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Abstract

Meaningfulness is a fundamental psychological need and
can result in numerous positive outcomes for employees
and organizations. However, little is known about how
inclusive leadership can promote employees' sense of
meaningful work. Drawing upon self-determination theory,
we posit that inclusive leadership enhances meaningful work

through creating psychological safety and fostering leaming
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from errors. Inclusive leadership improves work meaningfulness
as it contributes to better job attributes. Study hypotheses
were tested using a multiple-study research design, including a

two-wave field study of 317 full-time employees (Study 1) and

Funding information

Edith Cowan University, Austraia a randomized experimental vignette methodology with 440 par-
ticipants (Study 2). Findings from both studies support the
hypothesized mediation model and suggest that inclusive
leaders enhance employees' meaningful work mediated

through psychological safety and learning from errors.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Humans are at the heart of the future of work. For employees and subsequently companies to thrive, organizations
need to create a meaningful work. Meaningfulness is an essential human need (Yeoman, 2014) and the search for

meaning is a “universal human motive” (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009, p. 493). According to a 2019 survey of more
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than 3500 employees, meaningful work outranks compensation, perks, and other factors in career importance across
all age groups (Workhuman, 2019).

Despite being a contested concept (Gallie, 1955), meaningfulness is often regarded as a “positive, subjective,
individual experience” in the context of work (Bailey, Yeoman, et al., 2019). Work meaningfulness is defined as the
degree to which employees assess and perceive the value or relevance of their work (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003; Rosso
et al., 2010). In addition to being a moral responsibility of organizations (Wang & Xu, 2019), meaningful work
enhances employees' motivation in carrying out their job, and makes them emotionally engaged in their work (Britt
et al,, 2001; Konczak et al., 2000).

Work meaningfulness is a positive stimulating factor that can contribute to both employees' well-being and
organization functioning (Wrzesniewski, 2003). Work meaningfulness has been found as the most important aspect
of job for employees since a substantial portion of people's adult life is spent at work, and if the work they do is
meaningful, it can benefit them, their employer and society (Bailey & Madden, 2016; May et al., 2004; Wang &
Xu, 2019). Specifically, work meaningfulness has been found to be positively related to a wide range of employee
and organizational outcomes such as work and life satisfaction, engagement, psychological well-being, work motiva-
tion, career development, creativity, positive work behavior, in-role and extra-role performance, and organizational
commitment (Cohen-Meitar et al., 2009; Rosso et al., 2010). Moreover, work meaningfulness can bring about several
positive outcomes including job satisfaction, better performance, and greater motivation (Mulki & Lassk, 2019).

While previous studies affirm that several organization-based interventions such as job design, feedback, and
autonomy are salient for work meaningfulness, there are still important gaps in how a sense of meaningfulness arises
(Bailey, Lips-Wiersma, et al., 2019). There is scarce evidence in the literature on how organizations can contribute to
creating a sense of work meaningfulness for their employees (Antal et al., 2018), as scholars tend to consider work
meaningfulness as an individual responsibility, rather than a managerial task (Michaelson et al., 2014). This is crucial
as meaningfulness is dependent on the “other” for its realization and leaders play a fundamental role in contributing
to employees' experience of meaningful work (Wang & Xu, 2019). Frémeaux and Pavageau (2022) refer to leadership
as a key factor that can contribute to employees' experience of meaningful work.

While a few leadership styles such as ethical leadership (Demirtas & Akdogan, 2015; Mostafa & Abed
El-Motalib, 2020), transformational leadership (Arnold et al., 2007; Han & Oh, 2020), authentic leadership (Cassar &
Buttigieg, 2013), and empowering leadership (Lee et al., 2017) have been examined in relation with meaningful work,
there is a dearth of studies examining the influence of inclusive leadership on creating meaningful work for
employees. Why inclusive leadership? The answer is because inclusive leadership refers to a leadership style that
invites and appreciates contributions from followers by demonstrating openness, flexibility, and availability (Carmeli
et al., 2010), which can create a psychologically safe environment (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Such a psycho-
logically safe environment helps employees share their unique perspectives, discuss differences, and practice prob-
lem solving (Ashikali et al., 2021). Also, inclusive leaders promote employees' uniqueness and sense of belongingness
to the organization, the two crucial factors in creating a psychologically safe environment where employees can be
themselves (Randel et al., 2018). Moreover, inclusive leaders welcome contributions from diverse team members and
ensure that employees have access to organizational resources (Carmeli et al., 2010). Through demonstrating avail-
ability, flexibility, and openness, inclusive leaders provide help and support to employees to solve problems, and
make them believe that mistakes are not criticized, rather are opportunities to learn from (Ye et al., 2019).

This research contributes to the literature and practice in several ways. First, our study contributes to and
extends the previous research on how to create a meaningful work for employees by investigating the crucial role of
inclusive leadership. It provides a response to previous calls for further studies to identify what leadership style could
promote a meaningful work for employees (Demirtas et al., 2017; Mostafa & Abed El-Motalib, 2020; Rosso
et al.,, 2010; Steger & Dik, 2010; Wang & Xu, 2019). We build our argument upon self-determination theory (Deci &
Ryan, 1985) to explain inclusive leaders create positive job attributes by satisfying their employees' basic psychologi-
cal needs for competence, and autonomy which can enhance employees' autonomous (intrinsic) motivation leading

to meaningful work. We then make a case for why and how inclusive leaders can help employees experience
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meaningful work. Therefore, results of our study offer practical implications to managers, leaders, and human
resource development (HRD) practitioners on how to redesign work and create the necessary conditions to enhance
employees' work meaningfulness and avoid the tedium of “a Monday through Friday sort of dying” (Terkel, 1975,
p. 1). Having a meaningful work also facilitates employees' work motivation and enhances their positive work behav-
iors which are crucial elements for organizations to succeed (Spreitzer & Sutcliffe, 2007).

A second major contribution of our research is examining the mechanism through which inclusive leaders can
contribute to employees' experience of meaningful work. We suggest that inclusive leaders create psychological
safety for their employees to voice out their ideas. As supported by previous research, inclusive leaders enhance psy-
chological safety at work settings (Hirak et al., 2012). When employees perceive that their input is welcomed by their
leader and they are not criticized for their mistakes, they tend to realize that learning from errors is valued by
their leader (Carmeli et al., 2010; Choi et al., 2015). When leaders treat their staff with respect and dignity, and value
their contributions, they can create positive job attributes which makes employees perceive that their workplace
promotes experimentation, open discussion, and learning from errors (Edmondson, 1999). Working in such a
supportive environment created by inclusive leaders can foster greater meaningful work for employees (May
et al.,, 2004). Our study findings extend the work design literature by providing evidence on the importance of
leaders in redesigning work practices to enhance employees' sense of meaning.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT
2.1 | Inclusive leadership and meaningful work

Leaders who provide a working context in which power is shared among leader and followers, can create a meaning-
ful work for their employees (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). In contrast, a highly hierarchical working context reduces
work meaningfulness (Lee et al., 2017). One leadership style that has the potential to contribute to employees' expe-
rience of meaningful work is inclusive leadership. According to Randel et al. (2018), both empowering leaders and
transformational leaders could give employees a full sense of meaningful work if they would incorporate inclusive
leadership (Ahearne et al., 2005).

