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ABSTRACT

Meetings are an integral function in organizations where interaction between
leaders and their employees and thus, leadership, happens. A small but growing
area of research within the larger workplace meetings domain has started to
focus on the role of leaders in promoting effective and satisfying meetings. This
chapter provides an overview of research to date on workplace meetings and
leadership, and the authors identified seven studies that paired the two areas. The
number of publications focusing on meetings and leadership is increasing, with
the older papers largely dedicated to qualitative investigations of leader behav-
iors associated with successful meetings, whereas the more recent papers take a
more theoretical and quantitative approach, yet are nonetheless largely isolated
from one another. Next, the authors review five theories of leadership (full range
of leadership, charismatic leadership, servant leadership, exploitative leadership,
and followership ), and relate each of the theories to workplace meetings, with a
key focus on how the theory may impact subordinates’ perceptions of meetings
as well as the utility of meetings for team and organizational functioning. The
authors propose seven areas throughout the chapter that future research could
explore to extend knowledge about how leadership operates in meetings and how
meetings are an important aspect to consider with respect to leadership theories.
Primary theoretical contributions are the integration of existing work on leader-
ship and meetings and theoretically based propositions for future research.
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INTRODUCTION

As mentioned in the previous chapters, workplace meetings are an inevitable
constant of nearly every employee’s work experience, and they occur in almost
every job and organization for a variety of purposes such as sharing informa-
tion, discussing ongoing projects, solving problems, and making decisions (Allen,
Beck, Scott, & Rogelberg, 2014). Employees in the United States attend approxi-
mately 25-55 million meetings every day (Keith, 2015; Newlund, 2012), and the
average employee spends about six hours each week in pre-scheduled meetings
alone (Rogelberg, Scott, & Kello, 2007). Thus, it is not surprising that a full 72%
of managers’ and executives’ workweeks are spent on meeting related activities
(Porter & Nohria, 2018). These figures indicate that meetings are a core function
in organizations where interaction between leaders and their employees and thus,
leadership, happens (Allen, Lehmann-Willenbrock, & Rogelberg, 2015). Meetings
are challenging in this regard, because different interests of leaders and employ-
ees meet in an environment characterized by synchronous communication, lim-
ited time, and oftentimes with additional attendees present. The leadership style
adopted is a key factor that can influence if an open exchange takes place, how
the leader is perceived, and whether the meeting results are accepted by all parties
involved (Mroz, Yoerger, & Allen, 2018). Effective meetings, in turn, are related
to higher team productivity and organizational success (Allen & Rogelberg, 2013;
Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012). The overarching aim of the present
chapter is exploring what is known and what needs to be known concerning lead-
ership in workplace meetings.

Leadership — traditionally defined as the intentional influence of one person
on one or many others — touches, in one form or another, every single aspect of
everyone’s life (Bass, 2008; Yukl, 2002). It is, therefore, not surprising that a multi-
tude of approaches to the phenomenon of leadership and the source of its effects
exist, ranging from thoughts about the person of the leader to leader behaviors to
situational theories, among others. Besides more traditional concepts presenting
a top-down view of the leadership process, more recently, the role of followers has
garnered increasing attention in leadership research as well (Uhl-Bien, Riggio,
Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). The follower, in for-profit organizations often a hierar-
chical employee of the leader, is seen as an active contributor to the leadership
process instead of a simple recipient who is being influenced by the leader.

The topic of leadership in organizations is one of the most long-lasting and
heavily researched areas within organizational psychology and management.
New leadership theories are often developed following events in world history
like the rise of ethic-oriented leadership styles following the financial crisis of
2008 (Lemoine, Hartnell, & Leroy, 2019). Research has paired leadership with
nearly every other conceivable topic relevant to organizational life (Bass, 2008;
Hiller, DeChurch, Murase, & Doty, 2011) and beyond (e.g., work—family effects;
Tang, Kwan, Zhang, & Zhu, 2016). Despite the abundance of attention paid to
the role of leaders and leadership with respect to employee attitudes (e.g., cyn-
ism; Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; engagement; Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa,
Luthans, & May, 2004; or organizational commitment; Kinicki & Vecchio, 1994),
individual (e.g., Waldmann, Bass, & Yammarino, 1990), team (e.g., Knipfer,
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Schreiner, Schmid, & Peus, 2018), and organizational (e.g., Liden, Wayne, Liao, &
Meuser, 2014) performance, and many other areas (Bass, 2008; Hiller et al., 2011;
Yukl, 2002), there have been relatively few scientific investigations that have paired
leadership behavior and the broader literature on workplace meetings.

Focusing on this gap has the potential to advance leadership theory as well as
meetings theory and practice. Meetings represent a key occasion where leadership
takes place, and they are a particularly challenging situation for leaders who have
to act under direct scrutiny from their employees, while reacting in real-time to
new ideas, developments, and employee feedback. As such, this chapter has two
primary purposes. First, we provide an overview of research to date on workplace
meetings and leadership, with the goal of creating the first comprehensive review
of the topic. Second, we review impactful theories of leadership that have specific
relevance to the meeting context, and we provide a clear set of propositions and
future directions on how those theories can be paired with workplace meetings.

LEADERSHIP IN WORKPLACE MEETINGS

A large amount of workplace meetings are led by a manager (Keith, 2015). How
the leader behaves in and conducts the event is critical to having a successful, pro-
ductive meeting (Perkins, 2009). The importance of the leader to meeting success,
and the extensive amount of time managers spend in relation to meetings (upward
of 80%; Rogelberg et al., 2007), has stimulated research on functional and dys-
functional leadership behaviors in meetings. As part of our ongoing research on
workplace meetings, we have maintained a database of meetings-related articles,
and we update it continuously as we discover or publish new articles. That data-
base of peer-reviewed articles, excluding book chapters, formed the basis for this
review on meetings and leadership. We also searched for new articles following
procedures outlined by Short (2009) and Landis (2016) for conducting literature
searches. In the remainder of this section, we review all published articles with a
focus on the combination of meetings and leadership. Table 10.1 displays all the
meetings and leadership articles reviewed in this chapter.

