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Abstract

In the vast theoretical literature, a number of arguments have been put
forward in favor of employee financial participation schemes. Although
traditionally the main arguments were spurred by objectives such as greater
equality in the distribution of income and wealth and improving relations
between workers and capitalist owners, today employee financial participation
schemes are considered as part of industrial relations based on innovative
managerial strategies and more flexible remuneration policies, which should
ultimately result in increased enterprise efficiency. Because share ownership
and profit sharing schemes are undoubtedly the most popular schemes,
emphasis has been put on showing the multidimensional relationships between
employee financial ownership and economic results, as well as on proving that
the relationship between employee ownership and productivity involves an
inherently complex interaction.

The purpose of this paper is to present selected views and attitudes
toward the relationship between employee participation and company results.
The theoretical view and empirical research both indicate that after many years
of conducting empirical research on the benefits resulting from the
implementation of financial participation plans, the information provided,
almost entirely by reports, is not yet sufficient to make any unequivocal
conclusions concerning the influence on the results (productivity) achieved by
companies. Obtaining such a consensus is additionally hindered because of the
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lack of clear-cut data concerning the extent tockhimplemented participation
schemes contribute to changes in financial resuhsconclusion, both the
previous theory as well as the research conducteéas do not convincingly
explain the relationship between financial partafijpn schemes and the results
achieved owing to their implementation, which dest@ates that there is a need
to conduct further research in this field. In tlaase any empirical approach
should concentrate on qualitative, not quantitatigsearch, the latter of which,
although broad based, does not identify the aboeationed relationships
precisely enough. Another conclusion that can bawdris the necessity to
conduct further research based on larger samplesarhpanies, taking into
account the specificity of their business and wagkenvironment. It seems that
some other aspects should be also taken into ceradidn, such as the type of
the financial participation scheme introduced, besm this decision may also
have an influence on future results. Research shbegin a long time prior to
the introduction of a scheme in the company, whichild allow for making
future comparisons and evaluations of the influenfea given scheme on
productivity.

1. Introduction

Participation schemes based on company profits eangdloyee share
ownership are immensely popular in the Europearotunin the four largest
countries of the EU, these schemes have coverathért7 million workers
(19% of employees in the private sector) (Pérotin@nbinson 2002, p. 2). It is
officially acknowledged that employee financial fg@pation is in accordance
with state policy, because it is deemed to havesdipe influence on efficiency
and employment and accelerates the fulfilmenttbépgoals of state policy as
well, for instance the redistribution of wealthlwpader participation in creating
welfare and overcoming conflicts within compani®é course, it should be kept
in mind that from the point of view of a particuleountry, only some types of
schemes will be preferred, namely those which ¢peat extent will contribute
to the achievement of macroeconomic goals. Acéisitipromoting the
implementation of participatory solutions are coetdd in different countries in
a variety of manners and at differing levels oktity, therefore one should
bear in mind that their spread in particular caestwill differ. Nevertheless,
there is a constant, albeit not very dynamic, ghointthe number of employees
taking part in financial participation schemes, andncrease their incidence.

The research conducted by specialists in the Eutdes and the USA
provides us with a lot of significant informatiom ¢the nature of these schemes
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and the results achieved. The data is obtained, feogr questionnaires sent to
enterprises which are listed on the stock exchamgkto other large companies
whose capital is estimated to be at least 200anildiuro (Mathieu 2009, p. 11).
However, gaining relevant information, formulatiognvincing arguments, and
obtaining straightforward evidence about the sclsearal their effectiveness is
very difficult for companies that wish to implemefihancial participation
schemes. The commonly shared belief is that corepania the implementation
of participatory solutions, want to motivate thetiaff to perform better and more
efficient work and to convince them to stay witle tompany, but the evidence
suggests that in the companies introducing emplggeticipation schemes, the
work efficiency does not change radically (Pératosh&Robinson 2002, p. 3).
Therefore, it can be assumed that this is not &ctireason for their
implementation, and the schemes themselves arelysipgrit of a set of
employee patrticipation tools (Kruse and Blasi 1993hg 2002; Robinson and
Wilson 2001; Pendleton 1997, pp. 103-119; Jirjabf2 Kato 2002; Shields
2002). In turn, the analyses conducted in over RDdeuntries, comprising
several thousand enterprises, give evidence thahdial participation has had
a positive, or at the very least a neutral, impactefficiency. The achieved
results indicate a greater influence of particgatin profit sharing plans on
work efficiency than the influence arising from doyee share ownership. This
might be the result of differences in conditionstlike which the schemes are
implemented, which in turn creates difficultiesnieasuring the absolute effects
achieved by such plans using different researalitsesom various countries.

