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Abstract

While researchers have explored many facets of workplace meetings, current
research has yet to consider the concept of scheduling cadences (e.g., how
meetings are dispersed throughout the day). Leveraging research on task
interruptions and anticipatory reactions, we conducted two studies using
experimental vignette methodology (EVM) where we presented hypothetical
daily work schedules, varying by meeting load and dispersion, to a sample of
full-time employees (Study |: N = 109; Study 2: N = 222) and captured their
anticipated feelings about the day. We also considered daily task-
characteristics (e.g., expected task duration, task complexity) and an in-
dividual difference trait (work interruption resiliency; WIR) as moderating
variables. Results from both studies provide evidence that daily meeting
schedules influence employees’ anticipatory reactions to the day in terms of
positive affect and productivity. Days with meetings high in quantity, duration,
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and dispersion result in decreased anticipations of positive affect and pro-
ductivity. Moreover, characteristics of the daily work task/s influence these
relationships. When daily task complexity is expected to be high, the negative
effects of meeting duration and dispersion are heightened. Further, an in-
dividuals’ level of WIR moderates the relationships between daily meeting
dispersion and anticipated end-of-day outcomes, with those low in resiliency
more negatively affected by dispersed meetings compared to their coun-
terparts. Findings from this research extend literature on meetings, work-
place interruptions and anticipatory responses to offer insight into how to
best schedule workplace meetings to increase employees’ anticipated out-
comes and experiences.

Keywords

meetings, meeting scheduling, task interruptions, task complexity, work
calendars, work interruption resiliency, experimental vignette
methodology, anticipated emotions, positive affect, daily productivity

Work meetings are an everyday aspect of organizational life, with most
employees attending an average of 11-15 meetings per week (Nizio, 2021).
Research finds workplace meetings are necessary for collaboration, team
communication and group productivity (Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock,
2012; Rogelberg, 2019). These meetings typically last between 30 and
60 minutes and exist in increments spread throughout the workday (Allen
etal., 2015). Meetings can be scheduled in a myriad of ways. Some workdays
may consist of back-to-back morning meetings with free afternoons devoted
to work-related tasks, while other workdays may have dispersed meetings -
with one meeting scheduled for the early morning, one around lunch, and one
in the late afternoon. This sequence or pattern of meetings throughout a day
can be thought of as a meeting cadence. Meeting cadences may vary de-
pending on the day, the current project load, the nature of the job, or at the
discretion of the employer or employee. Although the dispersion of workplace
meetings may seem innocuous, research and theory exploring the negative
effects of workplace interruptions suggest that meeting scheduling may be
quite consequential.

In our work, we contend that meetings can function as a form of in-
terruption, depending on their scheduling cadence. Research shows constant
interruptions can negatively affect employee well-being, leading to stress and
reduced job satisfaction (Fletcher et al., 2018; Fletcher & Bedwell, 2016;
Sonnetag et al., 2018). By understanding the interplay between meetings and
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interruptions, organizations (and individual employees) can design schedules
that allow for dedicated work time, reducing the impact of frequent inter-
ruptions on employee stress levels and workload.

While both meeting science and research on workplace interruptions have
(independently) flourished over the past 20 years (Mroz et al., 2018; Puranik
etal.,2020; Rogelberg, 2019), there are challenges with the current state of the
literatures that we seek to address in this paper. Integrating the two streams of
research, we believe our paper makes a contribution to both meeting science
and interruptions research by filling four specific gaps.

First, a majority of past research on workplace meetings has explored
factors within the meeting itself, leveraging a process model to provide best
practices for before, during and after the meeting event (e.g., Mroz et al., 2018;
Niederman & Volkema, 1999; Schwartzman, 1986). While these insights have
significantly advanced our knowledge on how to successfully lead and attend
a meeting, they do not consider the aggregated effects of those meetings as
events (i.e., over the course of a day or week) on employees’ experiences and
subsequent work-related outcomes. Second, to our knowledge, meetings
research has not explored how meetings can evoke anticipations about one’s
workday. Much of the meetings literature explores perceptions or experiences
of meetings following the meeting event. However, research on anticipated
feelings and emotions suggests employees’ predictions and anticipations can
be quite meaningful. Third, a recent review of work interruptions (Puranik
et al.,, 2020) provides a definition that proposes interruptions must be
spontaneous (i.e., not planned). However, we believe this may be an oversight
and propose that meetings, even when planned, can psychologically function
similarly to interruptions. Fourth, most research on task and/or work inter-
ruptions have explored the objective effects of interruptions. An objective
approach assumes an event that halts ongoing work is interruptive by its very
occurrence and fails to incorporate participant assessments of the interruption
(e.g., Flynn et al., 1999; Monk et al., 2008; Monk & Kidd, 2008). Few studies
have explored the subjective experience or appraisal of anticipatory inter-
ruptions (i.e., how the interuptee interprets the impending interruption).

In our study, we begin to address the above gaps in both meeting science
and the interruptions literature to explore how daily meeting scheduling can
lead to employees perceiving meetings to be interruptive to one’s day, in turn
influencing their expectations about how the day will go. Specifically,
leveraging research on (a) work-related interruptions and (b) anticipatory
reactions as theoretical frameworks, we seek to study how the cadencing of
meetings can invoke positive or negative feelings about a workday in the form
of anticipated feelings of productivity and a common well-being indicator,
positive affect.
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We first review the existing literature on task interruptions, with a focus on
studies relevant to employees’ subjective experiences of interruptions. We then
discuss relevant findings from meeting science, which suggest meetings often
function as work interruptions. We leverage event system theory to consider the
interactive effects of meeting demands and the demands of individual work tasks.
We present two outcome variables relevant to experiences of interruptions (i.e.,
daily productivity and positive affect). We discuss the significance of researching
anticipatory feelings, leveraging literature on anticipated emotions and decision-
making processes. We then present two experimental vignette studies that em-
pirically investigate the effects of meeting scheduling cadences on anticipated
reactions to the workday.

Theories and Hypotheses

Task Interruptions

A task interruption is defined as any event that shifts the attention of the individual
from the on-going task, towards some secondary external event (Abad et al.,
2018a; Altmann & Trafton, 2004; Andreasson et al., 2017; Boehm-Davis &
Remington, 2009; Brixey et al., 2007; Czerwinski et al., 2004; Matzelle, 2005).
This interruption interferes with the cognitive attention of the individual, breaking
concentration on the primary task to focus on a secondary task (Baethge &
Rigotti, 2013; Trafton & Monk, 2007). Such interruptions break the continuity of
task performance, reducing efficiency and productivity, and jeopardizing per-
formance in the form of “switch costs,” where individuals shift to an interrupting
task and back again to the ongoing task (Brixey et al., 2007; Trafton & Monk,
2007). Each time an individual is interrupted, they require an additional im-
mersion period to return to their previous work (DeMarco & Lister, 2013, p. 62).
The longer the duration of the interruption, the greater the lagged response to
return to the primary task becomes (Hodgetts and Jones 2006a; Monk & Kidd,
2008; Puranik et al., 2020).

Interestingly, these negative effects of task interruptions exist regardless of
the nature of the interrupting task. For example, research finds the effects of
interruptions (e.g., on resumption lag, time loss, error rate) persist despite the
high similarity or match between the interrupting and interrupted tasks
(Edwards & Gronlund, 1998; Pankok et al., 2017; Speier et al., 1999). In other
words, even when the interruption is relevant to the goals of the primary task/s,
it nevertheless carries the negative implications of interruptions such as time
loss, reduced efficiency, and lagged resumption time.

The above research explores the objective, negative effects of having a task
interrupted (e.g., time loss). Other research has explored the subjective
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experience of interruptions, finding the appraisal or assessment of inter-
ruptions can result in equally important outcomes (Puranik et al., 2020). For
example, research has found that appraisals of interruptions are related to time
famine (i.e., the feeling of having too much to do and not enough time; Perlow,
1999), negative affect, and reduced task accomplishment (Sonnetag et al.,
2018). A subjective approach to studying interruptions is better suited to
capture attitudinal, emotional, and affective reactions to interruptions (e.g.,
Fletcher et al., 2018; Hunter et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2013) as it captures the
interrupted persons’ psychological experience of the interruption (Puranik
et al., 2020) which is “theoretically a more proximal and meaningful predictor
of [affective] reactions than just the occurrence of the work interruption itself”
(Puranik et al., 2020, p. 13).

Interestingly, research comparing objective and subjective experiences of
task interruptions finds it is the perceptions of interruptions, more than the
interruption itself, that results in greater employee stress (Fletcher et al., 2018)
and strain (Fletcher & Bedwell, 2016). Given this insight, in the present work,
we focus on employees’ psychological experience of meetings as events that
can operate as an interruption at work.

Meetings as Interruptions

Some common external workplace interruptions include face-to-face inter-
actions, drop-ins, procedural delays, receiving emails, phone calls or text
messages throughout the day (Puranik et al., 2020). Of note, employees list
work meetings as one of their primary interruptions from work (Abad et al.,
2018D), taking time away from tending to individual tasks and goals. In fact,
sixty-five percent of senior managers and executives, ranging across multiple
industries, believe meetings keep them from completing their own work, and
64% say meetings come at the expense of deep thinking (Perlow et al., 2017).
These findings suggest meetings are subjectively experienced similarly to
interruptions, and may compromise employees’ feelings of daily productivity
and enjoyment.

Past research has applied this interruptions framework when exploring
meeting perceptions, finding support that work meetings can be psycho-
logically experienced like interruptions (e.g., Luong & Rogelberg, 2005;
Rogelberg et al., 2006). For example, likening work meetings to interruptions
and daily hassles, Luong and Rogelberg (2005) found that meeting load (i.e.,
the number of meetings an employee had per day) was associated with
increased feelings of fatigue and subjective workload. Similarly, using an
interruptions framework, Rogelberg et al. (2006) found a significant re-
lationship between meeting time demands and employee job attitudes and
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well-being, where increased meeting time demands (i.e., number of meetings
attended) related to a decrease in employees’ well-being. These findings
support the idea that meetings are often perceived as a unique form of in-
terruption; where meeting attendance can disrupt perceptions of goal
achievement and can elicit negative emotions (e.g., fatigue, emotional strain;
Rogelberg et al., 2010).

