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ABSTRACT
As the workplace continues to become increasingly diverse and complex,
understanding how multifaceted forms of diversity affects team processes and
performance is crucial. This study addresses how rational and spontaneous decision
making style diversity affects process conflict within teams and how that process conflict
then affects team performance. Additionally faultlines formed by the alignment of
decision making style diversity and gender diversity is examined as a moderator of the
decision making style diversity to process conflict relationship. Conflict resolution is
examined as a moderator of the process conflict to team performance relationship. The
sample was 300 individuals in 86 teams enrolled in an Introduction to Engineering
Design course at a large mid-Atlantic University. Participants filled out paper-and-pencil
surveys after their team had completed their first group project and performance was
measured by the grade provided by the instructor on the first project. Moderated
hierarchical regression was used to test the hypotheses. While none of the hypotheses
were supported, ancillary analyses indicate that the relationship between group
composition and process complex is complex, as is the relationship between process
conflict and group performance. Implications for practices and research are discussed as
well as possible future directions.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

As workforce diversity continues to grow, understanding the challenges and
opportunities that go hand-in-hand with that diversity becomes increasingly important.
Traditional research on team diversity has focused primarily on the dispersion of
demographics, personality traits, or attitudes and values within a team (Horwitz &
Horwitz, 2007; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008). However, differences in
cognitive style have been under-researched, specifically decision making style, which
refers to individuals’ preferences in the way they approach and choose actions in
response to a particular situation (Scott & Bruce, 1995).
There is a dearth of information on how decision making styles influence real
world environments, particularly in reference to how they develop and manifest in groups
(Kozhevnikov, 2007). Because most group tasks require that group members make
decisions and come to agreement on plans and ideas, decision making style is likely to
emerge as a salient characteristic early in a group’s lifespan. Therefore, this research will
examine the effects of the deep-level diversity characteristic of decision making style.
Since decision making styles affect the way that individuals approach tasks, diversity in
decision making style may lead to disagreements regarding how work should be
accomplished in a team.
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Process conflict refers to disagreements regarding the way a task should be
accomplished (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003) and is of particular interest because it has been
found to have a long-lasting impact on teams when it occurs early in their lifespans,
which was not found to be the case with other forms of conflict (Greer, Jehn, & Mannix,
2008). Additionally, process conflict has been examined less often than relationship and
task conflict so less is known about how process conflict influences team outcomes and
processes as well as what variables may serve as antecedents to process conflict (de Wit,
Greer, & Jehn 2012). Therefore, this study will examine the impact of decision making
style diversity on process conflict.
Past research has found inconsistent relationships between team diversity and
team outcomes (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007), suggesting the presence of moderators in the
diversity-performance relationship as well as contextual factors that may serve as
boundary conditions for this relationship. Faultlines, which are hypothetical dividing
lines that may emerge in a group based on alignment of diversity characteristics (Lau &
Murnighan, 1998), provide an alternative view of the influence of diversity in groups.
Faultlines offer a potential explanation for previous inconsistencies in diversity research
because in addition to examining team diversity, faultlines also examine the alignment of
team member characteristics. Faultlines can explain why certain team configurations of
decision making styles may lead to increased process conflict in some teams even when
compared to teams that have similar levels of diversity in decision making style.
In addition to examining antecedents and moderators of process conflict, this
study also examines the effect of process conflict on group performance. The relationship
between process conflict and group-level outcomes such as performance has typically
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been found to be negative (Behfar, Mannix, Peterson, & Trochim, 2011; de Wit et al.,
2012). However, the relationship between process conflict and performance has been
found to be inconsistent (e.g., Goncalo, Polman, & Maslach, 2010; Greer et al., 2008). A
possible explanation for the discrepancies in group outcome results in the team conflict
literature could be that boundary conditions of the relationship between conflict and
group outcomes are not always considered. For example, the extent to which the team has
resolved underlying conflicts could have a significant impact on team outcomes. Behfar,
Peterson, Mannix and Trochim (2008) state that “conflict resolution strategies in groups
ought to receive greater attention in predicting team performance than has been the case
to date” (p. 186). This study answers the call issued by Behfar and colleagues by
including conflict resolution as a moderator of the process conflict-group performance
relationship.
This research seeks to contribute to the literature in several ways. First, this study
will expand the types of diversity commonly investigated in the team diversity literature
to include decision making style. Despite being ignored in the literature, differences in
decision making styles among team members can potentially be the source of tension and
disagreement in teams and negatively affect team performance. Appelt, Milch,
Handgraaf, and Weber (2011) also note the need to determine how individual differences
in cognitive style, such as decision making styles, interact with situational factors. Team
diversity and faultlines are situational factors that may influence the effects of decision
making styles that this study will examine.
Second, the current work will expand the nomological network of process
conflict, which has been under-researched relative to other types of conflict despite being
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shown to have detrimental and long-lasting effects on team performance (de Wit et al.,
2012; Greer et al., 2008).
Third, whereas the vast majority of faultline literature focuses on surface-level
attributes (Thatcher & Patel, 2012), this study will expand to consider the interplay
between both surface-level (e.g., gender) and deep-level (e.g., decision making style)
dimensions, thereby providing a more sophisticated analysis. Fourth, although faultlines
are generally conceptualized as independent variables, this study proposes that faultlines
will act as a moderator of the relationship between team diversity and process conflict.
Fifth, the current work will address the inconsistent findings of the relationship between
process conflict and team performance by examining the moderating influence of conflict
resolution. The study model is depicted in Figure 1-1.

Figure 1-1: Study Model.
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Literature Review

Team Diversity
Surface-level diversity includes overt differences in individual
characteristics that can be discerned within minutes of meeting a new individual,
including race, gender and age (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998; Milliken & Martins,
1996). Surface-level traits can also include informational diversity such as organizational
tenure and functional background. These easily observable demographic differences are
more likely to influence team members through social categorization (Bell, Villado,
Lukasik, Belau, and Briggs, 2011; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1985). Several metaanalyses have found that demographic diversity has a small negative relationship with
team performance (e.g., Bell et al., 2011; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Webber & Donahue,
2001).
Less frequently studied than demographic diversity, deep-level diversity refers to
differences in team members’ psychological attributes, such as an individual’s
personality, values, and attitudes (Harrison et al., 1998; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey,
2002). These differences are more likely to become apparent after long or repeated
interactions with an individual (Harrison et al., 2002). Bell (2007) found that many deeplevel composition variables were more strongly related to performance in field settings
than in lab settings, indicating the importance of examining deep-level characteristics in
contexts where they have a chance to emerge naturally as they become salient to team
members. Whereas deep-level composition variables, such as Big Five personality traits
and preference for teamwork, have received the most attention (Bell, 2007), diversity
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researchers have called for future research to examine a wider range of deep-level traits
(Harrison et al., 1998; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). The current study will
answer this call by examining decision making style diversity.

Decision Making Style
Cognitive style consists of a broad group of individual differences and refers to
the way people perceive, think, solve problems, learn, and interact with their external
environment (Witkin & Goodenough, 1977). During the 1950s to 1970s, there was a
large focus on cognitive style with numerous types being identified (Kozhevnikov, 2007).
In 1988, Keefe compiled a list of 40 distinct cognitive styles. Several commonly studied
cognitive styles include: field independence and field dependence (level of dependency
on surroundings when participating in perceptual tasks, Witkin et al., 1954), impulsivityreflectivity (preference to respond to cues quickly or after a period of reflection; Kagan,
1966), and verbalizer-visualizer (reliance on either imagery or verbal strategies during
information processing; Richardson, 1977). Because of the extensive variety of cognitive
styles, Allinson and Hayes (1996) created the Cognitive Style Index, which places
individuals on a continuum based on their cognitive preferences. The purpose of this
spectrum was to group cognitive styles more broadly, rather than focusing on varied and
specific styles. Intuition lies on one end of the spectrum and refers to individuals who
rely on “immediate judgment based on feeling and the adoption of a global perspective”
(p. 122). Conversely, analysis, which lies on the other end of the continuum, refers to
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individuals who rely on “judgment based on mental reasoning and a focus on detail” (p.
122).
One specific form of cognitive style is decision making style (Kozhevnikov,
2007) which is the characteristic way in which individuals perceive and respond to
decision-making tasks and the patterns that emerge when individuals are exposed to these
tasks (Driver, 1979; Harren, 1979). According to Scott and Bruce (1995), there are five
basic types of decision making styles: rational (logical evaluation of possibilities and
alternatives), intuitive (a reliance on feelings and intuitive), dependent (a reliance on
advice and suggestions from others), avoidant (efforts to evade making a decision), and
spontaneous (a focus on making decisions quickly). Individuals typically use all five
styles to different degrees, with one style being dominant (Scott & Bruce, 1995).
Several studies have examined decision making styles as an individual difference.
For example, Thunholm (2004) found that one’s likelihood to engage in rational,
dependent, and avoidant decision making styles was related to the individual’s selfevaluations, whereas spontaneous and intuitive decision making style were not.
Thunholm’s results suggest that internal influences, such as self-regulation, may affect
one’s decision making style. Hunt, Krzystofiak, Meindl, and Yousry, (1989)
demonstrated that individuals displayed a preference for decisions made by others who
had a similar cognitive style (determined by the analytic-intuitive index) as themselves.
Curseu and Schruijer (2012) examined outcomes of various decision making styles and
found that rational style positively predicted one’s tendency to engage in rationality in
decision making and negatively predicted indecisiveness. Intuitive decision making style
in managers has been found to positively affect financial and non-financial performance
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(Sadler-Smith, 2004), and emotional awareness had a positive effect on intuitive decision
making style (Sinclair, Ashkanasy, & Chattopadhyay, 2010).
Cognitive style in general, and decision making style in particular, are not often
examined in a group context (Kozhevnikov, 2007; Sadler-Smith, 2004). In one of the few
team-level studies on decision making styles, Armstrong and Priola (2001) found that
teams composed of highly intuitive individuals were more likely to engage in both socialoriented and task-oriented behaviors than teams composed only of highly analytic
individuals. Although Armstrong and Priola examined mean-level differences in decision
making style, the focus of the present study is on diversity of decision making style.
Due to the autonomous or semi-autonomous nature of many team tasks,
differences in decision making styles are likely to emerge quickly in a team’s lifespan
since team members begin to exhibit different tendencies when deciding the best way to
reach consensus on how to proceed with the team’s task. These differences are likely to
persist and become increasingly salient as the team continues to work together and the
number of decisions the team must reach an agreement on increases. Therefore,
understanding how the compositional effects of decision making style diversity affect
group processes and outcomes is important for furthering the deep-level diversity
literature.
Priola, Smith, and Armstrong (2004) found that teams that were heterogeneous in
terms of where group members were on the Cognitive Style Index reported more
disagreements than homogeneous teams. In an experimental study, van Knippenberg,
Haslam, and Platow (2007) manipulated the diversity of a fictional cognitive style in
groups (some group members were assigned as being Type H and others as Type P and
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were told that Type H individuals were prone to coming up with different ideas than
Type P individuals), and found that perceived diversity in this style negatively affected
group identification. While previous research suggests that cognitive styles, such as
decision making styles, can affect group-level outcomes, the present study will expand
upon this past research to examine decision making style diversity and faultlines in
student groups interacting over the course of a semester.
Because of the focus on group-level diversity in decision making, two disparate
decision making styles will be emphasized in the current research: rational and
spontaneous. Based on the work of Allinson and Hayes (1996), the decision making style
furthest on the “analytic” spectrum is rational, which indicates a reliance on thorough
information searches and logical evaluation of alternative options (Scott & Bruce, 1995).
By its very nature, the emphasis on detail and comprehensiveness requires a longer time
frame than a spontaneous style which is characterized by fast decisions that are likely not
based on careful consideration of facts (Scott & Bruce, 1995). Thus, rational and
spontaneous are conflicting styles that introduce a temporal dimension to the study of
decision making that is not evidenced in other style combinations and has not previously
been examined in teams.
Because individuals who employ a rational style are likely to conduct a systematic
evaluation of various options and consequences using all available information, whereas
an individual using a spontaneous style merely wants to reach decisions quickly,
frustration may result when individuals are working with group members who have
opposing styles. A team with diverse decision making styles may therefore experience
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negative effects of decision making style diversity on group processes and outcomes
through mechanisms such as increased conflict.
While intuitive decision making style is commonly contrasted with rational
decision making style (Appelt et al., 2011; Koele & Guus, 2010; Sadler-Smith, 2004),
several studies that examine the General Decision-Making Style Inventory developed by
Scott and Bruce (1995) have found psychometric inconsistencies with the intuitive
decision making style subscale (e.g., Curseu & Schruijer, 2012; Loo, 2000) that have not
been present in the evaluation of the other decision making style subscales. For example,
in a confirmatory factor analysis conducted by Loo (2000), several fit indices
demonstrated that the intuitive style moderately fit the data (CFI = .897; AGFI = .819)
and other fit indices indicated that intuitive style was a poor fit for the data (CMIN/df =
8.01; RMSEA = .178). Conversely, all the fit indices indicated that the other four
decision making styles, including rational and spontaneous were a very good fit with the
data. This suggests that focusing on spontaneous rather than intuitive decision making
style may provide methodological strengths when examining decision making style
diversity.

