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ABSTRACT
	Transparency is a communication phenomenon that encompasses a wide range of understandings and definitions (e.g., information-sharing, visibility, accountability). It is often used as a call to action from internal/external stakeholders of larger organizations and corporations. However, due to its multiplicity of meanings, calling for “transparency” can signify different things to different people. As a complement to the vast array of organizational communication literature on transparency, this study focuses on how transparent communication within corporate teams can create professional identity dilemmas for group members. Further, this study explores how meetings serve as sites that help accomplish different aspects of transparency. Data for this study was collected through two rounds of qualitative interviews with individuals on two different teams within two different corporations as well as weekly meeting observations of these same teams. This study concludes that transparency is better thought of as non-binary and that instead of asking it to accomplish multiple things at once, when we call for transparency, we should focus on what specific aspects of transparency we are trying to achieve. Further, when considering how this plays out in meetings, teams within organizations should emphasize what kinds of meetings serve which specific purposes in order to effectively achieve different components of transparency.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
 
As a manager of different types of work teams over the last eight years, I have witnessed firsthand the major role small group dynamics and communication practices play in the functionality and productivity of larger organizations. Team dynamics are the building blocks of organizations, and group communication practices tend to be overlooked and undermined by larger entities and higher ups within these organizations. In my own experience, I have noticed significant improvements in organizational productivity when smaller group communication practices are more cohesive and transparent. These communication practices could present themselves in the form of consistent email exchanges (e.g., a weekly update email that goes out to all team members) or in the form of standing team meetings (e.g., a weekly meeting to update all team members of progress on projects). Regardless, the more there is common agreement and mutual understanding around group communication expectations, the more productive teams are. Further, increased team productivity lends itself to more effective contributions for organizations at large.
A critical component of effective and impactful communication is transparency. Interest in organizational transparency has circulated in academic literature for many years (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski, Kahai, & Yammarino, 2011; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022; Simsek Caglar, Vainio, & Roto, 2023). Recently, transparency has also become a buzzword within corporate America. Enacting transparency is challenging, partly because it can mean different things to different stakeholders (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski et al., 2011; Simsek Caglar et al., 2023). Oftentimes, when organizations attempt to create transparency, the efforts can produce the opposite effect (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski et al., 2011; Simsek Caglar et al., 2023). Although organizations intend to be transparent, their failure to do so successfully can negatively impact trust between the organization and external/internal stakeholders.
Plenty of research has been done on how organizations construct transparent communication practices, and in turn, how this impacts organizations. Research has also been conducted on how transparent communication within teams can mediate other group dynamics such as psychological safety, behavioral integrity, and trust (Edmondson, 2019; Haesevoets et al., 2021; Jiang & Luo, 2018; Palanski et al., 2011). I complement this research by focusing on how communication dilemmas related to transparency emerge within smaller work teams. I am interested in how team members in these smaller group settings at larger, for-profit corporations create and navigate the inherent tensions that accompany transparent communication practices in face-to-face interactions, specifically when considering meetings as a site where these face-to-face interactions occur.
By exploring the individual dilemmas that occur when it comes to how transparency operates in a small group setting, we may gain insight into interactional dynamics within groups. If smaller corporate teams are made up of individuals who struggle with the inherent tensions associated with transparency, and these tensions result in individuals behaving or not behaving in certain ways, then this has significance for the efficiency, effectivity, and productivity groups contribute to the larger organization. If transparent communication is relevant to the information flow, insight into work processes, and accountability of a group, then it has the potential to severely dictate the outcome of the group’s productivity. Further, by exploring these tensions in the context of the meeting as a site where these dilemmas play out and are navigated, we can potentially highlight what structural aspects of meetings serve to help with transparent communication between team members and what aspects do not. 
Transparency is messy, layered, and nuanced. As such, this paper does not necessarily take a straightforward route in offering solutions to this messiness. Rather, it offers opportunities for individuals in groups and organizations to reframe what they are asking for when they are calling for “transparent communication” from others. It also offers opportunities for teams and organizations to consider restructuring expectations and goals for meetings as a site of interaction when it comes to transparent communication. Finally, it offers plenty of implications and opportunities for future research on transparency at the individual, group, and organizational level.
In the remainder of this chapter, I will provide insight into the multiplicity of meanings that are tied to transparency and discuss the implications this has for thinking about transparency at different levels, specifically within the meeting as an organizational practice. My second chapter will highlight the methodological procedures I undertook during my data collection, and my third chapter will highlight and analyze the most relevant aspects of these data as it pertains to my research questions. Finally, my fourth chapter will conclude and offer practical implications for how individuals in groups and organizations can think about transparency differently as it pertains to communication and meetings as a site of generativity and production. 
Transparency - Defined
What is transparency? Although the word “transparency” is leveraged in organizational studies frequently, transparency is actually a nuanced concept that can hold many different meanings for organizations, employees of organizations, and external stakeholders. Transparency is acknowledged in the literature as having a multiplicity of meanings (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski, Kahai, & Yammarino, 2011; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022; Simsek Caglar, Vainio, & Roto, 2023). Palanski et al. (2011) write that “transparency is a virtue…which involves openness, availability, or disclosure of information” (p. 203). 
Transparency as a communication goal for organizations has recently gained traction in the wake of the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) movement (Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). As larger institutions are more frequently called out by external stakeholders and held accountable for delivering on what they claim to be their values, mission, and vision, transparency has become a social value (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski et al., 2011). It is frequently used as a value that, when measured, is an indication of the degree to which a corporation is socially responsible (Christensen & Cheney, 2015).
Given the multitude of definitions and meanings that are associated with the notion of transparency, in the following sections of the literature review, I have highlighted and fleshed out four of the most common themes that repeatedly showed up in my preliminary research: transparency as information-sharing, transparency as visibility, transparency as accountability, and transparency as paradox (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski et al., 2011; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022; Simsek Caglar et al., 2023). While there is no doubt that definitions of transparency could be expanded beyond these four overarching themes, these are the ones I have identified as being the most relevant to understanding my specific project and how I aim to contribute to the conversation.
Transparency as information-sharing
 
        	One of the most common understandings and uses of the word transparency revolves around the notion of information-sharing (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). Information-sharing not only refers to the actual practice of disclosing information, but it also refers to the kind of information being shared (e.g., company information, statistics, financials, etc.), the quantity of information being shared (i.e., how much information stakeholders are receiving), and the manner in which the communication is being shared (e.g., via a meeting, an email, a phone call, etc.) (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). Calls for transparency often align with a desire from stakeholders for more and better quality of information (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). While “more and better” may seem like important factors for helping people feel that communication is transparent, in reality it often does not provide individuals with the answers they are seeking and thus does not ultimately satisfy individual needs (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). Oftentimes, when individuals call for transparency, what they are really asking for is more information that will be helpful to their understanding of a specific thing (e.g., what steps an organization is taking to follow through on ESG or IDEA initiatives). However, transparency as information-sharing can be viewed as sharing information that encompasses a wide range of specifics. Thus, individuals calling for transparency for a specific thing might receive information that is not necessarily relevant or helpful in increasing their understanding of that specific thing.  
Transparency as visibility
 
Another way the notion of transparency can be understood is as visibility into what is happening behind the scenes of an organization in real time (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). In a study done by Simsek Caglar et al. (2023), they conducted qualitative interviews with remote workers across three different organizations who actively used an online technology tool called Miro for team collaboration. The goal of this study was to understand how workers experienced transparency when utilizing this tool. These interviews were conducted with 11 different user experience (UX) and service designers, across three different organizations including a city council, manufacturing company, and IT design consultant group. Results suggested that the collaboration tool (Miro) allowed multiple group members to work on one project at the same time and enabled them to actually see their co-workers’ thoughts and work processes live in action. Some organizations designate specific places and times for workers to disclose their progress on a project in efforts to create transparency (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). However, in this study, we see how coworkers gain insight into their colleagues’ thought processes as they are happening in real-time, instead of after the work has been completed (Simsek et al., 2023). In this specific study, transparency refers to the ability to observe other peoples’ work/thought processes as they are happening.
Transparency as accountability
        	In a similar vein, transparency is also seen by some as a social value that holds organizations and/or individuals within these organizations accountable (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Palanski et al., 2011; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022; Simsek Caglar et al., 2023). Transparency and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) are often used interchangeably (Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). Both of these terms are ambiguous in how they are leveraged (Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). As mentioned previously, CSR is the notion that corporations have an ethical responsibility to their stakeholders to disclose certain types of information that will allow stakeholders to hold corporations accountable (Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). The types of information vary depending on the corporation but may, for example, have to do with sustainability efforts. External stakeholders leverage both transparency and CSR as a mechanism to highlight ethical expectations and standards organizations--whether these be businesses or government entities--should abide by (Palanski et al., 2011; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). These ethical expectations and standards for organizations can also be code for whether or not individuals within the organizations seem “virtuous” (Palanski et al., 2011). A call for transparency is thus not only a call for more information or insight, but also a call for some sort of promise from organizations or individuals within these organizations to follow through on actions that will help them live up to their mission, vision, and core values.
Transparency as paradox
 
