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Supplemental Material 

Methodology 

The information here further describes the methodological approach, design, 

implementation, and justification for the underlying empirical research that was conducted as 

part of the PhD dissertation [1]. In qualitative research, sample adequacy is determined primarily 

by the study’s purpose, the specificity of the participant group, the richness of the data collected, 

and the requirements of the chosen analytic approach rather than by statistical representativeness 

[2–3]. Empirical guidance on qualitative sample size has largely been derived from interview 

studies; for example, code and thematic saturation have often been observed within 

approximately 9–17 interviews, while meaning saturation may require approximately 24 [2, 4]. 

Although the present study used an asynchronous, predominantly open-ended survey, these 

findings offer relevant contextual guidance for assessing qualitative sample adequacy. 

A sample of 25 was considered appropriate for the exploratory purpose of the study given 

the focused participant population and the breadth and depth of the qualitative data generated. 

Practical resource constraints were also considered, consistent with qualitative sampling 

guidance [5]. The participants' responses produced more than 23,000 words of narrative data, 

with a mean of over 900 words and a median of over 850 per participant, indicating substantial 

engagement with the predominantly open-ended questionnaire (see below). Responses frequently 

included explanations, examples, contextual qualifications, and comparisons rather than only 

brief judgments. Accordingly, sample adequacy was assessed based on the depth, breadth, 

recurrence, and interpretive sufficiency of the resulting data in relation to the study’s aims, rather 

than participant count or interview-derived saturation thresholds alone [3, 5]. 



Following data cleaning, the finalized dataset was analyzed manually with attention to 

participants’ subjective experiences and sense-making, interpretation of responses within their 

individual and organizational contexts, and researcher reflexivity, integrated throughout the 

analysis rather than applied as a separate analytic phase. The analysis was iterative and 

incorporated both deductive and inductive processes.  

Analysis began with familiarization through holistic reading of responses and initial 

consideration of potentially relevant notions, expected and emergent themes. Survey questions, 

the original research questions, and literature-informed aspects provided deductive starting 

points for initial coding. These included relatively straightforward contextual or implementation 

attributes, such as age group, organizational size, meeting format, and participants’ inclusion or 

exclusion from SLMs, as well as more interpretive topics, such as stakeholders’ behavior, 

employee voice, perceived advantages or disadvantages, and misalignment concerns. Additional 

codes were generated inductively when relevant notions appeared in participants’ accounts even 

when they had not been explicitly solicited by a survey question.  

Responses were considered both within participants and across the sample. When a 

participant addressed the same issue across different questions, those responses were considered 

together so that coding and interpretation reflected their broader account rather than isolated 

statements. For example, views about being included or excluded from SLMs could be expressed 

in questions about current meeting format, preferred format, perceived advantages or 

disadvantages, or desired changes. The analysis therefore preserved the contextual relationship 

among different portions of each participant’s response while enabling cross-case comparisons.  

Some codes were comparatively direct translations of participants’ descriptions, such as 

whether a participant was included or excluded or whether preparation or follow-up occurred. 



Others required greater interpretation of richer text, such as assessments of employee voice or 

managers’ openness to feedback. A small number of derived codes required particularly holistic 

interpretation. Most notably, overall sentiment toward the specific SLM implementation and 

overall sentiment toward the general concept of SLMs were derived from the weight and context 

of each participant’s responses as a whole rather than from individual statements. This 

distinction allowed, for example, identification of participants who criticized their specific 

implementation while still supporting SLMs conceptually.  

Codes were then examined both within individual cases and across participants to 

identify recurring patterns, contrasts, relationships among aspects, and exceptional cases. 

Candidate themes were developed both deductively, by examining issues anticipated from the 

research questions and literature, and inductively, when previously unanticipated patterns 

emerged from the data. Themes were iteratively reviewed against the underlying responses and 

against one another to assess whether they were sufficiently supported, whether related themes 

should be combined, whether broader themes should be separated, and whether additional 

themes were warranted. Themes were subsequently defined and named, and findings were 

interpreted while considering participants’ contexts, potentially interacting themes, relevant 

literature, and alternative explanations. 

The process was iterative rather than strictly linear and continued until a coherent set of 

themes and findings was developed. The primary coding, theme development, and interpretation 

were completed by the author before complementary external checks, described in the main 

manuscript, were conducted. 

Relevant skip-level meetings were defined as participants’ direct managers intentionally 

meeting participants’ direct reports to gather feedback, answer questions, or provide 



organizational insights, regardless of meetings’ format or whether participants were included or 

excluded from such meetings, while excluding unintentional meetings (e.g., random breakroom 

chats), meetings that are not led by the participants’ manager (e.g., organization-wide meetings), 

or meetings narrowly focused on purposes other than general bi-directional feedback (e.g., 

meetings aimed at discussing a new product design). A relevant prior role was defined similarly 

to the current role criteria (e.g., at least a year in a first-tier management role for a company with 

at least 100 employees), except it could have occurred at any time within the past five years. 