Two early papers were qualitative intervention studies designed to improve
leaders’ ability to conduct meetings. Perkins (2009), after extensive observa-
tions of individuals classified as expert meeting leaders, developed an execu-
tive coaching program to improve meeting leadership skills among executives.
Through observing leaders before participating in the training program and after,
Perkins (2009) found that the most successful leaders tended to ask questions,
summarize, and poll for consensus frequently, whereas unsuccessful leaders disa-
greed, attacked, or shared information infrequently. Similarly, Myrsiades (2000)
reported on a successful meeting training program that taught managers to lead
meetings as facilitators rather than bosses. The leader’s role, from this perspective,
is to establish goals for the meeting, encourage everyone to participate, summa-
rize, move the discussion through the agenda, and keep discussion on-topic.

Two empirical papers support the work of the earlier qualitative, intervention
studies. First, Van der Haar, Koeslag-Kreunen, Euwe, and Segers, (2017) inves-
tigated leader communicative behavior in command-and-control teams, which
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Table 10.1. List of Articles Examining Leadership and Workplace Meetings
Identified in the Literature Search.

Authors Key Purpose
Perkins (2009) Reports on executive coaching program designed to improve meeting
leadership skills
Myrsiades (2000) Details a training program to improve meeting facilitation skills
Van der Haar Identifies key meeting structuring behaviors among leaders of high-
et al. (2017) performance emergency command-and-control teams

Malouff et al. (2012)  Codes the frequency of leadership behaviors in meetings and associated
the frequencies with attendee perceptions of meeting productivity and
effectiveness

Mroz et al. (2018) Compares participative versus directive leadership styles in meetings with
respect to attendee ratings of leader warmth and competence when
conducting meetings

Lehmann-Willenbrock Investigates how transformational leadership can improve team functioning

et al. (2015) in meetings

Odermatt et al. (2016) Examines initiating structure versus providing consideration leadership

behaviors as a function of attendee perceptions of meeting effectiveness

are multidisciplinary gatherings of emergency responders. The authors proposed
that leaders of these multidisciplinary teams must take deliberate steps to initiate
structure in order to organize team processes and support team learning, while
taking care not to overstructure the workings of the team. An overstructured
team, in this case, might stifle organic learning and communication among mem-
bers that occurs during meetings. Therefore, the primary goal of their paper was
to identify structuring behaviors characteristic of leaders of high-performance
emergency command-and-control teams. Van der Haar et al. (2017) recorded
simulation exercises that were designed to prepare the team for real emergency
management scenarios. These exercises included two team meetings. The meet-
ing leader’s behaviors were coded into 10 distinct verbal structuring behaviors.
These behaviors included orienting the team toward a goal, clarifying comments,
repeating a question, making a procedural suggestion or asking a procedural
question, summarizing general information, summarizing a decision, asking a
team member a question, asking the whole team a question, and managing time.
Highly effective leaders more frequently engaged in all structuring behaviors
than less effective leaders (Van der Haar et al., 2017). However, there was no bene-
fit of a leader asking procedural questions. Importantly, the most effective leaders
changed their approach to structuring between the first and second meeting, such
that the first meeting included more structuring behaviors and the second included
fewer behaviors. Structure, therefore, seems to help a team respond well when it
is under time pressure (as in the first simulation meeting), but too much structure
hinders success when the team must develop new responses to novel situations.
Second, Malouff, Calic, McGrrory, Murrel, and Schutte (2012) coded the
behavior of leaders in 60 organizational meetings not related to training or a for-
mal presentation and associated the frequency of leader behaviors with attendees’
perceptions of meeting productivity and effectiveness. Attendees were asked to
complete measures of satisfaction and effectiveness (productivity) of the meeting
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immediately after the meeting ended. The meetings occurred in a variety of organ-
izations and industries. An observer live-coded 19 leadership behaviors as present
or absent in the meeting. In this case, coding refers to identifying if the behavior
occurred and the extent to which the behavior occurred, rather than counts of the
actual behaviors over the course of the meeting. Behaviors included distributing
an agenda during the meeting or in advance of the meeting, arriving before the
start of the meeting, starting on time, greeting members, following the agenda,
speaking succinctly, moving the meeting along, encouraging participation in gen-
eral and in decision making, offering compliments, offering thanks, summarizing,
smiling, asking open-ended questions, being respectful, doing something enter-
taining or interesting, being positive about the organization, and summarizing
results of the meeting near the end. Four leader behaviors were positively associ-
ated with attendees’ perceptions of meeting satisfaction and productivity: moving
the meeting along, encouraging participation in general, encouraging participa-
tion in decision making, and summarizing decisions made during the meeting.
Being positive about the organization and summarizing an attendee’s comments
were only related to attendee satisfaction. On the other hand, arriving before the
start of the meeting, speaking succinctly, and smiling multiple times were only
related to perceptions of meeting productivity.

Researchers also explored how specific leadership styles and influential con-
ceptualizations of leadership more generally function in the meeting context from
participative versus directive leaders (Mroz et al., 2018), to transformational lead-
ers (Lehmann-Willenbrock, Meinecke, Rowold, & Kauffeld, 2015), to providing
consideration or initiating structure (Odermatt et al., 2016). Mroz et al. (2018)
demonstrated via a survey of actual meeting attendees and an experiment that
meeting attendees viewed participative meeting leaders as warmer and more com-
petent than directive meeting leaders. Participative meeting leaders encouraged
others to participate and share their thoughts, whereas directive leaders assigned
tasks and goals. Across all meeting types studied (decision making, information
sharing, and problem-solving meetings) attendees viewed participative versus
directive leaders as warmer and more competent at conducting meetings.