The varying understandings and definitions of transparency previously mentioned all contribute to the paradox of transparency. I previously mentioned how Simsek Caglar et al.’s (2023) research demonstrated transparency as visibility. However, their study also demonstrated that transparency can be paradoxical. Although the visibility and insight that was afforded by the collaboration technology provided a sense of comfort to some workers, it also lent itself to unforeseen issues such as questions about who should have access to this insight and when, as well as owners of certain projects feeling as though they had lost control (Simsek Caglar et al., 2023).
A critique by Christensen and Cheney (2015) dissected some of the implications ascribed by society to the notion of transparency and highlighted a lack of understanding regarding the nuances and layers of transparency. They compare transparency intentions and results to the notion of light versus dark (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). In their critique, Christensen and Cheney (2015) highlighted how goals of increasing transparency tended to result in more opaque methods of information sharing/dissemination in organizations.  This occurs because attempts at “standardized” communication for transparency can lead to increased rigidity around communication processes. They noted that attempts to streamline these processes often led to an increase in the number of conversations happening “offline” that worked to minimize communication modes for increased effectiveness, and what organizations hoped would feel like transparency, to their stakeholders. Thus, the result is more opaqueness instead of more transparency within organizations (Christensen & Cheney, 2015).
Furthermore, Christensen and Cheney (2015) note that an important challenge to transparency in organizations is that communication happens in specific settings under specific circumstances. For example, if feedback needs to be given to an employee, there are designated performance reviews for that feedback to be disclosed. Another example is that if organizational updates need to be shared with employees, there may be a designated weekly or monthly all-organization meeting where this occurs. Thus, information is not being shared as it happens in real time, potentially impacting stakeholders’ experience of what it means to be transparent (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). Essentially, organizations are attempting to be crystal clear in the information they are sharing, and, therefore, substitute consistent communication for transparent communication.
Shifting the lens to internal organizational transparency, transparency is something that can be produced through activities as mundane as emailing. Haesevoets et al. (2021) conducted a series of five studies in which they evaluated employees’ perceptions of how the carbon copy (cc) function contributed to felt trust on an individual level, trustworthiness of the organization, individual psychological safety, and an organizational culture of fear. Haesevoets et al. (2021) conducted their research by recruiting working adult participants of different ages and companies in four distinct countries and three different cultures. Participants included were western participants (US and UK), Chinese participants, and Dutch participants. Participants responded to a qualitative survey that asked questions regarding how the carbon copy function impacted trust between supervisor and employee, felt trust in the broader organizational climate, felt psychological safety, and a culture of fear within the organization.     
In their findings, Haesevoets et al. (2021) discovered that while the cc function consistently enhanced felt transparency, it simultaneously had the opposite effect on employees’ psychological state within the workplace, as many employees expressed experiencing it “as a control mechanism” (p. 733). The control that employees experienced was attributed to a lack of trust. When employees saw that a supervisor or fellow employee was carbon copied on an email, they felt a lack of trust from the sender, and thus felt as though they were being monitored. In this example, we see how transparency is something that can also be cultivated in organizations internally as well as externally, regardless of whether it negatively or positively impacts other group dynamics. We also see that the implications of communication practices that one might think would increase transparency actually could foster a paradoxical effect such as the ones mentioned previously (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). 
Transparency at different levels
	Now that I have articulated the nuance and messiness that accompanies the notion of transparency, I will draw on this knowledge to highlight how transparency occurs at three different levels in the corporate world: the organizational level, the group level, and the individual level. 
Transparency at the organizational level
As seen in the numerous definitions associated with transparency, it is often viewed as an organizational-level virtue (Palanski et al., 2011). Oftentimes, transparency is associated with organizations doing what they say they are going to (Christensen & Cheney, 2015; Sendlhofer & Tolstoy, 2022). Organizational stakeholders hold implicit expectations tied to the concept of transparency– stakeholders do not feel the need to voice these expectations because they assume if an organization claims to be transparent, organizations’ actions will align with their verbal promises (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). One example of this is how, without specifically stating so, a consumer trusts an organization to complete the follow through actions that align with their sustainability values and goals. 
Although what gets enacted by organizations may look as though it aligns with organizational values externally, the process of enacting values may result in organizational systems that do not align with transparency to stakeholders (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). For example, in an organization’s process of trying to create a culture of openness through meetings, alternative calendar invites or meetings may be held as side or private discussions between specific employees prior to or after the meeting, thus making communication opaquer and contradicting the initial goal of transparency (Christensen & Cheney, 2015). Additionally, with the increase in remote work, side conversations between individual group members (that do not include the entire group or are not made visible to the entire group) happen as an actual meeting is taking place in real time. In essence, there are very key elements of smaller group communication that have the capacity to increase or decrease transparency at an organizational level.
Transparency at the group level
Although transparency has primarily been researched at an organizational level, there are findings that point to how transparency can mediate or present itself in group communication. Transparency within groups can be seen through the concepts of openness, honesty, and candor (Edmondson, 2019). Research has also suggested that group communication that is more transparent has mediating effects on psychological safety, behavioral integrity, and trust – factors that all work to improve the productivity and effectiveness of teams as a whole (Edmondson, 2019; Jiang & Luo, 2018; Palanski et al., 2011).
A study conducted by Jiang and Luo (2018) looked at how authentic leadership translated into the perceived psychological safety of workers. In an online survey, Jiang and Luo (2018) gathered a random sample of responses from 391 employees in different industries/companies in the United States. One of the key findings from this survey was that transparent internal communication was an important mediator that fostered trust between co-workers and employees and managers in the workplace (Jiang & Luo, 2018). Responses actually showed that transparent communication was more significant to fostering a sense of trust between employees than authentic leadership behaviors (Jiang & Luo, 2018). Ultimately, the constant flow of information sharing enabled more employee empowerment, which further informed the trust employees felt towards each other as well as their organization (Jiang & Luo, 2018). Increased employee trust allowed team members to feel more engaged in their work and more connected with their organization (Jiang & Luo, 2018).
In addition to Jiang and Luo’s (2018) study, Edmondson (2019) points to how tangible things such as clear goals, openness, and candor (all elements of transparency) between people in groups work to explain team performance, and aid in building psychological safety. In her book The Fearless Organization, Edmondson (2019) highlights a number of different case studies she has examined over the years. One case study focused on the creative team at Pixar animations. Pixar has a process called “Braintrust” in which a small group connects every so often to evaluate a movie that is currently in the process of being created. One of the key elements to these group meetings is candor. The rules Pixar has around candor during these meetings are that it must be “constructive – and about the project, not the person….the comments are suggestions, not prescriptions….[and] candid feedback is not a ‘gotcha’ but must come from a place of empathy” (Edmondson, 2019, p. 106). Evidently, the key here is the way in which candor and transparent communication is approached. In these Braintrust meetings, transparent communication is approached from a place of generosity and empathy which holds space for employees to build trust with one another and further increases their sense of psychological safety in the workplace and amongst colleagues.
Finally, in Palanski et al.’s (2011) research, they looked at two different types of teams. The first group of teams were temporary work teams at a university that were engaged in a school project. The second group of teams were nurses within a healthcare network. The methods of the study were the same across both groups of teams. Study participants completed a survey designed to measure perceived transparency, behavioral integrity, and trust that existed in the group. Team performance was then evaluated through a survey that was distributed to third-party members outside of the groups (e.g., Teaching Assistants, Managers). The findings across both groups of teams verified the authors’ initial hypotheses that transparency catalyzed a domino effect: High levels of transparency were related to high levels of behavioral integrity, which then fostered trust amongst team members and increased levels of team performance (Palanski et al., 2011).
Evidently from these examples, transparency has the potential to set off a domino effect of positive mediators that work to increase things such as trust and psychological safety in small groups. By exploring what it is about transparency specifically that does this, we can gain more insight into the components that set off this chain of events.
Group versus individual sense-making experiences of transparency
The research discussed thus far points to the multiple meanings and definitions of transparency (Palanski et al., 2011). Sense-making is the idea that individuals use all of their senses (e.g., smell, vision, etc.) to process their current environment and situation (Brummans & Vézy, 2022). Cognitive sense-making that happens in a collective/group environment is impacted by an actively constitutive communication process that occurs in interaction in the moment (Brummans & Vézy, 2022; Simsek Caglar et al., 2023). Sense-making that happens individually pre and post group interaction is an actively reflexive process. Individuals form their own intentions prior to group interaction and then make sense of the outcome of their intentions after group interaction. Group interaction collectively makes sense of the outcomes of these intentions and also places constraints and limitations on sense-making that occurs after the fact (Simsek Caglar et al., 2023). For example, what an individual may perceive to be a transparent communication practice may not actually mean that transparency emerges through that group communication practice. What an individual perceives prior to the group interaction or how an individual makes sense of something after the group interaction may not ultimately be indicative of what is created in group interaction. Collective experiences may contribute to individual sense-making that occurs after the group interaction and vice-versa: individual sense-making that occurs after the group interaction could re-shape the way that individual narrates the group interaction (Meyers & Seibold, 2009).
As we see in Simsek Caglar et al.’s (2023) research mentioned in the first section (Transparency: Defined), how people make sense of tools in a group environment works to construct collective communicative activities and processes that ultimately may be made sense of differently on an individual level. For example, when individuals were working on aspects of certain projects in real time on this tool, coworkers could see what they were doing and offer feedback in the moment. The communication and interaction that occurred surrounding the feedback was collective when it happened in the moment, but the individual’s interpretation of the feedback interaction shifted when they relayed their experience of it in interviews (Simsek et al., 2023). In Simsek et al.’s (2023) research, what got created in the moment between group members or between designers and stakeholders may have seemed productive at the time, but after the fact, may have felt different to certain individuals involved in the process. Among these activities and processes, it is evident that agility, openness and cohesion, and clear understanding of diverse expectations are key aspects of group sense-making (Simsek et al., 2023). However, what is being constituted in a group setting through a collaboration tool might not accurately represent what is being constituted on an individual level reflexively (Simsek et al., 2023).
Taking Palanski et al.’s (2011) notion of differing constructional levels of transparency into consideration, I propose yet another constructional level of transparency – an individual level construct of transparency. Thus, part of my research is centered on how individuals navigate the inherent paradoxes and tensions that are associated with the notion of transparency. This brings me to my first research question:
RQ1: How does the effort to be transparent in communication create internal dilemmas for individuals in small group settings?
Next, I will discuss the current literature surrounding meetings as a site of practice within organizations which will provide the rationale for my second research question.
Transparency within meetings
	Meetings serve as a large umbrella for a wide variety of organized socialization (Atkinson, Cuff, & Lee, 1978). Atkinson, Cuff, and Lee (1978) define meetings “as a form of social organization involving the co-orientation of its parties to the business or topics at hand in a manner that makes possible the orderly achievement of that business” (p. 136). In other words, meetings serve as a space where individuals come together to focus on producing outcomes related to organizational business. Meetings are one of the most common, taken-for-granted forms of interaction within large organizational settings (Schwartzman, 1987). They are complex in nature, and as a result, there are often multiple things happening at once, whether explicitly or more covertly (Schwartzman, 1987; Atkinson, Cuff, & Lee, 1978). This is important to consider when thinking about small group communication, because oftentimes, what we think a meeting might entail might not actually be what the meeting is doing in reality. Further, what we might expect from the meeting (e.g., a decision about a specific agenda item) might not be the actual resolution the meeting produces (e.g., conflict, confusion, or more ideas about that agenda item).  
In research, meetings are commonly used for the following purposes: (1) as a means through which to look at other organizational topics (such as creativity in groups); (2) as a way to resolve or find a solution for problems; and (3) as the topic of research (Schwartzman, 1987). Over the course of about a year and a half, Schwartzman (1987) conducted a study at the Midwest Community Mental Health Center in the 1970’s that looked at what meetings did and provided for organizations and individuals within these organizations. In addition to using ethnographic methods and observing meetings within this organization, Schwartzman (1987) also conducted interviews with a variety of individuals employed at the organization, collected and analyzed a variety of documents such as grants and memos, and finally, conducted participant observation of organizational employees outside of meetings, such as in therapy sessions or on coffee/lunch breaks. Through this study, Schwartzman (1987) gained insight into various aspects that contributed to meetings such as meeting construction, meeting negotiation, different types of meetings, and meeting characteristics. What Schwartzman (1987) ultimately ended up discovering was that meetings are not just sites where things get produced and where everyone is on the same page about what is happening, but meetings also serve as sites where people make sense of experiences they have had outside of meetings and where social relationships are confirmed and validated. Having this insight when thinking about how meetings serve different organizational or group dynamics is key because it allows us to think about (a) meetings as a place where multiple things can be happening at once and (b) meetings as a place where what is actually happening might conflict with what we think should be happening.  
	Considering these points ties back to the multiplicity of meanings of transparency. Just as meetings can accomplish different things, transparency can be accomplished multiple different ways, especially when people hold different meanings of transparency. Thus, when thinking about what transparency is actually doing (or not doing) and how it is being generated (or not generated) in group dynamics, meetings serve as an interesting and appropriate site through which to explore how this is happening. This leads me to my second research question:
RQ2: How do meetings serve as sites that accomplish (or do not accomplish) transparency for small groups? 












