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Tama opinnaytetyo tutkii ystavyytta tyopaikallagen vaikutuksia tuottavuuteen,
tyotunnelmaan ja tyotyytyvaisyyteen seka negatavigaikutuksia ja ratkaisuja
niiden poistamiseksi. Aiheessa yhdistyvat kauppsEitien ja psykologian

tutkimus ja nakokulmat.

Ystavyys on vapaaehtoinen molemminpuolisesti hylitgih kytkds. Sen hyodyt
ja kustannukset muuttuvat aikanaan. Ystavyyden aoimittaa kytkoksien
syvyytta ja ominaisuuksia, ja silla voi olla met&itd vaikutus tyopaikalla.

Opinnaytetyon teoreettinen osa keskittyy ystavyygenustamiseen, hyotyihin,
negatiivisiin vaikutuksiin, ystavyyden hoitamiseenstiriitoihin ja kayttoon.
Hyddyt ja negatiiviset vaikutukset selittdvat, matdisia vaikutuksia ystavyydella
on ty6ilmapiiriin ja tyotyytyvaisyyteen tyontekijanakokulmasta. Ystavyyden
hoito ja mahdolliset ristiriidat selittavat, milkiustannuksella sailytetaan ystavyys.
Lopuksi kasitellaan ystavyyden mahdollisia kaytpidia johtamisvalineena.

Opinnaytetydon empiirinen osa koostuu tutkimukseftia on tehty neljassa eri
maassa, demonstroidakseen erindisia asenteitayystém ja ihmistenvalisiin
suhteisiin. Kuusi haastattelua osoittaa erilaisy@ktilttuureja sekd asenteita
ystavyyteen tyOpaikalla. Lopussa Hofsteden mallia kaytetty selittamaan
kytkoksia ja kulttuurin vaikutuksia tuloksiin.

Haastatellut henkilot kuudesta yrityksestd kuvasiystavyyden vaikutuksista
tyopaikalla, seka positiivisia ettd negatiivisiauofhessa "Management &
Leadership” — malli on tuttu ja hierarkkinen etdgtsyon pieni, mutta TSekissa tai
Slovakiassa hierarkia on melko suuri. Myoskin agepstavyyteen on erilainen,
esimerkiksi Iltaliassa ystavyys tyopaikalla koetada negatiivisesti.

Avainsanat ystavyys, tuottavuus, henkildstévoimajear johtaminen, vaikutukset,
motivaatio



VAASAN AMMATTIKORKEAKOULU
UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES
International Business

ABSTRACT

Author Magj Stépanek

Title Positive and Negative Effects of Friendshgt the
Workplace

Year 2015

Language English

Pages 65 + 4 appendices

Name of Supervisor Satu Lautamaki

This thesis studies friendship at the workplace asdeffects, perceptions and
influences on productivity, working atmosphere golul satisfaction. Attention is
paid also to negative relations at the workplaog their possible solutions. The
topic connects business studies with business p&ygyt therefore the theoretical
background is rather abstract and case-sensitive.

Friendship is a voluntary interpersonal tie for oaltbenefits and gains. The costs
and gains of friendship are changing throughoutlifieéme of the friendship,
therefore a measurement is introduced — the strengtthe friendship. The
strength of the friendship determines the deepaadsthe quality of the tie and
has a significant effect on the workplace.

The theoretical study of the thesis focuses onfoldation of friendship, its

benefits, negative effects, maintenance, possiimdicts and usages. The section
describing benefits and negative effects explainv Haendship affects the

working atmosphere and job satisfaction from thmtpof view of the concerned

person. The section regarding friendship maintemaaied workplace conflict

studies possible conflicting situations requiringrtain precautions. The final

section studies possible usage of friendship aarsagerial tool.

The empirical study of the thesis explains a smedlle research done in four
different countries to demonstrate different attéds towards friendship and
interpersonal relations. Six different interviewsow different working cultures,
as well as attitude towards friendship at the wiagp. In the end of the study, the
Hofstede’s model is presented to explain the caiores and effects of culture on
the results.

All companies presented very gaining models ofnfilghip handling at the
workplace, expressing both positive and negativdudes. In Finland, the
management & leadership model is widely in use tarchierarchical distance is
low, while in the Czech Republic or Slovakia therarchical distance is rather
authoritative. Also the attitude towards friendshtpghe workplace changes a lot,
for example in ltaly it is seen rather negatively.

Key words friendship, productivity, HRM, effectsptivation
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1. INTRODUCTION

This thesis studies any possible effects and @iffemfluences of friendship and
other interpersonal references. The relations bEtweimans have proven to be
one of the very major attributes of humans in gaheet relatively small studies
have been made so far from a business point of. \Hew friendships affect work
performance? Up to what extent is it inspired or welcome at the workplace?
How do cultural differences affect this attitude’fe$e are few of many questions

answered in this thesis.

The topic connects business studies with businsgshplogy, therefore the
theoretical background is rather abstract and sasstive. This study focuses on
the discussion and potential usage of friendshipaasnanagerial tool for
information transfer, job satisfaction, organizaab commitment and even
feedback. The topic of effects of friendship betwea supervisor and a

subordinate will also be discussed as well asdtsgption by third persons.

In the beginning of the theoretical part of thedstdriendship in general will be
discussed. What is friendship, what does it meapetaple and do they need it?
How does it start or what is required from two ded become friends? These

and many other questions will be answered in tis¢ few chapters of the thesis.

The following chapters will study friendship in neodetail, focusing on its
benefits for the individual as well as benefits the company if friendship
appears at the workplace. The variety of diffetsgg will be discussed as well,
focusing on the strength of the friendship with sideration to the presence of

professional ties at the same time.

Another segment of the thesis will study negativity friendships. Different

negative influences and downsides are going toismusised as well as potential
conflict situations, their solutions and conseg@sncs it is one of the most
endangering aspects of friendship at the workpleara both the employee’s and

the employer’s points of view.



The last segment of the theoretical study of thesis will examine influences and
usage of friendship and other interpersonal ties mmnagerial tool. Friendship in
general has a major impact on communication, meariath way of the

interaction and amount. This presents a potentiadiyy productive managerial

tool to use in communication and other informafiom within a company.

The empirical study presents a small-scale resetycbdemonstrate different
attitudes and working atmosphere in different wogkcultures, as the study took
place in four different countries, namely Finlati@dy, the Czech Republic and
Slovakia. The research has been translated intdisBngnd both originals and

translations are attached to the thesis as appEndic

In the beginning of the empirical part of the tlseiere is a presentation of the
research samples and their descriptions; followethb results of the research, a
comparison of research samples to each other dadwction of information from

them. In the end there is discussion and conclusfoiime research as a whole,

showing different perspectives and usages of tdied topic.

1.1 Problem Statement

The main research problem of this thesis is toysaudl understand friendship or
other interpersonal relationship at the workplaoeth its positive and negative
effects. This study aims to determine the extenthef influence and potential
usage of friendship at the workplace. The mainaeseproblem questions are:

a) Is friendship at the workplace beneficial from adqarctivity point of view
or rather negative?

b) Up to what extent does it influence the working @phere and job
satisfaction of the employees?

c) How big influence in this matter does the type ofking culture have?

d) Are there possible usages of friendship as a maiah¢eol?



1.2 Aim and Outcome

The aim of the thesis is to determine the countablgent of this abstract topic
and to discuss potential usability and extent ahhapsitive and negative effects;
thus using this study to prepare discussion abdwttapic and accumulate both
well-known and less known aspects in order to bge document as a basis for

further discussions or studies.

This thesis will provide a discussion basis foerfidship and other relations as a
managerial tool. From a manager’s/leader’s pointvigfv it is necessary to
maintain, inspire and support friendships and otkktions, or to forbid them in
order to avoid and solve any potential conflicts #here are not only positive
relations between people, even positive relationsndt have only positive
influences and contain many negative effects, wimebessarily need to be to
known and controlled in order to maximize the pesieffects and minimize the

negative ones.

1.3Background of the Topic

Friendship as a philosophical field has been studiece the very early history of
mankind and has been studied by various anciembgaghers, namely Aristotle
and Plato for example. (Price 1989) These anciginkérs have developed the
very first theory of friendship and throughout thistory they have become the
main thinkers to refer to when studying friendships

Friendships follow people since the very young afeeir quality, duration or

reliability vary a lot based on the age, the amafntonnection and its quality.
Friendships can have many forms and many meaniaysexample friendship is
crucial for self-esteem or even mental developnoéran individual as a whole.

As childhood friendships form and end, the proéessdf forms the personality of
an adult and stands as one of the most importatdrgafor overall happiness and
life satisfaction. (see Berndt 2002, Kennedy-Ma2(é&?2)

10



Studying friendship at the workplace however camgaifcantly later as it has
been considered for long as a taboo or an unwaHeekct at the workplace. These
friendships form and end throughout the career dasemany aspects, such as
age or personality. Nowadays it seems to be ndiigeaasier to maintain
friendships even on the distance using modern tdogy. However, as later
discussed in this thesis, proximity is only onetlod pillars of friendship. (see
Williams 2012, Sparks 2007)

11



2 THEORY OF FRIENDSHIP

2.1What is Friendship?

Friendship is a voluntary tie between two peoplenfiotual benefits. The benefits

might contain almost any aspect of the bond, fretfiiaterest, through emotional

satisfaction to philanthropy; all of these bothmgand cost, and this relation

changes throughout the friendship’s lifetime. (@xéord Dictionary)

To study the beginning of a friendship, we musklab the reasons, why people

would even be attracted to each other to startna bloickerman (2013) lists four

main reasons which draw people together as friends:

a)

b)

d)

Common interest — Sharing an idea, opinion or hakbyost likely the
main reason to start a bond, potentially developitg friendship. It gives
people emotional security feel and feel of beloggin

History — When two people were together through etbing, the
probability of them becoming friends increases ifiggmtly. Common
experience again forms a basis of bond. Childhedtie best example for
this kind of basis. Good childhood friends tendstay together even if
they do not share interests or values up to thmalty required extent.
Common values — This aspect usually brings toggtikeple of the same
group, where they do not necessarily know eachrotibe much, for
example in too big group. As an example there ccuwdda religion.
Different religious groups might be too large tonHoeveryone with
everyone, however they can form a basis for frieiglever shared values.
Equality — Friendship based on mutual respect asalak belongings
proving to each other their current role in theistyc For example at the
workplace, two co-workers share time together evieng they work and
although they do not share interests, history awes to necessary extent,
they still might become friends based on their slodles.