Process Conflict

Definition
Intragroup conflict can be divided into three distinct types: relationship conflict,
task conflict, and process conflict (Jehn 1994, 1995; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Relationship
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conflict arises from disagreements stemming from interpersonal issues, such as different
attitudes and values. Task conflict occurs when there are disagreements pertaining to
aspects of the group’s assignment. Process conflict develops when the group disagrees
over how to get a task done, such as arguments based on how to divide the
responsibilities of a group task (Jehn, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001).

Outcomes
Process conflict has not been examined as frequently as either task or relationship
conflict (de Wit et al., 2012); however, understanding how process conflict affects groups
is just as important as understanding the effects of the other two forms of conflict.
Several empirical studies have found that process conflict is negatively related to group
performance (e.g., Behfar et al., 2011; Greer, Caruso, & Jehn, 2011; Passos & Caetano,
2005; Jehn & Mannix, 2001) and these findings have been supported by a recent metaanalysis (de Wit et al., 2012). However, research by Goncalo et al. (2010) indicated that
the relationship between process conflict and group performance may not be so
straightforward. Goncalo and colleagues found that when process conflict occurred early
in a group’s lifespan, it had a positive relationship with group performance; however,
when process conflict occurred later in a group’s lifespan, it had a negative relationship
with performance. Conversely, Greer et al.’s (2008) results indicated that when process
conflict occurred early in a team’s lifespan, the conflict had a long-lasting negative effect
on the team for the remainder of its time working together. Specifically, early process
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conflict was positively related to increased levels of both task and relationship conflict
over the course of the team’s interaction (Greer et al., 2008).
Process conflict has also been found to have negative effects on other aspects of
team interaction, including increased negative emotions such as guilt (Chen & Ayoko,
2012), decreased team creativity and innovation (Martins & Shalley, 2011; Matsuo,
2006), decreased team viability (Jehn, Greer, Levine & Szulanski, 2008), and decreased
group member satisfaction and group coordination (Behfar et al., 2011). Moderators of
the process conflict to group performance relationship include conflict resolution (Behfar
et al., 2008; Greer et al., 2008), team interpersonal power congruence (Greer et al., 2011),
and whether the team is a face-to-face or virtual team (Martinez-Moreno, GonzalezNavarro, Zornazo, & Ripoll, 2009).

Antecedents
Several empirical studies have also examined possible antecedents of process
conflict. For example, the emergence of collective efficacy early in a group’s lifespan
was found to have a negative relationship with early process conflict (Goncalo et al.,
2010). Since Goncalo and colleagues also showed that surface-level diversity was
negatively associated with early collective efficacy, their findings suggest that there may
be a possible positive relationship between surface-level diversity and process conflict
(mediated by collective efficacy). This is partially supported by Martins and Shalley
(2011) who demonstrated that age diversity, but not other forms of surface-level
diversity, had a positive relationship with the level of process conflict in groups. Other
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forms of diversity, such as value diversity, have also been demonstrated to increase the
levels of process conflict in groups (Jehn et al., 1999).

Diversity
Research suggests that group diversity can have a positive effect on increased
levels of intragroup conflict (e.g., Choi & Sy, 2010; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999;
Pelled Eisenhardt, and Xin, 1999). For example, demographic diversity characteristics
such as race and tenure were positively related to relationship conflict, and functional
background diversity was positively related to task conflict (Pelled et al., 1999).
Similarly, Choi and Sy (2010) found that faultlines based on different characteristics
(relation- and task-based) were significantly related to relationship and task conflict,
respectively. Additionally, Jehn et al. (1999) demonstrated that informational diversity
was positively related to task conflict and that there was an interaction between deeplevel diversity (values) and surface-level diversity (social categories) on the relationship
between informational diversity, task conflict, and group performance. Their findings
also provided support for the negative relationship between value diversity and
relationship conflict. Viewed holistically, the results of these studies provide support for a
variety of both surface-level and deep-level characteristics on multiple forms of conflict.
However, from reviewing the literature on intragroup conflict, it is clear that there is a
disproportionate amount of empirical research examining diversity and both relationship
and task conflict and a relative paucity of studies on diversity and process conflict.
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To this author’s knowledge, no previous empirical work has examined deep-level
diversity as an antecedent to process conflict. However, it is likely that diversity based on
process-oriented traits, such as the way in which one makes decisions, may lead to
increased process conflict. Furthermore, understanding the effects of deep-level diversity
on conflict is crucial because increased knowledge of compositional effects on conflict
can help create future groups that are seeded (using a systematic method to place
members on a team, as suggested by Humphrey, Hollenbeck, Meyer, & Ilgen 2007) in a
way that optimizes performance. For this reason, studying diversity as an antecedent to
process conflict is important as knowledge of these effects can help in forming teams in a
way that allows them to be more successful in the long run.

Faultlines

Definition and Conceptualization
Traditional research on team diversity has focused primarily on examining traits
in isolation of one another. To address the need to examine the possible effects of
interactions between multiple types of diversity, a stream of research on faultlines in
teams has emerged (Thatcher & Patel, 2012). Faultlines “[depend] on the compositional
dynamics of the multiple demographic attributes that can potentially subdivide a group.
Faultlines divide a group’s members on the basis of one or more attributes" (Lau &
Murnighan, 1998, p. 325). A team of four members where two members are AfricanAmerican women and two members are Caucasian men has the same dispersion of
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diversity characteristics as a team where there is one African-American man, one
African-American woman, one Caucasian man, and one Caucasian woman. Despite the
demographic diversity remaining constant between these two teams, the alignment of
race-gender diversity characteristics in the first team causes it to more readily break into
subgroups, leading to a variety of possible outcomes, one of which is decreased
performance (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Thatcher & Patel, 2011).
If a researcher focused only on diversity, the teams in the above example would
appear to be equal in terms of race and gender characteristics. This lack of detailed
description may lead to confusion about why diversity had positive effect for one team,
but negative for the other. Faultlines are an important extension and emerging construct
in the diversity literature because they help to account for the effects of compositional
factors above and beyond traditional diversity (Gibson & Vermeulen, 2003; Tuggle,
Schnatterly, & Johnson, 2010). Tuggle et al. (2010) found that informational diversity in
executive boards predicted attention to entrepreneurial issues; however, when they
examined, the model with informational faultlines as an input rather than diversity, they
found that weak faultlines improved attention to entrepreneurial issues and strong
faultlines reduced the attention to these issues. By examining faultlines, Tuggle and
colleagues were able to understand how informational differences affected team
outcomes in much more detail than when they just examined diversity. Gibson and
Vermeulen (2003) examined the effect of demographic subgroups on team learning
behavior and found that team demographic heterogeneity had a curvilinear (U-shaped)
relationship with learning behavior only after the authors corrected for subgroup strength.
Subgroup strength also had a curvilinear relationship with learning behavior; however,
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the relationship was in the opposite direction (inverse U-shaped) of the relationship
between heterogeneity and learning behavior. The differential findings of the relationship
between heterogeneity and learning behavior and the relationship between subgroup
strength and learning behavior indicates that there are important effects of subgroups that
could not be identified by analyzing diversity alone. Therefore, faultlines help to clarify
the relationship between diversity and group outcomes.
The constructs and relationships used in faultline research can be broadly defined
as inputs, moderators/mediators, and outputs. Faultlines are most commonly examined as
an input, but rarely as a moderator (Thatcher & Patel, 2012). As an exception,
Bezrukova, Spell, and Perry (2010) found support for the moderating effect of faultlines
on interpersonal injustice and outcomes such as anxiety and depression. Bezrukova, Jehn,
Zanutto, and Thatcher (2009) demonstrated that faultline distance (the level of difference
between subgroups) moderated the relationship between faultline strength (demographic
alignment between members within a group) and group performance. When faultline
distance was high, the negative effect of faultline strength on group performance was
increased. The current study adds to this work by examining faultline strength as a
moderator of the decision making style diversity to process conflict relationship.
When examining faultlines, the most commonly studied output is group
performance (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Bezrukova, Thatcher, Jehn, & Spell 2011;
Choi & Sy, 2010; Homan, Van Knippenberg, Van Kleef & De Dreu 2007b; Jehn &
Bezrukova, 2010; Lau & Murnigham, 2005; Meyer, Chemla & Schermuly, 2011).
However, additional group outcomes have been examined, including psychological
distress (Bezrukova et al., 2010), group-level organizational citizenship behaviors (Choi
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& Sy, 2010), team satisfaction (Cronin, Bezrukova, Wingart, & Tinsley, 2011; Homan,
Van Knippenberg, Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2007a; Jehn & Bezrukova 2010; Lau &
Murnigham, 2005), team effectiveness (Cronin et al., 2011), team learning behavior
(Gibson & Vermeulen, 2003; Lau & Murnigham, 2005), creativity (Pearsall, Ellis, &
Evans, 2008), and decision making quality (Rico, Molleman, Sanchez-Mananares, & Van
der Vegt, 2007; Rico, Sanchez-Manzanares, Antino, & Lau, 2012).

Theoretical Framework
Lau and Murnighan (1998) built their theory of faultlines on self-categorization
theory and social identity theory, which both propose that individuals have a tendency to
form groups (or subgroups) based on similar demographic traits or other salient
characteristics (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1985). Both self-categorization theory
and social identity theory describe why team members are more likely to form subgroups
with other members that have similar salient attributes than they are with team members
who differ from them in salient ways. Subsequent researchers have expanded on these
foundations by including additional theories such as cognitive resource perspectives
(Bezrukova et al, 2009), equity sensitivity (Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010), expectation states
theory (Molleman, 2005; Rico et al., 2012), and upper eschelon theory (Tuggle et al.,
2010).
In their original theoretical development of demographic faultlines, Lau and
Murnighan (1998) put forth five propositions about group faultlines. First, the formation
of subgroups increases in likelihood when the demographic characteristics are salient to
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the group’s task. For example, in groups working on a highly gendered task, such as
designing weaponry, gender may be more salient that for groups working on a less
gendered task, such as designing a toothbrush. Thus, the weaponry group is more likely
to form subgroups based on gender. Second, subgroups are more likely to persist and
continue to affect the group once they have been formed. This implies that if gender
faultlines occur in the weaponry group, the negative effects associated with those
faultlines will be sustained over the course of their project. Third, over time, the salience
of demographic characteristics in groups that have not subdivided based on demographic
characteristics will decrease. This means that surface-level characteristics will be less
likely to cause subgroup formations in the toothbrush group if they did not occur within
an initial timeframe. This proposition is supported by the work of Harrison and
colleagues (1998; 2002) who found that the effects of surface-level diversity on team
outcomes decrease over time. Fourth, majority subgroups will hinder the expression of
minority opinions. Fifth, when subgroups have comparable power, they are likely to
experience intense conflict that, if overcome, will reduce the likelihood of a similar
conflict disrupting the group in the future.