However, it appears obvious that participation mofip sharing has an
advantage over share ownership, especially casedbdscause the former
offers measurable, material benefits. Still, it ddobe remembered that profit-
sharing schemes seem to have a short-term effédmreas share ownership
schemes can produce effects in the longer run emdwgpposedly of a longer
lasting nature. More and more results suggesthtbidt major forms of financial
participation have greater influence on efficiemagen employees have more
information about the company’s situation, propearnels of communication
with management exist, and workers take part imingithe company and the
decision-making processes. This relationship isiatly important in the case of
employee share ownership schemes, which demonslifigeng results in the
surveyed countries, and the degree of influencihede schemes also tends to
show significant disproportions.
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2. Why do companies implement financial participaton schemes?

The interpretation of the above-mentioned reswdens, however, to be
incomplete and calls attention to a quite importar@thodological problem,
namely — revealing the real reasons encouragingpanias to implement
financial participation schemes in the first pla€his is an issue which is very
difficult to examine, i.e. due to the absence dfarent theories that could be the
basis for conducting empirical research. In additio this, in many cases the
research and the results obtained are not compababhuse of the considerable
differentiation of factors and variables appliedtie research, as well as the
variation in the sample of companies chosen fotyaiga Thirdly, only a small
amount of research has been conducted into congyamie to the introduction
of a financial participation scheme, as a resultbfch it turns out that most
research is based on a comparison between comp#raésuse particular
schemes and companies that do not. Therefore, theaerisk of mistaking
a feature that is a result of financial participatiwith a reason for its
implementation. For example, assuming that findngéaticipation influences
increased efficiency, the companies using partitipsschemes may seem to be
more efficient in this respect, which does not meaowever, that all more
efficient companies implement financial participati schemes. Finally, the
empirical research conducted covers schemes wdigraficant differentiation
of features, and even researchers have problerhscigiarly defining particular
schemes due to the absence of default forms intemtun companies, the
application of mixed solutions, and the existenica quite complicated network
of relationships between them.

In spite of these methodological gaps, it is widedgumed that financial
participation schemes yield specific benefits tonpanies These benefits are
more eagerly awaited in larger enterprises emptpynore workers, as well as
in enterprises using collective forms of work amdwhich remuneration is
dependent on the collective results achieved bysth#. Profit sharing can be
treated, then, as a collective incentive, which ivabés workers to greater
cooperation and develops an environment that isrédble to create attitudes

! According to M. Weitzman'’s theory, a single compamplementing, e.g. a profit-sharing
scheme, may employ more workers, but it will achitwer income than a company without any
participation schemes which makes use of fixed resration. Weitzman thought that companies
cannot be expected to use profit sharing schemésghy unless they are given some government
grant for this purpose. However, in a situation miparticipation schemes are treated as incentive
programs, it is possible to expect some additiobahefits, which were not included in
Weitzman'’s theory; cf M.L. WeitzmaiThe Share Economidarvard University Press, Cambridge
(MA, US) 1984.
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among workers based on a mutual sense of resplitysibboperative team
spirit etc. In larger companies, the per- individoasts of implementation of
financial participation schemes should be lower,iclvhalso gives these
companies an advantage over small and medium-s@a@anies in terms of the
introduction of employee participation schemes. t#se grounds, researchers
may adopt the premise that participation schemesrare often applied by the
large companies listed on the stock exchange, luislthey in most cases they
targeted to take part in different research prejekiowever, the practice does
not confirm this thesis, and the evidence concertiie influence of size of the
company on the number of implemented schemes idgamis. Conclusions
drawn from the research conducted in the USA, Geymand Canada show that
more or less half of the results prove that ther@ positive relationship between
the existence of profit sharing schemes and the afiza company, while in the
other half there are no such statistically prowadationships (Long 2002, pp. 52-
89; Jirjahn 2002, pp. 148-178; Blasi and Kruse 19@6 60-80; OECD 1995,
pp. 139-169). Uniquely, in Japan the incidence wffip sharing schemes is
clearly higher in smaller companies (Kato 2002, p4-235). The ambiguous
evidence concerning the size of the company aniit gt@aring may be partially
caused by the more frequent use of cross-sectida @(mg. comparing
companies with and without profit sharing in a givperiod). This can be
indicative of the fact that companies with profitasing are larger (since the
implementation of profit sharing increases emplogthe Employee share
ownership is also more often applied in larger cans, but the number of
research projects conducted in the USA and Canad@a small to draw
straightforward conclusions, and small start-up panies may offer share
ownership in lieu of compensation (Blasi and Kri866, pp. 60-80).

