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Abstract 

Green, Julie A. 2013.Cultural Theory Training for Multicultural Teams: “Clumsy” 
Solutions for a “Wicked Problem”. Fuller Theological Seminary, School of 
Intercultural Studies. PhD in Intercultural Studies. 390 pp. 

 

This dissertation, based on social anthropology, examined the impact of raising 

awareness of the participants’ default culture to see if this knowledge impacts the way in 

which they interact with their team.  This was done by using an application of Mary 

Douglas’ (1970, 1978, 1999, 2005b, 2005a) and Thompson Ellis and Wildavsky’s (1990) 

Cultural Theory to measuring the changes in the multicultural team member’s 

preferences for their non-preferred ways of making decisions and their self-reported 

responses about the levels of conflict and safety on their team. 

This qualitative research uses a mixed qualitative quasi-experimental study that 

uses a pre-test and posttest design with a control group overall research design.  It 

evaluated whether or not a teamwork-training program, which, teaches differing decision-

making processes, and argumentation logic can stretch a multicultural team member’s 

tolerance for rival regimes and lower the level of destructive conflict on the team.  

The researcher conducted two stages of fieldwork in Cambodia and Myanmar.  In 

the first stage, she administered the pretest instruments and facilitated three multicultural 

team-building workshops in Phnom Penh and Siem Reap, Cambodia, and Yangon, 

Myanmar to 80 participants from 22 countries. During these workshops, she utilized 

participant observation and unstructured interviews. The second stage carried out 6-8 

weeks after the first, involved 31 semi-structured interviews and administering the 



iii 

posttest instruments to 56 multicultural team members in seven teams. This study also 

uses a critical incident survey to investigate cultural bias. 

The findings show that event based, multicultural teambuilding training did not 

have a significant effect on a team’s level of stress or conflict.  However, it did have a 

positive effect on the levels of psychological security in teams that did not know each 

other well.  In addition, the treatment teams show changes in their perception of and 

preferences for how their team works, indicating increased levels of tolerance for each. 

This dissertation then discusses the impact of cultural bias on training events. It 

concludes with an overview of how viewing multicultural training as ‘Wicked Problem” 

can suggest ways in which team leaders can build “Clumsy” training solutions.  

 

Mentor: Dr. Sherwood G. Lingenfelter     344 Words 
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Dedication 

To the only One who has successfully used an elegant solution 

 to solve our messy, wicked problem. 
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Introduction, Problem and Methodology 
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Chapter 1 
 

Overview and Introduction 

Case Study: The Joys and Sorrows of Working in a Multicultural Team 

I remember the day clearly.  I was sitting in a guesthouse in Bangkok.  I had just 

returned from a particularly difficult committee meeting where, once again, we had 

argued and fought over how we should organize our work.  I was angry, hurt, and so 

disappointed.  We were all highly educated Christians who had left their homes and 

sacrificed much to follow God’s call to help build His kingdom through Bible translation.  

Yet we could not agree on the most basic of issues.  “Lord forgive me,” I cried, “surely 

this was not what You intended for all of us. Help me follow you!”  

A few months later, in the back of an anthropology class, I sat listening to the 

professor explain Mary Douglas’ Grid-Group theory and how all of us are blinded by sin 

and self-interest.  Instantly I was reminded of my time on committees in Mainland 

Southeast Asia.  That was me and my committee—blinded by our own self-interest and 

unable to hear what the other was saying! Once again, I wept over my sin and our 

inability to follow God in our community life.  As I continued engaging with the 

professors, students and course material, the Lord quietly convicted me of my sin and 

used anthropology and, more specifically, Cultural Theory to help me understand my 

own culture and empathize with teammates who are very different than I am.  

Years later and back in Mainland Southeast Asia, I was sitting in another 

executive committee meeting.  The group was prayerfully struggling with the seemingly 

never ending issue of our relationship with our host government and a perceived threat of 

them withdrawing visas for expatriates.  The discussion was serious and if visas were 
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withdrawn, it would seriously affect our work.  As I looked around this meeting, I saw 

godly men and women from Indonesia, Denmark, The Philippines, The United Kingdom, 

Australia, and The United States struggling with this issue.  One man suggested that we 

not do anything, as it would “wake the sleeping tiger.” Another suggested that we quietly 

talk with other organizations to see what they were doing and then analyze our options.  

Another leader suggested that the “problem” was not really a problem because it was 

only a rumor, and that we should not do anything regarding visas until the threat becomes 

a reality.  Then if it is still an issue, we should evaluate the system and find loopholes or 

other ways of getting visas for the foreign workers.  Still another called for an immediate 

withdrawal of all invitations to much needed new foreign workers, as we should be 

saving the visa slots for the workers who were already here. These were experienced and 

godly leaders with years of cross-cultural experience struggling to listen well to each 

other.  They were prayerfully wrestling with each other trying to understand all the 

differing points of view.  Yet, they were still struggled come to a decision that sat well 

with everyone.  So we continued to struggle with knowing what the right answer was, but 

we listened to everyone and we did not settle for one “right” answer.  At the time it felt 

sloppy and like we muddled through.   

Later, as I reflected on and analyzed this experience, I found that Cultural Theory 

thoroughly explained the differences we were facing.  All of the proposed solutions could 

be seen as logical responses from each of four Ways of Life proposed by Douglas (1970, 

2005b) and Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky (1990).  I also saw how our sloppy, inelegant 

solution of was actually a “Clumsy Solution” (Rayner 2012; Thompson 2003, 2008; 

Verweij 2011; Verweij et al. 2006).  Rather than committing to just one Way of Life, we 

were able to construct an organizational response to the (possible) visa crisis using 

insights and solution from each of these Ways of Life. And, in doing so, we were able to 
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both make good decisions for the organization and individuals, and maintain God 

honoring relationships with one another.  What a difference! 

These multicultural team experiences, and many others, are my motivation for 

doing this research.  I saw how just enough training, at just the right time affected me.  I 

prayerfully wondered if this training could make an impact in helping multicultural teams 

build strong relationships and communicate well with each other, and in doing so lower 

the stress and destructive interpersonal conflict among team members.   

Summary of the Problems 

Since the latter half of the 20th century, the globalization of the missions force 

has impacted the way the mission of reaching people with the gospel of Christ is carried 

out.  One of the more profound impacts of this is the increasing use of multicultural 

teams to carry out the task.  Comprised of team members from many different cultures, 

and increasingly, different organizations, these massively multicultural work teams are 

complex organizations.   

While cross-cultural mission workers are prepared to make the adjustments of 

learning a new target language and culture, they are often surprised by the complexity 

and difficulty of learning the “language and culture” of their multicultural team.  They 

are unprepared to handle the ‘illogic’ of their teammate’s suggestions and problem 

solving rationalizations.  Soon, even the most hearty team member begins to question the 

wisdom of working together on the team and wonders if it would be easier, more 

efficient, or possibly more godly, to do things another way. 

As leaders face the difficulty of helping their teams function in a healthy, 

productive and harmonious manner, they are becoming more and more reliant on training 

in the area of cultural differences to bridge this gap. Yet even as trainers and team leaders 
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invest time and resources in training events, many wonder about the effects of team 

training and whether or not multicultural team training will solve their team’s problems. 

Theoretical Significance 

This study hopes to extend Cultural Theory1 (Douglas 1992, 1983; Thompson, 

Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990) by discussing two areas that are not as well integrated into the 

theory: surprise and non-preferences.  While Cultural Theory says quite a bit about 

preference and how preferences are formed or influenced, little is said about non-

preferences, or what individuals abhor.  This study tracks changes in these non-

preferences to measure the changes in tolerance within a multicultural team.  This is 

significant because team members can be intolerant of others both through insisting that 

teams organize themselves according to their preferences, and by rejecting a teammate’s 

logical way of organizing.   

In addition, this research uses a critical incident technique vignette survey to 

measure the strength of a multicultural team’s preferences for organizing and 

disorganizing.  In contrast to a psychometric survey, the vignette survey is able to control 

for context in ways the psychometric survey cannot.  As such, vignette survey is superior 

to psychometric surveys for measuring Ways of Life because controlling for the social 

environment is especially critical due to the dynamic and fluid nature of cultural biases. 

Personal Significance 

My initial interest in cross-cultural teams was formed between 1986 and 1991 in 

Malaysia when I worked with an indigenous language development committee.  During 

                                                 
1 The difficulties of the key term nomenclature in Douglas’ Grid – Group Theory are numerous 

and well documented.  See Mamadouh (1999).  Because Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky’s “Cultural 
Theory” is not the only cultural theory on the block, when referring to their brand of cultural theory, they 
capitalize it.  For the purposes of clarification, I will do the same. 



 

 6 

those years, I experienced the excitement as well as the frustrations of working on a 

multicultural team.  In 2003, I moved to Cambodia, where I worked in a multi-

organizational partnership and supervised multicultural teams working on integrated 

development projects.  Again, I was confronted daily with the complexity and difficulty 

of processing decisions with a multicultural team.  I saw teammates struggle with one 

another as they wrestled with both the logic of each other’s arguments and their various 

preferred processes for making decisions.  As a leader of multicultural teams, I often 

sought out training opportunities and additional coaching in an effort to help the teams 

understand the cultural issues that impacted their discussions and decisions.  But often, 

the training was “too little and too late” to be effective. 

Personally, this study has enhanced my understanding of the tensions between 

competing cultural biases and enabled me to be a better communicator and project 

facilitator.  It has deepened my theological and relational appreciation of the intricacies of 

building and maintaining cross-cultural relationships. 

Practical Significance 

This study will evaluate the effectiveness of cross-cultural training on lowering 

internal conflict in Multicultural teams.  I anticipate that this work will assist cross-

cultural trainers who base their training programs on Cultural Theory to plan better, more 

effective training interventions for MCTs.  I also anticipate that this study will help 

Christian cross-cultural workers working on MCTs sort out their own biases and 

preferences while gaining a greater understanding of and appreciation for their 

teammates.  

Its goal is to determine whether or not a training program aimed at identifying 

cultural bias in decision-making processes will increase a multicultural team member’s 
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tolerance for their non-preferred ways of making decisions and thus lowering the level of 

internal, interpersonal conflict. 

Problem Statement 

The problem of this research is to investigate what effect training to identify the 

competing Ways of Life (Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990)within a multicultural 

team will give the team members more tolerance for the different ways in which 

members process decisions and thus lower the level of destructive interpersonal conflict 

in their multicultural team 

Research Questions 

1. To what extent does training in identifying Ways of Life lower a multicultural 
team’s interpersonal conflict levels? See Chapter 8. 

2. To what extent do training interventions stretch a multicultural team member’s 
tolerance for their non-preferred structure and decision making processes? See 
Chapters 6 and 7 for the instruments used to measure this and Chapter 11 for the 
analysis of the data. 

3. After completing a Ways of Life training intervention, to what extent are learners:  

a. more open to new experiences?  

b. able to view an experience from many different points of view? 

c. able to use their analytical skills to integrate new ideas from their 
observations with their current ideas about how things should be done? 

d. able to actively experiment and put new ideas and concepts into practice? 
See Chapter 5, 9 and 10. 

Delimitations 

Cross-cultural training in this study is delimited to in-service training given on 

decision making processes and will not cover any other specific aspect of cultural 
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differences (i.e., hospitality, reciprocity, time and space, etc…) between team members.  

In addition I will be using the anthropological model Cultural Theory (Grid-Group 

Analysis) and no other anthropological theory to examine the changes in decision making 

processes in multicultural teams. The population and samples are delimited to 

Multicultural teams of Christians working on development projects (both integrated and 

non-integrated,) in Mainland Southeast Asia. 

Definition of Terms 

1. Cross-cultural training (CCT) is defined as an intervention designed “to increase 
the knowledge and skill of expatriates to help them operate effectively in the 
unfamiliar host culture” (Caligiuri et al. 2001) See also (Blake, Heslin, and Curtis 
1996; Kealey and Protheroe 1996). In this study, the terms “workshop” and “training” 
will be used interchangeably.  

2. Multicultural Teams (MCT) is defined as a collection of individuals from three or 
more nationalities with no one nationality having the numerical majority, and “… 
who share responsibility for outcomes, who see themselves and who are seen by 
others as an intact social entity embedded in one or more larger social systems” 
(Cohen and Bailey 1997, 242).  While some authors note a difference between the 
terms “group” and “team” (see (Cohen and Bailey 1997; Hackman 1990; Katzenbach 
and Smith 1994; Marquardt and Horvath 2001; McGrath, Berdahl, and Arrow 1995; 
Mohrman, Cohen, and Mohrman 1995; Offermann and Spiros 2001)) this research 
project will make no distinction between the two terms. 

3. Cultural bias refers to the “shared values and beliefs” (Thompson, Ellis and 
Wildavsky 1990:1) that are elaborated in an individual’s worldview (Lingenfelter 
1996:35).  Cultural bias or bias is a technical term for the hidden and unaware cultural 
expectations and assumptions that actors bring to negotiating processes (Lingenfelter 
1998b). 

4. Default Culture: the values, expectations, behavioral processes and role definitions  
that become the default behaviors for each person when they are in crisis 
(Lingenfelter 2008a, 78). 

5. Conflict: “a struggle, or state of disharmony or antagonism or hostile behaviors, 
resulting from contradictory interests, needs or beliefs, or mutually exclusive 
desires.” (Ungerleider 2008, 212).  While some researchers make a difference 
between  the key terms “dispute” and “conflict” (Burgess and Spangler 2003), this 
study will use these terms interchangeably.  Rather, using Jehn and Mannix’s (2001, 



 

 9 

238) categories of conflict types, it will further categorize conflicts into task 
conflicts, interpersonal conflicts and process conflicts.  Interpersonal conflicts are 
those disputes that arise from the personal friction, dislike or incompatibility between 
teammates. Task conflicts are those conflicts revolving around the ideas and opinions 
about the work or task itself, but do not have the heat and intense interpersonal 
emotion, found in interpersonal conflicts.  Like task conflicts, process conflicts are 
those conflicts that result from disagreements about how the work is to be done. 

Assumptions 

1. A Biblically based philosophy is essential for all multicultural team relationships to 
be effective for the Kingdom of God.   

2. A multicultural team community is impacted just as much by spiritual dynamics as it 
is by social-cultural dynamics. 

3. No one cultural regime is better or godlier than another.  Culture is the “tool for 
communication” (Lingenfelter and Mayers 1986, 122), and the channel through 
which God communicates to human beings (Kraft 1979, 113).  There are positive 
aspects in each culture and in its own context, each system works.  Yet culture is also 
deeply and pervasively flawed by sin.  To illustrate the way in which culture has both 
positive and constraining features, Lingenfelter uses the analogy of culture as a 
‘prison and a palace’ (1998b, 20).  This emphasizes both the positive aspects of 
culture, but also the way in which culture blinds us to God’s truth and draws us away 
from being transformed into God’s image.  

4. Grid Group / Cultural Theory is an adequate and appropriate theory to analyze the 
social environment of multicultural teams (Douglas 1992). 

5. The Christian faith can make a difference in cross-cultural team relationships when 
the actors in these relationships allow it.  By the very nature of their Christian 
commitment, Christians should have a large capacity for the kind of cooperative 
relationships that are required for multicultural teams to function.  Yet Christian 
actors bring to multicultural team relationships differing worldviews and biases and 
these easily may become obstacles that hinder Christian partners from acting 
according to those motivations.  The Christian motivation of Christian actors then is a 
key supra cultural dimension of what they bring to a multicultural team relationship. 

Summary 

This study is a mixed qualitative quasi-experimental study that uses a pre-test and 

posttest design with a control group.  It will evaluate whether or not a teamwork-training 



 

 10 

program which teaches differing decision-making processes and argumentation logic can 

stretch a multicultural team member’s tolerance for rival regimes and lower the level of 

destructive conflict on the team.  It will examine the member’s preferences for decision-

making processes and will record their preference, indifference and rejection of various 

decision-making processes before and after undergoing a cross-cultural training program.  

If multicultural team members are able to accept rival ways of making decisions as a 

legitimate preference, then, hopefully, they are able to communicate better with each 

other and in the end, have less destructive internal conflict. 

This write-up will use both qualitative and quantitative data collected from seven 

multicultural teams in Mainland Southeast Asia and three multicultural team-building 

workshops2.   This work is broken into three parts.  The first part of this dissertation, 

Introduction and Overview, is divided into four chapters.  These chapters provide a 

discussion of background of the research design and theoretical foundation, and a 

description of the participants, and the instruments used in this study. 

Chapter One provides an overview of the research problem in terms of its 

personal, practical and theoretical significance.  The hypothesis, central research 

questions and goals are presented.  It then concludes with a presentation of the 

limitations, assumptions and definitions used in this research. 

Chapter Two sets the theoretical context of this research by discussing the 

relevant literature.  The literature is broken into three sections: Cultural Theory as theory 

and methodology, multicultural team training effectiveness and multicultural teams and 

conflict and culture. 

Chapter Three gives an overview of the research design and methodology used in 

this paper.  It describes the participants, experiments and the ways in which I collected 

data for this research.  It also describes each of the instruments used, the rationale used to 

                                                 
2 All data was gathered in Mainland Southeast Asia from March – November 2011. 
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design the instrument, their timing, and the role they play in the research design.  It will 

conclude with a discussion of the threats and limitations to this research. 

The second section, Research Implementation and Data and Results is broken into 

four chapters and provides an overview of the research data and results.  These chapters 

will describe and analyze both the qualitative and quantitative data in this research. 

Chapter Five describes both the research participants and the experiments in 

cross-cultural training.  It uses issues of socio-demographic and cultural diversity and 

power dynamics to compare and contrast the participants in the three workshops and 

concludes with a description of some of the similarities and differences between each of 

the three workshops.  

Chapter Six describes the behavioral learning outcomes from each of the three 

workshops in terms of changes made within the team.  It will describe how the workshop 

content has stuck (or not) and whether or not the team continues to use the workshop 

vocabulary to help them negotiate differences.  The chapter concludes with an 

examination of whether participants are more open to new experiences, are able to 

reframe their experiences, integrate new ideas about how things should be done, actively 

experiment with these new ideas and put them into practice.   

Chapter Seven is the first of three quantitative components of this research.  It 

describes the Grid-Group Survey and its results.   This survey uses Cultural Theory to 

measure a multicultural team’s preferences for organizing their work and social 

environment.  Statistical analysis is presented for both how individuals changed in 

relationship to each other and how teams as a whole changed between their pre and 

posttests. 

Chapter Eight looks at the second quantitative component of the research.  It uses 

the data from the AGAPE Int’l vignette survey to discuss whether training interventions 
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can stretch multicultural team member’s tolerance for their non-preferred structure and 

decision-making processes.   

Chapter Nine concludes the discussion of the quantitative component of this 

research.  It analyzes the data from the Stress, Conflict and Safety Survey.  This survey 

measures an individual’s level of stress, conflict and psychological security within their 

team to see whether the training has lowered a team’s level of interpersonal conflict.  The 

chapter begins with a description of the survey and statistical analysis of the results, and 

concludes with a discussion of the results in relationship to each Treatment Team’s 

dominant Way of Life. 

The third and final section, Implications of Research is broken into three chapters.  

It discusses the implications of this research in terms of describing the cultural tensions 

on each of the treatment teams, discussing the implications and impact of the ways of life 

on a team building workshop and finally how multicultural teams training is a Wicked 

problem needing a Clumsy solution. 

Chapter Ten uses both the qualitative and quantitative data described in Chapters 

6, 7, and 8, to examine the socio-cultural tension within each of the treatment teams.  It 

specifically looks at the differences between the perceived and preferred Ways of Life for 

each of the Treatment Teams and then discusses the extent to which the workshop 

stretched the Treatment Team’s tolerance for their non-preferred structures and decision-

making processes. 

Chapter Eleven uses the data from the three workshops and Cultural Theory’s 

concepts of Grid and Group to explore the impact of a Workshop’s dominant Way of Life 

on ways the participants interacted with the workshop material.  It concludes with a 

discussion of the impact each Way of Life has on a cross-cultural workshop. 
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Chapter Twelve uses the results from Chapters Seven, Eight, and Nine to look 

specifically at the issue of whether or not the Treatment Teams learned tolerance. This 

chapter concludes with a discussion of tolerance from a Cultural Theory perspective. 

Chapter Thirteen reflects on the implications of the research findings for 

multicultural team training and multicultural team leaders. It presents a brief discussion 

of ways in which multicultural team training can be enhanced by intentional follow up.  

And it discusses the implication of these findings for Cultural Theory and outlines a 

possible framework for understanding and grappling with the kinds of problems that 

teams have when they deal with the chaos that multiple logics and rationalities bring to a 

team 
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Chapter 2 
 

Understanding Multicultural Teams and Difference 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to set the theoretical framework for this research. It 

will be divided into three main sections.  The first section will give a brief overview of 

Cultural Theory (Douglas 1970, 2005b; Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990) as both a 

foundational theory for describing the cultural tensions and interactions of team members 

in multicultural teams, but also as a methodology for measuring these interactions and 

tensions.  The second section of this overview will detail the issue of conflict in 

multicultural teams and will specifically look at the role of culture as it is depicted in the 

multicultural team literature. The final section will give a brief overview of the 

multicultural teams training literature. It will specifically look at studies which evaluated 

whether or not cross-cultural training was effective. 

A Quick Overview of Cultural Theory1 

A useful and predictive theory, as of 2005, Cultural Theory (CT) is used in more 

than 700 published academic articles (Douglas 2005a). Initially developed as Grid-Group 

typology by Mary Douglas (Douglas 1970, 2005b) and then further developed by 

Michael Thompson, Richard Ellis and Aaron Wildavsky (Thompson, Ellis, and 

Wildavsky 1990), Cultural Theory has been used to analyze such diverse subjects as risk 

perception (Boholm 1996; Brenot, Bonnefous, and Marris 1998; Dake 1991; Douglas 

1992; Langford et al. 2000; Marris, Langford, and O'Riordan 1998; Poortinga, Steg, and 
                                                 

1 For a more detailed description and review of Cultural Theory see Mamadouh (1999). 
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Vlek 2002; Sjoberg 2000; Wildavsky and Dake 1990; Wildavsky et al. 1993), policy and 

politics  (Coughlin and Lockhart 1998; de Vries 1999; Heap and Ross 1992; Lockhart 

1999, 2001; Olli 1999; Schwarz and M. 1990; Selle 1991; Thompson, Grendstad, and 

Selle 1999; Verweij 1999; Wildavsky 1989; Mamadouh 1997), how to help the poor 

(Lingenfelter 1998a), discipline children (Giles-Sims and Lockhart 2005), and workplace 

crime (Mars 1983). 

Cultural Theory puts culture at the center of explanations of social life.  

Mamadouh, in her thorough review of Cultural Theory (CT), summarizes the theory 

behind CT in three claims.  First, that “preferences and justifications shape the world of 

social relations.  Everything human beings do or want is culturally biased”. Secondly that 

“it is possible to distinguish a limited number of cultural types” (1999, 396).  And finally, 

that this “typology of viable combinations is universal” (1999, 397).   

Ways of Life 

Everything that humans do, want, and prefer is culturally biased and all of social 

relations can be explained and explored using two dimensions of social organization: grid 

and group.   Grid is defined by the extent to which an individual’s life is determined or 

constrained by rules and roles. Group is the extent to which an individual is incorporated 

into bounded social units (Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 5).  Using these two 

dimensions, CT goes on to create a typology of four distinct ways of life. This is 

displayed in Figure 1. The low group, low grid position life is characterized by weak 

proscriptions. Life in the high group, high grid position, however, has many rules, roles, 

and bounded groups.  In the low group, high grid position, life has many rules and roles, 

but little social integration. Life in the high group, low grid position is very socially 

integrated, but with few rule prescriptions.   

 



 

 16 

 

 

 

 

In Cultural Theory, culture and the social context matters.   

 

Mamadouh (1999)  

 

 

Figure 1: Five Ways of Life Mapped onto the Two Dimensions of 
Sociality 
(Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 8) 
 

Myths of Nature 

Each of these ways of life then generates a ‘myth of nature’ that describes their 

bias regarding the ecosystem.  Each of these ecosystems is manageable, stable and offers 

a partial representation of reality (Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 32-33).  Each 

of these ecosystems is depicted in Figure 2. When nature is benign, it is robust and 

resilient and it can stand trial and error learning.  Nature capricious, on the other hand is 

like a lottery, uncontrollable, making learning impossible.  Nature perverse/tolerant 

requires careful management of the ecosystem as there are limited options for change.  

Learning here is possible, but only by careful and precise study by the experts.  When 

nature is ephemeral, it is fragile and any change disrupts everything making it very 

important to maintain the status quo rather than learn something new. Thompson, et al. 

(1990, 27) argue that human nature is similarly constructed and each of these myths of 
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nature corresponds with a Way of Life: nature capricious as isolate, nature benign as 

individualist, nature perverse/tolerant as corporate and nature ephemeral as enclave.   

 

 

Figure 2: Four Primary Myths of Nature  
(Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 27) 
 

Cultural Theory as Methodology 

The purpose of this section is to review the various survey methodologies that 

have been used with Cultural Theory2.  They will be broken into two groups: 

psychometric surveys and non-psychometric surveys3.  This section will conclude with a 

discussion of the rationale for using a non-psychometric survey with Cultural Theory as a 

methodology in researching tolerance in multicultural teams. 

                                                 
2  For a critical review of CT see Coyle (1994) and Jolliff (2004).  For an extensive overview and 

introduction of CT, see Mamadouh (1999). For an extensive methodological review, see Rippl (2008). 
3 Other, non-survey methodologies, like participant observation, structured interviews and focus 

groups have been used extensively with CT, but they will not be handled here due to time and space 
constraints. For an evaluation of these methods see Mamadouh (1999). 
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Psychometric Surveys 

Researchers using Cultural Theory (CT) for the past 25 years have tried using a 

CT based psychometric survey.  One of the advantages of using psychometric surveys is 

that usually implementation is quicker and cheaper than other non-survey methods.  It is 

also possible to use survey data from other surveys, making it very attractive to 

academics studying risk and social policy.  This section will outline two groups of 

surveys that have used Cultural Theory: Surveys that use Dake’s questions and those that 

do not.  It will also discuss their advantages and disadvantages for use in researching 

learned tolerance. 

Dake’s (1991) Questionnaire 

Possibly the most influential quantitative study on Cultural Theory and risk, Dake 

(1991) correlated an individual’s perception of the societal risks of environmental 

disaster, internal disorder, external aggression and market breakdown with subjects’ 

scores on attitudinal scales.  This survey consists of 46 items.  These items were 

developed from instruments used to measure personal attitudes like confidence in 

institutions, patriotism, and law and order.  According to Dake, these scores then 

reflected the “cultural worldviews” associated with the ways of life in Douglas’s group-

grid scheme. 

Other researchers have taken Dake’s survey and adapted it to a wide variety of 

environmental and technological risks (Langford et al. 2000; Peters and Slovic 1996; 

Poortinga, Steg, and Vlek 2002; Lockhart and Coughlin 1992; Marris and O'Riodan 

1996; Palmer 1996; Grendstad and Selle 1997; Coughlin and Lockhart 1998).  Marris, 

Langford, and O'Riordan (1998) replicated Dake’s survey and concluded that cultural 

biases are ideas about how the world functions (1998, 11) and what is understood as 

“fair” and “just.”   They also went on to find that Dake's questionnaire could not be used 
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to categorize individuals according to their cultural bias, but rather could only be used to 

measure worldviews at the collective level (1998, 644). Using a modified version of 

Dake’s questionnaire to measure Cultural Bias in Norfolk, UK, Marris and O’Riodan find 

that the survey is not an effective tool for assigning cultural regime as only 14% of 

respondents fit clearly into one cultural regime (1996, 3).  

Two issues arise from Dake’s work.  The most contentious is the way in which 

culture was measured.  Dake used data from individuals and combined them to infer the 

cultural type.  Thus, rather than saying Dake’s survey measures culture, because it uses 

individual-level data, it is not a measure of culture, but rather it is a measure of processes 

that are connected to the culture level. The second problem comes out of the validity of 

the survey instruments used Dake’s survey.  Dake and others used one-dimensional 

scales and tested the reliability with parameters such as Chronbach’s alpha.  The validity 

of the scales, however, is not tested.  

In an effort to evaluate whether the measurement instruments used in Dake (1991) 

are valid, Rippl (2008) notes that many of the studies that have used Dake’s measures 

have found that they correlate contrary to what Cultural Theory would predict.  In 

particular, they have found that, hierarchism and individualism, which should be 

significantly negatively elated, are instead consistently positively correlated.  In addition, 

Both Dake (1991) and Marris, Langford and O’Riordan (1998) reported strong 

correlation between the hierarchy and individual Way of Life. 

In order to account for these conflicts, Rippl developed a measurement tool that 

measures the underlying strength of grid and group, rather than the four ways of life.  

This measurement theory is based on the hypotheses outlined in CT about the inherent 

inter-relationships between the ways of life. In outlining the hypotheses, Rippl says, 

Each cultural bias is constructed according to a certain scheme using the 
grid/group dimensions. The cultural biases that show no similarity on one 
of the two dimensions should have significant negative correlations. 
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Neighbouring cultural biases should show a weak correlation: whether this 
is negative or positive depends on whether the grid or the group aspect is 
more dominant in the formation of items. (2008, 152) 

She goes on to conclude that “without a clear prediction as to how the four types should 

correlate, the measurement of cultural theory becomes arbitrary” (2008, 154).  To remedy 

this, she proposes the seven hypotheses which outline which ways of life should correlate 

with each other and which should not (Rippl 2008, 152-153).  Using these hypotheses as 

a measurement model, Rippl, then tests the validity of Dake’s (1991) instruments and 

finds that they are “inadequate measures of cultural theory” (2008, 154).  She then 

proposes a new instrument based using Dake’s scales and new items with each new item 

reflecting either the grid or group dimension. 

Other Cultural Theory based Psychometric Surveys 

In possibly the first attempt to use a survey questionnaire to gather quantitative 

grid and group data, Hampton (1982), “set out to use a very simple questionnaire 

technique to examine the grid and group dimensions, and to test a possible relation 

between a person’s social context … and the cosmological beliefs and values which he or 

she espoused” (1982, 65).   

The most detailed discussion of the Grid and Group dimensions can be found in 

Gross and Rayner’s Measuring Culture (1985).  In this, they have attempted to formalize 

and operationalize the two dimensions to create a mathematical model for analyzing both 

Grid and Group (1985).  Gross and Rayner then took this mathematical model and 

created a BASIC computer program to “calculate the values of grid and group predicates 

from experimental data” (1985, 117 ff.) and applied this to a fictitious case study 

regarding the decision making process of where to locate a nuclear power plant in a small 

New England town.  



 

 21 

In operationalizing Cultural Theory, Gross and Rayner propose five Group 

predicates (proximity of members, transitivity of relationships, frequency of interaction, 

scope of activities, and impermeability of boundaries (1985, 73-79) and four Grid 

predicates (specialization, asymmetry in role exchanges, entitlement, accountability 

(1985, 79-82)). They go on to describe a method to aggregate the scores by a weighted 

average that then can be plotted on a Grid/Group table for presentation. While Gross and 

Rayner have possibly the most detailed methodology, their reliance on participant 

observation makes it cumbersome to use and even the authors confess that their 

methodology is “expensive in time and resources and is therefore principally applicable 

to small-scale social units” (1985, 115).  

In studying voting behavior and party allegiance, Olli (1995) uses Cultural Theory 

to clarify the relationship between the individual and each of the various forms of 

solidarity.  He uses an eight-question survey organized around the four ways of life to 

measure individual’s attitudes.  From this research, he proposes three relational models: 

the coherent individual (1 to 1 relationship between the individual and a regime), the 

sequential individual (1 to 1 but with sequentially changing regimes), and the synthetic 

individual (1 to many relationship, the true hybrid).  Olli finds that all three of these 

models are valid, though the synthetic individual is the only one that accounts for the 

rejection of a cultural bias.   

Olli’s research is relevant because it describes how individuals change from one 

regime or solidarity to another and how an individual may have multiple regime 

allegiances, thus going a long way to solve the question in Cultural Theory of whether or 

not an individual’s position on the cultural map is rigid or flexible.  Olli also is the first to 

discuss the rejection of a regime as a topic for researchers using Cultural Theory. 
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Non-psychometric Survey Methodologies 

Measuring preferences through attitudinal surveys has been a longstanding 

difficulty of Cultural Theory.  Because psychometric surveys are not able to reflect the 

shifting situational context and its impact on Cultural Theory researchers such as Dake 

(Dake 1991) and Marris (Marris and O'Riodan 1996) have not been able to adequately 

explain variances in the psychometric data (10-20%) or to align it with the hypothesized 

Ways of Life.  However, non-psychometric survey methodologies do not have this 

limitation and the majority of the non-risk analysis research done with Grid-Group 

methodology has been done using non-psychometric survey methods, such as participant 

observation, structured interviews, vignette questionnaire, etc... While these methods are 

more labor intensive for the researcher, they can be better adapted to fit a dynamic social 

environment of research.  

Lingenfelter (1996a; 1998b) Questionnaire 

Among those who propose using a non-psychometric approach, Lingenfelter 

(1996a; 1998b) has created a series of scaled grid and group diagnostic questions in nine 

different areas of social life.  These questions allow the reader to examine themselves to 

determine their preferred social regime.  However, adequately answering these questions 

takes considerable social insight and anthropological knowledge and as such, is best used 

as analysis questions. 

Hersman (1995), McCollum (2000) and Derrick (2007) 

Hersman (1995), and Derrick (2007) used Lingenfelter’s questionnaire and both 

sought to help clarify and shed light on cross-cultural conflict and misunderstanding 

within a missions context. Hersman was the first researcher to use Lingenfelter’s 

adaptation.  The primary goal of her thesis was to develop “an easily assimilated model 
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for explaining and understanding cultural variations, in order to see one’s culture in light 

of other alternatives” (1995, ii).  She uses a structured interview methodology to create 

profiles for six national level societies.  Similarly, to explore unequal power relationship 

in Thailand, Dierck  (2007) adapts Lingenfelter’s instrument to form a Grid-Group 

measurement tool for mission teams.  McCollum (2000), adapts Lingenfelter’s 

questionnaire as a way of organizing and analyzing his participant observation data of a 

Korean church.  He also uses them to create a standardized survey form.   These however 

are never tested. 

Koeshall (2008)  

Koeshall’s (2008) study explores the social context and theology to examine the 

ways in which they form patterns of relational power in German Pentecostal Churches.  

To do this she uses structured interviews, focus groups, individualism Likert scale 

questionnaire, and a vignette questionnaire looking at who determines mission and truth.   

While Koeshall does not specifically use Lingenfelter’s questionnaire, she creatively 

extends the CT methodology to use vignette questionnaires and focus groups. 

Ng and Rayner (2010) 

Noting the contextual problems with using Cultural Theory based psychometric 

surveys, Ng and Rayner state the that “a good measure of cultural theory must meet two 

criteria: first, to capture the dynamic nature of cultural biases; and second, to measure 

situation cognition, not just attitudes” (2010, 90).  They then propose a modified critical 

incident technique Situational Judgment Test that has been modified to accommodate the 

plural logics of each of the Ways of Life.  This Situational Judgment Test presents a 

series of situations and asks respondents to rank their responses to the situation in order 

of effectiveness.  Each of the responses corresponds to a logic reflected in one of the 
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Ways of Life.  Each test is then scored using a preferential counting method that is 

“robust enough to detect hybrid cultural types” (2010, 90).  

Surprises and Learning 

According to Cultural Theory, ways of life are resistant to change and when the 

world does not act in the way we expect it to, we search for a way to explain the 

discrepancy away. However, when we are continually surprised and disappointed we tend 

to look around for alternative theories or ways of life to support the world as we are 

experiencing it.  As each of the ways of life is a partial representation of reality, surprise 

is, while unexpected, unavoidable.   

Without surprises, without expectations against which to compare what is 
happening, we would lose all contact with the world we both live in and 
change.  Surprises—the mistakes we go on and on making—are profound 
truths, even though (indeed, precisely because) they cannot tell us what is 
true. (Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 72) 

Cultural Theory uses this idea of surprise to explain change (Thompson, Ellis, and 

Wildavsky 1990, 69-81).  Thus, it is through being surprised (and then noticing and 

studying the contradictory experiences), that learning and change can come about.   Table 

1 below provides a matrix that contrasts each myth of nature and their response to 

change. 
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Table 1: Typology of Surprise   
(Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 71) 
 

Stipulated world Actual World 

 Capricious Ephemeral Benign Perverse/ 
Tolerant 

Capricious (Isolate 
myth)  

Expected 
windfalls don’t 
happen 

Unexpected runs 
of good luck 

Unexpected runs 
of good and bad 
luck 

Ephemeral (Enclave 
myth) 

Caution doesn’t 
work  Others prosper Others prosper 

Benign 
(Individualist’s 

myth) 

Skill is not 
rewarded Total collapse  Partial collapse 

Perverse/Tolerant 
(Hierarchist’s 
myth) 

Unpredictability Total collapse Competition  

 

Surprise is a key component of experiential learning. Combining ideas from 

Lewin, Dewey (1938) and Piaget’s theories of learning, Kolb (1984) theorized that 

learning is cyclical and iterative and happens as adult learners try to make sense of 

contradictory experiences.  Kolb theorizes that as learners encounter and engage with 

contradictions they differentiate and create new hierarchical categories.  This process 

then creates a complexity or contradictory experience that triggers an organization or 

integration process.   

Learning from experience requires four types of abilities: (1) openness to new 

experiences (concrete experiences), ( 2) observational skills to view the experience from 

many different points of view (reflective observation), ( 3) analytical skills to integrate 

the ideas and observations from the experience (abstract conceptualization) and, (4) 

decision-making and problem solving skills to accurately put the new ideas and concepts 

into practice (active experimentation).  Kolb envisioned each of these as a way point or 

place of entry into a cyclical and potentially iterative process of learning.  As the learner, 
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moves from one phase to another, this then can become the jumping off point for the next 

cyclical round (Merriam, Caffarella, and Baumgartner 2007, 164). 

Multicultural Teams and Cultural Theory 

Cultural Theory has been used to both study multicultural teams and help train 

them.  Silzer (2001) uses Cultural Theory to describe some of the tensions in SIL’s 

training programs.  In using Cultural Theory to analyze and explain the tensions, she 

found that the learner and trainer’s low-grid, low-group bias was often in conflict with 

the context of the educational system.   

Hersman (1995) uses Lingenfelter’s (1996b, 1998b) adaptation of Cultural Theory 

to determine if the model is useful for national level analysis.  To do this, she used 

structured interviews to investigate five cultural sub-systems to map six nationalities on a 

multicultural team.  She finds that the Cultural Theory is an easily assimilated model for 

explaining and understanding cultural variations in multicultural teams. 

The main purpose of this Silzer’s is to help multicultural teams apply Biblical 

truth to their cultural differences (2011, 141).  By using Cultural Theory to analyze seven 

different aspects of childhood homes, she identifies four different types of Culture Based 

Judging Systems.  Through this analysis process, she helps the reader identify their 

specific type of Cultural Based Judging System and understand how that system impacts 

their present day situation and distorts their image of God. 

Multicultural Team Conflict and Surprise 

Conflict is a ubiquitous and natural part of human social reality.  Diversity in task, 

abilities, race, and gender, can increase conflict in teams (Jehn, Northcraft, and Neale 

1999).  Multicultural teams are not immune to such conflicts, rather, they seem to 
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generate more than their share as team members are surprised by difference and diversity 

in many aspects of their working interaction.  

Organizational theorists have been studying teams to learn of their life cycle 

(Tuckman and Jensen 1977; Halverson 2008b), the role of conflict on a team’s 

productivity (Jehn 1994, 1997; Jehn and Mannix 2001) and the relationship between 

conflict, cohesion and productivity (Appelbaum, Shapiro, and Elbaz 1997; Kirkman and 

Shapiro 2005; Jehn 1997; Jehn and Mannix 2001; Sullivan and Feltz 2001; Tekleab, 

Quigley, and Tesluk 2009). In their 2009 longitudinal study of team conflict and 

cohesion, conflict management and team effectiveness, Tekleab, et al. (2009) found that 

conflict management has a direct impact on team cohesion, perceived team performance 

and satisfaction. They found that, as long as it is managed well and does not escalate into 

personal conflict, task conflict could have a positive influence on team performance.  In 

addition, Ayoko (2007) found that destructive conflict has a greater impact on teams with 

low levels of communication openness. 

After surveying the types of approaches used to study multicultural team 

challenges, Behfar, Kern, and Brett (2006) explore the kinds of problems that are 

common to teams in general and which kinds are unique to multicultural teams.  They 

document culturally based team challenges and then address how these challenges can be 

addressed. They  have the goal of developing an understanding of how “culturally diverse 

teams get past their differences to get work done, rather than how their differences can 

potentially get in the way of getting work done (2006, 235). To do this they identify 

issues that are unique to multicultural team and understanding of the context where they 

are a problem in order to identify management techniques which may be used to resolve 

the issue.  They identify five management challenges for same-culture teams.  These 

challenges are: tensions in personality and communication conflict, differences of 
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opinion about work, or task conflict, deciding on a work method or approach, issues with 

timing and scheduling, and problems with contribution and workload.   

Behfar, Kern, and Brett (2006) note that the challenges described by multicultural 

teams are significantly different from the challenges in same-culture teams.  They 

categorize these into nine categories of challenges.  They are, direct vs. indirect 

confrontation, norms for problem solving and decision making, time, urgency and pace, 

differences in work norms and behaviors, violations of respect and hierarchy, inter-group 

prejudices, lack of common ground (language and credit), fluency (accents and 

vocabulary), and thought you had an agreement? (implicit vs. explicit communication). 

They conclude by saying “the challenges faced by the multicultural teams were more 

complex and often invoked more serious consequences than the challenges faced by the 

same-cultural teams” (2006, 245). They go on to outline three categories of conditions 

and responses teams and managers can use to respond to multicultural team challenges.  

These three categories are (1) adaptation, (2) managerial intervention or (3) leaving or 

exiting the team. 

After discussing conflict types, conflict orientations and the role of conflict in 

team development Ungerleider (2008) goes on to discuss cultural styles in dealing with 

conflict.  He notes that depending on their personal style of addressing conflict, 

individuals from any culture may be more or less inclined to confront the conflict.  Using 

this personal style as a parallel, he transitions to cultural preferences for conflict saying 

that “when a conflict arises, some cultures exhibit more direct  overt argument while 

others favor more indirect communication, even via a third party” (2008, 215).    

Noting that multicultural team members will bring different perspectives and 

norms to a context, Ungerleider (2008) discusses how these will impact the way in which 

a multicultural team deals with their conflict.  Using the lens of communication style 
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linguistic norms, and issues of identity, he goes on to describes various ways in which 

these multicultural conflicts may be resolved.  

Like Ungerleider (2008) Halverson (2008a) divides multicultural team conflict 

into task and relationship conflict.  Noting that task conflict is more prevalent, but 

relationship conflict is more destructive, she states that in discussions about differences 

revolving around task issues, the “covert processes may be around relationship issues.  In 

addition, visible surface-level diversity in areas around which there are societal one-

up/one down status, can increase relationship conflict” (2008a, 117).  

In her dissertation on multicultural team leadership, power and decision making in 

Thailand, Dierck (2007) notes that multicultural teams conflicts often revolve around 

issues of unequal power relationships, direct and indirect communication styles and other 

cultural differences.  To help ease the cultural clash, Roembke recommends that teams 

decide from the beginning to adopt the host culture, filtered through God’s eyes. as “the 

normative culture to which all team members adapt” (2000, 70).  Yet this is easier said 

than done.  Core values are often hidden (until violated) and we all suffer from some 

amount of cultural blindness. In addition, Bates (1977) notes the difficulty and error of 

trying to bargain with core values stating that it is “an effort nearly always doomed to 

failure from the onset ” (1977, 197).  In contrast to Roembke’s recommendation, Koop 

(2005) states that teams should develop a hybrid culture and Lingenfelter (2008; 2008b) 

recommends that teams form covenant community teams. 

There is considerable discussion about the sources of conflict in diverse and 

multicultural teams and while these issues are well documented, few researchers discuss 

those “illogical conflicts” where multiple rationalities are in play.  Halverson observes 

that “sometimes reasons for holding a point of view are related to deep-seated personal 

issues such as a threat to a team member’s perceived status or competence, and the real 

reasons for the differences remain covert” (2008a, 117).  She goes on to discuss the 
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impact of status and role on conflicts, but does not discuss the role of multiple 

rationalities.  Similarly, Ungerleider points out how social-psychological dynamics of 

identity will come into play in a multicultural team conflicts (2008, 231), but ignores the 

impact of multiple rationalities on multicultural team conflict. 

MCT Training 

Cseh (2003) surveys the multicultural team training literature to describe the 

impact of differing cultural values on multicultural team learning.  She finds that the 

effects of “cultural values on team learning processes, conditions that support team 

learning and modes of functioning as a learning system” is still poorly understood.  She 

calls for an “empirical study of the effect of cultural factors on the process of learning of 

cross-cultural or multicultural teams” (2003, 36-37).  She notes that this lack of systemic 

understanding of these cultural factors in team learning models is hindering 

understanding.   

Kayes, Kayes, and Kolb (2005) uses experiential learning theory to describe a 

team based learning module based on the Kolb Team Learning Experience.  The purpose 

of this research is to help teams learn about aspects of team functioning in six areas 

(purpose, membership, role, leadership, context process and action) through a written, 

structured simulation.  They conclude that teams do not naturally learn and so “a 

programmed team-learning experience provides a structured way to move through the 

developmental process for each aspect of team functioning.”  Following the Kolb 

learning cycle they conclude that teams that learn from experience have team members 

who are involved and committed, engaged in reflection, thinking critically about how the 

team works, and making decisions and taking action. (2005, 34).  

Ndletyana (2005) uses qualitative case study analysis to identify the learning 

model used in three multicultural work teams.  She finds that the context, rather than the 
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domain or team composition was critical to team learning.  Like Dierck (2007), 

Ndletyana, notes the impact of power differences and racial inequality on a multicultural 

work team, and she recommends attending “to (the) issue of power; to create 

psychological safe environment in which a diversity of views are expressed freely” 

(2005, 7).  Her findings are that the power relationships among team members are 

influential in determining the learning process the team used and which teammates 

participated in the knowledge construction process (2005, 168). 

