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ABSTRACT

Complaints regarding understaffing are common in the workplace and research has begun

to document some of the potential ill effects that can result from understaffing conditions.

consideration behaviors when i rtise understaffing. Further, leaders’ use of

consideration in the face ofg

strategies are mo ive than others. Implications for theory and practice are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

In the face of mounting economic pressures, stiff business competition, and tight
margins, many organizations have sought to “do more with less”, including with their human
capital. At the same time, workers’ complaints of understaffing have become common in

organizational life (Newport, 2010). For example, in healthcare, nurses and dler healthcare

business problems (e.g., poor morale and performance), the existing empirical research linking

understaffing to organizational outcomes has been much less consistent, with evidence of
detrimental, null, and beneficial understaffing effects all being observed in the literature (Hudson
& Shen, 2015). Further, research on understaffing has tended to portray workers and work

groups as passive and subjected to these workplace conditions, rather than acknowledging that
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they are active agents who may seek to actively cope with this stressor and whose actions may
ultimately have a strong influence on experienced outcomes. Thus, the overall purpose of this
study is to examine how work groups cope with or manage understaffing conditions, focusing on
both leader and team actions, as greater insights regarding these reactions may help to explain

prior inconsistent understaffing effects found in the literature as well as facilitate the

development of future interventions that can protect workers
potential negative consequences of workplace understaffing.
Workplace Understaffing

In the literature, understaffing has typic

negative outcome the most prevalent anticipated problems being poor performance and
burnout (Cini, Moreland, & Levine, 1993), prior research examining the actual consequences of
understaffing has been equivocal. As an example, some researchers have found that

understaffing is negatively related to group performance (e.g., Aiken et al., 2002; Ganster &

Dwyer, 1995), other authors have found that understaffing is positively related to group
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performance (e.g., when controlling for group size, Perkins, 1982), and yet other scholars have
found understaffing to be unrelated to group performance (e.g., Wicker, Kirmeyer, Hanson, &
Alexander, 1976). Similarly inconsistent results can also be observed for other outcomes in this
literature (e.g., job attitudes and motivation; for a review, see Hudson & Shen, 2015), though

there appears to be more consistent evidence for negative consequences of understaffing on

individual- and group-level burnout (e.g., Dietzel & Coursey, iclding, 1988).
Coping with Understaffing

Coping is often broadly defined as “conscious volitio

cognition, behavior, physiology, and the envirqg

or team-level coping, despite the fact that arguably much of the work in organizations is now

organized around and accomplished by work groups and teams (e.g., Devine, Clayton, Philips,

Dunford, & Melner, 1999), who almost certainly also encounter work stressors. Thus, we
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contribute to the literature by uncovering how work groups tend to cope with understaffing
conditions and the efficacy of these choices and actions on group performance and burnout.

One key component of understanding how a work group copes with understaffing is how
the leader of the work group copes or behaves. Our focus on leader actions is in line with a

substantial body of research that highlights that leaders influence how stressors affect teams and

their members (Britt, Davison, Bliese, & Castro, 2004), includige by shaping@w the stressor is
appraised (e.g., Zhang, LePine, Buckman, & Wei, 2014) and subs

behavioral reactions to stress appraisals (e.g., LePine, Zhang,

been proposed in the literature, across various models, task- and relational-oriented behaviors are

represented and recognized as important (Behrendt, Matz, & Goritz, 2017). Further, empirical
research generally supports that even though different conceptualizations of task and relational

leadership behaviors may not be isomorphic (e.g., transformational leadership and consideration
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appear to be distinct constructs), they do tend to converge substantially and are strongly
correlated (e.g., Piccolo, Bono, Heinitz, Rowold, Duehr, & Judge, 2012).

