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Abstract 

In recent years, the role of diversity has become increasingly important and present – 

both in society and at the workplace. Diversity, that is any attribute that people might use do 

distinguish between self and others, is a topic that is visible in several areas and that has 

challenging implications, both for organizations and for society as a whole. It is a multilevel 

construct that needs a holistic approach - but so far, most of the research on diversity is 

limited to the team level, without reflecting on implications for other levels and interactions 

with other levels of diversity. Diversity on the team level has been extensively researched but 

has so far led to rather mixed results, leading both to positive and negative outcomes. The bi-

theoretical approach assumes that diversity is at the same time an opportunity and risk: at the 

one hand, differences among people increase the risk of conflicts, while on the other hand, 

they increase processing depth while dealing with tasks. Attempts to divide diversity into 

inherently positive and inherently negative types failed to gain empirical support, as did 

several moderator approaches or the distinction into overt demographic attributes and rather 

psychological attributes and attributes that are not visible at first glance. A distinction into 

objective and subjective perceived diversity could not provide remedy either.  

An exception in diversity research, constantly implying negative outcomes like intergroup 

bias, are faultlines - hypothetical dividing lines splitting a social unit into relatively 

homogeneous subgroups, based on multiple attributes. Knowing that diversity has an impact 

on how we see each other and how we prefer to live together in society, we advocate that 

faultlines, that have so far only been employed on the team level, also have the potential to 

explain social phenomena mirroring intergroup bias at this level. Finding explanations for 

these intergroup bias phenomena like an increase in votes for far-right parties is relevant to 

subsequently be able to take countermeasures. Therefore, the first objective of the present 

dissertation is to examine whether approaches of organizational diversity research, namely 
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 faultlines, are applicable to the societal level and whether they are relevant and useful on this 

macro-level to explain phenomena of societal relevance. Second, we investigate whether 

diversity trainings on the meso-level, that is the team-level, can help meet these challenges, by 

teaching useful competencies. To rule out possible confounding variables, these trainings, and 

the investigation of faultlines on the societal level, are conducted in the same geographical 

context. And third, we explore whether characteristics on the micro-level, that is the 

individual level, enable people to overcome the challenges of diversity which will ultimately 

also contribute to meet the challenges of diversity on the societal level.  

The three main chapters are based on the following central theoretical approaches: the 

faultlines concept, which has so far only been examined on the team-level, and the bi-

theoretical approach, which combines theories of social categorization and identity, of 

similarity and attraction, and of information and decision making. The first main chapter 

focuses on the role of faultlines at the societal level and the indivisibility of the number of 

subgroups and the strength of faultlines at this level. Building on existing research on team 

faultlines and their negative consequences for cooperation within these teams as a 

consequence of intergroup bias, the first main chapter postulates negative consequences for 

societies with strong faultlines. To investigate the relationship between faultlines and 

intergroup bias at the societal level, the study of this main chapter examined the relationship 

between demographic faultlines at the municipality level and the share of votes of a far-right 

party in Saxony in a federal election. The results suggest that faultlines also lead to negative 

consequences on the societal level. Many subgroups that are divided by strong faultlines offer 

a fertile soil for intergroup bias.  

The second and third main chapters examine which aspects help in dealing with 

diversity, both on the organizational and individual level. On the organizational level, the 

second main chapter examines the role of diversity trainings and diversity self-efficacy for 

diversity beliefs of a diverse group. The empirical longitudinal study in this chapter 
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investigates the assumption that diversity trainings, that are based on meta-analytical findings, 

and an individual’s assessment of their ability to deal with diversity in a team, i.e., an 

individual’s diversity self-efficacy, contribute to an increase in diversity beliefs in a diverse 

group’s members. To analyse the change in diversity beliefs, teams of apprentices were 

surveyed via questionnaires from the very beginning of their vocational training. While the 

trainings and diversity self-efficacy had a positive effect on diversity beliefs, the study also 

showed that the implementation of a diversity training at a single point in time only increases 

diversity beliefs for a short time, with a subsequent drop to the previous level, so that 

trainings need to be conducted on a regular basis to lead to a long-term change. Knowing that 

diversity beliefs are not only beneficial for diverse teams, but also for diverse societies, the 

proposed countermeasures on the meso-level are deemed useful.  

The third main chapter of this thesis focuses on introducing an individual level 

characteristic that is likely to benefit diverse teams and societies: the – in this extent – new 

construct of intrapersonal diversity. In contrast to interpersonal diversity, this construct refers 

to different experiences that an individual has already had and thus describes the diversity that 

is inherent in a single person. Besides professional experience, the construct of intrapersonal 

diversity includes other aspects in which people are likely to differ, e.g., in their educational 

biography, in their behaviour during their free time, in terms of social contacts and their own 

family, as well as in terms of foreign experience. This is in line with a more recent paper, that 

has dealt with possible interactions of inter- and intrapersonal diversity on a theoretical level. 

In addition to the introduction of the construct of intrapersonal diversity, this main chapter 

also includes the development of a corresponding scale and the exploration of intrapersonal 

diversity’s nomological network, that is of the relationships between intrapersonal diversity 

and both openness to experience and diversity beliefs in an empirical study. While prior 

research has investigated intrapersonal diversity as facet of interpersonal diversity and as an 

independent variable, mostly on the team level, this chapter introduces this variable as an 
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individual level variable in the Categorization-Elaboration Model, as a moderator variable 

influencing the relation between interpersonal diversity and work results, thereby considering 

the possibility of different effects of a variable on different levels. The results found 

demonstrate the relevance of a more comprehensive and differentiated understanding and 

definition of diversity, which includes both inter- and intrapersonal aspects.  

The empirical findings and theoretical assumptions of this dissertation contribute to a 

broader and deeper understanding of diversity, both at inter- and intrapersonal level, and the 

consequences thereof at the interpersonal level. They help understand a phenomenon of 

societal relevance and offer, at two different levels, possibilities to address the challenges of 

diversity. The integration of intergroup bias at the societal level and promising approaches 

and characteristics on the team- and individual level offer a variety of opportunities for further 

research. On the basis of the combination of findings on diversity at three different levels, 

namely the interpersonal level at societal level, the interpersonal level at team level and the 

intrapersonal level, new hypotheses at different levels of analyses can be formulated and 

subsequently tested. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Diversität hat in den letzten Jahren zunehmend an Bedeutung und Präsenz gewonnen - 

sowohl in der Gesellschaft als auch am Arbeitsplatz. Diversität, also jedes Merkmal, das 

Menschen dazu nutzen können, sich selbst als unterschiedlich von anderen Personen 

wahrzunehmen, ist in vielen Bereichen sichtbar und stellt sowohl für Organisationen als auch 

für die Gesellschaft als Ganzes eine große Herausforderung dar. Bei Diversität handelt es sich 

um ein Konstrukt auf mehreren Ebenen, das einen ganzheitlichen Ansatz erfordert. Bisher ist 

der größte Teil der Diversitätsforschung jedoch auf die Gruppenebene beschränkt, ohne die 

Auswirkungen auf andere Ebenen bzw. Interaktionen mit anderen Ebenen von Diversität zu 

berücksichtigen. Diversität auf Gruppenebene wurde zwar umfassend untersucht, jedoch mit 

bisher uneindeutigen Ergebnissen, da Diversität sowohl positive als auch negative 

Konsequenzen mit sich brachte. Der bi-theoretische Ansatz geht davon aus, dass Diversität 

gleichzeitig eine Chance und ein Risiko darstellt: Zum einen erhöhen Unterschiede zwischen 

Menschen das Konfliktrisiko, zum anderen erhöhen sie auch die Verarbeitungstiefe bei der 

Bearbeitung von Aufgaben. Versuche, Diversität in inhärent positive und inhärent negative 

Typen zu unterteilen, fanden keine empirische Unterstützung, ebenso wenig wie mehrere 

Moderator-Ansätze oder die Unterscheidung in offensichtliche, demografische Merkmale und 

eher psychologische Merkmale und Merkmale, die nicht auf den ersten Blick sichtbar sind. 

Eine Unterscheidung in objektive und subjektiv wahrgenommene Diversität konnte ebenfalls 

keine Abhilfe schaffen.  

Eine Ausnahme in der ambigen Diversitätsforschung, die konstanter Weise mit 

negativen Konsequenzen wie Intergruppenbias einhergeht, sind Faultlines - hypothetische 

Trennlinien, die eine soziale Einheit auf der Grundlage mehrerer Eigenschaften in relativ 

homogene Subgruppen aufteilen. In dem Wissen, dass Diversität einen Einfluss darauf hat, 

wie wir uns gegenseitig sehen und wie wir in der Gesellschaft zusammenzuleben wollen, 
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postulieren wir, dass Faultlines, die bisher nur auf Teamebene untersucht wurden, auch das 

Potenzial haben, soziale Phänomene zu erklären, die die Vorurteile zwischen Gruppen auf 

dieser Ebene widerspiegeln. Es ist von enormer Relevanz, Erklärungen für diese 

Intergruppenbias-Phänomene, wie den Anstieg der Wählerstimmen für rechtsextreme 

Parteien, zu finden, um anschließend Gegenmaßnahmen ergreifen zu können. Das erste Ziel 

der vorliegenden Dissertation ist es daher zu untersuchen, ob Ansätze der organisationalen 

Diversitätsforschung, nämlich Faultlines, auf die gesellschaftliche Ebene übertragbar sind und 

ob sie auf dieser Makroebene relevant und nützlich sind, um Phänomene von 

gesellschaftlicher Relevanz zu erklären. Zweitens untersuchen wir, ob Diversitätstrainings auf 

der Meso-Ebene, also auf Gruppenebene, dazu beitragen können, diese Herausforderungen zu 

meistern, indem sie nützliche Kompetenzen vermitteln. Um mögliche konfundierende 

Variablen auszuschließen, werden diese Trainings und die Studie zu gesellschaftlichen 

Faultlines im selben geografischen Kontext durchgeführt. Drittens untersuchen wir, ob 

Merkmale auf Mikroebene, also auf individueller Ebene, es Personen erleichtern, die 

Herausforderungen von Diversität, letztendlich auch auf gesellschaftlicher Ebene, zu 

bewältigen.  

Die drei Hauptkapitel basieren auf dem Faultlines-Konzept, das bisher nur auf 

Gruppenebene untersucht wurde, und dem bi-theoretischen Ansatz. Dieser kombiniert 

Theorien der sozialen Kategorisierung und Identität, basierend auf Ähnlichkeit und 

Anziehung, sowie Theorien des Informationsaustausches und der Entscheidungsfindung. Das 

erste Hauptkapitel befasst sich mit der Rolle von Faultlines auf gesellschaftlicher Ebene und 

der Untrennbarkeit der Subgruppenanzahl und der Faultlinestärke auf dieser Ebene. 

Aufbauend auf die bestehende Forschung zu Faultlines auf Gruppenebene und ihren negativen 

Konsequenzen für die Zusammenarbeit innerhalb dieser Gruppen als Folge von 

Intergruppenbias postuliert das erste Hauptkapitel negative Konsequenzen für Gesellschaften 

mit starken Faultlines. Um den Zusammenhang zwischen Faultlines und Intergruppenbias auf 
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gesellschaftlicher Ebene zu prüfen, untersuchte die Studie dieses Hauptkapitels die Beziehung 

zwischen demografischen Faultlines auf Gemeindeebene einerseits, und dem Stimmenanteil 

einer rechtspopulistischen Partei in Sachsen bei Bundestagswahlen anderseits. Die Ergebnisse 

legen nahe, dass Faultlines auch auf gesellschaftlicher Ebene negative Folgen haben. Viele 

Subgruppen, die durch starke Faultlines voneinander getrennt sind, bieten einen fruchtbaren 

Boden für Intergruppenbias.  

Im zweiten und dritten Hauptkapitel wird untersucht, welche Aspekte beim Umgang 

mit Vielfalt sowohl auf organisationaler als auch auf individueller Ebene hilfreich sind. Auf 

organisationaler Ebene untersucht das zweite Hauptkapitel die Rolle von Diversitätstrainings 

und Diversitäts-Selbstwirksamkeit für die Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen einer diversen 

Gruppe. Die empirische Längsschnittstudie in diesem Kapitel untersucht die Annahme, dass 

Diversitätstrainings, die auf metaanalytischen Befunden basieren, sowie das Vertrauen eins 

Individuums in seine Fähigkeit, mit Diversität in einem Team umzugehen, also die 

Selbstwirksamkeit eines Individuums, dazu beizutragen, dass die 

Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen der Mitglieder einer diversen Gruppe zunehmen. Um die 

Veränderung der Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen zu analysieren, wurden Gruppen von 

Auszubildenden von Beginn ihrer Berufsausbildung an mittels Fragebögen befragt. Während 

sich die Trainings und die Diversitäts-Selbstwirksamkeit positiv auf die 

Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen auswirken, hat die Studie auch gezeigt, dass die Durchführung 

eines Diversitätstrainings zu einem bestimmten Zeitpunkt die Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen 

nur für kurze Zeit erhöht und diese anschließend auf das vorherige Niveau abfallen, so dass 

regelmäßig Trainings durchgeführt werden müssen, um zu einer langfristigen Veränderung zu 

führen. In dem Wissen, dass Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen nicht nur für diverse Gruppen, 

sondern auch für diverse Gesellschaften von Vorteil sind, werden die in diesem Hauptkapitel 

vorgeschlagenen Gegenmaßnahmen auf Mesoebene als nützlich erachtet. 
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Das dritte Hauptkapitel dieser Arbeit konzentriert sich auf die Einführung einer 

Eigenschaft bzw. eines Konstrukts auf Individualebene, welche sich positiv auf diverse 

Gruppen und Gesellschaften auswirken sollte: das - in diesem Ausmaß - neue Konstrukt der 

intrapersonellen Diversität. Im Gegensatz zur interpersonellen Diversität bezieht sich dieses 

Konstrukt auf unterschiedliche Erfahrungen, die ein Individuum bereits gemacht hat, und 

beschreibt somit die Diversität, die einer einzelnen Person innewohnt. Neben der 

Berufserfahrung umfasst das Konstrukt der intrapersonalen Diversität auch andere Aspekte, in 

denen sich Menschen unterscheiden können, z.B. in ihrer Bildungsbiografie, in ihrem 

Freizeitverhalten, in Bezug auf soziale Kontakte und ihre eigene Familie, sowie in Bezug auf 

Auslandserfahrung. Dies steht im Einklang mit einer neueren Studie, die sich auf 

theoretischer Ebene mit möglichen Wechselwirkungen zwischen inter- und intrapersoneller 

Diversität auseinandergesetzt hat. Neben der Einführung des Konstrukts der intrapersonellen 

Diversität umfasst dieses Hauptkapitel auch die Entwicklung einer entsprechenden Skala und 

die Untersuchung des nomologischen Netzwerks von intrapersoneller Diversität, also der 

Beziehungen zwischen intrapersoneller Diversität und Offenheit für Erfahrungen, sowie 

zwischen intrapersoneller Diversität und Prodiversitätsüberzeugungen. Während frühere 

Forschung intrapersonelle Diversität als eine Facette von interpersonaler Diversität, als 

unabhängige Variable, vorwiegend auf der Gruppenebene, untersucht hat, so führt dieses 

Kapitel intrapersonelle Diversität als eine auf der Individualebene angesiedelte Variable im 

Categorization-Elaboration Model ein, als Moderatorvariable, welche den Zusammenhang 

zwischen interpersoneller Diversität und Arbeitsergebnissen beeinflusst, und berücksichtigt 

auf diese Weise die Möglichkeit unterschiedlicher Konsequenzen einer Variable auf 

verschiedenen Ebenen. Die gefundenen Ergebnisse zeigen die Relevanz eines umfassenderen 

und differenzierteren Verständnisses und einer umfassenderen Definition von Diversität, die 

sowohl inter- als auch intrapersonelle Aspekte umfasst, auf.  
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Die empirischen Befunde und theoretischen Annahmen dieser Dissertation tragen zu 

einem breiteren und tieferen Verständnis von Diversität, sowohl auf inter- als auch auf 

intrapersoneller Ebene, sowie ihrer Folgen auf interpersoneller Ebene bei. Sie helfen, ein 

Phänomen von gesellschaftlicher Relevanz zu verstehen und bieten auf zwei verschiedenen 

Ebenen Möglichkeiten an, um mit den Herausforderungen von Diversität umzugehen. Die 

Integration von Intergruppenbias auf gesellschaftlicher Ebene und vielversprechenden 

Ansätzen und Merkmalen auf Gruppen- und Individualebene bieten eine Vielzahl von 

Möglichkeiten für weitere Forschung. Auf der Grundlage der Kombination von Befunden zur 

Diversität auf drei verschiedenen Ebenen, namentlich der interpersonellen Ebene auf 

gesellschaftlicher Ebene, der interpersonellen Ebene auf Gruppenebene und der 

intrapersonellen Ebene, können neue Hypothesen auf verschiedenen Analyseebenen 

formuliert und anschließend getestet werden. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Relevance 

 “Our ability to reach unity in diversity will be the beauty and the test of our 

civilization” (Mahatma Gandhi).  

 Diversity, referring to any difference between people that has the potential to lead to 

the perception that another person is different from self (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & 

Homan, 2004) is increasing – both in society and at the work place (Swiaczny, 2015; van 

Knippenberg & van Ginkel, 2010). Therefore, the chance of being surrounded by diverse 

others in everyday life, at work and during leisure time, increases. At the same time, the 

percentage of people working in teams rises, as teamwork has become the most common form 

of organizational collaboration (Mathieu, Gallagher, Domingo, & Klock, 2019; Salas, Cooke, 

& Rosen, 2008; Scott, Jiang, Wildman, & Griffith, 2018), leading to a higher interdependency 

between potentially diverse people at the workplace. Theoretical advancements, e.g. viewing 

teams as complex, multilevel systems, and developments in the corresponding research 

methodologies allow to test more complex theories (Mathieu, Wolfson, & Park, 2018). 

Complex models of team research, like the ABCDE model (Mathieu et al., 2019), include 

team members’ diversity as well as more complex configurations of diversity, e.g. faultlines, 

as an antecedent for diverse team processes and outcomes of a social unit: Whether the 

members of a diverse society get along with each other or not decides in an extreme case 

about wealth or civil war in the respective countries (Tangerås & Lagerlöf, 2009; Wimmer, 

2018), and whether (diverse) teams are effective or not has a major effect on the 

organizational success (Scott et al., 2018). 

 Given the importance of diversity and its consequences, diversity has become a widely 

researched topic – this holds especially true for diversity and diversity consequences on the 

team-level (Meyer, 2017). Despite the large body of research, results in the field of diversity 

are far from unambiguous (Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, & Briggs, 2011; Harrison & Klein, 
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2007; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; van Knippenberg et 

al., 2004): while one stream of diversity highlighted the positive effects of diversity on 

collective creativity and learning, another stream focused on the negative effects of diversity 

on performance, resulting of coordination inefficiencies and conflicts (Cramton & Hinds, 

2004; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Approaches trying to distinguish between 

inherently good and inherently bad types of diversity (e.g. Harrison et al., 2002; Liao, 

Chuang, & Joshi, 2008; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998; Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008) failed to 

reach meta-analytical empirical support (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; van Knippenberg et al., 

2004). The categorization-elaboration model (CEM, van Knippenberg et al., 2004) evolved, 

trying to reconcile the contradicting results. Although literally all results can be explained by 

the CEM, this models rather ignores other levels than the team level, e.g., the individual and 

societal level. Facing problems on the societal level that are likely to be due to diversity on 

that level therefore miss a theoretical explanation that allows subsequent countermeasures.  

On the societal level, an explanation for the success of far-right parties in different 

elections is very relevant, as far-right parties are the fastest-growing party family in Europe 

(Golder, 2016). Right wing populism poses a threat to diverse, pluralistic societies and keeps 

societies from reaping the benefits of diversity: we consider right wing populism as the 

opposite pole of diversity beliefs, which assume ethnic diversity to be advantageous for teams 

or social units (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). Debates about immigration in Western 

countries has revealed that people think differently about the value of ethnic diversity 

(Coenders, Lubbers, Scheepers, & Verkuyten, 2008). While some people acknowledge that 

specialized personnel from other countries is necessary for economic growth and thus hold 

diversity beliefs, others believe that both economy and society suffer from immigrants (Kauff 

& Wagner, 2012). With their studies on diversity beliefs on a societal level, Kauff and 

colleagues (Kauff, Issmer, & Nau, 2013; Kauff & Wagner, 2012) were one of the first to 

study diversity beliefs on another level than the team level: While diversity beliefs have the 
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potential to decrease discrimination (Kauff & Wagner, 2012) and to increase the willingness 

to vote for more diversity (Kauff et al., 2013), their absence is likely to lead to discrimination 

against immigrants and people with foreign sounding names (Kauff et al., 2013; Kauff & 

Wagner, 2012; McGinnity & Lunn, 2011; Wolf & Van Dick, 2008). Discrimination against 

immigrants will lead to less positive exchange between the diverse members of a society, 

making elaboration and the exchange of perspectives less likely, thereby missing the chance 

of using diversity for innovation and better work results.  

Several attempts to explain the increase in votes for far-right parties were shown to be 

inappropriate or not able to explain a reasonable amount of variances (Ivarsflaten, 2005; 

Rydgren, 2004). Besides changing individual conditions, changing aspects of society relate to 

changes in voting behavior. Therefore, investigating the voters’ social context to explain 

voting behavior appears useful to us. Knowing that some local contexts in Germany are 

especially prone to right wing voting (Goerres, Spies, & Kumlin, 2018), examining the social 

contexts appears even more promising. On this level, diversity and in particular faultlines, 

hypothetical dividing lines splitting a diverse social unit into rather homogeneous subgroups 

(Lau & Murnighan, 1998) are likely to be a part of the relevant social context leading to an 

increase in votes for far-right parties: research on faultlines has extensively showed its 

detrimental effects in different types of teams, like project teams (Cronin, Bezrukova, 

Weingart, & Tinsley, 2011), top management teams (e.g. Cooper, Patel, & Thatcher, 2014; 

Ndofor, Sirmon, & He, 2015) or experimental groups (e.g. Rico, Sánchez-Manzanares, 

Antino, & Lau, 2012). Typical consequences of faultlines are conflict (Molleman, 2005; 

Thatcher & Patel, 2011), lower trust, liking and respect (Cronin et al., 2011; Jehn & 

Bezrukova, 2010; Molleman, 2005; Thatcher & Patel, 2012) and intergroup bias (Lau & 

Murnighan, 1998; Meyer, Shemla, & Schermuly, 2011b). Interpreting voting for far-right 

parties as intergroup bias, we advocate that faultlines are likely to be of use as a theoretical 

explanation also on the societal level.  
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Besides explanations for phenomena on the societal level, there is the need to take 

countermeasures to decrease intergroup bias and the negative consequences diversity can 

have. We advocate that reducing intergroup bias on any level, whether societal or team based, 

will in the end lead to a more peaceful and less conflict-laden diverse society, as different 

levels of diversity are likely to interact and therefore influence each other (Guillaume et al., 

2014; Joshi & Roh, 2009; van Dijk, Meyer, van Engen, & Loyd, 2017). Little is known about 

which characteristics contribute to reaping the benefits of interpersonal diversity, but 

concerning the team level, diversity beliefs are deemed beneficial for diverse teams (Homan, 

van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007a; Nakui, Paulus, & Van der Zee, 2011; 

Stegmann & van Dick, 2009; van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg & 

Schippers, 2007). Especially if differences are perceived, leading to reduced trust and 

increased hostility (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Polzer, Crisp, Jarvenpaa, & Kim, 2006), 

diversity beliefs are of great relevance: they are related with a decrease of the salience of 

social categories, leading to a more beneficial outcome of diversity (Kearney & Gebert, 

2009). Meta-analytical findings (Bezrukova, Spell, Perry, & Jehn, 2016) showed that diversity 

trainings can improve the functioning of diverse teams – but research with real teams over a 

prolonged period of time is rather scarce. Therefore, diversity trainings, based on meta-

analytical findings, conducted and evaluated in real teams over a prolonged period of time are 

essential to find out more about short- and long-term consequences of diversity trainings for 

team functioning and for the team members’ attitude towards diversity. These positive 

consequences are not only relevant from a societal perspective, but also from a utilitarian, 

organizational perspective: improving teamwork or keeping it on a high level is of high 

interest for organizations, as most of the work is done in teams (Scott et al., 2018). As 

diversity is a double-edged sword (van Knippenberg & van Ginkel, 2010), having the 

potential to lead to both positive and negative consequences (Bell et al., 2011; Jackson & 

Joshi, 2011), organizations strive to make use of the different perspectives and ideas diverse 
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people are likely to hold, while trying to reduce possible negative consequences of diversity, 

like misunderstanding and conflicts (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). 

Besides the possibilities on the team level to decrease intergroup bias and enhance 

diversity beliefs, we advocate, in line with more recent research proposing a multi-level 

conceptualization of diversity (Guillaume et al., 2014; van Dijk, Meyer, van Engen, & Loyd, 

2017), that individual level aspects easing a peaceful and good, diverse cohabitation, need to 

be considered. One individual aspect that is favorable for interpersonal diverse teams is 

functional diversity (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002). We argue that functional diversity is just 

one part of intrapersonal diversity, that is the wealth of experience an individual has, and that 

this intrapersonal diversity is an important antecedent for diversity beliefs. While Bunderson 

and Sutcliffe (2002) define intrapersonal diversity as one facet of diversity that needs to be 

considered as an independent variable on the team level, we argue that intrapersonal diversity 

also needs to be taken into account on the individual level, which is in line with more recent 

research (Tasheva & Hillman, 2019): bearing in mind that constructs are likely to have 

different impacts on different levels, we propose that intrapersonal diversity, as we introduce 

it, acts as a moderator variable, influencing an individual’s ability to handle interpersonal 

diversity, probably by enhancing an individual’s diversity beliefs. Finding antecedents for 

diversity beliefs is of great interest, given that teams and societies are getting more diverse 

(van Knippenberg & van Ginkel, 2010) and often are struggling with their diversity, and 

given that the origin and antecedents of diversity beliefs are rather unknown (Meyer, Hasler, 

& Shemla, 2010). 

In a nutshell, diversity is a widely researched topic (Meyer, 2017), but besides the 

team-level, there are challenges of diversity that need to be met: Increasing numbers of votes 

for right-wing parties not only, but also, in Europe (Golder, 2016), as well as civil wars, that 

are also a symptom of intergroup bias, and which tend to last longer (Kalyvas & Kenny, 

2010), highlight this need. Therefore, insights into the mechanisms of diversity, and 
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especially of faultlines, on the societal level are interesting both for theory and for practice. 

Porting faultlines to the societal level allows to make use of the large body of research 

concerning faultlines on the team level, and by adapting this knowledge, it is likely to help 

reduce intergroup bias. Furthermore, understanding how trainings change the attitude towards 

diversity is essential both for societies and for organizations. Knowing how to increase 

diversity beliefs among people allows to overcome the challenges of diversity, to work 

productively and to live peacefully. And finally, paying tribute to the multi-levelness of 

diversity (van Dijk et al., 2017), investigating the individual-level characteristics that are 

likely to contribute to a positive attitude towards diversity and to a better coworking and 

cohabitation among interpersonally diverse people, is of great interest and relevance.  

1.2. Research Objectives 

With societies becoming more and more diverse (Swiaczny, 2015), research about the 

consequences of diversity on this societal level is of great relevance. As research on diversity 

on the team level leads to inconclusive results (Bell et al., 2011; Guillaume et al., 2014; van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004), one construct stands out, leading to meta-analytical support: 

faultlines, defined as hypothetical dividing lines separating a diverse group into relatively 

homogeneous hypothetical subgroups (Lau & Murnighan, 1998), have a negative impact on 

diverse workgroups (Meyer, 2017), e.g., higher conflict (see Thatcher & Patel, 2011, for a 

meta-analysis), as they lead to intergroup bias (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer et al., 2011). 

We predict that faultlines are also applicable to the societal level, thereby explaining different, 

possibly negative, processes on this level: processes in a social unit, like a team or society, 

depend on the distribution of individual characteristics among its members (Thatcher, 1999; 

Thatcher, Jehn, & Zanutto, 2003), and this distribution is captured by the faultlines construct 

(Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer & Glenz, 2013). Signs of the typically negative effects of 

faultlines, that is intergroup bias, are also visible in society, e.g. in the shape of votes for far-

right parties, which are the fastest growing party-family in Europe (Golder, 2016) – but so far, 
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proposed reasons for their success, like low social strata, did not gain empirical support 

(Goerres et al., 2018; Ivarsflaten, 2005; Rydgren, 2004). One research objective of this 

dissertation is therefore to port the faultlines construct to the societal level to explain a 

phenomenon of societal relevance and to make it accessible for research outside of the field of 

work and organizational psychology. 

After exploring the challenges of diversity on the societal level, the macro level, we 

aim to present two aspects on lower levels, that help to deal with diversity. The first aspect 

concerns the team-level, that is the meso-level. By developing diversity trainings based on 

meta-analytical findings (see Bezrukova, Jehn, & Spell, 2012, for a meta-analysis) and 

implementing them in real workgroups and evaluating the trainings over a prolonged period 

of time, we can examine how social units react to these trainings. Knowing that negative 

effects of diversity are more likely to occur in social units that work together for a longer 

period of time than in short-lived groups (Joshi & Roh, 2008, 2009), we think that the effects 

of diversity in society are comparable to the effects of long-lived workgroups: Living in a 

diverse society is not comparable to working in a short-lived diverse workgroup – it is not 

something you normally do for just some weeks and then leave. People in a diverse society 

may act like people working in a diverse team: leaving the place you live in is like quitting the 

job you currently have: in most cases, you would only do so if something better is waiting for 

you, often leading to a longer stay. The more time a person actively or passively spends with 

diverse others, the more diversity may lead to problems, as we know from research on teams 

(Joshi & Roh, 2008, 2009) – but research on long-lived teams is sparse (Meyer et al., 2011). 

With our research we can provide insights into long-lived, real working teams over a 

prolonged period, while conducting diversity trainings, based on meta-analytical findings, and 

evaluating them accordingly. The trainings are supposed to enhance the participants diversity 

beliefs, which are supposed to diminish negative effects of intergroup bias by reducing social 

categorization (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016), and to enhance diversity self-efficacy, which is 
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likely to be a malleable antecedent of diversity beliefs (Homan, Buengeler, Eckhoff, van 

Ginkel, & Voelpel, 2015), which is open to development (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Luthans, 

2002). We advocate that these long-lived teams are comparable to a diverse society, so that 

the results are to a certain extend generalizable to diverse societies, offering promising 

starting points for overcoming the challenges of diversity not only in diverse teams, but also 

in diverse societies.  

Regarding aspects that may help to reap the benefits of diversity while reducing the 

negative consequences, we now turn to the micro-level, that is the individual-level. Notably, 

individual-level characteristics that ease living together with diverse others, are also likely to 

ease working together with them. Another research objective of this dissertation therefore is 

to broaden the scope of diversity and to find out more about antecedents or individual 

characteristics that lead to the desired outcome. We advocate that intrapersonal diversity, that 

is differences within an individual resulting from prior experience, allows to construe 

diversity on the individual level. Building on the faultlines concept (Lau & Murnighan, 1998) 

and the Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), we predict that 

intrapersonal diversity influences how people in a diverse social unit interact with each other, 

by influencing an individual’s diversity beliefs. Intrapersonal diversity is, on a conceptual 

level, closely related to interpersonal diversity and diversity beliefs. Finding antecedents of 

diversity beliefs is of high interest, as knowledge about the origin of diversity beliefs is scarce 

(Meyer et al., 2010). As we advocate that intrapersonal diversity plays an important role for 

the consequences of interpersonal diversity, and intrapersonal diversity has so far been 

conceptualized almost only with regard to work (see Tasheva & Hillman, 2019, for an 

exeption) and its consequences on the team level (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Tasheva & 

Hillman, 2019), another research objective of this dissertation is to introduce the construct of 

broad intrapersonal diversity, including a scale to measure it and to explore the relationship 

between intrapersonal diversity and related constructs like openness to experience and 
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diversity beliefs, that is to explore its nomological network. Therefore, we pursue the 

theoretical suggestion to investigate intrapersonal diversity on the individual level (Tasheva & 

Hillman, 2019), but neither as a facet of diversity, nor as independent variable, as prior 

research did (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Tasheva & Hillman, 2019), but conceptualizing it 

as a moderator variable that is likely to influence an individual’s ability to constructively 

handle diversity. 

In sum, this dissertation aims to explain a phenomenon of societal relevance, that is 

intergroup bias in the form of votes for far-right parties, by porting the faultlines construct 

from the team level to the societal level, thereby also making the faultlines construct 

accessible for social psychological and sociological research. Furthermore, this dissertation 

aims to present two possible ways on lower levels than the societal level, to overcome the 

challenges of diversity. Therefore, this dissertation targets to explore the impact of diversity 

trainings in real teams over a prolonged time, in the same geographical context as we 

investigated faultlines on the societal level, to gain insights into promising starting points for 

interventions on the societal level. And furthermore, it aims to analyze the role of individual 

characteristics, more precisely of intrapersonal diversity, for the development of diversity 

beliefs, which are known to facilitate positive interaction in diverse (work)groups, which 

should reduce intergroup bias in diverse social units.  

1.3. Dissertation Structure

This dissertation contains three empirical papers, which, throughout the dissertation, I 

refer to as main chapters. Prior to these three main chapters, I provide definitions and 

conceptual clarifications to introduce the dissertation’s core constructs. Subsequently, I 

introduce the main theoretical approaches, namely social categorization perspective, which 

builds on social identity (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorization (Turner 

& Oakes, 1989) theory, subsequently the information/decision-making perspective, 

furthermore the Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), and finally 
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on multi-level conceptualizations of diversity and diversity-related processes (Guillaume et 

al., 2014; van Dijk et al., 2017). Subsequently, I provide a short review of the research status 

quo on diversity and identify open questions, before I introduce the chapters’ contents, 

methodological approaches, and samples. After the three main chapters, this dissertation will 

conclude in a general discussion, integrating the empirical studies’ core findings as well as 

discussing their meaning for research and practice.
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2. Core Constructs and Conceptual Clarifications 

One of the most inclusive definitions of diversity describes it as “differences between 

individuals on any attribute that may lead to the perception that another person is different 

from self” (van Knippenberg et al., 2004, p.1008). This definition already suggests that it 

makes a difference whether objective diversity is subjectively perceived as such or whether it 

stays rather unnoticed (Shemla & Meyer, 2012; Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008). It also includes 

differences in overt, demographic characteristics like ethnicity and age, as well as differences 

in rather psychological characteristics, like values, attitudes etc. (Harrison et al., 2002). So far, 

research on the consequences of diversity is rather inconclusive (Meyer, 2017).  

By contrast, in more than 40 years of diversity research, one construct managed to 

gain meta-analytical support for a cohesive pattern of consequences, which furthermore 

matches the construct’s theoretical underpinnings: Faultlines (Meyer, 2017). Faultlines are 

defined as “hypothetical dividing lines that may split a group into subgroups based on one or 

more attributes” (Lau & Murnighan, 1998, p. 328). As demographic characteristics are most 

easily noted when a new team or group forms, they tend to be the relevant attributes for 

occurring faultlines at this early stage. If groups or teams exist for a longer time, 

nondemographic attributes like personality or values also have the potential to lead to active 

faultlines (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Newcomb, 1961). While many different potential 

faultlines may exist within a group, not all of them will become active- and therefore lead to 

certain consequences. It rather depends on a group’s task context, whether a former dormant 

faultline, that is a faultline that is existing within a team because the team can be split into 

subgroups because of this attribute, but is not subjectively perceived or not deemed relevant, 

turns into an active faultline (Lau & Murnighan, 1998).  
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Besides the faultlines approach, moderator approaches to diversity were deemed 

useful (Guillaume, Dawson, Otaye-Ebede, Woods, & West, 2017): instead of looking at 

diversity per se, the attitude a person has towards diversity came to the focus. Different names 

were introduced for this attitude, like diversity perspectives (Ely & Thomas, 2001), openness 

to diversity (Mitchell, Nicholas, & Boyle, 2009), diversity beliefs (van Dick, van 

Knippenberg, Hagele, Guillaume, & Brodbeck, 2008) or attitude towards diverse workgroups 

(Nakui et al., 2011). I will use these terms synonymously within this dissertation, as they all 

refer to an individual’s attitude towards diversity. Diversity beliefs are known to facilitate 

positive outcomes in diverse teams (Homan et al., 2008, 2007a). A short review about the 

different research streams and consequences of diversity can be found in chapter four, which 

presents the status quo of diversity research.

In addition to faultlines and moderator approaches to diversity, this dissertation 

focusses on a rather new construct in diversity research, called intrapersonal diversity. While 

diversity is usually conceptualized as interpersonal diversity, referring to differences between 

different people (e.g. van Knippenberg et al., 2004), intrapersonal diversity refers to the 

diversity within one person, that is differences within one individual, resulting from prior 

experience. People differ in the extent of their (perceived) intrapersonal diversity, and the 

extent of an individual’s intrapersonal diversity depends on experiences this individual has 

had, both voluntarily and involuntarily. A person may have decided to be friends with people 

that differ a lot from him or her, thereby voluntarily increasing their intrapersonal diversity. 

On the other hand, being forced to leave a country due to war or because an individual’s 

parents decided to leave their country of origin, this individual’s intrapersonal diversity will 

also increase, even though this individual has maybe not even wanted to have this experience. 

The focus of this dissertation is on objective faultlines in the first main chapter, on 

subjectively perceived interpersonal diversity, diversity trainings and diversity beliefs in the 
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second main chapter and shifts to subjective intrapersonal diversity and diversity beliefs in the 

last main chapter. 
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3. Theoretical Framework 

This dissertation draws on different central theoretical approaches, which refer to 

different conceptualizations of diversity. The first and second theoretical approach concern 

the fundamental effects of diversity on an interpersonal level, one explaining positive and one 

explaining negative effects, and have long been dominating diversity research (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). The third approach incorporates mediator and moderator variables 

and proposes that all dimensions of diversity can have both positive and negative effects, but 

still contents itself with the interpersonal level. The fourth approach, on the contrary, focusses 

on the multi-level characteristics of diversity and diversity-related processes. 

These theories amend each other as their integration allows for the development of 

hypotheses that permit the multi-level analysis of diversity. 

3.1. Social Categorization Framework 

The social-categorization framework includes two prior theories (Melton & 

Cunningham, 2014): social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-

categorization theory (Turner & Oakes, 1989), and depends on social comparison processes 

(Turner et al., 1987). Research on minimal group data has shown that social categorization 

into groups, without considering variables that are normally thought to lead to group 

formation, is enough for discrimination to evolve (Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & 

Flament, 1971). Social categorization perspective explains why and how problematic inter-

subgroup relations, i.e. in diverse teams, evolve and why results concerning group 

performance are supposed to be higher if groups are homogeneous rather than heterogeneous 

(e.g. Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999; Rulke, 1996a; Simons, Pelled, & Smith, 1999). 

Social identity theory strives to explain intergroup conflict as a result of group-based 

self-definitions and is a classic social psychological theory (Islam, 2014). It advocates, that 

people define their own identity via social groups, and that such identification comes along 
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with strengthening and protecting an individual’s self-identity, while devaluating the outgroup 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The result is a depersonalized, collective identity, which is based on 

group membership and permeated with negative aspects for the outgroup (Turner et al., 1987). 

Intergroup bias is likely to evolve, like negative evaluation of the outgroup (Dovidio, 

Gaertner, & Validzic, 1998), failure to allocate resources to outgroup members (Sidanius, 

Pratto, & Mitchell, 1994), and stereotyping (Smith, 1999).  

Self-categorization theory builds on social identity theory by proposing that specific 

contextual principles are relevant for categorizing others and self into groups (Oakes, Haslam, 

& Turner, 1994). It advocates that the interaction of three contextual principles, namely 

comparative fit, normative fit and cognitive accessibility, determine the salience of social 

categorization (Oakes et al., 1994; Turner et al., 1987). The stronger the extent of these three 

contextual principles, the higher the salience of social categories, the more likely a 

categorization of self and others into groups (Turner & Oakes, 1989), into “them” and “us”, 

with rejected outgroups and favored ingroups (Allport, 1954). The self-categorization theory 

proposes that prejudice is a result of people striving for a positive social identity for their 

ingroup, thereby devaluing the outgroup to contrast the ingroup (Tajfel, 1981).  

