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Documentation for description and evaluation of the Diversity Icebreaker

Foreword
Thisdocumentis to accompany theocumentation sent by Human Factors @l help the
evaluators to oient themselves in regard to the materials and sources provided.

The documentorresponds to particular sections of the DigValuationform. It is intended to be a
systematic presentation of different aspects of the Diversity Icebreaker as a produat and
psychological concept.

A considerable part of this document is dedicated to the studies supporting the validity of the
Diversity Icebreaker. Best effort is made to present these studies in a systematic way, but given the
vast amount and diversity of th&tudies, there is some variety in the presentation that could not

have been avoidedrhe diversity of authors and approaches in these studies is a result of an

important part of our quality and business philosophy, which has been to openly share our
experences (via our homepage, publications and presence on over 20 conferences) and, through this
transparency, also invite others to comment and discuss our work.

Some studies will be presented to a greater extent and detail as they have not been published
elsewhere; other will only be briefly described with reference to the complete publication attakor
provided attachmentsThis documenalsoreportson-going research, indicates arefas
improvements, and lists references.

In the text, there are croseference links to different sections of the document to facilitate
navigation.
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What is the Diversity Icebreaker (Section 1: General information)
The Diversity IcebreakéDl)is atraining and development concefitr individuals and teamisased
on a questionnaire measuring preferences in communication, teamwork and predméaimg styles.

Using three categories termed Red, Blue and Green, the questionnaire does not assign individuals to
single types, but provides a profile of preferences acrbesé three categorieRRed stands for a

social orientation, with feelings and personal communication in the centre; Blue is a preference for
analytical thinking, figures and details; and Green is related to broad ideas, big picture thinking and
making conections (for most complete descriptions of the categories refehDiversity

Icebreaker Personal Workbagsp.7-9 and to theRed, Blue and Green preferesder

communication and interactiosection belovy.

TheDlquestionnaireand the categories of Red, Blue and Grlar beerdevelopedprimarily by
Bjogrn Z. Ekelund of Human Factors in Nordayng the years from 1995 and onwards

The classiBlworkshop begins by asking individuals to map their own preferensiegthis
guestionnaire. Then in dynamic group work, participants are encouraged to discuss their own
preferences and their perceptions of others, creatamenvironment to reflect and to identify ways
to cooperate more effectively.

The Diversity Icebreak is typically used in six areas: a) team, leadership, project work and
innovation; b) crossultural trainings; c) kickffs at large events; d) diversity management, e)
communication trainings and conflict management; f) selflerstanding.

The classic Diversity Icebreaker workshop

. @ UKS aOf | diavharéve hderstand tid sieaitixkd structureand guidelines for
conducting a workshop, based on the DI questionnaire; whicldeseribed in theDiversity
Icebreaker User Manuahd demonstated in the instructionaDVD(attached)

The workshop scenario consists of four subsequent stages. In the first one, the participants fill in the
guestionnaire and score the results. They obtain results on three dimensions: Red, Blue, anqd Green
labelsthat bear no meaning for them as the preferences and colours had not been previously
explained. In the second stage, the participants are dealt in three groups of same size (ones who
scored highest on Red, Blue and Green) and asked to work together temtwvawquestions:

G2 KFG FTNB (KS 3J22R dezI-fA[’J)\Sé 2T e2dzNJ 24y O2f 2
and:

G2 KFd NB GKS ljdar t AGASa 2F GKS Go2 20KSNI O2f€ 3
iKS 23 KSNJ INR dzZLIB K £

In the third stage, the groups are ask® present the results. The way how the participants in one
group perceive their own colour is contrasted with how the other two groups perceive it, and
attention is given to the processes of social construction taking place when the meaning of Red, Blue
and Green is being negotiated.

The fourth stage is a learning process which is initiated by asking the participants a question:
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€2 KFEG KIFI@S @2dz f SFNYSR TNRY (KS GAYS @&2dz aidl !

The person leading the workshogofisultant or facilitator) then moderates the discussion in order to

NBI OK | ydzYoSNI 2F fSINYyAy3 LRAyidGa yR Aff dzaidNF GS
these learning points are: people are different; it is easy to work together with pebatere

similar, but we need differences order toreach our objectives and be creative; we all have

different qualities (colours) and we can draw on our less predominant preference to connect better

with others, etc. (refer to th®iversity Icebreakddser Manuabnd DVD for more examplesjhese

learning pointsseemto be relativelyconsistent across groups and consultants, areoften arrived

at spontaneously by the participants.

Often, afifth stage isadded to the workshop, which @ncerned wih developing spcific practices
for the future. Thiemerges as a salient folleup of thelearning points from the fourth stage

History of Red, Blue and Green

1994: The creation of Red, Blue and Green

In December 1994, Human Factors AS started ayfiae consultation project with a clientithin the
energyindustrp ¢ KS | NBI 2F O2yadzZ GF A2y 6Fa aK2g (2 YI ]
The categories of Red, Blue and Green as communication strategies emerged early in this project and
became the fatform for specific market communication and consultation towards different

consumer segments. A full description of the challenges facing the client, the design process,
implementation and evaluation of this engagemémaive been presented in EkeluRdisseRadtion

for the MBA in 1997 at Henley, London (Ekelund, 1997). Here, | will focus more on the process, in

which the categories of Red, Blue and Green emerged, with a discussion of the consequences of this
method in relation to psychological researchvasl as on its practical use

The clientwas involved in marketing and consulting concerning the reduction of energy consumption

in private households. Together with a group of marketing and public relation companies, Human

Factors AS was asked to redgstheir communication strategies so that they could reach out for

new target groups. In order to define these new groups and suggest ideas for better communicating

with customers representing these market segments, customers were invited, in Decembetd 994

take part in focus groups working on this general communication challénge2 6 (2 O2 YYdzy A Ol
2NRSNJ G2 YIS LS2LX S NBRdzxe&n QstotnbidEig foudDdtoyigs taykLJd A 2 Y K €
part in group work. The work was organised according to tirecjples of braipwriting presented in

the work of VanGundy (1981), combined with ideas from the qualitative method for conceptualizing
unstructured material as described in Strauss & Corbin (1990). The customers produced 161 ideas in

total and were therasked to group the ideas based on "what belonged to each othed what was

different". Three main groups of ideas emerged in all the four focus groups, and they comprised 121

ideas out of the overall 161. The 40 other ideas that did not fit into thedhmain groups varied in

structure and content to an extent that made it difficult to categorize them in a meaningful way, and

for this reason it was impractical to prioritize them as targeted goals in the market communicative

initiative. Of the three maicategories, one was defined as being economically motivated, one as
environmentally motivated, and the last one as motivated by social factors. The groups were

assigned the threeolor nicknames because of the similarities with the political coloursan th

Norwegian political party structure: Blue (the conservative side, more concerned with economic
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conditions), Red (the social democratic / socialist side, more concerned with social welfare) and
Green (the environmentalists, more willing to take a glolekpective).

The marketing and communication campaign was designed to follow the sequence described below:

a) Attract attention through different market campaigns in newspapers, where Red vs. Blue vs.
Green communication strategies varied in content andgpbackground. It was not
intended that the colours themselves should convey any meaning. They only identified the
strategies for internal and external communication. The market communication ended by
inviting people to make contact witie clientin order to get advice and tools for reduction
of energy consumption.

b) Advisors from the client organization were trained in communication in order to reinforce
0KS Odza (i 2 Ychbritrtor-nio®-Bfprinafich behaviour in order to build their self
confidenceas information seekers and competent problem solvers in this area.

¢) The communicationraining focused also on how give advice for technological and
behavioural change in the Red vs. Blue vs. Green strategies due to what seemed to trigger
0 KS O dzintegst &l his/her confidence in future behavioural change.

d) Written material was given to clients where they could read guidelines and information
themselves and seHelect arguments from a Red vs. Blue vs. Green perspective.

In retrospect, thewhole process of attracting interest by differentiated Red vs. Blue vs. Green
adverts, establishing a relationship, reinforcing the relationsinig then introducing differentiated

Red vs. Blue vs. Green information within the established communicatatioredhip, seems to be a
complex behaviouratognitivezattitudinal process, aligned with communicative strategies in order to
influence the behaviour of others.

A central aspect that has not been highlighted in the original work in 1997 (Ekelund, 19 Xie
categories of Red, Blue and Green emerged from a process where randomly invited customers (a
random sample of individuals who were not experts in marketing, social communication, or energy
consumption), were involved. The three categories emeiigaghat Moscovici termed the process

of common sense categorizatipim opposition to reified scientific methods (1984), like factor

analysis where each factor is intended to capture the entire variance of a given variable or facet. On
the one hand, thisnay lead to the categories being easier to understand and various behaviours
SFHaArte FAONROSR (2 2yS 2F (GKS O2f2dz2NBE o0& (GKS asSy
problematic to confirm the three colours as orthogonal, separate factors iriadysis of variance.
Since only 121 out of 161 ideas were grouped belonging to the Red, Blue or Green categories, the
remaining 40 were probably examples of behaviour that does not fit into the structure. The total
picture of variance is thereof not caped. A consequence of this common sense categorisation is a
conceptual structure that might be difficult to comply with classical statistical analysis strategies
usually applied to results of personality questionnajsch as factor analysi®Ve directreader to

the Factors structuresection below for more information regarding this isgue.

1997: The construction of the questionnaire

In in 1997 we designed a questionnaire that would make it possible to identifis leRed, Blue or

Green among the different customers interacting with the company at different times and places.

tg2 LIAROK2t23A0Ft GNIRAGA2YyAa (GKIFIG &aKFNBR aAYAf I N
0KS 0SKIF@A2dz2NJ 2F { KnShe théokealvorkaScieBingdeta ahg’ A & S R
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communication strategies. One was the tradition of learning and teaching styles (Honey & Mumford,

1992, Gardner, 1993), and the other one was based on team role concepts where Belbin’s and

Margerison & McCaris work was perhaps best known and often used in Europe (Belbin, 1981;

Margerison & McCann, 1991) while MBTI was widely applied in the USA (Matthews & Deary (1998).

al NESNA a2y 3 alO/lyyQa Y2RSt 3I3A@Sa LINF Oém OFf | RGA
typologies (McCann, 1988). These perspectives influenced both the campaign strategies and the

creation of the first version of the questionnaire used as a market segment identifier. In the

development of the first Diwsity Icebreaker questionnair@ne hundred questions were picked from

already established concepts of personality, interactional preferences and team roles. The questions

were all formed into a Likert scale format. One hundred persons answered the questionnaire. Fifteen

items on each colawvere identified through cluster analysis performed in a simple form where

items were chosen in and taken out by hand. The criteria for what was selected in or out were

internal reliability and face validity of the items. The internal reliability meas@gradii K / N2y ol OKQa
alpha of the dimensions of Red, Blue and Green in this first study with N=100 and using Likert scales
$SNB YSRAdzYT DNBSYy hlocus wSR hldcc yR . fdzS {2

In the first questionnaire it was decided not to use the Likert scale but ratheeapkndents to
prioritise one out of three items, thus following a classical ipsative format. The three items were
taken from the group of items belonging to Red, Blue or Green according to the analysis described
above. Which three items to present in aggition to each other, was decided by picking out items
that had the same type of content or verbal structure (for example, Red: | show my feelings; Blue: |
am practicaiminded; Green: | often try new things). The scoring results varied between 0 and 15 on
each of the three dimensions. The sum for each respondent was 15 due to the ipsative format.

1998: Launched as an alternative teabe concept

The questionnaire was included in the training manuals (Ekelund & Jgrstad, 2002) for the concept of
Team Clirate Inventory (Ekelund & Jgrstad, 1998) as a simpler tedenconcept and an alternative

to TMS (Margerison & McCann, 1991) and Belbin (1981). This strengthened the use of the concept in
team and organisational development where preferences for interacaiod distribution of tasks

were the main focus. The chapter on managing diversity in gyasfessional teams is aligned with

this perspective (Ekelund, 2009).

2004: A separate questionnaire with training material

Following these publicationsandthe ¢ & dzf G yiaQ dzasS 2F GKS [jdzSadAz2yy
customer feedback and requests for more advice concerning the use of both the questionnaire and

its application in seminars. In response, we published a brochure in 2004 integrating the

guestionnaie with training guidelines. This brochure also featured a structured description of a

process whereby the participants are asked, in groups of the same colour, to put the ideas they share

about their own colour, as well as ideas about the other two coloamsflip-chart in order to share

them later with other groups. In this way the gap between actor and observer perspectives, and

personal vs. social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) could be pedagogically utilized (Jones & Nisbett,

1972). These stepswetel G SNJ 12 6S02YS GKS FANRG GKNBS adl 3Sa
5APSNBAGE LOSONBI{SNE aSYAYFINE RSAONAROSR AY RATT
2006, Ekelund & Langvik, 2008, Ekelund, Davcheva & Iversen, 2009, Ekelund, 2010)
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2004: First revision of the questionnaire into a partial ipsative format

The ipsative scoring format described above does not afford the possibility of ranking between the

two items that werenot preferred. In 2004ve introduced aversion d the ipsative format, in which

the respondents were asked to spread the total of six points between three different items opposing
each other. This gave each item a potential of getting between 0 to 6 scores, which increased the
possibility to run more advanced stdtial analysis, e.g. different variance analysis. This particular
A02NAY3 F2NXIFG 61 & yFEYSR LI NIGAFftEe ALBAIFIGADSE @

This format is ipsative in the sense that the scores in the Red, Blue and Green dimensions are
dependent on each other. If a person scores \régh in Blue, the scores in the other two dimensions
will be correspondently lower. This forced choice format is especially good for intrapersonal
O2YLI NRaA2y>S APSdE (GKS AYRADGARdzZ £ Qa a02NB Ay 2yS
other dimensions (Langvik, 2006) The psychometric characteristic of ipsative scales differs
substantially from that of normative, i.e. traditional scales since ipsative scales force dependency
among responses given by the individual (Nyseeter et al, 2009) ivipsabres in factor analysis are
claimed to produce artificial bipolar factors and for that reason factor analyses of ipsative data are
often dissuaded (Dunlap & Cornwell, 1994). This format, however, opened up opportunities for
variance analysis used fdocumenting and improving reliability, as well as made it possible for us to
do empirical validation studies in the years to come. More empirical comparisons of the use of the
partially ipsative format compared to the Likert scale format are needed ttoexjand ensure the
guality of use of different statistical procedures.

2005: Second revision of the questionnaire

The version used from May 2004 until June 2005 consisted of 15 items for each dimension of Red,

Blue and Green. A study of internal consisigim 376 respondents showed that one of the questions

was negatively correlated with the dimensions (Ekelund & Langvik, 2008). From July 2005 the
guestionnaire was reduced to 14 items per dimension and this is the version in use today (2012). The
internalO2y aAaidSyOASa YSIFadaNBR ¢AGK / NRyol OKQa | f LKI
hrotp 091StdzyR 9 [FY3IBA1Z HAnyOd

2005: First data analysis with empirical validation

Since 1995 the concept has been described in relation to different theoreticatraots, but the first
empirical validation studies began in 2004 following the introduction of theaimt partially ipsative
format. The validation process was mainly focused on reliability and construct validity with
convergent and divergent validitf the Red, Blue and Green dimensions compared to other
psychological assessments. The construct validity processes described by Cronbach & Meehl (1955)
and Campbell & Fiske (1959) guided us in creating meaning to the categories. Face and content
validity of the dimensions were partly neglected due to the lack of theoretical precision in the
creation of categories and the improvised way of creating the specific items in the questionnaire in
1997 (Hegge, 1997). The consequential validity (Messick, 199% o&tegories had been
documented in the area of marketing (Ekelund, 1997).
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Measurement & Scoring (Section 3)

The standard Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire
The Diversity Icebreaker in its primary form sne-side, seHscoring,paper questionnaire caisting
of fourteen questions.

Each question consists of three statements, @gestion 2.Jeg liker & tenke logiskleg kan lett bli
sa oppslukt av en idé at praktiske detaljer oversedsy trives med & omgas folk som jeg ikke kjenner
godt.

The quedbns are fitted withpartiakipsative format, where the respondent has to distribute six
points (ticks) between the three statements per question, so that the more ticks one puts on an
statement, the better this particular statement describes him or héircédmbinations that sum up to
six are accessible, e.g. 2+2+2, 2+3+1, 3+3+(Refer to theHrst revision of the questionnaire to the
partial-ipsative formatfor more information about the scoring format.

The gwestionnaire is made of twsheets of carbon copy papemfter filling out the questionnaire,
the responent tears off the first page. On the second page, questions and statements aijpptbar
same order and location on the she#tge difference being thiathey are coloured in red, blue and
green. The carbonopy paper makes the tickgitten with a bulletpoint pen (preferably) visible on
this page as well. The respondent can then calculate his or her result by adding all the ticks per
colour, i.e. summig all the ticks he or she had placed on the red fields, blue fieldshagteen
fields.

After scoring the questionnaire the respondents obtain results on Red, Blue and Grdech the
processes in the DI workshop are based on afterwards. The Rediri8li@reen scores should add
upto 840 6 KAOK A& O2YYdzyAOFiSR (2 GKS LI NIGAOALIVYyGA |

On the bottom of the first page of the questionnaire, there is space to enter demographic data (sex,
age, organization) for research or notmilding purposesvhere applicable

It takes between 145 minutes to fill out and score the questionnaire.
The current version of the Norwgén paper questionnaire is V1Ddcember 2012

Likert scale versions

There are Likert scale adaptations of the Désfionnaire used both in paper as in anlare version
(EasyFact platform employed) for research purposes. It is noted where this or the standard; partial
ipsative scoring format was used when different validation and reliability studies are presanted
this document
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Supply, Conditions of use and Costs (Section 5)

Conditions of use

We require nccertificationor alicense for usinghe Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire in
developmental procsses with groups or individuatsconsultants and facilitat@purchase the
number of the questionnairgthey require.

However,in order to send the materialsye require that an individual purchasing and thereafter
using the tool registerhim- or herself in our databasand make a personal declaratianmt the
registration,a persons asked to do the following: confirm that he or she hasatlequate
competencego conduct group processg®ad the User Manual thoroughfnd get acquainted with
the available materidbeforeleading the session; dwot let another, nonregistered persomse the
guestionnaire andprovide contact information. During the registration process one is also dsked
describehis or her experience with the todlVe evaluate each registration before we expediie
order, andwe contact the buyer if we are unsecure about theiptitude to use the tool.

A person is asked to register hior herself for the first time when placing the order for the
guestionnaires, on the orderinfiprm website:www.divorde.no . The registration form is available
on www.dibruker.nowebsite.

NOTEBothin the material the Profile Folderback pagkand on theDiversity Icebreaker welsiit
is noted that the Diversity Icebreaker is not a tool for selectibeamployeesand shall not be used
for such.

The Diversity Icebreaker resources

USERVIANUAL

After orderingany number of copies of the Diversity Icebrealted once the registratioprocess has
been acceptedthe buyer receivean instantaccess to the User Manual: a practical guide to the
classic DI workshop. It describes the workshop #tgptep, introduces alternative ways of managing
the process and gives tips on using the toadlifferent types of groups. The Manual is available in
digital version and in prinfThe printed version is always sent to the fitishe users together with

the test materialsA consultant or facilitator with experience in leading group processes skerild
confident to conduct the workshop after reading this man&k theSecure arebelow for an
overview of these resources/files, exclusively available for DI users.

INSTRUCTIONALVD

Additionally, there is an instructhal DVDpf 32 minutes availabléllustrating a realife DI session
led by Bjgrn Z. Ekeluniihe DVD is available at a low c&¥e recommend the DVD for the new
users of the tool, as good mean of getting acquainted with the process (especially for those
customers without extensive experience in leading group procedseq)r experiencemost of our
customers have seen this DMBead moreabout the DVD here
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Box

There is also a bodBiversity Icebreaker. How to manage divers{Relunds Langvik, 2008)
available for purchase, featuring a broad presentation of the tool together with validation studies
and examples of application. Read maigut the book here

PERSONAWORKBOOK

Either the Personal Workbook or the Profile Folder is provided as a free addition to the questionnaire
(a copy per every single copy of the questiaire ordered; both available for an additional fee of

NOK 20; per copy). The Personal Workbook is available in English and Norwegian anpliimt

other languages; total of Binguagesiownloadablefrom our website (NOTE: not in the secure,
consutant-only area but in the general Material section of our website, which makes it also available
for the workshop participants after the session).

The Personal Workbook is a thiyage booklet containing supplementary information, discussion
topics and egrcises. Participants can use it individually or with a facilitator in groups. Exercises and
guestions contained in the Workbook help to summarize and reflect on the learning points, and set
them in the context of teamwork, management of diversity, workdegoss cultures etc.

PROFILIEOLDER

The Profile Folder is an A4, thrés®d brochure included in the price of the questionnaire. It contains
short exercises for individual work as well as concise information about the Diversity Icebreaker.
Participants ca use it to plot their personal profile based on results from the questionnaire and
compare it with normed scores. They can also read about the different preferences and get practical
tips on how to improve interaction with others.

BADGES

An aid applicald in the DI workshops and follow up exercises; a colourfulipibadge (either in

Red, Blue or Green). The badges are available in two versions: with or without the text (allowing for
personalization)On the textversion an inscription is made, e.g. oBlae badget X o6dzi | f 82 wSR
DNB Sy ¢ XFiguresINaklawiillGsyfating one of the learning points arrived at in the workshop

(see theclassic Diversity Icebreaker workstsagtion above)One of thepurpaoses ofthis text is also

to emphasize that one is not to be labelledth one and only one preference/fich can result in a

negative experience of stigmatizatipn

Figurel. The Diversity Icebreaker badge&reen

.... but also
red and

blue!
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Furthermore, ve provide the users of the Diversity Icebreaker with a numberagly accessible
onlineresources in order to aid them in conducting thasersity Icebreaker workshops and other,
follow-up processes. This, we believealisoa mean olsupporting the quatyy-use of the tool.

SECURE AREA
Each person purchasing the questionnageaives an overview aratcess t@ secured area of our
websitevia a secured linkwhere the following resources can be downloaded:

- TheDiversity Icebreaker Ustanualin a digitd form (described above)

- PowerPoint presentatioq the classic DI workshdpised as an aid in the classic Diversity
Icebreaker workshop)

- Excel matriXfor entering data and presenting group profiles on Red, Blue and Green; see the
Local normsection belowy

- PowerPoint presentatiog supplementary informatiorfa database of slides reflecting
different areas of application of the Diversity Icebreaker)

- PowerPoint presentatioq sales presentatiod It t ¢ FAYSR G FARAy3 {2
application)

- Sales brohure format A5

- Sales brochure format A4

On this page we alsemindthat the Personal Workbook and case studies are available for download
from our website (in théviaterial section.

