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Abstract This research-in-progress examines the phenomenon of multicommuni-
cating during team meetings (Meeting MC). Drawing upon social interdependence
theory, multilevel theorizing, and research on multitasking, we examine the posi-
tive and negative effects of Meeting MC on individual team members’ reactions, as
well as on team processes and team outcomes. We propose a two-phase experimen-
tal approach to investigate the individual-level affective, cognitive, and behavioral
responses in other team members, as well as the how these individual-level effects
of Meeting MC spill over and affect team-level functioning and performance. This
research advances our understanding of Meeting MC and how it affects individuals
and groups. It also provides guidelines to managers and decision makers to leverage
the beneficial aspects of Meeting MC while limiting and mitigating its detrimental
effects.

Keywords Multicommunicating · Team meetings ·Meeting MC · Team
processes · Team performance · NeuroIS · Physiological measures

1 Introduction

Workplace teams are increasingly popular and have become one of the main struc-
tures used to perform organizational work [1, 2]. Team research has shown that
effective team performance is largely determined by the processes team members
use to interact with one another in order to achieve their goals [3, 4]. Our research-
in-progress focuses on team processes performed within the context of meetings,
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defined as “communicative event[s] involving three or more people who agree to
assemble for a purpose ostensibly related to the functioning of an organization or
group” [5]. Meetings are a ubiquitous team tool that can benefit team members [6,
7], but they can also be detrimental to individual wellbeing and team effectiveness
[8, 9].

Meeting Multicommunicating (Meeting MC) is one key behavior that can influ-
ence meeting effectiveness. It is defined as “being simultaneously engaged both
in an organizational meeting and in one or more technology-mediated secondary
conversation(s)” [10]. Meeting MC can involve various forms of secondary conver-
sations such as texting, checking email, or mobile phone use during face-to-face
or technology-mediated meetings [6, 11–16]. While evidence from neuro- and cog-
nitive psychology research shows the task performance detriments associated with
multitasking [17–19], the consequences ofMeetingMCare expected to bemore com-
plex because individuals engage not only in secondary tasks, but must also balance
“different media, conversations, and communication partners” [20].

Our research examines secondary conversations that occur with others who are
outside of the meeting. This type of Meeting MC is quite common and is often used
for conversation leveraging (gathering information in the secondary conversations
to serve the meeting) [21]. Extant research has shed light on the effects of MC on
individual outcomes [20, 22]. Our study complements this research by focusing on
how the actions of a person engaged in multiple conversations during a meeting
(herein termed the MCer) affect other teammembers and team processes and perfor-
mance. We address the following research questions: (i) how doMeeting MC trigger
individual-level affective, cognitive, and behavioral responses in the other teammem-
bers in the meeting who are not engaging in Meeting MC?, and (ii) how do these
individual-level effects spill over and affect team-level functioning and performance?
Given the complexity of Meeting MC outlined above, we leverage multiple theoreti-
cal frameworks to address this phenomenon, namely social interdependence theory,
multilevel theorizing, and research on multitasking.

2 Theoretical Development

The basic premise of social interdependence theory is that the goal structure of a team
determines how team members will interact, which in turn influences the outcomes
of the situation [23–25]. Teams with congruent goals tend to exhibit “effective”
actions that promote perceptions of joint goal achievement. Alternatively, teams with
incongruent goals tend to display “bungling” actions and self-interested behaviors
that decrease perceptions of joint goal accomplishment [24, 25].

A team’s goal structure and its effective and bungling actions influence team func-
tioning through three processes, namely cathexis, inducibility, and substitutability.
Cathexis refers to the willingness to invest psychological energy in others. Inducibil-
ity refers to one’s willingness to be influenced by others [24]. Substitutability is the
degree to which one’s actions can be performed by other members [24].
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In our research, social interdependence theory is applied to the Meeting MC con-
text, in which an MCer is simultaneously working toward multiple goals (e.g., being
involved in a team meeting while also engaging in a secondary conversation). Con-
gruent Meeting MC refers to situations where the MCer is engaging in a secondary
conversation that is pertinent to the meeting goals [10, 26]. Incongruent Meeting
MC refers to situations where the secondary conversation is unrelated to the meeting
goals (e.g., pertaining to another work project, a personal issue, etc.). A third option
also exists, with the goal congruence of the Meeting MC being unknown to the other
teammembers. Unknown goal congruence—while not covered by social interdepen-
dence theory—is practically important to examine, as other team members do not
always know the content of the MCer’s secondary conversations [22].

