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Facilitators are encouraged to get all meeting attendees to participate in the meeting. 

There is the assumption made that, if they do participate, then this participation will increase the 

group’s general satisfaction of the meeting. Also, knowing the factors that can increase the 

probability of a successful meeting has been a focus of previous research, yet attendee 

participation has not been studied. The current research study empirically examines 

participation’s effect on meeting evaluations. This study is a field experiment conducted in a 

team-based organization, where successful meetings are critical. Data was collected on the 

amount of participation of team members in their weekly team meeting and their evaluations of 

the meeting. After running correlations and a principal components analysis, this study found a 

relationship between participation and meeting evaluations. A scale of meeting success was also 

created. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 The meeting is an element in almost every employee’s workday, yet it has been passed 

over as a major research topic. Meetings are commonplace in today’s business world, 

particularly in organizations that utilize employee involvement and self-directed work teams. 

Meetings are critical to how work gets does or does not get done.  

Curiously, there has been limited research conducted on what makes a meeting 

successful. In fact, there is a lack of measures of meeting success. To help fill this void, and 

potentially spur research in this neglected area, this study will construct a measure of meeting 

success. This study will also search for the factors that contribute to a meeting being successful 

or not. Specifically, the study will examine the effect an employee’s amount of participation has 

on the measure of meeting success. 

 

Employee Involvement 

Getting employees more involved in their work has been a tool for improving 

organizations. Employee involvement initiatives have been associated with increased employee 

morale and overall organization effectiveness (Lawler et al., 1998, Prickett, 1998). There are 

many types of organizational change initiatives centered on employee involvement. The current 

study is set in the context of a specific employee participation initiative: self-directed work 

teams.  

Even though the terms may seem extremely similar, in the organization change literature 

they are considered as separate terms entirely.  In fact, employee involvement is a much broader 

term that includes employee participation.  If employee involvement is a bouquet, then employee 

participation is a flower.   
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According to the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD), employee 

involvement has been defined as “a range of processes designed to engage the support, 

understanding, and optimum contribution of all employees in an organization and their 

commitment to its objectives” (Learning, 2003).   The Chartered Institute of Personnel and 

Development define employee participation as “a process of employee involvement designed to 

provide employees with the opportunity to influence and where appropriate, take part in decision 

making on matters which affect them.” Employee participation is one of many other tactics in 

attempts to share power with employees Four main factors have been identified by Lawler 

(1986). These include: information sharing with employees, knowledge and skill development of 

employees, power sharing with employees, and setting up successful reward systems. It is 

important to note that Lawler believed the four factors were interdependent and an organization 

needed all four to be successful. 

Data found in the IRS Employment Trends 683 report from the United Kingdom, titled 

“Trends in Employee Involvement” (1999), divided employee involvement into three categories: 

communication, participation, and representation.  Therefore, even though employee 

involvement may not have completely agreed upon categories in the literature,  both reviews 

include employee participation  as part of the process for implementing employee involvement.  

See Table 1 for a comparison of the different categorizations of employee involvement between 

Lawler (1986) and IRS (1999). 
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Table 1 

Categories of Employee Involvement 

Lawler (1986) IRS (1999) 

• Information Sharing  
(business plans and goals, overall operating 
results, performance feedback, etc.) 

• Communication 
(company bulletins/reports, team briefings, 
attitude surveys) 

• Power Sharing 
(work teams, quality of worklife committees, 
employee participation groups (quality circles, 
etc.) 

• Participation 
(team meetings, suggestion schemes, employee 
recognition schemes) 

• Knowledge and Skill Development 
(skills for understanding the business, 
quality/statistical analysis skills, etc.) 

• Representation 
(collective bargaining, joint consultation, 
company/works council) 

• Reward Systems 
(gain sharing, flexible benefits programs, etc.)  

Note. Lawler, E.E. (1986). High Involvement Management. San Francisco: Josey-Bass. IRS Employment Trends 683 
(July, 1999). “Trends in Employee Involvement.” http://www.irseclipse.co.uk  

 
 

Defining Participation 
 

Even though employee participation was previously defined as “a process of employee 

involvement designed to provide employees with the opportunity to influence and where 

appropriate, take part in decision making on matters which affect them” (Learning, 2003), this is 

not the only way it has been defined in the employee participation literature. Defining 

participation is very difficult because there is an on-going debate in the participation literature 

(Glew et al. 1995).  Cotton et al. (1988) unknowingly started a heated debate in the participation 

literature that still exists today.  The height of the debate, though, happened thoughout the early 

to mid-nineties.  Cotton et al. reviewed the participation literature and came up with two 

conclusions.  One conclusion was that there are different forms of participation. The other 

conclusion was that the type of participation strategy  used determined how much of an effect 

participation had on satisfaction and performance. 
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Leana et al. (1990) criticized Cotton et al. on their classification framework of 

participation, which is discussed later.  Cotton et al. (1990) quickly came back with another 

article defending their original position.   

In midst of this standoff, other researchers decided to join in.  Wagner (1994) used a 

meta-analytic technique to look at the past literature on participation.  He looked again at 

participation’s effect on satisfaction and performance.  Wagner agreed that participation had a 

significant effect on satisfaction and performance.  He argued though that it was not significant 

enough to have any practical implications. 

Also, around this same time, Ledford and Lawler (1994) joined in and said this debate 

was “beating a dead horse.”  Ledford and Lawler did agree with Wagner, though, that limited 

participation would lead to limited effects. 

