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PARTICIPATIVE PERSONAL PROJECTS -
-A CHANCE FOR MEANINGFUL AND
FULFILLING OCCUPATIONAL LIFE?
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Abstract

Although research on employee participation isrdéliest to many managers, psychologists, socidogisd
organizational scientists, studies on psychologiagpects of participation are not satisfactory. STipaper
presents an alternative approach to examining oizmional participation by using personal projects
perspective which allows to examine psychologisaleats of the individual person acting togethehwaithers
in the organizational context. The results implattparticipative projects lead to self-realizationore often
than non-participative projects as well as they arere controllable and perceived as more likelyeta with
success
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Introduction

Employee participation has been in the scope ef@st of organizational researchers
for a long time. Glew, O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin andan Fleet (1995) find elements of scientific
reflection on participation in the book of Munsterty (1913) and reports of Hawthorne
Studies (Mayo, 1933; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 193 okopowicz, Stocki andmuda
(2008) date the presence of research on participatmnagement in the organizational
research mainstream in the fifties. Since then eygd participation has been of interest to
many managers, psychologists, sociologists andnagonal scientists (Heller & Yukl,
1969; Vroom & Yetton, 1973; Locke & Schweiger, 19719arrison, 1985; Wagner &
Gooding, 1987a, 1987b; Cotton, Vollrath, Froggagngnick-Hall, & Jennings, 1988; Vroom
& Jago, 1988; Cotton, Vollrath, Lengnick-Hall, & dggatt,1990; Leana, Locke, &
Schweiger, 1990; Pierce, Rubenfeld & Morgan, 19@bje, Bacdayan & White, 1993;
Wagner, 1994; Cheney, 1995; Glew et al., 1995; Mu&bStohl, 1996; Wagner, Leana,
Locke, & Schweiger, 1997; Cheney et al., 1998; ételPust, Strauss, & Wilpert, 1998;
Vandenberg, Richardson & Eastman, 1999; Forre20€0; Seibold & Shea, 2001; Perotin &
Robinson, 2002; Summers & Hyman, 2005). Despiefélat that research on participation
can be found in almost every field of contemporasychology (see: Cheney et al., 1998;
authors present other scientific disciplines wheedies on participation are also present,
including sociology, political science, economy.gté is hard not only to find conclusive
results on what the conditions or effects of pgyiton are, but also what participation is.
The need for adequate and conclusive studies diipation is growing even faster as we are
entering the time when many different companiesuadothe world achieve extraordinary
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results implementing total participation manageniére term was used first by Graham and
Titus (1979)). Companies like Semco, SAIC, Harlegvidson, SRC Holdings Corp. and
many others can hardly count on support from thensific field. The practice of
participative management seems to be a way ahedleofetical reflection and scientific
research.

Defining participation

There is a whole spectrum of different approacbesrgianizational participation that
stem from different assumptions, use different messand postulate different outcomes of
participation. Heller et al. (1998) write:

Definitions of participation abound. Some autharsist that participation must be a
group process, involving groups of employees amit thosses; other stress delegation, the
process by which the individual employee is givesater freedom to make decisions on his
or her own. Some restrict the term ‘participatiagn’ formal institutions, such as work
councils; other definitions embrace ‘informal peiggation’, the day-to-day relations between
supervisors and subordinates in which subordinatesallowed substantial input into work
decisions. Finally, there are those who stressggaation as a process and those who are
concerned with participation as a result. (p. 15)

Participation is not always even labeled as ‘pguditon’, sometimes scientists use the
term employee involvement, work democracy, empoweatnor self-directed work teams
(Cooper, 2002). The most popular approach usegipative decision making as a synonym
of participation (Locke & Schweiger, 1979). Thetéat approach very often excludes
delegation, although some scientists include their definitions (Heller, 1971; Cotton et al.,
1988). Dachler and Wilpert (1978) proposed four fedént orientations towards
organizational participation: production and effiity, democratic, human growth,
development and socialist. Summers and Hyman (2004je employee participation into
two groups — financial and work-related participati Financial participation involves
distribution of shares to employees or organizatmmbers and “concerns flexibility of pay,
where an element of remuneration varies with pabfiity or other appropriate performance
measures” (Summers & Hyman, 2005, p. 2). Authoveddi work-related participation into
two forms - individual vs. collective and direct.vidirect. Apart from these forms,
participation can also be task-related or strategid then ordered into communicative,
consultative or negotiative types. Heller et al998) analyze informal-formal, direct-
representative and financial participation. Apaonf the form of participation, the range of
issues is taken into account (IDE, 1976 after: étedt al., 1998). These issues can be
categorized according to time perspective (shonxtenedium-term and long-term) and to
subject matter (work/social conditions, personmel aconomic).

