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StandOut is designed to support engagement at work by encouraging an understanding and appreciation of each person’s
unique strengths, facilitating communication about near-term work priorities, and streamlining the collection of engagement
and other online questionnaire-based data. StandOut provides data-based insights alongside reporting so that those with the
most potential to positively effect change for others are armed with the information needed to do so. Every organization is
unique — made different by its history, goals, priorities, practices, expectations, the work that people are doing, how that work
gets done, etc. StandOut client organizations are no exception, with each one shaped by the particulars of its micro and macro
contexts. Despite these differences, one thing leaders across client organizations have in common is a desire to understand

what is happening within their organizations through the lens of meaningful measurement and data practices.

The purpose of this document is to describe each piece of Engagement Pulse and Check-In data collected and reported via
the StandOut Platform. This is done by describing how user responses are recorded, defining the recommended outcome
metrics reported in-platform, and providing insight to the calculations used to translate responses into outcomes. A full set of

definitions is provided at the end of this document for reference. The content of this report is as follows:
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Clients who wish to learn more about StandOut measurement tools, data, and reporting should reach out to their StandOut partners.

These individuals are highly skilled in helping clients make the most of the data they collect.
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Response Rate

Response rate is a measure of the proportion of users who provide data relative to the total number of users who are invited to
do so. In the context of Engagement Pulse, this is the percentage of team members who respond; in the context of Check-Ins,
this is the percentage of team members who are eligible to use the technology for this purpose and complete the process; in
the context of Performance Pulse, this is the percentage of team leaders who submit ratings for their direct reports or the
percentage of team members for which leaders submit ratings. Ideal response rates are greater than 80% of those invited, as

this helps to ensure that all subgroups within the target population are represented within the data.

The further the response rate is from 100%, the larger the proportion of the organization that is not represented. For example,
when 80% of invited users respond, only 20% of the organization is not represented; when 60% of invited users respond, 40%
of the organization is not represented; when 30% of invited users respond, 70% of the organization is not represented. This
matters because research efforts spanning more than 4 decades have demonstrated time and again that those who choose
not to participate in an organization-based data collection effort typically differ from those who do respond in at least one
meaningful way. For example, when engagement data are collected, team members who are having the least positive
experiences in their organization and who have the lowest levels of confidence in the confidentiality / anonymity of their
responses are the least likely to respond. This means that the data that are submitted are likely to be positively biased. Thus,
the larger the percentage of the organization that is represented in any data collection effort, the more complete and accurate

the information that can be gleaned from those data.

Engagement Pulse

The Engagement Pulse tool consists of 8 items that measure team members’ experiences at work. Together, these items
provide a line of sight into the experience of being on a team, through the eyes of the people on the team. With more than a
decade of research supporting its measurement properties, the Engagement Pulse continues to demonstrate its validity and
consistently yields reliable data. As with any measurement tool constructed to measure a latent construct, it is important to
keep in mind that the StandOut Engagement Pulse does not include items that reflect every factor that may influence the
experience of engagement of work. Instead, the Engagement Pulse focuses on 8 of the most universally relevant aspects of

engagement, measured using these items:
Item 1. | am really enthusiastic about the mission of my company.
Item 2. At work, | clearly understand what is expected of me.
Item 3. /In my team, | am surrounded by people who share my values.
Item 4. | have the chance to use my strengths every day at work.
Item 5. My teammates have my back.
Item 6. / know I will be recognized for excellent work.
Item 7. | have great confidence in my company’s future.
Item 8. In my work, | am always challenged to grow.

We recommend collecting Engagement Pulse data on a quarterly basis. Collecting data more often will likely be

counterproductive for most organizations because (1) the items are not designed to yield new response patterns based on

micro changes across an organization, (2) it generally requires at least 2 months of intervention to implement change that

might be expected to influence Engagement Pulse responses in a meaningful way, plus additional time for those changes to
L ______________________________________________________|
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be felt by all members of a team or organization, and (3) survey fatigue and distrust are real risks in any organization and can

be amplified when leaders do not have resources to share results back to respondents or sufficient time to act on results.

Several meaningful data points are calculated when Engagement Pulse data are collected, including the distribution of
responses for each item, average response to each item, average response to the 4 “We” items, average response to the 4
“Me” items (see “We” and “Me” ltem Averages’ below for more detail), percent of team members who are Fully Engaged, and

the distribution of team members across Engagement Groups.