Participants were recruited using LinkedIn and UserInterviews.com. Those who indicated 

they had skip-level meetings in current roles were asked to refer to their current role. Those who 

did not but had them in relevant roles within the past five years were asked to refer to that role. 

Participants who had both recent work environments with and without such meetings were also 

asked to compare experiences. Those with no recent relevant role involving skip-level meetings 

were asked about their perceptions of the general concept rather than its specific implementation. 

Participants were asked about their national backgrounds and to estimate the national 

origins of their direct reports and direct managers. Since migrants tend to adapt culturally over 

time [6], yet no reliable source was found indicating how long this adaptation takes, and to 

account for participants’ cultural context, an intuitive threshold of 13 years was defined. 

Participants who reported being foreign-born but had migrated to the U.S. more than 13 years 

prior were considered U.S.-cultured. Naturally, this threshold did not apply to participants’ 

estimates of the countries of origin of their direct reports and managers, as they were not 

expected to know the migration year of these stakeholders when relevant. 

Participants who completed all required engagement were offered a $100 gift card 

incentive, which was deemed to align with ethical standards without significantly influencing 



results [7-8], while accounting for the higher average salaries in participants’ roles. Participants 

were not explicitly asked about their overall sentiment towards the implementation of skip-level 

meetings, if such existed, in their referenced work environments or towards the general concept 

of skip-level meetings. Instead, overall sentiments were derived from other responses (e.g., the 

positive or negative value they find in such meetings, and whether they feel they help or disturb 

them in their leadership). Each participant’s responses to the questions presented overall clearly 

tilted towards either a general positive or negative sentiment about the concept of skip-level 

meetings and, if relevant, the specific implementation in their referenced work environments. 

The survey began with an online informed-consent statement (see the Survey section 

below), which participants were required to affirm before proceeding to the subsequent survey 

questions. Some of the questions were condition-tied, meaning they would be presented in a 

specific version, or not presented at all, to an individual based on their responses to earlier 

questions on the survey. The conditioning described verbally in the Survey section below was 

implemented automatically via SurveyMonkey’s conditioning/branching features. This ensured 

that the questions were tailored to each participant and minimized the energy required of 

respondents, thereby supporting engagement. 

Sample Demographics 

Selected demographics of the final sample are described in Tables 1 and 2: 



Table 1 

Selected demographics of the sample 

Attribute n % 

Age 

 25-34 7 28 

 35-44 14 56 

 45-54 4 16 

Gender (self-described)   

 Men 21 84 

 Women 4 16 

Number of employees in the referenced organization   

 101-300 3 12 

 301-1000 5 20 

 1001-5000 6 24 

 More than 5000 11 44 

Size of participants’ team in the referenced role   

 2-5 6 24 

 6-10 9 36 

 11-15 7 28 

 20-25 1 4 

 N/A a 2 8 

Form of Work b   

 Mostly hybrid (2-3 days of physical presence in an average week) 10.5 42 

 Mostly remote (max. 1 day of physical presence in an avg. week) 10.5 42 

 Mostly onsite (at least 4 days of physical presence in an avg. week) 2 8 

 N/A a 2 8 

 



Table 1 (continued) 

Attribute n % 

Existence of skip-level meeting 

 Exist in current & prior roles 12 48 

 Exist in the current but not in the prior role 1 4 

 Exist in current role while prior role N/A c 8 32 

 Do not exist in the current role, but yes in prior 2 8 

 Do not exist in either current or prior roles 0 0 

 Do not exist in the current role while prior role N/A c 2 8 

The cadence of skip-level meetings in the referenced role d   

 Weekly or more frequently 2 8.33 

 2-6 weeks 10.5 43.75 

 Quarterly 6.5 27.08 

 Annually 1 4.17 

 Ad-hoc or inconsistent 1.5 6.25 

 N/A a 2.5 10.42 

Skip-level meeting format in the referenced role e   

 One-on-one, the participant is excluded 14.08 58.1 

 Team-unit setting, the participant is included 0.83 3.4 

 Multi-team, the participant is included 7.33 30.2 

 1-on-1 w/ participant included or Team/Multi-team w\ participant excluded 0 0 

 N/A a 2.76 8.3 

a Participants without skip-level meetings in a current or recent relevant role were not asked about this. b 

One participant’s team split between remote & hybrid, granting half a point to each. c These participants 

had no relevant prior role. d Cadence reported along with “ad hoc” counted only as cadence; one case with 

only one team member having weekly skip-levels among more than ten was not considered cadence and 

granted half a point to “N/A”; one case had different cadences for senior vs. mid-level team members, 

granting half a point to Monthly and Quarterly each; another had a sometimes-cancelled quarterly 



cadence, granting half a point to Quarterly and Inconsistent each; and another indicated a quarterly 

opportunity used by only a few, granting half a point to Quarterly. e Two participants had a mix of 

formats, splitting their points across them; another described a team-unit format, but it was unclear if 

others were included in such meetings, so the point was divided between “Team-setting” & “Multi-team”; 

another stated that only 1 team member among more than 10 had skip-level meetings, in a 1-on-1 format, 

thus, a fraction of a point was added to 1-on-1. 