12



Friendship is formed by many more aspects, butethesr represent the basis of
the foundation of a friendship. Their extent isezasnsitive as it depends on the

person and how much he/she requires shared valuegdmple.

2.1.1 Why Do People Become Friends?

Although it might sound grim, friendship or any etmot forced interpersonal tie
is always for self-interest purposes. From evergnfiship or any warm bond
there is always a positive outcome. Without a pasibutcome there is no reason
to start or to maintain the relationship and teeds to the end of the bond. In case
of shared interests, someone is requiring anotbesop to share an interest and in
return offers the same. Even if the friendship &sdd on philanthropy, the
philanthropist does have a positive outcome froohdaond as well; for example

self-respect, self-confidence and satisfactione (Seans 2014, Lickerman 2013)

Based on the reasons why people become friendsawéocus on the individual
outcomes or interests that certain people get ftloenfriendship. Dotan (2007)

forms a theoretical framework of six main pillafsadriendship:

a) Work Safety/Trust — “Work safety/trust is a factfrfriendship formation
that is affective or emotional in nature.” (Dotaf0Z) This aspect is
usually used by co-workers that are required topecate on a regular
basis, therefore in need of mutual trust, whichhhigotentially develop
into friendship.

b) Missing Role — The friend circles are often suppdyia certain missing
familial role of a person (Farrell 2003, 13) theref the friendship might
have a filling role in this case; for example agdror a descendant.

c) Sanity Check — “Sanity Check is a factor of formatthat is cognitive in
nature and suggests that individuals will likelynfoa friendship with a co-
worker to gain reassurance for the way they anmekihg.” (Dotan 2007)
This reason refers to the shared values from teeiquis chapter since the
reason is not only to share a value, but alsoass@re the opinion.

13



d) Work-value/Life-interests Similarity — Referring the common values
and equality from the previous chapter, this redasonds people sharing
more than just a workplace or time together.

e) Instrumentality — “Instrumentality is a factor ofovkplace friendship
formation which is inherently instrumental in natir(Dotan 2007) The
motivation for this kind of bond is more or lesstoally acquisitive in a
way that friendship of person A with person B imy@e the quality of A’s
work and therefore the friendship has instrumemtdé. Instrumental
friendship increases productivity and employeentaa. (Clark 2013)

f) Proximity — Proximity role relates to physical Itica of two people and
spending lots of time together or in direct proxymof each other. For
example co-workers working at the same place migvelop friendship

based on this reason.

Friendships in general share more than one aspdotidation and reason. The
combination type and extent of each aspect deterntive strength of the
friendship or other interpersonal relationship aswlaole. Maintaining these
aspects determines the duration of the friendshg an eventual loss of one of
the aspects, respective its content, might leadag@nd of friendship.

2.1.2 How Important It Is To Have Friends?

According to Evans’s (2014) research, the impoeaaot having friends highly
depends on age. There are groups of employeeseanthsng for any new
relationships or bonds outside of the professitinal and then there are groups of
employees searching actively for friendships notidf to risk any potential

negative effect possibly resulting from the frieiigsat the workplace.

In Evans’s (2014) study, almost half of the emp&syelaim that workplace
friendship increases happiness, which should notnhsinterpreted as job
satisfaction. While job satisfaction is a relatioetween an employee and his/her
job, happiness is employee’s personal state ofshfesfaction. These two factors

are highly connected, but are not the same.

14



The main difference in the attitude towards frigndsis in age, claims Evans
(2014). In her research she differentiates two ngaoups, the younger and the

older, and studies the differences in their answers

The older group, “the baby-boomers”, born 1946-1%a4prisingly enough stated
that “these relationships had no effect on theifgssional performance”. (Evans
2014) The separation between professional life gerdonal life increases with
age, as this group of people usually have theirtmexguired bonds established,

such as own family or close friends.

The group of young people on the other hand peectiig workplace as a tool to
start new relationships, friendship or even romaMest of them are not married
yet, they are childless, just getting out of thevarsity and looking for new

friendships. (Evans 2014)

2.2 Friendships at Workplace

The social connection between co-workers is crufmalthe happiness of the
employees, as they connect the social life withkmy life, usually separated
from each other. Having close social contacts atwrkplace and blurring the
lines between a professional tie and a friendstepirtcreases happiness and
prevents work stress and burnout; both with theigho of bringing the attention

away from negativity and creating positive atmosphésee Burbach 2012)

Another aspect described by Burbach (2012) is #reses of purpose. Sense of
purpose determines how employee fits into a grawphow is he/she accepted by
others. In the case of negative acceptance thisitnégd to serious workplace
problems, such as backstabbing or other conflith® friendship in this matter
might prevent such scenarios and even increaseugtioly, since the employee
has a friend or several friends to cover his/hakkend must not need to worry

about gossips or hostile environment. (see Buradl2)

15



Throughout career changes we witness not only mewm&nforward, but also
steps back. This might prove to be very stressfulising anxieties and endanger
the general job satisfaction of the employee. Hg\anfriend at the workplace
helps to withstand these career changes and sskyfdeused. According to
Straughn (2006), employees with friends among thapervisors are twice more
likely be satisfied with the job and employees hgvat least three close friends at
the workplace are almost 50% more likely to bes§ieti with their job in
comparison with employees without any friendshgwith the supervisor or with

fewer than three close friends at the workplace.

The friendship between a supervisor and a subdrlihas significant positive
impacts on both the employee and the employer. &irt§2012) points out that
managers in general appreciate people with a pesttitude towards friendships
as they are easier to deal with in any matter. Als® employee might be seen in

a more positive light in awarding, promoting oraimy situation. (Burbach 2012)

2.2.1 Strength of Friendships

Due to its abstract nature, it is not possible easure friendship exactly; however
there is a measurement for every single tie cal@ength of Friendship. The
strength of friendship determines the power of oad. Strength of a tie is a
combination of time, the emotional intensity, thimacy and the reciprocal

services which characterize the tie. (Granove®&3]

A solely professional bond’s strength is the taSkce the task is finished, the
bond is broken and only the contact remains. le cds friendship tie the shared
interest or value is part of the strength. Theeeraany other aspects affecting the
strength of friendships, such as time or bondshef third parties, conflict of
interest and many others. Losing the strengtheoflties not necessarily mean the
end of the friendship. If the strength is decregsand the bonding aspect
disappears, the tie either becomes weak or evéyntehishes. (see Granovetter
1973)

16



Krackhardt (1992) introduces the term “philos fdship” for a special type of a
friendship in order to increase the measurabilitytloe friendship ties. He
describes that philos friendship has three mainirements and if all are met, the

friendship becomes a philos friendship.

a) Interaction — Both parties of a tie must interagthweach other. The
interaction itself might be completely differenpgyof a tie, for example a
professional tie.

b) Affection — Both parties of a tie must feel affectifor each other. If the
affection is felt only by one party of the relatsbrip and not returned, it
results in asymmetric relationship.

c) Time — Both parties of a tie must share certaitohysof interaction with

each other for the relationship to evolve into agshfriendship.

In the scenario, when the strength decreases ernougbaken the friendship, the
friendship either vanishes or becomes a weak oglshiip. A weak relationship is
type of a relationship which lacks strength, bit gtevails. A weak relationship

can further develop, either to friendship or vargsimpletely, for example due to
the proximity or time. If two friends from the samrkplace are separated by
promoting one of them or losing the job and thaeefoot sharing the workplace
anymore, their tie becomes weak, unless it hadcserit strength from more than

work-related reasons.

Figure 1. Example of a weak relationship

Figure 1 demonstrates an example of a weak rekdtipn Person A is a close
friend of B and C, yet B and C have a weak relagm They know each other,
but do not share any common interests, common saudistory and the tie did

not evolve into a friendship.

17



2.2.2 Friendship Maintenance

Maintaining a friendship as a social tie between parties might prove to be a
very crucial part in maintaining positive work atspbere and ensuring coherence
of a collective, thus keeping the productivity hidgtailure in this process might
lead to resignation of qualified personnel, dedrepgproductivity and broken
collegiality of the team. Lott (2014) says thaefrils are irreplaceable; however

friendships are very fragile; thus they must bdtde#h carefully.

The fragility of a friendship is directly connectadth honesty. This might be the
problematic part, as honesty could be also a neg#dctor leading to the end of a
friendship tie; especially at the workplace, foaeple when asking for feedback
from a friend/colleague social communication isceliin order to maintain the
level of strength of a friendship. However, excessocial communication at the
workplace leads to distraction and a decrease adyativity. Throughout the
friendship’s lifetime, there are better and worsenments - even crises. In such a
situation the strength of a friendship suffers gnsicant decrease and the
relationship might become weak or even end. A wed&tionship itself might
already cause significant problems at the workplase it might decrease the
information flow or even block certain actions &ers in Figure 2. The working
process starts at C, continues at B and ends Bhéweak relationship between B
and A might significantly complicate or delay th@gess itself. (see Granovetter,
1973, 1360-1373)

A
A

|
| Weak relationship

I Strong work tie

\/
B

- -~
< C
Strong relationship

Strong work tie

Figure 2. Example of weak tie complication
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2.3 Problems with Friendships

Friendships in general bring positive impact whierh both from the company’s
point of view as well as the employee’s. It canig@nthe environment, provide
support and sociability. (Morrison & Nolan 2007) \mever, there are also many

negative aspects and problems.

The main problem is that all these interpersondhtimmships can create
difficulties for other employees. (Morrison & Nol&007) As friendships start,
friendships also end or come across conflicts. @hemflicts might evolve into
bigger problems endangering the productivity of tdodlective. At some point
dividing the whole collective into separate groapsl the solution of this problem

might be very challenging.

Another, smaller but a more common problem, isracsion. As a result of
distraction or anxiety connected to workplace fugmps, the final productivity
might be significantly reduced. (Morrison & Nolaf®@) This might lead to
wrong output of work from employers to employeesg ¢ their stress related to
the friendships.

Very natural in classical friendship, yet very darayus in a friendship at the
workplace is rivalry. While at some point it miglpgrove motivating and
encouraging to the employees, every race alwaysahagnner and a looser.
Accepting the looser position might not be acceptab everyone and jealousy
takes place. According to Williams (1986), the vanmight feel guilty about
his/her success at a friend’s expense. Armour (R8ays that there is no true

friendship forced by external factors, such as mppewer or status.

