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Supervisor: John A. Daly

This study examined the relationships between employees’ perceptions of

supervisory coaching-oriented behaviors and psychological safety at work, and between

psychological safety at work and error reporting and turnover. This study also examined

the relationships between employees’ perceptions of the degree to which supervisors show

regard for their subordinates’ positive and negative face under conditions of negative

feedback communication, and psychological safety at work. Coaching-oriented behaviors

were operationalized as delivering prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related general

performance feedback; considerate, private, and externally-attributed negative

performance feedback; public and internally-attributed positive performance feedback;

seeking input from work group members; listening to work group members’ concerns; and

being accessible and receptive to work group members’ questions and ideas. Results

indicated that the more supervisors were perceived to (a) seek input from subordinate
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employees regarding work-related matters, (b) attribute poor performance to external

factors when delivering negative performance feedback, and (c) provide prompt general

performance feedback to employees, the greater employees’ reported psychological safety.

Results also indicated that the more supervisors were perceived to attend to employees’

face needs when delivering negative feedback (particularly their positive face needs), the

greater employees’ reported psychological safety. In turn, psychological safety was found

to be significantly and positively associated with the willingness of employees (and work

groups) to report errors, and to be significantly and negatively associated with employees’

(and work groups’) intention to turnover. Negative feedback delivered in a considerate tone

of voice also was found to be a statistically significant predictor of group members’

willingness to report errors. However, psychological safety was not found to be related to

actual error reporting or turnover by work unit in this study. Implications and directions for

further research are discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Purpose

Proactive learning-oriented behaviors such as seeking interpersonal feedback,

admitting mistakes, and asking for help often are interpersonally risky behaviors,

particularly in the workplace. Such behaviors can negatively affect the impressions we

make on others, leading those with whom we work to see us as imposing, incompetent, or

disruptive (Edmondson, 2003a). Research on organizational learning has revealed that we

tend to act in ways that inhibit learning when we face potential embarrassment or threat

(Argyris, 1982, 1993; Edmondson, 1996, 1999, 2003a; Edmondson, Bohmer, & Pisano,

2001). In particular, power differences within the organizational setting can intensify the

interpersonal risks we face and can affect whether or not we are willing to engage in

overt learning behaviors (Edmondson, 2003b).

Over the past several years Amy Edmondson and her colleagues at the Harvard

Business School have been conducting a research program designed to investigate the

factors that affect learning behaviors in organizational work teams, and the impact of

such behaviors on team performance. This research has revealed “enormous differences

across teams in people’s willingness to engage in behavior for which the outcomes are

both uncertain and potentially harmful to their image” (Edmondson, 2003a, p. 255).

Research also has revealed that differences in individuals’ willingness to engage in

potentially “face-threatening” (Goffman, 1955) learning behaviors may have a substantial

influence on work performance (Baer & Frese, 2003; Brown & Leigh, 1996; Cannon &

Edmondson, 2001; Edmondson 1999, 2003a; Kahn, 1990; Lee, 1997).

Edmondson (2003a) recently offered a model of learning in the work group

setting that includes the construct “psychological safety,” described as “individuals’
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perceptions about the consequences of interpersonal risks in their work environment” (p.

258). Edmondson emphasized the importance of creating the conditions for psychological

safety in order to lay a foundation for effective learning in organizations. She also has

stressed the need for additional studies to further understanding of the construct itself

(Edmondson, 1999, 2003a), and to address open questions about the specific behaviors

managers and team leaders need to use to foster a sense of psychological safety in the

work environment (Cannon & Edmondson, 2001; Edmondson, 2003a).

In answer to this call, the purpose of this dissertation is to investigate how

perceptions of leaders’ communicative behaviors regarding work performance relate to

work group members’ perceptions of psychological safety. Using Edmondson’s (2003a)

Model of Team Learning Process as a basis for informing this research, this dissertation

investigates how perceptions of work group leaders’ coaching-oriented behaviors,

particularly their feedback regarding work performance, relate to a sense of psychological

safety on the part of work group members, and how group members’ sense of

psychological safety relates to certain organizational process outcomes at the work unit

level.

I begin by introducing Edmondson’s Model of Team Learning Process. I then

provide an overview of some of the important concepts that have emerged from the

research literature on organizational climate in general and psychological climate in

particular. Next, I present some background information on the construct of

psychological safety, followed by recent research pointing to its benefits within

organizations. I then turn to a selective review of the literature on interpersonal

performance feedback. Subsequently, I consider the concepts of face (Goffman, 1955,
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1967) and facework (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Goffman, 1967). Finally, I

describe the methodology and report the results of a study of hospital employees I

designed and conducted to address hypotheses and questions about the relationships

among perceptions of supervisors’ performance feedback delivery and verbal facework

strategies, subordinates’ sense of psychological safety, and error reporting and turnover

by work unit.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review, Hypotheses, and Research Questions

CHAPTER OVERVIEW

In this chapter, I provide a review the applicable literature and propose

hypotheses and research questions to be addressed in this dissertation. The chapter is

divided into sections that (a) summarize Edmondson’s Model of Team Learning Process,

and (b) review previous scholarship pertaining to organizational and psychological

climate, psychological safety, interpersonal performance feedback, and politeness theory.

EDMONDSON’S MODEL OF TEAM LEARNING PROCESS

Drawing from her own and others’ research, Edmondson (2003a) relates three

primary constructs in her model of team1 learning: (a) the team learning process, which

she suggests involves “reflection-in-action” (p. 262); (b) the role of the team leader in the

learning process; and (c) “psychological safety,” which she specifically describes as “a

climate in which the focus can be on productive discussion that enables early prevention

of problems and the accomplishment of shared goals” (p. 258). What the team or work

group learns through the interactive cycles of action, reflection, and adjustment,

Edmondson argues, are increasingly effective routines for conducting work to accomplish

goals. As can be seen on the right side of the graphic depiction of Edmondson’s model

(see Figure 2.1), successful team learning is thought to lead directly to improved

organizational performance.

1 On the basis of prior organizational scholarship, Edmondson (2003a) defines teams as “work

groups that exist within the context of a larger organization, have clearly defined membership,

and share responsibility for a team product or service” (p. 257).



5

Figure 2.1: Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team Learning Process
From “Managing the risk of learning: Psychological safety in work teams,” by A. C.
Edmondson, 2003. In M. A. West, D. Tjosvold, and K. G. Smith (Eds.) International
handbook of organizational teamwork and cooperative working, 255-275.

Edmondson notes that prior research already has established the need for

compelling goals to motivate learning behavior. As illustrated on the left side of her

model, Edmondson argues that the team or work group leader plays a particularly

important role in defining, shaping, or communicating the goals to be accomplished. The

leader also plays an important role in deliberately working to coordinate and structure the

learning process for the group’s members. Edmondson notes that through such

communication and coordination, members can gain insights from collective experience

that can help guide future actions.

However, in addition to the need for structure and goals to motivate learning-

oriented behaviors, Edmondson argues that individuals must be willing to actually

engage in learning behaviors (e.g., ask questions, seek feedback, report a mistake,

propose a new idea) in order for goals to be accomplished efficiently. As depicted in the

middle section of her model, Edmondson maintains that psychological safety is the

climate variable that moderates the positive relationship between learning goals and the

effortful (and interpersonally risky) learning behaviors team or work group members

Team Leader
Actions

Goal

Psychological
Safety

Organizational
Improvement

Team Learning Process
Act → Reflect
Reflect → Act
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need to achieve them. She suggests that psychological safety enhances the learning

process by minimizing the risks of fully engaging in the more deliberate aspects of

learning. The basic idea is that people are more likely to focus on learning (and less likely

to focus on self-protection) in a climate of psychological safety.

As indicated by the arrow pointing to psychological safety in her model, the

behavior of a work group leader is thought to have a particularly salient influence over

work group members’ perceptions of psychological safety. This is because the actions

and responses of the leader to different events influence group members’ perceptions of

what is appropriate and safe behavior at work. Edmondson argues that leaders can create

environments more (or less) conducive for learning by acting in ways that promote (or

detract from) psychological safety. “Autocratic behavior, inaccessibility, or failure to

acknowledge vulnerability all can contribute to team members’ reluctance to incur the

interpersonal risks of learning behavior” (p. 265).

Given certain commonalities between psychological safety and interpersonal

trust, Edmondson (2003a) makes a point of comparing these two related constructs in the

narrative description of her model. She notes the following definition of trust, as offered

by Mayer, Davis, and Shoorman (1995) – “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to

the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a

particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control

that other party” (p. 712).2

2 While a universally accepted definition of trust in organizations remains elusive (Kramer,

1999), Dirks (1999) noted that most of the published measures and empirical studies of trust have
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On the basis of this commonly accepted definition and other work on trust,

Edmondson contends that psychological safety is complementary to but conceptually

distinct from trust. In particular, she argues that while trust involves an external focus on

the other person’s future actions in terms of their being honest and dependable,3

psychological safety involves a sense of feeling comfortable in expressing one’s true self.

Edmondson also suggests other conceptual differences that make these two constructs

distinct interpersonal beliefs.

As summarized in Table 2.1, Edmondson (2003a) distinguishes psychological

safety from trust on the basis of three primary elements – timeframe, object of focus, and

level of analysis. While the construct of trust pertains to anticipating the long-term

consequences of relying on another person, Edmondson suggests that the construct

psychological safety concerns the short-term consequences one expects from engaging

oneself in a specific action. Further, where interpersonal trust involves a focus on the

other person in terms of the trustworthiness of his or her actions (e.g., “If I ask him to do

this, will he do a good job?”), Edmondson argues that psychological safety involves a

focus on the self, particularly in terms of having a sense that others will give oneself the

benefit of the doubt when one has made an error or asked a question (e.g., “If I ask about

this, will I be criticized, embarrassed, or hurt?”). Finally, whereas beliefs about

trustworthiness pertain primarily to one’s dyadic relationship with another, Edmondson

used operational definitions that are consistent with the conceptual definition proposed by Mayer

et al. (1995).

3 Indeed, as Dirks (1999) has observed, most operational definitions of trust do focus on exactly

what is believed about the other individual – for example, whether the other party is dependable,

cares for one’s interests, is competent, or will act with integrity.
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maintains that beliefs about psychological safety tend to relate to one’s work group or

team. In support of this argument, she notes that members of teams and work groups tend

to hold similar perceptions about psychological safety within their group.

Table 2.1: Comparison between Trust and Psychological Safety

Trust Psychological Safety

Individual makes choices to minimize negative
consequences

Individual makes choices to minimize negative
consequences

Describes intrapsychic state involving
perceptions of risk or vulnerability as more
broadly defined

Describes intrapsychic state involving
perceptions of risk or vulnerability as more
narrowly defined

Individual considers anticipated consequences
across a long-term temporal range, including
the relatively distant future

Individual considers short-term interpersonal
consequences of engaging the self in a specific
action

Focus is external – involves question of giving
others the benefit of the doubt

Focus is internal – involves question of others
giving oneself the benefit of the doubt

Beliefs pertain primarily to a dyadic relationship Beliefs are contained within a local work group
or team

Based on: “Managing the risk of learning: Psychological safety in work teams,” by A. C.
Edmondson, 2003. In M. A. West, D. Tjosvold, and K. G. Smith (Eds.) International
handbook of organizational teamwork and cooperative working, 255-275.

Conceptual distinctions between trust and psychological safety are likely to be

debated by scholars in the coming years. But one commonality that already is apparent is

that researchers in these two areas of inquiry are calling for a better understanding of the

processes by which trust and psychological safety develop, and the factors that help to

promote their development. Given this, and using Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team

Learning Process as a focal point, we turn now to a selective overview of some of the
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important concepts that have emerged from the research literature on organizational and

psychological climate.4

REVIEW OF PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP, HYPOTHESES, AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Organizational Climate and Psychological Climate

The idea that organizations have “climates” that can affect the behaviors and

attitudes of individuals within the work setting has received considerable attention in the

organizational literature since the 1960s (e.g., Glick, 1985; James & Jones, 1974; Parker

et al., 2003; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). Numerous definitions have been offered to

clarify the climate concept; however, in general, organizational climate refers to a “broad

class of organizational and perceptual variables that reflect individual-organizational

interactions and affect individuals’ organizational behavior and attitudes in

organizations” (Glick, 1985).

The appropriate units of theory, measurement, and analysis in the collective

climate research continue to be debated in the literature (Parker et al., 2003). Despite this,

James and Jones’ (1974) early distinction between climate regarded as a situational

attribute (organizational climate) and climate regarded as an individual attribute

(psychological climate) generally has been accepted (Denison, 1996; Glick, 1985; Parker

et al., 2003; Rousseau, 1988; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). A third set of climate

4 A full review of the extensive literature concerning organizational climate and psychological

climate is beyond the scope of this dissertation and is unnecessary for purposes of the proposed

study. Interested readers can reference the work of James and his colleagues in this area (e.g.,

James & James, 1989, 1992; James & McIntyre, 1996; James & Sells, 1981). Other useful
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constructs, variously called subsystem, group, and sub-unit climate also has emerged in

the literature and argues for individual, subunit, and organizational units of theory,

measurement, and analysis, depending on the climate construct of interest (Glick, 1985).

On the individual level, James, Hater, Gent, and Bruni (1978) defined

psychological climate as “psychologically meaningful cognitive representations of

situations” (p. 805)5 and described the construct as having the following four properties:

1. Psychological climate is analogous to higher order schemas, which are relatively

abstract and generalized beliefs about situations.

2. Psychological climate is historical.

3. The primary “situational” measures that affect psychological climate are those

that are proximal to the experiences of the individual in a particular environment.

4. The underlying causal model linking psychological climate to attitudes and

behavior is one of reciprocal causation.

In 1983, Schneider and Reichers offered an influential review of the conceptual

and methodological progress that had been made in the areas of organizational and

psychological climate research up to that time. They argued that climatic approaches to

understanding how work contexts affect behavior and attitudes offer a much-needed

alternative to motivation theories of work behavior and attitudes because of their

references include Denison (1996), Glick (1985, 1988), Koys and DeCotiis (1991), Parker et al.

(2003), Schneider and Reichers (1983), and Schneider (1985).

5 In a later work, James, Joyce, and Slocum (1988) similarly but more specifically defined

psychological climate as a “set of perceptions that reflect how work environments, including

organizational attributes, are cognitively appraised and represented in terms of their meaning to

and significance for individuals” (p. 129).
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grounding in perceptions. Further, based on Mead (1934), and in contrast to structural

and selection-attraction-attrition approaches to the etiology of organizational climates,6

Schneider and Reichers (1983) emphasized the symbolic interactionist perspective on

climates. Their central thesis was that “climates emerge out of interactions that members

of a work group have with one another” (p. 30). And, because people tend to attach

meaning to clusters of psychologically-related events, Schneider and Reichers maintained

that work settings are likely to have “numerous climates” (p. 21). They stressed the

importance of attaching a referent to the climate concept for it to have meaning (e.g., a

climate for achievement, a climate for safety).

In their effort to distinguish certain dimensions of psychological climate, Koys

and DeCotiis (1991) noted the following four characteristics of climate perceptions:

1. Climate perceptions summarize an individual’s description of his or her

experiences, rather than his or her affective or evaluative reaction to those

experiences.

2. Climate perceptions are relatively stable over time.

3. Climate perceptions are widely shared by members of the relevant organizational

unit.

6 In the structural approach to the etiology of climates, climates are thought to arise from

objective aspects of the work context, such as the organization’s size, the centrality or

decentrality of decision-making authority, the type of technology used, and the degree to which

rules and policies constrain individual behavior. In the selection-attraction-attrition approach,

organizational processes, such as selection into the organization, and individual processes, such

as attraction to and attrition from the organization, combine to produce relatively homogenous

organizational membership (Schneider & Reichers, 1983).
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4. Multiple climates may exist within the same organization, because organizational

life can be perceptually different for members at different organizational levels, at

different locations, or in different units within the same organization.

Succeeding research has linked psychological climate perceptions to a number of

important individual and organizational outcome variables (Parker et al., 2003). Indeed,

Parker et al.’s recent meta-analytic review of 94 psychological climate studies7 has

revealed that psychological climate, operationalized as individuals’ perceptions of their

work environment, has significant relationships with individuals’ job satisfaction, work

attitudes, psychological well-being, motivation, and performance. Analyses also indicated

that employees’ work attitudes mediate the relationships of psychological climate with

employee motivation and performance. Based on their results, Parker et al. (2003)

suggested, “psychological climate assessments should be a part of interventions that

attempt to improve the quality of work life or reduce employee turnover” (p. 406).

In Parker et al.’s (2003) review, outcome variables were: (a) job satisfaction

(overall and facet measures); (b) work attitudes (e.g., organizational commitment and job

involvement); (c) psychological well-being (e.g., burnout, psychological stress, and

anxiety); (d) motivation (e.g., intrinsic and extrinsic); and (e) performance (e.g.,

supervisor ratings, self-ratings, citizenship behaviors, and objective criteria such as sales

volume and attendance). Given the recent work by Edmondson and others on learning

behaviors in work groups, additional outcome variables that have potentially critical

significance for organizations are the willingness of employees to risk their public images

7 Parker et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis included 121 independent samples from a variety of

industries and occupational groups with a total sample size of 65,830 individuals.
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by admitting errors and problems, asking for help, and seeking feedback. In the next

section, we turn to consider the growing corpus of research concerning how a

“psychological climate for psychological safety” may contribute to encouraging these and

other learning-oriented behaviors on the part of employees.

Psychological Safety

Beginning with the premise that people apply varying degrees of themselves

physically, cognitively, and emotionally in the work roles they perform, organizational

psychologist William Kahn (1990) designed a study to yield information regarding how

psychological experiences of work and work contexts shape the processes of an

individual’s engagement and disengagement of the personal self at work. Specifically,

Kahn used a grounded-theory approach to investigate the general psychological

conditions at work in which individuals personally engage (express and employ their

personal selves) or disengage (withdraw and defend their personal selves). Kahn found

that the presence and absence of three psychological conditions were relevant to personal

engagement/disengagement at work: (a) psychological meaningfulness; (b) psychological

availability; and (c) psychological safety, described as “feeling able to show and employ

one’s self without fear of negative consequences to self-image, status, or career” (p. 708).

In follow-up work, Kahn (1992) argued that the state of mind that accompanies

personally engaging in one’s work role results in a personal accessibility to others in

terms of being open and empathetic, to one’s work in terms of contributing ideas and

effort, and to one’s self in terms of growing and learning within the role. Indeed, based

partially on Kahn’s arguments, Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002) recently conducted a
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meta-analytic study of business outcomes related to employee engagement.8 Their study

revealed that employee engagement, conceptualized as occurring “when individuals are

emotionally connected to others and cognitively vigilant” (p. 269) is related to customer

satisfaction and loyalty, profitability, productivity, employee turnover, and safety

outcomes.

The concept of psychological safety itself is not new. In his study, Kahn (1990)

observed that the association between feeling safe and showing one’s self reflects a tenet

of clinical therapeutic work involving individuals, relationships, families, groups, and

organizations. Likewise, Fall (1997) noted that psychological safety is a concept

mentioned throughout the counseling literature as a necessary component in the process

of change. Indeed, the control-mastery view of psychotherapy has as its basic principle

the idea that the degree of safety the patient feels with the therapist is crucial in

determining the effectiveness of psychotherapy, and that the experience of interpersonal

safety is “essential to the patient’s purposes” (Rappoport, 1997, p. 250).

In terms of organizational studies, the concept of psychological safety had its

beginnings in the early research on organizational change (Edmondson, 1999). For

example, in their look at laboratory training as an educational approach to organizational

change and personal learning, Schein and Bennis (1965) discussed the importance of

psychological safety for individuals’ feeling of security and capability of changing. They

described the construct as “an atmosphere where one can take chances . . . without fear

8 Harter et al.’s (2002) overall study involved 198,514 independent employee responses to

surveys and 7,939 independent business units in 36 companies, with an average of 25 employees

per business unit and an average of 221 business units per company.
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and with sufficient protection” (p. 44), and as “a climate . . . which encourages

provisional tries and which tolerates failure without retaliation, renunciation, or guilt” (p.

45). In subsequent work, Schein (1985) argued that a climate of psychological safety also

helps people overcome forms of learning anxiety.

In 1996, Edmondson published the first of what would become a progression of

related research projects regarding the importance of psychological safety for teams and

work groups. The first project was designed to investigate the underlying causes of

preventable errors in drug administration in hospitals. Edmondson (1996) found that team

self-correcting behaviors known as “interceptions” (p. 18) were more prevalent in units in

which members were less concerned about being caught making a mistake. She also

discovered something unexpected – error rates were higher in nursing teams led by nurse

managers with higher quality leadership behaviors like direction setting and coaching.

Looking more deeply into this puzzling result, Edmondson found that there were

significant between-unit differences in the perceptions of the risk of reporting medication

errors and, in turn, members’ open disclosure of these errors. Units with the higher error

rates had members who openly acknowledged medication errors and discussed ways to

avoid their recurrence; units with the lower error rates had members who kept their

knowledge of a drug error to themselves. Edmondson suggested the following

explanation: “In certain units, the leaders may have established a climate of openness that

facilitates discussion of error, which is likely to be an important influence on detected

error rates” (p. 17).

In a follow-up study using furniture manufacturing work teams as subjects,

Edmondson (1999) found substantial qualitative and quantitative support for an
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hypothesized relationship between learning-oriented behavior and a construct she

referred to as “team psychological safety,” defined as “a shared belief that the team is

safe for interpersonal risk taking” (p. 354). Edmondson also found that learning-oriented

behaviors (e.g., talking about errors, seeking feedback, sharing information, asking for

help, and experimenting) were significant predictors of team performance. Further

analyses indicated that team psychological safety accounted for more variance in both

self-reported and observer-assessed team learning behavior than did context support or

team leader coaching. Based on her results, Edmondson concluded that when team

members had a sense of psychological safety, it enabled them to take “proactive learning-

oriented action” (p. 577), which, in turn, fostered more effective performance.

In subsequent research, Edmondson, Bohmer, and Pisano (2001) similarly found

considerable variance in team learning behavior. This study was set up to investigate the

implementation of a new surgical technology, which was designed to drastically reduce

the recovery period after heart surgery. The new technology required significant changes

to surgical work routines, including increased interdependence and communication

among cardiac surgical team members. Interestingly, organizational differences in size,

resources, academic status, innovation history, and senior management support were not

associated with successful implementation. Instead, data indicated that implementation

success was an outcome of differences in the collective learning process at the team level.

Qualitative interviews with team members consistently suggested that the lead surgeons

had to convey permission for others to speak up if team members were to change their

behavior in ways that supported the new technology. When they lacked psychological

safety, “lower-status team members were unwilling to risk censure by experienced
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surgeons who might view their comment as useless or disruptive” (p. 708). This

qualitative finding is supported by work on risk behavior conducted by Sitkin and his

colleagues. Specifically, Sitkin’s work has shown that risk perception, defined as “an

individual’s assessment of how risky a situation is in terms of probabilistic estimates”

(Sitkin & Weingart, 1995, p. 1575), is a central, mediating influence on one’s willingness

to engage in risky behavior (Pablo, Sitkin, & Jemison, 1996; Sitkin & Pablo, 1992; Sitkin

& Weingart, 1995).

Using a quantitative methodology to further investigate psychological safety, Baer

and Frese (2003) extended the concept to the organizational level and found that

psychological safety is related not only to team-level performance but to organizational

performance as well. Baer and Frese proposed that companies displaying a strong

“organizational climate for psychological safety,” defined as “formal and informal

organizational practices and procedures guiding and supporting open and trustful

interactions within the work environment” (p. 50), would perform better than companies

that failed to establish such a climate. Using 47 mid-sized German companies as subjects,

Baer and Frese examined the effects of a climate for psychological safety and a climate

for initiative on two measures of firm performance – change in return on assets and firm

goal achievement. Results revealed a high correlation between the two climate factors (r

= .70). Separate regression analyses revealed that both a climate for psychological safety

and a climate for initiative were significantly related to firm goal achievement and return

on assets.

Besides contributing to team and organizational successes, work by Roberto

(2002) suggests that psychological safety also may be critically important in avoiding
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serious failure. Based on his in-depth case study analysis of the ill-fated 1996 Mount

Everest climbing expedition in which five individuals died,9 Roberto (2002) warned that

a lack of psychological safety actually may enhance risks, particularly risks inherent in

complex systems like organizations. Roberto specifically advised that a lack of

psychological safety can undermine the effectiveness of teams by making it more

difficult for members to exchange opinions freely, question candidly, and discuss

mistakes openly. Indeed, Roberto maintained that such a situation likely was one of the

primary factors contributing to the tragedy on Mount Everest. He cautioned that similar

tragedies could occur in complex organizational systems in which different components

of the system are interconnected, because “a human error may not be noticed or

discussed, and may interact with other elements of the system to cause a serious

accident” (p. 152).

On their face, organizational policies and vision statements may be well

intentioned to promote an environment in which individuals are comfortable expressing

and engaging themselves, and comfortable in taking the interpersonal risks associated

with exhibiting learning-oriented behaviors. However, as Cannon and Edmondson (2001)

argued in their examination of shared beliefs about failure in work groups, such policies

and statements “can be undermined or enhanced by middle managers, supervisors, and

team leaders whose face-to-face behavior indicates to subordinates that openness about

mistakes would be unwise” (p. 166). This argument is supported by general research on

psychological climate, which indicates that the primary “situational” measures that affect

9 During decent from Mount Everest, the two expedition leaders and three of the expeditions’

members died in subzero temperatures as a storm enveloped the mountain.
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psychological climate in general are those that are proximal to the experiences of the

individual (Parker et al., 2003).

This argument also is supported by research on physical safety climate. This

research suggests that the distinction between perceptions of organizational procedures

and subunit practices is analogous to the distinction between perceptions of procedural

and interactional justice (Zohar, 2000). Because procedures rarely cover every situation,

Zohar argued that there is a certain level of supervisory discretion in policy

implementation. Results of his test of a group-level model of physical safety climate

indicated that perceptions of physical safety climate can develop at the subunit level, in

parallel to their development at the organizational level. Specifically, Zohar found that

rather than being related to company policies and procedures, perceptions of physical

safety climate were related to supervisory safety practices.

Related work on occupational injuries conducted by Barling, Loughlin, and

Kelloway (2002) indicated that specific management actions (e.g., calling attention to the

importance of occupational safety, providing safety training because of a commitment to

safety rather than as an obligation) directly affected perceived safety climate and safety

consciousness, which, in turn, predicted occupational injuries. Interestingly, Barling et

al.’s model linking safety-specific transformational leadership10 and occupational injuries

(see Figure 2.2) is strikingly similar to Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team Learning

10 Barling, Loughlin, and Kelloway (2002) noted that transformational leadership is composed of

idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized

consideration.
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Process (see Figure 2.1). In these models, leader behavior is depicted as the primary

predictor of perceived safety climate, both physical and psychological.

Figure 2.2: Barling, Loughlin, and Kelloway’s (2002) Model Linking Transformational
Leadership and Occupational Injuries

From “Development and test of a model linking safety-specific transformational
leadership and occupational safety,” by J. Barling, C. Loughlin, and E. K. Kelloway,
2002, Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), p. 494.

In terms of actual managerial behaviors, research indicates that supportive

supervision, safety commitment, and safety communication are associated with physical

safety at work (Barling et al., 2002). Similarly, research indicates that the ability of

supervisors and team leaders to provide a supportive management style, clear direction,

and effective coaching are primary factors in the development of work group members’

more constructive beliefs about errors and their sense of psychological safety at work

(Edmondson 1996, 1999, 2003a; Edmondson & Cannon, 2001; Kahn, 1990). As

Edmondson (1999) observed, “If team leaders act in authoritarian or punitive ways, team

members may be reluctant to engage in the interpersonal risk involved in learning

behaviors such as discussing errors” (Edmondson, 1999, p. 356). On the other hand, “If
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the leader is supportive, coaching-oriented, and has non-defensive responses to questions

and challenges, members are likely to conclude that the team constitutes a safe

environment” (p. 356). Coaching-oriented behaviors include providing clarification and

feedback, seeking members’ input, listening to concerns, and being accessible and

receptive to questions and ideas (Edmondson, 2003b).

Considering that one of the primary responsibilities of a supervisor is to evaluate

the performance of subordinates, Cannon and Edmondson (2001) noted that the way in

which a supervisor carries out employee performance evaluations is likely to have an

important influence on employees’ perceptions of the interpersonal risks resulting from

being open about difficulties, poor outcomes, and failures. As Tumlin (2004) has noted,

“For the employee, promotion, raises, or possibly a dismissal loom during a performance

appraisal, as every statement is analyzed for potential hidden meanings, nuances, or hints

about the employee’s future” (p. 2). Although organizations have supervisors conduct

performance evaluations for different reasons, the most basic one is to improve employee

performance by providing development feedback and by making administrative decisions

that link evaluated performance to organizational rewards and punishments (Rynes,

Gerhart, & Parks, 2005).11

11 A full review of the extensive literature on formal performance evaluation is beyond the scope

of this dissertation and is unnecessary for purposes of the proposed study. However, interested

readers can reference Arvey and Murphy (1998) for a comprehensive review of the psychological

research on formal performance evaluations in work settings; Rynes, Gerhart, and Parks (2005)

for a thorough review of the literature linking motivation theory, performance evaluation, and pay

for performance; and Tumlin (2004) for a review and examination of the interactive,

communicative nature of the performance appraisal process.
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Besides formal evaluations, it also is likely that the day-to-day interactions

between a supervisor and subordinate, which also constitute a form of informal

supervisory evaluation and feedback (Hobson, 1986), have a similar influence on such

perceptions. Indeed, as Zohar (2000) has argued, execution of procedures takes place

during interpersonal role episodes between supervisor and employee when directives and

expectations are clarified by means of “predictable, situation-specific action directives”

(p. 587) and supervisory feedback. Further, as Fedor, Eder, and Buckley (1989) have

observed, informal supervisory feedback generally is not constrained by organizational

due process procedures or the norms for conducting structured annual performance

evaluations and frequently “has implications that go far beyond the informational quality

of the feedback” (p. 412).

Indeed, one of these implications may be the quality of the relationship that

develops between the supervisor and subordinate. According to leader-member exchange

(LMX) theory, the quality of a dyadic relationship that develops between a supervisor

and a subordinate is based on the characteristics of their day-to-day working relationship

(as opposed to any personal or friendship relationship). LMX theory was first proposed

by Graen and his colleagues in the early 1970s as an alternative to average leadership

style (Dansereau, Cashman, & Graen, 1973; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen,

1976; Graen & Cashman, 1975). “The centroid concept of the theory is that effective

leadership processes occur when leaders and followers are able to develop mature

leadership relationships (partnerships) and thereby gain access to the many benefits these

relationships bring” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 225).
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A full review of LMX theory is beyond the scope of this dissertation and is

unnecessary for purposes of the proposed study. Interested readers can reference Graen

and Uhl-Bien (1995) for a summary of the evolution of LMX and developments in LMX

theory and research. However, it is important to note here that Gerstner and Day’s (1997)

review of the LMX literature using meta-analysis suggested consistently significant

positive relationships between LMX and objective job performance, satisfaction with

supervision, overall satisfaction, organizational commitment, and role clarity. They also

found consistently significant negative relationships between LMX and role conflict and

turnover intentions. Overall, Gerstner and Day’s (1997) results suggested that having a

high-quality relationship with one’s supervisor “can affect the entire work experience in a

positive manner, including performance and affective outcomes” (p. 835).

Interestingly, as for psychological safety, researchers have just begun to devote

attention to the development of high-quality LMX, despite the research showing its

benefits (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Demographic variables do not appear to be antecedents,

and mixed results have been found for the role of relational demography in predicting

LMX (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Given that a supervisor’s way of delivering informal

feedback to subordinates about their work performance may impact the subordinates’

perceptions of psychological safety as well as their dyadic relationships with their

supervisors, in the next section we turn to a selective review of the literature on

interpersonal performance feedback, with particular attention to the literature concerning

negative feedback or criticism. Subsequently, we consider how attention to “face”

(Goffman, 1955, 1967) and “facework” (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Goffman,

1967) during the delivery of negative feedback may influence individual-level
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perceptions of the work climate for psychological safety within the work group and with

the supervisor.

Interpersonal Performance Feedback and Threats to Face

At its most basic level, feedback is information received by an individual about

his or her past behavior (Annett, 1969). Feedback generally provides the individual with

information about the correctness, accuracy, or adequacy of that behavior (Bourne, 1966;

as cited by Cusella, 1987) and is considered to have “information value,” depending on

the incremental increase in knowledge it provides to the receiver (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor,

1979, p. 351). When effective, feedback is considered to provide two major functions for

the recipient: (a) instructing by helping to clarify differences between preferred and

actual behaviors, and (b) motivating by increasing the individual’s desire to perform well

in order to gain intrinsic or extrinsic rewards or avoid penalties (Bannister, 1986; Cusella,

1987; Hunsaker, 1983; Ilgen et al., 1979; Latting, 1992; London, 1997; Morran, Robison,

& Stockton, 1985). Indeed, a large body of evidence does suggest that under appropriate

circumstances, task-related feedback can improve performance and appears to enhance

the impact of motivational techniques (Baron, 1990; London, 1997; however, see Kluger

& DeNisi, 1996).

In his look at the research concerning relationships among feedback, motivation,

and performance, Cusella (1987) defined feedback as “messages conveyed to a receiver

about his, her or its (group) task performance (p. 626, italics his). Cusella also

distinguished three organizational feedback contexts: (a) impersonal – feedback

conveyed via a receiver’s work environment not directly mediated by another actor, (b)

dyadic – feedback delivered to a receiver by another person, and (c) group – feedback
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delivered to a group about the group’s performance (p. 626). Analogous to Cusella’s term

“dyadic feedback,” Jussim, Soffin, Brown, Ley, and Kohlhepp (1992) used the term

“interpersonal feedback” to refer to “one person’s expression to another of an evaluation

of that second person’s performance or competence” (p. 402). Here I use the term

“feedback” as it corresponds to the contexts of interpersonal and dyadic feedback; in

other words, as it corresponds to some sort of communication between two individuals.

In an early critique of the literature, Ilgen et al. (1979) argued that feedback can

be characterized by three major dimensions: (a) frequency – how often feedback is given,

(b) timing – the length of the interval between an individual’s behavior and his or her

receipt of feedback about that behavior, and (c) sign – the degree to which the feedback is

either positive or negative. Positive or “supportive” feedback (Latting, 1992) denotes

favorable feedback or praise, and generally confirms and reinforces correct behavior;

negative or “corrective” feedback (Latting, 1992) typically denotes unfavorable feedback

or criticism, informing the individual of inadequate performance and implying a need for

change (Bloom & Hautaluoma, 1987; Cusella, 1987). As Ilgen et al. (1979) observed,

“Almost without exception positive feedback is accepted more than negative” (p. 357).

Research generally supports Ilgen et al.’s (1979) argument that frequency, timing,

and sign are critical dimensions of feedback and that these dimensions have important

implications for organizations (Hobson, 1986; London, 1997). In particular, research

indicates that feedback that is timely and specific is most valuable for enhancing

performance (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Ilgen & Moore, 1987; Ogilvie & Haslett,

1985). A number of studies also support the argument that the valence of the feedback

message is the most important message characteristic that influences feedback acceptance
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(Bloom & Hautaluoma, 1987; Davies & Jacobs, 1985; Ilgen et al., 1979; Morran &

Stockton, 1980; Morran, Stockton, Cline, & Teed, 1998).

The basic principles for the effective delivery of negative performance feedback

have been established through systematic research and include delivering the message

promptly and privately in a considerate tone, providing behaviorally-related information

without threats, attributing poor performance to external causes,12 and supplying

situationally-specific rather than general or abstract information (Baron, 1990, 1993;

Cusella, 1987; Hunsaker, 1983; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; London, 1997; Tracy, Van

Dusen, & Robinson, 1987). Research also indicates that employees consider their

supervisors to be the most important sources of extrinsic performance feedback (Ashford,

1993; Hobson, 1986). Despite this, research also has shown that supervisors are more

likely than are their subordinates to think they give frequent, specific, immediate, and

considerate feedback (Ilgen et al., 1979; Ilgen, Peterson, Martin, & Boeschen, 1981;

London, 1997).

Interestingly, results of a recent study by Kamins and Dweck (1999) has revealed

that feedback, even when positive, “can hinder the very strivings it was intended to

12 According to attribution theory (Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1986), individuals seek to make sense

out of and explain why particular behaviors occur, and they make judgments as to the degree of

an individual’s responsibility for positive or negative outcomes. For example, in terms of

workplace behavior, estimations are made regarding whether the cause for a given level of work

performance or a particular work behavior is internal/personal (e.g., ability and/or effort) or

external/environmental (e.g., luck and/or difficulty). Leader attributions for a given level of work

performance or behavior generally involve one of two judgments: (a) the cause is attributed as

internal to the subordinate (e.g., aptitude, skill, or motivation); or (b) the cause is attributed as
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encourage” (p. 846). Kamins and Dweck’s study was designed to investigate how

individuals who have been praised in different ways cope with subsequent setbacks.

Using very young children as subjects, Kamins and Dweck found that children who

received positive feedback that was more process oriented (e.g., “You must have tried

really hard.”) were significantly more likely to show persistence after setbacks that were

children who received positive feedback that was more person oriented (e.g., “You’re

really good at this.”). Kamins and Dweck’s study reinforced the idea that there are

“hidden costs of praise” (p. 845) and that subtle differences in the way in which positive

feedback is delivered or stated can have implications for an individual’s sense of

contingent self-worth and perseverance. Kamins and Dweck’s findings have been

supported by a series of concurrent studies in which fifth-grade students who received

more person-oriented praise were found to be significantly more likely to show less

persistence, lower intrinsic motivation, and impaired performance after a subsequent

failure than students who received more process-oriented praise (Mueller & Dweck,

1998).

Given that subordinates’ perceptions of psychological safety are likely to be

related to the general feedback strategies enacted by managers, the following hypotheses

are proposed regarding work group leaders’ delivery of general performance feedback

(both positive and negative):

H1: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their work group
leaders as delivering general performance feedback constructively, the more
likely the group members will perceive their work environment as
psychologically safer.

external to the subordinate (e.g., work environment or nature of the task difficulty) (Cusella,

1987).
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H1a: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as delivering general feedback promptly after the performance
incident, the more likely the group members will perceive their work
environment as psychologically safer.

H1b: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as delivering general feedback specifically rather than generally,
the more likely the group members will perceive their work environment
as psychologically safer.

H1c: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as delivering general feedback in terms of behavioral rather than
personal characteristics, the more likely the group members will perceive
their work environment as psychologically safer.

Many supervisors report that transmitting negative performance feedback is one

of their most difficult and unpleasant responsibilities (Baron, 1993; Hunsaker, 1983;

Larson, 1984, 1986). There appears to be several reasons for this. For example, work on

societal norms indicates that individuals are reluctant to convey negative evaluations to

others (Blumberg, 1972; DePaulo & Bell, 1996; Goffman, 1955). Also, negative

feedback typically is accompanied by anxiety and a mixture of emotions on the part of

both the giver and the receiver (Stoller, 1968). Finally, supervisors often feel a conflict

related to their dual roles of helper and assessor when circumstances require them to give

negative feedback (Wajnryb, 1998; also see Tumlin, 2004). The difficulties and negative

consequences some managers perceive from giving negative feedback can cause them to

distort, delay, or withhold the negative information (Fisher, 1979; Larson, 1989), a

phenomenon Tata (2002) described as “feedback-avoidance syndrome” (p. 500).

Unfortunately, research also indicates that many supervisors refrain from

criticizing their subordinates until the frequency or severity of the performance problems,

and the supervisor’s irritation, rise to extremely high levels (Baron, 1990, 1993; Larson,
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1989). Because of the strong emotions present, such informally given, “annoyance-driven

negative feedback” (Baron, 1990, p. 235) frequently violates the basic principles for

effective feedback delivery and often is biting, sarcastic, and harsh (Baron, 1988, 1990).