From the lens of transformational leadership, Lehmann-Willenbrock et al.
(2015) investigated the social dynamics explaining why certain leader behaviors
improve team functioning in meetings. Using a sample of 30 video-recorded
meetings from two organizations, researchers coded transformational leadership
style and verbal interactions among the team within the framework of the act-
4teams coding scheme (Kauffeld, Lehmann-Willenbrock, & Meinecke, 2018).
Transformational leadership improved team meeting success by boosting prob-
lem-solving communication among team members, but only to the extent that
leaders focused on solutions. When leaders proposed ideas and solutions, the
team followed with similar statements, and counterproductive behaviors (such as
complaining, going off-topic, and criticizing others) were reduced.

Contrary to several other papers (e.g., Malouff et al., 2012; Myrsiades, 2000;
Perkins, 2009; Van der Haar et al., 2017), Odermatt et al. (2016) reported that
meeting leader consideration was positively related to perceptions of meeting
effectiveness, but initiating structure was not. Authors gathered data from 63 team
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meetings and asked half the meeting attendees to rate the behaviors of the leader
and the other half to rate meeting processes and outcomes. Results indicated that
leader consideration was positively associated with perceived meeting satisfaction
and that relational meeting procedures mediated this effect. Considerate leader-
ship behaviors contributed to enhanced meeting satisfaction by improving per-
ceptions of the frequency of relational meeting procedures such as having open
discussions, listening to one another, and coming to a consensus on decisions. One
reason for the conflicting findings may be differences in method. Odermatt et al.
(2016) collected leader behaviors and attendee perceptions of the meeting from
the meeting attendees, whereas other studies examined actual leader behaviors.

Although these studies provide an important start in investigating leadership
in meetings, many questions remain. For example, what leadership theories apply
to the meeting context most explicitly and why? How does the meeting context
impact the choice of leadership style within a meeting context (e.g., participative
vs directive in a noisy vs quiet meeting space)? How do differences in diversity
(e.g., gender, race, ethnicity, etc.) impact different stylistic approaches to lead-
ing meetings generally? Do different types of meetings require different types of
leaders? These questions and others drive the subsequent review of leadership
theories and meeting context issues. We now turn our attention to the leader-
ship theories to set the stage for a discussion of meetings and leadership to fur-
ther ideas for moving the research and practice of meetings forward in answering
some of the forgoing questions.

LEADERSHIP THEORIES

The goal of the following overview is not to provide a comprehensive review of
all leadership theories that have been introduced in the (recent) literature. In fact,
the proliferation of leadership theories — an old but consistent issue in leadership
research (Lord, Day, Zaccaro, Avolio, & Eagly, 2017; Meuser et al., 2016) — makes
such an endeavor almost impossible. Neither does this section try to exhaustively
cover those that are being presented. Rather, our aim is to remind the reader of
the core tenets of the selected leadership theories to allow for an informed consid-
eration of the propositions that are presented at the end of our discussion of each
theory. We focus on theories of leader behavior because the observable nature
makes leaders’ behavior a direct and most salient source of leadership influence.
The interested reader is referred to the literature listed in Table 10.2 as starting
point to dive deeper into the respective theories.

We selected the leadership theories covered in this section based on their prom-
inence in the scientific literature, recent trends in leadership research, and the aim
to cover a diverse selection of behavioral leadership theories. The leadership theo-
ries in this section are: The Full Range of Leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1990, 1994),
Charismatic Leadership (House & Howell, 1992), Servant Leadership (Liden,
Wayne, Zhao, & Henderson, 2008), and Exploitative Leadership (Schmid, Pircher
Verdorfer, & Peus, 2019). In addition, we introduce a more follower-centric per-
spective on leadership that considers leadership to only be possible if followership
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Table 10.2. Overview of Included Leadership Theories.

Theory Leadership Styles and Description Key References

Full range of leadership  Transactional leadership focuses mostly Bass and Avolio (1990), Judge
on the exchange of something and Piccolo (2004), and
important between leader and Podsakoff et al. (1990)
follower.

Transformational leadership aims
to provide motivation and
empowerment to followers and
to strive after collective, higher-
reaching goals.

Laissez-faire leadership is characterized
by passivity and lack of action

Charismatic leadership ~ Socialized leaders empower their Howell (1988) and Conger and
employees to contribute toward Kanungo (1998)
collective goals and foster open
communication.

Personalized leaders use their personal
allure to exploit their employees
through authoritarian behavior to
serve their own interests
Servant leadership Servant leaders are caring and Eva et al. (2018) and Parris and
concerned about others and Peachey (2013)
seek to improve individuals, the
organization, and wider society. The
leader acts in accordance with a
strong moral purpose
Exploitative leadership ~ Exploitative leaders are destructive and Schmid et al. (2019)
act out of self-interest. Their main
goal is to promote their own agendas
and self-interests by exploiting their

employees
The role of followers Followership research focuses on DeRue and Ashford (2010) and
followers’ identity and behavior in Uhl-Bien et al. (2014)

the construction of leadership and
their impact on leaders

is also taking place (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). For each theory, we first present a
short overview followed by concrete propositions regarding the application of the
described behaviors in meetings.

Full Range of Leadership

The full range of leadership model is considered to be one of the most researched
leadership models to date (e.g., Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003;
Judge & Piccolo, 2004). It has its beginning with Burns (1978) writing on the distinc-
tion between managers, who have influence in organizations by holding positions
of power, and the more charismatic leaders, who influence and motivate others
through an appealing vision and trust. Thus, the full range of leadership model
brought back the feeling that there is something more to leadership than simply
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the mechanistic view of previous theories (e.g., contingency theories, Fiedler, 1964;
House, 1971) and recognized the importance of emotions, morals, and symbols for
leadership effectiveness, making it immensely popular (Yukl, 2002). The elements
of transformational and transactional leadership were described in form of a sci-
entific theory, that was later expanded to include laissez-faire leadership (Bass &
Avolio, 1990, 1994). The latter is defined as the absence of leadership and is gener-
ally considered to be ineffective and even harmful in some situations (Hinkin &
Schriesheim, 2008). Transformational and transactional leadership are often seen
as complementary constructs that are both necessary to reach intended goals, with
transformational leaders able to bring about increased employee performance
beyond the expected results from the mere exchange relationship of transactional
leadership — the so-called “augmentation hypothesis” (Waldman et al., 1990).
Transactional leadership behaviors are considered to be effective in stable environ-
ments with low task complexity, low need to innovate, and a preference toward risk
avoidance, while transformational leadership is focused on shaping the future and
seeking opportunities, often by challenging the status quo.

