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Abstract

Resear ch background: Organizations that function in the contemporarynpetitive econ-
omy attribute the increased importance to empldggalty, which translates, to a large
extent, into commitment to work. A loyal employsérongly associated with the organiza-
tion, is its valuable asset. On the other handhéndynamically changing reality, organiza-
tions more often use the alternative, flexible ferof employment, which are not only
a response to the needs of the organization, bateahployees themselves.

Purpose of the article: The purpose of the paper is to examine the relshipnbetween
employee loyalty to the employer and the form opkryment.

Methods: The paper presents the results of research comtlbgteneans of a diagnostic
survey with the use of a questionnaire among 568l@raes of manufacturing and service
enterprises operating on the Polish market. Englidata were collected from December
2015 to January 2016. The research process wad baghe grounded theory and statistical
analyses were conducted by means of the SPSS, iagstira level of significance at 0.05.
In order to compare people with the different fomi®mployment, the Kruskal-Wallis test
was used.
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Findings & Value added: The research results indicated that there areicerkationships
between the form of employment and loyalty to thmkyer. A majority of the respondents
believed that the form of employment influences linalty to the employer. A majority
also rated the degree of their own loyalty to thpleyer high. Employees working under
an indefinite duration employment contract rateelithpact of the current form of employ-
ment on loyalty to the employer higher than pedplat have a fixed-term employment
contract. The people who have an indefinite duramployment contract rated the degree
of their own loyalty to the employer higher tharopke that have a fixed-term employment
contract.

I ntroduction

The key goal of modern companies operating in theitions of a global
postindustrial economy, deep IT and technologibainges and high com-
petition is to strive to secure a competitive adaga, included in a long-
term development strategy. The®ZEntury companies face new challeng-
es and the barriers to their development are ngelotangible. In modern
organizations that function in the knowledge-basednomy (Madrak-
Grochowska, 2015, p. 8), their competitive advamtégy determined by
intangible assets (Pedrini, 2007, pp. 346—348)namily human capital,
which is a part of intellectual capital (Smriti &b, 2017, p. 233). ,Many
modern ideas of organization management emphése&zimportance of
people” (Cierniak-Emerych & Piwowar-Sulej, 2017, 302). Employees
with their knowledge (Becker, 1993; Abdillah al, 2018, p. 137; Popov &
Vlasov, 2018, pp. 122-124) or, more broadly speagkicompetencies
(Szczepaska-Woszczyna & Dacko-Pikiewicz, 2014, pp. 266-268;
Vlacsekova & Mura, 2017, p. 70; Wahl & Prause, 201.369) determine
the strength of the human capital of the orgardrafBatra, 2009, p. 344),
and sharing knowledge is one of the factors bujdime success of the
organization (Burke, 2011, p. 6; Vlacsekova & Muzal7, pp. 112-113;
Raudeliniere et al, 2018, p. 544; Sk&auskier at al., 2017, p. 36). As
employees are the owners of their knowledge, a humaource is very
important, and the backbone of every organizatmd it is also the main
resource of the organization (Khahal, 2011, p. 63). Knowledge is the
main key to creating a sustainable competitive athge (MatoSkova,
2016, p. 5) and a source of innovation (Urbanc@#,3, p. 82; Lis &
Szczepaska-Woszczyna, 2015, 67-70). Employees are the wadsable
asset of every company as they can make or breakamy’s reputation,
and can adversely affect profitability. Employees aften responsible for
the great bulk of necessary work to be done asagetiustomer satisfaction
and the quality of products and events (Elnaga &m 2013, p. 137).
Expenditure on human resources should be treatexth asvestment and
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source of innovation rather than as an expenseépaska-Woszczynat
al., 2015, pp. 547-550).