There has not been a general consensus on the definition of participation.  Many articles 

attempt to define the general term participation too specifically in order to serve the purpose of 

their own article.  For example, Glew et al. (1995) defined participation as “a conscious and 

intended effort by individuals at a higher level in an organization to provide visible extra-role or   

role-expanding opportunities for individuals or groups at a lower level in the organization to 

have a greater voice in one or more areas of organizational performance.” Not only is this 

definition excessively wordy, it is also more suitably the definition for participation programs, 

which was the topic of their article. It is important to note that these are attempts to define the 

term participation and not operationally define it for their study.   

There are many more ways that participation has been defined.  Of all these various 

definitions, one definition seems to be general enough to encompass the true meaning of 

participation.  Kaler (1999) defined participation as “a situation in which employees have some 
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sort of share in the business which employ them.”  The definition is vague, but the term is vague.  

This definition allows for all the situations in which employees can participate in the 

organization from participating financially to participating in team meetings which we will delve 

into in more detail later.  

 

Review of Participation Literature 

Participation of employees has been examined since the very beginning of the study of 

organizational behavior.  Glew et al. (1995) stated that the benefits of collaboration between 

management and employees could be dated back to Hugo Munsterberg in 1913.  This section 

examines the more recent work that looks at employee participation’s effect on employee 

satisfaction.  

In 1986, Miller and Monge conducted a meta-analysis of the relationship between 

participation and satisfaction.  This study stated that its purpose was to begin to answer what this 

relationship between participation and satisfaction depended on.  They did not attempt to 

specifically define participation.  This study presented three types of models of participative 

effects.  The first type of models presented was the cognitive model of participative effects.  

These models held that the advantage of group decision-making between management and 

employees was the relevant information the employees brought to the table.  The second type 

was the affective models of participative effects.  These models basically say employees who 

participate would have a higher degree of satisfaction because of affective mechanisms such as 

respect and feelings of importance.  The third type was the contingency models of participative 

effects.  These models suggest the relationship between participation and satisfaction is 
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moderated by many different variables, such as, employee’s personalities, job levels, and the 

type of organization where they are employed. 

Miller and Monge’s (1986) main conclusion was that participation did have an effect on 

satisfaction.  There was a significant amount of variance in findings about the relationship 

between participation and satisfaction.  To investigate what accounted for this variance, they 

looked at certain moderators.  They first considered, going along with the contingency theory, 

possible moderators to be organizational type, job level, and type of decision.  None of these, 

though, reduced the variance or differentiated among the effect size.   

Next, Miller and Monge (1986) looked at nonorganizational participants (students) and 

employees in organizations.  This division proved useful, yet organizational participants still had 

a significant variance.  This was broken down into perceived and actual participation; however,   

an operational definition of these two terms was not provided.  Perceived participation was then 

broken down further into whether it was a specific issue the employee was participating in or 

multiple issues.  The two largest effects were the non-organizational participants and employee’s 

perceived participation on multiple issues.  As a result of not giving  operational definitions for 

these groupings, it is not clear where the current study fits in.  Looking at employee 

participation’s effect on team meeting evaluations would most likely be included in the 

employee’s perceived participation on multiple issues. 

Cotton et al. (1988) was mentioned earlier as starting a heated debate over participation’s 

effect on satisfaction.  The debate was started mainly because this study was the first to attempt 

to fit the broad concept of participation into six categories.  A detailed look at the six categories 

is found in the next section.  This study addressed the question as to whether different forms of 

participation resulted in different outcomes.  Because participation is such a broad concept, this 
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question only made logical sense.  Cotton et al. did a review of 91 empirical articles and 

classified them in terms of five properties: formal vs. informal, direct vs. indirect, level of 

influence, content, and short-term vs. long-term.  After classifying the articles, they fit them into 

their six categories.  They, then, took the articles per category and looked to see if participation 

had a positive, negative, or neutral relationship with satisfaction.  Two of their categories had a 

positive relationship with satisfaction, while the remaining four, had either mixed results of no 

effect.  From these results, Cotton et al. concluded type of participation did matter.  Overall the 

study had great intentions and there was a great need for a study like this, but the article had 

many flaws.  

In 1990, Leana, Locke, and Schweiger critiqued Cotton et al. (1988).  This study pointed 

out many flaws in the previous article.  For example, how, from 192 possible cells of 

classification, did they reach only six categories?  They also asked for the operational definitions 

of terms used in the study such as short-term and long-term.  This critique identified many areas 

that needed further explanation.  For example, in one case Cotton et al. (1988) simply switched 

the results of two of the articles.     

In the same year, 1990, Cotton et al. responded to the Leana, Locke, and Schweiger 

(1990) critique.  They categorized their criticisms as points of misunderstanding and 

disagreements in judgments, and then admitted errors in their review.  They stated that because 

of limitation of journal space many things had been left out, such as how they went from 192 

cells to six categories.  They mentioned that there were many empty cells where lack of research 

resulted in no studies in particular cells.  Yet they still did not give adequate explanation of how 

the five classification variables turned into the six categories.  They went through and attempted 
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to answer the questions Leana, Locke, and Schweiger proposed, but with not enough specificity 

to completely explain the processes conducted in the first study (Cotton et al., 1988).      

 

Types of Participation 

Again, participation is a broad concept.  Participation in an organization can happen in 

many ways.  A person can participate in the company by buying a share in it to or by 

participating in a team meeting.  Many researchers have examined, and some have even 

classified, the different forms of participation (Cotton et al. 1988; Kaler, 1999).  A more detailed 

look into what exactly each category of participation is, can be found in Table 2.   