SOCIAL MEDIA

We run different social media sites and we encourage theoDsultantsand workshop participants

to join them to get updated regarding new materials available, changes and updates, publications
and research studies, and evertisd conferences featuring the Diversity Icebreaker.

These social media sites afaceboold F S (1 dzZNRA y3 & K2 NI dzLIkedlSgioug Y R &t A
(a place for discussions between theddhsultant$, YouTube channdlvith testimonials, interviews

and presentations about DI) ancbébg authored by Bjgrn. £kelundlonger posts, with both

academiand professional focus).

The Diversity Icebreaker courses and events
We organise a series of different traiime-trainer courses and demonstratis of our tool. Follow

this link for the current schedule

- breakfast seminars of 1,5 h on various topics related to the Diversity Icebreaker (e.g.
introduction to the tal, crosscultural application or followup exercises); meant for those
already acquainted or proficient in the concept
- demoworkshops; a life session meant as introduction for newbies
- half-day, trainthe-trainer seminars (detailed introduction to the ctas DI workshop, after
which a person is capable to conduct the session knowing different alternatives, etc.)
- two-day course in advance use of the Diversity Icebreaker (an advancéhtedirainer,
interactive course focusing on alternatives and challengben conducting the classic DI
g2N)] aK2LJE RAFFSNBYd FINBFa 2F 5LQa | LILX AOF (A2,
behind the tool, discussion of castidies and followup exercisep


http://www.human-factors.no/tester/diversity_icebreaker/materiell.aspx
https://www.facebook.com/DiversityIcebreaker.Norway?ref=hl
http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=3085138&trk=myg_ugrp_ovr
http://www.youtube.com/user/DiversityIcebreaker
http://bjornzekelund.wordpress.com/
http://www.human-factors.no/tester/diversity_icebreaker/seminarer.aspx
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- Diversity Icebreaker Forugan event where a hatfay course is cobined with an
opportunity to exchange experiences with otherd8 SNE YR | dzYly CI Ol 2 N& ¢
will be held on 18.10.2033

Prices

l'a I T2NBYSY(A2ySR:E 46S NBIdzZANB y2 fAO&OS FTSS 2NJ
j dzS & G A 2 Yig.Onk daByéof qaektidnnaire can only be used with one individual, one time only.

Below is the listing of prices of the questionnaire and each of the other products we sell under the

Diversity Icebreaker brand:

1. Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire + Profilelder or Personal Workbodh print)

a. NOK160,- per questionnaire + VAT
50% discount for application with students and pupils in the educational sector
20% largevolume discount (over 100 copies)
Framework agreements for discounts for individual, largstomer
+ NOK 20 if one desires both the Profile Folder and the Personal Workbook
The questionnaire is provided for free to external researchers (e.g. universities), in
fAYS 6AGK GKS a2LISYy Ayy20lGA2y Y2RSté¢ 27
2. DvD

a. NOK 298; +VAT

b. The flm is not available online.

~®a00

3. Book Diversity Icebreaker. How to manage diversiiyBjgrn. Z. Ekelund and Eva Langvik
a. NOK 198; when ordered together with questionnaires and NOK 2@fen ordered
alone.

4. Pinup badges
a. NOK 10; + VAT piece

Norms, Reliability and Validity of the Diversity Icebreaker (Section 7)

This section will discuss how was the data for the norms for the Diversity Icebreaker assembled and
analysed; it will report the reliability studies for the DI scales asqugllts most extensi partg

discuss the body a@videncesupporting the tools validity.

Norms

The norms for Red, Blue and Green in the Diversity Icebreaker for the Norwegian population as well

as international norms are presented in this sectiBeader must note however, &t the DI norms

are not typical norms per se in the context test is being used, i.e. they are not usedatbsndgres

for any forms of selectiomor are they used tassign individuals to certain types. They are used only

as a reference point and to rka comparisons for different levels of Red, Blue and Green between
organisations, roles, professigreexesand culturesFurthermore, ér anindividualthe normsalso

give some indicationad K & & KA 3 K¢ | aficRvherd stamidard dégatiogiviesbne an
AYRAOFGAZ2Y 2F GK2g Tl NJ FNRales ark(tBereva iffeéent SD5fo6 NI I f &
Red, Blue and Green d$eg)
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The scales in the norms are made by only analysing each dimension at@itidependent of what
scores the respondds have on the two other scores. At individual level the single dimension score is
high or low compared to the scores on the two otligmensionsdue to the ipsative format. For this
reason the individuatannotuse the nems to compare him oherselfto éa certaintype of persorg

due to the evels of all three dimensions, like for exampligh BlueHigh Redind Very Low Green

Norm no 1, N=1378 (Norway , 2006)

We started to gather data systematically for the purpose of building norms in august 2004lwéhen
partiakipsative format was introduced. We gathered data from all types of workshops where the
Diversity Icebreaker was used. Most often they were internal seminars or training programs where
participants came from different organizations (project miag, leadership training for engineers,
psychologists, etc.), but also a few conferences.

Among the data used to establite Norm no 1, N4371(Norway,2006) about 60% of the data was
gathered bythe consultants workindgor Human Factors A& that time, and 40% wergathered by
consultants in organizatiorthat weretrained for teamwork and interpersonal trainirfmainly
internal HRpeople in large organizatiohs

Data for this norm were beingathered from 22 of August 2004 t@3 of June2006. Tlese include
samples fromapproximate33 separate organizations/contextgstimated tooriginate fromabout 80
different seminars or organizational settings. All samples except one (Technical College in Denmark
with 13 employees) have begatheredin Norway, with Norwegian organization©f all,78

participants including the 18rom Technical College in Denmaakout 6%in our sampleéhavea
non-Norwegiancultural backgroundin the Norwegian society this figure is 13#eaning that it is

less nonNorwegians in our sample compared to our socieffe sample ia mixture ofdata from

public and private institutionsyith higherdegree studentsdtalling to N=100 in the sample

A sample used is representative, as long as it represents all relevagtaujs in a given population.
Our sample can be considered representafimethe intended populationbecauset is similar to the
populationin the sense thaho systematic exclusiomas maden the samplingprocedure:n this
model the chance of being inclad in the sample is equal for eastib-group in the population
defined agicustomers of a I/@ndHR-oriented consultation compardy > odgahigations and groups
that we normally meet in our consultation work.

There has been no samples that has been et that we could have access to in this period, as

long as we were sure that the data gathered was scores and registered in a reliable way. We have no
reason to assume that our company has a unique skewness in the market that reduces
generalizability othe norms to be used in similar contexts. This is something we will challenge later
when we see the opportunity to gather market specific norms in our further use of the concept in
other countries through partners or subsidiaries.

Mean, standard deviatiorand genderdifferences

Means, standard deviations and differences in gender for Norm no 1 are presented irl beldev.
Analyses of gender differencere significant: Women score higher &ed, t= 12.70, (1030),
p<.001, whereas en score higher oBlue, t=7, 83 (1030), p<.001 a&teen, t=3.67 (1030), p<.001.
There were no significamtifferencesbetweendifferent age groups for Red, Blue and Green
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Tablel. Means and standard deviations

DI factors All N=907) Men (N=354) Women (N=553)
Blue M=30.36, SDE9 M=32.4Q SD%.9 M=28.82 SD%.3
Red M=29.13 SD%.3 M=25.89 SD%.3 M=31.42 SD#6.8
Green M=24.51, SDF.2 M=25.44 SD%.1 M=23.8Q SD%.2

Transformation of raw scoreg standardised norms

To simplify comparison @fidividual scoreson Red, Blue and Gregstandardised norms have been

developed. The scoregere transformed into 10 categoriebased on percentile€achof the

categories contains 1086all2 0 A SNl A2y ad ¢KAA GNI yATFT2NXKHRGAZ2Y LI
that is more informative and interprable than the raw score. Taklpresensthe percentile

norms, based othe total sample oN=1378.

Table2. Norm based percentile scores

N=1378 Blue Red Green
90-100% >42 >37 >35
80-90% 3941 34-36 31-34
70-80% 36-38 32-33 2930
60-70% 34-35 30-31 27-28
50-60% 32-33 29 2526
40-50% 30-31 27-28 2324
30-40% 28-29 2526 22
20-30% 2527 2324 2021
10-20% 22-24 20-22 17-19
0-10% <21 <19 <16

Table3 and Table4 present the percerites based on the norms for men and women respectively,
whichallows for gender based comparison.
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Table3. Percentile scores based on norms for men

N=621 Blue Red Green
90-100% >44 >34 >35
80-90% 4043 31-33 31-34
70-80% 37-39 29-30 29-30
60-70% 3536 27-28 28
50-60% 3334 26 26-27
40-50% 31-32 24-25 25
30-40% 29-30 23 2324
20-30% 27-28 22 21-22
10-20% 24-26 1821 18-20
0-10% <23 <17 <17

Table4. Percentilescores based on norms for women

N=7% Blue Red Green
90-100% >39 >39 >34
80-90% 36-38 36-38 30-33
70-80% 34-35 34-35 28-29
60-70% 32-33 33 26-27
50-60% 30-31 32 24-25
40-50% 29-29 30-31 22-23
30-40% 26-27 2829 21
20-30% 2325 26-27 19-20
10-20% 20-22 2325 1618
0-10% <19 <22 <15

The dominant tendency in gender difference is that women score higher on Red than men do. This is
in coherence with the traditional opinion of women regarding how they communicate differently
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being more relationshipand emotionaloriented ¢ and has ben confirmed to certain extent in
validation studies of the Diversity Icebreaker (SBmnvergent internal validitsection).

APPLICATION OF NORMS

When applied for individual selinderstanding; it is relevant to decide whether one should use
gender specific norms or ndtvhen applied for organizational or teagevelopment and interaction
our idea is that these differences reflect reality of interaction. Consequently we do not support
correction for gendemi the analysis when it is being used in seminars for teams and organizations.

Specific samples (bigger than N=1000)

PARTICIPANTS PROJECT MANAGEMENOURSEANDPROJECT MEMBERS

Tableb5. Project training course participants ancbject membersN=1010

Dicategory Blue Red Green Age Men/Fem
SD 7,89 6,39 5,68 8,31
Mean 33,65 26,19 24,07 39,84 1,37

STUDENTS ANTNU,TRONDHEIM
This sample N=14%1as been discussed @wonferencegAlB conference, 2008k well as ithe book
Diwersity Icebreakeg¢ How to Manage DiversitfEkelund & Langvik, 2008).

STUDENTS ABOCCONBUSINESSCHOOLMILANO

Today we have a sample of N=11fR@wever only a portion of this sample h@$=07) was
discussedn conferences as well agell as in the bok Diversity Icebreaker How to Manage
Diversity(Ekelund & Langvik, 2008).

Norm no 2, N= 8859 (enlarged global norm, 2011)

We often work with groups with mixed cultural background. When it comes to the application of

norms in especially in such settingsir focus is not on individual comparison, but on using norms as

I AdZARSETAYS F2NJ GKS FFEOATAGIEO2NI FYyR GKS LI NIAOAL
terms of the Red, Blue and Green in a group during the workshop. For the participargiotibe

normg as it presented in the Profile Foldeprovides some hints on another reference group, which

Ad RAFTFSNBYG FTNRBY (KS  2a00yi2X ¢4 A MMPOS2LI SENPAAILI Aldy RN
which can be relevant for selinderstanding.

MEANS AND STANDARD/DE IONS, APPLICABLE NORWAY
When we created th@orm inSeptembe2011, we added 24@lataunits intooriginalNorwegian
sample Wetermedthis normthe & y D& 2 6 | f. Thege 930 &initsf dataare more diverse

17
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regarding the sampig procedure, which reflectn increasing global use# the Diversity Icebreaker
(in terms of scope and areas of application)

Table6 gives an overview over different sygsoups of data collected for this norm; comments
regarding these different subroups follow after the table:

Table6. The new Global Norm

N Bluee Red Green Age Gender

Global Norm 8859 31 28 25
1. 200611 Norwegian samples 2016 30,34 29,19 24,36 40,85 1,61
2. Members in projects/ proj. training

seminars 1010 3365 26,19 24,07 39,84 1,37
3. Students at NTNUniversity, Trondheim

2008 1479 33,20 25,86 25,33 20,26 1,39
4. Boccombusiness school students

2008/9/10 1177 30,30 28,89 24,77
5. First norms from 28l June 2005 1341 30,61 28,66 24,62
6. Mixed crosscultural organizational

settings 1012 29,78 26,61 27,54 38,02 1,40
7. Bulgariarbusiness sample 142 26,92 28,47 28,47 34,10 1,67
8. Bulgarian youth schoglampleage 1415 377 2297 32,07 28,88 15,71 1,72
9. Danish samples from business 305 31,37 28,00 24,70 33,07 1,52

Descriptions othe differentsamples that haveeen integrated in the new&lobal Norm

1. 200611 Norwegian samples atbBe data gathered the same way as the first norm frc
2006.

2. Participants in project training seminar and project memb@itsese are partipants in
project trainingg or members of project where we as consultants have been trainec
interpersonal interaction or executed developmental work. Parts of these samples
from globally recruitedorojects, about 25 9 since an increasing part of our
consultation are in globalized project work.

! Numbers are pesented without decimal points for means for the aggregated global saqiplis is how we
present the norm to the participants in the workshops (e.g. inFhefile Foldex
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3. Students at NTNUr'rondheim 2008with the majority beingstudents early in theifirst
years of higher education

4. Students at the Bocconi business school, year 2008, 2009 diiidithered during the
orientation weekat the beginning of academic yeardotumn

5. First norms from 28 June 205, have been described earlier (as part of Norm 1)

6. Crosscultural organizational settingsthese are samples where cliemM®re
internationalorganizationsand wherethe participants also represeadtl alarge
multicultural background, likenultinationalcompanies and MBA programs at IMD.

7. Bulgariarbusiness samplethese data representsimilady recruited samples
representing our outreeh in the Bulgarian market tether with a Bulgarian consultan

8. Bulgarian youth schoslampleage 1415 ¢ data gathered during a stateupported
project in Bulgaria, Sofia.

9. Danishbusiness sampleslatagathered during our typical consultation work in the
Danish market.

As we canes, there are some large samples of studegtwhich also reflects that an important part
of our customerare educational institutions (e.f§lorth Eastern University idSA Bocconi Business
School in Italy, Humbholdt University@ermanyandother, post-graduate business schools like
INSEAD and IMDThe samples also reflect an increalingobalworkforce sourcingboth onthe
organizationalevel as well asn the individual level

One of the reason®r having such a global normtigat the crosscultural application has been
highlightedas oneof the important area of the Diversity Icebreaker applicatioRurthermore, ar
attention is growing more and more in direction of a global outreach, both with people, businesses
as well as researahand les orientation towards national boundaries with cultural identity as a
differentiator.

Table7 presents thedifferencesin mears between first normgNorm no 1)and thenorms created
by adding the additional data.

Table7. Difference in means between first norm (23une 2006) and the added norm

Blue Red Green
First norm,N=1371
(23rd June 200% 30,61 28,66 24,62
Added,N=7485 30,91 27,81 25,30
Difference -0,30 0,85 -0,68
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In order to judge whether the differencesVmpractical implicationg it is to look upon these
differences in thawo norms based upon standard deviations in different samples. An overview of
different standard deviations imply théltey vary between 8,2 and 5,5 (see Table 8. below)

Table8. Standard deviations in different samples in tieav Global Norm

St Dev in different samples in global norms  Blue Red Green
About 2000 more Norwegian 7,10 6,60 6,80
About 500 firs Norwegians 8,20 7,30 6,40
About 1000 international 6,80 6,00 6,20
1010 projectparticipants 7,80 6,40 5,70
1177 Bocconi stud 7,32 6,82 5,69
1340 NTNU students 6,75 6,95 5,51

Simplifiedpresentation for usen the
workshops 7,00 6,50 6,50)

Given the standard deviations compared to differences in méatseen the NorwegiatNormno 1
of N=1378 and the enlarged, new Global Nomre state thatthe differences haveo significant
effecton the practical useof the tool. For this reason we can use the enlargeew Global Nrm also

in Norway.

We are awareand make people awar@n the website and in the materialg)at we do not use
specific criteria either for intrpersonal types nor cedff scores for different groups. Our basic use of
the normsisfor giving consultants and piEcipants an idea of whats themeang making it possible

to make ®me kind of comparison with thgeneralpopulation. For this reason we have used this
new GobalNorm both for Norwegian and other groups globally.sTidrm is best presented the
Profile Blder, where the standrd deviatiors for each of thescalesare taken into consideration

when illustratingthe distance from the statistical mean.
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Sample analysis of global norms: N= 4792, means, gender and age

Descriptive statisticg; sample reflecting our typical busires customers

In this analysis dfl=4792, we have taken away th&l norm data from before 2006 norms, student
groups from Bocconi and NTNite also excluded. Thus, teample reflets the typical business

customers of our consultancy.

Table9. General descriptive statistics

N Minimum [Maximum [Mean Std. Deviation
IBLUE 4792 ,00 66,00 30,9090 [7,69979
|IRED 4792 ,00 59,00 27,9978 16,93988
|IGREEN 4792 ,00 63,00 24,9039 [6,57635
AGE 3974 ,00 84,00 39,4698 [12,43170
SEX (M=1, F=2)[3951 ,00 47,00 1,5318 [1,12910
Valid N (listwise)|3951
Tablel10. Split by genderekcriptive statistics
SEX (M=1, F=2) |N Minimum |[Maximum [Mean Std. Deviation
IMEN BLUE 1952 ,00 60,00 32,3094 [7,85638
RED 1952 ,00 52,00 25,5446 |[6,74968
GREEN 1952 ,00 63,00 25,9068 [6,43323
AGE 1952 ,00 74,00 39,9237 (12,58264
Valid N 1952
(listwise)
|FEMALE BLUE 1995 ,00 66,00 29,8784 [7,60565
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RED
GREEN
AGE

Valid N
(listwise)

1995

1995

1995

1995

,00

,00

59,00
49,00

76,00

30,4175
23,5145

39,0266

6,62075
6,78832

12,17911

Figure2. Means for Red, Blue and Green split by geadgaphical illustration

35,00

30,00 -

25,00

20,00

=¢=Men, N=1952

15,00

10,00

5,00

,00

Blue

Red

Green

== Female, N=1997

Tablell. Split by age éscriptive statisticN=4792

AGE:

Blue

Red

Green

<29 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60

N=798 N=1179 N=1124 N=678 N=195
30,28 31,32 30,75 31,41 33,33
28,83 28,10 27,77 27,67 26,67
24,63 24,35 25,26 24,81 23,75
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Figure3. Means for Red, Blue and Green spliag¢ graphical illstration

36,00

34,00

30.00 == Blue

2800 |y — e
Green

24,00 -

26,00

22,00 T T T T 1
<29 N=798 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60 N=195
N=1179 N=1124 N=678

Norms 2 reduced sample of N=4792: Transformation of raw scores
Tablel2. Norms of 10% percentiles N= 419@eans by percentiles

IBLUE RED GREEN
IN valid 4792 4792 4792
Missing |6 6 6
[Percentiles 10 21,0000 20,0000 (17,0000
20 25,0000 22,0000 [20,0000
30 27,0000 25,0000 [22,0000
40 29,0000 26,0000 [23,0000
50 31,0000 28,0000 [25,0000
60 33,0000 30,0000 (26,0000
70 35,0000 31,0000 [28,0000
80 37,0000 33,0000 (30,0000
90 40,0000 (36,0000 (33,0000
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Local norms

In practical use we have since 2004 usedEacel matrix forconsultantsg where they in seminars can
punch data of the participantandshow means and standard deviation of th@rent group It can

be compared to the means in norm®r compared to differensanples that have been presented
and described in the Manuarlhe intention here is to stimulate collective reflection upon group
scoresandgiveanindividual a comparison of him/herself to the group. This local creation of
comparisons seems to be highiglued by consultants and participants. It seems also to be more in
line with ideas of creating a local staryn comparison ta largermopulation.

In connection with seminars in different organizations and environments we often examine how the
whole goup scores and set up a group profile. Even in small samples we have seen clear differences
that tell us something about how different environments can recruit and nourish differeiour

profiles. In the figure below some of the samples we use are ptedeillustrating some of the
differences found.

Figure4. Differences between groups

40,0

35,0 k

30,0 A
—&-Norm (N=8859)
=4=Social workers (N=95

25,0 < ( )
-li-Junior management

20,0 (N=104)
~B=-Service providers

(N=29)
15,0 T T ]
Blue Red Green

Consultants who buy our products gatcess t@n Excel sheet where they can score the participants

results in the seminafsee theDiversity Icebreaker resourcgsction above)lt can often be used as a

tool for collective reflection upon the total results, or sshmple results between different groups in

the rooms (relevant in conflict manament or in the @velopment ofinteraction between

departments) When the illustration of the group results compared to other groups are presented in
ASYAYINARZ (KAAa A0NBy3IGKSya GKS 3INRdzZLIQa O2ftf SOUACL
participants get to reflect ondw they, as a group, differ from other groups.

The examples givein the graph above (Figure 3) illustrakeee different contexts that we thinkre
interesting to showsome of the differencem scores; one of the samples is role speciim{or
manageament), anotheristhe institutionalcontext, of youth and child care sectdhjstrated by the
Social workersand the thirdisthe departmental culture of service management in theeaucracy.
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These examples dwot represent norms, but local examplesatimight be used as a way of
contextualizing the meaning of the group results.

Ly AffdzaGNIGA2Yy 2F (KAA aO2yGSEddzZ tAT I GARZY 27
Britt Rand Hjertnesschjgdt(2013):

"Deltakere pa 3. samling i fordypningsgrammet i samfunnspsykologi har gijennom flere kull blitt
kartlagt med Diversity Icebreaker {Bkelund & Langvik, 2008). DI brukes ogsa i
organisasjonsutvikling internasjonalt, og kartleg@gegnitive stilethos enkeltpersoner som

funksjonelle i tverrfglig samarbeid. Tre type kognitive stiler beskrives: 1) den planmessige og
malrettede bld, 2) den perseng prosess orienterte rgde og 3) den entusiastiske, kreative og
nytenkende. | et team og i et utviklingsarbeid trenge alle tre typer kognitivefstilarsikre

mangfoldige prosesser og gode resultater. Samfunnspsykologene pa fordypningskullene viste seg a
ha flere deltagere med mer av den tredje kognitive stilen (entusiastisk, kreativ, nytenkende)
sammenlignet med andre kliniske fordypningskull fgkptoger og andre helseg sosial arbeidere
(Ekelund, 2011). Dette skulle gjgre samfunnspsykologer saerlig anvendelig i utviklingsarbeid. Vi vet
ikke om dette handler mest om hvem som sgker seg til fordypningsprogrammet, eller om det ogsa er
et resultat aypavirkning gjennom fordypningsprosessén.

