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using a survey methodology and the data from 72 work groups across different industries. Consistent

with our hypotheses, we found that group faultlines weakened the positive relationships between

injustice and psychological health.


RScroggin
Typewritten Text


Running head: FAULTLINES AND HEALTH

Fighting Conflict: Violent Splits or Healthy Divides?

Abstract
In this study, we develop a theory to understand how groups with strong divisions may,
paradoxically, help members to cope with conflict and injustice. We test our theoretical
predictions using a survey methodology and the data from 72 work groups across different
industries. Consistent with our hypotheses, we found that group faultlines weakened the positive

relationships between injustice and psychological health.
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Fighting Conflict: Violent Splits or Healthy Divides?

Employee psychological health is increasingly seen as a critical correlate of productivity,
absenteeism and turnover. It has also become clear that mental health problems in the form of
anxiety and depression present a significant business cost. Recent estimates by the National
Mental Health Association (2005) put the cost of anxiety, depression and other mental health
related issues at $44 billion for U.S. organizations. This is noteworthy since many organizations
adopt cost-cutting HRM strategies geared toward downsizing, salary reduction, and other work
restructuring practices (Aycan & Kabasakal, 2006). These practices play a critical role in
developing insecurities about keeping one’s job, salary, and benefits — the major sources of
stress, conflict, and anxiety in the workplace (e.g., Aycan & Kabasakal, 2006; Greenberg, 2006).
In this connection, justice perceptions have been shown to have important implications for
psychological well-being (Tepper, 2001). Greenberg (2004) noted the accumulating scientific
evidence that employees who believe they have been treated unfairly experience significant
psychological distress.

In this study, we focus on employee perceptiondi sfibutive injustice (beliefs about
how much they have been rewarded in proportion to their contributions, Greenberg, 2006) and
interactional injustice (people’s beliefs about the way they are treated by their direct supervisor,
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001)). These are primary “stressors” and threats to affective well-
being and psychological health (e.g., Aycan & Kabasakal, 2006; Jones-Johnson & Johnson,
1992) that often create conflict in the workplace (Reb, Goldman, Kray, & Cropanzano, 2006).
Unlike procedural injustice (the perceived fairness of decision making processes, Tepper, Duffy,

Henle, & Lambert, 2006), these two forms of injustice have received less attention in the
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psychological health literature until recently. @ilsutive injustice conveys information about
the extent to which events have implications fopkryee well-being and are seen as self-
threatening (e.g., Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Tepp@0,1). Similarly, interactional injustice
diminishes feelings of confidence in favorable gamditions and may cause deterioration in
psychological health (Jones-Johnson & Johnson,;1P&2per, 1983). For all these reasons, we
believe that these two forms of injustice are ratevfor employee psychological health.

While health consequences of organizational inpestiave already attracted attention
(e.g., Tepper, 2001), less is known about how gammposition may operate as a potential
coping mechanism. Yespcial connections and group-level constructs havg been thought to
be one of the most important boundary conditiomgp8ychological and physical well-being
(e.g., Heaphy, 2007; Levine & Moreland, 1992; Regé&®95). As Levine and Moreland (1992,
p.150) state “any serious effort to understand aldrgalth must consider the psychological
benefits and risks associated with group membersBipen the prior evidence, it is surprising,
however, that there has been no research on hasticg and group membership may work
together to affect employee psychological healécdiise of the global trend toward an
increasing amount of stress placed on employeds,(ED06), there is a need for a more
comprehensive analysis of moderator variablesriastinfluence well-being in the workplace.
Thus, our purpose is to better understand theiwakdtip of work group composition,
organizational injustice, and mental health.

Group membership has been often studied in terrdsmbgraphic composition of a
group and a determinant of various process anaeaince outcomes (c.f., Williams &
O’Reilly, 1998). Although this research has ledrtany important insights, cumulative findings

have been inconsistent. Alternative research haently emerged to understand how group
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composition may function as a moderator in shapiegttitudes and behaviors in diverse
groups (e.g., Cummings, 2004; Joshi, Liao, & Jack2006). Joshi and colleagues (2006)
examined whether work group composition plays a imolshaping perceived pay inequalities.
We further this line of research and extend th@wsrgroup composition by turning our attention
to group faultlines. Group faultlines form when gpanembers’ multiple characteristics (e.g.,
age, gender, tenure) come into alignment and cesatalled “rifts” in diverse groups. These
divisions provide the impetus for members of dieagsoups to differentiate themselves across a
divide and fracture into subgroups (Lau & Murnigh&f98).