A desirable feature of employees sought by orgéioizain the modern,
competitive and dynamic market, is loyalty to thempany. Employee
loyalty is identified with specific loyalty to theompany, manifested in the
willingness to be associated with it for longert naly in good times, but
also in unfavorable circumstances (Muratial, 2017, p. 62). Employee
loyalty affects not only their greater commitmemtwork, but also the ob-
servance of rules prevailing in the organizatiod #me workplace disci-
pline. It also affects the sense of job satisfarciio the organization and
association with it. A loyal employee also develdips positive brand of
their employer. Thus, it seems that the organinatiaspiration should be
to provide such working conditions that develop yee loyalty. Mean-
while, the pursuit of both the organization and Eypes of the greater
flexibility of employment does not seem to fostenpboyee loyalty. The
relationships between a person and the workplazéoase and weakened,
and the model of long-term stable employment in organization (full-
time job) becomes a thing of the past (Altman, 2@@8 76—79). Due to the
pursuit to make the employment in organizations anibexible and the
increasingly frequent use of flexible forms of eoyhent (Bk-
Grabowska & Jagoda, 2015, p. 130; Grabowska, 20129) (e.g., a con-
tract of mandate, a contract for specific work)isitvorth asking whether
loyalty to the organization is determined by therf@f employment.

The research results presented in the paper aemdwer the question
about the forms of employment which determine eygxoloyalty to the
organization to a greater extent. To this end, aveyuwas conducted
among 569 employees of the Province of SilesiadlariRl working under
indefinite duration employment contracts, fixedsteemployment con-
tracts, contracts of mandate, contracts for spewifirk, and those who are
self-employed.

The theoretical part presents a review of litemiarthe area of human
resources management about employee loyalty inotiganization, the
selected definitions of loyalty and its relationskith aspects such as em-
ployee engagement, trust, motivation to work, penénce, and self-
fulfillment. The typology of employee loyalty antsimotives as well as
benefits were demonstrated. Subsequently, the rids@a@ethodology was
presented and the research sample was describednéltt part presents
research results, which were subsequently discumsg@ttention was paid
to the issue of shaping the loyalty of employeesking on the basis of the
flexible forms of employment. The last part presekgy research conclu-
sions.
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Theor etical background

The issue of employee loyalty in the literature fmmman resources man-
agement is extensively studied. Some authors peréens a particularly
important value that is worth spreading (Elegid@l2, pp. 495-511). Oth-
er authors deny it completely, indicating that lbyanay be appropriate
only in relationships that require sacrifice, witlh@xpecting any form of
reward, while business relationships are not ssfla their nature (Duska,
2000, pp. 225-233). Employee loyalty is definecapnscious act in em-
ployer’'s best interest, even at the expense of then interest. Therefore,
it applies to activities that go beyond the obligas arising from law and
ethics (Elegido, 2013, pp. 495-511). It is exprddsethe commitment of
employees to achieve the success of the organizatid in the belief that
work for this organization is the best option fonmoyees (Gill, 2011, p.
25). It is therefore closely related to commitm@smail & Sheriff, 2017,
p. 90). Organizational commitment is one of thedethat influence or-
ganizational innovativeness (Faugtal, 2017, p. 36). A loyal employee
is able to identify with the goals, mission andiasof the organization,
has trust in the employer (trust is an importarieaeinant of the develop-
ment of organizations (Ol&kt al, 2017, p. 2), expresses similar values as
those that are valued by the organization andestriw satisfy similar needs
(Jafri, 2010, pp. 63-67). R. S. Pfeiffer (1992,55-542), however, be-
lieves that employee loyalty does not necessardamtotal dedication to
the employer. An employee may be an extremely dé¢uasset of the or-
ganization when he/she performs his/her profeskiduges well and dili-
gently, but he/she has the right to seek othergnatiractive or satisfying
employment. It is also highlighted that a loyal éoype is more trustwor-
thy, more motivated to work, more efficient, and ren@apable of self-
fulfillment and fulfillment in their professionaloke (Elegido, 2013, pp.
495-511). A. Lipka (2014, p. 27) defines employegalty as "(...) the
(perceived) probability of work continuance in aganization by an em-
ployee with greater or lesser commitment — andage#motional attach-
ment towards the organization regardless of itsgaman the market —
thanks to employee’s or other staff's well-beingdoe to lack of other
opportunities to find a different job or high costischanging the employ-
er”. The quoted definition refers to loyalty that inost desirable by the
organization, so it includes types such as pati@isyalty, which is ex-
pressed in trust, habits and commitment to worktifier organization and
commitment loyalty, which is expressed in trust anchmitment. Howev-
er, it does not include those types of loyalty vehirere is no commitment
(loyalty of convenience, consciousness of loyaky of habit) and those
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where employee commitment is negative, such anénoyalty, condi-
tional loyalty, helpless coercion loyalty, and uceysted coercion loyalty
(Lipka et al, 2014, p. 27). ISwigtek-Barylska (2013, p. 64) points to the
types of employee loyalty such as monopoly loyaligrk for an organiza-
tion that does not have competition), loyalty raaglfrom inertia (loyalty
resulting from the need for security and at the esdime from fear of
change and looking for a new employer), convenidagalty (a sense of
comfort is crucial for an employee when making woelated decisions),
financial loyalty (resulting from satisfactory salabenefits, and prizes)
and emotional loyalty (expressed in commitmenthi® functioning of the
organization, a positive attitude and attachmertheocompany). The last
one, emotional loyalty, seems to be the most ingmbrfrom the point of
view of the organization.