Given that coping refers to the full gamut of actions that can be taken to deal with
stressors in one’s environment, substantial variability exists in the literature regarding the best

way to conceptualize the nature and structure of coping (e.g., Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007;

Skinner, Edge, Altman, & Sherwood, 2003). One key distincti
problem- and emotion-focused coping strategies; the former refer jors that

directly attempt to change or address the stressor, and the latt

care, respect, and appreciation bers, we reason that it is more in line with an

emotion-focused approach 1 1 tions that may result from understaffing.

the work group, including the work group as a whole. Specifically, in the current study, we focus
on team-member exchange (TMX), the quality of social exchange relationships within the work
group as a whole (Seers, 1989). Prior meta-analytic research indicates that TMX can increment

above relationship quality with one’s leader (i.e., leader-member exchange) to predict a number
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of organizational outcomes (Banks, Batchelor, Seers, O’Boyle, Pollack, & Gower, 2014).
Further, recent research indicates that team member behaviors and relationships may be
particularly important resources for teams when other resources, such as leader-based resources,
are scarce (Farh, Lanaj, & Ilies, 2017). Thus, to complement our focus on leader initiating

structure and consideration as possible coping behaviors to deal with understaffing, we also

consider TMX as another way for the collective or group to ¢
Overall, the present research makes three major contributi

contribute to the literature by providing empirical support for

structure and con? on as ways of engaging in problem- and emotion-focused coping,
respectively. Finally, we contribute to the literature by examining whether the efficacy of coping
responses (i.e., problem- or emotion-focused) depends upon match with the stressor (i.e., type of

understaffing), which has important implications for future intervention development.

Hypothesis Development
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Historically, the role of coping in the stressor-strain relationship has been conceptualized
in two ways: as either a (1) mediator or a (2) moderator of this relationship (Frese, 1986; Taylor
& Aspinwill, 1996). A mediation model would indicate that there is a tendency for work groups
to cope with understaffing in certain ways, which has downstream consequences for experienced

outcomes. As an illustration, greater work group understaffing may mobilize team members to

intensify exchange relationships to compensate for the lack of i roup, and greater
TMX is then positively related to group performance. On the othe

would suggest that a range of coping responses is possible or

most cQ

dimensional con ey argued that manpower and expertise understaffing are likely to be
viewed differently by workers and work groups. Specifically, they reasoned that expertise
understaffing may be appraised more negatively and have more damaging effects compared to

manpower understaffing given that in situations of expertise understaffing the work group may

completely lack some key knowledge, skill, or other requirement needed to complete essential
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work group tasks, and, therefore, view goal accomplishment (including group performance) as
impossible and unreasonable for their organization to expect or demand. In contrast, under
manpower understaffing circumstances, work groups lack sufficient personnel resources (i.e.,
numbers of workers) and may struggle to complete critical work tasks in a timely fashion, but

may largely possess the needed expertise and may therefore still view goal accomplishment

Although we argue that

structure and consideration,

b

hssistance, advice, compliance, appreciation, and instrumental services’

(Colquitt, Baer, Halvorsen-Ganepola, 2014, p. 600). Thus, the benefits exchanged
between team members can include both task- and emotion-related resources (Tse &
Dasborough, 2008). Thus, we propose that both types of understaffing, manpower and expertise,

may be associated with greater TMX.
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Hypothesis 3: (a) Manpower and (b) expertise understaffing are positively related to

TMX.

These proposed leader and work group coping responses to understaffing should then
affect key group outcomes. Links between leader initiating structure and consideration and group

performance are well-established in the literature, including by meta-analytic evidence (Judge et

with group performance (e.g., Dierdorft, Bell, & Belohlav, 2011;
2002), though the extant meta-analysis on TMX only examin

individual-level performance (Banks et al., 2014

Westman, Bakke er, & Sonnentag, 2010), suggesting that leader behaviors may be able to
influence group well-being as a whole via its effects on individual follower burnout.
Additionally, research has found that group or team-level burnout can further contribute to

individual-level burnout (Bakker, van Emmerik, & Euwema, 2006), suggesting a potential

downward resource loss (or burnout) spiral over time. Finally, although to our knowledge no
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research has directly examined relationships between TMX and group burnout, the broader
literature on relationships indicates that high quality social exchanges are critical for health and
well-being (e.g., Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 4: Leader initiating structure and consideration are (a) positively related to

group performance and (b) negatively related to group burnout.

Hypothesis 5: TMX is (a) positively related to group p negatively
related to group burnout.

Coping as Moderator.

