups using a multivariate dis-
tance score taken from the multivariate statistical cluster analysis (for example,
Morrison, 1967; Jobson, 1992; Sharma, 1996) that is calculated as the distance
between subgroup centroids (the Euclidean distance between the two sets of average).
Faultline distance can take on values between 0 and ∞ with larger values indicating
a larger distance between the subgroups. Possible values of faultline distance in our
data set ranged from 1.308 (weak faultline distance) to 3.645 (very strong faultline
distance). To account for the joint effect of faultline strength and distance, we mul-
tiplied the two standardized scores and used this overall group faultline score in our
analyses (range: –.59 to 7.87). We measure group faultlines along six demographic
characteristics (age, race, tenure, education, function, and gender).

Performance
Our measures of group performance were bonuses and performance ratings from the
organization’s archival data. Bonus amounts are the actual bonus amounts paid out
for the year to an employee; these amounts are to some extent calculated on the basis
of group performance. Performance ratings are the codes indicating whether the pro-
ductive output of a group member meets or surpasses specific performance goals;
these codes are associated with an employee’s performance review (for example, 5
refers to outstanding performance, and 1 refers to unsatisfactory). Both types of per-
formance measures indirectly reflect how well employees or groups capitalize on mul-
tiple perspectives being brought to bear on a problem. We averaged our data across
groups to produce group scores of the factors and conducted all analyses at the group
level. This was done to ensure that we can effectively compare our results of the
effects of heterogeneity and group faultlines to the effects found in other studies. We
collected evidence regarding the validity of the group-level constructs, following the

GROUP HETEROGENEITY AND FAULTLINES 71

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 71



suggestions of Bliese (2000). We first conducted one-way analysis of variance and
found between-group variance for all of these variables significant at either the .01 or
the .001 level. To justify aggregation, we performed intraclass correlation coefficients
(ICC[1]s) that estimate the proportion of variance in the variables between groups
over the sum of between- and within-group variance. We obtained the following val-
ues of ICC(1)s for bonuses and performance ratings: .487 and .133, respectively. On
the basis of these results, we concluded that aggregation was justified and created our
group-level performance variables.

Controls
We included mean member gender (percentage of men), mean member race (per-
centage of white employees), and mean member age as group-level control variables.
An extensive body of literature has identified the effect of gender on patterns of
interaction and status (Eagly, Diekman, Johannesen-Schmidt, and Koenig, 2004;
Ferdi and Wheelan, 1992; Ng and Van Dyne, 2001; Ridgeway and Smith-Lovin,
1999) and indicated its substantial impact on various performance outcomes. We
expected our race and gender controls to be associated with performance and satis-
faction such that males and whites were likely to have higher levels of performance
and to be more satisfied than females and more satisfied than both genders of other
races (Cordero, DiTomaso, and Farris, 1996; Fenwick and Neal, 2001). For
instance, men’s competitive orientation and their tendencies toward more-analytical
decision making explained the superior performance of mixed groups in Fenwick
and Neal’s (2001) study. Although the majority of our groups were predominantly
white, we followed Richard et al.’s (2004) suggestion and included a proportional
control variable for race; this enabled us to interpret the results of our heterogene-
ity variables with more confidence. Since age has an effect on strategic planning for-
mality and often serves as a proxy for formal status that influences members’ atti-
tudes regarding performance in groups (Bantel, 1993; Bunderson, 2003), we also
controlled for the mean group age. We expected mean group age to be negatively
associated with group performance and positively related to satisfaction (Bantel,
1993). Other demographic variables were not correlated with our variables and were
thus not included in the analyses. All controls were obtained from the company’s
archival files.

QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

To generate measures of conflict and satisfaction, we analyzed the content of 300
pages of company documents that were part of a program sponsored by the human
resources department. As part of this program, which was designed to help managers
and supervisors of work groups in their planning, employees completed “develop-
ment reports” regarding their work groups. They were asked to identify the key issues
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for their groups in dealing with performance gaps and to set action priorities. Since
this company’s program is ongoing, employees are comfortable with reporting on
these issues and openly express their opinions in this common forum without retal-
iation or criticism. Thus, the reports capture the dominant group processes in work
groups, particularly including how much conflict members have and how satisfied
they are with their group experience and performance. Employees submit their infor-
mation directly over the corporate intranet or via the Internet. This information is
confidential and available only to the employee, his or her direct manager, and a
selected group of human resources personnel in aggregate form.

We employed a content-analysis procedure that allowed us to make direct quan-
titative comparisons of groups using established computer-aided text analysis tech-
niques (for example, Abrahamson and Hambrick, 1997; Jehn and Werner, 1993).
Following the method of Jehn and Werner (1993), two independent raters reviewed
all individual responses and coded the text for each variable of interest as defined by
theory (see appendix 3.A for coding procedure and guidelines). In particular, the
raters jointly went through the first few individual responses to develop the coding
guidelines. (These raters, students working for credit, were unfamiliar with faultline
theory and were blind to the hypotheses.) They coded the rest of the responses indi-
vidually following guiding questions to evaluate each variable of interest for each
individual response on 7-point Likert scales (for scale anchors, see specific variables
in the following two sections). The agreements between the raters were 92, 89, 93,
97, and 90 percent on relationship conflict, task conflict, process conflict, satisfaction
with group experience, and satisfaction with group performance, respectively, and
were determined by checking the number of times that the raters agreed on their
scores. When raters rated a response farther than 1 point apart, they discussed the
response until they reached agreement and then refined their coding rules. We have
further aggregated the coded individual statements to the group level and checked for
within-group agreement. We obtained the following values of ICC(1)s for relation-
ship conflict, task conflict, process conflict, satisfaction with group experience, and
group performance: .861, .700, .871, .887, and .712, respectively.