Item Response Distributions

The distribution of responses is the percentage (or number) of respondents who have selected each possible response option.
Understanding the distribution of responses to any item (including Engagement Pulse items) is valuable because it provides
the most complete picture of how the members of a team or organization feel about a topic. Every other method of reporting
(e.g., mean, median, mode, percentile, etc.) requires responses to an item to be aggregated in some way. Each level or step
of aggregation produces a value or set of values that summarizes the distribution of responses, which leads to fewer data
points that can be consumed more quickly. Despite these benefits, aggregation is not without cost — each level of aggregation
equates to a loss of information. When attempting to understand a set of responses, it is valuable to look at both unaggregated
and aggregated representations of the data. The distribution of responses is the most representative approach available for

unaggregated data.

In the context of the Engagement Pulse, we recommend team and organization leaders focus on growing the percentages of
team members who strongly agree with an item while actively attempting to decrease the percentage of team members who

strongly disagree or disagree with an item.

Sample Distribution of Responses for
Item 6. | know I will be recognized for excellent work.

Strongly Agree _ 20%
Agree |G 30
Neither Agree nor Disagree || GTGTGTcG 35
Disagree [ 10%
Strongly Disagree - 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% of Team Members

In many industries, it is common practice to combine the percentages of team members who strongly agree or agree with an
item into a single group — a process sometimes referred to as “top boxing” or finding the “percent positive.” This works for
some items, but StandOut research has demonstrated for more than 10 years that this approach is not appropriate with
Engagement Pulse response data, because there are significant and meaningful differences in other outcome metrics between

team members who strongly agree with an item vs. those who agree with the same item.
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Item Average Responses

Team members respond to the Engagement Pulse items using the following response options: Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, and Strongly Agree. For calculating average responses to items, these labels are
assigned numeric values 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively. Note that these are whole number responses and that there are no
responses associated with a numeric value such as 3.7 or 4.2. This is because the 1 — 5 rating scale is not technically
numeric, but merely numeric values that represent adjacent categorical responses. Because of this, it is important not to over-
index on the numeric values as if they are “real” numbers when calculating average responses. Therefore, when we aggregate
Engagement Pulse ratings across persons or items, we always round to the first decimal place and do not report or reflect on

the value beyond one place past the decimal (e.g., we report a value of 3.8 or 4.4 instead of 3.78 or 4.42).

Item Averages. Average responses to each item are computed by calculating the mathematical mean of responses. For
example, if 100 team members responded to item 1, the numeric values associated with their responses are added up and
that sum is divided by 100 to determine the average response to item 1. This process is repeated for each item.

“We” and “Me” Item Averages. The Engagement Pulse items measure two related but different types of experiences: the

“we” and the “me.” This perspective on the items is helpful in contextualizing how they are intended to function.

“We” experiences are measured using 4 items that target team members’ feelings of being connected to something bigger
than themselves, i.e., the big picture of work as a reflection of the organization’s mission, shared professional values within a
team, teammates “having my back,” and confidence in the organization’s future. This subset includes items 1, 3, 5, and 7. To
calculate the average response to “We” items, each team member’s average response to the 4 items is calculated, then the

average of those values is computed across a team or the organization.

“Me” experiences are measured using 4 items that target team members’ specific experiences as an individual on their teams,
i.e., personal aspects of the day-to-day business of work as a reflection of role expectations, opportunities to use strengths,
confidence that one will receive deserved recognition, and experiencing growth opportunities. This subset includes items 2, 4,
6, and 8. To calculate the average response to “Me” items, each team member’s average response to the 4 items is

calculated, then the average of those values is computed across a team or the organization.

% Fully Engaged

When we measure any latent construct with a set of items that reflect part of the phenomenon instead of the entirety of it, it is
typical that the items used will contribute differently to the outcome. For example, if we were to measure the extent to which
someone uses the “right” amount of peanut butter on a slice of bread, we might include measurements of the thickness of their
peanut butter of choice, the extent to which the bread is toasted, and the size of the bread slice (after all, a larger slice of
bread may require more peanut butter to achieve the correct ratio). In this example, we might find that the “right” amount of
peanut butter (judged by a panel of independent peanut butter-loving teenagers) is strongly related to the size of the slice of
bread and slightly less strongly related to whether the bread is toasted. To calculate a score that we might call “objective-like,”
then, we would want to weight the size of the bread slice more heavily than the “toasted” factor. Measuring engagement is
similar in that not all 8 Engagement Pulse items relate to the overall construct of engagement with equal strength.