Transactional leadership focuses mostly on the exchange of something impor-
tant between leader and follower, like employees’ performance for the rewards
controlled by leaders or mutual support (Burns, 1978). It consists of three dimen-
sions (Bass & Avolio, 1990): Contingent reward relies on clearly defined mutual
expectations between employees and leader. Leaders set forth well-defined goals
and employees have a clear understanding of the rewards they can expect if these
goals are met. Leadership by exception-active means that the leader ensures that
processes and procedures run without disruptions and is willing to take corrective
measures, if needed. On the other hand, leadership by exception-passive describes
a leader who only intervenes if there is a problem or demanding issue. It is char-
acterized to a large extent by passivity of the leader.

Transformational leadership’s aim is to provide motivation and empowerment
to followers and to strive after collective, higher-reaching goals (Bass & Avolio,
1990; Burns, 1978). The professional and personal development of employees
plays an important part as leaders prepare their followers to take over new tasks
in the future. Bass and Avolio (1990) describe transformational leadership to con-
sist of four dimensions, although other notable conceptualizations with different
numbers of dimensions exist (e.g., Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter,
1990; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004) The dimension of individual consideration is about
individual support and encouragement for employees. The leader acts as a coach
or mentor for his or her employees. By delegating tasks, providing opportunities
for participation in decision-making processes, and providing constructive feed-
back, leaders give their employees chances for individual learning and develop-
ment. The leader is well familiar with each employee and knows their strengths,
development needs, and wishes. Intellectual stimulation promotes creative think-
ing among employees. The leader questions assumptions and processes and is an
advocate of openness in thinking. Leaders encourage employees to create their
own solutions to work challenges. Inspirational motivation is visible in the com-
munication of forward-looking visions and overarching goals. The leader has an
idea of future developments, derives concrete goals from them and thus places
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day-to-day tasks in a larger context. Leaders inspire their employees to strive
toward the goals set and provide support. Idealized influence describes the extent
to which leaders demonstrate qualities and abilities that are worth admiring, and
the extent to which they inspire employees time and again. The leader acts as an
important role model. Leaders’ words and deeds match, they walk the talk, and
are willing to take on more than the employees.

The full range of leadership model has been researched in a variety of organi-
zational contexts and levels (Bass, 2008). All four dimensions of transformational
leadership and contingent reward have been found to be related to leader effective-
ness, although the latter’s relationship with effectiveness is usually smaller (Lowe,
Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). The remaining two dimensions of transac-
tional leadership have not shown consistent results with leader effectiveness (Lowe
et al., 1996). Employees’ trust toward their leaders represents a core mediating
mechanism for the influence of transformational leadership (e.g., Braun, Peus,
Weisweiler, & Frey, 2013). The behaviors described by the full range of leadership
model show this same pattern of results for most outcomes focused on employee
performance, well-being, and also innovation in different context and across cul-
tures (e.g., Bass, 2008; Den Hartog et al., 1999; Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

Full range of leadership and workplace meetings. Aspects of the full range
of leadership model have already been studied in the meeting environment.
Lehmann-Willenbrock et al. (2015), for example, found that transformational
leaders stimulate team success by improving problem-solving communication
between team members and by proposing solutions, which prompted team mem-
bers to do the same at the expense of complaining, going off-topic, or criticiz-
ing others. However, that paper investigates only a small component of the full
range of leadership model, and much work remains to be done to explore how the
model may function with respect to leadership in meetings.

Given that the full range of leadership includes a necessary interplay between
transformational behaviors and transactional behaviors, both should be considered
within the context of meetings. From the transformational perspective, there is some
evidence that such behaviors are beneficial to meeting success when they occur while
the team is not under a severe time pressure, but rather when the team must react to
novel situations and environments (Van der Haar et al., 2017). It is possible that the
moderating effect of the team’s environment and task complexity — stable vs unsta-
ble, low vs high complexity, low vs high-risk tolerance, etc. —is a key factor driving
some of the conflicting findings in the meeting leadership domain. For example,
Odermatt et al. (2016) found that initiating structure was not related to meeting
satisfaction or perceived performance, yet Van der Haar et al. (2017) reported that
structuring behaviors were very important for team success and learning. In addi-
tion, numerous papers suggest that key aspects of transformational leadership, such
as providing support and encouragement and generally behaving in a participative
mindset, are positively related to improved attendee perceptions of meetings (Mroz
et al., 2018; Odermatt et al., 2016; Yoerger, Crowe, & Allen, 2015).

One key difference between these studies is that some explored routine meet-
ings in low-pressure environments (e.g., Odermatt et al., 2016), whereas the other
explored meetings of emergency responders in a high-pressure situation across
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multiple time points (Van der Haar et al., 2017). The combination of these papers
and the full range of leadership leads us to the following proposal:

P1. Situational factors regarding the complexity of a team’s task and exter-
nal pressures for action moderate the relationship between the full range
of leadership and meeting outcomes (i.e., satisfaction and effectiveness),
such that transformational behaviors are most effective in unstable situ-
ations compared to stable situations, whereas transactional behaviors are
most effective in stable versus unstable situations.