After reviewing previous models of team development, Halverson (2008b) 

proceeds to outline Tuckerman’s (1977) five stage model (forming, storming, norming, 

performing, adjourning) in terms of multicultural team climate, relationship, task, 

leadership issues and the issues the team will need to resolve and the leadership 

competencies needed to proceed through each stage. Halverson cites Gersick’s (1988, 

1989) study that finds that teams do not necessarily go through each of Tuckerman’s five 

stages and so she adapts the Punctuated Equilibrium Model Gersick’s (1988, 1989) for 

multicultural team development.  

Evaluation of Cross-cultural Training: Is it effective?  

Since the blossom of cross-cultural training studies in the 1980’s several 

researchers have reviewed the literature to summarize the theories and practices of cross-

cultural training (Bhagat and Prien 1996; Bhawuk and Brislin 2000; Black and 

Mendenhall 1990; Blake, Heslin, and Curtis 1996; Mendenhall et al. 2004; Shen 2004; 

Strubler, Park, and Agarwal 2011).  Many others have evaluate its effectiveness 

(Alberico 1999; Bean 2006; Bhawuk and Brislin 2000; Black and Mendenhall 1990; 

Blake, Heslin, and Curtis 1996; Brewster and Pickard 1994; Chen 1994; Kealey and 

Protheroe 1996; Kirkpatrick 1967; Littrell and Salas 2005; O'Reilly 1990; Pollock 1995; 

Pruegger 1991; Strubler, Park, and Agarwal 2011; Wu Lee 2005; Youtcheff 1985).  This 
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review will chronologically highlight the studies that specifically evaluate the 

effectiveness of field-based cross-cultural training. 

In general, field based evaluations of cross-cultural training have fared better than 

laboratory based evaluations (Trandis 1977).  One of the first researchers to evaluate 

cross-cultural training programs, Black and Mendenhall (1990) evaluated 29 cross-

cultural training programs to see how effective they were.  They found that because the 

participants had positive feelings toward the training, improved interpersonal skills and 

perceptions toward their hosts, and improved on the job performance, cross-cultural 

training was generally effective.   

This positive finding was further supported by Deshpande and Viswesvaran 

(1992) meta-analysis of 21 cross-cultural training studies.  They examined these training 

programs against five areas of interest: trainee self-development, relationships with host 

nationals, adjustment and one the job performance.  While noting methodological 

concerns they had in the studies they reviewed, overall they found that cross-cultural 

training had a positive outcome on these variables. 

Bhagat and Prien (1996) give an overview of 16 studies of cross-cultural training 

from 1990 – 1993. Their conclusion was that there was evidence to suggest that training 

for expatriates has beneficial consequences for the organization, the individual, and the 

members of the host country who come into contact with the expatriate and his or her 

family. But using variables such as individual attributes, job characteristics, and 

organizational strategy they create a model for cross-cultural training that includes both 

objective and subjective cultural differences and they present a model for cross-cultural 

training. 

Kealey and Protheroe (1996) argue for stronger research designs in evaluating a 

cross-cultural training program.  They argue that evaluation designs should have multiple 

measurement methods and randomized participants with a pre- and posttest design with 
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control group.  They further state that care should be taken to clarify variables and that 

they should match up with on-the-job performance.  Because of these design difficulties 

Kealey and Protheroe do not look as favorably on the effectiveness of cross-cultural 

training as Black and Mendenhall (1990) and Deshpande and Viswesvaran (1992). 

Based on a synthesis of the existing literature, Littrell and Salas (2005) present 

best practices in terms of training design, delivery and evaluation.  These best practices 

are then summarized into twelve training guidelines. Research based guidelines are also 

presented to help organizations in their selection, design and implementation of training 

programs.   

In Mendenhall, et al.’s review of cross-cultural training programs, they note that 

the poor quality of research designs in evaluation studies makes it difficult to draw link 

between training and the variable being measured, leading them to wonder if previous 

evaluation studies had an overly positive review of cross-cultural training.  They go on to  

provide an overview of previous  cross-cultural training evaluations noting “participants, 

training foci, methods, timing and length of training, training objectives, and finding on 

training effectiveness reported in CCT evaluation studies from 1988 to 2000” (2004, 

131).  They find that, cross-cultural training programs seem to be effective in increasing 

participant’s knowledge and satisfaction, but not necessarily their behavior, attitudes and 

performance.  They also hypothesize that had qualitative measures been used in previous 

CCT evaluation studies maybe they would shed more light on the issue and so they 

recommend using both qualitative and quantitative measures (2004, 138).  This 

dissertation takes the perspective of Mendenhall, et al., and seeks to use a robust research 

design that incorporates both control groups and qualitative and quantitative measures. 
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Wicked Problems 

The concept of ‘wicked problems’ comes out of the public policy and strategic 

planning sectors.   In describing planning problems, Rittell and Webber (1973) was the 

first to define a ‘wicked problem.’  They noted that some planning problems were 

inherently intractable because of the contrary conditions of their solutions and definition.  

Rittell and Webber then described ten specific conditions that cause a problem to be 

‘wicked.’  Grint (2005, 2010) however, brought the term into management and leadership 

sector by showing how the typical waterfall approach of problem solving created bigger 

problems for some kinds of problems.  To solve this, Grint creates a heuristic that 

associates types of problems (critical, tame, and wicked) with the type of power 

processes (technical or procedural, collaborative) leaders need to use to solve the 

problem.  Marshak (2009) continues to write about ‘wicked problems’ in a management 

context but goes on to further refine the definition of ‘wicked problem’ by showing how 

four of Horst’s original ten characteristics were parallels and redundant.  

Conklin (2005; 2006) also uses the concepts in ‘wicked problems’ theory in a 

management and decision making setting.  He notes the lack of methodology for working 

‘wicked problems’ and so proposes a lengthy and complex method of Dialogue-Mapping 

to help decision makers better understand the process of tackling a ‘wicked problem’.  

Verweij and Thompson (2006) bring the theory into issues of global governance 

and use the ‘wicked’ public policy issue of climate change to show how the four Ways of 

Life in Cultural Theory can predict the contradictory problem definition and preferred 

solutions.  Thompson (2008) uses a case study of the problem and ultimate solution of 

tearing down a beloved football stadium and moving it to a new location to highlight the 

inelegant way solutions come together.  In the process he adds the key term “clumsy 

solution” to stress the need for a recursive, one of a kind, inelegant, do it yourself type of 

solutions. 
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Ney and Thompson (2011) bring ‘Wicked Problems’ to a global scale, showing 

how Cultural Theory can help explain global ‘Wicked Problems’ ranging from cross 

boarder water rights in Nepal, to the problem of the restoration of the Rhine river, to the 

problem of gun ‘rights’ in America.  Moore (2011) uses the problem of implementing 

change in the Australian educational system to highlight the surprising, but ever present 

role of unintended consequences in clumsy solutions.  In the process he adds a key term, 

“rotten implementation’.  Rayner (2012) highlights the role of bias and unacknowledged 

‘truth’ within each of Cultural Theory’s Ways of Life and correlates these to the illogic in 

‘wicked problems’. In the process he adds the key term ‘uncomfortable knowledge.’  
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Chapter 3 
 

Multicultural Teams: Research Design and Methodology 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to give an overview of the research design and 

methodology used in this paper.  It will describe the participants, experiments and the 

ways in which I collected data for this research.  It will conclude with a discussion of the 

threats and limitations to this research. 

Defining a Framework for Research  

In evaluating studies that evaluate cross-cultural training,  Kealey and Protheroe 

(1996) state that a strong study will include control groups, pre- and post-tests, 

randomization of the subjects, a focus on the long term on the job impact of the training 

and clarity in identifying dependent and independent variables.  In addition to these, 

Mendenhall et al. add the need for qualitative measures to provide additional perspective 

to the qualitative results and go on to recommend that both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches be used in CCT evaluation studies (2004, 139).  

While this study’s focus is on the short-term impact of training, the overall 

research design is a mixed qualitative quasi-experimental study that uses a pre-test and 

posttest design with a control group.  It will evaluate whether or not a teamwork-training 

program, which, teaches differing decision-making processes, and argumentation logic 

can stretch a multicultural team member’s tolerance for rival regimes and lower the level 

of destructive conflict on the team.  It will examine the member’s preferences for 

decision-making processes and will record their preference, indifference, and rejection of 
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various decision-making processes before and after undergoing a cross-cultural training 

program.  If multicultural team members are able to accept rival ways of making 

decisions as a legitimate preference, then, (hopefully) they are able to communicate better 

with each other and in the end, have less destructive internal conflict. 

The mixed qualitative, quasi-experimental—treatment with control design was 

chosen because it accommodates the use of multicultural teams as subjects. In using this 

design the Treatment Teams received the workshop training while the Control Teams did 

not.  In addition, the treatment effect studied in this paper is a group effect, and as such, it 

is impossible to make the groups equivalent and undesirable to randomize them. 

Participant Selection and Recruitment: Multicultural Team Members 

Rather than studying trainees who have to pretend they are working on a 

multicultural team, Mendenhall, et al. recommend studying participants who have a stake 

in the training.  They state that “trainees who are being evaluated on the outcomes of a 

CCT are likely to engage in the CCT program in qualitatively different ways than are 

trainees who have no stake in the CCT” (2004).  For this reason, I used multicultural 

teams that were currently active working within their field. 

In addition to this, all of the teams met the following criteria when they entered 

this research project: 

1. work cross-culturally in Southeast Asia in faith-based organizations. 

2. work toward a common goal. 

3. had at least three nationalities represented on the team with no one nationality 

having an overwhelming majority. 

At the midpoint of this study, all of the teams met these requirements.  However, by the 

end of this study, one team, T2, had two nationalities, and one of these identities had an 

overwhelming majority within the team.  Specific characteristics of each of the 
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participating teams are discussed in detail in Chapter 4. Table 2 below summarizes the 

ethnic and organizational diversity found in the Treatment and Control Teams. 

All of the participating teams were recruited through various means.  Three of the 

teams were recruited through contacting the Regional Associate Directors of SIL 

International’s Mainland Southeast Asia Group.  The other teams were recruited through 

contact with their team leaders.  The consent forms for both, the Treatment and Control 

Teams as well as a sample recruitment letter can be found in Appendix L. 

Table 2: Summary of Participating Team Profiles 
 

Treatment Groups Ethnic Diversity Organizational Identity 

T1 n=13 Myanmar (5), Canada (1), Japan (1), Taiwan 
(1), The United States (5). 

International Nongovernmental 
Organization 

T2 n=18 Cambodia (15), The United Kingdom (1), 
The United States (1) 

International Nongovernmental 
Organization 

T51 n=9 
Canada (1) The Netherlands (1), The 

Philippines (1), Singapore (1), United 
Kingdom (2), The United States (3). 

Local Nongovernmental 
Organization 

Control Groups   

C1 n=11 
Canada (1), New Zealand (1), Thailand (1), 

The United Kingdom (1), The United 
States (6). 

International Nongovernmental 
Organization 

C2 n=5 Malaysia (1), Slovakia (1), The United States 
(3). 

International Nongovernmental 
Organization 

C3 n=17 
Australia (1), Canada (1), Hong Kong (2) 

South Korea (2),  The Philippines (4),  
The United States (7) 

International Nongovernmental 
Organization 

C4 n=10 Canada (1), Laos (4), The Netherlands (1), 
The United States (4). Thailand (5), 

International Nongovernmental 
Organization 

 

                                                 
1 T3 & T4 were originally scheduled to participate in a workshop with T2, but dropped out at the 

last moment. 
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The Experiments: Purpose and Goals of the Teamwork Workshop 

Each of the three Treatment Teams received a workshop as the treatment. The 

Control Teams did not.  The purpose of these workshops was to challenge multicultural 

team members to follow the Lord rather than their default culture by becoming aware of 

the influence and impact of their default culture and then submitting themselves to 

following Christ. To do this, I developed a series of workshop modules that helped the 

teams get to know themselves better by presenting language that teams can use to talk 

about their differences and challenging them to follow the Lord (rather than their default 

culture) by becoming aware of the influence and impact of their default culture and then 

submitting themselves to following Christ. Further, these modules were designed 

workshop to help teams in their ministry setting be more effective in their teamwork by 

helping them together on their task with minimal destructive conflict and increasing 

sensitivity toward each other and their ministry context (Green 2012).   

The workshops were an environment where learners are (1) confronted and made 

aware of the existence and influence of their default culture, and (2) given tools and 

strategies for negotiating and engaging with one another to find God’s best for their team 

and ministry. These workshops were highly experiential with multicultural team 

members participating in role-playing games and other simulations as a part of their 

learning experience.  Participants were also challenged to reflect on the workshop in light 

of their current ministry and team situation.   

While each of the Treatment Teams had different workshops with different 

schedule and time format, each of the workshops used Cultural Theory as a foundation to 

guide the workshop language for talking about differences.  In addition, each of the 

workshops was developed using similar experiential education principles. All of the 

workshops were held at a time and place that was convenient to the MCTs.  All of the 
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workshops lasted at least 18 contact hours.  The three workshops will be discussed in 

further detail in Chapters 4 and 5. 

Qualitative and Quantitative Instruments 

During the course of this study five instruments were used to gather and 

triangulate data.  Three instruments were adapted from previous studies and two were 

created especially for this study.  I designed, developed and tested the AGAPE Int’l 

Vignette Questionnaire (Green 2010).  Its purpose is to discover a multicultural team’s 

preferred Way of working.  The demographic survey is also new to this study. Its purpose 

is to collect and record background information on the individual within the teams.  In 

addition to these two instruments, I adapted the Grid-Group Survey and the Stress, 

Conflict and Safety Survey.   I modified the Grid-Group Survey to fit the context of the 

target multicultural team from two similar Cultural Theory surveys found in Dierck 

(2007) and Lingenfelter (1989b).  I compiled question items for the Stress, Conflict and 

Safety Survey from question found in Davidson (1999), Tekleab, Quigley and Tesluk 

(2009), and Wyss-Flamm, (2002).  The purpose of the instruments used in this study is to 

(1) measure both positive and negative change in a multicultural team’s preferences,( 2) 

determine preferred and abhorred ways of life, ( 3) measure the level of conflict and 

psychological safety on the multicultural team, (4) triangulate the Cultural Theory data, 

and( 5) collect information needed to manage the research project.   This section will 

describe the rationale used to design all five instruments and the data each collects.  The 

first four instruments can be found Appendix F, in the order they are discussed here.  The 

Semi-structured Interview Guide can be found in Appendix K. 
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Demographic Questionnaire 

The goals for the socio-demographic section of the survey is to (1) gather basic 

socio-demographic data for research management purposes, and (2) to gather information 

that may correlate or shed light on the other sections of the survey. This survey collects 

basic socio-demographic information of gender, age and organization, and team 

affiliation.  In addition, I suspect that an individual’s cross-cultural training and field 

experience may make them more empathetic in cross-cultural situations, so I collected 

data regarding both education and cross-cultural experience.  The data points are 

collected to see if there is any correlation between an individual’s CT regime response, 

their levels of stress and safety, and their level of education and training.  

Grid-Group Measurement Tool for Multicultural Teams (Quantitative Method) 

The Grid-Group Measurement Tool for Multicultural teams is a questionnaire I 

adapted from a tool developed Lingenfelter (1998b) and further refined by Dierck (2007).  

Its purpose is to measure a team’s perceived dominant Way of working within the team.  

The tool consists of 10 questions: five Grid questions and five Group questions.  Six to 

eight answer statements follow each question.  The tool asks team members to read the 

question and the responses and then indicate what happens on their team.  This tool, 

along with the data results and analysis, is discussed further in Chapter 7. 

MCT Stress and Safety Inventory (Quantitative Method) 

The Multicultural Team Stress and Safety Inventory is a tool I have adapted from 

a survey measuring stress (Davidson 1999, 132-135) a survey that measures team conflict 

(Tekleab, Quigley, and Tesluk 2009) and another that measures a team member’s level of 

psychological safety on their multicultural team (Wyss-Flamm 2002, 327-328). It is 

designed to measure the amount of stress and psychological safety individual team 
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members feel about their multicultural team.  Eleven items measure stress and seven 

items measure psychological security. This inventory presents 18 statements and asks the 

respondent to indicate on a 1-5 scale how true the statement is for their team.  This tool is 

further discussed in the context of the analysis in Chapter 8.  Statistical test results can be 

found in Appendix E. 

AGAPE Int’l Vignette Questionnaire (Quantitative Method) 

The AGAPE Int’l Vignette Questionnaire (Green 2010) is based on the Cultural 

Theory framework as proposed by Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky’s Cultural Theory 

(1990). Its aim is to measure an individual’s preferences for group processes using a 

reliable yet sensitive enough measure to detect change in strength of preference.  It is a 

series of vignettes outlining a decision making situation and followed by a series of 

possible decision making processes.  Respondents are asked to read the vignette and then 

suggest which process they think should be used to make the decision and which process 

they would not use. This is similar to the Situational Judgment Test as outlined in Ng and 

Rayner, (2010) where respondents are asked to read the story and rank their preferences 

for how to solve the problem posed in the story.  Because the context of the data that this 

questionnaire obtains is critical to understanding the way the AGAPE Int’l Vignette 

Questionnaire is designed, it is discussed further along the data and analysis in Chapter 7. 

Semi-Structured Interview and Participant Observation (Qualitative Methods) 

Because what people actually do is a more accurate measure than what they say 

they do, this research project uses two qualitative methods: semi-structured interview and 

participant observation. The semi-structured interview2 gathered qualitative data on each 

Treatment Teams.  Specifically I gathered data on the basic biography of the team, the 
                                                 

2 The semi-structured interview template can be found in Appendix J. 
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type of decision making processes used and conflicts on the team, and each member’s 

evaluation of the function or dysfunction of the team and their personal satisfaction as a 

part of the team.  The interview uses open ended questions with probes, pile sort 

questions and multiple choice questions.  

In addition to the semi-structured interview, I observed the Treatment Team 

members as they interact with each other while conducting their team’s business.  I also 

interacted with the Treatment Group member during the workshop.  During these times I 

listened for their stories of regime conflict and compromise. Table 3 summarizes of each 

data collection instrument and describes the findings for that instrument and the sources 

of each instrument. 
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Table 3: Summary of Data Collection Instruments and their 
Findings 
 

Instrument Findings Source Used to Develop 
Tool 

Demographic 
questionnaire 

Eligibility of MCT to meet participant 
qualifications 

Socio-demographic information on team 
members 

Developed in Green 
(2011) 

Grid-Group 
Measurement Tool for 

MCT  

Identifies the perceived dominant and minority 
Cultural Theory Way of Life in MCT 

Identifies perceived CT Way of Life harmony 
and dissonance between members on MCT 

Measures the cumulative change in perceived CT 
Way of Life harmony / dissonance in MCT 

Adapted from 
Lingenfelter (1998b) 
and  Dierck (2007) 
and tested in Green 
(2010). 

AGAPE Int’l 
Questionnaire 

Identifies the preferred dominant and minority 
Cultural Theory Way of Life in MCT 

Identifies preferred CT Way of Life harmony and 
dissonance between members on MCT 

Measures the cumulative change in preferred CT 
Way of Life harmony / dissonance in MCT 

Developed and tested in 
Green (2010). 

MCT Stress and Safety 
Inventory 

Measures an individual MCT member’s 
perceived level of stress and safety within their 
MCT 

Compiled and adapted 
from Davidson 
(1999), Tekleab, 
Quigley and Tesluk 
(2009) and Wyss-
Flamm (2002).  

Semi-Structured 
Interview 

Basic biography of MCT  
MCT member’s evaluation of personal 

satisfaction on  MCT  
MCT member’s evaluation of 

function/dysfunction of MCT  

Developed in Green 
(2011) 

Participant Observation Basic understanding of how the team operates  
Type of decision making and conflict in MCT 
Type of decision-making in MCT 

Dewalt and Dewalt 
(2011) 

 

Integration of Research Questions and Instruments 

Each of these instruments is designed to answer one or more of the research 

questions.  The qualitative tools can potentially address all of the research questions.  In 

practice though, the qualitative data I collected during this project, spoke mostly to 

Research Question 3.  The quantitative data, however, addresses all three of the research 
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questions.  The Stress, Conflict and Safety survey gathers data that will directly inform 

the analysis of Research Question 1.  Research Questions 2 and 3 are answered using the 

Grid-Group Survey and the AGAPE Questionnaire.  While both the Grid- Group Survey 

and the AGAPE Questionnaire gathers slightly different data, they both use Cultural 

Theory as their foundation and as such they can be used to triangulate and confirm the 

Cultural Theory based analysis of the teams.  Figure 3, below summarizes the integration 

between the research questions and the instruments used in this study. 
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Figure 3: Summary and Integration of the Research Questions and Instruments for This Study 
 

 

 

Qualitative Tools     Research Questions  Quantitative Tools 

 Participant Observation 
- Workshop  
- Workshop Evaluations 
- Team Times 

Semi-Structured 
Interviews 

Stress, Conflict, and 
Safety Survey 

Grid-Group Survey 

AGAPE 
Questionnaire 

RQ 1: Lower 
conflict? 

RQ 2: Gain 
Tolerance? 

RQ 3: 
Learn”? 

Demographic 
Survey 
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Data Collection 

Prior to any data collection, I informed each participant of their rights as human 

research subjects and they signed either physically or electronically a consent form giving 

their permission for me to study their multicultural team and use their personal data.  All 

of the information I obtained from the participants in this study, including their identity, 

was held confidential.  I coded each of the participant’s identities, and all data was kept in 

a secure location. I am the only person that has access to the participant’s identifiable 

testing results and these results not been released in any individually identifiable form 

without the participants’ consent.  

Individuals on both the Treatment and Control Teams completed the pre and 

posttests.  Prior to their workshop, individuals on the Treatment Teams completed the 

pretest.  Individuals on the Control Teams completed the pretest at a time convenient to 

their team.  All participants completed the posttest 6-8 weeks after they took the pretest.  

At this time, each available individual on each of the Treatment Teams was interviewed. 

See Table 4 below for a summary of the timing of this research. 
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Table 4: Summary of Timing of Research  
 

Instrument Treatment Teams Control Teams 
Pretest 
Demographic Survey 
Grid-Group Survey 
Stress, Conflict and Safety Survey 
AGAPE Questionnaire 

Week 1 Week 1 

Workshop (Treatment) 
Participant Observation 
Workshop Evaluations 

Week 1, but after Pretest None 

Posttest 
Demographic Survey 
Grid-Group Survey 
Stress, Conflict and Safety Survey 
AGAPE Questionnaire 

6-8 weeks after Pretest 6-8 weeks after Pretest 

Semi-Structured Interviews 6-8 weeks after Pretest None 
 

Threats to and Limitations of this Research 

The pretest and posttest design with nonequivalent groups design controls for all 

but four threats to internal validity.  These threats are: selection-maturation, 

instrumentation, differential statistical regression and local history ((Cook and Campbell 

1979, 99-102).  See also Trochim (2006)). The selection-maturation threat was handled 

by finding MCTs that are as similar in time spent together and other socio-demographic 

factors as possible1.  

Threats to internal validity due to testing is handled by having both the treatment 

and control groups take the same tests at roughly the same time intervals. After a period 

of testing and refining the instruments, I used the same instruments with the same scales 

and definitions with all the MCTs.  This lessens the instrumentation threat.  Differential 

statistical regression threats was handled by maintaining a control group that does not 

                                                 
1 See Appendix A and Table 8, Table 9 and Table 12 in Chapter 4 for a comparison of the socio-

demographic similarities. 
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receive the training and by making sure that these two groups of multicultural teams are 

as similar to each other as possible. 

The final threat to the validity of this study is the threat of local history.  This 

threat is that something happening locally within the multicultural team, aside from the 

treatment, affects the team and their interactions with each other.  These threats are 

numerous, as team members will continue to go about their daily lives making decisions 

and interacting with each other.  However, as I interacted with the teams and during the 

debrief sections of the teamwork training workshop, I was listening for any indicators of 

a local history threat and these were noted. 

During each of the three workshops, I used participant observation as a research 

methodology. As a complete participant (Spradley 1980, 58-62) I fully participated in 

each of the three workshops as trainer, facilitator, and researcher.  This had the advantage 

for me that I knew what was coming and was in as much control as one can be in the 

workshop.  It had significant disadvantages, too.  Because I was doing the organizing and 

recruiting for the workshop, I had less opportunity to interact with and get to know the 

team members prior to the workshop. 

During the workshop, I was also both facilitator/trainer and observer/researcher. 

This was less than ideal as both of these roles require the practitioner to focus their 

energy and attention on two different tasks and activities.  One of them will suffer.  For 

me, I prioritized my attention on my role as trainer / facilitator, spending my energy 

trying to create and maintain a safe learning environment for all workshop participants.  

This meant that if I took a note during the workshop, it was minimal.   Finally, the 

methodology was just exhausting: on workshop days, I would spend the day immersed in 

talking with participants, facilitating the training and on some days, making sure the 

logistics for the next day’s workshop would go smoothly, or at least as smoothly as 
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humanly possible. I was fully immersed physically, emotionally and spiritually in the 

workshop and this left minimal energy for writing up notes and observations. 

With each workshop, I gained confidence in the workshop material and my 

facilitation skills.   During the first workshop, I was using material that I knew very well, 

but I was presenting it in very different ways, using very different terminology in a 

context, and with participants, I did not know well.  So, as this first workshop was much 

like a pretest of the workshop, I gained experience leading a workshop without a co-

trainer or co-facilitator (did not like it), made new friends and got to know a little of a 

new context.  I also learned what concepts and activities worked and which activities the 

participants had problems completing. During this first workshop, I also got my first taste 

of being an observer/researcher as well as a trainer/facilitator and I saw the impossibility 

of melding the two tasks and so I created a template that I could use to process my 

observations after the workshop was over. 

The second workshop was full of surprises with a change in participant profile 

(multi-cultural to mono-cultural) leading to a change in language of instruction (English 

with Khmer support in table groups to English to Khmer translation).  These surprises 

tested both my skills as a trainer/facilitator and as an observer.  I had a high appreciation 

for the impact of language and culture on learning and teaching going into Workshop 2, 

but afterward I was just amazed and, of course, frustrated.  What I had done in Workshop 

1 would not necessarily work in Workshop 2, and so in many ways, Workshop 2 was 

another pretest of the workshop material, but this time it tested the material with a mono-

cultural team, rather than a multicultural one.  The language barrier also challenged my 

skills as a researcher and observer.  While I had a very good translator working with me, 

this added step of translation made it difficult to remember who said what.  

The third workshop was probably the best workshop for me both as a 

trainer/facilitator and as an observer.  The schedule of the workshop gave me afternoons 
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and evenings to process and write observations.  I was also much more comfortable with 

the material and participants and so I could spend less time and energy processing the 

day’s material and more time, reflecting, praying, and writing. 

At each workshop, I had the opportunity to listen to uncomfortable knowledge, 

and peer into my own biases and blind spots as participants honored me with their 

feedback.  I would like to say I always wanted to hear and embrace the feedback, but I 

cannot.  What I can say is that when I went back and took time to listen to and interact 

with these friends, their feedback has helped me identify my own predispositions and 

biases. In their book on participant observation methodology, DeWalt and DeWalt 

observe, “… all of us bring biases, predispositions, and hang-ups to the field with us and 

we cannot completely escape these as we view other cultures” (2011, 95).  They go on to 

argue for the observer to mix Participant Observation methodology in with other of the 

many anthropological tools, and for the researcher to examine and state their own biases.  

Some of the biases I saw in myself during this time of research are as follows.  I am   

• pro-multicultural teams.  My interactions and experiences (both positive and 
negative) with multicultural teams have profoundly influenced and changed 
me.  God has used individuals on these teams to show me aspects of Himself 
that I would never have learned otherwise.   

• pro-training, intentional learning, and education.  I want training to make a 
difference for these teams, not only because I am a trainer, but also, because I 
want multicultural teams to flourish and be healthy.  As I have mentioned in 
this introduction, my training, both formal and informal, has greatly impacted 
me. 

• a Christian, female, and an American who grew up in a White middle class 
family.  This has influenced the ways in which I see how my world should be 
organized and how it works.  As such, I prefer the Individualist and 
Egalitarian Ways of Life.  I have worked in Corporate and Fatalist Way of 
Life environments, and while I have some experience with them I cannot 
claim to fully understand them. 

• a Christian anthropologist who views culture as something that is God created, 
but is both beautiful and broken by sin. 
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DeWalt and DeWalt go on to note that the key point in participant observation 

methods is that the researcher should be aware of their compromised access and 

objectivity (2011, 28). I was never more aware of this as I sat preparing to write my field 

notes.  I was tired, mentally, physically and spiritually.  So much happened at each of the 

workshops; participants interacted with the material and with each other, and I was only 

able to record a small portion. I had already spent most of the day, and most of my energy 

“doing workshop.”  After the workshop was over, and my preparation work completed, I 

left the workshop facilities, found a coffee shop with internet access and electricity, and 

began to unwind, review, reflect, and write my notes.  As I reflected on the day, I prayed 

and took each segment of the workshop and thought through what happened.  Initially, 

my mind filled with how the day went, how the participants responded, what worked well 

and what did not.  I made notes on these.  From there I moved through each of the 

segments in the workshop and tried to capture the participant’s responses to what 

happened in the workshop.  As I remembered various interactions with the participants, 

either in the workshop or in the margins, I wrote these down, too. Once I had noted all 

that I could remember of the day, I moved on to preparing for the next day of the 

workshop.  Once the workshop was completely over, and I had time to rest, I went back 

over my workshop notes and completed them.  

My hearing loss also compromised my access to data.  Prior to going back to Asia 

to complete this research, I underwent medical treatment that considerably impacted my 

hearing.  While my hearing is now aided, during the treatment workshops, I was very 

aware that my hearing loss was affecting both what I was picking up from the 

participants and how I was facilitating the workshop.  At the beginning of each 

workshop, and more often in later workshops, I told the participants that I was hard of 

hearing, but that I valued what they had to say. I then asked them to make sure I heard 

and understood what they said and if it did not seem as if I heard or understood, to get my 
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direct attention, and try again.  There were a few times when participants repeated 

themselves for me, yet I am sure that there were times when I missed what some 

participants said during the workshop.  In addition, when I was going back and 

transcribing the recordings of interviews I had with participants, I also saw in my follow 

up questions how I had missed what the interviewee said.  

This research was also limited by my lack of access to participants prior to and 

after the workshop.  In my original research design, I had planned to do one workshop as 

a pretest workshop and another workshop for all five Treatment Teams.  My plan was to 

recruit all of the teams in Chiang Mai, Thailand and then hold the Treatment Team 

workshop there.  Then I would be able to interact with the teams easily and over a longer 

period because I would not need to travel very far to get to them.  Previously I had 

received considerable encouragement from team leaders in Chiang Mai that multicultural 

team building was something they were interested in and needed.  Yet, when I hung my 

shingle out and talked to various team leaders about holding a workshop, we could not 

get the logistics to work.  It was then that I contacted friends and former coworkers in 

Cambodia and within a week, I had two very different workshops in two different cities 

planned.  Because of these logistical and geographic difficulties, I was only able to 

interview the Treatment Team participants six to eight weeks after their workshop and 

this limited both the amount of data I could collect and the quality of that data. 

The limited data sample in this research also limits this research. In order to get 

good statistical interpretation of the data, ideally the dataset should be large.  However, 

the three multicultural teams I was able to work with are all relatively small (N=57).  T5 

only has seven members and T1 has approximately 20 members.  T2 is the largest team 

with approximately 30 members.  In addition, because of the fluid nature of these teams, 

not all of the team members on the treatment teams attended their team’s workshop and 

returned valid surveys (56%). 
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Summary 

This chapter has given an overview of the research design and methodology used 

in this research.  It has describes the participants and their selection, the experiment, each 

of the research instruments, and the ways in which I collected data for this research and 

concludes with a discussion of the threats and limitations to this research.  This chapter 

continued with a detailed description of the purpose, design and timing of each of the 

research instruments and how they fit into the overall research design.  It concluded with 

a discussion of the threats and limitations to this research. 
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Part II 
 

Research Implementation and Results 
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Chapter 4 
 

An Experiment in Multicultural Team Training: A 
Description of the Participants and Experiment Setting 

Introduction 

This chapter will describe both the research participants and the experiments in 

cross-cultural training.  It will describe issues of socio-demographic and cultural diversity 

and power dynamics to compare and contrast the Treatment and Control Teams.  And 

will conclude with a description of some of the similarities and differences between each 

of the three workshops in terms of the workshop participants, the impact of the location, 

schedule and time format of the workshop and differences in the content of the 

workshops.  

Participants 

The participants for this study were 92 individuals from seven multicultural teams 

working in Mainland Southeast Asia.  These multicultural teams are Christian, faith-

based groups which have a common goal, and contain three or more distinct cultural 

identities.   These teams were recruited through contacting the team’s leadership and all 

arrangements to work with the teams were made in coordination with the team’s leaders. 

Participating teams were divided into two groups: Treatment Teams and Control Teams.  

There were three Treatment Teams (T1, T2 and T51).  Treatment Team participants took 

two surveys: one before their workshop and then one 6-8 weeks after their workshop. In 

addition, I interviewed as many of the Treatment Team participants as timing and 
                                                 

1 T3 & T4 were originally scheduled to participate in a workshop with T2, but dropped out at the 
last moment. 
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logistics would allow. There were four Control Teams.  They took the pre and posttest 

surveys: one at the beginning of their research phase and then another at the end of their 

research phase 6-8 weeks later.  Because of logistical constraints, I did not interview any 

of the Control Team participants. 

The Control Teams 

Three of the four Control Teams live and work in major cities in Mainland 

Southeast Asia.  Control Team 3 (CT3) however, lives in a province capital near a major 

border crossing.   They are also all a part of a large multinational international 

nongovernmental organization and this impacts their goals, and the way in which they 

work. Control Team 1 also imbedded within a larger host organization and this directly 

impacts how they work.  All of these teams work in the language development sector, 

though they represent differing aspects of the work.  C1, C2 and C3’s focus is on training 

others in the areas of linguistics and Bible translation.  Members of C2 and C3 also have 

roles that require them to produce translation or academic reports.  Members of C4 are 

active in the areas of promotion and recruitment.  C4 is also unique in that their members 

live in various locations in Asian and so they do much of their work together virtually.  

Multicultural Dynamics 

Control Team 1 consists of 11 members, six men and five women.  The majority 

(5) of the team members are in their 40’s but they have both younger and older team 

members working with them.  These team members come from five different 

nationalities with the majority of them coming from North America (7).  During the 

course of their work together they speak both English and Thai. 

Control Team 2 is the smallest of the control teams with a total of five members.  

They are evenly split between men and women, with the women having a slight majority 
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(3).  The majority (3) of C2 are in their 30’s, but they also have one younger and one 

older member on their team.  They come from three different nationalities but the 

majority (3) of them come from the US. Their team language is English. 

Control Team 3 is a large team of four men and 11 women. The majority of them 

are in their 30’s and 40’s.  C3 is also the most diverse of the Control Teams.  They are 

from six different countries with the majority of C3’s members coming from ASEAN 

nations.  Correspondingly, they have the most team languages as they speak English, 

Korean, Cantonese, Mandarin, Hokkien, Tagalog, and Cebuano, within their team. 

Control Team 4 is also a large team, totaling six men and six women.  They are 

the most diverse in age, with members ranging from their 20’s (3) to members over 70 

(3), and everything in between.   They come from 4 different nations, but the majority of 

the team members come from either the US or a country in mainland Asia.  They are the 

most diverse in their team languages as they do team business in seven different 

languages (English, Thai, Lao, Bru, So, Pacoh, and Vietnamese).  

Table 5 below, summarizes and compares issues of diversity among the Control 

Teams. 
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Table 5: Comparison of Diversity in Workshop Participants  
 

Issue C1 C2 C3 C4 
Gender distribution 6 Male, 5 Female 

(11) 
2 Male, 3 Female 

(5) 
4 Male, 11 Female 

(15) 
6 Male, 6 Female 

(12) 
Age Majority in their 

40’s 
Majority in their 

30’s 
Majority in their 

30’s and 40’s 
Equally distributed 

Nationalities 5 Nationalities, 
majority from 
US 

3 Nationalities, 
majority from 
US 

6 Nationalities, 
majority from 
ASEAN 
countries 

4 Nationalities, 
majority from 
“West” 

Languages spoken 
in team 

English and Thai English English, Bahasa 
Indonesian, 
Tagalog, Thai 

Thai, Lao, 
English, Bru, 
So, Pacoh, 
Vietnamese 

 

Educational Dynamics 

Table 6 below compares and outlines the educational diversity among the Control 

Teams.  All of the members of Control Teams 1 and 2 have at least a degree from a 

university.  All but one member of C1 also have an MA or higher degree.  C1 and 2 are 

also similar in the kinds of training they have had. The majority of C1 and C2’s members 

have had some kind of cross-cultural training (10 and 4 people respectively).  However, 

only two members in C1 reported having any kind of multicultural teams training.   



 

60 

Table 6: Educational Diversity 
 

Issue C1 C2 C3 C4 
Education All have at least a 

university 
degree.  
Majority (10) 
have a MA or 
higher 

All have at least a 
university 
degree.  
Majority (4) 
have a MA or 
higher 

All have at least 
attended 
university.  
Majority (10) 
have completed 
college.  Some 
(4) have an MA 

All have 
completed High 
School.  Some 
(2) have 
completed 
college. 
Majority (7) 
have an MA or 
higher degree.   

Cross-Cultural 
Training 

Majority (10) have 
had CCT 

Majority (4) have 
had CCT 

Majority (13) have 
had CCT 

Majority (4) have 
had CCT 

Multicultural Team 
Training 

Majority (9) have 
not had MCT 
training 

Majority (4) have 
not had MCT 
training 

Majority (12) have 
had MCT 
training 

Majority (9) have 
not had MCT 
training 

 

Power Dynamics and Organizational Diversity 

With the exception of C2, all of the Control Teams are work in context of 

multiple organizations and are comprised of a mixture of salaried and supported staff.  C2 

and 3 have the most face time together meeting each other a few times a week.  While C1 

members may cross paths with each other weekly, like C4 they rarely meets together as a 

whole. 
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Table 7: Comparison of Organizational Diversity in Control 
Teams 
 

Issue C1 C2 C3 C4 
How are they paid Mixture of 

salaried and 
supported staff 

Supported staff Mixture of 
salaried and 
supported staff 

Mixture of 
salaried and 
supported staff 

Organizational Diversity Multiple 
organizations 

Multiple 
organizations 

Multiple 
organizations 

Multiple 
organizations 

Face to face time of 
whole team 

Weekly, 
sometimes 
more often 

Multiple times a 
week, 
sometimes 
daily 

Multiple times a 
week, 
sometimes 
daily 

Rarely (once a 
year?)   

 

The Treatment Teams 

All three of the treatment teams live and work in major cities in Mainland 

Southeast Asia.  Members of T1 however, are distributed in two bordering countries due 

to the difficulty of working in the target country.  T1 and T2 are a part of larger 

organizations which impact both the way they work and their goals.  Both are a part of 

large multinational international non-government organizations.  T1 works in the 

language development sector, and has a goal to help “indigenous groups to have literature 

in their own language and also the Bible in their own language, so, they will have enough 

resources that they will be able to worship the Lord and know the Lord with the language 

that they most comfortable in2.”  T2 members work in the child protection sector. Their 

goal is to foster the safe reintegration and social inclusion of young adult orphans back 

into communities. They provide services and opportunities that “counter the effects of 

institutionalization, nurturing positive attitudes and changes within both orphanages and 

the surrounding communities” (International Cooperation Cambodia 2007).  

Unlike T1 and T2, T5 is not a part of a larger organization.  T5 is relatively 

independent, as they do not have a relationship with any other higher level organization.  

                                                 
2 Interview with T1-02 
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They are a very loose collection of individuals who live and work in Siem Reap, 

Cambodia and see the need for an English-speaking church there.  Together they have 

volunteered to meet the goal of providing “Christian fellowship, nurture and outreach to 

the English-speaking community of Siem Reap” (Christian Fellowship of Siem Reap 

2012).   

Multicultural Dynamics 

Treatment Team 1 consists of a multicultural team of approximately 30 people. 

They come from 9 different nationalities, but the majority of the team members are from 

the target country.  The majority of the team is in their 30’s (6 people) but they have 

members who are in their 20’s (4 people) and in their 40’s (3 people). 

Treatment Team 2 is a team of approximately 35 people.  The team is essentially 

a mono-cultural team where the vast majority of the staffs are Cambodian nationals.  The 

project manager is a British national and on occasion, they have had long-term advisors 

and consultants come from countries such as the United States, Sweden, Denmark and 

Japan.  They are young, with the majority of the team being in their 20’s (11 people), but 

they also have members in their 30’s (5 people).  Their senior leadership is in their 40’s 

(2 people). 

Treatment Team 5 is a group of 16 people led by a smaller executive team. The 

larger group consists of 5 executive leaders and 11 coordinators from Cambodia, Canada, 

the Philippines, Singapore, The Netherlands, The United Kingdom, and The United 

States.  The smaller executive team consists of five men and one woman from Singapore, 

The Netherlands, The United Kingdom, and The United States.  

Most of the members of the three treatment teams are at least bilingual.  Many are 

multilingual.  Yet, English (in its many and varied dialectical forms) is used as the 

language for team wide communication. In T2, English skills are needed to communicate 
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with donors and other agencies, and so developing advanced English skills are often a 

part of team T2’s staff training programs. On the other hand, T1 is actively exploring 

ways to switch the team language of communication to the national language.  All of 

T5’s communication is in English only. This data is summarized in Table 8, below. 

Table 8: Comparison of Diversity in Treatment Team 
Participants  
 

Issue T1 T2 T5 
Gender distribution 8 Male, 5 Female 11 Male, 10 Female 13 Male, 18 Female 
Age Majority in their 30’s Majority in their 20’s Equally distributed  
Nationalities 6, (majority Burmese) 2 (overwhelming 

majority Khmer) 
11 (majority Pan-Asian) 

Languages spoken in 
team 

English. Burmese Khmer, English English 

 

Educational Dynamics 

Table 9 gives an overview of the educational diversity found in each of the 

Treatment Teams.  The majority of the members of the Treatment Teams are also very 

highly educated, with the majority of the team members having a university or higher 

degree.  T1 is the most highly educated team as each of the staff members has completed 

college and the majority of them have completed an M.A. or higher degree (9 people).  

T5 is similar to T1 educationally with three of their volunteers in university, eight having 

completed university, and eight having completed graduate school.  T2 has the greatest 

educational diversity with two staff members who have not completed high school and a 

strong majority of staff who have attended college (9 people currently attending, 8 

graduates).   
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In addition to formal education, many of the team members have had previous 

training in relating to people of a different culture and training to work on a multicultural 

team.  On T1, half of the team members (7 people) have had training in relating cross-

culturally and training to work on a multicultural team.  Similarly, 74% of T5 members 

have had cross-cultural training and 58% have had some kind of prior multicultural team 

training.  66% of the members of T2, on the other hand, have not had any cross-cultural 

training.  

Table 9: Educational Diversity 
 

Issue T1 T2 T5 
Education All have at least college 

degree.  Majority has 
MA or higher 

Majority finished high 
school, but some 
have not. Some 
college grads 

All finished college. 
Half have MA or 
higher. 

Cross-Cultural Training Half have had cross-
cultural training 

Majority has not had 
any cross-cultural 
training 

Strong majority have 
had cross-cultural 
training 

Multicultural Team 
Training 

Half have had MCT 
training 

Half have had MCT 
training 

Half have had MCT 
training 

 

Power Dynamics 

All three of the teams have differing ways of compensating their team members 

for their labor and these differences play a significant role in how each team organizes 

their work and interacts with training opportunities (see Table 10). T1 has a mixture of 

staff who raise their own support to work on the team, and staff that are salaried. T2 

consists of all salaried staff. T5 has one salaried staff member; the rest are volunteers.  

These differences have implications for team training as they impact decision making-

processes in the team. 
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While attending the workshop was considered work for both T1 and T2 members, 

the decision-making process for attending the workshop was very different.  T1 members 

were encouraged by their team leader to attend the team-building workshop, but 

ultimately each individual team member had the final decision to attend.  This decision to 

go to the workshop was based on whether or not the individual team member thought 

they needed the workshop and what else was going on in their work or personal life.  In 

addition, for some of the workshop participants, their work continued during workshop, 

so attending the workshop put them feeling behind at work. T2 members, being paid 

staff, were told by their supervisor to show up for work at the workshop.  As individual 

staff members, they had minimal decision-making authority over whether or not to attend 

the workshop.  Because the workshop was something that was planned into the team’s 

work schedule, all other non-emergency work was stopped and the team shifted their 

focus to the workshop. 

Like T1 members, individual T5 workshop participants made individual decisions 

to attend the workshop.  However, their decision making process was radically different 

from members of T1 and T2.  With the exception of the team leader, as volunteers, T5 

members all have work outside of their roles in T5.  So in order to attend the workshop, 

they needed to get time off from their jobs and in this way, made attendance at the 

workshop much more costly for T5 members. 
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Table 10: Comparison of Power Dynamics in Workshop 
Participants  
 

Issue T1 T2 T5 
Why go to workshop Non-Burmese staff 

“encouraged” to go 
by team leadership.  
Burmese staff invited 
to go. 

It was considered work 
to go 

Team told to go by their 
project manager.  It 
was considered their 
work time 

All volunteered to go. 
Leadership team 
decided it was a need 
and decided to go. 

Others heard about it by 
way of mouth.  It was 
not considered work 
time for anyone. 

How are they paid Mixture of salaried and 
supported staff 

Salaried staff Volunteer staff, salaried 
pastor 

 

Organizational Diversity 

In addition to the differences in internal team power dynamics, each of the three 

treatment teams is externally structured very differently (see Table 11).  T1 can be 

described as a “team of teams” with each project area recruiting their own team members 

and building their own team structure around their separate task.  T2 is more traditional 

and hierarchically structured with a Project Manager, Deputy Project Manager and then 

managers and department heads overseeing the work.  T5 at best is a loosely organized 

collection of individual coordinators who are responsible for an aspect of the work.  A 

small executive leadership team leads T5.   
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Table 11: Comparison of Organizational Diversity in Treatment 
Teams 
 

Issue T1 T2 T5 
Organizational Diversity Multiple 

organizations 
Single organization Multiple 

organizations 
Structure of Team Horizontal Hierarchical  Hierarchical  
Face to face time of whole team Rarely (once a year?)   5 times a week for 

most team 
members.  Some 
team members 
travel 

Weekly, sometimes 
more often 

 

The Workshops3 

From July to October 2011, I conducted three training experiments.  These 

workshops were held in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, Yangon, Myanmar, and Siem Reap, 

Cambodia.  This section will describe the critical similarities and differences in each of 

these workshops.  It will compare and contrast workshop issues that arose from the 

logistics, the adjustments to the curriculum and experiential methodology that I made for 

each group of participants, and the culture, or Way of Life, for each of the workshops.  It 

will conclude with describing and contrasting what each group of participants learned 

from each of the workshops.  