To determine whether a team member’s responses to the Engagement Pulse items indicate they are Fully Engaged or not, we

follow these steps:

1. For each team member, the response to each item is weighted by a value between 0.6 and 0.9. These weights were
derived from multiple large samples collected between 2013 and 2015 and are static across time and samples to

ensure valid comparisons across groups. In the equations below, superscripts represent item numbers, x represents

the response to an item, and w represents the weight associated with an item. For examele, the first equation
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indicates the response to item 1 (x1) is multiplied by the static weight associated with item (w?!) to produce (=) the

weighted response to item 1 (x1,,).

xtxw!=x1, x5 x w® =x°,
x2xw?=x2, x® X wé =x6,
x3x w3 =x3, x”xw’ =x7,
x*t x wt =x%, x8 x w8 =x8,

2. The weighted sum of responses to the 8 items is calculated for each team member to obtain a single score (318

which represents the team member’'s Engagement Pulse responses. This is done by adding together the weighted

responses.
xty, +x%, +x3, +xt, + x5, +x8, + 17, + 28, = 258

3. Each team member’s weighted sum is compared to a static value determined by StandOut researchers in 2015.
Team members whose weighted sum response is equal to or greater than this static value are identified as Fully
Engaged and assigned a value of 1; team members whose weighted sum response is less than this static value are

identified as Not Fully Engaged and assigned a value of 0.

If 18 > FE, e then FE =1

If Y18 > FE, 1. then FE =0

4. The 1 and 0 values assigned to team members are averaged and that average value is multiplied by 100 to yield the
percentage of individuals in a group (e.g., team, organization) who are Fully Engaged. The formula below is for a

team of 5 team members who participated in the Engagement Pulse.

(FE1 + FE, + FE; + FE, + FEs

z ) X 100 = % Fully Engaged

When a team member is identified as being Fully Engaged or Not Fully Engaged, that individual has been assigned to a
category within which there is no additional variation or “degrees” of engagement. There is no such thing as one team member
being “more Fully Engaged” or “Less Not Fully Engaged” than any other team member in the context of the Fully Engaged
metric. This simple dichotomy provides a single value that can be interpreted quickly and in a rather straightforward way — the

percentage of team members who are existing and operating within positive experiences of work.

Engagement Groups

Engagement Groups provide a more granular look at engagement by conceptualizing engagement as more of a continuum
with four adjacent categories defined by the responses to the 8 Engagement Pulse items. These groupings provide for
interpretation of individual response sets using the conceptual meanings of those responses in aggregate (i.e., they map
clearly onto the response options presented to respondents). The four Engagement Level groups are All In, Positive,

Indifferent, and Not Engaged.
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All In. These team members provide very positive responses to the Engagement Pulse items (essentially
5/5) and are likely to still be Fully Engaged and All In at the next pulse. All team members who are All In are
Fully Engaged.

Positive. These team members provide generally positive responses to the EP items. Positive team
members are clustered around the cutoff for being Fully Engaged and just need a little bit of support to
increase their ratings in response to one or two Engagement Pulse items to land them solidly in the All In
category. Some of these team members are Fully Engaged but others are not. It is difficult to predict
whether these team members will be Fully Engaged at the next Engagement Pulse, or whether they will

remain in the Positive group over time.

Indifferent. Overall, these team members provide neutral ratings to the Engagement Pulse items. They
need support to raise their ratings of 3 — 5 items to land them in the Positive or All In categories. None of
these team members are Fully Engaged and it is unlikely that they will become Fully Engaged before the

next (quarterly) Engagement Pulse.

Not Engaged. These team members provide low ratings in response to the Engagement Pulse items and
require the most support to grow in their engagement. None of these team members are Fully Engaged and
it is unlikely that they will become Fully Engaged before the next (quarterly) Engagement Pulse or that they
will ever become Fully Engaged without intentional intervening actions from their leaders and / or

organization.