Reliability

Reliability of a test is a degree of how precisely the instrument measures a cor{§racker &

Algina, 1986)A measure is said to have high reliability if yields aimésults under consistent
conditions.However the operationalization of reliability in the social sciences, where the measured
variable is usually latenis not always easy. In psychometrics, the terms reliability, can be referred to
different things @ types or reliabilitytest-retest reliability, internal consistency, paraitest

reliability, interrater reliability, etc.

This section will present studies supporting tiediability of the Diversity Icebreaker in terms of its
internal consistency ahtestretest reliability, as well as a study cparing reliabilities yielded by the
measure with thepartiakipsative format and the DI questionnaire adapted to the Likert s@dle.
section will also outline the future, planned studies related to relighbi

Internal consistency
Internal consistencprovides the degree to which each item of the instrument is sueag the same

Y §

O2yaiNHZOG® ¢KS Y2aid O2YY2y gL& G2 raasSaa AyaSNyL

measures the relation between average integm covariance and average variance of items. A value
2F / NRPyol OKQa hpotn A& O2yaARSNBR | OOSLiilofS

The first reliability study of the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire was done when the questionnaire

gl a ONBFGSR o1 S33ST MppT 0P ¢KS NBfAFOAEAGE NI GSa

Green categories were from .62 to .70. Improvementthie questionnaire that followed were done
partially in order to increase the dimensidds NBf A 6 At AGASad

¢tKS OSNEAZ2Y dzASR G(2RlI&@ A& NBLRZNISRE (iR2 NI &SdzSi K3 dF
YR F2NJ DNBSyYy h Tl 71p otswdcSohsBrveNd & studyowhdreraigup OFNSAFZF A OA Sy

respondents filled the test fitted with thpartiatipsative format.
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Test-retest reliability

Testretest reliability () indicatesthe degree to which a test yields same scores for each of the
respondens when he or she completes the test on another occadtaathe correlation between

the scores oirespondent measured at two different points of time. For instruments which measure

AYRAQGARdzZE £ 4Q | 0Af A (-hefest rellalyliycodffiSidhBisRAoyld e 0 (NI A Gaz

The personality traits are relatively stable over ti@®ldz & Vaillant, 199@nd although the Red,
Blue and Green categories are not personality traits per se, they are influenced by theting(see
personality studies part of th€onvergent internal validityection below), and hence one should
expect the scores on theldimensions to be at least moderately stable.

To investigate this assumptioanumbertest-retest reliabilitystudywas conducted

First, he Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire was administered twice to a group of N=56 participants
from five different organisations (all of which were in an entrepreneurial stage with a lot of change
and learinng) The following testetest reliability coefficierd were obtainedfor Blue ¢=.70, for Red
r«=.57 and for Green,¥.81.

These testetest reliabilities and are considered as moderate to high coefficients. The possible
explanation of the loweryrcoefficient for Red could be explained by the relational and context
dependant character of this DI category, which makes it more susceptible to chaetge be
tested). However, theeresultswere based on a small sample, and nedtb be followed up by
largerscale study

A new study of the testetest reliability was conducted.
Data in that study originated from the following samples:

1 Sample 1: N=101; sample consisting of the data set repatbede(N=56) and the data
gathered exclusively for theew study (N=45). All participants represent different
organizations and institutions, time intervals between measurements (T1 and T2) varied
from 2 months to 11 months. All participants in this sample took part in Diversity Icebreaker

seminars led by Humat FOG 2 NA Qa O2yadz dFydad ¢KAa al YLX S

typically take part in management consultancy and training.

1 Sample 2: N=126 Norwegian students of entrepreneurship. In this sample there was a two
week interval between T1 and T2; howeveraddition, at both times T1 and T2 the
participants filled out two versions of the questionnagéhe semiipsative and the Likert
scale version; there was a two hour interval between these measurements in different
formats (the students attended a nebl related lecture about management between the
measurements). The students received no feedback regarding their results in the context of
the Diversity Icebreaker seminar and did not take part in any learning session on the topic.

Data from Sample 1 arlwere combined for the analysis in three data sets:

9 Data set 1: N=101, all cases from Sample 1 included for the analysis.

1 Data set 2: this data set is based in Sampjeall observations were the participants
correctly completed the semipsative versia of the questionnaire at T1 and T2 (twaek
interval) are included in the analysis, N=91.

[fl
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9 Data set 3: this data set is based in Sample 2; in this data set all the participants that
completed both the semipsative and Likerscale versions correctly tvaqwith two-week
interval) are included (total of 82 participants). However, since all of them completed two
different formats of the questionnaire twice, with a two hour interval at each T1 and T2; the
number of observations in this study is N=164 andtthe-hour time interval is treated as a
test-retest interval in this data set.

The testretest reliability rates obtained in Data set 1, N=1@dre satisfactory (for Bluey=.872, for
Red =.793 and for Green+.838, p<.001) to support the notion thttte Diversity Icebreaker
measures preferences for communication and interaction consistently across the time.

Also the testretest reliability rates obtained in Data set 2, N=91 are similar and support this notion
(for Blue £=.894, for Redy=.874 andor Green §=.720, p<.001). Since, however, in this data set the
criterion of N>100 was not met, these results are only presented to additionally support this notion
and point to that the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire most probably provides a camisist
measurement also in contexts different than the organizational context. Samples exceeding N=100
should be used in future studies in that context to confirm this assumption.

Furthermore, also in Data set 3, N=16where a twcehour interval was used toreate testretest
conditions and each of the participants scored questionnaires fitted with two different response
formats (semipsative and Likert) yielded results supporting that notion (although for one of the
scales, Green, it was just below therufe of thumb; for Bluey=.834, for Redy~.825 and for Green
rs=.655, p<.001).

¢tKS 2SN AYGSNYyLt O2yaraiSyode NIGSawvF®PNPDNBFR
T2=.651; and ) can perhaps be explained by the group characterisitesgreneurship students)

and was also reflected in somewhat lower testest coefficients for Green in this group, for Data set

1 r,=.655 and for Data set 2+.72, p<.001.

These last results, supporting consistency of measurement across two diffesgrainse formats,

suggest that the way in which they answer the questions in the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire
does not influence their results on Red, Blue and Green in a significant way. It may be seen upon as
evidence supporting the

Partial -ipsati ve vs. Likert -scale format reliability

In her presentation at th&é1"™ European Psychology Congress, Eva La(@i®)discussed the
differences between the use of the Likert scale and the paipisdtiveformat. She also mentioned
that it is often obseved that the ipsative format can inflate the tests reliabi(ifyienopyr, 1988)She
then presented a study where she testedhether this was the caswith the Diversity Icebreaker

In her studyshe compared the reliability céfecients for Red, Blue and Green obtained with the use
of the original, partialpsative format of the Diversity Icebreaker (N=1030, the norm data at that
time) with the results obtained using the adaptegd@int Likert scale format of the questionnaire
(N=122 NTNU students). The resutithe study are presented in thealble 13 belowand
demonstrate thatthe reliability coefficients for both response formats are very similar, and thus
provide evidence that the reliabilities of DI were not inflated.
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Tabe13./ NPy ol OKQa h O2STTA-psatbeformatsF 2 NI [ AT SNIL FyR LI N

Blue Red Green
Partiatipsative .81 .82 .75
Likert scale format -.80 .83 .75

Similar assumption is supportdy another, unpublishedstudy (SPSS outpwvailablg realized in the
USA whichindicates even higher reliabilities using Likert scale €f0D pointsobtained ina sample
of N=583WSR hlodycgpx .fdzS hrywymo FyR F2NJ DNBSy hTl &t s

Moreover, ¢ S &l yI {@R2NBy12 Ay KS pheMalidity SndRetiabifyioh & G A G f
0KS 5AOSNEAGE LOSONBI TSN vdzSadA2yylANBE OHAMHOZ
and provided similar results supporting the internal consistency of the Diversity Icebreaker (Red
hroypz . f @8BSYyoyn dohyR Ay (GKS b2NBSIALY &l YLX S 27
from NTNU, M, N/A, 40.2% female).

However, she also observed challenges in replicating equally high reliability coefficients in other
samplegGerman and Englisand noted that tlere might be some Green and Red items that if
omitted, would increase the internal consistency of the measure.

Future studies

A large scale, crossultural validation studies (we have begun gathering data from 5 different
countries and aim at the minimunt &i=400 per country, public universities business students, in
order to obtain a same ageohort / profession samples) will also test the reliability of the categories
in the Diversity Icebreaker. In the study by Sydorenko the samples were relativel\Saidll7 for
Norway, N=117 for Germany and N=59 for the English sami& larger scale study will help to

test the assumption about the malfunctioning Red and Green items, she had made.

We have also begun gathering student data in Norway where wehasgarticipants to fill out both
the standard partialpsative and the modified Likert scale DI questionnaire at the same time (aim is
N=200).

We hope that these two studies will help to document some qualities of inteeggtrdingthe
discussion about th statistical qualities concerning the use of partial ipsative format.

Validity

)T 001 AGAGET1T O OEA S$EOAOOEOU ) AAAOAAEAOG6O OAIl EA
The concept of validity is reflected in the questi@®o we measure what we intertd measure? In
the field ofpsychologyhowever, the issue of validity is complex and the subject of measuremant is

non-tangible andan ambitiousone: emotions,cognition, behaviours andften their interaction

The categories dRed, Blue and Greerepresenting different preferences for monunication,
interaction and problem solvingye of this natureas well.In addition, thehistory of their
development and thenulti-paradigmatic function thepresentlyhave in the workshop increases the
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O2YLX SEAGE 27 (i RSnghe wrksSoplpadtizipadid defiheRteii 18cal
understanding of Red, Blue and Green in samalstruction processes, using questionnaire as a
starting-point stimulus, and then drawing updhe discourses unfolding betwedghemin and
betweenthe groups

It means that Red, Blue and Green only partially refethimestablished, psychological knowledge
created in the traditionascientific knowledgereation processes

However, our ambition for the present certification procésso providean overview of studie

supporting the validity of the Diversity Icebreaker within the scope of the classical psychological
measureevaluation paradigmin the process of doing swe willto alargeextentrefer to the

02y OSLIi 2F aO02y ai NuzOECromh &GAVREE BE5Cainpbell& (Fidke, AMB I R 4 Sy

The categories dRed, Blue and Green have not bezaatedby reviewing the literature and
referring to other constructs and phenomena descritiedterature (seethe Historyof Red, Blue and
Greensection abovg The model is therefore unique in the way it was creaaed for this reason we
have togive special consideration twild up a meaningful understanding of gecategories.

Whenbuildingthe understandingof the three categoriesvith help of theexternal validation
processesboth the historicalperspectiveon the developmentprocessof Red, Blue anGreen as
well as the practic# dzi O2 YSa 2F (GKS deofitdefestli Q& F LILX AOF GA2Y

For exampleThehistory of developmentimpliesto focusmore on communicative behaviowand

interaction¢ then onpersonality h yS 2 F G KS 02y OS &dihe affeddnfa®@igd OF f 2 dzi
scale communication and social marketing campaign (described i@dhsequential validityection)

¢ implies that using these categories as guidance in communicative interaction have at least once

been proven to ba costeffectiveendeavour Investigating and supporting the construct validity of

the corcept is important in this context in order teetier understand ér what purposeit canbe

usedas well as its limitations.

The dassical questionsf the internal constructvalidity are: Whatis that we find confined within the
categorie® What is not tkere? The correlation and regression analysis udifigrent psychological
modelsare of interest for this perspective arttie internal validity studies cahave both practical

and theoretical consequence®ne theoretical consequence is the possibilitydtate the DI

categories tather establish concepts, thus enriching thederstandingof Red, Blue and Greemd
inspiring new research and knowledge creation. This in turn can give us guidelines in terms of the
O2yOSLIiQa LINY OGAOFE LIX AOFGA2Y D

Furthernore, there are snilarities betweerthe theoretical construction of meaning abnstructs
within the construct validity traditiomnd creating omeaningfor Red, Blue and Greeén the social
construction processesking placehe Diversity Icebreakexorkshop

Ly KA&d GKSaira loz2dzi (GKS @I fBjdRlZiEkeuyoa3ydisolidsesl ¢ lj dzi £ A
the similarities between the classical understanding of the construct validity presented by Cronbach

& Meehl (1955) and the language theorySdussuréCuller, 1976)The main conclusion drawn from

this comparison ithat the network variancédmanifested in e.g. correlations, regression analyses,

group comparisons, etc.) creates the meaning of a construct in the saye@s the nomological

network defines the meaning of a categofuler, 1976 Rommetvedt, 1972)he notion of the
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nomological networlcan also be traced in guidelines ®strong program of construct validation
describedater by Bensor(1998).

In the DIworkshop the meaning of the constructs emergim collective social construction
processeswhere different elements contribute tdescribingRed, Blue and GreeWe believe that
the followingare the sources influencing the process of creatmgmeaningof Red, Blue and
Green:

a. Content of the questions belonging éachof the categoriesi.e.thelj dzS & (i A 2fatg’ | A NB Qa
validity, is the starting poih During group work, th@articipants have thesecond page of
the questionnairewith them ¢ where it isindicated which statement refers to which coloyr
and refer to it when describing the categories.
b. Personal experiences shared and discussed inbk&mono-coloured groups and agreed
uponas pertinent to the categorfthis process have similarities to théstory of focus
groups in 1995 anMoscovici(1984)used G KS GSNY al yEprocdsshdé G2 RS
which individuals applthe new category in relation to their already establisheawledge
andhistory of experiences)
c. Comparison during the prestation stage between the setfescription and one made by the
others, i.e. comparing the inside and outside perspectivagprocess similar to the muti
method strategy(Campbell & Fiske, 1959)
d. This is supplemented by addindpady of research and theory developed around the concept
(e.g. norms, correlation results with personality, group comparisons), which adds new
reference points for creation of meaning of Red, Blue and Green for the participants. It is
made available to tl participants in the material (the Profile Folder and/or the Personal
Workbook), on our website and via social media, and shared by the consultants.

The three fist elements mentioned above (a., b. angl are ones beyond the establedh theoretical
andresearch knowledge: content of the questionnaire, personal experiences, and group interactions.

The established researakie have built upver the yeardsthusone out of many stimuli that
contribute toli K S LI NJocalg walidhtefhiie®ring of thecategories (point d.)

A paradigm discussion

Thuswe draw a line betweerthe classicalresearch based knowledgdthin the psychological
paradigmand the social construction of meaning of the categorigsrattice, inthe context
dependantDiversity lebreaker workshops

The same type of interaction of different paradigraptieres of lifewe find in the work of Habermas

on communication(1991),where he refers tahe realworld, thesocialworld and thepersonaiworld

as the different sources of meamy. In the DI workshove state thati KS A NBFf 62 NI R Ay Lk
is established in the classical, positivistic test psychology tradition and represented in the
jdzSaiA2yyFANB 60FO]lSR gAGK NBaSINOK FyRLIGHESE2NEO T
are the sources of understanding of Red, Blue and Green in the work®hioparadigmatic position

is illustrated in the figuren the next page
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Figure5. Our view of the model, where thegtivistic test psychology tradin and the Habermas
theory are integrated to reflect the mujpiaradigmatic character adhe Diversity Icebreaker (model
and workshop)

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF MEANING IN THE
WORKSHOPS (IN THE MODEL OF HABERMAS)
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As a consequence tie multi-paradigmatic understandinigitrinsic for the modelwhich we find

highlyrelevant inour consultativepracticeand whichinspired bythe normative model of Habermas

we often state in our work that one of the ambitiona DI workshojis to create a situation where
GLIS2LIX S FSSt FTNBS (2 al & gepekatingsocial&nsrdy thistenEeScest y Y A Y R
our collective ability tONB I ¢S | 6SGGSNI 62NI R @

In practice the Diversity Icebreaker workshopoves beyond the descriptive paradigm of psychology
and becomes a developmentalormative model relevant for makirgchangein interacions
between people

Overviewof the section

¢2 LINP GARS & dzLILJ2oNdiructivaliditydiifétedt cab@esgeh@rdidiv@rgent, both
internal andexternal validity studies will be discussd@€ampbell & Fiske, 195%urthermore, other
aspectsand discussionsf construct validity relevant for the Diversity Icebreaker wilktso
presented content validity face validityand conseqgential validity(Messick, 1995)

Attention isgivento the consequential validity with a series of an effect studies presentedhat
section becausél KS Y2 RSt Qad 02y aSljdzsSyo0Sa FNB AYYlLySyd F2N
what is of the greatest interest for most of the Diversity Icebreaker users.

The body ofresearchand discussionsegarding the Diversity Icebreakers validity can be organized as
showed on the Figur¥ (where possible, alsimdicatedare the different studies or themes, which
constitutethe body ofevidencesupporting the different NS & 2 F GKS 02y OSLIiQa gl
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Figure6. The Diversit Icebreaker validity overview
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Inline withthe notionby Sy azy g | I 300S0 &udedareinEeddd Kitilizing & y dzY S N2

different approaches, different samples adifferent populations to build a body of evidence that

supports or fails to support the validify.)é T I RRAGA 2yl £ LldzNlJd)anSicatethéf (0 KA &
FNBElFa 6KSNBE (GKS 02Re& 2F NBaSINOK aKz2dAanRb)oS A YLINE
point to new, possible areas of investigatjovhich could also resuih better understanding of the

concepts andts new, possible applications (e.g. t@&going resear projectssection at the ed of

this document)

REDQ BLUE ANBBREEN PREFERENCESCRIMRVIUNICATION ANDTERACTION

At this point, and before entering the section of the Diversity Icebreaker construct validity, it is
worthwhile providingoroaderdescriptors of thehree categories castituting thecentral elementf

the construct in questionHowever, tlese descriptions below a@nly functional descriptiong best

we have at the momenwhich were often used to formulate hypothesis the studies described below
(operationalization) Nanetheless, the Red, Blue and Green categories are perceived more as
emerging phenomena, in the seminars but also in terms of their construct validity, as their local
meaning and understanding varies to some degree in time and context.

Below is an exemplagescription of one of the categorigsBlue, together with information about
the process of the said description creation. We direct the reader td#rsonal Workbogkpp. 79
for descriptions of the two remaining categorieRed and Green.
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Questionnare itself was the source for creating the first part of the descriptidinis descriptive part
was created entirely using the key words from all of the 14 questions, waidlbearing foa given
preference(colour) characteristics. The example for tHaeBcategory:

People with a strong Blue preference are concerned with being concrete and practical.

They like to calculate and work towards solutions, in a systematic manner. They want things
to be useful and serve a purpose. The aim of communicatiorsdve tasks in a precise way.

In decision making processes they want the facts to be presented and they measure the
arguments in terms of usefulness and goal achievement. They are concerned with keeping the
end result precise and all details correct.

(Ekdund & Rydningen, 2008)

This type of presentation draws upon face amhtent validity- the degree to which a measure looks
like it measures what it was intended to in the eyes of participaraad whether the words refer to
key words in the construct tbe measured.

The second source was the guidelines that were used in the design of the marketing campaign and
the training of consultants in 199 seethe History of Red, Blue and Gresattion above)Below is
aneEl YLX S FTNBY G(GKS a.fdzS¢ 3FdzA RSt AySay

- Be downto-earth, practical, focus on usefulness
- Be logical, goabriented

- Use facts and examples

- Focus on details

- Use numbers and calculations

- Be structured and well prepared

(Ekelund & Rydningen, 2008)

Thethird source was based dhe first empirical studiespresented in detail in the sections below:
Internal convergent validitgnd Internal divergent validityas well as in the booRiversity Icebreaker:
How to Manage Diversity Procesg¢E&elund & LangviR008) The Blue description as an example of
understanding of the categories that resulted from these studies:

Tend to think and consider the consequenadsrie they say or do something concrete. They
are good at being focused and goal oriented, with the purpose of completing a task. They are
not socially dominant, and do not talk about feelings much or get carried away by the world
of imagination. They doat seek excitement for its own sake and are not carried away by
torrents of positive emotion. Their everyday life is not characterized by impulsiveness and
spontaneous suggestions are mostly seen as disturbance.

(Ekelund & Langk, Diversity Icebreaker: How to Manage Diversity Processes, 2008)
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{GAff GKAA RSAONALIIAZ2Y Aa AYyGSAaANIXrGSR Ay 2dzNJ at SN
2008) that is accessible to the participants. And a rationale for these three differestafay

describing and the results are also published in the 2008 book (Ekelund & Langvik, 2008). In all the
materials we have the same way of describing Red and Green, too.

Construct validity

As noted before, the understanding of the construct validity sroitoad sense, as consisting of both
external/internal and convergent/divergent validif€¢ampbell & Fiske, 1959pgether with different
add-on elements: content validity, generalizability, consequential validity and fawitygMessick,
1995) will be applied in the present documentation.

EXTERNAL VALIDITY

The external validity refers to a degree to which the results a measure gives can be generalized to
other situations and to other peopl@ronson, Wilson T, Akert, & Fehr, 200@)other words, the

external validity tells us whether the results show consistency with other situations or measurements
beyond the study in questiogqin line with the multitraitmultimethod comparisons method

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959)

This section will report studies building both the convergent and divergent external validity of the
Diversity Icebreker, i.e. presenthose external studies demonstrating amerlap between DI and
other constructs, and those studiesmenstrating differences between.

Convergentexternal validity studies
This section will recount three studies:

Two studies relate the Diversitgébreaker modelo another questionnaire measusgi.e. not an
experiment or a realife measure of the kind often related to external validity studies. However, this
measureg the Team Brformance Inventory (TP¢)isa measurevhere all team memberseport
perceptions of how thepvaluae (i S | Mé€ises, teamprocesses, leadership behaviour as well as
team outcome. It is noanindividual assessmeiflike the Diversity Icebreaker ishut a team
assessmenfT Pl was created by Michael A. West and Bjgrn Z. Ek@ikedund & Jarsta@002).

The first stidy is based upon Kirsten Stuestgl Skotthéii L Ay wStFdA2y G2 ¢SIY |
9 @I f dzI G A 2y & thebodkibyBkaldhy & LSumyvikh 3008 and alslaster thesisfor NTNU
spring 2008

The second study has not been published. It shows regressiorbktesen Red, Blue and Green
and the different outcome variables in TPI. The results aresigoiifcant, with only 21 teams, but the
indications are line with face validityand relevant compared to the more complex interaction
models onteam roleslike Belbin.

¢CKS GKANR adaddzReé Aa | FANRG FadaGSYLWG 2y ONBFOGAy3 |
0 S K I @ iighdzMjlcés taking part in coliéive problem solving processes, i.e. a way to relate DI
to an external, nofguestionnaire and measurablefezence point.