Comparative fit captures the extent to which similarities and differences between 

individuals are reflected by the categorization. Categorization is most likely to be salient if 

differences are pronounced between groups or categories and small within a group or category 

(Turner et al., 1987). Furthermore, if people differ on more than one attribute, social 

categorization is more likely to occur if these attributes align than if they crosscut each other 

(Homan & van Knippenberg, 2003; Marcus-Newhall, Miller, Holtz, & Brewer, 1993; Oakes 

et al., 1991). Concerning normative fit, social categorization is more likely if the 

categorization makes sense with regard to an individual’s cognitive frame of reference, like 

stereotypes, expectations or beliefs (Stangor, Lynch, Duan, & Glas, 1992; Turner et al., 1987; 

van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Therefore, it is not difference or diversity per se that influences 
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categorization processes, but whether the difference is deemed meaningful within the 

respective context (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). The third component underlying the 

salience of social category, namely cognitive accessibility, captures how easily a 

categorization comes to mind and how willingly the perceiver is to use the respective 

categorization (Turner et al., 1987). Accessibility is contingent on several factors, like beliefs, 

prior experience and expectations (Fiske, 1998; Stangor et al., 1992), but also on contextual 

factors, like supervisor behavior (Macrae, Bodenhausen, & Milne, 1995; van Knippenberg & 

Dijksterhuis, 2000). 

Together, self-categorization and social identity theory explain when and how people 

categorize themselves and others into groups, and, building on minimal group paradigm, why 

intergroup bias is likely to evolve. The social categorization framework focuses on rather 

relational aspects of group processes, like intergroup bias, while the information/ decision-

making perspective focusses rather on task-related aspects (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 

3.2. Information / Decision-Making Perspective 

In contrast to intergroup bias, which is a well-known consequence of the social 

categorization framework, diversity can also lead to positive effects (van Dijk & van Engen, 

2013; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The positive effects are typically explained by the 

information/ decision-making perspective (Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999). 

Information/ decision-making perspective proposes that diverse groups should, due to a 

broader range of distinct and nonredundant, task-relevant knowledge, abilities and skills, as 

well as different perspectives and opinions, outperform homogeneous groups (Ely & Thomas, 

2001; Gruenfeld, Mannix, Williams, & Neale, 1996). Different, possibly conflicting, 

perspectives, are likely to lead the group to process task relevant information more 

thoroughly, to challenge existing beliefs and to prevent groups from groupthink (Rousseau, 

2018; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Furthermore, learning about different perspectives is a 

potential driver of innovative and creative ideas and solutions (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; 
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Bantel & Jackson, 1989; De Dreu & West, 2001), as reflected in higher performance, 

creativity and innovation (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 1991; Dahlin, 

Weingart, & Hinds, 2005; De Dreu, Harinck, & Van Vianen, 1999; Jehn et al., 1999). More 

recent research advocated that the positive effects of diverse groups depend on the elaboration 

of task-relevant information (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Elaboration is, according to the 

conceptualization of groups as information processors (Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997), 

defined as the exchange of perspectives and information, subsequent processing of 

information and perspectives on the individual-level, followed by feeding back the individual 

results to the group and subsequent integration and discussion of its implications (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). In the subsequent discussion, biases are likely to be detected, as it 

is easier to recognize biases in other persons than to recognize own bias (Rousseau, 2018). 

The results of diversity, from the information/ decision-making perspective, are 

therefore desirable: groups, which are fundamental for organizations, are assumed to be able 

to solve problems or get things done, as the individuals in the group can gather together the 

diversity of backgrounds and information, that is needed (Jackson, 1992). Accordingly, if 

group members are diverse, the likelihood that they bring different, nonredundant information 

and perspectives to the fore, is higher than if a team or group consists of rather similar people.  

3.3. Categorization-Elaboration Model 

As research on negative and positive effects of diversity has predominantly developed 

in separate research traditions, an integrative framework which can explain both directions 

has long been missing (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). So far, positive 

effects of diversity have been ascribed to the information/ decision-making perspective, and 

negative effects to the social categorization framework (van Dijk & van Engen, 2013; 

Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). As a consequence, van Knippenberg et al. (2004) introduced the 

Categorization-Elaboration Model (CEM), which explains positive and negative effects of 

diversity and successfully links diversity with performance - a challenge, that has so far not 
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been met in meta-analytical integration (Bowers, Pharmer, & Salas, 2000; Webber & 

Donahue, 2001).  

The CEM argues that diversity research has not paid sufficient attention to different 

moderators and mediators, leading to inconsistent findings in diversity research. In their 

Categorization-Elaboration Model, van Knippenberg et al. (2004) strived to integrate these 

missing parts,: first, neither group information processing, the process responsible for the 

positive effects of diversity, nor important moderators of this process, have gained appropriate 

attention. Therefore, the CEM includes elaboration of task-relevant information as primary 

process underlying the positive effects of diversity concerning group performance. Second, 

the relationship between diversity and social categorization, as well as the subsequent 

relationship between social categorization and negative consequences of this categorization, 

like intergroup bias, have often been oversimplified, thereby ignoring important moderators. 

Hence, the CEM proposes that the extent that a social categorization subjectively threatens or 

challenges the identity influences whether social categorization results in intergroup biases 

with negative consequences for group functioning. Third, social categorization and 

information/ decision-making processes have so far been studied rather separately, thereby 

disregarding possible interactions between these two processes. The CEM therefore allows for 

interactions between information/ decision-making processes and social categorization 

processes. And fourth, particular dimensions of diversity were assumed to be associated with 

either social categorization or information/ decision-making processes, thereby ignoring 

moderator and mediator variables. Consequently, the CEM integrates and reconceptualizes 

these both perspectives, pointing to moderator and mediator variables that have typically been 

disregarded.  
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The CEM sets a research agenda, including eight propositions, as visible in Figure 1. 

First, elaboration of task-relevant information is supposed to be the most important process 

underlying the beneficial effects of diversity for work groups. This proposition is supported 

by findings that groups with a shared representation of a task yielded better results than 

groups without such clear representations (van Ginkel & van Knippenberg, 2003). Second, 

when performance requires innovative, creative solutions and information processing, 

diversity is supposed to be positively related to performance, as task requirements moderate 

this relationship. This proposition is supported by meta-analytical findings, that, while 

working on difficult tasks, groups are likely to benefit from diversity (Bowers et al., 2000). 

 

Figure 1. The Categorization-Elaboration Model of work group diversity and group 
performance (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004, p. 1010). 
 

Third and fourth, diversity is assumed to have a positive effect on elaboration and 

performance when group members dispose of high task motivation and high task ability. 

These propositions build on findings, that groups under process accountability reach better 

quality decisions (Scholten, van Knippenberg, Nijstad, & De Dreu, 2007). Fifth, the 

interaction of cognitive accessibility, normative fit and comparative fit of social 

categorization is supposed to influence social categorization within work groups. This 
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proposition is contingent on the proposition of self-categorization theory, which demands that 

all three components are necessary for the salience of social categorization (Turner et al., 

1987). Furthermore, reviews of the social categorization literature have found consistent 

evidence, not for the full three-way interaction, as no study has yet tested it, but for the two-

way interactions that are part of the three-way interaction (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994; 

van Knippenberg & Dijksterhuis, 2000). Sixth, intergroup bias, which negatively influences 

group functioning, is ought to result of social categorization to the extent, that the identity, 

which results of the categorization, is subjectively challenged, or threatened. This is in line 

with a study on intergroup bias, showing that reducing threat concerning values and 

distinctiveness, leads to lower intergroup bias (Dovidio et al., 1998). Seventh, elaboration of 

task-relevant information and therefore group performance, are supposed to suffer from 

intergroup bias evoked by work group diversity. And finally, both elaboration processes and 

social categorization processes are supposed to be possible consequences of any dimensions 

of diversity. This proposition is supported by qualitative and quantitative reviews that fail to 

support the predominant link between information/ decision-making processes to 

informational diversity and social categorization processes to social category processes 

(Milliken & Martins, 1996; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). 

The CEM therefore provides a new and integrative framework, supported by empirical 

findings, for social categorization and information-processing processes in diverse 

workgroups, hereby explaining inconsistencies in prior research concerning diversity and 

performance, but still only focusing on the team-level. 

3.4. Multi-level Conceptualizations of Diversity and Diversity-related Processes 

Besides the CEM, further models evolved that aim to resolve the contradicting results 

of social categorization perspective and information/ decision-making perspective. These 

other models take different levels into account (e.g. Brodbeck, Guillaume, & Lee, 2011; van 

Dijk et al., 2017), thereby demonstrating e.g. that, at different levels, positive and negative 
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effects of diversity can occur simultaneously (Brodbeck et al., 2011). Multilevel models 

focussing on individual outcomes, rather than on group outcomes, allow to obtain clearly 

distinguishable contributions of societal-, group-, and individual-level diversity (Klein, 

Dansereau, & Hall, 1994). Supporting the CEM, multilevel models advocate, that diversity is 

likely to have positive effects, if the dysfunctional effects, resulting of social categorization, 

are overcome (Brodbeck et al., 2011). 

Multilevel frameworks are clearly needed, as recent research adopts multilevel 

frameworks more and more frequently (e.g. Joshi, 2014; Joshi & Knight, 2015; Leslie, 2017; 

Meyer, Shemla, Li, & Wegge, 2015; Richard, Stewart, McKay, & Sackett, 2017). Multilevel 

theories advocate that an individual’s behaviors, attitudes and interactions, like 

microdynamics occurring both at the individual and interpersonal level of analysis (Humphrey 

& Aime, 2014; Kozlowski & Chao, 2012; Waller, Okhuysen, & Saghafian, 2016), are the 

source of team-level phenomena. As an individual’s status within a group depends on their 

attributes (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972), individual level experience and recognizing that 

social category membership is likely to affect the individual experiences, is the starting point 

for understanding team-level processes. Research focussing on the individual level, as well as 

on the team level, found contradicting results and cross-level results were missing an 

integration on a theoretical level (van Dijk et al., 2017). 

The MIDST model (microdynamics of diversity and stereotyping in teams, van Dijk et 

al., 2017) highlights that the different levels of diversity, in this case the individual and the 

team level, are inseparable for diversity research. These propositions are in line with a further 

multi-level model of ethnic diversity by Brodbeck, Guillaume, and Lee (2011), which 

includes the individual, the group and the societal level. This multilevel model of ethnic 

diversity posits that teams can simultaneously benefit and harm individual learning, both on 

the group and the individual level of analysis. Furthermore, the effects are supposed to 

interact across levels. Moreover, the societal-level status disparity between the dominant 
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ethnic group and groups of another ethnicity with a lower societal status moderates all effects, 

including interactions, such that the effects for members of the ethnicity with the lower status 

are more pronounced. This model is displayed in Figure 2.  

The empirical test of this model revealed that two out of three assumptions were 

supported: Individual-level dissimilarity concerning ethnicity was negative related to 

individual learning outcomes, while, simultaneously, group level diversity regarding ethnicity 

was positively related to individual learning outcomes, both for the subdominant group. 

Furthermore, an interaction between both levels was shown by the highest individual 

learning outcomes for members of the subdominant group with low individual ethnic 

similarity, working in highly diverse groups. On the contrary, for members of the dominant 

group, the results were rather mixed. The results suggest that ignoring different levels in 

diversity research is likely to lead to biased findings and therefore supports the call for more 

multilevel research concerning diversity.  

Both models support multi-level conceptualizations of diversity and diversity-related 

processes. They furthermore encourage researchers to consider diversity and diversity-related 

processes on other levels than on the team/group level, that is e.g., societal level and 

individual level. 
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Multi-level models so far focus on outcomes of diversity on the individual level (e.g. 

Brodbeck et al., 2011; van Dijk et al., 2017). Knowing that the different levels of diversity 

interact (Brodbeck et al., 2011), we advocate that the effects of the interaction of the different 

levels are unlikely to be limited to outcomes on the individual level, as trainings to reduce 

intergroup bias and enhance diversity beliefs were shown to have the potential to make a 

change on the team level (Bezrukova et al., 2012). As the emotions experienced in specific 

intergroup encounters in the trainings influence an individual’s general reaction to other 

groups (Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1994; Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Jackson, 1996), 

trainings at the team level will also benefit society. Having had positive intergroup relations 

during training or at work, the members’ attitude towards different outgroups is supposed to 

be more positive, implying less intergroup bias in society.   

Furthermore, besides trainings on the team-level, we suppose that individual 

characteristics will also have a desired impact on intergroup bias on the societal level. We 

Figure 2. Impact of Individual Ethnic Dissimilarity, Group Ethnic Diversity, and Their Interaction, 
on Individual Learning Performance, Moderated by Societal-Level Status of Ethnic Group. 
(c.f. Brodbeck, Guillaume, and Lee, 2011, p. 1201). 
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advocate that people that have had multiple experiences, that is people that are diverse on an 

intrapersonal level, will also score high on openness to experience (c.f. Mondak, Hibbing, 

Canache, Seligson, & Anderson, 2010). A high score in this trait comes along with less 

stereotypical thinking and a preference for diversity (Alford & Hibbing, 2007; Carney et al., 

2008; Cooper et al., 2013; Dinesen et al., 2014; Gallego & Pardos-Prado, 2014; Mondak & 

Halperin, 2008; Schoen & Schumann, 2007; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). We therefore propose 

that intrapersonal diverse people will also welcome diversity within society, leading to less 

intergroup bias on the societal level. Combining our propositions for faultlines on the societal 

level with our reasoning for the impact of team level trainings and individual level 

characteristics, we propose the model displayed in Figure 3. While faultlines on the societal  

level should lead to intergroup bias, in our research visible in the percentage of votes for a far-

right party, trainings to increase diversity beliefs and intrapersonal diversity are supposed to 

reduce intergroup bias on the municipality level.

 

 

Figure 3. Impact of Diversity on Societal, Team- and Individual Level on Societal Intergroup 
Bias.  
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4. Status Quo of Diversity Research 

In the following section I will provide a brief review regarding the status quo of 

diversity research. According to the dissertation’s research objectives, I will focus on three 

aspects, after giving a short chronological review about diversity research streams. The first 

focus is on existing research on faultlines in teams, which is, until now, the only level that 

faultlines have been examined on. Second, I will summarize existing research on diversity 

trainings. And third, I will review functional diversity as a part of intrapersonal diversity and 

touch upon a more recent theoretical discourse on intrapersonal diversity. These three aspects 

will be linked to the CEM, thereby revealing some shortcomings of the CEM, and offering 

starting points to port the CEM from a single-level model to a multilevel model. After 

reviewing the current status quo, I will integrate these findings and identify research gaps. 

4.1. Research Streams Concerning Diversity in Teams 

Research concerning team processes has considered the team’s diversity as a central 

input for different team processes and consequently also for team performance (Meyer, 2017). 

Accordingly, research on team diversity has a long history (Pfeffer, 1983). Research on team 

diversity can be seen as focusing on three different levels: the organizational level, the team-

level and the individual level (Meyer, 2017). The relationships between a top management 

team’s diversity and organizational outcomes are in the focus of research on the 

organizational level (e.g. Dwyer, Richard, & Chadwick, 2003). The influence of team 

diversity on processes and outcomes on the team level, like team performance or team conflict 

is the main interest of team-level diversity research (e.g. Harrison et al., 2002; van 

Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007), while research on the individual level investigates the 

impact of team diversity on individual-level outcomes (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). 

Most of the research on diversity has focused on the business perspective, while only 

less research has focused on the equality perspective on diversity (Meyer, 2017; van Dijk, van 
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Engen, & Paauwe, 2012). While the business perspective predicts that diversity has the 

potential to increase team performance and therefore supports diversity (van Dijk et al., 

2012), the equality perspective on diversity supports diversity as it sees it as an organization’s 

moral obligation to ensure that the society’s diversity is also represented in the labor market 

(Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop, & Nkomo, 2010). 

From a theoretical view, the developments concerning diversity research follows this 

chronological order: In the beginning of diversity research in the 1990s, there was the bi-

theoretical approach, resulting from the information/ decision making approach (Williams & 

O’Reilly, 1998) and the social categorization perspective, which itself combines social 

identity (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorization (Oakes et al., 1991; 

Turner et al., 1987) theories. Subsequent research streams were partially overlapping: one 

stream advocates that both negative and positive consequences are possible for any kind of 

diversity (van Knippenberg et al., 2004; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007), resulting in the 

Categorization-Elaboration Model (CEM; van Knippenberg et al., 2004), while another 

stream proposes that certain types or dimensions of diversity come along with positive or 

negative consequences of diversity (Bell et al., 2011; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Webber & 

Donahue, 2001; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). A further stream of research focusses on the 

role of perception of differences for their consequences to evolve (see Shemla, Meyer, Greer, 

& Jehn, 2014, for a review), while yet another stream of research investigates the role of 

faultlines and subgroups for diversity consequences (Carton & Cummings, 2012; Lau & 

Murnighan, 1998; Meyer & Glenz, 2013; Thatcher et al., 2003). More recently, multi-level 

conceptualizations of diversity gained more and more attention, paying tribute to the fact that 

team outcomes emerge from the team members’ individual properties, cognitive states, 

conduct and interactions (Bonito & Sanders, 2011; Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 

2005; Kozlowski, 2012; Kozlowski & Chao, 2012). Multi-level conceptualizations leave 

room for within-team differences which might cancel each other out if aggregated to the team 
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level (Meyer & Glenz, 2013; Meyer, Glenz, Antino, Rico, & González-Romá, 2014; Meyer, 

Shemla, Li, & Wegge, 2015; van Dijk et al., 2017). 

Although the CEM seemed to be encompassing, by being able to explain both positive 

and negative consequences for any kind of diversity, further research showed that there are 

aspects about diversity, that constantly lead to negative effects, e.g. faultlines (Meyer, 2017). 

We advocate, that the CEM can be tied together with faultlines research, as we will argue in 

the following, after outlining the status quo of faultlines. 

4.2. Faultlines 

Faultlines capture the distribution of several diversity attributes among members of a 

group or a social unit; they are hypothetical dividing lines, splitting a team or social unit into 

rather homogeneous subgroups, based on several individual characteristics (Bezrukova, 

Thatcher, & Jehn, 2001; Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer & Glenz, 2013). As research in 

work- and organizational psychology shows, faultlines lead to negative consequences, like 

intergroup bias and conflict (see Thatcher & Patel, 2012, for a meta-analysis). In more than 40 

years of diversity research, faultlines are thus a construct that have produced consistent 

findings in meta-analyses (Meyer, 2017), showing a detrimental main effect of faultlines on 

team-level outcomes (Thatcher & Patel, 2011, 2012), while single diversity attributes or 

dimensions have led to contradictory meta-analyses (Bell et al., 2011; Bowers et al., 2000; 

Guillaume, Brodbeck, & Riketta, 2012; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Webber & Donahue, 

2001). For the negative results of faultlines to evolve, subgroups do not need to be fully 

homogeneous, as more recent definitions of faultlines highlight (Meyer & Glenz, 2013).  

Even though diversity and faultlines are related constructs, they are distinct: in very 

homogeneous or very diverse groups, faultlines are rather unlikely (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; 

Thatcher et al., 2003): if for example, all members of a team have different nationalities and 

are at different age, it is impossible to split the group into two or more homogeneous teams. 

Therefore, strong faultlines, that is faultlines that split team into very homogeneous subgroups 
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that are very different from each other, are most likely to occur if diversity regarding the 

examined attributes is moderate (Lau & Murnighan, 1998).  

The effects of faultlines depend on their salience, as the extent to which faultlines are 

perceived influences the activation of faultlines, which leads to a stronger impact (Thatcher & 

Patel, 2012). Even if faultlines are not salient, and therefore not active but dormant (Jehn & 

Bezrukova, 2010), their effect does not disappear, but is merely attenuated (Thatcher & Patel, 

2012). An event that activates faultlines has been referred to as a faultline trigger (Chrobot-

Mason, Ruderman, Weber, & Ernst, 2009) and the process that leads from a dormant to an 

active faultline has been referred to as faultline activation (Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010). 

Reasoning about faultlines was primarily based on social identity and social categorization 

approaches (Turner et al., 1987). Applying these theories to the faultlines context, they 

propose that the likelihood of team members to perceive each other as being members of 

different social categories increases with differences among these members, especially if 

these differences relate to a given member’s identity (Meyer et al., 2011). People tend to 

maintain their self-esteem by holding negative opinions about people belonging to other 

groups or categories (out-groups), while thinking positive about their own category or group 

(in-group). Increased conflicts between the members of the respective groups, less liking and 

less trust are the consequences of intergroup bias, which is likely to result of perceiving 

another team member as a member of the outgroup, and especially if this outgroup is 

apparently threatening (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 

Social categorization processes depend amongst others on the extent to which a 

division into social categories is perceived as correlated with observed differences and 

similarities between people or their actions, that is comparative fit (Turner et al., 1987). If 

multiple social categories align, a strong faultline occurs, making it more likely that perceived 

differences are ascribed to the aligned social categories. Strong faultlines imply that on the 

one hand, members within one subgroup are very similar, and on the other hand, that the 
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members of different subgroups are rather different from each other, leading to a high 

comparative fit (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016). In a nutshell, faultlines can be conceptualized 

as an operationalization of comparative fit and align well with social categorization theory 

(Meyer et al., 2011).  

Beside social categorization and social identity approaches, other theories have been 

used to elucidate the effects of faultlines on team- level outcomes, but to a lesser extent 

(Thatcher & Patel, 2012): distance theories (Brewer, Manzi, & Shaw, 1993), theories based 

on social network conceptualizations of teamwork (Mäs, Flache, Takács, & Jehn, 2013) and 

optimal distinctiveness theory (ODT; cf. Brewer, 1991) are among these theories.  

All these processes propose that communication and collaboration across 

homogeneous subgroups deteriorate in the presence of faultlines (Rico et al., 2012). But so 

far, to the best of our knowledge, nobody has yet examined the consequences of faultlines on 

a higher, that is societal, level, even though explanations for different phenomena on this 

societal level and possible approaches to resolve these problems are of high interest. One 

construct that is somehow related to faultlines, is intersectionality, stemming from social 

psychology (Meyer & Glenz, 2013). Research on intersectionality examines e.g. how the 

intersection of race and gender affects domestic labor or pay gaps (Browne & Misra, 2003). 

Using terms of faultlines research, these researchers examine the consequences of 

demographic faultlines within the job market (Meyer et al., 2014). Therefore, porting 

faultlines to the societal level is not only of interest for work and organizational psychologists, 

but also for social psychology. 

Assuming that faultlines on a team level are already covertly included in the CEM, not 

namely, but in terms of an operationalization of comparative fit (Meyer et al., 2011), we 

advocate that faultlines should also overtly be included in the CEM. Faultlines are not only 

detrimental if they are perceived, by facilitating social categorization (Meyer, 2017; Meyer et 

al., 2015; Thatcher & Patel, 2011). Occurring on the societal level (see first main chapter of 
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this dissertation), they furthermore emphasize the need for an extension of the CEM to cover 

more than only the interpersonal team level. A multilevel model based on the CEM should 

lead to a better understanding of the complex diversity phenomenon and to an increased 

predictability of diversity consequences, on several levels. The need to not only consider 

variables that are already included in the CEM, but to also study aspects that are likely to 

influence these variables, was already put forward some years ago (van Dick & Stegmann, 

2016). A new multilevel model based on the CEM, which we will propose at the end of this 

chapter, illustrate where interventions, aiming at preventing negative consequences of 

diversity, are likely to dock successfully. Concerning interventions on the team level, the 

current CEM offers at least one starting point to reduce negative and enhance positive effects 

of diversity (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016). We will refer to this starting point in the CEM in 

the following, where we will focus on diversity trainings, which are the most widely used 

organizational workplace initiative and intervention to reap the benefits of diversity 

(Roberson, Kulik, & Pepper, 2002). 

4.3. Diversity Trainings  

The use of diversity trainings reflects both the benefits and the challenges of diversity 

(Anand & Winters, 2008): many organizations build on diversity trainings for their employees 

to develop skills that are deemed necessary to reap the benefits of diversity, thereby 

acknowledging the need to actively address diversity (Bezrukova et al., 2012; Kulik & 

Roberson, 2008). Therefore, numerous diversity scholars have given attention to this topic, 

providing numerous guidelines for a successful implementation and evaluation of diversity 

trainings (Curtis & Dreachslin, 2008; Ely, 2004; Kalev, Dobbin, & Kelly, 2006; Paluck & 

Green, 2009). There is a consensus among diversity training scholars about the three main 

goals of diversity trainings (Chrobot-Mason & Quinones, 2002; Curtis & Dreachslin, 2008; 

Holladay & Quinones, 2005): First, participants of the trainings need to gain awareness of 

discrimination and bias as a starting point to improve work environment for all employees. In 
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a next step, participants of the training need to accept and acknowledge their own biases and 

prejudices in order to subsequently develop strategies to deal with them, thereby improving 

their relationships at work. And finally, diversity trainings aim to help the participants to 

understand and feel the advantages of diversity, to show them how to capitalize these 

advantages and thereby improving the participants’ performance, which ultimately should 

lead to an improved performance of the organization. 

As diversity is not only present in organizations, but also at school or other places 

where young people meet, it is of great interest whether trainings are also deemed useful 

regarding children and adolescents. As shown by a meta-analysis (Beelmann & Heinemann, 

2014) psychological and educational training programs have the potential to reduce intergroup 

bias, especially by reducing negative emotions like fear or intergroup threat (Pettigrew & 

Tropp, 2008). Nevertheless, poorly designed and poorly managed diversity trainings are likely 

to not only miss their goal of making use of diversity, but rather to increase problems 

concerning diversity (Chrobot-Mason & Ruderman, 2004; Kaplan, 2006; Kellough & Naff, 

2004; Kutzner, 2016a; Robb & Doverspike, 2001). Resistance and defensive reactions are 

likely to evolve among members of the majority or the higher status group, if the training is 

poorly designed (Dover, Kaiser, & Major, 2019; Plantenga, 2004). Furthermore, 

communication about differences in poorly designed diversity trainings often leads to a 

reduction of individuals to a certain group, to which certain attitudes and characteristics are 

attributed, and leads to the unquestioned reproduction of stereotypes (Kutzner, 2016a). 

Besides the negative effects of communicating differences, like intergroup bias and 

stereotyping, there are also positive consequences of communicating diversity, like an 

enhanced understanding and valuing of diversity (Dover et al., 2019; Gröschke, 2015). 

Therefore, it is surprising that only little research attention has been dedicated to scientifically 

examine whether the applied diversity trainings are effective (Holladay, Knight, Paige, & 
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Quiñones, 2003; Wiethoff, 2004). The evaluation of diversity trainings, if it takes place, is 

most often an evaluation on short-term reactions (e.g. Holladay & Quinones, 2005, 2008) and 

only rarely on the long-term reactions (e.g. De Meuse, Hostager, & O’Neill, 2007), as was 

shown by a review on diversity trainings (Bezrukova et al., 2012). Another problem 

concerning the evaluation of diversity trainings is the focus of the evaluations: typically, the 

trainees’ reactions to the training are evaluated instead of attitudinal, behavioral and cognitive 

changes, which are the objective of diversity trainings (Bezrukova et al., 2012; Rynes & 

Rosen, 1995). 

Those interventions that have been investigated considering the desired goals of the 

trainings, have led to these conclusions: highest effect sizes both in behavioral and cognitive 

measures of intergroup attitudes are the result of interventions with direct contact and training 

in perspective taking (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014). Furthermore, individualization is 

likely to lead to improved relations in diverse teams, as it increases the likeliness that another 

person is seen in their heterogeneity instead of being reduced to a single attribute (Kanning, 

2016; van Knippenberg et al., 2004).  

Besides the training design, individual and situational factors influence the outcome of 

diversity trainings (e.g. Roberson, Kulik, & Pepper, 2001). For example, people holding low 

diversity beliefs are likely to profit most of diversity trainings, especially if they can apply the 

training content in their work environment (Homan et al., 2015). A meta-analysis on diversity 

trainings (Bezrukova et al., 2012) highlighted certain conditions that tend to make diversity 

trainings especially effective: trainings should be mandatory, they should have an integrated 

context, that means they should be part of a planned and systematic organizational 

development, and they should take place at the workplace. Furthermore, an inclusive 

approach is more promising than a training focusing on just one diverse group, as a training 

with this wide scope is likely to have a higher acceptance among all participants, as it clearly 
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states that everyone is included. And finally, an approach that combines behavior- and 

awareness-based modules and different methods is likely to lead to most beneficial outcomes.  

The main aim of the diversity trainings that are referred to in the second main chapter 

is to increase the apprentices’ diversity beliefs. Diversity beliefs are assumed to be a key 

determinant for diversity to lead to either positive or negative consequences (van Dick & 

Stegmann, 2016). Referring to the CEM, diversity or rather subgroups and their diverse 

perspectives can lead to desired outcome, but also to negative effects, e.g., conflict and less 

identification with the whole, diverse group. The negative effects are likely to arise if 

members of the different subgroups think in in-and outgroup categories, and if these 

subgroups are in a hostile relationship, meaning that they don’t acknowledge the respective 

other group’s value and existence, leading to identity threat (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016). 

Identity threat, that leads to a decrease in exchange and elaboration of topics across the 

different subgroups, therefore needs to be reduced to enable positive outcomes of diversity. If 

diversity contributes to a sense of a common identity and the scepsis against members of an 

outgroup turns into the feeling that a group is a good group because it is diverse, a diverse 

group can overcome the negative aspects of diversity and benefit of its diversity. These 

positive effects are possible, if team members hold diversity beliefs (Stegmann, 2011), that is 

they believe that diversity is beneficial for their team and that they assume that diversity, in 

contrast to homogeneity, is an advantage for their team (van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 

2007; van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Homan, 2013). Therefore, in the CEM, a starting point 

for diversity interventions is the reduction of identity threat, e.g., by instilling diversity 

beliefs. We will also integrate diversity beliefs in the proposed multilevel model, based on the 

CEM, at the end of this chapter. 

Concerning a multilevel model based on the CEM, starting points on other levels than 

the team level are of great interest. This brings us to the individual level, where we will focus 

on intrapersonal diversity- an individual level aspect which was shown to be beneficial for 



Status Quo of Diversity Research    

 

60 

interpersonal diverse teams (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002) and which can also be linked to the 

CEM, as we will show in the following. 

4.4. Functional Diversity as a Part of Intrapersonal Diversity 

So far, research on the individual level investigated the impact of interpersonal 

diversity on outcomes on the individual level (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). On the contrary, 

the impact of intrapersonal diversity for interpersonal diverse teams has rarely been invoked 

(Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Tasheva & Hillman, 2019). With the new multi-level 

conceptualizations of diversity-related processes (van Dijk et al., 2017), intrapersonal 

diversity allows construing diversity on the intrapersonal level. This is of great importance, as 

so far even the most inclusive definitions of diversity (Meyer, 2017) only focus on inter- and 

not on intrapersonal diversity: “Diversity refers to differences between individuals on any 

attribute that may lead to the perception that another person is different from self” (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004), thereby focussing on the diversity attributes of several persons, and 

not just one individual (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). 

To the best of our knowledge, Bunderson and Sutcliffe (2002) were the first to 

consider intrapersonal diversity as a missing part of diversity research. With their research, 

they showed that higher intrapersonal functional diversity comes along with higher 

information sharing and a higher unit performance. Interestingly, they also found that higher 

interpersonal diversity came along with lower information sharing, stressing the importance 

of differentiating between inter- and intrapersonal diversity, which both influence team 

processes. Diversity definitions that do not include intrapersonal diversity therefore fail to 

take into account individual experiences that each member possesses and which enhance the 

understanding of the organization (Burke & Steensma, 1998). So far, the focus of a more 

recently developed stream of diversity research, which is intrapersonal diversity, is mainly on 

different experiences one has had regarding the job (see Tasheva & Hillman, 2019, for an 

exception): studies on intrapersonal diversity have investigated task diversity (Narayanan, 
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Balasubramanian, & Swaminathan, 2009), functional diversity (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002), 

genre diversity (Taylor & Greve, 2006) and foreign experience diversity (Godart, Maddux, 

Shipilov, & Galinsky, 2015). Concerning task diversity, Narayanan et al. (2009) showed that 

the benefits of task specializations, that has long been seen as a springboard to enhanced 

learning and productivity of employees (Hatch & Mowery, 1998; Reagans, Argote, & Brooks, 

2005) are not as universal as they were thought to be: specialization can also hinder learning, 

if an individual doesn’t have any variety in their job. Productivity in teams was highest if 

there was a balance between specialisation and variety. The impact of a team member with 

higher variety leaving a team was higher than of a very specialized member, implying that at 

least a certain amount of intrapersonal diversity has a positive impact on team outcomes. 

Taylor and Greve (2006) found that creativity was higher if genre experience was higher, 

meaning that in their study, people with higher intrapersonal diversity were more creative.  

Same applies to the study of Godart et al. (2015), who showed that foreign experience 

of executives had a positive impact on the company’s creativity. Therefore, up to now, all 

studies investigating intrapersonal diversity have shown that intrapersonal diversity is likely 

to lead to positive outcomes for teams and companies. Nevertheless, research on intrapersonal 

diversity is rather scarce and has only considered intrapersonal diversity regarding the job, but 

it has not taken into account the experiences of an individual in other domains. To the best of 

our knowledge, the only exception that has defined intrapersonal diversity on a broader level 

(Tasheva & Hillman, 2019), is a theoretical paper with, up to now, no empirical support. This 

is surprising, as we know that it is not only work related and functional diversity, but also 

many different other types of diversity, that influence how we work in (diverse) teams (Bell et 

al., 2011; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003; Kearney & Gebert, 2009).  

Furthermore, existing research on intrapersonal diversity has conceptualized it as a 

facet of diversity, as an independent variable, which needs to be examined on the team level 

(Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Tasheva & Hillman, 2019). We advocate that besides on the 
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team level, intrapersonal diversity needs to be understood as a variable on the individual level. 

From a theoretical aspect, is has a huge impact whether a variable is examined on the team 

level or on the individual level, as the consequences of the respective approach are likely to 

differ to a significant extent. On the individual level, we advocate that intrapersonal diversity 

has an added value if we conceptualize it as a moderator variable within the Categorization-

Elaboration Model, that has an impact on an individual’s ability to handle interpersonal 

diversity. We propose that intrapersonal diversity has two possibilities to influence how an 

individual reacts to and handles interpersonal diversity. First, we assume it to operate in a 

similar way as diversity beliefs: if an individual has had different experiences, leading to a 

high intrapersonal diversity, this individual should be aware of the value of diverse 

experiences, and should therefore also value the diverse experiences and diverse aspects of 

others, including people from a potential outgroup. This should prevent or at least reduce 

identity threat, thereby paving the way for exchange and elaboration between diverse 

individuals. And second, we propose that intrapersonal diversity influences the outcomes of 

diversity at a very early stage in the CEM, just as faultlines do: if an individual him- or herself 

has had many different experiences and is friends with diverse others, seeing them as their 

ingroup, members of another group are less likely to be very different from this individual or 

their ingroup. Therefore, emerging faultlines should be less pronounced, as a lower number of 

characteristics should have the potential to divide the group into homogenous subgroups, as 

they are likely to share many experiences or characteristics. This again should reduce the 

comparative fit of a social categorization into in- and outgroup, thereby facilitating the 

exchange of diverse people and different perspectives and subsequent elaboration, allowing 

for positive outcomes of diversity. To tie intrapersonal diversity in with the CEM, the new 

multilevel model of diversity based on the CEM needs to consider the individual level as well 

as the societal level to meet the requirements of a comprehensive research on diversity. 
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4.5. Summary and Integration 

The focus of diversity research is almost exclusively on the team level, i.e., the 

consequences of interpersonal diversity on team outcomes like creativity. Therefore, existing 

evidence provides only limited insights into the other levels of diversity, e.g., on individual 

and societal level diversity, which is crucial to better understand diversity and to consequently 

avoid conflicts and increase benefits of diversity. In the last decades in diversity research, 

there was to the best of our knowledge only one construct that gained consistent support in 

meta-analyses: faultlines (Meyer, 2017). Although there is ample evidence from faultlines in 

teams about their negative effects like increased conflict, less cohesion and consequently 

worse work results, they were not employed on a higher level, like on the municipality level. 

The definition of faultlines allows for any social unit, in which attributes can be distributed in 

a way that rather homogeneous subgroups evolve. Therefore, as many occurrences in society 

are likely to benefit from a theoretical explanation which allows to subsequently address the 

problem in a systematic way, porting faultlines to the societal level is likely to be very 

helpful. If problems on different levels are explainable via the same theoretical construct, 

solutions on one level are likely to also be of use on another level. Therefore, the versatility of 

faultlines on another level than the team level needs clarification.  

We advocate that the challenges resulting of diversity and faultlines on the societal 

level can be, at least partly, overcome by interventions, e.g., on the team-level, or by 

individual-level characteristics. On the team-level, research on interpersonal diversity is broad 

and diverse (Meyer, 2017). Although the body of research gives detailed insights into the 

consequences and effects of interpersonal diversity, its predictive power is quite limited, as 

meta-analyses fail to find cohesive patterns for single diversity attributes. Different 

approaches were applied to find rules under which circumstances what kind of diversity is 

beneficial or rather destructive for teams – without clear results. Contrary, a positive attitude 

towards diversity is generally deemed to be beneficial for diverse teams – but their origin 
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remains a rather black box (Meyer et al., 2010). Nevertheless, they are trainable (Gist & 

Mitchell, 1992), e.g. in diversity trainings. Meta-analytical evidence concerning diversity 

trainings is available (c.f. Bezrukova et al., 2012), but many trainings are neither built on any 

scientific research nor evaluated, while other trainings are held in teams that only exist during 

the training. Therefore, trainings in real diverse teams that exist for a longer period, which are 

based on scientific research and accordingly evaluated, are called for. 

Besides the interventions on the team level, individual-level characteristics are of great 

interest for overcoming the challenges of diversity. Diversity on the individual level is likely 

to positively influence behavior in interpersonal diverse teams, as was shown with functional 

diversity, that is intrapersonal diversity concerning professional life (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 

2002). Even though functional diversity had a positive impact on interpersonal diverse teams, 

up to know to the best of our knowledge, no scale to measure intrapersonal diversity was 

published nor was there substantial further research concerning intrapersonal diversity. As it 

is not only experiences during working hours that affect experiences at work, but also how 

people spend their free time (Ouyang, Cheng, Lam, & Parker, 2019), there is a huge necessity 

for more insights into intrapersonal diversity and its interrelations with interpersonal diversity, 

and to conceptualize it as a moderator variable on the individual level. Examining the 

interactions is crucial, as multilevel theory proposes that an individual’s attitudes, behaviors, 

and interactions are the source of team-level phenomena (c.f. van Dijk et al., 2017). 

So far, the CEM is one of the most cited models in modern diversity research (van 

Dick & Stegmann, 2016), being able to explain virtually each consequence of each diversity 

dimension, yet being limited to the team level. In this dissertation, we build on this versatile 

model and identify aspects that are relevant for diversity research, yet not included in the 

model. This concerns especially the need to consider more levels than just the team level. 

We therefore propose a multilevel model of the CEM, called MCEM (Multilevel 

Categorization-Elaboration Model), building on the CEM and the above-described arguments, 
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which considers aspects of diversity on different levels and their interaction of several levels 

for the resulting outcomes (Figure 4). Besides the postulated effects of the CEM, the MCEM 

includes two more levels, that is the societal level and the individual level. Concerning the 

societal level, the CEM advocates that faultlines on this level also need to be considered for 

the outcomes of a diverse team. Faultlines are thought to ease social categorization, leading to 

rather negative evaluative and affective reactions, thereby impeding elaboration. Concerning 

the individual level, the MCEM proposes two starting points for reducing identity threat, 

namely diversity beliefs and intrapersonal diversity. By reducing identity threat, both 

variables are likely to enhance positive affective and evaluative reactions, thereby facilitating 

elaboration within a diverse group, which is likely to lead to the desired outcomes of 

diversity. 

Figure 4. The Multilevel Categorization-Elaboration Model of work group diversity and 
group performance (c.f. van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004, p. 1010). 
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5. Overview of the Research Program 

The first main chapter (chapter 6) analyzes the consequences of diversity and of 

faultlines resulting thereof in society. Building on social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and 

social and self- categorization theories (Turner et al., 1987; Turner, 1984), we investigate 

whether societal faultlines predict intergroup bias on the societal level, as they do on team-

level. Furthermore, we explore the interaction of faultline strength and number of subgroups, 

as we suppose them to be interlinked inseparably on the societal level. In doing so, we 

suppose to port the faultlines construct from team level to the societal level, thereby making it 

also accessible for other research domains. Moreover, we presume that the design of this 

study, that conceptualizes intergroup bias on the societal level as voting for far-right parties, 

allows to test “how faultlines affect what people actually do or say” (Meyer, Glenz, Antino, 

Rico, & González-Romá, 2014, p.32).  

After having investigated the challenges of diversity on the societal level, that is the 

macro-level, in the following main chapters, we offer two different ways to handle these 

challenges: The second main chapter (chapter 7) attends to the meso-level of diversity, by 

exploring the role of diversity trainings for diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy in 

diverse teams. Over a period of three years, three different training years and five different 

professions, we conducted trainings with 127 apprentices at a car manufacturer in Saxony. 