Conflict
Three types of conflict (task, process, and relationship) were operationalized by con-
tent coding the company’s textual data. The raters defined the extent of each type of
conflict indicated by the employee on a scale from 1 (no conflict) to 7 (extreme
amount of conflict). Following is an example from the data demonstrating task
conflict:

Objectives need to be aligned . . . Strategic has limited input in how to achieve the
revenue. Strategic does not find out what the plans or marketing programs are for
achieving revenue. Everyone has their self interest and no one has an interest in a
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combined goal. Lack of direction as a business unit. Not achieving our objective
as a business unit.

Satisfaction
We operationalized satisfaction as satisfaction with group experience and satisfaction
with group performance. Satisfaction with group experience is the extent to which
individuals express a positive affective orientation toward their group (adapted from
Schippers et al., 2003). Satisfaction with group performance refers to how well a
member of a group believes the group as a whole does in accomplishing group tasks
(Jehn et al., 1997). The raters coded both variables using a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
extremely dissatisfied/negative performance; 7 = extremely satisfied/positive perform-
ance). This is an example of satisfaction with group experience:

What I like most about XXX [group’s name] is all the nice people that work for
this company. . . . I feel wanted and appreciated. The positive people all want to
help you and get a good product out with out concern for “hidden agendas.” It
lets me be myself.

RESULTS

Because most group diversity studies have linked the effects of diversity to group per-
formance, we employed a group level of analysis to provide a fair comparison of the
two theoretical perspectives. We use multiple hierarchical regression analysis and
compare the relative strength of the heterogeneity and faultlines effects using the
adjusted R2 statistic—a version of R2 that has been adjusted for the number of pre-
dictors in a model.

Table 3.2 displays the means, standard deviations, and correlations among all
variables. Race heterogeneity was negatively and significantly associated with satis-
faction with group performance, whereas tenure heterogeneity was positively and
significantly correlated with performance ratings and bonuses. Group faultlines
were positively and significantly associated with group-level relationship conflict
and were negatively and significantly correlated with bonuses and satisfaction with
group experience. Relationship conflict was negatively and significantly associated
with satisfaction with group performance. Task conflict was positively and signifi-
cantly related to bonuses but was negatively and significantly correlated with satis-
faction with group performance. Finally, process conflict was negatively associated
with satisfaction with group experience and performance. We further examined the
relationships among faultlines, heterogeneity, conflict, and performance using mul-
tiple hierarchical regression analyses.
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76 CONFLICT AND THE INDIVIDUAL GROUP MEMBER

MAIN EFFECTS HYPOTHESIS TESTING

We first tested the main effects of group heterogeneity and faultlines on conflict, per-
formance, and satisfaction (see Tables 3.3 and 3.4). Step 1 of the hierarchical regres-
sion contains controls including mean member gender, mean member race, and
mean member age. Step 2 includes the main effects of either separate group hetero-
geneity variables (heterogeneity model) or group faultlines (faultline model).
Hypothesis 1 predicted that whereas groups with high levels of heterogeneity and
groups with strong faultlines will both experience high levels of intragroup relation-
ship conflict and low levels of satisfaction, faultlines will have a stronger effect on
relationship conflict and satisfaction than will heterogeneity. There were no statisti-
cally significant relationships between our heterogeneity variables and relationship
conflict or satisfaction; however, group faultlines were positively and significantly
related to relationship conflict (β = .436, p = .003) and significantly and negatively
related to satisfaction with group experience (β = –.295, p = .037) and satisfaction
with group performance (β = –.250, p = .049) as predicted. The change in R2 from
step 1 to step 2 for the faultline model indicated a significant increase above and
beyond the control variables. In general, faultlines accounted for 12 percent of the
variance in relationship conflict, 5 percent of the variance in satisfaction with group
experience, and almost 10 percent of the variance in satisfaction with group
performance.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that whereas groups with high levels of heterogeneity
and groups with strong faultlines will both experience high levels of intragroup task
conflict, faultlines will have a stronger effect on task conflict than will heterogeneity.
Again, we found that although there were no statistically significant relationships
between our heterogeneity variables and task conflict, group faultlines were positive-
ly and marginally significantly related to task conflict (β = .245, p = .069). The
change in R2 from step 1 to step 2 for the faultline model indicated an increase in
variance explained by faultlines above and beyond the control variables at p < .1.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that whereas groups with high levels of heterogeneity
and groups with strong faultlines will both experience high levels of intragroup
process conflict, faultlines will have a stronger effect on process conflict than will het-
erogeneity. Our results show that there were no statistically significant relationships
between our heterogeneity variables and process conflict; however, group faultlines
were positively and marginally significantly associated with this type of conflict (β =
.239, p = .069). The change in R2 from step 1 to step 2 for the faultline model indi-
cated an increase above and beyond the control variables at p < .1.

In support of hypothesis 4a predicting that groups with high levels of hetero-
geneity will have high levels of performance, we found that tenure heterogeneity was
significantly and positively associated with both group bonuses and performance
ratings (β = .348, p = .006 and β = .332, p = .014, respectively), and functional
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heterogeneity was again positively related to performance ratings (β = .267, p =
.049). In contrast, age heterogeneity was marginally significantly and negatively
associated with group bonuses (β = –.193, p = .100). Supporting hypothesis 4b,
groups with strong faultlines had low levels of bonuses and performance ratings.
This difference was statistically significant for bonuses (β = –.237, p = .046) and for
performance ratings at p < .1 (β = –.239, p = .068). Whereas the changes in R2 from
step 1 to step 2 for the faultline model indicated a significant increase above and
beyond controls in both group bonuses and performance ratings, the changes in R2

for the heterogeneity model were only significant at p < .1. In general, heterogene-
ity accounted for 24.4 percent of the variance in group bonuses and 10.2 percent of
the variance in performance ratings, and faultlines accounted for 20.8 percent of the
variance in bonuses and 3.7 percent of the variance in performance ratings.

