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Abstract

Methods to Increase Member Engagement in International Problem-Solving Meetings

In the current international business environment employees are spending large
amounts of their time in meetings. More than ever these meetings take place remotely and
often have the problem that individuals in the meeting do not share information or opinions.
Employees often stay in muted in meetings and allow one or two participants to drive the
conversation. This habit is especially troublesome for problem solving meetings. Problem
solving meetings invite individuals from different disciplines to share and brainstorm
possible causes for issues related to poor company outcomes. Active and open contribution
from all members is required to achieve the group goals. This study aims to find methods
that will increase contribution amongst meeting participants in regular meetings as well as
problem solving meetings.

The study tested sixteen topics for their influence on contribution in meetings. This
was done in a survey, that was distributed within a multination engineering corporation, and
on LinkedIn. There was a total of 68 responses. These responses were then separated by
above average and below average participation in problem solving meetings. Hypothesis
testing was done on the total group and separately on the problem-solving group. Employee
participation in decision making and psychological safety were found to correlate highly with
Contribution in meetings for both groups. Psychological safety was found to be of even
greater importance to problem solving group. This study demonstrates that to increase
contribution in meetings, leaders should provide a psychologically safe climate where
employees share in the decision making. Furthermore, a psychologically safe environment
is critical in problem solving meetings where members of different disciplines with low
familiarity take part.



Kurzreferat

Methoden zur Steigerung des Engagements der Mitglieder bei internationalen
Problemlésungssitzungen

In der heutigen internationalen Geschéftswelt verbringen die Mitarbeiter einen
grofBen Teil ihrer Zeit in Besprechungen. Mehr denn je finden diese Besprechungen aus
der Ferne statt und haben oft das Problem, dass die einzelnen Teilnehmer keine
Informationen oder Meinungen austauschen. Die Mitarbeiter bleiben in den Besprechungen
oft stumm und Uberlassen es einem oder zwei Teilnehmern, das Gesprach zu fihren. Diese
Angewohnheit ist besonders bei Problemlésungsbesprechungen problematisch. In
Problemlésungsbesprechungen werden Personen aus verschiedenen Fachbereichen
eingeladen, sich auszutauschen und mdgliche Ursachen fur Probleme im Zusammenhang
mit schlechten Unternehmensergebnissen zu ertrtern. Um die Ziele der Gruppe zu
erreichen, ist ein aktiver und offener Beitrag aller Mitglieder erforderlich. Ziel dieser Studie
ist es, Methoden zu finden, die den Beitrag der Sitzungsteilnehmer in reguléaren Sitzungen
sowie in Problemldsungssitzungen erhéhen.

In der Studie wurden sechzehn Themen auf ihren Einfluss auf den Beitrag in
Meetings getestet. Dies geschah im Rahmen einer Umfrage, die in einem multinationalen
Maschinenbauunternehmen und auf LinkedIn verteilt wurde. Es gingen insgesamt 68
Antworten ein. Diese Antworten wurden dann nach uberdurchschnittlicher und
unterdurchschnittlicher Teilnahme an Problemlésungsmeetings unterschieden. Die
Hypothesentests wurden fir die Gesamtgruppe und separat fur die Problemlésungsgruppe
durchgefuhrt. Es wurde festgestellt, dass die Beteiligung der Mitarbeiter an der
Entscheidungsfindung und die psychologische Sicherheit in hohem Mal3e korrelieren mit
Beitrag zu den Sitzungen fir beide Gruppen. Es wurde festgestellt, dass die psychologische
Sicherheit flur die Problemlésungsgruppe von noch gréf3erer Bedeutung ist. Diese Studie
zeigt, dass Fihrungskrafte ein psychologisch sicheres Klima schaffen sollten, in dem die
Mitarbeiter an der Entscheidungsfindung beteiligt sind, um den Beitrag in Sitzungen zu
erhdhen. Darliber hinaus ist ein psychologisch sicheres Umfeld von entscheidender
Bedeutung bei Problemldsungssitzungen, an denen Mitglieder verschiedener Disziplinen
mit geringer Vertrautheit teilnehmen.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this research paper is to investigate the factors that increase or decrease
employee contribution in either online or in person meetings. There is an additional focus
on contribution in problem solving meetings.

Team decision making and problem solving is key element in most organizations
due to the high levels of specialization in the modern work force. The speed and efficiency
of a good problem analysis has ramifications for other fields in the organization such as
quality control, liability, and total output. Due to the decentralization of many multinational
organizations an issue that occurs in one country will be analyzed and investigated by
specialists in another. Concepts for new systems and strategies are often discussed by
diverse teams, in terms of expertise and culture.

A major hurdle in such teams is effective member engagement and contribution in
discussions. Often moderators assemble teams and prompt contribution only to be met with
silence. This problem is exaggerated in the online meeting setting. This results in a lengthy
discovery process. This lack of contribution could be caused by many factors. If leaders are
aware of the main factors the reduce member willingness to provide input, they can work to
mitigate them. If leaders are informed about the circumstances that increase employee
contribution in discussion settings, they can utilize them.

The problem with finding methods on how to increase contribution, communication,
and engagement is that studies generally focus on only one aspect. For example, a study
may examine if motivated employees are more engaged. This does not help an individual
who wants to examine the effects of all methods and choose the methods that have the
most effect. This study intends on sampling all methods to demonstrate which methods has
the greatest effect on employees.

The benefits of this research is based on the accelerating trend of decentralizing
and offshoring of management, services, and manufacturing. This trend compels
international teams to work together and communicate more than the past. The growing
field of quality assurance will require strong reliable investigation of quality issues. The
increased complexity of supply chains means that equipment changes hands several times
before reaching its end location. Design and concept stages may occur in one location,
construction and commissioning may occur in another location, and final acceptance and
end use may occur in yet another location. This has implications regarding guarantee and
repair situations as well as liability in legal proceedings. This increases the importance of
cross cultural and international cooperation when investigating the root cause of an issue.

This research would provide leaders with potential solutions to increase member

contribution in discussions. This would help to increase the output of meetings and
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decrease wasted time. Reducing the wasted time in meetings could yield faster solutions to
problems. This research could also have implications in incident reporting in multicultural
teams. Early and detailed incident reporting and action can help prevent injury, production
losses, and equipment damage.

This report will start with a review of the current literature regarding employee
engagement in meetings. It will explore several strategies that may be relevant to increasing
or decreasing contribution. Then reasoning will be presented for importance of this thesis,
relative to the current literature on the subject.

The literature review is followed by the theoretical foundations of each of the strategies
presented. The theoretical foundations stem from several disciplines including psychology,
business, and organization theory. The theoretical foundations are followed by the
hypothesis that will be tested in this thesis for each category.

Then the methodology, research design and procedure of this thesis is presented. This
includes a model, a definition of constructs, and the procedure used in gathering,
measuring, and analyzing the information.

The findings of the study will be presented. The results will be discussed and possible
reasoning for the results will be presented and reflected upon.

Finally, the conclusion section will present implications on current theory, practical
implication for leadership, limitations of the design and study, and recommendations for

further research.



2. Literature Review

This thesis intends on finding the causes of low member contribution multicultural
meetings. However, most of the literature is framed from the angle of using a method to
increase member engagement or performance. There are many articles that identify
various means of increasing engagement, performance, teamwork, or motivation. The
literature review will focus on those articles, under the assumption that when engagement

or performance is increased that contribution may follow.

2.1 Measuring Contribution

There are very few studies that directly measure contribution. A study was found
where “oral contribution” was used as a measure for self-efficacy (Prussia et al., 1998). To
expand the search to possible methods, questionnaires were examined that measure
employee engagement. Tools such as the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale and the Gallup
Workplace Audit were considered, but they did not yield information directly related to
measuring contribution in meetings. The Table 3 in the Appendix shows the studies that

were found and the method they used to measure contribution.

2.2 Topics That Could affect Employee Contribution

2.2.1 Employee Participation in Decision-Making (PDM)

Several Studies have demonstrated that employee participation in decision making
(PDM) increases job performance, commitment, job satisfaction, and reduced turnover
(Adham, 2014, p. 382; Kofi et al., 2012, p. 22; Muindi, 2011, p. 30; Scott-Ladd et al., 2006,
p. 410; Wagner, 1994, p. 326; D. Wickramasinghe & Wickramasinghe, 2012, p. 12; V.
Wickramasinghe & Perera, 2014, p. 1290). PDM is also associated with perception of high
supervisor support (D. Allen et al., 2003, p. 113; M. W. Allen, 1992, p. 360) . Two studies
found that PDM increases engagement, satisfaction, and employee participation
(Alsughayir, 2016, p. 68; Appelbaum et al., 2013, p. 226). Specifically in the meeting
setting, employee PDM increases post meeting engagement (Yoerger et al., 2015, p. 46).
These studies support the concept that making employees aware that their contribution will
be valued and utilized, could increase contribution. The Table 4 in the Appendix shows the

studies related to PDM in business that were found and considered in this study.
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2.2.2 Leadership Styles

In the modern work place leadership spends a majority of time their time preparing for
and piloting meetings (Vree, 1999, p. 227). The modern employee spends about 6 hours a
week in meetings with a supervisor (Rogelberg et al., 2006, p. 90), and it may be more now
since the expansion of online meetings. These trends show the importance of good
leadership in meetings. Various authors have already shown that leadership is the core of
meeting quality, in terms of efficiency and outcome (J. Allen & Rogelberg, 2013, pp. 562—
563; Odermatt et al., 2015, p. 278; Rogelberg et al., 2006, pp. 93-95, 2012, p. 243). The
behavior of leaders and their leadership style’s effect on employees in meetings has also
been investigated (Baran et al., 2012, pp. 345—-349; Judge et al., 2004, pp. 43—44; Odermatt
et al., 2017, p. 187).

Some have pointed out that leaders facilitate contribution in group meetings to
increase employee engagement (J. Allen & Rogelberg, 2013, pp. 562-563). One study
compared leadership styles and meeting outcomes, they found that employees prefer
considerate and task-oriented leaders, but there was no supporting evidence that it
increases meeting effectiveness or employee engagement (Odermatt et al., 2017, p. 187).
Supervisor behavior during meetings has been found to be is important for shaping
employee perceptions and contribution (Baran et al.,, 2012, pp. 345-349). Different
leadership styles have been studied in relation to meetings, the path goal leadership
(House, 1971, pp. 335-337), transformational leadership (Mroz et al., 2020, p. 216) leader
member exchange (Zagenczyk et al., 2015, p. 115), discursive leadership (Wodak et al.,
2011, pp. 611-612)and shared leadership (Drescher et al., 2014, pp. 777-779). The



Table 5 in the Appendix shows the studies related to Leadership in business that
were found and considered in this study.

2.2.3 Psychological Safety (PS)

Psychological Safety (PS) is a growing trend in the study of increasing member and
team engagement. PS is defined as "the ability of an individual to openly engage without
fear of consequences to their career or self-image." (Kahn, 1990, p. 704). Assorted studies
have shown PS is an important indicator of success on the team level (Bendoly, 2014, pp.
1362-1365; Edmondson, 1999a, pp. 375—-377; Halbesleben & Rathert, 2008, p. 141; Hirak
et al.,, 2012, pp. 112-114). Many studies have been done on the positive effect of PS on
creativity and innovation (Kark & Carmeli, 2009, pp. 776—779; Schaubroeck et al., 2011, pp.
868-870; B. Singh et al., 2013, pp. 255-260; M. Singh & Sarkar, 2012, pp. 132-135). Other
studies have focused on learning behavior (Carmeli & Gittel, 2009, pp. 721-724;
Edmondson, 1999a, pp. 375-377) . Finally, some studies focused on the positive
association between PS and communication, information sharing, and language (Leroy et
al., 2012, p. 1279; Mu & Gnyawali, 2003, pp. 702—708; Peltokorpi, 2004, pp. 460-463). The
Table 6 in the Appendix shows the studies related to PS in business that were found and

considered in this study.

2.2.4 Meeting Mechanics

When discussing contribution in meetings the design, setting, structure, and
sequence of the meeting itself needs to be considered. This includes the decisions that
need to be made before, during, and after meetings. The first aspect that needs to be
considered is that a high meeting frequency is associated with increased employee stress
and disinterest (Luong & Rogelberg, 2005, p. 66). Providing at least a general agenda
allows participants to come prepared, keeps the meeting well-paced and on tract, and
improves discussion (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 101). As well as considering environmental and
technical features such as temperature, lighting, and refreshments, and required media
(Cohen et al., 2011, p. 101). Functionally diverse groups are better at problem solving
because they can draw from many different experiences (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007, p. 1009).
Therefore, consideration should be made on who to invite (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007, p.
1009). Other considerations include setting clear goals before hand (Leach et al., 2009, p.
75) and make sure that the meeting is relevant to all the people invited (Allison et al., 2015,
p. 33).



There has also been a body of research that focuses on the events that occur during
meetings. Many studies shown that starting and ending meetings on time increases
effectiveness (J. A. Allen et al., 2018, p. 1019; Mroz & Allen, 2017, p. 525; Rogelberg et al.,
2014, p. 336) Avoiding distractions in meetings has been found to increase participation
(Odermatt et al., 2018, p. 275). Allowing complaining will bring the meeting off track as
other participants will join in (Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012, p. 146). Mental state
is important therefore, “micro-relaxations” such as asking team members about their day to
increase member contribution (Frank et al., 2016, p. 1931).

After the meeting it is important to send meeting minutes and prepare agendas for
future meetings (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 101) and assess the satisfaction of the participants
(Rogelberg et al., 2010, p. 167) . Itis also important for leaders to assess the value of routine
meetings and if employees are participation (Luong & Rogelberg, 2005, p. 67).

These studies demonstrate the need for the moderator to structure the meeting
appropriately for the task. Better structure may increase employee contribution. The Table
7 in the Appendix shows the studies related to Meeting Mechanics in business that were

found and considered in this study.

2.2.5 Multicultural Differences

The amount employees contribute in meetings could be effected by culture of origin.
This may have many causes. The first is that the amount of contribution expected by
employees has a cultural base. The second is that the reasons for not contributing in
meetings varies by culture. The third is that meeting in one shared language reduces
contribution amongst non-native speakers. The studies below show the link between
employ engagement in meetings and culture.

Misunderstandings can arise from misinterpreting the practices of others (Sprain &
Boromisza-Habashi, 2012, p. 187). These differences can be found even within western
culture. Two authors have noticed cultural and structural differences that effect expectations
and perceptions in German and American meetings for example (Kéhler et al., 2012, p. 79;
Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2014, p. 267). Another example of differences between
ethnically similar people, are the differences in meeting opening, closing, feedback
contribution, and communication in the different indigenous groups of New Zealand (Kell et
al., 2007, p. 324). However other researchers have found that caution should be taken in
assigning causality to cultural differences for misunderstandings, when other causes such
as speech patterns have not been investigated (Poncini, 2007, p. 18). Often people from
East Asian groups will change their communication patterns in mixed group meetings

containing individuals from individualistic societies (Aritz & Walker, 2010, p. 36). Other
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studies have found that mixed multi-cultural teams actually have less internal group conflict,
than homogeneous groups (Paletz et al., 2018, p. 12).

Another factor that can heavily effect meeting contribution is the shared language, and
the number of non-native speakers in the meeting. This thesis focuses primarily on English
meetings, however every day meetings occur in with Chinese, French or Arabic as a shared
language among non-native speakers. In one study it was found that about half of non-
native English speaking participants in international meetings have trouble understanding
accents (Rogerson-Revell, 2007, p. 15) Rogerson-Revell 2010 recommends adjusting
accommodating language when speaking English in meetings with non-native speakers
and that non-native speakers should be interactive in the exchange (Rogerson-Revell,
2010, p. 452). When English is not well understood in a business meeting, small side
conversions in the native language of listener may aid in understanding and serves as a
“solidarity building function” in groups of multi-lingual people (Poncini, 2003, pp. 29-30).
This can increase contribution and reduce miscommunications. Other methods that can
help reduce misunderstandings during meetings in a shared non-native language is
claiming common ground, using words common for your industry, and cooperation and
reciprocity (Poncini, 2002, pp. 352-359). The Table 8 in the Appendix shows the studies
related to culture and language in business that were found and considered in this study.

2.2.6 Motivation

Employee motivation could play a role in employee contribution in meetings.
Employees have been found to be more engaged and committed when their basic needs
are met (Gagné, 2014, p. 44). Motivation has been linked to increased employee
engagement and job commitment (Mangkunegara & Octorend, 2015, p. 327; Moynihan &
Pandey, 2007, p. 828; Shaheen & Farooqi, 2014, p. 15)

Furthermore motivation and engagement are often driven by intrinsic rewards such
as meaningfulness, choice, competence and progress as well as extrinsic rewards such as
pay (ArunKumar, 2014, p. 92; R. Singh, 2016, p. 202; Thomas, 2009, pp. 47-50) . Current
studies show that the future work force needs to be motivated with incentives other than a
paycheck. They claim that modern workers are motivated by self-development and fostering
this will increase engagement (Shuck & Wollard, 2008, p. 51). Also motivation has been
found to have larger effect on the engagement of younger workers than older workers
(Olson et al., 2014, p. 17).

The link has been made between decision making authority and empowerment to
share ideas are motivating factors that increase member contribution (Bhuvanaiah, 2015,

p. 95). However, all age groups require intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Bhuvanaiah, 2015,
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p. 95). This reflects the findings in the PDM section. The Table 9 in the Appendix shows the
studies related to employee motivation in business that were found and considered in this

study.

2.2.7 Confidence and Imposter Syndrome

Employee confidence and Imposter Syndrome could affect contribution in meetings.
Employee confidence has been found to be a more important factor in employee
engagement, than psychological safety (Siemsen et al., 2009). Employee confidence is
linked to higher performance (Chan et al., 2017, p. 25; Cherian & Jacob, 2013, p. 85;
Gardner & Pierce, 1998, p. 63; Lyons & Bandura, 2018, p. 2; Prussia et al., 1998, p. 535).
Lyons and Bandara 2021 advocate for coaching to increase confidence and contribution of
employees (Lyons & Bandura, 2021, pp. 702-703).