CHAPTER 2: METHODS
	For this investigation, I conducted a qualitative study through individual interviews and participant observation with two different work teams of two different companies. In order to maintain anonymity, I will be referring to these corporations as Company #1 and Company #2 throughout this paper. It is important to note that I was required to sign an NDA with both companies prior to beginning my data collection. There was a general concern in both organizations for not revealing corporate information. This is one of the reasons I do not provide more description of the companies and their work. Given that the focus of my research is on how groups interact with each other, the fact that the nature of each organization’s work remains rather vague throughout this paper does not undermine my research findings and data analysis. 
Company #1 is an international market research organization. The particular team within this company that I observed in my fieldwork and conducted individual interviews with was a cross-geographical project team. Due to the matrixed set-up of this organization, individuals within this project team are simultaneously involved in other project teams and are generally working on multiple projects at once. I only observed them within the context of one single specific project. Two individuals on this team were consultants in one region, and two individuals on this team were consultants in another region. Additionally, there were two members of the group that were in and out of the meetings I observed but were more focused on project recruitment. Due to the scope of my project, any data collected in meetings that included the team members focused on recruitment was discounted from my final analysis and findings. 
Company #2 is a global management consulting firm. The particular group that I observed in my fieldwork and conducted individual interviews with was a strategy/operations team. Individuals in this group were dispersed across the United States. There were four individuals total in this group – three of whom joined the company about two to three years ago, and one of whom just joined the company at the beginning of February of this year. Individuals in this group do a wide range of things, from implementing strategic operational changes, to managing and hiring people.
Both groups operate in a completely remote capacity, and all data collection and interaction throughout the course of my research occurred remotely. With each group, I conducted preliminary interviews, four weekly meeting observations, and follow-up interviews. In this chapter, I will highlight the individuals that participated in my study, the recruitment and procedural process, the materials I leveraged throughout my data collection process, and, finally, how I analyzed my data using Craig and Tracy’s (2021) Grounded Practical Theory as my framework.
Participants
  	I was able to use personal connections to gain access to both organizations that I researched in this study. Upon receiving a letter of approval from each organization consenting to participate, I recruited participants from each respective group via email and provided them a consent form detailing the specifics of this study for them to sign. Once they signed the consent form, I emailed back a PDF copy for their records, and from there, scheduled preliminary interviews with each participant. This study had approximately 11 subjects total initially enrolled. Seven of these participants were from Company #1, and four were from Company #2. The final data I ended up analyzing discounted data from three of the initial subjects in Company #1. One of the subjects was not actually involved in the project meetings given that their role operated at a higher level. The other two subjects did not respond to my recruitment emails to schedule an interview and were really only on these meetings for a designated time of about 10-15 minutes for a specific purpose that had no real bearings on my final data. Additionally, one of the four group members from Company #2 had just started working at the company when I began my research. As such, I was unable to conduct a preliminary interview with this individual, and only conducted a follow-up interview with them.
Subject population differed in gender, race, ethnic distribution, and age. There were no specific prerequisites required to be included in the study or that limited people from being included in the study other than being a team member within the respective groups at the organizations I was researching. These employees were the appropriate participants for this research because they are members of a corporate environment that work within a small team on a daily basis. Being able to observe them in both an individual interview environment and a group work setting provided insight that enabled me to investigate the notion of transparent communication in both a practical, real-life setting as well as a more reflexive setting. 
Procedures
        	After gaining organizational consent from each respective corporation, and prior to starting my data collection process, I received Institutional Board Review (IRB) approval to conduct this study. Following IRB approval, I emailed participants with the previously mentioned consent forms, and scheduled preliminary interviews from there. Participants from each group first participated in a preliminary individual interview with me. The interviews ranged anywhere from 20-30 minutes and took place over Zoom. Participants were recorded for transcription purposes. 
Following preliminary interviews for each group member, I observed four weekly meetings over the course of a month-long period for each organization. The total amount of time spent in meeting observations was approximately four hours (two hours for each company). These meetings also occurred remotely. Company #1 used Microsoft Teams as the site where these meetings took place, and Company #2 used Zoom. I used these meetings to observe how my findings from preliminary interviews played out through group communication practices in these localized settings. These meetings were not recorded; data was collected through ethnographic observation techniques. 
After my meeting observations, I conducted another round of follow-up individual interviews to deepen understandings of transparency and meetings as a site where transparency takes place. These interviews also ranged from approximately 20-30 minutes in length and took place over Zoom. Similar to preliminary interviews, these interviews were recorded for transcription purposes. In total, I conducted 16 interviews - approximately 320-480 minutes total of interview transcription. One of my preliminary interviews was excluded from data analysis due to a miscommunication/misunderstanding of whether or not this participant was involved in the weekly team meetings I was observing. The combination of these procedural elements helped me account for how different team members understood transparency and further enabled me to see how these understandings emerged in a small corporate team environment. The full timeline/set-up of my research can be seen in Table 1.
Table 1. Research schedule structure for Company #1 and Company #2.
	Visit #
	Procedures/Tools
	Location
	Duration