The financial results achieved by companies whichplémented
a financial participation scheme are also the sitlgeémuch discussion. On the
basis of the conducted research it is difficulstate clearly whether the results
improved after the introduction of the schemes. fdasons are similar to those
mentioned in discussing the size of the companyy @vo analyses concerning
employee participation schemes in France and hady indicate a positive
correlation between profit sharing and increasédiefcy, because the research
conducted before the implementation of the scheamad,continued afterwards,
clearly showed an improvement in work efficiencydanther economic
indicators (Estrin, Pérotin, Robinson and Wilson 999 Biagioli and
Curatolo1999, pp. 99-130).
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3. Financial participation schemes against the bagkound of employee
structure and the attitude of trade unions

Another explored area is the relationship between iatroduced
participation scheme and the employee structuseafmpany. In this case, too,
no satisfactory results have been achieved. Thearels conducted in Germany
show that profit sharing schemes are more popuolaompanies dominated by
physical workers (Heywood and Jirjahn 2002, pp.64)-whereas in Great
Britain schemes based on profit sharing are moeguiently used in larger
companies with a greater participation of mentatkeos (Robinson and Wilson
2001). In both studies it has been stressed th#tteéncase of work based on
employee teams, the probability of implementatiérpmfit sharing is much
higher than the implementation of other types oftigigation schemés
Moreover, profit sharing schemes have also gaineck rpopularity in countries
and companies in which, first of all, remuneratotvanges were made dependent
on the results achieved, and second of all, in wlthe prospects of company
and product development were frequently uncer@mthese grounds it can be
assumed that employers in this way wanted to litmit risk of a company
downturn, shifting the responsibility onto the werk Some of the research
conducted in Great Britain and Australia confirntedse relationships (Pérotin
and Robinson 1998, pp. 135-162; Drago and Heywo®851 pp.507-531),
proving at the same time that the companies witbfitpsharing are more
frequently encountered in unstable or highly corntipetmarkets. The results of
the research conducted in Germany and France are ambiguous (Mdller
2000, pp. 565-582). Additionally, other research peoven that the more stable
markets of Britain and Germany turned out to beeraamducive for enterprises
using employee share ownership schemes, which noesiclude the risk of
a transfer of profit to remuneration (Carstensegr|@&h and Hibler 1995).

The research into the influence of trade uniondituagles on the
implementation (or not) of employee participatianemes also does not yield
a straightforward answer. This results from the that union representatives in
different countries are surveyed only sporadicadigd in situations reflecting
contradictory results. It is also not easy to meashie influence of trade unions
on strengthening or weakening the efficiency effeassociated with the
implementation of participation schemes. Howevetan be observed that after

2 Similar conclusions were drawn by Osterman whdeducting his research into American
companies (cf. P. OstermaHpw Common is Workplace Transformation and Who Adtpts
Industrial and Labor Relations Review 1994, (47),18-188) and Long, conducting his research
into Canadian companies (cf. R.J. Lomgrformance pay in Canad@: M. Brown and J.S.
Heywood (eds.)Paying for Performance., op.cit., pp.52—89.
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their introduction the increases in work efficienaye larger in companies
managed by employees than in conventional compawids participation
schemes, be they profit sharing or share ownergthihould be also mentioned
that the position of trade unions has changed tivout different periods in
different countries, which is reflected in the @msh conducted and subsequent
ambiguous conclusions. Only a few research projeotslucted in the USA
show that in enterprises in which trade unions halgtrong position, the
influence of profit sharing schemes on efficiensyvirtually invisible (Black
and Lynch 2001, pp. 434-445), and what is intemgstthat efficiency was
higher in companies where the popularity of tracdoms was lower (Cooke
1994, pp. 594, 610). Nevertheless, it ought to tbessed that generally trade
unions more and more often take part in financiattipipation schemes,
focusing their attention on the shape and scopgbeotontracts and agreements
signed guaranteeing the current level of remurmratDtherwise, assuming that
the introduction of, e.g. profit sharing, and eriggagadditional workers does not
bring about the expected increase in work effiggeribe aim of which is to
offset the expenses incurred due to increased reration, the risk of
a decrease in the current level of remunerationldvine significant, which
cannot be accepted by trade unions (Freeman arght 4995, pp. 27-52)