The Imposter Syndrome describes the feelings of fraudulence reported by high
achieving women (Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 241). Prevalence of imposter syndrome is
measured to be between 9% to 82% of employees, this value is heavily influenced by
measurement method, population tested, and definition used (Bravata et al., 2020, p. 20)

Imposter Syndrome affects men and women mixed with some studies claiming
women are more effected, with other studies saying gender is not a factor (Cusack et al.,
2013, p. 77; Parkman, 2016, p. 53). Imposter Syndrome has been found to be more
prevalent in goal oriented high preforming individuals (Kumar & Jagacinski, 2006, p. 155).
The Table 10 in the Appendix shows the studies related to employee confidence and

Imposter Syndrome in business that were found and considered in this study.

2.3 How this research Compliments current literature

Research into meeting contribution presents several angles that complement the
literature on meeting science. The first is that employee contribution to meetings is very
under studied. Secondly, the studies outlined above often investigate a factor’s relevance
to employee engagement, satisfaction, and job performance overall and not specifically in
the meeting context. The third angle is that the literature tends to focus on the role of one
factor and its effect on employee performance and does not investigate the role of many
factors. The fourth is that the dimension of spoken language is not considered.

The literature faces a gap in measuring contribution by employees in meetings. The
topic of employee contribution is often indirectly studied when measuring employee
engagement, but never directly. Several topics related to meetings are studied, but there

are no studies that quantify the self-reported amount or frequency of contribution provided
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by those who participate in meetings. The purpose of a meeting is information exchange.
Either one individual wish to share information with others who provide feedback, or
individuals assemble together to share information about a common goal. If there is no
information regarding the amount of contribution provided, it is difficult to assess the quality
of the information exchange.

The studies outlined above tend to focus on the effect of an independent variable on
performance, satisfaction, and commitment overall. They do not test directly how this effect
translates to contribution and dialogue between employees and supervisors in meetings. It
is possible that a highly satisfied, and high preforming individual does not ever contribute to
a meeting.

Multivariable studies are also missing from the literature. There are meta studies
available, but there are not many studies that ask employees specifically about the several
categories of engagement improving techniques. There is a chance that the best outcome
is not a single method, but a combination of the two. There is also the possibility that a
combination of the two factors may cancel out the benefits of each.

A gap also exists when relating all of these factors with the added levels of language
and culture. There is a possibility that all or none of the factors involved will influence
individuals of different cultures. Perhaps certain levels of all these factors are required to
help an individual who is attending a meeting in a non-native language contribute. These

situations have not been directly tested.



3. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses

3.1 Participation in Decision Making(PDM)

The theoretical framework behind the positive effect of employee patrticipation in
decision-making regarding employee contribution is based in two theories. These theories
include Social Exchange Theory (Thibault & Kelly, 1959), and Demand-Control Model
(Karasek, 1979). The Social Exchange Theory can be applied to employee PDM to
demonstrate that to make the effort to contribute, there needs to be a reciprocal reward.
The Demand-Control model describes circumstances where employees would potentially
be less likely to contribute.

Social Exchange theory postulates that social behavior is governed by exchanges
where people are motivated to gain something of value in exchange for something else
(Thibaut & Kelley, 2017, p. 211). This concept can be applied to PDM and by extension to
contribution. Essentially contributing during a meeting has certain costs and risks
associated with it. These costs and risks include time preparing an idea, a concept, and
speaking publicly. The Social Exchange theory (Thibault & Kelly, 1959) states that people
will only contribute in such a situation if they feel they will gain from the exchange. If
employees have a high level of PDM, they have an incentive that makes the cost of
contribution worth it. Furthermore cultivating high levels of employee decision making
throughout the organizational hierarchy can improve relationships through social exchange
(Yoerger et al, 2015, p. 250-255 ). This may further increase contribution.

The Demand-Control model (Karasek, 1979) posits that employee psychological
strain results from the effects of the demand placed on the employee and the degree of
decision-making freedom available to the employee (Karasek, 1979, p. 287). These two
variables represent the drivers of action and the constraints placed on the reaction to those
actions. The model states that stress and strain increase because of demand, but stress
can be decreased by a perception of control. The model states that any job with high
demand and low control are the highest stress jobs (Probst, 2005, pp. 315-320). Employee
participation in decision-making is a strategy that provides employees with the stress
reducing control. PDM can be defined as the discretion that managers give to employees
when making decisions, and the level of encouragement managers give employees to make
organizational decisions (Probst, 2005, pp. 320-321).

The Demand-Control Model (Karasek, 1979) is relevant to PDM and employee

contribution because it predicts a scenario where an employee is unlikely to contribute. A
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stressed employee that perceives a low level of control is unlikely to feel that they need to,
or have anything to gain, by contributing to meetings. In the other case an employee that is
experiencing high demand but perceives a high level of control is more likely to contribute
to planning and problem solving in meetings. This is because they feel that they have power
to shape future events and can gain from it.

The Social Exchange Theory (Thibault & Kelly, 1959) as well as the Demand-Control
Model (Karasek, 1979) serve as the theoretical foundation for the positive effect of PDM on
employee contribution. It can be assumed that participation in decision making should also
increase the likelihood of contribution in meetings. Hypothesis H1 will test the independent
variable Participation in Decision Making. This construct is defined as the extent to which

employees actively share in decision making.

H1: Contribution is positively associated with employee participation in decision making.

3.2 Psychological Safety Theory

PS is defined as "the ability of an individual to openly engage without fear of
consequences to their career or self-image." (Kahn, 1990, p. 704). It is important in meeting
and team dynamics that all members feel secure in their environment. A further definition
of PS is, “the belief that the work environment is safe for interpersonal risk taking....
Psychological safety is present when colleagues trust and respect each other and feel able
- even obligated — to be candid. ” (Edmondson, 2018, p. 8). This foundation is critical when
fostering contribution from team members.

Since psychological safety has become a talking point of managers, and
organizational theorists, it is must be made clear that PS is not people being polite, and
agreeing even though they have other opinions(Edmondson, 2018, p. 15). It is the opposite;
people should feel secure enough to disagree (Edmondson, 2018, p. 15). It is not
extroverted behavior (Edmondson, 2018, p. 16). It refers to the work climate and not the
personalities of the participants. It is different from trust and it not about lowering standard
to make people feel comfortable (Edmondson, 2018, p. 16).

The importance of PS for contribution in teams can be described as contribution risk
mitigation. The concern over other reactions to ideas that could potentially be embarrassing
is reduced. This allows team members to learn together (Edmondson, 1999b, pp. 375-377).
It prevents team members from staying silent to not to risk sounding incompetent. In a
psychologically safe environment, the benefits of speaking up are given more weight than
the risks associated with it (Edmondson, 1999a, p. 270). This concept relates back to the

Social Exchange Theory. PS lowers the barrier to entry and therefore the benefits of
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contribution appear larger. PS has been found to have its greatest effect on the team level
(Newman et al., 2017, p. 527). Since the focus of this research is small groups of four to
ten individuals, Psychological Safety was chosen as a factor to consider.

PS has been found to improve team learning (Edmondson, 1999, p. 375 ), and
increase and sharing communication (Leroy et al., 2012, p. 1278 ). It has also been found
to be important for teams when building work-arounds for difficult situations (Halbesleben
& Rathert, 2008, p. 141). Based on these previous results it is assumed that a high level of
PS is associated with a high level of contribution in meetings. Inversely a fear of
repercussions will be associated with lower levels of contribution. Hypothesis H2 will test
the independent variable Psychological Safety. Hypothesis H3 will test the independent
variable Fear of Repercussions. Fear of Repercussions is the fear of consequences either
material or immaterial for expressing one’s opinion.

H2: Contribution is positively associated with psychological safety in the workplace.

H3: Contribution is negatively associated with fear of repercussions for mistakes.

3.3 Leadership Issues

Certain leadership styles have the potential to effect employee contribution. The two
styles that will be tested in the frame of the is thesis are transformational leadership, and
laissez-faire leadership. Leader Member Exchange aids in employee contribution because
the employee feels supported by the leader. The transformational leadership style fosters
an environment where an employee is allowed to grow and encouraged to contribute. The
laissez-faire leadership style runs the risk of presenting the leader as disinterested in their
work or employees.

The concept of transformational leadership was developed by James MacGregor Burns
and Bernard Bass (Bass, 1990, p. 19). The core concept of transformational leadership is
to create an inspiring vision of the future and to motivate others to improve themselves by
engaging in the shared mission. A transformational leader will reframe how members of the
team see tasks and will give the task a deeper meaning (Bass, 1990, p. 21). The leader
informs every member of the team of the ultimate goals to be achieved and the importance
of their role in achieving those goals. The transformational leader holds high expectations
of their subordinates and cares for the development.

The laissez-faire leadership style gives the members of the team all the rights and
authority to make decisions without the leader(Skogstad et al., 2007, p. 81). The leader
provides the team will all the materials and support that the team requests, but the team
operates independently. The leader does not participate in decision making. This leadership

style has been shown to cause problems in teams(Skogstad et al., 2007, p. 81). This
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leadership style has implications for contribution in meetings. Since a laissez-fair leaders
risks appearing uninterested or uniformed, members may not feel they need to contribute
information in meetings. They may withhold information unless directly asked. They may
also lose motivation if they feel the leader is uninterested due to their laissez-fair behavior.
Employ Contribution is linked to leadership traits and practices. Previous studies
have shown that leaders should cultivate and encourage contribution from their team
members (J. Allen & Rogelberg, 2013, p. 565). Hypothesis H4 tests the independent
variable Active Leader Encouragement. Active Leader Encouragement is defined as the
extent to which leaders encourage active contribution. Hypothesis H5 will test the
assumption that a leader that appears unmotivated leader will yield less contribution. This
is supported by the problems that are associated with laissez-fair leadership. The construct
Perceived Leader Motivation is defined as the extent to which a leader appears motivated
to the meeting participants. Hypothesis H6 will test the relationship between Supervisor
Support and contribution in meetings. The variable Supervisor Support is defined as the
degree to which the employees report that they are supported by their supervisor. Based
on the Leader-Member Exchange theory it is assumed that employee contribution in
meetings is positively associated with strong leader support.
H4: Employee Contribution in meetings is positively associated with leaders that actively
encourage contribution.
H5: Employee Contribution in meetings is negatively associated with leaders that appear
unmotivated to the employees
H6: Employee contribution in meetings is positively associated with employees that feel

their supervisor supports them.

3.4 Meeting Mechanics

Despite the large amount of commercial information available there is still no
comprehensive set of theories regarding meeting and small group communication (Poole,
1990, p. 237; Scott et al., 2012, p. 128). The field of small group communication research
is complex and spreads across several disciplines such as, psychology, linguistics, and
anthropology. The three most common models used are the McGraths Model(McGrath,
1984), Symbolic Convergence Theory (Bormann, 1972), and Structuration Theory
(Giddens, 1984).

The McGrath Model (McGrath, 1984) is a complex conceptual framework that
explores the relationships between several main variables. The main variables in his model
include: Task/Situation, Standing Group, Biological and Psychological properties of

individuals, Behavior Setting, the Acting Group, and the Physical/technological properties
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of the environment (McGrath, 1984, p. 13). The Task/Situation variable refers to the
environmental pressures placed on the group to “do something (McGrath, 1984, p. 14).”
The Standing Group variable refers to the relationships between group members before
action occurs e.g supervisor and workers, or parents and children (McGrath, 1984, p. 14).
The behavioral setting refers to the relationship between the group and the task(McGrath,
1984, p. 14). An example would be a group of firefighters and the task is extinguishing a
fire. The behavioral dynamic would be different if a group of firefighters were tasked with
playing chess. The biological properties of the individuals refers to the innate characteristics
of every individual (McGrath, 1984, p. 14). Environmental properties refers to the conditions
in which the meeting takes place (McGrath, 1984, p. 14). The Acting Group refers to the
group interaction process during communication (McGrath, 1984, p. 14). This model is often
used to the understand the overarching context of the group communication. All of the main
variables can be broken down to further micro-models.

The Symbolic Convergence Theory (Bormann, 1972) focuses on the symbolic
foundation of the group culture (Poole, 1990, p. 240). This common base allows the group
to speak together using the same communication methods and language(Poole, 1990, p.
240). An example would be that NASA engineers would use different language when
discussion problems, than a team in a bakery would. This theory is often applied to small
group settings.

The Structuration Theory (Giddens, 1984). refers to the how member actions and
behaviors are influenced by the rules used to maintain the group system (Poole, 1999, p.
48). This refers to the group norms of behavior and the underlying structures that govern
decision making and relationships (Poole, 1990, p. 240). The focus on group practices and
behavior is the foundation for many studies of meeting culture.

The effect of structure and behavior and vice versa provides many possible solutions
to increasing contribution in meetings. The hypotheses below have been developed using
the literature in Section 2.2.4. Meeting Structure is defined as factors related to meeting
design characteristics. H7 tests the assumption that poor meeting structure will affect
contribution. Ritual is defined as a series of actions, or a type of behavior regularly and
invariably followed in meetings. H8 tests the assumption that boring repetitive meetings will
influence contribution. Supervisor Feedback is defined as a supervisor's information or
reactions to the outcome of a task. H9 tests the association with supervisor feedback and
contribution. The Meeting Frequency construct is defined as the amount of meetings within
a given time period(Luong & Rogelberg, 2005, p. 62). H10 tests the effect of high meeting
load on employee contribution. The Meeting Attendance construct is defined as the amount
of people in attendance a given meeting. H11 tests the effect of having many participants

in a meeting on contribution.
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H7: Poor Meeting structure is negatively associated with employee contribution in meetings.
H8: Ritualization of meetings is negatively associated with employee contribution in
meetings.

H9: The lack of feedback from supervisors is negatively associated with employee
contribution in meetings.

H10: High meeting frequency is negatively associated with employee contribution in
meetings.

H11: Meetings with many participants are negatively associated with employee contribution

in meetings.

3.5 Multicultural Differences

There are several differences between cultures that have the potential to effect
contribution in meetings. Early studies have found that cultures differ in the following
dimensions: individualism vs. collectivism, large or small power distance, and masculinity
vs. femininity(Hofstede, 1983, p. 78). The Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior
Effectiveness (GLOBE) has identified several further distinctions that have the potential to
effect meeting contribution including: institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism,
assertiveness, and future orientation (Gupta, 2000, p. 11). These cultural dimensions have
the potential to either increase or decrease member contribution during meetings.

Culture has been classically defined by anthropologists as “the patterned ways of
thinking, feeling and reacting... “ that are shared in a culture (Hofstede, 1980, pp. 23).
Culture can have an impact on how people express themselves in a group setting. This
effect could be more pronounced in a mixed setting, with possibly members of certain
cultures taking dominant roles, while others assume passive roles. The cultural dimension
individualism refers to the inclination for a loose social network, where individuals are
responsible for themselves and their families (Hofstede, 1984, p. 83). This inclination can
be expressed in other social settings such as meetings and gatherings. If an individual does
not feel obligated to a group outside of their personal relationships, they may be more likely
to express opinions that are against the group consensus. This behavior could affect how
an individual contributes to meetings. The opposite is a strong affinity for collectivism or
group attachments that extend further than the immediate family (Hofstede, 1984, p. 83).
This may also affect how an individual contributes during a meeting. If an individual values
group relationships, they may withhold information that could threaten harmony. Or they
may be more motivated to share information to the group, because they have an emotional

connection instead of just a business relationship. Institutional collectivism refers to the
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emphasis a culture places on societal or corporate collective behavior (Northouse, 2019, p.
624). This may further affect how or if an individual contributes.

Gender egalitarianism could play a significant role in the contribution of certain
people from certain cultures during group meetings. Gender egalitarianism refers to the
extent to which an individual's gender dictates their roles in private and public life in a given
culture (Northouse, 2019, p. 627). In a mixed international business setting, the gender
roles of different cultures can conflict with one another. This may lead to differing
contribution among individuals.

Three further cultural dimensions that have the potential to affect contribution in
meetings are power distance, assertiveness, and future orientation. Power distance refers
to the extent to which a society is stratified and organized in a hierarchy (Hofstede, 1984,
p. 83). In a small power distance culture, there are high levels of egalitarianism and power
inequalities must be justified (Hofstede, 1984, p. 83) This power structure will affect how
individuals contribute in meetings. As, some individuals come from cultures that are
accustomed to speaking openly with an authority figure. Members of other cultures may not
feel comfortable in that position. Assertiveness also is dependent on culture. Assertiveness
refers to how much a culture reinforces aggressive and dominant behavior as opposed to
passive behavior (Northouse, 2019, p. 627). Cultural differences in assertive behavior
during a meeting, would play a role in increasing contribution from some members and
limiting it from others. Future orientation is the extent to which members of a culture plan
for future events (Northouse, 2019, p. 628). The amount of contribution from individuals is
likely dependent on the level of future planning that emphasized in a culture.

The several cultural dimensions addressed above will play a role in the amount of
contribution that an individual will make during meetings.

The Meeting Shared Language construct is defined as the effect on contribution for
participants who are speaking in a non-native language. H12 will test the effect of meeting
in a non-native language has on the contribution of the speaker. The construct of
Multicultural Differences is defined as the differences between cultural expectations of
meetings. Since cultural background could increase or decrease the level of contribution in
meetings the hypothesis H13 is considered a two-tail variable and no statement regarding

positive or negative association is made.

H12: Meetings in one shared language is negatively associated with employee contribution
in meetings of the non-native speakers.
H13: If the amount of contribution varies across cultures, then the self-reported levels of

contribution will vary by culture.
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3.6 Motivation

There are three theories of motivation that are relevant to the amount of contribution
an individual would make during a meeting. The Expectancy Theory (Vroom, 1964) states
than an individual is motivated to perform a behavior based on the expected results of that
behavior. The Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor, 1960) states that some employees
require more management supervision than other employees require (McGregor & Cutcher-
Gershenfeld, 2006). The Equity Theory of Motivation (Adams, 1965) is based on the social
exchange theory and states that motivation is based on perceived equity in social and
professional interactions.

The Expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) posits that people anticipate satisfaction or
displeasure from certain actions and outcomes (Vroom, 1964, pp. 29-49). In addition to
anticipating good or bad outcomes, people weigh the probability of each outcome (Vroom,
1964, pp. 29-49). The two variables of anticipation and probability are calculated by the
individual and the result is increased or decreased motivation (Vroom, 1964, pp. 29-49).
This theory has several implications for how people contribute to meetings, and it reflects
several theories mentioned in the previous sections. This first is in the case of PDM, and
social exchange. If the individual anticipates a high probability that their input will not be
valued or utilized, they will have low motivation to contribute. In the case of psychological
safety if the individual anticipates a high probability of consequences for their actions in an
unsafe environment, they will not be motivated to contribute. The concepts of over ritualized
meetings and laissez-faire leadership also reflect the Vroom theory. Since the employee
already can anticipate the outcome and is potentially less motivated to contribute.

The Theory X and Theory Y model (McGregor, 1960) can be applied to meeting
contribution. Theory X is based on the assumptions that the average human dislikes work
and needs to be directed to perform. Furthermore, the average person wants to avoid
responsibility and wants to be directed (McGregor & Cutcher-Gershenfeld, 2006, pp. 84—
86). Theory Y is based on the assumptions that the work comes natural to people, people
are imaginative, people seek responsibility, and commitment to objectives are rewarding
(McGregor & Cutcher-Gershenfeld, 2006, pp. 100-101). The model states that most people
fall in-between these two constructs, therefore managers need to assess employees to
gauge their motivation model as X or Y. This concept has implications for the employee’s
contribution during meetings. Based on this theory it is likely that model Y personalities
would dominate the conversation, while model X people would likely try to stay quiet.
Therefore, a leader would have to actively encourage contribution from the model X
employees. This model would predict that a transformative leader would be more effective

than a laissez-faire leader. Interestingly the theory assumes that model X people would still
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be unmotivated to contribute in psychologically safe situations or situations with a high
degree of participation in decision making.

The Adams Equity Theory of Motivation (Adams, 1965) states that motivation is
based on the perception of just and unjust social exchanges (Adams, 1965, pp. 267—-268).
These exchanges in can be material, for example job effort and wages, as well as immaterial
such as scolding or praising in social exchanges(Adams, 1965, pp. 267-268). This theory
can be applied to contribution in meetings similarly to the social exchange theory. If
employees regularly attend meetings and feel that certain members or themselves are not
being treated equitably, they may be unmotivated to contribute. This inequitable behavior
could include undeserved praise for some members or undeserved punishment for others.
More importantly if employees feel they are not being adequately compensated for their
efforts, they maybe unlikely to contribute.

The following theories illustrate the importance of motivation in business: the

Expectancy Theory (Vroom 1964), the Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor 1960), and the
Equity Theory (Adams 1965). A study found that found that all age groups require intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation (Olson et al., 2014, p. 17). Hypothesis H14 tests the variable
Employee Motivation. Employee Motivation is defined as an employee’s desire or
willingness to perform. H14 states that high employee motivation is associated with high
employee contribution in meetings.

H14: Employee motivation has a positive association to employee contribution in meetings.

3.7 Confidence and Imposter Syndrome: Self Efficacy Theory

The Self Efficacy Theory (Bandura 1977) of confidence reflects people’s confidence in
their ability to control their own behavior, motivation, and environment (Bandura, 1977, pp.
191-193).An individual’s self-efficacy reflects the likelihood that they will contribute during
meetings. Imposter syndrome designates an irrational anxiety that one is not qualified for
their position (Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 241). It has been associated with reduced
performance in the workplace, and the fear of sharing opinions or ideas.

Self-efficacy is a person’s confidence in their ability. A person with high self-efficacy
believes they have a large locus of control (Bandura, 1977, p. 192). Self-efficacy is also
associated with the ability to overcome obstacles, persist in the face of adversity, and effort
expended (Bandura, 1977, p. 194). This is important for the study of contribution in meetings
because it assumes that contribution is based on the individual. Many strategies have been
presented in this thesis, that attempt to improve the external conditions, to improve

contribution. The Self-efficacy model differs because it places the onus on the individual.
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The Self-efficacy model predicts that a person with high confidence will overcome all the
obstacles to contribution. They would also be more likely to thrive in situations with poor
leadership, and low psychological safety. In cases of low confidence, an individual can
improve their self-efficacy. (Bandura, 1977, p. 202) This could be done through self-mastery
or therapy (Bandura, 1977, p. 202).

Imposter syndrome is the persistent belief that one is not qualified for one’s current
position (Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 241). It is associated with the belief that soon one will be
exposed. This belief presents itself in several behaviors, two behaviors are relevant for
contribution in meetings. The first is to avoid being exposed, people will avoid meetings, or
avoid contributing (P. R. Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 243). The second possibility is that the
person my over preform due to the fear of being discovered as a fraud (P. R. Clance &
Imes, 1978, p. 244) This means that a person with Imposter Syndrome could potentially
contribute more in meetings, than someone without this fear.

The Self-efficacy Theory (Bandura 1977) offers a confidence-based model for differing
levels of contribution between individuals. This theory predicts that an individual with a high
level of confidence will contribute during meetings regardless of the external circumstances.
Hypothesis H15 measures the independent variable Employee Personal Confidence.
Employee Personal Confidence is defined as a feeling of self-assurance arising from an
appreciation of one’s own abilities or qualities.

H15: Employee confidence is positively associated with employee meeting contribution.

Hypothesis H16 will test the independent variable Imposter Syndrome. It may affect
an individual in several ways, one of them is how they contribute to meetings. Due to the
association of Imposter Syndrome and avoidance, (P. R. Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 243).
H16 predicts a negative association between high levels of imposter syndrome and
employee meeting contribution.

H16: Imposter syndrome is negatively associated with employee meeting contribution.
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4. Methodology

4.1 Paradigm

This thesis intends on utilizing the positivism research paradigm. Positivism refers
to the deductive approach which focuses on an empiricist method and the generation of
pure data, that has been filtered for bias (Collis & Hussey, 2021, p. 40). This approach was
chosen, due to the goals of the investigation and characteristics of the participants.

The first reason is the positivist approach was chosen, is because of the advantages
associated with quantitative data when comparing different solutions. In the case of
measuring contribution, there are many factors that could increase or decrease contribution,
and the goal of the investigation is to compare the relative effects of each method.
Quantitative analysis would provide clear insight.

The second reason is practical. It would be difficult to observe the participants in
their natural setting. The participants work in different countries, or work in different
departments. Many of the meeting take place online and not face to face, which increases
the difficulty of observational methods of research. The goal of the investigation is to have
a large number of respondents it would be unpractical to interview all of them, in the limited
time frame of the thesis semester.

The third reason the positivism approach was chosen is that specific hypotheses will
be tested during the investigation. These hypotheses will be used to generalize about high
contributing individuals and low contributing individuals. Hypothesis testing is a key aspect

of the positivism paradigm.
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4.2 Research Design

421 Model

4.21.1 Increasing Factors
Figure 1. Factors that Increase Contribution

Participation in Decision Making
/—> Contribution (general)
Psychological Safety (+)

Leadership Support

Leader Encouragement

(+) > Contribution (online)

Motivation
Employee Confidence
Supervisor Feedback (+)

\> Contribution (face-to-face)

Meeting Structure

Multicultural Differences

Figure 1. Original illustration

Figure 1 illustrates the factors that have been identified as potentially increasing
contribution amongst employees in meetings. Each factor will be measured independently,
and each factor has an effect on contribution in general, and contribution specifically in the

online or face-to-face setting.
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4.2.1.2 Decreasing Factors
Figure 2. Factors That Decrease Contribution

Factors

Frequency of Meetings

/—> Contribution (general)
Reprecussions for Errors

Laisse Fair Leadership

T Contribution (online)

—_
~—

Imposter Syndrome
Meeting Attendence

Meeting Ritual

\> Contribution (face-to-face)

Non-native speakers
Multicultural Differences

Figure 2. Original illustration

The Figure 2 illustrates the factors that have been identified as potentially decreasing
contribution amongst employees in meetings. Each factor will be measured independently,
and each factor has an effect on contribution in general, and contribution specifically in the
online or face-to-face setting. The items in the survey that measure each construct is also

listed.
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4.2.2 Summary of Constructs

Figure 3. Variable Definitions

Variable Definition Table

Variable Definition H Effect on (DV) Testitems
Contribution in Meeting(D) The amount of input given by employees during meetings C,CO,CF
Participation in Decision Making (1) The extent to which employees actively share in decision making. H1 + PD1-4

The degree to which oneis able to show and employ one's self without fear of negative consequences

Psychological Safety (1) of self-image, status or career (Kahn, 1990, p. 704). H2, H3 M Ps1-4
Active Leader Encouragement (1) The degree to which leaders encourage active contribution. H4 + LC1-3
Preceved Leader Motivation(l) The degree to which the leader appears motivated to the meeting participants. H5 + LF1-4
Supervisor Support(l) The degree to which the employees feel supported by the supervisor. H6 + LS1-3
Meeting Structure (I) Factors related to meeting deign characteristics. (e.g agenda, punctuality) H7 + SM1-4
Ritual (1) A series of actions or type of behaviour regularly and invariably followed in meetings. H8 - RI1-4
Supervisor Feedback(l) A supervisors information about reactions to the outcome of a task. H9 + Sf1

Meeting Frequency (1) The amount of meetings within a given time period. H10 IE:)“I/\IIIOOIi
Meeting Attendence (1) The amount of people in attendence in the meeting. H11 - PN1-2
Meeting Shared Language (1) The shared language of communication in the meeting. H12 - NN1-6
Cultural Background (1) The language, costoms, national background of an individual. H13 -/+ MD1-3
Employee Motivation(l) An employees desire or willingness to preform. H14 + M1-4
Employee Personal Confidence (I) A feeling of self-assurance arising from an appreciation of one's own abilities or qualities. H15 + EC1-4
Imposter Syndrome(1) The persistent inability to believe that one's success is deserved or has been legitimately achieved as a Hi6 . 151-4

result of one's own efforts or skills (Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 241).

Figure 3. Original illustration

Figure 3. Variable Definitions provides an overview of the variables tested in the study. The
figure shows how the variable is defined, and if it is dependent (D) or independent(l). It
shows the hypothesis it is linked to, and the expected relationship with the dependent
variable. The test items in the survey that measure the variable are displayed.

4.3 Sample Size and Participants

A survey was designed to test the factors described in Section 4.2.1 Model. A copy
of the entire survey is found in the Appendix. Thirty-five surveys were distributed to
engineering teams in a large engineering corporation, a further ten were distributed in a
SixSigma course. Many of these participants distributed the survey amongst their peers and
colleagues. The survey was designed and built using the UniPark tool provided by the
Vorarlberg University of Applied Sciences.

-23-



The survey was also shared on LinkedIn. This resulted in 115 people opening and
starting the survey. Ultimately 68 completed the survey for a completion rate of 59%. Most
respondents were male at 72% and the minority were female at 28%. Most respondents
came from Europe at 65%. There were 19% North American participants, and the rest were
Asia (10%), South America (4%), and Africa (1%) .The majority of respondents do not speak
English as a native language at 74%. Eighty-nine percent of the respondents were under
the age of 40, and 88% of respondents have been at their current position for less than six
years. Twenty-two participants (32%) were found to have above average attendance at
problem solving meetings compared to the rest of the group. This translates to 3 or more

problem-solving meetings per week.

4.4  Analysis

The analysis of the of the information was done in three stages. Before analysis began,
items that measure each construct were tested for normality as a group using Q-Q plots,
Kolmogorov—Smirnov test and the Shapiro-Wilk test. Even though, the Central Limit
Theorem states that normality is assumed if there are more than 30 samples. In the first
stage the items that measure each construct were tested for reliability with the Cronbach's
alpha test. In the second stage, the constructs were edited based on the results and the
recommendations of the reliability testing. The reliability testing was then repeated to
confirm the improvement. In the third stage, constructs were grouped into a single variable
based on their mean. This was done to test the correlation of the cumulative effect of the
items. At this point the data population will be separated into two groups. The first group is
the total population, and the second group will be the participants that take part in at least
three problem solving meetings a week. In the third stage the factors that affect contribution
in meetings from the survey were tested for correlation using SPSS version 27 Bivariate

correlation for both populations.

45 Instruments

The Contribution in Meeting construct is the dependent variable tested in this study.
It is defined as the amount of input given by employees in meetings. It is measured with a
collection of thirteen items in the survey, in three categories. General Contribution is defined
as the likelihood of contribution regardless of setting. These items had a five-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). One question was negatively

coded to serve as a plausibility check. An example includes, “I am a Passive Listener.”
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Reliability testing with Cronbach’s Alpha was estimated at a = 0.399. This was due to item
C3 which was deleted from the analysis. Afterwards a reliability of a = 0.857 was estimated.

Contribution in Online Meetings was measured using five items. Two of the items
had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Three
of the questions were measured with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1(Never) and 5
(Always). One question was negatively coded to serve as a plausibility check. An example
includes “I contribute during online meetings.” Reliability was estimated at a = 0.521. Due
to these two items were removed before analysis. These items were CO2 and CO5.
Afterwards a reliability of a = 0.831 was estimated.

Contribution in Face-to-Face meetings was measured using five items. Two of the
items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
Three of the questions were measured with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1(Never)
and 5 (Always). One question was negatively coded to serve as a plausibility check. An
example includes “I contribute during face-to-face meetings.” Reliability was estimated at a
= 0.460. Due to this CF2 and CF5 was removed before analysis. Afterwards a reliability of
a = 0.780 was estimated.

To measure the construct Participation in Decision Making, four questions were
used. These questions originated from a multi-item measurement gauge developed by
Siegel and Ruh 1973. These questions have been used and cited in various studies (Singh
& Sarkar, 2012; Yoerger et al., 2015; Appelbaum et al., 2013) in the last 50 years. The
guestions asked the participants to rate their influence in certain situations at work. The
participants were given a five-point Likert scale of 1 (No Influence) and 5 (Much Influence).
An example includes, “In general how much say or influence do you have on decisions?
(Ruh et al., 1975, p. 306)” Reliability was estimated at a = 0.912. Therefore, no changes
were made before analysis.

Psychological Safety was assessed with a four-item measure. Fear of
Repercussions was measured with three-item gauge. Seven questions were obtained from
(Edmondson, 1999b). The participants must rate their responses on a seven-point Likert
scale with 1 (Very Inaccurate) and 7 (Very Accurate). An example of a PS measurement
question is “It is safe to take a risk on this team.” (Edmondson, 1999b, p. 382) Reliability
testing of the PS questions yielded a = 0.599. Though the score is low, the items are
considered reliable due to previous use in other studies. Reliability testing of the Fear of
Repercussion questions yielded a = 0.331. This was due to item R3. Iltem R3 was removed
from the analysis and was address separately. After removal of R3 a = 0.510. This is still
low, but the items are considered reliable due to previous use in other studies.

The leadership constructs were measured by modifying questions from the

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ). The MLQ was developed by Avolio and Bass.
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The construct of Active Leader Encouragement was measured using three items that
stemmed from the transformational section of the MQL (Avolio et al., 2004, p. 50-80). These
items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
An example is, “My supervisor prompts his subordinated to think and initiate.” These
guestions had a reliability estimate of a = 0.721, therefore they were not adjusted before
analysis.

Supervisor Support was evaluated with three items. These items were adapted from
the transactional and transformational leadership sections of the MQL (Avolio et al., 2004,
pp. 50-80). These items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to
5 (Strongly Agree). An example is, “My supervisor supports our decisions after they have
been discussed.” These questions had a reliability estimate of a = 0.847, therefore no
changes were made before analysis.

The construct Perceived Leader Motivation was measured using four items adapted
from the Laissez-fair leadership section of the MQL (Avolio et al., 2004, pp. 50-80). These
items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
An example includes, “My supervisor does not appear active.” These questions had a
reliability estimate of a = 0.807, therefore no changes were made before analysis.

Meeting Frequency was evaluated using five items. An example includes “How
many times a week do you engage in online meetings of any type?” These items had a
numerical scale ranging from “0-1” till “8+.” The meetings were separated into two
categories, meetings of any type and problem-solving meetings. A further distinction was
made between online meetings and in person meetings. The inspiration to measure meeting
frequency came from the literature (Luong & Rogelberg, 2005), but the method of measure
is different from previous studies. Reliability was estimated at a = 0.723 therefore no items
were deleted from the analysis.

Meeting Attendance was evaluated using two items. The first asked the participant
to estimate the average number of individuals in their meetings. This was done with a
numerical scale ranging from “2-3” till “10+.” The second asked if the participant thought
the number of individuals in their meetings is excessive. This item had a five-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). These questions had a
reliability estimate of a = 0.594. No changes were made before analysis, despite a low
rating.

Meeting Structure was measured using four items, these items were inspired by
recommendations made in the following studies(J. A. Allen et al., 2018; Cohen et al., 2011,
Mroz & Allen, 2017; Rogelberg et al., 2010, 2014). Two questions assessed the availability
of agendas and their roles in the meeting and were measured with a five-point Likert scale

ranging from 1(Never) and 5 (Always) (Cohen et al., 2011). Two questions assessed the
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punctuality of meetings and were measured with a five-point Likert scale ranging from
1(Never) and 5 (Always) (J. A. Allen et al., 2018; Rogelberg et al., 2012, 2014). Reliability
was estimated at a = 0.778 therefore no items were deleted from the analysis. One question
assessed the construct Supervisor Feedback and was measured with a five-point Likert
scale ranging from 1(Never) and 5 (Always).

Four items measure the construct Ritual. These questions were inspired by the
findings of (Luong & Rogelberg, 2005). Two questions were measured with a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree), and the other two
gquestions were measured with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1(Never) and 5
(Always). An example includes “My meetings are generally always the same.” A further
question asked the participant if they felt they were over invited to meetings. This was
measured with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1(Never) and 5 (Always). Reliability
testing of the Ritual questions yielded a = 0.532. This was due to item RI4. Item RI4 was
removed from the analysis and was address separately. After removal of R4 a = 0.637.