Charismatic Leadership

Charismatic leadership is closely related to the dimensions of transformational
leadership (House & Howell, 1992; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). Both locate the
source of leaders’ influence in their emotionally appealing behavior that provides
a sense of meaning to employees as opposed to transactional leadership’s rational
approach focused on mutual exchange (Mumford, Antes, Caughron, & Frierich,
2008; Shamir et al., 1993; Walter & Bruch, 2009). A core distinction to transfor-
mational leadership is that charisma is often seen as a personal quality of an indi-
vidual leader while the vision that is core to transformational leadership describes a
desirable end-state and can be transferred between leaders (Judge, Woolf, Hurst, &
Livingston, 2006). According to charismatic leadership theory, leaders are able to
move employees away from self-interest toward a focus on collective goals (House
& Howell, 1992; Shamir et al., 1993). They motivate employees to follow the lead-
er’s mission even if it requires considerable sacrifices. This is done by creating a
collective identity among employees and making the work necessary to achieve the
leader’s mission appear meaningful. Charismatic behavior offers insights into lead-
ers’ values and self-concept leading employees to attribute extraordinary qualities
to the leader (Conger & Kanungo, 1998). A charismatic communication style char-
acterized as dynamic, vivid, and expressive is key (Judge et al., 2006). Employees’
confidence and trust in the leader, their adoption of the leader’s values, and their
emotional relationship are core elements of charismatic leadership.

Two prototypical categories of charismatic leaders have been defined, although
they are not exclusive (Howell, 1988; Howell & Shamir, 2005; Popper, 2002;
Samnani & Singh, 2013). Socialized charismatic leaders empower their employees
to contribute toward collective goals and foster open communication. Employees
derive their own identity and values from the leaders’ mission through the pro-
cess of social identification. They actively participate in the shaping of the team
values and goals and critically evaluate the leaders’ mission and related behav-
iors. Thus, employees’ acceptance of their leaders is dependent on the leader’s
behavior matching the ethical standards and values of the employees. Personalized
charismatic leaders, on the other hand, use their personal allure to exploit their
employees through authoritarian behavior to serve their own interests. Employees’
identification with the person of the leader (instead of the mission and values they
represent) increases their dependence on the leader and opens them up to manipu-
lation. Employees put their leaders on a pedestal and are more prone to blind
obedience going so far as to exert group pressure on fellow employees to conform
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to the leaders’ goals. Even if not originally intended, the idolization in personal-
ized charismatic relationships can push leaders to disregard ethical consideration
in their behavior due to a resulting sense of omnipotence. Thus, socialized charis-
matic relationships are generally considered to be beneficial for employee perfor-
mance and well-being, while personalized charismatic relationships represent the
dark side of charisma and are likely to have harmful consequences.

Charismatic leadership and workplace meetings. Charismatic leadership pre-
sents unique challenges when applied to workplace meetings. A socialized char-
ismatic leader who leads employees to commit to a shared vision and a policy of
open communication may create a meeting environment with few counterproduc-
tive behaviors (e.g., complaining, criticizing, and expressing disinterest of futility),
to the extent that the leader avoids those behaviors. Some evidence for this sugges-
tion exists in that leaders who focused on providing ideas and solutions stimulated
the same behavior among team members (Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2015),
and this relationship may be strengthened when the leader is charismatic.

One key question that must be answered before examining charismatic leader-
ship behaviors in meetings, however, is what are the specific behaviors of charis-
matic leaders in meetings? The behaviors may partially align with the values of
the leader, team, and organization, and there is also likely to be considerable over-
lap with the meeting behaviors of transformational leaders (Shamir et al., 1993).

Personalized charismatic leadership will likely manifest itself in meetings in
a much different manner when compared to socialized charismatic leadership.
Personalized charismatic leaders obtain and maintain their power by building
employees’ dependence on the leader, which can sometimes result in unethical
behavior and discord among a team (Howell & Shamir, 2005). A team that is largely
obedient to an individual leader, rather than to the vision or mission espoused by
that leader, may be especially prone to quashing dissent and enforcing conformity.
This different dynamic among the team and the leader could have significant con-
sequences for meetings and meeting processes. We propose the following:

P2. Teams led by personalized charismatic leaders in meetings will engage
in fewer behaviors representative of open dissent and reasoned disagree-
ment, which could result in lower team performance outcomes from the
meeting, especially when the task is unclear or novel.

Servant Leadership

A morally focused leadership style is servant leadership. In contrast to other
leadership concepts, servant leadership focuses on creating valuable outcomes for
the multiple stakeholders of a leader (Lemoine et al., 2019). Greenleaf’s (1997)
original idea was based on his conviction that leaders needed to be more caring
and concerned about others to improve organizations and the society at large. In
line with other leadership styles based in morality, servant leadership is related
to positive employee outcomes (e.g., Liden et al., 2008; Tang et al., 2016). This
includes also aspects of employees’ lives not connected directly with their perfor-
mance at work (e.g., work—family positive spillover). Uniquely to servant leader-
ship, it has also been found to lead to a customer-focused culture in organizations
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(e.g., Chen, Zhu, & Zhou, 2015; Liden et al., 2014) which confirms its focus on the
benefit of internal as well as external stakeholders.

While different descriptions of servant leadership exist, many agree that its
core is represented by an other-orientation prioritizing the individual needs of
stakeholders that stems from the self-concept of the leader (Eva, Robin, Sendjaya,
van Dierendonck, & Liden, 2018; Liden et al, 2008; van Dierendonck, 2011). The
leader is a servant first, which is seen as a precondition of accepting responsi-
bility for the development and success of employees. Humility and authenticity
have been named as key aspects of servant leadership as has the ability to under-
stand others’ perspectives and show empathy. Servant leaders’ aim is to establish
long-lasting relationships in an effort to get to know their employees and ensure
transparency in their dealings. Finally, stewardship is commonly mentioned as an
element of servant leadership. Leaders are both role models and caretakers hold-
ing their organization in trust.

