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THE LEVEL OF EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT
IN SLOVENIAN COMPANIES

UDC 331.104
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Employee engagement combines elements of belonging, commitment, motiva-
tion, 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
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results of the survey indicate that a high proportion of disengagement is present among
employees. Finally, the author suggests possible measures that relate to human resources
management in order to overcome the current situtaion regarding employee engagement.

Keywords: employee engagement, measuring the impact of management, ap-
proaches to promotion.
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YPOBEHb BOBNTEYMEHHOCTW COTPYOHUKOB
B AEATENbHOCTb CNNOBEHCKUX KOMMAHUHA

YK 331.104 M. Mepkay-Ckok

BoBnEYEeHHOCTb COTPYAIHVKOB B AEATENbHOCTb KOMMNaHuin coveTaeT B cebe oco-
3HaHUe NPUHAANEXHOCTU K KOMMaHWK, LEeneycTpeMneHHOCTb, MOTUBALINIO, TOTOBHOCTb
K paboTe M ee NpPON3BOAUTENBHOCTL. BaxHas ponb B oGecne4eHnn BbICOKOW BOBNe-
YEHHOCTW COTPYAHWKOB NPVHAANEXUT MEHEIKMEHTY, a €€ YpOBEHb BO MHOrom onpe-
AEnsieT UHTEHCWBHOCTb B3aUMOAEWCTBUS PAAOBLIX COTPYAHWKOB C PYKOBOACTBOM.
Llenblo cTaTbit ABASIETCA UCCMEA0BaHNE TOro, B Kakoit CTEneHu MmoolipeHue Boene-
UEHHOCTU B paboTy CNOBEHCKMUX COTPYAHWKOB, @ TakkKe Kakne NoAXOA4bl K NOOLIPEHNio
BOBNEYEHHOCTV B paboTy OLEHMBAIOTCS PSAOBLIMU COTPYAHUKAMY Kak Haubonee Bax-
Hble U cnpaBeanuebie. MpoBeaeHsl uccneaosanns Ha npumepe 300 cnoBeHCKMX Co-
TPYAHUKOB. Pe3ynbTaTbl ONPOCOB M UX aHanu3a nokasbiBatoT, YTO JOCTATO4HO BbICOKA
[0NS1 HU3KOW BOBNEYEHHOCTU CPeay COTPYAHMKOB. [NA NOBbLILEHUA BOBNEYEHHOCTY
pa3paboTaHb! 1 MPeAnoXeHbl BO3MOXHbIE MEpbI, KOTOpble OTHOCATCA K ynpasneHuto
YENOBEYECKUMM pecypcamy v MO3BOMSIOT YNYHLNTL TEKYLLYIO CUTyauuto OTHOCUTENLHO
BOBMNEYEHHOCTU COTPYAHVKOB.

Kroyesble criosa: BOBMEYEHHOCTb COTPYAHWUKOB, OLEHKA BIUAHWA yNpaBneHus,
noAXoAbl K COAENCTBUIO BOBNEYEHHOCTH.
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PIBEHb 3AJTYYEHHA CNIBPOBITHUKIB
Y OIANBHICTb CNOBEHCBHKUX KOMMAHIW

YK 331.104 M. Mepka4-Ckok

3anyyeHHs cniBpoBITHWKIB Y AISNbHICTb KOMNaHIA noegHye B cobi yCBiAOMNEHHS
HaNEeXHOCTI A0 KOMNaHii, LjinecnpsamoBaHiCTb, MOTVBaLlilo, FOTOBHICTb A0 poGoTw i Ti
NPOAYKTUBHICTb. Baxnuea ponb y 3abeaneyeHHi 3HayHoro 3anyyeHHs cniBpoBiTHUKIB
HaNeX1Tb MEHEAXXMEHTY, a oro piseHb 6arato B YoMy BU3HAYaE IHTEHCUBHICTb B3ae-
mogaji pRAoBMX cniBpoBITHUKIB i3 KepiBHMUTBOM. MeTol cTaTTi € JOCHIIKEHHS TOro,
SIKOI0 MipOlo 3anyyeHHs B poBOTy MPUCYTHE Cepep CrOBEHCbKUX CMiBpoBITHUKIB, a Ta-
KOX $IKi MIAXOAN A0 320X0OHEHHNA 3anyyeHHs B pPoBOTY OLIHIOITLCA PAKOBUMK CiBpOGIT-
HUKaMU SiK HamBinbll Baxnuei i cnpaseanusi. MpoBefeHo AOCNIAXEHHA Ha npuknagi
300 crioBeHCbKkux cniBpobiTHUKIB. Pe3ynbTaTn onuTyBaHb Ta iX aHanisy ceigyatb, WO
AOCWTb BNCOKA YacTka HU3LKOTO 3anyyeHHs cepeq cniBpobiTHUKIB. [AnNA nigBULLIEHHS
PIBHS 3any4eHHsi po3pobMeHo @ 3anponOHOBAHO MOXMMBI 3ax0AK, AKi CTOCYHTbCA
yNpaBniHHA NIOACHKUMIA PECYpPCaMy | J03BONAKTL NOKPALLMTYA NOTOUHY CUTYaL|iio WOoAO
3anyyYyeHHs crniBpobiTHUKIB.