The trainings were developed on the base of intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954) and 

meta-analytical findings (Bezrukova et al., 2012). This study was conducted to test the 

effectiveness of diversity trainings based on meta-analytical findings in real, diverse teams 

and over a prolonged period of time, as the consequences of diversity seem to change over 

time. Furthermore, we investigated the consequences of diversity self-efficacy in 

organizational field research as a predictor for diversity beliefs. This study was conducted in 

the same geographical context as the study in main chapter 6. 
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The third main chapter (chapter 8) focusses on the micro-level to meet the challenges 

of diversity: Knowing that the outcomes of interpersonal diversity depend on many 

circumstances, we strongly believe that a key circumstance, namely intrapersonal diversity, 

has stayed rather unnoticed. Intrapersonal diversity, that is an individual’s set of prior 

experiences, has, despite the large body of research on interpersonal diversity, been a rather 

ignored field or only been conceptualized as functional diversity (see Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 

2002). If conceptualized, it has been regarded as a facet of diversity on the team level. We 

advocate that it also needs to be examined on the individual level, as a moderator variable, 

influencing the relationship between interpersonal diversity and its outcomes. Therefore, we 

examine the role of intrapersonal diversity for diversity beliefs and for an individual’s ability 

to handle diversity and position it as a moderator variable within the CEM. 

As teams, which are the most common form of collaboration (Salas et al., 2008), are 

becoming more diverse (van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 2007), it is crucial to explore 

antecedents of diversity beliefs, which facilitate the collaboration in a diverse team (van Dick 

& Stegmann, 2016). Based on the Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg et al., 

2004) and the faultlines construct (Lau & Murnighan, 1998), we formulate propositions 

regarding the effects of individual-level diversity on the attitude towards interpersonal 

diversity. Moreover, we propose an 8-item scale for measuring intrapersonal diversity that is 

not solely based on functional diversity but captures different aspects of diverse experiences 

and explore the nomological network of intrapersonal diversity. 

In sum, this dissertation combines empirical and theoretical work focusing on the 

multilevel approaches to dealing with the challenges of diversity: After having ported a 

construct stemming from organizational psychology to the societal level, that is showing the 

detrimental effects of faultlines on this higher level, we propose two approaches on lower 

levels, to meet these challenges. Each main chapter has a focus on one specific level. Table 1 

offers an overview across the three studies in the main chapters. 
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Table 1 

Overview of the Main Chapters 

Chapter Type Level in 
Focus 

Measurement Type of 
Analysis 

Setting Sample 

6 Empiric/ 
Quantitative 

Society One point of 
measurement  

Linear 
Regression 

Field / 
online 

Representative 
sample of 
Saxonians 

7 Empiric/ 
Quantitative 

Team Four points of 
measurement  

Mixed 
Model 
Analysis 

Field Apprentices of 
a car 
manufacturer in 
Saxony 

8 Conceptual/ 
Empiric/ 
Quantitative 

Individual One point of 
measurement 

Theoretical 
Integration 
and Linear 
Regression  

Lab/ 
online 

Representative 
Sample of 
Employees 
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6. Does Social Context Predict Voting for Far-Right Parties? A Study on Societal 

Faultlines and Voting Behavior in East Germany 
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University of Technology, Chemnitz, Germany. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Does Social Context Predict Voting for Far-Right Parties?    

 

72 

Abstract 

 

Faultlines – hypothetical dividing lines that split a social group or team into relatively 

homogeneous subgroups on the basis of multiple attributes – tend to have negative 

consequences for small groups and teams, as they increase the likelihood of intergroup bias. 

In our study, we apply faultlines to a larger social context: Building on social identity and 

self-categorization theories, we test whether societal faultlines predict intergroup bias on the 

societal level. To do so, we examined the relationships between social faultlines and the 2017 

parliamentary election results in the East German state of Saxony. Conceptualizing votes for a 

far-right political party as a proxy for intergroup bias, we hypothesize that demographic 

faultlines on the local community level predict right-wing votes, and that this effect is 

moderated by the number of homogeneous subgroups on the community level. We tested our 

hypotheses by combining data from a 2016 state survey of a representative sample of young 

people living in Saxony (N = 5499) with the community-level results of the German 2017 

parliamentary elections for Saxony. In support of our hypothesis, strong faultlines in 

municipalities with many subgroups were associated with more votes for the far right. 

Furthermore, a population decline between 1991 and 2013, and population growth in 2014/ 

2015 were associated with more votes for the far right. To the best of our knowledge, we are 

the first to investigate faultlines on a societal level. The connections found, however, 

emphasize the need for further research in this area. 

Keywords: Diversity Faultlines, Social Context, Far-Right Parties, Parliamentary Elections, 

Refugees, Migration, East Germany 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                          Does Social Context Predict Voting for Far-Right Parties?    

73 

6.1. Introduction  

Diversity, i.e., “differences between individuals on any attribute that may lead to the 

perception that another person is different from self” (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 

2004, p.1008), is ever-increasing, both in society and at large. It has justly gained a lot of 

attention during the last few years, as it has an effect on almost everything we do: It affects 

how we see each other (Jackson, 1996), how we work together (Thatcher & Patel, 2012), and 

ultimately, how we live or want to live together in society (Vertovec, 2010). 

However, research on the outcomes of diversity, which can be divided into team 

members’ affective reactions (e.g. commitment) and the team’s performance (e.g. quantity 

and quality) (LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008), is inconclusive: diversity per 

se seems neither positive nor negative, neither in teams (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) nor in 

society (Vertovec, 2010). It can lead to positive outcomes, like increases in creativity, both in 

society and in teams (Cox et al., 1991; Vertovec, 2010), which are likely to be due, both in 

society and in teams, to the presence of diversity beliefs (Kauff & Wagner, 2012; van Dick & 

Stegmann, 2016). On the other hand, it can also lead to negative outcomes, like low levels of 

trust (Vertovec, 2010) or decreases in work effectiveness (Guillaume et al., 2012).  

Therefore, researchers realized that they “must begin to consider how multiple attributes 

in combination create the texture of a team’s life” (Jackson, 1996, p.68), as group processes 

depend on the composition and distribution of multiple diversity attributes among members 

(Thatcher, 1999; Thatcher et al., 2003).  

This distribution of diversity attributes between members of a group or a social unit is 

captured by the faultline construct. Faultlines are hypothetical dividing lines that split a social 

unit into relatively homogeneous subgroups on the basis of several individual attributes 

(Bezrukova, Thatcher, & Jehn, 2001; Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer & Glenz, 2013; 

Thatcher et al., 2003). Faultlines lead, as research in work and organizational psychology 

shows, to inter-subgroup bias, conflict, and other negative behaviors (see Thatcher & Patel, 
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2012, for a meta analysis). Intergroup bias is a systematic tendency to evaluate the own group 

or its members more positively than the outgroup and can affect behavior, in the form of 

discrimination, attitudes in the form of prejudices, or cognition in the form of stereotypes 

(Mackie & Smith, 1998; Wilder & Simon, 2001).  

While a large part of research on intergroup bias tends to view it as problematic and as 

something that should be overcome (e.g., Allport, 1954), instilling intergroup bias is very 

much in line with the superordinate core ideology of far-right parties (Berbuir, Lewandowsky, 

& Siri, 2015). Intergroup bias promotes more advantages for the ingroup and more 

disadvantages for the outgroup, which increases inequality. Therefore we propose that the 

success of far-right parties in Germany and other parts of Europe (Deole & Davis, 2017) can 

be linked to increased levels of salience of subgroup distinctions, i.e., to faultlines on the 

societal level. We will draw upon social categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987; Turner, 

1984) and social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) to explain the consequences of 

faultlines on a societal level. The inconsistency of results concerning diversity also lead to a 

call for a moderator-approach to diversity and faultline research (Homan, Greer, Jehn, & 

Koning, 2010), because “main effects fail to mirror the theoretical and contextual complexity 

of the consequences” (Wegge & Meyer, 2019, p.5) of diversity. In line with this research, we 

employ a moderator-approach in our study. 

An explanation for the success of far-right parties is of high societal relevance as they 

are the fastest-growing party family in Europe (Golder, 2016). We propose that voting for far-

right parties is a sign of not believing in a diverse, pluralistic society, that is a lack of diversity 

beliefs: in the course of recent migration in Western countries, debates showed that people 

hold different opinions about the value of diversity for teams and social units (Coenders et al., 

2008). While some assume diversity to be a chance for social units and teams, and therefore 

hold diversity beliefs, others believe in homogeneity (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). 

Those preferring homogeneity and rejecting diversity, believing that society and economy 
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suffer from immigrants, are more likely to discriminate immigrants and people with foreign 

sounding names (Kauff et al., 2013; Kauff & Wagner, 2012; McGinnity & Lunn, 2011; Wolf 

& Van Dick, 2008). We propose that one kind of discrimination against immigrants is voting 

for far-right parties, which propose to send immigrants back to their country-of-origin 

(Rydgren, 2004). Discrimination, leading to less and especially to less positive exchange 

between diverse people of a society, will lead to less elaboration, thereby missing the chance 

of using diversity for innovation and better work results, while increasing conflict. 

There are several opinions and explanations concerning this topic, but many proposed 

reasons for the success of far-right parties, like low social strata, do not seem to apply or do 

not explain a reasonable amount of variances (Ivarsflaten, 2005; Rydgren, 2004). Others 

proposed that socio-economic structures, political contexts or political attitudes are related to 

the regional differences in support for far-right parties (Goerres et al., 2018). One of the first 

studies trying to confirm these hypotheses was conducted by Goerres et al. (2018), who used 

individual socio-demographics as proxies for regional and attitudinal differences to explain 

voting for far-right parties. With 4.4 percent of variances explained, those variables seem to 

be of limited relevance for explaining support for far-right parties.  

As changes in voting behaviors do not only relate to changing individual conditions, 

but also to changing aspects of society, we consider it useful to investigate the social context 

of voters to explain voting behavior. This appears to be even more promising as there seem to 

be “local contexts in Germany in which extreme and radical right wing voting is more 

common and probably more socially acceptable” (Goerres et al., 2018, p. 260) than in other 

regions. Diversity and particularly faultlines are likely to be a part of that social context that 

have a potential bearing on voting behavior, as we explain below.  

With the present study, we hope to contribute to research on faultlines and to research 

on voting behavior in multiple ways: First, by showing the effects of faultlines on a societal 

level, we are to the best of our knowledge the first to port them from team level to a societal 
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level, thereby using their potential to explain a societal relevant phenomenon. Second, we 

make the faultline construct, which is so far limited to work and organizational psychology, 

accessible for social psychological and sociological research. Social psychology is lacking a 

research methodology for investigating intersectionality (McCall, 2005), which aligns to some 

degree with faultlines (Meyer & Glenz, 2013). And third, in line with Meyer et al. (2014) , 

researchers can test “how faultlines affect what people actually do or say” (p.32), as they can 

test whether changing societal polarization / faultlines affects voting for far-right parties. 

6.2. Diversity  

As diversity represents distributional differences among members of a social unit with 

respect to a common attribute, it is specific to a given attribute such as gender or age 

(Harrison & Klein, 2007). Consequently, social units are not simply diverse, but diverse with 

respect to certain attributes (Bell et al., 2011). Consequences of diversity include how 

individuals feel about themselves and other members of the social unit, how they 

communicate within the unit and across unit boundaries or how they distribute resources 

among unit members (Jackson, 1996).  

On a societal level, diversity is often conceptualized as ethnic diversity (Kauff et al., 

2013; Kauff & Wagner, 2012). Ethnic diversity results of technical developments in the area 

of communication and transport, and increases throughout the last decades (Plaut, 2010). The 

social distinction, e.g. ethnicity, is assumed to be created and recreated, depending on both 

everyday social interactions and on beliefs about differences, that shape behavior and 

psychological experience (Plaut, 2010). Intergroup behaviors are assumed to be influenced by 

individual prejudices, but also by minority and majority group perspectives (Plaut, 2010). An 

example of negative intergroup behavior, that is a central challenge in our globalized world, is 

discrimination of immigrants and ethnic minorities (e.g. European Council Directive 

2000/43/EC, 2000), which is often solely based on an individual’s foreign sounding name 

(Carpusor & Loges, 2006; Kauff et al., 2013; McGinnity & Lunn, 2011). Negative intergroup 
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behavior, like prejudice and discriminatory behavior, is likely to be reduced if people think 

positive about diversity (Kauff et al., 2013; Wolf & Van Dick, 2008). Another way to reduce 

intergroup bias is to decrease threat, as threat can, according to conflict theory (Sherif & 

Sherif, 1969), lead to devaluation and discrimination of immigrants (Kauff & Wagner, 2012). 

Generally spoken, the consequences of diversity, both in teams and in society, are far 

from consistent and research on them lead to very ambiguous results (Horwitz & Horwitz, 

2007; Thatcher et al., 2003; Webber & Donahue, 2001). Specifically, several meta-analyses 

did not find a consistent main effect of group diversity and group processes and outcomes 

(Bell et al., 2011; Harrison & Klein, 2007; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Jackson et al., 2003; 

Milliken & Martins, 1996). Different streams of diversity research subsequently tried to 

explain these inconsistent findings (see Meyer, 2017, for a review): Early research construed 

demographic and deep-level diversity to be inherently unfavorable (Price et al., 2002; 

Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008) whereas informational and task-related diversity were thought to 

be inherently favorable (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Meyer & Scholl, 2009). But this 

theoretical distinction into inherently “good” and “bad” types of diversity was not supported 

empirically (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), as results were often mixed or led to a null 

relationship between diversity and team outcomes (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  

An alternative approach to diversity research was thus considered to be necessary 

(Bacharach, Bamberger, & Mundell, 1993; Frey, 2000; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), as group 

processes depend on the composition and distribution of diversity between members 

(Thatcher, 1999; Thatcher et al., 2003). Hence, not only the different characteristics of a 

group must be considered, but also the distribution of these characteristics among the group 

members and the number of potentially homogeneous subgroups (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). 

This distribution of multiple diversity attributes among unit members can be captured with the 

faultline construct (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). 
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6.3.  Faultlines 

Faultlines are hypothetical dividing lines that split a team into two or more subgroups 

based on one or more individual attributes (Bezrukova et al., 2001; Lau & Murnighan, 1998; 

Thatcher et al., 2003). Stemming from geography, the term faultline refers to the intersection 

of two tectonic plates or a chasm. This implies that faultlines mark a line where something is 

likely to split or has already broken (Meyer et al., 2014). Subgroups resulting from a faultline-

based split do not need to be fully homogeneous (e.g. a faultline based on nationality and age 

can, despite some variation of age among the subgroups, still split the team into two 

subgroups), as more recent definitions of faultlines highlight (Meyer & Glenz, 2013). 

Groups with high levels of diversity can have weak faultlines, which illustrates that 

faultlines and diversity are distinct constructs (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Thatcher et al., 

2003). If, for example a team is very diverse in terms of ethnicity and age, implying that all 

members are from different nations and no team member is the same age as another team 

member, the team would be very diverse, but it would not be possible to split the team into 

two or more rather homogeneous subgroups regarding age and ethnicity. Therefore, strong 

faultlines are most likely to occur in the presence of moderate levels of the examined 

attributes of diversity, as they cannot form in an either completely homogeneous or fully 

diverse unit. Strong faultlines are characterized by heterogeneity between subgroups and by 

homogeneity within subgroups (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). 

In addition to faultline strength, researchers also distinguish between faultlines that are 

subjectively perceived by unit members (active faultlines) and faultlines that are not 

necessarily perceived as such (dormant faultlines, cf. Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010). Most of the 

empirical fieldwork deals with dormant faultlines, which are potential faultlines based on 

demographic characteristics. Active faultlines, on the other hand, are more commonly used in 

experimental work, with group members actually perceiving the subgroups that arise from the 

distribution of demographic characteristics (Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010). This distinction 
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between dormant and active faultlines is similar to the differentiation that is made in the 

diversity literature between objective and perceived diversity (Riordan, 2002). The presence 

of dormant faultlines also has consequences if the faultlines are not activated (Chrobot-Mason 

et al., 2009). For example, dormant faultlines can be activated by an event or situation that 

turns previously dormant faultlines into active faultlines (Rink & Jehn, 2010). Dormant 

faultlines are a more conservative estimate of faultlines effects (Meyer, Schermuly, & 

Kauffeld, 2016). As the area of faultline research on a societal level is new, we believe that 

they can contribute meaningfully to the identification of the influence of faultlines without the 

need to analyze active faultlines (see Meyer et al., 2016). In line with Thatcher & Patel 

(2012), in our research, we investigate dormant faultlines and refer to them as faultlines. 

As research on faultlines has progressed, the focus of faultlines has shifted from 

faultlines based on one single attribute to faultlines based on the alignment of multiple 

attributes (Hutzschenreuter & Horstkotte, 2013; Lau & Murnighan, 2005; Meyer et al., 2011; 

Meyer et al., 2015). Besides faultlines on surface-level attributes, some studies have also 

focused on a combination of demographic and deep-level characteristics (Rico, Molleman, 

Sánchez-Manzanares, & Van der Vegt, 2007). Deep-level diversity includes members’ 

attitudes, beliefs and values (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998), while surface-level diversity 

includes overt, biological characteristics, that are typically reflected in physical features 

(Harrison et al., 1998).  

Consequences of faultlines. Much is known about the consequences of faultlines: 

Researchers have tested the mechanisms of faultlines in different settings since the 

introduction of the concept of group faultlines (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). They consistently 

and extensively showed the detrimental effects of group faultlines across different types of 

teams, including experimental groups (e.g. Rico, Sánchez-Manzanares, Antino, & Lau, 2012) 

project teams (Cronin et al., 2011), organizational teams (e.g. Chung et al., 2015) top 

management teams (e.g. Cooper, Patel, & Thatcher, 2014; Ndofor, Sirmon, & He, 2015), 
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family businesses (Minichilli, Corbetta, & MacMillan, 2010), international joint ventures (e.g. 

Li & Hambrick, 2005) or strategic alliances (Heidl, Steensma, & Phelps, 2014). But to our 

knowledge, nobody has yet examined the consequences of faultlines on a societal level.  

Faultlines on a societal level possibly divide society, like a municipality or a country, into 

several rather homogeneous subgroups. For example, if there are younger and older people, 

natives and foreigners, women and men living in a municipality, these attributes might be 

distributed in different ways among the inhabitants of this municipality. If these attributes 

align perfectly, this might result in a group of rather elderly, local women and a group of 

rather young, foreign men.  

Most of the effects of faultlines have been attributed to self-categorization theory (Lau 

& Murnighan, 2005; Meyer & Glenz, 2013; Thatcher & Patel, 2012), which posits that the 

salience of social categories depends on three things: Their normative fit (i.e. the extent to 

which a category is meaningful), their cognitive accessibility, and their comparative fit (i.e. 

the extent to which similarities and differences are perceived as a division into social 

categories) (Turner et al., 1987). Faultlines can be seen as an operationalization of 

comparative fit (Meyer, Shemla, & Schermuly, 2011), so members of units with a strong 

faultline are more likely to categorize fellow unit members in other homogeneous subgroups 

as their outgroup (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). As a consequence, strong faultlines increase the 

likelihood that the unit will split into subgroups (Carton & Cummings, 2013), as the unit 

members tend to shift their primary focus from their relatively heterogeneous large unit to 

their more homogeneous subgroup, when unit faultlines are strong (Cramton & Hinds, 2004). 

The subgroups that are based on attributes that are relevant for team members’ social identity 

are called identity based subgroups and the faultlines that split them are called separation 

based faultlines (Carton & Cummings, 2012). In units with a strong separation-based 

faultline, individuals perceive other unit members as belonging to their own subgroup if they 
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share the same social category or have some other characteristics that suggest that they share 

similar values (Hogg & Terry, 2000).  

Once activated, faultlines are typically associated with negative effects: Strong 

faultlines lead to higher conflict (Molleman, 2005; Thatcher & Patel, 2011), lower unit 

satisfaction (Cronin et al., 2011; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010; Rico et al., 2007; Zanutto, 

Bezrukova, & Jehn, 2011), lower cohesion (Molleman, 2005; Thatcher & Patel, 2011), 

diminished unit performance (Thatcher & Patel, 2012), have a negative effect on trust, 

respect, and liking (Cronin et al., 2011; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010; Molleman, 2005; Thatcher 

& Patel, 2012) and lead to intergroup bias (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer, Shemla, & 

Schermuly, 2011b). 

Intergroup bias refers to the systematic tendency to evaluate a nonmembership group 

(the outgroup) or its members less favorably than one’s own membership group (the ingroup) 

or its members. Members of the same subgroup feel strongly connected to each other but have 

a negative attitude towards outgroup members (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000; Pickett & Brewer, 

2001). The conflicts are often based on interpersonal bias and prejudice based on 

demographic differences or negative stereotypes of outgroups (Dominic Abrams, Wetherell, 

Cochrane, Hogg, & Turner, 1990). Bias can encompass behavior in terms of discrimination, 

attitude in terms of prejudice, and cognition in terms of stereotyping (Mackie & Smith, 1998; 

Wilder & Simon, 2001). 

In a nutshell, until now, faultlines have mainly been studied in a workplace context, 

where they have shown robust, negative effects (Thatcher & Patel, 2012). We predict that 

faultlines are also important regarding relations between different groups on the societal level. 

But so far, to our knowledge, no study has investigated faultlines on the societal level, where 

we hope that they can make a valuable contribution to the inconclusive findings of research 

on societal-level diversity. Furthermore, we propose that employing faultlines on a societal 
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level requires a different approach than employing them on the team-level, as we argue in the 

following. 

6.3.1.  Faultlines on a societal level  

While faultline research on the team level often focuses on faultline strength without 

considering the number of resulting subgroups, we propose that faultlines on a societal level 

cannot be considered independently of the resulting subgroups and their characteristics. In 

work teams, faultlines are likely to be based on professional background or on tenure (van 

Knippenberg, Dawson, West, & Homan, 2011). By contrast, we suggest that faultlines in 

society are largely based on demographic variables. Building on the similarity attraction 

paradigm (Byrne, 1971; Clore & Byrne, 1974; Newcomb, 1961), social identity theory and 

self-categorization theory (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), as well as attraction-

selection-attrition theory (Schneider, 1987; Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995), we predict 

that faultlines based on demographic variables, which we posit as central on the societal level, 

lead to identity based subgroups and low cohesion within the entire society. Diversity in this 

case is best described as separation (Carton & Cummings, 2012; Harrison & Klein, 2007) – 

that is, members of homogeneous subgroups that form a heterogeneous society do not 

perceive themselves as members of one superordinate, diverse society, but rather as a member 

of their homogeneous subgroup, that has to deal with other different rather homogeneous 

subgroups, without seeing their overall, common identity.  

Differences in demographics in society will lead to subgroups that are likely to differ 

in size and in status, including subgroups consisting of minorities in the society. The size of 

the subgroups depends on the number of subgroups in a society: on average, the more 

subgroups evolve in a given population, the smaller the emergent subgroups. And the more 

subgroups evolve, the higher the chance that many demographic attributes align in the same 

way within the subgroups. This will intensify polarization around ideas and thoughts between 

subgroups (Jehn & Bezrukova, 2004).  
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In contrast to majority status groups, minority status groups are more inclined to 

reflect on their group’s status (Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2001) and to think of themselves in 

terms of their group membership (Pinel, 1999). Majority status groups tend to reflect on their 

group’s privileged status or their group membership only if there is an immediate social 

context (McGuire, McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, 1978). As we will argue later, this is a key fact 

for faultlines on a societal level – given that a key condition of the effects of diversity is 

whether, and with what type of mindset, people perceive objective differences (Harrison et al., 

2002; Hentschel, Shemla, Wegge, & Kearney, 2013; Homan et al., 2008; Wegge et al., 2012). 

Faultlines on a societal level as a predictor for voting for far-right parties: In line 

with social network conceptualizations of diversity and faultline research (Mäs et al., 2013; 

Ray Reagans, Zuckerman, & McEvily, 2004), we conceptualize faultlines as the inverse 

probability of social interactions across relatively homogeneous subgroups. The more 

subgroups with strong faultlines exist, the higher the chance that the subgroups polarize (Jehn 

& Bezrukova, 2004) . The more subgroups polarize, the higher the chance that effective 

processes, like communication between the subgroups, break down (Lau & Murnighan, 

2005b). 

Building on relational demography literature, we predict that the amount of conflict 

within a group or respectively society depends on the extent to which subgroups are dissimilar 

with regard to their demographic characteristics (Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992). Many 

subgroups with strong faultlines in society imply that there are many differences in 

demographic characteristic between the subgroups. The resulting “us versus them” mentality 

of the so built subgroups is likely to make it easy for each of the subgroups to blame the 

others for potential problems (Jehn & Bezrukova, 2004). 

While many subgroups on a team-level might reduce the identity threat of each 

subgroup (Carton & Cummings, 2012) and lead to less perceived friction between the 

subgroups (Hartstone & Augoustinos, 1995; Polzer et al., 2006), we propose different 
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processes to be relevant on the societal level: The salience of various demographic variables 

contributes to social categorization (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), which can in turn lead to 

intergroup bias, if there are for example threats and challenges to subgroups’ identity (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). As the number of subgroups is dependent on differences, a higher 

number of subgroups implies a higher number of differences, which increases the possibility 

that one of these variables is seen as threatening. This should lead to more conflict among the 

subgroups, as diversity research has shown that groups with differences between members 

experience more relationship conflicts than homogeneous groups (Jehn, Chadwick, & 

Thatcher, 1997; Pelled, 1996b). Furthermore, if subgroup identification remains strong, 

faultline-related conflict will continue over time, as conflict between subgroups reinforces 

existing subgroup boundaries (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Salient subgroup boundaries can 

reinforce the conflict and reduce the trust between subgroups (Pearsall, Ellis, & Evans, 2008; 

Polzer et al., 2006; Thatcher & Patel, 2012). If there are many subgroups in society, the 

possibility to perceive at least one of the subgroups boundaries in everyday life should be 

higher, than if there are only few subgroups, leading to more conflict and intergroup bias. 

The intergroup bias most often found in social-psychological research is the weak 

form of ingroup preference rather than outgroup discrimination (Brewer, 1999). Perception of 

differences and subsequent faultlines is a prerequisite for intergroup bias (Meyer et al., 2011; 

Shemla, Meyer, Greer, & Jehn, 2014). If these differences are not very pronounced, people 

can identify with their own group, thereby boosting their self-esteem (Hornsey, 2008), but 

don’t need to go beyond this kind of ingroup favoritism (Brewer, 1999).  

Since outgroup hostility is not a necessary continuation of ingroup preference, the 

question arises as to when ingroup favoring paves the way for derogation, hostility, and 

antagonism against outgroups (Mummendey & Otten, 2004). Supporting far-right parties can 

be seen as such outgroup hostility against refugees and migrants, as these parties want to send 

back a large number of refugees (Kestilä & Söderlund, 2007; Rink, Phalet, & Swyngedouw, 
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2009; Rydgren, 2004), which would potentially put them at great risk. Far-right parties often 

demand a “exclusive and exclusionist welfare state that favors ethnic nationals” (Nordensvard 

& Ketola, 2015, p. 359).  

Some studies argue that the restrictions normally in place, that limit intergroup bias to 

ingroup favoritism, are removed when the outgroups are associated with stronger emotions 

(Brewer, 2001; Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 1998; Mackie & Smith, 1998; 

Mummendey & Otten, 2004). Intergroup encounters are often characterized by arousal, which 

can transform into emotions such as fear, hatred, or aversion (Smith, 1993; Stephan & 

Stephan, 2000). The emotions experienced in specific intergroup encounters can be important 

causes of individual’s general reaction to groups (Eagly et al., 1994; Esses et al., 1993; 

Jackson, 1996; Kauff et al., 2017; Paolini, Hewstone, Voci, Harwood, & Cairns, 2006). 

Threat is one of the factors that causes these emotions (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002). By 

promoting the idea of “us against them” (Hjerm & Schnabel, 2012), threat is likely to be 

activated by far-right parties. 

However, there seems to be a difference between milder emotions, such as disgust and 

stronger emotions, such as anger or contempt, leading to different emotions, perceptions of 

the group and behavioral tendencies (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000). An outgroup that 

violates ingroup norms can provoke aversion and avoidance; On the other hand, an outgroup 

that benefits unjustly from government programs, for example, can cause resentment, as well 

as actions aimed at reducing those benefits. And finally, an outgroup that is perceived as 

dangerous can create fear and lead to hostile actions (Hewstone et al., 2002). In this respect, 

strong emotions can be used to justify outgroup harm that goes beyond ingroup favoritism 

(Brewer, 2001).  

As far-right parties accuse refugees to unjustly benefit from and to exploit the 

government programs (Vieten & Poynting, 2016), they remove the restrictions normally in 

place that limit intergroup bias to ingroup favoritism (Capozza, 2000). Furthermore, far-right 
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parties fuel (potentially unjustified) fears concerning a foreign infiltration, which we expect to 

trigger an immediate social context that leads members of the majority status group to reflect 

their own privileged status and group membership (McGuire et al., 1978) and to make voters 

believe that their ingroup is threatened (Carvalho, 2013; Nordensvard & Ketola, 2015), which 

in turn will lead to outgroup hostility (Hewstone et al., 2002) and support for far-right parties, 

that pretend to have a solution for these problems. 

One point of criticism concerning the self-categorization theory is, that it is of limited 

use for explaining the effects of faultlines in the absence of their perception (Meyer et al., 

2011; Shemla, Meyer, Greer, & Jehn, 2014). As the election programs of far-right parties are 

predestined to make differences between social groups salient (Vieten & Poynting, 2016) and 

to make them appear relevant for one’s identity by promoting the idea of “us” against “them” 

(Hjerm & Schnabel, 2012), far-right political campaigning is thus likely to contribute to the 

perceptions of faultlines. The unconscious process of in- and outgroup categorization offers a 

"fertile soil" for the theses of far-right parties. And if there are more outgroups, respectively 

subgroups, those subgroup boundaries should become more salient and thus lead to a greater 

support for a party, that promises to solve these “problems”. Therefore, we propose:  

H1: The proportion of votes for far-right parties is especially high in municipalities with 

strong faultlines and many subgroups. 

6.4. Methods 

We tested our hypotheses using linear regressions with a combination of two existing 

datasets that were collected and provided by the Statistical Office of the Free State of Saxony 

in Germany. The first dataset, the Second Saxon Migration Analysis, contains demographic 

and questionnaire data of N = 5,499 young Saxons aged 16 to 19 years who lived in Saxony at 

the time of the data collection in early 2016. Furthermore, this data set contains data from 

N = 25,252 “New Saxons”, persons aged 20 to 64, who moved to Saxony between 2010 and 

2015. For the dependent variable, proportion of votes for far-right parties, we used the final 



                                                          Does Social Context Predict Voting for Far-Right Parties?    

87 

result of the September 2017 parliamentary election in second votes for the Alternative für 

Deutschland (Alternative for Germany, AfD) in the Free State of Saxony. We describe these 

data sets and the way in which we used and combined them in the following.  

6.4.1. Sample 

As part of the “Second Saxon migration analysis”, the Statistical Office of the Free 

State of Saxony asked a representative sample of N = 25,252 “New Saxons” and a 

representative sample of N = 24,949 “Young Saxons” to complete questionnaires in the 

period between February and May 2016. Of these, N = 5,499 “Young Saxons” and N = 5,892 

“New Saxons” responded, making up the final sample. Given that a representative sample of 

individuals was asked to participate, we propose random non-response and therefore propose 

that the final usable sample of survey respondents is representative or near-representative for 

the two demographic groups. Among the Young Saxons, more than 99 % of the participants 

used the online questionnaire to participate in the survey. Among the New Saxons, the 

majority of 88 % chose the paper and pencil alternative to complete their data (Jaeckel, 2016). 

In the September 2017 elections, voters cast N = 2,509,779 valid second votes (i.e., party 

votes) in the Free State of Saxony.  

The aim of the second Saxon migration analysis was to explore, which factors 

determine whether people want to move to or respectively stay in Saxony, if they already live 

there (Statistisches Landesamt des Freistaates Sachsen, 2017). The datasets contain 

demographic as well as questionnaire data. The questionnaire data provide a deeper insight 

into the motives of these two groups. Their motives are supposed to be relevant for their 

voting behavior. Therefore, we will first explain how elections are held in Germany. 

6.4.2. German voting system 

Each adult citizen has two votes in the parliamentary election. Voters cast their first 

vote for a candidate from their constituency. The candidate with the highest number of first 

votes in their constituency receives a direct mandate and joins the German parliament, the 
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Bundestag. The principle of the first vote ensures that each region is represented in the 

German Bundestag. 

The "second vote" is, despite its name, more important than the first vote: it decides on 

the seats’ distribution among the parties and thus on the majority in the German Bundestag. 

However, the second votes only count if parties have won at least five percent of all second 

votes or three constituencies. If not, the second votes expire. With the second vote, voters do 

not opt for one person, but for a party’s country list. In relation to the proportion of second 

votes won, the party sends candidates of its list to the German Bundestag. Put simply, about 

one half of the Members of Parliament is voted via the first vote into the German Bundestag. 

The total number of seats of every party in the Bundestag, on the other hand, is determined by 

the proportion of second votes (Der Bundeswahlleiter, 2018). 

6.4.3. Measures 

Election results for a far-right party. As the dependent variable, we used the 2017 

parliamentary election’s results for the Free State of Saxony, specifically the proportion of 

second votes for the AfD in the constituencies that we were able to match with the 

questionnaire data as we explain below. Of the 3,329,550 eligible voters in the Free State of 

Saxony, 2,509,684 went to the polls, which corresponds to a turnout of 75.4%. The proportion 

of valid first votes in the Free State of Saxony was at 98.4% with 2,469,733 votes, the 

proportion of valid second votes in the Free State of Saxony was at 98.8% with 2,479,404 

votes.  

In the Free State of Saxony, the valid second votes were distributed to the various 

parties in the following manner: The strongest party with 669,940 votes was the AfD with a 

share of 27%, followed by the CDU with 665,751 valid second votes and a share of 26.9%. In 

third place DIE LINKE followed with 398,627 valid second votes (16.1%), in fourth place the 

SPD with 261,105 valid second votes (10.5%), in fifth place the FDP with 203,4662 valid 

second votes (8.2%). All other parties remained below the 5% threshold for the second votes 
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and are therefore not reported here (Der Bundeswahlleiter, 2017). The final results of the 

parliamentary election 2017 in Saxony are displayed in Table 2. As a comparison, the results 

for the parliamentary election 2013 are also given in Table 2, to show how fast the AfD has 

managed to win more votes, while other parties lost them at the same time. In the following, 

we will use the AfD’s election program to justify why this party fulfils the characteristics of a 

far-right party. 

Table 2 

Proportion of Second Votes in Saxony at the Parliamentary Elections 2013 and 2017 

Party    2013     2017 

CDU (Christian Democratic Union) 42.7 % 26.9 % 

DIE LINKE (THE LEFT) 20.0 % 16.1 % 
SPD (Social Democrat Party) 14.6 % 10.5 % 

AfD (Alternative for Germany) 6.7 % 27.0 % 
Bündnis 90/die Grünen (Alliance 90/ The Greens) 4.9 % 4.6 % 

FDP (Liberal Democratic Party) 3.1 % 8.2 % 
Other 8.0 % 6.7 % 

 

Election program AfD. At the very beginning, the AfD was often seen as a single-

issue party (Arzheimer, 2015). The most popular content of the AfD’s election program is 

their wish to “be and remain German at heart”, as it is “committed to German as the 

predominant culture”, which includes retaining “our western Christian culture, and [to] 

maintain our language and traditions in a peaceful, democratic, and sovereign nation state for 

the German people”(Alternative for Germany, 2017, p. 5). Especially since the refugee crisis, 

opposing positions concerning asylum and immigration policy shape their public image 

(Decker, 2018b, 2018a). This puts the AfD in the family of the far-right parties, whose lowest 

common denominator is an ideology combining nationalism and xenophobia, called 

“nativism” (Arzheimer, 2015).  
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In total, the political program for the Alternative for Germany consists of 14 chapters. 

The most important chapters for our hypotheses are chapter 3, namely “national security and 

justice”, chapter 7, namely “culture, language and identity”, chapter 9, namely “immigration, 

integration and asylum”, and partially chapter 8, namely “schools, universities and research”, 

as they contain nativism-relevant ideas like racism, ethnocentrism and anti-immigrant 

sentiments (Arzheimer, 2015). The AfD accuses foreign nationals to be the majority of 

offenders in the field of organized crime and demands their immediate deportation, once 

suspected and convicted (Alternative for Germany, 2017, p. 26). This is in line with 

scapegoating others as the cause of all problems, which is typical for far-right parties (Vieten 

& Poynting, 2016). It furthermore follows the logic of nativism, that non-native-elements, no 

matter whether they are persons, ideas or policies, present a threat for the respective state that 

should be as homogeneous as possible (Mudde, 2007). Therefore, the AfD rejects the idea of 

multiculturalism and claims that the Islam, including its symbols like the minaret, the 

muezzin call or the headscarf (Alternative for Germany, 2017, p.49), is opposing Germany’s 

liberal-democratic constitutional order, laws and culture (Alternative for Germany, 2017, 

p.47), and does therefore, not belong to Germany.  

As refugees, in the eyes of the AfD, pose a “risk of social and religious turmoil and the 

creeping extinction of European cultures” (Alternative for Germany, 2017, p. 58), the AfD 

wants to send them back to their countries of origin (Berbuir et al., 2015; Lewandowsky, 

2015). If they cannot be sent back, assimilation is the desired form of integration, which again 

results, from a far-right position, in a preferably homogeneous society (Mudde, 2007). 

That does not only apply for refugees, but also for other persons with a migrant 

background (Alternative for Germany, 2017, p.62). The AfD alleges that a high number of 

persons come to Germany under false pretenses, as they, in the party’s view, do not fulfil the 

requirements for integration. The AfD furthermore insinuates that immigration-related crime 

is difficult to combat, as it is embedded “in family, clan, and cultural structures, aided by 
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language barriers” and calls for a top priority for the protection of (German) citizens against 

this “immigrant crime” (Alternative for Germany, 2017, p. 63). This is line with the rhetoric 

of status loss and fear that is typical for far-right parties, that also postulate that “the elites” 

ignore or even indulge the threat of the other (Vieten & Poynting, 2016). 

In sum, the manifesto for Germany promotes the superiority of the German people, 

rejects symbols of other cultures, and pretends to protect the German people against “the 

others”, that are potentially criminal and hostile, as long as they did not assimilate. This puts 

the AfD in the family of far-right parties (Arzheimer, 2015; Berbuir et al., 2015; Decker, 

2016; Decker & Baier, 2018). We thus used the percentage of second votes for the AfD in the 

September 2017 German elections in the 421 municipalities in the 60 constituencies in the 

state of Saxony, which we matched as dependent variable to the Saxonian municipalities. 

Faultline strength. We calculated faultlines across the demographic information of 

the individual respondents of the two surveys on the postal code level, as this was the smallest 

geographic unit that was included in the samples. As faultlines imply that people come across 

the other members of their unit, we predict that the people living in one’s own postal code 

area are more likely to have an influence on one’s everyday perception of diversity than the 

people from a bigger unit, i.e., the municipality. Therefore, we used the smallest assignable 

geographical unit to calculate the faultlines. Specifically, in our sample of “Young Saxons”, 

there was data of persons from 370 different postal code areas, which belong to 267 different 

municipalities. In total, there are 421 municipalities in the free state of Saxony. Small 

municipalities normally consist of only one postal code area, while more populated 

municipalities or municipalities covering a larger area normally consist of more than one 

postal code area.  

We calculated faultlines on the basis of the five demographic attributes gender, age, 

nationality, parents' origin, and employment status. Employment status refers to whether a 

person goes to school, is a trainee, studies, is currently employed for wages, or unemployed.  
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We selected these five characteristics because we expected them to be relevant to the 

perceived diversity and corresponding subgroups in the respective areas. As Harrison et al. 

(1998; 2002) showed in their study on surface-level and deep-level diversity, both obvious 

diversity characteristics as well as diversity characteristics that are not visible at first glance 

have an important influence on group functioning, so we considered variables of both kinds 

for the faultlines. Nevertheless, we focused on the demographic characteristics, since the 

faultline concept (Lau & Murnighan, 1998) is conceptually based on demographic faultlines 

(Thatcher & Patel, 2012). These faultlines are based on social and informational attributes 

(Bezrukova, Spell, & Perry, 2010). While age, gender, nationality and parents’ origin create 

socially based faultlines (Bezrukova et al., 2009; Choi & Sy, 2009), employment status, 

mirroring educational level and job status, creates an informationally based faultline 

(Bezrukova et al., 2009; Cooper et al., 2014).  

As surface-level variables, we used age and gender, because they are among the most 

salient demographic features of individuals (Harrison et al., 1998; Pelled, 1996a; Williams & 

O’Reilly, 1998). They can lead to the perception of differences (Hostager & De Meuse, 2008) 

and were accordingly shown to influence groups (Pearsall et al., 2008). In addition, they are 

among the most commonly employed attributes for faultline calculation (Bezrukova et al., 

2010) and Wegge, Roth, Neubach, Schmidt, and Kanfer (2008) showed, that age diversity can 

have a significant impact on group-functioning, so we considered this dimension for the 

faultline-calculation. 