Dland TPI(leadership dimensions
In this study, 36 teams and the leaders of these teams answere@dam Performance Inventory
(TPI). In additiojthe leaders alsdook the Diversity Icebreakequestionnaire
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In the TPI the leaders and team members evaluated Team (@Qmmpleteness and importance,
Autonomy, Interdependency, Team composilioRroces¢Goal focus, Task focus, Involvement,
Conflict managemat, Learning by experience, Creativity and chgngedOutput Goal realization,
Satisfaction, @mmitment, Innovation, Bridging)ncluded in the Process there is also an evaluation
of the leader skills regarding whether she/he is Seciask, or Chang oriented.

From the results of the TPI, the main focus of the study was to see whether it was thedeader

gualities that would cause a difference between the team members evaluation and the &ader

evaluation of their team. The leader qualities incldde the study were gender, age and score on

the dimensions of Oko that the highest results on the DI categories was chosen as a category
RSY2YAYlF{i2NE S®3d AF | fSIFRSNDa KAIKSaAd a02NB Aa
analysis).

¢KSNB INB Ylye aidzRASa 2y fSIFRSNBKALE FyR ¢S 02d
have an effect on the evaluations. This is because results have showhehagrsonality ha an

effect on leadership (Hogan & Kaiser, 200%)weverwe have usedhe Diversity Icebreaker, since

studies (Langvik, 2006) show a link between DI and the personality dimensions in the Five Factor

Model. This is to see whether a leader who is more Social oriented will give evaluations more equal

to his/her team, o if a leader who is Task oriented will evaluatié & | sl higher than his/her

team.

If we take a look at studies on leadership and gender, it is concluded that females are more
democratic and participating, than men who are autocratic and taglnted (Trinidad & Normore,
2005; Dennis & Kunkel, 2004). If this is the case, weoae a research questioiffemale leaders
will give more equal evaluations to their team.

Procedure

The samples were gathered by Human Factors AS. 253 respondertppset in the study

distributed on 36 teams. 137 (54%) of the respondents were women and 116 (46%) were men. 19
(52,7%) of the leaders were women and 17 (47,2%) were men. All members of the teams answered
the TPI, where as the leader of each team alsswared the DI. The team sizes varied from three to
thirteen memberdncludingthe leader, and the average size was 7 members. The mean age of a
team varied between 39 and 52 years and the leaders age varied between 31 and 62 years, with an
average of 47 yars of age.

The variables from the TPI that were used in the analysis were the main factors, Team Composition,
Team Process, and Team Results. In addition also the leadership sub factors of Team Process: the
Leader as Task oriented, the Leader as Sogaited and the Leader as Change oriented were
included.

There was also a composite score indicatingdifference betweerthe leade@ evaluation and the
team@ mean evaluatioim the TPIThis score was made by subtracting the le@&lscore from the
team@ mean score. If this score was negative, it meant that the |&eealuation were higher than
those of the teamRespectivelyif the difference score was positive, it meant that the team gave
higher evaluations than its leader.

35



Human Factors AS, 2013

The procedure themvas to take a-test to compare the groups with male versus female leader on
their mean scores, and a regression analysis to find out what effect the leaders gender, age and DI
score had on the difference in the evaluations between leader and team members.

Results

The results from the-test showed that teams with male leaders tends to evaluate the Team Process
differently than teams with female leaders: t(34)= (3,105), p<.005. They also tend to evaluate their
leaders differently: Team Leadership: t(34)5{3), p<.05; Leader as Relation oriented: t(34)=(2,645),
p<.05; Leader as Change oriented: t(34)=(2,212), p<.05. If we take a tbektalble below we see

that the female leaders mostlyayesimilarevaluation of their own leadership as the male leader

do, while the teams with a female leader give their leader higher evaluation than teams with male
leaders do. This can explain why the difference score from teams with male leaders are higher and
more negative than from teams with female leaders.

Tablel4. Group statistics, differences between teams and leaders score on TPI, with male versus
female leader

Female leader Male leader
TPI factors
Team average Diff. score Team average Diff. score

Team Process (T) 3.772 3.411

.087 -.285
Team Process (L) 3.684 3.697
Leadership (T) 3.639 3.347

-101 - 477
Leadership (L) 3.741 3.824
Task oriented (T) 3.526 3.352

-115 -.376
Task oriented (L) 3.642 3.726
Social oriented (T) 3.769 3.429

-.125 -.523
Social oriented (L) 3.894 3.952
Change oriented (T) 3.531 3.243

-.139 -535
Change oriented (L) 3.671 3.779
Team Results (T) 3.446 3.325

.011 -132
Team Results (L) 3.435 3.457

(T)= Team evaluation
(L)= Leader evaluation

The results of the regression analysis confirm thatleadel@ gender is an important factor in the
difference between team and leaders evaluation of themselves and each other. On the factor Team
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Process, the leader aspects gender, age the DI together explains 488bthe variance in the team

and leaakrs evaluation of the procesShef S I Ry&ndldRia the only one with significant

explanation value: B#7. On the factor Team Leadership in the, T same variables explain 30%

of the variance between team and leaders evaluation on the factor. Abaih S I Ry&nNldR & the

only significant value: B481. On the factors Leader as Social oriented and Leader as Change

oriented, the variables explain 27,8% and 32@&%he variance in team and lead@revaluation

respectively, with only the leaderggder as a significant affect. From the factor Team Reghe

variables explain 38,79 the variance between team and lead®r S @I f dzZf GA2y ® | SNBX
gender (B=283) and leade® DI score as Blue(@33) have significant influence oretlvarance in
evaluations. Seeable 15.

Tablel5. Explanation variables in difference score on Team Results

B T SD

Leaders gender -.283* -2.703 .105
Leaders age -.012 -1.825 .006
Leaders DI Blue -.033** -3.922 .009
Leaders DI Red .009 1.204 .008
R? .387

* p<.05

** p<.01

The interesting thing here is that on all regressions, even though they were not significant, the DI Red
score always had a positive influence on the difference score between the team and leaders
evaluations, whe DI Blue always had a negative influence on the difference scores. This means that
if the leaders highest score on the DI were Red, the leader would have a slight tendency to give lower
or equal evaluation of her/his team, while a leader with the higlsesre on the DI Blue, will have a
tendency to evaluate hethimself and the team higher than the team members. The results on the
leadei® gender means that female leaders tend to evaluate their team and themselves equal to or
lower than her team, and #it male leaders will have a tendency to evaluate themselves and the

team higher than the team. If we see this in relation to the results from tiest;, it might not be

that the leaders evaluate differently from each other, but rather that the teams e@ins varies to
whether they have a male or female leader.

In the regression analysis the DI Green score is not included in the analysis since the initial correlation
analysis proved a strong correlation between DI Red and DI Green. Even thoughutasthat they
correlate since they come from a partially ipsative instrument, it was decided to exclude DI Green
from the analysis to avoid an artificially high R2 (Johannessen, 2003).

These results show that female leaders are evaluated better than leadkers, and also that teams
with female leader evaluate the team higher than teams with a male leader. This must be analysed
further, and perhaps tested in organisations. Unfortunately there is little to tell what influence a
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leaders score on DI have dmetdifference in evaluations, perhaps that it is ipsative makes it difficult

to use in this analysis, or perhaps it would show better results if we also included the team members
DI scores. It would have been interesting to look at the diversity amontg#me members, when it
comes to gender and their DI score. Perhaps the results could show us more about why the female

leaders get higher evaluations, and why teams with female leaders tends to evaluate themselves

higher than teams with male leaders. Forther reading about the study, see Skottheim (2008).

DI and TP(regression analysis)
{ Ay OS StoAyQa

and interaction between team participants is essential in order to crediigla performing team
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managing complex tasks. And the ideas of Diversity Icebreaker used as a team role concept is built
upon this idea, too (Ekelund & Jagrstad, 2002). Anyhow it seems to be quite difficult to document that

you need all colors to succeedThere are so many different alternative ways of describing optimal

balance between different types of peoptecounthighestscores? Look upon alternative roles for

each individuals? What abothie number of participants that are quite close to meaarethey
flexible or do they add unique qualities etc. In 2005 Bj#. Ekelund took part in a Bhrainingon

hierarchical linear modellingrogram in Denmark, and based upon having data for all team members
in 21 team (about 140 members) both on DI andcTtid started to look for interaction models that
could in a meaningful way predict for example «innovation». §dmaple of teams and individual

scores wagathered as a part of a project where Human Factors contributed to a total team

reorganization of théJrban Planning Office of one of the major cities in Norway. It was a project that

lasted from 2003 to 2006. It the analysis Bjgrn Z Ekelund found no interaction model that created any

kind of significant result on any of the TPl outcome variables. Tlyenoedningful pattern, that fits

into a more simple model like@ «If you have more Blue preference in the grgupere will be

more Task results achieved.». The regression line between tlibcbmesvariables look like this

(Figure 6):

Figure7. Regression analysis TPI Innovation and Red, Blue and Green
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There are some interesting ideas emerging from these data.
Red¢ seems to have a positive contribution in all directions.
Blue and Green seems to act in line with what cdaddexpected due to common sense.

Little consistency in direction in relation to Bridging/hich also make sense, sincetheoretical
face value connection could link Red, Blue or Green to acting in a way that did not create problems
for other teams in e organization.

Observational validation oDI ¢ A first step

Yet another study pertaining to the area of the external convergent validity of the Diversity

Icebreaker is one designed and conducted by Felix Block of the Fri€atdlerUniversity in Jea,

Germany. It was a pilot studthe author conductedvhile hewas on an exchange project at the

Universiy of Life Sciences, As, Norwatempting to provide a preliminary answer to the following
jdzS&adA2yYY a6 KSGHKSNI 2 NI (i 2re résKlts of thSpartichahts aré kfiScted5 L 8 |j d
AY F YSI adzNI of S @BBdkIl202)2 dzNJ f 2 dzi O2 YS¢

The reader should note that it was only a pilot study (with a small andr@presentative sample

and newdeveloped measurement athods used), which implies that the results have a limited

bearing for making valuable inferences about the concepts validity. However, we stress the extreme
usefulness of the study as to showing new possible directions of testing the Diversity Ice@réaker
SEGSNYyLt GFtARAGE YR RSOSt2LIAY3 | aLI &aalroftsS I yR
coding and analysing quantitatively behaviours that can be theoretically related teetieBlue and

Green categories.

The study

The study was to testif tre willbeO2 yaA aid Sy Oeé o0SG6SSy GKS LI NIAOALN
Greenc obtained in the Diversity Icebreaker questionnairand observable, behavioural facets

theorized as indicators of either of the DI categoriBsese facets were operatiornizéd as follows

a) useof pronounsg the idea was to contrast independence related to the Green category
(frequent use of firsperson, singular pronouns, elgme) with interdependedness and
group devotion related to Red and partially to Blue (frequerd oEfirstperson, plural
pronouns;we, usgetc.).

b) affiliative interactiong this type of interaction drew on a concept developed by Leeder et al.
(under review), describing a type of interaction resulting in high sense of belonging and
security among grgqumembers. A categorization system was proposed to record
guantitatively manifestations of affiliative interaction. It was expected that there will be a
positive relationship between Red and the affiliative interaction

c) problem solving; the theory of theproblem solving process by Albers et al. (2005), with
different conceptual modules (e.§ituation Analysis, Problem Containment, Search for
Alternative solutiong was applied to structure the observation and test the assumptions of
relationship betweenhe models and the Blue and Green categories. Green was expected to
be positively related with the modules related with generating and discussing new solutions,
whereas Blue was expected to be especially related with those related to implementing of
the solitions. Instances of a subjects opening new module (phase) and following into an
already opened module, and pertaining to either of the modules, were recorded.
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the study, as it proved itself not relevant tbe nature ofthe practical task presented to the
participants.
Results
Thefirst area of observation a) use of pronoung yielded no significant correlations between either
of the DI categories and particulpronouns.

The secondrea of observatior b) affiliative interactiong yielded results surprisingly consistent

with the expectationsL Y RSSRX G KS KAIKSNI 4dz062S5S00Qa NBadz
affiliative interactionin his/hers utterances. T&indicated that there is a strong relationship

between the Red category and the concept of affiliative interaction

The thirdarea of observatiom c) problem solving; did not produce clear correlation between any of
the DI categories and either of thoblem solving modes.

Discussion

Both, the resultsthat seem to support theoncepts validity in this studyhe observedconsistency
between the Red results and frequency of tiféliative interactior) as well as the more ambiguous

or nonsignificantresults Qo relation observed between the results on Green and Blue, and
utterances/behaviours falling to either of the problem solving modules categosbsuld be
interpreted with cautionThe study was performed on a small sample (N=8) and many of the
participants obtained rather equilibrated scores on the DI categories, which could have resulted in a
weak observable effect of their preferences on either of the theorized, Red, Blue or Green
behavioural schemes. Furthermgrauthornotes that the grougask choserior the experiment

could have beemoo restrictiveas toallow forsome of the investigated behavioural patterrie
emerge.He also notes that in terms of the observation area/research question a), the method was
imperfect as to distinguishingetween different contexts in which the pronouns had appeared and
which in turn could have bearing for their Green, Blue or Red character.

However thevery clear pattern revealedetweenRed anl the afiliative interaction, where the
results on the firsseemed to have a clear influence on the lattisrinteresting; and if replicatedg
could supporthe external convergent validity of the Diversity Icebreaker.

More importantly still, the study has revealed and blazed the trail for a new perspectivesearch

NEt SR (2 3G§KS 5A@SNEA G &ugeval® andBrovidéd Ndwith aSdidii S NJ/ |

gathering quantitative observational datevhichg although it requires further refinemerg can be
applied in similar, experimental settings.
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Observational validatiorg the next step

The present study was conducted in order to supplement the documentation for description and
evaluation of the Diversity Icebreaker psychological questionnaiceas part of the DNV
psychological tests cefitation process. The aim of this study was to investigate the concurrent
gt ARAGE 2F (GKS YBRBI RAYONBGBWARA2Y (2 F AaNBI €
Introduction

The study describelderewas conducted in order to supplement the documentation for description
and evaluaibn of the Diversity Icebreaker, which was submitted for of the DNV psychological tests
certification process (compliant with the EFPA review model version 3.3) in June, 2013.

In their feedback, the evaluators pointed out two areas for improvengeme d which was the lack
of a satisfactory concurrent validity study that would validate the categories of Red, Blue and Green
in relation to a real world criterion. The memo from evaluators pointed out that:

Most of the studies presented in the Diversityboeaker documentation use other instrument
scores and not real world criterion measures. As far as the reviewers can see, only a minor pilot study
(Block, 2012 abové uses such a measure.

A study where a real world criterion measure is correlated withthree colour categories/scales
should be carried out.

The EFPA review model defines the concurrent validity studies as follows (Bartman, Lindley, &
Kennedy, 2004, p.22):

| 2y OdzZNNBy G @It ARAGE O-Xaild cNBisredisurés #. nét atlaR A S & 6 K ¢
instrument scores) have been correlated with scales.

In terms of the Diversity Icebreaker and the Red, Blue and Green model it seemed most adequate
and natural to choose a realorld criterion that would be a) closely related to the theoratic
background of the concept and b) reflecting the way the model is most typically used in the real
world (i.e. in context of improving communication and interaction quality of people working
together). In addition, it was also deemed adequate to intenéxpand the scope and precision of

the pilot study by Block (2012).

We have chosen the way people interact with each other in aweald situation, e.g. group
decision making, as the variable to be operationalized and measured in the present, concurrent
validity study of the Diversity Icebreaker.

We have designed a study where independent judges would evaluate individuals interacting with
each other in terms of prevalence of Red, Blue or Green behavioural, using a specially designed
observation form. Té results from the form would be then tested against the DI questionnaire
results of the individuals being observed, to determine coherenaelack thereok; between the

test scores and observable behaviour.
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Research material development: the video

It was decided that using recording of people interacting with each other when problem solving and
decision making would be most convenient in terms of the ease of application and in order to
guarantee the similar study conditions.

Four individuals, who wé and interact with each other on regular basis and have developed certain
communicational patterns, were recorded when discussing two different topics (either planning of

the next Christmas party or searching for a new place for an office to rent).[B&ts dza dzl € T G2 FF
topics as well as the fact that the individuals interact together on regular basis, was seen as beneficial

to the objective of using a reaforld situation as material in the study.

One recording was chosen for the study (Christmasypadue to the provisional qualitative analysis
of its content, made by one of the researchers, which revealed more Red, Blue and Green behaviours
relevant for the study.

Research tool development: the observatifomm

It was decided that a behaviour sérvationform would be developed and later used by the judges
in the study, as a way to structure and quantify their observations of the Red, Blue and Green
0SKI @A 2 dzNE &

Development of the observatieform involved three stages:

f First-andinordertoA YLINE @S G KS ljdz2r f Ade 2F (G4KAa 62N 02
I L122f 2F O0SKIF@A2dz2NF f RSAONALIIA2ya 2F wSRI . f
background (primarily (Yukl, 2001; Ekvall & Arvonen, 1991; and Schwartz 1992) and two
adlk YyOSR S5AQOSNEAGE LOSONBF{SNI dzZiSNEQ LINI OGAOI ¢
YIylFr3aSYSyid O2yadzZ 6Ay3as gt a RSOSt2LISR gAGK |1
initial pool consisted of 86 behaviours (28 Blue, 29 Red, 29 Greens; see Appendix 1

i Second, that pool was sent to a group of experienced Diversity Icebreaker users (N=550,
consultants and HRBpecialists, experienced in practical application and having a theoretical
understanding of the Red, Blue and Green categories) in form of aysunvthe survey, the
respondents were asked to evaluate each of the behaviours as Red, Blue or/and Green (a
multiple answer format was employed, allowing assigning one, two, three or none of the
colours to a behaviour; the behaviours were presented iarelom order).

1 N=51 respondents filled the survey and based on their answers, the initial pool of behaviours
gl & NBRdAzOSR (G2 ooY (KS aLIz2NBaidéeé mm 0SKIF JA 2 dzNE
were most unanimously indicated as either Red, Bluereefy the following cubff scores
were used: in case of the Red categq®§4% or more of the answers indicated a behaviour
4 AGWSRET d88% @ MereSin Rris of Greed2%; see Appendices 2 and 3).

Lastly, an observaticform was createdwhere the behaviours where listed by colour on arsi

sheet of paper in order to facilitate the observation process for the judges (see Appendix 4

FGGr OKSR t5C FAES0U®d ¢KS NBaLRyasS F2N¥ILaG g1 a OKz2a
next to a person and behaviour each time they observe this behaviour with this person.
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Note: the initial pool of 86 behaviours and the observaticioam were created independently and
after the recording of the vidematerial was made, i.e. the observatiborm bore no influence on
which behaviours were displayed by the individuals interacting in the video; andefisag the

GARS2Qa 02y iSyld KIFra y2d AyFtdzsSyOSR GKS ONBIGAY3

Study

Samples
There were two groups participating indlstudy.

1 Sample 1 consisted of N=12 users of the Diversity Icebreaker concept familiar with the Red,
Blue and Green categories (note: none of them participated in the survey described in point
b), section above). This sample provided N=48 observationsid@jgs x 4 protagonists).

1 Sample 2 consisted of N=38 psychology students, who became familiarized with the Red,
Blue and Green categories before the study by participating in a classic Diversity Icebreaker
workshop. This sample provided N=152 observai(@8 judges x 4 protagonists).

Procedure

The participants were first presented with the task and given the time to familiarize themselves with
the observatioaform. Then, the 8 minute video was played and stopped every 30 seconds for
between30second§ 2 M YAYydziS O6RSLISYRAYy3a 2y GKS 3INRIzLIQA
the participants the time to indicate how many times each person exhibited a given behaviour listed

on the form.

After the video was over, the participants were given time tdlgough the observatiofform again
and correct it. The completed forms were then collected.

In addition, in case of the Sample 1 (the DI users) the participants were also asked to share feedback
with the researchers regarding the study and observafimmn design. (Comments most relevant for

0KS LINBaASy(d aiddzRéQa LJzN1}R2aSa NB AyOfdzZRSR Ay (KS

Results

The filled observation forms were coded by counting all the ticks (indicating how many time a given
behaviour was exhibited by person 1, 2, 3 dnstarring in the video). Scores were per item per
person were entered for the purpose of reliability analysis and composite results for Red, Blue and
Green were calculated for later correlation analysis. There were 4 protagonists in the video and a
total of N=50 participants (judges) and a total of N=200 observations (4x50) was collected.

Before presenting the principal results of the study, i.e. correlations between the observed Red, Blue
and Green behaviour scores and the Diversity Icebreaker quesii@scores of the protagonists;

the reliability of the observation form as well as the intater reliability of the input provided by the
participants (judges) is discussed.

Reliability of the observatieform

43



Human Factors AS, 2013
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whole observation form and for each of its subscales (i.e. Red, Blue and Green composite scores).
Furthermore, the reliability coefficients were also calculated similarly for each of the two sub
samples (Group 1 and Group 2) in order to determine possible difference in the way experienced DI
users and students scored the form.

Following are the reliability coefficients obtained for the complete data set (Sample 1 and 2): overall
observationform reliabilityn =.93; Red scale reliability=.844, Blu¢ =.818, and Greeh=.817.

Following are the reliability coefficients obtained for theuskers suksample (Sample 1): overall
observationform reliabilityh =.953; Red scale reliability.881, Blué =.875, and Greeh =.881.

Following are the reliability coefficients obtained for the students-salmple (Sample 2): overall
observationform reliabilityh =.875; Red scale reliability=.633, Blue =.735, and Greeh=.633.

Inter-rater reliability between tle judges

In this analysis the inteJ G SNJ NSt Al 0AfAGASa 6SNB 200FAySR o0& C
coefficients in a data set where the judges were treated as variables. Following are theatetkr

reliability coefficients for the complete dat&ts(Sample 1 and 2)=.990; the Dlsers subsample

(Sample 1¥=.944, and the students stdample (Sample 2)=.990.

Correlations: behaviour and the DI questionnaire results

t S| N& 2-tailxarrelatidrewas used to determine to what extent the Red, Blue and Green results
from the observation form, assigned to the protagonists in the vidsmrding, are or are not

coherent with the results from the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire these same protagonists
200 Ay SR owas Slcukiteé fgr @oinposite variables, far.total Red, Blue and Green scores
from observatiorform and total Red, Blue and Green results from the DI questionnaire.

Tables 6, 17 and 18 present the complete correlation matrices for consecutively for: the whole data
set, Sample 1 and Sample 2:

Tablel6

Correlations between the Red, Blue and Green behaviours — B (observation form) and the test scores —
T (the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire); complete data set, N=200 observations.

Red B Green B Blue T Red T GreenT
Blue B - 222%* -.304** B09%* -503** -.046
Red B A8T7** -378%* .508%* -.285%*
Green B -.507%* ApaE* -.070
Blue T - 494%* - 202%*
Red T - 752**

Note. *p<.01, **p<.001
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Tablel7

Correlations between the Red, Blue and Green behaviours — B (observation form) and the test scores —
T (the Diversity lcebreaker questionnaire); Sample 1 data set, N=48 observations.