	Visit 1
	Preliminary Interviews
	Zoom
	20-30 minutes each

	Visit 2
	Meeting Observation 1
	Microsoft Teams or Zoom
	30-45 minutes

	Visit 3
	Meeting Observation 2
	Microsoft Teams or Zoom
	30-45 minutes

	Visit 4
	Meeting Observation 3
	Microsoft Teams or Zoom
	30-45 minutes

	Visit 5
	Meeting Observation 4
	Microsoft Teams or Zoom
	30-45 minutes

	Visit 6
	Follow-Up Interviews
	Zoom
	20-30 minutes each


Materials
        	For my preliminary interviews, I put together an interview guide (Appendix A) with comprehensive questions that inquired about each participant’s understanding of what transparency meant to them on an individual level. I began these interviews by trying to gain an understanding of any communication dilemmas or problems that participants previously noticed within their respective groups. I then moved into asking about participants’ understandings of what it means to be transparent in these small group contexts. These interviews ranged from 20-30 minutes in length, took place on Zoom, and were recorded and transcribed for later reference and analysis. 
Meeting observations also took place on Zoom, but were not recorded, and data was collected through ethnographic note-taking techniques. During meeting observations, I paid attention to communication cues I felt might be associated with transparency based on the definitions of transparency I had gleaned from participants in my preliminary interviews. I also paid attention to the general dynamics at play in each group. For example, one group had a little more structure to their meetings while the other had a dynamic that felt much more fluid and adaptive. I used the fieldnotes taken from my observations and data collected from my preliminary interviews to then construct a set of interview questions that was used for follow-up interviews.
Follow-up interviews were scheduled for the week after my meeting observations finished. After completing my meeting observations and evaluating the data from my fieldnotes in combination with the data collected from my preliminary interview transcripts, I put together another Interview Guide (Appendix B) with questions that were focused on specific practices and dynamics I had observed in each respective group. In addition to asking questions that revolved around communication practices and dynamics gathered from observation and data, I also made it a point to ask questions about each individuals’ perspective on meetings as a cultural corporate site where this kind of communication takes place. Follow-up interviews also took place on Zoom, ranged between 20-30 minutes in length, and, similar to preliminary interviews, were recorded for transcription for data analysis. 
Analysis
        	For my data analysis, I used Craig and Tracy’s (2021) Grounded Practical Theory (GPT) as my framework. Grounded Practical Theory is defined “as a method to address communication problems by generating ideas about how to act wisely in situations that present tensions and dilemmas” (Craig & Tracy, 2021, p. 13). In other words, GPT evaluates what individuals think ought to be happening in comparison with what actually is happening in situated communication contexts. The focus of GPT related research is on the dissonance between communication ideals and communicative realities. By comparing and contrasting these two alternatives in juxtaposition with each other, researchers use GPT in an effort to look at what sort of dilemmas and tensions arise within specific localized contexts. Generally, GPT aims to reconstruct communication practices at three different levels. The first level is giving attention to identifying a given practices problems, dilemmas, and/or tensions. From there, the second level is pinpointing techniques or strategies that are used to mitigate the dilemmas and tensions that arise in these contexts. Finally, the third step of GPT encompasses identifying the actual disconnect between what people think should or what people desire to happen in certain localized settings and what actually is happening in these localized settings (Craig & Tracy, 2021). 
	The first piece of data I analyzed were the transcripts taken from preliminary individual interviews with each team member. I had two main goals in these preliminary interviews. As mentioned previously, my first goal in this primary section of research was to get an understanding for areas of potential communication disconnect (or dilemmas; Craig & Tracy, 2021) that individuals perceived within their localized group dynamic. My second goal was to gain insight into each individual’s understanding of what transparent communication meant to them and how they viewed transparent communication as a potential source of dilemma between them and their group members. Thus, this first step of data analysis falls in line with the first level of GPT: identifying the tensions or dilemmas inherent in transparent communication within a small group setting. 
	The second piece of data I analyzed were the fieldnotes from my meeting observations. As I have previously mentioned, these meetings were not recorded due to confidentiality reasons. However, I kept track of my observations via extensive field notes for each individual meeting. My goal in these meeting observations was to pay attention to what I felt was happening in the moment and note any specific communicative indicators (such as context cues, affirmative statements, and follow-up questions) I felt might be relevant to practices that produced transparency. These meeting observations allowed me to focus on the second level of GPT: pinpointing communicative techniques or practices that were occurring in real time as a way to navigate the tensions or dilemmas identified by individuals in preliminary interviews. 
Additionally, I feel it is important to note that one theme that emerged during my meeting observations relied on more of a “feeling” as an observer (as opposed to identification of an actual distinct or tangible communication practice). One thing that I observed right away was how the dynamics of each respective group “felt” to me as a researcher. For example, Company #1 “felt” much more formal and structured throughout the tenure of my observations, whereas Company #2 “felt” much more comfortable, free-flowing, and vibrant. I feel that this distinction is important to acknowledge and recognize as it is ultimately what led me to focus on certain aspects of data in my final analysis. 
The third and final piece of data I analyzed were the transcripts taken from my follow-up interviews with individual team members. The goal of my follow-up interviews was to reflect on my fieldnotes from my meeting observations and inquire about the meeting as a cultural site for this kind of communication. I first asked participants about whether or not they saw the certain dynamics and practices I observed as something their groups engaged in, and then took it one step further by asking whether or not they saw these practices as things that worked to help or hinder transparency. The second half of follow-up interviews were focused more on meetings and how participants felt like meetings worked to accomplish transparency between them and their team members. This second set of interviews were crucial to my data analysis and findings because through this final round of interviews, I was informed about special meetings that were not the meetings I observed but that were offshoots of problems or communication disconnects I observed from the meetings I was present in. I elaborate further on this in the next chapter. Thus, although I do not have a final “answer” for this third level of communication presented in the GPT framework, this final set of data analysis did allow for me to identify where the disconnect and dilemma lives in what feels like transparency versus what actually produces transparency. 






CHAPTER 3: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
	Using Craig and Tracy’s (2021) Grounded Practical Theory to analyze my fieldnotes and interview transcripts, I was able to identify a handful of transparency dilemmas that were salient for group members. Although the data includes more dilemmas than discussed in this section, the two that I have chosen to focus on for the purposes of this paper are the professional identity dilemmas of being efficient versus being a connector and being a “helpful” team member versus being a “transparent” team member. The reason I have chosen to focus explicitly on these two dilemmas is because they felt the most layered and “messy” to me in reviewing the data. Further, when zooming out and looking at transparency from a broader vantage point, these dilemmas were the most substantial in thinking about how we can potentially attend to the tensions of transparency in future research.
Additionally, when considering how meetings were relevant to the dilemmas I pinpointed through interview transcript data, what I actually discovered was that while everyday meetings were sites where transparency was generated, there were actually specific meetings outside of these everyday meetings that served as a site for transparency production. Needless to say, these findings are intertwined and contingent upon one another. As expected, there is not one sole contributor or producer of transparency, or a lack thereof, in these team environments and meeting settings, but a confluence of factors that work to foster transparency as a feeling or transparency as an outcome. 
	One thing that became apparent very early on in my research were that the two groups had considerably different juxtaposing communication dynamics. When looking back on my fieldnotes from meeting observations, there is a consistent notion of Company #1 having a more deliberate and structured communication dynamic that almost had a “call-and-response” rhythm. By contrast, the communication dynamic of Company #2 was what I referred to as being very fluid. What I mean by this is that conversations seemed to pick up right where they left off, to the point where I would sometimes wonder if they had all been on a call before the meeting I was observing. Additionally, they seamlessly jumped between talking about business-related and more personal topics of discussion. In order to set the scene, I am going to start off my analysis section with some ethnographic, thick description of what was going on in these meetings to help set the stage for some of my later analysis of specific dilemmas or moments that felt salient to me as a result of my observations. After highlighting this thick description, I discuss how transparency requires a sort of balancing act when it comes to considering what to share and who to share it with. Following this, I map out some of the broader identity dilemmas that individuals in these groups were grappling with. Finally, I will highlight how the difference between weekly update meetings and meetings that have an explicit name/structure speaks to the difference between how transparency is generated versus how transparency is produced.  
Setting the scene
Company #1
	My weekly meeting observations with the group from Company #1 took place early in the morning via Microsoft Teams the day after their weekly client calls. Cameras were always off, and pleasantries were short and formal, if they happened at all. Sometimes, the group just jumped right in with sharing numbers and statistics regarding the latest project updates. I could tell each team member had a very distinctive group role, even as an outsider looking in for the first time. Each individual seemed to be responsible for certain updates, for guiding the agenda of the meeting, or for asking follow-up questions. One team member actually remained silent the whole time, throughout all four meeting observations. Based on my experience with extended silences, there were often moments of what felt like awkward silence. In other words, there were moments where it felt as though people were unsure of how to continue the conversation. 
At the outset of data collection, one of my initial working research questions was regarding what specific kinds of communication practices (e.g., turn-taking) were indicative of transparent communication in a small group setting. As a result, during my first week of meeting observations, I was specifically focusing my attention on potential communication practices that might lead me to this type of data. Although my research questions ended up going through an iterative process and shifted slightly, one thing that remained relevant to my data in my analysis and stuck out to me was the use of affirmative statements and clarification/follow-up questions by group members. Whether or not these practices were necessary because everyone had their cameras off, or because this was just one of the many project teams individuals were working on, I am not sure. Almost every update was followed up with a “Got it,” or “Understood” from team members. Although the essence of formality was pervasive during these meetings, when individuals did not understand certain things or needed more context, they did not hesitate to chime in and ask follow-up questions. I distinctly remember one individual asking the same question three times in order to achieve the answer they were searching for. A common thread throughout my preliminary interview data pertaining to this group in particular was that group members felt transparency had to do with everyone “being on the same page” and “in the know” about what was going on. To me, this was a moment that was reflective of that sentiment. This group member was not receiving sufficient information regarding their question that would give them this sense of “being on the same page” with other group members. Thus, they felt the need to ask the question until the answer they received provided them with that feeling of cohesion.
Company #2
My meeting observations with the group from Company #2 took place mid-day towards the latter half of the week via Zoom. This group had an additional 30-minute check-in earlier on in the week, but due to my schedule, I was only able to observe this later meeting. In contrast to Company #1, cameras were always on during these meetings. Throughout my analysis, especially towards the latter portion, I refer back to this team’s dynamic as being “fluid.” What I mean by fluid is that it felt easy. Conversation never felt forced, robotic, or pre-meditated. The energy seemed colorful and vibrant, and the beginning of these meetings almost seemed like a continuation of a previous conversation. Throughout these meetings, side conversations occurred between group members about things that may or may not have been relevant to the specific business-related topics at hand. Each person had an opportunity to give updates on work progress or voice any concerns throughout the meeting. Light humor was used throughout these meetings, and it was evident that group members felt comfortable having conversations with each other that did not solely revolve around project or work-related topics. During one of my final observations, there was a particularly salient moment that felt representative of the general group dynamic I had picked up on over the course of the month. At the end of this call, in relation to something business-related the rest of the group was discussing, a team member mentioned they would be out of office on Friday. In response, another group member seamlessly, without missing a beat, interjected, and said, “Oh yeah, enjoy skiing!” Just like that, the team shifted between business and personal with no hesitancy or confusion. They discussed this individual’s ski trip for a few moments before saying their goodbyes.
As I mentioned in my thick description for Company #1, at the beginning of my meeting observations I was hyper focused on tangible communication processes that in my mind linked up with the definitions of transparency individuals had dictated in my first round of interviews. I felt a little discouraged after my first two observations with this group because I was not able to pinpoint any specific practices due to the fact that the dynamic felt so fluid. It was at this point that I wondered if transparency in this group had less to do with what I understood to be concrete communication practices and more to do with the fluidity and comfortability of conversation. I found myself smiling at certain points during my observation because of how comfortable the conversation felt. Even as an outsider, there were moments I almost wanted to chime in because it seemed like they were having so much fun. If transparency has to do with being candid and honest about sensitive information or having difficult conversations with coworkers, then in my mind, what better dynamic could one ask for in a group? I felt that surely this sense of conversational comfortability translated into more ease when it came to the more difficult aspects of achieving transparency as a group.
Transparency as a balancing act
	What is evident from these brief thick descriptions of each respective group’s communication dynamic is that these groups have different ways of interacting with each other. In spite of these different dynamics, throughout my data analysis, one common string that weaved its way throughout group members’ narratives in follow-up interviews was this goal of trying to balance two equally important but different identities that affirmed their effectivity as a smaller part of the whole group. The trouble was that oftentimes they could not do both of these things or represent both of these identities at the same time. There were a number of dilemmas that arose in how group members managed their identities as transparent communicators in the work they did with other team members as well as how group members managed the information-sharing process itself. Transparency seemed to be pivoting on this essential balance between things. One area where this balance emerged was surrounding information-sharing, and how much communication about certain topics was too much. 
	One example of this was in Company #2, there had been some recent member additions to the group as a whole. One of my questions for group members in the follow-up interview process was regarding how they felt these recent shifts in the group changed the way transparency operated in meetings. One group member spoke about the fact that at first, they were not sure how much information was appropriate to disclose:
I found myself holding back things a little bit? Because I wasn't sure, “but can I say this now?...Should they be knowing all of these things?” and like the most recent thing is around compensation, and it's been really tough to have, you know, like, “Here's this, and it's all I can offer you. But I did my best” and having someone else like, be upset by it, and having these conversations, I'm like w-what- at what point should [they] know these things and not know these things?