As further surface-level variables we used nationality and parents’ country of origin, 

as they were shown to have an impact on groups (Cramton & Hinds, 2004) and to increase 

conflict and reduce satisfaction in social units (Pazeti & Jimenez-Useche, 2016). Origin is one 

of the most predictive characteristics for the team members’ perception of similarity (Harrison 

et al., 2002). National origin is a potent factor in affecting one’s language, behavior, cognitive 

schema and values (Hambrick, Davison, Snell, & Snow, 1998) and is likely to be more salient 
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than other attributes, such as gender and age, because it is a readily accessible source of 

categorization and often relates to interpersonal relationships and behavior (Earley & 

Mosakowski, 2000; Hambrick et al., 1998; Li & Hambrick, 2005). Language barriers or 

tensions and conflicts, which are due to cultural differences, can hamper the communication 

between people from different national backgrounds (Hambrick et al., 1998). The effort to 

understand each other’s intentions, as well as to solve problems or to negotiate compromises 

is lower if communication is taking place in a shared language, which is crucial for a trust-

based, durable relation (Wimmer, 2018). Salient national subgroups are likely to become 

cohesive and biased against outgroups if nationality differences coincide with differences 

among members on other attributes (Hambrick et al., 1998). Strong faultlines are often related 

to communication barriers, conflicts and behavioral disintegration (Earley & Mosakowski, 

2000; Li & Hambrick, 2005). They make cooperation and communication across subgroup 

boundaries more difficult and effortful (Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 

2007; Mäs, Flache, Takács, & Jehn, 2013; Meyer & Schermuly, 2012). Holding separate 

world views and steeped in different cultures, people from different nations are likely to find 

it challenging to accept one another’s values and beliefs and to understand each other (Jiang, 

Jackson, Shaw, & Chung, 2012). Research on faultlines has found that teams with strong 

nationality subgroups typically experience reduced trust and increased hostility (Earley & 

Mosakowski, 2000; Polzer et al., 2006). 

People form first impressions and categorize one another on easily observable 

characteristics such as race, age and sex (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; 

Messick & Mackie, 1989; Stangor et al., 1992; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). People seem to use 

physical features, which they think to be informative about another person’s disposition for 

their initial categorization (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Pfeffer, 1983; Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 

1992). As these categories are frequently activated in daily social perception, they are 

chronically accessible and habitual in all situations (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). These surface 
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variables are likely to have a negative effect on social integration under low interdependence, 

as we propose it for most of the people living in Saxony (Guillaume et al., 2012). 

As a deep-level variable we used the persons’ employment status. Since our sample is 

very young, we used the status as a proxy for the professional background of individuals. The 

occupational background of a person is one of the most important deep-level variables 

contributing to the diversity of groups (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) and it shapes team 

members’ perspectives and attitudes (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Dearborn & Simon, 1958; 

Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Pelled (1996a) found that the functional and educational 

backgrounds are related to the conflicts in the group, so they are likely to be of interest for the 

faultline calculation in the present case. 

We predict that the five characteristics used for the faultline-calculation represent a 

significant proportion of the sample’s diversity. In the setting examined, strong faultlines 

imply that the group can be split into quite homogeneous subgroups. These resulting 

subgroups can then be clearly distinguished from one another. As we took a diversity-as-

variety perspective (Harrison & Klein, 2007), we operationalized the team-level diversity of 

gender, nationality, parent’s origin and status with the corresponding Blau indices (Blau, 

1977; Harrison & Klein, 2007). 

For each postal code, we calculated faultline strength with the Average Silhouette 

Width (ASW) faultline clustering algorithm (Meyer & Glenz, 2013). We used the ASW 

measure because it is the most robust and versatile method among the several ways of 

calculating faultline strength (Meyer & Glenz, 2013; Meyer, Glenz, Antino, Rico, & 

González-Romá, 2014). We calculated the faultlines on the postal code level. We performed 

the calculations with version 2.0 of the ASW-cluster package for faultline calculation (Glenz 

& Meyer, 2018) in R (R Development Core Team, 2017), which also delivers the member to 

subgroup association for each person. The average group size (i.e., persons in the dataset 

living in one postal code area) was 15.94, SD = 12.14. The average subgroup size was 9.92, 
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SD = 9.27. The average number of subgroups in the postal code areas was 3.70, SD = 1.75. 

The average faultline strength was 0.49, SD = 0.17. We present the means, standard 

deviations, and bivariate correlations in Table 3. 

Given that our sample is representative for the young Saxons and the new Saxons and 

given that ASW-based faultlines are fairly robust against missing data (Meyer & Glenz, 

2013), we predict that faultline strength and number of subgroups on the postal code level are 

at least somewhat representative for societal faultlines, which is why we use them to predict 

voting behavior in the postal code area. We are aware of the fact that this is a strong claim and 

elaborate on this issue further in the discussion section below.  

Control variables. Voting behavior, especially voting for far-right parties, is a 

complex phenomenon with many contributing local economic and demographic factors. 

Therefore, we included several other variables at the individual and postal code level that can 

contribute to voting for far-right parties. 

Declining population. Since German reunification, the millions of people leaving the 

former socialist east German parts triggered a demographic crisis: Of the 76 Eastern regions, 

73 lost residents to the west (Bangel et al., 2019), and Saxony was, of all eastern German 

states, the state losing most residents (Bangel et al., 2019). In the period between 1991 and 

2013, the population of the free State of Saxony declined significantly, with more than two 

thirds of the Saxonian municipalities shrinking in this period of time (Statistisches Landesamt 

des Freistaates Sachsen, 2017). 2013 was for the moment the last year, in which significantly 

more people moved from East to West after the German reunification. 

This shrinkage was largely due to people looking for a better future in the western 

regions, but also due to dropping birth rates, as many men and women put off or gave up their 

plan to start their own families as they were not sure whether they were going to lose their 

jobs (Bangel et al., 2019). The people moving from Eastern Germany were mostly young 
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people, women and well-educated, resulting in a an exodus of more than a quarter of the 18 to 

30 years old eastern Germans to the West since the reunification (Bangel et al., 2019).  

A population decline can occur for different reasons in different areas: it might be 

more people dying than people born in the area. Or it might be people moving away from the 

respective area. We will focus on the active decision of moving deliberately away from a 

respective area, as we suppose that the reasons for moving away are likely to partly explain 

voting for far-right parties in the respective areas. People moving away deliberately, that is 

not for reasons of war or other reasons crises, are often well-educated (Akee, 2010; Ehret, 

Meyer, Wegge, & Müller, 2017). On the contrary, the majority of voters of far-right parties 

has an (intermediate) secondary school certificate (Steffen, 2017). Therefore, we predict that 

the proportion of people with a lower level of education rises in a shrinking municipality, as 

the well-educated seem to disproportionately leave these places.  

Furthermore, the majority of voters for far-right parties is male (Arzheimer, 2011; 

Heidar & Pedersen, 2006; Steffen, 2017). The intention to leave a municipality with bad 

future prospects seems to especially high for young women with higher education and / or 

ambitions (Ehret et al., 2017; Rauhut & Littke, 2016). Consequently, in a municipality with a 

declining population, it is likely that the decline is particularly due to the departure of well-

educated women.  

As women and people with a higher level of education in general are less likely to vote 

for far-right parties but are simultaneously more likely to leave a municipality with bad future 

respects, we predict that a decline in a municipality will change the remaining population’s 

gender relations as well as the education level. This is also in line with recent findings that the 

remaining populations in regions with high emigration tend to become more authoritarian and 

to support far-right parties considerably more than populations in regions without a clear 

demographic decline (Bangel et al., 2019; Meisner, 2019).  
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Furthermore, in regions with a clear demographic decline, the social infrastructure is 

also likely to collapse: hospitals, schools, cultural institutions, sports and leisure facilities are 

all likely to close if the population in shrinking (Bangel et al., 2019). This can be seen as a 

vicious circle, as the lack of social and technical infrastructure will keep people away from 

those regions, so the demographic decline cannot be stopped by people moving to these 

regions (Bangel et al., 2019). Therefore, we control for a declining population in the Saxonian 

municipalities for the period between 1991 and 2013. 

Growing population in times of a high influx of refugees. Populations in different 

areas may grow for different reasons: it might be for reasons of attractiveness, of a good 

economic situation in these areas, or for reasons of allocation of people to different areas, as it 

is often the case for refugees (Altemeyer-Bartscher, Holtemöller, Lindner, Schmalzbauer, & 

Zeddies, 2016). If the population is growing due to the influx of refugees, the chance that this 

comes along with new subgroups and new faultlines is particularly high, especially, if this 

influx takes place in an area, where almost no refugees or migrants used to life before.  

Tolerance towards immigrants seems to be conditional (Podobnik, Jusup, Kovac, & 

Stanley, 2017): If the processes are occurring at high speed, they are likely to have a higher 

impact on voting for far-right parties than globalization and immigration per se (Podobnik et 

al., 2017). So, if a migratory wave brings a high number of refugees to a respective area, 

which is significantly higher than it used to be in the past years, the proportion of foreigners 

rises significantly faster during the migratory wave than it did before, which should influence 

voting for far-right parties. A recent study showed that, for far-right parties to gain more 

votes, the mere exposure to a refugee crisis is sufficient (Dinas, Matakos, Xefteris, & 

Hangartner, 2019). 

Far-right parties can win elections, if immigration is more rapid than integration over a 

prolonged period of time (Podobnik et al., 2017), as was shown by the simultaneous surge in 

the population of immigrants and in voters supporting far-right parties (Deole & Davis, 2017; 
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Podobnik et al., 2017). In terms of mobilization, far-right-voters focus on one issue more than 

supporters of any other party (Vehrkamp, 2017): refugees. In areas with a growing population 

due to the influx of refugees, this one issue should be especially relevant for voting-behavior. 

We suppose that we should control for the increase in population in the time between 

2014 and 2015 in Saxony, as this period is characterized by a high influx of refugees: The 

migratory wave brought a high number of refugees to Germany in a short period (2014: 

173.072 first instance asylum applications; 2015: 441.899 first instance asylum applications) 

and respectively to Saxony (2014: 6030 first instance asylum applications; 2015: 27.180 first 

instance asylum applications), which was significantly higher than the average of the 10 

previous years (mean 2004 – 2013: 41.564 first instance asylum applicants in Germany), so 

the proportion of foreigners rose significantly faster during the migratory wave, than it did 

before (Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge, 2016; Bundeszentrale für politische 

Bildung, 2018). Furthermore, the proportion of foreigners in Saxony used to be quite low with 

only 2.5 per cent in 2013 (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2019), implying that the influx of 

refugees will very likely lead to new subgroups and therefore new faultlines in the respective 

municipalities. The refugees furthermore did not choose the municipality they wanted to live 

in, but where rather assigned to different federal states and subsequently assigned to different 

municipalities. Consequently, the growing population in this period of time is likely to be due 

to the influx of refugees and not an indication of the municipality’s attractiveness. Therefore, 

we control for a growing population in the municipalities in the years 2014 and 2015. 

Refugee centers. Besides the mere number of refugees, the existence of refugee 

centers in an area, respectively municipality, is likely to influence voting behavior: 

Individuals differ in their perception of reality (Hobman, Bordia, & Gallois, 2003) and 

subsequently in their reaction to diversity or objective dissimilarities (Doosje, Ellemers, & 

Spears, 1995; Homan, Greer, Jehn, & Koning, 2010). As far-right parties strategically use 

negativity in their political communication (Greven, 2016), they are likely to use the existence 
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of refugee centers for negative media about “the others” and spread fear among the 

population. This is likely to lead to an increase in identity threat, which is known to lead to 

intergroup bias (Carton & Cummings, 2012). 

As refugee centers and the far-right parties’ media about them should gain a lot of 

attention, we propose that a higher proportion of residents does perceive differences in the 

population. This perception of differences is fundamental to whether intergroup bias occurs 

(Bell et al., 2011): While the predominant opinion in research on objective diversity is that it 

can have both detrimental and beneficial consequences (van Knippenberg et al., 2004; Williams 

& O’Reilly, 1998), the consequences of perceived diversity seem to be rather negative 

(Harrison et al., 2002; Liao, Chuang, & Joshi, 2008; Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008). 

So in municipalities with refugee centers, we predict that a higher proportion of the 

population is aware that their municipality consists of diverse people, so that there is a higher 

probability for them to perceive subgroups, which in turn should facilitate intergroup bias 

(Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer, Shemla, & Schermuly, 2011b). In times of high salience of 

migration affairs or under pressure of the electoral success of far- right parties, this results in a 

shift towards a far-right attitude on migration (Gattinara, 2016; Green-Pedersen, 2007). As 

far-right parties continuously stress the differences among the people living in a respective 

area (Hjerm & Schnabel, 2012), they make the subgroup boundaries more salient and thereby 

trigger the faultlines in society. Salient subgroup boundaries can reinforce the conflict and 

reduce the trust between subgroups (Kim, 2006; Pearsall et al., 2008; Polzer et al., 2006; 

Thatcher & Patel, 2012). The continuous triggering of differences is therefore likely to lead to 

a persisting faultline- related conflict (Akkerman, 2012; Gattinara, 2016; Lau & Murnighan, 

1998), again leading to intergroup bias and, as we hypothesized earlier, subsequently to 

voting for far-right parties, that “offer” a way out of this status quo by demanding the full 

repatriating of all asylum seekers. Consequently, we control for the existence of refugee 

centers in the municipalities. 
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Proportion of foreigners. There are three different types of perceived diversity, 

namely perceived self-to-team dissimilarity, perceived subgroup splits and perceived group 

heterogeneity (Shemla et al., 2014). The former two mostly have been linked to negative 

effects for individuals and groups (Wegge & Shemla, 2017). 

Even a dissimilarity with regard to a single diversity attribute between two persons can 

reduce the probability of exchange between them (Reagans et al., 2004). As the nationality of 

foreigners and locals represents such a diversity attribute, the exchange is likely to be reduced 

and the negative consequences of the faultline are likely to come to light. This is especially 

important if we consider that surface-level characteristics, like the color of the skin, are often 

proposed to be congruent with deep-level characteristics (Chatman, Polzer, Barsade, & Neale, 

1998; Lawrence, 1997), so that people suppose that people e.g. with another color of the skin 

automatically also differ from oneself in terms or attitudes etc., which makes intergroup bias 

more likely. As far-right parties stress the idea of “us” against “them” (Hjerm & Schnabel, 

2012) people are more likely to perceive subgroup splits instead of group heterogeneity, 

which is linked with negative outcomes, like intergroup bias (Wegge & Shemla, 2017). 

Hence, we control for the proportion of foreigners in the municipalities. 

6.5. Results 

6.5.1. Level issues 

The two independent variables, faultline strength and number of subgroups, are not on 

the same level as the dependent variable, the election results for the AfD: faultline strength 

and number of subgroups are on the postal code level, while the election results of the AfD 

are on the municipality level. The dependent variable dictates the level for the independent 

variables, so we aggregated the faultlines and subgroups from the postal code level to the 

municipality level. The faultline aggregation to the municipality level was justified by the 

high level of homogeneity of the postal code level faultlines within municipalities, 
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ICC(1) = 0.76, F(266, 5631) = 96.95, p < .001, ICC(2) = 0.98. The same was true for the 

number of subgroups, ICC(1) = 0.74, F(266, 5631) = 63.90, p < .001, ICC(2) = 0.98.  

6.5.2. Descriptive analysis 

Prior to hypotheses testing, we conducted correlation analyses on the municipality 

level. Therefore, we aggregated the independent variables faultline strength and number of 

subgroups to the municipality level, which was justified by the high homogeneity within the 

municipalities. Table 3 presents means, standard deviations, and group-level Pearson 

correlations of the measurement variables.  

Proportion of second votes for the AfD was significantly correlated with municipality 

size and balance of incoming and outgoing persons in the time between 1991 and 2013, in a 

negative way, as well as with balance of incoming and outgoing persons in the time between 

2014 and 2015, in a positive way. Faultline strength was significantly and positively 

correlated with number of subgroups, and neither of them was correlated with any other 

variable in a significant way. Proportion of foreigners was positively and significantly 

interrelated with the municipality size, the capacity of refugee centers and the balance of 

incoming and outgoing persons 2014/2015, but not in the period between 1991 and 2013.  

Furthermore, the balance of incoming and outgoing persons 2014/2015 was positively 

correlated with the existence of refugee centers. This is in line with our assumption that 

people coming to the municipalities in 2014/2015 are disproportionately often refugees. 

6.5.3.  Analytical approach 

The dependent variable proportion of second votes for the AfD is a municipality-level 

variable, as we received the data from the Statistical Office of the Free State of Saxony in 

Germany on this level. Its employment in regression analysis thus requires all independent 

and control variables on the municipality level as well. All control variables, namely 

municipality size, balance of incoming and outgoing persons, existence of refugee centers as 
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well as the proportion of foreigners, are on the municipality level. Faultline strength is a 

postal code level variable, which we aggregated to the municipality level by using the mean 

faultlines strength of all postal codes within one municipality. The same applies to the postal 

code level variable number of subgroups, which we aggregated to the municipality level by 

using the mean number of subgroups in all postal codes within one municipality. 

6.5.4. Hypotheses testing  

Prior to testing Hypothesis 1, namely that the proportion of second votes for a far-right 

party is especially high in municipalities with strong faultlines and with many subgroups, we 

tested whether the control variables alone have an impact on the proportion for the second 

votes for the AfD. For testing the effects of the control variables, the linear regression model 

contained the control variables municipality size, balance of incoming and outgoing persons 

in the years 2014 and 2015, the balance of incoming and outgoing persons between 1991 and 

2013, the proportion of foreigners, the capacity of refugee centers, and the dependent variable 

proportion of second votes for the AfD at the parliamentary election 2017. We normed the 

balance of incoming and outgoing persons on the population of the municipalities, so a high 

number of outgoing persons in a small municipality weighs more than a high number of 

outgoing persons in a more populated municipality. Same is true for the capacity of refugees: 

we normed the capacity of the existing refugee centers on the population of the 

municipalities, so a higher number of refugees in a center in a small municipality weighs 

more than a high number of refugees in a more populated municipality. 

The model (Model 1, Table 4) with these variables only explained a small amount of 

the variance, adjusted R2 = 0.08, but it was still better than the null model, as indicated by the 

AIC and BIC values.  

In this model with only control variables, the balances of incoming and outgoing 

persons had a significant effect on the proportion of second votes for the AfD. An influx of 

persons in the years 2014 and 2015 was associated with a higher proportion of second votes 
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for the AfD. Contrarily, a demographic decline in the years after German reunification, in the 

time between 1991 and 2013, was associated with a higher proportion of second votes for the 

AfD. Municipality size, proportion of foreigners and capacity of refugee centers were not 

significantly associated with the proportion of second votes for the AfD. 

Table 4 

Linear Regression Models Regressing the Proportion of Second Votes for the AfD on the 
Control Variables – Model 1 

           B         SE(B)           β 

Intercept 30.560 0.573 .000*** 

Municipality Size <-0.001 <0.001 -.113 

Balance of Incoming and Outgoing 

Persons 2014 – 2015 

29.160 12.430 .172* 

Balance of Incoming and Outgoing 

Persons 1991 – 2013 

-1.838 0.558 -.221** 

Proportion of Foreigners -0.190 0.278 -0.056 

Capacity of Refugee Centers 0.372 54.400 0.001 

AIC 1258.046 

BIC 1281.509 

Adjusted R2 .078 

†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, n = 267 municipalities; Proportion of foreigners 
in percentage; Balance of incoming and outgoing persons coded positive = more people 
moving into a municipality than moving away from the municipality, negative = more 
people moving away from the municipality than moving into the municipality; Data does 
not include Dresden, Leipzig and Chemnitz; Balance of incoming and outgoing persons and 
capacity of refugee centers are normed on the size of the municipality; Municipality sizes 
as of January 2016. 
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Before testing the effect of the interaction of faultline strength and number of 

subgroups on the proportion of second votes for the AfD, we first added the two main effects 

of faultline strength and number of subgroups to the previous model, see Model 2 in Table 5.  

Table 5 

Linear Regression Models Regressing the Proportion of Second Votes for the AfD on the 
Independent and Control Variables – Model 2 

            B         SE(B)            β 

Intercept 29.640 1.096 .000*** 

Municipality Size <-0.001 <0.001 -.123 

Balance of Incoming and Outgoing 

Persons 2014 – 2015 

27.820 12.440 .164* 

Balance of Incoming and Outgoing 

Persons 1991 – 2013 

-1.815 0.558 -.219** 

Proportion of Foreigners -0.212 0.278 -.063 

Capacity of Refugee Centers 6.802 45.520 .011 

Faultline Strength -0.415 2.279 -.014 

Number of Subgroups 0.322 0.224 .115 

AIC 1259.385 

BIC 1289.551 

Adjusted R2 0.081 

†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, n = 267 municipalities; Faultline strength and 
number of subgroups aggregated to the municipality level; Proportion of foreigners in 
percentage; Balance of incoming and outgoing persons coded positive = more people 
moving into a municipality than moving away from the municipality, negative = more 
people moving away from the municipality than moving into the municipality; Data does 
not include Dresden, Leipzig and Chemnitz; Balance of incoming and outgoing persons and 
capacity of refugee centers are normed on the size of the municipality; Municipality sizes 
as of January 2016. 
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Table 6 

Linear Regression Models Regressing the Proportion of Second Votes for the AfD on the 
Interaction of the Independent Variables and Control Variables – Model 3 

            B         SE(B)            β 

Intercept 33.380 1.936 .000*** 

Municipality Size <-0.001 <0.001 -.105 

Balance of Incoming and Outgoing 

Persons 2014 – 2015 

27.280 12.310 .161* 

Balance of Incoming and Outgoing 

Persons 1991 – 2013 

-1.802 0.552 -.217** 

Proportion of Foreigners -0.283 0.277 -.084 

Capacity of Refugee Centers 14.130 45.140 .023 

Faultline Strength -8.071 3.987 -.281* 

Number of Subgroups -1.292 0.728 -.461† 

Faultline Strength * Number of 

Subgroups 

3.063 1.316 .771* 

AIC 1255.797 

BIC 1289.316 

Adjusted R2 0.100 

†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, n = 267 municipalities; Faultline strength and 
number of subgroups aggregated to the municipality level; Proportion of foreigners in 
percentage; Balance of incoming and outgoing persons coded positive = more people 
moving into a municipality than moving away from the municipality, negative = more 
people moving away from the municipality than moving into the municipality; Data does 
not include Dresden, Leipzig and Chemnitz; Balance of incoming and outgoing persons and 
capacity of refugee centers are normed on the size of the municipality; Municipality sizes 
as of January 2016. 
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Neither municipality-level faultline strength nor municipality-level number of 

subgroups were significantly associated with the proportion of second votes for the AfD. This 

model did not explain more variance than the previous, more parsimonious, as indicated by 

the corresponding AIC and BIC values. 

Subsequently, we tested whether the interaction of strong faultlines and number of 

subgroups in a municipality was associated with second votes for the AfD by adding the 

according interaction term, see Model 3 in Table 6. In potential support of the Hypothesis, the 

interaction turned out significant. In line with our assumption, the interaction plot shows that 

the proportion of second votes for a far-right party was especially high, if a municipality 

contained many subgroups with strong faultlines in a municipality, see Figure 5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Proportion of second votes for the AfD at the parliamentary election as a function of 
faultline strength and number of subgroups. 
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We also calculated simple slopes with the tools provided by Preacher, Curran and 

Bauer (2006). In municipalities with only few subgroups (one standard deviation below the 

mean), the faultline strength was not related with the proportion of second votes for the AfD, 

γ = -.311, SE = .350, z = .886, n. s. However, in municipalities with many subgroups (one 

standard deviation above the mean), the faultline strength was positively associated with the 

proportion of second votes for the AfD, γ = .723, SE = .281, z = 2.575, p < .05. Therefore, in 

sum, the data supported Hypothesis 1. However, with 2% additional variance explanation in 

comparison to the previous model, the effect of the interaction was small.  

6.6. Discussion 

We examined how the social context influences voting for far-right parties, in the form 

of proportion of second votes for the Alternative for Germany (AfD). In support for our 

hypothesis, municipalities with strong faultlines and many subgroups had an especially high 

proportion of second votes for the AfD. This finding thus corroborates a moderator-approach 

to diversity and faultline research (Homan, Greer, Jehn, & Koning, 2010). As the interaction 

of faultline strength and number of subgroups is significant, the main effects of these two 

variables are hard to interpret, so we refrain from doing so. Furthermore, municipalities with 

shrinking populations in the period between 1991 and 2013 and growing populations in the 

period between 2014 and 2015, where a high influx of refugees took place, had a higher 

proportion of second votes for the AfD. The proportion of foreigners or the existence of 

refugee centers had no impact on the election results for the AfD. So, it seems not to be 

relevant, how many people from other countries live in a municipality, but whether there is a 

change in the population, like an increase in people from other countries. 

6.6.1. Implications for research 

Our findings contribute to research on faultlines and subgroups in several ways. First, 

we show that strong faultlines with many subgroups on a societal level are likely to have 
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negative consequences for the society, just as faultlines in teams do have for outcomes of 

work teams.  

Therefore, to the best of our knowledge, we are the first to port the faultline construct 

to the societal level. Knowing that faultlines can have different effects on different team 

members, depending on their membership in different subgroups (Meyer, Schermuly, & 

Kauffeld, 2016; Meyer et al., 2015), we propose that we are likely to even underestimate the 

influence of faultlines and subgroups on the societal level: if faultlines have different impacts 

on members of different subgroups, these different impacts might cancel each other out when 

aggregating to the higher level (Meyer et al., 2016), which, in our case, is the societal level. 

As we used dormant faultlines in our research, and as they constitute a conservative 

estimation of faultlines (Meyer et al., 2016), we predict that the use of active faultlines in 

future research will show even more impressive results than ours. 

Second, we showed that faultlines and subgroups on a societal level are inseparable, as 

they lead to different results in society and in work teams. While faultlines in work teams 

might be due to professional background, the faultlines in society which we focused on were 

based on demographic variables, thereby leading to subgroups of different sizes, including 

minority status subgroups. As we found many subgroups with strong faultlines in the 

municipalities, it is likely that these subgroups were largely due to the nationality of the 

respective members; neither gender nor status alone are likely to lead to strong faultlines and 

many subgroups. There is a limited number of genders, and status is often not visible at first 

glance. Therefore, we propose that the own nationality or the parents’ nationality was the 

decisive point whether a municipality in Saxony had strong faultlines and many subgroups, or 

not. Especially in states with a very low proportion of foreigners, like in Saxony, subgroups 

with a minority status are likely to evolve. Consequently, faultlines and subgroups on a 

society level cannot be considered independently.  
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Third, by porting faultlines to a societal level, we make it accessible for social 

psychological and sociological research: by showing the consequences of faultlines on the 

societal level, we offer a research methodology for investigating intersectionality (McCall, 

2005), which aligns to some degree with faultlines (Meyer & Glenz, 2013). This allows 

researchers from different areas than work and organizational psychology, to make use of a 

very useful methodology to explain findings in their own field of research. Therefore, our 

findings are likely to not only influence further research in the field of organizational and 

work psychology, but also in other fields, like social psychology of sociology. 

And finally, in line with Meyer et al. (2014), researchers can test “how faultlines affect 

what people actually do or say” (p.32). Instead of relying on self-disclosure via questionnaire 

data and demographics in real work teams (Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Shin & Zhou, 2007; 

Simons et al., 1999; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993) or observing teams of ad hoc 

student groups with no past and future (Homan et al., 2007; Meyer et al., 2011b; Meyer & 

Schermuly, 2012; Phillips & Loyd, 2006) faultlines on a societal level allow us to acquire 

more knowledge about the resulting effects of faultlines. On a societal level, we can use the 

results of an election as a rather unbiased measure of cohesion and a sense of belonging 

within the society. Therefore, employing faultlines on a societal level lets us confirm the 

results on the team level without the need of experimental procedures, but still in “real life”.  

6.6.2.  Practical implications 

This research has implication for politicians and people that want to shape social 

interactions in diverse municipalities, not only in Saxony but wherever they live. As diversity 

is likely to increase in the future (Fullerton & Toossi, 2001), municipalities need to prepare 

for it to unlock its potential and avoid the risks. Knowing that strong faultlines and many 

subgroups in a municipality lead to negative consequences, one can alleviate the negative 

effects through various interventions. One way of reducing this problem would theoretically 

consist in avoiding teams/ municipalities with homogeneous subgroups, which is easy to 
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avoid by composing homogeneous teams / municipalities (Meyer et al., 2016). As this is not 

feasible and not desirable at all, as it would come at cost of losing the potential benefits 

associated with diversity (Gruenfeld et al., 1996; van Knippenberg et al., 2004; Wittenbaum 

& Stasser, 1996), managing the existing diversity in a meaningful kind seems to be more 

promising. 

There are several factors influencing the consequences of diversity. Diverse teams, 

and respectively diverse municipalities, are likely to benefit in particular from a leader’s 

guidance to shift attention to shared goals and commonalities, and away from possible 

difficulties which entail by the need to accommodate diverse perspectives, social identities, 

communication styles and backgrounds (Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001). The importance 

of common group goals in counteracting the negative effects of stereotyping and social 

categorization was powerfully demonstrated already decades ago (Sherif, Harvey, White, 

Hood, & Sherif, 1954). If the outcomes of different subgroups are interdependent or common, 

it will lead to a higher reflexivity, which in turn will lead to a lowered intergroup bias and 

higher solidarity (Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, Murrell, & et al., 1990; Mullen & Copper, 1994; 

Schippers, Den Hartog, Koopman, & Wienk, 2003; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).  

Transformational leaders, who inspire others with a compelling vision and who act as 

role models, can orient others towards common goals (Kunze & Bruch, 2010; Sinclair & 

Kunda, 2000). If perceived stress and uncertainty, which are likely to occur while interacting 

with others (Byrne, 1971), only play a subordinate role, while superordinate goals for the 

municipality (Rico et al., 2012) and shared objectives (van Knippenberg et al., 2011; 

Zimmermann, 2011), come to the fore, a climate in society, which appreciates and invites 

diverse input, is likely to evolve. By working towards common goals, cross cutting of 

subgroups is quite likely, which in turn decreases the clarity of subgroup boundaries, 

increases opportunities for cross-subgroup interactions and reduces the chance of potentially 

intense conflict (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Moreover, between subgroup networks can lessen 
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the negative effects of strong group faultlines (Murnighan & Lau, 2017). Through these 

between-subgroups-networks, friendship ties might evolve which in turn dampen the 

entrenching effects of homogeneous subgroups (Ren, Gray, & Harrison, 2015). 

If transformational leading figures in society value the uniqueness of each person 

/subgroup while fostering a collective overall identification by establishing a superordinate 

social identity around common values and objectives, diversity is likely to unfold its potential 

(Kearney & Gebert, 2009). A collective identification captures the motivational force that 

induces individuals to engage in interactions with others (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000). 

Therefore, leading figures in the municipalities should put a strong emphasis on an overall 

identity (Homan et al., 2008) and on a strong sense of team identification (Bezrukova et al., 

2009; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010). Possible threatening relationships between the subgroups 

need to be replaced by meaningful and productive relationships (van Dick & Stegmann, 

2016). 

Transformational leaders can not only influence the negative effects of faultlines 

(Meyer et al., 2015), but can use the potential of diversity for positive team outcomes 

(Kearney & Gebert, 2009). Providing specific guidelines for working together (Molleman, 

2005; Rico et al., 2007) and infusing a belief in value in diversity (Cramton & Hinds, 2004; 

Homan et al., 2007) can also be beneficial for municipalities with strong faultlines and many 

subgroups.  

Furthermore, municipalities need to keep in mind the effects of a shrinking population, 

as it is likely to lead to a higher proportion of votes for the far right. Until 2035, about 23 

counties will face a demographic decline of at least 20 per cent – and all of them are in the 

eastern German states (Meisner, 2019). As this is likely to lead to the reduction of social 

infrastructure (Bangel et al., 2019), these regions will also lose attraction for potential influx 

in the future. It might seem attractive to balance the demographic decline with the influx of 

refugees; but as we could show, regions in Saxony with a high influx of refugees are 
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particularly likely to vote for far-right parties. Therefore, such an influx needs to be well 

planned and well supported to avoid a further increase in polarization and consequently in the 

proportion of votes for far-right parties.  

6.6.3. Limitations and outlook 

Our study is not without limitations. First, the three biggest cities in Saxony, that is 

Dresden, Leipzig, and Chemnitz, are not part of the analyses, as the elections results of these 

cities are not identified in the data provided by the Land Statistical Office of the Free State of 

Saxony. The cultural diversity in these cities though is higher than in most of the 

municipalities included in the analyses. Building on contact theory (Allport, 1954), the 

proportion of foreigners might play a critical role for the consequences of faultlines. While 

the proportion of foreigners in the three most populated cities in Saxony at the time of the 

elections was in average at almost seven percent, it is at only about two percent in average in 

the rest of Saxony (Statistisches Landesamt des Freistaates Sachsen, 2017). Therefore, our 

data is not necessarily generalizable for bigger cities. Future research should extend our 

research by also including bigger cities and regions with a higher proportion of foreigners. 

Second, a point worth discussing is that we calculated the faultlines in a very young 

populations, namely the “Young Saxons”, which were aged 16 to 19 years. The results of the 

parliamentary election in Germany, by contrast, are largely due to the votes of persons not 

falling into this category of “Young Saxons”, as the voting age for the parliamentary election 

in Germany is 18 years. But as the “Young Saxons” were proportionally represent for Saxony, 

we propose that the faultlines were representative both for the “Young Saxony” and for whole 

Saxony. Future research might nonetheless try to calculate faultlines for the whole population 

to confirm our results. 

Third, we measured and calculated diversity faultlines on objective attributes. Future 

research on diversity faultlines on a societal level should consider using perceived diversity 

for faultlines-measuring, as people react on the basis of perception of reality rather than 
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reality per se (Hobman et al., 2003). Perceived diversity assesses the extent to which group 

members perceive their team to be diverse (Shemla & Meyer, 2012), so it is defined as 

members’ awareness of differences (Shemla et al., 2014). Past research has supported the 

thesis, that people need to perceive differences for them to be meaningful (Harrison et al., 

2002; Wayne & Liden, 1995). This approach seems promising, as one difficulty of objective 

diversity lies in predicting what types of objective diversity attributes may be relevant in 

certain contexts, groups and times (Shemla & Meyer, 2012). Objective diversity is not always 

linked with the differences that individuals perceive (Wegge & Shemla, 2017). Subjective 

diversity often captures more, and even different aspects of diversity, than objective diversity 

does (Meyer et al., 2011). As we are to our knowledge the first to examine faultlines on a 

societal level, future research can build on our findings and extend it to faultlines based on 

perceived diversity. 

Fourth, we calculated faultlines on the postal code level, but later aggregated them to 

the municipality level to use them in the linear regression models. Though it might seem more 

accurate to calculate faultlines on the same level as the dependent variable election results for 

the AfD, that is the municipality level, we have a good reason for not doing so. Faultlines and 

the consequences of faultlines imply that people in the respective unit come across each other. 

We propose that people are much more likely to perceive faultlines within their own postal 

code area instead of the often ways bigger municipality. Therefore, we used the smallest 

assignable geographical level. 

Fifth, group members use multiple identities to categorize one another (Crisp & 

Hewstone, 2007), resulting in multiple faultlines being present within teams. This has 

important implications for faultline research because most of that research has examined the 

effects of only one type of faultline (see exceptions in Bezrukova et al., 2009; Choi & Sy, 

2009; Molleman, 2005). Future faultline research needs to attend to the possibility that more 

than one faultline may develop and shape team dynamics (Jiang et al., 2012). In this context, 
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it is important to consider, that different subgroup characteristics, like the subgroup size, that 

will vary depending on the different faultlines, lead to different consequences of faultlines for 

members of different subgroups (Meyer et al., 2015). 

Sixth, the effects of the interaction between faultline strength and number of 

subgroups were small, visible both in the small decrease of the AIC value and the small 

increase in variance explained, across the models. However, we advocate that this is not 

surprising: voting behavior, especially voting for far-right parties, conceptualizes a very 

complex phenomenon with many contributing local economic and demographic factors. 

Social human behavior is unlikely to be fully explained by relatively simple psychological 

models, so the effects were expected to be relatively small, which, in our view, does not speak 

against the theory. 

And finally, most of the work on faultlines has focused on conflicts among team 

members (Choi & Sy, 2009; Homan et al., 2007; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010; Li & Hambrick, 

2005; Molleman, 2005; Pearsall et al., 2008; Thatcher et al., 2003). Future faultline research 

should focus on other outcomes, also on a societal level, to gain a deeper insight in the 

consequences of faultlines.  
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7. When Diversity is Something New: Enhancing Diversity Beliefs among Apprentices 

Ehret, A.I., Meyer, B., & Asbrock, F. (2021). Unpublished Paper. Chemnitz University of 
Technology, Chemnitz, Germany. 
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Abstract  

Building on the Categorization-Elaboration Model and subsequent research, we advocate that 

diversity beliefs are the key for unlocking the potential of diversity. If team members assume 

that diversity is good for their team, they value diversity, and potentially threatening relations 

between subgroups can be replaced by productive and meaningful relations. Based on 

intergroup contact hypothesis and meta-analytical findings on diversity trainings, we 

developed and evaluated diversity trainings for apprentices in heterogeneous teams to enhance 

their diversity beliefs and their teams’ outcomes. With these trainings, we furthermore tried to 

enhance apprentices’ self-efficacy, as self-efficacy tends to be positively correlated with 

liking of people that one feels self-efficient to deal with. We tested our hypotheses by 

evaluating the diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy of N = 127 apprentices at a car 

manufacturer in Germany, in five different professions and across three training years. In 

partial support of the hypotheses, diversity trainings and diversity self-efficacy were 

associated with an increase in diversity beliefs among the apprentices, but the trainings did 

only partly influence apprentices’ diversity self-efficacy. 

 

Keywords: Diversity Beliefs, Diversity Trainings, Prejudices, Apprentices, 

Longitudinal Data, East Germany 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                                When Diversity is Something New    

119 

7.1. Introduction  

“We must not only learn to tolerate our differences. We must welcome them as the 

richness and diversity which can lead to true intelligence” (Albert Einstein). 

As society and therefore teams, the most prevalent form of organizational 

collaboration (Mathieu, Tannenbaum, Donsbach, & Alliger, 2013; Salas et al., 2008) become 

more diverse (Jackson, 1992; Lai & Kleiner, 2001; Triandis, Kurowski, & Gelfand, 1994; van 

Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), the question arises as 

how to ensure that the positive effects of diversity on team outcomes, e.g. enhanced creativity 

and innovation, outweigh the negative effects, e.g. lower cohesion and higher conflict. 

According to the information/decision-making perspective, teams with high levels of 

diversity are likely to have more information resources available than homogeneous teams 

and therefore can outperform homogeneous teams in certain tasks, if they are able to integrate 

and elaborate on those informational resources (Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997; Tsui & 

O’Reilly, 1989; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Organizations can compose and reconfigure 

their teams in a flexible way, allowing them to align task demands and members’ 

competencies (Mathieu et al., 2019). Diverse teams or rather the differences between group 

members raise expectancies about unique contributions, which is likely to render diverse 

groups more open for dissenting and divergent information and input, which are essential for 

group performance (Jetten & Hornsey, 2012). 

In contrast, the social categorization (Turner et al., 1987) and the similarity/attraction 

(Byrne, 1971) processes explain the negative consequences of diversity, like more 

relationship conflicts in heterogeneous than in homogeneous groups (Jehn et al., 1997; Pelled, 

1996a) by outlining the more favorable response towards ingroup members than towards 

outgroup members. These affective reactions are likely to lead to more cooperative and thus 

productive processes in homogeneous teams than in heterogeneous teams (van Knippenberg 

et al., 2004).  
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The Categorization-Elaboration Model (CEM) (van Knippenberg et al., 2004; van 

Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007) combines the predictions of the information/decision 

making perspective and of the social categorization. It assumes that intergroup bias is not an 

automatic result of diversity. It is rather a consequence of social categorizations that are based 

on salient social categories. Intergroup bias can lead to negative affective consequences, that 

are likely to hamper the positive consequences of diversity (Meyer et al., 2010). 

But this research has more or less ignored the possibility that beliefs about the value of 

diversity are likely to influence the relation between diversity and outcomes (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2007). Following research (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016; van Dick et al., 

2008) expanded the CEM by diversity beliefs, that is the extent to which individuals believe 

that there is a value in diversity (Homan et al., 2015). As diversity beliefs are likely to be 

associated with positive outcomes instead of negative effects of social categorization 

processes, especially if diversity is perceived , they are of particular interest (van Knippenberg 

& Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). The establishment of pro-diversity 

beliefs among team members (Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007) or 

“right” leadership that decreases the salience of social categories in diverse teams (Kearney & 

Gebert, 2009), are possibilities to prevent the consequences of these social categories. 

