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Collaboration against Crime: When is diversity beneficial?

Abstract

This study analyzes the interaction of similarity and gender in attempt to better
understand when diversity can be leveraged to improve performance. Same-gendered dyads were
categorized as high similarity if they had the same major and low similarity if they had different
majors. Dyads collaborated to solve a murder mystery case with performance measured by
selecting the correct suspect. The preliminary results found that dissimilar male dyads
outperform similar male dyads and similar female dyads outperform dissimilar female dyads.
Literature Review

This study focuses on the interaction of similarity and gender. Both aspects are discussed
below in order to understand the current research and hypothesize outcomes of their interaction.
Similarity

With an increasingly diverse workforce, business leaders and scholars alike seek to better
understand how and when to leverage the effects of diversity in the workplace. While there are
many aspects to team decision making and performance, past research has been inconclusive in
alluding to when similar or dissimilar teams might outperform the other, frequently referring to
diversity as a double-edged sword. Intuitively, similarity in groups likely leads to a more
cohesive environment. This idea was reinforced by the similarity-attraction paradigm and social
categorization theory in which individuals prefer to collaborate with similar group members
(Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). More recently however, studies begin to show that homogenous
groups have downsides as well. Katherine Phillips concluded that homogenous groups are prone
to delusions of sharing similar knowledge or opinions which leads to a variety of consequences

such as less unique information, greater social focus and overconfidence in performance (Phillips



et al, 2012). Knowledge of even surface-level similarity has been shown to promote less
preparation in anticipation of interacting with a peer (Loyd et al, 2013). In addition, discussions
on a positive relationship between diversity and innovation as well as a potential competitive
advantage have become prevalent in the academic world (Basset-Jones, 2005). So when is
diversity beneficial? This paper examines an underexplored perspective of suggesting the
relationship between similarity and performance may be moderated by gender. Our research
isolates this aspect in same-sex dyads to explore the potential effect gender has on performance
in similar and dissimilar situations. This analysis can potentially clarify the conflicting research
and allow a better understanding of when diversity yields better performance.
Gender

Research confirms that males and females differ in social situations. Therefore, we
hypothesize that each gender will perform differently when working with a similar or dissimilar
same-gendered peer. Studies show males have a competitive nature and seek to show
formidability while females cooperate substantially more often (Charness and Rustichini, 2011).
In addition, research suggests that gender triggers, which prompt gender-related behavior
responses, may influence performance. (Bowles et al, 2004). Again related to diversity, there is
mixed research on gender diversity in teams in relation to performance. While some observe that
gender diversity resulted in intragroup conflict and lower performance (Pelled, 1996), others
claim a slight superiority of mixed-gender groups related to the benefit of heterogeneity of
interaction styles (Wood, 1987). Overall, there is still a lack of research based on same-gender
interaction in cooperative situations.

Keeping the current literature in mind, in this study we are basing our hypothesis on

attributing the mix in research due to gender. We predict that similar female dyads will be more



cooperative and share more unique information compared to similar males. We also predict that
dissimilar male dyads will be more open to conflict and information sharing which will lead to
outperformance of similar male dyads.
H1: Female dyads similar in majors will outperform dissimilar female dyads.
H2: Male dyads dissimilar will outperform similar male dyads.
Methodology

This study was conducted through the research lab at Oklahoma State University with
participants from the Spears School of Business. For this analysis, each dyad indicated a high
sense of familiarity by selecting a “4” or higher in ranking how well they know their partner on a
scale from 1 to 7. Each dyad was then categorized into either high or low similarity based on
their majors. Dyads with high similarity had the same major while pairs with low similarity had
different majors. In this study, participants receive information pertaining to a murder mystery
and must work together to decide on a murder suspect. In order to intentionally establish a sense
of similarity or dissimilarity, the lab instructor informed the dyads that their first action was to
discuss their majors and what they have learned from them for a total of three minutes. After the
brief exchange on their majors, the instructor then passed out the murder mystery case which,
between both participants, contained all information pertinent to correctly solving the case. Next,
each participant was then given an individual pre and post questionnaire. These questionnaires
had roughly 20-30 questions which measured each participants feeling towards a variety of
aspects such as similarity, trust, confidence, and information sharing with their partner. Options
ranged on a seven point Likert Scale indicating a level of strong disagreement or agreement for
each statement. Lastly, the pair was given one group decision form to fill out together. This form

required the dyad to indicate their chosen suspect as well as their confidence in their selection.