Meetings can differ from other workplace interruptions in that they are
often planned and anticipated. Other workplace interruptions, such as drop-ins
and emails, are often unanticipated and therefore unplanned for. While we
argue meetings act as a type of workplace interruption, we do note that
meetings are often expected events which distinguish them from other forms
of workplace interruptions (see Puranik et al., 2020 for a review of the in-
terruptions literature). Additionally, meetings typically have a dedicated time
and place, whereas other forms of workplace interruptions may not. However,
even when scheduled and expected, meetings still “suspend the behavioral
performance of and/or attentional focus from an ongoing work task” (Puranik
et al.,, 2020, p. 817) fitting the definition of a workplace interruption.
Therefore, in our work, we look to expand the definition of work interruptions
(Puranik et al., 2020) by suggesting meetings (even when planned and ex-
pected) indeed function as a form of interruption at work.

The Role of Individual Work Tasks

Individual work tasks expected for the day likely influence the effect of
meetings serving as interruptions (Zhang et al., 2023). For example, if an
employee anticipates having to complete a large amount of individual work
that day, meetings may be experienced as even more interruptive compared to
days where there are less expected tasks. Event system theory provides useful
guidance for why it is valuable to focus on daily meetings and individual work
assignments in combination (Morgeson et al., 2015).

According to event system theory, the more an event demands time, at-
tention and effortful processing, the greater its magnitude (Morgeson et al.,
2015). Further, the magnitude of one event can interact with the strength of
other events in the environment, having a combined influence on outcome
variables. This theory suggests both time and strength of events are important
dimensions that influence the impact they have on work-related outcomes
(Morgeson et al., 2015). Event time is primarily defined by event duration
(i.e., the amount of time the individual work task is expected to take). Event
strength, on the other hand, pertains to the level of attention and cognitive
effort required for an event (Morgeson et al., 2015). Event system theory
suggests that a longer duration and heightened complexity make events more
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influential in impacting outcomes (Morgeson et al., 2015). In light of this,
researchers argue for the importance of studying the impact of meeting time by
situating it in relation to individual work tasks (Zhang et al., 2023). In our
work, we consider the role of individual work tasks as a moderating variable -
influencing the relationship between meeting cadences and work-related
outcomes specific to interruptions.

Outcomes of Interruptions

In their recent process-based model of work interruptions, Puranik et al.
(2020) proposed two general outcomes of interruptions: performance out-
comes and well-being outcomes. Some performance outcomes include delay
in task resumption/completion, forgetting of intentions, increased error rate,
decreased satisfaction with one’s own performance and a reduction in quality
of work (Baethge & Rigotti, 2013; Bailey & Konstan, 2006; Brixey et al.,
2007; Flynn et al., 1999; Grebner et al., 2003; Jett & George, 2003; Zhang
et al., 2004; Puranik et al., 2020). On a daily level, productivity captures
subjective experiences of effectively making progress towards one’s goals
(Sonnentag et al., 2018). Research finds that individuals’ perceptions of their
task accomplishment are related to pride, productivity, engagement, and job
satisfaction (Gabriel et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2009; Ng et al., 2011; Pines et al.,
2016).

Well-being outcomes include irritation/annoyance, stress/anxiety, emo-
tional exhaustion, job engagement, job satisfaction, and situational well-being
(Puranik et al., 2020). Studies have found positive relationships between
positive affect and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), absorption in
activities, and job performance (Deluga & Masson, 2000; Ilies et al., 2006;
Kashdan et al., 2004), and negative associations between positive affect and
job withdrawal, intention to quit, and emotional exhaustion, (Crede et al.,
2007, Van Katwyk et al., 2000; Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). In the current
study, we specifically focus on one variable from each outcome domain: (1)
anticipatory productivity and (2) anticipatory positive affect.

Anticipatory Feelings of Emotion. Anticipatory feelings refer to feeling positive
or negative emotions (e.g., exhilaration, dread) at the prospect of performing
or not performing an action or behavior (Richard et al., 1996; Rivis et al.,
2009). Anticipated feelings can be distinguished from both attitudes and
general affective reactions in terms of a time perspective (Richard et al., 1996).
Specifically, attitudes and general affective reactions include an individual’s
overall evaluation of and feelings about performing an action, whereas an-
ticipated feelings of emotion refer to people’s predicted emotions they believe
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they will experience after having performed (or not performed) an action
(Rivis et al., 2009). While studied quite extensively in psychology in general
(e.g., Ajzen & Sheikh, 2013; Conner et al., 2013; Greitemeyer, 2009), an-
ticipated feelings of emotion are largely understudied in the organizational
sciences; yet offer great promise for the field given the suggested influence
that anticipated feelings can have on employee behaviors, experiences, and
objective work-related outcomes.

Literature on anticipated feelings of emotion and decision-making suggest
that individual’s predictions of their emotions are quite representative of how
they would feel in the given situation/s (e.g., Kirsch, 1985). People often
anticipate emotions they might experience as a result of their decisions or in
response to situational events (Bell, 1982; Fong & Wyer, 2003; Loomes &
Sugden, 1986) and these anticipations have a powerful influence on sub-
sequent behaviors. For example, research finds predicted feelings of guilt,
dread, elation, and regret influence everyday choices (Gilovich et al., 1995;
Mellers et al., 1999). In fact, anticipated affect is shown to be one of the most
powerful motivating forces when it comes to decision-making. In their meta-
analytic review, Sandberg and Conner (2008) show anticipated affect accounts
for a substantive amount of the variance in decision-making intentions —
above and beyond individual attitudes and subjective norms.

On a related note, decision affect theory (Mellers et al., 1997) considers the
role of perceived pleasure and pain on the decision-making process. The
theory suggests people anticipate the pleasure and/or pain of future outcomes,
consider the chances that they will occur, and select the option they believe
will result in greater pleasure. In the process, people simulate what life would
be like with one outcome or another and select the most appealing option. In
their research, Mellers and McGraw (2001) examine both anticipated and
actual pleasure of various outcomes and their relation to choices people make.
The authors selected participants who had already made a choice but did not
yet know the outcome of their decision. Participants reported their anticipated
feelings about all possible outcomes. Later, when they learned what the actual
outcome was, they reported their actual feelings experienced based on the
outcome. Results found anticipated feelings were quite accurate, being very
similar to the actual feelings experienced by participants (Mellers & McGraw,
2001).

In further theoretical support, the self-fulfilling prophecy predicts that
a belief or expectation an individual has about a future event will manifest due
to the initial expectation influencing subsequent behaviors (Merton, 1948).
This theory would suggest that initial expectations about an event could shape
subsequent attitudes and behaviors, in turn impacting actual outcomes.
Therefore, anticipated feelings and emotions are important in and of
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themselves, as they shape subsequent behaviors and decisions (regardless of
their accuracy to eventual actual feelings).

Common anticipatory feelings in regard to meetings may include opening
the work calendar each morning and feeling a sense of dread, excitement or
indifference depending on the calendar schedule. Anecdotally, it is common to
hear employees complaining when their calendars are filled with meetings,
especially for those in leadership types of roles, who spend upwards of
23 hours per week in scheduled meetings (Rogelberg et al., 2007). Consis-
tently, in our pilot work', over 90% of participants indicated that they view
their work calendar in the morning prior to beginning the day. Of these in-
dividuals, over 97% reported experiencing some sort of emotion or feeling
about how the day will go. Finally, roughly 98% reported their initial feelings
(i.e., anticipated feelings) about how the day will go are generally (60%) or
mostly (38%) accurate to the actual feelings they experience at the end of the
day. Results from our preliminary research provide support that nearly all
employees’ (a) look at their work calendars before beginning their day (b)
experience an initial emotional response when viewing their schedule and (c)
their initial reactions are fairly accurate to end-of-day feelings.

Taken together, we believe these theories (e.g., decision affect theory, self-
fulfilling prophecy) and findings (e.g., from our pilot work) support the notion
that anticipated feelings of emotion are an interesting and valuable construct to
explore given their influence on subsequent behaviors, reactions, experiences
and ultimate outcomes.

Overview of Studies

We propose that daily meeting load can influence employees expected work
experiences for the day. Furthermore, when work meetings are spread
throughout the day, there seems to be little time in between meetings to
complete a task or reach optimal productivity. Meeting load and dispersion
may also influence employees’ anticipated sense of well-being, contributing
to employee frustrations or fatigue (Luong & Rogelberg, 2005). Leveraging
the above research on task interruptions and anticipatory reactions to events,
the present studies investigate the effect of daily meeting cadences on
employees anticipated end-of-day affect and productivity. Further, we in-
vestigate the moderating role of individual work tasks expected for the day by
considering the influence of task duration and task complexity on anticipated
end-of-day reactions. We explore our hypotheses using two complementary
vignette studies, manipulating various aspects of a calendar schedule and
capturing employees’ anticipated outcomes to the day.
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Study |

In the first vignette study, we consider two factors that likely influence how
meetings elicit anticipatory end-of-day feelings: (a) the number of meetings
scheduled for the day (meeting quantity) and (b) the dispersion of the meetings
throughout the day (meeting spread).

Meeting Quantity

Because meetings naturally break up the workday, more frequent meetings require
greater task switching. Employees must switch gears when attending meetings,
and then shift back to their previous work task/s following each meeting. The
previously discussed consequences of interruptions (e.g., loss of concentration,
emotional strain) suggests the number of meetings scheduled for a day influence
employees’ anticipated end-of-day, work-related outcomes. In fact, evidence
suggests that when employees have a lot of workgroup meetings, their overall
well-being declines (Rogelberg et al., 2006). Further, the number of meetings per
day is related to daily fatigue and employee subjective workload (Luong &
Rogelberg, 2005). Employees likely anticipate frequent meetings will be more
disruptive as they deplete resources needed for individual work tasks, leading to
greater fatigue. Moreover, having to attend frequent meetings naturally interrupts
workflow, and causes employees to have to leave tasks unfinished. Additional
energy and effort are required to return to the uncompleted tasks following each
meeting, in turn, increasing the subjective daily workload of employees. These
findings suggest that frequent meetings likely are perceived as repetitive inter-
ruptions that will disrupt workflow, in turn, reducing employees’ anticipations of
daily productivity and positive affect. Thus, in this study, we propose:

Hypothesis 1. Meeting quantity is negatively related to employees’ (a)
anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated positive affective reactions.