Red B Green B Blue T Red T Green T
Blue B -.208 -.296* 743%% - 455** -.050
Red B S76** -470%* 509%# -.216
Green B -.560%* A22E* -.051
Blue T - 494** -.202
Red T - 752*%*

Note. *p<.01, **p<.001

Tablel8

Correlations between the Red, Blue and Green behaviours — B {observation form) and the test scores —
T (the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire); Sample 2 data set, N=152 observations.

Red B Green B Blue T Red T GreenT
Blue B - 344%* -376%* .858%* - 537** -.046
Red B 375%* -.376%* 564 ** -.350%*
Green B -.508%* A16** -.083
Blue T -.494%* -.202*
Red T - 752%*

Note. *p<.01, **p<.001

Furthermore, the relationship between the DI questionnaire scores and observatmmalscores

glha +ttaz2 AygSadAaal dSR gEBY @IKS f 2T SN I KEWH2 NREN
reiterate the original DI questionnaire format). Talipresents these results for the complete data

set:

45



Human Factors AS, 2013

Tablel9

Correlations between the Red, Blue and Green behaviours — B {observation form) and the test scores —
T (the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire) — “standardized” scores; complete data set, N=200
observations.

Red B Green B Blue T Red T Green T
Blue B - 504%* - 769** TJ96** - 505%* .066
Red B 014 - 435%* L496** -.229*
Green B -.B57** 372 079
Blue T 110 217%*
Red T -134

Note. *p<.01, **p<.001
Discussion
Correlation results

We have no knowledge of studie§ same character where personal preferences of similar type as in

DI have been correlated with observational criteria. However, a raatdysis of different selbther

correlation study by Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) revealed that a mean correlatioeebetelf

report and the evaluations oscillated around r=.35. This is explained by the fact that individual
OSKI@A2dz2NJ Aa y20 2yfé& RSUSNNYAYSR o0& LISNRA2YFf LINE
interaction, task and context. The Diversitglbreaker questionnaire is designed to measure personal
preferences.

Therefore, the results in our studyl have to be looked upon as more than satisfactory with the mean
of the correlations of Mr=.46. However, the differences between the significant arydstte®ng Blue
dimension results (.809**) and the moderate high Red results (.508**) vs. the very low and
insignificant correlation between Green questionnaire and the observation fo@v(Q) need to be
addressed.

1 Only the raw results for the whole spfe N=200 observations are referred to in this section of the
discussion.

What could be the possible reasons for the low Green dimension correlations?
Video material

As to avoid any influence between the way people in the video acted and the developirtaet
observation form, the video was developed without a script, guidance and was not steered in any
other way to trigger display of all the features of behaviours represented in the DI categories of Red,
Blue and Green. The video content was captunetpendently of the DI categories and even before
the observational form was created.
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Therefore, it is possible that the video does not cover the empirical domain of the observational form
completely, because it was meant to depict more natural grbapaviour.

In addition, a qualitative atioc analysis of the video, as well as the feedback gathered among the
participants in the first group, points to some issues that may have resulted from the following:

- One person in the video is not speaking much ¢gae reasons: status differences and
Norwegian not being the first language)
- One person primarily Green on the DI questionnaire results, is partially taking the role of a
Red conversation leader.
- One person primarily Red, but might have been evaluate@@een because of her eagerness
G2 NBLSFG yR St 02N GS adKS DNBSYy ARSlIa¢g 27

Thus, it might be recommended for the next study that either actors playing the Red, Blue and Green
GAONRLIIAe aKz2dzZ R 0S dziSR3X Ilydhe thedretios addadipincat | Y2 NB
domains of the three categories; or much more vidaaterial should be gathered in a similar way

and in compliance with the initial approach of capturing natural group and interaction prooesses

and then parts of it shodlbe chosen, edited and balance to better cover the whole empirical

domains of the Red, Blue and Green categories.

Furthermore, given that the correlations for Red and Blue were strong and significant, and that the
Red and Blue items (behaviours) in tHeservation form were developed using the same

methodology as the Green; there are reasons to believe that the lack of correlations results from the
video material and not the measure.

On the other hand, it was for the Green behaviours pool that theofuscore was the lowest when
MM O0SKIF@A2dz2NE 6SNBE OK2aSy FTNRY -WaBBSAYya8KE OA 2BRE
used for Green in the observation form; see Appendices 2 and 3).

This could point to that the Green scale on the observatiomfoould be less precise than Red and
Blue, but the internal reliability coefficients for all three scales are similar and high:=R@&44, Blue
h=.818, and Greeh=.8172, which leads to think otherwise.

2 Reliability coefficients for the complete dadat, N=200 observations.
Observation form

Another notion, supporting the reliability of the observation form developed for the study, is that the
significance, magnitude and the direction of the correlations between the two differensauiples

are very gnilar; the absolute values of differences of correlations between Sample 1 and 2 are
following (raw scores): |.055|for Red, |.11| for Blue and |.032| for blue (Green insignificant in both
samples). This supports the notion that the observation form peid consistent measurement
across the samples.

Furthermore, the relationship between the DI testores and observational forstores was also
AyoSadAa3ariSR gKSy GKS tFGGSNI 6SNBE aaidl yRIFNRAT SR¢é
DI questbnnaire format); and again, significant correlations of similar magnitude and direction were
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obtained, supporting the notion that the response format had not influenced the analysis results
largely. Absolute values of differences (complete data set NeBB6rvations) are |.012| for Red,
|.013| for Blue and |.009| for Green.

Feedback from the expert group (Sample 1)

The participants from the first group that took part in the study were asked to share their
impressions and feedback regarding the materizdasure and the study design. These are the
comments pertinent for the present discussion:

- Some behaviours in the observation form were very concrete and tangible, some required a
less unanimous interpretation in the context of the video.

- Inthe real fie, also the negative behaviours and the agrbal behaviours are pertinent and
important for the dynamics of the interaction and personal development. However, the DI
categories of Red, Blue and Green are oriented as to emphasize the positive aspects of
diversity and purposely leave out the negative behaviours. It was reflected also when the
observation form was developed; however, the video also contains the less positive
behaviours (e.g. interrupting). However it can be seen as a flaw in the studyktadhie in
line with the premise behind the Diversity Icebreaker, i.e. focus on working with specific
behaviours that can lead to better results.

- Should the observation form be used in practice (ofttdihings and development) a format
where a participnt (judge) observes only one other person (protagonist) and not four, would
be much more convenient.

Conclusion

The mean correlations between DI questionnaire dimensions and observational data is Mr=.46;
however, with some differences between the cateigs that were discussed above. We view these
results, in the context of a concurrent validity study, as satisfactory in supporting the validity of DI.
The present observation study is unique in the sense that a separate obsergatoted measure

was ceveloped, based on leadership and management theories related to the Red, Blue and Green
dimensions, but with different items; whereas typically the judges in similar studies often use same
guestions as ones answered by the protagonists being observeddesta & McCrea, 1988; where
same items were used for the observerm, only phrased in third person). In light of this fact, the
correlations obtained for Red and Blue dimensions should be viewed as exceptionally high.

However, the internal differencdsetween the different categories illustrate that there are many
different factors influencing behaviour beyond the individual preferences. However, the stimulus
material (video) could also have been a reason for this result.

Only minor differences betweaethe two subsamples and high reliability of observation form suggest
that it development was satisfactory. In order to gather conclusive research data about the Green
category in practical use, another video mategalr other real life contexts is required.

Furthermore, we suggest that in practice a singggson observation form should to be used in
training for recognizing/application of Red, Blue and Green behaviour.
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Divergent external validity studies

Red, Blue and Green and perception of team pesses

In the process of creating Red, Blue and Green in marketing strategy in energy conservation
marketing, there were some ideas that people with different colpreferences had a perceptual

filter, cognitive style that skewed systematic the way theyageived the world. This model of

thinking we find articulated in languaggoerception discussions (for example Sapinorf and

Saussure), in radical constructivist perspective (Wilden, 1976) and in sociology with different ways of
living that creates diierent ways of perceiving, defining challenges and legitimizing solutions
(Innveer,1999). We have measured individuals with 2 different team perception tools, CC (Cross
Professional Checklist) and TPI + Leadership feedback. Both tools ask the indiédpsdstionnaire

to report how they have experienced team processes. We found no significant correlations at all with
70 persons from 4 different seminars with CC.

On TPI + Leadership feedback with 135 persons we found only one significant correlaiabnyveh
also recognize from our own seminar experiences: The more Green your preference is, the more
negative you are towards your own leader (correlaticdt8). These results indicate that Red, Blue
and Green preferences mostly not influence the way peggleeive processes in the team.

INTERNAL VALIDITY
Convergentinternal validity

Red, Blue and Greeand personality traits

The Diversity Icebreaker model and tRed, Blue and Greamategoriesvere not meant to
personality traits per se; they were aimetiaapturingdifferent preferences in a dynamic setting of
interpersonal interactions.

Howevetit KSNBE | NB NBlFazya G2 o0StASOS (KIFG GKS LISNRZ2Y
communication and interaction to a certain degree, and the researchtiquresf investigating the
possible relationship between the Diversity Icedker and personality is worthwhile to pursue.

The Big Five personality traits or the Five Faf@msta & McCrae, 1998as been the most dominant
and sipported in research model of personality traifthe modekonsists of five personality
dimensionor traits, labelled:Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness, which are assumetesepresentng thebasic personalityraits identifiable

both in language anavidely supported in other psychological models of personality.

DAGSY GKS Y2RSf Qa LINB ReeVdciiddySia LB ARNG S NERA (58 LA G
validity in terms of personality traits with its helfhangvik, Personality Traits and Team Roles:

Introducing a Tricolour Model of Team Roles and its Relationship to Personality Traits in the Five

Factor Model, 2006)

Expectations

It was hypothesized thdhe trait Extroversion (taracterized by positive emotions, surgency, and the
tendency to seek out stimulation and the company of others) and the trait Agreeableness (tendency
to be compassionate and cooperative rather than suspicious and antagonistic towards others) will be
positively relatedto the Red category.
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Furthermore, it was hypothesized that there will be a positive relationship between
Conscientiousness (tendency to show kftipline, act dutifully, and aim for achievement against
measures or outside expectations)ttee Blue category.

The trait Openness to experience (a general appreciation for art, emotion, adventure, unusual ideas,
imagination, curiosity, and variety of experience) was expected to be positively related with the
Green category.

No expectations were ade as to the relation between the trait Neuroticism (the tendency to
experience negative emotions, such as anger, anxiety, or depression) and any of the Diversity
Icebreaker categories.

Study 1

These results were tested by administering both the Divelsitbreaker and the NEPR(Costa &
McCrae, 1992neasures to a group employees in different Norwegian organizations (N=233, M
35.64, SD=13.45 and,\=86).

Table B below presents correlatioanalysis resultbetween thefive personality traits and the
Diversity Icebreaker Red, Blue and Green categories:

Table20. Correlation analysis results between NE® and DI

Blue Red Green
Neuroticism -.16 .15 .02
Extraversion -.35%* 28 A4
Openness -.58* 14 S50*
Agreeableness .06 21%* -.18
Conscientiousness .30 -.22 -12

*p<.05, **p<01

The correlation analysimanifested astrong negative relationship between Blue angéhness to
experiences and a moderate, negative relationship betweep Bhd Extraversion; moderate,
positive relationships between Red and Extraversion and Agreeableness, a weak relationship
betweenRed and Openness to experiences; there also observed a strong, positive relationship
between Green and Openness to experienaed a weak, positive relationship between Green and
Extraversion.

Furthermore multiple regression analyses wetenducted in ordeto estimate the direct effect of
the personality traitshadon the resultsin the Red, Blue and Green categoties
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Table21. Multiple Regression results

BLUE RED GREEN
j t W T j t
Neuroticism -.06 -.85 15 1.66 -.06 - 74
Extraversion -.18* -245  31%* 3.39 -.08 -.95
Opennesdo exp. -51** -6.96 -.03 -.28 S55%*  6.68
Agreeableness -.03 -39 -30"* 381 -24**  -3.18
Conscientiousness -.31*** 419 -24* -2.69 -11 -1.31

Note'. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.
Note?. Blue: REISI= 47 (.45), F (5,131) = 23,%< .000. Durbiwatson=1.92.
Red: Redwsed= 29 (119), F (5,131) = 7.30, p< .000. Dutitson=1.81.

Green: R@Iusted= 35 (.30), F (5,131) = 12,%< .000. Durbiwatson=1.86.

Multiple regression analysis shed that personality traits explained 4766 the variance in Blue,

main predictors being Openness to experience, Conscientiousness, and Extraversion; 20 percent in
Red, main predictors being Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness; and 32percent
the variance in Green, main predictors being Openness to experience, Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness.

Study 2

In 2012 a similar analydisat was done in Israel be Lilach Sagiv and her&tb@entsgroup(a part

of a bigger researchollaborationproject ¢ see theConsequential validityectionfor other studies

within this project) where the DI questionnaire and the group was: N=158, undergraduate business
students, 47% female; Mage=23; 78% Israeli b@¥h Jewish immigrants, 8% Arathe results are

very similar in many casedurther supporting theO 2 y O S LJ( Q & pr@vidibgipiRIkningry | y R
support forthat Red, Blue and Green, like Big 5 model, s&elre corsistent across cultures (notion
that hasyet to be tested in further validation studies).
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The results of a correlation analysis are presented in THhlbelow:

Table22. Correlation analysis results between NER and DIN=158Israel, 2012)

Blue Red Green
Neurdticism .04 -.05 -.09
Extraversion - 20%* A9 .10
Opennesdo exp. - 40** -.05 52*
Agreeableness -.32%* 36** -.09
Conscientiousness .23** -23** -.02

h*p<.05, **p<.01

(Fora complete report from the study refeRt Diersity Icebreaker in the MidelEast: Personality
Fa t NBRAOG2NER 2F )22NJ] aK2L) LYLIX AOF(A2yasd

Discussion

The correlation and regression analysis of the results obtained in the study confirmed the hypotheses
and provided proof for supporting the convergent validity of the Diversity Ia@kae as being
partially related to the concept of personality traits.

Red, Blue and Green andeyersBriggs Type Indicator

This study investigated relationship between the Red, Blue and Green categories of the Diversity
Icebreaker and the MeyeiBriggsType Indicator (MBTI) typ&sone of the most popular test used in
the corporate and organizational settiaigy the USAGardner & Martinko, 1996Apart from adding

to the body of evidence supporting the convergent validityhef DI, the study also delineated the
practical differences between the two measures (refer to Chapter 7 in the Boadsity Icebreakey
How to Manage Diversity ProcessgsEkelund & Langvik, 2008, for more details).

There are four scales in MBTI measg: perceptiong consisting of twaends/extremessensing (S)
vs. intuition (N)decision making criterig thinking (T) vs. feeling (Frientation to the outer world
judging (J) vs. perceiving (P); artkrgy orientatiorg extraversion (E) vs. imdversion (1). These four
sets of preferences are combined to form sixteen distinct types.

El (extraversiorntroversion) measures whether peopleceivetheir energy frombeing withothers

or from solitude. SN (sensingntuition) measures whether peoplend to take in details through

their five senses or tend to use a more intuitive way of taking K Biggér picturé information. FF
(thinkingfeeling) measures whether people tend to make decisions based on consistent logical rules
or depending onhe impact on individuals.-B (judgingperceiving) measures whether people are

more structured and like to have decisions made or are more spontaneous and prefer to have
options open.
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Expectations

Due to the nature of the Blue category in the Divergigbreaker (logical, systematic, practical,
focused on details, less emotiorasee theRed, Blue and Green preferences for communication and
interactionabové and the descriptions of the MBTI typtige following hypothesis wamade

Hypothesis 1Higherscores on Bluwiill be related to highescoreson S in the MBTI-8§
scale, highescoreson Tin the T-F scale, highescoreson Jin the 3P scale, and higher scores
on lon the tE scale.

As it comes to the Red category (focused on people, conversatitidarity and harmonyand the E
| and FTF MBTI scaleshe following hypothesis was made:

Hypothesis 2:Higher scores on Redill be related to highescores on E ithe MBTI H scale
and higherscores on i the T-F scale.

No relationship was expeat to occur between Red aneNsand P scales.

As it comes to the Green category @pigture oriented, imaginative, valdeased and ambitiousgnd
SN and &P scalesthe following hypothesis was made:

Hypothesis 3 Higher scores onr@enwill be related to higher scores on N the MBTI SN
scale and highescores on P ithe JP scale.

Furthermore,some configuratioeof MBTiscores on different scales (ithe differenttypeg have
similarities with the Diversity Icebreaker categories, namely:

Idealsts (NF) tend to be oriented toward building spirit, authenticity, and meaning. Thesdaeare
humantoriented values witta future-looking orientation.Therefore, we expect to find significant
portions of NFS in groups scoring highest on Red, becaussatbigory is related tearing forpeople

and harmony; an@lsowithin groups scoring highest on Green, because this dimension is related to
making things betterRationalists (NT) are also oriented toward the future and possibilities, but even
more towards building power and competence through science and knowledge. Therefore, we
expect to find that groups scoring highest on Green have significant portions of NT.

Guardians (SJ) are oriented towards duty and structure, and are concrete. Therefore Blue wa
expected to be related to SJ. Finally, Artisans (SP), are oriented towards enjoying the present, they
value freedom and equality, which are primarily human oriented values. Therefore, the Red category
was expected to be relatealsoto SJ.

In summaryijt was expected that the people scoring highest on Blueterild to fall in theSJ types
than other temperaments, the group with the highest Red results to contain more SP and NF types,
and Green results to be related the NTand NF typesThe followindypothesis was made:
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Hypothesis 4:There will be a relationship between. ¢ tefigeramensandthe Dltypes,
such thatthe overlap ofBlue and SJwill be greater tharwith SP, NT, or NIfreateroverlap
of Red with NF an®P than with NT or SJ, and3é&en with NT and NF than with SJ or SP.

Procedure

Both measures were administered to @ngple ofN=53 (Mg 27;23% women) MBAtudentsfrom a
Midwestern University in USA, with a time interval of three months between the measurements
(MBTI was administed as first) Fourteensubjectswere internationalstudents: 4 students from
China and 1 from eadkeland, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Taiwan, Canada, Ghana, Thailand, Pakistan,
Vietnam and Nigerie8 were permanent USA residents originally from Mexico, Soutke&a@nd
Ghana (making total of2 students with a background from Ghana); the remaining students were
both born in andvere citizens of the USA (36 students). Seventeen were studewnatr, five of
these were either permanent residents or domestd the remaining 12 in this group were
international.

Results

Hypotheses were tested using correlational and regresaimalysigechniques. Three sepate
regression models were ruone each for Blue, Red, and Green.

In the present document only a sunamy of the results is presentegifor the complete correlation
and regression tables refer fiversity Icebreakey How to Manage DiversitfEkelund & Langvik,
2008 pp. 6769):

Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. The assumption was that higher scoBa@will be related
G2 KAIKSNI a 02 NB-Hsca@lghigHer sdosés din K i thef.sohlehi@i@er sEores on Jin
the JP scale, and higher scores on | tHedcale. Thereexe observedsignificant correlations in the
expected directions étween Blue and | (33, p>.0%, S(r=41. p>.0), and T(r=41, p>.0); but not
with J. Furthermore, regression analys&mnonstrated that Blue significantpredicted | S and T
the expected directionsThese findings supportytdothesis 1 for S orhe MBTI N scale, T on the-T
F scale, and | on thed scale, but not forah the JP scale.

Hypothesis 2 was supported. The assumption was that higher scores on Red will be related to higher
a02NBa 2y 9-l scafe atdki§herascored of B BF scale. There were observed
significant correlations in the expected directions between Red and both45,(p=.A) and F (r=

A42. p>.01). Furthermore, regression analysis demonstrated that Red predicted significantly E and F
in the expected dictions; in addition, it also significantly predicted the P dimension. These findings
support Hypothesis 2 for E on the MBTlIdeale and F on the MBTFFIscale; however they also

indicate a possible relationship with the MBI 3cale; a relationshimot predicted in the

hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3 wagartiallysupported. The assumption was that higher scores on Green will be
NEf I G§SR (2 KAIKSN NGaNEd highef scres bryP initiestalea Thiele Q& {
were observed significant oelations in the expected directions betwe&reenand bothN (r=.67,

% For this particular study, the subjects were assigned to different Red, Blit aDNB Sy a e LiSaé s A dS
with how the measure is usually applied (as a trait measure, not type); a person was assigned to either of the DI
types according to his or her highest results.
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p>.01) andP(r=-.34 p>.0%. The egression analysis demonstrated tiateenpredicted significantly
Nin the expected direction; no significant results were observed for P (this Bunprising given the
relatively high correlation between &hdP scales in this sample, r=.42, p>.01) Theskniys support
Hypothesis 3 for ih the SN scale, and partially suppdtypothesis 3 for nthe JP scale.

Hypothesis 4tated thattherewk t £ 0SS | NBf I GA2yAKAL)I 60SG6SSy OSNI |
DI categories, such that the overlap of Blue and SJ will be greater than with SP, NT, or NF; greater
overlap of Red with NF and SP than with NT or SJ, and of Green with NT and NF thalom&R.S

This assumption was tested withable 3 contains the frequencies of temperament categories and DI
types. Examination of this table indicates that there were only 4 respondents in the red category,
consistent with our observations about how tisigmple differs from test norms as discussed above.

Given the small sample size for red, it is nonetheless interesting to note that proportions of each DI

type by temperament are approximately as predicted. Blues were 52% SJ, 26% SP, 17% NT, and 4%
NF. Rds were 50% SPs, 25% NFs, 25% SJs, and there were no red NTs. Greens were 58% NTs, 23%
NFs, 15% SJ, and 4% SPs. These regpfisrt parts of hypothesis 4. Specifically, SJs did make up

the majority of blues and NTs of green. However, there was deagrparcentage of SJs in the red

category than expected, which is hard to interpret given the small red sample size, and

proportionately NFs were at similar levels in both red and green groups, not just the red type as
expected, although six of the eighFslwere also green.

Discussion

Of the twelve possible scate-type relationships between the four MBTI scales, (BN, FF, and J

P) and the three DI types (Red, Blue and Green), we expected eight relationships to be observed in
the study. We found ddence for all but one and, additionally, one unexpected relationship.
Specifically, no evidence was found for the hypothesized relationship between J in the-RIBiid J
Blue; and an unexpected relationship between J in tResg¢ale and the Red categovgs observed.

Myers (1998) describes the J type as more structured andgréstted and P as more spontaneous

and futureoriented. The people with Blue preference rely on past data and people with Red
preference are presentriented. Only Green of thBl categories is described as futwoBented.