In the relevant literature, two types of motives ardicated in the area
of employee loyalty that determine employees toifeanthis type of atti-
tude. The first one are rational-functional motieegressed by employees
who do not want or cannot leave the organizatiarabse of financial ben-
efits or legal restrictions. The second type refereamployees whose loyal-
ty has emotional foundations and is based on theesdahey express, and is
associated with self-fulfillment at work and a seo$ satisfaction (Lipkat
al., 2014, pp. 27-28). Two dimensions of employeealkyyare also high-
lighted: external (behavioral), which manifest®litsn resigning from oth-
er, competitive job offers with a simultaneous reamendation of the par-
ent organization, and internal (emotional), comsgsof identifying with the
organization (Lipkaet al, 2014, pp. 27-28).

The development of the attitudes of loyal employsemfluenced by
factors both in the organization's environment.(egmpetition, organiza-
tion image), inside the organization (e.g., strateyganizational culture)
and the personality traits of employees (Szcaska\Woszczyna, 2014, pp.
266-282). The relationship between employee loyatiy. the higher prof-
its of the organization (Gerpott & Paukert, 201p, @8-54), the higher
productivity and quality of employees (Schiller &dhs, 2005, p. 189),
less need to control employees, preventing lodshofvledge and compe-
tence in the organization, and greater motivatimrwork (Lipka et al,
2014, p. 28) are also shown. Earlier research atelcthe relationship be-
tween employee commitment to work and their greldgalty (Ram &
Prabhakar, 2011, pp. 47-61). Employee commitmemnteigeived as an
important factor in achieving organizational go@lishraet al, 2016, p.
134). The relationship between a favorable orgaioizal culture and prop-
er management, in which employees are appreciatetitheir greater loy-
alty is also demonstrated (Suharti & Suliyanto, 204. 135). The man-
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agement style that is the most effective in evolangployee loyalty seems
to be the participative style that engages empbye¢he decision-making
process (Corneanu-Lipou, 2017, p. 45). Loyaltytiadtis are also evoked
by an empathic approach to the employee (Chun,,200%5).

Summing up the benefits from the loyalty attitudemployees towards
the organization, it seems that it should be iniiherest of the organization
to undertake activities aimed at creating such timm$ in the company
that foster employee loyalty. Loyal and committetiptoyees become
a significant element of competitive advantagehim tonditions of the dy-
namically changing environment.

Resear ch methodology

The paper presents the results of research corooteandom sample of
569 employees of Polish manufacturing and senacepanies. The sample
is not representative in nature — it does not gtexthe basis for generaliz-
ing the conclusions for the entire population. Taeearch process was
based on the assumptions of the grounded theopgrding to which
a research process consists of building an inarglysgeneral theory based
on systematically collected empirical data (Gla&eStrauss, 1999). In
addition, the reference to the grounded theornyhenresearch process de-
termines that the research sample does not nebd siatistically repre-
sentative.