Multicultural Differences were measured with three items that were inspired by the
cultural characteristics defined by(Gupta, 2000; Hofstede, 1980, 1983, 1984).These items
had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). These
guestions had a reliability estimate of a = -0.564, this score is low and must be recoded.
Items MD1 and MD2 were recoded and an a = 0.388 was reached. This is a very low rating.
No changes were made to the measure because no single item could be identified as the
reason for the poor rating.

Meeting Shared Language was measured using six items. One item assesses
whether the participant is a native English speaker. One item assesses the frequency the
participant attends meetings in a non-native language. This item had a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1(Never) and 5 (Always). Four items assess the experience of attending a
meeting in a non-native language. These items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Of the four items that measure the experience,
two items were sourced from (Rogerson and Revell, 2007, pp. 20-25) The other two were
generated by the author. Reliability testing of the Ritual questions yielded a = -0.368. Item
NN2 and NN6 had to be recoded. After recoding an a = 0.740 was estimated.

Employee Motivation was measured using four items on the survey. The items were
sourced from (Mottaz, 1985). These motivation measuring questions have been used in
several literature sources. These items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). These questions had a reliability estimate of a = 0.770,
therefore no changes were made before analysis.

Employee Confidence and Imposter Syndrome constructs were tested with four

items each. All eight of these items were sourced from the Clance IP Scale (D. P. R. Clance,
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1986, pp. 20-22). The Clance IP Scale is used in many literature sources to measure
confidence and imposter syndrome. These items had a five-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The Employee Personal Confidence questions
had a reliability estimate of a = 0.415, this is extremely low. Item EC1 was removed before
analysis, since it was estimated to have a large effect. After removal of EC1 a reliability
estimate of a = 0.551 was measured. This is still, low but the questions are still trusted
because of their previous use in other studies. The Imposter Syndrome items had a had a

reliability estimate of a = 0.702, therefore no changes were made before analysis.

4.6 Bias Mitigation Methods

Several methods were used to reduce bias in the survey. All participants were assured
that they will remain anonymous, and their data will not be stored(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p.
888). Counterbalance questions were used as a plausibility check(Podsakoff et al., 2003,
p. 884). These questions were negatively scored. Proven and reliable survey questions from
previous studies were either utilized word for word or adapted to meet the needs of this
specific study(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 887). Finally different scales were used. Some
questions asked for frequency and others asked for agreement. Further questions were on

a 7-point sliding scale instead of a 5-point scale(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 884).
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5. Results

Figure 4 illustrates all the variables examined in the study. The means, medians, standard

deviations, and the correlations between the variables for the total group. Figure 5 illustrates

all the variables examined in the study. The means, medians, standard deviations, and the

correlations between the variables for the problem-solving group.

Figure 4. Correlation Matrix Total Group
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Figure 5. Correlation Matrix Problem Solving Group
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Figure 5. Original illustration

H1: Contribution is positively associated with employee participation in decision making.

TOTAL: PDM was found not to have a statistically significant relationship on the general
contribution measure p=0.206. PDM was found to have a statistically significant positive
relationship on the online contribution measure (r = 0.639, p=<0.001) . PDM was found to
have a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure
(r = 0.433, p=<0.001). Due to these findings H1 is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: PDM was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.836. PDM was found to have a
statistically significant positive relationship on the online contribution measure (r = 0.628,
p=0.002) . PDM was found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-
to-face contribution measure (r = 0.473, p=0.026). Due to these findings H1 is partially

supported.

H2: Contribution is positively associated with psychological safety in the workplace.
TOTAL: PS was found not to have a statistically significant relationship on the general
contribution measure p=0.856. PS was found to have a statistically significant positive

relationship on the online contribution measure (r = 0.465, p=<0.001). PS was found to have
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a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure (r =
0.489, p=<0.001). Due to these findings H2 is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: PS was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.587. PS was found to have a
statistically significant positive relationship on the online contribution measure (r = 0.628,
p=<0.001). PS was found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-
to-face contribution measure (r = 0.719, p=<0.001). Due to these findings H2 is partially

supported.

H3: Contribution is negatively associated with fear of repercussions for mistakes.

TOTAL: Fear of Repercussions was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.208. Fear of Repercussions was not
found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure
p=0.163. Fear of Repercussions was not found to have a statistically significant relationship
on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.874. Due to these findings H3 is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Fear of Repercussions was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.867. Fear of
Repercussions was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online
contribution measure p=0.631. Fear of Repercussions was not found to have a statistically
significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.266. Due to these
findings H3 is rejected.

H4: Employee Contribution in meetings is positively associated with leaders that actively
encourage contribution.

TOTAL: Leader Encouragement was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.880. Leader Encouragement was
found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the online contribution
measure (r = 0.389, p=<0.001). Leader Encouragement was found not to have a statistically
significant positive relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.079. Due to
these findings H4 is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Leader Encouragement was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.790. Leader
Encouragement was found not to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the
online contribution measure; however, it was close (r = 0.411, p=0.058). Leader
Encouragement was found not to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the

face-to-face contribution measure p=0.386. Due to these findings H4 is rejected.
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H5: Employee Contribution in meetings is negatively associated with leaders that appear
unmotivated to the employees

TOTAL: Leader Motivation was found not to have a statistically significant relationship
on the general contribution measure p=0.265. Leader Motivation was not found to have a
statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure p=0.757. Leader
Motivation was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face
contribution measure p=0.969. Due to these findings H5 is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Leader Motivation was found not to have a statistically
significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.851. Leader Motivation was
not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure
p=0.515. Leader Motivation was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on

the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.927. Due to these findings H5 is rejected.

H6: Employee contribution in meetings is positively associated with employees that feel
their supervisor supports them.

TOTAL: Leader Support was found not to have a statistically significant relationship
on the general contribution measure p=0.865. Leader Support was found to have a
statistically significant positive relationship on the online contribution measure (r = 0.465,
p=<0.001). Leader Support was found not to have a statistically significant relationship on
the face-to-face contribution measure; however, it was close. (r= 0.231 p=0.058). Due to
these findings H6 is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Leader Support was found not to have a statistically
significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.354. Leader Support was
found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the online contribution
measure (r = 0.608, p=0.003). Leader Support was found not to have a statistically
significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.286. Due to these

findings H6 is partially supported.

H7: Poor Meeting structure is negatively associated with employee contribution in meetings.

TOTAL: Structured Meetings was found not to have a statistically significant relationship
on the general contribution measure p=0.636. Structured Meetings was not found to have
a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure p=0.715. Structured
Meetings was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face
contribution measure p=0.763. Due to these findings H7 is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Structured Meetings was found not to have a statistically
significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.549. Structured Meetings

was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution
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measure p=.641 Structured Meetings was not found to have a statistically significant
relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.967. Due to these findings H7 is
rejected.

H8: Ritualization of meetings is negatively associated with employee contribution in
meetings.

TOTAL: Meeting Ritual was found not to have a statistically significant relationship
on the general contribution measure p=0.60. Meeting Ritual was found to have a statistically
significant negative relationship on the online contribution measure (r = -0.301, p=0.013).
Meeting Ritual was found not to have a statistically significant relationship on the face-to-
face contribution measure p=0.268. Due to these findings H8 is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Meeting Ritual was found not to have a statistically
significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.560. Meeting Ritual was
not found to have a statistically significant negative relationship on the online contribution
measure p=0.653. Meeting Ritual was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.887. Due to these findings H8 is
partially supported.

H9: The lack of feedback from supervisors is negatively associated with employee
contribution in meetings.

TOTAL: Supervisor Feedback was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.366. Supervisor Feedback was not
found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure
p=0.234. Supervisor Feedback was not found to have a statistically significant relationship
on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.696. Due to these findings H9 is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Supervisor Feedback was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.502. Supervisor
Feedback was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online
contribution measure; however, it was close (r=0.415, p=0.055). Supervisor Feedback was
not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution

measure p=0.578. Due to these findings H9 is rejected.

H10: High meeting frequency is negatively associated with employee contribution in
meetings.
TOTAL: Meeting Frequency was found not to have a statistically significant relationship

on the general contribution measure p=0.389. Meeting Frequency was found not to have a
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statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure (p = 0.285). Meeting
Frequency was found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-to-
face contribution measure (r = 0.251, p=<0.039). When Meeting Frequency for problem
solving meetings is tested, Meeting Frequency was found to have a statistically significant
positive relationship on the online contribution measure (r = 0.396, p = 0.001). Meeting
Frequency was found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-to-
face contribution measure (r = 0.323, p=<0.007). Due to these findings H10 is rejected.
PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Meeting Frequency problem solving was found not to
have a statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.759.
Meeting Frequency problem solving was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the online contribution measure p = 0.522. Meeting Frequency was found to
have a statistically significant positive relationship on the face-to-face contribution

measure(r= 0.271, p = 0.040). Due to these findings H10 is rejected.

H11: Meetings with many participants are negatively associated with employee contribution
in meetings.

TOTAL: Meeting Attendance was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.692. Meeting Attendance was found
to have a statistically significant negative relationship on the online contribution measure (r
= -0.243, p=<0.046). Meeting Attendance was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.161. Due to these findings H11
is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Meeting Attendance was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.444. Meeting
Attendance was not found to have a statistically significant negative relationship on the
online contribution measure p=0.686. Meeting Attendance was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.862. Due

to these findings H11 is rejected for problem solving teams.

H12: Meetings in one shared language is negatively associated with employee contribution
in meetings of the non-native speakers.

TOTAL: Non-Native Speakers was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.058. Non-Native Speakers was not
found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure
p=0.120. Non-Native Speakers was not found to have a statistically significant relationship

on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.267. Due to these findings H12 is rejected.
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PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Non-Native Speakers was found to have a statistically
significant relationship on the general contribution measure (r=-.611, p=0.012). Non-Native
Speakers was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online
contribution measure p=0.640. Non-Native Speakers was not found to have a statistically
significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.303. Due to these
findings H12 is partially supported for problem solving teams.

H13: If the amount of contribution varies across cultures, then the self-reported levels of
contribution will vary by culture.

TOTAL: Multicultural Differences was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.302. Multicultural Differences was not
found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure
p=0.247. Multicultural Differences was not found to have a statistically significant
relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.205. Due to these findings H13
is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Multicultural Differences was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.081.
Multicultural Differences was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the
online contribution measure p=0.686. Multicultural Differences was not found to have a
statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.680. Due
to these findings H13 is rejected.

H14: Employee motivation has a positive association to employee contribution in meetings.

TOTAL: Employee Motivation was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.653. Employee Motivation was found
to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the online contribution measure (r
= 0.278, p=0.022). Employee Motivation was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure (r = 0.275, p=0.023). Due to these
findings H14 is partially supported.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Employee Motivation was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.653. Employee
Motivation was found to have a statistically significant positive relationship on the online
contribution measure (r = 0.228, p=0.012). Employee Motivation was found not to have a
statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure (r = 0.224,

p=0.026). Due to these findings H14 is partially supported.

H15: Employee confidence is positively associated with employee meeting contribution.
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TOTAL: Employee Confidence was found not to have a statistically significant
relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.321. Employee Confidence was not
found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure
p=0.545. Employee Confidence was not found to have a statistically significant relationship
on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.708. Due to these findings H15 is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Employee Confidence was found to have a
statistically significant relationship on the general contribution measure (r = -0.467,
p=0.028). Employee Confidence was not found to have a statistically significant relationship
on the online contribution measure p=0.786. Employee Confidence was not found to have
a statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.886. Due

to these findings H15 is rejected.

H16: Imposter syndrome is negatively associated with employee meeting contribution.

TOTAL: Imposter Syndrome was found not to have a statistically significant relationship
on the general contribution measure p=0.309. Imposter Syndrome was not found to have a
statistically significant relationship on the online contribution measure p=0.507. Imposter
Syndrome was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the face-to-face
contribution measure p=0.817. Due to these findings H16 is rejected.

PROBLEM SOLVING GROUP: Imposter Syndrome was found not to have a statistically
significant relationship on the general contribution measure p=0.389. Imposter Syndrome
was not found to have a statistically significant relationship on the online contribution
measure p=0.404. Imposter Syndrome was not found to have a statistically significant
relationship on the face-to-face contribution measure p=0.723. Due to these findings H16

is rejected.
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Table 1. Overview of the results of hypothesis testing for the TOTAL GROUP

Confirmed For
Determinant Hypothesis | Result G O
Participation in Decision-Making | H1 PART CNFMD X X
Psychological Safety H2 PART CNFMD X X
Fear of Repercussions H3 NOT CNFMD
Leader Encouragement H4 PART CNFMD X
Leader Motivation H5 NOT CNEMD
Leader Support H6 PART CNFMD X
Meeting Structure H7 NOT CNEMD
Ritualized Meetings H8 PART CNFMD X
Leader Feedback H9 NOT CNFMD
Meeting Frequency H10 NOT CNFMD
Meeting Attendance H11l PART CNFMD X
Non-Native Language H12 NOT CNFEMD
Multicultural Differences H13 NOT CNFMD
Motivation H14 PART CNFMD X X
Employee Confidence H15 NOT CNFMD
Imposter Syndrome H16 NOT CNFMD
Note: CNFMD = confirmed; NOT CNFMD = not confirmed; PART CNFMD = partially confirmed
G = general; O = online; F = face-to-face

Table 1 shows the summary of the hypothesis testing for the whole group. The final three
columns show for which category of contribution the hypothesis was confirmed.
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Table 2 Overview of the results of hypothesis testing for the problem-solving group

Confirmed For
Determinant Hypothesis | Result G O
Participation in Decision-Making | H1 PART CNFMD X X
Psychological Safety H2 PART CNFMD X X
Fear of Repercussions H3 NOT CNFMD
Leader Encouragement H4 NOT CNFMD
Leader Motivation H5 NOT CNEMD
Leader Support H6 PART CNFMD X
Meeting Structure H7 NOT CNEMD
Ritualized Meetings H8 NOT CNFMD
Leader Feedback H9 NOT CNFMD
Meeting Frequency H10 NOT CNFMD
Meeting Attendance H11l NOT CNFMD
Non-Native Language H12 PART CNFEMD | x
Multicultural Differences H13 NOT CNFMD
Motivation H14 PART CNFMD X X
Employee Confidence H15 NOT CNFMD
Imposter Syndrome H16 NOT CNFMD
Note: CNFMD = confirmed; NOT CNFMD = not confirmed; PART CNFMD = partially confirmed
G = general; O = online; F = face-to-face

Table 2 shows the summary of the hypothesis testing for the problem-solving group. The
final three columns show for which category of contribution the hypothesis was confirmed.

Summary of Results

Figure 6. Factors that Increase Contribution in Face-to-Face Meetings

Participation in Decision
Making
R1=0.433** R2=0.473**

Psychological Safety
R1=0.489** R2=0.719** (+),

Contribution (face-to-face)

Meeting Frequency
R1=0.251* R2=0.271*

Motivation
R1=0.275* R2=0.224*

Figure 6. Original illustration

None of the independent variables tested in the total group were found to have an

effect on the general contribution measure. Therefore, no independent variable could be
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completely confirmed. H1, H2, H10, and H14 were found to have a positive correlation with
contribution in face-to face-meetings. The model of increasing factors for face-to-face
meetings based on this study are illustrated in Figure 6. The R values come from both the
total group R1 and the problem-solving group R2.

Figure 7. Factors that Increase Online Contribution

Participation in Decision
Making
R1=0.639** R2 =0.628**

Psychological Safety
R1=0.465** R2=0.628**

R1 I;?jg;ﬂrii:g?&;** (+) Contribution (online)

Leader Encouragment
R1=0.389**

Motivation
R1=0.278* R2=0.228*

Figure 7. Original illustration
H1, H2, H4, H6, and H14 were found to have a positive correlation with contribution

in online meetings. The model of increasing factors for online meetings based on this study
are illustrated in Figure 7.

Figure 8. Factors Found to Decrease Online Contribution

Meeting Ritual
R1=-0.301*

Contribution (online)

Meeting Attendence
R1=-0.243*

Figure 8. Original illustration

H8 and H11 were found to have a negative correlation with contribution in online

meetings. No independent variables were found to have a negative relationship with
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contribution in face-to-face meetings. The model of decreasing factors for online meetings
based on this study are illustrated in Figure 8.

H12 was found to be significant in the problem-solving group for general
contribution. Due to the measuring issues associated with the general contribution measure
this factor has not been included in the model.

Certain outliers were removed to increase reliability of the study. However, these outliers
yielded interesting results, that can be considered for discussion, outside of hypothesis
testing. Sixty two percent (62%) of respondents stated that they often or always do other
work during online meetings. This is opposed to only 4.5% of respondents who do other
work during in person meetings. Forty one percent (41%) of participants reported that they
have reservations about asking team members for help. When asked if they felt their “unique
talents” were utilized in their team 27% of respondents rated a three or less on a seven-
point scale. Forty-one percent (41%) or respondents either disagree or strongly disagree,
when asked if their supervisor encourages them to think and initiate. Fifty two percent (52%)
or respondents either disagree or strongly disagree, when asked if their supervisor helps
them improve their work ability. Forty seven percent (47%) of respondents who attended
meetings in a non-native language at least sometimes allow better speakers dominated the
conversion.

A linear regression test was run on the total group and the problem-solving group to test
the feasibility of future regression modeling. The total group demonstrated only one instance
of multicollinearity between independent variables. This value was Leader Encouragement.
The groups split between above average and below average problem solvers demonstrated
several instances of multicollinearity between independent variables and at high levels (VIF

score larger than 20). The results of the preliminary tests are in the Appendix.
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6. Discussion

This study intended on exploring the reasons for low contribution in meetings, and to
explore methods for increasing contribution. The literature was reviewed to gather a list of
factors associated with improving employee communication and engagement in the
meeting setting. These separate factors were then all combined into a survey and their
relationship with contribution was tested.