Given the strong correlation between S and J in this sample, it is possible that the need for structured
data, characteristic for Blue, was captured entirely by S of tNes€8ale; whereas J of thdJcale

captured the noruture-orientation of the Red category. However, further work is needed to see if
this finding will be replicated and this assumption supported.

Overall, the majority of findings in the present study were as expeatelthe resultseither
supported or partially supported the theorized relationships predicted in the hypotheses, supporting
0KS 5AOSNEAGE LOSONBI{SNRa O2ydSNESy(G OFftARAGE®

Furthermore, this studwlsoprovides partial evidence supporting the divergent construct validity of

the Diversity Icebreaker in relation to MBAthough the instruments relate to each other in

predictable ways, they are not the same, and do not measure the same phenomena or in the same
way. For example, however it is likely that most ISTJ and 1S8®ityihe MBTI, will score high on

Blue in DI, most EF types will score high on Red, and most NP types on Green; the other MBTI types,
such as ESTP, may score more balanced between two or three of the DI categories, despite
pertaining to a single one catery in the MBTI.
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Red, Blue and Greeand Emotional Intelligence

Different components of personality traits are to greater or lesser degree related to the emotional
phenomena and aspects of lif€osta & McCrae, 1998hd giverthe relationship betweerthe DI
categories and personalitgported above the question of investigating the relationship of Red, Blue
and Greerto theories or models of emotions, presented itself as interesting to pursue.

The concept of Emotional IntegJénce was chosen to be investigated in relation to the Diversity
LOSONBI 1SN 9Y2iA2ylf AyiGStftAaaSyOS Aa RSTAYSR
FYR SY20A2yar R2 RAAONAYAYI OGS FY2y3 GKfg¥d | yR
I O AP2tyides & Furnham, Trait Emotional Intelligence: Psychometric Investigation with Reference
to Established Trait Taxonomies., 2Q01)

Studyl
In the first exploratory pilotstudya measure of Emotional Intejénce called Trait Emotional

Intelligence Questionnaire Short Form(TEIQueSH was usedTEIQueSFmeasures three
dimensionsEmotional expressioftapable of communicating their feelings to othgitsow
impulsivity(reflective and less likely to givetimtheir urge, andEmotional skillgFurham &
Petrides, 2003)

In this pilot study N=31 participan{M,,—33,6, SD=12.56, 48% femad@pwerd both measures and
the relationship between the TEIQ®F dimensions and the Ritegories was analysed. The results
are presented in the TabtE9 below.

Table23. Correlation analysis results between TEKG&eand DI

TEIQUESF/DI Blue Red Green
Emotional expression -.42* A49* -.28
Low impulsivity 52* .01 -43*
Emotional skills -28 .39* -.02
*p<.05

Results show that the Red category of DI is positively related to Emotional expression (r=.49, p<.05)
and Emotional skills (r=.39, p<.05). The Blue category on the other hand, manifested negative
relationships to both of these TEIQue dimensions.42, p<.05 for Emotional expression and 28,
non-sig’, for Emotional skills), and also a strong positive correlation to the Low impulsivity (r=.52,
p<.01). The Green dimension on the other hand was found toelgatively correlated to Low

impulsivity (r=.43, p<.05), indicating that people with a strong Green preference, are probably more
impulsive than those with the Red, anespecially; Blue preference.

The results are in line with the theoretical backgnddor and the functional descriptiaof the DI
categories.

®The result was not significant, but given thmal sampleand the exploratory, pilobature of the study, it is
worthwhile to mention.
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Study 2

Similar results were provided in yet another, explorative study, where the€OBaEQ measure of
the emotional intelligence was employed together with the Diversity Icebreaker in a safigE185
individuals (see TabR0 below).

Table24. Correlation analysis results between #am EQ and DI

Blue Red Green
TOTAL EQ -17* 15* .01
INTRAPERSONEDR  -.22* 15* .07
INTERPERSONAQ  -.17* 33** -.16*
Seltawareness -.26%* .28** -.04
Assertiveness -.18* .15 .05
Independence -.29 ** .16 19*
Relations -21%* 34** -12
Empathy -.08 19* -15
Social responsibility .07 A7 * -12
Flexibility -.14 .07 24%*
Happiness -12 24%* -11

*p<.05, **p<.01

Individuals with higher scores on Red scored significantly higher on Total EQI (r=.15, p<.05), and also
significantly higher on the main factor Interpersonal EQ (r=.33, p<.01) as well as on the sub factor
Selfawareness (r=.28, p<.01). From this wa canclude that higher Red scores are related to better
interpersonal / social emotional intelligence.

Discussion

Both studies provide evidence supporting ttenvergent validity of the Diversity Icebreaker in the
fact that¢ although they were purely expratory and no prior hypotheses were maqéheir results
are consistent and both measures (TEIQue andBrEQ)i) are reported to be compatilffeurham &
Petrides, 2003)Furthermore poststudy explanatiosof the results ca be built on the theoretical
background and functional descriptions of the DI categories, and especially Red hdeesults
confirm the relational and emotional aspectdated to this category

High scores on Reanhplies lowerscoreson Blue and Greefdue to thepartiakipsative scoring
format, see theMeasuremen® Scoringsection) andit is important tobearthisin mindwhen
interpreting these resultsThe observed relationshifsetween DI and the emotionantelligenceare
consistentacross measuresnd supportour understanding of Red, Blue and Greprofiding
evidence foithe convergent validity of the concept); however, the moderate power of the

57



Human Factors AS, 2013

correlationsand lack of significant relationships betwethe DI categories and some of the
emotional intelligencdacetsalso indicategliscriminant validity. The correlations between two
measures should not be too higtorder to support this validittMurphy & Davidshofer, 2001).

Red, Blue and Greeand two thinking styles
In the fall of 2011 we conducted a study investigating relation between Red, Blue and Green with
two cognitive dimensions described by Jdtt892) the connectiveand sequential thinking styles

This study was conducted as part of théoek to investigate the Diversity Icebreaker asognitive
diversitymodel following previous suggestions from researchers and practitioners (Ekelund, Rossi, &
van Egmond, 2010; Matoba, 2011)

Expectations

The connective thinking style is a preferencedonsidering many factors at once and linking
previously unconnected ideas, whereas the sequential thinking style is a preference for following an
existing set of logical, sequential routines to resolve a prol{léabri, 1991). Drawing on the theory
andprevious research regarding Red, Blue and Green, we had expected positive correlations
between Green and the connective, and Blue with the sequential thinking style; wnd versa; a
negative relation between Green and the sequential, and between &idehe connective thinking
style. We had not made any assumptions regarding the relation of Red with either of the styles due
to lack of data and plausible theoretical formulations.

Results

We tested our assumptions by administering the Diversity Icelmeqlestionnaire together with
the measure constructed by Post (2011), to a Norwegiased sample of N=60The hypotheses
were confirmed, as illustrated in Tali2é below:

Table25. Correlations between Red, Blue and Green andvibehinking styles (N=18)

Dimension Connective thinking Sequential thinking
Blue -.458** 439

Red .065 -.316**
Green .563** -.240*

Note.*p<.01, **p<.001

There was a significaandpositive correlation between the Blue scaledsthe sequential thinking

scale, r=.439; and between the Green scale and the connective thinking scale, r=.563. Furthermore,
the Blue scale was significantly and negatively correlated with the connective thinking sedk8.r=
Similar result was obserden case of the Green and sequential thinking scales348.

The direction of the correlation between Green and the Sequential thinking style was negative, as
expected, but we can assume that its magnitude could have been different if not the netessity
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remove one of the items pertaining to the Sequential thinking scale as a result of Exploratory Factor
Analysis.

Discussion

The present study confirmed that the concepts of Blue and Green preferences for communication
and interaction are closely related the sequential and connective thinking styles, thus supporting
the view of the Diversity Icebreaker as a cognitive diversity model.

Interesting to note, the sum of absolute values of the correlations between Blue and the two thinking
styles (.892) andhie sum of the correlation between Green and the two thinking styles (.803) were
both higher than the sum of correlation values between Red and the two thinking styles (.377). It
means that the combination of these two colours explains best the structymeesented by the
connective and sequential thinking styles. However, correlation between Red and the sequential
thinking scale was significant and moderate on its ow81.6). This notion is given more

consideration in théivergent internal validitysection below.

Anon-going research project, using a more advanced measure of cognitive cthle§ hinking
Styles Inventory (Zhang & Sternberg, 2006), is aimed to shed more light on this and other questions
in effort to look d the Diversity Icebreaker as a cognitive diversity model.

Red, Blue and>reen and alues

The present study investigating the possible relationship between the Red, Blue and Green
categoriesand the valuesnodel (Schwartz, Uniersals in the Content and Structure of Values: Theory
and Empirical Tests in 20 Countries, 1992ps a part of part of a bigger researetollaboration
project (see theConsequential validityectionfor other studies within this project).

¢tKS {OKgl NIl Qa @I f dzS Y2RSt PRdReyfauthaiity,deadardhip,i KS T2 f 2
dominance) Achievemen{success, capability, ambition, influence, intelligence;resipect)

Hedonism(pleasure, enjoying ), Stimulation(daring activities, varied life, exciting lif&elf

direction(creativity, freedom, independence, curiosity, choosing your own gdatgyersalism
(broadmindedness, wisdom, social justice, equality, a world at peace, a world of bewaitytyyith

nature, protecting the environment, inner harmonBenevolencéhelpfulness, honesty, forgiveness,

loyalty, responsibility, friendshipJ;radition(accepting one's portion in life, humility, devoutness,

respect for tradition, moderation)Confomity (seltdiscipline, obediencefecuritycleanliness,

family security, national security, stability of social order, reciprocation of favours, health, sense of
belonging).

A group of N=101 undergraduate business studéiiesl the Diversity Icebreakejuestionnaire and
a 46item measure based on Schwartz Value Sunfy: { 6 { OKg |l NIT = MpPHO P / NBRY
ranged for this measure from .52 to .78.

Results

¢tKS NB&aSIFNOKSNBE O2NNBfFGISR LI NIGAOALIYyGaQ ald2NB 2
Figure7 below presents the results for the DI categories and values.
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Figure8. The Red, Bluand Green categories and values
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The results show that the three calocategories consistently differed in the motivations (values)

that underlie them: Red focuses mainly on good relationships with others, the Blue reflects and

emphasizes conservation and power, and the green type emphasizes openness to new ideas and
experiences.

(Supplementary regression analyses showed that vaunedraits had independent effects in

explaning the variance in each colour categofpgether, values and traits explained 59% of the
variance in the red and blue types, and 66% of the variance in the green type. It therefore seems that
the colaur typesrepresent combinations of traits and values.)

Red, Blue and Green andiltural dimensions
Duringthe years2006 and 200Bjgrn Z. Ekelunigd personatraining of staff from two different
engineering and manufacturing companies in five diffeneatkshopswith participants coming from
Norway, Germany, Australia, USA, UK and Frandkis settingempirical data was gathered arle
possible relationship between the Red, Blue and Green categories and cultural dimensions (Hofstede,
2001) was explored.

Study

The DI questionnaire was administered in the beginning of each of the workshops; tlager
LI NI AOA LN yia
guestionnaire is to measure individual values related to establisioadepts from thecultural

dimensions (Hall, 195%ofstede, 2001Maznevski, 1994).

g SNB

Ftaz2

alSR G2

Fyas SN GKS

a/ dzf G

Cultural Light is a questionnaire mapping cultural values. It was made first time in 2005 as a tool to
create awarenss and measure cultural valude questionnaire @5 dimensions, but ithe
contextof the present studyve will report on threghem (which were significant)

Thelndividualismvs. Collectivismis inspired by almost all cultural dimensions concepts (Kluckhohn &
Strodtbeck, 1961, Hofsted2001, etc.). Performancevs Socialis included in th&sLOBIproject

| Masclligityva. BeMiRngy@ignensiogHofstede, 2001)The
Monochronevs. Polychronalimensionds outlined and inspired by Trompenaars in this setting

(House et a].2004) &

(Tronpenaars, )

gStf
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Thequestionnairehas an ipsative format whetrdifferent cultural vales are positioned as opposite
ends of each dimension:

Individualism vsCollectivism;02 Y OSNY I 6 2 dzil .QKSt SYRA DS Rzl & LAG DAA Y|
vsconsideri K& 02 t SOGAGSS .62 NHANE &LIR yvRA DNGRalt hezy $aa o
group, individual autonomy v@ NB dzLJQ& NMzf S& &aK2dzZ R I2FSNYy @

Performance vsSocial; goal achievement.veaintainirg relations to others, competition vs
interaction inspires, reward on results.y®sitions and education, taking action to succeed vs
reflection and conversation, flexibility wsiles to be respected.

Monochrone vsPolychrone: Doing one thing vseveral things at the same time, appointments
mustbe followed vsnot control life, work is separated from privacy. sfended, stick to schedule is
important vs taking good care of relations, activities should lead to resustpart of life.

A total of N488 observations were gathereid the presenttudy {n 14 crosscultural training

seminars in the period 2009, about 80% of the respondents are from Norway, 10% from Germany
and the resthavevaried cultural backgrounds; 24 % are womenydvB9; all the participants worked

in oil&gas and metallurgiindustries, mainly engineers and researchers by professibeye were
significant correlations with three of the dimensions.

Results

The correlation matrix between the DI categories of Red, Blue and Green and the cultural dimensions
are presented in Te 22 on the next page

Table26. Correlations between the Diversity Icebreaker categories and the Cultural Light dimensions
(N=188)

Blue Red Green
Individualism -13 -2 A1**
Performance .07 -.26* 19*
Monochrone 39+ - 25 -0.20**

Note'. * p<.05, ** p<01

Note”. One end of a given dimensions in provided in the table, thus a negative correlation means a
positive correlation with the other end of the same dimension.

Evident from the reported resudtabove is that participants with higher Red scores are more
Collectivisticdhan theparticipants with higher Green scores, who emerge as being more
Individualistic. Red @lsopositively correlated with Egalitarian attitudé@s contrast to the Blue
dimension, which is related more to theierarchical orientation. Red was also found to be more
Polychronghan Blug whichis more Monochrone.
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Evenalthough the sample is relatively smaillthis explorative studythere are significant results that
indicatemeaningful relationships, which could servefasnulate testable hypotheses for future
studies Results of such studies would possibly be usefulaitoring better cosscultural trainings
based applying DI model propeitythe group for transferring gdagogical messages. Take for
example: If people with Red preferences are more collectivistic, egalitarian and polychrone, how
such findinggouldbe utilized inworkshopson crosscultural issues? Can they, for example,
constitute an Italian culture, anckreate norms, rules and shared experiences that are more Italian
like? Will they be better representatives of Italian culture in business games?

Even though there are strong debates on ecological fallacy (Hofstedg;, Riokman, Lowe, &

Gibson, 2006) thee have been various attempts at making and testing hypotheses across levels. We
have put forward a question whether people with a Red dominance could more easily create an
Italian culture. What about the other way, will Diversity Icebreaker with Itali@mmse out with a

higher level on Red than what is normal?

One way to examine this challenge is based on a database compiled during autumn 2007 which
includes data fronN=409 business students from Nbdrn Italy. These data are the first large scale
datawe havegathered abroadFigure No 2 shows the results compared with an overall norm. And
surprisingly enough, results show that there is basically no difference. However, it is worth
mentioning that the norm was set based on a large Norwegian sample, N=Epfesenting

different sectors and total populations of organizational and work life in Norway.

Figure9. Aggregated Samples DI Score Comparisons
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It is also worth mentioning that Norwegians have exhibited significantrdiftees on Diversity
Icebreaker type scores between employees in different types of organizations, industries and
professions. For example, employees from the social sector score significantly higher on Red.
Participants in project management seminars sdagher on Blue. Business school students in
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Norway score higher on Blue, and less on Red. And creative individuals such as one may find in
professional consultants and research & development departments score relatively higher on Green.

As mentioned, thdtalian business students had similar scores as the Norwegian norm, but if we
compare the Italian results with respondents from same organizational culture, the results are
different. We have some preliminary data from undergraduate business studerisylaired group

of 137 business students from USA, France, Mexico, Denmark and Switzerland. If we make
comparisons within the business students segment, Italian business students is the nationality that
scores highest on Red and least on Green. The diffeseletween combined group of business
students and Italian business students on Red and Green are significant at lower than 1% level. If we
combine these data with results on cultural values at individual level described above, we can
assume that Iltaliansiness students at national level are more Red, implying more polychrone,

more collectivistic and more egalitarian in their cultural values.

If we compare the DI scores from the five countries identified in the combined group and the Italian

sample andhe results with country differences reported on different concepts of cultural

dimensions, we could have expanded the construct validity process of the dimensions of Diversity
Icebreaker (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). The early results we have seen are figtdotesistent with

| 2FAGSRSQa NBLRNIAZ YR Y2NB Ay fAYyS 6A0GK dzyLldzo €
Peterson (sources of guidance), Maznevski (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck cultural orientations) and

Schwartz (Value Systems). These findings senaeclear invitation for the collection of additional

similar data with potential expansions and replications at both levels illustrated here.

The results above tell us that there are probably overlaps between cultural values and preferences in
the Red,Blue and Greemodel measured by Diversity Icebreakgrestionnaire This has

implications for the potential of using this instrument in cre@sdtural training seminars, which is the
main area of concern for this paper. Under these impressions, we nogeedoto present what may

be the consequences of tke recent preliminary findings.

Divergentinternal validity

The Diversity Icebreakés neitherjust or entirely a personality model orcagnitive thinking styles

model. Some of the evidence regarding taergent validity of the concept haaready been

mentioned in when some of the convergent validity studies results were interpreted (e.g. studies
relating the emotional intelligence to Red, Blue and Green). Additionally, this section will put
emphasis a results supporting the convergent validity of DI regarding its relation, or lack of thereof,
to neuroticism (part of the abovementioned DI and FFM personality studies) and discussing the Red
category relation to the cognitive styles. At the engeana presented study will be discussed,

where it was noted that the DI does not influence the perception of team processes.

Neuroticism

In neither of thetwo abovementioned studies (see ti@nvergeninternal validitysection), where
the Diversity Icebreakkevas related to the Five Factor Personality model, was any of the DI
categories signifantly related to neuroticism.

These replicable result provides support for the divergent validity of the Diversity Icebreaker in the
sense that it is not an entirejyersonality modet;, not only in terms of how much of the DI results
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can the FFM predict (regression analysis abqum)t also in terms of not being related to any extent
to a whole, one trait in the FFM: Neurotism.

The fact that DI is different by thigait from the B{j Five personality traits modehsimportant

practical consequencebleuroticismas atraith & dza dz £ £ @ LIS NOS A hé&Rversityt |
Icebreakerpeing deprived othese facets, is thuan attractive tool ér opening dialoge and sheng
about personal differencesprocesses that could be impeded by mixinghe negative

characteristics related to neuroticism.

Red and thehinking styles model

In the study where the Diversity Icebreaker was related to the two thinkirgss{gee the

Convergent internal validityection above), theravere positive correlation results observed between
the Blue and Green categories and, consecutively, the sequential and connective thinlkiag sty
There was also a positive and significant correlation observed between Red and the sequential
thinking style of r=.316, p>.001.

However, the sums of absolute values of correlations of Blue with the two thinking styles (.892) and
of Green with the twdhinking styles (.803) were higher than the sum of correlation values between
Red and the two thinking styles (.377). It means that it is the Blue and Green preference relate the
most and explain the best the two thinking styles moglelhich is also aceding to the theory.

Corrine Post (2011) argues that these two thinking styles on the team level have a profound impact
on performance and innovation. The study where the Diversity Icebreaker was related to TPI
dimensions (see section abo@nvergent external validitglemonstrated that Blue has a negative
impact on innovation and Green yielded a positive impact. These results are in line with those
relating the two cognitive styles to innovation on the tesewel (Post, 2011).

However, it was the Red category in the-$fidy which has the strongest, positive impact on
innovation. It is possible that Red adds yet another, relational aspect into the cognitive diversity
model, which has a strong impact on reakcomes in terms of creativity on teatavel.

Theseassumptions have yet to be tested, but they point to the Diversity Icebreaker as not entirely
convergent with the typical cognitive styles division (i.e. to the wholistic and analfdaiai, 199)1¢
reflected in Blue and Greenbut adds yet another dimensianRed¢ with relevance for the

cognitive diversity.

Factor structure

CrOG2NJ Fyrfteara OFYy 0SS dzaSTdAZ F2N aaSaaiy3
of whether the instrunent indeed measures the postulated factors, i.e. whether it captures the
structure of the phenomena it purports to measuikherefore, this method can be applied to
especially in assessing the construct validity of the concept.

When it comes to the Divetgilcebreakerthe three categoriesf preferences for communication

and interactiong Red, Blue and Greeywere notdeveloped with help of reified scientific methods,
like the factor analysis, aimed at obtaining factors that would capture the entiran@iof a given
variable or facet. Red, Blue and Green emerged in a process of the common sense categorization
(Moscovici, 1984and the questionnaire measuring these categovies developed later by picking
guestions fromother psychologicaheasuredy hand, and refined as to obtain the best internal

ay
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reliability and face validity of the itemger category(see theHistory of Red, Blue and Gresettion
above).

Thus,however it seems naturab think of Red, Blue and Green as factors (e.g. because they form
three different scales), bgcrutinizingthe history of theO 2 y O Sev@iioprdent,one notices that
there is noprior statistical evidence to assuntieat these categories would perform asch.
Therefore, itmight be relevant not tahink of them adactors, but rather look for another ways of
investigating, assessingé@ refining the internal factostructure of thewhole conceptFor example,
the underlying factors in the DI model couldi& across the three colowrategories (meaning that
some Red, Blue and Green items could all load on one particular factor).

This ideas haalsobeen put forth by Tetyana Sydorenko in the Master Thesis delivered as partial

fulfilment of the requirementdor the degree of Master in Business Administration, at the Humboldt
P'YADGSNBAGNG Ay . SNIAY GAGESR a9@lfdza GAy3d GKS =1 f
v dzS a ( A 2SheWritdsNS ¢ @

GOK26SOSNB GKS AdSYa oSt 2yawereassimad to meds8r&thews& R 2 NJ D N.
02y OS LI wA y th&KitBris cerréspoiRding to oné of Teloursmight cover different
FaLISOGas Seadr LINBFSNByOSa F2NJ O2YYdzyAOFGA2Yy 2NJ &

tKSaS ARSIF& INB FdzNIKSNI SELX 2NBR Ay {&R2NByl20Qa

The Difactor structure

In part of her thesis, Sydorenko performed a meticulous @etdiled ameticulous analysis of the
factor structure of the model, using a set of statistical methods applicable in factor arsatgsist
applied previously with the DivergilcebreakerfEFA and CF&the latter not discussed in the
present document, as it was not performed on the Norwegian sajnple

Theseinvestigationsvereto test the assumptions of whether a) the threelour factor assumption
was valid and reflected in ¢éhfactor analysis, andlif not ¢ what other factor structure could be
applicable; and b) whether the factor solution would be stable across different groups.