Furthermore, we predict that diversity self-efficacy, which we define as self-efficacy 

regarding the own competency in interacting with diverse others, has a positive influence on 

diversity beliefs. Self-efficacy, that is the own expectations or beliefs that one can 

successfully accomplish a specific behavior (Bandura, 1977), influences the length of time 

that people preserve through difficulties and obstacles (Wood & Bandura, 1989). We propose 

that this tenacity enables people to overcome possible difficulties interlinked with diversity, 

thereby discovering the positive aspects of diversity, which should result in increased 

diversity beliefs. This is in line with research showing that diversity self-efficacy has been 
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found to be associated with engaging in diversity management initiatives (Combs & Luthans, 

2007). 

A “roadmap” for diversity trainings in organizations is of high interest, as the 

workforce is becoming more diverse (Lai & Kleiner, 2001; Thomas & Ely, 1996), and a 

change towards more diversity is likely to lead to more intergroup bias and other negative 

consequences (Ehret, Meyer, Wegge & Müller, 2021). Understanding more about the 

consequences of diversity in real work teams over a prolonged period of time is crucial for 

organizations, as they are interested in the positive consequences of diversity, i.e. higher 

innovations, but are keen on avoiding negative consequences like conflict, inter- and 

intragroup biases (Dass & Parker, 1996) and low cohesion in their work teams (Thomas & 

Ely, 1996). The longer teams work together, the stronger the subjective diversity attributes are 

perceptible, which are likely to have an impact on the group’s inclusion processes (Harrison et 

al., 1998, 2002). If the increase in diversity is due to “new” nationalities in the workforce 

which results of migration and people fleeing from war, trainings are particularly relevant: 

Teams with strong nationality subgroups typically experience reduced trust and increased 

hostility (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Polzer et al., 2006), and language barriers or tensions 

and conflicts, which are due to cultural differences, can hamper the communication between 

people from different national backgrounds (Hambrick et al., 1998). 

Furthermore, malleable predictors of diversity beliefs are of high benefit, as relatively 

little is known about the origin of diversity beliefs (Meyer et al., 2010). If our trainings are 

successful in enhancing also the apprentices’ diversity self-efficacy, we can confirm a 

malleable predictor, which is open to development (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Luthans, 2002). 

Furthermore, we hope to replicate earlier findings regarding diversity self-efficacy (Homan et 

al., 2015) in real, long term teams. 

Enhancing diversity beliefs seems of particular relevance in Saxony, where the 

Alternative for Germany, that is a far-right party, managed to win an increased share of votes 
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(Der Bundeswahlleiter, 2017). These votes can be seen as a proxy for intergroup bias (Ehret et 

al., 2021). As teams are composed of diverse people, diversity beliefs are especially important, 

so they can diminish the negative effects of social categorization and subsequent intergroup 

bias (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016). 

With the present study, we hope to contribute to research on diversity trainings in at 

least two ways. First, by examining the diversity beliefs of apprentices over a prolonged time, 

we can test the effectiveness of diversity trainings based on meta-analytical findings in 

diverse, real work teams. Interestingly, diversity is more likely to have positive effects in 

short-lived groups, while negative effects are more likely to occur in groups that work 

together for longer periods of time (Joshi & Roh, 2008, 2009), but some researchers also 

found contradicting results (Watson et al., 1993). These findings need to be replicated in 

teams that work together for a longer period of time, not just half an hour (Meyer et al., 2011). 

And second, by introducing the construct of diversity self-efficacy in organizational field 

research, we hope to enrich the search for possible development factors of diversity beliefs, 

thereby trying to generalize it from nationality diversity to other dimensions of diversity (see 

Homan et al., 2015). 

7.2. Diversity 

“Diversity refers to differences between individuals on any attribute that may lead to 

the perception that another person is different from self” (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & 

Homan, 2004, p.1008). The focus of the research in this field was traditionally on actual 

differences in members characteristics, or objective diversity, while the effects of perceived 

diversity gained much less attention (e.g. Price, Harrison, Gavin, & Florey, 2002; Shemla & 

Meyer, 2012; Zellmer-Bruhn, Maloney, Bhappu, & Salvador, 2008).  

There are multiple types of diversity, like surface-level and deep-level diversity (Harrison 

et al., 2002). Surface-level diversity is defined as differences among team members in overt 

demographic characteristics (Milliken & Martins, 1996; Riordan, 2002), like age, sex and 
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ethnicity, which are often reflected in physical features (Harrison et al., 2002). Individuals use 

these characteristics to categorize others and themselves to social groups, including ascribed 

patterns of behavior, attitudes and thoughts (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007; Fiske, 2000). 

Deep-level diversity is defined as differences among team members’ psychological 

characteristics, like attitudes, values and personalities (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998). These 

latent characteristics are usually not visible at a first glance, but are rather expressed in 

behavior patterns, nonverbal and verbal communication, as well as in the exchange of 

personal information (Harrison et al., 2002). 

Subjective diversity is not consistently related to objective differences (Allen, 

Dawson, Wheatley, & White, 2007; Cunningham, 2007; Harrison et al., 2002; Hentschel, 

Shemla, Wegge, & Kearney, 2013; Wegge & Shemla, 2017), as subjective diversity often 

captures more and different aspects of diversity than objective diversity (Meyer et al., 2011). 

While about one third of the studies in the review on perceived diversity by Shemla et al. 

(2016) conceptualized perceived diversity as an operationalization of objective group 

composition (e.g. Aladwani, Rai, & Ramaprasad, 2000; Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993; 

Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999) and only few have attributed perceived diversity the role of 

a mediator between objective diversity and outcomes (Harrison et al., 2002; Zellmer-Bruhn et 

al., 2008), the majority of papers has conceptualized perceived diversity as a unique construct, 

which is independent from objective diversity (Acar, 2010; Allen et al., 2007).  

One difficulty of objective diversity lies in predicting what types of objective diversity 

attributes may be relevant in certain contexts, groups and times (Shemla & Meyer, 2012). 

Subjective diversity may be the solution for this problem, as there is neither a need to 

presuppose that specific differences are relevant for the unit, context or culture of interest, nor 

to decide between narrower or broader dimensions of diversity (Shemla & Meyer, 2012). 

Furthermore, the perceptions may be more proximal in explaining actual behaviors (Harrison 

& Klein, 2007), as it is not objective diversity, but rather whether diversity is perceived, that 
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influences the social integration in a group (Harrison et al., 2002; Shemla, Meyer, Greer, & 

Jehn, 2014). Another advantage of using subjective diversity in diverse teams is that culture is 

likely to shape the perception of diversity – and subjective diversity takes this aspect into 

account (Shemla & Meyer, 2012). 

7.2.1. Subjective perception of objective diversity  

Social category salience is determined by an interaction of accessibility, normative fit 

and comparative fit (Oakes et al., 1991; Turner et al., 1987; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 

Comparative fit refers to the extent to which observed similarities and differences between 

people or their actions are perceived as correlated with a division into social categories 

(Turner et al., 1987). Accessibility refers to the readiness of a category to become activated 

and the responsiveness of the categorization process to the perceiver’s context (Oakes et al., 

1991). And finally, normative fit refers to the extent to which a categorization is meaningful 

to the group member (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Consequently, group members will 

possibly notice differences, but will not categorize group members according to these 

differences, if the categories are not meaningful to the group member in the respective 

situation (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).  

The fact that people react on the basis of perception of reality rather on reality per se 

(Hobman et al., 2003) led to a shift from research concerning objective diversity to a research 

focusing on subjective diversity (Shemla et al., 2014). Subjective diversity is a measure for 

the extent to which group members perceive their team to be diverse, so it’s defined as the 

members’ awareness of differences (Shemla et al., 2014). Perception is a very important 

prerequisite for diversity effects to occur (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Lawrence, 1997; 

Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008), as people need to perceive differences for them to be meaningful 

(Harrison et al., 2002; Wayne & Liden, 1995). 

Notably, subjective diversity does not necessarily consider specific objective attributes 

of diversity and therefore its measures do not require a reference to any specific diversity 
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attribute. It rather assesses the degree to which team members perceive subgroups in their 

team and measures the global perception of diversity across the limitless dimensions of 

diversity that exist in any team (Oosterhof, Vegt, Vliert, Sanders, & Kiers, 2009). The 

organizational setting can also influence the perception of diversity (Meyer, Shemla, & 

Schermuly, 2011; Oosterhof et al., 2009). Subjective diversity thus provides a possibility to 

integrate the organizational context into diversity research (Shemla & Meyer, 2012). 

7.2.2. Consequences of diversity 

One of the core assumptions of diversity research is that the team composition affects 

the social relations among team members (Thatcher & Patel, 2012). Even a dissimilarity with 

regard to a single diversity attribute between two persons can reduce the probability of 

exchange between them (Ray Reagans et al., 2004). Surface-level characteristics, like the 

color of the skin, are often assumed to be congruent with deep-level characteristics (Chatman 

et al., 1998; Lawrence, 1997), so that people assume that people e.g. with another color of the 

skin automatically also differ from themselves in terms or attitudes etc., which makes 

intergroup bias more likely.  

Group members tend to distribute status, defined as an individual’s prominence, 

respect, and influence in the eyes of others (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009a), unevenly among 

members of the group. This leads to a rank order that distinguishes low from high status group 

members (van Dijk & van Engen, 2013). Group members use, according to expectation states 

theory, other people’s attributes to form expectations (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003). Gender 

(Chatman et al., 1998), ethnicity (Brodbeck, Guillaume, & Lee, 2011; Joshi, Liao, & Jackson, 

2006), personality (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009b), functional background (Chattopadhyay, 

Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010) and age (Freese & Cohen, 1973) are among the proxies used for 

attributing a member’s task competence. Status serves as a cue for whom to turn for a 

particular information if a person needs to know something (Eisenhardt, 1989). 
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As diversity-inferred status configurations are established on the differences between 

group member’s characteristics (Berger et al., 1972), social categorization processes are likely 

to shape the status configuration and hence precede status-related processes. Status 

attributions are, according to impression formation (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990), based on a 

person’s social category membership and on individuating information. Consequently, social 

categorization is a primary determinant of obtaining a high- or low-status position in teams 

(Hornsey & Hogg, 2002;Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and majority groups tend to have a higher 

status than minority groups (van Dijk & van Engen, 2013). As the input of persons with a low 

status are taken less seriously (Rudman, 1998), this is likely to lead to an unequal elaboration 

of propositions of minority and majority group members, which is likely to decrease team 

performance. This is in line with power asymmetries between populations of different status 

within an organization, where “different” is often associated with devaluation (Gutiérrez 

Rodríguez, 2003). 

As people tend to dislike dissimilar others, diversity is likely to influence affective 

reactions like commitment, cohesion, and satisfaction (Pfeffer, 1983; van Knippenberg et al., 

2004). How individuals feel about themselves and other members of the team, how they 

communicate within the team and across team boundaries or how they distribute resources 

among team members (Jackson, 1996) are frequently investigated consequences of diversity. 

Furthermore, diversity, e.g. in terms of age or ethnicity, tends to have a negative effect on 

social integration, communication and conflict (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Most studies on 

diversity consequences focused on the influence of diversity on affective and social processes, 

while social processes in turn were assumed to provide the explanations for the effects of 

diversity on team and or organizational performance (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003).  

To find a cohesive pattern of diversity consequences, many different approaches 

evolved. Early research thought demographic and deep-level diversity to be inherently 

unfavorable (Price et al., 2002; Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008, see McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1990 
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for an exception), whereas informational and task-related diversity were thought to be 

inherently favorable (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Meyer & Scholl, 2009). Others thought of 

objective diversity to have beneficial as well as detrimental consequences (van Knippenberg 

et al., 2004; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) while perceived diversity is assumed to have 

negative consequences (Harrison et al., 2002; Liao, Chuang, & Joshi, 2008; Zellmer-

Bruhn et al.,2008). This assumption makes it difficult to reconcile research on objective and 

subjective diversity with each other and challenges the “business case for diversity”, which 

states that diversity can be beneficial for work units (van Dijk & van Engen, 2013). 

Furthermore, this theoretical distinction into inherently “good” and “bad” types of 

diversity was not supported empirically (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), as results were often 

mixed or led to a null relationship between diversity and team outcomes (Horwitz & Horwitz, 

2007). As a consequence, van Knippenberg et al. (2004) developed the Categorization-

Elaboration Model (CEM) of group performance, which can explain positive and negative 

consequences for all types of diversity and thus reconciles already existing models: the 

information/decision-making or integration-and-learning perspective (Ely & Thomas, 2001), 

and the social identity approach, which evolved of the social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 

1986) and the self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987). These approaches are central 

for explaining human behavior in organizations (Haslam, 2004). Therefore, diversity can 

increase group performance by increasing the elaboration of task relevant information and 

perspectives (information/decision making perspective), if it does not lead to social 

categorizations (social identity approach) (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The extent to which 

observed similarities and differences between people or their actions are perceived as 

correlated with a division into social categories is one precondition for the salience of social 

categories (Oakes et al., 1991; Turner et al., 1987), which are likely to lead to intergroup bias. 

Furthermore, a key condition of the effects of diversity and for the functioning of 

diverse teams is whether the team members recognize the objective differences and with what 
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type of mindset they perceive it (Goncalo, Chatman, Duguid, & Kennedy, 2015; Harrison et 

al., 2002; Hentschel et al., 2013; Homan et al., 2008; Kooij-de Bode, van Knippenberg, & van 

Ginkel, 2008; van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Homan, 2013; Wegge et al., 2012). A mindset 

that is likely to lead to positive outcomes if diversity is salient for team members, are diversity 

beliefs (Stegmann, 2011; van Knippenberg et al., 2004), which we will outline in the 

following. 

7.2.3. Diversity beliefs 

People think differently about diversity. Some may prefer to work with people who are 

like themselves, while others see an advantage in working with people that differ from 

themselves. This idea was introduced to diversity research under different names, such as 

openness to diversity (Mitchell, Nicholas, & Boyle, 2009), diversity perspectives (Ely & 

Thomas, 2001) or diversity beliefs (van Dick et al., 2008). Diversity beliefs are defined as 

“the beliefs individuals hold about how group composition affects work group functioning, 

i.e., whether individuals perceive diversity as beneficial, detrimental or neutral for the group 

functioning” (van Dick, van Knippenberg, Hagele, Guillaume, & Brodbeck, 2008, p. 1467).  

Even though there are several components beyond the control of an individual trainee, 

like organizational factors or societal attitudes and values (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000), 

how they think about diversity is under their control (Combs & Luthans, 2007). Building on 

the Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) and subsequent research 

(van Dick & Stegmann, 2016; van Dick et al., 2008), we assume that diversity beliefs are the 

key for unlocking the potential of diversity. If people assume that diversity is good for their 

team, they value diversity within their team, and potentially threatening relations between 

subgroups can be replaced by productive and meaningful relations (van Dick & Stegmann, 

2016).  

A positive attitude towards diversity facilitates overcoming the challenges of 

perceived diversity (Hentschel et al., 2013; van Dick et al., 2008), tends to increase positive 



                                                                                                When Diversity is Something New    

129 

outcomes, like performance in diverse groups (Homan et al., 2008, 2007a; Meyer & 

Schermuly, 2012; Nakui et al., 2011; van Dick et al., 2008), and tends to lessen the impact of 

possible negative consequences of diversity (Stegmann & van Dick, 2009; van Knippenberg 

& Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2007). A representative survey (Wolf & Van Dick, 

2008) among German citizens showed that people expressing diversity beliefs toward 

foreigners held more contact to foreigners and expressed less xenophobia. Moreover, a meta-

analysis (Stegmann, 2011) showed that diversity is in most cases associated with better team 

results, if team members held diversity beliefs. 

Furthermore, individuals holding diversity beliefs are likely to prefer heterogeneous 

groups over homogeneous groups, as they believe that diversity is good for group 

performance (van Dick et al., 2008; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Based on an individual’s 

diversity beliefs, team members are likely to perceive team composition differently (Homan et 

al., 2010) and the outcomes of the differently perceived diversity are likely to differ as well 

(Meyer et al., 2011; van Dick et al., 2008): Diversity beliefs and a pro-diversity culture result 

in positive outcomes. While the intention per se will not always lead to the desired outcomes, 

it is still a very promising approach (Kanning, 2016). Concerning a certain attribute, every 

person is in the majority at one time and outnumbered at another time; therefore, it is 

important for each and every person to live in a climate that is characterized by tolerance and 

appreciation of diversity (Kanning, 2016). 

Although diversity beliefs have similar effects like the personality trait openness to 

experiences (Homan et al., 2008), we predict diversity beliefs to be continent on stereotypes, 

prior experience and expectations (van Knippenberg et al., 2007), which would allow them to 

change over time, as the individuals’ experiences concerning group diversity change over 

time (Meyer et al., 2010). This reasoning is in line with findings that diversity beliefs are not 

necessarily static (Phillips & Lount, 2007) and with work on successful manipulation of 
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diversity beliefs, that also showed that diversity beliefs are beneficial for team performance 

(Homan et al., 2007a; Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007b). 

Diversity self-efficacy as a predictor for diversity beliefs. Following the definition 

of general self-efficacy, that is defined as the expectation of personal efficacy, or more 

precisely to what extent a person believes that their own behavior positively influences the 

outcome of an unknown or difficult situation (Bandura, 1977; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995), 

we define diversity self-efficacy as the extent to which a person believes that their own 

behavior positively influences the outcome of interacting with a person that is perceived to be 

different from self. 

Self-efficacy with regard to an activity tends to be positively correlated with the liking 

of the respective activity (Bruning, Dempsey, Kauffman, McKim, & Zumbrunn, 2013), which 

seems to be especially true for majority group members (Otunuku & Brown, 2007). 

Moreover, a recent study showed that teachers’ self-efficacy concerning teaching-strategies 

correlated positively with liking of the pupils and that self-efficacy predicted the affiliation 

towards the children (Demirtaş, 2018). Following this reasoning, we thus propose that 

diversity self-efficacy, that is self-efficacy concerning handling strategies for diversity, is 

associated with the liking of diversity, hence diversity beliefs.  

Furthermore, self-efficacy positively influences the length of time that people are 

willing to preserve in trying to achieve a goal through difficulties and obstacles (Locke & 

Latham, 1990; Wood & Bandura, 1989). Applied to diversity self-efficacy, we propose that 

the tenacity concerning interacting with diverse others enables those high in diversity self-

efficacy to overcome possible difficulties interlinked with diversity and to discover the 

positive aspects of diversity, which we predict to increase diversity beliefs. Additionally, self-

efficacy is crucial in achieving training objectives and for transferring the knowledge and 

behavior back to the job (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000; Schwoerer, May, Hollensbe, & 

Mencl, 2005; Wood & Bandura, 1989). Consequently, we predict diversity self-efficacy to 
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enhance learning about the positive consequences of diversity in a diversity training, which is 

in line with finding of a meta-analysis (Colquitt et al., 2000), proposing that self-efficacy 

plays a dual role: it is both an outcome, and an antecedent of training motivation, which 

should enhance training outcomes, which, in our case, are diversity beliefs. Hence, we 

propose: 

H1: Diversity self-efficacy is positively associated with diversity beliefs. 

7.2.4. Diversity trainings 

Diversity trainings are the most widely used organizational workplace diversity 

initiative (Roberson, Kulik, & Pepper, 2003). Many organizations provide diversity trainings 

for their employees to build skills of the associates that are necessary to make use of diversity 

(Bezrukova et al., 2012; Kulik & Roberson, 2008), thereby acknowledging the benefits as 

well as the challenges of diversity (Anand & Winters, 2008). 

Even though many publications address diversity trainings, only relatively little 

research attention has been dedicated to scientifically measuring the effectiveness of diversity 

training activities (Comer & Soliman, 1996; Holladay et al., 2003; Roberson et al., 2001; 

Wiethoff, 2004).  

This is problematic, as poorly designed and poorly managed diversity programs can 

cause more harm than good (Chrobot-Mason & Ruderman, 2004; Kutzner, 2016b). Poorly 

designed approaches are risky, as they often lead to unquestioned reproduction of stereotypes 

and reduce people to a certain social group, of which certain attitudes are expected (Kutzner, 

2016b). Communication about differences can lead to intergroup bias and stereotyping, as 

well as to more understanding and valuing of diversity (Dover et al., 2019; Gröschke, 2015). 

Furthermore, diversity trainings can lead to defensive and resistance reaction, especially 

among members of the group with the higher status or the majority, respectively (Dover et al., 

2019; Kidder, Lankau, Chrobot‐Mason, Mollica, & Friedman, 2004; Krings, Bollmann, & 
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Palazzo, 2009; Mobley & Payne, 1992; Plantenga, 2004). Therefore, a good design and 

subsequent evaluation of the training are indispensable. 

A review on diversity trainings (Bezrukova et al., 2012) showed that if trainings are 

evaluated, most of the evaluations examined short-term reactions (e.g. Holladay & Quinones, 

2005, 2008) and only a small percentage examined long-term reactions (e.g. De Meuse, 

Hostager, & O’Neill, 2007). Furthermore, diversity trainings are typically evaluated using 

trainees’ reactions to the training (Rynes & Rosen, 1995), thereby ignoring other outcomes, 

like attitudinal, cognitive and behavioral changes, that are expected from diversity training.  

Among diversity training scholars, there is a consensus about three main goals of 

diversity trainings (Chrobot-Mason & Quinones, 2002; Curtis & Dreachslin, 2008; Holladay 

& Quinones, 2005): First, they need to make employees aware of general bias and 

discrimination, so they can improve the work environment among all employees. Second, 

they should help trainees to acknowledge their own prejudices and biases and to subsequently 

generate coping strategies for dealing with them, to improve the nature of work relationships. 

And third, they should improve the organization’s performance by improving employee 

performance, by helping them to understand and feel the advantages of diversity and how to 

capitalize these advantages. 

In their meta-analysis, Beelmann and Heinemann (2014) showed that promotion of 

intergroup attitudes and prejudice prevention are possible in children and adolescents via 

psychological and educational training programs. These training programs primarily promote 

intergroup attitudes by influencing the negative emotions like intergroup threat or fear 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).  

In many societies around the world, different forms of negative intergroup attitudes, 

like prejudices, cause serious social problems. Even mild forms of them may cause intergroup 

bias. Contact hypothesis is one of the best supported theories, showing that the effects 

apparently hold for a variety of different situations, samples and settings (Allport, 1954; 
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Paluck & Green, 2009; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006): independent of age, type of attitudes, 

cultures and social conditions, trainings based on contact between members of different social 

groups seem to be of central value in influencing intergroup attitudes (Pettigrew & Tropp, 

2006). Interventions with direct contact and training in perspective taking/empathy tend to 

yield the highest effect sizes on both cognitive and behavioral measures of intergroup 

attitudes (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014). 

Besides reducing intergroup bias, individualization seems to be promising for 

improving relations in a diverse team: Individualization leads to the perception of others in 

their heterogeneity instead of the mere perception of distinct attributes or the reduction to a 

single attribute (Kanning, 2016; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Individuals always show 

several characteristics attributions (Krell, 2004) and they are also connected with apparently 

very diverse people in a number of ways (Vedder, 2006). Individualization should be helpful 

to find out about these shared characteristics. As diversity always includes both, differences 

and commonalities, it is the commonalities that bind together an organization’s or group’s 

people (Hansen, 2016). Focusing on commonalities or similarities can contribute to proactive 

behavior (Giessner, van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Sleebos, 2013), and a long-term 

acceptance of other groups will only succeed if trainings focus on exciting the search for 

similarities instead of stressing the differences between the different groups (Pittinsky, 2012). 

According to optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991), the feeling of inclusiveness 

develops, if people feel both that they belong to the team or respectively to the organization, 

and that they are accepted and valued in their individuality (Shore et al., 2011).  

In addition to training designs, individual and situational factors are likely to influence 

trainees’ transfer of training (Colquitt et al., 2000). Roberson, Kulik and Pepper (2001) 

showed that trainees with a limited amount of prior diversity training experience were 

unaffected by training group composition, while trainees with a great deal of prior experience 

in diversity trainings react more positively in groups that are homogeneous in racioethnicity 
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and nationality. Contrary, since interactions among similar individuals are generally viewed 

as more satisfying and rewarding than interactions among dissimilar individuals, 

homogeneous groups may offer greater intrinsic rewards to trainees (Triandis, Kurowski, & 

Gelfand, 1993). Furthermore, diversity trainings tend to be especially effective if people hold 

low diversity beliefs and if the trainees can use the training content in their work environment, 

i.e., if a team is diverse. If trainees on average hold favorable diversity beliefs, trainings tend 

to have less pronounced effects (Homan, Buengeler, Eckhoff, van Ginkel, & Voelpel, 2015). 

According to a meta-analysis on diversity trainings (Bezrukova et al., 2012), trainings 

tend to be especially effective if they take into account certain conditions: First, trainings 

should be conducted at the workplace, they should have an integrated context and should be 

mandatory. An integrated context means that the “training is conducted as part of a systematic 

and planned organizational development effort” (Bezrukova et al., 2012, p.222). And second, 

concerning the design of the trainings, the trainings should not only focus on one diverse 

group, but rather have an inclusive approach for diversity as a whole, so the training sends a 

message that everybody is included and therefore is likely to lead to a higher acceptance of all 

trainees. Furthermore, a multimethod approach is associated with more positive outcomes of 

diversity trainings, and a combination of awareness and behavior-based modules in the 

trainings also tend to be beneficial for the outcomes.  

As experiences in the context of a particular team shape the diversity beliefs of the 

team members, diversity beliefs have more explanatory power if the team persisted for a 

longer time (Meyer et al., 2010). Therefore, “[Diversity] training is a must” given that the 

workforce is becoming more diverse (Lai & Kleiner, 2001) and diversity training has a strong 

influence on employee productivity, skills and behaviors (Arthur, Bennett, Edens, & Bell, 

2003; Cocchiara, Connerley, & Bell, 2010). Focusing on diversity-related attitudes, thinking 

and perceptions is a promising approach, as they are influenceable to a certain degree 
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(Buengeler & Homan, 2015). This considerable body of theory and research leads us to 

propose: 

H2: Diversity trainings lead to an increase of diversity beliefs. 

Besides the influence of diversity trainings on diversity beliefs, we are also interested 

in the influence on diversity self-efficacy. The focus of many diversity initiatives in 

organizations is to influence thinking and attitudes of the employees, which are thought to 

lead to positive outcomes back at their workplace (Combs & Luthans, 2007). Many 

examinations of diversity trainings have focused on the design of the trainings (Holladay et 

al., 2003), on organizational justification (Kidder et al., 2004), on organizational context 

factors (Hanover & Cellar, 1998) or on attitudes toward training (De Meuse & Hostager, 

2001). But only few studies (see Combs & Luthans, 2007, for an execption) assessed the self-

regulatory and cognitive attributes of trainees, i.e. their self-efficacy, as a measure for the 

effectiveness of diversity trainings (Roberson et al., 2003). Although self-efficacy is an 

recognized psychological construct in general training literature (Mager, 1992), and is 

assumed to be relevant for diversity trainings as well, there is only very limited attention for it 

in diversity trainings (Combs & Luthans, 2007). We advocate that diversity self-efficacy is a 

self-regulating, cognitive attribute of trainees, that is likely to be usable to determine the 

effectiveness of diversity trainings (Combs & Luthans, 2007).  

As self-efficacy is domain specific, it measures the individuals’ beliefs that they can 

complete a certain task, rather than their belief that they can accomplish different tasks across 

a wide number of other behaviors (Bandura, 1977; Nelson, Poms, & Wolf, 2012). Therefore, 

we predict that a diversity training focusing on diversity topics is likely to enhance the 

diversity self-efficacy, rather than another form of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy has been argued 

to enhance desirable behavior in organizations (Luthans & Youssef, 2005; Mitchell & Palmer, 

2010), which is why we propose that the same should be true for the outcomes of a specific 

kind of self-efficacy, that is diversity self-efficacy. Enhancing or increasing efficacious beliefs 
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in individuals is one way of supporting the management of diversity (Combs, 2002; Combs & 

Luthans, 2007). 

Diversity trainings are likely to increase team members’ effectiveness in dealing with 

diverse others by means of experiences and verbal persuasion (Bandura, 1997; Salas, 

Tannenbaum, Kraiger, & Smith-Jentsch, 2012). Trainings can provide recognized means for 

increasing efficacy, like direct experience and vicarious learning experiences (Bandura, 

1997). By completing case studies or working on scenarios, trainees have the opportunity to 

practice behavior, albeit in a “safe” environment (Nelson et al., 2012). By focusing on issues 

that trainees actually deal with in their work environment, the realism of the training modules 

can be improved (Nelson et al., 2012). Moreover, seeing people, like a trainer or other 

members of one’s own team, effectively handle diversity issues, is also likely to help develop 

own efficacy-beliefs. Experience in dealing with diversity issues should enhance diversity 

self-efficacy, as experience is a major tool for developing efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). 

Therefore, trainees that took part in a diversity training with the possibility to gain experience 

in handling diversity are likely to have increased efficacy beliefs (Nelson et al., 2012). 

 Furthermore, a training focusing on diversity self-efficacy led to an increase in 

diversity self-efficacy (Combs & Luthans, 2007) and further research has stated that diversity 

trainings are associated with higher “diversity efficacy beliefs” (Nelson et al., 2012). 

Therefore, we predict: 

H3: Diversity trainings lead to an increase in diversity self-efficacy. 

7.3. Methods 

7.3.1. Participants 

The study was conducted at a car manufacturer in Saxony. All trainees of three 

consecutive apprenticeship years had the possibility to take part in the interventions. In total 

N=135 trainees took part in at least one offered intervention. Of these, 8 were excluded from 

the analyses due to missing data. The resulting sample consisted thus of N = 127 trainees 
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(22.83 % female, 46.46% older than 18 years at the beginning of their vocational training, 

59.06% lower secondary school leaving certificate or General Certificate of Secondary 

Education, 40.94 % advanced technical college entrance qualification or subject-related 

entrance qualification or General Certificate of Education. The sample was composed of 

production mechanics (29.92 %), auto mechanics (16.54 %), mechatronics engineers (23.62 

%), IT specialists (3.15%) and industry mechanics (26.77 %)). Overall, 91.34 % of the 

participants were German, 4.72% were from Syria, 1.57 % were from Eritrea, 1.57 % from 

Iran and 0.79 % from Afghanistan. Furthermore, among the 127 trainees that took part in the 

trainings, three people were deaf. 

These three groups differed from former trainees that were trained in recent years at 

the car manufacturer for several reasons: a former quite homogeneous group of trainees then 

also contained an increased share of refugees and deaf apprentices. 

7.3.2. German vocational training system 

The German vocational education and training system is also known as the dual 

training system. It is highly recognized worldwide due to its combination of theory and 

training, which is embedded in a real-life work environment (Federal Ministry of Education 

and Research, 2015). Trainees in the dual system either spend a part of each week at a 

vocational school and the other part at their company, or they spend longer periods at each 

place before altering. In total, the dual training usually lasts two to three-and-a-half years, 

whereby the trainees spend approximately 70 % of their time in the company and the other 

30 % at school. Training, testing, and certificates are standardized in all industries throughout 

the country, so the training does not depend on the company or the federal state. This eases 

the assessment of employers about what an individual knows and is able to do. In Germany, 

there are currently around 330 occupations that require a formal training. The dual training 

scheme is well appreciated by companies, which often think of it to be the best form of 

personnel recruitment (Federal Ministry of Education and Research, 2018).  
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7.3.3. Interventions 

Although an “off the shelf” packages might be tempting from an economic aspect for 

employers wishing to delegate diversity work, it can sharply diminish the training’s ability to 

promote substantial organizational change (Bendick, Egan, & Lofhjelm, 2001). 

Trainings based on direct contact, combined with social-cognitive training programs 

designed to promote empathy and perspective taking, show the strongest effect sizes 

(Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014). Diversity in our diversity training program was, in 

accordance with the recommendations of many diversity trainers and meta-analytical findings 

(Bezrukova et al., 2012; Mobley & Payne, 1992; Thomas, 1994) broadly defined to include 

both visible (e.g. gender, ethnicity, age) and less visible characteristics (e.g. personality, 

religion, work style).  

Trainees’ knowledge about diversity is an important individual variable that has been 

found to interact with training methods and to affect outcomes (Tobias, 1987). If trainees 

have, as in our case, little exposure to diversity issues, they are likely to be at very early stages 

of diversity competence. In this early stage, trainings focusing on raising awareness are most 

effective (Landis & Bhagat, 1996) and the learning process may be facilitated by a 

heterogeneous training group. Meeting members of different groups face-to-face is a potent 

technique for countering stereotypes (Rossett & Bickham, 1994).  

As diversity is a complex competency, diversity learning should begin with 

“elementary concepts and move on to increasingly more difficult material” (Anand & 

Winters, 2008). Consequently, our diversity training program emphasizes continuous skill 

development among trainees (Hatala & Gumm, 2006). Furthermore, as diversity trainings 

seem to yield more and more generalized positive outcomes if the methods include different 

approaches (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014), like active and passive elements (e.g. watching 

a short film) (Kalinoski et al., 2013), we included different methods in our trainings. 
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The interventions are theoretically based on the meta-analytic findings of Bezrukova, 

Jehn and Spell (2012) as well as on intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954) . Therefore, 

the trainings were, at least partly, held at the apprentices’ workplace, they were integrated in 

their vocational training and had an inclusive focus. Furthermore, they included a 

combination of awareness and behavior components and were trained with different methods. 

Concerning the outcomes, we focused on affective and attitudinal learning, as well as on 

reactions toward diversity and behavioral learning (Bezrukova et al., 2012).  

The interventions can be seen as belonging to three modules. The first module consists 

of a trainee camp: All apprentices spend their first week of apprenticeship together at a kind 

of youth center. The aim of this module is to stimulate contact among all apprentices, so they 

can recognize the diversity dimensions of the team and find similarities that they share with 

their team members. In a playful manner the apprentices learn to take perspectives of diverse 

others. By doing so, the apprentices are sensitized for diversity. 

A team training represents the second module. In this training, the apprentices gain a 

deeper consciousness and understanding about diversity and the consequences of diversity. 

Through various games, the apprentices become aware of their own stereotypical patterns of 

thinking and behaving, and they compare their self-image, and the image others have of them. 

They gain insights in how they come across, they critically reflect their own behavior, and 

they are again trained in critical, but playful, perspective taking. At the end of this one-day 

workshop, the apprentices discuss the benefits of teamwork and of diverse teams, which they 

subsequently illustrate in a creative way.  

After these two rather isolated interventions, the apprentices are asked to work on 

different tasks and projects in diverse teams throughout their entire apprenticeship. This can 

facilitate the contact and exchange of all apprentices. While working together with diverse 

others, they are supposed to increase their knowledge about their colleagues and about the 

diversity in their teams. It is also likely to promote their curiosity regarding diversity. As the 
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projects are designed in a way to promote the exchange of different perspectives, the 

apprentices are expected experience and recognize the value of diversity. We focused on 

contact between all trainees, so we expected, according to Allport’s (1954) contact 

hypothesis, reduced prejudices and more positive intergroup relations. As the contact 

hypothesis has been extensively tested in various fields (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2005), it seems 

promising for the trainees as well. Intergroup contact generally reduces prejudice, both in the 

context of intercultural contact and contact between other types of groups (Pettigrew, 1998; 

Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Even though Allport proposed some likely boundary conditions of 

contact effect, like equal status or common goals, a meta-analysis by Pettigrew and Tropp 

(2006) demonstrated, that these conditions may be facilitating, but are not essential for the 

benefits of intergroup contact. 

7.3.4. Measures 

To evaluate the effect of these modules, each apprentice completes questionnaires at 

the beginning and at the end of each module. All items were on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging 

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).  

The apprentices who started their apprenticeship in 2016 work as a control group. 

They also complete the same questionnaires at the same time as the apprentices that started 

from 2017, but they didn’t participate in any intervention. This research design allows us to 

comprehend whether a change in the data is due to a particular intervention or, for example, to 

the time. 

As the use of the alpha coefficient as exclusive measure of scale reliability has 

recently faced some critiques, we also computed the Revelle’s omega total (McNeish, 2018), 

which we will report additionally to the alpha coefficient. 

Diversity beliefs. The individual diversity beliefs of the trainees were measured with 

the attitudes toward diverse workgroups scale (ADWS, Nakui, Paulus, & Van der Zee, 2011). 

The original English version of the ADWS was translated into German for the purpose of the 
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present study. The ADWS is a 17-item scale that consists of statements expressing a positive 

or negative attitude towards diversity. Sample items of the ADWS are “I prefer to socialize 

with people from my own ethnic group” or “differences in political ideology within groups 

can stimulate one’s thinking”. The scale showed an internal consistency of α = .74 to α = .85 

or ωRT = .80, to ωRT = .90, respectively, depending on the time of measurement. The 

coefficients indicate good consistency. 

Diversity self-efficacy: Following Bandura’s reasoning that “an efficacy belief is not 

a decontextualized trait” (Bandura, 1997, p.42), we used a specific measurement for the 

present situation and context of diversity (Combs & Luthans, 2007). Therefore, diversity self-

efficacy was measured with 3 items that the authors adapted for the special circumstances at 

the automotive manufacturer. The items were “Dealing with persons who differ from me, I 

can rely on my own abilities”, “If I don’t speak the same language as another person, I can 

still communicate quite well by using gestures and hand signs” and “I know, that I can 

communicate important thing to my counterpart without using words”. The scale showed an 

internal consistency of α = .63 to α = .70 or ωRT =. 67, to ωRT =. 75, respectively, depending 

on the time of measurement. The coefficients indicate acceptable consistency. 

Control variables. Diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy are complex 

phenomena with several contributing demographic, personality- and team-related factors. 

Therefore, we included several other variables at the individual level that can affect individual 

diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy.  

Openness to experience. Openness to experience has been shown to have similar 

effects as diversity beliefs (Homan et al., 2008). In contrast to diversity beliefs, which are 

contingent on stereotypes, expectations and prior experiences, openness to experience is 

understood to be a personality trait and thus relatively stable over time (van Knippenberg, 

Haslam, & Platow, 2007). People with high scores on openness are attracted to new 

experiences (Mondak et al., 2010), prefer diversity and are less prone to stereotypical thinking 
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(Alford & Hibbing, 2007; Carney et al., 2008; Cooper et al., 2013; Dinesen et al., 2014; 

Gallego & Pardos-Prado, 2014; Mondak & Halperin, 2008; Schoen & Schumann, 2007; 

Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Past research has shown that Whites scoring high on openness for 

experience showed more positive reactions toward Blacks (Flynn, 2005). Furthermore, 

performance of teams in which gender differences are salient seems to be affected by its 

members’ openness to experience (Homan et al., 2008), and people that are open for 

experience are open-minded (Barrick & Mount, 1991) and have a predisposition for divergent 

thinking (McCrae, 1987). Open persons are likely to seek contact with diverse others as they 

are keen on learning about their values etc., which in turn is likely to enhance their positive 

attitude toward equal opportunities for diverse others (Ackermann & Ackermann, 2015), as 

predicted by the contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954). By interacting with diverse others, we 

assume that their diversity self-efficacy will increase. Moreover, individuals who score high 

on openness for experience tend to have positive attitudes toward various cultural 

perspectives (van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, 2000), and a positive attitude towards diverse 

others (Dinesen et al., 2014). Contact with diverse others should also enhance diversity self-

efficacy, as people learn how to interact by doing so, and the higher competence should 

increase diversity self-efficacy. Therefore, we included openness for experience as control 

variable in our models. 

Openness for experience was measured with five items from the short form of the Big 

Five Inventory (BFI-K) by Rammstedt & John (2005). Example items are “I see myself as 

someone who is ingenious, a deep thinker” and “I see myself as someone who has an active 

imagination”. The scale showed an internal consistency of α = .69 or ωRT =. 82 respectively. 

The coefficients indicate acceptable to good consistency. 

Extraversion. Extraversion reflects a positive disposition towards interacting with a 

broad range of people in various contexts (Nakui et al., 2011). It reflects the tendency to be 

active, assertive and sociable (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Due to their sociability, we expect 
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extroverted persons to have positive attitudes towards diverse others (Ackermann & 

Ackermann, 2015); as a diverse team is likely to bring extroverted persons in contact with 

their diverse colleagues, we predict, building on the contact hypothesis, that prejudices can be 

reduced, thereby promoting a positive attitude towards diversity (Ackermann & Ackermann, 

2015). Moreover, we assume that extroverted people will, while interacting with diverse 

others, learn how to best interact with them, thereby increasing their diversity self-efficacy. 

Furthermore, extraversion has been shown to be of particular relevance in work settings 

requiring social interaction (Barrick & Mount, 1991) and has been found to be associated with 

championing diversity, which implies that people high on extraversion tend to promote 

diversity (Cunningham & Sartore, 2010). Moreover, extraversion was found to positively 

influence diversity beliefs and the attitude towards diverse others (Dinesen et al., 2014; 

Gallego & Pardos-Prado, 2014; Rafi, Abuzar, Jafri, & Ashraf, 2012; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). 

Therefore, we included extraversion as control variable in our models.  

 Extraversion was measured with four items from the BFI-K. Example items are “I see 

myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable” and “I see myself as someone who is 

reserved”. The scale showed an internal consistency of α = .76 or ωRT = .84, respectively. The 

coefficients indicate acceptable to good consistency. 

