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Employee engagement combines elements of belonging, com mitment,
m otivation, readiness and productivity. Management plays an important role in
employee
engagement and its level largerly determines the intensity of employee cooperation
with the leadership. The goals of the paper were to explore: to what extent encouraging
work engagement is present among Slovenian employees, and which approaches to
encouraging work engagement are evaluated as the most important ones by the
employees. A survey on the sample of 300 Slovenian employees was conducted. The
results of the survey indicate that a high proportion of disengagementis present among
employees.Finally,the authorsuggests possible measures thatrelateto human resources

managementin orderto overcome the current situtaion regarding employee engagement.

Keywords: employee engagement, measuring the impact of management,

approaches to promotion.
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YPOBEHb BOBINEYEHHOCTWUW COTPYOHUWKOB

B OEATENbHOCTbL CITOBEHCKUX KOMNAHUN

YOK 331.104 M. Mepkauy-CKkok

BoBneyeHHOCTb COTPYAHWUKOB B pJ[essiTeENbHOCTb KOMNaHWMW coyeTaeT B cebe
oco3HaHue npuHapgnexHOCTH K KOMnaHuu, UueneyctTpeMneHHOCTb, MoTMBaLUUIO,
roToBHOCTbL K paboTe M ee npoun3BoAUTEeNnbHOCTbL. BaxHas ponb B ob6ecnevyeHuwu
BbICOKOW BOBNEYEHHOCTM COTPYAHUKOB NPUHaAANEXUT MEeHEOXKMEHTY, a ee YyPOBEHbL BO
MHOTFOM onpepenseT WUHTEHCUMBHOCTb B3aumMmopencTBuSA PAOOBbLIX COTPYAHWUKOB C
PYKOBOACTBOM .

Lenbto cTaTtbw aBnseTcs mccnepoBaHune ToOro, B KakoW cTeneHwu noow peHune
BOBNeYyeHHOCTM B paboTy CNOBEHCKUX COTPYAHWMUKOB, a Takxe Kakme nopaxodb K
noowpeHW BOBNeYeHHOCTM B pabGoTy oueHMBawTCA pPAAOBLIMMW COTpPyAHMUKaMU Kak
Hanbonee BaxHbe M cnpaBegnueble. MNpoBengeHb wuccnepoBaHuas Ha npumepe 300
CNOBEHCKMX COTpyAHUKOB. Pe3ynbTaTbl ONPOCOB MU WX aHanuaa noka3bBawT, 4YTO
[ OCTAaTOYHO BblCOKa ponas HU3KOW BOBNIEYEHHOCTH cpeawn COTPYOAHUKOB. Ona
NOBbl W eHUNS BOBNME€YEeHHOCTH paspaboTaHbl " npeanoxeHhl BO3MOXHBI e M ephl,
KOTOpbl € OTHOCSITCSH K ynpaBleHWIO YyeNnoBeYeCKUMMU pecypcaMm nu NO3BONSAWT ynyyw unTb

TeKkywyw cumtTyaumw OTHOCUTENbHO BOBNEYEHHOCTUN COTPYAHUKOB.

Knw yeeble cnoea: BOBMNEUYEHHOCTb COTPYAHUWKOB, OULEHKaA BNMWAHMNA ynpaBneHwusa,

noaxoab K COLEUWCTBUI BOBMNEYEHHOCTHU.
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3anyyeHHs cniBpobiTHMKIB ¥y AiANbHICTL KOMNaHiIW noeaHye B cobi ycBigoMneHHS

HaneXHOCTiIi O KOMMOaHII,

npoAyKTUBHICTL. Baxnuea ponb vy

HanexuntTb MeHeOgOXMEeHTY, a noro

B3aemMopii pagoBux cniBpobiTHMKIB

yinecnpamoBaHIiCThb,

piBeHb

MoTMBaUil, TOTOBHICTL A0 pobBoTtm i ii

3abe3anevyeHHi 3HAaYHOTro 3any4yeHHsa cniBpobBiTHMKIB

6araTo B Y4OMY BMW3HA4yYa€e [(HTEHCWUBHICTL

KepiBHMUUTBOM. MeTow cTaTTi € AOCnNiAXeHHSN

TOro, AKOW Mipo 3anyyeHHS B pob6OTy NpUCYyTHE cepefl CTOBEeHCbKUX cniBpobiTHMKIB, a