Knrouosi crosa: 3anyyeHHsi cniBpoBiTHUKIB, OLiHKa BNAWBY ynpasniHHSA, NiaxoAu
[0 CNPUSIHHS 3any4eHHIo.



NexaHiam peryroBaHHA EKOHOMIK

12

Employee engagement is 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 number of reserachers as well
as consulting firms [1].

A "good" and "successful' company is a common
desire of employers and employees worldwide. At the same
time, success of the company and its development is largely
dependent on 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 engagement is positively related to outcomes for
highly conscientious employees [2]. Relationship between
productivity, quality and competitivnes was studied specifi-
cally in the service sector, where competitiveness, effectiveness
and efficiency are the foundations for competitive advantage [3].

Few reserachers have examined possible linkages
between attitudes of employees toward their work and their
influence on customer relationship [4]. It is emphasized in [5]
that engaging employees beyond their given work sphere is
gaining rapid importance, especially taking into account the
concept of "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 their work, are much more successful
than those who do not feel those links [6; 7).

Unfortunately, in the current "crisis" times, it appears
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 what they are told to do.

This particular phenomenon is the main motivation for
writing the paper. The fact that this is a worrying problem was
also shown in Gallup survey, which demonstrated the increase
of index of disengagement of employees in some countries [8].

However, such attitude was also present in the past,
as noted by the research conducted by [3] that indicated a
very high index 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, that leading companies
are insufficiently aware of disengaged employees. At the
same time companies are not trying to improve relations. The
author in [3] estimates that the 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 author in [9] concludes, that research shows that
most companies fall apart due to the failure of people
management and not because of a lack of capital, and that
the leaders lead best when others want to 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 several discussions and
researches on management style.

Some findings support the paradigm of a feminine
style of management [10]; or expose learning goal orientation
in leadership style as more effective [11]; or distinguish
between patterns of relational and task-oriented lead=rship
styles and their outcomes [12]; or emphasize that effective
leadership fosters employee commitment and a brand

supporting behavior [13]; or simply express importance of
psyhological acceptance [14].

Based on the presented theoretical research, two
research goals aim at exploring: (1) to what extent encouraging
work engagement is present among Slovenian employees,
and (2) which approaches of encouraging work engagement
are evaluated as the most important ones by the employees.

In these current crisis times the major concern of
employees is the economy, especially job security, which of
course is felt even by the organizations. The recession that hit
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 unemployment rate, which
the employed experience very personally, as they are also
under pressure from the media, constantly exposed to the
fear of employment loss.

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 development in the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP).

With some extra effort, companies could provide in-
formation for finding new jobs for employees after their being
layed-off, and Rotar [16] reports about the impact of the
institutional training program on participants' chances of
finding a job. Also, external forces influence companies, like
the large informal sector, that reduces wage levels (Hudson, [17])
or under-regulation of work and welfare, which is correlated
with under-reporting of employees wages by employers
(Williams, [18]). Determining wages has also broader
influence, e.g. it impacts lower self-esteem (de Araujo,
Lagos, [19)).

As Verle and Markic [20] indieate, the current pressure
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.

At the same time the organizations should get to know
that employees are the greatest wealth, which is reflected in
their values, skills, knowledge, abilities and talents of
individuals.

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

However, improvements in business performance,
increase of customer loyalty, faster innovation and successful
system integration of business processes are possible only if
the employees who work enthusiastically are at the heart of
all of these changes.

Employee engagement represents the level at which
employees feel satisfaction and believe in what they do, while
performing their work, making them feel valued 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
which contribute to the success of the team or the company
itself.