Agreeableness. Agreeableness also reflects a positive disposition towards interacting 

with a broad range of people in various contexts (Nakui et al., 2011). Agreeable people tend 

to be altruistic and sympathetic (John & Srivastava, 1999), they are eager to cooperate, avoid 

conflicts (Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling, 2011; McCrae & Costa, 2003), and reject 

prejudices (Carney et al., 2008; Dinesen et al., 2014; Gallego & Pardos-Prado, 2014; Schoen 

& Schumann, 2007; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008; Vecchione & Caprara, 2009). Being in a diverse 

team, agreeable individuals are likely to try to establish good relationships with their 

colleagues, and these encounters should, relying on contact hypothesis, strengthen their 

positive towards diverse others (Ackermann & Ackermann, 2015). By interacting with diverse 
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others, they are likely to enhance their competency in interacting with them, thereby 

enhancing their diversity self-efficacy. Particularly due to their warm nature, we assume 

agreeable persons to favor equal opportunities for all people (Ackermann & Ackermann, 

2015), which we assume to also include own efforts to learn how to best interact with them, 

thereby increasing their own diversity competency and self-efficacy. Moreover, agreeable 

people tend to have higher diversity beliefs and a more positive attitude towards diversity 

(Dinesen et al., 2014; Rafi et al., 2012). Therefore, agreeableness was included as a control 

variable in our models. 

Agreeableness was measured with four items from the BFI-K. Example items are “I 

see myself as someone who can be cold and aloof” and “I see myself as someone who is 

generally trusting”. The scale showed an internal consistency of α = .66 or ωRT = .53, 

respectively. The coefficients indicate acceptable consistency. 

Right wing authoritarianism. Authoritarianism is one of the most important 

predictors of prejudices and discriminative behavior towards different social groups 

(Altemeyer, 1996). Research on authoritarianism focusses on behavior towards outgroups, i.e. 

different types of right-wing extremism, anti-Semitism, homophobia and all other types of 

group-related misanthropy (Heitmeyer, 2002). Authoritarian patterns of attitudes explain the 

connection between perceived outgroup threat and behavior towards this outgroup (Duckitt, 

2001). The threat component is especially problematic for authoritarian people, as they react 

with devaluation and discrimination towards the groups that potentially pose a threat (Duckitt, 

2001).  

Early research (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950) confirmed the 

connection between authoritarianism and discriminating attitudes towards outgroups, which 

was approved by more recent studies (Roets, Au, & Van Hiel, 2015). Prejudices and 

intolerance are influenced by right-wing authoritarianism (Dinesen et al., 2014). People 

expressing prejudices towards one outgroup tend to be prejudiced towards many other 
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outgroups as well (Adorno et al., 1950; Bäckström & Björklund, 2007). We assume that 

people high on right-wing authoritarianism and low in diversity beliefs will also have a low 

diversity self-efficacy: not believing in the positive aspects of diversity, they should be 

unlikely to be willing to interact with diverse others, thereby missing the chance to enhance 

their diversity competency and their diversity self-efficacy.  

Counterintuitive, contact effects are weaker or nonsignificant for people low in right 

wing authoritarianism (RWA; Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; Hodson, Harry, & Mitchell, 2009), 

but are likely to be especially effective for people high in RWA. This is counterintuitive 

because people high in RWA are predisposed towards being prejudiced against numerous 

outgroups (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; van Hiel, 

Pandelaere, & Duriez, 2004; Webster & Kruglanski, 1997). We predict that right wing 

authoritarianism influences diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy, and therefore include 

it in our control variables. 

Right wing authoritarianism was measured with the short scale for Authoritarianism 

(KSA-3; Beierlein et al., 2012). Sample items for the KSA-3 are “We need strong leaders, so 

we can safely live in society” and “People should leave important decisions in society to 

leaders”. The scale showed an internal consistency of α = .74 to α = .81 or ωRT = .85, to 

ωRT = .89, respectively, depending on the time of measurement. The coefficients indicate 

good consistency. 

Perceived team diversity. A one-dimensional measurement of diversity does not meet 

the many faces of diversity (Hossiep & Weiß, 2016). Team members take different roles not 

only because of their professional qualification, but also because of their personality. This 

kind of diversity is necessary to work successfully together in a team (Belbin, 1993). 

Although personal impressions and experiences are subjective and therefore not suitable for 

measuring diversity, it still are our impressions that influence our behavior and that determine 
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whether we cooperate with our fellow human being or whether we withdraw into private life 

(Koopmans & Schaeffer, 2016). 

The literature concerning perceived diversity offers various definitions and is 

inconsistent in how broad or narrow perceived diversity is defined (Huang & Iun, 2006; 

Shrivastava & Gregory, 2009; Turban, Dougherty, & Lee, 2002), or sometimes doesn’t offer 

an explicit definition (Campion, Papper, & Medsker, 1996). Furthermore, some definitions of 

perceived diversity focus on the perception of differences (Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008) while 

others focus on the subjective meaning attached to this perception (Hentschel et al., 2013).  

In a review, Shemla, Meyer, Greer and Jehn (2014) developed a new taxonomy to 

clarify the meaning and measurement of perceived diversity. According to them, there are 

three different types of perceived diversity, namely perceived self-to-team dissimilarity, 

perceived subgroup splits and perceived group heterogeneity. While the former two have 

mostly linked to negative effects for individuals and groups, the last one seems to lead to 

much less negative or even positive consequences (Homan et al., 2008; Homan & Greer, 

2013; Shemla et al., 2014; Wegge & Shemla, 2017). Self-to-team dissimilarity is associated 

with relational demography studies (e.g. Guillaume, Brodbeck, & Riketta, 2012). Perceived 

group heterogeneity entails individuation of group members (Homan et al., 2010), which is 

likely to be beneficial for group outcomes, as it has the potential to spur the elaboration of 

task-relevant information and to reduce biases (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). But besides 

these positive effects, along with the individuation, there comes diverse expectations and 

social needs that need to be managed (Aladwani et al., 2000). 

If study participants are not limited to predefined categories, they are likely to describe 

their team differently, as perceived diversity can depend on the context, which is determined 

by the specificities of the perceiver and the situation (Meyer et al., 2011). Interestingly, 

perceptions of salient social categories differ significantly from the social categories that were 

most frequently employed in diversity research (Meyer et al., 2011). Perceived diversity 
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captures more aspects than mere objective differences, whereby the captured aspects are 

likely to differ (Meyer et al., 2011). Perceiving differences is important for shifting attention 

towards the objective or desired heterogeneity of the associates (Kutzner, 2016b). We assume 

that diversity needs to be perceived, so interacting with diverse others can, according to 

contact hypothesis, reduce prejudices and increase self-efficacy. If the apprentices do not have 

the possibility to try to interact with diverse others, they cannot train their skills in handling 

diverse others, therefore rendering it unlikely that the apprentices will increase their diversity 

self-efficacy. 

To have a clear distinction from the subjective evaluation of diversity, like it is 

reflected in constructs like diversity beliefs, we define perceived diversity “as the degree to 

which members are aware of one another’s differences as reflected in their internal mental 

representations of the unit’s composition” (Shemla et al., 2014, p. 91). Perceived diversity 

influences both group and individual outcomes (Shemla et al., 2014) and therefore is included 

as a control variable in our models. 

Perceived team diversity was measured with four items: “My training year is diverse”, 

“The members of my team differ from each other”, “The members of my team resemble one 

another” and “All in all, my training year consists of similar people”. The scale showed an 

internal consistency of α = .77 to α = 80. or ωRT = .86, to ωRT = .90, respectively, depending 

on the time of measurement. The coefficients indicate good consistency. 

Identification with one’s group. Collective team identification is the “psychological 

merging” of self and team, which induces team members to “perceive him- or herself as 

psychologically intertwined with the fate of the group” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 21). 

Collective team identification can help to engage in constructive interactions with diverse 

others (Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004) and determines whether team members will 

define themselves primarily as members of the same team over competing social categories 

(Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1995). The identification with a superordinate entity facilitates 
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collaboration among diverse team members and has the potential to lead to a constructive and 

cooperative working style that overcomes potentially disruptive effects of diversity (Wegge & 

Shemla, 2017), leading to more positive experiences within the team. Positive experiences 

with one’s own team lead to a higher team identification, which then results in a further 

increase in the diversity beliefs (Meyer et al., 2010). This means, that previous diversity 

beliefs and the actual experience in a diverse team shape diversity beliefs (Meyer et al., 2010). 

We assume that people identifying with their (diverse) group are more likely to also interact 

with their diverse colleagues, thereby enhancing their own diversity competency and self-

efficacy. As identification with the group has been shown to influence intergroup relations 

(van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003), we control for identification with the group.  

Identification with one’s own groups was measured with the item from the single-item 

social identification measure (SISI) “I identify with my group” (Postmes, Haslam, & Jans, 

2013). 

7.4.  Results 

7.4.1. Descriptive analysis  

We conducted correlation analyses on the level of each measurement point (Table 7 to 

Table 10). For the constant variables sex, age, education, extraversion, openness, and 

agreeableness, we found the following correlations: Sex was positively correlated with age, 

implying that the male trainees were older than the female trainees. Age was furthermore 

positively correlated with education, implying that older trainees held a higher school leaving 

certificate than younger trainees. Extraversion was positively interlinked with openness and 

agreeableness, implying that trainees with higher scores on one of the variables also had 

higher scores on the other. Agreeableness and openness were positively correlated as well. 

For the variables varying between the points of measurement, we found partially 

different patterns of correlation for the different points of measurement. At all points of 

measurement, there was a significant correlation between extraversion and diversity self-
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efficacy, between openness and both diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy, between 

agreeableness and diversity beliefs, between diversity beliefs and both diversity self-efficacy 

and team-diversity, and between diversity self-efficacy and team diversity. 

Sex, age, and education were negatively correlated with perceived team diversity only 

after the first training, but at no other point of measurement. Age and education were 

furthermore negatively correlated with diversity beliefs prior to the second training, but at no 

other point of measurement. Moreover, education was negatively correlated with right-wing 

authoritarianism and extraversion was positively correlated, both with diversity beliefs and 

perceived team-diversity, at the beginning of the vocational training/ prior to the first training, 

but at no other point of measurement. Prior to the second training, extraversion was positively 

correlated with identification with the team. 

At all points, except for after the second training, openness was positively correlated 

with identification with the team. Agreeableness was only positively correlated with 

perceived team diversity prior to the first training. Furthermore, agreeableness was positively 

correlated with identification with the group prior to the second training and negatively 

correlated with right wing authoritarianism both before and after the second training.  

Diversity beliefs were negatively correlated with right wing authoritarianism at all 

points of measurement except for prior to the second training. Furthermore, diversity beliefs 

were positively correlated with identification with the team at all points of measurement 

except for prior to the first training. Diversity self-efficacy was positively correlated with 

perceived team diversity at all points of measurement except for prior to the first training. 

Right wing authoritarianism was positively correlated with identification with the team 

prior to the first training and negatively correlated with perceived team diversity after the first 

training. And finally, after the second training, identification with the group and perceived 

team diversity were positively correlated. 
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We computed intraclass-coefficients (ICC) for the outcome variables for individuals. 

Diversity beliefs were non-independent within individuals, with ICC(1) = .49, 

F(126,330) = 4.47, p <.01, implying that the answers given by a trainee at different points of 

measurement did depend on one another. The same applies to diversity self-efficacy. Answers 

given by a trainee at different times of measurement were non-independent within individuals, 

with ICC(1) = .59, F(126, 329) = 6.07, p <.01. Individuals were also distinguishable from 

each other regarding diversity beliefs, ICC(2) = .78 and diversity self-efficacy, ICC(2) = .84. 
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7.4.2. Analytical approach 

Our data set was hierarchically organized, including two levels. Level 1, the lower 

level of analysis, comprised the individual opinions per time, which were clustered in 

individuals on the higher level (Level 2). This affects the data analysis, as the independency 

of the data is a prerequisite for many statistical procedures (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 

2003). If the data is nested, the independence assumption of the data is often violated (Geiser, 

2010). Due to the repeated measurement design, and to our expectation to reveal changes in 

the outcome variables not continuously but at certain points of time, and to include possible 

random effects within individuals, we decided for a mixed model approach, or, more 

precisely, for a discontinuous growth model with random intercept and random slope (Bliese 

& Lang, 2016). Discontinuous growth models are especially useful for answering relevant 

questions about discontinuous events, as they offer a high degree of specificity with respect to 

hypothesis generation and testing (Bliese & Lang, 2016). We used the lmerTest package 

(Kuznetsova, Brockhoff, & Christensen, 2017) for the R environment (R Development Core 

Team, 2017) for analyses. 

Prior to fitting the mixed models, we tested whether the outcome variables diversity 

beliefs and diversity self-efficacy differed significantly between male and female trainees, 

between younger and older trainees or between higher and lower educated trainees. There was 

no significant difference between male and female trainees, neither regarding diversity 

beliefs, p = .57, n.s., nor diversity self-efficacy, p = .67, n.s. Same applies for level of 

education and age.  

7.4.3. Hypotheses testing 

Prior to testing whether diversity self-efficacy and the diversity trainings influenced 

the diversity beliefs of the apprentices, we first tested whether the control variables alone have 

an impact on the diversity beliefs of the apprentices. For testing the effects of the control 

variables, we conducted a discontinuous growth model with random intercept and random 
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slope, containing the control variables age, sex, level of education, extraversion, 

agreeableness, openness for experience, right wing authoritarianism, identification with the 

team and perceived team diversity (Model 1, Table 11). Sex, age, level of education, as well 

as the personality traits extraversion, agreeableness and openness for experience are level 2 

variables, as they are not assumed to change between the different points of measurement and 

where therefore only measured at the beginning of vocational training. Right wing 

authoritarianism, identification with the team and perceived team-diversity were assumed to 

change over time and therefore we measured them on each point of measurement, on level 1. 

People holding a higher level of education held marginal lower diversity beliefs. 

Agreeableness and openness for experience, as well as identification with the team and 

perceived team diversity came along with higher diversity beliefs. Time and right-wing 

authoritarianism were associated with lower diversity beliefs. This model with only control 

variables could explain a reasonable amount of variance, Pseudo R2 = .230. 

In a next step, we tested whether diversity self-efficacy (Hypothesis 1) and the 

diversity trainings (Hypothesis 2) had an impact on the apprentices’ diversity beliefs. For this 

purpose, we conducted a discontinuous growth model with random intercept and random 

slope, containing the same control variables as model 1, as well as the level 1 predictors 

diversity self-efficacy, training 1 (camp) and training 2 (team-training). For the control 

variables, we found the same results as in model 1: People holding a higher level of education 

held marginal lower diversity beliefs. Agreeableness and openness for experience, as well as 

identification with the team and perceived team diversity came along with higher diversity 

beliefs. Time and right-wing authoritarianism were associated with lower diversity beliefs. 

Concerning the predictors diversity self-efficacy and diversity trainings, all these three 

predictors in model 2 (table 12) reached significance in the assumed way, thereby implying 

that both diversity self-efficacy, and the diversity trainings, were positively associated with 

diversity beliefs among the apprentices. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were therefore confirmed. This 
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model could explain more variance than the more parsimonious model, R2= .259, and 

examined a better fit as compared by AIC. 

Prior to testing hypothesis 3, namely that the trainings influenced diversity self-

efficacy among apprentices, we first tested whether the control variables had an impact on the 

apprentices’ diversity self-efficacy. For testing the effects of the control variables, we 

conducted a discontinuous growth model with random intercept and random slope, containing 

the control variables age, sex, level of education, extraversion, agreeableness, openness for 

experience, right wing authoritarianism, identification with the team and perceived team 

diversity (Model 3, Table 13).  

Extraversion and openness for experience, as well as identification with the team and 

perceived team diversity were positively associated with diversity self-efficacy, while right-

wing authoritarianism was marginally negatively associated with diversity self-efficacy. This 

model with only control variables could explain a reasonable amount of variance, Pseudo 

R2 = .268. 

In a next step, we tested whether the diversity trainings (Hypothesis 3) had an impact 

on the apprentices’ diversity self-efficacy. For this purpose, we conducted a discontinuous 

growth model with random intercept and random slope, containing the same control variables 

as model 3, as well as the level 1 predictors training 1 (camp) and training 2 (team-training), 

as seen in model 4 (table 14). For the control variables, we found the same pattern of results 

as in model 3: Extraversion and openness for experience, as well as identification with the 

team and perceived team diversity were positively associated with diversity self-efficacy, 

while right-wing authoritarianism was marginally negatively associated with diversity self-

efficacy. Concerning the predictors diversity training 1 (camp) and diversity training 2 (team-

training), we found mixed results: while the camp had a positive influence on the apprentices’ 

diversity self-efficacy, the team training failed to reach significance. Furthermore, the amount 

of variance explained was not higher than in the previous model, Pseudo R2 = .266, and had a 
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worse model fit, as compared by AIC and BIC, than the more parsimonious model 3. 

Therefore, hypothesis 3 was refuted.  

Table 11 

Discontinuous Growth Model Regressing Diversity Beliefs on Control Variables (N = 508 
Measurements on Level 1, N = 127 Individuals on Level 2) 

 
      B   SE (B)       ß       t 
Level 2 Fixed Effects 
(Individual) 

    

Sex 0.106 0.072 .095 1.479 
Age 0.060 0.097 .065 0.622 

Education -0.177 0.098 -.189 1.805† 

Extraversion 0.009 0.046 .014 0.205 
Agreeableness 0.092 0.046 .129 1.990* 

Openness 0.161 0.064 .163 2.502* 

Level 1 Fixed Effects 
(Time) 

    

Intercept 2.630 0.371 .000 7.085*** 

Time -0.073 0.017 -.156 4.425*** 
Right Wing 
Authoritarianism 

-0.182 0.038 -.245 4.767*** 

Identification with the 
Team 

0.080 0.023 .150 3.442*** 

Perceived Team-Diversity 0.114 0.028 .183 4.119*** 

AIC 324.625 

BIC 383.205 
Pseudo R2 .230 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, N = 127 apprentices who participated in 
trainings, Sex coded: 1 = female, 2 = male; Age coded: 1 ≤ 18 years old, 2 > 18 years 
old; Education coded: 1 = Lower secondary school leaving certificate or General 
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE), 2 = advanced technical college entrance 
qualification or subject-related entrance qualification or General Certificate of 
Education (GCE) A-levels. 
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Table 12 

Discontinuous Growth Model Regressing Diversity Beliefs on Predictors and Control 

Variables (N = 508 Measurements on Level 1, N = 127 Individuals on Level 2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       B   SE (B)       ß       t 
Level 2 Fixed Effects 
(Individual) 

    

Sex 0.116 0.072 .108 1.623 
Age 0.077 0.097 .077 0.794 

Education -0.176 0.097 -.179 1.811† 

Extraversion -0.029 0.047 -.024 0.604 
Agreeableness 0.098 0.046 .134 2.126* 

Openness 0.113 0.065 .090 1.725† 

Level 1 Fixed Effects 
(Time) 

    

Intercept 2.401 0.372 .000 6.454*** 

Time -0.184 0.036 -.609 5.123*** 
Right Wing 
Authoritarianism 

-0.166 0.037 -.196 4.431*** 

Identification with the 
Team 

0.058 0.023 .093 2.484* 

Perceived Team-Diversity 0.103 0.027 .176 3.791*** 

Diversity Self-Efficacy 0.138 0.039 .162 3.538*** 

Camp 0.199 0.069 .275 2.893** 
Team-Training 0.192 0.061 .303 3.140*** 

AIC 318.723 

BIC 388.971 

Pseudo R2 .259 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, N = 127 apprentices who participated in 
trainings, Sex coded: 1 = female, 2 = male; Age coded: 1 ≤ 18 years old, 2 > 18 years 
old; Education coded: 1 = Lower secondary school leaving certificate or General 
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE), 2 = Advanced technical college entrance 
qualification or subject-related entrance qualification or General Certificate of 
Education (GCE) A-levels. 
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Table 13 

Discontinuous Growth Model Regressing Diversity Self-Efficacy on Control Variables (N = 

508 Measurements on Level 1, N = 127 Individuals on Level 2) 

 

      B SE (B)   ß t 
Level 2 Fixed Effects 
(Individual) 

    

Sex -0.005 0.093 -.003 0.050 

Age -0.117 0.129 -.101 0.906 

Education 0.058 0.130 .050 0.450 

Extraversion 0.280 0.061 .322 4.586*** 
Agreeableness -0.035 0.062 -.039 0.569 

Openness 0.312 0.084 .252 3.720*** 

Level 1 Fixed Effects 
(Time) 

    

Intercept 1.386 0.480 .000 2.885*** 
Time 0.006 0.025 .010 0.237 

Right Wing 
Authoritarianism 

-0.095 0.050 -.102 1.886† 

Identification with the 
Team 

0.098 0.029 .145 3.320** 

Perceived Team-Diversity 0.101 0.036 .128 2.827** 

AIC 500.524  

BIC 559.064  
Pseudo R2 .268 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, N = 127 apprentices who participated in 
trainings, Sex coded: 1 = female, 2 = male; Age coded: 1 ≤ 18 years old, 2 > 18 years 
old; Education coded: 1 = Lower secondary school leaving certificate or General 
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE), 2 = Advanced technical college entrance 
qualification or subject-related entrance qualification or General Certificate of 
Education (GCE) A-levels. 
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Table 14 

Discontinuous Growth Model Regressing Diversity Self-Efficacy on Predictors and Control 

Variables (N = 508 Measurements on Level 1, N = 127 Individuals on Level 2) 

 

 

 

      B SE (B)   ß t 
Level 2 Fixed Effects 
(Individual) 

    

Sex 0.001 0.094 <.001 0.001 

Age -0.120 0.130 -.103 0.923 

Education 0.065 0.131 .055 0.498 

Extraversion 0.281 0.061 .323 4.576*** 
Agreeableness -0.032 0.062 -.036 0.522 

Openness 0.310 0.084 .251 3.686*** 

Level 1 Fixed Effects 
(Time) 

    

Intercept 1.301 0.484 .000 2.687** 
Time -0.041 0.045 -.068 0.898 

Right Wing 
Authoritarianism 

-0.087 0.051 -.093 1.712† 

Identification with the 
Team 

0.086 0.030 .128 2.878** 

Perceived Team-Diversity 0.098 0.036 .125 2.756** 

Camp 0.177 0.089 .095 1.975* 

Team-Training 0.053 0.072 .041 0.460 
AIC 507.2916  

BIC 573.6363  

Pseudo R2 .266 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, N = 127 apprentices who participated in 
trainings, Sex coded: 1 = female, 2 = male; Age coded: 1 ≤ 18 years old, 2 > 18 years 
old; Education coded: 1 = Lower secondary school leaving certificate or General 
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE), 2 = Advanced technical college entrance 
qualification or subject-related entrance qualification or General Certificate of 
Education (GCE) A-levels. 
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7.5. Discussion 

We examined how diversity self-efficacy and diversity trainings influence diversity 

beliefs of apprentices over a prolonged period and whether diversity self-efficacy was also 

affected by the diversity trainings. In partial support for our hypotheses, diversity self-efficacy 

and diversity trainings were associated with higher diversity beliefs among the apprentices, 

but diversity self-efficacy was not clearly associated with the diversity trainings. 

The relationship between contact and reduced prejudice is stronger for individuals with 

less favorable diversity beliefs compared to those already holding more positive diversity 

beliefs (Adesokan, Ullrich, van Dick, & Tropp, 2011; Homan et al., 2015). As the trainees 

already held quite positive diversity beliefs at the beginning of their vocational training, it was 

thus expectable that their diversity beliefs would not rise to a very great extent during their 

apprenticeship. As the influence of diversity trainings on attitudes is smaller than on 

knowledge or behavior (Kalinoski et al., 2013), and as diversity beliefs are attitudes, we are 

satisfied with the effects found.  

Furthermore, as the apprentices that took part in the trainings were in different 

professions, they did not come across each other very often during their vocational training. 

This limited the contact between refugees and deaf apprentices, which all were in the same 

profession, with the members of the other professions. Consequently, most apprentices did not 

have that many opportunities to interact with them, while the amount of interacting with 

diverse others influences the effects of diversity trainings (Homan et al., 2015; Jex & 

Gudanowski, 1992; Kalinoski et al., 2013). As our trainees were in an early stage of diversity 

competence, our trainings focused, as recommended by Landis and Bhagat (1996), on raising 

awareness. Therefore, a (more) heterogeneous group for all trainees might have facilitate the 

learning process (Landis & Bhagat, 1996), as meeting members of different groups face-to-

face is a potent technique for countering stereotypes (Rossett & Bickham, 1994). The rather 
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homogeneous groups are likely to have dampened the training effect, as they represent a lack 

of training applicability (Homan et al., 2015). 

Moreover, the trainings were not held by a direct executive of the apprentices, but by 

the first author of this paper. Trainings held by direct executives tend to have a higher impact 

on attitudes (Kalinoski et al., 2013). This might explain why diversity self-efficacy was only 

increased by one of the trainings, the camp: here, all apprentices came across each other and 

had a lot of possibilities to interact with diverse others, thereby realizing that they are able to 

handle them. In the team training, the apprentices were taking part with their own small 

group, which, from a demographic point of view, was sometimes quite homogeneous. 

Therefore, we assume that diversity self-efficacy is trainable, but needs a slightly different 

approach. 

Besides, we need to keep in mind the social occurrences in Saxony happening during 

the period of data collection: A far-right party, namely the Alternative for Germany 

(Alternative für Deutschland, AfD), managed to win more votes very fast from one 

parliamentary election to the next, with a proportion of second votes of 6.7 % in 2013 and a 

proportion of second votes of 27 % at the parliamentary election in 2017 (Der 

Bundeswahlleiter, 2017). Conceptualizing the votes for the AfD as a proxy for intergroup bias 

(Ehret et al., 2021), hence few diversity beliefs, we assume our results to be of high societal 

relevance: by enhancing apprentices to interact in a positive way with diverse others, we were 

able to get results that do not only stop the trend towards more intergroup bias, but even to 

enhance diversity beliefs. 

7.5.1. Implications for research 

Our findings contribute to research on diversity and diversity trainings in several 

ways. First, we showed that diversity trainings based on recommendations of meta-analytical 

research have an influence on diversity beliefs. This is especially important, as many trainings 
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in the market are neither based on psychological research nor evaluated according to their 

effectiveness.  

Second, we identify one of the predictors of diversity beliefs, which seems to be 

trainable: diversity self-efficacy. As relatively little is known about the origin of diversity 

beliefs (Meyer et al., 2010), we think that factors influencing diversity beliefs are of great use. 

As diversity self-efficacy had a strong influence on diversity beliefs, future research should 

find out more about it. The authors assume it to be likely that people that believe that they can 

handle specific diverse others, i.e., in our case deaf and refugee apprentices, score also higher 

on self-efficacy when it comes to cooperate with different diverse others. This reasoning is in 

line with the finding that people holding prejudices against one group are also more 

prejudiced against different other outgroups (Adorno et al., 1950; Bäckström & Björklund, 

2007. 

And third, we tackle one of the main problems concerning diversity research: The 

prevalent perception that teams and team processes are static. As a consequence, possible 

differences during a team’s lifetime are often not being considered (van Dijk et al., 2017). In 

the present research, we showed that team processes change over time and that they can be 

influenced by trainings. This implies that future research should consider possible changes in 

a team’s lifetime, which demands more research on longitudinal data.  

7.5.2. Practical implications 

First, given that the society and thus the workforce are getting more diverse (Ette, 

Dorbritz, & Sulak, 2014; Glebe & Thieme, 2001), the knowledge and experience how to deal 

with different others is getting more and more important. If companies train all their 

apprentices and allow them to increase their diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy 

through various trainings and exercises, they can take a big step up the ladder: Almost half of 

all adolescents of school leaving age complete dual vocational education and training. As two 

thirds of the apprentices remain at their training company (Federal Ministry of Education and 
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Research, 2018), a large proportion of new employees in the companies is attributable to the 

dual vocational education and training. So instead of worrying about skills shortage, 

companies should be more open towards groups that are up to now underrepresented in their 

company and support their then more diverse workforce with trainings. In this way, 

companies can not only avoid skill shortage, but also benefit from the improved performance 

that comes along with good working, diverse teams. 

Second, the emotions experienced in specific intergroup encounters can be important 

causes of individual’s general reaction to groups (Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1994; Esses, 

Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Jackson, 1996). Therefore, we assume that trainings in the work 

environment will also benefit society: If trainees experienced positive intergroup relations at 

work, their attitudes concerning different outgroups is likely to be more positive, leading to 

less intergroup bias in society and therefore to a better togetherness in society. 

Third, leaders are known to play a special role in the performance of diverse teams, as 

they are likely to be successful in establishing diversity beliefs among their team members 

(Cramton & Hinds, 2004; Homan et al., 2007a) and make use of the potential of diversity for 

the team outcomes (Kearney & Gebert, 2009). Transformational leaders are thought of to be 

especially beneficial in diverse teams, as they can help overcome the negative effects of 

diversity (Meyer et al., 2015), i.e. by providing specific guidelines for working together 

(Molleman, 2005; Rico et al., 2007). For a successful diversity management, a positive 

attitude towards diversity among executives and the organization is of particular importance 

(Buengeler & Homan, 2015; Lockwood, 2007). Therefore, on top of trainings for apprentices, 

a training for the respective executives should be considered for a lasting effect of the 

trainings. 

Fourth, an organization’s executive team needs to support the diversity trainings, as 

visible commitment of them is crucial (Lockwood, 2005; Felton-O’Brien, 2008). Positive 

diversity-related attitudes and ways of thinking among executives are important success 
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factors of diversity management (Buengeler & Homan, 2015), which can be seen as change 

management: organizational practices, that are often based on the hierarchization, exclusion 

and standardization processes, are queried (Acker, 2006). Recognizing and valuing diversity, 

established group norms lose their privileged role in the organization (Acker, 2006). 

Therefore, executive support for diversity as a learning opportunity rather than a management 

directive is crucial for an organizational context of diversity and inclusion (De Meuse et al., 

2007) 

Fifth, as diversity beliefs are interlinked with positive outcomes like increased team 

performance (Homan et al., 2007b; Stegmann, 2011; Stegmann & van Dick, 2009; van 

Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003), we can offer a justification of the dollar expenditure for 

employee training and development, which human resources professionals are continually 

requested (Holton et al., 2000).  

And finally, as we assume that diversity trainings are especially beneficial for people 

that can use the content of the diversity trainings in their work, as the trainings might backfire 

at those working in rather homogeneous teams (Homan et al., 2015), we recommend to offer 

diversity trainings especially for diverse groups.  

7.5.3. Limitations and outlook 

Our research is not without limitations. Although our sample consisted of trainees of five 

different professions, all trainees were trained in the technical field. As the trainings and 

exercises for diversity beliefs were designed for perspective taking, critical reflection etc. on a 

rather abstract level, we assume these trainings and results to be generalizable to other 

occupational fields and companies. 

Furthermore, we assume that the outcomes of the diversity trainings differ between the 

different groups as a consequence of the group’s diversity. As not all apprentices that took 

part in the trainings also had the change to interact with diverse others during their everyday 

life, they had less possibilities to even perceive diversity, and to try to handle it in a 
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subsequent step. Therefore, future research should examine the effects of diversity trainings 

for diverse and rather homogeneous groups. This was not possible in our sample, due to data 

protection regulations, which did not allow us to record which data corresponded to which 

group. 

And finally, we had no objective measure for evaluating the effects of the diversity 

trainings. Also due to data protection regulation, we had no possibility to record the behavior 

shown by the apprentices. I.e., we could not measure whether the apprentices communicated 

or interacted in another way more often with diverse others after the training than before the 

training. According to the survey data and the observations of the trainers, we did however 

influence both, diversity beliefs and diversity-related behavior.  
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8. Intrapersonal Diversity: We Like what we are 

Ehret, A.I., & Meyer, B. (2021). Unpublished Paper. Chemnitz University of Technology, Chemnitz, 
Germany. 
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Abstract 

Research on the consequences of diversity typically investigates differences between 

individuals (i.e., interpersonal diversity). We advocate supplementing this approach by 

investigating intrapersonal diversity, i.e., the variety of experiences within one person. While 

prior research on intrapersonal diversity has focussed almost exclusively on functional 

intrapersonal diversity, we extend the construct to include many aspects of life where 

individuals are likely to have different experiences. These include experiences related to work 

and education, to hobbies and activities, international experiences and the diversity of one’s 

close social friends and family. Furthermore, we advocate that intrapersonal diversity needs to 

be looked at on different levels. So far, the consequences of (functional) intrapersonal 

diversity have been investigated on the team level, conceptualizing it as an independent 

variable. We propose to examine the consequences of intrapersonal diversity on the individual 

level, conceptualizing it as a moderator variable within the Categorization-Elaboration Model. 

We empirically introduce the construct of intrapersonal diversity on the individual level, 

develop a corresponding measurement scale, and examine intrapersonal diversity’s 

nomological network by investigating its discriminant validity to openness to experience and 

diversity beliefs. In support of our hypotheses, intrapersonal diversity is positively correlated 

with openness to experience and diversity beliefs. Furthermore, an exploratory factor analysis 

confirmed that intrapersonal diversity, diversity beliefs and openness to experience are 

distinct constructs. In line with our reasoning, intrapersonal diversity and diversity beliefs 

were related, thereby shedding light on possible antecedents of diversity beliefs. We discuss 

theoretical implications and further potential applications of the construct. 

 

Keywords: Intrapersonal Diversity, Experiences, Individual Diversity, Diversity 

Beliefs, Openness to Experience, Categorization-Elaboration Model  

 



  Intrapersonal Diversity    

171 

8.1. Introduction  

“We are different. That’s what makes us the same” (Dero & Klumzy feat. MC Rene & 

David Sladek). 

The most common form of organizational collaboration are teams (Salas et al., 2008), 

the building blocks of modern organization (Mathieu et al., 2013). According to the input-

process-output (IPO) model, which represents the most dominant conceptual framework in 

team research (Ilgen et al., 2005; Salas et al., 2008), and its further developments, i.e. the 

input-mediator-output-input (IMOI) model (Ilgen et al., 2005) and the ABCDE model 

(Mathieu et al., 2019), diversity is a central input variable and has a considerable impact on 

team processes (Meyer, 2017), but the effects of team diversity are quite ambiguous (Horwitz 

& Horwitz, 2007; Thatcher et al., 2003; Webber & Donahue, 2001). 

As organizations are more and more seeking the benefits of diversity, especially of 

cognitive diversity, to solve complex problems that need different perspectives and 

knowledge bases (Uzzi, Mukherjee, Stringer, & Jones, 2013), employees need fundamental 

knowledge about other functions to efficiently use the resources of multi-disciplinary teams 

(Burke & Steensma, 1998). Especially in diverse teams, knowing how to interact with diverse 

people and how to handle diversity per se is a very important ability (Nakui et al., 2011). 

People differ in this ability, but in the field of organizational psychology, we only know very 

little about this construct (Homan et al., 2008). Prior research has established diversity beliefs 

(van Dick et al., 2008), openness to diversity (Mitchell et al., 2009), diversity perspectives 

(Ely & Thomas, 2001) and attitudes toward diverse workgroups (Nakui et al., 2011) as 

important factors contributing to reaping the benefits of diversity (Homan et al., 2008; Meyer 

et al., 2010; Nakui et al., 2011), which is of great interest, as teams are getting more and more 

diverse (Swiaczny, 2015; Triandis et al., 1993; van Knippenberg et al., 2007). Nevertheless, 

the antecedents of e.g. diversity beliefs are still rather unknown (Meyer et al., 2010). We 
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propose that an important antecedent of team members’ abilities to deal with diversity, 

namely team members’ intrapersonal diversity, is however missing from the picture.  

We define intrapersonal diversity as the diversity of experiences an individual has had 

in their life so far. Intrapersonal diversity is not just another psychological dimension that is 

not visible at first glance and in which people differ: We propose that intrapersonal diversity 

is a non-obvious individual level characteristic, that is related to diversity on the construct 

level, and therefore has, by definition, a substantial impact on diversity in teams. Intrapersonal 

diversity is, in our opinion, key for understanding the consequences of both demographic and 

psychological diversity attributes, that have already been examined.(Horwitz & Horwitz, 

2007; Thatcher et al., 2003). 

Intrapersonal diversity is not a new construct: it was first introduced by Bunderson and 

Sutcliffe (2002), but with a very narrow focus on functional diversity, only including an 

individual’s diverse experiences with regard to their job, representing a facet of diversity, 

whose consequences are supposed to be investigated on the team level. Building on this 

concept, Tasheva and Hillman (2019) proposed a theoretical model to predict team 

effectiveness, which  includes intrapersonal diversity besides interpersonal diversity as an 

independent variable. This more recent research defines intrapersonal diversity as a broad 

construct which goes beyond functional diversity, operating as an independent variable, with 

a very specific outcome on the team-level, that is team effectiveness. Intrapersonal diversity 

in this more recent paper is termed “personal range” and is supposed to have three sources, 

namely demographic diversity, social capital, and human capital. Human capital “refers to 

team members’ knowledge, skills, abilities and expertise” (Tasheva & Hillman, 2019, p. 748), 

while social capital refers to the resources an individual has due to their network and due to 

their position within this network (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Burt, 1992; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 

1998; Tasheva & Hillman, 2019). Demographic diversity is captured by attributes like gender, 

age and ethnicity, which are supposed to have an impact on an individual’s way of thinking 
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and acting (Hofstede, 1984; Tasheva & Hillman, 2019). All these three sources are supposed 

to either complement or substitute team diversity of the same type (human capital, social 

capital, or demographic diversity) for different low- or high-interdependence tasks. In sum, 

they define intrapersonal diversity, more specifically personal range, as an individual 

characteristic that is likely to interact with interpersonal diversity. In their theoretical analysis, 

the authors point out very relevant issues, like the need to consider both individual and team 

level aspects of diversity, which need to be conceptualized and operationalized to 

subsequently be tested empirically. With the present paper, we further elaborate on 

intrapersonal diversity and diversity as a multilevel construct and offer ways to operationalize 

broad intrapersonal diversity and empirically test its consequences. In line with Tasheva and 

Hillman (2019), we advocate that intrapersonal diversity is a construct that comprises more 

than just functional diversity: research on diversity in the work context shows that diversity is 

not only about work-related attributes, which influence how teams work, but that it is about 

bringing your whole self to work (McManus, 2019). All differences, also those without 

obvious connection to the work context, can have an impact on team processes. For example, 

differences directly connected to the task at hand, like type of training, seem to have only a 

slightly more positive effect on the task than differences without that direct link, like gender 

or age (Bowers et al., 2000; Dahlin et al., 2005). Furthermore, we advocate that intrapersonal 

diversity benefits of being investigated not only on the team level, but also on the individual 

level: representing the diversity of an individual’s experiences, intrapersonal diversity is 

likely to influence how an individual perceives and is able to handle diversity. Therefore, we 

propose that intrapersonal diversity, as we introduce it, has the potential to contribute to 

diversity research, but not as an independent variable as it was introduced by Bunderson and 

Sutcliffe (2002) or defined by Tasheva and Hillman (2019), but as a moderator variable on the 

individual level. We therefore investigate intrapersonal diversity on the individual level and 

position it as a moderator variable in the Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg 
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et al., 2004), thereby hoping to contribute an important missing party in the jigsaw that has the 

potential to bring light into the unambiguous consequences of interpersonal diverse teams 

(Bell et al., 2011; Jackson & Joshi, 2011; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The Categorization-

Elaboration Model, which can explain both positive and negative consequences for any kind 

of diversity, also offers a starting point why intrapersonal diversity can facilitate the positive 

consequences of diversity: Identity threat, which moderates the relationship between social 

categorization and affective / evaluative reactions towards diverse others, was found to be 

influenced by diversity beliefs and openness to experience (Homan et al., 2008; van Dick & 

Stegmann, 2016). As we suppose that intrapersonal diversity is a related, yet more 

fundamental construct, we assume that it increases diversity beliefs, thereby reducing identity 

threat and facilitating positive consequences of diversity. To investigate this possibility, we 

first develop a scale to measure intrapersonal diversity on the individual level and to 

investigate its nomological network. As we suppose that intrapersonal diversity is a related, 

yet distinct construct of openness to experience and attitude toward diverse workgroups, 

reciprocity between these constructs is very likely; nevertheless, we propose that they are 

distinct: The experiences one has had, leading to intrapersonal diversity, do not need to be 

voluntary or desired. Losing a job and having to find a new one, realizing one’s own 

homosexuality in a rather conservative environment, or moving to another city or even 

country as a child because one’s parents had or wanted to move there, are not necessarily 

deemed positive by the respective person, which might still not be very open to experience. 

Nevertheless, these events increase their intrapersonal diversity, as we outline below. 

With the present study, we hope to contribute to research on diversity in at least three 

ways. First, on a theoretical level, we introduce the construct of broad intrapersonal diversity 

to diversity research. Tying in with new multi-level conceptualizations of diversity-related 

processes (van Dijk et al., 2017), intrapersonal diversity allows construing diversity on the 
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individual level. In this way, it can help to shine a light on important diversity-related 

cognitions such as diversity beliefs.  