Regrettably, survey research has indicated that such “destructive criticism” from

managers occurs with some frequency in work settings (Baron, 1990).

Likewise, from her own personal experience as a consultant for human service

organizations, Latting (1992) noted the large number of supervisors she has encountered

who seemed unaware of how their harsh and threatening language negatively affects

employee morale. In fact, Latting observed that many supervisors “appear to equate

employees’ fear with respect” (p. 428). Notwithstanding this, Latting warned that giving

harsh, punitive feedback can make the supervisor “aversive” (p. 427) to his or her

subordinates. And, as summarized in Appendix A, London (1997) presented a recipient’s

likely reactions to constructive and destructive feedback, organized by the nature of the

relationship between supervisor and subordinate.13

Interestingly, studies have revealed that interpersonal feedback is not

automatically beneficial to performance, a point that Kluger and DeNisi (1996) argued

often is disregarded by feedback intervention researchers. Indeed, in their meta-analytic

review of studies that concerned the effects of feedback interventions on performance,

Kluger and DeNisi (1996) found that over a third (38%) of the feedback interventions

13 London distinguished three types of supervisor-subordinate relationships: (a) control-

dominated, where the supervisor’s motivation is to control or be in a position of power over the

subordinate; (b) reward-dominated, where the supervisor uses available rewards to affect the

subordinate’s behavior; and (c) affiliation-dominated, where the supervisor wants to maintain a

friendly relationship with the subordinate.
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actually decreased performance. While feedback interventions did improve performance

on average, these researchers theorized that negative effects occurred when managers

gave feedback that changed the recipient’s locus of attention from the task and toward the

self, thereby threatening self-esteem and resulting in a defensive reaction on the part of

the recipient. Results of Kluger and DeNisi’s preliminary tests of their theory suggested

that the effectiveness of feedback interventions does decrease as attention moves away

from the task and closer to the self.

Work by Seligman and his colleagues on the link between learned helplessness

and depression provides some additional insights into why feedback interventions may

not always benefit performance. While not specific to feedback per se, Seligman and his

colleagues (Seligman, 1998; Seligman, Reivich, Jaycox, & Gillham, 1995) have

emphasized the importance of the ways in which events are explained for contributing to

(or detracting from) one’s feeling of personal worth, sense of hope, and willingness to

persist in the face of obstacles and setbacks. They have argued that an optimistic versus

pessimistic attributional style forms the basis of adaptive versus maladaptive coping.

In summarizing for the popular press his research program on attribution style and

cognitive ways to enhance optimism, Seligman (1998) argued that there are three crucial

dimensions to an individual’s style of explaining bad (and good) events: (a) permanence,

which concerns time; (b) pervasiveness, which concerns space; and (c) personalization,

which concerns culpability (pp. 44-51).14 Specifically, Seligman argued that an individual

14 Attribution theory emphasizes important distinctions between causal explanations seen as: (a)

stable versus instable, (b) global versus specific, and (c) internal versus external. Weiner (1979,
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with the most pessimistic style of explanation would see bad events as being caused by

factors that are permanent, universal, and internal, whereas an individual with the most

optimistic style of explanation would see bad events as being caused by factors that are

temporary, specific, and external. In turn, Seligman argued, a more optimistic style of

explanation can lead one to increase efforts to overcome obstacles or setbacks, whereas a

more pessimistic style can lead one to decrease such efforts.

Presumably, negative feedback from an individual who has a more pessimistic

style of explanation would differ in important ways from negative feedback from an

individual who has a more optimistic style. For example, according to Seligman (1998),

an individual who explains “bad events” (p. 44) using terms such as always and never to

describe abiding traits has a more permanent, pessimistic style of explanation (e.g., “You

never pay attention to the details.”). In contrast, an individual who explains negative

events using more qualified, variable terms has a more temporary, optimistic style of

explanation (e.g., “You didn’t pay attention to the details this time.”) Similarly, an

individual who tends to explain problematic events universally as opposed to specifically

(e.g., “Your data is useless,” versus “Your data is useless to him for this report.”) may

contribute to feelings of helplessness about everything, even when a failure strikes in

only one area. When turned outwardly as feedback to others, such differences in

explanatory styles are likely to result in very different reactions on the part of feedback

recipients.

1985) has argued that attributions are the basis of achievement-motivation patterns, such as

persistence versus non-persistence following failure.
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To be sure, research programs have shown that attributing obstacles and setbacks

to global, stable factors mediates maladaptive reactions to such setbacks, whereas

attributing setbacks to specific, unstable factors mediates adaptive reactions (Hong, Chiu,

Dweck, Lin, & Wan, 1999; Kamins & Dweck, 1999). Dweck and her colleagues have

found this to be true, even in very young children (Heyman, Dweck, & Cain, 1992).

Likewise, when negative occurrences are “personalized,” with blame being directed

toward the individual instead of toward external circumstances, the blamed individual

tends to lose self-esteem as a consequence of the occurrence of the bad event (Seligman,

1998).

Given this work on locus of attention and attribution style, it is reasonable to

presume that pessimistic explanations and punitive approaches to addressing employee

performance problems that include publicly delivered and blatantly hurtful statements of

blame are highly likely to damage the recipient’s “face,” or public self-image (Goffman,

1955) and result in a defensive reaction on the part of the recipient. Likely, too, is that

subordinates’ perceptions of psychological safety are related to the way negative

performance feedback is delivered by managers. Thus, the following hypotheses are

proposed regarding work group leaders’ delivery of negative feedback:

H2: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their work group
leaders as delivering negative performance feedback constructively, the more
likely the group members will perceive their work environment as
psychologically safer.

H2a: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as delivering negative feedback using a considerate tone of voice,
the more likely the group members will perceive their work environment
as psychologically safer.
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H2b: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as delivering negative feedback privately, the more likely the
group members will perceive their work environment as psychologically
safer.

H2c: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as attributing poor performance to external rather than internal
causes, the more likely the group members will perceive their work
environment as psychologically safer.

While one can reasonably posit distinctions between the probable effects of

delivering negative feedback constructively versus destructively, less is known about the

effects of delivering positive feedback in ways that are more or less affirming to the

individual and his or her efforts. For example, attributing good outcomes to unstable,

external causes may mediate maladaptive reactions to good performance in much the

same way that attributing negative events to stable, internal causes mediates maladaptive

reactions to poor performance. Indeed, in summarizing his work on attributional styles,

Seligman (1998) argued that pessimistic and optimistic styles of explanation are not only

opposite for bad events, they also are opposite for good events. That is, an individual with

the most pessimistic style of explanation would see good events as being caused by

factors that are temporary, specific, and external, whereas an individual with the most

optimistic style of explanation would see good events as being caused by factors that are

permanent, universal, and internal.

Presumably, like negative feedback, positive feedback provided by an individual

with a more pessimistic explanatory style would differ from that provided by an

individual with a more optimistic style. For example, an individual who provides positive

feedback using temporary, qualified language (e.g., “You paid attention to the details this

time.”) is likely to convey much less affirmation to the feedback recipient than an
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individual who provides positive feedback using more permanent, unqualified language

(e.g., “You always pay attention to the details.”). Similarly, an individual who tends to

explain good outcomes as the result of external factors rather than individual efforts (e.g.,

“Your workload must have been light,” versus “You really must have worked hard.”) may

detract from the recipient’s feelings of personal worth, even when the individual has

achieved a major success.

Considering the importance of feeling that one’s efforts within the organizational

setting are meaningful and appreciated (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Kahn, 1990,

1992, 1993, 1998), subordinates’ perceptions of psychological safety also are likely to be

related to their perceptions of work group leaders’ methods of positive feedback

communication, including whether the feedback is provided publicly or privately. Thus,

the following hypotheses are proposed regarding work group leaders’ delivery of positive

feedback:

H3: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their work group
leaders as delivering positive performance feedback constructively, the more
likely the group members will perceive their work environment as
psychologically safer.

H3a: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as delivering positive feedback publicly, the more likely the group
members will perceive their work environment as psychologically safer.

H3b: The higher the degree to which work group members perceive their group
leaders as attributing good performance to internal causes, the more likely
the group members will perceive their work environment as
psychologically safer.

In addition to the posited importance to perceived psychological safety of a work

group leader’s constructive delivery of positive and negative feedback, qualitative

research has pointed to the importance to perceived psychological safety of coaching-
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oriented leadership behaviors in general (Edmondson 1996, 1999, 2003a; Edmondson &

Cannon, 2001; Kahn, 1990). Besides providing clarification and feedback, coaching

behaviors include seeking members’ input, listening to concerns, and being accessible

and receptive to questions and ideas (Edmondson, 2003b). Thus, it is anticipated that

quantitative research will reveal that all perceived coaching-oriented group leader

behaviors will contribute to perceived psychological safety. Nevertheless, because of the

importance of maintaining one’s public self-image within the organizational setting, it

also is anticipated that the perceived constructive delivery of feedback by work group

leaders will be the most significant of the coaching-oriented variables for predicting

perceived psychological safety. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H4: There will be a positive relationship between perceived coaching-oriented work
group leader behaviors and work group members’ perceptions of psychological
safety in the work environment.

H4a: There will be a positive relationship between work group members’
perceptions of their group leaders’ constructive feedback-delivery
behaviors and members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work
environment.

H4b: There will be a positive relationship between work group members’
perceptions of their group leaders’ willingness to seek members’ input and
members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work environment.

H4c: There will be a positive relationship between work group members’
perceptions of their group leaders’ willingness to listen to members’
concerns and members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work
environment.

H4d: There will be a positive relationship between work group members’
perceptions of their group leaders’ accessibility and receptivity to
members’ questions and ideas and members’ perceptions of psychological
safety in the work environment.
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H5: Work group members’ perceptions of their work group leaders’ constructive
feedback-delivery behaviors will be a more significant predictor of group
members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work environment than will
group members’ perceptions of their group leaders’ willingness to seek members’
input, willingness to listen to members’ concerns, or accessibility and receptivity
to members’ questions and ideas.

Above and beyond the posited importance to perceived psychological safety of a

work group leader’s coaching-oriented behaviors (particularly his or her constructive

feedback delivery behaviors), other features of a group leader’s communication may have

implications for group members’ perceptions of psychological safety. Indeed, as O’Keefe

and McCornack (1987) have observed, in certain communicative situations “there is

substantial variation in the kinds of messages individuals produce” (p. 68). For example,

when asked to describe an inanimate object, individuals produce similar messages.

However, in more complex interactional situations (such as when one person is faced

with the need to control or correct the behavior of another), individuals produce highly

diverse messages, some of which are perceived to be more effective than others (O’Keefe

& McCornack, 1987).

Notable in this regard is Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) sociolinguistic

theory of politeness, through which Brown and Levinson endeavored to extend

Goffman’s concepts of face and facework (Goffman, 1959, 1967) to explain speech acts

(Searle, 1969) that are outside those which specifically are necessary for efficiently

accomplishing message goals. The theory itself includes the relational nature of

“facework,” defined as “the principles out of which social relationships, in their

interactional aspect, are constructed” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 55). Communication

scholarship has revealed that interpersonal messages do have a subtle, relational
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dimension that comments on both the tie between communicators as well as on how the

speakers and hearers see themselves and each other in that relationship (Trees &

Manusov, 1998; Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967).

While maintaining face is an underlying motive in all social encounters,

individuals may differ in their assessment of the degree of face threat afforded by a

particular event or action, resulting in differences in the extent to which their speech

attends to another’s face (Holtgraves, 1992). Given that a work group leader’s use (or

non-use) of certain types of linguistic “facework strategies” when delivering performance

feedback may have implications for work group members’ perceptions of psychological

safety, we turn now to briefly consider Brown and Levinson’s theory and supporting

research, particularly research which concerns facework strategies thought to be most

effective for mitigating face threats associated with criticism.

Politeness Theory and Facework in Organizations

Brown and Gilman (1989) suggested the following simple definition of

politeness: “Politeness means putting things in such a way as to take account of the

feelings of the hearer” (p. 161). More specifically, politeness theory concerns the

linguistic expression of the speaker’s intention to minimize face threats carried by certain

face-threatening speech acts (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987). Brown and Levinson

proposed that as the size of a face-threatening act (FTA) increases, speakers are more

likely to use more polite forms of address to try to maintain face for themselves and

others when interacting. According to the theory, the size of an FTA in a given situation

is a function of three variables: (a) the social distance between the speaker and hearer, (b)
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the relative power of the hearer and the speaker, and (c) the degree of imposition inherent

to the speech act as defined by cultural understandings.15

Based on Durkheim’s (1915) concepts of positive and negative rites, and drawing

from their analysis of 13 different societies, Brown and Levinson (1987) identified two

types of universal face needs that individuals try to maintain: (a) negative face, which

encompasses the desire for autonomy of action (not to be imposed upon by others); and

(b) positive face, which encompasses the desire for acceptance and approval by others.

Corresponding to these distinctions, Brown and Levinson identified a continuum of

politeness “superstrategies” that individuals linguistically incorporate into their

communication to minimize face threat when performing FTAs: (a) Bald-on-record –

unambiguous messages with no apparent strategies to save the face of the hearer (e.g.,

“Bring me the report!”); (b) positive politeness – messages that address threats to the

hearer’s positive face by communicating liking or group membership (e.g., “Hey, old

buddy, would you bring me the report?”); (c) negative politeness – messages that address

negative face threat to the hearer by communicating deference, self-effacement, or

formality (e.g., “I’m sorry to trouble you, but would you bring me the report?”); and (d)

15 Not only do cultures differ in the absolute imposition inherent in different speech acts, they

also differ with respect to the relative value placed on different face needs, the behaviors that are

seen as face-supporting or face-threatening, and the behaviors that are preferred for minimizing or

repairing threats to face (Cupach & Metts, 1994). Holtgraves and Yang (1992) also argued that

cross-cultural differences in politeness may be due to differences in the weighting of the power,

distance, and imposition variables. While consideration of cross-cultural differences is beyond the

scope of this dissertation, interested readers can reference a number of works in this area (e.g.,

Holtgraves & Yang, 1990, 1992; Kim & Nam, 1998; Redding & Ng, 1982; Sanchez-Burks et al.,

2003; Ting-Toomey, 1994; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998).
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off-the-record strategies – messages that communicate the face-threatening act in an

ambiguous manner (e.g., “Are you needing to use the report?”). A fifth strategy, avoiding

the face-threatening act altogether, is another method that averts face threat; however,

technically, avoidance is not considered a part of politeness communication (Trees &

Manusov, 1998).

Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness has generated much research on

Goffman’s concepts of face and facework, and on the relational underpinnings of

language use (Holtgraves, 1992). While certain aspects of the theory have been

challenged and revised by others (e.g., Dillard, Wilson, Tusing, & Kinney, 1997;

Goldsmith, 2000; Lim & Bowers, 1991; Tracy, 1990; Wilson, Aleman, & Leatham,

1998), research stemming from the theory has led to theoretical advances in explaining

how speakers will differently phrase remarks (Holtgraves, 1992), and has shown that

messages are indeed perceived to vary in politeness (Edwards & Bellow, 2001).

Early work on politeness theory primarily concentrated on speech acts that

threaten the other’s negative face or autonomy (e.g., requests or orders) (Holtgraves,

1992, 1997; Lim & Bowers, 1991). More recent work has extended this initial focus by

considering speech acts that threaten the other’s positive face or need for approval (e.g.,

disagreements or criticism) (e.g., Lim & Bowers, 1991; Tracy & Eisenberg, 1990; Trees

& Manusov, 1998). However, in contrast to the literature on Asian organizational

behavior, which has emphasized more sociological factors like face to account for

behavior in organizations, the influence of face and facework in organizational social

interactions has not been highlighted in the Western organizational literature (Kim &

Nam, 1998; see also Carson & Cupach, 2000; Morand, 1996; Tynan, 2005). Kim and
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Nam (1998) suggested that this may be because individual differences in cognition and

motivation have been thought to play a more central role in accounting for organizational

behavior in the Western cultural setting. Interestingly, work by Sanchez-Burks and his

colleagues has suggested another possible explanation not specifically related to Western

society’s individualistic assumptions about human behavior. These researchers refer to a

phenomenon they identify as “Protestant Relational Ideology,” “a deep-seated belief that

relational concerns are considered inappropriate in work settings and are attended to less

compared with social, nonwork settings” (Sanchez-Burks et al., 2003, p. 363).

Regardless of the reasons, a review of the Western literature on organizational

behavior reveals few empirical studies which have examined the significance of

politeness communication within the organizational setting. Indeed, Morand (1996) noted

that while Brown and Levinson’s work is well recognized in the fields of linguistics,

sociolinguistics, and anthropology, it has not been applied in organizational studies; that

is until his exploration of the way in which power is embedded in the speech exchanged

in everyday interaction among superiors and subordinates. In his experimental laboratory

study, Morand (1996) confirmed that politeness is sensitive to the distribution of formal

authority in organizations. Interestingly, Morand’s work revealed that when superiors do

use politeness communication, “they are more likely than subordinates to employ a

subtype of politeness that demonstrates consideration by intimating social familiarity and

camaraderie” (p. 544).

Lim (1994) has noted that when one’s status over another individual increases,

there is a tendency to claim more right to perform acts that may damage the other’s face.

“Most societies and social groups have explicit regulations or implicit conventions to
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differentiate between a superior and a subordinate, and their relative rights to ignore the

other’s wish to maintain a positive public image” (Lim, 1994, p. 219). While not specific

to organizational behavior per se, research has indicated that when a person has a

legitimate right to criticize another individual, the criticizer uses less facework to mitigate

the threat to the recipient’s face (Lim, 1994; Lim & Bowers, 1991; Wilson, Aleman, &

Leatham, 1998).

Noting that supervisors possess legitimate authority over their subordinates within

the work setting, Carson and Cupach (2000) recently conducted a study in which they

hypothesized that managers and supervisors may be less inclined to exhibit politeness

when giving employees formal reprimands (“reproaches”). Students and working

individuals were asked to consider a recent time when they were verbally reproached by

their supervisors, and to describe the reproach and their response in as much detail as

possible. A series of structured survey questions followed the open-ended questions.

While the survey response rate was only 20% (N = 104; 533 surveys distributed), results

revealed that reproach types differed significantly in their degree of perceived face threat,

with “polite reproaches” being perceived as less face threatening than “bald on record”

reproaches (p. 226). Results also revealed a significant negative correlation between the

degree of perceived face threat in the reproach and the employee’s perception of the

supervisor’s interactional fairness and communicative competence.

Along these same lines, Tynan (2005) recently found a strong positive correlation

between subordinates’ perceptions of supervisory face giving in general and their

perceptions of psychological safety (r = .69, p < .001). Specifically, in a retrospective

analysis of supervisory/subordinate communication, Tynan asked 49 business students to
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answer a series of survey questions about their perceptions of psychological safety in

their most recent job and their communication with their most recent supervisor. Included

in the survey were general measures of the supervisor’s positive face-giving behavior and

his or her personal sensitivity to threats to his or her own face, as perceived by the

subject. Results revealed that perceptions of supervisory face giving had a significant

positive impact on the likelihood of admitting errors for these subjects. Further, results of

a series of regression analyses indicated that the effect of leader face giving on admission

of errors was completely mediated by psychological safety.

Despite their small subject pools, these retrospective studies conducted by Carson

and Cupach (2000) and Tynan (2005) suggest that supervisory politeness behavior and

face giving are antecedents of psychological safety. Given this, and considering the

importance of maintaining one’s public self-image within the organizational setting, it is

probable that the degree of attention work group leaders are perceived to pay to group

members’ positive and negative face under conditions of negative feedback

communication will be related to the members’ perceptions of psychological safety

within their current workplace. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6: Under conditions of negative feedback communication, work group members’
perceptions of the degree to which their work group leaders show regard for their
positive and negative face will be positively related to the group members’
perceptions of psychological safety in the work environment.

Besides a work group leader’s use of Brown and Levinson’s politeness

superstrategies to mitigate face threat under conditions of negative feedback

communication (i.e., bald-on-record, positive politeness, negative politeness, off-the-

record strategies, and avoidance), it is possible that a work group leader’s use (or non-
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use) of certain, more specific types of linguistic politeness to mitigate face threat under

such conditions also may have implications for work group members’ perceptions of

psychological safety. Indeed, while Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) ordered

continuum of politeness superstrategies suggests that negative politeness strategies

always are politer than positive politeness strategies, other researchers have challenged

this facet of their theory. Specifically, researchers have argued that positive and negative

politeness are qualitatively different, and research suggests that negative politeness

strategies are politer than positive politeness strategies for acts that threaten negative

face, whereas the reverse is true for acts that threaten positive face (Holtgraves, 1992;

Lim & Bowers, 1991; Dillard et al., 1997).

Particularly notable with respect to these arguments is Lim and Bowers’ (1991)

work, which suggests that for speech acts threatening the recipient’s positive face,

positive politeness strategies are the preferred form of redress. Further, Lim and Bowers

endeavored to expand on Brown and Levinson’s original theory. They proposed that

while negative face (the desire for autonomy) is indeed a single, unified concept, positive

face could be subdivided into two aspects: (a) fellowship face – the desire to be

included,16 and (b) competence face – the desire for one’s abilities to be respected. On the

basis of their review of the research literature, Lim and Bowers (1991) argued that there

are specific types of facework that best address each of these three different types of face.

They summarize these as follows (p. 421):

16 Fellowship face is presented here in order to fully summarize Lim and Bowers (1991)

expansion of Brown and Levinson’s original theory. However, fellowship face is not directly

applicable to this dissertation, and its analysis is unnecessary for purposes of the proposed study.
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1. Autonomy face (the desire not to be imposed upon by others) – Best addressed by

“tact,” expressions that indicate a speaker’s respect for the other’s freedom of

action or autonomy. Tact is characterized by the effort to give options or be

indirect17 and tentative.

2. Fellowship face (the desire to be included) – Best addressed by “solidarity,”

expressions that one accepts the other as a member of an in-group. Solidarity is

characterized by the use of identity markers; expressions of understanding; and

demonstrations of personal knowledge, commonalities, and cooperation.

3. Competence face (the desire for one’s abilities to be respected) – Best addressed

by “approbation,” expressions that “one appreciates the other’s general abilities

and particular possessions or performances as the reflections of those abilities” (p.

421). Approbation is characterized by “the effort to minimize blame and

maximize praise of the other” (p. 421).

Interestingly, Lim and Bowers (1991) argued that when competence face is

threatened, as it is during criticism, expressions of approbation are required to mitigate

the threat to this dimension of positive face. Similarly, when the fellowship dimension of

positive face is threatened, as it sometimes is during criticism, Lim and Bowers (1991)

argued that expressions of solidarity are required to mitigate this dimension of positive

face threat.

17 Indirect communication occurs when there is a discrepancy between sentence meaning (the

literal meaning of an utterance) and speaker meaning (what the speaker intends to accomplish

with the utterance) (Grice, 1968).
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On the basis of earlier studies, Lim and Bowers (1991) deduced three

measurement scales for gauging levels of tact (autonomy face), solidarity (fellowship

face), and approbation (competence face) (see Appendix B, Tables B1, B2, and B3

respectively). To determine the various levels for each of these scales, Lim and Bowers

used two related principles for each type of facework (see Tables 2.2 and 2.3). For

example, to determine the various levels tact, Lim and Bowers used the following two

principles: (a) the degree to which the actual amount of imposition is minimized, and (b)

the indirectness with which the imposition is expressed. Similarly, for the levels of

solidarity, Lim and Bowers suggested the use of the following two criteria: (a) the degree

of “in-groupness” or “interpersonalness” of a message (p. 428), and (b) the directness

with which the in-groupness is expressed. Finally, for determining various levels of

approbation, the two most important principles are to either (a) approve the other if at all

possible, or (b) minimize both the quantity and the quality of the problem.

Table 2.2: Types of Face, Facework Principles, and Facework Methods

Type of Face Want Facework Needed Method to Best Address
Autonomy Face
• The desire not to be

imposed upon by others

Principles to Minimize Threat
• Minimize imposition
• Express imposition indirectly

Tact
• Expressions that indicate a

speaker’s respect for the
other’s autonomy

Fellowship Face
• The desire to be included

Principles to Minimize Threat
• Maximize “in-groupness” or

“interpersonalness” of a
message

• Express ingroupness directly

Solidarity
• Expressions that one

accepts the other as a
member of an in-group

Competence Face
• The desire for one’s

abilities to be respected

Principles to Minimize Threat
• Approve the other if at all

possible
• Minimize both the quantity

and the quality of the
problem

Approbation
• Expressions that one

appreciates the other’s
general abilities and
reflections of those abilities

Based on: “Facework: Solidarity, approbation, and tact,” by T. S. Lim and J. W. Bowers,
1991, Human Communication Research, 17(3), pp. 429-439.
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Table 2.3: Principles for Levels of Tact, Solidarity, and Approbation

Principles for Levels of Tact Principles for Levels of Solidarity
Direct

Expression
Indirect

Expression
Indirect

Expression
Direct

Expression
Minimize
Imposition

Medium
Tact

High
Tact

In-group
Message

Medium
Solidarity

High
Solidarity

Maximize
Imposition

Low
Tact

Medium
Tact

Out-group
Message

Low
Solidarity

Medium
Solidarity

Principles for Levels of Approbation
Disapprove

Other
Approve

Other
Minimize
Problem

Medium
Approbation

High
Approbation

Maximize
Problem

Low
Approbation

Medium
Approbation

Based on: “Facework: Solidarity, approbation, and tact,” by T. S. Lim and J. W. Bowers,
1991, Human Communication Research, 17(3), pp. 429-439.

Findings from their own study supported Lim and Bowers’ (1991) argument that

while they may co-occur, tact, solidarity, and approbation are indeed distinct types of

facework used to address autonomy face, fellowship face, and competence face

respectively. Additionally, Tracy and Eisenberg’s (1990) experimental work on criticism

messages supports Lim and Bowers’ (1991) arguments regarding the importance of

communicating appreciation for the other’s general abilities to effectively mitigate the

threat to competence face associated with negative feedback. Specifically, Tracy and

Eisenberg found that a positive initial statement about the other’s work or general

abilities prior to comments about problems was a feature of messages that marked high

perceived face attention. Indeed, “high face messages” (p. 53) also were more likely to

include a positive statement at the end.

While not designed as studies of facework per se, the separate findings of at least

two feedback studies also support Lim and Bowers’ (1991) arguments regarding the
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importance of communicating appreciation for the other’s general abilities for effectively

mitigating face threat associated with negative feedback. For example, in a study of

feedback combinations, Davies and Jacobs (1985) found that negative feedback is most

effective when it is “sandwiched” between positive information. Similarly, in their

descriptive study of “good” and “bad” criticism, Tracy et al. (1987) found that criticism

that simultaneously complimented the recipient in the broader context was much more

likely to be perceived as well given. Finally, based on her experience as a human services

consultant, Latting (1992) recommended that supervisors maintain a three-to-one ratio of

positive to negative feedback, because negative feedback is more likely to be

remembered and mulled over than is positive feedback.

Interestingly, in a recent study of “effective” message behavior, Goldsmith and

MacGeorge (2000) found that advice-giving messages considered to be the most effective

were those deemed to be appropriate in terms of both content and the preservation of the

message recipient’s face. Messages that were deemed appropriate in terms of content

only were not considered effective. While Goldsmith and MacGeorge’s study concerned

advice-giving messages, it is not unreasonable to assume that similar findings would

result from an analogous study of feedback messages, particularly given the potential of

such messages to threaten positive face. Further, in view of Lim and Bowers’ (1991)

argument that approbation may be required to effectively mitigate the threat to

competence face that accompanies negative feedback, the common supervisory practices

of avoiding, distorting, or providing negative feedback indirectly as methods of

mitigating the threat to face posed by negative feedback may not only be ineffective in
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terms of efficiently accomplishing message goals, they actually may be

counterproductive to both enhancing work performance and mitigating the threat to face.

As addressed earlier in this dissertation, research indicates that feedback that is

frequent, timely, and specific is the most valuable for enhancing task performance. And,

while indirectness can reflect the motivation to save face or create a positive public self-

image for others (Goffman, 1967), in terms of facework strategies, indirectness actually

addresses autonomy face, the desire not to be imposed upon (Brown & Levinson, 1987;

Lim & Bowers, 1991); it does not address competence face, the desire for one’s abilities

to be respected (Lim & Bowers, 1991). Further, conversational indirectness is known to

be a cause of interpersonal misunderstanding and uncertainty (Sanchez-Burks et al.,

2003), which could be particularly problematic when an individual is in need of timely

and specific performance feedback with information value.

Interestingly, in their experimental study, Tracy and Eisenberg (1990) found a

positive relationship between the “face-attention” and “clarity” scores of criticism

messages (p. 60). While somewhat counterintuitive given the original premises of

politeness theory, this finding makes more sense when one considers Wajnryb’s (1998)

argument that too much indirectness and loss of clarity can make the recipient’s task of

construing the speaker’s meaning more complex. Further, as Edwards and Bello (2001)

have argued, “equivocal messages open the door for targets to make assumptions about

meaning at the content level” (p. 600). Indeed, work by Brown and Leigh (1996) suggests

that when role expectations and work situations are unclear, inconsistent, or

unpredictable, psychological safety itself is undermined.
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Given these arguments, it is possible that the types of facework strategies work

group leaders use when communicating with work group members about specific

performance problems will be related to group members’ perceptions of psychological

safety. For example, it may be that when a work group leader uses approbation in

conjunction with negative feedback communication, group members will perceive the

work environment as more psychologically safe. Conversely, it may be that when a work

group leader uses indirectness in conjunction with negative feedback communication,

group members will perceive the work environment as less psychologically safe. Thus,

the following research question is posed:

RQ1: Under conditions of negative feedback communication, how are work group
members’ perceptions of the degree to which their work group leaders
incorporate into their negative feedback messages tact to mitigate face threat or
approbation to mitigate face threat related to the group members’ perceptions of
psychological safety in the work environment?

Thus far, the primary focus of this dissertation has been on the specific

supervisory communicative behaviors that help foster a sense of psychological safety in

the work environment – essentially spotlighting the left side of Edmondson’s (2003a)

Model of Team Learning Process depicted in Figure 2.1. However, psychological safety

is itself portrayed as a moderator variable in Edmondson’s model – one that moderates

the positive association between learning goals and learning behaviors. The reader will

recall from the first section of this chapter that psychological safety is believed to

enhance the learning process by minimizing the interpersonal risks of engaging in the

more deliberate aspects of learning, including the reporting and discussion of errors.

Within the U.S. health care delivery system, the occurrence of preventable

medical errors is a serious patient safety problem, accounting for at least 44,000, and
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perhaps as many as 98,000, hospital deaths annually (Institute of Medicine Committee on

Quality Health Care in America, 2000). Medical errors are the eighth leading cause of

death in the United States (Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, 2000). About

7,000 people annually are estimated to die from medication errors alone, about 16% more

deaths than the number attributable to work-related injuries (Agency for Healthcare

Research and Quality, 2000). Alarmingly, in their study of the prevalence of medication

errors in heath care facilities using a stratified random sample of 36 health care facilities

in the Atlanta and Denver metropolitan areas, Barker, Flynn, Pepper, Bates, and Mikeal

(2002) found that medication errors, defined as “a dose administered differently than as

ordered on the patient’s medical record” (p. 1899) were common, occurring in nearly one

of every five doses in the typical site.

Kapp (2003) has argued that in order to improve the safety and quality of health

care in the U.S., “more timely and honest reporting and disclosure of medical errors by

facility staff . . . must be pursued in the public interest” (p. 12). As an adjunct to various

other quality assurance and risk management efforts, Kapp has suggested an overall

review and revision of the current system of error reporting, including the creation of an

environment more conducive to openness, honesty, and understanding. As has

Edmondson (1996, 1999, 2003a), Kapp has suggested the importance of creating the

conditions necessary to encourage all participants in the delivery of health care to be

more forthcoming in reporting and disclosing errors, rather than concealing the errors

with which they might be associated. Indeed, the reader will recall early research by

Edmondson (1996) in which she found significant between-unit differences in the

perceptions of the risk of reporting medication errors and, in turn, members’ open
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disclosure of these errors. She suggested that in certain units a “climate of openness” (p.

17) may facilitate discussion of error, which is likely to be an important influence on

error detection.

Thus, in an effort to contribute to this literature and determine whether a sense of

psychological safety is related to error reporting and turnover, the following final

research question is posed:

RQ2: How are work group members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work
environment related to the group members’ (a) willingness to report errors, (b)
intention to leave employment, (c) actual reporting of errors, and (d) actual
turnover?
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Chapter 3: Methodology

CHAPTER OVERVIEW

In this chapter, I present the methodology used to address the hypotheses and

research questions posed in this dissertation. The chapter is divided into sections that

review the three stages of this study. Stage I involved semi-structured interviews with

employees of a Central Texas hospital; the results of these interviews are included in this

chapter. Stage II involved a pilot study of the survey instrument using employees of the

same Central Texas hospital used to recruit interviewees; the results of the pilot test are

included in this chapter. Stage III involved the full study using as participants employees

of an East Texas hospital where I had approval for full access to needed data; the results

of this full study are included in Chapter 4. Finally, in this chapter, I describe the

measures used to test hypotheses and address research questions posed in this

dissertation.

STUDY PHASE I – SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

In this section, I describe the semi-structured interviews I used to develop a five-

item scale to measure psychological safety with the supervisor to be included in a self-

designed employee survey of job-related opinions, attitudes, and perceptions.

Procedure

Six employees of a 500-bed, acute-care hospital located in Central Texas were

recruited for individual face-to-face interviews. The purpose of these semi-structured

interviews was to obtain qualitative information for use in designing five additional

survey questions, which would be used to form a five-item scale measuring an
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individual’s dyadic psychological safety with the supervisor. The new scale would be

used as a complement to Edmondson’s (1999, 2003b) five-item scale measuring an

individual’s psychological safety within the work group, which already was included in

the self-designed employee survey.

To recruit hospital employees for these interviews, I first sought the necessary

approvals from the hospital’s Clinical Research Steering Committee. Once approvals

were obtained, I tacked interviewee recruitment flyers onto employee bulletin boards

throughout the eight-story hospital. The flyers asked employees to volunteer to be

interviewed for a study of workplace communication. I included as an incentive for

participation a chance to win a $25 gift certificate to a local music and video store. (See

Appendix C for interview participant recruitment flyer.)

Over a three-week period in February 2005, I conducted individual face-to-face

interviews with the first six employees who volunteered for the interview study. (Two

additional volunteers agreed to participate instead in the pilot survey study.) Each

interview volunteer received a “prize packet,” which consisted of a compact disc (CD)

opener, two bumper stickers, and a raffle ticket. With the raffle ticket, each interviewee

was eligible to win the $25 gift certificate, the drawing for which was carried out by me

after all interviews were completed.

The individual interviews were conducted during the participants’ “off hours” in

private locations within or nearby the participants’ workplace. Interviews ranged in

length from 15 to 30 minutes (M = 20 minutes). An audio-cassette recording of each

interview was made with each subject’s knowledge and consent. (See Appendix D for

Consent Form for Interview Participants.) Upon request, I signed a Research Participant
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Form for volunteers needing verification of their study participation for purposes of their

career ladders (n = 3).

I began each interview by making the following statement:

I’m interested in learning more about how communication and relationships
among coworkers and supervisors affect on-the-job learning and behaviors. To
this end, I would like to begin by asking you some basic questions.

Subsequently, I asked each participant a series of demographic questions (e.g.,

How many years have you worked in your current position? How many years have you

worked for this supervisor? What is your age?) Following these basic questions, and in

order to elicit specific information about interactions with his or her supervisor that made

the participant feel psychologically safe (or unsafe), I made the following statements:

Sometimes we feel safer about taking interpersonal risks with our supervisor than
we do at other times. For example, sometimes we feel safe about asking for
feedback, admitting mistakes, or asking “silly” questions, and sometimes we
don’t. I’m going to ask you some questions about how safe you feel about taking
some types of interpersonal risks with your supervisor at work.

I then proceeded to ask a series of semi-structured interview questions. (See

Appendix E for interview protocol.) I listened to the participant’s response to each

question with a minimum of interruptions and asked only additional follow-up questions

as necessary for purposes of confirmation and clarification. I took brief notes during each

interview. I subsequently listened to the audio-cassette recording of the interviews and

took additional notes as needed to fill out missing pieces from my interview notes.

Interview Participants

Interview participants ranged in age from 21 to 57 years (Mdn = 40 years; M =

39.8 years, SD = 14.8). Four participants were women (66.7%), and two were men
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(33.3%). Participants ranged in their tenure with the hospital from 1 to 20 years (Mdn =

4.5 years; M = 8.3 years, SD = 8.5), and in their tenure within their current position from

1 to 18 years (Mdn = 4.5 years; M = 7.8 years, SD = 7.8). Four participants were White

(66.7%), one was Hispanic (16.7%), and one was Asian (16.7%). Employment positions

were: Food Service Aide, Cafeteria (n = 1); Grill Cook, Cafeteria (n = 1); Nurse

Manager, Surgery (n = 1); RN, Neonatal Intensive Care Unit (n = 1); RN, Oncology (n =

1); and RN, Surgery (n = 1). Table 3.1 summarizes the demographic characteristics of the

interviewees.

Table 3.1: Demographic Characteristics of Interviewees
Total Number Age Gender Ethnicity Hospital

Tenure
Position
Tenure

N = 6 41.0 yrs (Mdn); 
39.8 yrs (M),
SD = 14.8

Male
(n = 2; 33.3%)

Female
(n = 4; 66.7%)

White
(n = 4; 66.7%)

Hispanic
(n = 1; 16.7%)

Asian
(n = 1; 16.7%)

4.5 yrs (Mdn); 
8.3 yrs (M),
SD = 8.5

4.5 yrs (Mdn); 
7.8 yrs (M),
SD = 7.8

Survey Question Development

To begin data analysis, I entered into an Access database the participants’

multiple responses to the second interview question (“What makes you feel [safe] OR

[unsafe] about admitting mistakes to your supervisor?). I also entered into the database

participants’ safe/unsafe statements that were derived from their responses to other

interview questions (e.g., How did you know that you were [safe] OR [unsafe]?). A total

of 46 statements addressing what made these participants feel safe/unsafe about admitting

mistakes to their supervisors were extracted from the interviews and entered into the

database.
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To develop thematic categories, I reviewed each statement regarding what made a

participant feel safe/unsafe. I then assigned a “Safety Type” to each statement to denote

the basic theme underlying the statement. For example, one participant responded that

she did not feel safe admitting mistakes to her supervisor, because “she is not open-

minded about hearing from both parties.” Another participant said she did not feel

comfortable admitting mistakes to her supervisor, because “she listens to who she likes.”

I assigned to both statements the Safety Type Objectively Considers Both Sides.

Similarly, I assigned the Safety Type Handles Confidentially/Uses Discretion to the

following two statements of different interviewees: (a) feels comfortable admitting

mistakes, because the supervisor “handles errors confidentially, on a need to know basis;”

and (b) does not feel comfortable admitting mistakes, because the supervisor “doesn't

keep professional discretion.” (See Appendix F for List of Safe/Unsafe Statements and

Assigned Safety Types.)

Initially, and as shown in Appendix F, 15 thematic categories were developed

from participants’ statements regarding what made them feel safe/unsafe about admitting

mistakes to their supervisors. I then re-reviewed the data to recheck the assigned Safety

Types and to determine which of the 15 thematic categories contained statements from

multiple interviewees (in other words, the thematic category was derived from similar

statements made by more than one individual). Those thematic categories containing

statements from at least three interviewees were: (a) understanding/can empathize, (b)

handles errors confidentially/uses discretion, (c) handles errors calmly, (d) considers both

sides objectively, (e) non-accusatory, (f) ego or personal agenda doesn’t get in the way of

supervising, and (g) helpful in solving problems. On the basis of these seven thematic
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categories, I designed the following five questions and added them to the Employee

Participant Perception Survey prior to conducting the pilot test of the survey instrument:

1. My supervisor uses discretion when relaying my errors to others.

2. My supervisor objectively considers the facts before concluding what or who is at

fault when a problem is reported.