Among the respondents, a majority were women (82)7feople aged
30 to 49 (60.46%). Half of the respondents heldpbsition of a specialist
(50.26%), and the function of the manager was pedd by 13.53% of the
respondents. The overall seniority of the majorapged from 11 to 20
years (31.99%) and in the current organizatiorhefrespondents — up to
5 years (3.60%). The most numerous group were |@ewipose organiza-
tion operates in the service and trade sectorsyedisas in education and
culture (11.78%). The smallest number of peoplaesgnted industries
such as protection, uniformed services, real estatestruction, media, and
telecommunications. Over half of the respondersl(B%) worked on the
basis of an indefinite duration employment contrézt.96% of the re-
spondents had a fixed-term employment contraci8%.®f respondents
were self-employed, and 4.92% of respondents hamhttact of mandate.
The smallest number of people performed work onbidiss of a specific
work contract (1.05%). Women more often than mesh dodixed-term em-
ployment contract, while men were self-employed enaften than women.
People up to the age of 29, more often than therlgldhad a fixed-term
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employment contract and a contract of mandate engelople aged at least
50 and from 30 to 49 years had an indefinite danastimployment contract
more often than younger people. The longer thé#l teeniority, the more
often they had an indefinite duration employmenttcact, whereas the
people whose work experience was up to 5 yearsahfided-term em-
ployment contract, a contract of mandate and wetkemployed more
often than those with longer professional expeeereople whose work
experience in the current organization was up y@&s had a fixed-term
employment contract and a contract of mandate wftea than those with
longer periods of employment, they also had anfiniie duration em-
ployment contract less frequently.

The research used a survey questionnaire, whidhded 12 closed and
semi-open, disjunctive and conjunctive questiorige @uestionnaire in an
electronic form was sent to 5,000 respondents,lmfw569 people filled it
(response rate — 11.38%). Empirical data were ci@tefrom December
2015 to January 2016. Statistical analysis was wcted using the SPSS
software for Windows, assuming the level of sigrifice at 0.05. To com-
pare people who differed in terms of the form ofpyment, the Kruskal-
Wallis test was used.

Results

The research indicated some conclusions in theadremployee loyalty in
the context of their form of employment. It triedl &nswer the question
whether and to what extent the current form of @yplent of employees
affects their loyalty to the employer (Table 1).60¥0% of the respondents
believe that the form of employment affe@siployee loyalty to the em-
ployerto a large extent (42.53%, mean M = 2.22).

In order to check whether people with a differesrf of employment
differ in terms of the assessment of the degraempéct of the current form
of employment on loyalty to the employer, the asmlywas conducted by
means of the Kruskal-Wallis test (Table 2).

The results of research among the people with dafimite duration
employment contract show the relationship betweé®n durrent form of
employment andbyalty to the employerOn the other hand, the results of
research among employees with a contract of marstetter a weak rela-
tionship between the current form of employment &nalty to the em-
ployer. The research results in this part of tteeaech sample are therefore
dominant. It seems natural that people working uraldixed-term em-
ployment contract (with longer experience in thgamization) are more
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loyal to the employer. This is due to the longdatrenship between the
employee and the organization. On the other haaoplp working under,
for example, a contract of mandate were naturalg lassociated with the
company. The analyses conducted by means of thek&rVallis test
showed statistically significant differences. Threajer impact of the cur-
rent form of employment on loyalty to the employes observed among
peoplethat have an indefinite duration employment cornt(@c<0.001),
compared to people who have a fixed-term employroentract. The table
below presents the distribution and descriptivéisttes for the assessment
of the degree of loyalty of the respondents todiganization they worked
for (Table 3). Over 80% of the respondents rategr thwn loyalty to the
current organization high or rather high (mean W.87).

The analysis of research results conducted by mehiise Kruskal-
Wallis test aimed to check whether people with ffedint form of em-
ployment differ in terms of self-assessment of diegree of loyalty to the
organization (Table 4).

The results of research among people with an indefduration em-
ployment contract show the stronger relationshigvben the form of em-
ployment andoyalty to the employefmean M = 1.69). This relationship
was the weakest between people working under araminfor specific
work. (mean M = 2.50). The results obtained durihg analysis of re-
spondents' answers confirm the results obtaingtidnquestion about the
impact of the form of employment on loyalty to th@ployer.The results
of research among the people thatk under an indefinite duration
employment contract show the significant impacthaf form of employ-
menton loyalty to the employeiThe relationship between this aspect of
work and their current professional situation wk® abserved. Analyses
by the Kruskal-Wallis test showed statistically réfgrant differences. It
was observed that people who had an indefinitetidir@&mployment con-
tract rated the degree of their loyalty to the empt higher than people
that have a fixed-term employment contract (p <0)00

The respondents agreed with the statementfléndble employees are
less loyal to the employer than employees workimdpuan indefinite du-
ration employment contra¢inean M = 2.61) (Table 5).