Workshop Participants 

The participant profile in each of the three workshops was considerably different 

(see Table 12).  Workshop 1 was the smallest of the three workshops with 13 

participants.  The male to female ratio was very balanced with seven men and six women 

attending.  There also were five nationalities represented at the workshop.  None of them 

                                                 
3 Because of scheduling problems and the normal logistic difficulties that multicultural teams 

face, roughly 55% of T1 attended the workshop.  The majority of T2 (84%) and T5 (80%) members 
participated in the workshop. 
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had an overwhelming majority; however, the majority of the participants were either 

Burmese or North American nationals.  Workshop 2 was the largest workshop with 39 

participants.  The male to female ratio was also fairly well balanced at 18 men and 21 

women.  There were five nationalities represented at the workshop; however, the 

overwhelming majority (87%) of the participants were Cambodian nationals.  Workshop 

3 was also large, with 31 participants.  Women had a slight majority at 58%.  Workshop 3 

had 11 nationalities represented.  No one nationality had a majority; however, there were 

considerably more Asians than non-Asians at this workshop. 

Table 12: Comparison of Demographic Diversity among 
Workshop Participants  
 

Issue Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3 
Number of participants 13 participants 39 participants 31 participants 
Gender Distribution 7 Male, 6 Female 18 Male, 21 Female 13 Male, 18 Female 
Nationalities in 

Workshop 
5 No majority, but 

strong Burmese and 
North American 

5 but overwhelming 
majority Khmer  

11 No majority, but 
strong Asian 

 

Workshop Location and Logistics 

Each of the three workshops was held in different locations creatively using very 

different facilities.  Workshop 1 was in a guesthouse room; Workshop 2 was in a Khmer 

restaurant’s banquet hall, and Workshop 3 met in a massage parlor.  Each of these 

facilities affected the workshop, but none more than the massage parlor (see Table 13).   

Workshop 1 met in a large bedroom of a local guesthouse.  The room was small 

and cozy for 13 people and because it was small, it made breaking into small groups or 

spreading out difficult.  The group sat on plastic chairs or on the carpet during the 

workshop.  The team leader provided coffee, tea, and small cookies for the breaks.  
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Because there were no facilities for making lunch and the workshop did not provide 

lunch, everyone brought their own lunch.  This led to participants breaking up into their 

individual project teams, and eating and fellowshipping together rather than mixing with 

other project team personnel.   So rather than drawing the workshop participants closer 

together by eating together, the workshop lunch break tended to divide the group into 

cliques.  It would have been much better to either find the budget to provide lunch for 

everyone, or handle the problem structurally, by creating a system where participants 

bring something to share with each other.   

The location for Workshop 2 was a banquet room of a Cambodian style 

restaurant/beer garden.  The room was large and it was possible for the workshop to 

break into small groups, but it had two columns strategically located in the middle of the 

room, making it difficult for the participants to see everything in the room.  Additionally, 

the participants sat on cushions on the floor Khmer style.  The restaurant provided all of 

the food and drinks for tea breaks and lunch and because many of the participants did not 

have breakfast before coming to the workshop, the morning break was both early in the 

schedule and a little longer.  Some participants complained about sitting on the floor for 

the duration of the workshop, but overall, the facilities for Workshop 2 were adequate for 

the workshop.   

Workshop 3 met on the second floor of a beauty spa and massage parlor.  The 

main room was small and narrow, but we had access to two other rooms on the same 

floor.  This made breaking into small groups very easy.  The participants sat on various 

sizes of plastic chairs packed into the main room.  Participants also sat on the floor on 

cushions.   On the first day of the workshop, the team leader provided coffee, tea and 

snacks and then he asked for volunteers to provide tea and snacks for the rest of the 

workshop.  Volunteers provided snacks for the rest of the workshop days, with some 

participants going to great lengths to share a favorite snack from their home country.  
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Holding a workshop in a massage parlor has its special challenges: the lighting 

and ambiance were very peaceful and lovely, but for a workshop, the rooms tended to be 

dark.  This was especially true for two breakout rooms.  The rooms were also long and 

narrow making circular or inclusive seating arrangements difficult.  

Each of the three workshops took place during the hot and hotter rainy season in 

Mainland Southeast Asia. Holding a teambuilding workshop during rainy season has 

many inherent challenges: handouts and equipment are hard to keep dry during the travel 

to and from the workshop site, flooding makes travel difficult for participants, and air 

conditioning struggling to keeping up with the need are a just few.  

Table 13: Comparison of Facilities for each Workshop  
 

Issue Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3 
Facilities Guest house bedroom Restaurant banquet room Hair salon /massage parlor  
Food Coffee break/snack 

provided by team 
leader, bring own 
lunch 

Coffee break/snack 
provided by restaurant 

Coffee break/snack provided 
by team leader 1st day, 
volunteers the rest 

Impact of 
Facilities 

Room was small for 
number of people. 
Not enough room to 
spread out or break 
into smaller groups. 

Room size was adequate 
and there was room to 
spread out. 

Sitting on the floor on 
cushions was difficult 
for some participants 

Room size was too small for 
the groups.  This made it 
very difficult for small 
groups to hear and 
understand each other. 

Hindrances to 
participants 

Distance participants 
traveled to workshop 
site 

None that I know of Local flooding 

Season Hot Hotter  Hot and rainy 
 

Workshop Time Schedule 

The target multicultural team’s leaders determined the schedule and timing of 

each of the three workshops.  Because of this, each had a different schedule. Table 14 
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gives an overview of each of these differences. Workshop 1 had a traditional workshop 

schedule, meeting Monday through Friday, from 9.00 to 3.00 for 30 contact hours.  This 

compact schedule worked well for the participants, however, it contributed to the 

workshop having a rushed and compacted feel to it. 

The schedule for Workshop 2 was organized around the work activities of 

Treatment team 2.  They chose a workshop format consisting of two full days of 

workshop (08.00-17.00) and then two half-day workshops (08.00-12.00).  As such, it met 

for 30 contact hours over a 12-day period.  This start and stop schedule felt a little 

disjointed. The two full days were intense and required too much focus and energy from 

both the participants and the facilitator.  However, I liked the 10-day break between the 

first and the second half and that gave me a chance to rethink how to do a multicultural 

team-building workshop for a mono-cultural team.  

The T5 leadership team set the timing of Workshop 3 so that it was convenient for 

them to attend.  They also chose a two-week workshop, however they chose to meet on 

three consecutive days from 08.30-11.30, for a total of 18 hours.  This schedule felt just 

right in terms of daily schedule as it fit the energy levels of both the participants and the 

facilitator.  However, with the shorter contact hours, I found it difficult to cover the full 

Cultural Theory material. 
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Table 14: Comparison of Time Schedule for Workshop  
 

Issue Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3 
Contact hours 30 contact hours 

(including lunch) 
30 contact hours (including 

lunch) 
18 contact hours (no lunch) 

Structure of time 30 hours in one week 
 
09.00-15.00 daily M-F 

30 hours over 4 days. One 
full day, one half day 
once a week for 2 weeks 

 
08.00-17.00 (2 days) 
08.00-12.00 (2 days) 

18 hours over 10 days  
 
08.30-11.30 over 6 days in 2 

weeks.  

Impact of 
schedule 
structure 

Days were intense, and 
too long for one 
trainer or facilitator 
to keep up the energy 
and focus levels 
needed for the 
workshop 

Full workshop days were 
long, tiring, and intense.  
1 trainer / facilitator not 
enough to keep up the 
energy and focus needed 
at the workshop. 

8.30-11.30 schedule 
structure seemed just 
right for participant’s 
(and trainer’s) energy / 
endurance level.  But 18 
hours of contact time, too 
short to do both the get to 
know you and CT related 
content well. 

 

Workshop Content 

Because each of the teams is very different in their composition and in their goals 

for the workshop, I adapted each of the workshops to help each team reach their goals.  

However, while the training methodology was different for each team, the content was 

the same.  In each of the workshops, participants were exposed to and used Cultural 

Theory’s Ways of Life as a common language to explore and discuss the impact these 

ways have on the issues that the team is dealing with.  So rather than evaluating and 

measuring the effect of a specific fixed training methodology or curriculum, I am 

measuring the effect of exposure to Cultural Theory’s Ways of Life as a common 

language for discussing differences within the team. 

All three of the workshops had the goal of participants getting to know each other 

and exploring their differences.  Each workshop also had the goal of helping teams be 

able to understand some of the differences found on their team and to help them be able 

to talk about these differences.   T1 needed to know each other better to help them discuss 
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different preferences for decision making on their team.  T2 was entering into a 

partnership with other partner organizations, and so needed to be able to understand and 

work with these partners.  Finally, T5 was in the process of incorporating two Asians 

onto the leadership team.   

In order to help teams understand their own cultural background and the cultural 

background of their teammates, I used a contextualized version of Cultural Theory’s Way 

of Life.  To present this, I used sports metaphors for each of the ways of life (see Table 

15).  Tennis and golf represented Low Grid / Low Group; Western and Khmer chess was 

a metaphor for High Grid / Low Group; Football / Soccer and American football 

illustrated High Grid / High Group; and Takraw / Setok and volleyball exemplified Low 

Grid / High Group.  After exploring each of these four Ways of Life, this then becomes 

the language teams can use to talk about their differences.  

Table 15: Summary Table of Key Terms for Cultural Theory’s 
Social Games in Workshops 
 

Letter Grid / Group Description Sports Metaphors 
A Low Grid / Low Group Tennis and Golf 
B High Grid / Low Group Baseball, Western and Khmer Chess 
C High Grid / High Group Football (Soccer),  American Football, and Rugby 
D Low Grid / High Group Setok and Volleyball 

 

The majority of participants in Workshop 1 picked up these terms and concepts 

and they were able to use them in the workshop to talk about their differences.  

Participants in Workshop 3 had less time interacting with the terms, but even with less 

time, the majority of them could use and interact with the concepts in a meaningful way 

with few difficulties.  Participants in Workshop 2 had the most time interacting with the 
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concepts.  They also had the most interactive and participatory presentation of the 

concepts.  However, while all of the participants had good background knowledge of the 

sports and games, and how they worked, only the team leaders were able to see the point 

of the metaphor and extend it to how societies work.  Much of the participant’s 

difficulties in grasping these stemmed from a lack of cultural diversity in the workshop, 

and in the participant’s experience, and communication and translation problems during 

the workshop.  However, I also suspect that, rather than being value neutral or positive, 

the sports metaphors communicated foreignness (not Khmer), and/or high status to the 

participants.  As such, it was something that would not easily stick with participants 

coming from a High Group background.  If T2 continued this training in the future, it 

would be important for the trainer to first take the participants through a series of 

diversity and cultural relativity activities designed to have the participants interact with 

cultural others that are sufficiently different from T2 participants.  In this way T2 

participants gain familiarity and comfort with interacting with issues that seem foreign to 

their group. 

While there were similarities with each of the workshops, I tried to tailor each 

workshop to cater to the different needs and abilities of the participants. Table 16 gives 

an overview of these needs and the modifications to each of the workshop. Workshop 1 

was my first multicultural team building workshop, and so in many ways Workshop 1 

was to test the workshop activities to see what worked, what did not work and to practice 

my group facilitation skills.  Based on previous experience with teams from T1’s 

sponsoring organization, I knew that some of the participants would have a very low 

tolerance for some experiential activities they called “fun and games.” I also knew them 

to prefer knowing the details behind the concepts presented. To help accommodate this, I 

used a more traditional training style that used activities organized around a cycle of 

presentation, small group discussion, and then large group discussion.  As a training plan, 
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I quickly saw how this cycle got old, yet it seemed to incorporate more of the non-native 

English speakers and give them an opportunity to be a part of the workshop, and so I 

continued the cycle.  

Rather than being reluctant to participate in experiential training activities, 

Workshop 2’s participants were both eager and accustomed to joining in and “playing 

along.” Participants in Workshop 2 were also the most educationally diverse, with 

participants ranging from illiterate to functionally literate in multiple languages and 

scripts.  Because of this, I modified all of the small group and individual activities to 

include either oral components or group drawing activities.  This would allow all 

participants to be active in the small group activities.  I also added more group 

presentations like small group dramas, and storytelling through human statues.  These 

activities worked very well in that everyone could participate and be a part of the 

program.  However, I suspect that in the push and excitement of doing the activity, 

integration was lost. Also I believe that participants did not necessarily grasp the concepts 

presented in the workshop, but rather performed what they already knew, or a stereotype.  

While this was not always the case, I did have to caution the group often about not 

stereotyping. 

In addition to a wide range of literacy rates, Workshop 2 had participants with 

varying degrees of English proficiency.  Most of the participants had studied or were 

currently studying English as a second language. In addition, some of them were very, 

very good in English.  Originally, I had planned to deal with the language issue by using 

small groups, seeded with competent bilingual English-Khmer speakers.   Together with 

T2’s foreign partners, there would be enough strong English speakers among the 

participants. However, when the profile of the group changed to an overwhelming 

majority (86%) of Cambodian and 100% Khmer speakers, English as the language of 

instruction did not make sense.  And so, I switched strategies and taught through a series 
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of translators and I had the strong English speakers help out where they could.  Overall, 

this was less than ideal.  This lack of direct communication between the majority of the 

participants and me meant that I did not get real time feedback on discussions, 

presentations, or other activities. Therefore, I was not able to encourage, challenge, or 

correct learning while it was happening.  Relationally, it also meant that I was not truly 

getting to know the participants, as the translator’s voice spoke for everyone. 

This change in participant profile also shifted the group from a multicultural 

group to a mono-cultural group.  The ramifications of this left the participants with very 

few Cultural Others to listen to, and compare and contrast with.  To try to balance this, I 

was often the one bringing the difference.  As a foreigner, who has lived in Cambodia 

and knows some of the cultural differences, I chose to tell stories from my own family 

life that accentuated the differences.  I also asked other expatriates who had extensive 

experience living in Cambodia to share some of their stories of differences to highlight 

the differences between how they organized life and how the local Cambodians organized 

their lives. This response provided a legitimate Cultural Other for the Cambodians to 

listen to and contrast with, but because it was in a many to one relationship, it was not as 

effective as it would have been if it had been in a few to one relationship.  

While the goals of Workshop 3 were similar to those of Workshop 1 and 2, the 

focus was very different.  The participants in Workshop 3 were the most culturally 

diverse.  They were also all Christians who, in some way, had left their family and home 

to help build God’s Kingdom.  Because of this, I better integrated the Biblical material 

into the simplified and contextualized Cultural Theory content.  Methodologically, I 

emphasized small group Bible studies, which allowed the participants to do their own 

exegesis and application.  These Bible studies, linked with the teaching in Cultural 

Theory was especially effective as the participants were interested in and motivated to 
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learn and apply what they found in the Bible.  It also became an opportunity for 

participants to immediately use the Cultural Theory tools with each other.  

Table 16: Comparison of Workshop Goals, Foci and 
Modifications  
 

Issue Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3 
Workshop Goals Get to know one 

another 
 
Examine different 

decision making 
methods 

Get to know themselves 
and their partners better 

 
Develop tools for them to 

discuss their differences 
and resolve conflicts 
arising from those 
differences 

Get to know themselves 
Develop tools for them to 

discuss their differences. 
 
Help leadership team 

integrate Asians onto the 
leadership team. 

Workshop focus Getting to know each 
other 

Getting to know each other Getting to know each other 

Content Decision making 
content in CT 

Conflict resolution content 
in CT 

Biblical content in CT 

Issues of Diversity None Wide range of education 
literacy rates 

none 

Workshop issues 
and 
modifications 

Low tolerance for “fun 
and games” - added 
“technical” details to 
content 

Language of instruction 
changed - used 
translators, simplified 
everything 

Kept simplified CT content 

Religious 
affiliation 

All participants 
Christian, did not 
emphasize Biblical 
content 

Not all participants 
Christians – did not 
emphasize Biblical 
content 

All participants were 
Christians so Biblical 
material was integrated 
into CT content better 

 

Summary 

This chapter described both the research participants and the experiments in 

cross-cultural training.  It also compared and contrasted the participants in terms of their 

types of socio-demographic and cultural diversity and power dynamics.  It also outlined 

some of the similarities and differences between each of the three workshops. 
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Chapter 5 
 

Intragroup Qualitative Analysis: Behavioral Learning 
Outcomes 

Introduction 

The best way to evaluate whether a multicultural team-building workshop has 

increased the intercultural knowledge and skills of a multicultural team is if the team is 

using the concepts to analyze differences and the Cultural Theory language to talk about 

differences in their team life.  In this chapter, I will describe the behavioral learning 

outcomes from each of the three workshops in terms of changes made within the team.  It 

will also look at how the workshop content has stuck (or not) and whether or not the team 

continues to use the workshop vocabulary to help them negotiate differences.  Finally, 

through a series of case studies, it will examine whether participants are more open to 

new experiences, are able to reframe their experiences, integrate new ideas about how 

things should be done, actively experiment with these new ideas and put them into 

practice. 

Data Collection 

The data for this chapter was collected through direct participant observation and 

evaluation forms from each of the workshops, and through semi-structured interviews 

with team members who attended one of the workshops.  Prior to any data collection, I 

informed each participant of their rights as human research subjects and they signed a 

consent form giving their permission for me to study their multicultural team and use 
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their personal data.  All of the information I obtained from the participants in this study, 

including their identity, is confidential.  Participants’ identity was coded, and all data was 

kept in a secure location. I am the only person that has access to the testing results.  These 

results have been held in confidence and have not been released in any individually 

identifiable form without the participant’s consent. 

Workshop 1  

The changes that have happened to T1 members after Workshop 1 are twofold.  

First, the workshop showed how little the team members knew about each other.  During 

Workshop 1, the Team Leader realized that the team needed to continue to grow in their 

personal relationships with each other and he added an Alternate Introductions segment 

to his team meetings.  Secondly, the workshop challenged participants to examine their 

preferred Way of Life and the impact that their preferences have on their teammates.  In 

so doing, this potentially allows participants to peer into a segment of their blind spots 

and encounter what Rayner (2012) calls “uncomfortable knowledge.” At the workshop, 

two Project Leaders saw how their Way of Life (Egalitarian) was in direct conflict with 

their teammate’s Way of Life (High Group).  They saw how their team members looked 

to them to provide job security and a full career path for them on the team.  By listening 

to their teammates and questioning their own personal bias, these two project leaders 

embraced the uncomfortable knowledge that continuing to maintain a low Grid working 

environment, (and not employing a graded system of promotion for their team members), 

both hindered their relationships and created an uneven and unfair working arrangement 

for their team.  These project leaders came away from the workshop with a greater 

respect for their team’s preferred way of doing things.  And they are looking at ways to 

change the way the project team deals with issues of advancement and career paths1. 

                                                 
1T1 Workshop Day 3 notes 
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Another T1 team member noted that he had learned Grid-Group theory in college 

and again as a part of his pre-field preparation.  He said that when he studied it in school, 

he dismissed it as too theoretical and not very practical.  Now that he is on the field and 

has some experience working with so many different cultures, he sees how useful it can 

be in helping him understand where his teammates are coming from2. 

In addition to this, by the end of the workshop some of the participants were 

actively using and experimenting with ideas of social games to improve how they work 

together.  In the interviews one of the team leaders talked about how someone on his 

team who had not participated in the workshop had heard about the concept of social 

games from a teammate.  After hearing about how the Ways of Life are represented on 

T1, this team member commented that rather than have everyone play one of the games, 

they should think of T1 as an Olympic national team with the participants each playing a 

different sport.  In this way, they would bring their strengths to the team3. While this is a 

High Group – High Grid way of thinking about the Ways of Life, it shows how T1 

members are continuing to discuss concepts and use the language of Workshop 1 after the 

workshop is over. 

Workshop 2 

As the participant profile in Workshop 2 was considerably different from 

Workshop 1, it is not surprising that the specific outcomes of Workshop 2 are different. 

For some participants, seeing and acknowledging differences in a single nationality were 

the main thing they learned at the workshop.  This was especially true of the High-Group, 

Khmer participants. As one participant noted “Now, we recognize each other’s 

differences, but sometimes we don’t understand each other so well yet4.”  
                                                 

2T1 Workshop Day 3 notes 
3Interview T1-01  
4 Interview T2-12 
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For others, just listening to the thoughts, opinions, and stories from someone from 

another culture was a new experience.  One participant noted that she learned that “other 

people think differently5.” Another participant said, “different cultures have different 

habits but (they) have their own value6.”  And another wrote that in the workshop they 

need “to acknowledge and accept ideas of others7.”  

Others came away from the workshop with a deeper awareness of their own 

cultural values.  As one participant commented, that the workshop had made “me aware 

of the context of multi-national cultures or groups and given (me) time to reflect on my 

own culture leading to change of (my) opinions8.” And another stated that she learned 

that her culture “is changing and that it is a mix of different 'ways' all mixed for different 

people and different occasions.”  The same participant said that she learned that in other 

cultures “there is a rhyme behind their reason”9.   

While the majority of the Workshop 2 participants probably did not pick up the 

four Ways of Life outlined in Cultural Theory, the larger team leadership did.  The team 

leader summarized it like this,  

I think they’ve been talking about it, but they’ve internalized it, rather than 
externalizing it.  If you mentioned it, they would instantly be there…if you 
talk about glue and structure, but if you use community, that’s a bit 
difficult, we use the word all the time.   So it’s hard to tell in what they’re 
referencing.  But ‘glue’ they see that.  They get it.10 

This was illustrated in how members of T2 were able to use the sports metaphors / 

Ways of Life terms learned in Workshop 2 to settle a disagreement between some of the 

staff and the Deputy Project Manager while they were upcountry running a workshop for 

a Government organization.  After hearing about the dispute over the phone, the Team 
                                                 

5 Evaluation T2-K17 
6 Evaluation T2-K19 
7 Evaluation T2-K17 
8 Evaluation T2-K16 
9 Evaluation T2-F2 
10 Interview T2-01 
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Leader asked the team members if they were playing volleyball (low Grid, high Group) 

and the other person was playing football (high Grid, high Group).  In this way, the team 

members used the concepts learned in the workshop to sort out and analyze the conflict 

situation.  When they returned from the province, all three of them continued to talk with 

each other and strengthen their relationship. 

Workshop 3 

The impact that Workshop 3 had on the participants is threefold:(1) participants 

reported an increased commitment to their team, (2) Team Leaders saw the need to build 

deeper personal relationships within the team, and (3) some participants used the 

workshop concepts and key terms to describe differences they have noticed. 

The major area in which the workshop affected the participants is in their personal 

relationships with each other.  All of the participants that I interviewed reported increased 

personal relationships across some of the cultural boundaries within T5.  Two 

participants noted that after the workshop they were much more committed to T5 and had 

recently volunteered for more responsibility in the church.  One participant commented, 

“for me personally, I think there is a change because before the workshop I just go to 

(T5) as other church member, I was not involved in it at all. But, after the workshop I felt 

like I have to go there…and if there is something lacking I should take responsibility for 

it.11” 

Another participant reported that prior to the workshop, she had seen other T5 

members after church or at a fellowship time, but never had the time or energy to cross 

the cultural boundary and build a relationship with them.  Because she got to know a few 

of them at the workshop, now she had no problems going and talking with them after 

church or fellowshipping with them at other church events.  She said, 

                                                 
11 Interview T5m-02 
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I think our relationships are better in the way that we didn’t have a chance 
to talk before. During the workshop, we were being forced by the 
environment to get to know each other. So, during fellowship most of us 
talk to our own group and people. It helps in the way that now we can say 
‘hi’ to people and more persons. And not just ‘hi’ and ‘bye’ but now we 
know them and so we ask ‘what you are doing and how are you going 
with the ministry?’ It has impacted our relationships in a big way!12 

A different participant noted that the workshop had helped him connect with other 

T5 members.  He said that the workshop  

…made a huge difference. It really helps me to relate myself to other 
people. I become more aware of culture differences because of the 
multicultural workshop that we had. It really helps me to establish better 
and casual relationship with the guys in T5 especially like NAME and 
NAME. I worked with NAME before but we didn’t get close but now we 
can talk like a normal friend without reservations... It has really helped me 
because it gave me a lot of awareness…especially in how to deal with 
multicultural people and situations.13 

During Workshop 3, Team 5 leaders realized that they did not know each other 

very well and so they started a new program called Living Stones.  This meeting is a 

direct offshoot from the Living Stones devotional we did at Workshop 3.  These meetings 

are held twice a month and are a time when T5 members can come together to chat, eat 

lunch and pray together.  Initially, the program for the meetings was to be a time where 

T5 members could continue to get to know each other by praying, eating, and sharing 

with one another using the Alternate Introductions format.  As the group continued to 

meet together, they expanded the program to include having individual team members 

share about their ministry in more detail. 

When asked about the impact of the workshop on the leadership team and T5 as a 

whole, a leadership team member said, 

I think most of all the workshop confirmed the way (the leadership team) 
will go. For me, the workshop didn’t have that much new. I liked the 
workshop especially how it shows how people are attracted to different 

                                                 
12 Interview T5m-03 
13 Interview T5m-08 
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organizations and these kinds of people feel more comfortable there. And I 
see that was from the teaching. For me, it was a good thing, but it didn’t 
say anything new, it just confirmed how we should go.14 

While T5 members did not come away from the workshop using the workshop 

key terms with each other, some participants said that they had used it personally when 

they had encountered differences in other arenas.  When I was at lunch with one 

participant, she told how she was in charge of orienting newly arrived workers.  She said 

that because she had been away from her home country a long time, she was finding it 

difficult to understand where the new workers were coming from.  Then, as we were 

discussing some of these differences she said, “it's possible they don't play chess (high 

Grid / low Group). It is possible that they are golf players (low Grid / low Group). They 

want to be much more independent.15"  

In summarizing what they had learned in the workshop, one participant stated, 

“We are all individuals, made in the image of God and though there are differences in our 

ways of thinking and decision making etc., getting to know one another at a deeper level 

has helped us in working together as a team.16” Another participant, showing that the 

workshop had affected them on both an intellectual and emotional level, responded that: 

“There is animosity towards my culture and certain cultures perhaps without a 

willingness [sic]… We all have HUGE blind spots.17”  

                                                 
14 Interview T5-04 
15 Interview T5m-07 
16 T5 Evaluation U 
17 T5 Evaluation V 
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Table 17: Comparison of Learning Outcomes at each Workshop 
 

Issue Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3 
“Ahaa” moments in 

workshop 
Leaders recognized the impact of their 

cultural blindness and explored ways 
to lessen the impact of their bias on 
their team 

One member realized the value of 
previous CT training and the concept 
of blind spots. 

Team members came to understand 
that there are cultural / value 
differences within a nationality. 

Don’t judge 
We all have blind spots 

Team leaders: Behavioral 
changes / learning 
outcomes 

Team leader realized team did not 
know each other well and adapted 
team meetings accordingly. 

Team leader used workshop CT 
terminology to defuse conflict 
between team members. 

Team leaders affirmed in their 
relational decision making 
style 

Team members more 
committed to team 

 
Resulting action taken by 

leadership 
Project leader adjusted the way in 

which team members are 
“promoted” in the project. 

Team leader incorporated part of 
the training into their training 
program 

Created new venue for people 
to get to know each other 

CT Terminology Used 
outside of Workshop  

Yes Only by team leader Yes 
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Has Learning Happened? 

To investigate further what participants learned in the workshops, this section will 

describe five small case studies and then will view this qualitative data through three 

separate lenses.  The first lens will examine whether workshop participants are more open 

to new experiences after completing the workshop.  The second will examine whether 

participants are able to view an experience from many different points of view.  The final 

lens looks at whether participants are able to use their analytical skills to integrate new 

ideas and if they are able to actively experiment and put these new ideas into practice.  

Case Studies from Workshop 1 

Case 1: During Workshop 1, two team leaders realized that their preferred way of 

leading the team (Egalitarian) hindered and was in conflict with the leadership 

expectations of their teammates (High Grid). They saw how their team members played a 

different game and how they looked to them to provide job security and a full career path 

for them on the team.  The leader’s preference for seeing everyone on the team as equal, 

was limiting the team members’ careers by putting an artificial ceiling on their career 

paths. These team leaders came away from the workshop with a greater respect for their 

teams’ preferred way of doing things and they have negotiated a different way for the 

team to deal with issues of advancement and career paths to remove the difficulty 1. 

Case 2: Decision-making has been difficult for Treatment Team 1.  In the past, 

some team members and the team leadership saw the advantage of defining their working 

processes and procedures together.  But, after doing the work of defining what was 

expected and how they would work, a few team members withdrew their support and 

stalled the process and the team leaders was not able to pick it up again.   
                                                 

1 T1 Workshop Day 3 Notes and T1-10 & 11 Interview notes 



 

87 

During the workshop, the team wanted to experiment with new ways of exploring 

issues and deciding what to do.  After discussing a different model for consensus building 

together, the workshop "ran a team meeting" to discuss an issue using the consensus 

building decision-making steps. The team leader created an issue where he would need 

the input from the team.  He told the team that a new specialist was joining their team and 

that he wanted their input in prioritizing the jobs the specialist would do.  He described 

the specialist’s job description, and then opened it up for input.  Very quickly, everyone 

started talking about his or her idea.   The group came up with many ideas ranging from 

language learning, working with partners and helping start a new local Bible translation 

organization.   One team member got out sticky note pads and started writing the ideas on 

them for all to see.   Then with the group’s help she clustered the ideas into ideas that 

were similar and very soon the group had 12 or so.  Many team members lobbied for one 

solution over another, but after a few minutes, the team stopped talking, ended the 

simulation and we moved into a time of debrief. 

During the debrief time, the team talked about how this was the normal way they 

made decisions.  A major Ahaa moment happened with the team when they realized that 

they had rushed through step two: clarify the issue and put it into context.   They went 

quickly into green lighting for ideas, and because they did not have the issue in context, 

the proposed ideas were very wide, broad, and very diverse. It quickly became obvious 

that individuals on the team were all providing solutions to different issues.  Because the 

leaders did not define the scope or create boundaries of the problem, soon the team 

became overwhelmed by their ways to solve the problem. 

Case Studies from Workshop 2  

Participants from Workshop 2 needed help from their team leader, but they were 

able to use the Cultural Theory concepts and terminology to analyze and untangle a 
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conflict around issues of value and respect.  This is how their team leader describes the 

incident: 

Just after the workshop there was a team of them that went up to do an 
MLE workshop with the Gov't to Batambong.  NAME the Deputy PM 
went with them.  She's the deputy, so they always thought that she was 
being sent to spy on them for me.  She’s also newer to the project than 
most of the other staff. 

Prior going upcountry our project had just spoken about how we 
want people to see us, and professionalism because we're beginning to get 
well known in the gov't.  And we don't want to have a well seen, well 
acknowledged falling over.  So we talked about how we need to start 
expecting professional behavior in some areas.   

So while they were upcountry, I happened to phone the coordinator 
in charge just to ask ‘how's it going?’  While I was on the phone, I asked 
‘is everyone behaving themselves? Are they doing according to what we 
said we would do? Is there no laughing around inappropriately?’  And 
then there was a silence at the end of the phone, and he was like, ‘No, 
they're all fine.’   That was on a Friday. 

Then on Saturday morning, they phoned me and the coordinator 
said, ‘There's something we want to ask you, but it's the others, not me.’   
And then he handed the phone over to the others and they said, ‘oh why 
are you asking if we were behaving ourselves, who's told you that we were 
so bad and that we play around after hours and that we did the things we 
said we would not do?’ 

I told them, ‘No one it wasn't like that.  No one has told me 
anything.’  But they said ‘It must be NAME!  NAME must have told you 
what we did.  NAME must have told this person said something to that 
person’ and then it was just blown all out of proportion.  It was ridiculous.  

I was like, ‘Oh my word. Ok. Let's just back it up a bit.  So I told 
them ‘we’re all one team NAME not out to get you she hasn't told me 
anything. I was just following up what we had already spoken about the 
week before.  If NAME had done something like that she would have had 
her reasons why.’ With the unspoken reasons being, they wouldn't be 
worried if they hadn't done it in the past (which is why we had the 
conversation in the first place).  They just don't think I know about these 
sorts of things.   
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But they were all worried that NAME had told me that she had a 
phone call from gov't person saying that that they had done such and such.  
I told them look, ‘I'm sure she didn't, but if she did she had her reasons.’   

So I phoned NAME up and ask her about the incident.  She said ‘I 
didn't say anything; I was talking to a gov't person to organize something.  
I come from Batambong so I was trying to organize something here. 
Besides, I would never say bad things about my staff to the gov't.  This is 
ridiculous.’  

And so in trying to sort this out, I actually at one point wrote in a 
text to the guys ‘Maybe she's playing a different ball game then you.  
Maybe you are all working as a D and she's a C? Maybe.  She's a lot older 
than you.’  And they all said ‘true, true, true.’   

NAME then also phoned them up individually and spoke to them 
individually, to sort it out and find out how they were personally feeling 
about her and what their problems were.  And they sorted it out.  She's 
actually much closer to many of the team members because she is able to 
go and talk with them personally.  And they talk with her and accept her. 

Now rather than being seen by the staff as the director, and the 
deputy they see her as a person.  And this has really improved her feeling 
as a member of the team, and as the deputy.  Now she's just not the new 
boss, but she actually feels part of the team2.   

While the majority of the T2 participants probably did not pick up the 4 Ways of 

Life outlined in Cultural Theory, the team leadership did.  They were able to use it to 

analyze a conflict situation and then they were able to use the workshop language with 

their team to stop and untangle the conflict.  The team leadership got it and when 

reminded of it, the staff did too.  

Case Studies from Workshop 3 

One of the main benefits Treatment Team 5 participants saw from Workshop 3 

was in better relationships with people from dissimilar cultures.  The workshop gave the 

opportunity and an excuse to cross the cultural divide and talk deeply with people they 

did not know well.   This cultural border crossing has continued after the workshop.  One 
                                                 

2 Interview T2-01 
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participant said that the workshop was a “good reminder that we always have something 

in common, so we can appreciate diversity, socialize outside my own comfort zone to 

help build stronger connections in [T5”]3. Another said that she is able to cross the 

cultural divide better and talk with people from other social groups in T5.  She said, “we 

have more things to talk about than before.  And I think people are more open now than 

before because I think we can now reach over the gap of cultural suspicion or distrust or 

whatever”4. 

Another Participant commented, 

After the workshop …I really can see myself better.  Because of this, my 
approach to people has changed a little bit.  Many times (before) when a 
friend shared their problems to me I really didn’t understand, but I didn’t 
know (I didn’t understand).  But after the training that you gave, I think I 
understand that I don’t understand many more things that (my friends) 
have shared.  …  When other people share problems or when I see people, 
I now try to understand (them) 5.   

Another Treatment Team 5 participant was able to use the Cultural Theory 

terminology to describe a difficulty she was having with some of her teammates.  She 

said that new teammates had just arrived to Cambodia and that she was in charge of 

getting them oriented and settled into their language learning routines.  However, the new 

people resisted her suggested routines and wanted more independence in learning the 

language.  In analyzing the situation she said, "it's possible they don't play the chess (high 

Grid, low Group) social game, it's possible they are golf (low Grid, low Group) players 

and so they want to be much more independent6”.  Unfortunately, at the time of the 

interview, this participant was not able to use her analysis to change her approach to her 

new teammates. 

                                                 
3 T5 Workshop Evaluation b 
4 T5m-03 Interview 
5 T5m-02 Interview 
6 T5m-07 Interview 
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Case Study Analysis and Discussion 

While it is difficult to conclude that participants in the workshops were more open 

to new experiences, some participants in all three of the workshops were open.  Table 18 

gives an overview of this data. Treatment Team 5 members and many of the outside 

participants from Workshop 3 noted a difference in their relationships and some of them 

attributed it to their willingness to go and interact with others from a different culture.   

Some of the participants in all three workshops reported being able to view an 

experience from other points of view. Leaders in Treatment Teams 1 and 2 and a 

participant from Workshop 3, told how they used the workshop content to imagine how 

other people might view a situation.  These leaders whet on to use Cultural Theory 

concepts to analyze their situation, and then integrate new ideas from their observations 

to actively experiment and put new behaviors into practice. Leaders from T1 recognized 

the mismatch between their career path and advancement practices and the expectations 

of their teammates, analyzed the system, and then made adjustments to better meet the 

needs of the organization and the expectations of the team members.  Leaders from 

Treatment Team 2 were able to use the workshop terminology as a trigger and common 

language to discuss areas of conflict regarding areas of personal respect and honor, and 

from there change their behavior and their relationship.  
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Table 18: Summary of Workshop Case Study Analysis 
 

 T1 T2 T5 
more open to new 

experiences after 
completing a training 
intervention 

None specifically 
reported, but team 
leaders open to trying 
different ways of 
doing things 

None specifically 
reported, but team 
members willing to 
change their conflict 
behavior 

Team members more 
open to crossing 
cultural divide and 
talk with others. 

able to view an 
experience from 
many different points 
of view? 

Yes, team leaders 
recognize mismatch 
in team member’s 
expectations 

Yes, with help, team 
members use CT 
analysis to understand 
and empathize with 
each other  

One participant 
recognizes that he 
does not understand 
others and uses new 
knowledge to try to 
understand. 

able to use their 
analytical skills to 
integrate new ideas 
from their 
observations and 
actively experiment 
to put new ideas into 
practice 

Team leaders analyze 
system of career path 
advancement, find 
Way of Life conflicts 
and make adjustments 
accordingly.  

Team leader uses CT 
terminology to defuse 
a conflict between 
team members.  Team 
members use the 
analysis to make 
changes. 

One participant was able 
to analyze their 
observation, but not 
able to make changes 
in their response. 

 

Summary and Conclusions 

The workshops did not lead to a radical change in any of the teams as whole 

teams.  None of the participants reported an overwhelming impact or radical change to 

their team because of the workshop.  However, some individuals reported being touched 

at a personal and oftentimes emotional level. In addition, there is qualitative evidence for 

some individuals being more open to new interactions, being able to view new 

experiences from many different points of view and using their newly gained analytic 

skills to actively experiment and put new ideas into practice. Leaders saw the level and 

quality of relationships among their team members improve in all three of the teams.  

Participants explored their own cultural preferences and with this new awareness, some 

went on to adjust their preferences to lessen their impact on their team and some used it 

to untangle a relational conflict. While these three workshops may not have immediately 
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impacted the teams as a whole, they did significantly impact individuals in the team and 

how they relate to each other. 
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Chapter 6 
 

Intragroup Quantitative Analysis: 
Measuring Perceptions: Results and Analysis of Grid-

Group Survey 

Introduction: Cultural Theory based Instruments 

The Grid-Group Survey uses Douglas (1978, 1992, 1999, 2005b) and Thompson, 

Ellis and Wildavsky’s (1990) Cultural Theory as a basis for the survey and the analysis of 

the data.  Cultural Theory is based on the proposition that there are four and only four 

active ways of organizing and perceiving social relations.  Individuals in these four ways 

create solidarities that are simultaneously interacting, merging and splitting and 

recombining to create a dynamic and ever changing social environment.  

This chapter will describe the Grid-Group Survey and its results.   This survey 

uses Cultural Theory to measure a multicultural team’s preferences for organizing their 

work and social environment. These results will be presented in terms of the tests that 

will show change between the pre and posttest survey results.  The significance of these 

tests is to illustrate the changing responses of the individuals within the team, and the 

collective position and area of a team.  The group wide tests are the Centroid Test, 

Range, and Area test.  The individual tests are the k-means Variance Test, the Average 

Distance to Center Test and the Way of Life Change Test.  This chapter will conclude by 

evaluating whether or not the treatment teams learned tolerance. 
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Grid – Group Survey for Multicultural Teams 

The Grid-Group Survey for Multicultural teams is a questionnaire adapted from a 

tool developed by Lingenfelter (1998b) and further refined by Dierck (2007).  The 

purpose of this survey is to measure the dominant Way of Life within a team.  The tool 

consists of nine questions: four questions measure the strength of Grid and five questions 

measure a team’s commitment to Group.  For each question, there are six to eight answer 

statements. The tool asks team members to read the question and the responses and then 

choose the response that describes what happens on their team. These answer statements 

start with statements that are low on the measured dimension and are increased with each 

subsequent answer statement. 

Scoring and Interpreting the Grid – Group Survey 

The response sections (range 2-10) in the Grid-Group Survey are designed to 

increase in either Grid or Group intensity with the first answer as the least intense (2 

points) and the last as the most (10 points).  Using the accompanying template each 

question is scored by recording the highest number in the range chosen by the 

respondent.  See Table 19 for an example of one of the questions and the scoring 

template.  See Appendix F for the complete survey.  After all the responses are totaled for 

the questions, the Grid response total is divided by 4 (the number of Grid questions) and 

the Group responses total is divided by 5 (the number of the Group questions).  This will 

create an average Grid and average Group score for each individual team member. 
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Table 19: Grid- Group Survey Example Grid Question and 
Template (Scoring Template is in Bold) 
 

How does your team decide when to work? Please check all that apply. 
2 Schedule? Our schedule is completely negotiable. We work when we want to work. 
4 Our schedule is negotiable and it varies depending on the weather, traffic conditions, local 

church or family commitments or what the team member is interested in.   
4 We have a schedule, but it's negotiable. We're free to work around family commitments or 

other interests. 
6 We have a work schedule, calendar and a daily schedule that most people follow. 
8 We have a team calendar and schedule and we all keep track of our time (or clock in and out). 
10 Our team calendar and schedule is set in advance and it is not flexible. 

 

These average Grid and Group scores can then be placed in a two dimensional 

matrix with the Group value on the horizontal dimension and the Grid on the vertical to 

create a Cultural Theory map.  As the scores of each team member are placed on the map, 

it is possible to see the variation of perception that exists within a given team.  After all 

of the individual team member’s scores were averaged, a team average is then calculated 

by adding all the Grid scores and then all the Group scores and dividing by the number of 

team members.  I also used the individual scores to get a statistical description of the 

results.  This description included the Team’s mean, mode and range and to calculate the 

range of standard deviation within both the Grid dynamic and the Group dynamic within 

the team (see Appendix C for these descriptions). 

Results and Analysis of Grid – Group Survey 

Change within multicultural teams is both pervasive and inevitable.  Thompson, 

Ellis and Wildavsky liken change within a social environment to the constant change and 

shift of a flock of starlings.  Starlings are in flight continuously flying both forward and 

in a circular fashion in a cloud, that constitutes the flock.  In the same way, our 

perceptions of reality shift and change in relationship to others around us.  In the friction 
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and clamor of the Ways of Life interacting with each other, some regimes will gain 

strength at the expense of another.  When the preferred answers and solutions do not pay 

off, regime members experience surprise and may become disillusioned with the answers 

provided by the Way of Life.  In this way, the relative strength of each Way of Life ebbs 

and flows as regime members experience and evaluate the alternatives provided by rival 

Ways of Life.  To summarize this process, Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky state that 

change is “(1) ubiquitous and endogenous, (2) necessary for stability and (3) neither 

unilinear nor unidirectional” (1990:83). 

Team-wide Change Tests 

Changes in a Multicultural Team’s Grid-Group Map and profile can come in 

many forms. This section will look at the change between a team’s pretest1 and posttest 

Grid-Group Test score as changes reflected across a whole team, and changes in how 

individuals in the team relate to one another.   The following sections describe the two 

tests I used to measure these changes as they are reflected across the whole team.  These 

tests are the changes between the pre and posttests as reflected in the centroid, and area of 

a team.  

                                                 
1 In the data the pretest is labeled “A test” and the post test is labeled “B test” 
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Centroid Test. The first test is a k-means (k=1) cluster analysis process.  This 

method of cluster analysis divides the observations into clusters (k) in a way that each 

observation belongs to the cluster with the nearest mean. To do this, the process 

calculates the central point, or centroid, for each cluster.  This produced the central point 

for each of the teams (Teknomo 2007). For example, in Figure 4 below the centroid for 

Treatment Team 1’s Pre and Posttest is shown as a large circle labeled ‘k-means center’.   

I then compared the pretest and posttest centroid to find the difference.  
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Figure 4: Example of k-means Centroid in T1 
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Area Test. The second, whole group test I used calculated the area of the team’s 

shape with an irregular polygon calculator.  This quantifies the area of the Grid-Group 

Map that the Team occupies1.  Figure 5 gives a visual representation of the results of 

quantifying the area of a team’s pretest and posttest shape.   

 

                                                 
1 For detail see Appendix M, Table 60 on page 321 through Table 66 on page 324 and Figure 52 

on page 325 through Figure 58 on page 331 
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                                        T1 Pretest                                                                                               T1 Posttest 

    

Figure 5: Example of a Team’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation (T1 Pretest and Posttest) 
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Team-wide Change Test Results 

To measure the changes that happened with in a team, I used two tests: 

the centroid test and the area test.  The centroid test is a product of a k-means analysis 

process.  This process calculates the central point, or centroid, for each cluster.  The area 

test calculates the amount of area each team occupies on the Grid-Group Map.  Both of 

these tests examine the change between the pre and posttest by subtracting the posttest 

from the pretest to find the difference between the two.  

Centroid Test Results. In looking at the change in the overall range of Grid – 

Group scores, Control Team 1 and 2 had the greatest diversity in Group on the pretest 

and Grid on the posttest.  C3 has the greatest range of diversity along the Group 

dimension and C4’s diversity is along the Grid dimension.  In the Treatment Teams, all 

three teams moved up the Grid dimension.  Treatment Team 2 also moved up Group 

while T1 moved down Group.  T5 remained the same1. 

Area Test. Each of the team’s occupied area on the Cultural Theory Map also 

changed.  All of the Control Teams, except Control Team 3, moved closer to each other, 

that is, the area shrunk.  Control Team 3 had the most dramatic change in area they 

occupy on the Cultural Theory Map as they doubled in size.  All three of the Treatment 

Teams grew away from each other with T2 and T52. 