The task of measuring contribution quantitatively was found to be more difficult than
anticipated. This was shown in the general contribution category. The general contribution
category focused on personality traits that are indicative of an individual’s willingness to
share an opinion. However, this measure was shown to have an extremely low reliability.
The measure was also shown not to correlate with any of the factors even in cases where
online contribution and face-to-face contribution did correlate. The online and face-to-face
contribution categories were measured differently from general contribution. Those
measures ask participants about specific actions that they perform in meetings, such as
asking questions or proposing solutions.

PDM (H1) and PS (H2) were found to have a positive relationship with contribution
in meeting setting for both the total population and problem-solving groups. The results of
H1 reflect findings in the literature regarding the relationship between PDM and employee
engagement and performance (Adham, 2014; Kofi et al., 2012; Muindi, 2011; Scott-Ladd et
al., 2006; Wagner, 1994; D. Wickramasinghe & Wickramasinghe, 2012; V. Wickramasinghe
& Perera, 2014). The results of H2 reflect the literature on the importance of PS on
communication and information sharing (Leroy et al., 2012; Mu & Gnyawali, 2003;
Peltokorpi, 2004). PDM and PS were found to be important factors in the problem-solving
teams. The response coefficients were even higher than in the general population. When
searching for a solution meeting participants must feel safe to contribute and help make
decisions. There was also a strong relationship between PS and PDM.

Although H2 was confirmed by the study, many participants reported some issues
with teamwork and leadership in their workplace. A considerable number of respondents
reported unease when asking team members for help, felt a lack of encouragement from
supervisors, or felt their skills were underutilized. These aspects of leadership or teamwork
are related to PS in the workplace. This suggests that many employees do not work in
environments where they feel safe to share ideas.

Leader support (H6) was found to have a strong positive relationship with

contribution specifically in the online meeting setting for both groups. This confirms results
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found in the literature (Baran et al., 2012; Karanges et al., 2014). Leader Encouragement
(H4) was found to have a strong positive relationship with contribution specifically in the
online meeting setting for the total group but not specifically for the problem-solving group.
This also confirms the literature(J. Allen & Rogelberg, 2013). In addition to this PS and PDM
also correlated with Leader Support and Leader Encouragement. This confirms that
environments where employees feel safe to express their opinions and help shape the
decision foster contribution.

Motivation (H14) was found to have a positive relationship with contribution in the
meeting setting for both the total population and problem-solving groups. This presents an
interesting question a related to causal relationship. The literature states that employees
that are participating in decision making are more motivated (Bhuvanaiah 2015 p. 95). This
study did not ask participants for the reasons for their motivation. Therefore, it is impossible
to determine if the source is external or internal. In this study employee motivation correlated
with PDM, PS, leader support, and leader encouragement. This indicates a connection
between management decisions, social setting, and employee wellbeing.

Leader motivation (H5) was not found to have any relationship with employee
contribution. This does not match with the literature (Skogstad et al., 2007), of the known
issues with laissez-fair leadership. This may be since most respondents reported having
active leaders. Therefore, the construct was relatively constant for all participants.

Aspects regarding meeting design were shown to influence online meetings.
Meeting attendance (H11l) and meeting rituals (H8) as expected both had a negative
relationship with contribution in online meetings. The negative effect of large meeting
attendance is reflected in the literature about meeting planning (Allison et al., 2015; Cohen
et al.,, 2011; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Odermatt et al., 2015). The study showed that a
substantial number of participants admitted to doing other work during online meetings.
Perhaps if employees feel that the meeting is routine or over invited, they are more likely to
listen in, rather than actively participate. Furthermore, meeting attendance and ritualized
meetings both had strong negative relationships with PDM. This may be due to several
reasons. Perhaps employees that attend meetings with large numbers of participants and
are highly ritualize, have a low level of PDM in for their position. If this is the case, then the
effect of PDM on contribution was measured and not meeting attendance or ritual.

Meeting attendance (H11) and meeting rituals (H8) were not found to influence the
problem-solving group. This is not surprising. Problem solving requires unique input
therefore attendance (H11) can vary depending on the topic. It is also unlikely that problem
solving meetings are ritualized.

Although Meeting Frequency (H10) was expected to have a negative relationship

with contribution, it was found to have a positive relationship in face-to-face meetings. This
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finding is the opposite of those from literature(Luong & Rogelberg, 2005; Rogelberg et al.,
2006). This may be due to the opportunity to build personal relationships or trust amongst
colleagues. Furthermore, in problem solving meetings high meeting frequency was shown
to have a strong positive relationship with contribution in both online and in person. The
frequency of problem-solving meetings demonstrated positive correlations with PDM and
PS. However, causality is difficult to ascertain. It is likely that employees who engage
regularly in problem-solving meetings are more comfortable with methods such as
brainstorming which prompt open discussion. It is also possible that leaders in their
organization are purposely fostering high levels of PDM and PS for problem solving teams.

Meeting Structure (H7) was not found to have any relationship with contribution in
either group. This does not reflect the literature (J. A. Allen et al., 2018; Cohen et al., 2011,
Leach et al., 2009; Mroz & Allen, 2017; Rogelberg et al., 2014). Prehaps structuring the
meeting correctly and providing an agenda, does not in itself prompt people to contribute.
At the most it simply provides a stage where people can contribute, but it has no effect on
whether they do or not. Supervisor Feedback (H9) was not found to have any relationship
with contribution in either group. This does not reflect the literature (Rogelberg et al., 2010).
This shows that Supervisor Feedback may be "nice to have," but it does not prompt people
to contribute.

Hypothesis H13 was unable to find any relationship between cultural differences and
contribution. These findings are the opposite of the established literature (Gupta, 2000;
Hofstede, 1980, 1983, 1984). This may be due to the problems associated with the items
chosen to measure cultural differences, or the study was not diverse enough to detect the
differences. Many of the respondents may have already lived abroad for a long period of
time and have adapted to their environment. There was no relationship between
contribution and meeting in a non-native language (H12) in the total population. This is
unlike the findings in the literature (Rogerson-Revell, 2007, 2010). Again, the respondents
may have already spent many years meeting and speaking in a second language, therefore
have grown accustomed to it. However, about half of the participants admitted to allowing
better speakers lead the conversation. This signal was also detected in the problem-solving
group where there was a strong negative response on the general contribution measure.
However, this may be due to the problems with that measure. Employees could be
displaying a level of self-restraint when sharing in non-native language, and it is not correctly
measured in this study.

Employee Confidence (H15) was found not to be significant for all contribution
measures. The finding that Employee Confidence has no relationship on contribution is
directly the opposite of the literature (Prussia et al., 1998). The study cited specifically

sampled students in an entrepreneurial program at a university and not actual employees
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in corporation. This could be the cause of the deviation between the results. Employee
Confidence was found to have less of an impact on contribution than PS, which is the
opposite of literature(Siemsen et al., 2009).

Imposter Syndrome (H16), and Fear of Repercussions (H3) had no relationship with
contribution in meetings. Imposter Syndrome (H16) was found to have no relationship to
contribution. This is the opposite of the predictions made in the literature. Imposter
Syndrome is predicted to have either a negative or a positive association with employee
engagement (P. R. Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 243-43). This may be due to low levels of
Imposter Syndrome in the participants, or that too few items on the scale were used to
properly identify Imposter Syndrome in the participants. Fear of Repercussions (H3) was
not shown to have any relationship with contribution. Interestingly PS was shown to be
positively related to contribution. The study expected to see a negative relationship with
one, and a positive relationship with the other. This may mean that Fear of Repercussions
material or immaterial is a separate psychological framework than the feeling of safety.
Perhaps an individual may fear consequences for actions, but still feel safe to speak their

mind.
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7. Implications, Limitations, and Future Research

7.1 Implications for Theory

The strong association between PDM and PS and contribution confirms predictions made
by the Social Exchange Theory(Thibault & Kelly, 1959), the Expectancy Theory (Vroom,
1964), and the Transformational Leadership Model (Bass, 1990).

The Social Exchange Theory (Thibault & Kelly, 1959) predicts that people would only be
likely to contribute if they feel they have something to gain from the social interaction. In the
case of PDM the employee gains the ability to influence future actions of the organization.
Social exchanges have social barriers, such as potential embarrassment. PS lowers these
barriers, by providing an environment where employees feel free to state their opinions.
Thus, the inter-play between PS and PDM in the framework of business social exchanges
where there are no material incentives is fundamental. PS reduces the barriers to
contribution, and PDM provides the incentive to contribute.

The direct relationship between PS and PDM must be considered when designing an
organization. If the employees are expected to participate in the strategic planning or
decision making of an organization, they must also be provided with an environment where
they feel safe to do so. This study showed that especially in the ad hoc problem-solving
teams a sense of psychological safety has the largest correlation with contribution.
Therefore, any organization that must respond quickly to certain situations would benefit
from high levels of PS.

In this study PDM and PS were so closely linked that PS may even be a determining
factor of PDM. Many studies of PDM refer to increased motivation, engagement, and
performance. Perhaps organizations that implement high levels of employee PDM, may
also be implementing policies to provide a safe sharing climate for their employees. Future
research of PDM in business should also include measures for PS in their studies since
many of the positive effects of PDM may be outcomes related to PS in the workplace.

The Expectancy Theory (Vroom, 1964) states that people anticipate the positive or
negative outcomes from situations. This anticipated outcome provides the mental
motivation to either preform an action or not. This predicts that PS would help increase
contribution. If the employee feels safe to express their opinions without the potential for
disrespect, they are more likely to contribute. In this study motivation was strongly
associated with PS. This again confirms predictions made by the Expectancy Theory
(Vroom, 1964).
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In this study Leader Support and Leader Encouragement were associated with
contribution and correlated with PS, PDM, and motivation. The measures used for Leader
support and Leader Encouragement are also commonly used to measure transformational
leadership. This suggests there is an association between PS, PDM, and transformational
leadership. Perhaps the transformational leadership style, allows employees to feel
respected and encouraged to contribute and develop.

The findings of the meeting mechanics variables did not have any implications for the
McGrath Model (McGrath, 1984) or the Symbolic Convergence Theory (Bormann, 1972).
There is a level of confirmation of the Structuration Theory of group communication
(Giddens, 1984). The confirmation comes from the correlation of PS with contribution. The
Structuration Theory focuses on how people conform and behave within the given social
rules of a group. To cultivate a psychologically safe environment participants in a
conversation must conform to certain rules. While PS may not be a mechanic, it is part of
the structural climate of the setting. This makes PS more important than other meeting
mechanics, such as dress code, agendas, formal speaking, and punctuality. The fact that
PS is more important that meeting mechanics is supported by the findings of this study, as
the meeting mechanic variables were not shown to have any relationship with contribution.

The findings of this study have some implications on the study of Imposter Syndrome.
Imposter Syndrome is an internal anxiety that may manifests itself in an individual's outward
behavior. This study found no evidence that imposter syndrome has any correlation with
contribution in meetings. Although an effect is predicted by the theory. The current literature
states that employees may contribute more or less depending how the condition manifests
itself (P. R. Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 243-244). It seems as although there is no clear
information on how this condition effects contribution. Therefore, those that research

Imposter Syndrome need to re-evaluate the external behavior associated with it.

7.2 Implications for Practice

Employee PDM was strongly associated with more contribution in meetings. Leaders
should give their employees the ability to share in the decision making of the group.
Employees should have a stake in the macro level decisions such as which goals, or
projects to achieve in the future. Leaders should allow employees the freedom to choose
their own goals and targets for smaller projects. In the case of team problem solving,
meeting participants should be informed that their input is important, and they will be helping
make decisions for future strategies or designs. A simple step to start implementing a PDM
strategy at an organization without it is a suggestion box. This allows employees to begin

introducing their ideas, and improvements to current problems that are being encountered.
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Currently many large organizations are experimenting with the "flat" organizational
structure, this strategy removes hierarchy and attempts to replicate the high level of PDM
that occurs in smaller startup companies (Vaara et al., 2021, p. 2). This strategy could
increase long term interest and commitment, which in turn could increase contribution in the
day-to-day meetings.

PS was strongly associated with increased contribution in meetings. This suggests that
leaders should focus on building an environment of trust amongst their team and those with
whom they regularly meet. Since PS and personal meetings are found to increase
contribution effort should be made to have as much personal interaction as possible. PS
has a greater importance in the case of problem-solving meetings. This is due to the
potential for finding errors that were made in the past. Leaders should actively listen and
build a culture where mistakes are considered learning opportunities. They should be open
about their own mistakes and be open to feedback. Furthermore, they should not be in a
rush to fix problems when they occur. Transparency is a key component of PS, leaders
should be willing to share the reasons for their opinions with employees, so the employees
feel they can reciprocate. There should be specific rules about confidentiality in the team,
so that team members feel that their contribution will be kept private in the group.

Meeting frequency was found to have a positive effect on contribution for problem solving
meetings. It is recommended that leaders plan regular meetings for problem solving topics.
In these meetings, the findings from tests can be reviewed and new strategies can be
discussed.

Motivation, leader encouragement, and leader support were found to be positively
associated with contribution. This indicates that highly motivated employees are more likely
to contribute in meetings. Leaders should ask employees about their motivations. Leaders
should learn if these motivations are extrinsic or intrinsic, then modify the employee’s
management plan or assignments based on those findings. Leader encouragement and
Leader support were also associated with more contribution in meetings. Leaders should
actively encourage their employees to participate and support their input. If a leader is not
comfortable or familiar with doing this, they should seek out further training to develop their
own leadership skills.

High Meeting Attendance and Meeting Ritual were negatively associated with employee
contribution in online meetings. This coupled with the finding that the majority of participants
admit to doing other work during online meetings, demonstrates the need avoid further
distraction or boredom. In online meetings it is easier for participants to "hide." Therefore, it
is best to focus on including key stakeholders, instead of inviting a large number of
participants. Perhaps meetings could be broken down into smaller groups and when

necessary larger events can be planned. Based on the findings, repetitive ritualized online
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meetings are also not advised. Leaders should try to vary the structure of the meeting. One
option is to choose different people to moderate the meeting. Other options include,
changing the format, and the changing the organizational tool used.

7.3 Limitations

There are several limitations to the design of the study. The multivariable nature of the
survey leads to measuring problems. Certain questions of the survey may be misinterpreted
or are double loaded. There is a heavy reliance on self-reporting and perception. The survey
is relatively long. The initial assumptions made during the literature review may not have
been correct. The experimenter is inexperienced at in all levels of the experimental process.
The survey is relatively long.

The design runs the risk of having too many interdependent variables. There are
fifteen independent variables. These all must be measured, before analysis can take place.
Due to the large number of independent variables, they are all only measured with a few
items. This may not be enough to confidently determine the variable. Perhaps it would be
better to have tested fewer variables and measured each variable more intensively.

The multivariable nature of the study implies a need to assign the relative importance
of each factor. There is possibility that only one factor truly influences the dependent
variable, but it is hard to identify in a large field of other factors. The study does not evaluate
the combined effect of the independent variables. Some factors have strengthening and
some moderating effects on contribution, this relationship is not measured.

There are many inter-related independent variables. This is demonstrated with the
independent variable Employee Motivation. This variable is tested to measure its impact on
contribution. However, motivation has been shown in other studies to be dependent on
other variables in the study. Since the source of the motivation is not measured it, it is not
clear if increased motivation is a by-product of another independent variable.

The initial research of the experiment focused on methods to increase employee
engagement or performance, because of the lack of information on meeting contribution.
The assumption was that an engaged or high preforming employee, would contribute more
in a meeting. This assumption could be fundamentally wrong, there are plenty of situations
where an employee could be high preforming or highly engaged and never attend a
meeting. A low preforming employee could contribute in every meeting. The problem is that
it is anecdotally true that high preforming employees also contribute more in meetings, but
it has not been demonstrated. This leads to the possibility that the methods that were tested
in this study were the wrong ones. More creativity should have been used to find methods

perhaps in different fields, such as communication, education, psychology, and team theory.
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Some of the questions in the section that measures contribution section can be
misinterpreted. Specifically, the question, "I stay silent in online meetings." It is possible that
participants thought the survey was referring to the common practice for members of an
online meeting to mute their microphones. This question should either re-phrased or
eliminated. The questions that ask if a participant asks questions or suggests solutions is
adequate to measure contribution. The survey questions regarding PDM may also be
confusing. The difference between “how to preform” and “how to do” a job may be unclear
for some participants.

The survey relies on self-reported levels of contribution and the participants
perception of their supervisors’ actions. It is possible that participants rate their contribution
higher than it is in the workplace. The general contribution measure in particular should be
removed or redesigned. The intention was to measure the base character traits of the
individual and to use it as a foundation for comparison. The concept was to show that a
person is predisposed to speak their mind, but for example they speak less in online
meetings. Unfortunately, the reliably of the questions were rated quite low, in order to
correct this an one was deleted. The remaining items were character traits that are generally
considered good. Therefore, the participants may have rated themselves higher. The topics
of supervisor support and action are dependent on the perception of the participant and
may be subject to bias. The participants may be rating their supervisor based on personal
issues and emotions that may be unrelated to the survey questions.

There survey has several double-barreled questions. This refers to questions that
could measure multiple topics. The first example is the R3 question, which is intended to
measure Fear of Repercussions, "It is difficult, to ask team members for help." While this
may be a result of the Fear of Repercussions, it does not directly measure if the fear is
there. There is a significant overlap with the PDM questions, and the Leader Support
questions. Specifically, the Questions LS2 and LS3 which ask, " my supervisor works out
agreements with us" and "my supervisor supports our decisions after they have been
discussed." These questions are likely measuring PDM and not Leader Support. This may
be the cause of the correlation between the two in the results.

The survey questions may not be measuring exactly what they are intended to
measure. Specifically, the questions that measure, Meeting Rituals could also be measuring
an employee's motivation. Specifically, the questions that measure, whether the participant
feels their meetings are routine and not necessary. A unmotivated employee may have that
opinion. The multicultural questions may overlap several cultures. It is common for many
cultures, even individualistic cultures, to value group harmony. There are limitations in
measuring meeting structure. Only punctuality and agendas are measured. These were as

indicators that leaders are planning meetings before hand, and keeping the meetings
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paced. Perhaps, other methods are used to achieve the same goal, and are not measured
in the survey.