Engagement Groups are roughly determined by calculating each team member’s average response to the Engagement Pulse
items. Team members are identified as All In if their weighted sum response to the Engagement Pulse items is greater than or
equal to FEyqye4y, a static value higher than FE,,;;, . (the value used to identify team members who are Fully Engaged). For
team members who are not All In, Engagement Group is determined by comparing their average response to Engagement

Pulse items to corresponding group cutoff values.

% of Team Members per Engagement Group

s AllIn = Positive = Indifferent = Not Engaged

At both the organization and team levels, Engagement Groups data are useful when reported in two ways: the distribution of
team members across Engagement Groups, and the average response of each group to each EP item. For a team or subset
of the organization that has a shared intent of driving engagement through focus on a specific item or two, it is also helpful to

examine the stability of Engagement Group membership over time (i.e., what proportion of team members remain in each
L ______________________________________________________|
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group over time, what proportion changes groups and in what direction they move) and the changes in average item

responses within each group over time.

Average Responses to “Me” Items for
Indifferent and Positive Engagement Groups

5.0
5.0
45 4.5 4.5 43 4.5
4.0 3.6 24 39
3.5 :
3.0
25
2.0
1.5
1.0
Understand Use Strengths Recognize for Challenged
Expectations Every Day Excellent Work to Grow
m |Indifferent m Positive

The real power of Engagement Groups is the ability to see how team members who are experiencing work in very different
ways (overall) are responding to each EP item — and comparing those mean item responses between groups at a single time
point and within groups over time. This allows leaders to (a) better identify where they might best focus their efforts, and (b)

understand the incremental differences of their efforts.

Average Responses to "Me" Items for Indifferent Group Over Time
5.0
4.5 43 4o 43
3.9 3.9

4.0 3.6 24 3.6
35 3.2 32 33~

3.0
3.0
25
2.0
1.5
1.0

Understand Use Strengths Recognize for Challenged
Expectations Every Day Excellent Work to Grow
Time 1 = Time 2 = Time 3

Changing behaviors and habits is hard; changing perceptions and expectations can be even harder and take even longer.
Despite best efforts, it may take more than a quarter for a team leader’s efforts to be reflected in EP response data, and this is
especially true if we focus on % Fully Engaged — a metric that only has two outcomes. ltem average response by
Engagement Group allows for the reflection of shifting experiences much sooner. We recommend — at all levels — that
leaders who wish to focus on a single Engagement Group metric select either % All In and Positive (combined into one value)
or average item responses to one or two items within groups over time (e.g., average responses to items 2 and 4 for the

Positive and Indifferent groups over 3 or more quarters).
L ______________________________________________________|
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Check-Ins

In the context of the StandOut Platform, a Check-In is an activity in which individual team members creates a list of priorities
for their upcoming week of work, reviews the priorities submitted the week before, reflects on activities that made them feel
strong or weak, and communicates their loves, loathes, support needs, and other challenges to their team leader. In practice,
completing a Check-In is one way to launch the communication cycle, with follow-up activities being Check-In viewing by the
team leader (one form of attention) and a touch-base conversation / communication between the team member and leader
(i.e., “connecting,” another form of attention). Check-Ins serve both the team member who completes the Check-In by
encouraging careful consideration and planning for the coming week, as well as the team leader, who receives a list of near-
term work priorities from each team member. This increased visibility into the work being done creates transparency and

opportunity.

Check-In Pulse Items

When StandOut users complete a Check-In, they are prompted to respond to two items intended to take a quick pulse of team
members’ perceptions of their recent experiences at work. Known as the Strength Pulse and Value Pulse, these items are not
intended to measure productivity or performance, but rather to encourage team members to reflect on these aspects of their
work and to help leaders identify team members who do not feel their work is consistent with their strengths and those who

may not feel their contributions to the company serve the larger organizational goals.

Strength Pulse. Last week, | had a chance to use my strengths every day. This item is designed to measure the extent to
which people feel they have been able to use their strengths in their work. Reflecting on this statement aids team members in
understanding how often / if they are using their strengths — a key factor of long-term job satisfaction, career growth, and
engagement. Team members who are not able to agree or strongly agree with this statement at least most of the time when
they submit a Check-In should be encouraged to think about how they do their work and whether there are opportunities in
that work to leverage their strengths differently or more frequently. Team leaders reviewing their team members’ responses to
this item should aim to support their direct reports in completing their tasks in ways that allow them to use strengths to

accomplish “the work we have to do.”