                                                 
1 See Appendix C, Table 43 on page 203 through Table 49 on page 207Table 43: Descriptive 

Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for T1. 
2 See Appendix C Figure 52 on page 324 through Figure 58 on page 330 
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Individual Change Tests 

To measure the changes between individuals in a team, I used two tests: the k-

means variance within team and the average distance each member is to the center of the 

team.  Both of these tests subtract the posttest from the pretest to find the difference 

between the two to find the change between the pre and posttests. 

k-means Variance Test. The k-means variance within team first is the level of 

variance between the individuals on the team.  It is a product of the k-means (k=1) cluster 

analysis process. The k-means clustering analysis is an algorithm used to classify objects 

based on their attributes or features.  It aims to divide n observations into k clusters so 

that each observation belongs to the cluster with the nearest mean (Teknomo 2007).  This 

process measures the level of variance between the members of the team and as such, it is 

a good measure of homogeneity within a team.  

Average Distance to Center Test. The second test looks at the average distance 

each team member is to the team’s center.  This average distance to center is also a 

product of the k-means (k=1) analysis process.  This average gives an overall 

measurement of the distance the team members are from the center of the team.    

Way of Life Change Test. Finally, inter-team change can be measured by counting 

where each individual falls in Cultural Theory’s Map and then analyzing these for 

change. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Partition_of_a_set
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mean
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In the section that follows, I will use the above Individual Change Test measures 

to describe the Grid-Group test results from the control groups and the treatment teams. 

Using the Control Team data, I will first establish that change happens and outline what 

this normal change looks like.  Then I will compare the kind of changes seen within the 

Control Teams with the changes seen in the Treatment Teams. 

Individual Change Test Results 

Like the whole team responses, the individual member changes are varied.  To 

measure the changes that happened between the individuals on a team, I used three tests: 

the average distance to centroid test, the k-means variance test, and the Way of Life 

change test.  Average distance to center test measures the changes in each individual’s 

average distance to the team’s centroid.  The k-means variance is a product of the k-

means analysis calculations.  It measures the amount of diversity among the individual 

responses.  Finally the Way of Life Change test determines the Way of Life for each 

individual and then calculates the changes.   All of these tests examine the change 

between the pre and posttest by subtracting the posttest from the pretest to find the 

difference between the two.  

Average Distance Change Test Results. In measuring the average distance to 

center for each individual, some of the Control team individuals changed more than 

others did.  In Control Team 1 and 3, the changes are minimal.  Control Team 4 had no 

change.  Control Team 2, however showed a significant change of 1.12 points.  All three 

of the Treatment Teams showed minimal change3. 

                                                 
3 For details see Appendix M Table 85 on page 341. 
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k-means Internal Variance Test Results. The internal variance within three of the 

four Control teams changed minimally (<.5) and one team, C4, remained the same.   Two 

of the three Treatment teams changed significantly (>.5) . Treatment Team 2 had the 

most change, but both teams nearly doubled their within team variance.   The changes in 

T1 are minimal.4 

Way of Life Change Test Results. Individuals in Control Team 1 had the most 

change.  They changed their perception of how their team works from the Isolate and 

Corporate Way of Life (3, 3) to the Corporate and Enclave Ways of Life (3, 4).  The 

majority of Control Team 3 members perceive their team to work from a Corporate Way 

of Life social environment.  However, one member changed their perception from the 

Corporate Way on the pretest test to the Enclave Way on the posttest.  Control Team 4 

members showed the most diversity in their perceptions on the pretest.  On the pretest, 

one team member chooses the Isolate Way of Life, four choose the Enclave Way and 

seven choose the Corporate Way.  However, on the posttest, all (12) choose the 

Corporate Way of Life.  In the Treatment Teams, Team 1 had the most change, with five 

individuals switching from the Enclave Way of Life to the Corporate (4) and Isolate (1) 

Ways of Life.  In Treatment Team 5 one person switched from the Individualist Way of 

Life to the Isolate Way and in Treatment Team 2, four individuals left the Corporate Way 

of Life and joined the Enclave Way5. 

                                                 
4 For details see Appendix M, Table 86 on page 342. 
5 For details see Appendix M, Table 67 on page 333 through Table 80 on page 337. 
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Conclusions: Did the Treatment Teams Learn Tolerance? 

This following section will briefly define tolerance, and what tolerance might 

look like within the terms of Cultural Theory and the Grid – Group Survey.  It will then 

look at how individuals moved in relationship to each other and how the whole team 

moves in order to examine whether or not the posttest Grid-Group Survey data shows 

more tolerance in the Treatment Teams. 

Definitions of tolerance range from acknowledging and enduring difference to 

fully recognizing and accepting the difference through identifying and judging negative 

stereotypes against one’s own personal experience (Witenberg 2000, 4).  Witenberg goes 

on to describe a “more ideal” way of defining tolerance.  She states that, “perhaps the 

strongest and most ideal way to think of tolerance hinges on full acceptance of others 

whilst differences between the ‘others’ and oneself are recognized.  This involves a 

conscious rejection of biased beliefs and behaviours and the valuing of others irrespective 

of their colour or creed” (Witenberg 2000, 4).  Using these definitions as the basis for 

defining tolerance in multicultural teams, multicultural teams are tolerant when they fully 

recognize and accept their differences through identifying and judging negative 

stereotypes and their own biases against their own personal experience in order to 

consciously reject biased beliefs and behaviors that hinder good teamwork. 

Some Cultural Theory theorists postulate that tolerance is in the middle of the 

Grid-Group map.  Much like a square bull’s-eye target, the most tolerant positions are the 

middle of the Grid-Group Map and tolerances lessening as you go farther out to the 

extremes of the Grid and Group dimensions (see Figure 6, below).  
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Figure 6: Range of Tolerance on a Grid-Group Map: Map Center 
Method 
 

Calculating tolerance from the center assumes that multicultural teams will not 

have strong attachments to any of the Ways of Life and will have all its members score in 

the middle of the Grid-Group chart. However, a team could be relatively tolerant in 

relation to their team’s centroid (see Figure 7).   That is, if the majority of the team 

members are in two quadrants, they could have a team center that was not the same as the 

Grid-Group chart center (Grid 5, Group5) and still be tolerant within their team’s social 

environment. 
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Figure 7: Range of Tolerance on a Grid-Group Map: Centroid 
Method 
 

In order to find out if the treatment teams became more tolerant of their 

teammate’s differences, I analyzed the Grid-Group survey data and calculated how far 

the individuals on each team were from the Grid-Group center (5, 5) and how far they 

were from the team’s centroid.  Individuals who are +/- 2 points from the Grid-Group 

center (5, 5) were counted as tolerant using the Map Center method.  Team members who 

were +/- 2 points from the team’s centroid were considered tolerant using the Team 

Centroid Method.  The results, displayed in Table 20, show that the Treatment Teams all 

remained relatively the same or gained in tolerance, while the Control Teams either 

remained the same or changed randomly. 

Less tolerant 

Least tolerant 

Tolerant 

0 Team Center 



 

109 

Treatment Team 5 remains unchanged in both the tests.  Treatment Team 2 

remains unchanged in the Team Centroid Test; however, they are less tolerant on the 

Map Center Test.  As Treatment Team 2 is the most homogenous team in the study, this 

makes sense. Their team working environment does not require them to accommodate a 

wide range of Ways of Life.   Treatment Team 1 however, gains tolerance in both of the 

tests.  On the Map Center Test one team member moves into the tolerance zone and the 

Team Centroid Test two team members move.  In the Control Teams, Control Teams 1 

and 2 remain unchanged, while Control Teams 2 and 4 decreases in tolerance6.  

Table 20: Summary of Tolerant Individuals on Each Team 
 

  Map Center Test Team Centroid Test 
Team n= Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

T1 13 9 10 8 10 
T2 15 3 2 9 9 
T5 7 5 5 6 6 
C1 7 2 2 6 6 
C2 4 2 2 4 4 
C3 8 4 4 8 7 
C4 12 5 4 7 1 
 

In addition, the centroid movement from the pre and posttests shows the 

Treatment Teams moving toward the center, while the majority of the Control Teams do 

not.  Figure 8, below, displays both the pre and posttest centroids of the Treatment and 

Control Teams and tracks their movement.   Each of the Treatment Teams moves toward 

the center of the Grid-Group map.   Treatment Teams 2 and 5 move down both Grid and 

Group, toward the center.  Treatment Team 1 is the most central, and it moves up Grid, 

                                                 
6  See Table 81 on page 339 through Table 96 on page 340 for further details. 
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towards center.  The Control Teams move in a much more chaotic way.  Control Teams 

1, 2 and 4 move in different directions; Control Team 1 moves up Grid, Control Team 2 

moves mostly down Group and Control Team 4 moves up Group. But they all move 

away from the center position on the Grid-Group Map.  Control Team 3, is the exception 

to this pattern however, as they move down both Grid and Group, and towards the center.   
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Treatment Teams                                                          Control Teams 

  

Figure 8: Grid - Group Comparison Treatment and Control Teams Pre and Posttest Centroid 
Results 
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Summary  

The change between the pre and posttest for both the Control and Treatment 

Teams show that change is normal and expected within multicultural teams as both the 

Treatment and Control Teams changed in one way or another.  These changes seem 

random, and with no discernible difference between the Treatment Teams, who had a 

training workshop and the Control and Treatment Teams who did not.  Based on the 

results of the pretest and posttests, I can only conclude that the workshop did not change 

the way the Treatment Teams perceive their work or their relationships with each other.   

The Grid-Group Survey data however shows that the Treatment Teams are 

maintaining their inter-team tolerance.  The changes between pretest and posttest show 

that Treatment Team 1 has moved closer to each other and slightly increased their levels 

of tolerance.  In their social environment, Treatment Team 2 maintained their high (9 of 

13 members) level and Treatment Team 5 maintained a very high (6 of 7) level of 

tolerance.   

While the lack of discernible impact on the Treatment Team’s Way of Life may 

seem disappointing (especially for the trainer!), it is not completely surprising.  Ways of 

Life are well defended and armed with scores of reasons, justifications and rationales to 

keep it going and defectors are not easily won over.  All of this has direct implications for 

multicultural team training and event based workshops.  These implications, along with 

the implications from the other surveys will be discussed in Chapter 12.   However, 

trainers should take heart, as training seems to have a moderating effect on the tolerance 

levels of a team.  This will be further explored in Chapter 12. 
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Chapter 7 
 

Intragroup Quantitative Analysis: 
Measuring Preferences and Tolerance:  

AGAPE Int’l Vignette Survey Results and Analysis 

Introduction: AGAPE Int’l Vignette Survey 

This chapter will look at the second quantitative component of the research.  It 

will use the data from the AGAPE Int’l vignette survey1 to discuss whether training 

interventions can stretch a multicultural team member’s tolerance for their non-preferred 

structure and decision-making processes.  The AGAPE Int’l survey is composed of 

vignettes, which illustrate different responses to situations needing decisions, by 

multicultural teams.  While the results did not seem as strong as the qualitative data, it 

provides material to complement the workshop experiences and discuss both preferences 

and tolerance.  The theoretical foundations underlying the creation of the vignettes will 

be given first, and then the results from the survey will follow.  

AGAPE Int’l Survey 

The aim of the AGAPE Int’l Questionnaire is to measure an individual’s 

preferences for group processes using a reliable yet sensitive enough measure to detect 

change in strength of preference.  It is a series of vignettes outlining a decision making 

situation and followed by a series of possible decision-making processes.  Respondents 

                                                 
1 T2 and C2 only had one and two respondents, respectively.  Because of this, I have removed 

their results from this section of the study.   
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are asked to read the vignette and then suggest which process they think should be used 

to make the decision and which process they would not use. 

Like the Grid-Group Survey presented in Chapter 6, Thompson, Ellis and 

Wildavsky’s Cultural Theory (1990) provides the theoretical framework for the vignette 

questionnaire.  Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky’s Cultural Theory (1990) provides the 

theoretical framework for the vignette questionnaire.  They state that, 

Preferences are ‘derived’ from ways of life in two analytically distinct 
senses,  First, by putting preferences and ways of life in a means-end 
reasoning chain, individuals can deduce their preferences from their Way 
of Life…Second, preferences emerge as unintended consequences of 
attempting to organize social life in a particular way. (Thompson, Ellis, 
and Wildavsky 1990, 57) 

Thus social relations are maintained by creating preferences that sustain the relationship 

and in turn these preferences reinforce the social relationship. In deriving preferences 

from ways of life, Thompson, et. al go on to outline six different questions and how each 

Way of Life would produce a distinct answer (1990, 60-65). These questions are as 

follows: 

a. Who is to blame when things go wrong? 

b. What is the role of envy? 

c. What is the role of economic growth? 

d. How is scarcity managed and explained? 

e. Why do different people worry about different risks? 

f. What is the role of apathy? 

Because these questions and their answers provide a useful framework for analysis, I 

used them to create the AGAPE Int’l story.  Each of the vignettes addresses a separate 

question and each of the responses represents a Way of Life’s distinct way of answering 

the question.   
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Table 21 below, lists the five question items used in the AGAPE Int’l story and 

each Way of Life’s distinct ways of answering the question. I chose these five questions 

because they easily created a credible story outline about normal “problems” within a 

fictitious organization.  Question 1 asks for the respondent’s rationale for the group’s 

apathy.  Questions 2 and 5 ask for the respondent’s preference for handing risk.  Question 

3 examines scarcity and Question 4 indirectly asks about the issue of envy.  Each of the 

answer statements represent one of the four competing ways of life outlined in 

Thompson, Elis and Wildavsky (1990).  The first statement expressed ideas or 

“solutions” from Isolate Way of Life.  The second statement articulated the Enclave’s 

solution to the problem.  The third statement gave voice to the Corporate Way of Life and 

the final statement represented the Individual Way of Life. 

Initially, in addition to using questions that addressed the issues of risk, envy and 

scarcity, I asked a question item about who was to blame for AGAPE’s “problems.”  The 

initial test respondents refused to answer the blame question.  They only focused on the 

problem of having conflict between Christian brothers and sisters and rejected the 

“simplistic solutions” provided in the answer section.  After initial testing, I have taken 

these questions out because the overt conflict described in the story and question posed a 

problem for the respondents.   

In addition, I did not use the analysis categories of economic growth.  While the 

ways in which team members see opportunity for growth are analytically useful, 

especially for organizations and those who lead them, I did not include them.  To include 

a question on economic growth, I would have needed to add considerable background 

information on AGAPE International’s context and structure and this would have been 

counterproductive to the vignette survey.    
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Table 21: Framework for AGAPE Int’l Vignette Questions and Answers 
Based on Thompson, Ellis, et al. (1990, 60-65) 
 

 
 

D    Egalitarian  B  Fatalist / Isolate C   Corporate / Hierarchy A    Individual 

Q1 Apathy In your 
experience, why do you 
think there is so little 
response to the Director’s 
email? 

If they make a decision 
without getting everyone’s 
input, it won’t be fair. 

It doesn’t matter if anyone 
responds or not. 

everyone should leave these 
kinds of decisions up to 
the leaders. 

It is each individual’s 
responsibility to get the 
information and give their 
opinion. 

Q2 Risk Should we hire the 
new manager?  What if he 
doesn’t fit? 

Make sure he has their 
values and commitment to 
equality. 

Leave things as they are. We are a family so Senior 
staff should show the new 
manager where he fits 

Anyone should be able to fit 
as long as they have the 
necessary skill to do their 
job 

Q3 Scarcity How are we 
going to pay for the 
manager’s position? 

AGAPE Int’l should be 
saving their budget 

They should stick with their 
policies and procedures 
and not mess things up  

They then should reallocate 
money from some 
departments to provide the 
new manager with an 
operating budget. 

Forget the budget. Besides, 
he will help us make 
revenue to cover his costs. 

Q4 Envy New manager is 
highly skilled and trained 

Make sure he shares our 
values for simple living 

Just make sure he will follow 
the policies and stay in his 
place 

Make sure he is satisfied 
with what we provide 

AGAPE is lucky to be 
getting such a highly 
trained person. 

Q5 Risk  How should we 
make this decision? 

Continue talking until 
everyone in AGAPE is in 
agreement with the 
decision. 

Do not continue talking 
about it 

Team leader talk with all the 
members to iron out  
difference. Then the 
leader makes the decision. 

Invite the new manager 
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Scoring and Interpreting the AGAPE Int’l Test 

Because of the participants’ varying access to and comfort with the internet, I 

used two versions of the survey.  Participants who had good access to the internet and 

were comfortable using the web, used a web based, SurveyMonkey version of the test.  

Participants with limited access or comfort used a paper version.  Because the survey is 

based on participants ranking their answers preferentially, the choice of web or paper 

survey impacted the way in which they interacted with it.  This scoring method imposes 

the labels of (1) ‘liked least,’ (2) ‘liked less,’ (3) ‘liked more,’ and (4) ‘liked best.’ The 

SurveyMonkey version of this inventory was set up as a forced ranking question.   In this 

way, participants were not allowed to give the same rank to two different choices.  If a 

participant tried to give two choices the same rank, the computer asked them to rank them 

again.  This computer-enforced ranking system was very effective.  This was not so for 

the paper version of the test.  In the paper version, prior to taking the AGAPE Int’l 

section of the survey, participants read an example of forced ranking with each choice 

having a different rank and they were asked to give each choice a different rank.  

Unfortunately, this did not stop some of them from giving two different choices the same 

rank.  Because of this, I did not use any of the survey responses with an ambiguous 

answer to a question item.  

To illustrate what this looked like, a sample excerpt taken from the first question 

in the survey is presented below, with an example of how one person could respond to 

one question in the survey.  Along the top row of the table is the vignette question and the 

response choices.  Each of the distinct Ways of Life answers are in the first column. In 

this example, at the bottom of each of the distinct answers is the corresponding Way of 

Life and in the response boxes below the respondent’s mark is how the response is 

scored.  In the Excerpt below, all of the text in bold print is not in the participant survey. 
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Table 22 Excerpt of the AGAPE Int’l Test 
One Vignette and the Underlying Scoring 
System 
 

The following questions contain a story for you to read. 
Please read the story and then prioritize the responses with 1 being 
the response you like the least, 2 the second least, 3 the third least 
and 4 the best.   

As the AGAPE executive team pondered and prayed about 
how to fund the home office, they thought that maybe they needed 
a finance manager to help AGAPE Int'l control their finances 
better. AGAPE's director then communicated this need to the 
Member Organizations. In response to AGAPE's request, one of 
the Member Organizations recruited a manager who is highly 
skilled in finance and has many years of management experience 
in the business world. This manager has reviewed the job 
description and he and his family have already raised their living 
expenses. They are ready and willing to come soon.  

 
When the AGAPE Executive Team discussed the issue of 

whether or not to invite the new finance manager, they had 
questions about how he would "fit" the needs of the group.  

 
In your experience, how should AGAPE Int'l deal with the 

issue of whether or not a new finance manager will fit into the 
organization?  
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Question: In your experience, how should 

AGAPE Int'l deal with the issue of 
whether or not a new finance manager 

will fit into the organization? 
 

Please prioritize your responses and rank 
them with (1) liked least, (2) liked less, 

(3) liked better and (4) liked best. 

 
 
 

(-2) 
least 

1 

 
 
 

(-1) 
less 

2 

 
 
 

(+1) 
better 

   3 

 
 
 

(+2) 
best 

4 

-- AGAPE Int'l should take things slow with 
bringing in any new members. They should 
make sure he has their   values and 
commitment to equality.  WAY OF 
LIFE:D -GRID, + GROUP 

    

-- AGAPE Int'l should leave things as they 
are. They have managed to get through 
tough times without this manager and they 
can get through it again.  WAY OF 
LIFE:B + GRID, - GROUP 

    

-- AGAPE Senior staff should show the new 
manager where he fits and how he should 
interact with everyone. In this way, 
AGAPE Int'l should act like a family with 
the senior staff helping to make sure the 
junior staff know their  place and fit into the 
organization.  WAY OF LIFE:C + GRID, 
+GROUP 

    

-- "Fit" is no problem. Anyone should be able 
to fit into AGAPE Int'l as long as they have 
the necessary skill to do   their job. Since 
the new finance manager is highly skilled 
and experienced, he will help AGAPE be 
more   productive by managing their 
finances better.  WAY OF LIFE:A  +-
GRID, - GROUP 
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Table 22 below gives an example of one respondent’s scores for all five of the 

questions.  Each row corresponds to one of the five survey questions.  The table has two 

columns for each Way of Life (A Individual, B Isolate, C Corporate and D Enclave) one 

column for negative rank score and one for positive rank scores.  The purpose of separate 

columns is to be able to calculate a sum of negative and positive scores, and from these to 

gain an overall ranking of the person’s preferences among the four ways of life.  The 

preferences of the person in the example appear in the bottom row, and the score of eight 

in column C+ shows a very strong preference of the respondent for the corporate Way of 

Life.  Likewise, the score of -7 in Column B- shows a strong negative response to the 

Isolate Way of Life.    

Table 23: Example of One Score sheet for One AGAPE Int’l Test 
 

Part ID         
 T#-## A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Question 1 1     -2 2     -1 
Question 2   -1   -2 2   1   
Question 3   -2 1   2     -1 
Question 4   -2   -1   1 2   
Question 5 1     -2 2   0 -1 
 Preference 2 -5 1 -7 8 1 3 -3 
 

After each participant’s preferred and non-preferred ways of life are calculated, 

each team member’s total preference scores are entered into the respective Team Scoring 

Templates1.  These templates combine the reports of the preference line scores from all 

of the individual score sheets for pretest and posttest of each individual team.  In 

                                                 
1 See Appendix N, Table 97 on page 355 and Table 98 on page 356.   
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addition, the last two columns, +Way and –Way, identify the preferred and rejected Ways 

of Life for each individual.  The composite scores for the whole team appear in the 

bottom row, labeled Team Way Preference.   

Because it is possible for a team’s overall preferences to remain the same while 

individuals change, I will analyze both the change between individuals and the whole 

group.  I will start with changes reflected in relationship between team members and then 

move to analyzing the changes found across the team as a whole.   

Individual Analysis and Results: How Did Individuals Change in Their Relationship 
to Each Other? 

This section will use AGAPE Int’l Survey data from Treatment Teams 1 and 5 

and Control Teams 1, 3 and 42 to describe the team’s Way of Life preferences.  Then it 

will compare the differences in the changes between the Treatment Teams, who had 

experienced a workshop treatment and the Control Teams who did not. 

In Table 23, Treatment Team 1’s pretest shows a clear preference for the 

Corporate Way; eight of the nine individuals chose this way, as their cumulative best 

liked Way of Life.  One participant, T1-01, divided their best-liked preferences between 

the Individual and the Enclave Way.  All of Treatment Team 1 clearly rejects the Isolate 

Way.  In their posttest however, both of Treatment Team 1’s best and least liked 

preferences are mixed.  In their cumulative positive preferences, five individuals chose 

the Corporate Way, but two chose the Individual and Enclave Way.  In their negative 

cumulative preferences, only one individual chose the Isolate way, four individuals chose 

the Enclave Way, three individuals chose the Individual Way and one respondent chose 

                                                 
2 Both Treatment Team 2 and Control Team 2 only had one and two valid respondents, 

respectively.  Because of this, I have removed these results from this section of the study.  T2 and C2 
respondents took the survey in their own language, but both of these teams took paper version of the survey 
and this did not force respondents to rank their preferences.  As such, many of the responses for the 
AGAPE Int’l Survey were invalid. 



 

122 

both the Individual and Enclave Way (for more details see Table 99 and Table 100 in 

Appendix M below). 

In their posttest however, both of Treatment Team 1’s best and least liked 

preferences are mixed.  In their cumulative positive preferences, five individuals chose 

the Corporate way, but two chose the Individual and Enclave way.  In their negative 

cumulative preferences, only one individual chose the Isolate way, four individuals chose 

the Enclave way, three individuals chose the Individual way and one respondent chose 

both the Individual and Enclave way (see Table 23, below). 

Table 24: Treatment Team 1 AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest 
Preferences 
 

Part ID# 
Pretest  

+Way 
Posttest  

+Way 
Pretest 
-Way 

Posttest 
-Way 

T1-01 A, D D B A 
T1-02 C D B B 
T1-07 C C B A 
T1-09 C C B D 
T1-10 C C B A 
T1-11 C A B D 
T1-13 C A B D 
T1-16 C C B D 
T1-17 C C B A, D 
Team Way Preference C C B D 
 

In order to compare the impact of the treatment workshop on the teams it requires 

tracking the individual regime changes across the treatment and control teams.  This 

requires changing each of the numerical differences into percentages and then subtracting 

the pretest scores from then posttest scores.  With these percentages then it is possible to 

see the types and strength of the changes that occurred within the each of the Teams.  
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These indicators of strength of attachment to or rejection of a Way of Life can, then, be 

compared across the different teams.   

Way of Life Change: Analyzed as Individuals 

Analyzing each individual’s changes in preference from one Way of Life to 

another, shows that individuals in the Treatment Teams reported more change than the 

Control Team. As measured by standard deviation, the Treatment Teams show more 

overall change (σ = T1 2.67, T5 1.39, C1 .58, C3 .42, C4 .25).  These changes can be 

seen in the specific ways in which individuals moved from one-Way to another between 

the pre and posttest.  Figure 9, below shows that on the posttest, Treatment Team 1 liked 

the Enclave Way of Life 10% more and the Corporate Way of Life 20% less.  Treatment 

Team 5 liked the Individualist Way of Life 11.32% more and both the Corporate and 

Enclave Ways of Life 5.66% less.  None of the Control Teams changed more than -4.5% 

(C4).  See Figure 9, below.  This shows how the Treatment Team members are rethinking 

and changing their best preferred Ways of Life. 
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Figure 9: Difference between Pre and Posttest Liked Best Ways of 
Life: Analyzed as Individuals  
 

Although the difference in the individual least liked scores is not as marked as it 

is in their most liked scores above in Figure 9, there is a similar difference between the 

Treatment and Control teams in their least liked scores. Treatment Team 1’s rejection for 

the Isolate Way lessened by 40% while their rejection for the Individual and Enclave 

Ways increased by 6.67% and 10% respectively. No other team shows a change in their 

least liked Ways of Life over +/-3.77% and Control Team 4 had no change at all (see 

Figure 10).   Again, this change in the Treatment Team’s least liked preferences, shows 

them considering alternate Ways of Life. 
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Figure 10: AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Liked Least Ways of 
Life: Analyzed as Individuals  
 

Because the team size in each of the teams is small, it is not possible to rule out 

that the difference between the teams is random chance.  However, this change in both 

the positive and negative preferences in individuals in the Treatment Teams may show 

how exposure to a workshop influences the way individuals think about their preferred 

Way of Life and cause them to think differently about their preferred way of organizing 

and disorganizing. 

Multicultural teams’ preferences can also change across the whole team creating a 

team effect.  The following section will look at differences between each team’s pre and 

posttest to test for change between the Treatment and Control Teams. 
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Whole Team Analysis and Results:   
How Did the Team Change ‘Shape’ as a Whole? 

The second way I used to analyze the AGAPE Int’l Survey data, looks at the 

differences between the pre and posttest scores as they are reflected across the whole 

team rather than in the individual.  The advantage to this process is that it uses all of the 

data points collected, not just the highs and lows to describe change. This method will 

look at each team’s preference and non-preference for all of the Ways of Life and will 

determine how they changed from the pretest to the posttest.  

Because the AGAPE Int’l Survey is based on the theory that choosing one Way of 

Life automatically assumes a rejection of another way, the survey asks respondents to 

prioritize and rank their answers. This then creates a closed set of responses with each 

individual’s response to one survey question item giving an indication of their preference 

for each of the four ways of life.  With this, it is possible to analyze each individual and 

each team response as a whole. 

In looking at the overall difference in the whole group scores, difference between 

the Treatment and Control Teams can be seen in the levels of standard deviation in the 

team’s scores.   

Table 114 below outlines each of the team’s percentage of change between their 

pre and posttest.  Each row lists the team designation and the difference between the 

pretest and posttest for each of the ways of life.  At the head of each column is the Ways 

of Life liked best, followed by the liked least Ways and the standard deviation for the 

team.  Higher standard deviation scores are further from the mean than lower scores. In 

this way, teams with higher standard of deviation scores have changed more than teams 

with a lower standard deviation score.  Both of the Treatment Teams have a higher level 

of standard deviation (σ =T1 9.16; T5 15.36) than the Control Teams (σ = C1 3.62; C3 

5.31; C4 6.56). See Table 114 in Appendix N. 
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Looking more closely at the each of the teams’ preferred and abhorred Ways of 

Life, in general, all the teams strongly disliked the Isolate options.  While some teams 

disliked the Isolate Way, more than others did, Treatment Team 1 chose it 

overwhelmingly, and as the Way of Life they disliked the most. This group rejection of 

the Isolate Way of Life makes sense, as individuals who perceive that they cannot affect 

their world are probably not going to join missions or non-governmental organizations 

with goals that involve bringing about societal change.  It is also possible that my bias 

against this Way of Life is reflected in the answers and so participants responded 

negatively.  In pre-testing this survey, many respondents questioned or complained about 

the High Grid – Low Group responses. Some disparaged this voice, saying things like, 

“Leader B is a loser, an Eeyore and should not be in leadership”, and “Leader B is 

depressed and may kill himself.” Based on these responses, I rewrote many of Isolate 

responses to try to make them sound more neutral.  In the second round of pre-testing, 

respondents still wanted to discuss this voice, but when asked, many of the respondents 

said they knew people who would give this kind of answer.  In addition, in the individual 

responses, there were individuals that that chose the Isolate Way of Life as their preferred 

Way of Life3.  

Even though all of the teams disliked the Isolate Way, each of the teams 

demonstrated some change in negative preferences between their pre and posttest.  Figure 

11 outlines these differences with the percentage of change for each of the Ways of Life 

presented in bar chart form for each of the teams. On their pretest, Treatment Team 1 

scored a -55 (-40.74% of the negative points) negative preference for the Isolate way and 

on their posttest they scored a -27 (-20% of the negative points) negative preference. This 

20% difference is the single largest change in one Way of Life.  Treatment Team 5 

                                                 
3 Individuals were on T2, T5, and, C4.  None of the individuals on the teams was strongly 

attached, but the individuals had some positive attachment to the Isolate Way of Life. 
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showed the most diverse change, with significant pre and posttest differences across three 

liked least preferences (Individual -15%, Isolate 5.7, and Enclave 12.38% Ways of Life).  

While the Control teams show similar singular and distributed shifts in negative 

preferences, they do not show them to the same degree; 8.3% is the largest shift in the 

Control Teams (C3). 
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Figure 11: Percentage of Change between Pre and Posttest re: Rejected Ways of Life by Individuals 
in each Team 

-8.15% 

-15.24% 

5.83% 
3.33% 

-6.67% 

20.74% 

5.71% 

-6.67% 

5.56% 
3.33% 

-2.96% 
-0.95% 

0.83% 
3.33% 

-1.48% 

12.38% 

-8.89% 

2.22% 

-20.00%

-15.00%

-10.00%

-5.00%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

T1 T5 C1 C3 C4

Treatment Teams                   Control Teams  

A- B- C- D-



 

130 

While the pre and posttest changes in the team’s positive preferences are not as 

marked as they are in the negative preferences, they show similar results.  Figure 12 

below shows the percentage of pre and posttest change in positive preferences for each of 

the teams.  Treatment Team 5 has the greatest regime change between their pre and 

posttests.  On their pretest, T5 preferred both the Individual (37.14%) and the Corporate 

(33.33) Way of Life.  Yet on their posttest, they switched to favoring the Enclave (46%) 

and Corporate (32.38%) Way.  This is a 24% shift from preferring the Individual to the 

Enclave Way of Life. This shift is significant because, T5’s members did not know each 

other well before their workshop, and so Workshop 3 had strong emphasis on T5 getting 

to know each other.  After the workshop, in their post-workshop interviews, everyone 

interviewed commented on the team’s deeper commitment to relationship with each 

other.  It is possible that this Group shift from Individual to Enclave Way seen in the 

AGAPE Int’l survey is the relational dynamic that team members commented on after the 

workshop. 

Control Team 4 and Treatment Team 1 have similar shifts, but they are not as 

marked.  C4 shows an 11.11% shift from the Individual to the Enclave Way of Life and 

T1 shifted from the Corporate to the Enclave Way of Life.  C1 shows very little change 

(see Figure 12).  
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Figure 12: Percentage of Change between Pre and Posttest re: Preferred Ways of Life by 
Individuals in each Team 
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Conclusions: Did the Treatment Teams Learn Tolerance? 

While the differences between the Treatment and the Control Teams’ Individual 

Regime Test and the Whole team Change Test discussed above are not statistically 

significant, it is possible that the changes in the Treatment Teams scores are a result of 

team members rethinking their own preferences.  This is especially true for Treatment 

Team 1.  During the workshops, the Treatment team members were challenged to 

question their own bias and they were exposed to the logic of their non-preferred regime.  

Treatment Team 1 spent the most time discussing and interacting with the four different 

Ways of Life as the majority of the workshop discussed the Ways of Life and the impact 

they have on leadership and decision making processes.   

Treatment Team 5, on the other hand, had the least amount of exposure to the 

Ways of Life.  Workshop 3 spent the majority of the time in various activities designed to 

help the team get to know each other and interactively studying the Bible together (see 

Table 24). 

Table 25: Summary of changes in Treatment and Control Teams 
 

Test T1 T5 Control Teams 
Individual Regime 

Change Test (see 
Figure 9 and Figure 
10) 

Significant regime change 
σ =2.67 

Some regime change 
σ =1.39 

Little regime change. 
Highest control team 
σ = .53 

Group Wide change 
(see  

Table 114) 

Some change σ = 9.61 Significant change 
σ = 15.34 

Little change Highest 
control team σ =6.53 

Exposure to Ways of 
Life in Workshop 

Considerable  Little exposure None 

Emphasis in Workshop Impact of the Ways of life 
on leadership 
/followership and 
decision making 

getting to know each 
other and Bible 
study activities 

none 
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Based on the pre and posttest change in the Treatment Team’s AGAPE Int’l 

scores, it may be possible to conclude that the Treatment Teams changed because of the 

workshop; the treatment teams changed both as a whole group and as individuals. 

However, it will take further investigation into the survey data and the team’s results to 

determine whether the Treatment teams have become more tolerant of difference. 

Because the survey uses a forced rank system, respondents must choose two 

negative ways of life for each question.  If a respondent had no strong biases for or 

against any of the regimes, and spread their votes across all four of the Ways of Life, then 

they would have a pattern where no one Way of Life received more than 33% or less than 

20% of the points possible for any of the positive preferences and no more than -33% or 

less than -20% of the points possible for any of the negative preferences.  See Figure 13 

for an example of this.  If a ‘tolerant’ team is a team that does not have an 

overwhelmingly strong attachment or rejection of one, or more ways of life, this range of 

+33 to -33 can serve as an indicator of tolerance on the AGAPE Int’l Survey. 

 

 

Figure 13: Example of an Evenly Distributed (Tolerant) AGAPE 
Int’l Score 
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Figure 14 shows Treatment Team 1’s pre and posttest scores for their levels of 

attachment and rejection for each Way of Life.  T1’s pretest shows two scores that are 

outside of the range of tolerance: 41.48% preference to the Corporate Way of Life and -

40.74% rejection of the Isolate Way of Life.  However, on T1’s posttest, both of these 

extreme scores are lower and within the range of tolerance.  They score a -20% and 31% 

on the Isolate and Corporate Ways of Life respectively.  This leveling out of Treatment 

Team 1’s posttest scores indicates that they may have become more tolerant of rival 

Ways of Life.   

 

 

Figure 14: Treatment Team 1 Way of Life Preferences 
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are outside the range of tolerance: a -44.76% rejection of the Isolate Way and a 14.48% 

acceptance of the Individual Way of Life.  On the posttest, T5 continues to reject the 

Isolate Way of Life (39.05%).  The strength of their acceptance of the Individual Way of 

Life weakened to within the range of tolerance (12.38%), however the strength of their 

preference of the Enclave Way of Life increased to 46.76%, outside the range of 

tolerance (see Figure 15).  According to these results, Treatment Team 5 did not become 

more tolerant, rather they increased their rejection of the Isolate Way and solidified their 

acceptance of the Enclave Way of Life. 

 

 

Figure 15: Treatment Team 5 Way of Life Preferences 
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one Way of Life in their pretest, there was not a change on their posttest that brought the 

score into the range of tolerance1.   

 

 

Figure 16: C3 AGAPE Tolerance Test 
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1 For more details see Appendix N, Table 115 on page 334. 
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dramatic shift in their preferences between the pre and posttest.  It also indicated that T1 

might have become more tolerant in their preferences.   

These results show that training interventions can begin the process of stretching a 

multicultural team members’ tolerance for their non-preferred ways of life.  Training can 

help team members think and begin to behave differently in their team.  However, 

because even the best training is not a magic bullet for change and individual and 

organizational change is a long process, more research is needed to make more than a 

tentative conclusion about whether training can stretch team members’ preferences to 

include their non-preferred ways of life.   These results, while tentative, are encouraging 

and have implications for trainers and multicultural teams and those who lead them.  

Further implications for multicultural team training and learning tolerance from these 

results, along with the implications from the other surveys will be discussed in Chapter 

12.  
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Chapter 8 
 

Intragroup Quantitative Analysis: 
Measuring Stress, Conflict and Safety in Multicultural 

Teams 

Introduction 

This chapter is the final section of the quantitative component of my research.  It 

will analyze the data from the Stress, Conflict and Safety Survey.  This survey seeks to 

answer the question to what extent does training in identifying cultural bias lower a 

multicultural team’s interpersonal conflict levels.  To do this, the survey measures an 

individual’s level of stress, conflict and psychological security within their team to see 

whether the training has lowered a teams’ level of interpersonal conflict. 

While the statistical results are disappointing, it provides material to supplement 

the workshop experiences and speaks directly to whether workshops can lower a team’s 

level of stress and conflict and raise their sense of psychological security.  The chapter 

begins with a description of the survey and statistical analysis of the results, and 

concludes with a discussion of the results in relationship to each Treatment Team’s 

dominant Way of Life. 

The Stress, Conflict and Safety Survey 

The Multicultural Team Stress, Conflict and Safety Survey is a tool that measures 

levels of stress, conflict and psychological safety within a multicultural team. It was 

adapted from a survey that measures team conflict (Tekleab, Quigley, and Tesluk 2009), 
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and another that measures a team member’s level of psychological safety on multicultural 

teams (Wyss-Flamm 2002, 327-328).  In this survey, respondents are presented with a 

statement and then they are asked to indicate on a 1-5 Likert scale how true the statement 

is for their team.  In this inventory, seven items measure stress, 22 items measure 

conflict, and 12 items measure psychological safety.  

Scoring the Stress, Conflict and Safety Test 

After each team completed both the pre and posttest, I downloaded and processed 

the data by inverting all of the positive survey items so they would be in line with the rest 

of the data.  Next, I compiled and organized the data into two full data sets.  One pile had 

the data organized by participant ID number and into sets that matched each participant 

ID with their pre and posttest.  The other data pile separated all of the pre and posttests 

data into two separate piles.  

To analyze the data, I first looked at the survey as a whole, and compared and 

contrasted each pretest and posttest.  This gave me a rough indication of the mean change 

between each participant’s two tests.  From there I used Excel’s data analysis functions to 

run the Paired t-Test on the data sets.  I ran these tests for the paired data set, and then 

individually for each of the paired Stress, Conflict, and Security items.  These tests 

showed whether the mean of the pretest was statistically different from the mean of the 

posttest1. 

Results and Variance in Stress, Conflict and Insecurity Test 

This section will first give an overview of the data results and then present the 

statistical results for both the Stress and Conflict data and the Insecurity data.  Both 

                                                 
1 See details of the analysis see Appendix B. 
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descriptions will begin with a general overview and comparison of the teams and then 

will conclude with a description of the statistical tests and results. 

Stress and Conflict Overview 

With pre and posttest scores ranging from 47-52, Treatment Team 1 and Control 

Team 2 were the most stressed teams in the study.  On the other hand, Control Team 3 

(pretest 38, posttest 26) was the least stressed of the seven teams.  The other four teams 

ranged in between these with scores ranging from 35 to 43. 

While only one team (Control Team 3) changed dramatically between their pre 

and posttest, all of the multicultural teams showed some change.  Treatment team 1 and 

Treatment Team 5 show a 3% increase in stress and conflict between the first and second 

test.  Treatment team 2 and Control Team 4’s scores were 2% lower on the posttest. 

Control Team 2 scored 8% points lower and C3’s posttest was 12% points lower than 

their pretest (see Figure 17). 
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Figure 17: 
Comparison of Stress and Conflict Pre and Posttests 
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Figure 18: Comparison of Insecurity Pre and Posttests 
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conducted a two tailed, paired t test to compare the stress, conflict, and security levels of 

each multicultural team member during the initial research period (pretest) and then 6-8 

weeks later (posttest).  In order for the t test to find an effect with this sample size, the 

changes between the pre and posttests would have to be considerable.  This then makes it 

difficult for the t test to find statistical significance between the pre and posttests.  

For all of the teams, the analysis produced an insignificant t value  (T1= t(12) 

=2.201, p< .76; T2 =   t(15) =2.14, p< .09; T5=   t(8) =2.35, p< .11; C1 =   t(5) =2.77, p< 

.17; C2=   t(4) =3.18, p< .98; C3=   t(7) =2.44, p< .88; C4=   t(7) =2.44, p< .88).  Because 

of this, it is not possible to reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference in the 
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Stress, Conflict and Insecurity scores between the Treatment and the Control Teams (see 

Table 25 and Appendix B for more detailed information on the t- tests). 

Table 26: Stress, Conflict & Security t-test results 
 

 
n= t (2 tail) p critical (2 tail) 

T1 12 2.201 0.76 
T2 15 2.144787 0.098873 
T5 8 2.364624 0.111344 
C1 5 2.776445 0.175722 
C2 4 3.182446 0.967773 
C3 7 2.446912 0.882872 
C4 7 2.446912 0.882872 

 

One-way ANOVA 

I performed a one-way ANOVA to compare the difference between a 

participant’s pre and posttest score on the Stress, Conflict, and Insecurity test.  The 

analysis of the team’s Stress & Conflict levels produced a statistically insignificant result 

(F(56) = 0.423615 p < .05).   The analysis of the Insecurity scores produced a statistically 

significant result (F(56) = 1.850404p < .05).  Post hoc Tukey tests revealed that the only 

significant difference between the groups was found between Treatment Team 2 (M= 

0.290598) and Treatment Team 5 (M=-0.65079). In addition, there are significant 

differences between the Control teams and T5 (see Table 37 on page 212 and Table 40 

214 for more details of the analysis) 

To explore further the differences between the Treatment and Control teams, I 

performed a Dunnett (right sided) analysis.  The analysis of the differences between the 

pre and post Insecurity tests, produced a statistically significant result between 

participants in the Control Teams (M= 0.068162) and T5 (M=-0.65079). During the time 
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between their pre and posttest, Treatment Team 5 significantly increased their sense of 

psychological security within their team (for further details on these tests, see Table 39 

on page 213 and Table 41 on page214).  

Conclusions and Summary 

Because there is no significant difference between the Treatment and Control 

Teams, it is not possible to say with statistical certainty that training makes a difference 

in the levels of stress and conflict.   Cross-cultural training also may raise a team’s level 

of stress and conflict.   The evidence for this in the training teams is not strong (T1 and 

T5 increased 3%).  However, as individual team members become more aware of the 

differences on their team and begin to adjust to new patterns and preferences, they may 

experience more stress and conflict within their team as they recognize and negotiate new 

patterns of behavior within their team.  This part of the learning cycle is to be expected, 

both as learners begin to observe difference and as they test the implications of the 

differences. 

The statistical analysis on the Insecurity data showed that there was a significant 

difference between the pre and posttests in Treatment Team 5 and the Control Teams.  

However, the patterns of change in each of the treatment teams’ levels of psychological 

security correspond to the kind of workshop they experienced.  Treatment team 5’s 

increase in psychological security is both statistically significant and different from the 

Control Teams.  This result correlates with Treatment Team 5’s workshop.  T5’s leaders 

desired the workshop and made it a priority for most of the team members to attend the 

workshop.  They spent the majority of workshop time in activities designed to get them 

talking to and interacting with each other. Consequently, as individual team members 

became more familiar with each other, their sense of comfort and security with the whole 

team increased.  In addition, T5’s post workshop interviews indicated that the individuals 
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did not retain or continue to use the grid-group terminology after the workshop.  Thus, 

this increase in psychological security within the team may be due to the group process of 

the training, rather than as a product of the kind or content of training (i.e. grid/group). 

Treatment Team 2, on the other hand, experienced a lowered sense of 

psychological security within their team.  All of T2’s members attended Workshop 2 and 

they spent the majority of their time learning about and exploring their differences. The 

average T2 member has 2.1 years of experience on the team, but as a predominantly high 

Group team, much of T2’s solidarity and cohesiveness is based on the group harmony of 

everyone being the same.  Acknowledging and accepting their differences and getting to 

know each other as individuals was not an easy task for them. It is possible that this 

discomfort is reflected in their lowered (9%) sense of psychological security with their 

team. 

Treatment team 1’s level of psychological security essentially remained the same 

(3% increase).  T1 is a team of individuals who are bound together by their commitment 

to accomplishing the same task.  As a predominantly Individualist team, T1 members 

decided individually to come to the workshop and a little over half of the members came 

(64%).  These team members saw something in the workshop that they could potentially 

use and so committed to the workshop.  The team members who went to the workshop 

went into it with a high level of security (52%) in their team.  This corresponds to the fact 

that they have significant interaction with each other know each other fairly well.  The 

average T1 member has 4.3 years of experience on the team.  As Treatment team 1 

members engaged in activities designed to help them get to know each other better and 

explore their differences, some of the participants had difficulties with feeling 

stereotyped.  These individuals were not able to see the Individualist’s freedom to choose 

as a pattern or Way of Life and in the process felt stereotyped. It is possible that, this 
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stereotyping problem and only having half of the team at the workshop hindered the team 

in developing a greater sense of psychological security.   