It is evident that this group member wants to make sure they are sharing the appropriate amount within these group settings, but they are unsure of what that looks like. They want to share as much as possible, but they do not want to cross into territory where they have shared “too much.” There is a balance this member navigates between what information should be shared and what information should not be shared as well as a balance of how much of the information should be disclosed. 
	Another example of this came up in an initial interview with a different member of this same group. The member had said they tried “to be super transparent to a certain extent” with their team members. I probed on this further and asked them what they meant by this. The following was part of their response: 
If somebody like, I don't know, sent an email and… and it was…a little ridiculous like, I would say…that email was completely ridiculous, you know, and just like acknowledge, that instead of being like “Oh, well, in the business….” like whatever. Um… but like the boundary of that is also…if I'm…really frustrated with…something else that's going on or…with my own boss, or…something that I'm working on and I'm really feeling…very low, just about my job and the organization…that's not something I would share, because, … I want things to be real, but I'm not looking to like specifically…bring down the morale of the group at all, you know? So… it's just, I guess the difference between like what I would share with the peer versus what I would share with somebody who I manage, you know?

Here, this particular group member is talking about a different type of balance. The balance here is between discussing certain aspects of or emotion about that work with particular people. They “want things to be real” but simultaneously want to maintain team morale. As such, being transparent with people is about finding not only the balance of what to share and how much of it to share but also whom to share it with.
	Finding balance of anything is tricky, because what finding balance asks of us is walking this very fine line between one thing or another. If we tip too far in a certain direction, then the balance is broken. Evidently, the thing that needs the balancing when dealing with transparent communication shifts from scenario to scenario. Thus, not only do people need to navigate balance in the moment, but they simultaneously need to decide what it is that needs to be balanced depending on the issue at hand. It makes sense, then, that individuals would battle with specific identity-related dilemmas when trying to navigate this balancing act.
Dilemmas of transparency
What has become glaringly obvious to me throughout this analysis process is that there is not one “perfect” way to navigate and find this ideal balance. As Craig and Tracy (2021) mention in relation to GPT: there is a certain messiness that emerges when we contend with what we think ought to be happening in certain communicative interactions versus what actually does happen in reality. The cognitive dissonance that ensues in this sense-making is what fosters the messiness. There are several dilemmas that are happening simultaneously in these groups, and so my next move in this analysis section is to map the two that stuck out to me. There may be overlap between some aspects of these dilemmas, while other aspects may seem random and not related at all. However, my goal in these next sections is to demonstrate some of this messiness and help shine light on how these dilemmas are a part of grappling with transparency as a communicative concept. 
Being efficient versus being a connector
	One way in which attempts at being a transparent team member come into tension with each other is through how people feel they should show up in team meetings. One interviewee in particular spoke about an internal struggle they had with paying attention during their meetings while also worrying about other work-related items they had on their to do list. When I was questioning this participant on how they felt meetings accomplished transparency, they said, 
I guess for me when we talk about different…initiatives or work streams that were happening, um, that I'm not involved with, like I could just find myself tuning out and like, well I've got, like 3 other things I need to do like, am I working in the background? Or am I…trying really hard to pay attention?...And so I have this like inner struggle of like, wha- what do I do here?

They go onto further dictate that,
…if the meeting was gonna go over and they [other team members] were gonna talk about something they were working on together, they would offer me the option to drop off the call, if I wasn’t involved…But then I have this, this feeling of well I want to know, because if someone asks me, I want to be able to help them, because I’m a connector as well?

This participant is speaking to a tension between two different qualities that they feel contribute to their worthiness or goodness as a team member. The first quality is being efficient with work and the second is having extra knowledge that may allow them to help and connect other team members with important knowledge and resources. In spite of the fact that this team member is provided with opportunities to embrace the efficiency aspect of being a good team member, they battle with the fact that this opportunity to embrace efficiency comes into direct conflict with the opportunity to learn additional information that would also allow them to be a helpful team member. 
When I probed this individual further, I asked about an instance I had noticed in one of my meeting observations that served as a textbook demonstration of this kind of dilemma. During this meeting, this team member had a message come through from another co-worker who was not present at the meeting. This participant vocalized in the meeting that they were going to deal with the message they had just received really quickly and then circle back to the conversation happening in the meeting. I essentially asked about this individual’s read on whether or not this was an appropriate way to handle dealing with multiple needs at once and if there were ever an instance in which they would have handled a situation like this differently. The group member did say that if they did not feel like the incoming message was important, they would not necessarily respond like this. In that same response, the team member spoke about how other team members engage in this similar practice: “…like other people will say, ‘Oh I’m here, but I’m gonna work in the background.’ Like, well…but then, why are you here?” Evidently, this is an internal struggle for multiple workers in the organization. This demonstrates that this technique (working in the background) of trying to fully resolve the tension between being a connector and being efficient does not work. You cannot just be in the meeting while working and have it do the same thing as being fully present in the meeting. These two things call for opposite behaviors when it comes to deciding whether or not to remain present in the meeting. Being a transparent team member in the eyes of this individual includes both being efficient in completing work as well as having information about the work, but achieving both at the same time within the context of the meeting is not possible. 
Being a “good” team member versus being a “transparent” team member
	Another dilemma that presented itself throughout my data was that group members did not always associate transparency with positive outcomes or results. One example of this is through the notion of pay transparency. During one of my preliminary interviews with a group member from Company #2, they said in regard to pay transparency: 
What people don’t think about is someone, whether it's you or the other person, is gonna walk away feeling horrible…. right? Because it's either- it's either gonna be you cause you find out you're underpaid, or it's gonna be the other person cause they find out they're underpaid or whatever, so, I think that's like kind of the darker side of trance- like there is too much…. And…people could hide behind it like, “well, I'm just being transparent with you,” you know? Uhm, and so…I think you have to be careful with what you share.

What this group member is detailing here is that the guise of “transparency” serves as a disclaimer that attempts to separate the negative consequences of what is being said from the speaker. Earlier on in this same interview, this participant had also referred to transparency as “being a mask.” Saying “I’m just being transparent with you” is a tactic used to remove any responsibility from the speaker for negative impacts it may cause the receiver of this information. Further, it points to this notion that in considering all of the potential consequences of transparent communication, “good” group members might not always be transparent to their fullest extent. If group members are considering these negative impacts of transparency when deciding whether or not to disclose certain opinions, ideas, or pieces of feedback, it has the capacity to impact the flow of information that happens within the group. In other words, if group members are concerned with the outcome of their decision to be transparent (e.g., share a piece of feedback that may contain sensitive information) and are worried about it not going over well, they may choose to completely withhold their opinions or feedback in order to avoid these negative impacts. Thus, the ultimate productivity, efficiency, and growth of the group as a whole may be hindered by one individual’s internal dilemma.
	Another group member from this same team mentioned that transparency is not a “strong suit” for everyone. When I probed this individual to elaborate further, they responded by saying that “in certain situations some people aren't as open to hearing that type of feedback or being able to share that type of feedback.” This individual went on to further illustrate that communicating in a transparent manner “sometimes…might be to a fault… where, if you are in a environment where transparency is accepted…sometimes people may take that…a little too far?” What this participant’s usage of “too far” means here is that there is a threshold where being transparent crosses over into being unhelpful. This indicates that there is a point at which being transparent is no longer “helpful” or “good” for all parties involved in the conversation and that at some point, communicating transparently can morph into communicating in a fashion that is hurtful or mean.
This brings us to the idea that being a good team member is actually connected to some contradictory impulses around transparency. A “good” team member does not want to hurt other people but also wants to give them the information necessary to give them full agency and autonomy in their work decisions. One of the dilemmas expressed in this from an identity perspective is surrounding the notion of being a “helpful” team member. Throughout a follow-up interview with another member from Company #2, being “helpful” was a recurring desired identity that came up. When I inquired about why this individual thought their team had this dynamic of fluidity, part of their response was that “we’re super supportive of each other, we want to be helpful in some way.” Later on in the interview, I asked this same team member about their initial reaction after engaging in a meeting designated to the feedback process, which I will detail later on, and they mentioned how “helpful” team contributions were. They went on to highlight that they were also glad team members
weren't like oh, this is dumb. And I don't think any of us would say, this is a dumb idea. We might say something more like, well, how did you get here, or, you know, should this be something we look at? Or could we look at it differently? I think we all come in with the point of view, or an idea, or another suggestion versus like, oh that’s dumb. Cause that's not helpful. And we all want to be helpful.