Roughly speaking, it can be said that at the comparel the interactions
between trade union activities and financial pgréton may depend on
whether the implementation of such schemes waiallginegotiated with trade
union$. In France, the conclusions provided by Fakhfakti Bérotin indicate
that both major forms of financial participationvkaa strong impact on
efficiency in large companies, where trade uniamsveell established and trade
relations are more active.

Summing up the previous considerations, it canmotlbarly stated that
financial participation has a positive influenceadficiency. It should be kept in
mind that these effects may depend on the typerottsre of the scheme, the
way in which it is being managed, the aforementibeaternal and internal
conditions, as well as many other factors. The nitgjof research conducted so
far has been based on econometric analyses ofittutidn of production, with
the use of representative data collected in rangamllected enterprises which

3 Because of that T. Kato draws attention to thetfaat profit sharing schemes are more often
applied in companies without trade unions; cf. Tatd Financial participation and pay for
performance in Japan, in: M. Brown and J.S. Heywgals.), Paying for Performance.., op.cit.,
pp. 214-235.

% It should be remembered that the previous exangilegroduction of financial participation
in companies in order to weaken the position addéranions only made their attitude more rigid,
therefore it seems necessary to conduct systemegiatiations with them.
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either have, or don’t have, financial participatischemes Aspects that are
taken into consideration include, among others, lirench, the size of the
company, the capital, the market share etc. amgjythe influence of the
variables added to the model by means of participaichemes as a production
function, and consequently measuring whether thepemy uses more or less
capital and labor force to maintain a particulaeleof production. The analyses
also yield some additional information concernihg telationship between the
degree of participation and the company’'s efficiencThe degree of
participation can be understood as, e.g. the dizsbare capital possessed by the
workers or the amount of bonuses paid from prdfargig. The influence of
other effects reinforcing participation are alsoeqiuently taken into
consideration in this case (e.g. a company’s dgveénmt strategy).

4. Does the (work) efficiency really rise?

In discussing the issues connected with work efficy as an effect of
implementation of a participation scheme, one cawddder how reliable are the
conclusions stating the positive impact of thisesnl on efficiency. It is known
that enterprises using financial participation nfegve higher indicators of
efficiency than companies which do not use suclerses, but this could also be
the result of better administration, in other wotitlsnay happen that companies
which are run more effectively introduce financghemes in the first place.
If this was really the case, then it could be assiithat it is more probable that
the more efficient companies will introduce sucscheme (the reverse causality
problem). This issue has been frequently pointddasua weakness in previous
research. Currently, research makes use of instriaineariables or panel data
estimation models, which take such possibilitids imccount and consequently
it is possible to make the necessary correctioamédysis of the data.

It is often assumed that since, in most cases,itipfementation of
schemes is voluntary, no one should expect anytivegeffects resulting from
using them because if companies were losing moneg thb financial
participation, it is almost certain that they woujdickly abandon their further
realization, and consequently only companies whicmsider them to be

5 There is also some research conducted in ordprowe the relationship between financial
participation and other economic indicators, sush paofitability, however the influence of
involvement, effort, workers’ attitudes, and othmnganizational effects correlates more with
efficiency than profit, which to a large extent dags on many external factors. Because of this, it
is assumed that the empirical evidence referringprfitability are less reliable than those
referring to efficiency.
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beneficial continue using them. This is the maiason why it was possible to
conduct research in these companies.