Inclusive leadership refers to demonstrating participative behaviors by leaders and providing employees with a sup-
portive environment to share their views (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). By emphasizing on respect, recognition,
responsiveness, and responsibility, inclusive leaders share power and authority with employees and encourage their
unique contributions (Hollander, 2012). Inclusive leaders involve their staff in decision making and support employees
for every step of the activity (Carmeli et al., 2010) by providing feedback. This leadership style enhances employees'
autonomy, signals that they are valued individuals who can make unbiased decisions, provides them with emotional sup-
port and increased trustworthiness (Hollander, 2012; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Ryan, 2006), and gives them the
opportunity to voice their opinions which are essential in creating meaning-making capabilities (Newman et al., 2017,
Tangirala et al., 2013), and can lead to experiencing meaningfulness at work by employees (Wang & Xu, 2019).

Many employees believe that work can only be meaningful when it allows them to realize their potential (Spreitzer
et al, 2010). It has also been argued that continuous learning is required to reach self-actualization (Spreitzer
et al., 2010), which subsequently leads to meaningfulness and thriving at work. As highlighted in the literature (Newman
et al., 2017; Tangirala et al., 2013), one of the conditions that help employees experience meaningfulness in their work
is when they are given confidence and opportunity to speak up and have their voice heard (Lam et al., 2016).

In the same vein, Morin (2008) proposed six work characteristics that are positively and significantly related to
meaningful work. These characteristics include: (1) Moral correctness (i.e., working in a workplace that values justice
and equity); (2) Learning and development opportunities (i.e., work that individuals enjoy doing and can develop their
competence); (3) Autonomy (i.e., work that allows employees take responsibility, and encourages problem solving);

(4) Recognition (i.e., workplace that recognizes employees' contributions); (5) Positive relationships (i.e., work that
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enables good and positive relationship among employees); (6) Social purpose (i.e., doing the work that benefits others
and society). These mentioned characteristics highlight the role of leadership, specifically inclusive leadership, in fos-
tering meaningful work through impacting job attributes.

It is worth noting that the concept of meaningful work and work meaningfulness have been used interchange-
ably in the literature and researchers have defined them either as one dimensional or multi-dimensional concepts.
For instance, the term meaningfulness refers to individuals' subjective experience of their work activity and measures
“the degree to which the employee experiences the job as one which is generally meaningful, valuable, and worth-
while” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 162). Meaningful work on the other hand includes both subjective experience
and objective characteristics of the job. Evidence from the literature shows that some researchers have defined
meaningful work based on employees' subjective experience as “the value of a work goal or purpose, judged in rela-
tion to an individual's own ideals or standards” (May et al., 2004, p. 14), while others have focused more on the cau-
ses and resources of the meaningful work and whether there is a congruence between what individuals hope to
realize at work and their perceptions about the extent to which those objectives are realized (Morin, 2008).
According to Frémeaux and Pavageau (2022, p. 55), these two concepts do not oppose each other, therefore, they
adopted a definition for meaningful work that incorporates both dimensions and refers to a “sense of coherence
between the expected and perceived job characteristics according to one's own ideals or standards.”

In addition, Monnot and Beehr (2014) focused on the perceived level of individual's work significance and
defined meaningful work as a single work event that may be greatly meaningful and significant by one employee or
not significant or meaningful by another employee. Considering meaning as the outcome of the sense that work
makes, Rosso et al. (2010, p. 94) argued, “meaning is an individual interpreting what her work means, or the role her
work plays, in the context of her life (e.g., work is a pay check, a higher calling, something to do, an oppression).”

In a meta-analysis on “meaningful work,” Allan et al. (2019) categorized conceptualization of meaningful work
into unidimensional and multidimensional. The former captures employees' perception of their work as being impor-
tant, valuable, and worthwhile, while the latter considers the aspects of personal growth, helping others, and contrib-
uting to the greater good focusing on the process of meaningful experience. Specifically, conducting actions that are
valuable and pertinent to individuals' existence can explain why the work is worthwhile (Allan et al., 2014). Given
that the current study aims to understand the extent to which employees perceive their work as meaningful, we con-
sider the unidimensional model, similar to Allan et al. (2019), and operationalize meaningful work as the general judg-
ment that employees have about their work whether it achieves valuable, significant, and worthwhile goals, and is
compatible with their existential values.

Being creative and self-expressive, people look for jobs that provide them with the freedom to act indepen-
dently and express their true selves (Shamir, 1991). Research has shown that a leadership style that delegates power,
authority, competency, and decision making to employees, can facilitate employees' self-management, independent
thought process, and abilities to seek out learning opportunities (Pearce, 2004). As mentioned by Matsuo et al.
(2019), leadership has a positive effect on employees' intrinsic and autonomous psychological states, motivations,
and behaviors via autonomy and developmental support. Leaders through providing developmental support and
autonomy help employees to understand the purpose of their work, improve work processes, and recognize their
growth. Subsequently, inclusive leadership through demonstrating openness, availability, and flexibility, and promot-
ing individuals' sense of belonging and uniqueness provide developmental support to employees to voice their opin-
ion, learn from others, and improve their work performance. This will promote employees' intrinsic psychological
states, leading to enhancing their sense of meaningfulness. Intrinsic and autonomous motivation is one of the key
concepts in self-determination theory and refers to the sense of individual's self-endorsement and volition which
involves being freely engaged in activity because one identifies with its values and meaning (Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Williams et al., 2004).

Self-determination theory postulates that when employees' psychological needs for competence and autonomy
are met, they will have greater autonomous (intrinsic) motivation which has been associated with improved well-

being and enhanced performance (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan, 1995). Research has shown that various factors
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including managerial style, job design, and work context influence employees' intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 2017).
Specifically, to facilitate employees' autonomous motivation, a leader should satisfy basic psychological needs of
employees in the work context by treating employees with respect, dignity, and valuing their unique contributions.
This can enhance employees' autonomous (intrinsic) motivation (Morrison et al., 2007) and enable them to experi-
ence meaningfulness at work (Martela et al., 2021; May et al., 2004).

Self-determination theory posits that when individuals are autonomously motivated and feel competent, they
will experience several positive psychological outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Additionally, self-determination theory
postulates that relationships, based upon meaningful interactions, are fundamental for employees' well-being and
optimal functioning (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), which highlights the vital role of leadership in creating a work con-
text that emphasizes on respect, trust, support, and high-quality relationships (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Trépanier
et al., 2012).