2.1 Individual-Level Effects of Using Meeting MC

We propose that Meeting MC can induce affective, cognitive, and behavioral
responses in the other team members and that many of these responses will dif-
fer based on the goal congruence of the Meeting MC. Additionally, we propose that
Meeting MC can have negative effects on the other team members through distrac-
tion, and this effect will exist regardless of goal congruence.

Specifically, we predict that congruent Meeting MCwill lead to positive affective
responses in the other team members, as the MCer is bringing new relevant infor-
mation to the meeting. Congruent Meeting MC also induces cognitive responses in
the other team members, such as increasing the other team members’ perceptions
of the MCer’s capabilities and motivation. Thus, we expect that they will invest
more psychological energy in their relationships with the MCer (cathexis), partic-
ularly in terms of willingness to work with the MCer on subsequent tasks and to
help the MCer as needed (e.g., directing prosocial behaviors at the MCer). Further,
through inducibility, other team members are expected to develop higher levels of
trust towards the MCer. Finally, through substitutability, goal congruent Meeting
MC will be perceived by other team members as evidence that the MCer is working
toward the common good. Consequently, other team members will be more likely to
feel ownership of the MCer’s teamwork tasks, and thus more willing to adapt and
shift roles with the MCer as needed.

Whereas incongruent Meeting MC may be considered an effective action by the
MCer, it would be perceived as a bungling action by the other team members. This
is because the MCer is focusing on their own productivity rather than contributing
to the joint goals of the team. Thus, incongruent Meeting MC will lead to other team
members experiencing negative affective responses (e.g., feelings of frustration or
anger). Cognitively, the other team members may perceive the MCer as rude [21]
and unprofessional. Hence, related to cathexis, we would predict lower willingness
to work together and to help the MCer, as well as less prosocial behaviors and more
counterproductive behaviors targeted at theMCer (e.g., incivility or aggressiveness).
Through inducibility, other teammembers are expected to develop lower level of trust
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towards the MCer. They are less likely to be influenced by the MCer, which reduces
theMCer’s influence on team discussions andmeeting outcomes. Finally, goal incon-
gruent Meeting MC would reduce substitutability, with other team members being
less willing to adapt their work roles to emerging needs of the MCer.

With unknown goal congruence, social interdependence theory does not help us to
understand the effects of Meeting MC on other team members’ responses. However,
the fundamental attribution error [27] would suggest that when the content of the
MCer’s secondary conversations are unknown, other team members might make
internal attributions and therefore judge the MCer more harshly than when the goals
are known to be congruent. Preliminary results of one of the authors’ pretest video
vignette studies support this proposition. Thus, Meeting MC with unknown goal
congruence may engender generally negative responses in the other team members
(decreased interest, increased perceptions of rudeness, decreased trust, and decreased
prosocial behaviors to help the ‘important’ MCer), similar to those associated with
goal-incongruent Meeting MC.

Drawing upon the multitasking literature, we argue that Meeting MC will also
have a negative distraction effect that will materialize irrespective of goal congru-
ence. Meeting MC, much like any form of multitasking, reduces task processing
efficiency and effectiveness [2, 11, 28, 29]. Whereas these negative outcomes occur
due to attention switching and directly affect the MCer, we argue that the other team
members will also be influenced negatively via a distraction effect. Regardless of
goal congruence, meeting participants can become distracted by the activities of the
MCer (e.g., wondering what the MCer is doing and whether it is meeting-related).
This effect is consistent with evidence from the literature on multitasking in the
classroom, which shows that laptop usage by a student distracts others around them
[30]. We predict that these distractions negatively influence the quantity and quality
of information contributed to the meeting by the other team members.

2.2 Team-Level Effects of Using Meeting MC

Our research will examine how the individual-level effects of Meeting MC spill
over to influence team-level outcomes. We posit that Meeting MC will influence
team outcomes via two types of emergence processes: dynamic interactions between
teammembers during themeeting [31, 32] that affect intra-team trust (an inducibility-
related construct) and team adaptation (a substitutability-related construct) and emo-
tional contagion processes [33] that affect team cohesion (a cathexis-related con-
struct).