Table 27: Comparison of Workshop Way and Security Levels 
 

 T1 T2 T5 
How well does team 

know each other? 
Very well Fairly well Not as well 

Average years of 
experience on team 

4.3 2.1 3.1 

Dominate Team Way of 
Life 

Individualistic High Group Individual / Corporate 

Difficulties in applying 
material 

Not wanting to be 
stereotyped  

 

Acknowledging 
differences 
Stereotyping others 

Ran out of time 

Change in security level None (3% increase) Decreased security 9% Increased security 18% 
 

In summary, depending on the team’s predominant Way of Life, activities 

oriented toward helping team get to know each other may or may not increase a team’s 

sense of safety.  Knowledge about each other may increase an Individualist team’s safety.  

But in High Group teams, that same knowledge will threaten the team’s sense of Group, 

and so may lower their sense of safety. In order to manage this potential safety issue, at 

all teams need help in confronting their differences, but the issues and ways of handling 

the differences will be different, depending on the team’s predominant Way of Life.  In 

Individualist teams, cross-cultural training that emphasizes helping a team get to know 

each other better may lead to an increase in a team’s sense of psychological security.  

These workshops may need to engage the whole team and they may also need to address 

issues of stereotyping early in the workshop so the individuals are able to reflect on their 

values and listen to the Cultural Other without feeling threatened.  Cross-cultural training 
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that emphasizes helping a High Group team get to know each other better, may lead to an 

increased insecurity in High Group teams as this causes them to confront differences that 

they had previously overlooked.  High Group oriented workshops will need to spend time 

overtly increasing the boundaries of the Group.  In that way, the differences revealed 

within the team are not seen as alien but rather a reflection of the team as a whole. 
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Part III 
 

Implications of Research 
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Chapter 9 
  

Cultural Tensions in Treatment Teams 

Introduction 

Identifying change and learning in multicultural teams is difficult.  In many ways, 

just the constant motion of their work activities and the complexity of their social 

relationships can obscure the view.  Knowing the tensions within a team, however, can 

show you where to look.  This chapter will use both the qualitative and quantitative data 

described in Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8, to examine the socio-cultural tension within each of 

the treatment teams.  It will specifically look at the differences between the perceived and 

preferred Ways of Life for each of the Treatment Teams and will discuss the extent to 

which the workshop stretched the Treatment Team’s tolerance for their non-preferred 

structures and decision-making processes.  

Treatment Team 1: Contrasts and Tensions 

The majority of Treatment Team 1 perceive their team to work in an Egalitarian 

Enclave1 (low Grid – high Group), but prefer their team to work in a more Hierarchical2 

(high Group – high Grid).  This Grid tension is reflected in their moving up Grid between 

their pre and posttest Grid-Group Survey.  It is also in this dimension that T1 has the 

greatest margin of diversity. This diversity is easily seen in the individual responses to 

how they perceive their team to operate.  Team member T1-09’s scores 3, 2.9 are easily 

                                                 
1 See Appendix C, Figure 31 on page 195 for details 
2 See Appendix D, Figure 46 on page 216 for detail 
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within the Individualist quadrant, while team member T1-16’s scores 5.3, 10, are on the 

border between Isolate and Hierarchy and considerably higher on the Group score.  

This Grid tension is also expressed in their interview data.  Most of the 

participants had difficulty in describing a recent decision that the team made.  Many of 

the participants recounted the way in which they decided on the logistics of their team 

meeting as an example.  Many of the expatriate participants commented that the team has 

problems making decisions. They said how they talked about how the team leadership 

had expressed a desire for complete consensus on a decision, and when the team was not 

able to reach a consensus, the team leadership dropped the issue and left it undecided. 

The team discussion is that we just never decide on anything.  We heard 
that everyone had to be at a meeting to make a decision… but one person 
did not agree.  So they did not make the decision3. 

One time we tried to decide how to do basic steps in a project.  So like 
when a group wants help, what do we do?  What do we tell them so that 
they know what to expect if they would work with us.  We tried to do that.  
However, there were one or two people (on the team) who did not like 
putting a finger on the process or setting some kind of norms for the 
process.  They did not like that.  They wanted it to be more flexible, open 
and free.  So, the leadership wouldn’t ratify a decision on the basic best 
practices for doing a project.  So no decision was ever made4. 

Our team hasn’t had a lot of a very clear set up structure from the previous 
leaders of the team.  NAME is very much a hands off leader.  He (is ok 
with) people following their vision and then supporting them in whatever 
they have a heart to do.  So in that sense, there are a lot of people doing lot 
of things that they enjoy.  But then (they don’t) necessarily interact a lot 
with the rest of the team. So for me I have some frustration in terms of 
trying to become more coordinated and more strategic in the way we 
work5. 

In contrast to this, the national staff were not greatly concerned about lack of 

decision-making processes in the team, but rather commented on the need for good 

                                                 
3 Interview T1-09 
4 Interview T1-17 
5 Interview T1-13 
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relationships between the leaders and followers to make a good team decision.  In 

addition, some national staff participants also commented on how transparent the team 

leadership is on T1.  

The relationship between us and our leader is transparent. It is good.  In 
our context, we have difficulty between us and our leaders… In our team, 
it is not like that.  Sometimes we don’t understand the language or culture, 
but there is transparency6. 

Others appreciated how on the team, everyone’s opinion was of value, regardless of their 

sex, or social, or team position. 

As far as T1 is concerned especially in leadership, I really appreciate the 
friendship from the West which regardless age or size everyone is allowed 
to share opinions. That is very good. In my culture, when in a meeting, 
decision is made by someone who is up high in leadership.  But, here in 
(T1) team, everyone is valued the same. I really appreciate that.  Everyone 
is valued the same and you can contribute your point of view7. 

Given these comments and attitudes, it is not surprising that the Westerners reported less 

happiness8 with their team than their Asian teammates.  The scores show the Westerner 

expatriates averaging a 2.6 and the Asian averaging a 4.4. 

When Treatment Team 1 participants drew the structure of their team, or respond 

to pictures of structures that represent their team, one participant identified their team 

structure as a typical chain of command hierarchy9, and another participant identified 

their team with a cluster of individuals.  Two participants chose a web structure and nine 

of them responded to an Isolate, snowflake-like structure with many differing arms but 

few connections.  This Isolate structure is in contrast to the perception of working as an 

Enclave that they reported on the Grid-Group Survey Test, or their preferred Corporate 

Way of Life that they reported on the AGAPE Int’l Test (see Table 27). 

                                                 
6 Interview T1-03&04 
7 Interview T1-15 
8 The interview question was: On a scale of 1-5, with 5 being the happiest, how happy are you 

working with this team? 
9 These structural pictures are found in Appendix K 
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Table 28: Structure Survey Results for Team 1 
 

n=13 Individual Isolate Corporate Enclave 
Perceived 1 (7.7%) 9 (69%) 1 (7.7%) 2 (15.3%) 
Preferred 0 2 (15.3%) 7 (53.8%) 4 (30.7%) 
Grid-Group 

Survey 
Perception 

   X 

AGAPE Survey 
Preferred 

  X  

 

This mismatch between how T1 members perceived their team in the Grid-Group 

Survey Test and the structure interview exposes a known weakness within the Grid-

Group Survey.  As respondents take the survey, they read various statements describing 

work practices, and then mark the statement that describes their team the best.  In this 

process, respondents project both their preferences and their disappointments with how 

their team works onto their response.  In interviews with T1 members, many of the 

members expressed their frustration with what was happening on their team. While 

affirming a common vision and task as their connection to each other, many of the 

expatriate T1 members commented on the lack of connection between team members.  

They said things like:  

we are a loose network… there is no center, so we don’t see each other 
very often.  (We) serve as a team, but we’re not a team at the same time as 
everyone has a separate domain and we interact from that domain’s 
perspective.10. 

We have been very loosely knit, there’s not a lot of structure. …  We’re 
separated quite a bit into different smaller teams but there’s not a lot of 
overlap and coordination between them. … for this team, it’s possible for 
the goals of (a) smaller team to be more important than the goals of 
(T1)11. 

                                                 
10 Interview T1-09 & 13 
11 Interview T1-17 
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In terms of describing our team, the first thing I think of is the structure.  
Our team hasn’t had a lot of very clear structure from previous leaders.  
NAME is a very hands-off leader.  He is (ok with) people following their 
vision and then supporting them in whatever they have a heart to do.   So 
in that sense there are a lot of people doing a lot of things that they enjoy, 
but then they don’t necessarily interact a lot with the rest of the team.  So 
for me, I have some frustration in terms of trying to become more strategic 
in the way we work12. 

These statements point to a more Isolate Way of Life in Treatment Team 1 with each 

domain operating as an individual task group.  It also corresponds with the Grid tensions 

seen in the Grid-Group survey analysis and the larger Isolate social environment where 

they work.   

As a whole, Treatment Team 1  has the most diversity and shows the most 

expansion along the Grid dimension.  In both their pre and post Grid-Group Surveys, the 

greatest distance between team members is along the Grid dimension.  On their Grid-

Group pretest, Treatment Team 1’s, team member T1-15 is at the highest Grid point at 

9.2 and team member T1-17 is at the lowest at 2.5 (range= 6.7= 9.2 pretest high - 2.5 

pretest low).  Similarly, in their posttest, team member T1-16 is at the highest Grid point 

(10) and team member T1-09 is at the lowest 2.9 (range= 7.1 = 10 posttest high - 2.9 

posttest low). This is a 1.4-point increase between the pre and posttest Grid scores and 

shows how T1 has expanded along the Grid dimension13. 

On the Group dimension, there is much less change between the pre- and posttest.  

On their pretest, team members T1-03 and T1-04 is also at the highest point on the Group 

scale at 8 and team member T1-13 is at the lowest end of the spectrum at 3.3 (range= 

4.7= 8 pretest high – 3.3 pretest low).  On their posttest, team members T1-11 and T1-02 

are at the highest Group point at 7, and team member  T1-09 is at the lowest at 2.9 

(range= 4.1= 7 posttest high – 2.9 posttest low).  This -.6-point different between the pre 

and posttest scores shows minimal change.  
                                                 

12 Interview T1- 10 & 11 
13 See Figure 4 on page 88 for details 
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This Grid negotiation is also evident in the Treatment Team 1’s results of the 

AGAPE Int’l Survey.  Before their workshop, 41% (56 points) of T1 tested as preferring 

the Corporate Way of Life.  After the workshop, 31% (43 points) of T1 preferred the 

Corporate Way, and the remaining 10% (13 points) were distributed between the 

Egalitarian and Individualistic Way. In addition, Treatment Team 1’s AGAPE 

International Scores shows that between the pre and posttest, the team’s preferences also 

came closer together, that is, all of T1’s pretest strong preferences were lowered in their 

posttest. 

Treatment Team 2: Contrasts and Tensions 

Like Treatment Team 1, Treatment Team 2 is in the process of negotiating Grid.  

The majority of T2 perceives their team as being Egalitarian14 (low Grid – high Group) 

way but in their interviews they expressed that they would like it to be more of a 

Hierarchy (high Grid – High Group).  This Grid tension is consistent with the individual 

scores of the Grid-Group Test as it showed that T2 has the greatest diversity along the 

Grid dimension (low = 3.9, high = 10).  In many ways, the sense of Group is a given.  

Throughout the workshop, I heard choruses of “We are all Khmer. We all have the same 

values, language and culture” and “All Khmer are like this” when I asked them to 

differentiate between themselves.  This dynamic also came out in T2 member’s 

comments about their team.  At the workshop that T2 attended, a few T2 team members 

took pains to be sure that I knew that all of the team was the ‘same value’ and that they 

do not discriminate against people who are different.  They wanted me to know this, both 

as a point of pride in their team, but also as a warning not to discriminate against anyone 

on their team. 

                                                 
14See Appendix C, Figure 33 on page 197 for details 
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In their interviews, T2 team members talked about their relationships with each 

other far more often than they talked about the structure or strategy of their work.   They 

said things like: 

“Normally, even staffs working in different projects, will help each 
other without thinking about the level or idea.  Before running a project, 
we come together and share idea with each other. All of the projects are 
linked to one another15.” 

“With (T2 team members) I think we are not so different.  We 
sometimes think differently, and I work with health project and the district 
community for operation health information system and some people 
don’t.  But, even though my thoughts are different (than the others) in the 
team, we are all the same16.” 

“Even we have many different programs but when we are doing 
something, we first help and share with each other17.” 

In addition, some T2 team members talk about their team as a family. 

“Our team is like a family. When I take annual leave including 
public holiday for only a week, I miss office. Sometimes, we miss our 
house and family but when we stay in for a long time, we become bored 
and miss office18.” 

“My manager is different from other managers. She is like sister to 
us. Sometimes, she is in the group but sometimes she is outside of the 
group.  She works together with us even though we are in a lower 
position19.” 

“Someone on the team described me as the father figure and 
(Name) as the mother figure.  So there you are: I’m the father figure20.” 

At the same time, the T2 team leaders see the need for T2 to move up-Grid in 

order to accomplish T2’s goal of becoming a Local NGO, rather than a project in an 

International NGO.  T2’s team leaders are intentionally working with their staff to 

                                                 
15 Interview T2-08 
16 Interview T2-02 
17 Interview T2-07 
18 Interview T2-03 
19 Interview T2-08 
20 Interview T2-01 
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develop their leadership skills and this includes being able to handle decision-making 

authority on their own.  Recognizing this difficulty, one team leader said, “I’m trying to 

build structure into something that wants to stay equal21.” 

Some of T2’s team members recognize that there are differences between them 

and recognize this tension a source of their problems.  In talking about places of friction 

in the team, one staff member said, “Some of (the team) wants to see the differences 

between them and some of them want to see themselves as all the same. This causes 

problems for us22.”  Another team member describes how the unequal distribution of 

training resources caused jealousy among T2 team members.   

At the moment, everyone on the team gets 300 USD for (personal) 
capacity building.  And they can decide how to spend it.  I just tell them 
that when they need it to come and tell me what it is for and when they 
need it.  This year, we have an extra allowance for capacity building for 
coordinators because they needed more leadership capacity building.  So 
we put this money in the budget specifically for coordinators but we didn’t 
put in that there would be so much for each coordinator.  So distributing it 
is just by discretion.  This is currently causing a lot of jealousy among the 
team. They say. ‘Why didn’t I get that 80 dollars?  Why does she get it?  I 
only got 40.  It’s just not fair23.’ 

In addition, some team members do not acknowledge their differences in their 

age, status, or seniority on the project and treat everyone the same. Others ignore the 

differences altogether.  This also causes friction.  These differences were recently 

highlighted when T2 hired a new Deputy Project Manager from outside of the project.  

When the new Deputy started working,  

some of the old ones try to laud it over (her) even though she’s their 
Deputy. They’ve got this idea of equality of value, everyone has equal 
value, but it doesn’t mean to say that everyone gets treated the same or 
talked to using the same language register. You can’t speak to (Name) the 
same way you would the person sitting next to you. Name doesn’t know 

                                                 
21 Interview T2-01 
22 Interview T2-01 
23 Interview T2-01 
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them as well and hasn’t been on the team very long. But you can’t tell 
your Deputy to ‘shut up’ like you can your next door neighbor24. 

Not surprisingly, T2’s leaders have used many strategies to try to manage both the 

envy and jealousy that arises from unequal distribution of resources within the team and 

the friction that perceived disrespect causes.  One of strategies the team leaders are using 

is to instill in the team that everyone is of equal value as people, but not equal in position 

or authority.  By singling out the project’s coordinators and others in leadership positions 

and creating a personal development plan for them that includes leadership training, the 

team’s senior leadership is calling their staff to learn and grow and rise to the occasion.  

Also, they are giving them the support and resources to do so.  Another senior team 

leader is helping to keep the friction down through building deep personal relationships 

with each member of the team and then putting away their status differences to come 

alongside them when they need help or support.  In explaining her strategy for building 

relationships, this team leader states,    

Sometimes, we have misunderstandings with each other because we don’t 
understand each other well. We have to spend time to understand and get 
to know each other well. Then we can love each other every day and 
(reach out) to each other (so that we) know what we need to know. I think 
then our relationship is better from the beginning25. 

T2 member’s comments about the structure of their team also reflect this negation 

of Grid.   In their interviews, 60% of T2 associated their current team’s structure with an 

Egalitarian Way of Life structural model; 30% of the team identified with a Hierarchical 

Way of Life model.  The remaining 10% connected with an Isolate Way of Life model.  

Yet, when asked to point out or draw the ideal structure for their team, 60% chose the 

Hierarchical model, 30% chose the Egalitarian model and 10% chose the Isolate model.   

                                                 
24 Interview T2-01 
25 Interview T2-03 
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Table 29: Structure Survey Results for Team 2 
 

n=10 Individualist Isolate Corporate Enclave 
Perceived 0 1  3 6 
Preferred 0 1 6 3 
 

While the Group dimension is significant for Treatment Team 2, there is 

considerably more diversity along the Grid dimension.  There is also a harmony between 

their interview data and the Grid-Group Tests.  Both show that team members in T2 

perceive their working environment to be the Enclave Way of Life.  The interview data 

also shows that they prefer the Corporate Way of Life. This up-Grid tension is also 

consistent with T2’s area of greatest diversity. 

Treatment Team 5: Contrasts and Tensions 

Unlike both Treatment Team 1 and 2, Treatment Team 5 is negotiating dynamics 

on both the Grid and Group dimension.  As a team, they operate in an Individualistic26 

manner with each other but their larger social environment is high Group.  With the 

exception of one team member, all of the team perceives their team to be working in an 

Individualistic Way of Life.  The majority of the team had a Group score under 4 and a 

Grid score under 3.3.  The one exception had a Grid score of 6.2 and a Group score of 7.  

These differences of assumptions and perceptions can cause significant friction and 

misunderstanding within the team. 

Treatment Team 527 sees themselves as a very diverse group with many members 

stressing their dual national status.  Their Grid – Group Survey Results, however, do not 

show much diversity.  83.3% of the T5 members perceive their team to operate in an 

                                                 
26 See Appendix C, Figure 35 on page 201 for details 
27 As of Oct. 2011 
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Individualist Group manner.  This self-designated diversity, however, makes sense, as 

individuals committed to the Individualist Way of Life see every individual as different 

and unique (and having different personalities rather than cultures).  

Treatment Team 5 is fairly unified in their dislike for the Isolate Way of Life 

(45%). Their ideal Way of Life, however, is less clear-cut.  T5 prefers the Enclave Way 

(36%), The Corporate Way (32%), and, the Individual Way (22%).  This diversity is 

interesting in that is shows that while the majority of the team members recognize that 

they are working in an Individualist manner, they have very different ideals in both the 

Grid and Group dimensions for their team. 

Treatment Team 5’s interviews also reflect this tension in both Grid and Group in 

T5 team communication styles.   

In team meetings sometimes (team members) don’t fully understand what 
we are saying; we just let it pass.  But, sometimes it is an important point 
so we need to bring out.  So one of us has to say something like No, what 
we are saying is… but I think NAME doesn’t play these games he just sort 
of say it.  It just comes out.  That is good and I think it is helpful28. 

“With people like NAME, NAME and myself, we work quite 
easily together.   But I think trying to communication with NAME is hard; 
I really try in different ways.  It’s hard because sometimes he thinks that 
that we are his team or sometimes he gets the idea that if anyone doesn’t 
agree with him it’s because we don’t like him.  We bring up other idea 
because we want him to succeed.  But I think he takes a lot of personally.  
He is a high control person.  For example, he often checks up on issues 
with e-mail.  Anyway, I think this conflict we are having within the team 
is more a personality issue.  NAME and myself can keep everything light 
and we joke around a lot together because we know that we are friends.  
NAME also should know we are friends as well but maybe because of the 
different age or something like that, I don’t know.  Or maybe it is just 
personality.  He is just a person that takes criticism very hard.  It’s like 
what we say sounds to him like criticism, but it’s not29.” 

                                                 
28 Interview T5-03 
29 Interview T5-03 
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As can be expected with tensions between the Individual and Corporate Ways of 

Life, T5 has also experienced tension in the areas of decision-making and resource 

allocation.  

The Asians (on the team) like to inform more people; their 
fellowship is stronger, and I think more people are involved, so it will be 
slower.  In the leadership team, almost all are missionaries.  So, everybody 
knows that the decision making here is not like the decision making at 
home.  It’s going to have to be different.   But for me the truth is 
important.  No lying!  Lying is a danger30.” 

We sent (the leaders) to an international church conference.  We 
really talked about this in the team (without them). We said we want this 
trip to be a gift and just to say thank you for what you are doing and that 
we appreciate what they’re doing.  The next minute, he says ‘Guys we 
don’t say anything about continuing education or training or anything like 
that’.  I think we’re doing this in appreciation.  But you know, (the 
leaders) make it all like business like and ministry related.  I say, ‘We are 
trying to be your friends but you are trying to keep us your business 
partners.’  All of us are trying to pick up how to communicate 
appreciation. Maybe it is a cultural thing31.” 

Summary and Conclusions 

There are many reasons for these differences between the Grid-Group Survey data 

and the interview data as in Treatment Teams 1 and 2.  First, social environments are 

multifaceted.  They are not comprised of sets of uniform or congruent pressures.  Rather 

they are a complex set of pressures that vie for the participant’s attention.  Like slow 

boiling frogs, it is also possible, that team members are responding to external pressure of 

the national social environments. An environment characterized by Grid surrounds all of 

the Treatment teams.  T2 and T5 may also be in a High Group environment.  Those 

members of the team who are insiders will see the environment more in line with a 

                                                 
30 Interview T5-04 
31 Interview T5-03 



 

161 

Hierarchy.  Individuals not viewed as insiders, will then perceive the social environment 

as more of an Isolate Way of Life.  

Treatment Team 1 operates in an Isolate social environment and this may bring 

down their perception of the relational bonds between them.  It is also possible that the 

team structure is a more Isolate structure.  This makes sense, as the history of T1 is one of 

growing from a small group of people who did whatever it took to get the job done to 

becoming more specialized, but without a centralized structure.   

Like T1, there is very little difference between Treatment Team 2’s Grid – Group 

pre and posttest scores.  On the post Grid-Group Test, T2’s Grid score was lowered -.7 

points and their Group score was lowered -.4 points.  It is possible that this is a reaction 

to the team leadership’s efforts to “create structure out of something that wants to stay the 

same.32”   

Among all of the Treatment Teams, T5 has both the most diversity in their team 

and in their Way of Life preferences.  It is not surprising therefore, that they also have the 

most change and difference in their perceived and preferred Ways of Life.  It is also 

possible that the differences in the perceived Way of Life between the pre and posttest 

tests is a result of the internal dance of the team as team members encounter differing 

work environments and attempt to return to stasis. If this is true, then the Grid-Group and 

AGAPE Int’l surveys are more of a static snapshot than a dynamic motion picture of the 

team. As such, these measurements then are just one measurement of the continuous push 

– pull struggle to negotiate space within the team and another snapshot taken eight to ten 

weeks later would reveal more of the fluid dynamics of meaning making within the 

treatment teams. 

Finally, it is possible that the skewing between the tests on the Group dimension 

is a result the Grid-Group survey instrument not being sensitive enough to capture the 

                                                 
32 Interview T2-01 
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difference between teams that truly care for one another and harmonize their actions and 

values together, and those who only have an emotional connection with each other. This 

would mean that the Group scores for team members that care for each other are skewed 

and are reporting to be higher than they are in relation to team members who both care 

and harmonize.  

With the exception of Treatment Team 1, I would not say that the Treatment 

Teams have become more tolerant or more comfortable with difference because of the 

team-building workshop.  Treatment Team 1’s moving closer together in the Grid-Group 

Survey and moderating their preferences in the AGAPE Int’l Survey, however, shows 

that the team may have become more sensitive to Grid issues and are trying to negotiate 

them among themselves.   Does this result in negotiating differences better?  Possibly. 

But, at this point, only time will tell. 

 



 

163 

Table 30: Way of Life Results for Treatment Teams  
 

Test T1 Results T2 Results1 T5 Results2 
Structure Perceived: Interview Isolate (64%) Enclave (60%) None (Individual/ Corporate n=2) 
Structure Preferred: Interview Corporate (50%) Corporate (60%) None (Individual/ Corporate n=2) 
Perceived WoL: Grid – Group Pretest Enclave (4.8, 4.8) Greatest diversity is 

in Grid 
Corporate (7.1, 7.9) Greatest 

diversity in Grid 
Corporate (5.5, 6.5) 

Perceived WoL: Grid – Group Posttest Corporate (5.5, 5.7) Greatest diversity in 
Grid 

Corporate (6.4,7.2) Greatest 
diversity in Grid 

Individualist (4.5, 4.6) 

Preferred WoL: AGAPE Int’l Pretest Corporate (50%) None (B n=1) Enclave (35%) Corporate (32%) 
Dislike WoL: AGAPE Int’l Survey 

Pretest 
Isolate (51%) None (D n=1) Isolate (45%) 

Preferred WoL: AGAPE Int’l Survey 
Posttest 

Corporate (53%) None (D n=1) Enclave (37%) Corporate (33%) 

Dislike WoL: AGAPE Int’l Survey 
Posttest 

Isolate (51%) None (B n=1) Isolate (42%) 

                                                 
1 The AGAPE Int’l dataset for T2 is incomplete (n=1) and so not listed here. 
2 The interview structure data set for T5 is incomplete (n=2) and so not listed here. 
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Chapter 10 
 

Way of (Workshop) Life: Implications for Multicultural 
Teamwork Training 

Introduction 

Much of the “art” (Landis and Bhawuk 2004) in training multicultural teams is in 

the facilitator or trainer understanding the participants and training context so they are 

able to anticipate and identify areas in a workshop that give participants difficulties and 

then provide the right supportive learning context.  If trainers can participate in the 

dominant Way of Life of the participants, they then can anticipate some of the potential 

conceptual and behavioral difficulties and prepare ways for the participants to handle 

them.  This section uses the data from the three workshops and Cultural Theory’s 

concepts of Grid and Group to explore the impact of a Workshop’s dominant Way of Life 

on ways the participants interacted with the workshop material.  It concludes with a 

discussion of the impact each Way of Life1 has on a cross-cultural workshop. 

An Individualist Workshop: Workshops 1 and 3 

While attending the workshop was considered work time for all of the team 

members, each participant decided to come to the workshop on their own. In one 

instance, the team leader, as the leader and a senior group member, negotiated with a 

couple of team members and ‘encouraged’ them to go to the workshop, but the majority 

                                                 
1 While there were a few people who lean towards following the Isolate Way of Life in the 

workshops, The Isolate Way was not a strong influence in any of the workshops.   Because of this, only the 
Individual, Corporate and Enclave Ways of Life are explored in this chapter. 
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of the participants decided to come to the workshop on their own.   Each participant came 

on their own, brought their own lunch, and left on their own.  In addition, when the 

participants spoke, they spoke for themselves, rather than for their group or project.   

In addition, when sharing their answer for the alternate introductions activity, 

most of the workshop participants gave very different answers.  They did not try to 

harmonize their answers with each other to show solidarity with their team.  Rather, they 

tried to be differentiating, making their answer as distinct from each other as possible, 

displaying their unique individuality, and allowing the workshop participants to get to 

know them as an individual. 

During the workshop, participants wrestled with issues of culture and personality 

and they were more likely to blame team differences on factors of personality rather than 

culture.  In a way, blaming personality as the source of differences gives Individualists 

both an acceptable answer and solution for the problem of difference as they expect that 

each individual will be different.  By blaming personality, it gets them off the relational 

hook, as they do not feel they can ask an individual to change their personality and they 

do not feel the relational pressure to accommodate each person’s individual personality. 

In addition, participants had a preference for activities that mimicked real life, 

rather than activities that were “fun and games” or “relational.”  One Team member 

summed it up this way, “I really enjoyed the ‘close to real life’ role play on the last day 

(but)… I would have preferred to go deeper and spend more time specifically about our 

team and less time on group discussions on fake, abstract topics2.” 

While this preference for real life learning is a hallmark of adult learners, it is also 

a preference of Low Grid, Low Group Individualists, as each individual wants to see how 

they can maximize their time and effort spent in the workshop.  They were not content to 

enjoy their time together strengthening their relational bond, as later workshop 

                                                 
2 Evaluation T1-K 
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participants were.  So workshop activities oriented directly around tasks that Treatment 

Team1 does on a routine basis (like the team meeting simulation) or within their team’s 

Way of Life were welcomed and enjoyed, while those that had a “pretend,” “fake” or 

cross-regime basis, the team struggled with (as in the AGAPE Int’l simulation). 

Workshop 3 was a very mixed Way of Life workshop and there were tensions 

along both the Group and Grid dimensions.  Most participants enjoyed the relational 

aspects of the workshop and energetically listened and shared with each other and the 

group.  One participant, however, did not.  After the first day of the workshop, she told 

the leader of the team that she already knew all that I was teaching and did not need to 

come to the workshop.  She dropped out and did not attend the rest of the workshop. 

Another participant mildly complained that the workshop was “a lot of fun, but it would 

be better if we had learned more and socialized less.”  This participant continued saying, 

“I would have preferred more time for theory and less for breaks and games.3”  

Like Workshop 1, some Workshop 3 participants struggled with attributing 

differences to culture or personality and this was a common discussion topic both during 

sessions and during the tea break.  However, some participants also wrestled with issues 

of stereotyping and feeling stereotyped.  Toward the end of the workshop, one participant 

shared how hurt he had been when he felt stereotyped. In addition, another shared how 

unfair and ignorant it was. 

Implications for Workshops and Training in Individualist Oriented Workshops   

In Individualist oriented workshops, adult education assumptions and principles 

are in play at the individual level.  As individual participants interact with the workshop 

material they are thinking for themselves, and bringing with them their experiences, 

motivations and desires.  As they experience the workshop, each individual participant is 

                                                 
3 T5 evaluation J 
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the evaluator and ultimate decision maker regarding the validity of the learning.  

Individual workshop participants need to know and be given an opportunity to recommit 

themselves to the learning process as they see and re-evaluate their needs during a 

training workshop.  As such, Individualist workshops will need to have workshop content 

contextualized into the individual’s current environment as the individuals will have to 

see how they can use the new material before they commit to the learning process.   

In dealing with teams that are dominated by Individualists, the trainer / facilitator 

must be prepared to handle multiple perspectives and / or opinions, as each individual 

participant will try to differentiate themselves from the group.  This has important 

implications for the role of the trainer / facilitator and in the design process of the 

workshop.  The relationship between the trainer/facilitator and the workshop participants 

is a one to many relationship (or rather a one to one to one etc. relationship), rather than a 

one to team relationship.  The more the facilitator understands and has a relationship with 

each individual workshop participant, they will be better suited to design contextualized 

learning activities that each individual participant can recognize as relevant and 

meaningful in their own experience.  

In addition, facilitators should be prepared to front load an initial discussion about 

stereotyping and issues of personality and culture with a strongly individualistic team.  

This can help team members by giving them a common language to discuss issues of 

diversity.  This highlights the issue and brings it out into the open so can become a 

starting point for discussions around areas of the Individualist Way’s blind spots: greed 

and self-seeking behavior. 

Because Individualist team members may minimalize the impact of their self-

seeking behaviors, facilitators should be prepared to confront Individualist team members 

in ways that they can understand.  They have probably already heard the argument that 

“building and maintaining relationships is not efficient, but it will lead to better 
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outcomes.” The issue for the team-building trainer then, is to help the individual gain 

patience with the messy multicultural process, and then to value the ‘irrational and 

inefficient’ ways his or her team works.  To do this, trainers will need to be prepared to 

challenge the team, or rather, each individual on the team, about their commitment to the 

goals of the whole group and show how them how their desire for harboring control at the 

individual level and optimizing for efficiency at the individual level is getting in the way 

of the greater team’s goals.   

Ultimately, for the team to accomplish more than the individual, each individual 

team member will need to place their self-interest aside and work toward the greater 

good. Convincing him or her of this will take teamwork experiences where teamwork is 

rewarded.  However, because of their distrust and dislike of “fun and games” role-play 

activities these activities will need to be as close to team’s context as possible.  

One activity that is both as close to real life as possible that can help Individualist 

Way teams see the impact they have on each other is described in Lingenfelter and 

Lingenfelter (2008).   Lingenfelter and Lingenfelter propose using a critical incident or 

case in point (Cox 2007; Parks 2005) approach to one of their own team failures.  The 

facilitator first models this activity by describing one of their own leadership failures and 

then leads the team through a discussion of the case using the new concepts and 

terminology.  After this discussion, the team then works through one of their own 

failures.   

In order to use this method, the facilitator must be able to maintain a context or 

create a holding space (Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky 2009, 155) where there is just 

enough safety that team members will participate and not flee, yet enough disequilibrium 

for learning to take place.  For Individualist Way workshops and teams, this will require 

the facilitator to monitor each participant’s tolerance for this process individually as there 

may not be other systems connecting the team members together. This is especially 
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important for Individualist Workshops because talking about failure goes against the 

underlying Individualist myth that the individual is free and succeeds by their own hard 

work and entrepreneurial resources.  Individualists do not want to hear about stories 

where respected leaders have worked hard, done what makes sense and still failed as it 

can plant the seeds of doubt in participants.  These morality tales then can become the 

jumping off point for learning as participants can reflect on what may or may not have 

happened, or conceptualize the various factors, participants and possibilities in the case, 

and then finally experiment with new or different ways of handling the case. 

Table 30 below summarizes this discussion. 

Table 31: Summary of Individualist Workshop Issues 
 

Workshop Issue Individualist Way of Life 
Workshop setting Comfortable for the individual,  many options and choices 
Focus of training On each individual 
Decision maker(s) Individual 
Need for Training 

contextualization 
To each individual’s context 

Relationship between trainer 
and participants 

One to many: One to one to one 

Area of complexity Multiple opinions, multiple options, and differences based on personality 
Role Play Preferences: As close to real life as possible; case in point case studies 
Are of cultural blindness The impact their self-seeking activities have on each other, the group, 

their objectives 
Area of teamwork challenge Looking to others before themselves, optimizing must include their 

teammate’s ‘irrational’ desires 
 

Corporate – Enclave Workshop: Workshop 2 and 3 

Overall, Workshop 2 and parts of Workshop 3 were a High Group affair. In 

Workshop 2 the facilities, (the group sat on the floor on Khmer style cushions and mats 

in the banquet room of a Khmer style beer garden), were chosen because this was the 
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style of the group and because it would make the team comfortable.  Very quickly, the 

focus of the training became on the whole team.  As the group participated in the 

workshop, everyone talked together; everyone had to make a presentation, and most of 

the participants said the same thing, not trying to differentiate themselves from each other 

at the workshop.  They were active and creative in small groups and thoroughly enjoyed 

all of the Alternate Introductions and JoHari Window activity even though many of the 

participants harmonized their responses and gave the same to the questions. 

Workshop 2 participants were not concerned about issues of personality and 

culture, like Workshop 1, or about stereotyping, like Workshop 3.  They were content to 

ignore individual differences and talk in broad stereotyping strokes.  On many occasions, 

small groups reported, “All Cambodians are….” or “All Westerners are …” My 

challenge to them was to look deeper at the individual difference and this was a learning 

edge for a few of the participants.  

While the participants were very willing to take an active part in the workshop, 

and help each other to understand what was going on, the training was not accepted at 

face value as something they could use.  Rather, they had to break up into smaller groups 

and discuss how they could use it in their context before some of the participants could 

see how aspects of the workshop applied to them.  

When it came to role-playing and relational games, Workshop 2 participants had 

no problem playing along and even creatively embellishing their roles. Working in small 

groups, Treatment Team 2 participants hugged, bowed, shook hands and jumped into 

each of the pretend role-play experiences presented to them until they came to applying 

what they had learned to a real to life simulation.  Then T2 members had more difficulty.  

Their difficulty was with the Visa Shortage role-play module.  Visa Shortage module is 

designed to allow a participant to look at the competing worldviews and interact with the 

multiple logics of another’s worldview.  It puts participants on a four-person executive 
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committee charged with discussing the potential problem of losing visas for expatriate 

workers. In this committee, each member then discusses their position based on one of 

the four Ways of Life.  In previous workshops, I have done this activity in small groups 

of four, with every group having one representative of each of the Ways of Life.  But, 

after describing the activity to the Workshop 2 participants, they nominated four people 

to play each of the roles for everyone.  As these leaders played the roles, they had a hard 

time disagreeing and interacting with each other.  The participation was stilted and 

artificial.  Eventually each of the ‘committee members’ gave a speech to the group 

explaining their position and the simulation was over.  During the activity debrief, I asked 

the workshop participants what the committee needed to do to solve their problem.  Their 

answers reflected a strong dislike for the argument. Most participants agreed that this 

committee would not be able to solve the problem and some participants suggested 

dissolving the organization because of the lack of unity.   

While Workshop 3 was a majority Individual workshop, it had elements of High 

Group processes also.  For tea breaks, members of T5 signed up to bring various 

international goodies and snacks.  During the break, many of the workshop participants 

gathered in a small room and listened to the introduction of the snack.  Sometimes this 

was a story, or instructions on how to eat or drink the delicacy.  During this time, some of 

the participants in Workshop 3 gathered together and were obviously enjoying 

themselves together.  Sometimes they were obviously talking over the workshop content, 

and when we returned to the workshop, they would have a question, or a comment for the 

group.  At each of the tea breaks, it became more and more difficult to pull them back out 

of their conversations and back into the workshop. 
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Implications for Workshops and Training in High Group Oriented Workshops 

In team building workshops dominated by High Group dynamics, participants 

have already made a high level of personal commitment to the team.  The team bonds and 

relationships are strong, and based around a commonality.  Team members take care to 

both conform and harmonize their selves to the team’s behavioral, attitudinal values and 

standards.  Because of this, High Group teams will have a harder time recognizing and 

appreciating the differences among them.  Team members may be biased toward 

harmonizing their ideas and desires with those of their teammates. Individual gifting and 

strengths may get lost in the process and the felt risk for a team member to stand out or 

be different may be huge.  Training interventions need to consider this and help the group 

explore their individuality.  To do this, they will need to create an environment where 

individuals can explore their unique talents and contributions to the group.  In order to 

safely do this, the trainer will need to work with the group to find out the ways that the 

team harmonizes their responses, talk with them and explore the ramifications of a group 

member responding differently.  From there the team can choose how they want to 

respond to this difference and practice their response. 

Trainers and facilitators leading a high group workshop need to be prepared to 

allow everyone to talk and participate, even if it is the same as the last person.  

Depending on the team, and their sensitivity to issues of rank and hierarchy, this full 

participation may have significant impact on the workshop schedule. Trainers working 

with High Group teams should add additional time in the workshop schedule so all can 

talk and be heard by the group. 

In addition, facilitators working with High Group Workshops should schedule 

ample tea and lunch break times.  Rather than being ‘non-workshop’ or ‘rest’ time, often 

these times were the most intense, as individuals in the group talked with each other and 

processed things together.  The facilitator should also be ready to pull the group back into 
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workshop mode (possibly using a count down or timing system) otherwise conversations 

may easily take priority over workshop time. 

Unlike in Individualist Groups where facilitators can lead by example in being 

vulnerable, facilitators using case in point methodology will have to work with the group 

to use cases of failure in a workshop.  Facilitators, who introduce the activity by leading 

in vulnerability by example, risk being viewed as foreign or outsider to the group as 

individual tales of failure may only confirm the wisdom of the group.  Rather, the 

facilitator will need to help the group tell their tale of failure.   

If the group decides that they want to do this type of activity, the facilitator will 

probably need a long-term relationship with the group to both gain the trust of the group 

and to help the group understand the learning power of looking at their failures.  Without 

the sense of insider-ish, trustworthiness that comes from having a trusting relationship 

over time, it will be very difficult and possibly counter-productive for the facilitator to 

ask the team to present a case of group failure.  Unlike the Individual case in point case 

study of failure, in Group oriented teams there will not be a generalized sense of 

anonymity as the case presenter tells their tale.   Rather teammates in Group oriented 

teams will know the characters in the story, and the storyteller will probably continue to 

interact with them.  Without insider knowledge, the facilitator would not know where the 

potential difficult relational areas are and they will not know how to manage issues of 

face.  And, even with this knowledge dealing with these issues at a group level is difficult 

business for an individualist facilitator.   

Yet, it is still the role of the workshop facilitator to balance the safety needs of the 

group with the need to challenge it.  One possible way to balance these would be to use 

various high context teaching methods to begin to explore difference and otherness.  

These methods may start with cases of another similar team’s failure, or with local stories 
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that afford the listener a chance to empathize with the Cultural Other. Table 31 below 

summarizes this  discussion. 

Table 32: Summary of High Group Workshop Issues 
 

Workshop Issue High Group Ways of Life 
Workshop setting According to the context of the team, and on their time schedule 
Focus of training The Group 
Decision maker(s) Group leaders and / or team members 
Need for Training 

contextualization 
Need to show how the training fits into the Group’s goals. Anything 

different (like terminology) needs to be familiar or it will be initially 
rejected as ‘foreign.’ 

Relationship between trainer 
and participants 

One to many / trainer to leadership, best if trainer is an insider 

Area of complexity Harmonization of responses 
Role play / case in point 

preferences 
Case in point case studies and real life role-play must be handled and 

managed by the group. 
Area of cultural blindness Those that are different from / or not in the group having value, be worth 

learning from 
Area of teamwork challenge Individual differentiation and risk taking 

 

Summary 

This chapter has presented data from the three multicultural teambuilding 

workshops and used Cultural Theory’s concepts of Grid and Group to explore the impact 

of a Workshop’s dominant Way of Life on ways the participants interacted with the 

workshop material.  It described how Individualistic Workshops and Group Oriented 

workshops handled the issues of the focus of training, the need for contextualization in 

the training, the role of the facilitator and the areas of complexity and each type of 

workshops areas of teamwork challenge, preferences for handling role-play and case in 

point case studies of failure.   
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Chapter 11 
 

Learning Tolerance: Putting it All Together 

Introduction  

The purpose of this chapter is to bring together all of the stress and tolerance data 

from the surveys in Chapters 6 and 7 to get a better answer whether training can stretch a 

multicultural team’s levels of tolerance.  It will specifically look at the tolerance test data 

from the Grid-Group and AGAPE Int’l Surveys (see Chapters 6 and 7) for each of the 

teams and it will highlight the features of teams that have gained in tolerance. This 

chapter concludes with a discussion of tolerance from a Cultural Theory perspective. 

Before discussing whether or not the Treatment Teams are more tolerant, it is 

important to note that the teams in this study all have a good measure of tolerance for 

each other.  If they did not, they would not be able to survive.  Multicultural teams that 

are not tolerant to some extent will not survive; they may change and become more 

tolerant, but if they do not, they will implode, and break apart. For teams that have 

learned to work together, this change in tolerance may happen through working together 

and without ‘workshop’ intervention.  Thus, all of the teams in this research study have a 

measure of tolerance.  If they did not they would not have made it this far as teams.   

Grid –Group Indicators of Tolerance 

This section and the section to follow will examine how the teams changed by 

first using the AGAPE Int’l and Grid-Group Survey’s Tolerance Test data to show the 
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Grid-Group map clustering patterns that indicate an increase in tolerance in a 

multicultural team.  These indicators are is as follows: 

1. The team centroid moves toward the center of the Grid-Group map. 

2. The team has an increased number of members who cluster within +/- 2 points 

of center of the Grid – Group Map.  This is to say they perceive the Grid – 

Group pressures on their team similarly enough, such that they cluster 

relatively close together, within the Grid-Group center or Team centroid. 

3. The team’s Way of Life preferences, both positive and negative, are 

moderated so as not to exclude other competing Ways of Life.  Posttest results 

that show considerable difference between the pre and posttest. 

4. The Grid-Group area of the team changes so those team members perceive the 

Grid and Group pressures within the team to score within +/- 4 points of each 

other on the Grid-Group Survey.   This may mean the area of the team 

increases to include distant team members, or decreases as team members 

negotiate. 

The following section will evaluate each of the Treatment and Control Teams using the 

above indicators to determine whether the Treatment Teams levels of tolerance increased 

or not. 

Putting it all together: Did the Treatment Teams Learn Tolerance? 

The results of both the AGAPE Int’l and Grid-Group Surveys show that 

Treatment Team 1 gained in tolerance.  Their posttest results of the Grid-Group Survey 

show that the team’s center moved toward the Grid-Group Center1.   On posttest of the 

AGAPE Int’l Tolerance Test, all of Treatment Team 1’s preferences were within the zone 

of tolerance.  They moderated their preferences from strongly preferring the Hierarchy 

                                                 
1 See Appendix C, Figure 30 on page 211. 
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Way of Life and strongly disliking the Isolate Way to moderately preferring the 

Hierarchy and Enclave Way and disliking the Individual and Isolate Way2.  In addition, 

on the Grid-Group Tolerance Test, two team members moved closer to the team’s 

centroid3.  Both of these indicate that Treatment Team 1 members are rethinking their 

preferences and perceptions indicating an increased level of tolerance within their team.  

Using these three tests, Treatment Team 1 has raised their level of tolerance within their 

team by all measures. 

Treatment Team 2’s posttest Grid-Group Survey results show that the centroid of 

their team moved toward the center of the Grid-Group Map4.  However, they did not 

have any more members move into the Grid-Group zone of tolerance, but rather remained 

the same5.  Treatment Team 2 did not complete the AGAPE Int’l survey, so there are no 

results for how they prefer their team to work.   Though the data is incomplete, T2’s 

results show a moderate increase in their levels of tolerance. 

Treatment Team 5’s Grid-Group posttest shows that their team centroid moves 

toward the center of the Grid-Group map, even though it goes well past the center6.  This 

shift shows that the team is rethinking how they perceive their work.  Like Treatment 

Team 2, they remained the same on the Grid-Group Zone of Tolerance Test.  However, 

Treatment team 5 scores very high on this test with 6 out of 7 members scoring within the 

tolerant zone on both the pre and posttest7.  Treatment Team 5’s AGAPE Int’l results 

show that they still overwhelmingly prefer the Individual and Enclave Way of Life.  They 

also overwhelmingly dislike the Isolate Way of Life.  While these results are not in the 

Zone of Tolerance, the posttest results show considerable more movement and change, 

                                                 
2 See Appendix N, Table 101 on page 348 and Figure 59 on page 349. 
3 See Appendix M, Table 82 on page 336. 
4 See Appendix C, Figure 30 on page 211. 
5 See Appendix M, Table 84 on page 339 
6 See Appendix C, Figure 30 on page 211. 
7 See Appendix M, Table 88 on page 342. 
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when compared with the Control Teams8.  It is possible that this movement is indicative 

of a team that is rethinking their preferences and in the process of change. 