Prior research has largely focused on group-leragsses to demonstrate how faultlines
can create an environment of distrust, conflict| problems (e.g., Li & Hambrick, 2005; Polzer
et al., 2006). We extend this research beyond glexgd influence and theorize about cross-
level effects to understand how faultlines may axpemployee anxiety and depression as
individuals’ reactions to injustice in diverse aongaational groups. For instance, would coping
with a lack of justice be easier if there was aapthiddle-age female psychologist on a research
team with all others being young male managemeentsts? Does having someone who may
have similar experiences influence how employegisared to a perceived lack of justice? While
recent introduction of the faultline concept inelisity research has generated a lot of attention,
only a few recent studies have examined the cesd-effects of faultlines (e.g., Sawyer,
Houlette, & Yealey, 2006; Lau & Murnighan 2005) ammlone to our knowledge has studied
how group divisions may influence employee heatith well-being. We thus develop a new
approach that integrates concepts and theoriesrultiple disciplines and considers data at
multiple levels to address the complexity of headtfated issues in which group faultlines may

play a significant role.
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Theory and Hypotheses

Faultlines are defined as hypothetical dividingéirthat split a group into relatively
homogeneous subgroups based on the group membensgdaphic alignment along multiple
attributes (Lau & Murnighan 1998). As strong faunkl subgroups develop across a divide, they
create a separate independent source of influeliféerent from a larger group. For instance,
differences across faultline subgroups may trigiggravioral disintegration (Li & Hambrick,
2005), whereas similarities across members withintline subgroups may reinforce social
support (Phillips, 2003). This dual influence (gnand subgroup) may find its manifestation in
how we think about faultlines; while groups witluldines may suffer from divisive processes
(Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Li & Hambrick, 2005), membef faultline subgroups may
personally benefit from a supportive subgroup emvinent (Nishii & Goncalo, 2008). We thus
extend prior research on faultlines by theorizibgwt how subgroup dynamics (often thought as
detrimental for a group, Lau & Murnighan, 1998) cmmefit individual members. We next
integrate group faultline theory and psychologloedlith literature with justice theory to propose
our theoretical model.

Early justice research noted the potentially unthgadbutcomes that would likely be
associated with inequity (Adams, 1963). That igcomes that resulted in inequitable
distributions would likely cause feelings of disaone and conflict within the individuals
involved in the exchange. This conflict would likereate feelings of stress and discomfort
(Judge & Colquitt, 2004), and ultimately cause atywand depression (Davidson & Friedman,
1998; Tepper, 2001). We focus on these variablegatheir common representation as
measures of employee psychological health (Elogakivimaki, & Vahtera, 2002; Tepper,

2001). Anxiety is defined as employee feelinga@fvousness and fear (Tepper, 2001) that are
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accompanied by anxiousness, worry, and/or tensiith,an inability to relax and feel

comfortable. Depression is defined as employeénigebf dread, sadness, and despair (Tepper,
2001). Depression is indicated through such fgslas gloom and despair, and a general lack of
enthusiasm and optimism.

In our conceptual model, we argue that people realléss anxious and depressed as
they respond to distributive unfairness in groujis wtrong faultlines. Research suggests that
aversive stimuli are less stressful when individuedve greater control and certainty or a belief
that they can escape from, avoid, or mitigate imgsict of the stimuli — whether or not they
actually have an opportunity to do so (Tepper, 20B&cause cooperative processes are likely to
emerge within faultline subgroups (Hart & Van Vugf06; Sawyer et al., 2006), crucial
knowledge and competences will be shared withigsalps of like-minded people. These
subgroups may operate as networks in providingrs®f, reducing interpersonal biases,
stereotyping and discrimination, and facilitatirggranunication (Lau & Murnighan, 2005). For
instance, members within respective faultline sabgs may collectively evaluate, codify, and
interpret implications of distributive injusticeabrk in a more rational and constructive way.
This shared information within a faultline subgrazgn be viewed as an extended situational
resource that may further increase confidence aetsself-efficacy (Gibson & Vermeulen,
2003). Self-efficacy is an individual’s belief imshor her capability to organize and execute the
course of action required to produce given attamséandura, 1997: 3). When employees in
groups with faultlines have strong self-efficacyidis, they feel good about themselves, are
more motivated and are not afraid of threateningweonditions. Self-efficacy beliefs are

typically associated with feelings of self-wortlelfsrespect, and self-acceptance — all help to
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buffer stress and are positively associated witktlpsiogical well-being (Matt, Bellardita,
Fischer, & Silverman, 2006).