Value Pulse. Last week, | added outstanding value. This item is designed to measure the extent to which people feel they
added outstanding value to the organization through their work. Reflecting on this statement can aid team members in better
understanding how their work ties to the greater goals of the organization — team members who see a clear connection
between their efforts and the team’s / organization’s priorities are more likely to feel their contributions are valuable. Team
members who receive acknowledgement from their teammates and leader are also more likely to feel they are adding value to
the work that is being done. When leaders observe a member of their team not responding agree or strongly agree to this item
most of the time, they should seize an opportunity to help that person connect the dots between their day-to-day activities and

broader goals.

For both the Strength Pulse and the Value Pulse items, team members tend to settle into consistent response patterns within
their first quarter of Check-In adoption. That is, there tends to be little variation in responses to these items over time for team
members whose work is somewhat cyclical in nature and team members who feel redundancy in their priorities week over
week. In these cases, the leader should watch for movement in these responses and use any up / down changes in the
response to either item as a sign that now is the right time to have a conversation about what is going on in the team

member’s world of work.
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Check-In Submissions

Check-In submission rate is the proportion of times a team member submits a Check-In when eligible to do so, expressed as a
percentage. The average check-in submission rate is 41% across all StandOut users. Check-In submission rates remain
relatively constant over time, with team members settling into a StandOut Check-In cadence within the first six months of

platform use and rarely changing that habit once established.

Check-In Submission Frequency Groups

To better understand the differences between team members who submit Check-Ins with different levels of frequency, we
divide users into groups based on the frequency with which they submit Check-Ins via the StandOut Platform. This allows
comparisons between groups of users who submit Check-Ins approximately weekly, bi-weekly, monthly, less than monthly,

and never.

Frequency group criteria were developed based on the conceptual implications of the cutoff values. For example, the weekly
Check-In rate is defined as submitting a Check-In at least 75% of the time when a team member is eligible to do so. This
allows for the occasional week when an individual may be on vacation or otherwise unavailable to complete a Check-In in
platform, but still requires a Check-In to be submitted most weeks. Check-In submission frequency group definitions are
provided below. As a general rule, StandOut recommends organizations adopt an expectation of weekly Check-In submission
for all team members, because doing so encourages frequent communication / connection between team leaders and their

direct reports.
Weekly. Check-Ins are submitted during 75% — 100% of weeks during which the team member is eligible.
Bi-Weekly. Check-Ins are submitted during 50% — 74% of weeks during which the team member is eligible.
Monthly. Check-Ins are submitted during 20% — 49% of weeks during which the team member is eligible.

Less than Monthly. Check-Ins are submitted during 1% — 19% of weeks during which the team member is

eligible.

No Check-Ins. No Check-Ins are submitted during weeks for which the team member is eligible.

Check-In Views

After a team member has submitted a Check-In via the StandOut Platform, the leader of the team member’s static team (and
members and leaders of other teams the user has joined) is able to view the Check-In. Check-In view rate is the proportion of
a team member’s submitted Check-Ins that are viewed by the team leader, expressed as a percentage. It is important to note
that view rates are calculated at the team member level, not by team leader. Thus, when a team or organization has a view
rate of 63%, the correct interpretation of that value is 63% of submitted Check-Ins have been viewed by the team leader.

Check-In View Rate

Check-In view groups are determined by Check-In view rate, which is calculated as the percentage of team members’
submitted Check-Ins that are viewed by the leader. A team member who has not submitted any Check-Ins is omitted from the
view rate calculations, because it is not possible for a leader to view a Check-In that has not been submitted. View rate can be
calculated at either the team member level (i.e., the percentage of Check-Ins viewed for a single team member) or the team
leader level (i.e., the average view rates calculated across all members of a leader’s team). Example calculations at both the

team member and team leader level are as follows:
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Example Team Member View Rate Calculations

TM ID # Eligible # Submitted Calculation View Rate
TM? 10 7 (7 +10) x 100 70%
TM? 10 10 (10 + 10) x 100 100%
TM?3 5 4 (4 +5) %100 80%
TM* 5 1 (1+5) %100 20%
TM> 1 0 N/A N/A
TMID View Rate Team Leader View Rate
TM?* 70% TMyiowrate + - + TMiiowrate
_ 100% # of TMs
M3 80% 0.70 + 1.00 Z 0804020 o oo
TM* 20%

Check-In View Groups

Whether calculated at the team member or team leader level, the Check-In view rate can then be categorized as being

characteristic of high, moderate, low, or no viewing behavior based on the definitions for each group provided below.
High. Team leader has viewed 80% — 100% of submitted Check-Ins.
Moderate. Team leader has viewed 30% — 79% of submitted Check-Ins.
Low. Team leader has viewed 1% — 29% of submitted Check-Ins.

