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Abstract 

The aim of this study is to investigate the contributing relationships of 1) leader inclusiveness 

(manifested as openness and availability), and 2) team psychological safety, on 3) employee 

participation. Previous research has largely emphasized inclusive leadership in relation to team 

psychological safety, and also the constructs’ effects on innovation, creativity, and voice 

behavior. This study emphasizes employee participation in an organizational setting and 

contributes to the research field by examining these relationships in a new context and 

deconstructing leader inclusiveness. Data was collected from two organizations located in South-

East Norway; one medium-sized health and rehabilitation center and one large-scale insurance 

company. Structural equation modeling is utilized to investigate the seven proposed hypotheses. 

Additionally, qualitative interview data provides further insight on these relationships. The 

results indicate that leader openness has positive direct effects on leader availability and team 

psychological safety. Leader openness does not have a significant effect on employee 

participation. However, both leader availability and team psychological safety have significant 

indirect effects on the relationship between leader openness and employee participation. Lastly, 

leader availability and team psychological safety also have positive direct effects on employee 

participation. 
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Introduction 

 Participation is a major area of organizational focus and academic research. It is often a 

goal that is strived for in work environments, as it is linked to numerous benefits. The inclusion 

and participation of team members affects decision-making, employee satisfaction, and sense of 

commitment and ownership with the organization (Busck, Knudsen, & Lind, 2010; Kooij, 

Jansen, Dikkers, & De Lange, 2010). Participation also increases employees’ degree of 

knowledge sharing, which provide organizations with diverse perspectives and competence 

(Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). It is therefore imperative to understand the various relationships, 

contributing factors, and nuances that comprise employee participation. In return, organizations 

and work teams are better equipped to achieve an inclusive work environment and increasingly 

diverse knowledge.  

Employee participation is a fundamental concept, with a complex manifestation; how can 

it be achieved and where does it derive from? There are various associated factors to 

participation that have been previously suggested. As employees feel safe for interpersonal risk 

taking, more team members feel comfortable for sharing their views (Edmondson, 2004). This 

safe environment is often more suited for participation, as there is a lower threshold for speaking 

up and contributing with own ideas (Edmondson, 1999). Inclusive leaders set a welcoming tone 

within the team that foster inclusion, new ideas, and knowledge sharing (Nembhard & 

Edmondson, 2006). It is therefore beneficial to further expand on the effects that team 

psychological safety and leader inclusiveness have on employee participation. 

Organizations often aim to innovate and develop in pace with emerging techniques, 

technologies, and knowledge. Naturally, participation is needed to include new diverse 

knowledge and foster innovative solutions. In the Nordic work model, participation and 

teamwork are heavily emphasized (Gustavsen, 2011). Teams work to enhance members’ ability 

to work interdependently and achieve a common goal, in which employee participation is a vital 

factor (Bang & Midelfart, 2017). Teams that are safe for interpersonal risk-taking and knowledge 

sharing are better equipped for organizational learning and innovation (Edmondson, 2012). 

Inclusive leaders also play a large role in team and organizational culture, affecting the 

workplace norms, expectations, and the goals that are strived for (Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon, & 

Ziv, 2010; Tyler & Lind, 1992).  



CONTRIBUTIONS TO EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION 

 2 

Employee participation, team psychological safety, and leader inclusiveness have all been 

previously linked as positive contributors to an effective and collaborative work environment 

(Bang & Midelfart, 2017; Carmeli et al., 2010; Edmondson, 1999). Inclusive leaders and safe 

teams are suggested in this study to facilitate the much-accentuated employee participation. Data 

is gathered from two different professional sectors representative of Norwegian work culture. 

This study differs from previous research, as inclusive leadership is investigated through leader’s 

openness and availability as separate constructs. A new framework is also utilized to gain insight 

into the interplay between the investigated constructs. This study additionally seeks to map out 

employees’ actual experiences of the constructs, and how they are related in practical terms. In 

return, the results offer practical value for the participating organizations, but also for the 

researcher in terms of relevant experience and knowledge to the field of work and organizational 

psychology. 

This thesis will first outline the investigated constructs through their various definitions, 

nuances, and related concepts. This will provide a fundamental base for the contextual 

framework comprising the seven hypothesized relationships. In return, the hypotheses are tested 

and discussed in later sections. Nevertheless, employee participation is the major focus of this 

study and is therefore presented first. 

Background 

Employee participation 

 Organizations continually strive for participation, as it is linked with organization 

identification, belongingness, innovation, and knowledge sharing across work groups (Grice, 

Gallois, Jones, Paulsen, & Callan, 2006). Leaders encourage uniqueness and individual 

contributions to foster an inclusive work environment, which effectively encourage employees to 

participate (Hughes, Lee, Tian, Newman, & Legood, 2018; Randel et al., 2018). This is 

particularly true in the Nordic model, where teamwork, cooperation, clear communication, and 

employee participation are emphasized (Bang, Fuglesang, Ovesen, & Eilertsen, 2010; Gustavsen, 

2011). However, there are various nuances that should be further explored to get a holistic 

understanding of the concept employee participation; how it is manifested in policy, and the 

conceptual implications comprising the theory. A better understanding of the intricacies 

associating employee participation allow for distinct and relevant meanings to be identified. 



CONTRIBUTIONS TO EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION 

 3 

Employee participation largely refers to the strategies that involve employees in decision-

making processes (Busck et al., 2010; Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). Regardless, employee 

participation holds various meaning depending on organizational, cultural, and political contexts. 

The Norwegian Ministry of Labor (NOU 2010:1, 2010) published a white paper, defining and 

discussing employee participation in Norwegian organizational culture. Employee participation 

in Norwegian work life is defined as “actions which allow employees of any organizational level 

to impact various decision-making processes in correspondence with the organization’s overall 

goal to decisions regarding individual daily work and work effort” (NOU 2010:1, 2010, p. 15, 

own translation). Naturally, it is important to be aware of the various dynamic social and 

political factors that comprise this construct (NOU 2010:1, 2010). As employee participation 

may include different connotations in different cultures and work sectors, it is important to be 

aware of the theoretical essence.  

It is clear that employee participation comprises various elements, and the construct 

varies in regard to its depth, scope, and level. According to Wilkinson and Dundon (2010), depth 

refers to the employees’ degree of influence, which can range from receiving information (lower 

depth) to being consulted and self-determined (greater depth). Merely receiving information 

about decisions and processes is not considered participation, but it is necessary to be sufficiently 

informed to be able to contribute and participate (Riordan, Vandenberg, & Richardson, 2005; 

Strauss, 2006). The scope of participation regards the type of subjects (e.g. strategical goal-

setting or administrative work processes) that employees are able to influence (Busck et al., 

2010). Level refers to where participation takes place on the hierarchical ladder. For instance, 

employees can participate in individual, group, leader, and organizational levels. In effect, 

participation depends on various ranges of depth, scope, and level. Further analysis of the 

various contents and dimensions of employee participation will provide a clearer picture of 

employee participation as a construct. 

Hyman and Mason (1995) differentiated between two paradigms within practice and 

theory of participation in the workplace; which include employee participation and employee 

involvement. Employee participation assumes a social compromise between two parties (ex. 

organization and individual) with contrary interests (Hyman & Mason, 1995). Employee 

involvement, however, encompasses a unitarian perception of shared goals and values (Hyman & 

Mason, 1995). Thus, it is essential to separate employee participation from related concepts such 
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as employee involvement, or other concepts; employees’ voice, co-decision, and empowerment 

(see Hyman & Mason, 1995; Jørgensen & Warring, 2003; Dietz, Wilkinson, & Redman, 2010). 

In effect, a more accurate understanding of employee participation is presented in this study and 

taken into consideration during the analysis and discussion.  

According to Burke (2014), employee participation entails employees’ ability to 

contribute, influence, and plan work processes, work unit goals, and overall direction, while 

feeling that the leader and organization listen and consider their input. Vandenberg, Richardson, 

and Eastman (1999) further suggest that management must provide notice to employees prior to 

making decisions, thus allowing for ample opportunity to present their ideas and ultimately have 

the opportunity to influence the outcome. It is essential to have an effective communication 

channel to properly relay information to both management and individual departments 

(Vandenberg et al., 1999). This study utilizes the definition provided by Burke (2014) and 

Vandenberg et al. (1999), as the definition captures the organizational perspective of 

participation.  

To conclude, employee participation regards employees’ ability to influence and 

contribute to work processes and goals (Burke, 2014; Vandenberg et al., 1999). Employee 

participation is a positively loaded concept and is represented as such in this study. For instance, 

individual influence in work-related issues is shown to increase a sense of organizational 

identification, as employee participation symbolically represents inclusion and status within the 

organization (Joensson, 2008). Nonetheless, it is essential to establish a safe environment for 

knowledge sharing and participation. Team psychological safety is regarded as a contributing 

factor to employee participation in this study, as safe groups allow members to share their views 

without the fear of rejection or ridicule (Edmondson, 2004). 

Team psychological safety 

Team psychological safety, introduced by Edmondson (1999), has generated a large 

interest in workplace studies and academic journals. The concept entails a shared belief that the 

team is safe for taking interpersonal risks among members of a work team (Edmondson, 1999). 

Psychological safety in teams aids the extraction of values and various points of views from 

employees, and thus contributes to increasingly open and diverse work teams. Teams’ 

effectiveness often depends on individual knowledge, skills, and abilities, as well as personality 

traits, such as conscientiousness and agreeableness (Forsyth, 2017). However, the team climate 
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must allow for these factors to be demonstrated. Team psychological safety is essential for work 

teams to be effective (Bradley, Postlethwaite, Klotz, Hamdani, & Brown, 2012). It is often 

difficult to ask for help or feedback, as well as admitting own faults and mistakes (Edmondson 

1999; Brown, 1990; Lee, 1997). In a safe team climate, it should be easy to speak up about own 

errors, ideas, and contribute without fear of judgement (Edmondson, 1999). In return, the 

individual knowledge, skills, and abilities of team members are utilized. 