Disagreement among researchers starts with theliguneshether participation is a
“value-in-itself” or should be treated instrumehtas a means to a certain end (Heller et al.,
1998). The majority of scholars claim the latt@tasment is true. Locke and Schweiger (1979)
state that the role of participation is to conttéto organizational efficiency. Employees' job
satisfaction, self-realization and goal commitmarg also treated as a means to achieve
organizational goals. The reason why it is harddisieve consensus and advance research on
participation is probably that most of researchui®s on organizations and not on people, on
organizational effects and not on psychologicakatp

Heller et al. (1998) agree that it is logical inganizational research to take an
assumption that participation serves as a “meansd tertain “end”, however we have to
remember about other “ends” participation servdges€é “ends” according to Heller et al.
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(1998) are the fundamental anthropological indigidand social functions. Lafferty (1979
after: Heller et al., 1998) writes:

Participation is a basic well-being. [...] Not to peipate in decisions which
symbolically control the emotional value (statweggdlity, worth, etc.) of my action world is
quite simply to choose a lesser degree of humahisifor both myself and community. (p.
10)

Similarly, Allport (1945 after: Heller et al., 19P8&tresses the importance of
participation: [...] people have to be active in ord® learn...to build voluntary
control...unless (a person) is in some areas egogedgand participant, his life is crippled
and his existence a blemish on democracy [...]. (H.12

Participation can be treated as a realization ofidru nature as it was understood in
philosophical anthropology of Woijtyla (1985) debed in details in Prokopowicz et al.
(2008). Wojtyla (1985) writes: (Participation) fsetperson’s transcendence in the action when
the action is being performed "together with othersanscendence which manifests that the
person has not become altogether absorbed by sotegblay and thus "conditioned,” but
stands out as having retained his very own freedbrchoice and direction - which is the
basis as well as the condition of participation.3g3)

Therefore the concept of participation that hasmgrout of the Wojtyla’s theory and
focuses on psychological aspects of participatsomore useful for our paper. In this paper
we would like to focus on a person acting in so@agjanizational) context and for that matter
we need a psychological definition of participation

Wojtyla’s definition of participation mentioned &ar points out some crucial aspects
of participation. First of all, it emphasizes thergpn as the subject of participation, then
participation is defined as “transcendence in tb&. ahen, asZmuda, Prokopowicz and
Stocki (mimeo) point out: “we have two importantdes of participation — one is the act
being performed “with others” and possible absorptand social play which may condition
the person; on the other hand, the second fordbeisreedom of choice and direction”.
Authors propose the definition of participation ttigipes from anthropological terms into
psychological ones:

Participation is the process of the person's indinl development in social
interaction which is conditioned both by social miegs (cognition) and voluntary (conative)
acts of the person.

This definition is very useful for this paper and wvill use it in the context of
organizational participation, with one exceptiomiwser. The implication that participation is
a process of the person’s development may leadotweptual confusion and make it
impossible to falsify hypotheses derived from thefirdtion. If we define personal
development as a condition of participation, wd wdver be able to prove that participation
may have any negative consequences — if somethieg @wry it is not participation.
Although we agree that participation is strictlynoected with personal development, self-
realization etc., we would rather treat these phesra as effects of participation, and the
relationship between participation and personalettgpment or self-realization should be
treated as a hypothesis (H2), not a definition. that reason we will exclude the clause: “the
process of the person's individual development”.Wdeld also like to make it more coherent
with Ryan and Deci’s (2000) concept of self-deteration closely related to participation
which is connected with both autonomy (full senselwice) and reflection. Therefore, we
propose that participation takes place whenever:

A person performs actions oriented towards comnmmdgn the social context (with
others) with the highest level of reflection andugunteed freedom of expressing one’s will.
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From this definition and the definition by Wojtyla, number of basic participation
conditions arise. Firstly, there must be a pers@m-agent that decides to participate or not.
Common good condition requires that an action isnded on achieving balance of individual
and organizational goals. There is also a socialextt — other actors, institutions etc. — that
may encourage or discourage and even make patimiganpossible. Participation is always
an act “performed with others”. The agent’s willthaugh crucial, is not enough to
participate, to some extent he or she is limitedth®y environment. It does not mean that
participation is possible in participative enviroemh only — people tend to break their limits
and for that reason can participate even when tiviraament is hostile to participation.
Some of such behaviors were described by LandyCamde (2007). Also Wojtyla's authentic
attitudes of protest and solidarity are exampleganticipation in hostile environment. To
participate considerable knowledge is required aldat, how and why something is to be
done. It cannot be a matter of reaction or uncanscibehavior but one that is based on
understanding the situation. That is what reflectsdands for. The freedom of expressing
one’s will means that a person is given an oppdastua act on his or her own without being
forced to do something. There must be considerateunt of autonomy included, which is
similar to Deci and Ryan’s approach to self-deteation. The definition we propose can be
easily applied to every field of human social atyiv family, school, politics and, of course,
organizational life.

Goals and Personal Projects

In Kelly’s personal construct theory every persemai“lay scientist” who observes
events, puts forward hypotheses (named personatroets) and always tries to anticipate the
future (Pervin, 2002). Through personal construotiividuals view themselves in their
context (Little, 2000b). The goal of every persento develop as adequate theories of the
world as possible and people do it by revisingrtipeirsonal constructs in the light of their
experience. A human is active, self-creating anplaging the world around him. Although
Little (Little, 1999a) agrees that humans are d@&s he claims that they are somewhat
selectively scientific. They are “specialists” wHsplay different attitudes towards different
ecological domains and objects. Some domains are mportant than others and people are
more affectively, cognitively and behaviorally eggd in some than in others. In his
personality theory, Little prefers using personabjgcts as analytic units instead of less
dynamic personal constructs. Personal projects“exéended sets of personally salient
activities in context” (Little, 2006, p. 423). Astlle (2007) explains “extended” refers to the
fact that projects are not momentary behavior byat extended temporally and spatially.
Personal projects are not single actions but ratheir interrelated “sets”. Projects are
personally salient because the person defines thedhis the “owner” of the projects.
“Activity” points out the conative aspect of profjgcand finally personal projects are always
performed in the specific “context” - physical, wwhl, social, organizational, historical etc.