Hypothesis 1: Faultlines will moderate the relationship between distributive injustice and

psychological health outcomes; this relationship will be weaker when faultlines are

stronger.

Eisenberger and colleagues (1986, 1990) has fdwatckinployees tend to personify their
organization and presumably an employees’ dirgquésisor would typically represent a
primary “face” of their organization. Part of thpsrsonification includes an attitude about the
extent to which their organization, and by extengleeir supervisor, cares about their well-
being. While it may be difficult to distinguish beten perceived support directly from
supervisors and the organization in all casegédtrs likely that employees perceiving their
supervisor as unsupportive would experience moyehmdogical strain related to their job. For
example, they would be more anxious about gethimggs done on time, being unfairly
disciplined, getting time off when needed, andathfif they feel their supervisor does not
support and “look out” for theimeeds. Likewise, employees would be more likelgxpress
attitudes of hopelessness and despair in reladidmetir work if they think they have a supervisor
who, for instance would not “go to bat for themthey were behind schedule or having a
problem with a co-worker. When that happens, gmembers often turn to their workgroups
for support and develop relationships and perceptiegarding the supporting nature of their
workgroup against their supervisor (Self, Holt, &&ninger, 2005).

We further argue that the relationship betweernraatégonal injustice and psychological
anxiety and depression will be weaker for membeigroups with strong faultlines. A non-

supportive supervisor who, for example, withhold®imation about the job, work procedures,
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or other aspects of the organization would be rmkety to be a source of anxiety to group
members. Yet, if there are faultlines, then growgmbers may be less likely to look to the
supervisor for support since they can obtain irftheir fellow subgroup members. While it is
possible that group members may look to peersharajroups, higher level supervisors, or
elsewhere, it seems likely that the first placeytiieght look for support would be their own
group members. It has been often assumed thai@atigtaccurring demographic categories that
align within a group create common subgroup idesti(Brewer, 2000). This identity is a critical
determinant of the dynamics of social supportglpk to buffer groups from adverse
organizational exigencies and serves as a basikdaeceipt of effective support from ingroup
members (Haslam & Reicher, 2006). Social supparf@mation that leads a person to believe
that she is cared for, esteemed and valued anddmeto a network of communication and
mutual obligation (Cobb, 1976). As one way to cojith a perceived lack of interactional
justice, members of groups with faultlines can afsveetreat back to their faultline subgroup to
assure their actions are backed up or at leastgirtiteir ego (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000).
Such support has further been shown to have aymsitpact on individuals’ health and well-
being (Haslam, O’Brien, Jetten, Vormedal, & Per@Q5).

Hypothesis 2: Faultlines will moderate the relationship between interactional injustice

and psychological health outcomes; this relationship will be weaker when faultlines are

stronger .

M ethod
Sample

We used a sampling procedure similar to the daitaation of Liao (2007) and Tepper
(1995). Eighty onstudents enrolled in two night human resources gemant classes in a

large northeastern university collected the datpaasof the course requirement. The students
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received training on survey administration and wgven a self-addressed, postpaid envelope
with each questionnaire. They distributed questiin@s to each employee within their work
group at their place of employment and instructadigipants that each respondent was to return
the questionnaires individually in their sealededope via mail. Students were told to consider a
“work group” as a collection of employees, incluglithemselves, who are interdependent in
their tasks, who share responsibility for work ames, and who are seen by themselves and
others as a social entity. Students who could ulétl this requirement (i.e., were not employed,
or were not part of a work group) were given alire options for earning the extra credit
points. The night student classes, however, tefte many students working full time, so this
did not prove to be problematic, as 72 of 81 sttslparticipated in the project. Altogether, the
students distributed 720 questionnaires and celle677 completed surveys; hence the response
rate was 94 percent.

The questionnaire asked about respondents’ aseassififair distribution of rewards,
their direct supervisor, demographic and mentalthéasformation. The average group size was
nine members and less than ten percent of all grbad fewer than seven members. For the
sample, 57.5 percent of the respondents were fetdajh school was the highest education
level attained for 30.9 percent of respondentd) 4.4 percent having two years of college and
26.6 having a four-year degree. Respondents haddraployed in their jobs an average of 4.8
years. All the major industrial groups were repnéseé in the sample, with 21 percent of the
work groups working in the retail or wholesale gaddustry. Seven percent were in
manufacturing, with the rest being hospitals, estéite, insurance, and transportation.