To examine the relative importance of group faultlines and group heterogeneity
simultaneously on group processes and performance, as well as to compare the utili-
ty of the heterogeneity model in addition to the faultline model, we performed two
sets of additional analyses (not included in the tables). First, we included our fault-
line variable together with all heterogeneity variables in the regression equation and
reran the analyses. Second, we conducted a series of hierarchical regression analyses
comparing the baseline models with heterogeneity variables and without faultlines,
with the models including both heterogeneity and faultline variables. The results
were virtually identical to those we reported previously, except that faultlines
explained 20, 4.9, 4.6, 2.8, 4.5, 7.8, and 8.8 percent of the variance in relationship
conflict, task conflict, process conflict, bonuses, performance ratings, satisfaction
with group experience, and satisfaction with group performance, respectively, above
and beyond the heterogeneity variables. Following the procedure suggested by Jehn et
al. (1999) and widely used in recent demography research (Schippers et al., 2003),
we also averaged age, race, tenure, level of education, functional background, and
gender heterogeneity variables to arrive at our overall group heterogeneity measure.
The effect of this variable was significant with performance ratings at p < .1 (β = .238,
p = .090).

TESTING THE MEDIATING EFFECTS OF CONFLICT

Hypothesis 5 predicted that all conflict types (relationship, task, process) would medi-
ate the effects of group heterogeneity and faultlines on group satisfaction; in addition,
groups with strong faultlines would have a stronger mediated relationship. Using the
procedure suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986), we found that heterogeneity
variables were not significantly related to any of our conflict variables, and thus the
mediating role of relationship, task, and process conflict between heterogeneity and
satisfaction variables was not confirmed. Group faultlines, in turn, were significantly
associated at p < .01, p < .5, or p < .1 with all types of conflict and both satisfaction
variables. Whereas the mediating role of relationship conflict between group faultlines
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and satisfaction was not confirmed for any of the satisfaction variables, the mediating
role of process conflict was confirmed for both satisfaction variables, and the partial
mediating role of task conflict was confirmed for satisfaction with group performance.
When controlling for process conflict, we found that the significant effect of group
faultlines on satisfaction with group experience and group performance became non-
significant (n.s.) (β = .120 [n.s.] and β = .151 [n.s.], respectively), and the effect of the
mediator remained strong (β = –.406, p = .004 and β = –.299, p = .020, respectively).
When controlling for task conflict, we found that the significant effect of group fault-
lines on satisfaction with group performance became nonsignificant (β = .119 [n.s.])
and the effect of the mediator remained (β = –.258, p =.041).

Hypotheses 6a and 6b predicted that task conflict would mediate the effects of
group heterogeneity and group faultlines on group performance in the opposite
directions. Because heterogeneity variables were not significantly related to task con-
flict, the mediating role of task conflict between heterogeneity and outcome variables
was not confirmed. Group faultlines, in turn, were associated with task conflict and
performance outcomes at p < .05 or p < .1. However, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) test
of mediation failed to confirm the mediating role of task conflict between faultlines
and performance.

DISCUSSION

The objective of this research was to compare dispersion and alignment theoretical
approaches to group composition and to examine group faultlines and heterogeneity.
We undertook this effort to explain missing variance inherent in past diversity stud-
ies that only considered group heterogeneity. We tested Lau and Murnighan’s (1998)
arguments regarding faultlines using 60 groups from a Fortune 500 company. In the
following paragraphs, we discuss our results and summarize how our study extends
prior research on diversity and conflict.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS

In this study, we hypothesized that because faultlines highlight the presence of clear
subgroup distinctions across demographic variables within the larger group, they
would be a better predictor of processes and performance than heterogeneity. Our
results show relationships between faultlines and conflict (significant with relation-
ship conflict at p < .01 and with task and process conflicts at p < .1) but no statisti-
cally significant relationships between heterogeneity and conflict variables. These
findings support the original faultline model (Lau and Murnighan, 1998), which
suggested that subgroups resulting from group faultlines lead to more salient conflict-
ual relationships. For example, differences in heterogeneous groups may lead to per-
ceptions of certain types of conflict, but because there may be crosscutting character-
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istics, the polarization and conflict escalation that occur in groups with faultlines may
not emerge. Previous diversity research has also shown that differences alone may not
strongly influence conflict in ongoing work groups (for example, Ely and Thomas,
2001; Watson et al., 1993). The reason is that differences in some characteristics can
be offset by similarities in others, thereby mitigating potential conflicts. This may be
the case in our work groups and consequently may be one reason for the effects we
observed. In fact, our follow-up analyses demonstrated that group faultlines
explained 20, 4.9, and 4.6 percent of the variance in relationship conflict, task con-
flict, and process conflict, respectively, above and beyond heterogeneity variables.

We were surprised by the fact that group heterogeneity did not have any signif-
icant effects with any of our satisfaction variables. One would envision that each
dimension of heterogeneity may in principle elicit social-categorization processes and
predictable reactions with affective outcomes. However, consistent with
Knippenberg, De Dreu, and Homan’s (2004) assertion that there are more-complex
relationships between heterogeneity and categorization, one explanation for this
observed effect is that perhaps the salience of social categorization may not be fully
realized in our heterogeneous groups. Heterogeneity does not take into account an
overlap among individuals and group membership (for example, person 1 is similar
to person 2 on age but is also similar to person 3 on gender) as do faultlines. Unlike
the heterogeneity effects and as we predicted, our results indicate statistically signifi-
cant relationships between faultlines and satisfaction variables. In such groups, indi-
viduals must truly feel that the us versus them distinction negatively colors their
group experience.

In line with reviews on group diversity (Jackson et al., 2003; Webber and
Donahue, 2001; Williams and O’Reilly, 1998), our analyses showed somewhat
mixed and inconsistent effects of heterogeneity with objective performance. We
found that members of groups heterogeneous in age had lower levels of group per-
formance, whereas members of groups heterogeneous in functional background and
tenure had higher levels of group performance. These findings closely align with and
support two theoretical arguments currently prevailing in the diversity literature.
Problems that arise from perceived differences amongst members of groups hetero-
geneous in age may interfere with performance (for example, Pelled, 1996), whereas
the breadth of perspectives that functionally diverse group members embrace may
enhance performance (for example, Gruenfeld et al., 1996).