Measurement of Faultlines
The novel nature of the faultline construct has led to a variety of needs within the
field. For example, there is a basic lack of theoretical development beyond that originally
proposed by Lau and Murnighan (1998) and little consensus over the operationalization
of faultlines. There are several ways that faultlines are measured, but the most common is
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by examining faultline strength, which is a measure of within-subgroup similarity (Lau &
Murnighan, 1998). For example, if a faultline formed based on age and one subgroup
included individuals that were 20, 26, and 32 years old, and another subgroup formed that
included individuals who were 60, 62, and 62 years old, the second group would have a
higher faultline strength than the first group. Typically, as faultline strength increases,
group outcomes such as performance decrease (Thatcher & Patel, 2011). Another type of
faultline measurement is faultline distance which is a measure of between-subgroup
differences (Bezrukova et al., 2009). For example, if Team A had a subgroup of members
who were 32, 33, and 36 years old, and another subgroup of individuals who were 40, 40,
and 42 years old and Team B had a subgroup of members who were 22, 23, and 26 years
old and another subgroup of individuals who were 60, 60, and 62 years old, Team B
would have a greater faultline distance than Team A. Because each measure brings a
slightly different perspective to the subgroup relationships, including both measures is
important. The faultline measurement method developed by Shaw (2004) combines the
level of subgroup alignment (the extent to which members within a subgroup are similar
to each other, traditionally referred to as faultline strength) with a measure of crosssubgroup alignment, which examines the degree of similarity between groups (which has
also been referred to as faultline distance). Because of its advantages, this measure will
be used to measure faultlines in the current study.
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Types of Faultlines
Just as with diversity, faultlines can be divided into surface-level and deep-level
characteristics. Demographic faultlines focus on the surface-level diversity,
characteristics that are noticeable from an initial interaction such as race, gender, and age
(Harrison et al., 2002). These are also commonly referred to by other terms such as
social-category faultlines (Bezrukova et al., 2009), and/or relation-oriented faultlines
(Choi & Sy, 2010). The other most common type of faultline conceptualization is
informational, also referred to as information-based or task-related faultlines (Choi & Sy,
2010; Bezrukova et al., 2009; Bezrukova et al., 2010). These types of faultlines focus on
more task-related attributes such as team tenure and educational background. While
faultline research has traditionally focused only on the alignment of demographic
characteristics (Lau & Murnighan, 1998), the study of information-based faultlines is
becoming increasingly common (Thatcher & Patel, 2012), yet few studies have examined
deep-level traits.

Surface-Level Faultlines
The most commonly examined diversity characteristics in the faultline literature
are surface-level variables including: age, gender, race, and ethnicity (e.g., Bezrukova et
al. 2009; Bezrukova et al., 2010, Choi & Sy, 2010; Gibson & Vermeulen, 2003; Homan
et al., 2007b). It is also worth noting that there are inconsistencies in the way that various
authors categorize faultlines. For example, characteristics such as organizational tenure or
level of education are sometimes referred to as demographic faultlines (e.g., Gibson &
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Vermeulen, 2003; Li & Hambrick, 2005; Rico et al., 2007) and other times referred to as
informational faultlines (Bezrukova et al., 2009; Bezrukova et al., 2011; Homan et al.,
2007a; Sawyer, Houlette, & Yeagley, 2006). Despite this inconsistent categorization,
informational diversity should not be grouped as deep-level diversity because
characteristics such as organizational tenure and educational background are not directly
indicative of differences in personality, values, or beliefs. Thatcher and Patel (2011)
found that the more traditional surface-level categories such as gender and racial diversity
increased demographic faultline strength more than functional background diversity,
educational background diversity, tenure diversity, or age diversity. This suggests that
focusing on gender and/or racial diversity is important and can have a significant impact
on group functioning.
Many studies have found support for the negative relationship between surfacelevel faultlines and team performance (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Choi & Sy, 2010;
Homan et al., 2008; Homan et al., 2007b; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010; Lau & Murninghan,
2005; Li & Hambrick, 2005; Meyer et al., 2011; Rico et al., 2012; Sawyer et al., 2006).
These findings have been supported by a recent meta-analysis on demographic faultlines
which found that there was a significant negative relationship between demographic
faultline strength and team performance (ρ = -0.37, 95% CI = -0.43 – -0.31; Thatcher &
Patel, 2011).
However, research has also shown that certain emergent states or group processes
may mediate the relationship between demographic faultline strength and group
performance. The most commonly studied mediator of this relationship has been
intragroup conflict, particularly task and relationship conflict (e.g., Jehn & Bezrukova,
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2010; Li & Hambrick, 2005; Molleman, 2005; Pearsall et al., 2008). For example, Choi
and Sy (2006) found that the relationship between relation-oriented faultlines (those
based on gender, age, and race) and performance was mediated by relationship conflict
and the relationship between task-related faultlines (those based on tenure) was mediated
by task conflict. The meta-analysis on demographic faultlines conducted by Thatcher &
Patel (2011) also supports the notion that there is a positive relationship between
demographic faultline strength and increased task and relationship conflict. To this
author’s knowledge, there are no studies that have examined the relationship between
faultlines and process conflict. Given that process conflict is emerging as a negative
driver of team performance (de Wit et al., 2012), the present research will examine
faultlines as a moderator of the decision making style diversity and process conflict
relationship.

Deep-Level Faultlines
The vast majority of faultline literature has focused on differences in surface-level
diversity (Thatcher & Patel, 2012), leaving a noticeable gap in knowledge relating to the
effects of deep-level faultlines on team performance. Although limited, some researchers
have included various types of deep-level diversity characteristics in their studies of
faultlines (e.g., Homan et al., 2007a; Homan et al., 2007b; Meyer et al., 2011; Molleman,
2005; Rico et al., 2007). Some of these studies have manipulated team composition to
create faultlines, whereas others have measured deep-level diversity in pre-assembled
teams. For example, in several different laboratory studies, participants were given false
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personality tests and were assigned a fabricated personality type based on their gender,
rather than their actual responses (e.g., Homan et al., 2007a; Homan et al., 2007b; Meyer
et al., 2011). The purpose of this manipulation was to create a salient faultline split along
a group’s gender composition. In all studies where this technique was used, these
fabricated personality types were found to have an effect on the formation of faultlines.
While these studies did not focus on genuine deep-level differences and essentially made
the differences surface-level by presenting them to the group at the outset of the
experiment, the results suggest that group members did view personality differences as
salient differences during faultline formation. For example, Homan and colleagues
(2007a; 2007b) created faultlines based on gender and falsified personality types. In lab
studies, the results indicated that teams with faultlines (with alignment between gender
differences and personality differences) had more negative effects on outcomes such as
satisfaction, team conflict, and team climate than the homogenous groups.
A small subset of the faultline literature has examined the effects of actual deeplevel differences on faultlines in teams. Homan et al (2008) and Homan, Greer, Jehn, and
Koning (2010) found that the more positive group members’ diversity beliefs were, the
less likely members were to perceive subgroups. Homan et al. (2010) also found that
openness to experience had an effect on subgroup perception in intellectually-based
group tasks. These findings suggest that certain Big Five personality characteristics as
well as individual beliefs are salient and may be grounds for subgroup formation in
teams.
To date, there are two major studies that have examined the effect of deep-level
faultlines in a field setting. Rico and colleagues (2007) found that strong faultlines based
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on educational background (which the authors categorized as a deep-level characteristic)
and conscientiousness had negative effects on group performance when compared to
groups with weak faultlines. However, Molleman (2005) did not find any effects of either
personality faultlines or ability faultlines on group cohesion or conflict, although the
author noted that methodological limitations may have affected the results. These mixed
findings suggest that further research on the effect of deep-level faultline on group
performance is necessary to gain a fuller understanding of faultlines in general. The
findings also suggest that the deep-level characteristics of interest must be selected
carefully in order to ensure that these differences actually emerge and are salient to group
members. Certain deep-level characteristics that are likely to be salient in subgroup
formation include differences in decision making style, which is often overlooked in both
the faultline and team diversity literatures.

Decision Making Style and Gender
Combining surface- and deep-level characteristics is important because surfacelevel characteristics are likely to be salient to group members early in their interaction,
while deep-level characteristics may be more salient later (Harrison et al., 2002). If
subgroups already begin to form based on gender differences and those differences are
later compounded by alignment with differences in decision making style, the effects of
faultline strength on process conflict are expected to be stronger than if decision making
style faultlines were being examined alone.
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Thatcher and Patel (2011) found that gender diversity lead to the strongest levels
of faultline strength, indicating the importance of including gender diversity in the
faultline strength equation. Furthermore, gender based differences in power, political
savvy, conflict management, and trust have been proposed to mediate the differences in
how men and women make decisions in organizations (Klenke, 2003), suggesting that
there may be an interaction between gender and decision making style or that subgroups
may form based on both of these attributes.
Additionally, the sample comes from student engineering teams, a context in
which gender is very salient, given the under-representation of women in this field
(Beggs & Doolittle, 1993; Besterfield-Sacre, Moreno, Shuman, & Atman, 2001). Lau and
Murnighan’s (1998) first proposition is that “the formation of conflicting subgroups
becomes more likely when the demographic characteristics within a group form a
faultline and are related to the group’s task” (p. 332). Since gender differences are salient
to engineering students working on a task together, the formation that conflicting
subgroups will form based on gender is likely. Additionally, because Lau and
Murnighan’s (1998) second proposition, “for groups that must perform tasks that
highlight potential faultlines, the strength and clarity of the groups’ faultlines are likely to
accentuate subgroups’ salience... Once formed the subgroups are more likely to persist”
(p. 332), refers to persistence of subgroups once formed, if surface-level differences
(gender) are later compounded by deep-level differences (decision making styles) that
align in the same way, the teams are likely to face persistent divisive differences.
Therefore, this study will focus on faultline strength determined by rational and
spontaneous decision making styles as well as gender.
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Development of Hypotheses