After reading the murder mystery case, the dyad had 30 minutes to discuss and come to an
agreement on the murderer. See Figures 1, 2, and 3 for full questionnaires.
Results

A univariate analysis of variance (UNIANOVA) was performed to compare the mean
differences in performance (selecting the correct suspect) across high and low similarity dyads in
all female or all male teams. The analysis showed the following results for each category: High
Similarity Male Dyads (M=.3750), Low Similarity Male Dyads (M=.5294), High Similarity
Female Dyads (M=.5217), Low Similarity Female Dyads (M=.3226). These results did not prove
statistically significant with p =.066. In summary, the results showed high similarity female
dyads outperforming low similarity female dyads and vice versa for the male dyads represented
by Figure 4 and 5. Additionally, a binomial linear regression was performed because of the
dichotomous dependent variable.
Discussion

While the findings for the preliminary results were not statistically significant, for the
purpose of educational practice, | will discuss potential theories as if the findings were
significant. A potential theory of dyads behaving in conformance with gender stereotypes,
women are more cooperative and therefore are potentially less willing to disagree or cause
conflict during dissimilar situations compared to similar situations. Men are aware of their
competitiveness in dissimilar situations and are more willing to discuss alternatives views than in
similar situations where it may jeopardize a relationship. Evidence of this theory is provided
throughout the study. For example, when comparing the mean response to frequently discussing
alternative viewpoints, male dyads answered to a higher degree of agreeance in low similarity

than high similarity pairings. For female dyads, the mean was slightly higher in high similarity



than low similarity pairings. The interaction was statistically significant with p=.027. Another
question asking agreeance in the importance of getting along with their partner rather than
getting the answer correct had a statistically significant interaction between gender and
performance (p=.001). While female dyad’s responses were overall higher than males’, similar
male dyad’s responses were higher than dissimilar male dyad’s responses. See Figure 6 and 7 for
full statistical analysis of these responses. These outcomes are an indication of potential
differences in how male and females interact in similar and dissimilar situations.
Application

With further analysis, this study can provide insight on how to leverage diversity in the
workplace. The average performance by each category of dyad provides an opportunity to
understand when similarity or diversity is most beneficial. This information can be utilized when
assembling work pairs or teams to achieve the best results. | believe that aspects of this study can
also be applied to work interactions such as with bosses or mentorship pairings, any chance to
improve the outcome or performance of collaboration. In regard to the mean performances, |
think it is especially important to avoid situations that decrease success. In industries such as IT
or accounting, which likely have less variability in degrees, it may be beneficial to be aware of
the pitfalls of similarity in teams. However, in something like a start-up company, there may be a
more diverse education background, so it would be important to be aware of when similarity has
benefits. In a broader sense, however, these results can be applied when making decisions for
team collaboration in the workplace to produce the most success.
Implications for Future Research

While this preliminary analysis was condensed due to time and ability constraints, initial

findings indicate the need for a deeper analysis for conclusive results. In this study, there are



numerous factors that can influence the results as well as numerous ways to analyze them.
Statistically, the R-Squared values were very small which indicates a high level of variability
that is not explained by the model. While this study was analyzed on a basis of similarity in
major, that may not be an easily distinguishable aspect of diversity in the workplace. In addition,
there could also be surface-level diversity such as age or race in play during this study which
were captured in the questionnaires, but not yet analyzed. The other important piece is that
participants in this study were categorized as highly familiar with one another which may also
have an influence in how they make decisions, strangers may interact completely differently.
Overall, there remain questions in the outcomes of this study that are currently not explained by
present research. Gender and similarity interactions remain an underexplored area in research

could shed light on the controversial findings related to each individual aspect.
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Appendix

Figure 1 Pre Discussion Questionnaire: Individually completed before group discussion begins.