Measures
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Faultlines. We adopted the faultline algorithm developed bgt€her et al (2003) and
used in faultline research by others (e.g., Lau &riilghan, 2005) to measure faultlines in this
study. The development of this algorithm was maédaby Lau and Murnighan’s (1998)
original faultline theory suggesting that the atiggnt of multiple demographic attributes can
potentially subdivide a group. This faultline me@stakes into account cumulative proportions
of variance across demographic variables; this sidldifferent from a simple aggregate
measure in that it estimates how well the varigbiliithin the group can be explained by the
presence of different clusters within the group (fere details see Thatcher at al., 2003). We
measured thetrength of faultline splits using a multivariate measuf@up similarities over
several variables taken from the statistical cluatalysis literature (Jobson 1992, p.549). This
statistic measures the degree of alignment or lediwa of attributes within the resulting
subgroups. More technically, this is accomplishgaddculating the ratio of the between group
sum of squares to the total sum of squares.

CalculatingFau can be viewed as a two-step process. The firgtist® calculate:

p 2 — — 2
ZZnS(x.jk—x.j.)

Fau, =| 2= ——|  9g=12.5,
PHWICATTY
j=l k=1i=1

where X, is the value of thej™ characteristic of thé" member of subgrouky X.;. , is

the overall group mean of characterigfic. i is the mean of characterisfiin subgrougk, and
nd is the number of members of th& subgroup k=1,2) under spliy. The second step is to
calculate the maximum value dfau, over all possible splitg=1,2,...S (or, to avoid splits

involving a subgroups consisting of a single membercan maximize over all splits where
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each subgroup contains at least two memb®/s)measured group faultlines along four
characteristics (level of education, gender, temvitle the company, and age). These
demographic variables were chosen based on prexgésaarch on group diversity (Tsui, Egan,
& O'Reilly, 1992). Faultline strength can take calwes between 0 and 1 with larger values
indicating greater strength. Possible values dtlfaa strength ranged from .36 (weak faultlines)
to .99 (very strong faultlines) in our dataset (¥§able 1 for examples of groups with strong and

weak faultlines).

Depression and anxiety. We measured depression and anxiety using the soale
Axtell et al. (2002). This is a shortened versioMarr's (1990) anxiety-contentment and
depression-enthusiasm scales. The scales wereogedeio assess anxiety as low pleasure and
high mental arousal, whereas depression can bglhofias exhibiting low levels of pleasure
and arousal (Warr, 1996). Previous research hesridited the distinction between anxiety and
depression through demonstrating differential retesthips with other study variables that reflect
the expected arousal and pleasure dimensions (\\M@86). Respondents were presented with 12
adjectives (six each for depression and anxietgl)veere asked: "Thinking of the past few
weeks, how much of the time has your own job mamiefgel each of the following?” Sample
items (for anxiety-contentment) were relaxed (regeroded) and tense. Sample items for
depression-enthusiasm were gloomy and enthusiastierse coded). Responses were captured
on a 5-point scale ranging from 'never' to 'alltihee.'For each scale, three of the items were
reverse coded so that a higher number indicatedased depression or anxiety. The depression
scale had a reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpifaB4, and the anxiety scale had a reliability

estimate of .83.
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Distributive Justice. Similar to Reb, Goldman, Kray, & Cropanzano (200&},reverse
coded the justice scores for purposes of our aisadgsthat a high score on any of the scales
indicates high injustice. In our operationalizatmfrinjustice, we focused on distributive
injustice as being a primary “stressor” and morgtaamental to employee needs (Tepper, 2000,
2001). While various justice dimensions (e.g., prhoal) have been discussed in the literature,
perceptions of distributive injustice related teduitable pay raises or unfair distributions of
workload has been shown to be most predictive gfleyee psychological health outcomes
(Tepper, 2000, 2001). Distributive injustice conv@yformation about the extent to which
events have implications for employees’ well-besmgl influences personally relevant outcomes
(Paterson & Cary, 2002; Tepper, 2001). Distributijastice was measured using four items
adapted from Colquitt (2001) (Cronbach's alpha4y..8ample items were: “Does your
compensation reflect the effort you have put imdarywork?” “Does your compensation reflect
what you have contributed to the organization?”@®eses ranged from a 1 indicating a low
level of injustice to 7 indicating a high levelfett injustice.