Decision Making Style Diversity and Process Conflict
Diversity in decision making style is expected to be positively related to an
increase in process conflict because disagreements about how a group should complete a
task (Jehn & Mannix, 2001) is influenced by how one decides to approach his or her
work, including how he or she makes decisions. Priola and colleagues (2004) found that
those with a more analytic (or rational) cognitive style prefer to work in a structured
environment and conduct a step-by-step analysis of tasks. In contrast, those on the
intuitive end of the cognitive style spectrum, such as spontaneous decision makers, prefer
an open environment and are more feeling oriented than logical. These diametrically
opposed preferences for making decisions may cause process conflict because the
spontaneous group members are likely to reach decisions and want to move on much
faster than the rational group members. Decision making style diversity is thus likely to
create process conflict any time a group must consider an ambiguous situation and reach
a conclusion based on the information that is available to them. Additionally, previous
research has found that individuals display a preference for decisions that were made by
people with a congruent decision making style to themselves than decisions made by
people with different decision making styles (Hunt et al., 1989). This finding suggests
that individuals may have a preference to work with others with a similar decision
making style. Hunt and colleagues’ (1989) results are also supported by the similarityattraction paradigm which suggests homogenous teams are more productive than
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heterogeneous teams because the shared attributions of homogenous team members leads
to mutual attraction which can result in more efficient team processes (Byrne, 1971).
Priola and colleagues (2004) found that heterogeneous groups composed of
members who identified as analytic and members who identified as intuitive, reported
stronger and higher levels of disagreement than homogeneous groups of either style.
Furthermore, interviews with group members revealed that members in heterogeneous
groups were aware of differences or similarities in their thought processes when
compared to other members of the group. Group members also stated that the similarities
and/or differences in thought processes affected the way that the group functioned. This
supports the notion that differences in decision making style are salient and obvious to
group members and that high levels of differences may lead to increased differences and
conflict in a team. Although Priola and colleagues (2004) contrasted rational and
intuitive styles, similar dynamics may occur between rational and spontaneous members.
Individuals who prefer time to thoroughly think through alternatives (rational) are likely
to be frustrated when working with those who prefer to come to decisions in a speedy
manner (spontaneous) and vice versa. Thus, it is expected that diversity in decision
making style will lead to increased process conflict.
Hypothesis 1a:Team-level diversity in rational decision making style will be
positively related to process conflict.
Hypothesis 1b: Team-level diversity in spontaneous decision making style will be
positively related to process conflict.
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Moderating Effect of Faultlines
Faultlines are generally conceptualized as independent variables (Thatcher &
Patel, 2012), not as moderators. However, examining faultlines as a moderator of the
relationship between diversity and performance may aid in explaining the inconsistent
findings in the team diversity literature because the relationships may be stronger when
faultlines are present than when they are not.
It is hypothesized that faultline strength will moderate the relationship between
decision making style diversity and process conflict because faultline strength will
increase as various traits align within a group. Therefore, if gender aligns with decision
making style (for example, the women tend to use a rational style and men tend to use a
spontaneous style), faultline strength will be stronger than if decision making style
diversity is not aligned with gender diversity. The increase in faultline strength is
indicative of diversity being more divisive among group members, thus leading to
increased levels of conflict.
Groups with high faultline strength are more likely to break into subgroups based
on their team diversity than groups with low faultline strength, which may shorten their
sense-making process and make them less amenable to hearing the ideas of their
teammates (Homan et al., 2007b; Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Therefore, faultline strength
based on these attributes will moderate the relationship between both rational and
spontaneous decision making style diversity with process conflict. This alignment adds
another dimension to the diversity that further explains the negative relationship with
process conflict.
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Conversely, low faultline strength in a team indicates that decision making style
diversity is not aligned with gender diversity. Because surface-level differences have less
of an effect after a team has been working together over time, the salience of the gender
differences are not as likely to be reinforced by differences in decision making style.
Homan et al. (2007b) found that informational diversity enhanced group performance
when it was crossed with existing faultlines because this distribution increased
information elaboration, satisfaction, and team climate. It is proposed that teams with low
faultline strength will operate in a similar way: team members may be more willing to
enter into discussion with other team members with different decision making styles if
they have already formed a subgroup with them and feel comfortable. This openness to
varied decision making styles would therefore decrease the negative effects of decision
making style diversity on process conflict.
Hypothesis 2a: Faultline strength based on spontaneous and rational decision
making style and gender will moderate the relationship between rational decision
making style diversity and process conflict. When faultline strength is high, the
negative relationship between rational decision making style diversity and process
conflict will be stronger than when faultline strength is low.
Hypothesis 2b: Faultline strength based on spontaneous and rational decision
making style and gender will moderate the relationship between spontaneous
decision making style diversity and process conflict. When faultline strength is
high, the negative relationship between spontaneous decision making style
diversity and process conflict will be stronger than when faultline strength is low.
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Process Conflict and Group Performance
Process conflict in groups often emerges based on disagreements surrounding
how to distribute, schedule, and complete work (Jehn, 1997). The implicit coordination
difficulties that precede process conflict can have long lasting implications for team
performance (Gevers, Rutte, & van Eerde 2006; Janicik & Bartel, 2003). Greer et al.
(2008) found that process conflict has long lasting effects on team interactions and is
positively related to other types of conflict and negatively related to performance.
Additionally, previous research has found that process conflict can increase the amount
of negative emotions in a group (Greer & Jehn, 2007). Negative affect combined with the
detrimental effects of coordination difficulties that may precede process conflict may
therefore hinder team performance.
Several empirical studies have found evidence that supports the negative
relationship between process conflict and group performance. For example, in their
longitudinal study of the effects of intragroup conflict on group performance Jehn and
Mannix (2001) found that high performing groups had low levels of process conflict.
Greer et al. (2011) examined the relationship between team power, intragroup conflict,
and group performance and also demonstrated that process conflict was negatively
related to group performance. Passos and Caetano (2005) supported the negative
relationship between process conflict and group performance and that the relationship
was mediated by perceptions of team decision effectiveness. A recent meta-analysis also
found support for the negative relationship between process conflict and group
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performance (ρ = -0.15, 95% CI = -0.25 – -0.06; de Wit et al., 2012). Replicating
previous empirical work, the following is hypothesized:
Hypothesis 3: Process conflict will be negatively related to team performance.

Moderating Effect of Conflict Resolution
Conflict resolution refers to group members’ perception that intragroup conflict
was resolved (Jehn et al., 2008) and can be applied to all forms of conflict, including
process conflict (Greer et al., 2008). Conflict resolution may moderate the effect of
process conflict on group performance because groups that are able to resolve their
conflicts are more likely to overcome their issues and thus be less affected by conflict
(Greer et al., 2008). Jehn et al. (2007) found that in teams that were able to resolve
conflicts effectively, process conflict was not as negatively related to the emergence of
trust and respect as it was in teams that did not resolve their conflicts. Jehn and
colleagues’ findings suggest that conflict resolution allows teams to overcome the
negative effects of process conflict, therefore maintaining the team members’ ability to
work together effectively. This is in line with previous work which found that conflict
resolution can help to mitigate the negative effects of conflict by increasing team
effectiveness, efficiency, and fairness (Tjosvald, 1991; Thomas, 1992).
Behfar et al. (2008) examined the various strategies that teams use in managing
conflict and found that teams that effectively manage conflict had three strategies in
common. First, team members focused on the content of interpersonal interactions rather
than delivery style. This may help teams with conflicts originating from decision making
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style diversity if team members focused on the content of the decisions rather than the
frustration or difficulties that may result from diverse styles. Second, team members
explicitly discussed reasons behind decisions regarding the distribution of tasks. This
might be difficult for team members with a preference for spontaneous decision making
styles; however, if the team had a high level of conflict resolution, it may indicate that
they were able to overcome these differences. Third, teams assigned tasks to members
based on relevant experience rather than other methods such as volunteering or
convenience. Again, this may help resolve conflict in teams with diverse decision making
styles because it would allow members to focus on the outcomes of their decisions (i.e.,
who is the best person for completing a certain task), rather than the style used when
making those decisions. The findings of Behfar and colleagues indicate that even if
diversity in decision making styles causes initial process conflict in teams, teams that are
able to employee certain strategies to resolve the conflict are less likely to be affected
negatively by its occurrence.
Although previous research has found support for the moderation of conflict
resolution on the relationship between process conflict and group performance (Behfar et
al., 2008; Greer et al., 2008), Behfar and colleagues (2008) discuss the importance of
giving more attention to the role of conflict resolution in the team performance literature.
Answering this call, this study also proposes that conflict resolution will moderate the
negative effect of process conflict on group performance.
Hypothesis 4: Conflict resolution will moderate the relationship between process
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conflict and team performance. When conflict resolution is high, process conflict
will have a weaker negative relationship with team performance than when
conflict resolution is low.

Mediating Effect of Process Conflict
Due to the nature of Hypothesis 1 (rational and spontaneous decision making style
diversity will be positively related to process conflict) and Hypothesis 3 (process conflict
will be negatively related to group performance), it follows that there will be a mediating
effect for process conflict. Intragroup conflict is an interpersonal team process that has
commonly been examined as a mediator between team-level inputs and outcomes
(Mathieu et al., 2008).
Hypothesis 5a: Process conflict mediates the relationship between rational
decision making style diversity and group performance.
Hypothesis 5b: Process conflict mediates the relationship between spontaneous
decision making style diversity and group performance.
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Chapter 2

METHOD

Sample
The data for this study was collected as a part of a larger research study in
collaboration with Gül Kremer from the School of Engineering Design. The sample from
this study was first-year undergraduate engineering students at a large Mid-Atlantic
university enrolled in an Introduction to Engineering Design course. Students
participated in an initial assessment intake survey where they noted their skill level in
various areas (e.g., computer skills, design skills, drafting skills), teams were then formed
by the instructors with an attempt to balance out skill levels equally in each team. This
allows each team to start with more equal prior domain knowledge. Teams were
composed by the second week of the semester. Two teams of fewer than three people
were excluded from analysis because faultlines cannot be tested with dyads. Therefore,
the final sample was 300 individuals in 86 teams. The mean number of students per team
was 4.06 (SD = .48); the numbers of individuals in each team ranged from 3 to 5. The
average response rate within teams was 98.8%. The majority of the sample was male
(79.7%).
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Team Task
The students worked in teams to complete two engineering design projects over
the course of one semester (15 weeks). The projects required that students work together
to generate design ideas, select one idea to develop fully, and create a prototype for the
chosen design (Okudan & Mohammed, 2006). The first project was narrower in scope
and more structured (e.g., designing an electric toothbrush) than the second design
project, which was industry sponsored and simulated tasks that engineers work on in
organizations. Team projects comprised a substantial portion (50%) of the team grade.

Procedure
Data from this study came from the first project because the second project had
incomplete grading data. The survey was administered after students had completed the
first project (but before they knew their Project 1 grades), about halfway through the
semester. Grades were collected from instructors after the completion of this project. The
survey was administered in paper and pencil format and students received extra credit
from completing the questionnaire. The survey measured demographic information (e.g.,
gender), individual differences (e.g., decision making style), and team process variables
(e.g., process conflict and conflict resolution).
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Measures

Decision Making Style
Decision making style was assessed using the 2 subscales from the General
Decision-Making Style Inventory (Scott & Bruce, 1995). Rational decision making style
was assessed with four items (α = .66), including “I make decisions in a logical and
systematic way.” Spontaneous decision making style was measured with five items (α =
.84), such as “I often make decisions on the spur of the moment.” Responses were on a 5-

point Likert scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. See the appendix
for the full list of items.

Faultlines
The measurement of faultlines is typically done in one of two ways: faultline
strength, which measures the degree of similarity in group members’ attributes (Thatcher
et al., 2003) and faultline distance, which measures the degree of differences in attributes
between subgroups (Bezrukova et al., 2009). Faultline strength is more commonly
measured in the literature (Thatcher & Patel, 2011), and there are several commonly used
methods (e.g., Gibson & Vermeulen, 2003; Shaw, 2004; Thatcher et al., 2003).
Shaw (2004) has one major advantage over the other commonly used faultline
strength measures because it simultaneously measures both intra-subgroup alignment and
inter-subgroup alignment, capturing aspects of both faultline strength and faultline
distance. The other measures (e.g., Gibson & Vermeulen, 2004; Thatcher et al., 2003)
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only account for within-subgroup similarity and do not capture any aspects of betweensubgroup differences or similarities. Therefore, the measure developed by Shaw (2004)
will be used in analyzing Hypothesis 2.
There are five basic steps to calculating faultline strength (FLS) using the Shaw
method. First, attribute variables have to be selected. For this study, the attributes are
gender, rational decision making style, and spontaneous decision making style. Second,
continuous variables must be converted into categorical variables. Gender is already a
categorical variable, but rational and spontaneous decision making style are not. To
remedy this, these variables will be divided into three categories based on standard
deviation. Values below one standard deviation from the mean will be in the “low”
category; values within one standard deviation of the mean will be in the “medium”
category; values above one standard deviation from the mean will be in the “high”
category. Shaw (2004) discusses creating categories based on natural groupings. By
dividing the decision making style types in this way, the categorization likely mimics the
way that team members naturally group those in their team: people who are “average” in
regards to preference for each decision making style (within one standard deviation of the
mean) and people who are above or below average for each style (above one standard
deviation of the mean and below one standard deviation of the mean, respectively).
Third, a measure of subgroup internal alignment (IA) is calculated. IA is the
extent to which members within a subgroup are similar to one another. First, the IA for
each attribute is calculated using the formula:
!"!/!"#/!"# = !!(!!" − !!" )! /!!"
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In this example, IA refers to the observed male alignment index across age
categories; Omi is the observed number of males in the ith age category; Emi is the
expected number of males in the ith age category assuming random distribution. IA is
then averaged against all the attributes of interest.
Fourth, an index of “cross-subgroup alignment” is calculated. In order to do this,
subgroup pair cross-products are calculated using the frequency of subgroup members in
each attribute category to provide an index of the level of match-ups between subgroup
members in each category. Cross-subgroup alignment is examined across all nonredundant pairings using the following formula:
!"#$!!"!#$% = !!"# !(!!"# − 1 )/2
For attributes where there are more than two subgroups (e.g., rational and
spontaneous decision making style), normalized weights need to be computed to apply to
each cross-product pair. Then cross-subgroup alignment indices (CGAI) are calculated
for each subgroup pairs. Fifth, the measures of internal and cross-subgroup alignment are
combined to create the overall index of faultline strength using the following formula:
!"# = !"!!!(1 − !"#$)
FLS can be assessed relative to each individual attribute or as overall faultline
strength based on the aggregation of attributes. For this study, an aggregate measure of
FLS will be used by calculating the mean FLS for rational decision making style,
spontaneous decision making style, and gender. FLS is on a scale from 0 to 1, where 1
indicates strong faultlines and occurs when internal subgroup alignment is high and
cross-subgroup alignment is low. The Faultline Index for Groups (FIG) program for SAS
developed by Chung, Shaw, and Jackson (2006) will be used to calculate FLS.
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Process Conflict
Process conflict was assessed using the three item process conflict subscale from
the Intragroup Conflict Scale (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was
.79. An example item is “How often do you disagree about resource allocation in your
work group (e.g., how much time to spend on a particular task)?.” Responses were on a
5-point Likert scale where 1 = not at all and 5 = a great deal. See the appendix for the full
list of items.