To sum up, the form of employment based on whi@h rdspondents
work is important to them. In particular, it affeddyalty to the employer.
This influence was mostly observed among the peojtle an indefinite
duration employment contract, and to a lesser ¢simong people working
under a fixed-term employment contract, a contfctnandate and the
self-employed. The study of the relationship shibweat the respondents
who work on the basis of various forms of employtméiffered in their
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opinions as to the impact of the form of employmemtioyalty to the em-
ployer. People working under an indefinite duratemployment contract
rated the impact of the current form of employmentoyalty to the em-
ployer higher than persons that have a fixed-term empémgncontract.
Referring the degree of loyalty to their own prafesal situation, the re-
spondents that work under an indefinite duratioplegment contract rated
their loyalty to the employer the highest. The hssobtained also con-
firmed the study of the relationship. Employeedhwveh indefinite duration
employment contract rated the degree of tlugialty to the employehigh-
er than persons that have a fixed-term employmemtract. In general, the
respondents agreed with the statementftegible employees are less loyal
to the employer than employees working under agfiniie duration em-
ployment contractHowever, no relationship was found that woulddate
that this point of view was represented by empleyeko worked based on
one specific form of employment.

Thus, the analyses conducted clearly show thatetsigondents working
under an indefinite duration employment contractesbed the impact of
the form of employment on the degreel@yjalty to the employenn the
opinion of the majority, this influence is also adse — flexible employees
are less loyal to the employer than people thatkworder an indefinite
duration employment contract. To sum up, the fofreraployment is sig-
nificant for the respondents. In particular, it fmsinfluence oroyalty to
the employerThis influence was observed, first of all, amgepple that
work under an indefinite duration employment cocttrand to a smaller
extent, among people that have a fixed-term empéoyngcontract, a con-
tract of mandate and the self-employed.

Discussion

Research results indicate that there is a reldtipnisetween the form of
employment of employees and thkyalty to the organizationThe form

of employment based on an indefinite duration emplent contract fosters
greater loyalty to the organization. Companies tisat the flexible forms of
employment do not provide employees stability asta §ecurity. Lack of
trust in the workplace, and therefore also concabmut the stability of
remuneration, may result in employees striving harge jobs that offer
a greater sense of security. Thus, employees npagriexce a higher level
of stress related to the lack of stabilization, ebhimay also affect their
loyalty to the organization. Employees remain ia tompany for as long
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as it is beneficial to them in terms of their deyghent or finances, or until
new, better opportunities arise.

A relational and psychological contract developetieen an employee
and an employer in organizations that operatearsthble conditions of the
external environment, whereas in the absence bflig&tion, the contract
is transactional. The relational contact involvies employee's dedication
and loyalty to the employer in exchange for jobusiyg. Organizational
support enabled employees to become more commitietheir work
(Haque & Aston, 2016, p. 97). The employee expeetagloyment based
on an indefinite duration employment contract frim employer, at the
same time offering his or her potential and knogkdo the employer's
disposal and engaging in the company's affairsti@nother hand, in the
transactional contract, long-term organizationafalty is abandoned in
favor of greater individualism and the acceptarfceesponsibility for own
professional development and job security.

A question arises how to develop the conditionscfeating employee
loyalty in the conditions of the growing flexibijitof organizations func-
tioning in the contemporary market (also employnfétibility manifest-
ed in the use of less stable forms of employmétngeems important to pay
attention to other determinants of employee loyaityich may include the
image of the organization, employee-oriented margeactivities, corpo-
rate strategies and organizational culture, orpgeesonality traits of job
candidates that can be assessed in the recruifmeciss. The support of
employee development, loyalty programs or actigiii@egrating teams of
employees can play a key role. Another importaatofais the proper ter-
mination of cooperation with an employee who, hgwjjlood reputation of
the organization, may, in the future, re-start @yapion performing similar
or other professional activities, even based oxildle employment forms
(Bukowska & Gajda, 2009, p. 64).