Interactional injustice. Interactional injustice can be connected to thellef respect
employees feel from their supervisor and the extesy feel they are kept informed. For
example, employees may experience anxiety or deiprestemming from a feeling of being
poorly informed about their job security or beintfairly treated. Interactional justice has been
conceptualized as comprising two dimensions, imtesgnal and informational (Colquitt, 2001).
We used the interpersonal dimension in this stughgeting that it would be most closely related
to the dependent variables. Stecher and Rosse)(#0% that interpersonal treatment was
significantly related to emotional reactions and-engpecifically, to negative emotional arousal.

In our operationalization of interpersonal injustieave adopted Colquitt’s (2001) four-item scale
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(Cronbach's alpha = .94). A sample item includétas’ (he/she) treated you with respect?”
Responses ranged from a 1 indicating a low levetjastice to 7 indicating a high level of felt
injustice.

Controls. Since job control defined as the extent of authdo make decisions
concerning the job (Karasek,1979), has been foaret tassociated with mood and physical
health (Bosma, Marmot, Hemingway, Micholson, Brun&eStansfeld, 1997; Teuchmann,
Totterdell, & Parker, 1999), we controlled for iadiual job control. We also controlled for
group size as it has been shown to be of greatrigpee for group processes and outcomes
(Goodman, Ravlin, & Argote, 1986). To control faversity effects, we used Blau’s (1977)
heterogeneity index to measure group heterogefeityender, calculated &b= - =P;?, whereP
represents the fractional share of team membeignaskto a particular grouping within a given
characteristic andis the number of different categories represeated team. We used the
coefficient of variation to measure group diversdy continuous variables (e.g., age) (Allison
1978). These demographic characteristics were ohaosged on previous diversity research
(Williams & O’Reilly 1998) and their respective nohtwith our faultline variable. Following the
procedure suggested by Jehn and colleagues (188%idely used in recent diversity research
(e.g., Polzer, Milton, & Swann 2002), we averagadlweterogeneity variables to arrive at our
overall group heterogeneity control variable.

Results

Since we have identified the factor structure wfwariables from previous research, to
test the underlying structure of our proposed medelised confirmatory factor analysis
(Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999).r#feconfirmatory factor analysis for each

set of focal constructs reported by employees {pob.control, two injustice variables, anxiety
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and depression). To assess the convergent andmisant validity of the focal constructs, we
estimated a five-factor confirmatory measurementde@hoAll five constructs were latent
variables. Each questionnaire item loaded onlitolatent construct (or first order factor). The
overall model provides a satisfactory fit to théad@hi-Square = 877.21p < 0.001,d.f. = 289;
adjusted goodness-of-fit index = 0.98; confirmatiiryndex = 0.98; incremental fit index =
0.96; and root mean square error of approximatiér0s), indicating the unidimensionality of
the measures (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Additignall factor loadings were highly
significant p < 0.001), and the composite reliabilities of alhstucts exceeded the usual
benchmark of 0.60 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Thus, theasures demonstrate adequate convergent
validity and reliability

Table 1 displays means, standard deviations, amdlabons among all variables.
Distributive and interactional injustice measuresesignificantly and negatively related to
depression and anxiety at both levels, individua group. We examined the relationships
between injustice, faultlines, and mental healtttomes further using hierarchical linear
modeling (HLM).. Each HLM analysis was conducted in a hierarcHasthion that included
four steps (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Hofmann, @rjf& Gavin, 2000). In the first step, we
estimated the null or baseline model and foundifsogimt level 2 variancep(< .001) in our
dependent variables confirming the appropriatenésssting the cross-level relationships. We
then added our control variables (job control, greize, and heterogeneity variable) in step 2
and distributive injustice (or interactional) aradiftline main effects in step 3. Finally, we
performed a series of slopes-as-outcome regressiaiels to test for significance of cross-level
interaction models. Mean-centering of the inte@cterms was done as recommended by Aiken

and West (1991) to address multi-collinearity.