 

Table 2 

Forms of Participation 

Kaler (1999) Cotton et al. (1988) 

Financial Participation: gives a share in the 
organization’s financial proceeds 

Participation in Work Decisions – formal, 
direct and long-term decision- making; 
employees make final decisions 

Ownership Participation Consultative Participation – formal, direct and 
long-term decision-making; managers make 
final decisions (i.e. Scanlon plans and quality 
circles) 

Financial Income Participation Short-Term Participation – formal, direct and 
short-term; employees make final decisions 

Operational Participation: gives employees a 
share in the actual running of the business 

Informal Participation – where there are no 
formal participatory systems, there arise 
informal ways employees can influence 
decision-making 

Delegatory Participation – employees have 
decision-making power, but they do not effect 
decisions in conjunction with employees (i.e. 
quality circles, self-managed work teams) 

Employee Ownership – formal and indirect 
(i.e. election of the board of directors) 

(table continues)
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Table 2 (continued). 

Kaler (1999) Cotton et al. (1988) 

Informatory Participation –  managers tell 
employees about decisions, employees are 
sharing in the information 

Representative Participation – formal and 
indirect with medium to low influence (i.e. 
election of a advisory 

Consultative Participation – employees are 
asked their opinions before management 
makes a unilateral decision 

 

Co-Determinatory Participation – joint-
decision making between management and 
employees 

 

Note. Kaler, J. (1999). “Understanding participation.” Journal of Business Ethics, 21, 125-135. Cotton, J.L., 
Vollrath, D.A., Froggatt, K.L., Lengnick-Hall, M.L., & Jennings, K.R. (1988). “Employee participation: Diverse 
forms and different outcomes.” Academy of Management Review, 13.1, 8-22. 

 

Two classifications can be seen in the table. Kaler (1999) came up with a general 

framework for the different types of participation.  He started with the overarching term 

participation.  He split this into two parts: operational and financial.  Financial participation was 

split further into ownership and income.  Operational participation was split into four sub-

categories: delegatory, informatory, consultative, and co-determinatory. An explanation of each 

of these is included in Table 2.  Kaler (1999) included self-directed work teams, in which the 

current study was conducted, as a type of delegatory participation 

As mentioned earlier, Cotton et al. (1988) also came up with forms of participation.  They 

identified six categories of participation in an organization.  They included participation in work 

decisions, consultative participation, short-term participation, informal participation, employee 

ownership, and representative participation.   

Cotton et al. (1988) reviewed article’s findings on each category of participation’s effect 

on satisfaction.  They found mixed results in the articles they classified under participation in 

work decisions. Four articles had positive results, one had negative results and three found no 
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effect.  No effect was found for the short-term participation category because articles in this 

category mostly found no effect.  Employee ownership and informal participation both resulted 

in a positive effect on satisfaction. Most of the articles found this to be true, with few saying 

otherwise.  Inconclusive results were found for consultative participation.  

Cotton et al. (1988) did not include self-directed work teams in the types most likely 

because it was not a common tool when the study was conducted.  Self-directed work teams 

would most likely be classified under participation in work decisions.  Remember the analogy of 

employee involvement as a bouquet?  If employee participation is a flower in the bouquet, then 

self-directed work teams are a petal. There are many types of employee participation initiatives 

and self-directed work teams are one type.  Employee participation is an overarching general 

term, whereas self-directed work teams is a type of employee participation intervention, or 

strategy. Now, we will discuss this type of initiative in more detail. 

 

Self-Directed Work Teams 

 Since the current study takes place in a company that is changing their organization 

structure to self-directed work teams, it is appropriate to discuss exactly what is meant by self-

directed work teams. Self-directed work teams have come upon the organization scene with quite 

an amount of force in the past decade. A self-directed work team is an interdependent group of 

individuals working toward a shared goal in an organization with some level of autonomy, or 

self-governing. The initiative to move an organization structure to self-directed work teams is 

one way to get employees more involved in their work environment.  This type of work design 

can lead to increased productivity, increased employee satisfaction, and increased innovation and 

collaboration. 
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This particular initiative has grown out of the, more common and traditional version of 

work teams. Work teams differ from regular working groups.  Katzenbach and Smith (1993) 

defined a team as “a small number of people with complimentary skills who are committed to a 

common purpose, performance goals, and approach to which they hold themselves mutually 

accountable” (p. 45).  The Center for Collaborative Organizations, formerly the Center for the 

Study of Work Teams, defined a work team as “an interdependent group of individuals who 

collectively share responsibility for specific outcomes for their organization.”  Hackman (2002) 

specifies four features of a real work team, which include: “a team task, clear boundaries, clearly 

specified authority to manage their own work processes, and membership stability over some 

reasonable period of time” (p. 41). There are basic themes, such as shared responsibility and 

interdependency, which are required to make up a work team. 

Self-directed work teams differ from the more traditional work teams in how the groups 

work together, as seen in Table 3, which is adapted from Katzenbach and Smith (1993).  

Table 3 

The Difference between Work Groups and Work Teams 

Work Group Work Team 

Strong, clearly focused leader Shared leadership roles 
Individual accountability Individual and mutual accountability 
The group’s purpose is the same as the broader 
organizational mission 

Specific team purpose that the team itself 
delivers 

Individual work-products Collective work-products 

Runs efficient meetings Encourages open-ended discussion and active 
problem solving meetings 

Measures its effectiveness indirectly by its 
influence on others (e.g., financial performance 
of the business) 

Measures performance directly by assessing 
collective work products 

Discusses, decides and delegates Discusses, decides, and does real work 
together 

Note. Adapted from Katzenbach and Smith (1993). 
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In self-directed work teams, the teams have a higher level of autonomy.  In Hackman 

(2002), the reference of having the authority to manage their own work processes would be more 

of a trait of the self-directed work teams. There are various structures and designs that can be 

created to use these types of teams.  The organization decides which type of structure would fit 

best to make these types of teams work best for them.   