Conflict Resolution
Conflict resolution was assessed using a three item scale adapted from Jehn
(1995). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .84. An example item is “We effectively talk
through disagreements about procedures (the way things get done) in my group.”
Responses were on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly
agree. See the appendix for the full list of items.

Performance
Performance was assessed by using the grade that instructors assigned the group
project.
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Control Variables
Team size will be controlled because it has been found to relate to both diversity
and group outcomes (Carrol & Harrison, 1998; Somech, 2006; Wheelan, 2009). The
mean of rational and spontaneous decision making style will be controlled in the analyses
that examine decision making style diversity since mean levels on diversity measures can
be confounded with within-group standard deviation (Bedeian & Mossholder, 2000;
Harrison & Klein, 2007). Following the suggestions of Lau and Murninhan (2005) and
Bezrukova et al. (2007), gender diversity will be controlled when analyzing faultline
strength to ensure that any significant results are based on the unique contribution of
member alignment. Gender diversity will be measured using the Blau gender index,
which is calculated using the equation 1 − Σ!!! where P is the proportion of individuals
in a category and i is the number of categories (Blau, 1977). Finally, when analyzing the
team performance outcome, class instructor will be controlled since individual
preferences in grading may affect teams’ final grades.
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Chapter 3

RESULTS

Aggregation
All analyses were conducted at the team level. In order to assess the suitability of
aggregating process conflict and conflict resolution to the team level, intraclass
correlations (ICC(1) and ICC(2)) and rwg indices were computed. ICCs compare withinteam and between team response variance (ICC(1)) and the reliability of team-level
means (ICC(2); Bliese, 2002). The rwg index assesses the level of agreement in the ratings
of different team members and assumes that any variance in the ratings is due to error
variance (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; LeBreton & Senter, 2008). A one-way
random-effects ANOVA was conducted to compute the ICC values. The ICC(1) value for
conflict resolution at Time 1 was not significant (F = .966, p > .05), suggesting that there
is not adequate support to aggregate conflict resolution to the team level by mean.
However, the mean rwg for conflict resolution was .80, indicating adequate justification
for agreement. These contradictory findings may be due to low between-unit variance in
the sample, which would lead to a small ICC value, but suggest that there may still be
adequate agreement in the teams to justify aggregation, as indicated by the rwg (LeBreton
& Senter, 2008).
The ICC(1) value for process conflict was .661 and significant (F = 1.79, p <
.001), and the ICC(2) value was (.44). The mean rwg value for process conflict at T1 was
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.81. Therefore, the data supports aggregation of process conflict to the team level via
mean-levels.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations.
Table 1-1 provides descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients for all of the
variables at the team level of analysis. Rational decision making style diversity was
negatively correlated with the mean-level of rational decision making style (r = -.301, p
< .01); however, there was not a significant relationship between spontaneous decision
making style diversity and the mean-level of spontaneous decision making style. The
mean values of spontaneous and rational decision making style were not significantly
correlated; however, the standard deviation of both forms of decision were significant (r
= .383, p < .01). Faultline strength was negatively correlated with process conflict (r = .268, p <.05), and positively correlated with the Blau gender index (r = .482, p <.01) and
the mean-level of rational decision making style (r = .244, p < .05). Performance was not
significantly correlated with any variables.

Hypothesis Testing
Moderated hierarchical regression analysis was used to test Hypotheses 1, and 2
(Baron & Kenney, 1986). Independent variables and moderators were mean centered to
increase the interpretability of the results. The control variables (group size, rational and
spontaneous decision making style means, and Blau gender index) were entered into the
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Table 1-1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
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first step of this regression. The standard deviations of rational and spontaneous decision
making style diversity were entered in the second step. Faultline strength was entered in
the third step. The interaction terms between rational decision making style and faultline
strength and between spontaneous decision making style and faultline strength were
entered in the final step.
Hypothesis 1 predicted that team-level diversity in rational decision making style
(1a) and spontaneous decision making style (1b) would be positively related to process
conflict. As illustrated in Table 2-1, there were no significant main effects of either
rational decision making style diversity (β = -.167, p > .05) or spontaneous decision
making style diversity (β = .168, p > .05) on process conflict. Hypothesis 1a and 1b were
not supported. It is worth nothing that there was a significant negative effect of the Blau
gender index on process conflict (β = -.286, p < .05) prior to decision making styles and
faultline strength being added to the model. Additionally, there was a significant negative
effect of faultline strength on process conflict (β = -.407, p < .05). However, this effect
was only significant with the inclusion of the interaction variables in the model and was
not hypothesized.
Hypothesis 2a predicted that faultline strength would moderate the relationship
between rational decision making style diversity and process conflict, such that when
faultline strength was high, the negative relationship would be stronger than when
faultline strength is low. Hypothesis 2b predicted a parallel moderating effect for
spontaneous decision making style diversity. The overall F value for the full regression
model was marginally significant (F = 1.97, p = .059). As shown in Table 2-1, the
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interaction between spontaneous decision style diversity and faultline strength was not
significant (β = -.074, p > .05), but the interaction between rational decision style
diversity and faultline strength was significant (β = .299, p < .05).
Table 2-1: Moderated Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Decision Making Style Diversity
and Faultline Strength on Time 1 Process Conflict

The interaction between rational decision making style diversity and faultline
strength was graphed (Figure 2-1). When faultline strength was low (-1SD), a simple
slopes test demonstrated that there was significantly more process conflict in teams with
low rational decision making style diversity than teams with high rational decision
making style diversity (t = -2.12, p < .05). When faultline strength was high (+1SD),
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teams with high rational decision making style diversity trended towards having more
more process conflict than teams with low rational decision making style diversity. A
simple slopes test showed that this relationship was marginally significant (t = 1.97, p =
.053). Overall, Figure 2-1 illustrates that process conflict mattered more in teams with
low faultline strength than in teams with high faultline strength. Although, there was a
significant interaction between rational decision making style diversity and faultline
strength, the interaction was not in the expected direction. Therefore, neither Hypothesis
2a nor 2b were supported.

2.5

Process Conflict

2
1.5

Low FLS
High FLS

1
0.5
0

Low Rational DMS Diversity High Rational DMS Diversity

Figure 2-1: Interaction between Rational Decision Making Style Diversity and Faultline
Strength on Time 1 Process Conflict

A second moderated hierarchical regression was used to examine Hypothesis 3,
which predicted a negative relationship between process conflict and team performance.
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As with the first moderated hierarchical regression, independent variables and moderator
variables were mean centered to increase the interpretability of the results. The control
variables (group size and instructor) were entered in the first step of the regression. Mean
aggregated process conflict was entered in the second step. Mean aggregated process
conflict was added in the third step. The interaction term between conflict resolution and
process conflict was entered in the final step.
Hypothesis 3 predicted a negative relationship between process conflict and team
performance. As illustrated in Table 2-2, there was not a significant main effect of
process conflict on team performance (β = .115, p > .05). However, class instructor was
found to be significantly predictive of team performance in every step of the model.
Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
Table 2-2: Moderated Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Process Conflict and Conflict
Resolution on Time 1 Performance
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that conflict resolution would moderate the relationship
between process conflict and team performance, such that when process conflict was low,
there would be a weaker negative relationship with performance than when process
conflict was high. The overall F for the interaction was marginally significant (F = 7.16,
p < .001; Table 2-2); however, the interaction term was not significant (β = .067; p > .05).
Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
Hypothesis 5 predicted that process conflict would mediate the relationships
between rational decision making style diversity (5a) and spontaneous decision making
style diversity (5b) and group performance. Because there was no main effect for either
type of decision making style diversity on process conflict or for process conflict on
group performance, Hypothesis 5 was not supported.

Ancillary Analyses
Due to the general lack of support for many of the hypothesized relationships,
ancillary analyses were conducted in an attempt to better understand the relationships
between the variables of interest. These analyses primarily focused on: investigating the
interaction between rational and spontaneous decision making style diversity;
determining the effects of the three way interaction between rational decision making
style diversity, rational decision making style mean, and faultline strength; examining the
effects of conflict resolution diversity; testing different categorical distinctions of
faultline strength; restricting the sample based on faultline strength; examining the effects
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of gender diversity and personality diversity salience; and testing the hypotheses using
Time 2 data.

Interaction Between Rational and Spontaneous Decision Making Style Diversity
Given that rational and spontaneous decision styles were both conceptualized and
found to be empirically distinct, two different scales were used to capture these styles
(Scott & Bruce, 1995). As such, we compared teams that had higher and lower diversity
on the rational style and higher or lower diversity on the spontaneous style. However,
process conflict may be most heightened when teams are composed of members with
both rational and spontaneous members. Although a direct test of this was not possible,
the interaction between rational and spontaneous styles was examined and found to be
non-significant (β = .003, p > .05).

Interaction Between Rational Decision Making Style Mean, Diversity, and Faultline
Strength
Since Figure 2-1 indicated that faultlines mattered more for low rational decision
making style diversity than high rational decision making style diversity, we tested a
three-way interaction between the rational decision making style mean, rational decision
making style diversity, and faultline strength in an attempt to further understand this
relationship. The three-way interaction did not have a significant effect on process
conflict (β = .161, p > .05). Thus, the results indicate that the two-way interaction

50

between rational decision making style diversity and faultline strength does not operate
differently based on teams’ mean levels of rational decision making style.

Conflict Resolution Diversity
Because of conflicting results in the aggregation statistics (ICC(1) and rwg),
additional analyses were conducted to test the moderating effect of Time 1 conflict
resolution diversity (which captures the disagreement between team members
surrounding whether conflicts were resolved), rather than mean level, on the relationship
between process conflict and team performance. It was predicted that higher process
conflict, in combination with higher disagreement on conflict resolution, would lower
team performance. A moderated hierarchical regression was used to examine these
relationships. The control variables (group size and instructor) were entered in the first
step of the regression. The additional control variable of mean aggregated conflict
resolution was entered in the second step. Mean aggregated process conflict was added in
the third step. The standard deviation of conflict resolution was added in the fourth step.
The interaction term between conflict resolution standard deviation and process conflict
was added in the final step.
Although there was no main effect of process conflict on team performance
(Table 3-1), there was a significant positive relationship between process conflict and
team performance when the interaction term was included in the model (β = .243, p <
.05). The interaction between process conflict and the standard deviation of conflict
resolution was significant (β = .226, p < .05) and accounted for 4% of the variance in
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team performance above and beyond controls and main effects and therefore was graphed
(Figure 3-1). A simple slopes test indicated that when there was a low standard deviation
for conflict resolution (-1SD), there was no significant difference in the effect of process
conflict on team performance (t = -1.59, p > .05). When there was a high standard
deviation for conflict resolution (+1SD), a simple slopes test revealed that team
performance was significantly lower in teams with low process conflict than teams with
high process conflict (t = 2.548, p <.05). Team performance was the highest when there
was a high level of disagreement regarding whether the team resolved conflict and the
teams had a high level of process conflict.