Conclusions

The analyses of relationships conducted duringarebeindicated the key
conclusions in terms of the relationship betweempleyee loyalty in the
organization and the form of employment and thep ashowed statistically
significant differences in this area. A majority tbe respondents believed
(this concerned, above all, people working underirafefinite duration
employment contract) that the form of employmeritugnces loyalty to
the employer; a majority also rated the degretheir own loyalty to the
employer high. Employees working under an indefirduration employ-
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ment contract rated the impact of the current fofremployment on loyal-
ty to the employer higher than people that havixedfterm employment
contract. In addition, people who have an inddfimdtiration employment
contract rated the degree of their own loyaltyhte employer higher than
people that have a fixed-term employment contract.

People that work on the basis of less stable faframployment may
be less loyal to organizations than those emplayedhe basis of more
stable forms. However, it should be rememberedathaimployees, regard-
less of the form of employment, ensure that thexoiation achieves the
goals set. The basis of the above assumption®ibdlief in the potential
inherent in each employee. Therefore, the orgabpizat wanting to shape
the loyal attitudes of employees — can use a nurabether factors that
may determine loyal behavior.

Although research results cannot provide the Hasigeneralizing them
for the entire population, they are a contributiorfurther, more in-depth
research in this area, especially in the area ofguand creating other
forms of employee loyalty in the era of flexibleganizations.

The research conducted implies that managers skeouklder the issue
of inspiring loyalty also of those employees thatrkvin the organization
on the basis of flexible forms of employment, i&.¢contract of mandate.
Building a database of loyal employees and assxciat an organization
can be one of the important elements of develoflisgcompetitiveness of
an organization in a modern, flexible market.

References

Abdillah, M. R., Lin, C.-T., Anita, R., Suroto, B& Hadiyati (2018). Knowledge-
sharing behavior among banking officers in Indomedournal of International
Studies11(2). doi: 10.14254/2071-8330.2018/112/10.

Altman, W. (2008). Whatever happened to employeglty? Engineering &
Technology3(6). doi: 10.1049/et:20080609.

Batra, S. (2009). Strengthening human capital fiovdedge economy needs: an
Indian perspective. Journal of Knowledge Managementl3. doi:
10.1108/13673270910988150.

Bgk-Grabowska, D., & Jagoda, A. (2015). Flexibility workplace vs. non —
standard employment forms — co-occurrence analysignal of International
Studies8(2). doi: 10.14254/2071-8330.2015/8-2/11.

Bukowska, B., & Gajda, K. (2009). Pill with loyaltfPractical aspects of building
employee loyaltyPersonnel and Manageme@t,

Burke, M. E. (2011). Knowledge sharing in emergatgnomiesLibrary Review,
60(1). doi: 10.1108/00242531111100531.

521



Oeconomiaopernicana9(3), 511-527

Becker, G. S. (1993Human capital: a theoretical and empirical analysigth
special reference to educatioi€hicago: University of Chicago Press. doi:
10.7208/chicago/9780226041223.001.0001.

Chun, R. (2009). A corporate's responsibility toqpbagees during a merger: organ-
izational virtue and employee loyalt@orporate Governance: The Internation-
al Journal of Business in Socig§(4). doi: 10.1108/14720700910985016.

Cierniak-Emerych, A, & Piwowar-Sulej, K., (2017).mployee epowerment —
terminological and practical perspective in Pola@&conomia Copernicana
8(2). doi: 10.24136/0c.v8i2.19.

Corneanu-Lipou, L. R. (2017). The influence of eoygle loyality and stress man-
agement upon the organizational performarfagalele Universitii "Eftimie
Murgu” Resiza. Fascicola Il Studii Economic24.

Duska, R. F. (2000). Whistleblowing and employegalty. Journal of Business
Ethics 53(1-2).

Elegido, J. M. (2013). Does it make sense to beyal employee@ournal of
Business Ethi¢s.16(3). doi: 10.1007/s10551-012-1482-4.

Elnaga, A., & Imran, A. (2013). The effect of treig on employee performance.
European Journal of Business and Managent&#).

Fauzia, S., Budiningsih, I., Djaelani, A., & Ahmad, (2017). Factors affecting
the behavior of innovative employeé®lish Journal of Management Studies
16(1). doi: 10.17512/pjms.2017.16.1.03.

Gerpott, T. J., & Paukert, M. (2011). Der Zusamnathzwischen Mitarbeiter -
und Kundenzufriedenheit: Eine MetaanalyBeitschrift fir Personalforschung
25. doi: 10.1177/239700221102500108.