Meeting MC may trigger dynamic interactions that shape a team-level response
to the behavior [cf. 31, 32]. For example, a team member who notices incongruent
Meeting MC may aggressively challenge the MCer by questioning why they are
engaging in secondary conversations or asking them to stop the behavior. Such con-
flicts can affect both the degree and emergence of intra-team trust [34]. Intra-team
trust represents the shared generalized perceptions of trust among team members
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[35]. The nature of emergence of this construct follows a direct consensus composi-
tional model [36]. Also, the referent in our case is a specific team member, namely
the MCer, rather than the team as a whole [34].

Furthermore, Meeting MC may influence team adaptation, a substitutability-
related construct defined as adjustments to relevant role configurations in the team
in response to unforeseen changes [28]. We posit that team adaptation will increase
by both congruent and incongruent Meeting MC. For congruent Meeting MC, the
increased individual willingness to adapt will emerge to the group level through a
compositional process [37]. Team members will develop a shared responsibility to
help with the MCer’s teamwork tasks and create adaptive mechanisms to recali-
brate who performs what task. For incongruent MeetingMC, we expect a cross-level
effect on team adaptation. Team members are likely to react to the MCer’s actions
by redesigning their roles and withholding responsibility from the MCer as a puni-
tive act [38]. Hence, the team will reconfigure their roles and structures to take over
responsibility from the MCer.

Meeting MC may also influence team outcomes via less overt social processes.
More specifically, emotional contagion research indicates that individuals can trans-
mit their affective experiences [e.g., 33] and stress perceptions to others, along with
their accompanying subjective feelings [39]. Thus, we predict that individual affec-
tive reactions of specific team members to Meeting MC will spill over to influence
the affective experiences of other team members [40]. For example, one team mem-
ber might notice and become annoyed by theMCer’s incongruent MeetingMC. This
feeling of annoyance (although not necessarily its cause)may be expressed and trans-
ferred implicitly (e.g., through facial or vocal gestures that get mimicked). Positive
feelings (e.g., excitement) elicited by goal congruent Meeting MC can similarly be
transmitted via contagion. These emotional contagion processes are likely to influ-
ence team cohesion, which is defined as “the extent to which group members are
socially integrated, possess shared feelings of unity, and are attracted to the group
and each other” [6]. We propose that Meeting MC will influence all three facets of
team cohesion, namely task cohesiveness, interpersonal cohesiveness, and teampride
[7]. We expect that the emergence of these affective and cognitive responses has an
isomorphic nature, meaning that individuals contribute a similar type and amount of
elemental content to the group [41].

The final team-level outcome we examine is meeting effectiveness. Existing mul-
titasking literature would suggest that engaging in multiple tasks during a meeting
would negatively influence meeting effectiveness by increasing the quantity of infor-
mation processed, causing dual task interference, and reducing the quality of the
team’s decision [e.g., 29]. Multicommunicating research further suggests that goal
congruence plays a role. Through the relevant new information that the MCer brings
to the meeting, goal congruent Meeting MC should increase meeting effectiveness
[10].We argue that the effects aremore complex due to both the dynamic interactions
and team outcomes (team cohesion, intra-team trust, and adaptation) outlined above.
For example, whereasMeetingMCmay negatively impact meeting effectiveness due
to the distraction effect, goal-congruent Meeting MC may increase team cohesion
and ultimately reshape the dynamic interactions and team performance.
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In sum, our research suggests that dynamic interactions and emotional contagion
are important processes that will translate the individual-level effects ofMeetingMC
into team level outcomes such as teamcohesion, intra-team trust, and teamadaptation.
Further, these will have implications for overall team meeting effectiveness.

3 Proposed Methodology

A two-phase experimental approach will be used to investigate the effects ofMeeting
MC on team functioning and performance. Phase I will focus on the individual-level
affective, cognitive, and behavioral responses in other team members. Phase II will
explore how these individual-level effects of Meeting MC spill over and affect team-
level functioning and performance.

