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NEPOTISM AND FAVOURITISM:
HOW HARMFUL ARE THESE
PHENOMENA?
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‘Nepotism’ and ‘favouritism’ have an international scale and
negatively influence the economies of particular countries.
Therefore, the current study analyses the attitude of Polish and
Lithuanian employees working in private and public sector com-
panies to these phenomena (this article presents only part of
the results of the study, analysing nepotism and favouritism at
the level of individual items, breaking down the respondents’
answers into percentages of approval and disapproval respec-
tively). Research sample in our study involved 337 Polish and
Lithuanian respondents, representing both public and private
sector organisations. We used a closed-type questionnaire in
our survey. Statistical differences between countries were cal-
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Introduction

‘Nepotism’ and ‘favouritism’ are often ob-
served in the modern economy. Research
conducted in many countries shows that
no country (or even sector) is completely
free of it. Though there have been many
studies and works devoted to nepotism
and favouritism, the evaluation of these
phenomena is not easy as no unambigu-
ous answer has been found so far as to
when it causes harm, or when and in what
cases it may be useful. In addition, there
are studies which demonstrate that, even
in enterprises of industry sectors operat-
ing in the same state, the manifestation of
nepotism can vary significantly (Sroka and
Vveinhardt, 2017). Although one may ob-
serve a general acceptance of their nega-
tive impact, some authors view nepotism
as a kind of social network that may bring
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some benefit in certain cases (Jaskiewicz
et al., 2013), relating naturally existing kin-
ship ties to knowledge sharing and greater
responsibility.

In the literature there is a wide stream of
research analysing the prevalence of both
phenomena in private and public sec-
tor organisations. Those studies showed,
inter alia, that nepotism was related to
lower labour productivity in both sectors
(Ombanda, 2018), and employees experi-
enced a sense of insecurity (Arasli et al.,
2019), religiosity and intercommunity con-
flict (Caputo, 2018). Nevertheless, there is
still a lack of research analysing nepotism
in the public and private sector, especially
that which analyses the impact of nepotism
and favouritism on the atmosphere and
microclimate in the organisation. Unfortu-
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nately, studies on CSR and ethics and/or
management quality address this problem
only to a certain extent. One should add
that a connection between nepotism and
favouritism and the CSR concept undoubt-
edly exists. Some critical votes on CSR (e.g.
Chwistecka-Dudek, 2016) don’t change it.
Therefore, if nepotism and favouritism exist
in an organisation, it will not be perceived
as one that behaves ethically (Vveinhardt
and Sroka, 2020). Given the deliberations
presented, our study analyses the attitude
of employees of Polish and Lithuanian or-
ganisations to the phenomena of nepotism
and favouritism.

1. Literature review

1.1. ldentification of the concepts

and areas of analysis

Many researchers have analysed the
problem of the existence of nepotism and
favouritism in public sector organisations
(Vveinhardt and Sroka, 2020). In the lit-
erature, both phenomena do not have the
same meaning, though commonly they are
regarded as synonymous. Pelletier and
Bligh (2008) define nepotism as the act of
showing favouritism to family members dur-
ing a recruitment process or during promo-
tional decisions. In turn, Arasli and Tumer
(2008) define favouritism as “the provision
of special privilege to friends, colleagues
and acquaintances, in areas of employ-
ment, career and personnel decisions”. As
one can see, the basic difference between
the phenomena is that nepotism relates
to relatives and family members, whilst fa-
vouritism refers not necessarily to relatives,
but also friends and colleagues.

The studies on nepotism and favourit-
ism conducted so far have analysed dif-
ferent aspects, such as the impact on the
effectiveness of the organisation, religious
aspects (Ignatowski et al., 2020), gender
(Igbal and Ahmad, 2020), ethnic identity
(Hudson et al., 2017), union membership
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(Ravetti et al., 2019), managers’ behaviour
towards employees (Hsiung and Bolino,
2018; Arici et al., 2020; Ranki et al., 2019
etc.), or an ethical dilemma that needs
to be addressed by improving rules and
regulations (Massey et al., 2018). The re-
ligious context seems to be an especially
interesting area of research. Ignatowski et
al., (2020) carried out a comparative analy-
sis of the dominant view of Catholics and
Protestants on nepotism. Their research
revealed two basic findings: 1) nepotism
is more frequently recognised as a nega-
tive phenomenon by Protestants than
by Catholics, and 2) the phenomenon of
nepotism is more common among Catho-
lics than Protestants, which may stem from
their milder evaluation of nepotism and the
higher level of acceptance of this phenom-
enon. It seems that the perception of nepo-
tism and favouritism by Muslims would be
more similar to that of Catholics than Prot-
estants.