Psychological safety in teams is associated with various benefits. According to Carmeli et 

al. (2010), teams with psychological safety increases involvement in creative work tasks. Safety 

in work teams is beneficial, as it generates an environment allowing for participation. A safe 

work environment leads to more comfortable employees that are increasingly willing to share 

ideas and speak up, without the fear of being rejected (Edmondson, 2004). In fact, when 

individuals feel safe and comfortable, they increasingly tend to share innovative solutions even 

when others disagree with them (Carmeli et al., 2010; George, 2008; van Dyne & LePine, 1998; 

West & Richter, 2008). Consequently, team psychological safety serves as a fundamental base 

for employee participation. 

 Naturally, trust is a concept that shares many similarities with team psychological safety, 

however, it is important to make a distinction for the purpose of clarity. According to Mayer, 

Davis, and Schoorman (1995), trust is defined as the willingness to be vulnerable, as there is an 

expectation that the future actions of others will also benefit oneself. In fact, the trustor must be 

willing to take voluntary risks through the trustee (Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007). Team 

psychological safety exceeds the notion of trust, as it also concerns mutual respect in a safe team 

climate where all members are comfortable to speak their own mind and take risks. The ability of 

team members to speak up about what they know and do not know, and about possible threats 

and opportunities they see, is vital to the success and learning process of the team (Edmondson, 

2004). Previous research indicates that there are positive relationships between inclusive leaders, 

safe work teams, and participation (Carmeli et al., 2010; Hirak, Peng, Carmeli, & Schaubroeck, 

2012; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Leaders’ behavior, communication, and achievements 

play an integral role in any workplace and team setting. Thus, it is necessary to further 

investigate the positive leader attributions enabling a safe work environment and increased 

participation. 
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Leader inclusiveness 

Leaders often establish the tone of the work environment; what is acceptable, and what is 

strived for. Inclusive leaders contribute to the team’s efficiency, diversity of perspectives, and 

robustness for change and innovation (Hughes et al., 2018; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; 

Randel et al., 2018). Thus, leaders are able to facilitate various beneficial factors related to 

participation and inclusion (Cottrill, Lopez, & Hoffman, 2014). It is therefore advocated that 

leader inclusiveness should be further considered and investigated in relation to team 

psychological safety and employee participation. 

According to Carmeli et al. (2010), leader inclusiveness is manifested by the openness, 

availability, and accessibility of the leader. Moreover, leader inclusiveness refers to various 

words, behavior, and achievements of a leader that welcome, recognize, and appreciate the 

contributions made by others (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). It is a positively loaded 

construct, with various associated positive leader practices. In fact, inclusive leaders will often 

actively try to include the various thoughts and perspectives of employees in decisions and joint 

discussions (Shore, Cleveland, & Sanchez, 2018). An inclusive leader is open to new ideas, 

opportunities, work methods, and improvements (Randel et al., 2018). The leader must also be 

available for discussing emerging issues and have a continuous presence in the team (Carmeli et 

al., 2010). Thus, the leader is able to include team employees and act in representation of the 

team. However, it is essential that employees believe that they are taken seriously and that their 

ideas are genuinely considered for authentic leader inclusiveness to be demonstrated (Carmeli et 

al., 2010; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). This study suggests that openness must be 

established for a leader to demonstrate availability. Leaders that are open to new ideas and input 

should make themselves increasingly more available to include the input and knowledge 

contributed by employees. Consequently, openness and availability of leaders are evaluated 

separately in the model of this study. 

The deconstruction of leader inclusiveness makes the distinction between leader openness 

and leader availability. Open and available leaders often promote learning behavior from error, 

which ultimately is related to increased team performance (Hirak et al., 2012). The two concepts 

are often related, as they are important pillars in inclusive leadership. Consequently, openness 

and availability are essential leadership traits affecting work teams. This also relates to a team 

setting relevant for the Nordic model. As leaders display openness and availability, while 
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actively seeking contributions from employees, teams become all the more able to influence 

processes and goals (Burke, 2014; Carmeli et al., 2010; Vandenberg, 1999).  

An inclusive leader displays openness in various ways. For instance, an inclusive leader 

is open to hearing new ideas and taking them into consideration (Carmeli et al., 2010). 

Furthermore, an inclusive leader is attentive to emerging opportunities for improvement, and 

they openly discuss desired goals and new ways to achieve them (Carmeli et al., 2010; 

Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Consequently, leader openness includes open-mindedness 

regarding new solutions to old problems. Open leaders are also better suited in multinational 

teams with diverse team members (Tröster & van Knippenberg, 2012). Thus, open leaders are 

able to include diverse perspectives and implement this knowledge in practice. It is essential for 

an inclusive leader to have openness to consider change, however, it does not mean that change 

is always necessary. Moreover, an inclusive leader is someone who is readily available. Leader 

availability includes listening to employee requests, being available for consultation of problems, 

and having a continuing presence within the team (Carmeli et al., 2010; Nembhard & 

Edmondson, 2006).  

In essence, leader openness and availability are essential pillars of inclusive leadership. 

These leadership traits and inclusive leader behavior affect the internal dynamics of teams, such 

as inclusion, participation, and safety (Baker, Murray, & Tasa, 1995; Edmondson, 1999; Hult, 

Hurley, Guinipero, & Nichols, 2000; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Thus, it is valuable to 

further investigate the interplay between leader inclusiveness, team psychological safety, and 

employee participation in a new context. 

Development of Hypotheses 

Based on the theoretical background provided, there are various hypotheses proposed in 

this study. Leader openness and its relationship with employee participation is distinguished 

between a positive direct relationship and various mediating relationships. Leaders that are open 

are also expected to be welcoming of new ideas and contributions from team members 

(Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Open-mindedness and inclusiveness are positive leadership 

traits that should encourage and facilitate further contribution and knowledge sharing from 

employees (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Carmeli et al., 2010). This openness demonstrated by the 
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leader is hypothesized to encourage further knowledge sharing and employee participation, 

which is why the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: There is a positive direct effect of leader openness on employee participation.  

Leader openness is also associated with leader availability, as they both comprise 

inclusive leadership behavior (Carmeli et al., 2010). Leaders that are open for new ideas must be 

readily available in order to recognize employee efforts and contributions. Employees are in fact 

highly attuned to leader actions and behavior, as they provide clues for acceptable team behavior, 

expectations, and organizational culture (Tyler & Lind, 1992). As leaders provide support for 

employees, a safe atmosphere for knowledge sharing is emphasized. Previous research indicates 

that inclusive leadership is positively related to team psychological safety (see Appelbaum, Dow, 

Mazmanian, Jundt, & Appelbaum, 2016; Carmeli et al., 2010; Hirak et al., 2012; Nembhard & 

Edmondson, 2006). The behavior and efforts made by an inclusive, supportive, and democratic 

leader will involve and consider employees’ perspectives through invitation, which should 

facilitate team psychological safety. Thus, the following two hypotheses are suggested: 

H2: There is a positive direct effect of leader openness on leader availability.  

H3: There is a positive direct effect of leader openness on team psychological safety. 

Leader openness is suggested as the fundamental base allowing for new ideas and 

contributions from employees. However, there are various associated factors in the interplay 

between leader openness and employee participation. This study proposes that leader availability 

and team psychological safety are integral to achieving participation. Inclusive leadership is 

deconstructed into leader openness and availability. In this study, leader availability is suggested 

to be dependent on leader openness, as they comprise the same construct (Nembhard & 

Edmondson, 2006).  

Safe work teams are associated with numerous benefits, as previously outlined. However, 

recent research suggest that team psychological safety mediates between both leadership 

behavior and performance, in addition to inclusive leadership and innovation (Iqbal, Ahmad, 

Nasim, & Khan, 2020; Javed, Naqvi, Khan, Arjoon, & Tayyeb, 2019). This implies the indirect 

effect of team psychological safety on leader behavior (i.e. openness) and employee 

participation, a precursor for innovation and team effectiveness (Carmeli et al., 2010. In essence, 

it is suggested that the extent to which the open leader is successful at demonstrating availability 
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and generating team psychological safety, employee participation is facilitated. In effect, the 

following hypotheses are presented in this study: 

H4: Leader availability mediates between leader openness and employee participation. 

H5: Team psychological safety mediates between leader openness and employee 

participation. 

It is expected that leader availability and team psychological safety have indirect effects 

on the relationship between leader openness and employee participation. However, availability 

and safety are also anticipated as having direct positive effects on participation. Previous 

research suggests that increased leader availability positively affect employees’ work 

engagement and voice behavior (Carmeli et al., 2010; Guo, Zhu, & Zhang, 2020; Kahn, 1990). 

Inclusive leaders that demonstrates availability, an ongoing presence in the team, should thus 

facilitate for increased employee participation. Moreover, team psychological safety is 

previously proposed to positively enhance employee participation and voice (Carmeli et al., 

2010; Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Tucker, Chmiel, Turner, Hershcovis, & Stride, 2008). The 

following hypotheses are therefore provided: 

H6: There is a positive direct effect of leader availability on employee participation. 

H7: There is a positive direct effect of team psychological safety on employee 

participation. 

 In summary, this study proposes seven hypotheses regarding the effects of inclusive 

leadership and team psychological safety on employee participation. The hypotheses are 

illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Graphical view of hypothesized variable relationships  
Note: Hypothesis H4 regards the mediating relationship Leader Openness  Leader Availability  Employee 

Participation. Hypothesis H5 regards the mediating relationship Leader Openness  Team Psychological Safety  

Employee Participation. 
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The hypotheses are investigated by means of survey data, and the study adds qualitative 

interview data to supplement the quantitative data. In effect, this study will provide additional 

support for the hypothesized effects by investigating respondents’ construct comprehension and 

actual experiences. The theoretical and practical aims of this study are further investigated 

below. 