In Phase I, three-person experiments using a hidden profile paradigm [42] will
be employed in which each team member receives unique information, all of which
will be needed to produce an optimal team decision during the meeting. In the first
experimental condition, all team members in the control condition will be asked to
focus on the meeting exclusively (condition 1: control group). In other groups, one
participant in each team will be given a series of secondary tasks to complete dur-
ing the meeting. These secondary conversations will occur via text message with a
research assistant who is outside of the meeting. Some of these secondary conver-
sations will be goal incongruent (condition 2: unrelated content), while others will
be goal congruent (condition 3: information that is needed to make the optimal team
decision). In conditions 2 and 3, other teammembers will be explicitlymade aware of
the goal congruence of the secondary conversations. To increase ecological validity,
participants will bring their own text-enabled smartphone to the experiment. Meet-
ing effectiveness will be measured by comparing the team’s decision to the optimal
decision. Post-meeting questionnaires using existing scales will be used to examine
individual-level outcomes such as each individual’s willingness to work with the
MCer in the future.

Phase II will use the same three-person hidden profile experiments to examine
how the individual-effects of Meeting MC influence the team’s dynamic interactions
and team-level outcomes. Phase II will have the same three conditions as Phase I;
however, the experimental sessions will be longer, allowing time for the dynamic
interactions to unfold during the team meeting. In addition, other team members
will not be explicitly made aware of the goal congruence of the secondary conversa-
tions. Using one camera per participant, the meetings will be recorded and manually
coded after the experiment to capture the dynamic interactions that occur during
the meeting. Coding of the verbal statements during the meeting will occur using
the INTERACT software and Advanced Interaction Analysis [act4team®, e.g., 43],
which includes four main categories of interaction (problem-focused, procedural,
socioemotional, and action-oriented statements). These interaction categories are
then further subdivided in multiple sub-categories. Phase II will enable us to identify
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the dynamic processes that followMeeting MC and their subsequent impact on team
functioning and performance.

Table 1 summarizes the individual- and team-level outcomes of the study. As
illustrated in the Table, we plan to use neuro-physiological measures to comple-
ment the traditional psychometric measurement for several of the key variables [44].
The reasons for this are to provide converging evidence, alleviate subjective biases,
and provide complementary insights into the findings. To capture nuanced affective
responses and stress of other teammembers in reaction to MeetingMC, each partici-
pant will have one mobile wrist unit to measure electrodermal activity. Physiological
tools will be used (e.g., face reader to capture emotion, skin conductance to capture
stress, and wearable eye trackers to capture participant gaze) during the meeting. In
terms of prosocial attitudes and behaviors (a measure of cathexis), Volk and Becker
[27] suggested that how people react to and behave toward others (especially proso-
cial behavior) is determined by their perceptions of the fairness of others’ behav-
iors. These fairness perceptions produce prepotent response tendencies (automatized
response patterns that support pro-social attitudes) that can bemeasured through skin
conductance [30] or by tracking activity in the brain’s limbic system [e.g., 45, 46].
Similarly, for the inducibility mechanism, neuro-physiological measures of trust will
be developed. IS studies used fMRI to map the different individual trust dimensions
to different areas of activation in the brain [47, 48]. Others have called for applying
EEG to study trust mechanisms [49].

At the team-level of analysis, we seek to assess the neural correlates of team cohe-
sion. Research in social neuroscience—while still in the early stages—has suggested
that team processes such as team cohesion can be measured by mapping brain activ-
ity configurations: “it may be possible to compare configurations of brain activity
patterns across teams to seewhich configurationmight be associatedwithmore cohe-
sion, including the excessive cohesion that accompanies groupthink, as well as con-
flict in teams.” [50, p. 287]. Others have echoed the need to use neuro-physiological

Table 1 Measurement of the key outcomes

Level of analysis Outcomes Measures

Psychometric Neuro-physiological

Individual level Stress and affective reactions of
other team members

X X

Willingness to work with MCer
(cathexis)

X X

Trust (inducibility) X X

Willingness to adapt
(substitutability)

X

Team level Team cohesion (cathexis) X X

Intra-team trust (inducibility) X X

Team adaptation (substitutability) X

Meeting effectiveness X X
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measures of team cohesion—including skin responses and EEG [51]—and aggre-
gating the individual belief measures to form a statistical score that represents a
shared belief [52]. For intra-team trust, there is preliminary evidence indicating that
measuring the synchrony of the heart rate profiles of team members could be used
to assess the building of team trust [53].