! All variables are grand mean centered.
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Table 3 presents the HLM analyses testing the nadeléreffects of faultlines on the
injustice — psychological health link. Hypothesjgfedicting that faultlines will moderate the
relationship between distributive injustice andltireautcomes, was fully supported. Faultlines
moderated the effects of distributive injusticebmth anxiety and depressioh< -1.61,p < .05
andy = -.92,p < .05, respectively). We also calculated the pserfdfor the level 2 slope as
outcome model that reflects what percentage ofesi@piance is explained by the cross-level
interaction term. Comparing the residual varianicéhe current model with a model that did not
contain the cross-level interaction term, we fothat faultlines explained 8.2% of the variance
in anxiety and 8.3% of the variance in depresslmyva and beyond control variables and main

effects.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that faultlines will modertte relationship between interactional
injustice and psychological health outcomes. Ihdupport of H2, faultlines moderated the
effects of interactional injustice on both anxigty -2.06,p < .01) and depressio¥ € -1.90,p
< .01) with the effect sizes of 5.3% and 8.6% resipely. Graphing the relationship reflected
that the link between interactional injustice asgghological health outcomes became weaker

when faultlines were stronger (see Figure 1).

Discussion
Up until now justice researchers have primarilyufsed on work performance,
organization citizenship behavior, withdrawal bebgvand attitudinal reactions to justice (for

review see Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). Lessratabd, however, is how employee
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psychological health is influenced by perceptiohmjstice. Our results support the notion that
both distributive and interactional injustice magythought as threatening stimuli and primary
stressors that trigger stress reactions such astg@nd depression (Greenberg, 2006; Jones-
Johnson & Johnson, 1992).

In this study, we further advance our knowledgéheke processes by demonstrating
empirically that these responses can be attendasedatically among members of groups with
faultlines. Our findings indicate that the relasbip betweerlistributive injustice and
psychological health outcomes was weaker in grevfhsstrong faultlines than in those without
such divisions. One can envision that faultlinegroups with a high sense of distributive
injustice may lead to the increase of mutual hgfiahaviors and less conflict within a faultline
subgroup. For instance, fellow subgroup members‘teayg an ear” to expressions of concern,
boost confidence, and help make an employee feértabout the feelings of distributive
injustice that he/she suffers (e.g., Colquitt & &rberg, 2003; Greenberg, 2006). In addition,
they can also add to an individual’'s feelings df-sefficacy and beliefs that he/she can
successfully reduce or entirely avoid threatentimgudi. Thus, faultlines may function as a
boundary condition of employee health-related fieastto organizational distribution of
resources. We, therefore, extend the diversitypmydhological health literature by showing
how group faultlines operate as reactive mechanieatsameliorate the negative effects of
distributive injustice in diverse organizationabgps. However, future research should consider
process variables (e.g., subgroup help, role anflelf-efficacy, etc.) that might be responsible
for the positive effects of faultlines.

We also found that faultlines moderated the retetnip betweemteractional injustice

(e.g., supervisors were unsupportive) and psychodbgealth; this relationship became weaker
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when faultlines were stronger. Based on theserfggliwe can speculate that these effects are
likely to happen in the presence of social supf®d., Shaw, Fields, Thacker, & Fisher, 1993).
For instance, in the absence of strong superviggoat, subgroups that are predictable from
demographic categories may provide emotional asiilimental resources to their members.
Consistent with Lazarus’ (1999) cognitive apprateabry of stress, fellow members of a
faultline subgroup may offer information that mag/telpful in assessing the magnitude of
harmful stimuli. One example of such instrumentgdort is that they can explain to their
fellow subgroup member that others were treatesinmiar fashion. In interdependent groups
and even more within a faultline subgroup, it iss@nable to expect that fellow subgroup
members have considerable influence and are wigdidsto attenuate stress. One can envision
that informational and emotional support that mersloé groups with faultlines receive from
their fellow subgroup members will be well atten@ded may help them to effectively cope with
conflict and stress. For instance, this effect i@imilar to that documented in counseling and
therapeutic practice (Brownlie, 2004). A major agpe a counselor’s work is talking with
clients and responding to their descriptions oirttreubles in an effort to improve mental
health. Miller and Silver (1995) called this prosésoubles talk which may as well likely to
happen within faultline subgroups.