Meeting Spread

Meeting spread is conceptualized as the temporal spacing of meeting across a day.
Aligned with research and theory on task interruptions, when meetings are highly
dispersed, they will likely be perceived as more interruptive compared to
meetings grouped together. This is because when meetings are grouped together
in succession, they operate as one solo interruption compared to multiple in-
terruptions occurring throughout the day. In support of this, recent research on
software developers finds that workplace meetings negatively impact developers’
performance due to the high level of cognitive cost associated with switching
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between tasks (Abad et al.,, 2018a). Interestingly, a majority of respondents
perceive “morning meetings” as less disruptive to their daily tasks, believing it
may be best to finish all daily meetings before starting any work-related tasks.
Scheduling the meetings for “right afternoon” was next preferable, with re-
spondents stating they are already interrupted (via lunch) around noon (Abad
et al., 2018b). Ideally, these employees would choose to reduce the amount of
task-switching required for the day by creating blocks of interrupted times
conducive to achieving a workflow or rhythm. When meetings are dispersed
throughout the daily schedule, they naturally create more disruptions and will
seem to elicit greater task switching compared to meetings grouped together (e.g.,
back-to-back). Thus, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2. Meeting spread is negatively related to employees’ (a)
anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated positive affective reactions.

Daily Task Duration

Research on task interruptions suggests that participants sense of overall
workload influences whether they experience interruptions positively or
negatively (Adamczyk & Bailey, 2004; Feldman & Greenway, 2021; Puranik
et al., 2020). Interruptions are more likely to provoke negative emotions when
overall workloads seem higher than usual (Feldman & Greenway, 2021).
However, research finds when an interruption occurs during a /low workload
moment, it can mitigate the negative effects of the task switching: reducing
perceptions of annoyance, decreasing frustration, and lowering the level of
time pressure (Adamczyk & Bailey, 2004). In fact, recent research found
respondents tended to feel positive emotions when interruptions occurred
during light workload periods (Feldman & Greenway, 2021).

Event system theory holds that a longer duration makes events more
powerful in eliciting outcomes (Morgeson et al., 2015). Thus, when work
tasks are expected to take longer, the effects of meetings functioning as
interruptions may be heightened. In support of this theorizing, research has
found time pressure mediates the relationship between task interruptions and
(a) irritation with work and (b) satisfaction with performance (Baethge &
Rigotti, 2013). When employees are operating under intense time constraint,
the negative effects of interruptions will be amplified. In line with this research
on workload and time pressure, we predict the amount of time that individual
daily work tasks are expected to take will heighten (high task duration) or
mitigate (low task duration) the effects of meeting quantity and meeting
spread on anticipated feelings of daily productivity and positive affect. Thus,
we hypothesize the following moderations:
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Hypothesis 3. Task duration moderates the negative relationship between
meeting quantity and (a) anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated
positive affective reactions such that the relationship is stronger on days
with high task duration and weaker on days with low task duration.
Hypothesis 4. Task duration moderates the negative relationship between
meeting spread and (a) anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated positive
affective reactions such that the relationship is stronger on days with high
task duration and weaker on days with low task duration.

See Figure 1 for the full hypothesized model.

Method

Below, we describe our participants, data exclusions, manipulations, and all
measures in the study. Research materials and analytic code are available on
the Open Science Framework.” Data are not available due to their proprietary
nature. This study’s design and its analysis were not preregistered.

Participants

Participants for Study 1 were recruited from two large Pharmaceutical
companies based in the Northeast, United States. To qualify to partake in the
study, participants were required to work full-time (>35 hours per week), be at
least 18 years old and spend at least 6 hours of time in work meetings per

Controls:

« Perceptions of meeting
effectiveness

Task Duration
(low vs. high)

Meeting Quantity
low vs. high
s e * Anticipated Productivity
* Anticipated Positive Affect
Meeting Spread
(low vs. high)

Figure |. Hypothesized model for variables in Study I.
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113

week, on average. A work meeting was described to participants as “a
gathering of two or more employees for a purpose related to the functioning of
an organization or a group” (Rogelberg, 2019, p. 4).

A total of 114 participants completed the online questionnaire. We
eliminated participants that indicated they spend less than 6 hours of time in
work meetings per week (n = 3), as well as those that indicated they work less
than 35 hours per week (n = 1) as they failed to meet inclusion criteria. We also
eliminated those that indicated they were ‘not at all confident’ that the feelings
they just reported would be representative of what they would actually feel in
the given situation/s (n = 1).

This resulted in a final sample of 109 participants (64% female, 36% male).
The sample consisted of mid-to high-level managerial employees (20% ex-
ecutive level, 43% mid-management). Eighty percent of the sample indicated
that their job involves work that is precise, scientific, and intellectual to a great
or very great extent. Roughly 85% of the sample was between the ages of 35
and 55, with a majority having been with the company between 1 and 10 years
(40%). Participants had, on average, 15 meetings per week.

Procedure and Design

Participants were asked to complete a survey capturing anticipated feelings
based on hypothetical workday schedules. A scenario-based design is most
appropriate when the goal of the research is to assess explicit processes and
potential outcomes—those about which participants are aware of and can
provide information on (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). The survey presented
a general vignette describing a day at work, including a constant 2 hours of
meetings as well as a set deliverable due by the end of the day. Participants
were asked to imagine themselves in the given situation and respond to the
various ways in which the day may pan out. Further instructions were
provided before each of the eight schedules presented, indicating the amount
of time the deliverable is expected to take (i.e., the task duration condition).
Thus, all eight scenarios varied based on three factors: the number of
meetings, the spread of the meetings, and the specific amount of individual
work tasks assigned for the day. Adopting a within-persons approach, all
participants viewed the same set of scenarios — each presented with eight
schedules, in random order. After each schedule, respondents reported an-
ticipated feelings (e.g., predicted productivity and affective reactions with the
day). Section 2 of the survey included general questions that captured per-
ceptions of meeting effectiveness at work, the nature of their current job, and
demographics.® The survey took, on average, approximately 14 minutes to
complete.
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Manipulation of Factors. Factor A represented the manipulation of meeting
quantity: A day with four, 30-minute meetings, and a day with two, 60-minute
meetings”. Factor B consisted of meeting dispersion or spread: Low meeting
spread (back-to-back meetings), and high spread (meetings with a total of
4 hours in between). Factor C was reflected in the written instructions pre-
sented before each schedule, representing task duration: a scenario with low
task duration (15-minute task), and a scenario with high task duration (3-hour
task). See the online appendix and Table 1 for the full factorial design’.

Experimental Vignettes. With the help of two subject matter experts (SME),
both employees from where the sample was drawn, we created the vignette to
represent a realistic workday that would be typical for our sample. One
recommendation to improve realism in EVM designs is to increase the level of
immersion experienced by participants (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). By cre-
ating a standard workday and realistic scenario, we increase the likelihood of
participants being personally immersed in the situation described in the

Table I. Factorial Design for Studies | and 2.

Low Individual Task Duration (Cl)

Study | Low Meeting Spread (BI) High Meeting Spread (B2)
Low meeting quantity (Al) (Al)(BI)(CI) (A1)(B2)(CI)
High meeting quantity (A2) (A2)(BI)(ClI) (A2)(B2)(CI)

High Individual Task Duration (C2)

Study | Low Meeting Spread (Bl) High Meeting Spread (B2)
Low meeting quantity (Al) (AI)(BI)(C2) (A1)(B2)(C2)
High meeting quantity (A2) (A2)(B1)(C2) (A1)(B2)(C2)

Low Individual Task Complexity (Cl)

Study 2 Low Meeting Spread (Bl) High Meeting Spread (B2)
Low meeting duration (Al) (Al)(BI)(CI) (A1)(B2)(CI)
High meeting duratioN (A2) (A2)(BI)(Cl) (A2)(B2)(C1)

High Individual Task Complexity (C2)

Study 2 Low Meeting Spread (Bl) High Meeting Spread (B2)

Low meeting duration (Al) (Al)(BI)(C2) (A1)(B2)(C2)
High meeting duration (A2) (A2)(BI)(C2) (A1)(B2)(C2)
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vignette. Our sample reported having jobs that include independent work
tasks, and individual project reports. Thus, we included these descriptions in
the vignette to increase the realism of the scenario. Further, vignettes become
more lifelike when they provide “natural noise,” or familiar distractions
(Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). When the “noise” created by the distractors (e.g.,
phone calls, emails, assignments) is controlled - as in the present case - more
realistic scenarios can be created without compromising internal validity
(Pierce & Aguinis, 1997). Moreover, improving the realism of the study by
increasing the similarity between the experimental (vignette) and natural
setting (the workplace) enhances the observed effects, similarly to how
transfer of training is improved by increasing the similarity between the job
training and job contexts (Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009). By including “noise,” via
lunch plans and work obligations, participants’ were likely able to immerse
themselves in the scenario presented and feel familiar with the vignette. Plus,
it helped to put all participants in identical mindsets prior to collecting re-
actions regarding the scenarios.

The general vignette presented at the beginning of the survey was as
follows:

“Please imagine yourself in the following scenario:

You have a fairly independent job, where you are individually evaluated. You
are currently on two, team-based projects. You anticipate brief phone calls from
colleagues and peers throughout the day, per usual. You ate a large breakfast and
plan to snack throughout the afternoon, so you are not planning to take a formal
lunch break. You expect the average email load, typically receiving and re-
sponding to forty emails throughout the day. On your calendar, you have 2 hours
of team meetings spread throughout the 9AM — 5PM workday. Additionally,
you have a project report you must deliver to your supervisor by the end of the
day that you must independently complete.” Further instructions were given
before the presentation of each of the eight schedules. The instructions varied
based on the manipulation of individual task assignment (Factor C):

Low Task Duration Condition (c1)

“Now, keeping the schedule above in mind, imagine you expect the deliverable
for your supervisor to take you approximately 15 minutes to complete today.”
High Task Duration Condition (c2)

“Now, keeping the schedule above in mind, imagine you expect the deliverable
for your supervisor to take you approximately 3 hours to complete today.”
To summarize, the survey began with the overall vignette.

Then, each scenario included one set (of the two sets) of instructions followed
by the presentation of one (of the eight) 9 AM — 5 PM workday schedules,
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which varied on the number of meetings (al, a2) and the spread of those
meetings (b1, b2). See Figure 2 for an example of a calendar schedule.

Measures

Due to the repetitive nature of the research design, we shortened scales in
attempts to reduce participant fatigue (Gabriel et al., 2019). Both the scales,
and items within the scales, were presented in random order after each
schedule to allay order effects. In addition, following guidance from Huang
et al. (2012), two insufficient effort responding (IER) questions were scattered
throughout the survey (e.g., “please select strongly agree for this item”) to
detect careless responses from participants.