Control Teams 1 and 2 show very little difference between the pre and posttest on 

all measures.  They show no change on both the Grid-Group and AGAPE Int’l Tolerance 

tests9.  In addition the centroids of each of these teams moves away from the center of the 

Grid-Group map with C1 moving significantly up Group and C2 moving down Grid, but 

up Group and away from center10. Both of these teams did not change and did not 

increase their level of tolerance. 

Control Teams 3 and 4, however, show more change.  The team centroid on C4 

moves away from the Grid-Group Map center by moving significantly up Grid and 

slightly up Group.  Control Team 3 moves down both Grid and Group11 indicating a 

move toward tolerance, however the team as a whole moves away from each other as 

indicated by a 7.3 point increase in the team’s area12.  This is also indicated in the Grid-

Group Tolerance Test as one team member in both Control Team 3 and 4 moved out of 

the Zone of Tolerance13.  Similar to Control Teams 1, the AGAPE Int’l Tolerance Tests 

for Control Teams 3 and 4 show no change14.  These indicators show that the Control 

Teams have not increased their levels of tolerance.  Rather, Control Team 3 has 

decreased as the expansion of their team’s area on the Grid-Group Map, is also an 

expansion of their intolerance.  

                                                 
8 See Appendix N, Figure 60 on page 353, and Figure 61 Figure 62 Figure 63 on pages 354 to 

358. 
9 See Appendix M, Table 89 through Table 92 on pages 342-344; Appendix N, Figure 61 and 

Figure 62 on pages 354 - 356. 
10 See Appendix C Figure 37 on page 220. 
11 See Appendix C Figure 37 on page 220. 
12 See Appendix M, Figure 57 on page 330.  
13 See Appendix M, Table 93 through Table 96 on pages 345- 347. 
14 See Appendix N Figure 62 and Figure 62 on pages 356 - 358 and Table 108 through Table 113 

on pages 355 - 357. 
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While these Tolerance Test results from the Treatment Teams are not conclusive, 

the degree to which they change, and their clustering patterns are highly indicative of 

teams that have gained tolerance with each other.  All three of the teams show either 

tolerance or dramatically more change, indicating that they are thinking and possibly 

negotiating differently within their social relationships.  In contrast, the Control teams 

show very little change on the Tolerance Tests, indicating that these teams are not 

rethinking the ways in which they work.  In addition, the changes in Control Team 3 

indicate a decrease in tolerance. Table 32 below, summarize this discussion.   

Table 33: Summary of Tolerance Data by Team 
 

T  
E
 

A
 

M 

    
 
 

 
n= 

Difference in 
Team Area  

(G-G 
Survey)  

Team Move Toward 
Center? 

(Individual Centroid 
Tolerance Tests) 

Individual Move 
Toward Center 

(Team 
Centroid 
Tolerance 

Test) 

Preferences Move 
Toward  

Tolerance 
(AGAPE Int’l 

Tolerance 
Test) 

T1 13 Increased 2.9 Yes +2  (8/10) Yes Yes, and lots of 
change 

T2 15 Increased 2.1 No (9/9) Yes X 

T5 7 Increased 5.4 No (6/6) Yes No, but lots of 
change  

C1 7 Decreased 
-.7 No (6/6) No No, and no change 

C2 4 Decreased 
-0.1 No (4/4) No X 

C3 8 Increased 7.3 No Less, -1  (8/7) Yes No, and no change 

C4 12 Decreased 
 -1.8 No less , -1  (5/4) No No, and no change 
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Conclusions and Summary 

This chapter used the Grid-Group and AGAPE Int’l Tolerance Test results from 

Chapters 6 and 7 as indicators of changes in the levels of inter-team tolerance.  It showed 

how the Treatment Teams changed and how they had gained more tolerance.  It also 

showed how the Control Teams have not changed and how in one case their level of 

tolerance has decreased.  This chapter concludes with a short discussion on some of the 

indicators of tolerance from a Cultural Theory perspective. 
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Chapter 12 
 

Reflections, Implications and 
a Clumsy Way Forward? 

Introduction 

This chapter will reflect on the implications of my findings for multicultural team 

training and multicultural team leaders. It will present a brief discussion of ways in which 

multicultural team training can be enhanced by intentional follow up.  This chapter will 

then discuss the implication of these findings for Cultural Theory and outline a possible 

framework for understanding and grappling with the kinds of problems that teams have 

when they deal with the chaos that multiple logics and rationalities can bring to a team.  It 

will conclude with a discussion of the research questions and summary of the findings. 

Implications for MCT Training and Trainers 

Event based training, where teams or individuals come and receive a set or 

standardized curriculum is not enough for multicultural teams.  Teams need a series of 

learning opportunities (formal workshops, facilitated consultations, etc.), that are team 

context centered.  General team building workshops may help a team bond together while 

they are in the liminal state of “workshop.”  In addition, workshops focused on helping 

team members get to know one another also can be helpful in raising the team’s sense of 

psychological safety with each other.  However, these event based workshops are not 

enough to forge the kind of bonds of understanding needed for team members to be able 

to look past their default culture and be mindful of their teammate’s preferences.  
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Rather than relying on event based multicultural team training events, MCT 

trainers should seek to create a series of targeted interventions based on a long-term 

personal relationship with a specific team and its leadership.  Effective training needs to 

be context specific and is enhanced by the relationship the facilitators have with the team. 

The more the trainer and facilitator know about the team the better they can contextualize 

their training interventions.  These training interventions need to have a core 

mentoring/coaching relationship between the team and its leadership and an experienced 

MCT facilitator.  In this way, the team leader and the facilitator can work together to 

better match the type of intervention and content with the specific needs of the 

multicultural team.  

Rather than as an external consultant, or outsider, some multicultural team 

trainers will need to be organizational insiders and be organic to the teams they train.  

This is especially true for High Group oriented teams.  These teams will need trainers 

who are able to both speak the team language and develop a relationship of mutual 

respect with the team.  This level of trust and relationship can only be developed through 

a longstanding relationship with a team and its leadership. 

The data in this research also suggests that the value of Multicultural Team 

Training lies in developing the Group dimension of the team.  Each of the Treatment 

Teams noted that the chief benefit of the training was in building closer relationships.  

The data also suggests that one training event is not enough for teams understand the 

implications of cross-cultural partnerships.  This is encouraging for team leaders and 

trainers, as the beginning of healthy multicultural teams lies in the level of trust 

developed among the team.  As Mayers notes, 

The trust bond is relatively easy to form when the participants’ culture or 
subculture is similar.  It is more difficult to form when such backgrounds 
are different.  Formal training in trust-bond formation (and thus the 
development of a conscious awareness of the need to follow sound 
principles of crosscultural communication) is necessary when one is 
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moving crossculturally. … The greatest challenge in relationship occurs 
when the two parties disagree, and differences in cultural and cultural 
perspectives almost guarantee disagreement.  The trust bond is a valuable 
tool in negotiating the adverse effects of disagreement. (1974, 6-7) 

The data also suggests that multicultural teams need multiple multicultural 

interventions in order to fully integrate and apply what they have learned.  During the 

first time through the workshop, the participants were delighted to learn about themselves 

and to think through their default cultures, but they were not yet really ready to confront 

themselves and understand the implications of relating to each other cross-culturally.  For 

this, they would need to keep working at it by continuing to have times of targeted 

discussion and interaction.  Lingenfelter and Lingenfelter note that this need for 

repetition is an integral part of learning by doing and note that in each repetition, 

participants gain different insights and skills (2003, 46).   

The implications of the multicultural team building workshop experiments are: 

a. Team building interventions may raise team member’s sense of psychological 
safety within their team.  This is especially true for newer teams or teams that do 
not know each other very well, or have limited involvement with each other.  In 
order for this to happen the workshop needs to focus on helping the team get to 
know each other and the whole team needs to participate.   

b. Event based training interventions may be an effective way to introduce content, 
but it will not produce the desired level of cultural sensitivity needed to lower 
stress and conflict in massively multicultural teams.   

c. Multicultural teams will need multiple exposures of multicultural training 
interventions in order to have time to fully integrate what they have learned and 
apply it to their multicultural team. 

d. The more trainers can understand the Way(s) of Life within a team and the ways 
in which these clash, the better they will be able to design a training intervention 
to meet the goals of the team. 

e. When multicultural training focuses on helping a team get to know each other it 
can be an effective way to help the team identify and develop a sense of Group. 
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Implications for MCT and their Leaders 

In massively multicultural teams, collective good intentions may get them started 

out of the blocks but they will not get the team over the finish line. Good intentions and 

self-interest are not enough to hold a team together and enable them to fulfill their 

mission.  Good intentions were not enough to build good communication and decision-

making channels in Treatment Team 1.  Good intentions were not enough for Treatment 

Team 5 to incorporate a new, Asian member on the team.   Like a discordant choir 

singing from different music sheets, massively multicultural teams struggle to make 

meaning with one another as each of the solidarities argue from a different set of facts 

and opinions of what is legitimate.  These plural ‘logics’ are biased and mutually 

exclusive and as team members run up against their non-preferred logic, these team 

members can easily encounter seemingly systemic and intractable problems.  Even the 

most conscientious teammates will encounter value and logic differences that will leave 

them confused and wondering about the other’s motives.  And as these teammates 

continue to run into each other, and discuss options and ideas, contradictions in values 

and logic will arise, making good communication difficult and any kind of win-win 

decision nearly impossible.  It is no wonder why multicultural team leaders seek training 

help for their team. 

There is no quick fix however. Because developing intercultural sensitivity and 

mindfulness takes time, practice and opportunity to be internalized, administrators and 

trainers need to take a long view in measuring the impact or value of a training program.  

Team leaders and administrators who are looking for a quick fix to their discordant 

multicultural team will be disappointed.  “Fixing” multicultural teams will take 

intentional interventions, possibly over the lifetime of the team.  

 



 

185 

Multicultural team leaders and administrators should also resist the urge to 

measure the effectiveness of a training intervention or progress of a team through their 

levels of conflict and stress.   Rather they should evaluate a training intervention’s impact 

based on the team’s development over the life of the team rather than on the immediate 

stress or conflict levels in a team.  It will take time and multiple applications for teams to 

practice and experiment with what they have learned and this may temporarily raise the 

conflict and stress level in the team.  

a. Teams and their leaders will need a series of targeted and contextualized 
interventions aimed at helping teams deal with their specific issues in their terms.  

b. Administrators and trainers seeking to see instant impact and results from their 
intercultural sensitivity training will be disappointed and possibly wrong in their 
evaluation of the training.  Training may make a team’s stress and conflict levels 
worse, before it possibly gets better. Administrators and team leaders need to take 
the long view and measure the training intervention’s impact based on the team’s 
development over the life of the team.   

Implications for Cultural Theory 

This research has shown that the Ways of Life are hearty and resist change.  They 

are not nearly as malleable as I would like to think that they are and, it is possible that 

significant and lasting change will not come through a series of training interventions, but 

rather through transformative pain.  This is in line with Thompson, Elis and Wildavsky’s 

view of change only happening when a series of events come together to prevent the 

“preferred pattern of relationships from delivering on the expectation it has generated’ 

(Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky 1990, 75).  

Training events however, did cause team members to rethink their Ways and the 

implications these Ways have on how they negotiated with each other.  Team members 

on Treatment Teams 1 and 2 used the language of Cultural Theory learned in the 

workshops to untangle conflicts and change their behavior to meet their goals better. 
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Training also increased the levels of tolerance in two teams and while this increase in 

levels of tolerance may be temporary, it does show that team members’ reported attitudes 

toward their least preferred Way of Life can be impacted by training. 

This research has also used a critical incident vignette survey to measure cultural 

bias in multicultural teams. This unique survey provides the greater context for the 

respondent and so controls for the social environment in a way that a psychometric 

survey cannot.  As such, the vignette survey is a better measure of cultural bias than 

psychometric surveys. 

This research also forwards the notion that evaluating a teams’ least preferred 

Way of Life is as important as evaluating their best preferred Way.   

a. Ways of Life or cultural bias and default culture is deeply ingrained and difficult to 
change. Change however is possible, even if it is just for a little while.   

b. When created correctly, a critical incident technique, vignette survey is superior to 
psychometric surveys for measuring Ways of Life because they can control the 
context in ways a psychometric survey cannot.  Controlling for the social 
environment is especially critical because of the dynamic and fluid nature of cultural 
biases. 

c. In evaluating tolerance in multicultural teams, investigating a non-preferred 
preference, or abhorrence, is equally as important as investigating positive 
preferences. 

Wicked Cultural Theory and Multicultural Teams 

In many ways Cultural Theory and Wicked Problems mirror each other nicely. 

Cultural Theory takes the mystery out of Wicked Problems theory in that it is able to 

legitimately define, describe and predict the contrasting roles and voices of plural 

rationalities.  ‘Wicked Problems’ Theory extends Cultural Theory by giving definition 

and key terms to the roles of bias and uncomfortable knowledge in social relations.   

Because multicultural team leaders often face a plurality of logics within their 

multicultural team, some of their more common problems are ‘wicked’.   These team 
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leaders are often unprepared for this.  By providing a way of understanding what they are 

hearing, Cultural Theory gives system to the plural logics within their team, and ‘Wicked 

Problems Theory’ legitimizes their use in decision making.  This ‘Wicked Cultural 

Theory’ can give team leaders and administrators a new way of looking at and 

approaching these common, but intractable problems. 

Multicultural Team Leadership: A Wicked Problem 

Rittell and Webber (1973) coined the term “wicked problem” to describe those 

unique and most difficult problems faced by decision-makers. Wicked problems are not 

necessarily evil, though some may well be.  Rather these wicked problems have defining 

characteristics and are uniquely difficult (if not impossible) to solve. ‘Tame problems,’ 

on the other hand are “technical problems” (Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky 2009) and can 

be defined and solved by known, singular solutions.  Wicked problems, however, are 

never singularly well defined.  Problem solvers can only understand them in context, by 

trying to solve them.  Because wicked problems are not well defined, their solutions are 

not either.  This gives them a recursive, no stopping characteristic.  When the problem 

solving process stops, it is not because decision makers have found a final solution.  

Rather, it is due to other reasons like running out of resources, or finding a ‘good enough’ 

solution.   These solutions are never ‘right’ or ‘wrong’, but ‘better’, ‘worse’, or 

sometimes, ‘good enough.’ Even if others have faced similar kinds of problems in the 

past, because wicked problems are grounded and defined by their specific context, they 

are unique and novel.  This also makes them a ‘one-shot operation’ with each attempt at 

solving the problem creating unintended consequences and a new context.  This also 

means that it is not possible to solve the problem incrementally by trial and error.  

Finally, unlike ‘tame’ problems, the range of the possible causes of and solutions to the 
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wicked problem are large and uncertain.  In addition to this, both the causes and solutions 

are in dispute (Conklin 2006, 14-15; Ney and Thompson 2011).  

Massively multicultural teams present unique problems for teams and their 

leaders. Each of the three workshops illustrated this.  Each was difficult to pull together 

and each took its own direction.  Each workshop had varied and diverse outcomes, 

however, none of the workshops achieved the outcomes the team leaders or I hoped for. 

With each voice on the team arguing using different types of logics, the ‘facts and values’ 

are in dispute and problem clarity is elusive.  These conflicting logics can create novel 

and unique kinds of problems, straining team leaders as they continually deal with the 

adaptive challenges of keeping harmful intergroup conflict at a minimum and keeping 

their team focused on the team goals and purpose. 

As multicultural team members come together from differing Ways of Life, 

organizational processes and assumptions that would be considered routine in mono-

cultural teams, (such as budgeting decision-making processes, goal formation, task 

assignment, or risk assessment), can quickly become Wicked multicultural teams.  As 

Grint points out “Wicked Problems are Wicked precisely because they reside at the 

interfaces of these contrary cultures and thus we need all of them.  Rather as the Scissors, 

Paper, Stone game works, no single elegant hand is sufficient for gaining momentum 

here but all of them together have something to offer” (Grint 2010, 17).  

With decision-makers in each Way of Life having a preferred logic and rationale 

for solving problems and making decisions, it is easy for multicultural teams to have a 

wide range of conflicting facts and corresponding solutions to fix a problem.  

Individualists see times of social conflict as opportunities to take a risk on an innovation 

or way to exploit the margins.  Their strengths are in their comfort with risk taking and 

ambiguity that allows them to see areas of margin or opportunities where, with a personal 

skill and a lot of hard work, they can innovate and solve the problem.  If it is not possible 
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just to solve the problem by enforcing the rules, Hierarchists prefer to study the problem, 

listen to experts, and then decide and plan a strategy to attack the problem.  Their 

strengths are in systems thinking and decision-making processes.  Those team members, 

who support an Enclave Way of Life, prefer decision-making processes that allow time 

and space for everyone to be a part of a deliberative process.  Their strength is in their 

participatory practices and skills in creating social compromise.  While the Isolates would 

claim there is really nothing they or anyone else can do to solve the problem, they are 

experts at surviving amidst chaos.  They also bring a dogged realism to any process or 

discussion and sometimes they are right: there really is not anything to do to solve the 

situation.  With team members bringing these preferences to their team’s decision-

making processes it is easy to see how the discussion may quickly become embedded in 

the context and be based on plural and contradictory sets of facts and values that can only 

be understood by attempting to solve the problem.  In short, when Ways of Life collide, 

the resulting problem will be Wicked. 

Table 34: How Each Way of Life Prefers to Solve Problems 
 

Way of Life Contribution to Team 
Individual Comfort with social conflict, innovation, exploiting the margins, risk taking 
Isolate Realism: It cannot be done 
Hierarchy Trust in systems and expert knowledge: Listen carefully to experts, study problem, 

then decide and plan; systems thinking and planning; enforce the rules 
Enclave Participatory processes, deliberation, social compromise 
 

If left to their own devices, all four of these Ways of Life will undermine 

themselves as they carry the seeds of their own destruction within them.  Their strengths 

become their weakness.  Workshop 1 had problems with multiple answers, multiple 
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options and participant’s attributing differences to personality.  While multiple right 

answers, multiple options and differences based on personality themselves are not 

problems, the team members who were not able, for whatever reason, to move past the 

generating options step, hindered the team process of exploring new ways to make team 

decisions.  The strength of the team’s ability to come up with ideas and options hindered 

them in exploring new decision-making processes. 

Without structures to enforce individual rights and laws and a reminder that 

people matter, unbridled Individualism becomes a greedy, unfriendly, and ultimately 

unprofitable place, where there are no margins to exploit, or forums to share and create 

new ideas.  Pure Enclaves have no mechanisms for making decisions or creating profit.  

No one is above another, so without a leader or peaceful process by which to weigh or 

evaluate a situation, Enclaves embark on a continual journey searching for consensus.  

While Hierarchy has all kinds of rubrics and matrices to evaluate problems, manage 

conflict, and make decisions, unrestrained Hierarchy soon becomes a corrupt cabal.  

Without others to remind them of their limitations and help keep their pride in check, 

they will go the way of all bureaucracies valuing form over function and social power 

and prestige over innovation and individual gifts and skills.  Isolates, while never really 

expecting to get ahead, aim for relative gains.  However, without concern for the 

individual and a degree of innovative freedom, they descend to a Machiavellian state. 

In an attempt to understand why decision-makers sometimes appear in ways that 

seem inconsistent, Grint has proposed a heuristic device that combines a typology of 

problems, power, and authority. To do this, Grint adds the concept of ‘critical problem,’ 

or crisis to the concepts of Tame and Wicked Problems to create a typology of problems.  

Critical problems are those problems that are “self-evident in nature, as encapsulating 

very little time for decision-making and action” (2010, 13).  A fire in a theater is a critical 
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problem.  These theater patrons do not need to study the fire or take a vote to know to 

exit as quickly as possible from the theater.   

Grint then uses this typology of problems and three types of leadership and 

authority to create a heuristic.  As uncertainty about the solution to a problem increases, 

so does its ‘wickedness’  and the need for leadership to ask questions to produce 

collaborative compliance and resolution (see Figure 19 below). Critical problems are 

associated with a command and control type of authority where critical problems are 

solved by the use of hard power, force, or coercion. Like Heifetz et al technical problems 

(2009) tame problems are those problems that can be solved through established 

management processes. Finally, Grint matches wicked problems with leadership 

authority where the role of leaders is to use soft power to ask the right questions.  He 

states “the leader’s role with a Wicked Problem is to ask the right questions rather than 

provide the right answers because the answers may not be self-evident and will require a 

collaborative process to make any kind of progress” (2005, 1473).   
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Figure 19: Typology of Power, Authority, and Problems 
(Grint 2010, 11) 
 

Cultural Bias, Blind Spots, and Uncomfortable Knowledge 

“Culture hides much more than it reveals and, strangely enough, 
what it hides, it hides most effectively from its own participants” (Hall 
1959, 29). 

Grint notes that, “decision-makers tend to legitimize their action on the basis of a 

persuasive account of the situation.  In short, the social construction of the problem 

legitimizes that deployment of a particular form of authority” (2010, 14).  Indeed, not 

only do decision-makers legitimize their preference for an authority type, but according 

to Cultural Theory, they are also blinded to alternate choices for action.  For team 

members to learn to be clumsy, they will need to gain a more nuanced way of interpreting 
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the logic and actions of their teammates.  However, in order for this to take place, they 

must have a willingness to endure the process and extend forgiveness over any perceived 

disrespect.  To respond well to their very different teammates, they will also need to learn 

to contextualize their comments in order to make meaning.  To do this, team members 

must become aware of and sensitive to their own bias and cultural blindness.  Table 34 

below summarizes this. 

Table 35: What each Way of Life Must Give Up and Embrace 
 

Give up Embrace 
The search for a singular answer Plurality of logics and solutions 
The pride of the elegance in their ‘logic’ and 

‘values’ 
The ‘rationality’ of multiple ‘logics’ 

The right to be insulted over perceived disrespect Tolerance and a more nuanced way of interpreting 
the Other 

Strategic ignorance / bias Uncomfortable knowledge 
 

Team members also must be willing to both endure and productively engage with 

the “illogical arguments” of their teammates.  Table 35 below maps out this illogic and 

shows how, for teammates coming from differing Ways of Life, the corrupting “illogic” 

will look different.  Teammates coming from the Individual Way of Life listening to an 

Isolates teammate will hear their arguments as depressed, fearful, risk averse, and rule 

bound.  Hierarchists’ solutions are showy, proud and ego driven and those teammates 

using the logic of the Enclave are idealists, all talk and never get any work done. 

Teammates coming from the Hierarchical Way of Life will hear the arguments of the 

individualist as irreverent, rude, and argumentative.  Those teammates coming from the 

Enclave Way of Life are unstructured and chaotic and the Isolates are invisible. 

Teammates coming from the Enclave Way of Life view the solutions and logics of the 
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Individual as greedy and uncaring; the Isolate and the Hierarchists as rule bound, and 

corrupted by institutions.  The teammate coming from an Isolate Way of Life sees all of 

the others as inordinate risk-takers, ignorant of the fragility of the situation. 

Table 36: Mapping Uncomfortable Knowledge: How Each Way of 
Life Views the ‘Logic’ of the Other  
 

 Individualism Isolate Hierarchy Enclave 
Individualism Normal Depressed, fearful 

Risk averse 
Rule bound 

Proud, ego driven 
Fake, all show and 

no substance 
Corrupt: not 

transparent, or 
honest 

All talk no work,  
never gets 

anything done 

Isolate Rule breaker 
Risk taker 

Normal Ignorant of the 
frailty of the 
situation 

Exclusive 
Chaotic  
Rule breakers 

Hierarchy Irreverent, rude, 
argumentative 

Invisible Normal Chaotic-do not live 
by rules 

Unstructured 
Enclave Greedy, takes too 

much 
Uncaring 

Uncaring 
Held together by 

rules 

A corrupting 
influence 

Proud, think they 
know 
everything 

Unfair in their 
distribution of 
resources 

Normal 

 

Rayner argues that the social construction of ignorance is both inevitable and vital 

for the survival or organizations and societies.  The unorganized world is just too noisy.  

Without a scheme to filter, sort and prioritize the noise organizations and individuals 

encounter, there would be no way for them to function, say nothing of survive (2012, 

112).  He goes on to outline four strategies organizations use to block or neutralize 

information that does not fit their schema.  These strategies are dismissal, displacement, 
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diversion, and denial.  It is by engaging with these strategies for logical ignorance and 

facing the uncomfortable knowledge that multicultural teams can find a bridge between 

their wicked problems and the clumsy solutions (2012, 123). 

In order to do this, multicultural teams, team members and leaders will need a 

different set of competencies and skills.  As they hear and interact with their 

uncomfortable knowledge, team members must be able to moderate both their behavior 

and contribution so that the team can make forward progress on their wicked problem. 

These new competencies include contextual skills, (managing uncertainty, embracing 

error, reframing problems) (Grint 2010, 11) and interpersonal skills (building bridges, 

strengthening relational links, facilitation, and conflict resolution) (Hubbard and Paquet 

2007, 3). Otherwise, it is very easy for team members to interpret another’s actions 

through their bias and be unable to understand the suggestions their teammates put 

forward.  This misunderstanding can then quickly build into a myriad of communication 

and relational problems, thus continuing the cycle and creating more Wicked problems 

Clumsy Solutions for Multicultural Teams 

“Clumsy solutions come about when multiple, diverse, perhaps 
incompatible, perspectives are brought to bear on an issue, resulting in a 
settlement that is inelegant from any single perspective, but robust because 
it relies on more than one epistemological and ethical foundation” (Rayner 
2012, 123). 

Clumsy solutions are called for when there are plausible but conflicting rationales, 

logics and facts about an issue and when the presented solutions cannot be reduced to 

each other and when one solidarity cannot implement the myriad of solutions on their 

own (Verweij et al. 2006, 16).  This plurality of logics is often at the core of intractable 

problems in Multicultural Teams. 

Clumsy solutions are not elegant in anyone’s way of thinking.  They are a unique 

mixture of imperfect do it yourself problem solving and implementation.   They are also 
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not a harmonization of ideas, rule by consensus, measurement matrix or edict, as these 

are elegant solutions.  Rather, a clumsy solution looks much too unpolished and “do it 

yourself” to win “style points.”  In simple terms, a clumsy solution is an ad hoc but not 

consensus or a harmonization of everyone’s good ideas.  They are bolted together 

solutions that use contradictory, plural logics to address all of the conflicting interests and 

“facts” to solve a problem without alienating any stakeholders.   

Multicultural teams seeking a clumsy solution must embrace their diversity and 

difference and assume no one solidarity has the solution (that would be an elegant 

solution) and use the plural logics within their team to find their solutions.  Clumsy 

solutions require team leaders and members to have a more than superficial 

understanding of the problem.  They must be willing to listen to and embrace 

uncomfortable knowledge to understand the social construction of their problem.  In 

addition, clumsy solutions do not alienate any of the stakeholders. So rather than starting 

with defining the problem (for a wicked problem evades definition) it starts by figuring 

out what issue(s) do all (or most) of us need to agree on. 

In clumsy multicultural teams, no one Way of Life overpowers another.  That is to 

say that all of the competing ways of life on the team listen and respond to all of the other 

ways.  In order for this dialogue to happen, each of the solidarities on the team must 

abandon any goal of imposing their Way of Life on another to create hegemony.  Team 

leaders and administrators need to reject the clear separation of “facts” and “values” the 

simple quick fix solution, and a reliance on optimization. They also must give up 

searching or fighting for a singular ‘elegant’ solution to embrace a plurality of 

contextualized solutions in order to investigate the way in which the problem is socially 

embedded.  In that way, each solidarity is able to get “more of what it wants (and less of 

what it does not want) than if it had somehow managed to achieve hegemony and ‘go it 

alone’” (Thompson and Verweij 2004, 207). 
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In addition, team members from each Way of Life will need to moderate their 

drive to organize the team in their way. The Hierarchists will need to moderate their 

desires to create order out of chaos by maintaining their sense of compassion.  By 

hanging on to their moral sense, Individualists can moderate their drive to create 

opportunity.  Egalitarians flourish by enabling mutuality.  By retaining a sense of self and 

not giving themselves away, they can moderate their desires for inclusiveness.  Fatalists 

will need to maintain their sense of loyalty so as not to abandon what they hold dear 

(Fourcultures 2009). 

Each of the solidarities also must honestly engage with each other and contribute 

their ‘good stuff’ to the mix.  Individualists can bring an innovative positive deviance and 

constructive dissent and their comfort with risk and ambiguity. Hierarchists then bring 

their gifts for research questions, reflection, and seeing things in relationships.  Team 

members with an Enclave Way of Life then bring their empathy, deliberative processes, 

and collective IQ. Finally, the Isolates contribute their sense of realism and determinism 

to create a community of Fate.  This is illustrated in Figure 20, below. 
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Figure 20: Each Regime’s Contribution to Clumsiness 
Adapted from Grint (2010, 14) and Thompson (2004)  
 

Because multicultural team leaders often face a plurality of logics within their 

multicultural team, some of their more common problems are ‘wicked’.   These team 

leaders are often unprepared for this.  By providing a way of understanding what they are 

hearing, Cultural Theory gives system to the plural logics within their team, and ‘wicked 

problems theory’ legitimizes their use in decision making.  This ‘Wicked Cultural 

Theory’ can give team leaders and administrators a new way of looking at and 

approaching these common, but often intractable problems. 

‘Wicked problems’ thinking should give a Christian pause for humble prayer and 

reflection as it highlights the perversity of our human condition.  Yet at the same time it 
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can be a source of joy and praise as nothing is impossible, no problem is too wicked for 

God.  ‘Wicked problems thinking’ highlights the need for collaboration. By reminding 

decision makers of the recursive and participatory nature of decision making, it places a 

priority on creating  solutions together (somehow) and as such may place an emphasis 

back on the (being) people, rather than the (doing) product of mission. 

By better defining our cultural prison (Lingenfelter 1998b), ‘wicked problem 

thinking’ can help us examine our own logic and role in the wickedness of the problem.  

It can aid Christian workers in both prayerful reflection and self-confrontation as they 

listen to their colleagues and seek to make Godly decisions.  It also may give us a greater 

appreciation for the legitimacy of our contradictory brother or sisters’ logical position.  

‘Wicked problems’ thinking can frame problems and their contradictory solutions in such 

a way that all of God’s workers can have legitimate voice.  In listening to and prayerfully 

reflecting with these legitimate voices, it may be a means for the team to find a legitimate 

God honoring compromise or possibly a new way altogether. 

Conclusions 

Multicultural teams are inherently filled with plural logics and rationalities, teams 

and their leaders inevitably encounter problems that are both intractable and iterative.  

Because these problems can hinder a multicultural team’s productivity, fellowship and 

ultimately their witness, multicultural teams and their leaders need to find a way to 

creatively harness the chaos.  This section describes this chaos as a Wicked Problem and 

suggests that teams embrace their uncomfortable knowledge together to generate a DIY 

Clumsy Solution to their problems.  
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Research Questions and Hypothesis Revisited 

This section will revisit and answer the research questions poised in Chapter 1 to 

evaluate whether or not training in identifying the competing Ways of Life within a 

multicultural team gives team members more tolerance for the way in which rival Ways 

process decisions and thus lower the level of destructive interpersonal conflict in their 

multicultural team.  Each question will be addressed individually and the relevant data 

will be summarized.  Finally, the hypothesis will be revisited and modified to reflect the 

findings of this research. 

Research Question 1:  
To what extent does training in identifying cultural bias lower a multicultural team’s 
interpersonal conflict levels? 

Results, from the Stress, Conflict and Security Survey presented in Chapter 8 are 

mixed.  They indicate that training in identifying Ways of Life in a team does not 

necessarily lower a multicultural team’s levels of stress and conflict, and in fact, it may 

raise them.  This stress and conflict, however, may be a precursor of more effective 

teamwork, but without further longitudinal studies, we cannot know.  The security results 

indicate that team building activities and other interventions aimed at helping a team get 

to know each other can effectively raise a team’s level of psychological security.  This is 

especially true of new teams or teams that do not know each other very well.  

Research Question 2:  
To what extent do training interventions stretch a multicultural team member’s tolerance 
for their non-preferred structure and decision making processes? 

Answering Research Question 2 required tracking the Way of Life changes for 

each team member both in relation to how these individuals perceived and preferred the 

way their team to organized their work.  This was done through administering two 

research instruments: The Grid-Group Survey and The AGAPE Vignette Survey (see 
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Chapters 6 and 7).  These surveys showed that after the Workshops, the Treatment Teams 

changed much more than the Control Teams.  These changes indicate that the Treatment 

Team members are rethinking their preferences and perceptions about how their team 

should work.  In addition, all of the Treatment Team 1’s Tolerance Test results indicated 

that they have increased their level of inter-team tolerance, while the same tests show that 

two of the Control Teams have lowered levels of inter-team tolerance and the remaining 

Control Team remained the same.  Something clearly changed the Treatment Teams.  

While it is possible that rather than the workshop, some artifact of their history has 

caused the Training Teams to rethink their preferences and perceptions, and the Control 

Teams not to.  It is more likely that the training has somehow challenged the Training 

Team members to more carefully consider their context.  See Chapter 11 for a fuller 

description of the data and its analysis. 

Research Question 3:  
 
After completing training interventions, to what extent are learners more open to new 
experiences after completing a training intervention, able to view an experience from 
many different points of view, use their analytical skills to integrate new ideas, and 
actively experiment and put new ideas and concepts into practice. 

Qualitative data from both the workshop and through interviews was used to show 

how learners were open to new experiences, able to view these new experiences from 

many different points of view, and use their analytical skills to integrate new experiences 

and then put them into practice.  The data, presented in Chapter 5, 9 and 10 showed that 

while leaders from all three workshops reported that the quality of the relationships on 

their team had improved, learning from the workshop was uneven.  Interview data 

showed that many participants from each of the workshops were open to new 

experiences, and some used their new found skill in identifying Ways of Life to view a 

situation from another point of view.  However, only a few of the participants, mostly the 
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team leaders, had actively experimented with the concepts presented in the workshop 

enough to put them into practice.  

Conclusions and Areas for Further Research 

The main hypothesis of this research was that training in identifying the 

competing Ways of Life within a multicultural team gives team members more tolerance 

for the way in which rival Ways process decisions and thus lower the level of destructive 

interpersonal conflict in their multicultural team.  Based on the findings of this research, 

this hypothesis must be partially rejected.  The first assertion, that training could expand a 

team’s level of tolerance, can be hesitantly accepted.   The Grid – Group and AGAPE 

Int’l Survey results indicate that the preferences and perceptions of the treatment team 

members are more in flux than those of the control teams.  In addition, Treatment Team 1 

moved from zones of intolerance to zones of tolerance on both surveys.  Although these 

differences are not statistically significant it is possible that these changes are a reflection 

of team members have greater choice and with these new choices, negotiating differently 

within their team.   

Further studies are needed to investigate the differences in the type of negotiations 

that happen in a team after a training intervention.  These studies should take a longer 

view of impact to see how long the flux in the treatment team members’ social relations 

lasts, if they result in new way of being for the teams and if it is truly more tolerant.   

The second assertion, that cross-cultural training would lower a multicultural 

team’s level of destructive interpersonal conflict must be rejected.  The cross-cultural 

training given to three multicultural teams did not lower the stress or conflict levels 

within the teams, rather it raised it.  Additionally, training activities that focus on giving 

the team members an opportunity to get to know each other will raise the team’s level of 

psychological security in teams that do not know each other very well. 
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Longitudinal studies are needed to see if a raise in a team’s level of stress and 

conflict after a training intervention is an indication of the team negotiating a new way to 

work and relate with each other and a precursor to the team working more effectively 

together. Or, if this spike in stress and conflict is indicates team frustration with the 

training or something else.   

Finally, team leaders should not look to team training interventions to lower a 

multicultural team’s level of stress and conflict, as it may raise the levels of stress and 

conflict.  Rather, if the team levels of conflict are destructive, team leaders should look to 

team specific interventions, like a one on one discussion, or third party discussions with 

team members to determine some of the immediate causes of the problem.  Then team 

leaders need to build a coalition that is committed to withstanding the disappointment 

with the “answer” to the team’s problems long enough to build a series of clumsy 

solutions. 

Summary 

This chapter explored the implications of my findings for multicultural team 

training and trainers and multicultural team leaders. It discussed the role of a MCT 

facilitator and the ways in which coaching and mentoring can be used to further enhance 

multicultural team training.  This chapter also discussed the implication of these findings 

for Cultural Theory and outlined a possible framework for understanding and grappling 

with the kinds of problems that teams have when they deal with the chaos that multiple 

logics and rationalities can bring to a team.  Finally, it revisited the research question and 

summarized the findings of this research. 
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Appendix A 
 

Socio-demographic Information for each Team 

Gender 

  

Figure 21: Gender Distribution on Each Team 
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Participant Age Distribution 

 

Figure 22: Age Distribution on Each Team 
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Nationalities 

Table 37: Distribution of Nationalities on each Team 
Nationalities T1 T2 T5 C1 C2 C3 C4 Total 
Australia 

     
1 

 
1 

Botswana 
1 

      
1 

Burma 4 
      

4 

Cambodia 

 
17 3 

    
20 

Canada 1 
 

1 1 
 

1 1 5 
Denmark 

  
1 

    
1 

Hong Kong 

  
1 

  
2 

 
1 

India 
  

1 
    

1 
Indonesia 

  
1 

    
1 

Japan 1 
      

1 

Korea, South 

     
2 

 
1 

Laos 
      

4 4 
Malaysia 

    
1 

  
1 

Netherlands 

  
1 

   
1 2 

New Zealand 

   
1 

   
1 

Philippines 

  
5 

  
4 

 
9 

Singapore 

  
2 

    
2 

Slovakia 
    

1 
  

1 
Taiwan 1 

      
1 

Thailand 
   

2 
   

7 
United 

Kingdom 
 

1 1 1 
   

3 

United States 
5 

 
3 6 3 7 4 28 

Total 13 18 20 11 5 17 10 96 
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Years Lived in Country of Service 

 

Figure 23: Distribution of Personnel Experience in Country for 
Each Team 
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Years Outside of Home Country 

 

Figure 24: Distribution of Personnel Experience on Team for 
Each Team 
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Level of  MCT Experience  

 

Figure 25: Distribution of Personnel Experience on MCTs for 
Each Team 
 

Time on Multicultural Team 

 

Figure 26: Distribution of Personnel Experience on MCTs for 
Each Team 
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Education 

 

Figure 27: Educational Distribution for Each Team 
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Training to Learn Other Culture  

 

Figure 28: Distribution of Personnel with Training Experience in 
Learning another Culture for Each Team 
 

Multicultural Team Training 

 

Figure 29: Distribution of Personnel with Training Experience in 
MCTs for Each Team 
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Appendix B 
 

Stress, Conflict, and Safety Data 

Stress and Conflict Statistical Analysis 

Table 38: Stress and Conflict Anova Analysis 
 
SUMMARY 

     Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
  T1 10 -2.87625 -0.28762 2.08614 
  T2 13 0.535146 0.041165 0.08272 
  T5 7 0.660099 0.0943 0.11785 
  C1 5 0.931034 0.186207 0.138882 
  C2 3 -0.78325 -0.26108 0.137907 
  C3 7 -0.02463 -0.00352 0.084736 
  C4 11 0.236453 0.021496 0.25418 
  

       
       ANOVA 

      Source of 
Variation SS df MS F Sig F crit 

Between Groups 1.263405 6 0.210567 0.423615 0.859712 2.290432 
Within Groups 24.35656 49 0.497073 

   
       Total 25.61997 55         

       

Table 39: Stress and Conflict Tukey Analysis 
Analysis of the differences between the categories with a confidence interval of 
95%: 
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Contrast Difference 
Standardized 

difference 
Critical 

value 
Pr > 

Diff Significant 
T5 vs T1 0.382 1.124 2.654 0.677 No 
T5 vs C1 0.080 0.274 2.654 0.993 No 
T5 vs T2 0.053 0.164 2.654 0.998 No 
T2 vs T1 0.329 1.133 2.654 0.671 No 
T2 vs C1 0.027 0.117 2.654 0.999 No 
C1 vs T1 0.301 1.175 2.654 0.645 No 
Tukey's d critical value: 3.754 

  
 

Table 40: Stress and Conflict Dunnett (Right Side) Analysis 
Analysis of the differences between categories and the control category Team-Control with a 
confidence interval of 95%: 

Category Difference 
Standardized 

difference Critical value 
Critical 
difference 

Pr > 
Diff Significant 

Control vs 
T5 -0.080 -0.274 2.153 0.632 0.893 No 

Control vs 
T2 -0.027 -0.117 2.153 0.504 0.851 No 

Control vs 
T1 0.301 1.175 2.153 0.552 0.288 No 
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Security Statistical Analysis  

Table 41: Security Single Factor ANOVA Analysis 
 

SUMMARY 
     Groups Count Sum Average Variance 

  T1 10 1.371429 0.137143 1.639193 
  T2 13 3.777778 0.290598 0.320943 
  T5 7 -4.55556 -0.65079 0.238554 
  C1 5 2.688889 0.537778 0.276704 
  C2 3 0.4 0.133333 0.223333 
  C3 7 -0.04444 -0.00635 0.149171 
  C4 11 -1.27222 -0.11566 0.310289 
  

 
56 

     
       ANOVA 

      Source of 
Variation SS df MS F Sig F crit 

Between Groups 5.797452 6 0.966242 1.850404 0.108659 2.290432 
Within Groups 25.58678 49 0.522179 

   
       Total 31.38423 55         

 

Table 42: Security Dunnett (Right Side) Analysis 
 

Team / Dunnett (right sided) / Analysis of the differences between categories and the control category 
Team-C1 with a confidence interval of 95%: 

Category Difference 
Standardized 

difference 
Critical 

value 
Critical 
difference 

Pr > 
Diff Significant 

Control  vs 
T2 -0.222 -0.907 2.153 0.528 0.980 No 

Control vs 
T1 -0.069 -0.257 2.153 0.578 0.889 No 

Control vs 
T5 0.719 2.338 2.153 0.662 0.031 Yes 
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Table 43: Security Tukey Analysis 
 

Analysis of the differences between the categories with a confidence interval of 95%: 

Contrast Difference Standardized difference 
Critical 

value 
Pr > 

Diff Significant 
T2 vs T5 0.941 2.781 2.654 0.037 Yes 
T2 vs C1 0.222 0.907 2.654 0.801 No 
T2 vs T1 0.153 0.505 2.654 0.957 No 
T1 vs T5 0.788 2.214 2.654 0.133 No 
T1 vs C1 0.069 0.257 2.654 0.994 No 
C1 vs T5 0.719 2.338 2.654 0.103 No 
Tukey's d critical 

value: 
 

3.754 
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Appendix C 
 

Grid-Group Data 

Descriptive Statistics for Grid- Group Survey Data 

Table 44: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for T1 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
T1-01 6.00 4.60 6.70 7.90 
T1-02 6.00 4.60 7.00 5.00 
T1-03 8.00 5.40 6.00 6.30 
T1-04 8.00 5.00 6.00 6.30 
T1-07 5.00 4.20 5.70 5.40 
T1-09 5.70 2.90 3.00 2.90 
T1-10 5.30 4.60 4.30 5.00 
T1-11 4.70 5.00 7.00 5.80 
T1-13 3.30 3.30 6.70 6.30 
T1-14 5.70 5.80 5.70 5.40 
T1-15 7.00 9.20 4.70 7.00 
T1-16 6.00 5.40 5.30 10.00 
T1-17 3.30 3.30 6.30 3.30 
Low score 3.30 2.90 3.00 2.90 
Quartile low score 5.00 4.20 5.30 5.00 
Median score 5.20 5.40 6.00 5.80 
Quartile high score 6.00 5.40 6.70 6.30 
Range High 8.00 9.20 7.00 10.00 
Range  4.70 6.30 4.00 7.1 
Standard Deviation -1.46371 -1.57289 -1.1663 -1.8346 
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Table 45: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for T2 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
T2-01 7.70 7.30 7.10 6.70 
T2-02 8.70 9.30 10.00 9.60 
T2-03 8.00 8.00 9.20 8.80 
T2-04 8.70 8.00 7.50 8.30 
T2-05 7.70 7.70 5.00 3.30 
T2-06 7.00 5.30 5.80 7.50 
T2-07 7.70 7.70 6.50 3.30 
T2-08 5.70 7.00 5.40 4.80 
T2-11 8.00 8.00 7.90 3.30 
T2-12 8.30 8.30 7.50 7.50 
T2-13 8.00 6.00 9.20 7.30 
T2-14 7.90 8.00 5.80 7.50 
T2-15 7.00 6.00 7.90 8.30 
T2-16 9.30 6.30 7.90 4.60 
T2-17 9.20 7.70 3.90 5.40 
Low 5.7 5.3 5 3.3 
L quartile 7.7 7.225 5.8 4.425 
Med  7.95 7.85 7.3 7.4 
Mean 7.783333 7.55 7.241667 6.491667 
H quartile 8.075 8 8.225 7.7 
High 8.7 9.3 10 9.6 
Range Difference H/L 3 4 5 6.3 
Mode 7.7 8 9.2 3.3 
Std. Dev 0.802081 1.057871 1.623385 2.244775 
n= 12 12 12 12 
Difference A/B High -0.6 

 
0.4 

 Difference A/B Low 0.4 
 

1.7 
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Table 46: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for T5 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
T5-01 6.6 6.60 5.60 7.40 
T5-03 2.50 4.00 3.00 5.70 
T5-04 3.30 3.80 3.30 3.90 
T5-05 3.80 3.80 3.30 3.30 
T5-07 5 5.80 3.00 3.60 
T5-09 2.50 2.50 4.00 4.00 
T5-10 4.1 4.80 4.00 3.00 
Low 2.5 2.5 3 3 
L quartile 2.9 3.8 3.15 3.45 
Med  3.8 4 3.3 3.9 
Mean 3.971429 4.471429 3.742857 4.414286 
H quartile 4.55 5.3 4 4.85 
High 6.6 6.6 5.6 7.4 
Range Difference H/L 4.1 4.1 2.6 4.4 
Mode 2.5 3.8 3 