Gill, R. (2011). Using storytelling to maintain elopee loyalty during change.
International Journal of Business and Social Sc&2¢15).

Glaser B. & Strauss A. (1999The discovery of grounded theory strategies for
qualitative New York: A Division of Transaction Publishers.

Grabowska, M. (2012). Flexible employment formsaaselement of flexicurity.
Journal of International Studie5(2).

Haque, A. U., & Aston, J. (2016). A relationshiptlseen occupational stress and
organisational commitment of it sector's employgesontrasting economies.
Polish Journal of Management Studie$4(1). doi: 10.17512/pjms.2016.
14.1.09.

Ismail, W., & Sheriff, N. M. (2017). The effect afternal marketing on organiza-
tional commitment: an empirical study in bankingtse in Yemen.Polish
Journal of Management Studjd$(1). doi: 10.17512/pjms.2017.15.1.09.

Khan, R. A. G., Khan, F. A, & Khan, M. A. (2011inpact of training and devel-
opment on organizational performanéglobal Journal of Management and
Business Researchl(7).

Lipka, A., Waszczak, S., & Winnickd/ejs, A. (2014). Loyalty and workaholism
in the methods of human capital evaluation (in)oaganization — a compara-
tive study.Journal of Economics & Managemef?.

522



Oeconomiaopernicana9(3), 511-527

Lis, M., & Szczepaska-Woszczyna, K. (2015). Managing customer ratatiche
use of CRM system by services companyPtonceedings of the 11th interna-
tional conference on strategic management anduippert by information sys-
tems SMSIS.

Madrak-Grochowska, M. (2015). The knowledge-bassthemy as a stage in the
development of the econom@economia Copernican&(2). doi: 10.12775/
0eC.2015.009.

MatoSkova, J. (2016). Measuring knowleddeurnal of Competitivenes8(4).
doi: 10.7441/joc.2016.04.01.

Mishra, U. S., Patnaik, S., & Mishra, B. B. (2018ugmenting human potential at
work: an investigation on the role of self-efficairy workforce commitment
and job satisfactionPolish Journal of Management Studieb3(1). doi:
10.17512/pjms.2016.13.1.13.

Murali, S., Poddar, A., & Seema, A. (2017). Empleyeyalty, organizational
performance & performance evaluation — a criticaey. Journal of Business
and Managemeni19(8). doi: 10.9790/487X-1908036274.

Olah, J., Bai, A., Karmazin, G., Balogh, P., & Pppp(2017). The role played by
trust and its effect on the competiveness of laggstervice providers in Hun-
gary. Sustainability 9(12). doi: 10.3390/su9122303.

Pedrini, M. (2007). Human capital convergenceseliectual capital and sustain-
ability reports. Journal Intellectual Capital,8(2). doi: 10.1108/146919307
10742880.

Pfeiffer, R. S. (1992). Owing loyalty to one’s emmytr. Journal of Business Eth-
ics, 11. doi: 10.1007/BF00881446.

Jafri, M. H. (2010). Organizational commitment ardployee’s innovative behav-
ior: a study in retail sectodournal of Management Researdlf.

Popov, E., & Vlasov, M. (2018). Assessment of ileietial development of the
human capital of hi-tech productionsontenegrin Journal of Economics
14(1). doi: 10.14254/1800-5845/2018.14-1.9.

Ram, P., & Prabhakar, G. (2011). The role of empdogngagement in work-
related outcomesnterdisciplinary Journal of Research in BusineES).

Raudeliinierg, J., Davidawierg, V., & Jakubawiius, A. (2018). Knowledge man-
agement process modé&intrepreneurship and Sustainability IssuBg). doi:
10.9770/jesi.2018.5.3(10).

Skakauskies, 1., Kazlauskied, E., & Katiniert, A. (2017). Modelling
Knowledge Synergy EvaluatioMontenegrin Journal of Economic43(1).
doi: 10.14254/1800-5845/2017.13-1.2.

Smriti, N., & Das, N. (2017). Impact of intellectusapital on business perfor-
mance: evidence from IndiaRolish Journal of Management Studid$(1).
doi: 10.17512/pjms.2017.15.1.22.

Suharti, L., & Suliyanto, D. (2012). The effecfsooganizational culture and lead-
ership style toward employee engagement and thgadts toward employee
loyalty. World Review of Business Resea@(s).