Our results regarding performance and faultlines are more consistent. Groups
with strong demographic alignments had low levels of group bonuses and perform-
ance ratings, supporting our predictions that group faultlines lead to performance
losses. Members of such groups are more likely to affiliate themselves with their
respective subgroups and thus be less concerned with the success of the larger
group (Workman, 2001). We argue that this is due to the added polarization of the
subgroups as more attributes are aligned. One interesting observation is that our
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results showed only significant at p < .1 effects of group faultlines on performance
ratings compared with bonuses; thus, we realize that our performance measures
may be differently affected by antecedent predictors, some more strongly than oth-
ers. One reason for this, for example, is that group bonuses are based on hard per-
formance numbers, whereas performance ratings indicate a subjective perception
of a group’s performance by its supervisor, who may conform to certain types of
norms and values. Thus, bonuses more accurately reflect how group composition
and process influence actual behavior than do performance ratings, which are more
subjective. Unfortunately, we do not have detailed information on the nature of
our performance ratings to provide a more elaborate discussion of the effects we
observed.

To compare the utility of the heterogeneity model in addition to the faultline
model, we performed follow-up analyses and found that faultlines explained 2.8 and
4.5 percent of the variance in bonuses and performance ratings, respectively, above
and beyond all heterogeneity variables. One might argue that statistical power is an
issue and that a fair comparison test should include an equal number of variables;
thus, we explored this possibility by aggregating our heterogeneity variables (Jehn et
al., 1999; Schippers et al., 2003) and rerunning the analyses. When we tested the two
models simultaneously, the effect of the heterogeneity variable was not significant
with bonuses and was only significant at p < .1 with performance ratings (β = .238,
p = .090), whereas the effects of faultlines were statistically significant for both per-
formance variables (p < .05). In additional analyses, faultlines explained 6.8 and 8.1
percent of the variance in bonuses and performance ratings, respectively, above and
beyond the aggregated heterogeneity variable. Our general proposition predicting
that group faultlines will be a better predictor of performance than group hetero-
geneity was thus supported. These results indicate that it is the alignment, and not
only the dispersion, of demographic characteristics that strongly influences group
processes and performance.

Whereas no mediation was confirmed for any of our heterogeneity variables, we
found some empirical support for mediation among group faultlines, task and
process conflict, and satisfaction. In general, our results showed that strong faultlines
intensify task and process conflict in a group, which then decreases satisfaction.
These findings are particularly interesting in their relevance to process conflict.
Despite its theoretical importance, process conflict has been the least understood and
examined of the three types of conflict (Behfar et al., 2005; chapter 1, this volume).
The majority of diversity research has focused on the relationship/task distinction of
conflict (for an exception, see Jehn et al., 1999). We believe it is critical to examine
task and process conflict as separate constructs to improve the explanatory power of
models of group diversity. We hence contribute to conflict literature not only by
looking at how demographic alignment explains conflict but also by considering
process conflict separately from task conflict.
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Our methodological contribution to existing research on group composition
and faultlines is in comparing the predictive power of heterogeneity variables with
faultline variables on group processes and performance. We conceptualize diversity in
two ways: group heterogeneity (the degree of dispersion of demographic attributes)
(Blau, 1977) and group faultlines (the alignment of demographic attributes) (Lau
and Murnighan, 1998). We demonstrate that using two different conceptualizations
of diversity on the same data set provides different patterns of results, and we explain
these differences theoretically. Lastly, to our knowledge, this study provides one of
the first empirical tests of group faultline theory using organizational data, and it val-
idates predictions about the effects of demographic faultlines on conflict and
performance.

LIMITATIONS

The strengths of the current research (data collected from an actual workplace setting)
are accompanied by potential weaknesses. Some limitations of this study are common
to demography studies that use archival file data. First, whereas we were able to con-
struct reliable measures of group process variables using content analysis of company
documents, no direct measures of process variables were available. Second, one may
raise the question of the objectivity of employees’ comments as they were going to be
used by managers and supervisors in future planning. Although this question is rea-
sonable, we believe that these comments are a relatively objective reflection of domi-
nant group processes. As part of an ongoing and supportive planning process pro-
gram, employees were asked to identify the key issues and problems in their groups,
and their responses reveal that they were quite comfortable reporting their opinions
regarding these issues. Furthermore, employees who were more proactive in reporting
on the intranet may also have a stronger influence on the computation of the measure
than those who were less proactive. However, we believe our study has an advantage
over many archival studies because we had relevant text data on team processes, some-
thing often missing in large archival data sets.

Next, there were limitations in the data regarding control variables. For
instance, an important control variable would be how long a team has been togeth-
er. Although we do not have any specific data on the life span of these groups, we do
have some evidence from a company contact that these groups are not newly formed
and they all have been in existence for at least one year. Task interdependence is
another important control variable. From a company source and interviews with a
few key managers, we verified that the groups in our sample interacted on a regular
basis and were task interdependent. However, we could not obtain any specific sur-
vey data, for example, regarding how frequently (for example, number of interactions
per day) and in what capacities these groups interacted. In addition, the effects of
diversity on performance may be positive or negative depending on the type of task.
Despite the fact that no specific data were available regarding the task type, we reex-
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amined our text files and found that all teams were management groups that had cer-
tain nonroutine task characteristics and showed no significant variation on task type
across groups.