Inclusive leaders value their employees' unique contributions, give them autonomy to try out new ways of doing
things and voice out their opinions, encourage employees to gain competence and realize their potential through
learning from errors, and provide them with feedback. This leadership style helps redesign the work by offering posi-
tive job attributes which can enhance employees' meaning. Therefore, building upon self-determination theory, we
hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1. Inclusive leadership is positively related to meaningful work.

2.2 | Inclusive leadership and meaningful work via psychological safety

Research shows that employees' relationship with their immediate manager can dramatically influence their percep-
tion of psychological safety in workplace. Psychological safety refers to being able to show one's self without the
fear of negative consequences on status, career or self-image (Kahn, 1990). Specifically, employees can experience
psychological safety when they perceive that expressing their true selves at work would not result in adverse conse-
quences. In a psychologically safe environment, employees are aware of the boundaries and acceptable behaviors at
work because the relationship between leader and employees is based on trust. Therefore, working in a supportive
environment created by inclusive leaders helps employees feel safe to try out innovative ways of doing things, and
not to be afraid of discussing their mistakes and learning from their errors (Edmondson, 1999).

Prior research shows that when employees are provided with opportunities for learning and personal develop-
ment, they would experience a strong sense of meaningful work (Bailey, Yeoman, et al., 2019; Fletcher, 2019).
Through exhibiting respect, recognition, responsiveness and responsibility, supporting employees, ensuring equity
within the group, encouraging employees' diverse contribution to the group, and helping employees fully contribute
their unique perspectives and abilities (Randel et al., 2018), inclusive leaders create a psychologically safe environ-
ment and encourage learning from mistakes rather than being afraid of making one. Psychological safety creates a
safe work environment built on trust and mutual respect between employees and their leaders (Kirk-Brown & Van
Dijk, 2016). In a psychologically safe environment created by inclusive leaders, individuals feel respected and can
offer their unique contributions without the fear of being judged or criticized (Choi et al., 2015). This can generate
positive feelings and meaningful exchange that will induce meaningful work (Rabiul et al., 2022). Moreover, leaders,
who provide a psychologically safe and supportive work environment for their employees, care about employees'
feelings and needs, and provide feedback and opportunities to employees to voice their opinions, can enhance
employees' self-determination and interest in work which could lead to meaningful work (Deci & Ryan, 1987).

Inclusive leaders create a psychologically safe environment for their employees to participate in decision making,
encouraging them to make personally relevant choices and exert self-direction. Such a psychologically safe environ-
ment satisfies employees' basic needs for autonomy and competence, resulting in meaningful work. As such, the fol-

lowing hypotheses are proposed:
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Hypothesis 2. Inclusive leadership is positively related to employees' perception of psychological

safety.

Hypothesis 3. The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and meaningful work is medi-
ated through psychological safety.

2.3 | Inclusive leadership and meaningful work via learning from errors

Inclusive leaders provide their employees with sufficient discretion and freedom to perform their work activities.
Inclusive leaders welcome employees' inputs and suggestions, provide employees with organizational resources, and
exhibit availability which make employees believe that their leaders do not criticize or punish them for mistakes
(Carmeli et al., 2010; Choi et al., 2015). Inclusive leaders encourage their employees to take challenging goals and
support them to demonstrate responsive behaviors in negative circumstances (Hollander, 2012). Inclusive leaders do
this by taking responsibility for their work results and protecting their employees when their new ideas fail
(Hollander, 2012). These behaviors by inclusive leaders allow employees to feel comfortable to take risks, and not to
be intimidated by mistakes, but rather learn from those mistakes to improve work performance (Javed et al., 2017
Ye et al., 2019).

Inclusive leaders perform an important role in motivating and facilitating their followers to engage in an exchang-
ing and learning behavior (Boekhorst, 2015; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2017; Van Knippenberg & Van Ginkel, 2010;
Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). This involves leaders creating an environment in which they develop opportunities
for individuals to express diverse viewpoints, such as with problem solving (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2014; Randel
et al., 2018). Leaders both encourage the exchange of these diverse viewpoints among employees and stimulate
team members to discuss these differences.

Employees who work with an inclusive leader will experience a “sense of choice in initiating and regulating one's
own actions” which is an essential tenet of the self-determination theory (Deci et al., 1989, p. 580). They feel
respected and valued for their perspectives and contributions without being criticized for their mistakes, rather being
given the opportunity to learn from those mistakes. Lysova et al. (2019) conducted a review on the contributing fac-
tors to meaningfulness and what specific factors could help create meaning for individuals. Their study identified that
organizational culture that supports learning is one of the important factors that could create meaningful work for
employees. Research also shows that leaders' behaviors in managing errors in the organization influences employees'
learning orientation and leadership has been identified as an important factor that affects employees' learning from
errors (Putz et al., 2013). A supportive culture which promotes learning from errors allows employees to satisfy their
needs for control, belongingness, and meaningfulness (Cardador & Rupp, 2011). According to Carton (2018), leaders
are the “architects” who create meaning in their organizations. Consequently, inclusive leaders who provide a sup-
portive work environment where employees feel valued and respected to share their unique contributions without
the fear of being criticized, persuade learning from errors that could promote meaningful work. These behaviors by
an inclusive leader in support of learning from errors create positive attributes for the job which can lead to meaning-
ful work. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4. Inclusive leadership is positively related to employees' learning from errors.

Hypothesis 5. The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and meaningful work is medi-

ated through learning from errors.

Figure 1 depicts the research model examined in the current paper. We used a multiple-study design to test our

research hypotheses across two studies. Study 1 is a two-wave field study of 317 employees. Study 2 is a scenario
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Psychological Safety
H2

Inclusive Leadership - Meaningful Work

H4
Learning from Errors

H3: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and meaningful work is mediated by psychological
safety.

HS5: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and meaningful work is mediated by employees’
learning from errors.

FIGURE 1 Hypothesized model.

experiment with 440 participants. This multiple-study design enables us to examine the association between study
variables through a combination of field work for the added benefit of providing external validity, and a randomized
experimental design to address concerns around endogeneity and omitted variables (Bascle, 2008). This approach
has been previously used by other researchers (Gerpott et al., 2019).

In Study 1, we used structural equation modeling (SEM) to assess the measurement model and test the study
hypotheses using AMOS 24. In Study 2, we used one-way ANOVA to assess the differences in all our latent variables
between the two manipulated independent variable scenarios (low inclusive leadership vs. high inclusive leadership)
for verifying the study hypotheses in the experimental setting. In the following sections, we illustrate the method
and findings for each of the two studies conducted as part of this research.