Finally, our research operationalizesmeeting effectiveness as the quantity of infor-
mation processing (number of pieces of new information assimilated by the team)
and the team’s decision quality [29]. Neuro-physiological tools will shed more light
on these objective outcomes. Specifically, it will be used to determine whether short-
comings in the quantity of information used is due to lack of attention by the team
or deliberate discounting of the information provided by the MCer.

4 Contributions and Conclusion

The present research-in-progress is expected to provide important theoretical and
practical contributions. It advances our understanding of the positive and negative
effects ofMeetingMCon individual teammembers’ outcomes and on teamprocesses
and performance. Our research will also provide practical contributions that enable
managers and decision makers to leverage the beneficial aspects of Meeting MC
while limiting and mitigating its detrimental effects.

Our hope is to benefit from the Neuro IS workshop by engaging with the Neuro
IS community and getting feedback on how to execute our research in a way that
provides accurate physiological measures of team members’ reactions to Meeting
MC.

References

1. Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Ilgen, D. R. (2006). Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and
teams. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 7, 77–124.

2. Mathieu, J. E., Hollenbeck, J. R., vanKnippenberg, D.,& Ilgen,D. R. (2017). A century ofwork
teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102, 452–467. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000128.

3. Cronin, M. A. (2015). Advancing the science of dynamics in groups and teams. Organizational
Psychology Review, 5, 267–269. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386615606826.

4. Ilgen, D. R., Hollenbeck, J. R., Johnson, M., & Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in organizations: From
input-process-output models to IMOI models. Annual Review of Psychology, 56, 517–543.

5. Schwartzman, H. B. (1989). The meeting. New York, NY: Plenum Press.
6. Dennis, A. R., Rennecker, J. A., & Hansen, S. (2010). Invisible whispering: Restructuring

collaborative decision making with instant messaging. Decision Sciences, 41, 845–886. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2010.00290.x.

7. Sonnentag, S., & Volmer, J. (2009). Individual-level predictors of task-related teamwork pro-
cesses: The role of expertise and self-efficacy in team meetings. Group & Organization Man-
agement, 34, 37–66. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108329377.

8. Nixon, C. T., & Littlepage, G. E. (1992). Impact of meeting procedures on meeting effective-
ness. Journal of Business and Psychology, 6, 361–369. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01126771.

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000128
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386615606826
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2010.00290.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108329377
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01126771


Multicommunicating During Team Meetings and Its Effects … 27

9. Rogelberg, S. G., Leach, D. J., Warr, P. B., & Burnfield, J. L. (2006). “Not another meeting!”
Are meeting time demands related to employee well-being? Journal of Applied Psychology,
91, 83–96. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.83.

10. Cameron, A.-F., Barki, H., Ortiz de Guinea, A., Coulon, T., & Moshki, H. (2018). Multicom-
municating in meetings: Effects of locus, topic relatedness, and meeting medium. Management
Communication Quarterly, 32, 303–336. https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318918759437.

11. Camacho, S., Hassanein, K., & Head, M. (2015). Understanding the effect of techno-
interruptions in the workplace. In A. Rocha, A. M. Correia, S. Costanzo, & L. P. Reis (Eds.),
New contributions in information systems and technologies (pp. 1065–1071). Springer Inter-
national Publishing.

12. Chudoba, K. M., Watson-Manheim, M. B., Crowston, K., & Lee, C. S. (2011). Participation
in ICT-enabled meetings. Journal of Organizational and End User Computing (JOEUC), 23,
15–36. https://doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2011040102.

13. Kleinman, L. (2007). Physically present, mentally absent: Technology use in face-to-facemeet-
ings. InCHI’07 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 2501–2506).
New York, NY, USA: ACM.

14. Stephens, K. K. (2012). Multiple conversations during organizational meetings: Develop-
ment of the multicommunicating scale. Management Communication Quarterly, 26, 195–223.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318911431802.

15. Stephens, K. K., & Davis, J. (2009). The social influences on electronic multitasking in orga-
nizational meetings. Management Communication Quarterly, 23, 63–83. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0893318909335417.