Table 3-1: Moderated Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Process Conflict and Conflict
Resolution Diversity on Time 1 Team Performance

52

84

Team Performance

82
80
78

Low Conflict
Resolution SD

76

High Conflict
Resolution SD

74
72
70
Low Process Conflict

High Process Conflict

Figure 3-1: Interaction between Process Conflict and Conflict Resolution Standard
Deviation on Time 1 Team Performance

To further explore this interaction, a three-way interaction between process
conflict, conflict resolution mean-level, conflict resolution diversity was tested and was
found to be marginally significant (β = -.279, p = .072). A graph of the three-way
interaction showed that the two-way interaction between conflict resolution diversity and
process conflict was driven by teams with low mean levels of conflict resolution.
Additionally, slopes difference tests were conducted on each pair of slopes in the
interaction (high conflict resolution mean/high conflict resolution diversity; high conflict
resolution mean/low conflict resolution diversity; low conflict resolution mean/high
conflict resolution diversity; and low conflict resolution mean/low conflict resolution
diversity) and slope differences were significant for each pair of slopes in the model.
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Categorical Distinctions for Faultline Strength
For hypothesis testing, the model was tested using three different categorical
distinctions for the faultline strength calculation: one standard deviation below the mean,
within one standard deviation of the mean, and one standard deviation above the mean.
Three additional categorical distinctions for decision making styles were also tested.
First, both types of decision making styles were divided into two categories using a
median split. Second, both types of decision making styles were divided into three
categories so that each group was of equal size (values below the 33rd percentile were in
category one, values between the 33rd and 66th percentile were in category two, and
values above the 66th percentile were in category three). Finally, both types of decision
making styles were broken into four categories based on quartiles. When analyses were
conducted for each of these categorical distinctions, none of these variations yielded
statistically significant results.

Mean Faultline Strength
Because the mean of faultline strength was very low (.005, when the faultline
measure ranges from 0 to 1), several of the hypotheses were tested restricting the sample
to only teams with a faultline strength greater than 0. This reduced the sample size to 38
teams, greatly attenuating the power to find significant results. When Hypothesis 2 was
tested with 38 teams, the interaction between faultline strength and rational decision
making style diversity on process conflict (β = .221, p >.05) and the interaction between
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faultline strength and spontaneous decision making style diversity on process conflict (β
= -.372, p > .05) were not significant.

Diversity Salience
Some faultline researchers state that faultlines must be activated in order to have
an effect on team processes (e.g., Hart & Van Vugt, 2006; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010;
Pearsall et al., 2008). Activated faultlines are perceived by group members and therefore
denote that group members are aware of the diversity characteristics that are present in
their teams. Gender salience was measured using a 3-item scale (α = .62; M = 2.63; SD =
.48). A sample item is “When people ask me who is in the group, I initially think of
describing group members in term of gender composition (e.g., two females and two
males).” When gender salience was added as a control for testing Hypotheses 1 and 2; the
results were not significantly different from the original tests of the hypotheses. Gender
salience was also tested as a moderator of the relationship between rational and
spontaneous decision making style diversity on process conflict and as a moderator of the
relationship between faultline strength and team performance. None of the interaction
terms were significant.
Decision making style diversity salience was measured using one item: “I often
notice how different my group members are in terms of personality” (M = 3.68; SD =
.54). When personality salience was added as a control for testing Hypotheses 1 and 2;
the results were not significantly different from the original tests of the hypotheses.
Personality salience was also tested as a moderator of the relationship between rational
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and spontaneous decision making style diversity on process conflict and as a moderator
of the relationship between faultline strength and team performance. Neither of these
interaction terms were significant.

Time 2 Analyses
Finally, all of the hypotheses were also tested at Time 2. Cronbach’s alpha was
computed for each scale and ICC and rwg, values were calculated for all of the aggregated
variables; all values were adequate. For Hypotheses 1 and 2 the sample size at Time 2
was reduced from 71 to 68 because teams that experienced membership change between
time 1 and Time 2 were removed from the analysis. There was no support for Hypotheses
1 or 2 at Time 2. Because performance data was not available for all the teams at Time 2,
the sample size for testing Hypotheses 3 and 4 was reduced to 25. No support was found
for Hypotheses 3 and 4 at Time 2.
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Chapter 4

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was to examine the interaction between decision
styles and faultlines on process conflict and the interaction between process conflict and
conflict resolution on team performance. This study sought to expand the team diversity,
decision style, faultline, and conflict literatures in several ways. First, rational and
spontaneous decision making styles were examined as main diversity traits of interest.
Decision making styles are an important component of team composition as they refer to
deep-seated preferences in how individuals approach tasks and choose their actions in
response to environmental factors (Scott and Bruce, 1995). Despite their importance,
however, decision making styles have remained an unexplored form of diversity in this
literature, which has emphasized demographics, Big Five personality traits, and other
similar attributes (Bell 2007; Bell et al., 2011).
Second, the vast majority of the decision style literature is at the individual level
(e.g., Curseu & Schruijer, 2012; Hunt et al., 1989; Thunholm 2004) and the few teamlevel studies has tended to focus on mean decision making styles, rather than diversity
(e.g., Armstrong & Priola, 2001). The present study extended previous decision making
style research by examining the effects of decision making style diversity on team
processes. Teams with high levels of decision style diversity were expected to experience
heightened levels of process conflict as they learned how to reconcile disparate
inclinations for approaching tasks.
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Third, this study expanded the faultline literature by focusing on a deep-level trait
(decision making style) as well as a surface-level trait (gender) in the calculation of
faultlines and examining faultlines as moderator of the diversity to process conflict
relationship, rather than as an antecedent. Surface-level traits have been the focus of the
vast majority of faultline research (Thatcher and Patel, 2011), and studies have found a
strong and consistent negative relationship between surface-level faultlines and
performance (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Choi & Sy, 2010; Homan et al, 2008; Lau &
Murnigham 2005). However, little is known about the effects of deep-level faultlines on
team performance, particularly in non-laboratory settings. Whereas faultlines have
traditionally been examined as antecedents for group processes and outcomes (Thatcher
& Patel, 2012), this study extends previous work by examining faultlines as a moderator
of the effect of diversity on team outcomes. In order for faultlines to occur, teams must be
diverse; therefore faultlines should help to explain why equal levels of diversity may
affect one team more than another due to the alignment of attributes and traits.
Fourth, this study expands the nomological network of process conflict which,
despite previous research demonstrating its long-lasting negative effects (Greer, Jehn, &
Mannix, 2008), is under-researched compared to task and relationship conflict (de Wit et
al., 2012). Additionally, this study examines antecedents of process conflict that have not
previously been explored in the extant literature (e.g., deep-level diversity and faultline
strength).
Results revealed that faultlines had a negative effect on process conflict; faultline
strength moderated the relationship between rational decision style diversity and process
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conflict; and conflict resolution diversity moderated the relationship between process
conflict and team performance. Many hypotheses were not supported.

Decision Styles and Process Conflict
Although predicted, team-level diversity in both rational and spontaneous
decision making styles were not positively related to process conflict (Hypothesis 1).
However, faultline strength was found to have a negative effect on process conflict, but
only when the interaction terms were included in the model. The ordinal interaction
showed that as faultline strength based on gender and decision making style increased,
process conflict decreased. Contrary to much of the previous research, which has shown
a negative effect for faultlines (e.g., Bezrukova et al., 2009; Bezrukova et al., 2011;
Homan et al., 2007b; Lau & Murnigham, 2005), results suggest that faultlines may
actually be beneficial to groups. There are several possible explanations for this finding.
First, faultlines provide a more in-depth view of team composition than
examining diversity alone, which may help to explain that faultline strength effects
emerged instead of diversity effects when considering decision making styles within a
team. A team with cross-cut diversity characteristics may look the same as a team with
strong faultlines when simply examining the effects of diversity, but previous research
has demonstrated differences in the effects of cross-cut and high faultline teams on
performance (e.g., Homan et al, 2007a; Homan et al., 2007b, Meyer et al., 2011). In the
current study, it is possible that the positive or null effects of high diversity/high faultline
teams balanced out the negative effects of high diversity/low faultline (i.e., cross-cut)
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teams when examining diversity alone. Therefore, the non-significant findings for
Hypothesis 1 may be due to the effects of the high-faultline teams essentially cancelling
out the effects of the cross-cut teams. When examining the relationship between
faultlines and process conflict, by default the high faultline teams must also be highly
diverse, thus providing a fuller picture of the relationship between team diversity
characteristics and faultlines.
Second, rather than each type of decision style diversity influencing process
conflict directly, it took the combination of both decision style diversity as well as gender
to negatively impact disagreements concerning how work was to be accomplished.
Again, this supports the need for research to move beyond simply looking at diversity as
an antecedent, and instead gain a fuller understanding of how these compositional factors
interact with each other.

Moderating Role of Faultline Strength
While faultline strength was not found to moderate the relationship between
spontaneous decision making style diversity and process conflict (Hypothesis 2), the
results support the moderation of faultline strength on the relationship between rational
decision making style diversity and process conflict. It is worth noting that the mean for
spontaneous decision making style (M = .266) was lower than the mean for rational
decision making style (M = .390), indicating that spontaneous decision making style
occurred to a lesser degree than rational. Thus, spontaneous decision making style may
have had less of an influence in teams than rational decision making style.
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When faultline strength was low, there was greater process conflict in teams with
low rational decision making style diversity than in teams with high decision making
style diversity. Conversely, when there was high faultline strength, teams with high
rational decision making style diversity had higher levels of process conflict than teams
with low rational decision making style diversity. In other words, in teams with weaker
faultlines, having similar decision making styles led to more conflict than teams with
dissimilar decision making styles. Just because team members may rely on similar
methods for coming to decisions, their final decisions may not necessarily be the same. If
team members are similar on other attributes, such as gender, and use similar decision
making styles, it may lead to more process conflict if they reach different conclusions
because they may not be expecting their peers to disagree with them. Additionally,
compromising on a solution may be difficult because team members are relying on
similar thought processes but coming to different conclusions, which may make it
difficult for them to frame their ideas in ways that their teammates would find acceptable.
Conversely, if team members use different decision making styles for coming to
conclusions, they may be able to explain their thought processes better and come to an
agreement easier (i.e., when the spontaneous decision maker talks about how they just
decided to do X, and the rational decision maker delineates the thought processes behind
doing Y, it may be easier for the spontaneous decision maker to see where the rational is
coming from, and compromise). These results are supported by previous research which
found that teams where diversity characteristics are cross cut (e.g., low faultlines and
high diversity), diversity has less of a negative impact on team outcomes because these
teams have increased levels of information elaboration (Homan et al., 2007b; Homan et
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al., 2008; Meyer et al., 2011; Rico et al., 2012). In teams such as these, diversity
characteristics are distributed in such a way that strong subgroups do not form and team
members feel comfortable aligning with and talking to multiple team members.
When teams had stronger faultlines, higher diversity in decision making styles
was more detrimental than lower diversity, or similar decision making styles. If there are
easily recognizable differences between teammates, they may enter into discussions
expecting teammates in different subgroups to have differing opinions. Therefore, they
may be more open minded, expecting to have to compromise (Liang, Hideg, & Adair,
2013). For example, three men in a group may expect the one woman to have a different
opinion and that expectation may make them more amenable to discussing their opinions
than if that fourth teammate was male and they expected him to conform to their
decisions. Additionally, since gender was a main component of the faultlines in this
sample, men may have been sensitized to the gender disparity in the engineering field and
as a result, may have made more of an effort to integrate female teammates into the
group.