Second, by introducing a measurement scale for intrapersonal diversity, we make it 

accessible for other diversity researchers that are interested in a more holistic view of 

diversity that goes beyond the interpersonal and job-related, functional intrapersonal 

perspectives of diversity.  

And third, we explore the relationship of intrapersonal diversity with related constructs 

like openness to experience and diversity beliefs, thereby showing the potential of an 

intraindividual perspective on diversity issues. As we believe that intrapersonal diversity 

influences an individual’s ability to handle diversity, we expect it to be related with individual 

diversity beliefs. 

8.2. Diversity 

There is an extensive body of research on diversity, primarily on the team level 

(Meyer, 2017). Teams can be diverse in different ways: they can be diverse in terms of easily 

observable variables like gender, age and race, or in rather difficultly observable 

characteristics like what people think, know or believe in (Harrison et al., 1998; Mannix & 

Neale, 2005). Therefore, many different definitions of diversity have evolved over time – 

some are focusing on objective differences or on the perception of differences (Shemla & 

Meyer, 2012; Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008), while others concentrate on whether the 

differences consist of overt demographic characteristics, i.e. age, sex or ethnicity, or rather of 

psychological characteristics, like attitudes, values, etc. (Harrison et al., 2002). One of the 

most inclusive definitions , that includes the aspect of perceiving differences, (Meyer, 2017), 

is by van Knippenberg, De Dreu, and Homan, (2004, p.2008): “Diversity refers to differences 

between individuals on any attribute that may lead to the perception that another person is 

different from self”. 
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Besides the different definitions of diversity, many different approaches evolved to 

find a cohesive pattern for the consequences of diversity. While some studies focused on the 

positive effects of diversity on collective learning and creativity, others highlighted 

demographic diversity's negative implications for performance by facilitating conflict and 

coordination inefficiencies (Cramton & Hinds, 2004; Page, 2007; van Knippenberg & 

Schippers, 2007). Furthermore, some approaches tried to distinguish diversity into inherently 

bad and inherently good types of diversity (e.g. Harrison et al., 2002; Liao, Chuang, & Joshi, 

2008; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998; Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008), but failed to reach empirical 

support (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), while others focused on moderators (Guillaume et al., 

2017) or faultlines and subgroup formation (Carton & Cummings, 2012). 

As no approach could clearly find evidence for neither positive nor negative 

consequences of diversity, a new theoretical model that can explain negative and positive 

consequences of different types of diversity by reconciling the social identity theory (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986), the self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987) and the 

information/decision-making perspective or integration-and-learning perspective (Ely & 

Thomas, 2001) was developed – the Categorization-Elaboration Model (CEM; van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). This model can explain both positive and negative consequences, 

of each type of diversity: the consequences of any kind of diversity depend on whether 

diversity is used in a constructive way, e.g. by exchanging different perspectives, or whether 

it leads to social categorization and subsequent intergroup bias, leading to misunderstandings 

and conflict (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The salience of social categories is dependent on 

the extent to which a division into social categories is perceived as correlated with the 

observed differences and similarities between people or their actions (Oakes et al., 1991; 

Turner et al., 1987). A key condition for the effects of diversity to evolve is whether people 

perceive objective differences, and with what kind of mindset one perceives diversity 
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(Goncalo, Chatman, Duguid, & Kennedy, 2015; Hentschel, Shemla, Wegge, & Kearney, 

2013; Kooij-de Bode, van Knippenberg, & van Ginkel, 2008; Wegge et al., 2012). 

Although the definition of diversity by (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) seems all-

embracing and the CEM (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) can explain literally all consequences 

of diversity, they both have (at least) one large restriction: They only focus on differences 

between persons, thereby ignoring the differences within a single person, and failing to 

predict the consequences of diversity. Therefore, “so far the main conclusion that has been 

drawn is that research on the relationship between team diversity and team performance is 

inconclusive” (van Dijk et al., 2017, p.2).  

While team diversity and team performance thus are neither constantly positive nor 

constantly negative related, moderator approaches seem to be more promising and to have a 

central role for the effects of diversity (Joshi & Roh, 2009; van Dijk et al., 2012). We posit 

that an important moderator on the individual level has not yet been investigated sufficiently: 

intrapersonal diversity. 

8.2.1. Intrapersonal diversity  

Bunderson and Sutcliffe (2002) were to the best of our knowledge the first to consider 

intrapersonal diversity as a relevant yet missing part of diversity research. By investigating 

inter alia the influence of intrapersonal functional diversity for team effectiveness, they were 

able to show that higher intrapersonal functional diversity leads to both an increase in 

information sharing and, through this higher information sharing, to an increase in unit 

performance (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002). The authors of this study therefore proposed that 

organizations are likely to considerably benefit of forming management teams that consist of 

functionally intrapersonal diverse team members instead of narrowly specialized members. 

Interestingly, they also found an opposite pattern for interpersonal diversity, meaning that 

higher interpersonal functional diversity leads to a significant decrease in information sharing. 

Their findings stress the importance of differentiating between inter- and intrapersonal 
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diversity, as both influence team processes: although interpersonal and intrapersonal diversity 

are related, they are distinct concepts, both theoretically and empirically (Huckman & Staats, 

2011). An approach that defines diversity only by differences between persons and not within 

single persons, fails to take into account the rich history of experiences possessed by each 

member, which enhances the understanding of the organization (Burke & Steensma, 1998). 

Considering multiple levels of diversity, e.g. the individual level and the team level, to 

understand the effects of interpersonal diversity is in line with a more recently introduced 

model in diversity research, the MIcrodynamics of Diversity and Stereotyping in Teams 

(MIDST; van Dijk et al., 2017). 

Although the research of Bunderson and Sutcliffe has stressed the importance of 

intrapersonal diversity for the functioning of interpersonal diverse teams, we advocate that it 

is not only functional and work related diversity that influences how we work and how we 

work in a (diverse) team, but also numerous other types of diversity (Bell et al., 2011; Ely & 

Thomas, 2001; Jackson et al., 2003; Kearney & Gebert, 2009). Nevertheless, subsequent 

studies have only taken into account the experiences one has had with regard to the job: 

different experiences concerning tasks (Narayanan et al., 2009; Staats & Gino, 2012), genre 

(Taylor & Greve, 2006) or foreign experience diversity (Godart et al., 2015). The only study 

conceptualizing intrapersonal diversity in a broader way is to the best of our knowledge a 

theoretical analysis by Tasheva and Hillman (2019), which is until now lacking empirical 

support. 

Therefore, we posit that we need to open up the construct of functional intrapersonal 

diversity to intrapersonal diversity in general by including all different types of experiences 

one might have gained, which are likely to have an impact on an individual’s personality and 

ability to handle diversity and diverse others, to fully understand the impact of intrapersonal 

diversity for diversity research and interpersonal diverse teams. 
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We believe that intrapersonal diversity is not just another psychological attribute that 

differs between people, which increases interpersonal diversity, but it is an attribute that is 

directly related to diversity and therefore should influence how people react to interpersonal 

diversity. We define individual intrapersonal diversity as follows: Intrapersonal diversity 

captures the degree to which an individual’s experiences in life are diverse. This concept 

explicitly includes all areas where people might have had different experiences, not only 

related to their work. It is therefore an aggregation of insights and experiences, a composite of 

learning, that each person possesses and brings to the forum (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002). 

We assume that each of these factors is likely to help people cope with new or challenging 

tasks, e.g., working in an interpersonally diverse team. 

In this context, we advocate that it is important to distinguish between intrapersonal 

diversity and experience, as intrapersonal diversity can but need not be, the consequence of 

experiences: Imagine a 60-year-old person who has had a lot of experience in their job in 

which they have worked their entire life. Besides, the only hobby of this person has been 

playing tennis since they was very young. This person undoubtedly is very experienced in 

playing tennis and in their job. But this person is not intrapersonal diverse when it comes to 

work or hobbies. On the other hand, imagine a 30-year-old person that has first completed a 

technical vocational training, then decided to study philosophy and has then started to work at 

a bank. Furthermore, this person changes their hobbies quite often, without carrying it out 

professionally. Without a doubt, this person is less experienced in the different jobs or 

hobbies, than the 60-year-old person described above. In contrast to this person, the 30-year-

old is quite intrapersonal diverse. Then again imagine a start-up company, existing of 5 young 

men, aged 25 to 28, all looking pretty much alike, and all having studied mechatronics at the 

same university with the same specialization. From an interpersonal perspective, this group 

seems to be not very diverse. But from an intrapersonal perspective, every single one of them 

might be very different, allowing them to bring unique ideas to the table that might be 
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attributable to some distinct experience they has had. The members of this group might 

therefore seem almost exchangeable at first glance but knowing about their intrapersonal 

diversity gives them back their individuality and will, as we advocate, explain how they work 

together.  

Consequences of intrapersonal diversity. More intrapersonal diverse people are 

likely to map current problems to past experiences more accurately (Gavetti, Levinthal, & 

Rivkin, 2005) or define and solve problems differently (Godart et al., 2015) than most others, 

in new ways, by using different cognitive representations more effectively (Prahalad & Bettis, 

1986). So far, different explanations for the positive effects of intrapersonal diversity have 

been proposed: one stream assumes these effects to be due to the larger pool of experiences 

that an intrapersonal diverse person can draw upon to solve a new problem (Gavetti et al., 

2005) and to the larger repertoire of schemas or different cognitive representations of how the 

world works (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986). Another stream focuses on dominant logics, which 

stem from the reinforcement that results from doing apparently correct things regarding a set 

of businesses (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986). The more expansive a dominant logic is, due to 

diverse experiences, the larger the set of cause-effect relationships a person owns, the lower 

the chance of getting entrenched in the past (Burke & Steensma, 1998), the higher the chance 

of successfully coping with a new task. 

These explanations focus on why an intrapersonal, functional diverse member will 

benefit an interpersonal diverse team, thereby focusing on the consequences on the team level, 

operationalizing intrapersonal diversity as an independent variable. We advocate that 

intrapersonal diversity also needs to be investigated on the individual level, as a moderator 

variable in the Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), explaining 

the relationship between interpersonal diversity and team performance. Being related to 

diversity on the construct level, intrapersonal diversity is deemed to be a very relevant 

individual level variable in being able to handle diversity and in feeling about diversity.  
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Within the Categorization-Elaboration Model, we advocate that the role of 

intrapersonal diversity is comparable to that of diversity beliefs, implying that intrapersonal 

diversity will reduce identity threat, thereby allowing for the positive consequences of 

diversity to evolve. We advocate that being diverse, having had diverse experiences and 

having interacted with diverse people, will reduce the chance of feeling threatened by diverse 

others, as an intrapersonal diverse person is likely to share some experiences with diverse 

others. This should lead to a higher self-other overlap, resulting in a more favorable 

evaluation of the respective other (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 1999, 2000) and in increased 

liking (Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996). Having had some of the experiences another 

person has had is likely to increase the possibility of seeing the self in the other and to reduce 

the categorization into in- and outgroup, thereby making it easier to acknowledge the 

respective other’s value and existing, resulting in a reduced identity threat (van Dick & 

Stegmann, 2016).  

Staying with the CEM, intrapersonal diversity should also lead to less categorization 

and consequently to less relational conflict, thereby allowing the members of a diverse team 

to constructively elaborate on the task-relevant information and perspectives. For 

intrapersonal diverse people, the presence of diverse attributes of another individual should fit 

neither the normative fit of categorization, nor should there be a (pronounced) cognitive 

accessibility of categorization for the specific attribute, as the intrapersonal diverse person is 

likely to dispose of this specific attribute him- or herself as well.  

Furthermore, as people use multiple identities to categorize each other (Crisp & 

Hewstone, 2007), we predict that intrapersonally diverse people are aware of more categories 

than less intrapersonal diverse people, thereby being able to find common classifications for 

themselves with various diverse others. This higher number of categories is likely to lead to 

rather weak faultlines, as not all the attributes that intrapersonal people perceive about others 

will align, therefore creating a rather weak faultline. Faultlines are hypothetical dividing lines 
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that split a heterogeneous group into relatively homogeneous subgroups with regard to several 

individual attributes (Bezrukova et al., 2001; Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer & Glenz, 2013; 

Thatcher et al., 2003). Faultlines are known to lead to negative effects, like conflict 

(Molleman, 2005; Thatcher & Patel, 2011), lower team satisfaction (Cronin et al., 2011; Jehn 

& Bezrukova, 2010; Rico et al., 2007; Zanutto et al., 2011), lower trust, respect and liking 

(Cronin et al., 2011; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010; Molleman, 2005; Thatcher & Patel, 2012), and 

to intergroup bias (Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Meyer et al., 2011). As proposed above, we 

assume that intrapersonal diverse people perceive fewer and less pronounced faultlines in 

diverse teams, as own different experiences lead to a reduced number of characteristics that 

might be perceived as differences. Intrapersonal diverse individuals possess more different 

characteristics, that are then unusable for differentiating between the self and the other, which 

will allow them to work more efficiently and harmoniously in a diverse team. 

Another key condition for the functioning of diverse teams, besides the promoted 

intrapersonal diversity, is whether and with what kind of mindset one perceives the objective 

differences, e.g. diversity beliefs (Goncalo et al., 2015; Hentschel et al., 2013; Kooij-de Bode 

et al., 2008). 

8.2.2. Diversity beliefs 

People hold different opinions about diversity and about working in a diverse team. 

While some see an advantage in working together with people that differ from themselves, 

others prefer to work with people that are just like themselves. In diversity research, this idea 

about the value of diversity was introduced as diversity beliefs (van Dick et al., 2008), 

openness to diversity (Mitchell et al., 2009), or diversity perspectives (Ely & Thomas, 2001). 

Diversity beliefs are individual beliefs about how group functioning is affected by group 

composition, i.e., “whether individuals perceive diversity as beneficial, detrimental or neutral 

for the group functioning” (van Dick, van Knippenberg, Hagele, Guillaume, & Brodbeck, 

2008, p. 1467). 
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Diversity beliefs are associated with positive outcomes in diverse teams (Homan et al., 

2007a; Meyer & Schermuly, 2012; Nakui et al., 2011; van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003; van 

Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007), as it facilitates overcoming possible challenges of diversity 

(Hentschel et al., 2013; van Dick et al., 2008). Their implementation among members of a 

diverse team is a possibility to prevent the salience of social categories within the team 

(Kearney & Gebert, 2009) and of subsequent intergroup bias (van Dick & Stegmann, 2016). 

Obviously, diversity beliefs are an intensively researched construct, and much is 

known about their consequences (Hentschel et al., 2013; Homan, van Knippenberg, Van 

Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007b; Meyer & Schermuly, 2012; van Dick et al., 2008; van Knippenberg 

et al., 2007). But on the other side, very little is known about their origin (Meyer et al., 2010). 

We propose that the perception of team compositions, as well as the subsequent effects of this 

different perception depend on individual diversity beliefs (Homan et al., 2010; Meyer et al., 

2011; van Dick et al., 2008) and that these diversity beliefs depend on an individual’s own 

diversity, that is intrapersonal diversity. 

Intrapersonal diversity and diversity beliefs. The ability to take perspectives has 

long been recognized as a crucial prerequisite for proper social functioning (Galinsky & 

Moskowitz, 2000). Intrapersonally diverse people are therefore less likely to come into 

conflict with others, as, due to their diverse experiences, they are supposed to be better in 

taking perspectives: Having gone through the same difficulties and challenges as the target 

person is likely to enhance perspective taking (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000). Perspective 

taking affects evaluation of others and attributional thinking (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000; 

Jones & Nisbett, 1971) and can lead to altruism (Batson, 1991; Batson & Powell, 2003), 

while the absence of perspective taking can incite social aggression (Richardson, Hammock, 

Smith, Gardner, & Signo, 1994). The closer the relationship to another person, the higher the 

respective perspective taking (Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, & Luce, 1997). The chance of having 

endured the same slings and arrows increases with higher intrapersonal diversity, that is more 
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diverse experiences. Furthermore, the belief that one will confront a similar situation in the 

future or prior experience with a certain situation facilitates empathetic responding (Batson et 

al., 1996). Having experienced being a stranger in another culture, and not just a tourist for a 

certain time, allows for cultural frame shifting due to a reshaped world view (Friedman & Liu, 

2009; Schuetz, 1944). 

This is in line with the reasoning of a study by Friedman and Liu (2009), predicting 

advantages for biculturals in a set of situations, due to the unique experiences they have made, 

providing them with a higher flexibility in cognition, emotions and behavior. This should put 

them into a better position to resolve disputes (Godart et al., 2015), as they are better able to 

understand the disputants and to empathize with them. For the advantages to evolve, it is not 

necessary to be bicultural: Chinese people in Hong Kong can activate either the Chinese or 

the British perspective, depending on the demands of a given situation. Living in an area 

where they are exposed to the Chinese as well as to the British way of thinking makes them 

essentially bicultural (Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martínez, 2000). Same holds true for 

people moving from their own country to another: these people can, according to situational 

demands, act consistent with the respective norm (Hong, Benet-Martínez, Chiu, & Morris, 

2003).This positive effect also affects working abroad: professional foreign experience 

exposes people to different problem solving approaches, which is likely to help them in 

working well in geographically distributed or diverse teams, or even in handling interpersonal 

conflicts (Godart et al., 2015). A professional foreign experience facilitates “cross-cultural 

code-switching” (Molinsky, 2007) for the respective individuals, which is critical for 

managing across cultures. It enables them to act as bridge between colleagues or teams with a 

disparate cultural context (Godart et al., 2015).  

Intrapersonal diversity thus is correlated with many positive aspects – both for teams 

and individuals: Experience in different functional domains is positively correlated with 

perception of skill acquisition, overall positive affect, promotion opportunities and salary 



  Intrapersonal Diversity    

185 

level (Campion, Cheraskin, & Stevens, 1994). Resulting of these positive effects, we assume 

that intrapersonal diverse people perceive the benefit of interpersonal diverse teams, as they 

are better able to handle diversity due to their own experience. This is very much in line with 

a definition of diversity beliefs, which are defined as beliefs about the value of diversity to 

work group functioning (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). Diversity beliefs are not 

necessarily static (Phillips & Lount, 2007), but can change over time, in accordance with 

one’s experiences concerning diversity (Meyer et al., 2010): An intrapersonal diverse 

individual might have had many positive experiences with diversity, leading to high diversity 

beliefs; on the other hand, the experiences concerning diversity of another intrapersonal 

diverse individual might also have been full of conflict and exhausting, leading to rather low 

diversity beliefs. Therefore, we propose: 

H1: Intrapersonal diversity and diversity beliefs are related yet distinct constructs. 

Intrapersonal diversity and openness to experience. A construct that is highly 

related to diversity beliefs is openness to experience (Homan et al., 2008). People scoring 

high on openness for experience tend to seek contact with diverse others, as they are 

interested in learning about their perspectives, opinions and values, etc. (Ackermann & 

Ackermann, 2015). They prefer diversity, are attracted to making new experiences and are 

less susceptible to stereotypical thinking (Alford & Hibbing, 2007; Carney, Jost, Gosling, & 

Potter, 2008; Cooper, Golden, & Socha, 2013; Dinesen, Nørgaard, & Klemmensen, 2014; 

Gallego & Pardos-Prado, 2014; Mondak, Hibbing, Canache, Seligson, & Anderson, 2010; 

Mondak & Halperin, 2008; Schoen & Schumann, 2007; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). While 

openness to experience is understood to be a relatively stable personality trait (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2007), we assume intrapersonal diversity to be contingent on prior 

experiences, just as diversity beliefs are (Homan et al., 2008). Nevertheless, intrapersonal 

diversity and openness to experience are not the same. The experiences one has had, leading 

to intrapersonal diversity, do not need to be voluntary or desired. Realizing one’s own 
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homosexuality in a rather conservative environment, moving to another city or even country 

as a child because one’s parents had or wanted to move there, or losing a job and having to 

find a new one, are not necessarily deemed positive by the respective person, which might 

still not be very open to experience. Nevertheless, these events increase their intrapersonal 

diversity. As openness to experience should lead to new experiences, and as intrapersonal 

diversity captures prior experiences one has had, we propose: 

H2: Intrapersonal Diversity and Openness to experience are related yet distinct constructs. 

8.3. Methods 

8.3.1. Sample 

In total, 284 people took part in our survey. The questionnaires of 206 people were 

included in the analysis, while the data of 58 participants had to be excluded due to failing the 

check to determine thorough reading and the data of 20 participants had to be excluded due to 

missing data. Of the remaining 206 participants, 91 participants identified as female 

(44.17 %), two participants identified as diverse (0.97 %) and 113 (54,85 %) identified as 

male. The mean age of the sample was M = 31.519 years (SD = 9.808). Of these 206 

remaining participants, six (2.91 %) participants held no degree, three (1.46 %) held a lower 

secondary school leaving certificate, 18 (8.74 %) held a General Certificate of Secondary 

Education (GCSE), 22 (10.70 %) held an Advanced technical college entrance qualification or 

subject-related entrance qualification, 18 (8.74 %) held an General Certificate of Education 

(GCE), 73 (35.44%) held a Bachelor’s degree, 54 (26.21 %) held a Master’s degree, and 

seven (3.40%) held a Doctorate degree.  

Participants were recruited via the online portal Prolific Academic (www.prolific.ac) 

and were redeemed with 2.9 GBP for completing the survey. 
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8.3.2. Measures  

All items were on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (5). Besides the here reported measurement variables, we also collected data for further 

research projects. 

Openness to experience. Openness to experience was measured with five items from 

the short form of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-K) by Rammstedt & John (2005). Example 

items are “I see myself as someone who is ingenious, a deep thinker” and “I see myself as 

someone who has an active imagination”. The scale showed an internal consistency of α = .72 

or ωRT =. 78 respectively. The coefficients indicate acceptable consistency. 

Attitude towards Diverse Workgroups. Attitudes toward diverse workgroups was 

measured with the 17 items of the ADWS (Nakui et al., 2011). Example items are “I prefer to 

socialize with people from my own ethnic group,” and “For complicated problems, diverse 

groups will be able to solve the problem more easily”. The scale showed an internal 

consistency of α = .88 or ωRT =. 90 respectively. The coefficients indicate good consistency.  

8.3.3. Development of the Intrapersonal Diversity Scale (IPDS).  

First, items related to intrapersonal diversity were generated by a group of diversity 

researchers. An explicit attempt was made to include items covering most areas where people 

might have had different experiences, not only related to their work. To ensure the broadest 

possible coverage of intrapersonal diversity, we developed numerous items to ask about 

possible different experiences an individual might have had, both on a rather abstract and on a 

rather specific level. The questions were designed to capture differences regarding work (e.g. 

“I have gained professional experience in various positions (e.g., in different companies, in 

different industries, in different areas, with project responsibility, with managerial 

responsibility, ...).”; “I have undergone a professional reorientation”) and education (e.g., ”I 

continued my education after school in a number of different ways (such as a vocational 

training, master craftsman, technician, studies, doctorate, graduation …)”; “During my 



Intrapersonal Diversity    

 

188 

schooldays, I have experienced many changes (such as changing schools, repeating a class, 

changing to another class ...).”)., regarding family (e.g., “Both of my parents are born in the 

country in which I currently live”; “My siblings are similar to me (e.g., we have similar 

professions, we agree on important issues, we have the same marital status...).” ) and close 

social friends (e.g., “I have friends that differ a lot from me.”; “I was in a relationship with 

diverse people (people from a different culture, with or without a limitation, with different 

attitudes, with different gender ...).”), regarding hobbies and activities (“In my free time, I 

enjoy doing a lot of different things (different hobbies, volunteer work, activities with 

friends…).”), regarding international experience (e.g., “I have seen a lot of the world.”; 

“While in other countries, I try to find out a lot about the country and its people (e.g., I talk to 

locals, learn words in their language, try typical food, visit local events ...).”) and regarding 

experience with change in general (e.g., “I used to move between different life environments 

or worlds.”, “While listening to other people’s stories, I often realize that I have experienced 

something similar myself.”).  

As little is known about intrapersonal diversity, we developed scales on two different 

levels of intrapersonal diversity. The first scale aimed to capture intrapersonal diversity on a 

more general level (e.g., “In my life, I have already had many different experiences.” and “I 

have friends that differ a lot from me.”), while the second was rather going into detail (e.g., “I 

have already gained professional experience in various positions (e.g., in different companies, 

in different industries, in different areas, with project responsibility, with managerial 

responsibility ...).” and “I was in a relationship with diverse people (people from a different 

culture, with or without a limitation, with different attitudes, with different gender ...)”). The 

items of these both scales are displayed in Table 15 (general) and Table 16 (detailed). 

To determine the association among the different items, we conducted exploratory 

factor analyses (EFA) for each scale, using principal components extraction with oblimin 

rotation. For the more general items, we found seven items loading on the “general factor”, 
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while two items loaded on a “friend factor” and one item loaded on none of these factors 

(Table 17). As the two items loading on the “friend factor” were too similar and item 8 loaded 

on none of the two factors with a value of at least .20, we decided to exclude item 8 (“The 

persons I deal with at work strongly differ from the people I spend my leisure time with.”) 

and item 9 (“I am friends with very different people.”). This left us with 7 items to measure 

intrapersonal diversity on a general level, as displayed in Table 18. 

Regarding the more detailed scale we developed to capture intrapersonal diversity, we 

found 10 items loading on one factor, two times three factors loading on different factors, two 

items loading on a fourth factor and 3 items loading on none of the factors with a value of at 

least .20. The factors found were not easy to describe regarding content. The first factor seems 

to capture a variety of aspects, the second factor captures the experience abroad, the third 

factor captures an individual’s similarity with their family and the fourth factor captures an 

individual’s similarity with people they is surrounded by. This exploratory analysis is 

displayed in Table 19. 

In order to develop a time efficient scale with as few items as possible while still 

capturing the whole construct of diversity, that is for reasons of parsimony, we checked 

whether some of the detailed questions loaded on the same factor as the general questions. We 

excluded items of the original scale that failed to load on any factor with a value higher 

than .20. This exploratory factor analyses can be found in Table 20. This factor analysis 

including both general and detailed items of intrapersonal diversity, left us with an eight-item 

scale. These items either loaded uniquely or strongest on the first factor, that we consider 

capturing intrapersonal diversity on a rather general level. Therefore, one item of the original 

general intrapersonal scale regarding friends was replaced by an item for the original detailed 

intrapersonal scale regarding friend for reasons of item-total correlation and internal 

consistency. Another item from the detailed scale was added for reasons of item-total 

correlation, to ensure we capture the whole construct. 
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Table 15 

Overview Items Capturing Intrapersonal Diversity on a General Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IPDG1 I used to move between different “life environments”. 

IPDG2 In my life, I have already had many different experiences. 

IPDG3 My life is characterized by change. 

IPDG4 I have friends that differ a lot from me. 

IPDG5 Other persons see me as someone who has already made many experiences. 

IPDG6 I have seen a lot of the world. 

IPDG7 While listening to other persons’ stories I realize that I have experienced many of 

them myself. 

IPDG8 The persons I deal with at work strongly differ from the people I spend my leisure 

time with. 

IPDG9 I am friends with very different people. 
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Table 16 

Overview Items Capturing Intrapersonal Diversity on a Detailed Level 

IPDD1 I have gained professional experience in various positions (e.g., in different 

companies, in different industries, in different areas, with project responsibility, 

with managerial responsibility ...). 

IPDD2 I've lived in different places (e.g., in different flats, cities, countries, continents ...). 

IPDD3 I was born in the country in which I currently live. 

IPDD4 During my schooldays, I have experienced many changes (such as changing 

schools, repeating a class, changing to another class ...). 

IPDD5 I have close friends from different phases of life. 

IPDD6 While in other countries, I try to find out a lot about the country and its people 

(e.g., I talk to locals, learn words in their language, try typical food, visit local 

events ...). 

IPDD7 In my free time, I enjoy doing a lot of different things (different hobbies, volunteer 

work, activities with friends…). 

IPDD8 I was in a relationship with diverse people (people from a different culture, with or 

without a limitation, with different attitudes, with different gender ...). 

IPDD9 I have worked in different work time models (e.g., part time, full time, shift 

models, mobile work unemployment ...). 

IPDD10 I have lived together with different people (e.g., in a shared flat, with people from 

other cultures, with people with a restriction, with my partner …). 

IPDD11 Both of my parents are born in the country in which I currently live. 

IPDD12 My siblings are similar to me (e.g., we have similar professions, we agree on 

important issues, we have the same marital status...). 
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IPDD13 I did not start a vocational training or university immediately after school (e.g., 

voluntary social year, community service, military service, work & travel...). 

IPDD14 My close friends are similar to me (e.g., we have similar jobs, we agree on 

important topics, we have the same culture, the same sexual orientation, the same 

level of education, similar goals in life, we have a comparable income, we are 

about the same age, we have the same religion, …). 

IPDD15 I have worked / studied /completed internships/ went to school in different 

countries. 

IPDD16 My parents are similar to me (e.g., we have similar professions, we agree on 

important issues, we share the same values, …) 

IPDD17 I continued my education after school in a number of different ways (such as a 

vocational training, master craftsman, technician, studies, doctorate, graduation 

…). 

IPDD18 I have undergone a professional reorientation. 

IPDD19 I take time for my child / children (e.g., I took parental leave for my child / 

children, I work part time to have more time for my child/ my children ...). 

IPDD20 I have people with a mental or physical restriction in my family or among my 

friends. 

IPDD21 I have worked in a very diverse team (e.g., people with different cultures, people 

with disabilities, people of different ages, people with different educational 

backgrounds, ...) 
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Table 17 

Exploratory Factor Analysis on General Items Capturing Intrapersonal Diversity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item  General  
factor 

Friends  
factor 

IPDG5 Other persons see me as someone who has already made many  

experiences. 

.78  

IPDG2 In my life, I have already had many different experiences. .74  

IPDG3 My life is characterized by change. .70  

IPDG6  I have seen a lot of the world. .63  

IPDG1 I used to move between different “life environments”. .60  

IPDG7 While listening to other persons’ stories I realize that I have 

experienced many of them myself. 

.52  

IPDG9 I am friends with very different people.  1.00 

IPDG4 I have friends that differ a lot from me.  .52 

IPDG8 The persons I deal with at work strongly differ from the people I 

spend my leisure time with. 

  

Notes: Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: oblimin. N = 206, 
Chi2 = 33.14 p < .05; RMSR = .05. Only values ≥ .20 are reported. 
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Table 18 

Exploratory Factor Analysis on General Items Capturing Intrapersonal Diversity 7 Items 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item  General 
 factor 

IPDG5 Other persons see me as someone who has already made many experiences. .79 

IPDG2 In my life, I have already had many different experiences. .78 

IPDG3 My life is characterized by change. .70 

IPDG6 I have seen a lot of the world. .63 

IPDG1 I used to move between different “life environments”. .53 

IPDG7 While listening to other persons’ stories I realize that I have experienced 

many of them myself. 

.50 

IPDG4 I have friends that differ a lot from me. .29 

Notes: Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: oblimin. N = 206, 
Chi2 = 27.27, p < .05; RMSR = .05. Only values ≥ .20 are reported. 
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Table 19 

Exploratory Factor Analysis on Detailed Items Capturing Intrapersonal Diversity 

Item  1 2 3 4 

IPDD1 I have gained professional experience in various positions  

(e.g., in different companies, in different industries, in  

different areas, with project responsibility, with managerial  

responsibility ...). 

.65    

IPDD18 I have undergone a professional reorientation. .57    

IPDD8 I was in a relationship with diverse people (people from a  

different culture, with or without a limitation, with 

different attitudes, with different gender ...). 

.50    

IPDD15 I have worked / studied /completed internships/ went to  

school in different countries. 

.48    

IPDD16 My parents are similar to me (e.g., we have similar 

professions, we agree on important issues, we share the  

same values, …) 

.44    

IPDD14 My close friends are similar to me (e.g., we have similar  

jobs, we agree on important topics, we have the same 

culture, the same sexual orientation, the same level of 

education, similar goals in life, we have a comparable 

income, we are about the same age, we have the same 

religion, …). 

.41    

IPDD17 I continued my education after school in a number of 

different ways (such as a vocational training, master 

craftsman, technician, studies, doctorate, graduation …). 

.35    
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IPDD2 I've lived in different places (e.g., in different flats, cities, 

 countries, continents ...). 

.33 -.28   

IPDD6 While in other countries, I try to find out a lot about the  

country and its people (e.g., I talk to locals, learn words in  

their language, try typical food, visit local events ...). 

.28    

IPDD4 During my schooldays, I have experienced many changes  

(such as changing schools, repeating a class, changing to  

another class ...). 

.28    

IPDD19 I take time for my child / children (e.g., I took parental 

leave for my child / children, I work part time to have  

more time for my child/ my children ...). 

 .97   

IPDD20 I have people with a mental or physical restriction in my 

family or among my friends. 

 .68   

IPDD12 My siblings are similar to me (e.g., we have similar  

professions, we agree on important issues, we have the  

same marital status...). 

 -.41   

IPDD9 I have worked in different work time models (e.g., part  

time, full time, shift models, mobile work,  

unemployment ...). 

  .69  

IPDD7 In my free time, I enjoy doing a lot of different things 

 (different hobbies, volunteer work, activities with  

friends…). 

  .49  

IPDD11 Both of my parents are born in the country in which I  

currently live. 

  .48  

IPDD5 I have close friends from different phases of life.     
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Notes: Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: oblimin. N = 206, 
Chi2 = 423.27, p < .01; RMSR = .05. Only values ≥ .20 are reported. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IPDD3 I was born in the country in which I currently live.     

IPDD21 I have worked in a very diverse team (e.g., people with  

different cultures, people with disabilities, people of  

different ages, people with different educational  

backgrounds, ...) 

    

IPDD13 I did not start a vocational training or university  

immediately after school (e.g., voluntary social year,  

community service, military service, work & travel...). 

   1.00 

IPDD10 I have lived together with different people (e.g., in a  

shared flat, with people from other cultures, with people  

with a restriction, with my partner …). 

   .25 



Intrapersonal Diversity    

 

198 

Table 20 

Exploratory Factor Analysis on General and Detailed Items Capturing Intrapersonal 
Diversity. 

Item   1  2  3  4  5 

IPDG6 I have seen a lot of the world. .80     

IPDG5 Other persons see me as someone who has already  

made many experiences. 

.72     

IPDG2 In my life, I have already had many different 

experiences. 

.61 .22   .20 

IPDG7 While listening to other persons’ stories I realize that I  

have experienced many of them myself. 

.51     

IPDG3 My life is characterized by change. .51 .26    

IPDG1 I used to move between different “life environments”. .39     

IPDD4 During my schooldays, I have experienced many  

changes (such as changing schools, repeating a class, 

changing to another class ...). 

.36    .27 

IPDD14 My close friends are similar to me (e.g., we have 

similar jobs, we agree on important topics, we have th

e same culture, the same sexual orientation, the same  

level of education, similar goals in life, we have a  

comparable income, we are about the same age, we  

have the same religion, …). 

.24 .22    

IPDD6 While in other countries, I try to find out a lot about  

the country and its people (e.g., I talk to locals, learn 

words in their language, try typical food, visit local  

events ...). 
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IPDD8 I was in a relationship with diverse people (people  

from a different culture, with or without a limitation, 

with different attitudes, with different gender ...). 

 .62    

IPDD15 I have worked / studied /completed internships/ went  

to school in different countries. 

 .51    

IPDD16 My parents are similar to me (e.g., we have similar  

professions, we agree on important issues, we share  

the same values, …) 

 .44    

IPDD18 I have undergone a professional reorientation. .21 .43    

IPDD1 I have gained professional experience in various  

positions (e.g., in different companies, in different  

industries, in different areas, with project  

responsibility, with managerial responsibility ...). 

.30 .43  -.21  

IPDD17 I continued my education after school in a number of  

different ways (such as a vocational training, master  

craftsman, technician, studies, doctorate, graduation 

…). 

 .40    

IPDD19 I take time for my child / children (e.g., I took  

parental leave for my child / children, I work part time 

to have more time for my child/ my children ...). 

  .98   

IPDD20 I have people with a mental or physical  

restriction in my family or among my friends. 

  .69   

IPDD12 My siblings are similar to me (e.g., we have similar  

professions, we agree on important issues, we have 

the same marital status...). 

.32  -.38   
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Intrapersonal diversity. This eight-item scale was used to measure intrapersonal 

diversity. It was derived by eliminating items based on item-total correlations and internal 

consistency. Sample items are “While listening to other people's stories, I often realize that I 

have experienced something similar myself.” or “My life is characterized by change.“. 

IPDD2 I've lived in different places (e.g., in different  

flats, cities countries, continents ...). 

 .26 -.27   

IPDD11 Both of my parents are born in the country in which I  

currently live. 

   .64  

IPDG4 I have friends that differ a lot from me. .29   -.47  

IPDD9 I have worked in different work time models (e.g.,  

part time, full time, shift models, mobile work,  

unemployment ...). 

   .47  

IPDD7 In my free time, I enjoy doing a lot of different things 

 (different hobbies, volunteer work, activities with  

friends…). 

   .43  

IPDD13 I did not start a vocational training or university  

immediately after school (e.g., voluntary social year,  

community service, military service, work & travel...) 

     

IPDD10 I have lived together with different people (e.g., in a  

shared flat, with people from other cultures, with  

people with a restriction, with my partner …). 

 -.21   .40 

Notes: Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: oblimin. N = 206,  
Chi2 = 39.72, p < .01; RMSR = .05. Only values ≥ .20 are reported. 
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8.4. Results 

8.4.1. Descriptive analysis 

Before testing our hypotheses, we analyzed the reliability and factor structure of the 

IPDS and conducted correlation analyses for the variables and calculated means, standard 

deviations and two measures of internal consistency, that is alpha and omega. Table 21 

presents means, standard deviations, internal consistency of the scales and Pearson 

correlations of the measurement variables.  

The overall intrapersonal diversity scale showed an internal consistency of α = .81 or 

ωRT =. 86 respectively (M = 3.449, SD = 0.702). The coefficients indicate good consistency.  

We conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the IPDS. We used the principal 

components method to extract factors. Only one factor with an eigenvalue above 1.00 was 

extracted. This overall factor seemed to be related to the general construct of intrapersonal 

diversity. Sex was positively correlated with age and diversity beliefs, implying that female 

and diverse people in our sample on average were older and held higher diversity beliefs than 

male participants. Otherwise, the control variables sex, age and education were not correlated 

with any other variable.  

No differences on the IPDS scores according to sex, age or level of education 

occurred. This is especially relevant, as we wanted to introduce a scale that is independent of 

one’s age, so we do measure one’s experiences, but not one’s age. 

8.4.2. Hypotheses testing 

Examination of the convergent and divergent validity of the IPDS. For testing 

Hypotheses 1 and 2, namely that intrapersonal diversity and openness to experience, as well 

as intrapersonal diversity and diversity beliefs are intercorrelated but not the same, we 

conducted a correlation analysis and an exploratory factor analysis. As shown in Table 21, 

intrapersonal diversity, as measured by the IPDS, was moderately positive interlinked with 

openness to experience, as well as with diversity beliefs, and diversity beliefs were positively 
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correlated with openness to experience. This means that people that were more diverse on 

average also reached higher values for openness to experience and diversity beliefs. 

In an exploratory factor analysis, we examined whether intrapersonal diversity is 

clearly distinguishable from openness to experience and diversity beliefs (Table 22). As 

predicted, the items of the different scales loaded on distinct factors, and the items of diversity 

beliefs loaded on two different factors, as proposed by the authors of the Attitudes towards 

diverse workforce scale (ADWS; Nakui et al., 2011). The Chi2 (Χ2 = 524.03, p < .01), 

indicating that four factors are the right amount for distinguishing between the items. The 

items’ categorization to the respective factors demonstrates that our expectations were 

fulfilled: diversity beliefs, openness to experience and intrapersonal diversity are highly 

correlated constructs but not the same. The correlations between the different constructs are 

weak enough to suggest that the IPDS taps unique variance that is not explained by the other 

constructs. The IPDS thus seems unique in focusing on one’s experiences and not the general 

openness to new experiences or one’s attitudes towards diversity. These findings support our 

hypotheses and strengthen us in advocating that the IPDS has unique predictive power for 

explaining diversity beliefs. Hypotheses one and two are therefore confirmed. 

Furthermore, prior to testing whether intrapersonal diverse people hold higher 

diversity beliefs than less intrapersonal diverse people, we tested whether the control variables 

had an impact on the individual diversity beliefs. For testing the effects of the control 

variables, the linear regression model contained the control variables sex, age, level of 

education and openness to experience (Model 1, Table 23). This model could only explain a 

small amount of the variance (adjusted R2 =.050), but it was still better than the null model, as 

shown by the AIC values. In this model with only control variables, sex and openness to 

experience were significant positive predictors for diversity beliefs, implying that women and 

diverse people, as well as people that were more open to experience, held higher diversity 

beliefs, than men and people that were less open to experience.  
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Table 22 

Exploratory Factor Analysis Distinguishing between Diversity Beliefs (DB), Openness to 
Experience (PTO) and Intrapersonal Diversity (IPD) 

Item  1 2 3 4 

DB_1 I don’t enjoy working with people who come from 

different countries. 