As Borgogni et al. [22] report, there is indirect relation
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't intend to resign (Boylar,
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Mosley, [24]). Lockwood [25] points out that today's challenge
is not only to keep talented employees, but it is 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 at least 20 % better and are 87 % less likely to leave
the organization, which is of the utmost importance for its
success.

Even if satisfaction-performance relationship is largely
spurious (Bowling, [26]), employee engagement has an impact
on the overall level 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
can be very harmful for the organization and it may 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 colieagues 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 invest their time in their work, but not their energy.

* 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, yet it is only recently that theory has been advanced to
explain how these different forms combine to influence
behavior”.

The American Research Institute Towers Watson
conducted a survey in 2007 about engagement among
88,000 employees in large and medium-sized enterprises in
19 countries (Marketer's Kaleidoscope, [29]).

The results showed that only 21 % of respondents are
fully engaged, which means that they 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 will leave
bad managers in glorious enterprises; "rewards": affect the
commitment; “opportunity": the feeling that you make
progress, not that you are stuck in place; and "the message™:
good communication is more than presentation of the
company at the 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 effect of
resources (autonomy, feedback and support) on engagement
and interaction among them.

Results suggest that supervisory feedback is positively
related to engagement, which is also reported by Ologbo and
Saudah [1] in a recent study.
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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 that were 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 most important issues are: to know what is expected from
them; to have the material and equipment to perform at work
and to believe, that the colleagues strive for quality of work.

The survey instrument consists 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
with 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 most important; would
they invest more 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 Gallup survey (Gallup Business Journal,
[8]). Before the actual study, the questionnaire was tested on
a test sample of people (20 people), in order to ensure
understandability of the questions.

Comments on two questions were made, so we had to
supplement them accordingly.

We included 300 employees in the research sample,
with the goal of equal distribution among small, medium and
large companies. In order to achieve the needed sample, we
had to collaborate over the phone or in writing (over e-mail) by
asking 198 different large Slovenian companies, which means
that we received different numbers of filled out surveys from
the companies.

Only two large companies (over 250 employees) were
willing 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
majority did not respond or the survey was filled out only by
the recipient of the message.

When we reached the desired sample of employees
(100 from small, medium and iarge 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 hardest was in the small companies, where
response was weakest and because of that we 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 per day.

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 over the 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 all cases the value of
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1 representing the lowest and 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 middie category level, such as
neutrality, disengagement; and (3) score over 3.7 or 45 points
or more, category represents the highest level, such as
commitment, satisfaction, importance, active angagement.

Based on the above calculations we got the 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 can occur 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 will be presented. Table 1 shows the
average ratings of individual factors encouraging engagement.

Table 1
The average score of employee satisfaction with encouraging engagement factors
(source: research 2010)
Mean
Encouragement factors N Min Max medium-sized large Mean
small company company company

Relation with colleagues 300 2 5 4.01 3.89 4.13 4.01
Working time 300 1 5 3.78 3.8 3.93 3.84
Interesting work 300 1 5 3.54 3.68 3.96 3.73
Relations 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 2.94 277 3.18 2.96
Possibility of education 300 1 5 2.84 2.8 i 3.21 295
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
zi‘gg;‘?t'{;% Ztiit"'_‘.‘.‘)'am“ (e.g- praize, 300 1 5 2.45 2.33 2.58 2.45
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,
which is clearly indicative of the fact that employees
understand each other well.

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

In the third place is "interesting work", with the average
of 3.73, 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 put exactly in half in 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
with 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 most and least satisfied.

This can help a company in the 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 at work.

Gallup's 12 questions help us when measuring
employee engagement in companies. Q12 — first beginnings
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, our research organizations make use of it too.

The questions are known around the world as Gallup
Q12, divided into 4 engagement dimensions for more precise
result interpretation. Q1 and Q2 ("Basic needs — What do we
get?"), @3, Q4, Q5, Q6 ("Management support — What do we
give?"), Q7, Q8, Q9, Q10 ("Team work — Do we belong?"),
Q11, Q12 ("Overall growth — How can we grow?").