Empirical studies on servant leadership have employed a variety of differ-
ent measures. Nonetheless, results generally agree that it represents an effec-
tive approach to improve employee and organizational success and well-being
alike (Parris & Peachey, 2013; van Dierendonck, 2011). According to Parris and
Peachey’s (2013) systematic review, servant leadership supports trust, justice, and
collaboration in teams, thereby enhancing team and leader effectiveness. The
positive work climate created by servant leaders in turn fosters employees’ well-
being. A core tenet of servant leadership stating that employees of servant leaders
feel encouraged to also adopt a servant approach to their interactions at work
has received support as well. This not only increases helping behavior toward
their colleagues but also improves customer experiences (e.g., Hunter et al., 2013;
Liden et al., 2014; Newman, Schwarz, Cooper, & Sendjaya, 2017).

Servant leadership and workplace meetings. Servant leaders likely engage in
behaviors before and during the meetings that demonstrate this form of leader-
ship. For example, before the meeting, a servant leader would want to ensure the
meeting room has adequate space, seating, lighting, and is generally comfortable
(Greenleaf, 1977). Additionally, they may want to ensure the meeting has a pur-
pose, and may be more attentive to the agenda as that will impact who should
or should not be included in the meeting generally. Further, during the meeting,
the notion of humility and stewardship begin to be integral behaviors by servant
leaders. Assuming they are the meeting leader (or an involved attendee), they
are stewards of others’ time in the meeting (Rogelberg, 2019). As such, they will
endeavor to ensure the meeting runs smoothly from a time perspective, includ-
ing starting/ending on time and running the meeting agenda according to time
stamps, when provided.

Assuming the aforementioned behaviors do emerge from servant leaders, then
they are essentially doing best practices as it pertains to two major areas of meet-
ing research. First, they would be attempting to design the meeting effectively
(Cohen, Rogelberg, Allen, & Luong, 2011). Previous work on meeting design
characteristics suggests that providing comfort and support (technical features,
etc.) is important. That is, designing meetings effectively includes the physical
space and the logistical patterns (Cohen et al., 2011). Second, as stewards of
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others’ time, servant leaders who lead meetings would recognize meeting lateness
as a problem and seek to mitigate it (Allen, Lehmann-Willenbrock, & Rogelberg,
2018). The work by Allen et al. (2018) confirms that late meetings are less satisfy-
ing, effective, and group performance suffers. Therefore, by both caring about the
design and being stewards of others, servant leaders may augment meeting expe-
riences of themselves and others. Thus, the following proposition is furthered:

P3. Servant leadership is positively related to meeting outcomes, particu-
larly when servant leaders design their meetings well and are stewards of
others’ time.

Exploitative Leadership

On the opposite end of the leadership spectrum included in this overview lies exploit-
ative leadership (Schmid et al., 2019). The argument that negative interactions
and events have a stronger impact on individuals than positive ones (Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001), called “negativity bias” in social research,
warrants the inclusion of at least one theory of destructive leadership describing
behaviors with potentially harmful consequences (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). We
selected exploitative leadership to represent the “dark™ side of leadership because it
is lower in its degree of open hostility compared to more aggressive behaviors cov-
ered by other theories (e.g., abusive supervision; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Tepper,
2000), but is likely much more prevalent in organizations (May, Peus, & Frey 2010).
Exploitative leadership represents a form of destructive leader behavior based in
leader self-interest as opposed to the hostile abuse of employees, for example,
through humiliation and intimidation, or organization-directed destructive behav-
ior like theft (Schmid, Pircher Verdorfer, & Peus, 2018; Schyns & Schilling, 2013).
The main goal of exploitative leaders is to promote their own agendas and self-
interests by exploiting their employees, whose only value to the leader is as a means
to an end (Schmid et al., 2019). Leaders use the results of their employees’ work to
distinguish themselves and might even present it as their own. Leaders feel entitled
to the work achievements of their employees, even if they did not contribute to
them (De Cremer & Van Dijk, 2005; Stouten & Tripp, 2009). A development of
subordinate employees does not take place, as they might leave the leader thereby
losing their usefulness or even turn into competitors in the leader’s advancement.
Exploitative leadership is potentially less obvious to recognize than other destruc-
tive leader behaviors, as leaders might even act friendly in direct interactions with
employees and encourage higher performance, while appropriating their work to
further the leader’s own aspirations behind the employees’ backs.

Exploitative leadership includes five dimensions (Schmid et al., 2019): The
first, genuine egoistic behaviors, includes a leader’s assumption that he or she is
naturally entitled to benefit from employees’ work and that the leader’s goals are
more important than those of the employees. Tuking credit, the second dimen-
sion, indicates that leaders do not share praise and pass others’ work of as their
own. Leaders exerting pressure burden their employees with undue workloads
without considering their needs in an effort to reach their own goals, often
doing so in an excessively encouraging way. Manipulating, the fourth dimension,
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includes deceptive leader behaviors and leaders playing their followers off against
each other. The final dimension, undermining development, describes how leaders
might underchallenge followers passing on only repetitive and tedious tasks to
prevent the career advancement of employees who are useful to them.

Exploitative leader behaviors are detrimental to employees’ performance and
well-being. They can increase the risk of burn-out in employees, lower employ-
ees’ satisfaction and commitment to their organization, and push employees to
commit deviant acts that actively damage their work and that of their colleagues
(Schmid et al., 2019). Negative affect and turnover intentions have been found to
be related to exploitative leadership as well (Schmid et al., 2018). Schmid et al.
(2018) argue that employees with exploitative leaders might blame the leaders for
their bad relationship, an external attribution, while other destructive leadership
styles commonly result in employees blaming themselves. This could lead to signif-
icantly different behavioral reactions of employees faced with exploitative leaders.
Particularly, different forms of workplace deviance might follow, with retaliatory
behaviors like knowledge hiding and increases in self-interest being more likely for
employees with exploitative leaders (Bamberger & Bacharach, 2006).