3. When there is a disagreement among staff, my supervisor believes those he/she

likes. (R)

4. My supervisor is understanding when I report a mistake I’ve made.

5. My supervisor’s ego gets in the way of his/her handling problems. (R)

STUDY PHASE II – PILOT TEST OF SURVEY INSTRUMENT

In this section, I describe the pilot test of the self-designed survey of employee

opinions, attitudes, and perceptions.

Procedure

Thirty employees of a 500-bed, acute-care hospital located in Central Texas were

recruited to complete the pilot version of the Employee Participant Perception Survey.

(The same hospital was used to recruit employees for both the Interview Study and the

Pilot Survey Study; however, no employee participated in both studies.) The purpose of

administering the pilot survey was to gather feedback about the survey’s instructions,

component parts, and specific questions in order to make necessary modifications prior to

finalizing the survey instrument for use in the full study.

To recruit hospital employees to complete the pilot version of the survey

instrument, I first sought and obtained the necessary approvals from the hospital’s
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Clinical Research Steering Committee. I then tacked pilot study recruitment flyers onto

employee bulletin boards throughout the hospital. The flyers asked employees to

volunteer to complete a pilot survey about workplace communication and provide

feedback about the survey. I included as an incentive for volunteering a chance to win

one of three $25 gift certificates to a local music and video store. (See Appendix G for

pilot study participant recruitment flyer.)

Because recruitment flyers had enlisted the help of just eight volunteers by the

end of March 2005, I also encouraged employees to complete the pilot survey by

manning a “volunteer recruitment table” within the entrance of the hospital’s cafeteria

over a period of four weekends in April 2005. As additional incentives for participation,

each pilot survey-completer/feedback-provider received free gifts of his or her choice (a

candy snack and a choice of one of several small items purchased from the Capitol of

Texas Gift Shop (e.g., lapel pins, Texas Capital pencils, etc.). Each volunteer also

received a raffle ticket for eligibility to win one of the three gift certificates. Over a six-

week period in March and April 2005, a total of 33 volunteer pilot survey-completers

were recruited – eight volunteers from the flyers and 25 from the cafeteria table. The

drawing for the gift certificates was carried out by me after all pilot surveys were

completed.

For the most part, the pilot survey was administered individually to participants

within the hospital during the participants’ lunch or dinner break (n = 25). In three

instances, the pilot survey was administered to participants in small groups within a local

restaurant after the participants’ working hours (n = 8). Survey completion time ranged in

length from 14 to 25 minutes (M = 19 minutes).
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The survey consisted of four sections: (a) individual opinions and attitudes, (b)

communication with supervisor, (c) communication with similar status coworkers, and

(d) individual characteristics. In general, responses of participants to survey statements

were made on five-point scales anchored by either (a) “strongly disagree” and “strongly

agree,” or (b) “never” and “always.” (See Appendix H for details regarding the scales that

made up the pilot survey; see Appendices I, J, and K for introduction letter, survey

instructions, and pilot survey instrument respectively. To avoid redundancy, the

Measures section in the Full Study and Appendix S include details regarding the scale

measures of the variables included in the pilot and final survey instruments.)

I began each survey administration by providing each volunteer with a survey

packet (introduction letter, survey instructions, and pilot survey instrument) and by

making the following statement:

I’m interested in learning more about how communication and relationships
among coworkers and supervisors affect on-the-job learning and behaviors. To
this end, I begin by asking you to read the cover letter and instructions in your
packet, and then to complete the enclosed survey. Before you leave your survey
with me, I’d like to get your thoughts about the materials in your packet to help
me make needed modifications for the sake of clarity and understanding.

Subsequent to survey completion by the individual or all members of the small

group, and in order to elicit specific information, I asked for critical feedback about the

cover letter, instructions, survey design, and survey questions. I took notes during these

feedback sessions and used participants’ comments to make necessary modifications to

the survey instrument prior to finalizing it for use in the full study (see subsequent section

on Pilot Survey Modification).
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Pilot Survey Participants

Pilot survey participants ranged in age from 18 to 60 years (Mdn = 42.0 years; M

= 40.4 years, SD = 11.3). Twenty-eight participants were women (84.8%), and five were

men (15.2%). Participants ranged in their tenure with the hospital from 1 to 26 years

(Mdn = 7.0 years; M = 8.7 years, SD = 7.0), and in their tenure within their current

position from 6 months to 20 years (Mdn = 3.0 years; M = 5.6 years, SD = 5.5). Twenty-

five participants were White (75.8%), two were Black (6.1%), four were Hispanic

(12.1%), one was American Indian (3.0%), and one designated herself as Other for mixed

ethnicity (3.0%). Employment positions were: Admitting Counselors (n = 2); cafeteria

and nutrition workers (n = 3); Clinical Assistants (n = 4); Director of Nursing Research (n

= 1); Housekeepers (n = 2); Medical Technologist (n = 1); Pharmacist (n = 1); Physical

Therapist and Physical Therapy Assistant (n = 2); Respiratory Therapists (n = 3);

Registered Nurses (n = 12); Social Worker (n = 1); and Surgical Technician (n = 1).

Table 3.2 summarizes the demographic characteristics of the pilot survey-completers.

Table 3.2: Demographic Characteristics of Pilot Survey-Completers
Total Age Gender Ethnicity Hospital Tenure Position Tenure
N = 33 42.0 yrs (Mdn); 

40.4 yrs (M),
SD = 11.3

Male
(n = 5; 15.2%)

Female
(n = 28; 84.8%)

White
(n = 25; 75.8%)

Black
(n = 2; 6.1%)

Hispanic
(n = 4; 12.1%)

Am Indian
(n = 1; 3.0%)

Other
(n = 1; 3.0%)

7.0 yrs (Mdn); 
8.7 yrs (M),
SD = 7.0

3.0 yrs (Mdn); 
5.6 yrs (M),
SD = 5.5

Pilot Survey Modification

To begin data analysis, I entered into an Access database the overall comments

about the pilot survey instrument provided to me by participants during the feedback
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sessions. I also entered into the database participants’ specific comments about particular

survey questions expressed verbally to me or written on the surveys. Ninety-eight (98)

overall comments about the pilot survey and 44 specific comments about particular

survey questions were gathered from the feedback sessions and written commentaries.

To utilize the comments for the purpose of improving the survey instrument, I

reviewed each statement and calculated a frequency analysis for each overall comment

about the survey and each specific comment about a particular question. (See Appendices

L and M for overall survey comments and specific question comments respectively.)

Modifications to the survey instrument were made on the basis of overall and specific

comments made by at least one pilot survey-completer. Additionally, the survey

instrument was modified to include scales measuring an individual’s self-esteem and

locus of control, two personality variables for use in future studies.18 (See Appendix N

for modifications made to the pilot survey instrument by construct.)

STUDY PHASE III – FULL STUDY USING FINAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT

In this section, I describe the administration of the final version of the self-

designed survey of employee opinions, attitudes, and perceptions.

Procedure

All full-time employees of a 250-bed, acute-care hospital in East Texas (N = 727)

were recruited to complete the final version of the Employee Participant Perception

Survey. (This particular hospital was chosen for the final study because of accessibility to

18 The possible role of individual self-esteem on what contributes to a sense of psychological

safety for a given individual will be addressed in Chapter 5. The possible role of locus of control

will not be considered in this dissertation because of completion errors related to this measure.
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needed data.19) The purpose of administering the final survey was to gather data on

employee attitudes, opinions, and perceptions. These data would then be matched with

hospital source data in order to address proposed hypotheses and research questions.

Prior to beginning data collection, I obtained from the hospital’s Director of

Human Resources an employee demographic file, which included each employee’s name,

department, job title, date of birth, hire date, shift, gender, and ethnicity. I used this

information to numerically code all surveys using an automatic numbering machine and

to prepare individualized survey packets for distribution to all employees. I also obtained

from the director an organizational chart and the name of each employee’s supervisor.

During a regular meeting of directors and managers held Wednesday, June 15,

2005, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the hospital briefed the directors and

managers about the upcoming research study. He used a script that I had prepared for him

in advance so that he would not accidentally divulge the main hypotheses of the study

(see Appendix O). The Monday following this meeting, I personally addressed the group

of directors and managers with general information about the study and more detailed

information about the agreed upon procedures that would be used for survey distribution

and collection.

19 The hospital’s Chief Executive Officer (CEO) had expressed great interest in and support for

the study during a conversation he and I shared at a celebration for grant award recipients that we

each attended as part of our employment responsibilities. In exchange for study results at the

group level, the CEO offered to host the study and approved my access to hospital employees for

purposes of survey administration. He also agreed to provide me certain employment information

and outcome measures using data and records routinely collected and maintained by the hospital.
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During that afternoon and the following morning, the Director of Community

Relations and I hand-delivered the survey packets I had organized by department and

employee name to all 70 hospital departments for distribution to each employee. I had

affixed to the outside of each manila envelope a label with the employee’s name and

department. Inside each envelope were an introduction letter, survey instructions, the

survey, and a return envelope addressed to me. (See Appendices P, Q, and R for

introduction letter, survey instruction sheet, and final survey instrument respectively.)

Each survey had been stamped on the second page with a unique numerical code

signifying the department and the individual. The cover letter explained that the

individual responses were completely confidential and that the code on the survey would

be used only to match data. The cover letter also explained that employees were

authorized by the CEO to complete the 30-minute survey during work time.

For the following four days after survey distribution, I collected completed

surveys in the hospital’s small dining room (located adjacent to the cafeteria) during

cafeteria hours (7:00 a.m. – 9:30 a.m., 11:00 a.m. – 1:30 p.m., and 5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.).

To encourage participation, each survey-completer received a free gift of his or her

choice for personally returning to me the completed survey (fine- and medium-point BIC

Grip mechanical pencils in different colors with matching cap eraser purchased by me

from Office Depot). As an additional incentive, each survey-completer also drew a raffle

ticket. If the ticket ended in the number 3 or 8, the employee would win an “instant

prize,” one of a number of small items purchased primarily from the Capitol of Texas

Gift Shop (e.g., lapel pins, special “Texas Capitol eraser pencils,” hand-made “Texas

Commemorative Sets,” etc.). The odds were manipulated so that approximately one in
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every three survey-completers would win an instant prize. With their raffle tickets, all

survey-completers also were eligible to win one of the large raffle prizes which were on

display in the cafeteria (a large BBQ, dart board set, small BBQ and cooler, rolling

cooler, and three separate certificates for a day off with pay). Signs in the cafeteria

advertised that the raffle drawings would be held hourly for survey-completers that

Friday morning from 9:00 a.m. to 12 noon.

The Director of Community Relations and I also walked around the hospital each

afternoon collecting completed surveys from employees within their departments. Set up

on a rolling cart were a box for the depositing the completed surveys, the small gifts for

survey-completers, the bowl of raffle tickets, and some instant prizes for those who drew

raffle tickets ending in the number 3 or 8.

Finally, on Friday morning we had the raffle prize drawings as planned. An

electronic paging system was used to alert managers just prior to each drawing so they

could remind employees to finish completing their surveys. The CEO drew the winning

raffle tickets. Participants did not have to be present to win, because employees had put

their names and departments on the returned half of their raffle tickets. For this first set of

raffle drawings, there were seven big raffle prize winners and several additional winners

of combined “instant prizes.” All prize winners were posted immediately after each

drawing. The Director of Community Relations and I personally distributed the prizes to

each raffle winner that afternoon.

In mid-July, I returned to the hospital to collect surveys completed since I left the

hospital in late June and to participate in another set of raffle prize drawings. This time

we had another BBQ, a rolling cooler, 25 gifts from the hospital with the hospital’s logo
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(travel bags, blankets, caps, small coolers, and flashlights), and two additional days off

with pay. The Director of Community Relations distributed the prizes to each raffle

winner that afternoon. Two weeks after this drawing, the Director mailed to me the final

surveys completed by employees through August 1, the cut-off date for survey return.

MEASURES

In this section, I describe the measures used to test hypotheses and address

research questions posed in this dissertation. Descriptions of additional measures that

were included in the Employee Participant Perception Survey that were not used for the

current research are included in Appendix S.

Measures of Independent Variables

CONSTRUCTIVE DELIVERY OF GENERAL FEEDBACK. Three self-designed, four-

item scales based on performance feedback studies by Baron (1990); Hong, Chiu,

Dweck, Lin, and Wan (1999); Kamins and Dweck (1999); and Latting (1992); and

through which the following specific aspects of each participant’s perceptions of his or

her supervisor’s general feedback delivery methods for both positive and negative

feedback were measured: (a) prompt delivery (e.g., When I finish a work assignment, my

supervisor communicates with me about my work performance promptly; My supervisor

lets me know about my work performance as soon as possible after I’ve completed a

work assignment); (b) the provision of behaviorally-related information (e.g., When my

supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she comments on my work behavior

rather than on me personally; When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work,

he/she talks about what I did rather than about me as a person); and (c) the supply of
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situationally-specific rather than general information (e.g., When my supervisor gives me

feedback about my work, he/she provides me with specific information; When my

supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she provides me vague information that

isn’t very helpful - R). Each scale had at least one reverse-coded item in order to avoid

response bias. Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “never” and

“always.”

CONSTRUCTIVE DELIVERY OF POSITIVE FEEDBACK. Two self-designed, four-

item scales based on performance feedback studies by Baron (1990); Hong, Chiu,

Dweck, Lin, and Wan (1999); Kamins and Dweck (1999); and Latting (1992); and

through which the following specific aspects of each participant’s perceptions of his or

her supervisor’s positive feedback delivery methods were measured: (a) public delivery

(e.g., When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor commends me

publicly; My supervisor informs me about good work I’ve done within the hearing range

of others); and (b) the attribution of good performance to internal causes (e.g., When my

supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests my good work is

because of my personal characteristics, for example my conscientiousness; When my

supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests that the good

work may be related to factors like my light workload rather than my efforts - R). Each

scale had at least one reverse-coded item in order to avoid response bias. Responses were

made on a five-point scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

CONSTRUCTIVE DELIVERY OF NEGATIVE FEEDBACK. Three self-designed, four-

item scales based on performance studies by Baron (1990) and Latting (1992) and

through which the following specific aspects of each participant’s perceptions of his or
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her supervisor’s negative feedback delivery methods were measured: (a) private delivery

(e.g., When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor communicates with me

about it privately; When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor talks with me

about it in front of my coworkers - R); (b) considerate tone (e.g., When my supervisor

gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she uses a considerate tone of voice;

When my supervisor finds fault with my work performance, he/she yells at me - R); and

(c) the attribution of poor performance to external causes (e.g., When my supervisor

gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she doesn't blame me as a person, but,

instead, blames the situation; When my supervisor lets me know there is a problem with

my work, he/she doesn't tie it to my personal character). Each scale had at least one

reverse-coded item in order to avoid response bias. Responses were made on a five-point

scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

SEEKS INPUT FROM GROUP MEMBERS. A four-item scale based on Rogers’

(1987) Measure of Perceived Communication Openness, and through which each

participant’s perception of his or her supervisor’s input seeking behavior was measured

(e.g., My supervisor asks for my input; My supervisor asks work group members for

work-related suggestions). (Questions about one’s supervisor were used from Rogers’

measure, and additional, self-designed questions were added to create a scale specific to

seeking input.) Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “never” and

“always.”

LISTENS TO CONCERNS OF GROUP MEMBERS. A four-item scale based on

Rogers’ (1987) measure of Perceived Communication Openness, and through which each

participant’s perception of his or her supervisor’s listening behavior was measured (e.g.,
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My supervisor listens to my concerns; My supervisor listens to complaints from work

group members). (Questions about one’s supervisor were used from Rogers’ measure,

and additional, self-designed questions were added to create a scale specific to listening

to concerns.) Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “never” and

“always.”

IS ACCESSIBLE AND RECEPTIVE TO QUESTIONS AND IDEAS OF GROUP

MEMBERS. A four-item scale based on Rogers’ (1987) measure of Perceived

Communication Openness, and through which each participant’s perception of his or her

supervisor’s accessibility and receptivity was measured (e.g., My supervisor is accessible

to me; My supervisor is easy to reach when needed). (Questions about one’s supervisor

were used from Rogers’ measure, and additional, self-designed questions were added to

create a scale specific to accessibility and receptivity.) Responses were made on a five-

point scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

REGARD FOR RECIPIENT’S POSITIVE FACE. A four-item scale based on

Goldsmith’s (2000) scale measure of the degree to which an advice giver was perceived

to show regard for a recipient’s positive face, and through which each participant’s

perception of his or her supervisor’s show of regard for positive face during negative

feedback delivery was measured (e.g., When my supervisor gives me negative feedback

about my work performance, his/her statements still make me feel good about myself as a

person; When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, his/her

statements still make me feel liked and accepted). Responses were made on a five-point

scale anchored by “never” and “always.”
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REGARD FOR RECIPIENT’S NEGATIVE FACE. A four-item scale based on

Goldsmith’s (2000) scale measure of the degree to which an advice giver was perceived

to show regard for a recipient’s negative face, and through which each participant’s

perception of his or her supervisor’s show of regard for negative face during negative

feedback delivery was measured (e.g., When my supervisor gives me negative feedback

about my work performance, he/she gives me the right to decide how to correct my

performance; When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she

doesn’t impose too much on the way I correct the problem). Responses were made on a

five-point scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

SUPERVISOR USES APPROBATION. A self-designed, five-item scale based on

facework studies by Lim and Bowers (1991), and through which each participant’s

perception of the degree to which of his or her supervisor uses approbation to mitigate

face threat under conditions of negative feedback communication was measured (e.g.,

When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements

make me feel like he/she still respects my abilities in general; When my supervisor asks

me to fix work I've done, he/she states the request in a way that makes me feel

appreciated for my efforts). Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by

“never” and “always.”

SUPERVISOR USES TACT. A self-designed, five-item scale based on facework

studies by Lim and Bowers (1991), and through which each participant’s perception of

the degree to which of his or her supervisor uses tact to mitigate face threat under

conditions of negative feedback communication was measured (e.g., When my supervisor

asks me to fix a problem with my work, he/she states the request in a way that shows
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he/she is trying not to impose on me; When my supervisor asks me to fix work I’ve done,

his/her statements make me feel like he/she is imposing on the way I work). Responses

were made on a five-point scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

Measures of Dependent Variables

PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY WITHIN THE WORK GROUP. A five-item scale measure

of psychological safety developed, tested, and validated by Edmondson (1999, 2003b),

and through which each participant’s perception of psychological safety within his or her

work group was measured (e.g., Members of this unit are able to bring up problems and

tough issues; On this unit, it is acceptable to point out other people's mistakes).

Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “strongly disagree” and

“strongly agree.”

PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY WITH THE SUPERVISOR. A five-item scale measure of

psychological safety developed on the basis of interviews with six hospital employees

(see Methodology, Study Phase I – Semi-Structured Interviews) and through which each

participant’s perception of dyadic psychological safety with his or her supervisor was

measured (e.g., My supervisor objectively considers the facts before concluding what or

who is at fault when a problem is reported; My supervisor is understanding when I report

a mistake I’ve made). Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “strongly

disagree” and “strongly agree.”

WILLINGNESS TO REPORT ERROR. A self-designed, 10-item scale based on

Edmondson’s (1996, 2003a) work on error reporting in hospitals, and through which each

participant’s willingness to report and discuss errors within his or her work group was

measured (e.g., In my work group, we publicly discuss errors we've made; When
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necessary, I report my errors to my work group leader). Responses were made on a five-

point scale anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.”

INTENTION TO QUIT. A three-item scale measure of intention to leave

employment tested and validated by McGee and Ford (1987) (e.g., I am currently looking

for another job; I am planning to leave this organization and work somewhere else). 

Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “strongly disagree” and

“strongly agree.”

Measures of Outcomes20

ERROR REPORTS BY WORK UNIT. Hospital source data records from July 1, 2004

through June 30, 2005 which included by supervised work unit: (a) the number of

reported errors (“unusual incidents”), and (b) the number of job-related injuries.

TURNOVER REPORTS BY WORK UNIT. Hospital source data records from July 1,

2004 through June 30, 2005, which included by supervised work unit: (a) the number of

employees who terminated employment, and (b) the reason each employee terminated

employment.

20 Actual error reports and turnover by work unit were derived from hospital source data and

represent group-level data, not individual-level data. Thus, while the attitudes and perceptions of

individuals who had terminated employment prior to survey data collection are not represented in

the current survey study, the difference in turnover ratios among different supervised work

groups was considered a useful measure for relating group-level outcomes to the mean sense of

psychological safety within these groups. Nevertheless, certain limitations presented by these data

will be discussed in Chapter 5.



72

Chapter 4: Results of Full Study

CHAPTER OVERVIEW

In this chapter, I present the results of the full study conducted using as

participants the employees of an East Texas hospital. The chapter is divided into sections

that (a) review the participants of the full study, (b) review the internal reliabilities of

each of the scale measures used to address hypotheses and research questions, and (c)

present the results of hypotheses tests and analyses used to address research questions.

PARTICIPANTS

To begin data analyses, I entered the data from each individually completed

survey into an Access database. Through the use of the identification code on each

survey, I linked the survey data with the database of departmental information and

employee demographic information that had been provided to me by the Director of

Human Resources. Of the 447 surveys returned by full-time hospital employees, 16

survey-completers could not be identified due to the survey’s identification code either

being obscured or removed by the employee, and 19 surveys were deemed unusable due

to being entirely blank or haphazardly completed (e.g., all responses were the same

throughout the survey or most pages of the survey). Thus, 412 surveys completed by

identifiable full-time, regular employees were used for the present analyses, representing

a response rate of 56.7% of full-time, regular employees. Of those completed, 73 surveys

(38.4%) were submitted by employees of departments responsible for the direct care of

patients (designated by the target hospital’s administration as “Direct Health”

departments), 167 surveys (55.1%) were submitted by employees of departments
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responsible for managing some aspect of patient health (“Health Related” departments),

and 172 surveys (73.5%) were submitted by employees of departments not directly

responsible for patient care or health (“Non-Health” departments). (See Appendix T for

Regular Employee Survey Response Rates by Department.)

Using Access, I then reviewed the response frequencies for each survey question.

I corrected problematic entries (e.g., a response of “6” when choices ranged from 1

through 5 only) by re-reviewing the original surveys and re-entering the offending data

elements. Once all data entry errors had been corrected, I downloaded the data into SPSS

for further analyses. I then ran demographic frequencies on the total population of

regular, full-time hospital employees and compared these frequencies with those of the

identifiable full-time, regular employees who completed usable surveys.

Regular employees who had completed usable surveys ranged in age from 18 to

74 years (Mdn = 41 years; M = 41.2 years, SD = 11.8). These survey-completers included

330 women (80.1%) and 82 men (19.9%). Participants ranged in their tenure with the

hospital from less than one year to 39 years (Mdn = 5 years; M = 8.1 years, SD = 8.4), 

and in their tenure within their current position from less than one year to 33 years (Mdn

= 3 years; M = 5.3 years, SD = 5.8). Most participants were White (n = 269, 65.3%), with

some representation of other ethnic groups: Black (n = 120, 29.1%), Hispanic (n = 11,

2.7%), and Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 12, 2.9%). As can be seen in Table 4.1, a

comparison between all regular, full-time employees and regular, full-time survey-

completers reveals that, in general, participants constituted a representative sample of all

regular, full-time employees of the hospital as of July 18, 2005. However, the average

age of survey-completers was higher than the average age of all regular, full-time hospital
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employees – 41.2 years for survey-completers versus 39.5 years for all regular employees

[t(411) = 2.96, p < .003].21

Table 4.1: Comparison between All Regular, Full-Time Employees and Survey-
Completers

All Regular,
Full-Time

Employees

Percentage
of Regular,
Full-Time

Employees

Number of
Regular, Full-
Time Survey-
Completers

Percentage
of Regular,
Full-Time
Survey-

Completers

Statistic Sig.

Total N = 727 100% N = 412 56.7%
Age 39 yrs (Mdn);

39.5 yrs (M),
SD = 12.2

41 yrs (Mdn);
41.2 yrs (M),

SD = 11.8

t = 2.96 .003

Gender χ2 = 3.03 .08, ns
Male n = 171 23.5% n = 82 19.9%
Female n = 556 76.5% n = 330 80.1%

Ethnicity χ2 = 2.66 .45, ns
White n = 477 65.6% n = 269 65.3%
Black n = 197 27.1% n = 120 29.1%
Hispanic n = 22 3.0% n = 11 2.7%
Asian/Pac. Is. n = 31 4.3% n = 12 2.9%

Hospital Tenure 4 yrs (Mdn);
7.6 yrs (M),

SD = 8.3

5 yrs (Mdn);
8.1 (M),
SD = 8.4

t = 1.24 .22, ns

Position Tenure Not Available 3 yrs (Mdn);
5.3 yrs (M), 

SD = 5.8

INTERNAL RELIABILITIES

Prior to beginning hypotheses testing, I used SPSS to re-analyze the response

frequencies, and the mean, median, standard deviation, and range of responses for each

survey question. This analysis yielded no un-corrected data entry errors.

21 Because of the small, but statistically significant difference in average age between survey-

completers and all regular employees, participant age was included in all regression analyses used

to test hypotheses and address research questions proposed in this dissertation. However, because

age was not found to be a significant predictor in any of the regression equations, age was

dropped from the regression models. The models were re-run without including age as a predictor

variable, and results are reported without this variable.
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I then computed internal reliabilities for each scale. For variables used for the

current research, Tables 4.2 and 4.3 summarize the Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities for the

independent and dependent variables respectively. (See Appendix S, Table S1 for

summaries of the Cronbach alpha reliabilities for scales measuring variables not used for

the current research.) The leftmost columns of these tables specify the number of valid

cases and initial Cronbach’s alpha for each scale. Additional analyses were performed for

those scales with low initial reliabilities. A summary of the changes made to each scale

and the final Cronbach’s alphas are included in the rightmost columns of these tables.

Table 4.2: Reliabilities of Scales Measuring Independent Variables Used for the
Current Research

Scale Initial #
Quest.

Initial #
Valid

Cases

Initial
Cron.
Alpha

Change
Made

Final #
Quest.

Final #
Valid

Cases

Final
Cron.
Alpha

Supvr Gen Feedback
is Behavioral

4 322 .60 Drop Q4 3 336 .62

Supvr Gen Feedback
is Prompt

4 324 .67 Drop Q4 3 353 .83

Supvr Gen Feedback
is Specific

4 352 .75 N/A .75

Supvr Neg Feedback
is Considerate in Tone

4 351 .74 N/A .74

Supvr Neg Feedback
is Ext Attributed

4 296 .31 Drop Q3
& Q4

2 324 .41

Supvr Neg Feedback
is Private

4 334 .80 N/A .80

Supvr Pos Feedback is
Int Attributed

4 295 .55 Drop Q3
& Q4

2 323 .66

Supvr Pos Feedback is
Public

4 339 .43 Drop Q4 3 355 .80

Supvr is Accessible 4 360 .88 N/A .88

Supvr Listens 4 338 .64 Drop Q4 3 376 .79

Supvr Seeks Input 4 344 .88 N/A .88

Supvr Provides Neg
Face

4 323 .69 N/A .69

Supvr Provides Pos
Face

4 327 .82 N/A .82

Supvr Uses Tact 5 322 -.28 Drop Q1
& Q3

3 334 .65

Supvr Uses
Approbation

5 333 .85 N/A .85
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Table 4.3: Reliabilities of Scales Measuring Dependent Variables Used for the Current
Research

Scale Initial #
Quest.

Initial #
Valid

Cases

Initial
Cron.
Alpha

Change
Made

Final #
Quest.

Final #
Valid

Cases

Final
Cron.
Alpha

Psych Safety within
Work Group

5 380 .69 N/A .69

Psych Safety with
Supvr

5 358 .82 N/A .82

Willingness to Report
Error

10 338 .73 Drop 4 Q
for Face
Validity

6 352 .68

Intent to Quit 3 385 .85 N/A .85

HYPOTHESES TESTS AND ANALYSES USED TO ADDRESS RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the higher the degree to which work group members

perceive their work group leaders as delivering general performance feedback (either

positive or negative) constructively (promptly, specifically, and behaviorally-related), the

more likely work group members would perceive their work environment as

psychologically safer.

This hypothesis was supported for all three general feedback delivery constructs

(prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related). As shown in Table 4.4, the Pearson

correlations between individuals’ perceived psychological safety within the work group

and scales measuring their perceptions of their supervisors’ delivery of prompt, specific,

and behaviorally-related general performance feedback were positive and significant:

prompt, r(331) = .45 (p < .001); specific, r(333) = .40 (p < .001); and behaviorally-

related, r(313) = .41 (p < .001). Correlations were even higher between perceived

psychological safety with the supervisor and these feedback delivery constructs: prompt,
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r(317) = .54 (p < .001); specific, r(321) = .56 (p < .001); and behaviorally-related, r(301)

= .53 (p < .001).

The Pearson correlations tie each individual scale to psychological safety.

Obviously, it is important to look at the joint effect of all three scales on feelings of

psychological safety. To do this, I computed an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression

using the three scales as predictor variables and psychological safety as the criterion.

Taken together, the three general feedback delivery constructs predicted a significant

amount of the variance of individuals’ perceived psychological safety, both within their

work groups in general and with their supervisors in particular. Regressing psychological

safety within the work group on the perceived supervisory delivery of prompt, specific,

and behaviorally-related general performance feedback led to an R2 of .27 [F (3, 308) =

37.79, p < .001] [prompt, ß = .29 (p < .001); specific, ß = .10 (p < .13, ns); and

behaviorally-related, ß = .24 (p < .001)]. Regressing psychological safety with the

supervisor on these perceived general feedback delivery constructs led to an R2 of .44 [F

(3, 297) = 78.41, p < .001] [prompt, ß = .29 (p < .001); specific, ß = .24 (p < .001); and

behaviorally-related, ß = .29 (p < .001)].

A potential problem emerged, given that there was a significant Pearson

correlation between specific feedback and psychological safety within the work group

and yet, in the regression analysis, feedback specificity was non-significant as a

predictor. One explanation for these disparate results may be multicollinearity among the

predictors. To assess this, I calculated the tolerance and variance-inflation factor (VIF)
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for the three predictor variables.22 As a rule of thumb, if tolerance is less than .20 and the

VIF is equal to or greater than 4, a problem with multicollinearity is indicated (North

Carolina State University, College of Humanities and Social Sciences, Multiple

Regression, 2005). On the basis of this general rule, and as shown in Tables 4.5 and 4.6, a

problem with multicollinearity is not indicated for these predictor variables.

Table 4.4: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their
Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Delivery of Prompt, Specific, and
Behaviorally-Related General Performance Feedback

1 .613** .447** .402** .409**

.000 .000 .000 .000

380 345 331 333 313

.613** 1 .542** .563** .530**

.000 .000 .000 .000

345 358 317 321 301

.447** .542** 1 .590** .399**

.000 .000 .000 .000

331 317 353 323 312

.402** .563** .590** 1 .540**

.000 .000 .000 .000

333 321 323 352 313

.409** .530** .399** .540** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000

313 301 312 313 336

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCH SAFETY WITHIN
WORK GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
SPECIFIC

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

PSYCH
SAFETY

WITHIN WK
GROUP

PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

GENERAL
FEEDBACK -

PROMPT

GENERAL
FEEDBACK -

SPECIFIC

GENERAL
FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIOR

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.

22 Tolerance is 1 – R2 for the regression of that independent variable on all the other independent

variables, ignoring the dependent variable. The variance-inflation factor (VIF) is the reciprocal of

tolerance.
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Table 4.5: Multicollinearity Statistics for Perceived Prompt, Specific, and
Behaviorally-Related General Performance Feedback Delivered by the
Supervisor (Dependent Variable Psychological Safety within the Work
Group)

Multicollinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

GEN FEEDBACK - PROMPT .643 1.555

GEN FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC .542 1.846

GEN FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL .699 1.431

Table 4.6: Multicollinearity Statistics for Perceived Prompt, Specific, and
Behaviorally-Related General Performance Feedback Delivered by the
Supervisor (Dependent Variable Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

Multicollinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

GEN FEEDBACK - PROMPT .643 1.555

GEN FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC .542 1.846

GEN FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL .699 1.431

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the higher the degree to which work group members

perceive their work group leaders as delivering negative performance feedback

constructively (considerately, privately, and attributing the cause of the problematic

performance to external, non-personal factors), the more likely work group members

would perceive their work environment as psychologically safer.

This hypothesis was supported for all three negative feedback delivery constructs

(considerate tone, private, and externally-attributed). As shown in Table 4.7, the Pearson

correlations between individuals’ perceived psychological safety within the work group

and scales measuring their perceptions of their supervisors’ delivery of considerate,

private, and externally-attributed negative performance feedback were positive and
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significant: considerate tone, r(333) = .35 (p < .001); private, r(316) = .40 (p < .001); and

externally-attributed, r(307) = .37 (p < .001). As in Hypothesis 1, correlations were

higher between perceived psychological safety with the supervisor and these feedback

delivery constructs: considerate tone, r(318) = .55 (p < .001); private, r(309) = .53 (p <

.001); and externally-attributed, r(299) = .37 (p < .001).

Taken together, the three negative feedback delivery scales predicted a significant

amount of variance of individuals’ perceived psychological safety. Regressing

psychological safety within the work group on the perceived supervisory delivery of

considerate, private, and externally-attributed negative performance feedback led to an R2

of .23 [F (3, 298) = 29.87, p < .001]. Further, all three constructive negative feedback

constructs were significant predictors of psychological safety: considerate tone, ß = .16 (p

< .01); private, ß = .21 (p < .002); and externally-attributed, ß = .25 (p < .001).

Regressing psychological safety with the supervisor on these perceived negative feedback

delivery constructs led to an R2 of .40 [F (3, 295) = 64.25, p < .001] [considerate tone, ß

= .36 (p < .001); private, ß = .24 (p < .001); and externally-attributed, ß = .19 (p < .001)].

As shown in Tables 4.8 and 4.9, a problem with multicollinearity is not indicated for

these predictor variables (i.e., tolerance is not less than .20, and the VIF is not equal to or

greater than 4).
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Table 4.7: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their
Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Delivery of Considerate, Private, and
Externally-Attributed Negative Performance Feedback

1 .613** .352** .369** .397**

.000 .000 .000 .000

380 345 333 307 316

.613** 1 .554** .371** .526**

.000 .000 .000 .000

345 358 318 299 309

.352** .554** 1 .263** .599**

.000 .000 .000 .000

333 318 351 309 323

.369** .371** .263** 1 .374**

.000 .000 .000 .000

307 299 309 324 302

.397** .526** .599** .374** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000

316 309 323 302 334

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCH SAFETY
WITHIN WORK GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK
- CONSIDERATE

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK
- EXTERNAL

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK
- PRIVATE

PSYCH
SAFETY

WITHIN WK
GROUP

PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

NEGATIVE
FEEDBACK -

CONSID.

NEGATIVE
FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

NEGATIVE
FEEDBACK -

PRIVATE

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.

Table 4.8: Multicollinearity Statistics for Perceived Considerate, Private, and
Externally-Attributed Negative Performance Feedback Delivered by the
Supervisor (Dependent Variable Psychological Safety within the Work
Group)

Multicollinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

NEG FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE .640 1.564

NEG FEEDBACK - EXTERNAL .858 1.166

NEG FEEDBACK - PRIVATE .591 1.692

Table 4.9: Multicollinearity Statistics for Perceived Considerate, Private, and
Externally-Attributed Negative Performance Feedback Delivered by the
Supervisor (Dependent Variable Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

Multicollinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

NEG FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE .640 1.564

NEG FEEDBACK - EXTERNAL .858 1.166

NEG FEEDBACK - PRIVATE .591 1.692
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Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the higher the degree to which work group members

perceive their work group leaders as delivering positive performance feedback

constructively (publicly, and attributing the cause of the superior performance to internal,

personal factors), the more likely work group members would perceive their work

environment as psychologically safer.

This hypothesis also was supported for both positive feedback delivery constructs

(public and internally-attributed). As shown in Table 4.10, the Pearson correlations

between individuals’ perceived psychological safety within the work group and scales

measuring their perceptions of their supervisors’ delivery of public and internally-

attributed positive performance feedback were positive and significant: public, r(332) =

.34 (p < .001); and internally-attributed, r(302) = .24 (p < .001). Again, correlations were

higher between perceived psychological safety with the supervisor and these feedback

delivery constructs: public, r(319) = .50 (p < .001); and internally-attributed, r(297)= .38

(p < .001).

Together, the two positive feedback delivery constructs predicted a significant

amount of variance of individuals’ perceived psychological safety. Regressing

psychological safety within the work group on the perceived supervisory delivery of

public and internally-attributed positive performance feedback led to an R2 of .16 [F (2,

299) = 28.76, p < .001]. Again, both constructive positive delivery constructs were

significant predictors of psychological safety: public, ß = .32 (p < .001); and internally-

attributed, ß = .21 (p < .001). Regressing psychological safety with the supervisor on

these perceived positive feedback delivery constructs led to an R2 of .36 [F (2, 294) =
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82.98, p < .001] [public, ß = .47 (p < .001); and internally-attributed, ß = .34 (p < .001)].

As shown in Tables 4.11 and 4.12, a problem with multicollinearity is not indicated for

these predictor variables (i.e., tolerance is not less than .20, and the VIF is not equal to or

greater than 4).

Table 4.10: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their
Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Delivery of Public and Internally-Attributed
Positive Performance Feedback

1 .613** .244** .341**

.000 .000 .000

380 345 302 332

.613** 1 .383** .497**

.000 .000 .000

345 358 297 319

.244** .383** 1 .096*

.000 .000 .048

302 297 323 304

.341** .497** .096* 1

.000 .000 .048

332 319 304 355

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCH SAFETY
WITHIN WORK
GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

POSITIVE FEEDBACK
- INTERNAL

POSITIVE FEEDBACK
- PUBLIC

PSYCH
SAFETY

WITHIN WK
GROUP

PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

POSITIVE
FEEDBACK -
INTERNAL

POSITIVE
FEEDBACK -

PUBLIC

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).*.

Table 4.11: Multicollinearity Statistics for Perceived Public and Internally-Attributed
Positive Performance Feedback Delivered by the Supervisor (Dependent
Variable Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

Multicollinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

POS FEEDBACK - INTERNAL .991 1.009

POS FEEDBACK - PUBLIC .991 1.009
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Table 4.12: Multicollinearity Statistics for Perceived Public and Internally-Attributed
Positive Performance Feedback Delivered by the Supervisor (Dependent
Variable Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

Multicollinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

POS FEEDBACK - INTERNAL .991 1.009

POS FEEDBACK - PUBLIC .983 1.009

Summary of Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3

In order to look at the joint effect of all eight feedback scales on feelings of

psychological safety, I computed an OLS regression using all eight scales as predictor

variables and psychological safety as the criterion. Taken together, the eight feedback

delivery constructs predicted a significant amount of the variance of individuals’

perceived psychological safety, both within the work group and with the supervisor.

Regressing psychological safety within the work group on the perceived supervisory

delivery of prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related general performance feedback;

considerate, private, and externally-attributed negative performance feedback; and public

and internally-attributed positive performance feedback led to an R2 of .32 [F (8, 278) =

16.10, p < .001]. Regressing psychological safety with the supervisor on these perceived

general feedback delivery constructs led to an R2 of .56 [F (8, 278) = 43.59, p < .001].

As shown in Table 4.13, the significant predictors of psychological safety within

the work group were prompt feedback, ß = .24 (p < .001); and negative feedback which is

externally-attributed, ß = .16 (p < .006). Approaching significance was general feedback

which is behaviorally-related, ß = .12 (p < .08). Again, on the basis of the general rule

that a problem with multicollinearity is not indicated unless tolerance is less than .20 and
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the VIF is equal to or greater than 4, a problem with multicollinearity is not indicated for

these predictor variables.