Process Conflict and Team Performance
There was no significant main effect of process conflict on team performance
(Hypothesis 3), nor was the interaction between mean aggregated conflict resolution and
process conflict significant (Hypothesis 4). The lack of support for Hypotheses 3 and 4
may be explained by the recent work of Liang et al. (2013), who found that groups with
surface-level faultlines have a higher expectation that conflict will occur and that this
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expectation attenuates the negative effect of conflict on group performance. It is possible
that a similar mechanism operated in this study and the expectation for conflict in the
gender-diverse groups mitigated the effect of conflict on performance.
However, the results of the study provide support for the moderating effect of
diverse conflict resolution perceptions on the relationship between process conflict and
conflict resolution. When team members disagreed on whether conflict was resolved,
teams with low levels of process conflict did not perform as well as teams with high
levels of process conflict. When teams had a high level of agreement regarding conflict
resolution, there was no significant difference between the level of process conflict and
team performance. This suggests that when process conflict is high and teammates
disagreed about conflict resolution, teams performed better than when they agreed about
conflict resolution.
Previous research has found inconsistent results for the effects of process conflict
on team performance, with some studies finding a negative effect (e.g., Behfar et al.,
2011; Greer et al., 2011; Jehn & Manni, 2001), and others finding a positive relationship
with team performance (e.g., Goncalo et al., 2010). Specifically, Goncalo and colleagues
concluded that process conflict enhanced group performance when occurring early in a
team’s lifespan because it allows group members to sort each other based on the tasks
that best fit their skills and abilities. Process conflict was measured at Time 1, but
because group members in the current study knew that they would work on a second
project together, the completion of project 1 was the mid-point of the team life cycle
(project one and two combined). Therefore, although a longitudinal approach is needed,
the findings of this study are supportive of those of Goncalo et al. (2010), in that early
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process conflict was beneficial for team performance. Additionally, teams that had a
positive relationship between process conflict and team performance disagreed on
whether the conflict had been resolved, possibly indicating that conflict was ongoing.
Again, this may suggest that disagreements about whether conflict was resolved may
have affected task two more than task one. Incomplete performance data at Time 2 (n =
25) attenuated the power to find significant results; therefore, even though these
relationships were non-significant at Time 2, limited conclusions can be drawn regarding
the longitudinal effect of process conflict in this study.
This pattern may have not been seen in teams with high agreement on whether
conflict was resolved because the low conflict resolution diversity teams includes teams
that agreed conflict had not been resolved and teams that agreed conflict had been fully
resolved (and teams that agreed that conflict had been somewhat resolved). The threeway interaction between process conflict, conflict resolution mean-levels, and conflict
resolution diversity revealed that team performance was highest when teams had high
levels of process conflict, high levels of disagreement in whether conflict was resolved,
and low mean levels of conflict resolution. Conversely, team performance was the lowest
in teams with low levels of process conflict, high levels of disagreement regarding
whether conflict was resolved, and low mean levels of conflict resolution.

Limitations and Future Research
As with all research, the findings of this study were bounded by limitations. Due
to the gender balance in the engineering classes, many teams had no or very low
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faultlines (M = .005). Because of this, faultlines would have to have a very strong effect
on team processes and outcomes in order for the results to be significant. Ancillary
analyses were conducted to examine the effects of only groups with faultlines present on
the hypothesized relationships; however the sample size was greatly reduced with this
restriction (n = 38) and no significant results were found. There are several ways that this
could be overcome in future research.
First, including a wide range of surface- and deep-level variables would allow
researchers to determine which combinations led to the strongest faultlines, and thus the
strongest subgroups. This would amplify the effects of faultlines on team processes and
performance. Second, future researchers may want to focus on variables that are already
categorical or are continuous variables with strong theoretical support to be converted
into categorical variables. This may also increase the strength of the faultlines in teams.
Ancillary analyses explored different criteria, including dividing decision making styles
into fewer categories (2; using median split), more categories (4; using quartiles), and the
same number but using a different breaking points (3; using 33rd and 66th percentiles).
However, no significant results were found for either the main effect of faultline strength
on process conflict or the interaction between faultline strength and decision making style
diversity for any of these combinations. Finally, conducting a laboratory study would
allow the researchers to manipulate faultline strength so that teams could be considered to
be “high faultline” or “low faultline,” again possibly increasing the effects of faultlines
on process conflict and team performance. The strength of this experimental design is
reflected in the number of laboratory vs. non-laboratory faultline studies that have
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already been conducted (e.g., Homan et al., 2007a; Homan et al., 2007b; Rico et al.,
2012).
There are other ways in which a laboratory study could expand the findings of this
field study and overcome some of the limitations. This study found an unexpected
relationship between faultline strength and process conflict as well as two moderations
that operated differently than what was proposed. A laboratory study could help provide
insight into these findings by creating a controlled environment where team processes
and mechanisms could be more closely monitored. Additionally, there may be other
factors that were not taken into account in this non-laboratory study, such as whether
students knew each other before the project or worked together previously. If students
had worked together previously, subgroups may have formed based on prior affiliation
rather than either gender or decision makings style diversity. Additionally, if students that
had experience working together may have already formed strategies for overcoming the
possible negative effects of decision making style diversity. These effects could be better
controlled in a laboratory setting.
Furthermore, future research may benefit from blending the faultline and
intersectionality literatures. Rather than assuming that, for example, all men or all women
have the same experience, intersectionality recognizes that it is the sum of all of one’s
social categories that affects each individuals’ experiences and that often only examining
one social category at a time overlooks simplifies the story too much (Warner, 2008).
Both intersectionality and faultlines expand traditional individual difference and diversity
research to examine more of how more complex situational factors interact and affect
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outcomes on both individual and team levels. Merging these perspectives can help to
further strengthen the diversity literature by expanding current theoretical frameworks.

Conclusion
In conclusion, the results of this study highlight the need for research to examine
the interaction between different forms of diversity in team composition. While diversity
was not found to significantly impact process conflict, faultline strength did have a
significant negative effect on process conflict, underscoring the importance of including
faultlines and other compositional interactions in future research.
Additionally, this research supports the notion that the relationship between
process conflict and team performance is complicated (Goncalo et al., 2010; Greer et al.,
2008) and that mitigating factors, such as diversity of conflict resolution perceptions may
affect the relationship. This supports the need for future research to invest more effort in
researching process conflict rather than just task and relationship conflict.
As teamwork is increasing emphasized in the workplace, understanding the
complex relationships between team composition and team processes and outcomes
becomes even more critical. Understanding faultlines can help managers to create teams
that work together as efficiently as possible or target interventions to help teams
overcome these compositional shortcomings. Additionally, as a fuller understanding
develops regarding the relationship of process conflict on teams, managers will know
when to encourage process conflict and under what circumstances this type of conflict
will be most, or least, beneficial to the team.

67

References
Allinson, C. W., & Hayess, J. (1996). The Cognitive Style Index: A measure of intuitionanalysis from organizational research. Journal of Management Studies, 33(1),
119-135.
Appelt, K. C., Milch, K. M., Handgraaft, M. J. J., & Weber, E. U. (2011). The Decision
Making Individual Differences Inventory and guidelines for the study of
individual differences in judgment and decision-making research. Judgment and
Decision Making, 6(3), 252-262.
Armstrong, S. J. & Priola, V. (2001). Individual differences in cognitive style and their
effect on task and social orientations of self-managed work-teams. Small Group
Research, 32(3), 238-312.
Bedeian, A. G., & Mossholder, K. W. (2000). On the use of the coefficient of variation as
a measure of diversity. Organizational research Methods, 3, 285-297.
Beggs, J. M., & Doolittle, D. C. (1993). Perceptions now and then of occupational sex
typing: A replication of Shinar’s 1975 study. Journal of Applied Psychology,
23(17), 1435-1453.
Behfar, K. J., Mannix, E. A., Peterson, R. S., & Trochim, W. M. (2011). Conflict in small
groups: The meaning and consequences of process conflict. Small Group
Research, 42(2), 127-176.
Behfar, K. J., Peterson, R. S., Mannix, E. A., & Trochim, W. M. K. (2008). The critical
role of conflict resolution in teams: A close look at the links between conflict

68

type, conflict management strategies, and team outcomes. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(1), 170-188.
Bell, S. T. (2007). Deep-level composition variables as predictors of team performance:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 595-615.
Bell, S. T., Villado, A. J., Lukasik, M. A., Belau, L. & Briggs, A. L. (2011). Getting
specific about demographic diversity variable and team performance
relationships: A meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 37(3), 709-743.
Besterfield-Sacre, M., Moreno, M., Shuman, L. J., & Atman, C. J. (2001). Gender and
ethnicity differences in freshman engineering student attributes: A crossinstitutional study. Journal of Engineering Education, 90(4), 477-489.
Bezrukova, K., Jehn, K. A., Zanutto, E. L., & Thatcher, S. M. B. (2009). Do workgroup
faultlines help or hurt? A moderated model of faultlines, team identification, and
group performance. Organization Science, 20(1), 35-50.
Bezrukova, K., Spell, C. S., & Perry, J. L. (2010). Violent splits or healthy divides?
Coping with injustice through faultlines. Personnel Psychology, 63(3), 719-751.
Bezrukova, K., Thatcher, S. M. B., Jehn, K. A., & Spell, C. S. (2011). The effects of
alignments: Examining group faultlines, organizational cultures, and performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology.
Blau, P.M. (1977). Inequality and Heterogeniety. New York, NY: Free Press.
Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within group agreement, non-independence, and reliability:
Implications for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J.
Kozlowski (Eds.) Multilevel Theory, Research, and Methods in Organizations:

69

Foundations, Extensions, and New Directions: 348-381. San Francisco: JosseyBass.
Byrne, D., (1971). The attraction paradigm. New York: Academic Press.
Carrol, G. R., & Harrison, J. R. (1998). Organizational demography and culture: Insights
from a formal model and simulation. Aministrative Science Quearterly, 43, 637667.
Chen, M. J., & Ayoko, O. B. (2012). Conflict and trust: The mediating effects of
emotional arousal and self-conscious emotions. International Journal of Conflict
Management, 23(1), 19-56.
Choi, J. N., & Sy, T. (2010). Group-level organizational citizenship behavior: Effects of
demographic faultlines and conflict in small work groups. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 31, 1032-1054.
Cronin, M. A., Bezrukova, K., Weingart, L. R., & Tinsley, C. H., (2011). Subgroups
within a team: The role of cognitive and affective integration. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 32, 831-849.
Curseu, P. L., & Schruijer, G. L. (2012). Decision styles and rationality: An analysis of
the predictive validity of the General Decision-Making Style Inventory.
Education and Psychological Measurement, 72(6), 1053-1062.
de Wit, F. R. C., Greer, L. L., & Jehn, K. A. (2012). The paradox of intragroup conflict:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(2), 360-390.
Driver, M. J. (1979). Individual decision making and creativity. In S. Kerr (Ed.),
Organizational Behavior. Columbus, OH: Grid Publishing.

70

Edwards, J. R. & Lambert, L. S. (2007). Methods for integrating moderation and
mediation: A general analytic framework using model path analysis.
Psychological Methods, 12(1), 1-22.
Gevers, J., Rutte, C. & van Eerde, W. (2006). Meeting deadlines in work groups: Implicit
and explicit mechanisms. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 55, 5272.
Gibson, C., & Vermeulen, F. (2003). A healthy divide: Subgroups as a stimulus for
learning behavior. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2), 202-239.
Goncalo, J. A., Polman, E. & Maslach, C. (2010). Can confidence come too soon?
Collective efficacy, conflict, and group performance over time. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 113, 13-24.
Greer, L. L., Caruso, H. M., & Jehn, K. A. (2011). The bigger they are, the harder they
fall: Linking team power, team conflict, and performance. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 116, 116-128.
Greer, L. L., & Jehn, K. A. (2007). The pivotal role of negative affect in understanding
the effects of process conflict on group performance. In E. A. Mannix, M. A.
Neale, and C. Anderson (Eds.), Research on Managing Groups and Teams (Vol.
10, pp. 23-45). Stanford, CT: AJI.
Greer, L. L., Jehn, K. A., & Mannix, E. A. (2008). Conflict transformation: A
longitudinal investigation of the relationships between different types of
intragroup conflict and the moderating role of conflict resolution. Small Group
Research, 39(3), 278-302.

71

Harren, V. A. (1979). A model of career decision making for college students. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 14, 119-133.
Harrison, D. A., & Klein, K. J. (2007). What’s the difference? Diversity constructs as
separation, variety, or disparity in organizations. Academy of Management
Review, 32, 1199-1228.
Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., & Bell, M. P. (1998). Beyond relational demography: Time
and the effects of surface- and deep- level diversity on work group cohesion.
Academy of Management Journal, 41, 96-107.
Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., Gavin, J. H., & Florey, A. T. (2002). Time, teams, and task
performance: Changing effects of surface- and deep-level diversity on group
functioning. Academy of Management Journal, 45(5), 1029-1045.
Hart, C., & Van Vugt, M. (2006). From fault line to group fission: Understanding
membership changes in small groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
32(3), 392 – 404.
Homan, A. C., Greer, L. L., Jehn, K. A., & Koning, L. (2010). Believing shapes seeing:
The impact of diversity beliefs on the construal of group composition. Group
Processes and Intergroup Relations, 13(4), 477-493.
Homan, A. C., van Knippenberg, D., Van Kleef, G. A., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2007a).
Interacting dimensions of diversity: Cross-categorization and the functioning of
diverse work groups. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 11(2),
79-94.