1.2. Benefits and drawbacks

Some authors stress that there are posi-
tive aspects of nepotism and favouritism,
which are mostly associated with the use-
fulness of social networks in attracting
new employees to organisations (Cher-
venak and McCullough, 2007; Ferlazzo
and Sdoia, 2012). Key issues raised by
researchers relate to the hope that those
providing the recommendations will re-
main honest and objective. One should,
however, remember that the use of social
relations to hire new employees should be
linked to the professionalism and ethics of
the managers (Janoskova and Kliestikova,
2018). It means that clear norms and re-
sponsibility for unethical actions are nec-
essary (Wated and Sanchez, 2015). In ad-
dition, managers who respect employees’
views when it comes to decision-making
might not take any decision to satisfy the
selfish interest of the leader by favouring
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their friends (Akuffo and Kivipdéld, 2020).
Such an approach is rather in the minority,
and the vast majority of researchers under-
line the drawbacks and negative aspects
of both phenomena. It is stressed that they
disturb the psycho-emotional climate in
the organisation, as well as eroding confi-
dence in the managers, and above all the
values declared by the organisation. Given
this fact, many organisations have policies
that remove family members from per-
sonnel decisions (Jones and Stout, 2015).
The scholars stress a number of negative
aspects of those phenomena, including
dissatisfaction, motivation and work, com-
mitment and trust among employees, risk
(Olah et al., 2019 a, b), as well as reduced
social capital of the company (Ignatowski
et al., 2019), an increase in employees’ in-
tention to leave their jobs (Kerse and Ba-
badag, 2018), a decline in organisational
commitment and worse practices in the
field of human resource management
(Bute, 2011). Moreover, nepotism and fa-
vouritism are also criticised for the recruit-
ment of less skilled employees (Vvein-
hardt and Sroka, 2020). One should also
add that these phenomena are damaging,
because any claims that family members
make must take precedence over any or-
ganisational requirements (Pearce, 2015).

1.3. Sectoral coverage

Research on nepotism and favouritism
has been conducted in variety of countries
and in many sectors. For example, Bute
(2011), using a research sample compris-
ing 243 respondents, studied the impact of
nepotism on the behaviour of employees
of public banks operating in Ankara (Tur-
key). His findings showed that nepotism
had significant negative impact on job sat-
isfaction, organisational commitment and
the intention of employees to leave their
jobs. Furthermore, Nadeem et al. (2015)
analysed telecom sector organisations in

Pakistan. Their research also presented a
negative aspect of nepotism and favourit-
ism, revealing that a common practice was
for vacancies to be filled on the basis of
personal liking and preferences. Though
in the past this was common practice in
public organisations only, this is no longer
the case.

Both examples presented were related
to Muslim countries where nepotism plays
a key role in finding jobs for relatives (Ab-
dalla et al.,, 1998). The reason for this is
that the widely understood public sector in
those countries (as in other less developed
countries) is the largest employer. In other
words, private companies play a much
less important role from this perspective.
Another reason may be to do with cultural
aspects: in such countries, obligations to
protect family members and help them to
advance are very strong (Vveinhardt and
Sroka, 2020).