Alternatively, perhaps leaders and wor

insurmountable tI power understaffing (Hudson & Shen, 2015), we also explore whether a
more emotion-focused approach (i.e., leader consideration) may be more effective in weakening

relationships between expertise understaffing and negative group consequences, whereas a more

problem-focused approach (i.e., leader initiating structure) may be more effective in buffering
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teams experiencing manpower understaffing against poor team outcomes. Thus, we hypothesize
the following:
Hypothesis 6: Leader initiating structure moderates the negative relationship between (a)

manpower and (b) expertise understaffing, respectively, and group performance and

burnout, such that the relationship is weaker when initiating structure is higher.

leader has already ¥'steps to address the task- or emotion-related concerns that arise due to
understaffing. In fact, prior research suggests that TMX is most beneficial for individual team
member performance when LMX is low, highlighting that these exchanges may be to some

extent substitutable resources (Farh et al., 2017). Thus, we hypothesize the following:
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Hypothesis 9: Leader initiating structure, TMX, and understaffing interact to predict
group (a) performance and (b) burnout, such that the buffering effect of TMX on the
understaffing-outcome relationship is stronger when initiating structure is low.
Hypothesis 10: Leader consideration, TMX, and understaffing interact to predict group

(a) performance and (b) burnout, such that the buffering effect of TMX on the

understaffing-outcome relationship is stronger when ¢
Method
Participants and Procedures

Participants were individuals nested witk

(100% response 18 om 100 work groups participated in our study. However, to better ensure
representativeness, we only retained groups where the within-group response rate was high (i.e.,
at least three out of four team members participated) at each time point. Thus, our final sample

consisted of 96 work groups.

Measures
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Work Group Understaffing. We used Hudson and Shen’s (2018) three-item measures
of manpower understaffing (a = .90; sample item: “There are not enough employees in our work
unit to complete all required job tasks”) and expertise understaffing (o = .79; sample item: “Our
work unit is missing personnel with key knowledge and skills’’). Responses were on a five-point

Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). [Manpower: ICC(1) = .22, ICC(2) =

.52; Expertise: ICC(1) = .70, ICC(2) = .92].
Initiating Structure and Consideration. Initiating struct

(o =.75) were assessed with 10-items each using the Leader

performance rating even though their actual performance is different because the groups are

! Given that the work groups in the current study are relatively small in size (four members each), we included team
leaders’ ratings of their own leadership behaviors in order to maximize the reliability of the group level scores. This
decision was made based on prior meta-analytic evidence that leader and observer ratings of initiating structure (p =
.32; K=10) and consideration (p =.31; K = 8) demonstrate at least moderate levels of convergence (Lee &
Carpenter, 2018). Similar relationships were observed in the current data; 92 leader provided ratings of their own
leadership behaviors and leader ratings were positively correlated with aggregated follower ratings (» = .44, p <.001
for initiating structure and » = .21, p < .05 for consideration).
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evaluated against different standards—the constraints and resources present). This phenomenon
was first uncovered by Biernat and Manis (1994), who found that stereotypical expectations were
not apparent when members of various groups were evaluated using subjective measures due to

shifting standards, but emerged when more common-rule measures were used (e.g., men and

women were rated similarly on a Likert-measure of verbal ability from very low to very high, but

and Menon’s (208 C-item measure (o0 =.90) on a five-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), where the standard or population of comparison is not made
explicit, making the occurrence of shifting standards more likely. Sample item: “The work group

I supervise has high work performance”. The second is a common-rule measure of work group

performance, where the standard or population of comparison is made explicit by asking
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supervisors to rate, “Compared to other work groups in your organization, please list at what
percentile you believe the work group you are supervising would be ranked based on their
performance”. Thus, if supervisors are shifting evaluation standards depending upon the staffing

conditions faced by or other constraints or resources possessed by the work group, relationships

may be more apparent when common-rule (versus subjective) performance measures are used.

to 5 (feel this way every day). [ICC(1) = .47,
Scale Translation

All measures were or
translated to Mandarin Chinese
(Brislin, 1980). The resulti

bilinguals with expertgg i®orga

that ICC(1) > .0 C(2) > .50 indicate sufficient agreement to justify aggregation. All of
our variables to be aggregated met these suggested cutoffs, with the exception that the ICC(2)
value for consideration was slightly below the guideline at .49. Thus, we aggregated group

member scores to the work group level-of-analysis for each variable above, with the exception of

group performance, which was only rated by the team leader.
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Results
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for study variables can be found in Table 1.
This matrix highlights that work groups from the four organizations appears to differ
systematically on some study variables (e.g., average level of expertise understaffing). Thus, we

control for organizational membership using dummy variables in all subsequent analyses.’