Personal projects can range from trivial pursuitg).(preparing supper) to great and
long term plans (e.g. build civic society in my otny). They can be self-initiated or forced
by someone else, solitary concerns or shared comenis, isolated and not important or
complex and connected with the core of our lifet{&j 1989). Personal projects are described
by Little (1987a, 1989) as “natural units of an@y®r a personality psychology, that chooses
to deal with serious business of how people mutidieugh complex lives”. It is significant
for Little that every person when acting is a “sdb] to many different influences of both
intentional and contextual nature. Personal Prejant the way that people deal with various
influences (biological, cultural, environmentalcisd etc.). People plan and act to succeed in
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well-being. The content and the way people buidrthersonal projects tell us not only about
somebody’s peculiar views, skills and thoughts, also tells us a lot about the specific
environment a given person is embroiled in. Pakpnojects allow to understand human
behavior and attitude without distortions causedrhglitional methods. In Personal Projects
Analysis (PPA) people are treated like expertshamiselves and the role of the researcher is
to cooperate with subjects instead of treating thi&m the “objects” of investigation. PPA
ensures that human behavior is analyzed in thafgpeantext it occurs. Personal projects are
explicitly conative — they are volitional undertags and pursuits that have the meaning for
individuals. PPA takes into consideration the thet we are not only managing one project at
a time, but the whole set of them. In that way waynbe able to analyze effects of
participation on what people do, plan and think@ organizational context.

Personal projects in organizational life

As Grant, Little and Phillips (2007) write: (Persbrproject) serves as a conceptual
carrier unit and as a measurement unit that intigrimks persons and contexts. At work, the
personal project connects individuals to their gguand organizations by examining
individual pursuits that occur in conjunction withre directed toward, and are enacted on
behalf of other individuals, groups, and the orgation as a whole. That is, personal project
captures cognitions, affect, and behaviors thatieémice and are influenced by the contexts in
which they take place (Little, 2000a). (p. 223)

Another important advantage of personal projectsh& they are able to capture
personal saliency. Task, jobs and other organizaticequirements are something external to
the acting person (Taber & Alliger, 1995 after: @rat al., 2007). Personal projects represent
those actions that are created and performed byogegs and therefore are the most relevant
to employees’ experiences. People in the same aam and on the same position may
significantly differ in defining what specific aetiies their jobs consist of (Morrison, 1994).
Examining participation in the level of job assigems or certain tasks may not detect
relevant and important issues. Grant and his aglies write: Because employees can identify
the same actions at different levels, and reshagie tasks and jobs, assessing an employee’s
experience on the basis of an external definitiba task or a job may not accurately capture
the employee’s activities, pursuits, and experiencgonversely, a focus on the personal
projects of employees highlights the activities adsuits that are the most salient in their
work experiences. (p. 226)

It is important to emphasize that organizationa@tems and climate are very strong
environmental factors and, as a context to thegpetsactions, affect them in a significant
way. Therefore it is much easier to be engagedcénparticipative personal projects in a
participative company, although it is not nece$gampossible to have participative projects
in totalistic organizational environment. As Grattal. (2007) state, it is possible to use
personal projects to better understand organizatidimate.

Authors emphasize the fact that personal projactsthe best known compromise
between simplicity and accuracy. It allows to exanihe internal structure of actions
performed in the workplace which are less gendrah twhole jobs (and therefore it is more
accurate) but more general that tiny tasks (andishahy the method is more generalizable).
Personal projects “aggregate employees’ experigriogoersonally salient chunks” (Grant et
al., 2007).

Weick (1999, 2004 after: Grant et al., 2007) st#étas the way projects are formulated
has important implications for the meaning (sertbely are making of their jobs. Weick
(1999) described the case of firefighters who thetr lives while being on duty because they
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could not switch from “suppressing the fire” prdjecto “escaping the fire”. Grant et al.
(2007) argue that it is a set of personal, not &rprojects that shape the meaning of
employee’s action. It is important to discover whtkes the employee’s projects meaningful
and therefore what makes his or her work meanirggd whole.

Personal project analysis may contribute to on¢hef most important questions in
organizational studies in the last decade — whatctimditions of job satisfaction are. The
social ecological model answers that well-being ethe}s on sustainable pursuit of core
personal projects (Grant et al., 2007; Little, 28)00The basic well-being was proven to
correlate with project control, efficacy and absemdé stress (Slack-Appotive, 1982; Yard,
1980 after: Grant et al., 2007). Other factors tratsaid to influence well-being, directly or
indirectly, are goal importance, goal personal ingmace, success prediction, goal
commitment or competences.

When it comes to productivity it has been suggkedteat employees were more
productive when they saw productivity as a pathams achieving their own goals, and
projects that were leading to the productivity wesalient and important to them
(Georgopoulos, Mahoney & Jones, 1957 after: Grdnalg 2007). Probst et al. (1998)
discovered that residents and staff members whoeped that their organization supports
their autonomy and achievement of personal projpet® more effective in teaching. When
people are given freedom and can make real desisibout their job, their projects become
more manageable (controllable) which constitutesliasis for one of our hypotheses (H4).
Other factors that may lead to higher performarscerojects significance, excitement and
commitment.