Since self-directed work teams require interdependency, it is, therefore, requisite that the 

team members work together. This type of work design makes communications a necessity. An 

often environment for team member communication is in team meetings. In the next section, 

there are many accounts of the high utilization of meetings to get work accomplished. This is 

even more so for a work design that demands interdependency among its workers. Therefore, 

making the time spent in meetings more successful can leverage the potential gains from using 

this type of work design. 

 

Meetings 

Participation, specifically participation in teams, requires meetings. Luong & Rogelberg 

(2001) defined a meeting as a scheduled or unscheduled gathering of two or more individuals for 

the purpose of a work-related focused interaction (cited in Cohen, 2003).  Peter Drucker stated 

that “even a conversation with one other person is a meeting” (2004, p. 62). 

Today’s organizations use meetings on a regular basis.  Tobia and Becker (1990) reported 

that managers spend any where from 11 to 23 hours a week dealing with meetings.  This is fine 

when the meetings are productive and getting things accomplished, but how much of that time is 

wasted?  Peter Drucker (2004) purports that in an executive’s work day, they spend half of the 
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day in meetings.  He also alleges that an effective executive “knows that any given meeting is 

either productive or a total waste of time” (p. 63).  

Unproductive meetings are very common and waste the organization’s time and money.  

Many articles have focused on these inefficient meetings (Lovelace, 1996; Goode, 2000; Clarke-

Epstein, 2002; Wyatt, 1996). Managers who were surveyed by the Wharton Center for Applied 

Research reported only 42% of the meetings they rated as productive (Clarke-Epstein, 2002). 

The University of South Australia surveyed over 300 executives and found that one out of three 

executives reported that they “snoozed” during meetings (Goode, 2000). This article also 

reported that 68% raised their voice in anger during meetings and 40% reported they would get 

so frustrated they would storm out of meetings.  

It can be costly for the organization to have employees sitting in unproductive meetings. 

Sklar (1998) reported the results of a study that found meetings could be up to seven times more 

expensive than conference call meetings.  This study also found that professionals attend more 

than 60 meetings per month and more than a third were rated as unproductive.  These findings 

are alarming and give validity to studying the employee participation factors that affect the 

meeting environment. 

Surprisingly, there has been little empirical research conducted with meetings as their 

main focus.  One study (Cohen, 2003), which is currently under review to be published, used a 

survey to assess what characteristics of a meeting affected employee’s perceptions of how 

successful the meeting was.  This study found 10 significant factors that led to employees 

perceiving the meeting was successful. These factors included: beginning and ending promptly, 

having a meeting agreement, not missing any key attendees, not having unnecessary attendees, 
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not having a distracting level of noise, having few attendees, providing refreshments, having a 

comfortable temperature, and using more shared visual and technological items.  

These ten characteristics were put into a regression equation.  This study found that the 

ten characteristics only accounted for 26% of the variance in the perceptions of meeting success.  

This leaves an open door to investigate what other factors affect successful meetings.  

Cohen (2003) did look at many other items that were not significant.  The study did not  

take into account employee’s participation in the meeting. The sound measurements taken in this 

study and the call for more research done in this area inspired the current study to take another 

step in discovering the elements that make up a successful meeting.   

In the article by Cohen (2003), there is an explanation as to why employee perceptions 

are so important to the organization.  The current study does not cover this topic.  If a more in-

depth exploration of this topic is desired, this study refers readers to the Cohen (2003) article. 

 

Participation in Meetings 

 There is a body of literature that purports to facilitators that meeting participants need to 

participate (Auvine et al., n.d.; Bens, 2000; Sullivan & Wircenski, 2002).  The assumptions made 

as to why need further exploration.  Sullivan and Wircenski (2002) purport that there are three 

reasons a facilitator should encourage all meeting attendees to participate.  They believe that as a 

result of greater participation of all members in the meeting, there will be more ideas presented, 

the member’s will be more committed to the decisions made in the meeting, and this 

participation will increase the group’s general satisfaction of the meeting.  The current study 

provides an empirical examination of the last assumption. 
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Meeting Success Scale Construction 

 There is a lack of measures available to assess meeting success. This is peculiar, 

especially because meetings are so commonplace and critical to overall team success. Therefore, 

to fill this void, the current study attempts to construct a measure of meeting success. After a 

review of the literature on what makes a successful meeting, the following pieces were decided 

upon for the measure: meeting effectiveness, meeting efficiency, how comfortable participants 

were in the meeting, if there was good team collaboration, and how enjoyable the meeting was. 

The measure can be seen in Appendix B. 

The first item refers to meeting effectiveness.  This term was defined on the meeting 

evaluation form (see Appendix B) as “Having an intended or expected effect. Was the intended 

purpose to the meeting accomplished?” Many articles are written with the focus of attaining the 

effective meeting (Bayless, 2004; Cohen, 2003; Drucker, 2004; Eskow, 1997; Feiertag, 1997; 

Peterson, 2001; Wyatt, 1996; Extra Touch Florist Association, 2002), which is why this item was 

included.  