Some people are not able to maintain the two-nadmdship, which means to be
both a colleague and a friend at the same timasoAte point one party of this tie
might start taking advantage over the other andguie instrumental part of the
friendship for covering one’s own mistakes and wesmises; which might lead,

again, to the conflict between friends at the wtake.
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A very significant potential problem appears intaaion where one party of the
friendship tie is in a different position withinglcompany, especially when one
becomes the supervisor of the other. Although ighnibring a lot of positive
aspects too, the main negative one is favouritiBeople tend to expect their
friends to show special treatment and favouritiforrison & Nolan 2007) The

perception of this by third parties naturally leéa€onflicts.

The relations between two friends are expectectedoy honest, trustworthy, and
open, however, such a situation does not existinviile company every time.
Keeping certain information from a friend may viela friend’s expectation of
confidentiality and privacy. (Morrison & Nolan 2007

Therefore, maintaining such a relationship mighavpr rather challenging and
conflictual, especially when evaluating or provglinegative feedback to a friend.
Constructive feedback is very crucial in a sucagbsfvorking company, both
positive and negative. However a friendship migbmplicate this feedback
process. Especially problem with productivity igwéifficult to deal with if the
supervisor is a friend of his/her subordinate.

Communication is important in every single integmeral tie in starting and
maintaining the relationship. However, what if thentact is too excessive?
Rather high proximity of two colleagues sharing enghan a few common
interests and workplace might result in a friengdshwith excessive
communication at the workplace, potentially leadiogan increase of the job

satisfaction at the expense of a significant desred productivity.

Morrison and Nolan (2007) commenced a researchis rhatter studying the
amount and the difficulty of certain aspects ofkffidship at the workplace.
According to their research, it is significantly raodifficult to criticize or

discipline a subordinate as a friend than beingicmed or disciplined by a
supervisor as a friend. Their results were diviohd two categories:
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a) Work caused — This category included distractiorexcessive work as
well as negativity connected to the task. Friendsghirfeel obligated to do
extra tasks or, on the contrary, not obligatedrsth completely a certain
task or of required quality they are ordered to $ome people are more
aware than others of the duality between maintgi@irfriendly working
atmosphere and the performance of their formal wetkin the company.
(Morrison & Nolan 2007)

b) Interpersonal tensions — This category containsnipaihe problems
connected to the hierarchy and double role tigs ith proved to be more
difficult to maintain a double role friend/colleagdrom a supervisor’'s
point of view. “Disciplining a friend is an extrenseenario and it appears
that people experience a great deal of anxiety wbafed upon to
reprimand or notify a friend because their worknst up to par.”
(Morrison & Nolan 2007) Other noticeable problemsthis category are

rivalry, breach of confidentiality, negative ematsoand ended friendship.

2.3.1 Negative Effects of Friendship at the Workplace

As widely agreed, friendship has list of positifeeets, but many negative effects
are often forgotten. Some are lying, offensive, vy overly needy or too
advisory, I-know-everything types, or even betray@uenwald 2002) The failure
of the friendship depends on its strength and secaf failure awkwardness,

negativity or even conflict appears at the workplac

However, this is theoretically the last step in pinecess of decreasing the strength
of a friendship due to the negative effects of thendship, respective of the
negative effects of one party of the friendship Many of the negative effects
might be only a phase in a friendship’s lifetime gmoper friendship maintenance
can avoid such ends. At some point it is importardyertheless, to decide
whether the friendship is worth saving or not.Hé texpenses, such as time or
energy, are too high, it is better to leave thaitsmh to the interested person to
solve himself/herself at his/her own time outside tbe workplace. (see
Granovetter 1973)
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Even in the case of the end of the friendshipherdé can be still many negative
effects of it that might influence the work enviment. Friends are expected to be
trustworthy, therefore usually friends know a lbbat each other, which is up to
certain extent considered confidential. Breaking fitendship tie endangers also
the confidentiality of such information as the tmsrthiness of such a person is
significantly decreasing. If such situation happanhthe workplace, it might prove
to be very difficult to cooperate with such a persmd in an extreme scenario
might lead to resignation from one of the partks.a results the potential loss of
a qualified and experienced worker, because ofopaisconflict, can be the
outcome. (see Granovetter 1973)

2.3.2 Workplace Conflict

To manage workplace conflict, the relationship lestw the supervisor and
subordinates is important on the same level asrelegionship between two
colleagues on the same hierarchical level. The geladions and an overview of
the potential conflicts can be achieved more eadilymall companies or smaller
working units. In companies with less than 100 eypés, the relationships
between supervisors and subordinates are noticeabiyer and it has proven to
be easier to avoid potential conflicts. (Forth, Bew& Bryson 2006, 82) In

bigger companies or units managing of potentiaflaxg is rather more difficult

due to a higher amount of direct relations to manag

Forth et al. (2006)’s finding also show that castflion the same hierarchical level
are twice more common in medium-sized companiesomparison with small-
sized companies; even in the ones with recognizedkers’ union. Another
finding shows significant differences in percentagé conflicts between
companies without recognized workers’ union andhwi¥Vorkplaces with a
recognized union have almost twice as high occogeaof conflicts at the
workplace. When comparing small-sized companieshowit a recognized
workers’ union to medium-sized companies withowe@gnized workers’ union,
the tendency was the same. Small-sized companyowtith recognized trade

union is statistically the least conflictual of sildied workplaces.
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One of the more significant potential conflictsragher external — family role

conflict; especially touching men, but not solelysually when a person gets
married or even founds his/her family, many of hes/ friendship strengths
decline, as the social loyalty is divided betwegandships and family. Family
provides another source of emotional support, thezeone of the pillars for

friendship tie declines significantly. Another pleim connected with family role

conflict is a demand from a family member, whiclghtibe in direct conflict with

the demand from the other party of a friendship ttierefore due to prioritizing

decreasing the strength of the friendship tie.r@gfa2003, 250)

In case a problem appears, solving conflicts froormanagerial position has
proven to be one of the most difficult supervisdesks, since it requires strong
keeping of a role to sustain authority and cleardrchy, yet also informal

communication in order to ensure the durabilitytleé solution and a friendly
approach. Therefore, this task becomes even mdfieutti in the case of

supervisor-subordinate friendship tie. Accordinghe research done by Morrison
and Nolan (2007), the act of disciplining or ciiging a friend generates the
highest level of discomfort of all studied casesfredndship at the workplace.
Already the process of revealing the problem miglave to be difficult due to

warm relations between two friends on differentrdmiehical positions, having to

criticize each other or give negative feedbackrte another.

Another approach is rather authoritative and fornralcase of conflict, certain
sanctions could take place. According to the qaasti managers for the survey
purposes by Kersley, Alpin, Forth, Bryson, Bewl®yx and Oxenbridge (2006,
229) approximately in 5 per cent of conflicts osaplinary process sanctions take

place.

However, workplaces with official and formal diskary procedures show
significantly higher occurrence of disciplinary pesses in comparison with
companies with less official disciplinary procedurand informal approach to

conflict solutions. (see Kersley et al. 2006)
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2.3.3 Problem Indicators

The workplace always provides many potential cotgliand without precaution
they might evolve into real conflicts. Searching fmtential conflict and solving
the problem before it becomes a real problem has lsbown to be one of the
major tasks for a leader in an organizational uhtere are certain indicators of
conflict potentially leading to the dissatisfactiohan employee; these indicators

might be either collective or individual. (see Keyset al. 2006, 230)

An internal or external factor, or both, can sigrahtly influence the workplace
atmosphere or its parts; for example the stressl.IStressed person has many
times higher chance to develop a potential prodechwithout precaution he/she
often decides to solve the problem himself/herseiie problem then appears, if
this solution is not the correct one or only a temapy one; for example in form of
absenteeism. According to Kersley’s et al.(2008)-231) research those absent

are mostly workers from rather stressing fieldghsas education or social work.

Another solution with negative effects is voluntargsignation. The stress
connected with a problem or direct conflict migletad up to this end of a
professional tie. Paradoxically, in comparison tee tresults dealing with
disciplinary processes and informal communicatismall companies tend to
suffer from this problem more than larger compan(ese Kersley et al. 2006,
231-232) The problem, however, does not always pgsar when this
professional tie ends, as the problem might preaatl even develop into

collective dispute. Therefore further precautioresrsecessary in this matter.

When managing the occurrence of potential problems’s important not to
disband the friendship ties from the consideratasna potential tool. Active
feedback is more difficult and potentially stregsas mentioned in the previous
chapters, however using the friendship in suchagdn might increase its power.
Anonymous feedback on the contrary has been showwetsignificantly less
affecting stress and has higher honestly level Hwive and direct feedback. (see
Kersley et al. 2006, 135-139)
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2.4Influences of the Friendship

When friendship at the workplace already appeaitsas had many influences on
the organizational culture, in the job satisfactma many other important factors
determining productivity. Collectivism is one of ethbiggest influences of
friendship at the workplace. Friends tend to comicate with each other more,
they also share more concerns and work-relatedrnv#tion, thus enabling

improvements and increasing efficiency. (Lee & QK P)

What is then the way to achieve a highly productedlective in context of
interpersonal relations? There are many factordh kaitectly affecting the
productivity and affecting each other with produityi effect as a result.
According to Murray (2002, 121-122) a highly protiue collective requires

three main components:

a) Participation — It is important to allow and ingp&mployees to participate
in discussion, submit constructive feedback, beeBband inspire within
them the feeling of belonging. Employees shouldehat least some
participation in decision-making processes and Ilprab solving.
Unfortunately, this is not possible in every kind s3ze of a company,
therefore, it can be rather difficult to achievet is not possible to enable
employees to participate in these processes, adeef belonging can
supply the participation; thus increasing orgamiretl commitment and
loyalty of an employee.

b) Education — Education and schooling of the workacsease not only
direct performance, but also interpersonal trustseda on the
instrumentality, therefore supporting potentiaéfrdship ties with another
pillar to increase the strength of the friendship.

c) Incentives — Employees must be motivated and iedpito high
performance. There are many managerial tools fdivating employees,
such as rewarding, communication or participati(see Murray 2002,
121-122)
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There are also many direct out coming influencedriehdship and informal

communication at the workplace. Morrison (2004islis his theoretical study six
main factors and focuses on their mutual influendéese factors are friendship
opportunities, cohesion, friendship prevalence, gatisfaction, organizational
commitment and intention to leave. Dotan (2007)cbathes Morrison’s studies
and deals with direct effect of friendship on thésaors according to the pillars

of friendship. (see Figure 3)

—/—1\
Friendship Cohesion
opportunities

Friendship
Prevalence

Job Organisational
satisfaction commitment

Intention to
leave

Figure 3. Theoretical model of influences of friendship (Mson 2004)

Morrison (2004) presents his theoretical modelicdad and indirect influences of
friendship on organizational factors as shown iguFé 3. A plus sign marks
positive influence, a minus sign negative influeaod arrow direction defines the
direction of studied influence. A two-way arrow k&mutual influence, as seen

only between cohesion and friendship opportunities.
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The only mutually positive effect studied in thiebretical framework is between
friendship opportunities and cohesion. Naturallyhesive personnel provides
significantly wider friendship opportunities, anite versa as well. A friendly
atmosphere with many friendship opportunities sestine collective’s coherence.
(Morrison 2004)

Friendship directly affects job satisfaction. Aatiog to Dotan (2007) this effect
is mainly based on one of the three pillars ofndi€hip — missing role, work
safety/trust or sanity check. Other pillars hawmampact, but less significance. A
person having a friend at the workplace based emtlssing role function will

significantly more likely be satisfied with his/heurrent job.