72

Homan, A. C., van Knippenberg, D., Van Kleef, G. A., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2007b).
Bridging faultlines by valuing diversity: Diversity beliefs, information
elaboration, and performance in diverse work groups. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 92(5), 1189-1199.
Homan, A. C., Hollenbeck, J. R., Humphrey, S. E., Van Knippenberg, D., Ilgen, D. R., &
Van Kleef, G. A. (2008). Facing differences with an open mind: Opennes to
experience, salience of intragroup differences, and performance of diverse work
groups. Academy of Management Journal, 51(6), 1204-1222.
Horwitz, S. K., & Horwitz, I. B. (2007). The effects of team diversity on team outcomes:
A meta-analytic review of team demography. Journal of Management, 33, 9871015.
Humphrey, S. E., Hollenbecj, J. R., Meyer, C. J., & Ilgen, D. R. (2007). Trait
configurations in self-managed reams: A conceptual examination of the use of
seeding for maximizing and minimizing trait variance in teams. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92(3), 885-892.
Hunt, R. G., Krzystofiak, F. J., Meindl, J. R., & Yousry, A. M. (1989). Cognitive style
and decision making. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
44, 436-453.
James, L. R. (1982). Aggregation bias in estimates of perceptual agreement. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 67, 219-229.

73

Jehn, K. A. (1994). Enhancing effectiveness: An investication of advantages and
disadvantages of 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(3), 530-557.
Jehn K. A. & Bendersky, C. (2003). Intragroup conflict in organizations: A contingency
perspective. Research in Organizational Behavior, 25, 189-244.
Jehn K. A., & Bezrukova, K. (2010). The faultline activation process and the effects of
activated faultlines on coalition formation, conflict, and group outcomes.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 112, 24-42.
Jehn, K. A., Greer, L. L., Levine, S., & Szulanski, G. (2008). The effects of conflict
types, dimensions, and emergent states on group outcomes. Group Decision and
Negotiation, 17, 465-495.
Jehn, K. A., & Mannix (2001). The dynamic nature of conflict: a longitudinal study of
intragroup conflict and group performance. Academy of Management Journal,
44(2), 741-763.
Jehn, K. A., Northcraft, G. B., & Neale, M. A. (1999). Why differences make a
difference: A field study of diversity, conflict, and performance in workgroups.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(4), 741-763.

74

Kagan, J. (1966). Reflection-impulsivity: The generality and dynamics of conceptual
tempo. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 71, 17-24.
Keefe, J. W., (1988). Development of the NASSP learning style profile. In J. W. Keefe
(Ed.), Profiling and Using Learning Style (pp. 1-28). Reston, VA: National
Association of Secondary School Principals.
Klenke, K. (2003). Gender influences in decision-making processes in top management
teams. Management Decision, 41, 1024-1034.
Koele, P., & Guus, D. (2010). The internal validity of self-report measures for intuitive
and rational decision making. In A. Glockner and C. Witteman (Eds),
Foundations for Tracing Intuition: Challenges and Methods (pp. 238-250). New
York: Psychology Press.
Kozhevnikov, M. (2007). Cognitive styles in the context of modern psychology: Toward
an integrated framework of cognitive style. Psychological Bulletin, 133(3), 464481.
Lau, D., & Murnighan, J. K. (1998). Demographic diversity and faultlines: The
compositionaldynamics of organizational groups. Academy of Management
Review, 23(2), 325-340.
Lau, D. C., & Murnighan, J. K. (2005). Interactions within groups and subgroups: The
effects of demographic faultlines. Academy of Management Journal, 48(4), 645659.

75

LeBreton, J. M., & Senter, J. L. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about inter-rater
reliability and inter-rater agreement. Organizational Research Methods, 11, 815852.
Li, J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2005). Factional groups: A new vantage on demographic
faultlines, conflict, and disintegration in work teams. Academy of Management
Journal, 48(4), 645-659.
Liang, L., Hideg, I., & Adair, W. L. (2013). When disadvantage becomes advantageous:
A conflict expectation model of demographic faultlines. Unpublished paper
presented at the 73rd Annual Meeting of The Academy of Management, Orlando,
FL.
Loo, R. (2000). A psychometric evaluation of the General Decision-Making Style
Inventory. Personality and Individual Differences, 29, 895-905.
MacKinnon, D. O., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. M., West, S. G., & Sheets, V. (2002).
A comparison of methods to test the significance of the intervening variable
effect. Psychological Methods, 7, 83-104.
Martinez-Moreno, E., Gonzalez-Navarro, P., Zornoza, A., & Ripoll, P. (2009).
Relationship, task, and process conflicts on team performance: The moderating
role of communication media. International Journal of Conflict Management,
20(3), 251-268.
Martins, L. L., & Shalley, C. E. (2011). Creativity in virtual work: Effects of
demographic differences. Small Group Research, 42, 536-561.

76

Mathieu, J., Maynard, M. T., Rapp, T., & Gilson, L. (2008). Team effectiveness 19972007: A review of recent advancements and a glimpse into the future. Journal of
Management, diversity in organizational groups. Academy of Management
Review, 21, 402-433.
Matsuo, M. (2006). Customer orientation, conflict, and innovativeness in Japanese sales
departments. Journal of Business Research, 59, 242-250.
Meyer, B., Shemla, M., Schermuly, C. (2011). Social category salience moderated the
effect of diversity faultlines on information elaboration. Small Group Research,
42(3), 257-282.
Milliken F. J., & Martins, L. L. (1996). Searching for common threads: Understanding
the multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Academy of
Management Review, 21, 402-433.
Molleman, E. (2005). Diversity in demographic characteristics, abilities, and personality
traits: Do faultlines affect team functioning? Group Decision and Negotiation,
14(3), 173-193.
Okundan, G. E., & Mohammed, S. (2006). Task gender orientation perceptions by novice
designers: Implications for engineering design research, teaching, and practice.
Design Studies, 27(6), 723-740.
Passos, A. M., & Caetano, A. (2005). Exploring the effects of intragroup conflict and past
performance feedback on team effectiveness. Journal of Managerial Psychology,
20, 231-244.

77

Pearsall, M. J., Ellis, A. P., & Evans, J. M. (2008). Unlocking the effects of gender
faultlines on team creativity: Is activation the key? Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(1), 225-234.
Pelled, L. H., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Xin, K. R. (1999). Exploring the black box: An
analysis of work group diversity, conflict, and performance. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 44, 1-28.
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F., (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect
effects in simple mediation models. Behavioral Research Methods Instrumentaion
and Computation, 36, 717-731.
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for
assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior
Researc Methods, 40, 879-891.
Priola, V., Smith, J. L., & Armstrong, S. J. (2004). Group work and cognitive style: A
discursive investigation. Small Group Research, 35, 565-595.
Richardson, A. (1977). Verbalizer-visualizer, a cognitive style dimension. Journal of
Mental Imagery 1, 109-126.
Rico, R., Molleman, E., Sanchez-Manzanares, M., & Van der Vegt, G. S. (2007). The
effects of diversity faultlines and team task autonomy on decision quality and
social integration. Journal of Management, 33(1), 111-132.
Rico, R., Sanchez-Manzanares, M., Antino, M., & Lau, D. (2012). Bridging team
faultlines by combining task role assignment and goal structure strategies. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 97(2), 407-420.

78

Sadler-Smith, E. (2004). Cognitive style and the management of small and medium-sized
enterprises. Organization Studies, 25, 155-181.
Sawyer, J. E., Houlette, M. A., & Yeagley, E. L. (2006). Decision performance and
diversity structure: Comparing faultlines in convergent, crosscut, and racially
homogeneous groups. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
99(1), 1-15.
Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1995). Decision-making style: The development and
assessment of a new measure. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55,
818-831.
Sinclair, M., Ashkanasy, N. M., & Chattopadhyay, P. (2010). Affective antecedents of
intuitive decision making. Journal of Management and Organization, 16, 382398.
Shaw, J. B. (2004). The development and analysis of a measure of group faultlines.
Organizational Research Methods, 7, 66-100.
Somech, A. (2006). The effects of leadership style and team processes on performance
and innovation in functionally heterogenous teams. Journal of Management, 32,
132-157.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). An integrative theory of intergroup relations. In S.
Worchel and W. G. Austin (Eds.). Psychology of Intergroup Relations, (pp. 7-24).
Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall.

79

Thatcher, S.M.B., Jehn, K., & Zanutto, E. (2003). Cracks in diversity research: The
effects of diversity faultlines on conflict and performance. Group Decision and
Negotiation, 12, 217-241.
Thatcher, S. M. B., & Patel, P. C. (2011). Demographic faultlines: A meta-analysis of the
literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(6), 1119-1139.
Thatcher, S. M. B., & Patel, P. C. (2012). Group faultlines: A review, integration, and
guide to future research. Journal of Management, 38(4), 969-1009.
Thomas, K. (1992). Conflict and negotiation processes in organizations. In M. Dunnette
& L. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial and Orgnaizational Psychology (Vol.
3, pp. 651-717). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.
Thunholm, P. (2004). Decision-making style: Habit, style, or both? Personality and
Individual Differences, 36, 931-944.
Tjosvald, D. (1991). The Conflict-Positive Organization. Boston, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Tuggle, C. S., Schnatterly, K., Johnson, R. A. (2010). Attention patterns in the
boardroom: How board composition and processes affect discussion of
entrepreneurial issues. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 550-571.
Turner, J. C. (1985). Social categorization and the self-concept: A social cognitive theory
of groups. Advances in Group Processes, 2, 77-121.
van Knippenberg, D., Haslam, S. A., & Platow, M. J. (2007). Unity through diversity:
Value-in-diversity beliefs, work group diversity, and group identification. Group
Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 11(3), 207-222.

80

van Knippenberg, A., & Schippers, M. C. (2007). Work group diversity. Annual Review
of Psychology, 58, 515-541.
Warner, L. R. (2008). A best practices guide to intersectional approaches in
psychological research. Sex Roles, 59, 454-463.
Webber, S. S. & Donahue, L. M. (2001). Impact of highly and less job-related diversity
on work group cohesion and performance: A meta-analysis. Journal of
Management, 27, 141-162.
Wheelan, S. A. (2009). Group size, group development, and group productivity. Small
Group Research, 40(2), 247-262.
Witkin, H. A., & Goodenough, D. R. (1977). Field dependence and interpersonal
behavior. Psychological Bulletin, 84, 661-689.
Witkin, H. A., Lewis, H. B., Hertzman, M., Machover, K., Bretnall, P. M., & Waphner,
S. (1954). Personality through perception: An experimental and clinical study.
New York: Harper Brother

81

Appendix

Measures
Rational Decision Making Style (Scott & Bruce, 1995)
1. I double-check my information sources to be sure I have the right facts before
making decisions.
2. I make decisions in a logical and systematic way.
3. My decision making requires careful thought.
4. When making a decision, I consider various options in terms of a specific
goal.
Spontaneous Decision Making Style (Scott & Bruce, 1995)
1. I generally make snap decisions.
2. I often make decisions on the spur of the moment.
3. I make quick decisions.
4. I generally make important decisions at the last minute.
5. I often make impulsive decisions.
Process Conflict (Jehn & Mannix, 2001)
1. How often are there disagreements about who should do what in your group?
2. How often do you disagree about resource allocation in your work group (e.g.,
how much time to spend on a particular task)?
3. How much conflict is there about task responsibilities (the way to do things)
in your group?
Conflict Resolution (adapted from Jehn, 1995)
1. We effectively talk through disagreements about ideas/opinions in my group.
2. We effectively talk through disagreements about procedures (the way we get
work done) in my group.
3. We effectively deal with interpersonal friction/personality clashes in my
group.