In a recent meta-analytical study, De Dreu and Weingart (2003) demonstrated
that the positive effects of task conflict break down quickly when conflict becomes
intense. Our findings support the argument that task conflict may interfere with
group processes and result in less satisfaction with group performance. Much debate
has taken place about whether task conflict is beneficial (for example Jehn, 1995;
Schultz-Hardt et al., 2002) or detrimental for performance and satisfaction (cf., De
Dreu and Weingart, 2003). Our study provides some insight into this important
question.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

It is often assumed that well-managed diverse work groups can serve as a catalyst to
enhance the contributions of individual employees. This research attempts to decon-
struct such generalities as “good diversity management” and specifically examine
when and how diverse teams produce either beneficial or poor results. Our findings
show that an alignment across group members and the resulting demographically
motivated subgroups may be more important than just the heterogeneity of demo-
graphic characteristics in predicting group processes and performance of organiza-
tional work groups. We hope this knowledge will assist managers and group leaders
in day-to-day supervision of diverse organizational work groups and will better equip
them to effectively handle the dynamics of diverse groups by minimizing the chances
that subgroups are demographically motivated.

On the basis of our results, we recommend that managers strive to be aware of
nuances of group composition and the potentially harmful effects of faultlines that
divide groups into homogenous subgroups along demographic lines. One way to
accomplish this is to encourage employees in diverse groups to participate in
boundary-spanning activities across potential faultlines. By exercising project man-
agement or job rotation, managers can promote the creation of temporary teams for
particular tasks that cut across groups and departments and thus potentially break
down demographically aligned subgroups. Similar effects can be achieved through
encouraging task-related networks that provide meaningful functions a group can
perform (for example, setting up a recruitment or orientation task force). This is in
contrast to a popular organizational practice of promoting more-peripheral social
clubs, which may reinforce stereotypes. Another positive managerial practice would
be to force conflict resolution when needed. For example, managers of groups with
strong faultlines may want to initially promote task conflict and process conflict so
as to generate high-quality ideas. Managers should then be active in bringing resolu-
tion to these conflicts and introducing ways the group can create boundary spanning
across the subgroups. Thus, it is possible to manage some of the potential benefits
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and problems of faultlines if one is aware of the effect of group composition on group
process and performance. Taking these steps will help managers maximize the pro-
ductivity of their increasingly diverse workforce without being fearful of diversity.

NOTES

1. We would like to note that whereas relational demography research may also fall under the
framework of dispersion, we focus our discussion on group-level theories.

REFERENCES

Abrahamson, E., and Hambrick, D. C. 1997. Attentional homogeneity in industries: The effect of
discretion. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18, 513–532.

Alexander, J., Nuchols, B., Bloom, J., and Lee, S. Y. 1995. Organizational demography and turnover:
An examination of multiform and nonlinear heterogeneity. Human Relations, 48, 1455–1480.

Allison, P. D. 1978. Measures of inequality. American Sociological Review, 43, 865–880.
Amason, A. C. 1996. Distinguishing the effects of functional and dysfunctional conflict on strategic

decision making: Resolving a paradox for the top management teams. Academy of Management
Journal, 39, 123–148.

Amason, A. C., and Schweiger, D. M. 1994. Resolving the paradox of conflict, strategic decision mak-
ing, and organizational performance. International Journal of Conflict Management, 5, 239–253.

Ancona, D. G. 1990. Outward bound: Strategies for team survival in the organization. Academy of
Management Journal, 33, 334–365.

Ancona, D. G., and Caldwell, D. 1992. Bridging the boundary: External activity and performance in
organizational teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37, 634–665.

Bantel, K. A. 1993. Top team, environment, and performance effects on strategic planning formality.
Group and Organization Management, 18, 436–458.

Bantel, K. A., and Jackson, S. E. 1989. Top management and innovation in banking: Does the com-
position of the top team make a difference? Strategic Management Journal, 10, 107–124.

Baron, R. M., and Kenny, D. A. 1986. The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social psycho-
logical research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173–1182.

Baron, R. M., Kerr, N., and Miller, N. 1993. Group process, group decision, group action. Buckingham,
UK: Open University Press.

Behfar, K. J., Mannix, E. A., Peterson, R. S., and Trochin, W. M. K. 2005. A multi-faceted approach
to intra-group conflict: Issues of theory and measurement. Working paper, Northwestern
University.

Bishop, J., Scott, K., and Burroughs, S. 2000. Support, commitment, and employee outcomes in a
team environment. Journal of Management, 26, 1113–1132.

Blau, P. 1977. Inequality and composition: A primitive theory of social structure. New York: Free Press.
Bliese, P. D. 2000. Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Implication for data

aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein and S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research,
and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp. 349–381). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

86 CONFLICT AND THE INDIVIDUAL GROUP MEMBER

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 86



Brewer, M. B. 2000. Reducing prejudice through cross-categorization: Effects of multiple social iden-
tities. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing prejudice and discrimination (pp. 165–183). Mahwah, N.J.:
Erlbaum.

Bunderson, S. J. 2003. Recognizing and utilizing expertise in work groups: A status characteristic per-
spective. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48, 557–591.

Byrne, D. 1971. The attraction paradigm. New York: Academic Press.
Cordero, R., DiTomaso, N., and Farris, G. F. 1996. Gender and race/ethnic composition of techni-

cal work groups: Relationship to creative productivity and morale. Journal of Engineering and
Technology Management, 13, 205–221.

Cox, T., Lobel, S., and McLeod, P. 1991. Effects of ethnic group cultural differences on cooperative
and competitive behavior on a group task. Academy of Management Journal, 34, 827–847.

Cramton, C. D., and Hinds, P. J. 2005. Subgroups dynamics in internationally distributed teams:
Ethnocentrism or cross-national learning? In B. Staw and R. Kramer (Eds.), Research in
Organizational Behavior (vol. 26, pp. 231–263). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Dahlin, K. B., Weingart, L. R., and Hinds, P. J. 2005. Team diversity and information use. Academy
of Management Journal, 48, 1107–1123.

De Dreu, C. K. W., and Van De Vliert, E. 1997. Affective and cognitive conflict in work groups:
Increasing performance through value-based intragroup conflict, in benefits of conflict in
groups and organizations. In C. K. W. De Dreu and E. Van De Vliert (Eds.), Using conflict in
organizations. London: SAGE Publications.

De Dreu, C. K. W., and Weingart, L. R. 2003. Task versus relationship conflict, team performance,
and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 741–749.