Effects of participation

Despite the amount of research on patrticipatios, data regarding psychological
effects of participation are not satisfactory. Resk shows some impact of participation on
job satisfaction (Miles, 1965; Heller, 1971; Csistmihalyi & Rochberg-Halton, 1981),
general well-being (Stocki & Bielecki, 2007), mattion (Mulder, 1977; Deci & Ryan, 1985),
different aspects of personal development or fudgjl the high-level needs (Mendel, 2001).
Inconsistent and very frequently contradictory etfeof participation have been shown on
self-realization and self-fulfilment (Drehmer, Bélav, & Coye, 2000; Locke & Schweiger,
1979; Wagner & Gooding, 1987b; Leana et al.,, 19%@eresting research on effects of
perceived subjectivity (not the employee subjetstiper se) was conducted by Daniecki
(1998). Results show that perceived subijectivityy nmafluence productivity work in a
different way depending on employees level of etlanahired on different job positions.
The only consistent conclusion was that the moopleeknow about the company they work
for, the more they are willing to cooperate andehiwer tendency to confront.

The results of Cotton et al. (1988) show that défe forms of participation may lead
to different outcomes, very often inconsistent ganherally positive. Their research found
positive influence of different forms of participat on job performance, productivity, job
satisfaction, job involvement, motivation, idergdtion with organization and so on. This
research was however criticized by Leana et aB@)18tarting a discussion that “challenged
the very core of the meaning of participation” (@let al., 1995; p. 396). In a similar way
Wagner (1994) reanalyzed the Cotton et al. datdaited] to reach similar conclusions. There
IS no agreement supported by contradictory refitdifferent studies about outcomes of
participatory management. Heller et al. (1998) samime research on participation with the
claim that it has been shown to have neutral gh8l positive impact on company. As
Summers and Hyman (2005) write, there is plentyeskarch that found no association or
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even a negative association between the compafyrpamnce and participatory management
(ex. Kelly & Kelly, 1991; Ben-Ner & Jones, 1995; Wghan-Whitehead, 1995 after: Summers
& Hyman, 2005). Not only cannot the causal directimf the relationship be discovered
(Cooper, 2002) but there is also no simple answeahé question how participation works,
and the discussion on motivational vs. cognitivelaxation is still in progress (Wagner et al.,
1997).

Again, such discussion is strictly connected to th#erent views on whether
participation is a “means” or an “end”. It is ndtet goal of this paper to decide which
approach is more relevant but to show that diffeessumptions may move the scope of
research to very different issues. Some scholals vé then interested only in the
organizational effects of participative managemehtle others may want to focus on the
person and individual effects of participation.

For this study the results obtained by Latham aisd dolleagues are especially
relevant (Latham & Marshall, 1982; Latham, Mitch&llDossett, 1978; Latham & Saari,
1979a, 1979b; Latham & Steele, 1983; Latham, S#&&aari, 1982; Latham & Yukl, 1975Db,
1976). Latham and Yukl (1975b) proved in an expent among uneducated loggers that
participatively set goals were achieved more oftean goals assigned by supervisors. It led
authors to conclude that participatively set gokdad to higher goal acceptance and
commitment. In this study we would like to check atlter this will also be true for
participative projects employees pursue in thegaaizational life. We will examine to what
extent participative projects are more importamtdeople (H3), and are perceived as more
likely to be completed successfully (H5).

The effect of high performance presented in thernilssd studies was probably caused
by the higher, more ambitious goals set in thei@pdtive groups. The connection — the
higher the goal, the higher the performance — wasem in both laboratory (Locke, 1968)
and field experiments (Latham & Yukl, 1975a). Inotrver study Latham and Yukl (1976)
found no significant differences between perforneargoal acceptance or difficulty levels.
No differences on goal acceptance or satisfactietmvden participatively set and assigned
goals were found by Latham et al. (1978). To sunmeamost of Latham and his colleagues
studies showed that although participatively setlgcan lead to setting more difficult goals
and higher levels of performance of employeeseffects on performance are very often no
different from non-participatively set goals thae also difficult, specific and accepted by the
employees. Locke (1968) suggested that participatem be effective only to the extent it
affects a person's goals. If any other means nad/tle setting, accepting and commitment of
specific demanding goals, participation is irrelev@d.ocke & Schweiger, 1979).

We agree with the statement that participation f@yeffective to the extent that it
affects personal goals. Contradictory results olethiby Latham and his colleagues may be a
result of a limited understanding of participatitwey apply in their studies. The participants
of their experiments could only participate in seftbehavioral goals (levels of performance)
not the more general goal itself, the way it shdagdconducted, not to mention the influence
on more crucial aspects of organizational life. Glew et al. quoting Wagner (1994) write:
limited participation gives limited effects. Theas®n is that people in most of organizations
do not participate in every aspects of its funatign Although there are some organizational
systems that support participation, others do aatf] even if a system is participation-
oriented, not everybody in the organization pgsates. People have different attitudes and
different work-related goals that are differentnfrahose listed in a job description. For
example somebody can be responsible for a custsereice and has a lot of more specific
tasks, but all of these tasks are then processeahbymployee who sets specific, personal
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salient goals or projects. The approach that facwse organizational outcomes or treating
partial participation as if it were the ultimaterfp@pation, ignores the fact that everything -
organizations, job descriptions, sets of tasks juss an environment for the acting person.
That is why organizational studies on participatiaih to understand its real nature, ignoring
an individual person in the research process.