Employees rate questions on a 5-point scale, 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 total average of all that is 2.98.
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Table 2
Gallup's model for measuring engagement (source: research 2010)
. Strongly Completely
N | Min | Max. disagree agree Mean
rating | rating
% 1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5
'‘Q1 |You know what is expected of your work 300 2 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 1 5 1.0 18.3 35.7 39.0 6.0 3.3
; At your work you have the opportunity to do
Q3 what you are best at practically every day 300 . 5 2.0 24.3 | 400 | 310 &3 3.08
; In the last seven days your work has been
Q4 praised and achievements recognized 300 1 v 20.0 27.7 281 223 L 265
'Q5 |Your leader respects you as a person 300 1 5 2.0 14.0 29.7 47.0 7.3 3.44
Q6 They care for you and encourage your 300 1 5 5.0 273 383 243 50 297
development
'‘Q7 | Your opinion counts and is taken into account 300 1 5 11.0 18.7 35.3 30.7 4.3 299
'Q8 | Your company knows how important your work is | 300 1 5 13.0 21.3 40.3 20.0 5.3 2.83
Q9 YOUI: colleagues are honestly engaged in good 300 1 5 17 133 353 44.7 50 338
quality work
'‘Q10 |Your best friend is from your work 300 1 5 26.7 337 18.7 18.3 2.7 2.37
: During the past 6 months there have been talks
Q11 about your promotion 300 1 5 33.0 | 287 | 227 11.3 4.3 2.25
g Over the last year you have had the opportunity
Q12 o learn and develop 300 1 5 29.3 | 20.0 | 25.0 | 20.7 5.0 2.52
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 first question "Do you know what is expected
of your work", whose value is 4.02, with the lowest assigned a
score of 2. The lowest average 2.25 is achieved by the
eleventh question "During the past 6 months there have been
talks about your 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
highest to the lowest average ratings.

Table 3
The importance of approaches to promote employee engagement to work
(source: research 2010)
. Strongly Completel
N rl;/:rr]\g r":::g disagrgee agree ! Mean
%1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5

Honesty to employees 300 1 5 0.7 1.7 24.0 737 4.70
Interesting work 300 1 5 1.0 2.0 35.0 62.0 457
Continuity of employment 300 1 5 0.7 1.7 6.7 30.7 60.3 4.48
Good working conditions 300 1 5 0.7 4.0 42.0 53.3 4.47
Job stability 300 1 5 4.0 1.3 7.7 423 47.3 4.33
Good salary 300 1 5 2.0 2.0 7.3 39.0 | 497 4.32
The feeling, that "I am good at my work" 300 1 5 0.7 11.0 | 46.0 | 423 4.29
Promotion and growth in the organization 300 1 5 0.7 14.0 | 49.7 357 4.20
Recognition for.work done 300 1 5 0.7 1.7 13.7 | 49.0 | 35.0 4.16
Discipline 300 1 5 0.3 0.7 150 | 523 | 31.7 4.14
Education within the organization 300 1 5 0.7 223 52.7 243 4.00
Help with personal problems 300 1 5 2.7 17.7 20.7 40.7 18.3 3.54
Benefits at work (company telephone, car...) 300 1 5 3.3 16.3 443 29.7 6.3 3.19
Total 300 419
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As we can see, the respondents from Slovenian
companies seem to think that the most important approach to
promoting engagement with work is "fairness to employees"
whose average value is 4.70. In 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 at the half in the
order of importance with an average rating of 4.32.

Respondents evaluated "benefits at work" as the least
important approach to promoting engagement, whose
average score is 3.19. A slightly better score was achieved by
"help with personal problems" with 3.54.

Only two approaches to promoting engagement have
the average rating between 3 and 4, all the rest are above 4,
indicating that the employees seem to value all these
approaches in promoting employee engagement at work
almost equally 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 for example, is
one of approaches 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.). The same goes for other approaches to promoting
engagement.

Success of the company and its development are
largely dependent on the quality of the employees, it is those
employees, who are psychologically and emotionally attached
to their work, that are much more successful than those who
do not feel those links.

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

We wanted to further explore this area, because it is a
worrying problem, engagement indexes 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 (amount of current salaries,
career opportunities, educational opportunities, 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 highest percentage with three factors (rewards and
incentives, good working conditions, job security), from big
companies also with three factors (current salary level, career
opportunities, educational opportunities).

The highest percentage of dissatisfaction occurs with
respondents from small companies, 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-
sized companies achieved the highest percentage with three

factors (current salary, relations with colleagues, relations with
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, feel a deep connection to
the organization, are confident and always ready for
improvement and innovation), 65 % are disengaged (partiaily
absent and they only do as much as they must, they will not
invest their time, energy and passion into work) and 22 % of
employees are actively disengaged (they are dissatisfied
with 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 information
benefits us to measure organizational health. According to the
results of this research it can be claimed, that we do not have
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 Gallup
2009 - 2010 survey, which showed that in the world we have
11 % engaged employees, 62 % disengaged and 27 %
actively disengaged, the average ratio between the engaged
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.