Table 4.13: Model Summary of OLS Regression of Perceived Performance Feedback
Delivered by the Supervisor (Dependent Variable Psychological Safety
within the Work Group)

.563 .317 .297 2.755 .317 16.100 8 278 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

7.994 1.156 6.917 .000

.268 .079 .242 3.408 .001 .486 2.058

.149 .086 .116 1.736 .084 .555 1.802

.028 .080 .026 .353 .725 .456 2.195

.106 .077 .092 1.376 .170 .551 1.814

.239 .086 .159 2.788 .006 .752 1.330

.048 .066 .053 .735 .463 .468 2.139

.146 .103 .080 1.412 .159 .769 1.300

.065 .074 .055 .877 .381 .631 1.586

(Constant)

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
SPECIFIC

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
PRIVATE

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
INTERNAL

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
PUBLIC

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics

Table 4.14 summarizes the least square regression of psychological safety with

the supervisor on perceived performance feedback delivered by the supervisor. As

indicated, the significant predictors of psychological safety with the supervisor were

prompt feedback, ß = .20 (p < .001); general feedback which is behaviorally-related, ß =

.13 (p < .02); negative feedback which is considerate in tone, ß = .23 (p < .001); positive

feedback which is internally-attributed, ß = .14 (p < .002); and positive feedback which is

public, ß = .20 (p < .001). Again, a problem with multicollinearity is not indicated for

these predictor variables.
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Table 4.14: Model Summary of OLS Regression of Perceived Performance Feedback
Delivered by the Supervisor (Dependent Variable Psychological Safety with
the Supervisor)

.746 .556 .544 2.990 .556 43.589 8 278 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

-2.619 1.254 -2.088 .038

.291 .085 .195 3.400 .001 .486 2.058

.222 .093 .128 2.391 .017 .555 1.802

.130 .087 .089 1.498 .135 .456 2.195

.363 .084 .233 4.339 .000 .551 1.814

.116 .093 .057 1.246 .214 .752 1.330

.064 .071 .053 .901 .368 .468 2.139

.345 .112 .140 3.082 .002 .769 1.300

.323 .080 .203 4.037 .000 .631 1.586

(Constant)

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
SPECIFIC

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
PRIVATE

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
INTERNAL

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
PUBLIC

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 predicted that there would be a positive relationship between

perceived coaching-oriented work group leader behaviors and work group members’

perceptions of psychological safety in the work environment.

This hypothesis was supported for all coaching-oriented constructs. The

significant and positive correlations for individuals’ perceived psychological safety and

scales measuring their perceptions of the supervisor’s feedback delivery behaviors

already have been reported (see results for Hypotheses 1 – 3). In addition to these and as

shown in Table 4.15, Pearson correlations also were positive and significant between

individuals’ perceived psychological safety and scales measuring their perceptions of



87

their supervisors’ receptivity/accessibility, seeking of input, and listening to their

concerns: supervisor receptive/accessible, r(340) = .39 (p < .001); supervisor seeks input,

r(321) = .52 (p < .001); and supervisor listens to concerns, r(352) = .52 (p < .001).

Correlations between perceived psychological safety with the individual supervisor and

these coaching constructs also were positive and significant: supervisor

receptive/accessible, r(319) = .54 (p < .001); supervisor seeks input, r(309) = .62 (p <

.001); and supervisor listens to concerns, r(335) = .62 (p < .001).
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Table 4.15: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Coaching-
Oriented Behaviors

1 .613** .447** .402** .409** .352** .369** .397** .244** .341** .394** .521** .518**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

380 345 331 333 313 333 307 316 302 332 340 321 352

.613** 1 .542** .563** .530** .554** .371** .526** .383** .497** .544** .615** .615**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

345 358 317 321 301 318 299 309 297 319 319 309 335

.447** .542** 1 .590** .399** .293** .327** .436** .128* .569** .532** .628** .577**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .013 .000 .000 .000 .000

331 317 353 323 312 323 301 314 302 327 317 307 331

.402** .563** .590** 1 .540** .508** .281** .574** .352** .376** .639** .568** .610**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

333 321 323 352 313 331 309 317 307 331 319 309 334

.409** .530** .399** .540** 1 .468** .419** .562** .308** .345** .420** .471** .496**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

313 301 312 313 336 312 300 301 297 316 300 295 319

.352** .554** .293** .508** .468** 1 .263** .599** .428** .253** .531** .417** .568**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

333 318 323 331 312 351 309 323 303 330 314 306 331

.369** .371** .327** .281** .419** .263** 1 .374** .150** .341** .266** .386** .371**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000

307 299 301 309 300 309 324 302 287 307 289 285 308

.397** .526** .436** .574** .562** .599** .374** 1 .370** .256** .464** .491** .538**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

316 309 314 317 301 323 302 334 295 314 300 294 317

.244** .383** .128* .352** .308** .428** .150** .370** 1 .096* .277** .274** .327**

.000 .000 .013 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .048 .000 .000 .000

302 297 302 307 297 303 287 295 323 304 292 281 305

.341** .497** .569** .376** .345** .253** .341** .256** .096* 1 .412** .551** .445**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .048 .000 .000 .000

332 319 327 331 316 330 307 314 304 355 323 313 340

.394** .544** .532** .639** .420** .531** .266** .464** .277** .412** 1 .591** .693**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

340 319 317 319 300 314 289 300 292 323 360 320 342

.521** .615** .628** .568** .471** .417** .386** .491** .274** .551** .591** 1 .770**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

321 309 307 309 295 306 285 294 281 313 320 344 331

.518** .615** .577** .610** .496** .568** .371** .538** .327** .445** .693** .770** 1

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

352 335 331 334 319 331 308 317 305 340 342 331 376

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCH SAFETY WITHIN
WORK GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
SPECIFIC

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
PRIVATE

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
INTERNAL

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
PUBLIC

SUPERVISOR
ACCESS/RECEP

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

SUPERVISOR LISTENS

PSYCH
SAFETY IN
WK GRP

PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

GENERAL
FEEDBACK -

PROMPT

GENERAL
FEEDBACK -

SPECIFIC

GENERAL
FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIOR

NEGATIVE
FEEDBACK -

CONSID.

NEGATIVE
FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

NEGATIVE
FEEDBACK -

PRIVATE

POSITIVE
FEEDBACK -
INTERNAL

POSITIVE
FEEDBACK -

PUBLIC

SUPERVISOR
ACCESS/
RECEP

SUPERVISOR
SEEKS INPUT

SUPERVISOR
LISTENS

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).*.
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Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 5 predicted that work group members’ perceptions of their work

group leaders’ constructive general, positive, and negative feedback-delivery behaviors

would be a more significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological

safety in the work environment than would group members’ perceptions of their group

leaders’ willingness to seek members’ input, willingness to listen to members’ concerns,

or accessibility and receptivity to members’ questions and ideas.

Results of analyses provided only partial support for this hypothesis. First, in

order to test this hypothesis, I computed two separate OLS regressions using (a) the eight

feedback scales as predictor variables and psychological safety within the work group as

the criterion, and (b) the three non-feedback coaching scales as predictor variables and

psychological safety within the work group as the criterion. As shown in Table 4.16,

regressing psychological safety within the work group on the perceived supervisory

delivery of prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related general performance feedback;

considerate, private, and externally-attributed negative performance feedback; and public

and internally-attributed positive performance feedback led to an R of .56, an R2 of .32,

and an Adjusted R2 of .30 [F (8, 278) = 16.10, p < .001]. Similarly, regressing

psychological safety within the work group on perceptions of the supervisor’s

receptivity/accessibility, seeking of input, and listening to concerns led to an R of .55, an

R2 of .31, and an Adjusted R2 of .30 [F (3, 316) = 46.36, p < .001]. Clearly, there was no

difference in the amount of variance in psychological safety within the work group

explained by the two separate sets of predictors.
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I also computed two separate OLS regressions using (a) the eight feedback scales

as predictor variables and psychological safety with the supervisor as the criterion, and

(b) the three non-feedback coaching scales as predictor variables and psychological safety

with the supervisor as the criterion. As shown in Table 4.17, the feedback scales led to an

R of .75, an R2 of .56, and an Adjusted R2 of .54 [F (8, 278) = 43.59, p < .001]; the three

non-feedback coaching scales led to an R of .67, an R2 of .45, and an Adjusted R2 of .44

[F (3, 305) = 81.90, p < .001]. For this criterion, there does appear to be a difference in

the amount of variance explained by the two separate sets of predictors.

However, determining whether there truly is a difference between the amount of

variance explained by two separate sets of predictor variables requires a statistical test.

As noted by Pickering (2004), the multiple correlation in a regression, R, can be used in

statistical formulae designed to compare significant differences in correlation

coefficients. Based on 2001 work by Tabachnick and Fidel, which concerned ways to

compare both correlation coefficients and multiple correlation coefficients, Pickering

outlined a method for determining whether a dependent variable j has a stronger

regression based on one set of predictors (set h) compared with the regression based on

another set of predictors (set k; with no variables common to both sets h and k). The

method involves (a) using the multiple correlation coefficients Rjh and Rjk from two

separate regression analyses, (b) deriving Rhk from the predicted values from the two

separate regressions, and (c) plugging the values Rjh, Rjk, and Rhk into a formula for

comparing significant differences in correlation coefficients.

Therefore, to determine if there is a stronger regression based on perceptions of a

work group leader’s constructive feedback-delivery behaviors compared with perceptions
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of the leader’s other, non-feedback coaching behaviors, I used Pickering’s procedure and

a formula from 1983 work by Cohen and Cohen. The Cohen and Cohen formula yields a

t statistic with n-3 degrees of freedom and tests for a significant difference in correlation

coefficients drawn from the same sample (The University of Texas at Austin, Information

Technology Services, General FAQ #28, 2004). Use of this procedure and formula

revealed no significant difference between psychological safety within the work group

and the degree to which the work group leader is perceived to deliver constructive

feedback as compared with the degree to which the work group leader is perceived to use

other, non-feedback coaching behaviors [t(198) = .25, p < .40 (one-tailed)]. However,

there was a significantly stronger positive correlation between psychological safety with

the supervisor and the degree to which the work group leader is perceived to deliver

constructive feedback as compared with the degree to which the work group leader is

perceived to use other, non-feedback coaching behaviors [t(198) = 2.57, p < .01 (one-

tailed)].

As a second test of Hypothesis 5, I used hierarchical regression to determine R-

Square change statistics for the two sets of predictors. Hierarchical regression is a way of

computing OLS regression in stages, with the researcher, not the computer, determining

the order of entry of the variables. First, I regressed psychological safety within the work

group on the two sets of predictors. As shown in Table 4.18, when the set of perceived

feedback delivery behaviors was entered into the equation first, the Adjusted R2 was

equal to .30; the Adjusted R2 increased to .33 upon entry of the set of perceived non-

feedback coaching behaviors into the model [F Change (3, 269) = 5.67, p < .001].

Similarly, when the set of perceived non-feedback coaching behaviors was entered into
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the equation first, the Adjusted R2 was equal to .30; the Adjusted R2 increased to .33 upon

entry of the set of perceived feedback delivery behaviors into the model [F Change (8,

269) = 2.70, p < .007].

A different pattern was obtained when I regressed psychological safety with the

supervisor on the two sets of predictors. As shown in Table 4.19, when the set of

perceived feedback delivery behaviors was entered into the equation first, the Adjusted

R2 was equal to .54; the Adjusted R2 increased to .56 upon entry of the set of perceived

non-feedback coaching behaviors into the model [F Change (3, 269) = 3.87, p < .01].

However, when the set of perceived non-feedback coaching behaviors was entered into

the equation first, the Adjusted R2 was equal to .44; the Adjusted R2 increased to .56 upon

entry of the set of perceived feedback delivery behaviors into the model [F Change (8,

269) = 10.17, p < .001].

Finally, in order to look at the joint effect of perceptions of all supervisory

coaching-oriented behaviors on feelings of psychological safety, I computed a forward

OLS regression using all 11 scales as predictor variables and psychological safety as the

criterion. Forward regression is a stepwise variable selection procedure in which

independent variables are sequentially entered into the model. The first independent

variable considered for entry into the equation is the one with the largest positive or

negative correlation with the dependent variable. The second independent variable that

has the largest partial correlation with the dependent variable is considered next. The

procedure stops when there are no variables that meet the entry criterion (e.g., a

significance level less than .05). Because forward regression provides a successive listing

of the most significant predictors of a dependent variable, it is particularly useful for
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determining the most significant of the 11 hypothesized predictors of psychological

safety.

Table 4.20 summarizes the forward regression analysis for these 11 predictors.

Interestingly, use of forward regression analysis indicated that, in general, supervisor

seeks members’ input was the most significant predictor of group members’ sense of

psychological safety within the work group, followed by general feedback which is

behaviorally-related. Forward regression analysis indicated that the three other

significant predictors of psychological safety within the work group were: supervisor

listens to group members’ concerns, negative feedback which attributes the cause of

problematic performance to external causes, and general feedback which is delivered

promptly. Forward regression analysis led to an R2 of .35 for the five most significant

coaching-oriented predictor variables [F (5, 275) = 29.85, p < .001] [supervisor seeks

input, ß = .18 (p < .03); general feedback behaviorally-related, ß = .12 (p < .04);

supervisor listens, ß = .19 (p < .02); negative feedback externally-attributed, ß = .13 (p <

.02); and general feedback prompt, ß = .13 (p < .04)]. (See Appendix U for the

progression of forward regression models.)

Similar but not identical results were found upon using forward regression

analysis to compute R-Square change statistics and beta coefficients for regressing

psychological safety with the supervisor on a supervisor’s coaching-oriented behaviors.

Again, as shown in Table 4.21, use of forward regression analysis indicated that

supervisor seeks members’ input was the most significant predictor of group members’

perceptions of psychological safety with the supervisor, followed by negative feedback

which is considerate in tone. Forward regression analysis indicated that the other four
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significant predictors of psychological safety with the supervisor were: general feedback

which is prompt, general feedback which is behaviorally-related; positive feedback which

is public, and positive feedback which is internally-attributed. Forward regression

analysis led to an R2 of .57 [F (6, 274) = 60.23, p < .001] [supervisor seeks input, ß = .21

(p < .001); negative feedback considerate in tone, ß = .25 (p < .001); general feedback

prompt, ß = .17 (p < .002); general feedback behavioral, ß = .16 (p < .002); positive

feedback public, ß = .14 (p < .002); and positive feedback internal, ß = .13 (p < .01)].

(See Appendix V for the progression of forward regression models.)

Table 4.16: Model Summaries of Separate OLS Regressions of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

.563a .317 .297 2.755 .317 16.100 8 278 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC

a.

Model Summary

.553a .306 .299 2.751 .306 46.355 3 316 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR LISTENS, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP, SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUTa.
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Table 4.17: Model Summaries of Separate OLS Regressions of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

.746a .556 .544 2.990 .556 43.589 8 278 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC

a.

.668a .446 .441 3.310 .446 81.901 3 305 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR LISTENS, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP, SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUTa.

Table 4.18: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regressions of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

.563a .317 .297 2.755 .317 15.752 8 272 .000

.598b .357 .331 2.687 .041 5.674 3 269 .001

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC

a.

Predictors: (Constant), POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP,
SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, SUPERVISOR LISTENS

b.

.553a .306 .298 2.752 .306 40.634 3 277 .000

.598b .357 .331 2.687 .052 2.704 8 269 .007

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR LISTENS, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP, SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUTa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR LISTENS, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP, SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, POSITIVE
FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - EXTERNAL, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC

b.
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Table 4.19: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regressions of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

.746a .556 .543 2.991 .556 42.649 8 272 .000

.758b .575 .557 2.945 .018 3.870 3 269 .010

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC

a.

Predictors: (Constant), POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP,
SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, SUPERVISOR LISTENS

b.

.668a .446 .440 3.312 .446 74.382 3 277 .000

.758b .575 .557 2.945 .129 10.170 8 269 .000

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR LISTENS, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP, SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUTa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR LISTENS, SUPERVISOR ACCESS/RECEP, SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, POSITIVE
FEEDBACK - INTERNAL, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - EXTERNAL, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROCESS, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - PRIVATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK - PROMPT
GENERAL FEEDBACK - SPECIFIC

b.

Table 4.20: Model Summaries of Forward OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

.521a .271 .269 2.809 .271 103.969 1 279 .000

.553b .306 .301 2.747 .035 13.842 1 278 .000

.571c .326 .319 2.711 .020 8.394 1 277 .004

.585d .342 .333 2.684 .016 6.580 1 276 .011

.593e .352 .340 2.669 .010 4.086 1 275 .044

Model
1

2

3

4

5

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the

Estimate
R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUTa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORALb.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, SUPERVISOR LISTENSc.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, SUPERVISOR LISTENS,
NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - EXTERNAL

d.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, SUPERVISOR LISTENS,
NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - EXTERNAL, GENERAL FEEDBACK - PROMPT

e.
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Table 4.21: Model Summaries of Forward OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

.615a .378 .376 3.496 .378 169.857 1 279 .000

.697b .485 .482 3.187 .107 57.713 1 278 .000

.721c .520 .514 3.084 .034 19.821 1 277 .000

.736d .541 .534 3.020 .021 12.925 1 276 .000

.744e .554 .546 2.982 .013 7.981 1 275 .005

.754f .569 .559 2.938 .015 9.340 1 274 .002

Model
1

2

3

4

5

6

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUTa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATEb.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

c.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL

d.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC

e.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR SEEKS INPUT, NEGATIVE FEEDBACK - CONSIDERATE, GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT, GENERAL FEEDBACK - BEHAVIORAL, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - PUBLIC, POSITIVE FEEDBACK - INTERNAL

f.

To summarize, the significant coaching-oriented predictor variables for

psychological safety within the work group and psychological safety with the supervisor

are shown in Table 4.22.

Table 4.22: Summary of Coaching-Oriented Supervisory Behaviors that Significantly
Predict Psychological Safety

Predictors of Psychological Safety
within the Work Group

Predictors of Psychological Safety
with the Supervisor

1. Seeks Input

2. General Feedback – Behavioral

3. Listens to Concerns

4. Negative Feedback – External

5. General Feedback – Prompt

1. Seeks Input

2. Negative Feedback – Considerate Tone

3. General Feedback – Prompt

4. General Feedback – Behavioral

5. Positive Feedback – Public

6. Positive Feedback – Internal
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Hypothesis 6

Hypothesis 6 predicted that work group members’ perceptions of the degree to

which their work group leaders show regard for their positive and negative face under

conditions of negative feedback communication would be positively related to the group

members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work environment. The reader will

recall from Chapter 2 that in Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) theory of politeness,

negative face encompasses the desire for autonomy of action (not to be imposed upon by

others), while positive face encompasses the desire for acceptance and approval by

others.

The hypothesis that these two face constructs (negative and positive) are

positively related to psychological safety was supported. As shown in Table 4.23, the

Pearson correlations between individuals’ perceived psychological safety within the work

group and scales measuring their perceptions of their supervisors’ regard for positive and

negative face under conditions of negative feedback communication were positive and

significant: regard for positive face, r(309) = .56 (p < .001); and regard for negative face,

r(304) = .42 (p < .001). Correlations were stronger between perceived psychological

safety with the supervisor and these constructs: regard for positive face, r(298) = .65 (p <

.001); and regard for negative face, r(298) = .45 (p < .001).

Additional analyses were performed to determine if there is a stronger positive

correlation between psychological safety and the degree to which a work group leader is

perceived to show regard for positive face rather than negative face under general

conditions of negative feedback communication. The first of these additional analyses

involved using Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) formula to test for a significant difference in
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the correlation coefficients. As the reader will recall from the results reported for

Hypothesis 5, the formula yields a t statistic with n-3 degrees of freedom and tests for a

significant difference in the correlation coefficients drawn from the same sample (The

University of Texas at Austin, Information Technology Services, General FAQ #28,

2004). Use of this test revealed a statistically significant difference between the

correlation coefficients. Specifically, there was a significantly stronger positive

correlation between psychological safety within the work group and the degree to which

the work group leader is perceived to show regard for positive face rather than negative

face under general conditions of negative feedback communication [t(301) = 3.15, p <

.01].

The second additional analyses involved regressing psychological safety within

the work group on the perceived supervisory regard for positive and negative face – this

computation led to an R2 of .33 [F (2, 298) = 73.64, p < .001] [positive face, ß = .48 (p <

.001); and negative face ß = .15 (p < .008)]. As shown in Tables 4.24 and 4.25, use of

hierarchical regression analysis led to the following interesting findings with respect to

R-Square change statistics:

1. When regard for negative face was entered into the equation first, R2 was equal to

.18 for this predictor by itself; the R2 statistic increased to .33 upon entry of regard

for positive face into the model [F Change (1, 298) = 68.62, p < .001).

2. When regard for positive face was entered into the equation first, R2 was equal to

.32 for this predictor by itself; the R2 statistic increased to .33 upon entry of regard

for negative face into the model [F Change (1, 298) = 7.14, p < .008).
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As shown in Appendix W, similar results were found upon using hierarchical

regression analysis to compute R-Square change statistics and beta coefficients for

regressing psychological safety with the supervisor on the two face predictors. Thus,

from all analyses, it appears that perceptions of the supervisor’s regard for positive face

when delivering negative performance feedback contributes more to employees’ sense of

psychological safety than do perceptions of the supervisor’s regard for negative face

under such circumstances. This interpretation is supported by the results of analyses used

to address Research Question 1, which is discussed in the next section.

Table 4.23: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their
Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Regard for Positive and Negative Face
Under Conditions of Negative Feedback Communication

1 .613** .561** .420**

.000 .000 .000

380 345 309 304

.613** 1 .651** .451**

.000 .000 .000

345 358 298 298

.561** .651** 1 .563**

.000 .000 .000

309 298 327 301

.420** .451** .563** 1

.000 .000 .000

304 298 301 323

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCHOLOGICAL
SAFETY WITHIN
WORK GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

PSYCH
SAFETY

WITHIN WK
GROUP

PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS
POS FACE

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS
NEG FACE

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.
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Table 4.24: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Regard for (1) Negative and (2) Positive Face under
Conditions of Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

.420a .177 .174 2.986 .177 64.144 1 299 .000

.575b .331 .326 2.697 .154 68.623 1 298 .000

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACEa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACE, SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACEb.

12.400 .771 16.086 .000

.464 .058 .420 8.009 .000 1.000 1.000

9.785 .764 12.800 .000

.169 .063 .153 2.671 .008 .683 1.463

.442 .053 .475 8.284 .000 .683 1.463

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics

Table 4.25: Model Summary of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Regard for (1) Positive and (2) Negative Face under
Conditions of Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

.561a .315 .312 2.724 .315 137.323 1 299 .000

.575b .331 .326 2.697 .016 7.135 1 298 .008

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACEa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACE, SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACEb.

10.809 .668 16.178 .000

.522 .045 .561 11.718 .000 1.000 1.000

9.785 .764 12.800 .000

.442 .053 .475 8.284 .000 .683 1.463

.169 .063 .153 2.671 .008 .683 1.463

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Research Question 1

Related to Hypothesis 6, the first research question concerned how work group

members’ perceptions of the degree to which their work group leaders incorporate into

their negative feedback messages tact (addresses negative face) to mitigate face threat

versus approbation (addresses positive face) to mitigate face threat are related to the

group members’ perceptions of psychological safety in the work environment. The reader

will recall from Chapter 2 that in Lim and Bowers’ (1991) expansion of Brown and

Levinson’s (1978, 1987) original theory of politeness, tact is characterized by the effort

to give options or be indirect and tentative. Tact is used to express a speaker’s respect for

the other’s freedom of action or autonomy and best addresses the other’s negative face

(the desire not to be imposed upon by others). In contrast, approbation is characterized by

the effort to minimize blame and maximize praise of the other. Approbation is used to

express a speaker’s appreciation for the other’s general abilities and best addresses the

other’s positive face (the desire for acceptance and approval by others). Thus, the first

research question addressed whether or not perceptions of the specific types of facework

strategies work group leaders use when communicating with work group members about

specific performance problems are related to group members’ sense of psychological

safety.

Both perceptions of the use of tact and approbation to mitigate face threat were

found to be related to the group members’ sense of psychological safety in the work

environment. As shown in Table 4.26, the Pearson correlations between individuals’

perceived psychological safety within the work group and scales measuring their

perceptions of their supervisors’ use of tact and approbation under conditions of negative
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feedback communication were positive and significant: use of approbation, r(317) = .53

(p < .001); and use of tact, r(314) = .44 (p < .001). Correlations were higher between

perceived psychological safety with the supervisor and these constructs: use of

approbation, r(303) = .72 (p < .001); and use of tact, r(307) = .63 (p < .001).

As for Hypothesis 6, additional analyses were performed to determine if there is a

stronger positive correlation between psychological safety and the degree to which the

work group leader is perceived to use approbation rather than tact under general

conditions of negative feedback communication. Use of Cohen and Cohen’s (1983)

formula to test for a significant difference in the correlation coefficients revealed a

statistically significant difference between the coefficients. Like the results found for

Hypothesis 6, there was a significantly stronger positive correlation between

psychological safety within the work group and the degree to which the work group

leader is perceived to use approbation rather than tact under general conditions of

negative feedback communication [t(310) = 2.62, p < .01].

Additionally, regressing psychological safety within the work group on the

perceived supervisory use of approbation and tact led to an R2 of .29 [F (2, 307) = 61.67,

p < .001] [approbation, ß = .46 (p < .001); and tact ß = .10 (p < .16, ns)]. As shown in

Tables 4.27 and 4.28, use of hierarchical regression analysis led to the following findings

with respect to R-Square change statistics, which complement results of Hypothesis 6:

1. When use of tact was entered into the equation first, R2 was equal to .19 for this

predictor by itself; the R2 statistic increased significantly to .28 upon entry of use

of approbation into the model [F Change (1, 307) = 40.18, p < .001).
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2. When use of approbation was entered into the equation first, R2 was equal to .28

for this predictor by itself; the R2 statistic increased to .29 upon entry of use of

tact into the model [F Change (1, 307) = 1.95, p < .16, ns).

As shown in Appendix X, similar results were found upon using hierarchical

regression analysis to compute R-Square change statistics and beta coefficients for

regressing psychological safety with the supervisor on use of tact and approbation. Thus,

as was found for positive and negative face when testing Hypothesis 6, it appears that

perceptions of the supervisor’s use of approbation when delivering negative performance

feedback contributes more to employees’ sense of psychological safety than do

perceptions of the supervisor’s use of tact under such circumstances.

Table 4.26: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their
Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Use of Approbation and Tact under
Conditions of Negative Feedback Communication

1 .613** .531** .440**

.000 .000 .000

380 345 317 314

.613** 1 .716** .627**

.000 .000 .000

345 358 303 307

.531** .716** 1 .743**

.000 .000 .000

317 303 337 310

.440** .627** .743** 1

.000 .000 .000

314 307 310 334

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCH SAFETY
WITHIN WORK
GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY
WITH SUPERVISOR

SUPERVISOR USES
APPROBATION

SUPERVISOR USES
TACT

PSYCH
SAFETY

WITHIN WK
GROUP

PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

SUPERVISOR
USES

APPROBATION
SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.
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Table 4.27: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Use of (1) Tact and (2) Approbation under Conditions of
Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable Psychological
Safety within the Work Group)

.440a .193 .191 2.956 .193 73.768 1 308 .000

.535b .287 .282 2.784 .093 40.180 1 307 .000

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR USES TACTa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR USES TACT, SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATIONb.

12.085 .756 15.979 .000

.567 .066 .440 8.589 .000 1.000 1.000

10.125 .777 13.039 .000

.130 .093 .101 1.398 .163 .448 2.231

.432 .068 .456 6.339 .000 .448 2.231

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

SUPEVISOR USES
APPROBATION

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics

Table 4.28: Model Summary of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Use of (1) Approbation and (2) Tact under Conditions of
Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable Psychological
Safety within the Work Group)

.531a .282 .280 2.788 .282 121.003 1 308 .000

.535b .287 .282 2.784 .005 1.953 1 307 .163

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATIONa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATION, SUPERVISOR USES TACTb.

10.505 .767 13.695 .000

.505 .048 .526 10.552 .000 1.000 1.000

10.184 .808 12.599 .000

.438 .072 .456 6.070 .000 .440 2.274

.124 .100 .094 1.247 .213 .440 2.274

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
USES APPROB.

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
USES APPROB.

SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Research Question 2

The second research question concerned how work group members’ perceptions

of psychological safety in the work environment are related to error reporting and

turnover. The reader will recall from Chapter 2 that the occurrence of preventable

medical errors within the U.S. health care delivery system is a serious patient safety

problem. Edmondson (2003a) has argued that psychological safety may help facilitate

error reporting, discussion, and communal learning by providing a sense that others will

give oneself the benefit of the doubt when one reports an error.

As a first step in addressing Research Question 2, I considered the question at the

individual level of analysis. Specifically, I computed Pearson correlations between

individuals’ perceptions of psychological safety and (a) their individual willingness to

report errors, and (b) their individual intentions to leave employment. As shown in Table

4.29, the Pearson correlation between individuals’ psychological safety within the work

group and the scale measuring their willingness to report errors was positive and

significant: r(338) = .61 (p < .001); the correlation between their psychological safety

within the work group and the scale measuring their intention to leave employment was

negative and significant: r(362) = -.37 (p < .001). Similarly, the Pearson correlation

between individuals’ psychological safety with the supervisor and the scale measuring

their willingness to report errors was positive and significant: r(323) = .62 (p < .001); the

correlation between their psychological safety with the supervisor and the scale

measuring their intention to leave employment was negative and significant: r(342) =

-.43 (p < .001).
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Table 4.29: Correlations between Individuals’ Psychological Safety and their
Willingness to Report Errors and Intention to Turnover

1 .613** .612** -.371**

.000 .000 .000

380 345 338 362

.613** 1 .617** -.425**

.000 .000 .000

345 358 323 342

.612** .617** 1 -.493**

.000 .000 .000

338 323 352 334

-.371** -.425** -.493** 1

.000 .000 .000

362 342 334 385

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

PSYCH SAFETY WITHIN
WORK GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

WILLINGNESS TO
REPORT ERROR

INTENT TO TURNOVER

PSYCH SAFETY
WITHIN WORK

GROUP

PSYCH SAFETY
WITH

SUPERVISOR

WILLINGNESS
TO REPORT

ERROR
INTENT TO
TURNOVER

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.

Before Research Question 2 could be addressed at the work group level, some

preliminary data analysis was required. Specifically, addressing Research Question 2 at

the work group level required computing for each supervised group a mean score for the

scale measuring psychological safety within the work group in order to test the

association of the group members’ mean scores on this scale with specific work group

outcome measures (i.e., group willingness to report errors, group intent to turnover, and

actual error and turnover reports by work group obtained from the hospital’s source data).

It also required computing the intraclass correlation (ICC) for the scale measuring

psychological safety within the work group. The ICC indicates the proportion of total

variance accounted for by within-group variation as opposed to between-group variation

on a variable of interest (Compuserve, 2003).

A problem emerged when Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities were computed on data

divided by supervised work group. The scale measuring psychological safety within the
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work group was not always reliable within these small work groups.23 While the

reliability of the scale was .69 overall for all the hospital’s survey-completers (N = 412

survey-completers), the scale’s reliability within supervised employee groups (N = 44

multi-person groups) was sometimes not computable due to having a small number of

survey-completers within the group. Further, small numbers of survey-completers within

a given work group exacerbated the influence of completion errors and inconsistent

responses on the scale’s reliability for that group.

To address the problem of low reliabilities in small groups, I re-analyzed the scale

measuring psychological safety within the work group for each supervised group. In

particular, those work groups which had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability score for the scale

at or below the median for the 44 multi-person work groups (α = .60) were re-analyzed

for specific individual survey-completers whose inconsistent responses might have

affected the reliability of the scale. I then dropped one or more individuals whose

responses caused the low reliability of the scale for that group (generally, this was one

individual; the maximum number of individuals dropped from any one work group

retained for analysis was three). In many cases, it appeared that the individuals had

misread the direction of the question; however, rather than assuming the intended

response, I dropped the individuals from the analysis. (Appendix Y summarizes the

changes made to each supervised work group and the post-adjustment Cronbach’s alphas

for the scale within that group.) Only those work groups which had a post-adjustment

23 Alpha reliabilities run on data divided by supervised work group revealed that the scale

measuring psychological safety with the supervisor was generally reliable within small work

groups.
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Cronbach’s alpha reliability score for the scale at or above the median for the 44 multi-

person work groups (α = .60) were used to address Research Question 2 at the group level

of analysis (N = 33 work groups; survey-completers).

I then computed the intraclass correlations (ICC) for the scales measuring

psychological safety within the work group and psychological safety with the supervisor

for the 33 work groups which had a post-adjustment Cronbach’s alpha reliability score

for the scale measuring psychological safety within the work group at or above .60. As

previously noted, the ICC is used to measure the amount of variability in a variable that

can be accounted for by within-group variance as opposed to between-group variance.

The ICC typically ranges from 0 to 1 (although it can be negative), with a value close to 1

indicating nearly identical ratings by all of the members of a given group, so that most

variance is found between the group means as opposed to within the groups (Stapleton,

2006).24

Based on 1996 work by Kenny and Judd, Stapleton (2006) outlined a method for

estimating the ICC that utilizes components from an analysis of variance (ANOVA). The

method uses the group identifier as the between-subjects factor and involves a calculation

using the following formula:

WB

WB

MSnMS

MSMS

)1.(
ˆ

−+
−

=ρ

where ρ̂ is an estimate of the ICC for a given sample, BMS is the model mean square,

WMS is the mean square error, and n. is the sample size per group.
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Tables 4.30 and 4.31 contain the SPSS output for the ANOVAs for psychological

safety within the work group and psychological safety with the supervisor with respect to

the 33 work groups to be used to address Research Question 2. Using the applicable

components from these ANOVAs and a mean group size of nine members in the formula

for calculating the ICC as noted above, the ICC for psychological safety within the work

group was .11; the ICC for psychological safety with the supervisor was .08. Based on

Stapleton (2006), interpretation of these ICCs is that: (a) 11% of the variability in

psychological safety within the work group was accounted for by the supervisory

grouping, and 89% of the variability was accounted for by individual variability within

the supervised work groups; and (b) 8% of the variability in psychological safety with the

supervisor was accounted for by the supervisory grouping, and 91% of the variability was

accounted for by individual variability within the supervised work groups.25

Table 4.30: Analysis of Variance Table for Psychological Safety within the Work Group
with Supervisor ID as the Between-Subjects Factor

SY

683.366 32 21.355 2.060 .001

2777.644 268 10.364

3461.010 300

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

24 ICC values around .20 have been described as both low (Hox & Maas, 2001) and moderately-

sized (Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998), and values around .30 as high (Hox & Maas, 2001).

25 In social science research, an ICC of .11 indicates a low to moderate level of between-group

variance (Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998), which suggests some need to model the additional variability

due to between-group clustering (S. Allua, personal communication, June 13, 2006). However,

the implications of these results on the interpretation of psychological safety as a group climate

variable will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 4.31: Analysis of Variance Table for Psychological Safety with the Supervisor
with Supervisor ID as the Between-Subjects Factor

SU

988.000 32 30.875 1.764 .009

4340.755 248 17.503

5328.754 280

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Despite the individual variability on psychological safety within the work group

and psychological safety with the supervisor within supervised groups, ANOVA results

did indicate that there was a significant between-group difference in the group means for

these two variables. Additionally, as noted, an ICC of .11 indicates a low to moderate

level of variability between groups (Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998). Therefore, as a next step in

addressing Research Question 2, I computed Pearson correlations between each

supervised group’s mean score for the scale measuring psychological safety within the

work group and (a) their group mean willingness to report errors, and (b) their group

mean intentions to leave employment. As shown in Table 4.32, the Pearson correlation

between groups’ mean scores for psychological safety within the work group and groups’

mean scores for the scale measuring their willingness to report errors was positive and

significant: r(32) = .65 (p < .001); the correlation between groups’ mean scores for

psychological safety within the work group and groups’ mean scores for the scale

measuring their intention to leave employment was negative and significant: r(33) = -.40

(p < .01). Similarly, the Pearson correlation between groups’ mean scores for

psychological safety with the supervisor and groups’ mean scores for the scale measuring

their willingness to report errors was positive and significant: r(33) = .71 (p < .001); the
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correlation between groups’ mean scores for psychological safety with the supervisor and

the groups’ mean scores for the scale measuring their intention to leave employment was

negative and significant: r(33) = -.46 (p < .003).

Table 4.32: Correlations between Groups’ Mean Scores for Psychological Safety and
their Willingness to Report Errors and Intention to Turnover

1 .705** .652** -.396*

.000 .000 .011

33 33 32 33

.705** 1 .713** -.464**

.000 .000 .003

33 33 32 33

.652** .713** 1 -.515**

.000 .000 .001

32 32 32 32

-.396* -.464** -.515** 1

.011 .003 .001

33 33 32 33

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

AGGREGATED PSYCH
SAFETY WITHIN
WORK GROUP

AGGREGATED PSYCH
SAFETY WITH
SUPERVISOR

AGGREGATED
WILLINGNESS TO
REPORT ERRORS

AGGREGATED
INTENT TO
TURNOVER

AGGREGATED
PSYCH SAFETY
WITHIN WORK

GROUP

AGGREGATED
PSYCH SAFETY

WITH
SUPERVISOR

AGGREGATED
WILLINGNESS
TO REPORT

ERRORS

AGGREGATED
INTENT TO
TURNOVER

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).**.

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).*.

As a final step in addressing Research Question 2, I used Mplus (Muthen &

Muthen, 1998) structural equation modeling software to test the full path model of the

predictors and outcomes of psychological safety. As depicted in Figure 4.1, the first

hypothesized path model, which was based on Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team

Learning Process (see Chapter 2, Figure 2.1), included (a) direct paths from the eight

feedback scales and the three non-feedback coaching scales to psychological safety

within the work group, (b) direct paths from psychological safety within the work group

to work unit members’ willingness to report errors and intention to leave employment, (c)
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a direct path from work unit members’ willingness to report errors to their actual

reporting of errors, and (d) a direct path from work unit members’ intention to leave

employment to their actual turnover.
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Figure 4.1: Model 1 – First Hypothesized Path Model of Psychological Safety

A design-based approach was then used in Mplus to incorporate the nested data

structure into the design to account for the problem with standard errors.26 As depicted in

26 In contrast to model-based methods, which include sampling variability as a variable of interest

within the model itself, design-based methods take the sampling design into account statistically
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Figure 4.2, tests of model fit indicated a poor fit of the first hypothesized model to the

data: χ2(49, N = 323) = 108.35, p < .01; CFI = .70; RMSEA = .06.27 Nevertheless, in line

with findings of forward regression analysis using SPSS, and incorporating the nested

data structure into the model design, statistically significant predictors of psychological

safety within the work group were: supervisor seeks members’ input (z = 2.47, p < .05);

negative feedback which attributes the cause of problematic performance to external

causes (z = 3.36, p < .01); and general feedback which is delivered promptly (z = 2.08,

p < .01). Group members’ psychological safety within the work group also was found to

be a statistically significant predictor of group members’ aggregated willingness to report

errors (z = 4.72, p < .001) and group members’ aggregated intention to turnover

(Stapleton, 2006). The initial test of the hypothesized model using a model-based approach in

Mplus resulted in a model that could not converge, probably because 33 work groups, with a

mean sample size of nine survey-completers per work group, was an inadequate sample size for a

model with 11 predictor variables.

27 Model chi-square represents the amount of the relationship between the variables that remains

unexplained by a model; the larger the value, the poorer the model fits the data. If the computed

model chi-square is greater than the critical value of chi-square for the desired probability level

(e.g., .05), the researcher fails to conclude that the model fits the data (North Carolina State

University, College of Humanities and Social Sciences, Latent Class Analysis, 2005). As another

test of model fit, Mplus also provides the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)

statistic, which is not as sensitive to large sample sizes as is model chi-square. RMSEA values

below .06 indicate satisfactory model fit (The University of Texas at Austin, Information

Technology Services, Mplus for Windows, 2004). As another test of model fit, Mplus also

provides the Bentler comparative fit index (CFI), which also is not as sensitive to large sample

sizes as is model chi-square. CFI values above .95 indicate satisfactory model fit (Hu & Bentler,

1999).
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(z = -3.24, p < .01). However, group members’ aggregated willingness to report errors

was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of the units’ actual error reporting,

nor was group members’ aggregated intention to turnover found to be a statistically

significant predictor of the units’ actual turnover.
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Tests of Model Fit:
• χ2(49, N = 323) = 108.35, p < .01
• CFI = .70
• RMSEA = .06
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Figure 4.2: Model 1 – Results of First Hypothesized Path Model of Psychological
Safety using Mplus. (Upper numbers are the unstandardized path
coefficients; lower numbers are the standardized path coefficients.)