De Dreu, C. K. W., and West, M. A. 2001. Minority dissent and team innovation: The importance
of participation in decision making. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1191–1201.

Donnellon, A. 1996. Team talk: The power of language in team dynamics. Boston: Harvard Business
School Press.

Dougherty, D. 1987. New products in old organizations: The myth of the better mousetrap in search of
the beaten path. Doctoral dissertation, Sloan School of Management, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, Cambridge.

Dyck, B., and Starke, F. A. 1999. The formation of breakaway organizations: Observations and a
process model. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 792–822.

Eagly, A. H., Diekman, A. B., Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C., and Koenig, A. M. 2004. Gender gaps in
sociopolitical attitudes: A social psychological analysis. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 87 (6), 796–816.

Earley, P. C., and Mosakowski, E. 2000. Creating hybrid team cultures: An empirical test of transna-
tional team functioning. Academy of Management Journal, 43 (1), 26–49.

Edmondson, A. 1999. A safe harbor: Social psychological conditions enabling boundary spanning in
work teams. In R. Wageman (Ed.), Research on managing groups and teams (vol. 2, pp.
179–199). Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press.

Eisenhardt, K., Kahwajy, J., and Bourgeois, L. 1997. Conflict and strategic choice: How top manage-
ment teams disagree. California Management Review, 39, 42–62.

Ely, R. J., and Thomas, D. A. 2001. Cultural diversity at work: The effects of diversity perspectives
on work group processes and outcomes. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46 (2), 229–273.

Ensari, N., and Miller, N. 2001. The out-group must not be so bad after all: The effects of disclosure,
typicality, and salience on intergroup bias. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83 (2),
313–329.

Fenwick, G. D., and Neal, D. J. 2001. Effect of gender composition on group performance. Gender,
Work and Organization, 8, 205–225.

GROUP HETEROGENEITY AND FAULTLINES 87

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 87



Ferdi, A. F., and Wheelan, S. A. 1992. Developmental patterns in same-sex and mixed-sex groups.
Small Group Research, 23(3), 356–378.

Goodman, P. S., Ravlin, E. C., and Argote, L. 1986. Current thinking about groups: Setting the stage
for new ideas. In P. Goodman (Ed.), Designing effective work groups (pp. 1–33). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Gruenfeld, D. H., Mannix, E. A., Williams, K. Y., and Neale, M. A. 1996. Group composition and
decision making: How member familiarity and information distribution affect process and per-
formance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67, 1–15.

Hambrick, D., Cho, T., and Chen, M. 1996. The influence of top management team heterogeneity
on firms’ competitive moves. Administrative Science Quarterly, 41, 659–684.

Hambrick, D., Li, J. T., Xin, K., and Tsui, A. S. 2001. Compositional gaps and downward spirals in
international joint venture management groups. Strategic Management Journal, 22 (11),
1033–1053.

Hewstone, M., Rubin, M., and Willis, H. 2002. Intergroup bias. Annual Review of Psychology, 53,
575–604.

Hogg, M. A., Turner, J. C., and Davidson, B. 1990. Polarized norms and social frames of reference:
A test of self-categorization theory of group polarization. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 11,
77–100.

Jackson, S. E., Joshi, A., and Erhardt, N. L. 2003. Recent research on teams and organizational diver-
sity: SWOT analysis and implications. Journal of Management, 29 (6), 801–830.

Jehn, K. A. 1994. Enhancing effectiveness: An investigation of advantages and disadvantages of value-
based intragroup conflict. International Journal of Conflict Management, 5, 223–238.

Jehn, K. A. 1995. A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of intragroup conflict.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 40, 256–282.

Jehn, K. A. 1997. A qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in organizational groups.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 520–557.

Jehn, K. A., and Bendersky, C. 2003. Intragroup conflict in organizations: A contingency perspective
on the conflict-outcome relationship. In B. Staw and R. Kramer, (Eds.), Research in organiza-
tional behavior (vol. 25, pp. 187–242). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Jehn, K. A., and Bezrukova, K. 2004. A field study of group diversity, group context, and perform-
ance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 1–27.

Jehn, K. A., and Werner, O. 1993. Hapax Legomenon II: Theory, a thesaurus, and word frequency.
Cultural Anthropology Method, 5, 8–10.

Jehn, K. A., Chadwick, C., and Thatcher, S. M. B. 1997. To agree or not to agree: The effects of value
congruence, individual demographic dissimilarity and conflict on workgroup outcomes.
International Journal of Conflict Management, 8 (4), 287–306.

Jehn, K. A., Northcraft, G., and Neale, M. 1999. Why differences make a difference: A field study of
diversity, conflict, and performance in workgroups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44,
741–763.

Jobson, J. D. 1992. Applied multivariate data analysis. Volume II: Categorical and multivariate methods.
New York: Springer–Verlag.

Kanter, R. M. 1977. Men and women of the corporation. New York: Basic Books.
Knippenberg, D., De Dreu, C. K. W., and Homan, A. C. 2004. Work group diversity and group per-

formance: An integrative model and research agenda. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89,
1008–1022.

Kochan, T., Bezrukova, K., Ely, R., Jackson, S., Joshi, A., Jehn, K., Leonard, J., Levine, D., and
Thomas, D. 2003. The effects of diversity on business performance: Report of a feasibility study
of the diversity research network. Human Resource Management Journal, 42 (1), 3–21.

88 CONFLICT AND THE INDIVIDUAL GROUP MEMBER

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 88



Kramer, R. M., Hanna, B. A., Su, S., and Wei, J. 2001. Collective identity, collective trust, and social
capital: Linking group identification and group cooperation. In M. Turner (Ed.), Groups at work:
Theory and research (pp. 173–196). Mahwah, N.J.: Erlbaum, Applied Social Research Series.

Labianca, G., Brass, D. J., and Gray, B. 1998. Social networks and perceptions of intergroup conflict:
The role of negative relationships and third parties. Academy of Management Journal, 41(1),
55–67.