Aim of Study 

This study aims to investigate how 1) leadership inclusiveness, manifested by leader 

openness and leader availability, and 2) team psychological safety, affect 3) employee 

participation at the representative organizations. This study adopts a mixed-method design 

grounded in survey data, and the hypotheses are analyzed using structural equation modeling 

(SEM). The survey includes measures of employee participation, team psychological safety, and 

leader inclusiveness. Semi-structured interview data provides additional support regarding 

respondents’ construct comprehension and experience. The interview includes structured 

questions assessing construct comprehension and employees’ experiences of the constructs. The 

interview also includes relevant follow-up questions based on respondent information. In return, 

the study will identify relationships between leader openness, leader availability, and team 

psychological safety, as well as their direct and indirect effects on employee participation. The 

organizations will receive a comprehensive view of the manifestation of constructs, which they 

can implement responses to if beneficial, necessary, or applicable. 

Method 

The project 

 This study collaborates with a medium-sized health and rehabilitation center in Southeast 

Norway, and the private claims department of a large-scale insurance company located in Oslo, 

Norway. This is not an existing project, and thus it is entirely constructed by the research group; 

two master students (including the author) and the supervisor. Additionally, each organization is 

represented by an employee representative. The two master students collaborated on the 

development of a questionnaire and interview guide utilized in two individual master theses 

investigating different constructs and relationships. In return, the various constructs were 

identified for this individual thesis, adding to the research field by deconstructing leader 

inclusiveness. The supervisor had an existing connection with the health and rehabilitation 
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center. However, the insurance company was recruited as participants by the master students. 

Consequently, the master students were responsible for establishing rapport with the 

organization, recruit participants proactively, and represent the Department of Psychology at the 

University of Oslo externally. Significant time went into planning and logistics, composing 

questionnaires and interview guides, recruiting participants, and gathering/analyzing data. In 

effect, independence and collaboration have both played significant parts in this project. 

Data collection 

 The questionnaire data was collected utilizing an online survey through the database 

Nettskjema at the University of Oslo domain, which allow respondents access through an e-mail 

invitation link. HR representatives and department leaders sent out an introductory e-mail of the 

project one week prior, to establish project rapport and convey the value of participation. 

Moreover, the e-mail invitation link was sent one week later to HR-representatives and 

department leaders, whom in turn distributed the link to employees. The semi-structured 

interviews were carried out over a two-week period. The two master students traveled to the 

organizations’ offices and conducted the tape-recorded interviews in pair. The total period of 

data collection was six weeks between December 2019 and January 2020. 

Sample 

The sample consists of 121 employees in two different organizations. The sample 

comprises 54 (maximum 86) employees in the health and rehabilitation sector made up largely of 

healthcare professionals (i.e. medical doctors, therapists and nurses). However, employees in IT, 

personnel, and maintenance are also included. 67 (maximum 154) employees are from private 

claims in the insurance sector. In total, there were 121 respondents participating and included in 

the analysis of this study. 78.5% of the respondents were women and 21.5% men, while 10.7% 

of the respondents have leadership roles. As there were 54 respondents from the health sector, 

the respective response rate was 63%. In the insurance sector, there were 67 respondents 

providing a response rate of 44%. In effect, the total response rate of the sample was 50%. 

Additionally, 12 respondents participated in semi-structured interviews. 10 of the interviewees 

were from the health and rehabilitation center, while the remaining two interviewees were from 

the private claims department of the insurance company. 
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Quantitative Data Method 

Measures 

 This study encompasses three main construct measures; leader inclusiveness, team 

psychological safety, and employee participation. The scales measuring these constructs are 

previously tested. The scale measuring employee participation was developed and have been 

administered in an Department of Psychology, at the University of Oslo, affiliated study of the 

Norwegian Police. The following items were reverse coded; Safe_1, Safe_3, Safe_5, and Par_3, 

in order to ensure accurately displayed values (i.e. high scores are always positive). Each 

measure has been analyzed for internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha (α) values, which 

report the degree of consistency among responses within the measures (Kline, 2016). According 

to Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2014), a Chronbach’s alpha value of α ≥ .70 deems the 

measure to be reliable at an acceptable level. The following sections expand on each individual 

measure, and a complete form with all the questions in Norwegian is presented in Appendix 1. 

Employee participation 

 This measure has been translated to Norwegian by the Work and Organizational 

Psychology research team at the Department of Psychology, University of Oslo. In fact, it has 

been utilized in studies with the Norwegian Police. The 13-item measure is theoretically 

grounded in the definition provided by Burke (2014) and Vandenberg et al. (1999), with items 

covering depths of organizational participation. Specifically, the measure consists of six items 

from Burke (2014), three items from Vandenberg et al. (1999), while the remaining four items 

were constructed by the Work and Organizational Psychology research team. The 5-point Likert 

scale rating was also applied to this measure to assess levels of employee participation within the 

organizations. Example items of this measure include; “Employees have the opportunity to 

contribute to the setting of their department’s goals” and “Employees have the opportunity to 

contribute to each other’s work goals”. Furthermore, this measure shows adequate reliability 

according to Cronbach’s alpha (α=.87). 

Team psychological safety 

 This construct was investigated utilizing a 7-point measuring scale established by 

Edmondson (1999) to assess the degree of team psychological safety. Similar to the leader 

inclusiveness scale, this measure was translated from English to Norwegian by the author and 

another master student, again ensuring reliability through back-translation. Additionally, the 
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seven statements were assessed using the 5-point Likert scale ranging from definitely false (1) to 

definitely true (5). Example items of this scale include; “Members of this team are able to bring 

up problems and tough issues” and “People on this team sometimes reject others for being 

different” (reversed). Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha showed acceptable reliability for this measure 

(α=.78). 

Leader inclusiveness 

 Carmeli et al. (2010) developed a 9-item scale measuring inclusive leaders on three 

dimensions; openness, availability, and accessibility. The items include statements regarding 

leader behavior. These items were translated from English to Norwegian by the author and 

another master student fluent in both languages, ensuring reliability through back-translation. 

The 9 statements were assessed using a 5-point Likert scale, with responses ranging from 

definitely false (1) to definitely true (5). Example items include; “The manager is open to new 

ideas” (openness) and “The manager is available for consultation on problems” (availability). 

For the purposes of this study, the instrument was broken up into two dimensions of leader 

inclusiveness; namely leader openness and leader availability. Cronbach’s alpha showed 

satisfactory reliability for the measure of leader openness (α=.87), as well as for leader 

availability (α=.87). 

Analysis 

 Preliminary analysis 

Data screening, preliminary, and descriptive analysis was extracted using the IBM 

software SPSS Statistics version 26.0. The descriptive analysis can be viewed in the results 

section (see Table 1). Moreover, the process of data screening and preliminary analysis is 

expanded upon further. 

There were some missing values in the data set. The 11 responses that included variables 

with missing values were less than five percent missing. These missing values were replaced 

with the median for ordinal scales. Nevertheless, one row was deleted from the data set, as the 

participant failed to respond within an adequate rate. For further hypotheses testing, there were 

no missing data. Regarding normality testing, skewness and kurtosis were assessed. All of the 

indicators showed satisfactory skewness and kurtosis. There were no larger values than severe 

skewness (|>3.0|) and problematic kurtosis (|>10.0|) (Kline, 2016). The majority of values were 



CONTRIBUTIONS TO EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION 

 14 

identified at approximately +/-1. However, the largest value for skewness was 1.88, while the 

largest value for kurtosis was identified at 4.67.  

Furthermore, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted, as it was beneficial to 

specify the model and get an overall view of how variables load on factors, and which factors 

correlate. The IBM software AMOS version 26.0 was utilized to carry out the CFA.  

Structural equation modeling 

 This study utilized structural equation modeling (SEM) in order to investigate the various 

hypotheses. SEM extends to various combinations of statistical techniques, including factor 

analysis and multiple regression analysis (Hair et al., 2014; Kline, 2016). In effect, numerous 

latent variable relationships were able to be tested at the same time. SEM analysis allow for the 

simultaneous testing of various latent variable relationships (Kline, 2016). Thus, SEM serves as a 

beneficial tool to differentiate between observed and latent variables, analyze covariances and 

means, while being applicable to experimental and nonexperimental data (Kline, 2016). 

Nevertheless, this study utilizes the maximum likelihood method and bootstrapping of the 

estimates to achieve the 95% confidence interval of the various direct, indirect, and total effects. 

The latent variables represent the hypothetical constructs assessed; leader inclusiveness, team 

psychological safety, and employee participation. The SEM analysis was also conducted with the 

software AMOS 26.0.  

 SEM largely refers to the specification and testing of both a measurement model and a 

structural model (Kline, 2016). In return, this constitutes the investigated theorized model 

involving the set hypotheses (Kline, 2016). SEM analyses generally follow six basic steps; 1) 

specification of model, 2) evaluation of model identification, 3) selection of measures to collect, 

prepare, and screen data, 4) estimation of model, 5) respecification of model, and lastly 6) 

presentation of results (Kline, 2011). Nevertheless, the ultimate goal of SEM is to achieve a 

model that has a clear theoretical rationale and allowing for posing new questions, while 

providing the model’s range of convenience and generalizability (Kline, 2011). Regardless, SEM 

analysis is a form of hypothesis testing. The various hypotheses in this study are further explored 

utilizing SEM. 

Specification is crucial, as later steps rely on the assumption that the model is appropriate 

(Kline, 2011). A CFA was carried out to specify the measurement model, its factor loadings and 

effect indicators, and how they correspond (Kline, 2011). In effect, the CFA allows the 
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researcher to test measurement models and identify an appropriate structural model, which 

involve the hypothesized relationships between the latent factors.  

Furthermore, model fit is crucial to identify how well the theorized model translates into 

the reality of the investigated sample. According to Kline (2016), global fit and local fit are 

utilized to assess how well the theorized model is represented in the SEM analysis data. Global 

fit can be identified by goodness-of-fit (GOF) indices, while local fit is assessed by analyzing 

modification indices, residuals, factor loadings, and regression coefficients (Brown, 2015; Hair 

et al., 2014; Kline, 2016). In return, by assessing global and local fit, one can determine whether 

to make further adjustments to the model, reject the model, or maintain the model. As 

recommended by Kline (2016) and Brown (2015), this study will utilize the following GOF 

indices for global fit; Chi-square, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR. These GOF statistics are applied to 

both the measurement model and the structural model. GOF measures indicate how well the 

specified model is able to reproduce the covariance matrix among the observed indicator values 

(Hair et al., 2014).  