There are limitations associated with the positivism approach for this type of
research. This first is that the researcher is not an unbiased neutral observer. The
researcher lives and operates in the ecosystem that is being studied. Therefore, the
researcher has preconceived notions, and experiences in the field. The second limitation is
that the reasons for low or high contribution experienced by the participants may not be
listed on the quantitative survey. These reasons may be found in open interviews. In this
case an inductive approach could yield more valuable information. Since this research
focuses on discussions that happening in small groups an observational method could be
advantageous.

The length of the survey is a key limitation. The average survey completion time was
approximately 15 minutes and 40% of the participants did not complete it. A generally rule
of thumb is that a survey should take less than 10 minutes to complete. The survey had a
total of 72 questions. This runs the risk of participant fatigue. The users may begin to blindly

answer the questions.

7.4 Further Research

The first avenue of future research triggered by this study is method should be
designed to measure contribution in meetings. Previous research has focused on
measuring employee engagement. The metrics used to measure engagement tend to
incorporate emotions and feels, such as sense of meaning or commitment. They do not
measure actively participation in group communication settings. Defining a strategy used to
measure contribution is difficult. There are many potential problems with self-reported
systems. Observational methods are time consuming, and the addition of another person
inherently changes the setting that, they are supposed to measure. The use of recording
equipment to gather information that can be analyzed later raises privacy concerns.
Furthermore, the difference between the actual and perceived contribution or participation
could be investigated.

A linear regression analysis should be performed. A preliminary test was performed in
this study. The results showed high levels of multicollinearity between factors when the total
group was separated. The reasons for this need to be investigated, so the study can be
repeated.

The fear of public speaking should also be investigated. Fear of public speaking is
one of the most common fears (Anderson et al., 2005, p. 156). It may influence how people

participate in meetings. This effect may also exist in online or in person platforms.
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The findings of this study imply that there is no relationship between culture and the
amount of contribution in meetings. These findings are the opposite of the predictions made
by the established of literature that focuses on culture and business. The results regarding
the relationship between contribution and culture need to be reconfirmed.

The effect of impersonal social media-based business communication tools. People are
engaged in impersonal commenting, and messaging on threads more than ever. Does this
influence how people communicate in group settings? The effect of multitasking on
contribution should also be investigated. One of the benefits of remote meetings is that
people can communicate in a group regardless of location. However, it is often used as an
opportunity to do two separate tasks at one time. There must be an effect on contribution if

an individual's attention is divided.

-51 -



References

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity In Social Exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 267-299). Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2

Adham, A. (2014). Employee Involvement and its Impact on job Satisfaction and
Organisational Commitment (Evidence from the 2011 Workplace Employment Relations
study). International Journal of Sciences: Basic and Applied Research (IJSBAR), 18(2),
368—400.

Allen, D., Shore, L., & Griffeth, R. (2003). The Role of Perceived Organizational Support
and Supportive Human Resource Practices in the Turnover Process. Journal of
Management, 29, 99-118. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630302900107

Allen, J. A., Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., & Rogelberg, S. G. (2018). Let’s get this meeting
started: Meeting lateness and actual meeting outcomes. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 39(8), 1008-1021. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2276

Allen, J., & Rogelberg, S. (2013). Manager-Led Group Meetings A Context for Promoting
Employee Engagement. Group & Organization Management, 38, 543-569.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601113503040

Allen, M. W. (1992). Communication and organizational commitment: Perceived
organizational support as a mediating factor. Communication Quarterly, 40(4), 357-367.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463379209369852

Allison, B. B., Shuffler, M., & Wallace, A. M. (2015). The successful facilitation of virtual
team meetings (pp. 680—705). https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781107589735.029

Alsughayir, A. (2016). Employee Participation in Decision-making (PDM) and Firm
Performance. International Business Research, 9, 64. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.vOn7p64

Anderson, P. L., Zimand, E., Hodges, L. F., & Rothbaum, B. O. (2005). Cognitive behavioral
therapy for public-speaking anxiety using virtual reality for exposure. Depression and
Anxiety, 22(3), 156-158. https://doi.org/10.1002/da.20090

Appelbaum, S., Louis, D., Makarenko, D., Saluja, J., Meleshko, O., & Kulbashian, S. (2013).
Participation in decision making: A case study of job satisfaction and commitment (part two).
Industrial and Commercial Training, 45. https://doi.org/10.1108/00197851311323510

Aritz, J., & Walker, R. C. (2010). Cognitive Organization and Identity Maintenance in
Multicultural Teams: A Discourse Analysis of Decision-Making Meetings. The Journal of
Business Communication (2973), 47(1), 20-41.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021943609340669

ArunKumar, S. (2014). An Empirical Study: Relationship between Employee Motivation,
Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment. International Journal of Management and
Business Research, 4(2), 81-93.

Avolio, B. J., Bass, B. M., & Zhu, F. W. W. (2004). Multifactor leadership questionnaire:
Manual and sampler set. Mind Garden, Inc.

-52 -



Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 84(2), 191-215. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

Baran, B. E., Shanock, L. R., Rogelberg, S. G., & Scott, C. W. (2012). Leading group
meetings: Supervisors’ actions, employee behaviors, and upward perceptions. Small Group
Research, 43(3), 330—355. https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411418252

Bass, B. M. (1990). From transactional to transformational leadership: Learning to share
the vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18(3), 19-31. https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-
2616(90)90061-S

Bendoly, E. (2014). System Dynamics Understanding in Projects: Information Sharing,
Psychological Safety, and Performance Effects. Production and Operations Management,
23(8), 1352-1369.

Bhuvanaiah, D. T. (2015). Mechanism of Improved Performance: Intrinsic Motivation and
Employee Engagement. SCMS Journal of Indian Management.
https://www.academia.edu/41582988/Mechanism_of Improved_Performance_Intrinsic_M
otivation_and_Employee_Engagement

Bormann, E. G. (1972). Fantasy and rhetorical vision: The rhetorical criticism of social
reality. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 58(4), 396—407.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00335637209383138

Bravata, D. M., Watts, S. A., Keefer, A. L., Madhusudhan, D. K., Taylor, K. T., Clark, D. M.,
Nelson, R. S., Cokley, K. O., & Hagg, H. K. (2020). Prevalence, Predictors, and Treatment
of Impostor Syndrome: A Systematic Review. Journal of General Internal Medicine, 35(4),
1252-1275. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-019-05364-1

Carmeli, A., & Gittel, J. (2009). High-quality relationships, psychological safety, and learning
from failures in work organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(6), 709-729.

Chan, X. W., Kalliath, T., Brough, P., O’Driscoll, M., Siu, O.-L., & Timms, C. (2017). Self-
efficacy and work engagement: Test of a chain model. International Journal of Manpower,
38(6), 819-834. https://doi.org/10.1108/IIM-11-2015-0189

Cherian, J., & Jacob, J. (2013). Impact of Self Efficacy on Motivation and Performance of
Employees. International Journal of Business and Management, 8(14), p80.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijom.v8n14p80

Clance, D. P. R. (1986). The Impostor Phenomenon: When Success Makes You Feel Like
a Fake. Bantam.

Clance, P. R., & Imes, S. A. (1978). The imposter phenomenon in high achieving women:
Dynamics and therapeutic intervention. Psychotherapy: Theory, Research & Practice,
15(3), 241-247. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0086006

Cohen, M. A., Rogelberg, S. G., Allen, J. A, & Luong, A. (2011). Meeting Design
Characteristics and Attendee Perceptions of Staff/Team Meeting Quality. Group Dynamics,
15(1), 90-104. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021549

-B53-



Collis, J., & Hussey, R. (2021). Business Research: A Practical Guide for Students.
Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/vorarlberg/detail.action?doclD=6526176

Cusack, C. E., Hughes, J. L., & Nuhu, N. (2013). Connecting gender and mental health to
imposter phenomenon feelings. Psi Chi Journal of Psychological Research, 18(2), 74-81.
https://doi.org/10.24839/2164-8204.JN18.2.74

Drescher, M. A., Korsgaard, M. A., Welpe, I. M., Picot, A., & Wigand, R. T. (2014). The
dynamics of shared leadership: Building trust and enhancing performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 99(5), 771-783. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036474

Edmondson, A. (1999a). Psychological safety and learning behavior in teams.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 250-282.

Edmondson, A. (1999b). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350—383. https://doi.org/10.2307/2666999

Edmondson, A. (2018). The Fearless Organization: Creating Psychological Safety in the
Workplace for Learning, Innovation, and Growth | Wiley. Wiley.Com.
https://www.wiley.com/en-
us/The+Fearless+Organization%3A+Creating+Psychological+Safety+in+the+Workplace+f
or+Learning%2C+Innovation%2C+and+Growth-p-9781119477266

Frank, M., Tofighi, G., Gu, H., & Fruchter, R. (2016). Engagement Detection in Meetings.
ArXiv:1608.08711 [Cs]. http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.08711

Gagné, M. (2014). The Oxford Handbook of Work Engagement, Motivation, and Self-
determination Theory. Oxford University Press.

Gardner, D. G., & Pierce, J. L. (1998). Self-Esteem and Self-Efficacy within the
Organizational Context: An Empirical Examination. Group & Organization Management,
23(1), 48-70. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601198231004

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society outline of the theory of structuration. Polity
Press.

Gupta, V. (2000). Culture, Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62
Societies. Academy of Management Executive.
https://www.academia.edu/21085408/Culture_Leadership_and_Organizations_The_GLO
BE_Study_of _62_Societies

Halbesleben, J. R. B., & Rathert, C. (2008). The role of continuous quality improvement and
psychological safety in predicting work-arounds. Health Care Management Review, 33(2),
134-144. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.HMR.0000304505.04932.62

Hirak, R., Peng, A. C., Carmeli, A., & Schaubroeck, J. M. (2012). Linking leader
inclusiveness to work unit performance: The importance of psychological safety and
learning from failures. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(2), 107-117.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.11.009

-54 -



Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture and Organizations. International Studies of Management &
Organization, 10(4), 15-41. https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1980.11656300

Hofstede, G. (1983). The Cultural Relativity of Organizational Practices and Theories.
https://doi.org/10.1057/PALGRAVE.JIBS.8490867

Hofstede, G. (1984). Cultural dimensions in management and planning. Asia Pacific Journal
of Management, 1(2), 81-99. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01733682

Horwitz, S. K., & Horwitz, I. B. (2007). The Effects of Team Diversity on Team Outcomes:
A Meta-Analytic Review of Team Demography. Journal of Management, 33(6), 987—1015.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307308587

House, R. J. (1971). A Path Goal Theory of Leader Effectiveness. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 16(3), 321-339. https://doi.org/10.2307/2391905

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & llies, R. (2004). The Forgotten Ones? The Validity of
Consideration and Initiating Structure in Leadership Research. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89(1), 36-51. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.36

Karanges, E. R., Beatson, A., Johnston, K., & Lings, I. (2014). Optimizing employee
engagement with internal communication: A social exchange perspective. Jom - Journal of
Business Market Management, 7(2), 329-353.

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job Demands, Job Decision Latitude, and Mental Strain: Implications
for Job  Redesign. Administrative  Science  Quarterly, 24(2), 285-308.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392498

Kark, R., & Carmeli, A. (2009). Alive and creating: The mediating role of vitality and
aliveness in the relationship between psychological safety and creative work involvement.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(6), 785—804. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.571

Kauffeld, S., & Lehmann-Willenbrock, N. (2012). Meetings Matter: Effects of Team Meetings
on Team and Organizational Success. Small Group Research, 43(2), 130-158.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411429599

Kell, S., Marra, M., Holmes, J., & Vine, B. (2007). Ethnic differences in the dynamics of
women’s work meetings. 26(4), 309—-331. https://doi.org/10.1515/MULTI.2007.016

Kofi, O., Akuoko, K., Dwumah, P., & Ansong, F. (2012). EMPLOYEE INVOLVEMENT IN
DECISION  MAKING AND WORKERS' PERFORMANCE IN SELECTED
ORGANIZATIONS IN ASHANTI REGION OF GHANA. 2.

Kohler, T., Cramton, C. D., & Hinds, P. J. (2012). The Meeting Genre Across Cultures:
Insights From Three German—American Collaborations. Small Group Research, 43(2),
159-185. https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411429600

Kumar, S., & Jagacinski, C. M. (2006). Imposters have goals too: The imposter
phenomenon and its relationship to achievement goal theory. Personality and Individual
Differences, 40(1), 147-157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.05.014

- 55 -



Leach, D. J., Rogelberg, S. G., Warr, P. B., & Burnfield, J. L. (2009). Perceived meeting
effectiveness: The role of design characteristics. Journal of Business and Psychology,
24(1), 65-76. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9092-6

Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., Allen, J. A., & Meinecke, A. L. (2014). Observing culture:
Differences in U.S.-American and German team meeting behaviors. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 17(2), 252—-271. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213497066

Leroy, H., Dierynck, B., Anseel, F., Simons, T., Halbesleben, J. R. B., McCaughey, D.,
Savage, G. T., & Sels, L. (2012). Behavioral integrity for safety, priority of safety,
psychological safety, and patient safety: A team-level study. The Journal of Applied
Psychology, 97(6), 1273-1281. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030076

Luong, A., & Rogelberg, S. G. (2005). Meetings and More Meetings: The Relationship
Between Meeting Load and the Daily Well-Being of Employees. Group Dynamics: Theory,
Research, and Practice, 9(1), 58—67. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.9.1.58

Lyons, P., & Bandura, R. (2018). Self-efficacy: Core of employee success. Development
and Learning in Organizations: An International Journal, 33(3), 9-12.
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLO-04-2018-0045

Lyons, P., & Bandura, R. P. (2021). Manager-as-Coach: Stimulating Engagement via
Learning Orientation. European Journal of Training and Development, 45, 691-705.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-07-2020-0123

Mangkunegara, A. P., & Octorend, T. R. (2015). Effect of Work Discipline, Work Motivation
and Job Satisfaction on Employee Organizational Commitment in the Company (Case
Study in PT. Dada Indonesia). Universal Journal of Management, 3(8), 318—-328.

McGrath, J. E. (1984). Groups: Interaction and performance. Prentice-Hall.

McGregor, D., & Cutcher-Gershenfeld, J. (2006). The Human Side of Enterprise, Annotated
Edition. McGraw Hill Professional.

Mottaz, C. J. (1985). The Relative Importance of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Rewards as
Determinants of Work Satisfaction*. The Sociological Quarterly, 26(3), 365-385.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1985.tb00233.x

Moynihan, D. P., & Pandey, S. K. (2007). Finding Workable Levers Over Work Motivation:
Comparing Job Satisfaction, Job Involvement, and Organizational Commitment.
Administration & Society, 39(7), 803-832. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399707305546

Mroz, J. E., & Allen, J. A. (2017). An experimental investigation of the interpersonal
ramifications of lateness to workplace meetings. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 90(4), 508-534. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12183

Mroz, J. E., Schreiner, E., & Allen, J. A. (2020). Formal Leadership in Workplace Meetings.
In A. L. Meinecke, J. A. Allen, & N. Lehmann-Willenbrock (Eds.), Managing Meetings in
Organizations (Vol. 20, pp. 209-230). Emerald Publishing Limited.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1534-085620200000020016

-56 -



Mu, S. (Carolyn), & Gnyawali, D. R. (2003). Developing Synergistic Knowledge in Student
Groups. The Journal of Higher Education, 74(6), 689-711.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2003.11780864

Muindi, F. K. (2011). The relationship between participation in decision making and job
satisfaction among academic staff in the school of business, university of nairobi.
http://erepository.uonbi.ac.ke/handle/11295/92096

Newman, A., Donohue, R., & Eva, N. (2017). Psychological safety: A systematic review of
the literature. Human Resource Management Review, 27(3), 521-535.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.01.001

Northouse, P. (2019). Leadership: Theory and Practice. All Books and Monographs by
WMU Authors. https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/books/739

Odermatt, I., Konig, C. J., & Kleinmann, M. (2015). Meeting Preparation and Design
Characteristics. In J. A. Allen, N. Lehmann-Willenbrock, & S. G. Rogelberg (Eds.), The
Cambridge Handbook of Meeting Science (pp. 49-68). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781107589735.004

Odermatt, I., Konig, C. J., Kleinmann, M., Bachmann, M., Roder, H., & Schmitz, P. (2018).
Incivility in Meetings: Predictors and Outcomes. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(2),
263-282. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9490-0

Odermatt, 1., Konig, C. J., Kleinmann, M., Nussbaumer, R., Rosenbaum, A., Olien, J. L., &
Rogelberg, S. G. (2017). On Leading Meetings: Linking Meeting Outcomes to Leadership
Styles. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 24(2), 189-200.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051816655992

Olson, D., Shultz, K., & Korbacheh, N. (2014). Kordbacheh, N., Shultz, K.S., & Olson, D.A.
(2014). Engaging mid and late career employees: The relationship between age and
employee engagement, intrinsic motivation, and meaningfulness, Journal of Organizational
Psychology, Vol 14(1), 11-25. Journal of Organizational Psychology.

Paletz, S. B. F., Sumer, A., & Miron-Spektor, E. (2018). Psychological factors surrounding
disagreement in multicultural design team meetings. CoDesign, 14(2), 98-114.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2017.1378685

Parkman, A. (2016). The Imposter Phenomenon in Higher Education: Incidence and Impact.
Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice, 16, 51-60.

Peltokorpi, V. (2004). Transactive memory directories in small work units. Personnel
Review, 33(4), 446-467. https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480410539515

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.88.5.879

Poncini, G. (2002). Investigating discourse at business meetings with multicultural
participation. IRAL - International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching,
40(4). https://doi.org/10.1515/iral.2002.017

- 57 -



Poncini, G. (2003). Multicultural Business Meetings and the Role of Languages other than
English. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 24(1), 17-32.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07256860305790

Poncini, G. (2007). Discursive Strategies in Multicultural Business Meetings. Peter Lang.