Willingness and intentions are not necessarily related to actions. Therefore, in an

effort to obtain a model which better fit the data, I modified the originally hypothesized

path model to include (a) direct paths from the eight feedback scales and the three non-
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feedback coaching scales to psychological safety within the work, (b) direct paths from

psychological safety within the work group to work unit members’ willingness to report

errors and intention to leave employment, and (c) direct paths from psychological safety

within the work group to actual error reporting and turnover (rather than indirect paths to

error reporting and turnover through willingness and intention). The second hypothesized

path model (see Figure 4.3) also was based on Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team

Learning Process.
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Figure 4.3: Model 2 – Second Hypothesized Path Model of Psychological Safety
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A design-based approach was again used in Mplus to incorporate the nested data

structure into the design to account for the problem with standard errors. As depicted in

Figure 4.4, tests of model fit indicated a fairly good fit of the second hypothesized model

to the data: χ2(44, N = 323) = 61.31, p < .05; CFI = .91; RMSEA = .04. And, again, in

line with findings of forward regression analysis using SPSS, and incorporating the

nested data structure into the model design, statistically significant predictors of

psychological safety within the work group were: supervisor seeks members’ input (z =

2.48, p < .05); negative feedback which attributes the cause of problematic performance

to external causes (z = 3.29, p < .01); and general feedback which is delivered promptly

(z = 2.00, p < .01). Group members’ psychological safety within the work group also was

found to be a statistically significant predictor of group members’ aggregated willingness

to report errors (z = 4.82, p < .001) and group members’ aggregated intention to turnover

(z = -3.19, p < .01). However, the group members’ psychological safety within the work

group was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of actual error reporting or

turnover.28

28 To determine whether psychological safety within the work group was a statistically significant

predictor of actual error reporting or turnover for employees of departments responsible for the

health care of patients, I divided the data file used to address Research Question 2 (N = 323) into

two files on the basis of each department’s level of responsibility for patients’ health and care. I

then re-ran the Second Hypothesized Path Model of Psychological Safety using each separate file.

The first separated data file contained the responses of survey-completers employed in

departments designated by the administrators of the target hospital as either “Direct Health” or

“Health Related” (n = 204). The second separated data file contained the responses of survey-

completers employed in departments designated as “Non-Health” (n = 119) (See Appendices T

and Y for response rates by department and survey-completers retained for Research Question 2
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• χ2(44, N = 323) = 61.31, p < .05
• CFI = .91
• RMSEA = .04

Figure 4.4: Model 2 – Results of Second Hypothesized Path Model of Psychological
Safety using Mplus. (Upper numbers are the unstandardized path
coefficients; lower numbers are the standardized path coefficients.)

Despite the second hypothesized model’s fairly good fit, modification indices

suggested that a direct path from considerate negative feedback to unit members’

willingness to report errors would significantly decrease the model chi-square, resulting

in better fit. From both practical and theoretical perspectives, it makes sense that work

respectively). Psychological safety within the work group was not found to be a statistically

significant predictor of actual error reporting or turnover for either of the two separate employee

groups. 
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group members would be more willing to report errors if the supervisor’s negative

feedback in response to such error reporting is generally seen as being delivered in a

considerate tone of voice. Therefore, the model was rerun according to the modification

index. As depicted in Figure 4.5, the resulting fit was substantially better with the

inclusion of this additional direct path: χ2(43, N = 323) = 49.18, p > .20; CFI = .97;

RMSEA = .02.

To determine if the modified model had a significantly better fit than the second

hypothesized model, the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square test was used. This test

indicated that the modified model was a significantly better fit to the data than the second

hypothesized model: ∆χ2 (1, N = 323) = 25.64 (p < .001). And, in line with findings of

the second hypothesized model, statistically significant predictors of psychological safety

within the work group were: supervisor seeks members’ input (z = 2.47, p < .05);

negative feedback which attributes the cause of problematic performance to external

causes (z = 3.30, p < .01); and general feedback which is delivered promptly (z = 2.06, p

< .01). Group members’ psychological safety within the work group also was found to be

a statistically significant predictor of group members’ aggregated willingness to report

errors (z = 3.91, p < .001) and group members’ aggregated intention to turnover (z = -

3.21, p < .01). Finally, in line with the modification index, negative feedback delivered in

a considerate tone of voice also was found to be a statistically significant predictor of

group members’ aggregated willingness to report errors (z = 2.28, p. < .01).
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• χ2(44, N = 323) = 49.18, p > .20
• CFI = .97
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Figure 4.5: Model 3 – Results of Modified Path Model of Psychological Safety using
Mplus. (Upper numbers are the unstandardized path coefficients; lower
numbers are the standardized path coefficients.)

Given that group members’ psychological safety within the work group was not

found to be a statistically significant predictor of actual error reporting or turnover, the

path model was rerun without these outcome variables, initially without the direct path

from considerate negative feedback to unit members’ willingness to report errors

suggested by the modification index. As depicted in Figure 4.6 tests of model fit
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indicated a good fit of the final model to the data: χ2(22, N = 323) = 39.49, p < .02; CFI =

.91; RMSEA = .05.

Gen Feedback
Prompt

Gen Feedback
Behavioral

Neg Feedback
Considerate

Neg Feedback
Private

Neg Feedback
Externally Att.

Pos Feedback
Public

Pos Feedback
Internally Att.

Accessible &
Receptive

Listens to
Concerns

Seeks Input

Psychological
Safety
Within

Work Group

Gen Feedback
Specific

S
u

p
er

vi
so

ry
C

o
ac

hi
n

g-
O

ri
en

te
d

B
eh

av
io

rs

O
u

tc
om

es

Unit Members’
Willingness to
Report Error

Unit Members’
Intent to
Turnover

.25

.27

.19

.17

.25

.15

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

-.46

.09

.23

-.06
-.19

Tests of Model Fit:
• χ2(22, N = 323) = 39.49, p < .02
• CFI = .91
• RMSEA = .05

Figure 4.6: Model 4 – Results of Final Path Model of Psychological Safety using
Mplus. (Upper numbers are the unstandardized path coefficients; lower
numbers are the standardized path coefficients.) 

However, despite the final model’s good fit, again, modification indices suggested

that a direct path from considerate negative feedback to unit members’ willingness to

report errors would significantly decrease the model chi-square, resulting in better fit.

Therefore, the model was rerun according to the modification index. As depicted in
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Figure 4.7, the resulting fit was substantially better with the inclusion of this additional

direct path: χ2(21, N = 323) = 28.25, p > .10; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .03.

Again, to determine if the modified final model had a significantly better fit than

the final model, the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square test was used. This test indicated

that the modified final model was a significantly better fit to the data than the final

model: ∆χ2 (1, N = 323) = 13.61 (p < .01). Again, statistically significant predictors of

psychological safety within the work group were: supervisor seeks members’ input (z =

2.44, p < .05); negative feedback which attributes the cause of problematic performance

to external causes (z = 3.33, p < .01); and general feedback which is delivered promptly

(z = 2.09, p < .01). Group members’ psychological safety within the work group also was

found to be a statistically significant predictor of group members’ aggregated willingness

to report errors (z = 3.92, p < .001) and group members’ aggregated intention to turnover

(z = -3.22, p < .01). Finally, in line with the modification index indicated for the second

hypothesized model, negative feedback delivered in a considerate tone of voice also was

found to be a statistically significant predictor of group members’ aggregated willingness

to report errors (z = 2.22, p. < .01).
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Figure 4.7: Model 4 – Results of Modified Final Path Model of Psychological Safety
using Mplus. (Upper numbers are the unstandardized path coefficients;
lower numbers are the standardized path coefficients.)

Re-analyses of Data for Hypotheses 1 – 6, RQ1, and RQ2 (Individual Level)

I discovered a potential problem with the data used for analyzing Hypotheses 1

through 6, Research Question 1, and Research Question 2 (individual level of analysis)

after I computed the data for addressing the second research question at the group level of

analysis. The reader will recall that Research Question 2 required computing for each

supervised group a mean score for the scale measuring psychological safety within the
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work group in order to test the association of the group members’ mean scores on this

scale with specific work group outcome measures (i.e., error and turnover reports). As

explained in detail in the previous section, alpha reliabilities run on data divided by

supervised work group revealed that the scale measuring psychological safety within the

work group was not always reliable within small work groups. Therefore, for the sake of

prudence, I reran all data analyses concerning psychological safety within the work group

for Hypotheses 1 through 6, Research Question 1, and Research Question 2 (individual

level of analysis), including only the data from employees whose surveys were used to

address Research Question 2 at the group level of analysis. Appendix Z summarizes the

results of hypotheses testing using each set of data. With some minor exceptions (noted

in bolded type), results were consistent between the data sets.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

CHAPTER OVERVIEW

In this chapter, I discuss this dissertation. The chapter is divided into sections that

(a) summarize the purpose of the dissertation, (b) review the three phases of data

collection, (c) review the results of hypotheses tests and analyses used to address research

questions, (d) discuss the results, and (e) consider additional results related to the possible

role of individual self-esteem on what contributes to a sense of psychological safety for a

given individual.

SUMMARY OF PURPOSE

The primary purpose of this dissertation was to investigate how perceptions of

leaders’ communicative behaviors regarding work performance are associated with work

group members’ perceptions of psychological safety – a psychological climate wherein

individuals feel able to show and employ their true selves at work without fear of

negative consequences to self-image, status, or career. The present research was informed

by Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team Learning Process. Edmondson has argued that

psychological safety is critically important for effective learning in organizations, and she

has called for additional studies to further understanding of the supervisory behaviors that

help foster a sense of psychological safety within the work environment. As depicted in

her model (see Figure 5.1), Edmondson maintains that psychological safety moderates

the positive relationship between learning goals required for organizational improvement

and the effortful and interpersonally risky learning behaviors individuals need to perform

in order to efficiently achieve these goals. The basic idea is that employees are more
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likely to focus on learning the things needed and wanted by the organization (and less

likely to focus on self protection) in a climate of psychological safety.

Figure 5.1: Edmondson’s (2003a) Model of Team Learning Process
From “Managing the risk of learning: Psychological safety in work teams,” by A. C.
Edmondson, 2003. In M. A. West, D. Tjosvold, and K. G. Smith (Eds.) International
handbook of organizational teamwork and cooperative working, 255-275.

SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTION

Data for the present study were collected during 2005 in three phases from two

acute-care hospitals in the South Central United States: Phase I, interview study (Hospital

#1 – hospital in Central Texas); Phase II, pilot study (Hospital #1 – hospital in Central

Texas); and Phase III, full study (Hospital #2 – hospital in East Texas).

In the first phase of the three-part study, I conducted semi-structured interviews in

order to develop a five-item scale to measure psychological safety with the supervisor.

The scale was to be included in a self-designed employee survey of job-related opinions,

attitudes, and perceptions. Interview data were collected from six employees of an acute-

care hospital located in Central Texas for the purpose of obtaining information needed to

design five additional survey questions for this scale. The new measurement scale was to

Team Leader
Actions

Goal

Psychological
Safety

Organizational
Improvement

Team Learning Process
Act → Reflect
Reflect → Act
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be used as a complement to Edmondson’s already established scale measure of

psychological safety within the work group, which also was to be included in the survey.

Each individual interview consisted of three parts – the demographic

characteristics of the interviewee, the interviewee’s feeling of “interpersonal” safety with

his or her supervisor, and a request for a sample story of the supervisor’s response to a

work-related problem. Interviewees’ statements concerning what made them feel safe or

unsafe admitting mistakes to their supervisors were entered into a database. Thematic

categories were developed by grouping statements with similar content and by

conducting a frequency analysis on the number of different interviewees who made these

similar statements. On the basis of seven thematic categories derived from this procedure,

five questions were designed and added to the survey instrument.

In the second phase of the study, 33 employees of the same Central Texas hospital

used to collect interview data pilot tested the draft version of the “Employee Participant

Perception Survey.” (No interviewee was included as a pilot tester.) The survey required

approximately 20 minutes to complete and consisted of four sections: opinions and

attitudes, communication with supervisor, communication with coworkers, and individual

characteristics. The purpose of pilot testing the survey was to gather feedback about the

Employee Participant Perception Survey so that necessary modifications could be made

prior to finalizing it for the full study.

Pilot survey-completers’ overall comments about the survey, and their specific

comments about particular survey questions, were entered into a database and later

reviewed alongside the survey instrument. Modifications to the survey were made on the

basis of overall and specific comments stated by at least one pilot survey-completer. Prior
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to its use in the full study, the survey instrument also was modified to include scales

measuring two additional personality variables – self-esteem and locus of control – in

case they were needed as control variables.

In the third phase of the study, 412 of the 727 full-time employees of an acute-

care hospital located in East Texas completed the finalized version of the Employee

Participant Perception Survey, a response rate of 56.7%. (This particular hospital was

chosen for the final study because of accessibility to needed data.) The purpose of

administering the final survey was to gather data on employee attitudes, opinions, and

perceptions. These data would be matched with hospital source data through the use of an

identification code stamped on each survey. A comparison between all regular, full-time

hospital employees and regular, full-time survey-completers revealed that in terms of

gender, ethnicity, and tenure, survey-completers were not significantly different from the

population of regular hospital employees; however, the average age of participants was

somewhat higher than the average age of all regular employees – 41.2 years for

participants versus 39.5 years for all regular employees.

Once completed surveys had been collected, response data were manually entered

into a database. Data entry was checked for accuracy and entry errors corrected before

data were downloaded into the statistical software program SPSS. Reverse questions

were then recoded and the internal reliabilities for each measurement scale computed.

Prior to conducting further data analyses, certain survey questions were dropped as

appropriate to increase low scale reliabilities.

The final data set included the “cleaned” survey data, an organizational chart, a

list of supervisors and their subordinates, an employee demographic file, and frequency
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counts of error and turnover reports by supervised work unit. (These additional hospital

source data were obtained from the hospital’s Director of Human Resources with the

approval of the Chief Executive Officer.) Data were then analyzed using various

statistical methodologies in order to address a set of hypotheses and research questions.

The set concerned the affect of supervisors’ specific feedback delivery and other

coaching-oriented behaviors on subordinates’ perceptions of psychological safety, and

the affect of perceived psychological safety on error reporting and turnover.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF HYPOTHESES TESTS AND ANALYSES USED TO ADDRESS

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The first three hypotheses were designed to increase understanding regarding how

subordinates’ perceptions of the informal feedback supervisors provide them about their

work performance relate to the subordinates’ sense of psychological safety. Hypothesis 1

concerned perceptions of the supervisor’s delivery of general performance feedback

(either positive or negative), Hypothesis 2 concerned perceptions of his or her delivery of

negative performance feedback, and Hypothesis 3 concerned perceptions of the

supervisor’s delivery of positive performance feedback. All three hypotheses predicted

that the higher the degree to which work group members perceive their work group

leaders as delivering performance feedback constructively, the more likely work group

members would perceive their work environment as psychologically safer.

Results of correlation and regression analyses supported all three hypotheses. All

constructive feedback delivery constructs (prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related

general performance feedback; considerate, private, and externally-attributed negative
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performance feedback; and public and internally-attributed positive performance

feedback) were found to be positively and significantly related to employees’ sense of

psychological safety. Taken together as a set to address Hypothesis 1, the three general

feedback delivery constructs (prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related) explained 27%

of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group and

44% of the variance in individuals’ scores on psychological safety with the supervisor.

Similarly, as a set used to address Hypothesis 2, the three negative feedback constructs

(considerate tone, private, and externally-attributed) explained 23% of the variance in

individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group and 40% of the

variance in individuals’ scores on psychological safety with the supervisor. Finally, as a

set used to address Hypothesis 3, the two positive feedback constructs (public and

internally-attributed) explained 16% of the variance in individuals’ scores of

psychological safety within the work group and 36% of the variance in individuals’

scores on psychological safety with the supervisor.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 took a broader look and considered how perceptions of

supervisors’ coaching-oriented behaviors in general relate to individuals’ sense of

psychological safety. In addition to providing constructive feedback about work

performance, coaching-oriented behaviors include seeking input from work group

members, listening to members’ concerns, and being accessible and receptive to the

questions and ideas of work group members. Hypothesis 4 predicted that there would be

a positive relationship between the perceived coaching-oriented work group leader

behaviors and work group members’ perceptions of psychological safety. Hypothesis 5

predicted that work group members’ perceptions of their work group leaders’ 
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constructive general, negative, and positive feedback-delivery behaviors would be a more

significant predictor of psychological safety than would the work group members’

perceptions of their leaders’ other non-feedback, coaching-oriented behaviors (i.e.,

seeking input, listening to concerns, and being accessible and receptive to questions and

ideas). It was posited that perceptions of the provision of constructive feedback

(particularly the provision of constructive negative feedback) would be a more significant

predictor of psychological safety because of the importance of preserving a positive self-

image in the work environment.

Correlation analyses provided full support for Hypothesis 4 – each of the

coaching-oriented supervisory behaviors was found to be positively and significantly

related to individuals’ sense of psychological safety, both within the work group and with

the supervisor. However, results of regression analyses provided only partial support for

Hypothesis 5 – taken together as a set, perceptions of a work group leader’s constructive

feedback delivery behaviors (prompt, specific, and behaviorally-related general

feedback; considerate, private, and externally-attributed negative feedback; and public

and internally-attributed positive feedback) explained 32% of the variance in individuals’

scores on psychological safety within the work group. Similarly, as a set, perceptions of a

work group leader’s other non-feedback, coaching-oriented behaviors (seeking input,

listening to concerns, and being accessible and receptive) explained 31% of the variance

in individuals’ scores on psychological safety within the work group. Additional

statistical analysis revealed that this small percentage difference was not statistically

significant. So, as sets, perceptions of a leader’s constructive feedback behaviors

explained the same percentage (rather than a higher percentage) of the variance in
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psychological safety within the work group as did perceptions of a leader’s other non-

feedback, coaching-oriented behaviors.

Different results were found with respect to feeling psychologically safe with the

supervisor. As sets, perceptions of a work group leader’s constructive feedback delivery

behaviors explained 56% of the variance in individuals’ scores on psychological safety

with the supervisor, whereas perceptions of a work group leader’s other non-feedback,

coaching-oriented behaviors explained 45% of the variance in these scores. Additional

statistical analysis revealed that this percentage difference was statistically significant. In

other words, a significantly higher percentage of the variance in individuals’ scores of

psychological safety with the supervisor was explained by perceptions of a leader’s

constructive feedback behaviors (56% of the variance) than was explained by perceptions

of a leader’s other non-feedback, coaching-oriented behaviors (45% of the variance).

Additional analyses were conducted to look at the joint effect of all supervisory

coaching-oriented behaviors combined, both feedback behaviors and non-feedback

behaviors, and to determine which of these behaviors were the most significant predictors

of psychological safety. Results of forward regression analyses revealed that, in general,

seeking input from work group members was the most significant predictor of group

members’ sense of psychological safety, both within the work group and with the

supervisor. As summarized in Table 5.1, the other coaching-oriented behaviors that were

found to be significant predictors of psychological safety within the work group were:

providing general feedback which is behaviorally-related, listening to group members’

concerns, providing negative feedback which attributes the cause of problematic

performance to external causes, and delivering general feedback promptly. Employees’
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perceptions of these five supervisory behaviors explained 35% of the variance in

individuals’ scores on psychological safety within the work group.

As noted, seeking input from work group members also was the most significant

predictor of work group members’ sense of psychological safety with the supervisor. As

summarized in Table 5.1, the other coaching-oriented behaviors that were found to be

significant predictors of psychological safety with the supervisor were: providing

negative feedback which is considerate in tone, delivering general feedback promptly,

providing general feedback which is behaviorally-related, providing positive feedback

publicly, and providing positive feedback which attributes the cause of good performance

to internal causes. Employees’ perceptions of these six supervisory behaviors explained

57% of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety with the supervisor.

Table 5.1: Summary of Coaching-Oriented Supervisory Behaviors that Significantly
Predict Psychological Safety

Predictors of Psychological Safety
within the Work Group

Predictors of Psychological Safety
with the Supervisor

1. Seeks Input

2. General Feedback – Behavioral

3. Listens to Concerns

4. Negative Feedback – External

5. General Feedback – Prompt

1. Seeks Input

2. Negative Feedback – Considerate Tone

3. General Feedback – Prompt

4. General Feedback – Behavioral

5. Positive Feedback – Public

6. Positive Feedback – Internal

Hypothesis 6 posited that the degree of attention a work group leader is perceived

to pay to group members’ positive and negative face under conditions of negative

feedback communication would be related to the members’ sense of psychological safety.
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The reader will recall Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) theory of politeness which

concerns these two types of face that individuals try to maintain for themselves and

others when interacting – negative face, which encompasses the desire for autonomy (not

to be imposed upon by others); and positive face, which encompasses the desire for

acceptance and approval by others. Results of correlation and regression analyses

supported Hypothesis 6 regarding the association of perceived face attention by their

supervisors and employees’ sense of psychological safety. Perceptions of the work group

leader’s show of regard for positive and negative face when delivering negative feedback

were positively and significantly related to employees’ sense of psychological safety,

both within the work group and with the supervisor. Results of regression analysis

indicated that, together, perceptions of the supervisor’s show of regard for positive and

negative face under conditions of negative feedback communication explained 33% of

the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group and

44% of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety with the supervisor.

Further analyses used to address Hypothesis 6 revealed a significantly stronger

positive correlation between psychological safety within the work group (and with the

supervisor) and the degree to which the work group leader was perceived to show regard

for positive face rather than negative face when he or she delivered negative feedback.

When considered separately, perceptions of the supervisor’s show of regard for positive

face under conditions of negative feedback communication explained 32% of the

variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety within their work groups, whereas

perceptions of the supervisor’s show of regard for negative face under these conditions

explained just 18% of the variance in these scores. Similarly, perceptions of the
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supervisor’s show of regard for positive face under conditions of negative feedback

communication explained 42% of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological

safety with the supervisor, whereas perceptions of the supervisor’s show of regard for

negative face under these conditions explained just 20% of the variance in these scores.

Thus, a higher percentage of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety

was explained by perceptions of a leader’s provision of positive face than his or her

provision of negative face when delivering negative feedback.

Related to Hypothesis 6, Research Question 1 (RQ1) was designed to determine if

perceptions of a work group leader’s use of tact and approbation under conditions of

negative feedback communication would be related to the members’ sense of

psychological safety. The reader will recall previously cited work by Lim and Bowers

(1991) who endeavored to expand on Brown and Levinson’s original theory of politeness

by contending that there are specific types of facework that best address different face

needs. Specifically, they argued that “autonomy face” (their term for negative face) is

best addressed by “tact,” which is characterized by the effort to give options or be

indirect and tentative. On the other hand, Lim and Bowers argued that “competence face”

(one of their two dimensions of positive face) is best addressed by “approbation,” which

is characterized by the effort to appreciate the other person’s general abilities and to

minimize blame and maximize praise. Lim and Bowers maintained that when

competence face is threatened (as it generally is when feedback about work performance

is negative), expressions of approbation are required to mitigate the threat to this

dimension of positive face.
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Results of correlation analyses used to address RQ1 indicated that perceptions of

the work group leader’s use of tact and approbation when delivering negative feedback

were positively and significantly related to employees’ sense of psychological safety,

both within the work group and with the supervisor. Results of regression analysis

indicated that, together, perceptions of the supervisor’s use of these two face-saving

strategies under conditions of negative feedback communication explained 29% of the

variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group and 53% of

the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety with the supervisor.

However, analogous to the results found for Hypothesis 6, further analyses

revealed a significantly stronger positive correlation between psychological safety within

the work group (and with the supervisor) and the degree to which the work group leader

was perceived to use approbation rather than tact when he or she delivered negative

feedback. When considered separately, perceptions of the supervisor’s use of approbation

under conditions of negative feedback communication explained 28% of the variance in

individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group, whereas perceptions of

the supervisor’s use of tact under these conditions explained just 19% of the variance in

these scores. Similarly, perceptions of the supervisor’s use of approbation under

conditions of negative feedback communication explained 51% of the variance in

individuals’ scores of psychological safety with the supervisor, whereas perceptions of

the supervisor’s use of tact under these conditions explained just 39% of the variance in

these scores. Thus, again, a higher percentage of the variance in individuals’ scores of

psychological safety was explained by perceptions of a leader’s use of approbation than

his or her use of tact when delivering negative feedback.



137

While the primary purpose of this dissertation was to contribute to a better

understanding of the specific behaviors managers and team leaders need to use to help

foster a sense of psychological safety within the workplace, a secondary purpose was to

contribute to the growing corpus of research which has shown the beneficial outcomes of

psychological safety for work groups and organizations. To achieve this secondary

purpose, Research Question 2 (RQ2) was designed to address how perceptions of

psychological safety are related to error reporting and turnover by supervised work unit.

The reader will recall from Chapter 2 that the occurrence of preventable medical errors

within the U.S. health care delivery system is a serious patient safety problem, accounting

for at least 44,000, and perhaps as many as 98,000, hospital deaths annually (Institute of

Medicine Committee on Quality Health Care in America, 2000). Edmondson (2003a) has

argued that psychological safety may help facilitate the reporting of errors and discussion

of their resolution and prevention, leading to a decrease in error occurrence.

Results of correlation analyses used to address RQ2 indicated that employees’

sense of psychological safety within the work group was positively and significantly

related to employees’ willingness to report errors and negatively and significantly related

to employees’ intention to leave employment. Likewise, work groups’ mean sense of

psychological safety within the work group was positively and significantly related to the

work groups’ mean willingness to report errors and negatively and significantly related to

the work groups’ mean intention to leave employment.

Mplus (Muthen & Muthen, 1998) structural equation modeling software was then

used to test the full path model of the predictors and outcomes of psychological safety.

Mplus incorporates the nested data structure (e.g., employees within the same work unit
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reporting perceptions of the same supervisor) into the design to account for the problem

with standard errors. Results of the final path models (see Chapter 4, Figures 4.6 and 4.7)

indicated that the statistically significant predictors of psychological safety within the

work group were: supervisor seeks members’ input, negative feedback which attributes

the cause of problematic performance to external causes, and general feedback which is

delivered promptly. Group members’ psychological safety within the work group also

was found to be a positive and statistically significant predictor of group members’ mean

willingness to report errors and a negative and statistically significant predictor their

mean intention to turnover. Negative feedback delivered in a considerate tone of voice

also was found to be a statistically significant predictor of group members’ mean

willingness to report errors. However, group members’ psychological safety within the

work group was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of actual error

reporting or turnover by work unit in this study.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS OF HYPOTHESES TESTS AND ANALYSES USED TO ADDRESS

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

As reviewed in detail in the previous section, results of the current study indicate

that employees’ perceptions of constructive feedback and other coaching-oriented

supervisory behaviors are associated with employees’ increased sense of psychological

safety within the work environment. In particular, individuals and work groups whose

supervisors were perceived to (a) seek input from subordinate employees regarding work-

related matters, (b) attribute poor performance to external factors when delivering

negative performance feedback, and (c) provide prompt general performance feedback
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(both positive and negative) to employees after the performance incident had the highest

levels of psychological safety. Additionally, employees whose supervisors were

perceived to attend to employees’ face needs when delivering negative feedback,

particularly those who were perceived to attend to their positive face needs by

communicating general approval and appreciation despite a negative performance

incident, had higher levels of psychological safety than employees whose supervisors

were not perceived to attend to their face needs when delivering negative feedback.

Given the importance of preserving positive face in the workplace, it is not

surprising that the supervisor’s attribution of poor performance to external factors when

delivering negative performance feedback would be a significant predictor of

psychological safety. Indeed, it was predicted that the provision of constructive feedback

would be a more significant predictor of psychological safety precisely because of the

importance of preserving a positive self-image within the work environment. According

to attribution theory (Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1986), individuals attempt to make sense out

of and explain why particular behaviors occur, and they make judgments as to the degree

of an individual’s responsibility for positive or negative outcomes. In terms of workplace

behavior, if the supervisor attributes the cause of problematic performance as external to

the subordinate (e.g., work environment or nature of the task difficulty) rather than as

internal to the subordinate (e.g., aptitude, skill, or motivation), it is reasonable that this

would preserve the subordinate’s positive self-image and sense of psychological safety.

However, it was not anticipated that seeking input from work group members

would be the coaching-oriented supervisory behavior that was the most significant

predictor of psychological safety. Then again, as the reader will recall from previously
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cited communication scholarship (e.g., Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Goffman, 1959,

1967; Lim & Bowers, 1991; Trees & Manusov, 1998; Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson,

1967), interpersonal messages do have a relational dimension that comments on both the

tie between communicators as well as on how the speakers and hearers see themselves

and each other. Given that there is a certain social distance between supervisors and their

subordinates, it is possible that simply being asked by the supervisor for input regarding

work-related matters conveys to the subordinate the supervisor’s esteem and respect,

which, in turn, contributes to the subordinate’s positive self-image and sense of

psychological safety. It also is possible that when the supervisor asks the subordinate for

input, it addresses the subordinate’s need and desire for positive face, which then

translates into a sense of psychological safety on the part of the subordinate.

This argument is bolstered by the results of Hypothesis 6 and RQ1, which were

designed to better understand how perceptions of the types and strategies of face-saving

communication used by supervisors are related to employees’ sense of psychological

safety. The reader will recall that researchers (e.g., Lim & Bowers, 1991) have

challenged Brown and Levinson’s (1987) ordered continuum of politeness

superstrategies, which suggests that negative politeness strategies (messages that address

threats to the hearer’s autonomy by communicating deference or formality) always are

politer than positive politeness strategies (messages that address threats to the hearer’s

acceptance and approval). Instead, researchers have argued that positive and negative

politeness are qualitatively different, and studies have suggested that negative politeness

strategies are better at mitigating face threat for acts that threaten autonomy, whereas

positive politeness strategies are better at mitigating face threat for acts that threaten
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acceptance and approval. Results of the present study provide support for this argument,

given that a significantly stronger positive correlation was found between psychological

safety and the degree to which a work group leader was perceived to show regard for

positive face rather than negative face when he or she delivered negative feedback. Even

more specifically, a significantly stronger positive correlation was found between

psychological safety within the work group (and with the supervisor) and the degree to

which a work group leader was perceived to use approbation (addresses positive face)

rather than tact (addresses negative face) when he or she delivered negative feedback.

Additionally, in the present study, perceptions of supervisors’ show of regard for

positive face under conditions of negative feedback communication explained a

substantially higher percentage of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological

safety than perceptions of supervisors’ show of regard for negative face when delivering

negative feedback. Likewise, perceptions of supervisors’ use of approbation (addresses

positive face) under conditions of negative feedback communication explained a

substantially higher percentage of the variance in individuals’ scores of psychological

safety than perceptions of supervisors’ use of tact (addresses negative face) when

delivering negative feedback. Thus, to summarize, the present research provides support

for Lim and Bowers (1991) argument that there are specific types of facework that best

address different face needs. Expressions of general appreciation may indeed be required

to adequately mitigate the threat to competence face when an employee is given negative

feedback about his or her performance.

The reader will recall Wajnryb’s (1998) argument that too much indirectness and

loss of clarity can make the recipient’s task of construing the speaker’s meaning more
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complex. However, as noted in Chapter 2, research has shown that supervisors tend to be

indirect and tentative when delivering negative feedback (i.e., they tend to use tact rather

than approbation). Analysis used to address RQ1 revealed that tact was a significant

predictor of psychological safety only until approbation was entered into the regression

equation. Then tact became non-significant as a predictor. Thus, these results provide

evidence that when a supervisor is striving to maintain an environment of psychological

safety when delivering negative feedback, his or her attempts to mitigate face threat

would be better served by incorporating into his or her communication expressions of

appreciation of the subordinate’s general abilities and minimization of blame than by

being indirect and tentative. Since research has shown that supervisors do tend to use tact

rather than approbation when delivering negative feedback, this is a particularly

important finding from this dissertation.

In terms of feedback delivery, another interesting finding of this dissertation is

that prompt feedback, regardless of whether it is positive or negative, was significantly

correlated with psychological safety. One possible theoretical explanation of this finding

may be provided by uncertainty reduction theory (Berger, 1979; Berger & Calabrese,

1975). As Berger (1986) has argued, “to conduct a coordinated communication episode

that has any meaning, people must be able to reduce their mutual uncertainties about each

others’ past, current, and future actions so that they can select from their individual

repertoires those responses that will enable them to keep the interaction episode going”

(Berger, 1986, p. 35). When individuals are unsure of their interaction partners’ actions

and intentions, conversation flow is inhibited and interaction becomes more effortful.

While Berger references first dates, marriage proposals, and interactions with foreigners
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as examples of difficult interactions because individuals involved in such interactions are

uncertain of expectations and responses, a similar level of uncertainty may be evident in

interactions between a supervisor and his or her subordinate regarding the subordinate’s

work performance. Indeed, reduction of uncertainty regarding the supervisor’s

expectations and the subordinate’s fulfillment of these expectations, and thus prompt

feedback, may be critically important to a subordinate’s sense of psychological safety.

In terms of overall results, it is worth noting that in this study, correlations were

higher between psychological safety with the supervisor and perceptions of supervisors’

constructive delivery of performance feedback and other coaching-oriented behaviors

than they were between psychological safety within the work group and perceptions of

supervisors’ constructive feedback delivery and coaching-oriented behaviors. Likewise,

in regression analyses, multiple correlation coefficients (R-Square) were higher between

predictor variables and psychological safety with the supervisor than they were between

the same predictor variables and psychological safety within the work group. One

possible reason for this is that the scale used to measure psychological safety with the

supervisor describes supervisory behaviors that interviewees associated with their own

sense of psychological safety. Thus, the higher correlations and multiple correlation

coefficients may be an aberration of the scale used to measure the construct.

However, another possible explanation for these results is that additional factors

other than supervisory behaviors affect individuals’ sense of psychological safety within

the work group. Particularly on direct patient care units, there are many stakeholders who

could provide employees with feedback regarding their work performance, including

patients, patients’ family members and friends, and other health care providers. Peer
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behaviors also may contribute to or detract from an individual’s sense of psychological

safety. And, while peer behaviors may not impact an individual’s sense of psychological

safety within the work group to the same extent as supervisory behaviors, a moody peer,

for example, who makes hurtful comments in front of others may negatively affect the

sense of psychological safety for a given individual and the work group as a whole. If

indeed peers do have an influence on psychological safety within the work group,

supervisors wishing to foster a sense of psychological safety for their group may need to

consider the affect of destructive peer-to-peer feedback behaviors on group members.

Finally, a third explanation regarding why correlations and multiple correlation

coefficients were higher between psychological safety with the supervisor and

perceptions of supervisors’ constructive delivery of performance feedback and other

coaching-oriented behaviors may be provided by leader-member exchange theory (LMX)

(Dansereau, Cashman, & Graen, 1973; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, 1976;

Graen & Cashman, 1975). This theory suggests that dyadic relationships that develop

between a supervisor and his or her subordinates may differ, and these relationships may

affect not only the two individuals involved in the relationship but also the work group as

a whole. In turn, these dyadic relationships may differentially affect individuals’

psychological safety within the work group. For example, if employees know that the

supervisor has a high-quality LMX relationship with Employee A, Employee A’s

behavior may have more of an influence over other employees’ sense of psychological

safety than would otherwise be the case. Relatedly, an employee who shares a high-

quality LMX relationship with the supervisor may have a higher sense of psychological

safety than does an employee who does not share such a high-quality relationship.
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Indeed, LMX theory may help explain why the intraclass correlation (ICC) for the

scale measuring psychological safety within the work group was lower than expected for

these survey participants. The reader will recall Edmondson’s argument that a sense of

psychological safety is generally shared among members of a given work group. The

reader also will recall that the calculation of the ICC utilizes analysis of variance

(ANOVA) components and measures the amount of variability in a variable that can be

explained by differences in the responses of members of the same group, as compared

with differences in the responses of members of different groups. In this study, the ICC

was used to determine if members of the same work group had a similar sense of

psychological safety when compared to members of different work groups. An ICC value

close to 1 would have indicated a nearly identical sense of psychological safety by

members of the same groups, whereas an ICC value close to zero would have indicated a

dissimilar sense of psychological safety by members of the same groups.29

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) results did indicate a statistically significant

difference between work groups in their mean scores for psychological safety within the

work group. However, the computed ICC for the scale measuring psychological safety

within the work group was .11, indicating that although there was a low to moderate level

of variability between groups in terms of psychological safety, the sense of psychological

safety was not necessarily shared among all members of the same work group. Thus, a

question arises whether psychological safety really is a climate variable, at least for work

groups whose members do their jobs primarily independently and who may have very

29 An ICC value around .30 is considered a high value (Hox & Maas, 2001).
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different LMX relationships with the supervisor. For example, it is possible that if a

supervisor does develop different dyadic relationships with his or her subordinate

employees as posited by LMX theory, the supervisor’s communicative behaviors (and/or

employees’ perceptions of these behaviors) may differ to such an extent that different

employees may experience a dissimilar sense of the supervisor in terms of his or her

coaching-oriented behaviors, and, in turn, a dissimilar sense of psychological safety.

Future researchers may wish to consider the impact of different LMX relationships within

work groups and their impact on employees’ sense of psychological safety, as well as the

relationship between psychological safety and LMX theory.

Besides contributing to a better understanding of the specific supervisory

behaviors that help foster a sense of psychological safety within the workplace, a

secondary purpose of this dissertation was to contribute to the literature regarding the

outcomes of psychological safety within organizations. The reader will recall that in this

study, a sense of psychological safety was found to be significantly and positively related

to the willingness of individuals (and work groups) to report their errors. It also was

found to be significantly and negatively related to individuals’ (and work groups’)

intention to turnover. However, a sense of psychological safety was not found to be

related to actual error reporting or turnover by work unit in this study.

There are a number of reasons why actual error reports and turnover by work unit

may not have been related to psychological safety in this study. For example, willingness

to report errors notwithstanding, errors would only be reported in the event they were in

fact made. Actual errors can result from a number of factors, including lack of employee

longevity and experience within their current or other similar positions, type of work unit,
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the patient-to-caregiver ratio within a given direct-care unit, the seriousness of the nature

of the illnesses of the patients within the unit at the time the error was made, etc. It is

likely, for instance, that despite employees’ sense of psychological safety within their

work groups and with their supervisors, actual errors would be higher on units where

seriously ill patients need more and varied medications, particularly when staff shortages

result in overextended and tired caregivers. Furthermore, for professional employees

(e.g., Registered Nurses, Pharmacists, Physical Therapists), an individual’s sense of

professional identity in his or her chosen field (and the requirements of professional

licensure) should trump an individual’s sense of psychological safety when reporting an

error becomes necessary. Similarly, despite intentions to remain employed, voluntary

turnover by work unit can result from a number of factors unrelated to psychological

safety, including opportunities for professional advancement, the need to remain at home

with a new baby, desire to return to school to further career goals, relocation, etc.