 The second item measured how efficient the meeting was. This item was also defined on 

the meeting evaluation form (Appendix B). Meeting efficiency was defined as “Acting or 

producing effectively with a minimum of waste, expense, or unnecessary effort. Exhibiting a 

high ratio of output to input.”  Many articles, as well, focus on how important meeting efficiency 

is to organizational effectiveness (e.g., Bayless, 2004; Eskow, 1997; Myers, 1991; Peterson, 

2001). 

 The third item was included to measure how important an open environment is to create 

in a meeting. Research studies have considered individual’s comfort in meetings (Dabokowski, 

2004; Bridging the Gap, 2001), communication comfort (Gomez et al., 1999), and comfort in 
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groups (Kurtz et al., 1995).The 2001 article, “Bridging the Gap,”emphasizes the importance of 

creating “an open environment that will encourage employee communication” (p.2). This item 

was included to investigate the relationship between employee participation in a meeting and the 

level of comfort they felt to express their ideas in the meeting.   

 The fourth item measured the perceived amount of “good team collaboration” (Abreu et 

al., 2002; DeGaspari, 2003).  Team collaboration gets to the heart of why organizations choose 

initiatives like self-directed work teams as their choice for an employee involvement tool. Abreu 

et al. (2002) state “effective collaboration is the process of cooperation and willingness to assist 

others in working jointly on assigned projects” (p. 691).  They also state, the use of collaboration 

is the key factor in developing, integrated programs. DeGaspari (2003) asserts that many 

organizations try to foster collaboration by holding frequent meetings to encourage the exchange 

of ideas. Knowing that collaboration is a goal to make team meetings more effective is the 

reason item four was included. 

 The fifth item measured how enjoyable the meeting was.  Many articles are focused on 

making meetings more enjoyable to boost morale and employee satisfaction (Feiertag, 1997; Jay, 

1976). This item was included to examine the relationship between a team member’s perceived 

meeting enjoyment and their amount of participation in the meeting.  

 

Research Questions 

The previous research overview suggests three major reasons for the significance of the 

current study.  First, there has been a large amount of data that meetings are commonplace in 

today’s organizations.  Data collected on meetings also shows many meetings are not successful. 

Cohen (2003) called for more research conducted on what factors affect meeting success. The 
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current study sets out to examine the idea that employee’s amount of participation could have an 

affect on meeting perceptions.  

The second reason the current study has ecological validity is that it tests the assumption 

that there is a positive relationship between employees’ participation in a meeting and their 

perceived satisfaction about the meeting. The current study strives to answer the question: What 

is the relationship between the amount an employee participates in a meeting and his or her 

perceptions of the meeting? 

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between the amount an employee participates in a 
meeting and his/her perception of the meeting being effective. 

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between the amount an employee participates in a 
meeting and his/her perception of the meeting being efficient. 

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship between the amount an employee participates in a 
meeting and their perception of how comfortable he/she felt expressing his/her ideas in the 
meeting. 

Hypothesis 4. There is a positive relationship between the amount an employee participates in a 
meeting and his/her perception there was good team collaboration. 

Hypothesis 5. There is a positive relationship between the amount an employee participates in a 
meeting and his/her perception of the meeting being enjoyable. 

This study also makes another contribution to the current literature on meetings and 

meeting success.  There is a lack of scales available that measure meeting effectiveness.  This 

study tests a scale of meeting success made up of items from the above hypotheses.  
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METHOD 

Participants 

 The participants came from a manufacturing company in the Southeast that produces 

synthetic wine enclosures. This company started their self-directed work team initiative in 2002.  

After much planning and training, they “kicked off” the initiative to the entire plant, consisting 

of approximately 100 employees, in January 2003.  The data were collected in June 2003 during 

team meetings.  

Six teams participated in the study.  Because the plant was on a 24/7 schedule, some 

teams were split into different shifts with different meetings.  This does not affect the current 

study since the prime focus is on the relationship of the individual team member’s participation  

in the team meeting and their individual perception of the team meeting. Seventy-nine individual 

team member’s participation data and meeting evaluations were collected. 

 

Data Collection Materials 

 Data were collected in two ways. The predictor variable was a team member’s amount of 

participation. The criterion variable was an evaluation of the team meeting. 

 

Team Member Participation 

I gathered the team member participation data. I observed the team meetings and marked 

how many times a team member participated in the meeting. Appendix A is the form I used to 

tally team member participation. I was the only rater. A strict rule was adhered to for giving a 

participant a tally mark. This rule was that the participant received one tally mark when they 

began speaking. It could be as short as a single word or much longer.  
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Team Meeting Evaluation 

Team members filled out evaluation forms which required them to rate the meeting on 

five items using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale ranged from 1 being strongly disagree to 5 

being strongly agree.   A blank meeting evaluation form is located in Appendix B. 

Because the current study was conducted in a company, as opposed to a laboratory 

environment, there were certain limitations. The evaluation of the meeting needed to be done 

very quickly by team members at the end of the team meeting.  This is why the survey was kept 

so short. The five items chosen, as explained in the Team Meeting Success Scale Construction 

section, were the dimensions most relevant to overall meeting success.  

 

Procedure 

I had permission to conduct a field study with the manufacturing plant. I sat in team 

meetings and observed. While observing, I filled out the team member participation form. Before 

the meeting started I would sketch out the chairs and assign them numbers. During the meeting I 

put a tally mark when the team member in that chair spoke. One tally mark represents when the 

team member said something to the team.  Anything said to the team, no matter how short or 

how long in duration, was marked as one tally mark. 

There were some exclusions.  Every time a team member spoke in a side bar, had a star 

point presentation, had a presentation, or brought something to the team, their participation was 

recorded in a different manner. This can be seen on the bottom of the form in Appendix A.  