The difference between job satisfaction and orgdiosal commitment is
described by Williams & Hazer (1986). Accordingtheir theory, organizational
commitment is a relation between an employee atmhgany as a whole; whilst
job satisfaction is determined by the relation kestav an employee and his/her
current workplace. This influence is shown one wag/positive job satisfaction
positively affects organisational commitment, whitsdloes not always apply vice

versa.

Morrison (2004) points out also the direct influenof friendship on
organizational commitment. However, majority ofsthinfluence goes indirectly
through to job satisfaction. Dotan (2007) adds timstrumentality and work

safety/trust are the main pillars affecting thiuance.

Three of the factors negatively influence the ititen to leave the workplace;
namely organizational commitment, job satisfactand friendship prevalence;
thus failure of one of these factors might incretts® employee’s intention to
leave. (Morrison 2004) The main factors are theanizational commitment and
job satisfaction, therefore failure of one of thdsads almost inevitably to
intention to leave, whilst friendship prevalencdyothecreases it. Dotan’s (2007)
study suggests that instrumentality and work séfeist have the main impact on

the intention to leave.
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The prevalence of friendship is a purely abstraad an uncountable factor,
affecting only the intention to leave. Morrison (20 describes the friendship
prevalence as a “consequence of both friendshipcahdsion.” He states that a
cohesive team will more likely form friendships wihigher friendship strength

and, thus, decrease individual’s intention to leave

Excluding the already mentioned ones, Dotan (20313 a few more direct
influences of friendship according to their maitigos. Friendships based on a
missing role or instrumentality might have sigraint impact on direct job
involvement. A person with a friend at the work@dalfilling the missing role or
mutually improving each other's productivity due their instrumental
relationship will more likely feel like a part ofi¢ company and, thus, positively

influence his/her productivity, job involvement amidjanizational commitment.

Another direct impact of friendship is to organiaatl citizenship behaviour,
which is very closely connected to organizationammitment. According to
Dotan’s (2007) study there are four different typafs friendship pillars -
respectively four different friendship types bas&done or more of these factors -
affecting organizational citizenship behaviour. 3&e are proximity,
instrumentality, work safety/trust, and missingetdHowever, in this case two of
them, proximity and work safety/trust, affect orgational citizenship behaviour

positively, whilst instrumentality and missing rokther negatively.

The last direct impact described by Dotan (2007pesformance. The factors
directly affecting performance are friendships ldasa sanity check, proximity
and work safety/trust, however only proximity andriv safety/trust based
friendships have a positive effect on performanadjst sanity check has
significantly negative effect on performance. Tlascaused by high level of a
social interpersonal tie between them, therefostraliting the parties from work

and significantly decreasing the performance itself
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2.4.1 Information Flow via Friendship

Haythornthwaite & Wellman (1998) describe in thstudy different kinds of
interpersonal ties and the information flow throdlgem; as different ties between

different members of a working collective vary, theormation flow as well.

Figure 4 demonstrates how different informationwfleould be within the
workplace. Employees A, B and C work in direct pnoixy, the work of A and C
is related, whilst B’s work is from a different lie A and B are close friends, A
and C are distant friends and B and C are not dgefMhe information flow
between A and B will be mostly social and not wogkated, however, still at a
high level and stays as a potential managerial foolexample for constructive
feedback. The information flow between A and C Wwél mainly work-related and
slightly social, thus usable as a managerial ttml,example for innovation or
improvements of work-related matters. The commuitnabetween B and C is
almost at zero, thus few possibilities for usage asanagerial tool here is to be
found. However, in time, the relationship betweeraf C might change for
example based on proximity or shared values, tharsirey a friendship tie and

then there is already potential usage as a mamhg@oi.

Distant coworkers

Not friends

Figure 4. Example of different information flow
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Haythornthwaite & Wellman (1998) discuss in thdiedretical frame different

relationships between certain aspects of informafiow via different kinds of

interpersonal ties.

a)

b)

d)

Direct proportion between frequency and multiplg)at communication.
The higher is the frequency of communication atwoekplace, the higher
is the possibility that the communication will takere than one form of
interpersonal tie. Using still the same examplenfrbigure 4, A and C
have high frequency of work-related communicatithys the possibility
for them to start an informal or even friendsh@i$ increased.

Reciprocal proportion between frequency and média.more is used one
type of media for work-related communication, foample e-mail, the
lower is possibility for the parties of the worle tio start an informal or
friendship tie. For example from Figure 4, if B a@dlo not share directly
workplace, thus having low physical proximity, attteir work-related
communication is relatively low and managed via atnonly, the
probability of them to open an informal tie is gigrantly decreased, yet
not impossible as there are other factors.

Direct proportion between level of formal communica and amount of
interaction. Formal work-related communication, fsuas meetings,
conferences or presentations, tends to increasketygency and the total
amount of communication with the formality of thenk tie. The example
from the Figure 4 shows that A and C will have #gigantly more
interaction than A and B, because A and C have dbmork-related tie,
whilst A and B have informal non-work-related tie.

Direct proportion between depth of friendship andnoant of
communication within an informal interpersonal téaturally the amount
of social communication is increasing directly podpnally to how deep
is the friendship tie between the two parties a tie. In Figure 4 the
amount of the social communication between A awdlBbe significantly
higher than the social communication between A @ndlthough they are
also friends. The level of social communicationmezn B and C will be

almost non-existent.
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e) Association of work tie at the expense of work w&atwith more
interaction. In most of the cases this aspect dmédake place, because
the work tie and work status is usually identitalt often seen in different
units of a company. Figure 4 can, again, demormsttas example. B is
hierarchically higher than A and C, yet there isrenavork-related
interaction between A and C than between A and B and C, because
their work tie is rather small.

f) Association of work tie at the expense of friengslie with more
interaction. The initialisation of work-related comanication within a
company proved to be the main factor of startingraeraction, even at
the expense of social communication and friendsleg Figure 5 shows
the example of this interaction by comparing the oamt of
communication between A and B, and B and C. Forpilmpose of this
example, let's consider all friendships at the veayne level of strength.
Although both A and C are friends of B, there vk higher level of
interaction between B and C, than between B an&rAm A’s point of
view, there will be more interaction between A &dthan between A and
B, due to A’s work-related relationship with C arather distant work-
related relationship with B. (Haythornthwaite & Whean 1998)

Close friends

Close coworkers

Figure 5. Example of information flow
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Proper maintenance and caring of the friendshiphmggmplify the process of
solving problems connected with information flowr £xample, by blocking the
flow due to weak relationship between two cruciatgons. The potential usages
of information flow using friendship are numeroissthese ties do not stay only
within the company itself, but might, for examphelp to start a contact with a
potential business partner or a supplier; thereftiney should not be

underestimated.

2.5Hofstede’s Model Theory

Friendships at the workplace are also heavily &dfedy culture itself. In some
parts of the world, friendship might have a comglietifferent meaning than in
another part of the world. Culture in general hagraat influence on the
workplace culture, forming its basis, out of whiegach company forms its own
inner company culture. The culture has also mariyances on the negative
effects of the friendship, such as conflict. In soplaces conflict is a solely
personal matter with no space at the workplaceome other places it might be a

collective problem, where the whole workplace ggsates in its solution.

Hofstede studies different influences of generdtiuce on the workplace culture.
In his model, he describes few dimensions havignttost significant influence

to the workplace culture. As for now, his model basome one of the main tools
in comparing different cultures throughout the wvehaoborld. (see Hofstede,

Hofstede & Minkov, 2010)

The first dimension is power distance. Power distameasures the hierarchical
distance between subordinate and supervisor. dieglequality, dependence and
obedience. While an environment with typically Igwower distance shows
equality, interdependence, and communication rattlean obedience, an
environment with high power distance shows inetuatiounterdependence, and

a high level of obedience. (Hofstede et al. 2010)
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The second dimension is collectivism & individualisWhile in environments
where collectivism is inspired, people tend to waskone cohesive unit, sharing
both credit and blame. The personal attitudes afideinces are discouraged and
the contribution to the collective is one of the sncacrucial aspects. In
individualistic environments people work as a adile created out of individual
units. Credits or sanctions are not shared, buwtctiéd to the individual person.
Individualism inspires personal care for one’s saltl immediate family, while
collectivism inspires strong cohesive ties and comity to take care of

individuals’ needs. (see Hofstede et al. 2010)

The third dimension is femininity & masculinity. Fstede et al. (2010) describe
feminine environment as more caring about the guefilife in general. Personal
feelings, modesty and cooperation take place inf@® environment, while in

masculine environment the focus is on assertivdgis, competing, challenges,

and earnings.

The last basic dimension is uncertainty avoidaid¢es dimension measures the
extent of threat feeling coming from uncertain gsnin the society. High
uncertainty avoidance brings stress, anxiety amgfesgion in the case of a new
and unknown situation. Environments with low unaetly avoidance tend to
cause less stress and anxiety, and inspire cyricaiter than fear of unknown.
(Hofstede et al. 2010)

After the four main dimensions, other two have badded later on. Long term
orientation is one of them. Environments with l@md term orientation tend to be
keener on traditions and rituals. On the other hangironments with high long
term orientation tend to put the main significamceeducation and schooling in

preparing for the future at the expense of tradgidsee Hofstede et al. 2010)
The last dimension is indulgence & restraint. Tdhimension describes the extent

of allowance of personal drives, such as life &attoon, fun and happiness, to

influence the environment. (see Hofstede et al0R01
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3 EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

3.1Introduction to the Research and Aim

As a base for the empirical study there were sixloanly chosen companies and
an employee from each company to interview in otdetiscuss the topic. Due to
the different approaches from different questiopedsonnel, the results are not

directly comparable on the same level, but ratieussable in general context.