Exploitative leadership and workplace meetings. Exploitative leadership has the
potential to severely impact employees’ experiences of workplace meetings. There
are two avenues that an exploitative leader may take with respect to meetings.
First, the leader may use the meeting space to, in a sense, enact the five dimen-
sions of the style of leadership by taking credit for others’ work, assigning an
undue amount of work (or assigning impossible goals) to individual employees
or the team in a meeting, manipulating employees to engage in conflict with one
another, and, in general, cementing power over employees. In this situation, the
leader’s behaviors are detrimental to the well-being and performance of the team.
However, the leader’s poor behaviors can also “infect” the behavior of individ-
ual team members, thereby promoting additional sources of counterproductive
behaviors in the meeting environment. Meetings with this form of exploitative
leader are likely to be especially toxic, not productive in achieving goals or mak-
ing decisions, and generally a site for the team and leader to act out their negativ-
ity and conflict. In this case, we propose:

P4. Meetings led by exploitative leaders will be characterized by counter-
productive behaviors (from the leader and team), ultimately leading to poor
perceptions of meeting satisfaction and meeting effectiveness, in addition
to objectively poor meeting outcomes.

The second avenue an exploitative leader can follow in meetings is more sub-
tle and may be less obvious. In this case, the leader acts friendly and encour-
ages high performance with respect to the team and individual subordinates in a
meeting. However, after the meeting, the leader seeks to undermine employees in
other ways, reducing or changing decisions made in the meeting. In this case, it
is possible that employees could view meetings as satisfactory, and there may be
relatively few instances of counterproductive behaviors within the meeting con-
text. However, the meetings themselves — and what happens during them — may
ultimately have little impact on the work or performance of individuals and the
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team. Specifically, decisions may appear to be made and settled within the meet-
ing, and then the follow through on those decisions will be lacking, or the leader
my unilaterally change the decision after the meeting without proper consulta-
tion or information sharing with employees. Thus, meetings become less effective
at accomplishing the aims original ascribed to them due to the leadership style
deployed by the leader.

P5. Meetings led by exploitative leaders who engage in undermining and
manipulative behaviors after the meeting will be characterized by positive
interactions in the meetings, but actions agreed to in the meeting will have
little follow-through.

The Role of Followers

Leadership theories have traditionally focused on the person or behavior of the
leader, treating the follower merely as a recipient of leadership (Shamir, 2007; Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014). As such, employee outcomes like performance, satisfaction, or
well-being are very common in leadership research (Hiller et al., 2011), but little
is known about employees’ follower behaviors and their influence. With a shifting
research lens away from leader traits and toward leadership as a process, over the
years, scholars have recognized that leadership can only exist in the interaction
between leaders and followers (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Only recently, attention has
turned toward the study of followership initself (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, West, Patera, &
McGregor, 2010; Sy, 2010). There are two common approaches to this research
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014): On the one-hand, the role-based approach considers the
influence that followers have on leader performance or well-being — essentially a
reversal of the research lens (Shamir, 2007). This requires the development of con-
structs and measures that currently only exist from a leader perspective with a new
referent (e.g., shifting from perceived leader support to perceived follower sup-
port). The constructionist approach, on the other hand, sees leadership as being
created by the interactions between leaders and followers (DeRue & Ashford,
2010; Nieberle & Braun, 2019). Thus, next to leader behaviors there are also fol-
lower behaviors that either facilitate or hamper the existence of leadership. This
latter approach also explicitly recognizes that organizational superiors might show
follower behaviors in their interactions with organizational subordinates, who
might act as leaders. Leadership is seen as detached from an organizational hier-
archy (for a comprehensive review see Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).

This interest in the follower side has led to research into implicit followership
theories (Sy, 2010) and renewed interest in implicit leadership theories (Epitropaki
& Martin, 2004) in an effort to determine the characteristics of prototypical or
ideal leaders and followers. With followers seen as active actors, followership
behaviors have also received research attention. In their review, Uhl-Bien et al.
(2014) present four categories of behaviors: obedience and subordination, resist-
ance, proactive behaviors, and influence tactics. If leaders’ and followers’ under-
standings of their own and the other parties’ roles do not match and the behaviors
shown are not in accordance with expectations, followers experience stress and
dissatisfaction (Carsten et al., 2010). The recognition of followers as active actors
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has also sparked interest into their strategic behavior, particularly actions driven
by dark traits like narcissism (Schyns, Wisse, & Sanders, 2018).

DeRue and Ashford (2010) argue that who is leader and who follower is deter-
mined through interaction with an actor claiming either a leader or follower
role and the others granting that role by recognizing it and adjusting their own
role to fit. Should the claiming and granting not fit together, leadership is not
constructed. An experimental study found evidence, that observers’ ratings of
leadership of the leader differ depending on whether the follower accepted the
leadership claim or not (Marchiondo, Myers, & Kopelman, 2015). On the other
hand, this approach allows for flexible changes in one person’s identity detach-
ing the organizational position from the role inhabited in a specific situation. An
interesting question hereby is whether every person has leader and follower roles
as part of their own identity and how easily it is to switch between these (Braun,
Zheng, & Lord, 2019; Sy & McCoy, 2014).

Although empirical research on followership is limited, first results are encour-
aging. Leroy, Anseel, Gardner, and Sels (2012) found that authentic followership is
positively related to followers’ work performance and this relationship is strength-
ened in the presence of authentic leadership. Thus, a congruent approach of lead-
ers and followers toward their work appears particularly beneficial. Carsten and
Uhl-Bien (2013) found that followers’ strong belief that leadership is co-produced
by leaders and followers lowers their obedience to an unethical leader request.