It is also important to clarify that although it possible that in a given time and
circumstances a person can participate in evergcagih organizational life on a regular basis
(total participation), it is also possible that argon participates only in some aspects of
organizational life while not in others. In a siariimanner it is possible that in organizations
that support participative acts some people witl perticipate as well as it is possible that in
totalistic organizations some people may find a waparticipate. From that statement our
first hypothesis (H1) arises - people at the same &re engaged in actions or projects out of
which some can be participative and some non-p@ative regardless of what organizations
they work for. Organizations and people acting wittheir borders cannot be treated as if
they were either 100% participative or 100% nortip@ative. It is the acting person in the
specific context who participates in some aspedtorganizational life and does not
participate in others. Therefore the most adeqgappeoach is the one that allows to examine
psychological aspects of the individual person nactitogether with others in the
organizational context. Brian Little’'s perspectiok personal projects and personal projects
analysis (Little, 1983, 1987a, 1987b, 1988, 198831 1998, 1999a, 1999b, 2000a, 2000b
2001, 2005; Little, Lecci & Watkinson, 1992; Litte Ryan, 1979; Little, Salmela-Aro &
Phillips, 2007) that grew from an attempt to intggrKelly’s (1955) theory and his view of
people as “scientists” with ecological perspectivepersonality development seems to be the
best suited to our assumptions.

Hypothesis
After defining participation as actions orientedvéwds common good in the social
context, with the highest level of reflection anghganteed freedom of expressing one’s will,
and taking into consideration the described charetics and links between participative
character of personal goals and their psychologicdatomes, we propose the following
hypotheses:
H1. People will be engaged at the same moment ith Iparticipative and non-
participative projects.
H2. Participative projects will lead to self-realiion more often than non-participative
projects.
H3. Participative projects will be perceived as enonportant for the person than non-
participative projects.
H4. Participative projects will be perceived as encontrollable than non-participative
projects.
H5. Participative projects will be perceived as enlikely to lead to the success than non-
participative projects.

Method

Participants
13 people (out of 44 invited) from different compentook part in the study. The
basic demographic data is presented in Table 1.

Nowy Sqcz Academic Review, 2009, nr 5
a scientific journal published by Wyzsza Szkota Biznesu — National-Louis University.
The journal is devoted to the current topics of management and related fields.
www.nsar.wsb-nlu.edu.pl
ul. Zielona 27, 33-300 Nowy Sacz 56



NOWY SACZ ACADEMIC NNl

Table 1. Demographic structure of the sample

Demographics Category Frequency
Gender Female T
Male 6
Age <25 3
25-26 5
>26 5
Education High school 3
MA 10
Tenure <1 year 3
1-2 years 7
>2 years 3
Measures

Modified Personal Project Analysis (PPA-M) inventoflittle, 1989, 2007) was
applied during the study. It was, such as in theimal version, divided into four main phases:
1. Project Elicitation Lists; 2. Project Rating Megs; 3. Phrasing Level Analysis; and
4.Cross-Impact Matrices. The list of modificatiomsludes new dimensions reflecting our
study purpose. The dimensions are described bétavticipants rated their project on these
dimensions on the scale from 0 to 10 and each girogéed as 6 or more was categorized as
participative, as well as each project rated aslBss was categorized as non-participative.

Participativeness of personal projects

According to the definition of participation we a&pted earlier, we will measure the
participativeness of the project using the scalessisting of autonomy, self-efficacy,
reflection, responsibility and common good (oriehtg the person's and company’s good).
Projects are participative when all of these cood# are fulfilled (score 6 or more on the 10-
item scale in each condition), and non-participativat least one of them is not fulfilled.
Below we describe how each of these aspects wasumesh

Autonomy

As autonomy we understand the autonomy of choi@ adrtain personal project. It is
measured by the answer to the question “To whagnéxdid you make the choice to be
involved in this project on your own? Are you wiljly engaged or does somebody else want
you to do this?”. Subjects were answering usind gdint scale, from 0 — “I'm conducting
that project only because of another person omafather person” to 10 — “I'm conducting
that project completely on my own free will”.

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is strictly connected to the possipibf doing something, performing an
act, having an influence. In this study it is meaduby the answer to the question “To what
extent did you decide yourself what, when and howdd@ when conducting this project?”.
Subjects were answering using a 10 point scalen flo— “All decisions were made by
someone else” to 10 — “I completely decided abletrealization of this project”.
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Reflection (Big Picture)

Reflection in our understanding is similar to tlencept of Big Picture which is also
connected to the general knowledge about consegqs@icsomebody’s action. It is measured
by the answer to the question “To what extent do possess knowledge about where to
place the particular project in the “Bigger Pict@®o you know why you are involved in it,
what are the effects for others and the compangt wehgoing to be done with the effects of
your efforts and who will be responsible for thavén if you are the main beneficiary)?
Subjects were answering using a 10 point scaley fie- “I don’t know anything about it” to
10 - “I have complete knowledge about it”.

Responsibility

Responsibility is directly connected to efficacydareflection. A person can be
responsible for something if he or she is conscafuke consequences of an action and can
really decide about what and how he or she canltds. measured by an answer to the
question “We are dealing with responsibility onljxem we have both complete knowledge
and decision-making powers to perform a certainoactin other cases responsibility
disperses or disappears. To what extent are yqomsgle for conducting each project?”.
Subjects were answering using a 10 point scale) fic- “I'm not responsible at all” to 10 —
“I'm completely responsible for this project”.