3 | STUDY1
3.1 | Methods
3.1.1 | Participants and procedure

The data reported in this manuscript were collected as part of a larger research project on inclusive leadership and
organizational behaviors. Institutional ethics approval was obtained before data collection. Respondents were rec-
ruited in Australia through the Qualtrics Panel Management. Other studies in the management discipline have also
used this approach and yielded valid and reliable responses (see e.g., Shafaei et al., 2020). We ensured the confiden-
tial and anonymous treatment of data and obtained employees' consent before recording their responses for the
study. Data for the field study were collected at two points in time, 2 weeks apart. The study samples were randomly
selected from full-time employees working in Australia. Data for Study 1 were collected from 317 full-time
employees. In terms of the demographic profile, 54.6% of respondents in Study 1 were female, 48% aged between
36 and 45, 46.4% had a bachelor's degree, and 85.2% had more than 3 years of working experience in their current
organization. Moreover, 41.6% of respondents held a managerial role in their current workplace. With regards to the
type of organization, 45% of the respondents worked in the service sector followed by 13% manufacturing, 9% con-

struction, and 33% others. According to Reserve Bank of Australia (2022), service, manufacturing, and construction
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are listed as the key industries in Australia, indicating that the sample in our study is a good representative of the

Australian workforce.

3.1.2 | Measurement

Inclusive leadership

We measured inclusive leadership (@ = 0.934) in Time 1, using eight items adapted from Carmeli et al. (2010) using
five-point Likert scale, where 1 referred to strongly disagree and 5 referred to strongly agree. The scale reliability
was reported by Carmeli et al. (2010) with Cronbach's a of 0.94. The scale demonstrated good reliability in the cur-
rent study with a Cronbach's a of 0.934.

Psychological safety

We measured psychological safety in Time 2, which was 2 weeks after Time 1, via two items adapted from
Edmondson (1999) using five-point Likert, where 1 referred to strongly disagree and 5 referred to strongly agree.
The scale demonstrated good reliability in the current study with a Cronbach's a of 0.830.

Learning from errors

Learning from errors was measured in Time 2 via four items adopted from Rybowiak et al. (1999) using five-point
Likert scale, where 1 referred to strongly disagree and 5 referred to strongly agree. The scale demonstrated good
reliability in the current study with a Cronbach's a of 0.923.

Meaningful work

We measured meaningful work, in Time 2 via three items adapted from Spreitzer (1995) using five-point Likert scale,
where 1 referred to strongly disagree and 5 referred to strongly agree. This is a sub-scale of the original version of
the measure for psychological empowerment which asks about meaningful work. The scale has shown good validity
and reliability in prior studies (e.g., Guan & Frenkel, 2021; Han & Oh, 2020; Kordbacheh et al., 2014). The 3-item
scale by Spreitzer (1995) was selected in the study because it aligns with the aims of the study and operationalization
of meaningful work in the study. Moreover, according to Allan et al. (2019), unidimensional scale for measuring
meaningful work developed by Spreitzer (1995) is suitable for studies focusing on understanding the antecedents of
meaningful work and how it relates to outcomes. However, the multidimensional scales for meaningful work are bet-
ter suited for understanding the experiences or processes that give rise to meaningful work. The scale demonstrated
good reliability in the current study with a Cronbach's a of 0.913.

3.1.3 | Control variables

This study controlled for demographic variables such as gender, age, role, and tenure as well as the industry nature
(high-tech vs. non-high-tech). We assumed that employees who are in a middle and senior age group would have a
higher level of meaningful work because their perspective and expectation from work would be different from youn-
ger employees. We also controlled for gender as the literature shows female employees value meaningful work more
than high pay and other perks (Bokemeier & Lacy, 1987; Hoffman & Friedman, 2018). Additionally, we considered
whether employees holding managerial role would have higher levels of meaningful work as they have progressed in
their career and have access to more resources in the organization (Albrecht et al., 2021). As shown in a study by
Kipfelsberger et al. (2022), employees with low tenure with the leader seemed to be more prone to be influenced by
their leaders' meaningful work compared to those with longer tenure. As stated by Hoffman and Friedman (2018),

working in a high-tech organization may enhance levels of meaningful work as people can see their role in making

858017 SUOWIWOD @AIERID 3|qedljdde auy Aq paupAob afe S9ILe YO @SN JO S3ni 0} ARig1T8UIIUO /1M UO (SUOIPUCD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D"AB| 1M ARe1q1[Bu 1 [UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWie | 81 8eS *[7202/TT/TT] uo Ariqiauliuo A|Im ‘AiseAiun uemoD Wipa Aq ZTSTZ bpIU/Z00T OT/I0p/woo A8 | mAeiqipul|uo//SdhY Wo.y papeolumod ‘Z ‘%202 ‘960TZEST



SHAFAEI and NEJATI WI LEY | 197

the world a better place. In a study by Abdul Hamid (2022), it is highlighted that technology provides a great resource
for employees' flexible working and contributes to business resilience and the findings from the study revealed that
utilizing technology in work is a way to foster innovation, leading to high levels of meaningful work. Our analysis
reveals that the control variables in the current study do not have a significant correlation with the study variables
(at 95% significance level). The only exception to this is the significant correlation of industry type (no-high-tech
vs. high-tech) with learning from errors (Pearson Correlation: 0.182, p-value 0.001) and psychological safety
(Pearson Correlation: 0.128, p-value 0.023), in that, as anticipated, in high-tech industries there is a greater perceived
sense of learning from errors and psychological safety. Nonetheless, our SEM results show that none of the control
variables are significantly associated with the outcome variable (i.e., meaningful work), ruling out any possible con-
founding effect.

3.14 | Assessments of common method variance

Collecting the study in two waves helps reduce the potential threat of common method variance (CMV). In addition,
we incorporated several recommendations by Schwarz et al. (2017), such as using clear and simple items, during the
research design to minimize the CMV threat.

As this study uses a single source for its data collection, to examine potential threat of the bias caused by mea-
suring responses from the same source, we compared our model to a model in which all items from the dependent
variables (mediators and outcome variables) were loaded onto a single factor. Results revealed no evidence of such
bias as the one-factor model did not fit the data well [x?/df = 7.401; CFl = 0.811; GFl = 0.719; AGFI = 0.636;
TLI = 0.782; RMSEA = 0.142].

3.2 | Results
3.21 | Measurement model

All manifest variables had a high and statistically significant factor loading on their respective latent variables. The
measurement model assessment resulted in good fit indices [xz/df = 1.802; CFI=0.977; GFI=0.928;
AGFI| = 0.903; TLI = 0.973; RMSEA = 0.05]. The measurement model also demonstrated acceptable validity and
reliability. Table 1 reports the item loadings, composite reliabilities (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) for all
the study variables which confirm the convergent validity and reliability of the measurement model.