The aim of this research was multiple. One of theas to study the positive
effects of friendship at the workplace as well &gative ones from different
points of view, meaning both from the supervisorginp of view and

subordinates’ point of view. Another aim was to iagh at least 50% of the
results from outside of Finland in order to avdi@ situation, where the usability
of the research would be rather limited if it tqukce solely in Finland. The third
aim was to face the problematics of this topic actiieve honesty and clear

answers.

3.2Introduction of Interviewees

Table 1. List of questioned companies

Nationality | Employees | Field
Q1 Finnish 6 | Beauty salon
Q2 Czech 24500/2600* | Transportation
Q3 Czech 42 | Estate agency
Q4 Finnish 100 | Wealth management
Q5 Slovak** 10000/1500* | Chemical products
Q6 Italian 30+ | Jewellery

* Total amount/the workplace or department

** Questionnaire made in Czech language

The first questioned company (Q1) was a beautynsalcated in Finland. It was
the smallest company questioned and from the palgodgement this company
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seemed the most “team-like”. The friendship atwwekplace was very obvious
and strong. The questioned person was not ableotade an interview in Finnish
as Swedish was her mother tongue and has limitedighi skills. In general the
questioned person seemed very pleased with thetliatttheir company was
chosen for this research and in return offeredHatesty and did not even require
anonymity at first, but after reconsideration theyreed with anonymity. The
company was described as “a bunch of friends” ia thterview and the
atmosphere proved it right. A very calm and relawedking atmosphere made it
a very pleasant environment both for the employes for the customers. The
interview was followed by free discussion, whersoabther employees were
questioned. The answers were very positive andhallemployees were highly

satisfied with the job and confirmed high organ@a&l commitment and loyalty.

The second company (Q2) was the biggest questiooegbany in this research.
The company has around 24500 employees in totaltmdiepartment of the
interviewed person approximately 2600. Their fiefdbusiness is transportation
of persons and goods, and the company operategyhi@éernationally. Due to its
size, anonymity was complete necessity for thearebe The questioned person,
an IT engineer, showed deep honesty, but was @b to the company to discuss
negative effects in detail. Some were mentioned, naudetails were obtained.
After the interview, there was a free discussigai, to find out the details about
the friendships and relations to the questionedsqres subordinates, but the
hierarchical distance was high.

The third studied company (Q3) was also from thedBzZRepublic and it was an
estate agency operating in three different citissiradependent departments
sharing only general management. The interviewedopehere was the director
of one of the units. This showed to be the modicdit interview of all because it
was very challenging to gain honesty and the athmergpwas very highly task-
oriented. The whole workplace seemed stressedtant] Bowever, it appeared to
be positive in some aspect too, as their performamas very high. Therefore,
free discussion did not take place here. The quasdire was made via skype and

it did not really seem pleasant to reveal somermétion for the questioned
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person, although not really necessarily negative required anonymity was very
high and even revealing the country of origin waslight problem to the

questioned person, but agreed to later on.

The second company from Finland (Q4) operates mlttvananagement field and
has approximately 100 employees. The interviewedgoe a sales agent, was
very willing to help and honest. The main problemswhe same with companies
7 and 8, which were after consideration not usedhe research, because of
inability of the questioned person to express asdugs the topic. However after
the interview, more details were revealed in frégcussion, for example the
warmth of the relationships outside of the workpladnonymity was not

required, but gladly accepted when offered.

The fifth company (Q5) was another multinationatpmoation. The interviewee
was from the Slovak division, having approximat&s00 employees and seemed
the least productive working environment encoumtedeiring the interviews.
Mainly this was caused by high separation of mamesge from the subordinates
and the missing leadership aspect in it. The eng@swere not motivated and, as
mentioned in the interview, people are friendly aodnmunicative highly at the
expense of productivity. No problem was encounténgeérms of willingness and

honesty.

The last company (Q6) was a jewelry manufacturstributor from Italy,
although as mentioned in the interview, the comp&ngnly pretending to be
manufacturer. The questioned person, an area manage very willing to help
and even grateful for this opportunity. The compags very task-related and
close to zero attention was paid to job satisfactimotivation or interpersonal
relations. A very interesting aspect was the coitipehess between employees
within the company. Teamwork is not inspired and ewen welcome. The
questioned person also demonstrated it by talkingutathe company in third
person, not counting herself into it. Due to thetalice and a slight language
barrier, the free discussion did not take place jastia few additional questions

were asked. Naturally anonymity was a necessity.
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In general the companies showed a wide varietyaafpdes and could provide
needed information. The differences in businegmasras well as in different
approaches to interpersonal relations providedra weeful base for the research.
The variables might be connected to different wagkicultures in different

countries, but to prove this theory and to studyeittent, further research would

be necessary.

Table 2. List of questioned companies with the findingsrirthe research

Friendship | Hierarchy
Nationality| Employees | Atmosphere |Productivity | attitude distance

Q1 |Finland 6 | Very good Very good |Verygood |Low
Q2 |Czech 24500/2600 | Good Good Neutral Very high
Q3 |[Czech 42 | Task-Related | Very good Low Very high
Q4 |Finland 100 | Good Very good Neutral Low
Q5 |[Slovak 10000/1500 | Very good Very low Very good | Very high
Q6 |ltalian 30+ | Task-Related | Good Low High

A small scale case study is possible in this dasethe purpose of this study, the
working atmosphere, attitude towards friendshipedpctivity and hierarchy
distance were scaled. Table 2 shows that the wgkimosphere varies a lot and
in this research is not directly related to the kirng culture of the country, but
rather being influenced by it. Another finding frohable 2 presents the relation
between working atmosphere and productivity. As banseen in comparison
between Q1 and Q5, a very good atmosphere doesegessarily mean a high
productivity. On the other hand, if we compare @l 3, which both proved to
have high productivity, only Q1 showed very goodkitng atmosphere, therefore
a direct link can be spotted and a strict enviromimie not necessary for high
productivity. From this table it can be also redttin Finland in general the
interpersonal relations are valued, while in Itafgr example, are not that
welcome. The last column of the Table 2 showshashierarchy distance spotted
during the interviews as it varied according to ¢bentry. In Finland it seemed to
be very low, and the concept of management ancishipp as two separate tasks
of the same person was in use. In Central Europalistance was already high
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and even when interviewing supervisors, they stafeat supervisors and
subordinates should not be friends - at least hdhe workplace. In Italy the
working individualism is inspired and the hierarchy very strong, also
demonstrated by the usage of distant addressingeotompany and only the

general management is considered as part of thpamynnot the employees.

The variables used to measure the atmosphere,rtdaiqiivity, the friendship
attitude and the hierarchy distance were resultthefcombination of personal

research during the interview and discussion #fielinterviews.

3.3 Problematics with the Interviews

The main challenge in conducting this study wasdmpanies’ willingness to
cooperate and share crucial information. Howewvet 0b nine companies asked to
participate in this research, only one strictlyusefd to cooperate. Two interviews
were, however, not gainful and it resulted into sompanies being used. The
anonymity was offered to everyone and all were piszk In general the
companies were willing to cooperate and usuallgréfie anxiety in the beginning
of the interviews, the attitude towards this reskavas high enough to encourage

free discussions and honesty during the interviews.

Another challenge was encountered with the distan@bile companies in
Finland were easy to reach personally, companiexdihad to be interviewed by
Skype, which puts a slightly impersonal effect imtoSome of the questioned
companies, however, engaged in free discussiorr dfte interview itself
revealing additional information and details. Tlpsoved to be very useful

especially in Finland, where answers to direct tjoes are usually yes/no.

3.4Methodology

The companies were chosen at random, usually sppal contact to someone in
the company. This affected highly the willingness telp and honesty. The
interview was moderated and the questions frongtiestionnaire served rather as

topics of discussion than as direct questions. dfbe, occasionally a question
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was added to reveal further details about the mattewever, the main
guestionnaire contained 14 questions, out of wkhcbe were for statistical use

and eleven for the qualitative analysis.

Statistical questions like city, age of the questib person and turnover were not
included in the final research as their relevaondhé¢ topic is not very high and no
direct connection was found. The age range wagratide, approximately from

30 years to 60 years of age. After the interviewd discussions, the answers

were analyzed and some answered scaled for coraparis

3.5Validity and Reliability

Validity and reliability of a document define theaiity and usability for further
studies and continuations. Validity is based onubked method of the research
and on how the aim has been met in the outcomearfeac use of a type of the
research is crucial for sufficient validity. Reliiy is an extent to which the
results would be exactly the same, in the caseméating the research. A solely
gualitative small research without set limitatiosisffers a lot of decrease of
reliability, as the answers might vary from pergonperson. (see Shuttleworth
2013)

For ethical reasons, the research was made anomsyynand all participants
agreed with using their information solely for tipigrpose. The potential validity
of the research was decreased by the small améyatriicipants in the research,
however, a qualitative research was necessaryhastdpic required direct
discussion, asking for additional information anaestioning the details. Another
problem was the fact that such a small sample waatéd in four different
countries. This was partially compensated by tlee fdiscussion or additional
questions after the research, when the participardee asked about other
companies and how they perceive it there. Theiwars were referring to the
workplace culture of other companies, both in thene field and in the same

country, and therefore increasing the reliabilityhe research.
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The problem with reliability has been taken inte@amt and all transcripts from
the interviews, as well as notes from the freeudismons, are stored for further
use. All involved companies were very concerneduailoe anonymity, because

many negative aspects of friendships and workplaege discussed.

Validity has been increased by generalizing qualtaresearch within the case
companies, forming a foundation based on the germriure, as well as

discussing the topic in open discussions afteirtezviews, therefore the research
has relatively high level of repeatability. ManytbEe answers were corresponding
with the general culture model by Hofstede (201The answers of the

interviewees were credible and trustworthy, asoalthem were assured by the
anonymity and the usage of the interviews was atbsolely for the purpose of

this document.

3.6 Results of the Research

The results of the research are very good and shawany expected and
unexpected aspects of different working culturesvel as different approaches.
The research itself demonstrated different stadgdeyalty to the company and
the inner struggles when revealing negative infagionawas high, and therefore

not forced. Often this tension was released dfieiriterview in free discussion.