Gallup 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 Craatia, as they are the
neighboring countries, and are mentioned in the report.

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

To encourage employee engagement it is important to
manage the employees. That means, that the employees must
be aware of the vision, strategic orientation and values of the
company. It is urgently needed to boost the communications
between them and the leadership; that employees get
involved in the process of business decision-making with their
ideas and solutions.

For successfully completed tasks, ideas, innovations,
proposals it is necessary to reward employees.

If or when corporate executives measure engagement
among employees, they must give feedback and interpret the
results together with the employees to find solutions. The
employees must feel desirable and unique in the company,
because that is the only way they can really maximize their
potential and do their job energetically.

Eubanks [21] suggests some ways, how to access
employee engagement in companies: "Choose engaged
employees" : interviews in which candidates have an opportunity
to talk about what they find important.

If during a conversation their face won't light up with a
real smile at least 1 time, then it is likely that they only came
for work and not for themselves.

That is 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
teams and offer them emotional and social support.
"Meaningful work": most people want to know that their 8 +/-
hours of work are not in vain, that they can believe in their
daily results and be proud of them.
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"Values": values for the selection, orientation, training
and evaluation of employees, that help to resolve ethical
dilemmas 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 successful people work for a high quality
organization for reputation in the local and regional level. it is
necessary to attract the engaged and talented, which is the
key to continue business at the high level of quality.

"Organizational pursuits"; 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, it is
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 for companies to
handle employees, but the perception of some by the
companies is questionable.

Leaders should be aware that human resources
management and development really 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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®IHAHCOBI ACINEKTHU
NnyBNIYHO-NMPUBATHOIO MNAPTHEPCTBA
®ponoe C. M.

€Epemelqyk P. A.

[loBeaeHo HeobXiAHICTb AOCMIAKEHHs (iHaHCOBMUX acnekTis nybnivyHo-npusat-
Horo naptHepcTsa (MMNM). PosrnaxyTo dopmu MMM BiANOBIAHO AC CTYNEHS 3a5y4eHH:A
NPUBaTHOrO Ta AEPXaBHOro CEKTOPIB i PIBHA pU3UKy, Sk OepyTb Ha cebe CTOpOHMU.
Po3nogineHo chiHaHCoBi IHCTPyMeHTH Ha Goprosi, Nainosi Ta keasikanitan i HagaHo M
XapaKTepuCTMKY 3anexHOo Bif CriBBIgHOLEHHS "pU3NK/gOoXiAHICTL" Ta BUMOT [0 aKTUBIB.
MpoaHanizoBaHo akTopw, Ski BINUBaKTb HA POPMyBaHHA CTPYKTYpU thiHAHCOBUX iH-
CTPyMeHTiB NyBniYHO-NpUBaTHOrO NapTHepPCTBa. 3anponoHOBaHO CTBOPEHHA cneuians-
Horo coHgy niatpumku MMM, ynpaBniHHA SKUM CMPUATAME  PO3BWTKY ny6niyHo-
NPVBATHOrO NapTHEPCTBa B YKpaiHi.

Knroyosi criosa: ny6nidHo-npuBaTHe NapTHEPCTBO, (hiHAHCOBI acnekTy, Boprosi
Ta nanoBi IHCTPYMEHTW, KBasikaniTan, akropu Bnivsy.
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®UHAHCOBBIE ACNEKTbI MNYBIMYHO-YACTHOIO MAPTHEPCTBA
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[JokasaHa Heob6XOAMMOCTb WCCNEeAOBaHUA (HPUHAHCOBLIX acnekTos ny6nvnyHo-
yacTHoro naptHepcTsa (M4N). PaccmoTpeHsl dopmbl M4 cornacHo cteneHu BoBne-
YEHMS YaCTHOTO W roCyAapCTBEHHOIO CEKTOPOB 1 CTEMEHW PUCKa, KOTOPbIV MPUHUMAIOT
Ha ce6Aa CTOpoHbI. PacnpeaeneHsl WHaHCOBbLIE MHCTPYMEHTbI Ha A0NroBbIe, A0Nesble
M KBasvkanuTan W fAaHa WX XapakTepucTuka B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT COOTHOLUEHMUA
"puck/poxofHocTh" U TpeboBanwii K akTueam. lpoaHanuanposaHbl ¢hakTopbl, BNUSAIO-
WMe Ha opMMpOBaHUE CTPYKTYpbl (PUHAHCOBBIX WHCTPYMEHTOB roCyAapCTBEHHO-
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