 Chi-square (χ2) is the most fundamental absolute fit index used to gather assessments of 

model fit. In fact, χ2 investigates the specified model in relation to the observed covariance 

matrix, whereas a non-significant χ2 (p>.05) signifies a good model fit (Kline, 2011; Hair et al., 

2014). The χ2 is the only measure that includes a direct statistical significance test, while it serves 

as a basis for various other GOF measures (Hair et al., 2014).  

 Furthermore, the comparative fit index (CFI) is an incremental fit index utilized to 

measure the specified model fit in relation to an uncorrelated null model, the simplest model that 

is able to be theoretically justified (Kline, 2011; Hair et al., 2014). The CFI provides a score 

ranging from 0-1, where closer to 1 indicates better fit. It is one of the most utilized indices and 

is beneficial to model fit as it is relatively insensitive to model complexity (Hair et al., 2014). 

According to Hair et al. (2014), CFI values above .90 are generally regarded as a good fit. 

 Moreover, badness-of-fit (BOF) indices are provided within the examination of model fit. 

Unlike GOF values, BOF values that are higher indicate poorer fit (Hair et al., 2014). The 

absolute fit indices root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root 

mean residual (SRMR) are utilized in this study. RMSEA is generally presented with a 90% 

confidence interval, while a RMSEA value of <.08 accompanied by a CFI value of >.90 suggests 

that the model contains a good fit (Brown, 2015; Hair et al., 2014). In regard to SRMR, the value 
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should be <.09, also accompanied by the desired CFI value of >.90, to demonstrate a good fitting 

model (Hair et al., 2014). 

 Although global fit indices are beneficial, it is essential to also assess local fit as it may 

identify areas of the model that has poor fit. For instance, the standardized covariance residuals 

are often investigated to identify local poor fit (Kline, 2016). In fact, the standardized covariance 

residuals match a normal distribution curve with an adequate sample (Kline, 2016). 

Consequently, <5% of these residuals should not exceed +/-2, while any value of +/-4 should be 

considered problematic (Hair et al., 2014; Kline, 2016). Factor loadings should be >.50, but 

preferably >.70 to be regarded as significant (Hair et al., 2014).  

 Reliability and validity 

The composite reliability (CR) is utilized to establish the internal consistency of the 

scales in SEM analysis. According to Kline (2016), CR refers to the total true score variance in 

relation to the total true score variance of scales. Hair et al. (2014) suggests that CR values 

exceeding .70 represent acceptable reliability. In effect, reliability of the utilized scales is 

established. 

Convergent and discriminant validity are both investigated in this study. The items 

comprising a construct should therefore share considerable variance (convergent), however, the 

construct as a whole should be distinct from other constructs (discriminant). CR represents a 

measure for convergent validity of the scales. Kline (2016) suggests that validity is established 

when items load highly on one factor, while the various constructs are not highly correlated (less 

than .85). Discriminant validity is investigated utilizing a Chi-square significant difference test 

that compares a one-factor model to a two-factor model. In effect, the fit is assessed when 

merging all items belonging on two factors into one factor. Hair et al. (2014) convey that if the 

two-factor model fits significantly better, then discriminant validity is supported.  

 Sample size 

 There are no universal rules of sample size requirements in SEM analysis, which makes it 

a highly debated topic within research. It is often suggested that SEM sample sizes should 

exceed N>200. However, it depends on a variety of factors such as; multivariate normality, 

missing data, model complexity, estimation technique, and average error variance of indicators 

(Hair et al., 2014). The data showed normality with no missing values after conducting the data 

screening process. According to Hair et al. (2014), models containing five or less latent variables 
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with at least three or more items showing high communalities (>.60) should have a minimum 

sample size of 100. Thus, a sample of N=121 is deemed sufficient for this study, as there are four 

latent variables with three or more items with high communalities, no missing values, and 

maximum likelihood estimation is utilized.  

Qualitative Data Method 

 The semi-structured interviews included 10 employees at various levels and departments 

from the health and rehabilitation center, as well as two employees in the private claims 

department from the insurance company. The interview assesses the interviewees’ understanding 

of leader inclusiveness, team psychological safety, and employee participation, manifested by 

perceived definitions, strengths, and weaknesses of each construct. Additionally, the interview 

explores the interviewees’ actual experiences of the various constructs in their workplace.  

The interviews were tape-recorded to enable the interviewer to establish rapport with the 

interviewees, while contributing to the continuity and flow of the interview process (Smith, 

2015). In contrast to excessive note-taking during the interview, recording the interviews allow 

the interviewer to be fully engaged and provide the respondent with appropriate eye-contact, 

encouraging non-verbal cues, and divert all attention to the topic at hand (Smith, 2015). The 

interviews were anonymized, transcribed, and analyzed, and stored safely in the University of 

Oslo database.  

The semi-structured interviews were conducted in correspondence with the PEACE 

model (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Milne, 2008), which allow respondents to be well-

informed, have opportunities to ask questions at any point, encourage free narratives surrounding 

the interview guide, and also allow respondents to evaluate the interview after completion. The 

interviewer only asks open-ended follow-up questions, in addition to the set questions in the 

interview guide (see Appendix 2), based on the relevant topics to encourage free and accurate 

data (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Milne, 2008). Examples of relevant follow-up questions 

include; “You mentioned this topic, please elaborate on what you mean by that” and “Please 

provide an example to illustrate this in practical terms”. The analysis is composed of the 

transcription and thematic analysis of transcribed statements. 

Transcription 

Transcription involves the transformation of spoken words into written form (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2015). Non-verbal communication is not included in transcription, and consequently 
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the transcriber goes through an interpretation process that establish meaning (Smith, 2015). The 

transcription followed the sample provided by Smith (2015, p. 37-8), also including the 

interviewer’s questions. The transcription was conducted in bokmål, regardless of the 

respondents’ dialect. A code book with transcription instructions was utilized to limit error and 

enhance reliability (see Appendix 3). This code book was developed and previously utilized by 

University of Oslo master students (including the author) in a study with the Norwegian Police. 

In addition, an interrater reliability analysis was conducted to investigate the objectivity of the 

transcription and to identify possible errors (Smith, 2015). 

Thematic analysis  

A thematic analysis was conducted on the transcribed interview data, making distinctions 

between statements that are supportive and unsupportive to the concept definitions. The study is 

able to surpass the respondents’ self-perception by inserting statements into a categorical 

framework (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). In effect, the data analysis will be precise in its 

determination of interviewees’ understanding of the concepts, while also supplementing the 

quantitative data. The study provides an increasingly rich and detailed account of the various 

hypothesized relationships. 

 The thematic analysis was conducted using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step method 

for thematic analysis of the transcribed semi-structured interview. The first step concerns 

familiarizing with the data through thorough examination, and thus identifying the various 

implications early on (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The second step regards coding the material to 

systematically aid and lay a solid foundation for themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The third step 

regards searching for themes, which in return identify main themes and sub themes (Braun & 

Clarke, 2006). Consequently, the thematic analysis has gone from abstract to more concrete. 

Additionally, the fourth step is going through the themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The fifth step 

regards defining and naming themes, followed by the sixth and final step, which is the write-up 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006). It is beneficial to display a rich description of the data set, as the 

qualitative data will add to the basis of the quantitative data. In effect, the thematic analysis 

outlines the various themes identified by interviewees on the investigated constructs and the rate 

of occurrence.  
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Ethical considerations 

This study follows the principle of Smith (2015); the well-being of the participants is the 

first priority, while gathering data is second. There are no expected health hazards regarding 

project participation. Respondents provided their voluntary informed consent before partaking in 

both interviews and questionnaires, after respectively receiving verbal and written information 

about the project. The data is handled with professional discretion and is anonymous. Recorded 

interviews and identifiable data are handled in accordance with the rules and regulations of the 

Department of Psychology at the University of Oslo. Moreover, the NSD has approved this study 

(case number 98456). There were no economic resources required for this project. 

Results 

Descriptive and preliminary analysis 

 The various means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha, and inter-correlations of each 

construct’s sum score are displayed in Table 1. Consequently, moderate to large correlations 

between the constructs are presented below. Furthermore, all construct means are above 3, which 

suggests that all constructs are positively loaded. In effect, there is a positive degree of leader 

inclusiveness, team psychological safety, and employee participation in this sample. 

Nevertheless, leader openness displayed the highest mean, while employee participation, 

although positive, displayed the lowest mean of all constructs. 

Table 1. 

Mean, standard deviation, Chronbach’s alpha, and zero-order correlations for all constructs 

Construct Mean SD A 1. 2. 3. 4. 

1. Leader openness 4.47 .67 .87 1    

2. Leader availability 4.38 .68 .88 .49** 1   

3. Team psychological safety 4.05 .69 .78 .29** .28** 1  

4. Employee participation 3.85 .63 .90 .47** .49** .58** 1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Hypothesis testing – SEM 

 Measurement model 

 In accordance with the steps of SEM provided by Kline (2011), specification is the most 

important step. The first CFA included a measurement model consisting of all items specified to 

the various latent factors (model 1, see Appendix 4). However, this measurement model fell 

short of the GOF thresholds adhered to in this study (see Table 2). Although the chi-square was 
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significant and the SRMR value was sufficient, the CFI value was too low (below .90) and the 

RMSEA value was too high (over .08). Consequently, as suggested by Kline (2011), several 

respecifications were needed to achieve a good fit for the measurement model.  

 Various items with low factor loadings and otherwise problematic due to linguistic 

ambiguity were disregarded from the measurement model step by step. The team psychological 

safety measurement scale kept all seven items, however, some of these were reverse coded. 