Szaban, J. M. (2013).abor market in Poland and the European Unidifin,
Warszawa.

523



Oeconomiaopernicana9(3), 511-527

Szczepaska-Woszczyna, K. (2014). The importance of orgaional culture for
innovation in the companyorum Scientiae Oeconomi(3).

Szczepaska-Woszczyna, K., & Dacko-Pikiewicz, Z. (2014). hdgerial compe-
tencies and innovations in the company — the césenterprises in Poland.
Business, Management and Educatiti®(2). doi: 10.3846/bme.2014.240.

Szczepaska-Woszczyna, K., & Dacko-Pikiewicz, Z., & Lis, NR015). Responsi-
ble leadership: a real need or transient curiofitpcedia - Social and Behav-
ioral Sciences213 doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.11.448.

Swiatek-Barylska, 1. (2013)The employees's loyalty of modern organizations.
Essence and componeritédz: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu £6dzkiego.

Taylor, S. (2006)Employment liquidity. How to keep employees incibapany
Krakow: Oficyna Wolters Kluwer Polska.

Urbancova, H. (2013). Competitive advantage achevrg through innovation and
knowledge Journal of Competitiveness(1). doi: 10.7441/joc.2013.01.06.

Vlacsekova, D., & Mura, L. (2017). Effect of motti@nal tools on employee satis-
faction in small and medium enterpris€economia Copernicana(1). doi:
10.24136/0c.v8il.8.

Wabhl, M. F., & Prause, G. (2013). Toward undersiiagdesources, competencies,
and capabilities: business model generation apprdastrepreneurship and
Sustainability Issued,(2). doi: 10.9770/jesi.2013.1.2(1).

524



Annex

Table 1. Influence of the current form of employment on employee loyalty to the
employer in the opinion of the respondents

Degree of influence

Work 1 2 3 4 5
M SD
aspect %
N % of N % of N of N % of % of
total total total total
total
Loyalty
to the 242 4253 174 3058 8 141 78 1371 67 11.78 222 142
employer

Note: 1 High degree of influence; 2 Rather high degree of influence; 3 | do not know; 4
Rather low degree of influence; 5 Low degree of influence; M Mean; SD Standard deviation

Table 2. Current form of employment and the assessment of the degree of
influence of the current form of employment on loyalty to the employer in the
opinion of the respondents

Work Current form of M D f;fv Level of
aspect employment result significance
L oyalty Indefinite duration
tothe employment contract 1.92 1.29
employer  Fixed-term employment 258 144
contract ) )
Contract of mandate 268 1.39 41.94 <0.001
Contract for specific work 233 137
Self-employment 2.66 1.66

Note: M Mean, SD Standard deviation



Table 3. Assessment of the degree of loyalty to the employer according to the
people surveyed

Degree
Work 1 2 3 4 5 M D
aspect % %
N % of N % of N f N % of N f
total total 0 total 0
total total
My
I?g’ﬁ%}' 239 4200 229 4025 7 123 69 1213 25 439 197 115
employer

Note: 1 High degree of influence; 2 Rather high degree of influence; 3 | do not know; 4
Rather low degree of influence; 5 Low degree of influence; M Mean; SD Standard deviation

Table 4. Current form of employment and the assessment of the degree of self-
loyalty to the employer according to the respondents

Work Current form of M D }iels/tv Level of
aspect employment result significance
My Indefinite duration 169 0.91
loyalty to  employment contract ) )
the Fixed-term employment
employer contract 245 134
Contract of mandate 236 1.39 4363 <0.001
Contract for specific work 250 164
Self-employment 2.00 1.14

Note: M Mean, SD Standard deviation



Table 5. Digtribution and descriptive statistics for the degree to which the
respondents agree with the statement about loyalty of flexible employees to the
organization

Degree of compliance

1 2 3 4 5 M D
%

Statement

% of % of % of % of N

total total total total total

Flexible

employees

areless

loyal to the

employer

than

employees 98 1722 208 3656 117 2056 112 1968 34 598 261 116
working

under an

indefinite

duration
employment

contract

Note: 1 High degree of influence; 2 Rather high degree of influence; 3 | do not know; 4

Rather low degree of influence; 5 Low degree of influence; M Mean; SD Standard deviation