The most important implication of this researcthist group composition matters in
determining employees’ reactions to injustice. @atings suggest that beyond individual
injustice perceptions, the employees’ context enfdrm of co-worker characteristics and group
level structure is important in influencing psyabgical health at work. In this manner, these
findings contribute to bridging the literaturesanganizational justice, group faultlines, and

psychological health and better understanding tdig@lly available coping mechanisms in the
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workplace. We focused on group faultlines whichtaaditionally thought to be destructive for a
group and its members, yet as we show, can alkigbéy useful in coping with workplace
conflict and stressful job conditions. Our studyndastrates that the examination of faultlines,
as a potentially important social factor influergintra-group dynamics, may add to our
understanding of some boundary conditions of engg#qysychological well being. In showing
how faultlines can have positive effects, at le@gh respect to individual psychological well-
being, we begin to answer why there have beenictinfj results in the past research ascribing
positive and negative effects for faultlines.
Study Limitations and Future Directions

Like most survey based studies, our study has soetlkeod based limitations. One
potential concern is that our results could be confled due to common method variance.
Following Price, Harrison and Gavin (2006), thisswmlikely to be the case in the present study
given the different variable constructions. Fotamnge, our faultlines measure constructed from
demographics based on clustering analysis decrease®pendency on single-respondent
impressions (for a similar discussion see Ambroseckminke, 2003). The dependent variables
also included internal phenomena that are assumaudse within the mind, hence self-reports
maybe the only way to measure such constructs €Balf, 2005; Rothbard, Phillips, & Dumas,
2005). For instance, reports of subjective stadesot be wrong because individuals are, by
definition, the only judges of what constitutes ta¢health for themselves (Angel & Gronfein,
1988). Moreover, common method variance tendsdoae the likelihood of detecting
interaction effects (cf. Wall, Jackson, Mullark&Parker, 1996), so that the observed
significant interactions can be considered as nmgguli support for our model. Furthermore,

while our interaction terms accounted for a smatcpntage of the variance in both anxiety and
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depression, they were higher than those in a simgkearch in the justice domain (Tepper,
Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006; Tepper & Taylor, Z)0This problem is not uncommon in field
research; in fact Evans (1985) argued that intenagexplaining as little as 1 percent of the
variance should be considered important.

Although the results should move forward the stafigmployee psychological health, it
is also apparent that there is still much to leddiversity research has largely focused on the
performance aspect of workgroups, while psychokldiealth outcomes have been largely
underemphasized. While the theory of faultlinestheesn gaining popularity in diversity
literature, not much empirical research has beer aathin the psychological health
framework. As organizations strive to utilize thetgntial of diverse groups, create a healthy
work environment and manage employee distressnost optimal way, more research on
psychological health in diverse groups is neededirtstance, one research possibility is to
extend the study of faultlines to understand hauvitliaes may trigger anxiety and depression in
organizational groups to explain the loss of praiitg, increased absenteeism and turnover due
to mental illness. Another avenue of research iedk at other health-related outcomes such as
alcohol and drug abuse and examine how demogratigitments in a group affect minority-
majority relationships, what processes (e.g., stigpnejudice) arise from faultlines and how
these processes may influence alcohol and drugeabus
Managerial Implications

Our findings demonstrate the implications of graomposition in management action
for employee perceptions of organizational injuestidt is apparent that demographic
characteristics of a work group can amelioratenthgative effects of perceived injustice on

employee psychological health. Managers, as tkggldp stress management training
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programs, may focus on faultlines as one of thengpgesources. The evidence suggesting that
faultlines have compensatory effects suggestsetiet among those who receive unfavorable
outcomes, group alignments give employees resotimegsneed to cope effectively. These
findings also have implications for organizatiomaérventions like groups for women managers,
clubs and associations for minority professionals similar affinity groups. In fact, much of the
rationale for such groups is it gives members th@octunity to interact with others with
common backgrounds and intere§im a more general perspective, as organizations
restructure work they should recognize the valugrotips with faultlines. This may help them
apply HRM-related practices involving downsizingldayoffs but without many disturbing
effects on employee psychological well-being.
Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to advance the gdowgysity literature by examining the
relationship between group faultlines, organizalanjustice and employee psychological
health. While research on faultlines has contritwitethe diversity literature by theorizing about
and empirically examining the effects of group tlks on group processes and performance
outcomes (Lau & Murnighan, 2005; Li & Hambrick, Z)Qthere has been little research done
within the context of psychological health. For exde, studies have investigated the effects of
faultlines on group performance (e.g., Dyke & S&at®99; Phillips, Mannix, Neale, &
Gruenfeld, 2004), conflict (Li & Hambrick, 2005drning behavior, and satisfaction (Gibson &
Vermeulen 2003; Lau & Murnighan, 2005). While féaks have been often seen as a negative
force that splits a group and threatens its efgity., Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Thatcher, Jehn, &
Zanutto, 2003), we theorized about and found ewgdisupport for the notion that in some

instances, faultlines can be beneficial in creatiryipportive environment.
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Table 1