In contrast to developing countries, pri-
vate sector organisations in developed
countries usually perform better. This
does not mean, however, that one can-
not observe nepotism and favouritism in
those countries. On the contrary, this phe-
nomenon is also widely observed in such
countries as well. For example, based on
surveys conducted in Denmark and Can-
ada, Ferlazzo and Sdoia (2012) revealed
that 6% of respondents indicated that they
were employed by the same employers
who had earlier employed their parents as
well. It is worth adding that similar data was
obtained in research by Scoppa (2009).
Furthermore, Sroka and Vveinhardt (2018)
analysed the prevalence of nepotism and
favouritism in the steel industry in Poland.
Their results showed that, although most
companies declared their commitment to
anti-nepotism principles, in practice, the
situation was much worse, as any declara-
tion rather pertained to a standard “proce-
dure”, not individual cases.
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The analysis conducted leads to three
main conclusions. Firstly, scholars’ views
in analysing both phenomena differ. Some
(though a minority) emphasise the benefits
of these phenomena, e.g. Donnelly (1983)
claims that family members with positive
reputation can lend this reputation to the
organisation. The majority of research-
ers, however, draw attention to negative
aspects of both nepotism and favourit-
ism (e.g. Pearce, 2015; Mohammed Abu-
bakar et al., 2017; Sroka and Vveinhardt,
2018 etc.). Furthermore, one can see that
these negative opinions have prevailed
in recent years. Naturally, these opinions
may diverge when it comes to the public
and private sectors (Krizanova et al., 2019).
Secondly, nepotism and favouritism are
multidimensional phenomena which are
analysed from different points of view. The
research conducted in different countries
has taken into account a variety of factors,
such as the impact on the health and feel-
ings of the employees (e.g. Blte, 2011), the
prevalence of the phenomena in particular
sectors (e.g. Mohammed Abubakar et al.,
2017; Vveinhardt and Sroka, 2017; Sroka
and Vveinhardt, 2018) or countries/groups
of countries (Redding, 1990; Al-Aiban
and Pearce, 1993; Hooker, 2009; Andron-
iceanu and TvaronaviCieng, 2019), as well
as the impact of religion on the percep-
tion of nepotism (Ignatowski et al., 2020).
Some research has been dedicated to
particular respondents such as MBS stu-
dents (Chao et al,, 2004) and case study
analyses (Pearce and Huang, 2014). The
diversity of research areas show how im-
portant and topical the analysed area is.
Thirdly, these phenomena are observed
in a variety of countries (both developed
as well as developing ones) and sectors of
the economy. No country is free of these
phenomena, though there is no doubt that
developing countries are more prone to
their prevalence.
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2.Methodology

In total, a group of 337 Polish and Lithua-
nian companies from both the private and
public sectors was selected for analysis.
Questionnaire survey was used to collect
the data. The respondents were senior
managers of the companies analysed. The
research was conducted in 2019. When
preparing the questionnaires, we used the
studies of Abdalla et al., (1998) and Arasli
and Tumer (2008). The statistical verifi-
cation of the validity and reliability of the
questionnaire during the exploratory re-
search (Comrey and Lee, 1992; Ashander
et al,, 2019) demonstrated its highly psy-
chometric characteristics.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values
were calculated separately for every sub-
category. The results obtained show that
the internal consistency of the sub-cat-
egories of the questionnaire is strong, i.e.
the lowest value of Cronbach’s alpha coef-
ficient when comparing 15 subcategories
was recorded in only one subcategory
(0.65). According to psychologists, this
coefficient should not be lower than 0.5;
in other social sciences, the coefficient
is acceptable only if its value is not lower
than 0.7 (Vveinhardt, 2012; LuSnakova et
al., 2019; Vveinhardt and Gulbovaite, 2018).
In all other subcategories, values ranged
from 0.80 to 0.94 (for more details, see:
Vveinhardt and Sroka, 2020).

3.Results and discussion

Table 1 presents the size of the organisa-
tions (very small, small, average, and large
companies respectively) and the sectors
of their activity (services, production, and
trade).
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Table 1. Size of the organisations and sectors of their activity

PL, N=164 LT, N=173
The size of the organisation
% %
A very small company (with less than 10 employees) 7.3 13.9
A small company (with less than 50 employees) 23.8 30.6
An average company (with less than 250 employees) 274 35.3
A large company (with more than 250 employees) 415 20.2
- PL, N=164 LT, N=173
The nature of the activity
% %
Services 61 50.9
Production 23.8 277
Trade 15.2 214

Source: Own elaboration.

As one can see from Table 1, the ma-
jority of Polish respondents represented
large companies (41.5%) who worked in
services. In turn, in Lithuania, the number
of respondents from large companies was
half the size of Poland. In this case, SMEs
companies are predominant. In both coun-
tries the least number of respondents rep-
resented very small entities employing less
than 10 people, i.e. 7.3 % in Poland and
13.9 % in Lithuania.