3.6.1 Q1 - Interviewee 1 (Finland)

Q1 was the most open company. The whole collecisveggroup of friends
spending time together often also outside of thekplace. When asked about the
relationship between the supervisor and the subatelj the questioned person
explained that they do not have such a relationalmst at all and instead they
have a very friendly environment with only one pershaving more
responsibility. The mutual respect however stayd #re supervisor still has

authority.
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The friendly atmosphere was stated to be very aluciterms of job satisfaction
and motivation and, according to the answers, #hexed atmosphere increases
productivity. However, when later discussed, somgative effects were there as
well, such as delay from work, but very rare, siitces very simple not to be

delayed from work when working directly with custers.

Q1 presented itself as the most efficient modelhaidling friendship at the
workplace out of all interviewed companies. Howewdie application of this
model might prove to be rather difficult in compasiof more employees, since
Q1 had only six of them. When discussed, the interge agreed with this
difficulty, however he believed that it would besstle, if everyone would do

what he/she has to do.

Overall they seemed to be very satisfied with tinrkplace and obviously they
all were very motivated, which increases the prdaigitg of the team. Occasional
personal problems are usually quickly fixed or biiught to the workplace. The
only big problem mentioned was solved by firing ommployee due to the
inappropriate communication both with her colleagaed customers.

3.6.2 Q2 — Interviewee 2 (Czech Republic)

The second company proved to be very difficulttalgze and generalize due to
its size. However, the interviewee had been workarghe same company since
1975 and has changed positions many times, thexdfiercould be considered an
expert in his company’s working culture. Duringstimterview very high loyalty
to the company was noticed as well as discomforerwhdescribing negative

aspects.

The questioned person made it clear that therdriamdships at the workplace,
but rather limited due to the high hierarchicakal€e in this working culture. As
a supervisor, he stated that it is inappropriateetgood friends with subordinates,
however, also out of the workplace they seem toeheery warm relations

irrespective the positions in the company.
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Teamwork is highly appreciated and almost no nvdlas been encountered.
Collegiality is strong and even professional-ongstare very warm. The loyalty
was mentioned again, as many people work volugtakiertime, because of high
job satisfaction. This atmosphere proved the eng@eyto be very committed to
the organization and in general losing the workgplaere is taken very personally
and negatively. Unfortunately, at the moment theme cutbacks and dismissals

happening and they have a very significant inflgeois the work atmosphere.

In the discussion after the interview, the inteweed person described the
relations outside of the workplace as very warm dareful. For example, the
subordinates are obviously tensed and do not veaappear in any problem with
their supervisor as it often happens in normalnfighips and, therefore, the
friendships are not as healthy as the normal oFt@s.is caused by generally high
organizational commitment in the Czech Republicerghemployees often spend
decades within the same country, therefore act tike in fear to lose their

workplace. Another aspect supporting this behavisr the intensifying

unemployment rate in the Czech Republic.

3.6.3 Q3 - Interviewee 3 (Czech Republic)

The third company was very unusual to interviewtHa interviewed unit there
were around ten employees and all women. The qunesti person was the
supervisor of this local unit of a relatively smatimpany and all the ties within
the company were forced to be only professionaénéships were welcome, but
outside of the workplace, and the atmosphere withécompany is very strict
and task-oriented. The supervisor keeps track eftithe spent at work by her
subordinates and presents the highest performamc@gular meetings, which
motivates the employees to increase their proditytiv

The interviewed person mentioned a friend amongslibates, who was hired

two years ago based on her recommendation. Thaadrbdf hers got accepted
warmly into the collective and since the promotafrihe questioned person, their
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ties have turned into professional only at the yta&e and they respect the strict
policy of keeping their friendship outside of tregpany.

She also believes very strongly into negative ¢ffeof friendship at the
workplace. She agreed with positive effects ofnidighips to the atmosphere and
job satisfaction, but at the expense of produgtjwithich she refuses to allow.

This concept of friendship at the workplace presehe opposite attitude when
compared to Q1. Due to their size, these two compaare comparable to certain
extent. Both of the companies demonstrated a vigty productivity and task-

orientation. When discussed later, friendship weensas a motivating aspect and
a positive tool to have among subordinates, howetés necessary to keep the

socializing within limits.

When compared to Q2, both of the companies showeerya high hierarchical

distance and at some point the respect of the gigperturns into fear. Although

Q2 had significantly more relaxed atmosphere th@n tQey both seemed to be
very task-oriented and in general any kind of narkwelated interaction was
secondary.

3.6.4 Q4 - Interviewee 4 (Finland)

The second Finnish company in this research wasedium size company
operating in the wealth management area. The questi person was a sales
agent and although he has worked for a relativietytgdime at the company, very
strong organizational commitment and loyalty to doenpany were evident. He
works rather individually, therefore, there are swbordinates of his and the

hierarchical relationships discussed were sol@gfhim upwards.

There are relationships within the company, howevaccording to the
interviewed person, it is impossible to call theslationships friendships, because
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the relations are too distant for that. Neverthglesl relationships within the

company are very warm and relaxed.

The main problem mentioned was motivation. Appdyetite atmosphere and
relationships have heavy influence on the motivatd the personnel. Allowing
closer relationships between employees improvesrtbegvation and, therefore,
productivity, on the contrary firing a coworker rhigsignificantly decrease the

motivation of the other workers.

After the interview, the motivation was further clissed and it appeared as the
main issue in general, although relatively personaiter. When an employee has
a personal problem, he/she rather solves the prolimself/herself, and

coworkers do not interfere unless asked to do so.

However, further discussion also revealed that gbestioned employee feels

rather extraordinary in this matter, as many otwenpanies in Finland are seen as
very open towards friendships and social interasctiat the workplace, and good

working atmosphere at the workplace has a highlievthan the highest possible

results at any cost.

3.6.5 Q5 - Interviewee 5 (Slovakia)

The fifth company was from Slovakia and presentecry unusual concept of
distance between managers and subordinates. Theeptonf leadership was
unknown and the productivity in general was vemy.l®n the other hand, the job

satisfaction was very high. There was a very olwiagk of guidance.

The ties were very strong and warm on the samaucieical level, but not going
above. The relationship supervisor — subordinate @escribed as working and
favorable organizational tool only in a small compar a small organizational

unit, and not working in big corporations.
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When discussing productivity, the questioned persaa no problem with
admitting low productivity and overly excessive d&ks. The collective is chatty
and friendly and apparently their supervisors ameware about this situation.
They are distant, both hierarchically and geogregdhi, and residing in a
different building.

This concept has proven to be the most favoriteratbe employees, but the
least productive of all studied sample companiesthie discussion after the
interview, further satisfaction with the workplaseas expressed as well as
admitting very low productivity. Organizational camment was low and almost
no values were shared with the employees. Whendagkeut this matter, they

feel only like numbers in the company.

The hierarchical distance at Q5 was by far the dsglof all. In this case, the
hierarchical distance proved to be too high, caudime productivity to be
extremely low. When discussed, there were no samstivery rare conflicts and
friendship was not in the way of work. Unfortungteit was not possible to
interview also the supervisor, as his point of vieauld perhaps put a different

light in the matter.

3.6.6 Q6 — Interviewee 6 (Italy)

The last sample company was from Italy workingewelry field. The questioned
person was an independent sales agent workindiéocampany for eight years.
This interview offered another point of view on tkole friendship problematics
and rather negative. The interviewee was very hHoaesl had no problem
admitting openly that the company lies to the cosis and provides untrue

information to increase sales.

Not only that friendship was not welcome in the pamy, the rivalry between
coworkers was encouraged leading to misleadingr ahwloyees, faking one’s
own results or even sabotaging other coworkers’kwtvhen later asked, this

case is rather extreme, but it was explained thdtaly rivalry is encouraged
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among coworkers to motivate them and friendshim ihe way of this concept,
and therefore not widely welcomed by to employers.

Another negative aspect of interpersonal relatignstas the inactivity of the
management and letting the employees work indepglydeThe company is
lacking organizational commitment and loyalty, gsionly financial methods of

motivation.

The whole concept of using friendship as a motoratio increase productivity
was quite new for the interviewee and she beliebad it has no effect on the

productivity, however, she welcomed the idea offteark and collegiality.

The discussion showed a very high level of indiaithm. Teamwork was only
used as a necessary tool to reach certain reantishe main focus was always on

the individual person.

When compared to Q3, both companies showed cestaiitarities, such as low
attitude towards friendship at the workplace, vieigh task-orientation and very
high productivity. Q6, however, added the inspirgdlry as a motivational tool.

3.6.7 Benefits and Disadvantages of Friendship at the Wé&place

The six companies provided a variety of opiniond aatitudes towards
friendship, from very positive to very negativedagven when questioned person
expressed strong opinion of either positive or tiggaffects of friendship at the
workplace, in open discussions also alternativesewdiscussed and the
interviewees were asked to imagine also the oppesiect of friendship than the
one he/she believes in the most.

One of the main effects of friendship is the ineexh quality of the working
atmosphere. As mentioned by Q1 and Q5, friendshigswarm relations at the
workplace are the cornerstone for a good workingoaphere, which allows

employees to work in a more relaxed way and sigaiily decreases stress.
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Very closely connected to the atmosphere, the debip also very positively
affects the job satisfaction. While Q2 and Q6 ckxinthat friendship is not needed
for job satisfaction, Q2 was obviously based onywearm relationships among
the employees, thus causing a very high level gawisational commitment. The
interviewees from companies Q1 and Q4 were botk satisfied with their jobs
and both companies demonstrated openness towadddhips at the workplace.

Another direct effect of friendship at the workmas the significant increase of
motivation. This effect has been discussed withghestioned person from the
company Q4, where motivation obviously played aanaple in employees’
personal lives. On the contrary, in the companyal3®mployees were highly
motivated and inspired for high productivity. Theiools for motivating

employees were productivity, challenges, profit aathpany’s advancement.

Especially observed in the company Q1, friendshifp@workplace very strongly
affects productivity, as the whole team works aggraup of friends. Q2
demonstrated a very close cooperation between gagso even from different

work units, based on experiences and warm relations

The last major effect mentioned by the interviewas cohesion. This effect was
noticeable especially in Q1, but also in Q4 and @hile Q4’s attitude towards
friendships was rather neutral and letting themhay;aQ1 and Q5 created a very
strong cohesive collective.