MON

GMT-05

9AM
Contact HR, payroll and benefits to work out some problems that have emerged, 9am

X % Biocked time 10 respond 10 emails and Ir ages, take
10AM 9:30 - 10:30am phone calls. work on indwi

Team Meeting
11 AM 10:30 - 11:30am

- 11:30am
12PM
Personal phone call, 12pm

LI 1230 - 2:30pm

Blocked time fo respond to emails and Instant Messages, lake
phone calls, work on individual Lasks, elc.

2PM

Scheduled appointment, 2:30pm

3IPM
-, 3pm

Team Meeting #2
4PM 0 - 4:30pm

-, 4:30pm
5PM

Figure 2. Example of a calendar visual presented to participants depicting low
meeting quantity (2 meetings) and high meeting spread (4 hours in between).
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Redlism. Four items were included on the survey to ensure respondents
viewed the vignette as realistic and could imagine themselves in the given
work situation. The first two items were presented immediately following the
workday vignette (1) “How realistic does this scenario seem to you, given
your experiences at work?” Roughly 87% of respondents selected very or
somewhat realistic, and (2) “Could you imagine yourself in this work situ-
ation?” Over 90% of the sample selected yes.

The two items presented at the end of the survey, following the presentation
of all eight calendar schedules, were: (1) “Was it particularly difficult to
imagine yourself experiencing the given work situation throughout the du-
ration of the survey?” Approximately 90% of participants responded no,
indicating it was not difficult to imagine themselves in the work situation
while completing the survey, and (2) “How confident are you that the feelings
you just reported would be representative of what you would actually feel in
the given situation/s?” Ninety nine percent of participants selected very
confident or somewhat confident. Results from the manipulation check
provide support that participants perceived the vignette as realistic, suggesting
their responses are representative of how they would feel in the given work
situations.

Anticipated Productivity. Two items from Foulk et al. (2019) and three items
from Grawitch et al. (2008) were used to measure predicted daily productivity.
For these questions, participants reported the extent to which they believe they
could adequately perform work-related tasks given the schedule presented.
Items were adapted to represent imagined perceptions, changing “I have” to “I
believe I would.” Sample items include: “Today at work, I believe I would
fulfill my work responsibilities” and “Today at work, / believe I would perform
the tasks expected of me.” Participants were asked to respond to the items on
a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Coefficient alpha ranged from .79 to .93 across all eight scenarios (average o =
.87).

Anticipated Positive Affect. We assessed participants’ anticipated end-of-day
affect using four items taken from the Job-Related Affect and Well-Being
Scale (JAWS) by Van Katwyk et al. (2000). The JAWS contain two di-
mensions (pleasure and arousal) resulting in four categories: high pleasure/
low arousal, high pleasure/high arousal, low pleasure/low arousal, and low
pleasure/high arousal. We included one (of the top five) item from each
category, selecting those most relevant to the nature of the study. A four-factor
model, containing both dimensions (e.g., pleasure/arousal) and levels (e.g.,
high/low) has received support in similar research (Warr, 1990). Further
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support for the four-factor structure of affect can also be found in the original
studies of JAWS (van Katwyk et al., 2000).

Again, we modified the items from “I feel” to “I believe I would feel” to
align with the context of the study’s design. The four items we included were:
satisfied, fatigued (R) energetic, and anxious (R). Participants were asked to
indicate the extent to which they agreed with the four statements based on the
schedule presented, on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Coecfficient alpha ranged from .68 to .78 across all scenarios (average o =.74).

Demographics. To better understand and describe the sample in this study, we
collected demographic information (e.g., age, gender, job level, tenure).
Example items include, “What is your age in years?”’ and “How long have you
worked in your current job (in years)?”

Potential Control Variables

Perceived Meeting Effectiveness. It may be beneficial to control for participants
perceptions of meeting effectiveness to combat against differences in meeting
perceptions between subjects. For example, if one participant has a positive
outlook on meetings, while another negatively views his or her workplace
meetings, this could potentially confound between-person results in regard to
how the two individuals perceive their meetings as interruptive. With this in
mind, we included participants’ perceptions of meeting effectiveness as one
potential control variable. Participants were instructed to rate the effectiveness
of meetings attended in a typical workweek using a sliding percentage scale
ranging from 0 to 100%. Participants responded to five items, following the
instructions “In a typical workweek, what percentage of your meetings...”
Sample items included, “were a good use of time” and “were well-run.” (M =
54.43%, SD = 14.83%, a = .84)

Job Interdependence. The nature of the job may influence whether participants’
view meetings as interruptive (task independent jobs) or beneficial via a means
of communication and collaboration (task interdependent jobs). The theory of
activity regulation (Zijlstra et al., 1999) suggests that workplace meetings
likely serve as interruptions for highly task independent jobs, because they
interfere with employees’ personal tasks or goals. However, in highly in-
terdependent jobs, meetings are less likely to interfere with employees’ goals
considering meetings are typically used for collaboration and coordination of
team goals/objectives (Rogelberg et al., 2006). Thus, we considered nature of
the job as a second potential control variable in our model. We included four
items taken from Pearce and Gregersen (1991) to capture the interdependence
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of participants’ work tasks. Participants were instructed to indicate their
agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with four statements
regarding their experiences at work. Sample statements include, “I work
closely with others in doing my work”, and “I frequently must coordinate my
efforts with others” (M = 4.49, SD = .67; a. = .89).

Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations for the primary variables in this study
are displayed in Table 2. The two focal dependent variables, anticipated productivity
and anticipated positive affect, were moderately correlated (ranged from .37 to .50
across all eight scenarios; average correlation = .44). Perceptions of meeting ef-
fectiveness were significantly related to both dependent variables, therefore we
retained this variable as a control in subsequent analyses. Job interdependence was
not significantly related to the two dependent variables and thus was not included as
a control variable in analyses (Spector & Brannick, 2011).°

Model Building

We tested the hypotheses using a repeated-measures approach to multilevel
modeling (MLM). MLM offers statistical tests of main effects and interactions
between variables at the within-person and between-person levels
(Kristjansson et al., 2007). A multilevel framework allows for the examination
of nested data—in the current study, participant responses to meeting
schedules are nested within person (i.e., participants responded to all eight
schedules). The repeated measures approach to MLM allowed us to account
for within-person variance, testing whether the change in responses were

Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations With Confidence Intervals
for Study |.

Variable M SD | 2

|. Anticipated productivity 4.14 93

2. Anticipated positive affect 334 .87 .44[37,.50]**

3. Perceptions of meeting 54.43 14.83 .15 [.06, .24]** .I5 [.06, .24]**
effectiveness

Note. Between-person correlations; N = 109. Meeting effectiveness ranged from 0 to 100(%). M
and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets
indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible
range of population correlations that could have caused the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014).
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .0I.
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dependent on the characteristics of the various meeting schedules or char-
acteristics of the persons themselves.

The first step in the analyses was to estimate a null model, to understand the
percent of variance in outcome variables that was due to between-person variance
vs. within-person variance. Results from this model were used to compute the
intraclass correlation (ICC1), which provided the percentage of variance in each
outcome variable explained by between-person variability (instead of solely
within-person variability). It is important to establish that between-person var-
iability in outcome variables exists given that a control variable (perceptions of
meeting effectiveness) is at the between-person level. Therefore, there has to be
some between-person variability in the outcome variables so that we can use
various meeting schedules as a variable to potentially explain the between-person
variability, in addition to explaining changes in the outcome variables. We
calculated ICC1 using the multilevel package in R (Bliese, 2013). The ICC1 for
anticipated productivity was .314 and the ICC1 for anticipated positive affect was
.311. This indicates roughly 30% of variance is within-person and nearly 70% of
variability in outcome variables is between-person.

Hypothesis Testing

Our repeated-measures design resulted in each participant responding to our
dependent variables on eight occasions (i.e., responding to items after each
calendar schedule). Thus, responses were nested within individuals. Given
this structure of our data, multilevel analyses were most appropriate for
analyses. In adherence to the recommendations on the inclusion of control
variables, we tested the model with and without the theoretically relevant
control variable - perceptions of meeting effectiveness - to see observed
differences (Becker, 2005; Spector & Brannick, 2011). Results were the same
with or without this variable’.

Hypothesis 1 was partially supported (See Table 3). Results show a sta-
tistically significant relationship between meeting quantity and anticipated
positive affect. As meeting quantity increased, anticipated end-of-day positive
affect decreased (y = —.19, p < .05). This relationship was robust even after
perceptions of meeting effectiveness was accounted for. Meeting quantity was
not significantly related to anticipated productivity (p > .05).

Hypothesis 2 was fully supported. As shown in Table 3, there were sig-
nificant relationships between meeting spread and (a) anticipated productivity
(y=-.16, p <.05) and (b) anticipated positive affect (y = —.56, p <.01). Such
that, as meetings increased in spread on the calendar, both anticipated pro-
ductivity and end-of-day positive affect decreased. Again, these relationships
held after controlling for perceptions of meeting effectiveness.
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Table 3.

Multilevel Modeling Results Using Anticipated Productivity as the Criterion

Std.
Variable Estimate  Error df  tvalue p>[t|
(Intercept) 4.07 .28 6460 1474 .00***
L2 meeting effectiveness 0l .00 58.00 1.73 .09
LI meeting quantity .02 .08 415.00 29 77
LI meeting spread —.16 .08 41500 —1.97 .05*
LI task duration —.17 .10 41500 —1.76 .08
Meeting quantity x Task duration  —.09 NN 415.00 —81 42
Meeting spread x Task duration  —.62 12 415.00 548 .00***

Multilevel Modeling Results Using Anticipated Positive Affect as the Criterion

Std.
Variable Estimate  Error df  tvalue p>[t|
(Intercept) 3.32 .26 66.67 12.68 .00***
L2 meeting effectiveness .0l .00 58.00 1.75 .09
LI meeting quantity —.19 .09 41500 —2.11 .04*
Ll meeting spread —.56 .09 41500 —6.47 .00%**
LI task duration —.03 N 41500 —28 .78
Meeting quantity x Task duration ~ —.04 12 415.00 31 .76
Meeting spread x Task duration .14 12 415.00 1.19 .24

Note. LI = Level |, L2 = Level 2. indicates p <.05. indicates p <.01. indicates p < .001. Estimates
are unstandardized.