Using the Chi-squared test criterion at
the level of individual items (see Pasekova
et al,, 2019; Safrankova and Sikyt, 2018),
it was found that manifestations of nepo-
tism at the level of individual items were in
some cases more common in Polish work
organisations than in their Lithuanian coun-
terparts. The familial relationships between
ordinary employees and high-level manag-
ers are perceived as a certain threat to both
non-relative ordinary employees and lower-
level managers, while the latter aspect is
almost twice as important in Polish organi-
sations. Besides, slightly less than half of
respondents (in Lithuania, approximately
one-third) feel that kinship is a weighty ar-
gument when competing for positions in
the organisation, while having relatives in
positions of authority is perceived as a sig-
nificant protection against demotion (this
is a typical response of more than half the

respondents from both groups). In other
words, kinship “labels” and creates nega-
tive associations and hostility. However, al-
though most respondents do not think that
kinship somehow encourages employees
to work better than others, it is acknowl-
edged that relatives are more committed to
the organisation, and the emerging trends
in this case are similar in both countries.
On the other hand, kinship-based privi-
leges are more pronounced in Poland than
in Lithuania, as well as the perception that
these relationships become the cause
of problems in communication, trust, in-
terpersonal conflicts and business itself
(Table 2).
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Table 2. The influence of nepotism on interrelationships and careers

LT, PL, Chi-Square
Nepotism N=173 N=164 test results
N % N % x2 p
The heads of divisions in our organisation ~ Disagree 96 55.5 61 37.2
are wary of co-workers who have family 12.551  0.002**
members in leadership positions Agree 43 24.9 66 402
Relatives of leaders experience pressure  Disagree 74 42.8 91 55.5
from their colleagues to perform better 6.442 0.040*
S0 as not to be seen as shameful by their Agree 40 231 24 14.6 ’ '
closest relatives
Relatives of managers try to perform bet-  Disagree 98 56.6 81 49.4
ter than their co-workers, as they try not to 1.861 0.394
disgrace their relatives Agree 26 15.0 27 16.5
Relatives of managers have to putin more _ Disagree 67 38.7 70 42.7 3233 0199
effort to prove they are not protected Agree 54 31.2 37 226 ) :
Ordinary staff members cannot expect a  Disagree 79 457 52 317
position in which a relative of the manager 6.931 0.031*
is employed or is aiming for Agree 59 341 69 42.1
Relatives of the management are uncer-  Disagree 49 28.3 54 329
tain whether their promotion is due to their 1.368 0.505
achievements or their family ties Agree 52 301 4 25.0
The policy of protecting relatives requires  pjgagree 77 445 51 311
less time for training and introducing ide- 7.998 0.018*
ology Agree 35 20.2 32 19.5
Protecting and p(omoting relati\(es is use- Disagree 89 5.4 77 47.0
ful, as it consolidates the family, ensur- 1378 0502
ing they work together towards common ’ :
goals and values Agree 24 13.9 20 12.2
In organisations where relatives are pro- .
moted, it is difficult to sack or demote Disagree 33 19.1 28 171 0.986 0.867
family members, even if they prove to be ' '
unsuitable for their position Agree 98 56.6 97 591
I carefully consider every word when |  Disagree 69 39.9 52 317
communicate with colleagues who are 2.505 0.286
relatives of the administrative staff Agree 74 42.8 78 47.6
| take all precautions when talking to rela-  Disagree 72 41.6 51 311
tives or members of managers’ families 4.500 0.105
employed in our organisation Agree 80 46.2 85 51.8
The presence of relatives contributes to  pisagree 96 55.5 96 58.5
the betterment of communication within 0.968 0.616
the organisation Agree 16 9.2 18 11.0
Communicating with relatives of top man- .
agement is complicated, because they Disagree 62 358 40 244 6.704 0.035*
usually act or are suspected of acting as : '
spies on behalf of top management Agree 63 36.4 80 48.8
Relatives of managers feel more responsi-  pisagree 35 20.2 18 1.0
bility and commitment to the organisation 5.529 0.063
than other employees Agree 77 44.5 84 51.2
| take a dim view of a colleague who is _ Disagree 112 64.7 82 50.0 M7 0.003%
a relative of the boss Agree 25 14.5 48 29.3 ’ :
| get frustrated when a co-worker is  Disagree 64 37.0 37 22.6
praised just because of his/her family 8.429 0.015*
connections Agree 72 41.6 86 52.4
i i Disagree 100 57.8 59 36.0
e et ot mo D%
g Agree 19 1.0 53 323
Most conflicts arise due to relatives em- _Disagree 108 62.4 69 421 20031 0.0001%*
ployed and favoured by the top leaders Agree 18 10.4 45 27.4 ' ’
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In organisations where relatives are pro-  pjsagree 51 205 33 20.1
moted, family conflicts often cause busi- 6.176 0.046*
ness (organisational) problems Agree 66 38.2 83 50.6
Relatives of the managers are useful as Disagree 56 324 34 20.7
they ensure the smooth transition of man- ) ) 13.452  0.001**

agerial practices when power is passed

from one generation to another Agree n 41.0 56 341

In organisations where relatives of the top  pjgagree 39 295 2 15.9
management are a priority, attracting and