Given the multiple factors that can influence actual error reporting and turnover, it

is not surprising that actual error reports and turnover were not found to be significantly

related to psychological safety in this study. However, despite the reasonableness of these

non-significant results, it is important to note a data collection limitation that could have

influenced these findings. Actual error reports and turnover by work unit were derived

from hospital source data and represented the hospital’s fiscal year, July 1, 2004 through

June 30, 2005, whereas surveys were distributed to employees in July 2005. Thus,

perceptual and attitudinal data were collected after (rather than prior to) the hospital’s

reports of actual error and turnover. Because supervisory turnover was minimal during

the hospital’s fiscal year, it was believed that employees’ reported sense of psychological
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safety collected during the summer of 2005 could be related to hospital source data

collected for the prior fiscal year. However, this may not have been an accurate

assumption. Indeed, it could be that different results would have been obtained had

employees’ reported sense of psychological safety been related to the hospital’s reports of

actual error and turnover for the hospital’s fiscal year, July 1, 2005 through June 30,

2006. This limitation should be addressed in future research.

OTHER RESULTS

Research has revealed that self-esteem can influence how individuals respond to

feedback, particularly negative feedback (Bosson & Swann, 1999; Brockner, 1988;

Brockner, Derr, & Laing, 1987; Ilgen et al., 1979; Langer & Wurf, 1999; London, 1997;

Ogilvie & Haslett, 1985; Renn & Prien, 1995; Ringer, Balkin, & Boss, 1993; Swann,

1990). For example, Brockner, Derr, and Laing (1987) explored the impact of students'

self-esteem and feedback from an initial course examination on their subsequent exam

performance. Results indicated that students with low self-esteem performed much worse

than students with high self-esteem subsequent to the receipt of negative feedback.

Following positive feedback, the two groups performed equally well on the next exam.

As another example, Langer and Wurf (1999) exposed experimental subjects pre-

selected on the basis of high and low self-esteem to either channel-consistent (positive

verbal/positive nonverbal or negative verbal/negative nonverbal) or channel-inconsistent

(positive verbal/negative nonverbal or negative verbal/positive nonverbal) feedback.

Findings revealed strong, independent effects of both self-esteem and verbal feedback on

metaperceptions (an individual’s perception of another’s perception of him or her).
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Regardless of feedback type, high self-esteem persons made more positive judgments of

metaperceptions than did low self-esteem persons. Based on their results, the researchers

suggested that feedback providers need to pay particular attention to what they say, and

should consider the self-esteem level of the recipient when conveying their message.

Finally, according to self-verification theory (for a review, see Swann, 1990),

individuals desire feedback they perceive as accurate in terms of their views of

themselves. “A growing literature supports the idea that people who possess positive self-

views tend to seek and prefer positive feedback about themselves, and people with

negative self-views tend to seek and prefer negative feedback for the verification it

provides” (Bossom & Swann, 1999, p. 1231). Further, some research suggests that “self-

competence” (one’s feelings of being competent, efficacious, and agentic) and “self-

liking” (one’s feelings of being loved, likable, and socially worthy) are distinct aspects of

self-esteem and that distinguishing them may be useful in predicting what type of

feedback people seek (Bosson & Swann, 1999).

To determine whether or not individuals’ level of global self-esteem influences

which of the coaching-oriented supervisory behaviors are the most significant predictors

of psychological safety, I used participants’ responses to Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item,

validated scale measure of self-esteem. Following Stake, Huff, and Zand (1987)30 I

30 Stake, Huff, and Zand (1995) tested participant reactions to positive and negative events in

which they received positive or negative feedback from others. Participants were divided into

high, medium, and low self-esteem groups on the basis of their scores on the Rosenberg Self-

Esteem Scale. Two studies revealed that relative to high self-esteem participants, low self-esteem

participants anticipated that negative events would have a more pervasive negative affect across

areas of self-evaluation.
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divided the full study’s survey-completers into three categories: (a) individuals who

ranked in the lowest 25th percentile in their self-esteem (i.e., a score equal to or less than

38 on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale); (b) individuals who ranked in the middle two

percentiles in their self-esteem (i.e., a score of 39 to 44 on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem

Scale); and (c) individuals who ranked in the highest 75th percentile in their self-esteem

(i.e., a score equal to or greater than 45 on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale). Filtering

the data in this manner prior to running forward regression analyses led to the following

intriguing findings with respect to employees’ sense of psychological safety within the

work group, which are summarized in Table 5.2: 

1. For individuals who ranked in the lowest 25th percentile in their self-esteem (n =

84), results indicated that seeking input from work group members was the most

significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological safety

within the work group, followed by listening to group members’ concerns.

Perceptions of these two coaching-oriented behaviors explained 27% of the

variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group.

2. For individuals who ranked in the middle two percentiles in their self-esteem (n =

99), results indicated that, listening to group members’ concerns was the most

significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological safety

within the work group, followed by negative feedback which attributes the cause

of problematic performance to external, non-personal factors. Perceptions of

these two coaching-oriented behaviors explained 26% of the variance in

individuals’ scores of psychological safety within the work group.
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3. For individuals who ranked in the highest 75th percentile in their self-esteem (n =

77), results indicated that, general feedback which is delivered promptly was the

most significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological safety

within the work group, followed by (a) negative feedback which attributes the

cause of problematic performance to external, non-personal factors, and (b)

negative feedback which is considerate in tone. Perceptions of these three

coaching-oriented behaviors explained 59% of the variance in individuals’ scores

of psychological safety within the work group.

Filtering the data by employees’ level of self-esteem prior to running forward

regression analyses led to similarly intriguing findings with respect to employees’ sense

of psychological safety with the supervisor, which also are summarized in Table 5.2: 

1. For individuals who ranked in the lowest 25th percentile in their self-esteem (n =

84), results indicated that willingness to seek members’ input was the most

significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological safety with

the supervisor, followed by (a) negative feedback which is considerate in tone,

and (b) general feedback which is specific. Perceptions of these three coaching-

oriented behaviors explained 55% of the variance in individuals’ scores of

psychological safety with the supervisor.

2. For individuals who ranked in the middle two percentiles in their self-esteem (n =

99), results indicated that listening to group members’ concerns was the most

significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological safety with

the supervisor, followed by general feedback that is behaviorally-related.
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Perceptions of these two coaching-oriented behaviors explained 37% of the

variance in individuals’ scores of psychological safety with the supervisor.

3. For individuals who ranked in the highest 75th percentile in their self-esteem (n =

76), results indicated that, general feedback which is delivered promptly was the

most significant predictor of group members’ perceptions of psychological safety

with the supervisor, followed by (a) negative feedback which is considerate in

tone, and (b) general feedback which is specific. Perceptions of these three

coaching-oriented behaviors explained 70% of the variance in individuals’ scores

of psychological safety with the supervisor.

Table 5.2: Summary of Coaching-Oriented Supervisory Behaviors that Significantly
Predict Psychological Safety (as a Function of Employees’ Level of Self-
Esteem)

Self-Esteem Level Significant Predictors of Psychological
Safety within Work Group

Significant Predictors of Psychological
Safety with Supervisor

All Levels 1. Seeks Input
2. Gen Feedback – Behavioral
3. Listens to Concerns
4. Neg Feedback – External
5. Gen Feedback – Prompt

1. Seeks Input
2. Neg Feedback – Considerate

Tone
3. Gen Feedback – Prompt
4. Gen Feedback – Behavioral
5. Pos Feedback – Public
6. Pos Feedback – Internal

Low-level
(lowest 25th percentile)

1. Seeks Input
2. Listens to Concerns

1. Seeks Input
2. Neg Feedback – Considerate

Tone
3. Gen Feedback – Specific

Mid-level
(25th – 75th percentile)

1. Listens to Concerns
2. Neg Feedback – External

1. Listens to Concerns
2. Gen Feedback – Behavioral

High-level
(highest 75th percentile)

1. Gen Feedback – Prompt
2. Neg Feedback – External
3. Neg Feedback – Considerate

Tone

1. Gen Feedback – Prompt
2. Neg Feedback – Considerate

Tone
3. Gen Feedback – Specific

Notable from these additional analyses is that while seeking input from work

group members and listening to group members’ concerns were the most significant

predictors of psychological safety for the low-level self-esteem group, neither seeking
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input nor listening to concerns was a significant predictor of psychological safety for the

high-level self-esteem group. Instead, the most significant predictor of psychological

safety for the high-level self-esteem group was general feedback which is delivered

promptly. Given these differences, the interaction between employee self-esteem and

supervisory coaching-oriented behaviors, and the implications for psychological safety,

may be an important area for future research. Further, given Bosson and Swann’s (1999)

findings that self-competence and self-liking relate separately to perceptions of feedback

accuracy and interest in feedback, studying the level and stability of these global self-

esteem components may allow a more precise understanding of the interactions among

self-competence and self-liking, supervisory coaching-oriented behaviors, and

psychological safety.
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Chapter 6: Limitations and Directions for Future Research

CHAPTER OVERVIEW

In this chapter, I present the limitations of the current study and suggest some

additional directions for future research. I also offer some concluding remarks.

STUDY LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The most substantial limitation of the present study is that the primary attitudinal

and perceptual data used to address hypotheses and research questions were collected by

self-report at one point in time using one survey instrument, leading to the problem of

common method variance. When various constructs are measured by the same method,

the variance in the data may be due to the method and not to the intended variables or

constructs. Method variance tends to inflate reliability scores such as Cronbach’s alpha

(Burton-Jones & Straub, 2004). Further, employees’ perceptions may not be accurate

reflections of actual supervisory behaviors. Future researchers would be wise to use

multiple methods to reduce sources of bias to a minimum and then use triangulation to

confirm the overall pattern of results.

Another substantial limitation of the present study is its limited generalizability,

given that the primary data used for analyses were collected from just one 250-bed,

acute-care hospital located in a small city in mostly rural East Texas. While the sample

population of survey-completers was representative of the employee population of the

target hospital, it is unknown whether the employees of the target hospital are

representative of other hospital employees, particularly employees of larger hospitals

located in more metropolitan areas. A related limitation is that the pilot test of the survey



155

instrument was conducted at a 500-bed, acute-care hospital located in a larger city than

that of the target hospital. It is unknown whether certain scale reliabilities would have

been higher had modifications to the survey instrument been made on the basis of

comments made by employees of the target hospital, or on the basis of comments made

by employees of a hospital more comparable to the target hospital in terms of size and

location. Finally, it is unknown whether results are generalizable to other industries

outside of acute health care. It may be that different results would have been obtained had

data been collected from individuals employed in the non-service sector. For example,

results may have differed had data been collected from individuals employed in for-profit

industries like retail sales where there is more competition among employees to meet

sales quotas and earn commissions. For purposes of broadening generalizability, future

studies could collect data from employees of hospitals located in larger cities as well as

those located in other regions of the country. Future researchers also could collect data

from individuals employed in different industrial sectors to determine if there are

significant differences between sectors in the supervisory behaviors that are most highly

related to psychological safety.

Other limitations of the current study were the length of the survey and the

repetitive nature of the questions, particularly questions pertaining to the feedback

delivery constructs. While question repetition was necessary in order to determine the

reliability of the scales measuring specific constructs, it also was the most frequent

complaint of both pilot- and full-study survey-completers. Such repetition made the

survey tiring to finish and most likely led to some incomplete surveys. Had it not been for

the Chief Executive Officer’s (CEO) approval of survey completion during normal
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working hours, it is unlikely that completed surveys would have been received from the

majority of the hospital’s employees.

However, despite the CEO’s approval of work time survey completion, not all

hospital employees had the “down time” needed to complete the 30-minute survey during

their working hours. This became apparent when the completion rates among units were

compared. As shown in Appendix T, employees of certain units completed surveys at

much higher rates than employees of other units. A general comparison of the units by

name and type revealed that the units with low completion rates tended to be those with

little employee “down time.” For example, 100% of the employees of Department #110

(Cardiac Cath Lab) completed the survey, while just 23% of the employees of

Department #102 (one of the three medical/surgical nursing units) completed the survey.

While such differences in completion rates could be the result of differences among work

units in terms of their professional cultures, or in terms of employees’ fears regarding the

consequences of true self-expression (see discussion below), a more straightforward

explanation is that some employees simply did not have the down time necessary to

complete the survey during working hours. Further, employees who feel overworked are

unlikely to spend limited off hours completing a job-related survey at home, particularly

when they need to spend those hours attending to personal matters related to self and

family. Future researchers need to consider how to best shorten the survey instrument so

that completion takes no longer than 15 minutes. Additionally, so that professional

identity and work-related cultural characteristics do not affect the interpretation of results,

future researchers may wish to focus on comparing like units within multiple hospitals
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(or other organizations), rather than comparing different types of units within the same

hospital (or organization).

Related to the low completion rates in certain departments, the reader will recall

that there was an identification code stamped on the second page of each survey. The

code was intended to match data for aggregation purposes so that results could be

reported for different supervised work units. However, some of these codes were

obscured on the returned surveys (n =16), making the surveys unusable for the study. I

also learned from conversations I had with employees during the week I spent on location

at the hospital that there was a certain “fear factor” related to this code. Some employees

expressed this fear to me directly. Some, in confidence, told me that there might be lower

completion rates in certain departments because of the fear of loss of confidentiality, and

the possible negative consequences of this loss. I also was told that some employees

believed that their survey responses would be reported directly back to their supervisors. I

endeavored to alleviate these fears as much as possible while on-site. However, despite

personal assurances, a cover letter, and survey instructions explaining that answers would

be kept strictly confidential and that the code on the survey was simply for purposes of

matching data, not all employees were convinced. The code was beneficial to this study

because it eliminated the need to include a series of demographic questions in the survey,

and it enabled me to match employees with their supervisors and work groups. However,

because differential unit completion rates likely affected overall results of the present

study, future researchers may wish to consider how finely they need to match data, and,

in the interest of decreasing fears about loss of confidentiality and increasing completion

rates, forgo the ability to match data at anything lower than the department level.
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Another limitation of the present study is that many of the scales used to measure

constructs were self-designed. While the questions composing the self-designed scales

were based on a review of the applicable research literature, had face validity, and

generally were found to be reliable, the scales, particularly those measuring feedback

delivery constructs, do not have a history of use in social science research. Thus, it is

unknown at this time whether all scales constitute valid measures of all constructs. Of

particular concern is the scale used to measure negative feedback which is externally-

attributed. As the reader will recall from Chapter 4, the initial Cronbach’s alpha for this

four-item scale was just .31; dropping two questions from the scale increased the

Cronbach’s alpha to just .41. Given that reliability is the upper bound of a construct’s

validity, future researchers will need to make modifications to this scale to increase its

reliability before using it in future studies.

Relatedly, while the scale measuring psychological safety within the work group

was fairly reliable overall, it did not have strong reliability within all small work groups.

Further, the scale had only a low to moderate Intraclass Correlation (ICC). It is unknown

whether the low reliability within certain work groups was the result of true inconsistency

in responses, work group member completion errors, or actual problems with the scale

measure when used for smaller groups of employees. Likewise, it is unknown if the lower

than expected ICC for the scale was the result of true inconsistency in the sense of

psychological safety among members of the certain work groups, errors, or issues related

to the scale measure. Future researchers may need to re-test the reliability of this scale

measure, particularly within small groups, and make scale modifications as necessary.
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Another limitation of the current study is that it really does not help tease apart

the distinction between psychological safety and trust. The reader will recall that

Edmondson (2003a) has argued that psychological safety is complementary to but

conceptually distinct from trust, and she has distinguished the two constructs on the basis

of three primary elements: (a) timeframe (trust – long-term consequences of relying on

another person; psychological safety – short-term consequences one expects from

engaging oneself in a specific action); (b) object of focus (trust – focus on the other

person; psychological safety – focus on the self); and (c) level of analysis (trust – dyadic

relationship; psychological safety – group or team). While the current study included

Edmondson’s measure of psychological safety in the survey instrument, the current study

did not include a measure of trust. Future researchers may wish to consider incorporating

a short measure of trust into a future survey in order to help determine whether or not

there is a distinction between trust and psychological safety, and between the

predictability of these two related constructs using the same set of independent variables. 

Finally, it is important to reiterate that the hospital’s actual error reports and

turnover by work unit that were used to address this study’s second research question

represented these data for the hospital’s 2005 fiscal year (July 1, 2004 - June 30, 2005), 

whereas surveys were distributed to employees in July 2005. Thus, perceptual and

attitudinal data were collected after (rather than prior to) the hospital’s reports of actual

error and turnover. This limitation could be addressed in future research simply by

making arrangements to obtain hospital source data related to error reports and turnover

by work unit for the fiscal year after survey data are collected from employees.
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CONCLUSION

Despite its limitations, this dissertation achieved its primary purposes: it

investigated how employees’ perceptions of leaders’ communicative behaviors regarding

work performance are associated with work group members’ perceptions of

psychological safety; it contributed to a better understanding of the specific behaviors

managers and team leaders need to use to help foster a climate of psychological safety at

work; and it contributed to the growing corpus of research which has shown the benefits

of psychological safety.

As have previous studies, this study shows that psychological safety has positive,

“real world” implications: Employees having higher levels of psychological safety were

more willing to report their errors, and less likely to turnover. The study also shows that

supervisors can help contribute to a sense of psychological safety through their own

behaviors. If generalizable, it appears from the results of this study that supervisors

wishing to help create a work environment of psychological safety for their employees

can seek employees’ input regarding work-related matters; attribute their poor

performance to external factors when delivering negative feedback, and provide them

with prompt general feedback about their performance. Additionally, when needing to

criticize an aspect of an employee’s work, supervisors can use a considerate tone of voice

and attend to the employee’s face needs, particularly his or her positive face needs by

communicating general appreciation for the employees abilities, rather than by

communicating indirectly and tentatively.

Irving Goffman (1967) argued that one’s face cannot be claimed for oneself;

rather, he contended, one’s face must be maintained through the actions of others. From
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the symbolic interactionist perspective, organizational and group climates are believed to

emerge out of interactions that members of a work group have with one another. It

appears that employees’ sense of psychological safety emerges from and can be fostered

by supervisory communication that shows careful attendance to and respect for the face

needs of the individual, regardless of the individual’s position ranking within the

organization.
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Appendix A

Table A1: Feedback Behaviors and Likely Recipient Reactions
Constructive Feedback Destructive Feedback

Relationship Type Feedback
Intentions

Likely
Reactions

Feedback
Intentions

Likely Reactions

Control-Dominated

(The supervisor’s
motivation is to
control or be in a
position of power
over the
subordinate.)

Empower
Win-win negotiation

stance
Respectful

demeanor
Patient tone
Values enacting

“the Golden
Rule”

Empowered
Negotiation

latitude
Self-control
Clear reward

contingencies
Independence

Domineer
Win-lose

negotiation
stance

Confronting
demeanor

Curt tone
Values having

employee
doing what
he/she told

Disabled
Disenfranchised
Managed
Dependence,

anxiety, threat
Entrapped

Reward-Dominated

(The supervisor
uses available
rewards to affect
the subordinate’s
behavior.)

Encourage
Have a can-do

attitude
Positively reinforce
Praise
Attribute positives

internally
Attribute negatives

externally
Do it now
Focus on task

Goal clarity
Increased

challenge
Self-confidence
Gain, pride

Discourage
Belittle/disparage/

ridicule
Negatively

reinforce
Withhold praise
Attribute positives

externally
Attribute negatives

internally
Procrastinate
Focus on person

Goal ambiguity
Manipulated
Loss

Affiliation-
Dominated

(The supervisor
wants to maintain a
friendly relationship
with the
subordinate.)

Expression of
feelings
controlled

Open
communication,
encourage two-
way
communication,
clear

Self-disclosive
Provide fair and

equal treatment
Give more attention

Trust
Confidence
Friendship
Team member

Vents emotions
Closed

communication,
one-way
communication,
indirect

Self-protective
Be unfair
Withhold attention

Distrust
Lonesome
Disharmony, dislike
Outcast

Based on: Job feedback: Giving, seeking, and using feedback for performance
improvement by M. London, 1997. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
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Appendix B

Table B1: Measurement Scale of Tact
Tact Coding

Category
Tact Coding Category

Description
Tact Communication

Exemplar
Tact

Facework
Mean

Order To demand forcefully “Write the paper again.” 1.57

Obligation To invoke the other’s
obligation

“You owe it to me to write
the paper.”

2.43

Need To state one’s desire “I want you to rewrite the
paper.”

3.59

Please To use a conventional
politeness marker “please”

“Please write your paper
again.”

3.96

Advice To advise the other what to
do

“I suggest that you write the
paper again.”

4.51

Indicative-mood
conventional
indirectness

To use a conventionalized
form of indicative-mood
indirect request

“Will you write the paper
again?”

5.12

Subjunctive mood
conventional
indirectness

To use a conventionalized
form of subjunctive mood
indirect request

“Could you write the paper
again?”

5.44

Indicative mood
possibility inquiry

To ask possibilities using
indicative mood
conventional indirectness

“What do you think about
writing the paper again?”

5.72

Subjunctive mood
possibility inquiry

To ask possibilities using
subjunctive mood
conventional indirectness

“I was wondering if you
could write the paper
again.”

5.93

Debt incurrence To imply that the other will
do one a favor by
accepting the request

“I’d greatly appreciate it if
you could write the paper
again.”

6.43

Unconventional
indirectness

Not to state the imposition
explicitly

“Would you mind working on
the paper a bit more?”

6.45

Experimenting To explore the possibility for
the other to volunteer

“Do you have time to write
the paper again?”

6.92

Imposition sharing To share the responsibility “Could we sit together and
work on the ways to
improve it?”

7.51

From: “Facework: Solidarity, approbation, and tact,” by T. S. Lim and J. W. Bowers,
1991, Human Communication Research, 17(3), pp. 429-439.
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Table B2: Measurement Scale of Solidarity
Solidarity Coding

Category
Solidarity Coding

Category Description
Solidarity Communication

Exemplar
Solidarity
Facework

Mean
Exclusion To exclude from an in-group “It’s none of your business.” 0.37

Small talk To talk about something that
has no implications for the
relationship

“It’s raining outside.” 1.29

Impersonal similarity To emphasize impersonal or
generalized similarity

“We’re both Americans,
aren’t we?”

2.13

Attitude similarity To emphasize similarities in
attitudes, wants, and
hobbies

“”We are both pro-choice
people, aren’t we?”

3.46

Informal address To address the individual
informally

“Hi, Jimmy.” 3.84

Agreement To agree or seek agreement “I think so, too.” 4.16

Social
acknowledgement

To appreciate work-related
aspects of the other

“You are a good colleague.” 4.72

Presupposition To imply that we are in a
close relationship

“You are going to help me,
aren’t you?”

5.27

Character
appreciation

To appreciate the general
personality of the other

“You are really valuable to
us.”

5.51

Empathy To show understanding of
the other’s emotional state

“You look so sad.” 6.31

Cooperation To emphasize the necessity
to cooperate with each
other

“We have to work on the
problem together.”

6.36

Friendship
reaffirmation

To express intimate
emotions toward the other

“You are a good friend.” 7.48

From: “Facework: Solidarity, approbation, and tact,” by T. S. Lim and J. W. Bowers,
1991, Human Communication Research, 17(3), pp. 429-439.
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Table B3: Measurement Scale of Approbation
Approbation

Coding
Category

Approbation Coding
Category Description

Approbation
Communication Exemplar

Approbation
Facework

Mean
Ridicule To belittle the other by

exaggerating the problem
“You screwed it up.” 1.26

Blunt
disapproval

To disapprove without
understating the problem

“I don’t think it’s done right.” 3.02

Focused
disapproval

To shift the focus of
disapproval from the whole
to the major part

“I think your arguments are
not clear.”

3.92

Comparative
disapproval

To compare the whole
performance with certain
desired states

“It’s not up to par.” 4.18

Moderation To compare the major part
with certain desired states

“You didn’t prove your
arguments with evidence.”

4.21

Resentment To resent the other’s lack of
effort

“I think you could have done
a much better job.”

4.61

Aspiration To aspire to a better
performance

“I think you can do better.” 5.23

Diminutive To trivialize the problematic
area

“I know that I’m asking a lot,
but it needs a little more
research.”

5.29

Suggestion To suggest ways to make the
performance even better

“You need to add more
evidence to strengthen
your arguments.”

5.70

Contradiction To approve of some other
aspects without understating
the problem

“I know you put a lot of time
and effort into it, but it just
doesn’t have the focus you
need.”

6.39

Support To approve of some other
aspects with minimization of
the problem

“You have some good ideas,
but you need to support them
with evidence.”

7.18

Admiration To approve of the other
without any reservation

“You did a very good job.” 8.78

From: “Facework: Solidarity, approbation, and tact,” by T. S. Lim and J. W. Bowers,
1991, Human Communication Research, 17(3), pp. 429-439.
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Appendix C

Recruitment Flyer for Interview Participants

SIX SETON EMPLOYEES NEEDED FOR 30-MINUTE INTERVIEWS
VOLUNTEERS HAVE A CHANCE TO WIN A $25 GIFT

CERTIFICATEFOR WATERLOO RECORDS AND VIDEO

Study of Workplace Communication

Hello. My name is Mary E. Smith. I’m a doctoral candidate at The

University of Texas at Austin. I’m working on my dissertation and am

interested in how communication and relationships among coworkers and

supervisors affect on-the-job learning and behaviors.

As a first step, I need hospital employees to volunteer to be

interviewed individually by me for about 30 minutes, and to agree to have

their interviews audio-taped. Neither you nor any of the persons referenced in

your interview will be described by name or in any other way that would

identify you or them.

Please call me after 7:30 p.m. weekdays at 442-4760, or during

normal working hours at 427-6213 for more details or to set up an

interview time. We can meet privately within your place of employment, or

any other place that is safe, quiet, and convenient.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Appendix D

Consent Form for Interview Participants

Title: Psychological Safety at Work IRB Protocol # 2004-10-0182

Conducted By: Mary E. Smith, M.A.; (512) 427-6213; mary.smith@thecb.state.tx.us;
smithmy@mail.utexas.edu

Faculty Sponsor: John A. Daly, Ph.D; (512) 471-1948; daly@mail.utexas.edu
The University of Texas at Austin, College of Communication, Department of
Communication Studies; (512) 471-5251

You are being asked to participate in a research study. This form provides you with
information about the study. The person in charge of this research will also describe this
study to you and answer all of your questions. Please read the information below and ask
questions about anything you don’t understand before deciding whether or not to take
part. Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you can refuse to participate without
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You can stop your
participation at any time by simply telling the researcher.

The purpose of this study is to better understand how communication and relationships
among coworkers and supervisors affect on-the-job learning and behaviors.

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:
• Be interviewed about what makes you feel safe (or unsafe) when admitting mistakes

and taking other interpersonal risks with your supervisor.
• Allow the interview to be audio-taped.

Total estimated time to participate in study is 30 minutes.

Risks and Benefits of being in the study:
• The primary risk involves the loss of confidentiality.
• There are no personal benefits to being in the study.
Compensation:
• You will have a one in six chance of winning a $25.00 gift certificate for Waterloo

Records and Video.

The records of this study will be stored securely and kept private. Authorized persons
from The University of Texas at Austin, members of the Institutional Review Board, and
(study sponsors, if any) have the legal right to review your research records and will
protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law. All
publications will exclude any information that will make it possible to identify you as a
subject, or to identify the persons you reference during your interview.
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Contacts and Questions:
• If you have any questions about the study please ask now. If you have questions later

or want additional information, call the researchers conducting the study. Their
names, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses are at the top of this page.

• If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact
Clarke A. Burnham, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin, Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, (512) 232-4383.

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records.

Statement of Consent:
I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision
about participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study.

_____________________________________________ Date: ___________________
Signature of Participant

______________________________________________ Date: ___________________
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent

__________________________________________ Date: ___________________
Signature of Investigator
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Appendix E

Interview Protocol

Part I – Demographic Information

I’m interested in learning more about how communication and relationships among
coworkers and supervisors affect on-the-job learning and behaviors. To this end, I would
like to begin by asking you some basic questions.

1. How many employees do you supervise directly?

2. How many years have you worked in your current position?

3. How many years have you worked in this work unit?

4. How many years have you worked for this supervisor?

5. How many years have you worked in this organization?

6. How many years have you worked in this type of organization?

7. What is your work shift?

8. What are your usual work hours?

9. What is your highest level of education? (a) high school, (b) some college, (c)
associate’s degree, (d) bachelor’s degree, (e) master’s degree, or (f) doctoral
degree

10. What is your age?

11. What is your sex? (a) Male, or (b) Female

12. What is your ethnicity? (a) White, (b) Black, (c) Hispanic, (d) Asian/Pacific
Islander, (e) American Indian, or (f) Other
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Part II – Feeling of Interpersonal Safety

Sometimes we feel safer about taking interpersonal risks with our supervisor than
we do at other times. For example, sometimes we feel safe about asking for feedback,
admitting mistakes, or asking “silly” questions, and sometimes we don’t. I’m going to ask
you some questions about how safe you feel about taking some types of interpersonal
risks with your supervisor at work.

1. Do you feel safe about admitting mistakes to your supervisor?

2. What makes you feel [safe] OR [unsafe]?

3. When did you know that it was [safe] OR [unsafe] to admit mistakes?

4. How did you know that you were [safe] OR [unsafe]?

Part III – Supervisor’s Feedback/Response to a Problem

I’d like for you to tell me the story about a time when you gave your supervisor
some negative information about your work, and then I’m going to ask you some
questions about how your supervisor responded.

1. What happened?

2. What do you think was the main reason your supervisor [delivered the feedback]
OR [responded] in the way that he/she did?

3. How long after the work was performed/incident occurred did [your supervisor
give you the feedback] [you report the problem to your supervisor]?

4. Can you recall what your supervisor said?
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Appendix F

Table F1: List of Safe/Unsafe Statements and Assigned Safety Types

Safe/Unsafe? What Makes? Safety Type
Unsafe Need to prove oneself Accepting

Safe Accepting of people Accepting

Safe Knows people make mistakes Accepting

Unsafe "Fluffs up own feathers" Ego doesn't get in way

Unsafe Makes feel incompetent Ego doesn't get in way

Safe When ego doesn't get in way of supervising Ego doesn't get in way

Unsafe Has own agenda Ego doesn't get in way

Safe When left alone to do job Grants autonomy

Safe Doesn't blow up over minor issues Handles calmly

Safe Reacts normally Handles calmly

Safe Handles calmly Handles calmly

Safe Calm Handles calmly

Safe Handles confidentially (need to know)
Handles confidentially/uses
discretion

Unsafe Doesn't keep professional discretion
Handles confidentially/uses
discretion

Safe Handles confidentially
Handles confidentially/uses
discretion

Safe Handles confidently Handles confidently

Safe When doesn't "sit around" all day Helpful in solving

Safe When works and wants to help Helpful in solving

Safe Helpful in solving problem Helpful in solving

Unsafe No follow-up Helpful in solving

Safe Works through situation with staff Helpful in solving

Unsafe Jumps to conclusions Listens

Unsafe Doesn't listen Listens

Unsafe Automatically blames when not at fault Not accusatory

Safe Doesn't blame Not accusatory

Unsafe Accusatory Not accusatory

Unsafe Not open-minded about hearing from both parties Objective

Safe Sees both sides Objective

Unsafe Listens to who she likes Objective

Unsafe Sides with who she likes Objective

Safe Supervisor shares "personal stuff" Personal relationship

Unsafe Abrasive Personality

Safe Sees whole picture Sees big picture
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Safe/Unsafe? What Makes? Safety Type
Safe Concern is for patients Sees big picture

Unsafe When written reports filed on minor matters Sees big picture

Safe Distinguishes between lg & sm severity Sees big picture

Safe Honest Trustworthy

Safe Understanding Understanding/can empathize

Unsafe Doesn't empathize Understanding/can empathize

Safe Understanding Understanding/can empathize

Safe Understanding Understanding/can empathize

Safe Supportive Understanding/can empathize

Safe Understanding Understanding/can empathize

Safe Understanding Understanding/can empathize

Safe Has done job I do Understanding/can empathize

Safe Has done job; knows job Understanding/can empathize
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Appendix G

Recruitment Flyer for Pilot Study

30 SETON EMPLOYEES NEEDED TO COMPLETE A SURVEY
VOLUNTEERS HAVE A CHANCE TO WIN ONE OF THREE $25

GIFT CERTIFICATES FOR WATERLOO RECORDS AND VIDEO

Study of Workplace Communication

Hello. My name is Mary E. Smith. I’m a doctoral candidate at The

University of Texas at Austin. I’m working on my dissertation and am

interested in how communication and relationships among coworkers and

supervisors affect on-the-job learning and behaviors.

As a preliminary step, I need hospital employees to volunteer to

complete a pilot survey and provide feedback about the survey to help

me make needed modifications prior to finalizing the survey instrument.

The survey will take about 25 minutes to complete; subsequent

discussion will take about 20 more minutes.

Please call me after 7:30 p.m. weekdays at 442-4760, or between

8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at 427-6213 for more details or to set up a time

to complete the survey. We can meet privately within your place of

employment, or any other place that is safe, quiet, and convenient.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Appendix H

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Statements by Construct (Pilot Study)

Note: Numbers in parentheses following each statement depict the statement’s
randomized location within sections of the survey instrument.

Part I – Individual Opinions and Attitudes

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your opinions and attitudes. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is
reflected in the statement.

Individual Opinions and Attitudes
Psychological Safety (Edmondson, 1999)

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. If you make a mistake in this unit, it tends to be held against you. (I-13)
2. People on this unit are comfortable checking with each other if they have questions about the right

way to do something. (I-19)
3. The people on our unit value others’ unique skills and talents. (I-5)
4. Members of this unit are able to bring up problems and tough issues. (I-21)
5. On this unit, it is acceptable to point out other people's mistakes. (I-8)

Psychological Safety with Supervisor (To follow, based on author’s interviews with employees)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. My supervisor uses discretion when relaying my errors to others. (I-6)
2. My supervisor objectively considers the facts before concluding what or who is at fault when a

problem is reported. (I-2)
3. When there is a disagreement among staff, my supervisor believes those he/she likes. (R) (I-10)
4. My supervisor is understanding when I report a mistake I’ve made. (I-14)
5. My supervisor’s ego gets in the way of his/her handling problems. (R) (I-23)

Willingness to Report Error (Self-designed – based on Edmondson, 1996, 2003a)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. It is difficult to discuss errors in my work group. (I-17)
2. It is easy to learn from the errors of others in my work group. (I-12)
3. When necessary, I report my errors to my work group leader. (I-1)
4. When necessary, I report others’ errors to my work group leader. (I-7)
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Self-expression Scale within Measure of Psychological Climate (Brown & Leigh, 1996)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. The feelings I express at work are my true feelings. (I-11)
2. I feel free to be completely myself at work. (I-3)
3. There are parts of myself that I am not free to express at work. (R) (I-20)
4. It is okay to express my true feelings in this job. (I-15)

Job Satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1980)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job. (I-18)
2. I am very satisfied with the kind of work I do. (I-24)
3. My job is a very satisfying one. (I-4)

Turnover - Intention to Quit (McGee and Ford, 1987)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I will probably not be working in this job a year from now. (I-22)
2. I am currently looking for another job. (I-9)
3. I am planning to leave this organization and work somewhere else. (I-16)

Part II – Communication with Supervisor
Please indicate which one of the three descriptions below best describes the types of
communication you have with your supervisor.

Supervisor/Subordinate Communicative Relationship
Communicative Relationships (Based on Kram & Isabella, 1985; Kramer, 1995)
1. We share the information necessary for us to get our jobs done. We talk about work. We also talk

about impersonal topics such as weather, sports, or current events.
2. Besides sharing job information and talking about work, we share information about careers and

opinions with each other. We also discuss personal topics such as our families.
3. Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our families, we make a real effort to

provide emotional support to each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other
know how we feel about things at work and away from work.
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For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your observations about your supervisor. Circle NA if you have not observed
what is reflected in the statement.

Coaching Behavior
Provides Clarification and Feedback (Self-designed – Based on Baron, 1990; Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin,
& Wan, 1999; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Latting, 1992)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

Provides Negative Feedback in General
1. When I do a poor job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives me feedback about my work

performance. (II-56)
2. When I do something poorly at work, my supervisor lets me know about it. (II-9)
3. When I do poor work, my supervisor communicates with me about it. (II-38)
4. When I do a work assignment poorly, my supervisor calls it to my attention. (II-26)
Constructive Negative Feedback – Considerate Tone
1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she uses a considerate tone of

voice. (II-40)
2. When my supervisor informs me about any problem(s) with my work, he/she keeps his/her voice

volume down. (II-22)
3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she shouts at me. (R) (II-6)
4. When my supervisor finds fault with my work performance, he/she yells at me. (R) (II-52)
Constructive Negative and Positive Feedback – Prompt Delivery
1. When I finish a work assignment, my supervisor communicates with me about my work performance

promptly. (II-54)
2. My supervisor lets me know about my work performance as soon as possible after I’ve completed a

work assignment. (II-4)
3. My supervisor gives me feedback about my work performance right away. (II-67)
4. My supervisor informs me about my work performance several weeks after I’ve completed an

assignment. (R) (II-34)
Constructive Negative Feedback – Private Delivery
1. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor communicates with me about it privately. (II-

20)
2. My supervisor informs me about any problem with my work out of the hearing range of others. (II-68)
3. My supervisor talks with me about any problem with my work when no one else is nearby. (II-55)
4. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor talks with me about it in front of my

coworkers. (R) (II-1)
Constructive Negative and Positive Feedback – Provision of Situationally-Specific Information
1. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she provides me with specific information.

(II-24)
2. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she comments on specific things about it.

(II-33)
3. When my supervisor informs me about work I’ve done, he/she offers specific comments on it. (II-50)
4. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she provides me general information that

isn’t very helpful. (R) (II-16)
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Constructive Negative and Positive Feedback – Provision of Behaviorally-Related Information (Process
Feedback)
1. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she comments on my work behavior rather

than on me personally. (II-17)
2. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance, he/she talks about my actions not

about my personal characteristics. (II-5)
3. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she talks about what I did rather than

about me as a person. (II-49)
4. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance, he/she speaks about my personal

characteristics more than about my behavior. (R) (II-63)
Constructive Negative Feedback – Attribution of Poor Performance to External Causes
1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests that the problem

may be related to factors besides me or my behavior. (II-10)
2. When my supervisor lets me know there is a problem with my work, he/she suggests reasons for the

problem other than my behavior or my personal characteristics. (II-36)
3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests external causes for

the problem like my workload. (II-21)
4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests internal causes for

the problem like my negligence. (R) (II-57)
Provides Positive Feedback in General
1. When I do a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives me feedback about the job I did. (II-

31)
2. When I do something well, my supervisor calls my attention to it. (II-48)
3. When I do something well at work, my supervisor lets me know about it. (II-3)
4. When I do a work assignment well, my supervisor commends me. (II-39)
Constructive Positive Feedback – Public Delivery
1. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor commends me publicly. (II-64)
2. My supervisor informs me about good work I’ve done within the hearing range of others. (II-45)
3. My supervisor talks with me about good work I’ve done when others are nearby. (II-11)
4. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor talks with me about it privately. (R)

(II-19)
Constructive Positive Feedback – Attribution of Good Performance to Internal Causes
1. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests that the good work

may be related to factors like my light workload rather than my efforts. (R) (II-18)
2. When my supervisor lets me know I’ve done good work, he/she suggests reasons for my good work

performance like the job was easy rather than reasons like my ability. (R) (II-66)
3. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests internal causes for

the good work like my efforts or the strategies I used. (II-23)
4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests internal causes for

the problem like my lack of conscientiousness. (II-46)
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Seeks Input, Listens to Concerns, Is Accessible and Receptive to Questions and Ideas (Self-designed –
Based on Rogers’ (1987) Measure of Perceived Communication Openness)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

Seeks Input from Group Members
1. My supervisor asks for my input. (II-53)
2. My supervisor asks work group members for suggestions. (II-25)
3. My supervisor asks for new ideas from work group members. (II-44)
4. My supervisor asks for personal opinions from work group members. (II-13)
Listens to Concerns of Group Members
1. My supervisor listens to my concerns. (II-35)
2. My supervisor listens to complaints from work group members. (II-58)
3. My supervisor listens to work group members’ criticisms. (II-15)
4. My supervisor listens to bad news from work group members. (II-7)
Is Accessible and Receptive to Questions and Ideas of Group Members
1. My supervisor is accessible to me. (II-28)
2. My supervisor is available to work group members. (II-41)
3. My supervisor is easy to reach when needed. (II-60)
4. My supervisor is hard to find when I have a question. (R) (II-47)

Regard for Face
Regard for Recipient’s Positive Face (Based on Goldsmith, 2000)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she lets me know that he/she still
thinks highly of my abilities. (II-29)

2. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work performance, his/her statements still
make me feel good about myself as a person. (II-43)

3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, his/her statements still make me
feel liked and accepted. (II-8)

4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, it seems like he/she really can
identify with me. (II-59)

Regard for Recipient’s Negative Face (Based on Goldsmith, 2000)
1

Never
2

Once in Awhile
3

Sometimes
4

Often
5

Always
1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work performance, he/she gives me the

right to decide how to correct my performance. (II-61)
2. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she doesn’t impose too much on

the way I correct the problem. (II-42)
3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she lets me figure out my own

solution to the problem. (II-12)
4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, his/her statements show that I can

choose how to correct the performance issue. (II-37)
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Use of Tact to Mitigate Threat to Negative Face (Self-designed – Based on Lim & Bowers, 1991)
1

Never
2

Once in Awhile
3

Sometimes
4

Often
5

Always
1. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements are not

directly to the point. (II-30)
2. When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done, his/her statements make me feel like he/she is

trying to lessen the imposition on me. (II-14)
3. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements are highly

direct and to the point. (R) (II-51)
4. When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done, his/her statements make me feel like he/she is

imposing on the way I work. (R) (II-65)

Use of Approbation to Mitigate Threat to Negative Face (Self-designed – Based on Lim & Bowers,
1991)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements make me feel
like he/she still respects my abilities in general. (II-27)

2. When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done, his/her statements include words of general
appreciation for my work overall. (II-2)

3. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements seem to
increase the magnitude of the problem. (R) (II-32)

4. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements make me feel
unappreciated. (R) (II-62)

Part III – Communication with Coworkers
For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your relationships with your coworkers and your observations about your work
group. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is reflected in the statement.