TakoX €Ki nigxoagwu p[go

cniBpo6iTHMKkamMm Ak Hanbinbuw

npuknapgi 300 cnoBeHCbKUX

cBigYaTb, WO AOCUTHL
niagBuUUW eHHA

piBHA 3anyyeHHS

CTOCYl TbCSi ynpaBhiHHSA

3a0XO0OYEeHHS 3anyyeHHsa B
BaXnNuBi i cnpaBepgnuei.
cniBpo6iTHUKIB.
BMCOKaA YacTka HU3bKOTO 3anyyYeHHS
po3pobneHo 0

N aAcCbKMMMU pecypcamu i

po6oTy OUiIHIO W TbCA pPAAOBUMM

MpoBepeHo focnifAXeHHS Ha

PesynbTatm onuTyBaHb Ta ix aHanisy

cepep cniBpo6iTHukiB. Ans

3aNpPONOHOBAaHO MOXNUBI 3axoaun, AKi

AO0O3BONAKTbL NOKpawUTU NOTOYHY

cuTyauilo wWoao 3aNy4YeHHS CNiBpobBiTHUKIB.

Knio 4yoei cnoea: 3anyyeHHs cniBpob6iTHMKIB, ouiHka BNNMBY ynpaBniHHA, niaxoau

AO CNTPUAHHA 3aNny4YeHHIO .

Employee engagementis evolving as one of the main
issues especially in the post-crisis period during which
companies are recovering from the recession period, and it
has attracted the attention of a numberofreserachers as well
as consulting firms [1].

A "good" and "successful" company is a common
desire of employers and employees worldwide. Atthe same
time, success ofthe company and its developmentis largely
dependenton the quality of staff, which is expected to have a
lot of business skills — everything from precision, accuracy,
different abilities, to efficiency etc.

The links between employee engagement and other
aspects of job performance have been studied and results
show that engagementis positively related to outcomes for
highly conscientious employees [2]. Relationship between
productivity, quality and competitivnes was studied specifi-
cally in the service sector, where com petitiveness, effectiveness
and efficiency are the foundations for com petitive advantage [3].

Few reserachers have examined possible linkages
between attitudes of employees toward their work and their
influence on customer relationship [4]. Itis emphasized in [5]
that engaging employees beyond their given work sphere is
gaining rapid importance, especially taking into account the
conceptof"employee engagement"in "networked population"
of generation Y.

Many studies have also been conducted recently,
many of them by consulting companies, which have shown,
that precisely those employees who are psychologically and
emotionally attached to theirwork,are much more successful
than those who do notfeelthose links [6; 7].

Unfortunately, in the current "crisis" times, itappears
more and more that the virtues of employees in Slovenian
companies are neglected and forgotten, while the employees
no longer see perspectives in their work and become more
and more disengaged and only do whatthey are told to do.

This particularphenomenon is the main motivation for
w riting the paper. The factthatthis is a worrying problem was
also shown in Gallupsurvey,which demonstrated the increase
ofindex ofdisengagementofemployees in somecountries [8].

However, such attitude was also presentin the past,
as noted by the research conducted by [3] that indicated a
very highindex of actively disengaged employees compared
to other countries.

A high index of disengaged employees is a problem

that we study in this paper and compare it with some current
research. The study includes the fact,thatleading companies
are insufficiently aware of disengaged employees. At the
same time companies are nottrying to improve relations. The
authorin [3] estimates thatthe formula lies in the optimization
of human factors in business, which is called the engagement
of staff, and is not, as believed by many managers,something
taken for granted, but it is a part of everyday habits and
practices of management.