In addition, Table 2 reports the correlation among variables and the results of discriminant validity both through
Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratio, which confirm discrimi-

nant validity of study variables.

3.2.2 | Structural model

The results of structural model analysis, as shown in Table 3, revealed that all the hypotheses are significantly
supported. Specifically, the total effect of inclusive leadership (Time 1) on meaningful work (Time 2) was significant
(B = 0.471, p < 0.01), confirming H1. The association between inclusive leadership and psychological safety (Time 2)
is positive and significant (8 = 0.510, p < 0.01), supporting H2. Additionally, the relationship between inclusive lead-
ership and learning from errors (Time 2) is positive and significant (8 = 0.451, p < 0.01), confirming H4. Both pro-
posed mediation hypotheses (H3 and H5) are supported, with the indirect links between inclusive leadership and

meaningful work found to be significant through psychological safety (8 = 0.221, p < 0.01) and learning from errors
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TABLE 1 Item loadings, variance inflation factors, composite reliabilities (CRs), average variance extracted (AVE)
(Study 1).

Item
Constructs & corresponding items loadings CR AVE
Inclusive leadership 0935 0.734
My supervisor/leader...
1. Is open to hearing new ideas. 0.789
2. Is attentive to new opportunities to improve work processes. 0.821
3. Is open to discuss the desired goals and new ways to achieve them. 0.828
4. Is available for consultation on problems. 0.796
5. Is an ongoing “presence” in this team—someone who is readily available. 0.760
6. Is available for professional questions | would like to consult with him/her. 0.795
7. Is ready to listen to my requests. 0.845
8. Encourages me to access him/her on emerging issues. 0.775
Psychological safety 0.831 0.711
1. The people in my organization value others' unique skills and talents. 0.847
2. As an employee in my organization, one is able to bring up problems and tough 0.839
issues.
Learning from errors 0.923 0.750
1. Mistakes assist me to improve my work. 0.847
2. Mistakes provide useful information for me to carry out my work. 0.850
3. My mistakes help me to improve my work. 0.863
4. My mistakes have helped me to improve my work. 0.903
Meaningful work 0.909 0.769
1. The work | do in this organization is very important to me. 0.840
2. My job activities are personally meaningful to me. 0.879
3. The work | do in this organization is meaningful to me. 0.911
TABLE 2 Correlations among study variables and discriminant validity (Study 1).
Mean Std. dev. 1 2 3 4
1. Inclusive leadership 3.807 0.775 0.829 0.439 0.522 0.429
2. Learning from errors 3.866 0.742 0.410 0.901 0.582 0.550
3. Psychological safety 3.538 0.872 0.447 0.500 0.923 0.586
4. Meaningful work 3.723 0.881 0.399 0.507 0.521 0.818

Note: Diagonal and italicized elements are the square roots of the average variance extracted. Below the diagonal elements
are the correlations between the construct values. All correlations are significant at p < 0.01 or better. Above the diagonal
elements are the HTMT values.

(B =0.142, p < 0.01), demonstrating the mechanisms through which inclusive leadership fosters meaningful work.
The R squares for meaningful work, psychological safety, and learning from errors are found to be 0.382, 0.195, and
0.169 respectively.

To assure the validity of mediation effects, Robust Mediation (ROBMED) analysis proposed by Alfons et al.
(2022) was applied. ROBMED builds on bootstrapping the indirect effect via linear regression and constitutes two

key elements in testing mediation: First, it uses linear regression in testing mediator. Second, it utilizes the state-of-
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TABLE 3 Results of hypothesis testing (Study 1).

Standardized Lower Upper Significance,
Structural model estimates estimate Cl Cl p
Hypothesis 1
Path between inclusive leadership — meaningful work 0.471 0.297 0.635 0.002
Hypothesis 2
Path between inclusive leadership — psychological safety 0.510 0.363 0.636 0.004

Hypothesis 3

Indirect effect between inclusive leader — meaningful work 0.221 0.114 0.373 0.002
(mediated via psychological safety)

Hypothesis 4
Path between inclusive leadership — learning from errors 0.451 0.315 0.581 0.002
Hypothesis 5

Indirect effect between inclusive leader — meaningful work 0.142 0.073 0.238 0.001
(mediated via learning from errors)

Control variables

Gender — meaningful work 0.09 -0.07 0.222 0.375™*
Age — meaningful work 0.023 -0.052 0.09 0.644"
Tenure — meaningful work —0.004 —-0.062 0.06 0.957™*
Industry type — meaningful work -0.117 —-0.286 0.027 0.214"*
Role — meaningful work 0.004 -0.086 0.098 0.930™*

Abbreviation: n.s., not significant.

the-art method bootstrapping for testing the indirect effect in mediation models. After treating the outliers following
recommendations by Aguinis et al. (2013), the results of ROBMED revealed significant relationships between inclu-

sive leadership and meaningful work via mediating roles of psychological safety as well as learning from errors.

4 | STUDY2

To overcome limitations of field study in terms of endogeneity and possible omitted variables (Bascle, 2008), in
Study 2, we conducted a randomized experimental study which enables addressing these shortcomings through
manipulating the independent variable. To address concerns of external validity and generalizability for experimental
studies (Scandura & Williams, 2000), this research applied the randomized experimental vignette methodology. It
involves measuring dependent variables after manipulating the independent variable using carefully constructed and
realistic scenarios, further enhancing both internal and external validity (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Atzmiiller &
Steiner, 2010). To avoid the trap of involving participants who are removed from their natural environments which
may negatively impact the study's external validity, the current study recruited full-time employees as respondents.

41 | Method
4.1.1 | Participants and procedure

Data for Study 2 were collected from 440 full-time employees in Australia recruited by Qualtrics (Nejati &

Shafaei, 2023; Ng et al., 2019). After obtaining consent from respondents to participate in the study, they were
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randomly allocated to a scenario containing a brief vignette about Alex, a gender-neutral team leader/supervisor. We
used Gerpott et al. (2019) as a guide in crafting our scenarios and experiment design. We asked study participants to
vividly imagine working for the described supervisor, read the scenario carefully, and answer the questions that fol-
low based on that.

Following advice from Gerpott et al. (2019), we used two attention checker items, asking respondents to mark
an item at “Disagree,” as instruction manipulation checks (IMCs). These IMCs enabled us to detect and eliminate par-
ticipants who did not carefully follow the instructions and randomly responded to the survey questions. This
approach has been successfully used in previous studies and managed to identify and eliminate participants with
invalid responses (Gerpott et al., 2019; Oppenheimer et al., 2009). This step was programmed in the online survey to
be automated, and data were only collected from respondents who passed the IMCs.