Close friendships at the workplace, however, bangry unpleasant aspect to the
workplace as well. Socializing might prove to beery useful tool to motivate
employees and to create a cohesive collective,hencontrary, when people
socialize too excessively, it stands in the waypadductivity and significantly
delays employees in their work, especially at Qheng, as mentioned, coffee

breaks often took hours.
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Both Czech companies Q2 and Q3 mentioned the prabies of friendships on
different hierarchical levels. Q2 was significanthore open towards friendships
between the subordinate and the supervisor than viigre all aspects of
friendship at the workplace were unwanted. On ttierohand, Q1 presented a
concept of subordinate-supervisor friendship, whieshierarchical distance was
close to zero, however, this concept is ratheiatiffly applicable to companies

with a higher amount of employees.

Overall, the positive effects of friendship werdraumbering the negative ones in
the opinions of the questioned persons. Q1 andxPEessed a very open attitude
towards befriending colleagues. Q3 and Q6 expressir negative points of
view, however, during discussions, all of them adralso with some opposite
effects of the friendship and welcomed the ideausihg the friendship as a
managerial tool to lead the team and to manage opesly, thus creating a better

working atmosphere and increasing employees’ jtisfaation and productivity.

When the interviewees were asked if they would itkkehange anything about the
attitude towards friendship in the company they kvat, surprisingly all six of

them were satisfied with the situation they had diddnot wish any change. Q1,
Q2, Q4 and Q5 were satisfied with the opennesswamdd have recommended
the same attitude to other companies, if asked.cQ®idered friendship as a
slowdown and as a factor decreasing the produgti€i6é considered friendship as
a false hope, due to the policy of the companyciwimspired rivalry among the

colleagues, therefore significantly decreasingtthst between co-workers.

Q2 expressed the opinion that company culture,cgspein a big company, is
very difficult to change anyway, since it is basedthe general culture of the
country, where the hierarchical distance is rathigh, therefore it is not easy to

inspire friendships between people on differentdrighical levels.
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3.7 Hofstede’s Model of Case Countries

In order to find a higher relation between the arswof the interviewees and their
country of origin, the Hofstede’s model is used &br four countries and the
answers of this research are discussed. Sinceeslearch took place in Finland,

the results from Hofstede’s model will be compatieé&inland in the analysis.

All six dimensions are measured on the scale fromo @00, where O means
extremely low result and 100 extremely high redanlsome dimensions the result
shows the nature of a country, for example longterientation. In case of low
result, the country is normative, while in the caehigh result, the country is

pragmatic.

3.7.1 Finland

Finland showed the lowest power distance of all frase countries. Hofstede’s
model proves this by ranking Finland with 33 poiotg of 100 in power distance.
Finland has also proved to be a rather individtialisountry than collective,
gaining 63 points in individualism. While Q1 demtraged to have a very warm
collective, still guilt or credit were individuaAs mentioned in the interview,
when a problem appeared, it was solved directlywéen the supervisor and the

subordinate.

Finland scored 26 points in masculinity of the sbci This brings a rather open
communication of feelings and emotions in genaf#hile not directly inspired,
they are not dismissed and unrelated when encahtéicertainty avoidance

dimension of Finland is at 59 points, therefore medhigh.

The long term orientation score of 38 shows that Fmnish society tends to
achieve goals quickly and traditions are highlypezted. The high level of
indulgence, 57, shows the openness of Finnish tyowards enjoyment of life

and having fun.
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The main spotted connection between the model hednterviewees was the
power distance. Both sample companies showed lomepdistance and strong

connection between employees and supervisors.

Finland
63
38
33
I :
Power Individualism Masculinity  Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Distance Avoidance Orientation

Figure 6. Hofstede’s model of Finland (Hofstede Centre 2015)

3.7.2 Czech Republic

According to the Hofstede’s model, the power distaof the Czech Republic, at
the level 57, shows a high hierarchical distandéhcuigh, as discussed during the
interview with the company Q2, this dimension hasl ldecreasing tendency in
the last years. Individualism is highly inspiredthaugh less than in Finland,

scoring 58 points.

Masculinity, 57, is significantly higher than innfand. The Czech Republic is
described as a masculine country where earningslzaitenges play a higher role
than feelings and emotions. A very high uncertaengidance, with 74 points,

shows a very careful approach towards the unknown.
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The high long term orientation, 70, shows a habiliie by the situation. Truth
can be interpreted differently based on the timether situation. A very low
indulgence, 29, demonstrates that personal enjoynfiegm and life satisfaction
play a rather individual role and are not relevaithin the society as a whole.

Czech Republic

74
70
57 58 57
I I I 29
Power Individualism Masculinity  Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Distance Avoidance Orientation

Figure 7. Hofstede’s model of the Czech Republic (Hofstedat® 2015)

3.7.3 Slovakia

Although historically and culturally very stronglgonnected to the Czech
Republic, Slovakia showed two main differences.hBiot power distance and in
masculinity Slovakia scored 100 points, which bsingto the top of the scale,
while the Czech Republic scored 57 points at bohe power distance is proved
by the case company Q5, which showed the highesardthical distance of all

interviewed companies.

In other three variables — individualism, long teomentation and indulgence —
Slovakia scored approximately the same as the CReglublic and significantly
lower than Finland. The difference between thelewf individualism, long term
orientation and indulgence of the Czech Republit Slovakia is only of a few

points.
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The uncertainty avoidance is however significardtyer than in the Czech
Republic and only few points below Finland’s sc@mmvak society tends to show

the least stress and fear of the unknown when cmedpa other countries.

Slovakia
100 100
77
52 51
I I 28
Power Individualism Masculinity Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Distance Avoidance Orientation

Figure 8. Hofstede’s model of Slovakia (Hofstede Centre 2015

3.7.4 ltaly

When compared to Finland, Italy scored at every edision except for

indulgence, which is higher than in Finland. Thevpo distance is at 50 points,
thus at medium level. However, the research shaavedgh difference between
Northern and Southern ltaly, for which in the Sotlté power distance tends to be

significantly higher. The case company Q6 was ftbenNorth.

Very high individualism, masculinity and uncertaigvoidance present Italy as a
country with high focus on the individual persorssertivity and fear of the
unknown. Individuality and uncertainty avoidancersd the highest of all four
studied countries.
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A rather high long term orientation, 61, puts Itdgr above Finland in this
dimension, as well as Slovakia and the Czech Repal@. All three tend to live

according the situation and time, unlike Finland.

The questioned company (Q6) showed very strong podistance and
individualism. Personal needs and feelings weneifsigntly less important in the

eyes of the employer resulting in detachment oetnployees from the company.

Italy
76 75
70
61
50
I 30
Power Individualism Masculinity Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Distance Avoidance Orientation

Figure 9. Hofstede’s model of Italy (Hofstede Centre 2015)

3.8Discussion and Conclusion

The research was very successful and provided lusébumation on this matter.
There were several concepts presented, some nfmierdf some less. Q1 proved
to be the most successful concept; however theeeoaly six employees;
therefore it is impossible to generalize this cqcas the most efficient in
general, as it is noticeable at Q2, where the gihmae is also relaxed and
friendly, but with the productivity on the oppostigle of the scale.
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The lack of respondents needed for general dedwecti@s partially compensated
by the free discussions, where the general workultyre was discussed in order
to compare it according to the country. The magtificant difference found here
was teamwork and rivalry, where in Finland no niyalas inspired at all and in

Italy the very opposite; no teamwork was inspitadt, rather rivalry.

Another varying aspect was the implementation ohagement and leadership
concept. While in Finland it is widely used and dees work with the
subordinates, in the Czech Republic, for examgldas inot a widely known
concept, although often used. In Italy the indepeicd and “fighting” for the

workplace is the main concept.

Hofstede’'s models show us many connections anderefes to the country of
origin, mainly the power distance and individualidgspecially in the case of the
company Q5, where the supervisors were not eversigddly present at the

workplace and the communication was only work-eslat

In order to compare, Finland, Italy and the Czeepublic were chosen for Figure
10, due to the high similarity between the Czeclpu®éc and Slovakia, with

exception for power distance and masculinity.

The power distance dimensions shown in Figure 1@ Heen proven correct, as
companies Q1 and Q4, both from Finland, presentsg low power distance

when compared to others. Highest power distancelydxg Q5) has been
spotted in the companies from the Czech Republ2 &Qd Q3), significantly

higher than in Finland and slightly higher tharitaty.

Individualism plays an important role in every sa country and there have
been only minor differences spotted. Although imrish companies the
teamwork and collectivism are inspired noticeablyrenthan in other companies;
the collective is still strongly based on indivitluaits, out of which it is formed.
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Finland
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Power Individualism Masculinity Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Distance Avoidance Orientation
Finland Italy Czech Republic

Figure 10. Comparison of dimensions of Hofstede’s model betweinland, Italy
and the Czech Republic (Hofstede Centre 2015)

Masculinity separates Finland from other countbgsfar. While in Finland the
individualism is strong, the country as well as therkplace culture are rather
feminine, showing more collective care and emphasienjoyment and quality of
life.

All three companies proved high uncertainty avoaatevel, however Finland
scored significantly lower than Italy and the Czdebpublic. Slovakia, on the
other hand, scored the lowest of all four companwish only 51 points in

comparison to 59, 75 and 74 points of the otherpaonies. Q5 showed that low
productivity and creativity or curiosity of the umbwn were not taking place in
the company. However, when discussed, it was exgdihat supervisor’s orders
must obeyed no matter the knowledge of the tasketbre not directly in any

extreme of the scale.
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Finland has scored as the only one normative ig tenm orientation dimension
and as the only indulgent country in indulgenceatsion. Task-orientation, yet
respecting habits and traditions, has been spaditeBinland it seemed that the
employee’s happiness and satisfaction are employesk. People tend to

emphasize a lot on job satisfaction and the quafitife in Finland.
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4 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Friendships have both positive and negative aspexiseffects both on individual
and on a company itself. The formation of friengshiat the workplace is
practically inevitable. (Morrison & Nolan 2007) Treéore managing friendship as
a managerial tool becomes a very important tasla déader and employees

themselves.

The amount of benefits is naturally higher than dneount of negative effects,
however, it is very important not to underestimie negative effects since their
potential consequences might bring high expensek ianthe most extreme
scenario even the end of the company. Swift (2@&Lthmarizes the friendship
problematics into list of biggest benefits and riegeeffects.