Part I. Please answer the follvwing guestions related to the upcoming discussion.

L. Itis mportant toome for my groap o comrectly solve the murder mystery.

1 2 1 4 ] i T
nait at all slightly msderately Extremely
2. Tam open to listening to the other person’s opinion during the upeoming discussion of the murder,
1 2 1 + 5 [ T
ol at all slightly moderately strongly

3, 1ithink the other person will b interested in what I have o sy,

| 2 3 4 5 b 7
ot @l all slightly mosderately sirangly

4, Tihink the ather person will be open to listening oo my opiniens during the upeoming discussion,

1 2 3 4 5 & 7
ot ab all slightly moderately stropgly

5. 1 feed that it iz more important for us w get the aght answer o the Murder Mystery than for us w get

along,
1 2 3 4 5 L] T
mat at all slightly mosderately strongly

6. 1 would prefer to work with a different person.

1 2 3 4 5 L] T
nat at all slightly mosdermiely strongly

[ feel that my partner 15 knowledgeable about the muorder suspects.,

1 2 3 4 5 L] T
not at all slightly moederately strongly

&. 1 feel that my pariner 15 competent in histher ability to determine the best suspect.

1 2 3 4 5 ] T
naot at all slightly msderately strongly
Q. Twill enjoy working with the other poerson.
1 2 3 4 5 1] T
nait at all slightly musderately strongly

10. 1 Feel that it is more simporiant For us to get along than for ws 1o get the right answer to the Murder
Mystery.

1 3 4 3 Lo )
ot at all slightly mcderately strongly

(]



Figure 1 Cont. Pre Discussion Questionnaire

PFart IL Please answer the following questions regarding the other person.,

like

like

like

i
like

1. 1 feel that | wall probably this person.
1 2 3 4 b
very much dislike slightly neather hike slhightly
dislike dislike or dislike like
2. 1 feel that the other party will probably me.
1 2 3 4 5
very much dislike slightly neither like shightly
dizlike dislike or dislike like
3. 1 feel that [ wnll probably working with this person.
1 2 3 4 5
very mach dislike slightly neither ke slightly
dizlike dislike or dislike like
4. 1 tecl that the other person will probably working with me.
1 2 3 4 5
very much dislike slightly neither like slightly
dizlike dislike or dislike like

very much
like

T
very much
like

7
wery miuch
like

T
wery much
like

Fart 11 The fiollowing questions relate to yvour identifcation with your college major. Below
each statement, please circle the nurmber that correzponds (o the degree o which vou feel each

statement,
1. I am pl-cas.u:wl with my ma_jnu',
I 2 3 4
Strongly disagree alightly neuiral
disagree disagree

2o 1 (el stromg ties Lo my majoer.

1 2 3 4
Stromgly disagree slightly newtnal
dizagres disagree

5
slightly
agree

5
slightly
agree

A 1dentify with other members that share my major.,

. ]

1 2 3 4
Strongly disagres =lhghtly neutral
disagres desugree

&

slightly
wEree

agree

agree

AR

7
strongly
agres

stromgly
agres

strongly
agree



Figure 2 Group Decision Form: One form completed together after discussing the case.

Ciroup #
Subject 1 # Subject 1 Major
Subject 2 # Subject 2 Major
How well do you know cach other?
1 s 3 £ = [ T
maot at all slightly moderately stromgzly

CGroup Murder Mystery Decision Form

Part 1. MNow that vou have read the muarder mystery information thoroughly,
choose the one suspect vou belicve most likely committed the murder.