Interests achieved — subject and the company

Every work related project serves some interespersonal, organizational or both.
Subjects were asked two questions. 1. “To whatneéxdees the realization of this project
serve your own interests?” (answers on the scal€T@is project doesn’t serve my interests
at all”, 10 — “This project serves my interest tgraat extent”), 2. ,To what extent does this
project serve your company’s interests?” (answara gcale: 0 — “This project doesn’t serve
my company’s interests at all”, 10 — “This projeetves my company’s to a great extent”). If
the answers to both questions were 6 or higher,classified it as a “common good”
achievement, if it is high on personal interestsl dow on company’s interests it is
“individualism”. The opposite situation is “totatis. When both scores are low it means that
such a project is either nonsense or has morenmman with a play than a job.

Importance for the subject

Importance is one of the most common dimensionBRA. It was measured by the
question “Some personal projects are very imporfantus, while others are almost not
important at all. How important is a particular jeai for you?” (answers on the scale: 0 —
»This project is not important at all” to 10 — “Tdhproject is very important”).

Control

Control over the project is measured by the questide control some of our projects
in 100%, while others are not controllable at ait smay be the case of coincidence or some
constraints made by others. To what extent do yantrol each project?”. Subjects were
answering using a 10 point scale, from 0 — “I dofeel any control over the project” to 10 —
“l feel complete in control over this project”.

Success prediction
Perceived probability of finishing the project widuccess was measured by the
question “Even at the beginning of the project ortle level of planning it is possible to
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predict its chances for success. In your opinioill, tve project result in success?”. The
subjects were answering using a 10 point scale) e- “I'm completely sure the project will
not end with success” to 10 — “I'm completely stire project will end with success”.

Difficulty

Perceived difficulty of each project was measuréith the question ,Personal projects
range from very easy to very hard. How difficulteach project for you?”. Subjects were
answering using a 10 point scale, from 0 — “Thigjgut is not difficult at all” to 10 — “This
project is very difficult”.

Self-realization

Self-realization connected to each projects wassared with the question ,To what
extent do you self-realize yourself as a humandeonducting particular projects? Subjects
were answering using a 10 point scale, from 0 —tflwting the project | don't self-realize
myself as a human being at all” to 10 — “Conductihg project | completely self-realize
myself as a human being”.

Procedure

Subjects were asked to fulfill the modified verswinBrian Little’s Personal Project
Analysis Inventory. In this study we have provigeatticipants with an electronic version of
PPA in the form of a MS Excel spreadsheet. It tdroat to be a very difficult task for the
subjects — it required reflexivity and a great defainental effort as well as from 1 to 2 hours
to fill out the electronic questionnaire that wastsvia email. As a result only 13 out of 44
participants sent back filled questionnaires, whitdde a significant part of data useless and
forced us to reconstruct measures. During the relsgaarticipants were provided with an
instruction on the nature of personal projectsjtamtthlly, every question in the questionnaire
had a short instruction and an explanation. Paditis received information that it is
advisable to fill in the whole document during osession, if not possible to save the
document and come back to completing it as soqossible.

During the Projects Elicitation List phase partamps were asked to list up to twenty
work-related personal projects. Subjects were asttddcus on the work domain and were
given freedom to generate projects that are comdeegith their current job and occupational
life. In the second step subjects were asked tk gic projects that would be the best for
anyone interested in understanding their situatilrganizational context. In the second
phase of the PPA participants rated projects ttegly delected in the first phase on different
dimensions that are valid for our study. Resporglevere asked to rate each project on a
scale from 0 to 10 for each dimension.

The third phase was Phrasing Level Analysis. Tha gbthis module of PPA was to
discover the inner context of the projects. Perspngjects can vary from very simple (at
molecular level — like “wash my hands”) to very qaex and important ones (at molar level
— like “encourage people to be better for othersigturally, most of the projects occupy the
middle level between these two extreme ends. Ib riiethod it is done by left and right
“laddering” procedure. Starting with the projecorfr the list generated in the first phase,
respondents are asked “Why?” they are engagedjivea project. They write the answer to
the right of the project description. This is thestf step of the ladder. Then we keep asking
“why?” until respondent will tell us that he readnie core value. In the same way we could
ask the question “how?” but that element of thecpdnre was not used in our study.
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The fourth phase — Cross-Impact Matrices is thé past of PPA and concentrates on
discovering the outer context of projects. Respatslemay rank whether a given project has
positive or negative impact on other ones (usiraesfrom -10 to +10). Due to confusion this
part of the method resolved on the subject andllitat be used in further analysis.

After the whole procedure subjects received anrmétion with a request to send the
Excel spreadsheet back via email.

Results

Hypothesis testing
Hypothesis 1

According to the score on six scales - autonomyf-effcacy, reflection,
responsibility, personal interests and companyrésts — participative and non-participative
projects were identified. Projects that scored 6mamre on the 0-10 scale on each scale
included were labeled as participative, those wisichred less than 6 on at least one scale
included were labeled non-participative. From altaimber of 72 projects (11 people picked
6 projects, 1 person picked 4 projects, 1 persakepi 2 projects) 23 can be classified as
participative and 49 as non-participative. As wesent it in Table 2, only three participants
are engaged in non-participative projects only,ddrer participants evaluated some of their
projects as participative and some as non-partiggpaThe sample size used in the study is
insufficient to draw general conclusions from, duduggests that participants indeed can be
at the same time engaged in both participative reovdparticipative projects. For complete
list of participants’ personal projects see Table 3

Table 2. Participative and non-patrticipative prgeamong participants
Participant Number of participative Number of non-
projects participative projects
1 0 6
2 2 4
3 4 2
4 0 2
5 1 3
6 2 4
7 4 2
8 2 4
9 0 6
10 2 4
11 2 4
12 3 3
13 1 5
Sum 23 49
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Table 3. Complete list of personal projects