16. Washington, M. C., Okoro, E. A., & Cardon, P. W. (2014). Perceptions of civility for mobile
phone use in formal and informal meetings. Business and Professional Communication Quar-
terly, 77, 52–64. https://doi.org/10.1177/1080569913501862.

17. Monsell, S. (2015). Task-set control and task switching. In J. Fawcett, A. Kingstone, & E.
Risko (Eds.), The handbook of attention (pp. 139–172). MIT Press.

18. Ophir, E., Nass, C., & Wagner, A. D. (2009). Cognitive control in media multitaskers. PNAS
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 106, 15583–15587. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.0903620106.

19. Watanabe, K., & Funahashi, S. (2014). Neural mechanisms of dual-task interference and cog-
nitive capacity limitation in the prefrontal cortex. Nature Neuroscience, 17, 601–611. https://
doi.org/10.1038/nn.3667.

20. Cameron, A.-F., & Webster, J. (2013). Multicommunicating: Juggling multiple conversations
in the workplace. Information Systems Research, 24, 352–371.

21. Cameron,A.-F.,&Webster, J. (2011). Relational outcomes ofmulticommunicating: Integrating
incivility and social exchange perspectives.Organization Science, 22, 754–771. https://doi.org/
10.1287/orsc.1100.0540.

22. Reinsch, N. L. J. R., Turner, J. W., & Tinsley, C. H. (2008). Multicommunicating: A practice
whose time has come? Academy of Management Review, 33, 391–403.

23. Deutsch, M. (1949). A theory of cooperation and competition. Human Relations, 2, 129–152.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674900200204.

24. Deutsch, M. (2012). A theory of cooperation—competition and beyond. Handbook of theories
of social psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 275–294). London: SAGE Publications Ltd.

25. Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2005). New developments in social interdependence theory.
Genetic, Social, and General Psychology Monographs, 131, 285–358.

26. Addas, S., & Pinsonneault, A. (2018). Email interruptions and individual performance: Is there
a silver lining? MIS Quarterly, 42, 381–405.

27. Volk, S., &Becker,W. J. (2014). How insights from neuroeconomics can inform organizational
research: The case of prosocial organizational behavior. Schmalenbach Business Review, 66,
65–86. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03396919.

28. LePine, J. (2005). Adaptation of teams in response to unforeseen change: Effects of goal
difficulty and team composition in terms of cognitive ability and goal orientation. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 90, 1153–1167. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1153.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318918759437
https://doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2011040102
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318911431802
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318909335417
https://doi.org/10.1177/1080569913501862
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0903620106
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3667
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0540
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674900200204
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03396919
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1153


28 A.-F. Cameron et al.

29. Heninger, W. G., Dennis, A. R., & Hilmer, K. M. (2006). Individual cognition and dual-task
interference in group support systems. Information Systems Research, 17, 415–424.

30. van’t Wout, M., Kahn, R. S., Sanfey, A. G., & Aleman, A. (2006). Affective state and decision-
making in the Ultimatum Game. Experimental Brain Research, 169, 564–568. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00221-006-0346-5.

31. Chen, G., & Kanfer, R. (2006). Toward a systems theory of motivated behavior in work
teams. Research in Organizational Behavior, 27, 223–267. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-
3085(06)27006-0.

32. Morgeson, F. P., & Hofmann, D. A. (1999). The structure and function of collective constructs:
Implications for multilevel research and theory development.Academy of Management Review,
24, 249–265.

33. Barsade, S. G. (2002). The ripple effect: Emotional contagion and its influence on group
behavior. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47, 644–675. https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912.

34. Fulmer, C. A., &Gelfand,M. J. (2012). At what level (and in whom)we trust: Trust across mul-
tiple organizational levels. Journal of Management, 38, 1167–1230. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206312439327.

35. De Jong, B. A., & Elfring, T. (2010). How does trust affect the performance of ongoing teams?
The mediating role of reflexivity, monitoring, and effort. Academy of Management Journal,
53, 535–549. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468649.

36. Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different
levels of analysis: A typology of composition models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83,
234–246.