Workplace Friendships
Workplace Friendships (Nielsen, Jex, & Adams, 2000)

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I have formed strong friendships with my coworkers at work. (III-5)
2. I can confide in my coworkers at work. (III-4)
3. I do not feel that anyone I work with is a true friend. (III-6)
4. I socialize with coworkers outside of the workplace. (III-2)
5. I feel I can trust many coworkers a great deal. (III-1)
6. Being able to see my coworkers is one reason why I look forward to my job. (III-8)
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Coworker Support
Coworker Support (Based on Cook & Wall, 1980; Spreitzer, 1995) Note: Question #3 language
modified from "members of our work group” to “my coworkers.”

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I have the support I need from my coworkers to do a good job. (III-9)
2. I can trust my coworkers to lend me a hand if I need it. (III-3)
3. My coworkers listen to each other’s suggestions for how to do work. (III-7)

Please indicate the number of peers in your immediate work group as described below.

Peer Communicative Relationships
Communicative Relationships (Based on Kram & Isabella, 1985; Kramer, 1994)
1. How many coworkers (not counting supervisors or subordinates) usually work on your unit during

your shift?
2. When thinking about your communication with your coworkers who usually work during your shift,

with how many coworkers do you share types of communication as described below?

Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our families, we make a real effort to
provide emotional support to each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other
know how we feel about things at work and away from work.

Part IV – Individual Characteristics

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your personal characteristics.

Individual Characteristics
Self-Esteem Measure (Rosenberg, 1965) Note: Neutral response added.

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
2. At times I think I am no good at all. (R)
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. (R)
6. I certainly feel useless at times. (R)
7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. (R)
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (R)
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
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Individual Demographics
Demographic Information
1. How many employees do you supervise directly?
2. How many years have you worked in your current position?
3. How many years have you worked in this work unit?
4. How many years have you worked for this supervisor?
5. How many years have you worked in this organization?
6. How many years have you worked in this type of organization?
7. What is your work shift?
8. What are your usual work hours?
9. What is your highest level of education? (a) high school, (b) some college, (c) associate’s degree, (d)

bachelor’s degree, (e) master’s degree, or (f) doctoral degree
10.What is your age?
11.What is your sex? (a) Male, or (b) Female
12.What is your ethnicity? (a) White, (b) Black, (c) Hispanic, (d) Asian/Pacific Islander, (e) American

Indian, or (f) Other
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Appendix I

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Introduction Letter (Pilot Study)

[Date]

Dear [Staff Member],

The administrators of [target hospital] would like to get your opinions about your job and
the communication and relationships within your work unit. This will help the
administrators better understand how individuals see their jobs and how communication
and relationships can affect attitudes and job performance. Your opinions also will be
helpful to us at The University of Texas at Austin. We are hoping to learn more about
how communication and relationships among coworkers and supervisors affect on-the-
job learning and behaviors.

The survey will take about 30 minutes to complete. There are no right or wrong answers.
We simply want to get your opinions. Please circle only one response to each survey
statement. And please respond to each statement as you believe the situation really exists
on your work unit, not as you think it should be or wish it was. In some cases we do
present a statement more than once, but this is to make sure that your responses are
consistent.

We will keep your responses completely confidential. You have been assigned an
identification number solely to match data. When all staff have completed their surveys,
the responses will be combined to give an overall report on how individuals see their
jobs, and how communication and relationships among coworkers and supervisors affect
the jobs. Nobody’s individual responses will be seen by the administrators.

If you choose not to complete the survey, you will not be penalized nor will your
employment relationship be affected. If you have any questions about the survey, please
feel free to ask me in person, or call or e-mail me. And, thank you for your help!

Sincerely,

Mary E. Smith
Doctoral Candidate
Department of Communication Studies
University of Texas at Austin
512-427-6213
smithmy@mail.utexas.edu
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Appendix J

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Instructions (Pilot Study)

Employee Participant Perception Survey
Study conducted by researchers at The University of Texas at Austin, College of
Communication

Purpose:

This survey is designed to provide information about how communication and
relationships among coworkers and supervisors affect jobs. We are gathering this
information to better understand how workplace communication and relationships may
affect employee opinions, attitudes, and job performance. The goal of this work is to
improve management practices in organizations.

Confidentiality:

Individual responses to the survey statements are confidential. The results from these
surveys will only be reported based on the overall scores for the work unit. No individual
scores will be reported.

Instructions:

• For each statement, please respond as you believe the situation really exists on your
work unit, not as you think it should be or wish it was.

• Please circle only one response to each statement.
• Please return the completed survey in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope

within two weeks.

Consent:

Your survey submission will constitute your consent to participate in the study.

For Survey Help:

Contact researcher Mary E. Smith:
• By phone at (512) 427-6213, or by e-mail at smithmy@mail.utexas.edu

Thank you very much for your participation!

This survey was developed by researchers at The University of Texas at Austin, and
utilizes their scales and scales developed by other researchers.
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Appendix K

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Instrument (Pilot Study)

Part I – Individual Opinions and Attitudes

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your opinions and attitudes. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is
reflected in the statement.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. When necessary, I report my errors to my work group leader. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. To follow – dyadic psychological safety with supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. I feel free to be completely myself at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. My job is a very satisfying one. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. The people on our unit value others’ unique skills and talents. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. To follow – dyadic psychological safety with supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. When necessary, I report others’ errors to my work group leader. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. On this unit, it is acceptable to point out other people's mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. I am currently looking for another job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
10. To follow – dyadic psychological safety with supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
11. The feelings I express at work are my true feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
12. It is easy to learn from the errors of others in my work group. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
13. If you make a mistake in this unit, it tends to be held against you. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
14. To follow – dyadic psychological safety with supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
15. It is okay to express my true feelings in this job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
16. I am planning to leave this organization and work somewhere else. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
17. It is difficult to discuss errors in my work group. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
18. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
19. People on this unit are comfortable checking with each other if

they have questions about the right way to do something. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
20. There are parts of myself that I am not free to express at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
21. Members of this unit are able to bring up problems and tough

issues. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
22. I will probably not be working in this job a year from now. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
23. To follow – dyadic psychological safety with supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
24. I am very satisfied with the kind of work I do. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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Part II – Communication with Supervisor

Please indicate which one of the three descriptions below best describes the types of
communication you have with your supervisor.
1. We share the information necessary for us to get our jobs done.

We talk about work. We also talk about impersonal topics such as
weather, sports, or current events. ______

2. Besides sharing job information and talking about work, we share
information about careers and opinions with each other. We also
discuss personal topics such as our families. ______

3. Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our
families, we make a real effort to provide emotional support to
each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each
other know how we feel about things at work and away from work. ______

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your observations about your supervisor. Circle NA if you have not observed
what is reflected in the statement.

1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor talks with
me about it in front of my coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

2. When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done, his/her
statements include words of general appreciation for my work
overall. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

3. When I do something well at work, my supervisor lets me know
about it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

4. My supervisor lets me know about my work performance as soon
as possible after I’ve completed a work assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

5. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance,
he/she talks about my actions not about my personal
characteristics. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

6. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she shouts at me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

7. My supervisor listens to bad news from work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

his/her statements still make me feel liked and accepted. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. When I do something poorly at work, my supervisor lets me know

about it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA



186

1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

10. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she suggests that the problem may be related to factors besides
me or my behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

11. My supervisor talks with me about good work I’ve done when
others are nearby. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

12. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she lets me figure out my own solution to the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

13. My supervisor asks for personal opinions from work group
members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

14. When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done, his/her
statements make me feel like he/she is trying to lessen the
imposition on me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

15. My supervisor listens to work group members’ criticisms. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
16. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she

provides me general information that isn’t very helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
17. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she

comments on my work behavior rather than on me personally. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
18. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work,

he/she suggests that the good work may be related to factors like
my light workload rather than my efforts. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

19. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor
talks with me about it privately. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

20. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor
communicates with me about it privately. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

21. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she suggests external causes for the problem like my workload. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

22. When my supervisor informs me about any problem(s) with my
work, he/she keeps his/her voice volume down. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

23. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work,
he/she suggests internal causes for the good work like my efforts or
the strategies I used. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

24. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she
provides me with specific information. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

25. My supervisor asks work group members for suggestions. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
26. When I do a work assignment poorly, my supervisor calls it to my

attention. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

27. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my
work, his/her statements make me feel like he/she still respects my
abilities in general. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

28. My supervisor is accessible to me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
29. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she lets me know that he/she still thinks highly of my abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
30. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my

work, his/her statements are not directly to the point. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
31. When I do a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives

me feedback about the job I did. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
32. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my

work, his/her statements seem to increase the magnitude of the
problem. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

33. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she
comments on specific things about it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

34. My supervisor informs me about my work performance several
weeks after I’ve completed an assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

35. My supervisor listens to my concerns. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
36. When my supervisor lets me know there is a problem with my

work, he/she suggests reasons for the problem other than my
behavior or my personal characteristics. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

37. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
his/her statements show that I can choose how to correct the
performance issue. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

38. When I do poor work, my supervisor communicates with me about
it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

39. When I do a work assignment well, my supervisor commends me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
40. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she uses a considerate tone of voice. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
41. My supervisor is available to work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
42. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she doesn’t impose too much on the way I correct the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
43. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work

performance, his/her statements still make me feel good about
myself as a person. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

44. My supervisor asks for new ideas from work group members.
1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

45. My supervisor informs me about good work I’ve done within the
hearing range of others. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

46. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she suggests internal causes for the problem like my lack of
conscientiousness. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

47. My supervisor is hard to find when I have a question. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
48. When I do something well, my supervisor calls my attention to it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
49. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she

talks about what I did rather than about me as a person. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
50. When my supervisor informs me about work I’ve done, he/she

offers specific comments on it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
51. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my

work, his/her statements are highly direct and to the point. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
52. When my supervisor finds fault with my work performance, he/she

yells at me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
53. My supervisor asks for my input. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
54. When I finish a work assignment, my supervisor communicates

with me about my work performance promptly. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
55. My supervisor talks with me about any problem with my work

when no one else is nearby. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
56. When I do a poor job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives

me feedback about my work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
57. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she suggests internal causes for the problem like my negligence. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
58. My supervisor listens to complaints from work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
59. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, it

seems like he/she really can identify with me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
60. My supervisor is easy to reach when needed. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
61. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work

performance, he/she gives me the right to decide how to correct my
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

62. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my
work, his/her statements make me feel unappreciated. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

63. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance,
he/she speaks about my personal characteristics more than about
my behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

64. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor
commends me publicly. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

65. When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done, his/her
statements make me feel like he/she is imposing on the way I work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

66. When my supervisor lets me know I’ve done good work, he/she
suggests reasons for my good work performance like the job was
easy rather than reasons like my ability. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

67. My supervisor gives me feedback about my work performance
right away. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

68. My supervisor informs me about any problem with my work out of
the hearing range of others. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Part III – Communication with Coworkers

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your relationships with your coworkers and your observations about your work
group. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is reflected in the statement.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I feel I can trust many coworkers a great deal. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. I socialize with coworkers outside of the workplace. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. I can trust my coworkers to lend me a hand if I need it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. I can confide in my coworkers at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. I have formed strong friendships with my coworkers at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. I do not feel that anyone I work with is a true friend. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. My coworkers listen to each other’s suggestions for how to do

work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. Being able to see my coworkers is one reason why I look forward

to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. I have the support I need from my coworkers to do a good job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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Please indicate the number of peers in your immediate work group as described below.

1. How many coworkers (not counting supervisors or subordinates) usually
work on your unit during your shift? ______

2. When thinking about your communication with your coworkers who
usually work during your shift, with how many coworkers do you share
types of communication as described below?

Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our families,
we make a real effort to provide emotional support to each other. We
talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other know how we feel
about things at work and away from work. ______

Part IV – Individual Characteristics

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your personal characteristics.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with

others. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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Demographic Information

1. How many employees do you supervise directly?
___________

2. How many years have you worked in your current position?
___________

3. How many years have you worked in this work unit?
___________

4. How many years have you worked for this supervisor?
___________

5. How many years have you worked in this organization?
___________

6. How many years have you worked in this type of organization?
___________

7. What is your work shift?
___________

8. What is your highest level of education?
(a) high school, (b) some college, (c) associate’s degree, (d)
bachelor’s degree, (e) master’s degree, or (f) doctoral degree ___________

9. What is your age?
___________

10. What is your sex? (a) Male, or (b) Female
___________

11. What is your ethnicity? (a) White, (b) Black, (c) Hispanic, (d)
Asian/Pacific Islander, (e) American Indian, or (f) Other ___________

Thank you again for your participation!
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Appendix L

Table L1: Participants’ Overall Comments about Pilot Survey

Comment

# of
Participants

Making
Comment

% of
Participants

Making
Comment

Too repetitive. 11 33.3%
Make clearer who "supervisor" is (e.g., Clinical Manager =
annual performance deliverer; Charge Nurse = acting
supervisor). 8 24.2%

No overall comments stated. 8 24.2%

Good survey (e.g., easy to follow, hangs together). 8 24.2%
Some questions not applicable to hospital work (e.g., "re-doing
work"). 6 18.2%
Need to "dumb down" some questions for those without college
education (e.g., change word "imposition"). 6 18.2%

Too long. 4 12.1%
Need to be clearer about what supervisor asks for suggestions
about. 4 12.1%
May want to consider narrowing and targeting questions to
patient care positions only. 4 12.1%
Attribution questions need to be clearer and less complex (e.g.,
some sound like supervisor makes excuses for employee). 3 9.1%
"Satisfied" can mean different things (e.g., satisfied with job of
caring for others but not satisfied with staffing, support, PT). 3 9.1%

Evaluation by peers not addressed. 2 6.1%
When supervisor is excellent, some questions feel clumsy to
answer. 2 6.1%
Work shift "peers" needs better definition regarding who to
include as "peers" (e.g., only MRI tech, rotating shifts). 2 6.1%
Need open-ended questions; some things are difficult to rate on
a scale. 2 6.1%
Supervisory listening is important, but also need to ask if acts
and follows through on what is heard. 2 6.1%
May want to use "department/unit" to cover both nursing units
and ancillary departments. 2 6.1%
Confidentiality good. Be sure to re-emphasize no breech of
confidentiality. 2 6.1%
Major assumption of survey is that supervisor is aware of tasks
and oversees work. Not always the case. 2 6.1%
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Comment

# of
Participants

Making
Comment

% of
Participants

Making
Comment

Clarify respondent's "95%-time role" so can accurately address
question regarding number of subordinates. 1 3.0%

Clarify that "this organization" includes all components. 1 3.0%

Time for survey not a problem. 1 3.0%

Friendship section good. 1 3.0%
Liked questions about supervisor showing caring for
subordinate's feelings. 1 3.0%
Need to remove suggested reasons for internal attributions (e.g.,
lack of conscientiousness). 1 3.0%
Suggested question: "Do you know what is expected of you on
your job?" 1 3.0%

Consider 1.5 inch spacing for aging employees' eyes. 1 3.0%

Consider putting survey on-line. 1 3.0%
Had some guilty feelings answering questions negatively about
supervisor. 1 3.0%
Suggested question: "When you're thinking about the person
that does your annual eval, does he oversee your daily work?" 1 3.0%
Supervisor may not be telling about mistakes because not
making any. 1 3.0%

Survey made me appreciate my supervisor. 1 3.0%
Part-time workers may be looking for a full-time job but still are
satisfied with the job itself. 1 3.0%
Sometimes supervisors can be too lenient. It isn't good when
they want to be everyone's friend. 1 3.0%
Recent changes in management made it harder to complete
survey. 1 3.0%
Gets little in the way of feedback from supervisor, so many
questions not applicable. Annual performance only. 1 3.0%
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Appendix M

Table M1: Participants’ Specific Comments about Pilot Survey Questions

Construct ID Pilot Survey ID # Commenting Comment
PSYCHSAF1 I13
PSYCHSAF2 I19
PSYCHSAF3 I05
PSYCHSAF4 I21 1 But nothing is done.
PSYCHSAF5 I08 1 What kind of mistakes?
SAFSUP1 I06
SAFSUP2 I02
SAFSUP3 I10
SAFSUP4 I14
SAFSUP5 I23

REPERR1 I17 1
"Difficult" ambiguous, maybe
"uncomfortable?"

REPERR2 I12
REPERR3 I01
REPERR4 I07
SELFEXP1 I11
SELFEXP2 I03
SELFEXP3 I20
SELFEXP4 I15
JOBSAT1 I18
JOBSAT2 I24 1 Kind of work.
JOBSAT3 I04
TURNOV1 I22
TURNOV2 I09 1 Looking but plan to keep PRN job.
TURNOV3 I16
COMMREL1 II00
NFEEDGEN1 II56
NFEEDGEN2 II09 1 My work is above average.
NFEEDGEN3 II38
NFEEDGEN4 II26
NFEEDCONS1 II40
NFEEDCONS2 II22
NFEEDCONS3 II06
NFEEDCONS4 II52

NPFEEDPRMP1 II54 1
Supervisor doesn't oversee specific
tasks.

NPFEEDPRMP2 II04
NPFEEDPRMP3 II67 1 Usually yearly.
NPFEEDPRMP4 II34 1 Yearly.
NFEEDPVT1 II20
NFEEDPVT2 II68 1 My work is always above average.
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Construct ID Pilot Survey ID # Commenting Comment

NFEEDPVT3 II55 1
We get eval once a year. I don't
remember negative eval.

NFEEDPVT4 II01
NPFEEDSPC1 II24

NPFEEDSPC2 II33 1
I have had very little negative
reports on my work.

NPFEEDSPC3 II50
NPFEEDSPC4 II16 1 "General" is confusing.
NPFEEDPROC1 II17
NPFEEDPROC2 II05
NPFEEDPROC3 II49
NPFEEDPROC4 II63
NFEEDEXT1 II10 1 ?
NFEEDEXT2 II36 1 ?
NFEEDEXT3 II21
NFEEDEXT4 II57 1 Other examples.
PFEEDGEN1 II31 1 Doesn't mention it.
PFEEDGEN2 II48
PFEEDGEN3 II03
PFEEDGEN4 II39
PFEEDPUB1 II64
PFEEDPUB2 II45
PFEEDPUB3 II11

PFEEDPUB4 II19 2
Eval once a year only.
Doesn't mention it.

PFEEDINT1 II18 1 ?
PFEEDINT2 II66
PFEEDINT3 II23
PFEEDINT4 II46 1 Other examples (e.g., emotional).
SUPINPT1 II53

SUPINPT2 II25 2
General?
But does not act.

SUPINPT3 II44
SUPINPT4 II13
SUPLIST1 II35 1 But nothing is done.
SUPLIST2 II58 1 But nothing is done.

SUPLIST3 II15 2
But does not act.
"Criticisms?"

SUPLIST4 II07 4

But does not act.
What is "bad news?"
Bad news?
Bad news?

SUPACCREC1 II28
SUPACCREC2 II41
SUPACCREC3 II60 1 Depends if work night shift.
SUPACCREC4 II47
SUPPFACE1 II29
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Construct ID Pilot Survey ID # Commenting Comment
SUPPFACE2 II43

SUPPFACE3 II08 1
Has nothing to do with work
feedback.

SUPPFACE4 II59 1 ?
SUPNFACE1 II61
SUPNFACE2 II42
SUPNFACE3 II12
SUPNFACE4 II37
SUPTACT1 II30

SUPTACT2 II14 1
"Imposition" - change to less
sophisticated word.

SUPTACT3 II51
SUPTACT4 II65 1 Can't redo in micro.
SUPAPPR1 II27
SUPAPPR2 II02
SUPAPPR3 II32
SUPAPPR4 II62
FRIENDS1 III05
FRIENDS2 III04
FRIENDS3 III06
FRIENDS4 III02 1 I live in Round Rock.
FRIENDS5 III01
FRIENDS6 III08
COWKSUP1 III09
COWKSUP2 III03
COWKSUP3 III07

PEERREL1 III10 4

Only MRI Tech, included
x-ray techs.
Department vs. unit?
Social worker - works alone.
Who do you include?

PEERREL2 III11 3

?
Rotating shifts causes this to be a
hard question.
Social worker - works alone.

SELFEST1 IV01
SELFEST2 IV02
SELFEST3 IV03
SELFEST4 IV04
SELFEST5 IV05
SELFEST6 IV06
SELFEST7 IV07
SELFEST8 IV08
SELFEST9 IV09
SELFEST10 IV10
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Appendix N

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Statements by Construct (Full Study)

Note: Numbers in parentheses following each statement depict the statement’s randomized location
within sections of the final survey instrument. Modifications to Pilot Survey Statements are in
highlighted red and “strikeout” type.

Part I – Individual Opinions and Attitudes

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your opinions and attitudes. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is
reflected in the statement.

Individual Opinions and Attitudes
Psychological Safety (Edmondson, 1999)

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. If you make a mistake in this unit, it tends to be held against you. (R) (I-4)
2. People on this unit are comfortable checking with each other if they have questions about the right

way to do something. (I-8)
3. The people on our unit value others’ unique skills and talents. (I-11)
4. Members of this unit are able to bring up problems and tough issues. (I-23)
5. On this unit, it is acceptable to point out other people's mistakes. (I-27)

Psychological Safety with Supervisor (Self-designed, based on author’s interviews with employees)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. My supervisor uses discretion when relaying my errors to others. (I-5)
2. My supervisor objectively considers the facts before concluding what or who is at fault when a

problem is reported. (I-19)
3. When there is a disagreement among staff, my supervisor believes those he/she likes. (R) (I-7)
4. My supervisor is understanding when I report a mistake I’ve made. (I-26)
5. My supervisor’s ego gets in the way of his/her handling problems. (R) (I-12)

Willingness to Report Error (Self-designed – based on Edmondson, 1996, 2003a)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. It is difficult to discuss errors in my work group. (R) (I-13)
2. In my work group, we publicly discuss errors we've made. [It is easy to learn from the errors of others

in my work group.] (I-3)
3. When necessary, I report my errors to my work group leader. (I-14)
4. When necessary, I report others’ errors to my work group leader. (I-18)
5. I feel uncomfortable reporting my errors. (R) (I-28)
6. I feel uncomfortable reporting others' errors. (R) (I-16)



198

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

7. When I make errors, I don't report them. (R) (I-6)
8. When others make errors, I don't report them. (R) (I-17)
9. It is procedurally easy to report errors in my work group. (I-10)
10.The process for reporting errors in the hospital is difficult. (R) (I-30)

Self-expression Scale within Measure of Psychological Climate (Brown & Leigh, 1996)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. The feelings I express at work are my true feelings. (I-25)
2. I feel free to be completely myself at work. (I-2)
3. There are parts of myself that I am not free to express at work. (R) (I-9)
4. It is okay to express my true feelings in this job. (I-21)

Job Satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1980)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job. (I-1)
2. I am very satisfied with the kind of work I do. (I-22)
3. My job is a very satisfying one. (I-15)

Turnover - Intention to Quit (McGee and Ford, 1987)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I will probably not be working in this job a year from now. (I-20)
2. I am currently looking for another job. (I-29)
3. I am planning to leave this organization and work somewhere else. (I-24)

Part II – Communication with Supervisor

Please indicate which one of the three descriptions below best describes the types of
communication you have with your supervisor – the person who does your annual
performance evaluation.

Supervisor/Subordinate Communicative Relationship
Communicative Relationships (Based on Kram & Isabella, 1985; Kramer, 1995)
1. We share the information necessary for us to get our jobs done. We talk about work. We also talk

about impersonal topics such as weather, sports, or current events.
2. Besides sharing job information and talking about work, we share information about careers and

opinions with each other. We also discuss personal topics such as our families.
3. Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our families, we make a real effort to provide

emotional support to each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other know how
we feel about things at work and away from work. (II00a)
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Please indicate on the following scale the degree to which your supervisor (the person
who does your annual performance evaluation) knows what you are doing on a daily
basis.

1
Never Knows

2
Knows Once in

Awhile

3
Knows

Sometimes

4
Knows Often

5
Knows Always

My supervisor knows what work I am doing on a daily basis. (II00b)

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your observations about your supervisor. Circle NA if you have not
experienced [observed] what is reflected in the statement.

Coaching Behavior
Provides Clarification and Feedback (Self-designed – Based on Baron, 1990; Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin,
& Wan, 1999; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Latting, 1992)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

Provides Feedback in General
1. My supervisor gives me performance feedback. (II-74)
2. My supervisor tells me how I am doing on the job. (II-7)
Provides Negative Feedback in General
1. When I do a poor job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives me feedback about my work

performance. (II-61)
2. When I do something poorly at work, my supervisor lets me know about it. (II-10)
3. When I do poor work, my supervisor communicates with me about it. (II-42)
4. When I do a work assignment poorly, my supervisor calls it to my attention. (II-28)
Constructive Negative Feedback – Considerate Tone
1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she uses a considerate tone of

voice. (II-45)
2. When my supervisor informs me about any problem(s) with my work, he/she keeps his/her voice

volume down. (II-24)
3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she shouts at me. (R) (II-6)
4. When my supervisor finds fault with my work performance, he/she yells at me. (R) (II-57)
Constructive Negative and Positive Feedback – Prompt Delivery
1. When I finish a work assignment, my supervisor communicates with me about my work performance

promptly. (II-59)
2. My supervisor lets me know about my work performance as soon as possible after I’ve completed a

work assignment. (II-4)
3. My supervisor gives me feedback about my work performance right away. (II-72)
4. My supervisor informs me about my work performance several weeks after I’ve completed an

assignment. (R) (II-38)
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1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

Constructive Negative Feedback – Private Delivery
1. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor communicates with me about it privately. (II-

22)
2. My supervisor informs me about any problem with my work out of the hearing range of others. (II-73)
3. My supervisor talks with me about any problem with my work when no one else is nearby. (II-60)
4. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor talks with me about it in front of my

coworkers. (R) (II-1)
Constructive Negative and Positive Feedback – Provision of Situationally-Specific Information
1. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she provides me with specific information.

(II-26)
2. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she comments on specific things about it.

(II-37)
3. When my supervisor informs me about work I’ve done, he/she offers specific comments on it. (II-55)
4. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she provides me vague [general]

information that isn’t very helpful. (R) (II-18)
Constructive Negative and Positive Feedback – Provision of Behaviorally-Related Information (Process
Feedback)
1. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she comments on my work behavior rather

than on me personally. (II-19)
2. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance, he/she talks about my actions not

about my personal characteristics. (II-5)
3. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she talks about what I did rather than

about me as a person. (II-54)
4. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance, he/she speaks about my personal

characteristics more than about my behavior. (R) (II-68)
Constructive Negative Feedback – Attribution of Poor Performance to External Causes
1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she doesn't blame me as a person,

but, instead, blames the situation. [When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she suggests that the problem may be related to factors besides me or my behavior.] (II-11)

2. When my supervisor lets me know there is a problem with my work, he/she doesn't tie it to my
personal character.[When my supervisor lets me know there is a problem with my work, he/she
suggests reasons for the problem other than my behavior or my personal characteristics.] (II-40)

3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests the problem was due
to circumstances beyond my control (e.g., workload). [When my supervisor gives me negative
feedback about my work, he/she suggests external causes for the problem like my workload.](II-23)

4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests the problem was
because of something personal about me (e.g., my negligence). [When my supervisor gives me
negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests internal causes for the problem like my
negligence.] (R) (II-62)

Provides Positive Feedback in General
1. When I do a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives me feedback about the job I did. (II-

35)
2. When I do something well, my supervisor calls my attention to it. (II-53)
3. When I do something well at work, my supervisor lets me know about it. (II-3)
4. When I do a work assignment well, my supervisor commends me. (II-44)
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1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

Constructive Positive Feedback – Public Delivery
1. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor commends me publicly. (II-69)
2. My supervisor informs me about good work I’ve done within the hearing range of others. (II-50)
3. My supervisor talks with me about good work I’ve done when others are nearby. (II-12)
4. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor talks with me about it privately. (R)

(II-21)
Constructive Positive Feedback – Attribution of Good Performance to Internal Causes
1. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests that the good work

may be related to factors like my light workload rather than my efforts. [When my supervisor gives me
positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests that the good work may be related to factors like my
light workload rather than my efforts.] (R) (II-20)

2. When my supervisor lets me know I’ve done good work, he/she suggests my good work performance
is due to the situation (e.g., the job was easy). [When my supervisor lets me know I’ve done good
work, he/she suggests reasons for my good work performance like the job was easy rather than reasons
like my ability.] (R) (II-71)

3. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests my good work is due
to me as a person (e.g., my efforts). [When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work,
he/she suggests internal causes for the good work like my efforts or the strategies I used.] (II-25)

4. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work, he/she suggests my good work is
because of my personal characteristics (e.g., my conscientiousness). [When my supervisor gives me
negative feedback about my work, he/she suggests internal causes for the problem like my lack of
conscientiousness.] (II-51)

Seeks Input, Listens to Concerns, Is Accessible and Receptive to Questions and Ideas (Self-designed –
Based on Rogers’ (1987) Measure of Perceived Communication Openness)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

Seeks Input from Group Members
1. My supervisor asks for my input. (II-58)
2. My supervisor asks work group members for work-related suggestions. (II-27)
3. My supervisor asks for new ideas from work group members. (II-49)
4. My supervisor asks for work-related [personal] opinions from work group members. (II-14)
Listens to Concerns of Group Members
1. My supervisor listens to my concerns. (II-39)
2. My supervisor listens to complaints from work group members. (II-63)
3. When work group members make suggestions to our supervisor about work, he/she listens. [My

supervisor listens to work group members’ criticisms.] (II-17)
4. My supervisor listens to "bad" news about things at work from work group members. [My supervisor

listens to bad news from work group members.] (II-8)
Supervisor Acts on Suggestions
1. My supervisor acts on group members' suggestions. (II-16)
2. My supervisor does nothing about ideas we give him/her. (R) (II-29)
Is Accessible and Receptive to Questions and Ideas of Group Members
1. My supervisor is accessible to me. (II-30)
2. My supervisor is available to work group members. (II-46)
3. My supervisor is easy to reach when needed. (II-65)
4. My supervisor is hard to find when I have a question. (R) (II-52)
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Regard for Face
Regard for Recipient’s Positive Face (Based on Goldsmith, 2000)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she lets me know that he/she
still thinks highly of my abilities. (II-32)

2. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work performance, his/her statements still
make me feel good about myself as a person. (II-48)

3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, his/her statements still make me
feel liked and accepted. (II-9)

4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, it seems like he/she really can
identify with me. (II-64)

Regard for Recipient’s Negative Face (Based on Goldsmith, 2000)
1

Never
2

Once in Awhile
3

Sometimes
4

Often
5

Always
1. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work performance, he/she gives me the

right to decide how to correct my performance. (II-66)
2. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she doesn’t impose too much on

the way I correct the problem. (II-47)
3. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, he/she lets me figure out my own

solution to the problem. (II-13)
4. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, his/her statements show that I can

choose how to correct the performance issue. (II-41)
Use of Tact to Mitigate Threat to Negative Face (Self-designed – Based on Lim & Bowers, 1991)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements are not
directly to the point. (II-33)

2. When my supervisor asks me to fix a problem with my work, he/she states the request in a way that
shows he/she is trying not to impose on me. [When my supervisor asks me to re-do work I’ve done,
his/her statements make me feel like he/she is trying to lessen the imposition on me.] (II-15)

3. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements are very
[highly] direct and to the point. (R) (II-56)

4. When my supervisor asks me to fix [re-do] work I’ve done, his/her statements make me feel like
he/she is imposing on the way I work. (R) (II-70)

5. When my supervisor asks me to fix work I've done, he/she states the request in a way that is not at all
pushy. (II-34)

Use of Approbation to Mitigate Threat to Negative Face (Self-designed – Based on Lim & Bowers,
1991)

1
Never

2
Once in Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements make me feel
like he/she still respects my abilities in general. (II-29)

2. When my supervisor asks me to fix [re-do] work I’ve done, his/her statements include words of
general appreciation for my work overall. (II-2)

3. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements seem to
increase the magnitude of the problem. (R) (II-36)

4. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my work, his/her statements make me feel
unappreciated. (R) (II-67)

5. When my supervisor asks me to fix work I've done, he/she states the request in a way that makes me
feel appreciated for my efforts. (II-43)
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Part III – Communication with Coworkers

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your relationships with your coworkers and your observations about your work
group. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is reflected in the statement.

Workplace Friendships
Workplace Friendships (Nielsen, Jex, & Adams, 2000)

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I have formed strong friendships with my coworkers at work. (III-5)
2. I can confide in my coworkers at work. (III-4)
3. I do not feel that anyone I work with is a true friend. (R) (III-6)
4. I socialize with coworkers outside of the workplace. (III-2)
5. I feel I can trust many coworkers a great deal. (III-1)
6. Being able to see my coworkers is one reason why I look forward to my job. (III-8)

Coworker Support
Coworker Support (Based on Cook & Wall, 1980; Spreitzer, 1995) Note: Question #3 language
modified from "members of our work group” to “my coworkers.”

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I have the support I need from my coworkers to do a good job. (III-9)
2. I can trust my coworkers to lend me a hand if I need it. (III-3)
3. My coworkers listen to each other’s suggestions for how to do work. (III-7)

Please indicate the number of your fellow employees at work with whom you share the
type of communication described below.

Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our families, we make a real effort to
provide emotional support to each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other
know how we feel about things at work and away from work. (III-10)

Please indicate the number of peers in your immediate work group as described below.

Peer Communicative Relationships
Communicative Relationships (Based on Kram & Isabella, 1985; Kramer, 1994)
3. How many coworkers (not counting supervisors or subordinates) usually work on your unit during

your shift?
4. When thinking about your communication with your coworkers who usually work during your shift,

with how many coworkers do you share types of communication as described below?

Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our families, we make a real effort to
provide emotional support to each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other
know how we feel about things at work and away from work.
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Part IV – Individual Characteristics

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your personal characteristics.

Individual Characteristics
Self-Esteem Measure (Rosenberg, 1965) Note: Neutral response added.

1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

11. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. (IV-12)
12. At times I think I am no good at all. (R) (IV-13)
13. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. (IV-14)
14. I am able to do things as well as most other people. (IV-15)
15. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. (R) (IV-16)
16. I certainly feel useless at times. (R) (IV-17)
17. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. (IV-18)
18. I wish I could have more respect for myself. (R) (IV-19)
19. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (R)(IV-20)
20. I take a positive attitude toward myself. (IV-21)

For each of the following 11 sets of statements, please put an X next to which one of
the two statements is closest to your views. Once you have selected your preferred
statement, circle the number of the response that best reflects how close the statement
is to your point of view.

Locus of Control Measure (Valecha & Ostrom, 1974, which is based on Rotter, 1966)
1

Strongly Disagree
2

Disagree
3

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1.
(IV-1)

___1a) Many of the unhappy things in
people’s lives are partly due to bad luck.

___1b) People’s misfortunes result from the
mistakes they make.

2.
(IV-2)

___2a) In the long run, people get the respect
they deserve in this world.

___2b) Unfortunately, an individual’s worth
often passes unrecognized no matter how
hard he tries.

3.
(IV-3)

___3a) Without the right breaks, one cannot
be an effective leader.

___3b) Capable people who fail to become
leaders have not taken advantage of their
opportunities.

4.
(IV-4)

___4a) Becoming a success is a matter of hard
work; luck has little or nothing to do with
it.

___4b) Getting a good job depends mainly on
being in the right place at the right time.

5.
(IV-5)

___5a) What happens to me is my own doing. ___5b) Sometimes I feel that I don’t have
enough control over the direction my life
is taking.

6.
(IV-6)

___6a) When I make plans, I am almost
certain that I can make them work.

___6b) It is not always wise to plan too far
ahead, because many things turn out to be
a matter of good or bad fortune anyway.
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7.
(IV-7)

___7a) In my case, getting what I want has
little or nothing to do with luck.

___7b) Many times we might just as well
decide what to do by flipping a coin.

8.
(IV-8)

___8a) Who gets to be boss often depends on
who was lucky enough to be in the right
place first.

___8b) Getting people to do the right thing
depends upon ability; luck has little or
nothing to do with it.

9.
(IV-9)

___9a) Most people don’t realize the extent to
which their lives are controlled by
accidental happenings.

___9b) There is really no such thing as
“luck.”

10.
(IV-10)

___10a) In the long run, the bad things that
happen to us are balanced by the good
ones.

___10b) Most misfortunes are the result of
lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all
three.

11.
(IV-11)

___11a) Many times I feel that I have little
influence over the things that happen to
me.

___11b) It is impossible for me to believe that
chance or luck plays an important role in
my life.

Individual Demographics
Demographic Information
1. How many employees do you supervise directly in the job role you play most of the time at work? (IV-

22)
2. How many years have you worked in your current position? (IV-23)
3. How many years have you worked in this work unit? (IV-24)
4. How many years have you worked for this supervisor? (IV-25)
5. How many years have you worked in this organization? IV-26)
6. How many years have you worked in this type of organization? (IV-27)
7. What is your work shift? (IV-28)
8. What is your highest level of education? (a) high school, (b) some college, (c) associate’s degree, (d)

bachelor’s degree, (e) master’s degree, or (f) doctoral degree (IV-29)
9. What is your age? (IV-30)
10.What is your sex? (a) Male, or (b) Female (IV-31)
11.What is your ethnicity? (a) White, (b) Black, (c) Hispanic, (d) Asian/Pacific Islander, (e) American

Indian, or (f) Other (IV-32)
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Appendix O

Manager’s and Director’s Meeting
Script for Chief Executive Officer Regarding Research Study

Wednesday, June 15, 2005

As we all know, communication with one another is very important. All next week we'll
have a wonderful opportunity to look at the way we communicate with one another here
at work, both as management and staff, and we’ll be able to get an idea of how our
communication may be affecting our own and our employees’ attitudes and work
behaviors.

Beginning on Monday the 20th, Mary Smith, a Ph.D. candidate in Communication
Studies at UT-Austin, will be here collecting data for her dissertation. (Mary’s also the
Director of Special Projects at the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board.) For her
doctorate, she’s studying how face-to-face communication among hospital employees
may be related to job attitudes, on-the-job learning, and other work behaviors. This is
leading-edge research; as far as I know, it hasn’t been done anywhere before now. I'm
truly interested in this study, and I've told her that she can do her study here at [Target
Hospital]. I have no doubt that we’ll be able to benefit from her research once she’s
finished.