 



Table 2 

Stakeholders’ cultural backgrounds 

Participant’s culture a Participant’s manager origin b Team members’ origins b n % 

USA 

USA 

Mostly USA, 1 from Asia 2 8 

USA 2 8 

Mostly Asians, one West European 1 4 

S. America, E. Europe, India & US 1 4 

USA & Europe c 5 20 

Mostly US, some Oceania & Africa 1 4 

Mostly US, some India & E. Europe 1 4 

    

India 

Mostly India & China, 1 from USA 1 4 

US, India, and China 1 4 

Mostly US, some Europe & S. America 1 4 

   

Hong Kong USA, S. America, and India 1 4 

Colombia USA, India, and Middle East 1 4 

Europe c USA & Europe c 1 4 

Asian American d USA, India, and China 1 d 4 d 

    

N/A (have not had such meetings, were not asked) 2 8 

    

Argentina USA Mostly USA, one from S. America 1 4 

Mexico e India e Mostly USA, some from India 1 e 4 e 

Vietnam USA USA, Vietnam, India 1 4 

Total 25 100 

a Based on a 13-year cutoff for participants. b Estimates. c Ambiguous. d Ambiguous. If referring to 

birthplace, as asked, then it likely implies countries associated with high workplace power distance [10] e 

The only case with both leaders considered foreign-cultured. 

 



The most conservative interpretation of second-tier managers’ national origins, in this 

study’s context, which would somewhat reduce the strength of the exploratory association 

between stakeholders’ origin culture and participants’ perceptions or sentiment, as will be 

discussed later (though still leaving an exploratory association), means interpreting the “Asian 

American” manager as U.S.-born, rather than Asian-born, which would most likely mean coming 

from a lower power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and/or self-protectiveness culture, and the 

“European” manager as born in a high power-distance, uncertainty avoidance, and/or self-

protectiveness country, such as some Eastern European countries [9-11]. A less conservative 

interpretation would involve considering one or both managers as the opposite of their 

conservative interpretation. A less conservative interpretation would further strengthen the 

identified relationship between stakeholders’ cultural origin and participants’ perceptions or 

sentiments. 

 

 

 



Survey 

 

Only answering “Yes” allowed progression to the next question. 



 

● Answering 18-24 or 55-64 on question 2 or “No” to question 4 disqualified the 

respondent. 

● Answering “No” to question 5 skips the next page. 



 



 

● Answering “Less than a year” to question 8 and “Yes” to question 9 disqualified the 

respondent. 

● Answering “Yes” to question 9 skipped the next page and hid question 12. 



 

Answering “Less than a year” disqualified the respondent. 



 

● Question 36 was disabled by default at this point. 

● Answering “Yes” to question 11 or 12 and  “No” to the other enabled question 36. 

● If question 11 was answered “Yes” and question 8 was not answered “Less than a year,” 

then a statement asking to answer the questions on the next page in the context of the 

current role was added to the top of the next page. 



● If question 11 was answered “Yes”, question 8 was answered “Less than a year”, and 

question 12 was not answered “Yes”, then a statement asking to answer the questions on 

the next page in the context of the current role was added to the top of the next page. 

● If question 11 was answered “Yes”, question 8 was answered “Less than a year”, and 

question 12 was answered “Yes” then the following statement was added to the top of the 

next page: “Please answer the following questions in the context of your past role for 

which you answered "Yes" to having skip-level meetings in the previous question 

(consider the context of that past specific work environment, manager, team, and 

organization):”. 

● If question 11 was answered “No” and question 12 was answered “Yes” then the 

following statement was added to the top of the next page: “Please answer the following 

questions in the context of the past role for which you answered "Yes" to having skip-

level meetings in the previous question (consider the context of that past specific work 

environment, manager, team, and organization):”. 

● If question 12 was answered “I haven’t held…” and question 8 was answered “Less than 

a year,” then the respondent was disqualified. 

● If both questions 11 and 12 were answered “Yes,” then the page that contains questions 

37 through 41 was hidden. 

● If question 11 was answered “No” and question 12 either had no response or had a 

response that was different from “Yes,” then the survey skipped to the page that starts 

with question 37. 

 



 

If question 13 was answered 1-100, then the respondent was disqualified. 



 



- Continued from previous page: 

 



 

For respondents who received this page and question, the next page with questions 37 

through 41 was skipped.  



 

Respondents who answered 1-100 to question 37 were disqualified. 
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