37. Han, T. Y., & Williams, K. J. (2008). Multilevel investigation of adaptive performance:
Individual- and team-level relationships. Group & Organization Management, 33, 657–684.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108326799.

38. Langfred, C. W. (2007). The downside of self-management: A longitudinal study of the effects
tf conflict on trust, autonomy, and task interdependence in self-managing teams. Academy of
Management Journal, 50, 885–900. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279196.

39. Westman, M. (2001). Stress and strain crossover. Human Relations, 54, 717–751. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0018726701546002.

40. Ilies, R., Wagner, D. T., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Explaining affective linkages in teams:
Individual differences in susceptibility to contagion and individualism-collectivism. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 92, 1140–1148. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.1140.

41. Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research
in organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J.
Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations (pp. 3–90). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Inc.

42. Lu, L., Yuan, Y. C., & McLeod, P. L. (2012). Twenty-five years of hidden profiles in group
decision making: A meta-analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16, 54–75.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311417243.

43. Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., & Kauffeld, S. (2010). The downside of communication: Com-
plaining cycles in group discussions. In S. Schuman (Ed.), The handbook for working with
difficult groups: How they are difficult, why they are difficult and what you can do about it
(pp. 33–54). San Francisco, CA: Wiley.

44. Tams, S., Hill, K., de Guinea, A. O., Thatcher, J., & Grover, V. (2014). NeuroIS—Alternative
or complement to existing methods? Illustrating the holistic effects of neuroscience and self-
reported data in the context of technostress research. Journal of the Association for Information
Systems, 15, 723–753.

45. Sanfey, A. G., Rilling, J. K., Aronson, J. A., Nystrom, L. E., & Cohen, J. D. (2003). The neural
basis of economic decision-making in the Ultimatum Game. Science, 300, 1755–1758. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1082976.

46. Tabibnia, G., Satpute, A. B., &Lieberman,M.D. (2008). The sunny side of fairness: Preference
for fairness activates reward circuitry (and disregarding unfairness activates self-control cir-
cuitry). Psychological Science, 19, 339–347. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02091.
x.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-006-0346-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(06)27006-0
https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312439327
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468649
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108326799
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279196
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726701546002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.1140
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311417243
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1082976
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02091.x


Multicommunicating During Team Meetings and Its Effects … 29

47. Dimoka, A. (2010). What does the brain tell us about trust and distrust? Evidence from a func-
tional neuroimaging study. MIS Quarterly, 34, 373–396. https://doi.org/10.2307/20721433.

48. Riedl, R., Hubert,M., &Kenning, P. (2010). Are there neural gender differences in online trust?
An fMRI study on the perceived trustworthiness of Ebay offers. MIS Quarterly, 34, 397–428.

49. Müller-Putz, G. R., Riedl, R., & Wriessnegger, S. C. (2015). Electroencephalography (EEG)
as a research tool in the information systems discipline: Foundations, measurement, and appli-
cations. Communications of the Association for Information Systems, 37, 911–948. https://doi.
org/10.17705/1CAIS.03746.

50. Waldman, D. A., Stikic,M.,Wang, D., Korszen, S., &Berka, C. (2015). Neuroscience and team
processes. In Organizational neuroscience (pp. 277–294). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

51. Volk, S., Ward, M. K., & Becker, W. J. (2015). An overview of organizational neuroscience.
In Organizational neuroscience (pp. 17–50). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

52. Shearer, D. A., Holmes, P., & Mellalieu, S. D. (2009). Collective efficacy in sport: The future
from a social neuroscience perspective. International Review of Sport and Exercise Psychology,
2, 38–53. https://doi.org/10.1080/17509840802695816.

53. Mitkidis, P., McGraw, J. J., Roepstorff, A., & Wallot, S. (2015). Building trust: Heart rate
synchrony and arousal during joint action increased by public goods game. Physiology &
Behavior, 149, 101–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2015.05.033.

https://doi.org/10.2307/20721433
https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.03746
https://doi.org/10.1080/17509840802695816
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2015.05.033

	Multicommunicating During Team Meetings and Its Effects on Team Functioning
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical Development
	2.1 Individual-Level Effects of Using Meeting MC
	2.2 Team-Level Effects of Using Meeting MC

	3 Proposed Methodology
	4 Contributions and Conclusion
	References