Lau, D., and Murnighan, J. K. 1998. Demographic diversity and faultlines: The compositional
dynamics of organizational groups. Academy of Management Review, 23, 325–340.

Lau, D., and Murnighan, J. K. 2005. Interactions within groups and subgroups: The dynamic effects
of demographic faultlines. Academy of Management Journal, 48 (4), 645–659.

Li, J., and Hambrick, D. C. 2005. Factional groups: A new vantage on demographic faultlines, con-
flict, and disintegration in work teams. Academy of Management Journal, 48 (5), 794–813.

Lincoln, J., and Miller, J. 1979. Work and friendship ties in organizations: A comparative analysis of
relational networks. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24, 181–199.

Lovelace, K., Shapiro, D. L., and Weingart, L. R. 2001. Maximizing cross-functional new product
teams’ innovativeness and constraint adherence: A conflict communications perspective.
Academy of Management Journal, 44, 779–783.

McGrath, J. E. 1998. A view of group composition through a group-theoretic lens. In M. A. Neale,
E. A. Mannix, and D. H. Gruenfeld (Eds.), Research on managing groups and teams (vol. 1, pp.
255–272). Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press.

Michel, J., and Hambrick, D. 1992. Diversification posture and the characteristics of the top man-
agement team. Academy of Management Journal, 35, 9–37.

Miles, R. H., and Perreault, W. D. 1976. Organizational role conflict: Its antecedents and conse-
quences. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 17, 19–44.

Milliken, F., and Martins, L. 1996. Searching for common threads: Understanding the multiple
effects of diversity in organizational groups. Academy of Management Review, 21, 402–433.

Moreland, R. L., and Levine, J. M. 1992. The composition of small groups. In E. J. Lawler, B.
Markovsky, C. Ridgeway, and H. A. Walker (Eds.), Advances in group processes (vol. 8, pp.
237–280). Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press.

Morrison, D. G. 1967. Measurement problems in cluster analysis. Management Science, 13 (2),
B-775–B-780.

Mortensen, M., and Hinds, P. J. 2001. Conflict and shared identity in geographically distributed
teams. International Journal of Conflict Management, 12, 212–238.

Moscovici, S. 1980. Toward a theory of conversion behaviour. In L. Beekowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (vol. 13, pp. 209–242). San Diego, Calif.: Academic Press.

Nemeth, C., and Kwan, J. 1987. Minority influence, divergent thinking, and detection of correct
solutions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 17, 786–797.

Ng, K. Y., and Van Dyne, L. 2001. Individualism–collectivism as a boundary condition for effective-
ness of minority influence in decision making. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 84, 198–225.

O’Reilly, C. A., Caldwell, D., and Barnett, W. 1989. Work group demography, social integration, and
turnover. Administrative Science Quarterly, 34, 21–37.

O’Reilly, C. A., Snyder, R., and Boothe, J. 1993. Effects of executive team demography on organiza-
tional change. In G. Huber and W. Glick (Eds.), Organizational change and redesign (pp.
147–175). New York: Oxford Press.

O’Reilly, C. A., Williams, K., and Barsade, S. 1998. Group demography and innovation: Does diver-
sity help? In M. A. Neale, E. A. Mannix, and D. H. Gruenfeld (Eds.), Research on managing
groups and teams (vol. 1, pp. 183–207). Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press.

GROUP HETEROGENEITY AND FAULTLINES 89

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 89



Pelled, L. H. 1996. Demographic diversity, conflict, work group outcomes: An intervening process
theory. Organization Science, 7, 615–631.

Pelled, L. H., Eisenhardt, K. M., and Xin, K. R. 1999. Exploring the black box: An analysis of work
group diversity, conflict and performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 1–28.

Pelled, L. H., Xin, K. R., and Weiss, A.M. 2001. No es como mi: Relational demography and con-
flict in a Mexican production facility. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 74,
63–84.

Phillips, K. W. 2003. The effects of categorically based expectations on minority influence: The
importance of congruence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 3–13.

Phillips, K. W., Mannix, E. A., Neale, M. A., and Gruenfeld, D. H. 2004. Diverse groups and infor-
mation sharing: The effects of congruent ties. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40,
497–510.

Polzer, J. T., Mannix, E. A., and Neale, M. A. 1998. Interest alignment and coalitions in multiparty
negotiation. Academy of Management Journal, 41, 42–54.

Polzer, J. T., Milton, L. P., and Swann, W. B. Jr. 2002. Capitalizing on diversity: Interpersonal con-
gruence in small work groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47 (2), 296–324.

Prentice, D. A., and Miller, D. T. 2002. The emergence of homegrown stereotypes. American
Psychologist, 57, 352–359.

Putnam, L. L., and Jones, T. S. 1982. The role of communication in bargaining. Human
Communication Research, 8, 262–280.

Richard, O. C., Barnett, T., Dwyer, S., and Chadwick, K. 2004. Cultural diversity in management,
firm performance, and the moderating role of entrepreneurial orientation dimensions. Academy
of Management Journal, 47, 255–266.

Ridgeway, C. L., and Smith-Lovin, L. 1999. The gender system and interaction. Annual Review of
Sociology, 25, 191–216.

Riordan, C. M. 2000. Relational demography within groups: Past developments, contradictions, and
new directions. In G. R. Ferris (Ed.), Research in personnel and human resource management (vol.
19, pp. 131–173). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Roccas, S., and Brewer M. B. 2002. Social identity complexity. Personality and Social Review, 6,
88–106.

Ross, R. 1989. Conflict. In R. Ross and J. Ross (Eds.), Small groups in organizational settings (pp.
139–178). Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Roth, P. L., Huffcutt, A. I., and Bobko, P. 2003. Ethnic group differences in measures of job perform-
ance: A new meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 694–706.

Schippers, M. C., Den Hartog, D. N., Koopman, P. L., and Wienk, J. A. 2003. Diversity and team
outcomes: The moderating effects of outcome interdependence and group longevity and the
mediating effect of reflexivity. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24, 779–802.