In spite of the fact that this team member was quick to say they did not think their team members would share such feedback, the fact that it was mentioned at all points to the notion that being transparent does require being honest about delicate information that could be perceived in a negative light by the receiver and that this does not necessarily fit the “helpful” identity of a “good” team member. 
It is key to acknowledge that transparency has both positive and potential negative consequences associated with it. However, because there are two sides of the transparency coin, there is an inherent conflict and messiness that accompanies people’s desires to communicate in a transparent manner with their team members. Being a “good” team member means both being supportive and being helpful and considered when choosing to relay certain information. If transparency is about disclosing all information but sometimes all information might not be helpful to the receiver and may even be viewed in a negative light, then it begs the question of whether it is possible to be helpful and transparent at the same time.
Specific meeting designs for transparency
	Shifting gears to look at meetings as a potential site where these identity dilemmas play out, it was interesting to see that while the “weekly update” meeting was helpful for voicing issues surrounding transparency, it did not necessarily serve as a site where these dilemmas could be resolved. Looking at weekly update meetings, there is this interesting way in which transparency is generated within these settings by allowing team members to voice concerns or questions but is not actually being produced within these settings. What I noticed in these meetings was that there were communication issues that would be brought up by team members, but that there were actually separate meetings that dealt with parsing through these issues. In my research, I discovered that both companies had specific “types” of meetings that were constructed and strategized with a specific communication goal in mind. In this section, I will highlight each company separately to elaborate on these respective meeting types further.
Company #1
	As I mentioned earlier in my thick descriptions of each group, in Company #1, I felt there was a greater sense of formality and structure to their weekly meetings. I was able to identify specific communication mechanisms such as affirmative statements and follow-up/clarification questions that felt like tangible things I could point to that may or may not foster a sense of transparency in the group. In my follow-up interviews with this group, I asked team members about the sense of fluidity I noticed as being more present in the weekly meetings of Company #2 and how they felt a practice such as this might contribute to transparent communication in a team meeting setting. One team member in this company said, “I think there is sometimes a little bit of loss of transparency when it's like completely fluid like that….” This team member spoke about how too much fluidity led to a sense of reactivity that prevented the team from arriving at productive, solution-oriented goals. “I do think like it's good to…make sure there is some flexibility within the meeting to address…issues head-on…especially like a very dynamic like project that we have? But I think…making it too reactive like that…potentially…risks…us not being able to cover…everything…in an effective way.” While this team member is able to highlight the potential benefits of embracing aspects of this dynamic in their weekly update meetings, they simultaneously speak to how it potentially hinders the productivity of the meeting itself.
In one of my final observations with this company, towards the end of the call, one of the team members brought up a project error. To set the scene, here are some field notes from this observed exchange: 
Towards the end of the meeting, one of the team members brought up some message errors that had gone out with the product (?) when the messages had been updated in January. I am unclear exactly the nature of these messages…. In response, a different team member asked something along the lines of “Was this communicated to the internal team to make these changes?” I believe the first individual conveyed that it was conveyed to the internal team. The next question that was asked was something along the lines of “Does it impact what we show on the slides and did it make any substantial changes to what was on the slides?” It was then noted that it made a small change. As the team worked to resolve, one team member suggested that the team send the updated slides with the correct information back and explain the error, making sure to communicate that the error didn’t really have an impact to the overall messaging on the slides. According to this team member, it wasn’t a big deal for client impact, but “let’s just let them know so they don’t panic and reassure them that this doesn’t impact any [additional things]” A third team member then chimed in and apologized for missing the update that went out in January. It was then reiterated by the second team member that the updates should be sent so they have that record. This team member then concluded with “This is unfortunate but straightforward.” The third team member chimed in again and thanked the team for flagging and letting them know about the error – indicating the notion that this was likely difficult to share, but transparency is appreciated (analysis). The conversation concluded with the second and third team members communicating about proofing an email the third team member was going to draft up to the client communicating the error. The third team member asked the second team member to proof the email “just to make sure we’re aligned with what we’re communicating.

In my follow-up interviews with each individual team member from this group, I asked about this exchange and asked each participant to walk me through what was going through their head during this interaction. One participant brought to my attention that Company #1 actually has specific meetings set up to dissect project errors such as this one. I’ll refer to these meetings as “Reset Meetings.” This team member described these “Reset Meetings” as 
a dedicated call where everyone from the project team…should be on it, including…the senior manager.…And then, basically, we have…a little worksheet that you're supposed to fill out that's like…all those kind of like details…. Someone leads…the conversation from…the project side. And you just walk through like, here's what happened.… And then this is all…summarized in that same document like it's written, and that's pretty much it….Data is…collected. And then there's…a monthly or something… update of like, you know, these are the kind of errors that projects…encounter…here are the learnings from them. So that everyone can…learn from them.

When I asked this individual if they felt like these meetings have an impact on how their team has been able to accomplish transparency, this was part of their response: 
So I think…there's a double edge sword, because people might feel a little bit awkward…people can feel…put on the spot, or…feel bad if…it really was them. So I think…people sometimes might…downplay…an error…and try to avoid those…. But, on the other hand…I think there's value, because then you learn…from other project teams like, oh, this is like an error. Let's watch out for this because we have a similar setup on our project.

While this “Reset Meeting” potentially points to another salient identity dilemma in how it shines a spotlight on team members’ desire to be viewed as competent workers while also wanting to learn from failure and errors, it is important to note that it constitutes a separate meeting and site for transparency production altogether. Although this team member points to what we can once again think of as a boundary or a limit in how these specific meeting sites may impact transparency, other team members did confirm that they felt like these “Reset Meetings” worked to increase transparency, “because even from other projects we'll get to know the mistakes they have done, and moving forward we'll be [a] little more cautious…of not making those mistakes. So I think these Reset Meeting calls are…very transparent.” Although I was not able to ask participants to explicitly discuss how they felt Reset Meetings differed from their weekly update meetings, these responses show that the formality and designated space held to dissect these errors assist in producing transparency. 
It is clear from team members’ insights and reactions to a) the notion of fluidity as a dynamic in meetings and b) these Reset Meetings as a space to hash out project errors that there are significant advantages to more explicit structure and agendas in meetings. These Reset Meetings serve as spaces for learning and growth as well as spaces where workers have the opportunity to contend with identity dilemmas of feeling competent as a team member and wanting to improve for the sake of their project and co-workers. Although conversational dynamics of fluidity in team meetings have their benefits and serve to make team members feel comfortable bringing up mistakes or errors, too much fluidity can serve to hinder group productivity. The structure of the Reset Meeting and having this meeting as a separate instance is actually what helps in producing transparency for team members.
Company #2
In a similar vein, Company #2 also had a specific meeting site that contributed to transparency production. This group started implementing a meeting structure once per month that served as a designated brainstorming meeting for specific projects or problems individual team members were facing in their work. The individual with the problem or project presented the issue and then team members worked to help the individual solve the problem or provide feedback on what they were working on. I had the ability to observe this meeting during one of my designated observation times. 
The dynamic of this meeting was robust, colorful, and vibrant, with team members contributing wholeheartedly and genuinely with the intent to help the individual with the problem – a very similar dynamic to the other weekly update meetings I had observed. However, it was more structured than the other meetings I had observed with this group. The meeting began with the group manager reiterating the purpose of the meeting, which was for whoever was presenting that week to “look for help or other perspectives,” and for the team member to “guide what [they are] in need of support with.” The group manager also dictated that anyone could chime in with questions, and that every month will provide the opportunity for a different team member to present a problem. There was a further reiteration that this was fluid and if they did it a couple of times and nobody found it helpful then they did not need to continue doing it. 
After the brief intro, the team member whose week it was to present their problem or issue gave a presentation that included a slide show. From here, group members could chime in with thoughts, feedback, or questions they had for the person presenting. This mattered for transparency because the structure of the meeting was outlined for team members at the start of the meeting, so they knew what to expect. Additionally, the group manager outlined the explicit goals of the meeting so that each individual knew what their specific role was from the outset. It is important to note that the addition of structure and specific outlined roles and expectations to the meeting did not take away from the dynamic of fluidity and ease with which group members conversed. 
In asking one team member about how this sort of meeting structure had come to fruition, their response was: 
…those naturally came about in our meetings like once a month or so…but we just weren't addressing it as such. So we felt, since [new team member is] coming on, we would like to have more of a regular cadence for those types of meetings and kind of give it a name rather than us, just fluidly talking about it in our normal, like one on ones. So we tried to rearrange our meeting schedule, and then we also rearranged again our internal communication style.

I asked another team member this same question, and they said their idea for the think tank sessions originated from what is known to the medical community as a Balint group. The team member described the Balint group as such: 
Basically a group of doctors meet weekly, and every week… they ask who has a case? And…the whole thing is, and it's very formal these Balint groups…it’s an hour long, and the person who has a case spends 10-15 minutes describing, and usually it's like a patient that they're having trouble working with…either…medically…or from a psychology perspective. They're just struggling with something about this patient about this case, and so they describe…what the issues are, more about the person and just kind of lay the groundwork for everyone, and then…everybody sits in a circle, I guess, and then, after the person finishes explaining all the things…the person…physically…pushes their chair out of the circle, and is not allowed to speak for the rest of the time, and the whole point of it is for the rest of the doctors to…work on the case to help the individual…see things they may not have seen and…just help them with something that they're struggling with…. And I just think sometimes it's helpful, [to]…hear a different perspective and stuff like that. So I wanted to give us…dedicated time if somebody's struggling with something to…help them work through it.