Coping as Mediator
Multiple regression analyses examining relationships betw

understaffing and proposed leader and work group coping res

2 Our use of dummy g representing organizational membership statistically controls for between-
organization differenceS®@n study variables. However, given evidence of mean differences on certain variables of
interest between some organizations in our dataset, we also explored whether there was evidence that relationships
between study variables differed by organization. Generally, there was little evidence (one statistically significant
interaction across 15 analyses) that relationships between understaffing and proposed coping responses (i.e.,
initiating structure, consideration, and TMX) as well as relationships between proposed coping responses and group
outcomes (i.e., subjective performance, common-rule performance, and burnout) varied by organization.

} Although our hypotheses posit linear relationships between understaffing conditions and leader and work group
responses, some prior research has theorized that staffing conditions may be curvilinearly related to outcomes (e.g.,
Srivastava, 1974). However, empirical evidence supporting curvilinear relationships between understaffing and
outcomes is quite limited, though this may be due in part to methodological issues (Hudson & Shen, 2015). We
conducted additional analyses examining whether manpower and expertise understaffing were curvilinearly related
to initiating structure, consideration, and TMX, but did not find evidence supporting curvilinear effects.
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common-rule: f =.12, p > .05), it was negatively related to group burnout (f =-.18, p <.05).
The same pattern of results was obtained for TMX, such that TMX was unrelated to group
performance (subjective: B = -.05, p > .05; common-rule: § =.01, p > .05), but was negatively
related to group burnout ( = -.20, p <.05). Overall, these results provide partial support for

Hypotheses 4 and 5.

However, given (N@gll®hg relationships observed linking manpower understaffing with leader

initiating structure and expertise understaffing with TMX, we chose not to examine initiating
structure as a moderator of manpower understaffing-outcome relationships or TMX as a
moderator of expertise understaffing-outcome relationships due to issues of multi-collinearity. In

other words, the data above suggest that most leaders engage in high levels of initiating structure
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in the face of manpower understaffing and most teams engage in high quality exchanges in the

face of expertise understaffing, such that it is unlikely that there is sufficient variation in these

behaviors or responses to moderate the corresponding understaffing-outcome relationships.
Table 3 presents the results of our moderator analyses. In examining moderators of the

relationship between manpower understaffing and outcomes, we first examined main effects in

understaffing and consideration in predicting co ;
see Figure 1). Simple slope
understaffing and common-rule

of consideration (b = .86, t

manpower understaffing, leader consideration, and TMX (B =-.25, p <.05). This interaction is

depicted in Figure 2. The form of this interaction is somewhat different from what was posited in
Hypothesis 10. Specifically, supporting the importance of team-based resources, the relationship

between manpower understaffing and group burnout was non-significant when TMX was high,
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regardless of whether leader consideration was high (b =-.12, t =-1.34, p > .05) or low (b =-.02,
t=-0.22, p > .05). However, manpower understaffing was related to group burnout when TMX
was low, though the nature of the relationship depended upon leader consideration. Surprisingly,
when both TMX and leader consideration was low, manpower understaffing was negatively

related to group burnout (b =-.22, t =-2.46, p <.05). In contrast, when TMX was low and

t=1.90, p = .06; note that this simple slope becomes significant a

We also examined potential moderators of the relatio

outcomes examined, failing
Hypothesis 9 (i.e., three-way in

due to issues of multi-colli

Discussion

of workplace understaffing across organizations, industries, and
nations, litt carding how work groups cope with this stressor and the effectiveness
of various coping gics. The present study contributes to our knowledge on these issues,

examining naturalistic behavioral reactions of leaders and work groups to understaffing

conditions by exploring both potential mediating and moderating coping effects. Our results