The authorin [9] concludes, thatresearch shows that
mostcompanies fall apart due to the failure of people
management and not because of a lack of capital, and that
the leaders lead bestwhen others wantto follow them, when
they are fair, candid, both in business as in relations with
people,are practical, communicative, natural and not
arrogant, in short, have a certain degree of emotional
intelligence. In this regard, there are severaldiscussions and
researches on management style.

Some findings support the paradigm of a feminine
style ofmanagement[10]; or expose learning goal orientation
in leadership style as more effective [11]; or distinguish
between patterns of relational and task-oriented leadership
styles and their outcomes [12]; or emphasize that effective
leadership fosters employee commitment and a brand
supporting behavior [13]; or simply express importance of
psyhologicalacceptance [14].

Based on the presented theoretical research, two
research goals aim atexploring: (1)to whatextentencouraging
work engagement is present among Slovenian employees,
and (2) which approaches of encouraging work engagement
are evaluated as the mostimportantones by the employees.

In these current crisis times the major concern of
employees is the economy, especially job security, which of
course is felteven by the organizations. The recession thathit
the world in 2008 has some promising signs for the year
2013. It came to a decline in economic activity and,
consequently, the increase in the unemploymentrate, which
the employed experience very personally, as they are also
under pressure from the media, constantly exposed to the
fear of employmentloss.

Taner, Sezen, and Mihci [15] therefore suggest the
addition of unemployment factor to the HDWE - Human
Development Index, which is for many years used in the
debate of human United

development in the N ations



Development Program (UNDP).

W ith some extra effort, companies could provide
information for finding new jobs for employees after their
being layed-off, and Rotar[16]reports aboutthe impactofthe
institutional training program on participants' chances of
finding a job. Also, external forces influence companies, like
the large informalsector,thatreduces wage levels (Hudson, [17])
orunder-regulation of work and welfare, which is correlated
w ith under-reportingofemployees wages by employers
(W illiams, [18]). Determining wages has also broader
influence, e.g.itimpactslower self-esteem (de Araujo,
Lagos, [19]).

As Verle and Marki¢ [20] indicate,the currentpressure
for changes in large organizations is due to several factorls,
like globalization, changing customer needs, increased
competition and changing legislation. The introduction of new
technologies into the organization and the rise in the needs
and demands of their participants have never been so
extensive and rapid.

Atthe same time the organizations should getto know
that employees are the greatestwealth, which is reflected in
their values, skills, knowledge, abilities and talents of
individuals .

In such circumstances fear, anxiety, distrust, and low
engagementofemployees prevail in organizations. In
addition, fear is associated with pshycological acceptance,
according to Clark and Loxton research [14].

However, improvements in business performance,
increase ofcustomerloyalty,fasterinnovation and successful
system integration of business processes are possible only if
the employees who work enthusiastically are atthe heartof
allof these changes.

Employee engagement represents the levelatwhich
employees feelsatisfaction and believe in whatthey do, while
performing theirwork, making them feelvalued and respected.
Eubanks [21] indicates that engagement is the emotional
cooperation with the company, work and/or managers.

Engaged employees are aware of the level of their
performance and know how to celebrate the achievements
w hich contribute to the success of the team or the company
its e If.

As Borgognietal [22]report, there is indirectrelation
between self-efficacy and absence from work via job satis-
faction.

According to Yakin and Erdil [23] both self-efficacy
and work engagement affect job satisfaction. When people
are satisfied with their job, they don'tintend to resign (Boylar,
Mosley,[24]). Lockwood [25] points outthattoday's challenge
is notonly to keep talented employees, butitis also required
to devote them full attention,capture their minds and hearts at
every stage of their operation.

Employees with the highest level of engagement
perform atleast 20 % better and are 87 % less likely to leave
the organization, which is of the utmost importance for its
success.

Even ifsatisfaction-performance relationship is largely
spurious (Bowling, [26]), em ployee engagementhas an impact
on the overalllevel of business.

Crabtree [27]in his article for The Gallup Management
Journal states, that there are many work places, where
relations between employees are heartless, and jealousy and
hate dominate.