Moreover, two items (Incl_7 and Incl_8) were excluded from the leader availability scale, as 

they were problematic. Additionally, two items were covaried (Incl_4 and Incl_9), as they 

contained similar wording. Furthermore, there were four problematic items (Par_2, Par_4, 

Par_10, and Par_12) present within the employee participation scale. In effect, six problematic 

items from two scales were excluded to attain a good fit for the measurement model. 

Table 2.  

Measurement model Goodness of Fit statistics. 

 

Model 

 

χ2 

 

df 

 

χ2/df 

 

CFI 

RMSEA 

[CI1] 

 

SRMR 

 

Comments 

1 693.17** 371 1.87 .816 .085 

[.075-.095] 

.086 All items are included 

2 320.75** 223 1.44 .919 .060 

[.045-.075] 

.075 Items: Incl_7, Incl_8, 

Par_2, Par_4, Par_10, 

Par_12 are excluded. 
** Chi-square significant at the 0.01 level. 

1 90% confidence interval of the RMSEA. 

 

The respecified measurement model’s (model 2) various GOF indices, CFI, RMSEA, and 

SRMR, displays good model fit (see Table 2). All of the thresholds for each index are satisfied 

and in return, the respecified measurement model (model 2) is adopted for further analysis. 

Naturally, it is possible to further modify the model to achieve an even better fit, however, it is 

not advised. According to Kline (2011), it is not beneficial to further modify a model that fits 

well, as these modifications often tailor to distinctions within the sample rather than exhibiting 

generalizability (Hair et al., 2014; Kline, 2016; MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992). 

Consequently, the CFA identified a good fitting measurement model for further SEM analysis, 

and hypotheses testing. The respecified measurement model 2 is presented in Appendix 5.  

Reliability and validity 

 Reliability and convergent validity were established, as all composite reliability scores 

exceeded .70: Leader openness CR= .93, leader availability CR= .92, team psychological safety 
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CR= .86, and employee participation CR= .90. Discriminant validity between the constructs was 

also supported. The Chi-square significant difference test determined that maintaining the factors 

showed a significantly better fit than merging items from two factors into one factor. Hence, 

reliability and convergent validity for all the constructs, as well as discriminant validity between 

the constructs are demonstrated. 

Structural model 

 As a good fitting measurement model has been established, the structural model is 

specified by including the paths between the various latent variables in relation to the 

hypotheses. The complete model is presented in Figure 2. The specified structural model 

contained similar GOF indices as the measurement model, and displays satisfactory model fit 

among all thresholds (see Table 3).  

Table 3.  

Structural model Goodness of Fit statistics. 

 

Model 

 

χ2 

 

df 

 

χ2/df 

 

CFI 

RMSEA 

[CI1] 

 

SRMR 

 

Comments 

2 321.92** 224 1.44 .919 .060 

[.045-.075] 

.077 Items: Incl_7, Incl_8, 

Par_2, Par_4, Par_10, 

Par_12 are excluded. 
** Chi-square significant at the 0.01 level. 

1 90% confidence interval of the RMSEA. 

 

Figure 2. Structural model path diagram 
Note. Estimation method: Maximum Likelihood. Figure displaying standardized coefficients. Latent variables 

(factors) are represented in circles, while observed variables (indicators) are represented in rectangles. 
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Table 4 provides the estimates of direct, indirect and total effects between the latent 

variables. In fact, only one hypothesized relationship (H1: there is a positive direct effect of 

leader openness on employee participation) was not found significant (p>.05). Leader openness 

demonstrated a significant positive direct effect on leader availability, supporting H2. 

Additionally, leader openness also exhibited a significant positive direct effect on team 

psychological safety, which supports H3. As H1 was not found significant, full mediation (H4 

and H5) is constituted. Therefore, both leader availability (H4) and team psychological safety 

(H5) fully mediates the relationship between leader openness and employee participation. 

Furthermore, H6 is supported, as leader availability showed a significant direct effect on 

employee participation. Lastly, the data supports H7, as team psychological safety demonstrated 

a significant positive direct effect on employee participation. The total indirect effect and total 

effect were also both significant at the p>0.01 level. The explained variance (R2) suggests that 

the model explains 60% of the variation in employee participation. Additionally, the variation in 

leader openness explains 25% of the variation in leader availability, while the variation in leader 

openness explains 14% of the variation in team psychological safety.  

Table 4.  

Estimates of direct, indirect, and total effects between latent variables 

 Non-parametric bootstrap  

 95% CI  

 Unstd. S.E. lower upper p Std. 

Direct effects       

     OPE  AVA .459 .099 .283 .819 ** .498 

     OPE  PSY .244 .076 .122 .421 ** .368 

     AVA  PAR .235 .087 .085 .468 ** .267 

     PSY  PAR .620 .152 .326 1.126 ** .506 

     OPE  PAR .207 .084 -.008 .455 .062 .255 

Indirect effects       

     OPE  AVA  PAR .108 .048 .042 .244 ** .133 

     OPE  PSY  PAR .151 .057 .059 .292 ** .186 

Total indirect effects       

     OPE on PAR .259 .080 .130 .456 ** .319 

Total effects       

     OPE on PAR .466 .136 .214 .736 ** .574 
Note. OPE=Leader openness, AVA=Leader availability, PSY=Psychological safety, PAR=Employee participation. 

Confidence intervals and standard errors are based on non-parametric bootstrapping. Number of bootstrap samples = 

10000. 

** Coefficient is significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Qualitative results 

 The 12 interviewees provided their knowledge of the investigated constructs by defining 

the construct, and also providing perceived strengths and weaknesses regarding the construct. In 

effect, the interview transcripts were thematically analyzed and presented in table format.  

Construct comprehension 

 Table 5 presents interviewees’ construct comprehension responding to the interview 

question (ex. Please provide your understanding of the concept team psychological safety). 

Regarding leader inclusiveness, the majority of respondents provided supportive statements and 

few unsupportive statements, showing good comprehension of the construct. The respondents 

correctly identified openness, inclusion, and awareness as key definitions of inclusive leadership 

(Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Moreover, the respondents’ showed a strong comprehension 

of team psychological safety, incorporating several relevant elements of the construct, while 

providing few unsupportive statements. For instance, interpersonal risk-taking, not fearing 

rejection, and expressing own views all coincide with Edmondson’s (1999) definition of the 

construct. Lastly, the respondents exhibited a good understanding of employee participation, e.g. 

ability to influence and contribute, while being listened to (Burke, 2014; Vandenberg et al., 

1999). The majority of respondents provided supportive statements with few unsupportive 

statements. Conclusively, the respondents demonstrated largely accurate comprehensions. 

Table 5.  

Respondents’ construct comprehension.  
Construct Supportive statements  

(mentioned by number of participants) 

Unsupportive statements 

(mentioned by number of 

participants) 

Leader inclusiveness Leader includes employees (9) Employees include leader (3) 

 Leader is open to new ideas (3)  

 Leader is aware of what goes on (2)  

 In total (14) In total (3) 

Team psychological safety Express your opinion (11) Everything is predictable (2) 

 Not get rejected/excluded (8) Self-confident (1) 

 Safe work environment (6)  

 Colleagues contribute to safety (4)  

 Safe to show weakness/mistake (2)  

 In total (31) In total (3) 

Employee participation Ability to influence decisions (7) Employees include leader (3) 

 Employees are listened to (7)  

 Ability to participate (5)  

 Influence own work (4)  

 Contribute with own ideas (2) 

In total (25) 

 

In total (3) 

Note. Table displaying total number supported/unsupported statements mentioned, while the total number of 

respondents mentioning are presented in the parentheses. 
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 Respondents were asked about the perceived strengths and weaknesses of each construct 

to further provide insight regarding construct comprehension (ex. Please provide your view of 

the strengths/weaknesses regarding employee participation). Table 6 presents the respondents’ 

view of strengths and weaknesses of each construct. The respondents were able to provide 

various beneficial aspects about each construct, as the constructs are highly positively loaded. 

Similarly, the majority of the weaknesses included ‘too much’ of the positive aspects, suggesting 

a casual and less effective work environment.  

Table 6.  

Respondents’ perceived strengths and weaknesses of constructs 
Construct Strengths (mentioned by number of 

respondents) 

Weaknesses (mentioned by number 

of respondents) 

Leader inclusiveness Leader aid participation (6) Lacking authority (4) 

 Leader listens (5) Ineffective processes (4) 

 Leader is fair (5) Too much managing (4) 

 Leader is trustworthy/safe (3)  

Team psychological safety Multiple views (7) Too casual (6) 

 Learning and development (5) Informal communication (3) 

 Enhanced participation (4) Too safe/comfortable (3) 

 Supportive environment (3)  

Employee participation Ownership (7) Less efficiency (6) 

 Motivation (6) Too many opinions (5) 

 Autonomy (6) Lack of structure (5) 

 Support from leader (4)  

 Development/change (3)  

Note. Table displaying perceptions of strengths and weaknesses of each construct. The number of respondents 

mentioning is provided in parentheses. 

 

 Work experiences 

 Respondents’ were asked to provide real life work experiences and examples regarding 

each construct (ex. Please provide examples/experiences of leader inclusiveness at your 

workplace). After conducting a thematic analysis, several themes of respondents’ work 

experiences were identified.  

 Employees experience a leader that is open and available, establishing the presence of 

inclusive leadership. The leader is perceived to listen to employees and include them in 

processes. It was conveyed that it has previously not been an inclusive work environment. Thus, 

it is noteworthy that the current leader is perceived in such a positive degree. The openness, 

inclusion, and availability of the leader stands out in respondents’ work experiences of leader 

inclusiveness (see Table 7). 
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 The majority of the respondents provide a general consensus that it is a psychological 

safe team environment at work. It was also mentioned that it was previously not a safe work 

environment. It now indicates that both the leader and colleagues contribute to the current safe 

work environment, which includes interdisciplinary cooperation and trust-based work routines. 

However, it was also mentioned that it is unsafe when criticism arises, which suggests that there 

are aspects of the work environment lacking in team psychological safety.  