* Although not hypothesized, we also examined whether there was any evidence of three-way interactions between
expertise understaffing, initiating structure, and consideration in predicting group outcomes. None of the three-way
interactions were statistically significant.
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highlight that leaders and their work groups are active agents whose actions and choices affect
and shape the consequences of workplace staffing conditions.
Our results indicate that manpower and expertise understaffing elicit different responses

from leaders and work groups, supporting prior arguments that there is value to distinguishing

between these two types of understaffing (Hudson & Shen, 2015, 2018). Specifically, greater

greater levels of wer understaffing no longer exerted a negative effect. Given that this
relationship was found for common-rule group performance but not for subjective group
performance, this suggests that perhaps leaders do tend to evaluate understaffed groups using

different standards than more adequately staffed group and this practice may help to explain, at

least in part, the inconsistent relationships between understaffing and performance observed in
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the literature. Thus, it may behoove future researchers interested in examining performance
consequences of understaffing to make evaluation standards or comparisons clear and explicit.
We also found evidence that manpower understaffing, consideration, and TMX interacted

in an unexpected way to predict group burnout. Given the unexpected pattern of this interaction,

it should be viewed as tentative and needs to be replicated in future research to increase

the most puzzling onship is the negative relationship between manpower understaffing and
group burnout when both consideration and TMX are low. We speculate that perhaps high levels
of understaffing are associated with lower group burnout under these conditions because it

provides a justification for the poorer interpersonal relationships between leaders and followers

as well as among team members, while the lack of such a stressor to explain these effects is
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actually more exhausting (e.g., why isn’t our leader considerate and my colleagues offering each
other benefits when there’s nothing or no constraint preventing them from doing so?). We
encourage future research to examine this possibility and particularly to replicate this effect,
given evidence that many interactions in the literature fail to replicate (Murphy & Russell, 2017).

Theoretical Implications

The findings of this study provide important empirical
understaffing should be conceptualized as a multi-dimensional co

2015). Although prior empirical research has found that work nd do

occupational healf ology literature, such as the Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007) and Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), tend to treat resources
as relatively fungible and always desirable. However, our study suggests that the moderating

effect of TMX and consideration, which could both be conceptualized as forms of social support,

differs for the relationship between manpower understaffing and group burnout—suggesting that
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they are not interchangeable. Further, the three-way interaction between manpower
understaffing, TMX, and leader consideration on group burnout we uncovered indicates that low
levels of resources (i.e., low TMX and consideration) may not always be damaging for well-
being depending upon context (i.e., high manpower understaffing). Thus, existing theories may

need to be expanded or revised to accommodate these findings (assuming they are replicated in

subsequent research).
Finally, our study also has theoretical implications for the

theories into occupational health psychology. Although some

has tended to conceptualize t
Inceoglu, Thomas, Chu, Plans, i 8), whereas we conceptualize leadership behaviors

as coping behaviors. This di

managing work s facing the collective they are leading. Second, by using a problem- and
emotion-focused coping perspective to understand leader initiating structure and consideration,
we highlight that it may be important to differentiate between different types of positive or

effective leadership behaviors, which is less apparent from a resource perspective where all

“supportive” behaviors may be seen as beneficial. This perspective may have inadvertently
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contributed to a near exclusive focus on relationally-oriented behaviors (e.g., transformational
leadership and consideration) in occupational health research (e.g., Inceoglu et al., 2018;
Kelloway & Barling, 2010). However, our research highlights that future theorizing in
occupational health should also consider task-oriented leadership behaviors as well as the match

between various stressors and leadership behaviors, which may serve as coping strategies.

Practical Implications

One practical implication of our research is that organizati

with greater manp inderstaffing conditions. Furthermore, the intervention or training could
emphasize enhancing consideration when group performance is most at-risk and improving

TMX when group burnout may be imminent.

Limitations and Future Research Directions
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Although this study has a number of strengths, including temporal separation between
predictors and outcomes and a relatively large sample size for work group/team research in the
organizational sciences (cf. Shen, Kiger, Davies, Rasch, Simon, & Ones, 2011), it is not without
limitations. First, we assessed understaffing and proposed mediators at the same time, though we

did assess outcomes separately. Thus, these data are cross-sectional and the causal ordering of

the variables more ambiguous. However, we are unaware of a
leader behaviors (i.e., initiating structure and consideration) woul rceptions of

work group understaffing and believe that our proposed orderjsisni . lly, we

domains). Therefore, we encour erstaffing research to complement observations or

surveys in the field with e

is especially surp given that links between initiating structure and consideration and group
performance are well-established in the literature (e.g., Judge et al., 2004). We speculate that this
may simply be due to sampling error given our relatively modest sample size, though we note

that 96 work groups is larger than the median group/team sample size of 66 among studies

published in the Journal of Applied Psychology (Shen et al., 2011). It is possible that future
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research employing larger samples may find, for example, that there are significant indirect
effects between manpower understaffing and group performance via initiating structure.