 Std. Dev 1.460267 1.379268 0.919886 1.576313 
n= 7 7 7 7 
Difference A/B High 0 

 
-1.8 

 Difference A/B Low 0 
 

0 
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Table 47: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for C1 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
C1-03 6.30 7.00 7.10 8.80 
C1-05 7.10 7.30 7.90 8.30 
C1-06 4.70 6.70 5.70 7.90 
C1-07 4.00 4.30 4.60 8.30 
C1-08 3.70 3.30 7.50 5.80 
C1-19 5.30 4.70 7.50 7.50 
C1-33 5.00 5.00 7.90 6.70 
Low 3.7 3.3 4.6 5.8 
L quartile 4.35 4.5 6.4 7.1 
Med  5 5 7.5 7.9 
Mean 5.157143 5.471429 6.885714 7.614286 
H quartile 5.8 6.85 7.7 8.3 
High 7.1 7.3 7.9 8.8 
Range (Difference H/L) 3.4 4 3.3 3 
Mode none none 7.9 8.3 
Std. Dev 1.210864 1.53266 1.257549 1.046309 
n= 7 7 7 7 
Difference A/B High -0.2 

 
0.9 

 Difference A/B Low 0.4 
 

1.2 
  



 

220 

Table 48: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for C2 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
C2-1 5 5.6 5.4 6.2 
C2-2 7.3 6.3 5.4 6.6 
C2-4 6.3 7.3 7 7.9 
C2-5 7 6.3 6.6 9.1 
Low 5 5.6 5.4 6.2 
L quartile 5.975 6.125 5.4 6.5 
Med  6.65 6.3 6 7.25 
Mean 6.4 6.375 6.1 7.45 
H quartile 7.075 6.55 6.7 8.2 
High 7.3 7.3 7 9.1 
Range Difference H/L 2.3 1.7 1.6 2.9 
Mode 

 
6.3 5.4  

Std. Dev 1.023067 0.699405 0.824621 1.317826 
n= 4 4 4 4 
Difference A/B High 0 

 
-2.1 

 Difference A/B Low -0.6 
 

-0.8 
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Table 49: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for C3 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
C3-01 5.80 7 7.50 7 
C3-05 6.30 5.6 7.50 7.5 
C3-11 6.30 5 4.50 3.7 
C3-14 6.30 5.6 6.20 5.4 
C3-15 7.30 5.6 5.80 5.4 
C3-16 4.30 1.8 5.00 4.3 
C3-18 7.30 7 7.00 4.3 
C3-20 6.30 6.3 5.60 5.8 
Low 4.3 1.8 4.5 3.7 
L quartile 6.175 5.45 5.45 4.3 
Med  6.3 5.6 6 5.4 
Mean 6.2375 5.4875 6.1375 5.425 
H quartile 6.55 6.475 7.125 6.1 
High 7.3 7 7.5 7.5 
Range Difference H/L 3 5.2 3 3.8 
Mode 6.3 5.6 7.5 5.4 
Std. Dev 0.942546 1.652217 1.12369 1.332827 
n= 8 8 8 8 
Difference A/B High 0.3 

 
0 

 Difference A/B Low 2.5 
 

0.8 
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Table 50: Descriptive Statistics for Grid-Group Survey for C4 
 

Participant ID GROUP PRE GROUP POST GRID PRE GRID POST 
C4-01 7.30 9.5 7.00 7.5 
C4-03 6.00 10 4.10 5.8 
C4-04 6.60 7.5 4.10 6.2 
C4-06 5.60 7.5 4.10 2.5 
C4-07 5.60 7.9 5.80 5 
C4-10 5.60 9.1 3.70 5 
C4-13 4.60 7 5.60 5 
C4-14 6.30 8.3 7.90 6.2 
C4-16 8.00 10 7.90 9.5 
C4-17 8.30 10 7.50 8.7 
C4-18 9.00 8.7 5.70 5 
C4-19 6.60 9.1 6.20 6.2 
Low 4.6 7 3.7 2.5 
L quartile 5.6 7.8 4.1 5 
Med  6.45 8.9 5.75 6 
Mean 6.625 8.716667 5.8 6.05 
H quartile 7.475 9.625 7.125 6.525 
High 9 10 7.9 9.5 
Range Difference H/L 4.4 3 4.2 7 
Mode 5.6 10 4.1 5 
Std. Dev 1.298338 1.070118 1.550367 1.862794 
n= 12 12 12 12 
Difference A/B High -1 

 
-1.6 

 Difference A/B Low -2.4 
 

1.2 
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Treatment Teams 

 
T1 A T1 B  T2 A T2 B T5 A T5 B 

GROUP 5.8 5.7 7.9 7.2 6.50 3.00 
GRID 4.8 5.5 7.1 6.4 5.60 3.00 

 

 

Figure 30: Grid - Group Comparison of T1, T2 and T5 Pre and 
Posttests 
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Figure 31: T1 Grid-Group Test Results 
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T1 Team Averages  
 

 

 

Figure 32: T1 Comparison of Average Pre and Posttest GG Scores 
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T2 Individual Data 

    

Figure 33: Grid-Group Results for T2 

T2-01a 

T2-02a 
T2-03a 

T2-04a 

T2-05a 
T2-06a 

T2-07a 

T2-08a 

T2-11a 

T2-12a 

T2-13a 

T2-14a 

T2-15a 
T2-16a 

T2-17a 

Centroid, 
7.11, 7.11 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

G
RO

U
P 

GRID 

T2 Pretest 

T2-01b 

T2-02b 
T2-03b 
T2-04b 

T2-05b 

T2-06b 

T2-07b 

T2-08b 

T2-11b 

T2-12b 

T2-13b 

T2-14b 
T2-15b 

T2-16b T2-17b 

Centroid, 
7.373, 6.413 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
G

RO
U

P 

GRID 

T2  Posttest 



 

227 

T2 Team Averages 

 
 T2 A T2 B 

Group 7.9 7.2 
Grid 7.1 6.4 

 

 

Figure 34: T2 Comparison of Average Pre and Posttest GG Scores 
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T5 Individual Data 

   

Figure 35: Grid-Group Results for T5 
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T5 Team Averages 

 
Pretest Posttest 

Group 6.5 3 
Grid 5.5 3 

 

 

Figure 36: T5 Comparison of Average Pre and Posttest GG Scores 
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Treatment Teams Summary 

Table 51: Summary of Treatment team Grid- Group Results: 
Team as a Whole (actual pre and posttest results in parenthesis) 
 

 T1 T2 T5 
n= 13 14 4 
Pretest Dominate Way of 

Life1 
D (4.8, 5.8) C (7.1, 7.9) C (5.6, 6.5) 

Posttest Dominate Way of 
Life2 

C (5.5,  5.7) C (6.4, 7.2) A (4.5, 4.6) 

Greatest Diversity3  Grid Group Both 
Area 2.9 (8.9, 11.8) 2.1 (4.9, 7) 5.2 (2.9,8.3) 
Team Centroid4 D C  

Largest Change5 Grid Grid Both 

 

Table 52: Summary of Treatment Team Grid- Group Results: 
Relationship of Individuals  
 

k-means Clustering T1 T2 T5 
n= 13 14 4 
Ave distance of individual to 

center 
1.701 2.115 1.744 

Within Class Variance 4.726 5.658 4.387 
 

 

                                                 
1 Based on the  team’s average Grid – Group Survey scores 
2 Based on the  team’s average Grid – Group Survey scores 
3 Based on range 
4 From k-means clustering analysis 
5 Based on team centroid 
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Control Teams  

Table 53: Control Team Averages 
 

 
C1A C1B C2A C2B C3A C3B C4A C4B 

GROUP 5.2 5.5 7.5 6.4 7.1 6.3 6.6 8.7 
GRID 7 8.8 7.2 7.5 7 6.1 5.8 6 

 

 

Figure 37: All Control Team Pre and Posttest Average Scores 
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C1 Individual Data 

   

Figure 38: C1 Pre and Posttest 
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Table 54 C1 Team Averages 
 

 
C1 pretest C1 posttest 

Group 5.2 5.5 
Grid 7 8.8 

 

 

Figure 39: C1 Whole Team Average Pre and Posttest 
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C2 Individual Data 

   

Figure 40: Grid-Group Results for C2 
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Table 55 C2 Team Averages 
 

 
Group Grid 

C2A 7.5 7.2 
C2B 6.4 7.5 

 

 

Figure 41: C2 Pre and Posttest Team Averages 
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C3 Individual Data 

   

Figure 42: Grid-Group Results for C3 
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Table 56 C3 Team Averages 
 

 
C3 pre C3 B post 

GROUP 7.1 6.3 
GRID 7 6.1 

 

 

Figure 43: C3 Pre and Posttest Team Averages 
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C4 Individual Scores  

   

Figure 44: Grid-Group Results for C4 
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Table 57 C4 Team Averages 
 

 
C4 pre C4 post 

Group 6.6 8.7 
Grid 5.8 6 

 

 

Figure 45: C4 Pre and Posttest Team Averages 
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Control Teams Summary 

Table 58: Summary of Control team Grid- Group Results: Team 
as a Whole (actual pre and posttest results in parenthesis) 
 

 C1 C2 C3 C4 
n= 7 4 8 12 
Pretest Dominate 

Way of Life1 
Weak C (7, 5.2) C (7.2, 7.5) C (7.1, 7) Weak C (5.8, 

6.6) 
Posttest Dominate 

Way of Life2 
Weak C (8.8, 5.5) Weak C (6.4, 7.5) Weak C (6.1, 

6.3) 
C (6, 8.7) 

Greatest Diversity3  Group on A 
Grid on B 

Group on A 
Grid on B 

Group Grid 

Range Group: .4 (3.6/4) 
Grid: -.3 (3.3/3) 

Group: -.6 (2.3/1.7) 
Grid: 1.3 (1.6/2.9) 

Group: 2.2 
(3/5.2) 

Grid: .8 (3/3.8) 

Group: -1.4 
(4.4/3) 

Grid: 2.8 (4.2/7) 
Area 
 

-.7 (4.6/3.9) -.1 (2.2/2.1) 7.3 (2.9/10.2) -1.8 (8.6 / 6.8) 

Largest Change4 Grid Grid Group and Grid 
very similar 

Group 

Team Centroid5 Group: .28 
(5.1/5.4) 

Grid: .72 (6.8/7.6) 

Group: -.025 
(6.4/6.3) 

Grid: 1.35 (6.1/7.4) 

Group: -.75 
(6.2/5.4) 

Grid: -.72 
(6.1/5.4) 

Group: 2.92 
(6.6/8.7) 

Grid: .25 
(5.8/6.0) 

 

                                                 
1 Based on the  team’s average Grid – Group Survey scores 
2 Based on the  team’s average Grid – Group Survey scores 
3 Based on range 
4 Based on team centroid 
5 From k-means clustering analysis 
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Table 59: Summary of Control team Grid- Group Results: 
Relationship of Individuals (actual pre and posttest results in 
parenthesis) 
 

k-means Clustering C1 C2 C3 C4 
Ave distance of individual 

to center 
.078 (1.51/1.59) 1.12 (1/2.2) .39 (1.2/1.6) 0 (1.8/1.8) 

Within Class Variance .26 (3.1/3.4) .49 (1.7/2.2) 2.35 (2.1/4.5) 0 (4.0/4.0) 
n= 7 4 8 12 
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Appendix D 
 

AGAPE Int’l Vignette Survey Data1 

Whole Team Regime Preferences 

T1 Whole Team AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Regime 
Preferences 

 

 
A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

T1 Pretest 15.56% -20.00% 4.44% -40.74% 41.48% -2.22% 16.30% -14.81% 
T1 Posttest 14.07% -28.15% 1.48% -20.00% 31.85% -5.19% 22.22% -16.30% 

Figure 46: T1 Whole Team AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Regime 
Preferences 
 

                                                 
1 Data from T2 was insufficient to calculate AGAPE Int’l scores. 
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  A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

T5 Pretest 37.14% -18.10% 7.62% -44.76% 33.33% -12.38% 21.90% -24.76% 
T5 Posttest 12.38% -33.33% 6.67% -39.05% 32.38% -13.33% 46.67% -12.38% 

Figure 47: T5 Whole Team AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Regime 
Preferences 
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  A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

T5 Pretest 37.14% -18.10% 7.62% -44.76% 33.33% -12.38% 21.90% -24.76% 
T5 Posttest 46.67% -8.57% 5.71% -51.43% 31.43% -10.48% 12.38% -28.57% 

Figure 48: C1 Whole Team AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Regime 
Preferences 
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  A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

C3 Pretest 31.11% -13.33% 4.44% -57.78% 40.00% -11.11% 24.44% -17.78% 
C3 Posttest 32.22% -10.00% 4.44% -52.22% 45.56% -11.11% 17.78% -26.67% 

Figure 49: C3 Whole Team AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Regime 
Preferences 
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  A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

C4 Pretest 40.00% -5.56% 5.56% -52.22% 40.00% -11.11% 14.44% -31.11% 
C4 Posttest 28.89% -12.22% 3.33% -48.89% 41.11% -7.78% 24.44% -28.89% 

Figure 50: C4 Whole Team AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest Regime 
Preferences 
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Individual Regime Change Test: All Teams 

 
  A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- Std Dev 

T1 0.00% 6.67% 0.00% -40.00% -20.00% 0.00% 10.00% 10.00% 17.34% 
T5 11.32% -3.77% 0.00% 3.77% -5.66% 0.00% -5.66% 0.00% 5.62% 
C1 1.67% 0.00% 0.00% 3.33% 0.00% 0.00% -1.67% -3.33% 1.99% 
C3 -2.25% -2.25% 0.00% 0.00% 2.25% 0.00% -4.50% 0.00% 2.06% 
C4 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.25% 0.00% -2.25% 0.00% 1.20% 

Std Dev 5.31% 3.99% 0.00% 18.77% 9.39% 0.00% 6.26% 5.06%   

Figure 51: All Teams Individual AGAPE Int’l Pre and Posttest 
Regime Change 
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Appendix E 
 

Stress, Conflict, and Safety Data and Analysis 

Stress, Conflict and Insecurity Pre and Posttest 

 

T1 T2 T5 C1 C2 C3 C4
Insecurity A 53.54% 53.54% 39.45% 54.90% 53.00% 45.71% 41.71%
Insecurity B 46.54% 46.54% 58.54% 47.38% 50.50% 43.61% 42.97%
Stress / Conflict A 46.71% 46.71% 38.90% 42.90% 51.68% 38.02% 36.97%
Stress / Conflict B 49.97% 49.97% 42.39% 41.43% 49.22% 25.88% 35.23%
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Treatment Team 1 t- Test Results 

 
95% confidence interval on the difference between the means: 

] -1.057 , 1.407 [ 

  Difference 0.175 
t (Observed value) 0.313 
|t| (Critical value) 2.201 
DF 11 
p-value (Two-tailed) 0.760 
alpha 0.05 

   
Test interpretation: 

H0: The difference between the means is equal to 0. 
Ha: The difference between the means is different from 0. 
As the computed p-value is greater than the significance level alpha=0.05, one cannot reject the null 

hypothesis H0. 
The risk to reject the null hypothesis H0 while it is true is 76.04%. 

 

Treatment Team 2 t-Test Results 
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means 

      Pretest Posttest 
 Mean 2.694374 2.549478 14.49% 

Variance 0.123544 0.057561 
 Observations 15 15 
 Pearson Correlation 0.476307 

  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
  df 14 
  t Stat 1.767794 
  P(T<=t) one-tail 0.049437 
  t Critical one-tail 1.76131 
  P(T<=t) two-tail 0.098873 
  t Critical two-tail 2.144787   
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The absolute value of the t Stat is NOT greater than t Critical two-tail 
Therefore, we cannot  reject the Null Hypothesis that there is no statistical difference between the two tests 

 There is NO significant difference between the two tests. 
The treatment LOWERED T2's Stress level by 14.49% 

 

Treatment Team 5 t-Test Results 
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means 

      Pretest Postest 
 Mean 2.02157 2.301829 -28.03% 

Variance 0.107495 0.082593 
 Observations 8 8 
 Pearson Correlation 0.003582 

  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
  df 7 
  t Stat -1.82138 
  P(T<=t) one-tail 0.055672 
  t Critical one-tail 1.894579 
  P(T<=t) two-tail 0.111344 
  t Critical two-tail 2.364624   

 
    The absolute value of the t Stat is NOT greater than t Critical two-tail 
Therefore, we can NOT reject the Null Hypothesis that there is no statistical difference between the two 

tests 

    There is NOT a significant difference between the two tests. 
The treatment RAISED T5's Stress, Conflict and Security level by 28.% 
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Control Team 1 t- Test Results 
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means 

  
        Pretest Posttest 

   Mean 2.377986 2.130976 24.70% 
  Variance 0.103882 0.256128 

   Observations 5 5 
   Pearson Correlation 0.757131 

    Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
    df 4 
    t Stat 1.643028 
    P(T<=t) one-tail 0.087861 
    t Critical one-tail 2.131847 
    P(T<=t) two-tail 0.175722 
    t Critical two-tail 2.776445   

   
      The absolute value of the t Stat is NOT greater than t Critical two-tail 
Therefore, we can NOT reject the Null Hypothesis that there is no statistical difference between the two 

tests 

      There is NOT a significant difference between the two tests. 
C1's Stress, Conflict and Security level was LOWERED by 24.7% 
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Control Team 2 t- Test Results 
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means 

  
        Pretest Postest 

   
Mean 2.50641 2.499672 

0.67
% 

  Variance 0.196526 0.430795 
   Observations 4 4 
   Pearson Correlation 0.915747 

    Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
    df 3 
    t Stat 0.043859 
    P(T<=t) one-tail 0.483887 
    t Critical one-tail 2.353363 
    P(T<=t) two-tail 0.967773 
    t Critical two-tail 3.182446   

   
      The absolute value of the t Stat is NOT greater than t Critical two-tail 
Therefore, we can NOT reject the Null Hypothesis that there is no statistical difference between the two 

tests 

      There is NOT a significant difference between the two tests. 
C2's Stress Conflict and Lack of Psychological Security level was LOWERED by. 67% 

N=4 
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Control Team 3 t- Test Results 
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means 

      Pretest Posttest 
 Mean 2.010627 2.02439 -1.38% 

Variance 0.057691 0.206623 
 Observations 7 7 
 Pearson Correlation 0.953467 

  Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
  df 6 
  t Stat -0.15372 
  P(T<=t) one-tail 0.441436 
  t Critical one-tail 1.94318 
  P(T<=t) two-tail 0.882872 
  t Critical two-tail 2.446912   

 
    
    The absolute value of the t Stat is NOT greater than t Critical two-tail 
Therefore, we can NOT reject the Null Hypothesis that there is no statistical difference between the two 

tests 

    There is NOT a significant difference between the two tests. 
C3's total Stress, Conflict and Insecurity  level was RAISED by 1.38% 

N=7 
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Control Team 4 t- Test Results 
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means 

    

 Pretest Posttest  
Mean 2.010627 2.02439 -1.38% 
Variance 0.057691 0.206623  
Observations 7 7  
Pearson Correlation 0.953467   
Hypothesized Mean 

Difference 
0   

df 6   
t Stat -0.15372   
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.441436   
t Critical one-tail 1.94318   
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.882872   
t Critical two-tail 2.446912   

    
    
The absolute value of the t Stat is NOT greater than t Critical two-tail 
Therefore, we can NOT reject the Null Hypothesis that there is no statistical difference between the two 

tests 
    
There is NOT a significant difference between the two tests. 
C3's total Stress, Conflict and Insecurity  level was RAISED by 1.38% 

n=12 
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ANOVA and Post hoc tests 

Stress and Conflict 
ANOVA: Single Factor 

     
       SUMMARY 

     Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
  T1 10 -2.87625 -0.28762 2.08614 

  T2 13 0.535146 0.041165 0.08272 
  T5 7 0.660099 0.0943 0.11785 
  C1 5 0.931034 0.186207 0.138882 
  C2 3 -0.78325 -0.26108 0.137907 
  C3 7 -0.02463 -0.00352 0.084736 
  C4 11 0.236453 0.021496 0.25418 
  

       
       ANOVA 

      Source of 
Variation SS df MS F Sig F crit 

Between Groups 1.263405 6 0.210567 0.423615 0.859712 2.290432 
Within Groups 24.35656 49 0.497073 

   
       Total 25.61997 55         
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Insecurity 
ANOVA: Single Factor 

     
       SUMMARY 

     Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
  T1 10 1.371429 0.137143 1.639193 

  T2 13 3.777778 0.290598 0.320943 
  T5 7 -4.55556 -0.65079 0.238554 
  C1 5 2.688889 0.537778 0.276704 
  C2 3 0.4 0.133333 0.223333 
  C3 7 -0.04444 -0.00635 0.149171 
  C4 11 -1.27222 -0.11566 0.310289 
  

 
56 

     
       ANOVA 

      Source of 
Variation SS df MS F Sig F crit 

Between Groups 5.797452 6 0.966242 1.850404 0.108659 2.290432 
Within Groups 25.58678 49 0.522179 

   
       Total 31.38423 55         
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Team / Tukey (HSD) / Analysis of the differences between the categories with a confidence 

interval of 95%: 

      
Contrast Difference Standardized difference 

Critical 
value 

Pr > 
Diff Significant 

T2 vs T5 0.941 2.781 2.654 0.037 Yes 
T2 vs C1 0.222 0.907 2.654 0.801 No 
T2 vs T1 0.153 0.505 2.654 0.957 No 
T1 vs T5 0.788 2.214 2.654 0.133 No 
T1 vs C1 0.069 0.257 2.654 0.994 No 
C1 vs T5 0.719 2.338 2.654 0.103 No 
Tukey's d critical 

value: 
 

3.754 
  

      
      Category LS means Groups 

  T2 0.291 A   
  T1 0.137 A B 
  C1 0.068 A B 
  T5 -0.651   B 
  

 
Team / Dunnett (right sided) / Analysis of the differences between categories and the control 
category Team-C1 with a confidence interval of 95%: 

       
Category Difference 

Standardized 
difference 

Critical 
value 

Critical 
difference 

Pr > 
Diff Significant 

C1 vs T2 -0.222 -0.907 2.153 0.528 0.980 No 
C1 vs T1 -0.069 -0.257 2.153 0.578 0.889 No 
C1 vs T5 0.719 2.338 2.153 0.662 0.031 Yes 
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Appendix F 
 

Multicultural Teams Survey Instruments English Version 
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Appendix G 
 

Multicultural Teams Survey Instruments Khmer Version 
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Appendix H 
 

Multicultural Teams Survey Instruments Lao Version 

 



 

289 

 



 

290 

 



 

291 

 



 

292 

 



 

293 

 



 

294 

 



 

295 

 



 

296 

 



 

297 

 



 

298 

 



 

299 

 



 

300 

 



 

301 

 



 

302 

 

 



 

303 

Appendix I 
 

Multicultural Teams Survey Instruments Thai Version 
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Appendix J 
 

Individual Participant Profiles 

 
Sex Age 

 Passport 
Country 

Country of 
Birth Languages Spoken Mother Tongue Team Lang 

C1-02 M 5 244 244 
English, Thai, Spanish (long ago), Japanese (a 

little), LahuSi (not well) English 
English, some 

Thai 
C1-03 M 4 244 249 English, Thai English English 
C1-05 F 4 244 244 English, Thai English English 

C1-06 M 4 228 228 Thai, Lao 
Lao Isan (Northeastern 

Thai) Thai, English 
C1-07 F 4 243 243 English; Thai English English; Thai 
C1-08 M 5 43 244 English, Thai, some Northern Pwo Karen English English, Thai 

C1-10 F 4 169 169 Thai, English English 

English 
sometimes 
Thai 

C1-17 F 6 244 90 
English, German, Thai, Melanesian Pidgin, 

Imboungu German English 
C1-18 M 3 228 228 Thai, English Thai English, Thai 
C1-19 F 6 244 244 English, Thai, French English English 
C1-33 F 6 244 244 English, Thai, Swahili English English 
C2-1 F 4 244 244 English, Thai English English 
C2-2 M 3 244 244 English, Spanish, Tok Pisin, Thai English English 
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Sex Age 

 Passport 
Country 

Country of 
Birth Languages Spoken Mother Tongue Team Lang 

C2-3 M 2 244 244 English, Thai English English 

C2-4 F 3 145 145 
English, Malay, Central Thai, Cantonese, 

Mandarin English English 
C2-5 M 3 209 209 Slovak, English Slovak English 

        C3-01 M 5 244 244 English, Tok Pisin English English 
C3-02 M 2 185 185 Tagalog, English Tagalog English 
C3-03 M 3 185 185 English, Filipino, Cebuano, Pampango English English 
C3-04 M 3 244 244 English English English 

C3-05 M 5 244 244 
English, Thai, a little of Spanish, French and 

German English 
English mostly, 

some Thai 

C3-06 F 4 129 129 Korean, English, Bahasa Indonesia Korean 
English, Bahasa 

Indonesia 

C3-07 F 3 185 185 Tagalog, English, Hokkien Taglish (Tagalog & English) 
Tagalog & 

English 

C3-11 M 3 185 185 Filipino and English 
Combination of Filipino and 

English Both 

C3-13 F 3 244 129 Korea and English Korean 
English (and 

Korean) 
C3-14 F 4 244 244 English English English 
C3-15 M 2 15 15 English English English 
C3-16 M 3 108 108 Cantonese, Mandarin, English Cantonese English 
C3-18 M 2 43 43 English English English 
C3-19 M 2 244 244 English, German, French English English 

C3-20 M 4 244 244 English, Spanish (very rusty), Tagalog (basic) English 
English, a little 

Tagalog 

        C4-01 M 6 166 166 Frisian, Dutch, English, German, Thai, Kui, Frisian Thai, Lao, 
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Sex Age 

 Passport 
Country 

Country of 
Birth Languages Spoken Mother Tongue Team Lang 

Lao English 
C4-03 F 7 244 244 Bru English English and Bru 
C4-04 M 7 244 244 English, Bru English English, Bru 
C4-06 F 4 244 244 Thai, Spanish, Bru, English English English, Thai 
C4-07 M 3 43 43 English, Thai, So English English. So 

C4-10 F 3 132 246 Bru, Lao, Thai, English Bru Tri 
Bru, Lao, Thai, 

English 

C4-13 F 7 244 244 
Vietnamese, Pacoh, some Arabic, some 

Spanish English 
Pacoh and 

Vietnamese 
C4-14 F 6 228 228 Thai/English/Laos/Some Chinese Thai Thai/Laos 

C4-16 M 2 132 132 Bru, Lao, Thai, English (a little) Bru Tri 
Lao, Bru, Thai, 

English 
C4-17 M 2 132 132 Bru, Lao, Thai, English (a little) Bru Tri Lao, Bru, Thai 
C4-18 F 4 228 228 Bru, Lao, Thai Bru (Kataang) Bru, Lao, Thai 

C4-19 M 2 132 132 Thai, Lao English (a little) Thai (Isarn) 
Thai, Lao, 

English 

        
T1-01 F 3 43 43 English, Burmese, French, Geba Karen English 

English, 
Burmese 

T1-02 F 2 39 39 Burmese, English Burmese 
Burmese, 

English 
T1-03 M 2 31 31 Burmese, Karen, English Karen Burmese 
T1-04 F 3 39 39 Burmese, Karen, English Karen Burmese 

T1-07 M 4 225 225 English, Burmese, Mandarin, Hokkien, Kayan Hokkien, Mandarin 
English, 

Burmese 
T1-09 F 2 244 244 English, Burmese English English 

T1-10 F 3 244 244 English, Thai, Burmese English 
English, 

Burmese 
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Sex Age 

 Passport 
Country 

Country of 
Birth Languages Spoken Mother Tongue Team Lang 

T1-11 M 3 244 244 English, Burmese English 
English, 

Burmese 

T1-13 M 2 244 244 English, Spanish, Valencian, French, Burmese English 
English, 

Burmese 

T1-14 M 3 39 39 Sgaw Karen, Pwo Karen, Burmese, English Sgaw Karen, Pwo Karen 
Burmese, 

English 

T1-15 F 4 39 39 
Burmese, Naga, Kachin, Rawang, English, 

Lisu Lisu Burmese 
T1-16 F 4 121 121 Japanese, English, Burmese Japanese English 

T1-17 F 3 244 244 English, Burmese English 
English or 

Burmese 

        
T2-01 M 3 41 41 

English, French, German, Swedish, Fulfulde, 
Khmer English Khmer 

T2-02 M 3 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-03 M 4 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-04 

 
3 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 

T2-05 M 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-06 F 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-07 F 2 41 41 Khmer Khmer Khmer 
T2-08 M 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-11 M 3 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-12 M 3 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-13 F 2 41 41 Khmer Khmer Khmer 
T2-14 F 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-15 F 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-16 F 2 41 41 Khmer Khmer Khmer, English 
T2-17 M 2 41 41 Khmer Khmer Khmer 
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Sex Age 

 Passport 
Country 

Country of 
Birth Languages Spoken Mother Tongue Team Lang 

T2-19 M 2 41 41 Khmer Khmer Khmer 
T2-20 F 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer 
T2-21 F 4 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer Khmer, English 

        T5-01 F 6 243 243 English English English 

T5-03 F 4 244 244 English, Spanish, Khmer English 

English 
(thinking of 
CFSR team) 

T5-04 
 

4 166 166 Dutch, German, English, Khmer Dutch English 
T5-05 F 3 244 244 English, Spanish, some Khmer English English 
T5-07 F 5 208 208 English and Malay English English 
T5-09 M 4 43 43 English, Khmer english english 
T5-10 M 3 244 244 English & Khmer English English 
T5m-

01 F 
 

108 208 English Chinese Cantonese Cantonese English 
T5m-

02 F 2 111 111 Mizo (Lushai), English, Hindi, Lai Hawlh Mizo (Lushai) English 

T5m-
03 M 4 112 112 

English, Bahasa Indonesia, Chinese and 
Chinese Dialects (Hokkian and Cantonese) 

Bahasa Indonesia and 
Chinese Dialect 
(Hokkian) English 

T5m-
04 M 5 208 208 English, Malay Hokkien English 

T5m-
05 M 5 185 185 Pilipino, English Pilipino Pilipino, English 

T5m-
06 M 5 65 65 Danish, English, German, Kiswahili, Khmer Danish Danish 

T5m-
07 M 3 185 185 Cebuano, Tagalog, English, Khmer Cebuano English 
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Sex Age 

 Passport 
Country 

Country of 
Birth Languages Spoken Mother Tongue Team Lang 

T5m-
08 M 2 185 185 Tagalog, English, Khmer Visayan & Kamayo 

Tagalog, 
English, 
Khmer 

T5m-
09 F 3 185 185 Tagalog, English, Khmer Hiligaynon 

English, 
Tagalog, 
Khmer 

T5m-
10 M 2 185 185 Cebuano, Tagalog, English, Khmer Cebuano English 

T5m-
11 M 2 41 41 Khmer, English Khmer English 

 

Table 60: Socio-demographic Information on all Teams 
 

 
Country 

serving 
in service 

country 
Time outside your home 

country 
experience 

in MCT Formal Schooling 
Local 

Lang 
Cross-cultural 

training 
MCT 
training 

C1-02 228 7 7 4 7 No No Yes 
C1-03 228 5 9 6 8 No No Yes 
C1-05 228 5 5 3 8 No No Yes 
C1-06 228 9 1 3 8 n/a No Yes 
C1-07 228 5 5 1 8 No No Yes 
C1-08 228 8 9 6 8 No No Yes 
C1-10 228 5 5 4 8 No No Yes 
C1-17 228 5 9 5 8 Yes No Yes 
C1-18 228 9 3 3 8 n/a Yes Yes 
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Country 

serving 
in service 

country 
Time outside your home 

country 
experience 

in MCT Formal Schooling 
Local 

Lang 
Cross-cultural 

training 
MCT 
training 

C1-19 228 7 8 9 8 No No No 
C1-33 228 5 9 6 8 No No No 

         C2-1 228 6 6 8 2 
   C2-2 228 2 5 8 1 
 

No 
 C2-3 228 3 4 7 1 No 

  C2-4 228 4 5 7 1 No 
  C2-5 228 4 6 8 1 No 
  

         C3-01 185 5 8 4 8 No Yes No 
C3-02 185 9 1 3 7 Yes No No 
C3-03 185 9 1 4 7 n/a No No 
C3-04 244 9 4 2 7 Yes No Yes 
C3-05 244 9 7 2 8 n/a No No 
C3-06 185 4 5 1 8 No No No 
C3-07 185 9 1 4 7 n/a No Yes 
C3-11 185 1 1 2 7 No No No 
C3-13 185 2 7 1 6 n/a No No 
C3-14 181 3 3 2 7 No No No 
C3-15 15 9 1 2 7 No No No 
C3-16 108 9 2 1 8 n/a No No 
C3-18 43 9 3 2 7 No Yes Yes 
C3-19 185 1 1 1 7 No No No 
C3-20 185 7 7 2 7 No No No 

         C4-01 228 9 9 2 8 No No No 
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Country 

serving 
in service 

country 
Time outside your home 

country 
experience 

in MCT Formal Schooling 
Local 

Lang 
Cross-cultural 

training 
MCT 
training 

C4-03 228 7 9 2 8 Yes No Yes 
C4-04 228 6 9 2 8 Yes No Yes 
C4-06 228 5 6 3 8 No No Yes 
C4-07 228 5 5 5 8 Yes No Yes 
C4-10 132 9 5 4 7 n/a Yes Yes 
C4-13 228 2 9 3 8 Yes No No 
C4-14 228 9 5 2 8 Yes No No 
C4-16 228 4 4 3 6 No Yes Yes 
C4-17 228 3 3 2 6 No Yes Yes 
C4-18 228 9 1 2 5 No Yes Yes 
C4-19 228 9 1 1 7 No No Yes 

         T1-01 39 5 5 6 8 Yes No Yes 
T1-02 39 9 1 1 7 No Yes Yes 
T1-03 39 9 1 1 7 n/a Yes No 
T1-04 39 1 9 2 8 n/a Yes Yes 
T1-07 39 5 7 4 8 No No No 
T1-09 39 2 2 1 8 No No No 
T1-10 39 4 5 3 7 No No No 
T1-11 39 4 5 4 8 No No No 
T1-13 39 2 3 1 8 No No No 
T1-14 39 9 4 3 8 n/a Yes Yes 
T1-15 39 6 6 2 8 Yes Yes Yes 
T1-16 39 5 6 7 7 No Yes Yes 
T1-17 39 5 5 3 8 No No No 
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Country 

serving 
in service 

country 
Time outside your home 

country 
experience 

in MCT Formal Schooling 
Local 

Lang 
Cross-cultural 

training 
MCT 
training 

T2-01 41 6 6 3 7 No Yes Yes 
T2-02 41 9 1 1 6 n/a Yes Yes 
T2-03 41 9 1 1 4 n/a Yes Yes 
T2-04 41 9 1 4 6 No Yes Yes 
T2-05 41 9 1 3 7 No Yes Yes 
T2-06 41 9 1 4 7 No No No 
T2-07 41 9 1 2 6 No No No 
T2-08 41 9 1 2 7 n/a Yes Yes 
T2-11 41 9 1 1 6 No Yes Yes 
T2-12 41 9 3 1 7 n/a No No 
T2-13 41 9 1 1 7 No No No 
T2-14 41 9 1 2 6 n/a Yes No 
T2-15 41 9 1 1 7 No Yes No 
T2-16 41 9 1 1 6 No No No 
T2-17 41 9 1 1 7 No Yes Yes 
T2-19 41 8 1 1 6 Yes Yes Yes 
T2-20 41 9 1 2 6 No Yes No 
T2-21 41 9 1 1 6 No No No 

         T5-01 41 3 3 2 8 No Yes Yes 
T5-03 41 5 5 3 8 n/a No No 
T5-04 41 6 6 7 7 No No Yes 
T5-05 41 3 3 2 8 No No Yes 
T5-07 41 4 4 1 8 n/a No No 
T5-09 41 6 6 1 7 No No Yes 
T5-10 41 4 4 1 8 No No No 
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Country 

serving 
in service 

country 
Time outside your home 

country 
experience 

in MCT Formal Schooling 
Local 

Lang 
Cross-cultural 

training 
MCT 
training 

T5m-01 41 3 3 2 8 Yes No No 
T5m-02 41 2 2 1 8 Yes No No 
T5m-03 41 3 7 3 7 Yes No No 
T5m-04 41 3 3 2 7 Yes Yes Yes 
T5m-05 41 4 4 3 6 Yes Yes Yes 
T5m-06 41 5 8 5 7 No No No 
T5m-07 41 3 3 2 6 Yes Yes Yes 
T5m-08 41 4 4 1 7 No No No 
T5m-09 41 3 3 1 8 No No No 
T5m-10 41 3 3 2 6 No No No 
T5m-11 41 9 3 3 7 No No No 
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Appendix K 
 

Semi-Structured Individual Interview Protocol 

Set the interviewee at ease.  Thank them for coming.   

Explain the interview process to them. Answer any questions they might have 

about the study.   

Ask them to read the information sheet and sign the consent form.   

Ask them to complete the surveys.  Make sure they know that they can take a 

break at any time. 

Interview Outline  

How would you describe your team? (warm up question) 

Please describe for me a recent decision that your team made.  What happened?  

How was the decision made?  Who participated? 

Do you think that the different cultural backgrounds of the group members played 

a role in this decision?  If so, how? If not, why?  To help you think about this, imagine 

the process of making this decision would have been in your home country? 
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What are the things that your ministry team disagrees about the most?   

Use pile sort (with option to add something not listed) 

Pile sort options 
Distribution of money Who can use the team’s things 
Who gets what kind of ___(resource)____ Who gets more/less money or benefits 
How work should be done Teammates not sharing 
“Philosophical issues” Who should do the work 
Anger at a teammate Unkind words between teammates 
Disrespect between teammates How a decision was made 
Shame in front of teammates Lack of sharing between teammates. 
Loss of face in front of teammates Other________________________ 

 

Use probe: why do you think your team disagrees about _________ the most? 

How happy are you with working with this team? 

 

 

 

 

How would you describe the leadership on this team?  

 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Which structure most represents your team: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adapted from (Koeshall 2008) 

 

 

 

Other (draw here, please) 

 

 

A. 

B. 

C.  

D. 

E. 

F. 

Leaders 

Team Members 

M 

M 

M M 

M 

M 
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M 

M 

L L 

D 

Manager/ 
Director 

             M             M             L             
      L         M                                        
            M         D            M        M          
       M             M         M                     
     M                       M                M         
               M                          L               
            M                  M                L                
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Why do you think this structure most represents your team?  Please explain your 

team’s structure to me. 

Please draw what you think the perfect structure would be for your team.  Why do 

you think that this would be the perfect structure? 
 
 
Thanks! 
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Appendix L 
 

Recruitment Documents and Consent Forms 

Sample Recruitment Letter 

Multicultural Team Work Workshop 
Christian Fellowship of Siem Reap—Oct 2011 

Dear Friends! 
 
Greetings from wet and rainy Bangkok!  I trust you are staying high and dry during this 
rainy season and that you and your family are staying well. 
 
Just wanted to give you a sneak peek at the multicultural team building workshop next 
week and give you some of the details. 
 
The workshop is designed to be highly experiential (= FUN!) with team members 
participating in role playing games and other simulations as a part of their learning 
experience. It will be an environment where participants are 1) made aware of the 
existence and influence of their default culture, and 2) given tools and strategies for 
negotiating and engaging with one another to find God’s best for their team and 
ministry. In addition, team members are challenged and given time to apply what they 
have learned in the workshop to their current ministry and team situation. 
 
The workshop will be held from 8.30 – 11.30 on 12-14 and 19-21 Oct.  Ivor Greer is still 
ironing out some of the details on the workshop location and so he’ll let you know the 
location as soon as he knows. 
 
Please bring you Bible (in whatever language you understand best) to the workshop.  
We’ll be using it throughout our time together.  
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Here is our daily schedule for each day of the workshop.   
 
 

12-14 and 19-21 Oct 2011 
Time Activity 

8.30-9.00 Devotions & Prayer 
9.00-9.15 Intro to the day & Housekeeping; 
9.15-9.45 Session 1 
9.45-10.00 Break 
10.00-11.00 Session 2 
11-11:30 Question Bank, Housekeeping, Prayer 

 
If you have any questions, suggestions or comments, please let me know.  You can 
contact me at Julie_green@sil.org or skype name “woenbuek.” 
 
Finally, please be in prayer for this workshop—that God will use it as a blessing to His 
people, and through His people, to bless the Nations. 
Blessings, 
 
Julie Green 
PhD Candidate,  
Fuller Graduate School of Intercultural Studies 

 
 

 

mailto:Julie_green@sil.org


 

333 

Consent Form – Treatment Group 
You are being asked to be in a research study on experiential learning in multicultural 
groups.  
 
Background Information: The purpose of this study is to explore the ways in which 
multicultural training impacts how teams interact with each other. 
 
Procedures:  If you agree to participate in this study, I will ask you to do the following: 

1) Be available for an initial 60-90 minute individual interview about your 
multicultural team.  Each interview will begin with completing a questionnaire 
and will take place between March 2011 and May 2011.  This session will be 
audio recorded. 

2) Participate in a workshop aimed at helping multicultural teams communicate 
better.  The workshop will be held between May and October 2011 

3) Complete a second questionnaire. This will take approximate 30-45 minutes and 
will take place between June and December 2011. This session will be audio 
recorded. 

Risks and Benefits of Being in this Study:  There is minimal risk in taking part in this 
study.  The study includes survey questions that you may feel sensitive to or 
uncomfortable answering.  You do not have to volunteer any information that you would 
rather not share.  You are also free to interrupt, pause, or stop the interview, workshop, or 
questionnaire at any time, should you be inclined to do so.   
The benefits of participation in this study are potential increased self and other 
awareness, increased team communication and tools for investigating and understanding 
the culture of your teammates. 
 
Confidentiality:  All reasonable effort will be made to protect your confidentiality.  The 
records of this study will be kept private.  In any sort of report or paper I might publish, I 
will not include any information that will make it possible to identify any individual 
participant.  Research records will be kept in a locked file.  Any computer files will be 
password protected.  Only the researcher will have access to these records.  In addition, 
all audio recording of your individual interview will be accessible only to the researcher.  
If you like, you may request that a copy be made for you.  Audio files will be destroyed 
one year after they have been transcribed.  The transcription will be coded so that it will 
not be identified by your name. 
 
Voluntary Nature of this Study:  Your participation is voluntary, and your refusal to 
participate will not affect your organizational standing.  If you decide to participate, you 
may withdraw at any time without the loss of any benefits to which you are entitled.  Any 
significant new findings that develop during the course of this research will be provided 
to you. 
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Contacts and Questions: The researcher conducting this study is Julie Green.  Her 
supervisor is Dr. Sherwood Lingenfelter.  Please feel free to contact Julie 
(Julie_green@sil.org) if you have any questions about this study. 
If you would like to talk to someone other than the researcher about 1) concerns 
regarding this study, 2) research participant’s rights, or 3) any other human subject 
research issues, please contact the Human Subject Research Committee at Fuller 
Theological Seminary.  Questions or problems regarding your rights as a participant 
should be addressed to the Chairman of the Human Subject Guidance Committee at the 
School of Intercultural Studies, Fuller Theological Seminary, 135 N. Oakland Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91182.  
 
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
I have read the above information.  I have received answers to questions I have asked.  I 
consent to participate in this study. 
 
 
Name of Participant: __________________________________ 
 
Email address:____________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Participant: _______________________________ 
Date:________________________ 
 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent: ___________________ 
Date:________________________ 
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Consent Form – Control Group 
You are being asked to be in a research study on experiential learning in multicultural 
groups.  
 
Background Information: The purpose of this study is to explore the ways in which 
multicultural training impacts how teams interact with each other. 
 
Procedures:  If you agree to participate in this study, I will ask you to do the following: 

1) Be available for an initial 60-90 minute individual interview about your 
multicultural team.  Each interview will begin with completing a questionnaire 
and will take place between May 2011 and Oct 2011.  This session will be audio 
recorded. 

2) Complete a second questionnaire. This will take approximate 30-45 minutes and 
will take place between August 2011 and December 2011. This session will be 
audio recorded. 

Risks and Benefits of Being in this Study:  There is minimal risk in taking part in this 
study.  The study includes survey questions that you may feel sensitive to or 
uncomfortable answering.  You do not have to volunteer any information that you would 
rather not share.  You are also free to interrupt, pause, or stop the interview or 
questionnaire at any time, should you be inclined to do so.   
The benefits of participation in this study are potential increased self and other 
awareness, and participating in a process that will benefit future multicultural team 
training. 
 
Confidentiality:  All reasonable effort will be made to protect your confidentiality.  The 
records of this study will be kept private.  In any sort of report or paper I might publish, I 
will not include any information that will make it possible to identify any individual 
participant.  Research records will be kept in a locked file.  Any computer files will be 
password protected.  Only the researcher will have access to these records.  In addition, 
all audio recording of your individual interview will be accessible only to the researcher.  
If you like, you may request that a copy be made for you.  Audio files will be destroyed 
one year after they have been transcribed.  The transcription will be coded so that it will 
not be identified by your name. 
 
Voluntary Nature of this Study:  Your participation is voluntary, and your refusal to 
participate will not affect your organizational standing.  If you decide to participate, you 
may withdraw at any time without the loss of any benefits to which you are entitled.  Any 
significant new findings that develop during the course of this research will be provided 
to you. 
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Contacts and Questions: The researcher conducting this study is Julie Green.  Her 
supervisor is Dr. Sherwood Lingenfelter.  Please feel free to contact Julie 
(Julie_green@sil.org) if you have any questions about this study. 
 
If you would like to talk to someone other than the researcher about 1) concerns 
regarding this study, 2) research participant’s rights, or 3) any other human subject 
research issues, please contact the Human Subject Research Committee at Fuller 
Theological Seminary.  Questions or problems regarding your rights as a participant 
should be addressed to the Chairman of the Human Subject Guidance Committee at the 
School of Intercultural Studies, Fuller Theological Seminary, 135 N. Oakland Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91182.  
 