Hypothesis 3, predicting an interaction between daily task duration and
meeting quantity, was not supported for either dependent variable (p > .05).
However, Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. Daily task duration mod-
erated the relationship between meeting spread and anticipated productivity,
after controlling for perceptions of meeting effectiveness (y = —.62, p <.01).
Namely, the negative relationship between meeting spread and anticipated
productivity was stronger on days with high task duration and weaker on days
with low task duration. View Figure 3 for the interaction plot. There was no
significant finding for the interaction between meeting quantity and antici-
pated positive affect (p > .05).

Summary of Results: Study |

As expected, meeting quantity and meeting spread were negatively related to
anticipated positive affect, suggesting employees experience initial feelings of
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——  High Task Duration
-=-==  Low Task Duration

Anticipated Productivity

Low High

Meeting Spread

Figure 3. Interaction of task duration and meeting spread as related to anticipated
productivity.

dread when they see high meeting frequency and dispersion on the calendar
for the day, and anticipate feeling negative emotions at the end of that day.
Surprisingly, the amount of task duration expected for the day did not
moderate the relationships between meeting schedule variables (quantity,
spread) and anticipated positive affect. A possible explanation for this null
finding may be due to individual differences not accounted for in the present
study. For example, recent research exploring work interruption resiliency
finds that those high in resiliency to interruptions respond less negatively
when interrupted at work (Zide et al., 2017). Thus, the potential resiliency to
work interruptions may help offset the expected extra negative affect that
interruptions would have when task duration is expected to be high. To
address this possibility, we explore work interruption resiliency (WIR) as one
potential individual-level moderating variable in Study 2.

As hypothesized, meeting spread was negatively related to anticipated
productivity. We found when meetings were highly dispersed throughout the
calendar, employees predicted levels of productivity for that day declined.
Expected daily task duration moderated this particular relationship. On days
with a high task duration, the negative effect of meeting spread was
heightened. Unexpectedly, there were no significant relationships or inter-
actions between meeting quantity (i.e., the number of meetings) and
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anticipated productivity. This may, in part, be due to the total time spent in
meetings being held constant in this study. Recall, there were 2 hours of
meetings dispersed throughout each calendar scenario used in this study (2,
60-minute meetings; 4, 30-minute meetings). Participants were assigned
a consistent 2 hours of time interrupted via meeting attendance throughout
their day, regardless of their differing breakdowns. The same 2 hours would be
‘lost’ to meetings in both conditions, equally impacting employee’s antici-
pations of daily productivity. We address this possibility in Study 2 by ex-
ploring meeting duration (total time spent in meetings that day) as a predictor.

Study 2

We conducted a second vignette study where we seek to replicate and extend
the above findings to gain a deeper understanding of meeting scheduling
cadences. In Study 2, we again explore the effect that meeting spread (i.e.,
dispersion) has on the two anticipated outcomes (productivity and positive
affect) in attempt to replicate the significant findings from Study 1. However,
in this second study, we manipulate the time spent (or ‘lost’) in meetings by
exploring the effects of total meeting duration on anticipated end-of-day
outcomes. Here, we are not holding time spent in meetings constant as we did
in Study 1. Rather, we hold meeting quantity constant (at 2 meetings) to
explore the unique effects of meeting duration (30 minute vs. 60 minute) on
anticipated end-of-day outcomes. Additionally, research suggests the antic-
ipated complexity of work tasks may influence employee perceptions and
experiences (Maynard & Hakel, 1997; Morgeson et al., 2015). Thus, we
explore task complexity as a moderating variable in this follow-up study. In
addition, we introduce work interruption resiliency (WIR, Zide et al., 2017) as
a second moderating variable that may influence the relationship between
meeting cadence variables and anticipatory outcomes.

Meeting Duration

Experiments investigating whether longer interruptions are objectively more
disruptive than shorter interruptions consistently find that longer interruptions
result in increased resumption lags and increased error rates (Hodgetts and
Jones 2006b; Monk et al., 2008; Altmann et al., 2017). It takes more time for
individuals to resume a primary task following a longer interruption, and
people are more prone to losing their place in the task procedure (Altmann
etal., 2017). These longer interruptions can cumulate to consume a substantial
portion of an employees’ workday. For example, two 60-minute meetings
aggregate to occupy a total of 120 minutes of an employee’s day, whereas two
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30-minute meetings would accumulate to only 60 minutes (i.e., 1 hour). In
other words, meeting duration naturally influences the total time employees
are spending in meetings in a given day. Research continuously suggests these
cumulative interruptions lead to increased perceptions of emotional strain,
rumination, subjective workload, and greater need for recovery compared to
isolated interruptions (Baethge et al., 2015; Brumby et al., 2019).

Building from previous findings, and operating under the assumption that
meetings serve as interruptions, we expect the duration of the meeting (30 vs.
60 minutes) will influence anticipated feelings about the day in terms of
productivity and positive affect. Further, we replicate Study 1 by again
considering the relationship between meeting spread (dispersion) and an-
ticipatory reactions to the day:

Hypothesis 5. Meeting duration is negatively related to employees (a)
anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated positive affective reactions.
Hypothesis 6. Meeting spread is negatively related to employees (a)
anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated positive affective reactions.

Daily Task Complexity

Tasks differ in their cognitive complexity, with highly complex tasks in-
creasing the attentional, memory and reasoning demands which significantly
influences employee’s performance on the task (Robinson, 2001). Thus, fask
complexity refers to the level of stimulating and challenging demands as-
sociated with a particular task (Maynard & Hakel, 1997), which affects how
individuals perceive, handle, and complete the task. Research on software
developers found that when these employees are focused on highly complex
tasks requiring an increased level of cognitive demand, for each task switch
they need at least 15 minutes of concentration to get back into the flow of their
initial work task (Abad et al., 2018b). When a day consists of multiple in-
terruptions, involving several task-switches, this lag time adds up to consume
a substantial portion of the developers’ day. In turn, taking time away from
their completion of important individual work tasks (DeMarco & Lister,
2013). This may decrease perceptions of daily productivity, as additional time
is lost in both interruption and resumption lags during high-complex work
compared to low-complex work.

Task complexity is often treated as the psychological experience of the
task-doer (Campbell, 1988), as it is up to the individual task-doer to decide if
the assigned task is complex or not. The concept of subjective task complexity
is thought of as the task solver’s perception of the complexity of the task
(Braarud, 2001; Maynard & Hakel, 1997). Perceptions of task complexity
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likely influences individuals’ confidence that they can successfully accom-
plish the task. For example, research finds subjective task complexity me-
diates the relationship between objective task complexity and task
performance (Maynard & Hakel, 1997). Further, subjective task complexity
serves as a mediator between cognitive ability and task performance (Maynard
& Hakel, 1997). Thus, people’s perceptions of how complex a task will be is
highly meaningful in regard to subsequent task performance.

Event system theory suggests when events (such as individual work tasks)
are predicted to be highly demanding and complex, individuals may feel they
need deep concentration to attend to the event compared to events low in
complexity or demand (Morgeson et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2023). When
interruptions (i.e., meetings) occur throughout the day, time is lost that could
have been used to tend to the (complex) task or event. In line with this
reasoning, we predict:

Hypothesis 7. Task complexity moderates the negative relationship be-
tween meeting duration and (a) anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated
positive affective reactions such that the relationship is stronger on days
with high task complexity and weaker on days with low task complexity.
Hypothesis 8. Task complexity moderates the negative relationship be-
tween meeting spread and (a) anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated
positive affective reactions such that the relationship is stronger on days
with high task complexity and weaker on days with low task complexity.

Work Interruptions Resiliency (WIR)

Research suggests individuals differ in their response to workplace inter-
ruptions (Williams et al., 2017). Specifically, individuals vary in their tem-
perament and resilience to the negative task-based effects of work
interruptions (Van Den Berg et al., 1996). For example, research finds in-
dividuals high in characteristics such as strength of excitation (i.e., the ability
to do work) and mobility (i.e., the ability to give one impulse priority over
another) need less time to resume tasks following an interruption compared to
those low on these temperament traits (Van Den Berg et al., 1996). Similarly,
research suggests cognitive ability may be predictive of individuals’ task
resumption post-interruption, with higher cognitive ability being associated
with shorter resumption times (Cades et al., 2010; Foroughi et al., 2016).
Given these preliminary findings on individual differences pertaining to the
responses to interruptions, Zide and colleagues (2017) introduced a new trait-
based characteristic — work interruption resiliency (WIR) — as an explanation
of these differences between people.
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Work interruption resiliency refers to an individual’s ability to effectively
cope with and recover from interruptions or disruptions in the workplace
while maintaining productivity and focus on their tasks (Zide et al., 2017). It
involves strategies, skills, and behaviors that help individuals minimize the
negative impact of interruptions on their work performance and quickly return
to their original tasks after the interruption has occurred. Work interruption
resiliency encompasses adaptability, time management, concentration, and the
capacity to handle unexpected disruptions without significant loss of effi-
ciency or quality in one’s work (Zide et al., 2017).

Considering we argue meetings function similarly to workplace inter-
ruptions, we expect those high in work interruptions resiliency will be less
negatively impacted by meetings. First, high resiliency individuals can ef-
ficiently switch between tasks and regain their concentration following an
interruption, minimizing the disruption’s impact on their workflow (Werner
et al., 2011; Zide et al., 2017). Second, employees with high WIR may have
developed strategies or mental frameworks to anticipate and manage inter-
ruptions. Third, high resiliency individuals might experience lower stress
levels in response to interruptions (Mark et al., 2008; Rees et al., 2015), which
can improve their cognitive functioning and decision-making during these
interruptions. Last, individuals with high work interruption resiliency may
have accumulated experience in managing interruptions over time, making
them more adept at maintaining productivity in such situations (Mark et al.,
2008).

In essence, high work interruption resiliency individuals exhibit a com-
bination of psychological traits, skills, and strategies that enable them to
mitigate the negative effects of interruptions and continue to perform ef-
fectively in a disrupted work environment. Thus, in Study 2, we consider the
trait work interruptions resiliency (WIR) as a potential moderating variable in
the relationship between meeting duration, meeting spread and the two an-
ticipated outcome variables. We predict:

Hypothesis 9. Work interruption resiliency (WIR) moderates the negative
relationship between meeting duration and (a) anticipated productivity and
(b) anticipated positive affective reactions such that the relationship is
stronger for those low in WIR and weaker for those high in WIR.
Hypothesis 10. WIR moderates the negative relationship between meeting
spread and (a) anticipated productivity and (b) anticipated positive af-
fective reactions such that the relationship is stronger for those low in WIR
and weaker for those high in WIR.