The role of followers and workplace meetings. Much of the research that has
paired workplace meetings and leadership has taken a decidedly top-down
approach toward the operationalization of leadership. This approach views lead-
ership as something that happens 7o followers, yet, as the increasing focus on fol-
lowers in the leadership domain suggests, the dynamic interplay between follower
and leader is what may truly create “leadership.” For example, the constructionist
approach views leadership as being created by the interactions between leaders
and followers, and there are follower behaviors that either facilitate or hamper
the existence of leadership (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Nieberle & Braun, 2019).

Their experience in meetings is likely to influence individuals’ identity. We
argue, that someone who receives the opportunity to take on a leader role in
multiple meetings may over time include an element of leader identity into their
overall self-concept. Hierarchical supervisors within organizations who grant
such roles to their employees may, thus, contribute to their employees’ personal
development. In addition, we expect that agreement as to who takes on a leader
role and who a follower role within a meeting greatly influences the meeting’s
effectiveness and the satisfaction of the participants. Too many leaders, no leader,
or disagreement may well lead to aimlessness and confusion. This is not to say
that the roles may not fluidly adjust throughout a meeting, but that the claiming
and granting within the meeting participants needs to match (DeRue & Ashford,
2010) for a successful meeting to take place.

As one of the primary sites wherein followers and leaders interact, workplace
meetings may be a particularly relevant space to explore how the behavior of fol-
lowers can enhance or undermine leaders in meetings. Of particular importance
in the relationship between followers and their leader is the state of agreement
and clarity among all involved as to the specific roles of the leaders and followers.
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All participants will bring their own implicit expectations of leaders and follow-
ers to the meeting (Epitropaki, & Martin, 2004; Sy, 2010). Following from Uhl-
Bien et al.’s (2014) review, follower behaviors vis-a-vis leaders include obedience
and subordination, resistance, proactive behaviors, and influence tactics. If lead-
ers and followers do not share a similar expectation of followers’ behavior, the
followers may experience stress and dissatisfaction (Carsten et al., 2010). In a
meeting environment, alignment between leader and follower role expectations
is especially important, as misalignment could lead to unproductive or conflict-
prone meetings. For example, suppose a subordinate views that their appropriate
role in a meeting is to agree with the leader, listen, and only offer thoughts when
specifically and directly asked. The leader, on the other hand, may view the role
of subordinates in meetings as characterized by the open and honest exchange of
thoughts and ideas. In this case, the leader may not prepare or strategize ways to
directly request for subordinates to participate, as it is something expected and
assumed. As such, we propose:

P6. Misalignment between leaders’ and followers’ expectations for their
respective roles in meetings will be associated with decreased meeting satis-
faction and effectiveness.

P6 speaks to the alignment between leader and follower expectations in meet-
ings. However, the fact that leaders and followers agree does not mean that they
are in agreement on the most effective behaviors in meetings. Indeed, some fol-
lower behaviors, such as obedience and subordination (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014),
may negatively affect the objective quality of meetings, as openly exchanging
ideas and sharing information are critical components of solving problems and
making high-quality decisions (Lehmann-Willenbrock, Beck, & Kauffeld, 2016).
Therefore, we propose the following, that seeks to extend P6.

P7. Follower behaviors of obedience and subordination will be negatively
related to meeting effectiveness, especially in problem solving and decision-
making meetings when sharing alternative viewpoints is especially impor-
tant. This effect will be moderated by leader—follower alignment on role
expectations such that the relationship will be more strongly negative when
followers and leaders disagree about whether followers should be obedient
and subordinate versus when leaders and followers agree.

CONCLUSION

Leadership in meetings represents a small but growing area of research within
the broader realm of workplace meetings (itself a small and growing area of
inquiry). In this chapter, we reviewed work to-date that fuses leadership and vari-
ous aspects of the meeting experience. Workplace meetings between leaders and
their followers are one of the primary occasions where leadership occurs between
a leader and multiple followers concurrently. In addition, meetings represent an
interesting context in which to study followership or shared leadership, as there
are multiple followers interacting with one another and the formal leader at the
same time (in most meetings).
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From our review, research pairing meetings and leadership is limited, as we
identified seven studies for review in this chapter. Some of these papers (Malouff
et al., 2012; Myrsiades, 2000; Perkins, 2009) are more qualitative in nature, focusing
on specific leadership behaviors related to conducting successful meetings. These
papers largely avoided discussions on leadership theory, and were instead ground-
up, observational approaches. Other papers (Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2015;
Mroz et al., 2018; Odermatt et al., 2016; Van der Haar et al., 2017) explored leader-
ship and meetings from a theoretical and quantitative viewpoint, yet the papers are
largely independent of on another and do not directly — and perhaps even indirectly —
contribute to a shared and specific “meetings and leadership” body of knowledge.
Overall, the research pairing leadership and workplace meetings is fragmented. We
hope that by exposing readers to the current work on meetings and leadership in
addition to well-researched, broad leadership theories, researchers will begin to coa-
lesce around a set of topics and remaining unanswered questions.

To help guide future research pairing leadership and meetings, we provided sev-
eral propositions throughout this chapter. To do that, we selected several prevalent
and actively-researched theories from the leadership domain to which an injection
of a meetings-specific lens could be beneficial to understanding the leadership the-
ory and how leadership is enacted in meetings. We examined the full range of leader-
ship model, charismatic leadership, servant leadership, exploitative leadership, and
followership, and we derived testable propositions that reflect how the study of each
of those theories could continue with a focus on workplace meetings. Although this
chapter represents the first systematic pairing of workplace meetings and leader-
ship research, and we have identified a few areas for additional inquiry through the
propositions, many other fruitful areas remain to join the two literatures.

Lastly, from our review of the meetings research and prevalent leadership the-
ories, we are also able to generate practical recommendations for managers and
leaders who facilitate meetings. Leaders should allow attendees to be a part of the
decision-making process in meetings (Mroz et al., 2018), actively encourage eve-
ryone to participate (Malouf et al., 2012), and intervene to disrupt dysfunctional
communication patterns (Odermatt et al., 2016).
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