We had set a quota of 220 responses for each scenario which was filled within 2 weeks of field work. Scenario
1 referred to Low Inclusive Leadership (Mean Age = 45.91, 60.9% Female) and Scenario 2 referred to High Inclusive
Leadership (Mean Age = 47.54, 63.2% Female). In terms of the demographic profile, 62% of respondents in Study
2 were female, 32.7% had a bachelor's degree, and majority had more than 3 years of working experience in their
current organization (91.6%). Moreover, 27.3% of respondents held a managerial role in their current workplace.

We conducted one-way ANOVA with the perceived inclusive leadership item as the dependent variable. Results
of the ANOVA showed participants evaluated their leader as being more inclusive in the high inclusive leadership
scenario, F(1,438) = 5835.2, p < 0.001. We then assessed the differences in all our latent variables between the two
manipulated independent variable scenarios (low inclusive leadership vs. high inclusive leadership) to verify the study

hypotheses in the experimental setting.

412 | Measures

A copy of the low versus high inclusive leadership vignette used in the current study is available in Appendix. All
manifest variables had a high and statistically significant factor loading on their respective latent variables. We mea-
sured psychological safety (« = 0.913) using four items adapted from Edmondson (1999). Learning from errors
(a = 0.969) was measured using four items adapted from Rybowiak et al. (1999). Finally, we measured meaningful

work (a = 0.965) using three items adapted from Spreitzer (1995).

4.2 | Results

Table 4 reports some descriptive analysis and the correlation among variables in Study 2. It also contains results of
discriminant validity both through Fornell-Larcker criterion and HTMT ratio (Hair et al., 2021), which confirm discrim-
inant validity of study variables. We also conducted a confirmatory factor analysis using Amos to estimate the indi-
viduality of the assessed variables, namely psychological safety, learning from errors, and meaningful work. We
found that the correlated three-factor solution fit the data well (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) with CFl = 0.982;
GFl = 0.936; AGFI = 0.898; TLI = 0.976; and RMSEA = 0.077. The fit indices for the correlated three-factor solu-
tion were much better than the fit indices for the one-factor model (CFl = 0.714; GFI = 0.520; AGFI = 0.280;
TLI = 0.643; and RMSEA = 0.296), ruling out the threat of CMV.

As shown in Table 4, discriminant validity of the variables was demonstrated through Fornell-Larcker criterion
and HTMT criterion. In addition, using the Fornell and Larcker (1981) method, we examined and demonstrated con-
vergent and differential validity of the study variables.

To examine the influence of the manipulated inclusive leadership variable on other variables, we conducted one-
way ANOVA and compared the means for psychological safety, learning from errors, and meaningful work. We

observed statistically significant differences between low and high inclusive leadership scenario for psychological
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TABLE 4 Correlations among study variables and discriminant validity (Study 2).

Mean Std. dev. CR AVE MSV 1 2 3
1. Psychological safety 2991 1.203 0.905 0.761 0.55 0.892 0.791 0.763
2. Learning from errors 3.295 1.152 0.956 0.878 0.55 0.744 0.956 0.682
3. Meaningful work 3.055 0.940 0.966 0.904 0.52 0.718 0.660 0.967

Note: Diagonal and italicized elements are the square roots of the AVE. Below the diagonal elements are the correlations
between the construct values. All correlations are significant at p < 0.01 or better. Above the diagonal elements are the
HTMT values.

Abbreviations: AVE, average variance extracted; CR, composite reliability; MSV, Mean Squared Variance.

safety (Mean for low scenario: 2.028, Mean for high scenario: 3.873, F(1,438) = 635.037, p < 0.001), learning from
errors (Mean for low scenario: 2.536, Mean for high scenario: 3.983, F(1,438) = 274.189, p < 0.001), and meaningful
work (Mean for low scenario: 2.434, Mean for high scenario: 3.610, F(1,438) = 275.051, p < 0.001). Our results sug-
gest that respondents in the high inclusive leadership scenario perceived a statistically significant higher level of psy-
chological safety, willingness to learn from errors, and meaningful work, providing further support for H1, H2, and
H4 in the experimental setting.

Our experimental analysis also revealed that when working for an inclusive leader (i.e., high inclusive leadership
scenario), respondents were 2.5 times more likely to find their job activities to be personally meaningful to them,
compared to those working for a non-inclusive leader (i.e., low inclusive leadership scenario). Employees working for
an inclusive leader were 7.4 times more likely to think it would be safe to take a risk in their organization compared
to those working for a non-inclusive leader. In addition, employees working for an inclusive leader were 2.7 times
more likely to think mistakes would help them to improve their work compared to those working for a non-inclusive

leader.

5 | DISCUSSION
51 | Summary of key findings

Research has shown that leaders who value and respect their employees' contributions can positively influence the
job attributes by enhancing their employees' work meaningfulness. Our study findings answer the calls for research
(Demirtas et al., 2017; Mostafa & Abed EI-Motalib, 2020; Rosso et al., 2010; Wang & Xu, 2019) by providing empiri-
cal evidence, both through field and experimental study, on the association of inclusive leadership and meaningful
work. Our two studies complemented each other and provided support for the hypotheses in both field and experi-
mental setting. We found that working with an inclusive leader is positively associated with employees' experience
of meaningful work. The results of our studies also show the path through which inclusive leadership promotes
employees' work meaningfulness. Specifically, our studies show that inclusive leadership promotes meaningful work
via two possible pathways of psychological safety and learning from errors.

5.2 | Theoretical implications

The current study contributes to the leadership field by answering the calls in the literature regarding the specific
leadership styles which could influence employees' experience of meaningful work. While prior research had mainly
focused on empowering, ethical, transformational, servant, and authentic leadership, our research is among the first

attempts to evidence how inclusive leadership fosters meaningful work. The current study demonstrates that
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inclusive leaders enhance employees' sense of meaning through creating a psychologically safe environment and
encouraging learning from errors among employees. As argued by Parker and Jorritsma (2021), when it comes to
work design, managers, team leaders, and HRD practitioners have the potential to make a wider impact. The current
research reveals the positive role of inclusive leadership in fostering meaningful work. This is specifically important
as earlier research shows that managers overall tend to design poorer quality work (Parker et al., 2019).

Inclusive leaders support each employee as member of the group, ensure justice and equity within the group,
encourage employees' diverse contributions to the group, and help employees provide their unique perspectives by
demonstrating openness, availability, and accessibility (Randel et al., 2018). These behaviors of inclusive leaders posi-
tively impact job attributes and can satisfy individuals' psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and opportu-
nities for action to learn and realize one's potential. These key concepts of self-determination theory are innate
psychological needs and, once addressed, they can create a sense of meaningfulness (Martela et al., 2018). What
makes inclusive leaders distinct from other types of leaders is their focus on both enhancing their employees' group
membership while treating them as unique individuals and valuing their contributions. Inclusive leaders achieve this
by displaying openness, availability and accessibility to their employees, respecting their perspectives, and treating
them with dignity (Randel et al, 2018). Therefore, inclusive leaders can help their employees experience
meaningful work.