A side bar was defined as a person speaking to another team member while someone else 

had the team’s attention.  This was not included as team member participation in the meeting 
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because it was not directed at the team, but an individual.  It also meant they did not feel 

comfortable expressing the comment to the team.   

Presentations were not included as participation because they were not voluntary 

participation.  For example, star point representatives were required to report to the team their 

findings at every meeting.  Star point representatives are a tool teams use to have team members 

be responsible for certain areas, such as safety or quality.  

On the same note, “brought something to the team” was also not a voluntary act of 

participation.  This did not occur often, but sometimes another team would send a member as a 

representative to the other team meeting to express a concern.  Many times these individuals left 

and were not included in the study because they did not fill out a meeting evaluation form. 

 Participants were aware I was collecting data.  Their participation in the current study 

was voluntary. Not only did I sit among them in the team meeting, but the meeting evaluation 

form, Appendix B, has a notation that states data collected may be used in future research and 

participation was voluntary.  See Appendix C for the clearance letter by the Internal Review 

Board.  

 The current study took measures to create anonymity for the participants.  Mentioned 

earlier, the team member’s chairs were assigned numbers before the meeting began.  After the 

meeting ended, the team members were asked to fill out the meeting evaluations and place them 

in their chair, when completed.  I then went around and picked up the forms and placed the 

corresponding chair’s numeric assignment on the meeting evaluation form. This, therefore, 

matched a team member’s participation score with their team meeting evaluation. 
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Analysis 

 Demographic data was examined for its effect on amount of participation and meeting 

evaluations. The predictor variable, amount of participation, was correlated with the five 

criterion variables, the 5 items on the meeting evaluation form. A Pearson correlation was run to 

investigate the relationship between an individual’s amount of participation in a meeting and the 

individual’s evaluation of the meeting. A principal component analysis was run to test for the 

five items being a possible scale of Meeting Success. Reliability of the scale was assessed.  
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RESULTS 

Seventy-nine team members participated in the survey. Thirty-nine were male, twenty-

four were female and sixteen did not report this information. Tenure and age were both 

categorical variables. Twenty-one participants had worked at the company less than 6 months, 

fourteen had worked there six months to one year, and 24 reported working there one to five 

years. No one reported working there over five years, but this was expected since the company 

was only a few years old. Ages ranged from 18 being between the ages of 20-30 years old, 24 

being between 30-40 years old, 13 being between 40-50 years old and 8 being 50-60 years old. 

No one reported being under 20 or over 60.   

There was a positive correlation between age and an individual’s amount of participation 

(r = .30, p<.05). No other demographic data was found to be significant with amount of 

participation. There was a significant, positive relationship with gender and  Item 1, meeting 

effectiveness, (r = .31, p<.05) and the average of the five items. Females were coded as two and 

males were coded as one; therefore, women were more likely to evaluate the meeting as effective 

and rate the meeting as more successful overall. No other demographic data had a significant 

relationship with any other items. These relationships can be seen in Appendix D-F. 

Pearson correlations were run on the 5 items and the participation score to create a 

correlation matrix.  The correlation matrix is depicted in Table 4. There was only one significant 

result found in the relationship between participation and the five items. There was a significant 

positive relationship found between the participation score and item 3 (r = .28, p < .05). This 

supports Hypothesis 3 that there is a positive relationship between the amount an employee 

participates in a meeting and their perception of how comfortable they felt expressing their ideas 

in the meeting. Hypothesis 1, 2, 4, and 5 were not supported.  
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Participation Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 

Participation 1.00      

Effective .11 1.00     

Efficient .15 .59** 1.00    

Comfort 
Speaking .28** .55** .55** 1.00   

Collaboration .16 .67** .48** .49** 1.00  

Enjoyable .16 .67** .49** .52** .60** 1.00 

Mean 7.47 3.81 3.70 3.66 3.56 3.51 

Standard 
Deviation 10.22 .65 .73 .83 .73 .91 

Range 0 - 39 2 - 5 2 - 5 1 - 5 2 - 5 1 - 5 

Note.  Item 1 is effectiveness, Item 2 is efficiency, Item 3 is meeting comfort, Item 4 is team collaboration, Item 5 is 
how enjoyable the meeting was and AVG is the Perceptions of Meeting Success score. ** p<.01 (one-tailed) 
 
 

As Table 4 shows, there was a larger standard deviation and range for the amount of 

participation variable. This occurred because this was the amount of times a person would speak 

and was not restricted. The meeting evaluation items were on a 5-point Likert scale. Their 

standard deviations were restricted. This restriction of range could have suppressed the 

correlations.  

There were more interesting findings on this table, though. All the items on the 

evaluation form were highly correlated. This led to the investigation of a possible latent 

construct. 

 To investigate this, a principal component analysis was conducted using the five items on 

the Meeting Evaluation Form. This analysis was done to assess if a latent construct was being 
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measured by the evaluation form. All items did load on the same factor with factor loadings 

between .74 and .88. No communalities were below .4.  See Table 5.  

Table 5 

Principle Component Analysis Factor Loadings 

Item Factor Loading Communalities 

Item 1. Effectiveness .88 .771 

Item 2. Efficiency .75 .562 

Item 3. Comfort .74 .546 

Item 4. Collaboration .81 .663 

Item 5. Enjoyable .82 .678 

 
These items accounted for 64% of the variance. There is strong evidence that only one 

factor exists. This can be seen by the eigenvalues in Table 6.  