’ : 7.735 0.021*
keeping employees who are not related is
2 hard task Agree 92 53.2 76 46.3
Organisations which promote relatives ;
care more about the welfare of their family Disagree a 27.2 38 23.2 1118 0572
members than the prosperity of the busi- ’ ’
ness (organisation) Agree 69 39.9 74 451
In organisations where family members  pjsagree M 23.7 33 20.1
are promoted, internal conflicts cause the 0.817 0.665
breakup of the business (organisation) Agree 66 38.2 69 421
I wish | had a relative in a high position in _Disagree 89 51.4 84 51.2 0880  0.644
our organisation Agree 39 22,5 43 26.2 ' '
The connections and relations of man-  Disagree 82 47.4 51 311
agers allow them to avoid taking part in 14785  0.001**
time-consuming routine chores of the Agree 8 16.2 53 323 ’ :

organisation

Note: * statistical significance level o = 0.05; ** statistical significance level o = 0.01.
Source: Own elaboration.

Table 3. The influence of favouritism on interpersonal relationships and the organisation

LT, PL, Chi-Square
Favouritism N=173 N=164 test results
N % N % x2 p
It is difficult to dismiss or demote an em-  pisaqree 27 15.6 44 26.8
ployee in organisations where relatives are 9 12150  0.002**
promoted Agree 109 63.0 73 44.5
| take all precautions when communicat- Disagree 67 38.7 48 29.3
ing with friends of the managers employed 3.373 0.185
in our organisation Agree 86 49.7 95 57.9
Very often the official information differs )
significantly from the real story, which is ~ Disagree 70 40.5 59 36.0
usually available/known exclusively to a 1.970 0.373

small group of the privileged few (the in-

crowd) Agree 63 36.4 72 43.9

The manager of our department/organi-

sation does everything the management Disagree 56 324 7 457 13.825  0.001**
wants and cannot communicate these ’ :
decisions to the subordinates Agree 96 55.5 58 354

A co-worker who is a friend/relative of the  Disagree 82 47.4 62 37.8

manager fails to fulfils my professional 4.444 0.108
expectations Agree 32 18.5 44 26.8

In my eyes, the manager’s friend/relative  Disagree 82 47.4 63 38.4

is the cause of internal conflicts in the 2.889 0.236
organisation Agree 50 28.9 53 323

In organisations where friends are pro- Disagree 45 26.0 27 16.5

moted, internal feuds become nuisances 5.706 0.058
for the business (organisation) Agree 75 43.4 89 54.3

In organisations where friends and ac- Disagree 4 3.7 23 14.0

quaintances of the top management are a
priority, attracting and keeping employees
who are not related is a hard task Agree 88 509 82 50.0

7.224 0.027*
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| wish a close friend or a relative of mine  Disagree 82 47.4 78
were employed in a high position in our 0.168 0.919
organisation Agree 48 21.7 48 29.3

Note: * statistical significance level o = 0.05; ** statistical significance level a = 0.01.
Source: Own elaboration.

The negative impact of favouritism at the
levels of possibilities of dismissal, access
to information and attraction of new em-
ployees is more pronounced in Lithuanian
work organisations than in Polish ones,
while the differences identified are statisti-
cally significant. As in the case of relatives,
a significant proportion of employees per-
ceive those who enjoy managers’ favour as
privileged, associate their presence with
threats, and distrust them (e.g., for this rea-
son, about half of respondents from both

states tend to be “cautious” with such peo-
ple), which stems from a sense of injustice.
In other words, part of the employees who
do not fall into the category of those pro-
tected by management feel discriminated
against. Nevertheless, it is significant that
more than a quarter of respondents in both
countries tend to benefit from patronages
themselves, which shows certain culturally
specific trends of giving prominence to un-
fair privileges (Table 3).