Procedure and samples

Due to certain limitations as to which statistical procedures can be usbddata gathered with
partiakipsative format(the dimensions per se are not independébunlap & Cornwell, 1994the

original questions format was transformed into ordinal scale. Respondents were asked to show their
degreeof agreement or disagreement on each of the items, so that each item was evaluated
independently.

The modified DI questionnaire was administered in three samples used in the study: a) Norwegian
(N=127, civil engineering students from NTNU,M/A, 40.2%emale); b) German (N=117, business
administration and economics students from Humbedlttiiversitat, My=22.9, 49.6% female), and c)
English (N=59, business administration and economics students from Huruboldirsitat, 35.6%
female).
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EFAfor each dinension

An EFA wafirst performed for each data s¢Norwegian, German and Englisimd on variables
representing one colour at the time. The principal component analysis method was used to extract
factors andeither the Hornor Kaisercriterionwasused b delimit the number of factors that should

be retained.

For Bluethe EFA produced tw@andthree-factor solutiors (Horn criterion)it was the solution with

three factors that was identifieds the most plausibland tested in different data set§hey wee

named Preference for working with numbd?reference for precise communication and decisioas

Preference for being practicalinded 6 items were identified as not belonging to any of the factors

YR (GKdza | RSGOFAT SR AyhgwaSaise®y 2F (GKS AGSYQa 7dzy

In contrast, the EFA applied for Red category provided affmtor solution across the data sets

(when Kaiser criterion was applied; Hamiterion suggested two factors, but after scrutinizing the

items, it wasclear thatthe four-factor solutionis most plausiblg The factors werePreference to be

inagroup9 EG NI GSNEA2Y I [/ 2y aA@SblthréeXatgrs ahdfcoriespén8ingna TS S
items, appeagdto have similar structure in different samples) ddkference for personal
communicationwhich seemed to be rather unstable across the data sets).

The interpretation of Exploratory Factor analysis for Green proved itself to be difficult. The amount
of extracted factors (based on either Horn or Kaiser criteria) varied fromsgat@ another to

certain extent. Furthermore, Sydorenko states that in contrast to Red and Blue, the Green items are
difficult to group by content and interpret in light of the EFA, because they deal with different
aspects of interaction.

There was oneammon factor identified Rositive attitudes towards creative ideas and solutjpns

with high loadings of three items measuring positive attitudes towards creative ideas and solutions
(these items also had the highest reliability values). However, it vildifftcult to offer a joint
interpretation of this factor, as there were also other, beside these three, stable items loading, on it
in different samples. Also differences in factor loadings between samples for this factor were higher
than for Red and IBe.

There were also other factors considered for interpretation, but either dumdamany, cross

loading items or due to a too divergent loadings structure, no clear conclusion as to their naming or
stability was made. Moreover, thesgere also a numbenof items that belonged to different factors

in different data setswhich raises the need to scrutinize them.

EFA for the whole set of variables

Exploratory Factor analysis was also performed on the whole set of variables (i.e. on the questions
pertainingto Red, Blue and Green all together), separately for each of the sample gfidwps.

purpose was to investigate the relationship between items which belong to different dimensions and
possible provide evidence shedding light on whether Red, Blueand Greeyi 6 S SELJX- I Ay SR ¢
O2f 2dzNJ FIF OU2NBRE OADPSP gKSNB AdSYa FaaradaySR (2 2y



Documentation for description and evaluation of the Diversity Icebreaker

EFA applied to the whole set of items yielded similar number of factor for each of the samples (the
Horn criterion 57 and the Kaiser criterioh2-14). Horn criterion was chosen for interpretation, as
YIFAASNDa Aa RSSYSR y2i0 adaAidlrofS F2NJGKS Fylteara

A severfactor solution was chosen for the Norwegian data set and it explained 56% of total

varianS T | ff o0dzi 2yS FFrOG2NE &@AStRSR aldArAa¥flOtz2NE /
factors Preference for being in a group and willingness to get to know other pangle

I 2Y&ARSNI GA 2y )T Nlrel BlaeDdNEREefergnSeSdr woykg \iith numbersand

Preference fopractical thinking, and one purely Green factoBreference for imaginative

solutiong. In addition, there were two mixed factoBreference for precise communication

(predominantly Blue items, however also two Gretams with high loadings) and an unnamed

factor with three items each from Red, Blue or Green.

In the German sample, there were five factors accounting for 44% of the variance, with only one,
purely onecolour factor (consisting of nine Red items). Thees one predominantly Blue factor

(with a persistent core reflected in tHereference for working with numbenmstion), but with one

strong loading from a Green item. A similar case occurred with an almost entirely Green factor (with
one Blue item loadingn this factor), which indicates a connection between Blue and GFaally,

there was also an almost Green factor with a Red item adding to its variance.

There were five factors extracted in the English sample, responsible for 55% of variance, amnd simil

G2 0K2asS 200FAYSR Ay (KS b2NBS3IAlLY YR DSN¥YIYy &t
FILOG2NE O06AGK (g2 AGSY f2FRAY3IEA FNRY .fdz2S FyR DN
by the small sample effect). There was one pure Blue factareisbut with different items loading

on it then in the previous samples (dealing more with Breference for practical thinkirthan with

the Preference for working with numbeais was typical for Blue in the previous samples). Finally,

there were two nixed factors with high both Green and Blue item factor loadings.

Discussion

The master thesis by Tetyana Sydorenko has important implications for better understanding the
structure of the Diversity Icebreaker, assessing the cor@eatiidity and; most inportantly ¢
pointing to the areas of futw investigation and refinement.

The resultsndicate thatthat Red, Blue, and Greesfould not k& considered aseparatefactorsin
the tradition, statistical or psychometrad senseg whichhas been manifestedoth in the Exploratory
and Confirmatory analyses, as welkdsichA & O2 Yy IANHzSYy (i 6AGK GKS 02y OSLIiC

Furthermore, the study reports that Red is the most stable and independent of the three categories,
whereas Blue and Green were more interrelated.@gdko suggests that Green and Blue might
represent two, different facets of one dimensigra notion thatmakes sense when interpreted
together with the results of the study discussed previously (inRkd, Blue and Greamd two

thinking stylessection abovg In this study, both Green and Blue were strongly correlated with the
connective and consequential thinking styles consequently, which we know are two opposite facets
of one dimension: thinking styl&urthermore, nost of the correlation studies with Red, Blue and
Green show consistent and negative correlations between Blue and Green, which further supports
that that these two categorieg or at least parts of theng are interrelated in that way.
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One also has to reember about the limitations of this studynd the abovementioned conclusions,
whenreferring to the results:

a) The groups in the study was relatively small (N=59, N=117 and N=127) and often bigger
samples are required to properly investigaieasures factostructure (Costello & Osborne,
2005)

b) The groups had different cultural backgroundsijet, in a sense, madhe described study
also a crossultural validation studyThat means that some of the conclusions made by
SydorenkNBEFSNJ (i2 GKS y20GA2y 2F a6KSGKSNI G4KS FI O
and not whether it is stable by its own, e.g. in the Norwegian population. Future studies may
focus on first investigating and refining the factor structure within onktuce first, e.g. in a
series of testetest studies, before conducting a cremdtural validation.

c) The study used the modified Likert scale version of the questionnaire and although
previously no significant differences were observed in terms of interoasistencies
between these two response formats (see fRartiatipsative vs. Likert scale format
reliability section above)he item-loadings and the degree of the factoverlap could be
very diffeent in the two formats. Conclusions from this study are thus to a limited extent
applicable across the formats, i.e. to the latent traits underlying the factors in the Diversity
Icebreaker.

d) In her study, Sydorenko applied the Principal Components extrantiethod for the
Exploratory Factor angdis. This method is often usdthwever someauthors suggest that
the Maximum Likelihoo@xtraction methods better for sociahnd behavioural sciences,
where the measurement is characterized by a certain amofietrir (Costello & Osborne,
2005) The PCA method takes all variance into analysis into account when extracting factors,
whereas the Maximum Likelihoatbes not takehe variance of the error of measurement
into account

In the future, it will be worthwhile to better understand and possible obtain a clear and stable factor
solution for the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire. It will be useful for ecaftaral validation
purposes, better understanding of the construct validindprocuringshort forms of the test

In order to do so, we coulpursue the notion of different factors that exist across the colours.
Hypotheses should be made related to the theoretical factor structure in the Diversity Icebreaker,
and could be basedn the validity studies described above, conclusions made by Sydorenko in her
thesis, and by conducting pilot studies with Exploratory Factor. These hypotheses could be then
tested with Confirmatory Factor analysiigger samples will be required for geestudiegwe are
currently in the process of collective big data samples from different countries; these data will also
be analysed in terms of factor analysis).

Asafollowdzl) 2 F {@R2NBy12Qa ¢2N] ¢S oAttt YS DhboldKSNI & dzL.
University in Berlin, and organize a methodological workshop regarding the Diversity Icebreaker in

the fall of this year. During this meeting we will discuss methodological issues discussed in the work

of Sydorenko and the interaction between difé@t paradigms in the questionnaire and the

workshop. The ambition to gather larglata sample with the partidpsative format from different

Odzt GdzZNBa Aa  O02yaSljdzsSyo0S 2F ¢Sdelyl {@R2NBy]2Qa
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Content validity

The content validity of a measure refdosthe degree to which this measure represents atefia of

a given construct og to be more precise to the extent to which the items of this measure
represent the empirical domaiof a given construdfi.e. allpossible ways of measuring this
construad). A test can achieve a high content validity by careful selection of items, so that thay are
representative sample of from the content domd#inastasi & Urbina, 1997)

In order to trace the evidence related to the contesatlidity of the Diversity Icebreaker one has to go
back to the history of its creation:

The categories of Red, Blue and Green were created in the process eioitaig (VanGundy, 1981)

and by using a qualitative method ofremeptualizing unstructured materiébtrauss & Corbin, 1990)

by focus groups (see tH©94: e creation of Red, Blue and Gresetion above). Later, items were
picked by hand from othelestablished psychological measures, by the criterion of their ratevo

either of the categories; the final measure was created by discarding some items and keeping others,
as to obtain the best internal consistency (see 1#887: The construction of the questionnaextion
above).

One could say that what supports the content validity of the Diversity Icebreaker questionnaire in its
development proceswas the fact that out of 16&xamples of good communidah behaviours

created by the focus groupa,total of 121 was then grouped and was used as a reference point for

selecting items by an expert to create a meas@a.the other hangwhat can be interpreted as

evidence not supporting KS 5 L Qa it as/itiwasydéfined Abbvis Bhe fact that 40 of these

examples were lefbut and that the items were not grouped by factor analysis, which would
SaidlrotAdaK I Y2NBE RSTFAYAGS 02dzyRINASa G2 GKS OF (S
empirical domain.

However, and most importantly, the Red, Blue and Green categories have to be consideegizhin
degreeas emergent categoriasboth in relation to the Diversiticebreaker construct validity as well
as to how they are applied in the wathop.

In terms of the construct validity, the categes are emergent because there has been many
explorative studiesonductedproviding evidence for Red, Blue and Green being related in a
meaningful way to different psychological models (personalityp®@onal intelligence, cultural
dimensions, values and most recentlgognitive styles). Furthermorihe process of globalization
of the concept presents new application and research opportunities, which further expand the
possible content domain of ReBJue and Green.

In the workshop the Red, Blue and Gremtegories are emergent because their mearisitpcally

constructed and negotiated by the participants. Although they rely to greater or lesser degree on the
guestionnaire and often use the items astarting point, the descriptions of the three categories are

never exactly the same and bear a lot of unique elements from group to ghowpher words,

having a strong Blue preferender example may mean have a similar base but mean two different

things in practice for a given worksh@NXR dzLJ | YR Ay f sméme. 2F (G KS 62 NJ] &K

C2NJ 0KSaS NBlFaz2zya o00GKS SYSNHAYy3I OKIFNFOGSNI 2F wSF
construct validity and in the workshop), it may be that the notion of conhtetidity of the
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guestionnaire defined as in the beginning of this section is not applicatdricialfor the Diversity
Icebreakerlf the categories or construct intended to be measured in the questionnaire are not
rigidly defined and no ultimate desptions are being given, it is not possible to delimit their
empirical domain and create a representative sample of items reflecting it.

CKAZ K26SOSNI Aa y2i | LIN@EmHe Sofkstbk @dng it isi teSiself ® 2 f Q &

point not to give the ultimate descriptions of the categories, but rather invite to create a local
meaning for them.

Face validity

Face validity is commonly denominated by the extéhttg KA OK G i KS (SadG f221a
AG LzNLIR2 NI a (2 Y SupérfizbBppedrarice] or @ Rgé @afoNd/freasiirémdént
procedure(Gravetter & LorAnn, 2011)lt is associated with the degree to which the test

respondents view the content of a test and its items as relevant to the gbimavhich the measure

is being used@Weiner & Craighead, 2010)

Some authorsclairdi K| & FF O0S @I fARAGE A& GKS aAaylst Sad FyR

validity (Gravetter & LorAnn, 2011) That may be so, but we see it as an important element of the

5AOSNEAGE LOSONBI{ISNI 20SNItf GFIfARAGED CKAA AA

consequential validity (which in turupports the construct validity). It plays a crucial rimi¢he
workshop scenaridyecausehe questionnaire is one of the sources of information for the
participants creatingluring the group work, when they creatke meaning of Red, Blue and Green.

There arawo notionssupporting the face valiti of the Dversity Icebreaker:

First of allthe Red, Blue and Green categories emerged in what Moscovici termed the process of
common sense categorizatipim opposition to reified scientific methods (1984) where the random
customers and not experts played the piabtole.Thus, already in the beginning there is reason to
believe that the categories are intuitive and easily identifiable, which had an effect on the

j dzZSaGA2yYylFANBQa AlGSYa aStSOuAzy I GSNW

Second of all, it is the questionnaire itseédffines the categaes, when its items are used as a starting
point and inspiration for the group work in the workshop, where Red, Blue and Green categories, i.e.
objects of measurement, are definetiherefore, from the practical point of view, the measure looks
like it measures what it is supposed tpbecause the meaning of the results of the measurement is
partially defined by the quationnaire itself. As of now, we are not aware of instances where the
groups failed to complete the tasks, because the questions wheretbardderstand or did not fit

the colour they were assigned to.

However, a study of face validity of the questionnaire could be conducted to support these
assumptions with a more scientific, quantitative data. Irtater reliability study, where

independett judges rate to what degree a given item represents the category it purports to measure
and the concordance of their ratings is then tested.

Consequential validity

The consequential validity is of great importance for the Diversity Icebreaker for tworezsans:

firstly, the concept is intended for practical application with the specific purpose of creating a

L2 AAGADS OKIFy3aS LISNE2Yya& |yR INRdzLJA 0SKI @A 2 dzZNA
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application are of great interest to its end users and dlients; secondly, and more coherently with

GKS LI NFYRAIY FYR YFAY LildzN132asS GKSaS OSNIAFTFAOFGA?Z2

O2y&aSljdSyO8a 2F GKS G(Saday3 Aa ltaz abMmsbickiz o085

1995)

The onsequential validity can be understood aseaf the aspects of the overabnstruct validity
and it isassessethe valueof implicationsof using a measuras a basis for action as well as the
actual and potential consequencestebt use(Messick, 1995)

The studies below presedifferent aspect of the consequential validity of the Diversity Icebreaker:
from outcomes ofa marketing campaign based on Red, Blue and Greghe@macro-social level,
throughthe concepts application in a workshop setting resulting in effects on the group level.

Some of the studie presented in this section resemble experiments (with dependent and
independent variablg) and could be thus considered to belong in theernal validitysection.
However, the studies in questignelded results mediated by the workshop and not directly
connected to the constructs of Red, Blue and Grgeg. the effect of increased trust)e.it was the
consequences or effects of the conc€mipplication in the workshop that were being investigated in
these experimental studies.

RED BLUE ANMSREEN IN A MARKETIRGMPAIGN FOR ENERREDUCTION

The categories of Red, Blue and Green emerged originally asfpihe work in designing a social
marketing campaign for a clieand were usedo a) attract attention through different media

campaigns, where differentiation was made between Red, Blue and Green communication
strategies; b) training advisors to reinf@rseekingcontactfor-more-information behaviours in the
customers; ¢) training advisors in giving advice for technological and behavioural change according to
Red, Blue and Green preferences of thstomers; and d) producing sedid materials with

arguments written from Red, Blue and Green perspecti&ge theHistory of Red, Blue and Green
section above for more details.)

91SftdzyRQa RAAASNIIGAZ2Y OomppT O R20dzYSY i SR faKI G
Mmnp GK2dzalyRa 27F (KS -Oshaityvaseniuatddiandipdiatk dficampaign ¢ K S
costs was measured to twenthiree million NOK in relation to estimated costs of the campaign to

five million NOK. The evaluation was done through threfediht methods: i) comparisons between
counties on energy consumption, ii) estimation of how many new, ecologically friendly, devices were
installed, and iii) interviews with 96 customers, in order to estimate the effect of behavioural change
and technologcal implementation.

Thus, there are reasons to believe that grouping preferences for communication and interaction in
three categories of Red, Blue and Green, and building a set of communicational guidelines for
consultants and having them trained in theproved itselto be highly efficient and valuable for the
success of the said campaign.

The results of this conservation campaign support the consequential validity of the Red, Blue and
Green categories a context where the intent is tattract attention of different segments of the
populationand meet themwith a set of arguments, which will result in a behavioural change.
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*k%k

(NOTEThe following six studies were realized within a joint research project with the Hebrew
university in Jerusalem. Thesudts and data belowerepresented at thdOS conference at the
University of Michigan, June this yedihis project is part of our CSR project. You can read more
about it followingthis link

The present document has been written to aid the DNV validation process of the Diversity Icebreaker
in Norway and for the Norwegian version of the questionnaire (questionnaires used in the studies
below were either in English or Hebrew). However, irCthievergent internal validitgection above
correlation results between Red, Blue and Green and the Big Five personality model were reported
from these studies in Israel, which were almost identical to those reported pBwolen the

Norwegian version of the questionnaire was used in Norway. Since the Big Five personality model was
reported to be stable across cultures, the abovementioned correlation results support the stability of

DI model as well; thus, we state thakthesults of the studies below are generalizable also in Norway
and hence viable for the DNV validation process.

*k%k

BFFECTS ON AFFEGDTRUST

In this project, theNBE & S NODKSNAE YIRS I FANRG FaGaGSYLWG G2 GSai
area2 T O2y FEAOG YIYyF3aSYSyld YR GKS 62N aKoiegQa AYYS
of the research questions was whether the DI workshop has a positive impact on affect and trust of it
participants.

Expectations

The workshop was expected to ghace change in both affect and cognition. Specifically, the
workshop is designed to engage the participants in a fun, humorous interpersonal interaction, and
create a noqudgmental environment that emphasizes the advantages of diversity. We therefore
expect the workshop to increase positive affect and trust.

Study

Participants were N=211 undergraduate business students in an Israeli university (47% female; mean
age = 23; 78% lIsraeli born, 9% Jewish immigrants, 8% Arabs). All participants were inaked to

part in a workshop on interpersonal communication for partial course credit (they could choose

either in English or Hebrew).

Eight 2hour workshops were conducted within three days. The participants completed-a pre
workshop questionnaire, participatein the DI procedure guided by one of three experts, and then
completed a postvorkshop questionnaire.

Prior to and following the DI workshop the participants completed a short questionnaire, including
20-item measures of positive and negative affectifgstems from the PANAS (Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen,1988), a-ifem measure of trust (adopted from Yamagishi, 1988) and-&eth?@ measure of
willingness for contact with oujroup members (adapted from Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995). Cronbach


http://www.diversityicebreaker.com/csr.aspx
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alphas ranged fron66 to .96. All measures were split, with half measured before and half measured
after the DI workshop. The order of the before and after measures was randomly reversed.

Results

¢tKS NBaSIFNOKSNE O2 OISFNONS ¢ K § RLIGNIEAeGRED afeBEL®2 NI SR :
and distrust towards others. As expected, negative affiscireasedt=2.42, p<.01; Mye=2.37 and
Maser=2.29)and positive affect increasdt=2.56, p<.05; Miore=3.48 and Me=3.57)following the

workshop Also as expected, partOA LI yiaQ RAAGNYzZZG RSONBFaSR F2ff 2,
Mpefore=4.38 and Mke,=4.50.

Personality and DI Implications

To further understand the impact of DI, the researchers investigated differential effects of the

workshop on different persuality types. For that aim, a set of hierarchical regressions was

conducted to predict affect, distrust and tolerance following the workshop. In each regression, the
GoST2NB¢ adGlraS sl a SYyGgSNBR G GKS ¥FA)NEmonalty SLIA S 7
traits (third step) and values (four step). The Stepwise method was used in all steps.

Affect Negative affect before the workshop explained 66% of the variance in negative affect

following the workshop. In addition, neuroticism predictetliacrease and conscientiousness

predicted a decrease in negative affect (explaining additional 3% each, p<.05). Positive affect prior to
the workshop explained 25% of the variance in positive affect following. Agreeableness explained 4%
more (predictingricrease in positive affect). Surprisingly, benevolence values predicted a decrease in
positive affect (explaining 6%). This effect disappears when only values are regressed on the change
in positive affect.

Distrust Distrust prior to the workshop explaid 36% of the variance in distrust following. In
addition, power values and neuroticism predicted increased in distrust (i.e., low power and
emotional stability predicted decrease in distrust, explaining 5%, p<.01 and 2%, p<.05 respectively).

Discussion

The effects of the Diversity Icebreaker workshop described above have a profound meaning for the
02y OSLIi Qa 02 y aT6dy dafiyiiidalcontrafied, fquadkperindedtal setting, what we
have been seeing in the workshops and what our clients aadvitrkshop participants have been
reporting. The positive and collective affective experience that workshop conjures up is one of the
unique qualities of this tool.

Furthermore, he increase in positive affect and trust, as well as the decrease in negdftbct
achieved within such a short time span, in a predictable and standardized workskoprio,
provides a strong argument for applying the workshop in cordlittings. In such settings, it is
crucial to reduce mistrust and negative affect as sasmpossible, in order to be able to go into a
meaningful dialogue, and the DI workshop can be a way of doing that.

B-FECTS ON CREATIWN® SOCIAL IDENTITY
Within the same research projethere was one mor¢he general questiomaised ofwhether the
prk OGAO0Sa GKIG KFE@S LRaAGADBS Ay T dzSy&bevangnt SYLIX 28 S
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can be flexible and whether they can be shaped in an organizational intervention. The researches
focused on interpersonal interactions and creativity as examgiiegseas of these practices and
proposed the Diversity Icebreaker as an intervention that can have a positive effect on both.