These negative and tense relations in the workplace
canbe very harmfulforthe organization and itmay eventually
become vulnerable.

The Gallup Management Journal with its research

classifies employees into three categories [7]:

Engaged employees are energetic employees who
work with passion and feel a deep connection to the values
and mission of the organization in which they are employed.
They are trusting to colleagues as well as to managers and
are always ready for improvements and innovations.

Disengaged Employees are "partial absent". They
only do as much as they must, are "half asleep” during work-
time. They investtheirtime in their work, butnottheirenergy.

Actively disengaged employees are unhappy in their
jobs and their dissatisfaction is also actively displayed by
undermining the work of engaged colleagues, knowingly
harming the business, influencing the climate, commitment
and customer satisfaction and customers.

Meyer, Stanley, Parfyonova [28] state that "it is well
established, that employee commitment can take different
forms,yetitis only recently thattheory has been advanced to
explain how these different forms combine to influence
behavior".

Research Institute Towers W atson
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conducted a survey in about engagement among
88,000 employees in large and medium -sized enterprises in
19 countries (Marketer's Kaleidoscope, [29]).

Theresults showed thatonly 21 % ofrespondents are
fully engaged,which means thatthey are completely investing
time, energy, creativity and knowledge in their work.

Engagement is defined as the willingness and ability
of the employee to contribute the energy, knowledge and
extra time in work for the success of the organization.

Eubanks [21] lists the top factors that most affect the
engagement,namely: "leadership":good managers can keep
employees committed in bad business, but people willleave
bad managers in glorious enterprises; "rewards": affect the
commitment; "opportunity": the feeling that you make
progress,notthatyou are stuck in place; and "the message":
good communication is more than presentation of the
company atthe meetings.

Employees who feel informed are more confident
about the employer's pride in their work and have it more
focused. Similar, regarding communication, Taner, Sezen,
and Mihci [15] report about study concerning Job Demand-
Resource (JD-R) model, which examines the main effectof
resources (autonomy,feedback and support) on engagement
and interaction among them.

Results suggestthatsupervisory feedback is positively
related to engagement, whichis also reported by Ologbo and
Saudah [1]in arecentstudy.

Latest Gallup Research [8], which took place in 120
countries around the world and included 47,361 employees
(different jobs in different industries), showed only 11 %
engaged employees, 62 % were disengaged, 27 % were
actively diseangaged.

Countries thatwere included in the study were divided
into sets, one of them covering the Western European
countries: Austria,Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom .

Results indicate that only 10 % of employees were
engaged, 60 % were disengaged and 30 % were actively
disengaged. They also found that in the eyes of employees,
the mostimportantissues are:to know whatis expected from
them; to have the materialand equipmentto perform atwork
and to believe, thatthe colleagues strive for quality of work.

The survey instrumentconsists of several parts.

At first the respondents were asked about
demographical data (age, education, gender and size of the
company in which they work), then they were asked about

happiness with the work the respondents perform; happiness



w ith individual encouragement factors at their work; how

much they agree with the claims that influence their

engagement for performing work; which approaches of
encouraging work engagement seem mostimportant; would
they investmore effort in their work if they were to be
appropriately encouraged and how they perceive the
companies relationship to them .

The survey with closed type questions was carried
out, partly taken from G allup survey (Gallup Business Journal,
[8]). Before the actualstudy, the questionnaire was tested on
a test sample of people (20 people), in order to ensure
understandability of the questions.

Comments ontwo questions were made,so we had to
supplementthem accordingly.

W e included 300 employees in the research sample,
w ith the goal of equal distribution among small, medium and
large companies. In order to achieve the needed sample, we
had to collaborate overthe phone orin writing (over e-mail) by
asking 198 differentlarge Slovenian companies,which means
that we received differentnumbers of filled out surveys from
the companies.

Only two large companies (over 250 employees) were
w illing to participate in the surveys in the physical written form,
all the others preferred the electronic form and even though
we sent them a link to the online survey via e-mail, the vast
m ajority did not respond or the survey was filled outonly by
the recipient of the message.