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
I have read the above information.  I have received answers to questions I have asked.  I 
consent to participate in this study. 
Name of Participant: __________________________________ 
 
Email address: ____________________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Participant: _______________________________ 
Date:________________________ 
 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent: ___________________ 
Date:________________________ 
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Appendix M 
 

Grid-Group Survey Data Tables for Chapter 6 

Table 61: Area Calculation for T1 
 

Pr ID 

GRID  
Pretes

t 
score 

GROUP Pretest 
score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID  
Posttest 
Score 

GROUP  
Posttest 
Score 

Posttest 
Area 

T1-13 3.30 3.30   3.00 2.90   
T1-11 4.70 5.00 5.8 4.30 5.00 5.1 
T1-17 5.00 6.30 1.7 5.70 5.40 7.3 
T1-14 5.70 5.80 4.2 5.70 5.40 0.0 
T1-16 6.00 5.40 1.7 6.00 6.30 1.8 
T1-15 7.00 9.20 7.3 6.00 6.30 0.0 
T1-03 8.00 5.40 7.3 4.70 7.00 -8.6 
T1-04 8.00 5.00 0.0 5.30 10.00 5.1 
T1-02 6.00 4.60 -9.6 6.70 7.90 12.5 
T1-01 6.00 4.60 0.0 6.70 6.30 0.0 
T1-10 5.30 4.60 -3.2 7.00 5.80 1.8 
T1-07 5.00 4.20 -1.3 7.00 5.00 0.0 
T1-09 5.70 2.90 2.5 6.30 3.30 -2.9 
T1-13 3.30 3.30 -7.4 3.00 2.90 -10.2 

  
Pretest  

Total 8.9 
 

Posttest Total 11.8 
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Table 62: Area Calculation for T2 
 

Pr ID 
GRID 
Pretest 
score 

GROUP 
Pretest score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID Posttest 
Score 

GROUP 
Posttest Score 

Posttest 
Area 

T2-08a 5.70 5.40   5.30 7.50   
T2-06a 7.00 5.80 7.3 6.00 8.30 5.5 
T2-01a 7.70 7.10 4.5 8.00 8.30 16.6 
T2-15a 7.00 7.90 -5.3 8.00 8.80 0.0 
T2-13a 8.00 9.20 8.6 9.30 9.60 12.0 
T2-02a 8.70 10.00 6.7 8.30 7.50 -8.6 
T2-03a 8.00 9.20 -6.7 8.00 7.50 -2.3 
T2-16a 9.30 7.90 11.1 7.30 6.70 -5.0 
T2-11a 8.00 7.90 -10.3 7.70 5.40 2.4 
T2-04a 8.70 7.50 5.4 8.00 3.30 1.3 
T2-12a 8.30 7.50 -3.0 7.70 3.30 -1.0 
T2-07a 7.70 6.50 -4.2 7.70 3.30 0.0 
T2-17a 9.20 3.90 7.8 7.00 4.80 -2.8 
T2-05a 7.70 5.00 -6.7 6.00 7.30 -6.1 
T2-14a 5.70 5.40 -10.4 5.30 7.50 -5.2 
Total 

  
4.9   

 
7.0 

 

Table 63: Area Calculation for T5 
 

Pr ID 
GRID 
Pretest 
score 

GROUP 
Pretest score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID Posttest 
Score 

GROUP 
Posttest Score 

Posttest 
Area 

T5-03a 2.50 3.00   2.50 4.00   
T5-09a 2.50 4.00 0.0 4.00 5.70 7.3 
T5-01a 6.6 5.6 19.7 6.6 7.4 17.0 
T5-10a 4.1 4 -12.0 5.8 3.6 -4.4 
T5-07a 5 3 3.2 4.8 3 -3.3 
T5-05a 3.80 3.30 -3.8 3.80 3.30 -3.2 
T5-04a 3.30 3.30 -1.7 3.80 3.90 0.0 
T5-03a 2.50 3.00 -2.5 2.50 4.00 -5.1 
Total 

  
2.9 

 
Total 8.3 
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Table 64: Area Calculation for C1 
 

Pr ID 
GRID 
Pretest 
score 

GROUP 
Pretest score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID Posttest 
Score 

GROUP 
Posttest Score 

Posttest 
Area 

C1-07a 4.00 4.60   3.30 5.80   
C1-08a 3.70 7.50 -1.8 4.70 7.50 9.3 
C1-33a 5.00 7.90 10.0 4.30 8.30 -3.2 
C1-19a 5.30 7.50 2.3 7.00 8.80 23.1 
C1-05a 7.30 7.90 15.4 7.30 8.30 2.6 
C1-03a 6.30 7.10 -7.5 6.70 7.90 -4.9 
C1-06a 4.70 5.70 -10.2 5.00 6.70 -12.4 
C1-07a 4.00 4.60 -3.6 3.30 5.80 -10.6 
Total 

  
4.6 

 
 3.9 

 

Table 65: Area Calculation for C2 
 

Pr ID 
GRID 
Pretest 
score 

GROUP 
Pretest score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID Posttest 
Score 

GROUP 
Posttest Score 

Posttest 
Area 

C2-1a 5 5.4   5.6 6.2   
C2-4a 6.3 7 8.1 6.3 9.1 5.4 
C2-5a 7 6.6 4.8 7.3 7.9 8.5 
C2-2a 7.3 5.4 1.8 6.3 6.6 -7.3 
C2-1a 5 5.4 -12.4 5.6 6.2 -4.5 
Total 

  
2.2 

  
2.1 
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Table 66: Area Calculation for C3 
 

Part 
ID 

GRID 
Pretest 
score 

GROUP 
Pretest score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID Posttest 
Score 

GROUP 
Posttest Score 

Posttest 
Area 

C3-16 4.30 5.00   1.8 4.3   
C3-20 6.30 5.60 10.6 5.6 7.5 22.4 
C3-14 6.30 6.20 0.0 7 7 10.2 
C3-01 5.80 7.50 -3.4 6.3 5.8 -4.5 
C3-05 6.30 7.50 3.8 5.6 5.4 -3.9 
C3-15 7.30 5.80 6.7 7 4.3 6.8 
C3-11 6.30 4.50 -5.2 5 3.7 -8.0 
C3-16 4.30 5.00 -9.5 1.8 4.3 -12.8 
Total 

  
2.9 

  
10.2 

 

Table 67: Area Calculation for C4 
 

Pr ID 
GRID 
Pretest 
score 

GROUP 
Pretest score  

Pretest 
Area 

GRID Posttest 
Score 

GROUP 
Posttest Score 

Posttest 
Area 

C4-13a 4.60 5.60   7 5   
C4-07a 5.60 5.80 5.7 7.5 6.2 2.8 
C4-19a 6.60 6.20 6.0 10 9.5 19.6 
C4-01a 7.30 7.00 4.6 10 8.7 0.0 
C4-14a 6.30 7.90 -7.5 9.5 7.5 -4.1 
C4-16a 8.00 7.90 13.4 9.1 6.2 -2.7 
C4-17a 8.30 7.50 2.3 10 5.8 5.4 
C4-18a 9.00 5.70 4.6 9.1 5 -4.9 
C4-04a 6.60 4.10 -11.8 8.7 5 -2.0 
C4-03a 6.00 4.10 -2.5 7.9 5 -4.0 
C4-10a 5.60 3.70 -1.6 7.5 2.5 -1.5 
C4-06a 5.60 4.10 0.0 7 5 -1.9 
C4-13a 4.60 5.60 -4.9 7 5 0.0 
Total 

 
 8.6 

 
 6.8 
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T1 Pretest                                                                  T1 Posttest 

    

Figure 52: T1’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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T2 Pretest                                                                  T2 Posttest 

   

Figure 53: T2’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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T5 Pretest                                                                  T5 Posttest

  

Figure 54: T5’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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C1 Pretest                                                                  C1 Posttest 

  

Figure 55: C1’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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C2 Pretest                                                                  C2 Posttest

    

Figure 56: C2’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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C3 Pretest                                                                  C3 Posttest 

   

Figure 57: C3’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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C4 Pretest                                                                  C4 Posttest 

   

Figure 58: C4’s ‘Shape’ by Area Calculation 
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Table 68: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
T1 Data 
 

Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
T1-01 6.00 6.70 4.60 7.90 4 3 1 
T1-02 6.00 7.00 4.60 5.00 4 3 1 
T1-03 8.00 6.00 5.40 6.30 3 3 0 
T1-04 8.00 6.00 5.00 6.30 3 3 0 
T1-07 5.00 5.70 4.20 5.40 4 3 1 
T1-09 5.70 3.00 2.90 2.90 4 1 1 
T1-10 5.30 4.30 4.60 5.00 4 2 1 
T1-11 4.70 7.00 5.00 5.80 2 3 1 
T1-13 3.30 6.70 3.30 6.30 1 3 1 
T1-14 5.70 5.70 5.80 5.40 3 3 0 
T1-15 7.00 4.70 9.20 7.00 3 2 1 
T1-16 6.00 5.30 5.40 10.00 3 3 0 
T1-17 3.30 6.30 3.30 3.30 1 4 1 

 
        

Table 69: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
T1 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life PreTest  1 1 5 5 
Ways of Life Posttest 1 2 9 0 
Change 0 1 4 -5 

 



 

349 

Table 70: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
T2 Data 
 

Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
T2-01 7.70 7.30 7.10 6.70 3 3 0 
T2-02 8.70 9.30 10.00 9.60 3 3 0 
T2-03 8.00 8.00 9.20 8.80 3 3 0 
T2-04 8.70 8.00 7.50 8.30 3 3 1 
T2-05 7.70 7.70 5.00 3.30 3 4 1 
T2-06 7.00 5.30 5.80 7.50 3 3 0 
T2-07 7.70 7.70 6.50 3.30 3 4 1 
T2-08 5.70 7.00 5.40 4.80 3 4 1 
T2-11 8.00 8.00 7.90 3.30 3 4 1 
T2-12 8.30 8.30 7.50 7.50 3 3 0 
T2-13 8.00 6.00 9.20 7.30 3 3 0 
T2-14 7.90 8.00 5.80 7.50 3 3 0 
T2-15 7.00 6.00 7.90 8.30 3 3 0 
T2-16 9.30 6.30 7.90 4.60 3 4 1 
T2-17 9.20 7.70 3.90 5.40 4 3 1 

     
 Change: 7.00 

 

Table 71: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
T2 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life Pretest  0 0 14 1 
Ways of Life Posttest 0 0 10 5 
Change 0 0 -4 4 
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Table 72: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
T5 Data 
 

Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
T5-01 6.6 6.60 5.60 7.40 3 3 0 
T5-03 2.50 4.00 3.00 5.70 1 2 1 
T5-04 3.30 3.80 3.30 3.90 1 1 0 
T5-05 3.80 3.80 3.30 3.30 1 1 0 
T5-07 5 5.80 3.00 3.60 4 4 0 
T5-09 2.50 2.50 4.00 4.00 1 1 0 
T5-10 4.1 4.80 4.00 3.00 1 1 0 

     
1.00 1.00 1.00 

 

Table 73: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
T5 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life Pretest  5 0 1 1 
Ways of Life Posttest 4 1 1 1 
Change -1 1 0 0 

 

Table 74: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C1 Data 
 

Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
C1-03 6.30 7.00 7.10 8.80 3.00 3.00 0.00 
C1-05 7.10 7.30 7.90 8.30 3.00 3.00 0.00 
C1-06 4.70 6.70 5.70 7.90 2.00 3.00 1.00 
C1-07 4.00 4.30 4.60 8.30 1.00 4.00 1.00 
C1-08 3.70 3.30 7.50 5.80 2.00 4.00 1.00 
C1-19 5.30 4.70 7.50 7.50 3.00 4.00 1.00 
C1-33 5.00 5.00 7.90 6.70 2.00 4.00 1.00 
      Change 5 
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Table 75: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C1 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life Pretest  1 3 3 0 
Ways of Life Posttest 0 0 3 4 
Change -1.00 -3 0 4 

 

Table 76: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C2 Data 
 

Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
C2-1 5 5.6 5.4 6.2 3 3 0 
C2-2 7.3 6.3 5.4 6.6 3 3 0 
C2-4 6.3 7.3 7 7.9 3 3 0 
C2-5 7 6.3 6.6 9.1 3 3 0 
        Change: 0.00 
 

Table 77: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C2 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life Pretest  0 0 4 0 
Ways of Life Posttest 0 0 4 0 
Change 0.00 0 0 0 
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Table 78: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C3 Data 
 
Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
C3-01 5.80 7 7.50 7 3 3 0 
C3-05 6.30 5.6 7.50 7.5 3 3 0 
C3-11 6.30 5 4.50 3.7 4 4 0 
C3-14 6.30 5.6 6.20 5.4 3 3 0 
C3-15 7.30 5.6 5.80 5.4 3 3 0 
C3-16 4.30 1.8 5.00 4.3 1 1 0 
C3-18 7.30 7 7.00 4.3 3 4 1 
C3-20 6.30 6.3 5.60 5.8 3 3 0 
      Change: 1.00 

Table 79: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C3 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life Pretest  1 0 6 1 
Ways of Life Posttest 1 0 5 2 
Change 0 0 -1 1 
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Table 80: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C4 Data 
 

Part. ID GRP Pre GRP Post GRD Pre GRD Post WoL Pre WoL Post Change 
C4-01 7.30 9.5 7.00 7.5 3 3 0 
C4-03 6.00 10 4.10 5.8 4 3 1 
C4-04 6.60 7.5 4.10 6.2 4 3 1 
C4-06 5.60 7.5 4.10 2.5 4 4 0 
C4-07 5.60 7.9 5.80 5 3 3 0 
C4-10 5.60 9.1 3.70 5 4 3 1 
C4-13 4.60 7 5.60 5 2 3 1 
C4-14 6.30 8.3 7.90 6.2 3 3 0 
C4-16 8.00 10 7.90 9.5 3 3 0 
C4-17 8.30 10 7.50 8.7 3 3 0 
C4-18 9.00 8.7 5.70 5 3 3 0 
C4-19 6.60 9.1 6.20 6.2 3 3 0 

 
  

  
  Change: 4.00 

 

Table 81: Data Tables for Individual Way of Life Change Test for 
C4 Summary Analysis 
 

  A / 1 B / 2 C / 3 D / 4 
Ways of Life Pretest  0 1 7 4 
Ways of Life Posttest 0 0 11 1 
Change 0.00 -1 4 -3 
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Table 82: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for T1 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

T1-01 6 4.6 1 -0.4 6.70 7.90 1.70 2.90 
T1-02 6 4.6 1 -0.4 7.00 5.00 2.00 0.00 
T1-03 8 5.4 3 0.4 6.00 6.30 1.00 1.30 
T1-04 8 5 3 0 6.00 6.30 1.00 1.30 
T1-07 5 4.2 0 -0.8 5.70 5.40 0.70 0.40 
T1-09 5.7 2.9 0.7 -2.1 3.00 2.90 -2.00 -2.10 
T1-10 5.3 4.6 0.3 -0.4 4.30 5.00 -0.70 0.00 
T1-11 4.7 5 -0.3 0 7.00 5.80 2.00 0.80 
T1-13 3.3 3.3 -1.7 -1.7 6.70 6.30 1.70 1.30 
T1-14 5.7 5.8 0.7 0.8 5.70 5.40 0.70 0.40 
T1-15 7 9.2 2 4.2 4.70 7.00 -0.30 2.00 
T1-16 6 5.4 1 0.4 5.30 10.00 0.30 5.00 
T1-17 3.3 3.3 -1.7 -1.7 6.30 3.30 1.30 -1.70 
Ave 

  
0.692308 -0.13077 

  
0.72 0.89 

HIGH 
  

3 4.2 
  

2.00 5.00 
MID 

  
0.7 -0.4 

  
1.00 0.80 

LOW 
  

-1.7 -2.1 
  

-2.00 -2.10 
STD DEV 

 
1.463706 1.572887 

  
1.17 1.83 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 9 
   

10 
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Table 83: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for T1 
 

 

Pretest 
Scores 

 
Dif from centroid 

Posttest 
Scores 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

T1-01 6.00 4.60 0.177 -0.208 6.7 7.9 0.977 2.008 
T1-02 6.00 4.60 0.177 -0.208 7 5 1.277 -0.892 
T1-03 8.00 5.40 2.177 0.592 6 6.3 0.277 0.408 
T1-04 8.00 5.00 2.177 0.192 6 6.3 0.277 0.408 
T1-07 5.00 4.20 -0.823 -0.608 5.7 5.4 -0.023 -0.492 
T1-09 5.70 2.90 -0.123 -1.908 3 2.9 -2.723 -2.992 
T1-10 5.30 4.60 -0.523 -0.208 4.3 5 -1.423 -0.892 
T1-11 4.70 5.00 -1.123 0.192 7 5.8 1.277 -0.092 
T1-13 3.30 3.30 -2.523 -1.508 6.7 6.3 0.977 0.408 
T1-14 5.70 5.80 -0.123 0.992 5.7 5.4 -0.023 -0.492 
T1-15 7.00 9.20 1.177 4.392 4.7 7 -1.023 1.108 
T1-16 6.00 5.40 0.177 0.592 5.3 10 -0.423 4.108 
T1-17 3.30 3.30 -2.523 -1.508 6.3 3.3 0.577 -2.592 
Ave 

  
-0.130 0.0612 

  
7.695 0.00030 

HIGH 
  

2.177 4.392 
  

1.277 4.108 
MID 

  
-0.123 -0.208 

  
0.277 -0.092 

LOW 
  

-2.523 -1.908 
  

-2.723 -2.992 
STD 

DEV 
  

1.463706 1.572887 
  

1.1663 
1.83460

3 
tolerant = +/- 2 points 8 

   
10 0 
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Table 84: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for T2 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

T2-01 7.7 7.1 2.7 2.1 7.3 6.7 2.3 1.7 
T2-02 8.7 10 3.7 5 9.3 9.6 4.3 4.6 
T2-03 8 9.2 3 4.2 8 8.8 3 3.8 
T2-04 8.7 7.5 3.7 2.5 8 8.3 3 3.3 
T2-05 7.7 5 2.7 0 7.7 3.3 2.7 -1.7 
T2-06 7 5.8 2 0.8 5.3 7.5 0.3 2.5 
T2-07 7.7 6.5 2.7 1.5 7.7 3.3 2.7 -1.7 
T2-08 5.7 5.4 0.7 0.4 7 4.8 2 -0.2 
T2-11 8 7.9 3 2.9 8 3.3 3 -1.7 
T2-12 8.3 7.5 3.3 2.5 8.3 7.5 3.3 2.5 
T2-13 8 9.2 3 4.2 6 7.3 1 2.3 
T2-14 5.7 5.4 0.7 0.4 8 7.5 3 2.5 
T2-15 7 7.9 2 2.9 6 8.3 1 3.3 
T2-16 9.3 7.9 4.3 2.9 6.3 4.6 1.3 -0.4 
T2-17 9.2 3.9 4.2 -1.1 7.7 5.4 2.7 0.4 
Ave 

  
2.78 2.08 

  
2.373333 1.413333 

HIGH 
  

4.3 5 
  

4.3 4.6 
MID 

  
3 2.5 

  
2.7 2.3 

LOW 
  

0.7 -1.1 
  

0.3 -1.7 
STD DEV 

  
1.079815 1.730896 

  
1.063328 2.127664 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 3 
   

2 
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Table 85: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for T2 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Dif from centroid Posttest 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

T2-01 7.70 7.10 0.59 -0.01 7.3 6.7 -0.07 0.29 
T2-02 8.70 10.00 1.59 2.89 9.3 9.6 1.93 3.19 
T2-03 8.00 9.20 0.89 2.09 8 8.8 0.63 2.39 
T2-04 8.70 7.50 1.59 0.39 8 8.3 0.63 1.89 
T2-05 7.70 5.00 0.59 -2.11 7.7 3.3 0.33 -3.11 
T2-06 7.00 5.80 -0.11 -1.31 5.3 7.5 -2.07 1.09 
T2-07 7.70 6.50 0.59 -0.61 7.7 3.3 0.33 -3.11 
T2-08 5.70 5.40 -1.41 -1.71 7 4.8 -0.37 -1.61 
T2-11 8.00 7.90 0.89 0.79 8 3.3 0.63 -3.11 
T2-12 8.30 7.50 1.19 0.39 8.3 7.5 0.93 1.09 
T2-13 8.00 9.20 0.89 2.09 6 7.3 -1.37 0.89 
T2-14 5.70 5.40 -1.41 -1.71 8 7.5 0.63 1.09 
T2-15 7.00 7.90 -0.11 0.79 6 8.3 -1.37 1.89 
T2-16 9.30 7.90 2.19 0.79 6.3 4.6 -1.07 -1.81 
T2-17 9.20 3.90 2.09 -3.21 7.7 5.4 0.33 -1.01 
Centroid 7.11 7.11 -0.003 -0.003 7.373333 6.413333 0.00 0.00 
Ave 

  
0.67 -0.03 

  
0.00 0.00 

HIGH 
  

2.19 2.89 
  

1.93 3.19 
MID 

  
0.89 0.39 

  
0.33 0.89 

LOW 
  

-1.41 -3.21 
  

-2.07 -3.11 
STD DEV 

  
1.079815 1.730896 

  
1.06 2.13 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 9 
   

9 9 
 

Table 86: Average Distance to Center for All Teams 
 

 Ave Distance to Center  
Part ID Pretest Posttest Difference 

T1 1.629 1.701 0.072 
T2 1.624 2.115 0.491 
T5 1.314 1.744 0.430 
C1 1.514 1.592 0.078 
C2 1.098 2.226 1.128 
C3 1.224 1.615 0.391 
C4 1.839 1.839 0 
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Table 87: K-means Variance Data for All Teams 
 

 Within Class Variance  
Part ID Pretest Posttest Difference 

T1 4.419 4.726 0.307 
T2 3.746 5.658 1.912 
T5 2.979 4.380 1.401 
C1 3.183 3.444 0.261 
C2 1.727 2.226 0.499 
C3 2.151 4.506 2.355 
C4 4.089 4.089 0 
 

Table 88: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for T5 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

T5-01 6.6 5.6 1.6 0.6 6.6 7.4 1.6 2.4 
T5-03 2.5 3 -2.5 -2 4 5.7 -1 0.7 
T5-04 3.3 3.3 -1.7 -1.7 3.8 3.9 -1.2 -1.1 
T5-05 3.8 3.3 -1.2 -1.7 3.8 3.3 -1.2 -1.7 
T5-07 5 3 0 -2 5.8 3.6 0.8 -1.4 
T5-09 2.5 4 -2.5 -1 2.5 4 -2.5 -1 
T5-10 4.1 4 -0.9 -1 4.8 3 -0.2 -2 
Ave 

  
-1.02857 -1.25714 

  
-0.52857 -0.58571 

HIGH 
  

1.6 0.6 
  

1.6 2.4 
MID 

  
-1.2 -1.7 

  
-1 -1.1 

LOW 
  

-2.5 -2 
  

-2.5 -2 
STD DEV 

  
1.460267 0.919886 

  
1.379268 1.576313 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 5 
   

5 
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Table 89: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for T5 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Dif from centroid Posttest 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

T5-01 6.6 5.6 2.63 1.86 6.6 7.4 2.13 2.99 
T5-03 2.50 3.00 -1.47 -0.74 4 5.7 -0.47 1.29 
T5-04 3.30 3.30 -0.67 -0.44 3.8 3.9 -0.67 -0.51 
T5-05 3.80 3.30 -0.17 -0.44 3.8 3.3 -0.67 -1.11 
T5-07 5 3 1.03 -0.74 5.8 3.6 1.33 -0.81 
T5-09 2.50 4.00 -1.47 0.26 2.5 4 -1.97 -0.41 
T5-10 4.1 4 0.13 0.26 4.8 3 0.33 -1.41 
T5A Centroid 3.97 3.74 0.001 0.002 4.471 4.41 0.001 0 
Ave 

  
0.001429 0.002857 

  
0.001429 0.004286 

HIGH 
  

2.63 1.86 
  

2.13 2.99 
MID 

  
-0.17 -0.44 

  
-0.47 -0.51 

LOW 
  

-1.47 -0.74 
  

-1.97 -1.41 
STD DEV 

  
1.460267 0.919886 

  
1.379268 1.576313 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 6 
   

6 
  

Table 90: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for C1 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C1-03 6.30 7.10 1.3 2.1 7 8.8 2 3.8 
C1-05 7.10 7.90 2.1 2.9 7.3 8.3 2.3 3.3 
C1-06 4.70 5.70 -0.3 0.7 6.7 7.9 1.7 2.9 
C1-07 4.00 4.60 -1 -0.4 4.3 8.3 -0.7 3.3 
C1-08 3.70 7.50 -1.3 2.5 3.3 5.8 -1.7 0.8 
C1-19 5.30 7.50 0.3 2.5 4.7 7.5 -0.3 2.5 
C1-33 5 7.9 0 2.9 5 6.7 0 1.7 
Ave 

  
0.157143 1.885714 

  
0.471429 2.614286 

HIGH 
  

2.1 2.9 
  

2.3 3.8 
MID 

  
0 2.5 

  
0 2.9 

LOW 
  

-1.3 -0.4 
  

-1.7 0.8 
STD DEV 

  
1.210864 1.257549 

  
1.53266 1.046309 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 2 
   

2 
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Table 91: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for C1 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Dif from centroid Posttest 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C1-03 6.30 7.1 1.114286 0.214286 7 8.8 1.529 1.186 
C1-05 7.30 7.90 1.914286 1.014286 7.30 8.30 1.829 0.686 
C1-06 4.70 5.70 -0.48571 -1.18571 6.70 7.90 1.229 0.286 
C1-07 4.00 4.60 -1.18571 -2.28571 4.30 8.30 -1.171 0.686 
C1-08 3.70 7.5 -1.48571 0.614286 3.3 5.8 -2.171 -1.814 
C1-19 5.30 7.50 0.114286 0.614286 4.70 7.50 -0.771 -0.114 
C1-33 5.00 7.9 -0.18571 1.014286 5 6.7 -0.471 -0.914 
T5A Centroid 5.186 6.886 0 0 5.471 7.614 0 0 
Ave 

  
-0.03 0.00 

  
0.00 0.00 

HIGH 
  

1.914286 1.014286 
  

1.829 1.186 
MID 

  
-0.18571 0.614286 

  
-0.471 0.286 

LOW 
  

-1.48571 -2.28571 
  

-2.171 -1.814 
STD DEV 

  
1.210864 1.257549 

  
1.53266 1.046309 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 6 
   

6 
  

Table 92: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for C2 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C2-1 5 5.4 0 0.4 5.6 6.2 0.6 1.2 
C2-2 7.3 5.4 2.3 0.4 6.3 6.6 1.3 1.6 
C2-4 6.3 7 1.3 2 7.3 7.9 2.3 2.9 
C2-5 7 6.6 2 1.6 6.3 9.1 1.3 4.1 
Ave 

  
1.4 1.1 

  
1.375 2.45 

HIGH 
  

2.3 2 
  

2.3 4.1 
MID 

  
1.65 1 

  
1.3 2.25 

LOW 
  

0.000 0.4 
  

0.6 1.2 
STD DEV 

  
1.023 0.824621 

  
0.699405 1.317826 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 3 
   

2 
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Table 93: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for C2 

 
Pretest 

 
Dif from centroid Posttest 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C2-1 5.00 5.40 -1.4 -0.7 5.6 6.2 -0.775 -1.25 
C2-2 7.30 5.40 0.9 -0.7 6.30 6.60 -0.075 -0.85 
C2-4 6.30 7.00 -0.1 0.9 7.30 7.90 0.925 0.45 
C2-5 7.00 6.60 0.6 0.5 6.30 9.10 -0.075 1.65 
Centroid 6.400 6.100 0 0 6.375 7.450 0 0 
Ave 

  
0.00 0.00 0 0 0.00 0.00 

HIGH 
  

0.9 0.9 
  

0.925 1.65 
MID 

  
0.25 -0.1 

  
-0.075 -0.2 

LOW 
  

-1.4 -0.7 
  

-0.775 -1.25 
STD DEV 

  
1.023067 0.824621 

  
0.699405 1.317826 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 4 
   

4 
  

Table 94: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for C3 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C3-01 5.8 7.50 0.8 2.50 7 7 2 2 
C3-05 6.3 7.50 1.3 2.50 5.6 7.5 0.6 2.5 
C3-11 6.3 4.50 1.3 -0.50 5 3.7 0 -1.3 
C3-14 6.3 6.20 1.3 1.20 5.6 5.4 0.6 0.4 
C3-15 7.3 5.80 2.3 0.80 5.6 5.4 0.6 0.4 
C3-16 4.3 5.00 -0.7 0.00 1.8 4.3 -3.2 -0.7 
C3-18 7.3 7.00 2.3 2.00 7 4.3 2 -0.7 
C3-20 6.3 5.6 1.3 0.6 6.3 5.8 1.3 0.8 
Ave 

  
0.742857 0.571429 

  
0 -0.08571 

HIGH 
  

2.300 2.5 
  

2 2.5 
MID 

  
1.300 1 

  
0.6 0.4 

LOW 
  

-0.7 -0.5 
  

-3.2 -1.3 
STD DEV 

  
0.942546 1.12369 

  
1.652217 1.332827 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 4 
   

4 
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Table 95: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for C3 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Dif from centroid Posttest 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C3-01 5.8 7.5 -0.44 1.36 7 7 1.51 1.58 
C3-05 6.3 7.5 0.06 1.36 5.6 7.5 0.11 2.08 
C3-11 6.3 4.5 0.06 -1.64 5 3.7 -0.49 -1.73 
C3-14 6.30 6.20 0.06 0.06 5.6 5.4 0.11 -0.03 
C3-15 7.30 5.80 1.06 -0.34 5.60 5.40 0.11 -0.03 
C3-16 4.30 5.00 -1.94 -1.14 1.80 4.30 -3.69 -1.13 
C3-18 7.30 7.00 1.06 0.86 7.00 4.30 1.51 -1.13 
C3-20 6.300 5.600 0.06 -0.54 6.300 5.800 0.81 0.37 
Centroid 6.2375 6.1375 0.00 0.00 5.4875 5.425 0.00 0.00 
Ave 

  
0.03 -0.07 

  
-0.24 -0.29 

HIGH 
  

1.06 1.36 
  

1.51 2.08 
MID 

  
0.06 -0.14 

  
0.11 -0.03 

LOW 
  

-1.94 -1.64 
  

-3.69 -1.73 
STD DEV 

  
0.942546 1.12369 

  
1.652217 1.332827 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 8 
   

7 
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Table 96: Data Tables for Grid- Group Map Center Tolerance 
Test for C4 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Difference from 5 Posttest 

 
Difference from 5 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C4-01 7.3 7 2.3 2 9.5 7.5 4.5 2.5 
C4-03 6 4.1 1 -0.9 10 5.8 5 0.8 
C4-04 6.6 4.1 1.6 -0.9 7.5 6.2 2.5 1.2 
C4-06 5.6 4.1 0.6 -0.9 7.5 2.5 2.5 -2.5 
C4-07 5.6 5.8 0.6 0.8 7.9 5 2.9 0 
C4-10 5.6 3.7 0.6 -1.3 9.1 5 4.1 0 
C4-13 4.6 5.6 -0.4 0.6 7 5 2 0 
C4-14 6.3 7.9 1.3 2.9 8.3 6.2 3.3 1.2 
C4-16 8 7.9 3 2.9 10 9.5 5 4.5 
C4-17 8.3 7.5 3.3 2.5 10 8.7 5 3.7 
C4-18 9 5.7 4 0.7 8.7 5 3.7 0 
C4-19 6.6 6.200 1.600 1.2 9.1 6.2 4.1 1.2 
Ave 

  
1.625 0.8 

  
3.716667 1.05 

HIGH 
  

4 2.9 
  

5 4.5 
MID 

  
1.45 0.75 

  
3.9 1 

LOW 
  

-0.4 -1.3 
  

2 -2.5 
STD DEV 

  
1.298338 1.550367 

  
1.070118 1.862794 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 7 
   

1 
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Table 97: Data Tables for Team Centroid Tolerance Test for C4 
 

 
Pretest 

 
Dif from centroid Posttest 

 
Dif from centroid 

 
GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID GROUP GRID 

C4-01 7.3 7 1.70 1.20 9.5 7.5 1.60 2.50 
C4-03 6 4.1 0.40 -1.70 10 5.8 2.10 0.80 
C4-04 6.6 4.1 1.00 -1.70 7.5 6.2 -0.40 1.20 
C4-06 5.60 4.10 -0.70 -3.80 7.5 2.5 -0.80 -3.70 
C4-07 5.60 5.80 -0.70 -2.10 7.90 5.00 -0.40 -1.20 
C4-10 5.60 3.70 -2.70 -3.80 9.10 5.00 -0.90 -3.70 
C4-13 4.60 5.60 -3.70 -1.90 7.00 5.00 -3.00 -3.70 
C4-14 6.300 7.900 -2.00 0.40 8.300 6.200 -1.70 -2.50 
C4-16 8 7.9 1.38 2.10 10 9.5 1.28 3.45 
C4-17 8.3 7.5 1.68 1.70 10 8.7 1.28 2.65 
C4-18 9 5.7 2.38 -0.10 8.7 5 -0.02 -1.05 
C4-19 6.6 6.2 -0.03 0.40 9.1 6.2 0.38 0.15 
Centroid 6.625 5.8 0.00 0.00 8.716667 6.05 0.00 0.00 
Ave 

  
-0.10833 -0.775 

  
-0.04722 -0.425 

HIGH 
  

2.375 2.1 
  

2.1 3.45 
MID 

  
0.1875 -0.9 

  
-0.20833 -0.45 

LOW 
  

-3.7 -3.8 
  

-3 -3.7 
STD DEV 

 
1.911845 2.012292 

  
1.478462 2.610686 

tolerant = +/- 2 points 5 
    

4 
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Appendix N 
 

AGAPE Int’l Tolerance Data Tables for Chapter 7 

Table 98: AGAPE Int’l Treatment Team 1 Pretest 
 

PRETEST 
Part ID# A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+Way 

Individual 
-Way 

T1-01 5 -2 1 -7 4 -3 5 -3 A, D B 
T1-02 3 -3 1 -7 7 -2 4 -3 C B 
T1-07 2 -4 0 -9 9 0 4 -2 C B 
T1-09 3 -2 2 -8 9 0 1 -5 C B 
T1-10 3 -2 0 -10 7 -1 5 -2 C B 
T1-11 4 -3 1 -6 6 -1 4 -5 C B 
T1-13 6 -1 1 -8 7 -1 1 -5 C B 
T1-16 2 -5 1 -7 9 0 3 -3 C B 
T1-17 2 -3 1 -7 9 0 3 -5 C B 
Team Way Preference 22 -20 6 -55 56 -3 21 -27 C B 
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Table 99: AGAPE Int’l Treatment Team 1 Posttest 
 

POSTTEST 
PartID # D+ D- B+ B- C+ C- A+ A- 

Individual  
+Way 

Individual 
-Way 

T1-01 7 -2 -1 -4 6 -1 1 -6 D A 
T1-02 6 -1 -2 -7 5 -3 4 -2 D B 
T1-07 6 -1 -2 -5 8 0 1 -7 C A 
T1-09 0 -9 5 -1 6 -1 3 -3 C D 
T1-10 6 -2 -1 -6 7 0 2 -6 C A 
T1-11 2 -6 1 -2 3 -3 7 -2 A D 
T1-13 0 -9 2 -4 3 -1 9 0 A D 
T1-16 2 -6 -1 -4 8 -2 4 -1 C D 
T1-17 3 -5 -2 -5 8 0 4 -3 C A, D 
Team Way Preference 19 -38 2 -27 43 -7 30 -22 C D 
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Treatment Team 1 Tolerance Data and Tables 

Table 100: AGAPE Int’l Treatment Team 1 Pretest 
 

PRETEST 
Part ID# A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+Way 

Individual 
-Way 

T1-01 5 -2 1 -7 4 -3 5 -3 A, D B 
T1-02 3 -3 1 -7 7 -2 4 -3 C B 
T1-07 2 -4 0 -9 9 0 4 -2 C B 
T1-09 3 -2 2 -8 9 0 1 -5 C B 
T1-10 3 -2 0 -10 7 -1 5 -2 C B 
T1-11 4 -3 1 -6 6 -1 4 -5 C B 
T1-13 6 -1 1 -8 7 -1 1 -5 C B 
T1-16 2 -5 1 -7 9 0 3 -3 C B 
T1-17 2 -3 1 -7 9 0 3 -5 C B 
Team Way Preference 22 -20 6 -55 56 -3 21 -27 C B 

Table 101: AGAPE Int’l Treatment Team 1 Posttest 
 

POSTTEST 
PartID # D+ D- B+ B- C+ C- A+ A- 

Individual  
+Way 

Individual 
-Way 

T1-01 7 -2 -1 -4 6 -1 1 -6 D A 
T1-02 6 -1 -2 -7 5 -3 4 -2 D B 
T1-07 6 -1 -2 -5 8 0 1 -7 C A 
T1-09 0 -9 5 -1 6 -1 3 -3 C D 
T1-10 6 -2 -1 -6 7 0 2 -6 C A 
T1-11 2 -6 1 -2 3 -3 7 -2 A D 
T1-13 0 -9 2 -4 3 -1 9 0 A D 
T1-16 2 -6 -1 -4 8 -2 4 -1 C D 
T1-17 3 -5 -2 -5 8 0 4 -3 C A, D 
Team Way Preference 19 -38 2 -27 43 -7 30 -22 C D 
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Table 102: T1 AGAPE Tolerance Test Data 
 

 T1 A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 
Pretest 15.56 -20.00 4.44 -40.74 41.48 -2.22 16.30 -14.81 
Posttest 14.07 -28.15 1.48 -20.00 31.85 -5.19 22.22 -16.30 

 

 

Figure 59: T1 AGAPE Tolerance Test 
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Treatment Team 5 Tolerance Data and Tables 

Table 103: AGAPE Int’l Treatment Team 5 Pretest 
 

PRETEST  
Part ID# A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+ Way 

Individual  
- Way 

T5-03 2 -4 0 -8 3 -3 10 0 D B 
T5-04 1 -4 1 -8 6 -2 7 -1 D  B 
T5-05 7 -2 0 -7 5 -1 3 -5 A B 
T5m-02 5 -3 2 -4 6 -1 2 -7 C D 
T5m-03 2 -5 4 -4 5 -3 4 -3 C A 
T5m-06 5 -3 0 -8 5 -2 5 -2 A/C/D B 
T5m-09 1 -5 1 -8 5 -1 8 -1 D B 
Team Way Preference 23 -26 8 -47 35 -13 39 -19 D B 
 

Table 104: AGAPE Int’l Treatment Team 5 Posttest 
 

POSTTEST  
Part ID# A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+ Way 

Individual  
- Way 

T5-03 2 -4 0 -8 3 -3 10 0 D B 
T5-04 0 -7 2 -4 6 -2 7 -2 D A 
T5-05 3 -5 1 -6 3 -4 7 0 D B 
T5m-02 2 -6 1 -5 5 -2 7 -2 D A 
T5m-03 0 -9 3 -3 5 -1 7 -2 D A 
T5m-06 4 0 0 -7 8 0 2 -7 C B /D 
T5m-09 2 -4 0 -8 3 -2 9 0 D B 
Team Way Preference 13 -35 7 -41 34 -14 49 -13 D B 
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Table 105: T5 AGAPE Tolerance Test Data 
 

 T5 A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 
Pretest 37.14% -18.10% 7.62% -44.76% 33.33% -12.38% 21.90% -24.76% 
Posttest 12.38% -33.33% 6.67% -39.05% 32.38% -13.33% 46.67% -12.38% 

 

 

Figure 60: T5 AGAPE Tolerance Test 
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Control Team 1 Tolerance Data and Tables 

Table 106: AGAPE Int’l Control Team 1 Pretest 
 

PRETEST  
Part ID A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+ Way  

Individual  
- Way  

C1-03 5 -1 1 -7 6 -3 3 -4 C B 
C1-05 3 -6 2 -4 5 -2 5 -3 A/D A 
C1-06 3 -3 2 -8 3 -4 7 0 D B 
C1-07 6 -4 1 -6 6 0 2 -5 A / C B 
C1-08 6 -1 0 -8 6 -3 3 -3 A / C B 
C1-10 3 -3 1 -8 7 -1 4 -3 C B 
C1-19 5 -2 0 -9 6 -2 4 -2 C B 
C1-33 5 -1 0 -6 9 0 1 -8 C B 
Team Way Preference 31 -20 6 -49 42 -12 26 -24 C B 

Table 107: AGAPE Int’l Control Team 1 Posttest 
 

POSTTEST  
Part ID A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+ Way  

Individual  
- Way  

C1-03 6 -1 0 -9 7 -1 2 -4 C B 
C1-05 2 -3 0 -9 6 -1 7 -2 D B 
C1-06 4 -3 2 -8 1 -4 8 0 D B 
C1-07 9 0 0 -9 6 0 0 -6 A B 
C1-08 5 -1 0 -8 6 -3 4 -3 C B 
C1-10 3 -3 1 -8 7 -1 4 -3 C B 
C1-19 5 -2 0 -9 6 -2 4 -2 C B 
C1-33 5 -1 0 -6 9 0 1 -8 C B 
Team Way Preference 33 -13 3 -57 41 -11 28 -24 D B 
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Table 108: C1 AGAPE Tolerance Test Data 
 

 C1 A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 
Pretest 25.83% -16.67% 5.00% -40.83% 35.00% -10.00% 21.67% -20.00% 
Posttest 27.50% -10.83% 2.50% -47.50% 34.17% -9.17% 23.33% -20.00% 

 

 

Figure 61: C1 AGAPE Tolerance Test 
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Control Team 3 Tolerance Data and Tables 

Table 109: AGAPE Int’l Control Team 3 Pretest 
 

PRETEST  
Part ID A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+ Way 

Individual  
-Way 

C3-01 2 -3 0 -10 9 0 4 -2 C B 
C3-05 5 -3 1 -8 6 -1 3 -3 C B 
C3-14 4 -3 2 -7 3 -4 6 -1 D B 
C3-15 6 -1 1 -8 7 -2 1 -4 C B 
C3-18 7 0 0 -10 5 -2 3 -3 A B 
C3-20 4 -2 0 -9 6 -1 5 -3 C B 
Team Way Preference 28 -12 4 -52 36 -10 22 -16 C B 
 

Table 110: AGAPE Int’l Control Team 3 Posttest 
 

PPSTTEST  
Part ID A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual  
+ Way 

Individual  
-Way 

C3-01 6 -2 2 -6 5 -3 2 -4 A B 
C3-05 3 -3 0 -8 7 -2 5 -2 C B 
C3-14 2 -4 1 -8 6 -1 6 -2 C B 
C3-15 6 0 1 -8 8 -2 0 -5 C B 
C3-18 7 0 0 -10 5 -2 3 -3 A B 
C3-20 5 0 0 -7 10 0 0 -8 C B 
Team Way Preference 29 -9 4 -47 41 -10 16 -24 C B 
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Table 111: C3 AGAPE Tolerance Test Data 
 

 C3 A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 
Pretest 31.11% -13.33% 4.44% -57.78% 40.00% -11.11% 24.44% -17.78% 
Posttest 32.22% -10.00% 4.44% -52.22% 45.56% -11.11% 17.78% -26.67% 

 

 

Figure 62: C3 AGAPE Tolerance Test 
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Control Team 4 Tolerance Data and Tables 

Table 112: AGAPE Int’l Control Team 4 Pretest 
 

PRETEST 
 Part ID A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

Individual 
+ Way 

Individual  
- Way 

C4-01 8 -1 0 -9 6 0 1 -5 A B 
C4-04 4 -1 2 -7 6 -3 3 -4 C B 
C4-06 5 -1 1 -8 7 -1 2 -5 C B 
C4-07 4 -2 0 -8 9 0 2 -5 C B 
C4-13 7 0 0 -9 6 -1 2 -5 A/C B 
C4-14 8 0 2 -6 2 -5 3 -4 A B 
Team Way Preference 36 -5 5 -47 36 -10 13 -28 C /A B 
 

Table 113: AGAPE Int’l Control Team 4 Posttest 
POSTTEST 

 Part ID A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 
Individual 

+Way 
Individual 

-Way 
C4-01 4 -1 0 -9 6 -2 5 -3 C B 
C4-04 5 -2 2 -5 4 -2 4 -6 A B 
C4-06 7 -2 0 -8 4 -1 4 -4 A B 
C4-07 5 2 0 -8 8 0 0 -7 C B 
C4-13 4 -3 0 -7 6 -2 5 -3 C B 
C4-14 1 -5 1 -7 9 0 4 -3 C B 
Team Way Preference 26 -11 3 -44 37 -7 22 -26 C B 
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Table 114: C4 AGAPE Tolerance Test Data 
 

 C4 A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 
Pretest 40.00% -5.56% 5.56% -52.22% 40.00% -11.11% 14.44% -31.11% 
Posttest 28.89% -12.22% 3.33% -48.89% 41.11% -7.78% 24.44% -28.89% 

 

 

Figure 63: C4 AGAPE Tolerance Test 
 

Table 115: Percentage of Pre and Posttest Change: All Teams 
Analyzed by Whole Group 
 

 
A+ B+ C+ D+ A- B- C- D-  n= 

T1 -1.48 -2.96 -9.63 5.93 -8.15 20.74 -2.96 -1.48 9.61 9 
T5 -24.76 -0.95 -0.95 24.76 -15.24 5.71 -0.95 12.38 15.34 7 
C1 1.67 -2.50 -0.83 1.67 5.83 -6.67 0.83 0.00 3.62 8 
C3 1.11 0.00 5.56 -6.67 3.33 5.56 0.00 -8.89 5.31 6 
C4 -11.11 -2.22 1.11 10.00 -6.67 3.33 3.33 2.22 6.56 6 
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Table 116: Percentage of Pre and Posttest Regime Attachment 
and Rejection for Control Teams 
 

 
A+ A- B+ B- C+ C- D+ D- 

C1 Pre 25.83 -16.67 5.00 -40.83 35.00 -10.00 21.67 -20.00 
C1 Post 27.50 -10.83 2.50 -47.50 34.17 -9.17 23.33 -20.00 
C3 Pre 31.11 -13.33 4.44 -57.78 40.00 -11.11 24.44 -17.78 
C3 Post 32.22 -10.00 4.44 -52.22 45.56 -11.11 17.78 -26.67 
C4 Pre 40.00 -5.56 5.56 -52.22 40.00 -11.11 14.44 -31.11 
C4 Post 28.89 -12.22 3.33 -48.89 41.11 -7.78 24.44 -28.89 
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