Table 4. Consequences of nepotism and favouritism on the emotional state and the organisation

LT, PL, Chi-Square
Nepotism and favouritism N=173 N=164 test results
N % N % x2 P
Employees do not feel safe in the knowl- Disagree 102 59.0 57 34.8
edge that there are employees with ties of 19.846  0.0001**
kinship in our organisation Agree 49 28.3 72 43.9
I do not think that top management is con-  Disagree 90 52.0 51 311
cerned with the quality of work performed 15.207  0.001**
by their relatives or friends Agree 50 28.9 70 427
In our organisation, the criteria for promo- _Disagree 91 52.6 56 341 12753 0.002**
tion are not related to work tasks Agree 54 321 63 38.4 ’ ’
Promoting an employee just because of Disagree 28 16.2 17 10.4
his/her relationship to the management is 2.467 0.291
harmful to the organisation Agree 121 69.9 123 75.0
Working in an organisation is always re- Disagree 84 48.6 73 445
lated to having the right connections and 1.410 0.494
re|ati0nships Agree 54 31.2 49 29.9
The exaggerated support and protection of  Disagree 72 41.6 71 43.3
some employees contaminates the atmos- 4148 0.126
phere in our organisation Agree 60 34.7 68 4.5
Friends and relatives of highly influential Disagree 77 44.5 61 37.2
people are easily institutionalised in our 2167 0.338
organisation and are awarded posts far be- Agree 55 31.8 55 33.5 ’ ’
yond their competencies
You may be subject to discrimination sim-  Disagree 120 69.4 86 52.4
ply due to your social status (origin, family, 37.435 0.0001**
position, income, etc.) Agree 16 9.2 60 36.6

Note: * statistical significance level a = 0.05; ** statistical

significance level o = 0.01.

Source: Own elaboration.
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Comparing the percentages of Polish
and Lithuanian respondents’ agreement
with the questionnaire items, the role of
social status was prominent, which ex-
plains employees’ negative interactions.
In this case, Polish respondents (approxi-
mately one-third) tend to relate interper-
sonal disagreements to social status more
often than Lithuanian respondents (ap-
proximately one in ten). Promotion, which
means a higher status in the organisation,
is more closely related to results in Lithua-
nia, where employees feel safer and give
less prominence to the link between man-
agement’s attitude to work quality and the
tendency to favour individual employees.
In spite of this, about seven out of 10 re-
spondents in both countries treat patron-
age-based promotion as a practice which
is harmful to the organisation, although
only about one-third believe that jobs are
generally obtained through patronage
(Table 4).

Conclusions

Our study analysed the attitudes of
employees of Polish and Lithuanian or-
ganisations to nepotism and favouritism.
The differences in the reactions that have
arisen between employees indicate minor
differences in the prevalence of patronage
of loved ones and friends itself. Although
some processes have developed differ-
ently in private and public organisations,
both sectors share some common fea-
tures, which means one may expect simi-
lar reactions to these phenomena too. An
especially significant observation in both
countries was that approximately 70% of
respondents treat patronage-based pro-
motion as a practice which is harmful to
the organisation, although only about one-
third believe that jobs are generally ob-
tained through patronage. Our study also
revealed that discrimination processes dif-
fer within different subcategories. There-

fore it shows the necessity of a systemic
approach to these phenomena.

Our study makes several contributions
to the broader topic. First of all, it adds to
the current knowledge of nepotism and fa-
vouritism. Second, the study is based on
analysis of two countries (an international
approach) and takes into account a rela-
tively large sample of respondents (337 in
total) which may be regarded as a sub-
stantial added value of the study.

Our research has several implications.
First of all, it confirmed the generally ac-
cepted thesis that Polish and Lithuanian
organisations, from both the public and pri-
vate sectors, are not free of these patholo-
gies. Knowledge of this fact may be very
useful for managers as it allows them to
take preventive actions.

Our study had several limitations. First-
ly, our study was quantitative, whereas
a qualitative approach might be used in fu-
ture research. Secondly, this study reflects
only employee reactions to people who are
considered “favourites”. The issue of which
individual or organisational circumstances
lead to such negative “labelling” of some
of co-workers was not investigated. There-
fore, we cannot rule out psychological
processes promoting the devaluation of
co-workers who achieve more, the influ-
ence of stereotypes, as well as communi-
cation mistakes made by managers, which
are worth investigating separately in the
future. Such possibilities are evidenced by
both a sufficiently significant trend of em-
ployees seeking management’s patronage
and the trend towards the lack of informa-
tion from management (i.e. there may be
insufficient objective information about the
reasons why some employees are valued
more than others).
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