W hen we reached the desired sample of employees
(100 from small, medium and large companies, total 300) we
finished the collection of data.

The sample was easily reached in large companies,
where we finished with the survey first, then in the medium
companies — the hardestwas in the smallcompanies, where
response was weakestand because of thatwe collected the
data there the longest.

Given the fact that the survey lasted 68 days, the
average daily response to the survey was 1.47 %, which

represents 4.41 completed surveys perday.

The survey was answered by 163 women (54.3 %)
and 137 men (45.7 % ). From these 5 % were under the age
of 25 years (1.7 % men and 3.3 % women),17.3 % aged 26 -
35 years (6.3 % men,11 % women)51 % aged 36 — 45 years,
(21.7 % men, 29.3 % women), 23.3 % aged 46 - 55 years,
(14.3 % men,9 % women)and overthe age of 56 years 3.3 %
were (1.7 % men, 1.7 % women).

For most questions, respondents were required to
assess on the 5-point scale, where in allcases the value of
1 representing thelowestand 5 the highest,which means that
the answers were evaluated on these estimates.

For each respondent, we aggregated the number of
points (estimate) and calculated the average value, which is
the basis for inclusion in the following three individual
categories: (1) score below 2.5 or less than 30 points, the
lowest level of a category, such as frustration, active
disengagement, irrelevance; (2) score from 2.5 to 3.7 and
from 31 to 44 points - a middle category level, such as
neutrality, disengagement;and (3)scoreover3.7 or 45 points
or more, category represents the highest level, such as
commitment, satisfaction, importance, active angagement.

Based on the above calculations we gotthe share of
employees, which is the final value and for us an important
result, from which we can see the relationship between, for
example, engaged and disengaged employees.

Employee satisfaction is changing, today they can be
satisfied with their salaries, and tomorrow they will be very
unhappy.

Such changes canoccur due to various factors, such
as inflation, change in company leadership, economic crisis,
layoffs, etc.

There are many such casual factors. The level of
satisfaction with individual encouragement factors among
the sample employees willbe presented. Table 1 shows the

average ratings ofindividualfactors encouraging engagement.

Table 1
The average score of employee satisfaction with encouraging engagement factors
(source:research 2010)
Mean
Encouragement factors N M in M ax medium -sized large Mean
smallcompany
company company
R elation with colleagues 300 2 4.01 3.89 4.13 4.01
W orking time 300 1 3.78 3.8 3.93 3.84
Interesting work 300 1 3.54 3.68 3.96 3.73
R elations with superiors 300 1 5 3.42 3.2 3.61 3.41
Good working conditions 300 1 5 3.21 3.3 3.48 3.33
Job security 300 1 5 2.94 2.77 3.18 2.96
Possibility of education 300 1 5 2.84 2.8 3.21 2.95
Promotion prospects (career development) 300 1 5 2.62 2.47 3.13 2.74
Amount of current salary 300 1 5 2.52 2.35 3.06 2.64
Rewarding, stimulation (e.g. praise,
300 1 5 2.45 2.33 2.58 2.45
recognition, gift...)
Total average 3.13 3.06 3.43 3.21

As we can see, the encouraging factor "relationship

with colleagues" has the highest arithmetic average, i.e. the

average value of only 4.01, the lowest assigned score of 2,

w hich is clearly indicative of the fact that employees



understand each other well.

W orking time was set to the second place, with the
average score of 3.84.

In the third place is "interesting work", with the average
of3.73,in the fourth place are relations with superiors with the
average of 3.41, which indicates good relations between
employees and their managers.

In the fifth place are good working conditions with a
3.33 estimate,which employees putexactly in halfin terms of
satisfaction, followed by job security with 2.96, then
educational opportunities with 2.95, career development with
2.74, the amount of current salary with 2.64 and at the end
w ith the worst rating is rewarding and encouraging factor
stimulation, with an average rating of 2.45.