See Figure 4 for the full hypothesized model.
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Controls:

Work Interruptions . .
Resiliency (WIR) ®  Perceptions of meeting
effectiveness

s Job Interdependence

Level 2
Between-Person

Level 1 Task Complexity
Within-Person (low vs. high)

Meeting Duration
(low vs. high)

Anticipated Productivity
* Anticipated Positive Affect

Meeting Spread
(low vs. high)

Figure 4. Hypothesized model for Study 2.

Method

Below, we describe our participants, data exclusions, manipulations, and
measures in the study. Research materials and analytic code are available on
OSF.® Data are not available due to their proprietary nature. This study’s
design and its analysis were not preregistered.

Participants

Participants for our second study were recruited from the same two large
Pharmaceutical companies based in the Northeast, United States. To increase
our sample size, we also recruited a similar sample using a LinkedIn network.
The same qualifications for participation were applied.

A total of 251 participants completed the onetime questionnaire (178 from
the Pharmaceutical companies; 73 from LinkedIn). We eliminated participants
that indicated they spend less than 6 hours of time in work meetings per week
(n=23), as well as those that indicated they work less than 35 hours per week
(n = 3) as they failed to meet inclusion criteria. Like in Study 1, we also
eliminated those that indicated they were ‘not at all confident’ that the feelings
they just reported would be representative of what they would actually feel in
the given situation/s (n = 3).
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This resulted in a final sample of 222 participants (169 from Pharma-
ceutical companies, 53 from LinkedIn; 51% female, 49% male). The majority
of the sample were mid- to high-level managerial employees (35% executive
level, 29% mid-management), sixty-seven percent of the sample indicated that
their job involves work that is precise, scientific and intellectual, and more
than half (52%) of the sample was between the ages of 35 and 55. A majority
of the sample indicated being with the company between 1 and 10 years
(48%).

Procedure and Design

Like in Study 1, participants were asked to complete a one-time survey
capturing anticipated feelings based on hypothetical workday schedules. The
survey presented a vignette describing a day at work, including two meetings
and a set deliverable due by the end of the day. In this study, both the duration
and the spread of the two meetings varied depending on the schedule. Further
instructions were provided before each of the eight schedules presented,
indicating how complex the deliverable is expected to be (i.e., the task
complexity condition). All participants viewed the same set of scenarios in
random order. After each schedule, respondents reported anticipated feelings
(e.g., predicted productivity and affective reactions with the day). Part 2 of the
survey included general questions that captured individual level of WIR,
perceptions of general meeting effectiveness at work, job interdependence,
and demographics.’

Manipulation of Factors. Factor A represented the manipulation of meeting
duration: A day consisting of two, 30-minute meetings, and a day with two,
60-minute meetings. Factor B, consisted of meeting spread: Low meeting
spread (back-to-back meetings), and high spread (meetings with a total of
4 hours in between). Factor C was reflected in the written instructions pre-
sented before each schedule, representing task complexity: a scenario with
tasks low in complexity and a scenario with tasks high in complexity. See the
online appendix for the full factorial design'®.

Experimental Vignette. We slightly adapted the vignette used in Study 1,
modifying the scenario to include an expected constant of two meetings
scheduled for the day. Here, we hold meeting quantity fixed at two, and instead
manipulate meeting duration (i.e., length) in the scenarios. To further ensure the
vignette was realistic, we again conducted a follow-up verbal protocol analysis
with two SME:s prior to administering the survey to participants. See the online
appendix to view the Study 2 vignette and an example of a calendar schedule.
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Measures

Realism. The same four items from Study 1 were included on the survey to
ensure respondents viewed the vignette as realistic and could imagine
themselves in the given work situation. Ninety-two percent of respondents
indicated the scenario was very or somewhat realistic, and over 95% of the
sample said they could imagine themselves in the given situation. Post-
survey, approximately 87% of participants responded that it was not
difficult to imagine themselves in the work situation while completing the
survey, and 55% percent of participants reported they were very confident
the feelings they reported accurately represent what they would feel in the
given situations (43% indicated they were somewhat confident). Three
participants (roughly .01% of our sample) stated they were not at all
confident that their feelings would be representative of how they actual felt
in the given work situations. These participants were eliminated from
analyses.

Anticipated Productivity. The same five items from Study 1 were used to
measure predicted daily productivity. Coefficient alpha ranged from .84 to .95
across all eight scenarios (average a = .90).

Anticipated Positive Affect. We used the same four items from Study 1 to
measure anticipated end-of-day affect. Coefficient alpha ranged from .68 to
.78 across all scenarios (average o = .74).

Work Interruptions Resiliency (WIR). We assessed participants’ ability to
recover from work interruptions using five items taken from the Work
Interruptions Resiliency Scale (WIR) by Zide et al. (2017). We asked
participants to “imagine that it is a typical day of work for you. Please rate
on a five-point scale how difficult it would be for you to immediately
resume working on a typical task after the following conditions (1 = Not at
all difficult, 5 = Extremely difficult).” The following five conditions were,
“Your supervisor initiates a non-work-related conversation with you”,
“Your co-worker asks for help on a task he/she is working on”, “Your
supervisor gives you a new task to work on”, “You receive a work-related
phone call”, “Your supervisor announces a spontaneous staff meeting.”
(M =3.22, SD = 1.10; o = .83).

Demographics. We collected demographic information (e.g., age, gender, job
level, tenure) to better understand our sample. We used the same measures as
in Study 1.
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Potential Control Variables

Perceived Meeting Effectiveness. We used the same six items to assess general
perceptions of meeting effectiveness to include as a control variable (M =
57.75%, SD = 16.96%, a = .78).

Job Interdependence. Like Study 1, and in alignment with the theory of activity
regulation (Zijlstra et al., 1999), we also assessed participants job in-
terdependence to explore as a potential control variable. We used the same
four items taken from Pearce and Gregersen (1991) to capture the in-
terdependence of participants’ work tasks (M = 4.05, SD = .84; a = .71).

Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations are displayed in Table 4. The two
outcome variables, anticipated productivity and anticipated positive affect,
were moderately correlated. The correlation ranged from .43 to .64 across all
eight scenarios: (average a = .54). In this study, both meeting effectiveness
and job interdependence were related to our two dependent variables,
therefore we included these two variables as controls in our analyses (Spector
& Brannick, 2011).

Model Building

We tested the hypotheses using the same repeated-measures approach to
multilevel modeling (MLM) as in Study 1. We first estimated a null model to
understand the percent of variance in outcome variables that was due to
between-person variance compared to within-person variance. ICC1 for
anticipated productivity was .27. This indicates roughly 27% of variance is
within-person. The ICC1 for anticipated positive affect was .32, suggesting
32% of variance for this outcome variable is within-person.

Hypothesis Testing

Given the repeated-measure structure of our data, the multilevel code was
most appropriate for analyses. In adherence to the recommendations on the
inclusion of control variables, we tested the model with and without the
theoretically relevant control variables - perceptions of meeting effectiveness
and job interdependence - to see observed differences (Becker, 2005; Spector
& Brannick, 2011). Results were the same with or without the variables.
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Results from Hypotheses 3—5 can be found in Table 5. Hypothesis 3 was
fully supported. The results from Hypothesis 5 show a statistically significant
relationship between meeting duration and (a) anticipated productivity and (b)
positive affect. As meeting duration increased, anticipated productivity
(y = —.12, p <.05) and positive affect both decreased (y = —.15, p < .05).
Similarly, results from Hypothesis 6 reveal a significant relationship between
meeting spread and the two outcome variables, anticipated productivity
(y = —.23, p < .01) and anticipated positive affect (y = —.14, p < .01). As
meetings increased in spread on the calendar, both anticipated productivity
and end-of-day positive affect decreased. These relationships were robust
even after perceptions of meeting effectiveness and job interdependence were
accounted for.

Hypothesis 4 was also fully supported. Hypothesis 7, predicting an in-
teraction between meeting duration and task complexity, was supported for
both anticipated productivity (y = —.15, p <.01) and anticipated positive affect
(y=—.17, p <.01). Hypothesis 8, predicting an interaction between meeting
spread and task complexity, was also supported for both anticipated pro-
ductivity (y= —.26, p <.01). and anticipated positive affect (y=—.21,p <.01).
Namely, the negative relationships between meeting cadences and anticipated
outcomes were stronger on days with high task complexity and weaker on
days with low task complexity. View Figures 5-8 for the interaction plots.

Hypothesis 5, exploring WIR as a moderating variable, was partially
supported. Work interruption resiliency moderated the relationship between
meeting spread and anticipated productivity (y = —.08, p <.05) and positive
affect (y = —.09, p <.05), such that the relationship was stronger for those low
in WIR and weaker for those high in WIR (see Figures 9 and 10 for interaction
plots). This provides support for Hypothesis 10. However, the interaction
between meeting duration and WIR (Hypothesis 9) was not supported. No
significant interactions were found between individual level of WIR and
meeting duration on the two dependent variables (p > .05) Figure 11.

Summary of Results: Study 2

As we predicted, meeting duration and meeting spread were negatively related
to both anticipated positive affect and anticipated productivity. The amount of
task complexity moderated these relationships, indicating these effects are
stronger on days that are expected to have highly complex tasks. Last, the
individual trait, WIR, moderated the relationship between meeting spread and
anticipated productivity and anticipated positive affect. These relationships
were stronger for those low in WIR and weaker for those high in WIR,
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Table 5.