OO0 M™arion Guion
[0 Mickey Malone
[0 Billy Prentice

0 Eddie Sullivan

Part 11, Pleass circle the one number that baest reprasents the gcroup
respomnses o the itemm below,

W are confident that we chose the best murder suspect.

1 =z E] =+ 5 [&] T
maot at all slightly moderately stromely

Figure 3 Post Discussion Questionnaire: Individually completed after group decision reached.



Part 1. Considering yvour interaction as a whale...

Strongl  Disagre Somewha
v [ t DMsagree
Disagre

@

Meither
Agree
nir
Disagree

Somewha
t Agree

Agre
€

Sirongl
v Agree

We constantly O (] ]
bickered.

O

We did not 0 m| [m|
respect each
olher,

u

We have (] (]
leelings which

tend to pull us

apart.

We frequently O O ]
argued about

the pros and

cons of

different

QPinbong.

We frequently (] 1
disgussed

evidence for

alternative

ViEWpOInis.

We frequently O O m|
engaged in

debrates aboa

dilferen

CPINHINS OF

ideas,

We informed (m] ]
cach other

about work-

related issues.

The quality af O O O
information

exchange was

ool

We ot new 0 m| m|
facts, insights,

and ideas from

cach other.

Figure 3 Cont. Post Discussion Questionnaire



Considering your interaction with ﬂqu-
Strongl  Somewha  Neither  Somewha  Agree  Stromgl

¥ t DMsagree  Agree t Agree ¥ Agree
visagre (1T
3 Dvisagree
I frequently prgued pbowt [} O | O O O

the pros and cons of
different opinions,

I frequently discussed O | | O O O
evidence for alternative
Viewpnines,

I frequently engaged in 1 O 1 O O
debates about diffierent

apinions or ideas,

I bickered with this | (| u| O O O
persnn.

I did not respect this 1 O 1 O |
[eersan.

I had feelings which tend (] | u| O O O
1o pull us apart.

I informed this person 1 [} |
about work-related 1ssues

The quality of | | u| n O )
information | exchanged

with this person was
_gvined

I ol mew facts, insights, [} O |
and idens from this
person

This member and 1 O o | n O O
cxchanzed information

This member and | kept (] O |
information From one
another

This member and 1 had a O (| | O O O
close relationship

This member and 1 ] O |
_agreed with each other

This member and 1 O O | O O O
trusted each other

This member and | know 0 O u|
coch other well

This member and 1 are O O 1 O O O
familiar with each other

We share simnlar work O O |
cthics,

We have similar work O O u O O O
hakits.

We have sumilar O O | O O O



Figure 3 Cont. Post Discussion Questionnaire

communication stvles,

Considering vour interaction with the ather person..

Stromgl  Somewha  Neither  Somewha  Agree  Stromgl

¥ t Disagree  Agree I Agree ¥ Agree
IMsagre e

& Disagires
We have similar [ ] ] 1 [ (]
interaction styles.
We have similar (] O | u| O O
personalitics.
We come from similar ] [ O | O O
cultural backgrounds.
We are from the same (] | | u| O (|
COLTIrY.,
We share similar cthmic ] ] O | O O
backgrounds,

Please @l us generally how you think the discussion went, and whether you think you chose the
right suspect in the murder my=tery task.




Figure 3 Cont. Post Discussion Questionnaire

Part II. Demographic Questions, Flaass answar tha following quastions about vourmsalf All
information will be kapt confidential.

How old ara vouT

What is vour gendar7

1. Male 2. Famasls

What iz vour major?

1. Accounting 6. International Business
2 Economics and Legal Studies 7. Wanagsment
3 Entraprensurship 8. Manapament Scisnce and Information Svstams
4 Finaneca 9. Markating
3. (senaral Businass 10. Othar (Spacify):
What wear ara vou in school?
1. Freshman 4. Senior
2 Sophomora 3. Graduate Student
3  Tunior 6. Other (Spacify):
What iz vour nationalite?
1. American 3. Mexican
2. Canadisn 4. Other (Spacify):

How manyw vaars hava vou lived in tha Unitad Statas?