From the results we can clearly see with which factors
the employees are mostand least satisfied.

This can helpa company inthe review and analysis of
which encouraging factors should receive more attention to
achieve better grades and satisfaction with them .

This is actually an indicator of the areas in which
employees are dissatisfied and therefore become less
engaged or disengaged atwork.

G allup's 12 questions help us when measuring

employee engagementin companies. Q12 - firstbeginnings

of the development of Gallup's 12 questions — date back to
the 1950s.They were formed by the research in 175 different
countries around the world and more than 17 million
employees.

The questionnaire is the basis and one of the best
criteria of measuring employee engagement around the
world, ourresearch organizations make use of ittoo.

The questions are known around the world as Gallup
Q12,divided into 4 engagementdimensions for more precise
resultinterpretation. Q1 and Q2 ("Basic needs — Whatdo we
get?"),Q3,Q4,Q5,Q6 ("Managementsupport—- Whatdo we
give?"), Q7,Q8,Q9, Q10 ("Team work — Do we belong?"),
Q11,Q12 ("Overallgrowth — How can we grow?").

Employees rate questions on a 5-pointscale, where 1
means "strongly disagree" and 5 "totally agree". The
questionnaire is the basis for measuring employee
engagement.

On the basis of the question results Q12 we get the
average score, which reflects employee engagement at the
company.

In Table 2 below we can look at the average of the

individual questions and the totalaverage of allthatis 2.98.

Table 2
G allup's model for measuring engagement (source: research 2010)
Strongly Completely
Min. Max. .
N disagree agree Mean
rating rating
% 1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5
Q1 You know whatis expected of your work 300 5 0.0 1.3 19.7 55.0 24.0 4.02
'‘Q2 You have all you need to do your job well 300 5 1.0 18.3 35.7 39.0 6.0 3.31
Atyour work you have the opportunity to do
'‘Q3 300 5 2.0 24.3 40.0 31.0 2.7 3.08
what you are best at practically every day
In the lastseven days your work has been
'‘Q4 300 5 20.0 27.7 24.7 22.3 5.3 2.65
praised and achievements recognized
'‘Qas Your leader respects you as a person 300 5 2.0 14.0 29.7 47.0 7.3 3.44
They care for you and encourage your
'‘Q6 300 5 5.0 27.3 38.3 24.3 5.0 2.97
development
'‘Q7 Your opinion counts and is taken into account 300 5 11.0 18.7 35.3 30.7 4.3 2.99
‘a8 Yourcompany knows how importantyourwork is 300 5 13.0 21.3 40.3 20.0 5.3 2.83
Your colleagues are honestly engaged in good
'‘Q9 300 5 1.7 13.3 35.3 44.7 5.0 3.38
quality work
'‘Q10 Your best friend is from your work 300 5 26.7 33.7 18.7 18.3 2.7 2.37
During the past 6 months there have been talks
Q11 300 5 33.0 28.7 22.7 11.3 4.3 2.25
about your promotion
Over the lastyear you have had the opportunity
'Q12 300 5 29.3 20.0 25.0 20.7 5.0 2.52
to learn and develop
Total 300 2.98

As we can see, employees know exactly what is
expected of their work given that the highest average is
achieved by the firstquestion "Do you know whatis expected
of yourwork", whose value is 4.02, with the lowestassigned a
score of 2. The lowest average 2.25 is achieved by the
eleventh question "During the past6 months there have been

talks aboutyour promotion".

Promising approaches to engagement through the
ages change. Once the employees were motivated by the
recognition of their work done, today good salary motivates
them.We were interested in how employees value individual
encouraging factors for work engagement today.

For a better overview of encouraging engagement
approaches in Table 3, they are sorted by size from the

highestto the lowestaverage ratings.