Participative projects

finish my application; be a good lawyer; be morfe&tfve; read carefully all emails worth readingganize
closed case folders; spend more time on learnakg; part in the students contest of data baseXihdg read
and process “Thinking in Java” book; take part rentrainings; take part in the project concerning
methodology of X*; design own analysis connectethwlifferent scores; use own ideas to make motief
educational data; deepen experiences with Javddienm; strengthen the knowledge on programmingdy an
coding; study; go to England; work on my Englisht to act impulsively; increase professional quedifions
(ACCA); learn English (B2/C1); finish my postgradeistudies; self-development in data processing;

Non-participative projects, common-good oriented

pass the examination; read more expert literaturderstand QTP better; test current project; cadpewith
universities; promote exact sciences among younglpewrite technical specification; get promotgédt a
rise; work in department of X* - to get new ideasl anore money; gain extraordinary experience inéAgi
methodologies; assemble didactic materials; cleaguage exercises database online; participation i
conferences for teachers; work out the skill ofdimting difficult conversations; get a manageriasifion;

Non-participative projects, totalistic

take care of educational needs in the company;awgand finish the project; recalculate scores Wweelesign
research, analyze data and write reports; presgatabncerning X*; do desk research; translate;

Non-participative projects, individualistic

finish my PhD dissertation; set up the publishiogs$e; earn more money; move to X* and find a béuter
there; collect more information on how to set uppenpany; publishing market analysis; change my fotye;
educational program for students interested inrinédics; pass CAE exam; use more of the compangisk
funds (sports); take part in project X; balancekiamd personal life; learn Italian; find additiofalb; double
up earnings; work on own development path; findraktive position in the company; find alternafpasition
outside the company; change the job;

Non-participative projects, non-sense

get promoted for a position of contributor and tisenior developer

* removed to ensure anonymity

Hypothesis 2

The means and standard deviations of the selfzag@in in participative and non
participative projects wergl = 8.91 SD=1.12) andM = 6.96 ED= 2.87). A two-tailed t-test
showed that this difference was significatf69) = -4.14,p < .001), Levene’s test indicated
unequal variances=(= 12.05,p < .001). It is noteworthy that although particigatprojects
lead to self-realization in a more significant wye mean for non-participative projects is
also high. Detailed scores are presented in Tabled4.

Table 4. Self-realization and participative and-painticipative projects — means and SD

Projects’ Std. Error
participativeness N Mean SD Mean
No 49 6,9592 2,86472 ,40925
Yes 23 8,9130 1,12464 ,23450
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Table 5. Self-realization and participative and4painticipative projects — means and SD

Levene’s Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Std. Interval of the Diff
F Sig. t Df (2- I\éﬁ?n Error :
tailed) ' Diff. Lower Upper
Equal variances 12,052 ,001 -3,149 70 ,002 -1,95386 ,62041 -3,19123 -,71649

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed -4,142 68,567 ,000 -1,95386 ,47167 -2,89493 -1,01279

Hypothesis 3

The means and standard deviations of the importéorcthe person in participative
and non participative projects wevke= 7.96 SD = 2.05) andVl = 6.86 SD= 2.68). A two
tailed t-test showed that this difference was sigiificant (t = -1.911,p = .061). Detailed
scores in Table 6 and 7.

Table 6. Projects importance and participative r@owkparticipative projects — means and SD

Projects’ Std. Error
participativeness N Mean SD Mean
No 49 6,8571 2,68483 ,38355
Yes 23 7,9565 2,05555 ,42861

Table 7. Projects importance and participative raowkparticipative projects — t-test

Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
. 95% Confidence
. Sig. Mean Std. Interval of the Diff.
F Sig. t Df (2- Diff Error
tailed) ' Diff. Lower Upper
Equal variances
assumed 1,584 212 -1,737 70 ,087 -1,09938 ,63295 -2,36175 ,16299
Equal variances
not assumed -1,911 55,137 ,061 -1,09938 /57517 -2,25198 ,05322

Hypothesis 4

The means and standard deviations of the contm the project in participative and
non participative projects weh = 8.61 SD= 1.27) andVl = 6.31 SD= 2.39). A two-tailed
t-test showed that this difference was significé(89) = -5.328,p < .001), Levene’s test
indicated unequal variancds £ 6.01,p =.017). Detailed scores in Table 8 and 9.
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Table 8. Perceived control over the project antippative and non-participative projects —
means and SD.

Projects’ Std. Error
participativeness N Mean SD Mean
No 49 6,3061 2,39099 ,34157
Yes 23 8,6087 1,26990 ,26479

Table 9. Perceived control over the project antippative and non-participative projects —
t-test.

Levene's Test
for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig std 95% Confidence
: : Interval of the Diff.
F Sig. t Df (2- I\éﬁ?n Error
tailed) ' Diff. Lower Upper
Equalvariances o o)1 517 4330 70 000 -2,30257 53181 -3.36323 -1,24191

assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

-5,328 68,808 ,000 -2,30257 ,43219 -3,16480 -1,44034

Hypothesis 5

The means and standard deviations of the succedsalplity of the project in
participative and non participative projects wite= 7.91 SD = 1.56) andM = 6.91 SD =
2.38). A two-tailed t-test showed that this difiece was significant(62) = -2.112p = .039),
Levene’s test indicated unequal variandes=(7.28,p = .009).. Detailed scores in Table 10
and 11.