-.28    

DB_2 Working in diverse groups can increase one’s 

understanding of those who are different from me. 

.41    

DB_3 Being a leader of a diverse group should enhance a 

person’s leadership ability. 

.53    

DB_5 For complicated problems, diverse groups will be 

able to solve the problem more easily. 

.67    

DB_6 Groups whose members are diverse will be more 

creative. 

.82    

DB_8 Workgroups with members from different cultural 

backgrounds are likely to be effective. 

.66    

DB_9 Differences in political ideology within groups can 

stimulate one‘s thinking. 

.28    

DB_10 The experiences of group members who come from 

different countries can be helpful in groups that are 

trying to generate novel ideas.  

.59    

DB_13 I find interacting with people from different 

backgrounds very stimulating. 

.48    

DB_14 The experience of working with diverse group 

members will prepare me to be a more effective 

employee in an organization. 

.68    
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DB_15 Diverse groups can provide useful feedback on 

one’s ideas. 

.63    

DB_16 Solutions of complex problems require groups with 

diverse experiences or backgrounds. 

.58    

DB_4 I prefer to socialize with people from my own 

ethnic group. 

  .52  

DB_7 In general, I prefer socializing with people like 

myself. 

  .74  

DB_11 I prefer working with people who are very similar 

to me. 

  .78  

DB_12 It is easier to be motivated when working with 

people who are like me. 

  .76  

DB_17 Conversations in diverse groups tend to be 

somewhat uncomfortable. 

  .27  

IPD_1 I used to move between different life environments 

or worlds. 

 .52   

IPD_2 In my life, I have already had many different 

experiences. 

 .79   

IPD_3 My life is characterized by change.  .71   

IPD_4 Other persons see me as someone who has already 

had many experiences. 

 .78   

IPD_5 I have seen a lot of the world.  .64   

IPD_6 While listening to other people's stories, I often 

realize that I have experienced something similar 

myself. 

 .44   
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IPD_7 During my schooldays, I have experienced many 

changes (such as changing schools, repeating a 

class, changing to another class ...). 

 .43   

IPD8 My close friends are similar to me (e.g., we have 

similar jobs, we agree on important topics, we have 

the same culture, the same sexual orientation, the 

same level of education, similar goals in life, we 

have a comparable income, we are about the same 

age, we have the same religion, …). 

 .30   

PTO_1 I see myself as someone who is curious about many 

things. 

   .46 

PTO_2 I see myself as someone who is ingenious, a deep 

thinker. 

   .41 

PTO_3 I see myself as someone who has an active 

imagination. 

   .63 

PTO_4 I see myself as someone who values artistic, 

aesthetic experiences. 

   .80 

PTO_5 I see myself as someone who has few artistic 

interests. 

   -.52 

Notes: Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: oblimin. N = 206, 
Chi2 = 524.03, p < .01; RMSR = .05. Only values ≥ .20 are reported. 

 

In a next step, we tested whether more intrapersonal diverse people held higher 

diversity beliefs than less intrapersonal people. Therefore, we conducted a linear regression 

containing the control variables sex, age, education, and openness to experience, as well as 

the predictor intrapersonal diversity. This model (Table 24) could explain a reasonable 

amount of variance (adjusted R2 = .103) and had a better fit than the model containing only 
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control variables, as shown by AIC and BIC. In this model, sex and intrapersonal diversity 

were significantly positive correlated with diversity beliefs. Female and diverse people 

therefore held higher diversity beliefs than men, and people that were more intrapersonal 

diverse held higher diversity beliefs than people that were less intrapersonal diverse.  

 

Table 23 

Linear Regression Model Regressing Diversity Beliefs on Control Variables incl. Openness to 
Experience 

         B         SE(B)           β 

Intercept 2.816 0.288 .000*** 

Sex 0.148 0.069 .150* 

Age -0.000 0.004 -.008 

Education 0.003 0.022 .008 

Openness to experience 0.162 0.055 .204** 

AIC 296.597 

BIC 316.412 

Adjusted R2 .050 

†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, N = 197; Sex: 1 = male, 2 = female, 3 = diverse; 
Age in years; Education: 1 = No degree, 2 = Lower secondary school leaving certificate, 
3 = General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE), 4 = Advanced technical college 
entrance qualification or subject-related entrance qualification; 5 = General Certificate of 
Education (GCE) A-levels, 6 = Bachelor’s degree, 7 = Master’s degree, 8 = Doctorate degree. 
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Table 24 

Linear Regression Model Regressing Diversity Beliefs on Control Variables, Openness to 
experience and Intrapersonal Diversity 

         B         SE(B)            β 

Intercept 2.512 0.292 .000*** 

Sex 0.148 0.067 .150* 

Age -0.001 0.004 -.019 

Education -0.005 0.022 -.016 

Openness to experience 0.091 0.057 .115 

Intrapersonal diversity  0.186 0.052 .255*** 

AIC 281.619 

BIC 304.742 

Adjusted R2 .104 

†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, N = 196; Sex: 1 = male, 2 = female, 3 = diverse; 
Age in years; Education: 1 = No degree, 2 = Lower secondary school leaving certificate, 
3 = General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE), 4 = Advanced technical college 
entrance qualification or subject-related entrance qualification; 5 = General Certificate of 
Education (GCE) A-levels, 6 = Bachelor’s degree, 7 = Master’s degree, 8 = Doctorate degree. 

 

8.5. Discussion 

In the present research, we examine whether the construct of intrapersonal diversity is 

representable with the newly introduced eight-item IPDS, whether the construct is clearly 

distinguishable but still correlated to the theoretically correlated constructs of diversity beliefs 

and openness to experience, and whether intrapersonal diversity is a predictor for an 

individual’s diversity beliefs.  

The results provide first support for the internal consistency and construct validity of 

the IPDS. As advocated, the correlation analyses indicate that those scoring high on IPDS are 

more likely to also score high on openness to experience and diversity beliefs. The strength of 

the correlations between openness to experience, diversity beliefs and intrapersonal diversity 
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indicates that intrapersonal diversity is related to being open to experience and having a 

positive attitude towards diversity, but it is not just another way to measure these two existing 

constructs.  

The connection between diversity beliefs and openness to experience was expected to 

be positive, since both dimensions reflect a positive attitude towards different cultural 

viewpoints (van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, 2000) and the two constructs have been shown 

to have similar effects (Homan et al., 2008). Furthermore, people with high scores on 

openness to experience are less prone to stereotypical thinking and prefer diversity (Alford & 

Hibbing, 2007; Carney et al., 2008; Cooper et al., 2013; Dinesen et al., 2014; Gallego & 

Pardos-Prado, 2014; Mondak & Halperin, 2008; Schoen & Schumann, 2007; Sibley & 

Duckitt, 2008), which is in line with the construct of diversity beliefs.  

Same applies for the relationship between openness to experience and intrapersonal 

diversity. As people scoring high on openness to experience seek new experiences (Mondak 

et al., 2010), the construct of openness to experience should be related to the experiences one 

has had, that is intrapersonal diversity. Furthermore, if people have had diverse experiences, 

the likelihood that they realized that diversity can be an asset for teams is higher. Therefore, 

the positive relationships found between diversity beliefs, openness to experience and 

intrapersonal diversity are in line with our hypotheses.  

The fact that men score lower on the ADWS than female and diverse persons is in line 

with findings that males tend to be less collectively oriented than females (Wood, 1987) and 

to react less positively to others (Winquist, Mohr, & Kenny, 1998). 

Concerning the influence of intrapersonal diversity on diversity beliefs, we find 

evidence for the assumption that people that score higher on intrapersonal diversity also score 

higher on diversity beliefs, or as we measure them with the ADWS, on attitudes towards a 

diverse workforce. We assume this to be due to the different experiences that intrapersonal 

diverse people have had, which should lead to a better ability of perspective taking, which on 
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its part should facilitate interacting with diverse others, thereby paving the way for the 

benefits of diversity to unfold.  

8.5.1. Implications for research 

Our research contributes to research on diversity in several ways. First, we introduce a 

scale for measuring intrapersonal diversity that goes beyond professional experience and that 

is therefore of versatile use for different research areas. So far, intrapersonal diversity was 

mostly thought of to be the result of different professional/ functional experiences (Bunderson 

& Sutcliffe, 2002; see Tasheva & Hillman, 2019, for an exception), and the consequences of 

the so defined intrapersonal diversity were primarily investigated at work, at the team level. 

But research showed that how people spend their free time affects their experiences at work 

(Ouyang et al., 2019). Therefore, we conclude that intrapersonal diversity needs a more 

comprehensive definition, which also considers individuals’ experiences that are not related to 

work. With the introduced scale of intrapersonal diversity, we provide a scale with good 

internal consistency and with adequate correlations with theoretically related constructs like 

openness for experience and diversity beliefs. With this more general scale about 

intrapersonal diversity, we offer a possibility to extend the research on intrapersonal diversity.  

Upcoming research can build on our scale to explore how an individual’s prior 

experiences, that are not limited to the professional life, shape their performance in different 

aspects of their work life, like collaborating in a diverse team or in novel and ambiguous 

situations. In summary, the IPDS has convergent and divergent validity and is correlated to 

related constructs, like openness to experience and diversity beliefs in the predicted way. 

Moreover, the scale seems to provide a relatively unique and most likely useful measurement 

of intrapersonal diversity. 

Furthermore, with the present study, we help to bring light into the rather unknown 

sources of diversity beliefs. Knowing much about the positive consequences of diversity 

beliefs, quite little is known about where they come from or how they evolve (Meyer et al., 
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2010). With this newly introduced scale, that is based on a broader defined construct of 

intrapersonal diversity, we provide an intrapersonal measure that has the potential to predict 

interpersonal attitudes, and as attitudes are a valid predictor for behavior, also to predict 

interpersonal behavior. With the present study we show that an individual’s own diversity, 

that is intrapersonal diversity, is significantly interrelated with their attitude towards the more 

commonly investigated diversity, that is interpersonal diversity.  

And finally, by conceptualizing intrapersonal diversity not on the team level, where it 

has so far been investigated as an independent variable (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002), but on 

the individual level as a moderator variable, and by theoretically anchoring it within the 

Categorization-Elaboration Model, we meet the needs of investigating diversity and diversity 

related processes on multiple levels (Joshi, 2014; Meyer et al., 2015; van Dijk et al., 2017). 

Knowing that the level of examination of a certain variable is likely to influences the 

respective variable’s consequences, we proposed that on the individual level, where we 

conceptualized intrapersonal diversity, it has an impact on an individual’s ability to handle 

interpersonal diversity. This should lead to positive experiences concerning diversity and 

diverse others, which is likely to enhance diversity beliefs. The results found suggest that 

intrapersonal diversity indeed is likely to increase diversity beliefs. Therefore, with 

intrapersonal diversity, we are likely to have found an antecedent of diversity beliefs, whose 

origin were so far rather unknown (Meyer et al., 2010). 

8.5.2. Practical implications 

These findings can be of use for executives that need to staff a diverse team: so far, 

research showed that a certain amount of diversity is likely to be beneficial for team 

outcomes, but that there is a perceived limit, above which the coordination costs for diverse 

members are likely to outline the benefits of diversity (Aggarwal & Woolley, 2019; Cannon-

Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993; Cronin & Weingart, 2007; Mello & Rentsch, 2015). We 

advocate that intrapersonal diverse people will have a less hard time in understanding each 
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other, due to their diverse experiences. Therefore, we believe that a team consisting of 

intrapersonal diverse people can be interpersonal diverse to a higher degree, thereby making 

use of different perspectives in e.g. problem-solving processes, without increased 

coordination costs: It is crucial for the functioning of a diverse team and the effects of 

diversity whether, and with what type of mindset, the team members perceive the objective 

differences (Goncalo et al., 2015; Harrison et al., 2002; Hentschel et al., 2013; Kooij-de Bode 

et al., 2008; Wegge et al., 2012). Diversity beliefs are a mindset, that is likely to lead to 

positive outcomes of perceived diversity (Stegmann, 2011; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). As 

they are, as shown in our research, correlated with intrapersonal diversity, a diverse team 

should benefit most of its interpersonal diversity if people are also intrapersonal diverse. 

Another finding underlines the potential of intrapersonal diversity: social 

categorization is a key determinant for obtaining a high- or low-status position within a 

diverse team (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Hornsey & Hogg, 2002; Tajfel & Turner, 1986); 

minority groups tend to have a lower status than majority groups, resulting in an unequal 

elaboration of propositions of these two groups, as propositions of members of a low-status 

group are taken less seriously (Rudman, 1998). If intrapersonal diversity leads to higher 

diversity beliefs, as proposed by our research, the power asymmetries in a diverse unit, where 

“different” is often correlated with depreciation (Gutiérrez Rodríguez, 2003), should be 

weakened, thereby allowing all members of the diverse unit to be equally heard and taken 

equally seriously. 

Furthermore, as leaders are known to play a special role in the performance of diverse 

teams as they are likely to be successful in exploiting the potential of a diverse team and in 

establishing diversity beliefs within their team (Cramton & Hinds, 2004; Homan et al., 2007a; 

Kearney & Gebert, 2009), their selection should best include intrapersonal diversity as a 

criterion: Executives with foreign professional experience were shown to be beneficial for 

their companies (Godart et al., 2015), and we advocate that it is not necessarily the fact of 
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being abroad that promotes their performance, but rather the frame breaking experiences and 

an altered dominant logic. These two factors also come into effect if people are intrapersonal 

diverse regarding other dimensions than having worked abroad. Therefore, the selection 

process for executives, especially in diverse teams, should take their intrapersonal diversity 

into account. This holds especially true, as diversity within teams is likely to increase 

(Fullerton & Toossi, 2001). 

With our research, we furthermore answer the questions posed by the authors of the 

ADWS (Nakui et al., 2011), which aimed at understanding the consequences of prior 

experience on the attitudes towards a diverse workgroup. Even though the nature of the 

previous experiences is likely to influence their effect (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008), we show 

that diverse experience, as captured by the IPDS, seems to lead to higher diversity beliefs, 

although we did not query the nature of the previous experience. We assume this to be due to 

the better perspective taking, which should be independent of the nature of the experience. 

8.5.3. Limitations and outlook 

One limitation of the present study is that it includes only cross-sectional data, as the 

questionnaire containing the items concerning intrapersonal diversity, openness to experience 

and attitudes towards diverse workgroups, was completed at a single point in time. Therefore, 

a causal relation between intrapersonal diversity and attitudes towards diverse workgroups is 

not derivable. However, the construct of intrapersonal diversity as we defined it is not limited 

to the experiences an individual might have had in diverse workgroups but relates to a rather 

huge pool of experience that encompasses different aspects of one’s life. Therefore, we 

advocate that it doesn’t make sense to assume that intrapersonal diversity is a consequence of 

one’s attitude towards diverse workgroups. We therefore assume, that intrapersonal diversity 

is not the consequence, but rather a possible source, of a positive attitude towards diverse 

workgroups. 
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Another limitation of the present study is that the dependent variable, that is the 

attitude towards diverse workgroups, only captures the beliefs an individual has about the 

advantages or disadvantages related to working in a diverse workgroup, but not towards 

diversity in general. As we define intrapersonal diversity as a construct resulting of diverse 

experiences, the consequences of intrapersonal diversity are also expected to concern diverse 

situations, and not only diverse workgroups. Nevertheless, we have several reasons for 

focusing on attitudes towards diverse workgroups. First, as stated above, we want to show that 

intrapersonal diversity is a source and not a consequence of beliefs towards diversity. As we 

used cross-sectional data, we needed to find a way to be able to justify why we assume a 

certain causal relation. By restricting the dependent variable, that is the beliefs about 

diversity, to a more narrowly specified range of situations, that is to diverse workgroups, we 

make an inverse causal relation less likely. Furthermore, in their free time, people can 

predominately decide whom they want to spend their time with and whom not. But at work, 

people are more or less forced to spend their time and to work together with their colleagues. 

As teams are getting more diverse, we advocate that the individuals’ attitude towards diverse 

workgroups is of special interest and therefore aimed to find a source for them in the present 

study. 

And finally, a third limitation of this study is that it only contains survey data, so we 

cannot verify whether people scoring high on the ADWS actually show the expected behavior 

in a diverse workgroup. Furthermore, the intrapersonal diversity scale is a self-report, 

implying that different people judge different situations differently. Therefore, a person that is 

objectively scoring rather low on intrapersonal diversity might still perceive him- or herself as 

very intrapersonal diverse. But as it is rather the perception of reality than reality per se that 

guides our behavior, we believe that is the right approach to measure the individuals’ beliefs 

about their own intrapersonal diversity, and to not use more objective data. 
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Further research should consider investigating possible moderators and mediators for 

the positive relationship found between intrapersonal diversity and a positive attitude towards 

diversity / towards diverse workgroups. As advocated above, we believe that intrapersonal 

diversity leads to a better capability of perspective taking, which then leads to a better 

understanding of diverse others, thereby allowing the advantages of diversity to evolve.  

Furthermore, upcoming research needs to explore whether the positive consequences 

of intrapersonal diversity that we found concerning attitudes towards diverse workgroups are 

generalizable to other aspects of diversity or to diversity in general. As argued above, we 

believe that, as intrapersonal diversity is a construct derived from very different experiences 

that individuals have had in very diverse fields, the consequences of intrapersonal diversity 

are also expected to be rather general than very specific. 

Another interesting aspect that future research should shed light upon is whether it 

makes a difference whether people deliberately have made the different experiences, e.g., 

working in different companies, having lived abroad. For example, it is likely to lead to 

different effects if an individual changed jobs because they saw an advantage in doing so, or 

whether they lost their job and therefore had to look for a new job somewhere else. Same 

applies to having lived / studied abroad: if people deliberately decide to live in a foreign 

country, the experience should have a fairly different effect than if people are forced to leave 

their country due to war or another crisis.  

And finally, we encourage further research to conduct a longitudinal analysis, where a 

causal relation between intrapersonal diversity and the positive attitude towards diversity can 

be shown. Ideally, this study will also consider the real behavior of the intrapersonal more or 

less diverse people in diverse teams, to see whether the positive attitude also transforms into 

behavior. 
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9. General Discussion 

9.1. Summary of Empirical Findings 

In the different chapters of this dissertation, we gained new insights into diversity and 

its consequences on different levels. Chapter 6 analyzes faultlines and its consequences 

regarding intergroup bias on a societal level, porting faultlines from team level to this higher 

level. There are two key findings. First, on a societal level, faultline strength and number of 

subgroups are inseparably connected, as they lead to different results than in work teams. On 

a societal level, faultlines are likely to lead to minority status subgroups, at least if the 

faultlines are based on demographic variables as they are in our study. Second, the 

combination of many subgroups and strong faultlines leads to a higher percentage of votes for 

far-right parties, which we consider to be a form of intergroup bias. Furthermore, a shrinking 

population during “normal” times, as well as a growing population in times with a high influx 

of refugees, but not the existence of refugee centers, are positively correlated with a higher 

percentage of votes for far-right-parties. Therefore, intergroup bias seems to be dependent on 

a change in the population, not to the presence of people from other countries in general. 

Chapter 7 investigates a team-level component that is likely to facilitate cohabitation 

in a diverse society: diversity trainings. It therefore examines diversity beliefs and diversity 

self-efficacy of apprentices depending on diversity trainings, as well as diversity self-

efficacy’s influence on diversity beliefs. Groups of apprentices in different professions and 

three different training years took part in diversity trainings that were developed to meet the 

needs of the groups and that were based on meta-analytical findings (Bezrukova et al., 2012). 

The study results in four major findings. First, diversity beliefs of the apprentices are 

positively affected by the different diversity trainings, independent of their profession, 

training year, sex, age, or the objective diversity within their teams. The effectiveness of the 

trainings seems therefore to be generalizable to different groups. Second, diversity beliefs of 
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the apprentices lessen between two trainings, implying that without certain trainings, diversity 

beliefs within a diverse team diminish. Third, diversity self-efficacy has a positive impact on 

an individual’s diversity beliefs. The more an individual believes in their own ability to 

handle diversity, the higher are their diversity beliefs. And fourth, diversity trainings only 

partly have an impact on diversity self-efficacy. Diversity self-efficacy was positively 

affected in the first of the trainings, where all apprentices of one training year are trained 

together, but not in the second training, where the apprentices are trained in their partly rather 

homogeneous professional subgroups.  

Chapter 8 analyses an individual-level aspect that is likely to benefit diverse societies: 

intrapersonal diversity, which has so far been only empirically investigated concerning 

different experiences at work. The chapter first introduces a scale to measure intrapersonal 

diversity and then focusses on an individual’s intrapersonal diversity’s influence on its 

attitude towards diversity and its connection with theoretically related constructs, thereby 

investigating its nomological network. The analysis resulted in three key findings. First, 

intrapersonal diversity and openness to experience are positively correlated, but clearly 

distinguishable. Individuals that have had diverse experiences were on average more open to 

new experiences, which is likely to lead in turn to a higher intrapersonal diversity. Second, 

intrapersonal diversity is positively correlated, but again clearly distinguishable, from 

diversity beliefs. Therefore, people with higher intrapersonal diversity in general have a more 

positive attitude towards diversity and towards diverse others. And third, intrapersonal 

diversity seems to be a predictor for diversity beliefs. In accordance with our hypothesis, the 

more diverse experiences an individual has had, the higher were their diversity beliefs. 

9.2. Integration and Theoretical Implications 

The results and propositions of this dissertation contribute to the existing body of 

literature concerning diversity and resulting faultlines in several ways and involve numerous 

implications for theory and research. Diversity is a complex phenomenon, that has so far been 
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mainly studied on the team level (e.g. van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Although consequences 

of diversity and resulting faultlines are not limited to the team level, research on faultlines on 

a higher level has so far been underrepresented or not been conducted at all. The definition of 

faultlines is not restricted to the team level, but is rather generally valid for all dividing lines 

that split a social unit into relatively homogeneous subgroups on the basis of several 

individual attributes (Bezrukova et al., 2001; Meyer & Glenz, 2013). Furthermore, existing 

research often focusses on the role of interpersonal diversity for a team’s outcomes, thereby 

rather ignoring the intrapersonal diversity that each member entails (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 

2002) even though it was already shown that the experiences an individual has had with 

regard to different jobs positively influences its behaviour in interpersonal diverse teams 

(Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002). Moreover, the sources of diversity beliefs are rather unknown 

– with our studies, both on diversity trainings and on intrapersonal diversity, we help to bring 

light into them. 

Whereas the three main chapters contain theoretical implications and research 

contributions, the subsequent section will attend implications concerning overarching topics 

that arise as a result of the main chapters. 

9.2.1. When and why diversity beliefs arise 

Reflecting on the emergence of diversity beliefs as a consequence of own prior 

experience, chapter 8 analyzes the meaning of being friends with different people, having had 

different jobs, having travelled to different countries, being surrounded by people that think or 

are different from self and so on. These experiences come along with higher diversity beliefs. 

Having experienced the same challenges and difficulties as another person, the higher the 

probability that perspective taking is going to take place (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000) – 

especially if the other person is in a close relationship to the individual (Cialdini et al., 1997). 

We therefore advocate that having had multiple different experiences has the same effect as 

diversity trainings (Chapter 7) are supposed to have: they both increase an individual’s ability 
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to take perspectives, which is likely to lead to a self-other overlap, reducing stereotypical 

expression towards members of the out-group (cf. Cadinu & Rothbart, 1996; Galinsky & 

Moskowitz, 1999, 2000; Smith & Henry, 1996). Therefore, one might advocate that the pool 

of different experiences which leads to a higher intrapersonal diversity of an individual, are a 

low-threshold diversity training over a prolonged period, therefore being deeply rooted in an 

individual’s mindset. 

Besides the assumably longer lasting effect of intrapersonal diversity on diversity 

beliefs as compared with a diversity training that takes place only singularly, we advocate that 

intrapersonal diversity has another advantage: while diversity trainings taking place at the 

workplace, that are often not based on scientific research or not evaluated (Bezrukova et al., 

2012; Holladay & Quinones, 2005) might backfire among people that work in rather 

homogeneous teams (Homan et al., 2015), and communication about differences also has the 

potential to lead to stereotyping and intergroup bias (Dover et al., 2019; Gröschke, 2015), we 

believe that these consequences are quite unlikely to happen with experiences leading to 

higher intrapersonal diversity. During such experiences, people will learn more about their 

counterparts, their perspectives and wishes without feeling guilty, e.g., to be in a privileged 

situation, and without needing to justify: these experiences that increase an individual’s 

perspective taking do not need to happen with people from openly other social categories, 

which might lead to intergroup bias – these experiences can also take part with one’s own 

family or close friends that belong to the individual’s ingroup. Being part of the ingroup will 

lead to a more positive evaluation (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000; Pickett & Brewer, 2001) of their 

perspectives. As in such constellations, the status of the two counterparts is likely to be the 

same or similar, defensive and resistance reactions are less likely (Dover et al., 2019; Kidder, 

Lankau, Chrobot‐Mason, Mollica, & Friedman, 2004; Krings et al., 2009; Mobley & Payne, 

1992; Plantenga, 2004), allowing for real exchange and understanding of other perspectives, 

thereby easing a productive cooperation.  
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Furthermore, in experiences leading to a higher intrapersonal diversity, people will get 

to know individuals that possess many different attributes, without reducing them to a single 

attribute (Kanning, 2016; van Knippenberg et al., 2004), hereby finding commonalities with 

apparently diverse people (Vedder, 2006). Therefore, it will make less sense to see the other 

person as belonging to a distinct other (out-)group, realizing that the outgroup, as well as the 

ingroup, consists of diverse members, leading to less pronounced faultlines (Lau & 

Murnighan, 2005b); furthermore, even if people are perceived as belonging to an outgroup, 

higher diversity beliefs resulting from an individual’s own prior experiences, that is from their 

intrapersonal diversity, are likely to lead to a more positive evaluation of a potential outgroup 

member. Both aspects, that is less pronounced faultlines and higher diversity beliefs, are 

likely to reduce intergroup bias. 

In sum, this dissertation adds to diversity research by emphasizing the relevance of 

encouraging people to broaden their scope of experience, either by experiencing them 

themselves, thereby increasing their intrapersonal diversity, or by experiencing them 

indirectly e.g., in diversity trainings, to reduce intergroup bias and enhance diversity beliefs. 

9.2.2. Self-efficacy as a protective factor against intergroup bias 

Self-efficacy is a key determinant for transferring knowledge and behavior from 

trainings to the workplace (Colquitt et al., 2000; Schwoerer et al., 2005; Wood & Bandura, 

1989) and has been found to enhance desirable behavior in organizations (Luthans & Youssef, 

2005; Mitchell & Palmer, 2010). We therefore argue that self- efficacy regarding interacting 

with diverse others is relevant for diversity beliefs to transform into corresponding behavior 

and should consequently be included in every diversity training. This assumption is 

underpinned by the fact that diversity trainings with direct contact and perspective taking 

yield the highest effect sizes on both behavioral and cognitive measures of intergroup 

attitudes (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014): interacting with diverse others, while having the 

possibility to ask for help or to retry a certain reaction or behavior, and imagining how the 
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counterpart will evaluate a shown behavior, self-efficacy regarding interacting with diverse 

others should increase. 

Concerning intrapersonal diverse people, we advocate that the experiences that lead to 

intrapersonal diversity (Chapter 8) can be compared to case studies or working scenarios that 

are used in diversity trainings (Chapter 7), where individuals have the possibility to practice 

behavior in a “safe” environment (Nelson et al., 2012). As experience in dealing with 

diversity, which is reflected in intrapersonal diversity, helps in developing efficacy beliefs 

(c.f. Bandura, 1977a), we advocate that intrapersonal diverse people have a higher sense of 

self-efficacy in dealing with diverse people, which is likely to increase corresponding 

behavior, even in the presence of obstacles and difficulties (Locke & Latham, 1990; Wood & 

Bandura, 1989).  

Furthermore, intergroup bias tends to be especially pronounced if the outgroup is 

perceived as a potential threat (Carton & Cummings, 2013; Duckitt, 2001). Knowing how to 

interact with diverse others and understanding their wishes and needs, e.g., as a consequence 

of perspective taking, should increase confidence in one’s own ability to interact in a positive 

way with diverse others, that is disposing self-efficacy, thereby reducing possible intergroup 

bias. Chapter 6 operationalized votes for a far-right party as a proxy for intergroup bias. We 

advocate that besides the existing faultlines, it is also a missing self-efficacy that leads people 

to vote for far-right parties, that use the “threat motive” to mobilize voters (Vieten & 

Poynting, 2016). This is in line with the finding that tolerance towards refugees and migrants 

seems to be dependent on the speed of the processes, with high-speed processes to have a 

higher impact on supporting far-right parties than immigration or globalization per se. If 

immigration is faster than integration over a prolonged period, far-right parties are likely to 

win elections (Podobnik et al., 2017). Understanding integration as a process where people 

find a way to jointly assume responsibility, to jointly shape their environment, to find a way 

for equal participation and inclusion of all social groups, where everybody has a sense of 
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belonging (Bundesministerium des Inneren, 2020), people need to talk about their needs and 

ideas, which is likely to lead to mutual perspective taking and higher understanding of “the 

others”. If integration is successful, people will know what is important for whom and which 

behavior is adequate and promising. If integration is successful, the self-efficacy of the 

majority concerning interaction with “the others” should be high, therefore reducing the 

perceived threat, which again should lead to a reduction in intergroup bias (van Knippenberg 

et al., 2004). As self-efficacy is trainable (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Luthans, 2002) and is likely 

to help people to positively interact with diverse others, we advocate that it is a very 

promising way to reduce intergroup bias. 

9.3. Practical Implications 

The results of this dissertation contribute to diversity management and the allocation 

of refugees in receiving municipalities and countries, as well as to possibilities to reduce 

intergroup bias on lower levels than the team level, which are likely to ultimately also 

decrease intergroup bias on the societal level. 

Societies are getting more and more diverse, which is especially true for Germany 

(Swiaczny, 2015). As people tend to like people that are similar to them (Byrne, 1971), 

individuals in a diverse environment are likely to form groups with other individuals that are 

similar to them, leading to rather homogeneous subgroups. If people perceive the differences 

between their own rather homogeneous group and other, also rather homogeneous, groups, 

faultlines are likely to arise and people are likely to be aware of them. Focusing on a higher 

level than teams, this dissertation’s results point to the importance of avoiding faultlines 

within municipalities: Faultlines on a societal level lead, as shown in chapter 6, to intergroup 

bias, which manifests itself inter alia in a higher proportion of votes for right wing parties. 

Without interventions aiming at reducing categorization processes and subsequent intergroup 

bias (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), negative consequences for the whole society are likely to 

evolve. As intergroup bias is a disadvantage for municipalities as well as for teams, politicians 
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and society should try to avoid faultlines, or offer enough measures for the different groups to 

meet and to reduce potentially existing prejudices against the respective other group. 

Concerning the allocation of refugees or migrants, this implies that a decentralized 

accommodation is preferable, to prevent the emergence of easily detectable, demographic 

faultlines and to enhance contact between those new in a country and those living there for 

ages. 

Countermeasures against intergroup bias on the societal level need to take place not 

only singularly, but over and over again: this dissertation’s results indicate that individual 

diversity beliefs in teams tend to diminish over time, after having risen due to a training. As 

diversity beliefs are crucial for the success of diverse teams (Goncalo et al., 2015; van 

Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Homan, 2013), and therefore potentially relevant for diverse 

societies as well, scientifically substantiated trainings should be conducted to enhance 

diversity beliefs and diversity self-efficacy: the emotions that result of intergroup encounters, 

e.g. during a training, can influence an individual’s general reaction to other groups (Eagly et 

al., 1994; Jackson, 1996), which we assume to have also a positive effect outside of the 

specific team or respectively the work context, that is one’s everyday life within the society. 

Concerning the business perspective of diversity trainings, the dollar expenditure for the 

trainings is well justified, as diversity beliefs are positively correlated with increased team 

performance and other desirable outcomes (Stegmann, 2011; Stegmann & van Dick, 2009). 

Consequently, trainings should not only be conducted if problems have already occurred due 

to potential misunderstandings resulting of different understandings of diverse team members 

but should be implemented on a regular basis to prevent problems to even occur. 

Additionally, trainings should be conducted with executives as well, as their attitude towards 

diversity is likely to change like the team members’ attitude over time as well, if no training is 

offered and as the executives’ support is very relevant for the success of diversity trainings 

(Cramton & Hinds, 2004; Kearney & Gebert, 2009). 
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Looking for an individual-level characteristic to combat intergroup bias, this 

dissertation points to intrapersonal diversity. As the results of this dissertation suggest that 

intrapersonal diverse people hold higher diversity beliefs or a more positive attitude towards 

diverse workgroups respectively, they are more likely to work together with diverse others 

more productively. In teams with intrapersonal diverse people, that believe in the power of 

interpersonal diversity, social categorization and resulting minority groups with a lower status 

(Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Rudman, 1998; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) should occur only to a lesser 

extent, thereby improving team climate and team performance. 

Concerning consequences of interpersonal diversity in teams, which often leads to 

intergroup bias (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), the first important step towards team success 

is selecting the right team members – not only regarding their knowledge, skills and expertise, 

but also with regard to their interpersonal skills and personality (Judge & LePine, 2007). 

Consequently, executives need to consider the distribution of “knowledge, skills, abilities and 

prior experiences that enable task accomplishment as well as the values, interpersonal skills 

and motivations that enable the team to work effectively together” (Morgeson, DeRue, & 

Karam, 2010, p.12). Therefore, if executives need to staff a diverse team, this dissertation’s 

results suggest including an individual’s own diversity of experiences, that is intrapersonal 

diversity, into team compilation considerations. Including intrapersonal diversity as additional 

criterion in the selection process for new team members, especially in a diverse team, could 

enable the teams to unlock the potential of diversity. This is especially important if a team 

needs to be diverse to ensure the team’s problem-solving capacities or in general different 

perspectives. So far, research showed that there seems to be a limit of interpersonal diversity 

within a team, above which the benefits of diversity are outlined by coordination costs. With 

intrapersonal diverse team members, this dissertation’s results suggest that the limit should be 

higher or not existent at all. This should allow teams to be as interpersonal diverse as 
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necessary, without having to be as homogeneous as possible to avoid possible coordination 

costs of interpersonal diverse teams. 

For diverse societies, this implies that people should interact and communicate with 

diverse others to increase their own intrapersonal diversity, followed by higher diversity 

beliefs. While interacting with diverse others, their self-efficacy to handle diversity should 

also increase as suggested by the second main chapter in this dissertation. 

9.4. Limitations 

One limitation of this dissertation is the question whether the results of the faultlines 

study are generalizable to other countries than Germany. With its specific history including 

Nazi era, voting for right wing parties, whose superordinate core ideology is very much in line 

with instilling intergroup bias (Berbuir et al., 2015), might mean something different than in 

other countries without this history. Nevertheless, as the voting behavior for right wing parties 

is just one possible operationalization of intergroup bias, which can find expression in various 

ways, we advocate that the main point of this study is valid also for societies besides 

Germany. 

In the second study, the research design allows to assume causality between the 

trainings and the subsequent increase in diversity beliefs among the apprentices, but it 

remains unclear what leads to a decrease in diversity beliefs between the diversity trainings. 

Follow up data collection was not conducted after the two diversity trainings, so it remains 

unclear whether the diversity beliefs remain at a higher level after the second intervention, or 

whether they decline again as they did after the first intervention. As diversity initiatives were 

conducted in the whole company to increase diversity awareness among all employees, we 

believe that apprentices coming to this workforce have a good chance to keep or even spread 

their diversity beliefs. Still, future research needs to expand our research by investigating 

whether the effects of repeated diversity trainings persist over a longer period of time. 
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Another limitation of this dissertation is the question of causality in study three, 

focusing on intrapersonal diversity as a predictor for diversity beliefs. As diversity beliefs and 

intrapersonal diversity were measured at a single measurement point, causality is not clearly 

verifiable. As this study is to the best of our knowledge the first to operationalize and 

empirically test intrapersonal diversity not only on a functional level, we believe that our 

work paves the way for further research in the field of intrapersonal diversity by introducing a 

new scale with good internal consistency for measuring this construct. Future research 

therefore should put a specific focus on a research design that allows to draw conclusions on 

causality issues. 

9.5. Future Research 

Several avenues for future research arise from the combined insights from this 

dissertation. First, the chapters emphasize the interplay of intra- and interpersonal diversity, 

both on team- and societal level, as they seem to be inseparably linked. Future research should 

extend our findings by conducting fine-grained analyses of how exactly intra- and 

interpersonal diversity influence each other’s consequences. Scientists should carefully 

analyze the role of intrapersonal diversity for the effects of interpersonal diversity within 

teams and within society, as an increase in intrapersonal diversity is likely to benefit both 

interpersonal diverse teams and interpersonal diverse societies, which seem to be the new 

normal. Identifying the aspects of intrapersonal diversity that help teams and societies to live 

and work together more harmoniously and productively certainly is of great interest for many 

teams and people around the globe. Longitudinal studies should attempt analyzing whether 

intrapersonal diversity really is an antecedent of diversity beliefs, which should facilitate 

handling interpersonal diversity, or whether people that hold diversity beliefs rather behave in 

a way that makes them more intrapersonal diverse. Even though we found evidence that 

irrespective of the nature of the experience, intrapersonal diverse people hold higher diversity 

beliefs, future research should take into account the nature of the experience one has made 
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that leads to intrapersonal diversity. The multilevel categorization model that we proposed at 

the beginning of this dissertation can be a valuable guideline to test the interactions between 

different levels of diversity. 

Second, whereas this dissertation showed that diversity trainings do have an impact on 

team members’ diversity beliefs, it remains unclear what kind of trainings or rather events or 

situations it would need to enhance a society’s diversity beliefs. While an individual’s own 

experiences, that is intrapersonal diversity, are likely to benefit diverse teams and societies, 

little is known about which other factors facilitate working and living with diverse others. 

Enhancing the intrapersonal diversity of all members of a society seems unrealistic; therefore, 

other possibilities need to be found. A promising way might be to enlarge their cognitive 

schemata, as this is what we assume intrapersonal diverse people to possess due to their 

different experiences. Cognitive schemata may lead to biases in the perception of behavior, 

which in the end may lead the person to act in a way that is consistent with the stereotype or 

schema that caused the initial biased perception (Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977). 

Enlarging and widening the cognitive schemata and altering dominant logics by frame 

breaking experiences should lead to fewer misinterpretations and therefore to less problems in 

diverse teams.  

Third, this dissertation stresses the role of leadership personalities for teams and 

societies. If leaders aim to hold their team or respectively their society together, by inducing a 

climate of openness to diversity, teams and societies are more likely to stick together and to 

work and live together in a peaceful, enriching way. Therefore, future research should analyze 

which aspects are of particular relevance for leaders to be able to induce such a climate.  

And fourth, future research needs to clarify whether the positive attitude towards 

diversity also transforms into real behavior, as this is what a diverse society and diverse teams 

really need.  
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9.6. Conclusion 

So far, an extensive body of research has attended to interpersonal diversity and its 

consequences for teams, which has both produced many promising, but also inconclusive, 

findings (Meyer, 2017). This dissertation contributes to the growing literature by investigating 

and reflecting the complex and cross-level interactions of diversity, resulting faultlines and its 

consequences for societies, teams, and individuals, as shown in voting behavior for right-

wing-parties and diversity beliefs. Overall, the dissertation combines and integrates insights 

and theoretical approaches to diversity rooted in organizational psychology, social psychology 

and political psychology and establishes a theoretical framework for research on the different 

levels of diversity, that is intra- and interpersonal diversity, both on team level and on societal 

level. 

Up to now, faultlines have been operationalized on the team level (Lau & Murnighan, 

1998), but not above, like on the societal level. By porting faultlines to this higher level and 

by showing the effects of (dormant) faultlines on the societal level, we make it accessible for 

other research domains and for practical interventions to avoid faultlines or to reduce its 

consequences.  

Investigating possibilities on lower levels to prevent intergroup bias, this dissertation 

emphasizes the need of consistently engaging in diversity initiatives and training to help the 

positive effects of diversity to come to the fore. Furthermore, whereas diversity has so far 

been mainly conceptualized on the interpersonal level (Meyer, 2017; van Knippenberg et al., 

2004), this dissertation confirms the importance of also considering intrapersonal diversity, as 

the consequences of interpersonal diversity seem to depend on the intrapersonal diversity of 

the diverse team’s members, with intrapersonal diverse individuals to better meet the 

challenges of interpersonal diversity.  

Overall, the theoretical proposition and empirical evidence of this dissertation provide 

important insights in the consequences of diversity and in potential influence of trainings and 
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individual experiences regarding these consequences. These insights are a valuable base for 

future research aimed at enlightening the complex impact of diversity for societies, teams, and 

individuals. As teams and society are becoming more and more diverse, being different is the 

one thing that we all have in common. 
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