No views. Team leader has viewed no submitted Check-Ins.

Attention

Attention happens frequently in organizations regardless of Check-In adoption, as is evidenced by the fact that 59% — 74% of
respondents in general population samples report receiving attention on a weekly basis. Communication between workers and
their team leaders is a natural and necessary part of any work environment. What matters, then, is whether that
communication — however it happens — provides team members with the attention they need as individuals and as members

of the organizational community.

Attention Rate

Attention rate is calculated as the percentage of times a team member submits a Check-In and responds “yes” to the question
Last week, did your team leaders connect with you about your work priorities (e.g., in person, in StandOut, via text, via email,
efc.)? Failure to answer this question when submitting a Check-In is treated as the equivalent of a “no” response. As with
Check-In view rates, Check-In attention rate can be calculated and is meaningful at both the team member and team leader

levels. The calculations for attention rate are identical to those used for view rate.
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Attention Groups
Whether calculated at the team member or team leader level, attention rate can then be categorized as being characteristic of

high, moderate, low, or no attention behavior based on these definitions for each group:
High. Team member reports connecting with leader 80% — 100% of the time when submitting a Check-In.
Moderate. Team member reports connecting with leader 30% — 79% of the time when submitting a Check-In.
Low. Team member reports connecting with leader 1% — 29% of the time when submitting a Check-In.
No Attention. Team member responds “no” to the connecting item every time when submitting a Check-In.

In addition to looking at attention rates for team members across all Check-In submission groups, richer information is yielded
by focusing specifically on those who submit weekly Check-Ins. When team members submit a Check-In every week and
respond 80% of the time that they have received attention from their leader, it means they are getting that attention on a (near)
-weekly basis. When team members submit Check-Ins monthly and report that they have received attention 80% of the time,

that could be as little as 9 — 10 instances of attention spread across an entire year.

Power of Attention (a.k.a. Attention and % Fully Engaged)

Regardless of how frequently a team member completes a Check-In in the StandOut Platform, those who receive frequent
attention from their team leader are more likely to be Fully Engaged — a trend we observe consistently whether based on (1)
StandOut user Check-In and Engagement Pulse data, (2) StandOut user Engagement Pulse data accompanied by the Team
Leader Attention Proxy Item (added to the Engagement Pulse as a custom item), or (3) general population research participant
responses to Engagement Pulse items and the Team Leader Attention Proxy Item. This strong, systematic, positive
relationship between attention and engagement is referred to as the Power of Attention, an effect that is amplified when a
“truer” comparison is made by limiting the sample to persons who submit Check-Ins weekly. Team members who submit
Check-Ins on a weekly cadence and receive High Attention are more than 3.5x more likely to be Fully Engaged.
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Definitions: General Terms and Concepts
the process of combining responses across items, persons, or organizational units for the purpose of

summarization or representation.

PERSON-LEVEL: each person is counted equally regardless of organization size, person role, or any other

demographic or business characteristics (i.e., one person = one voice).

ORGANIZATION-LEVEL: each person is counted equally in the process of calculating values that represent the
organization, then each organization is counted equally regardless of size or other business characteristics

(i.e., one organization = one voice).

TEAM-LEVEL: each person is counted equally regardless of organization size, person role, or any other

demographic or business characteristics (i.e., one person = one voice).
identification of users based on team member / team leader status.

INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTOR: users who have a team leader and do not have direct reports.

Team MEMBER: users who have a team leader, regardless of whether they also have direct reports (includes

individual contributors).

TEAM LEADER: users who have 1 or more direct reports.

the proportion of team members who provided data relative to the total number of team members who

were invited to participate.