Another, maybe less important doubt, concerns ths &igainst research
publications discussing the existence of a negatifreence on efficiency — do
such studies have a smaller chance to be publishibx trade press? If so, this
would also lead to more justifications of the adeges, i.e of positive or neutral
effects achieved as a result of the implementatibrparticipation schemes.
Therefore, it could be assumed, perhaps incorrettigt in the worst case
financial participation simply has no impact oni@éncy (Blanchflower,
Oswald 1988, pp. 720-730). Still, the issue thatdseto be resolved does not
refer to the influence of participation itself ¢s lack of an effect on efficiency,
but rather the circumstances and reasons which thakeffect positive.

The first question that comes to mind is whether,tloe basis of the
research conducted, it is possible to determinechwvbf the two major types of
participation — profit sharing or employee sharaexghip — is more likely to be
connected with an increase in efficiency. Whereathé previous research no
special attention was paid to the type of the sehamroduced, currently the
existing differences between these two programsmayee highlighted, which
allows for obtaining more reliable results aboué timfluence of particular
schemes on the socio-economic results of compahiesever, there is still
a relatively low number of research projects baingducted which could yield
information about the effects of both types of subse in a separate way and at
the same time. In a situation when companies makeali two schemes, but
only one type is analyzed by the researcher, omwhe dominating program
combines these two types (e.g. if bonuses fromitpsbhring are spent on the
purchase of employee shares), there is a risk tdbating the whole effect,
either with respect to profit sharing or employbare ownership, to one type of
scheme. These doubts are gradually being addresgeturther research,
conducted by Kruse and Blasi among others, who iegpistatistical
methodology to a great number of previously pulelsiresearch projects
conducted throughout the whole world, and on tlgreeinds they stated that
generally in all countries profit sharing schemg&ttigtically have a small but
real positive influence on efficiency, whereas esgpk share ownership has no
or only a very slight impact (Kruse and Bl&8D7).

D. Jones puts forwards similar conclusions witherefice to the
transformation countries from Central and Easteunoge, pointing out that
there is a similar relationship between the two anaypes of financial
participation in this region, but supposedly thiguence of the schemes on
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general efficiency is significantly lowerThe above mentioned observations
may suggest that it is extremely difficult to compéhe results achieved by the
various studies, because the differences in measmts and differing
approaches applied in research partially deform thktionships under
investigation. For instance, on the basis of Angericesearch into profit sharing
in the late 1980s and early 1990s, it has beeadstaat profit sharing increases
efficiency from 3% to 32%, whereas similar researehducted at the same time
in Great Britain indicated that efficiency had riseom 3% to 8% (Kruse 1992,
pp. 24-36 Wadhwaniand Wall 1990, pp. 1-17; Cable and Wilson 1989,366-
375). The estimates achieved in Japan range froomdr3% to 9% (Ohkusa and
Ohtake 1997, pp. 385-402). Analyses of the reseewmalducted in France give
evidence of an increase in work efficiency resgltinom the introduction of
profit sharing by 7 to 9%, regardless of the samalel the method of
measurement, or whether the possible presence ehatoyee share ownership
scheme was taken into consideration (Fakhfakh @notif 2002, pp. 90-114).

Different results incline one to state that theutoshould be put on the
influence of particular factors (arising from thetroduction of participation
schemes) on efficiency, rather than on the absobgdts. In theory the scope of
financial participation and the structure of théiesoe itself play an important
role. In places where financial participation irases efficiency there are higher
financial rewards resulting from profit sharing eofes and a higher level of
employees’ financial involvement into employee shawnership schemes (the
number of shares possessed by the workers, i.dogegs’ share in capital), and
consequently an obvious influence on increasesficieancy. This relationship
appears to be natural.

However, while little is known about what happemshe influence of the
programs on efficiency over time, researchers sstgbat it depends on the type
and structure of a particular scheme — the berfedits cash-based programs are
rather short-term as opposed to the benefits gdioed deferred schemes based
on shares. Therefore, Jones and Kato prove thapdbiive effect connected
with employee share ownership in large Japaneserpeisies can only be