Table 6 

Total Variance Explained 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Component 
Total % of Var. Cumulative % Total % of Var. Cumulative % 

1 3.220 64.406 64.406 3.220 64.406 64.406 

2 .569 11.383 75.789    

3 .521 10.416 86.206    

4 .400 8.006 94.212    

5 .289 5.788 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
 

The latent construct was named Perceptions of Meeting Success. The Cronbach’s alpha 

for the Perceptions of Meeting Success scale is .85. These two analyses suggest that the 

Perceptions of Meeting Success Scale has good internal consistency. 
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With this finding, the individual’s participation score was correlated with the aggregate 

of the 5 items, the Perceptions of Meeting Success scale. A one unit weighting for a composite 

score was performed. The items were aggregated, or summed, and the average was calculated for 

each individual participant’s meeting evaluation score, or Perception of Meeting Success. 

Significance was found for the relationship between the Perceptions of Meeting Success score 

and amount of participation (r = .22, p < .05).  
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DISCUSSION 

 This study found that there was a positive relationship in the amount of participation and 

perceptions of overall meeting success as determined by the Perceptions of Meeting Success 

scale developed in this study. This supports the assumption made in the facilitation literature that 

engaging meeting attendees to participate in the meeting is related to their perception of overall 

meeting success. It also adds to the literature searching for the variables that contribute to 

meeting success. Meeting attendee’s participation can be listed among other indicators leading to 

the perception of the meeting. As far as the research hypotheses, though, only one was found to 

be significant. More investigation into this area needs to happen to fully understand why this 

may have occurred.  

 Another interesting finding was the demographic data’s relationship with the variables in 

the study. There was a significant, positive relationship between age and amount of participation. 

This relationship could be examined further to see why this may be. Perhaps the older the team 

member the more comfortable they feel to speak up in a meeting. This level of comfort for older 

team members was not determined by the meeting because there was not a significant 

relationship between age and Item 3, comfort. This could also be explained by the older 

participants holder a higher status among the other team members. Another peculiar relationship 

was that between gender and the rating of meeting effectiveness, Item 1. It seems females tended 

to rate meetings as more effective. Oddly, this was the only item with a relationship with gender.  

Caution should be used when generalizing these results. The correlations are not 

particularly strong and a cause and effect relationship cannot be implied by the results of this 

study because of the use of correlation statistics.  
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Limitations 

 This study was a field study. The advantage of field studies is that the data is 

generalizable to real world settings, but there is a lack of environmental control. Many other 

factors besides employee participation could have affected meeting success that could not have 

been controlled for. There was no experimental control for this study. 

Other limitations existed as well. The meetings in the current study were team meetings 

held in a company moving toward self-directed work teams. These teams were not fully mature, 

which could be a confounding factor in the member’s amount of participation. It could also have 

impacted their ability to judge if a meeting was successful or not. Also, there was only one 

observer, so there were no inter-rater reliability measures. The number of participants in the 

study was also small. Lastly, the meeting scale only has 5 items. Because the team member’s 

were filling out the evaluations quickly after the meeting, the evaluation could not be extensive. 

 

Future Research 

More research should follow to further examine the relationship between a meeting 

attendee’s amount of participation and their resulting perception of the meeting. More settings 

should be considered to reduce the likelihood of situational confounds. Since how comfortable a 

participant was speaking on the meeting had a significant, positive relationship with the amount 

an individual participates, then there should be more research around the conditions that lead to 

higher comfort in speaking up in meetings.  

This study did not look at the effect side bars had on their Perception of Meeting Success 

score. A study to look at the effects of holding side bar conversations could be examined. In this 

way, participation could be examined as which type or participation added to the meeting versus 
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distracted from it. Also, participation could be operationally defined as length of time spoken. 

Studies could examine the difference in results when defining participation in different ways. 

The measure of meeting success could be extended. A full scale could be developed for 

each of the 5 components of the current measure. Also, the scale should be validated on a larger 

sample. 

 

Summary 

 The current research sheds light on a cornerstone of today’s business processes that has 

previously been overlooked in the research literature. Meetings are commonplace and need to be 

successful. Companies need to leverage this time and effort expended in meetings to propel their 

companies. There is an opportunity for researchers to provide these companies with research that 

shows what can be done to make meetings more successful. The current study contributes a scale 

of meeting success. It also shows a positive relationship between the amount a team member 

participates and their perception that the meeting was a success. 
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APPENDIX A 

BLANK TEAM MEMBER PARTICIPATION FORM
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Was manager present?________   Length of Meeting__________ 
How much time did manger speak?________ 
How much time did coach speak?__________ 
 
Meeting Diagram: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Notes: 
Number of outside interruptions__________ 
 
 
 
 

Legend:    1  - Spoke;    X - Spoke in sidebar;     S - Starpoint presentation 
P - Presented     B - Brought issue to team
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APPENDIX B 

MEETING EVALUATION FORM
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DO NOT IDENTIFY YOURSELF 
 

Meeting Evaluation 
I have worked here for      less than 6 mo        6mo-1year      1-5 years       more than 5 years 

I am:        Male         Female 

I am on the       Maintenance     Warehouse      Extrusion       Print/Chamfer      Quality        

Packing Team 

I am:    Under 20           20-30            30-40       40-50         50-60     Over 60 

 

 

1. This meeting was effective. 

2. This meeting was efficient. 

3.  I felt comfortable expressing my ideas in 
 this meeting. 

4. There was good team collaboration in  
 this meeting. 

5. This was an enjoyable meeting. 

Definitions: 
 
Effective - Having an intended or expected effect. Was the intended purpose to the meeting 
accomplished?   
 