 Respondents largely perceive employee participation to be present in the workplace. 

Although the lack of employee was mentioned, the majority of respondents perceive that they are 

able to influence processes and their own work task. Once again, the leader is specified as 

contributing to increased participation.  

 In effect, the respondents largely agree that there exists leader inclusiveness, team 

psychological safety, and employee participation, with minor discrepancies (see Table 7). 

Recurring themes across the constructs include leaders’ contribution to increased levels, and the 

previous lack of inclusiveness and safety. Nevertheless, there is a general consensus of a safe and 

inclusive work environment. 

Table 7.  

Respondents’ experience 
Construct Respondents’ experiences of constructs (mentioned by number of 

participants) 

Leader inclusiveness The leader listens to me (6) 

 The leader includes me (5) 

 Previously – it has not been an inclusive environment (5) 

 The leader is available (3) 

 The leader encourages participation (3) 

Team psychological safety There is an interdisciplinary cooperation (6) 

 It is a safe work environment (5) 

 The leader contributes to safety (4) 

 It is unsafe when criticism arises (4) 

 There are trust-based work routines (3) 

 We listen to each other (3) 

 Previously – it has been an unsafe work environment (3) 

Employee participation We have the opportunity to influence offered services (7) 

 The leader contributes to participation (5) 

 We have the opportunity to influence own work processes (4) 

 There is lacking employee participation (3) 

Note. Table presents identified recurring themes for respondents’ experiences of employee participation. There was 

a total of 12 respondents interviewed. Themes mentioned by less than three respondents are not included. 
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Discussion 

The aim of this study was to identify how inclusive leadership behavior (manifested by 

openness and availability) and team psychological safety influence employee participation. This 

study also assesses employees’ experiences and comprehension of the investigated constructs at 

the represented organizations. In effect, the project is valuable for both theory and practice. By 

adopting a mixed method design, this project has been able to provide a better understanding of 

the investigated constructs, as quantitative questionnaire data is further supplemented by 

qualitative data from semi-structured interviews. The various theorized relationships are 

expanded upon further below. 

The first hypothesis stated that leader openness has a positive direct effect on employee 

participation. The results of the SEM indicate that there is in fact a positive relationship between 

these two constructs. However, this relationship is not significant, as the p-value was found to be 

greater than .05. Consequently, this hypothesis H1 is not retained. This implies that leader 

openness cannot holistically explain employee participation. 

The second hypothesis concerned the positive direct effect of leader openness on leader 

availability. Openness and availability make up leader inclusiveness, and as expected there is a 

significant positive direct effect between openness and availability. Consequently, hypothesis H2 

is retained. This suggests that leaders whom are increasingly open are also likely to be more 

available. 

The third hypothesis regards a positive direct effect of leader openness on team 

psychological safety. The results of the SEM analysis concluded a significant positive direct 

effect, and thus the hypothesis H3 was retained. As a result, this finding suggests that when 

leaders are open (e.g. welcoming of new ideas) it contributes to increased safety within a work 

team. H2 and H3 offer interesting conclusions, as leader openness is a significant antecedent. 

However, leader openness did not show a significant relationship with employee participation 

(H1). Therefore, the mediating relationships of leader openness on employee participation are 

investigated further. 

Hypotheses H4 and H5 entail the indirect effects of leader openness on employee 

participation. Hypothesis H4 conveys that there is a positive indirect effect of leader availability 

on the relationship between leader openness and employee participation. This hypothesis (H4) is 

retained, as the indirect effect was found significant (p<.01). In addition, hypothesis H5 
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suggested a positive indirect effect of team psychological safety on the relationship between 

leader openness and employee participation. This hypothesis (H5) is also found significant and 

therefore retained. In effect, this suggests that both leader availability and team psychological 

safety fully mediates the relationship between leader openness and employee participation, as H1 

was found insignificant (p>.05).  

The sixth hypothesis (H6) regards the direct relationship between leader availability and 

employee participation. This hypothesis (H6: there is a positive direct effect of leader availability 

on employee participation) was found significant and therefore retained. This implies that 

available leaders (e.g. leaders with an ongoing presence within the team) positively affects 

increased employee participation.  

The seventh and final hypothesis (H7) stated that there is a positive direct effect of team 

psychological safety on employee participation. The results of the SEM analysis suggest that H7 

is significant and is also therefore retained. This implies that safe work environments enable a 

platform for increased participation, coinciding with past research (see Bang & Midelfart, 2017; 

Carmeli et al., 2010; Edmondson, 1999; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Thus, this relationship 

is also manifested in the representative organizations of Norwegian work climates. 

In summary, the findings suggest that there are various significant relationships between 

the constructs. Leader openness seems to have significant direct positive effects on leader 

availability and team psychological safety, but its effect on employee participation is not found 

significant. However, there are indirect effects between leader openness and employee 

participation, facilitated by leader availability and team psychological safety respectively. Team 

psychological safety and leader availability both also have a direct positive effect on employee 

participation. Six of the hypotheses were retained, while hypothesis H1 was found non-

significant although there was a positive relationship between leader openness and employee 

participation. Global and local fit statistics for the theorized model support the retention of the 

model, suggesting a well-theorized model. In addition, the effect sizes (standardized regression 

coefficients and explained variance) suggest that the various investigated variables have strong 

relationships. In fact, the model explains 60% of the variance in employee participation.  

The qualitative data provide further support for the hypotheses, as respondents conveyed 

that the inclusive leader contributes to safety and participation. The respondents outline a leader 

that listens to and includes employees, and is readily available. It is also emphasized that there is 
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existing team psychological safety, but some respondents suggest it is unsafe when criticism 

arises. The respondents largely suggest the presence of employee participation. However, some 

respondents also imply that there is lacking participation. In effect, the qualitative support added 

to the hypothesized effects should be carefully regarded, as there are some conflicting statements 

provided by the respondents. The implications associating the hypothesized effects in light of 

theory and practice are further examined. 

Theoretical implications 

 This study contributes a new context of previously investigated constructs. In fact, this 

study emphasizes employee participation, an ideal aspect of the Nordic model, and how inclusive 

leadership and team psychological safety contribute to this. It is therefore beneficial investigating 

Norwegian work climates and the relevant contributing factors to achieve the much-accentuated 

employee participation. Moreover, previous research has looked at inclusive leadership 

holistically, treating its factors openness and availability as part of the same construct (see 

Carmeli et al., 2010; Hirak et al., 2012; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). This project has made 

a distinction between leader openness and leader availability, regarding openness as a 

fundamental base for the various other investigated constructs. The deconstruction of leader 

inclusiveness was supported, as leader openness and availability were demonstrated rather 

differently. 

 Employee participation 

 There are various theoretical implications regarding the dependent variable employee 

participation, which is the major focus of this study. The preliminarily data analysis showed that 

there is a slight positive degree of employee participation with a mean score of 3.85 out of 6. 

However, leader openness, availability, and team psychological safety were all shown to 

contribute to employee participation. In fact, all constructs except leader openness displayed 

positive direct significant effects on employee participation, which suggests the structural model 

is appropriate for hypotheses testing.  

 The measure utilized in this study has been previously used in University of Oslo studies 

with the Norwegian Police. The 13-item measure on employee participation includes items from 

Wilkinson and Dundon (2010), Burke (2014), and Vandenberg et al. (1999). Although it is 

translated and has been previously utilized with Norwegian samples, the CFA identified 

problematic items. One item was reverse-coded and four items were excluded due to low factor 
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loadings and linguistic ambiguity. Nevertheless, the remaining nine items demonstrated strong 

factor loadings and produced a good indication of Burke (2014) and Vandenberg et al.’s (1999) 

definition of employee participation. The measure thus provides relevant insight regarding an 

organization perspective of employee participation; a real ability to influence and contribute to 

work processes and goals.  

 The results of the thematic analysis further supported the importance of the leader on 

employee participation. Five (of 12) respondents conveyed that the leader contributes to 

employee participation. This is communicated through respondents’ actual experiences and 

construct comprehension. These findings coincide with previous research (e.g. Carmeli et al., 

2010). However, it offers an expansive view, as they are tested in a new framework and with a 

clear distinction of inclusive leadership; namely leader’s openness and availability. 

Leader inclusiveness 

 Leader inclusiveness is a major part of this study, as it is involved in six out of seven 

hypotheses. Proposed by Nembhard and Edmondson (2006), inclusive leaders are open, 

available, and accessible. They welcome, recognize, and appreciate employees’ contributions 

through their behavior, words, and achievements. The preliminary data analysis showed a high 

degree of leader openness (mean score= 4.47 out of 6) and leader availability (mean score= 4.38 

out of 6).  

 Leader inclusiveness has been previously researched in relation to employee participation 

and team psychological safety (e.g. Carmeli et al., 2010; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). The 

measure utilized in this study was provided by Carmeli et al. (2010), including nine items 

loading on three factors; openness, availability, and accessibility. It became clear through 

translation that it was appropriate to integrate accessibility into the availability scale. This was 

also supported through a factor analysis identifying two factors; openness and availability. There 

were two items on the availability scale that were excluded, and two items that were covaried 

due to similar meaning. In effect, the measure was able to clearly and distinctively identify 

leader openness and leader availability in a setting suitable for the Norwegian work environment. 

However, these scales should be further tested to strengthen convergent validity. 

 The results of the thematic analysis further supported the hypothesized relationships, as 

respondents suggested that the leader contributes to both safety and participation. Leader 

openness could not distinctively facilitate employee participation, however, leader availability 
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significantly mediated the relationship. Altogether, the results of the SEM and thematic analysis 

emphasize the crucial role of the inclusive leader supporting a safe environment suitable for 

participation. The framework of this study is in return additionally manifested through 

quantitative and qualitative data. This study implies that employee participation is achieved to a 

greater degree when there are higher positive degrees of inclusive leadership and team 

psychological safety. 