Poole, M. S. (1990). Do we have any theories of group communication? Communication
Studies, 41(3), 237-247. https://doi.org/10.1080/10510979009368306

Poole, M. S. (1999). The Handbook of Group Communication Theory and Research. SAGE.

Probst, T. M. (2005). Countering the Negative Effects of Job Insecurity Through
Participative Decision Making: Lessons From the Demand-Control Model. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 10(4), 320-329. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.10.4.320

Prussia, G. E., Anderson, J. S., & Manz, C. C. (1998). Self-leadership and performance
outcomes: The mediating influence of self-efficacy. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
19(5), 523-538. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199809)19:5<523::AID-
JOB860>3.0.CO;2-1

Rogelberg, S. G., Allen, J. A.,, Shanock, L., Scott, C., & Shuffler, M. (2010). Employee
satisfaction with meetings: A contemporary facet of job satisfaction. Human Resource
Management, 49(2), 149-172. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20339

Rogelberg, S. G., Leach, D. J., Warr, P. B., & Burnfield, J. L. (2006). “Not Another Meeting!”
Are Meeting Time Demands Related to Employee Well-Being? Journal of Applied
Psychology, 91(1), 83—-96. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.83

Rogelberg, S. G., Scott, C. W., Agypt, B., Williams, J., Kello, J. E., McCausland, T., & Olien,
J. L. (2014). Lateness to meetings: Examination of an unexplored temporal phenomenon.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 23(3), 323-341.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.745988

Rogelberg, S. G., Shanock, L. R., & Scott, C. W. (2012). Wasted Time and Money in
Meetings: Increasing Return on Investment. Small Group Research, 43(2), 236-245.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411429170

Rogerson-Revell, P. (2007). Using English for International Business: A European case
study. English for Specific Purposes, 26, 103-120.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esp.2005.12.004

Rogerson-Revell, P. (2010). “Can You Spell That for Us Nonnative Speakers?”:
Accommodation Strategies in International Business Meetings. The Journal of Business
Communication (1973), 47(4), 432—454. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021943610377304

Ruh, R. A., White, J. K., & Wood, R. R. (1975). Job Involvement, Values, Personal
Background, Participation in Decision Making, and Job Attitudes. Academy of Management
Journal, 18(2), 300-312. https://doi.org/10.5465/255532

- 58 -



Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. S. K., & Peng, A. C. (2011). Cognition-based and affect-based
trust as mediators of leader behavior influences on team performance. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 96(4), 863—-871. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022625

Scott, C. W., Shanock, L. R., & Rogelberg, S. G. (2012). Meetings at Work: Advancing the
Theory and Practice of Meetings. Small Group Research, 43(2), 127-129.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411429023

Scott-Ladd, B., Travaglione, A., & Marshall, V. (2006). Causal inferences between
participation in decision making, task attributes, work effort, rewards, job satisfaction and
commitment. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 27, 399-414.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730610677990

Shaheen, A., & Farooqi, Y. (2014). Relationship among Employee Motivation, Employee
Commitment, Job Involvement, Employee Engagement.

Shuck, M. B., & Wollard, K. K. (2008). Employee Engagement: Motivating and Retaining
Tomorrow&#39;s Workforce. New Horizons in Adult Education and Human Resource
Development, 22(1), 48-53.

Siemsen, E., Roth, A. V., Balasubramanian, S., & Anand, G. (2009). The influence of
psychological safety and confidence in knowledge on employee knowledge sharing.
Manufacturing and Service  Operations Management, 11(3), 429-447.
https://doi.org/10.1287/msom.1080.0233

Singh, B., Winkel, D. E., & Selvarajan, T. T. (2013). Managing diversity at work: Does
psychological safety hold the key to racial differences in employee performance? Journal
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 86(2), 242-263.
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12015

Singh, M., & Sarkar, A. (2012). The Relationship Between Psychological Empowerment and
Innovative  Behavior. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 11(3), 127-137.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000065

Singh, R. (2016). The Impact of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivators on Employee Engagement
in Information Organizations. Journal of Education for Library and Information Science,
57(2), 197-206. https://doi.org/10.3138/jelis.57.2.197

Skogstad, A., Einarsen, S., Torsheim, T., Aasland, M. S., & Hetland, H. (2007). The
destructiveness of laissez-faire leadership behavior. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 12(1), 80-92. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.1.80

Sprain, L., & Boromisza-Habashi, D. (2012). Meetings: A cultural perspective. Journal of
Multicultural Discourses, 7(2), 179-189. https://doi.org/10.1080/17447143.2012.685743

Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. (2017). The Social Psychology of Groups. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315135007

Thomas, K. W. (2009). Intrinsic Motivation at Work: What Really Drives Employee
Engagement. Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

- 590 -



Vaara, E., Harju, A., Leppéala, M., & Buffart, M. (2021). How to successfully scale a flat
organization. Harvard Business Review. https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:d0ad9f13-fe66-
44e6-859f-bedbbfcc9a51

Vree, W. van. (1999). Meetings, Manners, and Civilization: The Development of Modern
Meeting Behaviour. Leicester University Press.

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. Wiley.

Wagner, J. A. (1994). Participation’s Effects on Performance and Satisfaction: A
Reconsideration of Research Evidence. The Academy of Management Review, 19(2), 312—
330. https://doi.org/10.2307/258707

Wickramasinghe, D., & Wickramasinghe, V. (2012). Effects of perceived organisational
support on participation in decision making, affective commitment and job satisfaction in
lean production in Sri Lanka. Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management, 23(2),
157.

Wickramasinghe, V., & Perera, S. (2014). Effects of perceived organisation support,
employee engagement and organisation citizenship behaviour on quality performance.
Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 25.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2012.728855

Wodak, R., Kwon, W., & Clarke, I. (2011). ‘Getting people on board’: Discursive leadership
for consensus building in team meetings. Discourse & Society, 22(5), 592-644.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926511405410

Yoerger, M., Crowe, J., & Allen, J. (2015). Participate or Else!: The Effect of Participation in
Decision-Making in Meetings on Employee Engagement. Consulting Psychology Journal:
Practice and Research, 67(1), 65-80.

Zagenczyk, T. J., Purvis, R. L., Shoss, M. K., Scott, K. L., & Cruz, K. S. (2015). Social
influence and leader perceptions: Multiplex social network ties and similarity in leader—
member exchange. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30(1), 105-117.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9332-7

-60 -



Appendix

Table 3: Contribution Literature

Study

Method

Relevance to Project

(J. Allen & Rogelberg,
2013)

Survey Questions

Measured, “voice” which
asked employees if they felt
they had freedom to speak.

(Prussia et al., 1998)

Survey Questions

Measured “oral
contribution” in class, in a
survey.
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Table 4: PDM Literature

Study

Finding

Relevance to Project

(Muindi, 2011, p. 30)

Strong Correlation with
PDM and Job Satisfaction

A satisfied employ may be
more likely to contribute.

(D. Wickramasinghe &
Wickramasinghe, 2012, p.
12)

PDM moderates job
satisfaction, commitment,
and perceived
organizational support in
lean manufacturing in
Malaysia.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(V. Wickramasinghe &
Perera, 2014, p. 1290)

PDM increases job
commitment and quality in
lean manufacturing.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(Scott-Ladd et al., 20086, p.
410)

PDM increases job
satisfaction, commitment,
and autonomy.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(Appelbaum et al., 2013, p.
226)

PDM increases employee
engagement and
satisfaction.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(Kofi et al., 2012, p. 22)

PDM increases employee
commitment and
performance in Ghana.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(Adham, 2014, p. 382)

PDM increases employee
commitment and
satisfaction.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(Wagner, 1994, p. 326)

PDM increases employee
satisfaction and
performance, however
effect may be small.

All the benefits associated
with employee PDM, could
increase contribution.

(D. Allen et al., 2003, p.
113)
(M. W. Allen, 1992, p. 360)

PDM increases employee
sense of support.

A sense of support could
increase contribution.

(Alsughayir, 2016, p. 68)

PDM increases satisfaction
and performance in Saudi
Arabian Firms.

PDM has been shown to
increase performance.

(Drescher et al., 2014, pp.
777-779)

Shared leadership builds
trust and enhances
performance.

Shared leadership and
PDM can increase
contribution.
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Table 5: Leadership Styles in Meetings Literature

Study

Finding

Relevance to Project

(J. Allen & Rogelberg,
2013, pp. 562-563)

Leaders need to actively
promote engagement from
employees in meetings.

Active contribution
cultivation from leaders
should increase
contribution.

(Odermatt et al., 2015, p.
278)

Leaders must properly plan
meetings.

Poorly planned meetings
could reduce contribution.

(Rogelberg et al., 2006, pp.
93-95)

Meetings require
huge amounts of time
resources for leaders and
employees.

Too much time in meetings

could lower employees

willingness to contribute
due to boredom.

(Rogelberg et al., 2012, p.
243)

Quantifies the costs of
poorly run meetings and
gives a three-stage model
for leaders for running
efficient and effective
meetings.

Demonstrates that
meetings must be
structured to produce a
desired outcome without
wasting time.

(Baran et al., 2012, pp.
345-349)

Found that leader member
exchange mediates
employee perceptions of
fairness and organizational
support in meetings.

Demonstrates that leaders
should support employees.

(Odermatt et al., 2017, p.
187)

Employees prefer
considerate leaders in
meetings.

Leadership should be
considerate in meetings.

(Mroz et al., 2020, p. 216)

Reviewed multiple theories
of leadership and applied
them to meeting science.

Leadership styles effect
meeting outcome.

(Zagenczyk et al., 2015, p.
115)

LMX increases trust in
employees. This makes
them more open for

Leadership is important to
gain trust in employees.

conservation.
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(Wodak et al., 2011, pp.
611-662)

Discursive leadership
builds a relationship with

the employees in meetings.

Active leader cultivation of
contribution in meetings, is
important.

(Karanges et al., 2014, p.
344)

Leaders should cultivate
internal communication to
improve an employees
sense of support.

Increasing feelings of
leader support could
increase contribution.

Table 6:Psychological Safety Literature

Study

Finding

Relevance to Project

(Bendoly, 2014, pp. 1362—
1365)

Psychological safety
increases systems
understanding in teams.

If teams better understand
each other they may
contribute more.

(Edmondson, 1999a, pp.
375-377)
(Carmeli & Gittel, 2009, pp.
721-724)

PS increases learning in
teams.

The learning process
requires interaction, if PS
increases learning it can be
assumed it also increased
interaction.

(Halbesleben & Rathert,
2008, p. 141)

PS is important for teams
to develop work-arounds.

This supports the claim that
PS aids in problem solving.

(Hirak et al., 2012, pp.
112-114)

PS is important for teams
to learn from failures.

Group learning requires
interaction.

(Kark & Carmeli, 2009, pp.
776-779)
(Schaubroeck et al., 2011,
pp. 868—870)

(M. Singh & Sarkar, 2012,
pp. 132-135)

PS has a positive
association with team
creativity and innovation.

Group creativity likely also
requires contribution from
members.

(B. Singh et al., 2013, pp.
255-260)

PS has a positive
association with team
creativity and innovation in
multicultural teams.

PS may aid in contribution
in multicultural teams

(Leroy et al., 2012, p. 1279)
(Mu & Gnyawali, 2003, pp.
702-708)
(Peltokorpi, 2004, pp. 460—
463)

PS has a positive
association with
communication in groups.

PS has been proven to
increase communication.
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Table 7: Meeting Mechanics Literature

workload.

Study Finding Relevance to Project
(Luong & Rogelberg, 2005, High meeting frequency This may reduce
p. 66) increases employee

contribution in stressed
employees.

(Cohen et al., 2011, p. 101)

Meetings should be well
prepared for in advance
and external factors should
be considered. Meeting
Minutes and feedback will
increase participation in
future meetings.

Good preparation may
increase employee
contribution. Supervisor
feedback is a possible
method to increase
contribution.

(Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007,
p. 1009)

Diverse groups may be
better at problem solving.

Diverse groups may
increase discussion and
contribution because many
topics can be discussed.

(Leach et al., 2009, p. 75)

Setting clear goals
increases efficiency and
participation.

Agendas and clear goals
should increase
contribution.

(Frank et al., 2016)

People have to be in the
right mental state for a
meeting.

Mental state and comfort
may increase contribution.

(Odermatt et al., 2018).

Avoid distractions.

The constant distractions of
online meetings could hurt
contribution.

(J. A. Allen et al., 2018, p.
1019),
(Mroz & Allen, 2017, p.
525), (Rogelberg et al.,
2014, p. 336)

Punctuality increases
employee participation.

Punctuality could increase
member contribution.

(Kauffeld & Lehmann-
Willenbrock, 2012, p. 146)

Complaining spreads in
meetings and diverts from
the goals.

Preventing bad contribution

is as important as

increasing overall
contribution
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(Rogelberg et al., 2010, p.
167)

Assessing satisfaction is
important for future
meetings.

Assessing satisfaction can
be used for continuous
improvement.

Table 8:Multicultural Meetings Literature

Study

Finding

Relevance to Project

(Sprain & Boromisza-
Habashi, 2012, p. 187)

Westerners need to be
mindful not to
misinterpreted non-western
practices.

Some people may
contribute less to meetings
if they feel uncomfortable
with the customs.

(Kohler et al., 2012, p. 79;
Lehmann-Willenbrock et
al., 2014, p. 267)

Cultural differences exist in
German and American
Meetings.

These differences dictate
what members feel they
need to contribute, and
what other members
expect from them.

(Kell et al., 2007, p. 324).

Cultural differences for
meeting structure and
conversation exist between
indigenous people of New
Zealand.

Cultural norms can affect
amount and the type of
contribution that individuals
provide.

(Poncini, 2007, p. 18)

Entire book. One section
describes taking caution
when attributing culture
instead of language factors
to meeting
misunderstandings.

Language factors including
style, native language, and
tone could affect how
people perceive events in
meetings.

(Aritz & Walker, 2010, p.
36).

East Asians change
language patterns in
English based on the
cultures with which they are
communicating.

Language factors and
communication style may
affect contribution.

(Paletz et al., 2018, p. 12).

Mixed cultural teams have
less conflict than
homogenous groups.

Perhaps group composition
effects contribution.

(Rogerson-Revell, 2007, p.
15)

Many speech factors can
affect how non-English
speakers contribute to

meetings.

The use of English as a
shared language may
affect non-English
speakers.

(Rogerson-Revell, 2010, p.
452)

When communicating in a
shared language there
should be accommodation
from the native speakers
and interaction from the
non-native speakers.

The use of English as a
shared language may
affect non-English
speakers.

- 66 -




(Poncini, 2003, pp. 29-30).

Side conversations in
native tongue can serve to
clear up
misunderstandings.

The use of English as a
shared language may
affect non-English
speakers.

(Poncini, 2002, pp. 352—
359).

Entire Book. This chapter
offers many methods that
have been shown to
increase understanding in
teams operating in a
shared language with
native and non-native

speakers.

There are many methods
that can increase
contribution from speakers
of varying language
competence.

Table 9: Employee Motivation Literature

Study

Finding

Relevance to Project

(Gagné, 2014, p. 44)

Motivation stems from
meeting basic needs.

Perhaps people will be
more motivated to
contribute when needs
such as psychological
safety are met.

(Mangkunegara &
Octorend, 2015, p. 327;
Moynihan & Pandey, 2007,
p. 828; Shaheen & Farooqi,
2014, p. 15)

Motivation is liked to
employee engagement and
contribution.

Unmotivated employees
will likely not contribute.

(ArunKumar, 2014, p. 92;
R. Singh, 2016, p. 202;
Thomas, 2009, pp. 47-50) .

Both extrinsic and intrinsic

rewards drive engagement.

Employers should use both
reward systems.

Perhaps intrinsic reward
systems such as PDM and
leader support will increase

motivation and
commitment.

(Shuck & Wollard, 2008, p.
51).

Intrinsic rewards are more
important for motivating
modern workers, than
previous workers.

Perhaps intrinsic reward
systems such as PDM and
leader support will be more

important for increasing
motivation and commitment

in the future.

(Olson et al., 2014, p. 17).

Motivation is more
important for increasing the
engagement of younger

workers than older workers.

Perhaps intrinsic reward
systems such as PDM and
leader support will be more

important for increasing
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motivation and commitment
for younger workers.

(Bhuvanaiah 2015 p. 95)

Employee motivation and

engagement is related to

the level of PDM a worker
has.

Perhaps intrinsic reward
systems such as PDM and
leader support will increase

motivation and
commitment.

Table 10: Employee Confidence and Imposer Syndrome Literature

Study

Finding

Relevance to Project

(Chan et al., 2017, p.
25; Cherian & Jacob, 2013,
p. 85; Gardner & Pierce,
1998, p. 63; Lyons &
Bandura, 2018, p. 2)

Employee confidence is
linked to higher
performance.

Highly confident employees
could be more likely to
contribute in meetings.

(Prussia et al., 1998, p. 535)

Employee confidence is
linked to higher
performance and
specifically contribution.

This study included
contribution in the job
performance definition. It is
evidence that confidence is
important for contribution.

(Lyons & Bandura, 2021, pp.
702-703)

Recommend
Managers train
employees for self-
efficacy to improve
worker engagement.

This study describes an
instance where leaders can
support employees
improve.

(Bravata et al., 2020, p. 20)

Reviewed literature on

prevalence of imposter

syndrome and possible
medical definitions.

This study demonstrates
that imposter syndrome
could be widespread.

(Cusack et al., 2013, p. 77)

Women are more likely to
have Imposter Syndrome
than men.

Possible cause for gender
differences in contribution.

(Parkman, 2016, p. 53).

Mixed results on the link
between gender and
Imposter Syndrome.

Imposter syndrome could
effect all genders.

(Kumar & Jagacinski, 2006,
p. 155)

High preforming, goal

oriented individuals

Imposter syndrome may
increase contribution.
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display more Imposter
Syndrome than the
population.