Multilevel Modeling Results Using Anticipated Productivity as the Criterion

Variable Estimate  Std. Error df t-value p>lt|
(Intercept) 3.65 19 207.80 19.30 .00***
L2 meeting effectiveness .0l .00 204.10 3.67 .00%**
L2 job interdependence .06 .04 202.80 1.56 .12

Ll meeting spread -.23 .04 1431.00 —6.27 .00***
Ll meeting duration —.12 .04 1429.00 —3.12 .00**
LI task complexity (TC) —.36 .06 1424.00 —6.08 .00***
L2 WIR —.10 .04 513.70 260 .01**
Meeting spread x TC —.26 .07 1424.00 —3.83 .00***
Meeting duration x TC —.15 .07 142400 226 .02*
Meeting spread x WIR —.08 .03 1399.00 —2.40 .02*
Meeting duration x WIR .02 .03 1398.00 71 48

Multilevel Modeling Results Using Anticipated Positive Affect as the Criterion

Variable Estimate  Std. Error df t-value p>lt|
(Intercept) 2.87 20 210.80 1424  .00***
L2 meeting effectiveness .0l .00 204.40 260 .0I*
L2 job interdependence .09 .04 204.30 2.16 .03*

Ll meeting spread —.14 .03 1428.00 —453  .00***
LI meeting duration —.15 .03 1427.00 —4.64 .00F**
LI task complexity (TC) -.35 .05 1423.00 —7.28 .00***
L2 WIR —-.07 .04 390.40 —1.98 .04*
Meeting spread x TC —.21 .06 1422.00 —3.71  .00%**
Meeting duration x TC —.17 .06 1423.00 -297 .00**
Meeting spread x WIR —.09 .03 1397.00 —3.21 .00**
Meeting duration x WIR —.03 .03 1396.00 —-96 34

Note. WIR = Work interruption resiliency, L1 = Level |, L2 = Level 2. * indicates p < .05. **
indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001. Estimates are unstandardized.

suggesting resiliency to work interruptions can mitigate the negative effects of
meeting spread (i.e., dispersion) on employees anticipated daily outcomes.

General Discussion

In this paper, we explored the effects of various meeting schedules on em-
ployees anticipated feelings about how the day will go. Specifically, we
considered the influence of daily meeting spread (i.e., dispersion), meeting
quantity (i.e., frequency), and meeting duration (i.e., length) on anticipated
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Figure 5. Interaction of task complexity and meeting duration as related to
anticipated productivity.
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Figure 6. Interaction of task complexity and meeting spread as related to
anticipated productivity.
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Anticipated Positive Affect
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Figure 7. Interaction of task complexity and meeting duration as related to
anticipated positive affect.
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—— High Task Complexity
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Figure 8. Interaction of task complexity and meeting spread as related to
anticipated positive affect.
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Figure 9. Interaction of meeting spread, and work interruption resiliency as
related to anticipated productivity.
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Figure 10. Interaction of meeting spread, and work interruption resiliency as
related to anticipated positive affect.
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Controls:

- Perceptions of meeting
effectiveness (S 1& 2)

Work Interruption - Job Interdependence (S2)

Resiliency (WIR)
Task Duration Task Complexity

(low vs. high) (low vs. high)
Meeung Quantity
(low vs. high) ':“:‘(_______
- \_\\
Meeung Duration I N N sy
(low vs. high) S o Py g
i i Anticipated Positive Affect

-’.._o,sl:-.’la;_/“ y= .62 (+) y=2
Meeting Spread l—F 2 y=-23¢+ _[_L____——-‘—_____—’_—.
(low vs. high)

7= Sliy=-56(+); S2:y=-14

Figure I1. Full theoretical model including hypotheses and findings (results are
color coded according to significance). Note S| refers to variables included in study |
and S2 refers to variables in study 2.

productivity and positive affect. In both Studies 1 & 2, we found meeting
spread to be a meaningful variable in terms of anticipatory daily outcomes.
Namely, the dispersion of meetings was negatively related to both anticipated
positive affect and productivity across studies. Together, these findings
provide converging evidence that meetings dispersed throughout the workday
may lower employees expected daily productivity and elicit negative
emotions.

While meeting quantity (i.e., the number of meetings on the calendar) did
not hamper anticipations of productivity, meeting duration (i.e., the total
amount of time spent in meetings that day) influenced both anticipated affect
and productivity in Study 2. This suggests the amount of time spent (or lost) to
meetings effects both initial affective reactions and anticipated levels of
accomplishment for the day. Perhaps it is the total time spent in meetings that
influences anticipated productivity as opposed to the number of meetings on
the calendar.

We considered features of the daily task/s as moderating variables in the
above relationships. In Study 1, we found that the expected duration of work
tasks influenced the relationship between meeting spread and productivity.
This suggests when daily task demands are high, the negative relationship
between meeting spread and anticipated productivity is heightened. This
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finding is consistent with research on interruptions, which shows time de-
mands can influence the relationship between task interruptions and per-
formance outcomes (Baethge & Rigotti, 2013). However, task duration did
not influence the relationship between meeting quantity and anticipated daily
outcomes. This could be because meeting time demands were held constant at
2 hours in Study 1. Essentially, employees would “lose” the same 2 hours that
day to meeting time, regardless of the number of meetings on their calendar.

In Study 2, we explored task complexity as a moderating variable, finding
the expected complexity of the daily task/s moderates the relationships be-
tween meeting cadences (meeting duration, meeting spread) and both an-
ticipated outcomes (productivity, positive affect). These findings align with
research on knowledge workers: when these employees are faced with a high
workload, the expected negative effects of task switching are stronger
(Adamczyk & Bailey, 2004) as employees will require more time to switch
between tasks during times of high cognitive demand (DeMarco & Lister,
2013). We can conclude that the expected complexity of daily work tasks is
a meaningful variable in the relationship between meeting scheduling ca-
dences and anticipatory end-of-day outcomes.

Last, we considered an individual characteristic — WIR - as a second
moderating variable in Study 2. Our findings indicate those high in resiliency
to work interruptions are less affected (in terms of anticipated productivity and
affect) by meeting dispersion compared to their counterparts. Those high in
this trait may have an easier time resuming a task post-interruption (Zide et al.,
2017). Therefore, these individuals (a) likely do not feel as negative of an
initial reaction to highly dispersed meetings and (b) likely feel they can still be
productive despite dispersed meetings on their calendar.

Although there is overlap in findings across the two dependent variables
(anticipated productivity and positive affect), there were differences as well.
These differences could be explained by considering the inherent nature of the
dependent variables. It has been suggested that the link between employees’
more short-lived feeling states (e.g., moods, affect, emotions) and perfor-
mance measures (e.g., productivity levels) is inconsistent because of the time
lag problem: employees’ moods and emotions may be fleeting and short-lived,
while performance measures tend to reflect longer periods of evaluation
(Miner & Glomb, 2010; Wright & Staw, 1999). This could explain the
different findings for the two dependent variables in our research. The positive
affect variable captured a mood-state, or initial emotional reactions to each
workday calendar. Productivity, on the other hand, asked employees to an-
ticipate their ability to accomplish work tasks over the course of the day.
Perhaps, while initially experiencing negative emotional responses to a heavy
meeting load, folks did not feel their overall productivity levels would
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necessarily be compromised by such meetings. This could explain why high
meeting quantity was related to a reduction in positive affect in Study 1 - but
did not hinder individuals expected daily productivity.

Theoretical Implications

Meetings are an everyday aspect of organizational life. They provide op-
portunity for idea generation, collaboration, consensus decision-making,
communication, and work socialization (Allen et al., 2014). It is important
to understand how to optimize work meetings to capitalize on the opportu-
nities that they bring to employees, teams, and organizations. So far, a ma-
jority of the research and theory on meetings has focused on tactics and
behaviors specific to the meeting event (e.g., Mroz et al., 2018; Niederman &
Volkema, 1999; Schwartzman, 1986), providing insight into the successful
facilitation of meetings (e.g., agenda use, who to invite, time management,
stewardship). However, the scheduling cadences or patterns of these meetings
has often been overlooked. In our work, we leverage literature on task in-
terruptions and anticipatory reactions to explore how employees anticipate
their day will go based on their meeting schedule. Our research on the
scheduling cadences of meetings offers new insights for the broader model of
how meetings fit into the daily work experience.

Our perspective also contributes to the emerging field of research on work
and workday designs. While traditional studies have predominantly focused
on job and role characteristics (e.g., Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker et al., 2017),
recent research has expanded its scope to examine the structural elements of
work design, including a closer examination of task attributes and transitions
within a job and throughout the workday (e.g., Leroy et al., 2021). Our work
extends these explorations by demonstrating daily work schedules can be
analyzed not only in isolation of singular events (e.g., meetings) but also in
conjunction with various workday activities (e.g., meetings and individual
work tasks). We demonstrate that the combination of these work activities/
events can significantly impact critical outcomes such as anticipated pro-
ductivity and positive affect. In doing so, we make a meaningful contribution
to the ongoing and emerging field of research on workday scheduling, which
represents a valuable aspect of micro-work design (Elsbach & Hargadon,
20006).

Our studies also contribute to event systems theory, which suggests the
impact of an event is influenced by the demands it places on time, attention,
and effortful processing (Morgeson et al., 2015). The magnitude of an event is
greater when it requires more time, attention, and cognitive effort. Further, this
theory argues the magnitude of one event can interact with the strength of
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other events in the environment, collectively influencing outcome variables.
In support of this, our findings show how meetings and individual work tasks
(which are types of work events) can interact to influence anticipated out-
comes such as productivity and affect. Event time and event strength are
identified as crucial dimensions in this theory. Event time is primarily defined
by the duration of the event, indicating how much time an individual work
task is expected to take. Event strength refers to the level of attention and
cognitive effort needed for an event (Morgeson et al., 2015). The theory posits
that longer event durations and heightened complexity make events more
influential in impacting outcomes. The significant interactions between
meeting cadence variables and both expected task duration (event length) and
expected task complexity (event strength) provide support for these two
critical dimensions of event systems theory.

Further, the notion that the anticipation of daily meetings likely has an
effect on employees predicted work experiences is novel and unique. The
suggestion that the scheduling of meetings may carry important anticipatory
outcomes for employees opens the door for future scholars to consider the
implications of various patterns or trends of meetings over time. Additionally,
our research suggests anticipatory reactions, in and of themselves, are a viable
construct for future research and theory in the organizational sciences. Our
findings contribute to the research on anticipated emotions (e.g., decision
affect theory; self-fulfilling prophecy) and extend this literature to a work
context. This offers opportunity to continue studying anticipated reactions and
or emotions to work scenarios, and how employees’ anticipations relate to
their subsequent decision-making processes.