The current study contributes to the literature by demonstrating that inclusive leadership can influence
employees' meaningfulness though work as they enhance job attributes through providing employees with opportu-
nities to voice their ideas and unique contributions. Having the opportunity to express their opinions and being val-
ued for their perspectives, contributions and attributions help employees enhance their meaning-making capabilities
which ultimately result in experiencing more meaningful work (Morrison et al., 2007; Newman et al., 2017; Wang &
Xu, 2019).

Inclusive leaders, like ethical leaders, focus on promoting employees' participation. According to Brown
et al. (2005, p. 120), ethical leaders “provide followers with voice.” Ethical leaders do this by enhancing employees'
capabilities in speaking up their opinions and providing them with the opportunities to voice their views which can
ultimately lead to experiencing meaningful work. Despite being an important antecedent of meaningful work, ethical
leadership was found to be a weak predictor of meaningful work in both public and private sectors due to its small
effect size in some prior studies (Demirtas et al., 2017; Mostafa & Abed El-Motalib, 2020). However, our findings
reveal that inclusive leadership demonstrates a strong effect size for the direct association with meaningful work.
This is a unique theoretical contribution as this research helps to understand an important antecedent of meaningful
work and provides an answer to the calls by researchers in this regard.

In line with the logic of self-determination theory, by displaying openness, accessibility and availability, treating
employees with respect and dignity, and valuing employees' unique perspectives and contributions, inclusive leaders
can help their employees satisfy their needs for autonomy, uniqueness, competence (Randel et al., 2018), and mean-
ingfulness (Britt et al., 2001). These behaviors of inclusive leaders provide employees with a sense of meaningfulness
leading to increased intrinsic motivation (May et al., 2004).

While theorizing and verifying the key role of inclusive leadership in creating meaning, this study also contrib-
utes to theory by uncovering the mechanisms for this association. This research contributes to the self-
determination theory by identifying two new specific pathways through which inclusive leadership can result in
meaningful work. According to Nembhard and Edmondson (2006), inclusive leaders share power with their
employees and enhance employees' engagement by heightening perceptions of psychological safety. Therefore,
inclusive leaders can overcome the damaging effects of power imbalance and encourage employees' participation
and contributions (Randel et al., 2016). Perceived psychological safety as described by Edmondson (2018, p. 22) is “a
climate where people feel safe enough to take interpersonal risks by speaking up and sharing concerns, questions, or
ideas.” Inclusive leader gives employees confidence and encouragement to speak up which increases employees' per-
ception of psychological safety.
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Our results revealed that psychological safety mediates the positive relationship between inclusive leadership
and meaningful work. This is reasonably justifiable because inclusive leaders provide a psychologically safe environ-
ment by fostering employees' sense of belongingness and uniqueness and valuing their contributions. Working in
such a psychologically safe environment helps employees satisfy their basic needs for competence and autonomy
that boosts employees' autonomous (intrinsic) motivation leading to meaningful work which is supported by self-
determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985). As argued by Kuo et al. (2019), psychological safety represents interper-
sonal trust (Detert & Burris, 2007) and respect (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006), and creates an environment which
allows employees to comfortably be themselves (Edmondson, 1999), therefore fostering meaning.

This study also found that learning from errors mediates the positive relationship between inclusive leadership
and meaningful work. Because inclusive leaders demonstrate openness, accessibility and availability to their
employees and welcome their unique contributions, they encourage employees not to be afraid of their mistakes but
have a positive attitude toward purposeful reflection and analysis of errors in order to reduce the probability of their
occurrence in the future (Bauer & Mulder, 2008; Zhao, 2011). This is in congruence with findings of prior research
that found learning opportunities can provide employees with a strong sense of meaningful work (Bailey, Yeoman,
et al,, 2019; Fletcher, 2019). Specifically, being able to evaluate the errors and learn from them, can help employees
realize the value of task purpose. This is a subjective assessment of task based on employees' own ideals and stan-
dards that can lead to experiencing meaningful work (Fletcher & Schofield, 2019; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).

5.3 | Practical and social implications

Meaningfulness is an important psychological need that bolsters self-worth and life experience and is fundamental
for high levels of performance, satisfaction, motivation, and well-being (Rosso et al., 2010; Yeoman, 2014). Addition-
ally, meaningful work heightens a wider interest in work and intrinsic motivation of employees (Fletcher, 2019;
Soane et al., 2013). Meaningful work can also translate into higher levels of life meaningfulness which is a subjective
evaluation of individual's life as being valuable and significant (Steger et al., 2012). Having a workforce with a high
sense of meaning leads to positive work behaviors, higher organizational commitment and work engagement, better
performance, and increased creativity which can positively contribute to organization's success (Ahmed et al., 2022;
Bailey & Madden, 2016; Rosso et al., 2010; Soane et al., 2013; Spreitzer & Sutcliffe, 2007). Thus, it is paramount for
organizations to redesign work through strategies and initiatives that can create a meaningful work for their
employees.

Our study findings have revealed that inclusive leaders are crucial in organizations through influencing other
organizational level factors and creating conditions for employees to experience meaningful work. Inclusive leaders
shape an organizational culture and help employees to learn the expected behaviors relevant to the culture and its
underlying values. Inclusive leaders also cultivate high-quality relationships in the workplace based on trust that can
foster collaboration and cooperation among employees (Carmeli et al., 2009). Inclusive leaders can translate organi-
zational and social values of work to employees and show them how to approach it. In this regard, we draw upon the
concept of fearless organization by Edmondson (2018) which refers to organizations with a psychologically safe envi-
ronment in which employees feel comfortable and confident to contribute their ideas and report mistakes. Instead of
criticizing employees for their mistakes, organizations should focus on learning behaviors of employees and strate-
gies to foster them. Fearless organizations are more likely to succeed because they value continuous learning and
can create organizational learning in the process. Working in fearless organizations can lead to employees' experi-
ence of meaningful work. The results of our studies show that inclusive leaders can make a psychologically safe envi-
ronment for their employees. This, in turn, can help create a fearless organization.