LinearRegression Test General Contribution Total Gn::upnaI

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 {Constant) 3,753 1,285 2,820 006

POMResUlts 080 101 208 789 436 256 3,813
PsychologicalSafetyResu - 046 074 - 116 -623 538 A08 1,868
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 066 132 114 A4a7 622 310 3,226
LeaderSuppontResults 154 1566 369 aa2 333 126 7,963
LeaderEncouragmentRe -,252 185 - 562 -1,297 204 0594 10,580
sults
StructureMeetingResults 242 114 429 2,126 041 436 2,292
RitualResults -,249 138 - 426 -1,802 081 T 3,151
FearOfReprecussionsRe -007 065 -020 -104 g18 487 2,012
sults
EmployeeConfidenceRes =171 128 - 286 -1,332 1482 383 2,609
ults
MonMativeSpeakerResult -152 139 =181 -1,090 284 576 1,737
5
MultiCulturalDifferencesk -178 118 -,223 -1,448 44 802 1,247
esults
SupenisorFeedbackRes 005 079 013 069 945 542 1,845
ults
MeetingAttendenceResult 026 043 098 613 544 699 1,431
s
MeetingFequencyProble -,045 108 -0749 - 415 BB1 482 2,075
msolvingResults
MeetingFequencyMoProhl 210 130 2492 1,609 AT 538 1,856
emSolve
MativationResults -,049 124 -085 -,351 658 379 2,641
ImposterSyndromMean 270 109 487 2,487 o018 444 2,250

a. DependentVariable: ContributionGeneralResults

- 69 -




LinearRegression Online Contribution Total IGr»:)upla

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Tolerance YIF
1 (Constant) -2.919 2,146 -1,360 183

POMResults 470 169 581 2,786 ,009 256 3,913
PsychologicalSafetyResu 168 123 201 1,361 183 508 1,968
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 362 221 310 1,638 A1 310 3,226
LeaderSupporResults -, 046 261 -,0582 - 176 862 126 7,963
LeaderEncouragmentRe 479 325 506 1,473 150 0494 10,580
sults
StructureMeetingResults =030 a0 -025 -158 875 436 2,292
RitualResults 453 231 367 1,958 053 3T 3151
FearOfReprecussionsRe 253 104 348 2,324 026 Aa7 2012
sults
EmployeeConfidenceRes 0580 215 040 23 817 383 2,609
ults
MonMativeSpeakerResult - 086 233 -052 =372 T12 ATE 1,737
]
MultiCulturalDifferencesk -032 186 -018 - 164 871 802 1,247
esults
SupemnisorFeedbackRes oos 132 009 062 851 542 1,845
ults
MeetingAttendenceResult -,004 071 -,007 -, 058 854 G99 1431
s
MeetingFequencyPrable -,048 80 -04 -, 267 791 482 2,075
mSolvingResults
MeetingFequencyMoProbl 286 218 188 1,316 a7 539 1,856
emSolve
MativationResults -,229 208 -180 -1,1086 277 379 2,641
ImposterSyndromMean 056 181 0448 307 761 444 2,250

a. Dependent Variable: ContributionOnlineResults
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LinearRegression Test Face to Face Meetings Total Groupna

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 779 1,723 452 654

POMResults 0B6 135 139 636 529 256 3,913
PsychologicalSafetyResu 322 089 506 3,255 003 508 1,968
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 084 AT7 085 476 63T 310 3,226
LeaderSupporitResults - 178 210 - 266 -.851 401 126 7,863
LeaderEncouragmentRe 280 261 400 1,110 275 084 10,580
sults
StructureMeetingResults 037 153 041 243 810 436 2,292
RitualResults 185 186 186 908 328 3T 3,151
FearOfReprecussionsRe 184 oar 330 2100 043 487 2012
sults
EmployeeConfidenceRes 008 72 k] 048 962 383 2,609
ults
MonMativeSpeakerResult - 083 87 - 065 - 442 BE1 BTE 1,737
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesR - 482 RET) -,379 -3,061 004 802 1,247
esults
SupenvisorFeedbackRes -038 06 -,054 -,359 722 542 1,845
ults
MeetingAttendenceResult - 034 087 -078 -580 560 689 1,431
5
MeetingFequencyProble -178 144 -187 -1,232 226 482 2,075
mSolvingResults
MeetingFequencyMoProkl 4580 ATE 389 2,676 015 538 1,856
emSolve
MotivationResults 100 BT 108 601 552 379 2641
ImposterSyndromMean 012 146 013 080 837 A44 2,250

a. Dependent Variable: ContributionFtoFResults
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LinearRegression Above Average Problem Solving Group General Contribution®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
ProbSolveCat Model B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
OverAverageProblemSolv - 1 (Constant) 5,595 ,0on
& PsychologicalSafetyResu 310 ,0on 702 296 3,383
Its
LeaderhMotivationResults - 480 oo -,B36 ,00g 112,634
LeaderSuppornResults - 451 000 -1,155 031 32,565
LeaderEncouragmentRe 367 ,0oo 825 005 219,072
sults
StructureMeetingResults -,488 000 -1,007 065 15,337
RitualResults 500 ,0on B34 024 41532
FearOfReprecussionsRe 60 ,0on 398 182 5,208
sults
NonhativeSpeakerResult 713 000 -,820 ,020 49,460
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesR -,036 oo -,081 026 38,039
esults
SupervisorFeedbackRes -,008 ,0on -021 048 20,934
ults
MeetingAttendenceResult 073 ,0oo 325 089 11,265
s
MeetingFequencyProble - 118 ,0oo -172 ,200 5,003
mSalvingResults
MeetingFequencyMoProbl -,383 ,0oo - 427 287 3,486
emsolve
MotivationResults 075 ,0on 132 064 15,635
ImposterSyndromMean =132 oo -,208 . 362 2,759
UnderAverageProblemSo 1 (Constant) 3,457 287 2,686 016
Ive PsychologicalSafetyResu 055 095 142 584 567 328 3,036
Its
LeaderhMotivationResults 004 1449 007 025 880 268 3,738
LeaderSupportResults 264 227 620 1,163 261 068 14,723
LeaderEncouragmentRe - 415 238 -,908 -1,745 ,089 071 14,017
sults
StructureMeetingResults 322 139 524 2,322 033 379 2,638
RitualResults -31T 158 -538 -2,007 061 269 3nz2
FearOfReprecussionsRe 042 077 128 547 542 354 2,824
sults
MonMativeSpeakerResult - 150 148 -185 -1,015 324 585 1,71
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesk -,208 135 -,251 -1,545 J41 732 1,366
esults
SupervisorFeedbackRes 084 a0 185 936 362 497 2,01

ki
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LinearRegression Problem Solving Groups Online Contribution®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
ProbSolveCat Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
OverAverageProblemSolv - 1 (Constant) -16,461 000
H PsychologicalSafetyResu 322 ] 328 296 3,383
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 1,266 ,ooo 1,059 ,00g 112,634
LeaderSupportResults - 144 ,000 - 166 031 32,565
LeaderEncouragmentRe 1,776 ,0o00 1,796 008 218,072
sults
StructureMeetingResults -, 067 ,ooo -,062 065 15,337
RitualResults 668 ,ooo 501 024 41,532
FearOfReprecussionsRe 276 ,ooo 309 182 5,209
sults
MonMativeSpeakerResult 903 ,0o00 524 ,020 49 460
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesR 558 ,ooo 363 026 38,039
esults
SupenvisorFeedbackRes -,037 ,ooo -,043 048 20,934
ults
MeetingAttendenceResult 140 000 279 089 11,265
s
MeetingFequencyProble 881 ,0o00 573 ,200 5,003
mSolvingResults
MeetingFequencyMoProbl - 665 ,0o00 -333 287 3,486
emSolve
MativationResults 431 ,000 342 064 15,635
ImposterSyndromMean 365 ,ooo 253 . 362 2,759
UnderAverageProblemSo 1 (Constant) -2177 312 -941 360
bz PsychologicalSafetyResu 298 170 387 1,754 087 329 3,036
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 595 267 545 2227 ,040 268 3738
LeaderSupponResults - 679 407 -,809 -1,666 14 068 14723
LeaderEncouragmentRe 961 427 1,066 2,249 038 071 14,017
sults
StructureMeetingResults -,048 249 -,040 -1493 844 378 2,638
RitualResults 218 1283 188 770 452 1269 3712
FearOfReprecussionsRe 272 138 421 1,978 064 354 2,824
sults
MonhativeSpeakerResult -,030 265 -018 - 115 910 585 1,711
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesR -,215 242 -131 -,888 387 732 1,366
esults
SupenvisorFeedbackRes - 1563 162 - 169 -,944 358 497 2,011
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LineaRegression Problem Solving Group Contribution Face to Face®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
ProbSolveCat Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
OverAverageProblemSolv - 1 (Constant) -19,231 ,000
= PsychologicalSafetyResu 312 000 3482 296 3383
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 1,606 000 1,652 ,00g 112,634
LeaderSuppontResults =134 000 =190 031 32 565
LeaderEncouragmentRe 1,630 000 2,027 005 219,072
sults
StructureMeetingResults 1,034 000 1,179 065 15,337
RitualResults -,225 000 -,208 024 41,532
FearOfReprecussionsRe 257 000 354 182 5209
sults
MonMativeSpeakerResult 1,800 000 1,355 ,020 49 460
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesR 67 .ooo 133 026 38,039
esults
SupenisorFeedbackRes -, 763 000 -1,085 048 20,934
ults
MeetingAttendenceResult 375 000 920 089 11,265
s
MeetingFequencyProble 909 000 727 ,200 5,003
mSaolvingResults
MeetingFequencyMoProbl -007 000 -,004 287 3,486
emsolve
MotivationResults 432 000 421 064 15,635
ImposterSyndromMean 230 000 ,202 362 2,759
UnderAverageProblemSo 1 (Constant) 1,573 841 855 408
LE PsychologicalSafetyResu 506 136 851 3,731 ooz 1329 3,036
Its
LeaderMotivationResults 73 213 206 815 426 268 3738
LeaderSupponResults - 710 324 -1,098 -2,187 043 068 14,723
LeaderEncouragmentRe 523 340 753 1,537 143 071 14017
sults
StructureMeetingResults 127 189 136 642 530 379 2,638
RitualResults -07 226 -,080 -316 756 ,269 3712
FearOfReprecussionsRe 208 J10 A2 1,875 078 354 2,824
sults
MonMativeSpeakerResult 001 211 001 ,0o7 994 585 1,71
s
MultiCulturalDifferencesR -576 192 -458 -2,995 008 732 1,366
esults
SupernvisorFeedbackRes - 104 129 - 150 -.808 430 487 2,01
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General Section- Code  [Spss

1. Age 18- | 26- | 33- | 41- | 48+ VvV 1
25 |32 |40 | 48

2. Region of origin E AS | SA | NA | AF v 2

3. M/F/D V_3

4. Time spent in current position. 0-3|4-6|7- 11- | 15+ V_ 4

10 | 14

5. How often do you engage in face-to-face meetings | 0-1 | 2-3 | 4-5 | 6-7 | 8+ H10 |[FFMO1 |V_5

of any type.

6. How often do you engage in online meetings ofany | 0-1 | 2-3 | 4-5 | 6-7 | 8+ H10 [FOMO1 |V_6

type.

7. How often do you engage in problem-solving | 0-1 | 2-3 | 4-5 | 6-7 | 8+ H10 [FPMO1 |V_7

meetings.

8. How often do you engage in online problem-solving | 0-1 | 2-3 | 4-5 | 6-7 | 8+ H10 [FOPMO1|V_8

meetings.

9. How often do you engage in face-to-face problem- | 0-1 | 2-3 | 4-5 | 6-7 | 8+ | H10 [FFPMO1|V_9

solving meetings.

Evaluating Contribution / Participation NEGATIVE IN RED

If I have an idea, | will say it in the meeting. SD | D N A SA C1l V_10

| contribute during online meetings. SD | D N A SA CO1 VvV 11

| stay silent during online meetings. SD | D N A SA CO2 V_12

| contribute during face-to-face meetings. SD | D N A SA CF1 V_13

| stay silent in face-to-face meeting. SD | D N A SA CF2 V_14

| am a passive listener. SD | D N A SA C2 V_15

| speak up for issues that concern me. SD | D N A SA C3 V_16

How often do you ask questions in online meetings? | N R S (@] A CO3 V_17

How often do you ask questions in face-to-face | N R S @] A CF3 V_18

meetings?

How often do you suggest solutions in online | N R S 0 A CO4 V_19

meetings?

How often do you suggest solutions in face-to-face | N R. |S 0] A CF4 V_20

meetings?

How often do you read emails or do other work | N R S 0 A CF5 V_21

during face-to-face meetings?
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How often do you read emails or do other work | N R S 0 A CO5 V_22
during online meetings?

PDM

In general how much influence do you have on how | NI | LI Sl Ml | Ml | H1L |PD1 V_23
you perform your job?

To what extent are you able to decide how todoyour | NI | LI Sl Ml | Ml | H1L |PD2 Vv 24
job?

In general, how much influence do you have on what | NI LI Sl Ml | Ml H1 |PD3 V_25
goes on in your work group?

In general, how much influence do you have on | NI LI Sl Ml | Ml H1 |PD4 V 26
decisions?

Psychological Safety

If you make a mistake in meeting, it is often held | 1 * * * 7 H3 [R1 V 28
against you.

Members of meetings can bring up problems and | 1 * * * 7 H2 |PS1 V_ 29
tough issues.

People in meetings sometimes reject others for | 1 * * * 7 H3 |R2 V_30
being different.

It is safe to take a risk in a meeting. 1 * * * 7 H2 |PS2 V_31
It is difficult to ask other members of this meeting for | 1 * * * 7 H3 |R3 V_32
help.

No one on this team would deliberately act in a way | 1 * * * 7 H2 |PS3 V_33
that undermines my efforts.

Working with members of this team, my unique skills | 1 * * * 7 H2 (PS4 V_34
and talents are valued and utilized.

Leadership

My supervisor does not appear active. SD | D N A SA | H5 |LF1 V_36
My supervisor has a lack of interest in work quality. SD | D N A SA H5 |LF2 V_37
My supervisor allows subordinates to postpone work. | SD | D N A SA | H5 |LF3 V_38
My supervisor is disinterested in the topics discussed. | SD | D N A SA | H5 |LF4 V_39
My supervisor raises confidence among employees. SD | D N A SA H4 |LS1 V_40
My supervisor works out agreements with us. SD | D N A SA | H4 |LS2 VvV 41
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My supervisor supports our decisions after they have | SD SA H4 |LS3 V 42
been discussed.

My supervisor takes actions before they become | SD SA H6 |[LC1 V 43
chronic.

My supervisor prompts employees to think and | SD SA H6 |LC2 V_44
initiate.

My supervisor helps subordinates to develop work | SD SA | H6 |[LC3 V_45
ability.

Multicultural Diff

In my culture you are encouraged to speak up. | SD SA | H13 MD1 |V_46
In my culture group harmony is important. SD SA H13 |MD2 NV 47
In my culture superiors speak the most of all the | SD SA | H13 [MD3 |V_48
participants in a meeting.

Motivation

| feel a sense of personal satisfaction when | do this | SD SA | H14 M1 V_49
job well.

| take pride in doing my job as well as | can. SD SA H14 M2 V_50
| feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual | SD SA H14 M3 VvV 51
standard.

| try to think of ways of doing my job effectively. SD SA H14 |M4 VvV 52
Confidence / Imposter Syndrome

| rarely do a project or task as well as | would like to | SD SA H15 [EC1 V 53
doit.

| am often afraid that | may fail at a new assignment | SD SA | H15 |[EC2 V_54
even though | generally do well at what | attempt.

| sometimes think | obtained my present position or | SD SA H16 |IS1 V_55
gained my present success by luck,

coincidence, or by mistake.

Even when others have confidence in me, | often | SD SA | H15 |[EC3 V_56

worry about not succeeding with a project or
examination.
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When [I've succeeded at something and received | SD | D N A SA | H16 |IS2 vV 57
recognition for my accomplishments, | have doubts
that | can keep repeating that success.
If | receive a great deal of praise and recognition for | SD | D N A SA H16 |IS3 \V 58
something | have accomplished, | tend to downplay
the importance of what | have done.
If 1 am going to receive a promotion or gain | SD | D N A SA H15 [EC4 V59
recognition of some kind, | hesitate to tell others until
it is an accomplished fact.
| am afraid people important to me may find outthat | SD | D N A SA | H16 |IS4 V_60
| am not as capable as they think | am.
Meeting Mechanics
How many participants are generally in your | 2-3 | 4-5 | 6-7 | 89 | 10+ | H11 |PN1 V_62
meetings?
| think this is too many participants. SD | D N A SA | H11 |PN2 V_ 61
My generally supervisor gives feedback after | SD | D N A SA H9 |SF1 V_63
meetings.
Agendas are generally available before | SD | D N |A |[SA |H7 [SM1 V_64
meetings.
My meetings generally work through the |SD | D N A SA | H7 [SM2 V_65
agenda.
My meetings generally start on time. SD | D N A SA | H7 [SM3 V_66
My meetings generally stop on time. SD | D N A SA | H7 [|SM3 V_67
| know what to expect at my meetings. SD | D N |A |[SA | H8 [RI1 V_84
I know how the meeting will end before it begins. | SD | D N A SA | H8 [RI2 V_68
My meetings are generally always the same. SD | D N A SA | H8 [RI3 V_69
| feel that | am invited to meetings that | donot | SD | D N A SA | H8 |RI4 V_70
need to attend
Non-Native Speakers

N R S 0 A H12 |NN1 VvV 71
| take part in meetings in a language not native
to my own.
| have trouble understanding accents in other | SD | D N A SA | H12 |NN2 Vv 72

languages.
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English is not my native language. SD SA | H12 |NN3 Vv 77
| have trouble following the conversation | SD SA | H12 |NN4 V_ 79
because | moves to fast.

| hold back my opinion because | cannot find the | SD SA | H12 |NN5 VvV 81
right words.

| let the better speakers dominate the | SD SA | H12 |NN6 VvV 82

conversations.
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