What stat= arz vou from?

What is vour ethnicite?
1. Black or African Dascant 3. South Asian (e g Indian)
2. EastAsian (China Japan EKoresa 6. SouthEastAsian (=g, Malavsian,
ate.) Vistnamasa)
3. Hispanic 7. White or European Dascant
4. HMative American 8. Other {Specify):

Is English wour firstlangnagaT

1. Yas 2. Mo

How many vears have vou spokenEnglish?

Do wou feel comfortabls communicating in English?

1. Yes 2. Mo



Figure 4 UNIANOVA Results

Dependent Variable:

Descriptive Statistics
Coorrect

Sim grp_gen blean Std. Drenviation M

LS MR 5204 50664 34
FF 3226 A4T519 31
Total 4308 49904 65

HS TR 3750 49454 24
FF 5217 51075 23
Total A458 L0254 47

Total TR ABSS S0317 58
EF A0T4 49597 54
Total A37TE 49831 112

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent VWariable: Comect
Type Il Sum of
Source Squares oif Mean Sguare F Sig.
Corrected Model 9547 3 .318 1.290 282
Intercept 208208 1 20.829 B4 542 A000
Sim 014 1 014 055 B14
grp_genl D25 1 025 L1000 53
=im " grp_geni B51 1 B51 3.456 066
Error 26609 108 2486
Total 49, 000 112
Corrected Total 27.563 111
a. R Sguared = 035 (Adjusted R Squarad = 008)
Figure 5 Graph of Mean Comparisons
Percentage Correct
60%
>0% 52.17%
40%
37.50%
MM
30% 32.26%
W FF

20%

10%

0%




Figure 6 Alternative Views Discussion

Descriptive Statistics
DependentVariable: We frequently discussed evidence for alternative viewpoints.
Sim grp_gent Mean Std. Deviation M
LS MM 5.25 1.507 170

FF 514 1.632 170
Both 5.04 1.713 128
Total 516 1.609 468
HS MM 484 1.712 54
FF 5.28 1.633 83
Both 5.449 1.622 70
Total 517 1.676 247
Total MM 510 1.582 264
FF 5149 1.630 253
Both 521 1.680 188
Total 516 1.631 715

DependentVariable:

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

We frequently discussed evidence for alternative viewpoints.

Type lll Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Sguare F 5ig.
Corrected Model 20.872° 5 4174 1.575 645
Intercept 17087.567 1 17057.567 | 6436.363 .0an
Sim 3480 1 3490 147 J0
grp_gent 6.120 2 3.060 1.1585 A6
Sim™ grp_gent 19.255 2 9.628 3.633 027
Errar 1878.983 704 2.650
Total 20964.000 715
Corrected Total 1899 855 714

a. R Sguared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .004)




Figure 7 Importance of Getting Along

Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Wariahle:

| feel thatitis more important for us to get along than for us to get the right answer to the Murder Mystery.

Sim grp_gen1 Mean Stal. Deviation K]

LS (I 445 1676 170
FF 02 1.685 170
Both A18 1.654 128
Total 4 86 1673 468

HS (I LN 1.838 94
FF 514 1522 a4
Both 494 1.433 70
Total 4492 1.631 248

Total MM 463 1.735 264
FF A.06 1.631 254
Both 510 1513 148
Total 488 1.658 716

Dependent Wariahle:

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

| feel thatitis more important for us to get along than for us to get the right answer to the Murder Mystery.

Type Il Sum
Source of Sguares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 56.277° A 11.255 4186 .0m
Intercept 15352566 1 15352566 | 5710.243 .0o0
Sim 286 1 286 06 745
arp_geni 38.543 2 18.297 777 001
Sim*grp_gent 6.237 2 3118 1.160 314
Error 1908.807 710 2,689
Total 189596.000 716
Coarrected Total 1965184 715
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