Schopler, J., Insko, C. A., Graetz, K. A., Drigotas, S. M., and Smith, V. A. 1991. The generality of
the individual-group discontinuity effect: Variations in positivity-negativity of outcomes, play-
ers’ relative power, and magnitude of outcomes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17,
612–624.

Schultz-Hardt, S., Jochims, M., and Frey, D. 2002. Productive conflict in group decision making:
Genuine and contrived dissent as strategies to counteract biased information seeking.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 88, 563–586.

Schwenk, C. R., and Cosier, R. A. 1993. Effects of consensus and devil’s advocacy on strategic
decision-making. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 23, 126–139.

Sharma, S. 1996. Applied multivariate techniques. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

90 CONFLICT AND THE INDIVIDUAL GROUP MEMBER

03_BehfarCh03.qxd  6/14/07  2:13 AM  Page 90



Tajfel, H., and Turner, J. C. 1986. The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel
and W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 7–24). Chicago: Nelson-Hall.

Thatcher, S. M. B. 1999. The contextual importance of diversity: The impact of relational demogra-
phy and team diversity on individual performance and satisfaction. Performance Improvement
Quarterly, 12, 97–112.

Thatcher, S. M. B., Jehn, K. A., and Zanutto, E. 2003. Cracks in diversity research: The effects of
faultlines on conflict and performance. Group Decision and Negotiation, 12, 217–241.

Thomas, D. A., and Ely, R. J. 1996. Making differences matter: A new paradigm for managing diver-
sity. Harvard Business Review, 74 (5), 79–91.

Tziner, A., and Eden, D. 1985. The effects of crew composition on crew performance: Does the whole
equal the sum of its parts? Journal of Applied Psychology, 70, 85–93.

Vanbeselaere, N. 2000. The treatment of relevant and irrelevant outgroups in minimal group situa-
tions with crossed categorizations. Journal of Social Psychology, 140, 515–526.

Watson, W. E., Kumar, K., and Michaelson, L. K. 1993. Cultural diversity’s impact on interaction
process and performance: Comparing homogeneous and diverse task groups. Academy of
Management Journal, 38, 590–602.

Webber, S., and Donahue, L. 2001. Impact of highly and less job-related diversity on work group
cohesion and performance: A meta–analysis. Journal of Management, 27, 141–162.

Wiersema, M., and Bantel, K. 1992. Top management team demography and corporate strategic
change. Academy of Management Journal, 35, 91–121.

Wildschut, T., Insko, C. A., and Gaertner, L. 2002. Intragroup social influence and intergroup com-
petition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 975–992.

Williams, K., and O’Reilly, C. A. 1998. Demography and diversity in organizations: A review of 40
years of research. In B. M. Staw and L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational behav-
ior (vol. 20, pp. 77–140). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Wit, A. P., and Kerr, N. L. 2002. “Me versus just us versus us all” categorization and cooperation in
nested social dilemmas. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 616–637.

Wittenbaum, G. M., and Stasser, G. 1996. Management of information in small groups. In J. L. Nye
and A. M. Brower (Eds.), What’s social about social cognition? Social cognition research in small
groups (pp. 3–28). Newbury Park, Calif.: SAGE Publications.

Workman, M. 2001. Collectivism, individualism, and cohesion in a team-based occupation. Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 58, 82–97.

Zajac, E. B., Golden, R., and Shortell, S. 1991. New organizational forms for enhancing innovation:
The case of internal corporate joint ventures. Management Science, 37, 170–184.

Zanutto, E., Bezrukova, K., and Jehn, K. A. 2005. Measuring faultline strength and distance. Working
paper, University of Pennsylvania.

APPENDIX 3.A: CONTENT ANALYSIS RULES

I. Coding procedure
1. Two raters were given the definitions of terms and guiding questions.

a. Definitions: “Relationship conflict is defined as disagreement over
personal issues not related to work.” “Task conflict is defined as dis-
agreement about task-related issues (for example, viewpoints, opin-
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ions).” “Process conflict is defined as disagreement about process-
related issues (for example, work approaches, methods, responsibili-
ties).”

b. Questions for the raters: (i) What is the intensity of the relationship
conflict? (ii) What is the intensity of the task conflict? (iii) What is
the intensity of the process conflict? (iv) To what extent are group
members satisfied with the group work? (v) To what extent are group
members satisfied with their group performance?

2. Two raters coded the documents:
a. Two raters jointly went through the first 10 individual responses to

develop the initial rules (see II. Guidelines for examples) and to clar-
ify construct definitions.

b. They went through all the responses to find extreme examples of con-
flict, satisfaction with group experience, and satisfaction with group
performance (both high and low ends) to indicate the scale range.

c. The raters individually rated these examples (on a scale from 1 = the
least to 7 = the most) and then discussed their scores to sort out any
discrepancies.

d. The raters independently rated the next 30 responses, compared their
responses, and discussed responses that they scored farther than 1
point apart; if necessary, they refined their rules.

e. Finally, two raters scored the rest of the responses.
II. Guidelines 

1. The unit of analysis is the entire individual response; use all context avail-
able in the response to arrive at the score.

2. Base your decision on all relevant statements indicating the variable being
scored; highlight the key sentences (example for task conflict:
“. . . Objectives need to be aligned . . . Strategic has limited input in how
to achieve the revenue. Strategic does not find out what the plans or mar-
keting programs are for achieving revenue. . . .”). 

3. Assign a missing value to a response that has an unusually low level of
comprehensibility due to incomplete or poor sentence structure or gram-
mar and spelling mistakes (for example, a rater cannot understand what
the person is saying).

4. When scoring the response for the variable, first, place it within a range of
low/extremely negative to moderate/neutral (scores from 1–4) or moder-
ate/neutral to high/extremely positive (scores from 4–7). Second, compare
the response to other responses with scores within the same range and
choose the respective score based on the comparison.
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