From both of these answers, there is an explicit structure inherent in these types of meetings that is established with the intent to assist, help, and provide more transparency to the person with the problem or issue at hand. The design of the meeting is structured so that one person kicks things off by presenting their issue and then that is followed up by each team member providing insight and perspective into the issue at hand. Although this group’s implementation of this design is slightly less formal than the Balint groups where the inspiration from this meeting is derived, it still follows the same general flow and structure. One thing that is also important to note is that this group does have a distinct name for these specific sessions. Naming the practice of these sessions inherently implies a sense of formality and works to foster this site as a place where something specific is supposed to be produced. 
 In my follow-up interviews, I asked each individual member what they thought of this practice and how they felt it would contribute to transparency within their team. The individual that was presented during this specific meeting said that “to hear all of them [other group members] contribute differently, but also exactly how I thought they would, was really helpful.” They further elaborated and said, “I also think that it will help our team actually action stuff and move the needle forward.” What we see from this response is that although the general feeling of this type of meeting might be more formal and structured, the outcome that will result from this formality and structure will provide more transparency. This group member’s specific reference to words such as “action stuff” and “moving the needle forward” speak to a sense of production that distinguishes it from the meetings that occur on a weekly basis. The group member presenting also spoke about how the topic they presented on was an idea they had had for months and that this meeting provided them with the opportunity to “finally get[ting] it on paper.”
An additional component to note is that this meeting was approximately 45 minutes in length whereas the normal time for this group’s weekly meeting was approximately 30 minutes. The explicit practice of naming the meeting combined with the additional time allotted for this meeting operate as a sense of formality and could allude to a more explicit, designated space where transparency has the capacity to be “produced.” Although the communicative dynamic of this specific meeting remained easygoing, the practical structure of the meeting provided much more deliberate turn-taking and served as a designated space for a specific kind of production in contrast to how the weekly meetings just serve as a space for “updates.”
In sum, while the site of a “weekly” meeting serves as a space for transparency around work-related concerns to be broached, it is not necessarily viewed as an apt site (due to timing and group expectations/norms) for the dealing with the concern to occur. Thus, each of these groups have other explicitly designated, more formal spaces that allow for the actual production or resolution of dealing with the work-related concern. 







CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Evidently, from the previous chapter we can conclude that part of the challenge participants struggled with in my data was balancing what settings required what types of transparency. As a result of this constant balancing act group members felt they needed to engage in, there were several identity dilemmas that emerged in analyzing various interview transcripts. Two examples of these dilemmas were being efficient versus being a connector and being a “good” team member versus being transparent. What we learn from these dilemmas is that because transparency has so many different meanings associated with it, it has the capacity to accomplish a lot. However, this does not mean that we should try to use it to accomplish everything all at once. Taking this one step further, when we think about meetings as sites where these tensions have the potential to play out and be resolved, it is important that we focus on the meeting purposes in order to evaluate how meetings actually serve to help navigate these dilemmas. 
When taking into consideration the complexity and nuance of what it means to communicate transparently within small groups, the conclusions we can draw from this are plenty and multi-faceted. In this final section, I have chosen to discuss two specific claims that would potentially serve to draw on for future research in both the small group and organizational communication fields: thinking about transparency as being non-binary and meetings as a site for generating transparency versus meetings as a site for producing transparency. After discussing these implications, I will highlight some limitations of my research as well as some potential routes for future research on transparency and communication. 
Thinking about transparency as being non-binary
	We have known from the very first chapter of this paper that calling for transparency -- whether we are asking for it from an organization or an individual -- has the potential to mean many different things. Inevitably, due to the multiplicity of meanings that accompany transparency, there are inherent tensions and dilemmas that individuals encounter when trying to accomplish all of these different meanings. If my data has demonstrated anything, it is that these dilemmas and tensions actually call for a less straightforward, cut-and-dry understanding of transparency as a concept. An individual can still be transparent without necessarily encompassing or attending to every single definition or meaning that is associated with the notion of transparency. Necessarily, this calls for a shift in the way we think about transparency. Instead of evaluating someone as being either transparent or not transparent (viewing transparency through an either/or mindset), two things can be true at once. Someone can be both transparent in certain aspects of what or how they are communicating and not transparent in other aspects of this communication (viewing transparency through a both/and mindset). Thus, we need to be less “black and white” when we think about transparency and instead think about how multiple things can be true at once. Just because one thing is true about transparency does not mean that another true thing about transparency should be automatically discounted. 
	Transparency is a valuable asset when it comes to group communication dynamics. However, it is not productive to define transparency as being “always good” or “always bad.” To think about transparency as being one or the other does not make any sense because the multitude of things that transparency can accomplish are not all good things or all bad things. In order to think about transparency in terms of all of its complexities, we need to get away from the normative assumption that it serves as a one size fits all solution for our communication ills. On the flip side of this coin, though, we do not want to replace this with the presumption that transparency is always bad. Similar to the examples provided in the first section of the previous chapter (Transparency as a balancing act), we need to shift our focus to how transparency serves different purposes, people, and settings depending on the context and situation we find ourselves in. 
	Some of this messiness around transparency is connected to information-sharing, as we see in the examples provided in the previous chapter. There is not necessarily a linear relationship between more information always being “better.” If the information that is being shared is not helpful or relevant to the people it is being shared with, then it can actually set people up for failure and waste their time. Successful information-sharing is context bound and is full of paradoxes that are useful to recognize because they help us see why transparency is complicated. Simple principles (such as all organizational information must be shared with all employees as soon as it becomes available) are not likely to satisfy choices about information sharing. As I mentioned previously, instead of using transparency as a Band-Aid to resolve complicated group dynamics, we should be mindful of what aspect of transparency we are trying to accomplish. 
Transparency as being context dependent.
The implications of the two examples of dilemmas from the previous chapter are that transparency is extremely multi-faceted and serves to support different aspects of working identities or communicative endeavors. Just because transparency has a multiplicity of meanings and has the capacity to assist with a wide variety of communication dynamics does not mean that it should be used to achieve everything all at once. In other words, just because transparency has the potential to improve information-sharing, visibility, and accountability does not mean it has the potential to improve all of these things at the same time. This means that when we ask for transparency from others (whether this be from other individuals within group settings or from organizations at large) we need to be mindful of what aspect of transparency we are looking to accomplish. Knowing that two things can be true at once when it comes to transparency will help us temper our expectations about what others can offer us through their communication, whether this be in a smaller group setting or in a larger organizational setting.
Trade-offs of transparency
	This brings me to my final point: oftentimes being transparent in these small group settings comes with trade-offs. Further, as we become more aware of the specific aspect of transparency we are looking for when we make a request for transparency, we need to also be aware that there are inevitable trade-offs in making that request. To speak to one of the examples provided in the previous chapter, if a manager is asking for full presence of employees during a meeting with no background distractions or side work happening, they also need to know that these employees might be less efficient in accomplishing other aspects of work on their own individual to-do lists. Another example could show up in asking for feedback from colleagues. If an individual is asking for candid, unfiltered feedback on their work, they need to be aware of the fact that the feedback could potentially be sensitive and not something they necessarily want to hear. 
Because of the embedded dilemmas we so clearly see mapped out in the previous chapter, there is a complicated mix of things that can result from being transparent. Before people make vague calls for “more transparency,” they need to a) consider what they are really looking for from this request and b) ask themselves the “even if” question: would you still ask for complete presence at the team meeting even if it means an employee has to delay a deadline? Would you still ask for the honest, unfiltered feedback even if it means you are exposed to sensitive information that could potentially result in hurt feelings? By focusing on these two things, we can hold ourselves more accountable to being more specific about what we are actually looking for in these calls for transparency and whether or not they will result in things that will actually be valuable for us at this moment in time. 
Meetings as a site for generating transparency versus meetings as a site for producing transparency.
	One practical way to apply these findings is through the practice of meetings. As I mentioned in the literature review at the beginning of this paper, meetings are this often taken-for-granted site of organizational accomplishment (Schwartzman, 1987), especially in larger corporations. Oftentimes, they are doing more than given credit for and as a result of this, sometimes the things we think should be happening are not happening or are playing out in different ways than our own situated ideals (Craig & Tracy, 2021). If transparent communication is imperative to things such as the workflow and overall dynamic of small groups in corporate settings, and so much of this communication happens in meetings, then it is important for people within these small groups to understand what meetings actually are doing to help or hinder this kind of communication. 
	Similar to how it is seemingly not possible for transparency to accomplish all of its communicative goals at once, the same goes for meetings. Given how meetings are structured within these two companies I researched, they do not have the capacity to serve as a site for generating transparency and as a site for producing transparency at the same time. Weekly update meetings serve as a site for generating transparency. By this, I mean that these meetings serve as the spaces where transparency is generated or emerges through interaction. Transparency emerges or is fostered in these meetings due to the fact that there is more opportunity to broach problems or concerns people have with project work or their individual work. There is not as much structure as we might see in the “Reset Meetings” and “Brainstorming Sessions.” Due to this structure in the “Reset Meetings” and “Brainstorming Sessions,” these spaces serve as a site for producing transparency. There is an allocated agenda, an explicit purpose, and clear roles for each individual, which allows for the issue or dilemma to be worked through. This does not mean that meetings are not a valuable site for small group interaction, it just means that teams within organizations need to get crystal clear on which meetings serve what purposes. 
	What we see in both of these organizations is that what I refer to as the “weekly update meeting” throughout this paper is an insufficient site to deal with the resolution or production of transparent communication. There are a number of factors and components that contribute to this insufficiency, some of them being time frame, naming of the meeting, and meeting agenda/structure. We see in both groups that their weekly meetings are designed as a space to provide updates on work each team member is doing on an individual basis. In other words, they are a space for transparency to be generated through open, potentially less-structured dialogue and interaction. While the “fluid” dynamic is potentially more present in the weekly update meetings of the group from Company #2 than the group from Company #1, the weekly update meetings for Company #1 are still less structured than their “Reset Meetings.” Although people certainly feel comfortable voicing concerns and issues that have come up in their individual work processes in these weekly update meetings, these meetings are not set up in a way where concerns and issues can be resolved fully. As a result, there are specific sites each of these groups have designated as spaces (in Company #1, the “Reset Meeting” and in Company #2, the brainstorming session equivalent) to work through some of the more difficult problems they encounter (whether these are project errors that come up or general feedback on ongoing projects/problems individuals are grappling with). 
	These designated spaces not only provide more time for teams to deal with the issues at hand, but they also provide more explicit structure, agendas, expectations, and roles that lead to action and outcome. The naming of functions of these “Reset” and “Brainstorming” meetings is what moves the needle forward on action items or what actually resolves or provides specific insight into the project errors. However, in order for these production meetings to come into existence, the weekly update meetings are essential in providing teams with the opportunity to develop dynamics and interaction that allow team members to voice concerns. If part of transparency in groups is being able to address some of the more challenging aspects of communication with other team members (e.g., providing sensitive feedback, disclosing disappointing information), then there have to be spaces for the dynamics that are effective in dealing with these issues to be developed. This is the purpose that the weekly update meetings hold. However, solely relying on weekly update meetings to accomplish transparency is insufficient due to the lack of structure and time. Thus, in combination, we need meetings such as the “Reset Meeting” and “Brainstorm Meeting” in order to actually produce some sort of action item that will work to resolve the issue at hand.
	The implications of these findings are two-fold. First, given the way meetings function and operate within these organizations, designating specific purposes for meetings (i.e., meetings as a site for updates versus meetings as a site for resolution) is crucial. Second, the two different types of meeting sites I have identified through this research are contingent on each other – groups cannot only have meetings as a site for transparency production if they do not also have meetings that operate as a site for transparency generation, and vice versa. If groups only had meetings that operated as a site for transparency generation, then it would be difficult to actually produce transparency. Thus, when considering how organizations and groups think about meetings moving forward, it is important to create space and time for both of these types of meetings in order for transparency to occur. Similar to how we should explicitly dictate what we are looking for when we make calls for transparency, it is also important to emphasize the purposes of each meeting so that participants know what to expect and anticipate going into these meetings. 
Limitations
	It is important to acknowledge that with any research comes limitations. Due to the smaller-scale nature of this project, my data had a shorter timeline in which it had to be collected, which in turn surely impacted the depth of my research and final analysis. Although I was able to employ multiple types of data collection (i.e., I was able to conduct both participant observation as well as two rounds of qualitative interviews), the time I was able to spend collecting data, especially in these meeting observations, was limited due to the scope and timeline of my project. Thus, it is highly plausible that if I had spent more time observing these weekly update meetings or was able to observe a higher quantity of weekly update meetings, I could have potentially found that these meetings simultaneously served as a site of transparency generation and production, not just one or the other. It is also important to acknowledge that while I had the privilege of being able to conduct research within two different groups at two different organizations, this is an incredibly small sample size relative to the number of groups and companies that exist in corporate America. My findings from these two specific groups certainly do not speak for all groups or organizations within corporate America and may not even apply to all group dynamics within these organizations. Group dynamics are nuanced and layered and, thus, I would anticipate and expect that these findings may be completely different if I were to look at other teams within these organizations or other companies at large.
Future Research
	There are multiple potential avenues that could be taken for future research. Oftentimes, AIDA (action implicative discourse analysis) is used in tandem with GPT as the theoretical framework for research (Craig & Tracy, 2021). My research focused on more of the experiential and reflexive aspects of data that was collected. Putting more of an emphasis on the methodology of the conversational analysis aspects of AIDA might provide more insight into how specific pieces of talk (whether in the context or outside the context of meetings) contribute to transparency. Something else to consider is that while my research solely drew findings from participant observation and qualitative interviews, future studies could explore these methods in tandem with analysis of written communicative discourse such as team emails or slack messages. Due to the fact that transparency is so multi-faceted and nuanced, and so much of team interaction/communication now takes place through these technological channels in addition to meetings, exploring this kind of documentation could provide additional insight into how transparency is generated in teams.
	Another potential avenue for future research could be employing more in-depth, longitudinal ethnographic techniques that would provide extensive insight into how teams work. By observing teams over a longer period of time with increased observation, we might gain more insight into how small group dynamics develop and further contribute to a team’s capacity to be transparent. As I mentioned at the very beginning of this paper, part of my motivation for embarking on this research was how I have seen small group dynamics contribute to organizational productivity at large. It goes without saying, though, that organizational norms, values, and policies do provide certain constraints and expectations that influence how teams are able to interact. Extended and increased observation time might allow for more exploration of team transparency within the context of the constraints placed on teams by organizations. In other words, this would provide us with an opportunity to compare and contrast transparency dynamics we observe at the small group level with transparency dynamics that are present at the organizational level. 
	One final avenue to explore when considering future research avenues is taking a more interpersonal (and potentially critical epistemological) route and looking at how transparent communication impacts hierarchical relationships between co-workers (e.g., between a manager and team member or between C-suite executives and managers). Hierarchy and power have significant influence and impact within any communicative dynamic and especially play a significant role in communicative dynamics within corporate settings. Exploring how transparency works to magnify these dynamics (for better or worse) could lead management and business scholars to some important insight on how these hierarchical relationships might be impacted by certain aspects of transparency. 
Conclusion
Transparency is a multi-faceted phenomenon that has many different meanings and has been researched extensively in the organizational communication field. It is tied to information-sharing, visibility/insight into the inner workings of larger organizations, accountability for larger organizations, and can actually be paradoxical when it plays out at the organizational level. Limited research has been done on transparency at a small group level. However, due to the fact that larger corporations, especially within corporate America, are often made up of smaller teams, it is necessary to explore how it appears within these small group settings. In conclusion, I leave you with two main takeaways. First, due to the multiplicity of meanings that are tied to transparency, there is an inevitable messiness that individuals experience when transparency plays out at the small group level. This can foster professional identity dilemmas for individual members of these small groups, impacting information flow and general dynamics within teams. Thus, when considering how transparency operates at this level, it is important to consider what we are actually looking for when we are asking for transparency from team members. Further, we must be mindful of the fact that asking for transparency will inevitably be accompanied by certain tradeoffs. Second, because meetings serve as a site within corporations where a large portion of small group interaction occurs, it is important to distinguish between two distinct meeting purposes when considering how transparency plays out within these small group settings: meetings as a site for generating transparency and meetings as a site for producing transparency. Future research should consider looking into other modes of communication (e.g., emails/slack) and/or other organizational policies that might also work to help or hinder transparency in these small teams. 