Expectations

The researches hypothesised that the Diversity Icebreaker workshop will facilitate creativity and
awareness for soal identity among its participants.

Method

The sample was N=82 participants (46% female, mean age = 24.), who were assigned into four
workshops. Creativity was assessed using a divergent thinking task (Wallach & Kogan, 1965). The
Twenty Statement Test(Kyh 3 a Ot F NIf I yRY mppnv FaaSaaSR (KS
the creativity task versus the identity task was manipulated: Participants were randomly assigned
Ayi2 aGNMBNBUOXEINENENA (&6 AQBSYRAGR2Y O

Results

As expected, thentervention facilitated originality. The ideas provided by the participants after the
workshop were more rare than those provided prior the worksh@i®)=2.11p<.05. Also as
hypothesized, participants described themselves more in relational terms &ftantervention than
prior to the interventiont(79)=1.95p<.05. Importantly, the extent to which participants described
themselves in individualistic terms did not change following the workshop.

In sum, this study provides support for the Diversity I&br{ SNDa O2y aSljdzSy Al f

other words: the workshop simultaneously facilitated both autonomy (leading to personal creativity)
and sociakngagement.

However, the researchers note that future studies could focus ondemgs outcomes of the
workshop in re&life organizational settings.

SATISFACTION WITH TBENORKSHOP

In addition to thevariables measured in the study about the impatbd on affect and trust

(described aboveone of the pre/post-measures was aimed at measuring th# NIi A OA LI y (. Q&
satisfaction with the Diversity Icebreaker workshdpis study is presented in this section, since the
overall satisfaction with the workshop is of importance for Digersity Icebreaker applicatiotwe

assume that the positive experience will function as a reinfdreeard (as in the classical operant
conditioning) increasinghe probability ofthe postive behavioutin the future, e.gregarding being

open andselfreflectivewhen engaged in dialogue processes.

Results

The researchers report that overall, all eight workshops were successful in terms of active
participation and quality of interactionnladdition togathering thisnon-formalinformationfrom the
participants,the researchersisked them to rate their satisfaction with the workshop on-pomt
scale. The findings reveal that the workshop has been interesting (6.43) and enjoyable (&126), a
a somewhat less extent fulfilling (5.04) and useful (5.33). In contrast, is has not been viewed as

LJ

g f
increasing creativity and the relationilentity (relationa{ St Fo 2F (KS g2 NJ] aK2LIQa
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difficult (1.83) nor irritating (1.43). Thuswas concluded thathe participants were highly satisfied
with the workshop.

DIFFERENCE BETWERSHIME USERS AND EXEERE®IUSERS

5LQa AYLN} Ol
with the researchers in Israadlso the difference in terms of change in the positive affectdigdust
was measud in function of the person of the facilitator.

Ly GKS

aidzRe

l © 2 dzii

2y

F FFSO

Iy R

Overall, there were three facilitators: one experienced, Englisaking; Bjgrn Z. Ekelund, and two
first-time Hebrewspeaking facilitators, who had read the User Material and got acquainted with
other ingructional material for consultants.

The results are presentdd Table 23 through 26, and Figure 10 and 11 on the next pages.

Table27. Positive affect before and after the workshop for three facilitat@isscriptives

Facilitabr |Mean |Std. Deviation|N
PA_before Bjorn 3.4800(.50429 105
Rotem 3.5040(.49213 59
Tammy 3.4511(.48895 47
Total 3.4803(.49553 211
PA after Bjorn 3.5319|.47267 105
Rotem 3.6489(.60571 59
Tammy 3.5713(.43498 47
Total 3.5734(.50585 211
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Table 28. Tests of WithirSubjects ContrastdPA

Type lll Sum o
Source factorl |Squares df Mean Square [F Sig.
PA Linear |1.052 1 1.052 7.510 .007
PA Facilitator Linear |.186 2 093 662 -I
ErrorPA Linear |29.151 208 .140

Figure 10. Estimated Marginal means for PA (factor 1) before (blue line) and after (green line) for the
three facilitators (Bjgrn, Tammy and Rotem)
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Table29. Distrust before and after the workshopr filiree facilitators- descriptives

Guide Mean Std. Deviation|N
distrust_kefore Bjorn 3.6540 1.31877 105
Rotem 3.56367 1.16628 59
Tammy 3.7447 1.14675 47
Total 3.6414 1.23716 211
distrust_dter  Bjorn 3.5556 1.20599 105
Rotem 3.4576 1.13276 59
Tammy 3.4681 1.16441 47
Total 3.5087 1.17212 211

Table30. Tests of WithirSubjects Contrastdistrust

Type Il Sum o
Source Distrust]Squares Mean Square |F Sig.
Distrust Linear |2.159 2.159 4.012 .046
Distrust* Linear |.633 317 .588
facilitator
ErrorQistrus) Linear |111.954 208 .538
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Figurell Estimated Marginal means for Distrust (factor 1) before (blue line) and after (green line)
for the three facilitators (Bjgrn, Tammy aRadtem)
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Theoutcome evaluatiorof the workshopis better for first time instructor in Hebrew (Tammy and
Rotem) than experienced Eigfl speaking consultant (BjgriThe possible explanation is thidie
participants could have responded better to the wslnkps in Hebrew (being their primary language)
than in English.

However, he difference are not significant(p=.517 for PA and p=.556 for Distrust)

The results indicate that our training material for consultatite (User Manual, DVD, e}ds
functioning to a satisfactory level in preparifigst time user to conduct the workshop

DIHAS NO EFFECTS ON GENERAL SENSE @EERANCE

This studyis alsoa part of the same research project (described above})) thie Hebrew University
inJerusalem. ®F'y 6S @AS6SR Fa adzZIR2NIAYy3d (KS GaRAGSNAESYI
i.e.indicating areas where the DI workshop has no effects.

In this study, the researchers from the Hebrew University in Jerusalgattier with Bjgrn Z. Ekelund
AYy@SaGA3IrGSR GKS 5AGSNREAGE L O&theNilthors $adidto tdsty LI OG0 2
whether it could increase the willingness to work with the Ulethodox Jews. It was hypothesized

that if the DI workshopncreases positivity to diversity it would also increase willingness to work with
Ultra-Orthodox Jews (a group adding to the diversity in the country of Israel).
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Study

Participants were N=211 undergraduate business students in an Israeli universttygiiale; mean
age = 23; 78% lIsraeli born, 9% Jewish immigrants, 8% Arabs). All participants were invited to take
part in a workshop on interpersonal communication for partial course credit (they couldehoo
either in English or Hebrew), i.e. same grogppeeviously.

Eight 2hour workshops were conducted within three days. The participants completed-a pre
workshop questionnaire, participated in the DI procedure guided by one of three experts, and then
completed a postvorkshop questionnaire.

Prior to ar following the DI workshop the participants completed a short questionnaire measuring
their willingness for contact with otgroup members (adapted from Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995).
Measures were split, with half measured before and half measured after thefkhop. The order

of the before and after measures was randomly reversed.

Results

The 12item scale measuring willingness for contact with-gubup had an internal reliability of
/| NPyol OKQa h T ®ddH P

A dependant sampletest was conducted to compare thell NI A OA LI y i a Q GgoipSNI y OS
before and after the Diversity Icebreaker workshop. There was a significant difference between the
scores before M=5.08nd after the workshop M=4.9®,210)=3.06, p=.01. These results show that

the willingness tdave contact with the Ultr@drthodox Jews group has decreased after the

workshop, contrary to the expectations.

Discussion

Following is the possible, peskperimental explanation of the obtained results: in the Diversity
Icebreaker an image of good praifor interaction across the diversity is created among and by the
workshop participants. Since none UHeathodox Jews took part in the workshop, one might expect
that they are not privy to this attractive image of good practice for interaction and ¢lres less
attractive for the participants, being an ogtoup.

Furthermore, the UltraOrthodox Jews may have been perceived by the participants as a generally
not very open or inclusive group by themselves. Thus if the participants felt that their pdrson
tolerance has increased after the workshop, it may be that they perceived the@itrendox Jews
group as even less similar to themselves and unwilling to relate to them. In the future, it could be
interesting to measure the willingness to work with@ut-group by choosing another, less politically
controversial example.

This study bears certain consequences for the external divergent validity of the Diversity Icebreaker.
It indicates that it is not a tool for a general increase of tolerance and tougirds any given out

group¢ although it increases trust on the-group level, i.e. between the participants taking part in

the workshop (see th€onsequential validityection for studies supporting that claim).

Moreover, these observations have conseqces for the tool application, which we have already
partially addressed in our practice: a) in the debriefing stage of the workshop, we explicitly name the
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threats related o labelling and stigmatizatigii) we encourage the participants to be inclusive
towards members of their organization or unit, who they work with and who could not take part in
the workshop, share the learning points from the workshop with them and provide them with
additional copies of the questionnaire; and ¢) show the value tacbents of including the Diversity
Icebreaker in trainings for whole units, departments and organizations

BFFECTS GBOMMUNICATIONN HETEROGENEOUS AXIMOGENOUS TEAMS

Astudy described immaster thesisy Nordgarchas evaluated two training sessiotslivered to a
heterogeneousand ahomogenougeam (in terms of different professional backgrounds or lack of
thereof). Improved communication in the homogenous team was documented (Nordgard, 2008).

The main purpose of the study was to investigate whetiqgglication of the Diversity Icebreaker
could improve communication ithesetwo teams.Qastexperimental design was chosen to test the
assumptions of a positive effect of the Diversity Icebreaker on communication in tegimasstudy
was quasexperimentl in the sense that there was a pi@st and posttest of the variables, but
there was no control group and no randaation in the sample selectionh@ quality of
communication was controlled prior to the Drgity Icebreaker application and afterwards)

Interviews and questionnaire methods were used to measure the variables (quality of
communication) and the data was analysed using the Grdabadry approach.

The homogenous team was characterized by a worse communication than the heterogeneous one
before the intervention. After the Diversity Icebreaker workshop there was observed an
improvement in communication in the homogeneous team. The study also showed that the feeling
of security was an important factor for the quality of communication in the teams

DIANDFLOW

Lisa Vivoll Straume (Straume & Ekelund, 200&sured the dgree ofFLOWdefined by
Csikszentmihaly (2@)usinga simplex model (feeling of happiness, easiness, joy, challenging,
dramatic) developed by Vittersg, (1999). TWasdone following sixclassic DI workshofpotal of
N=127 participants)

All participants independent of Red, Blue and Green scored extreme hitjie 1. OWlimensions,
independently of the dominant preferenc@&his result confirmed whatbuld havebeenexpected
basedon the feedback received from participants and consultants using DI.

It would appear that the workshop one can create a certain atmosphere promoting FLOW in a
standardized (in line with the scenario) waye have experienced that following such exercise
people become open and easily share owngegtions and prejudices, of orgelf andof the other,
with humaur being a pivotal elementn such way we create a sharedllective experience that
creates trust linked to diversity and communication.

CanneyDavison & Ekelund (2004) write thtte collective identity is built by havirg positivepeak

experiences sharecbllectively by the groumand that this experience promotéle emergent states

oftrust, Ly 2dz2NJ GAS6I GKS ¢ 2K ¥bKaihdpiyNdSthelpSrtcipatdeihk o LIS | |
a collective feeling of being able to succeed individually and as a dgrog@bility to address

diversity in a constructive wag an integrated part in these collective experiences is
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BFFECTS ON FLEXIBIINTROLEAKING

Among the qualities of the Diversity Icebreaker model and workshop that can increase flexibility in
behaviour and interaction, is the fact that tfted, Blue and Green are not independent (see the

Factor structuresection above)which is reflected in the parti@psaive format of the questionnaire.
Thisallowsthe LJF NI A OA LI yiGa G2 RSaAaONROGS GKSYASt@Sa Ay f Ay
and Green to a certain exteqitDuring the workshop they furtbr realize that they can ughis

notion and their different preference®ven the less dominant on most of occasidn orderchange

their behaviour in function of situation do better relate to gpartnerin aninteraction

This flexibility is oftendsted already during the classic Diversity Icebreaker workshop, at the time

when the facilitator split¢he group into even numbered groups of Red, Blue and Gidest of the

workshop groupslo not represent the norms ideally and are skewed (e.g. thedikers tend to

score high on Blue), which implies that some of the participasitde asked to work in a colour

group that is not the same as their most dominant colour. We then explain however, that in the

given workshop setting, at that time, thispgry’ A& &adAftf FY2y3 aGKS Yz2aid w
participants, for example (which is assured by the process of dividing the participants), despite being
GLINRYI NRf& . fdzS¢éd 2SS TdzNINRINIES yo@2 daNIeRS/ 3h 20 K 13] K S2
obtained some scores on all of the three colours, and he or she will be able to use tidemamnt

preference in most situations.

A study by Andrey Elster and Lilach Sagiv (the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel) in the spring of
2012 tested this assnption by comparing if there was a difference between the workshapps

where the participants were assigned to the Red, Blue and Greengvoups in a typical way and
workshopgroups where they were assigned randomly.

Study

In their study N=90 busiress school students (\~23, 46% females) participated irdBferent DI
workshops The positivgPA)and negative affecfNA) weremeasured before and after the workshop
(the PANASneasurewas used; as in the study described unBffiects on affect andtstabove, in

the present section)alfof the participants (N=40) wemandomly divided into colar-groups while
the other half N=50) were divided based upon their questionnaire results.

The paired sampletest showed sameesults as the former studswithin this project i.e.an
increasen the PA and Trust, and decrease of NA for both groups.

Table31. Means for NA, PA and Trust before and after the worksholpdibrgroups(N=90)

Before After t df p value
Positiveaffect 3.37 3.54 2.78 89 .007
Negative affect 2.35 2.19 2.85 89 .005
Trust 4.24 4.49 2.42 89 .017

Furthermore the PA, NA and Trust variables changed in the same way and directions in both random
and nonrandom groups, which means the agsnent according to the dominant preference or lack
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of thereof had no effect on the overall workshop effeBeloware the graphical illustrations of these
results.

Figurel2 Change in negative affect for random and random wokshop groups, before and after
the workshop (N=90).
= Random
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3,00

2,80

2,60

\\

2,20 —

2,00 . )
Before After

Figurel3. Change in positive affect for random and random workshop groups, before and after
the workshop (N=90).
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Figurel4. Change in trust forandom and norrandom workshop groups, before and after the
workshop (N=90).
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Independent samplestest ¢ the feeling of fit and workshop evaluation

However, there was one variable measured that differed the groups significiihéyparticipants
were asked whether they felt the categories fit for them, and the sandom group had higher
degree of feeling of fit.

Table32. Means for the feeling of group fit for random and Ar@mdom group (N=90)

Random Nonrandom t df p value

Groupfit 4.80 5.67 2.62 89 011
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Furthermore, also the ratings of the workshop by the participants in terms of its usefulness,
interestingness and enjoyablenessreeompared between the groupshd participants that were in
the nonrandomly assigned groups rated the workshop higher on all of these elements:

Group fit
Interesting

23*
Enjoyable

23*
Useful

18

Workshop

USER EXPERIENQESALITATIVE ANALYSIS
Qualitative analyses, with participation of 4 very experiecmesultants that have been using the

concept extensively, have been conducted (Ekelund & LangviR).6sults were obtained with the
use ofgrounded analysiand a software package named Nvivo 7.0. The results have been presented
at Academy of Manageméwnnual conference in 2007 and in the book from 2008 (Ekelund &
Langvik (2008). The results of the study highlighted six areas, which highly integratedigeprac

a) A user friendly instrument, intuitive categories

b) Creates an emotional evenharacterized by positive affect

c) Offers a new language and shared understanding to manage diversity
d) Dynamic polarization

e) Creates self other- and teamknowledge

f)  Facilitates cooperation in organisations

QUSTMMER SURVEY
In addition to these results a largescale, qualitative data has been gathered in a maskaetey

among the DI users in the autumn of 20ib2this place at the end of this section we would like to
presentits results It is to illustrate how the users of ounol evaluate it and where and how they
apply it, and thus provide additional, eqiocess evidence regarding the consequential validity of DI

from the real applicatiorcontext.
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The survey was sent to N=3R®rwegiancustomers on our newsletter list a total of N=127

answered the survey (34% response rate). The general purpose of the survey was to learn about the
possible improvemets and future development areas. Furthermore, we wantedetrn in which of

FNBFa 2F GKS (22t Qa ulbrlodiskardd @dnde AWBic) of khéhiBshalulé\&e focd & (I LJ2 L
on most (in terms oflevelopingcustomersupport and research).

The majority of the respondents have used DI more than once: 40% 2 to 5 times and 46% over 6
times; 91% of them were either extremely satigfigveert godt forngyd39%) or very satisfieady¢dt
forngyd 52%):

Figurel5. Totalt sett, hvor forngyd eller misforngyd er du med Diversity Icebreaker som produkt?

60%

50%

40%

30%

Prosent

20%

10%

w W o W

Sveert godt Godt forngyd  Forngyd Verken eller Misforngyd Sveert Bruker ikke
forngyd Misforngyd misforngyd

This implies that there are many recurring DI customers andalyaeat part of them is very satisfied
with the tool¢ LINE @A RAYYF NJ BNE | fSOARSY O0S adzZLlllR2NIAYy3I (GKS STF
research studies in this section above.

Furthermore, we asked the respondents to indicate within which areas of apphcitey used the
concept most frequently. The results are plotted in the graph below:
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Figurel6. Within which areas do you apply the Diversity Icebreaker? (You can mark more than one
area).
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These results confirm that theol is used primarily in the areaf team-building, whichconfirming its
classification as a teaool. Historically, the DI categories and interaction between people with
different colour preferences, draws on ideas from team role concepts like thénBeid Margerison
& McCann (TMP) modelk.is also so that it was presented first time as an alternative teamrole
model in 1998 in certification training for Team Climatesimory (Ekelund & Jarstad, 200Zor this
reason it is no wonder that this hagtome the most prevalent user area for DI.

On-going research projects

CQREATING SHARED LARGE IN AN ORGANIZAN

Work in progress: In order to broaden the research on experiences following use of Diversity
Icebreaker in organization we decided to stamjualitative research design including a within

methods triangulation, 4 different types of organizations were chosen in Norway that have used the
concept in different ways. These include a construction company that has used the DI concept for 5
years forproject development, leadership programs and kidts of large projects; an industrial

group that has used it in leadership and team development; a hospital that has used it for increasing
attractiveness for teamwork; and a local municipality that hasdus for intercultural interaction,
leadership development, interpersonal interaction and as a platform for embracing diversity in
general ways. The data for this project consists of eighejth interviews and two extended focus
group analysis sessiari3ata were transcribed and anady by the two interviewers separately (one,

a native of Norway, the other not) and further crestsecked by two psychology students (one,
Norwegian, one not) in separate processes. A preliminary model of a categorieshgteed upon
among the involved researchers based upon the main statements from the interviews look like the
model below.
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Figurel?. Model of the DI workshoasseen by usergEkelund, S.M. & Ekelund, B.Z., 2012)

9: Language as perception, metaphorical structures,
reinforced in positive interaction and experiences
G Inside organizational unit: Team/Organizati}

3: Personal interaction

] «<—> o] |7

4: Task distribution /

\ J

Climate factores:  6: Simplicity / Mastery
7: Embracing Diversity / Acknowledgement

\ 8: Humor / Positive affect

THEDIVERSIVICEBREAKER HUMOUR FERCY

We have long since recognized the important role humour plays in the Diversity Icebreaker seminars.
However, it is the first time that we took on a systematic arstientific approach to investigate how
humour contributes to miing peoplereflect, ask, listen and talkuring our seminars.

Following are the reasons for which we want to investigate humour in DI:

The reported, considerable amount of humour in DI should be reason enough to believe that it plays
an important, if notcrucial, role in the seminars. In other words, since participants engage in laughter
so often and so eagerly, it must be to a purpose and it must have some serious social functions.

{ SO2 Yy R gfepeathbie inganirgha®tBe DI provides a consultaproof scenario to follow,
GKAOK Ffglea asSSya (2 ONBIGS fFdzZAKGESNI AYRSLISYRSYy
those of the consultant.

Third, a consultant may initiate and participate in the shared humour experience during the seminar,
but it is the participants who generatmostof humour and laughter. Therefore we can take a look at
humour-in-makingin real social interactions a setting most appropriate to study humour but rarely
approachable.

In general, we want to focus on two areasmfastigation in this project: a) what are the different
humour stylegMartin, PuhlikDoris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2008)ated to either Red, Blue or Green
and b) what are the effects of humour and through which mechanisnalsacd cognitive
mechanism they come into play.

In regard to latter area of investigation, we have hypothetically delimited the possible functions
humour in the seminars, drawing on an extensive body of theory and research from within the field
of psychdogy of humourMartin R. A., 2007}ension relief, increasing liking, cohesion and identity
building, enhancing trust, breaking normisd enhancing seltinderstanding.
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(For more information on this project refer to thi&iversty Icebreaker humour projeePiotr Pluta
file.)

USE OEEARNINGSTYLES IMULTICULTURAIUDENTGROUPS

Together withMarieke von EgmonendAlexis Rossve work on gathering data about differences in
learning styles between East and West, combined Witklimensions. The project focuses on
analysis of Pedagogical examples and illustrations from classroom culture (pedagdheéibst
article, a result of this work, has been presentedtlo® Democracy and Diversity in Education
Conference at HaggskoléBuskerud earlier this ye@Rossiget al.,2013)

DIIN BUILDING OF THBIRDQULTURE
Bjarn Z. Ekelundgether withKazuma Matobawrite a chapter for a forthcoming book titled

AAAAA

G. Se2yR 1 2FTaliSRSéd ¢KS OKL LI SNI profegalitarighi S I NI G S

0 K

OFiS3I2NRASa YR aKINBR fly3adza 3S ONBFGSR dzy RSNJ (i KS

communicationg the Third Culture.

CROSSCULTURAL VALIDATION

Rotem Shneoand Human Factors AS are gathering data from different countriesngucd a cross
cultural validation of the DI questionnaire. We expect to obtain-800 respondents from the

following countries: Israel, Italy, Germany, Turkey and Norway. We also intend to use these data to
discuss and explore further the properties o&tpartial ipsative response format in the DI
guestionnaire.

REDQ BLUE ANGBREEN AND THINKING/SES

P FGSNI GKS LINBfAYAYI NBE alddzRe ¢ REINBavelbées entpldyadi Q &
(see theRed, Blue and &en and two thinking stylesection above), we have begun to gather data
usingusing a more advanced measure of cognitive stglé® Thinking Styles Inméory (Zhang &
Sternberg, 2006). This projastaimed toadvance our understanding of the DI modsla potential
cognitive diversity model
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