5 D. Jones conducted a review of empirical workdyairag the factors which influence work
efficiency in Albania, Bulgaria, Russia, Poland, ®ola, Estonia, and Lithuania; and stated that
apart from the Baltic states, the influence of prefiaring and share ownership schemes on
efficiency is almost invisible; D.C. JoneShe nature and the effects of worker participation,
employee ownership and profit sharing on econgeeitormance: A review of empirical evidence
for transitional economigespaper presented at the Conference on Democraciycipation and
Economic Development, Columbia University, April B9%lso cf. M. Uvalt and D. Vaughan-
Whitehead (eds.)Privatisation Surprises in Transition Economies: fayee-Ownership in
Central and Eastern Europ&dward Elgar/International Labour Organisationel@nham (UK)
and Geneva (Switzerland) 1997.
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observed after some delay in time, which is corgdmn the conclusions
formulated by Fakhfakh with regard to French conmgsmwhere profit sharing
is often in the form of deferred shares or is memlias saving schemes (Jones
and Kato 1995, pp. 391-414; Fakhfakh 1998, pp. 134} Kruse confirms the
above and proves that the cash-based profit shacingme increases efficiency
only for a short period, whereas this effect is enlang-lasting in the case of
deferred schemes (Kruse 1993).

It seems that information plays a great role imeasing work efficiency.
For example, Kato and Morishima prove that Japapesit sharing schemes,
which determine employee’s participation in probis the basis of a clear pre-
defined formula, have a stronger impact on efficierthan those programs
which freely distribute bonuses among the worket@ and Morishima 2002).
After studying the results of the National Survely lodustrial relations in
France, Fakhfakh expressed the opinion that in ratoane third of the
companies in which the representatives of both gement and workers
supplied answers to, among others, the followingstjon: Is taking part in
financial participation schemes voluntary or olligg? - the replies differed.
A positive influence on efficiency was observed yoint the case of those
schemes which had been initiated by the workergre@ds programs which were
in existence only thanks to the efforts of managemead no impact on
efficiency (Fakhfakh and Pérotin 2002).

It is even possible to go further in these consitiens and come to the
conclusion that information and communication iasiag employees’
involvement may be an indispensable factor thangthens the influence of
financial participation schemes on efficiency, es@éy with respect to
employee share ownership, because this type dbreement could result in an
increase in workers’ participation in the decisioaking process (e.g. Great
Britain, Germany). However, in order to prove thisis necessary to conduct
further research and formulate even more precipethgses regarding the ways
in which participation in decision-making and fiél participation influence
one another. Such studies should make use of the available from the field
of human resources management, taking into ac¢bardttitudes present in the
company, the perception of transparency, the é@ffeatumber of employees
taking part in participation schemes, the influeatsuch scheme on employees
in performing their tasks etc. In addition to thisappears important to use
organizational strategies which prevent forms ofxusé and national
discrimination. The effectiveness of participatgxhemes seems to grow when
it is possible to provide more opportunities andiwadion for women and ethnic
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minorities to be involved in a company’s outcdmidowever, it appears to be
too early to formulate any firm conclusions at tstisge of the research.

5. Summary

Summing up the above-mentioned consideration$ioitilsl be stated that
one of the most important conclusions resultingnfithe international empirical
research into employee financial participationhe existence of quite strong
evidence of its positive, or at the very least redutinfluence on efficiency.
It can be even assumed that financial participatiay also increase the demand
for labor in companies using financial participatischemes. Because of this,
the promotion of financial participation by the tetsseems justified. Actions
undertaken by the state may take several diffefenms. International
experience shows that financial participation sggeahen the companies and/or
the employees taking part in the schemes are dffeoene state-support fiscal
benefits, but such diffusion may also take placthauit any tax relief. This
happens probably because even without tax incentihe companies and
workers can benefit from financial participatiornemes. This, in turn, is the
reason why the costs of implementation of participa solutions are not
prohibitive. Promotion should also include trairin@nd information and
educational strategies intended for the socialneast Certainly, the type and
structure of a proposed program is of crucial sigance, as well as the possible
linking of participation schemes with employeesttjggpation in the decision-
making process. It is clear that financial partétipn schemes must be
connected with access to information and commuigicah order to positively
impact efficiency.