Efficient - Acting or producing effectively with a minimum of waste, expense, or unnecessary 
effort. Exhibiting a high ratio of output to input. 
 
 
This form is voluntary.  Use of the data collected from this form will be used for a report to 
management and could be used for research purposes in the future.  Any questions should be 
directed at Jodi Longo at extension 541. 

 
Disagree 
 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Strongly 
Disagree 
 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 
Neutral 
 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

 
Agree 
 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Strongly 
Agree 
 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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APPENDIX C 

CORRELATION WITH TENURE
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Correlations 
 

    Tenure Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 -.050 -.244(*) -.026 .181 -.014

Sig. (1-tailed) . .355 .032 .424 .086 .457

Tenure 

N 59 59 59 58 59 59
Pearson 
Correlation -.050 1 .593(**) .548(**) .669(**) .666(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .355 . .000 .000 .000 .000

Item 1 

N 59 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation -.244(*) .593(**) 1 .438(**) .483(**) .493(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .032 .000 . .000 .000 .000

Item 2 

N 59 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation -.026 .548(**) .438(**) 1 .492(**) .522(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .424 .000 .000 . .000 .000

Item 3 

N 58 74 74 74 74 74
Pearson 
Correlation .181 .669(**) .483(**) .492(**) 1 .599(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .086 .000 .000 .000 . .000

Item 4 

N 59 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation -.014 .666(**) .493(**) .522(**) .599(**) 1

Sig. (1-tailed) .457 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

Item 5 

N 59 75 75 74 75 75
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
  
 
 

Correlations 
 

    Tenure Participation AVG 
Pearson Correlation 1 .103 -.037
Sig. (1-tailed) . .218 .389

Tenure 

N 59 59 59
Pearson Correlation .103 1 .221(*)
Sig. (1-tailed) .218 . .029

Participation 

N 59 78 75
Pearson Correlation -.037 .221(*) 1
Sig. (1-tailed) .389 .029 .

AVG 

N 59 75 75
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
 
Note: Item 1 is effectiveness, Item 2 is efficiency, Item 3 is meeting comfort, Item 4 is team 
collaboration, Item 5 is how enjoyable the meeting was and AVG is the Perceptions of Meeting 
Success score. 
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APPENDIX D 

CORRELATION WITH GENDER
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 Correlations 
 

    Gender Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 .305(**) .099 .090 .103 .232(*)

Sig. (1-tailed) . .008 .219 .241 .210 .034

Gender 

N 63 63 63 63 63 63
Pearson 
Correlation .305(**) 1 .593(**) .548(**) .669(**) .666(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .008 . .000 .000 .000 .000

Item 1 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation .099 .593(**) 1 .438(**) .483(**) .493(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .219 .000 . .000 .000 .000

Item 2 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation .090 .548(**) .438(**) 1 .492(**) .522(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .241 .000 .000 . .000 .000

Item 3 

N 63 74 74 74 74 74
Pearson 
Correlation .103 .669(**) .483(**) .492(**) 1 .599(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .210 .000 .000 .000 . .000

Item 4 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation .232(*) .666(**) .493(**) .522(**) .599(**) 1

Sig. (1-tailed) .034 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

Item 5 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
  
 
 

Correlations 
 

    Gender Participation AVG 
Pearson Correlation 1 -.075 .210(*)
Sig. (1-tailed) . .280 .049

Gender 

N 63 63 63
Pearson Correlation -.075 1 .221(*)
Sig. (1-tailed) .280 . .029

Participation 

N 63 78 75
Pearson Correlation .210(*) .221(*) 1
Sig. (1-tailed) .049 .029 .

AVG 

N 63 75 75
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
Note: Item 1 is effectiveness, Item 2 is efficiency, Item 3 is meeting comfort, Item 4 is team 
collaboration, Item 5 is how enjoyable the meeting was and AVG is the Perceptions of Meeting 
Success score. 
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APPENDIX E 

CORRELATION WITH AGE
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 Correlations 
 

    Age Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 -.079 -.075 .021 -.069 -.010

Sig. (1-tailed) . .270 .280 .435 .295 .468

Age 

N 63 63 63 62 63 63
Pearson 
Correlation -.079 1 .593(**) .548(**) .669(**) .666(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .270 . .000 .000 .000 .000

Item 1 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation -.075 .593(**) 1 .438(**) .483(**) .493(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .280 .000 . .000 .000 .000

Item 2 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation .021 .548(**) .438(**) 1 .492(**) .522(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .435 .000 .000 . .000 .000

Item 3 

N 62 74 74 74 74 74
Pearson 
Correlation -.069 .669(**) .483(**) .492(**) 1 .599(**)

Sig. (1-tailed) .295 .000 .000 .000 . .000

Item 4 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
Pearson 
Correlation -.010 .666(**) .493(**) .522(**) .599(**) 1

Sig. (1-tailed) .468 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

Item 5 

N 63 75 75 74 75 75
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
 
 
 
 Correlations 
 

    Age Participation AVG 
Pearson Correlation 1 .304(**) -.050
Sig. (1-tailed) . .008 .349

Age 

N 63 63 63
Pearson Correlation .304(**) 1 .221(*)
Sig. (1-tailed) .008 . .029

Participation 

N 63 78 75
Pearson Correlation -.050 .221(*) 1
Sig. (1-tailed) .349 .029 .

AVG 

N 63 75 75
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
 
Note: Item 1 is effectiveness, Item 2 is efficiency, Item 3 is meeting comfort, Item 4 is team 
collaboration, Item 5 is how enjoyable the meeting was and AVG is the Perceptions of Meeting 
Success score. 
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