Definitions: Engagement Pulse

a classification that indicates a team member is “all in” at work; based on a weighted summary score of

responses to the Engagement Pulse items

% FuLLY ENGAGED: the proportion of team members who meet the criteria to be classified as “Fully

Engaged” relative to the total number of team members who provided Engagement Pulse response data.

the proportion of team members who fall into each of the four mutually exclusive groups defined

by the conceptual meaning of average responses across the 8 Engagement Pulse items.

ALL IN: These team members provide very positive responses to the Engagement Pulse items and are likely

to still be All In at the next pulse. All of these team members are Fully engaged.

PosITIVE: These team members respond positively to the EP items. All of these team members are clustered
around the cut-off for being Fully Engaged and just need a little bit of support to increase their ratings in
response to one or two Engagement Pulse items to land them solidly in the All In category. Some of these

team members are Fully Engaged.

INDIFFERENT: Overall, these team members provide very neutral ratings to the Engagement Pulse items.
They need support to raise their ratings of 3 — 5 items to land them in the Positive or All In categories. None

of these team members is Fully Engaged.
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NoT ENGAGED: These team members provide generally low ratings to the Engagement Pulse items and

require the most support to grow in their engagement. None of these team members is Fully Engaged.

a set of 8 statements used to measure the latent construct of engagement; response options
consist of a Likert-style response scale anchored by strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, and

strongly agree.
ITEM 1. | am really enthusiastic about the mission of my company.
ITEm 2. At work, | clearly understand what is expected of me.
ITEM 3. In my team, | am surrounded by people who share my values.
ITEM 4. | have the chance to use my strengths every day at work.
ITEm 5. My teammates have my back.
ITEmM 6. | know | will be recognized for excellent work.
ITEM 7. | have great confidence in my company’s future.

ITEM 8. In my work | am always challenged to grow.

Definitions: Check-Ins

response to the Check-In item Last week, | had a chance to use my strengths every day, based on the
following Likert response scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly

agree.

response to the Check-In item, Last week, | added outstanding value, based on the following Likert response

scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.

the proportion of times a team member submitted a Check-In when eligible to do so,

expressed as a percentage.

groups to which team members are assigned based on the frequency with which they

submit Check-Ins (i.e., their Check-In submission rate); these groups are defined as follows:
WEEKLY: team members who submitted Check-Ins during 75% — 100% of the weeks they were eligible.
BI-WEEKLY: team members who submitted Check-Ins during 50% — 74% of weeks eligible.
MoONTHLY: team members who submitted Check-Ins during 20% — 49% of weeks eligible.

LEss THAN MONTHLY: team members who submitted Check-Ins during less than 20% of weeks eligible, but

submitted at least once.

No CHEcK-INS: team members who did not submit any Check-Ins even though eligible.

the proportion of a team member’s submitted Check-Ins that are viewed by a team leader,

expressed as a percentage.
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CHECK-IN VIEW GROUPS: groups to which team members are assigned based on the frequency with which their submitted

Check-Ins are viewed by a team leader (i.e., their Check-In view rate); these groups are defined as follows:
HigH VIEWS: team members whose submitted Check-Ins are viewed 80% — 100% of the time.
MoDERATE VIEWS: team members who submitted Check-Ins are viewed 30% — 79% of the time.

Low ViEws: team members who submitted Check-Ins are viewed less than 30% of the time, but had at least

one Check-In viewed.

No ViEws: team members who did not have any submitted Check-Ins viewed.

ATTENTION RATE: the proportion of times a team member submits a Check-In and answers yes to the question, Last week,

did your team leaders connect with you about your work priorities (e.g., in person, in StandOut, via text, via email, etc.)?
relative to the total number of times the team members submits a Check-In; when team members submit a Check-In without

responding to this question, it is assumed that the answer is “no.”

ATTENTION GROUPS: groups to which team members are assigned based on the frequency with which they indicated

having received attention from a team leader (i.e., their Check-In attention rate); these groups are defined as follows:
HiGH ATTENTION: team members who replied “yes” to the connection item 80% — 100% of the time.
MODERATE ATTENTION: team members who replied “yes” to the connection item 30% — 79% of the time.
Low ATTENTION: team members who replied “yes” to the connection item less 1% — 29% of the time.

No ATTENTION: team members who did not reply “yes” to the connection item even once.
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