Table 3

The importance of approaches to promote employee engagementto work
(source:research 2010)



Strongly Completely

N Min. Max. disagree agree Mean
rating rating

% 1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5
Honesty to employees 300 5 0.7 1.7 24.0 73.7 4.70
Interesting work 300 5 1.0 2.0 35.0 62.0 4.57
Continuity of em ployment 300 5 0.7 1.7 6.7 30.7 60.3 4.48
Good working conditions 300 5 0.7 4.0 42.0 53.3 4.47
Job stability 300 5 4.0 1.3 7.7 42.3 47.3 4.33
Good salary 300 5 2.0 2.0 7.3 39.0 49.7 4.32
The feeling, that "Il am good atmy work" 300 5 0.7 11.0 46.0 42.3 4.29
Promotion and growth in the organization 300 5 0.7 14.0 49.7 35.7 4.20
Recognition for work done 300 5 0.7 1.7 13.7 49.0 35.0 4.16
Discipline 300 5 0.3 0.7 15.0 52.3 31.7 4.14
Education within the organization 300 5 0.7 22.3 52.7 24.3 4.00
Help with personal problem s 300 5 2.7 17.7 20.7 40.7 18.3 3.54
Benefits at work (company telephone, car...) 300 5 3.3 16.3 44.3 29.7 6.3 3.19
Total 300 4.19

As we can see, the respondents from Slovenian
companies seem to think thatthe mostimportantapproach to
promoting engagement with work is "fairness to employees"
whose average valueis 4.70.1In the second place with a 4.57
is "interesting work", only third with 4.48 is "continuity of
employment" and so on. "Good pay"is only atthe halfin the
order of importance with an average rating of 4.32.

Respondents evaluated "benefits atwork"as the least
important approach to promoting engagement, whose
average score is 3.19. A slightly betterscore was achievedby
"help with personalproblems" with 3.54.

Only two approaches to promoting engagementhave
the average rating between 3 and 4, allthe rest are above 4,
seem to value all these

indicating that the employees

approaches in promoting employee engagement at work
almostequally important.

Even in these approaches to promoting engagement,
companies can learn which are the ones they can pay the
most attention to.

As we can see,fairness to employees forexample, is
one ofapproaches with which companies can achieve higher
engagement of employees in a way that they work on this
together with their leaders, management (perhaps a few
suggestions: honest relationships with employees, honest
report results about the situation in the company, sincere
praise,etc.). Thesame goes forotherapproaches to prom oting
engagement.

Success of the company and its development are
largely dependenton the quality ofthe employees, itis those
employees,who are psychologically and emotionally attached

to theirwork,thatare much more successfulthan those who
do not feelthose links.

Since the latter are more and more occurring in
companies, they are becoming increasingly disengaged in
their work and do only whatthey need.

W e wanted to furtherexplore this area,because itis a
worrying problem, engagementindexes namely show a high
proportion of actively disengaged employees.

Through research we verified what the situation of
engagement in Slovenian companies is like, and what
approaches are and should be employed to promote and
verify employee satisfaction with their work and with the
company.

The research has shown the following. The highest

percentage of satisfaction occurs with respondents from large
companies,and with nine factors (amountofcurrentsalaries,
career opportunities, educationalopportunities, relationships
with colleagues, relations with superiors, good working
conditions, interesting work, working hours, job security).

Respondents from small companies reached the
highest percentage for only one factor, namely "reward and
stimulation", respondents from medium-sized enterprises
didn't get any. The highest percentage of neutrality occurs
with respondents from small companies, with four factors
(relations with colleagues,relations with superiors, interesting
work and work time).

Respondents from medium -sized companies achieved
the highestpercentage with three factors (rewards and
incentives, good working conditions, job security), from big
companies also with three factors (currentsalarylevel career
opportunities, educational opportunities).

The highestpercentage of dissatisfaction occurs with
respondents from smallcompanies, and with seven factors
(chances for promotion, chances for education, reward and
stimulation,good working conditions,interesting work, working
time, security of employment). Respondents from medium -
sizedcompanies achieved the highest percentage with three
factors (currentsalary, relations with colleagues, relations w ith
superiors), and none was gained from big companies.