International experience also suggests that theeldpment of
participation schemes requires the stability of keryge ownership. Another
issue resulting from the empirical research isgbgsibility that other important
aspects of organizational practice and human ressumanagement (e.g.
protection of human rights) influence the effecfsfinancial participation.
In particular, companies may be encouraged to edddoand implement
strategies against sexual and ethnic discriminattod promoting equal
opportunity within the financial participation sehes in order to provide all

" The results are less unambiguous for profit sigasthemes, maybe because applying profit
sharing to a larger group of employees decreaséivation; cf. V. Pérotin and A. Robinson,
Employee participation and equal opportunities ficas: Productivity effects and potential
complementarities, British Journal of Industrial Rielas 2000, (38)4, pp. 557-584.
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workers with the same access to these programsh®basis of the evidence
presented, it is clear that some issues concenpdmticipation schemes have
been and continue to be the subject of much redseavbereas others still
require further analyses in order to obtain theugilsle and detailed information
that is needed to prepare proper implementatioategies. In this case the
priority is on gathering comparable and crediblatistical data on financial
participation throughout the world, both at the iol and international
company levels. But this requires the developménesearch tools based on
solid analytical methodologies.
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Streszczenie

PARTYCYPACJA PRACOWNIKOW W ZYSKACH | WE WLASNO SCI —
WPLYW NA WYDAJNO SC PRACY

W literaturze ména znalé¢ znaczg ilos¢ argumentéw przemawiggych za
pracownicz partycypacy finansowg. Pomimo faktu, zi najwaniejsze przestanki na
rzecz partycypacji finansowej wynikaly z pobudekicta jak weksza réwng¢
w dochodach i majku oraz cl¢ poprawy relacji pomddzy pracownikami
i wlascicielami przedsibiorstw, to obecnie programy te sznawane za element relacji
przemystowych opartych na strategiach meseskich oraz bardziej elastycznej
polityce ptac, co w rezultacie ma doprowaddo wzrostu wydajrsei pracy i szybszego
rozwoju przedgbiorstwa. W zwizku z zauwzlng wigksz; popularngcig programéw
whasnaciowych oraz udzialu w zyskach, szczegllowag zwraca s na
wielowymiarowe zalmasci pomidzy finansowym udziatem we wihagrioi wynikami
ekonomicznymi, jak réwniena cheé wykazania,ze mechanizm zaleasci pomidzy
wlasndicig pracownicz a jej wptywem na produktywstoma bardzo zony charakter.
Celem tego opracowania jest zaprezentowanie wylramppghdéw na temat postaw
odnoszcych s¢ do wspomnianych zateasci. Zarowno gdy teoretyczne jak i badania
empiryczne pokazyjze po wielu latach analizy korsi pltyrngcych z implementacii
programéw partycypacji finansowej, informacje uaysk jedynie deki raportom nie g
wystarczajce do wypracowania jednoznacznej opinii dojgeg wpltywu partycypaciji
finansowej na wyniki (produktyws®) osigane przez przeddiiorstwa. Ponadto,
uzyskanie takiej opinii jest dodatkowo utrudniomeeg brak przejrzystych danych oraz
tego, w jakim stopniu wdfane programy partycypacyjne przyczygigje do zmiany
wynikéw finansowych. W rezultacie, zaréwno dotyabmaa teoria jak i obecne
badania nie wyjgniajg w przekonujcy spos6b zat@asci pomedzy programami
partycypacji finansowej a wynikami uzyskiwanymiekizich wdraaniu, co jedynie
utwierdza w przekonaniuz iistnieje potrzeba prowadzenia dalszych bada tym
zakresie. W tym wypadku badania empiryczne povskagi Sie na ocenie jakiiowej
a nie ilgsciowej, ktéra mimo swojego powszechnego charakteeupkréla powyszych
zaleinasci w sposob zbyt doktadny. Kolejnym wnioskiem, tdeego ména dojé, jest
potrzeba prowadzenia dalszych bade oparciu o weksze proby przedsiiorstw,
biorgc pod uwag charakter prowadzonej przez nie dzialalcio oraz otoczenie
w ktérym funkcjonuj. Wydaje si, ze pod uwag nalezy wzig¢ pewne dodatkowe aspekty,
m.in. rodzaj wprowadzanego programu partycypacjafisowej, poniewadecyzja ta
mae oddzialywa na wyniki osigane w przyszigi. Oprécz tego, badania powinny
rozpoczyna sig na dlugo przed implementacjprogramu w przedsgbiorstwie, co
pozwolitoby na przeprowadzanie analiz poréwnawczyclcery wptywu danego
programu na produktywnré.