Table 10. Perceived success probability and ppéitie and non-participative projects —
means and SD.

Projects’ Std. Error
participativeness N Mean SD Mean
No 49 6,9184 2,37905 ,33986
Yes 23 7,9130 1,56417 ,32615

Table 11. Perceived success probability and ppaiiie and non-participative projects — t-
test.

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means

. 95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Interval of the Diff.

F Sig. t Df (2- Diff Error
tailed) ' Diff. Lower  Upper
Equal variances
assumed 7,277 ,009 -1,825 70 ,072 -99468 ,54504 -2,08173 ,09238
Equal variances no
assumed -2,112 62,137 ,039 -,99468 ,47104 -1,93624 -,05311
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Discussion

Organizational aspects of participation are a subpé scientific inquiry more often
than its psychological outcomes. The literature pamticipative personal projects is not
existent, thus our discussion will have more gdndraracter.

The PPA method seems to be very promising in rekear participation. Surely there
is a need for more in-depth research on a largapkathat would allow to conduct analysis
on the level of “set of projects” (person), not freject itself. It would make it possible to
compare employees according to their educationyrégrbusiness branch etc. The study
suggests that people, no matter whether they recipport from organizational systems or
culture or not, can conduct participative projgetssumed in hypothesis 1). Such approach is
useful to explain inconsistent and very often caditttory results of studies on participation.
It would also explain why only fully participativerganization can produce effective and
efficient work environment as some studies sugg&immers and Hyman, 2005). When we
perceive organizational systems in the variety aiifestations including job descriptions
and certain tasks assigned to employees as anoement for an acting person, we can
understand why limited participation (focusing dme tnarrow area) may not result in
improving employees condition.

Research on participation was very often focusindiraited participation only. If we
give employees freedom to set performance goalst agas done by Latham and his
colleagues (Latham et al., 1978), it does not nthkahemployees’ personal projects become
more participative. There might be other factord arganizational systems that still keep the
employees focused on their individualistic or tstad projects. In a similar manner our
settlement helps to understand the psychologicsisbi@r total participation management
success (Stocki, Prokopowicz, &muda, 2008), which consist in the fact that creatin
participative organizational environment in theHagt possible scope enables employees to
set and pursue larger number of participative pteje

Thanks to engagement in personal projects thatparBcipative, employees self-
realize themselves in a significant way. Thereds enough data to determine whether self-
realization in a given number of projects leadset-realization of the whole person. That
issue should be examined in next studies. We caimas that in the same way as engagement
in meaningful core projects leads to well-beingrtaia set of work-related participative
personal projects lead to self-realization and@eakdevelopment.

Orientation toward common good (personal and coryipanterest at the same time)
is a definitional condition of participation. Evah somebody pursues a project in the
organizational context that is characterized byeotibn, autonomy, responsibility and self-
efficacy but is oriented on personal interest only company’s interest only, it is not
participation, it is individualistic approach (mexzing my own good) or totalistic approach
(maximizing community good) described by Wojtyl®85b). So the question is not whether
participative projects are oriented on the orgaional interests, but how effective they are in
achieving them. Again to completely test such #&estant we would need a bigger sample
and examination of sets of personal projects, moseparate personal projects. It is, however,
possible to predict effectiveness of participatipersonal projects according to results
connected with hypothesis 3, 4 and 5 and reseafcbrganizational personal projects
described earlier. Participative projects are peeck as more important for the person
(although the difference is not statistically sfgrant), more controllable and more likely to
end in success and what was described earlier eaaingful. It means that employees are (1)
engaged in the projects and activities that thedewstand, can decide what and how to do to
complete them, (2) perceive these projects as iapopr(3) exercise control over these
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projects, and (4) believe that these projects bellsuccessful. All of these together lead to
intrinsic motivation and job engagement throughahhboth personal and company’s success
can be achieved.

Conclusions

The results of the study show that the directioreskarch on participation focused on
work related personal projects analysis can béf@ituilhe results imply that people are able
to conduct participative projects no matter ifytheceive support from organizational
systems and culture or not. We may assume thahdne participative work environment and
organizational systems are, the easier it is t@gohparticipative personal projects. To
examine that assumption further investigations targer sample would be advisable. Such
study should control more variables, including ledfeparticipativeness of organizational
systems and culture and should make it possitdgamine psychological effects of certain
“sets of projects” as well as compare individuasarding to their education, tenure, business
branch etc. Other results of the study suggestpiduaicipative personal projects lead to self-
realization more often than non-participative pctgeas well as they are more controllable
and perceived as more likely to end with success.
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Abstrakt

Pomimo faktu, Z obszar partycypacji pracowniczej jest obiektemntaaesowania wielu menzerow,
psycholog6w, socjologéw czy terzedstawicieli innych nauk o organizacji, badatego zagadnienia wgt nie
sq satysfakcjonujce. W poniszym artykule prezentujemy alternatywne paikejdo badania partycypacii
oparty o koncepg projektow osobistych. Podeje to pozwala na anakiz partycypacji w wymiarze
indywidualnym poprzez skoncentrowanie sia osobach dzialagych wspélnie z innymi w kontele
organizacyjnym. Wyniki wskazuge projekty o naturze partycypacyjnej prowadio samorealizacji znaczeni
czsciej niz projekty niepartycypacyjne. Dodatkowo, projektytyeypacyjne postrzegane ko tatwiejsze do
kontrolowania i bardziej prawdopodobne jest zédaenie ich sukcesem.
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