Team psychological safety 

Team psychological safety has been an important focus in the development of this 

study’s hypotheses. The Nordic model stresses participation and working interdependently in 

teams (Gustavsen, 2011). It is suggested that effective teams with a high extent of participation 

include team psychological safety (Edmondson, 2004). Thus, team safety is an important 

construct to enlighten in this study. The preliminary data analysis displayed a relatively high 

degree of team psychological safety (mean score= 4.05 out of 6) at the represented organizations. 

Consequently, all investigated constructs are positively demonstrated, aiding the theoretical 

framework. 

 The measure provided by Edmondson (1999) has been extensively utilized in previous 

research. It was translated into Norwegian and the CFA indicated an applicable scale with all 

items loading strongly on one factor. Three items were reverse coded so that all items display 

accurate positive values. In return, the study was able to assess the actual extent of team 

psychological safety through a tried and trusted measure.  

 The results of the SEM analysis indicate that team psychological safety plays an 

important role facilitating for employee participation. In fact, team psychological safety has a 

direct effect on employee participation, as well as it significantly mediates between leader 

openness and employee participation. Additionally, four (of 12) respondents reported that the 

leader also contributes to psychological safety. These qualitative findings further support the 

structural model and the various hypotheses tested in this study. This study therefore proposes 

that open and inclusive leaders generate safe work environments that foster employee 

participation.  

Conclusively, the results coincide with previous research (e.g. Carmeli et al., 2010; Hirak 

et al., 2012; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006), however, also provide a new framework for 

understanding the interplay and nuances of inclusive leadership, team psychological safety, and 
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employee participation. With SEM, there are always alternative models that can be investigated. 

However, the various theoretical implications outlined suggest that the constructs are relevantly 

examined in this framework. There are also practical aspects regarding these effects that are 

important for organizational relevance and applicability.  

Practical implications 

 This project seeks to add value to research, but it certainly also aims to provide the 

represented organizations with valuable information regarding their work environment. This 

knowledge allows the organizations to be better suited for implementing adjustments if deemed 

necessary. The quantitative data offers a useful theoretical base, however, the qualitative data 

provides additional insight of the practical implications, actual experiences, and exhibition of the 

constructs at the represented organizations. It is emphasized that the qualitative results are most 

applicable to the health and rehabilitation center, as over 80% of the interview sample derives 

from the health sector. The various practical significance and ramifications of this study’s results 

are further discussed. 

 Employee participation is an integral part in the Nordic work model, and therefore it is 

interesting to investigate contributing factors to gain a better understanding of its interplay with 

other positive constructs. In Norwegian law, there are in fact rights and obligations that 

organizations must adhere to regarding both indirect and direct participation (see Working 

Environment Act, 2005, e.g. § 2-3, § 4-2, and § 8). Participation is generally more prevalent in 

Norwegian work environments compared to other cultures due to the emphasis on egalitarianism, 

dialogue, and cooperation (Gustavsen, 2011; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). However, the 

healthcare sector reports the lowest degree of participation in the Norwegian labor market (NOU 

2010:1, 2010). Regardless, reports from the participating health and rehabilitation center 

suggests that there is a high positive degree of participation. The reason for this may be 

identified with the existing degree of leader openness, leader availability, and team psychological 

safety.  

 “We have recently got a new leader whom is adamant that we have the ability to 

participate. He shows us trust that we are capable and our opinions matter.” 

The findings resulting from the SEM analysis of quantitative data and thematic analysis 

of quantitative data, suggest that the leader’s tendency to be open and available lay a solid 

foundation for a safe and inclusive work environment allowing for increased participation. In 
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fact, it was conveyed through interviews that there previously was a low degree of leader 

inclusiveness, team psychological safety, and participation at the health and rehabilitation center. 

Currently there is a high degree of all constructs, as a new leader has been appointed. According 

to the respondents, the new leader “includes employees in decision-making”, “is open and 

readily available for discussions”, and “contributes to a safe work environment”. The 

experiences provided by the respondents in the interview reflect a leader that is open and 

available. There is a general satisfaction regarding the leader of the health and rehabilitation 

center, and it is conveyed by the respondents that the leader emphasizes a safe work environment 

suited for employee participation.  

 “Psychological safety is something that has been emphasized by the new leadership.” 

 “It is easy to discuss issues and voice your opinion in the group. We listen to each other 

and respect others’ opinions.” 

 The findings indicate that there is a high degree of team psychological safety at the 

represented workplaces. Additionally, team psychological safety is manifested in this study to 

contribute to employee participation both directly and as an indirect effect of leader openness. 

Safety serves as an important factor in the ideal work environment, as it lays the groundwork for 

participation. Team psychological safety has been widely researched in relation to leadership 

(e.g. Appelbaum et al., 2016; Carmeli et al., 2010; Edmondson, 1999, 2004; Hirak et al., 2012). 

However, this study deconstructs inclusive leadership, and suggests that leader openness is a 

contributing factor for team psychological safety, which in return promotes participation.  

 The findings can also be translated into the general Norwegian work environment. It is 

perhaps more likely that employee participation is prevalent in Scandinavia, rather than cultures 

with a high degree of hierarchy and power distance (e.g. China and Russia). According to 

Hofstede and Hofstede (2005), the Norwegian work climate comprises feminine values such as; 

decentralization, dialogue, and cooperation. This egalitarian environment emphasizes the 

importance of employee participation, and the contribution of every knowledge bearer to a 

diverse organization (Gustavsen, 2011). This study suggests that the openness of the leader is 

essential for this environment to prosper. The open leader is also often available and generates a 

safe environment for knowledge sharing and ultimately for participation. Nonetheless, because 

the Nordic work model emphasizes participation to a great extent, the model presented in this 

study may not apply to other cultures. The various limitations are discussed further. 
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Limitations 

 There are some limitations to this study that are beneficial to address to gain a broader 

understanding and aid future research.  

First, the cross-sectional design utilized in this study stands out as a possible limitation. 

There are natural benefits (e.g. time effective and suitable for generating hypotheses) and 

weaknesses (more susceptible to bias) to cross-sectional studies. Consequently, the various 

effects identified in this study should be interpreted carefully, as further research should be done 

to extensively test this model. The interview data conveyed that there were previously low 

degrees of inclusive leadership, team psychological safety, and employee participation. A 

longitudinal study may have produced different results, identifying other direct and indirect 

effects. 

 Second, the translation of the utilized measures from English to Norwegian should be 

regarded as a possible limitation. There are cross-cultural differences regarding the meaning and 

manifestation of constructs, and consequently it is important to identify the conceptual 

equivalence when translating measures (Sidani, Guruge, Miranda, Ford-Gilboe, & Varco, 2010). 

This study utilized back-translation, as the measures were translated from English to Norwegian 

and back to English. However, there are some possible biases to be aware of. According to 

Martinez, Marin, and Sohoua-Glusberg (2006), back-translation does not guarantee the quality of 

the initial translation. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the mere use of back-translation 

does not exclude the possibility of error and a poor translation of measures. In addition, it has 

also been suggested that back-translation has no effect, i.e. it does not produce different 

psychometric properties from translation methods without back-translation (Perneger, Leplège, 

& Etter, 1999). The measures utilized in this study have been translated from English to 

Norwegian by master students (for this study and previous studies for the Norwegian Police). 

Thus, the possibility of translation error and inaccurate meaning could represent limitations in 

this study.  

Third, it is also beneficial to be aware of possible limitations regarding transcription and 

thematic analysis. Error can often occur during the transcription process, which is why it is 

included as a possible limitation to this study. According to Poland (1995), omission error 

(correct word is left out) and commission error (incorrect word is included) are common 

occurrences in transcription, while the misplacement of words also frequently occurs. These 
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errors often result from mental fatigue, limited knowledge regarding the topic, and/or noise that 

decrease interpretation ability (Poland, 1995). This study followed the six-step method by Braun 

and Clarke (2006) for thematic analysis, which decrease the possibility of error. However, 

similar to transcription, thematic analysis requires great attention and focused interpretation.  

Fourth, this study utilized SEM analysis to investigate the various hypotheses. SEM is a 

useful tool as previously discussed, however, there are conflicting ideas regarding what is an 

appropriate sample size for conducting SEM. It is often suggested that SEM should contain a 

sample greater than N=200. The recommendations provided by Hair et al. (2014) were followed 

in this study. Models including five or less latent variables with three or more items should have 

a sample greater than N=100 when conducting SEM (Hair et al., 2014). The sample of N=121 

was therefore considered sufficient in this study. However, it is possible that a larger sample may 

produce a different result, as there are no universal rules regarding SEM sample size. That is why 

it must be regarded as a possible limitation to this study. 

Fifth, the Nordic model must be considered in the context of this study. Norwegian work 

climates tend to be increasingly open to employee participation, and thus the findings may not be 

generalizable cross-culturally. The response rate of this study was high at 50%. However, the 

health and rehabilitation center and the insurance company may not accurately represent the 

broader Norwegian work climate, as they are merely two organizations.  

All of these factors should be taken into consideration and serve as possible limitations to 

the generalizability of this study in both cross-cultural and Norwegian work climate settings. The 

various limitations presented in this section should be regarded in aims for future research. 

Future research 

 The findings and limitations of this study provide various possibilities for future research. 

The obvious suggestion for future research regards its methodology. It will be beneficial to 

further investigate the research model in a longitudinal study design. In effect, the research will 

be able to capture changes over time and gain a more holistic understanding of how inclusive 

leadership and team psychological safety contribute to employee participation. It will also be 

advantageous to examine these relationships and identify how the constructs are manifested 

across cultures. The sample size should also be considered, as a larger sample size would allow 

to investigate and determine causality to a higher degree. Nevertheless, the response rate should 

remain at a high level for future studies as well. All of these methodological modifications would 
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be valuable to the field. However, including all of these modifications is difficult, as it would 

demand an abundance of resources. The methodological alterations serve as relevant suggestions 

for future research nonetheless. 