Examples of Groups with Srong and Weak Faultlines
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Group | Member A | Member B Member C Member D L&M Fau
# classification
1 College College College College None 0
degree degree degree degree
Male Male Male Male
25y.0. 25y.0. 25y.0. 25y.0.
2y.tenure 2y.tenure 2y.tenure 2y.tenure
2 College College High School | High School Medium 0.50
degree degree Male Female (2 align, 1
Male Female 55 35 way;
50 31 2y.tenure 12y.tenure 1 align, 2
12y.tenure | 2y.tenure ways)
3 Associate | High School | Associate College Strong 0.65
degree Female degree degree (3 align, 1
Male 30 Female Male way;,
60 2y.tenure 58 35 2 align, 1 way)
12y.tenure 12y.tenure 2y.tenure
4 College College High School | High School | Very Strong 1.0
degree degree Female Female (4 align, 1
Male Male 31 35 way)
50 55 2y.tenure 2y.tenure
12y.tenure | 12y.tenure




Table 2.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlations Among Variables.
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Mean SD. Mean SD
Correlations (N= (N= (N= (N= 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
677) 677) 72) 72)
1. Group Size 10.180 1.934 9.724 2.13 .012 .029 -202 -.046 .323* -079 -254
2. Heterogeneity .539 105 539 109 -.00 -.115 -.332* .034 -.255  .077 -.115
3. Job Control 20.733 4.333 20.722 1.789 -.007 4-.0: -170  -.478** .066 -.435** - A37**
4. Distributive Injustice 3.857 1.680 3.828 .753 033  -.122** -.331** 513**  .068 413 463**
5. Interactional Injustice5.041  1.443 5.038 .590 .023 .041 -.397499** .030 372%  B27**
6. Faultlines .799 .168 .788 179 .282*  -.25410928 .041 .007 -.102  -.187
7. Anxiety 15.474 4720 15,518 2.291 -.028 .040 892 .276** .353** -.058 .635**
8. Depression 15.058 3.741 15.146 1.684 -.071 -.037326** .385** .415** -.080 .596**

Note. Individual level correlations are reported in tbhevér triangle.
Group level correlations are reported in the upgpangle.
*p<.05 *p<.01



Table 3.

HLM Results
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Modd & Variable

Anxiety Depression

Model 1 Model 2 Model 2 Model 3 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 2 Model 3 Model 3
(controlsYm.e.) (m.e.) (H1) (H2) (controlsm.e.) (m.e.) (H1) (H2)

I nter cept

Control Variables
Job Control
Group Size
Heterogeneity

Main Effects

Distributive Injustice (DistINJ)
Interactional Injustice (IntINJ)
Faultlines (Fau)

| nteractions
Fau x DistJ
Fau x IntJ

T oo (Group variance)
o ?(Residual variance)

Deviancé

-640 -934 -120 -967 .026 910 593 1477575 1.610

-.283%%*-210%* - 168** -209*** -169** -270%* - 181** - 154*** - 181*** - 155***

-085 -037 -072 -.022 -077 -h62-.098 -146 -089 -.149
1.237 1.845 261 1.936 -.004 -1.664.003 -2.667 -851 -2.905
543k 57Ok .688H* 708+

923k .92Q*x .8QgH* 9071+
-1.156 -1.161 -1.225 -1.276 71'8 -1.758 -1.917 -1.858
-1.608* -.915*
-2.064%* -1.901**
2.583%%k D 147%%* D AQ1*+* 1 .Q72%%+ D 35*xk 8OGrk Gk GGY¥x L7k G ke

18.246 17.810 16.562 17.722 16.391 11.771 10.791.4960 10.778 10.328

3205.9363166.3073133.1883161.2523125.83R937.582867.628851.5242865.7512841.616

Note.'p < .1; *p < .05; **p < .01;

***p < .001.°Deviance is a measure of model fit; the smallemtioglel deviance, the better the fit.

Deviance equals to — 2 x log-likelihood of maximstikelihood estimate.



Figure 1.

Interactions; The Moderated Effects of Faultlines®

anxiety
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2 Low and high values represent one standard dewisilow the mean and one standard deviation aibevmean.
Analysis is based on centered values (c.f. Aikew@&st, 1991). The shape of interaction effects fbeosignificant
interactions is similar to the shape of interactdfiect presented above.
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