Friendship has very positive impact on the worlatigmosphere and general well-
being of employees and their job satisfactionssTdenefit is very important in
case of direct contact with a customer as it edmesommunication. (Swift 2011)

Friends at the workplace tend to talk about thekplaice also critically; therefore
constructive feedback is very likely to come outtbé collective with many
friendships. It is important to focus on creativayd critical thinking within such
collectives. Even if not followed, already the cbanto express opinion or
potential improvement increases the organizaticoaimitment of an employee.
(see Swift 2011)

As work gets stressing and frustrating, friendstret workplace can provide
support and occasional social contact eases thesptrare and lowers the tension.
Friends provide each other with mental support eatelase of work frustration.
Accumulation of stress and frustration might leadvéry significant problem at
the workplace and even initiate a conflict withaurty obvious reason. (Swift
2011)
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Workers surrounded by their friends can think miveely and thus use their
creativity and improvisation to develop an improwor start an initiative.

Simply said, employees in a friendly collective d@more themselves. A team,
in which the members know each other more thangssto-workers, tends to
work more efficiently as they do not have to sldwerhselves down with formal

ties. (see Swift 2011)

The list continues, as the amount of benefits ry Yegh. However, there is also
significant amount of negative sides of friendstigs at the workplace and their
effect on the workplace and productivity. Thesddecare:

Socializing itself is not bad, as it releases stremd improves job satisfaction,
however, in higher amounts it significantly decesaproductivity and the workers
are rather idling than working. As seen in the tjoeed company Q5, the level of
socializing can increase into level where the pobiglity is extremely low. (Swift
2011)

At some point a friendship might end and in suckecpossible backstabbing or
even sabotage of colleague’s work is possible. Sigshcan be potentially very
dangerous and it is important to maintain suchligshe leader of the collective

with great care. (see Swift 2011)

Friends usually tend to expect their friends tovsloertain special treatment or
favouritism, which leads to discomfort of third pas and accusations. (see
Morrison & Nolan 2007) This might also affect diéat assignments provided.
Favorited employees might have a presumption that faend of a supervisor the
deadline is not valid for them.

Informal ties at the workplace must go hand-by-hanth work ties; however
often they cross them and decrease authority, ef garty of the informal tie is a
supervisor. The friendship then damages the fotynal the work tie and the

work tie damages the strength of the informal(8ee Swift 2011)
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In case of conflict, an employee having a negatnev, for example of a

supervisor, might share his point of view with atleelleagues, thus potentially
extending the negative view and decreasing thdtlpogathe employees. Word of
mouth is very strong tool if used properly and velangerous aspect if used

negatively. (see Swift 2011)

Having conflict at the workplace requires a solntiand time to heal, thus
delaying both the leader and the concerned empdofyeen work and decreasing
final productivity. In case of negative end of @ &ir wrong solution, the conflict
might turn into sourness between the concernedlpetius potentially create

another conflicts in the future. (see Swift 2011)

Friendship naturally contains honesty and sharihgformation. Too much of
information shared, especially work-related, migigate jealousy and accusation
of favouritism. Certain topics, such as salarydmgtperformance review result or
bonuses should be avoided among friends at theplamd. (Swift 2011)

Problematics of a friendship as a whole bring betiool and a task for a leader
and/or manager. Friendships occur and they musioh&olled and maintained.
They do not necessarily need to be encouraged s$imge occur nevertheless;
however “no friends at work” policy is not recomnded, as it significantly

decreases the quality of the working atmosphereeSiriendships are inevitable,
it is very important to manage them and try to dvas many problems and

conflict connected to friendship as possible.

The empirical research presented a variety of sarapimpanies from different
areas, providing an overview of workplace cultupesceived by the companies
themselves. Some questioned personnel were moreoteerdue to the
organisational commitment and unwillingness to ptev also negative
information about the company. However, in the elidsix interviews proved to

be very gaining and providing a solid base for aléstale research.
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Finnish companies demonstrated a very low powdaki®, supported also by
Hofstede’s model of Finland, where Finland scorddr than any other country
discussed in this thesis. Other aspects demorgtatd-innish companies were
the collective care and indulgence. Individuals muf life and satisfaction with

the workplace are getting significantly higher imjpoce than in other case

companies.

Czech and Slovak companies mainly proved very figgnarchical distances.
Friendship between supervisors and subordinates amagnthinkable situation
and, although not directly prohibited, it was péred as a negative and unwanted

situation from both sides.

Italian company showed very strong individualismdamasculinity. The
employees were required to be very task-orientedramalry was inspired among
colleagues, leading to a low quality of working asphere, but very high
performance. The advancement of the company, egrand challenges seemed
to be the main drivers of the company, thus praygdanother possible model of
handling the friendships and relationships at thekplace.

Overall the research demonstrated different leeélsittitudes and qualities of
friendship at the workplace. While it is relativebasy to maintain a friendly
working atmosphere within a company of six emplsyae might be extremely
challenging to apply this model to a company ofgbigsize or to a different
cultural environment. As demonstrated by company @®ough it was a small
one and there was a friendship between the superaisd the subordinate, the
friendship itself took place solely outside of thempany and any kind of
friendship aspect was not desired within the corgpanthe case of company Q6,
the hierarchical distance was so high that the topresd employee separated
himself from the company by talking about it in rthiperson, and the
organisational commitment was extremely low, altffouthe company was
relatively small — only a bit over 30 employeesh€Texact amount of employees

working for the company was not stated.)
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All companies provided an excellent overview of greblematics and can serve
as a basis for a further research. In the futuseareh, the qualitative research
should be wider and more limited. This thesis cal&b serve as an introduction
to the usage of friendship as a tool in order tocatk future leaders to deal with

this matter.
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APPENDIX 1 — QUESTIONNAIRE IN CZECH

Pratelské vztahy na pracovisti a jejich vliv na persoalni procesy

Tento dotaznik je €&ist€ anonymni a prvni tti otazky slouzi pouze pro

statistické cely.

1) V jakém od¥tvi VaSe firma podnika?
2) Kolik ma zangstnan@?

3) Podnikd mezinarod?

4) Jaké je pracovni atmosféra?

5) Mate pgatele mezi svymi kolegy?

6) Mate pgatele mezi svymi natzenymi?

7) Méate géatele mezi svymi patzenymi?

8) Kdy tato atelstvi zaala? Ped nebo po ptatku zangstnani?

9) Myslite si, Ze patelstvi na pracovisti ovliwje Vas pracovni vykon?

10)Myslite si, Ze patelstvi na pracovisti ovlituje vykon celého kolektivu?

11)Kdyz je rekdo z vasSich fatel propu&in, ovlivni to Vas vykon?

12)Myslite si, Ze patelstvi ostatnich lidi na pracovisti ouije vykon celého
kolektivu?

13)Vniméate rjaké nespravedlivé jednani na zakipittelstvi?

14)Mél n¢jaky osobni problém vyrazny efekt na Vas vykon??Jak
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APPENDIX 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH

Friendship on the workplace and its effects on HRMprocesses

The questionnaire is completely anonymous and firdhree questions are only

for statistical purposes.

1) What kind of company do you work in?

2)
3)

4)
5)
6)
7
8)
9)

How many employees does the company have?

Do you work internationally?

Do you have good working atmosphere at your wodgfa

Do you have friends among colleagues at your wags?

Do you have friends among your supervisors at yaukplace?

Do you have friends among your subordinates at ywaukplace?

Did these friendships start before you were workoggther or after?

Do you think the friendship affects your produdty@i

10)Do you think the friendships affect productivitytbe working collective?

11)If a friend of yours gets fired, does it affect yquoductivity?

12)Do you see other people’s friendship affectinggheductivity?

13)Do you see any unfairness due to the friendshifiseatvorkplace?

14)Did any personal problem affect significantly theriing atmosphere?

How?
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APPENDIX 3 — QUESTIONNAIRE IN ITALIAN

Amicizia sul luogo di lavoro e le sue ripercussionnell'area della

gestione risorse umane

Questo questionario € completamente anonimo e leipre tre domande hanno

fini puramente statistici.

1) In che tipo di azienda lavora?
2) Quanti impiegati ha I'azienda?
3) L'azienda lavora anche in ambito estero?

4) C'e una buona atmosfera lavorativa nella sua aa#end

5) Cisono delle amicizie tra lei e i suoi colleghi?

6) Cisono delle amicizie tra lei e i suoi superiori?

7) Cisono delle amicizie tra lei e i suoi subordifati

8) Se ce ne sono, queste amicizie sono pregressegiautthe nate sul luogo
di lavoro?

9) Pensa che I'amicizia possa influire negativameuita sua produttivita?

10)Pensa che I'amicizia possa influire negativameuita produttivita
collettiva?

11)1l licenziamento di un suo amico potrebbe incidezgativamente sulla
sua produlttivita?

12)Ha mai pensato che amicizie instauratesi tra@lieghi limitassero la
loro produlttivita?

13)Ha mai notato scorrettezze e/o disuguaglianze e@avtlune amicizie sul
luogo di lavoro?

14)E' mai successo che determinati problemi persapaliizionassero

significativamente I'atmosfera lavorativa?
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APPENDIX 4 — QUESTIONNAIRE IN FINNISH

Ystavyys tyopaikalla ja sen vaikutukset henkildstG@imavarojen

johtamiseen

Tama lomake on anonyymi ja kolme ensimmaistda kysyn®gd on vain

tilastollista analyysia varten.

1) Minkalaisessa yrityksessa olet toissa?
2) Kuinka paljon tyontekijaa siind on?
3) Toimiiko yrityksesi kansainvéalisesti?

4) Onko teilla yleisesti hyva tunnelma tyopaikallasi?

5) Onko sinulla ystavia tyopaikallasi? Minkalainen datteilla on?

6) Onko joku johtajistasi sinun ystavasi? Minkélairsemde teilld on?

7) Onko joku alaisistasi sinun ystavasi? Minkalainehde teilla on?

8) Koska ystavyytenne alkoi? Ennen vai jalkeen altuitedi ty0ssasi?

9) Luuletko, ettd ystavyydella on vaikutuksia tuottateesi?

10)Luuletko, etta ystayvydella on yleisesti vaikutwsiottavuuteen?

11)Jos joku ystaviltési eroaa tydstaan, onko siillkwasta tuottavuuteesi?

12)Entda muiden ystavyys? Luuletko, ettd siind on Jaiksia heidan
tuottavuuteensa?

13)Oletko huomannut epaoikeudenmukaisuuksia tyopaiall
ystavyyssuhteiden takia?

14)Onko sinulla ollut henkilékohtainen ongelma, jodia merkittava vaikutus

tuottavuuteesi?
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