Appendix A – Preliminary Interview Guide
1. You work in a remote team - what are some of the ways you stay connected or do work with your team members?
2. What would you say are the top reasons for communication disconnect between you and team member(s)?
b. What are ways you try to address these disconnects?
1. Can you think of an example or case working with this team where you experienced transparency or have felt like you needed more transparency from team members? 
c. Late sharing of information, visibility/timeliness
c. What was going on in this example and what did transparency mean to you in this specific situation?
4. When you think about what it means to be transparent with your team members, how would you define that?
5. Does the way you see transparency play out amongst your team members differ from the way you see transparency play out at an organizational level or across different teams/levels of hierarchy?







Appendix B – Follow-up Interview Guide
1. (Specifically for Company #1): Some practices I noticed during your meetings that I felt might be associated with transparency were affirmative statements. Examples of some of the affirmative statements I heard through my observations over the last few weeks were, “Got it,”  “I am okay with that,” “I’m comfortable with…” and “Understood.” Do you recognize this as something you engage in? Do you feel like this contributes to transparency, and if so, how does it contribute to transparency?
2. (Specifically for Company 1): Another specific practice I noticed during your meeting were the use of clarification/context/follow-up questions. Examples of this that I heard during my observations were, “Am I understanding that right?” “I’m assuming X…right?” “Are you comfortable with X?” “Would you mind clarifying the context for XYZ?” “Does that make sense?” “Is there anything else we want to touch on?” Do you recognize this practice as something you engage it? If so, why do you feel you engage in this practice? Do you feel like this contributes to transparency, and if so, how?  
3. (Specifically for Company #2): One thing I noticed during your meetings is a dynamic of fluidity. For example, your conversation flowed pretty seamlessly in and out of talking about specific work-related things, and then occasionally personal items. When everyone hops onto the call initially, it seems as though you don’t skip a beat and you pick up wherever you left off. Why do you think your team has this dynamic? How have you worked to foster this dynamic? How does it contribute (or not contribute) to accomplishing the more difficult parts of transparency, like being honest and direct and addressing the elephant in the room when necessary?
a. (Specifically for company #1): Some other practices I’ve observed in my research are dynamics of fluidity (such as seamless conversation where group members feel very comfortable with each other but don’t have as much structure to their meeting agendas). How do you see (or not see) this practice during these specific project team meetings? How do you think practices such as these might also contribute to transparent communication in a team meeting setting? 
b. Specifically for (company #2): Some other practices I’ve observed in my research are communication practices such as affirmative statements (e.g., “Got it,” “Understood,” I’m comfortable with that”) and clarification/follow up questions (e.g., “Am I understanding that right?” “I’m assuming X…right?” “Are you comfortable with X?”) How do you see (or not see) this practice during your team meetings? How do you think practices such as these might also contribute to transparent communication in a team meeting setting?
4. In our first interview, some of the ways you defined transparency were: X. If there was someone in your group that had a different notion of transparency (such as XYZ), how do you think your team would need to adapt you and your team members to be satisfied with how your group achieves/accomplishes things?
a. As you think about your meetings:
i. What would you say to this person to prepare them for how things are done in your meetings? 
ii. What would you do differently in your meetings to try and accommodate this other person?
5. Sometimes meetings accomplish more than just the topics that they discuss. When you think about meetings in your organizations, how do you feel like meetings accomplish (or do not accomplish) transparency between you and your co-workers?
a. Can you describe how meetings help your team “do” transparency?
b. How do you feel like transparency would shift if your team changed the way your meetings operated? 
6. (Specifically for Company #1): During my observation yesterday, I noticed X occur, can you talk me through your initial thought process when that happened? What was your initial reaction to this?
7. (Specifically for Company #2): During my observation last week (when your team was doing your first [brainstorming] session), can you talk me through your thought process as you were engaging in this activity? What was your initial reaction after you completed this for the first time?
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