The results of this research have shown that the
present Slovenian companies have only 13 % of engaged
employees (working with passion, feela deep connection to
the organization, are confident and always ready for
improvementand innovation), 65 % are disengaged (partially
absent and they only do as much as they must, they willnot
invest their time, energy and passion into work) and 22 % of
employees are actively disengaged (they are dissatisfied
w ith their work, it is also shown in the underestimating of
engaged work colleagues, knowingly harming the business).

The ratio between the number of engaged and
actively disengaged employees is 0.59 : 1. This inform ation
benefits us to measure organizationalhealth. According to the
results of this researchitcanbe claimed, thatwe do nothave
too many healthy organizations, as there are two engaged
staff members required to cover for an actively disengaged
third one.

For comparison, we can again mention the G allup

2009 - 2010 survey,whichshowed thatin the world we have



1M1 %
actively disengaged, the average ratio between the engaged

engaged employees, 62 % disengaged and 27 %
and actively disengaged is 1.83 : 1.

In the twelve countries of Western Europe, including
Slovenia, the survey showed that 10 % are engaged, 60 %
are disengaged and 30 % are actively disengaged, the ratio of
engaged and actively disengaged is 0.81 : 1.

G allup Business Journal[6]indicated the proportion of
engagement for individual countries around the world in its
research report.

For the European area there is unfortunately no data
on Slovenia at present, but for comparison we can give
information about Austria and Croatia, as they are the
neighboring countries, and are mentioned in the report.

Austria has 23 % of engaged, 62 % of disengaged
and 15 %
2 % of engaged, 47 % of disengaged and 52 % of actively

of actively disengaged employees. Croatia has

disengaged employees.

Toencourage employee engagementitis important to
manage the employees. Thatmeans,thatthe employees must
be aware ofthe vision, strategic orientation and values of the
company. Itis urgently needed to boostthe communications
between them and the leadership; that employees get
involved in the process ofbusiness decision-making with their
ideas and solutions.

Forsuccessfully completed tasks, ideas, innovations,
proposals itis necessary to reward employees.

If orwhen corporate executives measure engagement
amongemployees,they mustgive feedback and interpret the
results together with the employees to find solutions. The
employees must feel desirable and unique in the company,
because thatis the only way they can really maximize their
potentialand do their job energetically.

Eubanks [21] suggests some ways, how to access
employee engaged

engagement in companies: "Choose

employees" :interviews in which candidates have an opportunity
to talk aboutwhatthey find important.

If during a conversation their face won'tlight up with a
real smile at least 1 time, then itis likely thatthey only came
for work and not forthemselves.

Thatis a sign of their passion for life and their chosen
profession.

"Encourage links": it is necessary to build, promote
and nurture links between employees, to include working
offer them emotional and social

teams and support.

"Meaningful work": most people wantto know thattheir 8 +/-
hours of work are not in vain, that they can believe in their

daily results and be proud of them .

"Values": values for the selection, orientation, training
and evaluation of employees, that help to resolve ethical
dilem mas and life problems. Values, if they are well-defined
and accepted, can be a great way to determine the identity
and origin of pride and ensure the importance of working
together.

"Quality": many successfulpeople work fora high quality
organization for reputation in the localand regionallevel. Itis
necessary to attract the engaged and talented, which is the
key to continue business atthe high levelof quality.

"Organizationalpursuits": monthly meetings where all
employees gather,share news, discuss updates, introducing
new people.

It's brainstorming about organizational challenges.
Twice a year day-long meetings are mandatory, where a
motivational speaker teaches, employees get awards for
great success, goals are presented. Every three years, itis
required to involve the employees in contributing to the
strategic plan.

"Using advantages":exercises to promote health, self-

help groups and the like, may not be in conjunction with the

job. It is an excellent incentive for employees to self-
realization.

There are many proposed solutions forcompanies to
handle employees, but the perception of some by the
companies is questionable.

Leaders should be aware that human resources
managementand developmentreally requires more attention,
because the satisfaction and trust of employees is a key to
engagement and commitment and, of course, increasing

productivity .
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