As you can tell, I’m firmly behind this study and would appreciate it if each of you would
get behind it as well. For the results to be meaningful to us and to Mary, we need to have
as many employees as possible fill out the survey she’s developed from her research,
interviews, and pilot study. As a favor to all of us, please encourage your employees to
fill out the survey. It'll take each person about 30 minutes or so to fill it out and
employees CAN fill it out during their work time, as long as they work out the time with
you of course.

The responses to this survey are COMPLETELY confidential, so please let your
employees know this. Individual responses will not be reported to anyone. Names will
NOT be used at all. Mary has assigned a number to every survey so she can match data.
She’s looking at work groups, not individuals. It's important that people feel completely
comfortable being honest with these survey questions so we can all get the most out of
this. I want all of us to learn from the study and take away from it whatever we can to
help us do our jobs better, and serve our patients in the best way we can.

Mary will be here all week starting on Monday morning, the 20th, and she’ll give all of
us a brief general explanation about the study in a way that won’t give away what exactly
it is that she’s trying to find out so she won’t bias the results. She’ll have some flyers for
us to take back to our departments, then she’ll go over the plan we’ve come up with for
distributing the surveys and getting them back while she’s here. After meeting with us,
she’ll be set up in [*] with the surveys organized for distribution to individual employees.
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She’ll have some gifts and prizes that she wants to give to people as a “Thank You” for
filling out the survey. We’ll even have raffle drawings on Friday morning for some
bigger prizes (e.g., cooler, small BBQ, bigger BBQ) for those who finish the survey and
turn it in by noon on Friday, June 24.

Since communication, as you know, is so complex, the study will be looking at many
aspects of communication that are interesting. Everyone (. . . and we hope everyone does
complete the survey) will find some interesting questions to answer. We know
everyone’s time is valuable, but I believe this study is important, both to Mary and to us.
So please do your best to encourage your employees to participate in this.
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Appendix P

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Introduction Letter (Full Study)

[Date]

Dear [Target Hospital] Employee,

The administrators of [Target Hospital] would like to get your opinions about your job
and the communication and relationships within your work unit. This will help the
administrators better understand how individuals see their jobs and how communication
and relationships can affect attitudes and job performance. Your opinions also will be
helpful to us at The University of Texas at Austin. We are hoping to learn more about
how communication and relationships among coworkers and supervisors affect on-the-
job learning and behaviors.

The survey will take about 30 minutes to complete. There are no right or wrong answers.
We simply want to get your opinions. Please circle only one response to each survey
statement. And please respond to each statement as you believe the situation really exists
in your department/work unit, not as you think it should be or wish it was. In several
cases we do repeat similar statements more than once. This is to make sure that your
responses are consistent so that we can analyze your answers using statistical methods.

We will keep your responses completely confidential. You have been assigned an
identification number solely to match data. When all staff have completed their surveys,
the responses will be combined to give an overall report on how individuals see their
jobs, and how communication and relationships among coworkers and supervisors affect
the jobs. Nobody’s individual responses will be seen by your supervisor or any
administrators.

If you choose not to complete the survey, you will not be penalized nor will your
employment relationship be affected. If you have any questions about the survey, please
feel free to ask me in person, or call or e-mail me. And, thank you for your help!

Sincerely,

Mary E. Smith
Doctoral Candidate
Department of Communication Studies
University of Texas at Austin
512-427-6213
smithmy@mail.utexas.edu
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Appendix Q

Employee Participant Perception Survey – Instructions (Full Study)

Employee Participant Perception Survey

Study conducted by researchers at The University of Texas at Austin, College of
Communication

Purpose:
This survey is designed to provide information about how communication and
relationships among coworkers and supervisors affect jobs. We are gathering this
information to better understand how workplace communication and relationships may
affect employee opinions, attitudes, and job performance. The goal of this work is to
improve management practices in organizations.

Confidentiality:
Individual responses to the survey statements are confidential. You have been assigned
an identification number solely to match data. The results from these surveys will only
be reported based on the overall scores for the work unit. No individual scores will be
reported.

Instructions:
For each statement, please respond as you believe the situation really exists in your
department/work unit, not as you think it should be or wish it was. When a statement
refers to your “supervisor,” please respond about the person who does your annual
performance evaluation.

Please circle only one response to each statement.

Please place your survey in the envelope enclosed in your survey packet and return it
directly to Mary Smith during the week of June 20, or place the survey in designated
boxes throughout the hospital.

Consent:
Your survey submission will constitute your consent to participate in the study.

For Survey Help:
Contact researcher Mary E. Smith:
• By phone at (512) 427-6213, or by e-mail at smithmy@mail.utexas.edu

Thank you very much for your participation!
This survey was developed by researchers at The University of Texas at Austin, and
utilizes their scales and scales developed by other researchers.
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Appendix R

Employee Participant Perception Survey

Part I – Individual Opinions and Attitudes

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your opinions and attitudes. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is
reflected in the statement.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. I feel free to be completely myself at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. In my work group, we publicly discuss errors we've made. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

4. If you make a mistake in this unit, it tends to be held against you. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. My supervisor uses discretion when relaying my errors to others. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. When I make errors, I don't report them. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. When there is a disagreement among staff, my supervisor believes

those he/she likes. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. People on this unit are comfortable checking with each other if

they have questions about the right way to do something. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. There are parts of myself that I am not free to express at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
10. It is procedurally easy to report errors in my work group. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
11. The people on our unit value others’ unique skills and talents. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
12. My supervisor’s ego gets in the way of his/her handling problems. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
13. It is difficult to discuss errors in my work group. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
14. When necessary, I report my errors to my work group leader. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
15. My job is a very satisfying one. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
16. I feel uncomfortable reporting others' errors. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
17. When others make errors, I don't report them. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
18. When necessary, I report others’ errors to my work group leader. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
19. My supervisor objectively considers the facts before concluding

what or who is at fault when a problem is reported. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
20. I will probably not be working in this job a year from now. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
21. It is okay to express my true feelings in this job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
22. I am very satisfied with the kind of work I do. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
23. Members of this unit are able to bring up problems and tough

issues. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

24. I am planning to leave this organization and work somewhere else. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
25. The feelings I express at work are my true feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
26. My supervisor is understanding when I report a mistake I’ve made. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
27. On this unit, it is acceptable to point out other people's mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
28. I feel uncomfortable reporting my errors. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
29. I am currently looking for another job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
30. The process for reporting errors in the hospital is difficult. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Part II – Communication with Supervisor

Please indicate which one of the three descriptions below best describes the types of
communication you have with your supervisor – the person who does your annual
performance evaluation.

1. We share the information necessary for us to get our jobs done.
We talk about work. We also talk about impersonal topics such as
weather, sports, or current events. ______

2. Besides sharing job information and talking about work, we share
information about careers and opinions with each other. We also
discuss personal topics such as our families. ______

3. Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our
families, we make a real effort to provide emotional support to
each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each
other know how we feel about things at work and away from work. ______

Please indicate on the following scale the degree to which your supervisor (the person
who does your annual performance evaluation) knows what you are doing on a daily
basis.

1
Never Knows

2
Knows Once

in Awhile

3
Knows

Sometimes

4
Knows Often

5
Knows Always

My supervisor knows what work I am doing on a daily basis. 1 2 3 4 5
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For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your observations about your supervisor. Circle NA if you have not
experienced what is reflected in the statement.

1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

1. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor talks with
me about it in front of my coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

2. When my supervisor asks me to fix work I’ve done, his/her
statements include words of general appreciation for my work
overall. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

3. When I do something well at work, my supervisor lets me know
about it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

4. My supervisor lets me know about my work performance as soon
as possible after I’ve completed a work assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

5. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance,
he/she talks about my actions not about my personal
characteristics. 2 3 4 5 NA

6. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she shouts at me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

7. My supervisor tells me how I am doing on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. My supervisor listens to "bad" news about things at work from

work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

his/her statements still make me feel liked and accepted. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
10. When I do something poorly at work, my supervisor lets me know

about it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
11. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she doesn't blame me as a person, but, instead, blames the
situation. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

12. My supervisor talks with me about good work I’ve done when
others are nearby. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

13. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she lets me figure out my own solution to the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

14. My supervisor asks for work-related opinions from work group
members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

15. When my supervisor asks me to fix a problem with my work,
he/she states the request in a way that shows he/she is trying not to
impose on me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

16. My supervisor acts on group members' suggestions. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

17. When work group members make suggestions to our supervisor
about work, he/she listens. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

18. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she
provides me vague information that isn’t very helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

19. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she
comments on my work behavior rather than on me personally. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

20. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work,
he/she suggests that the good work may be related to factors like
my light workload rather than my efforts. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

21. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor
talks with me about it privately. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

22. When there is a problem with my work, my supervisor
communicates with me about it privately. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

23. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,
he/she suggests the problem was due to circumstances beyond my
control (e.g., workload). 1 2 3 4 5 NA

24. When my supervisor informs me about any problem(s) with my
work, he/she keeps his/her voice volume down. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

25. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work,
he/she suggests my good work is due to me as a person (e.g., my
efforts). 1 2 3 4 5 NA

26. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she
provides me with specific information. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

27. My supervisor asks work group members for work-related
suggestions. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

28. When I do a work assignment poorly, my supervisor calls it to my
attention. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

29. My supervisor does nothing about ideas we give him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
30. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my

work, his/her statements make me feel like he/she still respects my
abilities in general. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

31. My supervisor is accessible to me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
32. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she lets me know that he/she still thinks highly of my abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
33. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my

work, his/her statements are not directly to the point. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
34. When my supervisor asks me to fix work I've done, he/she states

the request in a way that is not at all pushy. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

35. When I do a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives
me feedback about the job I did. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

36. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my
work, his/her statements seem to increase the magnitude of the
problem. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

37. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she
comments on specific things about it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

38. My supervisor informs me about my work performance several
weeks after I’ve completed an assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

39. My supervisor listens to my concerns. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
40. When my supervisor lets me know there is a problem with my

work, he/she doesn't tie it to my personal character. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
41. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

his/her statements show that I can choose how to correct the
performance issue. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

42. When I do poor work, my supervisor communicates with me about
it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

43. When my supervisor asks me to fix work I've done, he/she states
the request in a way that makes me feel appreciated for my efforts. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

44. When I do a work assignment well, my supervisor commends me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
45. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she uses a considerate tone of voice. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
46. My supervisor is available to work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
47. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she doesn’t impose too much on the way I correct the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
48. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work

performance, his/her statements still make me feel good about
myself as a person. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

49. My supervisor asks for new ideas from work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
50. My supervisor informs me about good work I’ve done within the

hearing range of others. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
51. When my supervisor gives me positive feedback about my work,

he/she suggests my good work is because of my personal
characteristics (e.g., my conscientiousness). 1 2 3 4 5 NA

52. My supervisor is hard to find when I have a question. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
53. When I do something well, my supervisor calls my attention to it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
54. When my supervisor gives me feedback about my work, he/she

talks about what I did rather than about me as a person. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

55. When my supervisor informs me about work I’ve done, he/she
offers specific comments on it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

56. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my
work, his/her statements are very direct and to the point. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

57. When my supervisor finds fault with my work performance, he/she
yells at me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

58. My supervisor asks for my input. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
59. When I finish a work assignment, my supervisor communicates

with me about my work performance promptly. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
60. My supervisor talks with me about any problem with my work

when no one else is nearby. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
61. When I do a poor job on a work assignment, my supervisor gives

me feedback about my work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
62. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work,

he/she suggests the problem was because of something personal
about me (e.g., my negligence). 1 2 3 4 5 NA

63. My supervisor listens to complaints from work group members. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
64. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work, it

seems like he/she really can identify with me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
65. My supervisor is easy to reach when needed. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
66. When my supervisor gives me negative feedback about my work

performance, he/she gives me the right to decide how to correct my
performance. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

67. When my supervisor speaks with me about problems with my
work, his/her statements make me feel unappreciated. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

68. When my supervisor lets me know about my work performance,
he/she speaks about my personal characteristics more than about
my behavior.

1 2 3 4 5 NA

69. When I’ve done a good job on a work assignment, my supervisor
commends me publicly. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

70. When my supervisor asks me to fix work I’ve done, his/her
statements make me feel like he/she is imposing on the way I work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

71. When my supervisor lets me know I’ve done good work, he/she
suggests my good work performance is due to the situation (e.g.,
the job was easy). 1 2 3 4 5 NA

72. My supervisor gives me feedback about my work performance
right away. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Never

2
Once in
Awhile

3
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

73. My supervisor informs me about any problem with my work out of
the hearing range of others. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

74. My supervisor gives me performance feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Part III – Communication with Coworkers

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your relationships with your coworkers and your observations about your work
group. Circle NA if you have not experienced what is reflected in the statement.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. I feel I can trust many coworkers a great deal. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. I socialize with coworkers outside of the workplace. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. I can trust my coworkers to lend me a hand if I need it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. I can confide in my coworkers at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. I have formed strong friendships with my coworkers at work. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. I do not feel that anyone I work with is a true friend. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. My coworkers listen to each other’s suggestions for how to do

work.
1 2 3 4 5 NA

8. Being able to see my coworkers is one reason why I look forward
to my job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

9. I have the support I need from my coworkers to do a good job. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Please indicate the number of your fellow employees at work with whom you share the
type of communication described below.

Besides talking about work and more personal topics like our
families, we make a real effort to provide emotional support to
each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each
other know how we feel about things at work and away from work.

Number of
Employees

______
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Part IV – Individual Characteristics

For each of the following 11 sets of statements, please put an X next to which one of
the two statements is closest to your views. Once you have selected your preferred
statement, circle the number of the response that best reflects how close the statement
is to your point of view.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

___1a) Many of the unhappy
things in people’s lives are
partly due to bad luck.

___1b) People’s misfortunes result
from the mistakes they make.

1 2 3 4 5 NA
___2a) In the long run, people get

the respect they deserve in
this world.

___2b) Unfortunately, an
individual’s worth often passes
unrecognized no matter how
hard he tries. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___3a) Without the right breaks,
one cannot be an effective
leader.

___3b) Capable people who fail to
become leaders have not taken
advantage of their
opportunities. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___4a) Becoming a success is a
matter of hard work; luck has
little or nothing to do with it.

___4b) Getting a good job depends
mainly on being in the right
place at the right time. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___5a) What happens to me is
my own doing.

___5b) Sometimes I feel that I
don’t have enough control over
the direction my life is taking. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___6a) When I make plans, I am
almost certain that I can make
them work.

___6b) It is not always wise to
plan too far ahead, because
many things turn out to be a
matter of good or bad fortune
anyway. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___7a) In my case, getting what I
want has little or nothing to
do with luck.

___7b) Many times we might just
as well decide what to do by
flipping a coin. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___8a) Who gets to be boss often
depends on who was lucky
enough to be in the right
place first.

___8b) Getting people to do the
right thing depends upon
ability; luck has little or
nothing to do with it. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

___9a) Most people don’t realize
the extent to which their lives
are controlled by accidental
happenings.

___9b) There is really no such
thing as “luck.”

1 2 3 4 5 NA
___10a) In the long run, the bad

things that happen to us are
balanced by the good ones.

___10b) Most misfortunes are the
result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

___11a) Many times I feel that I
have little influence over the
things that happen to me.

___11b) It is impossible for me to
believe that chance or luck
plays an important role in my
life.

1 2 3 4 5 NA

For each of the following statements, please circle the number of the response that best
reflects your personal characteristics.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with

others.
1 2 3 4 5 NA

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Employment and Educational History

1. How many employees do you supervise directly in the job role you
play most of the time at work?

___________
2. How many years have you worked in your current position?

___________
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3. How many years have you worked in your department/work unit?
___________

4. How many years have you worked for this supervisor?
___________

5. How many years have you worked in this hospital?
___________

6. How many years have you worked in any hospital?
___________

7. What is your highest level of education?
(a) high school, (b) some college, (c) associate’s degree, (d)
bachelor’s degree, (e) master’s degree, or (f) doctoral degree ___________

Thank you again for your participation!
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Appendix S

Additional Measures Included in the Employee Participant Perception Survey
not Used to Test Current Hypotheses or Address Current Research Questions

PROVIDES GENERAL FEEDBACK. A self-designed, two-item scale based on
performance feedback studies by Baron (1990); Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, and Wan
(1999); Kamins and Dweck (1999); and Latting (1992); and through which each
participant’s perception of his or her supervisor’s general provision of feedback (both
positive and negative) was measured (i.e., My supervisor gives me performance
feedback; My supervisor tells me how I am doing on the job). Responses were made on a
five-point scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

PROVIDES POSITIVE FEEDBACK. A self-designed, four-item scale based on
performance feedback studies by Baron (1990); Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, and Wan
(1999); Kamins and Dweck (1999); and Latting (1992); and through which each
participant’s perception of his or her supervisor’s general provision of positive feedback
was measured (e.g., When I do something well at work, my supervisor lets me know
about it; When I do a work assignment well, my supervisor commends me.) Responses
were made on a five-point scale anchored by “never” and “always.”

PROVIDES NEGATIVE FEEDBACK. A self-designed, four-item scale based on
performance feedback studies by Baron (1990) and Latting (1992), and through which
each participant’s perception of his or her supervisor’s general provision of negative
feedback was measured (e.g., When I do a poor job on a work assignment, my supervisor
gives me feedback about my work performance; When I do poor work, my supervisor
communicates with me about it). Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by
“never” and “always.”

SELF-EXPRESSION SCALE. A four-item scale measure of self-expression within
Brown and Leigh’s (1996) tested and validated Measure of Psychological Climate, and
through which each participant’s sense of comfort in being himself or herself within the
work group was measured (e.g., The feelings I express at work are my true feelings; I feel
free to be completely myself at work). Responses were made on a five-point scale
anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.”

JOB SATISFACTION. A three-item scale measure of job satisfaction tested and
validated by Hackman and Oldham (1980) (e.g., I am very satisfied with the kind of work
I do; My job is a very satisfying one). Responses were made on a five-point scale
anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.”

LOCUS OF CONTROL. Valecha and Ostrom’s (1974) 11-item validated scale
measure of locus of control. The measure is a shortened version of Rotter’s (1966)
original measure where respondents choose between two statements and then indicate on
a five-point scale anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” how closely the
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preferred statement matches their view (e.g., “Many of the unhappy things in people’s
lives are partly due to bad luck,” versus “People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes
they make”).

SELF-ESTEEM MEASURE. Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item, validated scale measure
of self-esteem (e.g., On the whole, I am satisfied with myself; I feel that I have a number
of good qualities). Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “strongly
disagree” and “strongly agree.” This measure is the most widely used measure of self-
esteem (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001). (Notes: A neutral response was added to
Rosenberg’s original measure. This scale was used for additional analyses, the results of
which are reported in Chapter 5 of this dissertation.)

WORKPLACE FRIENDSHIPS. Nielsen, Jex, and Adams’ (2000) six-item, validated
measure of friendships at work, and through which each participant’s perception of his or
her friendships with work group coworkers was measured (e.g., I have formed strong
friendships with my coworkers at work; I can confide in my coworkers at work).
Participants’ responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “strongly disagree”
and “strongly agree.”

COWORKER SUPPORT. Cook and Wall’s (1980) three-item, validated scale
measure of coworker support, and through which each participant’s perception of the
support he or she receives from coworkers was measured (e.g., I have the support I need
from my coworkers to do a good job; I can trust my coworkers to lend me a hand if I
need it). Participants’ responses were made on a five-point scale anchored by “strongly
disagree” and “strongly agree.” (Note: Question #3 language was modified from
“members of our work group” to “my coworkers.”)

SUPERVISOR/SUBORDINATE COMMUNICATIVE RELATIONSHIP. A three-item
descriptive measure based on Kram and Isabella (1985) and Kramer (1995), and through
which each participant indicated his or her perception of the type of communicative
relationship he or she shares with the supervisor (i.e., informational, collegial, or special).
For example, the description of the collegial relationship was: “Besides sharing job
information and talking about work, we share information about careers and opinions
with each other. We also discuss personal topics such as our families.”

PEER COMMUNICATIVE RELATIONSHIPS. A one-item descriptive measure based
on Kram and Isabella (1985) and Kramer (1994), and through which each participant
indicated his or her perceptions of the number of work group coworkers with whom he or
she shares a specific type of communicative relationship associated with best friendships.
The description of this special relationship was: “Besides talking about work and more
personal topics like our families, we make a real effort to provide emotional support to
each other. We talk frankly about nearly all topics. We let each other know how we feel
about things at work and away from work.”



222

Table S1: Reliabilities of Scales Measuring Variables not Used to Test Current
Hypotheses or Address Current Research Questions

Scale Initial #
Quest.

Initial #
Valid

Cases

Initial
Cron.
Alpha

Change
Made

Final #
Quest.

Final #
Valid

Cases

Final
Cron.
Alpha

Supvr Provides Gen
Feedback

2 387 .66 N/A .66

Supvr Provides Pos
Feedback

4 362 .90 N/A .90

Supvr Provides Neg
Feedback

4 310 .77 N/A .77

Self Expression 4 393 .73 N/A .73

Job Satisfaction 3 406 .79 N/A .79

Self-Esteem* 10 376 .84 N/A .84

Locus of Control 11 309 .59 No change – validated, published measure

Co-Worker Support 3 393 .80 N/A .80

Work Friends 6 373 .84 N/A .84

*This scale was used for additional analyses, the results of which are reported in Chapter 5 of this
dissertation.
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Appendix T

Table T1: Regular Employee Survey Response Rates by Department

Dept
Code Department Name

Department
Type31

# Regular
Employees

# Surveys
Completed

Response
Rate

101 Med/Surg Nursing 1 Direct Health 21 5 23.8%

102 Med/Surg Nursing 2 Direct Health 22 5 22.7%

103 Med/Surg Nursing 3 Direct Health 30 15 50.0%

116 CRB Rehab Therapy Direct Health 9 4 44.4%

118 Day Surgery Direct Health 9 8 88.9%

134 Intensive Care Unit Direct Health 33 8 24.2%

135 Intermediate Care Direct Health 26 10 38.5%

137 Labor & Delivery Direct Health 11 4 36.4%

147 Nursery Direct Health 6 2 33.3%

150 Obstetrics Direct Health 8 5 62.5%

153 Pediatrics Direct Health 15 7 46.7%

Total for Dept Type 190 73 38.4%

107 Anesthesia Health Related 1 1 100.0%

108 Breast Care Health Related 4 3 75.0%

110 Cardiac Cath Health Related 7 7 100.0%

111 Cardiac Rehab Service Health Related 3 3 100.0%

112 Cat Scan Health Related 2 1 50.0%

113 CNRA Health Related 5 3 60.0%

117 C. Clinic Health Related 3 3 100.0%

121 Emergency Room Health Related 32 12 37.5%

122 EMS Health Related 35 4 11.4%

123 E. Clinic Health Related 2 2 100.0%

124 G. Clinic Health Related 2 2 100.0%

125 GI Lab Health Related 7 1 14.3%

127 Hemodialysis Health Related 15 7 46.7%

128 Home Health Health Related 9 6 66.7%

31 “Department Type” was designated by the administrators of the target hospital on the basis of

each department’s level of responsibility for the direct care of patients.
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Dept
Code Department Name

Department
Type31

# Regular
Employees

# Surveys
Completed

Response
Rate

129 Hospice Health Related 7 6 85.7%

136 Lab Health Related 32 20 62.5%

144 Midwifery Health Related 3 2 66.7%

145 MRI Health Related 2 2 100.0%

146 Nuc Medicine Health Related 2 1 50.0%

149 O/P Therapy-PT Health Related 12 10 83.3%

151 OH&RS Health Related 2 2 100.0%

152 Path Lab Health Related 2 1 50.0%

154 Pharmacy Health Related 16 8 50.0%

156 Radiology Health Related 24 18 75.0%

157 Recovery Room Health Related 3 1 33.3%

158 Rehab Health Related 23 11 47.8%

159 Respiratory Ther-Care Health Related 19 9 47.4%

160 Retail Pharmacy Health Related 3 3 100.0%

163 Sleep Lab Health Related 1 0 0.0%

166 Surgery Health Related 21 15 71.4%

167 Trauma Activation Health Related 1 1 100.0%

168 Ultrasound Health Related 3 2 66.7%

Total for Dept Type 303 167 55.1%

104 Accounting Non-Health 5 5 100.0%

105 Administration Non-Health 4 2 50.0%

106 Admitting Non-Health 20 18 90.0%

109 Business Office Non-Health 22 15 68.2%

114 Communications Non-Health 6 3 50.0%

115 Compliance Non-Health 1 1 100.0%

170 Decision Support Non-Health 1 1 100.0%

119 Dietary Non-Health 34 25 73.5%

120 Education Non-Health 2 1 50.0%

126 Grounds Non-Health 2 1 50.0%

130 Housekeeping Non-Health 43 28 65.1%

131 Human Resources Non-Health 4 3 75.0%

132 Infection Control Non-Health 2 1 50.0%
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Dept
Code Department Name

Department
Type31

# Regular
Employees

# Surveys
Completed

Response
Rate

133 Information Systems Non-Health 6 6 100.0%

138 Laundry Non-Health 7 5 71.4%

139 Maintenance Non-Health 13 10 76.9%

140 Marketing Non-Health 2 2 100.0%

141 Materials Management Non-Health 5 4 80.0%

142 Medical Records Non-Health 14 10 71.4%

143 Medical Staff Service Non-Health 1 1 100.0%

148 Nursing Administration Non-Health 10 9 90.0%

155 Quality Improvement Non-Health 2 2 100.0%

161 Scheduling Non-Health 3 3 100.0%

162 Security Non-Health 9 2 22.2%

164 Social Services Non-Health 6 5 83.3%

165 Sterile Supply Non-Health 4 4 100.0%

169 Utilization Review Non-Health 6 5 83.3%

Total for Dept Type 234 172 73.5%

Grand Total 727 412 56.7%

SUMMARY
Direct Health 190 73 38.4%

Health Related 303 167 55.1%
493 240 48.7%

Non-Health 234 172 73.5%
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Appendix U

Table U1: Progression of Models using Forward OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety within the Work Group)

11.878 .663 17.915 .000

.463 .045 .521 10.197 .000 1.000 1.000

10.212 .788 12.962 .000

.375 .050 .422 7.448 .000 .778 1.285

.271 .073 .211 3.721 .000 .778 1.285

9.442 .822 11.491 .000

.234 .070 .263 3.358 .001 .397 2.521

.220 .074 .171 2.974 .003 .734 1.362

.283 .098 .231 2.897 .004 .384 2.603

9.194 .819 11.222 .000

.211 .069 .237 3.033 .003 .390 2.564

.167 .076 .130 2.194 .029 .680 1.470

.268 .097 .218 2.764 .006 .383 2.613

.213 .083 .142 2.565 .011 .776 1.289

9.116 .816 11.176 .000

.162 .073 .183 2.219 .027 .348 2.872

.154 .076 .119 2.020 .044 .675 1.482

.238 .098 .193 2.436 .016 .374 2.676

.202 .083 .134 2.433 .016 .772 1.295

.143 .071 .130 2.021 .044 .574 1.742

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

SUPERVISOR LISTENS

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

SUPERVISOR LISTENS

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

SUPERVISOR LISTENS

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
EXTERNAL

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

Model
1

2

3

4

5

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Appendix V

Table V1: Progression of Models using Forward OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Coaching-Oriented Behaviors (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

7.859 .825 9.525 .000

.737 .057 .615 13.033 .000 1.000 1.000

.533 1.223 .436 .664

.557 .057 .465 9.822 .000 .826 1.211

.560 .074 .360 7.597 .000 .826 1.211

-.057 1.191 -.048 .962

.382 .068 .319 5.657 .000 .546 1.833

.546 .071 .351 7.647 .000 .824 1.213

.356 .080 .239 4.452 .000 .604 1.656

-.694 1.180 -.589 .556

.331 .068 .276 4.889 .000 .521 1.918

.456 .074 .293 6.144 .000 .731 1.368

.315 .079 .211 3.985 .000 .592 1.691

.309 .086 .178 3.595 .000 .675 1.482

-1.021 1.171 -.872 .384

.279 .069 .233 4.022 .000 .485 2.063

.458 .073 .294 6.242 .000 .731 1.368

.237 .083 .159 2.869 .004 .526 1.900

.293 .085 .169 3.439 .001 .672 1.489

.231 .082 .146 2.825 .005 .611 1.636

-2.243 1.221 -1.838 .067

.251 .069 .210 3.651 .000 .476 2.099

.385 .076 .247 5.059 .000 .659 1.517

.255 .082 .171 3.114 .002 .524 1.909

.262 .084 .151 3.103 .002 .662 1.510

.249 .081 .156 3.075 .002 .608 1.644

.336 .110 .137 3.056 .002 .786 1.272

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
PUBLIC

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR SEEKS
INPUT

NEGATIVE FEEDBACK -
CONSIDERATE

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
PROMPT

GENERAL FEEDBACK -
BEHAVIORAL

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
PUBLIC

POSITIVE FEEDBACK -
INTERNAL

Model
1

2

3

4

5

6

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Appendix W

Table W1: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Regard for (1) Negative and (2) Positive Face under
Conditions of Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

.659a .434 .431 3.340 .434 113.265 2 295 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACE, SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACEa.

.451a .204 .201 3.956 .204 75.784 1 296 .000

.659b .434 .431 3.340 .231 120.222 1 295 .000

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACEa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACE, SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACEb.

9.553 1.026 9.307 .000

.671 .077 .451 8.705 .000 1.000 1.000

5.243 .952 5.510 .000

.185 .079 .125 2.355 .019 .683 1.463

.728 .066 .581 10.965 .000 .683 1.463

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Table W2: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Regard for (1) Positive and (2) Negative Face under
Conditions of Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable
Psychological Safety with the Supervisor)

.659a .434 .431 3.340 .434 113.265 2 295 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACE, SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACEa.

.651a .424 .422 3.366 .424 217.642 1 296 .000

.659b .434 .431 3.340 .011 5.546 1 295 .019

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACEa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR REGARDS POS FACE, SUPERVISOR REGARDS NEG FACEb.

6.367 .830 7.675 .000

.816 .055 .651 14.753 .000 1.000 1.000

5.243 .952 5.510 .000

.728 .066 .581 10.965 .000 .683 1.463

.185 .079 .125 2.355 .019 .683 1.463

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS POS FACE

SUPERVISOR
REGARDS NEG FACE

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Appendix X

Table X1: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Use of (1) Tact and (2) Approbation under Conditions of
Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable Psychological
Safety with the Supervisor)

.730a .533 .530 3.035 .533 171.159 2 300 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATION, SUPERVISOR USES TACTa.

.627a .394 .392 3.452 .394 195.383 1 301 .000

.730b .533 .530 3.035 .139 89.493 1 300 .000

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR USES TACTa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPERVISOR USES TACT, SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATIONb.

6.084 .894 6.809 .000

1.091 .078 .627 13.978 .000 1.000 1.000

2.859 .856 3.339 .001

.371 .102 .213 3.620 .000 .448 2.231

.710 .075 .557 9.460 .000 .448 2.231

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

(Constant)

SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

SUPEVISOR USES
APPROBATION

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics



231

Table X2: Model Summaries of Hierarchical OLS Regression of Perceptions of the
Supervisor’s Use of (1) Approbation and (2) Tact under Conditions of
Negative Feedback Communication (Dependent Variable Psychological
Safety with the Supervisor)

.730a .533 .530 3.035 .533 171.159 2 300 .000
Model
1

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATION, SUPERVISOR USES TACTa.

.716a .513 .511 3.095 .513 316.487 1 301 .000

.730b .533 .530 3.035 .020 13.105 1 300 .000

Model
1

2

R R Square
Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

Change Statistics

Predictors: (Constant), SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATIONa.

Predictors: (Constant), SUPEVISOR USES APPROBATION, SUPERVISOR USES TACTb.

3.799 .832 4.565 .000

.912 .051 .716 17.790 .000 1.000 1.000

2.859 .856 3.339 .001

.710 .075 .557 9.460 .000 .448 2.231

.371 .102 .213 3.620 .000 .448 2.231

(Constant)

SUPEVISOR USES
APPROBATION

(Constant)

SUPEVISOR USES
APPROBATION

SUPERVISOR
USES TACT

Model
1

2

B Std. Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Beta

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics
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Appendix Y

Table Y1: Reliabilities of Scales Measuring Psychological Safety within the Work Group (by Supervised Group)

Supervisor
ID Dept ID Dept Type

Psych Safety
Alpha 1

(Pre Adj)

Psych Safety
Alpha 2

(Post Adj)
N

Retained
N

Deleted
Groups

Retained
Groups
Deleted

105105 113 Health Related NA NA 1 1
101001 101 Direct Health 0.73 0.73 4 1
102036 102 Direct Health -3.41 -1.56 5 1
103059 103 Direct Health 0.45 0.61 12 2 1
104102 104 Non-Health 0.85 0.85 8 1
105103 105 Non-Health 0.85 0.85 5 1
105104 123 Health Related 0.64 0.64 14 1
105105 113 Health Related 0.89 0.89 11 1
106112 106 Non-Health 0.68 0.68 17 1
109148 170 Non-Health -8.00 -8.00 2 1
109151 109 Non-Health 0.66 0.66 18 1
114177 114 Non-Health 0.00 0.00 2 1
116186 116 Direct Health 0.74 0.74 4 1
118867 118 Direct Health -2.50 -1.54 7 1
119210 119 Non-Health 0.72 0.72 24 1
121259 121/122 Health Related 0.49 0.61 14 1 1
125324 125 Health Related NA NA 1 1
127335 127 Health Related 0.90 0.90 6 1
128350 128 Health Related 0.93 0.93 5 1
129360 129 Health Related 0.86 0.86 5 1
130373 130 Non-Health 0.28 0.47 28 1
131416 131 Non-Health -3.00 -3.00 2 1
133424 133 Non-Health 0.73 0.73 5 1
135491 135 Direct Health 0.16 0.65 6 3 1
136510 136 Health Related 0.51 0.68 7 1 1
136519 136 Health Related 0.59 0.68 11 1 1
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Supervisor
ID Dept ID Dept Type

Psych Safety
Alpha 1

(Pre Adj)

Psych Safety
Alpha 2

(Post Adj)
N

Retained
N

Deleted
Groups

Retained
Groups
Deleted

138548 138 Non-Health -7.73 -5.42 5 1
139558 139 Non-Health 0.53 0.63 10 1 1
140567 140 Non-Health NA NA 1 1
142575 142 Non-Health NA NA 1 1
142580 142 Non-Health 0.73 0.73 3 1
142586 142 Non-Health 0.95 0.95 5 1
144590 144 Health Related NA NA 1 1
147598 147 Direct Health NA NA 2 1
148608 148 Non-Health -15.00 -15.00 2 1
148609 148 Non-Health 0.80 0.80 11 1
148610 148 Non-Health 0.30 0.49 8 1
148616 134 Direct Health 0.30 0.62 10 2 1
149617 111 Health Related 0.41 0.72 11 1 1
153652 137/150/153 Direct Health 0.56 0.69 14 1 1
154684 154 Health Related 0.83 0.83 12 1
155694 155 Non-Health -0.36 0.28 3 1
156704 156 Health Related 0.84 0.84 8 1
156715 156 Health Related 0.74 0.74 26 1
158747 116 Health Related 0.54 0.67 9 1 1
159756 159 Health Related 0.60 0.60 8 1
162816 162 Non-Health 0.50 0.50 2 1
164822 164 Non-Health NA NA 1 1
164823 164 Non-Health 0.63 0.63 2 1
166851 166 Health Related 0.59 0.67 14 1 1
169860 169 Non-Health 0.71 0.71 4 1

0.60 0.68 323 89 33 18

N=412 Grps=51
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Appendix Z

Table Z1: Comparison of Results H1 – H6 and RQ1 Using Data from all Surveys
versus Using only Data from Surveys Completed by Employees Whose
Work Groups Had a Post-Adjustment Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Score
for the Scale at or above the Median for the 44 Multi-Person Work Groups

Hypothesis 1 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Gen Feedback Prompt Correlation
Sig.
N

.45
.001
331

.47
.001
263

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .29
.001

ß = .32
.001

Gen Feedback Specific Correlation
Sig.
N

.40
.001
333

.42
.001
261

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .10
.13, ns

ß = .12
.15, ns

Gen Feedback Behavioral Correlation
Sig.
N

.41
.001
313

.38
.001
240

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .24
.001

ß = .18
.01

Model R2 R2 = .27 [F (3, 308) = 37.79,
p < .001]

R2 = .27 [F (3, 235) = 28.37,
p < .001]

Hypothesis 2 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Neg Feedback Considerate
Tone

Correlation
Sig.
N

.35
.001
333

.33
.001
260

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .16
.01

ß = .12
.10

Neg Feedback External Correlation
Sig.
N

.37
.001
307

.37
.001
236

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .25
.001

ß = .24
.001

Neg Feedback Private Correlation
Sig.
N

.40
.001
316

.40
.001
248

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .21
.002

ß = .23
.003

Model R2 R2 = .23 [F (3, 298) = 29.87,
p < .001]

R2 = .22 [F (3, 231) = 22.17,
p < .001]
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Hypothesis 3 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Pos Feedback Internal Correlation
Sig.
N

.24
.001
302

.26
.001
238

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .21
.001

ß = .21
.001

Pos Feedback Public Correlation
Sig.
N

.34
.001
332

.34
.001
260

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .32
.001

ß = .31
.001

Model R2 R2 = .16 [F (2, 299) = 28.76,
p < .001]

R2 = .16 [F (2, 235) = 22.57,
p < .001]

Hypothesis 4 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Supervisor Accessible/
Receptive

Correlation
Sig.
N

.39
.001
340

.39
.001
271

Supervisor Seeks Input Correlation
Sig.
N

.52
.001
321

.54
.001
256

Supervisor Listens Correlation
Sig.
N

.52
.001
352

.51
.001
281

Hypothesis 5 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Model Comparison
Feedback-Delivery R = .56; R2 = .30 [F (8, 278) =

16.10, p < .001]
R = .56; R2 = .31 [F (8, 212) =
11.99, p < .001]

Non-Feedback Coaching R = .55; R2 = .30 [F (3, 316) =
46.36, p < .001]

R = .56; R2 = .32 [F (3, 249) =
38.78, p < .001]

t statistic t(198) = .25, p < .40 t(157) = .14, p < .44
Forward OLS Regression
Supervisor Seeks Input Std. Beta

Sig.
ß = .18

.03
ß = .31

.001
Gen Feedback Behavioral Std. Beta

Sig.
ß = .12

.04
Supervisor Listens Std. Beta

Sig.
ß = .19

.02
ß = .22

.01
Neg Feedback External Std. Beta

Sig.
ß = .13

.02
ß = .17

.007
Gen Feedback Prompt Std. Beta

Sig.
ß = .13

.04
Model R2 R2 = .35 [F (5, 275) = 29.85,

p < .001]
R2 = .34 [F (3, 216) = 37.23,
p < .001]
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Hypothesis 6 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Regard for Pos Face Correlation
Sig.
N

.56
.001
309

.57
.001
240

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .48
.001

ß = .47
.001

Regard for Neg Face Correlation
Sig.
N

.42
.001
304

.44
.001
234

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .15
.008

ß = .17
.01

Model R2 R2 = .33 [F (2, 298) = 73.64,
p < .001]

R2 = .34 [F (2, 228) = 58.82,
p < .001]

Research Question 1 Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Use of Approbation Correlation
Sig.
N

.53
.001
317

.56
.001
248

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .46
.001

ß = .49
.001

Use of Tact Correlation
Sig.
N

.44
.001
314

.47
.001
246

Std. Beta
Sig.

ß = .10
.16, ns

ß = .09
.26, ns

Model R2 R2 = .29 [F (2, 307) = 61.67,
p < .001]

R2 = .32 [F (2, 237) = 55.30,
p < .001]

Research Question 2
(Individual Level of Analysis)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: All Surveys)

Psych Safety within Wk Grp
(Data: Reduced # Surveys)

Willingness to Report Error Correlation
Sig.
N

.61
.001
338

.61
.001
267

Intent to Turnover Correlation
Sig.
N

-.37
.001
362

-.37
.001
286 
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