 This study differs from previous research as it has deconstructed leader inclusiveness, 

and investigated leader openness and availability, team psychological safety, and employee 

participation in a new context. The findings of this study suggest that leader openness and 

availability should be treated as separate constructs, as they contribute different values. Future 

studies should therefore further investigate the differences between leader openness and 

availability by incorporating them with other relevant constructs in a new context. In effect, 

inclusive leadership may be better understood as separate constructs rather than one. 

Conclusion 

 Employee participation is a fundamental pillar of the Nordic model, and ideal for 

organizations to strive towards. The numerous benefits of participation have been extensively 

outlined in this study, which warrants the new contextual framework it has been investigated in. 

This extends previous research, as the distinct deconstruction of leader inclusiveness to leader 

openness and availability is tested in a new setting for employee participation. The results imply 

that leader openness serves as an antecedent factor for leader availability and team psychological 

safety, but it does not have a significant direct effect on employee participation. However, leader 

availability has a direct effect on participation, and it also mediates between leader openness and 

participation. This is also true for team psychological safety that facilitates participation directly 

and indirectly from leader openness. In essence, the framework interestingly suggests that open 

leaders are also often available and lay the foundation for a safe team that allows participation. 

Leaders that wish to increase employee participation, and generate an increasingly safe team, 

should emphasize openness and availability in their leadership behavior, communication, and 

achievements. Ultimately, employees are able to contribute their diverse knowledge and 

organizations become increasingly robust and better equipped for the dynamic labor economy. 

 This study has provided further knowledge on the contributions to employee participation 

in a Norwegian setting. Hopefully, future research examines these relationships cross-culturally 

and longitudinally to provide further understanding on the distinction of inclusive leadership, 

team psychological safety, and how it relates to employee participation. 
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APPENDIX 1: Measures in Norwegian 

Construct Item name Item statement 

Leader 

Inclusiveness/ 

Leders 

inkludering 

Incl_1 Nærmeste leder er åpen for nye ideer. 

Incl_2 Nærmeste leder er oppmerksom på nye muligheter til 

forbedring av arbeidsprosesser. 

Incl_3 Nærmeste leder er åpen for diskusjon av ønskede mål og nye 

metoder for å nå dem. 

Incl_4 Nærmeste leder er tilgjengelig for konsultasjon av problemer. 

Incl_5 Nærmeste leder har en pågående tilstedeværelse i dette teamet 

– en som alltid er tilgjengelig. 

Incl_6 Nærmeste leder er tilgjengelig for faglig spørsmål jeg ønsker 

å konsultere med ham/henne. 

Incl_7 Nærmeste leder er klar for å lytte til mine problemer. 

Incl_8 Nærmeste leder oppfordrer meg til å kontakte ham/henne ved 

oppstående problemer. 

Incl_9 Nærmeste leder er tilgjengelig for diskusjon ved oppstående 

problemer. 

Team 

psychological 

safety/ 

Team 

psykologisk 

trygghet 

Safe_1 Dersom du gjør en feil i dette teamet, blir det ofte holdt mot 

deg. 

Safe_2 Det er lett å ta opp problemer og kontroversielle temaer i dette 

teamet. 

Safe_3 Medlemmer i dette teamet kan av og til avvise andre for å være 

annerledes. 

Safe_4 Det er trygt å ta en risiko/sjanse i dette teamet. 

Safe_5 Det er vanskelig å spørre andre teammedlemmer om hjelp. 

Safe_6 Ingen på dette teamet vil bevisst opptre på en måte som 

undergraver min innsats. 

Safe_7 Når jeg jobber med dette teamet, blir mine unike ferdigheter 

og talenter verdsatt og utnyttet. 
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Employee 

participation/  

Medvirkning 

Par_1 Medarbeidere gis mulighet til å påvirke de mål teamet setter 

seg. 

Par_2 Medarbeidere deler sine tanker og meninger med hverandre. 

Par_3 Medarbeidere på dette teamet mottar sjelden tilstrekkelig 

informasjon i forkant av endringer. 

 Par_4 Medarbeidere gis anledning til å påvirke den generelle 

retningen til teamet. 

 Par_5 Nærmeste leder og underordnede evaluerer i fellesskap 

hvordan arbeidsoppgaver utføres. 

 Par_6 Det er en effektiv kommunikasjonskanal mellom ledelsen og 

de ansatte på dette teamet. 

 Par_7 Medarbeidere har anledning til å påvirke hverandres 

arbeidsmålsetninger. 

 Par_8 Endringer som har innvirkning på teamet blir planlagt i 

fellesskap mellom ledere og medarbeidere. 

 Par_9 Medarbeidere har anledning til å påvirke hvordan kollegaer 

utfører sine arbeidsoppgaver. 

 Par_10 Medarbeidere drøfter i fellesskap med kollegaer hvordan 

arbeidsoppgaver utføres. 

 Par_11 Medarbeidere mottar tilstrekkelig informasjon til at de kan 

gjøre seg opp en mening om beslutninger som treffes. 

 Par_12 Ledelsen er tilstrekkelig informert om saker som er viktige for 

dette teamet. 

 Par_13 Medarbeidere diskuterer forslag til forbedringer i hvordan 

arbeidet utføres med hverandre. 
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APPENDIX 2: Information letter with interview questions in Norwegian 

 

Informasjonsskriv 

I samarbeid med *****, samt studieveileder Cato Bjørkli v/ Psykologisk Institutt (UiO) vil vi 

intervjue deg angående ditt arbeidsmiljø/team. Intervjuerne består av to masterstudenter fra 

Arbeid- og organisasjonspsykologi programmet ved UiO; Bjørn Nilsen Fjermedal og Amalie 

Celin Gundersen. 

 

Det er valgfritt å delta og det er mulig å trekke seg eller frastå fra å svare når som helst underveis 

i intervjuet, uten å måtte begrunne dette nærmere. 

 

Ønsker du å delta vil intervjuet bli tatt opp elektronisk. Lydopptak av samtalene vil lagres på 

eget dataområde på universitetets system, hvor kun intervjuerne og prosjektledelsen har adgang. 

 

Opptaket vil bli slettet ved prosjektets slutt, ca. 15.05.2020. 

 

Intervjuet vil bli anonymisert og analysert.  

Opplysningene vil bli behandlet konfidensielt, og ingen enkeltpersoner vil kunne gjenkjennes.  

Resultatene fra intervjuet vil brukes til to masteroppgaver ved Psykologisk Institutt (UiO). 

 

Intervjuet er semistrukturert med satte spørsmål i tillegg til relevante oppfølgingsspørsmål. 

Formålet er å få en subjektiv begrepsforståelse, samt innsikt i styrker og svakheter ved sin 

arbeidsplass. 

 

Du vil snart bli spurt en rekke spørsmål angående din arbeidsplass. 

 

Samtykker du å delta i prosjektet? 

 

Har du noen andre spørsmål før vi begynner? 
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Intervjuspørsmål: 

 

1. Hva legger du i begrepet psykologisk trygghet? 

a. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved psykologisk trygghet. 

b. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved psykologisk trygghet. 

c. Fortell om eksempler angående psykologisk trygghet fra din arbeidsplass. 

2. Hva legger du i begrepet medvirkning? 

a. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved medvirkning. 

b. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved medvirkning. 

c. Fortell om eksempler angående medvirkning fra din arbeidsplass. 

3. Hva legger du i begrepet organisatorisk støtte? 

a. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved organisatorisk støtte. 

b. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved organisatorisk støtte. 

c. Fortell om eksempler angående organisatorisk støtte fra din arbeidsplass. 

4. Hva legger du i begrepet leders inkludering? 

a. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved leders inkludering. 

b. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved leders inkludering. 

c. Fortell om eksempler angående leders inkludering fra din arbeidsplass. 

5. Hva legger du i begrepet endringsvillighet? 

a. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved endringsvillighet. 

b. Fortell om det du ser som styrker ved endringsvillighet. 

c. Fortell om eksempler angående endringsvillighet fra din arbeidsplass. 
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APPENDIX 3: Transcription codebook in Norwegian 

 

Kodebok  

 

Transkribering  

   

Generelle regler  

1. Transkriberingen skal være konsekvent blant de ulike transkribentene  

2. Budskapet i intervjuene skal bevares så godt det lar seg gjøre.  

   

Spesifikke regler  

1. Alle intervju skal gjennomføres med ordrett transkribering i bokmålsform til tross 

for respondents dialekt. Det gjelder også ”ja” der respondenten sier ”ja” for å bekrefte et 

spørsmål.  

2. Morfemer og andre språklyder (”mm”, ”eh”) som man opplever til å være positive 

forsterkere skal utelattes fra transkriberingen.   

3. Språklyder og andre lyder (eksempelvis sukking, hosting, latter) blir ikke 

transkribert.  

4. Ingen tegnsetting skal brukes for å skildre for eksempel: intonasjon, 

følelsesmessige aspekt, lengre pauser, punktum for ny setning, hosting eller andre lyder.  

5. Hver setning skal stå på hver sin linje, med unntak hvor meningsinnholdet kan 

forsvinner ved bruk av regelen.  

   

Symboler  

• Symbolet ”R” blir brukt for å representere respondent.  

• Symbolet ”I1” blir brukt for å representere hoved-intervjuer.  

• Symbolet ”I2” blir brukt for å representere bi-intervjuer.  

   

Anonymisering  

• Navn som blir nevnt i intervjuet blir anonymisert til ”NAVN”.  

• Spesifikke stedsnavn blir anonymisert til ”STEDSNAVN”.  

• Spesifikke avdelinger blir anonymisert til ”AVDELING”.   

• Spesifikke organisasjoner blir anonymisert til ”ORGANISASJON”.  

• Det forekommer ikke endring når respondent omtaler en annen avdeling f.eks. i 

forbindelse med organisatorisk prosedyre. (Hvor det ikke fremkommer sensitive 

opplysninger) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CONTRIBUTIONS TO EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION 

 47 

APPENDIX 4: Measurement model 1 – Path diagram 
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APPENDIX 5: Measurement model 2 – Path diagram 
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