Inclusive leaders can do this by supporting employees as group members, ensuring equity and inclusion, encour-
aging employee's diverse contribution to the groups, and assisting employees to fully provide their unique perspec-

tives (Randel et al., 2018). Translating these factors into practice, to be an inclusive leader, one should be open,

858017 SUOWIWOD @AIERID 3|qedljdde auy Aq paupAob afe S9ILe YO @SN JO S3ni 0} ARig1T8UIIUO /1M UO (SUOIPUCD-PUR-SLLBIALI0D"AB| 1M ARe1q1[Bu 1 [UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD Pue SWie | 81 8eS *[7202/TT/TT] uo Ariqiauliuo A|Im ‘AiseAiun uemoD Wipa Aq ZTSTZ bpIU/Z00T OT/I0p/woo A8 | mAeiqipul|uo//SdhY Wo.y papeolumod ‘Z ‘%202 ‘960TZEST



204 WI LEY SHAFAEI and NEJATI

accessible, and available to their employees and ensure that leader is not seen as a “boss” who always has the best
solutions. Inclusive leaders should acknowledge differences and be inclusive in their practices by listening to
employees' voice and expressing appreciation for their unique contributions. Besides, inclusive leaders should create
a culture for learning by inviting participation and seeking input from all employees, including the marginalized ones.
Inclusive leaders should also offer help in how to deal with errors and utilize them as learning opportunities. Provid-
ing more opportunities to employees to have autonomy in their work can promote motivation which ultimately helps
individuals experience meaningful work (Lysova et al., 2019).

HRD practitioners can apply the insights provided in this research to develop evidence-based interventions to
support meaningful work. For instance, they can ensure that jobs are designed to enhance autonomy, task signifi-
cance, and task identity among employees to increase experience of meaningfulness. Similarly, building trust-based
relationships with leaders and other colleagues fosters sense of belonging that can help individuals to have a sense
of unity that supports meaningfulness. Another important takeaway for HRD practitioners is to focus on learning
and development interventions as they are crucial to promoting meaningful work among employees. Through learn-
ing new knowledge and skills, employees gain a sense of self-actualization and accomplishment which can lead to
higher levels of meaningful work (Chalofsky, 2010). Leadership development trainings should be aimed at enhancing
leaders and managers' inclusive practices to foster higher levels of meaningfulness among employees. It is worth not-
ing that instead of a one-size fits all approach, interventions should be tailored to employees' unique needs. As HRD
practitioners have a leading role in meaningful work, it is essential to understand more about work meaningfulness
and how this could be promoted via organizational interventions as well as leadership practices (Thory, 2016). By hir-
ing and appointing inclusive leaders and supervisors, organizations could create psychological safety for their
employees to confidently speak up, promote a mindset of continuous learning, and enhance employees' sense of
meaningful work, which are some key factors that propel organizations toward success through becoming a fearless

organization.

5.4 | Limitations and future research directions

Our two studies have complemented each other and addressed some of the key limitations attributed to each one of
the studies alone. In our Study 1, while time-lagged data helps to minimize common method bias, there are concerns
with omitted variables in a field study due to the use of a measured instead of a manipulated independent variable.
This limitation was addressed in the second study. In Study 2, despite addressing the limitation of Study 1, we were
restricted by some degree of demand characteristic—cues that may bias respondents toward what they perceive
experimenter expects to find (Nichols & Maner, 2008). In our research, collecting data through a third-party research
organization might have reduced the demand characteristics as respondents were not directly approached by a
researcher as an authority figure in the field, which may subsequently neutralize the impact of participants' attitudes
toward experimenters. This is an important consideration as participants may be biased to help the experimenter
achieve the desired outcome if they like the experimenter (Nichols & Maner, 2008). Moreover, it has been argued
that demand characteristics cannot really account for the uncovered interactions (Gerpott et al., 2019). While each
of our studies alone have their limitations, the combination of field study (Study 1) and experimental study (Study 2)
address the key identified limitations.

Study 1 allowed us to test the proposed hypotheses using a field study, providing external validity. This
approach offered some additional benefits for testing mediation effect due to the continuous nature of our mea-
sured independent variable in the field. This enabled us to validate how inclusive leadership as a continuous variable
is associated with meaningful work, not just as a dichotomous variable (low vs. high) given the nature of the experi-
mental manipulation.

Using a randomized experimental design in Study 2 allowed us to manipulate the independent variable

(i.e., inclusive leadership), therefore eliminating the possible endogeneity threats. Study 2 also enabled us to assess
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the differences in all our latent variables between the two manipulated independent variable scenarios and find fur-
ther support for our study hypotheses in an experimental setting. Our multiple-study research design made it possi-
ble to study the phenomenon in a more causally defensible and robust way. Nonetheless, despite attempts to
control for and alleviate the threat of common method bias, it could still impact the study results. Future studies in
different contexts can help validate findings of the current study.

Our results are also limited to our study context (i.e., Australia), a highly individualist culture which values indi-
vidualism, with a low score in power distance and an intermediate score in uncertainty avoidance. Therefore, gener-
alizing findings of this research to other countries and contexts should be made with caution. Inclusive leadership is
still a nascent construct and future studies from other contexts are needed to provide additional external validity for
our findings and shed more lights on the link between inclusive leadership and meaningful work in different contexts.
Although our study sample represents the three key sectors (service, manufacturing, and construction) in Australia,
future studies can specifically focus on investigating the different job characteristics that each sector could have. In
addition, future studies could also investigate individual differences in the model caused by employee personality, as
the research by Simonet and Castille (2020) shows that employees find meaning at work differently depending on
their personality traits. Another possible avenue for future research is exploring the link between inclusive leadership
and thriving at work, and its subsequent impact on employee wellbeing.

6 | CONCLUSION

The quest for meaning is a fundamental human need and one of the ways to find meaning is through work. Given
that employees are the fundamental drivers of economy, central to the future of work, and vital to organization suc-
cess, it is of the utmost importance for organizations to create a meaningful work to contribute to a more prosperous
future for employees, organizations and other stakeholders (Lee et al., 2018). This research revealed that inclusive
leaders can help their employees experience a sense of meaningful work. Specifically, inclusive leaders can enhance
job attributes and employees' meaning through creating a psychologically safe environment that allows employees
to speak up their unique ideas and contributions. Also, inclusive leaders encourage employees not to be afraid of
being criticized or punished for making mistakes or errors but rather consider those errors as learning opportunities.

This helps employees to realize that their task purpose is valuable and to experience a sense of meaningful work.
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APPENDIX

Imagine that you are working for a supervisor named Alex:

Low inclusive leadership scenario

Alex is a supervisor who is not open to hearing new ideas and does not support new ways to achieve desired goals.
Alex is hardly ever available for consultation on problems. Alex does not like to listen to employees' requests and dis-
courages employees to come for consultation on emerging issues. Alex does not care about new opportunities to
improve work processes. Alex is not respectful of employees' differences and does not welcome the unique value

they bring to the team.

High inclusive leadership scenario

Alex is a supervisor who is open to hearing new ideas, and discussing the desired goals and new ways to achieve
them. Alex is available for consultation on problems, encourages employees to come for consultation on emerging
issues, and is ready to listen to their requests. Alex is an ongoing “presence” in this team — someone who is readily
available, and is attentive to new opportunities to improve work processes. Alex is respectful of employees' differ-

ences and welcomes the unique value they bring to the team.
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