Third, although we propose that leader consideration and initiating structure and TMX
reflect behavioral coping responses to understaffing, the measures we employed do not specify

that these behaviors were undertaken in reaction to (under)staffing conditions. Thus, it may be

the case that if understaffing tends to naturally co-vary with o ssors, these
behaviors may reflect general coping strategies or simply typical

targeted and unique responses to managing understaffing. Re indicates

outcomes, as wWo ps within these organizations may be less able to draw upon other work
groups for assistance if everyone is highly stretched for personnel resources. Alternatively,

perhaps greater organizational understaffing actually weakens the relationship between work

group understaffing and negative group outcomes, as higher levels of work group understaffing
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may seem more normative or necessary in these settings. We encourage future research to

examine these possibilities and, more generally, to explore potential cross-level moderators.

Conclusion

Although a large body of research exists on workplace stressors, research on workplace

this stressor as well as interventions that mitigatc\@s potential ng@ative consequences.

N
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Org Dummy 1 - -
2. Org Dummy 2 - - -33%*
3. Org Dummy 3 - - =32%k 3w
4. Manpower Understaffing  4.05 045 -.19 -.01 22%
5. Expertise Understaffing 3.14 0.74  -.82%*
6. Initiating Structure 3.53 0.31 -33%*
7. Consideration 3.99 0.44  -42%* >
8. TMX 3.38 0.28 -.66** 20%  60**
9. Subjective Group 4.40 0.56 -.10 -.08 12 .03
Performance
10. Common-Rule Group 90.64 479 .18 -.05 .04 -.11 20%
Performance
11. Group Burnout 4.02 0.60 27*%*% 16 -.07 .08 .16 -.06

Note. N =96 work groups. Common-rule group

as rated on a percentile scale from 0-100. ** p < .01, * p <.05
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Table 2. Multiple regression analyses predicting leadership behaviors and team-member exchange from group understaffing

Initiating Structure Consideration TMX
Organizational Dummy 1 -.05 -.19
Organizational Dummy 2 -.00 -.01
Organizational Dummy 3 .08 -.10
Manpower Understaffing 86%* .03
Expertise Understaffing A2 .60**
R? 84 56
F (5, 90) 98.85%* 23.19**

Note. N =96 work groups. Coefficients are B’s. ** p <.01, * p

N
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Table 3. Multiple regression analyses examining moderators of work group understaffing-outcomes relationships

Subjective Group Performance Common-Rule Group Group Burnout

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Organizational Dummy 1 -.04 -.04 .00 12 13 15
Organizational Dummy 2 13 A2 13 T9H* S78H* 82%*
Organizational Dummy 3 24 23 26 TR JTTE* 19 E
Manpower Understaffing -.17 -.19 -.19 . -.07 -.10 -.05
Consideration 17 17 ” A1 -.14 -.14 -.10
T™MX -.16 -.12 -.04 -.08 -.05 -.12
Manpower X Consideration .10 23%* .09 A1
Manpower X TMX .01 -.18 .04 -.06
TMX X Consideration -.16 -.16
Manpower X TMX X Consideration -.11 -.25%
(A) R? .05 01 .66 01 .03
(ANF 3.50%* 2.897 0.56 28.63 1.13 4.07*
Organizational Dummy 1 A41%* S50%* 20% 27*
Organizational Dummy 2 -.19 -.20 T J18%*
Organizational Dummy 3 29% 28% T6%* TE*

Expertise Understaffing 23 22 .05 .06

Initiating Structure -.09 -.00 -.02 .02
Consideration A2 .14 -.18%* -.10

Expertise X Initiating S¥ -.19 -.11

Expertise X Consideration -.00 A1

(A) R? .04 20 .03 65 .02

(A F 2.00 3.69** 1.40 27.89*%* 193

Note. N =96 work groups. Coefficient@fire ’s. All predictors were standardized for these analyses. ** p < .01, * p <.05, + p <.06
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Figure 1. Two-way interaction between manpower understaffing and leader consideration in predicting objective group performance
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Figure 2. Three-way interaction between manpower understaffing, leader consideration, and TMX in predicting group burnout
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