Relatedly, our findings provide evidence that meetings are perceived
similarly to workplace interruptions, expected to interfere with workflow,
even when they are planned/scheduled. Despite the recent conceptualization
of workplace interruptions that contended interruptions must be, by definition,
spontaneous, or unplanned (Puranik et al., 2020), our findings suggest that
even planned events, such as workplace meetings, are evaluated similarly to
interruptions. Our work integrates the literature on workplace meetings and
interruptions by suggesting meetings serve as a form of workplace in-
terruption, resulting in comparable reactions and outcomes for employees. We
encourage future research in meeting science to leverage and build upon
a similar interruptions framework to explore how meetings can operate as
disruption to one’s workday. We argue the interruptions literature should
expand their definition to include planned events, such as appointments and
meetings, because our research indicates they can elicit similar anticipations
and responses from employees.
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Practical Implications

Our findings suggest several practical implications for employees, leaders and
organizations on how to best schedule meetings. First, employees should be
mindful of how their meeting calendar schedule influences their end-of-day
perceptions. Our findings suggest that when within their control, employees
should attempt to limit their meeting load and cluster necessary meetings
together to reduce the amount of time lost to interruptions and task-switching.
Strategies individuals can take to protect their individual work time include
using calendar blocking - blocking out specific time slots on the calendar for
focused work or personal tasks. Employees could label these blocks as “Do
Not Schedule” or something similar to signal that they are unavailable for
meetings during those times. This way, certain timeframes are protected from
coworkers and leaders scheduling unexpected meetings. Similarly, in-
dividuals can utilize scheduling tools and software that allow others to gauge
availability without necessarily knowing the details of the schedule. This way,
they can find suitable meeting times without seeing specific appointments.
Another strategy involves setting and communicating clear boundaries. In-
dividuals should clearly communicate their preferred meeting times and
boundaries to colleagues, supervisors, and assistants to ensure peers un-
derstand their availability and preferences. Last, when in their control, in-
dividuals can schedule their meetings during natural transition times (e.g.,
lunch breaks) to reduce the amount of total task-switching in the day.

From a leader perspective, managers should strive to schedule fewer and
shorter meetings in one workday to protect time devoted to individual work
tasks and recovery. By scheduling meetings in succession as opposed to
dispersed throughout the workday, leaders reduce employees experience of
task-switching and the associated recovery costs. When project load is high or
when tasks are highly complex, leaders should greatly consider reducing the
amount of meeting load and dispersion for employees. Leaders can also cater
to the unique needs of their employees. We found those low in work in-
terruption resiliency anticipated lower affect and productivity when meeting
dispersion was high. Thus, individuals who have low resiliency to inter-
ruptions are more negatively impacted by dispersed calendar schedules
compared to those high in this resiliency trait. Leaders should consider how
different employees respond to various meeting cadences and attempt to
mitigate the negative experiences for these employees. Leaders should also be
mindful of participants’ time zones and daily rhythms when scheduling
meetings to avoid scheduling meetings during employees’ lunch breaks or
after-work hours. Ultimately, managers should lead by example; demon-
strating effective meeting practices by respecting others’ time.



42 Group & Organization Management 0(0)

Finally, organizations should consider establishing meeting norms or
company policies that protect employees’ free time. Following recom-
mendations often discussed in practice, organizations could adopt a meeting-
less Monday policy, where no meetings are scheduled on Monday’s (Nehdi,
2020). Or, organizations could reserve certain hours in the day where no
meetings can be scheduled (Saunders, 2017). These policies would allow all
employees to have designated time to work on individual tasks throughout the
day or week, allowing for work immersion to take place during these un-
interrupted hours.

Limitations and Future Directions

There are study limitations that must be kept in mind. First, we used vignette-
style designs in our studies. A common concern with EVM is creating
a realistic scenario that resonates with the selected sample. However, we
followed guidelines offered by Aguinis and Bradley (2014) in our creation of
our vignettes. We consulted with subject matter experts from our sample, and
conducted a verbal protocol analysis, to increase the realism of our scenarios
for our specific sample. Additionally, we feel it would not have been ethical
(or feasible) to manipulate employees’ actual work or meeting schedules in
a field setting, so a vignette approach was appropriate given our circum-
stances. Future research could replicate or extend the current vignette design
to provide further evidence for and confidence in the realism of our vignette
scenario. Future research could also explore specific characteristics of the
meetings (e.g., who they are with, meeting purpose) to see if factors of the
meeting itself influence anticipations about the day. Future research could also
explore characteristics of the job, such as job interdependence or nature of the
job (e.g., white collar, blue collar), to see how job characteristics influence
employees’ perceptions of their meeting schedules.

Additionally, leveraging events system theory, future research could utilize
a similar vignette-style design to manipulate other factors on the calendar
schedules beyond meetings (e.g., phone calls, appointments, other organi-
zational events) to see if other work-related events or experiences elicit similar
anticipations about the day. While our research focused on daily meeting
schedules, future research could consider weekly meeting cadences, exploring
the effects of meeting quantity, duration and spread on a weekly level. This
would allow us to see the implications of aggregated meeting load and
dispersion over consecutive days.

Our study centered all meetings around midday to control for time-of-day
effects. Future research might investigate the implications of having morning
vs. afternoon meetings. Future meeting scholars should also consider the
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implications of various meeting cadences in a virtual setting (e.g., daily Zoom
meetings) to see if anticipated reactions hold when meetings are virtual or
hybrid. The effects of task-switching and recovery costs may look different for
virtual meetings, in remote work, and for hybrid teams. Research should
investigate other variables (both within and between persons) that may in-
fluence employee perceptions of or reactions to meeting cadences. Examples
include individual levels of time-management skill, conscientiousness, and
ability to recover from work. Finally, our research considers scheduled
meetings, or meetings that are expected based on the daily calendar. Future
research should explore the implications of unscheduled or spontaneous
meetings.

We note that the two dependent variables in our studies were measured
anticipatorily, given our interest in anticipated feelings. Given our preliminary
survey findings on meeting calendar reactions, coupled with extant research
on self-fulfilling prophecies and decision-making processes suggesting an-
ticipated feelings are quite accurate (Mellers & McGraw, 2001), we have
reason to believe participants anticipatory responses are representative of how
they would actually feel in the given situations. Regardless of their accuracy,
we believe employees anticipated experiences and emotions are valuable to
research in and of themselves, as they likely influence how the employee goes
about the day. Still, future research would benefit from capturing actual
meeting experiences in real time. For example, a study may distribute end-of-
day surveys to a sample of employees, having them report their daily meeting
calendar and answer subsequent questions about the workday. Future research
could utilize experience sampling methodology (ESM) to capture affective
states and/or reactions after each meeting over a series of days.

Conclusion

Organizations rely on work meetings for collaboration, teambuilding, and
communication. Unfortunately, meetings may be experienced as interruptions
that have a negative impact on employees’ anticipations of a good and
productive workday. The present study investigated various meeting
schedules, seeking to find a schedule that reduces the perceived disruptiveness
of meetings and promotes positive employee work experiences in terms of
daily anticipations. Overall, our findings suggest when there are fewer and
shorter meetings scheduled for the day, and the meetings are grouped together
(back-to-back), employees anticipate higher levels of daily productivity and
positive affect. Characteristics of the daily tasks may influence this re-
lationship, as does an individual’s resiliency to work interruptions. These
insights contribute to (a) meetings research and practice, (b) research on task
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interruptions and workflow, and (c) offer promise for exploring anticipated
feelings in the organizational sciences. Future research should continue to
explore the effects of various meeting cadences on employee anticipations,
experiences and outcomes to make meetings a more enjoyable aspect of
employee work life.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or
publication of this article.

ORCID iD
Liana M. Kreamer @ https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3688-8104

Data Availability Statement

In the paper, we describe our sampling plan, data exclusions, all manipulations, and all
measures in the study. Research materials and analytic code are available on the Open Science
Framework: https:/osf.io/9adxu/?view only=2492b309306143d7b6e59506d97cafl. Data are
not available due to their proprietary nature but are available from the corresponding author on
reasonable request. All data were analyzed in R, using the Imer function from the nlme
package. This study’s design and its analysis were not preregistered.

Notes

1. Seventy-six participants responded to a 3-item survey, posted to LinkedIn and
Facebook via an online link. The three items on the survey were as follows: (Q1)
Do you usually view your work calendar in the morning, prior to beginning the
day, to see what you have on tap? (Q2) When you view your work calendar prior
to beginning the day, do you find it sparks an emotion or feeling about how your
day will be (e.g., it should be a good day, or a productive day, or a boring day, or
a frustrating day, etc.)? (Q3) From your experience, how accurate are these initial
feelings about how the day will go compared to the actual feelings you ex-
perience at the end of the day?

2. https://osf.io/9adxu/?view only=2492b309306143d7b6e59506d197cafl.

3. The full survey is available on the open science framework (OSF): (https://osf.io/
9adxu/?view_only=2492b309306143d7b6e¢59506df97cafl).

4. The amount of actual time spent in meetings each day was held constant, at
2 hours. However, this time was broken up into two conditions: 4, 30-minute and
2, 60-minute.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3688-8104
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3688-8104
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https://osf.io/9adxu/?view_only=2492b309306143d7b6e59506df97caf1
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10.

Despite differing spreads, all meetings were centered around midday to control
for time-of-day effects. By centering the meeting spread around midday, we are
able to control for alternative explanations such as individual preferences for
certain meeting times (e.g., favoring morning meetings).

Estimating the hypothesized relationships by considering the influence of other
variables is an established way of ruling out alternative explanations (Bernerth &
Aguinis, 2016; Spector & Brannick, 2011). Keeping in mind that an excessive
number of control variables may also reduce statistical power and, in fact,
generate a suppression effect, we chose control variables based on their theo-
retical relevance and significant correlations with the core variables in the model
(Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016; Spector & Brannick, 2011).

To test the assumption that participants consider meetings to be interruptive to
their day, we included an item after each calendar schedule that read: “Given the
above calendar schedule and expected deliverable, today at work I believe I
would... (1) feel like I was interrupted often throughout the day.” We ran a t-test
between the two extreme schedules: Condition 4 = High quantity, high spread,
high task duration; Condition 5 = Low quantity, low spread, low task duration.
The condition with high meeting quantity, high spread and high task duration
had the highest mean interruption score of 3.88 out of 5. The condition with low
meeting quantity, low spread and low task duration had the lowest mean in-
terruption score of 2.27 out of 5. There was a significant difference in these
means suggesting that on average, participants find days with high meeting
quantity and spread accompanied by time consuming tasks to be most in-
terruptive and days with low meeting quantity, low spread, and low task duration
to be the least interruptive to their day.

https:/osf.io/9adxu/?view only=2492b309306143d7b6e¢59506df97cafl

The full survey 2 is available on the open science framework (OSF): (https://osf.
io/9adxu/?view_only=2492b309306143d7b6e59506d97cafl).

Like in Study 1, all meetings were centered around midday to control for time-
of-day effects.
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